UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


Congressional Record 


PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 8 37 CONGRESS 
SECOND SESSION 


VOLUME 100—PART 11 


AUGUST 10, 1954, TO AUGUST 18, 1954 
(PAGES 13853 TO 15094) 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, 1954 


AUTHENTICATED 
U.S. GOVERNMENT 
INFORMATION 

GPO 


United States 
of America 


Congressional Record 


PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 837 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION 


SENATE 


Tuespay, August 10, 1954 


(Legislative day of Thursday, August 5, 
1954) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess, 

Rev. F. Norman Van Brunt, associate 
pastor, Foundry Methodist Church, 
Washington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty and Eternal God our Father, 
we pause in this moment to dedicate 
our thoughts and motives to Thee. Look 
upon them, we pray, that as we face this 
new day, we may be blessed to use them 
to their fullest and best intent. We 
thank Thee that Thou hast set in our 
hearts a dream of life without futility, 
of faith without fear, of freedom with- 
out folly. Arise Thou within us as 
strength and healing and victory, over- 
coming all confusion of purpose, all 
haunting failure, and all that would 
keep us from the best to which Thou 
dost call us. In the dear Redeemer's 
name. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. KNow1anp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
August 9, 1954, was dispensed with. 


REPORT ON PARTICIPATION IN 
THE UNITED NAT: INS—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC. 
NO. 492) 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following communication 
from the President of the United States, 
which was read, and, with the accom- 
panying report, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith, pursuant to the 
United Nations Participation Act, the 
eighth annual report, covering the year 
1953, on United States participation in 
the United Nations. 

This report surveys the first year of 
our activity in the United Nations since 
this administration took office, and I am 
happy to bring to your attention its evi- 
dence of benefits that have accrued to 
our country and the free world from par- 
ticipation in the United Nations. 

Dwicut D. EISENHOWER. 

THE WHITE HoUsE, August 10, 1954. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the follow- 
ing bills of the Senate: 

S. 1585. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, as amended; 

S. 1611. An act to regulate the election of 
delegates representing the District of Colum- 
bia to national political conventions, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 2798. An act for the relief of Azizollah 
Azordegan; 

S. 3506. An act to repeal the act approved 
September 25, 1914, and to amend the act 
approved June 12, 1934, both relating to alley 
dwellings in the District of Columbia; and 

S. 3655. An act to provide that the Metro- 
politan Police force shall keep arrest books 
which are open to public inspection, 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills of 
the Senate, each with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 


S. 2420. An act to amend section 32 of the 


Trading With the Enemy Act, as amended; 
and 

S. 3482. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act, 
and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H. R. 9245) to 
establish a joint committee of Congress 
to study postal field service reclassifica- 
tion, to increase the rates of basic com- 
pensation of postmasters, officers, and 
employees in the postal field service 
pending reclassification pursuant to rec- 
ommendations of such joint committee, 
and for other purposes, in which it re- 
quested the concurrence of the Senate, 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the following con- 
current resolution (H. Con, Res. 218) 
favoring the waiver of State residence 
requirements in elections of Federal offi- 
cials, in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate: 

Whereas many citizens are deprived of the 
right to vote because they have recently 
moved from one State to another and have 
not subsequent to such move complied with 
the residence requirements of the State to 
which they have moved; and 

Whereas it is desirable that citizens should 
be entitled to vote for the office of President 
and Vice President whether or not they had 
moved from one State to another; and 

Whereas such disfranchisement could be 
avoided by reciprocal arrangements between 
the several States which would recognize the 
right of a citizen who had moved from one 
State to another to continue to vote in the 
State from which he had moved for such 
reasonable period of time as would enable 
him to fulfill the residence requirements in 


the State to which he had moved: Therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress 
expresses itself as favoring, and suggests to 
the several States the consideration of appro- 
priate legislation to enable a person to vote 
when such person would be eligible to vote 
but for the fact that he had moved from one 
State to another and had not yet fulfilled 
the residence requirements of such State to 
which he had moved. 


COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 


On request of Mr. Knowtanp, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Rules and Administration was authorized 
to meet during the session of the Senate 
tomorrow. 


ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immediately 
following a brief executive session and 
a quorum call, there may be the cus- 
tomary morning hour for the transac- 
tion of routine business, under the usual 
2-minute limitation on speeches, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business, for 
action on nominations under “New 
Reports.” 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
business. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. MARTIN, from the Committee on 
Public Works: 

Herbert Davis Vogel, of Michigan, to be 
a member of the Board of Directors of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, vice Gordon R. 
Clapp, term expired. 

By Mr. CARLSON, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service: 

Ninety-two postmasters. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, from the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare: 

Horace W. Harper, of Texas, to be a mem- 
ber of the Railroad Retirement Board for a 
term of 5 years (reappointment); and 

Joseph H. Gerber and sundry other can- 
didates for appointment in the Regular 
Corps of the Public Health Service. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will state the nominations on the 
Executive Calendar. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Hon. James C. Connell, of Ohio, to be 
United States district judge for the 
northern district of Ohio. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT 
ATTORNEYS 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Theodore E. Munson, of Alaska, to be 
United States district attorney for divi- 
sion No. 1, district of Alaska. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Herbert G. Homme, Jr., of North 
Dakota, to be United States attorney for 
Guam. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Robert Vogel, of North Dakota, to be 
United States district attorney for the 
district of North Dakota. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 


UNITED STATES MARSHAL 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Harry R. Tenborg, of North Dakota, 
to be United States marshal for the dis- 
trict of North Dakota. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the President be immediately 
notified of nominations confirmed today. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the President will be immedi- 
ately notified of the nominations this day 
confirmed. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate resume the con- 
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg- 
islative business. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Crippa in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Morning business is in order, under the 
2-minute limitation on speeches. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. 239. A bill for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. 
Frank Goto (Rept. No. 2365); 

S. 2115. A bill for the relief of Gertraut 
Hildegarde Marie Hubinger and Franz Hub- 
inger (Rept. No. 2383); 

S. 2692. A bill for the relief of Hedwig 
Marie Zaunmuller (Rept. No. 2384); 

S. 2694. A bill for the relief of Francis Ber- 
tram Brennan (Rept. No. 2385); 

H. R. 697. A bill for the relief of Demetrios 
Christos Mataraggiotis, and Zoi Demetre Ma- 
taraggiotis, his wife, and Christos Matarag- 
giotis and Constantinos Mataraggiotis, their 
minor sons (Rept. No. 2386); 

H. R. 717. A bill for the relief of Henriette 
Matter (Rept. No. 2387); 

H. R. 822. A bill for the relief of Sister 
Giuseppina Giaccone (Rept. No. 2388); 

H. R. 832. A bill for the relief of Katharine 
Balsamo (Rept. No. 2389); 

H. R. 834. A bill for the relief of Arthur J. 
Boucher (Rept. No. 2366) ; 

H. R. 839. A bill for the relief of Sister 
Mary Gertrude (Mary Gertrude Kelly) (Rept. 
No. 2390); 

H.R.877. A bill for the relief of Nasser 
Esphahanian (Rept. No. 2391); 

H. R. 1622. A bill for the relief of Agustin 
Mondreal (Rept. No. 2392); 

H. R. 1627. A bill for the relief of Johann 
Groben (Rept. No. 2393); 

H. R. 1904. A bill for the relief of Patricia 
A. Pembroke (Rept. No. 2394); 

H. R. 2480. A bill for the relief of Charlotte 
Margarita Schmidt (Rept. No. 2395); 

H. R. 2483. A bill for the relief of Giacomo 
Bartolo Vanadia (Rept. No. 2396) ; 

H. R. 2500. A bill for the relief of Stanislaw 
Majzner (alias Stanley Maisner) (Rept. No. 
2397); 

H. R. 2794. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Claire Godreau Daigle (Rept. No. 2398); 

H. R. 3384. A bill for the relief of John B. 
Daniel, Inc. (Rept. No. 2367) ; 

H. R. 3388. A bill for the relief of Louie 
Ella Attaway (Rept. No. 2399); 

H. R. 3447. A bill for the relief of Maria 
Paccione Pica (Rept. No. 2400); 

H.R.3507. A bill for the relief of Major 
Elias M. Tsougranis (Rept. No. 2401); 

H. R. 3520. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Erna 
Rosita Pont (formerly Erna Rosita Michel) 
(Rept. No. 2402); 

H. R. 3665. A bill for the relief of Marko 
Ribic (Rept. No. 2403); 

H.R.3750. A bill for the relief of Inge 
Beckmann (Rept. No. 2404); 

H. R. 3874. A bill for the relief of Roberto 
Johnson (Rept. No. 2405); 

H. R. 4426. A bill for the relief of Andrew 
Paulette Quatrehomme and her child (Rept. 
No. 2406); 

H. R. 4437. A bill for the relief of Louise 
Rank (Rept. No. 2407); 

H. R. 4522. A bill for the relief of Petrus 
Van Keer (Rept. No. 2408); 

H. R. 4815. A bill for the relief of Alexander 
Petsche (Rept. No, 2409); 

H. R. 4908. A bill for the relief of Pietro 
Petralia (Rept. No. 2410); 

H. R. 5119. A bill for the relief of Augusta 
Oppacher Bialek (Rept. No. 2411); 

H. R. 5459. A bill for the relief of Takeko 
Ishiki (Rept. No. 2412); 

H. R. 5553. A bill for the relief of Dr. Lu 
Jen-lung (Rept. No. 2413); 

H. R. 5749. A bill for the relief of Maria 
Teresa Lubiat (Rept. No. 2414); 

H. R. 6266. A bill for the relief of Frank 
Robert Gage (Rept. No. 2415); 

H. R. 6355. A bill for the relief of Elena 
Scarpetti Savelli (Rept. No. 2416); 

H. R. 6442. A bill for the relief of Tamiko 
Fujiwara (Rept. No. 2417); 
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H.R. 6498. A bill for the relief of Elfriede 
Lina Avitable, nee Roser (Rept. No. 2418); 

H. R. 6752. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria Giuseppa De Lisa Quagliano (Rept. 
No. 2419); 

H. R. 6762. A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
Irmgard (Chrapko) Broughman (Rept. No. 
2420); 

H.R. 6858. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Efthemia Soteralis (Rept. No. 2421); 

H. R. 7031. A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
George A. Meffan (Rept. No. 2368); 

H. R. 7033. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Anna J. Weigle (Rept. No. 2422); 

H.R.7151. A bill for the relief of Mazal 
Kolman (Rept. No. 2423); 

H. R. 7217. A bill for the relief of Astor 
Vergata (Rept. No. 2424); 

H. R. 7581. A bill for the relief of Gaetano 
Conti (Rept. No. 2425); 

H. R. 7829. A bill for the relief of Shimasoi 
Michiko (Rept. No. 2426); 

H. R. 7834. A bill for the relief of Erika 
Schneider Buonasera (Rept. No. 2427); 

H. R. 7938. A bill for the relief of Miss 
Martha Heuschele (Rept. No. 2428); 

H. R. 7947. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Erika (Hohenleitner) Stapleton (Rept. No. 
2429); 

H.R. 8065. A bill for the relief of Carlos 
Francisco, Manriqueta Mina, and Roberto 
Mina Ver (Rept. No. 2430); 

H. R. 8183. A bill for the relief of Elfriede 
Ida Geissler (Rept. No. 2431); 

H. R. 8244. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Dorothy Nell Woolgar Allen (Rept. No. 2432); 

H. R. 8375. A bill for the relief of Ilse Rad- 
ler Hughes (Rept. No. 2433); 

H. R. 8424. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Else Johnson (Rept. No. 2434); 

H. R. 8554. A bill for the relief of Maria 
M. Khoe (Rept. No. 2435); 

H. R. 8557. A bill for the relief of 
Bertoni (Rept. No. 2436); 

H.R. 8936. A bill for the relief of Dana 
Evanovich’ (Rept. No. 2437); 

H. R. 9029. A bill for the relief of Paul 
James Patrie (Rept. No. 2438); 

H. R. 9496. A bill for the relief of Elisabeth 
Hoeft (Rept. No. 2439); 

H. R. 9512. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
rd (Han) Rigau (Rept. No. 2440); 
an 

H. R. 9953. A bill for the relief of Mr. Fu-Ho 
Chan, Mrs. Fu-Ho Chan, and their child, 
Richard Chan (Rept. No. 2441). 

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with an amendment: 

S. 1345. A bill for the relief of certain Pales- 
tinian Arab refugees (Rept. No. 2442); 

S. 1504. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Rev. Pang Wha Il (Rept. No. 2369); 

S. 1892. A bill for the relief of Hildegarde 
Hiller (Rept. No. 2443); 

S. 1920. A bill for the relief of Ashley G. 
Ogden (Rept. No. 2370); 

S. 3362. A bill for the relief of Osker Asz- 
moneit (Rept. No. 2444); 

S. 3602. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Hannah 
Mae Powell (Rept. No. 2371); 

H. R. 1461. A bill for the relief of Kenneth 
McRight (Rept. No. 2372); 

H. R. 2781. A bill for the relief of Nicholas 
Matook (Rept. No. 2373); 

H. R. 3014. A bill for the relief of Dr. Alfred 
L. Smith (Rept. No. 2374); 

H. R. 3232. A bill for the relief of Dennis 
F. Guthrie (Rept. No. 2375); 

H. R. 3446. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Emily Wilhelm (Rept. No. 2376); 

H. R. 3756. A bill for the relief of Allen 
Pope, his heirs or personal representatives 
(Rept. No. 2377); 

H. R. 4281. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Thomas V. Compton (Rept. No. 2378); 

H. R. 6529. A bill for the relief of Raleigh 
Hill (Rept. No. 2445); and 

H. R. 9357. A bill for the relief of S. H. 
Prather, Mrs. Florence Prather Penman, S. H. 
Prather, Jr. (Rept. No. 2379). 
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By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with amendments: 

S. 684. A bill for the relief of Ernest B. 
Sanders (Rept. No. 2380); 

5.1342. A bill for the relief of Palestinian 
Arab refugees (Rept. No. 2446); 

S. 1343. A bill for the relief of certain 
Palestinian Arab refugees (Rept. No. 2447); 

S. 2203. A bill for the relief of certain 
Palestinian Arab refugees (Rept. No, 2448); 
and 

H. R. 1107. A bill for the relief of the J. A. 
Vance Co, (Rept. No. 2381). 

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine, from the Com- 
mittee on Government Operations, with an 
amendment: 

H. R. 9835. A bill to provide for the ter- 
mination of Government operations which 
are in competition with private enterprise 
(Rept. No. 2382). 

By Mr. MARTIN, from the Committee on 
Public Works, with an amendment: 

S. 1042. A bill to abolish the Commission 
for the Enlarging of the Capitol Grounds 
(Rept. No. 2449). 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. HICKENLOOPER: 

S. 3851. A bill to provide rewards for in- 
formation concerning the illegal introduc- 
tion into the United States, or the illegal 
manufacture or acquisition in the United 
States, of special nuclear material and 
atomic weapons; to the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HICKENLOOPER 
when he introduced the above bill, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. McCLELLAN: 

S. 3852. A bill for the relief of Gerda Irm- 
gard Kurella; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOUGLAS: 

S. 3853. A bill to provide for the relief 
of droughts in the United States; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 

S. 3854. A bill for the relief of Young 
Bae Kim; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. STENNIS: 

S. 3855. A bill for the relief of certain de- 
pendents of the late James Anderson 
O'Donnell, lieutenant (junior grade), United 
States Naval Reserve; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


REWARDS FOR INFORMATION ON 
SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIAL AND 
ATOMIC WEAPONS 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I introduce for appropriate refer- 
ence, a bill to provide rewards for infor- 
mation concerning the illegal introduc- 
tion into the United States or the illegal 
manufacture or acquisition in the United 
States, of special nuclear material and 
atomic weapons. This bill provides that 
rewards and other benefits will be avail- 
able to aliens who give information about 
atomic weapons for introduction into or 
for use against this country. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 3851) to provide rewards 
for information concerning the illegal 
introduction into the United States, or 
the illegal manufacture or acquisition in 
the United States, of special nuclear ma- 
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terial and atomic weapons, introduced 
by Mr. HICKENLOOPER, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 


PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF HEARINGS ENTITLED “COM- 
MUNIST PROPAGANDA” 


Mr. JENNER. submitted the following 
resolution (S. Res. 311), which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

Resolved, That there be printed for the 
use of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
20,000 additional copies of the hearings en- 
titled “Communist Propaganda,” held before 
a subcommittee of the above committee dur- 
ing the 83d Congress. 


HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 


The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 218) favoring the waiver of State 
residence requirements in elections of 
Federal officials, was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI- 
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous consent, 

addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 

ordered to be printed in the Appendix, 
as follows: 


By Mr. BEALL: 
Digest of the tax-revision bill, H. R. 8300. 


OPPOSITION TO COMPULSORY 
INCLUSION OF MEMBERS OF 
LEGAL PROFESSION IN SOCIAL- 
SECURITY COVERAGE 
Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor an excerpt from the minutes 
of the meeting of the executive council 
of the West Virginia Bar Association, 
held on the 16th day of July 1954, in 
opposition to compulsory inclusion in 
the social-security coverage of members 
of the legal profession. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorpD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION OF THE WEST VIRGINIA Bar 

ASSOCIATION 

The following is an excerpt from the 
minutes of the meeting of the executive 
council of the West Virginia Bar Association, 
held on July 16, 1954: 

“Upon motion of Mr. James, seconded by 
Mr. Scherr, this council records its opposi- 
tion to compulsory inclusion in the social- 
security coverage of members of the legal 
profession and reiterates its former resolu- 
tion approved at its meeting of March 13, 
1954, that such inclusion be only on a 
voluntary basis.” 

Teste: 

J. Ross Hunter, Jr., 
Executive Secretary-Treasurer, the 
West Virginia Bar Association. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? 
If not, morning business is closed. 
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AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3052) to encourage a 
stable, prosperous, and free agriculture, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], to the committee amendment 
on page 24. 

The time is controlled, under the 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes, in which to explain 
this amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. President, this amendment to the 
committee amendment, which I submit 
on behalf of myself and 6 of my col- 
leagues on the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry, would strike from the 
committee amendment section 204, on 
page 24. That provision reads as fol- 
lows: 

Sec. 204. Title III of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, as amended (7 U. S. C. 1447-1449), 
is amended by adding at the end thereof a 
new section as follows: 

“Sec. 304. Notwithstanding the foregoing 
provisions of this title price support shall be 
made available to producers for the 1955 and 
1956 crops of oats, rye, barley, and grain 
sorghums at not less than the level the Sec- 
retary shall determine is the feed-value 
equivalent ratio to the support level for 
corn.” 


Mr. President, this provision of the 
committee amendment should be de- 
leted. Not only is it unworkable, but it is 
impractical and unwise. I do not know 
how the Department of Agriculture 
would administer it. 

Mr. President, the reason why this 
provision of the committee amendment 
is unsound is that, first, it would make 
price support mandatory for these prod- 
ucts, but would not require the use of 
acreage allotments. Thus, these com- 
modities would have a status preferable 
to that for corn. Criteria other than 
feed value should continue in use as a 
determinant of price-support levels, as 
at present, under my amendment. 

Second, feed is only 1 use for these 4 
small grains. The estimated percent- 
age of the crop of these grains used for 
feed in 1953-54, is as follows: 

Eighty-eight percent of the corn crop 
is used for feed. 

Eighty-eight percent of the oats crop 
is used for feed. 

But only 49 percent, or less than one- 
half, of the barley crop is used for feed. 

Seventy-six percent of the crop of 
grain sorghums goes into feed. 

But only one-third, or 33 percent of 
our production of rye goes into feed. 

Third, price supports for corn in the 
noncommercial areas are 75 percent of 
the support level in commercial areas. 
It is inappropriate to tie support prices 
for the feed grains, wherever grown, to 
the level of price supports for corn 
grown in the commercial areas. Only a 
part of the feed grain is produced within 
the commercial corn area. 
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The various percentages of these feed 
grains produced within the commercial 
corn area are as follows: 

Sixty percent of the oats are produced 
within the commercial corn area. 

But only 45 percent, or less than one- 
half, of the rye is produced within the 
commercial corn area. 

Twenty percent of the barley is pro- 
duced within the commercial corn area. 

Twenty percent of the grain sorghums 
are produced within the commercial corn 
area. 

Mr. President, if we base the supports 
for these four small grains on, and tie 
them to, the feed value of corn within 
the commercial corn area, the following 
changes would occur: 

At present, these feed grains are sup- 
ported at 85 percent of parity. But the 
actual support of barley in 1954 was $1.15 
a bushel. If this provision remains in 
the committee amendment and is en- 
acted into law, tying the support price of 
barley to the present support price for 
corn grown within the commercial corn 
area, will make the support rate for bar- 
ley $1.31 a bushel. 

In the case of grain sorghums, the 
increase would be from $2.28 per 100 
pounds to $2.89. 

In the case of oats, the increase would 
be from 75 cents to 81 cents a bushel. 

In the case of rye, the support price 
would drop from $1.43 to $1.38 a bushel. 

If we go outside the commercial corn 
area and still tie the support for these 
small grains to the support given to corn 
in those areas, we find that a vastly dif- 
ferent set of support levels will be in ef- 
fect. 

If it is the intention to provide two 
Jevels of price supports for oats, barley, 
rye, and grain sorghums, in a manner 
similar to the two-price support levels 
for corn, that would mean that outside 
the commercial corn area, the minimum 
level for rye would be lowered from the 
present support of $1.43 a bushel to $1.03 
a bushel. 

In the case of oats, the support price 
would be lowered from the present 75 
cents a bushel to 61 cents a bushel; in 
the case of barley, from $1.15 to $1.08 a 
bushel; and in the case of grain sor- 
ghums, from $1.28 to $1.21 a bushel. 

Since a large percentage of these four 
small grains is raised outside the com- 
mercial corn area, the net result would be 
to lower generally their price supports 
from the present levels. If these four 
small grains are supported outside the 
commercial area at the level of corn in- 
side the commercial corn area, the result 
will be that these grains will be treated 
on a much different basis from that on 
which corn outside the commercial corn 
area is treated. 

From what I have just set forth, it is 
quite obvious that this provision of the 
committee amendment is highly ambig- 
uous and is impossible of rational ad- 
ministration. The confusion is greatly 
multiplied by the fact that no provision 
for production controls is provided in 
order to keep supplies in line with de- 
mand. 

Mr. President, we know that this year 
the planting of barley on acres diverted 
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from other crops has increased approxi- 
mately 50 percent, as compared with the 
planting last year. In other words, we 
should not control the acreage planted to 
corn and let the acreage planted to oats, 
parey, rye, and grain sorghums run 
wild. 

Mr. President, I think this is a prime 
example of the lack of wisdom in trying 
to operate our economic system by means 
of rigid political formulas. Supply and 
demand relationships are constantly 
changing. Prices reflect these changes. 
A frozen pattern, such as the one pro- 
posed in this section of the committee 
amendment, would seriously impair the 
economic workability of the signals of 
price which are needed by both pro- 
ducers and consumers. 

Mr. President, I should like to point 
out what a small percentage of the farm- 
er’s total income is derived from these 
small grains. The following figures are 
based on the 1953 crop. Oats account 
for only three-fourths of 1 percent of 
the total farm income. Barley accounts 
for only fifty-five one-hundredths of 1 
percent of the farmer’s income. Grain 
sorghums account for only three-tenths 
of 1 percent of the total farm income. 
Rye accounts for only six one-hun- 
dredths of 1 percent of the total farm in- 
come. 

These crops are, to a large extent, fed 
on farms where grown, rather than sold. 
Since sales are few, price support is not 
of major consequence, but some of these 
crops—oats in particular—are produced 
in large quantities. 

If the support price for corn hap- 
pened to be high, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation would acquire very large 
stocks of these feed grains, particularly 
as the committee amendment provides 
for no additional production controls. 

Formidable administrative problems 
would be encountered because of con- 
flicting crop years. Considerable quanti- 
ties of barley and oats are sold in the 
fall. If section 204 were enacted it 
would be necessary to determine the sup- 
port price for the corn crop 8 months 
before the corn crop was planted. It 
would be administratively unworkable. 

I hope the Senate will accept the 
amendment which will delete section 204 
from the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. Arkxen] for himself and other 
Senators, to the committee amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield for a 
question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Is it not a fact that 
the small grains to which the Senator 
has referred have been supported by 
the Government in the past? 

Mr. AIKEN. At present they are sup- 
ported, I believe, at 85 percent of parity, 
which is as fair a level of support in 
relation to the support given to corn 
and other grain as the Department has 
been able to work out. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The support is now 
permissive, and this amendment would 
make it mandatory, would it not? 
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Mr. AIKEN. That is correct; with- 
out any provisions for control of acreage. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I 
rise 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON] has 
control of the time. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me some time? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. How much 
time does the Senator desire? 

Mr. YOUNG. Five minutes or less. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 10 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of a substitute I shall offer. I 
think that in his Kasson, Minn., speech, 
President Eisenhower made his position 
very clear with respect to support prices 
for oats, barley, rye, and soybeans, I 
do not have the text of that speech be- 
fore me at the moment, but in it he was 
very specific in saying that these com- 
modities should have the same price pro- 
tection as that accorded major farm 
commodities. He did not say basic farm 
commodities, but he said major farm 
commodities. I should say that among 
the major farm commodities which are 
supported at 75 to 90 percent are dairy 
commodities, and basic farm commodi- 
ties, supported at 90 percent of parity. 
The provision of the bill seeks to give 
them the same type of price support they 
have not, except that it is optional with 
the Secretary, and I propose to make it 
mandatory. 

These feed grains are supported with 
corn on a feed ratio basis. I do not think 
that the support level would be changed 
one iota, except that it would be manda- 
tory instead of optional. 

I should hope, Mr. President, in view 
of the very fine statement made by Pres- 
ident Eisenhower, which has never been 
contradicted by Secretary Benson or any- 
one else, that the Senate would very hap- 
pily accept and approve my amendment, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am about to suggest the absence of a 
quorum. Apparently the debate has run 
out. Are both sides willing to yield all 
time back, or do they desire to reserve 
5 minutes so when a quorum is obtained, 
some time will remain available? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. The Senator from 
Texas and I reserve 5 minutes in case of 
need. Otherwise, I am willing to yield 
the time back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Burke Clements 
Anderson Bush Cooper 
Barrett Butler Cordon 
Beall Byrd Crippa 
Bennett Capehart Daniel 
Bowring Carlson Dirksen 
Bricker Case Douglas 
Bridges Chavez Duf 
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Dworshak Johnston, S. C. Neely 
Eastland Kefauver Pastore 
Ellender Kennedy Payne 
Ervin Kerr Potter 
Ferguson Kilgore Purtell 
Fulbright Knowland Reynolds 
George Kuchel Robertson 
Gillette Langer Russell 
Goldwater Lehman Saltonstall 
Gore Lennon Schoeppel 
Green Long Smathers 
Hayden Magnuson Smith, Maine 
Hendrickson Malone Smith, N. J. 
Hennings Mansfietd Stennis 
Hickenlooper Martin Symington 
Hill Maybank Thye 
Holland McCarran Upton 
Humphrey McClellan Watkins 
Ives Millikin Welker 
Jackson Monroney Wiley 
Jenner Morse Wiliams 
Johnson, Colo. Mundt Young 
Johnson, Tex. Murray 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] is necessarily absent. 

The junior Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. McCartuy] is absent on official 
business. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR] and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] for himself and 
other Senators, to the committee amend- 
ment. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I have just 
answered to the quorum call. May we 
have an explanation of the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is controlled. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
believe the Senator from Minnesota 
merely wants to have the amendment 
explained. Five minutes are reserved on 
each side of the question for that 
purpose. 

Mr. THYE. I should like to know 
what we are voting on. I have just 
answered the quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec- 
retary will read the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 24 it is 
proposed to strike out lines 4 through 12, 
inclusive. 

Mr. THYE. What does the amend- 
ment strike out? Am I to understand 
that it strikes out mandatory supports 
for oats, barley, rye, and sorghum? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. 

Mr. THYE. And soybeans? 

Mr. AIKEN. Not soybeans, - 

Mr. THYE. Just oats, barley, rye, and 
grain sorghum? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. The 
amendment would strike out section 204 
of the committee amendment, which 
would require mandatory supports for 
small grains and tie such supports to the 
feed value of corn. 

I pointed out earlier how this provision 
would be unworkable. There are a com- 
mercial and a noncommercial area for 
corn. Would the support prices for these 
feed grains be tied to the support price 
for corn in the commercial area or in 
the noncommercial area or both? In 
any event, the proposal of the majority 
of the committee would reduce the sup- 
port price for rye from the present one. 
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I also pointed out that only a small 
percentage of the farmer’s income is 
derived from these four commodities. I 
further pointed out that there is no pro- 
vision for acreage control over these 
commodities. We already know how 
rapidly the plantings of barley and other 
small grains can increase. This provi- 
sion is not contained in the House bill, 
I believe it is completely unworkable. 
Much of our rye is sowed in the fall. 
Oats also are sowed in the fall. We 
would have to figure out a support level 
for corn in order to apply it to those 
fall-sown small grains, The whole pro- 
vision is unworkable, and I hope the 
amendment which I have proposed will 
prevail. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield to the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Young] 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, as soon 
as I have an amendment drawn, I shall 
offer it as a substitute. It would pro- 
vide mandatory supports for oats, bar- 
ley, rye, soybeans, and grain sorghums 
at 75 to 90 percent of rarity. 

Let me read a statement from the 
President’s Kasson, Minn., speech, and 
ask my Republican friends to place their 
own interpretation upon its meaning 
and intent: 

As provided in the Republican platform, 
the nonperishable crops so important to the 
diversified farmer—crops such as oats, bar- 
ley, rye, and soybeans—should be given the 
same protection as available to the major 
cash crops. 


The amendment which I shall propose 
would leave it within the discretion of 
the Secretary of Agriculture to support 
these very important commodities at a 
level anywhere between 75 and 90 per- 
cent of parity. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator, in 
his substitute amendment, provide any 
machinery for controlling acreage? 

Mr. YOUNG. The Secretary of Agri- 
culture has that authority now, and he 
is doing a pretty good job of limiting the 
amount of acreage farmers can seed to 
oats, barley, rye, and other crops. In 
fact, he has as much or more authority 
than under the dairy price-support pro- 
gram. There is no effective means, so 
far as I am able to determine, under 
which the Secretary can control the pro- 
duction of dairy commodities. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield for 
another question? 

Mr. YOUNG. I gladly yield to the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is not the total pro- 
duction of the small grains approxi- 
mately twice the volume of the total 
production of wheat? 

Mr. YOUNG. Let me say to my friend 
from Florida that the production of oats 
each year is approximately 1,250,000,000 
bushels. Only about 250 million bushels 
of that total production of oats ever 
reach the market place. All the rest of 
it is fed. The 250 million bushels that 
do reach the market place determine the 
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price for all the rest of it. In the past 
year we have imported 151 million bush- 
els of oats, barley, rye, and feed wheat. 

I have on my desk a letter from a 
farmer at North Gate, N. Dak., which is 
on the Canadian border; I should like 
to read it. The writer points out that 
there are Canadian trucks backed up 
at the elevators waiting to getin. They 
somehow can find storage space and a 
place to handle Canadian oats, barley, 
and rye. Ironically, at the same time 
United States farmers who are required 
to reduce their production cannot even 
get their grain in. i 

There is presently no surplus of oats 
or of barley. The next crop looks pretty 
good. We import practically the whole 
Canadian crop of rye. These crops are 
very important to this Nation. We are 
not asking for 100 percent support; we 
are not asking mandatory 90 percent 
support, but we are asking for those 
crops the meager protection to which 
they are entitled. We seek the protec- 
tion for these crops which the President 
of the United States very plainly indi- 
cated they should have in his Kasson, 
Minn., speech. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Did I correctly 
understand the Senator to say that un- 
der his amendment it would be discre- 
tionary with the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture whether he would support these 
commodities at from 75 to 90 percent? 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. Let 
me again read from the President’s 
speech. Will any Senator on the floor 
say it means anything other than what 
I have interpreted it to mean? I read: 

As provided in the Republican platform, 
the nonperishable crops so important to the 
diversified farmer—crops such as oats, bar- 
ley, rye, and soybeans—should be given the 
same protection as availabie to the major 
cash crops. 


Mr. President, I wrote to Secretary 
Benson twice and tried to get his inter- 
pretation of that statement. I always 
believed that after a campaign Members 
of Congress should try to carry out the 
campaign promises by the introduction 
and passage of bills to fulfill commit- 
ments. So, believing in that very 
strongly, I wrote to Secretary Benson 
shortly after this Congress convened 
and asked him for his interpretation. 
He has refused to give it to me in writ- 
ing. 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to 
ask the Senator from North Dakota a 
further question. Does the Senator en- 
vision within his amendment the discre- 
tion which should be exercised by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, namely, to es- 
tablish acreage controls on these crops, 
and, if necessary, to establish market- 
ing quotas? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from North Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. As I understand, 
the Senator from North Dakota has an 
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amendment to offer. I suggest that if 
ne offers his amendment there will be, 
under the provisions of the agreement, 
an hour of debate on each side on his 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct, if he offers the amendment. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk and ask to have stated an 
amendment which is offered on behalf 
of the Senators from Minnesota and 
myself, and I ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from North Dakota for 
himself and other Senators to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro- 
posed, in lieu of the language on page 
24, lines 4 through 12, inclusive, to insert 
the following: 

Sec. 204. (a) Title IT of the Marketing Act 
of 1949, as amended, is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new section as 
follows: 

“Sec. 202. The Secretary is authorized and 
directed to make available through loans, 
purchases, or other operations price support 
to producers of oats, barley, rye, soybeans, 
and grain sorghums at a level not in excess 
of 90 percent nor less than 75 percent of the 
parity price therefor.” 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall be effective with respect to 1955 and 
succeeding crops. 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator has 
an hour. 

Mr. YOUNG. I should like to answer 
the question posed by my good friend 
from Kansas (Mr. SCHOEPPEL], namely, 
whether it is possible to control the acre- 
age of these crops. First, may I point 
out that we have mandatory supports 
on dairy commodities yet there is no 
provision to control effectively the pro- 
duction of dairy commodities. Pres- 
ently farmers are required to limit their 
acreage next year on the commodities 
affected by the present amendment. 
The Secretary of Agriculture is now ex- 
ercising his authority to limit farmers 
with respect to these crops. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Merely for the 
purpose of clarification, I read from the 
amendment of the Senator from North 
Dakota, section 202, as follows: 


Sec. 202. The Secretary is authorized 


And I call the Senator’s particular at- 
tention to the words— 
and directed to make available through 
loans, purchases, or other operations price 
support to producers of oats, barley, rye, soy- 
beans, and grain sorghums at a level not in 
excess of 90 percent nor less than 75 percent 
of the parity price therefor. 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall be effective with respect to 1955 and 
succeeding crops. 


I am merely asking the question for 
clarification, to determine whether or 
not the Senator would be satisfied with 
the language “the Secretary is author- 
ized,” leaving out the words “and di- 
rected,” because, as I understand the 
Senator, this was to be permissive, and 
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not mandatory. If the words “and di- 
rected” were included, would that not, 
with respect to other nonbasic crops, 
place the Secretary in a position where 
he would have the authority to provide 
price supports, but would not be directed 
to do it? 

If the Senator were willing to accept 
the modification I suggest, and if the 
situation is as I have indicated, the Sec- 
retary would have authority under other 
sections of the law to impose acreage re- 
strictions and, as I understood the Sen- 
ator to say, there is, in his judgment, 
such authority. Then I think there 
would be an entirely different situation. 

I am concerned about the words “and 
directed,” which I think go beyond the 
stage of permissiveness. In fact, I think 
they would be mandatory, which is not 
the case with respect to other nonbasics, 
other than as is specifically provided by 
Congress. 

Mr. YOUNG. No. Iremind my friend 
that there are support prices for dairy 
commodities. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am speaking 
about other nonbasic agricultural com- 
modities. 

Mr. YOUNG. Until recently there 
have been mandatory supports for tung 
nuts, mohair, wool, and many other com- 
modities. 

I may say that the words “and di- 
rected,” are exactly what I desire to 
have in the amendment. I think the 
President himself promised such a pro- 
vision in the last campaign. Further- 
more, there are many rumors to the ef- 
fect that the Secretary of Agriculture 
intends to eliminate price supports for 
these commodities entirely. Presently 
the support level for most of these com- 
modities is near 85 percent of parity. I 
am not saying that they should be man- 
datory at 85 percent; I am leaving that 
to the discretion of the Secretary. He 
can reduce them below the present level 
if circumstances make it necessary. 
They have been maintained on that basis 
for 6, 8, or 10 years; perhaps longer. 
I am not seeking to change the present 
program for these commodities, except 
to make certain that there will be sup- 
ports in the future. If the administra- 
tion believes the supports should be con- 
tinued and if the administration denies 
that they will be discontinued, then 
there should be no objection to this 
amendment. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. First, I wish to say there 
is absolutely nothing to the rumors re- 
ferred to by the Senator from North 
Dakota to the effect that the Secretary 
plans to drop supports for these com- 
modities. The rumors are a part of a 
deliberate propaganda campaign to em- 
barrass the Secretary and to rouse to 
a fighting pitch the farmers of the Da- 
kotas, Minnesota, and that area. 

Let me call the Senator’s attention 
to section 302, 

Mr. YOUNG, First, let me answer the 
Senator. 

Mr. AIKEN. Supports are mandatory 
now on these grains. 
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Mr. YOUNG. No; they are not man- 
datory. If they were mandatory, what 
objection would the Senator have to 
the amendment? 

Mr. AIKEN. Section 302 of the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949 reads as follows: 

Without restricting price support to those 
commodities for which a marketing quota 
or marketing agreement or order program 
is in effect, price support shall, insofar as 
feasible, be made available to producers of 
any storable nonbasic agricultural commod- 
ity for which such a program is in effect 
and who are complying with such program. 
The level of such support shall not be in 
excess of 90 percent of the parity price of 
such commodity. 


Mr. YOUNG. I should like to answer 
the later statement first, and also the 
other question raised by the Senator 
from Vermont. It has always been my 
interpretation, and the interpretation of 
every Solicitor of the Department of 
Agriculture, that the present support 
program for these commodities is op- 
tional with the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Iam very happy to have the assurance 
of the Senator from Vermont, who is 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry, that there is no inten- 
tion to delete this important part of the 
price-support program. The rumors, by 
the way, did not come from North Da- 
kota. My friend, the Senator from Ver- 
mont, thinks that whenever rumors 
arise they come from North Dakota. The 
rumors came from farm group represent- 
atives in Washington, 

I wish the Secretary of Agriculture 
would reassure the farmers of the Na- 
tion that he has no intention of lower- 
ing the support levels or of deleting them. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not think he can 
under the law because if the Senator 
will read title 3 of the act of 1949, he 
will find this provision: 

Price support shall, insofar as feasible, 
be made available to producers of any stor- 
able nonbasic agricultural commodity for 
which such a program is in effect and who are 
complying with such program. 


Mr. YOUNG. “If it is feasible.” But 
the Secretary can say that price sup- 
ports are not feasible, and can elimi- 
nate the supports entirely. Those words 
indicate very plainly that supports are 
entirely optional. The Secretary could 
find that they were not feasible, if he 
wished to. Anyway, if my friend from 
Vermont is correct, what is his objection 
to the amendment? 

Mr. AIKEN. The act of 1949 contains 
a table providing a minimum support 
level for storable nonbasics from 90 to 
75 percent; and then there is a proviso 
which might permit the Secretary to go 
below 75 percent, which reads as follows: 

Provided, That the level of price support 
may be less than the minimum level pro- 
vided in the foregoing table if the Secre- 
tary, after examination of the availability 
of funds for mandatory price-support pro- 
grams and consideration of the other fac- 
tors specified in section 401 (b), determines 
that such lower level is desirable and proper. 


In other words, if there were not 
enough money to support everything, 
then the basic commodities would have 
preference. But if the money were avail- 
able, the Secretary would be supporting 
other commodities already at between 
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75 and 90 percent, if they were storable— 
and all the commodities we are discuss- 
ing are storable. 

I do not know that the Senator’s 
amendment would change the law at all, 
except that the present law says that 
if the Secretary runs out of funds, the 
basic commodities shall have preference. 

Mr. YOUNG. I do not think there is 
any danger of the Secretary running out 
of funds. I remember last June, when 
the Department of Agriculture wanted to 
raise the borrowing authority of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from North Da- 
kota has expired. 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield myself 10 addi- 
tional minutes. 

I remember when there was a rush 
to increase the borrowing authority to 
$8,500,000,000. I believed there was an 
emergency. I believed the Secretary. I 
was one of those who really worked to 
get the increased borrowing authority 
through Congress. My friend, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS], did not think there was any 
need for it. I think he proved to be 
right. I do not believe that any of that 
borrowing authority was used. 

Only recently the Department of Ag- 
riculture has been urging another in- 
crease of $1,500,000,000 to bring the bor- 
rowing authority up to $10 billion. Cer- 
tainly, in view of the present crop condi- 
tions, that is entirely unnecessary. I do 
not think the administration will be 
found pushing it at all. 

I think my amendment is entirely in 
order. If it is not in line with the Re- 
publican pledges in the last campaign, I 
wish some Senator would rise and tell 
me so. If I am misreading the Kasson, 
Minn., speech, I wish some Senator would 
rise and tell me how I am misreading it. 
If I am not misreading it, then I think 
it is time that the Republican Party 
kept one or two of its campaign pledges. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Again, as I under- 
stand the able Senator from North Da- 
kota, he recognizes that if the prices are 
supported permissively under his amend- 
ment, and if the production should reach 
such a quantity that, in the judgment 
of the Secretary or those in charge of the 
enforcement of the program, it became 
necessary to impose acreage quotas or 
marketing quotas, then the Senator 
would recognize that that would be an 
order, and would have to be done. That 
would put the supports on the same 
basis as those for wheat. 

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator has been 
a great advocate of flexible supports. 
This is flexibility. He has contended 
that flexibility would take care of the 
surpluses of corn and wheat. Is the 
Senator worrying about surpluses of 
these commodities when, after 10 or 12 
years, we do not have surpluses, but, in 
fact, have shortages at present? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I am in sympathy 
with what the Senator from North Da- 
kota is attempting to do. I assure him 
that I am; but I also want to be sure 
that the record will be clear as to what 
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is proposed to be done. It might become 
necessary for the producers of these 
commodities to know that they could 
still have imposed on them acreage 
quotas and marketing quotas, the same 
as is the case with wheat. Those are 
things I wanted to be sure were crystal 
clear if we moved into such a program, 
so that there would be no misunder- 
standing. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. Let me first yield to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not see that the 
Senator’s proposed amendment changes 
the practical effect of the present law, 
except insofar as the present law pro- 
vides that if there is not money enough 
to go around, it will be necessary to re- 
duce or eliminate price supports for 
nonbasics, because the basics would have 
first call on the money. 

I should like to ask the Senator from 
North Dakota if he agrees that the 
present law does give the Secretary 
authority to require compliance with 
acreage allotments and controls in re- 
turn for price supports. If the Senator 
does agree that the Secretary has au- 
thority to require compliance with acre- 
age allotments, I would have no objec- 
tion to the amendment. 

Mr. YOUNG. I take it that the Secre- 
tary does have such authority. 

Mr. AIKEN. This year, when large 
acreages were diverted from cotton and 
wheat, we found an increase in oats of 
106.7 percent, in barley of 151 percent, 
in rye of 123.4 percent, and in sorghum 
of 149.1 percent above last year. 

Mr. YOUNG. I understand the Sec- 
retary does have authority to control 
production. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand that 
under the existing law the Secretary has 
the authority to fix supports, but it is 
not mandatory. Under the proposed 
amendment, it would be mandatory that 
the Secretary fix supports at from 75 to 
90 percent. Is that correct? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The amendment of 
the Senator from North Dakota would 
make mandatory that which the Sec- 
retary merely has discretionary author- 
ity to do under the law. Is that correct? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I would 
have no objection to the amendment of 
the Senator from North Dakota if I were 
sure that the Secretary now has full 
authority to require compliance with 
acreage allotments in return for price 
supports. I would, however, like to have 
the opinion of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] as to whether 
he believes the Secretary now has au- 
thority to require compliance. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to speak to the question after 
the Senator from North Dakota has com- 
pleted his remarks, but the Secretary of 
Agriculture quite obviously does not have 
control over marketing quotas. He may 
be able to stretch the law so as to apply 
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it to acreage allotments, but not to mar- 
keting quotas. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. If we are to have a pro- 
gram that is administratively possible, 
the Secretary of Agriculture must be 
given the opportunity to control the di- 
verted acres, and he must have the au- 
thority to control the number of acres 
planted to oats, barley, rye, and even to 
soybeans and flax. Unless the Secretary 
is given such authorization, it will do 
little good to restrict the numbers of 
acres devoted to wheat or corn in the 
northern regions if at the same time, in 
the delta areas of the Southern States, 
corn can be planted, because by using 
irrigation methods on that land farmers 
can produce more corn per acre than can 
be produced in the North. Therefore, 
the amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota, which I am cosponsoring, 
would give some control over the diverted 
acres, and some control over the number 
of acres planted to oats, barley, and 
rye. Only in that manner can there bea 
program under which it will be admin- 
istratively possible to control the overall 
production. If barley and oats are 
allowed to be overproduced, they will 
become competitive with corn, and as a 
result we will find corn cribs sealed up, 
and oats and barley going into feed 
rations not only for hogs, but in some 
instances for poultry and beef cattle. 

Therefore, the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota, making it man- 
datory, and discretionary within the 
limits provided to fix support prices at 
between 75 and 90 percent of parity, is 
absolutely sound. It would give the Sec- 
retary authority to limit the number of 
acres planted to those crops mentioned 
inthe amendment. Unless such author- 
ity is put into the law, it will not be ad- 
ministratively possible to function under 
the law, and it will not be possible to 
control the surpluses. Senators who 
have any knowledge of planting should 
know that. If Senators do not have that 
knowledge, they are working in a vacuum 
of misunderstanding. 

Mr. YOUNG, Mr. President, the ex- 
isting law is so strict that I cannot plant 
any more rye on diverted acres than the 
Secretary allows me to. Likewise, I 
cannot plant any more barley, oats, or 
many other crops than the Secretary 
permits me to plant. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am merely try- 
ing to get some light on the subject in 
the hope that a satisfactory area of 
agreement may be reached. I under- 
stood the Senator to say that the amend- 
ment would fix the full range of supports 
at between 75 and 90 percent of parity. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Within that 
range, the Secretary would have discre- 
tion to fix the support prices. Is that 
correct? 
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Mr. YOUNG. He would have com- 
plete discretion. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Secondly, it is my 
understanding that in the event the 
price support should be put into effect, 
there is now in the law sufficient author- 
ity to give the Secretary discretion to 
impose acreage limitations. From the 
explanations which have been made, I 
am not clear as to whether the Senator’s 
statement applied only to acreage limi- 
tation, in the event a farmer went out 
of production of wheat, as an example, 
and into the production of some of the 
other named commodities, or whether, 
once having put the support into effect, 
the Secretary would have the authority 
to impose acreage limitations on new 
acres or acreage which had never been 
planted to wheat, but had been planted 
to various other commodities mentioned 
in the amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

I think if the Senator can clear that 
up and agree that the Secretary defi- 
nitely would have authority to impose 
acreage limitations on nonformer wheat 
acreage in the same manner in which 
he may apply limitations on, we will say, 
wheat, then we shall have clarified at 
least one basic point at issue. 

Mr. YOUNG. Iam advised by counsel 
for the Senate Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry, that the Secretary 
now has authority to control production 
of such commodities, both for reasons 
of price support and for cost compliance, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not have a 
copy of the amendment of the Senator 
from North Dakota before me, because 
he has just offered it, but, for the pur- 
pose of making a record of its legisla- 
tive history, I should like to have the 
Senator state whether his reply applies 
to each and every one of the commodi- 
ties which is now included in his amend- 
ment. 

Mr. YOUNG. I understand that it 
includes oats, barley, rye, soybeans, and 
grain sorghums. Most of those com- 
modities are now supported at 85 per- 
cent, or near parity. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I understand that, 
but I was impressed as well by the state- 
ment of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL], who raised a question as to 
whether this was 30 become a directive, 
so to speak, though the option existed as 
between 75 and 90 percent. The Senator 
from Kansas wished to be satisfied that 
the law would provide that the Secretary 
would have the same power of acreage 
limitation he has in the case of the basic 
commodities, once supports are given to 
these commodities, for each and every 
one of them. 

If the Senator from North Dakota can 
assure the Senate, the Secretary would 
have that authority, so that the legis- 
lative history will be complete and can- 
not be challenged, then I think we shall 
have at least the facts upon which the 
Senate can vote. 

Mr. YOUNG. I wish to assure my 
friend from California the Secretary 
would not have the full authority he has 
on the basic commodities. On the basic 
commodities the Secretary can ask for 
acreage allotments or quotas. The Sec- 
retary would not have the same author- 
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ity in the case of these commodities as 
he would have in the case of the basic 
commodities, at least as to quotas. The 
same is also true with regard to many 
other commodities which are now being 
supported, such as wool. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me say I have 
been quite impressed with the reading 
by the Senator of the President’s speech 
at Kasson, Minn., in relation to the 
treatment of certain specified commod- 
ities in the same manner the basic com- 
modities are treated. 

I submit, as a matter of equity and 
fairness, that if the Senator is going to 
rely upon the Kasson speech those com- 
modities should be treated in a compara- 
ble fashion with the basic commodities. 

The Senator from North Dakota 
should be prepared to take the other side 
of that coin, so to speak, and should be 
prepared to permit these commodities 
which are going to be covered on an 
optional basis between 75 and 90 percent 
also to Lear the other responsibility; 
namely, that the Secretary will have the 
same power as to both quotas and acre- 
age limitations with respect to these 
commodities that the Secretary has in 
respect to the basic commodities. 

I understand now the Senator from 
North Dakota does not believe that the 
Secretary of Agriculture has that au- 
thority. Would the Senator from North 
Dakota be prepared to accept an amend- 
ment which would carry out both the im- 
plied and apparently the express state- 
ment of the President that those 
commodities would be treated on a com- 
parable basis with the basic commod- 
ities; which would require, it seems to 
me, at least the same power as to both 
acreage limitations and quotas? 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I desire 
to comment upon that matter. We 
have been talking about flexible price 
supports. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from North Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield myself 10 min- 
utes more. 

For many months the proponents of 
flexible price supports have been pro- 
claiming to the public that flexible 
price supports will solve the surplus 
problem, that there would be no sur- 
pluses if we only had flexible price 
supports. 

We are not asking for rigid price sup- 
ports by this amendment. We are ad- 
hering to the principle of flexible price 
supports, which the proponents of such 
price supports claim will take care of the 
surpluses. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has full 
and complete authority to eliminate 
price supports or to require strict con- 
trols on production if he desires. I am 
not willing to permit any more regimen- 
tation, unless the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Knowtanp] is willing to ap- 
ply that same regulation to dairy com- 
modities and to other commodities. If 
the Senator from California desires to 
apply that principle straight across the 
board, I would be willing to consider his 
proposal. Otherwise I would not. 

Mr. President, on July 1 of this year 
the expected carryover of oats was esti- 
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mated at 240 million bushels. In 1953 
the carryover was 254 million bushels. 
In 1952 it was 283 million bushels. The 
carryover is about the same amount 
now, if not less, than it was in any year 
since 1945. 

The expected carryover of barley is 
70 million bushels. We had a carryover 
of 100 million bushels in 1949. This 
carryover is approximately at the same 
level it has been for many years. 

Mr. President, in conclusion I should 
like to read a letter which has a lot of 
meaning init. I hope the Senators will 
listen to it. 

This year we imported 151 million 
bushels of oats, barley, and rye. 

The letter I desire to read, which was 
published in the Minot Daily News of 
August 5, 1954, was written by a farmer 
who lives at Northgate, a town on the 
border of Canada: 

EDITOR, THE NEWS: 

Being a farmer in the Northgate territory 
(a border town), I have witnessed thousands 
of bushels of Canadian grain coming across 
the border. Now they tell me that we have 
to cut down on our seeding acreage, and to 
prepare to store our 1954 crops in bins on 
our farms, because we have such a surplus, 

I would like to know what goes on with 
the allotment program concerning wheat 
acreage and so on. 

We are to cut down on rye acreage next 
year, and yet we let millions of bushels be 
imported from Canada. Why should we have 
to take care of Canada’s surplus, when we 
have no room for our own? The grain com- 
ing across, too, takes up the space in elevators 
that we should have, and will need badly, 
if this crop comes through, and yet Mr. Ben- 
son tells us there is no room to store our 
grain, and we will have to cut down on seed- 
ing next year. 

There is grain stored on farms from last 
year, and some in poor bins, but if you go to 
the elevator and try to get rid of it, they tell 
you they can't take it, but at the same time 
there is a line of Canadian trucks 80 rods 
long loaded with grain, coming to our ele- 
vators; they find a place to ship this. 

Doesn't it look like we farmers in the 
United States of America should be first 
with our crops? 


I believe his request is very reason- 
able. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield 
some time to me? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hun- 
PHREY |]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to say 
a few words on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
Youne] of which I am proud to be a 
sponsor. ; 

The provision in the pending bill, 
S. 3052, to my mind, should prevail as 
legislative policy. That provision re- 
lates the feed grains which have been 
mentioned—particularly oats, barley, 
rye, and grain sorghums—to the price 
support level of corn, on the basis of the 
feed value equivalent. Simply put, that 
means the price support levels of these 
alternate feed grains, which are inter- 
changeable with corn as a feed grain, 
shall be related directly to the price sup- 
port level of corn, which is a basic com- 
modity. 

It is true at the present time that the 
Department of Agriculture, in setting the 
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price supports for the so-called feed 
grains, gives a great deal of consideration 
to the feed value equivalent compared 
with corn. That is one of the major 
factors which is used to establish the 
price-support level to be accepted by the 
Secretary of Agriculture for the so-called 
feed grains. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] would strike from 
the bill section 204, which relates to these 
feed grains. The amendment would 
strike out that section completely, re- 
taining the provisions of law presently 
written. The law as presently written is 
now operated on the basis of what we call 
the modernized parity formula, which, 
within itself, has reduced the cash price 
supports for feed grains. 

The provision of the bill, which was 
adopted by a majority of the committee, 
would relate the cash price on feed grains 
to the support price on corn, on an equi- 
table basis. In other words, we cannot 
use the old parity formula on one com- 
modity and the new parity formula on 
another commodity without having 
some gross discrepancies. 

What the language of the committee 
bill would do is to place all these com- 
modities on a uniform standard and use 
as the common denominator the feed 
value equivalent. 

Such a procedure is plain good sense. 
After all, anybody who knows the differ- 
ence between a bucket of oats and a 
corncob must be aware that there is a 
feed value relationship between these 
respective grains. As has been pointed 
out on the floor, we have to watch what 
the price adjustments are, or else we are 
going to have one commodity all sealed 
up in storage bins because of a more 
favorable price under the loan program, 
and the other commodities being sold in 
the cash market and flooding the market. 

The purpose of the provision in the 
committee bill was to make the appro- 
priate adjustments. More than that, I 
think the purpose of the committee bill 
was to tell the Secretary of Agriculture 
very frankly what the standards would 
be for setting the price of these grains 
on the price-support program. 

It might be said, “There is wide discre- 
tionary authority under the present leg- 
islation. Why do we need new legisla- 
tion?” 

I am going to be very honest. I do 
not trust the Secretry of Agriculture. I 
frankly do not put any faith in what the 
Secretary is going to do. 

There is wide discretion under the 
present law, literally from zero to 90 
percent. The Senator from Vermont 
Mr. AITKEN] says that with respect to 
feed grains the present law is in essence 
mandatory. I ask the Senator from Ver- 
mont, if the provisions of law are man- 
datory why are they not under those 
sections of the bill which provide for 
mandatory price supports? 

The present agricultural legislation, 
the act of 1949, has a section called 
Mandatory Price Supports. 

Included in mandatory price supports 
are those basic commodities; included 
in mandatory price supports are dairy 
products, 75 to 90 percent. The feed 
grains are included under that section 
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of the bill which covers discretionary 
authority. 

I have no faith in the discretionary 
authority of the present Secretary of 
Agriculture. He has already proved to 
me beyond shadow of a doubt that he is 
primarily interested in lowering feed 
costs. He is primarily interested in 
lowering agricultural prices. He is pri- 
marily determined to lower agricultural 
income. 

I will say for the Secretary that he is 
blunt about it. He says he thinks the 
farmers ought to have a little downward 
adjustment. He looks upon price sup- 
ports as a sort of emergency exit for 
farmers. He has a kind of “parachute” 
philosophy of agricultural economics. In 
other words, if everything blows up and 
it looks as if there is to be general dis- 
aster, he will provide some sort of little 
parachute for the farmer possibly to 
glide, without too much disaster to him 
individually, into the bottom of the val- 
ley. I have no faith in that kind of 
philosophy. I would be less than candid 
with my colleagues and with myself if 
I did not say so. 

Moreover, I have looked at the charts 
which the Secretary of Agriculture 
sent in. In those charts he tried to 
point out how small a proportion of 
agricultural income came from the so- 
called basic commodities. The purpose 
of those charts was to tell the Members 
of the Senate—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. y 

Mr. HUMPHREY. My I ask for addi- 
tional time? 

Mr. YOUNG. How much additional 
time does the Senator wish? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ten minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield an additional 
10 minutes to the Senator from Minne- 
sota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The purpose of 
those charts was to show to Members of 
the Senate that such a small amount of 
agricultural income came from the basics 
that there was no use becoming excited 
over 90 percent price support upon those 
commodities. But, Mr. President, I no- 
ticed in those charts that the Secretary 
of Agriculture did not suggest a program 
which would strengthen the price sup- 
ports upon the so-called nonbasic com- 
modities. 

As has been related on the floor, the 
President of the United States, as a can- 
didate, promised that the nonperishable 
crops would be given the same protection 
as that available to the major cash crops. 
Frankly this amendment should read 
“from 82% to 90.” That is the same 
kind of protection. 

If there is real concern as to whether 
the pledges were tacit, as I heard the 
majority leader say a while ago, that 
concern went out the window yesterday 
by the action of the Senate. Let not the 
mantle of purity and political integrity 
be picked up at this date in the Senate 
by the majority leader and others. We 
threw that off by a majority vote in the 
Senate yesterday. 

When we speak of feed grains we are 
talking about a great share of agricul- 
tural income; we are talking about thou- 
sands of farmers. 
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I have in my hand a listing of the re- 
spective States of the Union which pro- 
duce a substantial or major part of the 
feed grain production in this Nation. 
For example, the State of Minnesota pro- 
duced 1,742,000 bushels of rye in 1952; of 
oats, we produced 204,555 bushels; of 
barley, we produced 28,400 bushels; of 
soybeans, 21,945,000 bushels. The figure 
on soybeans has gone up since that time, 
because there is more shifting to soy- 
bean production. 

In other States a comparable situation 
is found. Nebraska produced 46,626,000 
bushels of oats, and Kansas produced 
18,142,000 bushels of oats and 18,536,000 
bushels of grain sorghums. 

One can go from State to State and 
find that the feed grains account for a 
good part of the cash income and, of 
course, a very substantial part of the 
feed that is used on the farm for the 
purposes of cattle production, livestock, 
and pork production. 

So the purpose of the committee bill 
was to stabilize the price relationships. 
That is the only way any reasonable con- 
trol can be exercised over the balance of 
production or a balance afforded in pro- 
duction among these alternate feed 
grains. 

The amendment which the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Youne] offers 
is but an attempt to rescue something. 
It is an attempt to get something better 
than we now have. It should be done on 
the basis of the feed value equivalents of 
the respective grains as related to the 
feed value of corn, which is the basic 
commodity and basic feed. That is the 
way in which the program ought to be 
operated. 

Very little argument to the contrary 
can be produced. Those who have 
studied this picture on the basis of sci- 
entific objectivity, those who have 
looked at it as producers, as feeders, as 
scientists, as economists, will agree with 
the position taken by the junior Senator 
from Minnesota, namely, that the feed 
value equivalent related to corn should 
be the basis of price support. 

We now have the amendment of the 
Senator from North Dakota to amend 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN]. The purpose of 
the amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota and the purpose of those 
of us who are joining with him is to see 
te it that the Secretary is at least re- 
stricted between the 75- to 90-percent 
parity figures, so he will not go away 
down the ladder on the first excuse, so 
h» will at least have to make his discre- 
tionary authority operate within those 
limited confines. 

I think the Senator from North Da- 
kota answered all questions, insofar as 
controls are concerned, when he pointed 
out that those who argue for flexible 
price supports think they have the “mir- 
acle cure” for surplus production. This 
is some kind of new—what did they call 
the old medicine shows they used to 
have? It is like the old liniments. 
Ward's liniment was the name I was try- 
ing to think of. I remember that we 
used to have Ward’s liniment on the 
shelves in the drugstore. I can still see 
it. Ward’s liniment was sold for every- 
thing from dandruff to warts. It cured 
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one of everything from influenza down 
to Bright’s disease. That may be com- 
pared to what are called flexible price 
supports. Just name the problem in ag- 
riculture and apply those simple words, 
“flexible price supports,” and the diffi- 
culty all evaporates. 

While Ward’s liniment was a fine 
product in a drugstore, on which the 
druggist made a reasonably good profit, 
I am here to say, as one who spent a 
little time in that field, that it did not 
perform all the miracle cures claimed, 
but it did have a certain amount of psy- 
chological value because of its presence. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Did the Senator ever hear 
of Hadacol? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I have heard 
of that, too. 

Mr. KERR. I should like to say it 
promised even more and delivered less 
than flexible price supports. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor. I have heard that Hadacol, how- 
ever, did deliver some pretty good mone- 
tary rewards, even if it did not deliver 
the cure, without any reference to the 
quality of the product. 

Finally, I hope that the legislative in- 
terpretation of the amendment of the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Youne] 
would include what are now the pres- 
ent standards for adjusting price-sup- 
port levels on feed grains. I recall that 
when we debated and argued, in the 
Senate committee, over the committee 
language in S. 3052, the majority bill, 
we pointed out then that one of the 
standards the Secretary used to estab- 
lish price supports for feed grains, and 
possibly the most important standard, 
was the feed value equivalent to that of 
corn. I wish to make sure that that is 
included in the general legislative his- 
tory. I have heard nothing which would 
deny that it was being included, but we 
want to make sure that the Secretary 
is not just again playing a game of 
arithmetic, but rather, is trying to relate 
this to the problem of agricultural eco- 
nomics and the problem of production. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have a statement which I have 
prepared upon mandatory supports for 
feed grains included at this point in the 
Recorp, along with a number of tables 
which apply to the committee bill as 
well as to the amendment which is be- 
fore the Senate. Along with those are 
included tables which relate to the acre- 
age and farm value of different feed 
crops in several States of the Union in 
the year 1952. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment and accompanying tables were or- 
dered to be printed in the Recorp, as 
follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY ON MAN- 
DATORY SUPPORTS FOR FEED GRAINS 
On September 6, 1952, at Kasson, Minn., 


the then Republican candidate for President 
declared: 

“As provided in the Republican platform, 
the nonperishable crops so important to the 
diversified farmer—crops such as oats, bar- 
ley, rye, and soybeans—should be given the 
same protection as available to the major 
cash crops.” 
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Section 204 of the farm bill would make 
good that promise. 

It provides mandatory rather than discre- 
tionary price support through 1956 for pro- 
ducers of oats, rye, barley, and grain sor- 
ghums. 

It links the support levels for these alter- 
native feed supplies to the support level for 
corn, on the basis of the feed-value ratio. 

I believe this is the fairest and soundest 
method of determining the support level for 
these competitive feed grains, to keep from 
upsetting normal and proper marketing rela- 
tionships between them. 

We have seen how easily marketing con- 
ditions could be upset by distorting price 
relationship between commodities that com- 
pete with each other. The most recent ex- 
ample is the relationship between cotton- 
seed and soybeans, where I regret to say that 
there is evidence of the Department of Agri- 
culture playing one against the other to the 
detriment of both. 

Feed grains are used interchangeably. The 
feed-value equivalent seems the logical way 
to establish and maintain proper price rela- 
tionships. 

If the Department of Agriculture does not 
now have adequate statistical evidence to 
support findings on feed value equivalents, 
it should have. I regret to say that there 
have been too many indications of the De- 
partment acting arbitrarily in setting sup- 
port levels on some of these commodities 
without due regard to the effect it would 
have on the competing commodities. 

Perhaps we need some feeding experiments 
conducted by our agricultural experiment 
stations under various conditions in various 
areas to properly determine the feed value 
relationship between these feed grains upon 
which a proper ratio of price-support levels 
could be established. By placing respon- 
sibility upon the Department of Agricul- 
ture to use the feed value equivalent as the 
basis of determining the support level, I be- 
lieve we are quite properly calling for es- 
tablishment of such standards, even if they 
must be achieved on an experimental basis 
subject to adjustment on the basis of actual 
feeding tests. 

Failure to provide better assurance of sup- 
port for these commodities in any farm bill 
coming out of this Congress would be break- 
ing President Eisenhower's promise. There 
were no “ifs,” “ands” or “buts” about this 
promise. We need to adopt this section to 
make good that promise, and take this phase 
of the support program away from the ar- 
bitrary discretion—or indiscretion—of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

The view of the minority of the commit- 
tee against the feed grains provisions raises 
the question if the feed grains provision of 
the bill sets different support levels for the 
secondary feed grains inside and outside the 
commercial corn area. The answer to that 
question is that the intent of the provision 
is to establish supports for the secondary 
grains at not more than 90 percent of old 
parity formula price, as is established for 
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corn in existing legislation, and not less than 
a feed value equivalent level to the level at 
which corn is supported within the com- 
mercial corn area. 

The producers of the secondary feed grains 
and the farm organizations who represent 
them have never accepted the validity of the 
rollback or so-called modernized parity for- 
mula in its application to these commodities. 
The theory of the rollback formula is that 
the 10-year moving average gadget will cause 
calculated parity prices to move toward 
some kind of normal or free market price 
reflecting underlying changes in supply and 
demand forces. This concept itself is, in 
the first place, inconsistent logically with 
the equity content of the parity idea. The 
rollback feature means that when a com- 
modity gets into trouble and needs price 
support assistance the formula works year 
after year for 10 years to bring about a lower 
parity price, and thereby a lower support 
level. 

The theory of the rollback idea was that 
while years of lower prices would pull down 
the parity level, on the other hand, years of 
higher prices would pull parity back up. 
But in the case of these secondary feed 
grains, the formula has not worked out that 
way. Imports from Canada combined with 
special efforts of the Government to en- 
courage increased production in war years 
have both worked to hold down prices in 
years of scarcity and to make prices lower 
than they would otherwise be even in low 
price years. Thus the so-called modernized 
formula had only one way to work—that is 
to push down the parity price year after 
year. 

If farmers had not been encouraged by the 
Government to grow ample supplies of oats, 
rye, barley, and grain sorghums, the market 
prices of these commodities would have been 
considerably higher during the Korean war 
than they were. It was in the national in- 
terest and in the best interest of the free 
world that increased supplies of these im- 
portant grains were produced. But, and for 
that very reason, we should not allow some 
automatically operating mathematical gadg- 
et in our price-support laws to penalize the 
farmers who reacted so patriotically to the 
national need. 

Every time in the past few years that oats, 
barley, rye, or grain sorghums prices started 
to rise and thus incorporate higher market 
prices in the 10-year moving average of the 
so-called modernized parity formula, a flood 
of imports from Canada would drive the 
price back down. Yes, we should have an in- 
ternationalist foreign policy. But I don't 
think the entire cost of an intelligent for- 
eign policy should be charged to the pro- 
ducers of the feed grains by the mechanical 
operation of the 10-year moving average in 
the rollback parity formula or any other way 
except through means shared by all the peo- 
ple. These Canadian imports come in and 
prevent the free market price of these grains 
from rising as the theory supposed they 
would. 


1953 IMPORTS OF CANADIAN GRAINS 


24, 959, 069 


17, 079, 120 
34, 804,393 | 15,866,928 | 4.300, 542 | 141 475, 490 
2 723, 645 762, 000 00 (10, 254, 129) 


1 Not available. 


1954 
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1954 IMPORTS OF CANADIAN GRAINS 


Oates 


Sone 
= 
8838 


pas 
533 
8 888 


— 
5 
= 
8 


In bond, tala T E SSS SERS! Uae ra ES w 


Barley Rye Feed wheat | Total 
298, 56, 111 472, 302 2, 532, 200 
713, 342 695, 177, 234 3, 496, 178 
598, 24 221, 471 174, 274 2, 735, 641 

2, 945, 063 554, 11 682, 327 7, 832, 653 

4, 555, 273 1, 526, 740 1, 506, 137 16, 587, 681 

3, 400, 000 600, 8, 500, 000 

2, 500, 000 |.........-.-.- 800, 6, 300, 000 

10, 455, 273 1, 526, 740 2, 906, 137 31, 387, 681 

19, 3, 228, 000 347, 000 3, 594, 000 


2 Preliminary, based on Canadian reports of United States imports. 


CANADIAN VERSUS UNITED STATES GRAIN 


It is reasonable to asume that every bushel 
of Canadian feed grain replaced United States 
grain in domestic consumption causing CCC 
to take over an equivalent amount under 
price-support programs. 

The following table shows the country 
warehouse cost for handling and storage of 
an equivalent amount df grain the first 
year. If the grain has to be moved to termi- 
nal storage, there would be additional costs 
for weighing, inspection, and transportation. 
102. 904, 158X15. 4 cents =$15, 847, 240. 33 
249, 666X20. 8 cents= 9, 411, 930. 53 


20, 621, 668X21.3 cents= 4, 392, 415. 28 
7, 305, 679X22.3 cents= 1, 629, 166. 42 


8 176, 081, 171 31, 280, 752. 56 
Storage cost per month — 2,006, 729. 38 
Storage cost per day 86, 890. 98 


1 Includes rye in bond, July 1, 1954, 


Aside from the Government requests for 
increased production in wartime and the 
Canadian imports, other factors have inter- 
vened to prevent the transitional parity from 
achieving a fair balance. 

During every crisis such as wartime price 
ceilings have been invoked at 100 percent 
of parity. As a result, with no opportunity 
for periods of high prices to offset periods 
of low prices, the only direction the 10-year 
moving-average could go is down. 

Thus so-called modernized parity for these 
products has been constantly down, pre- 
vented by wartime demands and good inter- 
national policy from rising as in theory they 
were supposed to do. The result is that all 
of the forces are tending to drive down the 
modernized parity price of these commodities 
toward zero. The report of the majority of 
the Committee on Agriculture shows what 
has happened to the so-called effective parity 
prices of these commodities. Barley parity 
dropped from the $1.73 per bushel level to 
$1.36; oats from $1.12 to 88 cents per bushel; 
rye, $2.02 to $1.71, and grain sorghums from 
$3.39 per hundredweight to $2.54. 

Secretary Benson’s action dropping the 
supports of three of these grains by another 
5 percent from 1953 to 1954 will have the 
effect for the next 10 years of still further 
reducing the so-called modernized parity 
price. It will be 1966 before the depressing 
effect of his action of reducing supports for 
1954 will have worked itself out of the 
10-year moving acreage. 

Because these commodities have already 
been on rollback parity ever since 1949 the 
minority view is able to attempt ridicule 
instead of stable argument to oppose the 
support levels the majority has recommended 
for the secondary feed grains in this bill. 
They point out that the levels we urge are 
above 90 percent of the new parity formula. 
What they don't point out is that the pro- 
posed levels vary between 68 and 90 percent 
of the true parity price of these commodities. 
What they don't point out is that while they 
propose to hold corn at the old parity price, 
they attempt to force the other feed grains 
into accepting a secondary position because 
these grains have already been put on the 
sliding parity formula. Since all of these 
feed grains compete in the market with 
corn, and in many areas compete for land, 


capital, and labor resources common sense 
requires that support levels of the different 
feed grains be kept in a reasonable relation- 
ship to each other. 

This is what the proposal of the majority 
of your committee has recommended, A 
pound of meat, o> milk, or eggs is just the 
same regardless of which kind of grain the 
livestock ate. I understand the animal is 
just as happy. The meat is just as valuable, 
and scientific feeding ratios considered, the 
different feeds are worth just as much for 
feed. 

I am not opposed to firm adequate sup- 
ports for the so-called basic commodities. 
I feel that we must provide that. But I do 
want to say this. Any product that a farm 
family produces is a basic to that family. 
The farmer that depends for his income upon 
the production of rye or oats or grain sor- 
ghums is as dependent upon the prices and 
income from his commodities as are the 
producers of dairy products, cotton, wheat, 
or any other of the so-called basics. And 
whether there are 10,000 or 1 million farmers 
in total who produce that commodity makes 
no real difference in that regard. 

This body has already acted to extend 100 
percent of parity price supports to the pro- 
ducers of wool. And I am for that, particu- 
larly since the supports will be carried out 
by means of production payments to farmers. 
My point is that there are few if any more 
wool producers than there are producers of 
oats, barley, grain sorghums, and rye. 

The present law provides mandatory sup- 
ports for tung nuts. There are more rye pro- 
ducers in my State than there are tung-nut 
producers in the entire United States. And 
I favor price supports for tung-nut producers 
and for peanut producers, but there are 
more feed-grain producers in the great 
Northwest States, than there are peanut 
producers in the Southern States. I favor 
adequate supports for the secondary feed 
grains for the same reasons I favor supports 
for wheat, cotton, corn, tobacco, rice, pea- 
nuts, dairy products, tung nuts and honey— 
all of which have mandatory supports in 
the existing law. 

There are broad areas in this country 
where different ones of the secondary feed 
grains are as important within that area as 
any of the so-called basics are on a nation- 
wide basis. 

The 1950 Census of Agriculture reported 
157,000 commercial farms in Minnesota. The 
same census shows that 122,000 farmers pro- 
duce oats, 39,000 produce barley, and 9,000 
produce rye. 

In Nebraska there were 100,000 commercial 
farms and 60,000 oats producers; 10,000 bar- 
ley producers; and 6,000 rye producers. In 
Kansas 112,000 commercial farms and 40,000 
oats producers; 8,000 producers of barley. 
In Iowa almost as many farmers produce 
oats as produce corn. The same is true of 
Illinois, There are 71,000 oats producers in 
Indiana and 5,000 producers of rye. There 
are 24,000 oats producers in Texas. There 
are 85,000 oats producers in Ohio. There 
are more oats producers in Missouri than 
there are wheat producers. 

In many of these States and others the 
acreage of land devoted to these secondary 
fecd grains is a sizable proportion of the 
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total cropland harvested figure. I ask unan- 
imous consent to insert in the Recorp these 
tables of Census Bureau figures showing the 
acreage harvested, the production in bushels, 
the number of farms producing, and the 
number of commercial farms in selected 
States. These tables prove conclusively that 
the feed grains covered by this provision rec- 
ommended by the majority of your Commit- 
tee on Agriculture are very important in 
the farm situation in various States: 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Minnesota, 1952 


(Agricultural statistics, 1953) 


Rye... 29, 1, 742, 000 
Corn.. 5, 281, 000 | 266, 690, 000 
Oats.. 5,245,000 | 204, 555, 000 
Barley.. 1,136,000 | 28, 400, 000 
Sorghum for grain.. 0) Q 

Soy 8 for 1, 155,000 21,945,000 
— — „000 10, 845. 000 
Feed grains r e than corn . 6, 510,000 | 231, 697, 000 
Soybeans and flaxse%ο,jbz „000 | 32, 790, 000 

1 Not available. 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 
[United States census] 


Corn for grain 2.5 223s ceases komt 
88 for grain. 


‘otal commercial ſarms 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Nebraska, 1952 
[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


Acreage Produc- 

harvested tion 

for grain 
8 — ů — 170, 000 1, 700, 000 
Corn. 7.080, 000 | 261, 960, 000 
Oats.. -| 2,454,000 | 46, 626; 000 
3 aes 172, 000 3, 440, 000 
Sorghum for grain 97, 000 2, 231, 000 
Feed grains other than corn] 2,893,000 | 53, 997, 000 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 


[United States census] 


1 Not available. 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Kansas, 1952 


{Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


ee f 38, 
Feed grains other than corn. 2,337,000 | 38, 473, 
Soybeans and flaxseed 7, 7, 398, 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 


[United States census} 


Som for ep F 5 7 pe 
‘orghum for n.. 34, 63 

p OAE 87, 782 
Oats, threshed. 40, 216 
Barley, threshed. 8,098 
Rye, threshed 1, 38 
Flaxseed, threshed 1, 492 
Soybeans for beans 10, 693 
Cropland harvested. 194 21, 403, 734 
Total commercial farms. 112, 338 
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Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Iowa, 1952 


Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


F 
Soybeans and flaxseed 


1 Not available, 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 


[United States census] 


Soybeans for beans. 

Cropland harvested 

Total commercial farms 

Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Illinois, 1952 


[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


Acreage Produc- 
harvested tion 
for grain | (bushels) 
a CO A 1,810,000 | 41, 630, 000 
R 33, 462, 


1 Not available. 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 


{United States census] 


commercial farms — 
4 Not available. 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Indiana, 1952 
[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


Acreage Produc- 
harvested tion 
for grain | (bushels) 


1 Not available. 
NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 


FIELD CROPS, 1949 
[United States census} 


xseed, threshed 
Boybeans for beans 
Cropland harvested, 1949 
Total commercial ſurms 


1 Not available. 
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Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Texas, 1952 


[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


Feed grains o 
Soybeans and flaxseed_ 


1 Not available. 
NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 


[United States census] 
Sono io ee ees — 
Sorghum for ruin 


Soybeans for beans 
Cropland harvested 1949. 
‘Total commercial farms 
Cottonseed production 


1 Not available. 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Missouri, 1952 


{Agricultural statisties, 1953] 


23 


z283 
83 82322338 


26, 
173, 512, 
5 


3 £ 
aN 
7S 


Š 


laxseed m 
Feed grains vp PR than corn 
Soybeans and flaxseed 


82 
* 
~ 
8 


1 Not available. 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 


[United States census] 


Cort Jor grain TT 138, 083 
Sorghum for grain.. oy 3, 317 
bh SBN SRO = 53, 549 
Oats, t Sinton 64, 425 
Barley, threshed 2.2222. —.— 66, 306 

ye, Ags — or 712 
Soybeans for beans 8 24.717 
Cropland . 1949 (acres) . 12, 263, 847 
Total commercial farms — 10 90 
Total cottonseed production (tons) 168, 000 


1 Not available. 
Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Mississippi, 1952 
{Agricultural statistics, 1953} 


Acreage Produc- 
harvested tion 
for grain | (bushels) 
Y S 9.000 234, 000 
Rye... 1 a) 00 
Corn --| 1,721,000 | 27, 528. 000 
Oats.. al 167, 000 6, 179, 000 
Barley A ) () 
Sorghum for grain.. ed 0) () 
Soy s for = 455, 000 6, 142, 009 
FCC <a Sha eub ron 0) 0) 
Feed grains other than corn 167, 000 6, 179, 000 
Soybeans and flaxseed 000 6, 142, 000 
1 Not available, 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED 

FIELD CROPS, 1949 

[United States census} 
Gorn for grains = 2 a a A 
Sorghum for grain. 
MO S Los 
Oats, threshed. 
Barley, threshed. 
Rye, threshed 
Flaxseed, threshed_ 

4 Not available. 
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NUMBER OF FARMS TEAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949—Continued 


Cottonseed production (tons)... 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Virginia, 1952 


{Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


Acreage 8 
harvested 
ſor gra in (bushels) 
357,000 7, 590, 000 
6, 000 240, 
000 | 31, 614,000 
148, 000 + 719, 000 
000 788, 000 
a) m 
155 060 2, a 000 
Feed grains other than corn. 241, 000 7, 747, 000 
Soybeans and flaxseed... _.._.- 74, 000 58, 


1 Not available, 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 


United States census] 


Cropland harvested, 
Total commercial farms 
Cottonseed production. 


1 Not available. 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Alabama, 1952 


Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


p PE 
2 eK SES 
BERS ERS 


Soybeans and flaxseed.. 


1 Not available, 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 


[United States census] 
re. AA A A — * 251 


Sorghum for grain.. „ 355 
Wheat 202020. — 920 
Oats, threshed_ 3, 376 
Barley, threshed. 0) 
Rye, threshed () 
Flaxseed, threshed_ (9) 
Soybeans for beans 1,579 
Cropland 1 1949 (acres) __ — 5, 729, 421 
‘Total commercial farms — 118 
Cottonseed production (ton - 356, 


1 Not available. 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in South Carolina, 1952 


{Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


Acreage Produc- 
harvested tion 
for grain | (bushels) 
184, 000 3, 680, 000 
7,000 80, 
1, 263,000 | 18,945, 000 
582,000 | 17,460, 000 
18, 000 486, 900 
4, 000. 74, 000 
9 85 ie 000 
Feed grains other than corn 604,000 | 18,020,000 
Soybeans and flaxseed _.._-_..- 98, 000 1,127, 


1 Not available. 


1954 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 
[United States census] 


Corn for graln— 2-2 nen ene eenee-- 2-2 — 
ain ms 


Soybeans for bean 
Croplands harvested, 1949 
Total commercial farms. 


1 Not available. 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Arkansas, 1952 


{Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


laxseed 
Feed grains other th: 
Soybeans and fla: 


1 Not available. 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 


United States census 


Corn renn — 96,575 
Sorghum for grain. 1, 263 
Wheat, threshed. 1, 264 
Oats, threshed 5, 701 
Barley, hed. : 354 
Rye, threshed ®©) 
laxseed, threshed... 09 
Soybeans for beans 8, 396 
Cropland harvested, 1949 (acres) ), 093 
Total commercial farms 113, 189 
Cottonseed production (tons) — 543,000 


Not available, 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Washington, 1952 


[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


A Produc- 
harvested tion 

for (bushels) 
CCC E S E 10, 000 100, 000 
Corn... 21,000 1, 239, 000 
Oats... 136, 000 6, 800, 000 
Barley „000 3, 024, 000 
3 D 09 (@) 
Feed grains other than corn... 230, 000 9, 924, 000 


1 Not available. 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 


FIELD CROPS, 1949 
[United States census] 


STT 
Sorghum for grain 


Total commerci * 
Cottonseed production 


1 Not available, 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in California, 1952 


[Agricultural statistics, 1953] 


Acreage Produc- 
harvested tion 

(bushels) 
Rye... 000 96, 000 
Corn 000 2, 730, 000 
Oats 000 5, 525, 000 
Barle 000 | 53, 892, 000 
Sorghum for grun a 95, 000 3, 990, 000 
Feed grains other than corn 770,000 | 63, 000 
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NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 


1949 


Cropland harvested, 1949 (acres)- 
Total commercial farms FR 
Cottonseed production (tons) (1932) 741, 000 


1 Not available. 


Acreage and farm value of different field 
crops in Pennsylvania, 1952 


{Agricultural statistics, 1953) 


Acreage Produc- 
harvested tion 
for grain | (bushels) 
Wheat $45,000 | 19, 012,000 
Rye... 12, 204, 
Corn.. 1, 347, 000 „003, 
Oats. 755,000 | 21, 895, 000 
Barley. 148, 000 5, 476, 000 
Sorghum for grain. 09 05 
Soybeans for beans. 19, 000 361, 000 
C eee a eee 0) (') 
Feed grains other than corn... 915,000 | 27, 575,000 
Soybeans and flaxseed_.......- 19, 000 1, 000 


1 Not available. 


NUMBER OF FARMS THAT PRODUCED DIFFERENT 
FIELD CROPS, 1949 


[United States census] 
Corn for gramm „%7 — 


Soybeans for benns 
Cropland harvested, 1949 ( 
‘Total commercial arms 

Cottonseed production 


1 Not available. 


This section of the bill does nothing more 
than to require the Secretary of Agriculture 
to put into effect the principles of good 
administration with respect to price supports 
for the feed grains. All of these feed grains, 
including corn, can be used more or less 
interchangeably in the feeding of livestock 
and poultry. The livestock or poultry feeder 
naturally shops around to see which of these 
grains he can buy at the best bargain in 
relation to the feeding value. If the price 
of oats is lower in relation to feed value than 
corn at the supported market price the feed- 
er will leave corn alone and buy oats. A 
feeder in the Corn Belt even may well find 
that he can store his corn under a price- 
support loan or purchase agreement and buy 
oats or barley or rye or grain sorghums in 
the market, if the support programs for 
these other commodities have allowed the 
market price to sag below the feeding value 
equivalent level with corn. 

The result should be that when oats are 
relatively underpriced relative to feeding 
value in relation to corn, feeders bid up the 
price of oats and thus its price rises toward 
the relatively higher supported price of corn, 
The same situation is true with respect to 
the other secondary feed grains. 

And that would have been the case these 
past few years except that every time the 
price of these grains rose a little we received 
more imports from Canada which served to 
hold down market prices. One result has 
been that the market prices of corn have 
been allowed to sag more than 10 percent 
below the support level for corn itself, owing 
to the pressure of these other grains which 
should have been, but were not, supported 
at a feeding value equivalent level with the 
support level for corn. 

I am reliably informed that in the 18 
months just past a total of 176,081,171 bush- 
els of such grains have been imported into 
the United States. For the individual grains, 
these included 102,904,158 bushels of oats, 
45 million bushels of barley, and 71 million 
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bushels of rye. All of these imports served 
to depress the prices of secondary feed grains 
in the United States. These secondary 
grains were substituted in the domestic feed- 
using market for United States-produced 
corn; and an equivalent amount of corn un- 
doubtedly found its way into the inventory 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation. A 
considerable share of the high storage costs 
that Secretary Benson has gone to such pains 
to talk about come from this source. Just 
to store the corn equivalent to these amounts 
of imported secondary feed grains come to 
a 1-year total of $3114 million; $2,606,729 per 
month; $86,890 per day. 

This is the kind of pressures that a dis- 
torted feed grain support system places upon 
the price-support program for corn. I have 
heard that the Department of Agriculture 
has justified its distortion of the support 
levels of the different feed grains with the 
statement that it is more efficient to run 
the program with corn alone. This causes 
the entire job of supporting feed grains to 
fall upon the price-support operation for 
corn, which is one of the six basics, 

Do I need picture for you the political 
effect of this? This kind of operation allows 
and encourages the Commodity Credit in- 
ventory on corn to build up artificially high. 
Then corn can be pointed to in alarm, like 
butter this year, as a program about to 
break down. Thus corn will be transformed 
to the political target commodity in 1955. 


* Efforts will be made to remove it as a basic 


commodity by using the scare tactics that 
have been employed this year against dairy 
products, 

Conceivably such tactics might work. And 
corn, like potatoes, might be nrade an “un- 
touchable.” If that happens the whole po- 
litical structure supporting continued price 
supports for all the basic commodities as 
well as the designated nonbasics will be en- 
dangered. If corn goes, wheat could not 
conceivably be held. If corn and wheat go, 
it would be impossible to maintain the pro- 
grams for tobacco, peanuts, cotton, and rice. 
If these were gone is there anyone in this 
Chamber that thinks that supports for dairy 
products would be continued? 

Let us not kid ourselves, my colleagues. 
We are dealing here with a carefully designed 
plan to destroy the price-support program. 
To stop this attempt we must provide for 
mandatory supports for producers of the 
secondary feed grains, 

The majority report on this bill shows the 
manner in which the 1954 supports estab- 
lished by Secretary Benson have distorted 
support levels in relation to feeding values. 
Corn is supported at $1.62, although the 
market price was allowed to sag as low as 
$1.40. Barley was supported at 80 percent 
of its parity feeding value equivalent price; 
oats at 83 percent; rye at 90 percent; and 
grain sorghums at only 71 percent of its 
parity feeding value equivalent price. 

To argue that the levels we have suggested 
are too high relative to so-called modernized 
parity is no argument at all. I wish to read 
the remarks made by a Southern Congress- 
man, Mr. WHITTEN, of Mississippi, on the 
floor of the House on this problem: 
[From the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of July 2, 

1954, pp. 9633-9634] 

“Mr. Chairman, I take this time to point 
out the difference between modernized par- 
ity and the other, or, as described, the old 
parity formula. Our Republican friends say 
‘Give us the modernized version.“ We hear 
everybody speak of modernized parity. You 
know, it sounds nice to say something is 
modern. Lots of people think it must be 
good if it is modern. 

“I would like to point out to you what is 
involved in this so-called modernized parity. 
The regular parity formula is based on an 
effort, 100 percent of it, to give the farmer 
the same comparative purchasing power that 
he had from 1909 to 1914. In order to give 
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the farmer that comparative purchasing 
power that he had in that period, an index 
is kept of the selling price of various and 
sundry commodities which he buys and his 
support varies with the rise and fall of the 
cost of what he buys. So there is a tie-in on 
the old parity formula between what other 
things are costing and what the farmer 
gets for his commodity. 

“What is modernized parity? Modernized 
parity ties the support program to the aver- 
age price received by the farmer for the last 
10 years. That means that there is no tie-in 
between the supports he gets and the cost 
of things he must buy. It does not recog- 
nize his costs. I tell you that modernized 
parity could conceivably, year by year, re- 
duce supports down to where, over a period 
of years, there would be no support price at 
all; not only that but his costs could be 
going just as rapidly or more so in the other 
direction. 

“The record shows that there is real rea- 
son to be disturbed about modernized parity, 
because it ignores rising costs to the farmer. 
You cannot afford to ignore rising costs. 
Since 1945 the costs attached to farm com- 
modities from the farmers’ hands to the 
consumer have increased 83 percent. Since 
World War II we have had 11 freight in- 
creases. Steel has gone up a number of 
times, and so with nearly everything else, 
and such trend will likely continue.” 

Mr. WHITTEN’s remarks apply directly to 
this secondary feed grain problem. Let us 
not be fooled by attempts to ridicule pro- 
ducers of feed grains into taking action that 
will endanger the entire price-support pro- 
gram for all of the commodities including the 
six basics and dairy products. To preserve 
the price-support program from those who 
seek to destroy it, we must provide manda- 
tory feeding value support levels for the sec- 
ondary feed grains. 

The opposition to firm adequate price- 
support sometimes urges the so- 
called vast accumulation of surpluses as a 
major argument against the price-support 

rogram. If that is the criterion they want 
to follow then they will support the ma- 
jority of your committee and vote for sup- 
porting these secondary feed grains. The 
so-called “surplus” owned by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation or pledged to it for loans 
in the case of oats comes to the grand total 
of equaling a 10-day supply for the Na- 
tion’s normal domestic consumption and 
exports; less than 1 day’s supply is actually 
owned by CCC. We have 2 months and 26 
days supply of rye held by Commodity Credit 
Corporation; 1 month and 7 days supply of 
barley; and 1 month and 12 days supply of 
grain sorghums. Amounts as low as this 
can hardly be called burdensome surpluses. 

Even the total supply of corn owned by 
Commodity Credit Corporation and pledged 
to it for price-support loans on May 31, 1954, 
was equal only to a 3 months and 1½ days 
domestic consumption and exports. And 
remember through this year, corn has been 
required by administrative rulings to carry 
almost the entire burden of supporting the 
entire feed-grain market. 

Normal prudence as a Nation would indi- 
cate that under present unsettled world 
conditions, and the risks of hydrogen bombs 
and biological warfare, we should have a 
safety reserve stockpile of a full year’s needs 
of these storable commodities. Does it make 
sense to have only 10 days supply of oats, 
for example? It is easy to see what has hap- 
pened. Secretary Benson has set the sup- 
port levels for corn and rye at their feed 
value equivalent levels, while lowering the 
supports for oats, barley, and grain sor- 
ghums. As a result Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration accumulated supplies of corn and 
rye, while we have dangerously depleted our 
supplies of the other feed grains. I do not 
think we have too much corn on hand for 
national safety. Certainly no one can say 
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that 10 days supply of oats is a burdensome 
surplus in the hands of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

Since this is such an important matter, 
I include in the Record at this point in my 
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remarks the following table showing how 
long the present stocks of commodities of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation would 
last if the Nation had to call upon them in 
event of a catastrophe: 


Quantity of commodities pledged for CCC loans and owned by CCC and months and days 
present supply (as of May 31, 1954) will last, based on 1952 requirements 


Total 
Month and days pres- 
pledged for} Quantity a das 
Commodit Unit loans an used per ent supply will last, 
y owned by month 1952| based on 1952require- 
C ents 
Oom aa aiaa Thousand bushels 803, 617 1 262, 743 | 3 months 114 days, 
Cotton, upland . Thousand bales... 7 7, 230 1,015 | 7 months 3 days. 
Peanuts, farmers’ stocks and | Thousand pounds 156, 288 1 50,620 | 3 months 2 days. 
Thousand hundredweight. ....- 1,372 13,842 | 11 days. 
-| Thousand pounds. -l 610, 392 170, 251 | 3 months 18 days. 
Thousand bushels. 878, 620 $4,107 | 10 months 14 days. 
‘Thousand pounds. 385, 364 115,750 | 3 months 11 days. 
. 392, 270 102, 250 3 months 27 days. 
644, 400 86,250 | 7 months 14 days. 
1, 098 23, 438 | 114 days. 
, 098 4,274 | 7 months. 
a4 IDET Ue A SE 135, 475 
y Thousand bushels 28, 206 22,830 | 1 month 7 days. 
Beans, dry edible__.._...-.-.. Thousand hundredweight_. 2 O00: nece aces 
Qottonseed ..-.......---.. Thousand tons 8 
Cottonseed meal Thousand pounds. 171, 651 440, 833 | 12 days. 
Cottonseed oil... 5 951, 784 113, 250 | 8 months 12 days. 
%% ee eee Thousand bushels. 14, 882 2,955 | 5 months 1 day. 
Grain, sorghum. -| Thousand hundredweig 22, 052 15,696 | 1 month 12 days. 
Linseed oil .| Thousand pounds. 43, 094 46, 083 | 29 days. 
Oats ‘Thousand bushels. 36, 778 113, 703 | 10 days. 
Rye.. do. 4, 551 , 593 | 2 months 26 days, 
Soybear do- 2, 198 123, 588 | 234 days. 
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The provision requiring that secondary 
feed grains be supported in relation to the 
established support level for corn is not a 
temporary one-shot proposition but estab- 
lished a consistent rule of administration. 
The support level for oats, rye, barley, and 
grain sorghums would be established in rela- 
tion to the support level of corn, whatever 
the support level for corn may be. The pur- 
pose of the provision is to establish the 
principle that the support levels of all of 
the feed grains should bear a commonsense 
relationship to each other. This provision 
does not establish some particular support 
level for these four commodities; merely the 
principle their supports shall be established 
in relation to corn in the same way that the 
free market does. 

As you will note if you read the minority 
report itself, in the table on page 62, the 
market prices of the five feed grains bear 
a closer relationship to feed value equiva- 
lents than do the support levels Secretary 
Benson established for 1954. Only in the 
case of grain sorghums 6-year average has 
the so-called free market price dropped much 
below a feed value equivalent ratio to corn, 
Every time that free market prices deviated 
from feed value equivalents the forces I de- 
scribed earlier went to work to bring them 
back toward that level. I do not believe 
all this price instability for the secondary 
grains is a desirable thing for the producers 
nor for the feeders nor for the public gen- 
erally. 

Demand for all of the feed grains rises 
and falls together, not separately as the 
minority committee contends. These com- 
modities are interchangeable as the price 
record indicates, and the market prices tend 
to maintain a feeding value equivalent even 
when price support levels and imports from 
Canada cause temporary disjointing. But if 
support levels of the secondary grains are set 
below the support level for corn, then corn 
goes into CCC loans and inventories, while 
the secondary feed grains go into the market. 
Economically this could do long-term dam- 
ag> to the market for corn. But, even more 
important, disjointing secondary feed sup- 
port levels puts the full burden of feed 


grains market supports on the corn program, 
which is one of the keys to maintaining the 
entire price-support program. If we allow 
the program to be disjointed so that huge 
inventories of corn are built up, then we 
must accept that much more political pres- 
sure from the price flexers to fix the price of 
corn. At the same time, we shall have al- 
lowed the flexing forces to bring about in- 
come instability among the families of sec- 
ondary feed grain producers as a byproduct 
of their attempt to “get” the corn program. 

The provision that feed grains be sup- 
ported at a feed value equivalent level to 
corn supports would mean that if the sup- 
port level for corn is flexed, so will be the 
support level for these other four grains. 
The bill the Senate is considering assumes 
the support level for corn will go on the 
sliding scale after 1955 and that corn parity 
prices will go on transitional down to mod- 
ernized parity. If that is the will of the 
next Congress to allow this “time bomb” to 
stand, and I hope the next Congress will 
not, this secondary feed grain provision will 
allow the level of support for oats, rye, barley, 
and grain sorghums to fall down the sliding 
scale and roll back parity right along with 
corn. I do not think any of these grains 
should be allowed to take such a loss. But 
my point is this: The provision now under 
consideration puts all of the feed grains in 
the same basket by law, an action that pru- 
dent and sensible administration would do 
anyway. The major effect of the provision 
to insure the forces inimical to the support 
program. will be unable to use manipulation 
of grain price supports to discredit the en- 
tire support program, as has been appar- 
ently attempted in 1954. 

The minority of your Agriculture Com- 
mittee suggest that all eight of the factors 
in present law should be used rather than 
feeding value as the criteria for the support 
levels for the secondary feed grains. This 
suggestion will not stand up under close 
inspection. 

One of the eight factors is “perishability 
of the commodity.” Certainly oats, barley, 
rye, and grain sorghums possess storability 
in the same degree and in the same way 
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that corn does. Another of the eight fac- 
tors is availability of funds. It will take 
less funds to support all of the feed grains 
in a correct relationship to each other than 
to put the entire burden of feed-grain sup- 
ports on the single commodity, corn. 

Another of the eight factors is the impor- 
tance of the commodity to agriculture and 
the national economy. I find no difference 
here between these five commodities. Oats, 
as completely interchangeable as it is with 
corn, certainly has the same importance, 
measured in feeding value ratios, pound for 
pound, as has corn. Each of the dollars 
earned by farmers growing oats bears the 
same relationship to farm purchasing power 
and the national economy as a dollar earned 
growing corn. There are different types 
of corn, and the entire price-support pro- 
gram for corn could be destroyed if we al- 
lowed each type to be singled out and 
proved to be unimportant nationally. Yet 
that is the effect of the minority reasoning, 
when they say that oats, or grain sorghums, 
in a feed sense another kind of corn, is un- 
important nationally because it is a small 
proportion of the total feed supply. 

The ability to dispose of stocks acquired 
through a price-support operation is an- 
other of the eight factors. Certainly oats, 
barley, rye, and grain sorghums have this 
characteristic in the same manner and de- 
gree as corn. If corn can be disposed of so 
can rye, barley, oats, and grain sorghums in 
relation to feeding value equivalents, An- 
other of the eight factors is the need for 
offsetting temporary losses of export mar- 
kets. None of these feed grains enter im- 
portantly into United States exports. How- 
eyer, even if they did, the four secondary 
grains are interchangeable with corn at 
feeding value ratios. 

Ability and willingness of producers to 
keep supplies in line with demand is an- 
other of the eight factors. The bill you are 
considering now abolishes marketing quotas 
with respect to corn. The Secretary of Agri- 
culture has already demonstrated in his now 
well-known regimentation order setting up 
“cross compliance” and “total acreage al- 
lotments” for the entire farm that he al- 
ready has the authority to limit the 
production of the secondary feed grains in 
the same manner that he will have under 
this bill to regulate the production of corn. 
Moreover, the bill you are acting on now 
reiterates and substantiates this authority 
of the Secretary. So this next year and in 
all years under this bill, the producers of 
the four secondary feed grains will be un- 
der the same regulations to keep supplies 
in line with demand as will the producers 
of corn. The Secretary will have the full 
authority, which he has already demon- 
strated that he is quite willing to use in its 
most stringent form, to control the supplies 
of rye, oats, barley, and grain sorghums in 
the same manner that he will control the 
supply of corn, So there is no difference 
here. 

If secondary feed grains relate to all of 
the 7 factors, other than feeding-value 
equivalent, in the same way that corn re- 
lates to them, I see no basis for the minority 
contention that all of those 7, in addition 
to feeding value, need to be included in the 
provision we are now discussing. The con- 
tention of the minority, since it makes no 
logical sense, must be psychologically a 
“dodge” to bring in a lot of verbiage behind 
which the Secretary of Agriculture can hide 
when he deviates secondary feed-grain sup- 
port levels from their feeding- value equiva- 
lents to the level of support for corn. 

If corn is supported at 90 percent of parity 
in 1955, the support levels for these other 
4 feed grains would be: Oats, 81 cents per 
bushel; barley, $1.31 per bushel; grain sor- 
ghums, $1.62 per hundredweight; and rye, 
$1.38 per bushel. These support prices are 
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in direct ratio to feeding-value equivalents 
with the support for corn projected in 1955. 

The bill now under consideration would 
allow corn support price in 1956 to drop to 
as low as $1.28 per bushel (75 percent of 
transitional parity price of corn). If the 
next Congress should allow this to happen to 
corn, the support levels for the 4 secondary 
feed grains under this provision now under 
consideration would drop to: Oats, about 
58 cents per bushel; barley, about 94 cents 
per bushel; grain sorghums, about $1.17 per 
bushel; and rye, about 99 cents per bushel, 
By adopting this provision you will not be 
adopting the principle that their support 
levels should be kept in an intelligent ratio 
with corn supports. 

I do not want to conclude this statement 
without calling the Senate's attention to an 
important consideration that we are apt to 
overlook in our global considerations at the 
debating level. Thatis this. The good farm 
families in Minnesota and other States that 
produce rye, oats, barley, and grain sor- 
ghums are living human beings who need 
decent incomes and family purchasing power 
just the same as the producers of corn. The 
producers of the secondary feed grains are 
just as patriotic Americans and depend upon 
their own work for their living to fully the 
same extent as do the producers of wool, 
whom this bill proposes to give price sup- 
ports of at least 100 percent of parity. Let 
us not forget the people while we are debat- 
ing the economics of price supports. Let us 
not forget that the businessmen on Main 
Street in areas of Minnesota where rye is 
na major crop are just as dependent upon 
good incomes for rye producers as the busi- 
nessmen on Main Street in parts of Kansas 
are dependent upon good income from wheat 
production. Most of the Main Street busi- 
nessmen of Minnesota know this. I have 
received many of their letters and petitions 
and these are in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORDS 
of the past months. The same is true of the 
wage earners. The wage earners have seen 
tractor factory payrolls cut, production 
schedules slowed down, because the pro- 
ducers of rye, oats, barley, and grain sor- 
ghums have reduced incomes. The effect 
here, dollar for dollar, is the same as when 
wheat or cotton or corn incomes fall. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Finally, Mr. Pres- 
ident, I hope every Senator knows what 
we have been doing during every hour of 
this debate. We have proceeded step by 
step, but not with the help of the junior 
Senator from Minnesota, to cut agricul- 
tural income. We have been ignoring 
the facts of population. We have ig- 
nored the growing food needs of this 
country. There has not been an intel- 
ligent speech made on the part of those 
who support flexible price supports 
which takes into consideration the need 
for millions of acres of new land and 
new crop acres to meet te food needs 
of America. 

By 1960, 175 million Americans will be 
living in this blessed Republic. There 
will be 2,700,000 more mouths to feed 
every year, ata minimum. Think of it, 
Mr. President. 

The only kind of vision I see here is 
the kind with the eyes in the back of 
the head, looking to the rear, to the 
good old days, which were not so hot“ 
in the first-place. 

I suggest that the Senate ought to 
think of itself as young men think of 
themselves, who have hope and faith 
in the future, and who can look at little 
cribs that will be filled. I hope that the 
love of life has not yet gone out of this 
Chamber, 
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There will be over 220 million Ameri- 
cans in this country by 1975, according 
to the most conservative estimates. 
There will be 175 million Americans by 
the time the terms of some of our Mem- 
bers run out after the coming election. 
By 1960 there will be a minimum of 175 
million Americans, in a world in trouble, 
in a world where Communist forces are 
taking over the areas of food production 
right under our very noses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield 3 additional 
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It will be in a 
world in which the Communist forces 
are taking over the Rice Bowl of the 
Indochina Delta, and in which the Com- 
munist forces are beginning to under- 
stand the application of food to world 
politics. 

The Senate apparently has lost its 
good judgment. We vote billions of dol- 
lars for military assistance, and billions 
of dollars for defense. Yet here we sit 
with the greatest asset in the world, 
food, in a world of hunger, in a world 
of misery, and in a world of want, and 
we sit here as though we had been hit 
on the head with a hammer, not know- 
ing what to do, while we hold in our 
hands God's greatest blessing, food. 

It is that philosophy which is being 
embraced in this action by Congress on 
agricultural legislation, and I say it is a 
philosophy which is a negation of our 
history, and a negation of our faith in 
the future. 

We are thinking about how to dispose 
of food, instead of thinking how to help 
people. We are thinking of how to con- 
trol a surplus, instead of thinking about 
what this country is going to do 5 years 
from now, or 6 years from now, or 10 
years from now. 

Even if I never get back to the Senate, 
this will be a dark day in the history of 
the entire United States. It is a pathetic 
situation when Members of the Senate 
do not have the vision to recognize the 
needs of the future, do not even have 
faith in the present, and cannot, appar- 
ently, accept the challenge of imagina< 
tive Jeadership and use two of the great- 
est of God's gifts, food and fiber. I am 
ashamed. I regret what is taking place 
here. Not only have we ignored our own 
producers and consumers, but we have 
abrogated our leadership at home and 
abroad. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expirec. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 20 
minutes to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I re- 
gret that it is the considered judgment 
of the junior Senator from Minnesota 
that there has not been an intelligent 
speech made by those of us who are in 
favor of flexible price supports which 
takes into consideration the possibility 
of a rising population, 

For years I have been pointing out, in 
the Senate and out of the Senate, that 
the day is not too far distant when we 
shall need all the agricultural resources 
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of the United States. I have been point- 
ing out that some day the population of 
this country will be such that we will be 
able to absorb the tremendous quantities 
of food we are producing, provided sci- 
ence does not keep pace with the increase 
in population and add tremendous quan- 
tities of food which will be produced 
under new scientific methods to offset 
the increase in population. 

Perhaps our eyes are in the backs of 
our heads. Perhaps we do not know 
anything about what is going on in the 
world. 

We might analyze some of the amend- 
ments which have been offered to this 
bill and prove that it is also possible that 
other people may have made mistakes. 

For example, section 304, to which the 
Senator from Minnesota so strongly re- 
ferred and of which he so vehemently 
yeminded us and called our attention to, 
is supposed to stabilize prices, according 
to the statement of the junior Senator 
from Minnesota. 

I voted against that amendment in 
committee, and I am glad I voted against 
it, because it provides that oats, rye, 
barley, and grain sorghums shall be sup- 
ported at not less than the level the Sec- 
retary shall determine as the feed-value 
equivalent of the support level for corn. 

What is the support level for corn? 
Tt is one figure inside the commercial 
corn areas and 75 percent of that out- 
side the commercial corn areas. Eighty 
percent of all the barley produced in this 
country is produced outside the commer- 
cialcorn areas. In order to stabilize the 
price, we are asked to fix the feed ratio 
one way in one area, and 85 percent of 
the country will have a feed ratio 75 
percent less than that. 

Let us realize that if we use the sup- 
port level on corn it will be $1.62 inside 
the commercial corn area and $1.21 out- 
side the commercial corn area. 

There is before the Senate an amend- 
ment designed to stabilize prices which 
directs the Secretary to fix the price on 
the basis of $1.62 if the oats, rye, barley, 
and grain sorghums are produced inside 
the commercial corn areas, but that the 
Secretary shall support the price at $1.21 
if the grains are produced outside the 
commercial corn areas. 

We are told that we are looking out 
of the backs of our heads when we 
realize that 60 percent of the oats are 
produced in the commercial corn areas, 
that 45 percent of the rye is produced 
within those areas, and 20 percent of 
barley and 20 percent of the grain 
sorghums. 

When I first read the amendment, it 
seemed as though it might be very in- 
teresting to my part of the country and 
to some other parts of the country, be- 
cause in the case of grain sorghums, 
which are now being supported at 85 
percent, the support level would be raised 
to 113 percent of parity. 

We have heard much talk about equal- 
izing everything. However, who has 
asked to raise the support level to 113 
percent on grain sorghums? No grain- 
sorghum producer in my State has said 
he wanted it raised to that amount and 
no grain-sorghum producer in any area 
in my State has said he wanted 113 
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percent of parity. No producer in my 
State would get 113 percent of parity, 
because we are outside the commercial 
corn area. Therefore, a farmer who 
lives within a commercial corn area will 
get 113 percent and farmers who live 
outside a commercial corn area will get 
75 percent of that figure in order to 
stabilize prices in this country. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. . I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does not that 113 
percent refer to the modernized parity 
formula? We have two formulas. One 
is the corn formula, which is the old 
formula now in the law, and which will 
be the law until 1955, and the other is 
the modernized parity formula, which 
applies to feed grains. What would be 
the percentage of parity if the modern- 
ized parity program were used across 
the board as related to corn? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Unfortunately, I 
must take the language of the Senator’s 
amendment, and that is what throws the 
support price to 118 percent of parity. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does not the 
amendment apply to parity programs 
relating to corn? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does not the lan- 
guage also apply in such a manner that 
it would be uniform across the board? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No; it would not be 
uniform across the board. That is what 
I have been trying to show. Within the 
commercial corn area the support price 
on oats, rye, barley, and grain sorghums 
would be one thing, and outside the com- 
mercial corn area the support price 
would be 75 percent of that. There is 
no reason anyone can advance for that 
sort of discrimination. 

Let me turn to the amendment offered 
by the able Senator from North Dakota 
Mr. Younc]. He said we had been talk- 
ing about flexible price supports running 
from 75 to 90 percent on small grains. 
We wrote title III of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, which authorized the Secre- 
tary to make available price supports on 
nonbasic agricultural commodities up to 
90 percent of the parity price. We had 
complete flexibility. We had it from 0 to 
90 percent. What has the Secretary done 
in the past? He supported grain sor- 
ghums from 1940 to 1953. He supported 
them from 55 percent of parity in 1940 
to 85 percent in 1953. The price of grain 
sorghums is now being supported at 
85 percent of parity. So far as I know, 
the producers are well satisfied with that 
figure. Seventy-five may be too high; 
85 may be too high. Conditions change 
a great deal. 

Oats have been supported from 48 per- 
cent of parity to 80 percent of parity. 
Rye has been supported from 38 percent 
of parity to 85 percent of parity. 

The Secretaries of Agriculture of the 
United States have had to act upon these 
things as best they could, trying to find 
out what was the best thing to do for the 
agricultural population of the country. 

What is wrong with the law the way it 
is now written? What are we complain- 
ing about? To be sure, references have 
been made to the Kasson, Minn., speech. 
What did the then candidate of the Re- 
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publican Party, and now the President 
of the United States, promise to the 
farmers of this Nation? He promised 
that he would try to support the non- 
basic commodities in line with the basic 
commodities, which he did. What has 
been the result? When we support them 
at 85 percent of parity, I think he ful- 
fills his platform pledge. Who is com- 
plaining about it? 

We can get ourselves into all sorts of 
trouble in connection with these matters. 
Take, for example, what happened in 
the case of potatoes. The Secretary of 
Agriculture had a right to determine 
eligibility for price supports, and in de- 
termining eligibility he could give price 
support on potatoes, provided the pro- 
ducers kept their supply within reason- 
able limits. So the Secretary of Agri- 
culture announced that he would apply 
acreage allotments, but not marketing 
quotas. There is a difference between 
the two. When the Secretary said there 
would be acreage allotments, what did 
the producers do? They changed the 
distance between the rows and began us- 
ing unusual and tremendous quantities 
of fertilizers and fungicides, and where 
previously we had had records running 
from 100 to 200 bushels of potatoes to 
the acre, we had records of 1,100 bushels 
to the acre. We could not control the 
potato situation under those circum- 
stances. Therefore, it was realized that 
unless we made marketing quotas appli- 
cable to the situation we could not con- 
trol production at all. 

It is a wholly different story with ref- 
erence to corn. It has been pointed out 
that a large quantity of corn is fed on 
the farms, but a large percentage of the 
potato crop is not consumed on the 
farms. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 8 

Mr. AIKEN. Did the Senator notice 
an item in the press 2 or 3 weeks ago to 
the effect that the barley yield in Lou- 
doun County, Va., was running over 60 
bushels to the acre this year? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That situation 
continues to change, and that is why 
parity is not the finest yardstick in the 
world. We all recognize that parity is 
an attempt to find a proper relation- 
ship, but it can get all out of kilter. 

Here sits the able and genial Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLianp], who has 
made a fine speech with reference to 
the pending measure. Has he ever 
asked for 90 percent support on citrus 
fruits? No. Why not? Because the 
level would run from 30 to 35 or 40 per- 
cent. If we tried to place 90 percent 
supports on citrus fruits, the producers 
would laugh the Secretary out of office. 

Do we need price supports on soy- 
beans? As of June 30, the price of soy- 
beans was 124 percent of parity. Here 
comes an amendment which would 
provide for 85 percent or 75 percent, or 
some other flexible figure, for the pro- 
ducers of soybeans. Have they asked 
to be dropped to 75 percent? I have 
not heard of it. Does that measure the 
market price? Not at all. We do not 
want to place a limitation that will 
cause trouble. Prices are supported 
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under the discretion of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. Why provide something- 


that is mandatory? 

We talk about writing legislation on 
the floor of the Senate. Title III of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 was discussed 
and debated in committee for weeks, 
and was debated on the Senate floor day 
after day; yet the pending amendment 
would wipe out completely, insofar as 
oats, rye, barley, soybeans, and grain 
sorghums are concerned, title III of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949. 

People talk about not doing these 
things without a hearing. Have the 
people who produce soybeans and who 
are now receiving 124 percent of parity 
been given a hearing where they could 
indicate whether they want these new 
mandatory supports? If they have, I 
have not heard anything about it. We 
had better be very careful when we start 
writing this type of legislation on the 
floor of the Senate. 

Reference was made a day or so ago, 
by the able and distinguished Senator 
from Florida, to the situation with refer- 
ence to nonbasic crops, such as oats, rye, 
and barley. If I remember correctly, the 
Senator said the total production was 
something like 2 billion bushels a year, 
which is twice the production of wheat. 
He also stated that the stocks in the 
hands of the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion were only 45 million bushels. I 
think that is very good evidence that the 
program has been working all right. 
Any time we can say that 2 billion bushels 
a year are produced and that only 45 
million bushels are in the hands of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, we do 
not have a very badly administered 
program. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. To make the figures 
specific, I wish to state again that the 
stocks on hand in the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, of the more than 2 billion 
bushels of the small grains which have 
been produced yearly, were just a little 
over 2 percent of the annual production, 
or between 40 million and 45 million 
bushels, as contrasted with 75 percent 
of an annual production in the case of 
wheat, which is roughly 1 billion bushels 
a year. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think that is a 
perfect example of what goes on. Seven- 
ty-five percent of the annual production 
of wheat is in the stocks of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. Two per- 
cent of the annual production of small 
grains is in the stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. The only conclu- 
sion I can reach is that the purpose of 
the amendment is to get more of the 
small grains into the stocks of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Senator 
from New Mexico tell me if in recent 
years—let us say the past 2 years—there 
has been any price-support level on small 
grains below 75 percent of parity? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Ido not think there 
has been. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. What has been the 
price-support level? Has it not been 
from 90 to 85? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It has been from 
75 to 90. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What was the 
price support level last year on soy- 
beans? 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Was it not 85 per- 
cent last year? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It seems to have 
been 90 percent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yet there is a defi- 
cit of soybeans, is there not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The 90-percent 
support price did not produce a sur- 
plus, did it? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What was the 
price support last year on rye? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The reason is that 
parity does not work properly with 
every commodity. As I have pointed out 
many times, 90-percent price supports 
on dairy products normally will not 
provide a sufficient milk supply in this 
country; but a 90-percent support price 
on eggs will have eggs running out of 
one’s ears. It is not possible to buy all 
the eggs that will be produced at 90 
percent of parity. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Therefore, the Sec- 
retary is trying to balance these items 
off. I have not been opposed to sup- 
port prices on soybeans; neither has the 
distinguished junior Senator from Min- 
nesota, All Iam trying to say is that the 
program is working reasonably well. I 
think it is working in accordance with 
the Kasson, Minn., speech. I am not 
committed to that speech and I did not 
vote for the man who made it. But just 
the same, I believe the Secretary of 
Agriculture, who did vote for the man 
who made it, is carrying out the pro- 
gram in good faith. I am satisfied that 
he is trying to do exactly what was 
promised to the farmers of the country. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam merely mak- 
ing the point that the high price sup- 
port levels, which have been utilized by 
not only the present Secretary of Agri- 
culture, but by others, on feed grains, 
have not produced unusual surpluses. 
What price depression there has been 
in the market on some of the feed grains 
has been due to the flood of imports. I 
think that is a fair statement. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think it is a fair 
statement. No one has resented the 
flood of imports more than I have, unless 
it has been the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Youne]. The senior Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] also 
has resented it. All of us have resented 
the flood of imports. 

All I am trying to say is that I do 
not think the way to cure the trouble 
is to destroy a program which is working 
well. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have respect and 
admiration for the distinguished Sen- 
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ator from New Mexico as an individual 
and as a great Senator, because of his 
knowledge in this field. What is being 
proposed by the 75 percent to 90 per- 
cent support levels is some safeguard 
within the law as it is now written. I 
heard the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AITKEN] say that he con- 
sidered the present law to be mandatory, 
with the exception of a kind of escape 
hatch, namely, that if there were a 
shortage of money in the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, the basics instead of 
so-called nonbasics, would have first 
claim. 

What is sought to be done under the 75 
percent to 90 percent amendment is to 
put all the feed grains—corn, wheat, rye, 
barley, oats, grain sorghums, and soy 
beans—all on the same level of priority, 
insofar as protection is concerned under 
operations of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 

I do not believe any Senator can 
prove that there is any problem in con- 
nection with feed grains. I do not think 
it can be proved that 90 percent price 
support on feed grains has glutted the 
market, or that 85 pecent or 80 percent 
has glutted the market. 

Had the Secretary of Agriculture in- 
sisted upon his cross-compliance in re- 
spect to corn last year, namely, that one 
could not plant any soybeans, there 
would have been such a shortage of soy- 
beans that the price would be absolutely 
out of reach. At present it is 124, 
which is far above parity. 

I have no further questions to ask. I 
merely wish to clarify the Recorp, be- 
cause I think there are some points of 
common agreement. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I readily agree 
with the Senator from Minnesota that 
there are points of common agreement. 
I do not quarrel with much of what the 
Senator from North Dakota has said, 
or with what the two able Senators 
from Minnesota have suggested. 

We have been trying to protect the 
small grains. I think the record speaks 
for itself. When this section was writ- 
ten in the Agricultural Act of 1949, very 
dire predictions were made to the effect 
that the producers of oats, rye, and bar- 
ley would be badly treated. I want the 
Recorp to show that they have not been 
badly treated, and to suggest that this 
is one way to handle the situation. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Much has been said 
about the trouble caused by the im- 
portation of grain from Canada. I 
think the Recor should show that al- 
though we have imported as much as 
$174 million worth of grain from Can- 
ada in a year, at no time in recent years 
have we exported less than $250 million 
worth of agricultural products to Can- 
ada, and about 3 or 4 years ago we ex- 
ported $300 million worth of agricul- 
tural products to Canada. Included in 
those exports were considerable amounts 
of corn and some of the other small 
grains. We should not think of ex- 
ports and imports solely in terms of 
grain. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. I agree with the 
Senator that there has been a good deal 
of trouble with certain types of imports 
from Canada. I think we did our very 
best to straighten out that situation. 

There is now legislation on the books 
which permits the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to support these commodities 
in a discretionary fashion. He has done 
so. He has one small weapon he can 
use, and that is to say to the farmers, 
“If these commodities get out of line, 
I can drop your supports. Be careful 
what you do. So long as you are careful, 
I will treat you fairly.” 

That is not the most satisfactory sys- 
tem in the world. I agree with the 
Senator from Minnesota in that I wish 
it were possible to have absolutely strict, 
mandatory controls on every com- 
modity, such as we have on tobacco, 
so that every farmer would be as pros- 
perous as the tobacco farmers have been. 
But such an arrangement does not seem 
possible. All I am saying is that I be- 
lieve the legislation now on the books is 
satisfactory, and I do not believe we 
should tamper with it by this amend- 
ment. I believe agriculture would be 
better off if the Young amendment were 
rejected, and if the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] striking out the provision with 
reference to small grains, were adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Youne] for himself and 
the Senator from Minnesota IMr. 
HUMPHREY] to the amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
time is under control. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Young], who con- 
trols the time on the other side of the 
-question, is not present. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not think 
there will be any more speeches. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I wonder if the 
majority leader would consider a sug- 
gestion. Instead of having additional 
speeches, would he consider having a 
quorum call, the time for the quorum 
call to be charged equally to both sides, 
with a vote on the amendment after the 
quorum call? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I suggest that we 
vote on the amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there may 
be a quorum call, with the time for the 
quorum call to be charged equally to 
both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

ce Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Parlia- 
mentarian advise us as to the amount 
of time remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has 38 minutes 
remaining and the Senator from North 
Dakota has 16% minutes remaining. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I do not 
believe 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator from Ver- 
mont yield to himself? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield myself 3 minutes. 
I do not think the Senate should agree 
to the amendment offered by the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota [Mr. Youne] 
and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY] in the nature of a substitute 
for my amendment. The support level 
for the 4 small grains is now at 85 per- 
cent of parity. It is relatively close to 
the feed value of corn. The support lev- 
el for soybeans is now at 80 percent of 
parity, and soybeans are selling so far 
above the support level that the support 
is not applicable at all. 

The Senate is asked to provide manda- 
tory supports without adequate provi- 
sion for marketing controls on commod- 
ities. The 4 small grains account for 
less than 1 percent of the total farm 
income of the country. 

I believe the Senate should vote down 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Dakota and the Senator 
from Minnesota in the nature of a sub- 
stitute for my amendment, and then 
vote favorably on the amendment which 
I have offered on behalf of myself, the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER- 
son], the Senator from Florida IMr. 
HoLLAN D], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HiIcKENLOOPER], the Senator from Kan- 
sas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Wrutrams], and the Sen- 
ator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]. 

I also wish it to be understood that 
the two amendments on which the Sen- 
ate has acted so far were offered on be- 
half of myself and the Senators I have 
just enumerated. 

I cannot approve of the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute which has 
been offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota and the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. The amendment 
merely proposes to establish mandatory 
supports at 75 to 90 percent of parity 
for oats, barley, rye, soybeans, and grain 
sorghums. The proposal is entirely in 
line with the Republican platform and 
the statements of President Eisenhower. 
At the present time most of these com- 
modities are supported at 80 to 85 per- 
cent of parity. There are ample pro- 
visions in existing law to control pro- 
duction of these commodities. Further- 
more, the commodities will be supported 
on a flexible scale at from 75 to 90 per- 
cent. Secretary Benson believes that 
flexible supports will take care of sur- 
pluses. 

I see no reason why this amendment 
should not be acceptable. I hope the 
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Senate will approve it. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, be- 
fore the request for the yeas and nays 
is acted on, I should like to ask if both 
sides are willing to yield back the re- 
mainder of their time. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield back the remain- 
der of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield back the remain- 
der of my time. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the amend- 
ment of the Senator from North Dakota 
and the Senator from Minnesota in the 
nature of a substitute for the amendment 
of the Senator from Vermont. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER 
REYNOLDS in the chair). 

call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartuy] is absent on official business, 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] and the senior Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WIIETI are necessarily ab- 
sent. 

If present and voting, the junior Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. MCCARTHY] 
would vote “yea.” 

On this vote, the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
“nay” and the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SPARKMAN] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burke] and the 
Senators from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin 
and Mr. Lennon] are unavoidably de- 
tained on official business at one of the 
executive departments, and, if present 
and voting, each of these Senators would 
vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND] and the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. FREAR] are necessarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN], who is necessarily absent, is paired 
with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Alabama would vote “yea” 
and the Senator from Vermont would 
vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 33, 
nays 54, as follows: 
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The clerk will 


YEAS—33 
Case Humphrey Malone 
Chavez Jackson Mansfield 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Maybank 
Cooper Johnston, S. C. Monroney 
Daniel Kefauver Morse 
Douglas Kerr Mundt 
Ellender Kilgore Murray 
Fulbright Langer Neely 
George Lehman Symington 
Hennings Long Thye 
Hill Magnuson Young 

NAYS—54 
Aiken Byrd Goldwater 
Anderson Capehart Gore 
Barrett Carlson Green 
Beall Cordon Hayden 
Bennett Crippa Hendrickson 
Bowring Dirksen Hickenlooper 
Bricker Duff Holland 
Bridges Dworshak Ives 
Bush Ferguson Jenner 
Butler Gillette Johnson, Colo, 


Kennedy Payne Smathers 
Knowland Potter Smith, Maine 
Kuchel Purtell Smith, N. J. 
Martin Reynolds Stennis 
McCarran Robertson Upton 
McClellan Russell Watkins 
Millikin Saltonstall Welker 
Pastore Schoeppel Williams 
NOT VOTING—9 
Burke Flanders McCarthy 
Eastland Frear Sparkman 
Ervin Lennon Wiley 


So the amendment offered by Mr. 
Younc, on behalf of himself and Mr. 
HUMPHREY, to Mr. AIKEN’s amendment 
was rejected. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
to my amendment was rejected be re- 
considered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay on the table the motion of 
the Senator from Vermont to reconsider. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California to lay on 
the table the motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the Recorp a statement 
I have prepared on the subject of feed 
grains. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY 
RELATION OF FEED GRAIN SUPPORTS TO CORN 

Price supports on feed grains (oats, rye, 
barley and grain sorghums) are discretion- 
ary with the Secretary of Agriculture at any 
level between zero and 90 percent of parity. 


Section 401 (b) of the Agricultural Act of 


1949, sets forth eight conditions to be taken 
into consideration by the Secretary in es- 
tablishing price supports on “other non- 
basic agricultural commodities.” 

The second of these eight conditions is: 
“(2) the price levels at which other com- 
modities are being supported and, in the 
case of feed grains, the feed values of such 
grains in relation to corn.” 

Under this authority, Secretary Brannan 
supported the feed grains at about 75 per- 
cent of old parity with corn at 90 percent of 
parity. This seemed to work out as a prac- 
tical relationship. 

Upon the adoption of the modernized 
parity, the new problem arose of relating 
the four feed grains which were to be on 
the new parity to corn which was to remain 
on the old parity. 

To compensate for the 5 percent transi- 
tional drop in parity, Secretary Brannan for 
1952 raised the feed grain support to 80 per- 
cent of parity and for 1953 to 85 percent of 
parity. The 5 percent increase in support 
rate did not exactly compensate for the 5 
percent drop in parity but quite nearly so. 

General Eisenhower in his Kasson, Minn., 
speech said: 

“As provided in the Republican platform, 
the non-perishable crops so important to 
the diversified farmer—crops such as oats, 
barley, rye and soybeans—should be given 
the same protection as available to the 
major cash crops.” 

In 1953, when it came time to set the 1954 
support rate, Secretary Benson ignored both 
the Eisenhower pledge to raise the feed 
grains to the same level as the major cash 
crops, and also ignored the instruction in 
section 401 (b) that feed-grain supports 
should be related to corn supports according 
to the feed value relationship to corn. 
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Secretary Benson set the supports on rye, 
barley, oats, and grain sorghums at 85 per- 
cent, failing to compensate, as Secretary 
Brannan had done, for the drop in the mod- 
ernized parity. 

Thus, although he could claim that he had 
maintained the same support in terms of 
percentage of parity, Secretary Benson’s 
support figure in actual dollars and cents 
was 5 cents a bushel lower on oats and 9 
cents a bushel lower on barley than the sup- 
ports of the previous year. 

The modernized parity dropped sharply on 
the field grains in the 4 years from 1950 to 
1953. The average annual drop in modern- 
ized parity values on oats for those years was 
4.5 percent. The average annual drop in 
modernized parity values on barley for those 
years was 2.7 percent. 

Thus, if Secretary Benson were to set feed- 
grain supports at 85 percent of parity for 
1955 the dollars and cents support figure 
would again be likely to be lower than for 
the preceding year. 

These cuts are serious for Minnesota farm- 
ers. Minnesota is the second-ranking State 
in oats production, third ranking in barley. 

Minnesota produces 13 percent of the Na- 
tion’s oats, 9 percent of the barley, and 10 
percent of the rye. 

This is what the Benson support cuts on 
oats and barley mean in Minnesota in 1954: 

The July 1 indicated production of oats 
is 218 million bushels. The 5-cent-a-bushel 
support cut can potentially result in an in- 
come loss of $10,900,000 to Minnesota 
farmers. 

The July 1 indicated production of barley 
is 31,610,000 bushels. The 9-cent~-a-bushel 
support cut can potentially result in an in- 
come loss of $2,844,000 to Minnesota farmers. 

The farmer will take the loss whether he 
sells the feed grains or whether he feeds 
them. Cheap feed cheapens the price of 
livestock, so the farmer does not avoid the 
loss by feeding up the grain. 

The 1954 support cuts on feed grains is 
serious enough in itself but has other dan- 
gerous implications. 

President Eisenhower in his agricultural 
message to Congress on January 11, 1954, 
said in substance “The Nation’s agricultural 
problem is not one of general overproduc- 
tion. The problem is rather one of unbal- 
anced production.” 

One would suppose that if unbalanced 
production is our problem that the adminis- 
tration would devise some method of balanc- 
ing production. On the contrary, Secretary 
Benson has tended to unbalance production 
still further by allowing the feed grain sup- 
ports to drop below their former relation- 
ship to corn. 

This can only result in farmers placing 
their corn under loan and feeding the other 
feed grains. 

The trend is already noticeable from the 
fact that on April 15 of this year 43 percent 
of the total corn stock was either under loan 
or owned by CCC while only 9 percent of 
the oats was under loan or owned by CCC. 

The July 1 crop production report indi- 
cates that 1954 oats production nationally 
will be 328 million bushels greater than 1953, 
barley will be 131 million bushels greater, 
rye will be 5.7 million bushels greater. Grain 
sorghum production is not estimated in 
bushels but the planted acreage is 39 per- 
cent greater than 1953. Hay production also 
is expected to be up over the 1953 figure. 

These production figures indicate that 
there will be fair to large supplies of every 
feed grain. 

About 120 million bushels of oats, barley, 
and grain sorghums were under loan or 
owned by CCC on April 15. 

Production of oats, rye, barley, and grain 
sorghums are indicated at about 500 million 
bushels greater for 1954 than the 1953 pro- 
duction. 
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Therefore, there will be a sufficient stock 
of other feed grains in most areas to dis- 
place corn. 

As much as 300 to 400 million bushels of 
corn may unnecessarily be forced into the 
loan program if the tinkering with the sup- 
port level by the Secretary of Agriculture 
is allowed to stand. 

Price supports on all the feed grains must 
be at a reasonable balance, otherwise we will 
pile up an unnecessary surplus of the high- 
er-supported corn. 

It seems very advisable then to adopt 
legislation making feed grain supports man- 
datory and at a level in relation to corn 
supports which fairly represents the feed 
value relationships. 

To maintain the old relationship of 90 
percent supports On corn and 75 percent on 
the other feed grains (all computed under 
the old parity formula) would require today 
a support under the new parity of about 93 
percent of parity on oats and barley, 89 per- 
cent on rye, and 100 percent on grain sor- 
ghums, assuming that corn is to remain on 
90 percent of the old parity. 

If corn is to go on the sliding scale at 
either 75 percent or 8244 percent of parity, 
the supports on the feed grains will drop by 
a corresponding margin. 

To break the corn price is the quickest 
way to break the general farm price level 
since other feed grains will be immediately 
affected as will the price of the livestock, 
dairy, and poultry products. 

Using the average annual production, a 
15-percent across-the-board cut on supports 
for corn, oats, rye, and barley would mean 
an income loss of $85 million in a year’s 
time for Minnesota farmers. 

If the support cut is made across the board, 
corn will still be the most attractive to pro- 
duce. But as long as the feed-grain sup- 
ports are out of kilter, the corn will tend to 
go under loan while the other feed grains 
will tend to displace it in feeding operations. 

This will eventually cause a corn surplus 
and severe acreage controls. The surplus 
and the controls will be used by the enemies 
of the farm program to discredit the sup- 
port program, It will be difficult to hold 
corn supports at 90 percent of parity if other 
grain price levels are allowed to sag. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], on behalf of him- 
self and certain other Senators, to the 
committee amendment on page 24. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
this question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartHyY] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLD- 
WATER] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] are absent on official commit- 
tee business. 

The Senator from Vermont IMr. 
FLANDERS] and the senior Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Witry] are necessarily 
absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
and the junior Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. McCartuy] is paired with the Sena- 
tor from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] and the Sena- 
tor from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER] would 
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each vote “yea,” and the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. MCCARTHY] and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] would each vote “nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burke] and the 
Senators from North Carolina [Mr. Er- 
vin and Mr. LENNON] are unavoidably 
detained on official business at one of 
the executive departments, and if pres- 
ent and voting, each of these Senators 
would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
EastLaAnp], the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. FREAR], the Senators from Tennes- 
see [Mr. Gore and Mr. KEFAUVER], and 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone] 
are necessarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORE] 
is paired with the Senator from Loui- 
siana [Mr. Lone]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Tennessee would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from Louisiana 
would vote “nay.” 

I announce also that on this vote the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Sparkman], 
who is necessarily absent, is paired with 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS]. If present and voting, the Sena- 
tor from Alabama would vote “nay,” and 
the Senator from Vermont would vote 
“yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 29, as follows: 


YEAS—52 
Aiken Duff Millikin 
Anderson Dworshak Pastore 
Barrett Ferguson Payne 
Beall Green Potter 
Bennett Hayden Purtell 
Bowring Hendrickson Reynolds 
Bricker Hickenlooper Robertson 
Bridges Holland Saltonstall 
Bush Ives Schoeppel 
Butler Jenner Smathers 
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Smith, Maine 
Capehart Kennedy Smith, N. J. 
Carlson Knowland Stennis 
Cooper Kuchel Upton 
Cordon Malone Watkins 
Crippa Martin Wiliams 
Dirksen McCarran 
Douglas McClellan 

NAYS—29 
Case Humphrey Maybank 
Chavez Jackson Monroney 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Mundt 
Daniel Johnston, S. C. Murray 
Ellender Kerr Neely 
Fulbright Kilgore Russell 
George Langer Symington 
Gillette Lehman Thye 
Hennings Magnuson Young 
Hill Mansfield 

NOT VOTING—15 

Burke Goldwater McCarthy 
Eastland Gore Morse 
Ervin Kefauver Sparkman 
Flanders Lennon Welker 
Frear Long Wiley 


So the amendment offered by Mr. 
AIKEN, on behalf of himself and certain 
other Senators, to the committee amend- 
ment on page 24, was agreed to. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate reconsider the vote by 
which my amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I move to lay on the table the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Vermont to re- 
consider. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
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the Senator from Iowa to lay on the 
table the motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I send an amendment to the desk 
and ask that the clerk state it. The 
amendment is offered on my own behalf 
and on behalf of my colleague [Mr. 
Payne]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 34, line 5, 
after the word “lines,” it is proposed to 
insert a comma and the words “Irish 
potatoes.” 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wish to modify my amendment 
by striking out the word “lines” and in- 
serting the word “limes.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maine modifies her 
amendment accordingly. 

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is this the amendment 
relating to the importation of foreign 
potatoes? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. That is cor- 
rect. Mr. President, I do not believe 
this amendment needs explanation or 
comment for its purpose and its justifi- 
cation are clear on its face. It would 
euthorize the Government to limit im- 
ports of foreign potatoes which inter- 
fere with our own potato marketing and 
production activities. 

There is no reason why we should per- 
mit the importation of foreign potatoes 
which do not measure up to the same 
standards we establish for our domestic 
crops. 

The very spirit of this argument has 
been incorporated in the law, for sec- 
tion 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1953 authorizes the Government 
to limit imports of a foreign agricultural 
commodity which interferes with a do- 
mestic crop under the agriculture ad- 
justment program. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I under- 
stand that the purpose of this amend- 
ment is to provide protection against a 
situation which might arise if the po- 
tato growers of the United States should 
enter a marketing agreement, one pur- 
pose of which would be to keep culls 
off the market, and importers went into 
neighboring countries and purchased 
culls for little or nothing, and brought 
them into the United States. This seems 
to me to be a desirable amendment. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may insert in 
the Recorp at this point a statement 
which I have prepared on the pending 
amendment. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR PAYNE 

This amendment would include Irish pota- 
toes in subsection 8e, section 401, title IV, 
entitled “Amendments to Agricultural Mar- 
keting Act of 1937,” of the committee bill. 
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Irish potatoes were included in the corre- 
sponding section of the House bill. Sub- 
section 8e provides that when a marketing 
order is issued by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture containing any terms or conditions 
regulating the grade, size, quality, or ma- 
turity of the listed perishable fruits and 
vegetables, imports are prohibited while the 
marketing order is in effect unless those im- 
ports comply with the grade, size, quality, 
and maturity provisions specified for the 
domestic crop. 

This provision is designed to correct a 
condition which has long interfered with 
efficient functioning of marketing agree- 
ments. Imports of foreign crops into mar- 
keting-agreement areas without regard for 
the standards imposed on domestic crops 
defeat the prime purpose for which the 
marketing agreement was initially made. It 
is only just and fair that imports comply 
with domestic marketing requirements when 
Official marketing agreements are in effect. 

This amendment to the committee bill 
would merely afford the same protection to 
Trish potatoes which the committee has given 
to tomatoes, avocados, limes, and grapefruit, 
Imports of Irish potatoes would be pro- 
hibited if they did not comply with grade, 
size, quality, and maturity provisions of any 
marketing orders applicable to domestic Irish 
potatoes. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment to the committee amendment 
offered by the Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
SMITH], for herself and the junior Sen- 
ator from Maine [Mr. Payne]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Isend amend- 
ments designated 7-26-54—-A to the desk 
and ask that they be stated. These 
amendments are also offered by me on 
behalf of my colleague [Mr. Payne] and 
myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendments. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 22, line 
6, after “Sec. 203”, it is proposed to 
insert (a).“ 

On page 24, between lines 3 and 4, it 
is proposed to insert the following: 

(b) Section 5 of the act of March 31, 1950 
(7 U. S. C. 1450), as amended by section 


5 (a) of Public Law 290, 83d Congress, is 
repealed. £ 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Maine desire to have 
the amendments considered en bloc? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Ido. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
I shall be very brief in my remarks in 
support of this amendment because it is 
very simple, very direct, and does not re- 
quire extended discussion to enable 
Members to decide how to cast their 
votes. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
remove discriminations against Irish 
potato producers and to extend to them 
a status with their Government equal to 
that of the producers of other vegetables 
and fruits. 

This amendment does not seek any 
special favor. It seeks only equity. 
Potatces now are the only agricultural 
commodity prohibited by law from re- 
ceiving any type of price-support assist- 
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ance. This amendment would eliminate 
that discrimination. It asks for pota- 
to producers no more than that granted 
other vegetable and fruit producers. 

Now let me make one point crystal 
clear. This amendment does not seek 
to restore mandatory price support to the 
potato industry. It is not designed to 
institute a price-support program for 
Irish potatoes. It would grant only dis- 
cretionary authority to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has 
stated clearly what would be his policy 
under such discretionary authority. He 
has written: 

It would be the Department’s basic ap- 
proach to treat potatoes the same as other 
fresh fruits and vegetables. 


And the Secretary has stated his sup- 
port of this proposal. 

This amendment would give potato 
producers a legal basis equivalent to 
producers of other perishable commodi- 
ties, enabling them to work with the 
Secretary of Agriculture relative to basic 
problems of the industry. It would per- 
mit potato producers to bring their 
problems to the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture and to have available the same 
services available to all other producers 
of fruits and vegetables. 

Irish potatoes are very important to 
the health and life of our people. They 
are a basic American food, ranking sixth 
in terms of cash receipts. Potatoes are 
so essential as a food and so important 
in the Nation’s agricultural economy, 
that they surely should not be excluded 
from the basic legislation designed to im- 
prove agriculture and stabilize the Na- 
tion’s economy. 

Surely it is clear that the restoration 
of potatoes to a comparable position 
with other vegetables and fruits is not 
only reasonable and justified but in the 
best interest of fair play. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. This amendment 
relates to price supports. What would 
the range be, both as to maximum and 
minimum supports? 


Group and State 


%%%TTTTT—TT—T—T—T—T—T0T0T—T—T—T—— 


Vermont 


Rhode Island 
Connecticut 
New York, Long Island 
New York, upstate 
Pennsxlvania 
West Virginia. 
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Mrs. SMITH of Maine. From zero to 
ninety. 
DWORSHAK, From zero to 


Mr. 
ninety? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. From zero to 
ninety; and this is permissive, not man- 
datory. 

Mr. BUSH. May we have some com- 
ment from the distinguished chairman 
of the committee [Mr. AIKEN]? 

Mr. AIKEN. This amendment was 
inserted in the bill by the committee 
tentatively, and then removed. The 
effect of the amendment would be to 
put potatoes in the list of respectable 
vegetable citizens once more, from 
which list they were removed some 3 or 
4 years ago. 

This amendment does not establish 
any price-support program for potatoes. 
It would put potatoes in the same cate- 
gory as tomatoes, string beans, radishes, 
and other commodities for which price 
supports are permissive, from zero up to 
90 percent. 

In fact, at the present time, potatoes 
are the only commodity not eligible in 
any way for price supports. Personally, 
I would not want to see the Secretary of 
Agriculture establish a definite price- 
support program for potatoes. I think 
the Secretary can handle the situation 
as he has this spring, through the use of 
section 32 funds. On the other hand, it 
is discriminatory against potatoes to say 
that they are not respectable and can- 
not take their place along with 157 other 
agricultural commodities which are pro- 
duced in the United States. 

The Secretary of Agriculture did a 
beautiful job by the spending of, per- 
haps, a couple of million dollars in the 
program of taking potatoes off the 
market, with section 32 funds this spring. 
The price of potatoes went up from ap- 
proximately 30 percent of parity to al- 
most 100 percent of parity over the 
course of possibly 3 weeks; and potatoes 
today are selling at about 100 percent of 
parity. 

However, as I have said, excluding po- 
tatoes from the list of ordinary veg- 
etables which are eligible for price sup- 
ports is discrimination, indeed. I be- 
lieve, personally, I would support the 
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amendment of the Senator from Maine 
[Mrs. SMITH]. 
I thank the 


Mrs. SMITH of Maine. 
Senator very much. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be in- 
serted in the Recorp at this point a 
statement I have prepared with refer- 
ence to this amendment. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR PAYNE 


The effect of this amendment is (1) to 
repeal the Ellender amendment (section 5 
of the act of March 31, 1950) which has 
effectively prohibited price supports for Irish 
potatoes and (2) to transfer Irish potatoes 
from title II to title IIL of the Agricultural 
Act of October 31, 1949 (Anderson-Pace- 
Gore Act). Title II of the 1949 act provides 
for mandatory price supports for potatoes and 
other designated nonbasic agricultural com- 
modities at 60 to 90 percent of parity; title 
III of the 1949 act authorizes the Secretary 
of Agriculture at his discretion to support 
all other nonbasic agricultural commodities 
at zero to 90 percent of parity. 

In considering this amendment to the 
committee bill the basic characteristics and 
problems of the potato industry should be 
kept in mind, 

GENERAL 


Potatoes are a national agricultural crop. 
They are grown in every State in the Union, 
although commercial production does tend 
toward specialization and is concentrated 
in several important producing areas in 
Idaho, California, the Red River Valley of 
North Dakota and Minnesota, Long Island, 
Aroostook County in Maine, and other areas. 
In the 1953 crop year approximately 1.5 mil- 
lion acres of potatoes were planted in the 
United States and produced 373.7 million 
bushels, with a total estimated farm value 
of $295 million. The average annual farm 
value of potato production for the 10-year 
period 1943-52 was approximately $577 mil- 
lion. The July 1954 crop report published 
by the Agricultural Marketing Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture, estimates 
that 1,380,000 acres of potatoes have been 
planted with production estimated at 345.6 
million bushels for this 1954 crop. From 
the standpoint of acreage, production, and 
farm income, Irish potatoes are the most 
important vegetable crop in the United 
States. This important crop is grown, ac- 
cording to the latest 1950 agricultural cen- 
sus, by 1,650,000 farmers. 


H 


57,720 56, 595 

1, 071 850 

1, 243 779 722 
2, 935 2, 088 1,992 
1,310 1,282 1,080 
032 2, 688 2, 403 
16,824 17, 600 16, 830 
16, 481 13, 260 11, 700 
19, 147 13, 020 12, 180 
2, 251 1,350 1,330 
105, 682 
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E ͤ — G, 373, 711 345,622 
1 Early and late crops shown separately for California; combined for all other Includes the following quantities of commercial early potatoes not marketed 
States. 1,000 bushels): North Carolina, 105; Florida, 364; Ala „ 1,288; Texas, 494; 


Salifornia, 2,869, 


A major characteristic of potato farming total farm value was $522 million. Com- bushels; United States average farm price 
is the relatively wide fluctuation in prices parable figures for the 1952 crop are: pro- 78 cents per bushel, or 50 percent of parity 
to growers caused by relatively small changes duction, 349 million bushels; United States with a total farm value $295 million. The 
in supply. For example, the 1951 crop of average farm price $1.94 per bushel, or 114 following table shows the wide variation in 
320 million bushels returned an average percent of parity with a total farm value potato prices from month to month for the 
United States farm price of $1.63 per of $685 million. Preliminary figures for period 1950 through 1953: 
bushel, or 91 percent of parity, and the 1953 crop show production at 374 million 


Potatoes: Farm price as percent of parity, 1950-53 crops 


1950 crop 1951 crop 
Month 


Parity Farm Percent 


Parity 
price price of parity 


price 


Percent Parity Percent 
of parity price 


of parity 


Per bushel | Per bushel 
81.72 $1.13 


Spe ee 66 > 62 $1 $2. 23 81. 63 
1.72 975 57 : 73 1.73 2.55 1. 58 53 
1.75 1.08 62 1.80 1.25 69 1.73 2. 48 1. 59 55 
1.76 1.12 ot 1.80 1.05 58 1.73 2.65 1.59 53 
1.80 - 935 52 1.80 1.21 67 1.73 2.14 1,59 62 
1.80 - 738 41 1,83 1.30 71 1.73 2.01 1. 58 5¹ 
1. 80 -741 41 1.83 1.67 91 1.73 2.00 1. 50 52 
1.83 TH 40 1.83 1.82 99 1.72 1.85 1.59 4 
1.76 81 48 1.73 1.96 113 1.66 1.92 1. 45 
1.76 . 909 52 1.73 1.98 14 1.65 1.59 1.52 43 
1.79 934 52 1.73 2.08 120 1.66 1.42 1.53 35 
1.80 - 969 5i 1.73 2.26 131 1.64 1.12 1. 53 46 
1.77 - 901 5¹ 1. 79 1. 63 91 1.70 1.94 1. 57 50 
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Specialization in potato production has re- 
sulted in increased yields per acre. In- 
creased yields have resulted from, as well as 
been accompanied by, increased use of fer- 
tilizers, better production methods, and in- 
creased cash outlays per acre for seed, fer- 
tilizer, labor, machinery, and other produc- 
tion costs. The 1943-52 average yield per 
acre for the United States was 202 bushels 
per acre. Last year (1953) the average yield 
for all States was 247 bushels per acre. Cur- 
rent estimates, as shown in the July crop 
report, predict 250-bushel yield for 1954. 
However, this estimate is subject to many 
adjustments because of weather and other 
production hazards. 


CONSUMPTION 


Potatoes are an important basic food in 
the diet of most Americans. Consumption 
in general does not change appreciably be- 
cause of price changes. Both household and 
institutional potato purchases tend to follow 
an established steady pattern. However, 
despite a rising trend in population, there 
has been a tendency for consumers to pur- 
chase fewer potatoes each year. Prior to 
World War I consumption was at the rate of 
approximately 180 pounds per capita per 
year which has declined to about 100 to 110 
pounds per capita since World War II. The 
following table illustrates the decline in 
per-capita consumption of potatoes: 


Vegetables; Civilian consumption per capita, 
United States, 1909-49 * 


[Pounds] 
Fresh | Cann 
Sweet- 
Year vege- vege- | Potatoes 
tables | tables potatoes 
200 15.2 193 26.0 
192 14.4 195 26.1 
180 15.5 156 23.5 
195 18.5 180 24.1 
185 19.6 184 23.4 
185 19.1 161 22.1 
193 17.9 181 24.9 
187 16.1 140 24.3 
185 18.8 152 27.7 
188 22.1 171 25.9 
193 21.1 151 29.7 
218 18.3 145 28.8 
193 16.8 153 26.9 
210 17.0 153 28.9 
190 21.3 169 24.7 
206 22. 4 157 17. 4 
201 24.8 152 17.7 
202 25.6 129 21.0 
214 22.2 142 24.8 
206 22.9 154 20.5 
221 25.7 154 22.2 
213 27.8 135 18.3 
222 25.0 140 20.5 
227 21.9 139 27.5 
213 21.8 137 23.9 
218 23.2 138 24.3 
231 26.0 144 25.5 
219 27.4 132 19.6 
235 29.2 126 21.4 
247 30.8 132 21.2 
243 31.6 121 19.5 
240 34.2 130 16.2 
242 36. 6 129 18.3 
256 39. 6 128 20. 3 
238 36.7 131 21.3 
255 34.2 128 19. 6 
267 42.9 126 18. 8 
272 46. 5 127 18, 2 
252 39, 8 124 15.9 
261 37.0 113 13.0 
249 38.5 108 14.3 
252 41.8 104 12.8 
254 41.4 104 6.5 


1 Fresh vegetables, potatoes and sweetpotatoer, are in 
terms of quantities available for consumption at the 
farm level. Canned vegetables are on a canned weight 


basis. 

Preliminary. 

Due to perishability each potato crop must 
be disposed of within a limited marketing 
season, Although some of the crop produced 
in the so-called late States, which is har- 
vested in the late summer or fall, is stored 
for marketing throughout the winter 
months, potatoes do not lend themselves to 
a carryover from 1 year to the next. Conse- 
quently, changes in supply have a direct 
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effect on the market within the compara- 
tively short period when they must be dis- 
posed of. This applies not only to potatoes 
harvested in the fall and marketed through- 
out the subsequent winter months, but also, 
even more particularly and drastically, to 
the potatoes harvested during the late win- 
ter, spring, and summer months which have 
even more limited storage life and usually 
go directly from the field to packing shed, 
and then to market, with pressure to reduce 
all marketing delays to a minimum. 

These characteristics result in an inter- 
play of market forces between supplies still 
in storage from the crop dug the previous 
fall and potatoes which are harvested in the 
late winter or early spring. Each segment 
of the supply is not only part of the total 
affecting prices, but also changes in esti- 
mates of either segment have a direct effect 
on the respective position of the supply to 
which it belongs, as well as that portion of 
the supply with which it competes. 


FOREIGN TRADE 


Exports and imports of potatoes by the 
United States are relatively small compared 
with total production. Cuba and other 
Caribbean countries take approximately two 
to three million bushels a year. Some few 
so-called early potatoes are shipped to Can- 
ada, but this export movement invariably 
is more than offset by Canadian imports, 
especially from New Brunswick and Prince 
Edward Island. The New Brunswick potato- 
producing area is just across the boundary 
from the major potato-producing area in 
Aroostook County, Maine. Facilities for 
moving New Brunswick potatoes to eastern 
seaboard and southern markets are much 
the same as those available to Maine and 
other eastern potato growers. In addition, 
ocean freight is readily available to Prince 
Edward Island handlers and to a somewhat 
lesser extent to New Brunswick shippers. 
Movement from the Canadian potato-pro- 
ducing Provinces is heaviest immediately 
preceding and during planting in the early 
producing States when Canadian seed stock 
offers considerable competition to other 
northern-grown seed in the United States. 

Canadian potatoes may be imported sub- 
ject to duty. One million bushels of table 
stock and 2.5 million bushels of seed may be 
imported at 37.5 cents a hundred duty rate. 
Any imports over that amount are subject to 
75 cents a hundred duty. However, if the 
September crop report shows a United States 
crop of less than 350 million bushels, the 
deficit may be added to the quota for low- 
duty table-stock imports. 

Prices of potatoes grown in the Northern 
and Eastern States are followed relatively 
close by Canadian potato prices, although 
usually at a somewhat lower level. For the 
1953 season a Canadian Government market- 
ing pool operated in New Brunswick and 
Prince Edward Island through which an ad- 
vance price of 75 cents per hundred was paid 
to growers in New Brunswick and 83 cents 
in Prince Edward Island. These prices were 
scheduled to increase as the season pro- 
gressed and storage costs mounted. At the 
end of the season the Dominion Government 
is supposed to make up any deficit and the 
growers are to be paid any profit which exists 
between the season average price received 
and the guaranteed pool price. During the 
past season at the instigation of the Maine 
congressional delegation, representatives of 
the United States Treasury Department met 
with Canadian officials concerning state- 
ments that Canadian potato shipments to 
the United States were being subsidized from 
the marketing pool program. The Cana- 
dians were informed that countervailing 
duties would have to be invoked if, in fact, 
potato shipments to the United States were 
being subsidized. Following the discussions, 
the Canadian officials agreed that they would 
assure that no potatoes shipped to the United 
States would be eligible for subsidy payment. 
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POTATO PRICE LEGISLATION 


Potatoes were a Steagall commodity and 
supported at 90 percent of parity from 1943 
through 1948, The Agricultural Act of 1949 
included potatoes under title IZ which al- 
lowed support at 60 to 90 percent of parity 
and the Department determined that they 
should be supported at 60 percent of parity 
for the 1949 and 1950 crops. During the 8 
crop years 1943 through 1950 the total net 
dollar deficit resulting from Commodity 
Credit Corporation and section 32 purchases 
of potatoes was $553 million. 

Public Law 471, 8lst Congress, approved 
March 31, 1950, was passed after extensive 
debate on the Senate floor as shown by the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORDS of February 23-24 
1950. Section 5 of this law stated that “for 
the crop year of 1951 and thereafter no price 
support shall be made available for any Irish 
potatoes unless marketing quotas are in ef- 
fect with respect to such potatoes.” No 
marketing quota legislation for potatoes was 
passed at that session of Congress or at any 
session since. Therefore, there was no Com- 
modity Credit Corporation or section 32 op- 
eration of potatoes for the 1951 or 1952 crop 
and none for the 1953 crop until the passage 
of section 5, Public Law 290, 83d Congress, 
which permitted the use of section 32 funds 
for limited purchases of potatoes. No addi- 
tional legislation has been passed affecting 
purchases or prices of potatoes. 

CONCLUSION 

This amendment, which would repeal sec- 
tion 5 of the act of March 31, 1950, is spon- 
sored as a matter of equity and justice. 
Irish potatoes are the only agricultural com- 
modity specifically excluded from the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949. Although there is no 
desire on the part of the vast majority of 
our potato farmers for direct price supports 
in the foreseeable future, conditions might 
develop so that the Secretary of Agriculture 
would deem it advisable to support potato 
prices somewhere between 0 and 90 percent 
of parity. This amendment would give the 
Secretary complete discretion as to whether 
or not potato prices should be supported. I 
want the legislative record to show that this 
amendment should be in no way construed 
as a directive to the Secretary to reinstitute 
potato price supports unless, at his com- 
plete discretion, he deems it advisable. 

Potatoes should not be outside the regular 
framework of our agricultural laws. Pota- 
toes are one of our most important agricul- 
tural crops. They are a staple commodity, 
a basic part of the American diet. The 
present discrimination in our agricultural 
laws against potatoes should be repealed as 
a matter of equity. It is hoped that the 
Senate will favorably consider the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senators from Maine. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Maine 
(Mrs. SmritH] for herself and her col- 
league [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, has 
section 201, title 2, of the 1949 act, ever 
been completely repealed, the effect of 
which repeal would be to take out the 
provisions with regard to Irish potatoes? 
I think it has not been repealed, and 
therefore this language would make 
mandatory the support of Irish potatoes. 

Mr. AIKEN. No. As I understand 
the committee counsel, this does not 
make such support mandatory. 

Mr. President, on page 22 of the bill 
the Senator from New Mexico might 
read section 203, which provides: 


Section 201 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, is amended (1) by deleting 
“Irish potatoes,’ from the first sentence 
thereof. 
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That takes them out of the mandatory 
price supports, according to the counsel. 

Mr. ANDERSON. While it takes them 
out, so far as this bill is concerned, 
should the amendment offered by the 
senior Senator from Maine be adopted, 
potatoes would be supported between 60 
and 90 percent, although that program 
heretofore cost the Government $500 
million. Every time we have tried to 
get rid of price supports on potatoes by 
some device or other, we have never been 
able to get the Senators from Maine to 
agree with us. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, will the 
senior Senator from Maine yield in order 
that I may reply to the statement made 
by the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 

Mr. PAYNE. This amendment simply 
removes potatoes from the mandatory 
price supports in accordance with the 
action taken in the House of Repre- 
sentatives, placing them under title III, 
which is a permissive provision, making 
price support possible if, in the discre- 
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture, it 
is deemed advisable, on a basis of from 
zero to 90 percent. It has been acted 
upon by the House, and this amendment 
merely restores the House language. 

Mr. . Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, section 203 is in the 
House bill, as I understand, and, there- 
fore, would not be in conference. It is 
true that if section 203 were thrown out 
and the amendment offered by the sen- 
ior Senator from Maine were included, 
we might get the result which the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico fears. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I remind the Sen- 
ator that section 203 will be in con- 
ference. On page 22 there is language 
indicating an intention to throw it into 
conference, and we shall end up with 60- 
percent potato-price supports. Iam not 
opposed to saying that we should have 
discretionary supports from zero to 90 
percent, but if anyone wants to know 
what it is like to support potatoes at 
90 percent and have them pile up by 
hundreds of millions of bushels, and 
have newspapers print stories about the 
Department of Agriculture spraying oil 
on them in order to burn them, let him 
come and talk to me. 

Mr. AIKEN. I understand from 
counsel that the language offered by 
the Senator from Maine is identical 
with the language of the House bill 
and that it would not result in manda- 
tory support prices for potatoes. I am 
relying on the advice of counsel. Cer- 
tainly, there is no intent to restore 
mandatory supports for potatoes. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
does the Senator from New Mexico have 
an amendment to offer which would cor- 
rect the situation which he thinks is 
wrong? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not question 
the intention or the good faith of the 
amendment at all. I know the Sena- 
tor wishes to accomplish the same thing 
we wish to accomplish, namely, that 
if the Secretary of Agriculture feels 
that at sometime he should have author- 
ity to support prices at a discretionary 
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level between 60 and 90 percent, he may 
be able to do so. Frankly, I know the 
bill as it came to the Senate committee 
contained language which, after we had 
translated it back and forth 2 or 3 times, 
meant that price supports could go back 
on potatoes by a specific act of the Con- 
gress of the United States, provided 
there would never be price supports un- 
less some sort of control could be agreed 
on. That is what I wish to accomplish. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I am sure the 
amendment would make price supports 
permissive and not mandatory. We 
have no thought in Maine of asking for 
mandatory price supports. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. The language in the 
House bill is not exactly identical with 
that in the Senate bill and the language 
of the proposed amendment of the 
Senator from Maine, but the purpose is 
identical. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Since the language 
in the House bill is not identical with 
that in the Senate bill, if we can have 
some sort of assurance from the able 
Senator from Maine and from ranking 
Members on the Democratic side of the 
aisle that we are not going to bring 
in a conference report that would re- 
quire mandatory price supports on 
potatoes from 60 to 90 percent, I am 
satisfied. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am positive that there 
is no such intent on the part of the 
sponsors of the amendment, and I am 
sure there is no such intent on the part 
of the committee, either. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I yield. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I do not 
think there is one Member of the Sen- 
ate committee or of the House commit- 
tee advocating mandatory supports for 
potatoes at 60 to 90 percent or from zero 
to 90 percent. I think the explanation 
of the Senator from Maine that she 
is not intending to do that should be 
sufficient. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. The Senator 
from Maine would assure the Senator 
from New Mexico that she would give 
the word of the Maine Senators to the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry that the amendment 
would be permissive and not mandatory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] for 
herself and her colleague [Mr. PAYNE]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment 8-5-54—D, and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Kansas. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 30, between 
lines 19 and 20, it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

Sec. 310. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, no land leased from the United 
States shall be allotted any acreage for the 
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production of any commodity subject to 
marketing quotas. This provision shall not 
affect any acreage allotment made prior to 
the enactment of this act. 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
do not intend to labor the point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Kansas state how much 
time he yields to himself? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield to myself 
about 8 minutes. I wish to say to the 
Members of the Senate that what the 
amendment does or is intended to do 
is to take care of this situation: During 
the war, and when we were preparing 
for the defense of the Nation, the De- 
fense Department purchased by con- 
demnation or otherwise hundreds and 
hundreds of airports and military in- 
stallations in various places throughout 
the country. Since the war ended, 
many of those defense plants by way 
of air bases and other large tracts have 
been inactive. As a result of the inac- 
tivity at a number of those bases, many 
of which are in crop-producing areas, 
the Defense Department rightfully has 
leased for agricultural purposes to large 
operators or other operators many of 
the lands not now needed for defense 
purposes, 

I did some checking with the Defense 
Department, and I found that on April 
1 of this year there were 2,816 active 
leases involving 1,477,214 acres of either 
farm land or grazing land. 

At present the situation is such that 
the Department of Agriculture, in the 
wisdom of its officials and because of the 
overall situation, has reduced acreages 
and imposed marketing quotas on cer- 
tain crops. I am speaking largely in 
terms of wheat. In certain areas it may 
apply to corn. 

I have ascertained from inquiries I 
have made, that in a number of these 
places, and in some of the installations, 
the Defense Department, not wanting to 
give a number of leases to small oper- 
ators on contiguous acres adjacent to 
the leased bases, has refused to enter 
into contracts of leasing with the small 
farmers, but has leased to 1 or 2 indi- 
viduals having large holdings, to enable 
them to go into the production of crops 
which, under the Department of Agricul- 
ture’s present policy, are being restricted 
to certain acreages. 

In other words, I do not believe it is 
good policy for one department of the 
Government to lease lands which it has 
purchased, and to which it has title, to 
operators in order that they may produce 
crops which are now under marketing 
quotas. My amendment seeks to pre- 
vent exactly that situation. I may say 
to the Members of the Senate that I 
should much prefer to have the matter 
handled in an administrative way. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I want to be clear 
in my own thinking. I think the Sena- 
tor has given a satisfactory explanation, 
but unfortunately I was called out of the 
Chamber during a part of his remarks. 

As I understand, the amendment ap- 
plies only to the leasing of the types of 
land indicated, which have been used for 
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Army, Navy, or Air Force installations, 
I assume. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It is restricted to 
land which has been leased for the pur- 
pose of raising crops which are under 
marketing quotas and acreage limita- 
tions. Is that correct? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. So it would not in 
any way prevent the leasing of property 
for crops which are not involved in acre- 
age limitations and quotas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. That is absolutely 
correct. I may say further, for the in- 
formation of the Senate, that the provi- 
sions of my amendment would not affect 
any acreage allocations made prior to 
the enactment of the act. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Therefore, no 
existing lease would in any way be in- 
validated by the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. That is correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The chairman of 
the committee is temporarily out of the 
Chamber. I have discussed the amend- 
ment with him, and he has said that he 
would have no objection to taking to 
conference the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Kan- 
sas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL] to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment designated 7-29 
54-B,” and ask that it be read. I offer 
it for myself and my colleague [Mr. 
HAYDEN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 34, in line 12, 
after the period, it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

In determining the amount of notice that 
is reasonable in the case of tomatoes the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall give due con- 
sideration to the time required for their 
transportation and entry into the United 
States after picking. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Arizona please state the 
amount of time he desires to yield to 
himself? 

Mr. GOLDWATER, I yield myself 2 
minutes. 

Mr. President, I have discussed the 
amendment with the two distinguished 
Senators from Florida, and also with the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont. 
They have informed me that they will 
accept the amendment. If I am not 
correct in my understanding, I hope the 
senior Senator from Florida will so in- 
form me. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield two minutes to me? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor- 
rect. We are willing to accept the 
amendment. As a matter of fact, we 
think that under the wording of the pro- 
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vision already in the bill perhaps the 
same result would be assured. But to 
make absolutely certain that the result 
desired will be assured—that is, that the 
time element concerned in the produc- 
tion and shipment of the tomatoes will 
be taken care of—we are willing to have 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arizona written into this section of 
the bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself an additional minute, so 
that I may explain the amendment 
briefly. 

On the west coast of Mexico, in the 
States of Sonora, Sinoloa, and Tamal- 
pais, below Arizona, there have been de- 
veloped in recent years a large number 
of acres which are now in production. 
One of the products which come out 
of northwestern Mexico is tomatoes. 
A great many persons from the United 
States are engaged in the agricultural 
business in those three states of Mexico, 
and the amendment has been offered to 
allow those persons time to get their 
tomatoes from the point of picking to 
the border, after a marketing agree- 
ment has been announced. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that certain material in connection 
with the situation be printed at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CONFEDERACION DE ASOCIACIONES 
AGRICOLAS DEL ESTADO DE 


SINALOA, 
June 1, 1953. 


COMMITTEE FOR RECIPROCITY INFORMATION, 
Tarif Commission Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: Reference is made to earlier 
exchanges of communications between your- 
selves and the undersigned in regard to the 
importation into the United States from 
Mexico of fresh tomatoes produced in the 
latter country. 

On May 27, 1952, you held hearings in con- 
nection with the importation of fresh to- 
matoes from Cuba and Mexico, wherein 
there became involved a purported agree- 
ment made September 14, 1951, between 
representatives of growers of those two 
countries and of Florida for the imposition 
of quotas upon such importation. 

In consequence of action taken at a gen- 
eral meeting of the associations composing 
the undersigned confederation, the latter 
transmitted to you on July 14, 1952, a tele- 
gram which for present convenience is now 
quoted, in the following language: 


“COMMITTEE FOR RECIPROCITY INFORMATION, 
Tariff Commission Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
“Confederacion de Asociaciones Agricolas 
del Estado de Sinaloa in convention today as- 
sembled voted its absolute opposition to any 
quota based upon quantity of fresh tomatoes 
which may be imported into the United 
States of America from Mexico and its res- 
cission, cancellation, and nullification of any 
and all representation and actions hereto- 
fore made to the contrary. The views of 
our growers are that the imposition of such 
quotas in Mexico would require the use of 
governmental pressures prohibited by Mexi- 
co’s fundamental principles guaranteeing 
freedom to the individual and that this 
association should not presume to u 
functions of the legally constituted Mexican 
authorities having jurisdiction in the matter 
of international trade agreements and that 
negotiations between this association and 


13877 


similar associations in other countries be 
limited to improvement of the marketed 
product through voluntary restrictions upon 
quality, sizing and pack. Confirmation fol- 
lows by mail. 
"CONFEDERACION DE ASOCIACIONES 
AGRICOLAS DEL ESTADO DE SINALOA, 

“By C. A. CAREAGA, Its President.” 

We have now been advised that the com- 
munication contained in such telegram 
should perhaps have been submitted in 12 
written counterparts. Upon the assumption 
that such advice is accurate, and in order 
to meet your requirements as fully as we 
may in the light of our understanding 
thereof, we now fully and explicitly ratify 
such telegram and herein repeat the content 
thereof in full, in 12 counterparts and in 
order that your entire membership may have 
full knowledge of the substance of our views 
and position. 

The Confederacion de Asociaciones Agri- 
colas del Estado de Sinaloa (Confederation 
of Agricultural Associations of the State of 
Sinaloa) comprises all the associations of 
growers of the State of Sinaloa, Mexico, who 
grow tomatoes for export to the United 
States in fresh condition. The growers 
composing these particular associations 
produce and export approximately 75 per- 
cent of all fresh tomatoes of Mexican origin 
which are imported into the United States. 
Growers constituting the membership of 
similar associations of the State of Tamauli- 
pas, Mexico, produce and export approxi- 
mately 15 percent of all fresh tomatoes of 
like origin and so imported. 

We are reliably informed that the associa- 
tions of the State of Tamaulipas stated to 
you prior to your meeting of May 27, 1952, 
that neither they nor their membership con- 
sented to nor agreed to the purported agree- 
ment above mentioned. 

We therefore respectfully submit that it is 
clear that growers of approximately 90 per- 
cent of the fresh tomatoes produced in 
Mexico and exported to the United States 
are now in accord with the purported agree- 
ment of September 14, 1951, and that such 
growers are opposed to imposition of quotas 
upon the importation to the United States 
of fresh tomatoes grown in Mexico. 

Very truly yours, 
CONFEDERACION DE ASOCIACIONES AGRI- 
COLAS DEL ESTADO DE SINALOA. 
STATE oF ARIZONA, 
County of Santa Cruz, ss: 

I have examined the original and the copy 
above and I certify that the above is a true 
copy of the original. Dated at Nogales, Ariz., 
this 3d day of December 1953. 

GEORGE R. MARTIN, 
Notary Public. 
My commission expires November 24, 1954. 


NovEmBER 5, 1953. 
Mr. S. R. SMITH, 
Director, Fruit and Vegetable Branch, 
Production and Marketing 
Administration, United States 
Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. SMITH: Mr, G. R. Roberts, the 
Panhandle Fruit Co., Amarillo, Tex., has 
turned over to us your letter written to him 
on November 3, 1953, a copy of which is 
enclosed. 

We believe there is some misunderstanding 
regarding a plan which was developed by the 
Florida Fruit and Vegetable Association con- 
cerning a proposed quota for Mexican-grown 
tomatoes imported into the United States. 
In your letter to Mr. Roberts you state that 
the plan was developed in cooperation with 
producer and governmental interests in Cuba 
and Mexico. 

So far as we can learn, the Governments of 
Cuba and Mexico have never taken any part 
in the development of this plan. 
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An agreement is on file with the Commit- 
tee for Reciprocity Information, signed by 
representatives of Cuban and Mexican grow- 
ers’ associations. However, those signing on 
behalf of growers’ associations in the State 
of Sinaloa were without authority to make 
an agreement, or sign an agreement, for the 
association named. In order to clear up the 
matter, the Confederacion de Asociaciones 
Agricolas del Estado de Sinaloa (Confedera- 
tion of Farmers Associations of the State of 
Sinaloa) sent a telegram to the Committee 
for Reciprocity Information on July 14, 1952, 
and sent a letter to that committee on June 
1. 1953. On May 22, 1953, and June 20, 1953, 
the confederation wrote letters to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry of the 
United States Senate, by way of clarification 
of this point with the Senate committee. 
The growers represented by the confedera- 
tion produce approximately 75 percent of all 
fresh tomatoes grown in Mexico for export. 

Prior to the hearing held on May 27-28, 
1952, by the Committee for Reciprocity In- 
formation tomato growers associations in 
the State of Tamaulipas, Mexico, met and 
revoked the agreement purportedly signed 
on their behalf in Mexico City on September 
14, 1951. Information to that effect was 
forwarded to the Committee for Reciprocity 
Information prior to the hearing. Growers 
in the State of Tamaulipas produce approx- 
imately 15 percent of all tomatoes grown in 
Mexico for export to the United States. To- 
gether, the State of Sinaloa and Tamaulipas 
produce approximately 90 percent of all 
tomatoes exported from Mexico to the United 
States. 

So far as we know, the growers in the State 
of Sonora, Mexico, are the only ones who 
made an agreement with Florida and Cuba 
and who now considér themselves bound by 
that agreement. The State of Sonora pro- 
duces approximately 10 percent of all to- 
matoes grown in Mexico for export. 

In view of the above, we do not believe 
that it can be said that an agreement be- 
tween Florida, Cuba, and Mexico associa- 
tions, or growers, exists today, nor has any 
such agreement existed insofar as growers 
who produce approximately 90 percent of 
tomatoes grown in Mexico for export to the 
United States since July 14, 1952, when the 
Confederacion de Asociaciones Agricolas del 
Estado de Sinaloa sent the telegram to the 
committee. 

Of course there would seem to be no rea- 
son, legally, why the United States, acting 
unilaterally, could not place a quota on im- 
ports of Mexican tomatoes. However, under 
the Trade Agreement Act, it would seem 
that Florida, or other domestic growers of 
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tomatoes, must first show they are injured, 
or threatened with injury, by imports. We 
believe that no domestic growers have yet 
shown any injury, or threat of injury. 

We would appreciate a letter outlining 
your views on the question of whether any 
agreement exists between growers or their 
associations in Florida, Cuba, and Mexico. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE R. MARTIN, 
Secretary-Manager. 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR GOLDWATER 


Since the war, using the 1946-47 season 
as the first complete postwar season, Florida 
has more than tripled their shipments, while 
Mexican imports have fallen off about 1,600 
carloads when the 1946-47 season is com- 
pared with the current season ending May 
29, 1954. Cuban shipments have, in recent 
years, fallen to such a low point that they 
are negligible. 

During the season ending May 29, 1954, 
USDA figures show on their June 1, 1954 
weekly summary of fruit and vegetable car- 
lot shipments that Florida showed an in- 
crease over 1952-53 season from 17,159 car- 
loads of tomatoes to 18,789 carloads—an in- 
crease of 1,630 cars. Also, it showed that 
imports from Mexico fell from 7,515 cars to 
5,895 cars, a loss of 1,620 cars. 

Facts appear to indicate that increased 
production in Florida and not excessive 
amounts of imports may be the cause of 
any surpluses that may develop. 

The 1949-50 season distribution of to- 
matoes imported from west Mexico shows 
only 286 carloads shipped to the Eastern 
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United States, while 3,145 cars were shipped 
to the West, and 1,215 to the Midwest. 

There are sound economic reasons for this 
distribution when we consider the geo- 
graphic locations of production areas in re- 
lation to the distribution. Freight rates 
from Florida to the West far exceed those 
from west Mexico, and the reverse is true 
from Florida to the Eastern United States. 
Therefore, freight rates, time in transit, 
and condition on arrival are dominant fac- 
tors which must be considered prior to estab- 
lishing quotas of any sort on the shipment 
of winter vegetables. 

Comparing total tomato shipments from 
Florida, 18,789 cars in the season just closed 
with 5,895 cars from Mexico during the same 
season, it is easy to recognize that any limi- 
tation by the Secretary of Agriculture, with 
not less than 3 days’ notice, would place an 
undue hardship on the Western half of the 
United States that would cause excessive 
price rises in the markets which would 
otherwise not occur. 

We have used figures for tomatoes because 
they represent 85 to 90 percent of winter 
vegetables imported from Mexico and Cuba. 
For example, using the same 8 postwar years 
as a basis for comparison, west Mexico 
shipped 615 cars of green peppers in the sea- 
son just ending, compared to an 8-year aver- 
age of 713 cars, and 236 cars of green peas 
compared to the 8-year average of 252 cars, 
This again shows that any serious over- 
production is not due to imports when we 
consider United States population growth 
and economic condition during these 8 years, 


Tomatoes, fresh, imports into the United States by country of origin, fiscal years 1944-45 
to 1953-54 


In thousands of pounds} 


Fiscal year 


Country of origin 


British 
West 


Mexico Cuba 


192,677 | 15, 948 1, 264 0 210,874 
168,243 | 32, 723 686 2| 203, 065 
235, 432 | 24, 668 21 263, 168 
233,665 | 26, 677 15| 263, 526 
169,282 | 30, 667 28| 204) 424 
142,852 | 23, 469 769 | 171,115 
141, 626 | 26, 853 302 | 175,050 
171,307 | 17,203 2| 192,318 
191,538 | 15, 738 286 | 215, 199 
139,168 | 14,354 12| 158,527 


1 Incomplete, July 1953~April 1954, 


Tomatoes, commercial crop for processing: Acreage, yield, production, season average price received by growers, and value, annual, 1951, 


1952, and 1958 


Harvested acreage 


State 
1951 1952 1953 
New Vork. . 20,000 | 18,800 | 16,600 
New Jersey 34,000] 34,000 | 27,700 
„ 600 26, 100 24, 800 
18, 100 23, 000 20, 200 
49,000 | 48,000} 33,800 
12.000 12.400 11, 000 
8. 100 8, 100 7, 000 
1, 400 900 900 
1,700} 1.400 1,600 
6, 000 4, 500 1. 700 
4,100 6,000 3, 300 
23,700 | 24/400 | 18,000 
18,600] 16,000] 13,400 
2,700 300 400 
8, 500 6, 500 6, 700 
1,600 1,200 1, 200 
1.9% 2000 500 
6,000 800 2.000 
500 900 JN i ye 
— 18,500 12,000 8, 000 


+ Season average price received by growers. The season falls in the calendar year. 


Yield per acre (tons, 


Production (tons, 2,000 pounds) 


2,000 pounds) 
1952 1953 1951 
9.5 12.6 10.6 190, 000 236, 900 000 
9.3 5.5 10.8 316, 200 187, 000 200 
9.2 6.8 8.4 217, 100 177, 500 208, 300 
9.5 9.0 11.6 72, 000 207, 000 234, 300 
8.5 6.0 9.0 416, 500 288, 000 304, 200 
8.1 8.9 10.3 102, 100 110, 400 113, 300 
7.1 8.2 10,9 57, 500 66, 400 76, 300 
6.0 11.0 11.5 8. 400 9, 900 10, 400 
3.4 8,2 6.8 5, 800 11, 500 10, 900 
3.0 27 1.5 18, 000 12, 200 2, 600 
7.5 5.2 8.1 30, 800 31, 200 26, 700 
7.4 5.3 7.0 175, 400 129, 300 126, 000 
5.0 3.4 3.2 93, 000 54, 400 42, 900 
1.8 1.7 2.0 4,900 500 800 
4.9 4.4 4.2 42,030 28, 650 28, 430 
4.2 2.6 4.7 6, 700 3, 100 5, 600 
3.0 2.0 1.8 5, 700 4,000 900 
2.7 3.0 2.0 16, 200 14, 400 4,000 
2.0 RL) eae ee 1,000 1 
1.9 1.8 1.0 35, 200 21, 600 8,000 


Price per ton 1 Value (thousands) 


1953 1952 1953 

$33. 20 | $30. 90 $7,865 | $5,438 
34.00 | 34.60] 33.30 6, 470 , 963 
33.30 | 34.40 | 30.90 6, 106 6, 436 
30.20 | 31.40] 30.80 6, 500 7, 216 
31.00 | 30.00] 28.60 8, 640 8, 700 
20.30 | 27.90 | 32.20 3, 080 3, 648 
29. 50 29.00 | 30.40 1,926 2, 320 
28.00 | 25. 20 31.00 249 322 
27.40 | 30. 50 30.40 35l 331 
39.50 | 49.00] 27.30 598 71 
37.50 | 41.80] 35.20 1,304 940 
36.80 | 42.40 | 42.10 5,482 5,305 
35.60 | 40,20 | 26.70 2,187 1,145 
35.00 | 35.00] 33.00 18 26 
33.50 | 27.70 | 24.00 795 683 
32.60 | 40.00] 29.90 124 167 
36.00 | 40.00] 30.00 160 27 
42,40 | 51.00] 28.30 734 114 
35.00 | 50.00 |...-.-.. 8 
47.00 | 30. 00 17.00 643 136 
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Tomatoes, commercial crop for processing: Acreage, yield, production, season average price received by growers, and value, annual, 1951, 
1952, and 1958—Continued 


Harvested acreage 


Yield per acre (tons, 
000 pounds) 


Production (tons, 2,000 pounds) Price per ton ! Value (thousands) 


State 
1952 1951 1952 1953 
Colorado........--...-- 7.2 9.8 10.2 24, 500 25, 500 $657 $653 $708 
Utah. 13.1 11.0 14.0 99, 600 75, 900 2, 749 1,973 2,429 
California 14.9 16.1 17.6 | 2,210,000 | 1, 817, 700 66, 742 46,351 |- 32,789 
Other States 2 4.7 3.4 3.7 18, 440 10, 100 585 347 
4, 267,070 | 3, 523, 450 134, 124 


1 Season average price received by growers, ‘The season falls in the calender year. * Alabama, Arizona, Louisiana, Mississippi, Oregon, Washington, and West Virginia. 


Tomatoes, commercial crop for fresh market: Acreage, yield, production, season average price received by growers, and value, annual, 
1951, 1952 and 1953 


Yield 
(bus 


r acr: 
ls 3) 


wee Price per bushel 


Value ? (thousands) 


Seasonal group and State 


1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 
Winter: Florida, south 2,128 | 2,997 | 2,466] $6.55 | $4.45] $4.70 
ray spring: i 
lorida....--..- 4,202 | 4,348] 3,782 4. 50 4.85 4.15 
Texas, lower v 1, 400 , 638 | 2,100 2.15 2.60 2. 80 
California 1, 334 988 Š 4.80 6, 25 5.00 
Group total 7,026 6, 974 7,107 4.09 4.52 3,90 
Late spring: 
‘Texas, other. 000 | 24,000 1,960 | 1,440 920] 2.00] 5,50] 5.20 
100 1,100 82 77 36 3.70 5. 50 8. 00 
000 1,000 50 50 60 1. 30 4. 60 6.75 
South Caro 800 4, 300 247 280 312 2.15 4. 20 6. 30 
eorgia. 600 11, 000 000 812 825 900 2,35 3.45 4. 50 
500 41, 400 400 3,151 | 2,672 | 2,228 | 2,13 4.71 5.16 
| a — O_O —— |S — 
Early summer: 
California. 7, 500 7, 500 8, 200 2,062 | 2,400} 2,624 3. 40 4.30 4,45 
labam: 5,000 4, 500 5,000 400 315 375 2.50 4.40 3. 90 
Arkansas. 5, 300 3. 900 3, 400 “556 292 204 2.30 6.05 6.45 
essee 3,100 2, 500 2,000 403 212 170 1,30 4.60 4.80 
` 2, 400 2, 200 2,700 204 176 189 1.30 4.00 4. 90 
i 3, 200 6, 000 7, 900 592 | 1,080 1,540 1,45 3.15 2. 10 
I 350 450 700 56 58 52 2.40 5. 90 4.35 
Tilino! 1,000 950 1,000 120 81 90 3.70 7.30 7.20 
M isso! 2, 200 2, 100 2,000 209 158 150 3.95 7.00 6.30 
Ohio 1,300 1, 300 1,300 280 260 280 5.10 5.60 | 6.20 
3,000 2, 900 2, 800 600 566 574 2.60 2.60 3.15 
Delaware 600 550 450 108 88 83] 225| 280] 3.00 
34, 950 34,850 | 37,450 5,590 | 5,686 | 6,331 2.80 4 3. 96 
= 
8 9,000 9, 500 8, 600 220 1,980 | 1, 472 1,677 2.95] 3.05] 3.30 
2,000 2, 100 1, 800 310 620 588 477 2.60 2. 55 2.05 
1.200 1, 200 1,300 275 330 300 286 | 3.55 2,95 3.35 
2, 700 2, 900 3, 400 220 594 609 646 1. 90 2,45 2.10 
3, 600 3, 400 8, 400 180 648 561 595 2. 65 4.05 3. 60 
3, 700 3,700 3, 500 140 518, 481 438 2. 50 5.00 5.00 
1, 500 1, 300 300 110 165 143 150 2.20 2.35 1. 80 
550 470 100 55 61 56 2.00 2.40 2, 25 
1,800 1,800 270 486 450 570 4.30 | 4.80 3.40 
390 430 290 13 146 138 3.70 4.30 3.35 
1,700 1,700 295 502 527 544 4.20 4.70 3.60 
8, 500 8, 000 225 1,912 | 1,960] 1,886 2.10 2.45 2. 40 
7, 600 7. 700 170 1, 1,348 | 1,206 2. 50 3.25 3.15 
1, 500 1, 600 225 480 480 2.35 2.30 1.70 
270 200 250 68 46 5 2.00 2.00 1.50 
2, 300 2, 100 65 150 94 104 2. 65 3. 65 3. 00 
Group total 47,710 202 9,771 | 9,266 | 9,397 2.70 3.18 2.95 
ied 579 California 16,000 265 5,035 | 4,867 | 4,960] 3.90] 3.95 8.10 
te fall: 
Uae DET eee 6, 000 50 240 550 360 4. 50 2, 50 4.60 
Florida 9, 400 185 1,572 | 1, 488] 1,175 4.95 5.00 6.00 
Group total. 15, 400 136 1,812 | 2,038 | 1,535 4.89 4.33 5. 67 
All States... 235, 560 151 144 | 34, 513 | 34, 500 | 34, 024 3.48 4.02 3.75 


1 Acreage available for harvest, including mature acreage abandoned or only 
partially harvested because of low prices or other economic factors, 


2 Approximately 53 pounds, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment to the committee amendment of- 
fered by the junior Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. GOLDWATER] for himself and 
on behalf of the senior Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. HAYDEN]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 


year income, 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment 8-4-54-E, and ask 
that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 34, line 9, 
before the period, it is proposed to in- 


Value is for the marketing season or crop year and does not correspond to calendar- 


sert the following: “or comparable re- 
strictions promulgated hereunder.” 

On page 34, line 12, after the period, 
insert the following: 

Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture 
finds that the application of the restric- 
tions under a marketing order to an import- 
ed commodity is not practicable because of 
variations in characteristics between the 
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domestic and imported commodity he shall 
establish with respect to the imported com- 
modity such grade, size, quality, and ma- 
turity restrictions by varieties, types, or other 
classifications as he finds will be equivalent 
or comparable to those imposed upon the 
domestic commodity under such order. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Florida ask to have his 
amendments considered en bloc? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I so request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be considered en bloc. 

How much time does the Senator from 
Florida yield to himself? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Two minutes will be 
adequate for me to explain the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. President, the amendment is ad- 
dressed to the same provision as has just 
been discussed by the able junior Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER], and as 
was discussed a few minutes ago by the 
able senior Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
SmitH], at the time her amendment, 
which included Irish potatoes with the 
other commodities already covered by 
this provision of the bill, was offered and 
adopted. 

My amendment, which is offered at the 
request of the Department of Agricul- 
ture, simply recognizes the fact that cer- 
tain commodities—and I am thinking 
particularly of tomatoes moving from 
outside the United States into this coun- 
try—may have grade, size, quality or ma- 
turity restrictions applying to them 
under the laws of the foreign country, 
or under the customs of the industry in 
the foreign country, which are different 
from those which are applicable in this 
Nation. 

In such cases, under the terms and pro- 
visions of the amendment, the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture would be allowed to 
prescribe the equivalent or comparable 
standards, which would allow the produc- 
tion of the foreign country to move 
freely. 

I understand that the two Senators 
from Arizona have no objection to the 
amendment; I have also talked with the 
two Senators from Maine, and they have 
no objection to the amendment, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Florida 
{Mr. Hottanp] to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment, which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 25, after line 
6, it is proposed to insert a new section, 
as follows: 

Sec. 206. That, notwithstanding the provi- 
sions of section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, or of any other law, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation is authorized 
until March 1, 1955, to sell at the point of 
storage any feed grain owner by the corpo- 
ration at 10 percent above the current sup- 
port price for the commodity. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Illinois state the amount 
of time he desires to yield to himself? 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield myself 5 min- 
utes. I should like to have the attention 
of the distinguished senior Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 

Mr. President, this is a matter which I 
discussed with the Senator from Vermont 
on another occasion. So far as I can 
ascertain, there is no objection to the 
amendment. It has already been 
adopted by the House in the form of a 
joint resolution. 

The amendment proposes to make feed 
grains available at the point of storage, 
at a price which is somewhat less than 
the price which the Commodity Credit 
3 must obtain under existing 

W. 

A report issued by the House indicates 
by quantities and by States what the 
amendment would mean in price per 
bushel, in the case of barley, corn, and 
other grains. 

While the amendment is not designed 
particularly as a drought relief measure, 
yet because some corn is being held in 
areas where it is necessary to have feed, 
on the theory that the price will appre- 
ciate, there is need for corn by various 
feeders, unless they are impelled to 
slaughter their livestock. I think this 
provision was adopted by the House, not- 
ing, of course, that it is necessary to make 
feed supplies available at a proper price 
in some of the areas where adequate 
supplies are not available at the present 
time. I referred to the conversation I 
had with the chairman of the committee 
on this subject. It is my understanding 
that the amendment will be accepted and 
taken to conference. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, as I un- 
derstand, a measure containing this pro- 
vision passed the House last week, un- 
der a suspension of the rules. It pro- 
vides that Government-stored corn may 
be sold at the support level plus 10 per- 
cent. I would want it understood that 
the support level plus 10 percent applies 
to the support level within the commer- 
cial corn area, however. Otherwise some 
parts of the country might be getting 
corn for about 25 percent less than 
would be paid in other parts of the 
country. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is my under- 
standing. I believe that point was em- 
phasized in a letter from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to the chairman of 
the House Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. AIKEN. With that understand- 
ing, I beileve the amendment will be 
very helpful, not only to take to confer- 
ence but to retain in the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Am I to under- 
stand that the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Illinois would permit the sale 
of stored corn at the point of storage 
in an area where it may be needed, at a 
price not more than 10 percent above 
the support level? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Commodity 
Credit Corporation would, of course, bear 
some losses under the proposal. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. There may be losses. 
I am not at all sure. However, let me 
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point out that in Minnesota, for exam- 
ple, where oats might be used as feed 
in some of the dairy areas, it is indicated 
that if, under existing law, 105 percent 
of parity plus charges had to be paid, 
as of March 1954, oats could be sold for 
93 cents a bushel. If this provision pre- 
vails and remains in the bill, it will be 
required that the product be sold at only 
10 percent above the support price, and 
the farmers could buy the product at 
79 cents a bushel. So there is a differ- 
ential of about 15 cents available to 
feeders, where there is authority for it, 
and there would be a comparable ar- 
rangement as regards corn, oats, and 
grain sorghums. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What does the 
Senator from Illinois think that will do 
to the general market areas of the coun- 
try in the normal market place? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The provision is per- 
missive in nature, but it will give the 
Department an opportunity to meet feed 
needs where there are stringent short- 
ages, but where, at the same time a 
widespread emergency condition cannot 
be said to exist. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Illinois for his explanation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Ilinois (Mr. 
DIRKSEN] to the committee amendment 
on page 25, after line 6. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendments identified as No. 6 
and No. 7, and I ask that they be con- 
sidered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendments. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 33, 
in line 1, it is proposed to strike out “fix- 
ing or.” 

On page 32, in lines 6 and 7, it is pro- 
posed to strike out “a majority of.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments of the Sen- 
oe from Florida will be considered en 
bloc. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if any 
Senator desires to be informed on the 
amendments, which are very simple, I 
shall be glad to speak on them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments of the Senator from Florida to the 
committee amendment on page 33, line 
1, and on page 32, lines 6 and 7. 

The amendments to the amendment 
were agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk, which I ask 
to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Delaware to the committee amendment 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 21 in 
the committee amendment, beginning 
with line 2, with the words “the Secre- 
tary“, it is proposed to strike out through 
the word “in” in line 4, and insert in lieu 
thereof “there are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated.” 


1954 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment is to carry 
out a policy previously adopted by Con- 
gress about 2 years ago, when Congress 
repealed the authority of the Treasury 
Department to cancel notes of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, and required 
the agency to come to Congress for di- 
rect appropriations. This amendment 
would strike out the new cancellation 
authority proposed in the bill, and at 
the same time authorize the necessary 
appropriations. It would make no dif- 
ference at all in the cost of the program, 
but it would make a great difference in 
the bookkeeping methods of the agency. 

I do not think the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
has any objection to the amendment, 
although he does not happen to be pres- 
ent in the Chamber. I think the ma- 
jority leader received the understand- 
ing, as I did, that the chairman of the 
committee would not oppose the amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS] to the committee 
amendment on page 21, beginning with 
line 2. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to fur- 
ther amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
have another amendment which I should 
like to have considered at this time, 
identified as 8-3-54-G.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing new title: 

Tire VITI—MIScELLANEOUS 

Sec. 801. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, no feed for livestock or seed 
for planting shall be furnished to farmers, 
ranchers, or stockmen pursuant to Public 
Law 875, 81st Congress (42 U. S. C. 1855 and 
the following), Public Law 115, 83d Con- 
gress, first session, Public Law 357, 83d Con- 
gress, second session, Public Law 480, 83d 
Congress, second session, or pursuant to any 
other law as a disaster relief measure, unless, 
in addition to such administrative costs as 
may be assumed by the State, the State in 
which such feed or seed is furnished agrees 
to contribute such percentage, not less than 
25 nor more than 50, as the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall determine to be equitable 
of that part of the cost, including transpor- 
tation, of such feed or seed which is not paid 
for by the recipients thereof, 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I hope the Senator 
from Delaware will not press his amend- 
ment. I remind him that drought con- 
ditions exist in many parts of this coun- 
try. Farmers in those areas have not 
been notified that they will not be able 
to participate in the program unless 
their States have participated to the 
extent of at least 25 percent. There 
may be States which have enacted 
no laws providing that they partici- 
pate to the extent of 25 percent. I 
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am not thinking particularly of my 
State, but Colorado, for example, is now 
participating in the program designed to 
relieve drought suffering. The south- 
eastern part of Colorado is in extremely 
bad condition, and should be receiving 
drought relief. The great central por- 
tion of Texas is ina drought area. That 
area may be relieved by current rain. 

While it may be satisfactory for the 
Congress to adopt a law in January that 
would become retroactive after a time 
during which States would have an op- 
portunity to submit measures to their 
own legislatures to put up money under 
the program, I think it would be bad, at 
this late hour just before adjournment, 
to agree to such an amendment, when 
the drought is as bad as it is. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am 
perfectly willing to make the effective 
date 60 days after the enactment of the 
provision, which would give the States 
necessary time to act. It seems to me 
that any State which requires Federal 
assistance should be able to put up a 
minimum of 25 percent to help its own 
farmers, There does not exist a State 
which is not financially better able to 
participate in the program than is the 
Federal Government. I think there 
would be much better administration if 
some method of State participation were 
provided for. 

It seems to me that by means of the 
present arrangement, the Federal Gov- 
ernment has given open encouragement 
for every State or every county to try 
to have itself declared a disaster area, in 
order that it may obtain cheap feed. 

We are receiving a number of com- 
plaints from States or counties or farm- 
ers who may be directly across the 
boundary line from a State or county in 
which such relief is received. They 
complain because they are not receiving 
the same treatment that is received by 
their neighbors who live just across the 
boundary line. A certain amount of 
such complaints cannot be avoided, of 
course. However, I believe that by hav- 
ing some degree of State participation, 
it will be possible to avoid having many 
recommendations for such relief either 
solicited or approved on a political basis, 
rather than on a basis of actual need. 
I have modified my amendment, so as to 
provide that a minimum State partici- 
pation of 25 percent would be required, 
and a maximum of 50 percent. That 
would mean that the Government could 
pay anywhere from 50 to 75 percent of 
the cost of the program. 

Certainly any State which requests 
assistance from the Federal Government 
should be willing to pay a minimum of 
25 percent. I believe such an arrange- 
ment would avoid a repetition of certain 
cases to which reference was made on 
the floor of the Senate a few weeks ago, 
wherein ranches, such as the King 
Ranch and other large millionaire 
ranches, were feeding their livestock 
from the Federal Treasury. Certainly 
the program was never intended to oper- 
ate in that way. 

The drought relief program bill was 
passed by Congress, and I supported it, 
and I would do so again. But the bill 
was passed with only one thought in 
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mind, namely, that we would help dis- 
tressed areas and farmers in those areas 
who were in a distressed condition, so 
as possibly to enable them to save their 
farms. The program was never in- 
tended as a relief program for those who 
did not need it. After all, the pro- 
gram was established on a basis quite 
similar to that of the survivors and old- 
age insurance program, namely, to help 
those who were unable to help them- 
selves. 

That does not mean that Congress 
ever intended to have the farmers who 
receive this aid take a pauper's oath. 
That was not required, inasmuch as they 
were called upon to request the aid be- 
cause of circumstances beyond their con- 
trol. However, I think we can limit and 
better control this demand on the Fed- 
eral Treasury if we require some degree 
of State participation, rather than to 
have the program continue with the 
Federal Government contributing the 
whole cost. Local supervision would 
eliminate its misuse. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. It occurs to me that the 
objective of the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Delaware is good. I think any- 
one who has observed the administra- 
tion of one of these programs knows 
there is considerable complaint to the 
effect that some persons who receive 
relief of this type do not need it or, at 
least, do not need it in the degree in 
which they receive it, if all aid of this 
sort is given without a requirement of 
any contribution by either the State or 
the recipient. 

However, I think the point raised by 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is most pertinent in this 
connection. 

Just a moment ago I read on the news 
ticker that my home county of Custer, 
S. Dak., is requesting relief. It hap- 
pens that conditions in the adjoining 
county of Wyoming, so I was told some 
days ago by the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. Barretr!, are identical with the 
conditions in my home county, as he 
observed the situation as he flew over 
the country by airplane, and saw the 
conditions existing both in that part of 
Wyoming and in the adjoining part of 
12 Dakota, just across the boundary 

ne. 

So it would not surprise me to learn 
that the two counties in South Dakota 
just to the south of Wyoming and im- 
mediately adjacent to the boundary line 
seek relief, because it is obvious that 
when such a condition develops it does 
= stop at a county or State boundary 

ne. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But would not the 
Senator from South Dakota agree with 
me that the State of South Dakota 
should be able to pay from 25 percent 
to 50 percent of the cost of the program, 
if it is needed in that area? 

Mr. CASE. I was referring to the way 
such conditions develop and spread. 

The fact that just across the boundary 
line, the farmers are receiving relief, 
makes those who live on the other side 
of the boundary line think they should 
receive some assistance, too. 
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I would not contend that the State of 
South Dakota would not find it possible 
to put up 25 percent, or that in many 
instances the ranchers themselves could 
not put up 25 percent. 

If the amendment is adopted, I think 
it should make it possible for the relief 
program to proceed without requiring 
special meetings of the State legisla- 
tures. In many cases I think the 
ranchers themselves would feel that they 
were receiving sufficient subsidy relief 
if the Government paid 75 percent and 
if the ranchers themselves or if the State 
paid the remaining 25 percent. 

However, the language of the amend- 
ment, as it is now drawn, requires that 
not less than 25 percent, nor more than 
50 percent of the cost must be assumed 
by the State. I am sure that my State 
is without authority to accept such re- 
lief, as the matter now stands. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. To overcome that 
objection I would be willing to modify 
the amendment, so as to make the effec- 
tive date 60 or 90 days from the date of 
enactment of the till. In that way the 
State of South Dakota or any other 
State in which such an emergency situ- 
ation exists could easily call its legisla- 
ture into session. 

I think there is a great deal of merit 
to the suggestion of the Senator from 
New Mexico {Mr. ANperson] that we 
should not disrupt this program over- 
night. It cannot be said that the 
ranchers would not be able or willing to 
make any payment at all. However at 
the present time the question of State 
contribution is left to the discretion of 
the Secretary of Agriculture and has 
not been required. I believe that to the 
extent the Government takes a loss on 
the feed, by selling it below cost, to that 
extent a minimum of 25 percent of such 
cost should be furnished by the States 
involved. 

Mr. President, I now modify the 
amendment, so as to provide that its 
effective date shall be 90 days after the 
enactment of the bill. 

Mr. CASE. Will the Senator from 
Delaware take notice of the fact that 
most of the State legislatures will have 
their regular meetings in January? 
Since it will be practically the first of 
September before the bill is enacted into 
law, upon being signed by the President, 
if we provide for exactly 90 days, we 
might force the legislatures to hold spe- 
cial sessions about mid-December, 
whereas for the most part the legisla- 
tures will meet, in any event, on the sec- 
ond or third day of January, following 
the biennial election. 

Mr. WILLIAMS, I really think this 
formula should be placed into effect at 
an early date, and I understand that 
the Secretary of Agriculture could do 
so by means of Executive order. He 
could work out some such arrangement 
with the States. Such an arrangement 
was worked out last year in the hay pro- 
gram. Under that program several of 
the States contributed 50 percent. The 
States will be able to make a similar 
arrangement under the same authority. 

Mr. CASE. They might or they might 
not be able to. It appears to me to be 
difficult to know that, without making 
an examination of the pertinent statutes 
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of the several States which are involved 
in the program. 

Iam not particularly concerned about 
this matter, because my State would not 
be greatly affected, inasmuch as—fortu- 
nately—only 1 or 2 counties of my State 
would be affected to any great extent, 
However, it seems to me that if the Sen- 
ator from Delaware wishes to save money 
by means of the amendment, he should 
not require the State legislatures to hold 
meetings on the first of December, inas- 
much as ordinarily they would meet only 
a few weeks later. The arrangement 
made should be such that the State leg- 
islatures, when they meet in the early 
days of January, will be able to take 
cognizance of the amendment at that 
time. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I wish to say to the 
Senator from Delaware that I have some 
sympathy for his motives in connection 
with this matter, because, as he does, I 
feel that we should expect the States to 
assume their responsibility and to live 
up to their responsibility in connection 
with this matter. 

However, it seems to me that the 
amendment of the Senator from Dela- 
ware would establish a principle which 
would be very difficult to live up to in 
connection with the various kinds of dis- 
tress which we are called upon to meet. 

I wish to call the attention of the Sen- 
ator from Delaware to the fact that we 
more often have huge floods than we 
have huge or widespread droughts. I 
wish to call his attention to the fact that 
there are other kinds of natural dis- 
asters; and in the case of every disaster 
that I know anything about, the local 
community has to carry the largest part 
of the load; the persons who are affected 
have to carry the largest part of the 
load, despite any assistance which may 
be furnished by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

If there were to develop another one 
of the vast dust bowls which we have 
previously experienced, and which even 
now may be imminent in some areas, 
I, for one, would not wish to have a sit- 
uation occur wherein we would expect 
the States which already are very hard 
hit to meet a fixed standard in respect 
to contributions. 

_ Let me say to the Senator from Dela- 

ware that the discretion vested in the 

Secretary of Agriculture in this field, 

and in the General Services Adminis- 

tration in other fields, already permits 

— requiring of reasonable participa- 
on. 

I was in the drought area last summer, 
along with my distinguished friend, the 
senior Senator from Kansas, who now is 
on the floor; and I am sure the Senator 
from Kansas will remember, as I do, that 
at that very time the question of sup- 
plying hay to areas which had no hay of 
their own came up, and that the ruling 
by the Secretary of Agriculture—and, 
personally, I thought it was a fair and 
friendly ruling—was that the States had 
to carry, with reference to the supply 
of hay, over a rather indefinite period, 
a much larger percentage of the total 
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expenditure than had been required in 
the earlier stages of the program. 

I hope the distinguished Senator will 
not insist upon this amendment, which 
does not relate at all to the subject mat- 
ter of the bill, and which I think should 
be approached with caution, with the 
idea of learning what kind of situations 
have arisen in the past and are likely to 
arise in the future. I am sure that the 
distinguished Senator, out of his mercy— 
and he does have a very merciful heart 
would not want to withhold the aid of 
the Federal Government in the su- 
premely distressing situations which 
sometimes arise. 

I know perfectly well that there have 
been vexing cases of abuse which have 
been presented. As far as the Senator 
from Florida is concerned, his first re- 
liance would be upon the Secretary of 
Agriculture, who I believe will be care- 
ful to see whether Federal aid should be 
given and, if so, how much and under 
what conditions; and, in the second 
place, the Congress always controls the 
pursestrings, and if there is a tendency 
toward abuse we can, of course, cut off 
appropriations for certain objectives 
where the Federal Government is being 
imposed upon. 

Though having considerable sympathy 
with the provision offered by the able 
Senator from Delaware, whom I com- 
mend for his interest in economy and 
for his interest in insisting that States 
do their part in meeting common dis- 
asters, I still feel he would be setting 
a very bad precedent and that there 
would be no end to it. If the provision 
applied in the case of drought, it would 
apply, therefore, in all other cases of 
natural disaster. In the very nature of 
things, disasters cannot be measured by 
percentage points because there are some 
disasters which simply wipe out the abil- 
ity of the local government or the State 
government effectively to meet any sub- 
stantial part of the cost of such disaster. 

I hope the Senator will not insist upon 
his amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am 
going to insist on the amendment, I 
disagree with the Senator from Florida 
that this is not the appropriate bill be- 
cause the amendment adopted immedi- 
ately prior to this, offered by the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], was de- 
signed to assist the drought-stricken 
areas. We are dealing with that sub- 
ject in this bill, and the committee which 
has jurisdiction over it is the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. So we are 
not dealing with a subject which is for- 
eign to that which we are now discussing. 

I have offered to modify my amend- 
ment to make the effective date 60 or 90 
days after enactment, to overcome the 
question as to the legislatures being in 
session. I shall make the effective date 
January 1, 1955. Nearly all the legisla- 
tures of the country are in session in 
January, and that would give to the gov- 
ernors of the respective States, if they 
wished, a chance to call their legislatures 
into action immediately upon their con- 
vening and let them act quickly. If an 
emergency such as that being described 
existed in any State, surely that would 
be made the first order of business, and 
the necessary funds would be provided 
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whereby the State could participate in 
this program. 

I think we in Congress have a respon- 
sibility to determine the policy. I have 
discussed this matter with the Depart- 
ment downtown, just as the members of 
the committee have. Department offi- 
cials said they were perfectly within 
their rights under the law in extending 
relief such as the $30,000 or $40,000 of 
relief granted a few weeks ago to the 
King ranch. If we reject the pending 
proposal, we are endorsing that practice. 
If that is what the Congress desires, let 
us make it very clear that in rejecting 
this amendment we are encouraging 
States and counties throughout the 
country, whether in the East or the West, 
in which there is any semblance of 
drought, to come to the Federal Govern- 
ment and expect it to underwrite their 
costs. 

We should also remember that drought 
is not the only disaster which affects the 
farm. Very often a hail storm will strike 
a section of the country and completely 
wipe out some farmer’s crops or those 
in some particular county. If we are to 
adopt a proposal which will mean that 
every time a disaster strikes an area, the 
people there can call on the Federal Gov- 
ernment for cheaper feed and for assist- 
ance, let us determine the policy now 
whether or not there shall be some State 
participation in order to warrant Fed- 
eral assistance. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from California, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Iam a little loath 
to enter the debate on this amendment, 
I do not know whether the Senator's 
amendment has been printed and is 
available to all. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It has been printed 
for about 2 weeks. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. While from a strict 
reading of the amendment it may be 
germane to the existing bill, I think it 
is at least a borderline case of germane- 
ness, 

I am a little concerned, very frankly, 
although I think the Senator’s motives 
are certainly the best, and the idea he 
expresses on the desirability of local 
participation is sound, as a general rule. 
As a matter of fact, in many activities 
of the Federal Government—in social se- 
curity, highway construction, vocational 
education, and so forth—we have tried 
to encourage local participation. I think 
the principle is perfectly valid and sound, 
because if the people on the spot have, 
so to speak, an investment in the pro- 
gram, they will probably police it and 
watch it and take more interest than if 
they are merely getting Federal assist- 
ance. That is not the basis of my 
concern. 

There are many kinds of disasters. 
Drought is one of them. Others are 
floods, fire, and earthquake. There may 
be a great many. It seems to me that 
it is not unreasonable, in view of the 
fact that we are entering into a field 
which is at least questionable as to its 
germaneness—— 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Senator 
let me finish my sentence? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I believe the Sena- 
tor from California is slightly confused, 
because we are dealing only with drought 
and disaster relief on farms. Weare not 
dealing with floods. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thoroughly 
understand that, but my point is that 
drought is a disaster to the farmer be- 
eause of the particular way in which it 
is concentrated more on the farmer, but 
he may suffer as much from a flood. Ex- 
cept perhaps for the demolishing of his 
buildings, both his home and his farm 
buildings, barns and so forth, the farmer 
might not be so much affected by an 
earthquake and would not be subject to 
quite the hazard that is involved where a 
fire sweeps a great metropolitan area. 

These are varying types of disaster. 
It seems to me that when we get into 
this field, there would be some merit 
in the proposal so far as sound legisla- 
tive procedures are concerned. I think 
the Senator has performed a useful 
service in raising the issue. It seems 
to me that it would be better to have 
committee consideration of this pro- 
posal on its own merits, rather than to 
raise the issue at this stage in the leg- 
islative procedure on the farm bill. I, 
at least, think reasonable men might 
want more time for consideration and 
the securing of adequate testimony as 
to just what it would mean. The fact 
that the Senator from Delaware is pre- 
pared to accept an amendment that 
would postpone the effective date until 
the first of the year would seem to me 
also to argue strongly, the Senator havy- 
ing raised the issue, that it would be bet- 
ter for the Senator, perhaps after con- 
sideration, to reintroduce his proposal 
as a bill early in the next session, and 
to ask the proper committees of the Sen- 
ate to give priority consideration to it 
at that time. If we could then get 
prompt action in the Congress, there 
would be time for action by the biennial 
legislatures that will meet next year and 
the year following. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would be more 
sympathetic to the proposal were it not 
for the fact that the Senate has just 
adopted an amendment dealing with this 
same subject which will cost the tax- 
payers a considerable sum of money. 
That amendment likewise extends relief 
to the drought-stricken areas of the 
country. I believe all of us are familiar 
with the proposal under discussion, We 
know what it deals with. The sole ques- 
tion is whether or not we want a mini- 
mum participation on the part of the 
States affected. I have no intention to 
labor the point any further. If the Sen- 
ator from California will assist me in 
having the yeas and nays ordered, I shall 
be glad to have a vote on the amend- 
ment and yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The difficulty is 
that I, at least, have no testimony be- 
fore me as to the States which have been 
hard hit and which States or local com- 
munities have taken any steps to give 
assistance to those who have been ad- 
versely affected by drought conditions. 
It seems to me that on a matter of this 
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kind 25 percent in most instances may 
be a modest sum. As a general propo- 
sition, if a locality were putting up 25 
percent and the Federal Government 
were putting up 75 percent, it would 
appear to me to be a perfectly reasonable 
proposal. On the other hand, there may 
be instances in which it would be neither 
feasible nor equitable for a State or a 
community to be denied assistance un- 
less either one were able to put up 25 
percent of the cost. 

After we have adequate testimony and 
after the facts are presented and we have 
an opportunity to determine which 
areas ought to receive aid, and after we 
determine the economic conditions and 
the financial condition of the treasuries 
of the States or localities involved, I may 
be prepared to support the amendment 
of the Senator from Delaware. How- 
ever, speaking as an individual Senator, 
not as majority leader—there has been 
no party policy established on this 
point—in considering the points which 
have occurred to me while the Senator 
from Delaware has been speaking, dur- 
ing the course of this discussion 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
California has raised a point. However, 
I say again that the Senate has already 
adopted an amendment which deals 
with this subject, on which no testimony 
has been taken, On the other hand, vol- 
umes of testimony have been taken on 
this subject of drought relief before both 
Agricultural Committees, and Congress 
has passed 4 or 5 bills dealing with that 
subject, and has made appropriations 
for such purpose. 

We are not dealing with a new sub- 
ject. We are not dealing with a ques- 
tion which has not had the attention of 
Congress or of the administration. Offi- 
cials of the administration have said 
they were shocked that such organiza- 
tions as the King Ranch in Texas should 
be getting relief from the Federal Gov- 
ernment. They said that under exist- 
ing law nothing could be done about it. 
The present law does not require a State 
affected to make any contribution. 
Some responsibility for the program 
should be placed on the States. That is 
the question on which we can vote now. 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I should first like to 
have the yeas and nays ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. esident, I 
will assist the Senator from Delaware in 
having the yeas and nays ordered, if it 
will expedite consideration of the 
amendment. ~ 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall renew my 
request after the absence of a quorum 
has been suggested. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Has the Senator 
made a study of the constitutions of the 
various States to determine whether the 
States would have authority to provide 
funds to match funds furnished by the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I have not, 
However, I may say to the Senator from 
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Louisiana that last year, under the pro- 
gram for the distribution of hay by the 
Department of Agriculture, they required 
not 25 percent as a minimum, but a min- 
imum of 50 percent contribution on the 
part of every State participating, and 
I cannot recall any State being handi- 
capped. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
again I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the prac- 
tice of extending Federal aid to drought- 
stricken areas has now become so wide- 
spread that I believe we ought to lay 
down some rules for extending the aid 
before the practice becomes so deeply im- 
bedded on an unsound foundation that 
we shall not be able to establish any 
rules. It goes without saying that if 
States were required to meet some part 
of the expense of drought relief we could 
probably avoid considerable chiseling on 
the programs for drought relief. I do 
not believe that anyone can prevent some 
chiseling on the programs as the pro- 
grams are administered at the present 
time. However worthy the objective of 
the Senator from Delaware is, I must say 
that before voting for his amendment 
I should wish to give considerable study 
to the situation. 

I believe there should be hearings held 
on the subject, and I believe that the 
Secretary of Agriculture should be re- 
quired to draw up a tentative program 
which would require the States to share 
some of the responsibility for the 
program, 

It had been my hope that we could 
find time this fall to do some work along 
that line. The sooner we do so the 
sounder our methods will be. 

I am not prepared to vote for the 
amendment at this time, although I am 
in full sympathy with the purpose of 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Delaware. We have not consulted 
any State officials about this subject, and 
I think we should. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether I may address an in- 
quiry to the Chair as to the amount of 
time remaining on the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REYNOLDS in the chair). The Senator 
from Delaware has used 30 minutes, and 
the Senator from Vermont has used 2 
minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 
ask the Senators in control of the time, 
when the Senator from Vermont has 
coneluded his remarks, whether they will 
be prepared to waive the remainder of 
their time? t 

Mr. AIKEN. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not know whether 
there is anything more that I care to 
say about the amendment. If the Sen- 
ator from Delaware is willing to waive 
his time, I will be willing to waive the 
remainder of my time also. However, 
I want to make it clear that my voting 
against the Senator’s amendment is not 
to be understood as my being opposed 
to requiring States to shoulder some re- 
sponsibility for the drought program. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it 
the understanding of the Chair that the 
remainder of the time has been waived? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. We will waive it in 
a minute. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. I shall find it necessary 
to vote against the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS]. There is considerable merit 
to the amendment the Senator has pro- 
posed, but it is too late in the session 
to consider it, with recess or adojurn- 
ment about a week away. 

The amendment should have been laid 
before the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry earlier in the year. If that had 
been done, the committee could have 
held hearings on the amendment to de- 
termine how it would affect the States 
in the drought-stricken areas. 

If such an amendment were not to 
go into effect until after January, it 
would be too early to permit States to 
legislate on the subject for the purpose 
of creating funds within the States and 
setting up administrative bodies which 
could work with the Federal Govern- 
ment. 


For that reason I should say that 


while there have been some glaring 
errors in the administrative function, 
permitting such an organization as the 
King Ranch to participate when we know 
very well that it can establish the credit 
necessary to buy all the feed which is 
necessary to feed its cattle, the program 
has been a good one. In that particular 
instance I would share the views of the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
but unfortunately this program involves 
many people in addition to those at the 
King Ranch. It involves people who 
have no credit. 

I think adoption of the proposed 
amendment would represent a hardship 
to many people, and it would be a mis- 
understood action on the part of Con- 
gress. Therefore, I find it necessary to 
vote against the amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield some 
time to me? 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota desire time? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I should like 
to have about 5 minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield 5 minutes to the 
junior Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have listened to the presentation of the 
Senator from Delaware pertaining to his 
amendment. I thought that presenta- 
tion was answered conclusively by the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER- 
son]. The Senator from New Mexico 
pointed out very appropriately that there 
undoubtedly have been some weaknesses 
in the disaster-relief program, but also 
that severe hardships would exist if this 
amendment were adopted. 

The Senator from Delaware has said 
that he would make the date January 
of 1955, as I recall, but January of 1955 
is a date of no particular consequence, 
because many of the State legislatures 
will not be in session at that time. Fur- 
thermore, in many instances the call for 
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@ special session would result in a con- 
siderable cost, insofar as the respective 
States are concerned. 

It seems to me that this disaster-relief 
program is being administered coopera- 
tively. There is nothing to prevent the 
governors of States from taking such 
administrative action as they deem nec- 
essary. I am sure that in most instances 
this program has been established 
through the administrative agencies of 
the States. 

My colleague has further pointed out 
that if there is an abuse here and there, 
we would, of course, like to eliminate any 
such abuse. But the fact is that disaster 
relief—being afforded in a limited quan- 
tity, by the way—is helping a large num- 
ber of people who are unable to obtain 
credit. 

I resent the fact that there are atti- 
tudes expressed here implying that 
everybody wants to get on the “gravy 
train.” As a matter of fact, in some of 
the States there are people who have 
literally seen their farms blow away. 
They have seen their investments in seed 
and cropland destroyed. They are see- 
ing the possibility of production of a 
crop yield for 1 year gone. It is not just 
for 1 year. In some areas in the past 4 
years there have been 3 years of drought. 

I suggest that this would be a most in- 
appropriate amendment. If the situa- 
tion continues, with this kind of drought 
problem, the Congress can surely take 
care of any such problem as this in the 
next session of Congress, by appropriate 
legislative proposals. There can be 
hearings before the committees of Con- 
gress, with the opportunity to hear from 
governors, State commissioners of agri- 
culture, and other agencies, and repre- 
sentatives of those agencies. I do not 
think we should legislate before proper 
consideration is given the subject. 

I will conclude by saying, let us not 
worry about helping somebody too much. 
Very few people will abuse this privilege. 

If the Congress were to adopt the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] we would 
be abusing thousands of people who are 
in a state of desperate need. 

One of the main purposes of the sur- 
plus program, or the storage program, 
was to provide supplies which would be 
available in case of disaster or in case of 
need. 

I have lived in an area of the country 
where the people have needed this help 
at one time. They may need it again. 
I also read on the “ticker” just a mo- 
ment ago that people who live in certain 
portions of South Dakota have appealed 
for disaster relief. I am sure those 
people would not appeal for such relief 
unless they really needed it. Those peo- 
ple are proud people. I have lived in a 
rural area long enough to know that the 
rural people are among the last to ask for 
any kind of relief, and they do not do so 
until they really need it. 

We have supplies. We have the means 
to accomplish the program at the Fed- 
eral level. I suggest that the program 
be continued. I shall vote against the 
amendment of the Senator from Dela- 
ware. 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
now address an inquiry to the two Sena- 
tors in control of the time as to whether 
they care to waive the remaining time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will waive all but 
about 5 minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest that 5 minutes be reserved for 
each side, and I will suggest the ahsence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is satisfactory. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that, on agree- 
ment of the two Senators in control of 
the time, all time be waived with the ex- 
ception of 5 minutes to a side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
now suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Alken Gillette Maybank 
Anderson Goldwater McCarthy 
Barrett Gore McClellan 
Beall Green Millikin 
Bennett Hayden Monroney 
Bowring Hendrickson Morse 
Bricker Hennings Mundt 
Bridges Hickenlooper Murray 
Burke Hill Neely 
Bush Holland Pastore 
Butler Humphrey Payne 
Byrd Ives Potter 
Capehart Jackson Purtell 
Carlson Jenner Reynolds 
Case Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Cooper Kefauver Schoeppel 
Cordon Kennedy Smathers 
Crippa Kerr Smith, Maine 
Daniel Kilgore Smith, N. J 
Dirksen Knowland Stennis 
Douglas Kuchel Symington 
Duff Langer Thye 
Dworshak Lennon Upton 
Ellender Long Watkins 
Ervin Magnuson Welker 
Ferguson Malone Wiley 
Fulbright Mansfield Wiliams 
George Martin Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is ‘present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WrtuiaMs], as modified, 
to the committee amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time is under control. Five minutes has 
been allotted to each side. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me, so that I may 
ask a question of the Senator from Dela- 
ware? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from California first. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
amendment, as modified, offered by the 
Senator from Delaware provides that the 
States shall contribute at least 25 percent 
of the funds for drought relief. I object 
to the amendment, and I shall not vote 
for it. Ispeak in my individual capacity, 
because there has been no party policy, 
as such, adopted with respect to it. My 
objection is that no committee hearings 
have been held on the question. No tes- 
timony has been received as to whether 
the States which have been the hardest 
hit might find it possible to operate un- 
der the conditions of the amendment. 
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In view of the fact that the Senator 
from Delaware has said he would be will- 
ing to modify his amendment to the ex- 
tent that it would not take effect until 
January of next year, it seems to me that 
the more orderly and sound legislative 
procedure would be to conduct committee 
hearings on the amendment when Con- 
gress reassembles in January. This 
would provide the States an opportunity 
to present testimony as to their financial 
ability to carry on such a program; and 
it would make possible a proper deter- 
mination of the question whether the 
percentage of contribution by the States 
should be 10 percent, 25 percent, 50 per- 
cent, or 75 percent. At least, these ques- 
tions could be discussed by the witnesses, 
and Congress could receive supporting 
testimony. 

For these reasons, I shall not vote for 
the amendment of the Senator from Del- 
aware, but I shall oppose it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I heartily concur in 
the Senator’s amendment. Some re- 
sponsibility should be placed on the 
States, because, after all, it is the Gov- 
ernors of the States who are required to 
declare drought areas. The only ques- 
tion I raise about the Senator’s amend- 
ment is with respect to the date of Jan- 
uary 1. The legislatures of many States 
do not meet, as is the case in South Car- 
olina, until the second Tuesday in Jan- 
uary. I wonder if the Senator would be 
willing to modify his amendment re- 
quiring the States to contribute 25 per- 
cent, so as to make the effective date 
February 1. This would enable the State 
legislatures to act before February 1. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I modify my amend- 
ment so as to make the effective date 
February 1, 1955. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has the right to modify his amend- 
ment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What this amend- 
ment proposes is to have Congress estab- 
lish a policy as to how it is desired to 
heve these relief programs administered. 
The Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOwWTAND] has pointed out that the 
governors of the respective States have 
not had an opportunity to testify on the 
amendment. I answer that by pointing 
out that Congress authorized all the pro- 
grams with which the amendment 
deals—to my knowledge, not a single 
State governor testified in connection 
with the programs. Naturally the posi- 
tion of the governors of the States would 
be to let the Government keep on paying 
for all of the program. I do not believe 
there will be many governors of States 
coming to Washington and asking Con- 
gress to let the States pay 25 percent or 
50 percent of the programs. That is our 
business. 

A statement was made by one Senator 
that he believed that a large number of 
farmers would suffer if the amendment 
were adopted. That could only be true, 
in States where the governors or the 
legislatures refused to contribute a mini- 
mum of 25 percent to assist the farmers 
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in a period of emergency. I cannot con- 
ceive of any such situation if the original 
request was bona fide. If the States re- 
fused to contribute it would be evidence 
that the citizens of those States did not 
think the request was justified. 

This amendment is along the lines of 
the program which the administration 
has been urging for the past 2 years, 
namely, that on any Federal-aid pro- 
gram there be some participation on the 
part of the States. We hear much about 
States rights. I say that if the States 
want to preserve their rights, let them 
accept some of their responsibilities. 
There is not a single one of the 48 States 
that is not in much better financial con- 
dition than is the Federal Government, 
and thus it is able to pay for its portion 
of the program. 

Practically everybody speaking here 
today has endorsed the principle of this 
amendment and that being true, I can- 
not understand why they hesitate to 
vote for it. 

By the same token, the adoption of 
this amendment would be to require 
much needed local supervision. Above 
all, that is what is needea at this par- 
ticular time. We all know that, in the 
experience we have had under programs 
relief has gone in directions in which 
Congress and the administration had no 
intention that it should go. 

I certainly hope the Senate will agree 
to the amendment. By doing so we will 
be saying in effect that we want State 
supervision and responsibility in the dis- 
tribution of whatever relief funds go out 
of the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Vermont has yielded to me 
the remainder of the time allotted to 
him. I shall yield myself 1 additional 
minute. 

While there may be merit in the pro- 
posal of the Senator from Delaware, I 
think there would be more merit in it 
if it had received consideration by the 
committee. 

So far as drought is concerned, that 
is one type of disaster which happens 
to be concentrated on the farmers of the 
country. In the case of extreme 
drought, city dwellers may suffer from 
lack of adequate water from their mu- 
nicipal water systems, and otherwise. 
So far as the present drought is con- 
cerned, it is connected with the consid- 
eration of disaster relief to farmers. 
However, there are other types of dis- 
asters, such as floods, earthquakes, and 
great fires. It does seem to me we are 
getting into a field where perhaps each 
locality should be required to put up 25 
percent of the cost of such relief. Per- 
haps after hearings and testimony that 
would be the decision of the committee 
and the Senate; but I do not believe that 
at this stage of the proceedings the 
amendment should be agreed to. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BusH in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Delaware yield back the remainder 
of his time? He has 2 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Delaware. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Vermont IMr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
FREAR], the Senator from New York [Mr. 
LEHMAN], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran], and the Senator from Ala- 
bama (Mr. SpaRKMAN] are necessarily 
absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 25, 
nays 65, as follows: 


YEAS—25 

Bridges Goldwater Purtell 
Bush Ives Reynolds 
Butler Jenner Russell 

yrd Johnson, Colo. Upton 
Capehart Johnston, S. C. Watkins 
Case Malone Welker 
Chavez Martin Williams 
Duff Maybank 
Dworshak Potter 

NAYS—65 
Aiken Gore McCarthy 
Anderson Green McClellan 
Barrett Hayden Millikin 
Beall Hendrickson Monroney 
Bennett Hennings Morse 
Bowring Hickenlooper Mundt 
Bricker Hill Murray 
Burke Holland Neely 
Carlson Humphrey Pastore 
Clements Jackson Payne 
Cooper Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Cordon Kefauver Saltonstall 
Crippa Kennedy Schoeppel 
Daniel Kerr Smathers 
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Douglas Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Ellender Kuchel Stennis 
Ervin Langer Symington 
Fe n Lennon Thye 
Fulbright Long Wiley 
George Magnuson Young 
Gillette Mansfield 
NOT VOTING—6 

Eastland Frear McCarran 
Flanders Lehman Sparkman 


So Mr. WILLIAMS’ amendment to the 
amendment of the committee was re- 
jected. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the follow- 
ing bills of the Senate: 

S. 1184. An act to authorize relief of au- 
thorized certifying officers from exceptions 
taken to payments pertaining to terminated 
war agencies in liquidation by the Depart- 
ment of State; and 

S. 3769. An act to amend section 709 of 
title 18, United States Code, so as to protect 
the name of the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion from commercial exploitation. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 8152) to extend to June 30, 1955, 
the direct home and farmhouse loan au- 
thority of the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs under title III of the Servicemen’s 
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Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, 
to make additional funds available 
therefor, and for other purposes, 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
3546) to provide an immediate program 
for the modernization and improvement 
of such merchant-type vessels in the re- 
serve fleet as are necessary for national 
defense. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 


S. 1585. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, as amended; 

S.1611. An act to regulate the election of 
delegates representing the District of Colum- 
bia to national political conventions and for 
other purposes; 

S. 2798. An act for the relief of Azizollah 
Azordegan; 

S. 3506. An act to repeal the act approved 
September 25, 1914, and to amend the act 
approved June 12, 1934, both relating to 
alley dwellings in the District of Columbia; 

d 


an 

S. 3655. An act to provide that the Metro- 
politan Police force shall keep arrest books 
which are open to public inspection. 


AMENDMENT OF DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA UNEMPLOYMENT COM- 
PENSATION ACT 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I ask that 
the Chair lay before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representa- 
tives to Senate bill 3482, to amend the 
District of Columbia Unemployment 
Compensation Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Presid- 
ing Officer (Mr. Bus in the chair) laid 
before the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
3482) to amend the District of Colum- 
bia Unemployment Compensation Act, 
and for other purposes, which was, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That the District of Columbia Unemploy- 
ment Compensation Act, approved August 
28, 1935, as amended, is further amended as 
follows: 

Section 1 (b) (2) (B) is amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following: 

“Service shall be deemed to be localized 
within a State if— 

“(i) the service is performed entirely with- 
in such State; or 

“(ii) the service is performed both within 
and without such State, but the service per- 
formed without such State is incidental to 
the individual's service within the State, for 
example, is temporary or transitory in nature 
or consists of isolated transactions.” 

Section 1 (b) (4) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(4) Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this subsection, the term employment 
shall also include all service performed after 
the effective date of this amendment by an 
officer or member of the crew of an Ameri- 
can vessel on or in connection with such 
vessel, provided that the operating office, 
from which the operations of such vessel op- 
erating on navigable waters within or within 
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and without the United States are ordinarily 
and regularly supervised, managed, directea, 
and controlled, is within the District.” 

Section 1 (b) (5) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following subsections: 

(Q) service performed on or in connection 
with a vessel not an American vessel by an 
individual if he performed service on and in 
connection with such vessel when outside 
the United States; 

“(R) service performed by an individual 
in (or as an officer or member of the crew 
of a vessel while it is engaged in) the catch- 
ing, taking, harvesting, cultivating, or farm- 
ing of any kind of fish, shellfish, crustacea, 
sponges, seaweeds, or other aquatic forms of 
animal and vegetable life (including service 
performed by any such individual as an or- 
dinary incident to any such activity), except 
(A) service performed in connection with the 
catching or taking of salmon or halibut, for 
commercial purposes, and (B) service per- 
formed on or in connection with a vessel of 
more than 10 net tons (determined in the 
manner provided for determining the reg- 
ister tonnage of merchant vessels under the 
laws of the United States).“ 

Section 1 (b) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following subsections: 

“(7) Notwithstanding any of the provi- 
sions of subsection 1 (b) (5) of this act, 
services shall be deemed to be in employment 
if with respect to such services a tax is re- 
quired to be paid under any Federal law 
imposing a tax against which credit may be 
taken for contributions required to be paid 
into a State unemployment compensation 
fund. 

“(8) (i) Any service performed for an em- 
ploying unit, which is excluded under the 
definition of employment in section 1 (b) (5) 
and with respect to which no payments are 
required under the employment security 
law of another State or of the Federal Gov- 
ernment may be deemed to constitute em- 
ployment for all purposes of this act: Pro- 
vided, That the Board has approved a written 
election to that effect filed by. the employ- 
ing unit for which the service is performed, 
as of the date stated in such approval. No 
election shall be approved by the Board un- 
less it (A) includes all the service of the 
type specified in each establishment or place 
of business for which the election is made, 
and (B) is made for not less than 2 calendar 
years. 

“(ii) Any service which, because of an 
election by an employing unit under sec- 
tion 1 (b) (8) (i), is employment subject 
to this act shall cease to be employment 
subject to the act as of January 1 of any 
calendar year subsequent to the 2 calendar 
years of the election, only if not later than 
March 15 of such year, either such employ- 
ing unit has filed with the Board a written 
notice to that effect, or the Board on its 
own motion has given notice of termination 
of such coverage.” 

Section 1 (c) is amended by repealing sub- 
section (1) and renumbering subsection (2) 
to be subsection (1) and subsection (3) to 
be subsection (2) and subsection (4) to be 
subsection (3). 

Section 1 (h) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(h) ‘Benefit year’ with respect to any 
individual means the 52 consecutive-week 
period beginning with the first day of the 
first week with respect to which the indi- 
vidual first files a valid claim for benefits, 
and thereafter the 52 consecutive-week pe- 
riod beginning with the first day of the first 
week with respect to which the individual 
next files a valid claim for benefits after the 
termination of his last preceding benefit 
year. Any claim for benefits made in ac- 
cordance with section 11 of this act shall 
be deemed to be a ‘valid claim’ for the pur- 
poses of this subsection if the individual 
has during his base period been paid wages 
for employment by employers as required by 
the provisions of section 7 of the act.” 
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Section 1 (m) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(m) ‘Employment office’ means a free 
public employment office or branch thereof 
operated by this or any other State as a part 
of a State-controlled system of public em- 
ployment offices or by a Federal agency or 
any agency of a foreign government charged 
with the administration of an unemploy- 
ment-insurance program or free public em- 
ployment. offices.” 

Section 1 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following subsections: 

“(t) The term ‘American vessel’ means any 
vessel documented or numbered under the 
laws of the United States; and includes any 
vessel which is neither documented or num- 
bered under the laws of the United States 
nor documented under the laws of any for- 
eign country, if its crew performs service 
solely for one or more citizens or residents 
of the United States or corporations or- 
ganized under the laws of the United States 
or of any State. 

“(u) The term ‘principal base period em- 
ployer’ means the employer that paid a 
claimant the greatest amount of wages used 
in the computation of his claim. In the 
event two or more employers paid the claim- 
ant identical amounts, the employer in such 
group for whom the claimant most recently 
worked shall be the principal base period 
employer.” 

Section 3 (c) (1) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 

“Each year the Board shall credit to each 
of such accounts having a positive reserve 
on the computation date, the interest earned 
by such accounts from the Federal Govern- 
ment. This shall be done by averaging the 
interest rate paid for the four quarters end- 
ing on the computation date and crediting 
to each such account the amount which the 
reserve on such computation date would earn 
at such average rate of interest.” 

Section 3 (c) (2) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

“The principal base period employer shall 
be notified of each payment of benefits to 
a claimant at the time of such payment.” 


Section 3 (c) (7) (a) is amended to read 


as follows: 


“(a) If 25 percent or more of the business 


of any employer is transferred, the trans- 
feree shall be determined a successor for the 
purposes of this section. 

“(i) If the Board is unable to get infor- 
mation upon which to determine whether 
or not 25 percent of the business has been 
transferred, it may, in its discretion, make 
such determination based upon the quarterly 
payrolls of the employers involved for the 
last complete calendar quarter prior to the 
transfer and the first complete calendar 
quarter after such transfer. 

“(ii) In the event of a transfer of 25 per- 
cent or more of the assets of a covered em- 
ployer’s business by any means whatever, 
otherwise than in the ordinary course of 
trade, such transfer shall be deemed a trans- 
fer of business and shall constitute the 
transferee a susuccessor hereunder, unless 
the Board, on its own motion or on appli- 
cation of an interested party, find that all 
of the following conditions exist: 

“(1) The transferee has not assumed any 
of the transferor’s obligations; 

“(2) The transferee has not continued or 
resumed transferor's goodwill; 

“(3) The transferee has not continued or 
resumed the business of the transferor, 
either in the same establishment or else- 
where; and 

“(4) The transferee has not employed sub- 
stantially the same employees as those the 
transferor had employed in connection with 
the assets transferred.” 

Section 3 (c) (7) (c) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(c) The successor shall take over and 
continue the employer's account, including 
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its reserve and all other aspects of its experi- 
ence under this section, in proportion to the 
payroll assignable to the transferred business 
as determined for the purposes of this sec- 
tion by the Board, However, his successor 
shall take over only the reserve actually 
credited to the account of the transferor or 
for which the transferor has filed a claim 
with the Board at the date of transfer. The 
successor shall be secondarily liable for any 
amounts owed by the employer to the fund 
at the time of such transfer; but such lia- 
bility shall be proportioned to the extent of 
the transfer of business and shall not exceed 
the value of the assets transferred.” 

Section 3 (c) (7) (d) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(d) The benefit chargeability of a suc- 
cessor’s account under section 3 (c), if not 
accrued before the transfer date, shall begin 
to aecrue on the transfer date in case the 
transferor’s benefit chargeability was then 
accruing; or shall begin to accrue on the 
date otherwise applicable to the/successor, 
or on the date otherwise applicable to the 
transferor, whichever is earlier, in case the 
transferor’s benefit chargeability was not ac- 
cruing on the transfer date. Similarly, bene- 
fits from a successor’s account, if not charge- 
able before the transfer date, shall become 
chargeable on the transfer date, in case the 
transferor was then chargeable for benefit 
payments; or shall become chargeable on the 
date otherwise applicable to the successor or 
on the date otherwise applicable to the trans- 
feror, whichever is earlier, in case the trans- 
feror was chargeable for benefit payments 
on the transfer date.” 

Section 3 (c) (7) (f) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this section, if the successor employer was 
an employer subject to this act prior to the 
date of transfer, his rate of contributions the 
remainder of the calendar year shall be his 
rate with respect to the period immediately 
preceding his date of acquisition. If the 
successor was not an employer prior to the 
date of transfer, his rate shall be the rate 
applicable to the transferor or transferors 
with respect to the period immediately pre- 
ceding the date of transfer: Provided, That 
there was only one transferor or there were 
only transferors with identical rates; if the 
transferor rates were not identical, the suc- 
cessor’s rate shall be the highest rate ap- 
plicable to any of the transferors with respect 
to the period immediately preceding the date 
of transfer. The rate of the transferor, if 
still subject to the act, will not be redeter- 
mined and shall remain the rate with respect 
to the period immediately preceding the date 
of transfer, 

“For future years, for the purposes of sec- 
tion 3 (c), the Board shall determine the 
‘experience under this section’ of the suc- 
cessor employer’s account and of the trans- 
ferring employer’s account by allocating to 
the successor employer’s account for each 
period in question the respective proportions 
of the transferring employer's payroll, con- 
tributions, and the benefit charges which the 
Board determines to be properly assignable 
to the business transferred.” 

Section 3 (e) (7) (g) is hereby repealed. 

Section 3 (c) (8) (i) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(i) If as of the computation date the 
total of all contributions credited to any em- 
ployer’s account, with respect to employment 
since May 31, 1939, is in excess of the total 
benefits paid after June 30, 1939, then charge- 
able or charged to his account, such excess 
shall be known as the employer's reserve, 
and his contribution rate for the ensuing 
calendar year or part thereof shall be— 

“(A) 2.7 percent if such reserve is less 
than 0.9 percent of his average annual pay- 
roll; 

“(B) 2 percent if such reserve equals or 
exceeds 0.9 percent but is less than 1.4 per- 
cent of his average annual payroll; 
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“(C) 1.5 percent if such reserve equals or 
exceeds 1.4 percent but is less than 1.9 per- 
cent of his average annual payroll; 

“(D) 1 percent if such reserve equals or 
exceeds 1.9 percent but is less than 2.9 per- 
cent of his average annual payroll; 

“(E) 0.5 percent if such reserve equals or 
exceeds 2.9 percent but is less than 3.4 per- 
cent of his average annual payroll; 

“(F) 0.1 percent if such reserve equals or 
exceeds 3.4 percent of his average annual 
payroll.” 

Section 3 (c) (10) is amended by sub- 
stituting the word “thirty” for the word 
“fifteen” in the second and seventh sen- 
tences thereof. 

Section 3 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsections: 

“(e) From December 31, 1939, to January 
1, 1955, wages, for the purpose of section 3, 
shall not include any amount in excess of 
$3,000 paid by an employer to any person 
arising out of his or her employment during 
any calendar year. After December 31, 1954, 
wages shall not include any amount in ex- 
cess of $3,000 (or in excess of the limitation 
on the amount of taxable wages fixed by 
the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (26 
U. S. C. 1600, 1607), whichever is greater) 
actually paid by an employer to any person 
during any calendar year. After December 
31, 1954, the term ‘employment’ for the pur- 
pose of this subsection shall include serv- 
ices constituting employment under any em- 
ployment security law of another State or of 
the Federal Government. 

“(f) In the event the District of Columbia 
should’ elect to cover employees under this 
act under the provisions of section 1 (b) (8) 
(i) in lieu of contributions required of em- 
ployers under this act, the District of Co- 
lumbia shall pay into the fund an amount 
equivalent to the amount of benefits paid 
to individuals based on wages paid by the 
District. If benefits paid an individual are 
based on wages paid by both the District 
of Columbia and one or more other em- 
ployers, the amount payable by the District 
to the fund shall bear the same ratio to 
total benefits paid to the individual as the 
base-period wages paid to the individual by 
the District of Columbia bears to the total 
amount of the base-period wages paid to the 
individual by all of his base-period em- 
ployers. 

“The amount of payment required under 
this section shall be ascertained by the Board 
quarterly and shall be paid from the gen- 
eral funds of the District at such time and 
in such manner as the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia may prescribe ex- 
cept that to the extent that benefits are 
paid on wages paid by the District from 
special administrative funds, the payment 
by the District into the unemployment fund 
shall be made from such special funds. 

“(g) Contributions due under this act 
with respect to wages for insured work shall, 
for the purpose of this section, be deemed 
to have been paid to the fund as of the date 
payment was made as contributions therefor 
under another State or Federal employment 
security law if payment into the fund of 
such contributions is made on such terms 
as the director finds will be fair and reason- 
able as to all affected interests. Payments 
to the fund under this subsection shall be 
deemed to be contributions for purposes of 
section 3.” 

Section 4 (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(c) (1) If contributions are not paid 
when due, there shall be added, as part of 
the contributions, interest at the rate of one- 
half of 1 percent per month or fraction 
thereof from the date the contributions 
became due until paid. 

“(2) If contributions or wage reports are 
not filed when due or contributions are not 
paid when due, there shal! be added as part 
of the contributions a penalty of 10 percent 
of the contributions, but such penalty shall 


13888 


not be less than $5 nor more than $25 and 
for good cause such penalty may be waived 
by the Board with the approval of the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia.” 

Section 4 (d) is amended to read as 
follows: 

„d) In the event of the death, dissolu- 
tion, insolvency, receivership, bankruptcy, 
composition, or assignment for benefit of 
creditors of any employer, contributions then 
or thereafter due from such employer under 
this section shall have priority over all other 
claims, except taxes due the United States 
or the District, and wages (not exceeding 
$600 with respect to any individual) due for 
services performed within the 3 months pre- 
ceding such event.” 

Section 4 (j) is amended by substituting 
the following: 

“(j) The Board in its discretion, whenever 
it. may deem it administratively advisable, 
may charge off of its books any unpaid 
account due the Board or any credit due an 
employer who has been out of business for 
a period of more than 3 years. Whenever 
an account is charged off by the Board, there 
shall be placed in the minutes of the Board 
a reason for such action.” 

Section 4 (1) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

“There is hereby established in the Treas- 
ury of the United States a special escrow 
account into which the Board shall deposit 
all funds received in connection with an offer 
of compromise. Such funds shall be kept 
in such escrow account until final action is 
had upon the offer of compromise and shall 
not be subject to offset for any indebtedness 
whatsoever. In the event the compromise is 
approved, the funds shall be transferred to 
the District Unemployment Compensation 
Fund. In the event the compromise is disap- 
proved, the funds shall be immediately re- 
turned to the individual who made the offer 
of compromise.” 

Section 7 is amended to read as follows: 


“AMOUNT AND DURATION OF BENEFITS 


“Sec. 7. (a) On and after January 1, 1938, 
benefits shall become payable from the bene- 
fit account of the District unemployment 
fund. All benefits shall be paid through 
employment offices, in accordance with such 
regulations as the Board may prescribe. 

“(b) Except as provided in section 7 (c), 
an individual's weekly benefit amount shall 
be the amount in column (B) of the table 
in this subsection on the line on which, in 
column (A), there appears his total wages 
for employment paid to such individual by 
employers during that quarter of his base 
period in which such wages were the highest. 


“TABLE A 
Basie | Minimum 
“High-quarter wages weekly | qualifying 
benefit wages 
(col, A) (col. B) |. (co): C) 
$130.00 to 8184 ——— $8 $276 
$184.01 to 8207 2 9 310 
10 345 
11 379 
12 414 
13 448 
14 483 
15 517 
16 552 
17 586 
18 621 
19 655 
z0 690 
21 724 
2 759 
23 7 
24 828 
25 862 
26 897 
2 27 931 
$621.01 to $644 28 966 
$644.01 to $667. 29 1,000 
$667.01 and ove: 30 1, 035. 


e) To qualify for benefits an individual 
must have been paid wages for employment 
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in his base not less than the 
amount in column (C) of the table in sec- 
tion 7 (b) on the line on which, in column 
(B), there appears his weekly benefit 
amount, and such wages must have been 
in at least two calendar quarters in his base 
period: Provided, That if an individual dur- 
ing his base period has not been paid such 
an amount, but has been paid wages in 
more than one calendar quarter totaling not 
less than the amount appearing on one of 
the lines in column (C) above, he can qual- 
ify for benefits and his weekly benefit 
amount shall be the amount appearing in 
column (B) on the line for which the indi- 
vidual qualifies for benefits in column (C). 

d) Any otherwise eligible individual 
shall be entitled during any benefit year 
to a total amount of benefits equal to 22 
times his weekly benefit amount or 38 per- 
cent of the wages for employment paid to 
such individual by employers during his 
base period, whichever is the lesser: Pro- 
vided, That such total amount of benefits, 
if not a multiple of $1, shall be computed to 
the next higher multiple of $1. 

“(e) Any individual who is unemployed in 
any week as defined in section 1 (e) and 
who meets the conditions of eligibility for 
benefits of section 9 and is not disqualified 
under the provisions of section 10 shall be 
paid with respect to such week an amount 
equal to his weekly benefit amount, less the 
earnings (if any) payable to him with re- 
spect to such week. For the purpose of this 
subsection, the term ‘earnings’ shall in- 
clude only that part of the remuneration 
payable to him for such week which is in 
excess of 40 percent of his weekly benefit 
amount for any week. Such benefits, if not 
a multiple of $1, shall be computed to the 
next higher multiple of $1.” 

() Dependent’s allowance: In addi- 
tion to the benefits payable under the fore- 
going subsections of this section, each eligi- 
ble individual who is unemployed in any 
week shall be paid with respect to such week 
$1 for each dependent relative, but not more 
than $3 shall be paid to an individual as 
dependent's allowance with respect to any 
one week of unemployment nor shall any 
weekly benefit which includes a dependent's 
allowance be paid in the amount of more 
than $30. An individual's number of de- 
pendents shall be determined as of the day 
with respect to which he first files a valid 
claim for benefits in any benefit year, and 
shall be fixed for the duration of such bene- 
fit year. The dependent’s allowance is not 
to be taken into consideration in calculat- 
ing the claimant’s total amount of benefits 
in subsection (d) of this section.” 

Section 10 (a) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(a) An individual who has left his most 
recent work voluntarily without good cause, 
as determined by the Board under regula- 
tions prescribed by it, shall not be eligible 
for benefits with respect to the week in which 
such leaving occurred and with respect to 
not less than 4 nor more than 9 consecutive 
weeks of unemployment which immediately 
follow such week, as determined by the Board 
in such case according to the seriousness of 
the case. In addition such individual's total 
benefit amount shall be reduced in a sum 


equal to the number of weeks of disqual- 


ification multiplied by the weekly benefit 
amount.” 

Section 10 (b) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(b) An individual who has been dis- 
charged for misconduct occurring in the 
course of his most recent work proved to 
the satisfaction of the Board shall not be 
eligible for benefits with respect to the week 
in which such discharge occurred and for 
not less than 4 nor more than 9 weeks of 
consecutive unemployment immediately fol- 
lowing such week, as determined by the 
Board in such case according to the serious- 
ness of the misconduct. In addition such 
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individual's total benefit amount shall be 
reduced in a sum equal to the number of 
weeks of disqualification multiplied by his 
weekly benefit amount.” 

Section 10 (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(c) If an individual otherwise eligible for 
benefits fails, without good cause as deter- 
mined by the Board under regulations pre- 
scribed by it, either to apply for new work 
found by the Board to be suitable when 
notified by any employment office or to 
accept any suitable work when offered to 
him by any employment office, his union 
hiring hall, or any employer direct, he shall 
not be eligible for benefits with respect to 
the week in which such failure occurred 
and with respect to not less than 4 nor more 
than 9 consecutive weeks of unemployment 
which immediately follow such week, as de- 
termined by the Board in such case accord- 
ing to the seriousness of the refusal. In ad- 
dition such individual's total benefit amount 
shall be reduced in a sum equal to the num- 
ber of weeks of disqualification multiplied 
by the weekly benefit amount. In deter- 
mining whether or not work is suitable with- 
in the meaning of this subsection the Board 
shall consider (1) the physical fitness and 
prior training, experience, and earnings of 
the individual, (2) the distance of the place 
of work from the individual's place of resi- 
dence, and (3) the risk involved as to health, 
safety, or morals.” 

Section 10 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following subsection: 

“(h) An individual shall not be eligib'e 
for benefits for any week within the 6 weeks 
prior to the expected date of such individual’s 
childbirth and within 6 weeks after the date 
of such childbirth. In determining the ex- 
pected date of childbirth the Board in its 
discretion may rely solely upon a doctor's 
certificate.” 

Section 18 (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(c) The Board shall each year, not later 
than May 1, submit to Congress a report 
covering the administration and operation 
of this act during the preceding calendar 
year, and containing such recommendations 
as the Board wishes to make.” 

Section 14 is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 14. All moneys received by the Board 
from the United States under title III of the 
Social Security Act or from other sources for 
administering this act shall, immediately 
upon such receipt, be deposited in the Treas- 
ury of the United States as a special deposit 
to be used solely to pay such administrative 
expenses (including expenditures for rent, 
for suitable office space in the District of Co- 
lumbia, and for lawbooks, books of reference, 
and periodicals), traveling expenses when 
authorized by the Board, premiums on the 
bonds of its employees, and allowances to 
investigators for furnishing privately owned 
motor vehicles in the performance of.official 
duties at rates not to exceed $40 per month. 
All such payments of expenses shall be made 
by checks drawn by the Board and shall be 
subject to audit by the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia in the same manner 
as are payments of other expenses of the 
District. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
this section and the provisions of sections 2 
and 8 of this act, the Board is authorized to 
requisition and receive from its account in 
the unemployment trust fund in the Treas- 
ury of the United States of America, in the 
manner permitted by Federal law, such 
moneys standing to the District's credit in 
such fund, as are permitted by Federal law 
to be used for expenses incurred by the 
Board for the administration of this act and 
to expend such moneys for such purposes. 
Moneys so received shall, immediately upon 
such receipt, be deposited in the Treasury 
of the United States in the same special ac- 
‘count as are all other moneys received for 
the administration of this act. All moneys 
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received by the Board pursuant to section 
302 of the Social Security Act shall be ex- 
pended solely for the purposes and in the 
amounts found necessary by the Department 
of Labor for the proper and efficient admin=- 
istration of this act. In lieu of incorpora- 
tion in this act of the provision described in 
section 303 (a) (9) of the Social Security 
Act, the Board shall include in its annual re- 
port to Congress, provided in section 13 (c) 
of this act, a report of any moneys received 
after July 1, 1941, from the Department of 
Labor under title III of the Social Security 
Act, and any unencumbered balances in the 
unemployment compensation administra- 
tion fund as of that date, which the Depart- 
ment of Labor finds have, because of any 
action or contingency, been lost or have 
been expended for purposes other than, or 
in amounts in excess of, those found neces- 
sary by the Department of Labor for the 
proper administration of this act.” 

Section 15 (c) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(c) The Commissioners of the District 
shall serve on the Board without additional 
compensation, but the representatives of em- 
ployees and employers, respectively, shall be 
paid $25 for each day of active service. For 
the purposes of this subsection, a part of a 
day shall be construed as an entire day.” 

Section 19 (a) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(a) Whoever makes a false statement or 
representation knowing it to be false, or 
knowingly fails to disclose a material fact, 
to obtain or increase any benefit or other 
payment provided for in this act or under an 
employment security law of any other State, 
of the Federal Government, or a foreign gov- 
ernment for himself or any other individual, 
shall, for each such offense, be fined not more 
than $100 or imprisoned not more than 60 
days, or both.” 

Section 19 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following subsection: 

“(e) Any person who the Board finds has 
made a false statement or representation 
knowing it to be false, or who knowingly fails 
to disclose a material fact, to obtain or in- 
crease any benefit or any other payment 
under this act may be required by the Board 
to repay to it for the fund a sum equal to 
the amount of all benefits received by him 
for weeks subsequent to the date of the 
offense and falling within the benefit year 
current at the time of the offense. Such 
claimant may also be disqualified for benefits 
for all or part of the remainder of such 
benefit year and for a period of not more 
than 1 year commencing with the end of 
such benefit year and thereafter while any 
sum payable to the Board for the fund under 
this subsection is still due and unpaid, un- 
less the Board in its discretion shall decide, 
after the disqualification imposed has been 
served, to allow the claimant to file a claim 
for benefits and recoup from such benefits 
the amount still payable to the Board. 

“All findings under this subsection shall 
be made by an appeals tribunal of the Board 
which shall afford the claimant a reasonable 
opportunity for a fair hearing in accordance 
with the provisions of section 11 of this act, 
and such findings shall be subject to review 
in the same manner as all other disqualifica- 
tions decided by an appeals tribunal of the 
Board.” 

There shall be added after section 26 the 
following: 

“Sec. 27. (a) Whenever this act prescribes 
the performance of a duty by any official or 
agency of the District of Columbia, such 
duty shall be performed by the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia or such 
officer, employee, or agency as the Commis- 
sioners may delegate to perform the duty 
for them. 

“(b) Where any provision of this act, or 
any amendment made by this act, refers to 
an office or agency abolished by or under the 
authority of Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


1952, such reference shall be deemed to be 
the office, agency, or officer exercising the 
functions of the office or agency so abol- 
ished.” 

TRANSITION PROVISIONS 

Sec. 2. (a) As used in this section, unless 
the context clearly requires otherwise— 

(1) “old law” means the unemployment 
compensation law prior to its amendment by 
this act; 

(2) “new law” means the unemployment 
compensation law as amended by this act; 
and 

(3) “effective date” means the date upon 
which the new law becomes effective. 

(b) The benefit rights of any individual 
having a benefit year current on or after the 
effective date shall be redetermined and 
benefits for calendar weeks ending subse- 
quent to the effective date shall be paid in 
accordance with the new law: Provided, That 
no claimant shall have his benefits reduced 
or denied by redetermination resulting from 
the application of this provision. All initial 
and continued claims for benefits for weeks 
occurring within a benefit year which com- 
mences on or after the effective date shall be 
computed and paid in accordance with the 
new law. 

(c) This act shall take effect on January 1, 
1955. 


Mr.CASE. Mr. President, I move that 
the Senate disagree to the amendment 
of the House of Representatives, request 
a conference thereon with the House, 
and that the Chair appoint the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BEALL, 
Mr. Payne, and Mr. MANSFIELD con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 


EXTENSION OF DIRECT HOME AND 
FARMHOUSE LOAN AUTHORITY— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
submit a report of the committee of con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 8152) to extend 
to June 30, 1955, the direct home and 
farmhouse loan authority of the Ad- 
ministrator of Veterans’ Affairs under 
title III of the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act of 1944, as amended, to make 
additional funds available therefor, and 
for other purposes. I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of today, p. 13948, CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, let 
me inquire of the distinguished chair- 
man of the committee whether the re- 
port is a unanimous one. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes, it is 100 per- 
cent unanimous. 

Mr. President, I ask that the report be 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the report. 
[Putting the question.] 

The report was agreed to. 
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AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3052) to encourage a stable, 
prosperous, and free agriculture, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment identified as 7 
20-54—A.” Since the amendment is 
rather long, I do not ask that it be read 
at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
at this point in the Recorp, instead of 
being read. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
amendment is offered by me, on behalf 
of myself, the senior Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. THYE], the senior Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. Munpt], the 
senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
Carran], the junior Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. MILLIKIN], the senior Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. Barrett], the junior 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Crippal, 
the junior Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
GOLDWATER], and the junior Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. 

The amendment submitted by Mr. 
ANDERSON, on behalf of himself, Mr, 
THVR, Mr. Munpt, Mr. McCarran, Mr. 
MILLIKIN, Mr. Barrett, Mr. CRIPPA, Mr, 
GOLDWATER, and Mr. BENNETT, was Or- 
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


At the end of the bill insert the following 
new title: 


“TITLE VIII—NATIONAL FOREST 
ADMINISTRATION 

“Sec. 801. This title shall apply to the na- 
tional forests and lands administered by the 
Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafter called 
the Secretary) under title III of the Bank- 
head-Jones Farm Tenant Act. 

“Src. 802. (a) The Secretary is authorized 
to promote and encourage the construction 
and maintenance of fences, range water facil- 
ities, the undertaking of range reseeding and 
noxious plant control projects, and other 
such improvements, upon the Federal lands 
concerned to the maximum practicable ex- 
tent by the holders of grazing privileges, 
As an incentive to make such improvements, 
the Secretary is authorized to enter into 
agreements with the holders of grazing priv- 
ileges providing for the construction and 
maintenance of such improvements and the 
terms under which the increased grazing ca- 
pacity resulting from so much of such im- 
provements as are undertaken at the expense 
of such holders will be made available to 
such holders. 

“(b) To further promote and encourage 
the construction and maintenance of such 
range improvements the Secretary shall pro- 
vide by rules and regulations for compensa- 
tion to such privilege holders or their es- 
tates for the loss of the value of such 
improvements, where such improvements 
shall have been authorized by the proper 
governmental agency and where such loss 
is caused by subsequent governmental action 
not occasioned either by abandonment or 
unlawful acts of the privilege holders or by 
fire, flood, drought, or other disaster which 
causes injury to the lands or improvements. 
covered by the permit: Provided, That in the 
event such loss is the result of the action of 
a Federal agency other than the Department 
of Agriculture or because the Federal lands 
are needed for or transferred or assigned to 
another governmental agency for adminis- 
tration such compensation shall be paid by 
such other agency. 
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„(e) No permit shall be issued which shall 
entitle a permittee to the use of improve- 
ments constructed and owned by a prior per- 
mittee until either such prior permittee or 
his estate has received compensation from 
the Government in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 802 (b) or the applicant 
has paid to the prior permittee or his estate 
the reasonable value of such improvements 
to be determined under rules and regulations 
of the Secretary; but no prior permittee who 
shall have abandoned his permit shall be 
required to be compensated. 

“(d) The value of any improvement as 
determined under subsection (b) or (o) shall 
not exceed its replacement cost, less a per- 
centage thereof commensurate with the 
expired portion of its normal life. The 
normal life of any improvement shall be de- 
termined under rules and regulations of the 
Secretary and shall not exceed 20 years. 

“Sec. 803. The Secretary shall provide by 
rules and regulations for the terms and con- 
ditions under which transfers of grazing 
privileges may be made. The Secretary, at 
the time of transfer, shall not make any re- 
duction in the number of permitted live- 
stock solely on the basis that the permit is 
being transferred. 

“Sec. 804. Based upon the customary prac- 
tices of the grazing privilege holders of each 
locality concerned, the Secretary shall main- 
tain standards as to the kind and extent of 
lands, waters, or ranch or range improve- 
ments or any combination thereof, com- 
monly known as base properties, required as 
a qualification for grazing privileges on the 
lands to which this title applies. 

“Sec. 805. (a) Regulations of the Secre- 
tary applicable to any occupancy and use of 
lands described in section 801 shall include 
provisions whereby any action or decision 
of an officer of the Department with respect 
to such occupancy and use may, upon request 
of any person aggrieved by the action or de- 
cision, be reviewed. Unless a request for re- 
view is made in accordance with the provi- 
sions of such regulation, the action or de- 
cision shall be.final. 

“(b) Reviews by the Secretary of deci- 
sions of the Chief of the Forest Service with 
respect to such occupancy and use shall, 
upon written request to the Secretary, be 
referred by him to a board consisting of 
three members. One member of the board 
shall be an employee of the Department of 
Agriculture, to be designated by the Secretary 
from any agency of the Department, except 
the Forest Service. The second member shall 
be designated by the person requesting the 
review. The third member of the board shall 
be selected by the other two members to 
represent the general public, but such third 
member shall not be either an employee of 
the Federal or any State government or 
directly connected with the interest or in- 
terests concerned. Should the first two 
members fail for more than 30 days after 
their appointment to agree upon a third 
member, such third member representing the 
general public shall be appointed by the 
United States district court for any district 
in which any of the lands with respect to 
which the matter in dispute arose are lo- 
cated. Neither the first nor third member 
shall be a resident of the State in which the 
lands with respect to which the matter in 
dispute arose are located. The members of 
the board shall receive such per diem and 
actual expenses as may be determined by the 
Secretary. Hearings shall be held in the 
State in which the lands with respect to 
which the matter in dispute arose are located, 
The board shall consider the case on its 
merits and furnish its advice and recommen- 
dation to the Secretary. 

“(c) Upon the completion of the review, 
the Secretary shall render a decision which 
shall affirm, modify, or reverse the action or 
decision under review. The decision of the 
Secretary shall be final unless an appeal 
therefrom pursuant to section 6 is taken 
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within 60 days from the day on which the 
decision is announced. 

“Sec. 806. (a) Any person who is aggrieved 
by a decision of the Secretary under section 
805 may appeal to the Secretary for a review 
de novo of the action or decision of the 
officer reviewed under section 805, or of such 
action or decision as modified or reversed 
by the decision of the Secretary under such 
section, by filing a petition therefor within 
60 days from the date on which the decision 
of the Secretary under such section is an- 
nounced. The petition for appeal shall be 
in such form and contain such information 
and allegations as the Secretary, by regula- 
tions, shall prescribe. Upon the filing of a 
petition within the time prescribed in this 
subsection, the Secretary shall, in accord- 
ance with the petition, review de novo the 
action or decision of the officer reviewed 
under section 805, or such action or decision 
as modified or reversed by the Secretary under 
such section. A formal hearing shall be 
held, in accordance with regulations of the 
Secretary, in the State in which the lands 
with respect to which the matter in dispute 
arose are located. The Secretary shall render 
a decision affirming, modifying, or reversing 
the action or decision reviewed under sec- 
tion 805, or such action or decision as modi- 
fied or reversed by the Secretary under such 
section. The decision of the Secretary 
under this section shall, except as provided 
in section 808, be final. 

“(b) For the purpose of any hearing pro- 
vided for in this section, the Secretary or 
his designated representative is authorized 
to, and at the request of the appellant shall, 
take the deposition of any person, and by 
subpena require any person to appear and 
testify, or to appear and produce documents, 
or both, at any named place, before the Sec- 
retary or his designated representative, or be- 
fore the person taking the deposition. The 
Secretary or his designated representative is 
also authorized to administer oaths or affir- 
mations to such witnesses. Any deposition 
may be taken before any person designated 
by the Secretary or his designated repre- 
sentative and having power to administer 
oaths. 

“(c) Witnesses subpenaed under this sec- 
tion shall be paid the same fees and mileage 
as are paid witnesses in the district courts. 

“(d) In the case of contumacy by, or re- 
fusal to obey a subpena served upon, any 
person, the district court in which such per- 
son resides, transacts business, or is found 
shall, upon application by the Secretary, 
have jurisdiction to issue an order requiring 
such person to appear and give testimony, or 
to appear and produce documents or both, 
and any failure to obey such order of the 
court may be punished by such court as a 
contempt thereof. 

“Sec. 807. The United States district 
court within whose jurisdiction the formal 
hearing required by section 806 (a) was held 
is vested with jurisdiction. to review any 
decision made under the provisions of section 
806 (a) provided a petition for that purpose 
is filed within 60 days from the date of the 
entry of such decision. Service of process in 
any such proceedings may be had upon the 
Secretary by delivering to him a copy of the 
petition. Within the time prescribed by, 
and in accordance with the requirements of, 
rules promulgated by the court, unless the 
proceeding has been terminated on a motion 
to dismiss the petition, the Secretary shall 
file in the office of the clerk the record on 
review, duly certified, consisting of the plead- 
ings, evidence, and proceedings before the 
Secretary under section 806, or such portions 
thereof as such rules shall require to be in- 
cluded in such record, or such portions there- 
of as the petitioner and the Secretary, with 
the approval of the court, shall agree upon in 
writing. 

“Sec. 808. Petitions filed pursuant to sec- 
tion 807 of this title, unless determined on a 
motion to dismiss the petition, shall be heard 
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by the court upon the record of the plead- 
ings, evidence adduced, and proceedings be- 
fore the Secretary. If the court determines 
that the decision of the Secretary under sec- 
tion 806 is arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of 
discretion, or otherwise not in accordance 
with law, it shall remand such proceedings 
to the Secretary with directions either (a) to 
make such decision as the court shall deter- 
mine to be in accordance with law, or (b) to 
take such further proceedings as in its 
opinion the law requires. If the court affirms 
the decision reviewed, the petitioner shall 
be required to pay the costs of such review 
as determined by the court. The court may 
require bond or other assurance from the 
petitioner to assure payment of such costs. 

“Sec. 809. The pendency of proceedings 
instituted pursuant to section 806 or sec- 
tion 807 of this title shall not, unless spe- 
cifically ordered by the Secretary or the 
court, as the case may be, operate to stay or 
suspend the application of the decision 
involved. 

“Sec. 810. Decisions and rulings by the 
Secretary with respect to the occupancy and 
use of the lands described in section 801 
(except those relating to the authority de- 
scribed in the next sentence) shall not be 
reviewed in any manner except as herein 
provided. Nothing in this title shall be con- 
strued to restrict the authority of the Sec- 
retary in his discretion to limit or discon- 
tinue the occupancy and use of any such 
lands for the purpose of preventing injury 
to such lands or to change the use of any 
such lands from one use to any other au- 
thorized use, nor to authorize the review 
under section 806, 807, or 808 of this title 
of any action or decision with respect to the 
powers reserved to the Secretary in this sec- 
tion. Nor shall anything in this title be 
construed to prevent or restrict any appro- 
priate action with respect to any unauthor- 
ized use or occupancy of any such lands, 
nor to. authorize the review under section 
805, 806, 807, or 808 of this title of any such 
action or decision with respect thereto. 

“Sec. 811. In order to obtain the views 
and recommendations of the various users 
of the lands described in section 801 and 
their resources on questions of policy in- 
volved in the multiple use of such lands, the 
Secretary may establish multiple-use advi- 
sory councils: Provided, however, That such 
councils shall not supersede or perform any 
of the functions of the advisory boards es- 
tablished under section 18 of the act of 
April 24, 1950 (16 U. S. C. 580k). Such 
councils may be established for any unit 
of such lands, for groups of such units, and 
for all such lands. In appointing the mem- 
bers of such councils, the Secretary shall 
give consideration to the recommendations 
made by the officers of organizations repre- 
senting the principal interests concerned 
with the use and administration of such 
lands, including, but not limited to, grazing, 
mining, recreation, timber production, 
watershed conservation, wildlife, and the 
general public. Such councils may submit 
recommendations on their own initiative or 
in response to requests by the Secretary with 
respect to any question of policy affecting 
the multiple use of such lands. 

“Sec. 812. It is hereby declared to be the 
policy of the Congress that the Secretary, in 
carrying out the provisions of this title, 
shall give full consideration to the safe- 
guarding of all resources and uses made of 
these lands, including grazing, mining, rec- 
reation, timber production, watershed con- 
servation, and wildlife.” 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, this 
amendment comprises the bill which was 
passed by the Senate as an amendment 
to the Grazing Act. That bill was the 
subject of longer hearings than the ones 
I have been acquainted with in connec- 
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tion with any other proposed grazing 
legislation. 

The original Butler-Barrett-D’Ewart 
bill, Senate bill 1491, was the subject of 
rather extended hearings. 

Representatives of the livestock 
groups, who are particularly interested 
in that bill, made their presentations 
on the bill and sought to have it passed 
by the Congress. The first hearing was 
held before the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. At that 
time it was suggested to the representa- 
tives of the livestock groups that they 
should obtain some acquaintance with 
the views of the Forest Service and, in 
addition, should have in attendance at 
the hearings, representatives of the 
groups interested in conservation. The 
suggestion was made that the Congress 
would not pass a bill primarily in the 
interest of the stockmen, but would in- 
sist that representatives of the conser- 
vationist groups be in attendance at the 
hearings and that their point of view 
be considered. 

Subsequently representatives of the 
Forest Service met with representatives 
of the stockmen's organizations; and 
those meetings continued for many 
days. Subsequently also, representa- 
tives of the game and fish departments 
of the various States were called in; and 
last night I noticed that the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] placed in the 
RECORD a telegram from the Montana 
Fish and Game Department, saying that 
it supported Senate bill 2548, as amend- 
ed, which is in reality my amendment, 
and I also noticed that passage of the 
bill was recommended by the Western 
Association of Fish and Game Commis- 
sioners, at their Las Vegas meeting; and 
I also noticed that from Montana had 
come a telegram stating that the Mon- 
tana Wildlife Association has approved 
the bill, as amended. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. CASE. It has always occurred to 
me that the situation which has ex- 
isted in the national forests is a bit 
anomalous. Up to this time, if permit- 
tees in the forest expended their own 
money to make water improvements, dig 
wells, build dams, or develop springs, 
there was always the prospect that they 
would lose their money without any 
compensation, which acts as a deterrent 
to their doing anything about it. 

On the other hand, the soil-conserva- 
tion program has not been applicable 
to the national forests; that is, the 
rancher or stockman has not been able 
to assign to national forest land that 
he might have rented the same assist- 
ance he would get if he were building 
a dam or developing a water resource 
on his own land. Consequently, noth- 
ing has been done on the national for- 
ests except in cases in which the Na- 
tional Forest Service has obtained an 
appropriation to do it, and that is always 
in limited amounts. 

In my State there are different types 
of public lands. We have one area of 
public land known as the school sec- 
tion, section 16 of 36, which is admin- 
istered by the State. Under the State 
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law if a lessee builds a dam on the 
school section during the period of his 
lease, or if he builds a fence or pro- 
vides some other facility, if he is not the 
successful bidder for the renewal of that 
lease after the end of the 5-year period 
or the extended 5-year period, as the 
case may be, his successor in the lease 
must compensate him for the depre- 
ciated value of the improvement or fa- 
cility. That has served to encourage 
conservation on the school section 
lands. The lessee knows if he puts in 
an improvement, develops a dam, erects 
a fence, or opens a spring, he can have 
the use of it while he has the lease, and 
that his successor in interest will com- 
pensate him for the value of the depre- 
ciated investment at the end of the 
period. 

There ought to be some similar ar- 
rangement in the Forest Service to en- 
courage conservation of water or the 
development of springs in the forests. 
Is that what this amendment seeks to 
do? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is precisely 
what the amendment seeks to do. I ap- 
preciate the example which the Senator 
from South Dakota has used. The 
State of South Dakota wisely says that if 
a man improves a school section by es- 
tablishing water facilities on it and then 
loses his lease, he shall be recompensed 
to a reasonable degree for such ex- 
penditure. 

The same thing ought to happen in 
the national forests. That is why many 
of us realize that this is a move in the 
right direction. 

. Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Before I forget it, 
Mr. President, I modify my amendment 
on page 5, line 18, where the figure 6 
appears, to read “806.” That is a tech- 
nical amendment which had been over- 
looked. 

Mr. BARRETT. I should like to carry 
a little further the discussion the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
had with the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota. 

In the hearings on the bill it was in- 
dicated that between 1943 and 1952, the 
Forest Service spent $4,442,000 for im- 
provements on the range of the western 
forests. During the same period of 
time, private operators spent $2,300,000. 
So a total of $6,700,000 was expended 
over the 10-year period. 

I bring that out for this reason: In 
the hearings, Mr. McArdle, the Chief 
Forester, stated that a complete range 
redevelopment program for the western 
lands and forests would cost approxi- 
mately $100 million. In other words, to 
carry out the program he has in mind 
would take $100 million for a 10-year 
period, and the Congress appropriated 
but $4 million. 

That is precisely why we need the 
program outlined in the bill, which 
would enable the permittees on the for- 
ests to expend their own money and im- 
prove the range so as to increase the 
carrying capacity of the range, so that 
they may have the benefit of the im- 
provement. It is proposed that they be 
protected in their investment as against 
any other user of the forest. 
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The question I wish to ask the Senator 
from New Mexico is whether funds can 
be obtained for the improvement of the 
ranges as needed, and as explained by 
the Chief Forester, in any way other 
than by this bill? 

Mr. ANDERSON. In my opinion, they 
cannot, and I believe I have a right to 
an opinion. When the junior Senator 
from New Mexico came to the Congress, 
he came directly from the Department 
of Agriculture. One of the things which 
had been brought forcibly to his mind 
was the necessity of a program of re- 
seeding and reforestation in our national 
forests. One of the first bills which he 
introduced had to do with the reseeding 
and revegetation of our forests. That 
bill is known today in the administration 
of the Forest Service as the Anderson- 
Mansfield Act, because the present jun- 
ior Senator from Montana was then a 
Member of the House, and he introduced 
the bill in the House after it was intro- 
duced in the Senate, and it was a com- 
panion bill to the Senate measure. 

That legislation would permit the ap- 
propriation of substantial sums of money 
for revegetation and reforestation. We 
have never been able to get from the 
Congress even a small amount of the 
money authorized by the law. 

I do not blame that on anyone. I 
recognize that the Appropriations Com- 
mittees of the Congress, and particularly 
the members of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee of the Senate, have a very difficult 
burden to carry. They work the longest 
hours I have ever seen men work. The 
range lies there without any particular 
person asking for an appropriation for 
a specific section of it, and consequently 
no appropriation is made. 

I think the only way the forest will be 
built as it ought to be built, the only way 
to provide the proper drainage struc- 
tures, is to allow those who have permits 
on the forests to build such facilities; 
and, at a subsequent date, if they lose 
their leases, to recompense them for 
what they have done. 

Mr. BARRETT. Iam entirely in ac- 
cord with the Senator’s amendment, and 
I thank him for offering it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Is the Senator's 
amendment identical with the bill passed 
by the Senate a few weeks ago? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It is absolutely 
identical with the bill which the Senate 
passed. It is here because 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator antici- 
pates my next question. Has the Sena- 
tor inquired as to the status of the bill 
before the House? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. The bill was 
delayed in the House, as were the wool 
bill and many other bills, because we 
got into a disagreement with the House 
as to how we were going to proceed on 
agricultural legislation. Every piece of 
agricultural legislation was put aside, 
and the statement was made that we 
were going to consider a one-package 
bill containing only the items which we 
think ought to be handled. 


13892 


Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 2 

Mr. ELLENDER. What assurance 
has the Senator that the House will ac- 
cept this amendment if the Senate 
adopts it and includes it in the pending 
pill? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I have no assur- 
ance whatever. No one has any such 
assurance. I feel that this is good leg- 
islation, and that there ought to be an- 
other opportunity to try to see if the 
conferees on the House side will not 
agree to its being adopted and made the 
law of the land. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator 
know whether or not the House held 
hearings on the bill which we enacted 
several weeks ago? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am not sure 
whether the House held hearings on the 
Senate bill, but the House held hearings 
on the former Butler-Barrett-D’Ewart 
bill, and heard ample discussion of the 
so-called Aiken-Thye bill, which was the 
predecessor of this amendment. Icom- 
mend the chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry for doing 
what he did in this connection. Meet- 
ings were held in several cities through 
the West. I recall the conference which 
was held in my home city of Albuquerque. 
The Senator from Vermont brought his 
committee there. Those who were in- 
vited to attend were not only stockmen, 
not only users of the range, but conserva- 
tionists were invited, and the game and 
fish administrators were invited. At 
that meeting there was present Hon. 
Hugh Woodward, who is the regional di- 
rector of the National Wildlife Federa- 
tion, and is recognized by every citizen 
in our State as the leading conservation- 
ist. Also attending the meeting was 
Elliott Barker, for 25 years the game 
warden in our State. He was as much 
opposed to the stockmen as anyone could 
be. From that meeting of minds of con- 
servationists, of people who were pri- 
marily interested in game and fish, and 
people who use the range, there was de- 
veloped a reasonable bill which all of 
them could support. That is where the 
bill came from. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Loui- 
siana [Mr. ELLENDER] asked if the 
amendment is identical with the bill the 
Senate passed. As I understand, the 
Senator from New Mexico suggested 
two amendments to the bill which passed 
the Senate. Those amendments had 
been suggested by the Western Associa- 
tion of Fish and Game Commissioners. 
I believe those amendments were con- 
sidered to be desirable. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not believe that 
is the case. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Were not those 
amendments adopted by the Senate 
when it passed the bill? 

Mr. AIKEN. No. The Western Asso- 
ciation of Fish and Game Commission- 
ers did not hold their meeting until after 
the Senate had passed the bill. The 
amendments were suggested to the 
House, and it seems to me they were the 
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ones that the Senator from New Mexico 
had suggested. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe the 
amendment is identical with the bill 
which was passed by the Senate. The 
National Wildlife Federation is com- 
posed of a group of individuals who 
certainly could not be accused of trying 
to give away the public domain. Their 
statement is clearly set forth in their 
letter of August 2. Iask unanimous con- 
sent that the letter be printed in the 
Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Washington, D. C., August 2, 1954. 
Supporting the Aiken bill, S. 2548, as passed 
by the Senate and as it appears in the 
amendment (in the nature of a substi- 
tute) to the farm bill, S. 3052, as title 
VIII. 
Hon, CLIFFORD Horx, 
chairman, House Committee on Agri- 
culture, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Mr. Hore: The Aiken bill, S. 2548, 
which passed the Senate in amended form 
on March 8, 1954, is now incorporated as title 
VIII National Forest Administration—in 
the amendment proposed to the farm bill, S. 
3052, proposed by Senators AIKEN, HICKEN- 
LOOPER, SCHOEPPEL, HOLLAND, and ANDERSON 
on July 29. We therefore thought it appro- 
priate, as suggested by you, to restate our 
position with regard to this legislation. 

The National Wildlife Federation, the 
Western Association of State Game and Fish 
Commissioners, and the Association of Mid- 
western Fish, Game, and Conservation Com- 
missioners, after careful and full considera- 
tion, have by separate and appropriate reso- 
lutions endorsed this measure as it was 
passed by the Senate and sent to the House. 
Two minor amendments have been sug- 
gested, both of which are clarifying. Sena- 
tor AIKEN has said that they would be ac- 
ceptable to such proposal. 

The National Wildlife Federation is a non- 
profit organization of sportsmen-conserva- 
tionists constituted of affiliated federations 
in 47 of the 48 States, having a combined 
membership of more than 3 million indi- 
viduals. It is interested in sound manage- 
ment programs relating to soil, water, forests, 
and wildlife. 

The Western Association of State Game 
and Fish Commissioners is made up of the 
commissioners and directors of the fish and 
game departments of the 11 western public- 
land States. These men live continuously 
and intimately with the problems of hunt- 
ing and fishing, the grazing of livestock, the 
cutting of timber, watershed management, 
and the recreational uses of the public lands. 
Their considered opinion on these matters 
should, therefore, be valuable to the Congress 
in evaluating the merit of a law relating to 
national forest lands, the major portions of 
which are located in these Western States. 

These three groups are now on record in 
support of this important measure. The 
Association of Midwestern Fish, Game, and 
Conservation Commissioners is composed of 
the commissioners and directors of those 
States in the Mississippi watershed except 
those south of Missouri and Kentucky and 
have similar objectives as those in the west- 
ern association. 

We deem it fitting and proper to state 
the reasons which impel us to support this 
measure. 

The amendments and revisions of the orig- 
inal bill (now title VIII of substitute S. 
3052) have completely changed its import 
and effect. It is no longer a measure relating 
to one use only of the national forests: viz, 
grazing. 
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Now for the first time the bill as rewritten 
contains full congressional recognition of the 
multiple use doctrine. 

It directs administration in accordance 
with such pronouncement. 

It implements such mandate by authoriz- 
ing multiple-use councils, including but not 
limited to representatives of grazing, mining, 
recreation, timber production, watershed 
conservation, wildlife, and the general pub- 
lic, to advise the Secretary of Agriculture on 
their own initiative or at his request with 
respect to any question of policy affecting 
the multiple use of such lands. 

The revised version has deleted therefrom 
those provisions of the original bill affording 
to grazing permittees privileges not afforded 
to other users of forest lands. 

The bill now contains the essential pro- 
visions for which conservation forces have 
long contended. 

As passed by the Senate (and as it now 
appears in title VIII of proposed substitute 
S. 3052) it is a fair and just bill giving con- 
gressional approval to all uses of the na- 
tional forests and providing for protection 
of each use against any use becoming dom- 
inant to the detriment of other uses. 

The National Wildlife Federation, as a 
policy, desires to maintain a fair and con- 
structive attitude toward all legislation, rec- 
ognizing economic necessities while defend- 
ing natural resources in behalf of the gen- 
eral public, instead of a consistently nega- 
tive attitude. 

We hope that our policy is one of help- 
fulness to the Congress rather than of un- 
reasonable opposition. 

Respectfully submitted. 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
By CHARLES H. CALLISON, 
Conservation Director. 
By Cart D. SHOEMAKER, 
Conservation Consultant. 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. MURRAY. I understand that the 
Affiliates of the National Wildlife Fed- 
eration, to which the Senator from New 
Mexico has referred, a letter from which 
he has placed in the Recorp, are opposed 
to the measure before us. I have infor- 
mation to the effect that telegrams have 
been received from 30 State affiliates 
opposing the amendment. These are 
affiliates of the national association. In 
addition to that, I have several telegrams 
from Montana in opposition to the 
amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the Recorp at this point a memorandum 
on this matter. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

It is my understanding that the State 
affiliates of the National Wildlife Federation 
in all of the following 30 States still are op- 
posed to the amended grazing bill, S. 2548, 
and that they have wired protests to its pas- 
sage, and to having it made a part of the 
farm bill, S. 3052: Arizona, Arkansas, Cali- 
fornia, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 
Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Mis- 
sissippi, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New 
York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Okla- 
homa, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Tennessee, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin. 

I believe that my colleagues from all of 
those States already have received wires from 
the State federations. Many more of the 
State affiliates of the National Wildlife:Fed- 
eration, which passed that resolution so 
hurriedly in Chicago, undoubtedly would ex- 
press themselves if they knew of this last- 
minute move. Georgia, which is not afili- 
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ated with the National Wildlife Federation, 
is on record in opposition to the grazing bill. 


Mr. ANDERSON. I merely wish to 
say that if 30 affiliates have sent tele- 
grams in opposition to the measure, they 
certainly did not send them to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. I 
do not know to whom those telegrams 
were sent. Certainly they are not on 
file with the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. So far as the Wildlife 
Federation is concerned, I assume the 
Senator is aware of the fact that the 
Montana association yesterday sent a 
telegram saying: 

The Montana Wildlife Federation ap- 
proves the grazing bill as amended. 


Why should they not approve it? For 
the first time that I know of in the 
history of legislation dealing with the 
range in this country, there has been 
recognition of the multiple use of the 
forests. I have not been able to find any 
such recognition of multiple use of for- 
ests in prior legislation. 

Section 812 reads as follows: 

Sec. 812. It is hereby declared to be the 
policy of the Congress that the Secretary, in 
carrying out the provisions of this title, 
shall give full consideration to the safe- 
guarding of all resources and uses made of 
these lands, including grazing, mining, rec- 
reation, timber production, watershed con- 
servation, and wildlife. 


Heretofore, the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture has been largely concerned with 
grazing and the timber production 
phases of our national forests. In a 
public statement, which I hope will be 
incorporated into law, he now says that 
he is to consider the multiple uses of 
the forests, and that he cannot merely 
concern himself with the people who 
harvest the timber or the people who 
graze livestock, but must also concern 
himself with the recreational uses of the 
forests, as well as with watershed con- 
servation and wildlife activities. That 
is a very substantial gain, and it may ac- 
count for the reason that wildlife feder- 
ations have supported the bill. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON, I yield. 

Mr. MURRAY. Is it not a fact that 
the grazing permittees are given special 
privileges, and that it was the intention 
originally, before the bill was amended, 
that the bill should be confined to the 
grazing permittees? As a result of the 
opposition, this amendment has been of- 
fered to the pending bill. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
Montana is entirely correct when he says 
that in the original version it was hoped 
to deal only with the grazing question. 
However, when the grazing people met 
with the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs, it became apparent that 
that would not be the solution. 

Mr. MURRAY. At that time the 
affiliates in the various States of the 
Union did not know what the situation 
was, and therefore they could not express 
themselves at that meeting. Since that 
time the affiliates in 30 States have 
signified their opposition to the measure. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That statement is 
entirely in error. In the first hearing, 
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which was held in July 1953, there was 
no warning to the wildlife organizations. 
I would appreciate it if the junior Sen- 
ator from Virginia, if he is interested, 
would listen to what I have to say. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The junior Sen- 
ator from Virginia has been listening 
to the Senator from New Mexico. He 
was trying to give to the senior Sena- 
tor from Montana information as to 
why the State units of the American 
Wildlife Federation are overwhelmingly 
opposed to the amendment. They have 
so informed us after they found out 
what was involved. There was no ade- 
quate debate and no real information 
was available when the bill passed the 
Senate. The bill has been tied up in 
the House ever since the American 
Wildlife Federation found out what was 
involved. 

The junior Senator from Virginia is 
listening, and he will have an oppor- 
tunity further to express himself when 
the junior Senator from New Mexico 
has concluded his remarks. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, that 
is exactly what I have been hoping 
would happen. We held hearings on 
the bill as originally drawn. The bill as 
originally drawn was solely concerned 
with grazing, or so it seemed to me. I 
do not know whether the people who are 
protesting now were present then. I 
do not recall their being present. I do 
know that the junior Senator from New 
Mexico was present, and I know he pro- 
tested the bill as it was originally drawn. 
The suggestion was made at that time 
that those interested in the bill had bet- 
ter meet with representatives of the 
wildlife organizations with those inter- 
ested in fish and game and with the con- 
servationists. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New Mexico yield 
himself further time? His time has 
expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield myself an 
additional 15 minutes. 

It was suggested also that they had 
better meet with the Forest Service rep- 
resentatives and find out if a bill could 
not be crafted that would meet the ob- 
jections. Then what happened? The 
bill was prepared, and a hearing was held 
first at the city of Albuquerque, N. Mex. 
I believe a meeting was held at Colorado 
Springs, and at various cities in Idaho, 
Montana, and Wyoming. To each meet- 
ing those interested in wildlife were in- 
vited. They were given an opportunity 
to express themselves, and they did ex- 
press themselves. Does not the Senator 
from Vermont recall that representatives 
of the wildlife organizations were invited 
to every one of the meetings, and that 
they attended the meetings? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. All 
those who were interested in wildlife and 
conservation were invited. They tes- 


tified, and they gave us extensive in- 


formation. I do not know of any piece 
of legislation proposed before this Con- 
gress on which there has been distributed 
so much misleading propaganda in op- 
position to it. The word has gone out to 
the various clubs that the bill gives stock- 
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men a vested right in the land. That 
statement is incorrect and was recently 
carried in a publication which goes out 
from Washington every Monday morn- 
ing, purporting to give information on 
agricultural subjects. That misrepre- 
sentation has gone all over the country. 
Occasionally one club does oppose the bill 
because it has been misled. I have never 
seen such an unwarranted campaign, and 
I am sure the purpose of the campaign is 
to cover up activities which might have 
a detrimental effect on our national 
forests. 

Mr. MURRAY. The information I 
have from Montana is that all affiliates 
of the National Wildlife Association are 
cpposed to this proposed legislation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Will the Senator 
give us the source of that information? 
We keep on hearing these statements, but 
when we check back—— 

Mr. MURRAY. Ihave four telegrams 
from Montana. There is one from Mis- 
soula, and one from the fish and game 
association, concerning a resolution 
against any legislation which would lower 
the standards of management of public 
lands. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But this bill does 
not lower the standards; it raises them. 
Naturally, if we should say to some group, 
“Are you for legislation which would 
lower the standards of management of 
our public lands?” they would see that a 
resolution was adopted saying that they 
were not in favor of such legislation. 

Mr. MURRAY. My understanding is 
that the cattlemen in Montana are in 
favor of maintaining the present system 
which is in operation and which has 
worked entirely satisfactorily, and that 
this proposed legislation is not desired 
and would not be for the best interests 
of those who are solicitous about the na- 
tional forests. It is not only the cattle- 
men who are interested in forests. Tim- 
ber conservationists and recreational or- 
ganizations are also interested in the 
matter. There are many, many recrea- 
tional places in our national forests. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Exactly. The rec- 
reational interests have rights in this 
bill. For the first time there is written 
into the bill language with reference to 
their water rights in the national forests, 

Mr. MURRAY. That has been done 
because of the opposition to this pro- 
posed legislation, but it was not intended 
to be incorporated in the first instance. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That may be true; 
but I am one of those who were in oppo- 
sition; I am one of those who said the 
bill as originally drafted was not going 
to pass. I thought it looked after only 
the grazing rights. There is a matter of 
serious argument as to that. But the 
interesting thing is that the cattlemen 
did not stop with that. They said, “We 
will sit down with representatives of the 
Forest Service and with representatives 
of the Wildlife Association and the Fish 
and Game Commissioners’; and they 
did. Does the Senator know a man 
named O. A. Clark? 

Mr. MURRAY. Yes, I do. 

Mr. ANDERSON. He is an upright 
man, is he not? 

Mr. MURRAY. That does not have 
anything to do with the question, 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator 
know the secretary of the Wildlife Fed- 
eration? 

Mr. MURRAY. My telegrams are to 
the effect that they are opposed to this 
proposed legislation. I have a telegram 
from the Izaak Walton League, which is 
opposed to it, and I have received a very 
long telegram in opposition to it. I ask 
unanimous consent that that telegram 
and the other messages which I have re- 
ceived be incorporated in the RECORD at 
this point. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I have no objection 
to that. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

MissoulA, Mont., August 7, 1954. 
Senator JAMES Murray, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

New small permittees will be effectively ex- 
cluded national forest permits if S. 2548 
passes as rider to farm bill. Aiken bill 
also encourages establishment vested rights 
by existing permittees. I am bitterly op- 
posed to Hope-Aiken bills. Hope you will 
vigorously oppose this giveaway. 

Leon C. Hurtr, 
President, Grasshaven Ranches. 


Missovuta, Mont., August 7, 1954. 
Senator James MURRAY, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

From my years in charge forest grazing, 
Missoula and Denver regions, I strongly op- 
pose Aiken rider to farm bill because it gives 
undue advantage to large permittees and 
weakens essential control on national for- 
ests. Will you vigorously oppose this leg- 
islation? 

GLEN A. SMITH, 
Assistant Regional Forester, Re- 
tired, 
MISSOULA, MONT., August 8, 1954. 
Senator JAMES MURRAY, 
Senator from Montana, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The Western Montana Fish and Game As- 
sociation, an affiliate of the Montana Wild- 
life Federation, in open meeting resolved 
against legislation which would lower the 
standards of management of national pub- 
lic lands. As chairman of the public rela- 
tions committee of that association, I ex- 
press opposition to grazing bill S. 2548 at- 
tached as rider to farm bill S. 3052. 

J. W. Severy. 
HAMILTON, MONT., August 7, 1954. 
Senator JAMES Murray, 
Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Ravalli County Fish and Wild Life Asso- 
ciation, Hamilton, Mont., with 483 members 
remain opposed to the grazing bill S. 2548 
and oppose the attachment of this impor- 
tant legislation as a rider to farm bill S. 
3052. We urge your continued opposition 
to the above bill. 

RAVALLI COUNTY FISH AND WILD 
Lire ASSOCIATION, 
By V. C. HOLKINGSORTH, President. 
CASPER, WYO., August 8, 1954. 
OC. R. GuTERMUTH, 
North American Wildlife Foundation, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Advised Senator ANDERSON, New Mexico, 
has introduced the stockmen's grazing bill, 
S. 2548, as an amendment to S. 3052, which 
is the administration's general farm bill. 
The unscrupulous efforts on the part of the 
proponents of S. 2548 to lead Congress to 
believe that the conservation organizations 
and the sportsmen's clubs of the States af- 
fected are in favor of such legislation are 
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reprehensible and will be proven to be entire- 
ly false just as soon as certification resolu- 
tions can reach your office. The controversy 
over S. 2548 and its companion in the House, 
H. R. 6787, is already establishing the fact 
that the vast majority of the people through- 
out the Western States, wherein our public 
domain and most of our national forests are 
located, are fearful of any more special-in- 
terest legislation and particularly anything 
infringing on something as vital to our na- 
tional welfare as are our national forests and, 
as a result, candidates for Governor, Con- 
gress, and the United States Senate who have 
endorsed this proposed legislation will find 
it embarrassing in trying to justify their ac- 
tions to the people throughout the Western 
States who are in position to appreciate just 
how valuable our national forests really are 
to the Nation’s welfare. I am forwarding you 
evidence of the fact that every chapter of the 
Izaak Walton League in Wyoming and over 
11,000 members of the Wyoming Federation 
of Sportsmen's Clubs have unanimously gone 
on record against this and all similar legisla- 
tion. Urge you to make these facts known 
to the Senate committee. 
CHARLES E. PIERSALL, 
National Director, Izaak Walton League 
of America, 


Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator’s 
amendment in any way grant vested 
property rights to any of the people who 
improve the public lands? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I wish to say to the 
Senator that he knows I am not a lawyer, 
but, to the best of my ability, and on the 
advice which I have before me, it does 
not. It does say, however—and I want 
to be frank about that—that if a man 
builds a dam in the forest range which 
the Forest Service believes is essential in 
connection with a water supply, he shall 
have some sort of recompense for putting 
in that feature. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it true or false that 
he can devise the improvements he 
makes on public lands, under this 
amendment? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Does that mean 
that when he dies he can leave it to 
someone? 

Mr. MORSE. Does it go to his heirs? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; I think so. 

Mr. MORSE. If that is true, it grants 
a vested property interest in the public 
domain. 

Mr. ANDERSON. When his lease ex- 
pires, his heirs do not have a right to 
go on forever and ever. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I should 
like to assure the Senator from Oregon 
that the improvements would not in any 
sense go to the heirs. There might be an 
unusual value in an improvement, such 
as the development of a spring which 
had been only a mudhole, so to speak. A 
man may have put in some concrete and 
pipes, and in that manner developed a 
spring providing a good water supply 
for his livestock. 

He may have invested $200 or 
$400 in that development, and he 
may pass away and his widow might 
have some right to the investment. 
However, there would be no title to that 
property. It would have to be passed on 
by the forestry authorities. 
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The reason why we conceived the pro- 
visions that are in this bill with refer- 
ence to this question was primarily to 
encourage the eradication of the so- 
called brushy weeds which have taken 
over some of the land and made it unfit 
for grazing. Oftentimes a rancher can 
take his tractor equipment and chop up 
this brushy, woody plant and thereby 
permit the native grass to reestablish 
itself. It may be that he would have an 
investment of $300 or $400 an acre, which 
might represent, over a tract of grazing 
land, a $1,000 investment. 

If he were to die or should find it nec- 
essary to leave that grazing property, it 
would go back to the Public Lands Ad- 
ministrator. In that event the question 
of his expenditure in the grazing im- 
provement of the land could be raised, 
and compensation could be made to his 
estate. But, otherwise, there is nothing 
in the bill—and we sat through the hear- 
ings, and I was a member of the sub- 
committee which drafted this language— 
which would give anyone the right to it 
except as a user of the property estab- 
lished under a lease with the public 
grazing land management. That is my 
understanding of it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield further? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator permit 
me to read the language, starting at the 
bottom of page 2 and going to the top of 
page 3: 

(c) No permit shall be issued which shall 
entitle a permittee to the use of improve- 
ments constructed and owned by a prior 
permittee until either such prior permittee 
or his estate has received compensation from 
the Government in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 802 (b) or the applicant 
has paid to the prior permittee or his estate 
the reasonable value of such improvements 
to be determined under rules and regulations 
of the Secretary; but no prior permittee who 
shall have abandoned his permit shall be re- 
quired to be compensated. 


I wish to say, as a lawyer, that I should 
love to have that kind of business walk 
into my office. R 

Mr. ANDERSON. Ido not know what 
kind of business itis. I would simply say 
that if a man had built a dam costing 
from $25,000 to $50,000, with the ap- 
proval of the Forest Service, it would not 
be right to say that if he should die his 
estate would receive nothing. These im- 
provements would be completely wiped 
out in a period of 25 years. Some of them 
may last for a whole lifetime. But under 
present regulations does anyone believe 
that cannot be done if we want to do it? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further at that particular 
point? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. I believe the Senator 
from New Mexico mentioned a figure of 
$50,000 as the cost of the installation 
of a dam. I believe none of us carried 
the thought in mind that any such in- 
vestment would be either developed 
under the act or even contemplated 
under the act. We were thinking more 
about the fact that in this mountainous 
terrain there are streams or springs 
which, unless they are developed, do not 
furnish a water supply. 
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What we are endeavoring to do in 
that public grazing area is to develop 
a water supply for the various areas 
on the range, so that the cattle will 
not have to traverse 3 or 4 miles to reach 
water, because the cattle will only graze 
around a waterhole. Only starvation 
will force the cattle farther and farther 
away from the waterhole. Therefore, 
they destroy the grazing values near the 
water, and they do not move back on 
the range until they are starved into 
doing so. In the process the animals 
walk too much of their flesh off. 

The whole purpose of the act is to 
develop one water source, let us say, on 
one side of the range, and another on 
another side of the range, maybe 2 or 3 
miles away, and to follow the same proc- 
ess across the range, so as to get an even 
distribution of grazing. 

There was only one reason why I be- 
came interested in this matter, since I 
am not a western man. I had the good 
fortune to spend about 10 days in and 
about Willcox, Ariz., on a ranch. I rode 
the range. I became interested in the 
water supply and the distribution of 
water and the places where the salt was 
put in order to get the cattle spread out 
across the range. 

When I saw the muddy springs, where 
neither cattle nor other animals could 
drink, I saw that with a cost of $300 
or $400 such springs could be developed 
into excellent water supplies, which 
would bring about a proper distribution 
on the range. 

I came back from that trip and I 
joined with my colleagues in the formu- 
lation of a bill looking to the accom- 
plishment of what we thought was 
needed. 

I do not like the provision in the 
House bill. That is the reason why we 
are endeavoring to adopt the Senate 
language and have it incorporated into 
the pending bill, so that it will be in 
conference when the bill goes to con- 
ference. 

I wish to say to the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse], I do not believe 
that we will ever find ourselves involved 
with a problem of even a $20,000 or 
$50,000 dam on such grazing property. 

Mr, MORSE. What language is there 
in the bill to prevent it? 

Mr. THYE. There is no language to 
prevent it, but I cannot foresee it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to 
preface my remarks by saying that those 
of us who come from regions where 
there are no national forests are natu- 
rally at a disadvantage in this debate, 
because we do not know the practices 
followed under leases granted in the 
national forests. Certainly I do not pre- 
tend to any expertness in this matter. 

Secondly, I hold the Senator from 
New Mexico in very high esteem for the 
great contribution which he has made 
to the work of this body. I am sure the 
Senator has labored with a high sense of 
public interest in this whole matter. 
Therefore, I hope the Senator from New 
Mexico will not think the questions 
which I shall address to him are in the 
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slightest sense personally critical of 
him. 

I should appreciate it if the Senator 
from New Mexico would turn his atten- 
tion to section 804 of his proposed 
amendment, appearing at the bottom of 
page 3. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON, I yield myself 5 
more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten 
minutes additional? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I should appreci- 
ate it if the other side would yield a lit- 
tle time: This discussion is not only 
my discussion. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I certainly do not 
desire to act as chairman. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The section reads: 

Based upon the customary practices of the 
grazing privilege holders of each locality 
concerned, the Secretary shall maintain 
standards as to the kind and extent of lands, 
waters or ranch or range improvements or 
any combination thereof, commonly known 
as base properties, required as a qualifica- 
tion for grazing privileges on the lands to 
which this title applies. 


The question in my mind about this 
language is: Suppose in a given locality 
the customary practice has been for 
more cattle to be given grazing privileges 
than the land can possibly support, with 
the result that there is overgrazing of 
the land, with the effect which this in- 
evitabiy has upon the water supply, 
growth of new trees, and so on. 

Since the Secretary is to maintain 
standards based upon the customary 
practices, if the customary practices 
themselves are fauity, is the Secretary 
not estopped from making any improve- 
ment in the terms of the leases con- 
cerning the number of cattie or the num- 
ber of sheep which can be quartered on 
these lands? That is the first question. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I shall be happy to 
answer that question. Let me say to 
the Senator from Illinois that just the 
opposite is true under this amendment. 

In the first place, section 804 refers 
to base properties, and base properties 
have nothing to do with the number of 
cattle. The question is whether or not 
in developing the rangeland there shall 
be a home headquarters; whether there 
shall be developed certain springs; and 
whether there is a need for a certain 
amount of patented land mixed in with 
the grazing land which is used. This 
has nothing to do with the number of 
cattle. 

Let me call to the attention of the 
Senator from Illinois the fact that there 
was written into the bill section 810, 
which says: 

Decisions and rulings by the Secretary 
with respect to the occupancy and use of 
the lands described in section 801 (except 
those relating to the autbority described in 
the next sentence) shall not be reviewed 
in any manner except as herein provided. 


I had something to do with trying to 
put that language in the bill, because, as 
Secretary of Agriculture, I had heard 
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some of the appeals. There were cer- 
tain persons who tried to take me into 
court on the decisions which I had made 
in connection with the national forests. 

I said, “You cannot change the rights 
of the Secretary. He has a right to de- 
cide to cut down the number of grazing 
units on a given piece of land.” 

That is written into the law. It is one 
of the finest protections we can have. 
Sometimes I think Members of the Sen- 
ate ought to ask themselves who, when 
the Gila wilderness in my own State 
was under attack, went down and fought 
against it. I know who went down. I 
know who has protected the wilderness 
and forests of the country, to the point 
where I have not always been very hap- 
py in the presence of some of the live- 
stock men, who think I have not done 
the right thing by them. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the able 
Senator from New Mexico about the 
meaning of section 805 (b) which pro- 
vides that the decisions of the Chief of 
the Forest Service can, upon written 
request to the Secretary—which could 
be a request by the stockmen—be re- 
ferred to a board of three members, one 
of whom is to be designated by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, another of whom 
is to be designated by the person re- 
questing the review; and the third of 
whom is to be selected by the two men- 
tioned before. 

Does the very able Senator from New 
Mexico believe that this is a proper pro- 
vision? I had always thought that a 
lease was a privilege and not a right. 
Does the Senator think it is proper that 
this matter should be referred to an ex- 
tragovernmental board for an opinion? 
Why should the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture not have the power to make the de- 
cision, upon appeal from the decision of 
the Chief of the Forest Service? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Secretary of 
Agriculture did have that power. The 
Secretaries of Agriculture have exercised 
that power. In the case of a man named 
Redd in the State of Colorado, I had a 
review made, and I did exercise the 
power. 

I wish to say that it is not the kindest 
thing in the world to require the Secre- 
tary to exercise such power by himself. 
He ought to have people acting some- 
what in the category of a jury. This 
proposed amendment provides for some- 
thing in the nature of a jury. But for 
the first time there is a provision that 
the public shall be represented. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me at that point? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. BARRETT. I disagree with the 
Senator, because the board to which he 
refers is merely advisory, and does not 
act as a jury in making a determination. 
On line 12, page 5, the proposed amend- 
ment reads: 

The board shall consider the case on its 
merits and furnish its advice and recom- 
mendation to the Secretary. 


Mr. ANDERSON. I grant that. Iam 
merely trying to say it would be very 
useful to a Secretary to have the advice 
of a group like that. When I had to 
take appeals in the Department, I did 
not enjoy taking them, because when 
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they came to me the man would walk 
in with his attorney, and the Forest 
Service representatives of the people 
would walk in 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New Mexico 
has expired. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I will yield 1 addi- 
tional minute to myself. 

Mr. AIKEN. I would like to say that 
the section which has been referred 


to—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who is 
yielding time? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I guess I am going 
to have to yield the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute has been yielded. 

Mr. AIKEN. The section which the 
Senator from Illinois was inquiring 
about was inserted at the request of the 
wildlife conservation organizations, and 
the board was made up in accordance 
with their recommendation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Let me say, finally, 
that everything in the world was done 
to bring those interested in wildlife into 
harmony. I cannot understand the pro- 
test which they have suddenly launched 
against the bill. So far as the wildlife 
conservationists in my State are con- 
cerned, the Honorable Hugh Woodward 
is their spokesman, He has been and 
still remains their spokesman, and he 
wires me and writes me and says, “This 
bill. should be passed.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] for himself and 
other Senators. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I can un- 
derstand why those interested in wild- 
life are opposed to the amendment. In 
the first place, under the provisions of 
the amendment, property which has 
been acquired and set aside by the Fed- 
eral Government, for the benefit of all 
the people of the United States, will be 
used by a small, selected group of peo- 
ple, whose use of the property will 
necessarily interfere with the purposes 
for which the property was originally 
acquired by the Federal Government. 

The amendment also provides that 
those who are to be given grazing per- 
mits may make improvements on the 
land, with the approval of the Federal 
Government, but if the Federal Govern- 
ment desires to use the property for the 
purposes for which it was originally re- 
quired, it will have to reimburse those 
persons for the improvements they have 
made on the lands, not for the benefit 
of the Federal Government, but for the 
benefit of the users of the property. 

Persons interested in wildlife in North 
Carolina have consulted with me about 
the proposal. They are opposed to it. 
They feel that the proposal would per- 
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mit turning property which belongs to 
all the people of the United States, the 
national forests, over to a small selected 
group of persons for their benefit. Not 
only are those interested in wildlife op- 
posed to the proposal, but the State De- 
partment of Conservation and Develop- 
ment is opposed to it. In my judgment, 
the amendment is bad; certain persons 
are given the use of the property, even 
though title is not given to them. There 
is very little difference between having 
title to land and the right to use it. 
That is especially true when the pro- 
posal provides that if the Government 
desires to use the property for its own 
use, the Government will have to reim- 
burse the persons with grazing permits 
for making improvements on the land, 
which improvements were made not for 
the benefit of the Government, but for 
the benefit of the persons who are to 
be given the right to use the Govern- 
ment property. In my opinion, it is a 
bad amendment, and should not be 


President, I 
Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
support the position just taken by the 
distinguished Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr, Ervin]. I wish to dwell for a 
few minutes on what I consider to be the 
vested property interests which would 
flow from the amendment if it should be 
enacted into law. There is no question 
about the fact that the language of the 
bill, starting with section 802, and all 
the subsections thereunder, refers to the 
property interests of the permittees. As 
the Senator from North Carolina has 
pointed out, once the permittees made 
the capital investments on the land, they 
would have a definite property interest in 
the land. Thereafter the most that 
could be said would be that it is quasi- 
public land, and no longer public land. 

I know there are powerful interests in 
my State that want the proposal to be- 
come law, but, from my standpoint, they 
are wrong so far as sound public policy 
regarding the public domain is con- 
cerned. 

I was opposed to giving the people’s 
oil lands to private interests. I was op- 
posed to giving away to private utilities 
what amounts to a monopolistic control 
over the atomic energy program. I am 
also opposed to giving away to powerful 
economic groups vested property inter- 
ests in the property rights of all the 
people of the country in the public do- 
main. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? I wish to discuss 
that one point. 

Mr. MORSE. When I get through I 
shall yield to the Senator to discuss it. 

I point out that when there is giyen 
to cattlemen or sheepmen the right to 
go on the public domain and make cap- 
ital investments in fencing, in water 
tanks, in waterhole developments, in 
dams, and all the improvements cattle- 
men and sheepmen need on certain large 
areas of public land, there is given to 
those same persons a vested property in- 
terest in the public domain. So far as 
the public is concerned, the vested prop- 
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erty interest cannot be taken away from 
those persons without compensation and 
in many cases that will mean until some 
very interesting court litigation has en- 
sued, 

The Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. Ervin] is unanswerably right in 
his position when he states that if users 
have the kind of rights to the land 
granted by this amendment they might 
as well have title to the land. As a mat- 
ter of fact, such persons would have a 
legal interest to the land. The language 
of the bill itself deals with the rights of 
the heirs and of the estate in the im- 
provements on which the permittee 
spent money. 

In the interest of the cattlemen, I 
have great concern in their having a 
better use of the public domain than 
they are now being afforded. The Fed- 
eral Government should improve the 
waterholes, provide water facilities, and 
make other improvements which are 
necessary so that cattlemen may make 
more profitable use of the public do- 
main. Once the Federal Government 
does that, the cattlemen should be re- 
quired to pay a license fee sufficient in 
amount for each head of cattle, in or- 
der to reimburse the Treasury over a 
reasonable number of years for the ex- 
pense of providing such facilities. If 
that were done, the public domain would 
be kept intact for all the people of the 
country. The rights of the public 
should not be encumbered by giving 
various cattlemen and cattlemen’s as- 
sociations a property interest in such 
public land. 

From the standpoint of sound public 
policy, I consider it to be a great mis- 
take to make this kind of so-called 
partnership approach to the use of the 
public domain. The Federal Govern- 
ment’s title in the land should be kept 
absolutely free at all times. I do not be- 
lieve we should encumber the title by 
any kind of leasehold interest based 
upon capital investment on the part of 
the lessee or permittee. 

Therefore, I am opposed to the pro- 
posal as a rider to the agricultural bill. 
I think we need to take another long 
look at the proposal and see to it that 
legislation is enacted which will protect 
an unencumbered title to the public 
lands in the people of the United States. 

The next argument I wish to make 
about the amendment is based on the 
discretionary power which it proposes 
to give to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
That I do not like. When one reads of 
the grant of discretionary power given 
to the Secretary of Agriculture in light 
of the vested property interest provision 
which it is proposed to give to permittees 
and licensees, he is reminded that such is 
the way to build up a dangerous domain 
of arbitrary administrative discretion in 
government. After all, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, under the provisions of 
the amendment, would have the right to 
exercise his discretion, and say to the 
cattle-raising group or the sheep-raising 
group, “You can go on the land and 
spend $2,500 or $5,000.” It does not take 
much of a dam to cost $5,000, even on a 
small creek in the mountains. 
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When my friend the Senator from 
Minnesota, states that those interested 
in this bill were not thinking in terms 
of expenditures of thousands of dollars, 
I remind him that there is not a word 
in the amendment to prevent the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture from giving per- 
mission to spend practically any amount 
of money. Once such a capital invest- 
ment is made the people of the United 
States lose partial control at least over 
their own public domain. 

Let us be frank about it. Once there 
is in power an administration that be- 
lieves in turning over to private interests 
more and more of the public domain and 
the people’s property, we shall run the 
great danger of an administration with a 
Secretary of Agriculture who will author- 
ize the expenditure by some private live- 
stock company of $5,000, $10,000, or 
$25,000, for example, for water improve- 
ments, fencing, or other improvements 
on the land. It would be a great mistake 
to run the risk of the exercise of such 
arbitrary discretion on the part of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, because once 
the Secretary exercised such discretion, 
property rights in the permittee would 
become vested, and they could not be 
regained in behalf of the public until the 
whole subject had been taken through 
long court procedure or negotiations in 
case of dispute or contest. Suppose 
thousands of dollars are spent on 
fencing. Does anyone think the public 
would then have free access to their own 
land? Here is an attempt to give away 
valuable property rights belonging to the 
public for a political song. 

The last point I wish to make is that 
there is no doubt in my mind where the 
wildlife and the conservation groups 
stand on the amendment. Certainly 
communications I have received in the 
past 3 hours leave no room for doubt as 
to where they stand in my State. In my 
State they have had all the explanations 
given to them that the Senator from 
New Mexico has made on the floor of 
the Senate today, and they are opposed 
to hisamendment. They have expressed 
their opposition in no uncertain terms. 

In closing my remarks, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have certain 
materials, including letters of opposition 
to the amendment from my State, print- 
ed in the Recorp at this point in my 
speech. 

There being no objection, the docu- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

FOREST CONSERVATION Sotrety 
OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D. C., April 5, 1954. 
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Morse: A review of Senate 
bill 2548 which the Senate passed on a voice 
vote shows that this bill could be a means of 
establishing private rights in our national 
forest lands. That this danger exists is 
sufficient grounds for reconsideration and 
recommittal of this measure. 

We are enclosing a copy of our analysis 
of this bill. This establishes the inherent 
dangers, and we invite your serious study 
of this appraisal. 

The members of this society have taken 
a position of unalterable opposition to this 
measure on the grounds that the people of 
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the United States must expect the Congress 
to protect their national forest lands with- 
out interference. We therefore feel that 
the motion by Senator WELKER to reconsider 
this bill should be approved so that the 
full Senate can vote on a rollcall and defeat 
these efforts to impair the integrity of the 
national forest system. 

Very truly yours, 

CHARLES H. STODDARD, 
Executive Secretary. 


CONSERVATION ORGANIZATIONS OPPOSING 
S. 2548 


Audubon Society of the District of Colum- 
bia; Mr. Irston Barnes, president. 

Soil Conservation Society of America; Dr. 
Hugh H. Bennett, president. 

Sierra Club; Mr, David R. Brower, execu- 
tive director. 

International Wild Life Protection; 
Harold J. Coolidge, 
Committee. 

Sport Fishing Institute; Dr. R. W. Esch- 
meyer, executive vice president. 

Nature Conservancy; Mr. George B. Fell, 
secretary. 

Friends of the Land; Mr. Jonathan For- 
man, president. 

Wildlife Management Institute; Dr. Ira N. 
Gabrielson, president, 

Independent Timber Farmers of America; 
Dr. Christopher Granger, delegate. 

North American Wildlife Foundation; Mr. 
C. R. Gutermuth, secretary. 

The Wildlife Society; Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, 
delegate. 

National Association of Soil Conservation 
Districts; Mr. George Heidrich, delegate. 

Outdoor Writers Association of America; 
Mr. Michael Hudoba, secretary. 

American Planning & Civic Association; 
Miss Harlean James, executive secretary. 

National Parks Association; Mr. Fred M. 
Packard, executive secretary. 

American Nature Association; Mr. Harry 
E. Radcliffe, vice president. 

Izaak Walton League of America; Mr. Wil- 
liam Voigt, Jr., executive director. 

International Association of Game Fish 
and Conservation Commissioners; Mr. Ches- 
ter S. Wilson, president. 

The Wilderness Society; Mr. Howard Zah- 
niser, executive secretary. 

Forest Conservation Society of America; 
Mrs. Gifford Pinchot, chairwoman. 


COMMENTS ON S. 2548, Forest CONSERVATION 
SOCIETY OF AMERICA 


These comments refer to the draft (the 
third) reported by the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry March 3. They 
are based on the intrinsic merits (or lack 
of them) of the bill, and without refer- 
ence to such, if any, political or other cir- 
cumstances as may be involved. 

They are not critical of Senator AIKEN 
and Congressman Hope (who introduced the 
companion bill) whose iong record of deep 
interest and support for forest conservation 
is well known. But they do reflect our be- 
lief that there are aspects of this proposal 
which, notwithstanding a great deal of study, 
have not received adequate consideration. 

We believe the proposal is unwise and un- 
desirable for reasons we shall give later on. 

The general purpose of the bill as stated 
in the title is “to facilitate the administra- 
tion of national forests and other lands un- 
der the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture; to provide for the orderly use, im- 
provement, and development thereof; and 
for other purposes.” 

The phrase to stabilize the livestock in- 
dustry dependent thereon” was deleted, but 
probably remains a general purpose. 

Other general purposes stated in the re- 
port or by members of the committee on 
the floor include: to report incentives to 
permittees to construct range improvements 
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(which it is said they can do cheaper than 
the Government); to write into law various 
features of present Forest Service policy; 
to improve the method of handling grazing 
areas; and to place national forest adminis- 
tration under the rule of law. 

Some important provisions of the pro- 
posal are summarized as follows: 

1. The Secretary is authorized (and by 
the report expected) to promote and en- 
courage the construction of range improve- 
ments by permittees to the maximum prac- 
ticable extent. 

The grazing permittee is assured compen- 
sation for his improvements on a depreciated 
basis (maximum life 20 years), by the Gov- 
ernment if he loses their use through gov- 
ernmental action. No other permittee can 
be allowed to use them until he has com- 
pensated the prior permittee on a similar 
basis. No prior permittee shall be com- 
pensated who has abandoned or lost his 
sag through no fault of his own or act of 


2. Reduction of preference solely on the 
basis of transfer is prohibited. 

3. A new system of appeals is superim- 
posed upon intra-Forest Service appeals 
from one administrative level to the next 
higher. This curtails the present flexible 
authority of the Secertary for the handling 
of appeals. 

With certain exceptions this system of 
appeals, unlike the provisions about range 
improvements, is applicable to any action 
or decision with respect to any land occu- 
pancy or use. This is understood to in- 
clude, for example, the whole gamut of 
timber management and sale activities. The 
exceptions referred to above are as to re- 
duction or elimination of use for protec- 
tion of the land, as to change from one 
use to another. These would continue to 
be subject to the present, or such other ap- 
peals arrangement as the Secretary might 
prescribe. This new system of appeals in- 
volves three levels above the Chief of the 
Forest Service. 

First, upon written request by the ap- 
pellant an advisory board of three mem- 
bers will be established to review the mat- 
ter. One member is to be designated by 
the Secretary from the Department of Agri- 
culture (Forest Service excepted), the sec- 
ond by the appellant, and the third by the 
other two members to represent the gen- 
eral public, and who shall be neither a Fed- 
eral nor State employee. If agreement is 
not reached on this third member within 
30 days he shall be appointed by the district 
court. Members shall receive per diem and 
expenses. Hearings shall be held in the State 
where the matter is located. The board shall 
give its advice and recommendations to the 
Secretary, who will then make his decision. 

Second, the appellant may appeal to the 
Secretary within 60 days after the above 
decision for a review de novo. Formal hear- 
ings, issuance of subpenas, and the taking 
of depositions by the Secretary or his rep- 
resentative, are authorized. Witnesses shall 
be paid the same fees and mileage as are 
witnesses in the district courts. 

Third, the appellant may appeal from the 
foregoing decision of the Secretary (under 
most circumstances) to the district court 
by petition within 60 days. The court will 
hear the petition upon the record of the 
pleadings, evidence adduced, and proceed- 
ings before the Secretary. If the court finds 
the decision of the Secretary was arbitrary, 
capricious, an abuse of discretion, or other- 
wise not in accordance with the law, it may 
remand the proceedings to the Secretary 
with appropriate instructions. It is pre- 
sumed that these provisions, in effect, spell 
out the existing right of an aggrieved user 
to take a case into court, and prevent the 
court from passing on questions of techni- 
cal or professional judgment, though what 
an abuse of discretion means that it is not 
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encompassed in capricious and arbitrary is 
not understood. 

4. Establishment by the Secretary, of mul- 
tiple-purpose advisory councils, is author- 
ized. They are restricted to the considera- 
tion of questions of policy. Per diem and 
expenses are not authorized. In appoint- 
ing members consideration must be given to 
recommendations of officers of organizations 
representing the principal interests con- 
cerned. 

5. The Secretary's authority to limit or 
discontinue occupancy and use for the pur- 
pose of preventing injury to the lands, and 
to change the use of land from one use to 
another, is safeguarded.” It is understood, 
too, that his authority to make distribution 
reductions is continued, but actions or de- 
cisions in relation thereto would be subject 
to the new system of appeals. 

We consider the proposed legislation very 
unwise because: 

1. It is unnecessary. It involves complex 
legal questions. Obviously it deals with mat- 
ters of basic policy. How it would work 
out in years to come cannot be foretold. 
But we fear it would lead to great difficul- 
ties in, and to hampering or preventing 
effective administration of the national for- 
ests. 

There has been adequate general legis- 
lative authority to enable the Forest Service 
for nearly half a century to do what is 
widely regarded as a generally good job of 
administering the national forests. An im- 
portant factor in this has been flexible au- 
thority to function within certain general 
congressional] legislative policies and provi- 
sions. Failures have been due to adminis- 
trative policies and shortcomings rather than 
lack of specific legislative prescriptions. 

The burden of proof should be upon adopt- 
ing rather than upon not adopting this far- 
reaching proposal. The need for it has not 
been shown so far as we are aware. 

2. Closely related to item 1, is the fact 
that long ago the Supreme Court validated 
the action of Congress in delegating to the 
Secretary of Agriculture authority to make 
rules and regulations governing the occu- 
pancy and use of the national forests, which 
regulations have the force and effect of law 
(U. S. v. Grimaud (220 U. S. 506) and Light 
v. U. S. (220 U. S. 523), both 1911). In other 
words the administration of the national 
forests has been pursuant to rule of law 
these many years, the implication of the 
committee to the contrary notwithstanding. 

3. Further related to item 1 is the fact 
that the bill would spell into specific law 
many features of present administrative pol- 
icy, practice, and authority. For example, 
it is understood that the Secretary now has 
authority to enter into substantially the 
kind of agreements with grazing permittees 
regarding range improvements that are pre- 
scribed by this bill. It may be safe to freeze 
in specific legislation some of these policies 
and practices. Others may need to be modi- 
fied as circumstances change. It will be 
much more difficult to obtain revision by 
legislation than by administrative regula- 
tion. 

4. The bill is, in part, a special interest 
proposal. While it sets up a new appeals 
procedure applicable to administrative ac- 
tions and decisions with respect to all land 
occupancy and use, it provides special treat- 
ment and guaranties only for range improve- 
ments. We certainly do not advocate some 
type of legislative guaranties for other cate- 
gories of improvements. But we believe that 
efforts to widen the scope of such provisions 
are bound to follow, sooner or later. 

5. The appeals prescription is much more 
complicated than present procedure, and 
restricts unwisely the Secretary's present 
authority in handling appeals. The makeup 
of the three-member board might operate to 
weight it in iavor of the appellant. The pro- 
posed system could lead to a very burden- 
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some or possibly intolerable load of long- 
drawn-out appeals in process. This is not- 
withstanding that a wholesale resort to the 
courts may be deterred by the fact that the 
appellant, if not sustained, must pay the 
costs. 

6. The provisions for the establishment of 
multiple-purpose advisory councils repre- 
sent undesirable limitation on the Secretary's 
present authority and practice. Moreover 
they might lead to weighting membership in 
favor of the larger interests and away from 
the small users. 

7. The policy enunciated with respect to 
range improvements will probably have the 
effect of minimizing still further the meager 
funds available to the Forest Service for the 
construction of range improvements. Pub- 
lic construction of range improvements on 
the national forests has the advantage of 
enabling greater flexibility in the manage- 
ment and us2 of related resources, 

Finally, the legislation raises two questions 
of overriding importance which are discussed 
in the next two items. The conservation of 
national forest ranges is a crucial factor in 
the economy of the United States. They can 
help to underwrite a healthy permanent live- 
stock industry with its needed products. 
And eyen more important is their function 
in safeguarding the water supply of every 
important western irrigation project, and of 
most western cities. To render these and 
other services the ranges must be built up 
and maintained at their highest feasible level 
of productivity. 

8. The first question is whether the enact- 
ment would not retard rather than advance 
conservation of the range resource in the 
national forests. Building up national for- 
est ranges has been a long-drawn-out and 
very difficult job, one which is not yet com- 
pleted. The chief cifficulties have come from 
the opposition of the group of stockmen who 
have tried to obtain special legislation favor- 
able to them. While the present bill does 
not meet their demans, we are convinced 
that the effect of its enactment, with its 
complex and time-consuming system of 
appeals, and the likelihood of private in- 
vestments on problem ranges, and the pro- 
visions regarding administrative procedures 
would be to retard rather than to facilitate 
the correction of misuse of the ranges and 
the making of needed adjustments, and to 
make administration more cumbersome. 

9. The second of these two questions is 
whether the proposed legislation would not 
be a definite step toward the establishment 
of private or vested rights in public prop- 
erty. We do not challenge the assurances 
that have been given that this proposal of 
itself would not establish vested interests in 
national forest lands or in their use. But 
the establishment of private or vested rights 
is not necessarily solely a matter of legal 
language and provisions. They can develop 
through a process of evolution. Certain in- 
tangibles are involved. In the present sit- 
uation there is, for one thing, the back- 
ground of demands by the stockmen. Un- 
happily, we believe the enactment of this 
bill would help set the stage for progress 
toward the establishment of such rights. 
Among the reasons are: 

(a) In some degree the bill provides the 
same legal means for the protection of privi- 
leges on the national forests that are cus- 
tomarily provided for the protection of pri- 
vate property and private rights. 

(b) The bill would spell into law certain 
administrative policies and procedures that 
have hitherto been subject to the Secretary’s 
flexible authority and regulations under 
more general legislation. In certain respects 
his authority is definitely curtailed. 

(c) This bill, if enacted, may readily be- 
come an entering wedge and be followed by 
even more aggressive efforts by stockmen’s 
and other organizations to obtain objec- 
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tives which this bill would not satisfy. It 
may be followed by efforts of other groups 
to obtain corresponding advantages. 

Let us not adopt legislation that would 
make it more difficult in the long run to 
maintain range use as a privilege rather 
than as a private right. 


— 


East END Rop AND GUN CLUB, 
Milton-Freewater, Oreg., March 8, 1954. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Morse: We are against S. 
2548 and any other legislation of this type. 
Our public lands belong to all of us and not 
to the stockmen or chamber of commerce. 

In fact we recommend legislation to re- 
move all domestic livestock from our public 
lands. It is only in our 11 Western States 
that livestock is permitted in the national 
forests. 

We know of your record on the people's 
behalf and we feel that you, too, will be 
against S. 2548. 

Very truly yours, 
HAROLD OTTO, 
President. 
MALHEUR-HARNEY-LAKE 
COUNTIES CENTRAL COUNCIL, 
Burns, Oreg., February 20, 1954. 
To Senators and Representatives, United 
States Congress, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: Thanks to Congress, cattle- 
men’s grazing bill 4023 is dead. However, 
404 million acres of public land is not safe. 

The defeated bill gives birth to Aiken-Hope 
bills S. 2548 and H. R. 6787, the first step 
and opening wedge to the greatest public- 
land steal in American history. 

The Aiken-Hope brainchild crucifies the 
small cattlemen and youth—selling out their 
American rights of free enterprise to farm 
and raise cattle for a livelihood. 

A few preferred top-level cattlemen with 
grazing permits on huge regions of national 
forests and public lands, with locked gates, 
are now refusing the public access to their 
own lands for recreation, This is common 
knowledge in the West. 

Today, preferred cattle permittees are 
squeezing and pushing the small cattle- 
men out of business. The Aiken-Hope bill, 
S. 2548, will bankrupt thousands of small 
cattlemen. 

Let's not give away an empire: 404 million 
acres of public land is 12.8 times the size of 
New York State, 76 times the size of Massa- 
chusetts, and 12.4 times the size of England. 
Your attention is urged to the accompany- 
ing letter which has been mailed to several 
hundred chambers of commerce. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK MCQUEEN, 
President, 


MALHEUR-HARNEY-LAKE COUNTIES 
CENTRAL COUNCIL, 
Burns, Oreg., October 10, 1953. 
To Members of the Chamber of Commerce 
in the United States: 

Referring to the conference held by the 
Chamber of Commerce of the United States 
at Hotel St. Francis, San Francisco, Calif., 
September 30, 1953: 

We were amazed that Mr. Richard W. 
Smith, manager of the chamber’s natural 
resources committee, refused guest delegates 
the courtesy to be heard after each natural 
resources address by the officers and direc- 
tors of the chamber who used the entire 
day to generalize on the United States cham- 
ber’s policies and obstruct discussion on 
the chamber’s public land policy. 

No criticism or debate was possible on the 
public-lands policy or the bitterly opposed 
cattlemen’s grazing land tenancy bill, H. R. 
4023, the so-called public-land grab of 404 
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million acres of national forests and grazing 
lands in the 11 Western States. 

The Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States is speaking for itself and it’s board of 
directors, not for the public who oppose their 
giveaway public-lands policy. The panicky 
rush of procedures, crowding a 2-day con- 
ference into 10 a. m. till 4:15 p. m., was 
obvious to the delegates. 

Guest delegates were not given time on 
the official program until 4:15 p.m. Sensing 
this unfairness, very few responded; three- 
fourths of the delegates and audience had 
retired from the conference room; only small 
groups were on the floor. There was no 
debate on the cattlemen's bill, so vital to 
the American public, the bill that the Cham- 
ber of Commerce of the United States so 
earnestly advocated and tried so hard to pass 
through congressional committee and Con- 
gress, only to suffer defeat. 

The proposed amendment is the same old 
public-land swindle. 

It is a raw deal for the general public and 
will give millions of dollars in leases to pre- 
ferred cattlemen now holding national for- 
ests and public-lands grazing permits. 

Mr. Richard W. Smith, manager of the 
chamber’s natural resource committee, wrote 
to this Council of Natural Resources and 
Wildlife May 11, 1953, replying to our ques- 
tionnaire letter of April 29. 

Quote: “The Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States will support the stockmen's 
bill 4023, based on the following policy, 
adopted by its membership years ago and 
reiterated at our recent annual meeting, 
etc.” 

Mr. Smith’s letter states that the Chamber 
of Commerce of the United States was then 
on record as supporting bill 4023, the cat- 
tlemen's proposed tenants land grab. Then 
why the expensive conference to obtain opin- 
ion of the delegates from the 11 Western 
States on the United States chamber's pub- 
lic-land policy? The die was cast, the vote 
had been taken. As several hundred dele- 
gates were seated, the chairman advised them 
“there will be no votes taken at this meet- 
ing.” Why did the Chamber of Commerce of 
the United States refuse their own western 
delegates a vote? And neglect to say that 
the Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States had already voted to hand some 404 
million acres of public land to the cattlemen 
forever on 10-year renewable leases at an 
incredible low pasture rate of 13 cents per 
head per month for Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment lands. The chairman stated: 

“Chamber of commerce delegates will be 
allowed 15 minutes to speak. 

“Guest delegates will be allowed 5 minutes 
during the general discussions after 4:15 
p. m., etc.” 

It was obvious that no criticism of their 
accepted and approved policy was being al- 
lowed heard at this meeting and risking 
a vote from the delegates. What a travesty 
of public faith and justice. 

The following is authentic information, 
and documentary, and could explain the 
chamber's incredible action trying to shove 
bill 4023 through Congress. 

Laurence F. Lee, president of the United 
States chamber in 1952, is now 1953 chair- 
man of the board of directors and vice pres- 
ident and director of the Fernandez Co. in 
New Mexico, one of the largest cattle and 
sheep operators in the 11 Western States. 
Floyd W. Lee, his brother, is president of 
the Fernandez Co. He is also a member of 
the United States chamber’s natural re- 
sources committee advisory as to disposal of 
404 million acres of public land. Francis M. 
Lee, Harriet F. Lee, and Harry F. Lee are 
directors of the Fernandez Co., who now own 
permits or leases on some 70,000 acres of New 
Mexico national forest lands and, we under- 
stand, an inestimable amount of Bureau of 
Land Management lands, 
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Except under limited conditions, the pre- 
ferred cattlemen land-tenancy bill 4023, or 
its amendment, if passed by Congress, will 
give the Lee families noncancellable leases 
forever for themselves, their heirs and as- 
signs, and the lawful right to sell the public 
land along with their deeded or rented prop- 
erty, to the exclusion of the general public, 
multiple users, and those who wish to make 
the cattle industry a life business. 

The 11 Western States billion-dollar wild- 
life economy is in mortal peril. Witness pre- 
ferred cattlemen passing resolutions to kill 
off elk, cows and calves, does and fawns. 
Bill 4023 and its amendment is a subterfuge 
to take over, control, and, in practice, own 
and cheat the public’s use of 404 million 
acres of public land and destroy a present 
and future recreational economy that is 
irreplaceable. 

The top-level cattlemen, those few who 
now hold vast regions of public land, could 
retard and actually stop reforestation of our 
national forests, ruin the sustained- yield 
program now successfully in operation and 
gradually slow down and finally bankrupt 
the great sawmills and logging enterprises in 
order to pasture a few more cows. 

With an obvious public-land swindle like 
this, how can the Chamber of Commerce of 
the United States justify itself to support 
land-grab bill 4023, or its amendment, when 
apparently Mr. Laurence F. Lee, chairman of 
the chamber’s board of directors, and his 
brother, Floyd W. Lee, their families and 
assigns, are in line to benefit more than any- 
one we know of in the 11 Western States? 

Help us to defeat this unfair legislation 
and the will of a very few men to take bil- 
lions of future land-value dollars away from 
the general public. 

FRANK MCQUEEN, 
President. 


PORTLAND, OREG., April 26, 1954. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE. 

Dran Sm: Please pardon the paper. I 
couldn’t find anything else handy. I have 
just finished reading Sports Afield magazine, 
May issue. In regards to the big land grab: 
National parks and forest reserves are owned 
by the public, worth millions, and are one 
of the heritages left to us by our forefathers. 
Even if I were willing to sell or lease these, I 
cannot speak for my grandchildren or other 
generations to come. I have served both in 
World War II and Korea, and I now have four 
children. Outdoor camping and fishing is 
our recreation and vacations as well. We 
can't afford to buy anything like this, so 
please don’t take them away or let anyone 
post “no trespassing” signs on them, I am 
in the paint business, If I want to start a 
store or go into business, I have to be able 
to afford to buy the things I need and find 
the location. The cattleman is a business- 
man and should stand on his own two feet as 
well. Even the meadows should belong to 
the deer, etc. Look what happened to the 
buffalo. Please vote to kill bill S. 1491 and 
H. R. 4023, also S. 2548 and H. R. 6787, and 
all other bills of this nature. 

Sincerely, 
C. E. COCHRAN, 
Precinct 149-4. 

P. S—Don't confine us to the public parks, 
like the Indian reservation. There are too 
few of them, 
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PORTLAND, OREG., May 22, 1954. 
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: I am very much concerned about 
a certain minority group which is attempt- 
ing to appropriate our public lands for their 
personal gains to the detriment of the ma- 
jority, by promoting the passage of legisla- 
tion known as S. 2548 and H. R. 6787. 
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I think that everything within the power 
of our legislators should be done to see that 
our public lands which belong to all of the 
people of our country always remains in a 
status which will be of an equal benefit to 
all of the people and not a few. 

I, therefore, enjoin you to see that no laws 
shall ever be legislated which shall deprive 
all of the people of our country to their 
justifiable right to access and equal benefit 
of our public lands. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE E. TYLER. 

RESOLUTION OF Hoop RIVER FARM BUREAU, 

Hoop RIVER, OREG., APRIL 26, 1954 


Whereas the cattlemen are trying to have 
a bill (Senate bill 2548 and House bill 6787) 
passed by the United States Legislature; and 

Whereas the proposed grazing bill, if 
passed, would give them jurisdiction over a 
vast portion of the public domain and the 
same would be closed to the use of the pub- 
lic, the same as the Bull Run Reserve: There- 
fore be it 

Resolved, That the Hood River Farm Bu- 
reau is opposed to the new cattlemen's graz- 
ing bill as now pending in the United States 
Legislature as Senate bill 2548 and House 
bill 6787 and that a copy of this resolution 
be sent to our State office and also to our 
Representative and Congressmen. 

P. J. MOHR, 
Committee on Resolutions. 
CRUZATTE, OREG., May 1, 1954. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE. 

Dear Sm: We, the undersigned, are very 
much concerned about an article in the May 
issue of Sports Afield concerning bills intro- 
duced in the 83d Congress. The bills in ques- 
tion are S. 2548, introduced by Senator 
Grorce D. AIKEN, Republican, of Vermont, 
and H. R. 6787, introduced by Representative 
CLIFFORD R. Hore, Republican, of Kansas. 
We believe these bills are detrimental to the 
Nation as a whole and are for the benefit 
of the livestock industry only.. This is an- 
other of the so-called giveaway bills that 
have been introduced in this session of Con- 
gress, If these bills are made into laws, the 
public will be kept out of our national for- 
ests and some of the favored few will make 
some money. We feel that the bulk of the 
people should be benefited by laws passed 
in Congress and not the favored few. These 
national forests have been here for a long 
time and have been administrated by well- 
informed men as to the needs of our forests 
and wild game and if the livestock people 
get control of them there is no telling what 
will happen. We cannot understand how 
this bill S. 2548 passed the Senate, but we 
feel that Mr. Eisenhower should veto this 
bill. We also feel that the other bill, H. R. 
6787, should be killed on the House or Sen- 
ate floor. We also would like to appeal to 
you to fight any other bill that favors special 
interests. We also would like to appeal to 
you to help us to save our beauty spots where 
we can fish and hunt and not have to get 
permission from someone who bought our 
land from the Government for a few cents 
an acre. In other words, help us to renew 
our faith in the people that were selected to 
run our Government. 

Very sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. WaLDo E. HILL, 
Mr. and Mrs. ELLSWORTH A. RIO. 
Mr. and Mrs. LYLE A, WALTHROP, 
E. A. Davis. 
Mr. and Mrs, J. E. JONEs. 
Mr. Kent E. Rio. 
Mr. JOHN E. ANGVICH. 
Casper, Wyo., August 8, 1954. 
C. R. GuTERMUTH, 
North American Wildlife Foundation, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Advised Senator ANDERSON, New Mexico, 

has introduced the stockmen’s grazing bill, 
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S. 2548, as an amendment to S. 3052, which 
is the administration’s general farm bill. 
The efforts on the part of the part of the 
proponents of S. 2548 to lead Congress to 
believe that the conservation organizations 
and the sportsmen's clubs of the States af- 
fected are in favor of such legislation are 
reprehensible and will be proven to be en- 
tirely false just as soon as certification reso- 
lutions can reach your office. The contro- 
versy over S. 2548 and its companion in the 
House, H. R. 6787, is already establishing the 
fact that the vast majority of the people 
throughout the Western States, wherein our 
public domain and most of our national for- 
ests are located, are fearful of any more 
special-interest legislation, and particularly 
anything infringing on something as vital 
to our national welfare as is our national 
forests; and as a result, candidates for gov- 
ernor, Congress, and the United States Sen- 
ate who have endorsed this proposed legis- 
lation will find it embarrassing in trying to 
justify their actions to the people through- 
out the Western States who are in position 
to appreciate just how valuable our national 
forests really are to the Nation’s welfare. I 
am forwarding you evidence of the fact that 
every chapter of the Izaak Walton League 
in Wyoming and over 11,000 members of the 
Wyoming Federation of Sportsmien’s Clubs 
have unanimously gone on record against 
this and all similar legislation. Urge you 
to make these facts known to the Senate 
committee, 
CHARLES E, PIERSALL, 
National Director, Izaak Walton League 
of America. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I also 
wish to call particular attention to an 
argument which was made in the House 
against a similar proposal by Hon. JOHN 
P. Saytor on July 1, 1954, and by Hon. 
LEE METCALF on July 28, 1954. I ask 
unanimous consent that their statements 
be printed in the Record as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

AMENDED VERSION OF AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 
1954 NEEDS FURTHER STUDY 
(Extension of remarks of Hon. Jomn P. 

SAYLOR, of Pennsylvania, in the House of 

Representatives, Thursday, July 1, 1954) 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Speaker, on July 29, an 
amended version of the Agricultural Act of 
1954, S. 3052, was introduced in the Senate 
in the form of a substitute bill. I am par- 
ticularly concerned about a new section, title 
VIII, that was added, and which contains 
the same provisions of the natural forest 
grazing bill, S. 2548. The amendment has 
been printed as Senate Calendar No. 1825, 
and is awaiting action in the other body. 

In my judgment, it would be most un- 
fortunate if that move would deprive the 
House of the opportunity to give full con- 
sideration to a piece of legislation to which 
there is such widespread public opposition, 

I do not believe that measures involving 
the administration of about 200 million acres 
of our national forest and Bankhead-Jones 
lands should be rushed through in the clos- 
ing hours of Congress without proper con- 
sideration. 

The grazing bill, S. 2548, as amended in 
the Senate, has been in the House Agricul- 
ture Committee for quite some time. Hear- 
ings have been held, and it has been dis- 
cussed by the committee members in execu- 
tive session. The committee obviously has 
found that the measure needs further con- 
sideration, or it would have been reported 
before now. 

Practically all of the national conserva- 
tion organizations have registered vigorous 
opposition to this legislation. I have a let- 
ter on the grazing bill from one of the 
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larger organizations, the Wildlife Manage- 
ment Institute, and wish to insert the same 
as a part of my remarks for the information 
of the Members: 


WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, 
Washington, D. C., July 30, 1954. 
The Honorable JOHN P. SAYLOR, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Sartor: This response 
to your request for an outline of the prin- 
cipal objections of the national conservation 
organizations to the grazing bill, S. 2548, has 
been condensed as much as possible. All of 
the following viewpoints are significant and 
merit consideration. 

There is widespread public opposition to 
this bill, and that obviously is the main rea- 
son that it was not reported by the House 
committee. All of the national conservation 
organizations opposed the original bill, and, 
to our knowledge, only 1 national and 1 
regional organization have endorsed the 
amended version. Several of the State afili- 
ates of those two organizations still are 
opposing any such legislation. 

1. S. 2548 is regarded as unnecessary leg- 
islation. While it has been changed to ap- 
pear of benefit to other users of the national 
forest lands, it was tailored to meet the 
wishes of the livestock organizations. It 
definitely will create questionable legal com- 
plexities that could hamper effective admin- 
istration of the national forest lands. More- 
over, it is nothing more than a modified 
version of earlier proposals for an act that 
were squelched by overwhelming public ob- 
jection. As an indication of the intention 
of the sponsors, when the Senate passed 
S. 2548 Senator WELKER stated that further 
concessions will be sought next year. 

2. The existing discretionary authority 
that was granted by Congress under the 
Administrative Procedure Act would be re- 
placed by inflexible legal requirements that 
could not be altered to meet emergencies 
and changing conditions. Few people are 
willing to go along with S. 2548 simply be- 
cause it is supposed to contain the first 
recognition given to other users. While 
those other users are merely recognized in 
the bill, the permittees would be given legal 
rights in Uncle Sam's acres. 

The conservation forces have been battling 
for years to get discretionary authority for 
the administrative agencies that are charged 
with responsibility of managing the natural 
resources under the custodianship of State 
and Federal agencies, If the Secretary of 
Agriculture were deprived of the flexible au- 
thority that is needed to meet emergencies 
and changing conditions, it would be a seri- 
ous step backward. 

That so-called recognition is embodied in 
section 11 of S. 2548, which reads: “In order 
to obtain the views and recommendations 
of the various users of lands described in 
section 1 and their resources on questions 
of policy involved in the multiple use of 
such lands, the Secretary may establish mul- 
tiple-use advisory councils: Provided, how- 
ever, That such councils shall not supersede 
or perform any of the functions of the ad- 
visory boards established under section 18 of 
the act of April 24, 1950 (16 U. S. C. 580k).” 
Yes; S. 2548 provides that the Secretary of 
Agriculture may appoint advisory boards, but 
in view of the many things that he is man- 
dated to do for the permittees, the position 
of the other users remains about the same. 

3. The proposed appeal procedure is much 
more complicated than at present. The Sec- 
retary of Agriculture is restricted unwisely 
and unnecessarily in the handling of appeals. 
A complex and burdensome procedure would 
be made applicable to administrative actions 
and decisions. (The present law provides for 
appeal to the courts for arbitrary and ca- 
pricious acts on the part of the Secretary. 
Moreover, of the 84,000 administrative de- 
cisions made in the past 30 years, only 83 
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appeals have been taken to the Secretary, 
which is proof enough that no change is 
needed in the appeals procedure.) 

4. One rather good provision that appeared 
in the original draft of S. 2548, which would 
have required a survey of grazing fees, has 
been deleted. While the Forest Service has 
the right to conduct such a survey, the con- 
servationists would like to have the Congress 
rather than the Secretary see how far the 
Forest Service fees are below the prevailing 
rates of comparable private lands, and see 
how ridiculously’ low the Taylor grazing fees 
are in relation to those of the Forest Serv- 
ice. 

5. Perhaps the most important objection 
is that the Secretary is mandated to en- 
courage grazing permittees to improve the 
national forest lands. A vested right is es- 
tablished in the provision that is made for 
compensation of the unused or unexpired 
value of such improvements up to 20 years. 
Many people believe that this is contrary to 
the basic land ownership laws of this coun- 
try. Permittees would be urged to make fixed 
improvements to the property of another 
(public-owned lands), and would thereby 
acquire a legal equity in the ownership. 
This also means that congressional appro- 
priations for national forest land improve- 
ments undoubtedly would decrease year after 
year; the Government's responsibility would 
be shirked more and more as time goes on, 
and the permittees would continue to grasp 
a more firm hold on precious watersheds, 
timber production, recreational, and fish and 
game lands belonging to the entire citizenry, 

Congressman SAyLor, we already are get- 
ting calls from all parts of the country about 
the fact that the grazing bill has been in- 
cluded in the substitute agricultural bill, 
S. 3052, in the Senate. You have been a 
stanch advocate of sound natural resource 
management in the public interest, and can 
appreciate the grave concern about this last- 
minute maneuver. The conservationists are 
hopeful that this strategem will not prevent 
the Congress from giving full consideration 
to this legislation, 

Sincerely, 
C. R. GUTERMUTH, 
Vice President. 


STOCKMEN GET Foor IN DOORWAY 


(Extension of remarks of Hon, LEE METCALF, 
of Montana, in the House of Representa- 
tives, Wednesday, July 28, 1954) 


Mr. METCALF, Mr. Speaker, the attempt to 
add the revised version of the so-called uni- 
form grazing bill to the Agricultural Act of 
1954 is an example of the evils of attaching 
riders to bills that are not directly concerned 
with the subject matter of the principal 
legislation. 

This grazing legislation has no bearing 
whatsoever on the price-support program. 
Many proponents of high price supports are 
vigorously opposed to the adoption of S. 2548. 
Many hunters and fishermen from city dis- 
tricts who want to insure the farmer a decent 
minimum standard of living are opposed to 
giving away their rights on public lands to a 
handful of special interests. 

The big livestock interests who have vigor- 
ously fought the whole farm program and 
condemned it for years are now hitching on 
to a price support bill to try to get their 
foot in the door and control the public do- 
main. I hope that responsible proponents 
of the Agriculture Act of 1954 reject this at- 
tempt to make them the vehicle for the 
enactment of bad and dangerous legislation. 

I also include a discussion of S. 2548 by 
Michael Hudoba in his report from Washing- 
ton in the July 1954 issue of Sports Afield 
magazine: 


“STOCKMEN GET FOOT IN DOORWAY 


“The drive made by certain groups of 
stockmen who sought unusually special priv- 
ileges for grazing on our national forests, as 
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expressed in bills H. R. 4023 and S. 1491, 
petered out when the public raised a storm 
of protest to Congress. 

“But following President Eisenhower's 
message to Congress on natural resources, 
two bills were introduced by the chairmen of 
the Senate and House Committees on Agri- 
culture. These bills sought to meet some of 
the stockmen's demands for security of ten- 
ure for livestock grazing permits on national 
forests. 

“S. 2548 and H. R. 6789, by Senator GEORGE 
AIKEN (Republican, Vermont), Senator Ep- 
warp THYE (Republican, Minnesota), and 
Representative CLIFFORD Hore (Republican, 
Kansas), are a considerably modified version 
of the D’Ewart-Barrett bills, and have the 
endorsement of the administration. 

“S. 2548 passed the Senate in an even more 
modified form, although the majority of con- 
servation organizations strongly object to its 
provisions. Conservationists claim the pro- 
visions are unnecessary since most of the 
proposals are already in effect by order of the 
Agriculture Secretary. A particular objec- 
tion is against the foot-in-the-door priority 
for grazing-permit domination of our na- 
tional forests. 

“The Senate amended S. 2548 to eliminate 
the words “grazing uses” from the bill, and 
substituted instead the words “any occu- 
pancy and use of.” This action together 
with the change of the bill's title would 
make the bill more of a multiple-purpose-use 
deal for our national forest lands. But 
as you examine the provisions of S. 2548, it 
becomes clear that the details for adminis- 
tering this proposed law are designed for 
grazing permit uses, and in effect make graz- 
ing a priority use of these lands. 

“The multip‘2-purpose-use councils, which 
the Senate put into the bill to pacify the 
public’s conservation wishes, would have 
representatives of the various interests of 
the national forests, such as timber, wild- 
life, recreation, and so on, But the council 
is not necessarily required by the proposed 
law, and whether it would be set up at all 
is left up to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Even if the multiple-purpose- use council 
should be set up, there is no provision for 
expenses for council members to represent 
the public, and the council could not super- 
sede the grazing advisory boards established 
under the Granger-Thye Act. 

“While S. 2548 states a congressional policy 
that such uses as grazing, watershed con- 
servation, timber production, recreation, 
mining, and wildlife should be safeguarded 
and given full consideration, it does not spell 
out this aim in the detail for law and ad- 
ministration as it does the various provisions 
for grazing use. 

“Livestock permittees would be given stat- 
utory rights to improve national forest land 
for grazing purposes with the consent of the 
Agriculture Department, and to benefit from 
such increased grazing capacity. This could 
include fencing of the public forest lands, 
and so on. They would have implemented 
rights for appeal in district courts over dis- 
putes on grazing uses and rights on national 
forest lands. 

“In other words, while timber, recreation, 
and other multiple-purpose uses remain in 
the status of temporary permissive trespass 
use, the grazing right and grazing permit 
occupancy would be implemented and bol- 
stered by law far more than other public 
uses. 

We suggest that you refer to the May 1954 
issue of Sports Afield for the revealing story, 
It's Still Your Land, that tells about the 
stockmen's scheming that led to these bills.” 


Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement 
which I had prepared with reference to 
S. 2548, the grazing bill, be printed at 
this point in the Recor as a part of my 
remarks. 
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There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MORSE 

It is my understanding that the State 
affiliates of the National Wildlife Federation 
in all of the following 30 States still are 
opposed to the amended grazing bill, S. 2548, 
and that they have wired protests to its 
passage, and to having it made a part of the 
farm bill, S. 3052: Arizona, Arkansas, Cali- 
fornia, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 
Plorida, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Mis- 
sissippi, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, 
North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, 
Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, Ten- 
nessee, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. 

I believe that my colleagues from all of 
those States already have received wires from 
the State federations. Many more of the 
State affiliates of the National Wildlife Fed- 
eration, which passed that resolution so hur- 
riedly in Chicago last March, undoubtedly 
would express themselves if they knew of 
this last-minute move. Georgia, which is 
not affiliated with the National Wildlife Fed- 
eration, is on record in opposition to the 
grazing bill. 

Here is an important item in connection 
with the national forest grazing bill, S. 2548, 
which has been attached as a rider to the 
farm bill, S. 3052. 

S. 2548 gives special privileges to the 18,000 
grazing permittees who use the national 
forest lands. That is the total number of 
grazing permittees using the national forest 
lands throughout the entire country. 

According to the Report of the Chief of 
Forest Service for 1953, there were 33 million 
recreational visits to the national forests, 
9 million of which were hunters and fisher- 
men. 

This bill creates private-property rights 
in public-grazing lands in the national for- 
ests (sec. 2). Heretofore, stockmen entitled 
to grazing privileges on these public-grazing 
lands have been mere permittees or licensees. 
Now they are given a property interest, not 
merely in fixtures and equipment (e. g., 
fences, tanks, etc.) that may be put on the 
land, but in improvements on the land it- 
self, such as stock ponds, reseeding of the 
range, etc., which are inseparable from the 
land. These rights, according to this bill, 
can be inherited and devised and can, in ef- 
fect, be assigned. It cannot properly be 
claimed that this legislation does not con- 
fer actual property rights in public land. 

Not only are actual property rights in 
public land conferred, but this step moves 
in the direction of plaguing American pub- 
lic-land administration with the kind of 
encumbrances which have been the bane of 
public administration in Europe. Hence- 
forth; our grazing and forest lands will not 
be public lands, but quasi-public lands bur- 
dened with all kinds of easements, encum- 
brances, etc. This is the entering wedge to 
a corruption of public title to public lands 
and looks toward small-minority private 
control and ownership of these lands. 

Section 2 (b) provides not only that priv- 
ilege holders are to be compensated for the 
value of improvements, but that their es- 
tates are to be compensated as well. 

Section 5 (b) sets up a procedure to arbi- 
trate the public interest in public lands. 
One member of the Board may be designated 
by the licensee; yet the administrating 
agency (Forest Service) cannot designate the 
second member, who must be designated by 
the Department of Agriculture; the third, 
whose decision will be controlling is chosen 
by these two; if they cannot agree the 
district court appoints the third member; 
this comes close to being private arbitration 
for the disposal of public property. 

Thereafter the bill provides for a decision 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, a rehearing 
de novo by the Secretary; and review by the 
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district court. The process is lengthy, cum- 
bersome, and could wreck administration. 
There is no provision in the bill that findings 
of fact by the Secretary, if supported by sub- 
stantial evidence, shall be conclusive upon 
the court. While there may be doubt as a 
matter of law whether the court can weigh 
the evidence under this legislation, protective 
language should have been included. 

Section 3 prevents reduction in permitted 
livestock on the sole basis of transfer of a 
permit. This section is unnecessary, because 
it merely states present procedure. 

Section 4 says the requirements as to base 
properties shall be based on customary local 
practices. If this changes present pro- 
cedures, which is doubtful, it permits unde- 
sirable relaxation of standards against the 
public interest. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if I still 
have time in which to do so, I yield 
now to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I wish 
to ask a question of the Senator from 
Oregon: Is it not a fact that the State 
of Oregon and all other States in the 
West have in their laws a provision that 
when State lands are leased, if the lessee 
puts improvements upon the land, with 
the consent of the State board, the lessee 
will be recompensed if he should lose the 
lease as a result of having the State take 
the lease away from him or otherwise 
dispose of the property? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, that is 
a common provision. 

Mr. BARRETT. And that is precisely 
what we are providing in this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MORSE. I am not interested in 
what prevails in the States in regard to 
the use of State land. But I say to the 
Senator from Wyoming that a telegram 
I have received from Casper, Wyo., from 
the wildlife group in his State, shows 
that that group is unequivocally opposed 
to the position the Senator from Wyo- 
ming is taking on the amendment in 
respect to Federal land. 

Mr. President, I wish to say to the 
Senate that in this case we are dealing 
with a Federal policy in regard to Fed- 
eral lands. I do not propose to have 
the Federal lands in my State, for ex- 
ample, become encumbered by a vested 
property interest on the part of the cat- 
tlemen of the State of Oregon. I believe 
that the title to those lands should be 
kept completely clear for all the people 
of the United States. Those lands are 
not owned by Oregon or by the cattle- 
men of Oregon. To the contrary, those 
lands are owned by the 160 million peo- 
ple across this country. So we should 
protect the title and interest of all the 
people of the United States in those 
lands. 

The Federal Government should pro- 
ceed to make on those lands such im- 
provements as will permit the best use 
of the lands by cattlemen, by sheepmen, 
and by sportsmen; and then the Federal 
Government should charge them fees 
sufficiently high to reimburse the Treas- 
ury of the United States for the cost of 
the improvements. 

When we follow that simple principle, 
which I have outlined here today, we 
protect the interest of all the people of 
the United States in the public domain. 
If we follow that principle we will not 
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begin to let the sheepmen or the cattle- 
men get their heads under the public 
domain tent, with the result that, before 
we know it, in a few years, if there is a 
Secretary of Agriculture who exercises 
a capricious discretion, we shall find that 
the public domain will have been en- 
cumbered with the vested rights of per- 
mittees and lessees. Under such a situ- 
ation the general public would be fenced 
off their own land. Under such a situ- 
ation we shall not be able to have it used 
for the purposes for which the public 
domain is supposed to be used. 

Mr. President, this is a bad bill. It 
is anotoer giveaway bill. It violates 
sound administrative policy. It is not 
in the best long-time interests of the 
livestock men. It will turn the public 
against them. It will sow seeds of re- 
sentment and conflict between and 
among groups of citizens. The stock- 
men may criticize me today for my op- 
position to this bill but I am convinced 
that they will come to see the soundness 
of the public policy for which Iam argu- 
ing. I shall continue to work for legis- 
lation that will provide stockmen with 
better facilities for grazing on the pub- 
lic domain but I shall continue to insist 
that it be done by the Federal Govern- 
ment and not by private interests. It 
is the only way to keep the people's title 
in the public doinain clear and unen- 
cumbered. This amendment clouds the 
title of the public domain belonging to 
all the peorle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair announces that, a moment ago, 
the Senator from Wyoming was not 
called to order, because he did not have 
the floor; but he was requested to take 
his seat, in the interest of peace and 
harmony in the Senate. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Senatcr from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] was discussed 
in the Senate on the evening of August 
4, as we were beginning the debate on 
the farm bill. At that time the Sena- 
tor from New Mexico [Mz. ANDERSON], 
and the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] were in coiloquy regarding 
which of the conservationist groups were 
in opposition to the proposed amend- 
ue and which ones were in support 
of it. 

As a result of that colloquy, I read 
into the Recorp, as appears on page 
13276 of the Recorp, a list of the con- 
servationist organizations which oppose 
this amendment. 

On the following Friday, I presented 
for the consideration of the Senate, and 
for review by it, telegrams signed by a 
number of such organizations and their 
representatives. Those telegrams ap- 
pear on pages 13537-13538 of the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD for August 6. As an 
example of those telegrams, I now read 
one of them, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., August 4, 1954. 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Practically all national conservation or- 
ganizations still opposing amended version 
stockmen's grazing bill, S. 2548, and protest 
attaching measure affecting administration 
of 200 million acres of national forest and 
Bankhead-Jones lands as = mere rider on 
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farm bill, S. 3052. Several State affiliates 
of National Wildlife Federation are strongly 
in opposition. 

Forest Conservation Society of America, 
Spencer Smith, Secretary; Outdoor 
Writers Association of America, Mich- 
ael Hudoba, Conservation Director; 
Izaak Walton League of America, Wil- 
liam Voigt, Jr., Executive Director; 
North American Wildlife Foundation, 
C. R. Gutermuth, Secretary; National 
Parks Association, Devereux Butcher, 
Editor; Sierra Club, Richard M. Leon- 
ard, Director; Sport Fishing Institute, 
R. W. Eschmeyer, Executive Vice Pres- 
ident; Wilderness Society, Howard 
Zahniser, Executive Secretary; Wildlife 
Management Institute. Ira N. Gabriel- 
son, President. 


So, Mr. President, there can be no 
doubt that, as the distinguished junior 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Ervin] has said, with the exception of 
1 or 2 groups here or there, the wild- 
life and conservationist groups of the 
country are almost unanimously opposed 
to adoption of the amendment. They 
are opposed to its adopticn for the rea- 
sons set forth by the Forest Conserva- 
tion Society of America, m the brief it 
presented before the committee. That 
society made a very powerful argument 
in opposition to the amendment, and 
also made a very appropriate analysis 
of it. 

At this time I wish to read into the 
Recorp the concluding paragraph of the 
statement by the Forest Conservation 
Society of America: 


This bill— 


The society was referring to the 
amendment at the time when it was a 
bill— 
if enacted, may readily become an entering 
wedge and be followed by even more aggres- 
sive efforts by stockmen’s and other organ- 
izations to attain objectives which this bill 
would not satisfy. It may be followed by 
efforts of other groups to obtain correspond- 
ing advantages. 

Let us not adopt legislation that would 
make it more difficult in the long run to 
maintain range use as a privilege, rather 
than as a private right. 


Mr. President, the point is that in this 
case a technical amendment which has 
very great practical application is in- 
volved. As the Senator from Oregon 
pointed out indisputably, these lands are 
public lands, owned by all the people. 
Anyone who puts foot on them does so 
as a citizen with the privilege of putting 
foot on them. Anyone who obtains per- 
mission to use these lands obtains that 
as a privilege, not as a right. 

The Senator from North Carolina 
Mr. Ervin] is a distinguished jurist, 
and he put his finger exactly on the 
point. The moment a licensee or per- 
mittee obtains permission to make im- 
provements in these areas, a certain 
vested property right—either tangible or 
intangible—is thereby established. 

Mr, ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Then would the 
Senator from Minnesota say that under 
the Taylor Grazing Act, if an investment 
is made, title to the land has been 
encumbered? 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Les, if the Federal 
Government then has to buy back the 
land, as this amendment provides; and 
it provides that the Federal Govern- 
ment will have to make compensation if 
the licensee’s permit runs out; or that 
if the Federal Government wishes to re- 
claim the land, the Federal Government 
will have to buy it back. 

In that connection, I think the analysis 
made by the conservationist organiza- 
tions is a correct one, in that it points 
out that there really is not anything very 
wrong with the way the Federal Govern- 
ment is now operating these lands, and 
that there rests on the proponents the 
burden of showing clearly why the mak- 
ing of such a change is desirable. Cer- 
tainly there has been no hue and cry 
for such a change from the people of 
the United States, from conservationist 
groups, or from any other groups in the 
country, except the cattlemen and sheep- 
men, who would like to have a little 
better opportunity to go into the public 
domain. 

The Senator from Oregon made a very 
telling point. He did not say the cattle- 
men and sheepmen should be kept out of 
the Federal lands; but he said the Fed- 
eral Government should make whatever 
developments may be necessary and 
should make whatever improvements 
may be necessary, so that title to the 
lands will clearly remain in the Federal 
Government, and so that the right of the 
Federal Government to ownership, con- 
trol, and use of the lands is clear; and 
then the Federal Government should 
charge adequate license or permit fees, 
to offset the costs which may be involved 
in making the improvements. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me point out 
that one person who was mentioned dur- 
ing the debate some 2 or 3 days ago as 
possibly being in support of the amend- 
ment is a gentleman from my own State, 
Mr. Cliff Sakry. He sent me the fol- 
lowing telegram: 

Sr. Paul., MINN., August 5, 1954. 
Senator HUBERT HUMPHREY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Minnesota Conservation Federation back- 
ing you in fight to defeat national forest 
grazing bill from Aiken amendment to agri- 
cultural bill, S. 3052. Your work for conser- 
vation greatly appreciated. 

MINNESOTA CONSERVATION 
FEDERATION, 
CLIFF SAKRY, 

Executive Secretary. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, may 
I have 1 more minute? 

Mr.ELLENDER. I yield 1 more minute 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized for 
1 more minute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
also submitted for the Recorp telegrams 
from the Izaak Walton League, the Wiid- 
life Management Institute, and all the 
other major conservationist and wild- 
life groups. I think that all Members of 
the Senate must agree that these groups 
have at heart the national interest in the 
public domain and in the national forests 
and the national park lands, 
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I realize that there may be differences 
of opinion regarding how far the amend- 
ment goes. Let me say the amendment 
is greatly improved over the way the 
grazing bill previously read; there is no 
doubt about that. The amendment is 
not now the original so-called stockmen’s 
bill—not by the slightest stretch of the 
imagination. However, I do not believe 
that bill, now the pending amendment, 
should be added to the farm bill. I know 
that grazing bill was once passed by the 
Senate, but the House of Representa- 
tives would not pass it. I also know that 
the only way this grazing bill can now 
become law is by being attached to the 
farm bill, as an amendment, and in that 
way be reported from conference, fol- 
lowing the passage of the bill here in the 
Senate. But in that way, the processes 
of the House of Representatives would be 
circumvented. 

Mr. President, I wish to make very 
clear that, as has previously been stated, 
the House of Representatives will not 
agree to such an amendment to the 
pending bill. This amendment is but an 
effort to get the so-called stockmen’s bill 
through the back door. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s time has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. AnpErson] for himself and 
other Senators. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum, 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 4 minutes for that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the 
purpose of a quorum call? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Before the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is advised that that cannot be 
done. All time must be yielded before 
a quorum call can be had. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico still has 24 
minutes, and the Senator from Louisiana 
has 29 minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Am I to understand 
I cannot yield 4 minutes for the purpose 
of calling a quorum if I desire to do so? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator that it is im- 
possible to tell how much time would be 
required for a quorum call. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I said I would yield 
not to exceed 4 minutes. If a quorum 
is not obtained in 4 minutes, I shall ask 
that the order be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? It must be by unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Iam sure there will 
be no objection if the Senator from 
Louisiana desires it that way. Let us 
proceed in the manner he desires, I 
certainly will not object. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be a 
quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time to be divided how? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sug- 
gestion is made that there be a quorum 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


call, and that the time be divided equally. 
Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and the Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 15 minutes 
to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
am. opposed to the pending amendment 
for three reasons. 

First, it is bad legislative procedure. 
During my service in the Congress, I 
always have opposed major riders which 
were not germane in any sense to the 
pending bill. Everyone knows, of course, 
that granting a limited number of stock- 
men more liberal grazing permits and 
some vested rights in the national for- 
ests has nothing in the world to do with 
a price-support bill for farmers. I am 
a little surprised that the distinguished 
patrons of the flexible support bill—the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. AIKEN] and the distinguished Sen- 
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] — 
should be willing to hazard the main 
provision of the bill, which was adopted 
by the Senate after a bitter fight by a 
majority of only four, and by a similar 
narrow margin in the House, by adding 
an extraneous Forest Service bill which 
will be fought again in the House, even 
if the House conferees accept it. 

I do not know whether they will accept 
it. It may be tied up for a long time. 
Even if they do accept it, the issue will 
be raised again on the floor of the House, 
because all the conservation agencies of 
the Nation have become aroused, and 
they will fight the provision. 

What better excuse will the 90-percent 
rigid supporters of the House have for 
voting against the conference report 
than their opposition to the forest 
amendment? 

I am surprised that Senators who are 
so eager to see Congress adopt a flexible 
support program are willing, in the clos- 
ing days of the session, to hazard the 
entire program with some extraneous 
matter. 

The second reason I am opposed to the 
amendment is that the Senate never de- 
bated the bill. How did it pass? It 
passed by unanimous consent, when not 
more than a handful of Senators were 
present on the floor. There was no de- 
bate and no recorded vote. 

The Senate had been lulled into a feel- 
ing of false security about the bill by the 
published report that it had the endorse- 
ment of the National Wildlife Federa- 
tion. 

We now find that a director of that 
organization in New Mexico went to one 
of the Western States with an official of 
the Federation from Washington, and 
the two of them, at a meeting held out 
there, put through a certain resolution. 
That action has since been overwhelm- 
ingly refuted. We have telegrams in 
Washington today from at least 30 State 
units of the same organization repudi- 
ating the action taken last spring at that 
western conference. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I know 
the Senator from Virginia would never 
make a statement that was not abso- 
lutely correct. When the bill was be- 
fore the Senate there was debate on it. 
I know I asked a dozen questions my- 
self, and 4 or 5 or 6 other Senators en- 
gaged in debate at the time the bill was 
before the Senate. I know the Senator 
from Virginia would not want to give a 
wrong impression about the bill. There 
is in the Recor a considerable amount 
of debate on the bill. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Virginia will, of course, 
accept the statement of his distinguished 
friend from Colorado. The statement of 
the junior Senator from Virginia was 
based on what he read in the Recorp, 
namely, the statement by the distin- 
guished Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER], who asked that the action of 
the Senate be reconsidered on the ground 
that only a handful of Senators were 
on the floor when it passed the Senate, 
sun that there was no adequate debate 
on it. 

The point has been made that the 
House has not had an opportunity to 
consider the new bill. The House has 
considered the new bill. It has held two 
separate hearings on the new bill. The 
House Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry has refused to report the new 
bill. It is tied up in committee. All the 
committee members are against it. All 
the Members of the House who are in- 
terested in the conservation of our nat- 
ural resources are against the bill. 

What is involved? Nine million people 
a year use our 175 million to 180 million 
acres of national forests, Eighteen thou- 
sand stockmen have grazing permits. I 
do not claim that the stockmen are any 
more selfish than people in Virginia, or 
anywhere else. However, anyone who 
acquires an interest in public property 
wants to use that interest to the fullest 
advantage permitted by the law. Cer- 
tainly the stockmen’s association is no 
eleemosynary institution. During the 21 
years I have been in Congress they have 
been constantly pressing us for more and 
more use of the public domain, particu- 
larly the national forest. They have 
brought it to the point where the game is 
gone and the water supply is imperiled. 
The Taylor Grazing Act was passed in 
an effort to control the situation. 

The stockmen came back this year and 
asked for more than was included in the 
first Anderson bill. The Senator from 
New Mexico could not get that bill 
through, so he cut them down some more 
in the amendment. There is no question 
that this is just another wedge, that the 
stockmen will be back for more, and that 
they will keep coming back for more. 

I do not criticize the stockmen for 
wanting to get the fullest use for them- 
selves, but, as I say, they are for private 
property with two capital “P’s.’ Our 
duty is so to regulate the natural re- 
sources which belong to the people that 
the people may get the fullest enjoyment 
from them, 
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The permittees would have the right to 
build waterholes and to improve the for- 
est grazing ranges. As the distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Ervin] has pointed out, the amendment 
would give stockmen a vested right in 
public property. If we let them go into 
the forests, and they build waterholes 
and otherwise improve the land, we shall 
never get them out again. 

The distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico said that he had very carefully 
provided in the amendment that no one 
could overrule the decision of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior with respect to the 
national forests. However, we do place 
a restriction in the bill on his manage- 
ment which ties his hands. 

That is why conservation organiza- 
tions throughout the Nation have ad- 
vised us that in their opinion if this bill 
is passed the Government will lose its 
control and management of the vast for- 
est areas in the West. 

The proper procedure in connection 
with this legislation is to handle it in the 
way it has started, namely, by a separate 
bill in the House and in the Senate. We 
should stick to that method of legisla- 
tion. We passed the bill, as I said, in 
amended form on the call of the calen- 
dar. The House has refused to pass the 
bill. 

We can wait until next year, when we 
can develop more testimony. Then we 
can frame a bill. If we want to give 
stockmen—18,000 of them as against the 
millions of people who want to use the 
national forests—this additional privi- 
lege, we can do so. 

However, Mr. President, it would be a 
great mistake, in my humble opinion, for 
us to adopt, in the closing days of this 
session, an amendment, as a rider to the 
farm bill, which would imperil the agri- 
cultural bill, without giving the conser- 
vation organizations an opportunity to 
be heard. The Senator from Minnesota 
has furnished a long list of organizations 
which are opposed to the amendment, 
including the Izaak Walton League, all 
the State game departments in the East, 
and nearly all the units of the National 
Wildlife Federation. 

I do not wish unduly to delay a vote on 
the amendment. I hope very much that 
it will not be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] for himself and 
other Senators, to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to oppose the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New Mexico. I believe 
the adoption of the amendment would 
set an extremely dangerous and harm- 
ful precedent. The amendment, as I 
read it, would give to the sheepmen and 
cattlemen of the West, at least by im- 
plication, a vested claim to the public 
lands, and it would be extremely diffi- 
cult to get rid of it. I thoroughly agree 
with the proposal of the distinguished 
junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse] that in order to make these 
lands available as fully as possible to 
the largest number of persons, the 
Government should build water holes or 
other improvements which are so neces- 
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sary to the conduct of the grazing lands 
and charge the necessary fees to the 
grazing expenses. 

My second objection to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New Mexico 
is that it would open the door to similar 
or equally dangerous procedures with 
regard to our timber lands and our other 
natural resources, which belong not to 
only a small group of persons, but to 
160 million people of the Nation. 

We in New York hold a forest re- 
serve of approximately 2 million acres. 
We would not think of giving anyone the 
right to make improvements on that 
land with the understanding that they 
would receive reimbursement if they 
were later divested of the use of the 
land. As a matter of fact, the State of 
New York may not divest itself of even 
a few acres without a referendum of 
all the people of the State. 

Finally, Mr. President, I have a very 
strong feeling that this amendment has 
absolutely no place in the farm bill. 
It bears no relationship whatsoever to 
the subject which we have been discuss- 
ing for the past 5 days. It merely 
complicates matters. It is a rider, 
purely and simply. Let us not fool our- 
selves. It is not an amendment; it is a 
rider. As a matter of fact, if it is con- 
sidered proper and advisable to consider 
the subject at all, it should be the subject 
of an entirely separate bill to which 
Congress can give consideration with 
reference to all the implications, all the 
threats, all the possibilities of the bill, 
and reach a decision. 

For the reasons I have stated, Mr. 
President, I oppose the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New York 
has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. BARRETT]. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, we 
have heard that the provisions of this 
amendment would grant a vested right 
to the permittee. The Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN] has just finished 
saying that he is fearful that if these 
privileges are granted, the permittee can 
never be divested of the lands. 

I invite the Senator’s attention to the 
fact that in subsection (b), on page 2, it 
is provided as follows: 

(b) To further promote and encourage 
the construction and maintenance of such 
range improvements the Secretary shall pro- 
vide by rules and regulations for compensa- 
tion to such privilege holders or their es- 
tates for the loss of the value of such im- 
provements, 


On page 3, subsection (d) provides: 

(d) The value of any improvement as de- 
termined under subsection (b) or (c) shall 
not exceed its replacement cost, less a per- 
centage thereof commensurate with the ex- 
pired portion of its normal life. The normal 
life of any improvement shall be determined 
under rules and regulations of the Secretary 
and shall not exceed 20 years. 


How under the sun, could anyone con- 
tend that a person could never be di- 
vested of his privileges or rights when the 
amendment itself sets a limitation of 20 
years. 

The junior Senator from Oregon con- 
tended a while ago that vested rights 
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were provided for in this amendment. 
In the Western States the States them- 
selves own thousands upon thousands of 
acres of land. The lands are used gen- 
erally for grazing purposes. They are 
leased. In every one of the Western 
States there is a provision of law iden- 
tical with the provision found in this 
amendment, a provision whereby the 
lessee, if he builds fences on the land, if 
he puts reservoirs or dikes on the land, 
will be recompensed for the replacement 
cost of those improvements if the State 
takes the lease away from him or if he 
disposes of the improvements to a third 
person. 

That is precisely what this amendment 
would provide. 

I invite the attention of Senators to 
the fact that more than 100,000 such 
leases are in existence in the Western 
States and never in any one of those 
States has the question of vested rights 
been raised. No court has ever held that 
the permittee or the lessee acquired a 
vested right under those provisions of 
State law. That is precisely what would 
happen here. 

We have before us an amendment 
which proposes to write into law the 
regulations of the Department of Agri- 
culture, and particularly of the Forest 
Service, which have been in force for a 
long period of years. How anyone could 
be opposed to writing into law the rules 
and regulations of that Department 
is beyond me. If a man is opposed to 
writing into the law the rules by which 
these lands can be used, he certainly 
favors a government by men rather than 
a government by law. That is precisely 
the situation which is before us. 

The point has been raised that permit- 
tees can make improvements on these 
lands. Of course they can. As I 
pointed out a while ago, in the past 10 
years they put up $4 million for those 
improvements. 

The Chief of the Forest Service has 
indicated that it would require $100 mil- 
lion to improve the forest ranges in the 
West. Bear in mind that we are not 
talking about national parks. That 
question has been brought into the de- 
bate a great many times this afternoon, 
but whoever makes the assertion that 
this amendment refers to national parks 
has not thoroughly read the amendment, 
because that is simply not the case. But 
the Chief of the Forest Service, who ap- 
proves the amendment, the Secretary of 
Agriculture, and the Bureau of the 
Budget, representing the executive arm 
of the Government, have approved it be- 
cause they know it will require upward 
of $100 million, over a period of years, to 
improve the ranges so that the people 
can have a greater grazing capacity for 
their livestock, so that the recreational 
uses of the national forests can be en- 
hanced, and so that the States of the 
West will have a right to develop, to 
grow, and to prosper as have States in 
the East, where there has been no such 
reservation of lands as there has been 
in the West. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Ros- 
ERTSON] made a point of the fact that 
there are no public lands in Virginia. 
That is precisely so. When Virginia 
came into the Union, it would not give 
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1 acre of public domain to the Federal 
Government. On the other hand, in the 
State of Wyoming, the Federal Govern- 
ment owns 52 percent of all the lands in 
the State. Consequently, we need legis- 
lation which will give our people the 
right to pursue their work, their avoca- 
tions, their industries, and their busi- 
nesses under a system of law. Isay that 
the proposed legislation is wholly rea- 
sonable in every way. 

It does not grant to the permittees any 
advantages which they do not have at 
present, save and except the one provi- 
sion that if they expend their own money 
on improving Federal lands, with the 
consent of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
they will be protected in that permission 
for a period not to exceed 10 years; and 
if they lose the land, their successors in 
interest will be obliged to compensate 
them for the replacement value of the 
improvement, less the depreciated value 
over a period of 10 years. 

All we are seeking is fair play. The 
States of the West have seen fit, over the 
past 50 years, to write into their statutes 
language giving to the lessees of State 
lands precisely the same rights as are 
provided in the bill. Such provisions 
have worked quite satisfactorily over the 
years so far as State property is con- 
cerned. Certainly, there is no reason 
why such a provision cannot be dealt 
with in the same fashion so far as Fed- 
eral lands are concerned. 

It seems to me that there is no reason 
to believe that the language or the im- 
plications of the amendment would 
justify anyone in contending that a vest- 
ed or property right in Federal lands is 
given to the permittees. 

There is one other provision in the 
amendment which is new and different 
from existing regulations, namely, the 
provision that if and when the Secretary 
of Agriculture acts in a capricious man- 
ner or contrary to law, a record can be 
made and an appeal taken to the courts, 
to require the Secretary of Agriculture 
to follow the law. I cannot conceive of 
any Senator being opposed to insuring 
to an American citizen the right to his 
day in court. 

It seems to me that the amendment is 
sound and proper, and that it should be 
adopted. I can see no reason why the 
Senate should reverse the position which 
it took a month or 6 weeks ago. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield 1 minute to 
the distinguished Senator from Vermont, 
to enable him to make clear whether the 
Forest Service has given full approval 
to the bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, night be- 
fore last I received a communication 
from Mr. McArdle, Chief of the Forest 
Service, saying that he had heard re- 
ports throughout the country to the ef- 
fect that the United States Forest Serv- 
ice did not favor the amendment offered 
by the Senator from New Mexico. Mr. 
McArdle said that if I heard any such 
reports, I could state specifically that the 
Forest Service was absolutely behind the 
amendment. 

In fact, the amendment is the result 
of a cooperative effort by the United 
States Forest Service, the real wildlife 
and conservation people of the coun- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


try, and the Senate Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. It is an excellent 
amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

I assisted in drafting the original bill, 
as the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
BARRETT] has just stated. That bill was 
passed by the Senate and is now before 
the House Committee on Agriculture for 
consideration. The only difference be- 
tween the law as now administered and 
the amendment is that the amendment 
empowers the Secretary of Agriculture 
to promote and encourage the construc- 
tion and maintenance, by permittees, of 
fences, range-water facilities, range re- 
seeding, and so forth. That function is 
now carried out by the Federal Govern- 
ment. In my judgment the plan en- 
visioned in the pending amendment will 
save the Government much money and 
will encourage a wider use of our public 
lands. 

I maintain that no vested rights in 
lands are conveyed by virtue of the 
amendment. I repeat, the same rights 
as are obtained now under existing law 
will be obtained by the permittee under 
the pending amendment if adopted. 
The only additional right conveyed, as 
I see it, is the right of permittees to 
build, at their own expense, waterholes 
and fences, under rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. 

So far as I am concerned, it is my 
belief that the amendment should not 
be considered in connection with the 
pending bill. 

A bill similar to the pending amend- 
ment was passed by the Senate 4 or 5 
weeks ago, and is now before the House 
of Representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Louisiana has 
expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself an 
additional half minute. 

The fact that the House has not 
acted on the bill makes me believe that 
the House is opposed to it. It strikes 
me that it would be only an idle gesture 
for the Senate to adopt the amendment 
at this time, in the hope that the House 
would agree to it. For that reason, I 
shall vote against the amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I won- 
der if the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] would yield back 
the remainder of their time, so that I 
may suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield the rest of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time is yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] for himself 
and other Senators, to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. AIKEN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. MARTIN. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Gore McCarthy 
Anderson Green McClellan 
Barrett Hayden Millikin 
Beall Hendrickson Monroney 
Bennett Hennings Morse 
Bowring Hickenlooper Mundt 
Bricker Hill Murray 
Bridges Holland Neely 
Burke Humphrey Pastore 
Bush Ives Payne 
Butler Jackson Potter 
Capehart Jenner Reynolds 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Case Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Cooper Kefauver Schoeppel 
Cordon Kennedy Smathers 
Crippa Kerr Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Douglas Kuchel Stennis 
Duff Langer Symington 
Dworshak Lehman ye 
Ellender Lennon Upton 

Long Watkins 
Ferguson Magnuson Welker 
Fulbright Malone Wiley 
George Martin William 
Gillette Maybank Young 
Goldwater McCarran 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] for himself 
and other Senators, to the amendment 
of the committee. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Pur- 
TELL] is absent on official business. The 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] is 
necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] would vote “nay.” 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
pega (Mr. PurTELL] would vote 
“yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Iannounce that the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE], and the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD] are detained on 
official business. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND], the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. FREAR], and the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are necessarily 
absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] is paired with the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. FLANDERS]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Alabama 
would vote “nay,” and the Senator from 
Vermont would vote “yea.” 

I announce also that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp], the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
Dante. ], and the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mr. KILGORE] would each vote 
“nay.” 
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The result was announced—yeas 45, 
nays 41, as follows: 


YEAS—45 
Aiken Dirksen McCarran 
Anderson Dworshak McCarthy 
Barrett Ferguson Millikin 
Beall Goldwater Mundt 
Bennett Hayden Payne 
Bowri Hendrickson Reynolds 
Bricker Hickenlooper Saltonstall 
Bridges Holland Schoeppel 
Bush Ives Smith, Maine 
Butler Jenner Smith, N. J. 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Thye 
Carlson Knowland Upton 
Case Kuchel Watkins 
Cordon Malone Welker 
Crippa Martin Williams 
NAYS—41 

Burke Humphrey Monroney 
Clements Jackson Morse 
Cooper Johnson, Tex. Murray 
Douglas Johnston, S. C. Neely 
Duff Kefauver Pastore 
Ellender Kennedy Potter 

in Kerr Robertson 
Fulbright Langer Russell 
George Lehman Smathers 
Gillette Lennon Stennis 
Gore Long Symington 
Green Magnuson Wiley 
Hennings Maybank Young 

McClellan 
NOT VOTING—10 

Byrd Flanders Purtell 
Chavez Frear Sparkman 
Daniel Kilgore 
Eastland Mansfield 


So the amendment offered by Mr. 
ANDERSON for himself and other Sena- 
tors to the amendment of the committee 
was agreed to. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote just taken be reconsidered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I move to lay the 
motion of the Senator from Vermont on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, to the 
committee amendment, I offer, on be- 
half of myself and the distinguished 
senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
Ives], the amendment which I send to 
the desk. I request the immediate con- 
sideration of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment will be read. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the 
amendment is a rather long one. If 
there is no objection, I ask that the 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without, 
objection, the reading of the amend- 
ment will be dispensed with; and, with- 
out objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment submitted by Mr. 
Young, on behalf of himself and Mr. 
Ives, to the committee amendment, is 
as follows: 

On page 30, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

“Sec. 310. (a) Section 332 of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended 


(7 U. S. C. 1332), is amended to read as 
follows: 

“ ‘Sec, 332. Not later than July 1 of each 
calendar year, the Secretary shall determine 
and proclaim the acreage allotment for the 
crop of wheat to be produced in the next 
calendar year.“ 
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“(b) Section 333 of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. S. C. 
1333), is amended to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 333. The acreage allotment for any 
crop of wheat shall be that acreage in the 
commercial wheat producing area which, on 
the basis of the average yield for wheat in 
such area during the 5 calendar years im- 
mediately the calendar year in 
which such allotment is determined, ad- 
justed for abnormal weather conditions, will 
produce an amount of wheat in such area 
which the Secretary determines will, together 
with wheat produced in the United States 
outside the commercial wheat producing area 
and wheat imported, make available a sup- 
ply for the marketing year beginning in 
the next calendar year, equal to the normal 
supply. The acreage allotment for wheat 
shall not be less than 50 million acres.’ 

“(c) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 
334 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended (7. U. S. C. 1334), are 
amended to read as follows: 

„a) The acreage allotment for wheat, 
less a reserve of not to exceed 1 percent 
thereof for apportionment as provided in 
this subsection, shall be apportioned by the 
Secretary among the States in the com- 
mercial wheat producing area, on the basis 
of the aggregate acreage seeded for the pro- 
duction of wheat in the counties in the 
State included in the commercial wheat pro- 
ducing area during the 5 calendar years 
immediately preceding the calendar year in 
which such acreage allotment is determined 
(plus, in applicable years, the acreage di- 
verted under previous agricultural adjust- 
ment and conservation programs), with ad- 
justments for abnormal weather conditions 
and for trends in acreage during such period. 
The reserve acreage set aside herein for 
apportionment by the Secretary shall be 
used to make allotments to counties, in 
addition to the county allotments made 
under subsection (b) of this section, on 
the basis of the relative needs of the counties 
for additional allotment because of reclama- 
tion and other new areas coming into the 
production of wheat during the 5 calendar 
years ending with the calendar year in which 
the acreage allotment for the commercial 
wheat producing area is proclaimed. 

“‘(b) The State acreage allotment for 
wheat, less a reserve of not to exceed 3 per- 
cent thereof for apportionment as provided 
in subsection (c) of this section, shall be 
apportioned by the Secretary among the 
counties in the State included within the 
commercial wheat-producing area, on the 
basis of the acreage seeded for the production 
of wheat during the five calendar years im- 
mediately preceding the calendar year in 
which such acreage allotment is determined 
(plus, in applicable years, the acreage 
diverted under previous agricultural adjust- 
ment and conservation programs), with ad- 
justments for abnormal weather conditions 
and trends in acreage during such period and 
for the promotion of soil conservation prac- 
tices.’ 

“(d) Section 335 of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U.S. C. 
1335), is amended: 

“(1) By striking out of the first sentence 
of subsection (a) the words ‘a national mar- 
keting quota shall be in effect’ and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘marketing quotas shall be in 
effect in the commercial wheat-producing 
area’; and 

“(2) By adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

e) If the average acreage seeded for the 
production of wheat in any State during the 
3 calendar years immediately preceding the 
calendar year in which the national market- 
ing quota is proclaimed is 150,000 acres or 
less, the Secretary, in order to promote effi- 
cient administration of this act and the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949, may designate such 
State as outside the commercial wheat-pro- 
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ducing area for the crop with respect to 
which such quota is proclaimed: Provided, 
That any group of three or more contiguous 
counties in a State included in the commer- 
cial wheat-producing area may be excluded 
from such area if, after investigation, the 
Secretary determines that 80 percent or more 
of the farms producing wheat in such con- 
tiguous group of counties in the last year of 
the immediately preceding 5 calendar years 
produced wheat from 15 acres or less. No 
farm marketing quota shall be applicable 
with respect to any such crop of wheat on 
any farm in any State or county so desig- 
nated or excluded. Notice of any such desig- 
nation or exclusion shall be published in the 
Federal Register.’ 

“(e) Section 336 of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. S. C. 
1336), is amended to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 336. Between the date of the is- 
suance of the proclamation provided for in 
section 335 (a) and July 25, the Secretary 
shall conduct a referendum, by secret ballot, 
of farmers who would be subject to market- 
ing quotas to determine whether such farm- 
ers favor or oppose such quotas. If more 
than one-third of the farmers voting in the 
referendum oppose such quotas, the Secre- 
tary shall, prior to the effective date of such 
quotas, by proclamation suspend the opera- 
tion of marketing quotas with respect to 
wheat.’ 

t) Part III of title III of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended by striking out the word ‘na- 
tional’ whenever it appears therein. 

“(g) The amendments made by this sec- 
tion shall be effective with respect to the 
1956 and succeeding crops.” 

On page 21, line 14, after “Sec. 201.” in- 
sert “(a).” 

On page 21, following section 201 (a), in- 
sert the following: 

“(b) Section 101 (d) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 (7 U. S. C., sec. 1441 (d)) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

“*(7) Where a State or county is desig- 
nated or excluded under section 335 (e) of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, as outside the commercial wheat- 
producing area for any crop of wheat, the 
level of price support for wheat to cooper- 
ators in such State or county for such crop 
of wheat shall be 75 percent of the level of 
price support to cooperators in the com- 
mercial wheat-producing area.’” 

On page 25, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 

“Sec. 206. Section 408 (b) of the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949 (7 U. S. C., sec. 1428 (b)) 
is amended by inserting ‘or wheat’ after 
‘corn,’ and by inserting ‘or wheat-produc- 
ing’ after ‘corn-producing.’” 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a very important one, and 
I desire to call the attention of all Mem- 
bers of the Senate to it. The amend- 
ment would establish a commercial and 
noncommercial area for wheat, as we 
have had for many years in the case of 
corn. 

The amendment is, as I have already 
said, submitted on behalf of myself and 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
New York [Mr. Ives], to the committee 
amendment. I am very happy to be as- 
sociated with the Senator from New 
York on the amendment. 

This amendment has the support of 
the administration. 

Mr. President, at this time I ask unan- 
imous consent that a letter from Mr. 
McConnell, the Administrator of the 
Commodity Stabilization Service, be read 
at the desk. Although I have differed 
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greatly with Mr. McConnell on many 
problems relating to agriculture, I think 
he is one of the finest and most honor- 
able men in the Government service. 
He is a very honest, sincere, and capable 
person, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the letter will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., August 10, 1954. 
Hon. MILTON R. YOUNG, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR YouncG: I understand that 
you have prepared amendments to S. 3052, 
which would place the wheat program on a 
commercial area basis similar to corn. As 
you know, the bill passed by the House (H. R. 
9680) contained a similar but inadequate 
provision in that it would have excluded 
from the commercial area but a few of the 
States which are not engaged in the commer- 
cial production of wheat. Specifically, it 
would have excluded only Louisiana, Florida, 
and the six New England States. 

I feel that I should express to you the 
views of the Department in regard to the 
problem of the establishment of a commer- 
cial wheat-producing area. In general, we 
are taking the position that a commercial 
wheat-producing area, properly established, 
would not only result in a sounder wheat 
program but effect substantial savings in the 
administration of acreage and marketing 
controls and price-support operations. We 
have given considerable study to this prob- 
lem and have explored several possibilities as 
to what areas should be included in a com- 
mercial wheat-producing area. 

On the basis of our studies, it appears that 
a practical breaking point between commer- 
cial and noncommercial wheat-producing 
States would be an average State wheat acre- 
age of approximately 150,000 acres. In addi- 
tion, it would be desirable to exclude from 
States within the commercial area groups of 
contiguous counties in which 80 percent or 
more of the farms produce 15 acres or less of 
wheat. 

A commercial wheat-producing area deter- 
mined on this basis would exclude 17 States 
entirely and additional counties in other 
States within the commercial area. The 
States and counties so excluded would com- 
prise areas in which wheat is produced on 
small farms primarily for livestock feed. It 
is the view of the Department that it is un- 
necessary and undesirable to subject wheat 
producers in these feed wheat-producing 
areas to the rigid controls required under 
existing legislation. Establishment of a 
commercial wheat-producing area would en- 
able these feed-wheat producers to raise 
wheat free of marketing quotas and other 
restrictions, and thereby provide more ade- 
quate feed in the areas which in the past 
have not produced sufficient feed to meet 
local requirements. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. S. MCCONNELL, 
Administrator. 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New Mexico, the 
former Secretary of Agriculture, has 
been on the floor continuously all day, 
but left the Chamber momentarily. Be- 
fore he left he asked me to advise the 
Senate that he favors this amendment. 
He will be back shortly. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a statement? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Payne in the chair). How much time 
does the Senator desire? 
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Mr. IVES. It is not worth considering 
the amount of time I shall take. 

I simply want to state that I am de- 
lighted to be associated with the dis- 
tinguished Senator from North Dakota 
in offering this amendment. To use a 
very trite expression, it is a definite step 
in the right direction. I do not know 
how much benefit it will be to New York 
State, but I do know that it can do no 
harm. Whatever it does do will be all to 
the good. It is a very sound approach, a 
very just approach. I think it should 
be approved by the Senate. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the 
House approved an amendment similar 
to this, which would exempt States pro- 
ducing less than 2,500 acres of wheat. 

By that amendment, all the six New 
England States would be eliminated, 
plus Florida and Louisiana. 

This amendment would eliminate any 
State planting less than 150,000 acres. 
It would eliminate the six New England 
States, plus New Jersey, Delaware, West 
Virginia, South Carolina, Florida, 
Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, 
Louisiana, Iowa, Wisconsin, Arizona, and 
Nevada—20 States in all. 

In these 20 States there has been an 
average production of wheat of 1,044,656 
acres for the past 5 years. Under 
their wheat allotment for next year, for 
these States, there will be 680,270 acres. 
That is the total acres in the United 
States that would be exempt from wheat 
quotas, with an average production of a 
little over 18 million bushels. 

It would exempt 92,574 farmers in the 
Nation from the harsh provisions of the 
wheat quota law, and I think rightly so. 
A farmer who produces 15 or 20 acres of 
wheat, mostly for feed purposes, cer- 
tainly should not be subjected to quotas 
and all the penalties that go with them. 
For example, even though a farmer has 
only 20 acres of wheat, if he exceeds his 
quota he cannot sell that wheat without 
a severe penalty, he cannot feed it to his 
livestock without a severe penalty. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. Would the Senator 
from North Dakota agree with the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota that another 
justice which would flow from this 
amendment would be to take out of na- 
tional referendum those farmers who are 
not particularly concerned with the com- 
mercial production of wheat and to per- 
mit future decisions, from the standpoint 
of wheat and dairy farms, to be made by 
the areas and the farmers in which 
wheat is a major product and which are 
naturally commercially interested in the 
production of wheat? 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. I 


think most. small farmers in the States. 


affected usually produce a different type 
of wheat. They produce a feed wheat 
in place of a bread wheat. 

Mr. MUNDT. The problems con- 
fronting the producer of wheat in New 
York State for feed purposes, and the 
problems confronting a commercial pro- 
ducer of wheat in North Dakota or South 
Dakota, are entirely different, and there 
is no reason that their ballots should be 
commingled in a national referendum 
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looking to the establishment of a wheat 
quota. 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. I do 
not maintain that this is a perfect bill. 
Neither do I understand the Department 
of Agriculture contends it is a perfect 
bill. It was drawn up with a representa- 
tive of the Department of Agriculture 
with a member of my staff and the Sen- 
ate Legislative Counsel. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I had not 
intended to take a position on this be- 
cause I did not know enough about the 
particular bill which the Senator from 
North Dakota was introducing. I have 
had the feeling that dividing the wheat 
acreage into commercial and noncom- 
mercial States and counties would be 
advantageous not only to the wheat 
counties but also to some of us in the 
Eastern States who find the measuring 
of acreage to be more a nuisance than 
anything else. I have just been in con- 
versation with the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, Mr. Benson, and while he does not 
claim that this may be the perfect solu- 
tion to our problem, he believes that it 
would be to the advantage of the Senate 
to approve the amendment which is pro- 
posed by the Senator from North Da- 
kota. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Vermont. 

I yield to the Senator from South Da- 
kota. 

Mr. CASE. As I understand, the pro- 
gram for this year and from now on, 
under the existing law, also contem- 
plates cross-compliance. 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. 

Mr. CASE. Is that not another rea- 
son it would be advantageous to these 
areas that would be excluded from the 
commercial wheat area to be relieved of 
the requirements of the present law in 
that respect? If they should stay under 
the present law, they would suffer the 
penalties of cross-compliance under 
other crops. 

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct, yes. 
It would relieve them of most of that 
penalty. 

Mr. President, in the State of North 
Dakota we have only one commercial 
corn county. My farm is in a noncom- 
mercial area. In the commercial area 
we presently have 90-percent support for 
corn. In the noncommercial area the 
support level is 75 percent of the 90 per- 
cent, or 6744 percent. The same thing 
would apply to wheat. 

If the support level on wheat in the 
commercial area is 90 percent of parity, 
the support level in the noncommercial 
area would be 75 percent of that, or 
67% percent. 

We who live in the noncommercial 
corn area of North Dakota are very hap- 
py with the situation. On my own farm 
we produce about 250 acres of corn a 
year. We feed all of it. We have no in- 
terest in the price-support program for 
corn and do not care to come under it. 
I assume that most of the small wheat 
producers in the eastern part of the 


13908 


United States and elsewhere, who pro- 
duce wheat almost entirely for feed pur- 
voses, would just as soon be out from 
under the severe penalties imposed by 
quotas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senator from North Dakota and the 
Senator from Vermont yield back the 
remainder of their time? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not have control of 
the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In view 
of the unanimous-consent agreement, 
does the Senator from Texas yield back 
the remainder of his time? 

Mr. YOUNG. Unless some other Sen- 
ator cares to speak on the amendment, 
I yield back my time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 
dent, I yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time having been yielded back, the ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from North Da- 
kota [Mr. Younc] for himself and the 
Senator from New York [Mr. Ives] to 
the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I call up my amendment desig- 
nated 7-21-54-A.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 
Does the Senator from Iowa desire the 
amendment to be read in full? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The amend- 
ment is of some length and, unless there 
is objection, I ask that the amendment 
be printed in the Rxconp. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In view 
of the fact that the amendment is rather 
long, the Senator from Iowa asks that 
the reading of his amendment be dis- 
pensed with and that it be printed in 
the Recorp. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the amend- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

On page 36, strike out lines 16 through 23, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Sec. 601. For the purpose of encouraging 
and promoting the marketing of agricultural 
products of the United States and assisting 
American farmers, processors, distributors, 
and exporters to adjust their operations and 
practices to meet world conditions, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture shall acquire informa- 
tion regarding the competition and demand 
for United States agricultural products, the 
marketing and distribution of said products 
in foreign countries and shall be responsible 
for the interpretation and dissemination of 
such information in the United States and 
shall make investigations abroad regarding 
the factors affecting and influencing the ex- 
port of United States agricultural products, 
and shall conduct abroad any other activities 
including the demonstration of standards of 
quality for American agricultural products 
for which the Department of Agriculture now 
has or in the future may have such stand- 
ards, as he deems necessary. Nothing con- 
tained herein shall be construed as prohibit- 
ing the Department of Agriculture from con- 
ducting abroad any activity for which au- 
thority now exists. 

“Sec. 602. (a) To effectuate the carrying 
out of the purposes of this title, the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is authorized to appoint 
such personnel as he determines to be neces- 
sary and, with the concurrence of the Secre- 
tary of State, to assign such personnel to 
service abroad, and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture may place not to exceed 8 positions 
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in grade 16 and 2 in grade 17 of the General 
Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, in accordance with the standards 
and procedures of that act and such posi- 
tions shall be in addition to the number 
authorized in section 505 of that act. 

“(b) Officers or employees assigned or ap- 
pointed to a post abroad pursuant to this 
title shall have the designation of Agricul- 
tural Attaché or other titles or designations, 
which shall be jointly agreed to by the Secre- 
tary of State and the Secretary of Agriculture. 

“(c) Upon the request of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Secretary of State shall reg- 
ularly and officially attach the officers or em- 
ployees of the United States Department of 
Agriculture to the diplomatic mission of the 
United States in the country in which such 
officers or employees are to be assigned by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, and shall ob- 
tain for them diplomatic privileges and im- 
munities equivalent to those enjoyed by For- 
eign Service personnel of comparable rank 
ard salary. 

“(d) The President shall prescribe regu- 
lations to insure that the official activities 
of persons assigned abroad under this title 
are carried on (1) consonant with United 
States foreign policy objectives as defined by 
the Secretary of State; (2) in accordance 
with instructions of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture with respect to agricultural mat- 
ters; and (3) in coordination with other rep- 
resentatives of the United States Govern- 
ment in each country, under the leadership 
of the Chief of the United States Diplomatic 
Mission. 

“Sec. 603. The Secretary of Agriculture 
may, under such rules and regulations as 
may be prescribed by the President or his 
designee, provide to personnel appointed or 
assigned by the Secretary of Agriculture un- 
der this title or other authority allowances 
and benefits similar to those provided by 
title IX of the Foreign Service Act of 1946. 
Leaves of absence for personnel under this 
title shall be on the same basis as is pro- 
vided for the Foreign Service of the United 
States by the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 
1951 (5 U. S. C. 2061). 

“Sec, 604. (a) The reports and dispatches 
prepared by the officers appointed or as- 
signed under this title shall be made avail- 
able to the Department of State, and may 
be made available to other interested 
agencies of the Government, and the agri- 
cultural reports and dispatches and related 
agricultural information produced by offi- 
cers of the Foreign Service shall be available 
to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

“(b) The Secretary of State is authorized 
upon request of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to provide office space, equipment, fa- 
cilities, and such other administrative serv- 
ices as may be required for the personnel 
affected by this title. The Secretary of Agri- 
culture is authorized to reimburse or ad- 
vance funds to the Secretary of State for 
such services. 

“Sec, 605. Provisions in annual appropria- 
tion acts of the Department of State facili- 
tating the work of the Foreign Service of the 
United States shall be applicable under rules 
and regulations prescribed by the President 
or his designee to activities pursuant to this 
title. 

“Sec. 606. The Secretary of Agriculture 
may make rules and regulations necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this title and may 
cooperate with any department or agency of 
the United States Government, State, Terri- 
tory, or possession or any organization or 
person. In any foreign country where cus- 
tom or practice requires payment in advance 
for rent or other service, such payment may 
be authorized by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. 

“Sec. 607. (a) For the fiscal year 1955 so 
much of the Department of State and De- 
partment of Agriculture unexpended bal- 
ances of appropriations, allocations, and 
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other funds employed, held, used, available, 
er to be made available, in connection with 
the functions covered by this title as the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget or the 
Congress by appropriation or other law shall 
determine shall be transferred to or estab- 
lished in accounts under the control of the 
Department of Agriculture, and there are 
hereby authorized to be established such ad- 
ditional accounts as may be necessary for 
this purpose. 

“(b) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Department of Agricul- 
ture such amounts as may be necessary for 
the purpose of this title. 

“(c) For the fiscal year 1955 funds which 
become available for the purposes of this 
title may be expended under the provisions 
of law, including current appropriation acts, 
applicable to the Department of State: Pro- 
vided, That the provisions of section 571 
(d) of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as 
amended, with respect to the source of pay- 
ment for Foreign Service officers and em- 
ployees shall not apply to personnel em- 
ployed under this title. Obligations in- 
curred by the Department of State prior to 
September 1, 1954, with respect to functions 
affected by this act, shall be paid from ap- 
propriations available to the Department of 
State. 

“Sec. 608. Nothing in this title shall be 
construed to affect personnel employed by 
or funds available to the Foreign Operations 
Administration or programs conducted un- 
der its authorities.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator yield 
himself? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to my- 
self 15 minutes, or so much thereof as 
I may need. 

Mr. President, this is an amendment 
providing for the appointment by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, with certain 
cooperation from the Secretary of State, 
of agricultural attachés at our various 
missions abroad. The history of the 
proposal is that in the House bill, H. R. 
9680, title V, subtitle A, there is set 
forth at some length provision for the 
selection by the Secretary of Agriculture 
of attachés at our various missions. 
That was considered in connection with 
other provisions of the bill by the Senate 
committee, but in the House bill there 
were found certain provisions which we 
thought perhaps did not quite meet the 
needs of the Department of Agriculture 
as to the appointment, classification, 
and activities of these attachés. 

Therefore, the Senate committee, on 
page 36, title VI, section 601, inserted a 
very short provision for agricultural at- 
tachés for two purposes; namely, to es- 
tablish approval of the agricultural 
attaché principle, and at least to place 
the section in conference for the purpose 
of making any needed improvements of 
the provision in the House bill. 

The committee went further and au- 
thorized some of its members, of whom 
I am one, to attempt to work with the 
Department of Agriculture and the De- 
partment of State on the provisions of 
the House measure, which are set out at 
considerable length and detail, to carry 
out the general idea of the members of 
the committee and of the Department of 
Agriculture and the Department of State 
on this subject. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER] has been interested in this sub- 
ject. Ihave asked him to cooperate, and 
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he has done so. I have asked him, if 
he will, after such cooperation and ex- 
amination, to state whether he is satis- 
fied with the amendment. I shall not 
ask him to so state at the moment, but 
he is in the Chamber, and I will appreci- 
ate his cooperation. 

I should like to explain in just a few 
words what the amendment would do. 

This amendment would substitute 
specific and detailed provisions concern- 
ing appointment of an agricultural for- 


eign service for the very general provi-. 


sion therefor contained in the commit- 
tee amendment. In general this amend- 
ment provides for the appointment by 
the Secretary of Agriculture of officers 
and employees to conduct abread such 
activities as the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture deems necessary to encourage the 
marketing of agricultural products of 
the United States. 

Section 601 of the amendment sets 
out its purpose, to conduct abroad ac- 
tivities deemed necessary to encourage 
the marketing of agricultural products 
of the United States. 

Section 602 provides for— 

(a) Appointment of personnel, in- 
cluding 8 additional positions in grade 
16 and 2 in grade 17 of the general 
schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, 
the compensation for which corresponds 
to that provided Foreign Service person- 
nel; 

(b) Designation of such personnel by 
titles agreed to be the Secretary of State 
and the Secretary of Agriculture; 

(c) Their attachment to United States 
diplomatic missions and their diplomatic 
privileges and immunities; and 

(d) Regulations to insure that their 
activities will be carried on consonant 
with United States foreign policy objec- 
tives, with instructions of the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and with other activities 
of the mission to which they are at- 
tached. 

Section 603 authorizes the Secretary 
of Agriculture under rules prescribed by 


the President to provide personnel ap- ` 


pointed under this title, or under other 
authorization—such as personnel work- 
ing abroad on disease or pest control 
allowances and benefits similar to those 
provided by title IX of the Foreign Serv- 
ice Act of 1946, which includes quarters, 
cost of living, travel, commissary, med- 
ical expenses, and so forth, and to pro- 
vide personnel appointed under this title 
with leaves of absence on the same basis 
as provided for Foreign Service person- 
nel. 

Section 604 provides for making the 
reports of such personnel available to 
other agencies of the Government and 
for agreements with the Secretary of 
State for office space and services. 

Section 605 provides for making ap- 
propriate provisions of State Department 
appropriation acts applicable to activ- 
ities under this title. 

Section 606 authorizes appropriate 
regulations, cooperation with Federal, 
State, local, and private agencies or in- 
dividuals, and advance payments where 
required by local custom. 

Section 607 provides for the transfer 
of existing appropriations, authoriza- 
tion of additional appropriations, and 
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the expenditure of funds for fiscal 1955 
under laws applicable to the State De- 
partment. 

Section 608 provides that nothing in 
the title shall affect personnel, funds, 
or programs of the Foreign Operations 
Administration. 

I believe a number of us have been 
aware for some time that agricultural 
attachés in our missions abroad hereto- 
fore have been somewhat in the nature 
of atrophied appendages. That is, they 
have had certain functions which have 
been rather indefinitely set out. Their 
fields of activities have been consider- 
ably restricted by Foreign Service pro- 
cedures. In general, I believe it is true 
that their reports on agricultural sub- 
jects have too often had to be channeled 
through the redtape of the mission itself, 
at a lower level than the head of the 
mission. There have been delays in the 
acquisition of information, and a general 
limitation of their activities. We have 
long felt that agricultural attachés 
should be more responsible directly to the 
Secretary of Agriculture than they have 
been, realizing at the same time that we 
cannot have two separate and independ- 
ent departments operating in a foreign 
country, and that all functions of a mis- 
sion must be headed up through an Am- 
bassador, but that at the same time the 
agricultural attachés must be lifted to a 
proper position in the hierarchy of the 
mission, and also that their duties, rights, 
and obligations must be channeled more 
specifically and more understandably to 
the Department of Agriculture, which 
they are principally intended to serve. 

Provision is made to increase the num- 
ber of higher grade classifications in the 
Department of Agriculture. It is neces- 
sary for certain individuals to be given 
the classification in order to meet the 
classifications provided by the State De- 
partment for the people who are per- 
forming similar functions abroad in vari- 
ous missions under the State Depart- 
ment. 

I believe the amendment is a step in 
the right direction. 

As I have said, the head of the mis- 
sion, either the Ambassador or whoever 
is the head of the mission abroad, would 
be the supervisor of the agricultural at- 
tachés, and the agricultural attachés 
would be given a much enlarged re- 
sponsibility and duty in connection 
with agricultural developments, especi- 
ally in connection with the development 
of markets for American products 
abroad. 

It is a good amendment. As I said at 
the outset, the amendment has been 
drafted by the Department of Agricul- 
ture and the State Department. I am 
told by the staff of the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry that the State 
Department has stated that the amend- 
ment as now written is satisfactory to it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator is 
aware that our agricultural attachés 
are exclusively under the Department 
of State. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct, as I understand. 
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Mr. ELLENDER. Their function in 
the past has been merely to make re- 
ports_on crop conditions abroad. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Sena- 
tor’s statement is correct. 

Mr. ELLENDER. To what extent is 
the work of the agricultural attachés 
broadened under this amendment? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The work of 
the attaché is broadened, beginning in 
the very first section, in which the at- 
taché is under the direction of and, of 
course, always subject to the cooperat- 
ing approval of the State Department, 
so that the attachés do not run wild on 
each other. But the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, through his attachés, is required 
to acquire information regarding the 
competitive demand for American agri- 
cultural products. He only reports. He 
is a received-and- filed“ man. 

Under this amendment a part of the 
responsibilities is to make investigations 
in the agricultural field as to the factors 
affecting and influencing the exports of 
United States agricultural products, and 
any other activities, including the 
demonstration of standards of quality 
for American agricultural products for 
which the Department of Agriculture 
now has or in.the future may have such 
standards. In other words, the attaché 
is in the nature of an expert on the 
investigation and sale of American prod- 
ucts in whatever field may seem appro- 
priate and desirable under the direction 
of his chief. 

Mr. ELLENDER. And the Senator 
feels that the attaché acting in that ca- 
pacity will act more or less as an agent 
of our Government in the probable sale 
and distribution of agricultural products 
abroad? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. It gives 
the attaché abroad a wider scope of re- 
sponsibility in his own independent ac- 
tion than he has had heretofore. Let me 
illustrate. Heretofore, the agricultural 
attaché in our mission abroad has been 
far down the line. The ambassador is 
at the top. Under him will be a coun- 
selor and some other persons, and then 
the attachés. They are limited merely 
to observing and reporting certain things. 
Their reports go in at a low level within 
the mission and must find their way up 
to the ambassadorial level, and, even- 
tually those reports may get around to 
the Department of Agriculture. The 
attaché is a representative of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, but he is not on 
an independent level, because he must 
be responsive to the overall policies of 
the mission. But he would have an in- 
dependence and a responsibility, under 
the amendment, far greater than that 
which he now has, to look the ground 
over, to examine it as an expert, and to 
recommend the things he thinks will be 
in aid of American agriculture in con- 
nection with the sale of American 
products. 

Mr. ELLENDER. He could make his 
report directly to the Department of Ag- 
riculture, would he not? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Not only to 
the chief of mission, but directly to the 
Department of Agriculture, without the 
delays and the redtape which have so 
often slowed up action. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I appreciate the 
clarification which the Senator has al- 
ready made of his amendment, but I 
should like to ask him a few more ques- 
tions. 

Do I now correctly understand that 
the reports, observations, and recom- 
mendations of the agricultural attaché 
will come directly to the Department of 
Agriculture? 5 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. It is my 
understanding that they will go direct- 
ly to the Department of Agriculture, and 
I think it is important that they go di- 
rectly there. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I join the Senator in 
that statement. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Depart- 
ment of State will have copies of the 
information, but it will also come di- 
rectly to the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It seems to me that 
1 highly necessary. 

Would the Department. of Agricul- 
ture, then, have the authority to act in 
such a way as to help American agricul- 
ture without the long and involved de- 
lays which have been taking place in 
the Department of State? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes; I believe 
that is true; although there is a provi- 
sion for cooperation and consultation be- 
tween the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Department of State. But this 
amendment would greatly enlarge, first, 
the basis of accurate, immediate infor- 
mation which the Secretary would have 
from any mission abroad and would en- 
able him to program activities immedi- 
ately, if it is desirable to program them, 
or undertake the establishment of a 
policy or the basis for disposal of Ameri- 
can products. It would cut a great deal 
of redtape. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield further? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am personally 
greatly interested in this amendment, 
and in having an arrangement under 
which agricultural attachés can be 
helpful to agriculture in the United 
States. I am personally glad to know 
that the reports can be made directly 
to the Department of Agriculture and 
that the Department of Agriculture will 
have authority to take immediate and 
effective action without waiting for the 
long, involved, and complicated func- 
tionings of the Department of State. If 
the Senator will yield a moment further, 
I should like to say that in two particu- 
lars I have had an opportunity to ob- 
serve the completely ineffectual han- 
dling of this branch of our Federal ac- 
tivities in the past year. 

On two occasions the Florida citrus 
industry has had very aggressive person- 
nel in Europe to help in the forwarding 
of programs which have been permitted 
by legislation passed by Congress. The 
first of these programs was to build up 
greater export markets by the use of 
section 32 funds to pay up to a certain 
point the difference between the market 
price in Europe and the price at which 
the same product was selling on Ameri- 
can markets in an effort to recapture lost 
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markets. We were dealing with a per- 
ishable crop which required arrange- 
ments to be made promptly; otherwise 
they would be completely ineffective. 
For months after the very aggressive 
agricultural agents had acted coopera- 
tively with our field men from the Flor- 
ida citrus industry we tried to get action, 
only to be thwarted by the interminable 
delays in the embassies abroad. After 
the reports reached the Department of 
State, it began to look as though the 
Department of State was more inter- 
ested in protecting the organization of 
the dealers in the foreign countries who 
were dealing with other sources of citrus 
than they were in helping the citrus in- 
dustry of this Nation. 

The final result accomplished was to 
completely convince our people in Flor- 
ida that the Department of State had 
very little interest in them, because the 
action, when finally taken, was too late 
to be effective. 

In. the second instance there was a 
freeze in Spain, which is a heavy pro- 
ducer of oranges, and there was a chance 
to find a greatly enlarged outlet for our 
citrus fruits. Exactly the same sort of 
frustrating delay was encountered. So 
far as my observation went, the fault 
was not at all with the agricultural 
attachés. They were aggressive; they 
were informed; they tried to be helpful, 
but they were thwarted by the redtape 
in the Department of State. I feel that 
this is a field in which we simply must 
improve the situation. 

With that background I ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Iowa if he is 
convinced that the amendment, which is 
quite lengthy and which the Senate has 
not had an opportunity to digest in de- 
tail, will effectively accomplish the cut- 
ting of redtape so that the agricultural 
attachés can effectively help the agri- 
cultural industry of this Nation in find- 
ing foreign outlets? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am firmly 
convinced that the amendment will 
effectuate that result. Administrative- 
ly, of course, any law can be slowed down 
or fouled up. But the amendment lays 
the basis for exactly the kind of coopera- 
tion that is needed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair announces that 21 minutes have 
expired. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. 
self another 10 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I believe the Senator 
from Iowa has reassured me on these 
points. Let me say again that so far 
as the effort to reestablish our markets 
overseas since World War II is concerned, 
the State Department has been more 
hurtful than helpful. It has been 
equally hurtful to our efforts to avoid 
the harmful effects of indiscriminate 
competition from some offshore sources 
in the shipment of perishables into this 
country which were not well graded, not 
well prepared for shipment, and did not 
arrive in good shape, and simply oper- 
ated to break down the markets which 
had been built up. 

For that reason, I feel that the Depart- 
ment cf State had better be restricted to 
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handling affairs which have to do with 
diplomatic relations, and should get out 
of the field of agricultural relations. I 
hope the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa will accomplish that purpose by 
his amendment. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is ex- 
actly the purpose of the amendment. I 
believe it will accomplish that result. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have great 
respect for our Foreign Service and our 
diplomatic personnel. The overwhelm- 
ing number of them are fine persons and 
mean well. In their respective capaci- 
ties, in whatever field they are most 
skilled, they protect the best interests 
of the United States with considerable 
ability. But, as the Senator from Florida 
has pointed out, most of them do not 
know the problems of agriculture. They 
know the niceties of diplomatic conduct 
and how to represent the United States 
on a diplomatic level concerning the 
political needs of our country. But they 
do not know much about agriculture. 

Heretofore agricultural attachés have 
been useless appendages on the diplo- 
matic tree or structure. When an agri- 
cultural attaché made some recommen- 
dations he was like a little boy who 
tugged at his father’s coattails and said, 
“Daddy, look at the bear.” The father, 
who had other things on his mind, would 
say, “Go on, now, son; don’t bother me, 
I have other things to do.” 

I have observed situations in a num- 
ber of countries where recommendations 
by the agriculturai attaché were made 
at such a low level that by the time they 
rose 2 or 3 echelons, to persons who 
did not know anything about agricul- 
ture, the recommendations were kicked 
around, and further study was recom- 
mended. That was done because the 
diplomatic personnel did not know any- 
thing about agricultural conditions. 
Often such action defeated the very pur- 


pose of the recommendations which had 


been made by the poor fellow down the 
line. 

I think the amendment will cut red- 
tape. It gives to the attaché respon- 
sibilities, duties to perform, and chan- 
nels to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
The amendment provides for coopera- 
tion between the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture and the Secretary of State, for the 
purpose of making certain that particu- 
lar policies of the United States are not 
destroyed by the foolish operations of 
diplomatic personnel. 

I think the amendment will be a great 
step in the right direction toward pro- 
moting the interests of American agri- 
culture abroad. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a brief observation? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I think it has been 
clear throughout the debate that one 
of the principal needs of agriculture in 
the Nation now is to improve our export 
program, which has fallen off vastly 
more than has the export program in 
the field of industry and other business. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agree with 
the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Ido not believe agri- 
cultural exports will be greatly increased, 


1954 


certainly not up to the level of the pos- 
sibilities for increase, unless there is an 
aggressive handling of our problems by 
the American agricultural attachés, who 
are our contact men with the buyers 
and the markets in foreign nations, un- 
hampered by the excessive amount of 
State Department “redtape’’ which now 
exists. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is the 
intent of the amendment, and I believe 
it will accomplish that purpose. At 
least, so far as we can see at present, 
the amendment goes far in that direc- 
tion I am told by members of the staff 
that the Secretary of Agriculture favors 
the amendment, and the Secretary of 
State also approves of it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. All I can say is that 
if the amendment accomplishes that 
purpose, the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa will be even more welcome in 
Florida the next time he visits that 
State, than he has been in the past. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thank the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Is there any estimate 
as to the additional cost which will be 
incurred by reason of the amendment? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have what 
I believe is the answer to the question 
asked by the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. Will the Senator tell 
us, further, in what countries the 
attachés will be located? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Agricultural 
attachés are already located in practi- 
cally all our missions abroad. 

Mr. LANGER. In how many coun- 
tries. are such attachés located at 
present? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should say, 
roughly, that they are located in 50 
countries. 

Mr. LANGER. Will the missions have 
assigned to them any personnel in ad- 
dition to those which they now have? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think there 
will be no additional personnel. There 
might be a very few. There are I think, 
about 17 such positions. 

Mr. ELLENDER. There are 8 posi- 
tions in grade 16, and 2 in grade 17. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. There is 
nothing in the amendment which would 
require or provide for any additional 
personnel. I am informed by the staff 
that there are 8 positions which will call 
for grade 16, and 2 positions which will 
call for grade 17. That will not neces- 
sarily mean the employment of addi- 
tional personnel, but it will provide 8 
grade 16 positions where that grade is 
now held by attachés in the State De- 
partment; and it will provide for 2 posi- 
tions in grade.17, where grade 17 is now 
held by personnel in the State Depart- 
ment, The amendment would merely 
place the personnel in the same grades 
which they now occupy, and provide for 
the regular pay allowances. 

Mr. LANGER. Has the Senator any 
idea as to what the additional expense 
will be? 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I will ask the 
Senator from Minnesota if he has any 
additional information. The members 
of the staff tell me that to all intents and 
purposes there will be comparatively 
little additional expense, or no substan- 
tial amount of increased expense. 

Mr. THYE. The question came before 
the Committee on Appropriations, and 
we studied the subject. There are some 
countries in which there are no agri- 
cultural attachés. Therefore, if it were 
desired to have a full and effective for- 
eign service, it would be necessary to in- 
crease the number by placing an agri- 
cultural attaché in every country. 

When the question arose as to how to 
staff the offices, because most of the at- 
tachés will require secretarial service 
and office space, the position was taken 
that there would have to be office space. 
The best estimate which the Appropria- 
tions Committee could obtain was that 
the expense would be increased by about 
$1 million. I personally think that that 
would be a good expenditure, from the 
standpoint of United States agriculture. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That would 
be true if all the positions were filled. 

Mr. THYE. If there were an agricul- 
tural attaché in each of the major coun- 
tries where it was desired to dispose of 
some of our agricultural surpluses, that 
is what could be expected. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. But if the 
personnel merely stepped into the posts 
where they are now located, which com- 
prise most of the posts in the world, the 
probability is that the increased cost 
would be negligible. 

If posts were filled in the other coun- 
tries of the world, especially in some of 
the smaller countries, there would be 
some increased cost for the additional 
agricultural attachés. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I think about 4 or 5 
year ago, on the floor, the Senate tripled 
the amount of money which was provided 
for our ambassadors. One of the argu- 
ments made was that if the ambassadors 
had sufficient money, they could have 
agricultural attachés, and would thus be 
able to represent the United States in a 
better way. As the Senator may recall, 
Congress provided a huge additional 
amount of money. That is the reason 
why I inquired whether the proposed 
amendment would cost the taxpayers 
more money. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. At the mo- 
ment, I cannot remember the exact cir- 
cumstances to which the Senator is re- 
ferring. I know there was an increase, 
but I am not prepared to discuss that 
detail with the Senator. However, the 
Department feels there will not be any 
greatly increased appropriation or ex- 
penditure necessary by reason of the 
amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Under section 604 
(b) I notice the following: 

(b) The Secretary of State is authorized 
upon request of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to provide office space, equipment, 
facilities, and such other administrative 
services as may be required for the personnel 
affected by this title. The Secretary of Agri- 
cuiture is authorized to reimburse or ad- 
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vance funds to the Secretary of State for such 
services, 


If the Senator from Iowa will look at 
line 12, on page 4 of his amendment, I 
should like to suggest that he modify 
his amendment by adding the words 
“and clerical,” after the word “admin- 
istrative,” because I am sure that the 
clerical services that are employed in the 
embassy could also be used for clerical 
work for the attachés. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wish to 
check with counsel. It is my impres- 
sion that the term “administrative serv- 
ices” would include clerical services. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It would do no harm 
to put that language in the amendment, 
would it? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I see no reason 
why it should do any harm to put that 
language in the amendment. I think 
probably the language would clarify the 
provision, I am sure that is the intent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Iowa modify his amend- 
ment? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I modify my amendment by adding the 
words “and clerical” after the word “ad- 
ministrative”, which appears on line 12 
of page 4 of my amendment. 

In the main, the amendment will 
merely amount to a transfer in the duties 
of personnel. The State Department is 
furnishing that service now, and it will 
merely reassign duties. 

Mr. ELLENDER. And it will save a 
little money. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. 

Mr. LANGER. I do not see how it 
would save any money. It will cost $1 
million more. 3 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The increased 
cost will come about if posts which are 
not now staffed with agricultural repre- 
sentatives should be so staffed. That 
would increase the cost. The total pos- 
sible cost, as estimated by the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, will not 
exceed $1 million. 

Mr. President, if any Senator desires 
to use any time I have remaining, I shall 
be glad to yield such time as is needed. 
I do not know who is in charge of the 
time on the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] is in 
charge of that time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Both 
Senators having yielded back the re- 
mainder of their time, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Iowa [HICKENLOOPER], as modi- 
fied, to the committee amendment. 

The modified amendment to the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment on behalf of my- 
self and the junior Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Monroney] and ask that it 
be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee 
amendment on page 24, after line 12, it 


— 


13912 


is proposed to add a new section, as fol- 
lows: 

Sec. 204. (a) Title II of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof a new section as 
follows: 

“Src, 202. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law the Secretary is authorized and 
directed to make immediately available 
through loans, purchases, or other operations 
under existing law, price support to pro- 
ducers of beef cattle at 80 percent of parity.” 

(b) The provisions of the amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall not affect the 
authority of Secretary of Agriculture, under 
section 402 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
to make price support available at higher 
levels. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator from Okla- 
homa yield to himself? 

Mr. KERR. I yield myself 5 minutes, 
Mr. President. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
support the price of beef cattle at 80 per- 
cent of parity through loans, purchases, 
or other operations under existing law, 
and retain the provisions of the present 
law which provide for additional au- 
thority or discretionary power to sup- 
port the price of beef cattle at above the 
level of 80 percent of parity. 

More than 80 percent of the income of 
the farm people of Oklahoma, and of 
farmers in many other areas, during the 
past 10 years has come from the sale of 
cattle. Due to the tremendous drop in 
the price of cattle, near-bankrupt or 
bankrupt conditions prevail today for 
tens of thousands of cattle producers. 

Although the Secretary has had the 
authority to support the price of cattle, 
he has permitted the average price of the 
average grade of cattle to be reduced to 
a lower percentage of parity than that 
of any other product which is of similar 
importance to the farmer. This is in 
spite of the fact that the feed purchased 
by the cattle producer is supported at 
some level of parity, and certainly above 
the level of 80 percent, which is the fig- 
ure which would be made mandatory by 
the amendment at which the Secretary 
would have to support the price of cattle. 

It is a well-known fact that today in 
many States, due to the terrible drought 
conditions, cattle are being forced on the 
market in large numbers, with the result 
that the value of the cattle is greatly de- 
creased, not only as affects the one who 
sells the cattle, but also the collateral 
value generally of cattle owned by pro- 
ducers who have to borrow money from 
the banks is greatly reduced. 

The result is to create a rapidly accel- 
erating downward spiral which, in the 
judgment of the Senator from Okla- 
homa, cannot be substantially arrested, 
halted, or reversed until a definite floor 
is placed under the value of live cattle. 
It will not be possible for stable credit 
to be made available and maintained un- 
ti: a substantial and steady floor is placed 
under the value of the cattle. Therefore, 
not only from the standpoint of the wel- 
fare of the average cattle producer, but 
also from the standpoint of the economy 
of areas in which farmers are engaged 
primarily or generally in the production 
of cattle, the amendment offered by the 
two Senators from Oklahoma is of great 
Significance and value. 
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Last year the situation was compa- 
rable to that existing today, with ref- 
erence to cattle being forced on the mar- 
ket and tens of thousands of producers 
having to sell because of the drought 
conditions. In the interest of the orderly 
marketing of the cattle, the Secretary of 
Agriculture put into effect a program 
which he said was calculated to support 
the value of cattle. 

The Secretary spent nearly $100 mil- 
lion in a program which had three re- 
sults. The first was that it created a 
great bonanza for the packers. Because 
of that program last year it was possible 
for the packers to make the greatest 
profit in their history. 

Another result of the program of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in which he 
spent nearly $100 million last year was 
that the price of the products of cattle 
to the consumer was abnormally in- 
creased. In other words, the program 
which was put into effect penalized the 
consumers. Yet the producers of cattle 
were not benefited by the program at all, 
to say nothing of being benefited to a 
degree commensurate with the tremen- 
dous cost of the program and the great 
amount of money spent by the Secretary. 

I have been advised that the Secre- 
tary is now contemplating a similar pro- 
gram for this year. A short time previ- 
ously, the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] called on the Sec- 
retary to put into effect a program of 
buying beef products as a measure to 
support the price of cattle, especially for 
the benefit of those areas afflicted with 
the drought, within which areas pro- 
ducers are being compelled to go to mar- 
ket with vast quantities of cattle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5 
minutes have expired. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla- 
homa yields himself an additional 5 
minutes. 

Mr. President, neither Senators nor 
the Secretary of Agriculture nor anyone 
else with responsibility would prescribe 
a program of buying flour as a measure 
to support the price of wheat. 

Certainly the Secretary would not be 
so foolish, if he had the authority, nor 
would the Congress be so unwise, as to 
prescribe a program of buying cigarettes 
to support the price of tobacco. 

No one, Mr. President, with judgment 
and responsibility, would prescribe a 
program of buying peanut butter to sup- 
port the price of peanuts. 

Yet we had the example last year of 
the Secretary of Agriculture putting into 
effect a program of buying from the 
packers canned gravy, processed meat, 
and canned meat to the extent of $100 
million, purportedly as a program to 
support the price of cattle. 

Mr. President, this proposed amend- 
ment has two purposes. 

The first purpose is to put a floor un- 
der the value of cattle on the hoof; to 
put into effect a program which would 
stabilize the value of that product, which 
represents such a great percentage of 
the value of the output of the farmers 
of Oklahoma and of other similar areas. 

The other purpose of this amendment, 
Mr. President, is to make certain that 
any money spent by the Secretary for 
any program which the Secretary puts 
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into operation will be spent on the basis 
of direct benefit to the producer of cat- 
tle, and will be for a program which will 
result in stabilization of the price or 
value of cattle on the hoof, rather than 
for a program which must be interpreted 
and considered only as a bonus or a sub- 
sidy to the processor. 

Mr. President, the program of the Sec- 
retary to support the price of beef prod- 
ucts has resulted in a great bonus and 
bonanza to the processors. That pro- 
gram had its counterpart this year in 
the handling by the Secretary of the 
support program he has maintained for 
the price of dairy products. The way 
it has been handled has resulted in an 
additional profit to the processor with- 
out commensurate benefit to the pro- 
ducer and without commensurate say- 
ings to the consumer. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to 
ask the able Senator from Oklahoma 
how the Government would handle the 
cattle situation if there were a floor un- 
der the cattle price. Would the Gov- 
ernment be required to purchase the 
live cattle? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, there are 
three ways in which the Secretary could 
support the price of cattle on the hoof 
for the direct benefit of the cattle pro- 
ducer. 

The first way is that the Secretary 
could arrange nonrecourse loans. A 
loan could be made to the producer at 
the prescribed percentage of parity, for 
the cattle which were the object of the 
support program. The loan could be 
made to the producer, Mr. President, 
while still allowing the producer to keep 
the cattle if he had the pasturage or the 
feed or the means with which to take 
care of them. In that way the pro- 
ducer would receive the benefit of any 
increase in the value of the cattle over 
and above the amount of the loan. In 
other words, the program could be han- 
dled on a basis which would give the 
producer the opportunity to come out 
whole on his product, to get the benefit 
of any increase in its value; and at the 
same time, Mr. President, it would pro- 
vide on-the-farm care of the cattle, the 
price for which was being supported. 

Another way the Secretary could sup- 
port the price of cattle would be by out- 
right purchases. There is no more rea- 
son, Mr. President, why the Secretary 
of Agriculture should not buy live cattle 
in the sales pen and have them proc- 
essed for Government account, than 
there is that he should not go to the 
packers and spend tens of millions of 
dollars in the buying of beef products. 

Mr.SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
additional 5 minutes of the Senator 
from Oklahoma have expired. 

Mr. KERR. I yield to myself an ad- 
ditional 5 minutes, Mr. President. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 
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Mr, SCHOEPPEL. Assuming, as the 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma 
says, that the Government could go into 
the market and buy cattle, then would it 
not be true that if the Government de- 
sired to eliminate the expense incident 
to handling the cattle, keeping them and 
feeding them, the cattle would have to 
be slaughtered and processed? Then 
does the able Senator from Oklahoma 
say that the Government should own 
packing plants, or commandeer packing 
plants? How would that situation be 
handled? 

Mr, KERR. Not at all, Mr. President. 
There is no more reason why the Gov- 
ernment should not make arrangements 
with the packing plants to process the 
cattle the Government buys from the 
producer, than that the Government 
should not do as it did last year and is 
presently contemplating doing. I refer 
to the fact that the Secretary goes to 
those same packers and gives them con- 
tracts for this month, next month, or 
6 months from now, under which he 
agrees to take a certain number of mil- 
lions of pounds of processed meat, which 
represents the output of those packing- 
plants. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield. 

Mr. KERR. I yield to my distin- 
guished colleague from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Iam happy to join 
my distinguished colleague from Okla- 
homa in supporting and offering this 
proposed amendment. It would seem to 
me, following the same pattern which 
has historically existed in supporting 
dairy products, supporting cottonseed, 
and supporting even peanuts and 
pecans, that this beef program, with a 
guaranty that the producer will receive 
at least 80 to 90 percent of parity, when 
the Government enters the purchasing 
program, could be as easily carried out 
as any of the other programs, histor- 
ically. To say that this program is ad- 
ministratively impossible, or to say that 
we have to buy packing plants, is only 
a means of saying that we intend to 
refuse to extend effective Government 
help to the vast livestock industry, which 
is equal to many, many of the smaller 
farm industries, which are now and con- 
sistently have been supported by the 
Government. 

If we lose our cattle industry because 
of neglect to pay attention to the dis- 
aster which extends throughout the 
West, then the consumers of the United 
States will pay dearly for such lack of 
attention. 

I certainly feel that the people should 
understand there is a 3-year cycle which 
is necessary for the production of an 
adequate supply of beef. If beef should 
be allowed to go into short supply be- 
cause of the Government’s negligence, 
then the present high prices of beef at 
the retail counter, which have not re- 
flected the disaster and loss to the live- 
stock producer, will be small in compar- 
ison to what consumers in the future 
will have to pay. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the remarks of my distinguished 
colleague. I remind the Senate that the 
junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Mownroney] last year went to the Secre- 
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tary of Agriculture and to the President, 
while the Secretary of Agriculture was 
engaged in a program of buying $100 
million worth of processed meat, and 
the junior Senator from Oklahoma asked 
the President to instruct the Secretary 
to handle that program in such a way 
that the packer would be compelled to 
pay the producer a price reflecting the 
amount of money the Government was 
paying to the packer for the meat 
products. 

Mr. President, when the Government 
entered upon a program of supporting 
pecans, the processor or the produce 
handler was required to send a bill of 
lading, with invoices, to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, covering a certain 
quantity of pecans at the price which 
had been fixed by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to be paid to the producer 
of the pecans. At the same time, Mr. 
President, the processor or the produce 
dealer had to accompany his invoice to 
the Government with receipts from the 
producers, showing that they had re- 
ceived the minimum amount required by 
the support program, as prescribed by 
the Department of Agriculture. 

What would prevent the Secretary of 
Agriculture from following this year the 
same pattern as last year in his program 
of buying meat products? If, as, and 
when he puts it into effect—and cer- 
tainly, Mr. President, he is going to be 
compelled by the economics of the situ- 
ation to do so—what would keep him, if 
he did not want to handle it any other 
way, from having a contract with the 
packers from whom he buys the meat 
products specifying that in order for 
their product to be delivered to the Gov- 
ernment under the contract purchase 
program, the packer would have to show 
that the producer had received a mini- 
mum of 80 percent of parity for the 
cattle on the hoof? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KERR. I yield myself an addi- 
tional 1 minute. 

From the standpoint of the needs of 
the cattle producer, from the standpoint 
of the general economy not only of mil- 
lions of our farmers, but also of the vast 
areas of our country where they live, I 
regard it as an absolute necessity that 
this amendment, which would put a floor 
under the value of live cattle on the hoof 
for the benefit of the producer, be adopt- 
ed by the Congress and made a part of 
the bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 
time for a quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator yields time from his own time 
for a quorum call. 

Mr. AIKEN. I believe I have an hour’s 
time. I reserve 10 minutes of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the Secretary will call 
the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Burke Clements 
Anderson Bush Cooper 
Barrett Butler Cordon 
Beall Byrd Crippa 
Bennett Capehart Daniel 
Bowring Carlson Dirksen 
Bricker Case Douglas 


Duff Kefauver Payne 
Dworshak Kennedy Potter 
Ellender Kerr Purtell 
Ervin Knowland Reynolds 
Ferguson Kuchel Robertson 
Fulbright Langer Russell 
George Lennon Saltonstall 
Goldwater Long Schoeppel 
Gore Magnuson Smathers 
Green Malone Smith, Maine 
Hendrickson Mansfield Smith, N. J. 
Hennings Martin Stennis 
Hickenlooper Maybank Symington 
Hill McCarthuv Thye 
Holland McClellan Upton 
Humphrey Millikin Watkins 
Ives Monroney Welker 
Jackson Morse Wiley 
Jenner Mundt Williams 
Johnson, Colo. Murray Young 
Johnson, Tex. Neely 


Johnston, S. C. Pastore 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 


ANNOUNCEMENT AS TO THE LEGIS- 
LATIVE PROGRAM, THE CALL OF 
THE CALENDAR, AND ORDER FOR 
RECESS UNTIL 10 O’CLOCK TO- 
MORROW 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to speak for not to exceed 
2 minutes, in order that I may make 
a statement with reference to the pro- 
gram for this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from California may pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If and when we 
complete consideration of the agricul- 
tural bill—and I hope that may be 
around 6:30 this evening—lI shall pro- 
ceed to set as the unfinished business 
of the Senate Calendar No. 1720, S. 3706, 
a bill to amend the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950, to provide for the 
determination of the identity of certain 
Communist infiltrated organizations, 
and for other purposes. 

After that bill has been made the un- 
finished business of the Senate, it will 
not be my purpose to have the Senate 
proceed with its consideration, but to 
proceed immediately to the call of the 
calendar for the consideration of bills 
to which there is no objection. 

I ask unanimous consent that when 
the calendar is called the call begin at 
the point where the last call was con- 
cluded, and proceed from that point. 
I ask unanimous consent that after the 
end of the calendar is reached the old 
bills on the calendar, which have already 
been called at least once and passed over, 
again be called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, it 
is my plan to have the Senate remain 
in session until 10 o’clock this evening. 
If consideration of the agricultural bill 
is concluded by 6:30, bills on the cal- 
endar will be considered until 10 o’clock. 
If consideration of the agricultural bill 
is finished at 8 o'clock, there will be 
approximately 2 hours for the call of 
the calendar. The time spent this even- 
ing on the call of the calendar will de- 
pend on when we conclude consideration 
of the agricultural bill. 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. As the distin- 
guished majority leader well knows, the 
Senate has the heaviest calendar it has 
had in many years. I suggest that we 
lay down some ground rules with respect 
to the call of the calendar. I suggest 
that we hew strictly to the spirit of the 
rule which governs the call of the cal- 
endar. By doing so, we shall get along 
with the call of the calendar in an expe- 
ditious manner. If we violate the spirit 
of the rule, and call up bills out of order, 
for example, we shall run into trouble. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I hope that the 
calendar committees, who will have that 
situation in their hands, will follow the 
suggestion of the Senator from New 
Jersey with respect to ground rules. If 
a Senator asks that a bill go to the foot 
of the calendar, in the event he is called 
away, or if a Senator cannot be present, 
I do not believe he should ask that it be 
taken up out of order, because that is a 
little hard on other Senators who are 
present. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Senator 
from New Jersey subscribes to that view. 

Mr.KNOWLAND. Imay say also that 
we intend to have the Senate convene 
at 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its labors this evening it 
stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomor- 
row morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I understana the distinguished 
majority leader plans to have the Sen- 
ate continue in session until 10 o’clock 
tonight. Is that correct? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. If the call of the 
calendar is not finished by 10 o'clock 
this evening, is it the majority leader's 
intention to start at 10 o’clock in the 
morning with the call of the calendar 
and conclude it tomorrow? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. I hope to 
have the call of the calendar begin at 
10 o’clock in the morning, perhaps after 
a brief morning hour, under the usual 
2-minute limitations on speeches, and to 
conclude the call of the calendar tomor- 
row. 

Mr. SMATHERS. After the consider- 
ation of the new bills on the calendar is 
concluded, is it planned then to take up 
the old bils? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. SMATHERS. And proceed with 
the call of the calendar until it is finally 
concluded? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. My question may 
not be strictly in line with the majority 
leader’s statement. I understand he is 
outlining the procedure with reference 
to the call of the calendar. Has the 
Senator from California scheduled any 
time within the foreseeable future with 
reference to the consideration of Calen» 
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dar No. 2249, H. R. 7840, a bill to amend 
the Railroad Retirement Act? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator from Minnesota that the policy 
committee has taken the position that 
until there has been a call of the calen- 
dar, and we can determine what bills are 
to be passed on the call of the calendar, 
aside from the high priority measures 
which I have already mentioned, and 
with which I know the Senator is fa- 
miliar, it would not schedule the con- 
sideration of other bills. 

After the calendar has been called, I 
expect to have the policy committee 
make certain recommendations to the 
Senate, which I shall communicate im- 
mediately to the minority leader. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I will say 
for the information of the Senator from 
Minnesota that earlier in the day the 
minority leader talked with the chair- 
man of the policy committee, and he has 
planned a discussion with the distin- 
guished majority leader about the pro- 
posed legislation in which the Senator 
from Minnesota is interested. The bill 
referred to passed the House unanimous- 
ly, and it has been reported by the com- 
mittee to the Senate with only one vote 
against it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the ma- 
jority leader and the minority leader. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
should like to inquire of the majority 
leader whether he has any plans for tak- 
ing up the pay-increase bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. My answer is pre- 
cisely the same as the one I gave to the 
Senator from Minnesota. We shall 
schedule no further bills until the call 
of the calendar is completed and we 
know what has been passed on the call 
of the calendar. 


AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3052) to encourage a sta- 
ble, prosperous, and free agriculture, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the senior Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Kerr] for himself and the junior 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Monro- 
NEY]. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I take 
this opportunity to address a question to 
the distinguished chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. It 
is my understanding that it was the in- 
tention of the committee that the incen- 
tive payment features of the National 
Wool Act of 1954, which is title VII of 
this bill, should be applied retroactively 
to include marketings of shorn wool and 
mohair beginning April 1, 1954. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. 

Mr. BARRETT. I should like to ask 
the distinguished chairman if it is not 
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recognized that in the case of pulled 
wool the support cannot be made retro- 
active as payment to the puller of sheep 
and lambs already marketed and would 
not be reflected back to the producer of 
the live animals. Likewise, it would 
not be practical to make payments on 
past marketings of sheep and lambs, as 
there would be no way of adequately es- 
tablishing a record of ownership in such 
transactions. I ask if it is not the inten- 
tion of the committee, with respect to 
pulled wool, that the support will not be 
retroactive to April 1 and will be under- 
taken only with respect to future trans- 
actions. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Wyoming has 
expired. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield myself 1 more 
minute. 

It is my understanding that it would 

2 impossible to determine who the pro- 
ducer of the wool was if this provision 
were made retroactive in regard to pulled 
wool. The result would be that some 
processor would get a windfall and the 
man who originally produced the wool 
would get nothing. ; 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the distin- 
guished chairman. That is my under- 
standing also. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I am op- 
posed to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Oklahoma. The Senate 
has perennially voted against such a pro- 
posal, and I hope it will again do so. I 
do not believe the Government should go 
into the live cattle business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the senior Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] for himself and 
the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Monroney] to the committee amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] and the Senator from Vermont 
{Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] and 
the Senator from Vermont IMr. FLAN- 
DERS] would each vote “nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
FREAR], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from New 
York (Mr. Lenman], the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and the Sena- 
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 23, 
nays 62, as follows: 


YEAS—23 
Clements Johnston, S.C. McCarthy 
Ervin Kefauver Monroney 
Fulbright Kerr Morse 
Hennings Langer Murray 
Hill Long Neely 
Humphrey Magnuson Russell 
Jackson Mansfield Symington 


Johnson, Colo. Maybank 
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NAYS—62 

Aiken Dworshak Mundt 
Anderson Ellender Pastore 
Barrett Ferguson Payne 
Beall George Potter 
Bennett Goldwater Purtell 
Bowring Gore Reynolds 
Bricker Green Robertson 
Burke Hendrickson Saltonstall 
Bush Hickenlooper Schoeppel 
Butler Holland Smathers 
Byrd Ives Smith, Maine 
Capehart Jenner Smith, N. J. 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Stennis 
Case Kennedy Thye 
Cooper Knowland Upton 
Cordon Kuchel Watkins 
Crippa Lennon Welker 
Daniel Malone Wiley 
Dirksen Martin Wiliams 
Douglas McClellan Young 
Duft Millikin 

NOT VOTING—1i1 
Bridges Frear Lehman 
Chavez Gillette McCarran 
Eastland Hayden Sparkman 
Flanders Kilgore 


So the amendment offered by Mr. KERR 
for himself and Mr. Monroney to the 
committee amendment was rejected. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate reconsider the vote by 
which the Kerr amendment was agreed 
to. ‘ 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I move to lay on 
the table the motion of the Senator from 
Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. Younc], the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Cooper], and myself, I offer 
an amendment, which I ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 19, in the 
committee amendment after the period 
in line 11, it is proposed to add a new 
paragraph, as follows: 

Strategic materials acquired by the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation under paragraph 
(2) of this subsection shall be transferred 
to the national stockpile established pursu- 
ant to the act of June 7, 1939, as amended, 
and the Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
be reimbursed for the value of the com- 
modities bartered for such strategic materials 
from funds appropriated pursuant to section 
8 of such act of June 7, 1939, as amended. 
For the purpose of such reimbursement, the 
value of any commodity so bartered shall be 
the lower of the domestic market price or the 
Commodity Credit Corporation's investment 
therein as of the date of such barter, as de- 
termined by the Secretary of Agriculture. 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the 
amendment, which speaks for itself, is a 
simple one. I have discussed it with my 
colleagues on the committee and with the 
distinguished chairman of the commit- 
tee. 

In brief, it provides that the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation shall be re- 
unbursed for the value of its surplus com- 
modities which are used in bartering 
abroad to secure materials and other sup- 
plies for the national stockpile program. 
It means that we shall recapture for the 
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Commodity Credit Corporation the value 
of the materials which are bartered for 
defense supplies. It means that we shall 
be engaged in trying to encourage the 
disposal of surpluses. The Commodity 
Credit Corporation will then have a very 
vital interest in the program, because it 
will be reimbursed for the value of the 
supplies which are so bartered. 

I shall not detain the Senate longer, 
because the chairman has stated to me 
that he has no objection to the amend- 
ment. Unless there be objection to the 
amendment, I see no reason to detain the 
Senate by making a further explanation. 

Mr. AIKEN. At the moment, I have 
no objection to the amendment, unless 
it should be found that it is in conflict 
with other provisions of the law. In that 
case, an adjustment would have to be 
made. 

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think it proper that 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
should be reimbursed for its holdings or 
for its commodities which are traded 
with foreign countries for other com- 
modities which are to be transferred to 
the national stockpile. 

Mr. MUNDT. The chairman is cor- 
rect. He and I have discussed the 
amendment, and we have also discussed 
it with some of the staff members of 
other committees. Since there are now 
3 or 4 different legislative measures, all 
looking in the same direction, we are in 
agreement that some formula should be 
evolved for taking care of the foreign 
transactions. 

Mr. YOUNG. 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 

Mr. YCUNG. Argentina increased its 
wheat exports this year from 9 million 
bushels to 81 million bushels. This was 
accomplished mostly by barter deals. 

I think there is a great opportunity for 
the United States to barter many of its 
surplus commodities for strategic war 
materials. To me, it seems very foolish 
for the United States to spend dollars for 
strategic war materials, when we can 
just as well trade off surpluses. In my 
opinion, such an amendment as has been 
offered would greatly encourage more 
barter deals. As I recall, Congress this 
year appropriated $300 million to buy 
strategic war materials. 

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct. 
Every dollar saved by bartering and re- 
imbursing the Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration would be a saving to the Ameri- 
can taxpayer. I feel certain that this is 
the kind of amendment which the Sen- 
ate and Congress as a whole will en- 
thusiastically support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Munpt] for himself and 
other Senators to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator desire to have the entire 
amendment read? 


Mr. President, will the 
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Mr. THYE. I believe it would en- 
lighten the entire membership if the 
amendment were read. The language of 
the amendment is identical with the lan- 
guage in the House bill. I propose to 
offer it as an amendment to the Senate 
bill. I believe it speaks for itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the end of the 
bill it is proposed to add a new title, 
as follows: 

TirteE VIII—Datmy PRODUCTS 


Sec. 801. The production and use of abun- 
dant supplies of high quality milk and dairy 
products are essential to the health and 
general welfare of the Nation; a dependable 
domestic source of supply of these foods in 
the form of high grade dairy herds and mod- 
ern, sanitary dairy equipment is important 
to the national defense; and an economically 
sound dairy industry affects beneficially the 
economy of the country as a whole. It is the 
policy of Congress to assure a stabilized an- 
nual production of adequate supplies of milk 
and dairy products; to promote the increased 
use of these essential foods; to improve the 
domestic source of supply of milk and but- 
terfat by encouraging dairy farmers to de- 
velop efficient production units consisting 
of high-grade, disease-free cattle and modern 
sanitary equipment; and to stabilize the 
economy of dairy farmers at a level which 
will provide a fair return for their labor and 
investment when compared with the cost of 
things that farmers buy. 

Sec. 802. In order to prevent the accumu- 
lation of excessive inventories of dairy prod- 
ucts the Secretary of Agriculture shall im- 
mediately undertake domestic disposal pro- 
grams under authorities granted in the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 and the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, or as 
otherwise authorized by law. 

Sec. 803. Title II of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 

“Sec. 202, As a means of increasing the 
utilization of dairy products, upon the cer- 
tification that the usual quantities of dairy 
products have been purchased in the normal 
channels of trade— 

“(a) The Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall make ayailable to the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs at warehouses where dairy 
products are stored, such dairy products ac- 
quired under price-support programs as the 
Administrator certifies that he requires in 
order to provide butter and cheese and other 
dairy products as a part of the ration in hos- 
pitals under his jurisdiction. The Adminis- 
trator shall report monthly to the Commit- 
tees on Agriculture of the Senate and House 
of Representatives and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture the amount of dairy products used 
under this subsection. 

“(b) The Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall make available to the Secretaries of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force, at ware- 
houses where dairy products are stored, 
such dairy products acquired under price- 
support programs as each Secretary certifies 
that he requires in order to provide butter 
and cheese and other dairy products as a 
part of the ration of the Army, Navy, or 
Air Force, and as a part of the ration in hos- 
pitals under his jurisdiction. The Secre- 
taries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
shall report monthly to the Committees on 
Agriculture of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture the amount of dairy products used 
under this subsection. 

“(c) Dairy products made available under 
this section shall be made available without 
charge, except that the appropriate Secre- 
tary or the Administrator of Veterans’ Af- 
fairs shall pay the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration the costs of packaging incurred in 
making such products so available. 
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“(d) The obligation of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to make dairy products 
available pursuant to the above shall be 
limited to dairy products acquired by the 
Corporation through price-support opera- 
tion and not disposed of under provisions 
(1) and (2) of section 416 of this act, as 
amended.” 

Sec. 804. For the purpose of assisting pri- 
vate trade channels in the development and 
expansion of foreign markets for United 
States dairy products, the Secretary is au- 
thorized, notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, to enter into commitments 
and contracts for periods of not to exceed 
5 years for the sale of such products. 

Sec. 805. As a means of stabilizing the 
dairy industry and further suppressing and 
eradicating brucellosis in cattle the Secre- 
tary is authorized to transfer not to exceed 
$15 million annually for a period of 2 years 
from funds available to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to the appropriation 
item “Plant and Animal Disease and Pest 
Control” in the Department of Agriculture 
Appropriation Act, 1955, for the purpose of 
increasing to not to exceed $50 per head of 
cattle the amount of the indemnities paid 
by the Federal Government for cattle de- 
stroyed because of brucellosis in connection 
with cooperative control and eradication 
programs for such disease in cattle entered 
into by the Secretary under the authority of 
the Act of May 29, 1884, as amended, for the 
purpose of increasing the number of such 
indemnities, and for the purpose of defray- 
ing any additional administrative expenses 
in connection therewith, 

Sec. 806. The Secretary of Agriculture is 
directed to make a study of the various 
methods of production control and of the 
various methods of price support which 
could be made applicable to milk and 
butterfat and their products, including 
programs to be operated and financed by 
dairymen; and to submit to Congress on or 
before the 3d day of January 1955, a de- 
tailed report thereof showing among other 
things the probable costs and effects of each 
type of operation studied and the legisla- 
tion, if any, needed to put it into effect. 
The purpose of the study and report is to 
develop basic material which can be used 
by Congress in formulating an improved 
agricultural program for milk and butterfat 
and their products. Alternative programs 
are to be submitted for consideration by 
Congress and for possible submission to a 
referendum of dairy farmers. The Secre- 
tary may conduct such hearings and receive 
such statements and briefs in connection 
with such study as he deems appropriate. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator state how much time he 
desires to yield to himself? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self 10 minutes. I doubt whether I shall 
use that much time. 

The amendment I offer would not 
affect the price-support question in any 
manner. The amendment would broad- 
en the opportunity not only of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation but of the 
Department of Agriculture, to make use 
of surplus dairy products by making 
them available to the armed services, 
thereby increasing the amount of dairy 
products that would be available to sol- 
diers and veterans’ hospitals. 

There is in the amendment a provision 
for a study on the part of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. I think such a 
study is vitally necessary if we are to 
develop a constructive and far-reaching 
program in the future. 

The other important provision of the 
amendment is the one referring to bru- 
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cellosis eradication, by which it is hoped 
to improve the health condition of dairy 
herds. By eliminating the disease and 
by eradicating the diseased animal, 
greater health will be brought about in- 
sofar as even the consuming public is 
concerned. 

Secondly, every animal which is taken 
out of the market under the eradication 
program will contribute to lessening the 
number of dairy cows to be milked. 

In general, the amendment contains 
the identical language of the House bill 
which the House approved. I repeat 
that it does not involve price supports 
in any manner. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope the 
amendment can be included in the com- 
mittee bill because the committee bill is 
silent on this question. One reason why 
the bill which was reported by the com- 
mittee is silent on this feature is that 
it had been fully anticipated that the 
House bill would be adopted in place of 
the Senate bill. However, the Senate 
bill now has been amended, and it is 
my understanding that it is proposed to 
strike out everything after the enacting 
clause of the House bill and substitute 
the Senate language. It is for that rea- 
son that I am desirous of having the 
amendment written into the Senate bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. THYE. I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I understood that 
the sum of $50 million was to be taken 
from a particular fund. 

Mr. THYE. No; that is not provided in 
the amendment. The only sum involved 
is $15 million. 

a Mr. ELLENDER. Is the figure $15 mil- 
on? 

Mr. THYE. Fifteen million dollars for 
the eradication of brucellosis. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would such a fund 
be provided by a separate appropria- 
tion, or would it come from funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation? 

Mr. THYE. The money for the eradi- 
cation of brucellosis would come from 
separate funds. They would not come 
out of funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would there be a 
separate appropriation for that purpose? 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator will yield, I should like to ask if 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota does not authorize tak- 
ing the $15 million from Commodity 
Credit Corporation funds. 

Mr. THYE. The clerk advises me that 
the money would be taken out of Com- 
modity Credit Corporation funds for the 
next two years. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would the amend- 
ment under discussion be the authority 
for taking such funds? 

Mr. THYE. The amendment would 
provide such authority. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would the $15 mil- 
lion be used exclusively to eradicate bru- 
cellosis? 

Mr. THYE. That is true. Federal 
funds would be matched by State funds 
in the indemnity payments for the con- 
demned animals found to be affected by 
brucellosis. The condemned animals 
would be sent to the slaughter yards, 
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and the Federal Government would pay 
a certain amount on purebreds, so much 
on grade cattle, and so forth. That has 
been the customary procedure. 

Mr. ELLENDER. In other words, the 
funds would be utilized in the same man- 
ner as the funds which Congress now 
appropriates for that purpose. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield to me? 

Mr. THYE. Iam delighted to yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does my colleague’s 
amendment, which has been taken from 
the bill passed by the House of Repre- 
sentatives, include language which would 
permit adequate disposal of the surpluses 
of butter and butterfat products through 
any means other than to the armed 
services and public institutions? 

Mr. THYE. I can reply best to that 
question by reading a portion of the 
report on House bill 9680. 

The amendment “directs the Secretary 
of Agriculture to use to the fullest extent 
possible existing authority to dispose of 
inventories of dairy products for do- 
mestic consumption. The Secretary has 
broad authority under existing law to 
undertake many types of disposal pro- 
grams. Many of these programs require 
the cooperation and assistance of State 
and local governmental or private agen- 
cies, and this provision is intended, 
among other things, to direct the Secre- 
tary to use every practicable means to 
enlist such necessary cooperation and 
assistance from these agencies in order 
to make possible such disposal pro- 
grams.” 

The amendment “authorizes the Sec- 
retaries of the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force, and the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs, to requisition from the 
Commodity Credit Corporation without 
charge, except for packaging and trans- 
portation, surplus dairy products ac- 
quired pursuant to the price-support 
program, for the purpose of augmenting 
the diet of personnel in the armed serv- 
ices and in hospitals operated by the 
armed services or the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration. It is made clear that the dairy 
products so donated must be in addi- 
tion to continued purchase of the usual 
quantities of dairy products by the armed 
services and the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration.” 

I believe “that members of the armed 
services should receive more dairy prod- 
ucts in their diets.” 

The amendment “provides the author- 
ity for opening up an entirely new field 
of profitable export sale of American 
dairy products, and one which may de- 
velop into a market of considerable im- 
portance. Under recently developed 
processes, it is possible to process whole 
milk into nonfat milk powder and but- 
ter oil, or into other constituent prod- 
ucts, and later recombine these products 
with water to produce a fluid-milk prod- 
uct that compares very favorably—par- 
ticularly in parts of the world where 
modern dairy plants and milk-handling 
methods are relatively unknown—with 
fresh fluid milk.” 

That outlines the important part of 
the amendment, in my humble opinion, 
because the amendment will open up 
markets such as in Pakistan and other 
areas of the world where there is a defi- 
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cit of dairy products and where there is 
malnutrition, especially insofar as chil- 
dren are concerned. 

So the amendment will permit us to 
send to those areas condensed and pow- 
dered milk, thus eliminating the heavy 
freight, with attendant large transpor- 
tation costs; and when the powdered or 
condensed products reach those coun- 
tries the products can be reconstituted 
in plants which can be erected in those 
countries. 

I also understand “that there are al- 
ready in operation in a few parts of the 
world such milk recombining plants 
which are now operating profitably 
using milk powder and butter oil pur- 
chased from commercial sources in the 
United States.” 

I also understand “that with some en- 
couragement from the Government, pri- 
vate industry is willing to construct and 
operate a number of similar plants in 
other parts of the world. 

“The type of assistance which has 
been proposed to the committee as of 
possibly the most value to the private in- 
dustry interested in the construction of 
these plants, would be a contract with 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
which would assure the plant of a sup- 
ply of milk powder and butter oil for a 
relatively long period of time in the fu- 
ture and which would, at the same time, 
offer such commodities at a slight reduc- 
tion below the going commercial price 
with the agreement that the saving in 
cost of raw material should be applied to 
amortization of the plant.” 

Mr. President, I could read further 
from the report of the House committee, 
but I think I have covered the main 
points in connection with what we are 
endeavoring to do. 

I think the amendment is a perfectly 
sound one; and the House of Repre- 
sentatives must have thought so, because 
the House adopted the amendment. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge that 
the Senate adopt the amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, let 
me say to my colleague that I agree with 
him that the amendment provides a 
means of disposing, both at home and 


abroad, of our surpluses of dairy 
products. 
Furthermore, let me say that, of 


course, the provisions in regard to bru- 
cellosis are much needed and will con- 
tribute to a much better dairy industry. 

Mr. THYE. In regard to brucellosis, 
let me say that a year ago there was an 
appropriation for that part of the pro- 
gram; and in this year’s bill there is a 
similar appropriation. So this amend- 
ment will merely augment or follow up 
that program. 

Mr. President, I think this amendment 
is a perfectly sound one. I do not wish 
to press the point any further, and I do 
not wish to request the yeas and nays 
unless the chairman of the committee 
intends to oppose the amendment. But 
if he can see fit to accept the amend- 
ment, then I should like to bring my 
discussion to a close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self an additional 5 minutes, so that I 
may answer any questions the Senator 
from Louisiana may wish to ask. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. THYE. I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana for a question. 

Mr. ELLENDER. In reading the 
amendment, I notice that the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation is empowered 
to store such dairy products in ware- 
houses near the veterans’ hospitals and 
also at facilities near Army, Navy, and 
Air Force installations; and then the 
amendment contains a provision that the 
dairy products which are so stored shall 
be made available without charge. Are 
we to understand that all the products 
which are made available to the Army, 
Navy, and the Air Force, as well as to 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, 
will be gifts to those departments of the 
Government? 

Mr. THYE. They would be, when 
over and above the amounts those agen- 
cies now are regularly purchasing as a 
part of their commissary purchases. In 
other words, my experience with the 
Army camps has been that for a certain 
number of men, a bottle of milk or a 
carton of milk would be available; and 
if the men used the milk on their break- 
fast food, they would have no milk to 
drink; or if they drank the milk, they 
would have to eat their breakfast food 
dry. 

Therefore, rather than have the dairy 
products which are in storage possibly 
deteriorate, I propose that they be made 
available to those who serve in the 
Armed Forces, so that, within reason. 
they will be able to have all the milk 
they may wish to use. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I thought that our 
men in the armed services were well fed. 

Mr. THYE. They are; but this amend- 
ment would also be available in connec- 
tion with providing them with an ade- 
quate diet. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Would the amend- 
ment result in a charge against the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation? 

Mr. THYE. Yes; just as was done 
when we sold, for 344 cents a pound, to 
the commercial-feed mixers or feed 
dealers, powdered milk which cost the 
Commodity Credit Corporation 14 or 16 
cents a pound. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Has the Senator 
from Minnesota any idea of the amount 
of milk and butter which would be dis- 
posed of in that way? 

Mr. THYE. I have no way of telling 
that; but the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration could fit in the operations under 
this amendment with their handling of 
the existing surplus which we recognize 
is threatened with deterioration. 

Mr. ELLENDER. In addition to mak- 
ing this gift to these departments, I 
understand that the Commodity Credit 
Corporation would have to pay for the 
freight, packaging, and so forth. 

Mr. THYE. No; that is not the case. 
The report of the House Committee on 
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Agriculture on House bill 9680 states that 
this would authorize “the Secretaries of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force, and the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs to 
requisition from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation without charge, except for 
packaging and transportation, surplus 
dairy products acquired pursuant to the 
price-support program, for the purpose 
of augmenting the diet of personnel in 
the armed services and in hospitals op- 
erated by the armed services or the Vet- 
erans’ Administration.” 

That is the language of the House 
committee report in regard to the 
corresponding provisions of the bill 
which was passed by the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me 
for a question? 

Mr. THYE. Yes; and, Mr. President, 
I now yield myself an additional 5 min- 
utes, so that I may have time in which 
to answer the question of the Senator 
from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 
an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Of course, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am interested in the suggestion 
made by means of the amendment. 
However, one of the points which occurs 
to me and which seems to me to be 
highly questionable, is why the distin- 
guished Senator from Minnesota prefers 
to have the amounts of dairy products 
which will go to the armed services and 
the Veterans’ Administration charged to 
the agricultural income of the Nation, 
rather than paid for by the appropria- 
tions for the armed services and for the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I can an- 
swer, because in the first instance the 
object is to supplement what the Quar- 
termaster is already purchasing as a 
part of the troops’ regular diet. It is to 
make additional milk available to the 
Armed Forces and to the veterans’ hos- 
pitals and any other hospitals operated 
and controlled by the Armed Forces. In- 
stead of permitting this product to de- 
teriorate and go to waste or provide addi- 
tional and further windfalls for the com- 
mercial feed mixer, we are going to try 
to put it where it can be used. We can 
either appropriate the money to the mili- 
tary authorities to buy the milk, or we 
can let the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion make it available to supply and sup- 
plement what the Quartermaster fur- 
nishes the troops. By making available 
more of the dairy products of which the 
Commodity Credit already has a surplus 
the surplus may be consumed. We have 
heard a great deal of discussion to the 
effect that these surplus dairy products 
may deteriorate. I think the proposal is 
perfectly sound. The House must have 
thought so, or it would never have put 
the provision in the bill and approved 
the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. THYE. Iam delighted to yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I have great respect 
for the House, and also for the distin- 
guished Senator from Minnesota, but it 
still seems to me that if these dairy prod- 
ucts are useful to the defense agencies 
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and their personnel and to the Veterans’ 
Administration and the personnel of 
whom they have charge, those agencies 
should pay for them. It is not fair to 
agriculture to have the expense of this 
program charged to the agricultural sup- 
port program. 

Further, it seems to me a complete 
answer to the Senator's suggestion that 
this subject will be in conference, any- 
way. It is in the House bill, and if we 
voted it in the form which the Senator 
suggests, which is copied out of the House 
bill, it would not be in conference. The 
amendment involves a huge outlay of 
funds from the agricultural support pro- 
gram for the benefit of other agencies, 
which certainly should stand upon their 
own feet. It involves the appropriation 
of $15 million a year for 2 years out of 
Commodity Credit funds for the per- 
formance of a task which is properly the 
task of the Bureau of Animal Industry. 
It seems to the Senator from Florida 
that, with all good motives, this program 
is highly questionable, and that it would 
be best to leave it in conference so that 
the distinguished Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. THYE], who will be one of the 
conferees, with others, can arrive at a 
fair program in this field, but without 
charging the cost to the agricultural sup- 
port program. 

I thank the Senator. 

Mr. THYE. I renew my plea that the 
chairman accept this amendment and 
take it to conference. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. ELLENDER. It would not be in 
conference if we adopted the same lan- 
guage as the House has approved. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the bru- 
cellosis program is not mentioned in the 
Senate bill. I most certainly am anxious 
that the Senate take action on this ques- 
tion, because the Senate has been con- 
tinuously talking about too many dairy 
cows. There are diseased animals, and 
we can eradicate the disease only by 
finding the animals, condemning them, 
and sending them off to the slaughter 
yard. If the House thought well enough 
of this provision in the act to approve it, 
I believe it should appear in the Senate 
bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator 
from Florida has just pointed out, if the 
Senate does not take action at all and 
the House has the provision in its own 
bill, and substituted the Senate Com- 
mittee amendments for the House bill, 
the entire subject will be in conference 
and we can then consider it. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I must say 
to the Senator that if we are talking 
about dairy products deteriorating be- 
cause they are in surplus, if we are offer- 
ing to the commercial feed mixer good, 
edible powder that has cost the United 
States Government anywhere from 14 to 
16 cents, at 3% cents a pound, to be used 
both as poultry and hog feed and in 
other types of feed mix, such as feed for 
turkeys—I think we can afford to put a 
little money into the milk to put it on 
the table of the soldier. 

I have received any number of letters 
from parents in which they say their 
soldier sons complain, “I am not getting 
enough dairy products in my diet.” 
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The money must be appropriated, 
whether it is for the quartermaster or 
whether it is made available to the De- 
partment of Agriculture. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. THYE. I am delighted to yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I notice the Senator 
would appropriate—that is what it 
amounts to—— 

Mr. THYE. Indeed it does. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator would 
appropriate $15 million a year for each 
of 2 years, for speeding up the campaign 
against Bang’s disease. Is it not true 
that in connection with every commod- 
ity handled by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, there are numerous prob- 
lems, such as the elimination of diseases 
or pests or of other injurious situations, 
which are looked after by various other 
agencies of the Government? If the 
Congress once commits the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to the handling of 
all of those programs, we shall indeed be 
on most dangerous ground. 

It seems to the Senator from Florida 
that that would necessarily follow. Does 
the Senator suggest that we shall now 
enter into the financing of all of those 
control and eradication programs from 
the funds of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration instead of by ordinary appro- 
priations from the general revenue 
funds of the Government? 

Mr. THYE. The Department of Agri- 
culture has repeatedly stated that there 
are too many dairy cattle, that there is 
too great dairy production. Here is a 
diseased animal that can in every sense 
contaminate the health of man, because 
if man handles such an animal in the 
normal process of milking, he can con- 
tract undulant fever, and anyone af- 
flicted with undulant fever is certainly 
a very ill person. 

In this particular instance we are 
going one step farther by trying to erad- 
icate more cattle than the brucellosis 
program has been eradicating in pre- 
vious years. That is what is involved 
in the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
Bowrinc in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. THYE. Madam President, I yield 
myself an additional 5 minutes in order 
that I may properly reply to the distin- 
guished Senator from Florida. 

This is a health measure as well as a 
means for making dairy products avail- 
able to our soldiers in the quantities they 
desire, because my mail indicates from 
time to time that the soldier is not get- 
ting enough dairy products. 

The other point is that we are taking 
a step to speed up through the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture the eradication of 
diseased cattle which can well transmit 
disease to man. That is what is em- 
bodied in this amendment. The House 
thought well of it. I think it a good 
amendment. I have presented it to the 
Senate. I regret that I have taken as 
much time as I have. I do not wish to 
press it any further. 

Madam President, I request the yeas 
and nays, and I hope I may have the 
privilege of the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays are requested. Is the re- 
quest sufficiently seconded? 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President—— 

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, 
I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has control of 
the time. 

Mr. AIKEN. I shall yield whatever 
time the Senator from New Mexico may 
need. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, 
in this particular instance I think the 
Senator from Minnesota is proposing 
something which many of us would nor- 
mally wish to support. I looked at the 
proposed amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota a while ago and thought 
the things he was proposing were things 
which ought to be considered by the con- 
ferees, and I so told him. However, I 
realize now that if this language is 
adopted, it exactly follows the House 
language, and therefore the possibility. 
of conference is foreclosed. The lan- 
guage adopted by the Senate would be 
the very language adopted by the House, 
if we agreed to the amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota, so there would 
be no possibility of conferring over it. 
However, if we do not adopt the amend- 
ment, the language will be considered in 
conference. 

The conferees on the Republican side 
will be the very able chairman of the 
committee, the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. AIKEN], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Youne], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. THYE], and other Sen- 
ators; while on the Democratic side the 
conferees will be headed by the able Sen- 
ator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the 
Senator from South Carolina IMr. 
Jounston], and other Senators. 

Those Senators are familiar with the 
problem, and I am sure they can con- 
sider it in a sensible fashion. I think 
it would be a shame if we were to tie 
the hands of the conferees by adopting 
exactly the House language. I am en- 
tirely willing to leave this subject in the 
hands of the able Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. ELLENDER] and the other able 
Senators. I think Senators on the 
other side should be willing to leave it 
in the hands of the Republican con- 
ferees, headed by the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. Arken], and the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Younce]. 

It seems to me there are many things 
proposed here which are worth while, 
but the point made by the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAN D] is very im- 
portant. Are we going to charge 
against the farm program again the cost 
of supplying food for members of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. Are we go- 
ing to say that the ration in the hospitals 
must be increased by use of this food, 
and charge it to the farm program? I 
do not believe so. 

The brucellosis campaign is a worthy 
campaign. It should be charged to the 
Bureau of Animal Industry, which is 
where the charge belongs. The appro- 
priations are made for that Bureau. 

I sympathize with what the Senator 
from Minnesota is attempting to do, and 
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I commend him for it, but I believe it 
would be extremely unfortunate if the 
Senate were to adopt the identical lan- 
guage the House adopted, thereby pre- 
venting the possibility of this language 
going to conference. I think it would 
be far wiser to follow the suggestion of 
the chairman of the committee, the Sen- 
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] and 
the ranking member on the Democratic 
side, the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER], and let the matter go to con- 
ference, as will be the case if this lan- 
guage is not adopted, in order that there 
may be a full conference on both sides 
of the aisle. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I 
should like to accept the amendment of 
the Senator from Minnesota, because I 
know how keenly he feels on behalf of the 
dairy people of his State, and how whole- 
heartedly he represents their interests, 
but his amendment is rather extensive. 
It is taken from the House bill. It has 
some things in it which I am inclined to 
think are good. It has 1 or 2 things in 
it which I do not think are so good. 

As has been pointed cut, the entire 
amendment will be considered in confer- 
ence if we take no action on it now. If 
we should approve it, then no part of it, 
either good or bad, would be considered 
in conference, because the wording 
would be identical with that adopted 
by the House. 

I am sorry I cannot agree to support 
the amendment which the Senator from 
Minnesota has offered, much as I should 
like to do that for him. 

Mr. THYE. Madam President, may I 
inquire as to how much time I still have 
on this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 30 minutes. 

Mr. THYE. I yield as much time as 
is desired to the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]. 

Mr. WILEY. Madam President, I 
have listened to the reading of the pro- 
posed amendment. I have listened to 
the objections. We have had road- 
blocks thrown up against the solution of 
the dairy problem The argument we 
have heard on the floor is that a surplus 
of dairy products created the problem. 
We know that we really do not have a 
surplus; that what we seem to be lack- 
ing in is the power to distribute. 

We know that during the war we 
shipped powdered milk overseas. We 
know that we had big mixing machines, 
some of which were built in my own 
State, which were used in this connec- 
tion. If we listen to the radio or tele- 
vision programs, we find that today cer- 
tain folks are selling powdered milk and 
can tell us how to mix it, without the 
fat content. They tell us it produces a 
wonderful drink after it is put in the 
ice box. 

A few years age we had a debate on 
the floor of the Senate with relation to 
oleomargarine. The prophecy that was 
made then has come to pass. Oleo- 
margarine has taken ovcr about 60 per- 
cent of the spread market, and has 
taken it away from the dairyman. The 
result is that we have stored in the dairy 
States not only butter and cheese, but 
powdered milk. 
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The distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota has proposed a plan whereby 
certain people are to receive the benefit 
of our finest foods. The cow has been 
called the “mother of the race.” We are 
talking about putting up $15 million as a 
roadblock against giving our boys an 
adequate milk supply—or let us say 
cheese—or let us say butter. 

Instead of that, it is contended we 
should give them oleomargarine, and let 
them drink other things they can get in 
cans. But we cre not supposed to give 
them milk, which is surplus. I think it 
is perfect nonsense. 

As I have listened to the discussion of 
this amendment there has been preached 
a sermon to all who will listen. This 
sermon says “America is blessed with a 
surplus.” 

We are calling it a curse. If we suf- 
fered from a scarcity of these products, 
it would be different, but we have been 
blessed with a surplus. However, we call 
it a curse, because we have not exercised 
enough intelligence to ascertain how to 
distribute it to the needy. 

In this city alone there are hundreds 
of children who need this food, but up 
to now we have not been able to evolve 
a distribution system. 

The senior Senator from Minnesota 
brings before us a challenge and says 
“Give this food to the boys in the service 
who do not receive an adequate supply 
of nature’s greatest food.” 

Madam President, I trust the Senate 
will speak in no uncertain terms. The 
House of Representatives has shown us 
the way. The House has given us the 
green light on this subject. That is 
something we did not have in the debate 
heretofore in relation to the dairy inter- 
ests of the Middle West. The dairy in- 
terests of the other sections of this coun- 
try—where they do not need parity— 
have not stood by us at all. They have 
stabbed us in the back. They want to 
stab us again. 

We have an opportunity to show a 
little liberality and also to show that we 
are ready to think in terms of what the 
House has said on this subject. I think 
this language should be taken to confer- 
ence, so that there will be no argument 
over the subject. Let us have at least one 
item with respect to which the dairy 
interests of this country have not been 
turned down. 

Mr. THYE. Madam President, I am 
ready to yield back the remainder of my 
time, if the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] is willing to yield his time, in 
order that this question may come to a 
vote. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, if the 
Senator from Minnesota yields the rest 
of his time I will yield the remainder of 
our time. 

Mr. HUMPHREY rose. 

Mr. THYE. Madam President, my 
colleague from Minnesota is seeking to 
be recognized. 

I yield to my colleague from Minnesota 
3 minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I will 
defer yielding back my time until the 
junior Senator from Minnesota has fin- 
ished speaking. I may desire some 
further time. 


13919 


Mr. THYE. Inasmuch as the junior 
Senator from Minnesota desires to speak, 
I yield to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator yield? 

Mr, THYE. I yield 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam Peresi- 
dent, among the arguments which have 
been made against the amendment pro- 
posed by the senior Senator from Minne- 
sota is the argument as to where the 
money will come from, not whether it 
will come from the taxpayers, from the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, or from 
the Veterans’ Administration, or from 
the armed services. From an accounting 
point of view, that is a good argument. 
It is another of the arguments which 
we frequently have over procedure. I 
am of the opinion that the American 
public is not interested in the procedural 
debates we have in this Chamber. They 
are interested in results and action. 

The senior Senator from Minnesota is 
proposing an amendment which has al- 
ready been adopted by the House of 
Representatives. It is not as though it 
were something pulled out of thin air, 
and which had not been discussed fully 
in both the House of Representatives 
and discussed, at least in part, in the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

I think it is quite well understood that 
the provisions of the amendment, when 
discussed in the Senate committee, were 
looked upon with considerable favor. 
At least, we thought it was one of the 
items we would take up in conference, 
and possibly, with some modifications 
which have been suggested, could be 
made a part of the general agricultural 
bill. I should like to see the amendment 
made a part of the Senate bill so that it 
will be nailed down and not be lost. 

I do not think anyone in the Chamber 
would want to limit the activity of the 
Federal Government in the field of the 
control of brucellosis. Let us not “kid” 
ourselves as to where the money comes 
from. It comes from the Treasury of 
the United States; and the Treasury of 
the United States gets it from the peo- 
ple. The argument about whether it 
comes from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, the Department of Labor, 
or the department of this or that has 
something to do with the general ac- 
counting of our Federal Government, 
but it does not have anything to do with 
the question of where the money comes 
from; namely, the taxpayers. 

The argument has been made again 
and again as to the pressing burden of 
the surplus of dairy products. The 
amendment of the Senator from Minne- 
sota does not do away with normal pur- 
chases in the market, in the trade areas. 
It does not interrupt normal purchases 
by the armed services or the Veterans’ 
Administration. It is supplemental to 
what is already being purchased in the 
competitive open market. 

It seems to me that this amendment 
offers some opportunity for certain ex- 
perimental activity overseas. I have 
discussed with representatives of the 
dairy industry some of the proposals 
made to the Department of Agriculture. 
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I regret that those proposals have gen- 
erally been rejected by the Department 
of Agriculture, but I happen to know 
that the proposal for the use of dried 
milk and the establishment of plants 
overseas, as suggested by my colleague, 
is a proposal which was advanced by 
the dairy industry itself as a way of 
utilizing the great abundance which is 
ours. 

The proposal came from the dairy in- 
dustry itself. The dairy industry wishes 
to have an opportunity to proceed to de- 
velop markets in areas where milk prod- 
ucts and butterfat are not a customary 
part of the diet. It takes time to develop 
such markets, and the help of our Gov- 
ernment may be required during the in- 
terim period. 

The way to meet these proposals is 
not by ducking them or trying to slide 
by on the basis of procedural tactics, but 
to meet them face to face. 

I commend my colleague for offering 
his amendment. The Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] made an ac- 
curate statement when he said that the 
issue is now directly before us to decide 
whether we wish to take a constructive 
step in this Chamber and do something 
about a problem which has been exten- 
sively discussed. 

I am glad to join with my colleague. 
I commend him, and I shall support his 
amendment. 

Mr. THYE. Madam President, we are 
placing our youth in the military forces. 
We have denied them the right to have 
all the milk they need in their diet. The 
milk which is placed on the tables will 
be supplemental to the diet which has 
been placed before the soldiers in the 
regular course of procedure. It will not 
replace what has been put into the sol- 
diers’ diet heretofore. We can place 
this milk on the tables of the young men 
who are in the very flower of their life 
and who need the milk solids and the 
calcium to build their bodies. 

If this amendment is rejected, I shall 
vote “nay” on the entire bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I 
yield the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. THYE] to the committee 
amendment. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. DANIEL (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the senior Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLANDJ. If he were present and 
voting, he would vote “nay.” If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote “yea.” I 
withhold my vote. 

The rolleall was concluded. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] and the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. KNowLanp] are necessarily 
absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. FLANDERS] would 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], 
the Senator from Mississippi {Mr. 
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EASTLAND], the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. FREAR], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GILLETTE], the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. McCarran], the Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Monroney], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are nec- 
essarily absent. 

I announce further that if present 
and voting, the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. McCarran] would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 30, 
nays 56, as follows: 


YEAS—30 
Burke Humphrey Morse 
Case ves Mundt 
Clements Jackson Murray 
Cooper Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Cordon Kefauver Russell 
Douglas Langer Symington 
Dworshak Lehman Thye 
Ervin Magnuson Upton 
Pulbright Mansfield Wiley 
Hennings McCarthy Young 
NATS—56 
Alken Goldwater Maybank 
Anderson Gore McClellan 
Barrett Green Millikin 
Beall Hayden Pastore 
Bennett Hendrickson Payne 
Bowring Hickenlooper Potter 
Bricker Hill Purtell 
Bridges Holland Reynolds 
Bush Jenner bertson 
Butler Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall 
Byrd Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel 
Capehart Kennedy Smathers 
Carlson Kerr Smith, Maine 
Crippa Kilgore Smith, N. J. 
Dirksen Kuchel Stennis 
Duff Lennon Watkins 
Ellender Long Welker 
Ferguson Malone Williams 
George Martin 
NOT VOTING—10 
Chavez Frear Monroney 
Daniel Gillette Sparkman 
a Knowland 
Flanders McCarran 


So Mr. THYE’s amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment was rejected. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I 
move that the vote by which the amend- 
ment to the amendment was rejected be 
reconsidered. 

Mr. PAYNE. I moved to lay the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Vermont on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, 
I offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 38, line 14, 
before the word “no”, it is proposed to in- 
sert the following: “no price support 
shall be made available, through pay- 
ments, at a level in excess of 105 percent 
of the parity price for the commodity; 
and.” 

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
place a ceiling on the support price of 
wool as accomplished by the direct pay- 
ment alternative in the bill. There are 
two methods of support in the wool bill. 
The first method is 60 to 90 percent of 
parity loans, and/or purchases, and the 
second is by direct payments from the 
Treasury. 

The purpose of the pending amend- 
ment is to establish a ceiling of 105 per- 
cent of parity for payments made on 
wool. In the pending bill there are 


August 10 


many commodities for which price sup- 
ports range from zero to 90 percent; on 
others the range is from 8245 percent to 
90 percent, but in the case of wool the 
sky is the limit. 

The way the bill would operate is this: 
The Secretary of Agriculture wouid de- 
termine the price at which wool should 
be sold in order for production to ap- 
proximate 360 million pounds a year. 
To do so the Secretary of Agriculture 
would confer with producers and ascer- 
tain from them the price at which suff- 
cient incentive would exist, and at which 
they were willing to produce the neces- 
sary amount. If, for example, the 
price fixed should be 72 cents a pound, 
but the wool grower could market the 
wool for only 50 cents a pound, the Sec- 
retary would direct that payments 
amounting to the difference between 50 
cents and 72 cents—that is, 22 cents per 
pound—be made. That money would 
be taken directly from the Treasury. 
The only limitation on the amounts of 
payments, as the bill now stands, is that 
total payments may not exceed an 
amount equal to 70 percent of the im- 
port duties which the tariff on wool 
produces. The payments could go sky 
high; the only limit as to how far they 
could go would be the amount of money 
to make them. 

Madam President, I believe that wool is 
a product deserving of and which should 
receive fair treatment. But it is not fair 
to limit the price supports on our basic 
commodities such as wheat, cotton, corn, 
and others to 90 percent, and then make 
the sky the limit insofar as woo] is con- 
cerned. I think that is unfair. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Georgia for a question. 

Mr. RUSSELL. As I understand the 
proposal as it affects wool, it is very 
similar to the provision in the bill which 
passed the Senate some time ago. The 
provision makes application of what is 
commonly known as the Brannan plan, 
or the plan which was advanced by 
former Secretary of Agriculture Bran- 
nan, embodying the making of cash pay- 
ments from the Treasury of the United 
States to the producers of wool in order 
to assure a fair price. Is that correct? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor- 
rect. . 

Mr. RUSSELL. The amendment of 
the Senator from Louisiana provides for 
105 percent of parity from payments to 
be made out of the Federal Treasury, 
and gathered from the taxpayers of the 
country. Is that correct? 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senate has been 
considering for several days an agricul- 
tural bill. In the form in which the bill 
is at the present time, the producers of 
wheat would have a basic parity of 75 
percent guaranteed in 1956. The pro- 
ducers of cotton would have a basic 
parity of 75 percent guaranteed under 
the loan system. The producers of other 
commodities will have variable parities. 
Senators representing the dairy farm- 
ers have had knocked down every pro- 
posal they have made, with the result 
that support price on dairy prices have 
been reduced to 75 percent of parity. 
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Why does the Senator from Louisiana 
think we should take from the Treasury 
of the United States, from funds which 
will come into it by way of import duties, 
an amount sufficient to pay wool produc- 
ers 105 percent of parity, when other pro- 
ducers are being cut down? It seems to 
me it is rather discriminatory to provide 
105 percent of parity for producers of 
wool, to be paid out of the Treasury from 
funds received from import duties, when 
support prices have been cut down for 
the producers of wheat, corn, and cot- 
ton, and every effort to assist the dairy 
industry has been rebuffed and defeated 
on the floor of the Senate. Why is it 
necessary to take from the Treasury 
funds sufficient to pay the wool producer 
105 percent of parity when, by vote of 
the Senate, we have cut down parity 
price supports for the producers of every 
other agricultural commodity in the 
United States? 

Mr. ELLENDER. To be perfectly 
frank with my good friend, the Senator 
from Georgia, my amendment would 
set the limit at 105 percent of parity be- 
cause I feel the Senate will agree to that. 
That limit is better than no limit. The 
Senator from Georgia will remember 
that when the wool bill was being con- 
sidered some time ago, I tried to limit 
the support level to 100 percent, but my 
amendment did not carry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Louisiana has 
expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, 
I yield myself 5 more minutes. 

As I have said, that effort to limit 
the support level to 100 percent failed. 

Mr. RUSSELL. If my friend will in- 
dulge me, I should like to inform him 
that that was before the Senate had 
applied the ax to all the other pro- 
ducers. Until that time the other pro- 
ducers had something to look forward 
to, but in the Senate they have been 
struck down and pushed back. I do not 
see why the wool producer should be 
singled out for preferential treatment. 
It has been rather interesting to see how 
various provisions have been put into 
the bill, and how other groups have 
been cut down. There is now before the 
Senate a proposal to have the Brannan 
plan applied to wool at 105 percent of 
parity, whereas price supports for the 
benefit of all other agricultural pro- 
ducers have been struck down and cut 
down time and again. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana would probably per- 
mit me to say that by no stretch of the 
imagination, should this be called the 
Brannan plan. This wool program was 
submitted to the Congress of the United 
States in 1946. Mr. Brannan was not 
then Secretary of Agriculture. He did 
not become Secretary of Agriculture 
until 1948. This plan was devised by 
the then senior Senator from Wyoming, 
Mr. O'Mahoney, in conjunction with 
Many persons representing the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. I do not believe 
that by any stretch of the imagination 
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the proposal could be called the Bran- 
nan plan. 

Mr. RUSSELL. What the Senator 
has said is that the program originated 
with respect to wool, and Mr. Brannan 
tried to seize it and apply it to all com- 
modities produced in the United States, 
Since it happened that he was Secretary 
of Agriculture at that time, the plan be- 
came known as the Brannan plan. 
Everyone knows that Mr. Brannan did 
not originate the plan. It grew from a 
number of sources. It grew from the 
effort with respect to wool which failed 
in 1946. It grew, from an article written 
by a professor, as a distress measure. 
The term “Brannan plan” is a term un- 
derstood by every person in the United 
States, because it provides for payments 
by the Government in order to give a 
fair price to the farmers. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Instead of calling 
it the Brannan plan, let us call it direct 
payments to the producer, because that 
is what it is. 

Mr. RUSSELL. It would not be a 
subsidy, would it? 

Mr. ELLENDER. It is a subsidy, of 
course. In the case of wheat or cotton, 
or corn, or rice, or peanuts, or any of the 
other basics, a farmer is permitted to 
borrow so much money from the Govern- 
ment. He must pledge his crop as se- 
curity for the loan. But in this case, 
there not only is the loan plan, but 
there is the additional gadget which will 
permit the Government to pay a pro- 
ducer the difference between what he 
receives on the market and what the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture agrees is a fair 
price—a price at which a wool grower 
could find sufficient incentive to do his 
share to produce as much as 360 mil- 
lion pounds of wool. 

Mr. President, I think it is unfair to 
other commodities to place wool in a 
position where it will receive price sup- 
port at as much as 105 percent of parity 
when the basics can get a maximum of 
only 90 percent. That simply is not 
fair. As the bill is now drafted, there is 
no limitation to the provision concern- 
ing wool. I would prefer to have the bill 
provide for much less than that—per- 
haps the same level as the basics—but 
at least, 105 percent of parity. There 
must be some maximum level set. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BEALL in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 more minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized 
for an additional minute. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I un- 
derstand that the House has limited 
payments under the subsidy alternative 
in the bill to 110 percent of parity. 

It is my hope that we shall at least be 
able to place a 105-percent limitation in 
the bill as to these direct payments to 
the producers of wool. I urge that my 
amendment be adopted. We must be 
fair, Mr. President. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming is recognized for 
10 minutes. 
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Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that it would be eminently 
unfair for the Senate to adopt this 
amendment. If the Senate adopts this 
amendment, it will single out wool as the 
only commodity which will be subject 
to this limitation. 

Section 402 of the 1949 act provides 
that any commodity can be supported 
in excess of 90 percent of parity, if the 
Secretary of Agriculture gives notice and 
thereafter holds a hearing and then de- 
termines to do so. 

If this amendment is adopted, its ef- 
fect will be to say that any farm com- 
modity, save and except wool, may be 
supported at any figure the Secretary of 
Agriculture deems proper—and above 
100 percent of parity, if he so decides. 

The Senator from Louisiana knows 
full well that section 32 funds come from 
the custom receipts on numerous com- 
modities, including wool. I may say to 
him that for the past 12 years or 13 
years, the total receipts from the tariff 
on wool have exceeded $1 billion, but 


not one penny of that money has been 


used for the benefit of wool. On the 
contrary, the money under section 32 
funds has been used for nearly every 
other commodity. 

Let me enumerate some of the items 
with respect to which the tariff income 
on imported wool and other imports has 
been used to promote the foreign use of 
other farm commodities from 1943 to 
1953: : 

Fruits, $261 million; cotton $185 mil- 
lion; vegetables, $183 million; grains, 
$176 million; eggs and poultry, $175 mil- 
lion; dairy products, $165 million. 

And so I could continue through the 
list. But, Mr. President, you will not 
find that a solitary nickel of that money 
was used for the benefit of wool, during 
all that period of time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Will the Senator 
from Wyoming tell us how much the 
Government has lost on the wool pro- 
gram? 

Mr. BARRETT. I can tell the Senator 
from Louisiana that the total loss on the 
wool program during the war years was 
approximately $46 million. I can also 
tell the Senator from Louisiana and this 
is more damaging than any statement 
made thus far today on the floor of the 
United States Senate—that the United 
States Government caused the wool- 
growers of the United States to lose five 
times that amount of money. That was 
done because during World War II, the 
OPA set on wool a ceiling price of 42 
cents a pound, but permitted the prices 
of everything the woolgrowers had to 
buy, to skyrocket. Labor costs went up 
and up. The result was to make it im- 
possible for woolgrowers to remain in 
business. That is precisely why wool 
production in the United States declined 
from 460 million pounds a year in 1943, 
to 230 million pounds in 1953. The wool 
growers went out of business in whole- 
sale numbers. They went out of busi- 
ness because they knew that if they re- 
mained in business, they would go broke. 
That is one reason why the Nation’s live- 
stock industry has been thrown com- 
pletely out of gear. Those wool grow- 
ers had ranges and had to run livestock 
in order to use the grass. As a result, 
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the growers shifted to cattle production. 
That is why we now have 95 million head 
of cattle on the ranges in the West—the 
highest cattle population in the history 
of the Nation—and why we also have the 
smallest sheep population in the last 80 
years. That situation has developed be- 
cause of the policies of the United States 
Government. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield to me? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to my col- 
league from rew Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator 
from Wyoming agree with me that the 
reduction of wool production to 230 mil- 
lion or 240 million pounds was a very 
expensive project for the Government, 
once operations in Korea began, with the 
result that the Government then had to 
go into foreign markets and purchase 
hundreds of millions of pounds of wool 
at $2 or $2.50 a pound. 

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct. It 
was very fortunate that the sea lanes 
were open to us, so that we could import 
the wool we needed. Otherwise we 
might have been in a critical condition, 
without wool to outfit our Army. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If we produced in 
the United States approximately 300 or 
350 million pounds of wool a year, I be- 
lieve that would permit us in a period 
of emergency—as has occurred time and 
time again—to equip the American 
soldier with uniforms made of wool and 
to make sure that wool for that purpose 
would be available to us when it was 
needed. 

I am sure that such a program will 
not cost the Government any money. 
> The Senator from Wyoming said a 
moment ago, that the program had cost 
the Government $46 million. But if the 
ceilings on wool had been raised, in the 
way that the Government has raised so 
many other ceilings, the Government 
could have disposed of the entire stock 
of wool at a profit, 

However, the Secretary of Agriculture 
was not restricted in the case of wool, 
in the way he was in the case of cotton. 
Therefore, he sold the wool at a loss, 
although he sold the cotton at a profit. 
That should never have been allowed 
to happen to the wool producers of the 
United States. 

Mr. ELLENDER. But, Mr. President, 
the price of cotton was held down in 
much the same way that the price of 
wool was. The Senator from New Mexi- 
co knows that as well as I do. 

Mr. BARRETT. Let me explain why 
wool was in a different situation. The 
parity price on wool was established 
with a most inopportune base period. 
The period between 1910 and 1914 was 
established as the base period. How- 
ever, that period was the worst in the 
history of the United States, insofar as 
the price of wool was concerned. The 
price established on that basis was so 
unrealistic that the parity established as 
a result was of little help to the wool 
growers. But when the war came along, 
the OPA used that base, and froze the 
price of wool at a figure at which it was 
impossible to profitably produce wool. 

Year after year during the war days 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
showed that the wool growers were 
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losing 10 cents on every pound of wool 
they produced. 

Mr. President, the most unfortunate 
thing of all is that when a new parity 
formula was established for agricul- 
tural commodities, the figure chosen was 
the one beginning 10 years ago, during 
the war period, when the OPA estab- 
lished the ceiling price of wool at 42 
cents a pound, as I said a moment ago. 
Consequently the wool growers were 
obliged to accept that low price as the 
basis for the new parity. 

So, Mr. President, it seems to me that 
if the amendment is adopted, the Sen- 
ate will be singling out wool, for discrim- 
inatory treatment. It is proposed that 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall not 
have the discretion to support wool at 
a higher price, although we are willing 
to give him authority to support every 
other farm commodity at a higher price 
if he so desires. 

Secondly it will make it impossible to 
raise the price of wool even though the 
Secretary believes that to be necessary 
for the security of our country. 

I hope the amendment is voted down. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Texas. 

Mr. DANIEL. Do I correctly under- 
stand that if the bill is passed as now 
written, without the amendment of the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] 
the Secretary of Agriculture will have the 
power to support certain commodities 
above the price ceilings which we fix 
here, namely above 8245 to 90 percent? 

Mr. BARRETT. That is true. 

Mr. DANIEL. That is in the law as 
it is today? 

Mr. BARRETT. That is in the law 
as it is today. That is true. 

Mr. DANIEL. That situation would 
not be changed by the passage of this 
bill? 

Mr. BARRETT. If the amendment of 
the Senator from Louisiana were 
adopted, it would be changed. 

Mr. DANIEL. I meant without 
amendment. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. DANIEL. As to all the other 
commodities mentioned in the bill, is it 
true that the law would permit the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to support them 
above 100 percent of parity? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. DANIEL. After a hearing. 

Mr. BARRETT. That is right. 

Mr, CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. Is it true that if a com- 
modity is to be supported at 100 percent 
of parity, there may be times when it is 
necessary to go above parity in order to 
strike an average? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Wyoming has 
expired. z 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield myself an ad- 
ditional 5 minutes. 

Mr. CASE. At times the commodity 
is selling at considerably below parity, 
and to make it possible for it to average 
100 percent of parity, there would have 
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to be some time when it was above 
parity. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor- 
rect. If the grower is to be encouraged 
to expand his herds and bring more 
wool to the market, it will be necessary 
to have a higher support price. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not true that in the 
case of wool we are dealing with a stra- 
tegic commodity? The Senator from 
South Dakota recalls a time during 
World War II when we authorized the 
agencies of the Government to go in 
to the world market and buy up even 
second-grade wool in order to prevent 
it from falling into the hands of the 
enemy. In order to carry on their at- 
tack against Moscow the Germans 
needed woolen clothing, and one of the 
reasons for the breakdown of the Ger- 
man offensive against Moscow was the 
fact that the ersatz clothing did not 
give the German soldier the protection 
he needed in the weather he confronted. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is en- 
tirely correct. In the early days of 
World War II, the RFC went into the 
market and bought a tremendous sup- 
ply of Australian wool for fear we might 
be cut off from that supply during the 
war. Ido not recollect the exact pound- 
age, but as I remember it, approximately 
125 million pounds were purchased by 
the RFC for that very purpose. 

Mr. CASE. It is my impression that 
it was somewhat more than that. For 
a time following the war that wool was 
used in effect to depress the market for 
native American wool. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Ore- 
gon. 

Mr. CORDON. I am interested in the 
question asked by the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. DANIEL] and the answer 
given. Is it not a fact that any action 
of the Secretary of Agriculture to in- 
crease the support price above 90 per- 
cent of parity can come into being only 
when, in the judgment of the Secretary 
of Agriculture, it is necessary for the 
protection of the health and safety of 
the people of the United States? 

Mr. BARRETT. Or the security of 
the country. That is precisely the basis 
of the bill. 

Mr. CORDON. Is it not also true that 
this reserved authority rests in the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture with respect to 
every supported price? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is en- 
tirely correct. 

Mr. CORDON. Isit not also true that 
this is an attempt to single out one com- 
modity, which happens to be the only 
commodity in short supply and the most 
essential commodity by reason of that 
fact, and to lessen the authority of the 
Secretary to protect the people of the 
United States? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is en- 
tirely correct; and I can say tz him that 
the production of wool in this country 
dropped from 460 million pounds 10 
years ago to 230 million pounds today, 
and the domestic production this year 
is less than it was last year. 

Mr. CORDON. Will the Senator yield 
for one further question? 
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Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. CORDON. Does not the author- 
ity of the Secretary of Agriculture to 
protect the safety and security of the 
United States permit him, if necessary, 
to increase the support price of cotton 
along with other commodities? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. ELLENDER. But not by direct 
payments, as is sought to be provided 
in the wool bill. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, let me 
call attention to one fact before the 
debate is closed. The tariff on wool at 
the present time yields a revenue some- 
what in excess of $55 million a year. 
This bill merely provides that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture may use 70 percent of 
that amount, if necessary—and I think 
it would require more nearly 40 percent 
of that amount—in order to encourage 
the wool growers of the United States to 
bring into production 300 million pounds 
of wool which are needed for the security 
of this country. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Under section 402, 
would the Government be authorized to 
make direct payments to producers as in 
the case of wool? 

Mr. BARRETT. No; I think not. I 
think the Senator is correct about that. 
Nevertheless, the same result would be 
achieved by a loan under the support 
program. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I cannot agree. 
The producers would obtain the increase 
in price from the sale of their products 
whereas in this instance the producers 
obtain a portion of their payment out of 
the Treasury. That is the difference 
between the two programs. 

Mr. BARRETT. The payment is not 
made out of the Treasury. It is made 
out—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield myself an 
additional 2 minutes. 

The payment is made from the cus- 
toms receipts on wool alone. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Which would other- 
wise remain in the Treasury. Those 
receipts go to the Treasury after they are 
collected and then paid out to producers. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, if the 
Senator wants to object to that, he also 
ought to tell the people of Louisiana that 
he did not like the idea of taking $185 
million out of the Treasury to encourage 
foreign use of domestic cotton or $261 
million to encourage use of fruits. I 
could go through the entire list. I do 
not know any reason why the woolgrower 
should not have a little protection from 
the tariff on wool. All other commod- 
ities have had help over the years in ex- 
ports and subsidies of one character or 
another. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator has 
just stated that one-hundred-some-odd 
million dollars was taken out of the 
Treasury to pay for cotton supports. 
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That was done to subsidize foreign sales 
of cotton. Last Saturday in debate I 
produced figures to show that the Treas- 
ury had been enriched by $260 million 
plus from cotton sales. 

Mr. BARRETT. Nevertheless, I say 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana that cotton used $185 million 
of section 32 funds between 1936 and 
1953, and during that same period of 
time—— 

Mr. ELLENDER. That was done to 
subsidize sales of cotton abroad as I 
previously stated. 

Mr. BARRETT. During that same 
period of time, wool did not use a thin 
dime of section 32 funds. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield, 

Mr. CORDON. In fact, despite what 
may be the seeming difference and the 
argumentative difference, is not the real 
difference the fact that we are support- 
ing the price of cotton and other so- 
called basic agricultural products be- 
cause there is a surplus, and not enough 
demand to take care of the surplus, and 
consequently not enough demand to off- 
set supply; whereas in the case of 
domestic wool we are faced with a com- 
modity which is essential but, because 
ef imports, is in such low supply that 
we are in danger of losing the very 
basis to which we can turn for the par- 
ticular commodity in case of emergency? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is en- 
tirely correct. I am certainly not op- 
posed to using section 32 funds for the 
benefit of cotton, fruits, grains, vege- 
tables, and so forth. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator does not 
mean vo tell the Senate that section 
32 funds were used at any time to pay 
the farmer more than 90 percent of 
parity on cotton? 

Mr. BARRETT. No. 

Mr. GEORGE. I think the Senator’s 
inference is to that effect. The Sena- 
tor knows very well that that is not 
true. 

Mr. BARRETT. I did not say that. 

Mr. GEORGE. Very well. Let us get 
it straight. 

This is a marvelous piece of legisla- 
tion, Mr. President. I have seen the 
dairy industry literally butchered by this 
bill. I know what is happening to the 
producers of the basic farm commodi- 
ties. There is no question about what is 
happening. Therefore, I do not believe 
the Senator is fair when he says that 
section 32 funds have been used to pay 
the American cotton farmer more than 
90 percent of parity at any time. 

Mr. BARRETT. No; I wish to say to 
the Senator from Georgia that what I 
said was that under section 402 the Sec- 
retary had the discretion to support cot- 
ton and every other farm commodity at 
an amount in excess of 90 percent of 
parity. That is the point that was made. 

Mr. GEORGE. When has he done 
that? 

Mr. BARRETT. Section 32 funds are 
an entirely different matter, and they 
are used to increase consumption of 
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these commodities, mostly abroad. It is 
probably true, as the Senator from Loui- 
siana has said, that the money was used 
to subsidize export markets for these 
crops. That is entirely correct, I assume. 
It might have been used for other pur- 
poses, but it was not paid to the growers. 
Iam certain of that. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is what I wanted 
to make clear. I should like to ask the 
Senator a question. What is the amount 
of the imports of wool over the past sev- 
eral years? How much wool do we have 
to buy from abroad? 

Mr. BARRETT. It has varied some- 
what, but during the war years it was 
as high as 700 million or 800 million 
pounds a year. The tariff on wool, over 
a 10- or 12-year period, amounted to 
about a billion dollars, or on an average 
of about $100 million a year. 

Mr. GEORGE. Then we are on an 
import basis, so far as wool is concerned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. BARRETT. During the war we 
imported about twice as much wool as 
we produced in this country. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is what I wanted 
to know. 

Mr. BARRETT. At the present time 
it is about 50-50, I should say. 

Mr. GEORGE. In other words, we 
are on an import basis, so far as wool 
is concerned. 

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct. 

Mr. GEORGE. Of course, the prob- 
lem is different when it comes to cot- 
ton, wheat, and dairy products than it is 
with respect to wool. 

I am perfectly willing to vote now 
against production payments in excess 
of 100 percent of parity on anyone's 
products. I say that although I am 
quite sure that some of the products of 
Florida have perhaps received more than 
that out of this particular fund. I do 
not think it is right. If we are going to 
say to our own producers, “You can be 
paid only 75 percent and up to 90 per- 
cent, or 8244 percent and up to 90 per- 
cent,” we should not at the same time 
say that if someone is producing in this 
country a product which is on an import 
basis, he may, in the discretion of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, be paid 140 per- 
cent, 150 percent, or 200 percent of the 
parity price, 

Mr. BARRETT. I do not know 
whether the Senator is speaking on his 
time or on mine. 

Mr. GEORGE. Iam sorry. I mere- 
ly wanted to develop the facts. I wanted 
to make that point clear. I believe the 
American people will understand that we 
are willing to pay to the producers of a 
product in this country on an import 
basis more than 100 percent of parity, 
but we are not willing to pay on dairy 
products even as much as 80 percent of 
parity or 90 percent of parity. The same 
is true with respect to cotton. Cotton 
is just as essential as wool. 

Mr. BARRETT. There is no question 
about it. 

Mr. GEORGE. The same is true with 
respect to wheat. Wheat is just as es- 
sential as wool. Wool is essential, too. I 
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am afraid the Senator has this subject 
backward. The American people will 
understand that we are saying we want 
to stop surplus production by lowering 
the price, but I doubt if there are many 
persons who are familiar with agricul- 
ture who believe that there is much to 
that argument. 

Over the long run an economic factor 
intrudes as everyone realizes, of course, 
because in the long run the producer will 
go broke. He will either have to stop 
producing or he will have to reduce his 
production. We have a proposal before 
us in the case of a certain commodity to 
resist even a limitation of 105 percent of 
parity out of other funds available for 
production payments, while there is no 
money available with which to pay even 
90 percent of the cost of producing other 
commodities in this country, regardless 
of the cost the producer must pay to 
carry on that production. There is 
something wrong here. 

If the Senator wishes universally to 
apply that principle I hope the Senator 
from Louisiana will say that no produc- 
tion payments in excess of 100 percent 
of parity should be made on any product. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BARRETT. I should like to make 
one statement in response to the remarks 
of the Senator from Georgia. It seems 
to me that the effect of the amendment 
would be entirely to upset the theory the 
Senator has advanced. As I understood 
the Senator, he wanted the commodities 
to be treated equally. That is precisely 
what I want done. The amendment of 
the Senator from Louisiana provides 
that the Secretary of Agriculture may 
support the other commodities, save and 
except wool, at any figure he may deter- 
mine. 

Mr. GEORGE. No. 

Mr. BARRETT. With respect to wool, 
however, he cannot go above 105 percent. 

Mr. GEORGE. No. The Senator did 
not understand me. I said I hope the 
Senator from Louisiana will provide that 
no payments should be made which 
would carry the price to the producer 
above 100 percent of parity, whether 
the product is on an export basis or on 
an import basis. 

If we are to restrict the producer of 
an absolutely vital and necessary 
product in the United States to a price 

- somewhere between 90 percent and the 
bottom, or zero, there is no need in the 
world to pay more than 100 percent of 
parity to the producer of a product 
which is constantly on an import basis. 
The Senator will never put wool on an 
export basis by the kind of scheme he 
is resorting to. He will not even supply 
the demand for wool in the United States 
ee he proposes to do in this 

ill. 
Mr. BARRETT. I may say that it has 
been done, of course. 

Mr. GEORGE. It was done at a time 
when we were not consuming so much 
wool, when the population was very 
much smaller. 

Mr. BARRETT. That may be true. 
However, I say to the Senator that wool 
has been singled out because it has been 
declared by the Munitions Board to be a 
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strategic material, necessary for the de- 
fense of the country. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Wyoming has 
expired. 

Mr. BARRETT. Iyield myself 5 addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. ‘I believe the parity 
formulas under the price-support pro- 
grams are not generally understood. Of 
course, they are far from perfect. If 
either the so-called modernized parity 
formula or the old parity formula re- 
flected the true value of wool or of other 
commodities, I think there would be a 
great deal of merit to a limitation of 105 
percent of parity. 

Let me give an example of how the 
parity formulas do not apply fairly to 
all commodities. I think we all know 
that when we applied the 90 percent of 
parity formula to potatoes the potato 
farmers were very pleased with it and 
produced all the potatoes that were 
needed, and more. They made a great 
deal of money out of 90 percent of parity. 
However, we had a 90 percent support 
program for wool for 6 or 8 years, I be- 
lieve. Nevertheless the wool industry 
continued to decline. I believe that 
means only one thing, namely, that the 
parity formula has not been fair for wool 
producers. In my opinion a 90 percent 
support program for wool does not rep- 
resent a fair support for wool, and more 
than would a 60 percent support for 
potatoes. 

Mr. BARRETT. I think the Senator 
is correct. While the 90-percent pro- 
gram has been in effect, the production 
of wool has been declining year after 
year, and is declining this year. 

Mr. CASE. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. I wish to observe some- 
thing along the same line the Senator 
from North Dakota has brought out. 
One hundred and five percent of parity 
is not what it may seem to be, because 
the basis upon which the wool parity is 
computed, historically, is fundamentally 
wrong. Although the support price 
might reach 105 percent of parity in 
name, in actual fact it does not. 

There is one other thing I wish to 
mention. We certainly do not want to 
use Treasury support to increase produc- 
tion of something which is in long supply 
by paying over 100 percent of parity. If 
we are going to pay more than 100 per- 
cent of parity of any product, it should 
be paid only for those products which 
are in short supply, which are strategic 
in character, and which are essential to 
the national security. That is the jus- 
tification for this whole procedure, in 
order to try to maintain a domestic wool 
industry which is sufficiently sound to 
insure that it will be available when we 
need it. I am sure the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT] will recall that 
about a year or two ago we were both- 
ered by the fact that some of our South 
American friends were subsidizing the 
export of wool, so that when the wool 
came to this country it carried with it 
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what amounted to an export subsidy 
from the country in which it was pro- 
duced. It was brought in here at an 
upset price, which tended to destroy the 
market. Many of us thought it was only 
fair that we should use the proceeds 
from the special tariff fund to offset the 
kind of a trade war which we en- 
countered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will indulge me for one moment, 
I wish to say that I do not object to 
paying the woolgrowers a fair price, but 
when we talk about paying a production 
payment, all we mean is that we are 
paying the producer more than 100 per- 
cent of parity on one commodity, but 
we have denied it to the milk producers, 
we have denied it to the cotton farmers, 
and we have denied it to the wheat 
farmers of the country. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not have the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT] 
has the floor. 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota [Mr. THYE]. 

Mr. THYE. I should like to make one 
comment. 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield provided I do 
not lose the fioor. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota without losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, in refer- 
ence to the remark of the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, I wish to say 
that this body rejected an amendment 
to provide dairy products to the soldiers 
of this land, coming from the surplus 
supply. The soldier is taken from his 
home at a very tender age, really in the 
very flower of life, and is put into a mili- 
tary camp. He is allowed only a certain 
amount of milk, although we have dairy 
surpluses which are threatened with de- 
terioration. We are going to give this 
surplus to the feed dealers at a knocked- 
down sacrifice price of 344 cents a pound, 
notwithstanding the fact that powdered 
milk costs anywhere from 14 to 16 cents 
a pound when the Commodity Credit 
Corporation is acquiring it. Yet we deny 
the military forces the right to use milk 
products for the soldiers of our coun- 
try. - 

We also denied the military forces and 
the Veterans’ Administration the right 
to put a few surplus dairy products on 
the tables in veterans’ hospitals. 

I commend the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE] for the remarks he has 
made, when he said we have denied this 
support to dairy products, but we are 
now talking about an unlimited figure, 
if it becomes necessary, for subsidy pay- 
ments on wool. 

I do not say this with any thought 
that I have rejected wool supports. I 
will support that program. However, I 
could not help but add to the comments 
of the distinguished Senator from Geor- 
gia, because we are being inconsistent. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, are we 
on controlled time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming controls the 
time. Does the Senator yield time to 
the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield the floor. 

Mr. CORDON. Before the Senator 
yields the floor, will he yield to me for a 
question? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. CORDON. As one Senator who 
supported the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota in the dairy field, 
I suggest that two wrongs never make a 
right. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. I also call attention to 
the fact that I supported the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota. I regret that the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Minnesota 
was not agreed to, but it was not. I cer- 
tainly join with the Senator from Ore- 
gon in saying that such action would 
not be made right by doing a wrong in 
this instance. 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield the floor, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming yields the floor. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I should 
like to make one thing clear. In the 
past we have supported certain com- 
modities at well over 90 percent of 
parity, during World War II and during 
the Korean War. The law provides that 
when necessary to obtain adequate pro- 
duction the Secretary may fix the sup- 
port level at wherever is necessary, in the 
interest of the national security. 

Toward the end of World War II cot- 
ton was supported at 95 percent of 
parity. We supported milk at around 
130 or 135 percent of parity. Flaxseed 
was supported at over 150 percent of 
parity. In 1951 long staple cotton was 
supported at 155 percent of parity, and 
in 1952 it was supported at 153 percent 
of parity. 

The proposed wool program would not 
break any precedent. I do not believe 
support for wool at over 105 percent of 
parity would result in the obtaining the 
desired production, if 105 percent of 
parity would not do it. Nevertheless, I 
do not think I would single out wool as 
the only commodity with respect to 
which the support price could not be 
raised substantially in the event of 
emergency, which would simply mean 
that Congress would have to enact 
emergency legislation. 

However, I will say that if 105 percent 
ef parity would not bring about in- 
creased production of wool, probably 115 
percent of parity would not, either. To 
that extent I agree with the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], al- 
though I do not believe we should single 
out wool, any more than I thought we 
should single out potatoes as the only 
outlaw vegetable, which they were for 
3 or 4 years. 
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I have nothing more to say. Is the 
Senator from Louisiana yielding his 
time back? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the re- 
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana yields his time. 
Does the Senator from Vermont yield 
his time? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] to 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont IMr. FLAN- 
DERS] and the Senator from Nebraska 
{Mr. REYNOLDS] are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] and the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. REYNOLDS] 
would each vote “nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHA- 
vez], the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND], the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. FREAR], the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from 
New York (Mr. LEHMAN], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney], and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] are necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 21, 
nays 66, as follows: 


YEAS—21 

Clements Hennings Maybank 
Douglas Hiii McClellan 
Ellender Johnston, S. C. Robertson 

in Kefauver Russell 
Fulbright Kerr Smathers 
George Lennon Stennis 
Gore Long Symington 

NAYS—66 
Aiken Ferguson McCarran 
Anderson Gillette McCarthy 
Barrett Goldwater Millikin 
Beall Green Morse 
Bennett Hayden Mundt 
Bowring Hendrickson Murray 
Bricker Hickenlooper Neely 
Bridges Holland Pastore 
Burke Humphrey Payne 
Bush Ives Potter 
Butler Jackson Purtell 
yrd Jenner Saltonstall 

Capehart Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Smith, Maine 
Case Kennedy Smith, N. J. 
Cooper Knowland Thye 
Cordon Kuchel Upton 
Crippa Langer Watkins 
Daniel Magnuson Welker 
Dirksen Malone Wiley 

ff Mansfield Wiliams 
Dworshak Martin Young 

NOT VOTING—9 

Chavez Frear Monroney 
Eastland Kilgore Reynolds 
Flanders Lehman Sparkman 


So Mr. ELLENDER’s amendment to the 
committee amendment was rejected. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
to the amendment was rejected be 
reconsidered, 

Mr. FERGUSON. I move that the 
motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I have at 
the desk, and which I ask to have 
stated. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HENDRICKSON in the chair), The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What was the 
amendment that was acted on by the 
Senate with such unseemly haste a 
moment or so ago? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator that the 
Senate did not act on an amendment; 
it merely agreed to a motion to lay on 
the table the motion to reconsider the 
vote by which an amendment was 
rejected. 

The clerk will state the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] to the commit- 
tee amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 43, after 
line 19, it is proposed to add a new sec- 
tion, as follows: 

Sec. 710. (a) The third sentence of sec- 
tion 2 (a) of the Commodity Exchange Act, 
as amended, is amended by inserting “wool,” 
after the comma following “(Irish pota- 
toes). 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall become effective 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this act. 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
provisions of this amendment were sub- 
mitted by the Senator from North Da- 
kota [Mr. Younc] and the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT] and previously 
passed the Senate unanimously. The 
amendment to the bill is being offered 
at the suggestion of the Members of 
the House in order to make sure that 
the provisions will be passed at this 
session of the Congress. The amend- 
ment has the support of the Department, 
and I believe it would be in the best 
interests of the woolgrowers, the manu- 
facturers who use wool, and the general 
consuming public. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Iyield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. It appears to be a worthy 
amendment. I have no objection to it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The conferees re- 
fused to agree to it, did they not? 

Mr. KENNEDY. No. The amend- 
ment merely proposes to put wool under 
the Commodity Exchange Act. That is 
all. 

Mr. MAYBANK, I thank the Senator 
for the information. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Massachus- 
setts [Mr. Kennepy] to the committee 
amendment on page 43, after line 19. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to fur- 
ther amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 
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The PRESIDING. OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 36, between 
lines 14 and 15, it is proposed to insert 
a new section, as follows: 

Sec. 503. Nothing contained in section 8 
(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended, or in any other 
provision of law, shall be construed to au- 
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to im- 
pose any limitations upon the number of 
terms for which members of county com- 
mittees established under such section may 
be reelected. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
amendment is directed toward the or- 
ganization of what we know as the coun- 
ty committees and State committees un- 
der the Production and Marketing Ad- 
ministration. It is commonly known 
throughout the country as the county 
committee system. Recently the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, speaking in behalf 
of his Department, ordered that no one 
should be eligible to become a member 
of a county committee if he had served 
more than three terms. It seems to me 
that what is desired on the county com- 
mittees is persons of experience, as much 
as persons having any cther qualifica- 
tions. It was rather surprising that an 
order was issued by the Secretary of 
Agriculture requiring that persons eli- 
gible to be elected as members of a county 
committee should not have served more 
than three terms on county committees. 

Not long ago the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. HENNINGS] directed attention 
to this question as it related to the State 
of Missouri. I am sure this is a com- 
mon condition throughovt the United 
States because of the departmental or- 
der on the part of the Secretary. 

Mr. President, I have very little more 
to say on the subject, except to call upon 
the Senate to enlist its support in ar- 
ranging for county committees to be as 
truly representative as they can be, and 
not deny to the farmers of America the 
opportunity to elect whomever they 
wish as members of county committees. 
It seems to me rather strange that the 
Secretary should issue an edict that per- 
sons who have had experience extend- 
ing beyond three terms shall no longer 
be eligible to run for that office. For 
the life of me, I cannot understand how 
that kind of rule would add to the effi- 
ciency of the activities of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation through the Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration. 

Mr. AIKEN rose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
Smiin of Maine in the chair). The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] to the committee 
amendment, on page 36, between lines 
14and 15. [Putting the question.] The 
umendment is agreed to. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I was 
seeking recognition before the result was 
announced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In that 
case, the Chair will withhold the an- 
nouncement and recognize the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Did not the Chair 
announce the result? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, but 
the Chair is withholding the announce- 
ment of the result because the Senator 
from Vermont was seeking recognition. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
Vermont was on his feet before the an- 
nouncement of the result. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I was 
on my feet. 

I merely wish to say that the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
would simply overturn the reorganization 
of the Department of Agriculture as 
effected by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
It so happens that there were 11 States 
in the Union in which the county and 
local committees were virtually closed 
corporations in the administration of the 
Production and Marketing Administra- 
tion programs, and the Secretary reor- 
ganized those activities so that those 11 
States fell in line with the other States. 
One of those States happened to be the 
State of Minnesota. There was a closed 
corporation in that State, and the com- 
mittee was conducting its work just about 
as they wished. The Senator from Min- 
nesota has proposed an amendment 
which would overturn the reorganization 
of the Secretary of Agriculture in his 
attempt to put all the States of the Union 
on the same basis, so far as local com- 
mittees are concerned. 

Therefore, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Madam President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
will the Senator from Florida withhold 
his suggestion of the absence of a quorum 
until I make a statement? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I withhold the sug- 
gestion of the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The amendment 
does not apply to any organization of the 
Department of Agriculture. It applies 
simply to the desires of farmers to elect 
their own representatives to serve on 
their own local committees. The Secre- 
tary of Agriculture has laid down the 
rule that if a member of the local com- 
mittee has served more than three terms 
as a member of a county committee, he 
is no longer eligible for election. I say 
that runs in the face of the logic that 
one of the qualifications of members of 
county committees should be experience. 
I should like to know if Senators would 
say that if a Senator had served more 
than three terms he should never be per- 
mitted to run for the Senate again. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Madam President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota would simply make it impos- 
sible for the Secretary of Agriculture to 
say, “I am in favor of putting you out 
of office after three terms.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I remind my col- 
leagues that three terms comprise a 
period of only 3 years. It is not 6 or 8 
years, but 3 years. I wish to make it 
clear that the only purpose of my 
amendment is to permit county commit- 
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tees to be truly representative of the 
farmers. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Minnesota yield to the Sen- 
ator from Vermont? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, first 
I wish to say that the reorganization of 
the county committee system, as put into 
effect by the Secretary of Agriculture, in 
no wav interferes with the right of the 
farmers of each community or of each 
county to elect their own committees. 
It simply provides that when a person 
has served for 3 years on such a commit- 
tee, he must then “lay off” for 1 year, so 
as to give someone else a chance. 

The reason for that was that in certain 
States, little groups had control of the 
committees, and went on year after year 
after year, until they became the “whole 
show,” and no one else had a look-in. 
The Secretary’s order simply provides 
that when such persons have served on 
the committees for 3 years, they must 
“lay off” for 1 year. Thereafter, they 
can serve for another 3 years. But in 
the meantime there will be rotation in 
the committee positions, among the 
farmers of the community or of the 
county; and the Secretary’s order will 
prevent a continuation of the little 
“closed corporations” which had existed 
in a few States. 

Most of the States had been handling 
this matter ver, well, but a few States 
had not done quite so well. That was 
the reason for the Secretary’s order. It 
does not in any way interfere with the 
right of the farmers of any community 
to elect their own committee members. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
in order that my colleagues may know 
what the situation is in regard to this 
matter, let me say that the only State 
of the Union which is exempt from the 
application of the order, so far as I know, 
is the State of Minnesota; and Minne- 
sota has been exempted from the ap- 
plication of the order because the head 
of the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration in Minnesota said—and in mak- 
ing this statement I am only reporting 
what has been carried in the press, in- 
cluding in the Wayne Darrow News- 
letter; I did not plan to bring up this 
point in the debate, but in view of the 
way the situation has developed, we 
should set forth the facts—that if the 
rule went. into effect in Minnesota, it 
would assure the reelection of Senator 
HUMPHREY. 

Madam President, I want to make sure 
that the rule does not go into effect in 
Minnesota. [Laughter.] 

Let me say that the farmers have a 
right to reelect 15 times, if they choose 
to do so, those whom they have chosen 
to elect to these committees, if the ones 
they have chosen serve them well. After 
all, some persons have served in the 
House of Representatives for 30 years, 
in other words, for 15 terms; and some 
Members of the United States Senate 
have served in this body for a similar 
number of years. 

Madam President, let me say that all 
my amendment says is that neither Mr. 
Benson nor any other Secretary of Agri- 
culture can impose by edict a rule to 
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the effect that if a person serves ably on 
one of these committees for three terms, 
in other words, for 3 years, he must then 
stand aside and let someone else come in. 

We should let the farmers decide about 
this matter. Who are we to decide who 
should serve on the farmer-elected com- 
mittees? What right does the Senate 
have at this moment to decide about the 
qualifications of those who serve on the 
county or community committees? 

However, the rule promulgated by the 
Secretary would say, in effect, “If you 
are experienced in the work, you must 
get out; and, instead, we shall get some- 
one who is inexperienced.” 

Madam President, let me say that I 
have not had an opportunity to discuss 
this matter with the Minnesota Admin- 
istrator of the Production and Market- 
ing Administration or with anyone else 
connected with the Administration; but 
it is shocking, to me, that the Secretary 
of Agriculture would lay down a rule 
stating to the farmers, in connection 
with the selection of their county and 
local committees, “If you wish to elect 
someone to serve you on your county or 
local committee, you cannot elect a per- 
son who has served you in that position 
for 3 years.” Madam President, such a 
rule simply does not make any sense. 

Mr. YOUNG. Madam President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. YOUNG. Madam President, I 
think I am one of the very few Members 
of the Senate who have served on these 
committees. I started serving in 1934. 
Most of the members of the committees 
in the Northwestern States are good Re- 
publicans, and are well posted on these 
programs, They know how to deal with 
these problems, The farmers want to 
reelect those members, and I think they 
should have a right to reelect them if 
they so desire. It is wrong to tell a 
farmer that he cannot reelect such men 
to serve when they are probably the best 
men, and most respected men, in the 
community. They are probably the best 
Republicans in the average communities 
in many Republican States. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Madam President, 
will the Senator from Minnesota yield 
to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator 
from Minnesota say that the ruling by 
the Department of Agriculture is char- 
acteristic of a bureaucracy and the at- 
tempts of a bureaucracy to extend its 
hand into local government, suppressing 
the desires of the localities, and doing so 
at the expense of a strong, centralized 
force, thus infringing upon the rights of 
the States and, in fact, upon the rights 
of government itself? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is an 
accurate statement of the situation. 

Madam President, I think no more 
need be said on the amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from Minnesota 
yield, so that I may suggest the absence 
of a quorum, if it is understood that the 
time required for that purpose will be 
divided equally between the two sides? 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for that 
purpose, Madam President. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me inquire 
whether the Senator from Minnesota 
and the Senator from Vermont will be 
willing to yield all but 5 minutes of the 
time remaining to them, with the un- 
derstanding that at this time we have a 
quorum call, and that when a quorum is 
present, the further discussion of the 
amendment be limited to 5 minutes to a 
side? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am perfectly 
willing to have that done, Madam Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Then, Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
at this time there may be a quorum call, 
with the time required for that purpose 
to be divided equally between the two 
sides, except for 5 minutes for each side; 
and if unanimous consent is given in 
accordance with that request, I shall now 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Before that is 
done, Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed at this point in 
the Recorp a statement on the amend- 
ment and a newspaper article. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment and article were ordered to be 
printed in the REcorpD, as follows: 

FARMER COMMITTEES—STATEMENT BY 
Senator HUMPHREY 

As we proceed with emasculating Amer- 
ica's great farm program, cannot we pause 
long enough to at least preserve a voice 
for farmers themselves in how the remnants 
of our farm program is administered? 

I have sent to the desk an amendment 
seeking to protect the rights of farmers to 
elect neighbors of their own choosing to 
serve on the farmer-committees that have 
proven so effective in putting democracy into 
action in rural America, 

During the 1952 campaign Candidate 
Eisenhower repeatedly assured farmers he 
would let them run their own farm programs, 

Let me cite a few such instances: 

At Kasson, Minn., he said: 

“I pledge you that the Republican Party 
is going forward with positive, aggressive, 
farmer-run farm programs. * * * Our goal 
will be sound, farmer-run programs that 
safeguard agriculture * * * the programs 
must be transferred into genuinely farmer- 
run operations.” 

At Columbia, S. C., he said: 

“Management and direction of the farm 
program * * * federally financed though it 
will be * * * must be turned over to the 
farmer.” 

At St. Cloud, Minn.: 

“At Kasson, I had the opportunity to out- 
line a part of the farm program that the 
Republicans will support and urge and 
operate * * *, There was another part of it; 
that every kind of program adopted for the 
future would be farmer run, locally run.” 

At New Orleans: 

“What we need is to start from here and 
build a better program based on more farmer 
participation.” 

At Memphis: 

“T pledge you an administration that will 
cleanse all farm programs of partisan politics, 
that will decentralize their administration, 
that will increase farmer participation in 
their own programs.” 

Despite such assurances, we have been 
headed in just the opposite direction. 

Committees have been made advisory, 
rather than administrative. I am deeply 
concerned over indications that the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture is seeking to minimize 
the participation of such farmer committees 
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in the operation of our farm programs, and 
seeking to block participation of the most 
experienced farmer committeemen in such 
work. 

During the past 20 eventful years, farm- 
ers have come to a new awareness, that 
they must make their voices heard if they 
are to have the kind of program they want 
and need. They realize more than ever that 
they must actively participate in guiding 
these programs along sound and practical 
lines if the desired results are to be ob- 
tained. 

Through practical experience over the 
years, and with the valuable help of sym- 
pathetic legislators, farmers have developed 
the democratically elected farmer-commit- 
tee system. 

This system has proved to be a most effec- 
tive means for farmers themselves to share 
in the formulation and administration of 
farm programs. Regardless of partisan po- 
litical differences over farm policy or its 
administration, the principle of farmers run- 
ning their own farm programs, through 
farmer committees they themselves elect 
from among their own neighbors, has be- 
come a proven success. 

I have long been convinced that the sys- 
tem of freely elected farmer committeemen 
is an example of economic democracy which 
no other country, and no other branch of 
American free enterprise, can equal, 

This system of farmer participation in the 
administration of farm programs has been 
a very real factor in the amazing progress 
of our agriculture during the past 20 years, 
In my opinion, and in the opinion of most 
farmers with whom I have talked, it should 
certainly be maintained to meet adequately 
the new challenges to agriculture that still 
lie ahead. 

There always has been some, for one rea- 
son or another, who have objected to farmers 
having a direct voice in the administration 
of their farm programs. In the main, the 
opposition has come from foes of the farm 
price-support programs who realize the difi- 
culty of undermining those programs, or 
rendering them useless and ineffective, as 
long as farmers themselves are responsible 
for administering them. 

The opposition has not come out in the 
open with frontal attacks upon the right 
of farmers to have an active voice in their 
own affairs; rather, it has used more subtle 
approaches in an attempt to discredit the 
farmer committees, or to trim their sails 
by making them only advisory instead of 
having any real administrative authority. 

Just recently, the Department has gone a 
step further in crippling these committees 
by an administrative order saying no farmer 
may be reelected who has served more than 
3 years previously. 

We either believe in farmer committees or 
we don't. 

If we believe in farmer committees, the 
farmers should have a right to elect who 
they please, regardless whether they have 
already served 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 years. 

All my amendment says is that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture has no right to impose 
any limitation on the number of terms such 
committeemen serve as long as they are 
democratically elected. 

Anyone yoting against this amendment is 
saying, in effect, that farmers should no 
longer have the right to choose whoever they 
please to represent them, 


From the St. Paul Dispatch of July 24, 1954] 
MIDWEST Bears MILK BURDEN 
(By Alfred D. Stedman) 

Minnesota and neighboring States of the 
Midwest with bargain milk prices seem to 
be carrying the main burden of the down- 
ward adjustments of milk production that 
Secretary Benson credits to his lowering of 
Federal dairy price supports, dairymen said 
today. 
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In eastern areas that are maintaining high 
consumer prices by barring the Midwest's 
cheaper milk, production has been rising in- 
stead of falling, they pointed out. 

And in addition, larger surpluses not con- 
sumed as fluid milk at the high consumer 
prices in the monopoly markets are spilling 
over into competition with the Midwest's fac- 
tory dairy products. 

In Minnesota, Iowa, and North Dakota, 
milk production in June dropped from June 
production last year and in Wisconsin the 
rise was only a trifle over 1 percent. 

But under the New York Federal milk or- 
der, milk production for June actually rose 
3.6 percent over last June’s production. And 
at the same time a shrink in New York milk 
consumption under its high retail prices left 
a surplus of 483 million pounds of its milk 
to go into competition with Minnesota fac- 
tory products. 

That amount of New York surplus milk 
was more than half of Minnesota’s entire 
June production and 5814 percent of New 
York area production in June. 

Minnesota's June milk production actually 
declined 10 million pounds to 924 million 
from 934 million pounds last year, official 
figures showed. At the same time, milk con- 
sumption here under moderate milk prices 
was rising, thus cutting into the dairy sur- 
plus, instead of falling to increase that sur- 
plus as in New York. Fluid milk consump- 
tion rose in the Twin Cities from about 30.6 
million pounds last June to 32.2 million 
pounds this June while in New York it fell 
8.8 million pounds, official reports showed. 

Also in Pennsylvania, another high price 
market, where the State milk board has just 
officially refused a license to a moderate- 
priced milk distributor from neighboring 
Ohio, milk production also rose slightly in 
June this year. 

The major burden for dairy price adjust- 
ments is likely to continue to rest on Minne- 
sota, Wisconsin, Iowa, and neighboring dairy 
manufacturing States so long as eastern and 
southern fluid milk prices are kept high out 
of relation to our prices by Federal tariffs, 
sanitary barriers and other monopoly devices, 
dairy spokesmen here contend. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I am ready to vote on the amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I now ask unanimous consent, in accord- 
ance with my previous request, that I 
May suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from California? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The absence of a quorum having been 
suggested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Ferguson Lehman 
Anderson Fulbright Lennon 
Barrett George Long 
B2all Gillette Magnuson 
Bennett Goldwater Malone 
Bowring Gore Mansfield 
Bricker Green Martin 
Bridges Hayden Maybank 
Burke Hendrickson McCarran 
Bush Hennings McCarthy 
Butler Hickenlooper McClellan 
Byrd Hill Millikin 
Capehart Holland Morse 
Carlson Humphrey Mundt 
Case Ives Murray 
Clements Jackson Neely 
Cooper Jenner Pastore 
Cordon Johnson, Colo, Payne 
Crippa Johnson, Tex. Potter 
Daniel Johnston, S.C. Purtell 
Dirksen Kefauver Reynolds 
Douglas Kennedy Robertson 
Duff Kerr Russell 
Dworshak Knowland Saltonstall 
Ellender Kuchel Schoeppel 
Ervin Langer Smathers 
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Smith, Maine Thye Wiley 
Smith, N. J. Upton Wiliams 
Stennis Watkins Young 
Symington Welker 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present, 

Under the unanimous consent agree- 
ment, 10 minutes are now available on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota to the committee amend- 
ment, with the time to be divided equally 
between the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] and the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
in order that the Record may be crystal 
clear, let me say that the amendment 
will do nothing more or less than to 
keep in the law and in the administra- 
tion what was in the law and in the 
administration until recent months. All 
it does is permit the farmers to have 
their own elections, so long as they are 
democratically held, for their own agri- 
cultural stabilization committees, com- 
monly known as the farmer-elected com- 
mittees. 

I have here, for exampie, some quo- 
tations which I think are rather perti- 
nent to this question. 

At Columbia, S. C_—anda I look at the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. JOHN- 
ston|—Mr. Eisenhower said in 1952: 

The management and direction of the 
farm program, federally financed though it 
will be, must be turned over to the farmer. 


At St. Cloud, Minn., the President, the 
then candidate, said: 

At Kasson, I had opportunity to outline 
a part of the farm program that the Re- 
publicans will support, urge, and operate. 


This is another part of it: 


That every kind of program adopted for 
the future will be farmer run, locally run. 


At New Orleans—the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Lonc] is here in the 
chamber, and I know he would be in- 
terested in this—Mr. Eisenhower speak- 
ing: 

What we need is to start from here and 
build a better program based on more farm- 
er participation. 


At Memphis—our friends from Ten- 
nessee would be most interested in 
this—Mr. Eisenhower said: 

I pledge you an administration that will 


cleanse all farm programs of partisan 
politics— 


May I repeat that 

I pledge you an administration that will 
cleanse all farm programs of partisan 
politics, that will decentralize their admin- 
istration, that will increase farmer participa- 
tion in thelr own programs. 


Mr. LONG. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Could it be that the way 
to cleanse the program of politics is to 
tell the farmers they cannot elect whom 
they want to elect to these committees? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sen- 
ator knows the farmers are the best 
judge of whom they want, and that 
this kind of rule which has been im- 
posed is rank partisanship and rank ad- 
ministrative bureaucracy. 

Mr. LANGER. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. It would be as sensi- 
ble to say that after a Senator has been 
elected once, he cannot run again. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. As pointed out here, this has 
nothing to do with whether a commit- 
teeman is a Democrat or a Republican. 
In some States, most of the committee- 
men are obviously Republicans. In 
others, there may be some Democrats. 
I have not the slightest idea. We have 
not gone around giving political blood 
tests in order to determine whether or 
not the men the farmers want to elect 
to these committees have a right to 
serve on them. 

So I boil my cause down to these two 
paragraphs. 

All my amendment says is that the 
Secretary of Agriculture has no right 
and should have no right to impose any 
limitation on the number of terms such 
committeemen serve, so long as they are 
democratically elected in a free election. 

Mr. LENNON. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. LENNON. Does the Senator 
know of anything in which the farmers 
are more interested than the right to 
determine for themselves who shall 
manage their program? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know of no other 
subject that would be of such interest 
to them, and the farmers guard that 
right of theirs jealously, as they should, 
because the county and local commit- 
tees have done a good job, and they have 
done it without much fanfare or her- 
alding of their accomplishment. They 
have done an amazing job. 

Mr. LENNON. Madam President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LENNON. Does the Senator 
know of anything the Congress could 
do to hurt the program more than to 
say to the farmers of America, “You 
cannot determine by your own selection 
those of you who are to manage the 
program”? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If we were to say 
that to the farmers, we would be liter- 
ally insulting them, telling them they 
did not know enough to conduct their 
own business. That is what I was about 
to say. Any Senator voting against this 
amendment is saying, in effect, that the 
farmers should no longer have the right 
to choose whoever they please to repre- 
sent them. Surely I am not going to 
say that, and I do not think the ma- 
jority of the Senate will say that. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Madam President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. Is 
it not true that the farmers of a par- 
ticular locality go to the committeemen 
for advice, wanting to know what to 
do about this and that concerning 
farming? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed they do. 
The committeemen are looked upon as 
advisers and counselors of the whole 
farm program as it relates to price sup- 
ports and soil conservation, 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That being so, is it not further true that 
the 3 years of experience will be worth 
a great deal to all the farmers in the 
immediate community? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course that is 
true. As a matter of fact, the farmer 
who is willing to take on these respon- 
sibilities renders a great public service. 
Those who are willing to serve as com- 
mitteemen should be honored at least 
with the privilege of being able to serve 
again if their community members want 
them to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I regret my time 
has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has 5 minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. I hope the amendment 
of the Senator from Minnesota will not 
prevail. I think the Senator from Min- 
nesota is harking back in his memory to 
the time 4 years ago when the State 
PMA Committee of Minnesota instructed 
the county PMA committees to bring 
every community committeeman in to 
St. Paul, and offered to pay them $8 a 
day and their expenses for coming there 
to hear Secretary Brannan and the jun- 
ior Senator from Minnesota make 
speeches. That cost the farmers of Min- 
nesota about $40,000. The Senator from 
Minnesota and the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, Secretary Brannan, never men- 
tioned the ACP or the PMA program in 
the course of their speeches. The Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, which went into 
the matter, found that it was not illegal 
to hire 5,000 county committeemen to 
go to St. Paul for that purpose. 

Some of the committeemen wrote me 
and told me they had refused to take the 
money proffered them. They com- 
plained about the proceedings very 
vigorously. 

It seems that there was a grand cele- 
bration there, supposedly to discuss the 
PMA program, but the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture and the junior Senator from 
Minnesota never mentioned the PMA 
program in their speeches. 

Mr. LONG. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I will not. 

They talked plain politics, and ncth- 
ing else, and took $40,000 out of the 
pockets of the farmers of Minnesota. 

Mr. LONG. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I will not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont refuses to yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I have limited time. 

I am telling the truth, and it can be 
verified from the ReEcorD. Look in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and also in the 
records of the General Accounting Of- 
fice. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Madam President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Min- 
nesota apparently wants the good old 
days to come back but the Secretary of 
Agriculture has now undertaken a reor- 
ganization of those committees so that 
such a thing cannot recur. There is 
nothing in his order to prevent the farm- 
ers of a community or a county from 
electing whom they want on their com- 
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mittees, regardless of politics. There is 
an order that a county committeeman 
can serve 3 years, then he has to lay 
off 1 year, and then he can serve on the 
committee for another 3 years. What is 
wrong with that limitation? The Con- 
gress has limited the number of terms 
the President of the United States can 
serve. Most of our successful coopera- 
tives provide fôr rotation of their direc- 
tors. What is wrong with having a sound 
instead cf a purely political State ASC 
program? 

Madam President, how much time have 
I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A min- 
ute and a half. 

Mr. AIKEN. How much time has the 
other side remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro- 
ponents have no time remaining. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield back the remain- 
der of my time. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Madam President, 
I yield a minute on the bill to the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone]. 

Mr. LONG. Madam President, if I 
correctly understand the argument made 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
committee, it boils down to the fact that 
these committee chairmen, these farm- 
ers, should not have an opportunity to 
serve a third or fourth term even though 
the other farmers may want them to 
serve, because they happened to have 
heard a speech made by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. If 
that is the only argument against the 
amendment, we should adopt it. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Madam President, 
I yield 2 minutes on the bill to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I am rather surprised by the argument 
made by the Senator from Vermont. It 
has no more relevancy to the issue than 
the man in the moon. It is about as rele- 
vant to the issue as a trip to Mars. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Is that argument 
not typical of what we have seen hap- 
pening in the Senate today? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I regret to say 
that it is most untypical of what I had 
expected to see in the Senate Chamber. 
My friend, the Senator from Vermont, 
very well knows that the junior Senator 
from Minnesota at no time ever denied 
that he made a speech. I will say I made 
a good speech. 

Mr. AIKEN. And a political speech. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. A good speech. If 
talking politics means talking about 90 
percent of parity, perhaps the Senator 
is right. I talked about good farm prin- 
ciples, and I talked about soil conserva- 
tion, and I talked on my own time. The 
Senator knows that those farm com- 
mitteemen had been there in conference 
for 2 or 3 days. He knows they had been 
there listening to representatives of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation and to 
representatives who have sat in the Sen- 
ate gallery, like Mr. Wooley, who was 
there, and talked to them. 

What did the Senator from Vermont 
expect me to talk about to farm people? 
I went there to talk about farm legis- 
lation. If the Senator from Vermont 
thinks that is politics, then that is the 
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way he looks at this legislation. I gave 
them my views on price supports. Those 
views have not changed since, and they 
are not changing tonight. 

I say that the amendment does noth- 
ing more than ask the Secretary of 
Agriculture to permit the farmers to 
manage their own affairs. What the 
Senator from Minnesota said in 1951 or 
in 1950, or whenever it was, is wholly 
irrelevant to the situation before us. 
I repeat that what I said made enough 
good sense to the farmers so that at the 
end of my remarks the audience stood 
as one man and cheered what I had 
said. I venture to predict that the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture would not get such 
a reception in Minnesota, or in any other 
State. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] to the committee 
amendment. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont I[Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Sparkman]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
“nay” and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] would vote yea.“ 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cxavezi, the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. FPrear], the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. KILGORE], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney], and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] are necessarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote, 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
man] is paired with the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Alabama would 
vote “yea” and the Senator from Ver- 
mont would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 45, 
nays 44, as follows: 


YEAS—45 
Anderson Holiand Maybank 
Burke Humphrey McCarran 
Byrd Jackson McClellan 
Clements Johnson, Colo. Morse 
Daniel Johnson, Tex. Murray 
Douglas Johnston, S. C. Neely 
Ellender Kefauver Pastore 
Ervin Kennedy Robertson 
Fulbright Kerr Russell 
George Langer Smathers 
Gore Lehman Stennis 
Green Lennon Symington 
Hayden Long Thye 
Hennings Magnuson Wiley 
Hill Mansfield Young 

NAYS—44 
Aiken Dirksen Millikin 
Barrett Duft Mundt 
Beall Dworshak Payne 
Bennett Ferguson Potter 
Bowring Gillette Purtell 
Bricker Goldwater Reynolds 
Bridges Hendrickson Saltonstall 
Bush Hickenlooper Schoeppel 
Butler Ives Smith, Maine 
Capehart Jenner Smith, N. J. 
Carlson Knowland Upton 
Case Kuchel Watkins 
Cooper Malone Welker 
Cordon Martin Wiliams 
Crippa McCarthy 
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NOT VOTING—7 
Chavez Frear Sparkman 
Eastland Kilgore 
Flanders Monroney 


So Mr. HumPuREY’s amendment to the 
committee amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I move that the Senate reconsider the 
vote by which my amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Madam President, I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JoxunstTon] to lay on the table the motion 
to reconsider of the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
on this question I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 
If present and voting the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
“nay” and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr, SPARKMAN] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
FREAR], the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGORE], the Senator from Okla- 
home [Mr. Monroney], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are nec- 
essarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] is paired with the Senator from 
Vermont IMr. FLANDERS]. If present 
and voting the Senator from Alabama 
would vote “yea” and the Senator from 
Vermont would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 43, as follows: 


YEAS—46 
Anderson Holland McCarran 
Burke Humphrey McClellan 
Byrd Jackson Morse 
Clements Johnson, Colo. Murray 
Daniel Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Douglas Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Ellender Kefauver Robertson 
Ervin Kennedy Russell 
Fulbright Kerr Smathers 
George Langer Stennis 
Gillette Lehman Symington 
Gore Lennon Thye 
Green Long Wiley 
Hayden Magnuson Young 
Hennings Mansfield 
Hil Maybank 

NAYS—43 
Aiken Dirksen Mundt 
Barrett Duff Payne 
Beall Dworshak Potter 
Bennett Ferguson Purtell 
Bowring Goldwater Reynolds 
Bricker Hendrickson Saltonstall 
Bridges Hickenlooper Schoeppel 
Bush Ives Smith, Maine 
Butler Jenner Smith, N. J, 
Capehart Knowland Upton 
Carlson Kuchel Watkins 
Case Malone Welker 
Cooper Martin Wiliams 
Cordon McCarthy 
Crippa Millikin 
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NOT VOTING—7 


Chavez Frear Sparkman 
Eastland Kilgore 
Flanders Monroney 


So the motion of Mr. JOHNSTON of 
South Carolina to lay on the table 
Mr. HuMpHREY’s motion to reconsider 
was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
offer my amendment No. 1, and ask that 
it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 36, line 14, 
before the period, it is proposed to insert 
the following: “and to the maintenance 
of a proper balance between soil con- 
serving and soil depleting crops on the 
farm.” 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this 
amendment would simply require the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in carrying out 
agricultural conservation programs, to 
give particular consideration to the 
maintenance of a proper balance be- 
tween soil conserving and soil depleting 
crops on the farm. I do not believe the 
amendment is at all controversial. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND] 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
offer my amendment No. 4, and ask that 
it be stated. : 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sec- 
retary will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 24, lines 18 
and 19, it is proposed to strike out “to 
the extent he determines practicable” 
and insert “to the fullest extent prac- 
ticable.” 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this 
proposed amendment provides for a 
minor difference in words. Section 205 
of the committee amendment directs the 
Secretary of Agriculture to impose re- 
strictions on the use of diverted acreage 
“to the extent he determines practi- 
cable.” This proposed amendment 
would simply direct the Secretary to im- 
pose such restrictions “to the fullest ex- 
tent practicable,” thereby emphasizing 
the obligation of the Secretary to im- 
pose these restrictions. I do not believe 
the amendment is controversial. 

Mr.STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. STENNIS. As I understand the 
section the Senator from Florida is dis- 
cussing, it is with reference to the di- 
verted acres, meaning acres which are 
taken out of production of any particu- 
lar commodity. The Secretary will have 
authority to limit what can be grown 
upon those diverted acres. 

The point I desire to make is not in 
opposition to that principle, but is rather 
a question: What year is the Secretary 
going to use in figuring how many acres 
are classified as diverted? 

In other words, for example, as to cot- 
ton I understand that the Secretary is 
considering using the year 1953, which 
was a very large year of production. If 
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the farmer is forced to reduce 50 acres 
from a 100-acre crop in 1953, he would 
have 50 diverted acres subject to this 
control—1954 would be a smaller acreage 
year. If the farmer could have the 1954 
acreage figured in, he would not have 
such a large number of the so-called di- 
verted acres. Is the Senator familiar 
with that phase of the problem? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish I could give a categorical answer 
to my friend from Mississippi. My own 
opinion is that this provision would apply 
from year to year; that a reduction made 
in any particular year would have ap- 
plied to it this condition for the next 
year. But on this point I would much 
prefer to have the opinion of the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. Arken] and the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], 
since they collaborated in the drafting 
of the original wording. 

Mr. STENNIS. I value the opinions 
of both those Senators. However, the 
point I wish to make is that I understand 
the Secretary of Agriculture is using the 
year 1953, which I respectfully submit 
would be somewhat out of line. Why 
should we not take 1954, if we are to use 
only one year for the purpose of making 
the comparison? I am trying to offer 
constructive suggestions, without trying 
to defeat the purpose the Senator has in 
mind. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, I ap- 
preciate the attitude of the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

While my change of wording would 
not affect the situation one way or the 
other, I have expressed the opinion that 
this condition would continue from year 
to year. This means that a reduction 
made this year, looking to next year, 
would divert certain acres. As to those 
particular diverted acres, this control 
would apply for the following year. 

I ask if the Senator from Vermont 
Mr. Arsen] and the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] have the same 
idea? 

Mr. AIKEN. I think the Senator from 
Florida has described the situation as 
it is. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator from 
Florida will yield further, would the Sen- 
ator from Florida or the Senator from 
Vermont object to inserting an amend- 
ment specifying that this control con- 
tinues from year to year, starting in 
1954? If that is too narrow, I propose 
to make it cover 1952, 1953, and 1954. 

My point is that I believe 1953 as a 
standard would be unduly harsh. 

Mr. AIKEN. I doubt, Mr. President, 
if we could find any one year which 
would reflect equitable conditions for all 
parts of the country at the same time. I 
think the Secretary has discretion to 
take that fact into consideration in lay- 
ing out his program. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator from 
Florida will yield further, Mr. President, 
it seems it is agreed that this control 
should continue from year to year after 
these reductions start. If that is too 
narrow a time limit, let us extend it to 
cover at least 3 years, so that there will 
be some kind of congvessional expression 
without a definite limitation on the Sec- 
retary. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I had 
suggested that the Senator from New 
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Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] should also ex- 
press his opinion; and I ask unanimous 
consent that I may yield to the Senator 
from New -Mexico on that point. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If the Senator will 
permit me to say so, I do not think 3 
years would be an appropriate period of 
time. I think it is in the year when 
cotton is taken out of production that 
one should worry about the whole propo- 
sition. The way it should be considered 
is from year to year. 

Mr. STENNIS. That would suit the 
Senator from Mississippi splendidly. 
What I am trying to avoid is having only 
the year 1953 considered. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I should think it 
ought to be possible to establish enough 
legislative history so that the Secretary 
of Agriculture would not try to use the 
year 1953 alone. I do not think that is 
the purpose at all. It is not the way it 
should be interpreted, anyway. 

Mr. STENNIS. Do I understand that 
the Senator from Vermont agrees to the 
interpretation given by the Senator from 
New Mexico? 

Mr. AIKEN. I would accept the judg- 
ment of the Senator from New Mexico 
on the question. The Senator from 
Vermont will have to admit that he has 
not studied this particular matter suf- 
ficiently to form an opinion, and he re- 
lies upon the opinion of the Senator 
from New Mexico, because I know he has 
been studying that part of the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator from 
Mississippi has a question on that point, 
I should like to inform him that it would 
not in any wise be affected by the amend- 
ment I have offered. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
for a vote on my amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND] 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
mittee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
that my amendment No. 3, designated 
“8-4-54-C”, be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee 
amendment on page 28, between lines 3 
and 4, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

Sec. 307. Section 348 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 348. (a) Any person who knowingly 
plants any basic agricultural commodity on 
his farm in any year in excess of the farm 
acreage allotment for such commodity for 
the farm for such year under this title shall 
not be eligible for any payment for such 
year under the Soil Conservation and Domes- 
tic Allotment Act, as amended. 

“(b) Persons applying for any payment of 
money under the Soil Conservation and Do- 
mestic Allotment Act, as amended, with re- 
spect to any farm located in a county in 
which any basic agricultural commodity has 
been planted during the year for which such 
payment is offered, shall file with the appli- 
cation a statement that the applicant has not 
knowingly planted, during the current year, 
any basic agricultural commodity on land 
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on his farm in excess of the acreage allotted 
to the farm under this title for such year.” 
Renumber succeeding sections accordingly. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this 
amendment may be controversial. I 
hope it will not beso. Under the present 
law a similar provision applies to cotton 
acreage, but does not apply to other acre- 
age. The intent of the amendment is 
to make the same provision apply to 
other commodities, namely, that anyone 
who knowingly exceeds his acreage allot- 
ment for the other commodities, just as 
is provided in the case of cotton, shall be 
ineligible for payments under the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act, as amended. In other words, the 
purpose of the amendment is to put those 
persons who deliberately exceed their 
allotments on exactly the same basis as 
is applicable to cotton farmers who do so. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. As we are operating 
under allotted time, I ask the Senator 
from Florida to yield me sufficient time 
so that I may say a word with reference 
to the matter which was discussed in 
the colloquy between me, the Senator 
from Vermont, and the Senator from 
New Mexico. I am relying on their as- 
surances of what they think is a sound 
rule for ascertaining the number of di- 
verted acres, which is that they should 
not be ascertained by considering a pre- 
vious year when. controls were not in 
effect, but that the ascertainment of 
diverted acreage for 1 year should be 
based upon the acreage allotments for 
the preceding year. I shall not insist 
that such a provision be written into law. 
I think it would be difficult to word sat- 
isfactorily. I think we have an under- 
standing that is satisfactory to all par- 
ties, and I rest my case on that, with 
especial thanks to the Senators for their 
reassurances. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to re- 
iterate that I do not believe under any 
circumstances should a previous year be 
considered, if that is what the distin- 
guished Senator means. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Florida [Mr. Hot- 
LAND] to the committee amendment on 
page 28, between lines 3 and 4. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
mittee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment at the desk, which 
I ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee 
amendment on page 34, in line 9, it is 
proposed to change the period to a semi- 
colon and insert: 

Provided, That this prohibition shall not 
apply to such commodities when shipped 
into continental United States from the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico or any Terri- 
tory or possession of the United States where 
this act has force and effect. 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President. I 
yield myself 1 minute. The amendment 
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is offered only because the Commission 
from Puerto Rico is afraid that a mar- 
keting quota provided in an amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Florida 
might be considered as stopping im- 
portations from Hawaii and from Puerto 
Rico into the United States. 

I am asking the able chairman of the 
committee to take this amendment to 
conference to see if the fears of the Com- 
missioner from Puerto Rico are well 
founded. If they are, the amendment 
ought to be made part of the law. Other- 
wise, it should be left out. I do not think 
it was the intention of the Senator from 
Florida to bar Puerto Rican products. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. There was no inten- 
tion whatever in the wording employed 
in that particular provision or in the 
amendment of the Senator from Ari- 
zona to apply to any imports except 
those from foreign countries, and, of 
course, Puerto Rico, Alaska, Hawaii, and 
the Virgin Islands are Territories of 
the United States and would not be 
affected in anywise by the wording to 
which the Senator refers. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I accept 
the amendment of the Senator from New 
Mexico. It is obviously intended to cor- 
rent an omission in the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
ANDERSON] to the committee amend- 
ment, on page 34, line 9. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
mittee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk, on behalf of myself and 
the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] an amendment, which I ask to 
have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee 
amendment, on page 34, between lines 20 
and 21, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Sxc. 402. The Agricultural Marketing Agree- 
ment Act of 1937 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 7. (a) The purpose of this section is 
to remove those barriers to the free move- 
ment of milk and milk products in inter- 
state commerce which now exist because of 
milk marketing agreements and orders issued 
under this act, and because of various State 
and local sanitation requirements; and to 
provide uniform sanitation standards gov- 
erning milk and milk products shipped in 
interstate commerce. 

“(b) The Surgeon General of the Public 
Health Service shall prescribe uniform sani- 
tation standards governing the production 
and handling of milk and milk products 
shipped in interstate commerce. As used in 
this section the term ‘sanitary milk or milk 
products’ means milk or milk products pro- 
duced in a State whose chief agricultural 
officer has certified to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture of the United States that milk and 
milk products produced in such State are 
produced and handled in compliance with 
the standards prescribed under this subsec- 
tion, 
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“(c) No marketing agreement or order 
issued under this act shall apply to, or be 
effective in, any marketing area in which 
any Federal, State, or local restrictions oper- 
ate to prevent the free marketing of sani- 
tary milk or milk products shipped into such 
area in interstate commerce. 

“(d) No Federal, State, or local law shall 
operate to prevent the free marketing, in 
any area of the United States, of sanitary 
milk or milk products shipped into such area 
in interstate commerce,” 


Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is the purpose of 
the amendment to destroy the sanitary 
laws of the District of Columbia, so milk 
from Wisconsin and Minnesota may be 
shipped into the District of Columbia 
without inspection by the health officers 
of the District of Columbia, as is now 
required? Is that the purpose of the 
amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No, that is not the 
purpose of the amendment. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is not that what 
the purpose is? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Why is it desired 
to destroy all the local inspection laws, 
so that milk from the State of Minne- 
sota can be shipped into the District 
of Columbia, when such milk cannot 
now be shipped because of the inspec- 
tion laws? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall speak to 
that question if the Senator from Vir- 
ginia will permit me to do so. 

Mr. President, I was expecting that 
there would be a certain amount of dis- 
cussion of the amendment. 

I desire to address myself to the 
amendment for a moment, and then I 
shall yield to the distinguished junior 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER- 
son]. 

Mr. President, I have submitted the 
amendment so as to afford an opportu- 
nity to eliminate milk marketing bar- 
riers which are depriving consumers of 
low-cost milk. 

Mr. President, there are two forms of 
milk price supports. Areas producing 
milk mainly for manufactured dairy 
products get support through the pur- 
chase and loan program which this ad- 


ministration has drastically slashed to. 


75 percent of parity. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me 
at this time, so that while a number of 
Senators are in the Chamber, we may 
have the yeas and nays ordered on the 
question of agreeing to this amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I do 
not yield for that purpose at this time. 

Mr. President, many of our major 
milk-producing areas surrounding met- 
ropolitan cities, however, get similar sup- 
port through milk-marketing agreements 
fixing consumer prices. 

Despite all the talk about getting lower 
prices to consumers, nothing at all has 
been done in this farm bill about getting 
milk prices down in our great cities— 
down enough to increase consumption to 
the point where the surplus could be 
wiped out. In fact, the debate is replete 
with evidence that despite the lower 
prices paid to the farmers who produce 
milk, the price of milk in the cities has 
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continued to rise. That evidence has 
been presented a number of times by 
several Senators in connection with the 
debate on the dairy portion of this 
measure. 

If we could bring about a lower price 
for milk, we would literally be able to 
wipe out much of the surplus, because 
the surplus is due primarily to the in- 
ability to ship milk and thus to have 
more milk consumed. As a result, much 
of the milk has been converted into man- 
ufactured products. 

Mr. President, I have heard it said 
many times that the loan and purchase 
program has primarily been focused 
upon the Midwestern States, insofar as 
milk is concerned. Of course, that is 
true, because that area is one which pro- 
duces milk in surplus quantities, and that 
area is unable to consume all the milk 
it produces, and therefore much of the 
milk produced in that area has to be 
converted into manufactured products. 
At the same time, milk has been sell- 
ing at ever-rising or ever-increasing 
prices in many of the metropolitan 
areas, although in the country as a whole 
there is an abundance of milk which 
could be used to keep milk prices in line 
with the supply. 

Mr. President, we know that we could 
produce milk and provide it to city con- 
sumers for less than they are now pay- 
ing, if it were not for the artificial bar- 
riers shutting out Midwest milk from 
eastern cities. 

If it is right to cut price supports 
on our Midwest dairy products, it seems 
only just to end restrictions on the sale 
of milk products anywhere in the United 
States. It seems unfair to provide a spe- 
cial kind of protection to a limited group 
of milk producers, at the expense of 
consumers. That is what this adminis- 
tration is now doing. 

As the situation now stands, local 
fluid-milk producers in fluid milksheds 
operating under Federal orders are 
building walls around their areas and 
are excluding qualified milk from pro- 
ducers who can sell it cheaper. 

None of us wants to undermine health 
precautions, but we do not want local 
health regulations misused to protect a 
monopoly, such as has been done in some 
instances. 

My amendment proposes uniform na- 
tional health standards for milk, as pro- 
vided by the Public Health Service. 
Under my amendment, any milk meet- 
ing those standards could be marketed 
anywhere in the United States. 

Mr. President, since reference has been 
made to the situation in the District of 
Columbia—although, to be frank about 
the matter, I did not particularly have 
in mind the situation in the District of 
Columbia, because the District of Colum- 
bia is one of many large metropolitan 
areas in the United States—let me point 
out that the District of Columbia is a 
Federal district; and if there is any part 
of the Nation which should be under 
Federal supervision, it is the District of 
Columbia. No matter how one may con- 
sider this matter the health authorities 
of the District of Columbia certainly are 
subject to the Federal law and the ac- 
tivities of the Federal agencies. 

If the administration really believes 
what it says about opposing dairy prod- 
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uct price supports because they keep 
dairy products from the consumers, then 
it should support, rather than oppose, 
my amendment to end milk-marketing 
barriers which are forcing artificially 
high fluid-milk prices in the cities. 

Why should some milk producers have 
such price protection, when it is denied 
producers in the Midwest? Why should 
consumers be denied low-cost milk by 
such artificial barriers? 

Mr. President, let me say that the 
purpose of the Federal milk-marketing 
orders was to assure that there would 
be available a sufficient quantity of milk 
for the larger centers of population. 
The purpose was to be helpful, to assure 
a good standard of milk delivery for 
consumers. But I say those orders have 
been abused in many areas, and cer- 
tainly they are properly subject to a com- 
piete restudy. Likewise, such legisla- 
tion now on the statute books needs to 
be examined. 

Mr. President, at this time I yield to 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON). 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether the Senator from Min- 
nesota will agree with me that this is a 
very late hour at which to be taking up 
this matter, in connection with the farm 
bill. If, as the Senator from California 
Mr. KNOwWLAND] has suggested, we are 
to have a yea-and-nay vote on this 
amendment, I must state that I shall be 
compelled to vote against the amend- 
ment. I think a study should be made 
of the matter; the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry should study it. 
But it is now too late to have that done 
at this session. 

Certainly there is a great deal to be 
said for the milk-marketing orders. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed so, and I 
do not wish anything I have said to be 
regarded as a statement that I do not be- 
lieve the milk-marketing orders are de- 
sirable. I simply say that some stand- 
ards which have grown up around them 
have more or less perverted their use and 
application, so that they no longer serve 
the need which they were established to 
serve. 

‘Mr. ANDERSON. I think that is true. 
However, I point out that where the 
milk-marketing orders are working best, 
we have not had the least trouble in ob- 
taining an adequate supply of milk, be- 
cause actually there is a surplus of milk, 
when it is properly made available, 
especially when it is properly made avail- 
able to the children who need it. 

So I hope the Senator from Minnesota 
will agree to withdraw his amendment, 
because if he does not, and if the amend- 
ment is voted on at this time by a yea- 
and-nay vote, he will force many of us 
who believe in the principle of the Fed- 
eral milk-marketing orders to vote as if 
we did not believe in them, for it is now 
too late to have the matter properly 
studied at this session. 

So, I hope the Senator from Minnesota 
will permit a voice vote to be taken on 
his amendment, and thus will not re- 
quire that more time be consumed at 
this point. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
repeat that I do not wish anything I 
have said to be regarded as indicating 
that I do not believe the Federal milk- 
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marketing orders are desirable. They 
are desirable, and they have their place, 
and they have been devised for the pur- 
pose of providing consumers with an ade- 
quate supply of the fine food which is 
milk. 

But I contend that, in the name of 
health, there have been established 
standards which have ceased to be prop- 
er standards, but have become barriers, 
more or less little tariff walls, which 
have prevented the free flow of milk in 
commerce in the United States. 

Mr. President, I do not seek to prolong 
the debate. I am perfectly willing to 
have a voice vote taken upon my amend- 
ment, and thus let the Senate decide as 
it chooses. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, let 
me suggest to the distinguished majority 
leader that if he is willing to have a voice 
vote taken on the amendment, we shall 
be able to save a great deal of time for 
ali Members. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield 2 minutes 
to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. THYE. In all frankness, I must 
state that in speaking at this time, I 
shall be speaking in support of the posi- 
tion of the chairman of the committee 
in regard to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand that. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, under the 
circumstances, I shall yield time to the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE]. 
Let me inquire how much time he would 
like to have me yield to him. 

Mr. THYE. Approximately 3 min- 
utes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Very well; I yield 3 min- 
utes to the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The senior 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, there is 
merit in the amendment of my colleague. 
However, it should be submitted, not in 
the form of an amendment to the pend- 
ing bill, but in the form of a bill which 
would be referred to the appropriate 
committee, which committee should hold 
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hearings on it. In that way it would 
be possible to develop the facts regarding 
the interstate shipment of milk. 

But at this time, in the course of de- 
bate on the floor of the Senate, we 
cannot give proper attention to all the 
factors involved. Therefore, under the 
circumstances I would have to vote 
against the amendment. 

Thus, Mr. President, I should like to 
see the amendment withdrawn, because 
if it is voted down at this time, by means 
of a yea-and-nay vote, the vote is cer- 
tain to be misunderstood. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY!] to the committee amend- 
ment, on page 34, between lines 20 and 
21. [Putting the question.] 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment marked “8-9-54— 
L,” and offer it to the committee amend- 
ment, and ask that it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment submitted to the committee amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 25, in line 
10, after “Sec. 301”, it is proposed to 
insert “(a).” 

On page 25, between lines 16 and 17, 
it is proposed to insert the following: 

(b) Section 301 (a) (1) (G) of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended 
by striking out “six-year period” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “seven-year period.” 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be- 
fore I presented my amendment I had 
the advice and counsel of the committee 
in its preparation. There was a mistake 
made, and I ask unanimous consent to 
modify my amendment in line 2 so that 
it will read: 

On page 25, line 15, strike out “1955” and 
insert “1956.” 


Retaining the other language in the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be modified as requested. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will send a cor- 
rect copy to the desk for the RECORD. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Will the Senator 
state the number of his amendment 
again? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is designated 
“8-9-54—L.” 

Mr. President, the purpose of this 
amendment can be stated very quickly. 
Its purpose is to continue the use of the 
old parity, if higher, for basic commod- 
ities through 1956. That is what the 
amendment amounts to. The present 
law permits the continuation of the old 
parity formula through 1955. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Through 1954. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. This would con- 
tinue it through 1956. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. It 
would extend it 2 years. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I seek by this 
amendment to extend for another year 
the present old parity formula on basic 
commodities, instead of shifting to the 
so-called modernized parity next year. 
The farmers cannot stand a triple blow 
to their pocketbooks, and that is appar- 
ently what will happen as a result of the 
passage of this bill. 

First, on many of the basic commodi- 
ties there are acreage allotments. There 
have been 2 or 3 of them in the case of 
wheat. We have had them on cotton; 
we have had them on corn; we have had 
them on other commodities. 

Then we reduce the price supports 
from 90 percent to 82% percent. 

Then we provide for the coming into 
being and into application of the mod- 
ernized parity, which actually will fur- 
ther reduce the level of price supports. 

The reduction of the level of price 
supports to 824% percent, as I have said, 
has added an extra burden in the com- 
ing year. 

The ieast we can do is to defer for one 
more year the change in parity formula, 
so as to prevent all these drastic blows 
to farm income going into effect at one 
time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to place in the Recor at this point 
a table of average prices received by 
farmers for farm products on June 15, 
1954, with comparisons. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Average prices received by farmers for farm products, United States, June 15, 1954, with comparisons 


Average Average 
Commodity and unit August January decry sas ee Commodity and unit August January 5 N . 

1909- 1947- 1909- 

July |Decem July 88 

1914 ber 1949 1914 (ber 1949) 
Wheat, per bushell 2.14 1. 88 2.00 1.91 || Hogs, per hundredweight_-.--... 7. 27] 21.90 | 22. 80 25. 70 21.70 
Rye, per bushel 1.82 1.28 1.02 0.990 || Beef cattle, 955 1 5. 42 20. 20 16.00 17.60 16. 90 
Rice (rough), per hundredweight__. 5.38 6. 70 4. 88 4.18 || Calves, per hundredweight. 6.75 | 22.60] 16. 50 18 40 17. 50 
Corn, per bushel 22... 1.64 1.46 1.47 1.49 3 per hundredweight. 4.53 . 15 6.39 7.01 6, 66 
Oats, per bushel 0. 852 0.705 | 0.766 0.735 || Lambs, per hundredwelcht 5.88 | 21.90 | 21. 80 21.80 20.30 
Barley per bushel 1.37 1.16 1.08 1.05 || Butterfat, in cream, per pound. cents 26.3 71.2 65. 0 56.2 55.9 
Sorghum, grain, ee hundredweig! 2.53 2.39 2. 47 2.27 || All milk, ‘wholesale, per hundredweight 
Hay, all baled r ton 22.40 | 20.80 | 21.80 20. 40 dollars.. 1.60 4.42 3.90 3.51 3.48 
Cotton, ee upland, per pound. Milk, retail, per quart_........-..- cents“ 68 18.3 20.4 20.0 19.9 

„cents. 12.4 | 31.21 | 31.51 | 32.17 32.31 || All chickens, live, per pound do. 11.4 29.3 25.2 22.5 22. 6 
Cotton, American-Egyptian, per pound Farm chickens, live, per pound do. e 22.9 19.6 18.9 
Cent ETARE PATS S E ANEN SPES ANASO Commercial broilers, live, per pound 
Cottonseed, per ton dollars. ] 22. 55 71. 61.20 | 51. 40 51. 40 32.1 26.2 23.5 24.2 
Soybeans, per bushei dos Bie 2. 2. 66 3.55 3.49 37.0 | 31.7 30.5 30.1 
Peanuts, per pound.. cents 4.8 10. 11.1 11.2 11.2 46.6 | 45. 7 33.1 32.9 
Flaxseed, per bushel... dollars. 1.69 5.54 3.33 3.64 3. 48 46.0 | 56.0 54. 3 55.2 
Potatoes, per bushel do. 0. 681 1.48 | 0.838 1,34 1.51 
Sweetpotatoes, per bushel do. 0.878 2.36 3. 98 2. 63 2. 70 Butterfat, in cream, per 1 S 71.0 88. 5 58. 8 
Beans, dry. edible, per hundredweight All milk, wholesale, per hundred- 
dollars] 3.37 9. 92 9.30 8. 12 8. 03 Co done... 4.38 3. 90 3.87 

Peas, dry, field, per hundredweight- do- . 4. 00 5. 86 4. 47 4.51 Eggs, per dozen o 50.2 37.6 36.6 
‘Apples, per ie 0 0.90 2. 39 3. 25 3. 44 3. 54 


Source: Figures from Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I fallen from the pre-Korean base period, There being no objection, the tables 
also ask consent to have printed another and a table showing how far such prices were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
table, showing how farm prices have have declined since the 1952 harvest. as follows: 


Prices received by farmers mostly down from pre-Korea base period 


[Figures from Agricultural Marketing Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture] 


1947-49 
average 


Commodity 


June 15, 


1054 Percentage change 


Commodity 


1947-49 


June 15, 
average 1954 


Percentage change 


$2.14 Down 11 percent. Calves, per hundredweight............--.-- $22.60 | $17.50 | Down 23 percent. 
1.82 Down 46 percent. Wool, per pound 40 55 | Up 20 percent 
1.64 Down 9 percent. Lambs, per hundredweight_ 21.90 20.30 | Down 7 percent, 
5.28 Down 22 percent. Sweet toes 2.30 2.70 | Up 14 percent. 
85 Down 13 percent. All m. 4.42 3.48 | Down 21 percent, 
1.37 Down 23 percent. k 
2. 53 Down 10 percent. Down 28 percent. 
22. 40 Down 9 percent. 
ye Index 
71,10 
2. 84 Average ofall farm products 271 2 Down 8 percent. 
5.34 X grains 246 216 Down 12 percent. 
10,2 Feed grins and hay. 24 205 | Down 11 percent, 
9, 92 All erops_.......- 247 2 Down 1 percent. 
1.48 Meat animals. 334 2 Down 10 percent. 
Hogs, per hundredweight 21. 90 Dairy products 275 229 | Down 17 percent. 
Beef cattle, per hundredweig 20. 20 All livestock and products. 2 Down 14 percent. 


— ᷑ ůbt ] ] AE NEE E ESTEE E ENE — 80 92 
1947-49 average. 108 91 
Oct, 15, 1952 99 88 
„ „ K trams S o — . 
Prices received by farmers mostly down since 1952 harvest season 
Figures from Agricultural Marketing Service, U. S. Department ol Agriculture] 
Oct. 15, | June 15, Oct. 15, | June 15, 
Commodity 1952 1954 Percentage change Commodity 1952 1954 Percentage change 
price price price price 
a a pes per bushel_.| $2.07 $1.91 Down 8 percent. Wool................----------per pound. -] {£0,504 $0.552 | Up 10 percent, 
R 1. 74 x Down 43 percent: Lambs -per hundred weight. 22. 20 20. 30 Down 9 percent, 
1.53 1.49 Down 3 percent. Sweetpotatoes___.....-....-... per bushel..| 2.94 2.70 Down 8 percent, 
5. 76 4.18 Down 27 percent. All milk, wholesale. per hundredweight..| 5.30 3.48 Down 34 percent, 
83 . 735 | Down 11 percent. All chickens, live per pound.. 242 226 | Down 7 percent. 
1.42 1. 05 Down 27 percent. P den 504 .329 | Down 35 percent. 
2.87 2.27 Down 21 percent. 
25. 60 20. 40 Down 20 percent, 
Butterfat, in cream. 735 .559 | Down 24 percent. Index 
Cotton 40. . 3703 3231 Down 13 percent. 
Cottonseed... per ton 70.70 51. 40 Down 28 percent. 
Soybeans per bushel..| 2.71 3.49 Up 29 portot Average of all farm products. ..........-... 282 248 | Down 13 percent. 
Flaxseed. ....... ----d0....] 3.73 3. 48 Down 7 percent, Food grain 240 216 | Down 10 percent. 
Peanuts... per pound 111 .112 | Up slightly. Feed grains and hay. 219 205 | Down 6 percent, 
Beans, dry, edible per hundredweight__| 8. 48 8.03 Down 5 percent. All erops........-.. 260 m Do. 
Potatoes... ... ber bushel..| 2. 11 1,51 Down 28 percent. Meat animals 328 209 | Down 9 percent. 
0 per hundredweicht. . 18,60 21.70 Up 17 percent. Dairy products 31h 229 | Down 28 percent. 
d 22.00 16, 90 Down 23 percent, All livestock and products 301 251 | Down 17 percent. 
23. 80 17. 50 Down 26 percent, 


Index of prices received for all commodities 
and indet of prices paid by farmers 


There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


Prices paid, still rising—Indez of prices paid 
by farmers (1910-14=100)—Continued 


(1910-14=100) and index of parity ratio 
Item 1947-49 | Oct. 15 | June 15, 
Prices paid, still rising—Indez of prices paid average 1952! 1954 t 
s inaa 9 * fone 6 by farmers (1910-14 = 100) ———————— 
(Figures from Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA] JMR sco] 128 190 168 
Prices received 282 267 248 
Prices pad 284 282 282 Item 1947-40 Er latest availab.c figure. 
Parity ratio 100 95 83 average 
— es Mr. HUMPHREY. So that we may 
Average of all 250 compare average prices received at pres- 
Mr. HUMPHREY. By contrast, Mr. T 270 ent with existing parity prices, Mr. Pres- 
President, the prices farmers pay for = ident, I ask unanimous consent to in- 
the articles they purchase are still ris- Family living ite: 244 sert in the Record still another table at 
ing. I ask unanimous consent to insert (lothing...---- ae this point in my remarks. 
in the Recorp a table on the index of blies 2³³ There being no objection, the table 
prices paid by farmers, comparing 1952 Hate — og an was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
and 1954 levels with the 1947-49 average. Building and fencing... 296 as follows. 


1954 
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Effective parity prices for farm products, and average prices received as percentages of effective parity prices, United States, June 15, 1954, 


with comparisons 


Average prices 


Average prices 


Effective Effective 
h A as percent i rcentages 
Base | Parity prices | of parity prices Base | Parity prices | of parity an a 
Commodity and unit period Commodity and unit period 
prices prices 
May 15, June 15, May 15, June 15, May 15, June 13, May 15, June 15, 
19 
Cotton, American upland, per pound Cottonseed, per ton dollars] 25.50 | 72.40 . 90 7 7 
hundredweight. A 12.4 | 35.09 | 34.97 92 92 || Flaxseed, per bushel. do.. 1.60 4. 54 4.51 80 77 
Wheat, per bushel_....---.---..- Dar ars. 0.884 2. 50 2.49 80 77 || Oats, per busbel ---do...-| 0.311 | 0.883 | 0.877 87 84 
Rice, per hundredweight. 01 5. 51 5.47 89 76 || Rye, per bushel do.. 0.605 1.72 Nri 59 58 
Corn, A 1,82 1.81 81 82 || Sorghum, grain, per hundredweight 
orm „per soang Saeed ea TE weight: 13.6 13.5 82 83 dolla 1.21 2. 56 2. 56 96 89 
Soybeans, per bushel __.__ 1.00 2. 84 2. 82 125 124 
Tobacco, per pound: ll-14... . 53. 4 53.0 09 0 9 Swot potatoes, per bushel.. 0. 988 2.81 2.79 94 97 
Fire-cured, types 21-24. 3 34.9 34.7 (') () 8 per undredweight 7.50 | 21.30] 21.20 83 80 
Burley, type 8 5 51.7 51.3 09 009 alves, per hundredweight. do. 8.28 | 23. 50] 23.30 78 75 
Potatoes, per ushel 535 1. 52 1, 51 88 100 Si chickens, live, per cents. 10.6 | 30.1 20. 9 75 76 
Butterfat, in cream, per pound. .._cents..| 26.5 75.3 74.7 78 79 pound 
All milk, wholesale, per hundredweight, Eggs, per dozen - do.. 16.6 | 47.1 46.8 80 78 
dollars..| 1.68 4.77 4.74 82 82 ogs, per hundredweight_ 7.34 | 20.80] 20.70 124 105 
Wool, per pound ts. 20.9 59.4 58.9 91 94 || Lambs, per hundredwe 3 d 8.16 | 23.20] 23.00 91 88 
Honey, boleo; per pound: Sheep, per hundred weight. d 3.64 | 10. 30 10.30 68 65 
oe do 11.3 32.1 ee Turkeys, live, pe cents. 13.4 38.1 37.8 80 80 
Se 5. 66 16.1 S pound 
Barley, hear ei “do! x 0. 484 1.37 1.36 79 77 
Beans, , edible, per hun weight 
3 ssa dollars.“ 321| 912| 9.05 89 
1 Not available. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in 
the face of such documented declines— 
and these tables show the price decline 
which has been alluded to time after 
time in this debate, and there is no point 
in restating it—we are confronted with 
proposals to shift to a modernized parity 
formula which obviously will mean still 
further reductions. 

I therefore ask consent to have printed 
in the Recor a table comparing the old 
and modernized parity on various com- 
modities, together with an example of 
what they would be if we accepted for 
agriculture the same 1947-49 base pe- 


riod used by labor for figuring costs of 
living, and a quotation from the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Youne] on that 
subject, taken from the hearings before 
the Senate Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

There being no objection, the docu- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

EXCERPTS From HEARINGS BEFORE THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
83p CONGRESS, 2p SESSION, ON S. 3052 

(Pt. I, March 4-26, 1954) 

Senator Younc. I would like to have Mr. 

Thompson supply for the record a table 


showing a comparison of what parity would 
be if parity were determined on the same 
base period as labor is using in figuring cost 
of living, and so forth, that is the 1947-49 
period. I understand the Federal Reserve 
System uses the same period. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean instead of 
the period we used for the old parity formula, 
which is 1909 to 1914? 

Senator Youns. Yes. Compare that with 
the modernized parity formula too. * * * I 
think you should do it for all the com- 
modities. 


Specified commodities: Old, modernized, and 1947-49 parity calculations, United States, Feb. 15, 1954 


Commodity 


Basic commodities: 
Cotton, American | Pound 
up) 8 
Cotton, extra long 
staple. 
hea! 


Peanuts. 
Designated nonbasie 
commodities: 
Butterfat.......----|-..-- do 
Milk for manufac- 


Average price received by farmers, 1947-49 times the index of prices paid, interest 


and taxes, 1947-49=100, as computed prior to Jan. 1. 1 
2 1944-53 average 8 peon received by 

by 1.10 which is the 

average index of prices received by farmers (1947-49= 100). 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to read a paragraph from a 
trade broadcast made recently by Wil- 
liam Thatcher, manager of the Grain 
Terminal Association in St. Paul, regard- 
ing this issue of so-called modernized 
parity: 

Never in all these years has any compe- 
tent evidence ever been brought before a 


rmers for individual commodities multiplied 
ratio of Feb. 15, 1954, parity index (1947-49= 100) to the 1944-53 


1947-49 parity 
calculations 


Commodity 


Modern- 
formula ? 


Old 
formula ! 


Designated nonbasic 
commodities—Con, 


Tung nuts 
Honey, extracted 
Other: 


Gade pine gum 
Nonsupported com- 
modities: 


Parity 


price for milk wholesale. 


House Committee of Agriculture, or a Sen- 
ate Committee of Agriculture, to justify the 
modernized parity formula. And what will 
the so-called program of the President and 
Mr. Benson accomplish if it is put through? 
This price-cutting won't cut the wheat sur- 
plus an iota. The only thing that will cut 
surplus is enough cut in acres, Will this 
new parity cut the cost to the Government 
of storage charges that some people say cost 


1947-49 parity 


Mode calculations 
ern- 
Unit 50 
n any oia | Modern- 
formula ! formula $ 
— AN $0. 773 $0. 561 $0. 841 
92. 50 68. 70 101. 00 
.160 181 174 
2. 82 3.20 3, 08 
71. 90 83. 10 78. 48 
877 . 988 954 
1. 30 1. 50 1. 40 
9. 05 11. 50 9. 85 
4.51 6. 43 4. 91 
2.54 2.93 2.77 
pas E ie 1. 71 2. 11 1. 86 
1 28. 20 20. 70 30. 70 
21. 20 23. 50 23. 00 
OO Sas EN, 20. 70 25. 40 22. 60 


uivalent for milk for manufacturing which is 88.5 percent of the parity 


Source: Agricultura. Marketing Service. 


$30,000 an hour? Not 1 cent. The only 
way to lower these costs is to get rid of the 
surplus. The only way you can get rid of 
a surplus is to sell it abroad or cut acreage 
or both, 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the entire text of this broad- 
cast printed at this point in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the broad- 
cast was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


I’m glad to be with you again today. This 
is a very solemn hour for me. For several 
years, we have done everything we know 
how to try and protect farm prices that are 
made in Washington. Now, we receive in- 
formation from the Nation’s Capital that 
bothers, worries, and gives us a heavy heart. 

Our hope is that we can secure the allout 
efforts of an able, energetic, well-educated 
young man in the United States Senate. He 
has the understanding, the character, and 
the heart to fight for what he believes is 
right. I'm getting in touch with Senator 
HUBERT HUMPHREY, of Minnesota. He has 
been making a hard fight, alongside of Sen- 
ator THYE, of Minnesota, and others, to pro- 
tect the farm programs that took us over 
20 years to build. 

What we need today on the floor of the 
United States Senate is one man’s voice. 
We need a man who is able to stand and hold 
that floor and compel the Senators who have 
not had the time to study this farm ques- 
tion, to listen to his remarks and answer 
some specific questions. 

First of all, the farmer who is being most 
hurt by this proposed farm legislation—now 
called the President’s program—is the wheat 
farmer. It will only be a matter of time 
until other farmers suffer, too, if the wheat 
farmer is put on the block. 

First of all, the wheat farmer is required 
to cut his acreage 30 percent. He’s not com- 
plaining about that, because he knows 
there’s a surplus which must be reduced. 
But he also knows the surplus came about 
largely because during the Korean war in 
1952, the administration, without any ob- 
jection from Congress, asked for all-out 
production. Then because we were fortu- 
nate enough to get a “cease fire” in Korea, 
we find ourselves in the unfortunate position 
of having too much wheat on hand. 

Now, instead of the Government—all the 
taxpayers and all the people—standing the 
shock, Mr. Benson proposes a program to the 
President—and the President, unknowingly, 
calls it his program—which seeks to cut the 
wheat farmer’s throat in more ways than 
one. Specifically, it calls for: 

1. A cut in wheat acreage of 30 percent. 

2. The isolation of those 30 percent acres 
from any cash crops whatsoever—barley, 
rye, oats, and feed wheat. 

3. Permitting Canada to continue shipping 
into the United States barley, rye, oats, and 
feed wheat, while our wheat producers are 
told they cannot produce any crop, only hay, 
etc., on diverted wheat acres, or they'll suffer 
the penalty of not being able to get a Gov- 
ernment loan on any crop that they raise. 

4. Cutting the wheat price down, by flex- 
ing it down with the sliding scale. 

Now, here is the question that I'm going to 
urge Senator HUMPHREY to hold before the 
Senate until it is thoroughly debated—the 
inequity of the modern parity formula 
which cuts the parity price. 

In all the speeches that have been made— 
by the President and the many, many 
speeches by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
Senator AIKEN, as well as other Senators and 
Members of the House—never once has any 
of these people justified the use of the 
modernized parity formula. In all these 
years, not a single witness has ever justified 
the employment of the so-called modern- 
ized parity formula before the House Com- 
mittee on Agriculture or the Senate Commit- 
tee on Agriculture. The wheat farmer is 
particularly vulnerable to this so-called 
modernized parity. 

Imagine if you can, the way the United 
States Senate this week is sitting as a jury, 
ready to vote on the questionable evidence, 
or lack of evidence that has been placed 
before it. 
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I say to Senator HUMPHREY, you should 
stand on the floor of the Senate and hold 
the floor, hour after hour, and day after 
day, until these Senators understand what is 
involved in this question of the so-called 
modernized parity formula. Whether or not 
it was intended as a fraud on the wheat 
farmer is not a charge that one could lightly 
make, but its effect is as disastrous to the 
wheat farmer as though it were a planned 
fraud. No Senator, who knows the facts, 
wants to impose any such a hardship and 
throat-cutting price on the wheat farmer as 
is proposed in the modern parity formula. 
The Members of the United States Senate do 
not today understand that unless you bring 
it to their attention. 

Never in all these years has any competent 
evidence ever been brought before a House 
Committee of Agriculture, or a Senate Com- 
mittee of Agriculture to justify the modern- 
ized parity formula. And what will the so- 
called program of the President and Mr. Ben- 
son accomplish if it is put through? This 
price cutting won't cut the wheat surplus an 
iota. The only thing that will cut surplus 
is enough cut in acres. Will this new parity 
cut the cost to the Government of storage 
charges that some people say cost $30,000 an 
hour? Not one cent. The only way to lower 
these costs is to get rid of the surplus. The 
only way you can get rid of a surplus is to sell 
it abroad or cut acreage or both. We've been 
willing to cut acreage. 

Canadian imports alone are costing more 
than $7,500 an hour storage. More than one- 
fourth of this $30,000 an hour storage and 
other costs that we now hear so much about 
arise out of the fact these Canadian grain 
imports pour into this country. The reason 
they did is because we seek to maintain a 
good relationship in our foreign relations. 
Granted that’s true, it ought to be main- 
tained at the expense of the taxpayer, and 
not taken out of the hide of the wheat farm- 
ers by saying, “You can’t plant oats. You 
can't plantrye. Tou can’t plant barley. You 
can't raise feed wheat, but Canada can ship 
it in.” 

I urge you, Senator HUMPHREY, to stand on 
the floor of the Senate and to hold it hour 
by hour, and day by day, until you compel 
the Members of the Senate to face up to this 
fact that there is no evidence to justify the 
modern parity formula or cut in support 
price. No evidence exists in any speech by the 
President, the Secretary of Agriculture, by 
Senator AIKEN, or any other Senator or Rep- 
resentative, or by any witness before any con- 
gressional committee. There is no justifi- 
cation. Even the Senators and Representa- 
tives—Republicans and Democrats alike— 
who made up the President’s Economic Ad- 
visory Committee, urged the President not to 
use the modernized parity formula or cut 
farm support prices at this time, until we 
know more about the conditions of this 
country. 

I urge you, Senetor HUMPHREY, as a young, 
vigorous, well-informed spokesman, to take 
that Senate floor, and you hold it until you 
make the Senators understand what they as 
a jury are about to vote on this year. Make 
it clear that if they vote for what Senator 
AREN and Mr. Benson and the President 
want, that they are going to crush the hopes 
and aspirations, as well as the economic level 
for hundreds of thousands of farmers in this 
country. These are family farmers, good 
American citizens, who have a surplus today 
only because their Government asked them 
for all-out production 2 years ago. Stand 
there and fight this out. Let’s not try to be 
concerned with saving the faces of a few 
people who want this program. Instead, let 
ur make it clear that the hundreds of thou- 
sands of farmers who depend on the price 
supports that are made in Washington are 
the ones to save, not the few faces in 
Washington. 


August 10 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
this whole matter was thoroughly dis- 
cussed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
July 2, 1954, by Representative WHIT- 
TEN, when he pointed out as follows— 
and I read from Representative WHIT- 
TEN’s remarks: 


I would like to point out to you what is 
involved in this so-called modernized par- 
ity. The regular parity formula is based 
on an effort, 100 percent of it, to give the 
farmer the same comparative purchasing 
power that he had from 1909 to 1914. In 
order to give the farmer that comparative 
purchasing power that he had in that pe- 
riod, an index is kept of the selling price of 
various and sundry commodities which he 
buys and his support varies with the rise 
and fall of the cost of what he buys. So, 
there is a tie-in on the old parity formula 
between what other things are costing and 
what the farmer gets for his commodity. 

What is modernized parity? Modernized 
parity ties the support program to the aver- 
age price received by the farmer for the last 
10 years. That means that there is no tie-in 
in between the supports he gets and the 
cost of things he must buy. It does not 
recognize his costs. I tell you that modern- 
ized parity could conceivably, year by year, 
reduce supports down to where, over a pe- 
riod of years, there would be no support 
price at all; not only that but his costs could 
be going just as rapidly or more so in the 
other direction. 

The record shows that there is real reason 
to be disturbed about modernized parity, be- 
cause it ignores rising costs to the farmer. 
You cannot afford to ignore rising costs. 
Since 1945 the costs attached to farm com- 
modities from the farmers’ hands to the 
consumer have increased 83 percent. Since 
World War II we have had 11 freight in- 
creases. Steel has gone up a number of 
times, and so with nearly everything else, 
and such trend will likely continue. 


Mr. WHITTEN’s remarks apply directly 
to the problem that is before us, namely, 
the kind of parity formula that is to be 
used upon basic commodities. We here 
in the Congress have recognized the 
value of the old formula. We extended 
it over a 6-year period in the last action 
of the Congress.. The junior Senator 
from Minnesota is asking that we extend 
it an additional year, a 7-year period. 
In the bill which we have now worked on 
and voted upon, we have extended price 
supports for an additional year, and that 
seems to me a logical base upon which 
one can ask for the extension of the 
modernized parity. 

Mr. President, a day or so ago, I was 
confronted in the Chamber with a state- 
ment as to my powers of predictability. 
I have never claimed, as I have said 
repeatedly, to be a prophet, but I am 
happy to say that since yesterday some- 
thing has happened which makes me 
seem to have some prophetic vision. 

I quote from page 13710 of the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD as of yesterday. The 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
said as follows: 


Mr. President, I yield myself 2 minutes 
on the bill, because I am sure that Senators 
who just listened to the voice of the 
prophet— 


That means the junior Senator from 
Minnesota— 


will be interested in what became of one of 
his prophecies. On page 1771 of the RECORD, 


1954 


on February 16, 1954, the junior Senator 
from Minnesota made this prophecy: 

“I shall make another prediction on the 
floor of the Senate, without being an expert 
in these matters. With the very large sur- 
plus of corn in storage, the price of corn 
will be down next spring. By next spring 
there will be little pigs coming out of our 
ears, and the surplus of corn will disappear 
in a short time. The great surplus of corn 
which is being talked about will have become 
a thing of the past.” 


I go back to Senator AIKEN: 

The prophecy was fine, but the facts are 
that corn prices went up during the spring. 
The corn surplus has gone up from 764 
million bushels to an estimated 900 million 
bushel surplus expected this fall. Otherwise 
the prophecy was entirely correct. 


Mr. President, the prophet returns to 
the days of prophecy. Only this time I 
do not come with a prophecy. I come 
with fulfillment. What are the facts? 
As of today, according to the news 
ticker, the Department of Agriculture 
reports the July estimate of corn pro- 
duction as 3,311,493,000 bushels. The 
August estimate is 2,824,078,000 bushels. 
In other words, in 1 month the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has dropped its 
estimate by 487,415,000 bushels. 

That is what the Senator from Minne- 
sota predicted, namely, that there would 
be a drop in production and that there 
would be a reduction in the surplus. The 
estimate is therefore 67 million bushels 
more than are owned by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, or more than half 
of the total amount owned and pledged 
under loan to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. The reduction is due to 
such factors as weather. 

We had only about a 3-month supply 
of corn on hand as of June 1, on the 
basis of the 1952 requirements. I would 
have the Senate note that on the basis 
of 1952 requirements we were using, on a 
monthly average, 262,743,000 bushels of 
corn a month. 

This drop in the estimate alone will 
wipe out nearly a 2-month supply, on 
the basis of 1952 requirements. 

In other words, what we are doing is 
saying that the surplus which was built 
up is being literally absorbed because of 
crop conditions which are prevalent 
throughout the country and because the 
Department of Agriculture has slowly 
but surely come to the realization of 
what the facts of life are and what the 
facts of production are. We will actually 
have, on the basis of this estimate, 328,- 
812,000 bushels less in 1954 than were 
used in 1952. I repeat, we will actually 
have 328,812,000 bushels of corn less than 
we used in 1952, Mr. President. 

Therefore, the Senator from Minne- 
sota was not such a bad prophet, on the 
basis of the crop estimates. We will be 
faced with a corn deficit. We will be 
faced, at least, with a situation where 
the carryover will be insignificant; in 
fact, it will go beyond what may be called 
a safety factor with respect to the needs 
of our country. 

I wanted to amend the RECORD, because 
I feel the comment the other day was not 
exactly related to the debate that was 
going on. It was another effort to point 
out that the junior Senator from Minne- 
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sota did not know what he was talking 
about. The Department of Agriculture’s 
crop-production estimate on corn is the 
handwriting on the wall. It shows that 
instead of our going around crying croco- 
dile tears about surpluses, Congress will 
undoubtedly next year be wondering why 
we are so short of corn that we cannot 
meet the requirements of the American 
people and feed needs of the livestock 
on the average farm. That will be par- 
ticularly true if the drought conditions 


‘continue and the amount of disaster re- 


lief must be expanded, unless we want 
to sacrifice our livestock and hogs and 
produce merely because someone is try- 
ing to be consistent. 

I have nothing more to offer on the 
amendment, except to say that we have 
already delivered a blow to farm income 
by acreage allotments. We have already 
delivered a blow at farm income by the 
reduction of price supports. If we do not 
continue for an extra period of time the 
old parity formula we will deliver 
another blow to farm income. I have 
placed in the Recor tables which show 
the difference between the modernized 
parity and the old parity formulas. It 
is a substantial difference. It adds up to 
dollars and cents. It adds up to money 
in the pocketbook or money out of the 
pocketbook. In view of the action we 
have taken before, I suggest we extend 
the formula for another year, as we have 
done on other occasions. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico as much time as he 
desires. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, in 
connection with the passage of the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949, Congress adopted 
for the first time a formula called the 
modernized parity formula. At the time 
the formula was adopted the experts in 
the Bureau of Agricultural economics 
testified before the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry that within 
a 4-year period the old parity and the 
new parity would coincide. In other 
words, they testified it would not matter 
after 4 years whether we used the old 
parity or the new parity, because the two 
prices would come together. It was said 
that it would become effective 4 years 
after the passage of the act. We said if 
it will take 4 years to accomplish it, we 
will wait 4 years from 1949, and let it 
become applicable 4 years later. 

To show whether we tried to keep 
faith with the people, at a later date it 
was pointed out to the Senate Commit- 
tee on Agriculture and Forestry that 
these two prices were not moving to- 
gether. Therefore Congress in June 
1952 passed Public Law 585, which ex- 
tended the parity for 2 more years. We 
said if they do not move together at the 
end of that time Congress will again 
take it up and try to make something 
out of it. 

Therefore we do not have to act on it 
now. We can safely wait and trust 
Congress to find out what has taken 
place, because all during the year 1955 
the present parity will be applicable, 
and the so-called double standard will 
also be applicable, whereby, if the mod- 
ernized parity is more favorable, the 
farmer will get the benefit of it, and if 
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the old parity is more favorable the 
farmer will get the benefit of that. 

That goes on all through the year 
1955. It is not until January 1, 1956, 
that the so-called modernized — parity 
becomes effective, and then the transi- 
tional period takes over, and the amount 
is dropped only 5 percent a year. 

Therefore I suggest that at this late 
hour we not spend time in a discussion 
of it, because it will be handled by the 
Senate and House Committees on Agri- 
culture and Forestry during 1955, if the 
predictions of the officials of the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics are not borne 
out. 

I recognize what the Senator from 
Minnesota has suggested. He has sug- 
gested that the predictions of the ex- 
perts have not proved true thus far. 
However, I believe they are working 
closer together, and I believe it is desir- 
able to have the modernized parity work 
out. If it can work out in a normal 
fashion, that will be fine. However, 
Congress did exactly what it said it 
would do. When it did not work out 
properly, Congress extended the law. 
We can trust both Committees on Agri- 
culture and Forestry to do it again. 
Therefore, I hope the Senate will not 
adopt the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. HUMPHREY] to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
mittee amendment is open to further 
amendment. If there be no further 
amendment to be offered to the com- 
mittee amendment, the question is on 
agreeing to the committee amendment, 
as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to 
the unanimous-consent agreement en- 
tered into, without objection, the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry is dis- 
charged from further consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 9680) to provide for the 
continued price support for agricultural 
products, to augment the marketing and 
disposal of such products, to provide for 
greater stability in agriculture, and for 
other purposes; the Senate will proceed 
immediately to its consideration; H. R. 
9680 will be deemed to be amended by 
striking out all after the enacting clause 
and inserting the text of S. 3052, as 
amended; and the engrossment of the 
amendment and third reading of said 
House bill will be deemed to be ordered. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on the final passage of House bill 
9680. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the final 
passage. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is, Shall the bill pass? 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Sparkman]. 
If present and voting the Senator from 
Vermont IMr. FLANDERS] would vote 
“yea” and the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. Sparkman] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CuaAvez], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. FREAR], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney], and the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
are necessarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. East- 
LAND] is paired with the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney]. If pres- 
ent and voting, the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi would vote “yea”, and the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma would vote “nay.” 

I announce also that on this vote the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Sparkman] 
is paired with the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr, FLANDERS]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Alabama would vote 
“nay” and the Senator from Vermont 
would vote “yea.” j 

The result was announced—yeas 62, 
nays 28, as follows: 


YEAS—62 
Aiken Dworshak Mundt 
Anderson Ellender Neely 
Barrett Ferguson Pastore 
Beall George Payne 
Bennett Gillette Pot ter 
Bowring Goldwater Purtell 
Bricker Green Reynolds 
Bridges Hayden Robertson 
Burke Hendrickson Saltonstall 
Bush Hickenlooper Schoeppel 
Butler Holland Smathers 
Byrd Ives Smith, Maine 
Capehart Jenner Smith, N.J. 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Stennis 
Case Kennedy pton 
Cooper Knowland Watkins 
Cordon Kuchel Welker 
Crippa Malone Wiley 
Dirksen Martin Williams 
Douglas McCarran Young 
Duff Millikin 

NAYS—28 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Maybank 
Daniel Kefauver McCarthy 
Ervin Kerr McClellan 
Fulbright Kilgore Morse 
Gore Langer Murray 
Hennings Lehman Russell 
Hill Lennon Symington 
Humphrey Long Thye 
Jackson Magnuson 
Johnson, Tex. Mansfeld 

NOT VOTING—6 

Chavez Flanders Monroney 
Eastland Frear Sparkman 


So the bill (H. R. 9680) was passed. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was just passed. 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay the motion of the Senator 
from Vermont on the table. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen- 
tor from California to lay on the table 
the motion of the Senator from Ver- 
mont. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the title of the bill be amended so 
7 to conform to the title of the Senate 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
title was amended so as to read: “A bill 
to encourage a stable, prosperous, and 
free agriculture, and for other purposes.” 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amendments, 
request a conference with the House of 
Representatives thereon, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Vice President appointed Mr. Arxen, Mr. 
Younc, Mr. HICKENLOCOPER, Mr. SCHOEP- 
PEL, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. JOHNSTON of 
South Carolina, Mr. HoLLAND, and Mr. 
ANDERSON conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
unanimous-consent agreement, Senate 
bill 3052 is indefinitely postponed. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the House bill 
as it passed the Senate be printed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


IDENTITY OF CERTAIN COMMUNIST- 
INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, as 
previously announced, I move that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 1720, Senate bill 3706, re- 
lating to the identity of certain Com- 
munist-infiltrated organizations. I 
merely desire to have the bill made the 
unfinished business, but not to be taken 
up for debate tonight. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
3706) to amend the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950 to provide for the 
determination of the identity of certain 
Communist-infiltrated organizations, 
and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 
3706) to amend the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950 to provide for the 
determination of the identity of certain 
Communist-infiltrated organizations, 
and for other purposes. 


CALL OF THE CALENDAR 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
under the prior order, it is proposed to 
have the Senate consider the bills on the 
calendar to which there is no objection, 
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beginning at the point where the last 
call of the calendar was concluded. Ob- 
viously we shall not get very far this 
evening, but I think that during the 
next 20 minutes a good start can be 
made. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the first bill on the calendar. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9580) to revise and ex- 
tend the laws relating to espionage and 
sabotage, and for other purposes, was 
announced as first in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The bill (S. 3428) to authorize the 
Federal Government to guard strategic 
defense facilities against individuals be- 
lieved to be disposed to commit acts of 
sabotage, espionage, or other subversion 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 


DR. JAMES C. S. LEE 


The bill (S. 979) for the relief of Dr. 
James C. S. Lee was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Payne in the chair). Is there objection 
to the present consideration of the bill? 


PREVENTION AND CONTROL OF 
POLLUTION IN THE POTOMAC 
RIVER 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I wish to state 
that on March 15, 1954, I introduced in 
the Senate a bill, S. 3132, to promote the 
prevention and control of pollution in 
the Potomac River. The Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Lone] joined me in spon- 
soring the bill. 

This bill would authorize the Inter- 
state Commission on the Potomac River 
Basin to distribute some $8 million a 
year in Federal aid to State and local 
governments in the Potomac basin for 
pollution control projects. The money 
would be made available on a 60 percent 
Federal, 40 percent local matching basis. 

On May 6, the Interstate Commission 
advised the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee that it favors the general prin- 
ciples of the bill and its recognition of 
the responsibility of the Federal Govern- 
ment for cleaning up pollution in the 
Potomac. 

The Commission advised, however, 
that it believed it was not the proper 
agency to administer the Federal aid. 

Accordingly, after further conferences 
with city officials and with the Deputy 
Chief of the Corps of Engineers, I have 
today introduced a revised bill authoriz- 
ing the administration of Federal aid by 
the Secretary of the Army, on the advice 
of the Corps of Engineers. The corps 
already has vast responsibilities for the 
maintenance of the river channel and is 
in a good position to expand this activity 
to take in the allied subject of pollution. 
The proximity of corps headquarters at 
Gravelly Point to the polluted area 
should make this agency additionally 
qualified to carry out this task. 

The revised bill authorizes the aid to be 
made available in the Washington met- 
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ropolitan area, where the problem is per- 
haps most acute and the financial need 
is the greatest. 

I think this bill, if enacted, would be 
a proper recognition of Federal respon- 
sibility to provide a healthy and attrac- 
tive environment for the Capital City. 
In addition, it should serve as a model— 
a pilot plant operation, perhaps—for 
Federal leadership and aid in cleaning 
up other badly polluted rivers through- 
out the Nation. 

Federal responsibility in this field was 
recognized in 1948 by the passage of the 
act authorizing pollution control activi- 
ties by the United States Public Health 
Service. Unfortunately, it does not ap- 
pear that this act ever will be implement- 
ed with appropriation of adequate funds 
to carry out its chief purposes. 

I am hopeful that my bill will receive 
careful study by the affected agencies 
this fall during the adjournment of Con- 
gress and that it will be the subject of 
early hearings when reintroduced in the 
new Congress. 

I send the bill to the desk and ask to 
have it lie on the table. 

The bill (S, 3856) to promote the pre- 
vention and control of pollution in the 
Potomac River, introduced by Mr. MORSE, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield if I have the 
time. 

Mr. CASE. I think the junior Sena- 
tor from Oregon deserves commendation 
for the bill he has introduced for the 
prevention and control of pollution in 
the Potomac River. I sincerely hope 
that hearings can be held on the bill and 
that some affirmative action can be taken 
with respect to the recommendations 
made by the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Ithank the chairman of 
the committee. I am only sorry that 
the proceedings of the Senate do not 
make it possible to consider the bill at 


this point. 


DR. JAMES C. S. LEE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill (S. 979) for the relief of 
Dr. James C. S. Lee? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Dr. James C. S. Lee shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 

Sec. 2. Dr. James C. S, Lee, of Chicago, 
III., may be naturalized upon compliance 
with all the requirements of title III of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, except 
that— 

(a) no period of residence or physical pres- 
ence within the United States or any State 
shall be required in addition to his residence 
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and physical presence in the United States 
since June 1948; and 

(b) the petition for naturalization may be 
filed with any court having naturalization 
jurisdiction. 


KOSMAS VASSILIOS FOURNARAKIS 


The bill (S. 1123) for the relief of 
Kosmas Vassilios Fournarakis was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Kosmas Vassilios Fournarakis shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon payment of the required 
visa fee. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the appropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available. 


MARTIN P. PAVLOV 


The bill (S. 1201) for the relief of 
Martin P. Pavlov was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Martin P. Pavlov shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. Up- 
on the granting of permanent residence to 
such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is avaliable 


ANASTASIA KONPYLIS 


The bill (S. 1259) for the relief of 
Anastasia Kondylis was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Anastasia Kondylis, shall be held and 
considered to be the natural-born alien child 
of Mr. and Mrs. Peter (Panagiotis N.) Vlasos, 
citizens of the United States. 


SZJENA PEISON AND DAVID PEISON 
The bill (S. 1325) for the relief of 
Szjena Peison and David Peison was 


considered, ordered to be engrossed for a - 


third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Szjena Peison and David Peison shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for perma- 
nent residence as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fees. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control 
officer to deduct two numbers from the 
appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


SULTANA COKA PAVLOVITCH 


The bill (S. 1558) for the relief of 
Sultana Coka Pavlovitch was considered, 
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ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Sul- 
tana Coka Pavlovitch shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee, 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


RICA, LUCY, AND SALOMON BREGER 


The bill (S. 1888) for the relief of 
Rica, Lucy, and Salomon Breger was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Rica, Lucy, and Salomon Breger shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon payment of the required 
visa fee. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence, to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
three numbers from the appropriate quota 
2 the first year that such quota is avail- 
able. 


JACOB GRYNBERG 


The bill (S. 1909) for the relief of 
Jacob Grynberg was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Jacob Grynberg shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control offi- 
cer to deduct one number from the ap- 
propriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 


DONALD HECTOR TAYLOR 


The bill (S. 2105) for the relief of 
Donald Hector Taylor was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Donald Hector Taylor shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. 


REV. CHARLES V. ROSSINI 


The bill (S. 2259) for the relief of Rev. 
Charles V. Rossini was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Rev. Charles V. 
Rossini, who lost United States citizenship 
under the provisions of section 404 (c) of 
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the Nationality Act of 1940, may be natural- 
ized by taking prior to 1 year after the effec- 
tive date of this act, before any court re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) of section 310 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act or be- 
fore any diplomatic or consular officer of the 
United States abroad, the oaths prescribed 
by section 337 of the said act. From and 
after naturalization under this act, the said 
Rev. Charles V. Rossini shall have the same 
citizenship status as that which existed im- 
mediately prior to its loss. 


JOSE ALVAREZ 


The bill (S. 2337) for the relief of Jose 
Alvarez was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Jose Alvarez shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee. 


YUN TAI MIAO AND HIS WIFE, CHAO 
PEI TSANG MIAO 


The bill (S. 2345) for the relief of Yun 
Tai Miao and his wife, Chao Pei Tsang 
Miao was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Yun 
Tai Miao and his wife, Chao Pei Tsang Miao, 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fees. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to deduct the required numbers from the ap- 
propriate quota or quotas for the first year 
that such quota or quotas are available. 


DR. SYLVIA SIU FAN CHENG CHU 
AND DR. JOHNSON CHIN-SHENG 
CHU 


The bill (S. 2433) for the relief of Dr. 
Sylvia Siu Fan Cheng Chu and Dr. 
Johnson Chin-sheng Chu was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Dr. 
Sylvia Siu Fan Cheng Chu and Dr. Johnson 
Chin-sheng Shu shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay- 
ment of the required visa fees. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
aliens as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct the required num- 
bers from the appropriate quota or quotas 
for the first year that such quota or quotas 
are available. 


JULIUS MAAR 


The bill (S, 2520) for the relief of 
Julius Maar was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
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Julius Maar shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay- 
ment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


ANNI MARJATTA MAKELA (NEE 
KIRVESMAKI) AND HER SON, 
MARKKU PAIVIO MAKELA 


The bill (S. 2580) for the relief of Anni 
Marjatta Makela (nee Kirvesmaki) and 
her son, Markku Paivio Makela was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, Anni 
Marjatta Makela (nee Kirvesmaki) and her 
son, Markku Paivio Makela, shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fees. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct the 
required numbers from the appropriate 
quota or quotas for the first year that such 
quota or quotas are available, 


LEON J. DE SZETHOFER AND 


BLANCHE HRDINOVA DE SZETHO- 
FER 


The bill (S. 2586) for the relief of Leon 
J. de Szethofer and Blanche Hrdinova de 
Szethofer was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Leon J. de Szethofer and Blanche Hrdinova 
de Szethofer shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fees. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
aliens as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct the required num- 
bers from the appropriate quota or quotas 
for the first year that such quota or quotas 
are available, 


ETSUKO TAMAKI (SHIMIZU) 


The bill (S. 2639) for the relief of Et- 
suko Tamaki (Shimizu) was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Etsuko Tamaki (Shimizu), shall be 
held and considered to be the natural-born 
alien child of Mrs. Shizuko Tamaki, a citizen 
of the United States. 


MARIA LOUISE ANDREIS 


The bill (S. 2644) for the relief of 
Maria Louise Andreis was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
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ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Maria Louise Andreis shall be deemed to be 
the minor child of her mother, Egidia Bo- 
nessi Schaetzler, a lawful permanent resi- 
dent of the United States. 


ANASTASIA ALEXIADOU 


The bill (S. 2666) for the relief of 
Anastasia Alexiadou was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Anastasia Alexiadou shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


CHOKICHI IRAHA 


The bill (S. 2710) for the relief of Cho- 
kichi Iraha was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, at the 
last call of the calendar, Calendar No. 
1817, Senate bill 3219, to amend certain 
provisions of title XI of the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1936, to facilitate private 
financing of new ship construction, was 
directed to be placed on this call of the 
calendar. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that that bill will be 
called in its regular order. The order in 
which this call of the calendar is pro- 
ceeding began with the uncalled items as 
of July 17, starting with Calendar No. 
1833, H. R. 9580. Following the comple- 
tion of that order of the call of the cal- 
endar, it is proposed to return to the 
beginning of the calendar. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of Senate bill 2710? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Chokichi Iraha shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control offi- 
cer to deduct one number from the appro- 
priate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 


GUISEPPE MINARDI 


The bill (S. 2771) for the relief of Gui- 
seppe Minardi was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Guiseppe Minardi, 
who lost United States citizenship under the 
provisions of section 404 (a) of the Nation- 


1954 


ality Act of 1940, may be naturalized by tak- 
ing prior to 1 year after the effective date of 
this act, before any court referred to in sub- 
section (a) of section 310 of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act or before any diplo- 
matic or consular officer of the United States 
abroad, the oaths prescribed by section 337 
of the said act. From and after naturaliza- 
tion under this act, the said Guiseppe Minar- 
di shall have the same citizenship status as 
that which existed immediately prior to its 
loss. 


DR. FELIX DE PINIES 


The bill (S. 2842) for the relief of 
Dr. Felix de Piniés was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Dr, 
Felix de Piniés shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduce one number from 
the appropriate quota for the frst year that 
such quota is available. 


SERAPHINA PAPGEORGIOU 


The bill (S. 2893) for the relief of 
Seraphina Papgeorgiou was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Seraphina Papgeorgiou, shall be held 
and considered to be the natural-born alien 
child of Mr. and Mrs. Edward K. Toompas, 
citizens of the United States. 


MRS. AZNIV X. HASSERDJIAN 


The bill (S. 2894) for the relief of Mrs. 
Azniv Y. Hasserdjian was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, Mrs. 
Azniv Y. Hasserdjian shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secretary 
of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from the 
appropriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 


JAMES JI-TSUNG WOO ET AL. 


The bill (S. 2967) for the relief of 
James Ji-Tsung Woo, Margie Wanchung 
Woo, Daniel Du-Ning Woo, and Robert 
Du-An Woo was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
James Ji-Tsung Woo, Margie Wanchung Woo, 
Daniel Du-Ning Woo, and Robert Du-An Woo 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
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required visa fees. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to dcduct the required numbers from the 
appropriate quota or quotas for the first year 
that such quota or quotas are available. 


SUZANNE L’HEUREUX 


The bill (S. 3319) for the relief of 
Suzanne L’Heureux was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair wishes to advise that the House 
has passed H. R. 8694, which is identical 
with the bill S. 3319. The House bill is 
now on the calendar. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I move 
that the House bill be substituted for the 
Senate bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Oregon. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CORDON. I now ask for the con- 
sideration of the House bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
House bill 8694? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 
8694) for the relief of Suzanne L’Heureux 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Senate bill 3319 is indefinitely 
postponed. 


MRS. ERNA GRONOWSKI 


The bill (H. R. 686) for the relief of 
Mrs. Erna Gronowski was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


NINA MAKEEF, ALSO KNOWN AS 
NINA BERBEROVA 
The bill (H. R. 692) for the relief of 
Nina Makeef, also known as Nina Ber- 
berova was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


JEAN HOLLIS VOCK 
The bill (H. R. 795) for the relief of 
Jean Hollis Vock was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, 


MRS. FRANCA GATTI OHTA 


The bill (H. R. 1337) for the relief of 
Mrs. Franca Gatti Ohta was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


FOTINI X. PARISIS 


The bill (H. R. 1462) for the relief of 
Fotini X. Parisis was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CLAIRE LOUISE CAREY AND VIN- 
CENT F. CAREY 


The bill (H. R. 1768) for the relief of 
Claire Louise Carey and Vincent F. Carey 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 
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WANDA LUCERI, ALSO KNOWN AS 
SISTER CECILIA, AND OTHERS 


The bill (H. R. 1788) for the relief of 
Wanda Luceri, also known as Sister 
Cecilia; Maria De Padova, also known as 
Sister Rosanna; Anna Santoro, also 
known as Sister Natalina; Valentina 
Ruffoni, also known as Sister Severina; 
Cosima Ruso, also known as Sister Car- 
melina, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


MRS. ANTONIETTA PALMIERI 


The bill (H. R. 2028) for the relief of 
Mrs. Antonietta Palmieri was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


KAROLINE DIEKMEYER 


The bill (H. R. 2188) for the relief of 
Karoline Diekmeyer was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MRS. MARIA M. BROIX 
The bill (H. R. 2371) for the relief of 
Mrs. Maria M. Broix was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


LASZLO VARGA AND NIKE VARGA 


The bill (H. R. 2403) for the relief of 
Laszlo Varga and Nike Varga was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


LIDIJA CIMZE 


The bill (H. R. 2440) for the relief of 
Lidija Cimze was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


ADOLFO L. KALB AND WIFE 


The bill (H. R. 2499) for the relief of 
Adolfo L. Kalb and his wife, Mrs, Eu- 
genia G. Kalb, was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


SISTER AURELIA YANGUAS TERES 
AND SISTER MATILDE CUEVAS 
SAN MARTIN 
The bill (H. R. 2619) for the relief of 

Sister Aurelia Yanguas Teres and Sister 

Matilde Cuevas San Martin, was con- 

sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 

the third time, and passed. 


CECILIA LUCY BOYACK 
The bill (H. R. 2627) for the relief of 
Cecilia Lucy Boyack was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


SISTER ANNA ETTL 


The bill (H. R. 2650) for the relief of 
Sister Anna Ettl was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
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FELIX PETROVER 
The bill (H. R. 3017) for the relief of 
Felix Petrover was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


HERRE VAN DER VEEN ET AL. 


The bill (H. R. 3675) for the relief of 
Herre van der Veen, Mrs. Marie van der 
Veen, Helen Winifred van der Veen, and 
Jan Herre van der Veen was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


CHAIM SZEMAJA SEGAL AND ICEK 
HERSZ SEGAL 

The bill (H. R. 3743) for the relief of 

Chaim Szemaja Segal and Icek Hersz 

Segal was considered, ordered to a third 

reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALBERTAS BAURAS 
The bill (H. R. 4248) for the relief of 
Albertas Bauras was considered, ordered 


to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


DR. ORLANDO ARTUSO AND FAMILY 

The bill (H. R. 4330) for the relief of 
Dr. Orlando Artuso and family was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 4813) for the relief of 
Radu Florescu and Nicole Elizabeth 
Michel Florescu was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 5340) for the relief of 
Tibor, Szuzsa (Susanne) and Judith 
Sauer was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 5354) for the relief of 
Liborio Guido Rutilio was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6026) for the relief of 
Gertrud O. Heinz was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 5816) for the relief of 
Mrs, Caridad Rosa Avila Leyva de Ernest 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6553) for the relief of 
Esterina Pella Bellucci was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6855) for the relief of 
Mrs. Elisabeth Metzing Rink was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6982) for the relief of 
Maria Elizabeth Sanchez Y. Moreno was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? Is the Senator 
from Iowa objecting because the bills 
are being called after the hour of 10 
p. m.? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. I think 
this is the most fantastic situation I 
have ever seen. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate on tomorrow may return to the call 
of the calendar, starting with the bill 
first objected to by the Senator from 
Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
first objected to by the Senator from 
Iowa was Calendar No. 1883, H. R. 5340, 
for the relief of Tibor, Szuzsa (Susanne), 
and Judith Sauer. 

Is there objection to the unanimous- 
consent request of the Senator from New 
Jersey? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
it was announced by the distinguished 
majority leader that we would continue 
the call of the calendar until 10 o’clock 
tonight. The hour of 10 o’clock has ar- 
rived and passed. I should like to ask 
the distinguished acting majority leader, 
our able whip, what the plans are. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
it was the suggestion of the majority 
leader, concurred in by the minority 
leader, when they left the Chamber—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the minority leader has not left 
the Chamber. The minority leader has 
not made any suggestions, but he is lis- 
tening. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It was the sug- 
gestion of the majority leader, and I 
thought the minority leader concurred, 
that we should proceed until about half 
past 10 o’clock. It was my understand- 
ing that at half past 10 o’clock I would 
move a recess until tomorrow. That was 
the plan. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena- 
tor is correct. The majority leader said 
there are 600 or 700 bills on the calendar. 
We are in the last days of the session. 
While the majority leader had previously 
announced that he hoped we could con- 
tinue in session until about 10 o’clock, or 
shortly thereafter, he stated he hoped 
that we could consider the calendar un- 
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- til about 10:30 p. m., if the Members were 


willing; and the minority leader thought 
that suggestion was a good one. 

I have no disposition to ask any Sen- 
ator to remain longer than he desires to 
stay. The majority leader has the re- 
sponsibility of the legislative program. 
There are hundreds of bills on the calen- 
dar, of interest to every Member of the 
Senate. 

So far as the minority is concerned, 
we are very willing, anxious, and eager 
to remain to see that those bills to which 
there is objection are objected to, and 
those bills we are willing to pass are 
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passed. But we have no desire to impose 
on the majority. If any member of the 
majority desires to recess at 10 o’clock, it 
is satisfactory to us. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It was my hope, 
as the acting majority leader, particu- 
larly since many private bills are on the 
calendar, that we could consider as many 
of those bills as possible until about half 
past 10. I earnestly hope that the Sen- 
ator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] will 
agree to that understanding. 

When the hour of half past 10 is 
reached, I shall promptly move that the 
Senate recess. We should go as far as 
we can with bills to which there is no 
objection, and proceed with the call of 
the calendar on private bills as to which 
there would not be much debate. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I most respectfully suggest to the dis- 
tinguished acting majority leader that 
there is little to be gained by calling the 
calendar of the bills that have not been 
objected to by the calendar committees 
on both sides of the aisle, if they-are to be 
objected to because of the principle that 
has been laid down. I do not see any- 
thing to be gained by the procedure of 
objecting to many bills and having to 
take them up again. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I agree with the Senator 100 percent. 
The suggestion which I hoped the Sen- 
ator from Iowa [Mr. HiIcKENLOOPER] 
would agree to was that the Senate 
would recess promptly at half past 10 
o'clock. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield to the 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me point out to the 
Senator from Massachusetts that I do 
not think the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER] is alone in his views that 
we have worked long enough today, and 
that the Senate ought to recess. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
it is obvious that the Members wish to 
recess at this point. Before moving to 
take a recess I shall yield to the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Is it quite clear 
that the unanimous-consent agreement 
which the junior Senator from New Jer- 
sey proposed referred to the first bill to 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HIcKENLOOPER] objected, and 
included all the following bills from there 
on until the last bill objected to? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. The call of the cal- 
endar tomorrow will begin with Calendar 
No. 1883, House bill 5340. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas subsequently 
said. Mr. President, I should like to 
know what the plan of the acting major- 
ity leader is as to procedure tomorrow 
morning. I assume that the call of the 
calendar will be resumed at the point at 
which we left off tonight, and that the 
Senate will proceed with the call of the 
calendar until it is completed, I should 
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like to ask the distinguished acting ma- 
jority leader if that is his understanding. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is my un- 
derstanding. It is intended to resume 
the call of the calendar, beginning at 
Calendar No. 1883, House bill 5340, com- 
plete the call of the calendar, and then 
go back to the beginning of the calendar, 


SENATOR BRIDGES OF NEW 
HAMPSHIRE 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
August issue of the American Mercury 
magazine published a very illuminating 
article on the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], entitled “Senator 
STYLES BRIDGES: New Hampshire 
Yankee,” written by Patrick McMahon. 

Many qualifications and accomplish- 
ments of the distinguished President pro 
tempore of the United States Senate, 
which are little known even to his Senate 
associates, are documented in the article. 

I, therefore, Mr. President, ask unani- 
mous consent to have the article printed 
in the body of the Recor» at this point 
as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp, 
as follows: 

Senator STYLES BRIDGES! NEw HAMPSHIRE 
YANKEE 


(By Patrick McMahon) 


The most important man in the United 
States Senate today is a Senator whose face 
you rarely see peering at you from your tele- 
vision screen. Indeed, there are days in a 
row that you will not even see his name 
mentioned in the newspapers. 

There are a score of Senators who attract 
more publicity; who speak more freely and 
more volubly on more issues from the floor 
of the Senate or any other available rostrum; 
who grab more free radio and TV time at 
investigating committee hearings and the 
numerous network forums; and who air 
their views more frequently and more sen- 
sationally to the Washington corps of corre- 
spondents in formal and informal press 
conferences. 

But when the big blue chips go down on 
the really important legislation, the man 
who calls the shots more than does any 
other Senator is STYLES BRIDGES, of New 
Hampshire, President pro tempore of the 
Senate and chairman of the powerful Senate 
Appropriations Committee. 

Senator STYLES BRIDGES knows more about 
the vast, sprawling, seventy-odd-billion-dol- 
lars-a-year Federal Government of ours than 
any other Member of the Senate. Along 
with three other men—the chairman of the 
House Appropriations Committee, Repre- 
sentative JoHN Taber, Republican, of New 
York; the President; and the Director of the 
Budget Bureau—he shares the major respon- 
sibility of deciding how much money will 
be spent by each and every department, 
bureau, agency, service, office, and commis- 
sion of the Government on down to the 
smallest subdivision. Along with those 
other three men, he has the major respon- 
sibility of deciding not only how much will 
be spent, but how, when, where, why, and 
under what conditions it will be spent. 

Throughout our history, the chairmen 
of the two congressional Appropriations 
Committees have always wielded great power 
and influence. But never before so much as 
now, during this era of $70- and $80-billion 
peacetime budgets. By simply sitting on 
an appropriations request, the chairman of 
either of these two committees can literally 
kill a piece of legislation he regards as un- 
desirable, even though it has been passed 
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by both Houses and signed by the President, 
By delaying action, he can literally ham- 
string any department or agency he finds 
offensive. By exerting his tremendous pow- 
er, he can whittle or slash appropriations 
requests that he considers too high, or he 
can even, under certain conditions, boost re- 
quests that he feels are too low. 

In exercising these tremendous prerog- 
atives, Senator Beers has demonstrated 
that he thoroughly understands one of the 
fundamental rules of sound politics: When 
entrusted with great power, exercise it spar- 
ingly. 

When the present chairman feels very 
strongly on an issue before his committee, 
he never hesitates to use every force at his 
command to assure the decision he believes 
is the right one. 

Generally speaking, however, he rarely 
uses those powers. He leans heavily on his 
staff, the subcommittee reports, and the 
majority views of his full committee in 
arriving at decisions. 

He is a strong chairman. A chairman 
who makes almost a fetish of being person- 
ally informed on every major detail in the 
hundreds of individual budgets that come 
before his committee—insofar as is humanly 
possible. 

But he has never been accused, even by 
the opposition party, of being an arbitrary 
chairman. 

He believes, and has demonstrated that he 
believes, that there are certain matters of 
fundamental principle that cannot be com- 
promised. He also believes that if the demo- 
cratic processes are to function with any de- 
gree of efficiency, intelligent men must ar- 
rive at, and agree to, intelligent compromises 
on matters of detail. 

One experience that undoubtedly had a 
strong, sobering effect on BRIDGES in prepar- 
ing him for his present responsibilities oc- 
curred during the early days of World War II 
when he was the ranking minority member 
of the Appropriations Committee. While 
the chairman has primary responsibility and 
wields most of the power, the ranking minor- 
ity member can make it very uncomfortable 
for him sometimes, if he gets too far off 
base. 

Late in 1942, when all of the trends of the 
war were going against us, in Europe as well 
as in the Far East, BRIDGES was called to the 
White House for a private conference with a 
man with whom he had clashed frequently, 
publicly, and sometimes rather bitterly. 
President Roosevelt told the Senator that he 
was going to ask him, as a member of the 
opposition party, to accept a very grave re- 
sponsibility in what he felt, and hoped 
Brinces would also feel, was in the vital in- 
terest of the Nation. He told Brinpces that 
he would have to make up his mind whether 
or not to accept that responsibility, without 
consulting with any member of his party, or 
any other human being, no matter how 
trusted. No word of this subject must ever 
be uttered to anyone, except the accredited 
participants. The President refused to give 
any hint as to what the responsibility was. 
He simply informed Brinces that he would 
be asked to attend a meeting in the War De- 
partment, where it would be outlined in 
detail. 

Three days later he was summoned to the 
office of Secretary of War Stimson, along 
with the chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, and the second-ranking Repub- 
lican and Democratic members. (Later, a 
similar meeting was held by Stimson with 
the top four ranking members of the House 
Appropriations Committee, with the same 
results.) 

When they arrived, they found Stimson 
flanked by a group of the most eminent 
scientists of the Nation and the leaders of 
the armed services. 

They sat in stunned and utter silence 
while the war leaders outlined intelligence 
reports of the German program to develop 
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an atomic bomb, and while the scientists ad- 
vanced their views of the terrible destructive 
potentialities of such a bomb. They were 
told that on the basis of accumulated scien- 
tific knowledge, such a bomb was feasible, 
though many baffling difficulties would still 
have to be overcome. They were told that 
the first nation to develop the bomb would 
almost certainly win the war, if it were 
perfected in time, and, if it chose to utilize 
its terrible power to the utmost, it would, 
without any doubt, dominate the postwar 
world. They were told that only three na- 
tions had the scientific and economic po- 
tential, and the sources of necessary mate- 
rials, to develop such a bomb—Germany, 
whose program was well underway; Russia, 
whose capabilities were something of a ques- 
tion mark; and the United States, which 
probably had the best chance of all. 

The Secretary grimly informed them that 
the United States Government had decided 
to develop the atomic bomb. He outlined, 
briefly, the details of what later was known 
as the Manhatan project. 

But there were 2 great difficulties that 
only the 8 congressional leaders could 
resolve. The project had to be kept entirely 
secret, not only from the public, not only 
from Congress, but even from the two Ap- 
propriations Committees. But somehow the 
money had to be appropriated, billions of 
dollars. Under the Constitution, money can- 
not be appropriated without the knowledge 
and consent of Congress. The methods sug- 
gested by which it could be done were not 
only extralegal, they were probably illegal. 
The eight Members of Congress who were 
asked to put it through realized instantly 
that by so doing they were risking not only 
impeachment but possibly prison as well. 

But, one after the other, Senator BRIDGES 
and his colleagues gave their pledge to go 
along. The issue was not just whether or 
not this terrible power would be made avail- 
able to mankind; it was which would be 
the first nation to achieve it—the United 
States, Germany, or possibly the Soviet 
Union. 

Well, extra-legally or illegally, the money 
was made available. The bomb was devel- 
oped. Whether or not we made wise use 
of the immense power it gave us during the 
postwar years is a subject of considerable 
debate. But there can be very little debate 
as to what would have happened if Germany 
or the Soviet Union had come up with it 
first. 

“I think most of the civilized world wishes 
to heaven that nuclear weapons were still 
beyond the reach of all nations,“ BRIDGES told 
a friend recently. “But as the situation 
then existed, with the Germans already well 
under way with their project, and the thing 
within the possible reach of the Russians, 
I believe we made the only possible deci- 
sion. I think recent history has vindi- 
cated us.” 

Then he added, with a wry smile: “But 
I often wonder what my own fate would 
have been, and the fates of my colleagues, 
if the Manhattan project had been a flop.” 

Senator Brinces is not the kind of a man 
who worries unduly about his decisions once 
they have been made. Few men are who 
achieve success and responsibility, whether 
it is public or private life. Nevertheless, he 
must have spent many a sleepless night from 
the time he agreed to go along on the Man- 
hattan project and the day the first bomb 
was successfully exploded in the flatlands of 
New Mexico some 2½ years later. 

The fates presented STYLES Brinces with 
two of the most important vote-getting at- 
tributes that a candidate for public office 
in the United States can possess. He was 
born on a farm. And he was compelled to 
work hard throughout most of his boyhood 
to help support his family. His is the 
Horatio Alger story, which since the days 
of Andrew Jackson has appealed so strongly 
to the American electorate—the poor farm 
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boy who pulled himself up by his bootstraps 
and made good. 

He was born in 1898 on a farm in West 
Pembroke, Maine, the son of Earle L. and 
Alina Fisher Bridges. His father died when 
he was 9 years old, and as many another 
farm boy of modest circumstances has done, 
young Styles had to help work the family 
farm and share the responsibilities of the 
household. 

Also, as millions of other American boys 
have done—and are still doing—Bripces 
worked his way through college. While at- 
tending the University of Maine, he worked 
in the dairy barns, rising at 4:30 every morn- 
ing in order to complete his work in time 
to attend his morning classes. 

Born and raised in the State of Maine, 
the senior Senator from New Hampshire 
actually cut his political teeth in Massachu- 
setts. On his graduation from college in 
1918, he became instructor in agriculture at 
Sanderson Academy in Ashfield, Mass. While 
a resident of Ashfield, the Republicans nomi- 
nated and elected him a supervisor of check- 
lists. This marked the first of a long series 
of consecutive election victories. BRIDGES has 
never been defeated in a campaign for public 
office. 

Barinpces soon returned to Maine to take 
the post of county agricultural agent in 
Hancock County. A short time later he 
migrated to his present State of New Hamp- 
shire, where he was appointed to the agri- 
cultural extension staff of the University of 
New Hampshire as specialist on crops and 
soils. 

The real groundwork for Brinces’ political 
career was laid when he became the first 
executive secretary of the newly organized 
New Hampshire Farm Bureau Federation, 
and the editor of the bureau's official pub- 
lication, the Granite Monthly, In those 
twin capacities he toured every county in 
the State, dozens of times, visiting every 
town and hamlet, soliciting members for the 
Bureau, and subscriptions and news for the 
publication. Politicians up that way say 
Srytes Bripces knows more farmers by their 
first name than any man in New Hampshire, 
which, as any political expert can tell you, 
is another great asset to a candidate for 
public office. 

BRIDGES got his first tryout in the political 
big league in 1928, when he played the key 
role in obtaining the nomination and elec- 
tion of Charles W. Tobey for governor. Al- 
though Tobey was later to become BRIDGES’ 
bitterest political enemy, before the cleavage 
became too deep, he named Brinces to the 
New Hampshire Public Service Commission 
in 1930, a body, incidentally which gained 
a nationwide reputation in the field of pub- 
lic utility regulation during the tumultuous 
early 1930’s when the public utilities of the 
Nation were a subject of major concern. 

In 1934, BRIDGES received the Republican 
nomination for governor, and was elected. 
In fact, he was the only Republican to win 
a governorship in the Nation in that un- 
happy Republican year—a fact which cata- 
pulted him into the national spotlight. 

Not even the most wildeyed liberals have 
any criticism of Bains“ record as Governor 
of New Hampshire. He balanced the budget, 
something of a feat for the governor of any 
State back in the 1930's (New Hampshire, 
like most of the Nation, had been operating 
on borrowed funds). Moreover, he did so 
without curtailing any essential services, 
and without cutting back the relief pro- 
grams that were so costly but so necessary 
during that period of severe depression. 

The thing that baffles the extreme liberals 
is that it was the conservative Bripces who, 
while Governor, pushed through the neces- 
sary legislation to make New Hampshire the 
first State in the Nation to qualify under the 
Federal Social Security Act, and the second 
to provide unemployment insurance to work- 
ers. He also was responsible for setting up 
a State cancer commission, one of the first 
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in the Nation, to conduct research and pro- 
vide treatment. 

Also, alarmed at the increasing encroach- 
ment of the Federal Government in fields of 
government that had traditionally been left 
to the States, Governor Bridges pioneered 
the negotiation of interstate pacts to elimi- 
nate disparities and disagreements between 
States which were being used by the Wash- 
ington empire-builders as an excuse to fur- 
ther extend Federal powers. 

Bripces was the first Governor of New 
Hampshire to name women to executive posts 
in the State government, and to appoint a 
woman judge, another fact which doesn’t 
hurt any around election time. 

Srytes BRIDGES had a narrow escape from 
political disaster in 1936, but once again the 
fates were kind. He was almost nominated 
for the vice presidency on the Landon ticket. 
To the top GOP politicoes, especially the 
younger men, Brinces had considerable ap- 
peal, His election in 1934 had proved him to 
be an outstanding vote getter. He had an 
excellent record as governor. He was well- 
liked by labor and the farmers. He was a 
forceful platform speaker, and as such, might 
offset one of Mr. Landon’s more obvious de- 
ficiencies. And he was young—a mere 37. 

Then some smart adviser pointed cut that 
if Bripces were nominated for the second spot 
on the ticket, the natural campaign song for 
the Democrats would be a parody of the old 
nursery rhyme: “Landon-Bridges Falling 
Down.” Thus Barons was saved from a fate 
which could have meant political death. 

So he went back to New Hampshire and 
campaigned for the United States Senate, in- 
stead, and despite a Democratic landslide— 
the most devastating political landslide in 
United States history, which even swept New 
Hampshire—he was elected. 

During that campaign there occurred one 
of those amusing blunders that sooner or 
later fall to the lot of every political figure. 
Nearing the end of the campaign, candidate 
Briwwces was making a whirlwind series of 
speeches one night in the heart of enemy 
territory, the Democratic stronghold of Man- 
chester. He arrived at a rally at the Franco- 
American Club, jumped out of his car and 
hurried up to the chairman, tired, a bit 
breathless, and a good half-hour behind his 
schedule. 

“I’m Governor BRIDGES,” he said, grasping 
the somewhat startled chairman by the hand 
and pumping it vigorously. “I'm overdue at 
another meeting, and have two more speeches 
to make tonight. I'd appreciate it very much 
if you could cut the present speaker short, 
and let me go on immediately.” 

The chairman went into a quick huddle 
with his aides; the man then speaking was 
unceremoniously cut off, and the Governor 
was escorted to the platform. There, for the 
next 20 minutes, he denounced “the hor- 
rible mess the Democrats have made in Wash- 
ington,” 

“It was a darn good speech,” BRIDGES in- 
sists to this day. But before he was half- 
way through, it became apparent even to him 
that his audience did not think so. 

And when he glanced toward the back 
of the room a few minutes later, during one 
of those brief pauses for emphasis and antici- 
pated applause (which this time was not 
forthcoming) he knew very well that some- 
thing was wrong. For standing there in the 
center of the aisle, grimly ignoring the 
frantic whispers of the distraught chairman 
and his aides, was the then Congressman 
William Rogers, the Democratic nominee for 
the Senate, and BRIDGES’ campaign opponent. 

It seems there were two Franco-American 
clubs in Manchester. Both were holding po- 
litical rallies that night. And BRIDGES was 
addressing the Democratic rally. 

Prior to the 1936 campaign, BRIDGES was 
regarded by many liberals, both in his and 
in the Democratic Party, as one of their 
very own. But as a result of his vigorous 
attacks against the Roosevelt administra- 
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tion, and especially against the rapidly in- 
creasing growth of Federal power in all 
phases of political and economic life, doubts 
commenced to rise, at least in the minds of 
the more avid New Dealers. The doubts 
changed to suspicions when BRIDGES, as a 
freshman Senator, took a leading role in the 
fight against President Roosevelt's plan to 
pack the Supreme Court. And the suspi- 
cions became convictions as Senator BRIDGES 
fought consistently for economy in govern- 
ment and a balanced budget, and against 
further extension of Government controls 
and power. Today they regard him as the 
archest of the archconservatives. 

STYLES BRIDGES insists that his own po- 
litical philosophy has not changed. It is 
simply the issues and the philosophy of the 
liberals that have changed. He believes 
firmly in free enterprise, and the holding 
of Government authority (particularly that 
of the Federal Government) to a practical 
minimum. 

However, he also believes, as firmly today 
as he did when he was Governor of New 
Hampshire, that free enterprise and our 
democratic institutions cannot be rigid nor 
static things. They must have flexibility to 
meet new challenges and new crises, wheth- 
er they arise in time of peace or in time 
of war. 

During his 18 years in the United States 
Senate, Bripces has participated vigorously 
in virtually every major controversy, in an 
era when controversy has been the domi- 
nant note of national political affairs. It 
was inevitable, with such a record, that he 
make many enemies, including some very 
powerful enemies. 

One of the charges most frequently voiced 
is that BRIDGES is a politician. And, of 
course, he is a politician—one of the most 
astute politicians in the United States Sen- 
ate. After all, the business of government, 
in a democracy at least, is politics. It is just 
about time we Americans learned that fact. 

It is grossly untrue, however, to infer by 
the use of the word “politician,” that he is 
dishonest, or insincere, or interested only in 
being elected and reelected to public office. 
Senator Brioces has repeatedly risked his 
political career by bucking the tide of pub- 
lic opinion, both in his State and in the 
Nation, on matters which he felt involved 
important principles. He has done so at 
times when emotionalism was running high, 
and when he knew in advance that his cause 
was hopelessly lost (at least for the time 
being) and the only effect of his stand would 
be to antagonize substantial blocs of voters. 

Back in the 1930's, when pacifism was at 
an all-time high, when the country was thor- 
oughly engrossed with its own troubles and 
weary of the perennial quarrels and prob- 
lems of Europe, BRIDGES was one of the first 
Senators to warn of the growing menace of 
German nazism, Italian fascism, and Japa- 
nese imperialism. His was one of the lone 
voices to demand immediate strengthening 
of United States air and sea power. And 
he drew down the wrath of millions of so- 
called isolationists and won the epithet of 
warmonger. 

In 1937, he introduced into the Senate a 
resolution to ban the shipment of scrap 
iron and steel, and other war goods, to 
Japan—and to this day there must be mil- 
lions of parents, widows, and sweethearts 
of men who were lost in the Pacific who wish 
with all their hearts that Brincrs’ measure 
had been adopted. 

Brinces’ unpopular stands, of course, were 
thoroughly vindicated by the events of De- 
cember 7, 1941, and those that followed in 
the ensuing months and years. 

In even more striking fashion, recent 
events have vindicated his far more unpop- 
ular stands during the war and early postwar 
years. As far back as during the battle of 
Stalingrad, when the press and public of the 
Nation—conservatives and liberals alike— 
were singing paeans of praise to the Red 
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Army, BRIDGES was one of the first responsible 
officials to warn of the potential dangers of 
Soviet imperialism, to question the wisdom of 
the huge lend-lease shipments to Russia, 
and to publicly charge that secret deals were 
being negotiated at Teheran and Yalta. He 
was one of the first Senators to charge that 
Communists held high posts in the United 
States Government and to support the then 
bitterly criticized efforts of congressional 
committees to root them out. 

Today those efforts of BRIDGES to awaken 
the Nation to the Communist dangers are 
overwhelmingly sustained. But at the time 
they brought down on him tirades of abuse, 
and not only from the Commies, the pinkoes, 
and the extreme liberals. 

But the tough-minded Yankees in the 
State of New Hampshire apparently respect 
a Senator with a mind of his own, and the 
political courage to vote his convictions. 
For in 1948 they again reelected BRIDGES, 
this time by the largest majority given a 
senatorial candidate in the State’s history. 

Today Senator BRIDGES is again bucking 
the political tides, in the view of many as- 
tute politicians. While many of his Republi- 
can colleagues from the farm States are des- 
perately temporizing, the senior Senator 
from the predominantly agricultural State 
of New Hampshire—who, incidentally, is up 
for reelection this year—has come out 
strongly for the administration’s flexible 
price-support program—a stand which many 
of his friends have warned him will bring 
down the wrath of the farmers. 

Broes disagrees. He feels that the Amer- 
ican farmer needs, and should have some as- 
sistance in price stabilization of his major 
crops. But he is also convinced that the 
rigid parity program of the past several years 
has had the inevitable effect of encouraging 
the overproduction of commodities already 
existing in surplus, that the net results are 
grossly unfair to the taxpayer and the con- 
sumer, a serious threat to the Nation’s econ- 
omy and, in the long run, a danger to the 
farmer himself. And STYLES BRIDGES’ back- 
ground in farming includes the practical and 
the theoretical, as well as the political. 

A rather ironic aspect of Brinces’ political 
career is that, of all the bitter controversies 
in which he has engaged, the two battles that 
caused him the severest headaches were one 
in which he did not participate at all and one 
in which he entered only as a peacemaker, 
and succeeded in making the peace. 

To this day some of the ardent supporters 
of the late Senator Taft, and the even more 
zealous followers of President Eisenhower, 
have not forgiven BRons for his refusal to 
enter the 1952 preconvention campaign (on 
the side of their respective candidate, of 
course). He has been accused of betraying 
the man who was one of his closest friends 
in the Senate; of waiting until the race was 
over, and then slapping down his bet on the 
winning horse; of playing both factions in an 
unsuccessful try for the vice presidential 
nomination. 

The facts are these: At the opening of the 
1952 session of Congress, BRIDGES was asked 
by his Republican colleagues to serve as 
minority floor leader. It was already appar- 
ent that a bitter fight was brewing between 
the Taft and Eisenhower factions. If the 
Republicans were to function with any effec- 
tiveness during that session, it was absolutely 
essential that the minority floor leaders in 
the Senate and the House remain on good 
terms with the supporters of both Eisen- 
hower and Taft. So, on accepting their re- 
spective posts, both Brinces and Representa- 
tive JOSEPH MARTIN, the minority leader of 
House, were asked to pledge that they would 
remain absolutely aloof from the preconven- 
tion campaign. They both gave that pledge. 
They both scrupulously kept it. And—as is 
frequently the fate of the neutral—they both 
wound up taking a lusty thumping from 
both sides. 
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Curiously, Bors“ close friend, JOE MAR- 
TIN, also shared with him that other political 
headache, the one he received as the peace- 
maker (whose blessings, alas, are usually 
reserved for another world). 

Back in the spring of 1948, two important 
events were vying for the Nation's attention, 
and neither one of them was exactly un- 
familiar to the American public. A presi- 
dential election was brewing. And John L. 
Lewis’ coal miners were out on an unde- 
clared strike. 

And back in the spring of 1948, things 
did not look too good for President Truman 
and the Democrats. They were already be- 
ing ruled into political oblivion by such 
august authorities as Gallup and Roper, and 
some of Tom Dewey's more impetuous fol- 
lowers were confidently shopping for George- 
town houses. 

Things were to change somewhat, later in 
the year (along about early November, I 
think it was), but at the time the Fair 
Dealers were so desperate that they even 
seized upon the hated Taft-Hartley Act in 
an effort to drum up some political capital, 
and they threw the book at John L. Lewis, 
who was the No. 1 villain of the day. His 
miners had been out for more than 20 days. 
Coal reserves were rapidly nearing exhaus- 
tion. Steel mills throughout the Nation 
were banking their furnaces, and factories 
were shutting down. Schools were closing; 
trains running only half their schedules. 
Truly, the Nation was on the verge of a great 
economic crisis. 

And it was all because John L. Lewis and 
Ezra Van Horne, of the coal operators, the 
two trustees of the miners’ multi-million- 
dollar pension fund, were unable to agree on 
a program to start paying pensions. The 
third trustee, after months of vainly trying 
to effect a compromise, finally had quit in 
disgust. 

Then Joe MARTIN got an idea. He ap- 
proached Lewis and Van Horne and suggested 
that they name STYLES BRIDGES as the third, 
or neutral trustee, to try to work out an 
acceptable compromise. Both agreed, and 
Brinces accepted the job. 

Two days later BRIDGES came up with a 
proposed compromise, and although Van 
Horne flatly rejected it, Lewis reluctantly 
agreed. Since BRIDGES and Lewis constituted 
a majority of the three-man board, the pro- 
posal was adopted—and the miners went 
back to the pits. 

The initial reaction of the Nation was one 
of immense relief, and generally unstinted 
praise for MARTIN and Brinces for the parts 
they had played in bringing an end to a cat- 
astrophic impasse. The day the compromise 
was adopted, Speaker MARTIN was given a 
rising ovation by the entire House, Republi- 
cans and Democrats alike. 

But some of the more rabid Fair Dealers 
were fit to be tied. They viewed the whole 
thing as a snide trick by Republicans BRIDGES 
and MARTIN to deprive them of the full glory 
of prosecuting Lewis and his union under 
the Taft-Hartley law. 

The mine operators were not very happy 
about it, either. They immediately slapped 
Brinces and Lewis with a series of lawsuits 
and injunctions, charging them with illegal- 
ly using their powers as trustees of the pen- 
sion fund. 

But the miners stayed on the job. 

Then, a few months later, the roof fell in 
on Senator BRIDGES. The former left-wing 
Senator from Idaho, banjo-playing Glen H. 
Taylor, took the Senate floor to reveal, with 
considerable gusto and innuendo, that 
BripGes was receiving compensations at the 
rate of $35,000 a year for his services as 
trustee to the miners’ pension fund and for 
his expenses in connection with the same. 
It was perfectly true (Van Horne got the 
same). But while $35,000 a year would be 
regarded as a modest fee for a top-flight 
New York or Boston lawyer for sharing in the 
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management of millions of dollars, it was 
regarded as a fortune in the Nation’s Capital, 
where the men who are responsible for the 
expenditure of billions are lucky to receive a 
third of that amount. The Fair Dealers 
really went to town, and peacemakers 
BRIDGES and Martin found themselves buf- 
feted from all sides. 

By that time Brmnces had become pretty 
thoroughly fed up with the job. Not only 
was he being sued by the operators and indi- 
vidual miners, but he was clashing repeat- 
edly, and sometimes publicly, with Lewis. 
One day he was denounced as a stooge of 
John L. Lewis, and the next he was accused 
of selling out to the operators. Much of his 
$35,000-a-year salary was being eaten up in 
legal fees. So, as soon as he could gracefully 
do so, he resigned, serving the greater part 
of a year without compensation. 

There was one rather important fact, 
though, that was generally (to some extent, 
deliberately) overlooked in the uproar, 
Throughout it all, the miners remained in 
the pits. 

And even while the torrents of abuse were 
being poured over his head, STYLES BRIDGES 
could, in all justice, claim a substantial share 
of the credit for that. 

Another important fact that was over- 
looked was that President Truman himself 
had fixed the $35,000-a-year fee for the neu- 
tral trustee. 

There is an old axiom in Washington that 
many a successful senatorial career is made 
by the Senator's wife; and even more are 
unmade. On that score, too, the fates that 
guide the destinies of public officeholders 
have been kind to STYLES BRIDGES. 

In 1944, Senator BRIDGES, then a widower 
(his first wife, Sally Clement Bridges, died in 
1938) married Doloris May Thauwald, an 
administrative assistant in the Department 
of State and a native of Minnesota. 

Mrs. Styles Bridges is an attractive woman 
with charm, poise, tact, intelligence, and a 
lively interest in national and international 
affairs. Moreover, she has the rare knack of 
exercising all of these talents in an entirely 
unostentatious manner. 

Most important, she closely follows all of 
the important phases of her husband’s many 
political activities, but has the good sense 
never to intrude in them. 

Bripces, like many men of heavy responsi- 
bilities, often discusses the problems of his 
job with his wife. 

“But he does not ask my advice, nor do 
I ever volunteer it.“ Mrs. Bridges says. “He 
simply likes to talk things out, for the pur- 
pose of clarifying his own thinking. Once in 
a while he will ask my views on certain sub- 
jects, but it is only to keep the conversation 
going. He never asks for suggestions. 

“And I am delighted to be able to help 
as much as I can, by simply sitting and 
listening.” 

Senator Brinces has three sons. The 
eldest two, Styles, Jr., and David, are Navy 
veterans. John, the youngest, is now a buck 
private in the United States Army, and it 
took no political influence, no phone calls to 
the Secretary of the Army, to get him there. 
The draft took care of that. 

Senator BRIDGES is not only the most in- 
fluential man in the United States Senate 
today, but he also carries the heaviest burden 
of work. Besides the chairmanship of the 
full Appropriations Committee, he serves as 
a member of each of its 10 subcommittees 
and is also chairman of the Subcommittee on 
State, Justice, and Commerce. He is the 
ranking Republican member of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee and chairman of 
its important Subcommittee on Aircraft Pro- 
curement. 

As President pro tempore of the Senate he 
has the obligation of presiding over sessions 
when the Vice President is absent (although 
he frequently delegates that task to another 
Senator). And in this capacity he is third 
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in the line of succession to the Presidency of 
the United States. 

Senator Barons has little time these days 
to engage in the popular controversies that 
make the headlines and the television 
screens. His job, day after day, is to deftly 
wield that scalpel (he rarely swings a meat 
ax) on appropriations requests, which saves 
the taxpayers of the Nation literally billions 
of dollars a year. It was while STYLEs 
Brivces was chairman of the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee in 1947, that $9 billion 
was pruned from the Truman budget (and 
you can still hear faint echoes of the screams 
that reverberated along the shores of the 
Potomac) and for the first time since 1930, 
brought Federal expenditures into balance 
with income. 

On the Senate floor, Brmcres makes an im- 
pressive, but not pompous, figure. He is a 
tall, well-built, pleasant-looking man who 
dresses conservatively, is always immacu- 
lately groomed, and whose lips frequently 
twist into an affable, slightly lopsided grin. 
He is a skillful, and occasionally fiery, de- 
bater. 

In the committee rooms he is a persuasive, 
effective negotiator, usually conciliatory, but, 
when the need arises, sometimes just as 
hard as nails. In the Senate cloakroom he 
is genuinely liked and respected by his col- 
leagues, political friends and political foes 
alike, 

“If you deal the cards off the top of the 
deck to STYLES, he'll deal them off the top 
of the deck to you,” Senator LYNDON B. 
Jounson, the minority floor leader, once re- 
marked to a colleague. “But if you try to 
deal them any other way, you will find he’s 
pretty tough at that game, too.” 

And coming from a poker-playing Texas 
Democrat to a Republican Yankee from the 
State of New Hampshire, that is really not 
such a bad accolade at all. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New Hampshire is com- 
pleting his third term as a Member of 
this body. By right of seniority, he is 
chairman of the Committee on Appro- 
priations, one of the most powerful com- 
mittees in the Congress of the United 
States. The Senator from New Hamp- 
shire is also President pro tempore of the 
Senate. 

Perhaps few of the people, even those 
of his own State of New Hampshire, have 
a clear idea of the importance and the 
influence of their senior Senator. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary reported that on today, 
August 10, 1954, he presented to the Pres- 
ident of the United States the following 
enrolled bills: 


S. 1585. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, as amended; 

S. 1611. An act to regulate the election of 
delegates representing the District of Co- 
lumbia to national political conventions and 
for other purposes; 

S. 2798. An act for the relief of Azizollah 
Azordegan; 

S. 3506. An act to repeal the act approved 


September 25, 1914, and to amend the act 


approved June 12, 1934, both relating to 
alley dwellings in the District of Columbia; 
and 

S. 3655. An act to provide that the Metro- 
politan Police Force shall keep arrest books 
which are open to public inspection. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be ex- 
cused from attendance on the sessions of 
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the Senate on Wednesday and Thursday 
of this week, because of serious illness 
in my personal family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL BILL INTRODUCED 


An additional bill was introduced, read 
the first time, and, by unanimous con- 
sent, the second time, and referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. MORSE: 

S. 3856. A bill to promote the prevention 
and control of pollution in the Potomac 
River; ordered to lie on the table. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Morse when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 


AMENDMENT OF SECTION 345 OF 
REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMEND- 
MENT 


Mr. FERGUSON submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (H. R. 6440) to amend section 
345 of Revenue Act of 1951, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. MARTIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 6400, supra, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 


RECLASSIFICATION OF DICTO- 
PHONES IN THE TARIFF ACT OF 
1930—AMENDMENT 


Mr. MARTIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 8932) to reclassify dicto- 
phones in the Tariff Act of 1930, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed. 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMEND- 
MENTS OF 1954—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. KENNEDY submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the Social 
Security Act and the Internal Revenue 
Code so as to extend coverage under 
the old-age and survivors insurance pro- 
gram, increase the benefits payable 
thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in- 
crease the amount of earnings permitted 
without loss of benefits, and for other 
purposes, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 9366, supra, which were or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed, 


MUTUAL SECURITY APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1955—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. MAYBANK submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 10051) making appropria- 
tions for mutual security for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1955, and for other 
purposes, which was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

Mr. LONG submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to House 
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bill 10051, supra, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 


RECESS TO 10 A. M. TOMORROW 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I move that the Senate stand in recess 
until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
10 o’clock p. m.) the Senate took a recess, 
the recess being, under the order pre- 
viously entered, until tomorrow, Wednes- 
day, August 11, 1954, at 10 o'clock a. m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate August 10 (legislative day of 
August 5), 1954: 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 


Hon. James C. Connell, of Ohio, to be 
United States district judge for the northern 
district of Ohio. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT ATTORNEYS 


Theodore E. Munson, of Alaska, to be 
United States attorney for division No. 1, 
district of Alaska. 

Herbert G. Homme, Jr., of North Dakota, 
to be United States attorney for Guam, 

Robert Vogel, of North Dakota, to be 
United States attorney for the district of 
North Dakota. 


UNITED STATES MARSHAL 
Harry R. Tenborg, of North Dakota, to be 


United States marshal for the district of 
North Dakota, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuespay, August 10, 1954 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 


O Thou great God, our creator and 
benefactor, whose blessings are abun- 
dantly sufficient for our many needs, 
show us how we may help mankind at- 
tain unto new and nobler standards of 
life and add to its richness and glory, 
its wonder and joy. 

Inspire us with a greater concern for 
human rights and human welfare and 
may men and nations learn the art and 
the blessedness of living and walking to- 
gether in peace. 

We are daily praying that those who 
hold positions of leadership may be en- 
dowed with wisdom and understanding, 
faith and fortitude, patience and perse- 
verance as they plan and labor to lead 
and lift humanity to the high plateau - 
of brotherhood. 

Hear us in the name of the Prince of 
Peace. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
cated to the House by Mr. Tribbe, one of 
his secretaries. 


THE LATE VITO MARCANTONIO 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
a sense of sorrow that I announce the 
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demise of the late lamented Vito Mar- 
cantonio, who formerly was a Member 
of this House from the State of New 
York. 

One may have disagreed with him but 
one could never find any fault with his 
method of disagreement. He was a 
Member of this House who always fought 
hard for what he deemed right. He 
always fought fair. He had great cour- 
age and determination—a determination 
as firm as a rock you hold in your hand 
and a courage as fierce as lightning. He 
brought to bear upon his services in this 
House. erudition, keen intelligence, hard 
work, and what to him was a sincerity of 
purpose. 

He may have been enthusiastically 
misguided in his espousal of certain 
causes. But that was his right. He 
ever stood for the preservation of fun- 
damental liberties, and, using the words 
of our distinguished Chaplain this morn- 
ing, he always sought the enhancement 
of human rights and human welfare. 

He was, indeed, a redoubtable oppo- 
nent. One had to bring up the best of 
his battalions even to meet him on equal 
terms. He easily found the chink in any 
opponent’s armor. He knew long in ad- 
vance the adversary’s weakness. 

He was one of the most skilled de- 
baters in the Congresses he attended. 
He was an adept, artful parliamentarian. 
No one knew the rules better than he 
and he used that parliamentary knowl- 
edge and art with telling effect. 

He was ever kind, modest, and just. 
I disagreed with him frequently—some- 
times vehemently. We can no longer 
disagree and all scores are even. 

Death is a mighty leveler. He now 
sleeps the sleep of death from which 
there is no awakening. 

He was a Catholic by faith, and I pre- 
sume a true disciple of his creed. I am 
sure, like David of old, he trusted in 
God's mercy and rejoiced in his salva- 
tion, for God was his shepherd and 
benefactor. 

He had many setbacks; he had experi- 
enced many failures and frustrations, 
but one never found him bitter or ran- 
corous or unduly condemnatory. There 
was no personal animosity about him; 
there was never self-pity. He was ever 
cordial and friendly. He was respected 
by his colleagues. 

Our sympathy and condolence go forth 
o ng dear wife and mother who survive 

In closing, permit me to quote a verse 
of Stevenson’s Requiem: 

Under the wide and starry sky, 

Dig the grave and let me lie. 

Glad did I live, and gladly die, 

And I laid me down with a will, 


This be the verse you grave for me: 
“Here he lies, where he longed to be; 
Home is the sailor, home from the sea, 
And the hunter home from the hill.” 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, CELLER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Our 
late colleague Vito Marcantonio, came 
to the House about the same time that 
it was my privilege to begin my service 
here. On his passing, those whose poli- 
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cies and beliefs were as his lost an able, 
vigorous and effective advocate. 

He not only knew the parliamentary 
procedure which governed the House, 
but he never lacked the courage to use 
that knowledge to further the legislative 
program to which he adhered. 

He was so far to the left that I could 
not go along with his views. Perhaps I 
was too far to the right. However that 
may be, no Member of the House, so far 
as I know, ever doubted his sincerity, 
ever failed to recognize his ability or his 
effectiveness. 

In this country of ours, under our 
form of government, every citizen, as 
well as every Member of Congress, has 
a right to his own opinion as long as he 
stays within the letter and the spirit of 
the law.. It has always been my firm 
conviction that we should be tolerant in 
our judgment of others, that no man 
should be condemned because of what 
he believes as long as he is sincere, en- 
tertains honest convictions. Equally 
true is it that no man is required to ac- 
cept or to follow the views of another. 
Our colleague served the people of his 
district vigorously, consistently, and 
sincerely. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, many of 
us had our differences with cur late col- 
league, Vito Marcantonio. Many on my 
side of the aisle, when he first came here 
in 1934, having been elected to this 
House as a Republican, members of my 
party, differed with him politically. I 
did, too. Later when he led the Amer- 
ican Labor Party, many of us on both 
sides of the aisle differed with him po- 
litically. But he was truly a good Amer- 
ican. Despite his differences politically 
with us, he was always honest in his 
convictions. He was fair in his political 
warfare. As a man, we respected him 
in life and it is fitting that we pay re- 
spect to his memory today. 

There were few who were as good par- 
liamentarians in this House as was Con- 
gressman Marcantonio when he was 
with us. But, knowing all of the intri- 
cacies of parliamentary law, he never 
took unfair advantage of anyone; he 
always gave due notice of what he in- 
tended to do, and when he gave his word, 
it was his bond. 

Mr. Speaker, I join our colleagues 
today in extending to his aged mother 
and his beloved wife our sincere sym- 
pathy. May his soul rest in peace. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Mc- 
CARTHY]. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to join with my colleagues in 
saying a word in regard to the gentle- 
man from New York, concerning whose 
death we have just received notice. I 
think most of us know that on many 
occasions his name was made a kind of 
byword; the fact that one had voted 
with him was used as argument that one 
was unfit to serve in the Congress. I 
knew him during only one term in this 
Congress, and I judge him only by his 
actions on the floor of this House and 
by things he said while I was a Member 
here with him. And, I say quite frankly 
that never did he support anything on 
the floor of this House or advocate any- 
thing which any good American, allow- 
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ing for the great differences of opinion 
among Americans, might not have ad- 
vocated and any Christian might not 
have advocated. I was struck especially 
by one of his remarks following a no- 
tice in the newspaper that his wallet 
had been mislaid or stolen. This notice 
included the information that it had 
contained two religious medals. A day 
or two later I asked him about it, and 
he said that he regretted very much 
having lost his wallet, not because of 
the money which it contained but be- 
cause of these two medals, one of which 
he said was the medal of Mother Ca- 
brini, an Italian-born American saint 
who had recently been canonized, and 
the second, a medal that he had received 
when he was confirmed as a Christian. 

The gentleman from New York was a 
lonely man. Few of us knew him well 
or intimately. I did not. He was a hard 
and vigorous advocate of his causes. He 
was a master of the rules of this House. 
He was, as other Members have stated, 
a man who honored his word. 

In death he will be fairly judged. 
There is no need for further judgment by 
men. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
KLEIN]. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
echo what our colleague [Mr. CELLER], 
the dean of our delegation, has said of 
our departed friend, Vito Marcantonio. 
He was my friend. Iloved him, although 
I was in complete disagreement with his 
political views. Mr. Speaker, I am sorry 
that I am somewhat overcome by emo- 
tion, but what I really wanted to say 
was that “Marc” was my friend, even 
though some people thought it was po- 
litically unwise to admit such friendship 
because of his political views. I differed 
with him many, many times in the past. 
I said on many occasions in speaking 
about him during his lifetime that I 
would undoubtedly disagree with him in 
the future. I cannot say that any more. 
As the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CELLER] pointed out, when he thought 
he was right there was no way of chang- 
ing his views. He was consistent, he was 
hard working, and represented his con- 
stituents ably. Many of us will miss 
him. I know that every Member of this 
House who knew him respected him and 
liked him, although I suppose not many 
will get up here and say so. No one can 
find fault with his personal life, even 
though we disagreed with him politi- 
cally. I know you join with me in ex- 
tending our condolences, our sincere 
sympathies, to his very fine wife Miriam, 
to his dear mother, and to the members 
of his family. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that Members may 
have the right to extend their remarks 
in the Recorp at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker, while one 
might disagree with his philosophy of 
government, all who observed him and 
served with him had to respect the in- 
defatigability and application to duty of 
our late colleague, Vito Marcantonio, 
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whose death occurred under such tragic 
circumstances. He was often alone on 
the floor of the House but his sudden 
death was a shock to us all. He worked 
hard, and he lived hard, and literally 
died while at work. His life was not an 
easy one and his untimely passing calls 
for us to express our sympathy to his 
wife and relatives. It should be the hope 
of all that he will now obtain a degree 
of peacefulness which, it is apparent, 
he found difficult to have here. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
join with those who preceded me in ris- 
ing to pay a brief tribute to our former 
colleague from New York, and to agree 
with them in all the good things said 
about Mr. Marcantonio, and the glowing 
tributes paid to him. 

Of his many sterling attributes, what 
impressed me most in my personal con- 
tacts with him was his true concern for 
the oppressed, for those who were among 
the less fortunate, his ever-ready sym- 
pathy for the poor and downtrodden. 

I believe that he was possessed of a 
good heart and a pure soul, and our 
memory of him, as we saw him in ac- 
tion on the floor of this House will be to 
many of us an inspiration, for without 
doubt he possessed exceptional ability, 
coupled with immense strength of 
character. We who knew him regret his 
passing at so early an age. 

May the good Lord abide with him and 
with his family in their bereavement. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I was 
shocked and grieved to learn that yes- 
terday a good friend and a former col- 
league had passed away. I refer, of 
course, to the late Vito Marcantonio who 
formerly represented the 18th District 
of New York in the House of Representa- 
tives for some 14 years. 

Many Members of this body have dis- 
agreed with the political principles held 
by Vito Marcantonio. However, I am 
sure that of those who have known 
him—including those who disagreed 
with him most strongly—will all admit 
that he was a most honest, courageous, 
sincere and warmhearted person who 
served his constituents well in the Halls 
of Congress. 

During the 80th and 81st Congresses 
I came to know Marc very well. I liked 
him personally very much, and I re- 
spected him for his courage and for his 
willingness to stand up on an issue even 
when he stood alone. It is always a 
simple matter to take a position when 
one is part of the majority—but it takes 
real conviction to stand up and be 
counted when you are by yourself or 
with only a small minority. Vito Marc- 
antonio was a man of such convictions 
who never hesitated to fight for that in 
which he believed. 

Marc was a very honest and sincere 
person. In all the years I knew him as 
a colleague, I never heard of him taking 
an unfair advantage of anyone, nor did 
I ever hear him utter a malicious word 
about even his worst enemies. In fact, 
he was an honorable man who always 
conducted himself as a gentleman and 
a Member of the Congress of the United 
States. 

Vito Marcantonio was a real friend of 
mankind who always fought for the un- 
derdog. Few Members of this distin- 
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guished body were his equal as a parlia- 
mentarian and floor strategist. He 
knew the rules of the House and was a 
master when it came to floor debate. He 
fought the good fight and did it well. 

Vito Marcantonio will be long remem- 
bered by all of us who knew him. His 
courage, sincerity and devotion to prin- 
ciple are traits to be admired. May his 
soul rest in peace. 

I extend my deepest sympathies to his 
family in this hour of sorrow. 


CONTINUATION OF DIRECT LOAN 
PROGRAM THROUGH JUNE 30, 
1955 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I call up the conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 8152) to extend to June 
30, 1955, the direct home and farmhouse 
loan authority of the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs under title III of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1954, 
as amended, to make additional funds 
available therefor, and for other pur- 
poses, and ask unanimous consent that 
the statement of the managers on the 
part of the House be read in lieu of the 
report. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that further read- 
ing of the statement of the managers be 
dispensed with inasmuch as the report 
has been printed both in the Recorp and 
as a separate report. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill continues the 
direct home loan program administered 
by the Veterans’ Administration through 
June 30, 1955. The program has worked 
well, the default rate on these loans has 
been less than one-half of 1 percent, and 
the maximum amount which the Vet- 
erans’ Administration is authorized to 
advance may not exceed $10,000. In ac- 
tual practice it has been considerably less 
than that—about $6,900. I ask unani- 
mous consent to insert at this point the 
latest figures available on the operations 
of this program by the States since it 
will be of interest to all Members of the 
House. 

The conference agreement provides for 
a quarterly allocation of $37,500,000 less 
the proceeds of sales on previously made 
loans. This is exactly half of the dif- 
ference between the two Houses. As 
passed by the House, the authorization 
was for $25 million a quarter. As passed 
by the Senate, it was $50 million a quar- 
ter. The conferees have agreed to split 
the difference. 

There has been some question on the 
matter of allocation of these funds. The 
present system provides for an allocation 
on the basis of veteran population in 
those areas which are eligible for this 
program—the nonmetropolitan areas. 
The managers on the part of the House 
believe that the present system of allo- 
cating those funds in the individual 
States should be continued inasmuch as 
it is as equitable a system of distribution 
as can be devised when all points are 
considered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 


August 10 


The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. Repr No. 2652) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
8152) to extend to June 30, 1955, the direct 
home and farmhouse loan authority of the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs under 
title III of the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act of 1944, as amended, to make additional 
funds available therefor, and for other pur- 
poses, having met, after full and free con- 
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following “That the Servicemen's Readjust- 
ment Act of 1944, as amended, is hereby 
amended— 

“(a) by striking out of clause (C) of sec- 
tion 512 (b) ‘July 31, 1954 and inserting in 
lieu thereof June 30, 1955"; 

“(b) by striking out of section 512 (d) ‘to 
any private lending institution evidencing 
ability to service loans’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘to any person or entity approved for 
such purpose by the Administrator’; 

“(c) by striking out of the first sentence of 
section 513 (a) July 31, 1954 and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘June 30, 1955’; 

“(d) by striking out of the third sentence 
of section 513 (c) ‘June 30, 1955’ and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof June 30, 1956’; 

“(e) by striking out of the first sentence 
of section 513 (d) ‘July 31, 1954’ and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof ‘June 30, 1955’; 

“(f) by striking out of section 513 (d) the 
second time it appears the sum of ‘$25,000,- 
000“ and inserting in lieu thereof the sum 
of ‘$37,500,000"." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

EDITH Nourse ROGERS, 

BERNARD W. KEARNEY, 

WILLIAM H. AYRES, 

OLIN E. TEAGUE, 

Wm. JENNINGS BRYAN DORN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Homer E. CAPEHART, 
JOHN W. BRICKER, 
InvIxd M. Ivxs, 
BURNETT R. MAYBANK, 
A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 
Managers on the Part oj the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8152) to extend 
to June 30, 1955, the direct home and farm- 
house loan authority of the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs under title III of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, to make additional funds avail- 
able therefor, and for other purposes, submit 
the following statement in explanation of 
the effect of the action agreed upon and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report as to such amendment, namely: 

The bill as passed by the House provided 
for a l-year extension of the direct loan 
program administered by the Veteranas’ Ad- 
ministration to June 30, 1955. It also au- 
thorized $25 million additional each quarter 
for the purpose of making loans, less the pro- 
ceeds from the sale of loans in the preceding 
quarter. 

When the bill was referred in the Senate 
no action was taken immediately, but when 
the bill H. R. 7839, the so-called general 
housing bill, was under consideration, sec- 
tion 902 was added to that bill by the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency, to extend 
the program for the same period of time 
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as H. R. 8152—June 30, 1955—and to in- 
crease the amount of authorization from 
$25 million a quarter to $50 million a quarter. 
This bill was passed by the Senate in that 
form but in conference section 902 was elimi- 
nated from the measure. 

In the meantime Public Law 438 had been 
enacted, which extended the operations of 
the direct loan program to July 31, 1954. 

Following the elimination of section 902 
from the housing bill which subsequently 
became Public Law 560, H. R. 8152 was re- 
ported to the Senate and passed, providing 
for an extension to June 30, 1955, authoriz- 
ing $50 million a quarter, and permitting 
the sale of direct loans to individuals. There 
is no difference between the two Houses as 
to the period of extension of the program. 

The conference agreement provides that 
the direct loan program shall continue until 
June 30, 1955, permits the sale of previously 
made loans to individuals, and authorizes 
$37,500,000 for each quarter beginning July 1, 
1954. 

The managers on the part of the House 
believe that the present system of allocating 
funds to the individual States and subdivi- 
sions of such States should be continued, as 
it embodies as equitable a method of dis- 
tribution as can be devised. 

EvirH Nourse ROGERS, 

BERNARD W. KEARNEY, 

WILLIAM H. AYRES, 

OLIN E. TEAGUE, 

Wm. JENNINGS BRYAN DOFN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


REPORT ON UNITED STATES PAR- 
TICIPATION IN UNITED NATIONS 
FOR THE YEAR 1953—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 492) 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, which was 
read; and, together with the accompany- 
ing papers and illustrations, referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith, pursuant to the 
United Nations Participation Act, the 
eighth annual report, covering the year 
1953, on United States participation in 
the United Nations. 

This report surveys the first year of 
our activity in the United Nations since 
this administration took office, and I am 
happy to bring to your attention its evi- 
dence of benefits that have accrued to 
our country and the free world from 
participation in the United Nations. 

Dwicut D. EISENHOWER. 

Tue WHITE House, August 10, 1954. 


PAYMENT TO AMERICAN EM- 
PLOYEES DISMISSED FROM 
UNITED NATIONS 


Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent for the im- 
mediate consideration of the resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 262) expressing the sense 
of the Congress that the United States 
delegation to the United Nations should 
take all possible steps to prevent the 
General Assembly of the United Nations 
from authorizing or approving the pay- 
ment to the 11 American employees in 
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the United Nations who were dismissed 
because of their refusal under the fifth 
amendment to answer proper questions 
before the Internal Security Subcommit- 
tee of the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the concur- 
rent resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the resolution, as follows: 


Whereas 11 American employees in the 
United Nations were asked in 1952 and 1953 
to testify before the Internal Security Sub- 
committee of the Senate concerning their 
membership in the Communist apparatus 
and other subversive activities, but refused 
under the fifth amendment to answer, with 
the result that such subcommittee recom- 
mended their dismissal from such employ- 
ment; and 

Whereas the Secretary General of the 
United Nations dismissed the 11 employees 
from their employment in the United Na- 
tions, and they appealed; and 

Whereas on appeal the United Nations 
Administrative Tribunal awarded damages 
to the 11 employees in a total amount of 
$179,420 on account of such dismissal, and 
the International Court of Justice has re- 
cently upheld the Administrative Tribunal; 
and 

Whereas the case is now before the Gen- 
eral Assembly of the United Nations, which 
must approve the award of such damages be- 
fore payment thereof can be made; and 

Whereas the United States, which pays ap- 
proximately one-third of the expenses of the 
United Nations, should not be compelled to 
contribute any of its funds for the payment 
of damages in a case of this kind to persons 
who have a record of disloyalty to the United 
States: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that the United States dele- 
gation to the United Nations should take all 
possible steps to prevent the General As- 
sembly of the United Nations from authoriz- 
ing or approving the payment, to the 11 
American employees in the United Nations 
who were dismissed because of their refusal 
under the fifth amendment to answer prop- 
er questions before the Internal Security 
Subcommittee of the Senate, of the awards 
of damages (in a total amount of $179,420) 
made by the United Nations Administrative 
Tribunal and recently upheld by the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice, and that no part of 
the funds heretofore appropriated, or here- 
after appropriated by the Congress for the 
United Nations shall be used for the payment 
of such awards. 


The House concurrent resolution was 
agreed to, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in tre RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I desire to 
commend the gentleman from Florida 
Mr. Rocers] for his untiring efforts to 
obtain passage of House Concurrent 
Resolution 262 and I want the record to 
show that I have supported him in every 
way possible. 

It is unthinkable that a single dollar 
of money derived from the taxpayers of 
this country, and appropriated to the 
United Nations. should be used for the 
purpose of paying almost $180,000 in 
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alleged damages to 11 so-called Ameri- 
cans, employed by the United Nations, 
who sought refuge under the fifth 
amendment and refused to answer prop- 
er questions of a United States Senate 
committee and a New York grand jury. 

My only criticism of this concurrent 
resolution is that it does not go far 
enough. It ought to further state the 
position of Congress as being opposed to 
any further appropriation of funds to 
what is euphoniously called the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice. It was this al- 
leged court, meeting in a foreign coun- 
try, that recently held these 11 suspect 
Americans should be paid $180,000. 

Mr. Speaker, the unanimous vote by 
which this resolution was approved by 
the House of Representatives ought to 
serve notice on occupants of that mod- 
ern Tower of Babel, otherwise known 
as the United Nations Building, that 
there can be an end to the openhanded 
patience of Americans. It ought to be 
notice to some foreigners that not all 
Americans are as gullible as they might 
seem to be. 


AUTHORIZING RELIEF OF CERTIFY- 
ING OFFICERS FROM EXCEPTIONS 
TAKEN TO PAYMENTS 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(S. 1184) to authorize relief of author- 
ized certifying officers from exceptions 
taken to payments pertaining to termi- 
nated war agencies in liquidation by the 
Department of State. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Comptroller 
General of the United States is authorized 
and directed to allow credit in the accounts 
of authorized certifying officers of termi- 
nated war agencies, in process of liquidation 
by the Department of State at the time of 
the enactment of this act, for the amounts 
of suspensions and disallowances, which have 
been, or may be, raised by the General Ac- 
counting Office on account of payments made 
in accordance with vouchers certified by 
such certifying officers: Provided, That the 
Secretary of State or his authorized repre- 
sentative shall certify that in his opinion 
there is no evidence of fraud or collusion on 
the part of the certifying officers in connec- 
tion with the payments. 

Sec. 2. “Authorized certifying officers of 
terminated war agencies in process of liqui- 
dation by the Department of State” as used 
in this act means certifying officers employed 
by terminated war agencies transferred to 
the Department of State for liquidation and 
certifying officers under the Department of 
State who certified payments for the activi- 
ties of such terminated war agencies, or any 
terminated wartime activity of the Depart- 
ment of State from funds allocated to or 
made available to the Department of State 
by working funds or reimbursements pur- 
suant to the provisions of section 686, title 
31, United States Code, or other authority 
of law: Provided, however, That no certify- 
ing officer of the Department of State shall 
be released hereunder as to payments made 
from funds appropriated directly to the De- 
partment of State or as to payments made 
after the date of enactment of this act: Pro- 
vided further, That the authority granted 
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under this act shall expire not later than 
2 years after the date of enactment of this 
act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


MODERNIZATION AND IMPROVE- 
MENT OF MERCHANT-TYPE VES- 
SELS 


Mr. ALLEN of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I call up the conference report on 
the bill (S. 3546) and ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statement of the managers 
on the part of the House be read in lieu 
of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2647) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
3546) which would authorize an immediate 
program for the modernization and improve- 
ment of such merchant-type vessels in the 
reserve fleet as are necessary for national 
defense, having met, after full and free con- 
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the House and 
agree to the same with further amendments 
as follow: In lieu of the matter proposed 
to be deleted by the House amendment be- 
ginning on page 2, line 25, after the num- 
eral “1949” insert a period, delete the word 
“and” and insert the following sentence: 
“In entering into such contracts the Secre- 
tary of Commerce shall not alter the pres- 
ent Maritime Administration policy of in- 
viting single bids or split bids or both for 
drydock and nondrydock work.” 

Delete the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the House amendment on page 3, lines 
5 through 7. 

THOR C. TOLLEFSON, 

JOHN J. ALLEN, Jr., 

JOHN H. Ray, 

HERBERT C. BONNER, 

JOHN F. SHELLEY, 
Managers on the Part oj the House. 


JOHN M. BUTLER, 

FREDERICK G. PAYNE, 

WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill S. 3546, which would 
provide an immediate program for the mod- 
ernization and improvement of such mer- 
chant-type vessels in the reserve fleet as are 
necessary for national defense, submit the 
following statement in explanation of the 
effect of the action agreed upon by the con- 
ferees and recommended in the accompany- 
ing conference report: 

S. 3546 as passed by the Senate provided 
that within 12 months after the date of the 
enactment of this act the Secretary of Com- 
merce shall enter into contracts for the re- 
pair, modernization, and conversion of vessels 
as may be necessary to carry out the provi- 
sions of this act. It further provided that 
such contracts may provide for expenditure 
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by the United States of not more than $45 
million. It also provided that such contracts 
should be with private shipbuilding or ship- 
repair yards on the Atlantic, Pacific, and gulf 
coasts of the United States, and on the Great 
Lakes or other inland waterways. It also 
provided that in entering into such contracts 
the Secretary of Commerce shall not alter the 
present Maritime Administration policy of 
inviting split bids for drydock and nondry- 
dock work. It required that bids on any 
such contracts shall include any towage and 
insurance cost involved. Finally, it author- 
ized to be appropriated such sums of not 
in excess of $45 million as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this act. 

As amended by the House, S. 3546, ex- 
tended the 12-month period to 24 months; 
reduced the $45 million authorization and 
contract ceiling to $25 million; deleted the 
Great Lakes or other inland waterways pro- 
vision; deleted the provision requiring the 
Secretary of Commerce not to alter the pres- 
ent Maritime Administration policy of invit- 
ing split bids for drydock and nondrydock 
work; deleted the requirement that bids on 
any such contract shall include towage and 
insurance cost involved; and inserted a pro- 
vision that the contracts in question may 
be negotiated without competitive bidding 
whenever such action is determined by the 
Secretary of Commerce to be necessary to 
carry out the purpose of this act. 

It was the view of the conference com- 
mittee that the House amendments, with 
two exceptions, were sound and should be 
adopted. The first exception raised by the 
Senate conferees and concurred in by the 
House conferees was that the bill should 
provide that in entering into such contracts 
the Secretary of Commerce shall not alter 
the present Maritime Administration policy 
of inviting single bids or split bids or both 
for drydock and nondrydock work. The 
second exception raised by the Senate 
conferees and concurred in by the House 
conferees was that the provision that the 
contracts in question may be negotiated 
without competitive bidding whenever such 
action is determined by the Secretary of 
Commerce to be necessary to carry out the 
purpose of this act is unnecessary in view of 
the fact that under present law, in appro- 
priate situations, the Secretary of Commerce 
already has the power. 

THOR C. TOLLEFSON, 

JoHN J. ALLEN, Jr., 

JohN H. RAY, 

HERBERT C. BONNER, 

JOHN F. SHELLEY, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


THE LATE JAMES V. BUCKLEY 


Mr. McVEY. Mr. Speaker, all of us 
were saddened by the sudden and unex- 
pected death of Mr. James V. Buckley. 
Mr. Buckley represented the Fourth 
Congressional District of Illinois during 
the 81st Congress. He died Friday, July 
30, in the St. Margaret’s Hospital, at 
Hammond, Ind. Funeral services were 
held at 9 a. m. on August 2, 1954, at 
St. Victor’s Church in Calumet City, III. 

Mr. Buckley was born May 15, 1894, in 
Saginaw, Mich. He has lived in the area 
of the Illinois Fourth Congressional Dis- 
trict for approximately 35 years. He 
was engaged in real estate and building 
business in the Calumet region for more 
than 20 years. 

While Mr. Buckley was my predeces- 
sor in the Congress, it was not my privi- 
lege to meet him on numerous occasions, 
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However, we have many friends in com- 
mon, and the esteem in which he was 
held by residents of the Fourth Congres- 
sional District certainly testifies to his 
congenial disposition and his ability to 
serve his fellow men. In the House of 
Representatives, he stood firmly for 
various types of legislation which aimed 
to better the conditions of the working 
classes. His passing is a matter of deep 
regret to all of us. 

Mr. Buckley has lifted the veil of mys- 
tery and gone to the great beyond. It is 
fitting that we pause at this time in 
respect to his memory. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McVEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, it 
was my privilege to know the late James 
V. Buckley prior to the time he was 
elected as Congressman from the Fourth 
District of Illinois. He was reared on a 
farm and educated in the public schools 
of Saginaw County, Mich. For a number 
of years he was engaged in the real estate 
and building business in Chicago. He 
was very active in labor work and was 
president of local 714, United Automo- 
bile Workers, CIO. 

He was a personable individual who 
fought vigorously in behalf of the work- 
ing people of his district. In his passing 
the city and State have lost an outstand- 
ing man. 

To his family I extend my deepest 
sympathy. 

IN MEMORIAM 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I have never been able to understand the 
pattern of life. Today dear friends are 
with us in the alternating joys and dis- 
appointments of human lives, and to- 
morrow they lie quiet in eternal slumber. 
All of us in our respective turns will fol- 
low the westward course dropping over 
the horizon that divides the finite from 
the infinite. But the order of our going 
is not within the zone of either our reck- 
oning or our understanding. 

I came to the 81st Congress with Jim 
Buckley. Three of our colleagues from 
Illinois, beloved friends of mine, passed 
on—Ralph Church, Martin Gorski, and 
A. J. Sabath—and to me with the passing 
of each of these dear friends my world 
narrowed. 

Now Jim Buckley has gone to join the 
others in that wider sphere of richer 
service to which from the trials and 
tests of our sojourn on earth we are 
graduated. 

But it is hard for me to realize that 
Jim Buckley has gone. He always was 
so big, so strong, so vibrant. It seems 
but yesterday that his rich voice rang 
out with warm cordiality his greeting of 
me as Bart. I never had been called 
by that abbreviation of my name. I 
never had had a nickname, and I sup- 
pose that somewhere deep within me and 
undiscerned by me was the longing for 
a nickname such as possessed by those 
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who are named Richard and are ad- 
dressed by friends as Dick. A few oth- 
ers of my colleagues in the 81st Congress, 
Clint McKinnon and Chester Chesney 
among them, took up the Barr of Jim 
Buckley’s creation. 

It was a trivial circumstance. But it 
is from the seeming trivialities of human 
associations that are made the measures 
of our memories of departed friends. 

Jim Buckley served one term in this 
body. He was happy at the opportunity 
that was given him to be a Member of 
the Congress of the United States. He 
was happy because his life had been 
given to the cause of labor, and here in 
this Chamber he found the opportunity 
to serve that cause in a broader area. No 
higher tribute could be paid his memory, 
nor one that he would like the better, 
than at the conclusion of his congres- 
sional service organized labor in making 
its appraisals of the service of Members 
of the 81st Congress gave to Jim Buckley 
a 100-percent rating. 

He was born in Michigan, a farm boy. 
Those were the days when there was 
little or no machinery on the farm. 
There were endless hours of hard work 
that had to be done at the cost of sweat 
and aching muscles. It was not a boy- 
hood cushioned for ease. It was the 
rugged boyhood of a farm boy in a period 
when a farmer was left to shift for him- 
self and to take all the gamble with 
weather, pests, and fluctuating markets. 
It was a boyhood, however, spent in a 
simple farmhouse lightened and en- 
riched beyond the power of costly fur- 
niture by the wholesome atmosphere of 
a home that placed its faith in God and 
in fellow men. 

He came to Chicagoland, was married, 
children were born, and he was pros- 
perous. The way ahead seemed rosy. 
Then the great depression struck. Only 
those who experienced the terrors of that 
devastating depression can grasp the 
completeness with which the props were 
knocked from under the generation then 
in the prime. 

Jim Buckley took it on the chin, as did 
the others, battling to find livelihood for 
his little family in a sea of economic 
stagnation, but smiling always in the 
faith that soon the coming of tomorrow’s 
sun would break the darkness of the 
night. 

The enactment of the Wagner Act, 
hailed throughout the land as labor's 
Magna Carta, ushered in the new day 
when hope returned and again the sun 
shone upon our country. From the 
darkness of the night of the depression 
came the dawning of a new day when at 
long last labor was freed of the stigma of 
servitude and enthroned with the dignity 
of copartnership with management, 
thereafter to meet with employers at the 
conference table for determination of 
common problems. 

Jim Buckley threw his talents and his 
devotion into the work of marshaling 
the workers to accept the challenge of 
the new and happier order. 

He came to Washington, one of the 
crusaders for the dignity of labor, mem- 
ber of a valiant army mustered by the 
votes of an indignant electorate in the 
election of 1948. It was en army of high- 
purposed crusaders, friends and cham- 
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pions of the great mass of American 
men and women who lived by toil. It 
won some victories. It raised the mini- 
mum wage to 75 cents an hour and vastly 
increased the coverage. It greatly en- 
riched the benefits of social security. It 
did very much indeed to contribute to 
the greater contentment and welfare of 
the American people. 

But it failed, disappointingly, in the 
main objective of restoring and preserv- 
ing in full measure the status of dignity 
and copartnership of labor with man- 
agement blueprinted in labor’s Magna 
Carta—the Wagner Act. Jim Buckley 
did all that he could do and labor gave 
him a 100-percent rating. 

For myself and my colleagues from 
Chicago I extend to the widow, the sons, 
and the other members of Jim Buckley's 


family our deepest sympathy. 


Mr. MACK of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MACK of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to join with my colleagues in pay- 
ing tribute to the Honorable James 
Buckley, of Lansing, Ill. The news of 
his death has saddened the hearts of all 
those who knew him. It was my privi- 
lege to serve with Jim Buckley during 
the 81st Congress. During those 2 years, 
he aggressively pressed for legislation 
which would benefit the working people, 
not only in his district in Cook County, 
but the entire Nation as well. Mr. 
Buckley believed in the principles of or- 
ganized labor and in the betterment of 
working standards for all men. His 
votes in Congress always vividly reflected 
this view. He was an unrelenting op- 
ponent of all legislation which was not 
in the interest of the working people 
of this Nation. 

James Buckley served in this body 
with distinction. He was a great Ameri- 
can and a Christian gentleman. His 
loss will be keenly felt by all who served 
with him. To his wife and family who 
loved and honored him, I offer my sincere 
condolences. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, James 
Buckley served with me during his term 
of Congress as a member of the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee. 
We were both new Members of the Con- 
gress. I appreciated and enjoyed his 
fellowship and friendship. In many 
ways James Buckley symbolized the 
great city from which he came. He was 
big and strong like Chicago. He was 
positive and forceful. He maintained 
his position with vigor and with assur- 
ance. His direction was forward. In 
him the great poem of Carl Sandburg 
“Chicago” was alive. In his voice was 
the cry of the poet “Come and show me 
another city with lifted head so singing 
proud to be alive.” 


ADJOURNMENT OF CONGRESS A 
HUNDRED YEARS AGO THIS WEEK 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I think 
we can stand the injection of a word 
of levity into the solemn proceedings of 
this very deliberative body. Therefore, 
I quote an item appearing in last Sun- 
day’s New York Herald Tribune under 
the heading “A Hundred Years Ago This 
Week in the New York Tribune.” It is 
indeed apropos: 

Congress finally adjourned yesterday morn- 
ing, immediately after meeting. In conse- 
quence of a breakdown in the telegraph, we 
have no details of the dispersion. The whole 
country will experience a grateful sensation 
of relief, when they hear that their Repre- 
sentatives have really separated, 


MODERNIZE THE FAIR LABOR 
STANDARDS ACT 


Mr. LANE, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, modernize 
the Fair Labor Standards Act: 

The Fair Labor Standards Act be- 
came effective in 1938—16 years ago. 

So many changes have occurred since 
then, that the time spread seems more 
like 60 than 16. Prices and wages have 
left 1938 far, far behind. The Fair La- 
bor Standards Act of that year is hope- 
lessly out of date and out of touch wiih 
present conditions, 

To bring it within sneaking distance 
of reality, I have introduced a bill to 
raise the minimum wage from 75 cents 
to $1.25 per hour, and to bring 9 million 
more workers under its coverage. 

Even the original act was a misnomer, 
because its true intent was riddled by 
amendments. 

Too many special pleaders “got out 
from under.” 

Most of us recognize that a few indus- 
tries can pay a minimum higher than 
the $1.25 per hour that is proposed. Un- 
der my bill, tripartite industry commit- 
tees are authorized to adjust these par- 
ticular situations. 

New legislation is required to reach 
those employers who, under one pre- 
text or another, have failed to declare 
their employees in on their own prog- 
ress. 

Ignoring the fact that average hourly 
earnings of factory workers have gone 
up from 62 cents to $1.79 per hour dur- 
the past 16 years. 

Refusing to admit that the cost of liv- 
ing for lower income groups has in- 
creased 120 percent. 

Blind to the actual minimum wage 
of $1.25 or higher that prevails in Ameri- 
can industry today. 

Brushing aside the increasing skill 
and experience of the workers which 
add to the production and profits of 
the employer. 

The one-way philosophy that some- 
how expected that underpaid workers 
would, by some miracle, be able to make 
the purchases that would support a high 
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level of economic activity was tragically 
repudiated in 1929. 

Substandard wages in any industry 
have a way of penalizing the industry 
itself. Those who oppose reasonable 
progress for their employees, usually be- 
come victims of their own shortsighted- 
ness. Lack of recognition or incentive 
eventually drives their best employees 
into other fields. Resistance to change 
leads to slow motion. The exploiters 
gain an initial advantage, but lose out 
in the long run. 

In the meantime, before they are 
brought to book, they have harmed their 
own workers, and have been a drag upon 
progressive employers. 

I recall that in 1950 those industries 
that were paying less than 75 cents per 
hour voluntarily brought their wages 
into line when they saw that Congress 
was going to act to raise the statutory 
rate. 

The anguished cries suddenly sub- 
sided. 

They were able to pay the increased 
minimum all along. 

The Fair Labor Standards Act, if it 
only lived up to the economic justice 
implicit in its title, would protect the 
wages of helpless, unorganized, and de- 
pressed millions who depend upon the 
laws of this Nation to prevent slave 
labor. 

We can no longer afford the exemp- 
tions that make a mockery of the pres- 
ent law. 

Our economy depends upon the widest 
Possible spread of adequate purchasing 
power. 

Any evasion of this economic law 
weakens our genuine domestic security. 

Therefore I have introduced a bill to 
strengthen FLSA, to prepare the ground- 
work and to stimulate early hearings 
by the Labor Committees of the House 
and Senate so that there will be no ex- 
cuse for further postponement when this 
vital issue is brought up for congres- 
sional action. 


AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE 


Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, S. 3233 
which provides for transportation on 
privately owned American-flag vessels of 
at least 50 percent of the United States 
Government financed cargoes represents 
years of concentrated activity to insure 
a fair deal for our hard-hit American 
merchant marine. The bill has passed 
the Senate, been favorably reported out 
of the House Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries Committee and has been pending 
in the Rules Committee since July 22. 

I feel that it is imperative the Rules 
Committee at least report this vital bill 
and give the Members of the House a 
right to vote on the legislation. I am 
100 percent in favor of the measure, and 
am confident that if the bill is brought 
out on the floor it will pass by a great 
majority. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


It seems to me it is shortsighted in- 
deed, on the part of a few, to keep the 
overwhelming majority of the House 
who are in favor of S. 3233 from the 
right to vote on the legislation. 

Time is of the essence. I urge the 
Rules Committee to bring this all im- 
portant bill—S. 3233—to the floor for 
a vote. 


YUGOSLAV, TURKISH, AND GREEK 
PACT 


Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Speaker, it is with very real pleasure 
that, as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on the Near East and Africa of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs, I call your at- 
tention to the pact just signed between 
Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey. This, 
Mr. Speaker, means more than is appar- 
ent to the casual reader. Looking back 
over the years as I do to the long history 
of wars in the Balkans and between 
Greece and Turkey, it is almost incred- 
ible that bitterness and suspicion should 
have given way to the mutual respect 
and understanding necessary to such an 
agreement, It speaks well for the states- 
manship of the leaders of these three na- 
tions that this should have been accom- 
plished in spite of previous antagonisms 
and wide differences of their social and 
political backgrounds. It speaks well for 
the understanding of their people of the 
need for unity and strength if freedom 
is to be protected not only in the Western 
World but in the world as a whole. 
Surely this pact is indeed another link 
in the ever-growing strength of the de- 
fenses of our free world. 


COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 


Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per- 
mitted to file minority views, report No. 
2651. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. WALTER]? 

There was no objection. 


EXPENSES OF SELECT COMMITTEE 


Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on House Admin- 
istration I call up House Resolution 701 
and ask unanimous consent for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, That the expenses of conducting 
the investigation authorized by House Reso- 
lution 549, 83d Congress, incurred by the 
Select Committee To Investigate and Study 
Benefits Provided Under Federal Law for the 
Surviving Dependents of Deceased Members 
and Former Members of the Armed Forces, 
not to exceed $20,000 including expenditures 
for the employment of such experts, special 
counsel, and such clerical stenographic, and 
other assistants shall be paid out of the 
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contingent fund of the House on vouchers 
authorized by said committee and signed by 
the chairman of the committee, and ap- 
proved by the Committee on House Admin- 
istration. 

Sec. 2. The official stenographers to com- 
mittees may be used at all hearings held in 
the District of Columbia, if not otherwise 
engaged. 


The resolution was agreed to, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


AMENDMENT TO SECTION 709, TITLE 
18, UNITED STATES CODE 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (S. 3769) 
to amend section 709 of title 18, United 
States Code, so as to protect the name of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation from 
commercial exploitation. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. REED]? 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That section 709 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting immediately after the eighth para- 
graph thereof a new paragraph as follows: 

“Whoever, except with the written permis- 
sion of the Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, knowingly uses the words ‘Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation’ or the initials 
‘FBI,’ or any colorable imitation of such 
words or initials, in connection with any 
advertisement, circular, book, pamphlet, or 
other publication, play, motion picture, 
broadcast, telecast, or other production, in 
a manner reasonably calculated to convey 
the impression that such advertisement, cir- 
cular, book, pamphlet, or other publication, 
play, motion picture, broadcast, telecast, or 
other production, is approved, endorsed, or 
authorized by the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation; or”. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed. 


A similar House bill (H. R. 9921) was 
laid on the table. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


PROVIDING PAYMENT OF FEES TO 
COUNSEL ASSIGNED TO REPRE- 
SENT INDIGENT DEPENDENTS IN 
FELONY CASES 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of the bill (H. R. 
10158) to provide for the payment of 
fees to counsel assigned to represent in- 
digent defendants in felony cases. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 3006 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“$3006. Fees for counsel assigned to indi- 
gent defendants 

“Whenever a district court assigns counsel 
to represent an indigent defendant charged 
with a felony, the court may allow to each 
such counsel, upon the termination of the 
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services rendered, a fee of not to exceed the 
following amounts, namely: 

“(1) Where the defendant is charged with 
an offense punishable by death, $250; 

“(2) Where the defendant is charged with 
any other felony, $100.” 

Sec. 2. The analysis of chapter 201 of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing out item 3006 and inserting in its 
place the following item: 

“3006. Fees for counsel assigned to indigent 
defendants”. 

Sec. 3. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the United States courts, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, such sums as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the provisions of this act, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsicer was laid on the table, 


AMENDMENT TO FLAMMABLE 
FABRICS ACT 


Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 3379) to 
amend the Flammable Fabrics Act, so as 
to exempt from its application fabrics 
and wearing apparel which are not 
highly flammable. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not ob- 
ject, I simply take this time to point 
out that while I favor an amendment 
to the Flammable Fabrics Act, I do not 
believe this bill goes far enough. In 
fact, I am in favor of the Purtell bill 
which was passed by the Senate. I am 
hopeful that when the bill goes to con- 
ference the Senate will insist on its 
version of the bill and that that is the 
way it will finally pass. I withdraw my 
reservation. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, may I ask 
the gentleman from Massachusetts if 
this takes care of the textile industry in 
Massachusetts? Apparently, they have 
reached the place where they do not 
know exactly where they are. 

Mr. HESELTON. This amendment is 
intended to relieve the situation in re- 
gard to certain mills that manufacture 
sheer articles. There is only a very 
slight change which has been approved 
by the Department, and by the industry. 
I know of no objection other than the 
one indicated by the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KLEIN]. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. This matter was 
referred to the Department of Commerce 
or to some department in the Federal 
Government because we could not just 
exactly agree on something. All I want 
to know is if they have agreed that these 
so-called flammable things are manu- 
factured in Massachusetts? 

Mr. HESELTON. Yes. There are two 
mills in Massachusetts and two in Con- 
necticut. The Department of Commerce 
and the textile industry are in accord 
with this change and it will take care 
of the situation to which the gentleman 
refers, 
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Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of S. 3379, as amended 
by the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. This bill amends the 
Flammable Fabrics Act, Public Law 88, 
83d Congress. 

The purpose of the act is to properly 
protect the public from the danger sur- 
rounding the use of wearing apparel 
made of highly flammable textiles of the 
types which have caused either bodily 
injury or death to numerous individuals. 

The major problem in formulating leg- 
islation to control the use of dangerously 
flammable textiles is to distinguish be- 
tween the conventionai fabrics that pre- 
sent moderate and generally recognized 
hazards and the special types of fabrics 
which present unusual hazards and are 
highly dangerous. 

Shortly before the effective date of the 
Flammable Fabrics Act—July 1, 1954— 
representations were made to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce to the effect that certain sheer 
fabrics, such as organdies, tulles, and 
georgettes which have been used with 
safety by the American consumer for 
many generations failed by a very narrow 
margin to pass the 4-second burning time 
prescribed by the law. 

The ban on such fabrics will have a 
very serious effect on the manufacturers 
and processors of these sheer fabrics. 

The very sheer organdie produced by 
the Baltic Mills Co., of Baltic, Conn., nor- 
mally represents from 40 percent to 50 
percent of its total production. A simi- 
lar organdie produced by the Ponemah 
Mills, of Taftville, Conn., represents 25 
percent of its sheer-cotton production. 

These very sheer organdie fabrics have 
been made for more than 50 years with- 
out criticism as to their flammability. 

The discontinuance of production of 
this sheer organdie would remove from 
the market a fine textile which for gen- 
erations has been used safely in the man- 
ufacture of women’s and children’s 
clothing. 

The discontinuance of production in 
this line would cause additional hardship 
to the many workers who for generations 
have been employed in these mills and 
processing plants. 

Iam advised that the textiles produced 
by these firms would pass the flamma- 
bility test conducted in accordance with 
Commercial Standard 191-53, providing 
the burning time is lowered from 4 sec- 
onds to 344 seconds. 

This proposed bill, as amended, is sup- 
ported by the Textile Workers Union of 
America, by the executive departments of 
the Government, and by industry. 

If the law is amended in accordance 
with the reported bill, this organdie and 
similar textiles would be permitted to 
move in commerce. Production and em- 
ployment would be continued. The pub- 
lic would still be adequately protected 
against the highly flammable textiles 
used in wearing apparel which have 
caused bodily injury and death, 
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Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I should 
like to ask the sponsor of the bill whether 
this bill exempts scarves? 

Mr. HESELTON. No; it does not. 
The committee, in its report, indicated 
that they did not feel that scarves 
should be exempted. Not all silk scarves 
are presently banned, only silk scarves 
which are unable to meet the test, the 
requirements under this law, which are 
very light scarves. 

Mr. CELLER. Did not the Depart- 
ment of Commerce ask that scarves be 
exempted from the operation of the act? 

Mr. HESELTON. It is my recollec- 
tion that at one stage the Department 
did indicate they thought scarves should 
be exempted, but later took a different 
position, and now do not recommend it. 

Mr. CELLER. I want to say to the 
gentleman that I was given a different 
impression. 

Mr. HESELTON. I beg the gentle- 
man’s pardon. I withdraw that. They 
did not change their position. 

Mr. CELLER. They are still opposed 
to the fact that scarves were not 
excluded? 

Mr. HESELTON. That is my under- 
standing. 

Mr. CELLER. I want to say to the 
gentleman that there is a very substan- 
tial industry involved in this bill, par- 
ticularly as it refers to scarves, and 
those that handle scarves in my city of 
New York are greatly embarrassed by this 
act and will continue to be embarrassed 
unless scarves are excluded. For that 
reason, Mr. Speaker, I think there should 
be full and mature debate on a bill of 
this character and it should not be con- 
sidered in this fashion, For that reason 
I must object. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman please withhold his objection? 

Mr. CELLER, Certainly. 

Mr. KLEIN. May I say that I have 
been very close to this situation. I have 
been in contact with the representatives 
of the industry in New York, and while 
I agree with the gentleman that scarves 
should be excluded, I hope the gentle- 
man will not object, because we are 
hopeful, if we can pass this bill, it will 
at least be a start. This is better than 
nothing, and we are hopeful, if it gets 
over to the Senate, that in conference 
we will get much more than this. If the 
gentleman objects, I am afraid that we 
will get no legislation at all at this point, 
and then we will all be badly off. 

Mr. CELLER. I appreciate the atti- 
tude of the gentleman from New York, 
and I am most anxious always to co- 
operate with him, and with the rank- 
ing minority member of the distin- 
guished Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Priest]. Can we get 
some assurance from those on the other 
side of the aisle that they will seek, say, 
in the next Congress, to exempt scarves 
from the operation of this act? 

Mr. HESELTON. I certainly think 
that the committee will be glad to give 
further consideration to the matter. 

Mr. CELLER. That is not the answer 
Iam seeking. Does the gentleman him- 
self feel that scarves should be excluded? 

Mr. HESELTON. In my opinion, no. 
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Mr, CELLER. Well, then, I do not 
think we will get anything out of the 
conference, I will say to the gentleman 
from New York, who seemed to imply 
that if the matter went to conference, 
we might be able to get some apprecia- 
ble results and, failing that, in the next 
session we might get scarves eliminated. 
Apparently those who control the destiny 
of the committee now will not help. 
Mayhap they will not have control in 
the next Congress. Nonetheless, we are 
taking a chance in case they are in con- 
trol that they will not help us in this 
matter. 

Mr. KLEIN. I would like to point out 
that the bill as passed by the Senate, 
which was introduced by Senator 
PURTELL, of Connecticut, specifically 
provided—and if I am incorrect, I 
think a member of the staff will cor- 
rect me—that scarves should be excluded 
from the operation of this act, which is 
what I favor and which I think the gen- 
tleman favors. There is no reason in the 
world why scarves should not be ex- 
cluded. They are detachable. The his- 
tory of this legislation is that some 
deaths were caused by the burning of 
suits of some kind worn by youngsters. 
It was never intended that scarves 
should be included in the prohibition. 
However, I think the gentleman should 
get the assurance to take it up at the 
next session from this side of the House. 

Mr. CELLER. All right. May I get 
the assurance of the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Priest] who will soon 
undoubtedly be chairman? 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. CELLER] of 
course is speculating at this point. I 
can assure the gentleman from New York 
that so far as our side of the committee 
is concerned we are greatly interested 
in the question he has asked. I feel, how- 
ever, that a determination of what might 
happen in another session of Congress 
should not at this time enter into the 
question of whether this bill should be 
passed and sent to conference at this 
time. I shall confer privately with the 
gentleman about any possibility of what 
may happen in another session of Con- 
gress. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. HESELTON]? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Flammable 
Fabrics Act (67 Stat. 111; 15 U. S. C. secs. 
1191-1200) is amended as follows: 

(1) In section 2 (d) after the comma 
following: “hats, gloves” insert “scarfs made 
of plain surface fabrics”; and (2) after sub- 
section (b) of section 4 insert the follow- 
ing: 

“(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
Commercial Standard 191-53, setting forth 
the conditions under which samples of fab- 
rics and articles of wearing apparel are to 
be tested, the tests shall be made upon 
samples which after having been previously 
dried are conditioned to equilibrium in the 
standard textile-testing atmosphere of 65 
Percent relative humidity and 70° F.” 
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With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert “That section 4 of the Flammable 
Fabrics Act (15 U. S. C., sec. 1193) is hereby 
amended by inserting at the end thereof the 
following subsection: 

„e) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph 3.1 Commercial Standard 191-53, 
textiles free from nap, pile, tufting, flock, or 
other type of raised fiber surface when tested 
as described in said standard shall be classi- 
fied as class 1, normal flammability, when the 
time of flame spread is 314 seconds or more, 
and as class 3, rapid and intense burning, 
when the time of flame spread is less than 
31 seconds.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed 


Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to make a brief explanation of this bill 
which provides for a simple amendment 
to the Flammable Fabrics Act. The 
amendment would permit plain surface 
fabrics which burn in 3% seconds when 
tested in the manner prescribed by this 
law to qualify as “safe” fabrics. They 
would not be prohibited for use in wear- 
ing apparel. The present minimum 
permissible burning time is 4 seconds. 

The law will retain the 4-second burn- 
ing time for textiles which have a nap, 
pile, tufting, or other type of raised fiber 
surface. They will have to meet the 
present requirement of the law and the 
bill does not attempt to affect these 
textiles at all. 

The Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce was advised that fabrics 
made of plain surface burn with a lesser 
degree of intensity as compared with the 
raised fiber surface textiles, and that the 
burning time for the former fabrics may 
be lowered without reducing, to any sig- 
nificant degree, the protection to the 
public which the Congress sought to pro- 
vide by the enactment of the Flammable 
Fabrics Act. 

The purpose of this act is, of course, 
to protect the public from the danger 
surrounding the use in wearing apparel 
of highly flammable textiles of the types 
which have caused either bodily injury 
or death to numerous individuals. 

This act became Public Law 88 of the 
present Congress on June 30, 1953. The 
Congress provided that the law should 
take effect 1 year after the date of its en- 
actment. The effective date was post- 
poned for 1 year in order to give the tex- 
tile industry adequate time to dispose of 
stocks, to obtain the testing machinery 
and develop the necessary skills to con- 
duct the flammability tests. 

Shortly before this law was scheduled 
to take effect, there was brought to the 
attention of the Congress the fact that 
certain textiles, which have been in use 
in this country for many decades with- 
out any history of unusual flammability 
characteristics, were barred under the 
provisions of the Flammable Fabrics Act. 
Included among these ineligible textiles 
ra certain organdies, georgettes, and 
ulles, 
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Two textile mills in New England are 
especially hard hit by this law. The 
Baltic Mills, of Baltic, Conn., normally 
produces between 40 and 50 percent of 
its total volume of production very sheer 
organdie which fails to meet the present 
flammability test by a very narrow mar- 
gin. A similar organdie produced by the 
Ponemah Mills, of Taftville, Conn., also 
fails to meet the test. Other mills in 
Massachusetts are similarly affected. 
Discontinuance of production of these 
very sheer textiles will mean depriving 
the American people of a product used 
in the manufacture of ladies’ and chil- 
dren’s dresses. It would mean increased 
unemployment in the mills and process- 
ing plants. 

These grave consequences are undesir- 
able as well as unnecessary. The com- 
mittee is convinced that so far as these 
very sheer textiles are concerned, the 
present law is unduly harsh. 

The National Bureau of Standards, 
the Department of Commerce, and the 
textile industry favor a reduction in the 
burning time of these plain-surface fab- 
rics from 4 seconds to 342 seconds. No 
one would be hurt by this amendment. 
Everyone would stand to gain. And the 
public would still be adequately protect- 
ed against textiles which are so highly 
flammable as to be dangerous when 
worn by the individual. 

I urge the House to pass this bill. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, a 
little over a year ago the Congress passed 
the Flammable Fabrics Act, and it was 
approved by the President on June 30, 
1953. This act was the culmination of 8 
years of continuous and very careful 
study by the Congress and the textile in- 
dustry and trade for a law to protect the 
public from the danger surrounding the 
use in wearing apparel of highly flam- 
mable textiles of the types which have 
caused either bodily injury or death to 
numerous individuals. 


HISTORY OF LEGISLATION 


Bills to prohibit the transportation in 
interstate commerce of highly flammable 
fabrics and wearing apparel were intro- 
duced in the House beginning with the 
79th Congress, 1st session, 1945. In the 
80th Congress your Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce held exten- 
sive hearings on three flammable fabrics 
bills, namely, H. R. 505, by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD]; H. R. 
601, by the gentleman from California 
(Mr. Jonnson]; and H. R. 1111, by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ARNOLD]. 
Similar bills were introduced during the 
8ist and 82d Congresses. In the 82d 
Congress the Senate passed unanimously 
on July 3, 1952, S. 2918, a bill similar in 
many respects to H. R. 5069, of the 83d 
Congress, which was enacted into law. 
S. 2918 was reported by your committee 
on July 4, 1952. The House took no 
action on that bill prior to the adjourn- 
ment of the Congress on July 7, 1952. 


1954 


On April 16, 28, and 29, 1953, your 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce held public hearings on five 
similar bills, H. R. 389, by the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. CANFIELD]; H. R. 
2768, by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. WoLverTON]; H. R. 3851, by the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD]; 
H. R. 4159, by the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. JoHNson]; and H. R. 4500, 
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
WILLIAMS]. The principal objective of 
these bills is to prohibit the introduction 
or movement in interstate commerce of 
articles of wearing apparel and fabrics 
which are so highly flammable as to be 
dangerous when worn by individuals. 
H. R. 5069 was introduced by me, as 
chairman of the committee, and at the 
direction of the committee, as a “clean” 
bill as a result of the committee hearings 
and after executive consideration of all 
of the bills pending before the commit- 
tee. This bill was passed unanimously 
by the House on June 3, 1953, by the Sen- 
ate on June 18, 1953, and was approved 
by the President on June 30, 1953—Pub- 
lic Law 88, 83d Congress. This act took 
effect on July 1, 1954. 

Every witness who testified before the 
committee, without exception, repre- 
senting virtually all segments of the tex- 
tile industry and trade, urged prompt 
and effective Federal legislation to pro- 
tect the public from the dangers of 
highly flammable wearing apparel and 
fabrics used in wearing apparel, and 
supported these bills in principle. More- 
over, the committee was urgently re- 
quested to take prompt action on this 
legislation. It was pointed out that if 
this legislation was not enacted, a variety 
of State and local regulations lacking 
in uniformity might very well ensue. It 
seemed obvious that uniformity of regu- 
lation in this matter was necessary. 

Testimony in support of legislation on 
this subject was received from the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission, the National 
Cotton Council of America, the National 
Retail Dry Goods Association, the Tufted 
Textile Manufacturers Association, the 
Society of the Plastics Industry, the 
Rayon and Acetate Fiber Producers, and 
others. 

It should be clear from what has been 
said that this act had the unanimous 
approval of everyone concerned with this 
problem. The effective date of this law 
was postponed for 1 year in order to give 
the industry and trade adequate time to 
make the necessary inventory and tech- 
nical adjustments. 


FLAMMABILITY TEST 


The major problem in formulating 
legislation to control the use of danger- 
ously flammable textiles is to discrimi- 
nate between the conventional fabrics 
that present moderate and generally 
recognized hazards and the special types 
of fabrics which present unusual hazards 
and are highly dangerous. 

The rate of burning of a garment or 
other textile product depends upon the 
kind of fiber, the finishing materials 
present, the structure of the yarn and 
fabric, and such circumstances as the 
relative humidity. In general, wool tex- 
tiles ignite and burn with difficulty while 
cotton and rayon ignite and burn more 
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readily. The major hazards arise from 
certain cotton or rayon fabrics having 
fuzzy or furlike surfaces which flash and 
burn with exceeding rapidity. Most 
synthetic textiles melt when heated and 
the molten material is capable of pro- 
ducing serious burns on coming in con- 
tact with the skin. 

Section 4 of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act prescribes the standards of flam- 
mability. Commercial Standard 191- 
53, promulgated by the Secretary of 
Commerce, effective January 30, 1953, 
prescribes the standard for flammability 
of clothing textiles and Commercial 
Standard 192-53, promulgated by the 
Secretary of Commerce, effective May 22, 
1953, prescribes the standard of flam- 
mability for vinyl plastic film. 

The flammability test provided in the 
Commercial Standard 191-53 makes use 
of strips of fabric 2 by 6 inches in dimen- 
sion. These strips are washed, cleaned, 
and dried to a bone-dry condition in a 
prescribed manner. The test consists of 
measuring the burning time in seconds 
when the test piece is mounted in a 
specially designed apparatus, called a 
flammability tester, and a flame is ap- 
plied in a prescribed manner. Fabrics 
with a flame spread of more than 7 
seconds are classed as having normal 
flammability. Those with a flame spread 
of less than 4 seconds are classed as rapid 
and intense burning, while those burn- 
ing in 4 to 7 seconds are rated as having 
intermediate flammability. This act 
prohibits the introduction or movement 
in interstate commerce of those fabrics 
which are classed as rapid and intense 
burning fabrics. 

Commercial Standard 192-53 is the 
industry-approved standard with re- 
spect to vinyl plastic film. Such film is 
used in the manufacture of various 
articles of wearing apparel such as rain- 
coats, capes, hoods, pants, and aprons. 
The flammability test is prescribed in 
paragraph 3.11 of this standard. 


NEED FOR AMENDMENT 


Shortly before the effective date of the 
Flammable Fabrics Act representations 
were made to your committee and the 
corresponding Senate committee to the 
effect that certain sheer fabrics, such as 
organdies, tulles, and georgettes, which 
have been used with safety by the Amer- 
ican consumer for many generations, 
failed by a very narrow margin to pass 
the 4-second burning time prescribed in 
the law for nonhighly flammable textiles, 
and are therefore banned under this 
law. It is unfortunate that representa- 
tives of manufacturers and processors of 
such materials were not aware of this 
difficulty and did not present their prob- 
lem to the Congress during the time that 
it was considering, a year ago, the bills 
to prohibit the introduction or move- 
ment of highly flammable fabrics in in- 
terstate commerce. 

Your committee was advised that the 
ban on such fabrics will have a very 
significant effect on the manufacturers 
and processors of these sheer fabrics. 
The very sheer organdie produced by the 
Baltic Mills Co., of Baltic, Conn., nor- 
mally represents from 40 to 50 percent of 
its total production. A similar organdie 
produced by the Ponemah Mills, of Taft- 
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ville, Conn., represents 25 percent of its 
sheer-cotton production. The discon- 
tinuance of production of this sheer 
organdie would remove from the market 
a very fine textile used in the manufac- 
ture of women’s and children’s dresses, 
that would be difficult to replace. It 
would also cause unemployment in the 
mills and the processing plants. 

Your committee understands that the 
textiles produced by these firms would 
pass the flammability test conducted 
in accordance with the law providing the 
burning time is lowered from 4 seconds 
to 34% seconds. If the law is amended 
in accordance with the reported bill, this 
organdie and similar textiles would be 
permitted to move in commerce, produc- 
tion and employment would be con- 
tinued, and the public would still be ade- 
quately protected against the highly 
flammable textiles used in wearing ap- 
pare] which have caused bodily injury 
and death. 

The Senate approved bill, which your 
committee amended, proposed to add 
scarfs, made of plain surface fabrics, to 
the other articles of wearing apparel 
which had already been exempted from’ 
the provisions of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act, namely, certain hats, gloves, and 
footwear. The bill also proposed a 
change in the conditions under which 
samples of textiles were to be tested for 
flammability. Instead of the test being 
conducted in a bone-dry condition, as 
stipulated in Commercial Standard 191- 
53, which is the standard of flammability 
set forth in section 4 of the Flammable 
Fabrics Act, S. 3379 proposed that the 
samples of the fabrics to be tested should 
first be dried and then be conditioned to 
equilibrium in an atmosphere of 65 per- 
cent relative humidity and 70° F. 

Shortly after the bill passed the Sen- 
ate, several important communications 
were received by your Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce, express- 
ing strong opposition to S. 3379. Such 
communications came from the National 
Retail Dry Goods Association, the Inter- 
national Association of Fire Chiefs, the 
State fire marshal of California, the In- 
ternational Ladies Garment Workers 
Union, the Textile Workers Union of 
America, the Northern California Chap- 
ter of the Society of Fire Protection 
Engineers, and even from the Depart- 
ment of Commerce which had previously 
approved this bill. 

The reason for this opposition was the 
fact that further tests conducted under 
the formula proposed in the bill produced 
results that were greatly disturbing to 
the safety and protection of the public. 
If enacted, the bill would have the effect 
of greatly weakening the flammability 
standard by as much as 300 to 400 per- 
cent in the case of some textiles. 

The Department of Commerce also 
withdrew its support from the new 
flammability testing formula proposed in 
S. 3379, as introduced, and similar House 
bills, H. R. 9193 and H, R. 9392. In his 
letter of June 16, 1954, addressed to the 
chairman of your Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, Acting 
Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Walter Wil- 
liams stated in part: 


The bills pending before your committee 
would resolve this aspect of the problem by 
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modifying the test to provide that the ma- 
terial to be tested should be tested when it 
is in equilibrium in the standard testing 
atmosphere of 65 percent relative humidity 
and 70° Fahrenheit. Under the existing 
standard the test is made on the material in 
an extremely dry condition. 

In commenting on S. 3379 to the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
of the Senate and in a communication di- 
rected to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce of the House, dated May 
14, 1954, we urged that these modifications 
be enacted into law. We have, since that 
time, through tests which have been con- 
ducted, determined that many fabrics with 
a raised-fiber surface, when tested under the 
standard testing atmosphere prescribed by 
S. 3379, show such a wide disparity of burning 
characteristics as to raise questions concern- 
ing the adequacy of the proposed revision 
as a safeguard. 

It is recommended that instead of testing 
fabrics under the standard testing conditions, 
which give us concern for the reasons set 
forth above, a minimum of 3 seconds burn- 
ing time be established for plain-surface 
fabrics and that the 4-second minimum be 
maintained for raised-surface fabrics. The 
tests would be performed under the dry con- 
ditions established by CS 191-53 as presently 
incorporated in the Flammable Fabrics Act. 
‘The differences in burning times are suffi- 
ciently justified, in our opinion, by the more 
intense burning of the raised-surface fab- 
rics. We are advised by technical experts in 
the field of flammability of textiles at the 
National Bureau of Standards of the De- 
partment that sheer plain-surface fabrics 
burning within these limits have been in 
conventional use for many years and that 
most of these fabrics with raised surfaces 
which have apparently caused recent acci- 
dents because of their unusual flammability 
would be banned by the 4-second limit which 
remains in effect for such fabrics. 

The various proposals to avoid the real 
difficulty with respect to conventional sheer 
plain-surface fabrics have been discussed 
thoroughly with members of the standing 
committee for CS 191-53. This committee 
which participated actively in the develop- 
ment of the standard was unanimous in the 
opinion that the solution herein proposed 
would provide adequate and appropriate 
safeguards against fabrics of unusual haz- 
ards and at the same time allow interstate 
traffic in conventional sheer plain-surface 
fabrics which do not present such unusual 
hazards, 


The recommendation of the Acting 
Secretary of Commerce that a minimum 
of 3 seconds’ burning time be established 
for plain-surface fabrics, while main- 
taining the 4-second minimum for 
raised-surface fabrics, and conducting 
the tests under the bone-dry conditions 
established by Commercial Standard 
191-53, was explored by the chairman 
of your Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce with many interested 
parties. As a result of these discussions 
and communications, it developed that 
a reduction of the burning time from 
4 to 3% seconds for plain-surface fab- 
rics would be sufficient to qualify as safe 
those sheer fabrics which now fail to 
pass the flammability requirements un- 
der the law by a very narrow margin. 

Moreover, the view was expressed that 
this amendment would have the support 
of the cotton-textile industry. Your 
committee was also assured that this 
reduction in burning time to 3% seconds 
for plain-surface fabrics would not ma- 
terially lessen the safety to the public 
which the Congress sought to provide 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


by the enactment of the Flammable 
Fabrics Act. 

Your committee is convinced that 
scarfs should be subject to the provisions 
of the law just as any other item of wear- 
ing apparel. They can be as much a 
danger to human safety as any other 
improperly protected garments. Scarfs 
are worn around the head or neck and 
tied on with a knot which may not be 
easily removable. Once ignited, the 
danger of the hair catching on fire is 
very great. The scarfs cannot be read- 
ily discarded under such circumstances. 

It should be emphasized that not all 
the silk scarfs are presently being banned 
under the Flammable Fabrics Act. 
The only silk scarfs which are unable 
to meet the flammability requirements 
under this law are the very lightweight 
4-momme and lighter scarfs. The 
heavier weight silk scarfs of 5-momme 
weight or higher would generally pass 
the flammability tests under the present 
law. 

Handkerchiefs up to 24 inches square, 
according to an administrative ruling of 
the Federal Trade Commission, are not 
articles of wearing apparel within the 
meaning of the Flammable Fabrics Act 
and are, therefore, exempted from the 
provisions of this law. 

I urge the House to pass the Commit- 
tee-approved bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to amend section 4 of the Flam- 
mable Fabrics Act, with respect to stand- 
ards of flammability in the case of cer- 
tain textiles.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the conferees 
on the Supplemental Appropriation Bill 
may have until midnight tomorrow 
night to file a conference report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


RENEWAL OF AND ADJUSTMENT OF 
COMPENSATION FOR CARRYING 
MAIL ON WATER ROUTES 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (S. 361) 
to provide for renewal of and adjust- 
ment of compensation under contracts 
for carrying mail on water routes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the last two para- 
graphs of section 3951 of the Revised Stat- 
utes, as amended (39 U. S. C., sec. 434), is 
amended by inserting after the terms star 
route contract” and “star route contractor,” 
the terms “inland water route contract” 
and “inland water route contractor,” re- 
spectively. 
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With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 4, strike out after the figure 
“434)", the balance of line 4, lines 5 and 6, 
and line 7 up to and including the word 
“respectively”, and insert “are amended by 
striking out the words ‘star-route or screen 
vehicle service’ wherever they appear in such 
paragraphs and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘star-route, screen vehicle service, or inland 
water-route’.” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


amendment was 


PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMARKS 


Mr. McVEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
who wish to do so may extend their 
remarks in the Record with reference to 
the late Mr. Buckley, following the re- 
marks of Mr. O'Hara of Illinois and 
myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 


LABELING OF PACKAGES CONTAIN- 
ING FOREIGN-PRODUCED TROUT 


Mr. OHARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for 
the consideration of the bill (S. 2033) 
relating to the labeling of packages 
containing foreign-produced trout sold 
in the United States, and requiring cer- 
tain information to appear on the 
menus of public eating places serving 
such trout. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill S. 2033, with Mr. 
ALLEN of Illinois in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman from Minnesota IMr. 
O'Hara] will handle the time on this side. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, there was considerable 
debate upon the rule, and I should like 
to summarize briefly in a factual way the 
purpose of this legislation. 

The purpose of the bill is to protect the 
public by requiring imported trout, as 
defined in the bill, to be labeled as trout 
and identified as to the country of 
origin so that the public and the pur- 
chaser can identify and distinguish im- 
ported trout from domestic trout. 

The reported bill will serve actually 
three objectives: First, to protect the 
public and consumer against deceptive 
and unfair practices by requiring truth- 
ful disclosure of the origin of the trout; 
second, to protect our domestic trout pro- 
ducers against unfair competition from 
foreign producers of trout; and third, to 
protect our source of supply for stocking 
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the streams of the Nation with game 
trout. 

Is there anything wrong with protect- 
ing the public from being deceived or 
being misled by fraudulent misrepre- 
sentation? Let me point out that the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce has over the years brought out 
similar bills with an identical purpose. 
I need only to speak of the Federal label 
laws covering foods, drugs, and cosmet- 
ics under the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act; the widely acclaimed Wool 
Products Labeling Act of 1939; and the 
Fur Labeling Act of August 8, 1951. All 
of these had as their principal purpose 
the protection of the public and the pro- 
tection of the American producer as well 
as the American consumer. 

What has been going on here? I wish 
some of my friends on my right side 
would eat some of our American pro- 
duced Rocky Mountain trout, rainbow 
trout, and perhaps they would not be 
quite so facetious about some of their 
suggestions as to this bill. Those peo- 
ple who raise trout are mostly in a fam- 
ily-size farm production of domestic 
trout. Most of them are a family-size 
unit operation, and the total investment 
of these people is perhaps every cent they 
have. 

They are confronted with furnishing to 
the Food and Game Department of the 
48 States, those that have them, at least, 
the fingerlings and the eggs for the pro- 
duction of trout that are planted in the 
streams of the various States. On top 
of that they must, in order to make 
ends meet, sell the trout they produce 
for eating purposes. They have been 
getting their throats cut by the tremen- 
dous importation of a cheap, foreign, in- 
ferior type of fish into this country, 
which, unfortunately, too many of the 
people in the restaurant business are 
selling as Rocky Mountain trout—mis- 
labeling and fraudulently describing 
trout which in no way compares to 
American produced trout. They can buy 
this cheaply produced imported foreign 
trout from Japan or Denmark. These 
people can buy this cheaply produced 
foreign trout at about 40 cents a pound 
less than the American produced trout 
can be sold. So they are making a nice 
profit in doing so. I know that most of 
the restaurant people are decent, fine 
people, and that they would not in- 
tentionally mislead or deceive the public, 
and we are protecting them by requiring 
these importers of this foreign trout to 
identify and mark the trout whether it 
is 1 fish or 12 in packages and to iden- 
tify the country that the trout is im- 
ported from. Is there anything wrong 
about that? We did that in the fur- 
labeling bill where we compelled the 
fur people to mark and identify for sales 
purposes the origin of the fur. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 8 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very simple 
bill. The purpose of it has been well 
explained by my colleague, the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. O'Hara]. 
Now it becomes a question of whether or 
not you want the public to be advised as 
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to what they are eating when something 
is put before them which is labeled trout 
such as Rocky Mountain trout or some 
other kind of trout. Not only that but 
there are a number of trout producers in 
this country and everyone of them who 
appeared before the committee was in 
favor of this bill. We did have some 
opposition to the bill on the part of some 
restaurant owners, but other than that 
so far as the public at large is concerned, 
I do not recall much opposition. We 
have letters here from the Izaak Walton 
League in favor of this bill. We have 
letters from the National Wildlife Fed- 
eration in favor of the bill. We have a 
communication from the Sport Fishing 
Institute, of Washington, D. C., in favor 
of the bill. We have a communication 
from William E. Rae, editor of Outdoor 
Life. We have a letter from the Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game of the State of 
Idaho. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. Chair- 
main, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield. 

Mr, O’HARA of Minnesota. It is my 
understanding that the Fish and Game 
Departments of 38 States have endorsed 
this bill. I was informed of that fact 
this morning. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I do not re- 
call how many there were, but I presume 
the gentleman is absolutely correct when 
he makes that statement. Certainly, this 
is not an invasion or violation of any 
principle. The Congress has adopted 
similar legislation with reference to oleo- 
margarine. This type of law was passed 
concerning furs and wool. There are 
many other pieces of legislation that the 
Congress has passed to protect the pub- 
lic. There is one provision here that 
makes certain that there is no interfer- 
ence at all with any State law. I believe 
it is section 3 of the bill which provides 
that nothing in this act shall be con- 
strued as authorizing possession, sale, or 
serving of foreign produced trout in any 
State or Territory in contravention of 
the laws of such State or Territory. So 
it appears to me that there cannot be 
much objection to the passage of this 
bill. Certainly some good can come out 
of it. I think this Congress today should 
give favorable consideration to the pas- 
sage of this bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I have been 
puzzled to know how you are going to 
tell the difference and what is the differ- 
ence—and I am sure the gentleman 
being an expert on these matters, can tell 
me—what is the difference between the 
fish that is spawned in the United States 
and one that is spawned, say, in Canada, 
a trout now? What is the difference be- 
tween these trout? How can you tell if 
you eat them? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. There is 
some difference in the flavor. It is just 
like ham. I am sure the gentleman 
would like to get Virginia ham in this 
bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I hope the 
gentleman is going to offer such an 
amendment. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I do not 
propose to. 
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I just do not 
see how a restaurant dealer or a 
customer eating in a restaurant is going 
to know the difference between a trout 
born in Canada and one born in New 
York. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I do not 
think the purpose is to get the birth 
certificate of any fish, as far as that is 
concerned. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Suppose one 
fish grew up in Canada and one grew up 
in New York; how are you going to tell 
the difference when you eat the fish? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Suppose a 
citizen were born in Canada, we would 
like to know something of his back- 
ground. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. There are 
several different kinds of trout named 
in this bill, and I know the gentleman 
is an expert on the subject. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I would not 
say that. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. It talks 
about the following genera: Salmo, 


Salvelinus, Cristivomer, Hucho, and 
Brachymystax. 
Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Those who 


eat fish might know the difference; 
those who eat fish are entitled to know, 
and labeling the fish will give this in- 
formation to fish eaters. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? I want 
to partly answer the question. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I think those 
of us who enjoy eating trout know the 
difference between a brown trout and a 
brook trout. The Salmo is the brown 
trout. The Salvelinus and Cristivomer 
are brook trout. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Well, the 
gentleman seems to know. I think the 
experts possibly might know, but how 
are just plain ignorant folks like me to 
know? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I will say to 
the gentleman from Virginia it would 
not be a difficult matter to have the 
package label show the origin of the 
foreign trout, and from what country it 
comes. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. But how isa 
restaurantkeeper going to be able to tell 
whether this trout was born in Canada or 
New York? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. It does not 
make any difference where it was born 
as long as it is branded and labeled. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. If it is not 
branded how does he know? Are you 
going to brand all these fish? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. The brand- 
ing is on the packages; I mean the label- 
ing of the packages should tell the kind 
of fish it is and from which country it 
comes. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. But suppose 
they mislabel the package; suppose the 
package does not contain the proper 
label and the restaurantkeeper puts the 
fish on the table? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. If he does 
it in good faith and unknowingly he has 
not violated the law. 

Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield. 
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Mr. BEAMER. I think that is one 
important point the gentleman from 
Virginia has raised. This is a matter 
of misbranding. Is it not true that it 
is a matter of good faith? No one has 
any objection to having foreign trout 
imported, but they should not be brand- 
ed as Rocky Mountain trout or with 
some name indigenous to this country. 
In other words, this is another reason 
why the Pure Food and Drug Division 
has approved this legislation. 

Just as in the case of beef that is im- 
ported in cans, the cans are labeled as 
to the source of origin. This merely ap- 
plies the same principle to trout. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. HIESTAND]. 

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Chairman, this 
is a good bill, in my judgment. Itisa 
sound one and it is important from an 
interstate point of view. It comes from 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. The basic thinking involved 
in this matter has been tested in many, 
many rulings under existing law cover- 
ing food labeling and so forth. 

There are two important principles 
involved here, in my judgment. One is 
simple honesty. Who is going to quarrel 
with honesty in labeling? What honest 
man wants wrong labeling or dishonest 
labeling? The labeling should be at the 
point of sale, of course. 

The second point is this: We are fac- 
ing a threatened destruction of an in- 
dustry composed of small businessmen 
scattered all over the United States who 
market their trout in order to be able to 
keep the trout-fishing industry alive. 

Quite a while ago I read an article by 
a very distinguished former President of 
the United States which had to do with 
the conservation of natural resources. 
He made a very powerful argument and 
he wound up his argument by advocat- 
ing, believe it or not, the preservation 
of trout streams. As he put it in his 
last line: “For fishing is good for the 
soul of mankind.” 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, there will be 
many people in every congressional dis- 
trict of the United States vitally inter- 
ested in trout fishing, for it is good for 
the soul of mankind. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HIESTAND. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. I should like to pro- 
pound a question of the gentleman. Let 
us go into this supposititious case: A 
Danish trout finds himself in American 
waters where he meets and admires a 
lovely American trout. Subsequently 
we find a number of little trout swim- 
ming around both of them. How would 
the restaurantkeeper label these little 
trout when they become of age? 

Mr. HIESTAND. If we were to seri- 
ously consider an answer to the gentle- 
man’s question, we would have to require 
that the restaurantkeeper label his menu 
in accordance with the labeling on the 
package. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HIESTAND. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 
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Mr. CELLER. Do I understand this 
bill provides for penalties as follows: 
For the first violation the restaurant- 
keeper or the hotelkeeper who violates 
this law would be subject to penalties up 
to 1 year in jail or $1,000, and for the 
second offense he would be subject to a 
penalty of 3 years in jail and a fine of 
upwards of $10,000, is that correct? 

Mr. HIESTAND. May I direct the 
gentleman’s attention to the fact he has 
stated the extreme penalty, but those are 
already in the law. They have been in 
all of our pure food laws. 

Mr. CELLER. But they have never 
been applied to trout before? 

Mr. HIESTAND. No. 

Mr. CELLER. Suppose Hamburg Joe, 
having a snack bar, buys fish in the fish 
market and he gets his Danish trout 
mixed up with his Wyoming trout and 
he prepares a Danish trout for a cus- 
tomer in his place who asked for Idaho 
or Wyoming trout; he could be subject 
to all those penalties, is that correct? 
That is possible, is it not? 

Mr. HIESTAND. Isuggest to the gen- 
tleman that he should not be deceiving 
the people. The same penalty applies 
to oleomargarine, tomatoes, and other 
things. 

Mr. CELLER. He does not deceive in- 
tentionally. He got mixed up. He can- 
not tell one trout from another and he 
serves Danish trout for American trout, 
or serves un-American trout for Amer- 
ican trout. He would be subject to the 
penalties I have suggested, would he 
not? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HIESTAND. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. As I understand it, 
you have to show definite intent to de- 
ceive. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. KLUCZYNSKI]. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
Mr. M. R. Stephens, Associate Commis- 
sioner of the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion, Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, in the closing paragraph of 
his testimony, on page 15 of the hear- 
ings on July 7, 1953, said: 

The Department respectfully recommends 
against the enactment of this bill. 


The Interior Department and the 
State Department are opposed to this 
bill. The restaurant associations and the 
American Hotel Association are opposed 
to this bill. 

One feature of the bill up for con- 
sideration is that restaurants would be 
required to list, “in clear and conspicuous 
type, the word ‘trout’ preceded with the 
name of the country in which such trout 
was produced” or a notice displayed 
prominently and conspicuously stating 
such fact. 

The restaurant industry is vigorously 
opposed to this provision, nor is there 
any good reason legally or otherwise for 
a provision of this nature. The legality 
of such a provision is seriously ques- 
tioned, as it is doubted that the inter- 
state commerce provision of the United 
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States Constitution reaches to the point 
of a specifying language to be contained 
in a restaurant menu of a purely local 
and intrastate business establishment. 

Apart from the legality of such a pro- 
vision, the wisdom of a procedure re- 
quiring prominent and conspicuous no- 
tices on restaurant menus is more seri- 
ously doubted. 

If this requirement were enacted into 
law, then the same provision could be 
enacted in other laws where an imported 
product competes with one produced in 
this country. And this would only be a 
start. To further complicate matters, if 
the restaurant did not use menus, then 
the notices would have to be posted on 
the wall. This certainly would detract 
from the inviting atmosphere a restau- 
rateur creates for his guests. 

An important point which the con- 
templated bill does not take into con- 
sideration is the fact that a restaurant 
is all three—a manufacturer, a proc- 
essor, and a retailer. The restaurant ob- 
tains food in the raw state and converts 
it into a meal which it sells to the ulti- 
mate consumer. The consumer pur- 
chases a meal with the accompanying 
service and atmosphere. Patronage of 
a restaurant is based upon the reputation 
of the restaurant to serve good food with 
good service in pleasant surroundings. 

The patron is interested in the ulti- 
mate product and relies on the restau- 
rant proprietor to satisfy his desire for 
food. The customer depends on the 
restaurateur and not the label for food 
that is good to eat. Twice during the 
past decade restaurants were required to 
put notices on their menus or walls be- 
cause of Federal Government laws. 
During the eras of OPA and OPS notices 
were required. Restaurants complied 
with these requirements because of the 
unusual emergencies. However, with no 
emergencies existing laws requiring 
menu notices give just another rule or 
regulation to further complicate a typi- 
cal small-business industry. Most res- 
taurants are individually owned and, if 
the policy of the Federal Government is 
to assist small business, then the best 
way to do so would be to eliminate busi- 
ness restrictions rather than add an- 
other restriction or requirement. 

Again may we invite your attention to 
the fact that there are a total of over 
500,000 eating establishments in the 
United States which might become 
subject tosuchalaw. Is the supervision 
of over half a million establishments in 
a matter of this kind to be given any 
consideration whatsoever? 

In view of the above and the fact that 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, whose department administers 
the food and drug laws, is opposed to this 
bill, I respectfully recommend against 
the enactment of Senate bill 2033. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. DEVEREUX]. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, first 
of all I think we should understand that 
trout being used as food is only a sec- 
ondary operation of the hatcheries. The 
primary purpose of the hatcheries, of 
course, is to furnish fingerlings and eggs, 
and so forth, for the great sporting 
world and the trout-fishing people. If 
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we deprive the hatcheries of this sec- 
ondary market, they are simply going 
to fold up, they are going to go out of 
business, and we will not have a source 
of supply to stock the various streams 
in this country. 

Mr. McCARTHY: Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. May I ask who pays 
them for fingerlings and the eggs in 
connection with putting game fish into 
the streams? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. The people who 
purchase them. They may be private 
sporting clubs, or some of the States. 
But in order to carry on the operation 
which lasts over a year’s time, they must 
have some outlet for the rest of their 
product. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Would not the an- 
swer be to pay them an adequate price 
for the service they perform instead of 
passing a nuisance law, such as this? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. No; I think it 
would be a question of going forward 
for 3 months of the year and then going 
back; in other words, going back and 
forth, start and stop. I do not believe 
that it would justify the investment that 
these people have to put up, to stay in 
business, on that sort of a short-term 
proposition. 

The restaurateurs object to the mat- 
ter of labeling trout. Some of them 
speak about 5,000 or more restaurants, 
and so forth. Of course, actually there 
are only a few restaurants in the en- 
tire country that serve trout. But, as 
1 said, in the debate on the rule the 
other day, when it is to the interest of 
the restaurateur to mark his food, he 
will do so. We have all been in restau- 
rants where they mark a potato as an 
Idaho potato, or a lobster as a Maine 
lobster. They know where the food 
comes from. In the case of trout they 
should know where the trout comes 
from. Otherwise they would be buying 
a pig in a poke. 

So far as the bill is concerned, they 
must knowingly and willfully deceive to 
be guilty, to come under the general pro- 
visions of the law. p 

Objection has been måde because they 
say that the State Department has not 
approved this bill. Actually, the infor- 
mation that the State Department based 
its report on came from some clerk in 
Denmark. The State Department did 
not even appear before the committee 
in opposition to the bill. I think we 
can throw that argument out. Actually 
they did not demonstrate any thorough 
knowledge of the question that is before 
us 


The gentleman from Virginia took 
exception to the kind of fish, and so 
forth. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield the gentleman 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. As far as I am con- 
cerned, it seems to me that that is just 
a question between the fish as to which 
is which, whether one species or the 
other, 
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Another question about the type of 
fish has been raised. If anyone goes 
into the question of how they raise fish 
abroad, particularly in Denmark, they 
will find that those fish are raised in 
ponds. They do not swim through 
rapidly moving water. They are not fed 
in the way that our fish are fed. They 
are in truth a different sort of fish. But 
once they are cooked, they appear on 
the table as the same sort of thing. If 
we allow that cheap product to be 
brought into our market and put on our 
table, it will undermine a very important 
industry in our country. 

I believe this whole question may be 
summed up in this way; whether or not 
we are going to furnish some slight pro- 
tection to an industry that is doing a 
good job for a great many people 
throughout this entire country. The bill 
will not impose any hardship on the res- 
tauranteurs in any way. I earnestly 
urge the passage of this bill. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentieman yield? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I yield. 

Mr. ROONEY I should like to in- 
quire of the gentleman whether or not 
this bill is part of President Eisen- 
hower’s dynamic legislative program and 
is a “must” bill? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I am sure the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Rooney] 
realizes that I am not privy to the coun- 
cils of the President in all things. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
should prefer to call this proposed legis- 
lation a bill to bankrupt trout hatcher- 
ies, because if you pass this bill you will 
find that the restaurant owners and 
hotelkeepers are going to boycott trout. 
Why should they risk the penalties—a 
year in jail and/or $1,000 fine? I have 
spoken to representatives of the Hotel- 
men’s Association and the National Res- 
taurantmen’s Association. They tell me 
that instructions will go forth by way 
of recommending that no restaurants 
or hotels serve trout if you pass this bill. 
So you are going to be hoist by your own 
petard if you pass it. 

I would like to know what would hap- 
pen to a restaurateur who has fish chow- 
der every Friday and who puts Danish 
trout in the fish chowder. Would he 
have to say conspicuously to the cus- 
tomers, “This fish chowder contains 
alien, un-American trout?” And what 
about gefüllte fish? Gefüllte fish is a 
round ball of fish containing many dif- 
ferent kinds of fish. Suppose a restau- 
rant man making the gefiillte fish in- 
cludes some Canadian trout, must he 
put a label on that fish ball, “This ball 
contains a quantity of Canadian trout?” 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. On the 
point of gefiillte fish, let me say to the 
gentleman I have tried it. I will leave 
it up to the gentleman to write his own 
rules and regulations. 

Mr. CELLER. I do not like it too well 
and I do not know what really is in it, 
but presumably it might contain alien 


will 
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trout. What would happen then? If 
the restaurateur would not put the mark 
on the ball of fish the poor fellow would 
go to jail; there is a possibility he would 
go to jail for 1 year, and if he does it 
twice there is a possibility he would go 
to jail for 3 years. There is a horren- 
dous punishment. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KLEIN. I object to the gentle- 
man from New York making the gentle- 
man from Minnesota an expert on ge- 
fiillte fish. 

Mr. CELLER. The question was pro- 
pounded to me as follows: If a Canadian 
trout and a Scandinavian trout got to- 
gether and spawned in the St. Lawrence 
River, and the children fish grew up and 
were served in a New York restaurant 
by an Italian owner, how would that 
Italian owner label that fish? That 
would be a fine kettle of fish. 

You have five-hundred and fifty- 
thousand-odd eating places in the United 
States. They involve cafes, taverns, 
diners, restaurants, coffeeshops, snack 
bars, and food counters, and each one 
of those purveyors of food would have to 
be acquainted with the terminology of 
the bill otherwise they might find them- 
selves in Alcatraz or Leavenworth or 
Lewisburg. 

How in thunder are they going to un- 
derstand the meanings that are expressed 
in these words on page 3: 

As used in this section the term “trout” 
means all species of trout fish, except Salve- 
linus namaycush (lake trout), belonging to 
the following genera; Salmo, "Salvelinus, 
Cristivomer, Hucho, and Brachymystax. 


They would have to spend a couple of 
weeks in the Library of Congress in the 
piscatorial section to find out the mean- 
ing of all this terminology. If they did 
not, and they served fish in a manner 
contrary to the express terms of this bill, 
they will go to jail, and, as I said, on the 
second offense they would go to jail for 
3 years. In view of the fact that this 
will be an opening wedge and other fish 
hatcheries and other producers of food 
might want their food properly labeled 
or the food alien to their product labeled, 
why, I can well imagine that you would 
go into a restaurant and the menu or 
sign on the wall would say, “The tea 
served here is a blend of Japan, Ceylon, 
India, and Indonesia tea,” or “The coffee 
comes from Ecuador and Brazil,” or 
“This hamburger contains Bermuda 
onions and Argentine beef,” or “This 
soup contains Irish potatoes, German 
beets, Holland leeks.” 

What about striped bass and pickerel? 
Are they not entitled to protection 
against the un-American kind? What 
manner of fishy discrimination is this? 

Finally, the administration wants to 
keep the Government out of business, 
especially little business. This bill puts 
a Federal agent into a half million eat- 
ing places. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Idaho [Mr, BUDGE]. 
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Mr. BUDGE. . Mr. Chairman, this is 
certainly a subject which lends itself to 
levity. I spent until after 11 o'clock last 
night with the Senate conferees on the 
supplemental appropriation bill. We 
were over there again this morning. We 
were dealing with hundreds of millions 
of dollars. But, I will have to admit, the 
trout bill seems to have attracted more 
attention than all of the hundreds of 
millions of dollars. I rather wonder 
though if the time has come in this 
country when it is to be made a subject 
of ridicule when a Member of the Con- 
gress of the United States attempts to 
protect an industry within his district. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If all 
they do is poke fun at you, you ought to 
be complimented, but when they begin 
to claim this, that, and the other thing, 
or introduce a resolution to find out 
whether you ever stole a watermelon 
when you were 5 years old, then you can 
begin to worry. 

Mr. BUDGE. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. But you know 
there are 325 of these trout farms in the 
country. Most of the opposition seems 
to stem from the city of New York. I 
would call to the attention of the Mem- 
bers the fact that the State of New York 
is one of the States which reported to the 
committee through its fish and game 
commission that unless legislation were 
enacted to protect that industry in the 
State of New York, they would not be 
able to keep these industries in business 
in the State of New York, and they re- 
ported that three such businesses had 
gone broke and out of business in the last 
3 years. This is not just a simple matter 
which involves a few small businesses. 
It involves all of the people in this coun- 
try who like to fish for trout. Last year 
17% million people bought fishing 
licenses in this country. When you add 
up the value of the tackle that they buy 
and the clothing that they buy and the 
rubber boots that they buy and the gaso- 
line that they burn, it is a tremendous 
industry in this country. Even though 
it were not, it seems to me it is proper 
and it is right and it is just to have people 
who are shipping products into this coun- 
try for sale in this country—and the bill 
does not attempt to prohibit that in any 
way—simply to have them tell the Amer- 
ican people that the products did not 
come from the United States. Most cer- 
tainly the products should not be labeled 
so as to make the American consumers 
think they are American products. The 
removal of this deception is all that is 
intended in the bill before you. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. There is 
no difference in principle between this 
and other bills of-a like nature, bills to 
protect other products; for instance, we 
voted a fur-labeling bill. There is no 
difference in principle. 

Mr. BUDGE. The principle is just the 
same. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield. 
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Mr. ROONEY. Since the gentleman 
says that most of the opposition to this 
bill comes from New York, does it occur 
to the gentleman that those of us who 
are opposed to this bill as now written 
are doing more to help the trout farmer 
in the gentleman’s State than is the gen- 
tleman? This bill in its present form 
might as well be entitled “A bill to bank- 
rupt the trout farmers of the Nation” in 
view of the following letter from the 
American Hotel Association: 


AMERICAN HOTFL ASSOCIATION, 
New York, N. Y., July 28, 1954. 
Hon, JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. KLUCZYNSKI: Pursuant to our 
conversation with you, we are authorized by 
our principals to tell you that the American 
Hotel Association believes that if S. 2033, the 
trout-labeling bill, should be enacted into 
law, as the bill now reads, the hotels of the 
country would be obliged to cease serving 
trout or. their menus. 

The hotels, and we would think that the 
same principle would apply to restaurants, 
simply would not dare run the risk of han- 
dling trout, imported or domestic, which 
might have been erroneously labeled by our 
suppliers, and face the extremely heavy pen- 
alties provided for any violation of the act. 

We think it is also pertinent that the Food 
and Drug Administration continues to vigor- 
ously oppose this legislation. They complain 
that they never could enforce it without 
neglecting almost all other important activi- 
ties. We understand that Mr. George Larrick, 
the present Commissioner, is prepared to 
publicly make this statement if questioned. 
His telephone number is Executive 3-6300, 
extension 3712. Or if he eannot be reached, 
Mr. Don Counihan is authorized to speak for 
him. 

Respectfully, 
M. O. RYAN. 


Mr. BUDGE. The gentleman’s re- 
marks as to trout farms in my State and 
his can well be answered by the fact that 
none of them in my State have as yet 
gone bankrupt, but 3 in the gentleman's 
State have gone bankrupt in the last 3 
years. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield very briefly? 

Mr. BUDGE. The gentleman declined 
to yield to me. I would like to complete 
my statement. 

I have here a list of 36 States whose 
fish and game departments have en- 
dorsed this bill. The National Wildlife 
Association, with its hundreds of thou- 
sands of members, has endorsed the bill. 
The Izaak Walton League—and no other 
agency has done more to serve the sport- 
ing interests of this Nation than the 
Izaak Walton League—the Izaak Walton 
League has endorsed it. 

It is not just a matter of attempting to 
protect a few small people, although for 
my part, I am going to try to protect 
them as long as I am here, but this is a 
matter of pure honesty. Weare not put- 
ting on a tariff; we are not attempting 
to prohibit any imports; we are simply 
asking them to be decent and honest and 
say what they are selling. Certainly the 
producers of any American product are 
entitled to that much consideration from 
the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST]. 


August 10 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with those who said that this is a bill 
that lends itself to levity, and perhaps a 
little levity is in order here, as men, 
wearied with words and long days of 
labor, come to the end of the session. 

I agree that this is not an outstanding 
world-shaking piece of legislation; there 
is not any question about that. I realize 
that many so-called light and funny 
phrases could be used in discussing the 
legislation. On the other hand, I feel 
that the legislation has some merit and 
that it should be considered on its 
merits. 

I was not present at the hearings 
which were held about a year ago, but 
I have read the testimony. After read- 
ing the hearings and the testimony I 
became convinced that this is a piece of 
legislation that did have some merit; I 
became convinced that the domestic 
trout-farming industry may be in rather 
grave peril. 

The greatest interest I have, however, 
stems from the fact that this legislation, 
or the situation bringing about the leg- 
islation, does affect the question of the 
conservation of game fish, and in that 
subject I have been greatly interested 
since long before I became a Member of 
the House. 

As you have heard already, the fish 
and wildlife services of at least 36 States 
have gone on record as favoring the bill. 
It is from that viewpoint that I desire 
to address a very few remarks to the 
membership. In the mountain streams 
of my own State there are some rainbow 
trout that are perhaps unexcelled any- 
where else in the country. There may 
be others just as good, but certainly none 
any better. 

I know that the question of propagat- 
ing streams with eggs and with fingerling 
trout has become a problem. Because of 
the closing down here and there of pri- 
vate trout-producing farms, there is a 
growing problem of propagating these 
streams. This legislation, according to 
the testimony which I have read but did 
not hear, would be a contributing factor 
toward making available for the country 
as a whole more fish for putting into 
these streams and lakes under the super- 
vision of State agencies charged with 
that responsibility, and perhaps Federal 
agencies. 

There is one section of the bill and one 
provision in the bill to which, as I under- 
stand it, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. KLUCZYNSKI] will offer an amend- 
ment. I believe his amendment deserves 
consideration. This bill has merit, but I 
do believe that the provision he will 
offer, as I understand it, which would 
permit a restaurant operator to qualify 
to meet the terms and conditions of the 
bill by posting on the walls of the res- 
taurant a notice that trout from Sweden 
or Denmark or some place else are served, 
would meet the situation. 

There is a provision at the bottom of 
page 2 and on the top of page 3 of the 
bill providing that if a restaurant does 
not have a menu it may then comply 
with the law by simply putting a notice 
on the wall in a place that is easily 
visible to the diners of that restaurant 
that trout of a certain type are served 
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in this restaurant, the same as is re- 
quired in the case of oleomargarine. 

It is my judgment that that would 
meet the conditions of the law for all 
and that it should not be necessary to 
print on the menus in all restaurants 
the name of the country from which the 
imported trout comes. That is a per- 
sonal opinion, however; I have not dis- 
cussed it with members of the committee, 
but it appeals to me as a reasonable 
approach to the matter. With that 
amendment the bill should be adopted 
and I can see no objection to it. I 
believe it might be helpful from the 
standpoint of protecting an American 
industry that is having some hard sled- 
ding in providing eggs and fingerlings to 
stock the streams throughout the coun- 
try that are growing scarcer and scarcer 
day by day. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. MCCARTHY]. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
doubt very much whether Izaak Walton 
himself would have supported this leg- 
islation. He was a great angler, but he 
Was never a man to have his own pleas- 
ure at the inconvenience of others and 
by making a nuisance of himself. 

I am informed, although the report 
does not carry the information, that the 
State Department, the Department of 
the Interior and the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare are all 

- opposed to this bill. All three of the 
Federal agencies that are involved are 
opposed to the bill. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. In some 
degrees, yes; but I think they are very 
ill-considered opinions. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The report does 
not make any mention of that fact. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. That 
may be, but it is in the hearings. 

Mr. McCARTHY, It is in the hear- 
ings? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. McCARTHY. It seems to me it 
should be printed in the report. Those 
who have confidence in the administra- 
tion might thereby be moved to support 
the bill. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I wonder how the Re- 
publican National Committee feels 
about this. I had the privilege of hav- 
ing lunch there. I did not notice any 
designation of trout there. What would 
they have to do with their menus? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I do not know. I 
suppose they serve trout at the Capitol 
Club. I have not been invited there or 
to any of the recent White House din- 
ners. Invitations are, I understand a 
sign of approval. Exclusion, I assume, 
a sign of disapproval. Certainly anyone 
attending who wants to know what kind 
of trout he is eating, should know. Per- 
haps we should add at least one amend- 
ment stating that it is the consensus of 
the House of Representatives that at 
White House dinners and at any dinner 
which either the Republicans or the 
Democrats are sponsoring at which 
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trout is served it should be trout which 
is Rocky Mountain trout, preferably 
from Colorado, 

Mr. MULTER. That could easily dis- 
turb our foreign relations. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Apparently that is 
not a matter of concern of this bill, since 
the State Department position has been 
ignored. If this is a serious problem, it 
seems to me, it should be met not by this 
kind of mischievous legislation but 
through adequate appropriations for 
fish and game services, through tariff 
changes or changes in the food and drug 
laws or by administrative action, 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. HILL]: 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I am glad 
to support this legislation. First of all, 
I think I should rehash this statement 
in the committee report. Now, I know 
that my friends on the right, who are 
having quite a little field day here mak- 
ing smart and cute remarks about this 
bill should just carefully read the bill. 
The bill refers to trout and not to the 
fin or to the tail or some other small 
parts of a fish. And, if they want to 
amend the bill that can easily be done. 
They can offer their amendments when 
we get under the 5-minute rule and not 
take my time, because I am not in the 
notion of listening further to remarks 
without any substance. 

Now, let me ask my friends on the 
right who do you think the Izaak Walton 
League is? There are more people on 
my right hand side who run when the 
Izaak Walton League says something 
than there are on my left. But, in this 
particular situation the left side of the 
aisle is supporting the bill. Here is 
another one: National Wildlife Federa- 
tion. Who are they? Are they some 
foolish kind of folks who go up and down 
the land who do not know anything 
about wildlife? Here are the greatest 
experts in the world, and these gentle- 
men who oppose this legislation know 
this. 

Some gentlemen probably have not 
read this, or they would not interrupt. 
When I go fishing, I do not want someone 
alongside the bank making as much 
noise as a calliope whistle, and that is 
what has been going on, 

Next is the Sport Fishing Institute. 
I wonder who they are? National Board 
of United States Trout Farm Associa- 
tion; Rocky Mountain Troutmen's As- 
sociation. I know something about 
those folks. Pennsylvania Trout Grow- 
ers; Outdoor Life; Department of Fish 
and Game, Idaho; State Board of Fish- 
eries and Game, Connecticut; Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania, Department of 
Justice; Department of Inland Fisheries 
and Game; State of New Hampshire 
Fish and Game Department and State of 
Vermont Fish and Game Department. 

Now, those are the folks supporting 
it. Now, why do we have this opposi- 
tion? In Colorado it is a real job to 
suppy fish to my friends from Minnesota 
who want to try out a little trout fish- 
ing. We have lots of trouble, lots of 
difficulty. And, we have always paid 
high prices for licenses, and some of us 
never fish more than once or twice a 
year. 
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Let us read the bill. It says: 


No person shall sell, offer for sale, or pos- 
sess for sale as food 


Now, I know you lawyers. I am al- 
ways scared to death when one of them 
tackles me, because you know so much, 
and you know more about words than I 
ever learned in my life— 

No person shall sell, offer for sale, or 
for sale as food, in any place other than a 
public eating place, trout produced outside 
the United States, its Territories, or posses- 
sions, unless— 

(1) such trout is packaged— 


Who is going to package it? We heard 
a lot of silly statements here a while ago 
about packaging, suggesting that they 
might cut up the trout and package its 
heart or its veins or some small organ 
in the trout. The bill continues: 

(2) if the package is broken while held for 
sale, each unit for sale (consisting of one or 
more trout) is in a package. 


That answers all the arguments about 
our not being able to enforce this bill. 
There it is. It is in a package. All any- 
one has to do is to read the bill and the 
report to understand what it is we are 
trying to do, which is to protect the trout 
producers. 

This is a new industry. I remember 
when the first trout pond was started by 
the Fish and Game Commission of Colo- 
rado, near my own home, where they 
learned how to hatch these little fish 
eggs, and so forth, how to feed these 
fingerlings, how to take them up the 
river and put them in the stream. At 
that time we did not understand how to 
dump the trout in the river. It took 
several years to learn how to handle 
these fingerlings. 

I wonder what is the matter here. If 
we can do anything to help a trout fish- 
ing industry in the Western States, I 
think we ought to do it and not poke 
fun, political or otherwise, at such a bill. 
I think there are a lot of suckers here if 
they do not support this bill. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Rooney]. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, T 
should like to ask the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. O'Hara] how the Fish 
and Wildlife Service of the Department 
of the Interior feel about this bill. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. The gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. McCartuy] 
referred to that a little while ago. I 
could not make sense out of their report. 
They were opposed to it for no intelligent 
reason that I could find in their report. 
I do not see that their report made a 
particle of difference. 
` Mr. ROONEY. Is it not the fact that 
this bill has no more to do with con- 
servation of sporting fish than the man 
in the moon? 

Mr. OHARA of Minnesota. Yes, it 
does; it has very much to do with it. 
That is why I thought the letter from 
the Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
was so ill-considered. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield my remaining minute of 
time to the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. O’Hara.] 

Mr, O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield the remainder of our 
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time, 7 minutes, to the chairman of our 
committee, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. WOLVERTON]. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, 
the purpose of S. 2033 is to protect the 
public by requiring imported trout, as 
defined in the bill, to be labeled as trout 
and identified as to the country of origin 
so that the public and purchaser can 
identify and distinguish imported trout 
from domestically produced trout. The 
reported bill will serve a threefold objec- 
tive, namely, first, to protect the public 
and consumer against deceptive and un- 
fair acts and practices by requiring 
truthful disclosure of the origin of the 
trout being sold; second, to protect our 
domestic trout producers against unfair 
competition from foreign producers of 
trout; and third, to protect our source of 
supply for stocking the streams of our 
Nation with game trout. 

The bill proposes to amend the Fed- 
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act so as 
to provide that no person shall sell, offer 
for sale, or possess for sale as food, in 
any place other than a public eating 
place, trout produced outside the United 
States, its Territories, or possesions, un- 
less such trout is packed and each pack- 
age is stamped or labeled in a readable 
type to indicate that it contains trout 
and the name of the country in which 
such trout was produced. If the package 
is broken while held for sale, each unit 
for sale, consisting of one or more trout, 
must be packaged and properly stamped 
and labeled. 

The reported bill further provides that 
no person shall possess in a form ready 
for serving, or shall serve at a public 
eating place, trout produced outside the 
United States, its Territories, or posses- 
sions, unless there appears in such eat- 
ing place serving imported trout, a suit- 
able notice displayed giving the name of 
the country in which the trout was pro- 
duced. 

The reported bill provides that this 
act shall not take effect until 6 months 
after the date of its enactment. 

This bill does not regulate the manner, 
processes, methods, or conditions under 
which foreign trout are produced nor 
does it affect in any manner the taking of 
fish under the fish and game or conser- 
vation laws of our States. It does not 
restrict or limit in any way the importa- 
tion of trout. 

Generally speaking, this bill is simi- 
lar in purpose and identical in principle 
to other Federal labeling laws covering 
food, drugs, and cosmetics under the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
and the widely acclaimed Wool Products 
Labeling Act of 1939, as well as the Fur 
Products Labeling Act of August 8, 1951. 

In recent years, according to the in- 
formation made available to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, large quantities of imported 
trout have been offered for sale to the 
public in the United States. The com- 
mittee was advised that these imported 
trout have been sold as Rocky Mountain 
trout, eastern brook trout, Rocky Moun- 
tain rainbow trout, and various other de- 
scriptive names that have been used 
many, many years by the domestic trout 
producers. These deceptive terms mis- 
lead the purchasers into believing they 
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are purchasing domestically produced 
trout. This practice is unfair to the 
domestic producer and consumer. 

Ik this practice continues the entire 
reputation for quality that has been es- 
tablished by the domestic trout pro- 
ducers will be completely destroyed in 
spite of the fact that it has taken them 
many years of time, effort, and money to 
build. Not only will such deceptive prac- 
tice destroy the reputation for quality 
of the product sold under these com- 
mon names, but they will destroy the 
market for the entire domestic producers 
of trout, thereby forcing them out of 
business. 

It should also be realized that if this 
American industry is broken down or 
destroyed that it would be a great loss 
to our sportsmen. Individuals and State 
fish hatcheries obtain these high-class 
trout for the purpose of stocking the 
streams of our country. While a great 
quantity, as much as 1% million pounds, 
are sold for restocking purposes, yet, this 
would not be sufficient in itself to justify 
the existence of so-called trout farms. 
Operating a trout farm is a highly spe- 
cialized business requiring scientific 
knowledge and constant care. Substan- 
tial investment must be made in hatchery 
facilities. Rearing ponds must be prop- 
erly located, constructed and maintained. 
Water temperatures must be proper and 
the water must be kept constantly clean 
and fresh. Sufficient oxygen must be 
kept in the water, otherwise severe losses 
will result. Supplying and preparing the 
proper balanced nutritional require- 
ments for proper growth and production 
of high-quality trout is a specialized, im- 
portant matter. 

All of this special care is expensive. 
The number of trout raised for restock- 
ing purposes and the incident revenue 
therefrom would not be sufficient by itself 
to carry on and meet the expense of 
propagation for sporting purpose. It is 
the additional 342 million pounds that 
are raised for food that makes it possible 
to carry on such an enterprise. There- 
fore, if we permit cheap foreign trout to 
come into our country and compete with 
our own high quality trout, it would de- 
stroy the market for American trout, 
and it would not be possible to carry on 
the industry. And, if the industry should 
close up, then there would not be suffi- 
cient trout available to supply the de- 
mand for restocking our streams. 

This legislation for the reasons I have 
set forth has the support of such organi- 
zations as the Izaak Walton League of 
America, National Wildlife Federation, 
Sport Fishing Institute, National Board 
of United States Trout Farm Associa- 
tions, Rocky Mountain Troutman Asso- 
ciation, Pennsylvania Trout Growers, 
Outdoor Life, the fish and game depart- 
ments of our several States, and other 
organizations of a similar character. 
The communications received by our 
committee from every section of our 
country leave no doubt of the wide- 
spread and favorable attitude toward this 
legislation. 

Thus, it will be seen that although this 
is a small industry in size, probably rep- 
resenting only $7 or $8 million dollars of 
investment, yet, it has very widespread 
and important interest. The interest of 
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1714 million of our people who have fish 
and game licenses should not be ignored. 
To protect this industry the proposed law 
should be adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, during this debate, I 
have thought seriously as I have listened 
to the various statements made by the 
gentlemen who have spoken in opposi- 
tion to the bill. I have not heard any 
reason advanced that would justify the 
deception now being practiced. If you 
read this bill you can very readily under- 
stand that the purpose of this legislation 
is to prevent this objectionable decep- 
tion. Why should anyone be opposed to 
a bill that seeks to do that? 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. Referring to the state- 
ment made by the gentleman from Colo- 
rado [Mr. HILL] a moment ago, which 
would leave the impression that every- 
one on this side of the aisle is opposed 
to this bill, I was merely trying to help 
the gentleman out a moment ago when 
I asked him to yield, in an effort to 
clarify the statement that was made. 
Not only have some of those who have 
spoken on this side spoken in favor of 
the bill but there are several of us on 
this side likewise supporting the bill. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I am very glad 
the gentleman from Arkansas has em- 
phasized that fact. His remarks are 
very appropriate. This bill was reported 
unanimously by the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. It had 
the wholehearted support of the gentle- 
men of the minority. In no particular 
has there been any indication of parti- 
sanship in its consideration. The mi- 
nority on our committee has given at 
all times evidence of its favorable atti- 
tude toward this bill. That was also 
indicated the day when the vote was 
taken on the rule and has been indicated 
here today. 

This bill has two purposes. The 
fundamental purpose is that which I 
have already stated, namely, the prohi- 
bition of deception. In the first place, 
we want to protect an American indus- 
try. This is not a big industry in the 
sense that you would speak of some of 
our other industries, our steel industry, 
our railroad industry, and so on. This 
is a small industry. For that reason it 
is probably entitled to more attention 
than its size would indicate it could 
claim. It needs help. At the present 
time it is being destroyed by deceptive 
means. The trout from foreign sources 
is being unpacked into this country and 
sold as Rocky Mountain trout, rainbow 
trout and other high-quality American 
trout. 

I have noticed, and I assume you have 
likewise, that articles in which people 
have a pride are advertised in a way to 
attract attention to their desirability. 
I could refer to many products that 
come from across the water. How fre- 
quently we see the advertisement as to 
where it was produced. It might be 
woolens or tweeds from England, it 
might be wines from Spain or it might 
be sardines from Italy, yet you find the 
producers are very proud of their prod- 
uct and readily advertise the country 
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from which it comes, because the pro- 
ducers haye something of value. The 
producers are of the opinion that their 
product is better than what is produced 
in this country and, therefore, they ad- 
vertise the place of origin as a part of 
their salesmanship, even though it is 
from a foreign country. 

However, very frequently those who 
object to advertising their goods or 
where they come from are those who 
have an article inferior to that which 
is produced in this country, whereupon 
they seek to put their product on sale 
in this country under the names of our 
more creditable products. With respect 
to trout the testimony before our com- 
mittee showed that in many instances 
the trout from abroad are being brought 
into our country and sold as rainbow 
or Rocky Mountain trout. When those 
names are utilized by a foreign concern 
it is a recognition of the value of our 
particular product over and above their 
own and their desire to profit by the 
good name and recognized quality of 
our own American brand of trout. 

In the second place, the consumer has 
a right to protection from this type of 
deception. He has a right to know what 
he is getting. Why should he be de- 
ceived? Why should he be denied that 
information? Why is it that a foreign 
produced trout wants to come in under 
the name of an American trout? Why 
is it they are not willing to say, “This 
trout is from Denmark.” Or, this trout 
is from some other country. Why is it 
that they are not willing to advertise 
that fact? The answer is plain. It is 
an inferior product. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I yield. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. Much 
has been made of the fact that these 
menus would have to be printed up. Of 
course, in most restaurants, they print 
their menus every day and I have no- 
ticed over the years that I have been a 
patron of public eating places, that they 
do not hesitate to describe all of the for- 
eign wines or cheeses and other various 
food products. They seem to emphasize 
that. Why is there anything wrong if 
they want to sell Danish trout to indi- 
cate that it is Danish trout or Japanese 
trout and so forth? Can the gentleman 
see any reason why it would be any 
hardship on the people who operate 
these eating places? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. It would not be 
any hardship whatsoever. This bill 
does not preclude anyone from import- 
ing trout from Denmark or any other 
place into this country. All we are ask- 
ing is that they name the place of origin. 

It is a benefit to the American pro- 
ducers of high-quality products that con- 
sumers know that they are getting the 
article they desire and for which they 
are paying. Legitimate business that 
handles and serves a reputable product 
should be protected against unscrupulous 
operators who engage in unfair methods 
of competition and unfair or deceptive 
acts and practices. 

The trout producers of this country 
are wholeheartedly in favor of this leg- 
islation. They must have the protec- 
tion it will afford them if they are to 
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continue to provide the consumers with 
high-quality trout at the lowest possible 
prices. The producers of fine trout are 
the ones who suffer from the unscrupu- 
lous merchants who indulge in decep- 
tion. If our domestic trout industry is 
to be successful, it must produce the 
finest quality trout and have the trout 
identified by a name that means quality. 

The enforcement provisions of this 
legislation are those that presently are 
provided for in the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, Twenty-first United 
States Code, page 331. 

This legislation is in the public in- 
terest and should be enacted into law. 
Enactment of the reported bill would 
prevent these unfair and deceptive prac- 
tices, would protect our domestic trout- 
producing industry against unfair com- 
petition, and would provide the consumer 
with a truthful disclosure of the fact as 
to the origin of the product offered for 
sale so that he can make a more intel- 
ligent determination as to the value of 
the product being purchased. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. All time has ex- 
pired. The Clerk will read the bill for 
amendment under the 55-minute rule. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 301 of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
amended (21 U. S. C. 331), is amended by 
adding thereto a new paragraph as foilows: 

“(n) The sale, offering for sale, possessing 
for sale or serving of trout produced outside 
the United States, its Territories, or posses- 
sions, in violation of section 408 of this title.” 

Committee amendment: Page 1, line 6, 
strike out “(n)” and insert (o).“ 


The amendment was agreed to. 


Committee amendment: Page 1, lines 8 
and 9, strike out the words “of this title.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened with 
a great deal of interest to the pros and 
cons on this bill. I think we are all 
pretty much familiar with what it con- 
tains and what it is supposed to do. Of 
course, the bill requires that all of this 
un-American or foreign trout must be 
packed and properly labeled with the 
country of origin. We know that. The 
present law provides, and if the gen- 
tleman of the committee would have 
looked at it, they would know that the 
Food and Drug Act requires all packages 
to bear the name of the articles. The 
law enforced by the Customs Bureau 
requires all imported products to be 
labeled with the place of origin. The 
Food and Drug Act prohibits the re- 
moval or alteration of the required 
labeling. The customs law provides a 
penalty for that. Therefore, we can 
very readily see that existing law already 
requires a proper labeling of foreign 
trout. 

You gentlemen remember that very 
recently we cut the appropriation of the 
Food and Drug Administration. On the 
one hand, we cut their appropriation, 
and on the other hand, we are trying to 
get the administration to do more work, 
asking them to employ more personnel 
to do this job of inspecting. How ridicu- 
lous can we be when we say on the one 
hand we will give you less money, and 
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on the other hand we are asking you 
to do additional work? At the present 
time, in order to protect the public, the 
Agency must give attention to violations 
of law directly affecting public health. 
Are we going to cut down on this pro- 
tection measure in order to take care 
of the trout? The Agency must also give 
attention to violations involving filth, 
decomposition, and insanitation. Are 
we going to cut down on that type of 
enforcement? The Agency is also re- 
quired to give attention to violations in- 
volving short weight and excess water in 
food products. Are we going to dis- 
continue those types of violations in 
favor of the trout? If you pass this bill, 
you will cut down on health and sanita- 
tion enforcement measures in favor of 
trout. Of course, the people in Colorado 
and Idaho and points west are interested 
in this special legislation. But I think 
the people of this country, all of the 
taxpayers of this country, have a pri- 
mary interest in this type of bill be- 
cause it is the taxpayers’ money that is 
going into the enforcement of this kind 
of legislation. 

When you use taxpayers’ money for an 
unimportant activity such as enforce- 
ment of this trout bill then I think you 
are going much too far. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
O'Hara] asked: Why should the res- 
taurant operator worry about listing on 
the menu the place of origin of trout? 
I may say to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota that that is not the concern of 
the restaurant operator. He is not wor- 
ried so much about the place of origin 
of the trout. What he is worried about 
is that if the middleman should make a 
mistake in telling him the type of fish it 
was or put the wrong label on it or guess 
the wrong place of origin, then he is sub- 
ject to this penalty. 

Mr. OHARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINO. I yield. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. No; the 
restaurant keeper would not be guilty of 
anything if he was misled by reason of 
the default or some criminal act of some- 
body else. 

Mr. FINO. I ask the gentleman from 
Minnesota if he does not think the risk 
is too great for the restaurant operator 
to take a chance? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. No; let 
the middleman and the importer label 
his trout so that it is correct, or he should 
be prosecuted. 

Mr. FINO. What the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. O'Hara] is telling the 
restaurant operator is: Do not sell trout, 
domestic or foreign,because the risk of 
listing the wrong fish is possible. That is 
what the gentleman is telling him. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. We are 
telling him merely that we want him to 
sell it for what it is. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINO. I yield. 

Mr. CELLER. Have we not got the 
Federal Trade Commission to detect 
fraud in the sale of all things? I think 
the Federal Trade Commission covers 
that situation without a bill of this char- 
acter. 
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Mr. FINO. That is correct; there is no 
question about it. I think existing law 
sufficiently covers the problem, and there 
is absolutely no need for this legislation. 
I cannot see how the Members of this 
House could be so foolish as to pass this 
type of legislation. It is bad legislation 
and it should be defeated. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, when I first heard this 
bill was coming up for consideration I 
was in favor of it because of an experi- 
ence I had here in Washington recently. 
I went into a restaurant and saw Rocky 
Mountain trout on the bill of fare, and 
it was within my price range. I ordered 
it, but it tasted as though it had prob- 
ably come from Dien Bien Phu in Indo- 
china before that fortress fell; it was 
long past its prime. 

Maybe I do injustice to a foreign trout. 
In any case I thought this bill was a good 
idea until I got to thinking about it, this 
matter of deception in restaurants, serv- 
ing things under attractive but untrue 
labels. If we prohibit American labels 
on foreign products I wonder if other 
nations could demand that we stop using 
foreign labels when we serve American 
products. There ought to be interna- 
tional reciprocity in such matters, and I 
wonder just how far we should go. I got 
to thinking that if we required American 
trout to be labeled, we might get into 
trouble on Danish pastry, French pastry, 
Swiss cheese, wienerwurst, which is 
Vienna sausage. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VORYS. I yield. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Everybody knows 
that Danish pastry is made in this coun- 
try even though it is put on the bill of 
fare and we call it Danish pastry, but I 
would like to have them label American 
trout and American tobacco. 

Mr. VORYS. That is the point I am 
making. 

Danish pastry is not made in Denmark. 
French pastry is made in the United 
States. We make wonderful Swiss cheese 
in Ohio. Turkish Delight is a kind of 
candy made in this country. Spanish 
onions do not come from Spain. I got to 
thinking: Well, now, if we were to be 
honest with ourselves are we going to 
have to change the names of all these 
delightful things that we make and eat 
here in America and relabel them with 
American names? 

Then we come to Virginia ham, and 
New York sirloin, and Idaho potatoes, 
which may have come from right around 
where you are and may not come from 
those places at all. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Ver- 
mont turkey, too. 

Mr. VORYS. Then I got to thinking 
that this bill is too much law for the 
situation involved. We have municipal 
and State laws to require sanitary con- 
ditions in restaurants. I doubt if Uncle 
Sam should step in and try to police the 
500,000 restaurants in our country to re- 
quire honesty in menus, especially just 
for one item on the menu. 

I wish restaurants would label what 
they serve with realism—up to a point. 
I like labels that I understand and that 
makes me feel good if the stuff tastes 
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good, even when they are not literally 
true. If restaurants fool people too 
often, they pay the penalty of losing 
business. I doubt if the owner should 
also be put in jail. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VORYS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. HARA of Minnesota. Of course, 
the gentleman may be actuated and in- 
fluenced by the attitude of the State De- 
partment; but could I ask the gentle- 
man this simple question? Why should 
a restaurant sell a foreign imported trout 
from Denmark, which has been shipped 
many thousands of miles, or from Japan, 
nowhere near the quality of our Amer- 
ican trout, and sell it to us whe enjoy 
rainbow or Rocky Mountain trout for 
American trout? Does the gentleman 
think that is honest and decent? 

Mr. VORYS. No. I wish they would 
not do it. There are a lot of things res- 
taurants do that I wish they would not 
do. But I do not come in here and vote 
a $1,000 Federal penalty on them, on that 
account. In this case, the restaurant 
may not be able to tell where the trout 
come from, or the printers may make 
a mistake on the menu, but the owner 
may find himself indicted under this bill. 

Seriously, I have come to the con- 
clusion that I agree with the three de- 
partments of Government that will have 
to do with the administration of this 
law. They are against the bill. I have 
changed my mind and will not be able 
to go along with it. 

I like troutfishing, and I like trout- 
catching, and that requires stocking the 
streams, and that requires troutfarms. 
I realize these farms must sell trout com- 
mercially. They should advertise and 
push their own product. In view of the 
attitude of the restaurant people, I do 
not think a bill like this will help to 
sell American trout. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the 
requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, our friend from Ohio 
has been thinking altogether too much. 
He admitted three separate and distinct 
times that he had been thinking about 
this situation. That is too much time 
to devote to any domestic policy, I 
should say to the gentleman. The 
gentleman got to thinking about these 
foreigners, as some people call them, 
and inasmuch as some of them might 
“beef” about this, the gentleman changed 
his mind. 

The gentleman and I were together 
the other day on this postal bill. We 
both voted against that increase. I 
voted against it because I thought it was 
a futile gesture and that we might just 
as well let the Senate send their bill over 
here. I was tired of this man Doherty 
telling us what to write. I thought 
Congress should write the legislation 
rather than Doherty doing it. Then 
the gentleman and I got together and 
discussed it. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. VORYS. That is what I did, too. 
Then the gentleman and I also said that 
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maybe we ought to save some of this 
money so we could send it abroad. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That 
is what the gentleman did and the next 
day he voted to send some more money 
abroad. I voted against that. 

But I cannot get some things through 
my head. All of the gentlemen from 
New York have voted that we should 
have labels on things that were sold in 
this country that came from abroad. 
When it came to furs these gentlemen 
from New York wanted them labeled for 
what they were. When it came to oleo 
they wanted that labeled, do you re- 
member? They had to put the sign up, 
they had to cut it a certain way. Some 
States even had to color it, pink down 
in Virginia, green up in Vermont. Sure, 
there were laws like that, they were 
ridiculous, but notwithstanding that 
fact, how many things has the gentle- 
man from Ohio and the gentleman from 
New York voted for where the purpose 
was, as the gentleman from Minnesota 
said, to make them sell it for what it 
was, to prevent fraud and deception? 
That is all we are asking. I do not like 
to go into a restaurant and order trout 
and get carp. I can never convince my- 
self it is just as good. Over in Illinois 
they wanted to sell horsemeat, and 
they did, because they had it in the 
stores. You can go down to the markets 
here and you can buy horsemeat, but 
it is labeled horsemeat. Maybe I like 
horsemeat. I do not want to buy some- 
thing that is labeled horsemeat and 
find that it is a good sirloin or porter- 
house steak. That would be a fraud on 
me. 

Mr. VORYS. The gentleman is a 
great fisherman. 

Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan, I catch 
them, too. 

; Mr. VORYS, I am a great fisherman, 
00. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. But you 
do not catch them. 

Mr. VORYS. Does not the gentleman 
feel we ought to do something about 
these signs in restaurants and fish mar- 
kets that say “fresh fish” when they are 
not fresh? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh, I 
do not know. If a fellow is gullible 
enough and cannot tell by the smell 
whether it is fresh or not, he should not 
order it. I know of no reason why we 
should not take care of our own peo- 
ple. I am just getting sick and tired 
of my lovable friend from Ohio, when 
anything comes up here, wanting to give 
it to the foreigners all the time. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, you know, as long 
as we are talking about all these 
products from the great State of Ohio, 
I think it is a splendid opportunity 
to say a word or two on behalf of Penn- 
Sylvania grade lubricating oil produced 
in the great State of Pennsylvania. 
Why we even police the industry to see 
that nobody represents any oil as being 
of Pennsylvania grade other than the 
that produced and refined under the 
Pennsylvania label. We insist on our oil 
being labeled Pennsylvania grade. We 
want the American people to know that 
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they are getting the finest lubricating 
oil in the world. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill should be 
passed. As it now stands, it is deception. 
We have 13 trout hatcheries in my State. 
It is a growing business, and they 
should receive some protection from 
foreign and imported misrepresented 
trout. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Fino] said the other day that consider- 
able pressure was being brought upon 
the Members of the Congress. Well, I 
would say that considerable pressure 
from the metropolitan areas was also 
being brought upon the Members of 
Congress who represent those districts 
by the hotel and restaurant keepers to 
see that this bill is not passed. And I 
want to call attention to my very good 
and able friend from Arkansas [Mr. 
Harris] who said that we have a lot of 
support on his side of the House. That 
is true, but not so much support from the 
gentleman's side from those who repre- 
sent the metropolitan areas where the 
hotels and restaurants are located. 
Most of the support is coming from the 
rural areas of the Nation. Certainly 
this is a growing industry, and it should 
be protected. I say, the situation as it 
stands is deceiving. Trout are shipped 
into this country in refrigerated cases 
from foreign countries, all packaged up 
as Rocky Mountain trout or Colorado 
trout or some other American name 
which is very appealing to the average 
hotel and restaurant keeper, and they 
serve it as such, but the facts are that 
most of these trout are coming from 
Japan or Denmark or some other 
country. 

The gentleman from Ohio IMr. 
Vorys! inferred about being more 
friendly to these countries. In the last 
10 years we pumped about $100 billion 
into these countries. Certainly it can- 
not be said that this is an unfriendly 
gesture. We just passed a bill the other 
day for another $3 billion for foreign aii 
even though there were $9 billion au- 
thorized but unexpended, that was car- 
ried over, that evidently could not be ex- 
pended up to 1954. So we authorized 
another $3 billion, so that gives them 
$12 billion to spend in 1954-55—twelve 
thousand million dollars. That is a lot 
of money. It is to me or it is to anybody 
from my State who is paying a great 
share of the taxes to meet the cost of 
these programs. So let no one leave the 
inference that we are being unfriendly 
to any foreign country. In other words, 
all we have been doing is rehabilitating 
their economy and industry and other 
phases of their economic life, and now 
since their recovery is about complete, 
we find they are in stiff competition with 
us. What is wrong with trying to pro- 
tect American industry? What is wrong 
with trying to protect American pro- 
ducers of foodstuffs? This labeling bill 
is certainly giving protection to the 
American producers of trout, and the 
American people, when they sit down to 
eat trout, will know they are getting 
American trout, domestic trout, and not 
trout mislabeled coming from some for- 
eign country. It is about time we gave 
consideration to our own backyard and 
protect our industries and the people 
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who are dependent upon them for their 
livelihood. Again I ask, What is wrong 
with looking after our own American 
affairs? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman does not want to offend the 
State Department, does he? 

Mr. GAVIN. The gentleman knows my 
position on the State Department. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. And I 
am sure he knows mine. 

Mr. GAVIN. I would rather not get 
into the matter at this time I have only 
a limited time—but reciprocal trade 
treaties should be a two-way street, and 
we have been putting up the money to 
bring about recovery in these countries. 
American industry should be protected. 
Let us get back to the trout bill. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield. 

Mr. VORYS. I have not heard from 
the State Department on this. I am in 
a squeeze between the Izaak Walton 
League of Ohio and the Ohio Restaurant 
Association, so I have got to walk the 
straight and narrow path. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. I thought the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Vorys] said that we 
should not offend our foreign friends by 
passing this bill, or words to that effect. 

Mr. GAVIN. Oh, no; it is apparently 
all right to offend American producers, 
but under no circumstances, in any way, 
offend foreign producers, All we have to 
do is have the American taxpayers fur- 
nish the money for the rest of the world 
and bring them into competition with 
American producers and put them and 
those dependent on them out of business. 
When the American producers ask for 
some protection, believe me, it poses a 
real problem to secure consideration 
and relief. 

This bill is a good bill and I am asking 
the Members of the House to vote for it. 
It will give protection to the American 
producers of trout. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania may have 2 ad- 
ditional minutes. Perhaps he can con- 
vince some of us who are opposed to 
this bill. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I think I 
have said all I want to say on this bill 
and have no further use for time, as I 
doubt very much I could convince the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

The question arose about the power 
of the Federal Trade Commission in this 
controversy. I have a letter from the 
goneral counsel of the Federal Trade 
Commission who gives his personal 
views, but I think he says something 
that is worthwhile. He says: 

It is my belief that in the large majority 
of cases the fish retailer and the restaura- 
teur receiving the fish for local resale or 
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serving as food know the origin of the fish 
which they buy, and in any event, this Com- 
mission would have no authority to require 
them to make disclosure of that origin to 
their respective customers, whether the 
housewife or the diner in the restaurant. 


They may have authority so far as 
the importation of various products is 
concerned to require the labeling of the 
import as such, but that is simply on the 
outside of the package, the big package, 
as it comes into this country. But there 
is no authority for the Federal Trade 
Commission to go in and determine with- 
in the specific restaurant the place of 
origin of the product that they are try- 
ing to sell. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I yield. 

Mr. CELLER. If the fish is mis- 
labeled or misbranded, the Federal 
Trade Commission undoubtedly would 
have authority to bring a prosecution 
against those guilty of misbranding, 
would they not? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. The gentleman, of 
course, is an eminent lawyer, and I am 
sure he understands about that. But 
I would like to bring to the attention of 
this committee the fact that the large 
package in which the fish arrive in this 
country is labeled as to point of origin. 
However, after the breakdown of the 
package, which may be mislabeled 
“Mountain Trout,” and so forth, they do 
not have to reveal the point of origin. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I yield. 

Mr. CELLER. Is it not true that the 
entity that would have charge of the en- 
forcement of this act, namely, the Pure 
Food and Drug Administration, is op- 
posed to this bill? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. They are always 
opposed to having any additional duties 
put upon them. However, I might point 
out to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr, CELLER] that if they carry out their 
present duties and make these inspec- 
tions throughout the country under the 
Pure Food and Drug Act, all they would 
have to do is to take a look around 
through the restaurants to find out 
whether or not the law was being cir- 
cumvented. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I yield. 

Mr. GAVIN. Regardless of whether 
or not they are opposed to the bill, 
should a handful of men determine 
what we in the House of Representatives 
shall accept? We are 435 Members of 
the House who represent every section 
of the country. We are the ones who 
should determine what we want in the 
way of legislation to protect American 
producers of trout, not some department 
official. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I think it has been 
demonstrated time and again that some- 
times this Congress is perhaps a little 
better informed and acts more in the 
interests of the country as a whole than 
somebody from downtown. 

Mr. CELLER. Is it not true that two 
other responsible agencies of the Gov- 
ernment oppose this bill, to wit, the De- 
partment of the Interior and the State 
Department? 
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Mr. DEVEREUX. The gentleman 
brought out that question about treaties, 
and so on, yesterday. If we pass this 
bill we do not disrupt any treaties. All 
we are trying to do is tell the people of 
this country what they are receiving, and 
we are trying to give our industry a fair 
break and an opportunity to compete 
with these foreign products. We are not 
disrupting any reciprocal trade agree- 
ments in any way whatsoever. 

Mr. CELLER. Do not your hearings 
contain a statement by Thruston B. Mor- 
ton, Assistant Secretary of State, for the 
Secretary of State on pages 6 and 7 that 
this bill undoubtedly violates various 
treaties that the United States has with 
countries from which come this trout? 

Mr. DEVEREUX. As the gentleman 
knows, I am not a member of that com- 
mittee and I was not present to hear 
that, but I am sure there is nothing in 
there in any way whatsoever that vio- 
lates anything in the treaties. 

Mr. CELLER. It specifically states it 
is a violation of treaty, It is on page 7. 
Read it for yourself. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. It might possibly 
be, but that does not make any differ- 
ence in the matter that is before us. I 
probably was wrong in getting into a dis- 
cussion with the eminent attorney from 
New York. 

The whole question resolves itself down 
to this, whether you are going to give 
some aid or chance for a growing indus- 
try in this country that is so vital to it 
and to all the sports fishermen through- 
out our entire country, or whether you 
are going to furnish protection to a for- 
eign import. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
remainder of the bill be considered as 
read and open to amendment at any 
point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

The remainder of the bill is as follows: 

Sec. 2. Chapter IV of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as amended (21 
U. S. C. 341 et seq.), is amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new section as follows: 

“FOREIGN PRODUCED TROUT 

“Sec. 408. (a) No person shall sell, offer 
for sale, or possess for sale as food, in any 
place other than a public eating place, trout 
produced outside the United States, its Ter- 
ritories, or possessions, unless— 

“(1) such trout is packaged; 

“(2) each part of the contents of the 
package is contained in a wrapper; and 

“(3) each such package and wrapper is 
clearly and conspicuously stamped or labeled 
to disclose in type or lettering not smaller 
than 20-point type the word ‘trout’ preceded 
by the name of the country in which such 
trout was produced, 

“(b) No person shall possess in a form 
ready for serving or shall serve at a public 
eating place trout produced outside the 
United States, its Territories, or possessions, 
unless there appears on the menu of such 
eating place in clear and conspicuous type 
the word ‘trout’ preceded by the name of the 
country in which such trout was produced, 
or, if such eating place does not have a menu, 
a notice is displayed prominently and con- 
spicuously in such eating place stating that 
© trout is served in this res- 
taurant’, the blank space to be filled with the 
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name of the country in which such trout 
was produced. 

“(c) The requirements of subsections (a) 
and (b) shall be in addition to and not in 
lieu of any of the other requirements of 
this act. 

“(d) As used in this section the term 
‘trout’ means all species of trout fish, except 
Salvelinus namaycush (lake trout), belong- 
ing to the following genera: Salmo, Salveli- 
nus, Cristivomer, Hucho, and Brachymystax.” 

Sec. 3. Nothing in this act shall be con- 
strued as authorizing the possession, sale, or 
serving of foreign-produced trout in any 
State or Territory in contravention of the 
laws of such State or Territory. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

Page 2, line 11, strike out “each part of 
the contents of the package is contained in 
a wrapper” and insert “if the package is 
broken while held for sale, each unit for 
sale (consisting of one or more trout) is in 
a package.” 

Page 2, line 15, strike out “and wrapper.” 

Page 3, line 17, insert the following: 

“Sec. 4. This act shall take effect 6 months 
after the date of its enactment.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KLUCZYNSKI: 
On page 2, line 20, strike out all of subsec- 
tion (b), and reletter the following sections. 


Mr, KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
believe I would be the last Member here 
to do harm to the trout farmer. I would 
not want anybody to interfere with that 
business. So I have offered this simple 
amendment which would clarify this bill. 
I believe I, can vote for the bill if this 
is adopted. It simply strikes out sub- 
section (b), which has to do with the 
menus in restaurants or the placards on 
the wall. It isa simple amendment, and 
I hope it is adopted. 

Mr. OHARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. As I understand the 
amendment, which has just been offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois, it would 
strike out all of section (b); is that 
correct? 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. That is right. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. Of 
course, then you would not have much 
left in this bill, Mr. Chairman. There 
would be nothing but a hollow shell, and 
the bill would be emasculated. I realize 
that the gentleman who offers the 
amendment must do it for that purpose. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. I yield. 

Mr. PRIEST. Would the gentleman 
from Minnesota be willing to accept the 
amendment if the language which is in 
the bill remains in the bill requiring a 
sign in the restaurant? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. No; Iam 
not in a position to accept such an 
amendment. 

Mr. PRIEST. May I inquire of the 
gentleman from Illinois if he would be 
willing to modify his amendment to that 
extent? 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Yes; I would. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. The gen- 
tleman may be willing to do that, but 
I would like to state that the amend- 
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ment which has now been offered is not 
what the gentleman from Tennessee re- 
ferred to. The amendment which has 
just been offered by the gentleman from 
Illinois goes a great deal further than 
the inquiry just made by the gentleman 
from Tennessee. I think we had better 
get rid of these amendments in the form 
in which they are submitted, and then 
come to whatever other questions may 
arise. 

Mr. PRIEST. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. I yield. 

Mr. PRIEST. I would want the Rec- 
orp to show that when I discussed the 
amendment under general debate, it was 
my understanding at that time that the 
amendment would require a notice on the 
walls of the restaurant. I had not read 
the language of the amendment at that 
time. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. I just 
wanted to make it plain that the gentle- 
man’s amendment, the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Illinois, 
goes a great deal further than the 
amendment which was referred to by the 
gentleman from Tennessee. 

I do not condone deception and fraud 
practiced by those who sell foreign fish 
by calling the foreign fish American fish 
and calling it a highly desirable type of 
fish for eating purposes; that is their 
privilege. But let us have it understood 
what it does. We are here trying to 
protect the American people. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time for the 
purpose of asking a question or two in a 
desire to get some information: As I 
understand it, if I may address this to 
the gentleman from Minnesota, if section 
(b) is eliminated and section (a) is left 
in, then the bill would apply only to 
those who sold trout other than in public 
eating places. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. That 
would be my understanding, I would say 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. KEATING. It is section (b) 
which troubles me about this legisla- 
tion. Some of the restaurant proprie- 
tors have indicated to me that they 
often do not know when they buy trout 
where it does come from. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. May I, 
answer the gentleman by saying that 
that is probably true today; they do not 
know. This bill requires that when this 
foreign trout is brought into this coun- 
try, if it is in packages of one or more, 
the package must be marked with the 
name of the country of origin of the 
trout, which does give to the restaurant 
keeper the information which protects 
him. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle- 
man. May I follow that up with this 
question: Suppose a person who has 
sold the trout to the restaurant keeper 
had not marked it, in violation of sec- 
tion (a); and the restaurant keeper did 
not know where it came from and had 
not marked it, would he still be liable 
even though he had been imposed upon 
by the man from whom he bought it? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. In my 
opinion he would not, because he is not 
willfully violating this law. 
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Mr. KEATING. That leads to this 
question: Does prosecution under the 
Food and Drug Act for a violation of 
section (b), if it is left in the bill, re- 
quire knowledge and intent? In other 
words, would it have to be willful viola- 
tion? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I would 
think there would have to be willful in- 
tent to be a violation. 

Mr. KEATING. In other words, this 
is added to the list of so-called pro- 
hibited acts in the law. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. That is 
right; in the food and drug law. 

Mr. KEATING. And under prosecu- 
tions for committing one of those pro- 
hibited acts, is it necessary to prove in- 
tent to violate the law? 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. Generally 
speaking it is my understanding that in 
these offenses there must be a willful 
intent to violate the law. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle- 
man. That clears up a good deal in 
my mind. 

I want to ask just one additional ques- 
tion: In a communication which I re- 
ceived from certain restaurant operators 
they spoke of the provisions of this bill 
being unusually severe in their penal- 
ties. Am I correct that there is nothing 
in this bill about penalties, but that the 
regular provisions of the Food and Drug 
Act would apply? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. The same 
penalty, if I am not anticipating the 
gentleman, that applies to any other 
violations of the Food and Drug Act. 

Mr. KEATING. And for the first of- 
fense—— 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. That is a 
misdemeanor. 

Mr. KEATING. That is a misde- 
meanor and not more than $1,000 fine. 

Mr. OHARA of Minnesota. Or 1 year 
in jail, or both. 

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman is 
probably more familiar than I with 
prosecutions under the Food and Drug 
Act; is it customary for them to be fined 
the maximum? My impression is that 
in most cases it is more like a $100 fine 
or something of that kind for the first 
offense. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I am not 
familiar with it but I think that is true. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. If I have any time 
remaining I yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. CELLER. The impression has 
been gained from the answer to the gen- 
tleman’s question that the utmost pen- 
alty is a $1,000 fine. That is inaccurate. 
Under the Pure Food and Drug Act for 
the first offense there is a possible pen- 
alty of 1 year in jail and/or a $1,000 
fine; and for the second penalty 3 years 
in jail and/or a $10,000 fine. 

Mr. KEATING. As I understand it, a 
violation of this section would stand on 
the same footing as any other violation 
of the Food and Drug Act. There are 
no more severe penalties involved here 
than attach to any other violation. 
But I might ask the gentleman from 
New York, who perhaps has had some 
experience in this field, whether it is 
customary for a person who is convicted 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


as a first offender to be fined as much as 
$1,000? My impression is that he is 
not usually given the maximum fine and 
that it would only be in an extremely 
aggravated case that he would be so 
severely dealt with. 

Mr. CELLER. That all depends on 
the facts in the case. Also, to clear up 
another misapprehension on the ques- 
tion of guilty knowledge and willful in- 
tent, those are questions of fact a judge 
will have to determine for himself. We 
cannot determine that in the act itself, 
and, being questions of fact, the restau- 
rant man runs a tremendous risk if he 
handles trout. . 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
a substitute amendment to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Ili- 
nois. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Substitute amendment offered by Mr. 
PRIEST: 

“(b) No person shall possess in a form 
ready for serving or shall serve at a public 
eating place trout produced outside the 
United States, its Territories or possessions, 
unless a notice is displayed prominently and 
conspicuously in such eating place stating 
trout is served in this res- 
taurant,’ the blank space to be filled with 
the name of the country in which such trout 
was produced.” 


Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois and the sub- 
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Tennessee close in 30 minutes, the last 
minutes to be reserved to the commit- 

ee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, a bill such 
as this coming up here in the closing 
days of the session is not a thing that 
makes me very proud. I would like to 
see this come to an end just as quickly 
as possible. If the gentleman from 
Minnesota would agree with, I think, all 
of the members of his committee on this 
side to the substitute amendment just 
offered by the gentleman from Tennes- 
see, we can close this thing in less than 
5 minutes. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. Answer- 
ing the gentleman from Texas, I am not 
in position where I can agree. I have 
no authority to agree. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman has 
his individual authority to agree or dis- 
agree. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I have no 
authority from anybody other than my- 
self. Let me say to the gentleman that 
I have submitted this to certain Mem- 
bers and they are not agreeable. 

Mr. HARRIS. Can the gentleman 
consider accepting this amendment, and 
since this is a Senate bill and it is 
amended, perhaps we can get together 
and see if we cannot resolve the differ- 
ence? 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. I do not 
wish to appear to be arbitrary about this 
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matter, but I am not in position to say. 
It is a rather embarrassing position to 
put me in. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman 
knows he cannot pass this bill today be- 
cause there will not be a rollcall in the 
House today. In all probability it will go 
over until Thursday. I would just like to 
see this whole argument cease, to be very 
frank, and I wish some accommoda- 
tion could be brought about in refer- 
ence to this matter. The bill could pass 
today without a rollcall. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I have 
offered this perfecting amendment 
which I understand is agreeable to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Kiuczyn- 
ski]. It was the amendment I referred 
to in general debate. It is an amend- 
ment which would require, if the bill 
becomes law, that a restaurant operator 
serving imported trout shall display a 
sign, but it does not require that it shall 
be printed on the menu. I believe it is 
a satisfactory compromise between the 
provision in the bill in that respect and 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Illinois which would have 
stricken all of section (b) from the bill. 
I share the opinion expressed by the 
distinguished minority leader the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] in 
hoping that this matter can be disposed 
of rather quickly, and I hope very much 
that the perfecting amendment will be 
agreed to and that we can dispose of 
this legislation this afternoon. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. I have examined the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois at the Clerk’s desk. It 
strikes out all of section (b), but he 
stated here that he would be perfectly 
willing to strike out all of that with the 
exception of the notice to be displayed in 
the restaurant. Why does not that real- 
ly comply with the objective of this leg- 
islation? Why do we not accept it? 

Mr. PRIEST. I believe it does comply 
with the objective, and I certainly hope, 
Mr. Chairman, that the Committee of 
the Whole will accept the amendment. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Anyone can read the 
bill, and certainly there is enough pro- 
tection for the trout producers in this 
bill without that section, and with the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. PRIEST. It would seem to me 
that that is true, I will say to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. It seems to me that 
the gentleman from Tennessee has made 
a very sensible suggestion here. We all 
want to protect the domestic raisers of 
trout, and we do not want to throw an 
undue or unnecessary burden on those 
who conduct restaurants. Now, it is not 
too great a burden, probably, to display 
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a sign, but it is a considerable burden to 
make them print this on all their menus. 
I think the gentleman’s amendment is 
worthy of our support. 

Mr. PRIEST. I thank the gentleman 
fom New York for his very apt comment 
and I hope, Mr. Chairman, that this 
amendment will be agreed to. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr, Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, carry- 
ing out the thought of our distinguished 
leader on the Democratic side a moment 
ago in an effort to try to get this mat- 
ter resolved, the members of our com- 
mittee on this side are willing to adopt 
the substitute amendment. As I under- 
stand, those who are opposed to the 
legislation or have been opposed to it 
would be willing to take this substitute 
amendment, and consequently, as our 
leader on the minority side a moment 
ago said, we could get this bill cleared 
out and get it passed today. Otherwise, 
the matter is going to go over until, 
perhaps, Thursday, and we will get in- 
volved in another jam. Consequently, I 
think, in view of the fact that there is so 
much interest on both sides of this issue, 
I hope that we can get the matter 
worked out this way and get unanimous 
agreement on it so that the matter 
could go over to the other side and 
finally be worked out in conference. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
will say to the gentleman from Arkansas 
that I was not in the room when the 
minority leader, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Raysurn] made the sugges- 
tion which he did. But, I have been 
informed with respect to it, and I have 
conferred with other members of the 
committee, not all of them but with a 
sufficient number to indicate that it 
would be agreeable, so far as I am con- 
cerned and those with whom I have con- 
ferred, to accept the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Priest] as suggested by the minority 
leader, Mr. RAYBURN. 

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman, 
I think it will settle the matter so that 
it can be worked out. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment be again reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk again reported the Priest 
substitute amendment. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield at 
that point? 

Mr. GROSS. I should like to ask the 
gentleman a question first, if I may. I 
am glad to yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Priest], the author of the amendment, 
used the words “eating place and restau- 
rant.” 

Mr. PRIEST. I believe there is an 
“or” connecting “restaurant” and “eat- 
ing place.” The language is the same 
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as was in the bill, with the exception of 
the elimination of the menu provision. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. If the 
gentleman will yield, I think the gentle- 
man added the word “restaurant,” which 
was not included in the bill. The bill 
refers to “eating place.” 

Mr. GROSS. That is the point that I 
was making. How are you going to 
define “restaurant” and “eating place”? 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I suppose 
it is the intention of the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Priest] to cover both. 

Mr. PRIEST. It is the intention of 
the gentleman from Tennessee to cover 
both. 


Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
further? 


Mr. GROSS. I yield. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. So that 
we may have clearly the intention of the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST], 
if his substitute is adopted, it is merely 
striking out of the bill, in subsection (b), 
the reference to printing it on the menu; 
is that the gentleman’s intention? 

Mr. PRIEST. That is the purpose of 
the amendment. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota, I thank 
the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is 
on the perfecting amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
PRIEST]. 


The perfecting amendment was 
agreed to. 
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 


Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, before this bill is 
passed, I want to make the observation, 
if we are going to embark on a program 
of labeling imported edibles which are 
sold in restaurants and cafes and eating 
places in the United States, I should like 
to see the great commitee from which 
this bill came consider the matter of 
such items as imported sugar. Our peo- 
ple in Louisiana and throughout the 
United States would like to see imported 
sugar marked. It might be very help- 
ful to all of us who grow these commod- 
ities in the United States. I throw out 
this observation so that the committee 
may ponder it, and hope that it will fall 
on fertile ground. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Aten of Illinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that the 
Committee, having had under consider- 
ation the bill (S. 2033) relating to the 
labeling of packages containing foreign- 
produced trout sold in the United States, 
and requiring certain information to 
appear on the menus of public eating 
places serving such trout, pursuant to 
House Resolution 687, he reported the 
bill back to the House with sundry 
amendments adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
of the amendments? If not, the Chair 
will put them en bloc. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill, 

The bill was passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“Relating to the labeling of packages 
containing foreign-produced trout sold 
in the United States, and requiring cer- 
tain information to appear in public 
eating places serving such trout.” 

: 2 motion to reconsider was laid on the 
able. 


MARY B. HOLMES 


Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of House Resolution 
703. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That there shall be paid out of 
the contingent fund of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to Mary B. Holmes, widow of 
Amos E. Holmes, late an employee of the 
Architect of the Capitol, an amount equal 
to 6 months’ salary at he rate he was re- 
ceiving at the time of his death, and an 
additional amount not to exceed $350 toward 
defraying the funeral expenses of the said 
Amos E. Holmes. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

Mr. SCHENCK. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, and I shall not, 
I have not been able to discuss this reso- 
lution with many of the members of the 
House Committee on Administration on 
the majority side, but those with whom 
I have discussed it are in agreement. 
Therefore, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. ‘Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to, and a 
e to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


DESIGNATION OF MAY 1, 1955, AS 
LOYALTY DAY 


Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 118) to designate the ist day 
of May in each year as Loyalty Day. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Has the gentleman 
cleared this through the leadership on 
both sides? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I am pleased to 
say that the matter has been cleared 
with the minority leader and with the 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. It is brought 
up at the request of the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the joint resolution. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, 
as follows: 

Resolved, ete., That the Ist day of May 
in each year be designated as Loyalty Day 
and set aside as a special day for the re- 
affirmation of loyalty to the United States 
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of America and for the recognition by ap- 
propriate ceremonies of the heritage of 
American freedom. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the resolving clause 
and insert the following: “That the ist day 
of May, 1954, is hereby designated as Loy- 
alty Day and is set aside as a special day 
for the reaffirmation of loyalty to the United 
States of America and for the recognition 
of the heritage of American freedom; and 
the President of the United States is author- 
ized and requested to issue a proclamation 
calling upon officials of the Government to 
display the flag of the United States on all 
Government buildings on such day and in- 
viting the people of the United States to 
observe such day, in schools and other suit- 
able places, with appropriate ceremonies.” 


Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. McCuLLocnH to 
the committee amendment: On page 1, line 
8, after the first comma strike out 1954“ 
and insert “1955.” 


The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“To designate the ist day of May 1955, 
as Loyalty Day.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
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GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to extend their remarks on the 
bill, S. 2033. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 


MINIMUM WAGE LEGISLATION 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I take this opportunity of calling the at- 
tention of the House and of the country 
to H. R. 10132, a bill which I have intro- 
duced to increase the present statutory 
minimum wage from 75 cents per hour 
to $1.25 per hour. Roughly, it would add 
an additional 9 million workers to the 
number now covered by the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938. 

Bills similar to H. R. 10132 have been 
introduced by other Members of the 
House. The purpose of the sponsors of 
this proposed legislation is to afford op- 
portunity for study during the next few 
months of the terms of the act and its 
economic effect. This will facilitate 
early hearings by the Labor Committees 
of this and the other body. 
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By the time the 84th Congress con- 
venes on January 3 of 1955 the economy 
of the country is certain to need the 
stimulus of a genuinely dynamic labor 
program. I am convinced that a reces- 
sion can be whipped and unemployment 
stopped in its tracks only if the 84th 
Congress immediately upon its conven- 
ing sets itself to work on such a pro- 
gram. An enactment increasing the 
minimum wage from its present low fig- 
ure is a fundamental must in the re- 
quired program. 

BIRTH OF MINIMUM WAGE 


As one of the pioneers in the field of 
minimum wage legislation I have an es- 
pecial interest that stems from long fa- 
miliarity with the subject and close ob- 
servation of its operation. 

In 1913 clerks in the large banks of 
Chicago were paid a maximum wage of 
$25 a week, women employed as clerks 
in the fashionable retail stores were paid 
as low as $2 a week, seldom more than 
$5 a week. As the chairman of a select 
committee of the Illinois State Senate I 
conducted an investigation that awak- 
ened intense national interest, enlisted 
the support of President Woodrow Wil- 
son and the governors of 32 other States, 
including the then Gov. Hiram Johnson, 
of California, and resulted in the enact- 
ment of 7 of the first State minimum- 
wage laws in our history. 

Thirty-six years later as a Member 
of the 81st Congress I had the great and 
satisfying privilege of voting for a Fed- 
eral law establishing 75 cents an hour 
as the least payment that could be made 
for the service of an American worker. 

In the intervening 6 years the cost of 
living has increased to such an extent 
that 75 cents now is far from adequate. 

TRIPARTITE INDUSTRY COMMITTEES 


I call attention to certain basic facts 
about our national economy which 
should be borne in mind when consid- 
ering H. R. 10132. 

This proposed bill reestablishes the 
machinery in the 1938 act for the estab- 
lishment of tripartite industry com- 
mittees to recommend minimum rates 
for a particular industry which would 
be higher than the basic nationwide 
$1.25 rate. 

There are in my bill a number of fairly 
technical but quite important and 
highly practical revisions of the 1949 
version which experience has proven to 
be necessary both from the standpoint 
of administrative feasibility and fair 
treatment for both employer and em- 
ployees. 

This bill would not affect a greater 
proportion of the total working force 
than did the original FLSA in 1938. 

It would primarily affect industries 
whose wage standards have lagged and 
those employers who have failed to 
grant prevailing wage increases. 


TO MEET INCREASED LIVING COSTS 


This proposed increase in the statu- 
tory hourly minimum from 75 cents to 
$1.25 is certainly modest when compared 
with the rise in average hourly earnings 
of factory workers from 62 cents to 
$1.79—June 1938 to March 1954—a step- 
up of $1.17. 
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The cost of living for lower-income 
groups has risen by more than 120 per- 
cent since the FLSA first became law. 

Productivity in the American industry 
has been rising at the rate of 3.25 to 
3.5 percent per year per man-hour. This 
increase alone would justify the pro- 
posed increase in the statutory mini- 
mum wage. 

The actual prevailing minimum wage 
in industry today is $1.25 or higher. 


STIMULUS TO AMERICAN ECONOMY 


By increasing the statutory minimum 
wage in 1955, the Congress would stimu- 
late and strengthen the entire American 
economy by eliminating remaining areas 
of substandard wages and by increasing 
purchasing power. The passage of the 
1938 bill sparked an almost sensational 
upturn in our national economy. The 
effect of the 75 cents minimum rate 
which became effective in 1950 was less 
dramatic, but its beneficial effect was 
persuasive and its total effect was most 
helpful. The advance predictions about 
firms being forced out of business be- 
cause of the requirement of paying 75 
cents an hour simply did not materialize. 
Indeed, the great bulk of industry that 
was paying below 75 cents an hour vol- 
untarily brought their wages into line 
when they saw that Congress was going 
to act to raise the statutory rate. 

ELEMENT OF SOCIAL ETHICS 


My principal justification, however, 
for introduction of this legislation is that 
from the standpoint of social ethics we 
must not permit millions of workers to 
remain outside the protection of this 
law, and to allow the wages of helpless, 
unorganized and depressed groups to 
lag behind those enjoyed by the advanc- 
ing sectors in our economy and to per- 
mit them to benefit from our rising na- 
tional productivity. This condition also 
deters the progressive employers in the 
highly competitive industries from 
raising their wages. Both social justice 
and sound economics require immediate 
revision and extension of the FLSA. 

To keep America strong we must con- 
stantly strengthen the foundation of our 
economy. And that foundation is our 
purchasing power. The 75 cents mini- 
mum wage is out of date; it no longer 
provides adequate purchasing power; it 
no longer provides a decent American 
standard of living for that section of our 
population which is working for such 
substandard rates of pay. 


REQUEST TO ADJOURN OVER 


Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today, it adjourn to meet at 
noon on Thursday next. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I think the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture [Mr. Hore] wants to reserve the 
right to object. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr, 
Speaker, I reserve the right to object. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I think the House 
should be in session tomorrow if for no 
other purpose than to send the agricul- 
ture bill to conference. I understand 
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that the bill is going to pass the other 
body before they adjourn today, and I 
think the Committee on Agriculture 
would like to send that bill to conference 
at the earliest opportunity, and the 
House must be in session in order to do 
that. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. That is 
my sentiment exactly, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair can state 
that it was thought that if the other 
body did pass the bill today or tomorrow, 
the conferees could meet informally and 
then when the House is in session and 
the conferees are named, they could 
meet officially. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, objec- 
tion was made yesterday to that very 
procedure. 

The SPEAKER. Yes, the Chair un- 
derstands that. Would the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Arenps] kindly with- 
draw his request? 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw the request. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I asked 
for this time in order to advise the mi- 
nority leader and the Members of the 
House that it is the plan now to call up 
the Consent Calendar on Thursday, 
which will be followed by the Private 
Calendar. Of course, any conference re- 
ports will be in order at any time. At the 
moment, so far as we know, that is all 
that is scheduled for the legislation on 
Thursday of this week. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Is it the idea then 
on Thursday to go over until Monday? 

Mr. ARENDS. Yes; if that is possible 
and if nothing comes before the House at 
that time which we must consider in the 
way of a conference report. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARENDS. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Is it 
planned to bring up bills under suspen- 
sion of the rules? 

Mr. ARENDS. That has been dis- 
cussed but there is no agreement be- 
tween the minority and the majority as 
yet as to what might be called up under 
suspension of the rules. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Will there 
be an opportunity to call up the confer- 
ence report on statedhood for Hawaii 
and Alaska so that we might go to con- 
ference on that? 

Mr. ARENDS, I suppose the gentle- 
man could ask for that. : 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Perhaps 
the minority leader could answer that 
for me. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, when does the gen- 
tleman expect the conference report on 
the supplemental appropriation bill to be 
on the floor? 

Mr. ARENDS. The conferees have not 
finished and the best information I have 
is that they will not finish until tomor- 
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row, which would preclude that from be- 
ing taken up until the following day. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman heard 
the gentleman from New York ask unan- 
imous consent for the privilege of filing 
a report by midnight tomorrow. Does 
that mean that we will have it up on 
Thursday? 

Mr. ARENDS. It is entirely possible 
that that will be up on Thursday for con- 
sideration. 


CONSENT CALENDAR AND PRIVATE 
CALENDAR TO BE CALLED ON 
THURSDAY NEXT 


Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order to 
call the Consent Calendar and the Pri- 
vate Calendar on Thursday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 


JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC 
ENERGY 


Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy may 
have until midnight tomorrow night to 
file a report on the bill entitled “Atomic 
Weapons Reward Act of 1954.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


THE HONORABLE WESLEY A. 
D'EWART 


Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, at the 
end of every session of Congress there are 
always certain partings that are not 
pleasant; yet we face them in the life we 
lead as Members of the Congress of the 
United States. I rise today to say that 
all of us from the West know that those 
Members who represent the eastern and 
central parts of the United States will 
join with us in regret at the loss of one 
Member of this body who has not filed for 
reelection to this House, the Honorable 
WESLEY D’Ewart, of Montana. 

I came here the session before him; he 
followed. We have. been closely associ- 
ated in the 78-79 Club, and in other or- 
ganizations. We have worked together 
on many measures that have been of 
great benefit to the West and to the Na- 
tion as a whole. He has the outstanding 
regard of his fellow Members of the 
House. 

He is running for office in another 
body. If he were to be successful, as we 
hope he will be, he would carry with 
him not only the ability, the experience, 
and the acquaintance, but also the af- 
fection and regard of the Members of 
this House, all of which I would think 
the people of his State would consider 
to be of great value to them. 
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Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. The House is losing a 
very valuable Member in the gentleman 
from Montana (WESLEY D’Ewart]. In 
my work on the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary it has been my privilege to be 
associated frequently with him in mat- 
ters that he had before our committee 
which he has always pursued with great 
diligence and with the obvious interest 
of his peopie at heart. I express the 
hope that the Nation will not lose the 
benefit of his wonderful services. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Naturally, he has been 
one of the powers in this House on mat- 
ters having to do with irrigation, recla- 
mation, and Indian affairs. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, my committee, the House In- 
terior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
and the House of Representatives will 
definitely be losing four of its mem- 
bers next year. They are WESLEY A. 
D’Ewart, of Montana; WILLIAM HENRY 
Harrison, of Wyoming; GEORGE BENDER, 
of Ohio, and Sam Yorty, of California, 
who are seeking election to the United 
States Senate—three have won their 
primary fights. 

Two of them, Messrs. D’Ewart and 
Harrison, are subcommittee chairmen 
and have done exemplary work in that 
capacity. It is with deep regret that I 
will be losing these two exceptionally 
hard-working subcommittee chairmen. 

Wes D’Ewanrt is the committee watch- 
dog against faulty legislation as well as 
being the workhorse. His careful study 
of pending measures, his questions that 
go to the heart of the issue and expose 
unwise proposals, and his knowledge of 
the national resource development pro- 
gram have resulted in the improvement 
of many measures and the defeat of 
others that were not in the public 
interest. 

Quite often Wes D’Ewart was called 
upon to preside over subcommittees 
when the regular chairman found it im- 
possible to attend. He was always will- 
ing and most able to sit in for the ab- 
sentee member. 

When I was unable to attend full com- 
mittee meetings, he as the next ranking 
majority member very ably presided 
over the committee. 

A member of all of the five subcom- 
mittees of my committee—Irrigation 
and Reclamation, Public Lands, Indian 
Affairs, Mines and Mining, and Territo- 
ries—he has been in regular attendance 
at almost daily meetings over the years. 
His subcommittee on Public Lands has 
acted on 78 different bills resulting in 
37 public laws and 12 private laws. Al- 
together, 64 bills from his subcommittee 
have ultimately passed the House—13 
of those are awaiting action in the Sen- 
ate. 

This number, of course, does not in- 
clude the many other bills which he 
heard presiding as acting chairman of 
the four other subcommittees, 
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This total does not reflect his hard 
work in Congress, nor the work he has 
done in behalf of his constituents. His 
legislative record is excellent. He is the 
author of nearly 100 laws passed during 
his 9 years in the House of Representa- 
tives. Unlike many Members of the 
House, Wes is a member of two major 
committees. Besides being a member of 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mittee, he is also a member of the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee and on the 
Republican policy committee. On the 
Banking Committee, he has been active 
in shaping monetary policy, the new 
housing program, and other vital legis- 
lation. 

His services in the House will be 
greatly missed, but I feel confident that 
the good people of Montana will see fit 
to send him back to Washington to con- 
tinue to serve them, but this time as a 
United States Senator. 

With his excellent knowledge of the 
problems of Montana and the rest of the 
great western area of the United States, 
he will be able to best serve the interests 
of his constituents. 

BILL. Harrison’s record is also an ac- 
count of outstanding accomplishments. 
His deep-rooted personal interest in 
reclamation is evidenced by his activity 
as chairman of the Irrigation and Recla- 
mation Subcommittee. His most no- 
table accomplishment in this field was 
the manner in which he conducted hear- 
ings on the many irrigation matters. 
He was also chairman of a special In- 
dian Affairs Subcommittee and was 
chairman of the regular Indian Affairs 
Subcommittee until he headed up the 
Irrigation Subcommittee. 

His accomplishments are further en- 
hanced by the fact that he is serving his 
second term. He was elevated to his 
subcommittee chairmanship when a col- 
league resigned to accept the post as 
mayor of Los Angeles. 

As subcommittee chairman, he heard 
37 bills dealing with irrigation and rec- 
lamation—many of which are major ir- 
rigation projects. Of those, 28 have 
passed the House and 3 are awaiting 
action. 

Eleven of the bills have been enacted 
into law, 5 are awaiting signature by the 
President, and 2 are in conference. 

His personal record of legislation is 
also very good. Seven of his bills have 
passed both Houses of Congress—six of 
which have been signed into law by the 
President. In addition, three Senate bills 
to which Bill had companion legislation 
in the House have been enacted. When 
they reached the House, he moved to 
table his own bills in favor of the Senate 
ones in order to expedite the legislation. 

When Bill came to Washington as 
Wyoming’s Representative, he was 
elected president of the 82d Club. His 
colleagues recognized his abilities of 
leadership and were quick to pay him 
tribute. 

Most anxious to work, Bill is a member 
of the 5 subcommittees and the chair- 
man of 1 of them. He is also chairman 
of a special subcommittee which investi- 
gated the activities and operations of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs with a view to 
encouraging that agency to work itself 
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out of work—which was the original idea 
anyway. 

Besides being a member of my commit- 
tee, he is also a member of the important 
Education and Labor Committee. 

This committee and the House hate 
to lose Congressmen D’Ewart and Har- 
RISON, but it will be most satisfying to 
know that they will be using their 
knowledge of the problems of their States 
and the other Western States to full ad- 
vantage in the Senate. J 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may extend their remarks on this sub- 
ject at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this opportunity of asso- 
ciating myself with my colleagues who, 
today, are saying so many merited words 
of praise about our colleague, WESLEY 
D’Ewanrt, of Montana. 

During my 8 years in the Congress, 
no Member has been more hard working 
and conscientious in performing his 
duties of the high office of Congressman 
than has been our friend Mr. D'EWART. 
His legislative work, also, always has 
been most constructive and effective. 

As a westerner, I especially appreciate 
Mr. DEwanr's service. He, too, is a 
westerner. He knows western problems. 
He knows what the West needs for its 
development and how to obtain from 
Congress the things the West needs. 
Wes D’Ewant is a progressive, forward- 
looking statesman of great capacity. He 
has rendered a great service to his dis- 
trict, to the entire West, and to the 
Nation. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, it 
has been truly said that a Member of the 
House of Representatives makes warm 
friendships during his term of office and 
one that I have been privileged to make 
is with WEsLEY D’Ewart, a friendship 
which I treasure highly. 

A quiet, unassuming man, he goes 
about his duties with a selfiess thorough- 
ness which makes a great impression on 
those who work with him. One does not 
have to talk with him long to realize 
that back of that quiet exterior there is 
a wonderful mind of great capacity and 
a vision that prepares for the future. 
He has a rare sense of humor with a 
point of view which makes life lighter 
and friendships warm. He is a real 
American, devoted to his country, and 
has contributed much to the develop- 
ment of history. 

It is comforting to know that while he 
is leaving the House of Representatives 
at the end of this Congress, he is seek- 
ing further opportunities of service in 
the Senate. I have the feeling that the 
people who know him so well in his na- 
tive State will elect him to that high 
office so they may enjoy the benefits of 
his wisdom, his experience, and his 
knowledge in facing and solving the 
grave problems of the days to come. All 
of us wish him well and we earnestly 
hope that when he becomes a Senator 


he will frequently return to this Hall to ) 


keep his early friendships fresh and to 
give us renewed courage. 
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Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. I want to place myself on 
record as supporting the fine remarks 
that are being made by my friends re- 
garding the loss that will come to this 
House when our personal friend, Con- 
gressman WESLEY D’Ewart, of Mon- 
tana, leaves us at the end of the 83d 
Congress. 

The problems of Montana, Wyoming, 
Colorado, and all the Western States are 
guite similar, including those of the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. PHILLIPS]. 
Our irrigation and watershed develop- 
ment, forest grazing, flood control, and 
many other difficulties are quite similar: 

We do not have a better friend of the 
West than Congressman D’Ewart. He 
has always supported and assisted us 
with efficiency, earnestness, and great 
zeal as we considered our area difficulties, 
We shall miss him in this House. 

In closing may I add Mr. D'Ewanr, 
that every Member who has worked and 
cooperated with you on every issue con- 
sidered has borne testimony of your fair- 
ness and graciousness in debate, in con- 
ferences and general demeanor. 

We all wish you good luck and the 
best of success in whatever endeavor 
your pathway of life may lead you. It 
has been a pleasure and privilege to 
work with you these past several years. 

Mr. COON. Mr. Speaker, during my 
term in the Congress I have had many 
eccasions to work with Congressman 
WESLEY DEWART, of Montana. He is, in 
my opinion, one of our best informed 
legislators, especially on matters that 
pertain to the West. His knowledge and 
understanding of reclamation, mining, 
public lands, and Indian affairs is out- 
standing. He ably represents the people 
of the Northwest, and especially the peo- 
ple of his own State of Montana, whether 
it be legislation for the miner, the lum- 
berman, the farmer, the wheat grower, 
the woolgrower or the cattleman—in fact 
any legislation pertaining to Montana. 

We regret very much to lose Mr. 
D’Ewart from the House of Representa- 
tives, because in my estimation he is one 
of the most capable legislators in the 
United States Congress. He has served 
well and with distinction for his country 
and his State, and I wish him continued 
success. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to associate myself with the gentle- 
man from California and my other col- 
leagues who have spoken about the dis- 
tinguished service of Westey D’Ewart 
in this House. 

I can remember when WESLEY D'EWART 
first came to the House. He was elected 
to fill a vacancy at a special election in 
the State of Montana. He immediately 
impressed us with his great ability and 
his knowledge of western problems. He 
is now one of our most capable and ex- 
perienced Members. 

The fact that WesLey D’Ewart has 
made an enviable record in this House- 
is proven by the fact that the Republi- 
can Party in Montana has selected him 
as its candidate for the United States 
Senate. Personally, I regret very much 
to see him leave the House, where he has 
made such an outstanding record. Iam 
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sure that the people of Montana will re- 
ward his faithful service by giving him 
a vote of confidence in November. He 
will be greatly missed in this body, but I 
am confident his career as a public serv- 
ant will continue. 

I wish him much success not alone in 
politics but in everything he undertakes. 
It has been a real pleasure and a privi- 
lege for me to serve with WESLEY 
D’Ewart. We need more men like him 
in public life. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman is one 
of the older Members of the House and 
speaks with great authority, and I thank 
him for his comments. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, I too. 
regret that our very good friend, WESLEY 
D’Ewanrt, is going to leave this body. I 
consider him to be one of my very best 
friends. I have come to know him 
rather well throughout the years. He is 
a man of the highest integrity and he 
has proven himself to be an outstanding 
Representative in the Congress of the 
United States. 

Always alert and devoted to duty he 
has devoted much of his time to prob- 
lems of the West and his own great State 
of Montana. I hope the people of Mon- 
tana will reward this faithful servant by 
sending him to the Senate at the electicn 
in November. Needless to say, WESLEY 
D’Ewart has my best wishes for success 
in all his endeavors. 

Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Speaker, our col- 
leagues from the Western States, and 
rightfully so, are expressing great pride 
in the record that WEsLEY D’Ewart has 
made as a Member of this body. The 
regret at his leaving this House is not 
confined to his western colleagues be- 
cause we of the East also are very pleased 
with the record of service and accom- 
plishment he has made as a Member of 
the House. We wish to record that 
WESLEY D'EwarT is a New Englander by 
birth and a graduate of grade and high 
school in his hometown, Worcester, Mass. 
Subsequently, our distinguished friend 
went west and there made his mark. His 
star continues in its ascendancy as he 
serves the citizens of Montana who sent 
him to Washington. 

I have always found WESLEY D’Ewart 
most friendly and a hard worker, de- 
voted and determined to fulfill his legis- 
lative responsibilities. I want to join 
with the other Members of the House in 
wishing him every success, and, above 
all, good health in the days ahead. Iam 
glad to have had the privilege of serv- 
ing with him and to call him my friend. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, all of us in 
this House who have been associated 
during these years with WESLEY 
D’EwartT are appreciative of the fine 
character and the gentlemanly spirit 
and the great ability of this colleague 
from Montana. But I rise to speak espe- 
cially of what I learned about his work 
as a legislator when I had a bill before 
his committee dealing with an effort to 
get better medical care for the American 
Indians, 

The diligence, the scholarliness, the 
thoroughness, and always the unfailing 
courtesy and patient effort which Wes- 
LEY D’Ewart put into studying all angles 
of my proposal, getting the bill perfected 
and a splendid report written, then get- 
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ting it acted upon favorably by the full 
committee, the House, and the confer- 
ence with the Senate, were as impressive 
a demonstration of legislative skill as I 
have seen during my years as a Mem- 
ber of this body. 

I wish him well and full success in 
his effort to move to a larger field of 
service, with wider responsibility and 
greater opportunity to serve the people 
of his State and of the Nation. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, it is with keen regret those of 
us who have been associated with Wes 
D’Ewart in recent years see the end of 
his service in the House. He has been 
a splendid Representative, well informed 
as to the legislation under consideration 
and with the courage of his convictions. 
He has been intimately associated with 
the problems of the West. He knew the 
needs of his section of the country and 
guided with skill and wisdom legislation 
that would advance the West. A zealous 
champion of the West, he was more than 
a sectional leader. He believed in Amer- 
ica and worked for its betterment, real- 
izing that if America went forward his 
section would also go forward. The 
House has suffered a real loss in Mr. 
D’Ewart’s decision not to return. It is 
to be hoped the country can retain his 
services in another position of trust and 
responsibility. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I join with my colleagues who 
have expressed their regrets that WEs- 
LEY A. D’Ewanrt is terminating his sery- 
ice in the House. We all wish him suc- 
cess in his effort to extend his service in 
the Senate of the United States. 

It has been my privilege to work with 
my distinguished colleague since he be- 
gan his service here. It has been his re- 
sponsibility to handle bills on the Pri- 
vate Calendar and my responsibility was 
to clear these private bills for final ac- 
tion in the House. 

WEsLEY D'Ewart has always been a 
conscientious, able, and diligent public 
servant. He has rendered outstanding 
service to his district and the great West 
in general. He is an expert on reclama- 
tion, agriculture and close to his heart 
are the mining interests in his great 
State. 

We shall miss WEsLEY DEWART. His 
kindly smile, his modesty and his in- 
tegrity has endeared him to every Mem- 
ber of this distinguished body. Every 
good wish goes with him for a successful 
campaign this fall and for further dis- 
tinguished service in the United States 
Senate. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, before 
leaving Idaho to come to Washington to 
be sworn in as a freshman Congressman, 
I had heard so much about WESLEY 
D'Ewart that I almost felt as though I 
knew him. My predecessor representing 
the Second Congressional District of the 
State of Idaho, the Honorable John San- 
born, had told me that no Member of the 
House was more capable or better in- 
formed on matters affecting the Western 
States than the gentleman from Mon- 
tana [Mr. D’Ewart]. In the 4 years 
during which it has been my pleasure to 
serve with him and under his chairman- 
ship, the words of John Sanborn have 
been proven true many, many times. 
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WEsLEY D’Ewart has been not only one 
of the foremost spokesmen for the States 
of the West, but he has also put in prob- 
ably as much time at his work as any 
Member of Congress, and his industry 
and devotion to his work have been 
manifest in many fields, but particularly 
those affecting the Western States. 

His background, his legislative ability, 
his knowledge of the problems of the 
West, and his courage and honesty will 
be sorely missed. It is with the greatest 
regret on the part of all of us from all 
sections of the Nation to see Wes 
D’Ewart leaving the House of Repre- 
sentatives where he has done such 
meritorious service for his people of 
Montana, for the West and for the 
Nation. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
Hope}. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, like the 
others who have spoken, I regret very 
much that the distinguished gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. D’Ewart] has 
reached a decision to leave this body. 
Certainly, the regret that I have is tem- 
pered somewhat by the fact that he is 
a candidate for a place in another leg- 
islative body and I am sure all of us 
wish him success in that effort. 

I have observed the gentleman from 
Montana throughout the many years 
that he has been a Member of the House. 
No Member has been more diligent in 
his duties and none stands higher in the 
esteem of his colleagues. Mr. D'EWART 
represents a section of the country which 
has many problems that necessarily re- 
quire the attention of Congress, and no 
Member of the House has done a better 
job than he in representing the varied 
interests of his own State and other 
States in that area. 

Montana is a great agricultural State, 
and I have had the pleasure and oppor- 
tunity of working with the gentleman 
from Montana in connection with many 
agricultural matters. His knowledge of 
the problems confronting the farmers 
and ranchers of Montana in connection 
with the production of wheat, sugar 
beets, cattle, wool, and other agricul- 
tural commodities is such that other 
Members have come to regard him as 
an authority on them. I have frequent- 
ly looked to him for counsel and advice 
on such matters, as have many other 
Members. 

My kindest wishes go to him not only 
in his present political contest, but in 
everything he may undertake in the 
future. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ARENDS]. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, like my 
many other colleagues, I welcome this 
opportunity to pay my respects to 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
D’EwarT], who has been such a stalwart 
among our ranks here in the House of 
Representatives in the movement and 
the effort to put through a constructive 
program during this session of the Con- 
gress. For many years I have had the 
pleasure of working with Congressman 
D'EwarT. I know of his splendid, out- 
standing characteristics, the fine gentle- 
man that he is, and the continual deyo- 
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tion and loyalty to the country that he 
has displayed. I wish for him the very 
best of success. Rumor tells me that he 
has no desire to leave this body, but 
thought that service in another body 
would be helpful to the great State of 
Montana, and if there is any push I 
can give him to help make him a Sena- 
tor, I want to doit. The gentleman from 
Montana has displayed great talents. 
He is a great American, a great patriot, 
and a fine legislator. 


A MEMBER OF CONGRESS TAKES 
A NEW LOOK AT WATER CONTROL 
AND SOIL CONSERVATION 


The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. MILLER] is recognized for 
20 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Speak- 
er, I came to Washington at the begin- 
ning of the 83d Congress with the 
unusual publicity of having been the only 
Democrat ever to be elected from the 
First District of Kansas in the more than 
90 years of that State’s history. That 
this should have occurred at the time of 
a great Republican landslide when many 
States and congressional districts went 
Republican for the first time was of itself 
news. What was the cause of this re- 
verse of the usual was the question that 
interested many people and that was 
raised in the newspapers and periodicals 
from New York to Los Angeles, and even 
appeared in Stars and Stripes of far- 
away Japan. 

Since I was the central figure in this 
interesting phenomenon, and since the 
issues that brought it about are still 
alive and bid fair to become more acute 
in the coming campaign than they were 
2 years ago, I shall review briefiy the 
facts leading up to the present situation 
and possibly take a look into the future, 
judging—as Patrick Henry would say— 
what may happen in the future by what 
has happened in the past. 

Even though there is a saying to the 
effect that major catastrophes are re- 
membered only 4 or 5 years and minor 
catastrophies for a much shorter time, 
the near revolutionary conditions of the 
thirties are well-remembered by most 
of the adult people of the United States. 
By laboring people they are remembered 
for the difficulty of procuring a job and 
for the low wages. By merchants they 
are remembered for the shop-worn mer- 
chandise and the bad accounts. By pro- 
fessional men, they are remembered as 
the period of low income. By children 
and youths in the home, they are re- 
membered for the hushed conversation 
when father and mother were discussing 
whether or not to make one more effort 
to save the home. This was the situa- 
tion when, in 1938, Congress was cast- 
ing about to find some way in which 
to furnish jobs for desperate men who 
wanted to have honorable work at which 
they could earn money to buy food for 
themselves, their wives and their chil- 
dren. It was under these conditions that 
Congress directed the Corps of Engineers 
of the United States Army, a body of 
trained men under able leadership, to 
make a hydrological survey of the Kan- 
sas River Basin to determine what meas- 
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ures could profitably be taken to con- 
trol the excess rainfall, and prevent, so 
far as practicable, flood damage in the 
river valleys and to the cities situated 
on the river banks, 

Following this authorization, the 
Corps of Engineers made surveys on the 
main tributaries of the Kansas River 
and reported to Congress their findings 
and recommendations in various docu- 
ments from time to time. In justice to 
the Corps of Engineers it must be 
realized that, in making their surveys 
and laying their plans, they, like any 
other body of men, experts or otherwise, 
were bound to be guided by the condi- 
tions of the time, the kind of tools avail- 
able to work with, the time required for 
the work, and every other consideration 
that might enter into development and 
completion of any project. It is im- 
portant to know that, up to that time, 
there had not been developed any of the 
modern earth-moving machinery which 
makes possible the execution of a pro- 
gram of water control from the area 
upon which the raindrops fall to the 
river channel which nature has pre- 
pared to carry the water back to the sea 
whence most of it comes. There were 
available only tools and equipment suit- 
able for building dams on the river 
channel. Naturally no other system of 
fiood prevention was given considera- 
tion. 

It was known to hydrological engi- 
neers for centuries that if mankind 
could find the means to construct ter- 
races to conduct the excess rainfall which 
poured from the fields slowly around the 
hillside instead of permitting it to rush 
swiftly down the hillside, the damage 
done by the runoff would be greatly re- 
duced. But in the United States, with 
large acreages and low prices for farm 
products, it was not found to be eco- 
nomically possible with the crude equip- 
ment of the early thirties. I know this 
well from an individual experience, for 
I was one of the few farmers who, fol- 
lowing the counsel of the county agent 
and the engineers from the extension 
department of the land-grant colleges, 
experimented with a terracing program 
in the days of the horse-drawn ma- 
chinery. We were convinced that soil- 
conservation practices were needed to 
save our soil and reduce flood damage, 
but we found them too slow and expen- 
sive. Only determined men of unusual 
foresight and with assured financial 
means carried forward the program to 
anything like completion. They were 
less than one in a hundred of the own- 
ers and operators of the farms. 

This was the situation when Congress, 
under the prodding of such soil-conser- 
vation-minded men as Hugh Bennett, of 
the Agriculture Department, and many 
men of like conviction, but lesser fame— 
notably Deans Umberger and Williams 
of the extension service of the land- 
grant college at Manhattan, Kans.— 
passed the Soil Conservation Act of 1935. 
The enactment of this law resulted in 
the organization of soil-conservation 
districts in every State in the Union, and 
in some instances in every county in the 
State. 

Now it so happened, largely as a mat- 
ter of coincidence, that the authoriza- 
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tion of the Kansas River water-control 
survey and the development of the Soil 
Conservation Service came about in the 
same period of time when, through the 
development of the internal-combustion 
engine, there was being invented ma- 
chinery which would greatly accelerate 
the execution of the program which 
these two separate organizations were to 
undertake and promote. The necessity 
to furnish employment on the part of 
the Government, the need of water con- 
trol and soil conservation as advocated 
by the Corps of Engineers and the ex- 
tension agents, coupled with the fact 
that there was being developed machin- 
ery making it possible and practicable 
to put into execution the plans advo- 
cated by these governmental agencies, 
aroused the American people to the fact 
that control of water and saving of the 
soil was the greatest problem before the 
Nation. The truth of the matter is that 
control of water has always been man- 
kind’s greatest problem, but it has never 
been as seriously considered as its im- 
portance justified because, up to our own 
time, it had never been physically pos- 
sible to do very much about it. Had it 
been possible for the people of Babylon 
and Egypt to have terraced their land 
and built detention reservoirs as it is 
now possible for the farmers of America 
to save our soil and control the move- 
ment of water, the estuaries of the 
Tigris, the Euphrates, and the Nile 
would not now be the graveyard of those 
ancient civilizations. 

We of the United States are the most 
fortunate people that ever the sun shone 
on. We have not only inherited the 
greatest area of undeveloped, unwasted, 
fertile land along with mineral wealth 
and good climatic conditions, we are the 
heirs to science, invention, and discovery 
of all the ages. The results of the think- 
ing, the labor, the experience of all the 
men and nations that went before are 
ready at our hand as tools to be used 
in the development of this great land 
and Nation. It is a heritage of which 
we may well be proud, an opportunity 
which we must embrace, a responsibility 
at which we might well tremble. It is 
literally true that all that we are, all 
that we have, and all that we hope to 
be—with apologies to Daniel Webster— 
we owe to the men and nations who have 
gone before. It is, therefore, our duty to 
preserve all those things that are valu- 
able and to transmit them, undimin- 
ished and untarnished, to those who 
shall come after. In this regard the 
Congress must take its full part and 
share its full responsibility. In fact, 
Congress should be in the van of human 
progress. It should lead—not follow. 
And in the last 20 years, Congress had 
led in the all-important matter of sav- 
ing our soil. Congress has furnished 
the leadership. It has led the States 
in furnishing assistance and cooperation 
to farmers to encourage construction 
of terraces, waterways, and water-con- 
trol reservoirs. It has led in providing 
for pilot watershed development. Those 
Members who were in the House and 
Senate when the Soil Conservation Act 
was passed in 1936, may well be proud of 
the foresight and wisdom they exhibited 
on that occasion, 
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Those who were here when the pilot 
watersheds were provided for can have 
great satisfaction in the knowledge that 
that program is demonstrating the feasi- 
bility of water control from the raindrop 
to the river channel; and we of the 83d 
Congress, who have had a part in the 
passage of the water-control law en- 
acted in this session, making possible the 
full development of water-control meas- 
ures in every area of the United States, 
can have the supreme satisfaction of 
knowing that we are contributing to the 
well-being, not only of this generation, 
but of all the people that may come 
after us. The enactment of the Hope- 
Aiken law so recently passed by both 
Houses of Congress and signed by the 
President, is the culmination of the labor 
and the thinking of every Congress, and 
the combined efforts of the leaders in the 
Department of Agriculture and the land- 
grant colleges during the last 20 years. 
It is not complete, it is not perfect, but it 
does make possible the carrying forward 
of the work it is designed to promote. It 
can be changed as time and experience 
may show the need and from time to 
time it will be so changed. The people 
are back of this law, and the people will 
see to it that it is safeguarded and im- 
proved. Such is the enthusiasm of the 
people that, whereas heretofore Con- 
gress has been in the lead, from here on 
it may be found difficult for Congress to 
keep apace of the people. : 

If any Member questions this, I invite 
him to attend the great pilot watershed 
demonstration to be held at Powhattan, 
Kans., August 18. The farmers and the 
landowners of the Little Delaware- 
Mission Creek pilot watershed will, at 
this demonstration, show to all the world 
how it is now possible to control excess 
water from the raindrop to the river and 
on to the sea by slowing down its flow on 
the land where it falls, in the ravine that 
it enters, and in the creeks and tribu- 
taries that lead to the river channel, as 
advocated by President Eisenhower in a 
recent speech before the Rivers and 
Harbors Convention. They have adopt- 
ed the thesis that it is easier to con- 
trol a number of small streams than one 
large one. They are convinced that it is 
better to prevent floods than to try to 
control them. They have figures to 
prove that this upstream control system 
is more economical, does less damage, 
and is more beneficial than construction 
of big dams on the river channel. What 
more can anyone want? All believers 
are invited to come out and celebrate. 
All doubters are invited to come and be 
convinced. I am authorized to extend a 
special invitation to all Members of Con- 
gress and an extra special invitation to 
members of the Corps of Engineers. 
Come to Kansas. We produce corn and 
wheat and hogs and cattle, and occasion- 
ally a President, but we specialize in com- 
mon people, and our watchword is 
progress. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Recorp, or to re- 
vise and extend remarks, was granted to: 

Mr. Morano and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Lone. 
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Mr. BLATNIK and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. NarchEx and include an editorial. 

Mr. Witson of California in two in- 
stances. : 

Mr. Apair and to include additional 
matter. 

Mr. Bow in two instances. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 


the following titles: 


S. 1585. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, as amended; 

S. 1611. An act to regulate the election 
of delegates representing the District of 
Columbia to national political conventions 
and for other purposes; 

S. 2798. An act for the relief of Azizollah 
Azordegan; 

S. 3506. An act to repeal the act approved 
September 25, 1914, and to amend the act 
approved June 12, 1934, both relating to alley 
dwellings in the District of Columbia; and 

S. 3655. An act to provide that the Metro- 
politan Police force shall keep arrest books 
which are open to public inspection. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 29 minutes p. m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, August 11, 1954, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


1815. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Commissioner, Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service, Depart- 
ment of Justice, transmitting additional 
evidence relating to certain cases involv- 
ing suspension of deportation, and re- 
questing that they be withdrawn from 
those now before the Congress and re- 
turned to the jurisdiction of this Service 
was taken from the Speaker’s table and 
referred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB- 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. WALTER: Committee on Un-American 
Activities. Part II, minority views on H. R. 
9838, a bill to amend the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Act of 1950 to provide for the 
determination of the identity of certain 
Communist-infiltrated organizations, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 2651). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. HOPE: Committee on Agriculture. 
H. R. 10077. A bill to amend section 6 of the 
act of August 30, 1890, as amended, and 
section 2 of the act of February 2, 1903, as 
amended; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2653). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. REES of Kansas: Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. H. R. 9120. A bill 
to authorize the Postmaster General to pro- 
vide for the use in first- and second-class 
post offices of a special canceling stamp or 
postmarking die bearing the words “Pray 
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for peace”; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2654). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BERRY: 

H. R. 10211. A bill for the relief of the 
South Dakota State Hospital for the Insane; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. KELLY of New York: 

H. R. 10212. A bill to provide that the 
United States shall reimburse the States and 
their political subdivisions for real prop- 
erty taxes not collected on real property 
owned by a foreign government and there- 
fore exempt from taxation; to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MACK of Illinois: 

H. R. 10213. A bill to provide for the relief 
of droughts in the United States; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr, RAINS: 

H. R. 10214. A bill to provide benefits for 
members of the reserve components of the 
Armed Forces who suffer disability or death 
from injury or disease incurred while en- 
gaged in active-duty or inactive-duty train- 
ing; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. THORNBERRY: 

H. R. 10215. A bill to provide for the ac- 
quisition by the Secretary of the Air Force 
of the public school located adjacent to the 
northwest corner boundary of Bergstrom Air 
Force Base at Austin, Tex.; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. PILLION: = 

H. J. Res. 583. Joint resolution to provide 
for the award of the Medal of Freedom to 
Herbert Hoover, Jr.; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 


s 


PRIVATE BILLS AND. RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, priváte 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BOLAND: 

H. R. 10216. A bill for the relief of Erie L. 

Reid; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FALLON: 

H. R. 10217. A bill for the relief of Nicolai 

Dimitriu; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota: 

H. R. 10218. A bill for the relief of certain 
Spanish aliens; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MACK of Illinois: 

H. R. 10219. A bill to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Army to donate 10 rifles 
to the Clark County Post No. 90 of the 
American Legion, Marshall, III.; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, 

By Mr. MORGAN: 

H. R. 10220. A bill for the relief of Liduina 

Rossi; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROONEY (by request): 

H. R. 10221. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Theodora Bourlotos, nee Hangepetros; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. YORTY: 

H. R. 10222. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Vera O'Callaghan; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 


1138. Mr. MUMMA presented a petition 
signed by Mr. and Mrs. John A. Killinger, 
of Harrisburg, Pa., and some 13 other mem- 
bers of that community, urging favorable ac- 
tion on H, R. 1227, which would prohibit 
the transportation in interstate commerce 
of advertisements of alcoholic beverages 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 


1954 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


13975 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Analysis of the Tax Revision Bill 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


oF 


HON. J. GLENN BEALL 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 


Tuesday, August 10, 1954 


Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, because 
of the great interest expressed by the 
people of Maryland in the tax-revision 
bill, I have prepared a digest of its pro- 
visions which are of specific benefit to 
the small taxpayers—individuals, small 
business, and farmers. 

The revision of our entire Internal 
Revenue Code for the first time in 75 
years was a mammoth undertaking, and 
the members of the committees who 
worked on that bill are deserving of the 
highest praise. Even if no other bill had 
been acted on by the 83d Congress, I 
believe it could truthfully be said that 
this was a successful Congress. 

Under the provisions of House bill 
8300, individuals will save a total of 
$827 million; and every citizen will bene- 
fit in some way from the revision of the 
tax law. 

It is estimated that under the tax 
changes the following number of people 
will benefit: From medical deductions, 
8.5 million people; from lower tax on 
dividends, 7 million people; from working 
mothers’ relief, 2.1 million people; from 
tax cut in retirement, 1.8 million people; 
from changes on installments, 1.6 mil- 
lion people; from the new dependent 
rule, 1.3 million people; from change on 
annuities, 800,000 people; from the soil- 
conservation rule, 500,000 people; from 
easier depreciation, 9.6 million people— 
plus 600,000 corporations. 

The Eisenhower administration is ful- 
filling its campaign pledge to “reduce 
Government spending and thereby per- 
mit lower taxation.” 

Administration economies and cuts 
made by Congress in the appropriations 
made practicable the 10 percent income 
tax cut which went into effect on Janu- 
ary 1, 1954, with a saving to the public 
of $3 billion, 

In addition to that 10 percent income- 
tax reduction, a billion dollar excise-tax 
reduction was voted by Congress on April 
1, 1954. In general, excise taxes were cut 
back to 10 percent, although taxes on 
most household appliances were slashed 
to 5 percent. 

Eight hundred million dollars of the 
billion dollars voted in excise cuts will go 
to individuals—about $20 per house- 
hold—and $200 million to business con- 
cerns. All the tax cuts approved by the 
Eisenhower administration will put an 
additional $100 in the average taxpayer's 
pocket. 

Mr. President, I request unanimous 
consent to have the digest of the tax re- 
vision bill, H. R. 8300, printed in the 
RECORD. 


There being no objection, the digest 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DiGcEst oF H. R. 8300, REVISING THE INTERNAL 
REVENUE CODE 

The revenue revision bill, H. R. 8300, which 
revises our entire Internal Revenue Code, 
contains literally hundreds of provisions 
which will greatly alleviate the majority of 
hardships and inequities imposed by our 
present tax laws on taxpayers having small 
incomes. 

Critics of the bill contend that it benefits 
only corporations and wealthy individuals 
and that practically no relief is given to the 
small taxpayer. It should be recognized 
that although this legislation is not de- 
signed as a tax-reducing measure, the tax- 
payer's bill, when computed, will be smaller 
through more and increased deductions. A 
greater portion of the taxpayer’s income will 
be tax free. New rules have been designed 
to aid the taxpayer in working his tax costs 
down. 


GENERAL BENEFITS TO INDIVIDUALS 


The bill contains many provisions which 
are beneficial to individuals. Briefly, the 
more important changes from the stand- 
point of individuals are the new provisions 
concerning: 

1. Retirement (policemen, firemen, teach- 
ers, and others): For retired individuals 
65 years of age or over; or under 65, retired 
under some Federal, State, or local govern- 
ment pension plan other than military, 
there is provided a credit against tax liabil- 
ity equivalent to the tax at the first bracket 
rate amounting to 20 percent on the first 


$1,200 of annual investment income or pri- 


vate pension. 

2. Children earning over $600: A parent is 
permitted to continue to claim a child as a 
dependent regardless of the child's earnings 
or investment income if he is under 19 years 
of age or away from home at school, as long 
as the parent, in fact, supplies more than 
one-half of the child’s support. 

8. Foster children; Foster children and 
children in process of adoption may be 
claimed as dependents. 

4. Head of household: A taxpayer is per- 
mitted to head of household status and the 
partial income-splitting benefit if supporting 
a father or mother in a home of his or her 
own. 

5. Medical expenses: A tax allowance is 
given for medical expenses in excess of 3 per- 
cent of adjusted gross income instead of only 
those expenses in excess of 5 percent of this 
income. Outlays for drugs and medicines 
may be included in medical expenses to the 
extent they exceed 1 percent of adjusted 
gross income. The transportation costs of 
a trip prescribed by a doctor may be de- 
ducted. However, the expense of meals and 
lodging incurred on such a trip may not be 
deducted. The present ceiling of $1,250 for 
a single person, with a maximum of $5,000 
for a family, is doubled, allowing a ceiling of 
$2,500 for a single person with no dependents, 
and a maximum for a family of $10,000. 

6. Working mothers: A working mother 
may deduct child-care costs up to $600 minus 
any amount which the adjusted gross income 
of the taxpayer and her spouse exceeds $4,500. 
Thus, if a woman and her husband have an 
adjusted gross income of $4,700 the deduc- 
tion may not exceed $400 ($500-$4,700-$4,500 
$400). 

7. Working widows: A widow with one or 
more children under 12 years of age or handi- 
capped children can deduct up to $600 for 
costs of child care while working. This relief 
is also provided for a divorced person, or 
legally separated person or a woman whose 


husband is unable to work providing that the 
taxpayer works and has child cafe costs as 
defined. 

8. Death of spouse: A taxpayer suffering 
the loss of a spouse can continue for a period 
of 2 years the benefits of income-splitting 
if there are dependent children to support. 

9. The allowance of an exemption where 
several individuals support a dependent: 
The bill provides that where a dependent is 
supported by two or more taxpayers they 
may agree among themselves on who will get 
the exemption. Under existing law, where 
an aged relative is supported by the joint 
contributions of a number of members of 
his family no one of them can claim the 
exemption. 

10. Annuity income: The bill grants relief 
by providing that annuities are to be taxed 
under the life-expectancy method. Annual 
exclusions will be determined by dividing the 
total consideration paid for the annuity by 
the expected life of the annuitant. As a 
result, in the average case where the an- 
nuitant lives out his life expectancy he will 
completely recover his capital free of tax. 

12. Home owners: In the event a taxpayer 
purchases a home the title can be in the 
names of husband and wife without incur- 
ring liability under the gift tax provisions, 

The taxpayer who sells his home can, in 
computing the basis of the property, reduce 
the sales price by any sales commissions 
paid, painting expense, and other expenses 
incurred in making the property salable, 

Another benefit to home owners is the pro- 
vision which grants to persons living in co-op 
housing developments a tax deduction for 
their share of the interest and taxes paid 
by the development. 

13. Personal injury and sickness: The bill 
provides for an exclusion of income up to 
$100 a week for payments for personal injury 
or sickness made under a plan financed by 
the employer where the payments are in lieu 
of wages. This exclusion will not apply to 
the first 7 days an employee is absent from 
work unless such absence is on account of 
personal injury or if the employee is hos- 
pitalized on account of sickness for 1 day 
during the period of absence. 

Benefits which reimburse the employee for 
expenses incurred for his own medical care 
and for the medical care of his spouse or his 
dependents will also be exempt. In addition, 
the bill makes it clear that certain payments 
for injury if made without regard to the 
employee’s absence from work are to be ex- 
empt. These are payments for the perma- 
nent loss, or loss of use, of a member, or 
function, of the body or for permanent dis- 
figurement. These payments may be made 
with respect to the taxpayers, his spouse, or 
his dependents. 

14. Alimony: Under this measure pay- 
ments of alimony or separate maintenance 
constitute a tax deduction to the husband 
and makes the wife taxable on any payments 
made under a written separation agreement 
even without a court decree where the hus- 
band and wife file separate returns. Pay- 
ments to a wife under a court decree entered 
into after March 1, 1954, will be treated in 
the same way as alimony payments. 

15. Inventors: More liberal treatment of 
income is provided for inventors. 

16. Ministers of the Gospel: The cash paid 
to a minister by a church for the rental of a 
parsonage will be tax free. 

17. Policemen: Generally subsistence al- 
lowance paid to Federal, State, or local po- 
licemen will be tax-free up to $5 per day. 

18. Contributions: The amount deducti- 
ble for contributions is increased from 20 
to 30 percent, providing the additional 10 
percent goes to churches, schools, and hos- 
pitals. 
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19. Installment purchases: A taxpayer can 
deduct the carrying charges on installment 
purchases up to 6 percent of the average 
unpaid balance even when such charges do 
not show the portion which is interest. 

20. Employees and outside salesmen: 
Business transportation expenses such as bus, 
taxi, and other fares may be deducted by 
employees and outside salesmen in com- 
puting adjusted gross income even where 
out-of-town travel is not involved. The cost 
of automobile operation such as oil, gasoline, 
maintenance, and depreciation can be de- 
ducted to the extent such expenses are actu- 
ally incurred in business. Such expenses 
can be deducted and the taxpayer will still 
be able to take the 10-percent standard 
deduction, 

21. Death benefits: The law has been lib- 
eralized by extending the $5,000 exemption to 
death benefits paid without a contract and 
to distributions from qualified profit-sharing, 
stock bonus, pension, or employee annuity 
plans even though the deceased had a non- 
forfeitable right to the money while living. 

22. Writers and artists: The bill provides 
that income from a 2-year project can be 
averaged over the years required for the job. 

23. Insurance: A life insurance policy 
made payable to the wife or child of a tax- 
payer will not be included in the taxpayer’s 
taxable estate if the taxpayer irrevocably 
assigned the policy to his wife or child. 

24. Shareholders: An exclusion is provided 
for the first $50 of dividend income received 
by an individual in any taxable year ending 
after July 31,1954. Taxpayers with dividend 
income remaining after this exclusion will 
be permitted to deduct from their final tax 
a credit of 4 percent of such dividends re- 
ceived after August 1, 1954. 

25. Subdivided land: Taxpayers who are 
not regular dealers in real estate subdivide 
land in order to make it more saleable will 
receive more liberal treatment. Such tax- 
payers will be allowed capital gains treat- 
ment on most of their profits providing the 
property is held for longer than 5 years and 
that no improvements substantially enhanc- 
ing the property have been made, 

In addition to the many tax benefits avail- 
able under this bill to small-tax payers, the 
following provisions are of particular benefit 
to small businesses: 

26. Accelerated depreciation: The bill con- 
tinues all depreciation allowable under pres- 
ent law, and in addition grants taxpayers 
the right, at their option, to use the dimin- 
ishing-balance method of depreciation at 
double the rate available under the straight- 
line method, or to use any other systematic 
method which does not give greater aggregate 
charges than those available under the de- 
clining-balance method. This provision ap- 
plies to all types of tangible depreciable 
assets, including farm equipment, machinery, 
and buildings, rental housing, and indus- 
trial and commercial buildings, as well as 
machinery and equipment. This provision 
will particularly help farmers in financing 
their machinery. 

27. Business debts: Bad debts of a business 
nature can be taken as an ordinary business 
loss even if they become bad after the tax- 
payer is out of business. 

28. Research and development expenses: 
Provision provides specifically that a busi- 
ness can either write off research and experi- 
mental costs in the year in which incurred 
or elect to treat them as deferred expenses to 
be written off over a period of 5 years or 
more. 

29. Accumulation of earnings: Section 102 
provides that the first $30,000 of accumulated 
earnings will not be counted in determining 
whether there has been an unreasonable ac- 
cumulation. These provisions have been 
liberalized to provide greater protection for 
the taxpayer. 

30. Corporate reorganizations: The tax law 
is amended to permit tax-free rearrange- 
ments of stockholders’ interests in corpora- 
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tions, so long as no corporate earnings are 
withdrawn. 

31. Loss carryback: The carryback provi- 
sion is extended to 2 years. The 5-year carry- 
forward provision has been continued. 

32. Percentage depletion: The allowance 
for percentage depletion has been liberalized 
and a number of new nonmetallic minerals 
have been added to the 15 percent group. 
The strategic and critical minerals, if pro- 
duced in the United States, have been in- 
creased to 23 percent. Other changes have 
been made in the groups now allowed 5 and 
10 percent. 

34. Partners and partnerships: The measure 
liberalizes and clarifies the law with respect 
to partners and partnerships. Payments by 
the firm of a guaranteed salary to a partner 
are taxable to him and deductible to the 
firm. The transfer of property to a partner 
from the firm usually will be tax free. Also 
certain partnerships may elect to be taxed 
as a corporation, 

35. Sole proprietors: An individual who 
owns his own business as a sole proprietor 
may elect under certain conditions to be 
taxed as a corporation. 

36. Prepaid income: The measure liber- 
alizes the provisions relating to prepaid in- 
come by allowing a taxpayer to report such 
income as earned and to take expenses as 
incurred. This will result in less bookkeep- 
ing work for the taxpayer. 

37. Business losses: The measure liberal- 
izes the provisions relating to business losses 
by allowing such losses to be offset against 
profits of 2 prior years. Such losses may con- 
tinue to be offset against 5 future years. 

38. Losses from theft: Such losses may 
now be deducted in the year of discovery 
rather than in the year of theft. 

39. Investment firms: Regulated invest- 
ment companies will be permitted to invest 
in a greater amount of the stock of new and 
speculative development companies without 
loss of its special tax treatment. 

40. Accounting definitions: Tax account- 
ing is brought more nearly in line with 
accepted business accounting by allowing 
prepaid income to be taxed as it is earned 
rather than as it is received, and by allowing 
reserves to be established for known future 
expenses. 

41. Administrative provisions: Parts of 
the law covering assessments, collections, 
interest and penalties, the statute of limita- 
tions, and other administrative provisions 
have been simplified and brought together 
in one place, 

42. Returns and declarations of estimated 
tax: The bill provides a new set of require- 
ments for the filing of declarations of esti- 
mated tax which will be beneficial to all tax- 
payers and will relieve a substantial number 
of individuals of the burden in preparing 
these returns. Moreover, the bill provides a 
uniform additional charge of 6 percent for 
unpaid installments of estimated tax and 
eliminates many of the penalty provisions. 

In addition to the many tax benefits avail- 
able under this measure to farmers as indi- 
viduals, the following provisions are of spe- 
cific benefit to them as a group: 

43. Accelerated depreciation: The bill con- 
tinues all depreciation allowable under pres- 
ent law, and in addition grants taxpayers 
the right, at their option, to use the dimin- 
ishing-balance method of depreciation at 
double the rate available under the straight- 
line method, or to use any other systematic 
method which does not give greater aggre- 
gate charges than those available under the 
declining-balance method. This provision 
applies to all types of tangible depreciable 
assets, including farm equipment, ma- 
chinery and buildings, rental housing, and 
industrial and commercial buildings, as well 
as machinery and equipment. This provi- 
sion will particularly help farmers in financ- 
ing their machinery. 

44. Soil and water conservation expendi- 
tures: This provision is an extremely impor- 
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tant feature of the bill and will be of direct 
benefit to about 500,000 farmers and of indi- 
reet benefit to all by fostering sound con- 
servation practices, The bill will allow farm- 
ers to deduct expenditures for soil and water 
conservation, including those for leveling. 
grading, terracing, drainage, contour fur- 
rowing, eradication of brush, planting of 
windbreaks, and other expenses for treat- 
ment or moving of earth. The bill makes it 
clear that the provision applies to earthen 
dams not subject to depreciation and to the 
construction as well as the control and pro- 
tection of water courses, outlets, and ponds. 

The provision is also applicable for ex- 
penditures by farmers to satisfy special as- 
sessments of soil or water conservation dis- 
tricts. The annual deduction is limited to 
25 percent of farm income, but amounts in 
excess of this limit may be carried forward 
to be deducted in subsequent years. 

45. Declarations of estimated tax: The bill 
extends to farmers an extension of time for 
filing final returns to February 15, In addi- 
tion the bill treats oyster farming as “farm- 
ing” for purposes of the estimated tax, 

46. Children earning over $600: This pro- 
vision allows a taxpayer to claim the de- 
pendency exemption for children they sup- 
port who are under 19 years of age or away 
from home attending school or college even 
though the children’s earnings are in excess 
of $600 as long as he is in fact still supported 
by the parent (more than one-half of the 
support). 

47. Accounting provisions: Under present 
law, there are numerous divergencies be- 
tween the computation of income for tax 
purposes and the computation of income for 
business purposes, even though the business 
follows generally accepted accounting prin- 
ciples. The points of difference between 
business accounting and tax accounting are 
confined chiefly to questions of whether cer- 
tain types of receipts and expenses should be 
taken into account in arriving at taxable in- 
come. Frequently picayune in nature, these 
differences are a constant source of irrita- 
tion and hardship to business. The bill will 
bring tax accounting into closer harmony 
with sound business accounting. Under 
these provisions a farmer may use a hybrid 
type of accounting which may be more 
adaptable to the way he keeps his books. 


Mr. Chelf Indulges in a Fine Old Art 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WILLIAM H. NATCHER 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, August 10, 1954 


Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to have this opportunity to pay 
my respects to my colleague, FRANK 
CHELF, who so ably represents the 
Fourth Congressional District of Ken- 
tucky. He is loved, admired and re- 
spected by his constituents who have 
again paid tribute to his statesmanship, 
character and high ideals by reelecting 
him without primary or November oppo- 
sition. He is a gentleman of unshak- 
able poise, rapierlike wit and polished 
diplomacy who believes that a real rep- 
resentative of the people is not one who 
changes principles with every shift of 
the wind, but rather one who, while in 
close communication with his constitu- 
ents, translates into practical form their 
opinions and wishes as revealed to his 
mature judgment and enlightened con- 
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science. A true leader possessing to a 
remarkably high degree the great out- 
standing qualities of wisdom, of modera- 
tion, of justice and of patience. One 
who believes in fair play and is ready and 
willing to fight to maintain decency and 
honor in politics. 

Believing as he does that no man 
should be deprived of his life, liberty, or 
property without due process of law and 
the right to his day in court, my friend, 
FRANK CHELF, has only recently protested 
the ouster of Raymond Stigall as post- 
master at Danville, Ky. Mr. Stigall is 
known throughout the Fourth Congres- 
sional District as a conscientious, loyal, 
energetic, honest, capable public ser- 
vant. As pointed out by Congressman 
Cuetr to Postmaster General Summer- 
field, this is simply a case of a Democrat 
holding a position that the Republicans 
want, and regardless of method, Mr. 
Stigall must be ousted to make room for 
a member of the Postmaster General’s 
party. The fact that Mr. Stigall is a dis- 
abled veteran, an honest capable public 
servant, plays no part apparently with 
the Postmaster General. To me, Mr. 
Speaker, this particular case is a se- 
rious blow to the thousands of decent 
career employees who have devoted 
their lives to our service, and naturally, 
Mr. Stigall will appeal his dismissal no- 
tice to the regional office of the Civil 
Service Commission at Cincinnati. I 
predict, Mr. Speaker, that before Mr. 
Summerfield finishes with this particular 
case he will understand full well why the 
people of the Fourth Congressional Dis- 
trict of Kentucky believe in Frank CHELF. 

Under leave to extend my remarks, I 
include herewith an editorial entitled 
“Mr. CHELF Indulges in a Fine Old Art,” 
which appeared in the August 7, 1954, 
issue of the Courier-Journal, of Louis- 
ville, Ky. 

The editorial is as follows: 

Mr. CHELF INDULGES IN A FINE OLD ART 

As fanciers of the form-fitting simile— 
as tight, let's say, as a zipper—we are caught 
in admiration and envy by Representative 
FRANK CHELF’s virtuosity at manipulating 
that, alas, too-often overlooked figure of 
speech. 

This accomplishment of Kentucky’s 
Fourth District statesman shows up in a 
letter to Postmaster General Summerfield, 
protesting dismissal of the postmaster at 
Danville. You can just put it down that 
our FRANK is as sharp as Shakespeare, as full 
of comparisons as a hive is of honey, as fast 
as a jet plane. 

The department’s excuses for giving the 
Danville man the air, writes Mr. CHELF, are 
“as phony as a $3 bill and as flimsy as a 
dickey bird’s power dive.” This, in case you 
missed the Kentucky Member's full out- 
pourings, is just the beginning. Mr. CHELF 
has a million. The charges “have about as 
much weight as the glue on a second-hand 
stamp and about as much real truth as the 
wool in a chicken’s tail.” 

But why goon? Why knock ourselves and 
you out by the fascination that lies in such 
poetic artistry as to say of the charges that 
“they are as fantastic as pink elephants do- 
ing a strip-tease dance on the northwest 
side of a plugged dime“? 


Out of it all we gather that Mr. CHELF is 


as hot as a firecracker, as mad as a hornet, 
as unlimited in his fury as cosmic space. 
He is also as Democratic as Andrew Jackson 
and he doesn't care whether Mr. Summer- 
field is as Republican as Lincoln, he'll get 
him told. It’s as refreshing as CHELF. 
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America’s Challenge Today 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. GEORGE S. LONG 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 10, 1954 


Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, the story is 
told of a village moron who, proceeding 
to his home one dark night, ran into a 
tree standing by itself in the middle of 
a broad pasture. Desperately he circled 
the tree 'round and ’round—becoming 
more distraught and panicky with each 
step. When, at last, a rescuer appeared 
and asked what was the matter, the poor 
fellow replied, “Can’t you see. I'm lost 
in an impenetrable forest.“ 

In times such as these in which we are 
living, there are, I believe, two clear les- 
sons for usin this story. One of them is 
that we are sometimes prone to circle 
round and round an issue for so long 
that we lose sight of the realities and 
grow fearful. The other is the distor- 
tion which fear produces, 

Underlying all of the issues which we 
have faced in our time has been the old 
struggle between fear and anxiety on the 
one hand, and faith and courage on the 
other. We have been greatly concerned 
with the threat of the international 
Communist conspiracy. We have been 
concerned, and appropriately so, with 
building a strong and adequate defense; 
with the development of weapons of 
great destructive force and long-range 
striking power; with questions of mili- 
tary and diplomatic strategy. But how 
often, I wonder, have we really under- 
stood that basically, the contest of today 
is one between one camp representing 
organized fear of other men, and the 
other representing organized faith in 
mankind. How often have we recog- 
nized that one of our best weapons 
against communism is genuine evidence 
that we recognize the worth of every man 
and woman and the right of every indi- 
vidual to seek his own best way of life? 

Do we, on the other hand, genuinely 
understand that the technique of com- 
munism is to organize fear and mistrust 
among people to the point where all pow- 
er is surrendered to the police state? 
This point is clearly demonstrated in the 
literature of international communism. 
Stalin wrote plainly: 

The state is a machine in the hands of the 
ruling class for suppressing the resistance of 
its class enemies, 


In this diabolical view the most out- 
rageous crimes against human person- 
ality are justified because, to use his 
words again, “solidarity and the internal 
unity of the party” cannot afford “to be 
too liberal or to permit freedom of fac- 
tions.” Earlier Karl Marx had written: 

The democratic concept of man is false 
because it is Christian. * * * This is the 
illusion, dream and postulate of Christianity, 
that man has a sovereign soul. 


Now contrast, if you will, these cynical 
and suspicious statements with the words 
of Thomas Jefferson who, perhaps better 
than anyone else, has expressed the 
spirit of the founders of our way of life. 
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Engraved upon his tombstone, at his 
own request, are the words: “Author of 
the statute of Virginia for religious free- 
dom.” Among the passages of this law 
are such notable statements as these: 

That Almighty God hath created the mind 
free, and manifested His supreme will that 
free it shall remain, by making it altogether 
insusceptible of restraint; that all attempts 
to influence it by temporal punishments, 
burthens, or by civil incapacitations, tend 
only to beget habits of hypocrisy and mean- 
ness * * * and, finally, that truth is great 
and will prevail. 


Our first obligation, then, is to look 
squarely at the problems of our times 
with a full understanding that the threat 
of international communism is based on 
propagandized suspicion and organized 
fear. And to remember that this is an 
old trick. It was not new when the 
anger of hungry Romans was diverted 
from the monopolists of their time who 
were stealing the Egyptian corn, to the 
small band of men with Peter and Clem- 
ent in the catacombs, scrawling their 
professions of faith on the rocks that 
underlay the Seven Hills. We all know 
the incalculable cost to mankind, in the 
thousands of years of history, of hate 
and despair. But we believe, too, that 
always, at some point, they must run 
headlong into the good sense and good 
heart of the common man. 

One of those moments in the history 
of mankind took place in 1776 and the 
stirring years which immediately fol- 
lowed. The good sense and good heart 
of those patriots of our early years took 
the form of a liberal land policy which 
saw the vast continental domain as land 
to be shared by all people, rather than 
by the privileged few. Through the bar- 
rier of mountain and wilderness they 
expressed their faith in the future of our 
country by the development of pikes like 
the Cumberland Road or canals like the 
Erie—the forerunners of our great high- 
ways of today. Their belief in public 
education was reflected as early as 1785 
when, with the passage of the land ordi- 
nance of that year—pertaining to lands 
in the Western Territory—the idea of 
land-grant colleges was born. These 
are just a few of the testaments of faith 
in mankind which have come down to 
us from our forefathers. They are a 
measure of the trust we hold for them 
and for the future of our country. 

Their example has served us well in 
more than one dark hour in the history 
of our country. For the drama of our 
story is not all concerned with our suc- 
cesses. We have our villains, too. In 
every age and time one menace to free- 
dom has been concentration in a few 
hands of some kind of power—political 
power or economic power—over men’s 
bodies, minds, or souls. Ever since the 
Civil War monopoly has constituted one 
of the most dangerous threats to our 
freedom. The monopolies and cartels of 
Germany gave Hitler his chance—on his 
promise to protect them, in their posi- 
tions of power, from the wrath of the 
people. Russian communism has com- 
bined economic monopoly with political 
monopoly. The golden thread that runs 
through the best traditions of our Na- 
tion is the struggle against monopoly, to 
realize the goal of “equal opportunity for 
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all, special privilege to none.” Every 
great political movement in American 
history has been based on that prin- 
ciple. 

Indeed Iam convinced that the special 
genius of the democratic form of govern- 
ment lies in its ability to translate good 
sense and a good heart into the every- 
day realities of life. 

Let us look, for a moment, at another 
example of the fact that there are few 
of the problems which face us which 
cannot be solved by a little more de- 
mocracy. On March 4, 1933, America 
was without any national provisions to 
protect its aged or disabled citizens, or 
its dependent children, against the un- 
avoidable hazards of life in this modern 
machine age. We were wtihout any 
means whereby the purchasing power of 
these people could be maintained in the 
face of advancing age. We had no sys- 
tem of unemployment insurance. 

I am happy to have been one of the 
first men who stumped the entire United 
States for old-age pensions and for in- 
surance against such economic hazards 
long before there was ever a law on the 
statute books of any State or of the Fed- 
eral Government. I believed then, as 
I believe now, that Americans were en- 
titled to such pensions with no ques- 
tions asked—not because they were ill, 
or because they were crippled, or because 
they were in dire need, but because they 
had been good citizens and had con- 
tributed to the program by paying their 
taxes during their working life. I re- 
member, too, how some people laughed 
at the idea at the time. I remember how 
others did not laugh, but denounced it 
bitterly as “socialistic,” or as a means of 
encouraging laziness and irresponsibility. 

I hope you will permit me, then, a mo- 
ment of pride as I read the statements 
now being made about our social-security 
system—and not infrequently by those 
interests which originally opposed it for 
the reasons which I have just suggested. 
It is still incomplete and inadequate in 
many respects, but this great legislation 
now stands for a principle which is ac- 
cepted on all sides as an integral part of 
American life. Reporting the bill con- 
taining the 1954 amendments to the 
House of Representatives this spring, the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives, in discussing 
the desirability of extending the cover- 
age of the system, used the following 
words of endorsement: 

Extending coverage to these and other 
groups now outside the system [means 
that] * * * not only more of the aged but 
also more of the young widows and chil- 
dren will be receiving benefits without a 
means test. Accordingly, these old-age and 
survivors insurance beneficiaries are able to 
maintain a sense of their own continued in- 
dependence and of their dignity and worth 
as individuals, even though their support 
from earnings have been cut off by the re- 
tirement and death of the insured worker. 
The knowledge that benefits will be paid ir- 
respective of whether the individual is in 
need supports and stimulates his own thrift 
and initiative, since he can add his personal 
savings (including home ownership and in- 
surance) as well as pensions he may receive 
as a result of his work, to the basic old-age 
and survivors insurance benefits. 


Within the last 20 years, then, your 
Government has established a system of 
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social security which now helps to pro- 
tect 4 out of every 5 workers—and their 
wives and children—against the hazards 
of loss of wages caused by death or re- 
tirement. Four years ago, in the 1950 
amendments, this system was substan- 
tially strengthened over the original bill 
when coverage was extended by some 10 
million jobs and the amount of benefits 
for persons who would retire in the fu- 
ture was more than doubled. In 1952, 
the amount of the benefits was again in- 
creased, to meet further increases in the 
cost of living. 

Again this year another long step in 
the direction of improving our social- 
security system will be made if the bill 
already passed by the House becomes 
law. For on June 1, 1954, by a vote of 
355 to 8, the House passed and sent to 
the Senate the 1954 amendments to the 
Social Security Act. This House bill 
would extend old-age and survivors in- 
surance coverage to about 9 million ad- 
ditional workers, and increase monthly 
retirement benefits by an average of 
around $6 per month. Minimum 
monthly benefits would be raised from 
$25 to $30 and maximum benefits for 
those now on the rolls would increase 
from $85 to $98.50. Among the groups 
newly covered by the system would be 
self-employed farmers, most employees 
of State and local governments, hired 
farmworkers and household workers, 
ministers, and certain professional men 
and women. 

Now that it is working, it has become 
clear that it is good democracy and good 
Government to continue and expand a 
system by which the workers of this 
country can make tax contributions dur- 
ing their working life to a social security 
system which will, then, entitle them to 
a monthly check for the rest of their life 
with no questions asked. In simple 
terms, it is just a way of laying aside 
something for a rainy day that will be 
available when needed. 

Simultaneously in 1935, the Social Se- 
curity Act established public assistance 
programs to assist the least fortunate of 
our people who could not qualify for ade- 
quate old-age and survivors insurance 
benefits—those persons who have been 
unable to provide for themselves and are 
now aged, or blind, or disabled, widowed, 
or fatherless. Realizing that our chil- 
dren are this Nation’s greatest resource, 
we also established a national policy of 
aiding States and localities through the 
Children’s Bureau and other agencies, to 
insure needed maternity and child health 
services. 

In Louisiana today, more than 70 per- 
cent of all people 65 and over are on the 
old-age assistance system. As the in- 
surance system is broadened to cover 
more people, and as benefits paid become 
more adequate, the number of people 
subject to these “means test” pensions 
will decrease. The sooner we can elim- 
inate the “means test” principle—with 
its endless questions regarding personal 
affairs, the better. 

Already the effect of the 1950 amend- 
ments in this direction can be demon- 
strated in Louisiana. For example, 
within a 2-year period between Decem- 
ber 1951 and December 1953 the number 
of people in my State receiving benefits 
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increased from 52,100 to almost 70,000— 
69,800, or by more than one-third. Dur- 
ing the same period the total amount of 
money received in benefits in the State 
has increased from $19.3 million in 1951 
to $29.8 million for the year 1953. This 
means that social security benefits have 
increased income by around $11 million 
within a 2-year period. And bear in 
mind the fact that this is a self-financ- 
ing system, without recourse to any gen- 
eral revenues from State or Federal Gov- 
ernments. With the further coverage 
and the increased benefits provided by 
the 1954 amendments, this trend will 
continue and more and more people in 
Louisiana—and in the United States— 
will be able to face the economic prob- 
lems of declining years with the knowl- 
edge that they have established through 
their contributions an earned right to a 
regular monthly check when they retire. 

John J. Corson, the well-known man- 
agement counselor, has said: 

The evolution from meager charity to gro- 
cery orders, to cash grants, to work-relief 
wages, and finally to social-insurace pay- 
ments marks social inventions of as great 
significance as Watt's steam engine, Fulton's 
seamboat, or Edison's electric light, because 
they progressively recognize the insecurity of 
presently self-supporting people, while in- 
creasing understanding of the rights and 
freedom of the individual who must ask for 
help. * * * Thus, the purpose of relief— 
putting essential cash into the hands of per- 
sons who need it—was accomplished while 
also preserving the individual's self-respect. 


Our Social Security Act, therefore, 
stands as another benchmark of our 
ability to use the democratic process in 
adjusting to the irresistable trend of 
events. It was part of a great crusade 
which has as its goal the purpose of see- 
ing that every child born in this country 
shall be assured of conditions making it 


fairly easy for him to live in a normal, 


wholesome atmosphere, with the oppor- 
tunity for an education to prepare him 
for the burdens and responsibilities of 
life. Your Government demonstrated 
its concern with protecting our river val- 
leys from waste and for preserving the 
wasting soil of our land. With the assist- 
ance of our Government the farmers of 
America have been encouraged to bring 
the boon of electricity into every farm 
home, lifting untold burdens from the 
backs of the farmers and their wives, 
and giving them the power with which 
3 produce more of the good things of 

e. 

If, then, we are facing alarming prob- 
lems today, let us remember as well our 
amazing accomplishments. Shall we 
succumb to fear because we have pro- 
duced a single bomb which could wipe 
out a city? Or because we have learned 
to build aircraft by the tens of thou- 
sands in our factories? No one would 
deny the almost unbelievable advances 
of science. But deep down in our hearts 
we are all conscious of the fact that, un- 
less we learn how to use these scientific 
developments in line with our demo- 
cratic ideals, they may lead to our de- 
struction. We know that in overempha- 
sizing force, efficiency, and speed it may 
be possible to lose those human rights 
and freedoms which are essential to 
long-term survival. 
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It is my conviction that in finding the 
answers to these hard problems we shall 
be required to take account of another 
facet of our national life which has con- 
tributed richly to all of our gains. I 
speak of the spiritual gifts of Christi- 
anity. For our religion, with its empha- 
sis on the conviction that every indi- 
vidual is a child of God, has made the 
hunger and unhappiness of any man the 
great concern of the good Christian. 
The spread of education, the expansion 
of public services, the concern to secure 
an abundant life to all men are founded, 
basically, upon the contributions of the 
Christian philosophy to our economic life. 
That philosophy has fostered the kind of 
charity so well described by Maimonides 
when he wrote: 

Anticipate charity by preventing poverty; 
assist the reduced fellowman either by a 
considerable gift, or a sum of money, or by 
teaching him a trade, or by putting him 
in the way of business, so that he may earn 
an honest livelihood, and not be forced to 
the dreadful alternative of holding out his 
hand for charity. This is the highest step 
and the summit of charity’s golden ladder. 


We Americans have learned in our 
Sunday schools, in our homes, and in the 
thousands of churches dotted throughout 
the country not only the comfort which 
comes from an abiding faith in our 
Maker, but also the broad outlines of 
social and governmental institutions 
which a Christian should seek. We have 
learned that a Christian nation will es- 
tablish institutions based upon respect 
for the dignity and worth of every human 
being. We have learned from the prin- 
ciples of Christian brotherhood the im- 
portance of basic equality before the law 
and in other essential areas. Freedom 
of religion, which has been so vital a part 
of the Nation from the beginning, is 
based on the concept that each of us 
must allow freedom of expression of con- 
scientious beliefs and freedom for carry- 
ing out these beliefs. The social and 
governmental institutions based on 
Christian principles are those which have 
encouraged growth and development of 
the minds and spirits of our people. 

We have learned these same lessons 
in our schools. In his speech at Colum- 
bia University, on May 31, 1954, Presi- 
dent Eisenhower restated the vital role 
of our educational institutions in pre- 
serving and strengthening our way of 
life. 

Through knowledge and understanding— 


He said— 


we will drive from the temple of freedom 
all who seek to establish over us thought 
control—whether they be agents of a for- 
eign state or demagogs thirsty for personal 
power and public notice. 

Truth can make men free. And where 
men are free to plan their lives, to govern 
themselves, to know the truth, and to under- 
stand their fellow men, we believe there also 
is the will to live at peace. 

Here, then, in spite of A-bombs, H-bombs, 
all the cruel destructiveness of modern war; 
in spite of terror, subversion, propaganda, 
and bribery, we see the key to peace. That 
key is knowledge and understanding—and 
their constant use by men—everywhere. * * * 

If a university can find ways to share 
its perspective with every American, we shall 
never hear the hysterical clamor that all is 
lost when, in fact, the fight has just begun. 
We shall be steadfast in a manifold strength, 
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knowing that the pace of history—despite 
Marxist pushing—is slow and that both set- 
backs and victories of today will be truly 
measured by the state of the world a gen- 
eration hence. 


In our concern with the short-range 
successes of organized fear and suspi- 
cion, as they are represented today by 
international communism, let us be pro- 
foundly aware of the ability of our free 
institutions and our democratic way of 
life to win the hearts of men. There is 
always the danger that we may begin 
to doubt our beliefs or to believe our 
doubts. 

In this hour, as in other dark hours of 
our past, we must know that no overly 
simple or expedient solutions will work. 
No democracy can safely embark on a 
course of trying to put ideas in jail. On 
the other hand, those who advise that 
nothing need be done, fail to reckon 
with the clever tactics and the absolute 
discipline of communism. Cases of out- 
right treason must, of course, be dealt 
with under the law. A democracy’s best 
defense lies in exposing all the facts thus 
enabling its own people to pass intelli- 
gent judgments. But if this method is 
to be effective, it must create in the pub- 
lic mind the clearest possible distinc- 
tion between Communists on the one 
hand, and all loyal citizens upon the 
other, however their views in some par- 
ticulars may differ from our own. 

In terms of winning the minds of men, 
it is perfectly clear to me that the most 
effective method for overcoming organ- 
ized fear is to find continued expression 
for our faith in humankind and the in- 
nate dignity of the individual, This is 
the great lesson of our past and it is the 
challenge for our future. Our message 
is one of hope, of courage, and of mag- 
nanimity. 

If I were to say what I believe to be 
the most important single need of the 
world today I would say it was this: 
for one people to give to all mankind a 
living proof and demonstration that 
they can, without loss of liberty, solve 
the economic problems of this power age, 
end poverty in the midst of plenty, and 
make the machine the servant of man 
and not his master. 

There must be born again in the hearts 
of all of us a dynamic faith in America— 
the sort of faith that has sent out mis- 
sionaries to work and perish in far-off 
lands. It must be a faith practical and 
realistic but with its sights fixed on the 
new kind of life we are beginning to 
build. It will draw on the conviction 
of a Jeremiah in his defiance of a coward 
king. It will draw on the example of 
men of great heart like Robert Rumboldt 
who, undaunted on the scaffold said: 

I could never believe that Providence had 
sent a few men into the world ready booted 
and spurred to ride, and millions ready 
saddled and bridled to be ridden. 


It will rest on the premise that we can 
have dignity and security for all our 
citizens if we have the will to do so and 
the courage to do so. We can have free- 
dom if we make the freedom of others 
our concern. We can move forward to 
that better future we all want for our- 
selves and our grandchildren if we learn 
a little more each day how to share the 
God-given rights of liberty and abund- 
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ance. We cannot retreat from the 
knowledge that we are a tremendous 
force in the world today. Nor can we 
fail to meet the challenge of destiny 
which has cast for us the role of a for- 
midable fortress on the frontier of free- 
dom, struggling to realize the hope of 
mankind. 


Republican Party Betrays Labor 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


0 


HON. JOHN A. BLATNIK 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 10, 1954 


Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the most cynical political betrayals ever 
perpetrated is found in the Republican 
Party's unprincipled repudiation of its 
1952 campaign pledges made to the 
American Labor movement. It will be 
recalled that during the last campaign 
Mr. Eisenhower and his party made sev- 
eral specific pledges to labor—they 
promised to repeal the worst provisions 
of the Taft-Hartley law and gave their 
word that they would go forward on such 
things as social security, unemployment 
compensation, and minimum wages. 

Many good honest hardworking voters 
were deceived by this GOP doubletalk— 
they took these GOP promises at their 
face value and voted for the Eisenhower 
ticket. When the GOP took over the 
White House and control of Congress, 
these misled voters got a rude awaken- 
ing. They found that the Eisenhower 
promises to labor were not meant to be 
taken seriously—that they were made 
for vote-getting purposes only, and that 
after election they were conveniently 
forgotten. 

However, the time for an accounting 
is approaching. As Abraham Lincoln 
once said: “You can fool all the people 
some of the time and some of the people 
all the time, but you cannot fool all the 
people all the time.” Now that another 
national election is approaching this is 
an especially appropriate moment to 
carefully examine the Republican ma- 
jority’s record on labor legislation, and 
evaluate this record in the light of the 
1952 campaign promises. The people 
who relied on these promises when they 
cast their vote for the GOP in November 
1952 have a right to know whether they 
got their money’s worth. : 

BETRAYAL ON TAFT-HARTLEY AMENDMENTS 


The most glaring example of the ad- 
ministration's betrayal of labor is found 
in the GOP repudiation of Eisenhower's 
campaign promise to relax some of the 
many antilabor features of the Taft- 
Hartley law. In 1952 Mr. Eisenhower 
appeared before the national convention 
of the American Federation of Labor 
and stated: 

I know the law (i. e. the Taft-Hartley Act) 
might be used to break unions. That must 
be changed. America wants no law licens- 
ing union-busting. And neither do I. 


So spoke the Chief Executive before 
election. And after his election Eisen- 
hower kept up his “I am a friend of 
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labor” pretense for a few months. He 
appointed AFL leader Martin Durkin as 
Secretary of Labor and authorized Dur- 
kin to draw up a series of proposed 
amendments to make the Taft-Hartley 
Act less harsh on labor. Assuming that 
his superior was acting in good faith, 
Mr. Durkin appointed a 15-man commit- 
tee to work up a set of proposed changes 
in the Taft-Hartley law. These 
amendments—which represented very 
reasonable and mild reforms of the Taft- 
Hartley Act—were prepared in due 
course. 

Then came the sellout—President 
Eisenhower turned his back on Mr. Dur- 
kin and repudiated the proposed modi- 
fications. This “knife in the back” to 
himself and the labor movement gave 
Mr. Durkin no honorable choice but to 
resign as Secretary of Labor. This he 
did. 

Since the Durkin resignation last Sep- 
tember, the administration and the GOP 
majority have more and more been 
showing their true antilabor bias. The 
best evidence of this change of face is 
found in the administration’s bill (S. 
2650) which contained amendments to 
the Taft-Hartley law and which was 
brought to the Senate floor last spring 
with the blessings of the White House. 
This measure would have made the Taft- 
Hartley law still more antilabor—its 
overall effect would have been to place 
still more restrictions on labor's right 
to organize, to bargain collectively, and 
to strike. Fortunately, the Senate on 
May 7 voted down this super Taft-Hart- 
ley law. 

OTHER UNION-BUSTING MOVES 


There are plenty of examples over and 
above the Taft-Hartley issue to show the 
administration’s change of position on 
labor—and showing that the change was 
always for the worse. For instance, 
Eisenhower has adopted as a plank in 
his labor program the Goldwater States 
rights amendment—a proposal to legal- 
ize and encourage passage of State laws 
to outlaw picketing and labor strikes. 
By way of background it is interesting 
to note that this States rights amend- 
ment follows word for word a recent 
resolution adopted by the National As- 
sociation of Manufacturers which read: 

That nothing in the Labor-Management 
Relations Act (Taft-Hartley) shall be con- 
strued to nullify the power of any State to 
regulate strikes and picketing within its 
borders. 


_Another union-busting proposal which 
has been advanced by the administra- 
tion is the Brownell bill—proposed by 
Attorney General Brownell—which pro- 
vides that the Federal Government 
should take over and dissolve any union 
or other organization which the Attor- 
ney General has reason to believe is 
a Communist-infiltrated organization. 
Since every labor organization is some- 
what suspect as being subversive in the 
eyes of big business representatives, the 
passage of the Brownell bill would place 
the labor movement at the tender mercy 
of bigots like Attorney General Brown- 
ell. Both the CIO and the A. F. of L. 
have risen up to denounce the un-Amer- 
ican Brownell proposals, and I am 
pleased to note that even the conserva- 
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tive Wall Street Journal has voiced its 
opposition. 

Although these administration-spon- 
sored proposals have not been passed, 
the Eisenhower administration has 
found ways and means of making the 
Taft-Hartley law much worse by admin- 
istrative action—revision by adminis- 
trative interpretation. During the last 
2 years the National Labor Relations 
Board has been packed with the agents 
of management, and so we find that in 
cases before the NLRB these big-business 
stooges always side with the employer 
against the worker. Thus the new 
NLRB, by means of reinterpretation and 
reexamination of prior decisions, has 
made the Taft-Hartley law still more 
antilabor in actual practice. 


REPUBLICANS IGNORE UNEMPLOYMENT PROBLEM 


During the past 18 months many eco- 
nomic warning signs of recession have 
been appearing—our economy has been 
declining and economists have warned 
that we may be headed for economic 
trouble in the near future unless Con- 
gress acts in time. There are, for ex- 
ample, some 3.6 million unemployed 
right now and another 2 million workers 
are employed only part time. The rate 
of capital investment has slowed down, 
and inventories at the retail level are 
swollen. There have been cutbacks in 
the production of steel, automobiles, 
farm implements, and other hard goods. 
Consumer credit—which has been ex- 
panded to the enormous amount of 
$21.8 billions—is beginning to contract. 
These various economic trends spell 
recession unless they are halted and 
reversed by adoption of a sound and 
practical program to implement the 
Full Employment Act of 1946. 

Business depressions are not inevi- 
table—our political experiences show 
that recessions can be combated by ap- 
propriate Government action and that 
the way to prevent them is to maintain 
adequate purchasing power in the hands 
of the people. When consumer purchas- 
ing power begins to dry up, it can be 
restored by giving tax relief to the lower 
income groups, by promoting a high 
wage policy for labor, by giving full 
parity to the farmer, and by putting 
idle men to work by means of a public- 
works program. 

The administration and the control- 
ling majority in Congress have shown 
no real interest in establishing an ef- 
fective antirecession program. Instead 
of planning a sound program of public 
works, GOP leaders tells us that full 
employment is just around the corner, 
and that the millions of unemployed 
have nothing to worry about. Ata time 
when credit restrictions should have 
been relaxed to encourage investment, 
the administration established a hard- 
money policy with higher interest rates 
which benefits only the money lenders. 
As to tax policy, the GOP has rail- 
roaded through Congress a new tax law 
which gives huge tax reductions to the 
wealthy taxpayers and corporations— 
who do not need it—but gives only token 
relief to the lower income groups who 
need it most. The Republican majority 
has turned thumbs down on labor- 
backed proposals to raise the minimum 
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wage from 75 cents to $1.25 per hour. 
Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Benson 
has opposed full parity for the farmer— 
the official position of the administration 
is support for lower flexible supports. 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, the Re- 
publicans at the White House and in 
Congress have followed a do-nothing 
negative policy regarding our economic 
problems. Instead of taking decisive ac- 
tion, they are telling us that there is 
really no recession developing today, but 
that we are only witnessing a mild down- 
ward adjustment. 

My conservative colleagues from the 
opposite side of the aisle have even re- 
fused to raise the amount of unemploy- 
ment compensation payable so as to bet- 
ter protect those workers who lose their 
jobs. The administration’s unemploy- 
ment compensation bill which recently 
passed the House merely extends the 
present program to a few million more 
workers. It does nothing to increase the 
present inadequate level of unemploy- 
ment benefits payable, nor does it ex- 
tend the duration of the benefit period. 
To most unemployed workers the final 
passage of this administration bill will 
represent only an idle gesture. 

WE NEED A PROGRAM FOR FULL EMPLOYMENT 


Mr. Speaker, the present economic 
picture is not encouraging and swift ac- 
tion is needed to reverse the tide of re- 
cession and return our country to full 
employment. To meet the present un- 
employment situation and to prevent it 
from spreading, I propose the following 
seven-point program: 

First. Tax relief should be granted to 
the low- and middle-income groups by 
raising individual and dependency ex- 
emptions from the present $600 to 
$1,000, and by eliminating unnecessary 
excises. All proposals for a national 
sales tax should be rejected. 

Second. Congress should adopt a well- 
planned system of public works to pro- 
vide for more jobs, and also meet the 
Nation’s needs for more schools, hos- 
pitals, public roads, recreation centers, 
housing, and so forth. 

Third. The minimum wage should be 
increased from the present 75 cents to 
$1.25 per hour, and the coverage of the 
wage-hour law should be extended to 
additional workers now unprotected. 

Fourth. The Taft-Hartley law should 
be repealed as a means of strengthening 
collective bargaining, and in this man- 
ner raise wage levels generally. 

Fifth. To prevent the present farm 
recession from turning into a wholesale 
depression, Congress should pass a farm 
program which establishes full parity on 
all farm crops. 

Sixth. Small business enterprise 
should be encouraged and protected by 
means of tax relief to small firms, the 
adoption of a liberal program of Gov- 
ernment credit to business, and the strict 
enforcement of the antitrust laws. 

Seventh. To protect all Americans 
from the economic insecurity of old age, 
sickness, and unemployment, Congress 
should expand and liberalize the social- 
security system, extend the coverage, and 
increase the amounts payable under our 
unemployment compensation system, 
and develop a Federal program for health 
and hospital construction, 
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This seven-point program outlined 
above is not meant to be all-inclusive. 
Instead it is a limited, basic, national 
economic program designed to meet the 
most pressing economic problems of our 
people in this period of growing reces- 
sion. It represents only the blueprint of 
a program of full employment, pros- 
perity, security, and social justice. 
These, Mr. Speaker, are the goals which 
the American people desire, and which 
Congress should strive to achieve. 


Housing for Servicemen 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. BOB WILSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 10, 1954 


Mr. WILSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the 83d Congress has taken two 
significant steps toward correcting the 
major morale problem of the services; 
that of adequate housing for the fami- 
lies of servicemen, 

Approval of the military family hous- 
ing authorization and appropriation bills 
will mean that some 13,000 military fam- 
ilies will be provided with adequate 
homes at bases and posts where the need 
is most apparent. This is the first in- 
crement in a plan that we hope will even- 
tually provide homes for at least 50 per- 
cent of the currently improperly housed 
peacetime forces of our Nation. 

While there are some objections to 
providing on-base housing as compared 
to Wherry and other Government en- 
couraged or subsidized private housing 
units, it seems apparent that tremen- 
dous savings will accrue to the taxpay- 
ers through providing additional Gov- 
ernment quarters at permanent bases. 

The present practice of granting quar- 
ters allowances in lieu of housing actu- 
ally costs the Government over 81 ½ bil- 
lion per year. In Government-owned 
military housing, the serviceman accepts 
the housing and gets no allowance. The 
amount which would otherwise be allo- 
cated for allowances can thus amortize 
the cost of such homes in a reasonably 
short time. 

No attempt is being made to provide 
more than a reasonable minimum of per- 
manent quarters for families of peace- 
time forces for the years ahead. Great 
care was taken in the hearings before 
the House Subcommittee on Housing to 
see that homes were authorized only for 
bases or posts that are permanent in 
nature, where the shortage of available 
housing was most acute, or where mili- 
tary needs were best served by having 
men in residence close to action stations. 

Even more important and far reach- 
ing in its benefits to service families is 
the new provision in the National Hous- 
ing Act that extends favorable terms and 
insured mortgages to men and women 
on active duty. 

Many servicemen in the past have been 
lured into civilian life by the attractive 
provisions of the GI bill which provided 
low downpayments and long-term 
financing for home purchasers, 
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The National Housing Act for 1954 ex- 
tends somewhat similar provisions to en- 
listed men and officers on active duty. 
Conferences I have held with FHA offi- 
cials and military leaders have convinced 
me that this act will prove to be the 
biggest boon to the servicemen in many 
years. 

While regulations have not been made 
public, it seems apparent that under 
terms of this act a serviceman can pur- 
chase a home, living in it while at a 
given base, post, or station, and upon 
being transferred can sell the home and 
repurchase another at his new duty sta- 
tion. 

In other words, it will not be a one- 
time shot, as with the GI program, but 
instead will, within reason, recognize the 
impermanence of assignments and not 
penalize the serviceman through setting 
a limit on the number of times a service- 
man may avail himself of the benefits 
of home ownership. 

Actual provisions of the bill will per- 
mit a serviceman to obtain an FHA- 
insured mortgage not exceeding 95 per- 
cent of the appraised value of the prop- 
erty up to $18,000, providing the service- 
man either occupies it or certifies his 
failure to do so is the result of his mili- 
tary assignment. Premiums on the 
mortgage insurance will be paid by the 
Defense Department, which will reduce 
the loan percentage from 4½ to 4% 
percent. 

Military regulations are planned to 
prevent servicemen from abusing the 
privileges accorded them under this act, 
but it is expected that the services will 
be liberal in their interpretation of the 
act, in order to make the benefits avail- 
able to all interested career personnel. 

This act should prove to be a stabi- 
lizing influence on the families of service 
personnel and, in the opinion of military 
leaders, should make peacetime career 
service much more attractive. 

Mr. Speaker, it is encouraging to note 
that the Air Force has reported an up- 
swing in reenlistments for the first time 
in many years. I believe the construc- 
tive efforts of the 83d Congress to im- 
prove conditions for servicemen and 
women have reversed the 10-year trend 
of reduction of benefits that had put us 
in a dangerous corner. Morale will im- 
prove markedly, and reenlistments are 
bound to increase if we continue to rec- 
ognize the importance and dignity of the 
servicemen in whose hands we have 
placed the safety and defense of our 
homes and families. 


Report to the People of the 16th Congres- 
sional District of Ohio 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. FRANK T. BOW 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, August 10, 1954 


Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, in the many 
important legislative decisions which I 
have been called upon to make in this 
83d Congress, both as a member of the 
Appropriations Committee, which con- 
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trols the spending of all the Federal 
agencies, and upon the floor of the 
House, I have at all times attempted to 
bear in mind the welfare and the wishes 
of my constituents in the 16th Congres- 
sional District of Ohio. 

Through many personal trips to the 
district, comprising the counties of 
Stark, Tuscarawas, and Wayne, through 
detailed questionnaires, and by other 
means, I have sought to keep myself 
constantly informed on the sentiments 
of my district regarding legislation pend- 
ing before Congress. 

When I have called upon my constitu- 
ents for advice and guidance they have 
responded generously, and their cooper- 
ation has materially lessened the bur- 
dens of my legislative duties. In turn, 
I feel that I owe them a report on my 
more important activities in behalf of 
them and the Nation during the current 
Congress, now coming to a close. This 
is my report. 

Congressional Quarterly News Fea- 
tures, a highly respected, independent 
news service, in a recent survey of voting 
records, noted that my voting participa- 
tion on rollcalls in the first session was 
100 percent. While this session has not 
yet been completed, I am confident that 
my final record of voting participation 
again will be unusually high. 

TAXES AND SPENDING 


At the beginning of this Congress I 
was appointed to the powerful Appro- 
priations Committee, generally accepted 
as the most important committee in 
Congress. This appointment brought 
prestige to my district which it had not 
enjoyed in many years, since none of my 
immediate predecessors had acquired 
sufficient seniority and experience for 
such an important assignment. 

The Appropriations Committee last 
year conducted studies which resulted in 
a saving of $14 billion from the budget 
recommended by former President Tru- 
man, Further elimination of wasteful 
and needless expenditures were made 
during the present year. Much, of 
course, remains to be done, 

The savings already made have 
brought a balanced budget in sight, and 
made possible $8 billion in tax reductions 
already being enjoyed by our citizens. 
Reductions in the excise, or sales tax, 
on theater and other admissions, tele- 
phone bills, electric-light bulbs, trans- 
portation of persons, and a long list of 
other items, already are in effect. In- 
come-tax reductions will benefit a vast 
number of persons through reductions 
in the withholding and other personal 
income taxes. 

FARM PROBLEM 


The farm problem is one of the most 
perplexing situations confronting the 
Nation today. I have given this ques- 
tion much time and study. 

The farmer has been beset by round 
after round of inflation brought on by 
the ruinous spending policies of the Tru- 
man administration. Thousands of acres 
of land have been brought into produc- 
tion through costly irrigation projects 
financed by the Federal Government. 
More thousands of acres of marginal 
grasslands were brought into production 
during the war, and kept in production 
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by high price supports. Wide usage of 
cheaper and inferior substitutes for some 
of our farm products have been encour- 
aged. 

Price supports should be maintained 
at a high level until a more realistic 
solution can be achieved. But I am con- 
fident our farmers prefer to have their 
products consumed by humans rather 
than to have them rot in some Govern- 
ment cave or warehouse. The farmers 
want, are entitled to, and must have a 
fair share of the national income. I am 
confident this twin objective can be 
achieved and will continue to devote my 
efforts toward that end. 

The problem of massive surpluses is a 
major one. Several additional methods 
for further reducing surplus stocks have 
been proposed by me, and are now being 
considered at high administration levels. 
Regardless of the disruptive talk of their 
detractors, the farmers will not be “sold 
short” by the Eisenhower administration. 
Iam confident we will evolve a more ben- 
eficial and satisfactory system than the 
present one of “production for waste,” 
one which will be satisfactory to the 
farmers and of benefit to the whole 
economy. 

EMPLOYMENT AND BUSINESS CONDITIONS 


The business recession which Presi- 
dent Eisenhower inherited has presented 
difficult problems in the industrial areas 
of my district. I have been in almost 
constant contact with the Secretary of 
Labor, Defense Department officials, and 
others in an effort to do everything pos- 
sible in this connection. These officials 
have been very cooperative and are 
watching developments carefully. While 
there appears to have been some im- 
provement, neither I nor they will relax 
efforts in this connection. 

After a series of conferences with the 
Secretary of Labor and other high Gov- 
ernment officials, I succeeded in having 
the Canton area placed in class IV, which 
gave industries there preferential treat- 
ment on Government contracts. The 
Department of Agriculture sent carloads 
of surplus food to areas in the district 
where it was needed. 

The interest and cooperation of Presi- 
dent Eisenhower’s administration in this 
problem has been greatly appreciated, 
and has been of material benefit to the 
people of my district. 

NATIONAL SECURITY 


Recent developments have confirmed 
my stand that we can place little or no 
dependence in our so-called friends 
abroad in the time of an emergency. 
They are looking out for themselves and 
we must look out for ourselves. 

There are enough unexpended bal- 
ances which already have been appro- 
priated to carry the foreign aid program 
a full year. Hence I voted against addi- 
tional appropriations for this purpose. 
It was my feeling that if this extra ap- 
propriation were not made, we could 
have given the American public a bal- 
anced budget. And this we promised 
to do. 

President Eisenhower’s proposal for 
streamlining our Military Establishment, 
cutting down on our dependence on foot 
soldiers, and emphasizing more modern 
weapons was, indeed, a heartening one. 
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We all pray that war will not be thrust 
upon us, but if it is, we want to be pre- 
pared to win it with the least loss of the 
lives of our people. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 


More adequate and realistic social se- 
curity was given much attention by the 
current Congress. When this measure 
was under consideration I advocated ex- 
tending it to those who needed and 
wanted the coverage. I opposed extend- 
ing it to such groups as doctors, who did 
not want to come under the system. 
Among other things, I was concerned 
over the teachers’ retirement fund in 
Ohio. I urged we should not jeopardize 
this group by forcing them under social- 
security regulation and denying their 
rights under their own social security 
system. I felt the same way about police, 
firemen, and other employees already 
covered by State and municipal plans. 

VETERANS 


As a former war correspondent who 
served with Ohio’s 37th Division in the 
Pacific and saw what the boys went 
through, the interests of our veterans 
and their families is very close to my 
heart. I am convinced that much of the 
money which in the past has been ap- 
propriated for the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration has been used in a very ineffi- 
cient manner, to say the very least. I 
have worked and will continue to work 
to cut out the red tape and inefficiency 
in the Veterans’ Administration, and to 
see that agency weed out those persons 
who are not giving courteous and effi- 
cient service. 

As a member of the Appropriations 
Committee, I have supported and will 
continue to support appropriations 
which give our veterans the medical, 
hospital, and other rights to which they 
are entitled. I will continue to do my 
utmost in this direction as long as I 
am a Member of Congress. 


PROTECT AMERICAN LABOR 


The protection of American labor 
against floods of cheap imports from 
low-wage areas has been, and will con- 
tinue to be, one of my main objectives 
as a Member of Congress. When the 
appropriation bill for the Department of 
Interior was under consideration on the 
floor of the House, I proposed an 
amendment designed to give American 
workers a better break on Government 
contracts. The Buy American Act 
should be strengthened, not weakened, 
and the “peril point“ provision should 
be rigidly enforced. American workers 
must not be put out of their jobs by 
cheaply made products from abroad. 

The recent action of President Eisen- 
hower in raising by up to 50 percent the 
tariff on imports of cheap watches in- 
dicates the attitude of this administra- 
tion regarding the necessity of protect- 
ing American workers. I was among 
those who recommended this action. 
My strong support of it was detailed in 
a recent House speech. 

ROADBUILDING PROGRAM 


A Federal highway building program 
that will include rural roads and town 
and city streets was approved by this 
Congress. This law authorizes expendi- 
tures of $966 million in each of the fiscal 


August 10 


years 1956 and 1957 for highway and 
road construction. It gives the States 
a greater degree of administrative con- 
trol over their own roads included in 
their Federal-aid and secondary sys- 
tems. The residents of Ohio farms and 
villages, in common with those in other 
States, will benefit materially from this 
legislation. It is of interest that this im- 
portant highway bill was sponsored by 
my good friend and neighbor Congress- 
man J. Harry MCGREGOR, of West La- 
fayette. 
VOTING RECORD 

There is included herewith a record 
of my stand on important legislation on 
which recorded votes were taken in the 
House of Representatives during the 83d 
Congress. This list shows whether I fa- 
vored or opposed passage, and the ac- 
tion taken by the House. 


Ist session 
Bow’s House 
Subject position action 
Un-American Activities Com- | Ves Approved. 
mittee, provide funds for. 
Military personnel needs, an- | Ves Do. 
nual review of. 
Tidelands (oil), confirm title | Les Do. 
of States. 
Mexican farm labor importa- | No Do. 
tion of. 
Continental Shelf (oil lands, | Les Do. 
confirm title of States). 
Reciprocal trade agreement | No Do. 
extension. 
Motas Security Act exten | NO Do. 
sion. 
Government-owned rubber | Ves Do. 
Plants, disposal of 
Farmers and stockmen emer- | Ves Do. 
gency aid for. 
Communist Chinese, against | Les Do. 
admission of to UN. 
Mutual security appropria- | No__...- Do. 
tions. 
Farmers, miners, and produc | Ves. . . Failed. 
ers, protection of under 
Trade Agreements Act. 
Farm surplus, for famine relief | Ves . Approved. 
abroad. 
2d session 
ities Bow’s House 
Subject position action 
Air Force Academy, establish- | Ves... Approved. 
ment of, 
Commodity Credit Corp., to | Les Do. 
discharge indebtedness of. 
Un-American Activities Com- | Les Do, 
mittee, provide funds for. 
Excise-tax reduction 2 Do. 
Personal exemption increase | No Failed. 
for income- tax purposes. ? 
5 and revision | Ves... Approved 
ill. 
Housing Act, passage o. E Do. 
St. Lawrence seaway develop- | Les Do. 
ment. 
Flexible price supports | Yes... Do. 
(Eisenbower proposal). 
Alaskan communication sys- | xes Do. 
tem, military construction. 
‘Trade agreement extension NO Do. 
Opposing Soviet interference 
in Western Hemisphere. R ERT Do. 
Health insurance, voluntary | NO Failed. 
prepayment. 
Postal pay increase, establish | Ves Do. 
committee to study. 
Atomic Energy Act revision Xes Approved, 
Atosi security appropria- | No Do. 
jon. 
Tax revision and reduction, | Ves Do. 
conference report on. 
Commodity Credit Corpora- | Les Do 
tion, inerease borrowing 
power of. 


Nore.—Due to the magnificent leadership of Speaker 
of the House Joszru W. Martin, of Massachusetts, 
and Majority Leader CHARLES A. HALLECK, of Indiana, 
much important 8 was passed without the 
necessity of a rollcall vote. Such actions were taken 
usually by teller or voice votes, for which the votes of 
individual Members are not recorded. 
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RIGHT TO VOTE 


Mr. Speaker, the right to vote is a 
very dear heritage of the American peo- 
ple. It is a right which has been denied 
to increasing millions of formerly free 
people in the past few years. It can be 
said without fear of contradiction that 
those persons who have lost the right of 
the free ballot wish now they had it 
back; and if they had it, they would miss 
no opportunity to use it. 

Those of us who do not exercise our 
right to vote are courting disaster. Be- 
ing busy, or disgruntled, or bad weather 
on election day, is no excuse. Even the 
best excuses for not voting will not allevi- 
ate the disaster that will come to us all 
if, through our failure to vote, our coun- 
try is destroyed by corruption or decay. 
It is not only a right but a duty for all 
patriotic Americans to turn out on elec- 
tion day and vote for the candidate who, 
in their opinion, can do the most for our 
country in the perilous days ahead. 

So far as I am concerned, I stand on 
my record in behalf of the people of my 
congressional district and the Nation 
and my firm support in most major 
instances of the Eisenhower administra- 
tion in Washington. 


Refugee Relief Act of 1953 Being Admin- 
istered Competently and Ably by Mr. 
Scott McLeod 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 
HON. ALBERT P. MORANO 
OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 10, 1954 


Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, those of 
us who have followed closely the admin- 


istration of the Refugee Relief Act of 


1953 were astonished to read the state- 
ment of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CELLER] in which he alleged that 
the immigration of refugees is being 
hindered and hampered and that the 
refugee relief program is foredoomed to 
failure. 

If the gentleman from New York had 
ever read the Refugee Relief Act, which 
came out of his committee, he would 
realize how vastly different it is from the 
former Displaced Persons Act. The 
present act was adopted on an entirely 
different premise, to meet an entirely 
different situation, and its provisions are 
much more stringent than were those of 
the DP Act. ~ 

Nevertheless, despite the difficulties of 
administering an act which involves the 
cooperation of half a dozen departments 
of the Government, tight security regu- 
lations, and the necessity for negoti- 
ating and carrying out working agree- 
ments with about two dozen foreign gov- 
ernments, the results achieved to date 
under the Refugee Relief Act have most 
certainly amounted to a great deal more 
than a trickle, as the distinguished 
gentleman from New York has elected to 
characterize them. 

Obviously, some time was required to 
get a program as big and as widespread 
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as this rolling. Regulations and admin- 
istrative procedures had to be devel- 
oped—not unilaterally by the State De- 
partment alone, but in cooperation with 
numerous other participating agencies. 
Staff expansion had to be accomplished, 
and that involved recruiting good 
people for a temporary job, getting them 
security cleared, trained, transported, 
equipped, and set up in business. The 
mere matter of getting office space in 
which these people could work required 
3 and 4 months in some instances be- 
cause of the shortage of available space 
in Europe. 

Another essential which could not be 
rushed was the negotiation of the agree- 
ments with foreign governments which 
the act requires. Some of these agree- 
ments have not yet been worked out, 
and one of them, I happen to know, was 
achieved just recently only after the 
personal intervention of President Eisen- 
hower with the Foreign Minister of the 
country concerned. 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I myself did 
not understand these delays, and I was 
much concerned last March 1 when the 
target date for the issuance of visas in 
volume passed without appreciable re- 
sults: Being genuinely and construc- 
tively interested in the success of this 
humanitarian program, I took the 
trouble to learn what the difficulties and 
delays were all about. Actually, there 
was very little delay. March 1 had been 
set as a target date for getting the pro- 
gram on the rails. This was achieved 
just 1 month late, on April 1. 

Since then more than 8,000 visas have 
been issued. More than 800 applicants 
who could not qualify have been re- 
jected; 32,813 applicants are in the pipe- 
line. 

Approximately 14,000 assurances of 
employment and housing have been re- 
ceived, and these wil! admit about 25,000 
heads of families and dependents. 

The administration of the act is now 
geared to continue production of visas 
in substantial numbers so as to get the 
job done by the time the act expires on 
December 31, 1956. 

Until now, it would not have been 
possible to make use of larger numbers 
of job and housing assurances. With 
the program rolling at good speed, how- 
ever, the time now has come when a 
steady flow of assurances is essential to 
continued progress, for the head of every 
refugee family must be guaranteed a job 
and a roof over his head. The act does 
not permit these people to come to the 
United States and wander around job- 
less, homeless, and as wards of hap- 
hazard charity. 

It was for this reason that the Ad- 
ministrator of the act and the Secretary 
of State requested the President to 
solicit the cooperation of the governors 
just a few days ago. As you know, Mr. 
Speaker, the President asked the gov- 
ernors to establish local committees to 
help obtain assurances and assist in the 
resettlement problems of the immi- 
grants. Far from being an admission 
that the act is a failure, as my unusually 
gloomy colleague from New York has 
seen fit to conclude, the President’s 
action was a logical and constructive 
effort to assure the success of the refugee 
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program. I am glad that our President 
has the personal interest in this project 
not only to want it to succeed, but to 
do something positive and constructive 
to see that it does succeed. 

I cannot believe that carping criticism 
will contribute anything toward making 
it succeed. 

When the gentleman from New York 
exposed his lack of knowledge of the 
stringent security provisions contained 
in this act, I was afraid to trust my own 
memory of how he had voted on the act. 
A check of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
July 28, 1953, volume 99, part 8, at page 
10205, Roll No. 112, reveals the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. CELLER] did 
vote for the act. Of course he had 
plenty of opportunity to know of its pro- 
visions because, as already noted, it came 
out of his own committee. 

I frankly do not pretend to under- 
stand the mind of my colleague. But 
one thing I do know. If I were in the 
Kremlin, and had people escaping and 
being driven from behind the Iron Cur- 
tain, I certainly would plant among them 
a considerable number of spies and sabo- 
teurs so that they could endeavor to 
reach the United States as refugees un- 
der this act. It was to guard against this 
possibility that the Congress imposed 
very strict security requirements upon 
the administrator of the act. These are 
requirements which permit little or no 
administrative discretion. 

It would be quite understandable to me 


, to hear the able and competent Admin- 


istrator Mr. McLeod criticized for relax- 
ing these requirements and thereby tak- 
ing the risk of admitting spies and sabo- 
teurs; I would be one of the first to de- 
mand his scalp if he did so. But it is 
incomprehensible to hear a conscientious 
public servant condemned for carrying 
out the will of Congress. 

Because I am familiar not only with 
the act but with its administration as 
well, I know that it is most complex and 
difficult to administer. I personally ad- 
mire the courage of those who are re- 
sponsible for its administration, for they 
have determined to make it work despite 
its built-in handicaps. This they are do- 
ing speedily and effectively. The results 
speak for themselves. 


Small Business Administration Aids Small 
Firms Across Country 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. BOB WILSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 10, 1954 


Mr. WILSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, thousands of small business 
firms across the country have been able 
to improve their financial position, get 
Government contracts, or obtain valu- 
able advice and assistance in solving 
management and technical problems as 
a result of the programs of the Small 
Business Administration. 
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This agency, the only new govern- 
mental agency created by the Eisenhow- 
er administration, has just closed its first 
year of operation and is improving and 
streamlining its programs so greater 
numbers of small firms can be helped in 
the future. 

A prime objective of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration has been to make 
its services available to small firms at the 
local level, so it will not be necessary for 
them to spend their time and money in 
coming to Washington. To meet this 
objective, 36 field offices have been estab- 
lished in major cities. 

In addition to developing, planning, 
and putting its own small business as- 
sistance programs into operation during 
the first year of existence, the Small 
Business Administration was also espe- 
cially interested in obtaining the tax 
relief embraced in the new Federal 
tax law. 

The Small Business Administration is 
the first comprehensive, peacetime, in- 
dependent governmental agency in his- 
tory created for the sole purpose of ad- 
vising, counselling, assisting, and 
protecting small business enterprises. 

Legislation creating the Small Busi- 
ness Administration was signed by Pres- 
ident Eisenhower July 30, 1953. Its 
programs of giving assistance to small 
firms are fast gathering momentum 
under the direction of the Small Busi- 
ness Administrator Wendell B. Barnes. 

The agency’s main programs—loans 
and financial counselling assistance, aid 
in getting Government contracts, tech- 
nical and managerial help of many kinds, 
and disaster loans to help victims of 
floods and other catastrophies rebuild 
their homes and shops—are each de- 
signed to offer important services to 
small firms. 

In all of these fields the results so far 
are notable, and they offer even greater 
promise for future development. 

Summing up the year’s accomplish- 
ments in the four major fields of activ- 
ity, here is the Small Business Admin- 
istration’s national record—a record of 
which the administration can be proud: 


FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 


Authority for the Small Business Ad- 
ministration to make loans did not be- 
gin until September 29, 1953. Since then 
634 small-business loans, totaling $36,- 
359,962, have been approved. Two- 
thirds of these loans are bank partici- 
pation loans, in which local banks put 
up part of the money, and the Small 
Business Administration puts up the re- 
mainder. Direct loans are made by the 
Small Business Administration only 
when they are needed to help small 
firms that cannot obtain private 
financing. 

Of the total loans approved, 429 loans, 
totaling $25,926,602, are bank participa- 
tion loans, and 205 loans, totaling $10,- 
423,360, are direct loans. 

In establishing the Small Business Ad- 
ministration’s financial assistance pro- 
gram, Administrator Barnes has stressed 
the fact that the private banks of this 
country have done and are doing a good 
job in providing for the credit needs of 
our businessmen, 
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The Small Business Administration is 
not competing with the banks, and plans 
to offer its loans for sale to them as soon 
as the loans have been “seasoned” and 
are of proved worth. 

The Small Business Administration is 
working with the private banks, to help 
provide term credit to small firms. By 
putting the emphasis on bank participa- 
tion loans, the Small Business Adminis- 
tration is helping the proprietors of 
small firms establish a banking rela- 
tionship with a private bank in their own 
community. This is providing a service 
of lasting value, as it helps to strengthen 
the customer-bank relationships in the 
local communities. 

DISASTER LOANS 


In addition to making business loans, 
the Small Business Administration has 
the responsibility of making disaster 
loans to aid in the rehabilitation of 
homes and businesses damaged in wind- 
storms, fires, floods, and other catastro- 
phes. 

Ninety-eight disaster loans totaling 
about $400,000 have been made so far, 
helping people rebuild their homes and 
shops. The Small Business Administra- 
tion stands a:ways ready to give help to 
the homeowners and the businessman 
whenever catastrophes occur. 

PROCUREMENT ASSISTANCE 


The law creating the Small Business 
Administration gives it the responsibility 
for seeing to it that a fair share of the 
goods and services purchased by the 


` Government—and remember that the 


United States Government is the biggest 
customer in the world—are obtained 
from small firms. 

During the period August 1, 1953, 
through June 30, 1954, the Small Busi- 
ness Administration assisted 1,080 small 
firms in obtaining Government contracts 
totaling $124,837,044. N 

These figures represent actual con- 
tract awards under the Small Business 
Administration’s joint determination” 
program, but they tell only a small part 
of the accomplishments of the Small 
Business Administration in helping 
smaller firms get Government contracts. 

The Small Business Administration 
concentrates its contract procurement 
assistance activity in the area where— 
except for the vigilance of the Small 
Business Administration—the contracts 
would probably go to larger firms. 
Through its joint determination pro- 
gram it is constantly working to increase 
the small-business share of Government 
orders. 

Under this joint determination pro- 
gram, the Small Business Administra- 
tion has representatives stationed in the 
principal procurement centers of the 
military departments across the country. 

Here, all individual proposed procure- 
ments valued at $10,000 or more—except 
those classified as “confidential” or 
higher—are screened jointly by the 
Small Business Administration repre- 
sentatives and military procurement of- 
ficers. 

Those found suitable for performance 
by small business, if jointly agreed to by 
the Small Business Administration and 
the military, are earmarked and reserved 
exclusively for competitive award to 
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small firms. In some cases, portions of 
proposed procurements are also ear- 
marked for performance by small firms 
under this program. 

Once a joint determination has been 
made, the Small Business Administra- 
tion field offices are notified, and are thus 
able to call possible procurement oppor- 
tunities to the attention of small firms 
in their own areas, 

In addition, through cooperative pro- 
grams, larger private firms constantly 
are being encouraged to place more of 
their orders with smaller concerns in 
their own areas. 

The regional offices of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration regularly receive no- 
tices of procurement opportunities. 
They keep a register of many thousands 
of small firms that are desirous of ob- 
taining a Government contract. 

Every day procurement specialists in 
the regional offices of the Small Business 
Administration check the list of products 
the Government wants to buy and refer 
them to those firms that are capable of 
producing the specific products. 

Last year the regional offices made 
many thousands of referrals, and al- 
though it is impossible to keep a close 
check on the results of each referral, it 
is known that they resulted in a good 
volume of Government contracts going 
to small firms. 

In addition to the activity in behalf 
of small firms in the regional offices of 
the Small Business Administration and 
in the field offices, representatives of the 
agency in procurement centers of the 
Armed Services held more than 2,500 in- 
terviews with businessmen regarding pro- 
curement matters, handled about 40,000 
communications regarding procurement 
matters, and in about 3,000 cases made 
specific referrals of bid opportunities to 
individual firms. 

In addition to these Government con- 
tracts, the Small Business Administra- 
tion also works with firms holding large 
prime Government contracts and helps 
them locate small firms who can take a 
subcontract. This activity is, of course, 
a two-way street. 

The Small Business Administration 
not only helps the smaller firms by aid- 
ing them in getting more business, but 
also helps the larger producer develop 
reliable suppliers. The net result is to 
stimulate all business activity. 

The perseverance of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration in helping small 
firms get Government contracts is best 
demonstrated by its certificate of com- 
petency program. 

Certificates of competency are issued 
only in cases where a small firm is ac- 
tually the low bidder on a Government 
contract and should get the award, ex- 
cept that the military procurement spe- 
cialist calls into the question the techni- 
cal or financial ability of the firm to 
produce the item satisfactorily and on 
time. 

In such cases the Small Business Ad- 
ministration has its production experts 
investigate. If they find that the firm 
does have the technical ability and ade- 
quate financing to produce the article 
wanted, a certificate is issued and the 
contract goes to the small firm. 
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The Small Business Administration 
has issued 41 certificates of competency 
to aid small firms. As a result, these 
firms won contracts valued at $6,500,000. 
The taxpayer, incidentally, has a stake 
in this program, since its objective is to 
help the low bidder get the contract. So 
far, the savings total about $284,000. 

Sometimes it is found that small firms 
have the technical ability to handle a 
particular Government contract, but 
they lack the financial resources needed 
to do the job. In such cases the Small 
Business Administration may be able to 
approve a loan to help the small firm. 

It often happens, too, that the pro- 
prietor of a small firm, after consulting 
with the Small Business Administration 
financial specialist, is able to work out 
private credit with his bank, or perhaps 
by recognizing his production schedule 
he is enabled to get along without a loan, 

MANAGEMENT AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 


Under this heading the Small Busi- 
ness Administration, through its re- 
gional Offices, offers a wide range of 
service to help small firms. 

The Small Business Administration 
publishes two series of practical and 
helpful leaflets called Management and 
Technical Aids for Small Business. 
These leaflets cover a wide range of 
management and production problems, 
and are in great demand. They are de- 
signed particularly to aid the proprietor 
of a small firm who may have an out- 
standing aptitude in certain lines, but 
lacks the rounded management experi- 
ence which big companies hire for their 
top management team. 

The Small Business Administration 
has experienced management counselors 
ir its field offices. These counselors are 
always ready to work directly with own- 
ers of small businesses on specific ques- 
tions presented to them. It has recently 
developed a program of helping small 
firms with products development prob- 
lems—finding new uses and new appli- 
cations for items produced by small 
firms. 

There are hundreds of small firms 
whose proprietors have ideas for im- 
proved or new products and processes, 
or perhaps they own a product patent, 
but they may lack the technical know- 
how or means of putting the article or 
new idea to practical use. The Small 
Business Administration is giving help 
to these firms. Sometimes its experts 
can direct the proprietor to a competent 
research institution or laboratory, or re- 
fer an inventor to a firm which may 
utilize his invention or idea. 

All of the programs of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration are aimed at this 
one basic objective: To assist in the 
growth and survival of small-business 
firms; to help them meet the continuing 
challenge of our expanding economy. 

There are about 4,200,000 business 
establishments in the United States. Of 
these, 96 percent are classed as small. 
The new tax law enacted by the 83d 
Congress and signed by President Eisen- 
hower is going to be of great benefit to 
businesses generally. It will be a boon 
to small firms. 

Congress and the Eisenhower admin- 
istration recognized that, in recent 
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years, barriers had been erected in our 
tax structure, handicapping the little 
fellow. The new tax law will inure 
greatly to the benefit of the many small 
businesses of California, as well as to the 
Nation. I enthusiastically supported the 
passage of the omnibus tax law, the first 
major revision of the revenue laws in 
75 years. 

American taxpayers stand to save 
$7,400,000,000 in taxes through actions 
by the Congress which accrue this year 
or within a year after enactment of a 
particular measure. Broken down into 
the tax actions taken by Congress, the 
savings are as follows, in round num- 
bers: 

From Jan. 1 income-tax cut- $3, 000, 000, 000 
From reduction excise taxes. 1, 000, 000, 000 
From repeal excess-profits 

2, 000, 000, 000 


1, 400, 000, 000 


7, 400, 000, 000 


Savings to individuals under the new 
revenue act are estimated to come to 
$800 million a year. Here are some of 
the savings which will accrue to indi- 
viduals: 

Through medical-expense deductions, 
8,500,000 beneficiaries should save $80 
million a year. 

Through allowing as dependents chil- 
dren under 19 who are either students or 
earning more than $600 a year, an esti- 
mated 1,300,000 beneficiaries will save 
about $75 million. 

Through splitting income to widows 
and widowers with children and similar 
benefits, 160,000 beneficiaries are ex- 
pected to save $11 million. 

Through a tax credit of 20 percent on 
income up to $1,200 for retired persons, 
about 1,800,000 beneficiaries will be al- 
lowed to keep $141 million. 

Approximately 500,000 farmers will 
save $10 million on liberalized soil-con- 
servation expense allowances. 

And working widows, widowers, and 
working wives to a limited extent, will get 
a tax reduction up to $600 for child-care 
expense. This will provide 2,100,000 tax- 
payers with savings of $130 million. 

Savings in taxes by business concerns 
through the new tax law are estimated 
to come to approximately $600 million 
annually. 

Now, here are some of the ways in 
which the new law will aid small con- 
cerns: 

Liberalized depreciation: This permits 
faster writeoffs for depreciation on new 
property acqured in 1954 and later years. 
Its effect will be to permit tax-free recov- 
ery of about two-thirds of the cost in the 
first half of service life, thus aiding small 
businesses in the financing of their mod- 
ernization and expansion, 

Treatment of surplus accumulations: 
This section provides that the burden of 
proof shall be on the Government to 
show that earnings accumulations by 
firms are unreasonable. It also exempts 
the first $60,000 of earnings accumula- 
tions from the penalty tax and takes 
only the accumulations which are un- 
reasonable in amount. 

Research and experimental expend- 
itures: For the first time a small busi- 
ness lacking a regular research and ex- 
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perimental budget has a clear right to 
deduct its research outlays as current 
expenses or to amortize them over a 5- 
year period. 

Loss carryover: The new law increases 
the net loss carryback provision to 2 
years, instead of 1 year previously al- 
lowed. This helps take care of busi- 
nesses with irregular or spotty earnings, 
to permit the offset of. losses over a 
longer period. Any individual who sells 
his business or business assets will be 
permitted to use his loss on the sale as 
a net operating loss carryover. 

Relief from double taxation of divi- 
dends: Double taxation of corporate 
earnings has heretofore reduced the in- 
centive to invest, particularly in small 
new concerns and has restricted the 
marketability of new equity shares. 
Under the new law, the taxpayer is al- 
lowed a credit against tax of 4 percent 
of dividends from domestic corporations, 
plus an exclusion of the first $50 re- 
ceived. This should stimulate the sup- 
ply of equity capital. 

Optional tax treatment for certain 
partnerships and corporations: Under 
the previous system there might be 
marked differences. in tax liability of a 
business depending on whether it oper- 
ated as a partnership or a corporation. 
The new law also provides clear, flexible 
and equitable rules for handling part- 
nership transactions. 

Changes in capital structure: The 
new law permits the issuance of pre- 
ferred stock dividends to holders of com- 
mon stock without subjecting such dis- 
tribution to income tax at the time of 
distribution. This is calculated to re- 
move tax barriers to needed financial re- 
arrangements, so that new financing 
may be had without the temptation by 
the owners of a small concern to sell out 
to a large concern. 

Redemption of stock to pay estate 
taxes: The new act broadens the pres- 
ent provisions which permit the tax-free 
redemption of stock in a corporation to 
pay estate taxes. Its purpose is to avoid 
the forced sale or liquidation of a busi- 
ness in order to pay Federal estate taxes, 

These tax savings for the individual 
restore freedom to the individual to 
spend more of his own money as he sees 
fit and increase disposable personal in- 
come and thus purchasing power. For 
business, the savings will help to achieve 
healthy growth and thereby strengthen 
the national economy. 


Analysis of the New Tax Bill 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. FRANK T. BOW 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, August 10, 1954 


Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, while there 
is a general understanding of the overall 
effects of the new tax-reduction bill 
recently passed by Congress, there is 
some confusion among my constituents 
over provisions having widespread effect 
on individual taxpayers. 
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Without attempting a technical 
analysis of the bill, I believe that a sum- 
mary of some of the more salient fea- 
tures will be helpful to many individuals 
in the 16th Ohio Congressional District. 

The benefits outlined herein, of 
course, are in addition to the 10 percent 
cut in Federal income taxes which went 
into effect last January 1. 

AID TO FARMERS 


Deductions up to 25 percent of farm 
income are allowed for soil and water 
conservation. 

More rapid writeoff of the expense of 
farm machinery, equipment, and con- 
struction, is provided. 

Tax on the proceeds of the sale of 
cattle is removed when the sale is neces- 
sitated by disease. 

SICKNESS AND ACCIDENT PLANS 


Premiums paid by employers to health 
and accident plans will not be taxable to 
the employees. 

All accident and health benefits paid 
as reimbursement for actual medical ex- 
penses to employees, their wives, or chil- 
dren, are completely exempted from tax. 

Payments to employees for loss of 
wage due to injury or illness are ex- 
empted up to $100 per week. 

RETIREMENT INCOME CREDIT 


All retired persons 65 and over will in 
effect be exempt on all retirement in- 
come up to $1,200. The same exemption 
will apply to individuals under 65 such 
as school teachers, policemen, and so 
forth, if they receive a pension from a 
public-retirement system. 

PENSIONS AND ANNUITIES 


In addition to the $1,200 exemption on 
retirement income, the bill provides a 
simpler method of taxation of pension 
and annuities. It ends the annual 3 
percent tax paid on annuities, and pro- 
vides instead a method of computing tax 
on basis of cost divided by years of life 
expectancy. 

MEDICAL EXPENSES 


Medical expenses can be deducted 
when they exceed 3 percent of income, 
instead of 5 percent as under present 
law. For example, a family with $3,000 
gross income and medical expenses of 
$150 will be able to deduct $60. The 
same family can deduct nothing today. 

The bill doubles the present maximum 
limit on the amount that can be de- 
ducted. 

CREDIT PURCHASES 

Deduction for interest up to 6 percent 

on installment purchases is provided. 
DEPENDENTS 


A parent can claim a deduction of $600 
for each child regardless of the child’s 
earnings if the child is under 19 and the 
parent continues to furnish more than 
half the child’s support. 

A parent can claim the $600 depend- 
ency deduction for a child over 18 re- 
gardless of the child’s earnings if the 
child is attending school or college, or 
receiving on-the-farm training, and the 
parent continues to furnish more than 
half the child’s support. 

An aged parent or other dependent 
cared for by several members of a family 
can be claimed as a deduction by one of 
the members of the family. 
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A taxpayer can claim $600 dependency 
deduction for any person, regardless of 
relationship, if the taxpayer supports 
that person in his home. 

CHILD-CARE EXPENSES 


Single working parents, such as a 
widow, are allowed a deduction up to 
$600 for the expense of child care for 
children up to 12 years of age. 

The same deduction is allowed for a 
married woman who must work because 
her husband is incapacitated. 

The same deduction is allowed with 
respect to any dependent, regardless of 
age, who is mentally or physically in- 
capable of caring for himself. 

HEAD OF FAMILY 


A single taxpayer who has a dependent 
son or daughter will be entitled during 
the first 2 years after the death of spouse 
to the same income-splitting privilege 
as is accorded married couples. 

A single individual can receive half 
the benefits of income splitting if there 
is a dependent parent for whom the tax- 
payer maintains a household. 

DEATH BENEFITS 


The bill exempts all death benefits up 
to $5,000 paid by an employer to the 
widow or other beneficiary of an em- 
ployee. 

DIVIDEND CREDIT 

The first $50 in dividends is excluded 
from taxation, and a credit equal to 4 
percent of the balance is provided. 

LIFE INSURANCE 


The estate tax on the proceeds of cer- 
tain life insurance policies is lessened. 


DEPRECIATION 


More liberal writeoff of the cost of new 
equipment is provided. For example, in 
the first year of life of new equipment, 
the taxpayer will be able to write off 
twice the amount now allowed. 

FILING TAX RETURNS 


Tax returns will be due April 15 instead 
of March 15, giving the taxpayers an ad- 
ditional month in which to prepare their 
final tax returns and make payments. 


Accomplishments of 83d Congress 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


oF 


HON. E. ROSS ADAIR 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 10, 1954 


Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, realizing 
the importance of the accomplishments 
of the 83d Congress, I should like to set 
forth some of them and of the results of 
the first year and a half of the Eisen- 
hower administration. 


END TO KOREAN WAR 


Foremost in any such recapitulation 
is the fact that the United States is not 
now at war and American boys are not 
being killed in active warfare any place 
in the world. Before his election, Mr. 
Eisenhower said he would strive to bring 
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an end to the Korean war, and this has 
been done. If for no other thing, the 
present administration deserves the con- 
tinued trust and confidence of the elec- 
torate. 

In the field of national defense, we 
have embarked upon a program that is 
sometimes referred to as “the new look.” 
Simply put, this means we are attempt- 
ing to get a greater degree of national 
security for less dollars spent. While no 
one of the armed services is neglected, 
there is special emphasis put on air 
power in all its aspects. The Defense 
Department is also making renewed ef- 
forts to assure that the taxpayer’s dollar 
will buy the maximum amount of de- 
fense materiel. This is being accom- 
plished through better administration 
and economy of operation. 

DEFENSE AGAINST COMMUNISM 


Today we seek a just and permanent 
peace in the world through a consistent 
and firm foreign policy. This policy is 
based upon the desire for freedom for all 
peoples and their willingness to form 
alliances for their common defense 
against communism. 

The value of the dollar has been stabi- 
lized and inflation has been halted. 

Tax reductions of an estimated $7.3 
billion have gone into effect with most of 
this great saving going to individual citi- 
zens. This is the greatest tax savings 
ever put into effect by a single Congress. 

In its first full year in office, this ad- 
ministration and the Congress reduced 
expenditures by an estimated $12 billion. 
This was accomplished by strict econ- 
omy and the elimination of waste. 

The social-security system has been 
broadened and improved. 

Controls which previously plagued us 
have been removed. 

GOVERNMENT PAYROLL REDUCED 


In keeping with campaign promises, 
Government payrolls have been reduced 
by almost a quarter of a million people. 

Having in mind the fundamental im- 
portance of agriculture, this Congress 
has given unusually long and detailed 
study to the farm problem. As a result 
of this study, legislation has been en- 
acted which has as its two-fold goal both 
the protection of the producer and the 
consumer. It is recognized that the 
farmer must get a fair return for the 
produce he sells, and yet this must be 
achieved without constantly adding to 
surplus stocks already in existence. The 
program enacted into law is a long-range 
one which is designed to benefit all seg- 
ments of our population. 

PROGRAM OF HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION 


An extensive program of highway con- 
struction was approved. 

Preservation of our internal security 
and the fight on communism have been 
vigorously pushed forward. People of 
doubtful loyalty have been removed from 
our Federal Government, and the De- 
partment of Justice has been given in- 
creased legislative authority in its fight 
against the menace of communism. We 
are determined that our Nation shall 
never be taken over by this godless 
philosophy. 

Integrity in Government has been re- 
stored. 


1954 


Increased benefits have been given to 
deserving groups of veterans and their 
dependents. 

Attention has been given by the Con- 
gress to many other matters of prime 
importance. Among them are: Reorgan- 
ization of several agencies of the Federal 
Government, legislation providing for 
study, but not Federal control over prob- 
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lems in the field of education, and the 
liberalization of the Housing Act to aid 
those who aspire to own their own homes, 
AMERICA THAT IS PROSPEROUS 

Finally, we have achieved an America 
that is prosperous and economically 
sound without war. Certain people had 
said that the transition from a war toa 
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peacetime economy could not be made 
without a severe depression, but they 
have been proved wrong. 

The people of America, through their 
elected Representatives, have again dem- 
onstrated the strength and resourceful- 
ness of free men. A great responsibility 
was laid upon this Congress, and it has 
discharged it well. 


SENATE 


Wepnespay, Aueust 11, 1954 


(Legislative day of Thursday, August 5, 
1954) 


The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m., 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O God, high and holy, above all our 
thought: Like the morning dew on 
parched ground, like the misty quiet of 
a summer’s dawning, steal upon us now 
with a sense of the eternal as we bring 
our fainting spirits to the holiness that 
shames our uncleanness, to the love that 
forgives our iniquities, to the truth that 
unveils all our falseness, to the patience 
that outlasts our fickleness. Even as 
our minds are plagued with questions 
that haunt us, as to how humanity with 
the dread secret of nature in its fum- 
bling hands can live on this planet in 
peace and security, steady our hearts 
with the knowledge that the fundamen- 
tal facts of the universe are not material, 
but spiritual. Give us inner greatness 
of spirit and clearness of vision to meet 
and match the large designs of this glo- 
rious yet demanding day, that we may 
keep step with the drumbeat of Thy eter- 
nal purpose, which, in spite of puny foes, 
is marching on. 

We ask it all in the dear Redeemer's 
name, Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. KNow.anp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
August 10, 1954, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
passed the bill (S. 361) to provide for 
the renewal of and adjustment of com- 
pensation under contracts for carrying 
mail on water routes, with an amend- 
ment, in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate. 

The message aiso announced that the 
House had passed the following bills of 
the Senate, each with amendments, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 


S. 2033. An act relating to the labeling of 
packages containing foreign-produced trout 
sold in the United States, and requiring cer- 
tain information to appear on the menus of 
public eating places serving such trout; and 

S. 3379. An act to amend the Flammable 
Fabrics Act, so as to exempt from its appli- 


cation fabrics and wearing apparel which are 
not highly flammable. 


The message further announced that 
the House had passed 2 bill (H. R. 
10158) to provide for the payment of 
fees to counsel assigned to represent in- 
digent defendants in felony cases, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to a concurrent reso- 
lution (H. Con. Res. 262) expressing the 
sense of the Congress with respect to 
the payment of damages to certain 
American employees in the United Na- 
tions who were dismissed because of 
their refusal under the fifth amendment 
to answer questions before a committee 
of Congress, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 


SEVENTY-FIFTH BIRTHDAY ANNI- 
VERSARY OF CHARLES L. WAT- 
KINS, PARLIAMENTARIAN, UNITED 
STATES SENATE 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wish to make a very brief state- 
ment which I had intended to make yes- 
terday, but did not have the opportunity 
todoso. I think it would be very fitting 
to call attention to the fact that yester- 
day was the 75th birthday anniversary 
of one of the most capable and valuable 
Officials of the United States Senate. I 
am referring, of course, to our Parlia- 
mentarian, Charles L. Watkins, a man 
who for many years has helped us to 
keep the Senate running smoothly. 

Charlie Watkins has been ill since 
March. He is now convalescing at his 
home. During his absence his position 
has been competently filled by his able 
assistant, Dr. Floyd Riddick. 

Mr. President, I can think of no more 
vital or difficult job in the Senate than 
that of the Parliamentarian of this body. 
Most of us realize that without the rich 
store of knowledge which the official 
Parliamentarian possesses, the machin- 
ery of the Senate would not function 
nearly so smoothly. 

Charlie Watkins has been Parliamen- 
tarian of the United States Senate since 
1935. For nearly 20 years he has per- 
formed his duties always, Mr. President, 
with tact, patience, and with an almost 
incredible ability to restore order from 
confusion. 

Charlie Watkins has served both the 
minority and the majority in a non- 
partisan spirit always, and I can never 
recall any occasion on which his rulings 
have been challenged on grounds of 
partiality. 

Charlie Watkins’ service to the Senate 
goes back long before his term as Parlia- 
mentarian. It actually spans half a cen- 
tury, going back to the days when he first 


came to the Senate as stenographer for 
former Senator James P. Clarke, of 
Arkansas. 

Mr. President, I am confident that I 
can speak for Members on both sides of 
the aisle when I convey birthday greet- 
ings to Charlie Watkins. We all wish 
him a speedy recovery, and we wish him 
to return to our midst, and we look for- 
ward to many more years of association 
with him. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to join and fully concur in the re- 
marks made by the minority leader re- 
garding the service of our Parliamen- 
tarian, Mr. Watkins, and his able assist- 
ant, and to concur in the statement that 
the operations of the Senate have worked 
more smoothly because of their combined 
efficiency and helpfulness over the years 
and their service in an entirely impartial 
and nonpartisan manner. 


ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immediately 
following a brief executive session and 
the quorum call there may be the cus- 
tomary morning hour for the transaction 
of routine business, under the usual 
2-minute limitation on speeches, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business, for ac- 
tion on nominations under “New Re- 
ports” other than postmasters. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
business, 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. WILEY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

John C. Beukema, of Michigan; Harry C. 
Brockel, of Wisconsin; Edward J. Noble, of 
Connecticut; Kenneth Merle Lloyd, of Ohio; 
and Hugh Moore, of Pennsylvania, to be 
members of the Advisory Board of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further reports of commit- 
tees, the clerk will state the nomina- 
tions on the Executive Calendar. 


TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Herbert Davis Vogel, of Michigan, to 
be a member of the Board of Directors, 
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effective subsequent to August 31, 1954, 
for the term expiring May 18, 1963. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed, 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Horace W. Harper, of Texas, to be a 
member of the Railroad Retirement 
Board for a term of 5 years from August 
29, 1954. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 

ed 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, has action been taken on the nomi- 
nation of Horace W. Harper, of Texas? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
nomination has been confirmed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I should like 
to observe that Mr. Harper is a distin- 
guished Texan, he has rendered much 
useful public service, I am very happy 
that the President has seen fit to nomi- 
nate him for that very important post, 
and, of course, I am happy that the 
Senate has seen fit to confirm the nomi- 
nation, 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Public Health 
Service. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the nomi- 
nations in the Public Health Service be 
confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nominations in the 
Public Health Service are confirmed en 
bloc. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the President be immediately 
notified of the nominations this day 
confirmed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the President will be im- 
mediately notified. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate resume the con- 
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Morning business is in order. 


The 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF 
CERTAIN ALIENS—WITHDRAWAL 
OF NAMES 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 

fore the Senate a letter from the Com- 

missioner, Immigration and Naturaliza- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


tion Service, Department of Justice, 
withdrawing the names of certain aliens 
whose deportation had been suspended, 
heretofore transmitted to the Senate, 
which, with the accompanying papers, 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


INTERSTATE COMPACTS BETWEEN 
STATE OF UTAH AND STATES OF 
NEW MEXICO AND WASHINGTON 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a letter from the Ad- 
ministrator, Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
ministration, transmitting copies of in- 
terstate compacts between the State of 
Utah and the States of New Mexico and 
Washington, which, with the accom- 
panying papers, was referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. WATKINS, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with amendments: 

S. 3660. A bill to make the employment, 
and related practices, of any alien known by 
an employer to have entered the United 
States illegally within 3 years thereof un- 
lawful, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
2451); and 

S. 3661. A bill to provide for the seizure 
and forfeiture of any vessel or vehicle used 
in the transportation of any alien known 
by the owner thereof to have entered the 
United States illegally within 3 years thereof, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 2452). 

By Mr. WILEY (for Mr. Lancer), from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, without amend- 
ment: 

S. 3813. A bill for the relief of certain alien 
sheepherders (Rept. No. 2453); 

H. R. 2061. A bill for the relief of Regine 
du Planty (Rept. No. 2454); 

H. R. 2393. A bill for the relief of Brother 
Eugene Cumerlato (Rept. No. 2455); 

H. R. 3024. A bill for the relief of Sergio 
Emeric (Rept. No. 2456); 

H. R. 3566. A bill for the relief of Pimen 
Maximovitch Sofronov (Rept. No. 2457); 

H. R. 3869. A bill for the relief of Gilbert 
Elkanah Richards, Adelaide Gertrude Rich- 
ards, and Anthony Gilbert Richards (Rept. 
No. 2458); $ 

H. R. 4015. A bill for the relief of Josef, 
Paula, and Kurt Friedberg (Rept. No. 2459); 

H. R. 4054. A bill for the relief of Jorge 
Sole Massana and Montserrat Thomasa- 
Sanchez Massana (Rept. No. 2460); 

H. R. 4427, A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Helena Piasecka (Rept. No. 2461); 

H. R. 4969. A bill for the relief of Basilios 
Xarhoulacos (Rept. No. 2462); 

H.R.5194. A bill for the relief of Pauline 
Katzmann (Rept. No. 2463); 

H. R. 5319. A bill for the relief of Henry 
(also known as Heinrich) Schor, Sally (also 
known as Sali) Schor, and Gita (also known 
as Gitta Aviva) Schor (Rept. No. 2464); 

H. R. 5344. A bill for the relief of Bob Kan 
and Fourere Kan (Rept. No. 2465); 

H. R. 6492. A bill for the relief of Rodolfo 
Navarro (Rept. No. 2466); 

H. R. 7828. A bill for the relief of Mariana 
George Loizos Kellis (Rept. No. 2467); and 

H. R. 7885. A bill for the relief of Sohan 
Singh Rai and Jogindar Kaur Rai (Rept. No. 
2468). 

By Mr. WILEY (for Mr. Lancer), from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, with an amend- 
ment: 

S. 3238. A bill for the relief of Johanna 
Schmidt (Rept. No. 2469). 
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By Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, without amend- 
ment: 

H. R.9756. A bill to increase the borrow- 
ing power of Commodity Credit Corporation 
(Rept. No. 2470). 


PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF PART 4 OF HEARINGS RELAT- 
ING TO STOCKPILE AND ACCESSI- 
BILITY OF STRATEGIC AND CRIT- 
ICAL MATERIALS IN TIME OF WAR 


Mr. JENNER, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to which was 
referred the concurrent resolution (S. 
Con. Res. 104) to print additional copies 
of part 4 of the hearings held before a 
subcommittee of the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs relative to 
stockpile and accessibility of strategic 
and critical materials to the United 
States in time of war, submitted by Mr. 
MALONE on August 4, 1954, reported it 
favorably, without amendment, and it 
was considered and agreed to, as 
follows: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That there be 
printed 1,000 additional copies of part 4 of 
the hearings conducted before a subcom- 
mittee of the Senate Committee on Inte- 
rior and Insular Affairs pursuant to Senate 
Resolution 143, 83d Congress, relative to 
stockpile and accessibility of strategic and 
critical materials to the United States in 
time of war. Such additional copies shall 
be for the use of the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 


PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF HEARINGS HELD BY JOINT 
COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 
RELATING TO CONTRIBUTION OF 
ATOMIC ENERGY TO MEDICINE 


Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, I report favorably, with an 
amendment, the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 267) authorizing the print- 
ing of additional copies of the hearings 
held by the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy relative to the contribution of 
atomic energy to medicine. I ask unan- 
imous consent for the immediate consid- 
eration of the concurrent resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consider- 
ation of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

The amendment of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration was, in line 3, 
after the word “Energy”, to strike out 
“fifteen” and insert “twenty-five.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The concurrent resolution, as amend- 
ed, was agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That there be 
printed for the use of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, 25,000 additional copies 
of the hearings held by the said joint com- 
mittee during the current Congress, rela- 


tive to the contribution of atomic energy 
to medicine. 
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PRINTING OF COMPILATION OF 
SOCIAL SECURITY LAWS 


Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, I report favorably, with amend- 
ments, the resolution (S. Res. 297) pro- 
viding for the printing of a compilation 
of social-security laws as a Senate docu- 
ment, submitted by the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Mri] on July 29, 
1954, I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consider- 
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

The amendments of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration were, in line 
3, after the word “as” to insert “a”, and 
in line 4, after the word “document”, to 
strike out the period, insert a semicolon 
and “and that 2,500 additional copies be 
printed of which 500 copies shall be for 
the use of the Senate Committee on 
Finance and 2,000 copies shall be for the 
use of the House Committee on Ways 
and Means.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The resolution, as amended, was 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the compilation of social- 
security laws, prepared by the Social Secu- 
rity Administration for the use of the Senate 
Committee on Finance, be printed as a 
Senate document; and that 2,500 additional 
copies be printed, of which 500 copies shall 
be for the use of the Senate Committee on 
Finance and 2,000 copies shall be for the use 
of the House Committee on Ways and Means. 


PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF ANNUAL REPORT OF COMMIT- 
TEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERA- 
TIONS 


Mr. JENNER, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to which was 
referred the resolution (S. Res. 302) to 
print additional copies of annual report 
by the Committee on Government Oper- 
ations (S. Rept. No. 881, 83d Cong., 2d 
sess.), submitted by Mr. McCartHy on 
July 31, 1954, and it was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate Permanent Sub- 
committee on Investigations of the Commit- 
tee on Government Operations is authorized 
to have printed for its use 12,000 copies of 
Senate Report No. 881, 83d Congress, 2d ses- 
sion, entitled “Annual Report of the Com- 
mittee on Government Operations made by 
its Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations pursuant to Senate Resolu- 
tion 40.” 


ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR COMMIT- 
TEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FOR- 
ESTRY 


Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, 
I report favorably, with an amendment, 
the resolution (S. Res. 304) to provide 
additional funds for the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, reported by the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] from 
the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry on August 2, 1954, and I submit a 
report, No. 2450, thereon. I ask unani- 
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mous consent for the present considera- 
tion of the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

The amendment of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration was, in line 6, 
after the word “session”, to insert a 
comma and “agreed to July 10, 1953.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The resolution, as amended, was 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry, or any duly authorized 
subcommittee thereof, hereby is authorized 
to expend from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, during the 83d Congress, $12,000 in 
addition to the amount and for the same 
purposes as specified in Senate Resolution 
127, 83d Congress, Ist session, agreed to July 
10, 1953 (providing for an investigation of 
various matters related to agricultural 
programs). 


ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR COMMIT- 
TEE ON THE JUDICIARY 


Mr. JENNER, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to which was 
referred the resolution (S. Res. 305) to 
provide additional funds for the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, reported by Mr. 
Lancer from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary on August 2, 1954, reported it favor- 
ably, without amendment, and it was 
considered and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on the 
Judiciary is hereby authorized to expend 
from the contingent fund of the Senate dur- 
ing the 83d Congress $10,000 in addition to 
the amount, and for the same purposes spec- 
ified in section 134 (a) of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act approved August 2, 1946. 


PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF HEARINGS ENTITLED “COM- 
MUNIST PROPAGANDA” 


Mr, JENNER, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to which was 
referred the resolution (S. Res. 311) au- 
thorizing the printing of additional 
copies of the hearings entitled “Com- 
munist Propaganda,” submitted by him 
on August 10, 1954, reported it favorably, 
without amendment, and it was consid- 
ered and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That there be printed for the use 
of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
20,000 additional copies of the hearings en- 
titled “Communist Propaganda,” held before 
a subcommittee of the above committee dur- 
ing the 83d Congress, 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. CARLSON: 

S. 3857. A bill to amend the act of Oc- 
tober 15, 1949, with respect to the rate of 
compensation of the Chairman of the Coun- 
cil of Economic Advisers; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, 

By Mr. GREEN: 

5.3858. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Treasury to prescribe regulations re- 
lating to the qualifications of persons who 
assist taxpayers in the determination of 
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their Federal tax liability, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Finance, 
By Mr, FLANDERS: 
S. 3859. A bill for the relief of Ingeborg 
Magdalena Slania; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


AMENDMENT OF THE STANDING 
RULES OF THE SENATE 


Mr. CAPEHART submitted the follow- 
ing resolution (S. Res. 312), which was 
referred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

Resolved, That the table contained in sub- 
paragraph 6 (a) of rule XVI of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

“Committee on For the Small Busli- 

Banking and ness Administra- 
Currency tion.” 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMEND- 
MENTS OF 1954—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. HAYDEN (for himself and Mr, 
GOLDWATER) submitted amendments in- 
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code so as to extend coverage 
under the old-age and survivors insur- 
ance program, increase the benefits pay- 
able thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in- 
crease the amount of earnings permitted 
without loss of benefits, and for other 
purposes, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

Mr. KENNEDY submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him 
to House bill 9366, supra, which were 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. STENNIS submitted amendments 
intended to be proposed by him to House 
bill 9366, supra, which were ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 


AMENDMENT OF SECTION 345 OF 
REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMEND- 
MENT 


Mr. MARTIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 6440) to amend section 
345 of the Revenue Act of 1951 and for 
other purposes, which was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 


INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION 
OF PARIMUTUEL MACHINERY— 
AMENDMENT 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by me to the 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bur- 
LER], to the bill (S. 3190) to amend sec- 
tion 3 of the act of January 2, 1951, pro- 
hibiting the transportation of gambling 
devices in interstate and foreign com- 
merce, if and when that bill comes be- 
fore the Senate for consideration. 

The bill as it was reported to the Sen- 
ate contains a provision making the in- 
terstate transportation of parimutuel 
machinery illegal. The amendment of 
the Senator from Maryland would make 
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the bill inapplicable to parimutuel bet- 
ting equipment. The argument for the 
amendment of the Senator from Mary- 
land is that parimutuel betting is legal 
in certain States, under applicable State 
law, and therefore should not be hamp- 
ered by Federal enactment. My pro- 
posed amendment carries this principle 
one step farther, and makes the exemp- 
tion a general one, based on legality, 
rather than a special one, designed to 
aid only the manufacturers of pari- 
mutuel betting equipment. 

The theory of my amendment is, if 
we are to make exceptions where bet- 
ting is legal, why confine it to the race- 
track States and parimutuel equipment? 

I ask that my amendment may be 
printed and lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received and printed, 
and will lie on the table. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 10158) to provide for 
the payment of fees to counsel assigned 
to represent indigent defendants in fel- 
ony cases, was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI- 
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

By Mr. WILEY: 

Statement prepared by him on “The Im- 
portance of Expanding the Reservoir of Lan- 
guage Specialists.” 


WHY GO EASY ON DOPE PEDDLERS? 


Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, on May 6, 
1954, I introduced S. 3412, a bill to pro- 
vide increased penalties for the sale of 
narcotic drugs to minors. The subject 
of sentences given to dope peddlers was 
discussed in an article entitled “Why Go 
Easy on Dope Peddlers?” written by 
Irene Corbally Kuhn, and published in 
the Washington Evening Star of August 
10, 1954. The article also discusses the 
increase in narcotics traffic from behind 
the Iron Curtain. The article states: 

The increase in the narcotics traffic is due 
to two things—the revenue that can he 
realized from the sale of opium in countries 
with a depressed economy; and the use of 
opium as a deliberate political weapon to 
demoralize youth in countries on the Red 
agenda for conquest. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the article printed at this 
point in the body of the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Wr Go Easy ON DOPE PEDDLERS? 
(By Irene Corbally Kuhn) 

Police executives everywhere know the 
dealer in dope as the chain-reaction criminal, 
One drug peddler, even though he operates 
on a small scale, can be responsible for 
dozens of crimes, ranging from petty larceny 
to murder. Yet sentences passed on dope 
peddlers by some judges are so light as to 
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be nonsensical, one dedicated law enforce- 
ment officer told me. 

“The law reads plainly enough,” the police 
official added. “Most States have laws strong 
enough to lick the dope traffic if the judges 
really enforced them. For instance, in New 
York if you sell drugs to a minor you can 
get 5 years, even for a first offense. If you 
sell to an adult it’s 2 to 15 years. And for 
a third offense, the law says the minimum 
sentence shall be 15 years. 

“And yet, some judges let first-time- 
convicted dope pushers off with 60 days— 
practically a vacation—even though they’ve 
been caught redhanded selling 2 or 3 decks 
of heroin. You can bet most of them had 
been selling dope long before we were able 
to get the evidence on them. And you can 
see how fast word of this kind of judicial 
mollycoddling would get around, and how 
the underworld’s shady lawyers would twist 
and finagle to make sure their clients came 
up for trial before this kind of judge. 

“In this kind of crime the judge should 
let the law decide; he shouldn't impose his 
own ideas on it. These dope peddlers know 
what they’re doing. They sell heroin mostly. 
It’s a derivative of opium more potent than 
morphine, and the addict needs far less to 
get the same effect. And it’s big business 
for organized criminals.” 

We might as well let a first offender in 
murder go with a rap on the knuckles as a 
first offender in dope peddling. Fortunately, 
almost all judges cooperate wholeheartedly 
with police in the growing national drive 
against the scourge. The few who don't are 
the exceptions, and they'll have to revise 
their own don't-tell-me-what-to-do attitude 
soon, 

Public awareness of the fearsome blight of 
dope addiction has come about chiefly as a 
result of pitiless publicity, and the public 
service activities of newspapers digging out 
and publishing the stories of the wholesale 
corruption of teen-agers and school children 
by vicious dope rings. 

Every bit of heroin in the United States 
is here illegally. The United States outlawed 
the drug in 1924. It is not needed for med- 
ical purposes, as there are other drugs that 
do the job as well or better. Actually, only 
500 tons of raw opium are required for the 
medicinal needs of the entire world. Yet in 
1950 Communist China alone dumped 500 
tons on the market; and in 1952 she grew 
4,000 tons. 

As a matter of fact, most of the world’s 
opium is grown in Red China. The nations 
permitted to export it under international 
agreement are Bulgaria, Greece, India, Iran, 
Turkey, Soviet Russia, and Yugoslavia. The 
increase in the narcotics traffic is due to 
two things—the revenue that can be realized 
from the sale of opium grown in countries 
with a depressed economy; and the use of 
opium as a deliberate political weapon to 
demoralize youth in countries on the Red 
agenda for conquest. These two factors are 
the cause of most of our troubles with the 
evil traffic against which all our forces of 
law and decency are arrayed. 


ADDRESS BY FORMER PRESIDENT 
HOOVER AT 80TH BIRTHDAY FETE 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
yesterday former President Hoover cel- 
ebrated his 80th birthday anniversay 
at his birthplace in Iowa. I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the 
body of the Record at this point as a 
part of my remarks former President 
Hoover’s address on that occasion, to- 
gether with the text of President Eisen- 
hower’s greetings. It is not often that a 
former President lives to the age of 80 
and is so active in rendering service for 
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the benefit of all of us, even at that ad- 
vanced age. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the address, together with President 
Eisenhower’s greeting, was ordered to 
be printed in the Recor, as follows: 


[From the New York Times of August 11, 
1954.] 


Text oF FORMER PRESIDENT HOOVER'S SPEECH 
AT 80TH BIRTHDAY FETE 


The Legislature and the Governor of Iowa 
did me the great honor of inviting me to a 
reception by my native State on this, my 
80th birthday. ; 

It is more than difficult adequately to ex- 
press My appreciation for such evidence of 
affection. 

I am glad to come to West Branch. My 
grandparents and my parents came here in 
a covered wagon. In this community they 
toiled and worshipped God. They lie buried 
on your hillside. The most formative years 
of my boyhood were spent here. My roots 
are in this soil, 

This cottage where I was born is physical 
proof of the unbounded opportunity of 
American life. 

My first paid job was in this community 
picking potato bugs at one cent a hundred. 
I was not inspired by altruism to relieve the 
world of a pest. Such altruism as was at- 
tached to that labor was to secure firecrack- 
ers with which to commemorate properly 
the Declaration of Independence. 

But Iowa is a progressive State. Its 
mothers, anxious to avoid repairs to small 
boys, secured a law abolishing that kind of 
tribute to the Founding Fathers. Moreover, 
by insecticides, the slave wage of only a cent 
a hundred has been overcome. 

Iowa has made fabulous progress since I 
left here. I can prove it by statistics—and 
all speeches must have statistics because 
nobody can defy a statistic. 

Since that time, the people of Iowa have 
multiplied the wealth of the State 9 times 
over. That statistic is weakened by the de- 
crease in purchasing power of money. In the 
meantime with the blessing of "the tall corn” 
you have sent to market enough hogs to 
cover the Chicago Stock Yards 5,045 feet deep. 
You can vary that statistic as you like. 

Also you have sent forth a host of men and 
women who have distinguished themselves 
in every State in the Union and every for- 
eign country. Their quality is proved by the 
fact that I have never seen Iowa attributed 
as the origin of any of our leading bank 
robbers, gangsters, or Communists. 


A VARIED LIFE 


Eighty years is a long time for a man to 
live. Mine has been a life of work in many 
lands under many kinds of governments, 
both good and bad. I have been honored 
by my countrymen in many public offices 
and with many opportunities to serve out- 
side the Government. I have watched the 
two great world wars with their holocausts of 
death, destruction, and famine, I have 
taken some part in remedy of their terrible 
aftermaths. I have participated in the 
search for a healing peace. 

I have witnessed the legacy of war in 
doubting minds, brutality, crime, and de- 
based morals. Moreover, I have witnessed 
on the ground in 20 nations the workings 
of the philosophy of that antichrist Karl 
Marx. 

THE PROBLEMS OF FREEDOM AND PROGRESS 

After these long years and from all these 
experiences, there rises constantly in my 
mind the forces which make for progress 
and those which may corrode away the safe- 
guards of freedom in America. I want to 
say something about these forces, but I shall 
endeavor to do so not in the tones of Jere- 
miah but in the spirit of St. Paul. 
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New forces from science and new ideas, 
both good and bad, constantly arise in the 
world. We welcome changes which advance 
the welfare of our people. Our system 
always needs repairs. 

Also, we have to clean up the vast wreck- 
age and disorders of two devastating torna- 
does of wars which have swept over man- 
kind during the past 40 years. 

And, above all, we have need to remedy 
constant corruption of the safeguards of 
freemen. 

The remedies in America are not revolu- 
tion. They are, except for peace and war, 
mostly jobs of marginal repairs around a 
sound philosophy and a stout heart. 


THE SAFEGUARDS OF FREEMEN 


Our Founding Fathers did not invent the 
priceless boon of individual freedom and 
respect for the dignity of men. That great 
gift to mankind sprang from the Creator, 
and not from governments. 

The Founding Fathers, with superb genius, 
welded together the safeguards of these 
freedoms. , 

They were mostly concerned with the dan- 
gers of political tyranny. With the coming of 
the industrial age, our people welded in new 
safeguards. We could no more have eco- 
nomic tyranny than political tyranny. 

And, with these safeguards, our people 
were at one time closer to the goals of hu- 
man -welfare than any other civilization in 
all history. 

POWER OF FEDERAL AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 


The progress of freedom is a never-ending 
struggle to prevent the abuse of power, 
whether by individuals, by groups, or by 
government or nations. 

Our Founding Fathers created unique re- 
straints on power by the Bill of Rights and 
a structure of built-in checks and balances. 
Among these new concepts was a division of 
power between the Federal and State Gov- 
ernments.and between the three branches 
of Government. I do not need to tell you 
that. But what I have to tell you is that 
these separations of power became seriously 
confused, corroded, and weakened during the 
20 years before this administration. 

These confusions have included executive 
encroachment on the legislative and judicial 
branches. There has been judicial encroach- 
ment on the States’ rights. There has been 
congressional encroachment on the execu- 
tive. The Federal Government has grasped 
many of the vital functions of State and 
local government. 

Some of the corrosions of our division of 
power are the aftermaths of our wars. Some 
of them come from the various inféctions of 
socialism, I will tell you more of that later. 

Some of the corrosions come from the dis- 
covery that it is easy for the Federal Govern- 
ment to light the magic power of Federal 
credit. But the flame that warms can also 
consume the safeguards of freemen. 

Some of these encroachments come from a 
long era of beguilement by pressure groups 
and local government for subsidies from the 
Federal Government. 

One of the end results of all this is the 
growth of a huge centralized Federal bu- 
reaucracy. It has expanded in 20 years from 
600,000 to 2,300,000. Some increase is neces- 
sary. Most of them are fine men and women. 
But innate in bureaucracy are three implaca- 
ble spirits. They are self-perpetuation, ex- 
pansion of their empires, and demand for 
more power. Bureaucracy rushes headlong 
into the visions of the millennium and sends 
the bills to the Treasury. 

Today we have more Federal employees in 
nearly every State than all the local officials, 
including constables. They penetrate every 
part of the local government, They produce 
great waste of the taxpayers’ money. They 
create a vested interest or a vested habit for 
some pressure group. They interfere in poli- 
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tics and too often are infected with corrup- 
tion. 

Their magics invade personal freedom of 
every citizen, every moment of every hour. 

The remedy is to restore the checks and 
balances of power, to reinvigorate State and 
local governments and to deflate the bureau- 
cratic empires. 

Many of these confusions of power are to- 
day under vigorous investigation in which I 
have some part. 

My countrymen, all these corrosions of the 
checks and balances of power call for con- 
stant battle from you, the people. They 
must be wiped out if you would stay fully 
free. 

POWER IN OUR FOREIGN RELATIONS 


In our foreign relations there are great 
dangers and also vital safeguards to free- 
men. During the last war we witnessed a 
special encroachment of the Executive upon 
the legislative branch. This has been 
through a new type of commitment of the 
United States to other nations. 

I am not going to argue legalisms, for 
they do not go to the center of the issue. 
The real issue is whether the President, 
through declaration or implication or by ap- 
peasement or by acquiescence, or by joint 
statements with foreign officials, can com- 
mit the American people to foreign nations 
without the specific consent of the elected 
representatives of the people. 

There has been a grievious list of such 
commitments. They include international 
agreements which shackle our economy by 
limiting a free market. But more terrible 
were such executive agreements as our recog- 
nition of Soviet Russia which opened the 
headgates for a torrent of traitors. 

Our tacit alliance with Soviet Russia 
spread communism over the earth. Our ac- 
quiescence in the annexation by Russia of the 
Baltic States at Moscow and the partition of 
Poland at Teheran extinguished the liber- 
ties of tens of millions of people. 

Worse still was the appeasement and sur- 
render at Yalta of 10 nations to slavery. And 
there was the secret agreement with respect 
to China which set in train the communiza- 
tion of Mongolia, North Korea, and all of 
China. 

These unrestrained Presidential actions 
have resulted in a shrinking of human free- 
dom over the whole world, From these ac- 
tions came the jeopardies of the cold war. 
As a byproduct these actions have shrunk 
our freedoms by crushing taxes, huge defense 
costs, inflation, and compulsory military 
service. 

We must make such misuse of power for- 
ever impossible. 

And let me say, I have no fears of this evil 
from Presicent Eisenhower, but he will not 
always be President. 


OUR PRESENT FOREIGN SITUATION 


Our dangers from the Communist source 
of gigantic evil in the world are unending. 
All of the peace agencies we have created 
and all of the repeated conferences we have 
held have failed to find even a whisper of 
real peace, 

Amid these malign forces, our haunting 
anxiety and our paramount necessity is the 
defense of our country. 

It is not my purpose to define the foreign 
policies of our Government. 

Sooner or later a new line of action will 
become imperative. 

I have disagreed with, and protested 
against, the most dangerous of our foreign 
political policies during the whole of the 20 
years prior to the last Presidential election. 
I opposed and protested every step in the 
policies which led us into the Second World 
War. 

Especially in June 1941, when Britain was 
safe from a German invasion due to Hitler's 
diversion to attack on Stalin, I urged that 
the gargantuan jest of all history would be 
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our giving aid to the Soviet Government. I 
urged we should allow those two dictators to 
exhaust each other. I stated that the result 
of our assistance would be to spread com- 
munism over the whole world. I urged that 
if we stood aside the time would come when 
we could bring lasting peace to the world. 

I have no regrets. The consequences have 
proved that I was right. 


THE COMMUNISTS 


Today the Socialist virus and poison gas 
generated by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels 
have spread into every nation on the earth. 
Their dogma is absolute materialism which 
defies truth and religious faith. Their poi- 
sons are of many sorts. The preservation of 
the safeguards of liberty makes it imperative 
that we give heed to their every variety. 

The bloody virus type, radiating from Com- 
munist Russia, is today rotting the souls of 
two-fifths of all mankind which it has en- 
slaved, 

From the day Lenin rose to power in Mos- 
cow, the Communists have carried on an un- 
derground conspiracy against every other 
nation. The rank and file of our people are 
immune from this infection. The recruiting 
grounds for their agents are from our minori- 
ty of fuzzy-minded intellectuals and labor 
leaders. Over a thousand such Communist 
agents have already been rooted out of re- 
sponsible positions in our Government and 
other spots of influence. 

Many of these spies and traitors when ex- 
posed sought sanctuary for their infamies in 
the fifth amendment. Such a plea of immu- 
nity is an implication of guilt. Surely these 
people should not have the right to vote or 
to hold office, for thereby they use these privi- 
leges of free men against the safeguards of 
freedom. 

Despite the clamor over ferreting out these 
persons, you must not be led into the mistake 
that Moscow has closed down its recruiting 
offices for American agents. Or that con- 
tinued action of the FBI and congressional 
committees is not equally imperative. ` 

I have little fear that these Communist 
agents can destroy the Republic if we con- 
tinue to ferret them out. Our greater con- 
cern should be the other varieties of Karl 
Marx virus. 


THE SOCIALISTS 


Among them are the Socialists. They as- 
sert they would proceed only by constitu- 
tional means, 

The Socialists prowl on many fronts. They 
promote the centralized Federal Government, 
with its huge bureaucracy. They drive to 
absorb the income of the people by unnec- 
essary Government spending and exorbitant 
taxes. They have. pushed our Government 
deep into enterprises which compete with 
the rights of freemen. These enterprises are 
endowed with exemption from control of 
State and local governments. Congressional 
committees have listed hundreds of these 
Federal activities. But only a drop of ty- 
phoid in a barrel of drinking water sickens 
a whole village. 

Every step of these programs somewhere, 
somehow, stultifies the freedom, the incen- 
tives, the courage, and the creative impulses 
of our people. 

Beyond all this, there is proof in the world 
that the end result of socialism can be bloody 
communism. In the Iron Curtain states it 
was the Socialist intellectuals who weakened 
the freedom of men by destroying free en- 
terprise. Thus they furnished the boarding 
ladders by which the Communists captured 
the ship of state, 


THE WELFARE STATE 
One of the postwar cousins of socialism 
is the so-called welfare state. This poison 
gas is generated by the same sort of fuzzy- 
minded intellectuals. Its slogan is “Planned 
economy.” The phrase itself was borrowed 
from totalitarian governments. The end of 
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it would at least be a government wherein 
whatever is not forbidden would be com- 
pulsory. 

One of the annoyances of this cult is its 
false assumption that our Nation has never 
been heedful of the welfare of our people. 
‘That we are our brother’s keeper was rooted 
in religious faith long before these fuzzy- 
minded men were born. Since the founda- 
tion of the Republic we have recognized and 
practiced both private and governmental re- 
sponsibility for the unfortunate and the 
aged; for the education of our youth and the 
health of our people. 

Moreover, this cult has a host of gimmicks 
for giving away the people’s money. Among 
their ideas is that government should guar- 
antee every citizen security from the cradle 
to the grave. 

But it is solely the initiative and the labor 
of the physically able in the prime of life 
that can support the aged, the young, the 
sick—and the bureaucracy. And this active 
earning group requires the pressures of com- 
petition, the rewards of enterprise, and new 
adventure to keep it on the job. 

Even if security from the cradle to the 
grave could eliminate the risks of life, it 
would be a dead hand on the creative spirit 
of our people. Also, the judgment of the 
Lord to Adam about sweat has not been 
repealed. 

When we flirt with the Delilah of security 
for our productive group, we had better watch 
out lest in our blindness we pull down the 
pillars of the temple of freemen. 

The British under a Socialist government 
tried it. Its result was a level of poverty 
which British Socialists sought to obscure 
with the term “austerity.” Britain is now 
in retreat from it. 


THE COMMON MAN 


Among the delusions offered us by fuzzy- 
minded people is that imaginary creature, 
the common man. It is dinned into us that 
this is the century of the common man. The 
whole idea is another cousin of the Soviet 
proletariat. The uncommon man is to be 
whittled down to size. It is the negation 
of individual dignity and a slogan of medi- 
ocrity and uniformity. 

The common man dogma may be of use as 
a vote-getting apparatus. It supposedly 
proves the humility of demagogs. 

The greatest strides of human progress 
have come from uncommon men and women. 
You have perhaps heard of George Washing- 
ton, Abraham Lincoln, or Thomas Edison. 
They were humble in origin, but that was 
not their greatness. 

The humor of it is that when we get sick, 
‘we want an uncommon doctor. When we go 
to war, we yearn for an uncommon general 
or admiral. When we choose the president 
of a university, we want an uncommon 
educator. 

The imperative need of this Nation at all 
times is the leadership of the uncommon 
men or women. We need men and women 
who cannot be intimidated, who are not con- 
cerned with applause meters, nor those who 
sell tomorrow for cheers today. 

Such leaders are not to be made like queen 
bees. They must rise by their own merits. 
America recognizes no frozen social stratifi- 
cations which prevent this free rise of every 
individual. They rise by merit from our 
shops and farms. They rise from the 35 
million boys and girls in our schools and 
colleges. That they have the determination 
to rise is the glorious promise of leadership 
among freemen. 5 

A nation is strong or weak, it thrives or 
perishes upon what it believes to be true. If 
our youth is rightly instructed in the faith 
of our fathers; in the traditions of our coun- 
try; in the dignity of each individual man, 
then our power will be stronger than any 
weapon of destruction that man can devise. 
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THE WHOLE SOCIALIST GAMUT 


And now as to this whole gamut of Social- 
ist infections, I say to you, the neighbors of 
my childhood, the sons and daughters of my 
native State, God has blessed us with an- 
other wonderful word, “heritage.” The 
great documents of that heritage are not 
from Karl Marx. They are the Bible, the 
Declaration of Independence, and the Con- 
stitution of the United States. Within 
them alone can the safeguards of freedom 
survive. Safeguard the true spirit of these 
guaranties for your children, that they may 
not become the prisoners of a hydra-headed 
socialism. 

If anyone rises to say that all this is re- 
actionary, you may class him as either fuzzy 
minded or an ignorant enemy of freemen, 


THE NEW FRONTIERS 


Amid this recitation of our problems, I 
would not have you think that there are not 
great fields of promise for the future if we 
can keep out of war. 

The last few years have seen advances in 
science and technology which amount almost 
to revolution in our life and world relations. 
If we maintain free minds, free spirits, and 
direct our steps aright, still other new 
horizons and new frontiers are open to us. 
New inventions and new applications of old 
knowledge will come to us daily. 

These new frontiers give us other blessings. 
Not only do they expand our living but also 
they open new opportunities and new areas 
of adventure and enterprise. They open 
new vistas of beauty. They unfold the won- 
ders of the atom and the heavens. Daily 
they prove the reality of an allwise Supreme 
giver of law. 

CONCLUSION 


There are voices in our country who daily 
sound alarms that our civilization is on the 
way out. Concentrated on the difficulties of 
our times, they see an early and dour end for 
us. But civilization does not decline and 
fall while the people still possess dynamic 
creative faculties, devotion to religious faith 
and to liberty. The American people still 
possess these quelities. We are not at the 
bedside of a nation in death agony. 

Eighty years is a long time for a man to 
live. As the shadows lengthen over my years, 
my confidence, my hopes and dreams for my 
countrymen are undimmed. This confidence 
is that with advancing knowledge, toil will 
grow less exacting; that fear, hatred, pain, 
and tears may subside; that the regenerating 
sun of creative ability and religious devotion 
will refresh each morning the strength and 
progress of my country. 


Text OF EISENHOWER’S GREETING 


Dear MR. PRESENT: As you celebrate your 
80th birthday this August 10, I look anew, 
and with ever increasing admiration, upon 
your distinguished career. Few men in our 
country's history have been privileged to 
serve the Nation in so many important ca- 
pacities as have you, and certainly none has 
done so with greater brilliance and devotion. 

To me it is also remarkable that after so 
many years given to public service you still 
cheerfully accept new assignments involving 
governmental responsibilities of the most 
burdensome character. 

To justify my own part in asking you to 
assume some of these additional duties, I 
merely point cut that by virtue of your long 
experience, wise understanding, and eminent 
position, you are qualified, as almost no other 
American, to discharge them successfully. 
Your party and your country are proud of 
you; Americans know that you have ever 
used your great talents in the interest of all. 

I wish I could be present to join in the 
ceremony to honor you, but I know that 
what I have just stated, and what all of us 
Americans feel in our hearts, will be far 
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more eloquently expressed by others present 
than I could hope to do. May you have 
many more years of happiness and health, 
and may we continue to have the benefit of 
your counsel and judgment. 
With warm personal regards, 
Sincerely, 
Dwicur D. EISENHOWER. 


INSTRUCTION IN MURDER AND 
ASSASSINATION BY FORMER 
SOVIET AMBASSADOR TO THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, un- 
der date of July 27 there appeared in the 
Washington Evening Star an article by 
Mr. Eugene Lyons entitled “Ambassador 
or Murderer?” dealing with the testi- 
mony of a former Russian MGB offi- 
cer respecting the instruction in murder 
and assassination which he got from a 
former Soviet Ambassador to the United 
States. 

The point stressed in this article, Mr. 
President, is an extremely important 
one; and I ask unanimous consent that 
this article, which is short, may be 
printed in the Recorp at this point as a 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMBASSADOR OR MURDERER? 
(By Eugene Lyons) 

One fact which should have sent a chill 
down American spines didn't come through 
clearly enough in the press reports of Capt. 
Nikolai Khokhlov's story. It holds a clue 
to the innermost nature of the Soviet regime. 

Captain Khokhlov is the Soviet secret po- 
lice agent sent to West Berlin, equipped with 
ingenious death weapons, to assassinate a 
prominent Russian anti-Communist leader. 
Horrified by the assignment, he surrendered 
to the Western authorities. 

Among other things Captain Khokhlov re- 
vealed that the Moscow official who organized 
the murder project—the man who heads up 
the killer's section of the MGB—is Alexander 
Panyushkin. 

That is the chilling fact that needs to be 
noted and pondered. For Mr. Panyushkin, 
until less than 2 years ago, served as the 
Soviet Ambassador to the United States. 
For 5 years he was a member of the Wash- 
ington diplomatic corps, with all the frills 
and prerogatives of that exalted position. 

Now, Communists are not given high posts 
in the hierarchy of the Kremlin’s police es- 
tablishment without ample training in that 
sphere. It is clear that Panyushkin, though 
disguised as a diplomat, was really a secret 
police agent. 

He could not, otherwise, have stepped di- 
rectly from his Washington post into a key 
MGB spot. His American assignment, we 
may be sure, had a lot more to do with espio- 
nage and terror than with diplomatic teas. 

Moreover, people are not put at the head of 
complex murder operations without special 
knowledge and a record of achievements in 
that field. The man who was our official 
guest, with whom we negotiated during 5 
long years as if he were just another diplo- 
mat, was a killer by vocation. 

This amazing circumstance should give 
pause to those who kid themselves that 
we can do business with Soviet Russia— 
that it is a nation like other nations. 

What are we to think of a government 
which sends specialists in homicide as its 
plenipotentiaries to other countries? A 
government whose leading officials move, as a 
matter of routine, from murder to diplomacy 
and back again to murder? 
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The truth is that the Kremlin regards 
crime, even to the point of taking life on 
foreign soil, as a routine instrument of policy 
and governance. This regime with which 
some free-world statesmen are so eager to 
coexist looks upon assassination as a stand- 
ard gambit in its statesmanship. 

The sooner we recognize that the Com- 
munist world is ruled by bandits, the sooner 
we will be rid of self-delusions in dealing 
with them. Even where we are obliged by 
circumstances to negotiate with them, we 
will be better off if we cease pretending 
about their real character: 

Whatever there was of idealism in the 
Communist movement was. expunged long 
ago. No genuine idealist can survive 
through decades of liquidations and blood 
purges. The survivors in the long and grim 
struggle for dictatorial power are the tough 
guys, the coldblooded killers. 

Soviet representatives come into the halls 
of the United Nations and international con- 
ferences in the habiliments of statesmen and 
diplomats. But they think like kidnap- 
ers, torturers, and murderers, and live by 
the code of the criminal underworld. 

To ignore or underrate this fact in dealing 
with them is to lose by default. 


PERMANENT CERTIFICATION TO 
LOCAL-SERVICE AIRLINES 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
there has come to me a copy of an edi- 
torial printed in the San Francisco 
Chronicle of July 26. This editorial deals 
with the question of granting permanent 
certification to local-service airlines. 
This is the subject of a bill, S. 3759, 
which I had the honor to cosponsor 
jointly with the Senator from Ohio [Mr, 
Bricker], chairman of the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
This bill is now pending before that 
committee; and because of the impor- 
tance of the subject, I ask unanimous 
consent that this fine editorial may be 
printed in the Recor» at this point as a 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


LOCAL AIRLINES DESERVE PERMANENT 
CERTIFICATES 


Although they have been faithfully serv- 
ing the American public for almost a decade, 
14 local, scheduled airlines now operating in 
the United States are forced to live a year- 
to-year existence on temporary Civil Aero- 
nautics Board certificates. 

Last year these temporary carriers served 
no fewer than 440 cities, and carried 1,998,000 
passengers. Two hundred and sixty Ameri- 
can cities are served exclusively by local 
airlines. In California, for example, 28 cities 
are served by Southwest Airways, one of the 
outstanding successes among the local air- 
lines. 

Any interruption of this network of local 
Air service between the 260 cities which the 
major trunk airlines do not touch would, of 
course, greatly handicap the flying public. 
So long as the airlines are required to oper- 
ate on temporary certificates, there is a con- 
tinuing threat of service suspensions. Be- 
cause of this the affected airlines are seek- 
ing permanent Government certification. 
The House has unanimously passed the Hin- 
shaw bill, providing for this. Tomorrow, a 
similar bill, Senate bill No. 3759, comes be- 
fore the Senate Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce Committee. We urge its approval and 
passage this session. 

On the free enterprise competitive prin- 
ciple as properly applied to air transporta- 
tion, we are convinced there is a distinct 
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need for more air stops than the trunk air- 
lines of the country make. Although these 
major airlines, plus railroad and bus inter- 
ests, are organized in opposition to perma- 
nent certification of the local airline car- 
riers, we believe the local carriers rate the 
stability and strength which permanent cer- 
tification would give them. Air transporta- 
tion for the smaller cities should be a con- 
cern of Congress, and the way for Congress 
2 express it is to pass this pending legisla- 
on. 


THE NEED FOR RATIFICATION OF 
THE INTERNATIONAL OPIUM 
PROTOCOL 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, there is 
now pending before the Senate, Execu- 
tive C for International Control of 
Opium Production and Traffic. 

This protocol has been unanimously 
approved by the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee. 

It will, I know, receive the prompt and 
resounding approval of the Senate. 

By way of supplementing remarks 
which I will make at the time the Sen- 
ate takes this issue up for ratification, 
I send to the desk the text of a state- 
ment which I have prepared on the 
background of this subject. I ask unani- 
mous consent that this background in- 
formation be printed in the body of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT By SENATOR WILEY 
WIPING OUT THE SCOURGE OF ILLICIT NARCOTICS 

Of all the individual crimes committed in 
the world today, there are probably few more 
reprehensible, more evil, than that of nar- 
cotics peddling. 

Literally millions of individuals through- 
out the world have become victims of opium 
poisoning. 

No man can gage the extent to which 
these millions upon millions of human lives 
have been and may be wrecked—not simply 
the lives of the individuals directly involved, 
but the lives of their innocent wives and 
children, brothers and sisters, fathers and 
mothers and other relatives. No one can 
gage the full terrible effect upon nations— 
2 economic loss, the social loss, the moral 
Oss. 

The scourge of opium eating and opium 
smoking—the scourge of illegal use—in any 
form of opium derivatives and of other nar- 
cotics and their derivatives is a stain on the 
record of civilization. 


AMERICA’S RECORD IS INSPIRING 


Fortunately, our own Government has 
spoken as clearly, as consistently, as coura- 
geously as has any other single nation on 
behalf of the elimination of this scourge. 

It makes one proud to be an American, to 
review all that our country has done down 
through the years in battling against illegal 
narcotics. 

I urge my colleagues to read Executive 
Report 7, which describes the background of 
those splendid United States efforts. 

I urge them, to the extent that they have 
an opportunity amidst their crowded day, to 
read the 93-page printed transcript of the 
hearing which had been conducted by the 
Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee on 
the Opium Protocol, 

LIMITATIONS OF PROTOCOL’S EFFECTIVENESS 

When the protocol has been ratified, an- 
other important chapter in the history of 
world law enforcement effort will have been 
achieved. 
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Clearly, the millennium will not, however, 
have been ushered in, because of several ob- 
vious factors: 

1. This protocol, like any protocol, depends 
basically upon the good faith of the signa- 
tory parties. In the past, not all the nations 
which have signed narcotics treaties and con- 
ventions have completely abided by them. 
We of the United States have always upheld 
our end, have always fulfilled our obligations, 
but the record of some other countries has 
been somewhat spotty. 

2. Numerous nations are not signatories 
at ali to the Protocol, although, as is ex- 
plained in the report, there is machinery 
available in the protocol to help assure com- 
pliance by those nonparticipating states. 

Each of those nations must recognize that 
they must answer before the world if they fail 
to abide by the international anti-opium 
effort. 3 

RED CHINA’S DOPE WARFARE 


3. But, in any event, there remains one 
particular country which is not a signatory 
or a participant, and which will probably 
continue openly to flout, as it has been 
flouting, the conscience of mankind by its 
vicious opium peddling. 

That country is, of course, Red China. 

The indictment of Red China on this 
count has been filed and elaborated on sev- 
eral occasions, and it does not require ampli- 
fication here. 

The indictment has been presented be- 
fore the United Nations Committee on Nar- 
cotics Drugs, not only by our able United 
States representative on that Commission, 
the Honorable Harry J. Anslinger, but by the 
representatives of other free powers as well. 

It has been made in the world press, not 
just in the American newspapers, but in for- 
eign newspapers by competent journalists 
who have studied Red Chinese dope warfare. 

It has been made as well by foreign police 
departments who have, time after time, ap- 
prehended violators carrying narcotics from 
Red China. 

Mankind must speak, therefore, more 
firmly than ever before in protest against 
this foulest of Communist sins, 

4. Then, there is a fourth limiting factor, 
and that is that this protocol does not cover 
all types of narcotic drugs. 

A uniform drug convention is fortunately 
now being drafted. 

A great many technical and policy prob- 
lems must still be worked out, but it is my 
earnest hope that great progress will be 
made toward this goal. 

In the long run, however, the uniform 
drug convention, like the present protocol, 
will depend upon the good faith of the 
nations of the world. 

If nations refuse to honor their formal 
or informal obligations; if they refuse to 
make accurate, complete, and prompt reports 
regarding narcotics within their area; if they 
fail to crack down upon narcotics offenders 
in their midst; if they in any way prove 
the weak link in the worldwide enforcement 
chain against criminals, then the chain will 
snap. k 

The history of the fight against the nar- 
cotics scourge proves that criminals will 
always exploit the weakest link in the chain, 
the weakest country which fails to abide by 
its responsibilities. 


UNITED STATES FULFILLING ITS RESPONSIBILITIES 


In pointing up the responsibilities of other 
countries, I do not imply for one moment 
that we do not have continuing respon- 
sibilities in our own. 

The fact of the matter is, however, that 
we have made a great deal of progress against 
the dope evil in our midst. While there has 
been a dreadful postwar upsurge in narcotics 
addiction (which is particularly disturbing 
in relation to addiction among our young 
people), the fact is that the rate of dope 
addiction is far less today in the United 
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States than it was, for example, before World 
War I. 

In any event, no phase of narcotics addic- 
tion in the United States has so stirred the 
American people as has teen-age addiction. 
Fortunately, contrary to certain sensational 
stories, the teen-age problem has been con- 
fined to a relatively small proportion of our 
youth in a few of our principal American 
cities. Dope addiction, especially among im- 
pressionable young people, is, however, so 
contagious a social malady that the most 
continuous efforts must be made to stamp 
it out, lest, unchecked, it return one day to 
epidemic proportions. 

On an overall basis, Commissioner Ansling- 
er has estimated that there is now approxi- 
mately 1 narcotics addict in every 3,000 of 
our population, a figure which, when adjusted 
with other data, indicates a total addict 
population of 60,000 to 70,000. The number 

cot peddlers of narcotics is difficult to deter- 
mine; but it might be noted that approxi- 
mately 7 out of 10 of the peddlers convicted 
and sent to prison are themselves narcotics 
addicts. 

A history of addiction proves its cyclical 
nature. Fortunately, the postwar trend is 
now on the decline; but there is no assurance 
that it could not spurt upward again, given 
certain favorable conditions, including the 
slightest relaxation of control measures, or 
the easing up of penalties on offenders. 

That has been the repeated warning of 
the United States Narcotics Bureau. America 
knows that the Bureau represents a stalwart 
guardian of the American home. Its capable 
Commissioner, since the inception of the 
Bureau in 1930, has been Harry J. Anslinger. 
I can say from long years of cooperation 
with him that he is a steadfast and devoted 
servant of the public interest in this, as in 
many other respects. 

My personal staff and the staffs of com- 
mittees on which I have served have had a 
great deal of splendid contact with the Com- 
missioner and his staff, with his agents in the 
field, as well as with his supervisors in Wash- 
ington. 

One of his crack narcotics experts served 
with the Kefauver Senate Crime Investigat- 
ing Committee, on which I was privileged to 
serve. Since then, this expert—a particularly 
fearless fighter—has racked up still further 
important achievements in law enforcement. 

I recall, too, the expert testimony before 
our Senate Crime Committee of the United 
States Narcotics Bureau agent who has been 
assigned to Italy to cooperate with Italian 
law-enforcement authorities and who had 
also done particularly fine work. 

With the aid of these and other fine per- 
sonnel, I know that the antinarcotics job 
is being carried out and that it merits the 
fullest cooperation on the part of the Amer- 
ican people. It merits cooperation, too, on 
the part of the judicial branch of our Goy- 
ernment, so that narcotics violators are not 
coddled. 


NARCOTICS USE AMONG UNITED STATES SERVICE- 
MEN IN KOREA AND JAPAN 


In connection with Uncle Sam's own re- 
sponsibilities, one particular phase which 
has recently engaged our attention is the 
problem that has arisen to some extent in- 
volving some members of our Armed Forces 
in Korea and Japan. 

The peddling of considerable dope to our 
service boys in the Far East was brought 
to the attention of our Senate Foreign Re- 
lations Subcommittee at its hearing in New 
York. 

Later, I pursued the matter further with 
Dr. Frank B. Berry, Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Health and Medicine, who was 
very cooperative. 

I will not attempt to review all of the 
phases of this problem as we explored it, 
but I will state that I know that the Armed 
Forces are keenly cognizant of their re- 
sponsibilities to protect our young men, and 
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that they are taking strong remedial steps 
and are seeking the fullest cooperation on 
the part of our friends, the Korean and 
Japanese law-enforcement authorities. If 
the laws are adequately enforced in those 
areas, and assuming vigilance on the part 
of all concerned, this problem can be kept 
under control and substantially reduced. 

I am delighted to know that Dr. Berry 
will personally proceed to the Far East in 
order to look into this question further, 
and I am also delighted to know that full 
cooperation is being assured among all the 
numerous offices in the Defense Establish- 
ment having a responsibility in this respect, 
as well as with the Narcotics Bureau and 
other Federal sources. 

Without attempting to get into all the 
details of the problem, I should like to quote 
now from two messages which Dr. Berry had 
filed with me in response to inquiries which 
I had conveyed: 


EXCERPTS FROM LETTERS FROM ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY BERRY 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D. C., July 29, 1954. 
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate. 

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: The problem, while 
serious wherever it exists, is not unduly large 
in that area (the Far East). The situa- 
tion has been known for some time and 
suitable preventive and corrective actions are 
continually being undertaken to alleviate or 
remove the causes, 

As regards the past and current dimen- 
sions of the problem, statistics for 1952, 1953, 
and to include May 1954, are at hand. 
Whereas the incidence of convictions for 
narcotics violations was in gradual ascent 
through 1953, and 1954 convictions, together 
with the projection to estimate an annual 
rate for 1954, indicate an almost stationary 
situation, as a matter of fact, an increase 
of only 0.03 percent. 

It is realized that an evaluation of the 
problem using these and other statistics is 
not conclusive. The presence of a cheap and 
plentiful supply of narcotics throughout 
Japan and Korea has been and now 
a continuing active problem to the military 
commands in those countries. Conclusions 
are that true addiction is relatively rare 
and that the majority of military narcotics 
offenders are more correctly classified as 
users. The commander in chief, Far East, 
realizes that the narcotics problem is seri- 
ous but that it is not yet dangerous. He 
assures us that positive action is being taken 
at all echelons of command to control the 
situation that exists. 

Projection of current conviction rates in- 
dicates continuance of the seriousness of 
this problem for 1954. The application of a 
continuous and reemphasized program which 
has been in effect within the Far East Com- 
mand at all echelons of command is aimed 
at a definite reduction although it must be 
realized that when troops are in occupation 
status the temptations for drug, alcohol, and 
sex are greater than when they are in com- 
bat. The assistance from other United 
States Government agencies, particularly per- 
sonnel of the Department of the Treasury, 
has been extremely helpful to the com- 
mander in chief, Far East, and is a most 
valuable adjunct to the program. 

Civilian authorities in Japan and Korea 
are well aware of this problem and present 
laws in effect are considered to be adequate 
for control, if properly enforced by those 
authorities. Due to the economic and social 
factors involved (including the ability to ap- 
propriate sufficient budgetary funds for law 
enforcement), it is considered doubtful 
that complete and full control can ever be 
attained in this area. 

This Office first became interested in this 
problem as a result of an inquiry from a 
Methodist minister, and, as stated above, a 
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conference was held with the three Surgeons 
General and Mr. Anslinger. Mr. Wayland 
L. Speer, field supervisor of enforcement ac- 
tivities, addressed the Army medical person- 
nel at the Army Medical Service graduation, 
Walter Reed Army Medical Center, on this 
subject on April 30, 1934. 

Following the above conference in my of- 
fice, I recommended that a group of three 
go to the Far East for further investigation 
of this subject. After conference with Sec- 
retary Wilson it was decided that I would go 
myself and take whomsoever I wished with 
me. It seemed inadvisable to leave during 
the present session of the Congress and I have 
therefore made arrangements to leave for 
the Far East on September 18. I shall con- 
sult with Mr, Anslinger as to the coopera- 
tion of his department in Japan and Korea. 
I have also conferred with Major General 
Maglin, Provost Marshal, who has suggested 
that I see the representative of their office, 
Mr. Byron Engle, in Tokyo. 

The Air Force has already established a 
narcotic treatment center in Japan where 
they are conducting a successful campaign in 
the treatment of these young users of nar- 
cotics. It seems likely that this may well be 
converted into a triservice narcotic center, 
should such be needed. Maj. Gen. John M. 
Hargreaves, command surgeon of the Air 
Force in the Far East, is well aware of this 
problem and is taking considerable interest 
in the establishment of this center. From 
the information at hand, largely from Mr. 
Anslinger, it seems probable that the prob- 
lem in the Far East corresponds very closely 
with the narcotics problem in our own large 
cities and the use and abuse of these drugs 
are usually confined to those young men with 
poor family backgrounds and minimum 
educations. 

I shall be pleased to confer further with 
you members of the committee or the com- 
mittee staff. You may be sure that the De- 
partment of Defense and the medical depart- 
ments of the three services, as well as the 
Provost Marshal, are all aware of this prob- 
lem and that steps are being taken to deal 
with it. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK B. Berry, M. D. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D. C., August 10, 1954. 
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations, United States Senate. 

Dran SENATOR Wir: In reply to your 
letter of August 4, 1954, and after conversa- 
tions with Mr. Julius M. Cahn, your counsel, 
I will answer your questions (further). 

* . . . * 

The figures reported to the Honorable 
Harry J. Anslinger by his agent, Mr. Wayland 
L. Speer, in 1952, on the number of investi- 
gations in which military personnel have 
been reported for engaging in narcotic traffic, 
are as follows: 


To approach this in another way, on De- 
cember 15, 1953, the Honorable CHARLES B. 
Brownson, of the House of Representatives, 
made a similar inquiry of Gen. J. E. Hull. 
On January 6, 1954, General Hull replied: 

“The number of court-martial convictions 
for such offenses haye been as follows: 


1953 
(through 
August) 


1951 1952 


No records available, 


1954 


“Seventy-nine persons were hospitalized 
in Army hospitals from January through 
June 1953 as narcotics users. The Air Force 
hospitalized 28 narcotics users from January 
through November 1953. Complete records 
on hospitalizations and medical treatment 
of narcotics users in Army and Air Force 
hospitals during 1951 and 1952 were not 
available. The Navy hospitalized 8 cases in 
1951, 32 cases in 1952, and 30 cases through 
the first 8 months of 1953. Each person 
apprehended for suspected use of narcotics 
is given a medical examination. 

“True narcotic addiction is relatively rare 
in this theater. Nevertheless, the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force commanders in the Far 
East are well aware of the seriousness of the 
narcotics problem and are making every ef- 
fort to reduce it. Evidence compiled in a 
recent thorough triservice study on narcotics 
has enabled us to strengthen our controls 
and more effectively meet this problem.” 

As you will note, Mr. Anslinger’s report 
speaks of investigations and General Hull's 
of convictions which will account for some 
slight difference. According to both Mr. 
Anslinger and the Army neuropsychiatrist, 
Col. D. B. Peterson, consultant in neuropsy- 
chiatry to the Far East for the past 4 or 5 
years, this problem closely parallels the 
civilian problem in our larger cities. 


* . * > * 
With all best wishes, 
Sincerely. 


Frank B. Berry, M. D. 
THREE ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND PHASES 


I should like now to present certain final 
background material which I believe will 
prove helpful to my colleagues on three par- 
ticular phases of the narcotics problem. 

First, I shall present a description of the 
basic types of narcotics which are generally 
discussed, as well as of their legal use and 
their illegal abuse. 

Then, I shall present information with 
regard to the extent of the illicit traffic in 
the world today and, finally, data on the re- 
lationship between narcotics and other 
crimes. 

I believe that this material, together with 
the material which I have previously cited, 
constitutes an ample justification of the 
protocol, which I know will receive the sym- 
pathetic and favorable attention of the Sen- 
ate. 

1. TYPES OF NARCOTICS 

Under the laws of the United States, the 
term “narcotics drugs” includes (a) opium 
and its various derivatives (which are the 
only drugs covered under the present 
protocol); (b) coca leaves and their deriva- 
tives; (c) marihuana and its derivatives; and 
(d) any other drug found by the Secretary 
of the Treasury to have addiction qualities 
similar to these and so proclaimed by the 
President. 

Opium 

The opium family of drugs is generally 
regarded as the most troublesome of the 
narcotics. Paradoxically enough its very 
quality of relieving pain has made of it both 
a blessing and a curse, depending on its use. 

The opium family consists of those active 
principles derived from the opium poppy 
(papaver somniferum), an annual herb. 
From ancient times, the milky juice of the 
poppy has been used both as a medicine and 
to produce sleep or insensibility to the prob- 
lems and cares of life. 

The alkaloids of opium represent its phar- 
macologically active constituents. The most 
important of these are morphine (the most 
commonly used and best known of the alka- 
loids, codeine, and papaverine. 

/dditionally, there are many derivatives of 
morphine, among which are heroin and 
dionin. 

Heroin today represents the principal drug 
problem faced by the United States. It 
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should be noted that heroin (which is five 
times as potent as morphine) is not per- 
mitted to be manufactured in the United 
States and in 50 other countries. 

There are two preparations of opium which 
are therapeutically employed today, lauda- 
num and paregoric. The fact that from this 
chemical family are derived numerous aids 
in medical science is indicated by the fact 
that a mild form, paregoric, today is cus- 
tomarily used with children. 

As a matter of fact, when carefully used 
in medicine, opium and its alkaloids and 
derivatives have exceedingly valuable func- 
tion as sedatives and pain relievers. Im- 
proper use develops into habituation and 
physical dependency upon the drug. B2- 
cause of the dependency, more and more of 
the drug is required in order to produce the 
false effect of well-being and relief from 
care. Eventually, the addict becomes totally 
dependent upon the drug. Withdrawal of 
it causes acute physical discomfort and mis- 
functioning of all organs generally. Even a 
gradual withdrawal causes the same symp- 
toms, albeit in milder form, and there is 
always the final psychological and physio- 
logical shock, carrying either real or imagi- 
nary terror for the addict. It is during this 
stage that the addict becomes an aggressive 
menace to society in that he will commit 
almost any act to secure a supply of the drug 
so as to relieve his physical or mental terror. 
Crimes of the most violent and shocking na- 
ture are committed by addicts in this condi- 
tion or in prospect of this condition. 

But even if the addict is supplied with 
sufficient amounts of the drug, he is a so- 
cial menace, for he will endeavor to keep 
himself in a drugged stupor so that he may 
relish to the fullest his artificial sense of 
well-being. 

In this semiconscious state, he is at best 
a net loss to himself, his family, and his 
society; at worst—e. g., at a driver’s wheel— 
he is an absolute threat to the safety of 
others. 

Cocaine, marihuana, and synthettcs 

Turning to other drugs not covered by the 
present protocol, cocaine (unlike opium, 
which is a depressant), is considered in the 
excitant group as is marihuana. Cocaine 
(which is derived from the coca leaf) can be 
used medically as a local anesthetic, but be- 
cause it is so potent and dangerous, it has 
been extensively replaced in medicine by 
patented synthetic preparations that are not 
dangerous, such as novocaine and procaine. 
When abused either by sniffing deeply 
through the nose or by injection, cocaine 
causes a transient exhilaration with para- 
noic delusions and hallucinations followed 
by extreme nervous tensions and imagined 
fears. 

Thus, effects of its misuse are mental de- 
terioration, and physically nausea, digestive 
disorders, sleeplessness, loss of appetite, 
emaciation, and tremors. Fortunately, co- 
caine is very scarce on the illicit market, 
because the international movement of coca 
leaves is strictly controlled. 

Also in the excitant family is marihuana— 
cannabis—whose varieties are popularly 
known as Indian hemp or hashish. It pro- 
duces a form of intoxication, the strength 
and duration of which are not predictable 
because of the various factors which may de- 
termine it. Its very unpredictability in its 
effects on a particular individual make it 
one of the most dangerous drugs known. 
A small dose taken by one subject may bring 
about intense intoxication, raving fits, 
criminal assaults. In another individual, 
consumption of even considerable quanti- 
ties may result in sheer stupefication. 

It is this drug (smoked in cigarettes 
known as reefers) which has been tradition- 
ally used, especially among teen-age young- 
sters as a first step in causing narcotics ha- 
bituation. Unlike opiates which do have 
therapeutic values, marihuana has no such 
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legitimate use; indulgence in it is, there- 
fore, always an abuse and vice. 

Next, there is the problem of barbiturate 
drugs (notably sleeping pills) which have a 
sedative action similar to the opiates and 
which can likewise prove extremely danger- 
ous. So dangerous are these that statistics 
show that more people in the United States 
die of barbiturate poisoning than from any 
other kind of poisoning. 

Reference should also be made to pain- 
relieving synthetic drugs such as demarol. 
Because of potential addiction-making 
qualities, 11 such synthetic drugs have been 
brought under control of United States nar- 
cotics laws. 

2. DIMENSIONS OF THE PROBLEM 

A brief review of the worldwide dimen- 
sions of the current problem of illicit traffic 
in opium underlines the importance of 
prompt action to curb illegal cultivation, 
production, and traffic. 

The following table indicates comparative 
total seizures of opium as reported by coun- 
tries to the United Nations for the years 
1939, prewar, and 1950, postwar: 


In kilograms) 
X Prepared 
Year Raw opium | (smoking) 
opium 
— e e 28, 723. 875 1,331. 514 
C 46, 285. 501 10, 947. 091 


The report of the ninth session of the 
United Nations Commission on Narcotics 
Drugs cites the latest information, as received 
in annual reports filed by 43 sovereign states 
and 7 territories, and in seizure reports cov- 
ering 1,285 seizures reported by 19 sovereign 
states and 17 territories, 

Among the facts cited are the following: 

Raw opium 

Far East: During 1953, 16,970 kilograms 
were seized in Thailand (there are 2.2 pounds 
per kilogram); 4,694 kilograms in India; 4,426 
kilograms in Burma; 2,272 kilograms in 
Singapore; 1,721 kilograms in the Federation 
of Malaya; 94 kilograms in Indonesia; and 
83 kilograms in Hong Hong. It should be 
noted that the seizures in India and Burma 
were described as coming mostly from inter- 
nal traffic, but the Chinese mainland was the 
source given for the greater part of 482 kilo- 
grams of raw opium seized in the Far East. 

Near and Middle East: Quantities seized 
included Egypt with 1,475 kilograms; Turkey 
with 589 kilograms; Lebanon with 480 kilo- 
grams; Iraq with 369 kilograms, and Israel 
with 27 kilograms. 

North America: In the United States, 19.5 
kilograms were seized; in Mexico, 4.9, and in 
Canada, 1.5. The quantities seized in our 
country originated from Mexico, India, Tur- 
key, and Iran. 

Other regions: Seizures of raw opium have 
been reported in France, 309 kilograms; Aus- 
tralia, 94 kilograms; Netherlands, 9 kilo- 
grams; Union of South Africa, 4 kilograms; 
and some African territories. 


Prepared opium 

The volume of illicit traffic in prepared 
opium is smaller, but nonetheless disturbing. 
The largest quantities of prepared opium had 
been seized in Singapore, 441 kilograms; Ma- 
laya, 185 kilograms; India, 21 kilograms; 
Hong Kong, 17 kilograms; and Indonesia, 16 
kilograms. 

Sources of the illicit traffic were reported 
as the Chinese mainland, Singapore, and 
Thailand. Seizures elsewhere included Aus- 
tralia, 12 kilograms; United Kingdom, 3.83; 
France, Curacao, Trinidad, and Mauritius. 


Heroin 


Total heroin seizures reported for 1953 
amount to 135,602 kilograms. The largest 
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single seizure, 14,800 kilograms reported, was 
made in France. i 

The sources reported were the Chinese 
mainland, France, Italy, Japan, Lebanon, 
Mexico, and Turkey. 

It should be remembered that these figures 
do not include illicit traffic in cocaine or 
marihuana. One thousand two hundred and 
thirty kilograms of cannabis alone were seized 
in the United States. 

The kilogram figures tell only a small part 
of the story, of course. Not long ago Life 
magazine reported how a kilo of heroin— 
purchased in Italy for $1,000—would be sold 
and resold through criminal hands. Eventu- 
ally, after considerable adulteration so that 
it contained only 3 percent to 8 percent 
heroin it would be put up in paper packets 
and sold for $200,000 in the retail market and 
would be capable of supplying an enormous 
number of addict shots. 

Mr. William Tompkins, now Assistant At- 
torney General for Internal Security, testify- 
ing before the committee on Federal-State 
local seizures within the New Jersey area (for 
which he was formerly United States at- 
torney), reported that a single kilogram— 
representing between 39 and 40 ounces of 
pure heroin, constituted enough heroin to 
give addicts better than 300,000 shots, 


Smuggling of opium 


It should be noted that opium smuggling 
utilizes every medium of transportation, no- 
tably the sea, principally through merchant 
seamen, as well as airlines, and even the 
mail. 

The very nature of modern, high-speed 
international transportation underlines the 
importance of worldwide cooperation in seal- 
ing off the smuggling channels. The in- 
genuity of smugglers in seeking to evade 
the various national police and customs 
forces makes necessary, moreover, the high- 
est degree of coordination among law-en- 
forcement officials. ` 

Few types of criminal operation are Or- 
ganized on a more systematic and world- 
wide a basis than illicit narcotics traffic. 

In virtually no other crime, moreover, can 
the effect of foreign violations of the law 
be felt so significantly on lawbreaking within 
other countries. 

Thus, the narcotics problem in the United 
States can never be reduced to smallest pos- 
sible proportions until overseas sources of 
supply have been effectively slashed. The 
history of the combating of narcotics traffic 
in our country attests to the fact that time 
after time the success of a foreign govern- 
ment in stamping out narcotics-cultivation 
production, export, or smuggling has been 
felt almost immediately within the United 
States. Experiences with respect to Peruvian 
and Italian governmental action prove this 
point. 

Peru 

Numerous instances can be cited attesting 
to the direct and dramatic relationship be- 
tween a foreign source of narcotics and 
addiction with the United States. In 1948 
there was scarcely one cocaine seizure in 
the United States. Suddenly, however, the 
country was flooded with cocaine. Its origin 
was traced to Peru. A now-departed regime 
there had allowed 17 cocaine factories to 
operate, although here in the United States 
there is only 1 factory for a country of many 
times the population. Through representa- 
tions to the Peruvian Ambassador, all of the 
cocaine factories were closed. Within 6 
months there was a phenomenal change in 
the prevalence of cocaine addiction in the 
United States; it almost disappeared com- 
pletely. 

Italy 

Beginning in 1951, investigations con- 
ducted in Italy proved that Italian heroin 
had been smuggled into the United States 
and elsewhere since 1948. Five licensed fac- 
tories there diverted one ton of heroin into 
illicit channels. 
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Recognizing this shocking situation, the 
Italian Government undertook remedial 
measures, In October 1951 the Italian Com- 
mission of Public Health passed a decree 
indefinitely suspending the further produc- 
tion of heroin, Clearly, such further pro- 
duction was unwarranted since possibly only 
20 kilograms of heroin out of the total an- 
nual production of 200 kilograms were used 
or needed for Italian medical consumption. 
This reduced the supply of heroin available 
for smuggling to the United States, although 
not so dramatically as in the cocaine instance 
because, unfortunately, there were other 
foreign sources of supply available. 


3. NARCOTICS AND CRIME 


In conclusion, I want to point out the 
interconnection between narcotics and the 
crime problem as a whole. As I have pre- 
viously indicated, and as the public is gen- 
erally aware; an individual under narcotic 
intoxication and/or desperate to secure nar- 
cotic supplies may commit crimes of the most 
violent and reprehensible nature. What is 
not generally perceived, however, is that most 
narcotic offenders have police records of a 
nonnarcotic nature prior to their having 
become drug addicts. Criminality breeds ad- 
diction, and addiction aggravates criminal- 
ity. 

The Federal Bureau of Narcotics, on a 
random review of its files, showed that 83 
percent of 119 narcotic trafficker addicts had 
previous criminal records for other offenses 
prior to their first narcotics crime. 

The Canadian Government several years 
ago conducted a study of narcotic criminal- 
ity. It showed that 93 percent of those 
convicted of narcotic offenses during the 
period under review had committed at least 
1 crime prior to the first narcotic offense 
and some had committed as many as 27 other 
crimes prior to the first narcotic offense. 

These observations are paralleled by the 
experience of law enforcement officials of 
other countries. 

Major American gangsters, like Charles 
“Lucky” Luciano and Waxey Gordon, have 
very often engaged in the narcotics traffic, 
along with sundry other crimes. The profits 
from illicit narcotics are potentially so vast 
as to offer ready temptation to the criminal 
mind, 

The temptation, particularly to the addict- 
criminal, often proves virtually irresistible. 

Superintendent R. S. S. Wilson, a noted 
narcotic expert of the Royal Canadian 
Mounted Police, pointed out “the ordinary 
criminal may attempt to go straight, perhaps 
reform, or the fear of punishment deter him. 
But not so the addict. For him there is no 
reform, no road back, for just so long as he is 
an addict. So he is inexorably bound to a 
life of crime.” 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
able majority leader has several times 
announced that on a day certain, in the 
near future—that is, today—the Senate 
would take up what the majority lead- 
er has repeatedly referred to as the 
three anti-Communist bills.“ I under- 
stand it is now planned that the bills so 
referred to will be taken up on Monday. 

Mr. President, there are more than 
three anti-Communist bills on the Sen- 
ate Calendar. According to my count, 
there are 10 such bills. 

I shall list the bills in this category, 
and then I want to ask the able majority 
leader if he will clarify his intentions 
with regard to bringing up some or all 
of these bills for Senate consideration. 
I think it would be well if the able ma- 
jority leader would make it clear whether 
Monday is to be set aside for the consid- 
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eration of anti-Communist legislation, or 
only for the consideration of certain 
anti-Communist legislation; and, if only 
for certain legislation, then we should 
be told, I believe, what is planned with 
respect to the other anti-Communist leg- 
islation pending on the calendar. 

The bills which I believe merit inclu- 
sion on any list of pending anti-Commu- 
nist legislation are the following: 

Calendar No. 1447, S. 2373, to prohibit 
repeated stays of execution or sentence; 
Calendar No. 1540, S. 23, to make it un- 
lawful for a Communist to hold office or 
employment with a labor organization, 
and to facilitate the discharge of sub- 
versives; Calendar No. 1720, S. 3706, 
dealing with Communist infiltrated or- 
ganizations—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
might say that Senate bill 3706 is the 
unfinished business. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is true. Other 
bills in this category are Calendar No. 
1833, H. R. 9580, to revise and extend the 
laws relating to espionage and sabotage; 
Calendar No. 1834, S. 3428, to give better 
protection to strategic defense facilities. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Those 2 bills and 
Senate bill 3706 are the 3 bills that were 
previously announced. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 
There are also Calendar No. 2065, H. R. 
7486, to increase the penalty for harbor- 
ing a person wanted for arrest; Calendar 
No. 2067, H. R. 8658, to increase the pen- 
alty for jumping bail; Calendar No. 2220, 
S. 521, relating to published articles and 
broadcasts by foreign agents; Calendar 
No. 2222, S. 19, to suspend the running 
of the statutes of limitations applicable 
to offenses involving performance of of- 
ficial duties by Government officers and 
employees during periods of Government 
service; and Calendar No. 2223, H. R. 
7130, the so-called expatriation bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
distinguished Senator from Nevada that 
the other measures had not been sched- 
uled, primarily because I had hoped some 
of them might be passed during the cal- 
endar call. 

As soon as the calendar call has been 
completed, there are a number of bills, 
not only in this category but in other 
categories, which we intend to take up 
with the policy committee. 

The list I had given, as I am sure the 
Senator from Nevada understands, was 
not meant to be an exclusive one, but 
merely a start; and we shall try to have 
consideration given the other bills, 

Mr. McCARRAN. I am very happy to 
hear the Senator from California say 
that the three bills mentioned are not 
exclusive, because I was a little afraid 
they were exclusive; and I want the 
others considered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I wonder whether 
the majority leader will give considera- 
tion to this matter: There are now at 
the desk 1 or 2 bills with amend- 
ments by the House of Representatives, 
and they correspond to bills now on the 
Senate Calendar. If we act on those 
bills at this time—and I do not think it 
would take very long, that would clear 
the situation as regards that part of the 
calendar. I do not wish to impede in 
any way; instead, I wish to facilitate, 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senator 
from Nevada will inform me of the 
numbers of the bills, so Ican discuss them 
with the minority leader, we may be able 
to clear up the matter. 

Mr. McCARRAN. They are Senate 
bill 541 and Senate bill 16. They are 
now at the desk, having been messaged 
from the House of Representatives. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. What are the 
bills? : 

Mr. McCARRAN. Senate bill 16 has 
to do with immunity; Senate bill 541 re- 
lates to war claims. 

I bring this matter to the attention of 
the Senator from California merely be- 
cause these bills correspond in part tə 
bills on the calendar. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Insofar as Senate 
bill 16, the immunity bill, is concerned, 
I think we can take it up during the day. 


AMENDMENT OF IMMUNITY PRO- 
VISION RELATING TO WITNESSES 
BEFORE CONGRESSIONAL COM- 
MITTEES 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
would it be agreeable to the majority 
leader to have the Chair lay before the 
Senate the amendments of the House to 
Senate bill 16 at this time? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
that is agreeable. I have discussed it 
with the minority leader, and it is agree- 
able to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ives 
in the chair) laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Represent- 
atives to the bill (S. 16) to amend the 
immunity provision relating to testimony 
given by witnesses before either House 
of Congress or their committees, which 
were, to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That title 18, United States Code, section 
3486, is amended to read as follows: 


“§ 3486. Compelled testimony tending to in- 
criminate witnesses; immunity 


“(a) In the course of any investigation 
relating to any interference with or en- 
dangering of, or any plans or attempts to 
interfere with or endanger the national secu- 
rity or defense of the United States by 
treason, sabotage, espionage, sedition, sedi- 
tious conspiracy or the overthrow of its 
Government by force or violence, no witness 
shall be excused from testifying or from 
producing books, papers, or other evidence 
before either House, or before any commit- 
tee of either House, or before any joint com- 
mittee of the two Houses of Congress on the 
ground that the testimony or evidence re- 
quired of him may tend to incriminate him 
or subject him to a penalty or forfeiture, 
when the record shows that— 

“(1) in the case of proceedings before one 
of the Houses of Congress, that a majority of 
the members present of that House; or 

“(2) in the case of proceedings before a 
committee, that two-thirds of the members 
of the full committee shall by affirmative 
vote have authorized such witness to be 
granted immunity under this section with 
respect to the transactions, matters, or 
things concerning which he is compelled, 
after having claimed his privilege against 
self-incrimination to testify or produce evi- 
dence by direction of the presiding officer 
and 
that an order of the United States district 
court for the district wherein the inquiry 
is being carried on has been entered into 
the record requiring said person to testify 
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or produce evidence. Such an -order may 
be issued by a United States district court 
judge upon application by a duly authorized 
representative of the Congress or of the com- 
mittee concerned. But no such witness shall 
be prosecuted or subjected to any penalty or 
forfeiture for or on account of any transac- 
tion, matter, or thing concerning which he 
is so compelled, after having claimed his 
privilege against self-incrimination, to tes- 
tify or produce evidence, nor shall testi- 
mony so compelled be used as evidence in 
any criminal proceeding (except prosecu- 
tions described in subsection (d) hereof) 
against him in any court. 

“(b) Neither House nor any committee 
thereof nor any joint committee of the two 
Houses of Congress shall grant immunity to 
any witness without first having notified the 
Attorney General of the United States of 
such action and thereafter having secured 
the approval of the United States district 
court for the district wherein such inquiry 
is being held. The Attorney General of the 
United States shall be notified of the time 
of each proposed application to the United 
States district court and shall be given the 
opportunity to be heard with respect thereto 
prior to the entrance into the record of the 
order of the district court. 

“(c) Whenever in the judgment of a 
United States attorney the testimony of any 
witness, or the production of books, papers, 
or other evidence by any witness, in any case 
or proceeding before any grand jury or court 
of the United States’ involving any inter- 
ference with or endangering of, or any plans 
or attempts to interfere with or endanger, 
the national security or defense of the United 
States by treason, sabotage, espionage, sedi- 
tion, seditious conspiracy, violations of chap- 
ter 115 of title 18 of the United States Code, 
violations of the Internal Security Act of 
1950 (64 Stat. 987), violations of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 755), as amend- 
ed, violations of sections 212 (a) (27), (28), 
(29), or 241 (a) (6), (7), or 313 (a) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
(66 Stat. 182-186; 204-206; 240-241), and 
conspiracies involving any of the foregoing, 
is necessary to the public interest, he, 
upon the approval of the Attorney Gen- 
eral, shall make application to the court 
that the witness shall be instrugted to tes- 
tify or produce evidence subject to the pro- 
visions of this section, and upon order of the 
court such witness shall not be excused from 
testifying or from producing books, papers, or 
other evidence on the ground that the testi- 
mony or evidence required of him may tend 
to incriminate him or subject him to a pen- 
alty or forfeiture. But no such witness shall 
be prosecuted or subjected to any penalty or 
forfeiture for or on account of any trans- 
action, matter, or thing concerning which 
he is compelled, after having claimed his 
privilege against self-incrimination, to tes- 
tify or produce evidence, nor shall testimony 
so compelled be used as evidence in any crim- 
inal proceeding (except prosecution de- 
scribed in subsection (d) hereof) against him 
in any court. 

„d) No witness shall be exempt under the 
provision of this section from prosecution 
for perjury or contempt committed while 
giving testimony or producing evidence un- 
der compulsion as provided in this section.” 

Src. 2. The analysis of chapter 223 of title 
18, United State Code, is amended by strik- 
ing out 


“3486. Testimony before Congress; 
nity.” 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 


“3486. Compelled testimony tending to in- 
criminate witness; immunity.” 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“An act to permit the compelling of testi- 
mony under certain conditions and to grant 
immunity from prosecution in connection 
therewith.” 


immu- 
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Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
is a bill which as it passed the Senate 
related to testimony given by witnesses 
before either House of Congress or their 
committees. It has been amended in 
the House to include also provisions re- 
specting the grant of immunity to wit- 
nesses before Federal grand juries and 
before petit juries in Federal courts. 

The House committee has done a fine 
job in reconciling differing viewpoints on 
this bill, and the bill in the form in which 
it has passed the House is wholly accept- 
oe to the author of the original Senate 

For many months the Attorney Gen- 
eral held out for a power of veto over the 
action of a congressional committee in 
voting to grant immunity to a witness in 
exchange for his testimony. I opposed 
any such grant of a veto power to the 
Attorney General, because I felt that it 
would be a violation of the doctrine of 
the separation of powers. 

On the other hand, I have thought it 
entirely proper to provide that in con- 
nection with grants of immunity to wit- 
nesses before Federal grand juries and 
petit juries in Federal courts, the Attor- 
ney General should secure a court order 
or leave of court before immunity could 
be granted. Some months ago I sug- 
gested that the application of the same 
principle to grants of immunity by con- 
gressional committees might resolve the 
controversy. This is what the House 
bill provides for, and I think it is a salu- 
tary provision. 

The House bill also limits grants of 
immunity to cases involving the internal 
security of the United States. I see no 
objection to that limitation. As a mat- 
ter of fact, the addition of that limita- 
tion should make the bill more palatable 
to those who have been afraid that by 
reason of enactment of such legislation 
there might be a possibility that immu- 
nity would be granted to murderers or 
kidnapers in return for testimony not 
vitally necessary, or that in some other 
way this legislation might provide for 
excessive grants of immunity. 

I think the bill in the form in which 
it has been passed by the House avoids 
any such danger, while at the same time 
providing the means so urgently needed 
for securing vital testimony with respect 
to the Communist conspiracy against the 
internal security of the United States. 

Let me make it clear, lest there be any 
misunderstanding, that this bill does not 
take away from any witness his constitu- 
tional privilege against self-incrimina- 
tion. This bill recognizes that privilege 
and fully meets it by removing all possi- 
bility of self-incrimination in connec- 
tion with the testimony which is com- 
pelled. 

Under this bill, where two-thirds of 
the members of a committee vote to 
authorize a grant of immunity in the 
case of a certain witness with respect to 
the transactions, matters, or things con- 
cerning which he is compelled to testify, 
after having claimed his privilege against 
self-incrimination, the committee could 
send a representative into the United 
States district court for the district in 
which the inquiry is being carried on 
and ask for an order by a United States 
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district court judge requiring the wit- 
ness to testify, notwithstanding his claim 
of privilege. The committee would have 
to notify the Attorney General of the 
intention to seek such an order, and the 
Attorney General would have the right 
to go into court and be heard with re- 
spect to the grant of an order requiring 
the witness to testify. If the order 
should be issued and the witness should 
then be required to testify, he could not 
thereafter be prosecuted or subjected to 
any penalty or forfeiture for or on ac- 
count of any transaction, matter, or 
thing concerning which he might be so 
compelled to testify. 

Similar provisions would be made with 

respect to witnesses before grand juries 
or witnesses before petit juries in Federal 
courts, except that there the request for 
a court order would be made in open 
court by the Attorney General or his 
authorized representative rather than 
by a representative of a congressional 
committee. 
- This is urgently needed legislation, Mr. 
President. It was recommended years 
ago by the Senate Internal Security Sub- 
committee. In the present administra- 
tion it has been considered as a part of 
the President’s program of internal secu- 
rity legislation. The provisions of the 
bill as it has passed the House are fair 
and resolve points of controversy which 
have previously existed between the leg- 
islative and executive branches with re- 
spect to such legislation. I, therefore, 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments to Senate bill 16. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
CARRAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Does this mean that 
the conference report is now before the 
Senate. 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is not a con- 
ference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
matter under consideration is the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Nevada to 
concur in the House amendments to 
Senate bill 16. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, this is 
a very important bill. I certainly have 
not had a chance to study the House 
amendment, and I doubt very much 
whether any other Senator has had a 
chance to study it. Ido not believe that 
we should take action on the bill now, if 
that is the purpose of the request of the 
Senator from Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator from New 
York that the Senator from Nevada has 
moved that the House amendment be 
agreed to. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The bill has been 
before the Senate since last Thursday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. .The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Nevada, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to be recorded as voting in the negative, 
not necessarily because I am opposed to 
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the bill but because I object to the 
manner in which it has been brought up. 

Mr. LEHMAN subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I wish to return to the bill 
which was passed a few minutes ago. I 
believe itis S. 16. I should like to make 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Was that bill, which 
came back from the House with an 
amendment, ever printed and distrib- 
uted in the Senate, or referred to a 
committee? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was 
printed in the House proceedings. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Was it ever referred 
to a committee when it came to the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
not the normal procedure. Such bills 
are taken from the desk. The matter 
can be brought up at any time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, again I 
wish to file a protest. Possibly. it was 
within the rules of the Senate to have 
proceeded as has been ruled by the Chair, 
but this bill, when it came before the 
Senate last year, I believe, was opposed 
by a substantial number of Members of 
the Senate. I know that I voted against 
it. I believe that as it comes back from 
the House the Members of this body 
should at least be given the opportunity 
to study the changes made in the bill 
by the House of Representatives. To 
put an important bill through in the 
manner it has been put through is con- 
trary to good policy, and I wish to file a 
strong protest. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. To repeat the ex- 
pression of the leader of the majority, 
this bill has been on the desk of the 
clerk now for several days, if not for a 
week. It has been known to the Sena- 
tors who were interested in the matter. 
This bill was passed by a yea-and-nay 
vote of the Senate. It was sent to the 
House and held there for months. It 
was amended by the House in a very 
meticulous manner, and returned to the 
Senate as amended. The author of the 
bill has moved that the Senate approve 
it as passed in the House. That is the 
usual procedure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
was referred to in the House proceedings 
of August 4, and in the Senate proceed- 
ings of August 5. It was received in 
the Senate under date of August 4, and 
it has been referred to also in debate on 
the floor since that time. 


McCARTHYISM: A DEFENSE OF 
AMERICAN CIVILIZATION 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, last 
May Dr. Francis X. Gannon, assistant 
professor of history and politics, Univer- 
sity of Scranton, delivered a lecture 
which he entitled “McCarthyism: A 
Defense of American Civilization.” 

In the course of this lecture, Dr. Gan- 
non laid an indictment against commu- 
nism and Communists which ought to be 
read by every Member of this body, 
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Let me quote him very briefly, and, I 
stress, only in small part. Dr. Gannon 
said: 


Communists have advised Presidents, 
dined at the White House, slept at the White 
House, picketed Federal courthouses, pick- 
eted the FBI, castigated fearless investiga- 
tors * * * poisoned young minds * * * 
lampooned, ridiculed, derided, bludgeoned, 
and taunted * * * outstanding anti-Com- 
munists,* * *, 

Communists have caused internecine 
quarrels. They have played off against one 
another our major political parties. They 
have arrayed leaders of major religious bodies 
against one another. They have divided 
families and friends. They have cursed out 
the apostates from their ranks. As a result 
of this strategy of confusion Communists 
have been feted, awarded, promoted, lauded, 
and martyrized. 


At another point in his lecture, dis- 
cussing the matter of academic freedom, 
Dr. Gannon said: 


Just what is academic freedom? It is the 
privilege of a teacher to present truth to de- 
veloping minds. It is not the license to in- 
troduce developing minds to untruth and 
indecency unless they are labeled as such. 


Speaking again of Communists, Dr. 
Gannon said: 


Communists are evildoers. Those who 
give Communists the least aid and comfort 
are also evildoers. Because they are clothed 
with the name of dupe, fellow traveler, lib- 
eral, progressive, or intellectual does not de- 
tract from the fact that they are evildoers. 
Evil should never be rewarded; it should be 
punished. Evildoers should be punished. 
They should be repelled by every weapon at 
our command, 


Mr. President, I could quote more at 
length from Dr. Gannon’s lecture; but in 
the interest of saving the time of the 
Senate, I will not do so. I only ask that 
the full text of this lecture may be 
printed in the Recor at this point as a 
part of my remarks. $ 

There being no objection, the lecture 


was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


MCCARTHYISM: A DEFENSE OF AMERICAN 
CIVILIZATION 


Someday in the future—perhaps even at 
this very moment—it will be the task of a 
lexicographer, as he compiles his dictionary, 
to define the word McCarthyism. I think 
that it is safe to predict that he shall fail to 
provide a satisfactory definition. Instead, 
his results will probably read as follows: 
“McCarthyism: Pertaining to and of Mc- 
CARTHY, JosEPH R., onetime Member of the 
United States Senate from the State of Wis- 
consin.” 

It is almost unnecessary to comment that 
the simple word “McCarrHy” will not be fur- 
ther defined elsewhere in the dictionary. 
But the ism is subject to definiton today. 
We can find McCarthyism being defined al- 
most daily in the various media of the press: 
the newspaper, the radio, television, pam- 
phlets, magazines, learned journals, house 
organs, religious publications; in, legislative 
sessions in our country and abroad, in pul- 
pits of every creed, in conversations of large 
and small groups, in debates, in forums, in 
panels—in other words, in every place where 
men find a chance to express their ideas. 

The definitions are not all alike. They are 
oftentimes as dissimilar as black and white, 
night and day, right and wrong. Neverthe- 
less, it is safe to say that the same words are 
being repeated and repeated to describe this 
newest of isms, 
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We constantly hear such words and 
phrases as these to describe McCarthyism: 
Fascist, totalitarian, demagog, Gestapo, hys- 
teria, witch hunting, inquisition, bigotry, 
terroristic, smear, unbalanced, antisemitic, 
libelous, undemocratic, persecution, uni- 
formity, and so on ad infinitum. 

The repetitious use of words of this sort in 
association with the name McCarrHy would 
seem to imply strongly that our country has 
been cursed with some manner of predatory 
beast upon committing the collective galaxy 
of crimes generally attributed to Attila, Nero, 
Hitler, Mussolini, Statlin, and even Satan 
himself, 

It behooves us to pay a great deal of at- 
tention to such damning words and phrases 
especially when we consider the sources of 
such utterances. Such words and phrases 
have been publicly used by two of our Presi- 
dents, the wife of a President, national lead- 
ers of high elective and appointive office, 
distinguished members of the clergy, pundits 
of the press, foreign dignitaries of friendly 
and unfriendly nations, leading scientists 
and professional people, high-school teach- 
ers, college presidents, deans and professors, 
people from all entertainment media, best- 
selling authors in the fictional and nonfic- 
tional field, labor leaders, industrial giants, 
housewives, leading newspaper editorialists, 
and sidewalk and cocktail lounge comversa- 
tionalists. 

McCarthyism and McCartuy have a legion 
of critics. That legion forms an unusual 
conglomeration of adherents. Even a hastily 
contrived list would have to include former 
President Truman, incumbent President 
Eisenhower, Senators Lehman, Humphrey, 
Kefauver, Margaret Chase Smith, Paul Doug- 
las, Chavez, former Senators Tydings and 
Benton, newsmen Drew Pearson, Thomas L. 
Stokes, Joseph Barnes, Joseph and Stewart 
Alsop, Edward R. Murrow, Homer Bigart, 
John Crosby, Elmer Davis, H. V. Kaltenborn, 
Douglas Edwards, Agnes Meyer, the editorial 
and publishing staffs of Time, Life, the New 
York Times, the New York Herald Tribune, 
the Washington Post (now combined with 
the Times Herald), New York Post, Milwau- 
kee Journal, the Boston Herald, the Nation, 
Pravda, Izvestia, Daily Worker, the New Re- 
public, Atlantic magazine, Harper’s maga- 
gine, the Saturday Review of Literature, the 
Monthly Review, Commonweal, the Reporter. 
We must also include as critics of MCCARTHY 
and McCarthyism such clergymen as Meth- 
odist Bishop G. Bromley Oxnam, Roman 
Catholic Bishop Bernard J. Sheil, Rabbi Jo- 
seph Shubow, assorted personalities as Mar- 
quis Childs, Clement Atlee, Alan Barth, 
Eleanor Roosevelt, Arthur Meier Schlesinger, 
Jr., Earl Browder, Henry Steele Commager, 
James B. Conant, Robert Maynard Hutchins, 
Adlai Stevenson, Harold Stassen, and a host 
of other famous men and women from all 
walks of life. This is only a sampling of 
Senator McCartuy’s distinguished critics. 

There is no comparable list of adherents to 
McCarthyism but there are signs at least that 
such a list is growing in numbers at the 
present time. 

Now here is a subject which has seemed 
to have gripped the imagination of all think- 
ing Americans as well as those who think of 
America. It is a subject that has permeated 
every phase of our civilization. 

It is a subject that has entered into every 
avenue of our political, social, cultural, and 
beonomie life. Few, if any, subjects in mod- 
ern times have engaged so much concen- 
trated attention. 

We cannot escape McCarthyism. Let us 
be thankful that we cannot escape it as 
long as we try to defend what is our Ameri- 
can civilization, The time has come for our 
fellow Americans to stop apologizing to Eu- 
ropeans and other foreigners on behalf of 
McCarthyism. Let us start boasting about 
McCarthyism and its growth, 
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McCarthyism is nothing less than a a de- 
fense of our American civilization despite 
the glittering group of critics who are ar- 
rayed against McCarthyism. It would defy 
the normal imagination to recite one single 
topic which could bring together such a 
varied group of attackers such as are wag- 
ing a ceaseless barrage of propaganda against 
McCartTnuy and his “ism.” 

It is my sincere and considered belief that 
McCarthyism may well be partially defined 
as one of the last intellectual bulwarks of 
our civilization. McCarthyism is not ex- 
pendable at this time. McCarthyism is nec- 
essary until something better is developed to 
protect our civilization from the current and 
growing threat of communism. 

Before developing this thesis any further, 
let me state what I believe to be our Ameri- 
can civilization. I believe that our Ameri- 
can civilization is an accumulation of po- 
litical, social, cultural, and economic habits 
developed through evolution and revolution. 
These habits have sometimes been formed 
by purging ourselves of the mistakes made in 
our own history or in the history of previous 
and foreign civilizations. Sometimes these 
habits have been formed by adapting good 
features of previous and foreign civilizations, 
Also, these habits have been formed often 
through the faculties of inventiveness on the 
part of Americans. These habits are ba- 
sically decent. These are the habits which 
give to our country that uniqueness which 
makes the United States an object of ad- 
miration or enyy for every nation in the 
world. 

Consider briefly some of our political 
habits. We are a people living under a moral 
law—our Constitution—which provides for 
the protection by our Government of our 
natural rights. We are habituated to expect 
that protection and to protest, without fear, 
if that protection is not all that we demand 
and have a right to expect. It may not bea 
perfect political arrangement but it will 
suffice until a better one is introduced peace- 
fully and accepted by the freely expressed 
will of our people. 

Consider briefly our social habits. We are 
basically a people who do believe and prac- 
tice the golden rule. There are no legal 
castes, classes, or strata of any kind in our 
society. We have emphasized, as no previous 
society has ever done, the equality of men 
on earth, men before and after the law, men 
before opportunities, and men in quest of 
reward, We have continually emphasized 
the sanctity of human and property rights 
in defense of encroachment upon those 
rights. 

Consider briefly our economic habits. We 
have tried to maintain freedom of enterprise 
and initiative and inventiveness for all men 
of good will, We have not had such freedoms 
destroyed by recession, panic, depression, in- 
flation, deflation, labor crises, or economic 
theorists. We have managed to survive the 
Square Deal, the New Deal, and the Fair Deal. 
We have survived through agrarianism, the 
Wobblies populism, progressivism, New Free- 
dom, new nationalism, internationalism, iso- 
lation, and reforms of all descriptions. We 
have even survived the Henry Wallaceites. 
We survived Harry Hopkinsism—no mean 
feat and one which goes a long way toward 
explaining the miracle of America. 

Consider briefly some of our cultural 
habits. We live in a country where every 
man may enjoy the religion of his choice 
or no religion. We live in a country where 
sectarian and nonsectarian schools exist side 
by side. We live in a country where for 
the edification of television audiences Molly 
Goldberg serves as a summertime replace- 
ment for Bishop Sheen. We live in a country 
where the columns of Drew Pearson and 
Westbrook Pegler may be placed side by side 
on the same editorial page. In other words, 
our cultural habits are marked by freedom 
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and diversity. They are not characterized by 
uniformity or regimentation. 

Now there is only one force in the world 
at this time which appears to be strong 
enough to change or destroy our habits of 
civilization—that one force is communism— 
the cancer of our generation. And like a 
bodily cancer, communism is a pervading, 
spreading, destructive disease and it can re- 
duce even the strongest political unit to the 
status of a whimpering, grovelling, snivelling 
puppet. 

The world has long sought a cure for bodily 
cancer. Experimentation, trial and error, 
discovery, disappointment, hope, progress, 
and failure are some of the elements of that 
search. Our country has sought a cure for 
the political cancer—communism. Some- 
times that search has bogged down in a mire 
of indifference. Sometimes that search has 
been blocked by extreme opposition, Some- 
times that search has stumbled against po- 
litical expediency. McCarthyism is the best 
cure yet found. McCarthyism is a serious 
attempt to ferret out the roots of the cancer, 
to ferret out the advocates of communism, to 
ferret out the willing and/or the unwitting 
supporters of communism and Communists, 
to ferret out those who would obstruct in the 
slightest degree the search for the roots of 
communism, 

‘There can be little quarrel with the obser- 
vation that communism is a real threat to 
our country. The major share of our na- 
tional annual budget is a defense item, a 
defense against an expected and feared ag- 
gression by the stronghold of communism 
which can only be Soviet Russia and its 
allies. Americans have spared little expense 
or energy to build up a wall of alliances 
against the external attacks of communism. 
There can be little doubt, however, that we 
have been remiss in building up our defenses 
against the attacks of communism from 
within our borders. The advocates of com- 
munism have found places in our Govern- 
ment, in its political, diplomatic, administra- 
tive, military, and clerical offices. They have 
found room in our press, in our pulpits, in 
our schools, in our laboratories, in our indus- 
trial plants, in our entertainment media, in 
our cultural societies, in our youth organiza- 
tions, and in our labor organizations. 

Communists have advised Presidents, dined 
at the White House, slept at the White House, 
picketed Federal court houses, picketed the 
FBI, castigated fearless investigators such as 
Bob Stripling, Martin Dies, J. Parnell Thomas, 
and Joseph McCarthy. Communists have 
poisoned young minds. They have lam- 
pooned, ridiculed, derided, bludgeoned, and 
taunted such outstanding anti-Communists 
as Louis Budenz, Whittaker Chambers, Eliza- 
beth Bentley, J. B. Matthews, Alfred Kohl- 
berg, Eugene Lyons, William F, Buckley, Bob 
Considine, Senators Jenner and McCarran, 
Congressman Velde, John O'Donnell, Walter 
Winchell, Father James Gillis, George Sokol- 
sky, Gov. Hugh Gregg of New Hampshire, 
Walter Trohan, James Burnham, Fulton 
Lewis, Westbrook Pegler, Gen. Claire Chen- 
nault, Gen. Douglas MacArthur, Judge Harold 
Medina, David Lawrence, Ralph deToledano, 
John T. Flynn, and the editorial staff of the 
New York Journal American, the Washing- 
ton Times-Herald (now defunct), the Man- 
chester Union-Leader, the Chicago Tribune, 
the Freeman, Human Events, the American 
Mercury, the American Legion magazine, the 
Boston Post; the publishing house of Regnery 
& Co., Devin-Adair, Caxton Publishers, the 
Committee for Constitutional Government, 
the producers of Facts Forum, as well as 
any other individual or group advocating a 
consistent anti-Communist policy. 

Communists have caused internecine quar- 
rels. They have played off against one an- 
other our major political parties. They have 
arrayed leaders of major religious bodies 
against one another, They have divided 
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families and friends. They have cursed out 
the apostates from their ranks. As a result 
of this strategy of confusion Communists 
have been feted, awarded, promoted, lauded, 
and martyrized. 

Ironically enough, these same Communists 
have sought and found shelter under a de- 
cent document—the Constitution—when 
their gross indecencies haye been in the 
process of discovery. They have used the 
ist, 4th, 5th, 6th, and 10th amendments plus 
the Declaration of Independence plus the 
utterances of Abraham Lincoln and George 
Washington. 

These same Communists have oftentimes 
hidden behind the facade of front organiza- 
tions which emphasize in their titles and 
letterheads such words and phrases as anti- 
Fascist, democratic, liberty, civil rights, free- 
dom, American, and civil liberties. 

Senator JosrpH R. McCartHy has been one 
outstanding man who has bullied these ver- 
min when they have been called to task be- 
fore the legal investigating body of which 
he is the present chairman. It has been the 
work of his congressional’ subcommittee to 
investigate and to study subversive person- 
alities who have been influential in under- 
mining our civilization and then to make 
recommendations for laws to prevent future 
successes of similar vermin. 

McCarrHy’s has been pretty much of a 
thankless and misinterpreted task. He has 
interrogated and investigated people who 
were not and are not Communists. This 
has been necessary to complete the back- 
ground of the investigations. Instead of be- 
ing praised for being thorough, he has been 
condemned. 

McCarruy has recited names in public 
which he has associated by simple logic with 
a pattern of subversion even though some 
of those names belong to people in high 
places. However, he has not called out names 
which are completely out from under a cloud 
of suspicion in respect to past and/or pres- 
ent activities and associations. 

McCartuy has been confronted time and 
time again by witnesses from the ranks of 
high-school faculties and college professors 
who have suffered a sudden loss of memory 
when asked questions about their member- 
ship in the Communist Party, their Commu- 
nist associates, their recruitment efforts for 
the party, their financial contributions to 
the party, their membership in front organi- 
zations, or their association with perennial 
joiners. Such teachers often use the shield 
of the fifth amendment or they maintain 
that such questions are an affront to aca- 
demic freedom. Please note how ridiculous 
these defenses are. A teacher, who by his 
very occupation, is called upon to answer 
much more searching inquiries in his daily 
routine, suddenly has a loss of memory and 
cannot tell Senator McCartuy whether or 
not he ever did or still does belong to the 
Communist Party. Membership in that 
world renowned party is not something to 
be forgotten easily. It is an entrance into 
the vale of complete indecency and should 
under all normal circumstances be a move 
forever ingrained on the mind of the in- 
dividual. 

Then there is the matter of academic free- 
dom. I cite Bishop Fulton J. Sheen for his 
concise answer to this problem: 

“There is no danger whatsoever to aca- 
demic freedom when a professor is asked if 
he is a member or not of the Communist 
Party. Absolutely none.” 

And there can be more said about aca- 
demic freedom. First of all just what is 
academic freedom? It is the privilege of a 
teacher to present truth to developing minds, 
It is not the license to introduce develop- 
ing minds to untruth and indecency unless 
they are labeled as such. 

Communism is indecent and it is a mas- 
sive collection of untruths. Nothing good 
can be said for communism. Academic free- 
dom does not have the elasticity to allow 
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favorable comments by any Christian, any 
American, or any real educator on behalf of 
unism. 


And it would not be improper to say a 
few words at this time about the fifth 
amendment. It is a part of our Constitu- 
tion. That Constitution is designed until 
the present time to protect only two groups, 
namely, loyal Americans and friendly aliens 
residing in this country. It was never and 
is not now designed to protect enemies of 
this country, and remember Communists are 
avowed enemies of this country. Only the 
naive or ignorant will still deny that Com- 
munists are our sworn enemies. 

Let these fifth amendment teachers re- 
flect if they will upon the chances they would 
have of survival if they were teaching anti- 
Communist doctrines in any of the Commu- 
nist countries today. They would soon learn 
that academic freedom is peculiarly a tradi- 
tion of freedom-loving countries. 

Is it too much to expect that teachers 
should respect their positions of trust and 
that they have a moral obligation to dis- 
play inspiring decency to students so that 
those students will be encouraged to seek 
the full truth of the subject at hand after 
an introduction to the basic truths of that 
subject? A Communist teacher is a moral 
pervert; his perversion should not be the 
subject of quibbling over the technicalities 
of tenure. He should be shunned arbi- 
trarily from the academic profession and 
then called before the bar of decency to 
answer for his crimes of perversion and 
subversion. He should be tried as an ac- 
cessory before, during, and after the crime 
of intellectual murder—brainwashing under 
the guise of a liberal shampoo. 

Senator McCarruy has been berated for 
questioning the widely publicized pro-Com- 
munist statements and associations of 
scientists. McCartny’s critics seem to take 
the stand that because a man has a distin- 
guished position in the field of physics or 
mathematics or nuclear fission that such a 
man automatically qualifies for immunity 
from criticism when he transcends the 
boundaries of his specialized field of knowl- 
edge and begins to pontificate on other sub- 
jects. 

They further take the stand that such dis- 
tinguished savants of the physical sciences 
should not be criticized for their adherence 
to and support of the cause of communism 
or Communist-front organizations. 

Such muddle-headed thinking develops to 
the point where Americans are asked to re- 
ward, condone, and follow these scientists 
who support a cause that is subversive of all 
that our fine civilization represents. I can- 
not understand why Albert Einstein or J. 
Robert Oppenheimer should be commended 
for harboring communistic views or associates 
in the past or in the present. Because a man 
builds a better mouse trap is no reason for 
believing that he should be respected as a 
guardian along the way of truth in moral 
matters. Do not forget that communism 
is a question of morals. It is not a subject 
that can be reduced to a scientific formula. 

Albert Einstein and Oppenheimer and 
others of their ilk are not to be regarded as 
paragons of knowledge respecting constitu- 
tional law and every other subject within the 
ken of Americans. They have no right to 
tell us what church to attend, what school to 
attend, how to run a grocery store, how to 
answer or defy congressional committees, 
what brand of cigarettes to smoke, or what 
political beliefs will best serve us as Ameri- 
cans, 

Scientists as these are specialists in a ma- 
terial field. They have shown a marked de- 
ficiency in certain fields of intelligence. 
They cannot recognize a subversive doctrine 
or subversive organization when such a doc- 
trine or such an organization has been 
labeled subversive in public documents. 
These men have shown a marked lack of 
decency. Einstein, for example, encourages 
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defiance to orderly processes of legally ap- 
pointed investigating committees. Oppen- 
heimer has never voluntarily bared his past 
record of associates who were technically 
and actually at war with our civilization. 
He has instead sheltered and apologized for 
his associates and provided them refuge in 
sensitive positions of government by his very 
silence. No scientist is umexpendable. Let 
our Government officials appoint and rely 
upon men whose past is completely un- 
clouded by membership in or association 
with those perverts who join in and con- 
tinue to support Communist front organ- 
izations. 

Senator McCartuy has been roundly de- 
nounced for criticizing high officials of our 
Government for allowing people to continue 
in their employment in sensitive positions 
even though they have enjoyed question- 
able associations in the past or enjoy ques- 
tionable associations at present. 

This is a country of more than 160 million 
people. It is not too much to expect that 
Government employees without the slightest 
taint of a pro-Communist background can 
be recruited from that large population. 

It is not a national necessity that this 
country should employ or continue to employ 
someone who has married a Communist, or 
someone who has belonged to a half a dozen 
Communist-front organizations, or made 
contributions to the Rosenbergs’ cause, or 
paid personal tribute to the Red Dean of 
Canterbury. It is ridiculous to say that 
the normal part of every American's growth 
is to join for a long or short period some 
subversive organization which is intent upon 
reducing our civilization to a mass of atheis- 
tic rubble. Communism was never decent. 
There was never a decent climate of opinion 
which allowed toleration of communism. 

Surely our leaders of Government can find 
individuals in this country who have never 
deviated in the direction of communism, An 
unsullied record is certainly preferable to a 
tarnished record. Dupes in positions of trust 
are positively expendable. There is no room 
in logic for countenancing them in the serv- 
ice of our Government no matter how minor 
or unimportant might be their job. Because 
® man is a graduate of a university which 
has a charter 200 or 300 years old does not 
qualify that man for a sensitive Government 
position if he is a fellow-traveler, 

It is laudable to forgive sinners but where 
in the name of common sense is it wise to 
reward sinners. The ordinary prudent parent 
does not employ a known paroled murderer 
as a babysitter even though the murder 
was committed some time in the distant 
past. Likewise, a prudent American would 
not reward an ex-contributor to the Com- 
munist Party with a job of trust in the 
Government which is a prime target of that 
party. 

It is our right as members of a Judaic- 
Christian civilization to be critical of those 
who have deviated from standards of political 
decency by contributing (even minutely) to 
the cause of communism. Communism is 
an evil which can destroy our existence as a 
decent civilization, 

Communism has as its ultimate objective 
the destruction of our decent habits of 
civilization. Communism can make no posi- 
tive contributions to our or any civilization. 
Its impressions can only be of a negative and 
destructive nature. Communism would 
destroy our political Government by deem- 
phasizing to the point of non-recognition 
human integrity, natural rights, property 
rights and freedoms; and, it would wage a 
war against religion with the objective of 
creating a vacuum in the field of religion. 

There can be no compromise with such a 
force as communism, It is ridiculous to ex- 
pect that the Communists can be susceptible 
to compromise, or appeasement, or concilia- 
tion, or any other decent overtures. As 
Munich failed as a compromise with nazism, 
so too, Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, 
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China, and other nations stand as real 
evidence that there can be no compromise 
with communism. We cannot mix decency 
and indecency and expect the total product 
to be decency. We cannot mix positives and 
negatives and expect the total product to be 
positives. We cannot mix Americanism and 
communism and expect the end product to 
be Americanism. 

Communists are evildoers. Those who give 
Communists the least aid and comfort are 
also evildoers. Because they are clothed with 
the name of dupe, fellow traveler, liberal, 
‘progressive, or intellectual does not detract 
from the fact that they are evildoers. Evil 
should never be rewarded; it should be pun- 
ished. Evildoers should be punished. They 
should be repelled by every weapon at our 
command. 

We have mighty weapons. We have the 
Department of Justice, the FBI, grand juries, 
State and National legislative investigative 
committees and a good court system. We 
have the means of education. We have the 
force of public opinion. We have the moral 
strength which is inherent in decency. We 
have the electric chair, gas chamber, and 
gallows. 

The sins of Communists, pro-Communists, 
dupes, fellow travelers, and their protectors 
should be aired. The age of the sins does 
not matter. Conspiracies are not consum- 
mated overnight. Conspiracies are long and 
complicated in formation, Old sins form a 
part of the pattern of conspiracy and make 
later sins possible and successful. It does 
not matter if a man or woman fell under 
the spell of communism 5, 10, 15, or 20 
years ago. We must concern ourselves with 
whether or not the spell has completely worn 
off. When we are convinced that the spell 
is gone, we must examine if that spell 
was cast off voluntarily or Only when the 
man or woman was under close scrutiny by 
a judicial or investigating body. Even if 
we are firmly convinced that the spell is 
gone, we haye no moral obligation to reward 
the convert for his cure. 

Being a non-Communist or anti-Commu- 
nist is normal for Americans and they ex- 
pect no rewards for being normal. Apostasy 
does not breed privilege. 

Senator McCarruy has labored under the 
belief that if a man falls once, he can fall 
again and he should not be placed in a 
position where his second fall might jeop- 
ardize the security of our Nation. That is 
an extremely prudent view admittedly. But 
there is call for extreme prudence when the 
security, freedom, and existence of 160 mil- 
lion people are involved. 

This does not mean that Senator McCar- 
THY refuse to recognize that there are sin- 
cere former Communists who have since 
their reformation contributed mightily and 
generously by positive action to the crusade 
against communism. Whittaker Chambers, 
Louis Budenz, Elizabeth Bentley, and others 
have bared their past records for all to 
see. They have revealed names, incidents, 
associates, and all manner of valuable in- 
formation which lends to the revelation of 
the entire Communist conspiracy in this 
country. They have rejected communism 
and embraced Americanism. They did not 
seek the shield of the Constitution, aca- 
demic freedom, or abuse the legally consti- 
tuted investigative bodies of our Govern- 
ment. They have made public confession 
and repentance and penance for their po- 
litical sins. However, they have come under 
the scornful attacks of that new legion— 
the anti-anti-Communists. 

Compare the treatment accorded to such 
aggressive and cooperative converts from 
communism to the treatment accorded to 
those who have made no positive contribu- 
tion after their alleged conversion from a 
policy giving aid and comfort to the Com- 
munist cause. 

Lucille Ball confessed that at the age of 25 
she registered and voted as a Communist to 
satisfy the whim of a domineering grand- 
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father. There have probably been more in- 
ane reasons for giving aid and comfort to the 
cause of communism but, if there have been, 
they escape me at the present moment, It 
would follow from her reasoning that each 
generation should satisfy the past generation 
when it comes to marking a ballot in se- 
crecy. This woman has, since her widely 
heralded explanation, become one of the 
favorite entertainers of the White House. 
Needless to say an endorsement of that na- 
ture is much more than a strong anti-Com- 
munist such as Adolphe Menjou ever re- 
ceived. 

The death of John Garfield ended his ca- 
reer—not the fact that he had been exposed 
as a fellow-traveler and joiner. Other careers 
that come to mind as not being retarded 
noticeably after exposure as dupes or fellow- 
travelers include Judy Holliday, Jose Ferrer, 
Abe Burrows, Marlon and Jocelyn Brando, 
Lee Cobb, Kim Hunter, Danny Kaye, Frank 
Sinatra, Karen Morley, Melvyn Douglas, Mr. 
and Mrs. Humphrey Bogart, and Larry Parks. 
My own studies of this problem fail to reveal 
where any one of these entertainers has made 
a positive contribution to the cause of anti- 
communism. 

Senator McCarTtuy and others practicing 
McCarthyism have made the American pub- 
lic aware of people who, if they are not Com- 
munists, have not harmed the Communist 
cause, Rather they have consistently es- 
poused the aims and ideals of Soviet Russia 
in their teachings, writings, and activities. 
By no manner of reasoning can they be in- 
cluded in the ranks of anti-Communists. I 
speak of such men as Owen Lattimore, Fred- 
erick Schuman, T. A. Bisson, Edgar Snow, 
and Theodore C. White. 

By what manner of reasoning can Edward 
R. Murrow be regarded as an anti-Commu- 
nist? He can certainly be regarded as an 
anti-anti-Communist. There is also Elmer 
Davis, bitterly anti-McCartHy, but who as 
head of the Office of War Information, shield- 
ed willingly or unwittingly an effective col- 
lection of Communist propagandists speak- 
ing with the support of our Government to 
the entire world as they tried to undermine 
Americanism. Does the dismal career of 
Elmer Davis in a position of trust qualify 
him as an expert on anti-communism? 
Should he be lauded for his attacks upon a 
real anti-Communist, Senator MCCARTHY? 
What, precisely, has Elmer Davis ever done 
to lessen the influence of Reds in the coun- 
try or has he consistently given the Commu- 
nists aid and comfort by his hysterical utter- 
ances upon McCarthyism? 

Can there be any excuse for James B. Co- 
nant and Nathaniel Pusey, past and present 
Harvard presidents, for making that aged 
campus a spawning ground for Communists? 
What lunatic fringe of thinkers would de- 
scribe Eleanor Roosevelt as an anti-Commu- 
nist? 

One of Senator McCartny’s prime targets 
was George Catlett Marshall. No one name 
aroused so much anti-McCarthyism. Yet 
few can deny that Marshall, serving his no- 
vitiate in diplomacy, contributed aid and 
comfort to Moscow and Mao Tse-tung by his 
advocacy of an armistice in China. In a few 
days Marshall accomplished more for the 
Chinese Communists than they had been 
able to accomplish in more than 20 years of 
active fighting in China. Marshall insured 
the rout of the Chinese Nationalists. This 
does not mean that Marshall was a Commu- 
nist. It does mean that he was stupid 
enough to accept advice from someone who 
was positively pro-Communist. Gen. Claire 
Chennault’s book, The Way of a Fighter, 
is a strong indictment against Marshall’s 
amateurness. Incidentally, what, if any- 
thing, has Marshall upon his own initiative 
done to combat communism? Even the Mar- 
shall plan was his in name only and he re- 
ceived the Nobel peace prize for that. He 
might well have sent his check to the relief 
of Nationalist China, 
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Another of McCartHy’s targets was Dean 
Acheson, former Secretary of State. He was 
a man who could not find it in his heart to 
condemn Alger Hiss, who was an architect 
of pro-Communist diplomacy within the 
walls of the State Department and an archi- 
tect of the Yalta sell-out and that great war 
preventative, the United Nations. Is Ache- 
son to be applauded and defended for har- 
boring such disreputable employees of our 
Government as Hiss, John Stewart Service, 
Philip Jessup, and John Paton Davies? Is 
McCartuy to be condemned for spotlighting 
this cancerous situation within the most sen- 
sitive spot of our diplomacy? 

Now, included in any appraisal of Mc- 
Carthyism must be a mention of the new 
horde of questionable Americans—the anti- 
anti-Communists. They are a strange group. 
They insist that they are against commu- 
nism, yet they carry on relentless attacks 
against those who are recognizable as anti- 
Communists. It is one of the major tasks 
of these anti-anti-Communists to discount 
the real conversions of former Communists, 
to ridicule their confessions as fictional, all 
this despite the repeated support of these 
former Communists by J. Edgar Hoover and 
other responsible loyal investigators. The 
same sort of treatment is accorded to those 
courageous Americans who live a dual life 
while working underground for the FBI. The 
same sort of treatment is accorded to those 
enlightened and courageous people who es- 
cape from behind the Iron Curtain and vol- 
unteer their knowledge to American inves- 
tigative bodies. 

The anti-anti-Communists also exert 
much energy in petty attacks on the person 
of Senator McCarthy, They invent stories 
questioning his rigid adherence to his reli- 
gion. They describe McCarrny as anti- 
Semitic, anti-Negro, and anti-Protestant. 
They probe and search his personal financial 
record. They probe and search the finances 
of his friends and associates. They ridicule 
his military record. They quote him out of 
context. They distort his facts. They carry 
on vicious whispering campaigns refiecting 
upon his personal integrity. They minimize 
the results of his work. They accuse him 
of neglecting his duty because he has not yet 
filled the Federal prisons with Communists. 
They ignore the fact that McCarrny is not 
a prosecutor, that he is not a one-man jury. 
They ignore the fact that Senator MCCARTHY 
is the elective choice for the United States 
Senate, a choice made by the electorate of 
the sovereign State of Wisconsin, and that a 
portion of his duties assigned to him by his 
colleagues of the Senate is to investigate 
subversives in this country, and that he is 
then to make recommendations for laws to 
make it more difficult for the infiltration of 
subversives into the core of our civilization. 
If McCartHy smiles, the anti-anti-Commu- 
nists describe him as uneasy. 

The anti-anti-Communists spend a great 
deal of time in publishing, editing, and writ- 
ing books. They review each other’s books. 
They invariably praise each others work but 
also invariably condemn, boycott, or sup- 
press any book which is written from an 
anti-Communist position. This has been 
particularly noticeable in the book review 
sections of the New York Times, New York 
Herald Tribune, Saturday Review of Litera- 
ture, Harper’s, Atlantic, the Nation, and New 
Republic. The American Legion magazine 
has repeatedly called this frivolous situation 
to the attention of its readers but the prac- 
tice has not abated. The anti-anti-Commu- 
nist conspiracy still continues unretarded in 
the book-selling, book-publishing, and book- 
reviewing fields. 

The anti-anti-Communists have also made 
it a practice to play the numbers game over 
figures allegedly or actually presented by 
Senator MCCARTHY in a series of speeches 
made in 1950. I refer you to the recent pub- 
lication of McCartHy and His Enemy by 
William F. Buckley, Jr. and L. Brent Bozell. 
Those two authors have satisfactorily 
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analyzed and exploded the theory that 
McCarTHy was inconsistent with that sub- 
ject of numbers of Communists at work in 
the State Department in 1950. 

However, the anti-anti-Communists have 
another numbers game. This second num- 
bers game propounds the theory that since 
only a fraction of 1 percent of Americans are 
Communists, there is no real danger to our 
security—certainly not the type of danger 
which is pointed out by McCartHy. This is 
a most specious line of reasoning and has 
had some support from recent utterances 
by President Eisenhower. Those who mini- 
mize the dangers of subversives might well 
read the dispassionate account Web of Sub- 
version recently written by James Burn- 
ham. That one book makes me wish that we 
had a thousand full-time Senator McCar- 
tTHy’s in action at this very time. Instead we 
have 1 Senator McCartuy and he has been 
hamstrung in a 2-a-day television spec- 
tacle while Nero Malenkov must be wearing 
out his fiddles. 

Beyond Burnham’s account of subversion, 
let us further consider the ridiculousness of 
estimating and evaluating the dangers of 
subversives in terms of numbers and per- 
centages. How many men like Alger Hiss are 
needed to corrupt the State Department? 
How many men like Harry Dexter White are 
needed to corrupt the Treasury Department? 
How many sets of muscles are needed to 
carry secrets out of radar laboratories, 
H-bomb installations, the Central Intelli- 
gence Agency, or General Electric plants? 

There was a Man who began his crusade 
with 12 disciples. His cause has never before 
in history been so challenged as it is today 
by the antichrist which is communism. 
The advocates of antichrist should view 
optimistically their future success in this 
country if they have 25,000 disciples (Eisen- 
hower's figures) carrying out their cancerous 
destiny in this country today. Remember 
there was only Karl Marx and Frederich 
Engels 106 years ago. Remember further 
that no revolution is started by a majority of 
the populace. 

And before closing—a few words about 
McCarTuy’s methods. There has been a hue 
and cry that his methods are too rough. I 
interject an objection and maintain that 
McCarTHy’s methods have been too gentle. 
No set of methods can be too rough against 
Communists and those who directly or indi- 
rectly give willing aid and comfort to the 
Communists. This is a holy war that exists 
in our time. It is a struggle for existence. 
It is a fight between decency and indecency. 
It is a time when standards of fair play 
should be ignored because one set of bellig- 
erents does not recognize fairness as a virtue 
but only as a weakness. 

McCarTHy and men like him should be 
given more and more encouragement to 
gouge and kick and punch, figuratively speak- 
ing. Abuse of uncooperative witnesses 
should be intensified and prolonged until the 
American public becomes aware of the cal- 
lousness of the subversives who are in our 
midst. This is not a time for niceties. We 
are dealing with people who are in the em- 
ploy of, or sympathize with, a foul, corrupt 
nation and cause which endure only 
through the use of brute force, through 
slavery, torture, degradation, persecution and 
indecency. Such a nation, and cause and 
their adherents are not going to be converted 
by reason or appeals to sensitivities which 
have been dulled by regimentation—they can 
only be convinced by the one thing they 
recognize—force. 

McCarTHY is the only national leader yet 
on the scene who seems to recognize this 
fact. His methods have been the only pro- 
ductive methods in ferreting out Commu- 
nists since MARTIN Dres was rallroaded out 
of politics and his chief investigator, Rob- 
ert Stripling, was made a yardbird in the 
Army. I refer you to the Red Plot Against 
America, by Bob Considine and Robert E. 
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Stripling for the account of an earlier ver- 
sion of the G. David Schine controversy 
enacted back in 1944 and 1945. 

If, and I do not maintain that they are— 
if McCarrHy’s methods are bad, point out, 
if you will, a better set of methods which 
have been tried and tested and found to be 
efficient. Question, if you will, anyone who 
disputes McCarthyism by asking that critic 
what he has personally done to uncover 
Communists in a more efficient manner than 
McCartTHy. His silence will astound you—I 
promise. 

And as a final admonition. Silence Mc- 
CarTHy and the vermin will crawl out of 
their hiding places and into the arms of 
their liberal protectors. Silence MCCARTHY 
and these indecent creatures will wreak un- 
told destruction until another MCCARTHY 
comes along, but then it may be too late. 
Let us hope not. 

My thoughts are not exhausted on this 
subject and I hope that they never are, even 
if my voice is in the minority. I curse the 
day when McCarthyism is no more. 


THE UNITED NATIONS 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, accord- 
ing to newspaper reports, Gen. Mark 
Clark testified before a Senate commit- 
tee to the effect that the United States 
should withdraw from the United Na- 
tions, That is the opinion of Gen. Mark 
Clark. 

I was happy to read in this morning’s 
Washington Post the result of a Gallup 
Poll, which shows that the youth of the 
Nation very decided disagree with the 
general, 

Gen. Mark Clark, according to news- 
paper reports, said that he could see 
no good being accomplished by the 
United Nations. I suggest that he read 
what the United Nations has accom- 
plished. I suppose the Ten Command- 
ments have not accomplished what they 
were supposed to accomplish. How- 
ever, the Ten Commanments, when they 
are utilized by people of good spirit, who 
live according to their spirit, prove to be 
very valuable. 

The trouble is not with the mecha- 
nism. The trouble is with those who 
attempt to operate the mechanism. At 
least the United Nations is a program. 
The late Senator Vandenberg called it 
the Town Meeting of the World. After 
my experience with it, I call it the cross- 
roads of the world. 

I am happy to note that according to 
a recent Gallup poll the youth of the 
Nation believe there is hope in the 
United Nations and that it may be a 
solution. At least it is a hope. 

Nothing was said by the general 
about where we would go if we termi- 
nated our membership in the United 
Nations. We would probably precipi- 
tate a third world war. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at 
this point an article dealing with the 
subject which was published in this 
morning’s Washington Post. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE GALLUP POLL—PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE OF 
U. N. HAS INCREASED SINCE 1945 
(By George Gallup) 

PRINCETON, N. J., August 10.—Two reasons 
the public’s unwillingness to go along with 
the Knowland proposal to pull out of the 
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United Nations if Red China is admitted 
come to light in the latest coast-to-coast sur- 
vey by the institute: 

1. Public acceptance of the U. N. has 
widened since it was founded in 1945. An 
institute survey in July of that year found 
66 percent in favor of Senate ratification 
of the U. N. Charter. 

Today, 9 years later, 3 out of every 4 Amer- 
leans (76 percent) say they approve of the 
world organization. 

2. Nearly 6 out of every 10 (59 percent) 
believe the U. N. has done a good job, in 
general, in trying to solve the problems it has 
had to face. 

Only 1 person in 4 (26 percent) believes it 
has done a poor job. 

As reported Sunday, 59 percent say we 
should not, as Senator KNOWLAND has pro- 
posed, pull out of the U. N. if the Chinese 
Reds are admitted by majority vote. 

To find out where the American people 
stand on the U. N. today, the institute had 
its nationwide corps of interviewers ask two 
questions of a cross-section of voters. The 
first: 

Do you approve or disapprove of the United 
Nations? 


Percent 

Are... — 8 
Disapprove 11 
No opinion 13 
100 


Strongest approval of the world organiza- 
tion is found among persons who have at- 
tended college. Here is the vote by educa- 
tion levels: 


{Percent} 
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The second question: 

“In general, do you think the United Na- 
tions is doing a good job or a poor job in 
trying fo solve the problems it has had to 
face?” 

Here is the trend since 1951—1 year after 
we entered the Korean war: 


[Percent] 


Of interest is the fact that partisan differ- 
ences of opinion on both of today’s ques- 
tions about the U. N. are remarkably absent. 
Republicans, Democrats, and independents 
all express approval of the organization and 
believe that, in general, it has done a good 
job to date. 

Few organizations in history have ever 
started out with such overwhelming sup- 
port as the U. N. 

In institute surveys during the years that 
have followed, the public has repeatedly 
been in favor of the U. N., although express- 
ing disappointment at times over the 
achievements and progress of the world or- 
ganization. 

But the public also has felt strongly that 
the proper course was to strengthen the or- 
ganization, not abandon it. 

For example, in December 1952, an over- 
whelming majority—77 percent—of the Na- 


1954 


tion's voters said it was highly important to 
make the U. N. a greater success. 

Today's survey is eloquent evidence of 
how far public opinion has swung away from 
the isolationist doctrine of the 193078. 

By way of contrast, an institute survey in 
1937 found just 33 percent of the people in 
favor of joining a league or association of 
nations. Those were the days of the Neu- 
trality Act. 

The turning point came in 1941. That 
was when an institute survey found that a 
majority of our people had turned their 
thoughts to joining a new league. 

In December 1942 a very sizable majority 
of 73 percent expressed the opinion that 
Washington should call a meeting of Allied 
leaders to set up a world organization with- 
out waiting for the war to end. 

That is what happened in San Francisco 
21% years later. 


CALL OF THE CALENDAR 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further morning business the Sen- 
ate will proceed to the call of the cal- 
endar. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
have discussed with both the majority 
and the minority calendar committees 
the fact that as of last night the last 
bill on the calendar was calendar No. 
2394, S. 3822. All measures from that 
point on have been placed on the calen- 
dar since yesterday. Obviously, the cal- 
endar committees have not had an op- 
portunity to study those measures. In 
fact, the reports on many of them have 
not been received. Therefore it would 
seem to me that under the circum- 
stances we should stop the call of the 
calendar with calendar No. 2394. 

So that every Senator may be ad- 
vised, we expect to have one more cal- 
endar call, at least, before final adjourn- 
ment, and perhaps more than one. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Is it the in- 
tention of the majority leader that we 
stop after Calendar 2394 is called? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; stop the cal- 
endar call with No. 2394, S. 3822. That 
is the last bill which was on the calen- 
dar as of last night. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it the 
intention of the majority leader, after 
Calendar 2394 has been disposed of, to 
return to the beginning of the calendar? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; the Senate 
will then resume the call at the begin- 
ning of the calendar, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the first bill to be 
called on the calendar under the order. 


TIBOR, SZUZSA (SUSANNE), AND 
JUDITH SAUER 


The bill (H. R. 5340) for the relief of 
Tibor, Szuzsa (Susanne), and Judith 
Sauer was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LIBORIO GUIDO RUTILIO 


The bill (H. R. 5354) for the relief of 
Liborio Guido Rutilio was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
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GERTRUD O. HEINZ 
The bill (H. R. 6026) for the relief of 
Gertrud O. Heinz was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MRS. CARIDAD ROSA AVILA LEYVA 
DE ERNEST 


The bill (H. R. 5816) for the relief of 
Mrs, Caridad Rosa Avila Leyva de Ernest 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


ESTERINA PELLA BELLUCCI 


The bill (H. R. 6553) for the relief of 
Esterina Pella Bellucci was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


MRS. ELISABETH METZING RINK 


The bill (H. R. 6855) for the relief of 
Mrs. Elisabeth Metzing Rink was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MARIA ELIZABETH SANCHEZ Y 
MORENO 
The bill (H. R. 6982) for the relief of 
Maria Elizabeth Sanchez y Moreno was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


WALTRUADE ELSA SOLLEDER 


The bill (H. R. 7041) for the relief of 
Waltruade Elsa Solleder was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, 


ANNELIESE CATALINO 
The bill (H. R. 7145) for the relief of 
Anneliese Catalino was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


THORA JUNE GRUMBLES 
The bill (H. R. 7150) for the relief of 
Thora June Grumbles was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


JOZEF VAN DEN BROECK 


The bill (H. R. 7152) for the relief 
of Jozef Van den broeck was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ANDERS TARANGER 


The bill H. R. 7221) for the relief of 
Anders Taranger was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


JOHN LEWIS PYLES, JR. 


The bill (H. R. 7761) for the relief of 
John Lewis Pyles, Jr., was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
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FUNG PING WAH ET AL 


The bill (H. R. 8239) for the relief of 
Fung Ping Wah (also known as Reginald 
Ping Wah Fung) and his wife, Fung 
Wai-Yin Li (also known as Doris Fung), 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


RELIEF OF THE STATE OF 
OKLAHOMA 


The bill (S. 377) for the relief of the 
State of Oklahoma was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I think we should have a thorough ex- 
planation of this bill, because it involves 
the payment of a very substantial sum 
of money. ; 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
legislation would pay to the State of 
Oklahoma the sum of $656,500 in full 
settlement of all claims of the State 
against the United States by reason of 
an agreement made by the United States 
through the Works Projects Administra- 
tion under a stipulation regarding par- 
ticipation by the WPA in certain high- 
way projects undertaken by the State 
highway commission and necessitated 
by reason of the construction of the 
Grand River Dam in Oklahoma. 

This legislation has quite a history, in 
which there was considerable disagree- 
ment between the State of Oklahoma 
and the United States Government as 
to damages for inundating highways and 
bridges for the construction of the Grand 
River Dam. After suits between the 
parties involved, a stipulation was en- 
tered into whereby the United States 
Government settled a $242 million claim 
by the State of Oklahoma for approxi- 
mately $700,000, of which the State of 
Oklahoma received approximately $50,- 
000, leaving a balance of $656,500. The 
WPA was to do work in the way of high- 
ways and bridges for the State of Okla- 
home up to that amount, but since the 
lake level of the Grand River Dam had 
not actually been determined, the State 
of Oklahoma was not in position to have 
the work done. At about that time the 
United States became engaged in World 
War II and the WPA was abolished. 
Therefore, the funds allocated for this 
purpose are no longer in existence. 

The Government's contention in this 
matter is that, under the stipulation, 
settlement was made for all damages 
and that on a later suit brought by the 
State of Oklahoma, the stipulation was 
held to be a bar against further recov- 
ery; but the committee is of the opinion 
that, while it is a bar for any suit for 
damages, the fact remains that the 
United States Government entered into 
an agreement to pay this money to the 
State of Oklahoma and has not done so. 
The committee therefore recommends 
that the claim be considered favorably. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 377) 
for the relief of the State of Oklahoma, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment on page 2, line 5, after the word 
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“River”, to strike out “ram” and insert 
“dam”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the State of 
Oklahoma, for the use and benefit of the 
State highway commission of such State, 
the sum of $656,500. The payment of such 
sum shall be in full settlement of all claims 
of the State of Oklahoma against the United 
States by reason of an agreement, made by 
the United States through the Works 
Projects Administration, under a stipula- 
tion filed on February 25, 1941, in the case 
of United States v. Phillips and others 
(civil action numbered 351 in the United 
States District Court for the Northern Dis- 
trict of Oklahoma), for the Work Projects 
Administration to participate in certain 
highway projects in the Grand River Dam 
Reservoir area undertaken by the State 
highway commission of the State of Okla- 
homa and necessitated by reason of the con- 
struction of the Grand River Dam. Such 
agreement was not fully carried out by the 
Work Projects Administration because of 
the subsequent participation by the United 
States in World War II and abolishment of 
the Work Projects Administration. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
may I ask the distinguished Senator 
from Nevada a question? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment which I am going 
to offer, if I may. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I was going to 
ask about that amendment. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
offer herewith an amendment to S. 377, 
a bill for the relief of the State of Okla- 
homa, which amendment would pro- 
hibit the payment of any attorneys’ fees 
in connection with this claim. Even 
though the attorneys who appeared in 
behalf of the State of Oklahoma were 
employees of that sovereign State, this 
amendment is offered in order to have 
the bill conform completely with the 
past action of the judiciary committee 
relating to attorneys’ fees. The amend- 
ment is as follows: 

On page 2, line 11, strike the period, 
insert a colon in lieu thereof, and the 
following: 

Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER: The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Nevada. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 11, it is proposed to strike the period, 
insert a comma in lieu thereof, and the 
following: 

Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attor- 
ney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
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provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
for some time I have been deeply con- 
cerned about these private-claim bills, 
particularly those involving the payment 
of money. I should like to ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nevada if, from 
his long experience as a member of the 
Judiciary Committee, the Senate should 
not have some rule whereunder bills pro- 
viding for the payment of sums exceed- 
ing a certain amount should be debated. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
committee in recent months has uni- 
formly turned down fees for attorneys. 
There might be some instances in which 
a different rule should apply, and there 
might be cases where a different rule 
would be justified, but unde: all the con- 
ditions, as I view it—and in this matter 
I may say that I am substituting for the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee— 
in this case there should be no attorney’s 
fees allowed. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I quite agree 
with the distinguished Senator as to his 
amendment, but I am concerned about 
the payment of large sums of money 
without a thorough debate on the floor 
of the Senate. I shall not object in this 
instance, because the equities are clearly 
presented. But, more and more, the 
Senate is getting into the habit of act- 
ing on bills which allow very excessive 
sums, in some cases, without any debate 
at all. I am only trying to find some 
way to protect the members of the Judi- 
ciary Committee and of the Senate, be- 
cause we have virtually become a court 
of claims. I know these things deeply 
concern the Senator from Nevada. To 
protect the Senate, we created the Court 
of Claims to hear the facts and adjudi- 
cate claims, but we constantly authorize 
payments on testimony which would not 
be recognized in a court of law. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
may say to the Senator and to the Senate 
that those of us who are on the Judiciary 
Committee consider it a matter of grave 
concern when we view the magnitude of 
some of the bills which come before that 
committee and the amounts of money 
which are involved. However, the com- 
mittee is well staffed. The staff is com- 
posed of a hard-working group. After a 
staff member passes on any claim it is 
then submitted to the entire staff and to 
every member of the committee, so that 
a study can be made, and so that a Sen- 
ator’s individual staff may make a study 
of the claim. Then the claim is brought 
before the Judiciary Committee as a 
whole, and there it is discussed pro and 
con, As a rule, we go into such matters 
very thoroughly. This matter was gone 
into at length. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is quite 
true in the earlier days of the session, 
Mr. President, but in recent weeks the 
Judiciary Committee has been voting to 
report en bloc 150 bills at a time without 
any explanation to the full committee at 
all. I think such a procedure is wrong. 
In my opinion, I think some of these 
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days the Senate of the United States is 
going to be very much embarrassed by 
the ever-increasing tendency to pay 
large sums of money without a full ex- 
amination of all the witnesses involved, 
and in many cases the witnesses should 
be examined under oath. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I yield to the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to ask 
the able Senator from New Jersey if it is 
not his duty, as chairman of the calendar 
committee on his side, to rise and object 
when he finds a bill he thinks carries too 
large an amount, thereby requiring that 
the bill be put on the regular calendar to 
be debated, so that all the facts can be 
brought out. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is one of 
my duties. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I do not quite un- 
derstand the position of the Senator 
from New Jersey. I agree that many 
claims bills involve large amounts of 
money, but, as the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. McCarran] said, the bills are con- 
sidered by the full Judiciary Committee. 
Then they are reported to the Senate, 
where the calendar committees, with 
their staffs, consider them. If the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey has any doubt 
about a bill, if I have any doubt about a 
bill, or if any other Senator has any 
doubt about a bill, there is a duty to 
stand up and object. One objection will 
cause a bill to be passed over, so that the 
whole matter can be debated. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Senator 
from Florida need have no fear in that 
regard. The Senator from New Jersey 
will object, and will object many times 
during the course of the day. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sen- 
ator. I understand the Senator from 
New Jersey does not intend to object to 
this bill. Is that correct? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran]. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, what the Senator from 
New Jersey has said was well stated. We 
do get into a rush at the conclusion of a 
session, and it is difficult for the Mem- 
bers of the Senate really to give full con- 
sideration to bills. However, the staff 
has gone over these bills, as I think the 
Senator from New Jersey will agree, be- 
fore the committee reports them. The 
staff does most of the work of studying 
the bills for the committee. If we did 
not have an excellent staff in the com- 
mittee i do not know what we would do, 
for we, as Senators, do not have time to 
reg each and every claim which is 

ed. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
art JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 

eld. 

Mr. McCARRAN. If any Senator is 
in doubt about this particular bill, I may 
say that extensive hearings were held on 
it. This is not one of the bills which 
came in “in the rush,” so to speak. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
No; this is not one of those, 
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Mr. McCARRAN. The Senate need 
have no apprehension as to this bill. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
it is for that reason that I shall not ob- 
ject to the bill.. The bill has had study; 
but there are other bills which have not 
had such study. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
was calling the attention of the Senate 
to that fact, not as to this particular bill 
any more than any other bill. Toward 
the close of a session we do get in a jam, 
and it would be very easy for something 
to happen sometime that might embar- 
rass us in the future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 


“ment offered by the Senator from Ne- 


vada [Mr. McCarran]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill (S. 377) was ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


HAVA SHPAK ET AL. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 547) for the relief of Hava Shpak, 
A. A. Shpak, and Sympcha Shpak, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Hava Shpak, A. A. 
Shpak, and Sympcha Shpak shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment of 
this act, upon payment of the required visa 
fees. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such aliens as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct the re- 
quired numbers from the appropriate quota 
for the first year that such quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


JEREMY ALLEN CLORE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1601) for the relief of Jeremy 
Allen Clore, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, in line 5, after the 
word “natural”, to insert “alien”, so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Jeremy Allen Clore shall be held and con- 
sidered to be the natural alien child of Mr. 
and Mrs. J. M. Clore, citizens of the United 
States, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


DR. CHANG HO CHO 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1978) for the relief of Dr. Chang 
Ho Cho, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“fee”, to strike out “and head tax”, so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
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Dr. Chang Ho Cho shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ANICETO SPARAGNA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2064) for the relief of Aniceto 
Sparagna, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“fee.”, to strike out “Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary 
of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first 
year that such quota is available.”, so 
as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Aniceto Sparagna shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ELLEN HENRIETTE BUCH 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2536) for the relief of Ellen 
Henriette Buch, which had been report- 
ed from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, on page 2, line 1, 
after the word “available”, to insert a 
colon and “Provided, That a suitable and 
proper bond or undertaking, approved by 
the Attorney General, be deposited as 
prescribed by section 213 of the said 
act”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Ellen Henriette Buch shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such alien 
as provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota-control 
officer to deduct one number from the ap- 
propriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available: Provided, That a suitable 
and proper bond or undertaking, approved 
by the Attorney General, be deposited as pre- 
scribed by section 213 of the said act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CHAYA FRANGLES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2649) for the relief of Chaya 
Frangles, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
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amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That, for the purposes of sections 101 (a) 
(27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, the minor child, Chaya 
Prangles, shall be held and considered to be 
the natural-born alien child of Mr. and Mrs. 
Benjamin Sherman, legal residents of the 
United States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


PETER HABERL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2709) for the relief of Peter Ha- 
berl, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“act”, to insert a colon and “Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only 
to a ground for exclusion of which the 
Department of State or the Department 
of Justice has knowledge prior to the 
enactment of this act”, so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That notwithstanding 
the provision of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Peter Ha- 
berl may be admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence if he is found to 
be otherwise admissible under the provision 
of such act: Provided, That this exemption 
shall apply only to a ground for exclusion 
of which the Department of State or the 
Department of Justice has knowledge prior 
to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


GIANNI BERNARDIS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2789) for the relief of Gianni 
Bernardis, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 


That, for the purposes of sections 101 
(a) (27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Gianni Bernardis shall 
be held and considered to be the minor 
alien child of Jacob Schiffman, a United 
States citizen. Notwithstanding the pro- 
vision of section 212 (a) (7) of the said 
act, Gianni Bernardis may be admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
if otherwise admissible under the provisions 
of that act: Provided, That this exemption 
shall apply only to a ground for exclusion 
of which the Department of State or the 
Department of Justice has knowledge prior 
to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ERNESTO DE LEON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2791) for the relief of Ernesto 
DeLeon, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
an amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“fee.”, to strike out “Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number 
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from the appropriate quota for the first 
year that such quota is available.“, so 
as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Ernesto DeLeon shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for ent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


SANDRA LEA MacMULLIN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2885) for the relief of Sandra 
Lea MacMullin, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, on page 1, line 
7, after the word “fee”, to strike out 
the period and “Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien 
as provided for in this act, the Sec- 
retary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one num- 
ber from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available” 
and insert a colon and “Provided, That a 
suitable and proper bond or undertak- 

: ing, approved by the Attorney General, 
be deposited as prescribed by section 213 
of the act,” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Sandra Lea MacMullin shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment, of the required visa fee: Pro- 
vided, That a suitable and proper bond or 
undertaking, approved by the Attorney Gen- 
eral, be deposited as prescribed by section 
213 of the act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
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ERNEST LUDWIG BAMFORD AND 
MRS. NADINE, BAMFORD 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3065) for the relief of Ernest 
Ludwig Bamford and Mrs. Nadine Bam- 
ford, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 8, after the word 
“fees”, to strike out “and head taxes”, so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Ernest Ludwig Bamford and Mrs. Nadine 
Bamford shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of enactment of this act, upon payment of 
the required visa fees. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such aliens as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota-control 
officer or officers to make appropriate deduc- 
tions of two numbers from the first available 
immigration quota or quotas. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to. be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


IRENE JULIENNE GIVENS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3160) for the relief of Irene Juli- 
enne Givens, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, in line 7, after the 
word “act”, to insert a colon and “Pro- 
vided, That this exemption granted here- 
in shall apply only to a ground for ex- 
clusion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice has knowl- 
edge prior to the enactment of this act”, 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Irene Juli- 
enne Givens may be admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence if she is found 
to be otherwise admissible under the provi- 
sions of such act: Provided, That this exemp- 
tion granted herein shall apply only to a 
ground for exclusion of which the Depart- 
ment of State or the Department of Justice 
has knowledge prior to the enactment of this 
act. N 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


INGEBORG OTTO 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3221) for the relief of Ingeborg 
Otto, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“act”, to insert a colon and “Provided; 
That a suitable and proper bond or 
undertaking, approved by the Attorney 
General, be deposited in accordance with 
section 213 of the said act”, so as to make 
the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provision of section 212 (a) (7) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Ingeborg 
Otto may be admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence if she is found to 
be otherwise admissible under the provisions 
of that act: Provided, That a suitable and 
proper bond or undertaking, approved by the 
Attorney General, be deposited in accord- 
ance with section 213 of the said act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ALI HASSAN WAFFA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3322) for the relief of Ali Hassan 
Waffa, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 


That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Ali Hassan Waffa shall 
be held and considered to have been law- 
fully admitted to the United States for per- 
manent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee. Upon the granting of per- 
manent residence to such alien as provided 
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
- The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
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BABETTE BAYER TRISLER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3343) for the relief of Babette 
Bayer Trisler, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, in line 7, after the 
word “act,” to insert a colon and “Pro- 
vided, That this exemption shall apply 
only to a ground for exclusion of which 
the Department of State or the Depart- 
ment of Justice has knowledge prior to 
the enactment of this act”, so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Babette 
Bayer Trisler may be admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence if she is 
found to be otherwise admissible under the 
provisions of such act: Provided, That this 
exemption shall apply only to a ground for 
exclusion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice has knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ANNELIESE HOFMANN 


The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill (S. 3424) for the relief of An- 
neliese Hofmann, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment, in line. 7, 
after the word act“, to insert a colon 
and “Provided, That this exemption shall 
apply only to a ground for exclusion of 
which the Department of State or the 
Department of Justice has knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act: And 
provided further, That the marriage to 
her United States citizen flance, Onore 
E. Case, shall occur not later than 6 
months following the date of the en- 
actment of this act”, so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstand- 
ing the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, An- 
neliese Hofmann may be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence if 
she is found to be otherwise admissible un- 
der the provisions of such act: Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only to a 
ground for exclusion of which the Depart- 
ment of State or the Department of Justice 
has knowledge prior to the enactment of 
this act: And provided further, That the 
marriage to her United States citizen flance, 
Onore E. Case, shall occur not later than 6 
months following the date of the enactment 
of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CLINT LEWIS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 1514) for the relief of Clint 
Lewis, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 2, after the 
word “act”, to strike out “in excess of 
10 per centum thereof.” 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 


- reserving the right 0 object, I offer an 


amendment, which I ask to have stated. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
clerk will state the amendment, 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, 
beginning with line 3, it is proposed to 
strike out “That the Secretary of the 
Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated,” and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: “That the 
Director of the Foreign Operations Ad- 
ministration is authorized and directed 
to pay, out of any money made available 
for assistance to France pursuant to sec- 
tion 103 (a) of the Mutual Security Act 
of 1954.” 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I shall 
have to object to the amendment oftered 
by the Senator from New Jersey, if it is 
insisted on. Otherwise, I shall not ob- 
ject to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Wisconsin with- 
hold his objection? 

Mr. WILEY. Yes. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. This bill in- 
volves a French flier who stole an Ameri- 
can military plane and crashed into 
American property, I know the amount 
is small, but I cannot understand why 
the money should not come from the 
French assistance appropriation. 

Mr. WILEY. My answer is that the 
bill pays a private claim of $200, result- 
ing from the crash of an airplane flown 
without permission by a French pilot in 
Texas in 1951. 

I understand the amendment which 
has been offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey would require the claim to 
be paid by the Director of the Foreign 
Operations Administration, the purpose 
being to deduct the amount of the claim 
from assistance programed for France. 

It seems to me that the amendment 
offered by the Senator from New Jersey 
should be resisted, and, as chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, I 
am resisting it, particularly in view of 
the claimant’s own statement that “if 
the claim is not proper according to mili- 
tary law, we can forget it.” This state- 
ment was contained in a letter from 
Clint Lewis to Representative Homer 
'THORNBERRY, as appears on page 4 of the 
Senate committee report. 

I have simply raised the question be- 
cause I have been asked to object to the 
amendment, but not to the bill. Of 
course, if the amendment is insisted 
upon, I shall ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON, I ask that the 
bill go over. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, may 
I make a statement in answer to the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator from New Jersey will withhold 
his objection on the bill which is under 
consideration, the Senator from Nevada 
can be recognized. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Indeed I will. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
bill proposes to award the sum of $200 
to Clint Lewis, of Caldwell, Tex., in full 
settlement of his claims against the 
United States for property damage sus- 
tained by him as the result of an acci- 
dent involving a United States Air Force 
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plane in Burleson County, Tex., on June 
4, 1951. 

A member of the French Air Force sta- 
tioned at Randolph Air Force Base, Tex., 
took an American Air Force plane with- 
out authority and crashed said plane in- 
to property belonging to the claimant. 

The claimant filed a claim with the 
Department of the Air Force for the 
amount of $200 for property damage 
sustained by him due to the plane crash. 
This claim was disapproved for the rea- 
son that the accident causing the dam- 
age was due to an airman acting outside 
the scope of his employment. Subse- 
quently, the United States Government 
entered into negotiations with the Gov- 
ernment of France in an effort to secure 
payment of the claim and the French 
Government refused to consider the 
claim favorably. The committee be- 
lieves it inequitable to deny a United 
States citizen compensation for damages 
caused to his property by a member of 
the French Air Force when, under the 
Foreign Claims Act, the United States 
is respopsible for damages or destruc- 
tion of private property in a foreign 
country irrespective of whether the 
United States airman was acting in an 
official capacity. It appears incongru- 
ous to deprive a United States citizen of 
a remedy for damages caused to his 
property when at the same time the 
United States compensates foreign citi- 
zens when their property is damaged, 
irrespective of whether the member of 
the United States Armed Forces causing 
the damage is acting within the scope 
of his authority. 

The committee therefore recommends 
favorable consideration of this bill, H. R. 
1514, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? > 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 

‘as the Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHN- 
son] just remarked to me, this is a very 
small matter of $200. In view of that 
fact I shall not object to passage of the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New Jersey withdraw 
his objection? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I withdraw the 
objection, Mr. President. I should like 
to call the attention of the Senator 
from Wisconsin to a bill reported by him 
from the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. It is Calendar No. 2355, S. 3844, a 
bill to provide for a reciprocal and more 
effective remedy for certain claims aris- 
ing out of the acts of military personnel 
and to authorize the pro rata sharing of 
the cost of such claims with foreign na- 
tions, and for other purposes. 

The principle of that bill is exactly the 
same as my amendment sought to ac- 
complish. I do not know how the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin can explain this in- 
consistency. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New Jersey withdraw 
both his objection and the amendment? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I withdraw my 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And 
the amendment, too? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. And 
amendment as well. 


my 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey withdraws his 
amendment. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
ig and the bill to be read a third 

ime. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


WAH CHANG CORP. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 5461) for the relief of Wah 
Chang Corp., which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 


That, notwithstanding any statute of lim- 
itations, lapse of time, or any prior court 
decision on this claim by any court of the 
United States, jurisdiction is hereby con- 
ferred upon the United States Court of 
Claims to hear, determine, and render judg- 
ment on the claim of Wah Chang Corp. 
against the United States for compensation 
for loss of property and for removal expenses 
incurred as a result of the acquisition in the 
year 1942 by the United States for military 
purposes of pier No. 13, New York foreign- 
trade zone, Staten Island, N. Y., which 
had theretofore been leased by said Wah 
Chang Corp. and upon which the said Wah 
Chang Corp. had erected and maintained a 
tungsten processing plant. 

Src. 2. Suit upon such claim may be in- 
stituted hereunder not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this act: 
Provided, however, That nothing contained 
in this act shall be construed as an inference 
of liability on the part of the United States 
Government. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to confer jurisdiction upon the 
United States Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment on the 
claim of Wah Chang Corp. against the 
United States.” 


JUAN ANTONIO GORRONO LAJAR- 
ZABULO AND JESUS MARIA OJEN- 
OLA GUERNICA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1852) for the relief of Juan An- 
tonio Gorrono Lajarzabulo and Jesus 
Maria Ojenola Guernica, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with amendments, on page 1, 
line 4, after the name “Gorrono”, to 
strike out Lajarzabulo“ and insert Le- 
jarzaburu”; and in line 5, after the name 
“Objenola”, to strike out “Guernica” and 
insert “Garnica”, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Juan Antonio Gorrono Lejarzaburu and 
Jesus Maria Ojenola Garnica shall be held 
and considered to haye been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon payment of the required 
visa fees. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such aliens as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
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the proper quota- control officer to deduct 
the required numbers from the appropriate 
quota or quotas for the first year that such 
quota or quotas are available, 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Juan Antonio 
Gorrono Lejarzaburu and Jesus Maria 
Ojenola Garnica.” 


URSULA WILKE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1873) for the relief of Ursula 
Wilke, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 


That, notwithstanding the provision of 
section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, Ursula Wilke, the fiance of 
Sgt. Willard M. Collins, a United States citi- 
zen serviceman, and Mike Mario Wilke, their 
minor child, shall be eligible for visas as non- 
immigrant temporary visitors for a period of 
3 months: Provided, That the administra- 
tive authorities find that the said Ursula 
Wilke is coming to the United States with a 
bona fide intention of being married to the 
said Willard M. Collins and that they are 
found otherwise ad:nissible under the immi- 
gration laws. In the event the marriage 
between the above-named persons does not 
occur within 3 months after the entry of 
the said Ursula Wilke and Mike Mario Wilke, 
they shall be required to depart from the 
United States and upon failure to do so shall 
be deported in accordance with the provi- 
sions of sections 242 and 243 of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act. In the event 
that the marriage between the above per- 
sons shall occur within 3 months after the 
entry of the said Ursula Wilke and Mike 
Mario Wilke, the Attorney General is au- 
thorized and directed to record the lawful 
admission for permanent residence of the 
said Ursula Wilke and Mike Mario Wilke as 
of the date of the payment by them of the 
required visa fees: Provided further, That 
the exemption granted herein shall apply 
only to grounds for exclusion of which the 
Department of State or the Department of 
Justice has knowledge prior to the enact- 
ment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Ursula Wilke and 
Mike Mario Wilke.” 


VITTORIA ALBERGHETTI AND 
OTHERS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2841) for the relief of Vittoria 
Alberghetti, Daniele Alberghetti, and 
Anna Maria Alberghetti, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with amendments in line 4, after 
the name Alberghetti“, to strike out 
“and”, and in line 5, after the name “Al- 
berghetti”, to insert “Carla Alberghetti, 
and Paolo Alberghetti“, so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Vit- 
toria Alberghetti, Daniele Alberghetti, Anna 
Maria Alberghetti, Carla Alberghetti, and 
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Paolo Al tti shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fees, 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct the 
required numbers from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available, 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Vittoria Alber- 
ghetti, Danielle Alberghetti, Anna Maria 
Alberghetti, Carla Alberghetti, and Paolo 
Alberghetti.” 


EVANTIYI YORGIADIS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2925) for the relief of Evantiyi 
Yorgiadis, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 4, after the name 
“Evantiyi”, to strike out “Yorgiadis” and 
insert “Yorgiyadis”, so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Evantiyi Yorgiyadis shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from the 
appropriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Evantiyi Yorgi- 
yadis.” 


MRS. CECIL NORTON BROY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 7886) for the relief of Mrs. 
Cecil Norton Broy, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with amendments, on page 1, 
line 5, after the word “of”, to strike out 
“$3,000” and insert “$10,000”; in line 10, 
after the name “Broy”, to insert “and 
for his subsequent death”; and on page 
2, line 5, after the word “act”, to strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
bill would pay to Mrs. Cecil Norton Broy 
the sum of $10,000 for medical and hos- 
pital expenses and personal loss incurred 
by her when her husband died as a re- 
sult of being struck by a train in Berg- 
heim, Germany, on August 29, 1940, while 
employed in the diplomatic service of the 
United States Government. Mr. Broy 
died some 3 years after the accident, but 
the cause of his death is traceable direct- 
ly to the injuries received. At that time 
Mr. Broy, being an officer of the United 
States Government, did not come within 
the provisions of the Federal Employees’ 
Compensation Act as it was construed, so 
that no benefits were available to him by 
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reason thereof, nor to his widow. Mrs. 
Broy did receive, however, retirement 
benefits, which the committee consid- 
ered for a career officer to be in the na- 
ture of insurance, inasmuch as there was 
the contributory feature on the part of 
Mr. Broy. The committee feels that Mrs. 
Broy is entitled to be reimbursed for the 
hospital and medical expenses incurred 
as a result of this accident. Even though 
there was no liability on the part of the 
United States Government for the in- 
jury, it did occur in the course of his 
official duties, and had Mr. Broy been de- 
termined to be an employee of the United 
States Government coming within the 
provisions of the Employees’ Compensa- 
tion Act, such benefits would have been 
forthcoming over and above the amount 
of the hospital and medical expenses. 
The committee feels that Mrs. Broy is 
entitled to that difference, as stated in 
the report, on the basis of a bill passed 
in the 76th Congress, for the relief of the 
widow of George A. Meffan, who was a 
United States marshal killed in the per- 
formance of his official duties. He also 
was not an employee of the United States 
Government entitled to the Federal em- 
ployees’ compensation benefits, so a pri- 
vate bill was introduced and his widow 
was awarded the sum of $5,000 as a re- 
sult thereof. The committee, after con- 
sideration, felt that this bill was meri- 
torious and recommends it to the favor- 
able consideration of the Senate. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I wish 
to ask a question of the distinguished 
Senator from Nevada, I note that the 
report states that the husband of the 
claimant was injured while riding in an 
automobile which was struck by a train 
in Germany. The report also states that 
the German National Railway paid the 
actual medical expenses and loss of 
earnings. The House awarded $3,000. I 
will ask the distinguished Senator if the 
increase to $10,000 is based upon the as- 
sumption that the death of the husband 
of the claimant was occasioned by the 
injury. Is it not a fact that the death 
occurred 3 years after the accident, as a 
result of heart failure? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The investigation 
showed that the accident was the proxi- 
mate cause of the death. 

Mr. COOPER. That the accident was 
the proximate cause of the heart failure 
that occasioned the death of the hus- 
band of the claimant? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The accident was 
the proximate cause of the death, 
whether it was due to heart failure or 
whatever it was. 

Mr. COOPER. Did the committee find 
that death of the husband of the claim- 
ant 3 years afterward was occasioned 
by the accident in Germany? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That was the con- 
clusion reached by both the House and 
Senate committees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments of the committee. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
3 and the bill to be read a third 

e. 
The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


1954 


GEORGE D. EMERY CO.—RESOLU- 
TION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 285) to refer 
S. 3730, for the relief of the George D. 
Emery Co., to the Court of Claims for a 
report, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the resolution? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
hope I may be pardoned today, because 
the Senator from North Dakota, by rea- 
son of illness in his family, is absent, and 
I am picking up the explanations as I go 
along, and trying to make clear the rea- 
sons for reporting the bills. 

The purpose of the resolution is to re- 
fer to the Court of Claims the claim of 
the George D. Emery Co. for compensa- 
tion for services they performed on be- 
half of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation and other Government 
agencies in connection with establish- 
ing an abaca plantation in Ecuador, in 
accordance with the Abaca Production 
Act of 1950, Public Law 683, 81st Con- 
gress. 

The procedure involves a hearing by 
the court, with a report back to Con- 
gress giving such findings of fact and 
conclusions thereon as shall be suffi- 
cient to inform the Congress of the 
nature and character of the demand, as 
a claim, legal or equitable, against the 
United States. 

This formula has been used many 
times by the Congress in connection with 
complex claims brought to the attention 
of the committee. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield to the 
Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Is it not true 
that the claimant has already received 
from the RFC approximately $25,000 for 
his out-of-pocket expenses? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct, 
according to the record. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Then the pas- 
sage of the bill, if the Court of Claims 
awards additional money, would result 
in giving the claimant a profit over and 
above his out-of-pocket expenses, would 
it not? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I take it that may 
be true if money is awarded by the 
Court of Claims. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Does the Sena- 
tor feel that is justified? 

Mr. McCARRAN. If the claimant 
can establish his claim in the Court of 
Claims; yes. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. A precedent 
ene be established, however, would it 
not? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not think it 
would establish a precedent; I think it 
follows a precedent which we have al- 
ready established. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consider- 
ation of the resolution? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I ask that the 
resolution go over. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be passed over. 


SUSPENSION OF DUTIES AND 
IMPORT TAXES ON METAL SCRAP 


The bill (H. R. 8155) to continue until 
the close of June 30, 1955, the suspension 
of duties and import taxes on metal 
scrap, and for other purposes, was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


EXEMPTION FROM TARIFF DUTY 
OF CRUDE SILICON CARBIDE 


The bill (H. R. 8628) to amend the 
Tariff Act of 1930 to insure that crude 
silicon carbide imported into the United 
States will continue to be exempt from 
duty was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I send an amendment to the desk, which 
I desire to offer for myself and my col- 
league [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end 
of the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following new section: 

Sec. 2. (a) Paragraph 720 of title I of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 
19, sec. 1001, par. 720), is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following subpara- 
graph: 

“(d) Fish sticks and similar products of 
any size or shape, fillets, or other portions of 
fish, if breaded, coated with batter, or simi- 
larly prepared, but not packed in oil or in 
oil and other substances, whether in bulk 
or in containers of any size or kind, and 
whether or not described or provided for 
elsewhere in this act, if uncooked, 20 per- 
cent ad valorem; cooked in any degree, 
30 percent ad valorem.” 

(b) The foregoing amendment shall en- 
ter into effect as soon as practicable on a 
date to be specified by the President in a 
notice to the Secretary of the Treasury fol- 
lowing such negotiations as may be neces- 
sary to effect a modification or a termination 
of the international obligations of the 
United States with which the amendment 
would be in conflict. 


The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 
to insure that crude silicon carbide im- 
ported into the United States will con- 
tinue to be exempt from duty, and with 
respect to the duties applicable to cer- 
tain prepared fish.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I have taken the amendment up with 
the distinguished chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Finance, and also with the 
ranking member of the committee on 
the minority side. I believe that they 
are agreeable to taking the amendment 
to conference. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to taking the amendment 
to conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. SALTonsTaLu] for him- 
self and his colleague [Mr. KENNEDY]. 


14009 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendment and the third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


AMENDMENT OF TARIFF ACT OF 
1930 


The bill (H. R. 9248) to amend section 
308 (5) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended, was announced as next in or- 
der. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
bill would permit the temporary impor- 
tation into the United States of boats 
and vehicles for use in specified shows or 
races, without the posting of bond. 
Bond is generally filed to insure pay- 
ment of duty or the reexport of the ar- 
ticle. Each year we have bills of this 
kind. So far as I can remember, they 
are uniformly approved. There is no 
violation of whatever the tariff law may 
be; this measure is merely to permit a 
temporary importation of such boats. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Finance with an amendment on page 2, 
after line 8, to insert: 

Sec.2. (a) Paragraph 1631 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended, is amended by in- 
serting “book binding or cover“ after book,“. 

(b) The amendment made by this sec- 
tion shall be effective as to articles entered 
for consumption or withdrawn from ware- 
house for consumption on or after the 10th 
day following the date of this act and prior 
to September 1, 1956. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


BENEFITS FOR SERVICE IN WOM- 
EN’S ARMY AUXILIARY CORPS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 8041) to provide benefits 
under laws administered by the Vet- 
erans’ Administration based upon serv- 
ice in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps 
under certain conditions, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Finance with amendments, on page 1, 
line 6, after the word “disability”, to 
insert “incurred in line of duty”; and 
in line 8, after the word “Corps”, to 
insert “established under Public Law 110, 
78th Congress.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 
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The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


ANTONIO FOPP 


The bill (S. 1871) for the relief of 
Antonio Fopp was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
bill has been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, but 
the bill appears to be in the nature of a 
relief bill, very closely allied to a private 
claim or pension bill. Of course, as a 
pension bill it would be barred by the 
provisions of the Legislative Reorganiza- 
tion Act; and, as a relief bill, I wonder 
whether jurisdiction does not properly 
lie in the Judiciary Committee. 

I wonder whether there would be ob- 
jection to referring the bill to the Judi- 
ciary Committee for consideration. It 
seems to me to be clear that the bill 
comes within the jurisdiction of the 
Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
may say to the Senator from Nevada that 
the bill was referred to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare because the 
bill came under the Railroad Retirement 
Act. The Subcommittee on Railroad Re- 
tirement, of which I am chairman, held 
hearings on the bill, and decided that Mr. 
Fopp was entitled to this payment. I feel 
that the bill comes within the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, because it relates directly to the 
Railroad Retirement Act, and we are the 
only committee having jurisdiction over 
that act. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield for a 
question? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Iam very glad to 
yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Is not this bill in 
fact entirely in the nature of a claim 
against the Government? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I may say that it 
is not exactly in the nature of a claim. 
We have decided to give Mr. Fopp credit 
for service he performed. After the credit 
has been given, Mr. Fopp is entitled to 
payment under the Railroad Retirement 
Act. We had to decide on the legality 
and the soundness of his claim to the 
time. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It is, in fact, a claim 
under the Railroad Retirement Act; is it 
not? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Not exactly. The 
subcommittee had to determine the va- 
lidity of Mr. Fopp's claim to the time he 
served. The employer failed to report it 
in connection with his retirement. That 
is the extent of our determination. 

Having determined that, Mr. Fopp is 
automatically, without any reference of 
the bill to any other committee, entitled 
to the money under the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act. 

Mr. McCARRAN. As I understand— 
and if I am in error, I hope the Senator 
from Arizona will correct me—this is a 
claim which clears the record of this per- 
son and gives him compensation. Is that 
correct? 
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Mr. GOLDWATER. I do not agree 
with the Senator from Nevada that itisa 
claim. It is a request to the subcommit- 
tee to determine whether Mr. Fopp per- 
formed the service. Having determined 
that, the matter is then out of our hands; 
it is practically automatic from that 
point. 

I may say that the Senators from Mon- 
tana introduced the bill, and can explain 
it much better than I can. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, my 
understanding is that the bill clears the 
record as to this person, and awards his 
claim, under the record. With that in 
mind, I shall not raise any objection. 
However, I wished to draw the attention 
of the Senate to the close line with re- 
spect to jurisdiction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
1871) was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the admin- 
istration of the Railroad Retirement Act of 
1937, as amended, Antonio Fopp, of Somers, 
Mont., shall be credited with service per- 
formed by him and compensation therefor 
between August 29, 1935, and January 1946, 
as an employee of Glacier Park Co., but which 
through administrative error was not reported 
by his employer within the time limit pre- 
scribed by section 8 of the act. 


LAURIE DEA HOLLEY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3436) for the relief of Laurie Dea 
Holley which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
amendments on page 1, line 6, after the 
words “sum of”, to strike out “$10,000” 
and insert “$5,000, and to the legal 
guardian of Karmen Lael Holley, minor 
child, $20,000"; in line 8, after the word 
“of”, where it occurs the second time, 
to strike out her“ and insert “their”; 
in line 9, after the word “of” to strike 
out “her husband” and insert “their hus- 
band and father”; and on page 2, line 9, 
after the word “act”, to strike out “in 
excess of 10 percent thereof”, so as to 
make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Laurie Dea Holley, 
of Cannonville, Utah, the sum of $5,000, and 
to the legal guardian of Karmen Lael Hol- 
ley, minor child, $20,000, in full satisfaction, 
except as provided in section 2 of this act, 
of their claim against the United States for 
the death of their husband and father, Elmer 
Leroy Holley, who was fatally injured in 
an accident which occurred on November 29, 
1953, while he was engaged in the perform- 
ance of his duties as an employee of the 
United States Senate Post Office. 

Sec. 2. This act or any payment made in 
accordance with its provisions shall not have 
the effect of destroying or changing any 
rights to compensation under the provisions 
of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act 
resulting from such death. 

Sec.3. No part of the amount appropri- 
ated in this act shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this section shall be deemed guilty 
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of a misdemeanor and upon conviction there- 
of shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Laurie Dea Hol- 
ley and the legal guardian of Karmen 
Lael Holley, minor child.” 


NORMAN F. GEORGE 


The bill (S. 1061) for the relief of Nor- 
man F. George was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Norman F. George, 
of Montpelier, Vt., is hereby relieved of alt 
liability to the United States for repayment 
of the sum of $118 representing the aggre- 
gate balance claimed to be due the United 
States as a result of errors made in family 
allowance payments to his wife and of errors 
in deductions from his pay on account of 
such payments, while he was a member of 
the Armed Forces of the United States dur- 
ing World War II. p 


COPYRIGHTS—AMENDMENT OF 
UNITED STATES CODE—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2559) to amend title 17, 
United States Code, entitled Copy- 
rights,” was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This 
bill is a companion measure to House 
bill 6616, Calendar 2235. The two bills 
are identical, with one exception, name- 
ly, that on page 8, in line 2, of the Sen- 
ate bill, the word “its” appears, whereas 
in the House bill, on page 8, in line 4, 
the word is “‘is.” 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, by 
request, I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will go over. 


EXTENSION OF FEDERAL DECLARA- 
TORY JUDGMENTS ACT TO TERRI- 
TORY OF ALASKA—AMENDMENT 
OF UNITED STATES CODE. 


The bill (H. R. 1975) to amend section 
2201 of title 28, United States Code, to 
extend the Federal Declaratory Judg- 
ments Act to Territory of Alaska, was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


REGISTRATION OF JUDGMENTS, 
DISTRICT COURT OF ALASKA— 
AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES 
CODE 


The bill (H. R. 1976) to amend title 
28, United States Code, to permit the 
registration of judgments in or from the 
District Court for the Territory of 
Alaska, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


CAPT. WALTER C. WOLF—BILL 
PASSED OVER 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 


bill (H. R. 3557) for the relief of Capt. 
Walter C. Wolf. 
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Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
offer an amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. The 
amendment would prevent the payment 
of any attorney’s fees in connection with 
this claim. The amendment is offered 
in order that the bill may be in complete 
conformity with the past action of the 
Judiciary Committee in regard to at- 
torney’s fees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Nevada will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, in 
line 10, it is proposed to strike out the 
period, and insert a colon and the fol- 
lowing: 

Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act shall be paid or deliv- 
ered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connec- 
tion with this claim, and the same shall be 
unlawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this act shall be deemed guilty of 
a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, by 
request, I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Florida withhold the re- 
quest, until action can be taken on the 
amendment? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Certainly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ne- 
vada. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, by 
request, I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 3757) for the relief of 
Dorothy Kilmer Nickerson was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


ROBERT A. DUVAL 


The bill (H. R. 7140) for the relief of 
Robert A. Duval was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


MRS. ESTERLEE HUTZLER WEIN- 
HOEPPEL 


The bill (H. R. 7411) for the relief of 
Mrs. Esterlee Hutzler Weinhoeppel was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 286) referring 
the bill (S. 1613) for the relief of the 
Tom Hellander Co., Superior, Nebr., to 
the United States Court of Claims pur- 
suant to sections 1492 and 2509 of title 
28, United States Code, was announced 
as next in order, 

0 — 882 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
by request, I ask that the resolution be 
passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be passed over. 


JURISDICTION OF CLAIMS ARISING 
FROM CONSTRUCTION OF ELE- 
PHANT BUTTE DAM—BILL PLACED 
AT FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 417) conferring jurisdic- 
tion upon the United States District 
Court for the District of New Mexico, to 
hear, determine, and render judgment 
upon certain claims arising as a result 
of the construction by the United States 
of Elephant Butte Dam on the Rio 
Grande, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill; but I have a re- 
quest that the bill go over, although I 
had understood that the request might 
be withdrawn. 

I wonder whether the Senator from 
New Mexico can inform us about that. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I won- 
der whether the Senator from Florida 
will be willing to have the bill passed 
over temporarily? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask that the bill be placed at the foot of 
the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. CHAVEZ subsequently said: Mr. 
President, this morning there was called 
to the attention of the Senate Calendar 
No. 1939, Senate bill 417. At that time 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] 
asked that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the 
Chair correctly understand the Senator 
from New Mexico to say that the bill was 
placed at the foot of the calendar? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes. But the Senator 
from Texas now has prepared an amend- 
ment which is agreeable to me, and I be- 
lieve we can now dispose of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani- 
mous consent will be required in order 
to have the Senate return to the bill at 
this time. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, in view of the fact 
that the Senator from Texas has pre- 
pared an amendment that is agreeable 
to the Senator from New Mexico, that 
the Senate now return to that bill. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I have no ob- 
jection to having the bill go to the foot 
of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
where the bill is at this time. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1737) for the relief of cer- 
tain former employees of the Inland 
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Waterways Corporation was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


CITY OF SANDPOINT, IDAHO—BILL 
PLACED AT FOOT OF THE CAL- 
ENDAR 


The bill (S. 3166) for the relief of the 
city of Sandpoint, Idaho, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
this bill involves quite a large amount 
of money, and I think the record should 
show a clear explanation. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the bill be placed at the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3214) for the relief of 
Mrs. Marie Monchen was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


LT. P. B. SAMPSON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3293) for the relief of Lt. P. B. 
Sampson which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment on page 2, line 3, after the 
word “act” to strike out “in excess of 10 
8 thereof“, so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to ist Lt. P. B. Sampson (402234561). Box 
172, Army Post Office 334, care of Postmaster, 
San Francisco, Calif., the sum of $1,139.57, 
in full settlement of all claims against the 
United States for the sustained by 
him on account of damage to and destruc- 
tion of his household goods and personal 
effects as the result of a crash of a B-29 
bomber in Guam, Marianas Islands, on De- 
cember 17, 1953, for which he has not here- 
tofore been compensated: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 1370) for the relief of 
Guy H. Davant was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 
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The bill (H. R. 2032) for the relief of 
Clarence D. Newland was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 3222) for the relief of 
Martin Luther Johnson was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


FREDERICK JOSEPH BUTTACCIO 
AND OTHERS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 4474) for the relief of Fred- 
erick Joseph Buttaccio and others, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment 
on page 2, line 6, after the word “Act”, 
to strike out “in excess of 10 percent 
thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


BILL PASSED OVER 
The bill (H. R. 4638) for the relief 
of David W. Wallace was announced as 
next in order. 
Mr. GORE. Over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


HARVEY SCHWARTZ 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2496) for the relief of Harvey 
Schwartz, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
amendments, on page 1, line 5, after the 
word “of”, to strike out “$850.52” and 
insert “$600.82”; and at the top of page 
2, to insert “Sec. 2. That the Secretary 
of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to pay, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, to the said Harvey 
Schwartz the sum of $250, which repre- 
sents overpayments in salary received by 
him during the period beginning April 
14, 1952, the date he was erroneously ap- 
pointed to a position in grade GS-7, and 
ending on the date he was demoted to a 
position in grade GS-5 in compliance 
with the provisions of section 1310 of the 
Supplemental Appropriation Act of 
1952”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Harvey Schwartz, 
of Denver, Colo., an employee of the Vet- 
erans' Administration, is relieved of all lia- 
bility to refund to the United States the sum 
of $600.82, representing overpayments in 
salary received by him during the period 
beginning April 14, 1952, the date he was 
erroneously appointed to a position in grade 
GS-7, and ending on the date he was de- 
moted to a position in grade GS-5 in com- 
pliance with the provisions of section 1310 
of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952. 

Sec, 2. That the Secretary of the Treasury 
be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed 
to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to the said Har- 
vey Schwartz the sum of $250, which repre- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


sents overpayments in salary received by him 
during the period beginning April 14, 1952, 
the date he was erroneously appointed to a 
position in grade GS-7, and ending on the 
date he was demoted to a position in grade 
GS-5 in compliance with the provisions of 
section 1310 of the Supplemental Appropria- 
tion Act of 1952. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILL PASSED TO FOOT OF THE 
CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 1665) for the relief of 
Carl Piowaty and W. J. Piowaty was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be passed to the 
foot of the calendar. 


HAROLD J. DAVIS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 7413) for the relief of Harold 
J. Davis, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
amendments on page 1, line 9, after the 
word “him”, to strike out “on the 3d and 
4th of July” and insert “on or about the 
3d or 4th day of June”, and on page 2, 
line 3, after the word “except”, to strike 
out “medical expenses shall” and insert 
“hospital and medical expenses actually 
incurred shall.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 5420) to amend section 
161, title 35, United States Code, relat- 
ing to the patenting of plants was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


RIGHTS OF PRIORITY OF NA- 
TIONALS OF JAPAN AND GER- 
MANY RELATING TO APPLICA- 
TIONS FOR PATENTS 


The bill (H. R. 6280) to extend tempo- 
rarily the rights of priority of nationals 
of Japan and certain nationals of Ger- 
many with respect to applications for 
patents was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3305) to authorize pay- 
ment of certain war claims, including 
payment of certain claims arising out of 
the sequestration by the Imperial Japa- 
nese Government of credits of members 
of the military and naval forces of the 
United States and other United States 
nationals in the Philippines was an- 
nounced as next in order, 

Mr. GORE. Over. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND TO 
THE HOT SPRINGS SCHOOL DIS- 
TRICT AND TO GARLAND COUNTY, 
ARK. 


The bill (H. R. 8038) to authorize the 
conveyance to the Hot Springs School 
District and to Garland County, Ark., 
for school and for other public purposes, 
of certain land originally donated to the 
United States and situated in Hot 
Springs National Park, Ark., and for 
other purposes, was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


LILLIAN SCHLOSSBERG 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2163) for the relief of Lillian 
Schlossberg, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That, notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 2401 (b) of title 28, United States 
Code, jurisdiction is hereby conferred on the 
United States District Court for the Eastern 
District of New York to hear, determine, 
and render judgment on the tort claim of 
Mr. and Mrs. Allan Schlossberg, of Brooklyn, 
N. Y., arising out of an accident involving a 
United States Army vehicle on December 8, 
1945, in the vicinity of Canal Street and 
West Broadway, New York, N. Y. 

Sec. 2. Suit upon such claim may be in- 
stituted hereunder not later than 6 months 
after the date of the enactment of this 
act: Provided, however, That nothing con- 
tained in this act shall be construed as an 
inference of liability on the part of the 
United States Government, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. 
Allan Schlossberg.” 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 8753) to amend the 
Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, to au- 
thorize the Administrator of General 
Services to establish and operate motor- 
vehicle pools and systems and to provide 
office furniture and furnishings when 
agencies are moved to new locations, to 
direct the Administrator to report the 
unauthorized use of Government motor 
vehicles, and to authorize the United 
States Civil Service Commission to reg- 
ulate operators of Government-owned 
motor vehicles, and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON subsequently 
said: Mr. President, some time ago Cal- 
endar No. 1957 (H. R. 8753), to amend 
the Federal Property and Adminstrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, to au- 
thorize the Administrator of General 
Services to establish and operate motor- 
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vehicle pools and systems and to pro- 
vide office furniture and furnishings 
when agencies are moved to new loca- 
tions, to direct the Administrator to re- 
port the unauthorized use of Government 
motor vehicles, and to authorize the 
United States Civil Service Commission 
to regulate operators of Government- 
owned motor vehicles, and for other pur- 
poses, was objected to. I understand the 
objection has been withdrawn. There- 
fore I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be passed to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be passed to 
the foot of the calendar. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN REAL 
PROPERTY TO THE TOWN OF 
BEAUFORT, N. C. 


The bill (S. 3709) to provide for the 
conveyance of certain real property to 
the town of Beaufort, N. C., was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, an iden- 
tical bill, House bill 9406, has passed the 
House. I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions be discharged from further con- 
sideration of the House bill, and that 
the House bill be substituted for the 
Senate bill and be presently considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions is discharged from further consid- 
eration of House bill 9406. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of House bill 9406? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 9406) for the conveyance of cer- 
tain real property to the town of Beau- 
fort, N. C., was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Senate bill 3709 is indefinitely 
postponed. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS 
TO THE COUNTY OF CUMBER- 
LAND, N. C. 


The bill CH. R. 6658) to provide for the 
conveyance of certain lands by the 
United States to the county of Cumber- 
land, State of North Carolina, without 
remuneration, was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 179) to amend section 
7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 
1946, as amended, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND IN 
SUMTER COUNTY, GA., TO THE 
AMERICUS AND SUMTER COUNTY 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
The bill (H. R. 8501) to provide for 

the conveyance of certain land in Sum- 

ter County, Ga., to the Americus and 

Sumter County Chamber of Commerce 
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was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MORSE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I wish to make a very brief 
statement for the record on Calendar 
No. 1961, a bill (H. R. 8020) to authorize 
the transfer of certain property of the 
United States Government in Klamath 
County, Oreg., to the State of Oregon, 
under the time that I am allotted on the 
pending bill. 

When I was at the hospital this morn- 
ing, Calendar No. 1961, H. R. 8020, was 
passed. I had made clear to the Sen- 
ate Calendar Committee that I had no 
objection, because it does not violate 
the Morse formula, but so that no one 
in the future will misunderstand my 
position, let me say this very briefly: 

This is a case in which some 25 acres of 
land were donated to the Federal Gov- 
ernment by the Sumter County Chamber 
of Commerce, in Georgia, for the spe- 
cific purpose of building a veterans’ hos- 
pital. The Federal Government ac- 
cepted the property for that purpose, 
and that purpose alone. i 

The Federal Government then cur- 
tailed its veterans’ hospital program and 
decided against building a hospital at 
this particular site. It is now proposed 
to reconvey the property to the donors, 
in keeping with their clear equity in 
the matter and in keeping with the 
original intent of the transfer, because 
unless the property was to be used for 
the hospital purposes, there was no in- 
tention on the part of the chamber of 
commerce to donate the property in the 
first place. Thus, the Morse formula 
does not apply. 


TRANSFER OF CERTAIN PROPERTY 
TO THE STATE OF OREGON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 8020) authorizing the trans- 
fer of certain property of the United 
States Government (in Klamath County, 
Oreg.) to the State of Oregon, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Government Operations with an 
amendment, on page 4, line 17, after the 
word “of”, to strike out “title 40, United 
States Code Supplement, chapter 10, ti- 
tled ‘Management and Disposal of Gov- 
ernment Property’, subchapter II, sec- 
tion 484 (k) (2) (D) (40 U. S. C. Supp., 
484 (k) (2) (D))” and insert “section 
203 (d) (2) (D) of the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended (40 U. S. C., 484 (k) 
(2) (D)).” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3778) amending section 
413 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

Mr. WILEY subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
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calendar 1963, Senate bill 3778, be placed 
at the foot of the calendar. I under- 
stand that it is agreeable to the Senator 
who previously objected to the bill to 
have it placed at the foot of the calendar 
at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I understand that the bill has already 
been ordered to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; the 
bill was passed over, upon objection. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Then Iam sat- 
isfied to have the bill go to the foot of 
the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Very 
well. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I wonder 
how we shall come out if such a course 
is followed—in other words, if, follow- 
ing the making of an objection, and 
after the Senator who objected may per- 
haps have left the floor, the bill is or- 
dered placed at the foot of the calendar. 
I wonder whether it is proper to have 
that done without notice to the Senator 
or Senators who previously objected to 
the consideration of the bill, and asked 
that it be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair cannot rule as to that. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
purpose was to request that the bill go 
to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If ob- 
jection was filed, it would still stand. 

Mr. WILEY. I wish to say that I 
have spoken to the Senator who objected, 
and we have conferred about the bill. 
It is agreeable to him that the bill be 
placed at the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
has been ordered to the foot of the 
calendar. 


THEODORE J. HARRIS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3104) for the relief of Theodore 
J. Harris. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee I offer an amendment to Sen- 
ate bill 3104. This amendment would 
prohibit the payment of any attorneys’ 
fees in connection with this claim. This 
amendment is offered to have this bill 
conform completely with the past action 
of the Judiciary Committee relating to 
attorneys’ fees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Nevada will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 6, it is proposed to strike out the 
period, insert a colon, and the following: 

Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attor- 
ney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Theodore J. Harris, 
Rockville, Md., is hereby relieved of all liabil- 
ity to refund to the United States the sum 
of $257.01. Such sum represents the com- 
pensation received by the said Theodore J. 
Harris for Saturday and Sunday overtime 
service performed during the period from 
February to April 1951, at the Rockville, Md., 
post office. In the audit and settlement of 
the accounts of any certifying or disbursing 
officer of the United States, full credit shall 
be given for the amount for which liability 
is relieved by this act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, to the said Theodore J. Harris, an 
amount equal to the aggregate of the 
amounts paid by him, or withheld from sums 
otherwise due him, in complete or partial 
satisfaction of the claim of the United States 
for such refund: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


STANLEY RYDZON AND ALEXANDER 
F. ANDERSON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3105) for the relief of Stanley 
Rydzon and Alexander F, Anderson. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary I offer herewith 
anamendment. This amendment would 
prohibit the payment of any attorney’s 
fees in connection with this claim. This 
amendment is offered in order to have 
the bill conform completely with the past 
action of the Judiciary Committee re- 
lating to attorney’s fees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Nevada will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 13, it is proposed to strike the period, 
insert a colon in lieu thereof, and the 
following: 


Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Stanley Rydzon 
and Alexander F. Anderson are hereby relieved 
of all liability to refund to the United States 
the sums of $2,074.50 and $1,550.25, respec- 
tively. Such sums represent compensation 
received by the persons aforesaid as em- 
ployees of the United States post office, San 
Antonio, Tex., during the periods July 1, 
1950, to April 15, 1953, and April 9, 1951, to 
March 31, 1953, respectively, all dates in- 
clusive, while they were also employed by 
the General Services Administration and each 
was receiving dual compensation from the 
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United States at a combined annual rate in 
excess of $2,000. In the audit and settle- 
ment of the accounts of any certifying or 
disbursing officer of the United States, full 
credit shall be given for the amounts for 
which liability is relieved by the act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to pay out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, to the said Stanley Rydzon and Alex- 
ander F. Anderson an amount equal to the 
aggregate of the amounts paid by them, re- 
spectively, or withheld from sums otherwise 
due them, respectively, in complete or partial 
satisfaction of the claims of the United States 
for such refunds: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


ESTATE OF P. H. McCONNELL—BILL 
PASSED TO FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 3326) for the relief of P. H. 
McConnell was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his objection for 
a moment? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold objection. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
July 20, 1954, S. 3326, Calendar No. 1966, 
was reported to the Senate from the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

As reported, this bill is for the relief of 
P. H. McConnell. 

Since the time of reporting the bill it 
has been learned that the claimant is 
deceased. 

I offer herewith amendments to the 
title and text of S. 3326, so as to provide 
for the relief of the estate of P. H. 
McConnell. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

Mr. GORE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, the junior Senator from Ten- 
nessee was under the impression that 
there was no agency report with respect 
to Calendar 1966, Senate bill 3326, for the 
relief of P. H. McConnell. I am now sup- 
plied with the report, and I withdraw my 
objection, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
Calendar No. 1966, Senate bill 3326? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I object on the ground that we must 
establish an orderly procedure if we are 
ever to finish the call of the calendar. 
The bill must go to the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be passed to the 
foot of the calendar, 


BILL PASSED TO FOOT OF THE 
CALENDAR 
The bill (H. R. 3516) for the relief of 


Anna K. McQuilkin was announced as 
next in order. 
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Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
planation is requested of House bill 3516, 
Calendar No. 1967. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be passed to the 
foot of the calendar. 


HAROLD E. WAHLBERG 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 5986) for the relief of Harold 
E. Wahlberg. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk and ask to 
have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Nevada will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 3, it is proposed to strike the period, 
insert a colon in lieu thereof and the 
following: 

Provided, That no part of any proceeds 
paid as the result of the enactment of this 
legislation shall be paid or delievered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on ac- 
count of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating any of 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


RULES OF PRACTICE AND PROCE- 
DURE BEFORE FEDERAL AGEN- 
CIES 


The bill (S. 17) to provide general rules 
of practice and procedure before Federal 
agencies, was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object—and I cer- 
tainly shall not object—I think this is a 
very important bill. I am sure the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nevada feels 
that the Recorp should show the pur- 
pose of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
planation is requested. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
aim of this bill is to bring increased uni- 
formity and simplicity into the practice 
before administrative agencies of the 
Government. 

Almost everyone agrees there is an 
area within which the rules of practice 
before the various agencies of the Gov- 
ernment can be made simpler and more 
uniform. Almost everyone disagrees as 
to just where the boundaries of this area 
are to be found. 

The purpose of this bill is to provide 
the machinery by which the location of 
this boundary may be determined, and 
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through which the greatest feasible de- 
cree of uniformity and simplicity in rules 
of practice may be brought about. 

This will make it easier for the average 
citizen who must deal with the complexi- 
ties of his Government. It will also 
make it easier for lawyers to represent 
their clients before the Government de- 
partments and agencies. As the com- 
mittee report points out: 

At the present time, the field of adminis- 
trative practice and procedure is a jungle to 
be entered with impunity only by those 
familiar with its paths, and then only warily, 
for the paths are often subject to change 
with little notice. 


This bill, S. 17, would create a com- 
mission of 9 members, including 2 Sen- 
ators, 2 Members of the House of 
Representatives, an Assistant Attorney 
General, the head of an independent 
agency in the executive branch of the 
Government, a chief judge of one of the 
judicial circuits, a law school dean, and 
a practicing lawyer, and would charge 
this commission with the duty of formu- 
lating and transmitting to the Attorney 
General, for report to Congress, general 
rules of practice and procedure for 
agencies, 

In deference to the accountants who 
now practice before certain agencies, 
and who fear legislation which might 
restrict such practice to lawyers, the 
bill has been amended to provide spe- 
cifically that the rules proposed by the 
commission shall not deal with qualifi- 
cations or requirements for admission to 
practice before agencies of the Govern- 
ment. 

It is also provided that the proposed 
rules shall neither abridge, enlarge, nor 
modify substantive powers or limita- 
tions respecting any agency, and may 
not provide or withdraw authority to 
hold hearings or to issue compulsory 
process. 

Just as in the case of the eminently 
successful rules of criminal procedure 
and rules of civil procedure, the rules of 
procedure for administrative agencies 
which the commission would propose 
would be submitted to the Congress 
within 30 days after the beginning of a 
session, and if the Congress found the 
rules unobjectionable, they would be- 
come effective 10 days after the ad- 
journment sine die of the session, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
Senate bill 17? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 17) to 
provide general rules of practice and 
procedure before Federal agencies, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment on page 2, line 4, after the word 
“process.” to insert “Such rules shall not 
deal with qualifications or requirements 
for admission to practice before such 
agencies.”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the definitions in 
the Administrative Procedure Act shall be 
applicable to the same terms used in this 
act, 

Sec. 2. Rules of practice and procedure for 
agencies: The Commission established by 
section 3 of this act shall formulate, and 
transmit to the Attorney General for report 
to Congress, general rules of practice and 
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procedure for agencies, including forms and 
such rules as it may deem appropriate in 
agencies respecting judicial proceedings for 
the enforcement or review of agency action, 
Such rules shall neither abridge, enlarge, 
nor modify substantive powers or limitations 
respecting any agency nor may they provide 
or withdraw authority to hold hearings or to 
issue compulsory process. Such rules shall 
not deal with qualifications or requirements 
for admission to practice before such agen- 
cies. Unless previously disapproved by con- 
current resolution of Congress the rules so 
formulated shall take effect 10 days after 
the adjournment sine die of any regular 
session of Congress at which, within 30 days 
of the beginning of such session, they shall 
have been reported to Congress by the At- 
torney General. After rules so become ef- 
fective all laws and agency rules or practices 
in conflict therewith shall, to the extent of 
such conflict, be of no further force or ef- 
fect except in the case of an agency proceed- 
ing initiated prior to such effective date. Ad- 
ditions, repeals, or amendments shall be 
formulated and shall become effective in the 
same manner. So far as any administra- 
tive function is exempt from such general 
rules by statutory definition or by a provision 
of the rules, they shall nevertheless be 
treated as models for adoption to the extent 
that the policy of this act and the ends of 
justice would be served. 

Sec. 3. Administrative Rules Commission: 
For the purposes of section 2 of this act there 
is hereby established a commission composed 
of (1) the chairman and ranking minority 
members of the Committees on the Judiciary 
of the Senate and of the House of Repre- 
sentatives or, in case one or more of them 
declines to serve, the next ranking member of 
the committee on the majority or minority 
side, as the case may be, until four shall ac- 
cept; (2) one of the Assistant Attorneys 
General who has served as such not less than 
2 years, designated by the Attorney General; 
(3) the head of an independent agency who 
has served more than 1 term of office as 
such, designated by the President; (4) the 
senior chief judge of the judicial circuits 
or, in case he declines to serve, the next in 
seniority until one agrees to serve; (5) a 
dean of a law school, designated by the 
President; and (6) a practicing lawyer versed 
in Federal administrative law and representa- 
tive of the legal profession, designated by 
the President, who shall not be subject to 
title 18, United States Code, section 283, or 
any similar prohibition. Members of the 
Commission shall receive no compensation 
other than reimbursement for travel, sub- 
sistence, and other necessary expenses in- 
curred by them in the performance of their 
duties as members of the Commission except 
that members not drawing compensation 
from the United States for personal services 
shall be paid $50 per diem in lieu of sub- 
sistence. The Commission shall elect a 
chairman and secretary from among their 
number, and without regard to the civil- 
service laws or the Classification Act, shall 
appoint, and fix the compensation of, such 
professional and clerical assistants as may 
be necessary for the performance of its 
duties. The Commission shall also provide 
for, and collaborate with, voluntary and un- 
compensated advisory committees represent- 
ative of Government agencies and private or 
professional interests. The Attorney Gen- 
eral shall be responsible for the Commission’s 
quarters, facilities, and budget. There is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of 
any funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated, such sums, not to exceed in the 
aggregate $25,000, as may be necessary for 
the purposes of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
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FRANCIS C. POLLARD 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1692) for the relief of Francis C. 
Pollard which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment on page 2, line 11, after the 
word “act” to strike out “in excess of 10 
paons thereof,” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Francis C. Pollard 
(commander, United States Coast Guard (re- 
tired) ), of Fairhaven, Mass., a sum equal to 
the amount that the said Francis C. Pollard 
would have received for 4 months’ terminal 
leave had he been placed on terminal leave 
beginning on September 1, 1944, plus such 
additional amount as would be equal to the 
difference between the retired pay he has 
received for the period January 1, 1945, to the 
date of the enactment of this act and the 
retired pay he would have received for such 
period had he in fact been granted such 4 
months’ terminal leave. 

Sec. 2. In the administration of all laws 
and regulations related to the granting of 
retired pay to retired officers of the United 
States Coast Guard the said Francis C. Pol- 
lard shall be held and considered to have had 
24 years of creditable service on January 1, 
1945. 

Sec. 3. No part of the amount appropriated 
in this act shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MEADOW SCHOOL DISTRICT 
NO. 29, UPHAM, N. DAK. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3076) to provide for the reim- 
bursement of Meadow School District 
No. 29, Upham, N. Dak., for loss of reve- 
nue resulting from the acquisition of 
certain lands within such school district 
by the Department of the Interior 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment on page 2, line 7, after the word 
“act”, to strike out “in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof”, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Meadow School 
District No. 29, Upham, N. Dak., the sum 
of $5,197.56 in full satisfaction of such school 
district’s claim against the United States 
for reimbursement of loss of revenue result- 
ing from the acquisition by the United 
States Department of the Interior of ap- 
proximately 30 percent of the lands within 
such school district for a wildlife refuge, 
such amount representing the equitable 
share of such school district’s bonded in- 
debtedness remaining due against such lands 
acquired by the Department of the Interior 
at the time of such acquisition: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated 
in this act shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on ac- 
count of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the 
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provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


DISQUALIFICATION OF JUDGES BE- 
LIEVED TO HAVE PERSONAL BIAS 
OR PREJUDICE 


The bill (S. 3517) to amend section 
144 of title 28 of the United States Code 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


FRANK L. PEYTON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2024) for the relief of Frank 
L. Peyton, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 1, after the 
word “act”, to strike out “in excess of 
10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


ESTHER SMITH 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3008) for the relief of Esther 
Smith, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 2, at the beginning 
of line 1, to strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


FRANK G. KOCH 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3951) for the relief of Frank 
G. Koch, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 5, after the 
word “act”, to strike out “in excess of 
10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
ev and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


MRS. DOROTHY J. WILLIAMS, WID- 
OW OF MELVIN EDWARD WIL- 
LIAMS 


The Senate proceeded to consided the 
bill (H. R. 5093) for the relief of Mrs. 
Dorothy J. Williams, widow of Melvin 
Edward Williams. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
send forward an amendment with refer- 
ence to attorneys’ fees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, line 
9, it is proposed to strike out the period, 
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insert a colon in lieu thereof, and the fol- 
lowing: 

Provided, That no part of any proceeds 
paid as the result of the enactment of this 
legislation shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on ac- 
count of the services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the pro- 
vision of this act shall be deemed guilty of 
a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ne- 
vada. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


JOSEPH ANDREW WRIGHT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 47) for the relief of Joseph An- 
drew Wright which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with amendments on page 1, line 6, after 
the word “for”, to strike out “total”; and 
on page 2, line 7, after the word “act”, 
to strike out “in excess of 10 percent 
thereof”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Joseph Andrew 
Wright (C-—2952631), a sum equal to the 
amount of compensation for disability in- 
curred in peacetime naval service which 
would have been payable to him for the 
period beginning November 13, 1930, the date 
of his discharge from the United States Navy, 
and ending November 29, 1949, the date on 
which his claim for disability compensation 
was allowed by the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs by virtue of a correction in his 
naval record ordered by the Board for Cor- 
rections of Naval Records, and approved by 
the Secretary of the Navy, on November 22, 
1949, if claim for such compensation had 
been filed and allowed immediately upon his 
discharge from the United States Navy: 
Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attor- 
ney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


L. R. SWARTHOUT, AND THE LEGAL 
GUARDIAN OF HAROLD SWARTH- 
OUT—BILL PASSED TO FOOT OF 
THE CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 1022) for the relief of L. R. 
Swarthout, and the legal guardian of 
Harold Swarthout, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, by 
request, I ask that the bill go to the foot 
of the calendar. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Will the Senator 
withhold his objection? 
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Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to 
withhold it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to offer am amendment. At 
the time the bill was printed a typo- 
graphical error was made, with respect 
to one of the amendments proposed by 
the committee. The report accompany- 
ing the bill correctly reflects the pro- 
posed amendment. At this time I submit 
an amendment, and I ask for its imme- 
diate consideration. I ask that the 
amendment be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would like to inquire if the Sena- 
tor from Florida desires that the bill go 
to the foot of the calendar and that the 
proposed amendment be taken up at the 
time the bill is under consideration. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I make that re- 
quest, because we have a request that 
the bill go to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed to the foot of the calendar. 


CUBAN-AMERICAN SUGAR CO. 
CLAIM 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
the bill (S. 3304) conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims of the United 
States to consider and render judgment 
on the claim of the Cuban-American 
Sugar Co. against the United States 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 5, after the 
word “claim”, to strike out the comma 
and “together with interest therein,“; 
and on page 3, line 2, after the word 
“amended”, to insert a colon and “Pro- 
vided, however, That nothing contained 
in this act shall be construed as an in- 
ference of liability on the part of the 
United States Government.”, so as to 
make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Court of Claims 
of the United States be, and hereby is, given 
jurisdiction to hear, determine, and render 
judgment on the claim of the Cuban-Amer- 
ican Sugar Co. against the United States 
for a refund of taxes erroneously and illegally 
assessed and collected as excess-profit taxes 
for the period from January 1, 1917, to Sep- 
tember 30, 1917. That, for the purpose of 
arriving at the correct determination of 
the tax for this period, the Court of Claims 
is to apply the method of computation under 
sections 201 or 203 of the Revenue Act of 
1917, based upon the invested capital of 
the corporation amounting to $39,848,530.85, 
which was the invested capital of the Cuban- 
American Sugar Co. according to the deci- 
sions of the Board of Tax Appeals, all dated 
December 16, 1932, which decisions were 
based upon the stipulation entered into be- 
tween the Cuban-American Sugar Co. and 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
whereby it was agreed that the sum of 
$39,848,530.85 was the invested capital of 
the Cuban-American Sugar Co. for the cal- 
endar year 1917. 

Sec. 2. In the proceedings upon such claims 
before the Court of Claims the United States 
shall not avail itself of the defense that the 
General Counsel for the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue acted without legal authority in 
making such stipulation of settlement. 

Sec. 3. Suit upon such claim may be insti- 
tuted at any time within 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this act, notwith- 
standing the lapse of time, laches, the form 
or any content or the time of filing of claims 
for the refund and alleged amendments 
thereto, heretofore filed or any statute of 
limitations, Proceedings for the determina- 
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tion of such claim and appeals from the 
payment of any judgment thereon shall be 
in the same manner as in the case of claims 
over which such court has jurisdiction under 
section 1346 of title 28, United States Code, 
as amended: Provided, however, That noth- 
ing contained in this act shall be construed 
as an inference of liability on the part of 
the United States Government, 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


CHARLES R. LOGAN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 4175) for the relief of 
Charles R. Logan which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with amendments, on page 1, 
line 6, after the word of“, to strike out 
“$800” and insert “$2,799.93”; and on 
page 2, line 5, after the word “act”, to 
strike out “in excess of 10 percent 
thereof.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


CHANCY C. NEWSOM 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 5460) for the relief of Chancy 
C. Newsom which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 


That the Secretary of the Treasury is au- 
thorized and directed to pay, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated, (1) to the legal guardian of 
Susan M. Newsom, a minor, the sum of 
$25,000, in full satisfaction of all claims 
against the United States for personal and 
permanent injuries, pain and suffering, 
facial and other physical disfigurement sus- 
tained by the said Susan M. Newsom on 
February 21, 1952, when she was severely 
burned by the explosion of an oil switch at 
Camp Wood, Kumamoto, Kyushu, Japan, 
and (2) to Chancy C. Newsom, of 28 North- 
west 36 Court, Miami, Fla., father of the 
said Susan M. Newsom, the sum of $327, in 
full satisfaction of his claim against the 
United States for reimbursement for hos- 
pital and other expenses incurred by him on 
account of the injuries so sustained by the 
said Susan M. Newsom: Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated by this 
act shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of the 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec- 
retary will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from New Jersey. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 14, it is proposed to strike out the 
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figure “$25,000” and to insert in lieu 
thereof the figure “$17,473.” 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The amend- 
ment brings the sum to be awarded in 
line with the amount contained in the 
bill passed by the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed, 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act for the relief of Chancy C. New- 
som and the legal guardian of Susan M. 
Newsom, a minor.” 


CONVEYANCE OF A CERTAIN TRACT 
OF LAND IN MISSISSIPPI TO JON- 
ATHAN JONES—BILL PLACED AT 
FOOT OF CALENDAR 
The bill (S. 3316) to authorize and 

direct the conveyance of a certain tract 

of land in the State of Mississippi to 

Jonathan Jones was announced as next 

in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. By request, I ask 
that the bill go to the foot of the cal- 
endar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be passed to the 
foot of the calendar. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 5605) to amend the 
Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 to provide for pay- 
ment of taxes or payments in lieu of 
taxes with respect to real property trans- 
ferred from Government Corporations 
to other agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment, was announced as next in order, 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6290) to discontinue 
certain reports now required by law, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. COOPER. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 951) for the relief of 
the Trust Association of H. Kempner was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr, COOPER. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill 
will be passed over. 


MARKERS IN NATIONAL 
CEMETERIES 

The bill (H. R. 4690) to provide for 
the erection of appropriate markers in 
national cemeteries to honor the memory 
of members of the Armed Forces missing 
in action was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 
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CHIEF, MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS OF 
THE NAVY 


The bill (H. R. 2224) to amend the 
Army-Navy Medical Services Corps Act 
of 1947 (61 Stat. 734), as amended, so 
as to authorize the appointment of a 
Chief of the Medical Service Corps of 
the Navy, and for other purposes was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, 


AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL 
DEFENSE ACT 


The bill (H. R. 6223) to amend section 
87 of the National Defense Act of June 
3, 1916, as amended (32 U. S. C. 47), to 
relieve the States from accountability 
and pecuniary liability for property lost, 
damaged, or destroyed except in cases 
where it shall appear that the loss, dam- 
age, or destruction of the property was 
due to carelessness or negligence or could 
have been avoided by the exercise of 
reasonable care was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


PAY OF CERTAIN NAVAL OFFICERS 

The bill (H. R. 7131) to repeal a limi- 
tation on pay of certain officers of the 
Navy was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN UNCOM- 
PLETED NAVAL VESSELS 


The bill (H. R. 8570) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to dispose of cer- 
tain uncompleted naval vessels, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
this bill will do three things. 

First. Authorize the Secretary of the 
Navy to scrap two uncompleted destroy- 
ers on which construction has been 
stopped for at least 7 years. These ves- 
sels, the Castle and Woodrow R. Thomp- 
son, consist of two uncompleted hulls, 
located in the Naval Industrial Reserve 
Shipyard, Port Newark, N. J. The ship- 
yard itself has been deactivated for sev- 
eral years. The Navy has no authority 
to scrap the hulls since existing legisla- 
tion requires that they be kept for even- 
tual completion. 

Second. The bill would ratify the Navy 
action of scrapping two uncompleted de- 
stroyers which were scrapped shortly 
after December 3, 1946, without legisla- 
tive authority. These vessels at the time 
consisted of two uncompleted hulls. 

Third. The bill would ratify the Navy 
action in discontinuing the construction 
of two submarines, the Lancetfish and 
Turbot. Technically, the Navy was re- 
quired by law to complete these vessels 
because of the Appropriation Rescission 
Act of 1946, which required the Navy to 
complete all vessels which were 20 per- 
cent complete as of March 1, 1946. Sub- 
sequently the Navy found that about 
$912 million could be saved by complet- 
ing two other submarines of the fleet re- 
serve rather than the two named in the 
bill. Lancetfish was placed in the re- 
serve fleet and the Turbot was assigned 
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for test purposes. Both of these vessels 
can be completed at a later date, if 
necessary. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Is the bill directed 
specifically to three ships, or does the 
bill contain general authority? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It is directed 
specifically to two submarines, two un- 
completed destroyers, and two more un- 
completed destroyers. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is limited to 
those ships? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 8570) to authorize the Secretary of 
the Navy to dispose of certain uncom- 
pleted naval vessels, and for other pur- 
poses, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


INTEGRATION OF JUDGE ADVO- 
CATES’ PROMOTION LIST WITH 
THAT OF THE ARMY 
The bill (H. R. 9000) to integrate the 

Judge Advocates’ promotion list with 

that of the Army to restore lost seniority 

and grade, and for other purposes, was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


REVOCATION OF ELECTION BY RE- 
TIRED MEMBERS OF THE UNI- 
FORMED SERVICES UNDER THE 
UNIFORMED SERVICES CONTIN- 
GENCY OPTION ACT OF 1953 
The bill (H. R. 9302) to permit re- 

tired members of the uniformed serv- 
ices to revoke elections made under the 
Uniformed Services Contingency Op- 
tion Act of 1953 in certain cases where 
the elections were made because of 
mathematical errors or misinformation 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


TRANSFER OF CERTAIN PROPERTY 
IN CANAL ZONE 


The bill (S. 2780) to authorize certain 
property transactions in Cocoli, Canal 
Zone, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is on the calendar a companion bill to 
S. 2780. It is Calendar No. 2238, H. R. 
7334. Without objection, the House bill 
will be considered. The Secretary will 
state the House bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
7334) to authorize certain property 
transactions in Cocoli, C. Z., and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, S. 2780 will be indefinitely 
postponed, 
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AUTHORIZING ADMINISTRATOR OF 
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS TO CONVEY 
CERTAIN PROPERTY TO MILWAU- 
KEE COUNTY, WIS. 


The bill (S. 3393) authorizing the Ad- 
ministrator of Veterans’ Affairs to con- 
vey certain property to Milwaukee 
County, Wis., was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs is authorized and directed 
to convey to Milwaukee County, Wis., for use 
for highway, motor vehicle parking, and rec- 
reational purposes, all right, title, and inter- 
est of the United States in and to a tract of 
28 acres of land, more or less, together with 
structures thereon, constituting a portion of 
the reservation of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion Center, Wood, Wis., and situated along 
the southwesterly boundary of certain land 
conveyed to Milwaukee County by the Ad- 
ministrator pursuant to the act of Septem- 
ber 1, 1949 (63 Stat. 683), and described 
therein as “Parcel II.“ The exact legal de- 
scription of the land to be conveyed shall be 
determined by the Administrator or his des- 
ignate and, in the event that a survey is 
required in order to make such determina- 
tion, Milwaukee County shall bear the ex- 
pense thereof. 

Sec. 2. TLe deed of conveyance shall— 

(a) provide that Milwaukee County shall 
construct for the Veterans’ Administration 
two service buildings, a duplex house and 
two-car garage, an animal house (all with 
necessary utilities and service drives), a water 
meter pit, necessary fencing, and a service 
road, all of which construction shall be in 
accordance with plans, and at locations on 
the reservation of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion Center, Wood, Wis., to be mutually 
agreed upon by the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs or his designate and Milwaukee 
County; 

(b) provide that if Milwaukee County fails 
to use the tract of land so conveyed for high- 
way, motor vehicle parking and recreational 
purposes or alienates or attempts to alienate 
all or any part thereof, title thereto shall 
revert to the United States; and 

(c) contain such additional terms, con- 
ditions, reservations, and restrictions as may 
be determined by the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs to be necessary to protect the 
interests of the United States. 


PARTICIPATION IN FIRST INTERNA- 
TIONAL INSTRUMENT CONGRESS 
AND EXPOSITION 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 257) 
authorizing the President to invite the 
States of the Union and foreign coun- 
tries to participate in the First Inter- 
national Instrument Congress and Ex- 
position to be held in Philadelphia, Pa., 
from September 13 to 25, 1954, was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ISSUANCE OF MEDALS TO CERTAIN 
SCIENTIFIC AND EDUCATIONAL 
SOCIETIES 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

bill (S. 3400) to authorize the issuance 

of commemorative medals to certain 
scientific and educational societies of 
which Benjamin Franklin was a member 
in observance of the 250th anniversary 
of his birth which had been reported 
from the Committee on Banking and 

Currency with amendments, on page 1, 

line 6, after the word “of”, to strike out 

“State” and insert “the Treasury”; at 

the beginning of line 8, to strike out 
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“gold” and insert bronze“; on page 2, 
line 1, after the word “scientific” to 
strike out “and”; and in the same line, 
after the word “educational” to insert 
“and welfare“, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, in commemora- 
tion of the 250th anniversary of the birth of 
Benjamin Franklin occurring on January 17, 
1956, and in connection with the observance 
and celebration of that event, the Secretary 
of the Treasury is authorized and directed 
to have struck 19 bronze medals of an ap- 
propriate design and inscription and to pro- 
vide for the presentation of such medals to 
the following-named scientific, educational, 
and welfare societies of which Benjamin 
Franklin was a member: The American 
Philosophical Society (Philadelphia), Phila- 
delphia Society of the Sons of St. George, 
Accademia di Scienze, Lettre et Arti in Padors 
(formerly Reale Accademia) (Italy), L’Acade- 
mie des Sciences, LInstitute de France (for- 
merly Academie Royale), the Royal Society 
(England), Königliche Geselleschaft der Wis- 
senschaftler, Göttingen (Germany), the Roy- 
al Society of Arts (England), Bataafsch 
Genootschap der Proefondervindelijke 
Wijsbegeerte (Netherlands), The Academie 
de Medicine (France), The Medical Society 
of London, The American Academy of Arts 
and Sciences (Boston), the Royal Society of 
Edinburgh, Real Academia de la Historia 
(Spain), Academie Nationale des Sciences, 
Belle-Lettres et Arts de Lyon (France), Real 
Accademia delle Science di Torino (Italy), 
the Manchester Literary and Philosophical 
Society (England), the Societa Patrioca 
diretta all'avanzamento dell Agricultura delle 
Arti e delle Manifatture, Milano (Italy), the 
Philadelphia Society for Promoting Agricul- 
ture, and the Society of Antiquaries of 
London. 

Sec. 2. Such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this act are hereby 
authorized to be appropriated, 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
“A bill to authorize the issuance of com- 
memorative medals to certain societies of 
which Benjamin Franklin was a member 
in observance of the 250th anniversary of 
his birth.“ 


AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL CREDIT 
UNION ACT, AS AMENDED 

The bill (H. R. 9236) to amend the 

Federal Credit Union Act, as amended, 

was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF TRADING WITH 
THE ENEMY ACT—BILL PASSED 
OVER 


The bill (S. 3423) to amend the Trad- 
ing With the Enemy Act, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold his objection? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to 
withhold it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I ask leave to proceed 
for 15 minutes, in explanation of the bill. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill goes over. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
renew my request that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
goes over. 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I should like to state the reason for my 
objection. It was stated at the begin- 
ning of the calendar call that both cal- 
endar committees agreed that we would 
have an orderly call of the calendar, and 
not violate the spirit of the 5-minute 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1555) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to construct, 
operate, and maintain the Colorado 
River storage project and participating 
projects and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


RECLASSIFICATION OF DICTA- 
PHONES IN THE TARIFF ACT OF 
1930 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 8932) to reclassify dictaphones 
in the Tariff Act of 1930 which had been 
reported from the Committee on Finance 
with amendments, on page 2, line 11, 
after the word “The”, to insert “fore- 
going”; and after line 13, to insert: 

Sec. 5. Section 201 of title II of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended, is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new para- 
graph to read as follows: 

“Par. 1818. Furfural.“ 

Sec.6. The Secretary of the Treasury is 
hereby directed to admit free of duty black 
granite, in whatever form, for use in any 
statue, monument, or memorial authorized 
by law to be erected on Federal property. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
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Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, to H. R. 
8932 I offer an amendment which I send 
to the desk and ask to have stated. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, may 
I ask the Senator from Pennsylvania 
what is the purport of his amendment? 

Mr. MARTIN. As the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Finance 
will recall, the committee acted upon an 
amendment to this bill which would 
permit the importation of black granite, 
for the construction of the Marine Corps 
War Memorial on the Nevius Tract near 
Arlington Cemetery. This is the famous 
monument, showing Marines raising the 
flag on Iwo Jima. 

Subsequently, it was brought to my 
attention that there is granite of a 
similar kind to be found in the United 
States, and the wording of the commit- 
tee amendment might be interpreted to 
permit the entry of black granite, duty 
free, for an unspecified period of time. 
This was not the intention of the original 
amendment, which was for the specific 
purpose of the monument. I believe this 
limiting amendment will answer the 
objection raised. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 19, after the word “form”, it is pro- 
posed to insert “imported prior to Jan- 
uary 1, 1955.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. MARTIN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read the 
third time. 
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The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


INCREASE IN RATES OF COMPENSA- 
TION TO CERTAIN VETERANS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 9020) to provide increases in 
the monthly rates of compensation pay- 
able to certain veterams and their de- 
pendents. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have a statement 
printed immediately prior to the passage 
of Calendar No. 2002, H. R. 9020. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR COOPER 


There are two important veterans bills 
presently pending before the Senate, H. R. 
9020 and H. R. 9962. These bills will pro- 
vide for a much-needed increase in veterans’ 
compensation, their dependents, and sur- 
vivors. We all know to what extent vet- 
erans who must live on fixed compensation 
and pension payments have been seriously 
affected by the increases in the cost of living. 

Although I am not a member of the Senate 
Finance Committee, which submitted the 
reports on these bills, I became familiar with 
the scope and purpose of these bills as a 
member of the majority Calendar Commit- 
tee and I wish to speak in support of this 
vital legislation. I should like to offer brief 
explanations of the bills before us and to 
set forth the actual increases provided. 

H. R. 9020 

Section 1 of H. R. 9020 provides for a 
5 percent increase in compensation for vet- 
erans with service-incurred disability and 
applies to wartime veterans as well as vet- 
erans of the regular establishment who 
served in time of peace. The actual in- 
creases which are provided in the bill are 
as follows; 


Compensation increases to veterans and dependents under H. R: 9020 


th 9 177 r ß ...... ß a a ee 
(0) Suffered disability under conditions which would entitled him to 2 or more rates in (0 to (n), no condition being con- 


Present Jaw Present law 
war-ser vice- a 
connected 0 
rates, Veter-] H. R. 55775 H. R. 
aus Regula- | 000 ang Mosa. 0020 
tion 1 (a), as 3 
ame n 1 (a), as 
pt. L 1 amended, 
x pt. II 
$12. 60 $14.00 
25. 20 26. 00 
37. 80 40. 00 
50. 40 53.00 
69. 00 73.00 
82. 80 87.00 
96. 60 102. 00 
110. 40 116.00 
124. 20 130. 00 
138. 00 145.00 
37. 60 37.60 


r with complications, preventing natural elbow or knee action 
eyes, rendering him so helpless as to be in need of regular aid 


sidered twice, or suffered total deafness in combination with total blindness with 5/200 visual acuity or less, monthly 


P AAA ˙ͤ 2 r ˙—i.mi. . tly ĩͤ . ĩÄ6 . ee RE 


(p) In event disabled person's Service- incurred disabilities exeeed requirements for any of rates prescribed, Administrator, 


in his discretion, may allow next higher rate, or intermediate rate, but in no event in excess of. 


% Minimum rate for arrested tuberculosis. 


212. 80 223. 00 
313.00 329. 00 250. 40 263. 00 
353. 00 371. 00 282, 40 297. 00 
400, 00 420. 00 320. 00 336. 00 
400. 00 420. 00 820. 00 336. 00 
67. 00 67. 00 53. 60 53. 60 


1 But in no event to exceed $420. 
Nut in no event to exceed $336, 


Section 2 of H. R. 9020 provides increases ability. Widows without children will be $60 to $75 if one parent is living, and from 


for widows and parents of veterans whose 


increased from $75 to $87 per month. 


De- 
death resulted from a service-incurred dis- pendent parents will receive an increase from 


the present rate of $70 to $80 if both par- 
ents are living. s 


14020 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


The total cost of the increases provided in estimated allocation of the costs is as fol- 


this bill is estimated at $109,854,000. The 


lows: 


Wartime | Peacetime' 


August 11 


H. R. 9962 

The second bill provides a similar increase 
for non-service-connected veterans and their 
dependents. H. R. 9962 will increase by 5 
percent virtually all monthly rates of pen- 
sions payable to veterans and dependents 
under the various laws which are adminis- 
tered by the Veterans Administration. This 
will include veterans of the Korean war, 
World War II, World War I, the Spanish- 
American War, the Civil War, the Indian 
Campaign, and the Mexican War. 

The actual increases provided in H. R. 
9962 for veterans of the recent wars are as 
follows: 


Pension increase to veterans and dependents under H. R. 9962 


— mä —— ů˙ꝗẽœüääf — — fei. —ẽ ãſ—jGĩ— ——— — 


WORLD Liber I, WorLD WAR II, AND KOREAN CONFLICT 


Veterans. 
Permanent and total d ability 
Permanent and total disability and age 


Rated permanent and totally disabled, continuous period of 10 years. 
Aid and attendance br: 

(Note.—The foregoing rates are available to Spanish-American War veterans. 
stantially all such veterans on the pension rolls are being paid the greater rates set forth below ) 


le 

2 children (equally divided). 
3 children (equally divided). 
Each additional child (total equally divided) 


SPANISH-AMERICAN WAR 
Nen . T—T— ]]!!! AN 


90 days’ or more service: 
Mo disability or more 
Age 62 or ov r 


en — 


70 through 89 days’ service: 

Yo disability or more. 

Age 62 or over... 

Aid and attendance 
Dependents 
T. TT... ee E 
Widow who was wife of veteran during service.. 
Additional for each child 
Children where there is no widow: 

1 child (to age 16) 


1 child (age 16 or over) 
— —.— (age 16 or over) equally divided 
eh 


It is estimated that the enactment of H. R. 
9962 would affect approximately 544,700 vet- 
erans and 399,100 cases of deceased veterans 
during the first year, at an additional cost 
of approximately $35,958,000. 

I am glad that we are considering legisla- 


tion to provide these increases. The eco- 
nomic readjustments in recent years have 
been a particular hardship to our veterans 
whose rates of compensation have often 
lagged far behind the cost of living and the 
adjustments which were made for other seg- 
ments of our population. It is my hope that 
the Senate will approve both of these bills. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


EXTENSION OF COVERAGE OF 
SERVICEMEN'S INDEMNITY ACT 
TO RESERVE OFFICERS’ TRAIN- 
ING CORPS 


The bill (H. R. 5314) to extend the 
coverage of the Servicemen’s Indemnity 
Act to members of the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps when ordered to active 
training duty for periods in excess of 
14 days was announced as next in order. 


Each additional child (to age 16), total equally divided.. 


dren (age 16 or over) equally divided 
Each additional child (age 16 or over), total equally divided 7. 


Exist ing 
rates 


However, sub- 


Bes 285 
8338 828 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, may we 
have an explanation of this bill? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the proposed legislation is 
to extend coverage under the Service- 
men’s Indemnity Act of 1951, effective 
April 25, 1951, to members of the Army 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, the 
Naval Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, 
and the Air Force Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps, when called or ordered 
to active duty for 14 days or more. 
Thus, in the event of death of a mem- 
ber of any of these training corps 
while on such active training duty, his 
beneficiary would be entitled to $10,000 
free indemnity insurance. 

In addition to providing indemnity 
coverage, the bill extends to members of 
these training corps the right to apply 
for national service life insurance within 
120 days after separation from active 
training duty of more than 30 days. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Does not the 
Senator think that this will establish an 
undesirable precedent? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not think so. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 


H. R. 9962 Number affected 


Si BS 
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Mr. GOLDWATER. Will the Senator 
state whether the bill covers National 
Guard men also? 

. They are already 
covered under the law. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Does it include 
Air National Guard men also? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. All guardsmen are 
covered. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. They are pres- 
ently covered? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 5314) was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


BILL AND RESOLUTION PASSED 
OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, so as to extend coverage 
under the Old-Age and Survivors’ In- 
surance program, increase the benefits 
payable thereunder, preserve the insur- 
ance rights of disabled individuals, and 
increase the amount of earnings per- 
mitted without loss of benefits, and for 


1954 


other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 288) to make 
certain funds available to the Commit- 
tee on Government Operations was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be passed over. 


PRINTING OF PRAYERS OF CHAP- 
LAIN OF THE SENATE 


The resolution (S. Res. 294) to print 
the prayers of the Chaplain of the Sen- 
ate was considered and agreed to, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That 3,000 copies of the prayers 
offered by the Reverend Frederick Brown 
Harris, Doctor of Divinity, Chaplain of the 
Senate, at the opening of the daily sessions 
of the Senate during the 81st, 82d, and 83d 
Congresses, inclusive, be printed and bound 
for the use of the Senate. 


ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR THE COM- 
MITTEE ON BANKING AND CUR- 
RENCY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution (S. Res. 289) to provide addi- 
tional funds for the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Rules and 
Administration with amendments, on 
page 1, line 12, after the word exceed“, 
to strike out “$150,000” and insert “$75,- 
000”; and on page 2, line 2, after the 
word “purposes”, to insert “pursuant to 
Senate Resolution 229, agreed to April 
23, 1954”, so as to make the resolution 
read: 


Resolved, That in holding hearings, re- 
porting such hearings, and making investi- 
gations as authorized by section 134 (a) of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 
and pursuant to its jurisdiction under rule 
XXV (1) (d) 4 of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate, the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized until January 31, 1955, 
to make such expenditures, and to employ 
upon a temporary basis such investigators, 
and such technical, clerical, and other as- 
sistants, as it deems advisable. 

Sec. 2. The expenses of the committee un- 
der this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$75,000 (in addition to amounts heretofore 
made available for such purposes pursuant 
to S. Res. 229, agreed to April 23, 1954), shall 
be paid from the contingent fund of the 
Senate upon vouchers approved by the chair- 
man of the committee, 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The resolution, as amended, was 
agreed to. 


STUDY OF ANTITRUST LAWS—RESO- 
LUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 14) authoriz- 
ing a study of the antitrust laws of the 
United States, and administration, inter- 
pretation, and effect, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over, 

Mr. MAGNUSON. With regard to 
Calendar 2008, Senate Resolution 14, I 
am wondering if the objector would in- 
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form the Senate whether the objection 
is by request. What is the reason for 
the objection? 

Mr. GORE. It is by request. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. President—and I shall not 
object—this is a very important investi- 
gation which is now going on, involving 
the question of monopoly and antitrust 
laws. It also involves the question of 
the misuse of monopoly and the question 
of power and matters of that sort. 

I had hoped that the objector might 
allow this resolution to go to the foot 
of the calendar, instead of going over, so 
that we might be able to get the matter 
settled. It has been hanging fire for a 
long time, as I think the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran] will agree. We 
would like to have the resolution adopted, 
so that we can get started on this matter, 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the mem- 
bers of the Calendar Committee have as 
their prime function the registration of 
objections on the part of their colleagues. 
I have been requested to object to the 
consideration of this resolution. Unless 
that request is withdrawn, I am not in 
a position to have the resolution con- 
sidered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. May I make a sug- 
gestion to the Senator from Tennessee? 
If he will allow this resolution to go to 
the foot of the calendar, I might ask who 
the objector is, and I might be able to 
talk to him. 

Mr. GORE. I am not going to say in 
which direction I have been looking; but 
I see a certain Senator shaking his head 
to indicate “No,” so I will have to insist 
that it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will go over. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I will say the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee was not looking 
behind him. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee withhold his 
objection for a moment? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold the objection. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The amount of money 
involved in the resolution is compara- 
tively small. It is understood that there 
will be cooperation with the Department 
of Justice, which is also investigating 
this same subject matter. It would seem 
to me that the Judiciary Committee 
ought to study this subject, along with 
the Department of Justice. I hope some 
arrangement can be made. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The amount in- 
volved, as I have been informed by the 
distinguished Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran], is $35,000. This is a very 
important matter. It involves the whole 
power question, and many other ques- 
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tions of antimonopoly which I think 
have been sadly neglected at the other 
end of the avenue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution will go over. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. 
request? 

Mr. GORE. It is by request, 


Is the objection by 


AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REV- 
ENUE CODE—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 5407) to amend section 
2879 (b) of the Internal Revenue Code 
was announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

Mr. MALONE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, may I ask the distinguished 
Senator from Florida to withhold his 
objection to Calendar 2009, H. R. 5407, 
so that I may make a statement and 
request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator from Nevada 
that unanimous consent must be ob- 
tained in order to return to the consid- 
eration of the bill. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I shall have to object, because I have 
been insisting all along that such bills 
go to the foot of the calendar, and then 
to be heard in their turn. 

Mr. MALONE. That is the request I 
now make. I ask that Calendar No. 
2009, H. R. 5407, go to the foot of the 
calendar to be called again at that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will go to the foot 
of the calendar. 


INCREASE OF COMPENSATION OF 
CLASSIFIED, POSTAL, AND OTHER 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES—BILL 
PASSED TO FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 7774) to establish a uniform 
system for the granting of incentive 
awards to officers and employees of the 
United States, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service 
with an amendment, to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

TITLE I—EMPLOYEES GENERALLY 

Sec.101. (a) Section 603 (b) and section 
603 (c) of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, are amended- to read as follows: 

“(b) The compensation schedule for the 
General Schedule shall be as follows: 


$2,750 $2,830 $2,910 $2,900 $3,070 $3,150 
3, 000 3,080 3, 160 3, 240 3,320 3, 400 
3, 200 3, 280 3,360 3, 440 3, 520 3, 600 
3, 425 3, 505 3, 585 3, 665 3, 745 3, 825 
3, 705 3, 830 3, 955 4, 080 4, 205 4, 330 
4, 110 4, 235 4, 360 4, 485 4,610 4,735 
4, 540 4,665 4,790 4,915 5, 040 5, 165 
4,975 5, 100 5, 225 5, 350 5, 475 5, 600 
5, 440 5, 565 5, 690 5, 815 5,940 6, 065 
5, 900 6,025 6, 150 6, 275 6, 400 6, 525 
6, 435 6, 635 6, 835 7,035 7, 235 
7,590 7,790 7,990 8,190 8, 390 
8, 980 9, 180 9, 380 9, 580 9, 780 

10,240 10,40 10,640 10,840 11,040 

11.40 11,740 11,900 12. 240 

12, 640 12, 840 13,040 13, 240 

13, 640 13, 840 14, 040 14, 240 
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“(c) (1) The compensation schedule for the Crafts, Protective, and Custodial Schedule Branch Appropriation Act, 1955 (Public Law 
shall be as follows: 


Serge 
ZEREZ 
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“(2) Charwomen working part time shall 
be paid at the rate of $2,870 per annum, and 
head charwomen working part time at the 
rate of $3,010 per annum.” 

(b) The rates of basic compensation of 
officers and employees to whom this section 
applies shall be initially adjusted as fol- 
lows: 

(1) If the employee is receiving a rate of 
basic compensation immediately prior to the 
effective date of this section at one of the 
scheduled or longevity rates provided by the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, he 
shall receive a rate of basic compensation 
at the corresponding scheduled or longevity 
rate in effect on and after such date; 

(2) If the employee is receiving a rate of 
basic compensation immediately prior to the 
effective date of this section at a rate be- 
tween two scheduled or two longevity rates, 
or between a scheduled rate and a longevity 
rate, provided by the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, he shall receive a rate of 
basic compensation at the higher of the two 
corresponding rates in effect on and after 
such date; 

(3) If the employee, immediately prior to 
the effective date of this section, is in a 
position in any one of the first 10 grades of 
the General Schedule or in any one of the 
grades of the Crafts, Protective, and Cus- 
todial Schedule, and is receiving a rate of 
basic compensation in excess of the maxi- 
mum longevity rate of his grade as pro- 
vided in this section, he shall continue to 
receive basic compensation without change 
in rate until (A) he leaves such position, or 
(B) he is entitled to receive basic compensa- 
tion at a higher rate by reason of the op- 
eration of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended; but when such position becomes 
vacant, the rate of basic compensation of 
any subsequent appointee shall be fixed in 
accordance with such act, as amended; 

(4) If the employee, immediately prior to 
the effective date of this section, is in a 
position in grade 11, 12, 13, 14, or 15 of the 
General Schedule, and is receiving a rate of 
basic compensation in excess of the maxi- 
mum scheduled rate of his grade as provided 
in this section, he shall continue to receive 
basic compensation without change in rate 
until (A) he leaves such position, or (B) he 
is entitled to receive basic compensation at a 
higher rate by reason of the operation of 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended; 
but when such position becomes vacant, the 
rate of basic compensation of any subse- 
quent appointee shall be fixed in accordance 
with such act, as amended. 

Src. 102. (a) The rates of basic compensa- 
tion of officers and employees in or under 
the judicial branch of the Government 
whose rates of compensation are fixed pur- 
suant to section 62 (2) of the Bankruptcy 
Act (11 U. S. C. 102 (a) (2)), section 3656 
of title 18 of the United States Code, the 
second and third sentences of section 603, 
section 604 (5), or sections 672 to 675, in- 
clusive, of title 28 of the United States Code, 
are hereby increased by 5 percent, except 
that no such rate shall be increased by more 
than $440 per annum or less than $170 per 
annum, 

(b) The limitations of $10,560 and $14,355 
with respect to the aggregate salaries pay- 
able to secretaries and law clerks of circuit 
and district judges, contained in the para- 
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$2,040 $2,100 $2,160 $2,220 82,20 $2,340 
2, 660 2, 730 2, 800 2, 870 2, 940 3, 010 
2, 802 2, 882 2, 962 3, 042 3,122 3.202 
3, 000 3, 080 3, 160 3, 240 3, 320 3, 400 
3, 224 3, 304 3, 384 3, 464 3, 544 3, 624 
3, 450 3, 530 3, 610 3, 690 3, 770 3, 850 
3, 705 3, 805 3, 905 4, 005 4, 105 4, 205 
4, 050 4,175 4, 300 4, 425 4, 550 4, 675 
4,485 4,610 4, 735 4, 860 4, 985 5, 110 
4,920 5, 045 5, 170 5, 205 6, 420 5, 545 


graph under the heading “Salaries of Sup- 
porting Personnel” in the Judiciary Appro- 
priation Act, 1955, or in any subsequent ap- 
propriation act, shall be increased by the 
amounts necessary to pay the additional 
basic compensation provided by this act. 

Src. 103. (a) Each officer and employee in 
or under the legislative branch of the Gov- 
ernment (other than an employee in the of- 
fice of a Senator) whose rate of compensa- 
tion is increased by section 5 of the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1946 shall be paid ad- 
ditional compensation at the rate of 5 per- 
cent of the aggregate rate of his rate of basic 
compensation and the rate of the additional 
compensation received by him under sections 
501 and 502 of the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1945, as amended, section 301 of the 
Postal Rate Revision and Federal Employees 
Salary Act of 1948, the provisions under the 
heading “Increased pay for legislative em- 
ployees” in the Second Supplemental Appro- 
priation Act, 1950, and the act of October 
24, 1951 (Public Law 201, 82d Cong.) except 
that no such officer or employee shall be paid 
additional compensation at a rate less than 
$170 per annum or in excess of $440 per 
annum, 

(b) Section 2 (b) of the act of October 
24, 1951 (Public Law 201, 82d Cong.) is 
amended by striking out “$11,646” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “$12,086.” 

(c) (1) The aggregate amount of the basic 
compensation authorized to be paid for ad- 
ministrative and clerical assistance and mes- 
senger service in the offices of Senators is 
hereby increased by— 

(A) $2,160 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is less than 
3 million; 

(B) $2,400 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is 3 million 
or more but less than 5 million; 

(C) $3,120 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is 5 million 
or more but less than 10 million; and 

(D) $3,180 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is 10 million 
or more. 

(2) The second proviso in the paragraph 
relating to the authority of Senators to re- 
arrange the basic salaries of employees in 
their respective offices, which appears in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, 
as amended (2 U. S. C. 60f), is amended by 
striking out “$5,880” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$6,180"; by striking out “$7,320” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “$7,620”; and 
by striking out “$8,400” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$8,640.” 

(d) The rates of basic compensation of 
each of the elected officers of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives (not including 
the presiding officers of the two Houses), the 
Parliamentarian of the Senate, the Parlia- 
mentarian of the House of Representatives, 
the legislative counsel of the Senate, the 
legislative counsel of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and the coordinator of informa- 
tion of the House of Representatives are 
hereby increased by 5 percent, except that no 
such rate shall be increased by more than 
$440 per annum or less than $170 per annum. 

(e) (1) The provisions of subsection (a) 
shall not apply to employees whose compen- 
sation is paid from the appropriation con- 
tained in the paragraph designated “Folding 
documents” under the heading “Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate” in the Legislative 


470, 83d Cong.). 

(2) The limitations in the paragraph des- 
ignated “Folding documents” under the 
“Contingent Expenses of the House” in the 
Legislative Appropriation Act, 1955 (Public 
Law 470, 83d Cong.), are hereby increased by 
5 percent. 

(f) The Official Reporters of the proceed- 
ings of the debates of the Senate and their 
employees shall be considered to be officers 
or employees in or under the legislative 
branch of the Government within the mean- 

«ing of subsection (a) and the provisions of 
law referred to in such subsection. 

(g) The additional compensation provided 
by subsection (a) and the provisions of law 
referred to in such subsection shall be con- 
sidered a part of basic compensation for the 
purposes of the Civil Service Retirement Act 
of May 29, 1930, as amended. 

Sec. 104. Section 66 of the Farm Credit 
Act of 1933 (48 Stat. 269) is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 66. No director, officer, or employee 
of the Central Bank for Cooperatives, or of 
any production credit corporation, produc- 
tion credit association, or bank for coopera- 
tives shall be paid compensation at a rate in 
excess of $14,240 per annum.” 

Sec. 105. (a) The rates of basic compen- 
sation of officers and employees in the De- 
partment of Medicine and Surgery in the 
Veterans’ Administration whose rates of 
basic compensation are provided by Public 
Law 293, 79th Congress, approved January 3, 
1946, as amended, are hereby increased by 
5 percent, except that no such rate shall be 
increased by more than $440 per annum or 
less than $170 per annum. 

(b) Section 8 (d) of Public Law 293, 79th 
Congress, as amended, is amended by strik- 
ing out “$12,800” and in lieu thereof 
“$13,240.” 

Sec. 106. The rates of basic compensation 
provided by sections 412 and 415 of the 
Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended, are 
hereby increased by 5 percent, except that 
no such rate shall be increased by more than 
$440 per annum or less than $170 per annum. 

Sec. 107. The rate of basic compensation 
of the Treasurer of the United States shall 
be at the maximum scheduled rate of the 
highest grade established by the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended. 

Sec. 108, Notwithstanding any other pro- 
visions of this act, no rate of compensation 
which is $14,800 or more per annum shall 
be increased by this act, and no rate of com- 
pensation shall be increased by this act to 
an amount in excess of $14,800 per annum. 

Sec. 109. Section 3 of the Travel Expense 
Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 166, as amended; 5 
U. S. C. 836) is amended by striking out 
“$9” and inserting in lieu thereof “$12.” 

Sec. 110. This title shall take effect on the 
first day of the first pay period which begins 
after the date of its enactment. 


TITLE II—POSTAL EMPLOYEES 


Sec. 201. It is the sense of the Congress 
that— 

(1) it is both necessary and desirable that 
an equitable system should be established for 
the classification of positions and the deter- 
mination of salaries of postmasters, officers, 
and employees in the field service of the Post 
Office Department; and 

(2) such classification and salary system 
should be established after a study of all 
problems relating thereto conducted by a 
commission composed of representatives of 
the Congress, the Post Office Department, 
and postal employees, and through the en- 
actment of appropriate legislation pursuant 
to recommendations submitted to the Con- 
gress by such commission following the com- 
pletion of such study. 

Sec. 202. (a) The rates of basic compen- 
sation, other than rates referred to in sub- 
section (b) of this section, of postmasters, 
Officers, and employees in the postal field 
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service whose rates of compensation are pre- 
scribed by the act entitled “An act to reclas- 
sify the salaries of postmasters, officers, and 
employees of the postal service; to estab- 
lish uniform procedures for computing com- 
pensation; and for other purposes,” approved 
July 6, 1945 (Public Law 134, 70th Cong.), 
as amended, are hereby increased by 5 per- 
cent except that no such rate shall be in- 
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creased by more than $440 or less than $200 
per annum. 

(b) (1) That part of the compensation 
schedule headed “Grades and Salaries of 
Employees in the Automatic Grades” and 
contained in section 11A of such act of July 
6, 1945 (Public Law 134, 79th Cong.), as 
amended, which provides hourly rates of 
compensation, is amended to read as follows: 


“Hourly rales 


“Clerks in post offices of the 3d class; 


carriers in village delivery service.. 1 7 435 s OAL Ral (eee 1 aaa - 

Charmen and charwomen BERS) (ke Gr FP) PRES el ORES RASS SR REM rd EI GEETE GARE TH TSE 
Mail handlers, messengers, watch- 
men; operators of the pneumatic 

tube service; garagemen-drivers__._| 1.645] 1.695] 1.75 pao A get Lae | SCREEN eR a pe Sepa | a eta = 
Special delivery messengers in post 

offices of the Ist class 1.645 | 1.695 1,75 1,80 | $1,855 81. 905 81.98 
Clerks; carriers in city delivery sery- 
ice; driver mechanics; general me- 
chanics; dispatchers of the pneu- 

matic tube service . 69; 1.75 1,80 1.855 | 1. 905 1.96 2.01 | $2065 | 82. 115 

. 80 1.855 | 1. 905 1.96 2.01 Ans 


(2) The rates of basic compensation of 
postmasters at post offices of the fourth class 
are hereby increased by 5 percent. 

(3) The rates of flxed compensation per 
annum of rural carriers are hereby increased 
by 5 percent except that no such rate shall 
be increased by more than $440 or less than 
$200 per annum. 

(c) This section shall not apply to skilled- 
trades employees of the mail-equipment 
shops, job cleaners in first- and second-class 
post offices, and employees who are paid on 
a fee or contract basis, 

(d) The increases in rates of basic com- 
pensation provided by this section shall not 
apply to longevity salary increases. 

Sec. 203. Section 16 (r) of such act of July 
6, 1945 (Public Law 134, 79th Cong.), as 
amended, which relates to travel allowances 
for employees in the Postal Transportation 
Service who are assigned to road duty, is 
amended by striking out “$6 per day” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “$9 per day.” 

Sec. 204. Any increase in rate of basic com- 
pensation by reason of the enactment of this 
title shall not be considered as an “equiva- 
lent increase” in compensation within the 
meaning of section 701 or the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, in the case of post- 
masters, officers, and employees in the postal 
field service who transfer or are transferred 
to positions within the purview of the Clas- 
sification Act of 1949, as amended. 

Sec. 205. In the exercise of the authority 
granted by section 81 of title 2 of the Canal 
Zone Code, as amended, the Governor of the 
Canal Zone is authorized to grant, as of the 
effective date of this section, additional com- 
pensation to postal employees of the Canal 
Zone Government, based on the additional 
compensation granted by this act to similar 
employees in the field service of the Post 
Office Department of the United States. 

Sec, 206, This act shall have the same force 
and effect within Guam as within other pos- 
sessions of the United States. 

Sec. 207. (a) Section 7 of the act entitled 
“An act to reclassify the salaries of post- 
masters, officers, and employees of the postal 
service; to establish uniform procedures for 
computing compensation; and for other pur- 
poses”, approved July 6, 1945 (Public Law 
134, 79th Cong.), as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: 


“Method of payment 


“Sec. 7. (a) The compensation of post- 
masters and per annum rate employees shall 
be paid in 26 installments. Each such in- 
stallment shall be the compensation for a 
pay period of 2 weeks. The compensation of 
hourly rate substitute employees and other 
hourly rate employees shall be computed for 
each pay period of 2 weeks on the basis of 
the number of hours of work performed by 
such employees during such pay period. 


“(b) To compute an hourly rate for post- 
masters and per annum rate employees, the 
per annum rate shall be divided by 2080. 

“(c) To compute a daily rate for post- 
masters and per annum rate employees, the 
hourly rate shall be multiplied by the num- 
ber of daily hours of service required. 

“(d) Subsections (b) and (c) of this sec- 
tion shall not apply to carriers in the rural 
delivery service. Whenever, for pay com- 
putation purposes, it is necessary to convert 
the basic annual rate of compensation of 
carriers in the rural delivery service to a 
basic daily or biweekly rate, the following 
rules shall govern: 

“(1) An annual rate shall be divided by 
312 to derive a daily rate. 

(2) A dally rate shall be multiplied by 12 
to derive a biweekly rate. 

„(e) All rates shall be computed to the 
nearest cent, counting one-half cent. and 
over as a whole cent. 

“(f) When a pay period for any postmaster 
or employee begins in one fiscal year and 
ends in another fiscal year, the gross amount 
of the earnings of such postmaster or em- 
ployee for such pay period may be regarded 
as a charge against the appropriation or 
allotment current at the end of such pay 
period.” 

(b) Section 8 of such act of July 6, 1945, as 
Amended, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof a new subsection (d) to read as 
follows: 

„(d) The salaries of postmasters, assistant 
postmasters, and supervisors paid under the 
provisions of this section shall be readjusted 
at the beginning of the first complete pay 
period in each fiscal year.” 

(c) Section 9 (b) of such act of July 6, 
1945, as amended, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof a new sentence to read as 
follows: “The salaries of superintendents and 
assistant superintendents of classified sta- 
tions shall be readjusted at the beginning of 
the first complete pay period in each fiscal 
year.” 

(d) Section 11A of such act of July 6, 1945, 
as amended, is amended by striking out “and 
shall be promoted successively at the begin- 
ning of the quarter following one year’s 
satisfactory service in each grade to the next 
higher grade until they reach the top auto- 
matic grade” and by inserting in lieu there- 
of “and shall be promoted successively at the 
beginning of the first complete pay period 
following 52 weeks of satisfactory service in 
each grade to the next higher grade until 
they reach the top automatic grade.” 

(e) Section 13 of such act of July 6, 1945, 
as amended, is amended by adding immedi- 
ately after subsection (a) thereof a new 
subsection (b) to read as follows: 

“(b) The salaries of employees paid under 
the provisions of this section shall be read- 
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justed at the beginning of the first complete 
pay period in each fiscal year.” 

(f) Section 14 of such act of July 6, 1945, 
as amended, is amended by adding imme- 
diately after subsection (a) thereof a new 
subsection (b) to read as follows: 

“(b) The salaries of employees paid under 
the provisions of this section shall be read- 
justed at the beginning of the first complete 
pay period in each fiscal year.” 

(g) That part of subsection (1) of section 
14 of such act of July 6, 1945, as amended, 
which precedes the first proviso is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(1) Temporary employees in the custodial 
service paid on an annual basis shall be paid 
at the rates of pay of grade 1 of the position 
in which employed and shall, at the begin- 
ning of the first complete pay period follow- 
ing 52 weeks of satisfactory service in each 
pay status, be advanced successively to the 
rates of pay of the next higher grade of such 
position; and temporary employees in the 
custodial service paid on an hourly basis 
shall be paid at the rates of pay of grade 1 of 
the position in which employed and shall, at 
the beginning of the first complete pay pe- 
riod following 52 weeks of satisfactory service 
in each pay status, be advanced successively 
to the rates of pay of the next higher grade 
of such position”. 

(h) Section 15 (b) of such act of July 6, 
1945, as amended, is amended by striking out 
“and shall be promoted successively at the 
beginning of the quarter following 1 year’s 
satisfactory service in each grade until they 
reach grade 8”, and by inserting in lieu 
thereof “and shall be promoted successively 
at the beginning of the first complete pay 
period following 52 weeks of satisfactory 
service in each grade until they reach grade 
8". 

(i) That part of section 18 (f) of such act 
of July 6, 1945, as amended, which precedes 
the first proviso is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

(i) That part of section 18 (f) of such act 
of July 6, 1945, as amended, which precedes 
the first proviso is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

() Each temporary employee in the mail 
equipment shops paid on an annual basis 
shall be paid at the rate of pay of the lowest 
grade provided for a regular employee in the 
same type of position in which such tem- 
porary employee is employed, and shall, at 
the beginning of the first complete pay pe- 
riod following 52 weeks of satisfactory service 
in each pay status, be advanced successively 
to the rates of pay of the next higher grade 
of such position:“. 

(j) The first section of the act of April 15, 
1947 (Public Law 35, 80th Cong.), as 
amended, is amended by striking out “shall 
be promoted successively at the beginning of 
the quarter following 1 year’s satisfactory 
service in each grade” and by inserting in 
lieu thereof “shall be promoted successively 
at the beginning of the first complete pay 
period following 52 weeks of satisfactory 
service in each grade.” 

(k) All laws or parts of laws inconsistent 
with the amendments made by this section 
are hereby repealed or modified to the extent 
necessary to carry out the purposes of and 
conform to such amendments, 

Sec. 208. (a) (1) There is hereby estab- 
lished a Commission on Postal Field Service 
Classification (hereinafter referred to as “the 
Commission”) to be composed of (A) the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice of the Senate, (B) the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service of the House 
of Representatives, (C) the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, (D) two officers or employees of the 
Post Office Department to be appointed by 
the President, and (E) two representatives 
of postal employee organizations to be ap- 
pointed by the President, 
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(2) The Postmaster General shall be 
Chairman of the Commission. Vacancies in 
the membership of the Commission shall not 
affect the power of the remaining members 
to execute the functions of the Commission, 
and shall be filled in the same manner as the 
original selection. Five of the members of 
the Commission shall constitute a quorum 
for the transaction of business. The Com- 
mission shall fix the number of members 
who shall constitute a quorum for each sub- 
committee thereof. s 

(b) The Commission, acting as a whole or 
by subcommittee, shall conduct or cause to 
be conducted a thorough investigation and 
study for the purpose of developing a plan 
for the establishment of a uniform, inte- 
grated, and equitable classification and pay 
system for all postmasters, officers, employ- 
ees, and positions in the postal field service. 

(c) The Postmaster General is authorized 
to make available to the Commission such 
personnel, facilities, and services of the Post 
Office Department as may be necessary to 
enable it to perform its functions. The 
chairman of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service of the Senate and the 
chairman of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service of the House of Repre- 
sentatives are authorized to assign from time 
to time the members of the staffs of their 
respective committees to duties and respon- 
sibilities in connection with the operation 
of the Commission. 

(d) The Commission shall report to the 
Senate and the House of Representatives, on 
or before March 1, 1955, the results of its 
study and investigation, together with such 
recommendations (including drafts of legis- 
lation to carry out such recommendations) 
as it deems advisable. 

Sec. 209. Section 1310 of the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1952 (Public Law 253, 
82d Cong.), as amended, is hereby repealed. 

Sec. 210. This title shall take effect as fol- 
lows: 

(1) Sections 206 and 208 and this section, 
shall take effect on the date of enactment of 
this act; 

(2) Sections 202, 204, and 205 shall take 
effect on the first day of the first pay period 
which begins after the date of enactment of 
this act; 

(3) Sections 203 and 209 shall take effect 
on the first day of the first calendar month 
following the calendar month in which this 
act is enacted; and 

(4) Section 207 shall take effect upon such 
date, not later than 90 days after the date 
of enactment of this act, as may be desig- 
nated by the Postmaster General. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
to the committee amendment I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from New Jersey to the 
committee amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 15, 
line 3, it is proposed to insert (a)“, 
immediately following “Section 109.“; 
and on page 15, between lines 5 and 6, 
to insert the following: 

(b) The proviso in the paragraph desig- 
nated “Inquiries and investigations” under 
the heading “Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate” in the Legislative Appropriation Act, 


1955, is amended by striking out “$9” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “$12.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey to the committee amendment, 
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The amendment to the amendment 


amendment which I send to the desk and 
ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Kansas. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 13, before 
the period in line 13, it is proposed to 
insert a comma and the following: “and 
the provisions of section 2 (a) of the 
Federal Employees’ Group Life Insur- 
ance Act of 1954.” 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I offer 
this amendment to take care of the Offi- 
cial Reporters of Debates of the Senate. 
I think all of us are agreed they have 
rendered outstanding service. They have 
been left out of the Federal insurance 
bill, and the amendment would include 
them in this particular bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Kan- 
sas to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment, as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 


Mr. President, I think we ought to know 


what we are passing. This is the pay 
increase bill for postal and other Fed- 
eral employees. I should like to call to 
the attention of the Senate the fact that 
the Democrats of the committee pro- 
posed a 10 percent and a 7 percent in- 
crease, and that both were defeated be- 
cause of unanimous objection by the 
Republicans on the committee. What is 
proposed here is a compromise 5 percent 
agreement. There is sufficient reason 
to pass this bill on the call of the cal- 
endar. Time is short and hasty action 
is mandatory. However, if I had known 
this bill would pass on the calendar call, 
I would have been prepared to offer 
some amendments to increase certain 
provisions. I hope this bill passes be- 
cause pay increases are urgently needed 
by Government employees. 

Mr. GORE. Reserving the right to 
object, the junior Senator from Tennes- 
see understood that there was to be an 
amendment to this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HEN- 
DRICKSON] and the Senator from Kan- 
sas [Mr. Cartson] offered amendments 
which have been read, and acted upon 
by the Senate. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
before the bill is passed, I should like to 
say that the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New Jersey was on behalf 
of the distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota, who is absent today because of 
illness in his family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendment, and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 


August 11 
The bill was read the third time and 


The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to increase the rates of com- 
pensation of classified, postal, and other 
employees of the Government, and for 
other purposes.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the vote whereby Calendar 2010, 
H. R. 7774, was passed be reconsidered, 
and that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the bill (H. R. 7774) will go to the foot of 
the calendar. 


READJUSTMENT OF COMPENSA- 

TION OF HOLDERS OF CON- 
TRACTS OF MAIL-MESSENGER 
SERVICE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2263) to authorize the Post- 
master General to readjust the compen- 
sation of holders of contracts for the 
performance of mail-messenger service, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service 
with an amendment to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 


TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO CLASSIFICATION 
OF 1949 
Number of positions in grades 16, 17, and 18 
of the General Schedule 

Sec. 101. (a) Section 505 of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: . 

“Sec. 505. (a) No position shall be placed 
in grade 16 or 17 of the General Schedule 
except by action of, or after prior approval 
by, the Commission. 

„(b) No position shall be placed in or re- 
moved from grade 18 of the General Schedule 
except by the President upon recommenda- 
tion of the Commission. 

“(c) At any one time there shall not be 
more than 400 positions in grade 16 of the 
General Schedule, not more than 115 posi- 
tions in grade 17 of the General Schedule, 
and not more than 35 positions in grade 18 
of the General Schedule. 

“(d) Positions that may be established un- 
der the proviso of section 203 (b) (1) of the 
act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 836), may be 
in addition to those authorized by the fore- 
going provisions of this section.” 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall not affect positions allocated to 
grades 16, 17, and 18 of the General Schedule 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
pursuant to provisions of law (other than the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended) and 
reorganization plans in effect prior to the 
effective date of this section. 

Longevity step-increases 

Sec. 102. (a) (1) Subsection (a) of sec- 
tion 703 of the Classification Act of 1949, 
as amended, is amended by striking out the 
words “change of grade or rate of basic com- 
pensation except such change as may be pre- 
scribed by any provision of law of general 
application” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words “increase in grade or rate of basic 
compensation except such increase as may 
be prescribed by any provision of law of 
general application.” 

(2) Subsection (b) (1) of section 703 of 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) (1) No officer or employee shall be en- 
titled to a longevity step-increase while 
holding a position in any grade above grade 
15 of the General Schedule.” 
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(b) The amendments made by subsection 
(a) shall become effective at the beginning 
of the first pay period following the date of 
enactment of this act. 

Sec. 103. (a) Section 704 of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“Sec. 704. In the case of officers and em- 
ployees in grades 11 to 15, inclusive, of the 
General Schedule who are receiving compen- 
sation at or above the maximum scheduled 
rates for their respective grades on the date 
immediately preceding the effective date of 
this amendatory section, not to exceed 3 
years of service performed immediately pre- 
ceding such effective date shall be counted 
toward longevity step increases under sec- 
tion 703. Notwithstanding subsection (b) 
(4) of section 703, longevity step increases 
for grade 15 of the General Schedule shall 
be $200.” $ 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall become effective at the beginning 
of the first pay period following the date of 
enactment of this act. 


Recruitment above the minimum rate of the 
class 

Sec, 104. Section 803 of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 803. (a) Whenever the Commission 
shall find (1) that a sufficient number of 
qualified eligibles for positions in a given 
class cannot be secured in one or more areas 
or locations at the existing minimum rate 
for such class, and (2) that there is a possi- 
bility that a sufficient number of such eligi- 
bles can be secured by increasing the mini- 
mum rate for such class in such areas or lo- 
cations to one of the higher rates within the 
grade in which such class is placed, the 
Commission may establish such higher rate 
as the minimum rate for that class in each 
area or location concerned. 

“(b) Minimum rates established under 
subsection (a) may be revised from time to 
time by the Commission. Such actions or 
revisions shall have the force and effect of 
law. 

“(c) Any increase in rate of basic com- 
pensation resulting from the establishment 
of minimum rates under this section shall 
not be regarded as an ‘equivalent increase’ 
in compensation within the meaning of sec- 
tion 701 (a).” 


Exclusion from Classification Act of 1949 of 
crafts, trades, and labor positions and 
application of prevailing wage policy to 
such positions 
Sec. 105. (a) Paragraph (7) of section 202 

of the Classification Act of 1949, as 

amended, is amended to read as follows: 
“(7) employees in r trades or 
crafts, or other skilled mechanical crafts, or 
in unskilled, semiskilled, or skilled manual- 
labor occupations, and other employees in- 
cluding foremen and supervisors in positions 
having trade, craft, or laboring experience 
and knowledge as the paramount require- 
ment, and employees in the Bureau of En- 
graving and Printing the duties of whom 
are to perform or to direct manual or ma- 
chine operations requiring special skill or 
experience, or to perform or direct the count- 
ing, examining, sorting, or other verification 
of the product of manual or machine opera- 
tions: Provided, That the compensation of 
such employees shall be fixed and adjusted 
from time to time as nearly as is consistent 
with the public interest in accordance with 
prevailing rates: Provided further, That 
whenever the Civil Service Commission con- 
curs in the opinion of the employing agency 
that in any given area the number of such 
employees is so few as to make prevailing 
rate determinations impracticable, such em- 
ployee or employees shall be subject to the 
provisions of the Classification Act of 1949, 
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as amended, which are applicable to posi- 
tions of equivalent difficulty or responsibil- 
ity.” 

(b) Section 204 (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(c) Section 202 (except paragraph (7) 
thereof) and section 203 shall not apply to 
the Office of the Architect of the Capitol.” 


Transfer of certain positions from the Crajts, 
Protective, and Custodial Schedule to the 
General Schedule 
Sec. 106. (a) Not earlier than the first day 

of the second pay period which begins after 

the date of enactment of this act, and not 
later than the first day of the first pay period 
which begins more than 6 months after the 
date of enactment of this act, all positions 
in the Crafts, Protective, and Custodial 

Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as 

amended, not included from such act by sec- 

tion 202 (7) thereof, as amended by section 

105 of this title, shall be placed in cor- 

responding grades of the General Schedule 

as set forth below: 


Grade of the Crafts, 
Protective, and 
Custodial Sched- 
ule 


Corresponding new 
grade of the Gen- 
eral Schedule 


(b) The rates of basic compensation of 
officers and employees to whom this section 
applies shall be initially adjusted as follows: 

(1) If the employee is receiving a rate of 
basic compensation in the Crafts, Protective, 
and Custodial Schedule which is less than 
the minimum scheduled rate of that grade 
in the General Schedule in which his posi- 
tion is placed, his compensation shall be in- 
creased to such minimum rate; 

(2) If the employee is receiving a rate of 
basic compensation in the Crafts, Protective, 
and Custodial Schedule which is equal to 
one of the scheduled or longevity rates of 
that grade in the General Schedule in which 
his position is placed, he shall receive a rate 
of basic compensation at such scheduled or 
longevity rate; 

(3) If the employee is receiving a rate of 
basic compensation in the Crafts, Protective, 
and Custodial Schedule at a rate between 
2 scheduled or 2 longevity rates, or be- 
tween a scheduled rate and a longevity rate, 
of that grade in the General Schedule in 
which his position is placed, he shall re- 
ceive a rate of basic compensation at the 
higher of such 2 rates. 

(4) If the employee is receiving a rate of 
basic compensation in the Crafts, Protective, 
and Custodial Schedule in excess of the max- 
imum longevity rate of that grade in the 
General Schedule in which his position is 
placed, he shall continue to receive basic 
compensation without change in rate until 
(A) he leaves such position, or (B) he is en- 
titled to receive basic compensation at a 
higher rate by reason of the operation of the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended; but 
when such position becomes vacant the rate 
of basic compensation of any subsequent 
appointee shall be fixed in accordance with 
such act, as amended. 

(c) The conversion to grades of the Gen- 
eral Schedule of positions covered by this 
section, and the initial adjustments in com- 
pensation as prescribed herein, shall not be 
construed to be transfers or promotions 
within the meaning of section 802 (b) of the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, and 
the regulations issued thereunder, 
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Abolishment of Crafts, Protective, and Cuse 
todial Schedule 
Sec. 107. Section 601 of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 
“Sec. 601. There is hereby established for 
positions to which this act applies a basic 


_compensation schedule, to be known as the 


‘General Schedule,’ the symbol for which 
shall be ‘GS’.” 

Sec, 108. (a) Section 602 of the Classifi- 
cation Act of 1949, as amended, is amended 
by striking out “(a)” after “Src, 602.” 

(b) Subsection (b) of such section 602 is 
hereby repealed. 

Sec. 109. (a) Subsection (a) of section 
603 of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) The rates of basic compensation 
with respect to officers, employees, and posi- 
tions to which this act applies shall be in ac- 
cordance with the compensation schedule 
contained in subsection (b).” 

(b) Subsection (c) of such section 603 is 
hereby repealed. 

(c) Subsection (d) of such section 603 is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(c) Whenever payment is made on the 
basis of a daily, hourly, weekly, biweekly, or 
monthly rate, such rate shall be computed 
from the appropriate annual rate specified 
in subsection (b) by the method prescribed 
in section 604 (d) of the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1945, as amended.” 

Sec. 110. (a) Section 105 of this title shall 
take effect on the date or dates specified by 
the nead of a department, but not earlier 
than the first day of the second pay period 
which begins after the date of enactment 
of this act, and not later than the first day 
of the first pay period which begins more 
than 12 months after the date of enactment 
of this act, with respect to each employee and 
position in such department within the pur- 
view of such section 105. 

(b) Sections 107, 108, and 109 of this title 
shall take effect, with respect to employees 
and positions in a department, upon the 
completion of the actions required by sec- 
tions 105 and 106 of this title to be taken 
with respect to such employees and posi- 
tions, but in no event later than the first 
day of the first pay period which begins 
more than 12 months after the date of en- 
actment of this act. 


Miscellaneous provisions 


Sec. 111. Section 604 of the Classification 
Ac’ of 1949, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 604. Employees receiving basic com- 
pensation at a rate authorized by law, im- 
mediately prior tọ the effective date of this 
title, in excess of the appropriate new rate 
of the grade as determined under paragraphs 
(1) to (10), inclusive, of section 604 (b) of 
this act, as in effect prior to the date of 
enactment of this amended section, may 
continue to receive such rate so long as they 
remain in the same position and grade, but 
when any such position becomes vacant, 
the rate of basic compensation of any sub- 
sequent appointee shall be fixed in accord- 
ance with this act.” 

Sec. 112. Sections 703 (c) and 802 (b) 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
are amended by striking out “section 604 
(b) (11)” and inserting in lieu thereof sec- 
tion 604.” 

Sec. 113. The Civil Service Commission is 
hereby authorized to issue such regulations 
as may be necessary for the administration 
of this title. 

Sec. 114. Nothing contained in this title 
shall be construed to decrease the existing 
rate of basic compensation of any present 
employee, but when his position becomes 
vacant any subsequent appointee to such 
position shall be compensated in accordance 
with the scale of pay applicable to such 
position, 
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Sec. 115. The term “department” shall 
have the same meaning in this title as when 
used in the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended. 


TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL EM- 
PLOYEES PAY ACT OF 1945, AS AMENDED 


Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the 
“Federal Employees Pay Act Amendments of 
1954.” 

Sec. 202. (a) Subsection (a) of section 101 
of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, 
as amended, is amended by striking out 
“titles II and III“ and inserting in lieu 
thereof “titles II, III, and IV.” 

(b) Subsection (b) of such section 101 is 
hereby repealed. 


Compensation jor overtime work 


Sec. 203. Section 201 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 201. All hours of work Officially 
ordered or approved in excess of 40 hours in 
any administrative workweek performed by 
officers and employees to whom this title 
applies shall be considered to be overtime 
work and compensation for such overtime 
work, except as otherwise provided for in 
this act, shall be at the following rates: - 

“(1) For each officer and employee whose 
basic compensation is at a rate which does 
not exceed the maximum scheduled rate of 
basic compensation provided for grade GS-9 
in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
the overtime hourly rate of compensation 
shall be an amount equal to 14 times the 
hourly rate of basic compensation of such 
officer or employee, and all of such amount 
shall be considered premium compensation. 

“(2) For each officer and employee whose 
basic compensation is at a rate which ex- 
ceeds the maximum scheduled rate of basic 
compensation provided for grade GS-9 in the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, the 
overtime hourly rate of compensation shall 
be an amount equal to 1½ times the hourly 
rate of such maximum scheduled rate of 
basic compensation, or an amount equal to 
the basic hourly rate of compensation of such 
officer or employee, whichever is greater, and 
all of such amount shall be considered pre- 
mium compensation.” 

Sec. 204. Section 202 (a) of the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 202. (a) The head of any department, 
independent establishment, or agency, in- 
cluding Government-owned or controlled 
corporations, or of the municipal government 
of the District of Columbia, or the head of 
any legislative or judicial agency to which 
this title applies, (1) may, at the request of 
any officer or employee, -grant such officer 
or employee compensatory time off from his 
scheduled tour of duty in lieu of payment 
for an equal amount of time spent in irregu- 
lar or occasional overtime work, and (2) 
may, at his own discretion, provide that any 
officer or employee, whose rate of basic com- 
pensation is in excess of the maximum 
scheduled rate of basic compensation pro- 
vided for grade GS-9 in the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, shall be compensated 
for irregular or occasional overtime work for 
which compensation would be due under this 
act with an equal amount of compensatory 
time off from his scheduled tour of duty in 
lieu of such compensation.” 

Sec. 205. (a) Section 203 of the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
redesignated as section 205, and wherever 
such section number appears in such act 
or in any other provision of law it is amend- 
ed to conform to the redesignation pre- 
scribed by this subsection. 

(b) The Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, 
as amended, is amended by inserting after 
section 202 thereof the following new 
sections: 

“Call-Back Overtime 

“Sec. 203.For the purposes of this act, 

any unscheduled overtime work performed 
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by any officer or employee on a day when no 
work was scheduled for him, or for which he 
is required to return to his place of employ- 
ment, shall be considered to be at least 2 
hours in duration. 


“Time in Travel Status 


“Sec. 204. For the purposes of this act, time 
spent in a travel status away from the official- 
duty station of any officer or employee shall 
be considered as hours of employment only 
when (a) within the days and hours of such 
officer’s or employee's regularly scheduled 
administrative workweek, including regularly 
scheduled overtime hours, or (b) when the 
travel involves the performance of work while 
traveling or is carried out under arduous 
conditions.” 


Compensation for night and holiday work 


Sec. 206. Section 301 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 301. (a) Any regularly scheduled 
work between the hours of 6 o’clock post- 
meridian and 6 o'clock antemeridian (includ- 
ing periods of absence with pay during such 
hours due to holidays, and any such hours 
within periods of leave with pay if such 
periods total less than 8 hours during any 
pay period) shall be considered night- 
work, except as provided in subsection (b), 
and any officer or employee performing such 
work to whom this title applies shall be 
compensated for such work at his rate of 
basic compensation plus premium compensa- 
tion amounting to 10 percent of such rate, 
unless otherwise provided in title IV of this 
act. This section shall not operate to modify 
the provisions of the act of July 1, 1944 
(Public Law No. 394, 78th Cong.), or any 
other law authorizing additional compensa- 
tion for nightwork. 

“(b) The head of any department, inde- 
pendent establishment, or agency, including 
Government-owned or controlled corpora- 
tions, may designate any time after 6 o’clock 
postmeridian and any time before 6 o'clock 
antemeridian as the beginning and end, 
respectively, of nightwork for the purpose of 
subsection (a) at any post outside the several 
States and the District of Columbia where 
customary hours of business extend into 
the hours of nightwork provided by such 
subsection.” 

Sec. 207. Section 302 of the Federal Em- 
Ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Src. 302. (a) All work not exceeding 8 
hours, which is not overtime work as defined 
in section 201 of this act and which is per- 
formed on a holiday designated by Federal 
statute or Executive order, shall be com- 
pensated at the rate of basic compensation of 
the officer or employee performing such work 
on a holiday plus premium compensation at 
a rate equal to the rate of basic compensa- 
tion of such officer or employee. 

“(b) Any officer or employee who is re- 
quired to perform any work on such a 
holiday shall be compensated for at least 2 
hours of such work, and any such premium 
compensation due under the provisions of 
this section shall be in addition to any pre- 
mium compensation which may be due for 
the same work under the provisions of sec- 
tion 301 of this act providing premium com- 
pensation for nightwork. 

„(e) Overtime work, as defined in section 
201 of this act, on Sundays and such holidays 
shall be compensated in accordance with the 
provisions of such section 201. 


Special provisions for certain types of work 
Sec. 208. (a) The Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1945, as amended, is amended by in- 
serting after title III thereof a new title to 
read as follows: 
“TITLE IV—SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR CERTAIN 
TYPES OF WORK 


“Sec. 401. (a) The head of any department, 
independent establishment, or agency, in- 


August 11 


cluding Government-owned or controlled 
corporations, or of the municipal government 
of the District of Columbia may, with the 
approval of the Civil Service Commission, 
provide that— 

“(1) any officer or employee in a position 
requiring him regularly to remain at, or 
within the confines of, his station during 
longer than ordinary periods of duty, a sub- 
stantial part of which consists of remaining 
in a standby status rather than performing 
work, shall receive premium compensation 
for such duty on an annual basis in lieu of 
premium compensation provided by any 
other provisions of this act. Premium com- 
pensation under this paragraph shall be de- 
termined as an appropriate percentage (not 
in excess of 25 percent) of such part of the 
rate of basic compensation for any such 
position as does not exceed the maximum 
scheduled rate of basic compensation pro- 
vided for grade GS-9 in the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, by taking into con- 
sideration the number of hours of actual 
work required in such position, the number 
of hours required in a standby status at or 
within the confines of the station, the extent 
to which the duties of such position are made 
more onerous by night or holiday work, or 
by being extended over periods of more than 
40 hours a week, and any other relative fac- 
tors; or 

“(2) any officer or employee in a position 
in which the hours of duty cannot be con- 
trolled administratively, and which requires 
substantial amounts of irregular, unsched- 
uled, overtime duty and duty at night and 
on holidays with the officer or employee gen- 
erally being responsible for recognizing, 
without supervision, circumstances which 
require him to remain on duty, shall receive 
premium compensation for such duty on an 
annual basis in lieu of premium compensa- 
tion provided by any other provisions of this 
act, except for regularly scheduled overtime 
duty. Premium compensation under this 
paragraph, shall be determined as an ap- 
propriate percentage (not in excess of 15 
percent) of such part of the rate of basic 


compensation for any such position as does 


not exceed the maximum scheduled rate of 
basic compensation provided for grade GS-9 
in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
by taking into consideration the frequency 
and duration of night, holiday, and un- 
scheduled overtime duty required in such 
position. 

“(b) This section shall not apply to of- 
ficers and employees in positions the duties 
of which are to supervise or perform work 
involved in (1) fighting fires, (2) maintain- 
ing fire-fighting apparatus and equipment, 
(3) inspecting fire protection apparatus and 
equipment, and (4) inspecting fire hazards in 
public buildings and reservations with a view 
to elimination of such fire hazards. Any 
such officer or employee shall receive pre- 
mium compensation for such duty on the 
basis to which such officer or employee is 
entitled under any other provisions of this 
act. 

(b) Nothing contained in this section 
shall be construed to decrease the existing 
aggregate rate of compensation of any pres- 
ent employee, but when the position of such 
employee becomes vacant any subsequent 
appointee thereto shall receive premium 
compensation provided for such position in 
accordance with this section. 


Limitation on premium compensation 
Sec. 209.,Section 603 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, and 
the headifig immediately preceding such sec- 
tion are amended to read as follows: 
“Limitation on premium compensation 
“Sec. 603. (a) No premium compensation 
provided by this act shall be paid to any 
officer or employee whose rate of basic com- 
pensation equals or exceeds the maximum 
scheduled rate of basic compensation pro- 
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vided for grade GS-15 in the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended. 

“(b) In the case of any officer or employee 
whose rate of basic compensation is less 
than the maximum scheduled rate of basic 
compensation provided for grade GS-15 in the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, such 
premium compensation may be paid only 
to the extent that such payment would not 
cause his aggregate rate of compensation to 
exceed such maximum scheduled rate with 
respect to any pay period.” 

Work schedules 


Sec. 210. (a) The heading immediately 
preceding section 604 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Establishment of Basic Workweek; Work 
Schedules; Pay Computation Methods” 
(b) Section 604 (a) of the Federal Em- 

ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 

amended by inserting “(1)” after “(a)” and 
by adding at the end thereof a new para- 
h as follows: 

“(2) Except where the head of each such 
department, establishment, or agency and of 
the municipal government of the District of 
Columbia determines that his organization 
would be seriously handicapped in carrying 
out its functions or that costs would be 
substantially increased, he shall provide, 
with respect to all officers and employees in 
his organization, (A) that assignments to 
tours of duty shall be scheduled in advance 
over periods of not less than 1 week, (B) 
that the basic 40-hour workweek shall be 
scheduled on 5 days, which shall be Mon- 
day through Friday wherever possible, and 
the 2 days outside the basic workweek shall 
be consecutive, (C) that the working hours 
in each day in the basic workweek shall be 
the same, (D) that the basic nonovertime 
workday shall not exceed 8 hours, (E) that 
the occurrence of holidays shall not affect 
the designation of the basic workweek, and 
(F) that breaks in working hours of more 
than 1 hour shall not be scheduled in any 
basic workday.” 

Sec. 211. This title shall become effective 
at the beginning of the first pay period which 
begins more than 60 days after the date of 
enactment of this act, 


TITLE I0I—GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ INCENTIVE 
AWARDS 


Sec. 301. This title may be cited as the 
“Government Employees’ Incentive Awards 
Act.” 

Sec. 302. The departmental awards pro- 
gram set forth in this title shall be carried 
out under such regulations and instructions 
as may be issued by the United States Civil 
Service Commission which shall annually 
report the results of the program, with re- 
lated recommendations, to the President for 
transmittal to the Congress. 

Sec. 303. As used in this title, the term 
“department” means an executive depart- 
ment or independent agency in the executive 
branch of the Government, including a Gov- 
ernment-owned or controlled corporation 
(but not including the Tennessee Valley 
Authority), and also includes (a) the Admin- 
istrative Office of the United States Courts, 
(b) the Library of Congress, (c) the Botanic 
Garden, (d) the Government Printing Office, 
(e) the Office of the Architect of the Capitol, 
and (f) the municipal government of the 
District of Columbia. 

Sec. 304. (a) The head of each department 
is authorized to pay cash awards to, and to 
ineur necessary expenses for the honorary 
recognition of, civilian officers and employees 
of the Government who by their suggestions, 
inventions, superior accomplishments, or 
other personal efforts contribute to the efi- 
ciency, economy, or other improvement of 
Government operations or who perform spe- 
cial acts or services in the public interest 
in connection with or related to their official 
employment. 
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(b) In Instances determined by the Presi- 
dent to warrant such action, he is authorized 
to pay cash awards to, and to incur necessary 
expenses for the honorary recognition of, 
civilian officers and employees of the Govern- 
ment who by their suggestions, inventions, 
superior accomplishments, or other personal 
efforts contribute to the efficiency, economy, 
or other improvement of Government opera- 
tions, or who perform exceptionally meritori- 
ous special acts or services in the public in- 
terest in connection with or related to their 
Official employment, and any such Presiden- 
tial awards may be in addition to the de- 
partmental awards authorized in subsection 
(a) of this section. 

(c) Awards under this section may be paid 
notwithstanding the death or separation 
from the service of the officer or employee 
concerned: Provided, That the suggestions, 
inventions, superior accomplishments, other 
personal efforts, or special acts or services in 
the public interest forming the basis for the 
awards are made or rendered while the officer 
or employee is in the employ of the Gov- 
ernment. 

(d) A cash award under this section shall 
be in addition to the regular compensation 
of the recipient and the acceptance of such 
cash award shall constitute an agreement 
that the use by the Government of the 
United States or the municipal government 
of the District of Columbia of any idea, 
method, or device for which the award is 
made shall not form the basis of a further 
claim of any nature upon the Government 
of the United States or the municipal gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia by the 
employee, his heirs, or assigns. 

(e) Awards to employees and expenses for 
the honorary recognition of employees may 
be paid from the funds or appropriations 
available to the activity primarily benefiting 
or may be paid from the several funds or 
appropriations of the various activities bene- 
fiting as may be determined by the President 
for awards under subsection (b) of this sec- 
tion, and by the head of the department 
concerned for awards under subsection (a) 
of this section. 

(f) An award under this title shall be given 
due weight in qualifying and selecting em- 
ployees for promotion. 

Sec. 305. The following laws and parts of 
laws are hereby repealed: 

(a) Sections 702, 1002, and 1003 of the 
Classification Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 954; 5 
U. S. C. 1122, 1152, 1153). 

(b) Section 14 of the act entitled “An 
act to authorize certain administrative ex- 
penses in the Government service, and for 
other purposes,” approved August 2, 1946 
(60 Stat. 809; 5 U. S. C. 116a). 

(c) The act entitled “An act authorizing 
payments of rewards to postal employees for 
inventions,“ approved December 3, 1945 (59 
Stat. 591; 39 U. S. C. 813). 

(d) The act entitled “An act authoriz- 
ing the Secretary of War to pay a cash 
award for suggestions submitted by em- 
ployees of certain establishments of the 
Ordnance Department for improvement or 
economy in manufacturing process or 
plant,” approved July 17, 1912 (37 Stat. 
193; 50 U. S. C. 58). 

(e) The act entitled “An act to provide 
equitable compensation for useful sugges- 
tions or inventions by personnel of the De- 
partment of the Interior,” approved June 
26, 1944 (58 Stat. 360; 5 U. S. C. 500). 

(f) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 
35 of the act entitled “An act to enact cer- 
tain provisions now included in the Naval 
Appropriation Act, 1946, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 
857; 5 U. S. C. 416). 

(g} The joint resolution entitled “Joint 
resolution to provide cash awards to per- 
sonnel of the Maritime Commission and the 
War Shipping Administration for useful sug- 
gestions to improve administration of their 
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activities,” approved March 13, 1944 (58 Stat. 
115; 46 U. S. C. 1111b). 

(h) All other laws or parts of laws in- 
consistent with this act are hereby repealed 
to the extent of such inconsistency. 

Sec. 306. This title shall take effect on the 
90th day after the date of its enactment. 


TITLE IV—UNIFORM ALLOWANCES 


Sec. 401. This title may be cited as the 
“Federal Employees Uniform Allowance Act.” 

Sec. 402. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated annually to each agency of the 
Government of the United States or of the 
District of Columbia (including Govern- 
ment-owned corporations), upon a showing 
of the necessity or desirability thereof, an 
amount not to exceed $100 multiplied by 
the number of the employees of such agency 
who are required by regulation now existing 
or by law to wear a prescribed uniform in 
the performance of his or her official duties 
and who are not being furnished with such 
uniform. The head of any agency to which 
any such appropriation is made shall pay, 
out of such appropriation, to each such em- 
ployee an allowance for defraying the ex- 
penses of acquisition and upkeep of such 
uniform at such times and in such amounts, 
not to exceed $100 per annum, as may be 
prescribed by the head of such agency in 
accordance with rules and regulations prom- 
ulgated pursuant to section 404. Where the 
payment of a uniform allowance is author- 
ized under any other provision of law or 
regulation existing on the date of enact- 
ment of this act, the head of the agency may 
in his discretion continue the payment of 
such allowance under such provision of law 
or regulation, but where a uniform allow- 
ance is paid under any such law or regula- 
tion no allowance shall be paid under this 
section. 

Sec. 403. Allowances paid under this title 
shall not be considered as pay, salary, or 
compensation within the meaning of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended, or as wages within the meaning 
of section 209 of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, or subchapter A or D of chapter 
9 of the Internal Revenue Code, as amended. 

Sec. 404. The Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget is authorized and directed to 
promulgate such rules and regulations as 
May be necessary to provide for the uni- 
form administration of this title. 

TITLE V—ANNUAL LEAVE 

Sec. 501. Clause (6) of section 2 of the act 
of August 3, 1950, as amended by section 5 
of such act of July 2, 1953, is amended to 
read as follows: “(6) payment for all accu- 
mulated and current accrued annual or vaca- 


tion leave equal to the compensation the 


decedent would have received had he re- 
mained in the service until the expiration of 
the period of such annual or vacation leave; 
except that such lump-sum payment shall 
not include compensation for any period of 
accumulated leave in excess of 30 days, plus 
current accrued leave, or in excess of the 
number of days of accumulated leave to 
which he is entitled on the date of separa- 
tion (excluding accumulated leave earned in 
the 1954 leave year and thereafter), plus 
current accrued leave, whichever is the 
greater.” 

Sec. 502. Section 6 of the act of July 2, 
1953 (Public Law 102, 88d Cong.), is hereby 
repealed. 

Sec. 503. Section 501 of this title shall take 
effect as of September 1, 1953. 


TITLE VI—GROUP INSURANCE 


Sec. 601. This act may be cited as the 
“Federal Employees’ Group Life Insurance 
Act of 1954." 

Sec. 602. (a) Except as provided in (b) of 
this section, each appointive or elective offi- 
cer or employee (hereinafter called em- 
ployee) in or under the executive, judicial, 
or legislative branch of the United States 
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Government, including a Government owned 
or controlled corporation (but not including 
any corporation under the supervision of the 
Farm Credit Administration of which cor- 
poration any member of the board of direc- 
tors is elected or appointed by private in- 
terests), and of the municipal government of 
the District of Columbia shall, at such time 
and under such conditions of eligibility as 
the Civil Service Commission (hereinafter 
called the Commission) may by regulation 
prescribe, come within the purview of this 
title. Such regulations may provide for the 
exclusion of employees on the basis of the 
nature and type of employment or condi- 
tions pertaining thereto such as, but not 
limited to, short-term appointments, sea- 
sonal or intermittent employment, part-time 
employment, and employment of like nature, 
and shall be issued only after consultation 
with the head of the department, establish- 
ment, agency, or other employing authority 
concerned: Provided, That no employee or 
group of employees shall be excluded solely 
on the basis of the hazardous nature of 
employment. 

(b) This title shall not apply to non- 
citizen employees whose permanent duty 
station is located outside a State of the 
United States or the District of Columbia, 
nor shall it apply to commissioned officers 
and enlisted personnel on active duty in or 
with the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine 
Corps, or Coast Guard of the United States, 
who have indemnity coverage under the 
Servicemen’s Indemnity Act of 1951 (65 
Stat. 33). 

Sec. 603. (a) Each employee to whom this 
title applies shall be eligible to be insured 
for an amount of group life insurance ap- 
proximating his annual compensation not 
exceeding $20,000 plus an equal amount of 
group accidental death and dismemberment 
insurance, in accordance with the following 
schedule: 
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(b) Subject to the conditions and limita- 
tions of the policy or policies purchased by 
the Commission under this title, as may be 
approved by the Commission, the group ac- 
cidental death and dismemberment insur- 
ance shall provide payments as follows: 


Loss Amount payable 

For loss of life. Full amount shown 
in the schedule in 
(a) of this section, 

One-half the amount 
shown in the 
schedule in (a) of 
this section, 

Full amount shown 
in the schedule in 
(a) of this section, 

For any one accident the aggregate of group 

accidental death and dismemberment insur- 


Loss of 1 hand or of 
1 foot or loss of 
sight of 1 eye. 


Loss of two or more 
such members. 
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ance that may be paid shall not exceed the 
amount shown in the schedule in (a) of this 
section. 

(c) The Commission shall by regulation 
provide for the conversion of other than an- 
nual rates of compensation to an annual 
basis, and shall further specify the types of 
compensation to be included in annual com- 
pensation. 

(d) Each of such amounts of insurance 
shall me reduced by 2 percent thereof at 
the end of each full calendar month follow- 
ing the date the employee attains age 65, 
subject to minimum amounts prescribed by 
the Commission, but not less than 25 percent 
of the insurance in force immediately pre- 
ceding the first reduction provided herein: 
Provided, That the amounts of insurance in 
force from time to time on an employee who 
becomes insured under this title after having 
attained the age of 65 shall be the same as 
would be in force had he been insured at 
age 65, and shall be based on the lesser of 
his annual compensation (1) at the time he 
becomes so insured, or (2) at age 65, pro- 
vided he was eligible at that time to be in- 
sured under this title. 

Sec. 604. Any amount of group life insur- 
ance and group accidental death insurance 
in force on any employee at the date of his 
death shall be paid, upon the establishment 
of a valid claim therefor, to the person or 
persons surviving at the date of his death, 
in the following order of precedence: 

First, to the beneficiary or beneficiaries as 
the employee may have designated by a writ- 
ing received in the employing office prior to 
death; 

Second, if there be no such beneficiary, to 
the widow or widower of such employee; 

Third, if none of the above, to the child or 
children of such employee and descendants 
of deceased children by representation; 

Fourth, if none of the above, to the parents 
of such employee or the survivor of them; 

Fifth, if none of the above, to the duly 
appointed executor or administrator of the 
estate of such employee; 

Sixth, if none of the above, to other next 
of kin of such employee entitled under the 
laws of domicile of such employee at the time 
of his death. 

If any person otherwise entitled to pay- 
ment under this section does not make claim 
therefor within 1 year after the death of the 
employee, or if payment to such person with- 
in that period is prohibited by Federal stat- 
ute or regulation, payment may be made in 
the order of precedence as if such person 
had predeceased the employee, and any such 
payment shall be a bar to recovery by any 
other person. 

Sec. 605. (a) During any period in which 
an employee under age 65 is insured under 
& policy of insurance purchased by the Com- 
mission as authorized in section 607 of this 
title, there shall be withheld from each sal- 
ary payment of such employee, as his share 
of the cost of his group life and accidental 
death and dismemberment insurance, an 
amount determined by the Commission, but 
not to exceed the rate of 25 cents biweekly 
for each $1,000 of his group life insurance: 
Provided, That an employee who is paid on 
other than a biweekly basis shall have an 
amount so withheld, determined at a propor- 
tionate rate, which rate shall be adjusted to 
the nearest cent. 

Any policy of insurance purchased by the 
Commission as authorized in section 607 of 
this title shall provide that all employees 
eligible under the terms of this title will be 
automatically insured thereunder com- 
mencing on the date they first become so 
eligible: Provided, That any employee de- 
siring not to be so insured shall, on an ap- 
propriate form to be prescribed by the Com- 
mission, give written notice to his employing 
office that he desires not to be insured. If 
such notice is received before the employee 
shall have become insured under such pol- 
icy, he shall not be so insured; if it is re- 
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ceiyed after he shall have become insured, 
his insurance under the policy will cease 
effective with the end of the pay period dur- 
ing which the notice is received by the em- 
ploying office. 

(b) For each period in which an employee 
is insured under a policy of insurance pur- 
chased by the Commission as authorized in 
section 607 of this title, there shall be con- 
tributed from the respective appropriation or 
fund which is used for payment of his sal- 
ary, wage, or other compensation (or, in the 
case of an elected official, from such appro- 
priation or fund as may be available for 
payment of other salaries of the same office 
or establishment) a sum computed at a 
rate determined by the Commission, but not 
to exceed one-half the amount withheld 
from the employee under this section. 

(c) The sums withheld from employees 
under subsection (a) and the sums con- 
tributed from appropriations and funds un- 
der subsection (b) shall be deposited in the 
Treasury of the United States to the credit 
of a fund which is hereby created, Said 
fund is hereby made available without fiscal 
year limitation for premium payments under 
any insurance policy or policies purchased as 
authorized in sections 607 and 610 of this 
title, and for any expenses incurred by the 
Commission in the administration of this 
title within such limitations as may be speci- 
fled annually in appropriation acts: Pro- 
vided, That appropriations available to the 
Commission for salaries and expenses for the 
fiscal year 1955 shall be available on a re- 
imbursable basis for necessary administra- 
tive expenses of carrying out the purposes 
of this title until said fund shall be suffi- 
cient to provide therefor. The income de- 
rived from any dividends or premium rate 
adjustments received from insurers shall 
constitute a part of said fund. 

Src. 606. Each policy purchased under this 
title shall contain a provision, in terms 
approved by the Commission, to the effect 
that any insurance thereunder on any em- 
ployee shall cease upon his separation from 
the service or 12 months after discontinu- 
ance of his salary payments, whichever first 
occurs, subject to a provision which shall 
be contained in the policy for temporary 
extension of coverage and for conversion to 
an individual policy of life insurance under 
conditions approved by the Commission, ex- 
cept that if upon such date as the insur- 
ance would otherwise cease the employee 
(a) retires on an immediate annulty, and 
(b) unless retired for disability, has had 15 
years of creditable civilian service, as deter- 
mined by the Commission, his life insurance 
only may, under conditions determined by 
the Commission, be continued without cost 
to him in the amounts for which he would 
have been insured from time to time had 
his salary payments continued at the same 
rate as on the date of cessation. 

Sec. 607. (a) The Commission is author- 
ized, without regard to section 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes as amended, to purchase 
from one or more life-insurance companies, 
as determined by it, a policy or policies of 
group life accidental, death and dismember- 
ment insurance to provide the benefits speci- 
fied in this title: Provided, That any such 
company must meet the following require- 
ments: (1) Be licensed under the laws of 
48 of the States of the United States and 
the District of Columbia to transact life 
and accidental death and dismemberment 
insurance, and (2) the amount of its em- 
ployee group life insurance on the most re- 
cent December 31 for which information is 
available to the Commission shall on that 
date equal at least 1 percent of the total 
amount of employee group life insurance 
in the United States in all life-insurance 
companies. . 

(b) The life-insurance company or com- 
panies issuing such policy or policies shall 
establish an administrative office under a 
name to be approved by the Commission, 
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(c) The Commission shall arrange with 
the life-insurance company or companies 
issuing any policy or policies purchased 
under this title to reinsure, under condi- 
tions approved by it, portions of the total 
amount of insurance under the policy or 
policies, determined as provided in subsec- 
tion (d) of this section, with such other life- 
insurance companies as may elect to par- 
ticipate in such reinsurance. 

(d) The Commission shall determine a 
formula so that the amount of insurance in 
force to be retained by each issuing company 
after ceding reinsurance and the total 
amount of reinsurance ceded to each rein- 
suring company shall be in proportion to the 
total amount of each such company’s group 
life insurance in force in the United States 
on December 31, 1953: Provided, That in de- 
termining such proportions, that portion of 
any company’s group life insurance in force 
on December 31, 1953, which is in excess of 
$100,000,000 shall be reduced by 25 percent 
of the first $100,000,000 of such excess, 50 
percent of the second $100,000,000 of such ex- 
cess, 75 percent of the third $100,000,000 of 
such excess, and 95 percent of any excess 
thereafter: Provided further, That the 
amount retained by or ceded to any company 
shall not exceed 25 percent of the amount of 
that company’s total life insurance in force 
in the United States on December 31, 1953: 
Provided further, That if, at the end of 1 year 
following the date of enactment of this act, 
in the case of any issuing company or rein- 
surer which insured employees of the Federal 
Government on December 31, 1953, under 
policies issued to an association of Federal 
employees, the amount which results from 
the application of this formula is less than 
the decrease, if any, in the amount of such 
company’s insurance under such policies, the 
amount allocated to such company shall, 
upon the first reallocation as provided in 
subsection (e) of this section, be increased 
to the amount of such decrease: And pro- 
vided further, That any fraternal benefit as- 
sociation which is licensed under the laws 
of a State of the United States or the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to transact life insurance 
and is engaged in issuing insurance certifi- 
cates on the lives of employees of the Fed- 
eral Government exclusively shall be eligible 
to act as a reinsuring company and may be 
allocated an amount of reinsurance equal to 
25 percent of its total life insurance in force 
on employees of the Federal Government on 
December 31, 1953. 

(e) The companies eligible to participate 
as reinsurers, and the amount of insurance 
under the policy or policies to be allocated to 
each issuing company or reinsurer may be 
redetermined by the Commission for and in 
advance of any policy year after the first, on 
a basis consistent with subsections (c) and 
(d) of this section, with any modifications 
thereof it deems appropriate to carry out the 
intent of such subsections, and based on each 
participating company’s group life insurance 
in force, excluding that under any policy or 
policies purchased under this title except in 
the case of companies covered in the third 
proviso of subsection (d), in the United 
States on the most recent December 31 for 
which information is available to it, and 
shall be so redetermined in a similar manner 
not less often than every 3 years or at any 
time that any participating company with- 
draws from participation. 

(f) The Commission may at any time dis- 
continue any policy or policies it has pur- 
chased from any insurance company. 

Sec. 608. (a) Each policy or policies pur- 
chased under this title shall include, for the 
first policy year, basic tables of premium 
rates as follows: 

(1) For group life insurance, a schedule 
of basic premium rates by age which the 
Commission shall have determined on a 
basis consistent with the lowest schedule 
of basic premium rates generally charged 
for new group life insurance policies issued 
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to large employers, this schedule of basic 
premium rates by age to be applied, except 
as otherwise provided in this section, to the 
distribution by age of the amounts of group 
life insurance under the policy at its date 
of issue to determine an average basic 
premium rate per $1,000 of life insurance, 
and 

(2) For group accidental death and dis- 
memberment insurance, a basic premium rate 
which the Commission shall have determined 
on a basis consistent with the lowest rate 
generally charged for new group accidental 
death and dismemberment insurance policies 
issued to large employers, 

Each policy so purehased shall also in- 
clude provisions whereby the basic rates of 
premium determined for the first policy year 
shall be continued for subsequent policy 
years, except that they may be readjusted 
for any subsequent year, based on the ex- 
perience under the policy, such readjust- 
ment to be made by the insurance company 
or companies issuing the policy on a basis 
determined by the Commission in advance 
of such year to be consistent with the gen- 
eral practice of life insurance companies 
under policies of group life and group acci- 
dental death and dismemberment insurance 
issued to large employers. 

(b) Each policy so purchased shall include 
a provision that, in the event the Commis- 
sion determines that ascertaining the actual 
age distribution of the amounts of group 
life insurance in force at the date of issue 
of the policy or at the end of the first or 
any subsequent year of insurance thereunder 
would not be possible except at a dispro- 
portionately high expense, it may approve 
the determination of a tentative average 
group life premium rate, for the first or any 
subsequent policy year, in lieu of using the 
actual age distribution. Such tentative aver- 
age premium rate shall be redetermined by 
the Commission during any policy year upon 
request by the insurance company or com- 
panies issuing the policy, if experience in- 
dicates that the assumptions made in deter- 
mining the tentative average premium rate 
for that policy year were incorrect. 

(c) Each policy so purchased shall contain 
a provision stipulating the maximum ex- 
pense and rise charges for the first policy 
year, which charges shall have been deter- 
mined by the Commission on a basis con- 
sistent with the general level of such 
charges made by life insurance companies 
under policies of group life and accidental 
death and dismemberment insurance issued 
to large employers. Such maximum charges 
shall be continued from year to year, except 
that the Commission may redetermine such 
maximum charges for any year either by 
agreement with the insurance company or 
companies issuing the policy or upon writ- 
ten notice given by it to such companies at 
least 1 year in advance of the beginning of 
the year for which such redetermined maxi- 
mum charges will be effective. 

(d) Each such policy shall provide for an 
accounting to the Commission not later 
than 90 days after the end of each policy 
year, which shall set forth, in a form ap- 
proved by the Commission, (1) the amounts 
of premiums actually accrued under the pol- 
icy from its date of issue to the end of such 
policy year, (2) the total of all mortality 
and other claim charges incurred for that 
period, and (3) the amounts of the in- 
surers’ expense and risk charges for that pe- 
riod. Any excess of the total of item (1) 
over the sum of items (2) and (3) shall be 
held by the insurance company or com- 
panies issuing the policy as a special con- 
tingency reserve to be used by such insur- 
ance company or companies for charges un- 
der such policy only, such reserve to bear 
interest at a rate to be determined in ad- 
vance of each policy year by the insurance 
company or companies issuing the policy, 
which rate shall be approved by the Com- 
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mission as being consistent with the rates 
generally used by such company or com- 
panies for similar funds held under other 
group life insurance policies: Provided, That 
if and when the Commission determines 
that such special contingency reserve has 
attained an amount estimated by it to make 
satisfactory provision for adverse fluctua- 
tions in future charges under the policy, any 
further such excess shall be deposited in the 
Treasury of the United States to the credit 
of the fund. If and when such policy is 
discontinued, and if, after all charges have 
been made, there is any positive balance 
remaining in such special contingency re- 
serve, such balance shall be deposited in the 
Treasury of the United States to the credit 
of the fund, subject to the right of the in- 
surance company or companies issuing the 
policy to make such deposit in equal month- 
ly installments over a period of not more 
than 2 years. 

Sec. 609. The Commission shall arrange to 
have each employee insured under such 
policy receive a certificate setting forth the 
benefits to which the employee is entitled 
thereunder, to whom such benefits shall be 
payable, to whom claims should be sub- 
mitted, and summarizing the provisions of 
the policy principally affecting the employee. 
Such certificate shall be in lieu of the cer- 
tificate which the insurance company or 
companies would otherwise be required to 
issue. 

Sec. 610. (a) The Commission is author- 
ized to arrange with any nonprofit associa- 
tion of Federal employees for the assump- 
tion by the fund of any existing life insur- 
ance agreements of such association with 
its members retired or otherwise separated 
from the Federal service and to insure the 
obligations assumed with any company or 
companies meeting the requirements of sec- 
tion 607 (a). 

(b) Any such arrangement shall provide 
that payments by such insured members for 
life insurance only shall thereafter be made 
at the same rates to the fund, under such 
conditions as the Commission may prescribe. 

(c) Any such arrangement shall further 
provide that there be transferred to and 
deposited in the fund the lesser of the fol- 
lowing amounts: 

(1) The total assets of the life insurance 
fund of such association; or 

(2) The amount required to meet the lia- 
bilities under life insurance agreements as- 
sumed, into account the payments as 
provided in paragraph (b). The determina- 
tion of this amount shall be based on an 
actuarial valuation satisfactory to the Com- 
mission, procured by the association without 
expense to the Commission. 

(d) The arrangements authorized by this 
section shall be made only with those asso- 
ciations which terminate life insurance 
agreements with all of their members within 
1 year after the date of enactment of this act, 
and such arrangements shall apply only to 
life insurance granted to any member by any 
such association before January 1, 1954. 

(e) In any case in which the fund assumes 
a liability for life insurance as provided in 
this section in respect to a person who (1) 
subsequently becomes eligible to be insured 
as an employee under this title, and (2) does 
not give notice, as provided in section 605 
(a), of his desire not to be so insured, the 
life insurance provided under this section 
shall terminate as of the date such person 
becomes insured as an employee. 

Sec. 611. Except as otherwise provided 
herein, the Commission is hereby authorized 
to promulgate such regulations as may be 
necessary and proper to give effect to the 
intent, purposes, and provisions of this title. 

Sec. 612. (a) There is hereby established an 
Advisory Council on Group Insurance con- 
sisting of the Secretary of the Treasury as 
Chairman, the Secretary of Labor, and the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, who 
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shall serve without additional compensation. 
‘The council shall meet once a year, or oftener 
at the call of the Commission, and shall re- 
view the operations of this title and advise 
the Commission on matters of policy relating 
to its activities thereunder. 

(b) The Chairman of the Commission shall 
appoint a committee composed of five em- 
ployees insured under this title, who shall 
serve without compensation, to advise the 
Commission regarding matters of concern to 
employees under this title. 

Sec, 613. The Commission shall report an- 
nually to Congress upon the operation of 
this title. 

Sec. 614. The district courts of the United 
States shall have original jurisdiction, con- 
current with the Court of Claims, of any 
civil action or claim against the United 
States founded upon this title. 

Sec. 615. The insurance provided by this 
title and the withholdings and contributions 
for that purpose shall become effective when 
directed by the Commission. 

TITLE VIIMMISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Sec. 701. (a) Section 2 (b) of the Per- 
formance Rating Act of 1950 (5 U. S. C., sec. 
2001) is amended by striking out the period 
at the end thereof and inserting in lieu 
thereof a semicolon and the following: 

“(12) The Central Intelligence Agency.” 

(b) Section 9 of the Central Intelligence 
Agency Act of 1949, as amended (50 U. S. C., 
sec. 4031), is hereby repealed. 

Sec. 702. Section 1310 of the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1952 (Public Law 253, 82d 
Cong.), as amended, is hereby repealed. 


Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, this is 
the House version of the fringe benefit 
bill. A similar bill passed the Senate 
some weeks ago, and was sent to the 
House of Representatives, where it was 
amended by including the classified pay 
bill. It has not moved since that time. 

It is a piece of legislation which is im- 
portant to the Federal workers of the 
Nation. It has the approval of everyone 
with whom I have talked. 

The Senate Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service took the fringe bene- 
fit bill and the Federal insurance bill 
and combined them as amendments to 
the House bill which is presently before 
the Senate. 

Since that time the House has passed 
the Federal insurance bill. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the provisions with 
regard to Federal insurance may be 
stricken from the bill now pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest? Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. CARLSON. That would leave the 
fringe benefit bill about as it passed the 
Senate for further action, either by the 
committee of conference, or by the 
House accepting the amendment of the 
Senate. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CARLSON. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. The supplemental ap- 
propriation bill, which the Senate con- 
sidered a few days ago, provided for sal- 
ary increases for certain employees of 
the Senate. Would the proposed action 
involve a duplication of the previous 
action? 

Mr. CARLSON. The distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee talked with me 
about that, and I told him I would check 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


and propose an amendment to take care 
of that situation. Under a gentleman’s 
agreement on the Senate floor, the num- 
ber of positions to be included in the bill 
were 150. If the appropriation bill 
should supersede this bill, providing for 
150, I sincerely hope that they will be 
included in that number. It is my sin- 
cere intention that that be done, but I 
have not prepared the language for such 
an amendment. 

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I happen to know that 
the House conferees seriously objected 
to the amendment placed in the bill 
changing the civil-service ratings of cer- 
tain employees of the Architect of the 
Capitol, and said that the matter could 
be cured, in their opinion, by some con- 
tact which was to be made with the 
Civil Service Commission. I understand 
that contact has been made. If that be 
true, then there will be nothing in the 
bill, when it comes out of conference, of 
the nature to which the Senator has re- 
ferred. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate very much the statement of the 
Senator from Arizona, because that is 
certainly what I hoped would be the at- 
titude of the Senate on this particular 
piece of legislation. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Kansas kindly advise what 
portion of the bill relative to the insur- 
ance features he asks to have stricken 
out? 

Mr. CARLSON. The section I wish 
stricken is an amendment to H. R. 2263, 
beginning on page 28. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is an 
amendment to the pending bill? 

Mr. CARLSON. Yes. I ask that that 
be stricken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it 
title 6? 

Mr.CARLSON. That is correct. 

Mr. President, I offer an amendment 
which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 28, 
line 20, it is proposed to strike out title 
6, Group Insurance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Kansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I of- 
fer the amendment which I ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 46, 
after line 14, it is proposed to insert a 
new section, as follows: 

Sec. 703. The Official Reporters of the pro- 
ceedings and debates of the Senate and their 
employees shall be considered to be officers 
or employees in or under the legislative 
branch of the Government within the mean- 
ing of the provisions of section 2 (a) of the 


Federal Employees’ Group Life Insurance Act 
of 1954. 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I offer 
this amendment to the bill because I sin- 
cerely hope the Senate will take care of 
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the Official Reporters of Debates, who 
have worked so faithfully during this 
session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Kansas, 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment, as amended. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 

assed 


The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to amend the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, and the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, 
and for other purposes.” 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 1980) to authorize and 
direct the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia to construct a bridge over 
the Potomac River in the vicinity of 
Jones Point, Va., and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


SPECIAL REGULATIONS IN THE DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR THE 
AMERICAN LEGION NATIONAL 
CONVENTION 


The joint resolution (H, J. Res. 560) 
to authorize the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to promulgate spe- 
cial regulations for the period of the 
American Legion National Convention 
of 1954, to authorize the granting of cer- 
tain permits to the American Legion 
1954 Convention Corporation on the oc- 
casion of such convention, and for other 
purposes, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


QUARTERING OF TROOPS DURING 
AMERICAN LEGION CONVENTION 
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 561) 
to authorize the quartering in public 
buildings in the District of Columbia of 
troops participating in activities related 
to the American Legion National Con- 
vention of 1954 was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF CODE OF LAW FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RE- 
LATING TO ATTACHMENT PRO- 
CEEDINGS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill CH. R. 8128) to amend section 1089 
of the Code of Law for the District of 
Columbia relating to attachment pro- 
ceedings, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia with an amendment, on page 1, 
line 9, after the word “after”, to strike 
out “ “1809” and insert “1089”.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 


1954 


The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


CONSOLIDATION OF POLICE AND 
MUNICIPAL COURTS OF THE DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 8915) to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to consolidate the police 
court of the District of Columbia and 
the municipal court of the District of 
Columbia, to be known as the munici- 
pal court of appeals for the District of 
Columbia and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia with 
an amendment, on page 3, at the begin- 
ning of line 1, to strike out “121” and 
insert “1121.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to amend the act entitled ‘An 
act to consolidate the police court of the 
District of Columbia and the municipal 
court of the District of Columbia, to be 
known as the municipal court for the 
District of Columbia, to create “the 
municipal court of appeals for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia”, and for other pur- 
poses. ” 


WAIVER OF ANNUITIES, RELIEF, OR 
RETIREMENT COMPENSATION OF 
RETIRED POLICEMEN AND FIRE- 
MEN OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 7853) to permit retired police- 
men, firemen, and teachers of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to waive all or part of 
their annuities, relief, or retirement com- 
pensation, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia with an amendment, to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 


That any person entitled to relief or re- 
tirement compensation pursuant to the pro- 
visions of section 12 of the act approved 
September 1, 1916 (39 Stat. 718), as amended 
(title 4, ch. 5, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), may 
decline to accept all or any part of such re- 
lief or retirement compensation by a waiver 
signed and filed with the Commissioners of 
tue District of Columbia or their designated 
agent. Such waiver may be revoked in writ- 
ing at any time, but no payment of the relief 
or retirement compensation waived shall be 
made covering the period during which such 
waiver was in effect. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
may we have a brief explanation of the 
bill? 

Mr. CASE. The purpose of the bill is 
to permit retired policemen and firemen 
to waive all or any part of their retire- 
ment compensation or relief to which 
they are entitled, in the same manner as 
persons retired under the Civil Service 
Retirement Act. Section 3 of Public Law 
555 of the 82d Congress, approved July 
16, 1952, gives such privilege to the latter 
group of employees. 
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The purpose of the committee amend- 
ment is to eliminate school teachers from 
the provisions of this measure. This 
was done in accordance with the request 
of a representative of the American Fed- 
eration of Teachers appearing at the 
subcommittee hearings on June 22, 1954. 

Representatives of the policemen’s and 
firemen’s groups favored the bill, as did 
the District of Columbia Commissioners. 

The House passed the bill, and it was 
reported unanimously by the Senate 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
“An act to permit retired policemen and 
firemen of the District of Columbia to 
waive all or part of their relief or re- 
tirement compensation.” 


CONDEMNATION OF INSANITARY 
BUILDINGS IN THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


The bill (H. R. 6127) to amend the 
act entitled “An act to create a Board 
for the Condemnation of Insanitary 
Buildings in the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes”, approved May 
1, 1906, as amended, and for other pur- 
poses, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PROVISION FOR FAMILY QUARTERS 
FOR PERSONNEL OF THE MILI- 
TARY DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3818) to provide for family quar- 
ters for personnel of the military de- 
partments of the Department of De- 
fense and their dependents, and for 
other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Armed Services 
with an amendment on page 16, after 
line 11, to strike out: 


Src. 407. The Secretary of Defense is auth- 
orized to procure family housing for military 
personnel in foreign countries through the 
use of not to exceed the equivalent of $75 
million in foreign currencies in accordance 
with the provisions of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 
(Public Law 480, 83d Congress), which fam- 
ily housing shall be in addition to family 
housing to be constructed or acquired by 
the Department of Defense through the use 
of appropriated funds. Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary of the 
military department concerned is authorized 
to utilize and transfer to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation in lieu of reimbursement 
pursuant to section 105 of said act the allow- 
ances for quarters that would otherwise be 
payable to military personnel occupying such 
family housing to the amount of the cost 
of the quarters involved. 


And in lieu thereof to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. 407. The Secretary of Defense is auth- 
orized, subject to the approval of the Direc- 


tor of the Bureau of the Budget, to construct, 
or acquire by lease or otherwise, family 


14031 


housing, in addition to family housing other- 
wise authorized to be constructed or ac- 
quired by the Department of Defense in 
foreign countries, to the value of $75 million 
through the use of foreign currencies in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the Agri- 
cultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954 (Public Law 480, 83d Congress). 
The Secretary of Defense shall furnish to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
quarterly report, the first of which shall be 
submitted 3 months subsequent to the 
date of enactment of this act, setting forth 
the cost, number, and location of housing 
units constructed or acquired pursuant to 
the authority contained in this section dur- 
ing the 3-month period preceding the 
date of such report, and setting forth the 
cost, number, and location of the housing 
units intended to be constructed or ac- 
quired pursuant to such authority during 
the next succeeding quarter. 
Appropriations of the Department of De- 
fense otherwise available for payment of 
quarters allowances of personnel occupy- 
ing such family housing shall be available 
for reimbursement to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation pursuant to section 105 of the 
Agricultural Trade Development and As- 
sistant Act of 1954 in an amount equivalent 
to the dollar value of the currencies used. 


So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted, ete.— 
TITLE I 

Sec. 101. The Secretary of the Army is au- 
thorized further to develop military instal- 
lations and facilities by providing family 
housing for personnel of the military de- 
partments and their dependents by the con- 
struction or installation of public works, 
which include site preparation, appurten- 
ances, utilities, equipment, and the acquisi- 
tion of land, as follows: 

Continental United States 
(Third Army Area) 

Fort Campbell, Ky.: 300 units of family 
housing, $4,093,000. 

(Fourth Army Area) 

Fort Bliss, Tex.: 250 units of family hous- 
ing, $3,213,000. 

Fort Hood, Tex.: 600 units of family hous- 
ing, $8,099,000. 

(Fifth Army Area) 

Camp Carson, Colo.: 1,000 units of family 
housing, $13,427,000. 

Camp Crowder, Mo.: 70 units of family 
housing, $952,000. 

(Sixth Army Area) 

Fort Lewis, Wash.: 800 units of family 
housing, $10,686,000. 

Camp Cooke (United States Disciplinary 
Barracks), Calif.: 50 units of family hous- 
ing, $663,000. 

Yuma Test Station, 
family housing, $267,000. 
(Quartermaster Corps) 

Belle Mead General Depot, N. J.: 10 units 
of family housing, $158,000. 

(Chemical Corps) 

Dugway Proving Ground, Utah: 30 units 

of family housing, $486,000. 
(Signal Corps) 

Fort Huachuca, Ariz.: 200 units of family 
housing, $2,899,000. 

Department of the Army Transmitting 
Station, Va.: 10 units of family housing 
$164,000. 


Ariz.: 20 units of 


(Corps of Engineers) 
Fort Belvoir, Va.: 300 units of family hous- 
ing, $3,984,000. 
(Transportation Corps) 
Fort Eustis, Va.: 250 units of family hous- 
ing, $3,374,000. 
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Wilmington Ammunition Terminal, N. C.: 
4 units of family housing, $69,000. 


(Army Security Agency) 

Two Rock Ranch Station, Calif.: 10 units 
of family housing, $160,000. 

(Armed Forces Special Weapons project) 

Sandia Base, N. Mex.: 3 units of family 
housing, $79,000. 

Killeen Base, Tex.: 5 units of family hous- 
ing: $99,000. 

(Tactical Sites) 


Various locations: 300 units of family 
housing, $3,990,000. 

Sec. 102. The Secretary of the Army is 
authorized further to develop military in- 
stallations and facilities by providing family 
housing for personnel of the military de- 

ent and their dependents by the 
rehabilitation of public works, which in- 
clude appurtenances, utilities, and equip- 
ment, in a total amount of $12,230,550: 
Provided, That in his discretion the Secre- 
tary of the Army may utilize the authoriza- 
tion contained in this section to provide 
family housing by the construction or in- 
stallation of public works, which include 
site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, 
equipment, and acquisition of land, at loca- 
tions to be determined by him. Such family 
housing shall be in addition to, but shall not 
exceed 5 percent of, the total number of 
units authorized by section 101 of this act, 
but the average cost of such additional 
units shall not exceed $12,500. 


TITLE II 


Sec. 201. The Secretary of the Navy is 
authorized further to develop naval instal- 
lations and facilities by providing family 
housing for personnel of the military de- 
partments and their dependents by the con- 
struction or installation of public works, 
which include site preparation, appurte- 
nances, ultilities, equipment, and the acqui- 
sition of land as follows: 


Continental United States 
(ist Naval District) 


Naval hosiptal, Newport, R. I.: 10 units 
of family housing, $152,000. 


(3d Naval District) 


Naval hospital, St. Albans, N. Y.: 10 units 
of family housing, $152,000. 


(4th Naval District) 


Naval shipyard, Philadelphia, Pa.: 25 units 
of family housing, $321,300. 

Naval hospital, Philadelphia, Pa.: 10 units 
of family housing, $152,000. 

(5th Naval District) 

Naval hospital, Camp Lejeune, N. C.: 50 
units of family housing, $642,500. 

Marine Corps air facility, New River, N. C.: 
35 units of family housing, $473,300. 

Naval hospital, Portsmouth, Va.: 10 units 
of family housing, $152,000. 

Naval mine depot, Yorktown, Va. (Skiffes 
Creek Annex): 5 units of family housing, 
$91,200. 

(6th Naval District) 

Naval air station, Cecil Field: 90 units 
of family housing, $1,192,200. 

Naval hospital, Jacksonville, Fla.: 30 units 
of family housing, $397,300. 

Naval air station, Key West, Fla.: 20 units 
of family housing, $273,900. 

Naval station, Key West, Fla.: 80 units of 
family housing, $1,044,500. 

Naval mine countermeasures station, Pan- 
ama City, Fla.: 25 units of family housing, 
$343,100. 

Naval hospital, Pensacola, Fla.: 25 units of 
family housing, $321,300. 

Naval supply corps school, Athens, Ga.: 30 
units of family housing, $456,000. 

Naval auxiliary air station, Glynco, Ga.: 
80 units of family housing, $1,058,600. 
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Naval construction battalion center, Gulf- 
port, Miss. 7 units of family housing, 
$102,100. 

Marine Corps auxiliary air station, Beau- 
fort, S. C.: 175 units of family housing, 
$2,305,600. 

Naval hospital, Beaufort, S. C.: 50 units of 
family housing, $654,300. 


(8th Naval District) 


Naval auxiliary air station, Chase Field, 
Tex.: 80 units of family housing, $1,073,400. 


(11th Naval District) 


Naval amphibious base, Coronado, Calif.: 
2 units of family housing, $47,300. 

Naval air station, Miramar, Calif.: 15 units 
of family housing, $204,500. 

Naval hospital, San Diego, Calif.: 10 units 
of family housing, $152,000. 


(12th Naval District) 


Naval hospital, Oakland, Calif.: 10 units 
of family housing, $152,000. 

Naval supply center, Oakland, Calif.: 10 
units of family housing, $152,000. 

Naval communication station, Skaggs Is- 
land, Calif.: 50 units of family housing, 
$666,000. 

Naval auxiliary air station, Fallon, Ney.: 
60 units of family housing, $787,500. 


Marine Corps facilities 


Marine Corps depot of supplies, Albany, 
Ga.: 100 units of family housing, $1,339,800. 

Marine Corps supply annex, Barstow, Calif.: 
1 unit of family housing, $27,000. 

Marine Corps recruit depot, San Diego, 
Calif.: 12 units of family housing, $173,400. 

Marine Corps school, Quantico, Va.: 300 
units of family housing, $4,121,700. 


Outside continental United States 
(Atiantic Ocean Area) 
Naval station, Argentia, Newfoundland: 
45 units of family housing, $595,100. 
Naval base, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba: 100 
units of family housing, $1,379,000. 


(Pacific Ocean Area) 


Naval station, Kwajalein, Marshall Islands: 
175 units of family housing, $2,289,100. 

Marine Corps barracks, Pearl Harbor, T. H.: 
2 units of family housing, $30,400. 

Sec. 202. The Secretary of the Navy is au- 
thorized further to develop naval installa- 
tions and facilities by providing family hous- 
ing for personnel of the military depart- 
ments and their dependents by the rehabili- 
tation of public works, which include ap- 
purtenances, utilities, and equipment, in a 
total amount of $1,218,300: Provided, That in 
his discretion the Secretary of the Navy may 
utilize the authorization contained in this 
section to provide family housing by the 
construction or installation of public works, 
which include site preparation, appurte- 
nances, utilities, equipment and acquisition 
of land, at locations to be determined by 
him. Such family housing shall be in ad- 
dition to, but shall not exceed 5 percent of, 
the total number of units authorized by 
section 201 of this act, but the average cost 
of such additional units shall not exceed 
$12,500. 

TITLE II 

Sec. 301. The Secretary of the Air Force 
is authorized further to develop Air Force 
installations and facilities by providing 
family housing for personnel of the military 
departments and their dependents by the 
construction or installation of public works, 
which include site preparation, appurte- 
nances, utilities, equipment, and the acquisi- 
tion of land as follows: 


Continental United States 
(Strategic Air Command) 
Sedalia Air Force Base, Mo.: 400 units of 
family housing, $5,364,000. 
Altus Air Force Base, Okla.: 360 units of 
family housing, $4,827,600. 
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Lincoln Air Force Base, Nebr.: 400 units 
of family housing, $5,364,000. 

Smoky Hill Air Force Base, Kans.: 280 units 
of family housing, $3,754,800. 

Dow Air Force Base, Maine: 300 units of 
family housing, $4,023,000. 

Lake Charles Air Force Base, La.: 200 units 
of family housing, $2,682,000. 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Ariz.: 5 
units of family housing, $108,000. 

Fairchild Air Force Base, Wash.: 5 units 
of family housing, $108,000. 

Great Falls Air Force Base, Mont.: 4 units 
of family housing, $87,750. 

Hunter Air Force Base, Ga.: 5 units of 
family housing, $108,000. 

Columbus Air Force Base, Miss.: 30 units 
of family housing, $402,300. 

Larson Air Force Base, Wash.: 5 units of 
family housing, $108,000. 

Limestone Air Force Base, Maine: 4 units 
of family housing, $87,750. 

Lockbourne Air Force Base, Ohio: 4 units 
of family housing, $87,750. 

Mather Air Force Base, Calif.: 4 units of 
family housing, $87,750. 

Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho: 
4 units of family housing, $81,000. 

Nellis Air Force Base, Nev.: 5 units of 
family housing, $108,000. 

Travis Air Force Base, Calif.: 6 units of 
family housing, $128,250. 


(Air Defense Command) 


Suffolk County Air Force Base, N. Y.: 100 
units of family housing, $1,341,000. 

Otis Air Force Base, Mass.: 200 units of 
family housing, $2,682,000. 

Newcastle County Airport, Del.: 100 units 
of family housing, $1,341,000. 

Truax Air Force Base, Wis.: 100 units of 
family housing, $1,341,000. 

Kinross Air Force Base, Mich.: 90 units 
of family housing, $1,206,900. 

Paine Air Force Base, Wash.: 70 units of 
family housing, $938,700. 

Oxnard Air Force Base, Calif.: 70 units of 
family housing, $938,700. 

Ent Alr Force Base, Colo.: 
family housing, $1,206,900. 

Youngstown Municipal Airport, Ohio: 50 
units of family housing, $670,500. 

Greater Pittsburgh Airport, Pa.: 50 units 
of family housing, $670,500. 

Niagara Municipal Airport, N. Y.: 50 units 
of family housing, $670,500. 

Minneapolis-St. Paul Airport, Minn.: 70 
units of family housing, $938,700. 

Duluth Municipal Airport, Minn.: 100 
units of family housing, $1,341,000. 

Geiger Field, Wash.: 50 units of family 
housing, $370,500. 

Sioux City Municipal Airport, Iowa: 50 
units of family housing, $670,500. 

Presque Isle Air Force Base, Maine: 50 
units of family housing, $670,500. 

McGee-Tyson Airport, Tenn.: 50 units of 
family housing, $670,500. 

Portland International Airport, Oreg.: 60 
units of family housing, $804,600. 

Minot area, North Dakota: 65 units of 
family housing, $871,650. 

Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Mich.: 50 units 
of family housing, $670,500. 


(Tactical Air Command) 


Clovis Air Force Base, N. Mex.: 170 units 
of family housing, $2,279,700. 

Hurlburt Air Force Base, Fla.: 275 units 
of family housing, $3,687,750. 

Foster Air Force Base, Tex.: 200 units of 
family housing, $2,682,000. 

McGuire Air Force Base, N. J.: 5 units of 
family housing, $108,000. 

Shaw Air Force Base, S. C.: 5 units of 
family housing, $108,000. 


(Air Training Command) 
Luke Air Force Base, Ariz.: 125 units of 
family housing, $1,676,250. 


Laredo Air Force Base, Tex.: 100 units of 
family housing, $1,341,000, 
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Gary Air Force Base, Tex.: 100 units of 
family housing, $1,341,000. 

Laughlin Air Force Base, Tex.: 150 units 
of family housing, $2,011,500. 

Greenville Air Force Base, Miss.: 120 units 
of family housing, $1,609,200. 

Moody Air Force Base, Ga.: 140 units of 
family housing, $1,877,400. 

Stead Air Force Base, Nev.: 90 units of fam- 
ily housing, $1,206,900. 

McConnell Air Force Base, Kans.: 150 units 
of family housing, $2,011,500. 

Webb Air Force Base, Tex.: 
family housing, $1,139,850. 

Parks Air Force Base, Calif.: 85 units of 
family housing, $1,139,850, 


(Military Air Transport Service) 


Charleston Air Force Base, S. C.;: 450 units 
of family housing, $6,034,500. 


(Continental Air Command) 


Beale Air Force Base, Calif.: 225 units of 
family housing, $3,017,250. 


(Research and Development Command) 


Kirtland Air Force Base, N. Mex.; 5 units 
of family housing, $108,000. 


TITLE Iv 


Sec. 401. The Secretaries of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force are respectively author- 
ized to proceed with the further develop- 
ment of military, naval, and Air Force in- 
stallations and facilities as authorized by 
tities I, II, and III of this act without regard 
to the provisions of sections 1136, 3648, and 
3734, as respectively amended, of the Revised 
Statutes, and prior to approval of title to 
underlying land, as provided by section 355, 
as amended, of the Revised Statues. The 
authority to provide family housing by the 
construction or installation of public works 
shall include authority to acquire lands and 
rights and interests thereto or therein, in- 
cluding the temporary use thereof, by dona- 
tion, purchase, exchange of Government- 
owned lands, or otherwise. 

Sec. 402. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated not to exceed $175 million to 
carry out the purposes of titles I, II, and III. 
and not to exceed $15 million to carry out 
the purposes of section 408, of this act. 

Sec. 403. Any of the approximate costs 
enumerated in titles I, II, and III of this act 
may, in the discretion of the Secretary con- 
cerned, be varied upward by 10 percent, but 
the total of all costs shall not exceed the 
total amount authorized to be appropriated 
by this act. 

Sec. 404. Not to exceed 250 of the units of 
family quarters constructed under the au- 
thority of titles I, II, and III of this act shall 
have a net floor area of not to exceed 2,100 
square feet. None of the other family quar- 
ters authorized to be constructed by this 
act shall have a net floor area in excess of 
1,250 square feet, and the average net floor 
area of all of such other family quarters shall 
not exceed 1,080 square feet. 

Src. 405. Appropriation made to carry out 
the purpose of this act shall be available for 
expenses incident to construction or rehabil- 
itation work authorized by this act, includ- 
ing administration, overhead, planning, and 
supervision. 

Sec. 406. Whenever 

(a) the President determines that com- 
pliance with the requirements of Public Law 
245, 82d Congress, in the case of contracts 
made pursuant to this act with respect to 
the establishment or development of mili- 
tary installations and facilities in foreign 
countries would interfere with the carrying 
out of the provisions of this act; and 

(b) the Secretary of Defense and the 
Comptroller General have agreed upon al- 
ternative methods for conducting an ade- 
quate audit of such contracts, the President 
is authorized to exempt such contracts from 
the requirements of Public Law 245, 82d 
Congress. 
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Sec. 407. The Secretary of Defense is au- 
thorized, subject to the approval of the Di- 
rector of the Bureau of the Budget, to 
construct, or acquire by lease or otherwise, 
family housing, in addition to family housing 
otherwise authorized to be constructed or 
acquired by the Department of Defense in 
foreign countries, to the value of $75 million 
through the use of foreign currencies in 
accordance with the provisions of the Agri- 
cultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954 (Public Law 480, 83d Cong). 

The Secretary of Defense shall furnish to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
quarterly report, the first of which shall be 
submitted 3 months subsequent to the date 
of enactment of this act, setting forth the 
cost, number, and location of housing units 
constructed or acquired pursuant to the 
authority contained in this section during 
the 3-month period preceding the date of 
such report, and setting forth the cost, num- 
ber, and location of the housing units in- 
tended to be constructed or acquired pur- 
suant to such authority during the next 
succeeding quarter. 

Appropriations of the Department of De- 
fense otherwise available for payment of 
quarters allowances of personnel occupying 
such family housing shall be available for 
reimbursement to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation pursuant to section 105 of the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist- 
ance Act of 1954 in an amount equivalent 
to the dollar value of the currencies used. 

Sec. 408. The Secretaries of the military 
departments are authorized to acquire a 
total of not to exceed 5,000 units of trailers 
which may be made available at locations 
botL inside and outside continental United 
States for occupancy by military personnel 
and their dependents on a rental basis with- 
out loss of any allowances for quarters. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
Chair calls attention to the fact that 
there is on the calendar a companion 
bill, namely, Calendar No. 2037 (H. R. 
9924) to provide for family quarters for 
personnel of the Military Departments 
of the Department of Defense and for 
other purposes. The bill seems to be 
somewhat different in character. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, if consent 
is given that the Senate may proceed to 
the consideration of the House bill, I 
desire to move to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert the Senate 
bill, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the House bill? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, if 
I may address a question to the Senator 
from South Dakota, does the bill pro- 
vide for family quarters on all military 
bases in this country, or merely on mili- 
tary bases adjacent to Washington? 

Mr, CASE. No; the bases are scat- 
tered throughout the United States, 
and there are some overseas bases, but 
they are mostly in Continental United 
States. The Senator from South Da- 
kota has in his hands a list of the au- 
thorizations by States. They appear 
alphabetically, and under the first ones 
listed there appear several in Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Are the quarters 
to be provided for military personnel, or 
civilian personnel? 

Mr. CASE. They are primarily to be 
used by military personnel. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
have one more question. What per- 
centage of the quarters would be for 
military personnel and what percentage 
would be for civilian personnel? 

Mr. CASE. It is possible that in some 
isolated locations or stations, there 
might be some housing occupied by civil- 
ian personnel, but primarily I should say 
that more than 90 percent of the hous- 
ing would be occupied by dependents of 
military personnel. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Is the provision 
in conjunction with the Wherry housing 
program or in addition to it? 

Mr. CASE. In a way it is in addition 
to it, but the Senator from South Da- 
kota may say that in the supplemental 
appropriation bill which was passed by 
the Senate a few days ago a provision 
was added, which would in effect consti- 
tute a rider, that the funds appropriated 
under this heading—and that would be 
under the authorization of the bill— 
would not be used for family housing un- 
less the Secretary of Defense should cer- 
tify that it was impracticable to con- 
struct family housing under provisions 
of title 8 of the Housing Act. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That answers 
my question. I thank the Senator, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the House bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
9924) to provide for family quarters for 
personnel of the Military Departments 
of the Department of Defense, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I move 
that all after the enacting clause of the 
House bill (H. R. 9924) be stricken out, 
and that the text of the Senate bill as 
amended be substituted. 

The reason for that request is that the 
Senate committee spent several days in 
hearings in an endeavor to reduce the 
authorizations for particular stations, in 
order that the total authorizations would 
come within the amounts proposed to 
be authorized. The total number of 
individual allocations under the House 
bill would have exceeded the authoriza- 
tions. 

The Senate committee also inserted 
two or three major new sections in the 
bill. For instance, one authorizes the 
use of foreign currencies for construc- 
tion overseas, with the approval of the 
Bureau of the Budget. The committee 
feels that those are definitely construc- 
tive changes in the bill, and desires that 
the provisions of the Senate bill be sub- 
stituted for the House bill, but passed 
under the House number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Case] that all after the en- 
acting clause be stricken out and the 
Senate bill as amended be inserted. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
2 and the bill to be read a third 

e. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, Senate bill 3818 is indefi- 
nitely postposed. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may have 
printed in the Recorp at this point a 
statement on the provisions of the bill. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CASE 


The principal purpose of S. 3818 is to au- 
thorize the Secretaries of the 3 military de- 
partments to construct 11,967 units of family 
quarters for military personnel. Secondary 
purposes are to authorize the Secretary of 
Defense to procure family housing for mili- 
tary personnel in foreign countries through 
the use of foreign currencies generated by 
the sale of surplus agricultural commodi- 
ties and to authorize the acquisition of 
5,000 house trailers for availability to mili- 
tary personnel on a rental basis without loss 
of quarters allowances. 

For those military personnel who have 
dependents, the Government furnishes 
either public quarters or quarters allowances 
at rates prescribed by the Career Compensa- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended. The rates 
currently in effect are $77.10 monthly for 
enlisted men with two dependents and 
$96.90 per month for enlisted men with 3 or 
more dependents. The monthly rates of 
quarters allowances for officers at the present 
time are as follows: Second lieutenants and 
ensigns, $85.50; first lieutenants or lieuten- 
ants (junior grade), $94.20; captain or full 
lieutenant, $102.60; major or lieutenant 
commander, $119.70; lieutenant colonel or 
commander, $136.80; colonel or captain, 
$136.80; flag or general officers, $171. The 
housing that would be constructed under 
the authorization contained in this bill will 
mean that quarters allowances at these 
rates will not be paid to the personnel occu- 
pying the housing. 

The Government-owned quarters now in 
existence have been constructed with ap- 
propriated funds, but although several bil- 
lions of dollars have been authorized and 
appropriated for military construction since 
the end of World War II, an insignificant 
portion of this construction has been for 
family . This statement is sub- 
stantiated by the fact that only 807 units of 
family housing have been built with appro- 
priated funds within the United States over 
the past 4 years. 

The failure to provide adequate family 
housing for military personnel has un- 
doubtedly been one of the contributing 
causes of a reduction in reenlistment rates 
and an increase in the resignations of offi- 
cers, with consequential loss of trained per- 
sonnel and expense of training replace- 
ments. The committee does not contend 
that the nonavailability of family housing 
is the only factor that influences a person 
to leave the military service; we cannot dis- 
regard the incentives that military person- 
nel have to leave military service. The Con- 
gress has approved a program of substantial 
benefits and privileges available under the 
so-called bill of rights for persons enter- 
ing civilian life after military service. These 
benefits include. among other things, mus- 
tering-out pay, lump-sum payment for ac- 
crued leave, unemployment compensation, 
Government assistance in financing the 
purchase of homes, Government assistance 
for education. Almost all the top-ranking 
civilian and military officials in the Depart- 
ment of Defense have stressed the serious 
consequences flowing from loss of trained 
personnel through failure to reenlist and 
resignation of officers. Again let me state 
that the committee does not maintain that 
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this family housing authorization is a com- 
plete answer to the loss of military personnel 
but it does believe that in conjunction with 
other programs, the construction of family 
housing should tend to make military serv- 
ice more attractive. 

The Senator from South Dakota might 
also mention that the Congress has had no 
hesitation in authorizing and appropriat- 
ing the many billions necessary to provide 
materiel such as airplanes, ships, tanks, and 
guns, and the bases from which to operate 
these implements of war. Since the cost of 
providing adequate living quarters for the 
personnel who must man this equipment is 
relatively small when compared with the 
cost of the equipment and the bases them- 
selves, there is no sound reason why we 
should be niggardly in this respect. 

The committee has been convinced that 
the military departments have used conserv- 
ative criteria in estimating requirements for 
family quarters. Illustrative of this con- 
viction is the fact that in the calculating of 
these requirements the permanent peace- 
time strength of the Armed Forces has been 
assumed to be 1,750,000, which figure is 
slightly more than one-half of the present 
actual strength. About 10 percent of the 
1,750,000 are officers and some 90 percent 
enlisted men. Approximately 80 percent of 
the officers and 20 percent of the enlisted 
men are estimated to be married and to re- 
quire family quarters for the purpose of this 
calculation, which results in the require- 
ment of 140,000 units for officers and 315,000 
units for enlisted men, a total of 455,000 
units. Against this total there are now 
available 47,000 permanent public quarters 
and 25,000 temporary public quarters that 
are in satisfactory condition and 87,000 
units constructed under the so-called Wher- 
ry Act that are completed or in the process 
of completion. The total availability of 
149,000 units when matched against the to- 
tal requirement of 455,000 units reflects a 
deficit of 306,000 units. It has been esti- 
mated that 150,000 privately owned housing 
units are available in local communities. 
Thus the net deficit is at least 150,000 units. 

With a deficit of this size, the obvious 
question is how best to meet the deficit. 
The principal alternatives are to construct 
the housing through appropriated funds or 
to cause the housing to be constructed 
through further utilization of title VIII of 
the National Housing Act, which is known 
as the Wherry Housing Act. When the com- 
mittee questioned Department of Defense 
representatives regarding why the Wherry 
Act could not be utilized to provide the 
needed housing these representatives fur- 
nished a statement that has been set forth 
on pages 3 and 4 of the committee report. 
The Senator from South Dakota recom- 
mends that this statement be read by those 
who would urge Wherry housing as a com- 
plete solution to this problem. 

It should be noted that every housing unit 
constructed pursuant to the authorization 
contained in S. 3818 will mean that the Ap- 
propriations Committee will not be required 
to appropriate quarters allowances for the 
personnel occupying these units. Since the 
average quarters allowance is between $1,000 
and $1,100 per year, and this authorization 
bill would provide 11,967 units of family 
housing, it will be seen that in future years 
appropriations for quarters allowances can 
be reduced by about $12 million each year. 
After 14 or 15 years the cost of the housing 
will have been amortized and the only cost 
to the Government after that time will be 
for maintenance. The estimated life of the 
housing is 35 years so that after the total 
cost of the construction has been returned 
to the Government substantial savings will 
accrue over approximately 20 years, and 
these savings would be in addition to those 
caused by whatever effect an increase in re- 
enlistment rates and a decrease in resigna- 
tions might have, 
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The type and cost of housing provided 
under this authorization will be subject to 
promulgation of detailed specifications by 
the Secretary of Defense. One-, two-, three-, 
and four-bedroom houses will be provided. 
Housing constructed for enlisted men will 
average 952 square feet in area and $12,850 
in cost; housing for company-grade officers 
will average 1,126 square feet in area and 
$15,200 in cost; housing for field-grade offi- 
cers will average 1,500 square feet in area 
and $20,250 in cost; and housing for officers 
in flag and general rank will average 2,000 
square feet in area and $27,000 in cost. 

Since the average cost of all housing to 
be constructed under the authorization con- 
tained in this bill will be $13,500, it is mani- 
fest that the great preponderance of the 
housing to be constructed is for enlisted 
men and company-grade officers. 

When the military construction authoriza- 
tion bill for fiscal year 1955, which has be- 
come Public Law 534, 83d Congress, was 
pending before the House Committee on 
Armed Services, the Department of Defense 
requested an amendment to the bill that 
would have added $350 million in authoriza- 
tion for the construction of military family 
housing. The House Committee on Armed 
Services decided to consider the family-hous- 
ing authorization separately, and Public Law 
534, 83d Congress, does not contain author- 
ization for family housing. Subsequently, 
the House Committee on Armed Services con- 
ducted hearings on the housing authorization 
and reported H. R. 9924. The line items 
comprising H. R. 9924, as it was reported by 
the House Armed Services Committee, total 
some $216 million, but an appropriation of 
not to exceed $175 million was recommended 
to carry out the purposes of the bill. 

The committee was of the opinion that 
the appropriations authorization should cor- 
respond to the total of the line items in the 
bill. After conducting hearings, the com- 
mittee made reductions and deletions neces- 
sary to cause the line items to not exceed 
$175 million. 

Section 407 of the bill authorizes the Sec- 
retary of Defense to procure family hous- 
ing for military personnel in foreign coun- 
tries through the use of foreign currencies, 
in accordance with the provisions of the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist- 
ance Act of 1954 (Public Law 480, 83d Cong.). 
The extent of this authority is limited to the 
eens of $75 million in foreign curren- 
cies. 

The Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 authorizes the Presi- 
dent to negotiate agreements with friendly 
nations for the sale of surplus agricultural 
commodities in exchange for foreign cur- 
rencies. Section 104 of the act prescribes the 
purposes for which the President may use 
the foreign currencies that accrue to the 
United States from the sale of surplus com- 
modities. Section 105 of the act provides 
that “any department or agency of the Gov- 
ernment using any of such currencies for a 
purpose for which funds have been appro- 
priated shall reimburse the Commodity 
Credit Corporation in an amount equivalent 
to the dollar value of the currencies used.” 

In order that the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration shall not be unfairly charged with 
the cost of military housing, section 407 of 
this bill provides that appropriations other- 
wise available for payment of quarters allow- 
ances of personnel occupying family hous- 
ing acquired pursuant to this authority shall 
be available for reimbursement to the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation in an amount 
equivalent to the dollar value of the curren- 
cies used. 

The committee has amended section 407 
by adding a provision that the Committees 
on Armed Services shall be furnished quar- 
terly reports of the housing procured pursu- 
ant to the authority contained in this sec- 
tion, 
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Section 408 of the bill authorizes the Sec- 
retaries of the military departments to ac- 
quire a total of not to exceed 5,000 units of 
trailers to be made available for occupancy 
by military personnel and their dependents 
on a rental basis without loss of any allow- 
ances for quarters. 

The committee has been sufficiently im- 
pressed by recent refinements in trailers to 
believe that they would serve a useful pur- 
pose in some locations where it is inadvisable 
to construct or otherwise to procure housing 
for military personnel. Trailers probably 
do not constitute housing that is sufficiently 
adequate to require the personnel occupying 
them to forfeit the entire amount of quar- 
ters allowances, and it is contemplated that 
the rentals charged for the use of these 
trailers will be somewhat less than the quar- 
ters allowances accruing to the personnel 
occupying them. The rentals received will 
be covered into the Treasury under Miscel- 
laneous receipts.” 

If there are questions from Senators I shall 
be glad to attempt to answer them. If 
there are no questions I recommend that 
the bill be passed. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN MINERAL 
RIGHTS TO MRS. PEARL O. MARR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3251) to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain mineral rights to Mrs. 
Pearl O. Marr, of Crossroads, N. Mex., 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
with an amendment on page 2, after line 
2, to insert: 

Sec. 2. Mrs. Pearl O. Marr shall succeed to 
the position of the United States as lessor 
at the time the Secretary of the Interior 
makes conveyance under this act. The 
United States shall not be liable for any 
rents or royalties accruing before the date 
of the conveyance. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized and directed to 
convey by quitclaim deed and without com- 
pensation to Mrs. Pearl O. Marr, of Cross- 
roads, N. Mex., all oil, gas, or other mineral 
rights which are held by the United States 
in the following-described lands situated in 
Lea County, N. Mex.: The east half of the 
southeast quarter of section 33; the south 
half of the south half of section 34; the 
southwest quarter of the southwest quarter 
of section 35, township 9, range 37 east, New 
Mexico principal meridian, containing two 
hundred and eighty acres, more or less. 

Sec. 2. Mrs. Pearl O. Marr shall succeed to 
the position of the United States as lessor 
at the time the Secretary of the Interior 
makes conveyance under this act. The 
United States shall not be liable for any rents 
or royalties accruing before the date of the 
conveyance. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


EXTINGUISHMENT OF OUTCROP 
AND UNDERGROUND FIRES IN 
COAL FORMATIONS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 270) to provide for the control 
and extinguished of outcrop and under- 
ground fires in coal formations, and for 
other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs with amendments on page 
3, line 14, after “Sec. 5”, to insert “(a)”; 
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in line 21, at the beginning of the line, 
to strike out (a)“ and insert “(1)”; 
on page 4, at the beginning of line 1, to 
strike out “(b)” and insert “(2)”; after 
line 3, to insert: 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior shall re- 
quire in connection with any project for the 
control or extinguishment of fires in any in- 
active coal mine on any lands not owned or 
controlled by the United States or any of its 
agencies, except where such project is neces- 
sary for the protection of lands or other 
property owned or controlled by the United 
States or any of its agencies, (1) that the 
State or person owning or controlling such 
lands contribute on a matching basis 50 per- 
cent of the cost of planning and executing 
such project, or (2), if such State or person 
furnishes evidence satisfactory to the Sec- 
retary of the Interior of an inability to make 
the matching contribution herein provided 
for, that such State or person pay to the 
Government, within such period of time as 
the Secretary of the Interior shall determine, 
an amount equal to 50 percent of the cost 
of planning and executing such project. At 
least 75 percent of the funds expended in any 
fiscal year, from any appropriation available 
to carry out the purposes of this act, in con- 
nection with projects for the control or ex- 
tinguishment of fires in inactive coal mines 
where such action is not necessary for the 
protection of lands or other property owned 
or controlled by the United States or any 
of its agencies, shall be expended in con- 
formity with clause (1) of this subsection. 


On page 5, line 7, after the word “act”, 
to insert “of 1949, and on page 6, line 
10, after the word “fund”, to strike out 
“for disbursement by the Secretary of 
the Interior as the terms of the grant 
may require,” and insert “to be disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Treasury upon 
certification by the Secretary of the In- 
terior in accordance with the terms of 
the grant.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
— and the bill to be read a third 

e. 

The bill was read the third time and 

passed. 


ISSUANCE OF CERTAIN PUBLIC IM- 
PROVEMENT BONDS BY THE TER- 
RITORY OF HAWAII 


The bill (H. R. 6886) to ratify and 
confirm sections 5 and 6 of Act 254 and 
Act 280 of the Session Laws of Hawaii 
1953 and to authorize the issuance of 
certain public improvement bonds by the 
Territory of Hawaii was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ISSUANCE OF GENERAL OBLIGATION 
BONDS BY THE TERRITORY OF 
HAWAII 
The bill (H. R. 5997) to enable the 

Legislaturė of the Territory of Hawaii to 
authorize the issuance of general obliga- 
tion bonds, the proceeds thereof to be 
used for veterans’ mortgages, was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF ORGANIC ACT OF 
GUAM 


The bill (H. R. 8634) to amend section 
22 of the Organic Act of Guam was con- 
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sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bil (H. R. 9859) authorizing the con- 
struction, repair, and preservation of 
certain public works on rivers and 
harbors for navigation, flood control, and 
for other purposes, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


TRANSFER OF CERTAIN UNITED 
STATES PROPERTY TO THE STATE 
OF WYOMING 


The bill (S. 2486) authorizing the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to transfer certain 
property of the United States Govern- 
ment (in the Wyoming National Guard 
Camp Guernsey target and maneuver 
area, Platte County, Wyo.) to the State 
of Wyoming was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the bill is to convey to the 
State of Wyoming, for the use of the 
Wyoming National Guard, about 7,680 
acres of grazing land in Platte County, 
Wyo., to be used as a maneuver and tar- 
get area. 

I might say the bill provides that if 
the land is not used for that purpose the 
title shall revert to the United States. 

The fact of the matter is that the Na- 
tional Guard of several surrounding 
States have indicated that they desire to 
use this area for the same purpose. The 
State of Wyoming has set aside several 
thousand acres of its own land for the 
same purpose. In addition to that, the 
State has bought up about $40,000 worth 
of privately owned lands. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize 
the transfer of Federal lands.lying with- 
in the proposed maneuver area to the 
State of Wyoming. 

Mr. MORSE. I asked for the ex- 
planation because I knew it would bear 
out what the Senator from Wyoming has 
just said. The bill is in line with a whole 
series of conveyances for National Guard 
purposes, such as at Fort Blanding, in 
Florida; at Klamath Falls, in Oregon; 
and one in California, as I recall. 

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. The bill is definitely in 
line with the Morse formula, insofar as 
the conveyance is concerned, because the 
Federal Government is to receive more 
than adequate consideration, when we 
consider the Federal benefits which ac- 
crue from the National Guard service. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2486), 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
with amendments on page 2, line 6, after 
the word “Lots” to strike out “1, 2, 3, 
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and 4, southwest quarter northeast quar- 
ter, south half northwest quarter, north- 
west quarter southeast quarter, south- 
east quarter southeast quarter section 1; 
lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, south half northwest 
quarter, east half southwest quarter, 
southwest quarter southeast quarter sec- 
tion 2; lots 3 and 4, west half south- 
east quarter section 3; lots”; in line 13, 
after “section 7“, to strike out north- 
east quarter, northwest quarter south- 
east quarter section 10; north half 
northeast quarter, southwest quarter 
northeast quarter section 11; east half 
northeast quarter, southwest quarter 
northeast quarter, west half southeast 
quarter section 12; northwest quarter 
northeast quarter, southeast quarter 
northeast quarter section 13.” 

On page 3, line 23, after “section 33” 
to strike out “east half” and insert 
“northeast quarter”; on page 5, after 
line 9, to insert: 


Sec. 2. (a) Where lands described to be 
conveyed herein are being used under valid 
outstanding United States grazing leases, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall convey the 
lands only after he finds suitable provision, 
equitable to such lessees, has been made to 
compensate them for losses resulting from 
the use of the lands for the purposes of 
this act and to assure them appropriate 
preference to such future use of the lands 
for grazing as may be consistent with the 
purposes of this act. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior, at the 
earliest possible date after the execution of 
the conveyance authorized by this act, shall 
issue a permit to the State of Wyoming al- 
lowing the State the free use of the lands 
described below for the purposes described 
in section 1 of this act and subject to ade- 
quate protection of the lands for Federal 


urposes: 

Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, southwest quarter 
northeast quarter, south half northwest 
quarter, northwest quarter southeast quarter, 
southeast quarter southeast quarter section 
1; lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, south half northwest 
quarter, east half southwest quarter, south- 
west quarter southeast quarter section 2; lots 
3 and 4, west half southeast quarter section 
3; northeast quarter, northwest quarter 
southeast quarter section 10; north half 
northeast quarter, southwest quarter north- 
east quarter section 11; east half northeast 
quarter, southwest quarter northeast quar- 
ter, west half southeast quarter section 12; 
northwest quarter northeast quarter, south- 
east quarter northeast quarter section 13; 
southeast quarter section 35, township 38 
north, range 67 west, sixth principal meridian, 
State of Wyoming. 


And on page 6, after line 13, to insert: 


Sec. 3. The State of Wyoming may dis- 
pose of interests and rights in the land 
by lease, license, and easement, provided 
that the exercise of such rights and uses 
shall not impair the use of the land for 
the purposes set out in section 1 of this 
act. Revenues derived from such trans- 
actions by the State of Wyoming shall be 
expended by the State for the protection, 
maintenance, and preservation of the lands 
for the purposes expressed in this act and 
for the protection and preservation of the 
natural resources thereon. The United 
States and the State of Wyoming shall share 
equally in any residual revenue beyond the 
cost for those purposes. All moneys to 
which the United States is entitled under 
this act shall be deposited in the Treasury 
as miscellaneous receipts. The Secretary 
of the Interior and the Secretary of the 
Army are authorized to enter into any nec- 
essary agreements with the proper authori- 
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ties of the State of Wyoming for the pur- 
pose of carrying out the provisions of this 
act. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is hereby authorized and di- 
rected to transfer to the State of Wyoming 
certain property of the United States Gov- 
ernment situated near Lake Guernsey, Platte 
County, Wyo., described as follows: 

Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4 of section 5; lots 1, 2, 3, 
5, and 6, east half southwest quarter, west 
half southeast quarter section 6; northwest 
quarter northeast quarter, west half south- 
west quarter, southeast quarter southwest 
quarter section 17; northeast quarter, north 
half northwest quarter, southeast quarter 
northwest quarter, northeast quarter south- 
west quarter, north half southeast quarter 
section 20; all in township 28 north, range 
66, west, sixth principal meridian. 

Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, south half north half 
section 4; south half southwest quarter sec- 
tion 5; lot 1, section 7; lots 2 and 3, north- 
east quarter southwest quarter section 18; 
southeast quarter northeast quarter, north- 
west quarter southeast quarter section 24; all 
in township 27 north, range 67 west, sixth 
principal meridian, 

South half southwest quarter section 2; 
northwest quarter southwest quarter, north- 
east quarter southeast quarter south half 
south half section 3; northwest quarter 
northeast quarter, south half northeast 
quarter section 8; northwest quarter north- 
east quarter, northeast quarter northwest 
quarter, south half north half, north half 
south half section 9; northwest quarter, 
north half southwest quarter, southeast 
quarter southwest quarter section 10; north 
half northwest quarter, southwest quarter 
northwest quarter, northwest quarter south- 
west quarter section 14; northeast quarter, 
southwest quarter southwest quarter, north 
half southeast quarter, southwest quarter 
southeast quarter section 15; northeast quar- 
ter, northeast quarter southeast quarter sec- 
tion 17; northeast quarter southeast quarter 
section 20; west half southwest quarter sec- 
tion 21; north half northwest quarter, south- 
east quarter southeast quarter section 22; 
southwest quarter northeast quarter, north- 
east quarter northwest quarter, south half 
northwest quarter, southwest quarter section 
23; east half northwest quarter section 24; 
northwest quarter southeast quarter section 
25; east half northwest quarter, northeast 
quarter southwest quarter section 27; south- 
west quarter northeast quarter, southwest 
quarter, west half southeast quarter section 
28; northeast quarter southeast quarter sec- 
tion 29; southeast quarter southeast quarter 
section 31; all of section 33; northeast quar- 
ter of section 35; all in township 28 north, 
range 67 west, sixth principal meridian. 
Consisting of approximately 7,680 acres; and 
said property shall be conveyed, together 
with all buildings, improvements thereon, 
and all appurtenances and utilities belonging 
or appertaining thereto, and the Secretary of 
the Interior shall execute and deliver in the 
name of the United States in its behalf any 
and all contracts, conveyances, or other in- 
struments as may be necessary to effectuate 
the said transfer: Provided, That there shall 
be reseryed to the United States all min- 
erals, including oil and gas, in said lands. 

Such conveyance shall contain a provision 
that said property shall be used primarily 
for training of the National Guard or Air 
National Guard and for other military pur- 
poses, and that, if the State of Wyoming 
shall cease to use the property so conveyed 
for the purposes intended, then title thereto 
shall immediately revert to the United States 
and, in addition, all improvements made by 
the State of Wyoming during its occupancy 
shall vest in the United States without pay- 
ment of compensation therefor. 
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Such conveyance shall contain the further 
provision that whenever the Congress of the 
United States shall declare a state of war or 
other national emergency, or the President 
declares a state of emergency to exist and 
upon the determination by the appropriate 
Secretary that the property so conveyed is 
useful or necessary for military, air, or naval 
purposes, or in the interest of national de- 
fense, the United States shall have the right, 
without obligation to make payment of any 
kind, to reenter upon the property and use 
the same or any part thereof, including any 
and all improvements made by the State of 
Wyoming, for the duration of such state of 
war or other national emergency, and upon 
the cessation thereof plus 6 months said 
property is to revert to the State of Wyoming 
together with any or all facilities and im- 
provements, appurtenances, and utilities 
thereon or appertaining thereto. 

Sec. 2. (a) Where lands described to be 
conveyed herein are being used under valid 
outstanding United States grazing leases, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall convey the 
lands only after he finds suitable provision, 
equitable to such lessees, has been made to 
compensate them for losses resulting from 
the use of the lands for the purposes of this 
act and to assure them appropriate prefer- 
ence to such future use of the lands for 
grazing as may be consistent with the pur- 
poses of this act. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior, at the 
earliest possible date after the execution of 
the conveyance authorized by this act, shall 
issue a permit to the State of Wyoming al- 
lowing the State the free use of the lands 
described below for the purposes described 
in section 1 of this act and subject to ade- 
quate protection of the lands for Federal 
purposes: 

Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, southwest quarter 
northeast quarter, south half northwest 
quarter, northwest quarter southeast quarter, 
southeast quarter southeast quarter section 
1; lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, south half northwest 
quarter, east half southwest quarter, south- 
west quarter southeast quarter section 2; 
lots 3 and 4, west half southeast quarter sec- 
tion 3; northeast quarter, northwest quar- 
ter southeast quarter section 10; north half 
northeast quarter, southwest quarter north- 
east quarter section 11; east half northeast 
quarter, southwest quarter northeast quarter, 
west half southeast quarter section 12; 
northwest quarter northeast quarter, south- 
east quarter northeast quarter section 13; 
southeast quarter section 35, township 38 
north, range 67 west, sixth principal merid- 
ian, State of Wyoming. 

Sec. 3. The State of Wyoming may dis- 
pose of interests and rights in the land by 
lease, license and easement, provided that 
the exercise of such rights and uses shall 
not impair the use of the land for the pur- 
poses set out in section 1 of this act. Rev- 
enues derived from such transactions by the 
State of Wyoming shall be expended by the 
State for the protection, maintenance, and 
preservation of the lands for the purposes ex- 
pressed in this act and for the protection and 
preservation of the natural resources there- 
on. The United States and the State of 
Wyoming shall share equally in any residual 
revenue beyond the cost for those purposes, 
All moneys to which the United States is 
entitled under this act shall be deposited in 
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. The 
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary 
of the Army are authorized to enter into any 
necessary agreements with the proper au- 
thorities of the State of Wyoming for the 
purpe of carrying out the provisions of this 
act. 


The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be e 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 
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AGRICULTURAL ENTRIES UNDER 
NONMINERAL LAND LAWS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3071) to amend the act author- 
izing agricultural entries under the non- 
mineral land laws of certain mineral 
lands in order to increase the limitation 
with respect to desert entries made under 
such act to 320 acres was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the bill is to bring into accord 
two different laws affecting desert en- 
tries. In the act of March 3, 1877, Con- 
gress authorized entries of homesteads 
not exceeding 320 acres on nonmineral 
desert lands. In the act of July 17, 1914, 
desert entries were authorized on lands 
withdrawn, classified, or valuable for 
phosphate, nitrate, potash, oil, gas, or 
asphaltic minerals. In that case, non- 
mineral entries are limited to a maxi- 
mum of 160 acres. 

The purpose of the bill is to bring both 
those acts into accord, so as to provide 
for entries of 320 acres. Under the act 
of 1914 there was a reservation of the 
minerals to the United States, and that 
will continue to be the case. 

This bill has been approved by the 
Department of the Interior and the 
Bureau of the Budget, and was unani- 
mously approved by our committee. The 
Department of the Interior justified the 
bill because homesteading under the 
Desert Entry Act has taken nearly all 
of the valuable lands which were avail- 
able, and now all that is left are rather 
rough lands, 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask a question. I am con- 
cerned with how this measure might 
affect the 160-acre limitation on desert 
lands under the Department of the Inte- 
rior, which are reclaimed under the 
reclamation law. 

Mr. BARRETT. Is the Senator from 
Washington speaking of entries under 
the reclamation law? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 

Mr. BARRETT. Let me say that the 
bill does not affect in any way, shape, or 
form, homestead entries under the recla- 
mation law. This is a bill relating to 
homestead entry on desert claims. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Does the bill relate 
to Federal lands that do not come under 
the reclamation law? 

Mr. BARRETT. That is true. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The bill applies 
only to those lands, does it? 

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The bill increases 
the acreage from 160 acres to 320 acres, 
does it? 

Mr. BARRETT. On entries under the 
1914 act that is true. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. But the RECORD 
will be clear, as I understand, that in no 
way is there an implied repeal or an im- 
plication that the 160-acre limitation 
under the reclamation laws will be af- 
fected. 

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 
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There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3071) 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
with an amendment at the top of page 2, 
to insert: 


Sec. 2. The first session of the act of June 
22, 1910 (36 Stat. 583), is amended by strik- 
ing out the following language: “No desert 
entry made under the provisions of this act 
shall contain more than 160 acres, and.” 

Sec. 3. Any person who has made a valid 
desert-land entry on lands subject to the 
act of June 22, 1910 (36 Stat. 583), or of 
July 17, 1914 (38 Stat. 509), may, If other- 
wise qualified, enter as a personal privilege, 
not assignable, an additional tract of desert 
land subject to the provisions of this act 
and section 7 of the act of June 28, 1934, as 
amended (48 Stat. 1269; 1272; 43 U. S. C. 
sec. 315f), which shall not, together with the 
original entry, exceed 320 acres. The holder 
of an additional entry authorized under this 
section must comply with all the require- 
ments of the desert-land law on the lands 
embraced by his additional entry. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the first section 
of the act entitled “An act to provide for agri- 
cultural entry of lands withdrawn, classified, 
or reported as containing phosphate, nitrate, 
potash, oil, gas, or asphaltic minerals”, ap- 
proved July 17, 1914 (38 Stat. 509), is amend- 
ed by deleting the following: ; but no desert 
entry made under the provisions of this act 
shall contain more than 160 acres.” 

Sec. 2, The first section of the act of June 
22, 1910 (36 Stat. 583), is amended by striking 
out the following language: “No desert entry 
made under the provisions of this act shall 
contain more than 160 acres, and.” 

Sec. 3. Any person who has made a valid 
desert-land entry on lands subject to the 
act of June 22, 1910 (36 Stat. 583), or of 
July 17, 1914 (38 Stat. 509), may if other- 
wise qualified, enter as a personal privilege, 
not assignable, an additional tract of desert 
land subject to the provisions of this act 
and section 7 of the act of June 28, 1934, 
as amended (48 Stat. 1269; 1272; 43 U. S. C., 
sec. 3151), which shall not, together with the 
original entry, exceed 320 acres. The holder 
of an additional entry authorized under this 
section must comply with all the require- 
ments of the desert-land law on the lands 
embraced by his additional entry. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF HAWAII HOME- 
STEAD LAW 


The bill (H. R. 6885) to amend sec- 
tion 1 of Joint Resolution 12 enacted by 
the 25th Legislature of the Territory of 
Hawaii, in the regular session of 1949, 
and approved by the 8lst Congress of 
the United States of America at the sec- 
ond session (Public Law 746, ch. 833), 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


PROMOTION OF RESERVE COMPO- 
NENTS OF THE ARMED FORCES— 
BILL PASSED OVER 
The bill (H. R. 6573) to provide for 

the promotion, precedence, constructive 

credit, distribution, retention, and elim- 
ination of officers of the reserve compo- 
nents of the Armed Forces of the United 
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States, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order, 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill 
will be passed over, 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS 
TO THE MONTEREY COUNTY 
FLOOD-CONTROL AND WATER 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT, MON- 
TEREY COUNTY, CALIF. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3189) providing for the convey- 
ance by the United States to the Monte- 
rey County Flood-Control and Water 
Conservation District, Monterey County, 
Calif., of certain lands in Camp Roberts 
Military Reservation, Calif., which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Armed Services with an amendment to 
strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: 


That (a) the Secretary of the Army is 
authorized to convey by quitclaim deed, to 
the Monterey County Flood Control and Wa- 
ter Conservation District of Monterey County, 
Calif., for the purpose of constructing, 
operating, and maintaining thereon a dam 
and reservoir area for its Nacimiento 
Reservoir project, all right, title, and interest 
of the United States, except as reserved here- 
in, in and to so much of the following 
described lands within the boundaries of 
Camp Roberts Military Reservation, Calif., as 
the Secretary of the Army, or his designee, 
and the Monterey County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District shall determine 
to be necessary as a dam site and reservoir 
area for the El Nacimiento project: 

The east half of the southeast quarter of 
section 11; the southwest quarter of section 
12; the west half of section 13; and the east 
half of the east half of section 14, all lying 
in township 25 south, range 10 east, Mount 
Diablo base meridian. 

(b) The deed conveying the lands deter- 
mined to be necessary for the dam site and 
reservoir area for the El Nacimiento project 
shall provide (1) for the reservation by the 
United States of all mineral rights, includ- 
ing oil and gas, in and underlying the lands 
conveyed, (2) that the lands conveyed shall 
be used solely for the purpose of construct- 
ing, maintaining, and operating a dam and 
reservoir project thereon, and in the event 
such dam has not been constructed thereon 
within 10 years after the enactment of this 
act, or in the event the lands conveyed shall 
at any time after construction of the dam 
cease to be used for the sole purpose of main- 
taining and operating a dam and reservoir 
thereon, all right, title, and interest in and 
to such lands shall revert to the United 
States, (3) that in the event the existing 
water supply at Camp Roberts shall be di- 
minished or adversely affected in any manner 
by the construction, operation, and main- 
tenance of the dam and reservoir project, 
the grantee, its successors, and assigns, shall 
provide to the United States without addi- 
tional cost substitute or supplementary wa- 
ter supply necessary to equal the existing 
supply at Camp Roberts, (4) the Armed 
Forces of the United States shall be granted 
for recreational and training purposes the 
use of the lands conveyed, to the extent that 
such use does not adversely affect the opera- 
tion and maintenance of the dam and 
reservoir, and the use of the remaining 
portion of the reservoir area, to the extent 
provided in the regulations of the Monterey 
County Flood Control and Water Conserva- 
tion District generally applicable to the 
reservoir area, and (5) the grantee shall 
remove, relocate, and reconstruct, at its own 
cost and expense all structures, roads, and 
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fences at Camp Roberts affected by the pro- 
posed conveyance. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Army is 
authorized to issue to the Monterey County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation Dis- 
trict, without compensation therefor, and on 
such terms and conditions as he deems ap- 
propriate, a license to use and occupy any 
lands in the area described in Section 1 not 
conveyed pursuant to the authorization con- 
tained therein, as may be required for the 
excavation of borrow materials and any other 
purposes related to the construction of the 
El Nacimiento project. 

Sec. 3. The conveyance herein authorized 
shall be made for a monetary considera- 
tion determined by the Secretary of the 
Army or his authorized representative to 
represent the fair market value of the estate 
conveyed and, in making such determination, 
the Secretary shall take into account the 
value of the benefits accruing to the Camp 
Roberts Military Reservation as a result of 
the conveyance, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill providing for the conveyance by 
the United States to the Monterey 
County Flood Control and Water Con- 
servation District, Monterey County, 
Calif., of certain lands in Camp Roberts 
Military Reservation, Calif., for use as a 
dam and reservoir site and for other 
purposes.” 

Mr. MORSE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, when Calendar No. 2031, Sen- 
ate bill 3189, was taken up, I was en- 
grossed in a conference, with the Senator 
from Kentucky, in regard to an amend- 
ment to another bill; and therefore I 
missed my opportunity to submit an 
amendment to Senate bill 3189. The 
amendment is in line with amendments 
which heretofore have been adopted in 
the case of similar bills. 

So I ask unanimous consent that Sen- 
ate bill 3189, Calendar No. 2031, be placed 
at the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection—— 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon understands, does 
he not, that Calendar No. 2031, Senate 
bill 3189, has been passed? 

Mr. MORSE. I understand; but I 
should like to have the vote by which it 
was passed reconsidered, so that the bill 
may go to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the reconsideration of the 
vote by which Calendar No. 2031, Senate 
bill 3189, was passed? 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, at this 
time I object. I should like to discuss the 
matter with the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr.MORSE. Then, Mr. President, we 
may as well stop the call of the calendar, 
if I cannot have the courtesy of recon- 
sideration of the bill. I was engrossed in 
the discussion of an amendment to an- 
other bill at the time, and, at the speed 
we were going, I missed the fact that the 
bill was passed. If I cannot be extended 
the courtesy of reconsideration of the 
vote by which the bill was passed, we 
may as well stop consideration of meas- 
ures on the calendar. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE, I yield. 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. The calendar 
committee takes the position that there 
should be no return to bills which have 
been considered, except to have them 
passed to the foot of the calendar. I 
think that is in the interest of orderly 
procedure. 

Mr. MORSE. I think it is too, but the 
Senator from California does not want 
the bill to go to the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I could 
not hear what the Senator from Oregon 
was saying a moment ago. 

Mr. MORSE. I wished to offer an 
amendment to Calendar No. 2031, Sen- 
ate bill 3189. Iam sure the Senator from 
California would not object to it. It is 
an amendment which has been adopted 
in connection with a whole series of bills. 
It goes to the question of determining a 
standard for the price of the property. 

Section 3 of the bill as it stands reads 
as follows: 

Sec. 3. The conveyance herein authorized 
shall be made for a monetary consideration 
determined by the Secretary of the Army or 
his authorized representative to represent the 
fair market value of the estate conveyed and, 
in making such determination, the Secretary 
shall take into account the value of the 
benefits accruing to the Camp Roberts Mili- 
tary Reservation as a result of the convey- 
ance, 


In connection with a whole series of 
bills, I have objected to this particular 
language. All my amendment provides 
is that the property shall be conveyed 
at the fair market value. 

Other Senators have adopted the 
standard which has become pretty much 
of a practice in the Senate. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
CaRRANI, in connection with an identical 
bill, in principle, at the last call of the 
calendar, adopted the language of my 
amendment. It does not prevent sale of 
the property, but it does take away from 
any Government official arbitrary dis- 
cretion to take into account some such 
intangible thing as is included in the 
language of the bill defining the fair 
market standard. All I am asking is 
that the property be conveyed on the 
basis of the fair market value. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Chair correctly understand that the 
Senator from California has withdrawn 
his objection? 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I will 
withdraw my objection if the bill may 
be passed to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the vote by which the bill 
was passed will be reconsidered, and the 
bill will be passed to the foot of the 
calendar for consideration later, 


RETIREMENT OF CERTAIN OFFI- 
CERS OF THE REGULAR ARMY 
AND REGULAR AIR FORCE 
The bill (H. R. 9002) to amend the 

Officer Personnel Act of 1947 to provide 

for the retirement of certain officers of 

the Regular Army and the Regular Air 

Force at age 60, and for other purposes, 

was announced as next in order. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the bill go to the foot of the cal- 
endar. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 


CONFERRING OF APPROPRIATE DE- 
GREES UPON PERSONS IN THE 
RESIDENT COLLEGE OF THE 
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE IN- 
STITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 


The bill (S. 3712) to authorize the 
commander, Air University, to confer 
appropriate degrees upon persons who 
meet all requirements for those degrees 
in the Resident College of the United 
States Air Force Institute of Technology 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Air Force, 
the commander, Air University, may, upon 
accreditation of the United States Air Force 
Institute of Technology by a nationally rec- 
ognized accreditation association or author- 
ity, confer appropriate degrees upon persons 
who meet all requirements for those degrees 
in the Resident College of the United States 
Air Force Institute of Technology. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that an 
explanation of the bill may be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the explana- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


AUTHORIZING COMMANDER, An UNIVERSITY, 
To CONFER APPROPRIATE DEGREES UPON PER- 
SONS WHO MEET ALL REQUIREMENTS FOR 
THOSE DEGREES IN THE RESIDENT COLLEGE 
OF THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE INSTITUTE 
or TECHNOLOGY 


The purpose of S. 3712 is to provide au- 
thority for the commander of the Air Uni- 
versity to confer appropriate degrees upon 
persons who meet the proper requirements 
for the degrees in the Resident College of the 
United States Air Force Institute of Tech- 
nology. The bill further provides, however, 
that the commander would possess the de- 
gree-granting authority only after the In- 
stitute of Technology has received accredita- 
tion by a nationally recognized accreditation 
association or authority. This school is op- 
erated by the Air Force and offers a very 
high degree of training in aeronautical engi- 
neering and related flelds. Persons who at- 
tend the school are selected Air Force officers. 

This bill will provide the means by which 
the Institute will be eligible for accredita- 
tion since a schoo] cannot be recognized for 
accreditation unless it first has degree- 
granting authority. In federally operated 
schools Congress must provide such author- 
ity. There is ample legislative precedent for 
this bill. The Navy counterpart to the Air 
Force Institute of Technology is the United 
States Naval Postgraduate School at Mon- 
terey, Calif., which was authorized the de- 
gree-granting authority as a result of Public 
Law 303 of the 80th Congress. 

This bill therefore provides the means by 
which deserving students who complete the 
high-level course of instruction may receive 
an appropriate degree after the school itself 
has received accreditation, 


SALE OF PUBLIC LANDS TO CERTAIN 
LESSEES IN THE TERRITORY OF 
HAWAII 
The bill (H. R. 5832) to authorize the 

Commissioner of Public Lands of the 

Territory of Hawaii to sell public lands 
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to certain lessees, permittees, and others, 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


ISSUANCE OF PUBLIC-IMPROVE- 
MENT BONDS BY THE TERRI- 
TORY OF HAWAII 


The bill (H. R. 7517) to enable the 
Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii 
to authorize the city and county of Hono- 
lulu, a municipal corporation, to issue 
public-improvement bonds was consid- 
ered, order to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


SALE OF PUBLIC-IMPROVEMENT 
BONDS BY THE CITY AND COUN- 
TY OF HONOLULU, T. H. 


The bill (H. R. 7518) to enable the 
Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii 
to authorize the city and county of Hono- 
lulu, a municipal corporation, to issue 
public-improvement bonds was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


FAMILY QUARTERS FOR PERSONNEL 
OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, was 
Calendar No. 2037, House bill 9924, acted 
upon? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A com- 
panion bill, Calendar No. 2020, Senate 
bill 3818, was previously passed. 

Mr. B Very well, 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND 
BY THE FARM LOAN BOARD OF 
HAWAII 
The bill (H. R. 7568) to authorize and 

direct the Farm Loan Board of Hawaii 

to convey certain land and to ratify and 
confirm certain acts of said farm loan 
board was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EXCHANGE OF CERTAIN LANDS FOR 
THE CATOCTIN RECREATIONAL 
AREA, MARYLAND 


The bill (S. 3296) to authorize the ex- 
change of lands acquired by the United 
States for the Catoctin recreational dem- 
onstration area, Frederick County, Md., 
for the purpose of consolidating Federal 
holdings therein was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill 
is a companion bill to Calendar No. 2237, 
House bill 8821, which is identical. 

Is there objection to present consider- 
ation of the House bill, in lieu of the 
Senate bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R: 8821) to authorize the exchange of 
lands acquired by the United States for 
the Catoctin recreational demonstration 
area, Frederick County, Md., for the pur- 
pose of consolidating Federal holdings 
therein, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Senate bill 3296 will be in- 
definitely postponed. 
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ERECTION OF MEMORIAL GIFT 
FROM THE PEOPLE OF THE NETH- 
ERLANDS 
The joint resolution (H. J. 356) au- 

thorizing the erection of a memorial gift 

from the people of the Netherlands was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


CREATION OF NATIONAL MONU- 
MENT COMMISSION 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6455) to create a National 
Monument Commission, and for other 
purposes, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs with an amendment on page 2, 
line 16, after the word “Arts”, to insert 
“and thereafter submitted to Congress 
for legislative authorization.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


REQUIREMENT OF BOND COVERING 
PROPERTY FOR USE BY RESERVE 
OFFICERS’ TRAINING CORPS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 7734) to amend section 47 of 
the National Defense Act concerning the 
requirement for bond covering certain 
property issued by the United States for 
use by Reserve Officers’ Training Corps 
units maintained at educational institu- 
tions, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Armed Services with 
amendments on page 1, line 9, after the 
word “consider”, to strike out “appro- 
priate” and insert “adequate, but in no 
event less than 85,000“; and on page 2, 
line 4, after the word “instruction.”’, to 
insert “A bond without surety thereon 
may be accepted by the Secretary of the 
Army or the Secretary of the Air Force, 
provided the institution to which the 
property is issued furnishes to the Sec- 
retary concerned satisfactory evidence 
of its financial responsibility.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF 
PUBLIC-SCHOOL FACILITIES, 
KLAMATH INDIAN RESERVATION, 
OREG. 


The bill (S. 2699) to authorize an ap- 
propriation for the construction of cer- 
tain public-school facilities on the Kla- 
math Indian Reservation at Chiloquin, 
Oreg., was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This is 
a companion bill to Calendar No. 2236, 
House bill 7290, and is identical with one 
exception: On page 2, in line 6, of the 
House bill, the wording is “of tuition 
from Federal funds,” whereas in the 
case of the Senate bill the words are 
“from Federal funds of tuition of Indian 
children under Federal supervision.” 
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Is it the wish of the Senate to have the 
House bill considered? Is there objec- 
tion to the consideration of the House 
bill at this time? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
7290) to authorize an appropriation for 
the construction of certain public-school 
facilities on the Klamath Indian Reser- 
vation at Chiloquin, Oreg. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I offer 
the following amendment, to strike out 
all after the enacting clause of the House 
bill and insert the text of the Senate bill, 
including the amendment reported by 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: 


That there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $206,880 to be used 
by the Secretary of Interior for assisting the 
Klamath County School District in con- 
structing and equipping new public-school 
facilities, which shall include an elementary 
school site, school building, and necessary 
equipment, on the Klamath Indian Reser- 
vation at Chiloquin, Klamath County, Oreg. 

Sec. 2. The expenditure of any money ap- 
propriated pursuant to the first section of 
this act shall be subject to the express con- 
ditions that (1) 40 percent of the cost of such 
facilities shall be paid by the Kiamath Coun- 
ty School District; (2) such facilities shall 
be available to all Indian children of the dis- 
trict on the same terms, except as to pay- 
ment from Federal funds of tuition of Indian 
children under Federal supervision, as other 
children of the district; (3) the cost of pre- 
paring the plans and specifications for such 
facilities, to be furnished by the local or 
State authorities, shall be paid out of the 
appropriation authorized in this act in the 
same proportion as the building costs; (4) 
upon the approval of such plans and speci- 
fications by the Secretary of the Interior, the 
actual work shall proceed under the super- 
vision of such local authority; and (5) pay- 
ment for the work completed shall be made 
monthly on vouchers properly certified by 
the local officials of the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
inns and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, Senate bill 2699 will be 
indefinitely postponed, 


CIVIL GOVERNMENT FOR ALASKA 


The bill (H. R. 1974) to amend the 
third paragraph of section 4, chapter 1, 
title I, of the act entitled “An act mak- 
ing further provision for a civil govern- 
ment for Alaska, and for other purposes,” 
approved June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 322; 48 
U. S. C., sec. 101), as amended, was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND IN 
STATE OF MARYLAND 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 264) to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain land in the State of 
Maryland to the Disney-Bell Post 66 of 
the American Legion, Bowie, Md., which 
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had been reported from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs with an 
amendment on page 2, after line 2, to 
strike out: 


Sec.2. Such conveyance shall be made 
subject to (a) the condition that such land 
shall be used for public purposes and if it 
should be used for any other purpose title 
shall revert to the United States, and (b) 
such other conditions, limitations, or res- 
ervations as the Secretary may deem proper, 


And insert: 


Sec.2. Such conveyance shall be made 
upon payment by the Disney-Bell Post 66 
of 50 percent of the appraised fair market 
value, exclusive of any increased value re- 
sulting from the development or improve- 
ment of the lands, as determined by the 
Secretary, and shall be made subject to (a) 
the condition that such land shall be used 
by the American Legion post for its pur- 
poses and if it should be used for any other 
purposes, title shall revert to the United 
States, and (b) such other conditions, lim- 
itations, or reservations as the Secretary may 
deem proper. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized and directed to 
convey to the Disney-Bell Post 66 of the 
American Legion, Bowie, Md., without con- 
sideration, all right, title, and interest of 
the United States, except as retained under 
section 2 of this act, to all of the land ap- 
proximating 6 acres more or less in Prince 
Georges County, Md., which such post is now 
using under a special use permit issued by 
the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

Sec.2. Such conveyance shall be made 
upon payment by the Disney-Bell Post 66 
of 50 percent of the appraised fair market 
value, exclusive of any increased value re- 
sulting from the development or improve- 
ment of the lands, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, and shall be made subject to (a) the 
condition that such land shall be used by 
the American Legion post for its purposes 
and if it should be used for any other pur- 
poses, title shall revert to the United States, 
and (b) such other conditions, limitations, 
or reservations as the Secretary may deem 
proper. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Idaho will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, 
line 5, it is proposed to strike out the 
words “without consideration.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CONFORMATION OF SIZE OF TOWN- 
LOTS TO LOCAL STANDARDS 


The bill (H. R. 8385) to amend section 
2382 of the Revised Statutes, in order to 
make the size of townlots conform in size 
to local standards was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
planation is requested of House bill 8385. 
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Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, 
the purpose of the bill is to revise the ex- 
isting statute relating to townsites on 
public lands, so as to repeal the present 
outmoded maximum area limitation of 
4,200 square feet on townlots in such 
townsites. The bill is fully explained in 
House Report 1886. The bill merely au- 
thorizes an expansion in the size of town- 
lots. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


SALE OF CERTAIN LAND IN ALASKA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2009) to authorize the sale 
of certain land in Alaska to the Ninil- 
chik Hospital Association, of Ninilchik, 
Alaska, for the use as a hospital site and 
related purposes which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs with an amendment 
on page 2, after line 4, to strike out: 


Sec. 2. That the conveyance shall be made 
upon the payment by the said association 
for the land at its reasonable appraised price 
of not less than $10 per acre, to be fixed by 
the Secretary of the Interior: Provided, That 
the conveyance hereby authorized shall not 
include any land covered by a valid existing 
right initiated under the public land laws: 
Provided further, That the coal and other 
mineral deposits in the land shall be re- 
served to the United States, together with 
the right to prospect for, mine, and remove 
the same under applicable laws and regula- 
tions to be prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Interior: Provided further, That said 
conveyance shall not be made unless or un- 
til said proposed grantee shall have com- 
plied with all applicable statutes and regula- 
tions of the Territory of Alaska pertaining 
to associations of the general class of said 
proposed grantee. 

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding any of the provi- 
sions of this act, the Secretary shall con- 
vey the lands to the Ninilchik Hospital As- 
sociation of Ninilchik, Alaska, only if the 
hospital pays the price fixed by the Secretary 
within 5 years after notification by the 
Secretary of the price. 

Sec. 4. If, at any time following convey- 
ance of such lands to the Ninilchik Hospital 
Association, the Secretary of the Interior 
makes a determination that the association 
or its successors is no longer using such 
lands for the purposes specified in section 
1 of this act, title to the lands conveyed 
shall revert to the United States. This re- 
verter provision, however, shall cease to be 
in effect as to such lands 25 years after is- 
suance of patent therefor. 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 


Src. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for the 
sale of public lands to a nonprofit corpora- 
tion or nonprofit association under the act 
of June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d Cong., 
2d sess.): Provided, That the conveyance 
hereby authorized shall not include any land 
covered by a valid existing right initiated 
under the public land laws, or a valid pos- 
sessory right based upon section 8 of the act 
of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 of 
the act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), or 
section 27 of the act of June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 
321; 48 U. S. C. see. 356): Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any of the provisions 
of this act, the Secretary shall convey the 
lands to the Ninilchik Hospital Association 
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only if the association pays the price fixed by 
the Secretary within 5 years after notifica- 
tion by the Secretary of the price. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
a ee 
ime. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


SALE OF CERTAIN LAND IN ALASKA 
TO THE ALASKA EVANGELIZATION 
SOCIETY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2010) to authorize the sale 
of certain land in Alaska to the Alaska 
Evangelization Society, of Levelock, 
Alaska, for missionary purposes was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
planation is requested of House bill 2010. 

Mr. MORSE. If I may ask one ques- 
tion, perhaps an explanation will be 
unnecessary. 

Is adequate compensation being paid 
for this land? 

Mr. KUCHEL. Yes. That is true of 
this entire series of Alaskan bills. 

Mr. MORSE. It is my understanding 
that the Federal Government is receiv- 
ing adequate compensation in all these 
transactions, and therefore the Morse 
formula is not involved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs with an 
amendment on page 2, after line 15, to 
strike out: 


Szc, 2. That the conveyance shall be made 
upon the payment by the said Society for 
the land at its reasonable appraised price, 
to be fixed by the Secretary of the Interior 
at not less than $1.25 per acre, if the Society 
makes the total payment due within 5 years 
after notification by the Secretary of the 
amount due: Provided, That the conveyance 
hereby authorized shall not include any land 
covered by a valid existing right initiated 
under the public-land laws. 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 


Sec. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for the 
sale of public lands to a nonprofit corpora- 
tion or nonprofit association under the act 
of June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d Cong., 
2d sess.): Provided, That the conveyance 
hereby authorized shall not include any land 
covered by a valid existing right initiated 
under the public-land laws, or a valid pos- 
sessory right based upon section 8 of the act 
of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 of 
the act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), or 
section 27 of the act of June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 
321; 48 U. S. C., sec. 356): Provided further, 
That, notwithstanding any of the provisions 
of this act, the Secretary shall convey the 
lands to the Alaska Evangelization Society 
only if the organization pays the price fixed 
by the Secretary within 5 years after notifi- 
cation by the Secretary of the price. 


The amendment was agreed to, 
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The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 


passed, 


SALE OF CERTAIN PUBLIC LANDS IN 
ALASKA TO THE ALASKA COUNCIL 
OF BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2012) to authorize the sale of 
certain public lands in Alaska to the 
Alaska Council of Boy Scouts of America 
for a campsite and other public purposes 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
with an amendment on page 3, after line 
8, to strike out: 

Sec. 2. The lands shall be sold to the Coun- 
cil at the reasonable appraised price to be 
fixed by the Secretary of the Interior, plus 
the cost of survey. The conveyance shall be 
made only if the council makes the total pay- 
ment due within 5 years after notification 
by the Secretary of the amount due: Pro- 
vided, That the conveyance hereby author- 
ized shall not include any land covered by a 
valid existing right initiated under the pub- 
lic-land laws. 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 


Sec. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for the 
sale of public lands to a nonprofit corpora- 
tion or nonprofit association under the act 
of June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d Cong., 
2d sess.): Provided, That the conveyance 
hereby authorized shall not include any land 
covered by a valid existing right initiated 
under the public-land laws, or a valid pos- 
sessory right based upon section 8 of the act 
of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 of 
the act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), or 
section 27 of the act of June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 
321); 48 U. S. C., sec. 356) : Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any of the provi- 
sions of this act, the Secretary shall convey 
the lands to the Alaska Council of Boy Scouts 
of America only if the organization pays the 
price fixed by the Secretary within 5 years 
after notification by the Secretary of the 
price, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


SALE OF CERTAIN PUBLIC LAND IN 
ALASKA TO THE COMMUNITY 
CLUB OF CHUGIAK, ALASKA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2014) to authorize the sale 
of certain public land in Alaska to the 
Community Club of Chugiak, Alaska, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
with an amendment at the top of page 
2, to strike out: 

Sec. 2. That the conveyance shall be made 
upon the payment by the said Community 
Club for the land at its reasonable appraised 
price of not less than $1.25 per acre, to be 
fixed by the Secretary of the Interior: Pro- 
vided, That the conveyance hereby author- 
ized shall not include any land covered by 
a valid existing right initiated under the 
public land laws. The Secretary shall have 
the appraisal made on the basis of the value 
of the lands at the date of appraisal ex- 
clusive of any increased value resulting from 
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the development or improvement of the 
lands. 

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding any of the provi- 
sions of this act, the Secretary shall convey 
the lands to the Community Club of Chu- 
giak, Alaska, only if the club pays the price 
fixed by the Secretary within 5 years after 
notification by the Secretary of the price. 


And in lieu thereof to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for 
the sale of public lands to a nonprofit cor- 
portation or nonprofit association under the 
act of June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d 
Cong., 2d sess.): Provided, That the con- 
veyance hereby authorized shall not in- 
clude any land covered by a valid existing 
right initiated under the public land laws, 
or a valid possessory right based upon sec- 
tion 8 of the act of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 
24), section 14 of the act of March 3, 1891 
(26 Stat. 1095), or section 27 of the act of 
June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 321; 48 U. S. C., sec. 
856): Provided further, That notwithstand- 
ing any of the provisions of this act, the 
Secretary shall convey the lands to the Com- 
munity Club of Chugiak, Alaska, only if the 
organization pays the price fixed by the 
Secretary within 5 years after notification 
by the Secretary of the price. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


SALE OF CERTAIN PUBLIC LAND IN 
ALASKA TO THE TURNAGAIN ARM 
COMMUNITY CLUB OF ANCHOR- 
AGE, ALASKA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3854) to authorize the sale of 
certain public land in Alaska to the 
Turnagain Arm Community Club of 
Anchorage, Alaska, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs with an amendment 
on page 2, after line 9, to strike out: 


Sec. 2. The lands shall be sold to the club 
at the reasonable appraised price to be fixed 
by the Secretary of the Interior, but not less 
than $1.25 per acre, plus the cost of survey. 
The Secretary shall have the appraisal made 
on the basis of the value of the lands at the 
date of appraisal, exclusive of any increased 
value resulting from the development or 
improvement of the lands by the club or its 
successors in interest. The conveyance shall 
be made only if the club makes the total 
payment due within 5 years after notification 
by the Secretary of the amount due: Pro- 
vided, That the conveyance hereby author- 
ized shall not include any land covered by 
a valid existing right initiated under the 
public land laws: Provided further, That the 
coal and other mineral deposits in the land 
shall be reserved to the United States, to- 
gether with the right to prospect for, mine, 
and remove the same under applicable laws 
and regulations to be prescribed by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 


Src. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for the 
sale of public lands to a nonprofit corpora- 
tion or nonprofit association under the act 
of June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d Cong., 
2d sess.): Provided, That the conveyance 
hereby authorized shall not include any land 
covered by a valid existing right initiated 
under the public land laws, or a valid pos- 
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sessory right based upon section 8 of the act 
of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 of 
the act of March 8, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), or 
section 27 of the act of June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 
321; 48 U. S. C., sec. 356): Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any of the provisions 
of this act, the Secretary shall convey the 
lands to the Turnagain Arm Community 
Club of Anchorage Alaska, only if the organ- 
ization pays the price fixed by the Secretary 
within 5 years after notification by the 
Secretary of the price. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


SALE OF CERTAIN LAND IN ALASKA 
TO THE BAPTIST MID-MISSIONS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6959) to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to the Baptist 
Mid-Missions, an Ohio nonprofit corpo- 
ration, for use as a church site, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs with an 
amendment on page 2, after line 2, to 
strike out: 


Sec. 2. That the conveyance shall be made 
upon the payment by the Baptist Mid-Mis- 
sions for the land at its reasonable appraised 
price to be fixed by the Secretary of the 
Interior. The conveyance shall be made 
only if the Baptist Mid-Mission makes the 
total payment due within 5 years after noti- 
fication by the Secretary of the amount due: 
Provided, That the conveyance hereby au- 
thorized shall not include any land covered 
by a valid existing right initiated under the 
public land laws. 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 


Src. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for the 
sale of public lands to a nonprofit corpora- 
tion or nonprofit association under the act of 
June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d Congress, 
2d sess.): Provided, That the conveyance 
hereby authorized shall not include any land 
covered by a valid existing right initiated 
under the public land laws, or a valid pos- 
segsory right based upon section 8 of the 
act of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 
of the act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), 
or section 27 of the act of June.6, 1900 (31 
Stat. 321; 48 U. S. C., sec. 356): Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any of the 
provisions of this act, the Secretary shall 
convey the lands to the Baptist Mid-Mis- 
sions only if the organization pays the price 
fixed by the Secretary within 5 years after 
notification by the Secretary of the price. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 


time. n 
The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask whether or not all 
these bills involve what we generally 
term the Morse formula. The Senator 
from Oregon can answer that question. 
Do the bills in the series of Alaskan 
bills which are now being considered in- 
volve the Morse formula? 

Mr. MORSE. The Federal Govern- 
ment is receiving even more than 50 
3 of the appraised fair market 
value. 
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QUITCLAIM OF RIGHT, TITLE, AND 
INTEREST TO CERTAIN LANDS IN 
ARIZONA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3187) to authorize the United 
States of America to quitclaim all its 
right, title, and interest in and to cer- 
tain lands in Arizona, and for other 
purposes, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs with an amendment on page 9, 
after line 6, to strike out: 


Sec. 4. With respect to all of the lands 
quitclaimed by this act there is, however, 
reserved to the United States, pursuant to 
the provisions of the act of August 1, 1946 
(60 Stat. 755), all uranium, thorium, or 
any other materials which are or may be 

. determined to be peculiarly essential to the 
production of fissionable materials, whether 
or not of commercial value, together with 
the right of the United States through its 
authorized agents or representatives at any 
time to enter upon the land and prospect 
for, mine, and remove the same. 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 


Sec. 4. With respect to all of the lands 
quitclaimed by this act, all minerals are 
hereby reserved to the United States, to- 
gether with the right of the United States, 
its lessees, permittees, and licensees to enter 
upon the land to prospect for, drill for, 
mine, treat, store, transport, and remove 
such minerals and to use so much of the 
surface and subsurface as may be reason- 
ably necessary for the foregoing purposes. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, subject to the 
reservations set out in section 4 of this act, 
the United States of America hereby quit- 
claims all of its right, title, and interest in 
and to the land described in that certain 
deed executed by Salt River Valley Water 
Users’ Association, an Arizona corporation, 
dated May 20, 1941, and recorded May 20, 
1941, in the office of the county recorder, 
Maricopa County, State of Arizona, in book 
360 of deeds at page 81, to the persons named 
as grantees therein or to the persons who suc- 
ceeded to and now hold the possessory in- 
terests conveyed by said deed; and in addi- 
tion thereto, the United States of America 
hereby quitclaims to the State of Arizona all 
its right, title, and interest in and to all 
that portion of the land lying within the 
right-of-way of the State highway designated 
on the plat of Victory Tract as the Apache 
Trail, said plat being recorded in the office 
of the county recorder of Maricopa County 
in book 31 of maps, page 6 thereof. 

Sec. 2. Subject to the reservations set out 
in section 4 of this act, the United States 
of America hereby quitclaims all of its right, 
title, and interest in and to the lands de- 
scribed in those certain instruments exe- 
cuted by Salt River Valley Water Users’ Asso- 
ciation, an Arizona ation, and recorded 
in the office of the county recorder, Maricopa 
County, State of Arizona, as follows: 

Deed dated June 1, 1931, and recorded 
qme 19, 1931, in book 257 of deeds at page 
182; 

Deed dated January 24, 1935, and recorded 
August 17, 1935, in book 294 of deeds at page 
159; 

Deed dated April 9, 1934, and recorded 
April 16, 1945, in book 432 of deeds at pages 
289 and 290; 

Deed dated October 13, 1947, also executed 
by Salt River Project Agricultural Improve- 
ment and Power District, a municipal cor- 
poration of Arizona, and recorded December 
17, 1947, in docket 105 at pages 67 and 68; 

Deed dated July 5, 1930, and recorded Jan- 
C 
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Deed dated January 20, 1939, and recorded 
June 22, 1939, in book 334 of deeds at pages 
243 and 244 subject to the rights-of-way, res- 
ervations, and covenants as set forth in said 
deed; 

Deed dated August 1, 1927, and recorded 
April 12, 1928, in book 220 of deeds at page 
161; 

Deed dated April 16, 1930, and recorded 
May 10, 1930, in book 247 of deeds at pages 
17 and 18; 

Deed dated January 10, 1935, and recorded 
February 13, 1935, in book 289 of deeds at 
pages 95 and 96; 

Deed dated September 24, 1930, and re- 
corded October 4, 1930, in book 248 of deeds 
at pages 378 and 379; 

Deed dated March 19, 1928, and recorded 
May 4, 1928, in book 220 of deeds at pages 
364 and 365; 

Deed dated April 6, 1953, also executed by 
said Salt River Project Agricultural Improve- 
ment and Power District, and recorded April 
15, 1953, in docket 1117 at page 174; 

Deed dated December 2, 1929, and recorded 
June 20, 1930, in book 247 of deeds at pages 
352 and 353; 

Deed dated October 30, 1953, also executed 
by said Salt River Project Agricultural Im- 
provement and Power District, and recorded 
November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 at pages 
166 and 167; 

Deed dated April 6, 1953, also executed by 
said Salt River Project Agricultural Improve- 
ment and Power District, and recorded April 
17, 1953, in docket 1119 at pages 70, 71, 
and 72; 

Deed dated November 3, 1952, and recorded 
November 5, 1952, in docket 1019 at pages 
491 and 492; 

Deed dated November 13, 1953, and re- 
corded November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 at 
pages 170 and 171; 

General release of easement dated May 2, 
1932, and recorded May 2, 1932, in book 45 
of miscellaneous at page 500; 

Deed dated November 13, 1953, and re- 
eorded November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 
at pages 160 and 161; 

Deed dated October 5, 1936, and recorded 
October 19, 1953, in docket 1219 at pages 513 
and 514; 

Deed dated November 16, 1953, also exe- 
cuted by said Salt River Project Agricultural 
Improvement and Power District, and re- 
corded November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 at 
pages 162 and 163; 

Deed dated May 5, 1938, and recorded 
May 11, 1938, in book 321 of deeds at page 
486; 

Deed dated November 13, 1953, and re- 
corded November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 
at pages 168 and 169; 

Deed dated July 18, 1923, and recorded 
August 18, 1923, in book 177 ot deeds at 
pages 447 and 448, as well as in deed from 
Arthur D. Neuhard to the United States of 
America, dated December 13, 1922, and re- 
corded December 14, 1922, in book 171 of 
deeds at pages 298 and 299; 

Deed dated July 18, 1931, and recorded 
August 8, 1931, in book 257 of deeds at 
pages 510 and 511; and 

Deed dated November 3, 1953, and re- 
corded November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 
at pages 164 and 165, subject to the rights- 
of-way set forth in said deed; 


to the persons named as grantees or re- 
leasee therein or, if such persons no longer 
hold the possessory interests conveyed by 
said deeds or released by said general re- 
lease of easement, then to the persons who 
succeeded to and now hold such possessory 
interests. 

Sec.3. Subject to the reservation set out 
in section 4 of this act, the United States 
of America hereby quitclaims to the abut- 
ting property owners of record on either 
side of the rights-of-way of the hereinafter 
described canals to the center lines thereof 
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all of its right, title, and interest in and 
to the following described property: 

All that certain canal right-of-way known 
as the Maricopa Canal, which takes its head 
out of the Salt River jointly with that of 
the Salt River Valley Canal on the north 
side thereof in section 8, township 1 north, 
range 4 east, Gila and Salt River base and 
meridian, and thence in a north- 
westerly direction to its terminus in section 
27, township 2 north, range 1 east, Gila and 
Salt River base and meridian, Maricopa 
County, Ariz. except those portions of 
said right-of-way through, over, and across 
the following lands: 

North half of the south half section 8, 
township 1 north, range 4 east. 

North half of the south half section 7, 
township 1 north, range 4 east. 

North half of the south half section 12, 
township 1 north, range 3 east. 

Southwest quarter section 1, township 1 
north, range 3 east. 

Southeast quarter section 2, township 1 
north, range 3 east. 

Southwest quarter section 25, township 2 
north, range 2 east. 

Northwest quarter of the northwest quar- 
ter of section 36, township 2 north, range 
2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 34, 
township 2 north, range 2 east. 

Northwest quarter of the northwest quar- 
ter of the northeast quarter of section 33, 
township 2 north, range 2 east. 

All that certain canal right-of-way known 
as the Salt River Valley Canal, which takes 
its head out of the Salt River jointly with 
that of the Maricopa Canal, on the north 
side of said river, in section 8, township 1 
north, range 4 east, Gila and Salt River base 
and meridian, and running thence in a 
westerly direction to its terminus in section 
12, township 1 north, range 1 west, Mari- 
copa County, Ariz., except those portions 
of said right-of-way through, over, and 
across the following lands: 

North half of the south half of section 8, 
township 1 north, range 4 east. 

North half of the south half of section 7, 
township 1 north, range 4 east. 

North half of the south half of section 12, 
township 1 north, range 3 east. 

North half of the northwest quarter of 
section 12, township 1 north, range 2 east.. 

North half of the north half of section 11, 
township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 10, 
township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 9, 
township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 8, 
township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 7, 
township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 12, 
township 1 north, range 1 east. 

North half of the north half of section 11, 
township 1 north, range 1 east. 

North half of the northeast quarter of 
the northeast quarter of section 10, town- 
ship 1 north, range 1 east. 

Northwest quarter of the northeast quar- 
* of section 10, township 1 north, range 

east. 

North half of the north half of section 9, 
township 1 north, range 1 east. 

Northeast quarter of the northwest quarter 
of section 8, township 1 north, range 1 east. 

North half of the north half of section 7, 
township 1 north, range 1 east. 

North half of the northeast quarter of sec- 
tion 12, township 1 north, range 1 west. 

Sec. 4. With respect to all of the lands 
quitclaimed by this act, all minerals are here- 
by reserved to the United States, together 
with the right of the United States, its 
lessees, permittees, and licensees to enter 
upon the land to prospect for, drill for, mine, 
treat, store, transport, and remove such min- 
erals and to use so much of the surface and 
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subsurface as may be reasonably necessary 
for the foregoing purposes. 

Sec. 5. For the purposes of this act, the 
deeds from the Salt River Valley Water Users’ 
Association referred to in sections 1 and 2 of 
this act shall be deemed, insofar as the 
United States is concerned, to have created 
possessory interests in the grantees therein 
named, and the general release of easement 
referred to in section 2 of this act shall be 
deemed, insofar as the United States is con- 
cerned, to have released possessory interests 
to the releasee therein named. 

Sec. 6. Nothing contained in this act shall 
be deemed to create or recognize any obliga- 
tion or liability whatsoever on the part of 
the United States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to authorize the United States 
of America to quitclaim allits right, title, 
and interest in and to certain lands in 
Arizona, except for mineral interests 
therein, and for other purposes.” 


PRIVATE FINANCING OF NEW SHIP 
CONSTRUCTION—BILL PASSED 
OVER 
The bill (H. R. 9987) to amend certain 

provisions of title XI of the Merchant 

Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to facili- 

tate private financing of new ship con- 

struction, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee withhold his ob- 
jection for a moment? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold my objection. 

Mr. BUTLER. May I inquire from 
whom the objection comes? 

Mr. GORE. It has not been the cus- 
tom of members of the Calendar Com- 
mittee for the minority publicly to dis- 
close the identity of the colleague who 
registers an objection. 

Mr. BUTLER. Will the Senator do so 
privately? I should like to talk with the 
Senator who is objecting, if possible. 
This is very important legislation. It is 
completely noncontroversial. 

Mr. GORE. I shall be happy to con- 
fer with the Senator. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iam sure that my 
friend from Maryland does not wish the 
Recorp to show that this legislation is 
completely noncontroversial. I am not 
the objector referred to in this case, but 
I think this is too important a piece of 
legislation, and too complicated to be 
passed by unanimous consent upon the 
call of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

C—384 
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INCREASE IN FEDERAL AID FOR 
SUPPORT OF DISABLED SOLDIERS, 
SAILORS, AND AIRMEN OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
The bill (H. R. 8180) to increase the 

amount of Federal aid to State or Ter- 

ritorial homes for the support of dis- 
abled soldiers, sailors, and airmen of the 

United States was considered, ordered 

to a third reading, read the third time, 

and passed. 


EDUCATION AND TRAINING BENE- 
FITS TO CERTAIN VETERANS 


The bill (H. R. 9888) to amend the 
laws granting education and training 
benefits to certain veterans to extend 
the period during which such benefits 
may be offered was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


COMPENSATION FOR OVERTIME 
EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED 
STATES PUBLIC HEALTH, FOR- 
EIGN QUARANTINE DIVISION 


The bill (H. R. 6253) to amend Pub- 
lic Law 410, 78th Congress, with regard 
to compensation for overtime, Sunday, 
and holiday work of employees of the 
United States Public Health Service, 
Foreign Quarantine Division, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object—and I shall not 
object—I should like to ask a question 
of the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
PURTELL]. Do I understand correctly 
that the class of carriers exempted under 
the last paragraph of this bill from pay- 
ing for public-health inspection includes 
any and every airline which operates 
regularly and publishes schedules? 

Mr. PURTELL. The Senator is cor- 
rect. The charges imposed under this 
bill do not apply at any time to any air- 
line whose operations are covered by 
published schedules. 

Mr. MURRAY. I was sure that was 
the intent of the committee. I am glad 
to have the information. I thank the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF SECTION 345, REV- 
ENUE ACT OF 1951—BILL PASSED 
OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6440) to amend section 
345 of the Revenue Act of 1951 was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I of- 
fer an amendment to the bill. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. This measure is 
clearly not a calendar measure. It 
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should not be passed on the call of the 
calendar. On that ground I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Of course, I 
gladly withhold my objection if the Sen- 
ator from Nevada wants to make an ex- 
planation of the bill. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I wanted to offer 
an amendment to the bill. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold his objection so that I 
may make an inquiry about the bill? I 
should like to address some questions to 
the chairman of the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I withhold my 
objection. 

Mr. POTTER. It is my understanding 
that the Senate committee adopted as an 
amendment to this bill S. 3588, which 
was introduced by the late Senator But- 
ler, of Nebraska, and sponsored by the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. REYNOLDS]. 
It is my understanding that they accept- 
ed the bill in toto as an amendment to 
the bill now under consideration, but 
that inadvertently, due to an omission 
by the clerk, some language was left out 
of the bill. I am wondering if the chair- 
man is familiar with that situation. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think I am reason- 
ably familiar with it. 

Mr. POTTER. Can the chairman tell 
me whether it was done inadvertently, or 
whether there was some purpose behind 
it, because it greatly affects the interests 
of my State of Michigan, for example. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There was no pur- 
pose behind it in any invidious sense. 
Objection has been made to House bill 
6440, and the bill will go over. Even if 
objection had not been made by the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. Gore], I think 
another objection would be made. So we 
will thrash it out in the Senate. 

I shall be very glad to consult with the 
junior Senator from Michigan, or any- 
body else who may be interested. 

Mr. POTTER. I thank the Senator, 
and I hope before the proposed legisla- 
tion comes before the Senate for debate, 
we shall have an opportunity to consult 
and possibly offer an amendment to the 
language, as amended, in order to meet 
any objections the committee might 
have. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is apparent now 
that there are several matters which the 
Members are not satisfied with, so I think 
it is proper that this bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


CITATION OF WENDELL H. FURRY 
FOR CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 

The resolution (S. Res. 306) to cite 
Wendell H. Furry for contempt of the 
Senate was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. May we have 
an explanation of the resolution? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Calendar No. 2063, 
Senate Resolution 306, relates to the case 
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of Wendell H. Furry, an associate pro- 
fessor at Harvard University at Cam- 
bridge, Mass. The investigating sub- 
committee and the full committee unani- 
mously—I believe it was unanimously— 
voted that contempt proceedings be 
brought against Furry, after we first got 
an opinion from the Attorney General. 

There are five contempt cases. We 
wrote the Attorney General, and while 
he could not give us an official opinion, 
he did write us that he thought these 
cases were good contempt cases. 

Let me state briefly the Furry case: 

Furry was an associate professor at 
Harvard University. He testified in 
public session before the investigating 
committee on January 15 of this year. 
He admitted that he had been a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party at Harvard 
University. The first time he appeared 
he invoked the fifth amendment; the 
second time he appeared he did not. 

He testified that while he was a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party, employed 
in secret radar work, at least six other 
members of the Communist Party were 
likewise so employed. He was ques- 
tioned in detail as to the names of the 
other six Communists who were work- 
ing in secret radar work, where they were 
located, where they were working in 
Government, and what they were doing. 
He refused to answer. He did not in- 
voke the fifth amendment. If he had 
invoked the fifth amendment, I feel we 
could not have cited him for contempt. 
He invoked no part of the Constitution. 
He merely refused to answer. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 306) to cite Wendell H. 
Furry for contempt of the Senate was 
considered and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the President of the Senate 
certify the report of the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations of the United States 
Senate as to the refusal of Wendell H. Furry 
to answer questions before the Senate Per- 
manent Subcommittee on Investigations, 
said refusal to answer being pertinent to 
the subject matter under inquiry, together 
with all the facts in connection therewith, 
under the seal of the United States Senate 
to the United States Attorney for the Dis- 
trict of the State of Massachusetts, to the 
end that the said Wendell H. Furry may be 
proceeded against in the manner and form 
provided by law. 


CITATION OF LEON J. KAMIN FOR 
CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 


The resolution (S. Res. 307) to cite 
Leon J. Kamin for contempt of the Sen- 
ate was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of the reso- 
lution? è 

Mr. McCARTHY. I shall be glad to 
make an explanation. 

This is the case of Leon J. Kamin. On 
January 15, 1954, at Boston, Mass., 
Kamin testified before the investigat- 
ing committee that he was a research 
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assistant at Harvard. He admitted that 
he had been a member of the Commu- 
nist Party from November of 1945 until 
January of 1946. He said he dropped 
out and rejoined the party in 1947 and 
remained a member of the Communist 
Party until 1950. He admitted that he 
was a paid functionary of the Commu- 
nist Party, and that his name in the 
Communist Party was Leo Soft, which 
name he used while writing articles for 
the Daily Worker. 

On eight different occasions Kamin 
refused to answer questions concerning 
the identity of other individuals he knew 
to be Communists and who were em- 
ployed in handling classified defense 
work for the United States Govern- 
ment. 

He did not invoke the fifth amend- 
ment. In other words, he said, “Yes; I 
was a Communist from 1945 to 1946 and 
from 1947 to 1950. I knew other Com- 
munists worked in handling classified 
Government work.” 

We asked him to name them, and he 
refused to do so. He did not invoke the 
fifth amendment. If he had, I believe 
he would not have been subject to cita- 
tion for contempt. 

On two occasions he declined to an- 
swer on the grounds of good conscience, 
under the first amendment. On the 
other occasions he merely refused to 
answer, invoking the privilege of no 
amendment to the Constitution what- 
soever. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 307) to cite Leon J. Kamin 
for contempt of the Senate was con- 
sidered and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the President of the Senate 
certify the report of the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations of the United States 
Senate as to the refusal of Leon J. Kamin 
to answer questions before the Senate Per- 
manent Subcommittee on Investigations, 
said refusal to answer being pertinent to the 
subject matter under inquiry, together with 
all the facts in connection therewith, under 
the seal of the United States Senate to the 
United States attorney for the District of 
the State of Massachusetts, to the end that 
the said Leon J. Kamin may be proceeded 
against in the manner and form provided 
by law. 


CONCEALING OF PERSONS FROM 
ARREST 


The bill (H. R. 7486) to amend section 
1071 of title 18, United States Code, re- 
lating to the concealing of persons from 
arrest, so as to increase the penalties 
therein provided, was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 26) to amend chapter 19, 
title 5, of the United States Code, entitled 
“Administrative Procedure,” so as to pro- 
hibit the employment by any person of 
any member, official, attorney, or em- 
ployee of a Government agency except 
under certain conditions was announced 
as next in order, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill will be passed 
over, 


PUNISHMENT OF PERSONS WHO 
JUMP BAIL 

The bill (H. R. 8658) to amend title 

18, United States Code, to provide for 

the punishment of persons who jump 

bail was considered, ordered to a third 

reading, read the third time, and passed. 


REGULATION OF ADMISSION TO 
VIRGIN ISLANDS OF INFESTED OR 
INFECTED CATTLE OR CHICKENS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3800) to amend section 6 of the 
act of August 30, 1890, as amended, and 
section 2 of the act of February 2, 1903, 
as amended, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry with an amendment, on page 
2, line 5, after the word “freed”, to strike 
out “therefrom’’.” and insert “there- 
from.” , so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 6 of the 
act of August 30, 1890 (26 Stat. 414, 416; 21 
U. S. C. 104), entitled “An act providing for 
an inspection of meats for exportation, pro- 
hibiting the importation of adulterated 
articles of food or drink, and authorizing 
the President to make proclamation in cer- 
tain cases, and for other p 1 
amended, is further amended by deleting’ 
the words “and the admission into the Vir- 
gin Islands” immediately following the word 
“Texas” in the first sentence of such section; 
deleting the period gt the end of such sen- 
tence; and adding the following clause after 
the word “therefrom” in such sentence: 
“, and the admission from the British Vir- 
gin Islands into the Virgin Islands of the 
United States, for slaughter only, of cattle 
which have been infested with or exposed 
to ticks upon being freed therefrom.” 

Sec, 2. Section 2 of the Act of February 2, 
1903 (32 Stat. 791, 792; 21 U. S. C. 111), 
entitled “An act to enable the Secretary of 
Agriculture to more effectually suppress and 
prevent the spread of contagious and in- 
fectious diseases of livestock, and for other 
purposes”, as amended, is further amended 
by deleting the proviso reading: “: Provided, 
That no such regulations or measures shall 
pertain to the introduction of live poultry 
into the Virgin Islands of the United States.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


INTERSTATE FOREST FIRE 
PROTECTION COMPACT 


The bill (H. R. 6393) granting the con- 
sent and approval of Congress to an in- 
terstate forest fire protection compact, 
Was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, this 
bill would give the consent of Congress 
to Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Okla- 
homa, and Texas to enter into the South 
Central Interstate Forest Fire Protec- 
tion Compact. That compact is similar 
to the northeastern and southeastern 
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forest fire protection compacts which 
have heretofore been approved by Con- 
gress. It provides for cooperation in the 
prevention and suppression of forest 
fires. Each member State would, first, 
formulate its own forest fire plan and 
integrate it with a regional forest fire 
plan formulated by compact administra- 
tors; second, render assistance to other 
States upon request; and third, þe 
given—for itself and its employees—cer- 
tain duties, rights, privileges, immuni- 
ties, and responsibilities necessary to 
effectuation of the compact. The De- 
partment of Agriculture would be au- 
thorized to act as primary research and 
coordinating agency and to make recom- 
mendations with respect to the regional 
fire plan. The Department has indi- 
cated that this would not require addi- 
tional direct Federal expenditures. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 8193) to amend the 
Refugee Relief Act of 1953 was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill will be passed 
over. 


MONIEK LEMBERGER AND OTHERS 


The bill (S. 575) for the relief-of Mon- 
iek Lemberger, Frida Lemberger, and 
Peysach Lemberger was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: x 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Moniek Lemberger, Frida Lemberger, and 
Peysach Lemberger shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct three 
numbers from the appropriate quota or 
quotas for the first year that such quota 
or quotas are available. 


KURT GLASER 


The bill (S. 1083) for the relief of Kurt 
Glaser was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Kurt 
Glaser shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of 
the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota-control 
officer to deduct one number from the appro- 
priate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 
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CHARALAMPOS SOCRATES IOSSIFO- 
GLU AND OTHERS 


The bill (S. 1291) for the relief of 
Charalampos Socrates Iossifoglu, Nora 
Iossifoglu, Helen Iossifoglu, and Efrossini 
Iossifoglu was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the pur- 
poses of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Charalampos Socrates Iossifoglu, Nora 
Iossifoglu, Helen Iossifoglu, and Efrossini 
Iossifoglu shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fees. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such aliens as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota-con- 
trol officer to deduct the required numbers 
from the appropriate quota or-quotas for the 
first year that such quota or quotas are 
available. 


GERARD LUCIEN DANDURAND 


The bill (S. 1417) for the relief of Ger- 
ard Lucien Dandurand was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Attorney Gen- 
eral is authorized and directed to discontinue 
any deportation proceedings and to cancel 
any outstanding order and warrant of de- 
portation, warrant of arrest, and bond, which 
may have been issued in the case of Gerard 
Lucien Dandurand. From and after the date 
of enactment of this act, the said Gerard Lu- 
cien Dandurand shall not again be subject 
to deportation by reason of the same facts 
upon which such deportation proceedings 
were commenced or any such warrants and 
order have issued, 


CONSTANTINOS PANTERMALIS 


The bill (S. 1622) for the relief of Con- 
stantinos Pantermalis was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Constantinos Pantermalis shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secretary 
of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from the 
appropriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 


ALEXY W. KATYLL AND IOANNA 
KATYLL 


The bill (S. 2010) for the relief of 
Alexy W. Katyll and Ioanna Katyll was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Alexy W. Katyll and Ioanna Katyll shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon payment of the required 
visa fees. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such aliens as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 


14045 


the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
two numbers from the appropriate quota 
for the first year that such quota is available. 


DEBORAH JORDAN WILLIAMS 
(GRACE YOKO WATANABE) 


The bill (S. 2056) for the relief of 
Deborah Jordan Williams (Grace Yoko 
Watanabe) was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 206 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Deborah Jordan Williams (Grace Yoko 
Watanabe), shall be held and considered to 
be the natural-born alien child of Maj. and 
Mrs. Robert Willoughby Williams, citizens 
of the United States. 


GARABED PAPAZIAN 


The bill (S. 2329) for the relief of 
Garabed Papazian was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Garabed Papazian shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct one 
number from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available. 


DAVID WEI-DAO LEA AND JULIA 
AN-FONG WANG LEA 


The bill (S. 2452) for the relief of 
David Wei-Dao Lea and Julia An-Fong 
Wang Lea was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
David Wei-Dao Lea and Julja An-Fong Wang 
Lea shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fees. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control of- 
ficer to deduct the required numbers from 
the appropriate quota or quotas for the first 
year that such quota or quotas are available. 


LUPE M. GONZALEZ 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2525) for the relief of Lupe M. 
Gonzalez which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“fee.”, to strike out “Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first 
year that such quota is available”, so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Lupe M. Gonzalez shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
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United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


DR. LUCIANO A. LEGIARDI-LAURA 


The bill (S. 2613) for the relief of 
Dr. Luciano A. Legiardi-Laura was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Dr. Luciano A. 
Legiardi-Laura, who lost United States cit- 
izenship under the provisions of the first 
paragraph of section 2 of the act of March 2, 
1907, may be naturalized by taking, prior to 
1 year after the date of enactment of this 
act, before any court referrd to in subsection 
(a) of section 310 of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act or before any diplomatic or 
consular officer of the United States abroad, 
an oath as prescribed by section 337 of such 
act. From and after naturalization under 
this act, the said Dr. Luciano A. Legiardi- 
Laura shall have the same citizenship status 
as that which existed immediately prior to 
its loss. 


ESTHER JOANNE POTTER 


The bill (S. 2640) for the relief of 
Esther Joanne Potter was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Esther Joanne Potter, shall be held 
and considered to be the natural-born alien 
child of Mr. and Mrs. Gail M. Potter, citizens 
of the United States. 


VICTORIANA AREITIO BERINCUA 


The bill (S. 2646) for the relief of 
Victoriana Areitio Berincua was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Victoriana Areitio Berincua shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct one 
number from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available. 


MARY GEORGE SOLOMON 


The bill (S. 2667) for the relief of 
Mary George Solomon was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that there is a com- 
a bill, Calendar No. 2255, H. R. 

51. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate consider H. R. 7051, 
for the relief of Mary George Solomon, 
in lieu of the Senate bill, and that the 
Senate bill be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Kentucky. 
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The motion was agreed to; and the bill 
(H. R. 7051) for the relief of Mary 
George Solomon, was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Senate bill 2667 is indefinitely 


postponed. 


MOXON J. VAN DEN ABEELE 


The bill (S. 2674) for the relief of 
Moxon J. van den Abeele was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Moxon J. 
van den Abeele may be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence if he 
is found to be otherwise admissible under 
the provisions of that act: Provided, That 
this exemption shall apply only to a ground 
of exclusion of which the Secretary of State 
or the Attorney General had knowledge prior 
to the enactment of this act. 


CHRISTOS PAUL ZOLOTAS 


The bill (S. 2830) for the relief of 
Christos Paul Zolotas was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Christos Paul Zolotas shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


JONAS DERCAUTAN 


The bill (S. 2840) for the relief of 
Jonas Dercautan was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Jonas Dercautan shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


URSULA ELSE BOYSEN 


The bill (S. 2843) for the relief of 
Ursula Else Boysen was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Ursula Else Boysen shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. Upon 
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the granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Sec- 
retary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


ELISA-POMPEA ROPPO (ELISA 
POMPEA CARDONE) 


The bill (S. 2849) for relief of Elisa- 
Pompea Roppo (Elisa-Pompea Car- 
done) was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Elisa-Pompea Roppo (Elisa-Pompea 
Cardone), shall be held and considered to be 
the natural-born alien child of Mr. and 
Mrs. Michael Roppo, citizens of the United 
States. 


SISTER ANNA SCRINZI AND OTHERS 


The bill (S. 2884) for the relief of Sis- 
ter Anna Scrinzi, Sister Giuliana Pala- 
dini, Sister Iolanda Mazzocchi, and Sis- 
ter Giuseppina Zanchetta was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Sister Anna Scrinzi, Sister Giuliana Pala- 
dini, Sister Iolanda Mazzocchi, and Sister 
Giuseppina Zanchetta shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fees, 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-contrel officer to deduct the 
required numbers from the appropriate 
quota or quotas for the first year that such 
quota or quotas are available. 


HON CHEUN KWAN 


The bill (S. 2887) for the relief of Hon 
Cheun Kwan was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Hon 
Cheun Kwan shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quo- 
ta-control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


JAN HAJDUKIEWICZ 


The bill (S. 2904) for the relief of Jan 
Hajdukiewicz was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Jan 
Hajdukiewicz shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay- 
ment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
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control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


ERVIN FUCHS 


The bill (S. 2921) for the relief of Er- 
vin Fuchs was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigation and Nationality Act, Ervin 
Fuchs may be admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence if he is found to be 
otherwise admissible under the provisions of 
that act: Provided, That this exemption 
shall apply only to a ground of exclusion of 
which the Secretary of State or the Attor- 
ney General had knowledge prior to the en- 
actment of this act. 


ROBERT A. BORROMEO 


The bill (S. 2922) for the relief of 
Robert A. Borromeo was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Robert A. Borromeo shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


DOMENICO SCARAMUZZINO 


The bill (S. 2950) for the relief of 
Domenico Scaramuzzino was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Domenico Scaramuzzino shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. Up- 
on the granting of permanent residence to 
such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first 
year that such quota is available. 


CHRISTINE THUM 


The bill (S. 2954) for the relief of 
Christine Thum was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Christine Thum, the fiance of William 
Ritchie Smith, a citizen of the United States, 
shall be eligible for visa as a nonimmigrant 
temporary visitor for a period of 3 months, 
if the administrative authorities find (1) 
that the said Christine Thum is coming to 
the United States with a bona fide intention 
of being married to the said William Ritchie 
Smith, and (2) that she is otherwise ad- 
missible under the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act. In the event the marriage 
between the above-named persons does not 
occur within 3 months after the entry of the 
said Christine Thum, she shall be required 
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to depart from the United States and upon 
failure to do so shall be deported in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act. In the event that the 
marriage between the above-named persons 
shall occur within 3 months after the entry 
of the said Christine Thum, the Attorney 
General is authorized and directed to record 
the lawful admission for permanent resi- 
dence of the said Christine Thum as of the 
date of the payment by her of the required 
visa fee, 


FRANCISZEK JANICKI AND 
STEFANIA JANICKI 


The bill (S. 2968) for the relief of 
Franciszek Janicki and Stefania Janicki 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the p 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Franciszek Janicki and Stefania Janicki 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fees. 


ROGER OUELLETTE 


The bill (S. 2984) for the relief of 
Roger Ouellette was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provision of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Roger 
Ouellette may be admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence if he is found 
to be otherwise admissible under the pro- 
visions of that act: Provided, That this ex- 
emption shall apply only to a ground for 
exclusion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice have knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act. 


SISTER RAMONA MARIA (RAMONA 
E. TOMBO) 


The bill (S. 2996) for the relief of Sis- 
ter Ramona Maria (Ramona E. Tombo) 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc, That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Sis- 
ter Ramona Maria (Ramona E. Tombo) shall 
be held and considered to have been law- 
fully admitted to the United States for per- 
manent residence as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this act, upon payment of the re- 
quired visa fee. Upon the granting of per- 
manent residence to such alien as provided 
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available. 


MIROSLAV SLOVAK 


The bill (S. 3029) for the relief of Mir- 
oslav Slovak was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Miroslav Slovak shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper 
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quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available: Provided, That 
the past membership of Miroslav Slovak in 
the classes defined in section 212 (a) (28) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act shall 
not hereafter be a cause for his exclusion 
from the United States. 


ANTONIN VOLEJNICEK 


The bill (S. 3031) for the relief of An- 
tonin Volejnicek was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Antonin Volejnicek shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence to 
such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


BOHUMIL SURAN 


The bill (S. 3032) for the relief of 
Bohumil Suran was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Bohumil Suran shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee.. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available. 


JAN R. CWIKLINSKI 


The bill (S. 3055) for the relief of Jan 
R. Cwiklinski was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Jan R. Cwiklinski shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Calendar 
Nos. 2104, S. 3058, to and including No. 
2218, H. R. 7045, be passed en bloc, with 
the amendment or amendments thereto, 
as the case may be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that there are two House 
bills of an identical nature included in 
the bills referred to by the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to 
amend my request by including the con- 
sideration of the two House bills and 
having the two corresponding Senate 
bills indefinitely postponed. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I did 
not understand the Senator’s request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
quest was that the Senate pass en bloc 
the bills indicated by the junior Senator 
from Florida, with two exceptions where 
there are identical House bills, and that 
the House bills be passed in place of the 
Senate bills. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I did 
not hear the unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that the request of the 
junior Senator from Florida was to the 
effect that, starting with Calendar 2104, 
S. 3058, down to and including Calen- 
dar 2218, H. R. 7045, the bills be con- 
sidered en bloc, with the committee 
amendments agreed to, and that two 
identical House bills be substituted for 
the companion Senate bills and that the 
two Senate bills be indefinitely post- 
poned. 

Mr. WATKINS. I only wanted to 
know what was going on. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
these are all immigration bills, and there 
can be no serious objection. 

Mr. WATKINS. Reserving the right 
to object, I merely wanted to find out 
what we were doing. I could not hear 
all that was being said. 

Mr. COOPER. I am sorry I did not 
hear and understand fully the state- 
ments which were made respecting this 
arrangement. I certainly do not want 
to hold up the procedure and the prog- 
ress of the Senate. 

I must say, however, that I think it is 
a bad procedure, in that it does not per- 
mit Individual Members of the Senate, 
whether or not they may have objections, 
to make their objections known to the 
majority Calendar Committee or to the 
Calendar Committee of the minority. It 
does not give them a chance to register 
their objections upon individual bills. 
There might not be any objection at all 
to any of these bills, but I think it is a 
bad precedent, and I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard, and the call of the Cal- 
endar will proceed. 

Š Mr. HENDRICKSON obtained the 
oor. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a parliamentary in- 
quiry? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
Senator from South Dakota will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not correct that any 
Member of the Senate could object to the 
request and ask to have any particular 
bill set apart so he could register in- 
dividual objection? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 
like to be recognized for 30 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New Jersey yield to 
the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thought I had 
aN yielded for a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 
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Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I merely 
hoped that the parliamentary inquiry 
might call that fact to the attention of 
the Senator from Kentucky, and won- 
dered if that would not meet the ob- 
jection that he raised. In his objection 
he indicated that he thought individual 
Senators might lose their right to ob- 
ject. It is obvious that any Senator 
does have a right to object and to have 
separate bills segregated from this group 
if he desires to object. In view of that 
fact, and in view of the absence of any 
such request, I was hoping the Senator 
might withdraw his objection. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I was about to say, when I was recog- 
nized, in fairness to the distinguished 
Senator from Florida, that he came over 
to the Republican side and asked if we 
had any objections registered to any of 
these bills, and I told him we had not. 
I therefore assumed, when he made his 
unanimous-consent request, that Sena- 
tors on the other side of the aisle had 
no objection, either. 

Mr. SMATHERS. In order to save 
time, I withdraw my unanimous-consent 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
quest is withdrawn, and the Clerk will 
proceed with the call of the calendar. 


CERTAIN NATIONALS OF ITALY 


The bill (S. 3058) for the relief of 
certain nationals of Italy was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Te- 
resa Arlorio (Sister M. Augusta), Rosemma 
Brignolo (Sister M. Davidica), Anna Maria 
De Toffoli (Sister M. Cornelia), Giovanna 
Donola (Sister M. Natalia), Maria Libera 
(Sister M. Alma), Anna Teresa Micca (Sis- 
ter M. Annunziata), Giovanna Marletta (Sis- 
ter M. Cunegonda), Maria Muzzi (Sister M. 
Beniamina), Maria Panero (Sister M. Im- 
macolata), Maria Rosa Pisano (Sister M. Pao- 
lina), Maria Saccone (Sister M. Agape), Lui- 
gina Torasan (Sister M. Leona), Marcellina 
Tozzi (Sister M. Adalgisa), and Teresina Za- 
notto (Sister M. Chiara) shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent resi- 
dence as of the date of the enactment of 
this act, upon payment of the required visa 
fees. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such aliens as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
the required numbers from the appropriate 
quota or quotas for the first year that such 
quota or quotas are available. 


PETER CHARLES BETHEL 


The bill (S. 3087) for the relief of Peter 
Charles Bethel (Peter Charles Peters) 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Peter Charles Bethel (Peter Charles Peters) 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee. Upon the granting of per- 
manent residence to such alien as provided 
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall 
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instruct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available. 


CHRISTA HARKRADER 


The bill (S. 3094) for the relief of 
Christa Harkrader was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Christa Harkrader shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. 


EMIKO WATANABE 


The bill (S. 3112) for the relief of 
Emiko Watanabe was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the administra- 
tion of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Emiko Watanabe, the fiancée of T. A. Brice, a 
citizen of the United States, shall be eligible 
for a visa as a nonimmigrant temporary 
visitor for a period of 3 months, if the ad- 
ministrative authorities find (1) that the 
said Emiko Watanabe is coming to the United 
States with a bona fide intention of being 
married to the said T. A. Brice and (2) that 
she is found otherwise admissible under the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. In the 
event the marriage between the above-named 
persons does not occur within 3 months after 
the entry of the said Emiko Watanabe, she 
shall be required to depart from the United 
States and upon failure to do so shall be 
deported in accordance with the provisions 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act. In 
the event that the marriage between the 
above-named persons shall occur wihin 3 
months after the entry of the said Emiko 
Watanabe, the Attorney General is author- 
ized and directed to record the lawful admis- 
sion for permanent residence of the said 
Emiko Watanabe as of the date of the pay- 
ment by her of the required visa fee. 


WAKAKO NIIMI AND HER MINOR 
CHILD, KATHERINE 


The bill (S. 3138) for the relief of 
Wakako Niimi and her minor child, 
Katherine was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the admin- 
istration of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Wakako Niimi, the fiancée of Jerrold 
Lynn Cunningham, a citizen of the United 
States, and her minor child, Katherine, shall 
be eligible for visas as nonimmigrant tempor- 
ary visitors for a period of 3 months, if the 
administrative authorities find (1) that the 
said Wakako Niimi is coming to the United 
States with a bona fide intention of being 
married to the said Jerrold Lynn Cunning- 
ham and (2) that they are otherwise admis- 
sible under the Immigration and Nationality 
Act. In the event the marriage between the 
above-named persons does not occur within 
3 months after the entry of the said Wakako 
Niimi and the minor child, Katherine, they 
shall be required to depart from the United 
States and upon failure to do so shall be 
deported in accordance with the provisions of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act. In 
the event that the marriage between the 
above-named persons shall occur within 3 
months after the entry of the said Wakako 
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Niimi and her minor child, Katherine, the 
Attorney General is authorized and directed 
to record the lawful admission for permanent 
residence of the said Kakako Niimi and her 
minor child, Katherine, as of the date of the 
payment by them of the required visa fees, 


FRANCESCO PUGLIESE 


The bill (S. 3148) for the relief of 
Francesco Pugliese was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Francesco Pugliese, shall be held and 
considered to be the natural-born alien child 
of Harold P. Koblens, a citizen of the United 
States, 


XANTHI GEORGES KOMPOROZOU 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3150) for the relief of Xanthi 
Georges Komporozou. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this 
is the bill as to which I had asked to 
have the Senate committee report print- 
ed in the Record. I assume that request 
has already been granted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The report (No. 2085) was ordered to 
be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

The Committee on the Judiciary, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3150) for the relief 
of Xanthi Georges Komporozou, having 
considered the same, reports favorably there- 
on without amendment and recommends 
that the bill do pass. 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of the bill is to grant the 
status of permanent residence in the United 
States to Xanthi Georges Komporozou. The 
bill provides for an appropriate quota deduc- 
tion and for the payment of the required visa 
fee, 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

The beneficiary of the bill is a 44-year-old 
native and citizen of Greece who last entered 
the United States as a visitor on July 29, 
1950, accompanying her employers, Lt. Col. 
and Mrs. Joseph McChristian, West Point, 
N. Y. Mrs. McChristian is the daughter of 
Gen. and Mrs. James A. Van Fleet. She suf- 
fered an attack of pulmonary tuberculosis 3 
years ago and the benficiary of the bill has 
taken charge of the McChristian children. 

A letter, with attached memorandum, 
dated June 25, 1954, to the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary from the 
Commissioner of Immigration and Naturali- 
zation with reference to the case, reads as 
follows: 

JUNE 25, 1954. 
Hon. WILLIAM LANGER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: In response to your request 
of the Department of Justice for a report 
relative to the bill (S. 3150) for the relief of 
Xanthi Georges Komporozou, there is at- 
tached a memorandum of information con- 
cerning the beneficiary. This memorandum 
has been prepared from the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service files relating to 
the beneficiary by the New York, N. Y., office 
of this Service, which has custody of those 
files. 

The bill would grant this alien the status 
of a permanent resident of the United States 
upon payment of the required visa fee. It 
also directs that one number be deducted 
from the appropriate immigration quota, 
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The beneficiary is chargeable to the quota 
of Greece. 
Sincerely, 
— — Commissioner. 


MEMORANDUM OF INFORMATION FROM IMMI- 
GRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE FILES 
RE XANTHI GEORGES KomMporozou, BENE- 
FICIARY OF S. 3150 
Xanthi Georges Komporozou is single, a 

native and citizen of Greece, and was born 

on October 3, 1909, at Manolas. Her only 

entry into the United States was on July 29, 

1950, at New York, N. Y., when she was ad- 

mitted as a visitor, accompanying her em- 

ployers, Lt. Col. and Mrs. Joseph McChristian, 

West Point, N. Y. She has received four ex- 

tensions, the last one to expire on May 27, 

1954. 

Miss Komporozou has been nursemaid to 
Lieutenant Colonel and Mrs. McChristian’s 
three children since December 1949. She 
has cared for the children since Mrs. Mc- 
Christian’s attack of pulmonary tubercu- 
losis 3 years ago, and has been practically a 
mother to the 3 children. Mrs. McChristian 
is the daughter of Gen. and Mrs. James A, 
Van Fleet. 

Miss Komporozou has no assets, but little 
formal education, and has educated herself 
by having tutors and by self-teaching. 
Miss Komporozou speaks classical Greek 
fluently and has taught the McChristian 
children the Greek language. 

She has no relatives in the United States. 
Her two sisters and a half-brother reside in 
Greece. 

Senator Spressarp L. HOLLAND, the author 
of the bill, has submitted the following in- 
formation in connection with the case; 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
April 1; 1954. 
Hon. WILLIAM LANGER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR: As you know, on March 
17 I introduced S. 3150, a bill to grant per- 
manent residence to Xanthi Georges Kom- 
porozou, and this bill is now pending before 
your committee. 

I am enclosing herewith a copy of a let- 
ter to me from General Van Fleet, as well as 
a copy of a letter from the General's daugh- 
ter to him, both of which are self-explana- 
tory. 

This appears to me to be a meritorious 
case, and I will appreciate anything you 
may do to secure early consideration of 
S. 3150. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Yours faithfully, 
Spessarp L. HOLLAND. 


AUBURNDALE, FLA., March 15, 1954. 
Senator SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Spessarp: I have a great favor to ask 
of you. 

It is to ask you to introduce special legis- 
lation which will authorize the retention in 
this country, and to become an American 
citizen, of a Greek nurse who has been in my 
family in this country for nearly 4 years. 

The reason for special legislation is the 
fact that the Greek quota for entry into the 
United States is small and is oversubscribed 
for many years to come. I believe her case 
is outstanding and merits special legislation, 

Her name is Miss Xanthi Georges Kom- 
porozou, born in Manolada, Greece, October 
3, 1910. 

Miss Komporozou is presently living with 
my daughter Dempsie, wife of Col. Joseph 
A. McChristian, United States Army, at West 
Point, N. Y. 
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Miss Komporozou holds passport No. 5900 
issued by the Greek Government in Athens, 
Greece, June 14, 1950. It is valid until May 
9, 1955, but the current visa No. 963210 is 
valid only until May 27, 1954. 

Miss Komporozou’s parents are dead. She 
has no living relatives and no home. She 
desires to become an American citizen. 

I am enclosing a statement concerning 
Miss Komporozou, submitted by my daughter 
Dempsie. 

Colonel McChristian was raised in Miami 
Beach and is also a friend of Senator GEORGE 
SMATHERS. 

With warm regards to you and > 

Cordially, 1 5 
James A. VAN FLEET, 
General, United States Army (Retired), 


West Porr, N. Y., March 10, 1954. 
Gen, JAMES A. VAN FLEET, 
United States Army (Retired), 
Auburndale, Fla. 

Dear Dappy: Here briefly are the facts, 
most of which you know already, about 
Xanthi. 

She is Miss Xanthi Georges Komporozou, 
born in Manolada, Greece, October 3, 1910. 
She is presently in possession of passport No. 
5900, issued by the Greek Government in 
Athens June 14, 1950. It is valid until May 
9, 1955, but her visa No. 963210 is valid only 
until May 27, 1954. Her parents are dead 
and she has no (relatives) and no home. 
She wants more than anything in this world 
to become an American citizen. The Greek 
quota is small and already oversubscribed 
for years to come. 

Her integrity, loyalty, superior ideals—in 
fact all the qualities which would make her 
an ideal American citizen—are, of course, the 
very reasons we found her in the first place, 
You recall this was just before Christmas, a 
little over 3 years ago, in Greece, and the 
Communists had made public threat to 
assassinate you, and they did get the man 
near you. You were under constant police 
guard and we were all scared to death for 
fear something would happen to you or to 
your grandchildren. And with your third 
grandchild due any day we, or rather mother, 
appealed to the lady-in-waiting to the 
Queen—Mary Carolou—to find someone who 
could be trusted completely. Mary Carolou 
sent us Xanthi Komporozou, who had been 
in her own home for many years. 

When we returned to the States in July 
1950, we were able to bring Xanthi with us 
on a temporary visitor's visa for 6 months. 
When she was due to return to Greece she 
was midway in extensive dental work and we 
were able to extend her visa for another 6 
months. 

During this time we were transferred from 
Norfolk, Va., to West Point, N. Y., and on 
arriving at West Point it was discovered that 
I had contracted tuberculosis in Greece. I 
know you well recall that terrible experience. 

The same day that I entered Fitzsimons 
Hospital in Denver, in April 1951, you were 
suddenly sent to Korea to command the 
Eighth Army. It seemed pretty glum—in 
fact, downright unsolvable, since it meant 
2 years minimum hospitalization for me and 
no small amount of anguish about our 3 
children. 

Any ordinary person would have left in a 
hurry, but Xanthi quietly put aside her own 
life and plans and took up all of our 
burdens. Our case was presented to the im- 
migration officials in New York and they 
were very kind and agreed to extend her visit. 

Two years later I came back from the hos- 
pital and you came back from Korea. Then 
in October 1953 it was discovered that my 
tuberculosis was not cured and the doctors 
recommended surgery, which was performed 
at great expense at Harkness Pavilion, Pres- 
byterian Hospital in New York City. 

This time we were fortunate to get a let- 
ter from the National Employment Service 
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saying that they could not furnish anyone 
to take Xanthi’s place to care for the children 
and so her visa was extended until May 1954. 
But during all these past many months, 
which by now is almost 4 years, Xanthi 
Komporozou has become not just irreplace- 
able, but inseparable from us as a loved 
member of the family. Not only has she 
cared for the children completely and nursed 
them when they were ill, but she has loved 
them as her own and in truth, could not be 
much more loved by us all had she been born 
into the family. 

She has taught the children the Greek 
language and Greek philosophy. She has 
won the admiration of all who know us at 
West Point. That she would be a credit to 
our country without saying. Her health 
is excellent. She is known by many people 
of prominence. Archbishop Michael, of the 
Greek Orthodox Church of North and South 
America, stated from his pulpit that she was 
an example to all Greeks in this country. 

And so I am appealing to you, Daddy, be- 
cause of Xanthi’s loyalty to your family at 
a dangerous time in Greece and because of 
her 4 selfless years of devotion since—thus 
freeing your mind when the country needed 
you both for Greece and for Korea. I be- 
lieve all of this deserves rewarding, and all 
who know her feel it justifies special legisla- 
tion allowing her to remain as a citizen in 
the United States. 

These are the facts concerning Xanthi. 
You may use this letter as you wish. 

With love, 


DEMPSIE. 
(Dempsie Van Fleet McChristian, wife of 
Col. Joseph A. McChristian.) 
The committee, after consideration of all 
the facts in the case, is of the opinion that 
the bill (S. 3150) should be enacted. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Xanthi Georges Komporozou shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon payment of the required 
visa fee. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the apyropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available. 


SLAVOLJUB DJUROVIC AND GORAN 
DJUROVIC 


The bill (S. 3156) for the relief of 
Slavoljub Djurovic and Goran Djurovic 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act. 
Slavoljub Djurovic and Goran Djurovic shall 
be held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment of 
this act, upon payment of the required visa 
fees. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such aliens as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct the 
required numbers from the appropriate 
quota or quotas for the first year that such 
quota or quotas are available. 


ROSARIO ESTEVEZ DE APONTE 


The bill (S. 3164) for the relief of 
Rosario Estevez de Aponte (nee Frias), 
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otherwise known as Rosario Estevez 
Aponte, was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Rosario Estevez de Aponte (nee Frias), 
otherwise known as Rosario Estevez Aponte, 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee. 


MARIA ELENA VENEGAS AND SARAH 
LUCIA VENEGAS 


The bill (S. 3218) for the relief of 
Maria Elena Venegas and Sarah Lucia 
Venegas was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Maria Elena Venegas and Sarah Lucia Vene- 
gas shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee. 


ARON KLEIN AND ZITA KLEIN 


The bill (S. 3234) for the relief of Aron 
Klein and Zita Klein (nee Spielman) 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Aron 
Klein and Zita Klein (nee Spielman) shall 
be held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for perma- 
nent residence as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this act, upon payment of the re- 
quired visa fees. Upon the granting of per- 
manent residence to such aliens as provided 
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct the required numbers from the ap- 
propriate quota or quotas for the first year 
that such quota or quotas are available. 


ANNI STROEE JACOBSEN 


The bill (S. 3404) for the relief of Anni 
Stroee Jacobsen was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (b) and 203 (a) (3) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U. S. C. 
1101 (b) and 1152 (a) (3)), Anni Stroee 
Jacobsen shall be held and considered to be 
the natural born alien child of her adoptive 
parents, Hans Peter Jacobsen, and his wife, 
Else Margrethe Stroee Jacobsen. 


JUNE ROSE McHENRY 


The bill (S. 3415) for the relief of 
June Rose McHenry was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
June Rose McHenry shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence to 
such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
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quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


LISELOTTA KUNZE 


The bill (S. 3485) for the relief of 
Liselotta Kunze was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Liselotta Kunze, the fiance of John D. 
Beighley, a citizen of the United States, shall 
be eligible for a visa as a nonimmigrant 
temporary visitor for a period of 3 months, 
if the administrative authorities find (1) 
that the said Liselotta Kunze is coming to 
the United States with a bona fide intention 
of being married to the said John D. Beighley 
and (2) that she is otherwise admissible un- 
der the Immigration and Nationality Act. 
In the event the marriage between the above- 
named persons does not occur within 3 
months after the entry of the said Liselotta 
Kunze, she shall be required to depart from 
the United States and upon failure to do so 
shall be deported in accordance with the 
provisions of the Immigration and National- 
ity Act. In the event that the marriage be- 
tween the above-named persons shall occur 
within 3 months after the entry of the said 
Liselotta Kunze, the Attorney General is 
authorized and directed to record the lawful 
admission for permanent residence of the 
said Liselotta Kunze as of the date of the 
payment by her of the required visa fee. 


MRS. HILDEGARD SIMON WALLEY 


The bill (S. 3586) for the relief of Mrs. 
Hildegard Simon Walley was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) and 
(12) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Mrs. Hildegard Simon Walley may be ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence if she is found to be otherwise 
admissible under the provisions of that act: 
Provided, That this exemption shall apply 
only to a ground for exclusion of which the 
Department of State or the Department of 
Justice have knowledge prior to the enact- 
ment of this act. 


ELZONORE SCHMUCKER AND HER 
CHILD 


The bill (S. 3598) for the relief of Ele- 
onore Schmucker and her child was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, in the 
administration of such act, Eleonore 
Schmucker, the fiance of Corp. Jay E. Woolf, 
a citizen of the United States, and her child 
shall be eligible for visas as nonimmigrant 
temporary visitors for a period of 3 months, 
if the administrative authorities find (1) 
that the said Eleonore Schmucker is coming 
to the United States with a bona fide inten- 
tion of being married to the said Corp. Jay 
E. Woolf and (2) that she and her child are 
otherwise admissible under the Immigration 
and Nationality Act. In the event the mar- 
riage between the above-named persons does 
not occur within 3 months after the entry of 
the said Eleonore Schmucker, she and her 
child shall be required to depart from the 
United States and upon failure to do so shall 
be deported in accordance with the provi- 
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sions of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act. In the event that the marriage between 
the above-named persons shall Occur within 
3 months after the entry of the said Eleonore 
Schmucker, the Attorney General is author- 
ized and directed to record the lawful admis- 
sion for permanent residence of the said 
Eleonore Schmucker and her child as of the 
date of the payment by her of the required 
visa fees, 


GEORGE D. KYMINAS 
The bill (H. R. 669) for the relief of 
George D. Kyminas was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ISRAEL RATSPRECHER AND 
MARYSE RATSPRECHER 
The bill (H. R. 787) for the relief of 
Israel Ratsprecher and Maryse Rats- 
precher was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


CHRISTAKIS MODINOS 
The bill (H. R. 803) for the relief of 
Christakis Modinos was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ENRICHETTA F. C. MEDA-NOVARA 


The bill (H. R. 804) for the relief of 
Enrichetta F. C. Meda-Novara was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


CIRIACO CATINO 
The bill (H. R. 868) for the relief of 
Ciriaco Catino was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


FRANCISZEK WOLCZEK 


The bill (H. R. 905) for the relief of 
Franciszek Wolezek was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, 


PANOULA PANAGOPOULOS 


The bill (H. R. 950) for the relief of 
Panoula Panagopoulos was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MRS. AIMEE DUTOUR ROVZAR 


The bill (H. R. 977) for the relief of 
Mrs. Aimee Dutour Rovzar was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


MRS. WAI-JAN LOW FONG 
The bili (H. R. 1171) for the relief of 
Mrs. Wai-Jan Low Fong was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


GEORGINA CHINN 
The bill (H. R. 1324) for the relief of 
Georgina Chinn was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 
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ILONA ELIZABETH CARRIER 


The bill (H. R. 1463) for the relief of 
Tlona Elizabeth Carrier was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ARTHUR NEUSTADT AND MRS. 
EMMA NEUSTADT 
The bill (H. R. 1646) for the relief of 
Arthur Neustadt and Mrs. Emma Neu- 
stadt was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MRS. KATHARINA BATKE 
The bill (H. R. 1697) for the relief of 
Mrs. Katharina Batke was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MRS. BETTY E. LAMAY 


The bill (H. R. 1897) for the relief of 
Mrs. Betty E. LaMay was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


IVO MARKULIN 
The bill (H. R. 2051) for the relief of 
Ivo Markulin was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


JOSEPH VEICH, ALSO KNOWN AS 
GUISEPPE VEIC 


The bill (H. R. 2359) for the relief of 
Joseph Veich, also known as Guiseppe 
Veic was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


OLGA ABITIA 
The bill (H. R. 2635) for the relief of 
Olga Abitia was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


SISTER LINDA SALERNO AND 
OTHERS 


The bill (H. R. 2654) for the relief of 
Sisters Linda Salerno, Luigiana C. Cairo, 
Antonietta Impieri, Anna Impieri, Rosina 
Scarlato, Iolanda Gaglianone, Marie As- 
sunta Scaramuzzo, Franceschina Cau- 
terucci, and Filomena Lupinacci was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


MIYOKO NAGARE 


The bill (H. R. 2793) for the relief of 
Miyoko Nagare was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


JUAN ONATIVIA 


The bill (H. R. 2879) to stay deporta- 
tion proceedings on Juan Onativia was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


DIMITRA MAKHAVITZKI 


The bill (H. R. 3116) for the relief of 
Dimitra Makhavitzki was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 
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ALEXANDER HAHN AND SUZANNE 
HAHN 


The bill (H. R. 3125) for the relief of 
Alexander Hahn and Suzanne Hahn was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, 


CARMEN SALVADOR AND HER 
DAUGHTER, RUBY SALVADOR 
The bill (H. R. 3344) for the relief of 
Carmen Salvador and her daughter, 
Ruby Salvador, was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


TOKI YAEKO. 

The bill (H. R. 3444) for the relief of 
Toki Yaeko was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


NICOLETTA DI DONATO 


The bill (H. R. 3616) for the relief of 
Nicoletta Di Donato was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


SISTER PAOLINA (ANGELA DI 
FRANCO) 


The bill (H. R. 3677) for the relief of 
Sister Paolina (Angela Di Franco) was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


f 


BABETTE MUELLER ESPOSITO 


The bill (H. R. 3759) for the relief of 
Babette Mueller Esposito was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


SISTER AGRIPPINA AND OTHERS 


The bill (H. R. 3855) for the relief of 
Sister Agrippina (Agrippina Palermo), 
Sister Battistina (Franceschina Serpa), 
Sister Romana (Angela Iolanda Morelli), 
Sister Franceschina (Maria Caruso), and 
Sister Bruna (Giuseppina De Caro) was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, 


MIRA TELLINI NAPOLEONE 
The bill (H. R. 4092) for the relief of 
Mira Tellini Napoleone was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


JUNE ANN SAKURAI 
The bill (H. R. 4371) for the relief of 
June Ann Sakurai was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


KAORU YOSHIOKA 


The bill (H. R. 4740) for the relief of 
Kaoru Yoshioka was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MUHITTIN SCHUER 
The bill (H. R. 4959) for the relief of 
Muhittin Schuer was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 
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PAUL FRRKOVICH 
The bill (H. R. 4998) for the relief of 
Paul Frkovich was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CARMEN D’OTTAVIO 
The bill (H. R. 5072) for the relief of 
Carmen D’Ottavio, also known as Cam- 
eron D’Ottavio, was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


SOPHIA NASSOPOULOS 


The bill (H. R. 5077) for the relief of 
Sophia Nassopoulos was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


EVA LOWINGER 
The bill (H. R. 5443) for the relief of 
Eva Lowinger was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


EDELTRAUD KAMBERG DOUGLASS 


The bill (H. R. 5639) for the relief of 
Edeltraud Kamberg Douglass was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


EVANTHIA DEMETRIOS MAKROZO- 
NARI 
The bill (H. R. 5822) for the relief of 
Evanthia Demetrios Makrozonari was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


ALBERTO UGO LANDRY 


The bill (H. R. 5944) for the relief of 
Alberto Ugo Landry was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


BARBARA PATOR ALLEN 
The bill (H. R. 6414) for the relief of 
Barbara Pator Allen was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MARGERS NULLE-SIECENIEKS 


The bill (H. R. 6955) for the relief of 
Margers Nulle-Siecenieks was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


GENE C. SZUTU AND FLORENCE C. 
SZUTU 
The bill (H. R. 6987) for the relief of 
Gene C. Szutu and Florence C. Szutu 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


ROSA MARIE ADELHEID HEROK 


The bill (H. R. 7138) for the relief of 
Rosa Marie Adelheid Herok was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 
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ERIKA JETTE LAVERY 


The bill (H. R. 7451) for the relief of 
Erika Jette Lavery was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ELIZABETH FORSTER AUSTIN 


The bill (H. R. 7494) for the relief of 
Elizabeth Forster Austin was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ANGELE MARIE BOYER 
The bill (H. R. 7584) for the relief of 
Angele Marie Boyer (nee Pieniazeck) 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time; and passed. 


THERESIA PROBST UHL 
The bill (H. R. 7593) for the relief of 
Theresia Probst Uhl was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MICHAEL HENRY LaFLEUR 
The bill (H. R. 7606) for the relief of 
Michael Henry LaFleur was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ENRICO INTRAVAIA 
The bill (H. R. 7612) for the relief of 
Enrico Intravaia was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MRS. ADRIANA M. TRUYERS ARETZ 


The bill (H. R. 7628) for the relief of 
Mrs. Adriana M. Truyers Aretz was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MRS. RUTH GRUSCHKA KRUG 


The bill (H. R. 7629) for the relief of 
Mrs. Ruth Gruschka Krug was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MARTTI IIMARI TIMONEN AND 
OTHERS 


The bill (H. R. 7635) for the relief of 
Martti Iimari Timonen, Maj-Lis Timo- 
nen, and Marja Timonen was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, 


HEINZ GERHARD ROLAPPE 


The bill (H. R. 7807) for the relief of 
Heinz Gerhard Rolappe was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


GIUSEPPI CLEMENTI 


The bill (H. R. 7924) for the relief of 
Giuseppi Clementi was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
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MRS. DINA MIANULLI 


The bill (H. R. 7925) for the relief of 
Mrs. Dina Mianulli (nee Kratzer) was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BART BLAAK 


The bill (H. R. 7945) for the relief of 
Bart Blaak (formerly Johannes J. M. 
Gijbers) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


PALMINA SMARRELLI 


The bill (H. R. 8146) for the relief of 
Palmina Smarrelli (nee Lattanzio) was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


HELMUT CERMAK AND HANA 
CERMAK 
The bill (H. R. 8334) for the relief of 
Helmut Cermak and Hana Cermak was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


PIETRO MEDURI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 831) for the relief of Pietro 
Meduri, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“fee”, to strike out “and head tax”, so as 
to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Pietro Meduri shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


TOKUKO KOBAYASHI AND HER 
MINOR SON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 883) for the relief of Tokuko 
Kobayashi and her minor son, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 


That, in the administration of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act, Tokuko Koba- 
yashi, the fiancée of Ernest Carl Fehlhaber, a 
citizen of the United States, and her minor 
son, shall be eligible for visas as nonimmi- 
grant temporary visitors for a period of 3 
months: Provided, That the administrative 
authorities find that the said Tokuko Koba- 
yashi is coming to the United States with a 
bona fide intention of being married to the 
said Ernest Carl Fehlhaber and that she is 
found otherwise admissible under the pro- 
visions of the Immigration and Nationality 
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Act other than the provision of section 212 
(a) (9) of that act: Provided further, That 
this exemption shall apply only to a ground 
for exclusion of which the Department of 
State or the Department of Justice has 
knowledge prior to the enactment of this act. 
In the event that the marriage between the 
above-named persons does not occur within 
8 months after the entry of the said Tokuko 
Kobayashi, she and her minor son shall be 
required to depart from the United States 
and upon failure to do so shall be deported 
in accordance with the provisions of sections 
242 and 243 of the Immigration and Nation- 
ality Act. In the event that the marriage 
between the above-named persons shall occur 
within 3 months after the entry of the said 
Tokuko Kobayashi and her minor son, the 
Attorney General is authorized and directed 
to record the lawful admission for permanent 
residence of the said Tokuko Kobayashi and 
her minor son as of the date of the payment 
by her of the required visa fees. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
August 2, 1954, Calendar No. 2179, S. 883, 
was reported to the Senate from the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Since that time, the House has passed 
H. R. 2901, similar bill, which was refer- 
red to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on the Judiciary be dis- 
charged from further consideration of 
H. R. 2901, and that it be considered in 
lieu of S. 883. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the Committee on the 
Judiciary is discharged from the further 
consideration of House bill 2901. 

Is there objection to the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 2901) ? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 2901) for the relief of Tokuko 
Kobayashi and her minor son was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, Senate bill 883 is indefi- 
nitely postponed, 


MARGOT HERTA MATULEWITZ 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1604) for the relief of Margot 
Herta Matulewitz, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, in line 7, 
after the word “act,” to insert a colon 
and “Provided, That this exemption shall 
apply only to a ground for exclusion of 
which the Department of State or the 
Department of Justice has knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act”, so 
as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Margot 
Herta Matulewitz may be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence if she 
is found to be otherwise admissible under 
the provisions of such act: Provided, That 
this exemption shall apply only to a ground 
for exclusion of which the Department of 
State or the Department of Justice has 
knowledge prior to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 
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AZZAM ISSAC RAFIDI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1838) for the relief of Azzam 
Issac Rafidi, which had been report- 
ed from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary with an amendment, in line 7, 
after word “fee,” to strike out “and head 
tax. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall in- 
struct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota 
is available.”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
the alien Azzam Issac Rafidi shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of enactment of this 
act, upon payment of the required visa fee, 


The amendment was agreed to. : 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


OLIVIA MARY ORCIUCH 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1890) for the relief of Olivia Mary 
Orciuch, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Olivia Mary Orciuch 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


VASILIOS DEMETRIOU KRETSOS 
AND HIS WIFE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2216) for the relief of Vasilios 
Demetriou Kretsos and his wife Chryssa 
Thomaidou Kretsos, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary with an amendment, to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Vasilios Demetriou 
Kretsos and his wife Chryssa Thomaidou 
Kretsos shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of 
the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fees. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such aliens as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota-con- 
trol officer to deduct the required numbers 
from the appropriate quota or quotas for the 
first year that such quota or quotas are 
available, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


STANISLAVAS RACINSKAS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2633) for the relief of Stanislavas 
Racinskas (Stacys Racinskas), which 
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had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment, 
to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That, in the administration of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality laws, the Attorney 
General is authorized and directed to dis- 
continue any deportation proceedings and 
to cancel any outstanding order and war- 
rant of deportation, warrant of arrest, and 
bond, which may have been issued in the 
case of Stanislavas Racinskas (Stacys Ra- 
cinskas). From and after the date of en- 
actment of this act, the said Stanislavas 
Racinskas (Stacys Racinskas) shail not 
again be subject to deportation by reason 
of the same facts upon which such depor- 
tation proceedings were commenced or any 
such warrants and order have issued. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ARTURO RODRIGUEZ DIAZ 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2636) for the relief of Arturo 
Rodriguez Diaz, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, in line 7, after the 
word “act”, to insert a colon and “Pro- 
vided, That this exemption shall apply 
only to a ground for exclusion of which 
the Department of State or the Depart- 
ment of Justice has knowledge prior to 
the enactment of this act”, so as to make 
the bill read: 8 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (19) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Arturo 
Rodriguez Diaz may be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence if he 
is found to be otherwise admissible under 
the provisions of such act: Provided, That 
this exemption shall apply only to a ground 
for exclusion of which the Department of 
State or the Department of Justice has 
knowledge prior to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. F — 


LISELOTTE WARMBRAND 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2678) for the relief of Liselotte 
Warmbrand, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, in line 7, after the 
word “act”, to insert a colon and “Pro- 
vided, That this exemption shall apply 
only to a ground for exclusion of which 
the Department of State or the Depart- 
ment of Justice has knowledge prior to 
the enactment of this act”, so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Liselotte 
Warmbrand may be admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence if she is 
found to be otherwise admissible under the 
provisions of such act: Provided, That this 
exemption shall apply only to a ground for 
exclusion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice has knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
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AHTI JOHANNES RUUSKANEN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2679) for the relief of Ahti Jo- 
hannes Ruuskanen, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary with an amendment, in line 7, 
after the word “fee”, to strike cut “and 
head tax”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Ahti Johannes Ruuskanen shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Sec- 
retary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


FRANCOISE O. McMAHON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2695) for the relief of Francoise 
O. McMahon, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, on page 1, line 7, 
after the word “act”, to insert a colon 
and Provided, That this exemption shall 
apply only to a ground for exclusion of 
which the Department of State or the 
Department of Justice has knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act“, so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Francoise 
O. McMahon may be admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence if she is 
found to be otherwise admissible under the 
provisions of such act: Provided, That this 
exemption shall apply only to a ground for 
exclusion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice has knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


JEAN CANTALINI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2731) for the relief of Jean Can- 
talini, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act, Jean Cantalini 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


LYDIA TISCHLER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2768) for the relief of Lydia 
Tischler, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
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an amendment, to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 


That, in the administration of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act, Lydia Tisch- 
ler, the fiance of Theodore Schmidt, a legal 
resident alien of the United States, shall 
be eligible for a visa as a nonimmigrant 
temporary visitor for a period of 3 months: 
Provided, That the administrative authori- 
ties find that the said Lydia Tischler is com- 
ing to the United States with a bona fide 
intention of being married to the said Theo- 
dore Schmidt and that she is found other- 
wise admissible under the provisions of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act other than 
the provision of section 212 (a) (9) of that 
act: Provided jurther, That this exemption 
shall apply only to a ground for exclusion 
of which the Department of State or the 
Department of Justice has knowledge prior 
to the enactment of this act. In the event 
that the marriage between the above-named 
persons does not occur within 3 months 
after the entry of the said Lydia Tischler, 
she shall be required to depart from the 
United States and upon failure to do so 
shall be deported in accordance with the 
provisions of sections 242 and 243 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. In the 
event that the marriage between the above- 
named persons shall occur within 3 months 
after the entry of the said Lydia Tischler, 
the Attorney General is authorized and di- 
rected to record the lawful admission for 
permanent residence of the said Lydia Tisch- 
ler as of the date of the payment by her 
of the required visa fee. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


PHILOPIMIN MICHALACOPOULOS 


The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill (S. 2877) for the relief of Philop- 
imin Michalacopoulos (Mihalakopoulos), 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment, to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Philopimin Michala- 
copoulos (Mihalakopoulos) shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent resi- 
dence as of the date of the enactment of 
this act, upon payment of the required visa 
fee. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct one 
number from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


ELISA PALUMBO CASTALDO 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2936) for the relief of Elisa Pa- 
lumbo Castaldo, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That, notwithstanding the provision of 
section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, Elisa Palumbo Castaldo may 
be admitted to the United States for per- 
manent residence if she is found to be other- 
wise admissible under the provisions of that 
act: Provided, That this exemption shall 
apply only to a ground for exclusion of which 
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the Department of State or the Department 
of Justice has knowledge prior to the enact- 
ment of this act, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


KIM KWANG SUK AND KIM 
WOO SHIK 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2941) for the relief of Kim 
Kwang Suk and Kim Woo Shik, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment, 
at the beginning of line 7, to strike out 
“Mr. and Mrs. Kenneth N. Roberts, cit- 
izens of the United States” and insert 
“Mr. Kenneth N. Roberts, a citizen of 
the United States, and his wife”, so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
children, Kim Kwang Suk and Kim Woo 
Shik, shall be held and considered to be the 
natural-born alien children of Mr. Kenneth 
N. Roberts, a citizen of the United States, 
and his wife. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


EULALIO RODRIGUEZ VARGAS 


The bill (S. 2945) for the relief of Eu- 
lalio Rodriguez Vargas was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provision of section 212 (a) (19) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Eulalio 
Rodriguez Vargas may be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence if he 
is found to be otherwise admissible under 
the provisons of that act: Provided, That 
this exemption shall apply only to a ground 
for exclusion of which tH® Department of 
State or the Department of Justice have 
knowledge prior to the enactment of this act. 


RUTH WEHRHAN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2993) for the relief of Ruth 
Wehrhan, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 1, line 8, after the 
word “act”, to insert a colon and Pro- 
vided, That this exemption shall apply 
only to a ground for exclusion of which 
the Department of State or the Depart- 
ment of Justice has knowledge prior to 
the enactment of this act: And provided 
further, That a suitable and proper bond 
or undertaking, approved by the Attor- 
ney General, be deposited as prescribed 
by section 213 of the said act”, so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (6) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, upon ap- 
plication hereafter filed, an immigration visa 
may be issued, and admission for permanent 
residence granted, to Ruth Wehrhan if she is 
otherwise admissible under the Immigration 
and Nationality Act: Provided, That this 
exemption shall apply only to a ground for 
exclusion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice has knowledge 
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prior to the enactment of this act: And pro- 
vided further, That a suitable and proper 
bond or undertaking, approved by the At- 
torney General, be deposited as prescribed 
by section 213 of the said act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MARGARET ISABEL BYERS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3045) for the relief of Margaret 
Isabel Byers, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, in line 7, after the 
word “fee”, to strike out “and head tax. 
Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall in- 
struct the proper quota- control officer to 
deduct one number from the appropri- 
ate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available“, so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Margaret Isabel Byers, shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


NEJIBE EL-SOUSSE SLYMAN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3046) for the relief of Nejibe El- 
Sousse Slyman, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment, in line 7, 
after the word “fee,” to strike out “and 
head tax,” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Nejibe El-Sousse Slyman shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent resi- 
dence as of the date of the enactment of 
this act, upon payment of the required visa 
fee. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the appropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


LUZIA COX 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3047) for the relief of Luzia Cox, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment, to strike out all after the enact- 
ing clause and insert: 

That, notwithstanding the provision of 
section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, Luzia Cox may be admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
if she is found to be otherwise admissible 
under the provisions of such act: Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only to a 
ground for exclusion of which the Depart- 
ment of State or the Department of Justice 
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has knowledge prior to the enactment of 
this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


S. SGT. SILVESTRE E. CASTILLO 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3056) for the relief of S. Sgt. 
Silvestre E. Castillo, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, S. Sgt. Silvestre E. 
Castillo shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of 
the enactment of this act, upon payment of 
the required visa fee. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such alien as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control of- 
ficer to deduct one number from the appro- 
priate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ELSA LEDERER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3084) for the relief of Elsa 
Lederer, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“act”, to insert a colon and “Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only to 
a ground for exclusion of which the De- 
partment of State or the Department of 
Justice has knowledge prior to the enact- 
ment of this act”, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Elsa Le- 
derer may be admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence if she is found to 
be otherwise admissible under the pro- 
visions of such act: Provided, That this ex- 
emption shall apply only toa ground for ex- 
clusion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice has knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


CIRINO LANZAFAME 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3273) for the relief of Cirino 
Lanzafame, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, in line 7, after the 
word “act” to insert a colon and “Pro- 
vided, That this exemption shall apply 
only to a ground for exclusion of which 
the Department of State or the Depart- 
ment of Justice has knowledge prior to 
the enactment of this act”, so as to make 
the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Cirino 
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Lanzafame may be admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence if he is found 
to be otherwise admissible under the pro- 
visions of such act: Provided, That this ex- 
emption shall apply only to a ground for ex- 
clusion of which the Department of State or 
the Department of Justice has knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


ANNA C. GIESE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3392) for the relief of Anna C. 
Giese which had been reported from the 
Committee on tha Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 1, line 7, after the 
word “fee”, to strike out the period and 
“Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to deduct one number from the appro- 
priate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available” and insert a colon and 
“Provided, That a suitable and proper 
bond or undertaking, approved by the 
Attorney General, be deposited as pre- 
scribed by section 213 of the said act”, 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Anna C. Giese shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee: Provided, That a 
suitable and proper bond or undertaking, 
approved by the Attorney General, be depos- 
ited as prescribed by section 213 of the said 
act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


MRS. LISA LEAR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3569) for the relief of Mrs. Lisa 
Lear, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“act”, to insert a colon and “Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only to 
a ground for exclusion of which the De- 
partment of State or the Department of 
Justice has knowledge prior to the enact- 
ment of this act”, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Mrs. Lisa 
Lear may be admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence if she is found to 
be otherwise admissible under the provisions 
of such act: Provided, That this exemption 
shall apply only to a ground for exclusion of 
which the Department of State or the De- 
partment of Justice has knowledge prior to 
the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MILOS KNEZEVICH 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3577) for the relief of Milos 


14056 


Knezevich was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Milos Knezevich shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay- 
ment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from the 
appropriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 


FRANCIS TIMOTHY MARY HODGSON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3652) for the relief of Francis 
Timothy Mary Hodgson (formerly Vic- 
tor Charles Joyce), which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary with an amendment, to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 


That, for the purposes of sections 101 (a) 
(27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, the minor child, Francis 
Timothy Mary Hodgson (formerly Victor 
Charles Joyce), shall be held and considered 
to be the natural-born alien child of Mr, 
and Mrs. John G. Hodgson, citizens of the 
United States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


HELGA SCHART COULSON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3688) for the relief of Helga 
Schart Coulson, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, in line 7, after the 
word “Act”, to insert a colon and “Pro- 
vided, That this exemption shall apply 
only to a ground for exclusion of which 
the Department of State or the Depart- 
ment of Justice has knowledge prior to 
the enactment of this act”, so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Helga 
Schart Coulson may be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence if she 
is found to be otherwise admissible under 
the provisions of such act: Provided, That 
this exemption shall apply only to a ground 
for exclusion of which the Department of 
State or the Department of Justice has 
knowledge prior to the enactment of this 
act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


GISELA NAGEL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3689) for the relief of Gisela 
Nagel (nee Maireder), which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, in line 7, 
after the word “act” to insert a colon 
and “Provided, That this exemption shall 
apply only to a ground for exclusion of 
which the Department of State or the 
Department of Justice has knowledge 
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prior to the enactment of this act”, so 
as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Gisela 
Nagel (nee Maireder) may be admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
if she is found to be otherwise admissible 
under the provisions of such act: Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only to a 
ground for exclusion of which the Depart- 
ment of State or the Department of Justice 
has knowledge prior to the enactment of this 
act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


GRANTING OF STATUS OF PERMA- 
NENT RESIDENCE TO CERTAIN 
ALIENS 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res, 227) 

favoring the granting of the status of 

permanent residence to certain aliens 

(for text of above concurrent resolution 

see pp. 8313 to 8315 of the CONGRES- 

SIONAL Recorp of June 16, 1954), which 

had been reported from the Committee 

on the Judiciary with amendments, on 
page 29, after line 4, to insert: 
A-6682832, Abraham, Joseph Heskel. 


After line 5, to insert: 
A-7187216, Rosenberger, Menasche. 


After line 6, to insert: 
A-7182351, Fulop, Bertha. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution, as amended, 
was agreed to. 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN PALESTINIAN 
ARAB REFUGEES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1338) for the relief of certain 
Palestinian Arab refugees, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: ° 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Nabiha Elias Audi shall 
be held and considered to have been law- 
fully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such alien as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control of- 
ficer to deduct one number from the ap- 
propriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
ae for the relief of Nabiha Elias 

u ree 


JAMES ARTHUR CIMINO 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1605) for the relief of James 
Arthur Cimino, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
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with amendments, at the beginning of 
line 5, to strike out “child” and insert 
“children”; in the same line, after the 
name “Arthur”, to strike out “Cimino,” 
and insert “Cimino and Joan Cimino”; 
and at the beginning of line 7, to strike 
out “child” and insert “children”, so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
children, James Arthur Cimino and Joan 
Cimino shall be held and considered to be 
the natural-born alien children of James N. 
Cimino and Barbara Scribner Cimino, citi- 
zens of the United States. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of James Arthur 
Cimino and Joan Cimino.” 


EUGENIA GAFOS AND ADAMANTIOS 
GEORGE GAFOS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1720) for the relief of Eugenia 
Gafos and Adamantios George Gafos, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment, on page 1, line 4, after the word 
“act”, to insert “Capt. George Gafos”, so 
as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Capt. George Gafos, Eugenia Gafos, and Ad- 
amantios George Gafos shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fees. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the prop- 
er quota-control officer to deduct the re- 
quired numbers from the appropriate quota 
or quotas for the first year that such quota 
or quotas are available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Capt. George 
Gafos, Eugenia Gafos, and Adamantios 
George Gafos.” 


HELEN HILDA CORAL NEWBERY 
AND OTHERS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2879) for the relief of Helen Hilda 
Coral Newbery, Peter Julian Newbery, 
and Prudence Ellen Newbery, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment, 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That, for the purposes of section 203 (a) 
(1) (B) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Peter Julian Newbery and Prudence 
Ellen Newbery shall be held and considered 
to be the natural-born children of Charles 
Bruce Newbery and regarded as having 
accompanied him at the time of his admis- 
sion for permanent residence under section 
203 (a) (1) of the said act: Provided, That 
they obtain appropriate immigrant visas and 
apply for admission into the United States 
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within 6 months following the date of the 
enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Peter Julian New- 
bery and Prudence Ellen Newbery.” 


EDWARD H. HON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2994) for the relief of Edward H. 
Hon, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Mr. and Mrs. Edward H. 
Hon shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of 
the enactment of this act, upon payment of 
the required visa fees. Upon the granting 
of permanent. residence to such aliens as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota-control 
officer to deduct the required numbers from 
the appropriate quota or quotas for the first 
year that such quota or quotas are available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. 
Edward H. Hon. 


MALVINA DAVID (NEE GABRIEL) 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3024) for the relief of Malvina 
David (nee Gabriel), which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, in line 
4, after the word act“, to strike out 
“Malvina David (nee Gabriel)” and in- 
sert Malbina Rouphael David, nee Ge- 
brael“, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Malbina Rouphael David, nee Gebrael, shall 
be held and considered to have been law- 
fully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Malbina Rou- 
phael David, nee Gebrael.” 


ROSITA A. JOCSAN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3054) for the relief of Rosita 
A. Jocsan, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 4, after the name 
“Rosita A.”, to strike out “Jocsan” and 
insert “Jocson”, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Rosita A. Jocson shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
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States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control offi- 
cer to deduct one number from the appro- 
priate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Rosita A. Jocson.” 


CLEOPHAT ROBERT JOSEPH CARON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3276) for the relief of Cleophat 
Robert Joseph Caron, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with amendments, at the be- 
ginning of line 4, to strike out (9) and 
212 (a) (17)” and insert “(9) (17), and 
(199; and in line 8, after the word 
“act”, to insert a colon and “Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only to 
grounds for exclusion of which the De- 
partment of State or the Department of 
Justice has knowledge prior to the 
enactment of this act”, so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of sections 212 (a) (9), (17), 
and (19) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Cleophat Robert Joseph Caron may be 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence if he is found to be otherwise ad- 
missible under the provisions of such act: 
Provided, That this exemption shall apply 
only to grounds for exclusion of which the 
Department of State or the Department of 
Justice has knowledge prior to the enact- 
ment of this act. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ROGER FEGHALI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3352) for the relief of Joseph 
Feghali and Roger Feghali, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That, for the purposes of sections 101 (a) 
(27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, the minor child, Roger 
Feghali, shall be held and considered to be 
the natural-born alien child of Max J. Mc- 
Soud, a citizen of the United States. The 
said Roger Feghali, for the purposes of this 
act, shall be deemed to be a child under 10 
years of age. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
August 2, 1954, Calendar No. 2217, S. 
3352, was reported to the Senate from 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Since that time, the House has passed 
H. R. 7987, similar bill, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on the Judiciary be dis- 
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charged from further consideration of 
H. R. 7987, and that it be considered in 
lieu of S. 3352, and that the Senate bill 
be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary is discharged from the further con- 
sideration of House bill 7987. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the House bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 7987) for the relief of Roger 
Feghali was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


DR. MARCIANO GUTIERREZ AND 
OTHERS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 7045) for the relief of Dr. 
Marciano Gutierrez, Dr. Amparo G. 
Joaquin Gutierrez, and their children, 
Rosenda, Rebecca, Raymundo, and Mar- 
ciano, and Mrs. Brigida de Gutierrez, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, with .amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 6, after the name 
“Rebecca”, to insert “and”; in the same 
line, after the name “Raymundo”, to 
strike out “and Marciano,”; and on page 
2, line 3, after the word “deduct”, to 
strike out “seven” and insert “six.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
A and the bill to be read a third 

e. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act for the relief of Dr. Marciano 
Gutierrez, Dr. Amparo G. Joaquin Gu- 
tierrez, and their children, Rosenda, 
Rebecca, and Raymundo, and Mrs. Bri- 
gida de Gutierrez.” 


AMENDMENT OF STRATEGIC AND 
CRITICAL MATERIALS STOCKPIL- 
ING ACT 


The bill (S. 3585) to amend the Stra- 
tegic and Critical Materials Stockpiling 
Act (60 Stat. 596), relating to the ac- 
quisition of stocks of strategic and criti- 
cal materials for national defense pur- 
poses was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
bill as introduced was very broad in its 
possible application. The committee has 
proposed amending the bill so as to nar- 
row it down to a particular purpose, 
namely, to authorize the disposition of 
certain gem diamonds now in the stock- 
pile and acquisition by the stockpile, in 
turn, of a like value of industrial dia- 
monds which do constitute a strategic 
material. If the committee amendment 
is adopted, this bill is unobjectionable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with amendments, on page 
1, line 4, after “(60 Stat. 597)”, to strike 
out “be amended to read as follows:” 
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and insert “is hereby amended by insert- 
ing immediately preceding the semi- 
colon at the end thereof a colon and the 
following proviso: “Provided, That any 
gem diamonds constituting a part of the 
stockpile may be exchanged for indus- 
trial diamonds of a like value“.“; and 
after line 8, to strike out: 

(c) provide through normal commercial 
channels for the refining, processing, or other 
beneficiation of any materials acquired or 
transferred under this act when the Director 
of the Office of Defense Mobilization deems 
such action necessary to convert such ma- 
terials into a form best suitable for stock- 
piling: Provided, That such conversion may 
also be accomplished by the exchange or 
sale of any such materials and the applica- 
tion of the exchange allowance or proceeds 
of sale in such cases in whole or in part pay- 
ment for the acquisition of similar material 
in the form desired: Provided further, That 
no such exchange shall result in the reduc- 
tion of the quantity of any such material 
in the stockpiles, except to the extent of 
any excess above the authorized stockpile 
objective for such material. 


So as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That subsection (c) of 
section 3 of the act of July 23, 1946 (60 Stat. 
597), is hereby amended by inserting im- 
mediately preceding the semicolon at the end 
thereof a colon and the following proviso: 
“Provided, That any gem diamonds consti- 
tuting a part of the stockpile may be ex- 
changed for industrial diamonds of a like 
value.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to amend the Strategic and Criti- 
cal Materials Stockpiling Act (60 Stat. 
596) .” 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 521) to amend title 18, 
United States Code, regarding published 
articles and broadcasts by foreign agents 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, by 
request, I ask that the bill be passed 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1708) to amend section 11 
of the Administrative Procedure Act, 
and for other purposes, was announced 
as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
by request, I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will go over. 


SUSPENSION OF STATUTES OF LIMI- 
TATIONS APPLICABLE TO OF- 
FENSES BY GOVERNMENT OFFI- 
CIALS AND EMPLOYEES 


The bill (S. 19) to suspend the running 
of the statutes of limitations applicable 
to offenses involving performance of of- 
ficial duties by Government officers and 
employees during periods of Government 
service of the officer or employee con- 
cerned was announced as next in order. 
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Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, by 
request, I ask that the bill be passed 
over. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida withhold his re- 
quest? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I withhold my re- 
quest. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to make it very 
clear that I have withdrawn my objec- 
tion to the bill. Heretofore the bill has 
been passed over on the basis of my ob- 
jection. I think the committee report 
filed with the bill answers in a very 
satisfactory manner every objection I 
raised to the bill itself. I have no ob- 
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, in 
the absence of the able Senator from 
Oregon, we had been filing some ob- 
jections for him, and I had not been 
notified that he had withdrawn his ob- 
jection. Therefore, I withdraw the ob- 
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 19) 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 6, to change the 
section number from “3291” to “3292”; 
and on page 2, line 14, after the word 
“there”, to strike out “3291” and insert 
“3292”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That chapter 213 of title 
18 of the United States Code is amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new section as 
Tollows: 

“SEC. 3292. Suspension of limitations in of- 
fenses involving performance 
of official duties by Govern- 
ment employees. 

“The running of any statute of limitations 
applicable to any offense committed by any 
person (other than an offense involving an 
assault or inflicting of bodily injury), an es- 
sential element of which is (1) an act, or 
failure to act by a Member of the Congress 
or by an officer or employee of the United 
States or any agency thereof in the per- 
formance of his official duties or (2) an at- 
tempt or offer to procure an act, or failure 
to act by a Member of the Congress or by 
an officer or employee of the United States 
or any agency thereof in the performance of 
his official duties, shall be suspended during 
any period during which the Member of the 
Congress or the officer or employee con- 
cerned is in the service of the United States 
or any agency thereof.” 

Sec. 2. The analysis of chapter 213 of such 
title is amended by adding at the end there- 
of “8292. Suspension of limitations in of- 
fenses involving performance of official du- 
ties by Government employees.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 
The bill (H. R. 7130) to amend the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act to pro- 
vide for the loss of nationality of per- 
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sons convicted of certain crimes was ane 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


BILL PASSED TO FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 3726) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to certain New England 
States to enter into a compact relating 
to higher education in the New England 
States and establishing the New England 
Board of Higher Education was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that there is a com- 
panion bill on the calendar, Calendar 
No. 2232, House bill 9712, with the same 
title. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Florida withhold 
his request? 

Mr.SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the bill be passed to the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be passed to the 
foot of the calendar. 


ASSISTANCE FOR SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3628) to amend Public Law 815, 
8ist Congress, in order to provide a 
permanent program of assistance for 
school construction under the provi- 
sions of such law, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare with an amendment, 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 


That the last sentence of section 301 of 
the act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 
815, 8lst Cong.), as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: “There are hereby authorized 
to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1954, and for the 4 succeeding fiscal 
years, such sums as the Congress may deter- 
mine to be necessary for such purpose.” 

Sec. 2. The first sentence of section 303 of 
such act is amended by striking out 1954“ 
and inserting in lieu thereof 1957.“ 

Sec. 3. The first sentence of section 304 of 
such act is amended by striking out “the 
regular school year 1953-54" and inserting 
in lieu thereof the current school year.” 

Sec. 4. Section 305 (a) of such act is 
amended by striking out “the regular school 
year 1953-54" and inserting in lieu there- 
of “the current school year.” 

Sec. 5. Section 305 (d) of such act is 
amended (1) by striking out “the regular 
school year 1953-54” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “the current school year” and (2) by 
striking out “the school years 1951-52 and 
1953-54” and inserting in lieu thereof “the 
school year 1951-52 and the current school 
year.” 

Sec. 6. Section 305 of such act is further 
amended by inserting at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

„(t) The determination of any increase in 
children for the purpose of any application 
under the provisions of this act shall be 
made without regard to any increase in œil- 


1954 


dren for which payment has been or will be 
made on the basis of a previous application 
under the provisions of this act.” 

Sec. 7. The first sentence of section 310 of 
such act is amended by inserting after “June 
30, 1954” the following: “, June 30, 1955, 
June 30, 1956, or June 30, 1957.” 

Sec. 8. Title III of such act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 

“Sec. 312. For the purposes of this title, 
the term ‘current school year’ means (1) 
with respect to an application filed before 
July 1. 1954, the regular school year 1953— 
54; (2) with respect to an application filed 
after June 30, 1954, and before July 1, 1955, 
the regular school year 1954-55; (3) with 
respect to an application filed after June 30, 
1955, and before July 1, 1956, the regular 
school year 1955-56; and (4) with respect 
to an application filed after June 30, 1956, 
the regular school year 1956-57.” 

Sec. 9. Section 209 (e) of such act is 
amended by striking out “June 30, 1955” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “June 30, 1958.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to amend Public Law 815, 81st 
Congress, in order to extend for 3 addi- 
tional years the program of assistance 
for school construction under title III of 
that act.” 


ELIMINATION OF 3 PERCENT “AB- 
SORPTION” REQUIREMENT 


The bill (S. 3629) to amend Public Law 
874, 81st Congress, so as to eliminate the 
3 percent “absorption” requirement was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I should like 
to ask the Senator from New Hampshire 
if this is the last year in which it is ex- 
pected that the 3 percent absorption re- 
quirement will be waived. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. President, I did not 
hear the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understood the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts to inquire as to whether this 
is the last year the 3 percent requirement 
wil be waived. 

Mr. UPTON. The present statute has 
2 years to run. It is proposed to sus- 
pend the 3 percent absorption require- 
ment for 1 year only. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it the Senator’s 
understanding that this is the last year 
the 3 percent absorption requirement 
will be eliminated? 

Mr. UPTON. I had understood that, 
under a bill previously passed by the 
Senate, the entire field of education 
would be reviewed. Pending a national 
conference, I cannot tell what recom- 
mendation would come from the confer- 
ence. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I may 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts, in conjunction with the 
remarks of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire, that the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion said next year views would be pre- 


C—885 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


sented to the Congress respecting the 
continuance of this type of legislation. 
The bill would suspend the 3 percent 
absorption clause only during the next 
year. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have no objection 
to the absorption requirement being sus- 
pended for the next year, but I think 
we should put the communities on notice 
that the requirement will not be sus- 
pended in the future. 

Mr. COOPER. The bill does no more 
than suspend it for 1 year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3629) 
to amend Public Law 874, 81st Congress, 
so as to eliminate the 3 percent absorp- 
tion requirement, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 3 (c) (1) of Public Law 874, 81st 
Congress, as amended, the amounts payable 
to a local educational agency for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1955, with respect to 
the number of children determined under 
subsection (a) or (b) of section 3 thereof 
shall be computed on the same basis as was 
used during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1954, under subsections (a), (b), (c), and 
(d) of section 3 of said law. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to postpone the effective date of 
the 3 percent ‘absorption’ requirement 
in Public Law 874, 81st Congress, for 1 
year.” 


EXTENSION OF CERTAIN TIMBER 
RIGHTS—BILL PASSED TO FOOT 
OF CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 3601) to provide that the 
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to 
extend until not later than October 18, 
1962, certain timber rights and the nec- 
essary ingress and egress, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I should like to have an 
explanation of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator object to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
ask that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar. I understand the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] is not 
present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed to the foot of the calendar. 


PREPARATION OF PLANS FOR A 
MUSEUM BUILDING FOR THE 
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 
The bill (S. 3622) to provide for the 

preparation of plans and specifications 
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for a museum building for the Smith- 
sonian Institution was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I know the 
bill is directed to a very worthy cause, 
but it would authorize an appropriation 
of more than $1 million for plans alone. 
I think the Senate should have an expla- 
nation of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
planation is requested. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Case] 
does not seem to be in the Chamber at 
this time. 

Let me say that the purpose of the 
bill is to authorize and direct the Re- 
gents of the Smithsonian Institution to 
have drawings and specifications pre- 
pared, under the supervision of the Ad- 
ministrator of the General Services Ad- 
ministration, of a building and all nec- 
essary appurtenances, for use by the 
Smithsonian Institution as a museum. 

The location of the building would be 
aproved by the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission, and the design ap- 
proved by the Commission of Fine Arts. 
The bill further authorizes an appro- 
priation of $990,000 to the Smithsonian 
Institution for carrying out the work, 
the Regents to make an estimate of the 
cost of the building and report its find- 
ings to the Congress. 

The bill has been amended to elimi- 
nate a specific location for the proposed 
building in order to permit a wider scope 
in planning to take advantage of various 
engineering, technical, and esthetic fea- 
tures, and to properly blend such build- 
ing with present and proposed develop- 
ments in the area. 

The buildings will probably cost in the 
neighborhood of $30 million. The com- 
mittee did not think that $990,000 was 
an exorbitant sum to spend for the mak- 
ing of a complete study. There has been 
no expansion of the Smithsonian Insti- 
tution buildings for many years, and the 
number of fine exhibits has been in- 
creasing each year. One of the first 
things that children who visit the Capi- 
tal wish to do is to see the Smithsonian 
Institution. 

So the committee unanimously be- 
lieved the study should be made, and 
felt that $990,000 is not exorbitant when 
we consider the amount the buildings 
eventually will cost. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
in view of the explanation given by the 
Senator from Pennsylvania and in view 
of the fact that the committee was 
unanimous in reporting the bill, I would 
not wish to pit my judgment against the 
good judgment of our eminent commit- 
tee, on a subject matter of this character. 

Therefore, I shall not object; but I 
wish the Record to show that whereas I 
have stated that the cost of the plans 
would be $1 million, the actual cost is 
to be $990,000. 

Mr. MARTIN. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 
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There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bills (S. 3622) 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Public Works with amend- 
ments on page 1, line 9, after the word 
“Institution”, to strike out the comma 
and “to be located on that part of reser- 
vation 3 which is bounded by 12th 
Street NW. on the east, 14th Street NW. 
on the west, Constitution Avenue on the 
north, and Madison Drive on the south, 
title to which is in the United States”; 
on page 2, line 5, after the word “The” 
where it first occurs to strike out “ex- 
act”, and in the same line, after the 
word “building” to strike out “on the 
site”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution are hereby author- 
ized and directed to have prepared drawings 
and specifications, and to have done all work 
incidental thereto, for a building (includ- 
ing equipment, approaches, architectural 
landscape treatment of the grounds and con- 
nections with public utilities, and the Fed- 
eral heating system) for the use of the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

Sec. 2. The said Regents shall estimate 
the cost of said building and report its find- 
ings to the Congress. 

Sec. 3. The location of the building shall 
be approved by the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission, and the design shall be 
approved by the Commission of Fine Arts. 

Sec. 4. The preparation of said drawings 
and specifications and all work incidental 
thereto shall be under the supervision of 
the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration in accordance with provi- 
sions of the Public Buildings Act of May 
25, 1926, as amended. 

Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Regents of the Smith- 
sonian Institution out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated a sum 
not in excess of $990,000 to carry out the 
provisions of this act: Provided, That ap- 
propriations for this purpose, except such 
part as may be necessary for the incidental 
expenses of the Regents of the Smithsonian 
Institution in connection with this project, 
shall be transferred to the General Services 
Administration for the performance of the 
work. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9804) to authorize the 
appointment in a civilian position in the 
Department of Justice of Maj. Gen. 
Frank H. Partridge, United States Army, 
retired, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3040) to provide financial 
assistance to the Oakdale and South 
Joaquin Irrigation Districts, California, 
in the construction of the Tri-Dam 
project, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


PER CAPITA PAYMENT TO MEM- 
BERS OF THE RED LAKE BAND OF 
CHIPPEWA INDIANS 


The bill (H. R. 3419) to authorize a 
$50 per capita payment to members of 
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the Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians 


-from the proceeds of the sale of timber 


and lumber on the Red Lake Reserva- 
tion was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


COMPACT RELATING TO HIGHER 
EDUCATION IN THE NEW ENG- 
LAND STATES—BILL PLACED AT 
FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 9712) granting the 
consent of Congress to certain New Eng- 
land States to enter into a compact re- 
lating to higher education in the New 
England States, and establishing the 
New England Board of Higher Educa- 
tion, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the 
Chair state that this bill is a companion 
measure to Senate bill 3726, Calendar 
2224. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, 
when the companion bill was reached a 
few minutes ago, I requested that it be 
placed at the foot of the calendar. I 
now ask that this bill be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar, 


CHARTER OF PASSENGER SHIPS IN 
DOMESTIC TRADE—BILL PLACED 
AT FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 9868) to amend the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 to pro- 
vide for the charter of passenger ships in 
the domestic trade was announced as 
next in order. 7 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, by re- 
quest I ask that this bill be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6616) to amend title 17, 
United States Code, entitled Copy- 
rights,” was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, has Cal- 
endar 2234, House bill 1254, been passed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It went 
over at a previous point in the calendar, 
in connection with a companion bill. 
The companion bill was objected to, and 
went over. 


IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENTS IN 
THE MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 
PROJECT 


The bill (H. R. 8520) to provide for the 
inclusion of the Ainsworth, Lavaca Flats, 
Mirage Flats Extension, and O'Neill irri- 
gation developments in the Missouri 
River Basin project was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


RECIPROCAL FIRE PROTECTION 
AGREEMENTS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3773) to authorize reciprocal fire- 
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protection agreements between depart- 
ments and agencies of the United States 
and public or private organizations en- 
gaged in fire-fighting activities, and for 
other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce with an amendment, 
on page 3, after line 17, to insert: 


Sec. 5. Mutual aid agreements of the type 
authorized in section 1 hereof, which are in 
effect on the effective date of this act, are 
hereby ratified and confirmed. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the head of each 
executive department, independent estab- 
lishment, or agency of the Government, in- 
cluding the Secretary of the Army, the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the 
Air Force (hereinafter referred to as the 
“head”) is authorized to enter into and per- 
form, with domestic governmental units or 
subdivisions, with other public or private 
organizations, and, consistent with inter- 
national agreements, with foreign govern- 
mental units or subdivisions, engaged in fire- 
fighting activities near installations or activ- 
ities under the jurisdiction or control of the 
respective heads, reciprocal agreements pro- 
viding for mutual aid in protecting against 
fires, in extinguishing fires, and in preserving 
life and property threatened by fire, through 
the furnishing of fire-fighting personnel and 
equipment by and for such installations or 
activities and such organizations or govern- 
mental units or subdivisions. Each such 
agreement shall provide that each party 
thereto waives all claims for loss, damage, 
injury, or death against all other parties 
thereto that may arise in the performance of 
the agreement, but any such agreement may, 
in the discretion of the head concerned, pro- 
vide for reimbursement for the cost of fur- 
nishing personnel and equipment pursuant 
to its provisions. In the absence of such an 
agreement, said heads are respectively au- 
thorized to make available in emergencies 
fire-fighting personnel and equipment to as- 
sist in extinguishing fires and preserving life 
and property threatened by fire in local goy- 
ernmental units, or subdivisions thereof, in 
or near which Government installations are 
located, under such circumstances involving 
the best interests of the United States and 
under such regulations as the appropriate 
head may prescribe. 

Sec. 2. Funds available for Federal fire- 
fighting activities and facilities on installa- 
tions or in connection with activities under 
the jurisdiction of the respective heads may 
be used for carrying out the purposes of this 
act. Any reimbursements made to the re- 
spective heads for services performed pur- 
suant to the provisions of this act shall be 
covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

Sec. 3. Personnel of domestic governmen- 
tal units or subdivisions, public or private 
organizations, or foreign governmental units 
or subdivisions, engaged in fire-fighting ac- 
tivities pursuant to reciprocal fire protection 
agreements entered into pursuant to this act 
shall not be considered as employees of the 
United States for the purposes of the Federal 
Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended. 
- Sec. 4. Services performed pursuant to the 
provisions of this act by any fire-fighting per- 
sonnel under the jurisdiction of the respec- 
tive heads shall be held and considered to 
be services performed in line of duty. 

Sec. 5. Mutual aid agreements of the type 
authorized in section 1 hereof, which are in 
effect on the effective date of this act, are 
hereby ratified and confirmed. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 
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INCREASE IN RETIRED PAY OF 
CERTAIN MEMBERS OF THE 
FORMER LIGHTHOUSE SERVICE 


The bill (H. R. 1843) to increase the 
retired pay of certain members of the 
former Lighthouse Service was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES VES- 
SELS ON THE HIGH SEAS 

The bill (H. R. 9584) to protect the 
rights of vessels of the United States on 
the high seas and in territorial waters 
of foreign countries was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


DEVELOPMENT OF PRIVATE 
AVIATION ` 


The resolution (S. Res. 292) to express 
the sense of the Senate for development 
of private aviation was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 


Whereas the aviation industry in the 
United States since its inception 50 years ago 
has grown to be the second largest industry 
in point of number of people employed in 
manufacturing; and 

Whereas air transportation has shrunk 
distance between countries so that every na- 
tion is now our next door neighbor; and 

Whereas world markets and tourist travel 
have expanded enormously and new prod- 
ucts formerly inaccessible are now readily 
available to all; and 

Whereas the airplane has become the 
prime factor in defense strategy and in ad- 
dition to being a deterrent to war, aviation, 
as a tool to national policy is the leading 
participant in our effort to maintain peace; 
and 

Whereas consequently it is essential that 
the aviation industry be maintained so as 
to assure continuous healthy growth; and 

Whereas the continued growth of avia- 
tion is dependent upon the establishment 
and maintenance of a large resource pool of 
personnel who can be utilized to fill the 
needs of the various segments of the avia- 
tion industry; and 

Whereas since the termination of World 
War II, there has been no concerted or or- 
ganized training of most types of aviation 
personnel needed to fulfill the manpower 
demands of our aviation policy and as a re- 
sult there has been a gradual decrease in 
the supply of aviation manpower as indi- 
cated by statistics compiled by the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration and other 
sources which have disclosed: 

1. Continuous and alarming reduction in 
number of pilot approvals of all classes (stu- 
dent, private, commercial, airline transport, 
and flight instructor) since 1948. 

2. Continuous and alarming reduction in 
number of mechanics or technicians approv- 
als since 1949. 

3. Continuous reduction in original and 
additional ground instructor ratings since 
1949. 

4. Continuous and alarming reduction in 
hours of instructional flying since 1947. 

5. Continuous reduction in number of 
fixed base operators since 1948. 

6. Continuing lack of adequate number of 
trained aeronautical engineers, aerodynam- 
icists, physicists, and other technical per- 
sonnel: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That in view of the critical man- 
power needs of the aviation industry and 
the need to reverse the downward trend of 
persons becoming interested in aviation and 
because of its day-to-day contact with the 
civilian training facilities and its experience 
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in supervising the training activities of vari- 
ous schools and other aviation industry or- 
ganizations, the Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
tration is hereby requested and directed to 
assume the responsibilities of leadership and 
direction in the formulation and implemen- 
tation of a national plan designed to cap- 
ture and hold the interest of American youth 
in aviation careers, and to assist others in 
the preparation of school curricula to pro- 
vide theoretical training and practical avia- 
tion experience and to develop incentives to 
achieve that end; to cooperate with and co- 
ordinate the activities of both national and 
local sponsor groups in the promotion of all 
aspects of aviation training, and to develop 
ways and means to promote general interest 
in aviation in the various communities 
throughout the country. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND TO 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


The bill (H. R. 1797) to provide for the 
conveyance of certain land to the State 
of Oklahoma for the use and benefit of 
the Eastern Oklahoma Agricultural and 
Mechanical College at Wilburton, Okla., 
and for other purposes, was announced 
as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment. Before the 
amendment is read, I wish to make a 
statement by way of explanation. 

In this case there is a sale to the State 
of Oklahoma, for the use and benefit of 
the Oklahoma Agriculture and Mechan- 
ical College, of lands for which the 
United States paid the Indians $8,500,- 
000. The mineral rights are reserved 
to the United States. 

Under this conveyance, the State may 
not use the lands for any purpose other 
than stated, except with the consent of 
the Secretary of the Interior, for another 
public purpose. This provision ceases to 
be in effect after 25 years. Payment is 
to be made within 3 years. 

However, the payment provision set 
forth in the bill is what I object to. It 
reads as follows: 

The Secretary shall sell the lands at a 
price to be fixed by him through appraisal 
or otherwise, after taking into consideration 
the purpose for which the lands are to be 
used. 


I have objected to the above language, 
as suggested by the Secretary of the In- 
terior in the case of other sales of Gov- 
ernment land. My objection is made on 
the ground that the language sets no real 
standard for fixing the value. The Sec- 
retary of the Interior could establish 
about any price he wished to under that 
language. 

In the case of the sale of lands in 
Nevada recently, the same provision was 
inserted in the bill; and the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] ac- 
cepted—without even personal objec- 
tion, I think—a modification in accord- 
ance with the amendment which I now 
have sent to the desk, and which I ask 
to have considered at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendnient will be stated. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, be- 
ginning with line 1, it is proposed to 
strike out all to the colon in line 5, and 
to insert in lieu thereof the following: 

Sec. 2. The conveyance authorized by this 
act shall be conditional upon the State of 
Oklahoma agreeing to pay to the Secretary 
of the Interior, in return for the lands con- 
veyed, an amount equal to the appraised 
fair market value of such lands. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oregon. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
2 and the bill to be read a third 

e. 

The bill was read the third time and 

passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3708) to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to sell and convey 
certain Parker-Davis transmission facil- 
ities and related property in the States of 
Arizona and California, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. By request, I 
ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


EXTENSION OF BENEFITS OF WA- 
TERSHED AND FLOOD PREVEN- 
TION ACT TO ALASKA, HAWAII, 
AND PUERTO RICO 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3774) to extend the benefits of the 
Watershed and Flood Prevention Act to 
Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry with 
amendments, in line 3, after the word 
“Watershed”, to insert “Protection”, and 
in line 6, after the name “Hawaii”, to 
strike out “and Puerto Rico” and insert 
“Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands”, 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, section 2 of the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following additional paragraph: 

State! includes Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to extend the benefits of the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act to Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands.” 


TRANSFER OF CERTAIN LAND IN 
THE NORTHERN CHEYENNE IN- 
DIAN RESERVATION, MONT. 


The bill (H. R. 8897) to authorize and 
direct the Secretary of the Interior to 
transfer 40 acres of land in the Northern 
Cheyenne Indian Reservation, Mont., to 
school district No. 6, Rosebud County, 
Mont., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
bill was introduced at the request of 
the Northern Cheyenne Indian Tribe, 
who wish to transfer some of their land 
for school purposes. This is purely a 
matter within the reservation, and with- 
in the discretion, we hope, of the tribal 
council itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 8897) was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


PREPARATION OF ROLLS OF CER- 
TAIN PERSONS OF INDIAN BLOOD 


The bill (H. R. 4118) to authorize the 
preparation of rolls of persons of In- 
dian blood whose ancestors were mem- 
bers of certain tribes or bands in the 
State of Oregon, and to provide for per 
capita distribution of funds arising from 
certain judgments in favor of such tribes 
or bands, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on Feb- 
ruary 18, 1953, I introduced two bills, 
Senate bill 1024 and Senate bill 1025, to 
accomplish the objectives of this bill. 
This year the Committee on the Interior 
and Insular Affairs introduced a bill, 
Senate bill 2869, combining the two pre- 
vious bills and making certain addi- 
tions. Senate bill 2869 is the Senate ver- 
sion of House bill 4118. 

In a letter to the committee, I stated 
T had no objection to handling the mat- 
ter by way of a combined bill. How- 
ever, I objected to the following pro- 
vision of section 4 of this bill, as fol- 
lows: 

All costs incurred by the Secretary in the 
preparation of such rolls and the payment 
of such per capita shares shall be paid by 
appropriate withdrawals out of the fund or 
funds on deposit in the Treasury of the 
United States arising out of such judgments, 


The effect of such a provision is to 
reduce the amount of the award made to 
the Indian people by the Court of Claims. 
Of course, the decision went against the 
Federal Government. So under section 
4, to which I have referred, the situation 
would be very much like that when one 
has a lawsuit against the Government 
and wins a judgment against the Gov- 
ernment, but then the costs are levied 
against him, although he was found to 
be in the right. I believe that as the 
bill is presently worded we are, in effect, 
taking advantage of the Indians. I think 
the Federal Government ought to pay 
the cost, and not the Indians, because 
the Court of Claims found they were in 
the right. Funds were appropriated for 
payment of judgments by Public Law 
253, of the 82d Congress, November 1, 
1951. The Indians have therefore been 
waiting for years for the per capita dis- 
tribution to which they are entitled. 

I wish to be perfectly fair. There are 
no communications from the Indians 
protesting section 4 of the bill. We are 
dealing with a situation in which they 
feel that there is nothing they can do, 
and that they will have to pay the costs, 
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even though the decision went against 
the Government. 

I am in this situation: To object to 
the bill would mean that my Indians 
would not get anything. However, I do 
think that the equities are all in their 
favor. I shall therefore offer an amend- 
ment which, in effect, would assess the 
cost where it really belongs, that is, 
against the Government. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 5, after the words 
“of the”, where they occur the third time, 
to strike out “Confederated Bands of 
Umpqua and Calapooins of the Umpqua 
Valley, and of the Tillamook, Coquille, 
Tootootoney, Chetco, and Mollallas or 
Molel Tribes of Oregon” and insert 
“Molel or Molallalas Tribe of Oregon and 
of the Confederated Bands of the Ump- 
qua Tribe of Indians and the Calappoias 
residing the Umpqua Valley, and of 
the Tillamook, Coquille, Tootootoney 
and Chetco Tribes of Oregon”; and on 
page 2, line 16, after the word “States” 
to strike out “115, Ct. Cl. 463” and insert 
119, C. Cis. 835.“ 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. MORSE. I now offer my amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Oregon will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, 
beginning in line 1, it is proposed to 
strike out all to the colon in line 5 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

Sec. 2. The conveyance authorized by this 
act shall be conditional upon the State of 
Oklahoma agreeing to pay to the Secretary 
of the Interior, in return for the lands con- 
veyed, an amount equal to the appraised fair 
market value of such lands. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
a and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

Mr. MORSE subsequently said. Mr. 
President, earlier today we passed Calen- 
dar Order No. 2248, H. R. 4118, to which 
I offered an amendment, and the amend- 
ment was adopted. The amendment in 
effect would require the Federal Govern- 
ment to pay the costs of making the rolls 
for distribution and distributing the 
funds to the Indians involved in the bill. 
The Indians won their case before the 
Court of Claims. I said and still say 
that I think it is unfair of the Federal 
Government to charge the Indians really 
with the cost of the action, That is what 
it in effect amounts to. 

I have talked to an official in the De- 
partment of the Interior, and he puts to 
me this very realistic situation: That, 
irrespective of what one thinks about the 
principle involved, the fact is if the bill 
stands with this amendment in it, the 
Indians will not get their funds distrib- 
uted until some delayed time in the fu- 
ture, because they must come before the 
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Congress in January for a supplemental 
appropriation. 

I do not intend to dispute with the 
Department of the Interior a surmise of 
mine, namely, that they probably could 
find the funds in the administrative 
budgets to pay for this sort of thing if 
there was a will to do it. They tell me 
they cannot, and I take them at their 
word, 

I certainly do not want to have these 
Indians suffer further delay in getting 
the distribution of funds for which they 
have been fighting for many, many years, 
Mr. President. In view of the fact that 
the charge probably will not be too great, 
and because they raise no objection to 
paying the charge—although I am satis- 
fied they would share my feeling that it 
is rather an unfair cost to impose upon 
them—I ask unanimous consent to re- 
consider the votes by which the amend- 
ments to H. R. 4188 were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time and passed, in order that my 
amendment may be deleted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I do 
not quite understand the request. 

Mr. MORSE. I will explain it. This 
particular bill refers to a case in which 
the Court of Claims awarded to the 
Tillamook Indians in my State certain 
funds that they had been in litigation 
about for many years; but the bill pro- 
vides in section 4 thereof that the In- 
dians will have to pay for the costs of 
making up the distribution rolls and 
carrying out, in effect, the court order. 

I said I thought that was unfair. So 
I offered an amendment to strike section 
4 from the bill, which would place the 
cost of distributing the funds on the 
Federal Government, where I think it 
belongs. 

However, the Department of the In- 
terior informs me that that would re- 
quire their coming before Congress at 
the next session and asking for a sup- 
plementary appropriation to get the 
money to pay this cost, and the Indians 
would have payment of their claims post- 
poned that much longer. 

Although I still think my proposition 
is the equitable one, nevertheless I do 
not want to cause further delay to these 
Indians, so I ask that action on the bill 
be reconsidered so that my amendment 
may be deleted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

The bill is before the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. I ask that my amend- 
ment be deleted from the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it so ordered. 

The question now is on engrossment 
of the amendments of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, and the 
third reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read the 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


1954 


AMENDMENT OF RAILROAD RETIRE- 
MENT ACT, THE RAILROAD RE- 
TIREMENT TAX ACT, AND THE 
RAILROAD UNEMPLOYMENT IN- 
SURANCE ACT—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 7840) to amend the 
Railroad Retirement Act, the Railroad 
Retirement Tax Act, and the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over, by re- 
quest. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his objection for a 
moment? 

Mr, HENDRICKSON. Gladly. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand that 
this bill passed the House by a vote of 
360 to nothing. It was reported from 
the Senate committee by a vote of 11 
to 1. I am afraid that if action is not 
taken on the bill at this time, no action 
will be taken during the remainder of 
the session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over, by re- 
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3570) to authorize the 
sale of certain lands situated in Utah 
was announced as next in order, 

Mr. McCARRAN. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


EXTENDING TO MENOMINEE RES- 
ERVATION CIVIL AND CRIMINAL 
LAWS OF THE STATE OF WIS- 
CONSIN 
The bill (H. R. 9821) to amend titles 

18 and 28 of the United States Code 

was considered, ordered to a third read- 

ing, read the third time, and passed. 


ACQUISITION OF NON-FEDERAL 
LAND 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6814) to facilitate the acquisi- 
tion of non-Federal land within areas of 
the National Park System, and for other 
purposes, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs with amendments, on page 1, line 
4, after the word “the” where it occurs 
the first time, to strike out “Areas” and 
insert “existing boundaries”; in the same 
line, after the word “of”, to strike out 
“the” and insert “any”; and at the be- 
ginning of line 5, to strike out “System.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to facilitate the acquisition of 
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non-Federal land within the existing 
boundaries of any national park, and for 
other purposes.” 


INCREASE OF PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT— 
BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6672) to increase the 
public debt limit was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

Mr, GORE. Over. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object—and I shall 
object—I do not think this is a bill which 
should be passed upon a call of the 
calendar. I should like very briefly to 
state my reasons. 

Last year the Republican Party ran on 
a pledge to balance the budget and prac- 
tice economy in government. I read 
from an encyclopedia concerning the 
Republican Party: 

The Republican Party historically has 
balanced the budget. Under its leadership 
the United States has established a record 
for payment of national debt unequaled by 
any country in the world's history, and for 
rigorous economy in government man- 
agement, 


Last year about this same time the 
Congress was asked to increase the debt 
limit. As a Republican, I do not under- 
stand why the request did not come to 
us in February, March, or April. 

I think it is uncalled for to ask a body 
as busy as we are, in the closing hours 
of the session, to consider such legisla- 
tion hastily. 

I am not sold for 1 minute on the 
proposition that the $6 billion increase 
which has been agreed to will be “tem- 
porary” and will terminate next year. 
It will continue, and the $6 billion will 
be added to another $6 billion, and so on. 

The further we go away from balanc- 
ing the Federal budget and practicing 
economy in government, the closer we 
come to economic disaster. I suggest 
that that is exactly what Stalin intended 
to do to this country. He never in- 
tended to kill us by bullets and bombs. 
He said that he would destroy the West- 
ern Powers by means of the demoraliza- 
tion and debauchery of their currencies. 
I suggest that that purpose is well on 
road to accomplishment. 

The Republican administration has 
done a good job in cutting down expend- 
itures. It has made a good gesture 
toward balancing the budget. I do not 
think we have gone far enough. I think 
we have done a good job, but I think 
we can do a better job. Therefore, I 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard, and the bill will be passed 
over. 


ISSUANCE OF PATENTS IN FEE TO 
LANDS OF MISSION INDIANS, 
CALIFORNIA 
The bill (H. R. 8365) to confirm the 

authority of the Secretary of the In- 

terior to issue patents in fee to allot- 
ments of lands of the Mission Indians in 
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the State of California prior to the ex- 
piration of the trust period specified in 
the act of January 12, 1891, as amended, 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION, OP- 
ERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF 
WESTERN LAND BOUNDARY 
FENCE PROJECT—BILL PASSED 
OVER. 


The bill (S. 114) authorizing appro- 
priations for the construction, opera- 
tion, and maintenance of the western 
land boundary fence project, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I wonder 
if the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] can tell the 
panate just what the total cost involved 


Mr. ANDERSON. $3,500,000 is au- 
thorized under the bill. The bill origi- 
nally was discussed as a customs meas- 
ure, and was rejected on that basis by 
the departments. With the advent of 
foot-and-mouth disease, and certain re- 
cent pests which have come across the 
border, the Department of Agriculture 
has asked that the bill be revived and 
e a $3,500,000 would be made avail- 
able. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Has the junior 
Senator from New Jersey been incor- 
rectly informed? I have been informed 
that the ultimate cost will be about 
$4,700,000. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator may 
be correct, and I may be mistaken, The 
authorization is for $3,500,000. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is not the 
authorization. Those figures are esti- 
mates of the agencies involved. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The cost might run 
as high as $4 million. I cannot be sure. 
If so, that would be because the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture might slightly 
change the type of fence. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Does the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New Mexico feel 
that this expenditure would be justified? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I certainly do; and 
so does the Department of Agriculture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
subsequently said: Mr. President, with 
reference to Calendar No. 2257, S. 114, 
authorizing appropriations for the con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance of 
the western boundary fence projection, 
and for other purposes, I objected to its 
consideration a few minutes ago when 
it was reached on the call of the cal- 
endar. I withdraw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to having the Senate return to 
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the consideration of Calendar No. 2257, 
S. 114? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I dislike very 
much to object, but I feel constrained 
to do so, because I have objected in the 
past under similar circumstances, and 
I do not want to discriminate as be- 
tween Senators. Therefore, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the bill go to the foot 
of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 


LEASING OF RESTRICTED INDIAN 
LANDS IN ARIZONA OR NEW MEX- 
Ico 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3043) to authorize the leasing of 
restricted Indian lands in the State of 
Arizona or on the Navaho Indian Reser- 
vation, in the State of New Mexico, for 
religious, educational, residential, busi- 
ness, and other purposes requiring the 
grant of long-term leases which had been 
reported from the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs with amendments, 
at the beginning of line 4, to strike out 
“and any such lands on the Navaho Res- 
ervation within the State of New Mexico” 
and insert “(other than lands of the 
Navaho or Hopi Indians)”; in line 8, 
after the word “for”, to insert “public”; 
in the same line, after the word “educa- 
tional”, to insert “recreational”; on page 
2, line 8, after the word “for”, to insert 
“public”; at the beginning of line 9, to 
insert “recreational”; and on page 3, line 
1, after the word “to”, to insert “section 5 
of the act of April 19, 1950 (64 Stat. 44, 
46), or”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That any restricted In- 
dian lands within the State of Arizona 
(other than lands of the Navaho or Hopi 
Indians) whether tribally or individually 
owned, may be leased by the Indian owners, 
with the approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior, for public, religious, educational, 
recreational, residential, or business pur- 
poses, including the development or utiliza- 
tion of natural resources in connection with 
operations under such leases, and for those 
farming purposes (not to include grazing) 
which require the making of a substantial 
investment in the improvement of the land 
for the production of specialized crops as 
determined by said Secretary. All leases so 
granted shall be for a term of not to exceed 
25 years, but leases for public, religious, edu- 
cational, recreational, residential, or busi- 
ness purposes, with the consent of both 
parties, may include provisions authorizing 
their renewal for 1 additional term of not 
to exceed 25 years, and all leases and re- 
newals shall be made under such terms and 
regulations as may be prescribed by the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Sec. 2. Restricted lands of deceased In- 
dians may be leased under this act, for the 
benefit of their heirs or devisees, in the cir- 
cumstances and by the persons prescribed 
in the act of July 8, 1940 (54 Stat. 745; 25 
U. S. C., 1946 edition, sec. 380). 

Sec. 3. No rent or other consideration for 
the use of land leased under this act shall 
be paid or collected more than 1 year in ad- 
vance, unless so provided in the lease. 

Sec. 4. Nothing contained in this act shall 
be construed to repeal any authority to lease 
restricted Indian lands conferred by or pur- 
suant to section 5 of the act of April 19, 
~~ (64 Stat. 44, 46), or any other provision 

aw. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to authorize the leasing of re- 
stricted Indian lands in the State of 
Arizona, other than those of the Navaho 
or Hopi Indians, for public, religious, 
educational, recreational, residential, 
business, and other purposes requiring 
the grant of long-term leases,” 


BLACK CANYON IRRIGATION DIS- 
TRICT, IDAHO 


The bill (H. R. 9630) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to execute an 
amendatory contract with the Black 
Canyon Irrigation District, Idaho, and 
for other purposes, was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, the 
bill would authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to execute an amendatory re- 
payment contract which has been ne- 
gotiated with the Black Canyon Irriga- 
tion District, Payette Division, Boise 
project, Idaho. The contract has been 
negotiated as required by the provisions 
of section 7 of the Reclamation Project 
Act of 1939 in order to provide a reason- 
able and equitable solution to the repay- 
ment problems involved. The bill also 
would approve the principles set forth 
in the Boise project revised allocation 
and repayment report of September 21, 
1953, which is an integral part of the 
amendatory repayment arrangement. 

This proposed legislation was request- 
ed by the Department of the Interior 
primarily to implement the new agree- 
ment reached and signed on September 
21, 1953. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF CIVIL SERVICE 
RETIREMENT ACT 


The bill (S. 3627) to amend the Civil 
Service Retirement Act, as amended, was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of the 
bill? 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the bill is to amend the Civil 
Service Retirement Act, so as to plug 
certain loopholes which have been dis- 
covered during the past few years. Con- 
gress has approved a study of the entire 
Retirement Act. We have received re- 
ports and recommendations from the 
Civil Service Commission looking to- 
ward the plugging of loopholes. 

I will mention one of the cases cited 
in the report which we received from 
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the Civil Service Commission. An em- 
ployee worked for several years for the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. He re- 
signed his position in that agency and 
collected over $9,000 in retirement pay 
which had accumulated there. He later 
secured another job in a Government 
agency, paid $63, and collected an an- 
nuity benefit in a sum over $2,000. 

It is situations like that which we are 
trying to plug up at the present time. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CARLSON. Iam happy to yield. 

Mr. GORE. No additional benefits 
are conferred upon annuitants by the 
bill? 

Mr. CARLSON. There are none and 
the purpose of this bill is to make these 
people—for example, the man I just 
mentioned—keep those amounts ac- 
cumulated in the fund, no matter when 
they may go to other Government jobs, 
and get their benefits on that basis. 

Mr. GORE. The example the Sena- 
tor cited was only an isolated instance, 
but similar ones can happen. 

Mr. CARLSON. That is correct. I 
mention this case because it was cited 
to us by the Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 5 of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 

“Notwithstanding any provision of law to 
the contrary, title to annuity payable from 
the civil service retirement and disability 
fund shall not arise from any separation un- 
less the officer or employee so separated has, 
within the 2-year period immediately pre- 
ceding such separation, completed at least 
1 year of creditable civilian service during 
which he was subject to this act. Any an- 
nuity rights based on a separation which (a) 
terminated service meeting this requirement, 
or (b) occurred prior to this amendment, 
shall be restored upon separation from sub- 


sequent service which fails to meet said 
requirement. 

“No credit shall be allowed for any service 
subsequent to the date of the separation on 
which title to annuity is based, Any 
amounts deducted from salary for retire- 
ment purposes during such service shall upon 
separation be refunded to such officer or em- 
ployee without interest, and shall be subject 
to redeposit as provided in section 12 (b) (2) 
of this act. Any such amount not so re- 
funded to the officer or employee before his 
death shall be paid in the order of precedence 
prescribed in section 12 (e).“ 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2631) to prohibit the pay- 
ment of Government retirement benefits 
to persons convicted of certain offenses 
was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. By request, I ask 
that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


1954 


GRANTING STATUS OF PERMANENT 
RESIDENCE TO CERTAIN ALIENS 


The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 254) favoring the granting of the 
status of permanent residence to cer- 
tain aliens was considered and agreed to. 

For text of above concurrent resolu- 
tion, see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of July 
21, 1954, pages 11206-11208. 


ALICK BHARK 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 346) for the relief of Alick Bhark, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment, in line 7, after the word “visa” to 
strike out “fees and head taxes” and in- 
sert “fee”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Alick Bhark shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay- 
ment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN PALESTINIAN 
ARAB REFUGEES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1336) for the relief of certain 
Palestinian Arab refugees, which had 
been reported from the Commitee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Euline Saliba Sihwel 
(Eveline Saliba Suhwell) shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct the required 
number from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Euline Saliba 
Sihwel (Eveline Saliba Suhweil .” 


PALESTINIAN ARAB REFUGEES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1341) for the relief of certain 
Palestinian Arab refugees, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Salamy Khouri shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
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residence as of the date of the enactment ` GIUSEPPINA LATINA MOZZICATO 


of this act, upon payment of the required 
visą fee. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
the required number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Salamy Khouri.” 


MILAN K. JOVANOVIC 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1625) for the relief of Milan K, 
Jovanovic, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 1, line 7, after the 
word “fee”, to strike out “Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Sec- 
retary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one num- 
ber from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available”, 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Milan K. Jovanovic shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ANDREAS GEORGES VLASTOS 


The bill (S. 1893) for the relief of An- 
dreas Georges Viastos (Andreas Georges 
Vlasto) was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Andreas Georges Vlastos (Andreas Georges 
Vlasto) shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such alien as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control of- 
ficer to deduct one number from the appro- 
priate quota for the first year that such quota 
is available. 


CLAIRE HEISZLER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2109) for the relief of Claire 
Heiszler, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That, for the purposes of sections 101 (a) 
(27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, Claire Heiszler shall be held 
and considered to be the natural-born alien 
child of Mr. and Mrs. Alex Krauss, citizens of 
the United States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
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AND GIOVANNI MOZZICATO 


The bill (S. 2532) for the relief of 
Giuseppina Latina Mozzicato and Gio- 
vanni Mozzicato (John Mozzicato) was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Giu- 
seppina Latina Mozzicato and Giovanni Moz- 
zicato (John Mozzicato) shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fees. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct the 
required numbers from the appropriate 
quota or quotas for the first year that such 
quota or quotas are available. 


ANDREE M. DOYLE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2669) for the relief of Andree M. 
Doyle, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment in line 7, after the word 
“act”, to insert a colon and “Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only to 
a ground for exclusion of which the De- 
partment of State or the Department of 
Justice has knowledge prior to the en- 
actment of this act“, so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Andree M. 
Doyle may be admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence if she is found to 
be otherwise admissible under the provisions 
of such act: Provided, That this exemption 
shall apply only to a ground for exclusion 
of which the Department of State or the 
Department of Justice has knowledge prior to 
the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MARIA BERTAGNOLLI PANCHERI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2682) for the relief of Maria 
Bertagnolli Pancheri, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Maria Bertagnolli Pan- 
cheri shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee. Upon the granting of per- 
manent residence to such alien as provided 
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


HENRY DUNCAN 


The bill (S. 2973) for the relief of 
Henry Duncan was considered, ordered 
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to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Henry Duncan shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee, 


MYUNG SIK HONG 


The bill (S. 3163) for the relief of 
Myung Sik Hong was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Myung Sik Hong shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


REV. LORENZO RODRIGUEZ BLANCO 


AND REV. ALEJANDRO NEGREDO > 


LAZARO 


The bill (S. 3327) for the relief of 
Rev. Lorenzo Rodriguez Blanco and Rev. 
Alejandro Negredo Lazaro was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Rev. 
Lorenzo Rodriguez Blanco and Rev. Alejan- 
dro Negredo Lazaro shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fees. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct the 
required numbers from the appropriate 
quota or quotas for the first year that such 
quota or quotas are available. 


SHIGEKO NAKAMURA BULMER 


The Senate proceeed to consider the 
bill (S. 3413) for the relief of Shigeko 
Nakamura Bulmer, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment, in line 7, 
after the word “fee,” to insert a colon 
and “Provided, That a suitable and 
proper bond or undertaking, approved 
by the Attorney General, be deposited 
as prescribed by section 213 of the said 
act”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Shigeko Nakamura Bulmer shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent resi- 
dence as of the date of the enactment of 
this act, upon payment of the required visa 
fee: Provided, That a suitable and proper 
bond or undertaking, approved by the At- 
torney General, be deposited as prescribed 
by section 213 of the said act, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MRS. JUANA PADILLA DE 
CABALLERO 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3625) for the relief of Mrs. Juana 
Padilla de Caballero, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment, in line 8, 
after the word act,“ to insert a colon 
and “Provided, That this exemption 
shall apply only to a ground for exclu- 
sion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice has knowl- 
edge prior to the enactment of this act”, 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstand- 
ing the provisions of sections 212 (a) (9) 
and 212 (a) (19) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, Mrs. Juana Padilla de Cab- 
allero (Mrs. Juana Padilla de Ontiveros) 
may be admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence if she is found to be 
otherwise admissible under the provisions 
of such act: Provided, That this exemption 
shall apply only to a ground for exclusion 
of which the Department of State or the 
Department of Justice has knowledge prior 
to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MRS. GERTRUD ECKERL 
STRICKLAND 


The bill (S. 3728) for the relief of Mrs. 
Gertrud Eckerl Strickland was an- 
nounced as next in order, 

Mr. McCARRAN. On August 5, 1954, 
S. 3728 was reported to the Senate from 
the Committee on the Judiciary. Since 
that time the House has passed H. R. 
8066, which is a similar bill. It was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on the Judiciary be dis- 
charged from further consideration of 
H. R. 8066, that it be considered by the 
Senate, and that the Senate bill 3728, be 
indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary is discharged from the further 
consideration of H. R. 8066, for the re- 
lief of Mrs. Gertrud Ecker] Strickland. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the House bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 8066) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
pa 


ssed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, S. 3728 is indefinitely 
postponed. 


HOWARD CARL KAISER 


The bill (S. 3756) for the relief of 
Howard Carl Kaiser was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Howard Carl Kaiser shall be held and con- 
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sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 


MRS. EMMA MARTHA STAACK 


The bill (H. R. 818) for the relief of 
Mrs. Emma Martha Staack was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, 


GEORGE ECONOMOS 
The bill (H. R. 970) for the relief of 
George Economos was considered, order- 


ed to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


HAYIK VARTIYAN AND OTHERS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 1912) for the relief of Hayik 
(Jirair) Vartiyan, Annemarie Vartiyan, 
and Susanig Armenuhi Vartiyan; which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment, 
on page 2, line 1, after the word “deduct” 
to strike out “two” and insert “three.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
3 and the bill to be read a third 

e. 

The bill was read the third time, and 

Passed, 


NATALE JOSEPH JOHN RATTI 


The bill (H. R. 4620) for the relief of 
Natale Joseph John Ratti was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ANTONIO CAZZATO 


The bill (H. R. 7088) for the relief of 
Antonio Cazzato was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


EXTENSION OF CERTAIN PATENTS 
DURING CERTAIN EMERGENCY 
PERIODS—BILL PLACED AT FOOT 
OF THE CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 3534) to authorize the 


-extension of patents covering inventions 


whose practice was prevented or cur- 
tailed during certain emergency periods 
by service of the patent owner in the 
Armed Forces or by production controls 
Was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Reserving the 
right to object, I should like to say that 
a few days ago the distinguished sen- 
ior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] 
consulted with me with respect to this 
bill and asked me whether any objections 
had been filed against it with the calen- 
dar committee. I told him there had 
not been any objections filed. 

Since then, the junior Senator from 
New Jersey is in receipt of a telegram 
from a distinguished and prominent 
patent attorney, Mr. P. L. Young, who 
has been practicing in his special field 
for more than 25 years. In his tele- 
gram he outlines several reasons for his 
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opposition to this bill. I ask unanimous 
consent that this telegram be placed in 
the Recorp at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Aucust 6, 1954. 
Senator ROBERT C. HENDRICKSON, 
Senate Office Building: 

I understand that a bill, H. R. 3534, to 
extend the terms of certain United States 
patents has been passed by the House and 
is now before the Senate. As an attorney 
specializing in patent law for over 25 years, 
I am deeply concerned and urge you to op- 
pose this mischievous bill for the following 
reasons: 

1. Proposals for the extension of the term 
of patents have been traditionally opposed 
by our Government. It has been done only 
in an insignificant number of cases. 

2. This bill is extremely complex and 
under it extensions of different lengths 
would be granted to different patentees de- 
pending on extremely complicated findings 
and conditions. It would introduce much 
confusion as to the actual term of the 
patents in question. With only trifling ex- 
ceptions at present, one can tell whether a 
patent has expired or whether it is pending, 
merely by looking at the face of the patent. 
If this bill passes, this clear assurance would 
be converted into a troublesome puzzle. 

3. The passage of this bill will throw a 
heavy burden of expense on all the members 
of the general public who are concerned 
with patents, forcing them to expensive op- 
position proceedings to protect themselves 
against unjust grants, and an additional 
burden will be placed on the Patent Office 
which does not have the money, time or 
manpower available for the examination of 
the many claims for extension and for the 
oppositions, hearings, and appeals that would 
normally result. 

4. It seems to me that the advantages to 
the patentees are heavily outweighed by 
these various burdens which are placed upon 
the whole country with questionable justice. 

5. I concur with the opinions of Secretary 
of Commerce Weeks and Mr. William Rogers 
of the Department of Justice in letters which 
they have written in opposition of this bill. 

P. L. YOUNG. 

WESTFIELD, N. J. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
in addition to Mr. Young’s telegram 
another patent attorney, Maj. K. M. 
Lefever, a most able lawyer from New 
Jersey, consulted with my counsel, Col. 
Joseph W. Levy. He, too, expressed 
opposition to this bill. 

I am very much impressed by the 
opinions of these men and feel that this 
is a measure that should be debated on 
the floor and not passed on a call of the 
calendar. 

Moreover, Mr. President, the Depart- 
ments of Justice and Commerce are both 
opposed to the bill. 

In view of the communications, and 
in view of the fact that the agencies in- 
volved seemed to be opposed to the bill, 
I ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Is the Senator from 
New Jersey asking that the bill go over? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I am. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion has been made. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I feel that in 
view of these strong expressions of opin- 
ion on the bill this is a measure which 
should be called up in the regular order 
and carefully debated. 
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Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I yield. 

Mr. WILEY. Of course, we realize 
that among lawyers, as among preachers 
and every other class, there are differ- 
ences of opinion. Even on this floor as 
to the meaning of certain language we 
have differences of opinion. 

However, this proposed legislation is 
to authorize the extension of the terms 
of certain patents for such periods as 
may be required in order to secure to 
the owners of such patents the reason- 
ably unrestricted exercise of the exclu- 
sive rights granted thereby for a total 
period equivalent to the 17-year term for 
which they were issued, where, during 
World War II or the Korean conflict, the 
normal use or development of such pat- 
ents was prevented or substantially cur- 
tailed for the following reasons: 

First. That the owner or owners were 
in the military, naval, or air forces; or 

Second. That an order of an agency of 
the Government prohibited or limited 
the production or use of the articles or 
processes; or 

Third. That such owners, having been 
granted licenses, either royalty-free or 
for a nominal royalty, to the United 
States or to the manufacturers furnish- 
ing goods to the United States, in order 
to promote any program for national 
defense since September 1, 1939. 

This legislation is based on a number 
of bills introduced in the House as well 
as similar bills introduced in the Senate. 
The House had hearings on this matter 
and the House Judiciary Committee, it 
is understood, unanimously approved 
the substitute bill which was reported 
in H. R. 3534. The House also unani- 
mousiy passed this bill. 

When the bill reached the Committee 
on the Judiciary, a study of the report 
of the House was made, and for the rea- 
sons I have mentioned previously, the 
committee was convinced that this leg- 
islation was meritorious and warranted. 
All that it does is to restore to the per- 
son additional time for the exploitation 
of the patent, when such time was pro- 
hibited or curtailed for the reasons here- 
inbefore mentioned. It is therefore rec- 
ommended that the bill be considered 
favorably. 

I wish to restate that because these 
people were in the service or because 
the Government itself interfered with 
their having the right to proceed under 
patent law, their rights were restricted. 
I realize that some lawyer might feel 
that he would like to get in on the gravy. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. In one moment 
I shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. President, I have in my hand the 
Senate committee report, submitted by 
the Senator from Wisconsin from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, on House 
bill 3534, the bill we are now consider- 


As I look over that document I see 
among the agency reports one from the 
Secretary of Commerce, in which he says, 
among other things: 

So far as the first class of persons is con- 
cerned, the act would be an extension of 
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Public Law 598, 8lst Congress, in that it 
would extend the periods of service involved 
and would also apparently permit an ex- 
tension whether or not the veteran had suf- 
fered any loss whatever by reason of service 
in the Armed Forces. 


I proceed to the other objections, 
where the Secretary finally says: 


For these reasons we recommend against 
enactment of H. R. 3534. 


Then in the report of the Department 
of Justice, after stating their analysis 
of the bill, they conclude: 

Accordingly, the Department of Justice is 
urene. to recommend the enactment of 
t > 


Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Yes, I shall be 
glad to yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Those are letters 
which were addressed to Representative 
REED. After those letters were addressed 
to him the bill was amended, and no 
department of the Government is oppos- 
ing the bill at the moment. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. But the letters 
are in the committee report. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not know how 
the letters got into the report. They 
should not have been there. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Is the time limit up? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I ask unan- 
imous consent that the bill go to the foot 
of the calendar, so that I may consult 
with the two distinguished Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 


REGISTRATION OF TRADE-MARKS 


The bill (S. 2540) to amend the act 
entitled “An act to provide for the reg- 
istration and protection of trade-marks 
used in commerce, to carry out the pro- 
visions of international conventions, and 
for other purposes,” approved July 5, 
1946, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of this bill? 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the pro- 
posed legislation is to make certain 
amendments to the Lanham Trade- 
Mark Act, which went into effect on July 
5, 1947. That act has been in operation 
now for almost 7 years and during this 
period of time the desirability and need 
for a number of revisions has become 
evident. Hearings were held on this 
matter and the interested agencies were 
requested to report thereon. As a re- 
sult of the hearings, conferences were 
held between representatives of the 
agencies; individual trade-mark lawyers, 
and the coordinating committee of the 
trade-mark association, which for years 
past has been working on this matter. 
With few exceptions, the conferences re- 
sulted in agreement and a substitute bill, 
which is the bill now before the Senate, 
was ordered reported. It is the opinion 
of the committee that, with the excep- 
tion of 1 or 2 individual objections, this 
bill is noncontroversial and does improve 
the Lanham Trade-Mark Act. It is 
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therefore recommended that this legis- 
lation be considered favorably. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr, WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Has the Patent Of- 
fice approved this measure? 

. WILEY. I am so informed. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Has the Depart- 
ment of Justice approved it? 

Mr. WILEY. I understand there is 
one exception. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Is that exception 
considered a major exception? 

Mr. WILEY. I am informed that it 
is not. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The bill has been 
unanimously reported by the commit- 
tee; has it not? 

Mr. WILEY. Les. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2540) 
to amend the act entitled “An act to 
provide for the registration and protec- 
tion of trade-marks used in commerce, 
to carry out the provisions of interna- 
tional conventions, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved July 5, 1946, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of 
section I of the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide for the registration and protection of 
trade-marks used in commerce, to carry out 
the provisions of international conventions, 
and for other purposes,” approved July 5, 
1946 (60 Stat. 427), as amended, is amended 
by striking the words “as might be calcu- 
lated to deceive” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“as to be likely, when applied to the goods 
of such other person, to cause confusion, 
or to cause mistake, or to deceive”; and by 
striking the words “or services” from the 
proviso thereof. 

Src. 2. Subsection (d) of section 2 is 
amended by striking the language beginning 
with the word “confusion”, first appearance, 
and ending with the word “herewith” at 
the end of said subsection and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: confusion, 
or to cause mistake, or to deceive: Provided, 
That when the Commissioner determines 
that confusion, mistake or deception is not 
likely to result from the continued use by 
more than one person of the same or similar 
marks under conditions and limitations as 
to the mode or place of use of the marks 
or the goods in connection with which such 
marks are used, concurrent registrations may 
be granted to such persons when they have 
become entitled to use such marks as a re- 
sult of their concurrent lawful use in com- 
merce prior to (i) the earliest of the filing 
dates of the applications pending under this 
act; or (ii) the application filing date of 
ar ration granted under this act; or 
(iii) July 5, 1947, in the case of registra- 
tions previously granted under the act of 
March 3, 1881, or February 20, 1905, and con- 
tinuing in full force and effect on that 
date; or (iv) July 5, 1947, in the case of 
applications under the act of February 20, 
1905, pending on July 5, 1947. Concurrent 
registrations may also be granted by the 
Commissioner when a court of competent 
jurisdiction has finally determined that more 
than one person is entitled to use the same 
or similar marks in commerce, In the grant 
of concurrent registrations, the Commis- 
sioner shall prescribe conditions and limi- 
tations of the grant as to the mode or place 
of use of the mark or the goods in con- 
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nection with which such mark is registered 
to the respective persons.” 

Sec. 3. Section 6 is amended by striking 
the entire section and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“Sec. 6. (a) The Commissioner may re- 
quire the applicant to disclaim an unregis- 
trable component of a mark otherwise reg- 
istrable. The applicant may voluntarily 
disclaim a component of a mark sought to 
be registered. 

“(b) No disclaimer heretofore or hereafter 
made, or made under paragraph (d) of sec- 
tion 7 of this act, shall prejudice or affect 
the applicant's or registrant's rights then 
existing or thereafter arising in the dis- 
claimed matter, or his rights of registration 
on another application if the disclaimed mat- 
ter be or shall have become distinctive of 
his goods or services.” 

Sec. 4. Subsection (a) of section 7 is 
amended by striking therefrom the word 
“either”; by striking the words “name 
printed” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words “signature placed”; by striking the 
words “assistant commissioner or by one of 
the law examiners duly” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words “officer of the Patent 
Office”; and by striking the words “and a 
record thereof, together with printed copies 
of the drawing and statement of the ap- 
plicant, shall be kept in books for that pur- 
pose” and inserting in lieu thereof the words 
“and a record thereof shall be kept in the 
Patent Office.” 

Subsection (d) of section 7 is amended by 
striking the entire subsection and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: “Upon ap- 
plication of the registrant the Commissioner 
may permit any registration to be surren- 
dered for cancellation, and upon cancella- 
tion the Commissioner shall make appropri- 
ate entry upon the records of the Patent 
Office. Upon application of the registrant 
and payment of the prescribed fee, the Com- 
missioner for good cause may permit any 
registration to be amended or to be dis- 
claimed in part: Provided, That the amend- 
ment or disclaimer does not alter materially 
the character of the mark. The Commis- 
sioner shall make appropriate entry upon 
the records of the Patent Office and upon 
the certificate of registration or, if said cer- 
tificate is lost or destroyed, upon a certified 
copy thereof.” 

Sec. 5. Subsection (a) of section 8 is 
amended by striking the word “showing”, 
first appearance, and inserting in lieu 
thereof the word “stating”; and after the 
word “use” inserting the words “in com- 
merce on goods recited in the registration”; 
and striking the word its“, second appear- 
ance, and inserting in lieu thereof the word 
“any.” 

Subsection (b) of section 8 is amended by 
striking the word “showing”, first appear - 
ance, and inserting in lieu thereof the word 
“stating”; and after the word “use” inserting 
the words “in commerce on goods recited in 
the registration”; and by striking the word 
“its” and inserting in lieu thereof the word 
“any.” 

Sec. 6. Section 9 is amended. by striking 
the entire section and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“Sec. 9. (a) Each registration may be re- 
newed for periods of 20 years from the end 
of the expiring period upon payment of the 
prescribed fee and the filing of an applica- 
tion therefor accompanied by an affidavit by 
the registrant setting forth those goods re- 
cited in the registration on which the mark 
is still in use in commerce or showing that 
any nonuse in commerce is due to special 
circumstances which excuse such nonuse 
and is not due to any intention to abandon 
the mark; and such application may be 
made at any time within 6 months before 
the expiration of the period for which the 
certificate of registration waz issued or re- 
newed, or it may be made within 3 months 
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after such expiration on payment of the ad- 
ditional fee herein provided. 

“(b) If the Commissioner refuses to re- 
new the registration, he shall notify the 
registrant of his refusal and the reasons 
therefor. 

“(c) An applicant for renewal not domi- 
ciled in the United States shall be subject 
to and comply with the provisions of sec- 
tion 1 (d) hereof.” 

Sec. 7. Section 10 is amended by changing 
the colon following the word “conducted” 
to a period and striking the words “Provided, 
That any assigned registration may be can- 
celed at any time if the registered mark is 
being used by, or with the permission of, the 
assignee so as to misrepresent the source of 
the goods or services in connection with 
which the mark is used.” 

Sec, 8. Subsection (a) of section 12 is 
amended by changing the period at the end 
thereof to a colon and inserting after the 
colon the following: “Provided, That in the 
case of an applicant claiming concurrent 
use, or in the case of an application to be 
placed in an interference, as provided for in 
section 16 of this act, the mark, if otherwise 
registrable, may be published subject to the 
determination of the rights of the parties to 
such proceedings.” 

Subsection (b) of section 12 is amended 
by inserting after the word “months”, sec- 
ond appearance, the following: “, or such 
shorter time not less than 30 days as may 
be prescribed by or under regulations of the 
Commissioner,”. 

Subsection (c) of section 12 is amended by 
striking therefrom the word “stated”, and 
inserting in lieu thereof the word “recited”; 
and by striking therefrom the first word of 
the last sentence and inserting in lieu there- 
of the words “Marks published under this.” 

Section 12 is further amended by adding 
@ new subsection (d) as follows: 

d) The Commissioner is authorized to 
maintain a public search file containing re- 
productions or descriptions of all marks for 
which applications for registration are pend- 
ing, together with the name and address of 
the applicant, the date of filing of the ap- 
plication, the goods or services and class for 
which registration is sought, the claimed 
dates of first use of the mark, and the name 
and address of the applicant’s attorney.” 

Sec. 9. Section 13 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following sentence: 
“A notice of opposition may be amended 
under such conditions as may be prescribed 
by the Commissioner.” 

Sec. 10. Section 14 is amended by striking 
said section in its entirety and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 

“Sec, 14. A verified petition to cancel a 
registration of a mark, stating the grounds 
relied upon, may, upon payment of the pre- 
scribed fee, be filed by any person who be- 
lieves that he is or will be damaged by the 
registration of a mark on the principal regis- 
ter established by this act, or under the act 
of March 3, 1881, or the act of February 20, 
1905-— 

“(a) within 5 years from the date of the 
registration of the mark under this act; or 

“(b) within 5 years from the date of the 
publication under section 12 (c) hereof of 
a mark registered under the act of March 3, 
1881, or the act of February 20, 1905; or 
' “(e) at any time if the registered mark 
becomes the common descriptive name of an 
article or substance, or has been abandoned 
or its registration was obtained fraudulently 
or contrary to the provisions of section 4 or 
of subsections (a), (b), or (c) of section 2 of 
this act for a registration hereunder, or 
contrary to similar prohibitory provisions of 
said prior acts for a registration thereunder, 
or if the registered mark is being used by, 
or with the permission of, the registrant so 
as to misrepresent the source of the goods 
or services in connection with which the 
mark is used; or 


1954 


“(d) at any time if the mark was regis- 
tered under the act of March 3, 1881, or the 
act of February 20, 1905, and has not been 
published under the provisions of subsection 
(e) of section 12 of this act; or 

“(e) at any time in the case of a certifica- 
tion mark on the ground that the registrant 
(1) does not control, or is not able legiti- 
mately to exercise control over, the use of 
such mark, or (2) engages in the production 
or marketing of any goods or services to 
which the certification mark is applied, or 
(3) permits the use of the certification mark 
for purposes other than to certify, or (4) dis- 
criminately refuses to certify or to continue 
to certify the goods or services of any per- 
son who maintains the standards or condi- 
tions which such mark certifies.’ 

Sec. 11. Section 15 is amended by striking 
“or trade name” and “, patented or other- 
wise” from paragraph No. (4). 

Sec. 12. Section 16 is amended by striking 
therefrom the word “purchasers.” 

Src. 13. Section 18 is amended by striking 
therefrom in the first sentence the words 
“In such proceedings the” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the word “The”; and by insert~ 
ing in the first sentence after the word 
“may”, first appearance, a comma and the 
following: “in the appropriate proceedings,”; 
and by striking the word may“, second, 
third, and fourth appearances. 

Sec. 14. Section 21 is amended by striking 
the entire section, and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“Sec. 21. (a) (1) An applicant for regis- 
tration of a mark, party to an interference 
proceeding, party to an opposition proceed- 
ing, party to an application to register as a 
lawful concurrent user, party to a cancella- 
tion proceeding, a registrant who has filed 
an affidavit as provided in section 8, or an 
applicant for renewal, who is dissatisfied 
with the decision of the Commissioner, may 
appeal to the United States Court of Cus- 
toms and Patent Appeals thereby waiving 
his right to proceed under section 21 (b) 
hereof: Provided, That such appeal shall be 
dismissed if any adverse party to the pro- 
ceeding, other than the Commissioner, shall, 
within 20 days after the appellant has filed 
notice of appeal according to section 21 (a) 
(2) hereof, files notice with the Commis- 
sioner that he elects to have all further pro- 
ceedings conducted as provided in section 21 
(b) hereof. Thereupon the appellant shall 
have 30 days thereafter within which to file 
a civil action under said section 21 (b), in 
default of which the decision appealed from 
shall govern the further proceedings in the 
case 


“(2) When an appeal is taken to the 
United States Court of Customs and Patent 
Appeals, the appellant shall give notice 
thereof to the Commissioner, and shall file 
in the Patent Office, his reasons of appeal, 
specifically set forth in writing, within such 
time after the date of the decision appealed 
from, not less than 60 days, as the Commis- 
sioner appoints. 

“(3) The court shall, before hearing such 
appeal, give notice of the time and place of 
the hearing to the Commissioner and the 
parties thereto. The Commissioner shall 
transmit to the court certified copies of all 
the necessary original papers and evidence in 
the case specified by the appellant and any 
additional papers and evidence specified by 
the appellee, and in an ex parte case the 
Commissioner shall furnish the court with 
the grounds of the decision of the Patent 
Office, in writing, touching all the points in- 
volved by the reasons of appeal. 

“(4) The court, on petition, shall hear 
and determine such appeal on the evidence 
produced before the Patent Office, and the 
decision shall be confined to the points set 
forth in the reasons of appeal. Upon its de- 
termination, the court shall return to the 
Commissioner a certificate of its proceedings 
and decision, which shall be entered of rec- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


ord in the Patent Office and govern the fur- 
ther proceedings in the case. 

“(b) (1) Whenever a person authorized by 
section 21 (a) hereof to appeal to the United 
States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals 
is dissatisfied with the decision of the Com- 
missioner, said person may, unless appeal has 
been taken to said Court of Customs and 
Patent Appeals, have remedy by a civil action 
if commenced within such time after such 
decision, not less than 60 days, as the Com- 
missioner appoints or as provided in section 
21 (a). The court may adjudge that an 
applicant is entitled to a registration upon 
the application involved, that a registration 
involved should be canceled, or such other 
matter as the issues in the proceeding re- 
quire, as the facts in the case may appear. 
Such adjudication shall authorize the Com- 
missioner to take any necessary action, upon 
compliance with the requirements of law. 

“(2) The Commissioner shall not be made 
a party to an inter partes proceeding under 
this subsection, but he shall be notified of 
the filing of the complaint by the clerk of 
the court in which it is filed and shall have 
the right to intervene in the action, 

“(3) In all cases where there is no adverse 
party, a copy of the complaint shall be served 
on the Commissioner; and all the expenses 
of the proceedings shall be paid by the party 
bringing them, whether the final decision is 
in his favor or not. In suits brought here- 
under, the record in the Patent Office shall 
be admitted on motion of any party, upon 
such terms and conditions as to costs, ex- 
penses, and the further cross-examination of 
the witnesses as the court imposes, without 
prejudice to the right of any party to take 
further testimony, The testimony and ex- 
hibits of the record in the Patent Office, 
when admitted, shall have the same effect as 
if originally taken and produced in the suit. 

“(4) Where there is an adverse party, such 
suit may be instituted against the party in 
interest as shown by the records of the Pat- 
ent Office at the time of the decision com- 
plained of, but any party in interest may 
become a party to the action. If there be 
adverse parties residing in a plurality of dis- 
tricts not embraced within the same State, 
or an adverse party residing in a foreign 
country, the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia shall have jurisdic- 
tion and may issue summons against the 
adverse parties directed to the marshal of 
any district in which any adverse party re- 
sides. Summons against adverse parties re- 
siding in foreign countries may be served 
by publication or otherwise as the court 
directs.” 

Sec. 15. Section 22 is amended by chang- 
ing the period at the end thereof to a colon 
and adding the words “Provided, That regis- 
tration of marks under the act of March 3, 
1881, or the act of February 20, 1905, shall 
not constitute constructive notice for any 
time prior to July 5, 1947.” 

Sec. 16. Section 23 is amended by strik- 
ing from the last paragraph thereof the 
words “has begun the lawful use of his mark 
in foreign commerce and that he.” 

Sec. 17. Section 24 is amended by insert- 
ing in the second sentence thereof, follow- 
ing the word “time”, the following: “, upon 
payment of the prescribed fee and the filing 
of a verified petition stating the grounds 
therefor,”. 

Sec. 18. Section 26 is amended by insert- 
ing the words “the proviso of section 2 (d),” 
after the words “advantages of.” 

Sec. 19. Section 28 is amended by insert- 
ing after the numerals 1920,“ the words 
“shall not constitute constructive notice 
and.” 

Sec. 20. Section 29 is amended by insert- 
ing the words “on or in connection with the 
goods or services“ following the word used“; 
by striking the words mark goods bearing 
the registered mark” and inserting in lieu 
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thereof the words “give such notice of 
registration.” 

Sec. 21, Section 30 is amended by striking 
therefrom all of said section except the first 
sentence thereof and inserting in lieu of the 
matter stricken the following: “The appli- 
cant may file an application to register a 
mark for any or all of the goods and services 
upon or in connection with which he is ac- 
tually using the mark: Provided, That when 
such goods or services fall within a plurality 
of classes, a fee equaling the sum of the fees 
for filing an application in each class shall 
be paid, and the Commissioner may issue a 
single certificate for such mark.” 

Sec. 22. Section 31 is amended by inserting 
after the ninth semicolon the words “for 
filing petition to revive an abandoned appli- 
cation, $10;” ; by striking the comma fol- 
lowing the word “disclaimer” in the final 
clause of the same paragraph and inserting 
in lieu thereof the word “or”; and by striking 
from said final clause the following: “, sur- 
render, or cancellation.” 

Sec, 23. Subsection (1) of section 32 is 
amended by striking the entire subsection 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“Any person who shall, without the con- 
sent of the registrant— 

“(a) use in commerce any reproduction, 
counterfeit, copy, or colorable imitation of a 
registered mark in connection with the sale, 
offering for sale, distribution, or advertising 
of any goods or services on or in connection 
with which such use is likely to cause con- 
fusion, or to cause mistake, or to deceive; or 

“(b) reproduce, counterfeit, copy, or color- 
ably imitate a registered mark and apply such 
reproduction, counterfeit, copy, or colorable 
imitation to labels, signs, prints, packages, 
wrappers, receptacles, or advertisements 
intended to be used in commerce upon or in 
connection with the sale, offering for sale, 
distribution, or advertising of goods or serv- 
ices on or in connection with which such 
use is likely to cause confusion, or to cause 
mistake, or to deceive, 
shall be liable in a civil action by the regis- 
trant for the remedies hereinafter provided. 
Under subsection (b) hereof, the registrant 
shall not be entitled to recover profits or 
damages unless the acts have been committed 
with knowledge that such imitation is in- 
tended to be used to deceive, or to cause con- 
fusion, or to cause mistake. 

Paragraph (b) of subsection (2) of sec- 
tion 32 is amended by striking the word 
“published” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the word “publisher.” 

Sec. 24. Subsection (b) of section 33 is 
amended by striking therefrom the word 
“certificate”, second appearance, and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “affidavit filed under the 
provisions of said section 15.“ 

Paragraph (3) of subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 33 is amended by striking therefrom 
the words “has been assigned and”; and by 
striking therefrom the word “assignee” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the words “regis- 
trant or a person in privity with the regis- 
trant.” 

Paragraph (5) of subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 33 is amended by striking therefrom 
the word “the” following the words “date 
prior to” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words “registration of the mark under this 
act or“; and by striking therefrom (a) 
or” following the word “subsection.” 

Paragraph (6) of subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 33 is amended by inserting the words 
“registration under this act or” after the 
word “the”, second appearance; by striking 
therefrom “(a) or” following the word “sub- 
section”, first appearance; by striking from 
the proviso the words “only where the said 
mark has been published pursuant to sub- 
section (c) of section 12 and shall apply”; 
by striking the words “the date of” following 
the words prior to” in the said proviso and 
inserting in lieu thereof such registration or 
such”; and by striking therefrom the words 
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“subsection (a) or (c) of” following the word 
“under” in said proviso. 

Paragraph (7) of subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 33 is amended by striking said para- 
graph in its entirety. 

Sec. 25. Section 35 is amended by striking 
therefrom “31 (1) (b)” and inserting In lieu 
thereof “32”; and by adding at the end there- 
of a new paragraph as follows: “The court in 
exceptional cases may award reasonable 
attorney fees to the prevailing party” 

Sec. 26. (a) Section 42 is amended by 

striking therefrom the initial word “That” 
and by capitalizing the then initial word 
“No”; by striking the word “the” following 
the words “simulate the name of”; by strik- 
ing the words “manufacture, or” following 
the word “domestic”, first appearance; by 
striking the word “trade-”, each appearance; 
by striking the words “in accordance with 
the provisions of this act” following the 
word “registered”, first appearance, and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the words “on the 
principal register, or under the act of March 
8, 1881, or under the act of February 20, 
1905,”; and by striking therefrom the words 
, issued in accordance with the provisions 
of this act,” and inserting in lieu therof the 
words “on the principal register, or under 
the act of March 3, 1881, or under the act of 
February 20, 1905.” 
(b) Section 42 is further amended by des- 
ignating the matter now therein as subsec- 
tion (a) and by adding new subsections 
(b) and (c) to read as follows: 

“(b) For the purpose of this section a 
foreign mark which is identical with a mark 
recorded under subsection (a) hereof shall 
not be deemed to copy or simulate the said 
recorded mark when used by a person havy- 
ing a branch-factory, parent-subsidiary, 
agency, licensee, partnership, or similar re- 
lationship with the owner of the registra- 
tion. 

“(c) Articles entered free of duty under 
any of the exemptions provided for in sec- 
tion 321 and paragraphs 1632, 1747, and 
1798 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 
and articles entitled to temporary entry 
under bond as provided for in section 308 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 shall not be excluded 
from importation under subsection (a) 
hereof.” 

(c) Section 526 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 1526) 
is repealed. 

Sec. 27. Subsection (b) of section 44 is 
amended by striking said subsection in its 
entirety and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“(b) Any person whose country of origin 
is a party to any convention or treaty re- 
lating to trade-marks, trade or commercial 
names, or the repression of unfair competi- 
tion, to which the United States is also a 
party, or extends reciprocal rights to na- 
tionals of the United States by law, shall be 
entitled to the benefits of this section under 
the conditions expressed herein to the ex- 
tent necessary to give effect to any provi- 
sion of such convention, treaty or reciprocal 
law, in addition to the rights to which any 
owner of a mark is otherwise entitled by this 
act.” 

Subsection (e) of section 44 is amended 
by inserting after the article “a” in the sec- 
ond sentence the words “certification or a”; 
and by striking from said second sentence 
the words “application for or.” 

Sec. 28. Section 45 is amended by striking 
the definition in the sixth paragraph in its 
entirety and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“The terms ‘applicant’ and ‘registrant’ em- 
brace the legal representatives, predecessors, 
successors, and assigns of such applicant or 
registrant.” 

The ninth paragraph of said section, relat- 
ing to the meaning of the terms “trade name” 
and “commercial name“, is amended by in- 
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serting a comma between the words “com- 
mercial” and “agricultural.” 

The 11th paragraph of said section, being 
the definition of “service mark”, is amended 
by striking the definition in its entirety and 
inserting in lieu thereof: 

“The term ‘service mark’ means a mark 
used in the sale or advertising of services to 
identify the services of one person and dis- 
tinguish them from the services of others. 
Titles of radio and television programs, char- 
acter names, and other distinctive features 
of radio or television programs may be regis- 
tered as service marks notwithstanding that 
they, or the programs, may advertise the 
goods of the sponsor.” 

The 13th paragraph of said section, being 
the definition of “collective mark”, is 
amended by striking the paragraph in its 
entirety and inserting in lieu thereof: 

“The term ‘collective mark’ means a mark 
used by the members of a cooperative, an 
association, a union, or other collective group 
or organization, to identify the goods or 
services of such members and distinguish 
them from the goods or services of another.” 

The 15th paragraph of said section, relat- 
ing to use in commerce, is amended by 
changing the period at the end of said para- 
graph, to a comma and adding the words 
“or the services are rendered in more than 
one State or in this and a foreign country 
and the person rendering the services is en- 
gaged in commerce in connection therewith.” 

The i7th paragraph of said section, relat- 
ing to the meaning of the term “colorable 
imitation”, is amended by deleting the word 
“purchasers” at the end thereof. 

The final paragraph of said section is 
amended by striking therefrom the word 
“commence” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the word “commerce.” 

Sec. 29. This act shall take effect 6 months 
after its enactment. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, certain 
suggestions with regard to the proposed 
legislation were made by the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury insofar as the orig- 
inal Senate bill 2540 was concerned. 
Those amendments were made in the 
bill, as suggested. It is now my informa- 
tion that the Treasury Department de- 
sires that its suggestions be deleted from 
the bill as reported. I therefore offer an 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, as follows: 

On page 36, commencing with line 13, 
strike out all down to and including line 
4 on page 37. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Wis- 
consin to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF BOUNDARY 
BETWEEN MARYLAND AND DEL- 
AWARE 


The bill (S. 3033) to authorize the Sec- 
retary of Commerce, acting through the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey, to assist the 
States of Maryland and Delaware to es- 
tablish their common boundary was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
proposed legislation authorizes and di- 
rects the Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
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upon request of the board of natural 
resources of the State of Maryland and 
the State archivist and chief engineer of 
the highway department of the State of 
Delaware, to resurvey the common 
boundary between the States of Mary- 
land and Delaware, with a view to as- 
sisting such States in re-marking and 
otherwise delineating such boundary. 

It would appear that the markers in- 
stalled by Mason and Dixon on the 
Maryland-Pennsylvania boundary were 
repaired and reset in 1902, and this 
boundary is still in good condition. The 
Maryland-Delaware boundaries are 
equally historic, but the markers on this 
boundary have been neglected for 2 
centuries. Many of the markers are in 
bad condition; several have been re- 
moved from their correct positions, and 
a few have been lost. The Coast and 
Geodetic Survey is well equipped to carry 
on this work, and while it is indicated in 
the report received from the interested 
department that this could be done pro- 
vided the States paid the costs, it is felt 
that in this case there is enough national 
and historic importance in relation to 
this boundary and to the markers which 
will be replaced to warrant that the sur- 
vey be made without expense to those 
States. It is therefore recommended that 
this legislation be considered favorably. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of Senate bill 3033? 

Mr. GORE. I have no objection. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
3033) to authorize the Secretary of Com- 
merce, acting through the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey, to assist the States of 
Maryland and Delaware to establish their 
common boundary, was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
Commerce, acting through the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey, is authorized and directed, 
upon the joint request of (1) the Board of 
Natural Resources of the State of Maryland, 
and (2) the State Archivist and the Chief 
Engineer of the Highway Department of the 
State of Delaware, to resurvey the common 
boundary between the States of Maryland 
and Delaware with a view to assisting such 


States to re-mark or otherwise delineate such 
boundary. 


PUNISHMENT FOR CERTAIN CONFI- 
DENCE GAME SWINDLES 


The bill (S. 3341) to provide punish- 
ment for certain confidence game 
swindles was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 2314 of 
title 18, United States Code, be and it is 
hereby amended by inserting therein im- 
mediately after the first paragraph thereof, 
a new paragraph to read as follows: 

“Whoever, having devised or intending to 
devise any scheme or artifice to defraud, or 
for obtaining money or property by means 
of false or fraudulent pretenses, representa- 
tions, or promises, transports or causes to 
be transported, or induces any person to 
travel in, or to be transported in interstate 
commerce in the execution or concealment 
of a scheme to defraud that person of money 
or property having a value of $5,000 or more; 
or.” 
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NATIONAL NURSE WEEK 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 359) 
designating the period from October 11 
to 16, inclusive, 1954, as National Nurse 
Week was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF THE CANAL ZONE 
CODE 


The bill (H. R. 4881) to amend the 
Canal Zone Code in reference to the 
survival of things in action was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
some years ago it was discovered that 
the Canal Zone Code did not have a pro- 
vision relating to the survival of tort ac- 
tions. The purpose of this bill is to 
amend the Canal Zone Code so that, in 
that jurisdiction, henceforth all things 
in action sounding in tort will survive 
the death, either of the tort feasor or 
other persons liable, or of the person in- 
jured, or of both. It has the approval of 
the Department of Justice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 4881) to amend the Canal Zone 
Code in reference to the survival of 
things in action, was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


INCREASING PENALTIES FOR 
SMUGGLING GOODS 


The bill (H. R. 6113) to amend title 
18 of the United States Code, so as to 
increase the penalties applicable to the 
smuggling of goods into the United 
States was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


INCORPORATION OF THE SONS OF 
UNION VETERANS OF THE CIVIL 
WAR 
The bill (H. R. 8034) for the incor- 

poration of the Sons of Union Veterans 

of the Civil War was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


EXTENSION OF BENEFITS UNDER 
THE WAR CLAIMS ACT 


The bill (H. R. 9390) to extend certain 
civilian-internee and prisoner-of-war 
benefits under the War Claims Act of 
1948, as amended, to civilian internees 
and American prisoners of war captured 
and held during the hostilities in Korea 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


FOUNDATION OF THE FEDERAL BAR 
ASSOCIATION 


The bill (H. R. 9882) to incorporate 
the Foundation of the Federal Bar Asso- 
ciation was.considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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PUNISHMENT FOR TRAVELING IN 
INTERSTATE OR FOREIGN COM- 
MERCE TO AVOID CERTAIN 
PROSECUTION OR PUNISHMENT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3116) to amend section 1073 of 
title 18 of the United States Code to pro- 
vide for the punishment of any individ- 
ual who travels in interstate or foreign 
commerce to avoid prosecution or pun- 
ishment for indecent molestation of a 
minor, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment in line 9, after the word 
“minor”, to insert “punishable as a 
felony”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the first para- 
graph of section 1073 of title 18 of the United 
States Code is amended by— 

(a) striking out the word “or” where it 
appears immediately preceding the phrase 
“extortion accompanied by threats of vio- 
lence,”; and 

(b) inserting, immediately after such 
phrase, the phrases “indecent molestation 
of a minor punishable as a felony, or sexual 
offenses against minors punishable as 
felonies.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS BY COAST 
GUARD 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3101) to amend section 490 of 
title 14, United States Code, entitled 
“Coast Guard,” and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, at 
the time title 14 of the United States 
Code was enacted into positive law, it 
contained a provision permitting the 
Secretary of the Treasury to settle cer- 
tain personnel claims of the Coast 
Guard, as was then permitted by the 
Secretaries of the Army and Navy. 
Since that time, the Military Personnel 
Claims Act was amended in 1952, and 
the purpose of this legislation is to bring 
the authority of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, with regard to Coast Guard 
personnel, in line with that exercised by 
the Secretaries of the various other 
branches of the armed services. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3101) 
to amend section 490 of title XIV, United 
States Code, entitled “Coast Guard,” and 
for other purposes, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary with amendments on page 1, after 
line 4, to insert: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended by strik- 
ing out the words “pay any claim” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “pay any claim not 
in excess of $2,500.” 


In line 8, to change the subsection 
number from “(1)” to “(2)”; and on 
page 2, line 15, to change the subsection 
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number from “(2)” to “(3)”, so as to 
make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That section 490 of title 
14 of the United States Code is amended as 
follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended by striking 
out the words “pay any claim” and inserting 
in lieu thereof pay any claim not in excess 
of $2,500.” 

(2) By redesignating subsections (b), (c), 
and (d) thereof as (c), (d), and (e), respec- 
tively, and by inserting after subsection (a) 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“(b) In the event of the death of any 
person among the military personnel or 
civilian employees enumerated in subsec- 
tion (a), the Secretary is hereby authorized 
to consider, ascertain, adjust, determine, 
settle, and pay any claim, otherwise cogniz- 
able under this section, presented by the 
survivor of such person for damage to or 
loss, destruction, capture, or abandonment 
of the personal property of such person, 
regardless of whether such damage, loss, 
destruction, capture, or abandonment oc- 
curred concurrently with or subsequent to 
such death. For the purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘survivor’ means surviving 
spouse, child, or children, parent or parents, 
or brothers or sisters or both, of the decedent, 
and claims by survivors shall be settled and 
paid in that order of precedence.” 

(3) By amending redesignated subsection 
(c) thereof to read as follows: 

“(c) No claim shall be settled under this 
section unless presented in writing within 
2 years after the accident or incident out 
of which such claim arises shall have oc- 
curred; if such accident or incident occurs in 
time of war or in time of armed conflict in 
which the Armed Forces of the United States 
are engaged, or if war or such armed con- 
flict intervenes within 2 years after its oc- 
currence, any claim may, on gocd cause 
shown, be presented within 2 years after 
such good cause ceases to exist, but not later 
than 2 years after peace is established or 
such armed conflict terminates. The dates 
of commencement and termination of an 
armed conflict for the purpose of this sub- 
section shall be as established by concurrent 
resolution of the Congress or by determi- 
nation of the President.” 

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 490 of title 14, United States Code, 
as amended by this act, any claim cognizable 
under that section which has not heretofore 
been presented for consideration, or has been 
presented for consideration and disapproved 
for the reason that the claimant did not file 
such claim within the time authorized by 
law, or any claim cognizable thereunder of 
any survivor which has not heretofore been 
presented for consideration, or has been pre- 
sented for consideration, and disapproved for 
the reason that heretofore such survivor ac- 
quired no right of recovery under that sec- 
tion may, at the written request of the claim- 
ant made within 1 year from the date of 
the enactment of this act, be considered 
or reconsidered and settled in accordance 
with the provisions thereof. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


NATIONAL SALVATION ARMY 
WEEK — JOINT RESOLUTION 
PASSED TO NEXT CALL OF CAL- 
ENDAR 
The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 173) 

to authorize the President to proclaim 

the week of November 28, 1954, through 
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December 4, 1954, as “National Salva- 
tion Army Week” was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee withhold his ob- 
jection? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold my objection. 

Mr. IVES. May I ask why the bill is 
being objected to? 

Mr. GORE. I shall be glad to state 
my reason for objecting. As I under- 
stand, the Salvation Army is a religious 
organization. If Congress begins to 
designate national weeks for religious 
organizations, then, since the United 
States is blessed with so many religious 
organizations, just where shall we stop 
in the designation of religious weeks? 

Mr. IVES. May I dwell upon that 
subject for a moment? In one sense the 
Salvation Army may be construed to be 
a religious organization. In a broader 
sense, it is much more than that. Some 
of us who served in World War I per- 
haps owe our lives to the Salvation Army, 
because at times when no one else would 
take care of us, the Salvation Army, as 
it was constituted at that time, was of 
great assistance. 

It is not because the Salvation Army 
is a religious organization that an effort 
is being made to have the week set aside; 
it is because of the overall work of the 
Salvation Army, and the broad field of 
humanitarianism in which it has been 
engaged, that many of us are interested 
in this effort, 

I wish the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee would withhold his objection, 
so that the resolution might be passed. 

Mr. GORE. The joint resolution 
might very properly be amended to pro- 
vide for Baptist Brotherhood Week or 
Red Cross Week. 

Mr. IVES. Those organizations are 
not comparable in any sense of the word. 
The Salvation Army is a worldwide or- 
ganization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. GORE. I ask that the bill go over 
until the next call of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


AMENDMENT OF CIVIL AERONAU- 
TICS ACT—BILL PASSED TO FOOT 
OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 8898) to amend section 
401 (e) (2) of the Civil Aeronautics Act, 
as amended, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. By request, I 
ask that the bill go over. 

Mr.STENNIS. Will the Senator with- 
hold his objection? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Iam glad to do 


so. 

Mr. STENNIS. The junior Senator 
from Mississippi wishes to express a very 
strong interest in the bill. He believes 
he expresses the interest of a great many 
other Senators and people from other 
areas of the country. 

This bill has passed the House and has 
been unanimously reported from the 
Senate committee, as the Senator un- 
derstands. If it is passed over on this 
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call of the calendar, perhaps it will not 
have a chance to be considered. Will 
the Senator agree to let it go to the foot 
of the calendar? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I shall be glad 
to let it go to the foot of the calendar 
but, I must say, Mr. President, that two 
objections have been lodged with me. If 
I can reach the two Senators who ob- 
jected 

Mr. STENNIS. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield for a 
moment? 

Would some amendments which I 
hold in my hand, proposed to be offered 
by me, relieve the situation at all? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. CARLSON, Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unless 
objection is withdrawn to the unani- 
mous-consent request so that the bill 
may go to the foot of the calendar, it will 
be necessary, under the procedure, to 
continue with the call of the calendar. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, that I might ask the 
chairman of the majority calendar 
committee whether or not he would re- 
veal to us the names of Senators who 
are objecting to the bill, or whether he 
feels that that would violate a confi- 
dence, May I have an answer to the 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A ques- 
tion has been directed to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I regret I was 
in conversation with the Senator from 
Mississippi and did not hear the ques- 
tion. 

Mr.SMATHERS. Isaw that the Sen- 
ator was engaged. I ask the able Sena- 
tor if he would feel he was violating a 
confidence if he advised those of us who 
are in favor of the bill who the objectors 
are? 3 3 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The staff of 
the calendar committee on this side 
informs me that the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. Bush, and the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Bricker] asked that the 
bill go over. I am perfectly willing 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sena- 
tor. That will give us an opportunity to 
confer with them while the bill goes to 
the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, am I 
to understand the bill goes to the foot 
of the calendar? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
was the unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President—— 

Mr, HENDRICKSON. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey now yields to 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], 
who has been endeavoring to obtain rec- 
ognition. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I 
would object to the bill unless the Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] were 
to offer a couple of amendments which 
I would be willing to accept. If they 
were adopted, I would not object. Oth- 
erwise, I shall be constrained to object. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. In view 
of the fact that the unanimous consent 
agreement has been entered into, 
whereby this bill goes to the foot of the 
calendar 

Mr. BUSH. No, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. I did not understand the 
unanimous consent agreement to be that 
the bill would go to the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] 
made the unanimous consent request, 
and it was agreed to. 

Mr. BUSH. I objected, and I still ob- 
ject. Mr. President, if it is desired to 
have the bill go to the foot of the calen- 
dar, and if it is the understanding that 
it was so agreed, I will withdraw my 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
agreement was that it should go to the 
foot of the calendar. 

Mr. BUSH. I will not withdraw my 
objection to the bill when it comes up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
goes to the foot of the calendar, and the 
clerk will report the next calendar item, 


JURISDICTION OF CLAIMS OF G. W. 
TODD AND LLOYD PARKS 


The resolution (S. Res. 309) conferring 
jurisdiction in the Court of Claims to 
hear, determine, and render judgment on 
the claims of G. W. Todd and Lloyd 
Parks was considered and agreed to, as 
follows: - 


Resolved, That the bill (S. 750) entitled, 
“A bill conferring jurisdiction on the Court 
of Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment on the claims of G. W. Todd and 
Lloyd Parks, copartners,” now pending in the 
Senate, together with all accompanying pa- 
pers, is hereby referred to the United States 
Court of Claims pursuant to sections 1492 
and 2509 of title 28, United States Code; and 
said court shall proceed expeditiously with 
the same, in accordance with the provisions 
of said sections, and report to the Senate, at 
the earliest practicable date, giving such 
findings of fact and conclusions thereon as 
shall be sufficient to inform the Congress of 
the nature and character of the demand, as 
a claim legal or equitable, against the United 
States, and the amount, if any, legally or 
equitably due from the United States to the 
claimants. 


JURISDICTION OF CLAIMS OF IRA 
T. TODD AND MAJOR C. TODD 


The resolutions (S. Res. 308) confer- 
ring jurisdiction on the Court of Claims 
to hear, determine, and render judgment 
on the claims of Ira T. Todd and Major 
C. Todd, copartners, trading as Todd 
Bros., was considered and agreed to, 
as follows: 

Resolved, That the bill (S. 749) entitled 
“A bill conferring jurisdiction on the Court 
of Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment on the claims of Ira T. Todd and 
Major C. Todd, copartners, trading as Todd 
Bros.“, now pending in the Senate, to- 
gether with all accompanying papers, is 
hereby referred to the United States Court of 
Claims pursuant to sections 1492 and 2509 
of title 28, United States Code; and said 
court shall proceed expeditiously with the 
same, in accordance with the provisions of 
said sections, and report to the Senate, at 
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the earliest practicable date, giving such 
findings of fact and conclusions thereon as 
shall be sufficient to inform the Congress of 
the nature and character of the demand, as 
a claim legal or equitable, against the United 
States, and the amount, if any, legally or 
equitably due from the United States to the 
claimants. 


EVELYN HARDY WATERS 


The bill (S. 1445) for the relief of 
Evelyn Hardy Waters was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
any statute of limitation or lapse of time or 
any provision of law to the contrary, suit 
may be instituted within one year after the 
date of enactment of this act by Evelyn 
Hardy Waters of Pensacola, Florida, upon 
her claim against the United States for per- 
sonal injuries sustained by her as a result of 
the alleged improper administering of an 
anesthetic in the course of an operation per- 
formed on her August 12, 1948, by the per- 
sonnel of the Naval Hospital at Pensacola, 
Florida, In any such suit brought pursuant 
to this act proceedings shall be had and 
the liability, if any, of the United States 
shall be determined in accordance with the 
provisions of law applicable in the case of 
tort claims against the United States: Pro- 
vided, That nothing in this act shall be con- 
strued as an inference of liability on the 
part of the United States. 


THOMAS BARRON 


The bill (S. 3017) for the relief of 
Thomas Barron was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Thomas ‘Barron, 
of East Greenwich, R. I., the sum of $3,000, 
such sum being the amount determined by 
the United States Court of Claims, acting 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 216, 82d 
Congress, to be equitably due to the said 
Thomas Barron. The payment of such sum 
shall be in full satisfaction of his claim 
against the United States for compensation 
for typewriter parts, tools, and equipment 
which were destroyed by fire at the naval 
air station, Quonset Point, R. I., on October 
15, 1948, when the said Thomas Barron was 
engaged in contract work for the United 
States Navy: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


COL. DAVID W. STONECLIFFE 


The bill (S. 3582) for the relief of Col. 
David W. Stonecliffe was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Col. 
David W. Stonecliffe, United States Marine 
Corps (05430), Camp Lejeune, North Caro- 
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lina, the sum of $1,653.29, in full settlement 
of all claims against the United States for 
the damages sustained by him on account 
of damage to and destruction of his house- 
hold goods and personal effects as the result 
of improper handling of a shipment of his 
household goods from Bangkok, Thailand, 
to Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, between 
November 5, 1952, and February 17, 1953, such 
shipment having been made in pursuance 
of orders of a permanent change of duty 
station, and for which damages he has not 
heretofore been compensated: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of serv- 
ices rendered in connection with this claim, 
and the same shall be unlawful, any con- 
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any 
person violating the provisions of this act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


MARY PALANUK 


The bill (S. 3666) for the relief of Mary 
Palanuk was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
any statute of limitations, lapse of time or 
any prior adjudication of this claim by any 
court of the United States, jurisdiction is 
hereby confered upon the United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of North Dakota 
to hear, determine, and render judgment in 
the claim of Mary Palanuk, arising out of the 
death of James Palanuk, on December 25, 
1947, under a policy of national service life 
insurance issued on the life of the said James 
Palanuk by the Veterans’ Administration. 
In the adjudication of such claim the said 
James Palanuk shall be held and considered 
to have filed timely application for waiver 
of premiums under said policy of national 
service life insurance on the ground of total 
disability for the period August 25, 1945, to 
December 25, 1947, date of death. Such suit 
may be instituted at any time within 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this act: 
Provided, however, That nothing contained 
in this act shall be construed as an infer- 
ence of liability on the part of the United 
States Government. 


JURISDICTION TO HEAR CLAIM OF 
MARY K. REYNOLDS 


The bill (H. R. 2874) to confer juris- 
diction upon the Court of Claims to 
hear, determine, and render judgment 
upon the claim of Mary K. Reynolds, as 
successor in interest to the Colonial 
Realty Co., was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6808) for the relief 
of Col. Samuel J. Adams, and others, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I ask that the bill 
go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


TRANSFER OF TITLE IN CERTAIN 
INVENTION TO VERNON F. PARRY 


The bill (H. R. 7251) to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to trans- 
fer to Vernon F. Parry the right, title, 
and interest of the United States, in 
foreign countries, in and to a certain 
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invention was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr.SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
bill is to provide for the correction of 
an error which inadvertently was made 
in an assignment to the United States 
of a patent issued on an application 
filed in 1949 by Vernon F. Parry when 
he was an employee of the Bureau of 
Mines, Department of the Interior. 

This legislation is endorsed by the 
Department of the Interior. The bill 
will permit the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior to convey to the claimant the for- 
eign patent rights which were erron- 
eously assigned to the Government, and 
for which the Government has deter- 
mined not to secure foreign patents. 
The Government will retain ownership 
of any patents that might be grated 
in the United States, and, in addition, 
the Government will have a nonexclu- 
sive, royalty-free license under any pat- 
ents that might be granted in foreign 
countries, and the right to grant sub- 
licenses for certain defense purposes. 
As stated by the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, the assignment which was signed 
by Mr. Parry when he executed the oath 
to this application, included not only the 
domestic patent rights but also the for- 
eign patent rights, and this should not 
have been done. 

The committee, therefore, believes the 
proposed legislation to be meritorious, 
and recommends that it be favorably 
considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


MRS. WILLIAM A. CURRAN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2634) for the relief of Mrs. Wil- 
liam A. Curran, which had been report- 
ed from the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service with amendments, and 
subsequently reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary without addi- 
tional amendments. 

The amendments of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service were, on 
page 2, line 5, after the word “to,” to 
insert “one-half,” and in line 15, after 
the word “to,” to strike out “10” and in- 
sert “5,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Civil Service 
Commission is authorized and directed to 
pay. out of any money in the civil service re- 
tirement and disability fund, to Mrs. William 
A. Curran, of Bangor, Maine, the widow of 
William A. Curran, formerly an employee of 
the Internal Revenue Service, an annuity 
equal to the annuity which she would have 
been entitled to receive had the said William 
A. Curran elected, at the time of his retire- 
ment, under the provisions of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, to receive a reduced annuity pay- 
able to him during his life, and an annuity 
equal to one-half of such reduced annuity 
payable after his death to the said Mrs. 
William A. Curran, as surviving beneficiary, 
the said William A. Curran having been 
unable because of physical and mental con- 
dition resulting from serious illness to ex- 
ercise his best judgment in the selection of 
the most beneficial type of annuity. 
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Sec. 2. There shall be deducted and with- 
held from the annuity authorized under the 
first section of this act an amount equal to 
the amount of any refund of contributions 
which shall have been made on account of 
the death of the said William A. Curran, plus 
an amount equal to 5 percent of the amount 
received by the said William A. Curran in 
annuity payments under the Civil Service 
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, 
prior to his death. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I send an amendment to the desk, which 
I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing new section: 


Sec. 3. No part of the annuity authorized 
under the first section of this act shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with obtaining such annuity, 
and the same shall be unlawful, any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any per- 
son violating the provisions of this section 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
the amendment is self-explanatory and 
is satisfactory to the sponsor of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Civil Service 
Commission is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the civil service 
retirement and disability fund, to Mrs. Wil- 
liam A. Curran, of Bangor, Maine, the widow 
of William A. Curran, formerly an employee 
of the Internal Revenue Service, an annuity. 
equal to the annuity which she would have 
been entitled to receive had the said William 
A. Curran elected, at the time of his retire- 
ment, under the provisions of the Civil Serv- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, to receive a reduced annuity pay- 
able to him during his life, and an annuity 
equal to one-half of such reduced annuity 
payable after his death to the said Mrs. Wil- 
liam A. Curran, as surviving beneficiary, the 
said William A. Curran having been unable 
because of physical and mental condition 
resulting from serious illness to exercise his 
best judgment in the selection of the most 
beneficial type of annuity. 

Sec. 2. There shall be deducted and with- 
held from the annuity authorized under the 
first section of this act an amount equal to 
the amount of any refund of contributions 
which shall have been made on account of 
the death of the said William A. Curran, plus 
an amount equal to 5 percent of the amount 
received by the said William A. Curran in 
annuity payments under the Civil Service 
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, 
prior to his death. 

Sec. 3. No part of the annuity authorized 
under the first section of this act shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with obtaining such annuity, 
and the same shall be unlawful, any con- 
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any 
person violating the provisions of this sec- 
tion shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 
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BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 345) for the relief of 
Samuel Chalut was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


T. C. ELLIOTT 


The bill (S. 1687) for the relief of T. C. 
Elliott was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object—and I shall 
not object—I wonder if we can have an 
explanation of the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this is 
a bill which I introduced on behalf of 
Mr. T. C. Elliott, who is a retired civil- 
service auditor who, during his 34 years 
of service for the Government, served 
with the Treasury Department, the De- 
partment of the Navy, and the General 
Accounting Office. Mr. Elliott became a 
traffic expert, a rate expert in trans- 
portation matters, and he was called in- 
to service by the late Senator Sheppard 
of Texas and by others, as will be shown 
from the report, to serve both Senate 
and House committees. Mr. Elliott was 
likewise called in to brief the matter in 
which the Federal Government was the 
defendant in a suit by the railroads, un- 
der which a $10 million judgment was 
obtained against the Government, which 
judgment was later vacated, at least 
partly because of the research conducted 
by Mr. Elliott. 

Senators will note the letter dated 
September 18, 1951, from Mr. Robert 
Ramspeck, who was at that time Chair- 
man of the United States Civil Service 
Commission, to Mr. T. C. Elliott, printed 
on page 12 of the report. I read just 
one sentence from that letter: 

I realize that your case presents unusual 
circumstances because of your efforts in 
bringing about the return of 8½ million 
acres of land to the public domain and the 
cancellation of the judgment of $10 million 


which had been secured against the Federal 
Government, 


The situation is that Mr. Elliott’s re- 
tirement came before the law was en- 
acted under which financial reward 
could be given for that kind of service, 


rendered during vacation time and on 


weekends and at night, for agencies by 
which he was not directly employed, such 
as the committees of Congress. 

The Judiciary Committee made a care- 
full investigation of this case. My un- 
derstanding is that it is unanimous in 
reporting the amount of the award in- 
cluded in the bill. I think it is a highly 
meritorious award to a very faithful em- 
ployee, who did not follow the clock or 
the hours of employment, but instead 
rendered very exceptional and meritori- 
ous service in his vacation periods and at 
other times, for which he received no 
compensation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I thank the distinguished Senator. This 
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is a very meritorious bill. I will not 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
oe to the consideration of the 

ill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1687) 
for the relief of T. C. Elliott, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, on 
page 2, line 6, after the word “act”, to 
strike out “in excess of 10 percent 
thereof”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to T. C. Elliott, of 
Daytona Beach, Fla., the sum of $15,000, 
in full satisfaction of his claim against the 
United States for compensation for services 
rendered to the United States prior to 1944, 
in addition to his official duties as a Fed- 
eral employee, in preparing and furnishing 
rate and transportation information for the 
use of Members of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives, the Committees on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce of the Sen- 
ate and House of Representatives, and vari- 
ous other officials and agencies of the Gov- 
ernment, as a result of which the said T. C. 
Elliott helped to save to the United States 
approximately $15,000,000: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

Sec. 2. The sum paid pursuant to the first 
section of this act shall be exempt from all 
Federal income taxes. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


WALTER H. BERRY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1898) for the relief of Walter H. 
Berry, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
an amendment, on page 1, line 11 after 
the word “act”, to strike out “in excess 
of 10 percent thereof”, so as to make 
the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Walter H. Berry, 
of Washington, Ind., the sum of $1,097.30, in 
full satisfaction of his claim against the 
United States for salary for the period May 
10, 1947, to September 2, 1947, during which 
he was erroneously separated from his CAF-7 
civil-service position at the United States 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane, Ind.: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this act shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 
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BILL FASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2083) to confer jurisdic- 
tion upon the Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon 
the claim of Lawrence F. Kramer was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. I ask that the bill go 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will go over. 


BIRMINGHAM IRON WORKS, INC. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2316) for the relief of the Bir- 
mingham Iron Works, Inc., which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, on 
page 2, line 5, after the word “act”, to 
strike out “in excess of 10 percent there- 
of”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the Birmingham 
Iron Works, Inc., of Birmingham, Ala., the 
sum of $9,600, in full satisfaction of such 
company’s claim against the United States 
for reimbursement for losses incurred in 
1951, without fault on the part of such com- 
pany, when, in reliance on the bona fide 
belief of the president of the company that 
a contract had been entered into between 
the company and the United States, the 
company manufactured 49 forges which the 
United States failed and refused to accept 
inasmuch as the Government procurement 
agent had no authority to bind the United 
States: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000, 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. a 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2564) to confer jurisdic- 
tion upon the Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon 
the claims of Gubbins & Co., of Lima, 
Peru, and Reynaldo Gubbins was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


EPES TRANSPORTATION CORP. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2632) for the relief of the Epes 
Transportation Corp., which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, on page 
2, line 6, after the word “act”, to strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof”, so 
as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the 
Epes Transportation Corp. of Virginia, the 
sum of $6,537.95, in full satisfaction of all 
claims of such corporation against the 
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United States, such sum representing taxes 
(with interest and penalty) paid to the 
United States by such corporation on account 
of certain cigarettes and tobacco products 
which were withdrawn from bonded ware- 
house in Winston-Salem, N. C., by such cor- 
poration for export to foreign consignees, but 
which were not exported due to the fact that 
such cigarettes and tobacco products were 
stolen from the trucks of such corporation 
en route to the intended exportation point: 
Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attor- 
ney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


GRAPHIC ARTS CORP, OF OHIO 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2801) for the relief of the Graphic 
Arts Corp. of Ohio, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary with an amendment, on page 1, 
line 10, after the word “act”, to strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof”, 
so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Graphic Arts 
Corp. of Ohio, Toledo, Ohio, the sum of 
$84,359.19. The payment of such sum shall 
be in full settlement of all claims of the 
said Graphic Arts Corp. of Ohio against the 
United States: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdeameanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3057) for the relief of the 
Lacchi Construction Co. was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I ask that the 
bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


PORTSMOUTH SAND & GRAVEL CO. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3110) for the relief of the Ports- 
mouth Sand & Gravel Co., which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, on 
page 2, line 1, after the word “act”, to 
strike out “in excess of 10 percent there- 
of”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the Portsmouth 
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Sand & Gravel Co., of Portsmouth, Ohio, the 
sum of $75,000. The payment of such sum 
shall be in full settlement of all claims of 
the said Portsmouth Sand & Gravel Co. 
against the United States for compensation 
for any and all damage occasioned by the 
relocation of the Scioto River by the United 
States Army (Corps of Engineers) in 1940 
and 1941: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CENTRAL RAILROAD CO. OF NEW 
JERSEY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3494) for the relief of the Cen- 
tral Railroad Co. of New Jersey, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment, 
on page 1, line 6, after the figures “$62,- 
056.23” to strike out “plus interest on 
such sum at the rate of 4 percent per 
annum from January 6, 1943, to the date 
of payment” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the Central Rail- 
road Co. of New Jersey the sum of $62,056.23, 
representing the amount of damages found 
by the United States Court of Claims (Con- 
gressional No. 17863, decided July 13, 1953, in 
response to S. Res. 317, 8ist Cong.) to have 
resulted from accidents in which trains of 
the Central Railroad Co. of New Jersey were 
involved at a crossing voluntarily established 
for the convenience of the Government, 
which accidents were caused in part by the 
negligence of the Government: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services ren< 
dered in connection with this claim, and the 
same shall be unlawful, any contract to the 
contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio- 
lating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


McMAHON CO., INC. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3562) for the relief of the Mc- 
Mahon Co., Inc., which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, on page 1, in line 
11, after the word “act”, to strike out 
“in excess of 10 percent therof”, so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the McMahon 
Co., Inc., of Rapid City, S. Dak., $518.44, in 
full satisfaction of the company’s claim 
against the Farmers Home Administration, 
Department of Agriculture, for livestock feed 
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furnished farmers during the emergency of 
the snow blockade created by the blizzards 
in January 1949: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ESTHER E. ELLICOTT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2791) for the relief of Esther 
E. Ellicott, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, on page 2, line 4, 
after the word “act”, to strike out “in 
excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 


time. 
The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


MRS. ROSALINE SPAGNOLA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2881) for the relief of Mrs. 
Rosaline Spagnola, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment, on page 2, 
line 1, after the word “act”, to strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


E. C. MILLS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3216) for the relief of E. C. 
Mills which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 1, line 11, after the 
word “act”, to strike out “in excess of 
10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
oo and the bill to be read a third 

ime. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


MRS. FLORENCE D. GRIMSHAW 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3217) for the relief of Mrs. 
Florence D. Grimshaw, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, in line 
11, after the word “insurance:” to in- 
sert a colon and “Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act 
shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with 
this claim, and the same shall be unlaw- 
ful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating 
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the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


EDGAR A. BELLEAU, SR. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3273) for the relief of Edgar 
A. Belleau, Sr. which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, in line 6, to strike 
out “$1,209” and insert “$1,101.75.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


CATHERINE D. PILGARD 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3732) for the relief of Cath- 
erine (Cathrina) D. Pilgard, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, on 
page 2, line 3, after the words “prior to”, 
to insert “the date of application filed 
following date of.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


LYMAN CHALKLEY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 4531) for the relief of Lyman 
Chalkley, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 3, after the 
word “act”, to strike out “in excess of 
10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


FLORIDA STATE HOSPITAL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 4580) for the relief of the 
Florida State Hospital which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, on page 
2, line 3, after the word “act”, to strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


GEORGE ELDRED MORGAN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 5086) for the relief of George 
Eldred Morgan, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment, on page 2, 
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line 2, after the word “act”, to strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. > 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


ROBERT LEON ROHR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 5092) for the relief of Robert 
Leon Rohr, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, on page 2, at the 
beginning of line 1, to strike out “in ex- 
cess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


ROCCO FORGIONE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 5489) for the relief of Rocco 
Forgione, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 2, at the begin- 
ning of line 7, to strike out “in excess of 
10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
es and the bill to be read a third 

ime. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


JAMES PHILIP COYLE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6332) for the relief of James 
Philip Coyle, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, in line 9, after 
“1938”, to insert a colon and “Current 
applicable appropriations shall be avail- 
able for the payment of any claims re- 
sulting from the enactment of this act.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


CAPT. C. R. MacLEAN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6562) for the relief of Captain 
C. R. MacLean, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, on page 2, line 1, 
after the word “act”, to strike out “in 
excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
eet and the bill to be read a third 

e. 

The bill was read the third time and 

passed. 


DANIEL D. POLAN. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6566) for the relief of Daniel 
D. Poland, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 3, after the 
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word “act”, to strike out the colon and 
“Provided, That no benefits except medi- 
cal expenses shall accrue prior to the 
enactment of this act.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


M. M. HESS—BILL PLACED AT FOOT 
OF CALENDAR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 7762) for the relief of M. M. 
Hess, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 1, line 8, to strike 
out the proviso, as follows: 

Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act in excess of 10 per 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to 
or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provi- 
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator wish to have the vote by 
which the bill was passed reconsidered? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I wish to 
reserve the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill has been passed. Is it desired that 
the vote by which the bill was passed be 
reconsidered? 

Mr. GORE. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the vote will be reconsid- 
ered. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
wish first, if I may 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, does the 
Senator wish to offer an amendment 
eliminating the entrance features? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I shall offer an 
amendment on the first page, line 5, 
after “Internal Revenue Code,” to insert 
“of 1939.” 

Mr. President, this proposed legisla- 
tion, as amended, would provide that the 
claim of M. M. Hess, Litchfield, III., shall 
be held and considered to have been re- 
ceived by the Internal Revenue Service 
within the time allowed by law and regu- 
lations for the filing of such claims, not- 
withstanding the provisions of section 
322 (b) (1) of the Internal Revenue 
Code. 

The evidence discloses that the claim- 
ant filed a claim for refund of income 
tax paid for the taxable year 1945 in 
the amount of $3,113.94. The claim 
was received in the office of the collector 
of internal revenue on March 16, 1949. 
The Treasury Department rejected his 
claim for refund because it was not re- 
ceived in the office of the collector on 
March 15, 1949, 
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Section 322 (b) (1) requires that his 
claim for refund must be filed by the tax- 
payer within 3 years from the time the 
claim was filed. Mr. Hess’ claim was 
disallowed beceuse it was received 1 day 
late. The claimant believed that he was 
complying with the law by posting the 
return on the last day of the filing date 
rather than physically depositing the 
claim for refund in the collector’s office 
on the last day. 

The Congress has, in the past, recog- 
nized the equities of the situation such 
as this—Private Law 15, 83d Congress, 
Detroit Automotive Co.—and this com- 
mittee recently favorably reported S. 
1795, Senate Report 1542, to take care of 
a situation such as presently exists in 
the instant claim. 

The committee believes that this legis- 
lation is meritorious and, therefore, rec- 
ommends favorable consideration of this 
bill, H. R. 7762, as amended. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUSH 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Nevada yield to the Senator from 
Tennessee? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. As presently written, the 
bill would permit the payment of inter- 
est, would it not? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. GORE. For that reason a similar 
bill was vetoed last year. So I believe it 
would be the better part of wisdom and 
good procedure to ask that this bill go 
to the foot of the calendar, in order that 
an amendment making that correction 
may be prepared. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I thought of pre- 
paring an amendment to eliminate the 
payment of interest. Perhaps it would 
save time and do some good. 

Mr. GORE. Then, Mr. President, I 
ask that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Very well. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Tennessee with- 
hold his request, so that I may submit 
an amendment to the bill and have it 
considered? 

Mr. GORE. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The amend- 
ment makes the standard provision 
against the payment of attorneys’ fees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
7762) for the relief of M. M. Hess, which 
had been reported from the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary, with an amend- 
ment on page 1, line 8, after the word 
“claim”, to strike out the colon and 
“Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 
percent thereof shall be paid or deliv- 
ered to or received by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the 
same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any 
person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor and upon conviction thereof 


14077 


shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I offer the amendment, which I now 
send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from New Jersey will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill, it is proposed to add the follow- 
ing new section: 

Sec. 2. No part of any credit or refund 
that may be allowed by reason of the enact- 
ment of this act shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with obtaining such credit or refund, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this section shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I now ask 
that the bill be placed at the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 


S. SGT. FRANK C. MAXWELL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 7835) for the relief of S. Sgt. 
Frank C. Maxwell which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, on page 2, 
line 2, after the word “act”, to strike out 
“in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
i and the bill to be read a third 

2. 

The bill was read the third time, and 

passed. 


CITY OF FORT SMITH, ARK. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 8252) for the relief of the city 
of Fort Smith, Ark., which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, on page 2, 
after the word “act”, to strike out “in 
excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
— and the bill to be read a third 

e. 

The bill was read the third time and 

passed. 


IRENE C. KARL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 209) for the relief of Irene C. 
Karl, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 5, after the word 
“of”, to strike out “$3,633.36” and insert 
“$3,194.39”; and on page 2, line 1, after 
the word act“, to strike, out “in ex- 
cess of 10 percent thereof”, so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
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pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Irene C. Karl, the 
sum of $3,194.39, in full satisfaction of her 
claim against the United States for com- 
pensation for loss of certain personal prop- 
erty resulting from her forced evacuation, 
on or about June 26, 1950, from Seoul, Korea, 
where she was serving as a service club direc- 
tor with the Special Services Section, 
United States Army Forces: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating provisions of this act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3375) for the relief of the 
Elkay Manufacturing Co. of Chicago, III., 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be pased over. 


JULIO MERCADO TOLEDO 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2615) for the relief of Julio 
Mercado Toledo, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with amendments, on page 1, 
line 5, after the word “to”, to insert “the 
estate of”; and in line 11, after the word 
“act”, to strike out “in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 


DONALD JAMES DARMODY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2645) for the relief of Donald 
James Darmody, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment, on page 2, 
line 9, after the word “act”, to strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time, 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 


PETRA RUIZ MARTINEZ AND 
OTHERS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 5028) for the relief of Petra 
Ruiz Martinez and Marcelo Maysonet 
Mirell and Maria Benitez Maysonet 
Mirell, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
amendments, on page 1, in line 6, to 
strike out “Marcelo Maysonet Mirell, 
and Maria Benitez de Maysonet Mirell“, 
and insert “Mr. and Mrs. Marcelo May- 
sonet Mirell“; in line 11, after the word 
“and”, to strike out “Juan Gilbert May- 
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sonet Benitez”, and insert “Juan Gil- 
berto Maysonet Benitez”; on page 2, line 
2, after the word “date”, to strike out 
“when they were struck by a United 
States Army truck”, and insert “in an 
acident involving a United States Army 
truck, which occurred”; and in line 6, 
after the word “act”, to strike out “in 
excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act for the relief of Petra Ruiz 
Martinez and Mr. and Mrs. Marcelo 
Maysonet Mirell.” 


INCREASE OF PENSIONS TO VET- 
ERANS AND DEPENDENTS—BILL 
PLACED AT FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 9962) to increase by 5 
percent the rates of pension payable to 
veterans and their dependents was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey withhold his 
request for a moment? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Iam glad to do 
S0. 
Mr. MALONE. Does the distin- 
guished Senator from New Jersey under- 
stand what the bill is? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I think I do. 

Mr. MALONE. Then there is no use 
in making an explanation. The bill 
mereiy provides for a 5 percent increase 
in the pensions, to make up for the de- 
crease in the purchasing power of money. 
It has been some time since such an in- 
crease has been granted, and in this 
case the increase will apply oniy to 
totally disabled non-service-connected 
veterans, except those of the Spanish- 
American War, and their average age is 
about 78 years. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Les; those 
with non-service-connected disabilities. 

Mr. MALONE. Yes; and $55 is the 
approximate maximum. I thought the 
distinguished Senator from New Jersey 
might wish to withdraw the objection, 
under those circumstances. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I understand 
the purpose of the bill, and the purpose 
is very worthy. But I have heen re- 
quested to ask unanimous consent that 
the bill be placed at the foot of the cal- 
endar, and so I make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar, as requested. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 10051) making appro- 
priations for Mutual Security for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar, 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, this is an 
appropriation bill, and certainly is not 
proper calendar business. So I ask that 
the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


BILL PASSED TO FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 3772) to amend the Fed- 
eral Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949, as amended, to provide 
for the payment of appraisers’, auction- 
eers’, and brokers’ fees from the proceeds 
of disposal of Government surplus real 
property, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON subsequently 
said: Mr. President, when Calendar No. 
2344 was called, there was objection. 
That objection has been withdrawn. I 
therefore ask unanimous consent that 
the bill go to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will go to the foot 
of the calendar. 


JOINT COMMITTEE ON TIN—CON- 
CURRENT RESOLUTION RE- 
FERRED TO COMMITTEE 


The concurrent resolution (H. Con, 
Res. 259) to provide for the Joint Com- 
mittee on Tin was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that it is in order for a 
motion to be made to refer the concur- 
rent resolution to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the concurrent resolution be 
referred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 310) to investi- 
gate the marketing of new cars (auto 
bootlegging) was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be passed over. 


REPEAL OF SECTION 3921 OF THE 
REVISED STATUTES 


The bill (H. R. 7398) to repeal the re- 
quirement of section 3921 of the Revised 
Statutes that postmasters report to the 
Postmaster General failure to cancel 
postage stamps was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


SALE OF POSTAGE-DUE STAMPS 


The bill (H. R. 7399) to authorize the 
sale of postage-due stamps for philatelic 
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purposes was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


COMPENSATION FOR GENERAL 
COUNSEL OF DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE 
The bill (H. R. 8921) to establish the 

rate of compensation for the position of 

the General Counsel of the Department 
of Commerce was considered, ordered to 

a third reading, read the third time, and 

passed, 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 5499) to provide for the 
construction, maintenance, and opera- 
tion of the Michaud Flats project for ir- 
rigation in the State of Idaho was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3716) to amend the Act 
of June 30; 1948, so as to extend for 
five additional years the authority of the 
Secretary of the Interior to issue patents 
for certain public lands in Monroe 
County, Mich., held under color of title, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2821) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to the States of Colo- 
rado, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Mis- 
souri, Montana, Nebraska, North Da- 
kota, South Dakota, and Wyoming, to 
enter into a compact for the allocation 
of waters of the Missouri River was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE, Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS PER- 
SONAL PROPERTY TO TERRITO- 
RIAL GOVERNMENT OF ALASKA 


The bill (H. R. 9582) to provide for the 
disposition of surplus personal property 
to the Territorial Government of Alaska 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6451) to provide for 
the conveyance of certain public lands 
in Utah to the occupants of the land was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


CLAIMS ARISING FROM ACTS OF 
MILITARY PERSONNEL — BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3844) to provide for a re- 
ciprocal and more effective remedy for 
certain claims arising out of the acts of 
military personnel and to authorize the 
pro rata sharing of the cost of such 
claims with foreign nations, and for oth- 
er purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. May we have 
an explanation of the purpose of the 
bill? 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, this bill 
will implement a number of treaties and 
other international agreements which 
provide a reciprocal and pro rata method 
of settling claims arising out of the line- 
of-duty acts of military personnel or 
civilian employees of the Armed Forces 
in a foreign country. The treaties and 
agreements in question provide that 
these claims are to be settled by the host 
government in the same way that it set- 
tles claims arising from line-of-duty acts 
of its own military personnel. The gov- 
ernment of the state sending the forces 
abroad will then reimburse the host gov- 
ernment for an agreed percentage of the 
settlemenv. In most cases the host gov- 
ernment will pay 25 percent of the cost 
and the sending government 75 percent. 

For example, if an American soldier 
driving a jeep on duty in France injures 
a Frenchman the claim is settled by the 
French Government as though the in- 
jury had been inflicted by a French sol- 
dier. The United States reimburses the 
French Government for 75 percent of the 
settlement. 

Conversely, if a French soldier driving 
a jeep on duty in the United States in- 
jures an American the claim is settled 
by the Defense Department as though 
the injury had been inflicted by an 
American soldier. France reimburses 
the United States for 75 percent of the 
settlement. 

This bill simply authorizes the Secre- 
tary of Defense to participate in this 
method of settling such claims. The bill 
authorizes the Secretary to make pay- 
ments in reimbursements to foreign gov- 
ernments and to settle claims arising 
from line-of-duty acts of foreign mili- 
tary personnel in the United States. 

The bill should result in substantial 
savings to the United States, because 
previously we have been paying the full 
amount of this type of foreign claims 
and under the bill we will pay-only 75 
to 85 percent. The bill should also pro- 
vide a more effective remedy for Ameri- 
can citizens who are damaged by line- 
of-duty acts of foreign military person- 
nel in the United States. 

The bill has the approval of the De- 
fense Department and the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, and I urge favorable 
action by the Senate. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator explain the basic dif- 
ference between this bill and the amend- 
ment offered by the junior Senator from 
New Jersey to House bill 1914 when it 
was before us for consideration? 

Mr. WILEY. I have not the particu- 
lar bill in mind, but I have been in- 
formed by a member of the staff that 
that bill did not contemplate settlement 
of claims arising from line-of-duty acci- 
dents. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That case in- 
volved a French aviator. 
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Mr. WILEY. In the Senator's par- 
ticular case I am informed that the sol- 
dier stole an airplane, which was unau- 
thorized, and therefore he was not act- 
ing in line of duty. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. It is not my 
particular case. It was an amendment 
which I sought to have adopted to do 
justice to our own people. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
is an original bill reported from the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. There 
is some basis for a claim of jurisdiction 
in that committee, over the subject mat- 
ter of the bill. There is also substan- 
tial claim for jurisdiction in the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, since the bill 
basically concerns claims. There is also 
some basis for a contention that the 
Armed Services Committee has jurisdic- 
tion since the claims in question are 
those arising out of the acts of military 
personnel. 

This may be a good bill, Mr. President, 
but I believe it should have the attention 
of the Committees on the Judiciary and 
on Armed Services. I, therefore, move 
that the bill be referred to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary and that after the 
Committee on the Judiciary has report- 
ed, the bill be then referred to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
what is the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. It is Calendar No. 
2355, Senate bill 3844. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
bill was passed over. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Iam now moving 
that it be referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and later to the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani- 
mous consent is required. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I hope the Sena- 
tor will withhold his motion until I have 
an opportunity to discuss the bill further 
with him. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I will withhold the 
motion, but I intend to. renew it later. 


GREETINGS TO THE GOLD COAST 
AND NIGERIA 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 183) 
to extend greetings to the Gold Coast 
and Nigeria was announced as next in 
order, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the 
joint resolution? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, in recent months there has been 
great progress in many parts of the world 
in regard to the independence and self- 
government of former colonial lands. 
The French have made clear their in- 
tention of cooperating fully with the 
people of Tunisia in their bid for self- 
rule. An agreeable arrangement over 
the French coastal settlements in India 
is apparently in the offing. This prog- 
ress is gratifying to us. Our great 
struggle for independence is not so far 
in the past that we cannot still appre- 
ciate recent developments toward self- 
government in other countries. 
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It is with these thoughts in mind that 
I rise today to express my wholehearted 
support for the resolution now before 
us, which extends on behalf of the Sen- 
ate most cordial greetings to the repre- 
sentative bodies of the Gold Coast and 
Nigeria on the occasion of the first meet- 
ing of their respective legislatures under 
revised constitutions. 

Under its new constitution, an all- 
African Government with almost com- 
plete responsibility for domestic affairs 
has been established in the Gold Coast. 
In Nigeria a new constitution granting 
increased autonomy is soon to be ap- 
proved. It appears that these two coun- 
tries are on the threshold of independ- 
ence. It is my hope that nationalist 
movements in other countries will take 
note of the peaceful and agreeable meth- 
ods that these countries have used in 
their dealings with the United Kingdom. 

I think it is especially gratifying to 
us that the two leaders of the nationalist 
movements in the Gold Coast and Ni- 
geria were educated at Lincoln Univer- 
sity in Pennsylvania. 

It is entirely fitting, I think, for us 
to take official notice of these recent 
developments. America has always 
sympathized with the efforts of other 
countries to obtain independence and 
self-government when those countries 
show not only the desire but also the 
ability to govern themselves. Official 
recognition of these recent developments 
will reemphasize to all the world our 
devotion to the principles of freedom 
and independence and our friendship 
with those people of Africa who are 
peacefully striving to realize these prin- 
ciples. 

I sincerely hope the joint resolution 
will be passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Whereas it is the policy of the United 
States to encourage efforts toward independ- 
ence and self-government truly expressive of 
the desires of the people and as they show 
their capability to establish and protect free 
institutions; and 

Whereas the continent of Africa is a vital 
part of the free world area; and 

Whereas a revised constitution of the Gold 
Coast was approved on April 29, 1954, and 
the first formal meeting of the legislature of 
that territory under this constitution will 
take place on July 29, 1954; and 

Whereas a revised constitution of Nigeria 
is expected to be approved during August 
1954, and. the first meeting of the federal 
legislature of that territory under this con- 
stitution is expected to take place shortly 
thereafter; and 

Whereas these occasions mark important 
milestones in their progress toward self-gov- 
5 and independence: Now, therefore, 

e 

Resolved, ete., That the Congress of the 
United States extend its most cordial greet- 
ings to the representative bodies of the Gold 
Coast and Nigeria on the occasion of the first 
meeting of their legislatures under the re- 
vised constitutions, in recognition of the 
democratic ideals shared by the United States 
and those territories, and in reaffirmation of 
the friendship of the United States for the 
peoples of Africa; and be it further 
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Resolved, That the Secretary of State is 
hereby requested to appoint a United States 
delegation at the appropriate time to repre- 
sent the United States at ceremonies marking 
the achievement of complete self-government 
for these territories. 


MEMBERSHIP OF THE UNITED 
STATES IN PAN-AMERICAN INSTI- 
TUTE OF GEOGRAPHY AND HIS- 
TORY 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 565) 
to amend the joint resolution providing 
for the membership of the United States 
in the Pan-American Institute of Geog- 
raphy and History and authorizing ap- 
propriations therefor was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the joint resolution? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the joint 
resolution? 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of House Joint Resolution 565 
which passed the House of Representa- 
tives on August 3. The Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee considered the resolu- 
tion on August 6, and ordered it reported 
favorably. This resolution amends the 
joint resolution providing for the mem- 
bership of the United States in the Pan 
American Institute of Geography and 
History and authorizes appropriations 
therefor. 

The purposes of House Joint Resolu- 
tion 565 are twofold. First, it author- 
izes an appropriation of $98,775 which 
will enable the United States to pay its 
assessed annual contributions for the 
period beginning July 1, 1951, and ex- 
tending through the fiscal year expiring 
June 30, 1954; and second, it increases 
from $10,000 to $50,000 the authorized 
annual contribution of the United States 
to the Pan American Institute of 
Geography and History. 

The institute was organized in 1929, 
and the United States became a member 
in 1935 with an authorized annual con- 
tribution of $10,000. During the 1940’s 
three commissions of the Institute were 
established: First, the Commission on 
Cartography, established and wholly 
supported by the United States; second, 
the Commission on History, established 
and wholly supported by Mexico; and 
third, the Commission on Geography, 
established and wholly supported by 
Brazil. During this period, the United 
States contributed a total of $70,000 to 
the Commission on Cartography, in ad- 
dition to its annual contribution to the 
Institute. 

At the Fifth General Assembly of the 
Institute in Santiago in 1950, the budgets 
of these commissions were merged with 
that of the Institute and the formula for 
making financial assessments was 
changed. Both the old and the new 
formulas are based on population. Un- 
der the old formula, the United States 
contribution of $10,000 in 1951 
amounted to 29.85 percent of the total. 
Under the new formula, the United 
States assessment of $42,928 in 1952 
amounted to 39.01 percent of the total. 

Mr. President, the Foreign Relations 
Committee was informed by the Depart- 
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ment of State that it, as well as other 
Government agencies, is very much in- 
terested in this legislation. They derive 
substantial benefits from the work of 
the Institute. The committee believes 
that our membership in the Institute is 
not only very beneficial to us in a prac- 
tical way; it also demonstrates our will- 
ingness to work with our friends in Latin 
America in solving our mutual problems. 

I hope very much that the Senate will 
take favorable action on this resolution. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I notice in reading 
the statement just now the Senator from 
Wisconsin said he is asking for an au- 
thorization of $98,000 plus per annum 
from 1951. What is the justification for 
that? 

Mr. WILEY. That is the total from 
1951 to 1954, as I recall. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Why did we not 
start in 1951? Why have we accumu- 
lated it to this point? 

Mr. WILEY. As a matter of fact, it 
did not accumulate, because the Con- 
gress did not pass it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I ask that the joint 
resolution go over, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution will be passed over. 


REVIEW OF CUSTOMS TARIFF 
SCHEDULES—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 10009) to provide for 
the review of customs tariff schedules, to 
improve procedures for the tariff classi- 
fication of unenumerated articles, to re- 
peal or amend obsolete provisions of the 
customs laws, and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. May I inquire the 
reason for the objection? 

Mr. GORE. This does not appear to 
be calendar business. It is a bill of such 
importance that it deserves to be con- 
sidered in a manner which will permit 
some debate and deliberation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill goes over. 


CONVEYANCE BY FEDERAL GOVERN- 
MENT OF CERTAIN LAND NEAR 
VICKSBURG, MISS. 


The bill (H. R. 9194) to provide for the 
conveyance of certain land owned by the 
Federal Government near Vicksburg, 
Miss., was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to make a very 
brief comment on this bill. I have dis- 
cussed it with the Senator from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. Stennis], who had to leave 
the floor, but I am authorized by him 
to say, Mr. President, that when there 
was put in this bill, lines 4 and 5, “in con- 
sideration of an amount equal to the 
reasonable appraised value thereof as 
determined by the Secretary” the Sena- 
tor from Mississippi and the authors in- 
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tended it to be the appraised fair market 
value of the property. He said that be- 
cause he was a party to this bill he 
wished to make very clear that it was his 
intention that the market value should 
be paid for this property. The Senator 
from Mississippi pointed out to me that 
this is a House bill, that the chances of 
clarification within the bill itself were 
slim, and an amendment to it would 
probably mean that the bill would not 
pass at this session. 

I advised the Senator I wished to be 
reasonable in these matters. He felt 
that if I made this legislative history now 
that the Secretary of the Interior would 
unquestionably consider it binding upon 
him when he came to fix the value of this 
property. 

With the understanding, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the authors mean the “reason- 
able appraised value” to be the “fair 
market value” I do not raise an objection 
to this bill, but I make very clear that 
my action in this particular instance is 
not to be deemed a precedent, because if 
this were earlier in the session I would 
require that the bill go back to the House 
with the “fair market value” amendment 
in it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 9194) to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain land owned by the Fed- 
eral Government near Vicksburg, Miss., 
to Vicksburg, Miss., was considered, oy- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, 


REPLACEMENT OF GOVERNMENT- 
OWNED UTILITY FACILITIES AT 
GLACIER NATIONAL PARK, MONT., 
AND GRAND CANYON NATIONAL 
PARK, ARIZ. 


The bill (S. 3816) to authorize the re- 
placement of certain Government-owned 
utility facilities at Glacier National Park, 
Mont., and Grand Canyon National 
Park, Ariz., was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator withhold his objection? 

Mr. GORE. I will withhold the ob- 
jection. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
this bill is a rather urgent one, in that 
both the Grand Canyon and the Glacier 
National Park are in the process of re- 
vamping their power and communica- 
tion facilities. Inadvertently in Pub- 
lic Law 230 of the first session of this 
Congress the words in paragraph 6 of 
that act which would have allowed the 
exchange proposed by this bill to be 
made were eliminated. I was wondering 
if the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
Gore], in view of these circumstances 
and the fact that this bill was requested 
by the Department of the Interior be- 
cause of this rather urgent situation, 
would reconsider his objection. 
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Mr. GORE. I accede to the sugges- 
tion and request of the able Senator. I 
withdraw the objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
3816) to authorize the replacement of 
certain Government-owned utility facili- 
ties at Glacier National Park, Mont., and 
Grand Canyon National Park, Ariz., was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purpose 
of facilitating the installation of adequate 
electric and communication facilities at 
Glacier National Park and Grand Canyon 
National Park, the Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized to exchange, on an equal value 
basis, the existing inadequate facilities at 
these parks for more modern and efficient 
facilities. 


ISSUANCE OF PATENTS FOR CER- 
TAIN LANDS IN WISCONSIN 


The bill (H. R. 8006) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to issue patents 
for certain lands in Wisconsin was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
planation is requested. 

Mr. CORDON. The situation which 
House bill 8006 seeks to remedy was 
caused as a result of errors in the orig- 
inal surveys in the area. In the days 
when the basic surveys were made the 
Government made contracts with private 
surveyors and very frequently the sur- 
veys were turned in and accepted by the 
Government without the surveyor ever 
having been even on the land. The result 
was that in this particular area in many 
instances they turned in surveys based 
on meander lines of lakes. Later on 
when accurate surveys were made and 
it was found that the original surveys 
were far off. Many of the lines mean- 
dered along lakes which were nonexist- 
ent. Others had a meander line inside 
the lake. Others had a meander line 
outside the lake, and so on. 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to issue 
patents for the areas which were sup- 
posed to have been patented but were 
not actually patented because of those 
errors in the original patents describing 
the area with respect to a meander line, 
which was supposed to bound a lake 
when the lake, in fact, was some dis- 
tance away. These patents would simply 
correct an error due entirely to the erro- 
neous surveys in the original instance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 8006) to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to issue patents for certain 
lands in Wisconsin was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
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TALENT DIVISION, ROUGE RIVER 
BASIN PROJECT—BILL PLACED AT 
FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 8384) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to construct, 
operate, and maintain the Talent di- 
vision of the Rogue River Basin project, 
Oregon, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask that 
the bill go over. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wonder 
whether the Senator from Tennessee will 
withhold his objection for a moment. 

Mr. GORE. I withhold it. 

Mr. MORSE. I wonder whether it 
would be possible to have this bill go to 
the foot of the calendar, because it is a 
bill of great importance to the farmers 
who are to be served by this project. 

I would be very much interested in 
learning the reasons for any objection 
to this particular project, because the 
Government in no way is a loser under 
the bill. I think the farmers in that area 
are entitled to its passage. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I should 
like to join my colleague in requesting 
that we have an opportunity to explain 
the bill to whomever objects to it. 

Mr. GORE. The bill is a 23-page bill, 
and the report is a technical report of 
15 pages. It is doubtful in the mind of 
the junior Senator from Tennessee if a 
bill so complicated as this should be 
passed on the call of the calendar, on 
which there are 600 other bills. I am 
perfectly willing to have it go to the foot 
of the calendar, and perhaps my doubts 
can be resolved before the next call of 
the calendar. 

Mr. CORDON. The bill consists of 
only four pages. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I suggest 
that the bill go to the foot of the cal- 
endar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection the bill will be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 


CONVEYANCE BY SECRETARY OF 
THE ARMY OF CERTAIN PROP- 
ERTY TO STATE OF TEXAS 


The bill (S. 3595) to direct the Secre- 
tary of the Army to convey certain prop- 
erty located in El Paso, Tex., and de- 
scribed as part of Fort Bliss, to the State 
of Texas, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this is 
another one of the bills which fall into 
the National Guard category, and I think 
it is highly desirable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the 
bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
3595) was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted etc., That the Secretary of 
the Army is authorized and directed to con- 
vey by quitclaim deed, without considera- 
tion, to the State of Texas all right, title, 
and interest of the United States, except as 
retained in this act, in and to a parcel of 
land within Fort Bliss Military Reservation, 
such parcel consisting of a portion of North 
El Paso Addition and a portion of Morning- 
side Heights Addition, El Paso, Tex., and 
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being more particularly described by metes 
and bounds as follows: 

Beginning at a point which is the inter- 
section of the east right-of-way line of Pol- 
lard Street and the south right-of-way line 
of Hayes Avenue. thence south no degrees 
fourteen and ninety one-hundredths min- 
utes west along the east right-of-way line 
of Pollard Street a distance of nine hundred 
two and six-tenths feet; thence south 
eighty-nine degrees forty-five and ten one- 
hundredths minutes east a distance of one 
thousand forty-two and thirty-nine one- 
hundredths feet to the west right-of-way 
line of the Southern Pacific Railroad (for- 
merly the E. P. & S. W. R. R.); thence north 
thirteen degrees forty-five and two one-hun- 
dredths minutes east a distance of eight 
hundred forty-five and seventy-three one- 
hundredths feet along the Southern Pacific 
Railroad right-of-way line, to a point; thence 
north one degree fifteen and sixty-two one- 
hundredths minutes west a distance of one 
hundred twelve and five one-hundredths 
feet, to a point in the south right-of-way 
line of Hayes Avenue; thence south eighty- 
eight degrees forty-six minutes west a dis- 
tance of one thousand two hundred thirty- 
seven and three-tenths feet along the south 
right-of-way line of Hayes Avenue, to the 
point of beginning, containing in all twenty- 
four and twenty-five one-hundredths acres 
of land, more or less, 

Sec. 2. All mineral rights, including gas 
and oil, in the lands authorized to be con- 
veyed by this act shall be reserved to the 
United States. 

Sec. 3. There shall be further reserved to 
the United States in the conveyance of the 
above-described lands, rights of ingress and 
egress over roads in the above-described 
lands serving buildings or other works oper- 
ated by the United States or its successors 
or assigns in connection with Fort Bliss, 
rights-of-way for water lines, sewer lines, 
telephone and telegraph lines, power lines, 
and such other utilities which now exist, or 
which may become necessary to the opera- 
tion of the said Fort Bliss. 

Sec. 4. The conveyance of the property 
authorized by this act shall be upon condi- 
tion that such property shall be used pri- 
marily for training of the National Guard 
and for other military purposes, and that if 
the State of Texas shall cease to use the 
property so conveyed for the purposes in- 
tended, then title thereto shall immediately 
revert to the United States, and in addition, 
all improvements made by the State of Texas 
during its occupancy shall vest in the United 
States without payment of compensation 
therefor. 

Sec. 5. The conveyance of the property 
authorized by this act shall be upon the 
further provision that whenever the Con- 
gress of the United States declares a state 
of war or other national emergency, or the 
President declares a state of emergency, and 
upon the determination by the Secretary 
of Defense that the property conveyed under 
this act is useful or necessary for military, 
air, or naval purposes, or in the interest of 
national defense, the United States shall 
have the right, without obligation to make 
payment of any kind, to reenter upon the 
property and use the same or any part there- 
of, including any and all improvements made 
thereon by the State of Texas, for the dura- 
tion of such state of war or of such emer- 
gency. Upon the termination of such state 
or war or of such emergency plus 6 months 
such property shall revert to the State of 
‘Texas, together with all appurtenances and 
utilities belonging or appertaining thereto. 

Sec. 6. In executing the deed of convey- 
ance authorized by this act, the Secretary 
of the Army shall include specific provisions 
covering the reservations and conditions 
See a in sections 2, 3, 4, and 5 of this 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the Recorp a statement 
prepared by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. SaLTONSTALL] relative to 
Senate bill 3595. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 

STATEMENT By SENATOR SALTONSTALL 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize 
the Secretary of the Army to convey with- 
out consideration approximately 24 acres to 
the State of Texas to be used for military 
purposes only. The transfer of this prop- 
erty, which is located in El Paso, Tex., is 
fully supported by the Department of the 
Army since the State of Texas has a long- 
range military requirement for this acreage. 

The bill contains the usual safeguards 
which protect the interest of the United 
States in transfers of this type—by reserv- 
ing to the United States all mineral rights, 
authority to use the property without com- 
pensation in the event of a national emer- 
gency, all rights-of-way, and the reversion 
of title to the United States in the event the 
property is used for other than military pur- 
poses. There is ample legislative precedent 
for this bill, 


CONVEYANCE BY SECRETARY OF 
AIR FORCE OF CERTAIN PROP- 
ERTY TO STATE OF TEXAS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3750) to direct the Secretary of 
the Air Force to convey certain property 
located in proximity to San Antonio, 
Bexar County, Tex., to the State of 
Texas, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Armed Services with 
amendments, on page 1, line 3, after the 
word “Force”, to insert “or his desig- 
nee“; and on page 6, after the word 
“Force”, to insert “or his designee”, so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Air Force or his designee is authorized 
and directed to convey by quitclaim deed, 
without consideration, to the State of Texas 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States, except as retained in this act, in 
and to the following described land in prox- 
imity to San Antonio, Bexar County, Tex., 
together with all buildings, improvements 
thereon, and all appurtenances and utilities 
belonging or appertaining thereto, such land 
including approximately two hundred 
eighteen and fifty-six one-hundredths acres 
and formerly designated as Martindale Aux- 
iliary Field, as shown on maps on file with 
the Office of the Chief of Engineers: 

Beginning at a point on the south right- 
of-way line of United States Highway Num- 
bered 90, at the northwest corner of the 
Emil F. Gambler tract, said corner being also 
the northeast corner of the Virginia M. 
Johnson tract: 

Station 1-2, bearing north sixty-nine de- 
grees forty-five minutes twenty seconds east, 
a distance of forty-two and six-tenths feet; 

Station 2-3, bearing south no degrees 
twelve minutes forty seconds east, a distance 
of eight hundred one and seven-tenths feet; 

Station 3-4, bearing north eighty-nine de- 
grees thirty-six minutes twenty seconds east, 
a distance of two thousand two hundred 
thirty-three and one one-hundredth feet; 

Station 4-5, bearing north three degrees 
twenty-three minutes forty seconds west, a 
3 of five hundred forty and five-tenths 
feet; 

Station 5-6, bearing north eighty-six de- 
grees thirty-six minutes twenty seconds east, 
a distance of twenty feet; 
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Station 6-7, bearing south three degrees 
twenty-three minutes forty seconds east, a 
distance of five hundred forty-one and five- 
tenths feet; 

Station 7-8, bearing north eighty-nine de- 
grees thirty-six minutes twenty seconds east, 
a distance of two hundred seventy-eight and 
fifty-four one-hundredths feet; 

Station 8-9, bearing south no degrees 
twenty-two minutes no seconds east, a dis- 
tance of two thousand eight hundred four- 
teen and twenty-three one-hundredths feet; 

Station 9-10, bearing south eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-eight minutes thirty seconds 
west, a distance of four hundred feet; 

Station 10-11, bearing south no degrees 
twenty-one minutes forty-five seconds east, 
a distance of three hundred eighty and 
twenty-three one-hundredths feet; 

Station 11-12, bearing north eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-eight minutes fifteen seconds 
east, a distance of four hundred and eighty- 
five feet; 

Station 12-13, bearing south no degrees 
twenty-one minutes forty-five seconds east, 
a distance of two hundred and twenty-five 
feet; 

Station 13-14, bearing south eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-eight minutes fifteen seconds 
west, a distance of three hundred eighteen 
and ninety-six one-hundredths feet; 

Station 14-15, bearing south forty-six de- 
grees thirty-eight minutes forty-five seconds 
west, a distance of one hundred one and 
sixty-seven one-hundredths feet; 

Station 15-16, bearing south eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-eight minutes forty-five sec- 
onds west, a distance of six hundred thirty- 
eight and two-tenths feet; 

Station 16-17, bearing south forty-four de- 
grees forty-three minutes twenty seconds 
west, a distance of twenty-three and fifteen 
one-hundredths feet; 

«Station 17-18, bearing north no degrees 
six minutes twenty seconds west, a distance 
of forty-six and thirty-five one-hundredths 
feet; 

Station 18-19, bearing south eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-eight minutes forty-five sec- 
onds west, a distance of eight hundred 
thirty-seven and seventy-seven one-hun- 
dredths feet; 

Station 19-20, bearing north no degrees 
twenty-one minutes thirty seconds west, a 
distance of six hundred and forty-five feet; 

Station 20-21, bearing south eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-nine minutes no seconds west, 
a distance of one thousand one hundred 
ninety-nine and ninety-eight one-hun- 
dredths feet; 

Station 21-22, bearing north no degrees 
twenty-one minutes thirty seconds west, a 
distance of two thousand eight hundred and 
twelve feet; 

Station 22-23, bearing north eighty-nine 
degrees twenty-six minutes twenty seconds 
east, a distance of five hundred thirty-one 
and two-tenths feet; 

Station 23-1, bearing north no degrees 
twelve minutes forty seconds west, a dis- 
tance of seven hundred eighty-seven and 
two-tenths feet. 

Sec, 2. All mineral rights, including gas 
and oil, in the lands authorized to be con- 
veyed by this act shall be reserved to the 
United States. 

Sec. 3. There shall be further reserved to 
the United States in the conveyance of the 
above-described lands, rights in ingress and 
egress over roads in the above-described 
lands serving buildings or other works oper- 
ated by the United States or its successors 
or assigns in connection with Martindale 
Auxiliary Field, rights-of-way for water lines, 
sewer lines, telephone and telegraph lines, 
power lines, and such other utilities which 
now exist, or which may become necessary 
to the operation of the said Martindale Aux- 
iliary Field. 

Sec. 4. The conveyance of the property au- 
thorized by this act shall be upon condition 
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that such property shall be used primarily 
for training of the National Guard and the 
Air National Guard and for other military 
purposes, and that if the State of Texas shall 
cease to use the property so conveyed for 
the p intended, then title thereto 
shall immediately revert to the United 
States, and in addition, all improvements 
made by the State of Texas during its oc- 
cupancy shall vest in the United States 
without payment of compensation therefor. 

Sec. 5. The conveyance of the property au- 
thorized by this act shall be upon the fur- 
ther provision that whenever the Congress 
of the United States declares a state of war 
or other national emergency, or the Presi- 
dent declares a state of emergency, and up- 
on the determination by the Secretary of 
Defense that the property conveyed under 
this act is useful or necessary for military, 
air, or naval purposes, or in the interest of 
national defense, the United States shall 
have the right, without obligation to make 
payment of any kind, to reenter upon the 
property and use the same or any part there- 
of, including any and all improvements 
made thereon by the State of Texas, for 
the duration of such state of war or of such 
emergency. Upon the termination of such 
state of war or of such emergency plus 6 
months such property shall revert to the 
State of Texas, together with all appurte- 
nances and utilities belonging or appertain- 
ing thereto. 

Sec. 6. In executing the deed of convey- 
ance authorized by this act, the Secretary 
of the Air Force or his designee shall include 
specific provisions covering the reservations 
and conditions contained in sections 2, 3, 4, 
and 5 of this act, 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
“A bill to direct the Secretary of the 
Air Force or his designee to convey cer- 
tain property located in proximity to San 
Antonio, Bexar County, Tex., to the 
State of Texas.” 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the Record a statement 
prepared by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] relative to 
Senate bill 3750. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorD, as follows: 

STATEMENT By SENATOR SALTONSTALL 

This bill would authorize the Secretary 
of the Air Force to convey without considera- 
tion to the State of Texas to be used for 
Air National Guard purposes approximately 
218 acres, known as the Martindale Auxiliary 
Field. This airfield has not been used by 
the Air Force for some time and is surplus 
to its needs. The State of Texas has a mili- 
tary requirement for the acreage. The Air 
Force supports the transfer. 

The bill contains the usual safeguards 
which protect the interest of the United 
States in transfers of this type—by reserv- 
ing to the United States all mineral rights, 
authority to use the property without com- 
pensation in the event of a national emer- 
gency, all rights-of-way, and the reversion 
of title to the United States in the event 
the property is used for other than military 
purposes. There is ample legislative prece- 
dent for this bill. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3067) to require that 
international agreements other than 
treaties, hereafter entered into by the 
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United States, be transmitted to the 
Senate within 30 days after the execu- 
tion thereof, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
by request, I ask that this bill be passed 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2017) to revise the pro- 
cedure in the district courts relating to 
the disposition of the wages and effects 
of deceased and deserting seamen was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES 
CODE RELATING TO CUSTOMS 
COURT—BILL PASSED OVER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2975) to amend title 28, United 
States Code, relating to the Customs 
Court, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
an amendment, on page 1, after line 9, 
to strike out: 


“(e) The Chief Justice of the United States 
may, upon presentation to him by the chief 
judge of the United States Customs Court 
of a certificate of necessity, designate and 
assign temporarily any district judge to per- 
form such duties as judge of the Customs 
Court as he is willing to undertake.” 

Sec. 3. Section 292 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by adding the following 
as section (f): 

„t) The Chief Justice of the United States 
may, upon presentation to him by the chief 
judge of a district court of a certificate of 
necessity, designate and assign temporarily 
any judge of the Customs Court to perform 
such duties as judge of the district court as 
he is willing to undertake,” 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 

Sec. 2. Section 292 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting at the end of 
such section a new subsection reading as 
follows: 

“(f) The Chief Justice of the United States 
may upon presentation to him by the chief 
judge of the Customs Court of a certificate of 
necessity, designate and assign temporarily 
any district judge to serve as a judge of the 
Customs Court.“ 

Src. 3. (a) Section 293 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting at the 
end of such section a new paragraph reading 
as follows: 

“The Chief Justice of the United States 
may designate and assign temporarily a judge 
of the Customs Court to perform judicial 
duties in a district court in any circuit upon 
presentation of a certificate of necessity by 
the chief judge or circuit justice of the cir- 
cuit wherein the need arises.” 

(b) The first paragraph of section 295 of 
title 28, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting at the end thereof an additional 
sentence to read as follows: “No designation 
and assignment of a judge of the Customs 
Court in active service shall be made without 
the consent of the chief judge of such court.” 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the first sentence 
of section 251 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“The President shall appoint, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, nine 
judges who shall constitute a court of record 
known as the United States Customs Court 
which is hereby declared to be a court estab- 
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lished under article III of the Constitution 
of the United States.“ 

Sec. 2. Section 292 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting at the 
end of such section a new subsection reading 
as follows: 

“(f) The Chief Justice of the United States 
may upon presentation to him by the chief 
judge of the Customs Court of a certificate 
of necessity, designate and assign tempo- 
rarily any district judge to serve as a judge 
of the Customs Court.” 

Sec. 3. (a) Section 293 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting at the 
end of such section a new paragraph reading 
as follows: 

“The Chief Justice of the United States 
may designate and assign temporarily a judge 
of the Customs Court to perform judicial 
duties in a district court in any circuit upon 
presentation of a certificate of necessity by 
the chief judge or circuit justice of the cir- 
cuit wherein the need arises.” 

(b) The first paragraph of section 295 of 
title 28, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting at the end thereof an additional 
sentence to read as follows: “No designation 
and assignment of a judge of the Customs 
Court in active service shall be made with- 
out the consent of the chief judge of such 
court.” 

Sec, 4. Nothing contained in this act shall 
be construed in any way to limit or alter the 
jurisdiction heretofore conferred upon the 
United States Customs Court by any provi- 
sion of law. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, with 
reference to Senate bill 2975, to amend 
title 28, United States Code, relating to 
the Customs Court, I had listed a re- 
quest that it go over. I now ask that it 
go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to reconsidering the action of 
the Senate on Senate bill 2975, to amend 
title 28, United States Code, relative to 
the Customs Court? The Chair hears 
none. Without objection, the action of 
the Senate on the bill will be reconsid- 
ered, and the bill will be passed over. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1813) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, so as to extend the 
privilege of trial by jury to certain cases 
arising within the special maritime and 
territorial jurisdiction of the United 
States, was announced as next in order, 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3131) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, with respect to the 
United States Court of Customs and Pat- 
ent Appeals was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 158) to 
amend section 84 (a) (2) of title XXVIII 
of the United States Code was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 960) to amend sections 
1505 and 3486 of title XVIII of the United 
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States Code relating to congressional in- 
vestigations was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


IRRIGATION AND OTHER RE- 
SOURCES OF CERTAIN PROJECTS 
IN TERRITORY OF HAWAII 


The bill (H. R. 2843) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to investigate 
and report on the development of the 
irrigation resources of certain projects 
in the Territory of Hawaii was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIVE COVE- 
NANT ON LAND PATENT NO. 9628 


The bill (H. R. 7569) to authorize the 
removal of a restrictive covenant on land 
patent No. 9628 issued to the board of the 
Hawaiian Evangelical Association was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


ISSUANCE OF LAND PATENT TO 
PUBLIC LANDS IN THE TERRI- 
TORY OF HAWAIL 


The bill (H. R. 8736) to authorize the 
issuance of a land patent to certain pub- 
lic lands in the Territory of Hawaii was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of this bill? 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the pur- 
pose of H. R. 8736 is to authorize the 
commissioner of public lands of the Ter- 
ritory of Hawaii, with the consent of the 
Governor, to issue a land patent on cer- 
tain public land in the county of Kauai 
to the Roman Catholic bishop of Hono- 
lulu, a corporation sole, to be used for 
school purposes. 

The public land concerned, lot 40, 
Kapaa house lots, Kapaa, district of 
Puna, county of Kauai, was sold at public 
auction to Julia R. Lizama for housing 
purposes. The sale agreement included 
a condition that a dwelling would be 
erected on the lot within 3 years after 
the sale was negotiated. The purchaser 
failed to meet the conditions stipulated 
in the sales agreement and subsequently 
the lot was sold to the Roman Catholic 
bishop of Honolulu who also owns adja- 
cent land which is used for residence pur- 
poses by church officials and for Catholic 
school purposes, 

Your committee was informed that 
there is no statutory authority for classi- 
fication of these lands for school pur- 
poses. Since the subject lot was sold as 
a “house lot” it now appears that the re- 
sult desired by the bishop can best be 
accomplished by an act of Congress au- 
thorizing the commissioner of public 
lands to issue a patent to said land to the 
interested church authorities. 

No expenditure of Federal funds will 
be inyolved in this legislation. 
` The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
Sn ii to the consideration of the 
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There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 8736) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


SALE OF LAND IN ALASKA TO LLOYD 
H. TURNER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2015) to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to Lloyd H. Tur- 
ner, of Wards Cove, Alaska, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 15, after the 
word “laws” to strike out “and shall be 
subject to the rights of owners of exist- 
ting improvements located on the lands 
described in section 1 hereof under spe- 
cial use permits of the Forest Service 
to maintain such improvements thereon 
in accordance with the terms of such use 
permits” and insert “Provided further, 
That the coal and other mineral deposits 
in the land shall be reserved to the 
United States, together with the right to 
prospect for, mine, and remove the same 
under applicable laws and regulations 
to be prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Interior.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


DANICA MARIA VAVROVA 
The bill (H. R. 3238) for the relief of 
Danica Maria Vavrova was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


DR. VAHRAM ULUHOGIAN 
The bill (H. R. 2358) for the relief of 
Dr. Vahram Uluhogian was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


NOBU NOGAWA NITT 


The bill (H. R. 6367) for the relief of 
Nobu Nogawa Nitta was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. : 


ELIAS Y. RICHA 


The bill (H. R. 3144) for the relief of 
Elias Y. Richa was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, if 
I may have the attention of the leader- 
ship, I ask unanimous consent that cal- 
endar No. 2366, S. 2017; calendar No. 
2367, S. 2975; calendar No. 2368, S. 1813; 
calendar No. 2369, S. 3131; calendar No. 
2370, Senate Joint Resolution 158; and 
calendar No. 2371, S. 960; be passed to 
the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Those 
bills were ordered to be passed over. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I ask unanimous 
consent that they may go to the foot 
of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there 
objection? 
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Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object and I shall 
not object, I seek only information. 
Where is the foot of the calendar? Is 
the foot of the calendar the end of the 
calendar as it is now being called, or 
is it at the end of the calendar after the 
calendar is called from the beginning? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would suggest that it is getting 
farther and farther away. 

Mr. McCARRAN. This calendar is a 
centipede: It has many feet. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
plan is that once the call of the calendar 
has been completed to and including cal- 
endar No. 2394, we will then go to the 
beginning of the calendar, and then 
when the call has been completed up 
to where we started today, at the re- 
quest of both the calendar committees, 
we wish temporarily to depart from the 
calendar and give them a chance to rec- 
ognize their forces, so to speak, and we 
will take up some other proposed legis- 
lation for the time being until the cal- 
endar committees are again ready, They 
tell me that it will take perhaps a half 
an hour or possibly as much as an hour 
to get into shape. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
hope that in the meantime certain bills 
which are on the clerk’s desk may be 
taken up. They are not controversial. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield for a question? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. During the call of the 
calendar today requests have been made 
that certain bills go to the foot of the 
calendar. Will they not be called today? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; they will be 
called today. However, because there 
are about 40 or 50 of those bills, the 2 
calendar committees wish an opportu- 
nity to reorganize themselves. We will 
pick up those bills and handle them 
before we adjourn tonight. 

Mr. McCARRAN. May I say to the 
Senator from California, that the cal- 
endar committees seem to be well organ- 
ized now. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, some time 
ago there was a bill called for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and the suggestion 
was made that it go over. Then there 
was a modification that it go to the foot 
of the calendar. I did not ask for per- 
mission to explain the bill at that time, 
because I assumed it would be called 
upon the completion of the calendar, 

I do not want to disrupt the proceed- 
ings, but such procedure makes one sit 
around here for a long time under a 
misapprehension. I have other work to 
do. I thought once we got through with 
the regular call of the calendar, the bill 
would come up. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The calendar 
committee has been sitting here through 
the whole call of the calendar and will 
sit here until it is finished. 

Mr. CASE. At the time, the Senator 
from South Dakota might have asked 
for an explanation, but he was under a 
misapprehension. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the request of the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is agreed 
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to, and the bills mentioned by him will 
go to the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Am I correct 
in my understanding that Calendar 
2366, Senate bill 2017; Calendar 2367, 
Senate bill 2975; Calendar 2368, Senate 
bill 1813; Calendar 2369, Senate bill 
3131; Calendar 2370, Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 158; and Calendar 2371, Senate bill 
960, are to be passed to the foot of the 
calendar? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Those 
measures will be passed to the foot of 
the calendar. 

Mr, HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
Chair. 


TANNOUS ESTEPHAN 
The bill (H. R. 8115) for the relief of 
Tannous Estephan was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MARIANNE GEYMEIER 
. The bill CH. R. 9336) for the relief of 
Marianne Geymeier was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


DR. LIANG NUN WANG 


The bill (H. R. 9671) for the relief of 
Dr. Liang Nun Wang and his wife and 
child, Fa-chi Ling Wang and Eileen 
Wang was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ALFIO CAPIZZI 
The bill (H. R. 9814) for the relief of 
Alfio Capizzi was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


SUSAN ELLEN HEINEY 
The bill (H. R. 9996) for the relief of 
Susan Ellen Heiney was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, 


CONTRACT WITH AMERICAN FALLS 
RESERVOIR, DISTRICT NO. 2, 
IDAHO 
The bill (H. R. 9889) to authorize the 

Secretary of the Interior to execute an 

amendatory contract with American 

Falls Reservoir District No. 2, Idaho, and 

for other purposes was considered, or- 

dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


USE OF INFORMATION FOR MAKING 
DEMANDS FOR FUGITIVES FROM 
JUSTICE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1887) to amend sections 3182 and 
3183 of title 18 of the United States Code 
so as to authorize the use of an infor- 
mation filed by a public prosecuting 
officer for making demands for fugitives 
from justice, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, on page 2, line 9, 
after the word “has”, to strike out “filed” 
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and insert “fled”, so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 3182 of 
title 18 of the United States Code is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 


“$ 3182. Fugitives from State or Territory 
to State, District, or Territory 


“Whenever the executive authority of any 
State or Territory demands any person as a 
fugitive from justice, of the executive au- 
thority of any State, District, or Territory 
to which such person has fled, and produces 
a copy of an indictment found, an informa- 
tion filed by a public prosecuting officer, or 
an affidavit made before a magistrate of any 
State or Territory, charging the person de- 
manded with having committed treason, 
felony, or other crime, certified as authentic 
by the governor or chief magistrate of the 
State or Territory from whence the person so 
charged has fled, the executive authority of 
the State, District, or Territory to which 
such person has fied shall cause him to be ar- 
rested and secured, and notify the executive 
authority making such demand, or the agent 
of such authority appointed to receive the 
fugitive, and shall cause the fugitive to be 
delivered to such agent when he shall appear. 
If no such agent appears within 30 days from 
the time of the arrest, the prisoner may be 
discharged.” 

Sec. 2. Section 3183 of title 18 of the United 
States Code is amended to read as follows: 
“§ 3183. Fugitives from State, Territory, or 

possession into extraterritorial 
jurisdiction of United States 


“Whenever the executive authority of any 
State, Territory, District, or possession of the 
United States or the Panama Canal Zone de- 
mands any American citizen or national as a 
fugitive from justice who has fled to a coun- 
try in which the United States exercises ex- 
traterritorial jurisdiction, and produces a 
copy of an indictment found, an information 
filed by a public prosecuting officer, or an 
affidavit made before a magistrate of the de- 
manding jurisdiction, charging the fugitive 
so demanded with having committed treason, 
felony, or other offense, certified as authentic 
by the governor or chief magistrate of such 
demanding jurisdiction, or other person au- 
thorized to act, the officer or representative 
of the United States vested with judicial au- 
thority to whom the demand has been made 
shall cause such fugitive to be arrested and 
secured, and notify the executive authorities 
making such demand, or the agent of such 
authority appointed to receive the fugitive, 
and shall cause the fugitive to be delivered to 
such agent when he shall appear. 

“If no such agent shall appear within 3 
months from the time of the arrest, the 
prisoner may be discharged. 

“The agent who receives the fugitive into 
his custody shall be empowered to transport 
him to the jurisdiction from which he has 
fled.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


PUNISHMENT FOR TRANSPORTA- 
TION OF STOLEN MOTOR VE- 
HICLES : 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 675) to amend section 2312 of 
title 18 of the United States Code so as 
to extend the punishment of the trans- 
portation of stolen motor vehicles in 
interstate or foreign commerce to trail- 
ers or semitrailers, and for other 
purposes, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
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amendment, on page 1, begining in line 
3, to strike out: 

That section 2312 of title 18 of the United 
States Code is amended to read as follows: 


“§ 2312. Transportation of stolen vehicles 

“Whoeyer transports in interstate or for- 
eign commerce a motor vehicle, trailer, semi- 
trailer, or aircraft, knowing the same to have 
been stolen, embezzled, feloniously converted, 
or taken feloniously by fraud, shall be fined 
not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more 
than 5 years, or both.” 

Sec. 2. Section 2313 of title 18 of the 
United States Code is amended to read as 
follows: 

2313. Sale or receipt of stolen vehicles 

“Whoever receives, conceals, stores, barters, 
sells, or disposes of any motor vehicle, trailer, 
semitrailer, or aircraft, moving as, or which 
is a part of, or which constitutes interstate 
or foreign commerce, knowing the same to 
have been stolen, embezzled, feloniously con- 
verted, or taken feloniously by fraud, shall 
be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned 
not more than 5 years, or both.” 


And insert: 

That section 2311 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting in the defini- 
tion of “Motor vehicle”, after “automobile 
wagon”, the following: “tractor, commercial 
truck trailer or truck semitrailer having a 
chassis weight of over 2,000 pounds.” 

Sec. 2. Section 2312 of such title is amend- 
ed by inserting after “stolen”, the following: 
“embezzled, feloniously converted, or taken 
feloniously by fraud.” 

Sec. 3. Section 2313 of such title is amend- 
ed by inserting after “stolen”, the following: 
“embezzled, feloniously converted, or taken 
feloniously by fraud.” 


So as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 2311 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting in the definition of “Motor ve- 
hicle”, after “automobile wagon”, the fol- 
lowing: “tractor, commercial truck trailer 
or truck semitrailer haying a chassis weight 
of over 2,000 pounds.” 

Sec. 2. Section 2312 of such title is amend- 
ed by inserting after “stolen”, the following: 
“embezzled, feloniously converted, or taken 
feloniously by fraud.” 

Sec. 3. Section 2313 of such title is amend- 
ed by after “stolen”, the follow- 
ing: “embezzled, feloniously converted, or 
taken feloniously by fraud.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I partic- 
ularly desire to have the attention of the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], 
because I shall be very much surprised 
if he does not join me in the amend- 
ment I am about to explain. 

My bill was originally designed to 
make it a Federal offense to transport in 
interstate commerce a stolen rental 
trailer. The Senate Judiciary Commit- 
tee amended it so as to cover only heavy, 
but not rental, trailers. 

I am about to offer an amendment 
which would extend the coverage to 
rental trailers with a weight of 750 
pounds minimum limit. This would 
include so-called light metal trailers. 

I may say to the Senator from Nevada 
it is a matter the manufacturers and 
rental agencies of trailers have taken up 
with the Senator from Oregon, and I do 
not think any objections will be found 
to the amendment. I offer the amend- 
ment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Oregon. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 17, it is proposed to strike out 
“2,000” and insert in lieu thereof “750.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Oregon. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to amend sections 2311, 2312, 
and 2313 of title 18, United States Code, 
so as to extend the punishment for the 
transportation of stolen motor vehicles 
in interstate or foreign commerce to 
tractors, commercial truck trailers and 
truck semitrailers, and for other pur- 
poses.” 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9910) to amend section 
413 (A) of the Foreign Service Act of 
1946 was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


JAMES DORE, JR. 

The bill (H. R. 7508) for the relief of 
James Dore, Jr. was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9785) to provide a 
method for compensating claims for 
Gamages sustained as the result of the 
explosions at Texas City, Tex., was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
clearly this is not calendar business, be- 
cause of the amount of the claim in- 
volved. I think there is great merit to 
the bill, and I shall support it if I am 
called upon to vote upon it. However, I 
hardly think the Senate should be asked 
to pass upon the bill on the call of the 


calendar. Therefore, I ask that the bill 
go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


bill will be passed over. 


ASSESSMENT OF COSTS AND AT- 
TORNEYS’ FEES IN CERTAIN AP- 
PELLATE PROCEEDINGS 


The bill (S. 3429) to authorize the as- 
sessment of costs and reasonable at- 
torneys’ fees against the United States 
in certain appellate proceedings was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this bill is to provide that in 
a civil case, where the United States is 
the losing party, and the United States 
files an appeal, and the appeal is finally 
terminated against the United States, 
the United States shall be required to pay 
costs and reasonable attorney fees in- 
curred by the other party in connection 
with the appeal, 
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At the present time, the Government 
can take an appeal without any cost or 
risk except the engagement of the time 
of a Government lawyer who is on salary. 
On the other hand, the adverse party has 
to stand the cost of the appeal, which 
is often a very considerable expense; 
and this cost must be borne, even though 
the Government loses the appeal. 

If this bill is passed, the Government 
will have to make a more careful study 
before taking an appeal from an unfa- 
vorable judgment. There is nothing in 
the bill to stop the Government from 
taking an appeal in any case in which 
it appears there is a chance for a re- 
versal, favorable to the Government, in 
the higher court. But the bill should 
operate to stop the taking of appeals in 
cases where attorneys for the Govern- 
ment feel there is no chance to get a 
reversal. In other words, this bill will 
stop the practice of using appeals as a 
club to force a settlement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 2412 of 
title 28 of the United States Code is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new subsec- 
tion as follows: 

“(d) If the decision in any proceeding 
before a court of appeals or the Supreme 
Court to which the United States is a party 
(1) affirms the judgment of a court of first 
instance against the United States, or (2), 
in the case of a proceeding before the Su- 
preme Court, reverses the decision of a court 
of appeals by an order requiring in effect the 
reinstatement of a judgment of a court of 
first instance against the United States, the 
United States shall be liable for costs and 
reasonable attorneys’ fees incurred as a result 
of any such proceeding. The Supreme Court 
shall prescribe rules for determining reason- 
able attorneys’ fees in any proceeding with 
respect to which the provisions of this sub- 
section are applicable.” 


PAYMENT OF LUMP-SUM DEATH 
BENEFITS—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 29) to provide for the pay- 
ment of lump-sum death benefits to the 
survivors of certain employees of con- 
tractors with the United States during 
World War II was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I should 
like to have an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. MCCARRAN. This bill deals with 
benefits under the War Claims Act. 
That act now provides for certain death 
benefit payments, to be made to the sur- 
viving widow or widower or the employee, 
the surviving children under 18 years of 
age, and, in certain circumstances, to 
dependent grandchildren, brothers, and 
sisters. 

The bill S. 29 would expand the pres- 
ent scheme of benefits by providing that 
(1) if there is no beneficiary entitled to 
receive monthly death benefits, or (2) 
if the amount of such benefits previously 
paid is less than $7,500 and there is no 
beneficiary entitled to further benefits, 
then payment shall be made, up to the 
maximum of $7,500, to certain desig- 
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nated persons. The designated persons 
are, in the order named, the employee’s 
parents, children, and brothers and sis- 
ters. Payments would be made from the 
war claims fund. 

The Department of Justice has re- 
ported that enactment of the bill involves 
a question of policy on which the depart- 
ment prefers to make no recommenda- 
tion. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. Does not the report show 
that the Bureau of the Budget is opposed 
to the enactment of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I think the Bureau 
desires to have action on the bill with- 
held until they can complete a study. 
That is my recollection. 

Mr. GORE. I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


BILLS PASSED TO FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Calendar 
No. 2365, Senate bill 3067, and Calendar 
No, 2355, Senate bill 3844, to which ob- 
jections have been made, may go to the 
foot of the calendar, so that there may 
be further explanation of the bills. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest that Calendar No. 2355, Senate bill 
3844, and Calendar No. 2365, Senate bill 
3067, go to the foot of the calendar? 
The Chair hears none, and the bilis will 
go to the foot of the calendar. 


CLAIMS OF CERTAIN AMERICAN 
CITIZENS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 221) to amend the War Claims 
Act to include claims of certain Ameri- 
can citizens who served in the armed 
forces of any government allied with the 
United States during World War II and 
who were taken prisoners of war, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment, on 
page 2, after line 7, to insert: 

Sec. 2. Any claimant brought within the 
definition of “prisoner of war” by reason of 
the amendment made by enactment of this 
act may file his claim at any time within 
90 days after the date of approval here, any 
other law to the contrary notwithstanding, 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That subsection (a) of 
section 6 of the War Claims Act of 1948, Pub- 
lic Law 896, 80th Congress, approved July 3, 
1948, be amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 6. (a) As used in this section, the 
term ‘prisoner of war’ means any regularly 
appointed, enrolled, enlisted, or inducted 
member of the military or naval forces of the 
United States; or any person who served in 
the active military or naval service of any 
government allied with the United States in 
World War II and who at time of entrance 
into such active service was a citizen of the 
United States who was held as a prisoner of 
war for any period of time subsequent to 
December 7, 1941, by any government of any 
nation with which the United States has 
been at war subsequent to such date.” 

Sec. 2. Any claimant brought within the 
definition of “prisoner of war” by reason of 


1954 


the amendment made by enactment of this 
act may file his claim at any time within 90 
days after the date of approval hereof, any 
other law to the contrary notwithstanding. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND TO 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3822) to authorize the convey- 
ance to the State of Texas of approxi- 
mately 9 acres of land in Houston, Tex., 
to be used for National Guard purposes, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services with amend- 
ments, on page 1, after line 2, to strike 
out: 


That the Secretary of the Army is author- 
ized and directed to convey, subject to the 
provisions of section 2 of this act, to the 
State of Texas the following-described por- 
tion, comprising nine and three hundred six 
one-thousandths acres of land, more or less, 
of the Hughes Strut Plant, Houston, Harris 
County, Tex., together with all improvements 
thereon: 

Beginning at the intersection of the south 
property line of the Hughes Strut Plant with 
the northwesterly right-of-way line of Mc- 
Carty Avenue, also known as State Highway 
Numbered 3 and United States Highway 
Numbered 90, said intersection also being the 
southernmost southeast corner of a twenty- 
six and seven hundred twenty-two one-thou- 
sandths acre tract described in deed to 
Hughes Tool Co. recorded in volume 1179, 
page 683, deed records of Harris County, 
Tex., a two and one-half-inch pipe and a 
fence corner post; 

Thence south eighty-nine degrees fifty- 
six minutes west two hundred ninety and 
twenty-one one-hundredths feet to a point, 
a two and one-half-inch pipe and fence cor- 
ner post; 

Thence north no degrees fifteen minutes 
twenty-five seconds east five hundred sev- 
enty-five and seventy-three one-hundredths 
feet, to a point, a two-and-one-half-inch 
pipe and fence corner post; 

Thence south eighty-nine degrees fifty- 
nine minutes twenty seconds.east one hun- 
dred fifty-six and thirty-five one-hun- 
dredths feet, to a point, a one-half-inch pipe; 

Thence north no degrees six minutes west 
three hundred sixty and twenty-five one- 
hundredths feet to a point, three-quarter- 
inch rod; 

Thence south eighty-nine degrees fifty- 
five minutes east two hundred fifty-four 
and ninety-two one-hundredths feet to a 
point, a three-quarter-inch rod; 

Thence south no degrees nine minutes 
west two hundred thirty-one and eighty one- 
hundredths feet to a point, a three-quarter- 
inch rod; 

Thence north eighty-nine degrees fifty- 
seven minutes east one hundred eighty-three 
and fifty-six one-hundredths feet to a point, 
three-quarter-inch rod; 

Thence south two degrees eight minutes 
forty seconds west forty-nine and seventy 
one-hundredths feet to a point, a two-and- 
one-half-inch pipe and fence corner post; 

Thence north eighty-seven degrees nine 
minutes east one hundred eighty-one and 
thirty-one one-hundredths feet to a point, 
a two-and-one-half-inch pipe and fence 
corner post; 

Thence south thirty-eight degrees nine 
minutes fifty seconds west five hundred 
thirteen and sixty-nine one-hundredths 
feet to a point, a three-quarter-inch rod; 
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Thence along an are curving to the left 
whose radius is one thousand four hundred 
eighty-two and sixty-nine one-hundredths 
feet and whose center angle is eleven degrees 
fifty-four minutes forty-eight seconds, a dis- 
tance of three hundred eight and twenty- 
nine one-hundredths feet to the place of be- 
ginning. 


And insert: 

That the Secretary of the Army is author- 
ized and directed to convey to the State of 
Texas, without compensation therefor, all 
the right, title, and interest of the United 
States in and to approximately 9.3 acres of 
land in Houston, Harris County, Tex., and 
all improvements thereon, said property 
comprising that portion of the former 
Hughes Strut plant now being occupied by 
the Texas National Guard under a license 
issued by the Secretary of the Army. 


On page 4, line 23, after the word 
“property”, to strike out “(including im- 
provements by the United States)”, so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Army is authorized and directed to con- 
vey to the State of Texas, without compensa- 
tion therefor, all the right, title, and interest 
of the United States in and to approximately 
9.3 acres of land in Houston, Harris County, 
Tex., and all improvements thereon, said 
property comprising that portion of the 
former Hughes Strut plant now being occu- 
pied by the Texas National Guard under a 
license issued by the Secretary of the Army. 

Sec. 2. The deed of conveyance authorized 
under the provisions of this act shall— 

(1) provide that the property conveyed 
shall not be alienated in whole or in part 
by the State of Texas and shall be used 
primarily for training National Guard and 
Air National Guard personnel and for other 
military purposes, and if such provision is 
violated title to such property (including all 
improvements by the State of Texas) shall 
revert to the United States; 

(2) reserve to the United States all miner- 
als (including oil and gas) in the lands 
conveyed; 

(3) provide that during any state of war 
or national emergency and for 6 months 
thereafter, if the Secretary of Defense de- 
termines that the property conveyed is use- 
ful or necessary for national defense pur- 
poses, the United States may, without pay- 
ment therefor, reenter such property and use 
all or any part of it (including improve- 
ments by the State of Texas) but upon the 
termination of such use such property shall 
revert to the State of Texas; and 

(4) contain such additional terms, condi- 
tions, reservations, and restrictions as may 
be determined by the Secretary of the Army 
to be necessary to protect the interests of 
the United States. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have a state- 
ment prepared by the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] rela- 
tive to Senate bill 3822 printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR SALTONSTALL 


The purpose of this bill is to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to convey, without 
consideration, to the State of Texas approxi- 
mately 9.3 acres of land, together with im- 
provements, in Houston, Tex., to be used for 
National Guard purposes. 

The transfer of the property is supported 
by the Army since the State of Texas has a 
long-range military requirement for the 
acreage, Since January 1952 the property has 
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been used by the State of Texas for military 
purposes, under license from the Army. 
The bill contains the usual safeguards 
which protect the interests of the United 
States in transfers of this type, by reserving 
to the United States all mineral rights, the 
authority to use the property without pay- 
ment in the event of national emergency, and 
the reversion of title to the United States in 
the event the property is used for other than 
military purposes. The bill also contains a 
provision which provides that the Secretary 
of the Army may add to the deed of convey- 
ance such additional terms as necessary to 
protect the interests of the United States, 
anes is ample legislative precedent for this 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will now return to the beginning 
of the calendar, on page 5, The clerk 
will state the first bill on the calendar. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 242) to provide for the 
establishment of a Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration domiciliary facility at Fort Lo- 
gan, Colo., was announced as next in 
order, 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 59) for the relief of Felix 
Kortschok was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


PHED VOSNIACOS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 101) for the relief of Phed Vos- 
niacos which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“fee”, to strike out “and head tax”, so 
as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Phed Vosniacos shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act upon pay- 
ment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of. permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 57) to amend 
rule XIII of the standing rules relative 
to motions to reconsider was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be passed over, 
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BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1663) to increase the sal- 
aries of Members of Congress, judges of 
the United States courts, and United 
States attorneys, and for other purposes, 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 20) amending 
the cloture rule with respect to the num- 
ber required for adoption of a cloture 
motion was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution will be passed over. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1857) to amend certain 
statutes providing expeditious judicial 
proceedings for the condemnation of 
lands for public purposes was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1396) to authorize the 
adoption of certain rules with respect to 
the broadcasting or telecasting of pro- 
fessional baseball exhibitions in inter- 
state commerce, and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1806) to amend the Navy 
ration statute so as to provide for the 
serving of oleomargarine or margarine 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 848) to prescribe policy 
and procedure in connection with con- 
struction contracts made by executive 
agencies, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 281) to amend section 1 
(17) (a), section 13 (3), and section 13 
(4) of the Interstate Commerce Act in 
order to extend to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission power to prescribe 
the discontinuance of certain railroad 
services in intrastate commerce when 
found to be unreasonably discriminatory 
against or to constitute an undue burden 
on interstate commerce was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2413) to provide an elected 
mayor, city council, school board, and 
nonvoting delegate to the House of Rep- 
resentatives for the District of Colum- 
bia, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1243) to amend the War 
Contractors Relief Act with respect to 
the definition of a request for relief, to 
authorize consideration and settlement 
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of certain claims of subcontractors, to 
provide reasonable compensation for 
services of partners and proprietors, and 
for other purposes, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6287) to extend and 
amend the Renegotiation Act of 1951 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be over. 

The bill (H. R. 6648) to amend section 
205 of the Small Business Act of 1953 
was announced as next in order, 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2404) to authorize the 
Secretary of Agriculture to require 
reasonable bonds from packers was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 49) to enable the people 
of Hawaii to form a constitution and 
State government and to be admitted 
into the Union on an equal footing with 
the original States was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 50) to provide for the ad- 
mission of Alaska into the Union was 
announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2244) to provide for pro- 
motion by merit of employees in the 
postal services and to establish uniform 
procedures for examination and ap- 
pointment of candidates for promotion 
to supervisory positions was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 509) to confer jurisdic- 
tion upon the United States Court of 
Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon claims of customs offi- 
cers and employees to extra compensa- 
tion for Sunday, holiday, and overtime 
services performed after August 31, 
1931, and not heretofore paid in accord- 
ance with existing law was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE.. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 207) requir- 
ing a yea-and-nay vote on the question 
of advising and consenting to the ratifi- 
cation of treaties was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
resolution will be passed over. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 42) to provide for attor- 
neys’ liens in proceedings before the 
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courts or other departments and agen- 
cies of the United States was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


INCREASE IN PER DIEM ALLOWANCE 
FOR SUBSISTENCE AND TRAVEL 
EXPENSES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3200) to amend section 3 of the 
Travel Expense Act of 1949, as amended, 
to provide an increased maximum per 
diem allowance for subsistence and 
travel expense. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, 
line 3, after the word “That”, it is pro- 
posed to insert “(a).” 

On page 1, after line 5, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

(b) The proviso in the paragraph desig- 
nated “Inquiries and investigations” under 
the heading “Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate” in the Legislative Appropriation 
Act, 1955, is amended by striking out “$9” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “$12.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) section 3 of 
the Travel Expense Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 
166, as amended; 5 U. S. C. 836) is amended 
by striking out “$9” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$12.” 

(b) The proviso in the paragraph desig- 
nated “Inquiries and investigations” un- 
der the heading “Contingent expenses of the 
Senate” in the Legislative Appropriation 
Act, 1955, is amended by striking out 89“ 
and inserting in lieu thereof “$12.” 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 692) to prohibit discrimi- 
nation in employment because of race, 
color, religion, national origin, or an- 
cestry was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


WARREN P. HOOVER 


The bill (H. R. 7460) to pay Warren P. 
Hoover for services rendered the Army 
of the United States was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2910) providing for the 
creation of certain United States judge- 
Ships, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over, by request. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 44) to provide for the ap- 
pointment of deputy United States mar- 
shals without regard to the provisions of 
the civil-service laws and regulations was 
announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2373) to limit in certain 
cases the power of a single justice or 
judge of the United States to grant a stay 
of execution or sentence in connection 
with a habeas corpus proceeding or other 
proceeding collaterally attacking the 
conviction of any person was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2020) to amend section 433 
of title 18, United States Code, relating to 
exemptions with respect to certain con- 
tracts was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 4017) to provide for 
the conveyance of certain land and im- 
provements to the England Special 
School District of the State of Arkansas 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S, 23) to make it unlawful 
for a member of a Communist organiza- 
tion to hold an office or employment with 
any labor organization and to permit the 
discharge by employers of persons who 
are members of organizations designated 
as subversive by the Attorney General 
of the United States was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 3915) to permit the 
mining, development, and utilization of 
the mineral resources of all public lands 
withdrawn or reserved for power devel- 
opment, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order, 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill 
will be passed over. 


RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 144) requiring 
a yea-and-nay vote on the passage of 
joint resolutions proposing amendments 
to the Constitution was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The res- 
olution will be passed over. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3199) to authorize addi- 
tional use of Government motor vehicles 
at isolated Government installations, and 
for other purposes, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2980) conferring jurisdic- 
tion upon the United States District 
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Court for the Southern District of New 
York to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon a claim of the Bunker 
Hill Development Corp. was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


FLOYD C. BARBER 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 2815) for the relief of 
Floyd C. Barber, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment, which, to- 
gether with an amendment submitted 
by Mr. HENDRICKSON, had been agreed 
to on June 15, 1954. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 2876) for the relief of 
Leo F. Pinder was announced as next in 
order, 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 4104) for the relief of 
Frank St. Charles was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


HUNTINGTON, McLAREN & CO, 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 4329) for the relief of Hunt- 
ington, McLaren & Co., which had been 
reported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment, on page 1, 
line 11, after the word “act”, to strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6033) for the relief of 
Albert Vincent, Sr., was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill 
will be passed over. - 

The bill (H. R. 5572) for the relief of 
Lt. Comdr. Cook Cleland was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3158) to eliminate cumu- 
lative voting of shares of stock in the 
election of directors of national banking 
associations was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3190) to amend section 
3 of the act of January 2, 1951, pro- 
hibiting the transportation of gambling 
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devices in interstate and foreign com- 
merce was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3542) to prohibit trans- 
mission of certain gambling information 
in interstate and foreign commerce by 
communications facilities was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3435) to amend the act 
relating to the administration of the 
Washington National Airport, to incor- 
porate the Washington National Airport 
Corp., and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order, 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3706) to amend the Sub- 
versives Activities Control Act of 1950 
to provide for the determination of the 
identity of certain Communist-infil- 
trated organizations, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will go over. 


AMENDMENT OF REVISED 
STATUTES 4426 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 8647) to amend Revised Stat- 
utes 4426. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk, which 
I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, 
line 8, after the word “the”, it is proposed 
to insert “inspection.” 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the 
amendment has been cleared with the 
staff of the Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce Committee. They agree it is de- 
sirable, as apparently does the Coast 
Guard. 

Its purpose is to insure that the tem- 
porary exemption granted such vessels, 
is only with respect to boiler and hull 
inspections and not the safety regula- 
tions or other provisions of Revised Stat- 
utes 4426. The report indicates that this 
is all that was intended by the amend- 
ment. The language, however, was 
broader than the intention. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Florida. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 7395) to amend the 
definition of “airman” in the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act of 1938, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 
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ROGUE RIVER BASIN RECLAMA- 
TION PROJECT, OREGON 


The bill (S. 3134) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to construct, 
operate, and maintain the Talent divi- 
sion of the Rogue River Basin reclama- 
tion project, Oregon, was announced as 
next in order. 


Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, objec- 


tion was originally heard to the Senate 
bill. I ask that the House bill (H. R. 
8384), Calendar No. 2362, be substituted 
for the Senate bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 8384) to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain the Talent division of the 
Rogue River Basin project, Oregon, was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, Senate bill 3134 will be 
indefinitely postponed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 7815) to provide for 
the construction, operation, and main- 
tenance of the Cougar Dam and Reser- 
voir on the South Fork McKenzie River, 
Oreg., with participation for power by 
the city of Eugene, Oreg., was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Over, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 880) to amend the license 
law of the District of Columbia was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2601) to provide for Fed- 
eral financial assistance to States and 
Territories in the construction of pub- 
lic elementary and secondary school fa- 
cilities was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


CONSTRUCTION OF THE SANTA MA- 
RIA PROJECT, SOUTHERN PACIFIC 
BASIN, CALIF.—BILL PLACED AT 
FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 2235) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to construct 
the Santa Maria project, Southern Pa- 
cific Basin, Calif., was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Over. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold his objection for just 
a moment? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I will withhold the objection. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ob- 
jected to this bill on the previous call of 
the calendar. Since then I have looked 
into the bill, and in my judgment the 
objections which I raised on the last call 
of the calendar should be withdrawn. 

I wish to read into the Recorp a letter 
which I have received from the director 
of the Oregon State Game Commission. 
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My objection on the last previous call 
of the calendar was based on the fact 
that the consideration I had given the 
bill up to that time did not lead me to 
believe there was a sufficient Federal in- 
terest to justify the provisions of the 
bill. 
lows: 

Dear SENATOR MoRsE: Reference is made to 
the so-called grasslands water bill spon- 
sored by Congressman OAKLEY HUNTER, now 
before Congress. 

It is my understanding that you have re- 
quested holding this bill in order that you 
might have an opportunity to examine the 
proposal. 

My purpose in writing you at this time is 
to emphasize the importance of this legis- 
lation to the future management of the 
waterfowl resources of the Pacific Flyway. 
Because of the wide distribution and use of 
the waterfowl resources throughout the 
seven Western States and to western Canada 
and Alaska and the tremendous importance 
of providing adequate wintering areas, much 
of which is in California, this bill is of con- 
cern then not only to California but to the 
entire flyway from a waterfowl standpoint, 
Locally, it is important in providing essen- 
tial waterfowl habitat in the San Joaquin 
Valley of California. 

We will appreciate your favorable consid- 
eration of this legislation, bearing in mind 
the significance it has to the future han- 
dling of the important international water- 
fowl resource in this flyway. 


I also understand that our Federal 
Wildlife Bureau is very much interested 
in the objectives of the bill. In view of 
the fact that the bill is really a conser- 
vation measure in respect to wildlife, I 
wonder whether the Senator from South 
Carolina {Mr, JoHNsTon] will, on the 
basis of these representations, withdraw 
his objection? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask that a decision be 
withheld at this time, and that the bill 
be placed at the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. MORSE. That will be quite sat- 
isfactory to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to having the bill placed at the 
foot of the calendar? 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, there is 
no objection; but I wish to ask the calen- 
dar number of the measure we are now 
discussing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is 
Calendar No. 1801, House bill 2235. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I wish to point out to 
my friend, the Senator from Oregon, 
that his comments would apply to Calen- 
dar No. 1802, House bill 4213. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me say to my 
friend, the Senator from California, that 
that is the bill I thought we were dis- 
cussing. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Yes. 

Mr. MORSE. It is Calendar No. 1802, 
House bill 4213, that I thought was be- 
ing discussed; and that is the bill which 
I thought the Senator from South Caro- 
lina had objected to. 

Let me say that I am not very often 
ahead of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will say that the Senator from 
Oregon is always farsighted. 

Objection was heard to the considera- 
tion of Calendar No. 1801, House bill 
2235. Objection having been heard, the 
bill will be passed over. 


However, this letter states as fol- . 
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Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I wish 
to be perfectly sure I understand. Does 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] object to the present consid- 
eration of Calendar No. 1801, House bill 
22352 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes, Calendar No. 1801. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon did not request 
that Calendar No. 1801 be placed at the 
foot of the calendar, did he? 

Mr. MORSE. No, I was speaking of 
Calendar No. 1802, House bill 4213. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. So the 
objection made to Calendar No. 1801 
stands. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Except, Mr. President, that I should like 
to have the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar, so we can study it further. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Calendar No. 1801, House bill 
2235, will be placed at the foot of the 
calendar. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Chair. 


WATER SUPPLIES FOR WATERFOWL 
MANAGEMENT, CENTRAL VALLEY 
PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


The bill (H. R. 4213) to authorize 
works for development and furnishing 
of water supplies for waterfowl manage- 
ment, Central Valley project, California, 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN 
USES OF PUBLIC LANDS 


The bill (S. 620) to provide authori- 
zation for certain uses of public lands, 
was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill 
is a companion measure to House bill 
1254, Calendar No. 2234, which was 
placed at the foot of the calendar. 

The question arises as to whether the 
Senate wishes to dispose of that bill at 
this time, since the companion Senate 
bill is before the Senate. 

The Senator from Florida previously 
requested that the House bill be placed 
at the foot of the calendar. The Senate 
bill is identical, except for some differ- 
ences in language. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to having the bill con- 
sidered now, if the Senator from Oregon 
has no objection. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
make a brief statement on the bill, and 
then to have the sponsors of the bill com- 
ment on that statement, before I reach 
a decision as to what my final position 
on the bill will be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the House bill, instead of Senate bill 620, 
in view of the fact that they are com- 
panion bills? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
1254) to provide authorization for cer- 
tain uses of public lands. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this bill 
would authorize any department or 
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agency of the Government of the United 
States having jurisdiction over public 
lands, national forests, and reservations 
in the United States to grant permits, 
leases, or easements for a period not to 
exceed 50 years to States, counties, cities, 
towns, townships, municipal corpora- 
tions, or other public agencies for pur- 
pose of constructing and maintaining on 
such lands public buildings or other pub- 
lic works. 

The bill does not contain any particu- 
lar payment provisions. The bill simply 
states “under such reasonable terms and 
conditions as such head may determine.” 

In a letter dated April 16, 1954, the 
Bureau of the Budget stated: 

It is noted that the bill requires no mone- 
tary consideration for the privileges to be 
granted. While many existing statutes re- 
quire no consideration, it would seem ap- 
propriate for the recipient of the grant to 
pay to the United States an amount com- 
mensurate with the value received. Such 
payment should be based on periodic ap- 
praisal of values during the term of the 
lease, permit, or easement. 


That is the position of the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

The Bureau of the Budget also stated, 
in the same letter, that there may be 
some question as to the meaning of the 
term “reservation.” 

Apparently the purpose of the bill is 
to assure a tenure of use of sufficient 
duration to warrant expenditure of funds 
by States or other non-Federal agencies 
for substantial improvements of a per- 
manent nature on lands. 

Mr. President, grants of permits, 
leases, or easements on Federal lands are 
grants of estates in land. Even if used 
for public purposes, States or subdivi- 
sions should pay a reasonable value for 
such estates. 

The language “reasonable terms and 
conditions,” as determined by the head 
of an agency, does not seem to amount 
to very much of a standard for payment, 
in my judgment. Unless I can be satis- 
fied regarding the point I am raising, 
I shall either ask to have the bill placed 
at the foot of the calendar, or that it go 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oregon request that 
the bill be placed at the foot of the 
calendar? 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to provide an 
opportunity for the Senator from Cali- 
fornia or any other Senator to comment 
on the observation on the part of the 
Bureau of the Budget, because it is the 
heart of what will be my objection. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I prefer 
that the bill go over. But I wish to ask 
the Chair the calendar number of the 
corresponding House bill to which the 
Chair has referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Calendar 2234, House bill 1254. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, do I 
correctly understand that the request 
of the junior Senator from Oregon is 
that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar? 

Mr. MORSE. I am perfectly willing 
to have that done. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Very well. 

C——887 


It is 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, House bill 1254, Calendar 
2234, will be placed at the foot of the 
calendar. 


LANDS IN THE OWL CREEK UNIT OF 
THE MISSOURI BASIN PROJECT 


The bill (H. R. 4721) to provide that 
the excess-land provisions of the Fed- 
eral reclamation laws shall not apply to 
lands in the Owl Creek unit of the Mis- 
souri Basin project was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I do not 
object now, although I may object. 

I should like to have the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Barrett] give an ex- 
planation of the bill, with particular 
reference to the comment he made to 
me in private, with regard to the bill’s 
involving, not public lands, but private 
lands, 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, this 
bill involves the Owl Creek project in 
Wyoming. It is one of the units of the 
Missouri Basin project. 

Part of the project is an old irriga- 
tion district, and the land has been ir- 
rigated for a good many years, using the 
water from Owl Creek. 

When the Lucerne Dam was con- 
structed, about 4 years ago, it was pro- 
vided that the project could be expanded 
to include approximately 18,000 acres 
of the lands in the upper reaches of 
Owl Creek, which were to use the water 
that is dedicated to the old project along 
the Big Horn River. The lower end of 
the project was to obtain water by pump- 
ing it out of the river, from the water 
storage at Lucerne Dam. 

All these lands are privately owned. 
The growing season in that area is ap- 
proximately 88 days a year. The land is 
suitable, almost exclusively, for the pur- 
pose of raising supplementary feed for 
livestock, for the winter. 

The owners of the lands could not 
afford to dispose of all but 160 acres, 
because it would be uneconomical and 
unprofitable to operate their holdings 
on that basis. For that reason they 
have objected to the construction of the 
project, because of the limitation of 160 
acres of land. It is provided in the bill 
that the limitation shall be increased to 
300 acres. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in my 
understanding that what we are dealing 
with here is a body of land which is 
now under private title, but upon which 
the owners want to get some water from 
another reservoir, really in exchange for 
water which they now have the right 
to take, but they have no land avail- 
able to that water? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor- 
rect. There are two parts to the proj- 
ect. The lower end of the project in- 
tends to trade the water it is entitled 
to from Owl Creek, provided it can ob- 
tain adequate water from the Big Horn 
River by pumping it out. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in my 
understanding that this bill does not in- 
volve a case in which the Federal Gov- 
ernment is in any way making available 
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to them public lands in excess of the 
160-acre limitation? 

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct further in 
my understanding that this bill could 
in no way be considered a precedent for 
the modification of the 160-acre limita- 
tion with respect to public lands? 

Mr. BARRETT. Iam quite sure that 
the Senator is entirely correct. 

Mr. MORSE. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 
4721) to provide that the excess-land 
provisions of the Federal reclamation 
laws shall not apply to lands in the Owl 
Creek unit of the Missouri Basin project 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9709) to extend and 
improve the unemployment-compensa- 
tion program was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


EXTENSION OF TIME FOR ENTERING 
INTO AMENDATORY REPAYMENT 
CONTRACTS—BILL PASSED TO 
FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 8027) to amend the 
act of March 6, 1952 (66 Stat. 16) to 
extend the time during which the Sec- 
retary of the Interior may enter into 
amendatory-repayment contracts under 
the Federal reclamation laws, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. By request, 
over. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, was 
objection made? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
New Jersey must realize that a great 
many of the small irrigation districts 
now have problems. Because of the 
drought in the Western States many 
small irrigation projects need this power 
more than they have ever needed it in 
the history of the country. I believe 
this bill is a perfectly fine bill. 

The able chairman of the subcommit- 
tee [Mr. Burke] is not in the Chamber 
now, but I think I can assure the Senator 
from New Jersey that these projects are 
in more trouble now because of the 
drought than they have even been in 
before. 

The bill would merely give the Secre- 
tary of the Interior an extension of sev- 
eral years of the right to negotiate 
amendatory contracts. I am sure the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT] 
or the Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] 
can give substantiating information. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I am sure that what the distinguished 
Senator has said is all true. I am not 
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objecting on my own account. T am in 
favor of the bill. I am objecting on 
behalf of a Senator who is absent. Iam 
unable to reach him. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be included in the next call of the cal- 
endar. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, can 
the Senator assure us that there will be 
another call of the calendar? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I can only say 
that I heard the distinguished majority 
leader say that there would be another 
call of the calendar. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me say facetiously 
to my friend from Wyoming that I think 
I can give him reasonable assurance. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I remind the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey that every time one 
of these contracts is renegotiated it has 
to be submitted to the floor of the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator what choice I have 
in the matter. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am sorry. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I should like 
to have the Record show that all the bill 
does is to extend for 3 years a law which 
has been in force for a long time, a law 
which has worked in admirable fashion, 
a law to which no objection whatsoever 
has been raised by anyone, so far as I 
know. 

The bill was reported unanimously 
from the committee. The law granting 
authority to the Secretary to make these 
amendatory contracts expires on De- 
cember 31 next. Under that law 22 
such amendatory contracts have been 
made, and Congress has approved every 
one of them. The Department is cur- 
rently attempting to conclude nine other 
contracts. If the bill is not passed, 
there certainly will be no authority to 
proceed with the conclusion of the con- 
tracts. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
the Senator who is absent, and on whose 
behalf I have lodged an objection, is in 
attendance upon a very sick relative. I 
think I would be absent myself if I had a 
son-in-law who had been stricken with 
polio. I will not state the name of the 
Senator unless I am requested to do so. 
However, in view of the situation, in 
order that Senators may try to com- 
municate with the absent Senator, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest? 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object—which I shall 
not do—we are trying to get in touch 
with the absent Senator, and I appreci- 
ate the request which has been made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bili will be passed to 
the foot of the calendar. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 
The bill (S. 3114) to improve the pub- 
lic health by encouraging more extensive 
use of the voluntary prepayment method 
in the provision of personal health sery- 
ices was announced as next in order. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
this is not calendar business. I ask that 
the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 904) to standardize rates 
on household goods shipped by the 
United States Government for its em- 
ployees was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


BILL PASSED TO FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 3219) to amend certain 
provisions of title XI of the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1936, as amended, to fa- 
cilitate private financing of new ship 
construction, and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be passed to the 
foot of the calendar. 


CHANGE OF NAME OF GAVINS 
POINT RESERVOIR 


The bill (S. 3744) to change the name 
of Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins 
Point Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins Point 
Dam, which is located on the Missouri River 
near Yankton, S. Dak., shall hereafter be 
known as Lewis and Clark Lake and any law, 
regulation, document, or record of the 
United States in which such reservoir is 
designated or referred to under the name of 
Gavins Point Reservoir shall be held to re- 
fer to such body of water under and by the 
name of Lewis and Clark Lake. 


CITING ALBERT SHADOWITZ FOR 
CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 


The resolution (S. Res. 280) to cite 
Albert Shadowitz for contempt of the 
Senate was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. By request, Mr. 
President, I ask that this resolution go 
over. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his objection until 
I can explain the resolution? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I gladly with- 
hold my objection. 

Mr. McCARTHY. It should be made 
very clear that the Senator from New 
Jersey is not personally objecting; may I 
ask the name of the Senator who is 
objecting? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The distin- 
guished senior Senator from North Da- 
kota [Mr. LANGER]. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I so understood. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. As the Senator 
knows, he is absent today due to serious 
illness in the family, 

Mr. McCARTHY. I understand the 
Senator from North Dakota desires some 
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time to discuss this resolution on the 
floor of the Senate. 

Mr. President, I thank the able Senator 
from New Jersey for withholding his ob- 
jection until I can very briefly explain 
the resolution. 

On December 16, 1953, at New York 
City, Albert Shadowitz testified before 
the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations. He refused to answer 
questions pertaining to communism or 
espionage on the grounds of the privilege 
of the first amendment and on the 
grounds that the subcommittee lacked 
jurisdiction. He did not invoke the fifth 
amendment. 

We wrote the Attorney General on this 
matter and got a preliminary unofficial 
opinion from him to the effect that this 
case might well be submitted to the grand 
jury. 

Mr. Shadowitz readily answered ques- 
tions which did not pertain to commu- 
nism or espionage. He talked freely of 
his employment background. He re- 
fused to answer certain questions which 
I shall state on the grounds of the first 
amendment. This man had worked for 
the Government in classified work and 
was in close contact with people doing 
classified work. 

He refused to answer: 

First. Whether he was a member of 
the Communist conspiracy at the time 
of his deferment from the draft. 

Second. Whether he discussed classi- 
fied defense work with members of the 
Communist Party while he was working 
at the Federal Telecommunications Lab- 
oratories, 1943 to 1951. 

Third. Whether he took orders from 
the Communist Party concerning what 
line his union newspaper should follow. 

Fourth. Whether certain named indi- 
viduals were members of the Communist 
Party. 

Fifth. Whether the Communist Party 
instructed him to apply for a secret 
clearance concerning his employment 
with the Federal Telecommunications 
Laboratories. 

Sixth. Whether at the time he went to 
work for the Federal Telecommunica- 
tions Laboratory, he was asked for a 
statement as to whether he was a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party. 

I think it is interesting to note, Mr. 
President, that this man was ac- 
companied by counsel. He did not in- 
voke the fifth amendment. He said he 
was refusing to give us information about 
Communists in Government because of 
the advice of Albert Einstein. 

The subcommittee and the full com- 
mittee voted to cite him for contempt. 

I thank the Senator for withholding 
his objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be passed over. 


CITING ABRAHAM UNGER FOR CON- 
TEMPT OF THE SENATE 
The resolution (S. Res. 282) to cite 
Abraham Unger for contempt of the Sen- 
ate was announced as next in order. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, for the 
Record, may we have an explanation of 
the resolution? 
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Mr. McCARTHY,. Calendar No. 1828, 
Senate Resolution 282, deals with the 
case of Abraham Unger. I understand 
that if the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. LANGER] were present he would also 
object to its being considered today. I 
shall ask the majority leader to bring 
these matters up on motion at the 
earliest opportunity. 

On September 15 and 17, 1953, Abra- 
ham Unger, an attorney, testified before 
our investigations subcommittee in New 
York. Unger is a member of the law 
firm of Unger and Freedman, which firm 
was active in the legal defense of the 11 
top Communists who were tried and con- 
victed in New York City. 

When he first testified before the in- 
vestigations subcommittee on September 
15, he said he had no knowledge that 
one Julius Reiss, alias Joel L. Remes— 
Remes is his name in the Communist 
Party; Reiss is his official name—ever 
worked in his law firm. Remes had been 
identified before the subcommittee as a 
top functionary of the Communist Party, 
who was an American citizen employed 
by the Polish delegation to the United 
Nations. 

However, when Unger was confronted 
with information that Remes had been 
employed by his law firm, he changed 
his testimony on his following appear- 
ance. 

On September 17, 1953, Unger said that 
Remes had been employed by his law 
firm for 9 months doing research in con- 
nection with the legal defense of the 11 
top Communists who were convicted. 
Unger, who is apparently practicing law 
before Government agencies, refused to 
answer whether he was a member of the 
professional group of the Communist 
Party in New York, whether he was an 
organizer, and whether he was a member 
of the Communist Party. 

For a period of some 72 minutes, Unger 
was repeatedly asked questions as to his 
membership on at least 19 occasions. 
During this period he continued to fili- 
buster to give evasive answers. He was 
told he would have to answer or we would 
ask to have him cited for contempt. He 
continued to refuse to answer. 

Unger did not invoke the fifth amend- 
ment or any other provision of the Con- 
stitution, but consistently filibustered 
and stalled and refused to answer any 
questions. In an informal opinion from 
the office of the Attorney General, it is 
indicated that the facts developed at the 
hearings would be sufficient for presen- 
tation of his case to a grand jury for in- 
dictment for contempt. 

In all these cases we have asked the 
Attorney General for an unofficial opin- 
ion. In all the cases which were pre- 
sented we received the opinion that the 
facts were such that the cases should be 
presented to the grand jury. 

I sincerely hope that the majority 
leader will arrange our work so that we 
can arrange to bring these contempt 
matters up on motion, in view of the op- 
position of the Senator from North Da- 
kota [Mr. LANGER]. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in my un- 
derstanding that this resolution recom- 
mending citation for contempt, as well 
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as the preceding resolution, was adopted 
by unanimous vote of the subcommittee? 

Mr. McCARTHY. As I recall, both of 
them were adopted by unanimous vote. 
There may have been some Senators not 


present. There were no votes against 
the citations. 

Mr. MORSE. All those who voted did 
vote for it? 


Mr. McCARTHY. Yes, both in the 
subcommittee and then in the full com- 
mittee. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to add, if 
the Senator will yield to me, Mr. Pres- 
ident 

Mr. McCARTHY. I gladly yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I. too, hope that the 
Senate will take official action by way 
of motion, if necessary, on these resolu- 
tions before we adjourn, because I think 
it would be a very bad thing for the Sen- 
ate to adjourn without acting upon res- 
olutions asking for citations for con- 
tempt, because, irrespective of what 
committee may be involved, it is my 
view that whenever a committee of the 
Senate, by either unanimous vote or a 
substantial majority vote, brings to us a 
resolution calling for a citation for con- 
tempt, that is, in my judgment, a prima 
facie basis for the Senate to support its 
committees on this kind of issue. I think 
we would soon lose our effectiveness in 
the field of investigation if the idea got 
abroad in this land that a resolution 
asking for citation for contempt does not 
mean very much when it comes to the 
Senate. On the contrary, I do not think 
we ought ever to have an exception to 
the adoption of such a resolution unless, 
in debate on the floor of the Senate, it 
can be shown that our committee was 
mistaken. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Wisconsin has 
expired. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I share the views of the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon with respect to all 
three of these resolutions. I want the 
record to be quite clear that I am ob- 
jecting only as a member of the calendar 
committee on behalf of another Senator. 
In the event these resolutions are not 
taken up in due course by the majority 
leader, I shall 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. 
to the majority leader. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I say to the Sen- 
ator, there is no question that these 
three resolutions will be called up. They 
obviously cannot pass on the calendar 
call because of the objection that has 
been lodged by an absent Senator, who 
had requested that he have at least 48 
hours’ notice in advance of calling 
them up. 

I serve notice now that a motion will 
be made by the majority leader to call 
up each of these, so as to give the Senate 
an opportunity to vote upon them. I 
quite agree with the Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Morse] that the question of ci- 
tation for contempt of the Senate is such 
that we will not leave these resolutions 
on the calendar when we adjourn. 


I gladly yield 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Would the ma- 
jority leader object if I were to ask unan- 
imous consent that, if there is another 
calendar call before these resolutions 
are taken up, all 3 of the resolutions be 
included in that calendar call? 

Mr.KNOWLAND. I do not think that 
would solve the problem of unanimous 
consent, because the Senator from North 
Dakota has made it very clear that he 
intends to oppose them. At least he par- 
ticularly directed my attention to one 
resolution he expected to oppose. 

Under those circumstances, I think it 
unlikely that the resolutions would pass 
by unanimous consent. I give my as- 
surance that we shall move to their con- 
sideration. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I recognize 
that possibility, but I thought it might 
be another safeguard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution will be passed over. 


CITING CORLISS LAMONT FOR 
CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 


The resolution (S. Res. 281) to cite 


. Corliss Lamont for contempt of the Sen- 


ate was announced as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the resolution? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, by 
request I ask that the resolution go over. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold his objection? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I object. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I will be happy to 
withhold my objection. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to have the Senator withhold his 
objection until the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. MCCARTHY] can give an ex- 
planation of the resolution. I think an 
explanation ought to go into the RECORD, 
so that Senators may have the benefit 
of such an explanation. In that way 
Senators will be able to study the ques- 
tion between now and the time the Sen- 
ate debates the resolution. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the request of the Senator 
from Oregon. I think that an explana- 
tion should be placed in the Rxconp so 
that it will be available to Senators be- 
fore they are called upon to vote on the 
resolution. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SMATHERS. What is the time 
limit? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I am sure I can 
complete my explanation in 5 minutes. 

On September 23, 1953, at New York 
City, Corliss Lamont testified before the 
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on In- 
vestigations. He at no time invoked the 
privilege of the fifth amendment as to 
questions that were asked. Lamont ob- 
jected to the power and jurisdiction of 
the subcommittee. He also objected that 
under the first amendment the power of 
investigation by congressional commit- 
tees into matters involving freedom of 
speech and freedom of the press could 


14094 


not be used in the absence of legislative 
intent or power. 

Also, he denied that he was a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party, but admit- 
ted writing a chapter entitled, “National 
and Racial Minorities,’ which appeared 
in the book entitled, U. S. S. R—A 
Concise Handbook.” He also admitted 
writing, People of the Soviet Union. 

On the basis of Mr. Lamont’s state- 
ment that the subcommittee lacked juris- 
diction, he refused to answer the follow- 
ing questions: 

Whether he knew Louis Budenz who 
had been editor of the Daily Worker for 
a number of years; whether he admitted 
to said Budenz in a telephone conversa- 
tion that he was a member of the Com- 
munist Party; whether he knew Clarence 
Hathaway, a well-known Communist; 
whether he worked with Clarence Hatha- 
way in connection with the penetration 
of various organizations by the Commu- 
nist Party; whether he was ever under 
instructions from the Communist Party 
or from a known Communist to work 
toward the penetration of any organi- 
zations; whether he ever engaged in 
activities on behalf of the Communist 


Party or under the instruction of any 


individual known to be a member of the 
Communist Party. 

On the basis of his statement that the 
subcommittee lacked jurisdiction and 
under his privilege of the first amend- 
ment and on his objection to the form 
of questions proposed, he refused to 
answer questions concerning the fol- 
lowing: 

Whether Ernest J. Simmons, who 
edited U. S. S. R—A Concise Handbook, 
which is published by the military, was 
a member of the Communist Party at 
the time Lamont contributed the chap- 
ter to the book; whether he had ever 
been solicited to join the Communist 
Party; whether he had ever attended 
Communist Party meetings; whether at 
the time he wrote the chapter in Ernest 
Simmons’ book and at the time he wrote 
the book entitled “Peoples of the Soviet 
Union,” both of which were purchased by 
the U. S. Government, that he consulted 
with or was instructed by individuals 
known to be members of the Commu- 
nist Party; whether he considered the 
Daily Compass a Communist publica- 
tion; at the time he was writing for the 
Daily Compass, whether he was writing 
articles or documents which were being 
purchased or used by the U. S. Govern- 
ment; the length of his trip which he 
made to Russia; whether he knew Har- 
riet L. Moore; whether he knew that 
Harriet Moore was a Communist—I may 
say that Miss Harriet L. Moore is the one 
who willed her property to Chou En-Lai 
and requested that her ashes be distrib- 
uted over Communist China—whether 
he knew if Vladimir Kazekavich, who 
wrote a chapter in a book used by the 
U. S. Government, was a Communist; 
whether Frederick L. Schuman, whose 
works have been used by the U. S. Gov- 
ernment, was a Communist; whether 
John N. Hazard, who wrote material 
which was purchased and used by the 
U. S. Government, was a member of the 
Communist conspiracy—— 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Did the Senator men- 
tion someone working for U. S. News? 

Mr. McCARTHY. No; definitely not. 

Mr. MORSE. U.S. what? 

Mr. McCARTHY. A man who wrote 
works for the U. S. Government, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
Senator from Wisconsin has 1 minute 
remaining. 

Mr. MORSE. I believe the Senator 
misspoke himself. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I certainly did not 
mention the U. S. News. 

Mr. MORSE. Iam certain he did not 
intend to. 

Mr. McCARTHY. He refused to tell 
whether he felt the Communist Party 
was dedicated to the overthrow of this 
Government by force and violence; 
whether Sergei Kournakoff, who pro- 
duced works used by our military, was 
a member of the Communist Party; that 
Henry Sigerist, who had written mate- 
rial used by the U. S. Army, was a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party; whether 
he had ever attended a meeting where 
the espionage activities of members of 
the Communist Party were discussed; 
whether he ever attended a Communist 
Party meeting at which time a Commu- 
nist Party member advocated the over- 
throw of this Government by force and 
violence. 

The Attorney General received a copy 
of the transcript, and in an unofficial 
opinion said he thought this case could 
well be submitted to the grand jury for 
indictment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object—and I shall ob- 
ject—I wish to say that I believe this is 
not a matter which should be considered 
on a call of the calendar. It may very 
well be that there is full justification for 
citing this man, but I think the reasons 
should be given in detail and in a rea- 
sonably considerate manner toward the 
Senate, so that Members of the Senate 
may be able to form their own judgment 
as to the seriousness of the situation. 

From the report which was made in 
connection with the request for a cita- 
tion I read the following 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield for a 
brief announcement? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. McCARTHY. This is not being 
disrespectful to the Senator, but we have 
a number of witnesses waiting in the 
committee room, and I am presiding at 
the hearing. I must leave the Chamber. 
I understand the objections will be 
brought up later, and I shall read the 
Senator’s remarks in the printed RECORD. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Of course, I have no 
objection to the Senator leaving the 
Chamber. 

I read from the report, Mr. President: 

Mr. Lamont. Mr. Chairman, I have a state- 
ment I would like to read into the record 


objecting to the jurisdiction of the com- 
mittee. 


The CHAIRMAN. Not until we have sworn 
you. 
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Mr. LaMont. I would prefer to affirm, 
please. 

The CHARMAN. Pardon me? 

Mr. Lamont. I would prefer to affirm. 

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you don’t 
want to be sworn; you want to affirm. 


In the first place, Mr. President, there 
was no inclusion in this report of the 
statement which I assume was later read 
by Mr. Lamont justifying his position. 

In regard to affirmation the chairman 
said: 

In other words, you don't want to be 
sworn; you want to affirm. 

Do you solemnly affirm to tell the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth 
in this matter now in hearing before this 
committee? 

Mr. LAMONT. I do. 


Then the chairman went on to say: 


Your reason for not being sworn, not 
wanting to be sworn, is what? 


So far as I know, Mr. President, an 
affirmation has exactly the same weight 
as does an oath before a committee. 
And yet the chairman took it upon him- 
self to question the validity of an affir- 
mation by the witness who appeared 
before him. 

In the next place, Mr. President, Mr. 
Lamont did not claim immunity under 
the fifth amendment; he claimed the 
protection of the first amendment. 

Mr. Lamont, in appearing before the 
committee under oath, said: 

As I said in the statement, I am not and 


never have been a member of the Communist 
Party. 


That is a direct rebuttal of any claim 
that he has been or is a member of the 
Communist Party. 

For that reason, and for many others, 
I feel impelled to object to this proce- 
dure, because I believe the citations 
should not be lightly treated by the Sen- 
ate. I believe all the facts of the case 
should be considered and given weight, 
and not taken up on a calendar call when 
debate is limited to 5 minutes and the 
facts cannot possibly be developed. It 
may very well be that this man should 
be cited. I do not know. Iam not form- 
ing any opinion. I want to make sure 
that this case and the others as to which 
objection has been made are brought 
before the Senate for the consideration 
of all the Members of the Senate, who 
will then vote in accordance with their 
conscience and their convictions. There- 
fore, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The clerk will call the next item on the 
calendar. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 3300) to authorize the 
State of Illinois and the Sanitary Dis- 
trict of Chicago under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Army to help con- 
trol the lake level of Lake Michigan by 
diverting water from Lake Michigan into 
the Illinois waterway, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over, 
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The bill (S. 2317) authorizing the mod- 
ification of the existing project for navi- 
gation on the Delaware River, Pennsyl- 
vania, New Jersey, and Delaware, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. I ask that the bill go 
over. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold his request for a 
moment? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold my request. 

Mr. MORSE. The bill comes to the 
Senate with the unanimous vote of the 
Committee on Public Works. It deals 
with a subject which the committee has 
gone into very carefully. I think there 
is great merit to the argument that 
greater consideration should be given to 
the bill than can be given to it on the 
Unanimous Consent Calendar, since the 
bill involves a considerable sum of mon- 
ey. Nevertheless, the objectives of the 
bill and the plans for construction of the 
project were considered by the Commit- 
tee on Public Works to be so meritorious 
that we found no basis, really, for any 
great debate on the question. 

It is my hope that between now and 
the time of final adjournment the bill 
may be taken up on motion, or that the 
objectors will reconsider their objections 
between now and the time of the next 
call of the calendar. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that, if there is to be another call of the 
calendar, the bill be called on the next 
calendar call, in case the majority lead- 
er does not have the bill taken up by 
motion in the meantime. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Will the Sen- 
ator from Oregon state whether there 
were any objections made by abutting 
property owners, who were concerned 
about erosion which might result from 
the proposed construction? 

Mr. MORSE. During consideration of 
the bill in the committee, some objec- 
tions were raised and were duly consid- 
ered, but the committee felt that there 
was adequate protection afforded to jus- 
tify the passage of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


BILLS PLACED AT FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
for the benefit of the Senate, may we 
have a complete list of the bills which 
were ordered to be placed at the foot of 
the calendar, in the order in which they 
will take precedence? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a point of information? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I gladly yield. 

Mr. MORSE. What happened to Cal- 
endar No. 1833, H. R. 9580; Calendar No. 
1834, Senate bill 3428; and Calendar No. 
1882, H. R. 4813? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Those 
bills were called last evening, and were 
objected to. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask that 
Calendar No. 2030, H. k. 6573, to which 
I previously objected, may go to the foot 
of the calendar, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will go to the foot of 
the calendar. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, when 
Calendar No. 1315, Senate bill 2910, at 
the bottom of page 7 of the calendar, was 
called, objection was raised by the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee [Mr. Gore], who was 
speaking for the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Green]. I understand that 
the Senator from Rhode Island has 
agreed to withdraw his objection. How- 
ever, there may be other objections to 
the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that this bill 
be included in the bills which will go to 
the foot of the calendar, so that there 
will be an opportunity to discuss it later. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, it 
was I who objected. I have no further 
objection, and I understand the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. Gore] has with- 
drawn his objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will go to the foot of 
the calendar. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Calendar No. 
2358, H. R. 10009, go to the foot of the 
calendar. I understand there was ob- 
jection to the bill, and that the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. Gore] desired to 
consult with the Senator from Georgia 
Mr. GEORGE]. I suggest that the bill go 
to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will go to the foot of 
the calendar. 

Mr. MILLIKIN subsequently said: Mr. 
President, during the call of the calen- 
dar, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
Gore] objected to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 2358, H. R. 10009, on the 
ground that he thought the bill was too 
complicated to be handled on the call 
of the calendar. He stated that he in- 
tended to speak with the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] 
about the matter. 

The Senator from Georgia has spoken 
with the Senator from Tennessee, and 
I now desire to have the Senator from 
Georgia make a statement with refer- 
ence to the bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
had a conference with the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. Gore], who was acting 
as a member of the calendar commit- 
tee on the minority side. 

The title of the bill in question was 
somewhat misleading. As originally 
drawn, the bill was much broader than 
it is now. When I explained to the 
Senator from Tennessee that the bill 
primarily called for a study by the Tariff 
Commission and the customs officers of 
the Treasury, and for a report to be made 
subsequently to the Senate Committee 
on Finance, the Senator from Tennessee 
then said that he would authorize me to 
withdraw his objection, so that the 
measure could be taken up and dis- 
posed of. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. May I ask the distin- 
guished majority leader if it would be 
desirable to have the bill taken up in the 
regular order? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think that would 
be preferable. 
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Mr, MILLIKIN. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, ear- 
lier in the day I asked that Calendar 
1797, Senate bill 2601, go over, by re- 
quest of other Senators. I now ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
Placed at the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will go to the foot of 
the calendar. 

Request has been made that the list of 
bills placed at the foot of the calendar 
be read, and the Chair will now do so. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Will the order in 
which the bills are announced as being 
at the foot of the calendar be the order 
in which the bills will be called up for 
consideration? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bills will be announced in the order in 
which they will be considered. The first 
one is Calendar No. 1939, Senate bill 417. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, may 
Iask what the order number is? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
order number of the first bill at the foot 
of the calendar is 1939. The second is 
1941, Senate bill 3166. 

Mr, KUCHEL. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Am I to understand 
that there are no bills which have been 
placed at the foot of the calendar that 
have a number lower than 1939? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
understanding of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia is not correct, That bill appears 
in the middle of the calendar. We shall 
eventually come to bills having a lower 
order number. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I understood the 
Chair to say that he would call in order 
the bills which were placed at the foot of 
the calendar, and that they would be 
called in the order in which they are to 
be considered. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. The Chair will now 
continue reading them in order: 

Calendar No. 1950, H. R. 1665; Calendar 
No. 1957, H. R. 8753; Calendar No. 1963, 
Senate bill 3778; Calendar No, 1966, Sen- 
ate bill 3326; Calendar No. 1967, H. R. 
3516; Calendar No. 1978, Senate bill 1022; 
Calendar No, 1983, Senate bill 3316; Cal- 
endar No. 2009, H. R. 5407; Calendar No. 
2010, House bill 7774; Calendar No. 2013, 
House bill 1980; Calendar No. 2030, House 
bill 6573; Calendar No. 2031, Senate bill 
3189; Calendar No. 2032, House bill $002; 
Calendar No. 2224, Senate bill 3726; Cal- 
endar No. 2227, Senate bill 3601; Calen- 
dar No. 2232, House bill 9712; Calendar 
No. 2233, House bill 9868. 

Then the following calendar numbers 
will be called: Calendar No. 2234, House 
bill 1254; Calendar No. 2257, Senate bill 
114; Calendar No. 2284, House bill 3534; 
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Calendar No, 2297, House bill 8898; Cal- 
endar No. 2334, House bill 7762; Calendar 
No. 2342, House bill 9962; Calendar No. 
2344, Senate bill 3772; Calendar No. 2355, 
Senate bill 3844; Calendar No. 2358, 
House bill 10009. 

Then beginning with Calendar No. 
2365, Senate bill 3067; Calendar No. 2366, 
Senate bill 2017; Calendar No. 2367, Sen- 
ate bill 2975; Calendar No. 2368; Senate 
bill 1813; Calendar No. 2369, Senate bill 
3131; Calendar No. 2370, Senate Joint 
Resolution 158; and Calendar No. 2371, 
Senate bill 960. 

Going now to the front of the calen- 
dar, the first number is 1315. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
may I ask what happened to Calendar 
Nos. 2248, House bill 4118; and No. 2277, 
Senate bill 3728? Were they read? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Calen- 
dar No. 2248, House bill 4118, and No. 
2277, Senate bill 3728 passed. 

The next calendar number is 1797, 
Senate bill 2601. There then follow 
Nos. 1801, House bill 2235; and Calendar 
No. 1803, Senate bill 620. 

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Did I understand 
the Chair to say that Calendar No. 1315, 
Senate bill 2910 followed the other bills 
at the end of the calendar? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. What were the 
numbers after Calendar 1315, Senate bill 
2910 that the Chair announced? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
1315, Senate bill 2910, Calendar No. 1797, 
Senate bill 2601; Calendar No. 1801, 
House bill 2235; Calendar No. 1803, Sen- 
ate bill 620; Calendar No. 1810, House 
bill 8027; and Calendar No. 1817, Sen- 
ate bill 3219. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, Calen- 
dar No. 1983, Senate bill 3316 went to 
the foot of the calendar. The Chair 
may have read it and I may not have 
heard it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Calen- 
dar No. 1983, Senate bill 3316 was read. 
It was passed to the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
in order that the respective calendar 
committees may properly mark up these 
bills, and restudy them briefiy, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
Stand in recess for an hour. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
had not intended to have the Senate re- 
cess. We were going to move to the 
consideration of unfinished business be- 
fore the Senate, and I intended to make 
the announcement that, pursuant to the 
understanding I had had with both cal- 
endar committees, they needed time—I 
understood they needed at least an hour, 
and perhaps a little more than that 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. We shall need 
more than an hour, I am sure. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I can assure the 
Senator that we shall not return to con- 
sideration of the calendar before 5:10 or 
5:15, so the Senator may at least have 
the assurance that he will have at least 
an hour. If the Senator finds he needs 
a little more time, there are other bills 
the Senate can consider. 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
Senator very much. I misunderstood 
him 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
would it be satisfactory to the Senator 
from California, the majority leader, to 
bring up Calendar No. 1936, which is 
H. R. 7140, for the relief of Robert A, 
Duval? There was some controversy 
back and forth which I think is now 
reconciled. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is one of the 
bills which went to the foot of the cal- 
endar. I prefer that we take all those 
bills up in order, so that the Senators 
may have notice. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Then, Mr. Presi- 
dent, will it be satisfactory to take up 2 
or 3 bills that are on the clerk’s desk? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. As soon as we 
set the unfinished business, we intend to 
take up some of the bills at the desk. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
One of the bills is better known as the 
pay increase bill. I notice that the ma- 
jority leader asked that the bill be placed 
at the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
May I ask the reason why the majority 
leader did so? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Ido not believe the 
bill is calendar business. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
have just heard—it has been carried on 
the ticker or in the press—that the ma- 
jority leader has asked that the bill be 
placed at the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that 
the Senator from California now states 
that the reason he made the request is 
that the bill is of such importance that 
it should not be taken up during the call 
of the calendar. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Does the Senator 
from California intend to have the bill 
taken up later? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. As I have an- 
nounced, there is a long list of bills, in- 
cluding bills relating to the unemploy- 
ment insurance reserves, which we shall 
have to take up with the policy com- 
mittee, to determine how many of them 
can be acted on prior to adjournment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Many of those bills 
relate to the same general subject. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, do I correctly understand 
that the Senator from California will 
object to consideration of the bill today? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I understand that 
objection will be made to consideration 
of the bill during the call of the calendar, 
inasmuch as the bill is not calendar 
business. 


COMMISSION ON CELEBRATION OF 
ANNIVERSARY OF BIRTH OF 
ALEXANDER HAMILTON 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

Bennett in the chair) laid before the 

Senate the amendment of the House of 

Representatives to the joint resolution 
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(S. J. Res. 140) to establish a commis- 
sion for the celebration of the 200th 
anniversary of the birth of Alexander 
Hamilton, which was, to strike out all 
after the resolving clause and insert: 


That there is hereby established a com- 
mission to be known as the “Alexander Ham- 
ilton Bicentennial Commission” (hereinafter 
referred to as the Commission“) which shall 
be composed of 19 Commissioners as follows: 
The President of the United States, the 
President of the Senate, and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, all ex officio; 
and 8 persons to be appointed by the Presi- 
dent of the United States, 4 Senators to be 
appointed by the President of the Senate, 
and 4 Representatives to be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Sec, 2. It shall be the duty of the Com- 
mission to prepare plans and a program for 
signalizing the 200th anniversary of the birth 
of Alexander Hamilton. In preparing such 
plans and program the Commission shall 
give due consideration to any plan or plans 
which may be submitted to it, and to take 
such steps as may be necessary to coordinate 
and correlate its plans with those prepared 
by State or civic bodies. If the participation 
of other nations in the commemoration is 
deemed advisable, the Commission may com- 
municate to that end with the governments 
of such nations through the State Depart- 
ment. 

Sec. 3. The Commission shall select a 
Chairman and a Vice Chairman from among 
its members, and may employ, without regard 
to the civil-service laws or the Classification 
Act of 1949, such employees as may be neces- 
sary in carrying out its functions. 

Sec. 4. The Commissioners shall serve 
without compensation, but may be reim- 
bursed for expenses incurred by them in 
carrying out the duties of the Commission. 

Sec. 5. When the Commission has ap- 
proved a plan of celebration, it shall submit 
it, insofar as it relates to the fine arts, to 
the Commission of Fine Arts for its approval, 

Src. 6. The Commission shall, on or before 
March 1, 1955, make a report to the Con- 
gress in order that further enabling legis- 
lation may be enacted. 

Sec. 7. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this joint 
resolution, but in no event shall the sums 
hereby authorized to be appropriated exceed 
a total of $10,000. 

Src. 8. The Commission shall expire upon 
the completion of its duties, but in no event 
later than January 11, 1958. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Murxpr!] is not in the Chamber at this 
time, but I have cleared this matter with 
the minority. 

Senate Joint Resolution 140 creates 
the Alexander Hamilton Bicentennial 
Commission. That joint resolution was 
passed by the Senate; and the House has 
amended the joint resolution, in which 
amendment it requests the concurrence 
of the Senate. 

The amendment of the House would 
set a limitation of $10,000 on the ex- 
penses of the Commission. Thus, the 
amendment would make the joint res- 
olution more restrictive than it was 
when it was passed by the Senate. 

The amendment of the House of Rep- 
resentatives is agreeable to the author 
of the joint resolution, and I have 
cleared this matter with the minority. 

Mr. President, I now move that the 
Senate concur in the amendment of the 
House of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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MODERNIZATION AND IMPROVE- 
MENT OF MERCHANT-TYPE VES- 
SELS—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit a report of the committee of con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
House of the bill (S. 3546) to provide 
an immediate program for the modern- 
ization and improvement of such mer- 
chant-type vessels in the reserve fleet as 
are necessary for national defense. I 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
report will be read for the information 
of the Senate. 

(The legislative clerk read the report.) 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of August 10, 1954, p. 13950, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the confer- 
ence report? 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, this is 
the conference report on the ship re- 
pair bill. The report has been submit- 
ted to the minority, and has been ap- 
proved by the minority, as well as by the 
majority. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the report. 

The report was agreed to. 


IDENTITY OF CERTAIN COMMUNIST- 
INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
unfinished business is Calendar No. 1720, 
Senate bill 3706, relating to the identity 
of certain Communist-infiltrated organ- 
izations. 

I now move that the Senate resume 
the consideration of the unfinished 
business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of the 
bill (S. 3706) to amend the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950, to provide 
for the determination of the identity of 
certain Communist-infiltrated organiza- 
tions, and for other purposes. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, in open- 
ing the debate on the bill (S. 3706) to 
amend the Subversive Activities Control 
Act of 1950, to provide for the determi- 
nation of the identity of certain Com- 
munist-infiltrated organizations, there is 
brought to a culmination a project of 
many minds and a project involving lit- 
erally thousands of hours of investiga- 
tion, study, and deliberation. 

Let me comment, Mr. President, upon 
the background and genesis of this meas- 
ure, so that the Senate may fully realize 
that the bill has not been hastily con- 
ceived, nor does it represent a whimsied 
notion of one or two individuals. Rather, 
as I shall shortly develop, this measure 
has evolved as a result of dire necessity 
to protect the internal security of our 
Nation, and has been compelled by the 
cold, hard facts which have, over many 
months, been developed by the commit- 
tees of the Congress. Furthermore, the 
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bill has been shaped and pounded on 
the anvil in careful deliberation by the 
best minds we could enlist for the task. 

Mr. President, after that word of in- 
troduction, let me trace the actual 
chronology of events leading to the in- 
stant measure. 

On September 22, 1950, the Congress of 
the United States enacted, over a presi- 
dential veto, the Internal Security Act 
of 1950, which, among other things, pro- 
vides devices for disclosing the identity 
of two types of Communist organiza- 
tions, namely, Communist-action organ- 
izations and Communist-front organiza- 
tions. This act, with the provisions 
which I have just recounted, and others, 
is one of the principal weapons of this 
Government in its death struggle with 
international communism. 

Shortly after the enactment of the 
Internal Security Act, moreover, the 
Senate directed the establishment of an 
Internal Security Subcommittee, in order 
to maintain a continuing surveillance 
over the administration of the Internal 
Security Act and to conduct continuous 
investigations for the exposure of Com- 
munist activities in this Nation. One of 
the principal objectives of the Internal 
Security Subcommittee has been to de- 
tect any areas in the Internal Security 
Act or any other internal security legis- 
lation which need strengthening, and to 
recommend to the Congress remedial 
legislation. 

I shall not undertake, Mr. President, 
to recite to the Senate all the accom- 
plishments of the Internal Security Sub- 
committee, but I do wish to point out 
that since its establishment various task 
forces of the Internal Security Subcom- 
mittee have, from time to time, dealt 
with the very serious problem of Com- 
munist control of various segments of 
organized labor, particularly in defense 
establishments or in industries which 
are vital to the military strength of this 
Nation. As the published reports and 
hearings of the Internal Security Sub- 
committee reveal, there are power- 
ful Communist-controlled organizations 
masquerading as labor organizations, 
which today have bargaining rights for 
large segments of organized labor. Al- 
though the great nationwide labor or- 
ganizations have done a creditable job 
in expelling from their midst these 
Communist-controlled segments, the 
Communist leadership and Communist 
influence and Communist threat remain, 
even as these Communist-controlled 
organizations continue to function, and 
function in most instances, under the 
present practice, with the sanction of the 
National Labor Relations Board. Per- 
mit me, Mr. President, to mention just 
a few illustrations of the situation to 
which I allude. 

Here is the conclusion of a task force 
of the Internal Security Subcommittee 
which investigated a Communist-con- 
trolled labor organization, the United 
Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers 
of America, which functions in the vital 
industrial area of Pittsburgh and Erie, 
Pa.: 

The testimony establishes that there exists 
in the area of Pittsburgh, Pa., a serious po- 
tential danger to the security of this Nation. 
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It is unthinkable that a large segment of 
the heavy industrial area of Pittsburgh, Pa., 
should be manned by a Communist-con- 
trolled organization masquerading as a labor 
union. All the forces of the Government of 
the United States must be brought to bear 
promptly to meet this critical situation. 


Here is an excerpt, Mr. President, from 
the conclusions of still another task force 
of the Internal Security Subcommittee 
which investigated another Communist- 
controlled labor organization, the United 
Public Workers of America: 


It should be a matter of deep concern to 
every patriotic American that the United 
Public Workers of America, which is sus- 
tained by contributions from 30,000 to 35,000 
members who are employed by various units 
of Government in this country, is under the 
control of the Communist Party which is 
dedicated to the destruction of our Govern- 
ment. The subcommittee doubts, however, 
that the majority of the rank and file of the 
membership is cognizant of, or would know- 
ingly support, the Communist leadership of 
the organization. 


In a report of still another task force 
of the Internal Security Subcommittee 
we find revealed the shocking fact that 
the American Communications Associa- 
tion, another Communist-controlled la- 
bor organization, has access to communi- 
cations which are directed over lines 
which are used exclusively by defense 
organizations of the United States Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. President, to point up that state- 
ment let me read an excerpt from the 
hearings, beginning on page 189. Mr. 
Ellery W. Stone, president of the Ameri- 
can Cable & Radio Corp., appeared be- 
fore our task force and testified under 
cath. Mr. Stone’s testimony is in part 
as follows: 


Despite the action by the CIO expelling 
ACA because of its, and here I quote the CIO 
language, “subservience to the interests of 
the Communist Party and through that 
party to the Soviet Union,” and despite the 
fact that key officers of ACA were, thereafter, 
identified as Communists by labor witnesses 
including former ACA members before con- 
gressional committees, and despite the fifth 
amendment refuge taken by officers of ACA, 
ACA as of today continues to represent a 
large segment of employees in this sensitive 
and vital industry. 


At this point Mr. Arens of our sub- 
committee staff asked a question which 
I will quote, and then I shall continue 
to read the remainder of page 189 of the 
hearings and down to about the middle 
on page 190: 


Mr. ARENS. Could you pause there just a 
moment, Admiral, to relate for the purpose 
of the record some of the contracts which 
the American Communications Association, 
this Communist-dominated labor organiza- 
tion, has at the present time? 

Mr. STONE. Yes; at the present time they 
represent the employees of the Western 
Union Telegraph Co., both in the metropoli- 
tan division of that company, which means 
New York City and the surrounding area, 
and they represent the cable employees of 
Western Union Telegraph; namely, the em- 
ployees engaged in the international business 
of Western Union, similar to the activities 
of my own company. 

Mr. ArENs. They service the cables of mes- 
sages going overseas to Europe from the 
United States? 

Mr. Stone. They handle all of the interna- 
tional messages of Western Union going to 
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and from Europe and going part way to 
South America, where they are turned over 
to a foreign company. 

Mr. Arens. May I explore that just a little 
further for a moment? 

It is a fact, Admiral, is it not, that the 
employees in the American Communications 
Association have access to the messages 
which go overseas—all messages going over 
the North Atlantic? 

Mr. Stone. Not all, but all of Western 
Union's. 

Mr. ARENS. All of Western Union's mes- 
sages? 

Mr. Sronz. Yes, and all of the messages of 
the RCA Communications, which is a subsid- 
iary of the Radio Corporation of America. 

Senator Butter. Does that comprehend, 
Admiral, the leased cables out of the Penta- 
gon, and other agencies of the Government? 

Mr. STONE. Any leases which Government 
agencies have with Western Union and RCA 
and with my company involve necessarily 
that our employees monitor and be familiar 
with what is passing over those cables, in the 
normal discharge of their duties. 

Senator BUTLER. In other words, then, the 
most confidential message out of the State 
Department or the Pentagon or any other 
agency or department of the Government 
going over those cables is monitored by these 
people who are members of a Communist- 
dominated union? 

Mr. Stone. That is correct. But I should 
like to emphasize that not all members of 
these Communist-dominated unions are, by 
any means, Communists. 

Senator BUTLER. I was very careful in say- 
ing that. They are not Communists or may 
not be Communists themselves, but they are 
members of a union that has been proved to 
be Communist dominated? 

Mr. Srone. That is correct. 

Senator BUTLER. And they handle the se- 
cret messages going from the State Depart- 
ment and the Pentagon and other depart- 
ments and agencies of the United States 
Government? 

Mr. Stone, That is quite true, sir. 

Mr. Arens. As a man who said you had con- 
siderable experience in Communist tech- 
niques, and who obviously appreciates the 
significance of the defense of this Nation, 
what is your appraisal of a situation in which 
the tie lines and lease lines coming out of the 
Pentagon are serviced ky personnel of a Com- 
munist-dominated labor organization? 

Mr. Srone. Well, I think it is inimical to 
the security of this country. It is well 
known that one of the tenets of the Com- 
munist Party is to have their members 
astride vital lines of communications, both 
shipping and electrical communications, and 
I referred to some of these dangers, gentle- 
men, later in my prepared statement. 


Mr. President, I refer to another ex- 
cerpt from the testimony of Mr. Stone. 
I read from the testimony, beginning 
with the last paragraph on page 191 
and continuing to the middle of page 
192, as follows: 

Mr. Arens. Before you do that, may we ask 
you a question or two here, please, Admiral? 

It has been suggested, or was suggested 
in the past that after all we need not be 
too concerned about this because defense 
secrets are transmitted by code or by mes- 
senger. Admiral, are there not certain mes- 
sages which are not transmitted by code 
which we would not want the Communists 
to know about? 

Mr. Srone. That is true, and even as to 
coded messages, it is customary, all military 
services, to intercept ciphered or coded mes- 
sages of the enemy, with the expectation and 
hope of breaking them. 

Mr. AreNns. Do the codes go over these 
wires. 

Mr. Stone. Certainly. 
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Mr. Arens. Then, the code is available for 
interception by the Communists, is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr, STONE. The coded message is. 

Mr. Annes. That is what I meant. 

Senator BUTLER. And it is constantly avail- 
able to give them fresh opportunities owing 
to the situations in the world as it goes day 
by day, and they can take the cipher and 
relate it to the event and in that way it aids 
them in breaking the code? 

Mr. Stone. That is one of the means that 
all intelligence people use in breaking coded 
messages. 

Senator BUTLER. You can take the ciphered 
message and try to relate it to the events 
of the day, and if you have many hundreds 
of such examples, you are very greatly aided 
in breaking the code, are you not? 

Mr. Stone. That is quite correct, sir. 


Here is another excerpt from an ex- 
tensive report from a task force of the 
Internal Security Subcommittee which 
investigated the International Union of 
Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers: 

It should be a matter of deep and con- 
tinuing concern to all patriotic citizens that 
the International Union of Mine, Mill, and 
Smelter Workers, which operates in an in- 
dustry so vital to the security of this Nation, 
is controlled by officers who have been iden- 
tified under oath as Communists, and will 
not deny their membership in the Com- 
munist Party. 


Mr. President, it would take literally 
days for me to detail to the Senate all 
of the facts which have been carefully 
documented by the Internal Security 
Subcommittee, by the House Un-Ameri- 
can Activities Committee, and other 
committees of the Congress, with respect 
to the serious danger to the security of 
this Nation by Communist-controlled 
labor organizations that are at this hour 
functioning in this Nation. 

Let me say here and now, without 
equivocation, however, Mr. President, 
that numerically most of the rank and 
file members of such Communist-con- 
trolled organizations are loyal, patriotic 
Americans. They do not, however, have 
either the security information avail- 
able or the facilities for ousting the Com- 
munist leadership or for neutralizing 
the Communist influences. Curiously 
enough, although international commu- 
nism holds in its grip literally millions of 
slave laborers, although free labor organ- 
izations could not exist for a moment 
within the shadow of the Kremlin, the 
trained agents of Moscow have been suc- 
cessful in seizing control of nerve cen- 
ters in certain labor organizations in this 
Nation and in exercising arbitrary power 
over the lives even of those who would 
not for a moment think of betraying our 
Government or its institutions. 

On the basis of the findings and recom- 
mendations of the various committees of 
the Congress, a special task force of the 
Internal Security Subcommittee began 
last December an intensive study of the 
various proposals to cope with this prob- 
lem of subversive infiuence in labor or- 
ganizations. We heard witness after 
witness on every phase of each bill be- 
fore us and on every facet of any sug- 
gestion, pro or con, on the issues involved. 

I have the honor of serving as chair- 
man of the task force, which is composed 
of the distinguished Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. WELKER], the able Senator from 
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Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and myself. 
After the conclusion of our hearings, we 
spent many hours in working out from 
the bills which were before us, and from 
the proposals of numerous witnesses and 
experts, in and out of Government, the 
legislation which is presented today. 

In passing, I pay particular tribute to 
the splendid assistance which was rend- 
ered to our task force by my friend, the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER] 
and also by the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON], each of 
whom introduced into this body legisla- 
tion to cope with this situation. We 
knew from the start, Mr. President, that 
we would be confronted with cries of 
union busting, Red baiting, and the like. 
But it did not dissuade us from our task. 
Our objective was simply this, to pre- 
pare and submit to the Senate the best 
legislation we could devise which would 
be effective, sound, and, at the same 
time, fair and practicable. This we feel 
we have done by the provisions of the in- 
stant bill, which, in its present form, rep- 
resents a measure which has been 
drafted, redrafted, refined, and polished 
as the handiwork of the task force, its 
staff, the Internal Security Subcommit- 
tee, and the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Now, Mr. President, may I outline for 
the Senate the provisions of the bill? 

The Subversive Activities Control Act 
of 1950, which constitutes title I of the 
Internal Security Act, is applicable to 
two categories of Communist organiza- 
tions: Communist-action organizations 
and Communist-front organizations. 

A Communist-action organization is 
defined as “any organization in the 
United States (other than a diplomatic 
representative or mission of a foreign 
government accredited as such by the 
Department of State) which (i) is sub- 
stantially directed, dominated, or con- 
trolled by the foreign government or 
foreign organization controlling the 
world Communist movement, and (ii) 
operates primarily to advance the ob- 
jectives of such world Communist move- 
ment.” 

A Communist-front organization is 
defined as “any organization in the 
United States (other than a Communist- 
action organization) which (A) is sub- 
stantially directed, dominated, or con- 
trolled by a Communist-action organi- 
zation, and (B) is primarily operated for 
the purpose of giving aid and support to 
a Communist-action organization, a 
Communist foreign government, or the 
world Communist movement.” 

Neither of these definition, Mr. Presi- 
dent, adequately embraces an organiza- 
tion such as most of these Communist- 
controlled labor organizations, because 
the Communist-controlled labor organi- 
zations, to which I have alluded, cannot 
be said to be directly controlled by a for- 
eign government or by a Communist- 
action organization as such, but we 
know, as revealed by the various con- 
gressional committees, that many of 
these organizations are, in fact, con- 
trolled by individuals identified beyond 
question 2s hard-core Communists. 

The instant bill, accordingly, adds to 
the Subversive Activities Control Act a 
third category of Communist organiza- 
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tions, designated Communist-infiltrated 
organizations, defined in the bill as “any 
organization in the United States—other 
than a Communist-action organization 
or a Communist-front organization— 
which (A) is substantially directed, dom- 
inated, or controlled by an individual or 
individuals who are, or who within 5 
years have been actively engaged in, giv- 
ing aid or support to a Communist- 
action organization, a Communist for- 
eign government, or the world Commu- 
nist movement, and (B) is serving, or 
within 5 years has served, as a means for 
(i) the giving of aid or support to any 
such organization, government, or move- 
ment, or (ii) the impairment of the mili- 
tary strength of the United States or its 
industrial capacity to furnish logistical 
or other material support required by 
its Armed Forces.” 

As the bill, S. 3706, and the report 
thereon clearly show, the procedure for 
determination that an organization is 
a Communist-infiltrated organization 
follows very closely the procedure which 
is currently prescribed in the Internal 
Security Act with regard to Communist- 
action and Communist-front organiza- 
tions. The determination would be made 
by the Subversive Activities Control 
Board on a petition filed by the Attorney 
General. The bill, S. 3706, like the In- 
ternal Security Act, specifies certain 
carefully devised standards to guide the 
Subversive Activities Control Board in 
its determinations as to the identity 
of Communist-infiltrated organizations. 
Judicial review of the determinations of 
the Subversive Activities Control Board 
pertaining to Communist-infiltrated or- 
ganizations is provided in the same man- 
ner as the present law provides with 
respect to Communist-action or Commu- 
nist-front organizations, 

The bill, S. 3706, further provides, Mr. 
President, that any labor organization 
which has been finally determined to be 
a Communist-infiltrated organization 
shall lose its labor standing under the 
National Labor Relations Act for the 
purpose of representing employees in any 
bargaining unit. The bill also provides 
that upon petition of not less than 20 
percent of the employees of any bargain- 
ing unit, the National Labor Relations 
Board shall direct elections to be held for 
the purpose of, first, determining whether 
it desires to rescind the representative 
authority previously granted by it to such 
labor organization, and, second, selecting 
any new representative desired by such 
bargaining unit for collective-bargaining 
purposes. 

May I point out further, Mr. President, 
that under the provisions of the bill, any 
organization which has been determined 
to be a Communist infiltrated organiza- 
tion may, within 1 year thereafter, file 
with the Board a petition for a deter- 
mination that it is no longer a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization, and the 
Board is empowered to make an appro- 
priate finding in accordance with such 
petition. 

Mr. President, we have kept this bill, 
S. 3706, simple in terms, in phraseology, 
and in objective. This is not an anti- 
labor bill. If it were, Mr. President, I 
should be the first to oppose it. This 
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bill is, in truth and in fact, a bill to 
sustain and strengthen legitimate trade 
unions by developing a means pursuant 
to which Communists may be driven out 
of organized labor. This is an anti- 
Communist bill and nothing else. I 
know, Mr. President, it is contended by 
some that Government should step aside 
and let the Communists and the anti- 
Communists in organized labor fight it 
out among themselves, but there are two 
fallacies to this contention. 

In the first place, Mr. President, the 
loyal, patriotic rank and file of organ- 
ized labor has, under the present system, 
neither the facilities nor the security in- 
formation to detect or oust Communists 
from the key posts in which they lodge 
themselves and, secondly, Mr. President, 
there is an overriding public interest 
prompted by the urgency to protect this 
Nation’s internal security which com- 
pels the strong arm of Government to 
intercede. The issue here is greater than 
merely which of two competing factions 
shall control any designated labor or- 
ganization. 

No patriotic laboring man and no la- 
bor organization, other than a Com- 
munist-controlled organization, need 
entertain the slightest fear of arbitrary 
or capricious actions under this bill. 
Every procedural safeguard which was 
incorporated in the Internal Security 
Act is likewise applicable to the provi- 
sions of this bill, including the right of 
judicial review in the courts of this land. 

And now, Mr. President, in all earnest- 
ness and humility, I present this bill 
(S. 3706) to the Senate as a carefully 
fashioned weapon designed to meet a 
serious problem which commands the 
attention of all who seek to preserve 
America, of all who recognize the im- 
pending danger to the American way of 
life and our institutions, of all who are 
determined to eradicate from our land 
the creeping paralysis of insidious com- 
munism. 

Mr. President, at the request and on 
behalf of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. Fercuson], I call up his amend- 
ments to the instant bill, designated as 
“Ww” and “XX,” and ask for their im- 
mediate consideration. I ask unani- 
mous consent that they may be consid- 
ered en bloc. 

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object 

Mr. BUTLER. May I say that these 
are corrective amendments and have no 
substantive force. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendments offered 
by the Senator from Michigan [Mr, FER- 
cuson], and without objection, they will 
be considered en bloc. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5, 
lines 8 and 9, it is proposed to strike out 
the phrase (e), (d), (e), and (f)“ and 
insert in lieu thereof the phrase “(c) 
and (d).” 

On page 10, lines 7 and 8, strike out 
the phrase “or paragraph (1) of sub- 
section (j).” 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, these 
two amendments are purely technical 
and corrective. Their purpose is to de- 
lete certain cross-references in the in- 
stant bill to the Internal Security Act 
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which are not applicable to Communist- 
infiltrated organizations. Accordingly, I 
move the adoption of the amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Maryland. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consideration of 
executive business. 


POSTMASTER AT LINCROFT,N. J. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
nomination of Harry H. Seylaz to be 
postmaster at Lincroft, N. J., had been 
held over. I understand it has now been 
cleared by the minority. 

I ask that the nomination be con- 
firmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


POSTMASTERS 


The legislative clerk read sundry 
nominations of postmasters under the 
heading “New Reports.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask that the nom- 
inations of postmasters under the head- 
ing “New Reports” be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations of postmas- 
ters under the heading “New Reports” 
are confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask that the 
President be immediately notified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
President will be immediately notified of 
the confirmation of the nominations. 


TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY— 
NOMINATION OF HERBERT D. 
VOGEL 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
just learned for the first time that while 
I was at the hospital this morning for a 
little jaw treatment, the Executive Cal- 
endar was considered, and that the 
nomination of Mr. Vogel was confirmed. 
I am surprised about that. I do not 
blame anyone for it, but I am surprised 
that the action has been taken. As I 
understood, the hearings which were 
held before the committee were to be 
printed so that they could be used as a 
basis for the debate in the Senate on 
the nomination. The committee took 
2 on the nomination only yester- 

ay. 

I do not know what parliamentary 
rights, if any, I have in the premises. I 
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make a parliamentary inquiry, if I have 
the right to have the action on the nom- 
ination reconsidered. 

I returned to the Senate a little after 
11 o’clock this morning. I thought that 
the call of the calender was to have 
taken place this morning. I have an ar- 
gument I desire to make in opposition 
to the nomination. I am not presump- 
tuous, but I think it is an argument 
which might carry some persuasive ef- 
fects on some, at least, of my colleagues 
in the Senate. 

I make a parliamentary inquiry as to 
whether I have a right to move to re- 
consider the action by which the nomi- 
nation was confirmed, in order that 
there may be a further discussion of the 
nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator from Ore- 
gon that in this case the President has 
been notified that the nomination has 
been confirmed, 

Mr. MORSE. I do not wish to be in- 
terpreted as being in the least bit con- 
cerned about the matter, but I think it 
is pretty well known in the Senate that 
I was in opposition to the nomination. I 
do not think it should have been called 
up until I could have been here to make 
my representation against the nomina- 
tion. I think the nomination is an ex- 
ceedingly unwise one. 

I do not like to be in the position of 
arguing after the fact. If I have no 
other course but to make my argument 
after the fact, I shall do so at the appro- 
priate time. 

I say, most respectfully, that in view 
of the fact that the committee on yes- 
terday, by unanimous consent, voted to 
have the hearings printed, I thought it 
was understood by all that the hearings 
would be used as a basis for floor debate 
-on the nomination. 

I think it is most regrettable that the 
nomination reached the calendar today 
and was acted upon today. So I raise 
another parliamentary inquiry: Is there 
any requirement that a nomination 
placed on the Executive Calendar must 
remain on the calendar for a day before 
it is acted upon? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator that once 
a nomination has been placed on the 
calendar it may be called up and be con- 
sidered. 

Mr. MORSE. As I say, I recognize the 
fact that I have no parliamentary de- 
fense, in that the nomination apparently 
was called up when I was off the floor 
for about an hour and 15 minutes, for a 
jaw treatment. I think I returned to the 
Senate about 11:20 this morning. 

I regret very much what has hap- 
pened. I am sorry I was not protected 
by the chairman of my committee in this 
matter, but I know that any failure on 
his part to protect me was not by intent 
or design, but rather by oversight. 

I am sorry the majority leader did not 
wait until I returned. All I can do is to 
make my argument at a later time 
against what I think was a most unfor- 
tunate appointment by the President of 
the United States, 
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate resume the consid- 
eration of legislative business, 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg- 
islative business. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
disagreed to the amendment of the Sen- 
ate to the bill (H. R. 9680) to provide for 
the continued price support for agricul- 
tural products; to augment the market- 
ing and disposal of such products; to 
provide for greater stability in agricul- 
ture; and for other purposes; agreed to 
the conference asked by the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. Hors, Mr. AUGUST 
H. ANDRESEN, Mr. HILL, Mr. CooLey, and 
Mr. Poace were appointed managers on 
the part of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8041) to pro- 
vide benefits under the laws admin- 
istered by the Veterans’ Administration 
based upon service in the Women’s 
Army Auxiliary Corps under certain 
conditions. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the President pro tem- 
pore: 


H. R. 686. An act for the relief of Mrs. Erna 
Gronowskl; 

H. R. 692. An act for the relief of Nina 
Makeef, also known as Nina Berberova; 

H.R.795. An act for the relief of Jean 
Hollis Vock; 

H. R. 1337. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Franca Gatti Ohta; 

H. R. 1462. An act for the relief of Fotint 
X. Parisis; 

H. R. 1768. An act for the relief of Claire 
Louise Carey and Vincent F. Carey; 

H. R. 1788. An act for the relief of Wanda 
Luceri, also known as Sister Cecilia, and 
others; 

H. R. 2028. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Antonietta Palmieri; 

H. R. 2188. An act for the relief of Karo- 
line Dickmeyer; 

H. R. 2371. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria M. Broix; 

H. R. 2403. An act for the relief of Laszlo 
Varga and Mike Varga; 

H. R. 2440. An act for the relief of Lidija 
Cimze; 

H. R. 2499. An act for the relief of Adolfo 
L. Kalb and his wife; 

H. R. 2619. An act for the relief of Sister 
Aurelia Yanguas Teres and Sister Matilda 
Cuevas San Martin; 

H. R. 2627. An act for the relief of Cecilia 
Lucy Boyack; 

H. R. 2650. An act for the relief of Sister 
Anna Ettl; 

H. R. 3017. An act for the relief of Felix 
Petrover; 

H. R. 3675. An act for the relief of Herre 
van der Veen, Mrs. Marie van der Veen, Helen 
Winifred van der Veen, and Jan Herre van 
der Veen; 

H. R. 3743, An act for the relief of Chaim 
Szemaja Segal and Icek Hersz Segal; 
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H. R. 4248. An act for the relief of Albertas 
Bauras; 

H. R. 8152. An act to extend to June 30, 
1955, the direct home and farmhouse loan 
authority of the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs under title III of the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, to 
make additional funds available therefor, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8300. An act to revise the internal 
revenue laws of the United States; and 

H. R. 8694. An act for the relief of Suzanne 
L'Heureux, 


THE NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE CONGRESS 


Mr. FLANDERS. Mr, President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a Memorandum on the National 
Committee for an Effective Congress. A 
question was raised, during the debate 
on the resolution to censure the junior 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. MCCARTHY] 
about the character and purposes of the 
National Committee for an Effective 
Congress. The memorandum is a fac- 
tual report. I ask unanimous consent 
to have it printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 


MEMORANDUM ON THE NATIONAL COMMITTEE 
FOR AN EFFECTIVE CONGRESS 


The National Committee for an Effective 
Congress is an outgrowth of the League for 
Franchise Education. The League for Fran- 
chise Education was established in 1944 for 
the purpose of encouraging maximum elec- 
toral participation, through, among other 
things, distribution of information about 
voting rights, procedures, etc. Among its 
leaders were Henry J. Kaiser, Henry Luce, 
Winthrop Aldrich, John Cowles, and others. 
The activity of the League during the 1944 
Presidential campaign was commended by 
both President Truman and Governor Dewey. 

The idea for the National Committee for 
an Effective Congress was originated by some 
of the members of the League for Franchise 
Education and other citizens, who wanted 
to engage in direct political activity on a 
nonpartisan basis, but had to set up a sepa- 
rate entity, contributions to which would not 
be tax deductible for that purpose. The 
organization agreement of the National Com- 
mittee for an Effective Congress was drawn 
up in 1948 by Marshall K. Skadden, attorney 
for the League for Franchise Education and 
now a member of the National Committee 
for an Effective Congress. 

The National Committee for an Effective 
Congress has as its purpose the provision of 
a channel through which public-spirited 
citizens can give direct, practical support to 
responsible candidates of both parties in a 
manner that frees the candidates from the 
necessity of making unwarranted commit- 
ments, or otherwise entangling their inde- 
pendence, The National Committee for an 
Effective Congress also provides a nonpar- 
tisan, practical service of arranging face-to- 
face get-togethers between community 
leaders and Members of Congress for ex- 
change of information and viewpoints on 
important issues. It renders technical re- 
search assistance to Members of Congress 
upon request, 

The National Committee for an Effective 
Congress supported in their campaigns the 
following people who became Members of 
the United States Senate: 

1948 


PauL H. Dovatas, Democrat, of Illinois. 

Guy M. GILLETTE, Democrat, of Iowa. 

HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, Democrat, of 
Minnesota, 


1954 


Estes KEFAUVER, Democrat, of Tennessee. 
James E. Murray, Democrat of Montana, 
MATTHEW M. NEELY, Democrat of West Vir- 


ginia. 
1950 


Tuomas C. HENNINGS, 
Missouri. 

HERBERT H. LEHMAN, Democrat, of New 
York. 

WARREN G. MacnuUsoN, Democrat, of Wash- 
ington. 

Wayne Morse, Independent, of Oregon. 

Charles W. Tobey, Republican, of New 
Hampshire. 

Brien McMahon, Democrat, of Connecticut. 

1952 

DENNIS CHAVEZ, Democrat, of New Mexico. 

Joun S. Cooper, Republican, of Kentucky. 

RALPH E. FLANDERS, Republican, of Ver- 
mont. 

Dwight P. Griswold, Republican, of Ne- 
braska 


Democrat, of 


Irvine M. Ives, Republican, of New York. 

Henry M. Jackson, Democrat, of Washing- 
ton. 

Harley M. KILGORE, Democrat, of West Vir- 
ginia. 

MiKe MANSFIELD, Democrat, of Montana. 

FREDERICK G. Payne, Republican, of 
Maine. 

STUART SYMINGTON, Democrat, of Missouri. 

It supported the following people who be- 
came Members of the House of Representa- 
tives: 

1952 
Gracie Prost, Democrat, of Idaho. 
1953 

Lester JoHNsoNn, Democrat, of Wisconsin. 

In almost all of these cases the committee 
made financial contributions to their cam- 
paigns in addition to giving its endorsement. 

When the National Committee for an Ef- 
fective Congress makes its transfer of con- 
tributions to campaigns, it does so because 
of its estimate of the qualities of the men it 
supports rather than of negative feelings for 
their opponents. It informs the candidates 
that this support is tendered: (1) In recogni- 
tion of the candidates’ belief in a creative 
and enlightened anti-Communist foreign pol- 
icy and in recognition of the candidates’ de- 
votion to fundamental American principles 
of liberty and the rule of law; (2) in the hope 
that they will work together with others of 
both parties on matters of broad public in- 
terests; and (3) in the hope that they will 
feel free to call upon the committee from 
time to time for research and assistance. 

The members of the National Committee 
for an Effective Congress are: 

Paul H. Appleby, dean of the Maxwell 
School of Citizenship at Syracuse University; 
executive assistant to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture from 1933 to 1940; Under Secretary of 
Agriculture, 1940-44; Assistant Director, 
United States Bureau of the Budget, 1944-47. 

George Backer, former publisher of the 
New York Post; author of the Deadly Parallel, 
a comparison of Stalin and Ivan the Terrible. 

Stringfellow Barr, former professor of mod- 
ern history, University of Virginia; member 
of the board of visitors of St. John’s College; 
presently professor of political science, Uni- 
versity of Virginia. 

Laird Bell, lawyer; chairman of the board 
of directors of the Weyerhauser Timber Co.; 
director of various corporations, former 
chairman of the board of trustees, University 
of Chicago; chairman of the board of trustees, 
Charleston College; member of the board 
of overseers, Harvard College. 

George Biddle, painter, sculptor, author. 

Henry Seidel Canby, chairman of the board 
of editors, Saturday Review; chairman of 
the board of judges, the Book of the Month 
Club. 

Evans Clark, vice chairman and director of 
the Advertising Council, former executive 
director of the Twentieth Century Fund, Inc. 
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George Hamilton Combs, lawyer, radio 
commentator and news analyst, former Mem- 
ber of Congress, from Missouri. 

Morris L. Cooke, consulting engineer in 
Management, former director water resources 
section, National Resources Board, former 
Administrator, Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration. 

Thomas H. Elliott, chairman of depart- 
ment of political science, Washington Uni- 
versity; lawyer; former Member of Congress, 
from Massachusetts. 

Tom Fizdale, public relations counselor. 

Alan Green, member Green-Brodie Adver- 
tising Agency. 

Oscar Hammerstein II, librettist. 

Alvin H. Hansen, professor of economics, 
Harvard University; former chairman of the 
economic advisory council of the National 
Industrial Conferences Board and former 
chairman of the United States-Canada Joint 
Economic Commission. 

Mark DeWoif Howe, lawyer; professor of 
law at Harvard University Law School. 

Gardner Jackson, labor consultant. 

Donald Jenks, businessman; member of 
various State commissions and boards. 

Mrs. Albert D. Lasker, member of the 
board of the National Committee on Mental 
Hygiene; member of the National Heart Ad- 
vertising Council; the National Heart Insti- 
tute. 

Susan Mary Lee, vice president of the Na- 
tional Recreation Association; member of 
the board of United Community Defense 
Services. 

Isidore Lipschutz, importer; former presi- 
dent of the International Committee for 
Diamond Trade and Industry; by special de- 
cree of the King of the Belgians, Officier de 
l'Ordre de Leopold II; by special decree of 
the French Government, Chevalier de la 
Legion d'Honneur. 

Marshall MacDuffie, lawyer, writer. 

Robert R. Nathan, economist. 

George Outland, professor of government, 
San Francisco State College; former Member 
of Congress from California. 

Charles Rose, investment broker. 

Maurice Rosenblatt, management consult- 
ant and publicist. 

Robert W. Ruhl, publisher of Medford 
Mail Tribune, Medford, Oreg. 

Thiabault de St. Phaille, lawyer. 

Sidney H. Scheuer, partner of Scheur & 
Co., textile consultants, sales agents and 
brokers; former president of the Society for 
Ethical Culture; former executive director 
of the Foreign Economics Administration. 

Arthur M. Schlesinger, retired professor 
of history at Harvard. 

Harry Louis Selden, writer, editor. 

Robert E. Sherwood, playwright. 

Marshall K. Skadden, lawyer. 

Edward S. Skillin, editor, Commonweal 
magazine, a liberal Catholic weekly. 

Michael Straight, editor of the New Re- 
public. 

Nathan Straus, president, Radio Station 
WMCA; former Administrator, United States 
Housing Authority. 

General Telford Taylor, lawyer; former 
United States representative for prosecu- 
tion of war criminals. 

Gerhard Van Arkel, lawyer. 

Walter Walker, publisher, Grand Junction 
(Colo.) Daily Sentinel. 

Sumner Welles, former Under Secretary of 
State. 


PERSONAL STATEMENT BY 
SENATOR FLANDERS 


Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I was 
subjected to a number of questions by 
Mr. William Loeb, the publisher of the 
Manchester (N. H.) Union Leader, the 
Burlington (Vt.) Daily News, and the St. 
Albans (Vt.) Messenger, with regard to 
two points in particular. One was the 
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export of machinery to Russia from the 
firm of which I was formerly president, 
and the other the peace terms which I 
proposed for Korea before the Common- 
wealth Parliamentary Association at 
Ottawa, Canada, in September 1952. 

I ask unanimous consent that the list 
of exports of machine tools of my former 
company to Russia be published in the 
body of the Recor at the conclusion of 
these remarks. 

I may say that we were very active in 
business with Russia during two periods; 
one in which Russia was building agri- 
cultural machinery and tractors for their 
collective farms, the other during the 
Lend-Lease period. The table gives the 
total of the machine tools so exported 
to Russia. I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Exports of machine tools to the U. S. S. R, 


1925-53 
[Value $1,000] 
Total 
15 Unitea | Jones & 
ear States sal to 


= 5 through lend-lease program not identi- 
able. 


During the period 1942-46 data largely represent 
shipments under the lend-lease program. 
3 No shipments permitted after Feb. 28, 1949, 


Export licenses required In years 1948 to 1953, inclusiva, 


Mr. FLANDERS. Finally, Mr. Loeb 
accused me of suggesting peace terms for 
Korea favorable to Communist China. 
In order that the peace terms suggested 
by me may be known, I ask unanimous 
consent that they be printed in the REC- 
on at this point in my remarks. I may 
say that I do this now rather than ear- 
lier, because I served notice on Mr. Loeb, 
and in general, that I would reply to no 
charges until the question of the motion 
of censure was disposed of. 

There being no objection, the sug- 
gested peace terms were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


PEACE TERMS For KOREA 
(By RaLPH E. FLANDERS, United States 
Senator, Vermont) 
Your Excellency, members of the Parlia- 
ments of the Commonwealth, and guests, 
not by right as a member, but by grace as 
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a guest, T am permitted to address you on 
the subject of peace for Korea. I am doing 
this in very concise terms, without oratorical 
adornment, basing the appeal on cool judg- 
ment rather than on the emotions, That 
cool judgment may more easily be arrived 
at, copies of this address are available for 
further study. 

A number of the nations of your Com- 
monwealth are engaged with us in the United 
Nations war brought upon us by the Com- 
munist invasion of South Korea, in May 
1950. Remembering how the League of Na- 
tions temporized with invasions of its mem- 
ber countries in the period between World 
Wars I and II and, in consequence, ceased 
to exist as a means for preserving peace 
in the world, it became the clear duty of the 
United Nations to intervene militarily in Ko- 
rea to stop the aggression. After dishearten- 
ing vicissitudes, this has been done, but still 
there is no peace. The war still continues 
while protracted truce negotiations drag on, 
for more than a year now. Should a truce 
be negotiated, that will be no guaranty of 
peace. Two hostile armed forces will con- 
tinue to face each other for an indefinite 
period. 

A new approach is needed. Such an ap- 
proach is ready at hand. Instead of gov- 
ernment maneuvering for military power, 
we have but to propose the well-being of 
people as the end objective of the Korean 
struggle. This gives a new turn to the 
problem. 

The peoples concerned are three; the Chi- 
nese Communist soldiers, the North Koreans, 
and the South Koreans. Any terms offered 
must be of advantage to all three. 

The so-called volunteer Chinese soldiers are 
armed and munitioned by the government of 
Communist China. That government, so far 
as I am aware, has expressed no interest or 
purpose in its intervention other than the 
protection of Manchuria from invasion by or 
through Korea. That interest can be safe- 
guarded by peaceful means. 

That means is the establishment of a neu- 
tral zone in northwestern Korea substan- 
tially coinciding with the watershed of the 
Yalu River. This zone is sparsely populated 
and is principally important as the source of 
water for Yalu River power stations, in which 
Manchuria has a vital concern. Neutrality 
in this area would be inspected and admin- 
istered solely by Asiatic nationals. None of 
the white race, none of the so-called capital- 
istic nations, none of the colonizing empires 
would be permitted any place or authority. 
It would be “Asia for the Asiatics.” 

* The soldiers of Communist China would 
then have nothing left to fight for. In the 
minds of scores of thousands of them has 
been a growing doubt and dissatisfaction, as 
is evidenced by the unwillingness to be re- 
patriated of the great majority of those who 
have been captured. It is inhuman to keep 
them forced into conditions of hardship, dis- 
ease, wounds, and death which do not result 
in the welfare of themselves or any other 
people. 

Acceptable terms can be offered the north 
Koreans, civil and military. These people 
must be hungry for peace. Even while de- 
struction rains on them from above, peace 
must be set before them. To attack them as 
we are doing without offering them the 
means of escape is unintelligent. To destroy 
them endlessly without giving them accept- 
able peace terms is to plumb the depths of 
human iniquity. To those depths have we, 
as members of the United Nations, descended. 

The next requirement of those peace terms 
is that North and South Korea be reunited. 
This is in the interest of the people of both 
areas. The industrial north and the agri- 
cultural south fit into each other like a hand 
into a glove. Separate, they are dependent 
on foreign nations for their well-being. Re- 
joined together, they make a practically self- 
contained economy, capable of a standard of 
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living higher perhaps than that available to 
the people of any other Asiatic country. 

If these peace terms are met, then the 
United Nations would offer to rebuild into 
usable condition the industries, the trans- 
portation, and the housing of the combined 
north and south. This would be expensive, 
but it would be a cheap price to for us to 
pay for peace. The United States alone is 
paying around $6 billion per year for the 
Korean war. This enormous sum is easily 
wasted in destruction. It would go far in 
reconstruction. In any event, peace is not 
to be measured in dollars. It is without 
price. 

Finally, after the period of reconstruc- 
tion, the United Nations would offer to the 
people of Korea a free election, as was the 
original purpose. They can have the kind of 
government they want, without duress or 
interference. 

To all these peoples then we offer (1) safety 
from invasion; (2) the self-contained and 
high-level economy of a united country; 
(3) rebuilding of destroyed factories, high- 
ways, railroads and homes; and (4) a gov- 
ernment of their own choosing. 

These terms may not be acceptable to pro- 
fessional military men. They may be re- 
fused by self-seeking politicians. They will 
be hungrily sought after by all the people 
concerned. More and more it is the people 
which determine the conditions of our world, 
whether by submission, revolt, or active par- 
ticipation in government. Peace in Korea 
depends therefore in getting these terms be- 
fore the people. If we can do that with 
sufficient coverage and sufficient force, mili- 
tary and political forces will be put on the 
moral defensive, and can the more easily be 
overcome by active resistance or by non- 
resistance. 

The problem is, then, to reach the people, 
both civil and military. This can be done 
by radio, repeating the terms over and over. 
Since receiving sets are not in general use in 
North Korea, the main reliance must be on 
messages dropped from planes. The inhab- 
ited areas must be blanketed by this gospel 
from the skies. 

If this conflict is to end in peace, the 
terms of that peace must be acceptable and 
just. Above all, they must be made known. 
To continue to spread misery and death in 
Korea without offering peace is brutal. 
Worse than that, it is stupid. 


IDENTITY OF CERTAIN COMMU- 
NIST-INFILTRATED ORGANIZA- 
TIONS 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3706) to amend the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950 to 
provide for the determination of the 
identity of certain Communist-infiltrated 
organizations, and for other purposes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senate will take a long and sober look 
at the pending bill, the so-called Butler 
bill, and turn it down or turn it back to 
the Judiciary Committee for further 
study. 

This measure should have, by right, 
the benefit of study and consideration by 
the Labor Committee, in whose jurisdic- 
tion a matter like this properly belongs, 
in my judgment. 

Or, the Senate may wish to follow 
the excellent lead of the House Judiciary 
Committee and vote for the establish- 
ment of a bipartisan study commission 
to investigate this serious matter, and to 
report back to the Congress next year. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from New York desire to yield 
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at this point, or would he prefer to con- 
clude his statement before yielding? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I should prefer to 
finish my statement; then I shall be glad, 
indeed, to yield. 

Mr, President, the support for this bill 
springs, in large part, from a desire to 
“do something”—anything—about Com- 
munist influence in the United States. 
The administration wants to have a 
record of having approved a legislative 
program aimed at subversive influences. 

I will not deny that there is a prob- 
lem—the Communist infiuence—and 
even domination of a few labor unions 
organized in important industries and 
areas. 

The sponsors of the Butler bill were 
not the first to discover this problem. 
Those of us who are concerned with la- 
bor legislation have been devoting study 
to this matter for a number of years. A 
subcommittee of the Labor Committee, 
headed by my friend and colleague the 
distinguished senior Senator from Min- 
nesota (Mr. HUMPHREY], made an ex- 
haustive study of the matter, held pub- 
lic hearings, and hashed and rehashed 
this subject over a period of many 
months. That was during the last ad- 
ministration, the Truman administra- 
tion. 

But we in the Senate are not the only 
ones who have shown concern. The 
labor movement itself has shown con- 
cern. They were the first to do some- 
thing about the situation. 

In the CIO, nine international unions 
were expelled 5 years ago because of 
Communist influence. The CIO leader- 
ship launched a concerted offensive to 
capture the loyal portion of the mem- 
bership of those unions, and to give the 
workers organized by these Commu- 
nist-influenced unions some place to go. 

In fact, Mr. President, these efforts 
have had a brilliant success. The nine 
unions I have referred to had a total 
membership of approximately 1 million 
members in 1949-50 when they were ex- 
pelled from the CIO. 

Today only six of these unions are left 
in existence. They have a total of about 
250,000 members. Approximately 750,- 
000 of their members have left them and 
have joined non-Communist unions of 
the CIO or, in some cases, of the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor. 

This has happened by the democratic 
process, on the initiative of the respon- 
sible anti-Communist leadership of the 
unions concerned. As non-Communist 
unions appear on the scene, ready and 
able to fight for the legitimate rights of 
the workers, the workers leave the Com- 
munist-dominated unions and join the 
non-Communist unions. This has been 
the pattern of the past 4 years. 

What else would you expect, Mr. Pres- 
ident? The overwhelming majority of 
the membership of the nine Commu- 
nist-dominated unions expelled from the 
CIO in 1949-50 were loyal and patriotic 
citizens. And even today most of the 
members of the weakened and strongly 
beset Communist-influenced unions still 
remaining are loyal and patriotic Amer- 
ican citizens who are, however, con- 
cerned to protect their jobs, their work- 
ing standards, and their dignity as union 
members. So they keep their member- 
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ship in these unions which have con- 
tracts with firms like General Electric, 
Western Union, and others. 

Parenthetically, Mr. President, as the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum- 
PHREY] can tell you better than I, as a 
result of the study his subcommittee 
made several years ago, there was strong 
evidence that management “played foot- 
sie” with these Communist-dominated 
unions and showed favoritism to them, in 
preference to the non-Communist un- 
ions, believing that these Communist- 
dominated unions were and would be 
more tractable and less inclined to mili- 
tant demands on the wage and working 
conditions front. Management, in some 
cases, conspired with these Communist- 
dominated unions to defeat the member- 
ship drives of the non-Communist un- 
ions. Evidence to that effect is in the 
record of the hearings of the Humphrey 
subcommittee. 

So, Mr. President, I do not undertake 
to say there is no problem here, and that 
we should not be concerned over it. 
There is a problem, and many—includ- 
ing the responsible leaders of the labor 
movement—have been long concerned 
over it and have been doing something 
effective about it. 

I understand that in Hawaii, for in- 
stance, where the Longshoremen’s 
Union, headed by Harry Bridges, has 
long been the dominant labor force, 
great inroads have been made and are 
being made by competing non-Commu- 
nist unions. If let alone, that process 
will continue. 

Perhaps it is possible to contrive legis- 
lation that will accelerate this process. 
I, myself, have never been able to figure 
out just what form that legislation 
should take, nor have the responsible 
leaders of the CIO and the AFL. That 
leadership, Mr. President, is, in my 
judgment, a more effective anti-Commu- 
nist force and influence in America, and 
has been for many years, than any of 
the hysterical groups, in and out of the 
present administration, who recently 
have been inciting such a panic about 
subversive elements in our Nation’s 
midst. 

Now let me address myself to the pend- 
ing measure, to the ill-chosen, hastily 
contrived, blunderbuss bill before us. 

The pending bill, while seeming to be 
ingenious, is actually, in my judgment, 
completely naive in its approach—naive, 
at first glance; and incredibly dangerous, 
at second. 

The pending bill would take the initi- 
ative away from the responsible leader- 
ship of the labor movement—away from 
the Walter Reuthers and George 
Meanys, away from the host of anti- 
Communist officers and members of the 
CIO and AFL—and would repose it in 
the hands of Government. We would 
give to the Subversive Activities Control 
Board and to the Attorney General the 
responsibility for eliminating the Com- 
munist influence in the labor movement. 

It strikes me as exceedingly strange 
that the very Members of this body who 
express the greatest distrust of Gov- 
ernment and of bureaucracy, in regard 
to measures designed to advance the wel- 
fare of working people, are the first to 
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demand the intervention of Government 
by means of measures designed to re- 
strict and control the activities of work- 
ing people. 

The pending bill would give to the 
Government, to the Attorney General, 
and to the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Board, the power and authority to 
decide which unions are sound and pa- 
triotic and which are Communist-infil- 
trated and hence should be liquidated. 
What an awful power to vest in Govern- 
ment. Does this not smack of totali- 
tarianism, of the very thing we fear and 
fight, struggle against, and hate? 

Where else does government have the 
right to tolerate or to crush labor unions 
out of existence? In Russia and else- 
where behind the Iron Curtain, Mr. 
President. 

What authority and responsibility to 
give to Government. The authority to 
initiate action against one or another 
labor union, on the ground that it is al- 
leged to be Communist-infiltrated. 
What could an antilabor administration 
with this power do to the labor move- 
ment? 

The fact is, Mr. President, that this 
power will backfire with regard to strong 
labor unions which really might be dan- 
gerous, and will far overreach itself with 
regard to weak unions which represent 
no danger at all. 

With strongly entrenched labor un- 
ions which reflect a Communist influ- 
ence, prosecution by Government will 
only serve to close ranks in the labor 
union, and thus to forestall efforts by 
competing non-Communist unions to en- 
list membership from the ranks of the 
Communist-dominated unions. The 
workers in those unions will react to 
Government intervention by supporting 
their union more strongly than ever. 
The Government’s motives will be sus- 
pected, and the purpose of this law will 
be lost in the resulting conflict. 

But with regard to new unions, in the 
process of organization, the initiation of 
proceedings before the Subversive Activ- 
ities Control Board can serve to destroy 
them. Mr. President, what assurance 
do we have that these proceedings will 
not be initiated as a means of impeding 
and paralyzing union organization ef- 
forts in parts of the country now unor- 
ganized, where local management will 
readily swear and affirm that any union 
is, per se, communistic? 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

I did not want to interrupt the Sen- 
ator, but I think at that point I should 
advise him that there is ample review of 
all these proceedings by the courts of the 
United States, and I cannot conceive 
that the courts would permit an injus- 
tice to any labor organization. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I want to develop my 
argument, and then I shall be only too 
glad to yield to the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Maryland. 

Mr. President, I would not place this 
deadly antiunion weapon in the hands of 
any administration, even one of my own 
political persuasion. I do not think it 
belongs in the hands of Government. It 
certainly does not belong in the hands of 
the Attorney General] and the Subversive 
Activities Control Board, who have 
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neither experience nor sophistication in 
labor matters, nor any sense of respon- 
sibility for the preservation of the labor 
movement in this country. 

Here, Mr. President, is the real crux of 
the matter. The pending bill, as I have 
indicated, and as I shall further demon- 
strate in a moment, will be completely 
ineffective in its avowed purposes, while 
it holds, under its terms, promise of 
grave and almost incalculable danger to 
the proper, legitimate, and responsible 
labor movement in America. 

This is why the two leading labor or- 
ganizations in this country, the CIO 
and A. F. of L., are strongly opposed to 
this measure. Were the bill otherwise, 
Mr. President, they would be among its 
prime supporters. The CIO has been 
devoting a major share of its efforts— 
undertaking with sweat, blood, and 
tears—to destroying the Communist in- 
fluence in the labor movement. It ex- 
pelled nine unions believed to be under 
Communist influence. It has been en- 
gaged in an all-out effort to win the loyal 
members away from those unions, and, 
as I have already indicated, it has suc- 
ceeded in a remarkable degree. The 
IUE, headed by Mr. James Carey, has 
been devoting all its efforts and energies 
to winning the membership away from 
the UE, which is said to show a Commu- 
nist influence. This is just one example. 

The A. F. of L., as far as I know, has 
had no great Communist problem. 
There is no international union in the 
A. F. of L. which, as far as I know, re- 
flects a Communist influence. But the 
A. F. of L., too, has been participating 
with all its might and main in the fight 
against communism in the labor-union 
movement, in the country as a whole, 
and, indeed, in the world labor move- 
ment. 

Would it not be logical, Mr. Presi- 
dent, if this measure gave any promise 
of being successful in its avowed ob- 
1 for these unions to support this 

ill? 

But they are opposing it. They are 
opposing it strongly. They see in it a 
threat, not to Communist-dominated 
unions, but to the entire American labor 
movement. 

It is worth noting, Mr. President, that 
the views of these two labor unions, 
which have most of the knowledge and 
experience that there is about Commu- 
nist-dominated unions, were not even 
heard in the public hearings on this 
measure. Their views were subsequently 
filed with the committee, in the form of 
written statements. 

It seems incredible to me, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that this measure should be re- 
ported and brought to the floor of the 
Senate without an all-out effort by the 
Judiciary Committee to solicit and ex- 
amine in the greatest detail the views 
and observations of the CIO and the 
A. F. of L. on this matter. But the 
fundamental approach of this measure 
is not to help the labor movement to 
clean house, but to impose an alleged 
solution of this problem on the labor 
movement—a solution which holds a 
threat to the labor movement itself. 

As far as the way which this bill would 
operate is concerned, it would penalize, 
not the Communists who have—to use 
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the term established in this bill—infil- 
trated the labor movement, but, rather, 
the labor unions themselves. 

There is no measure before us to out- 
law or liquidate the Communist Party. 
No, Mr. President, the administration 
does not recommend that. Instead, the 
administration recommends a measure 
to liquidate labor unions. This bill is 
a reflection of the administration's phi- 
losophy in this regard. 

Further, in regard to the effectiveness 
of the actual terms of this measure, I 
do not see how any fair-minded Mem- 
ber of this body can, after careful ex- 
amination, approve it. 

Mr. President, I was one of a few Mem- 
bers of this body who voted against the 
original Subversive Activities Control 
Act, to which the pending bill is an 
amendment. During the course of that 
debate, in the summer of 1950, I said 
that it would take 2 years before even 
the Communist Party could be forced 
to register under the terms of that law. 
Well, it is now 1954, and the final ruling 
on the registration of the Communist 
Party has not come down yet. 

The procedures provided in the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act which 
would apply to the designation of 
unions as “Communist infiltrated” will 
inevitably require 3, 4, or even 5 years 
to complete. A union that is actually 
Communist dominated will be able to 
survive that process and keep up with 
it. The Communist Party certainly 
has done just that. The danger in- 
volved in this bill is not to them. This 
bill will help them. The danger is to 
the non-Communist unions which might 
be accused of being Communist infil- 
trated—during a strike or at the point of 
a representation election. 

Mr. President, the standards and cri- 
teria set forth in this bill are so vague 
and indefinite that no labor union has 
any assurance that it will not be brought 
before the Subversive Activities Control 
Board on the charge of being Communist 
infiltrated. The definition of a Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organization is a union 
which is dominated by an individual or 
individuals “actively engaged in” a Com- 
munist organization. What is meant by 
_ “actively engaged in”? Is it confined 
to membership, or does it include asso- 
ciation with Communists, or subscrip- 
tion to the Daily Worker, or contribu- 
tions to an organization subsequently 
labeled as a Communist-front organiza- 
tion? 

Under the terms of this bill a union 
can be proscribed if its “effective man- 
agement” was conducted by one or more 
individuals who are, or within 5 years 
have been, members, agents, or repre- 
sentatives of any Communist organiza- 
tions or any Communist foreign govern- 
ment or the world Communist move- 
ment “with knowledge of the nature and 
purpose thereof.” What does “effective 
management” mean in this context? 
What dangers to legitimate labor or- 
ganizations might be involved in this 
proscription of unions whose “effective 
management” resided in the hands of an 
individual or individuals who, as long as 
5 years before, were members or repre- 
5 of “any Communist organiza- 

on” 
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What does this bill mean, in defining 
Communist infiltration as a situation in 
which the policies of a union have been 
carried out “pursuant to the direction or 
advice of any member, agent, or repre- 
sentative” of a Communist organization? 
Is a showing of mere coincidence of poli- 
cies sufficient? 

There is a third standard which refers 
to the furtherance or promotion of the 
objectives of Communist organizations, 
It is not only possible, but inevitable, 
that labor unions, as well as other organ- 
izations, will support some causes which 
also are hypocritically espoused by the 
Communist Party. Is this a ground for 
condemnation of such a labor union as a 
Communist-infiltrated organization? 

Oh, Mr. President, I have just begun 
to scratch the surface of this bill. Ihave 
not had time to examine it line by line 
and section by section. I have not had 
time to take counsel with more than a 
few experts in this field. 

As a member of the Labor Committee, 
I want to know what the potentialities of 
this bill are in situations involving a 
strike such as the steel strike, or the rail- 
way strike, or a strike of a local public 
utility. Might not feelings in such a sit- 
uation run so high as to result in a de- 
mand that the Attorney General move 
in, under the provisions of this bill, and 
indict the union in question as a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization? 

No, Mr. President, I will not vote for 
this measure. I hope that even the spon- 
sors of this bill will have a second 
thought in regard to it. I hope the Sen- 
ate will send this bill to resounding de- 
feat, or will at least refer it for further 
study. 

The House Judiciary Committee, after 
studying this proposal, was moved to 
recommend the establishment of a bipar- 
tisan commission to examine this mat- 
ter. That is the most that we in the Sen- 
ate should do. I hope my colleagues will 
join with me in opposing this bill, which 
undoubtedly is inspired by high motives, 
but is vicious and highly dangerous in its 
effect. 

Mr. President, I have already referred 
to the action of the House Judiciary 
Committee in refusing to report this bill, 
but recommending instead the establish- 
ment of a bipartisan commission to ex- 
amine the matter. 

Yesterday there was a report from the 
Committee on Un-American Activities of 
the House, attached to which there were 
dissenting views by the minority mem- 
bers of that committee, consisting of 
Representative FRANCIS E. WALTER, whose 
name is well known to us in connection 
with all matters relating to subversive 
activities, Representative CLYDE DOYLE, 
and Representative James B. FRAZIER, JR. 

I wish to quote in part from the mi- 
nority views: 

The bill H. R. 9838 was reported by the 
Committee on Un-American Activities with- 
out one word of testimony pro or con being 
introduced, or a report from the Department 
of Justice submitted. The bill was called up 
for consideration when a bare majority of 
the committee was present and despite the 
protests of Mr. WALTER that a bill of this 
importance should not be considered with- 
out, at least, having an explanation made of 
what it does. It was reported by a vote of 
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4 to 1, without ever going through the for- 
mality of reading the bill for amendment. 

This bill is similar to the legislation that 
was considered by the Committee on the 
Judiciary in hearings which started on March 
18, 1954, and terminated on June 30, 1954. 
The difference between H. R. 9838 from those 
under consideration during these hearings is 
that not a single word of testimony in all 
of the hearings held before the Judiciary 
Committee concerned H. R. 9838. The effects 
of this legislation are further reaching than 
apparently the proponents understand. As 
was pointed out in an editorial in the Wall 
Street Journal of June 8, 1954: 

“This type of legislation is intended to 
extend the authority contained in the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950.” 

In view of the fact that much progress is 
being made under that law it seems dan- 
gerous to us to report a far-reaching bill 
which may, as the Wall Street Journal pointed 
out, “chip away at the very rights we seek to 
save from that [Communist] menace.” 


I may say that the Wall Street Journal 
cannot by the widest stretch of the imag- 
ination be considered a subversive or 
even a radical sheet. 


I continue reading from the minority 
views: 


We are firmly of the opinion that a con- 
tinued vigorous enforcement of the Smith 
Act obviates the necessity to legislate further 
when such legislation is hurriedly drawn and 
only casually considered. 

Up until now we have dealt with the pro- 
cedures followed by the committee majority 
in approving this bill. 

We also have grave reservations with re- 
spect to the bill’s substantive provisions. 
This bill is copied word by word from S. 3706, 
introduced by Senator BUTLER, of Maryland, 
In general outline it resembles House Joint 
Resolution 528, introduced at the request of 
Attorney General Brownell, on which the 
House Judiciary Committee held hearings. 

The essence of this bill is that the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board, created by 
the Internal Security Act of 1950, is author- 
ized to screen unions to determine whether 
they are Communist-infiltrated. The bill 
does not in terms apply only to labor unions, 
but the penalties provided for “Communist- 
infiltrated” organizations seem to be applica- 
ble only to unions. The principal penalty 
is that a union found to be “Communist- 
infiltrated” is to be forbidden to engage in 
collective bargaining; that is, it is to be put 
out of business. 

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that 
this bill is a step toward Government licens- 
ing of trade unions. Such a step should be 
taken only after the most careful considera- 
tion and the clearest demonstration of its 
necessity. Once the power of life and death 
over unions is vested in a Federal agency, 
there is always the danger that it may be 
misused. The danger, too, cannot be over- 
looked that the bare existence of such a 
power in the Federal Government will in- 
timidate unions, and tend to make them 
subservient to the political ends of what- 
ever administration may be in power. 


The minority views further say: 

A free trade-union movement is an im- 
portant bulwark of democracy. Where de- 
mocracy has been destroyed, as in Soviet 
Russia and Nazi Germany, the subordination 
of unions to complete government control, 
through licensing or some similar device, has 
always been a first step in the march toward 
totalitarianism. 


Mr. President, the standards provided 
by this bill for determining whether a 
union is a Communist-infiltrated union 
are so vague as to threaten the innocent 
along with the guilty. The bill lists 
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seven criteria which the Board is to take 
into consideration in determining 
whether an organization is Communist- 
infiltrated, but they are vague and in- 
definite, and under them the innocent 
as well as the guilty could be indicted, 
convicted, and punished. 

Mr. President, the minority views from 
which I have quoted further say: 

Obviously, this bill has not been thought 
through. Obviously there is danger that it 
would do more harm than good. 

That is what the House Judiciary Commit- 
tee decided after considering a similar pro- 
posal—House Joint Resolution 528. That 
committee concluded that Communist infil- 
tration of unions does present a substantial 
problem, and one which merits careful and 
thoughtful consideration. But it was not 
convinced that legislation of this type is the 
answer. The Judiciary Committee there- 
fore proposed the creation of a bipartisan 
public commission, having industry and 
labor representation, to study this whole 
problem and report back to the Congress 
next January. This proposal has received 
the support of both the American Federation 
of Labor and the Congress of Industrial 
Organizations. 

We think that is a rational and construc- 
tive proposal. 

This problem of Communist infiltration of 
unions should be dealt with carefully and 
thoughtfully. It should be dealt with in a 
way which will not damage traditional 
American liberties, or bring us closer to the 
totalitarianism this bill purports to guard 
against. : 

This is an issue on which politics should be 
shelved; those who seek to make political 
capital out of it will only do the country a 
grave disservice. 


In conclusion, let me say I believe that 
the bill in its present form is a highly 
dangerous bill, It threatens the very 
existence of decent, patriotic, and loyal 
American labor unions. The bill will 
not help, in my opinion, in the slightest 
degree to root out Communists in labor 
unions, because I know that the decent 
labor unions, under the leadership of 
the great men who are at the head of 
the CIO and the American Federation 
of Labor are doing everything possible 
to root communism out of their unions, 
and they are meeting with amazingly 
great success. This bill, if enacted, will 
merely put back the clock, and make it 
much more difficult for them to succeed 
in their efforts. 

I hope the bill, if it comes to a vote 
on the floor of the Senate, will be rec- 
ognized for what it is, as a highly 
dangerous piece of legislation which, in 
my opinion, will do much more harm 
than good. It will not punish the guilty. 
It will not root out those who are seek- 
ing to weaken the unions. Instead, it 
will weaken the legitimate labor move- 
ment, which has done so much to build 
up the prosperity and strength and wel- 
fare of the United States and its people. 

If the bill is not voted down, I cer- 
tainly hope that the substitute amend- 
ment, to appoint a commission in ex- 
actly the same way and under the same 
language as was recommended by the 
Judiciary Committee of the House, will 
be adopted and enacted, instead of mak- 
ing the great mistake of enacting legis- 
lation of a highly dangerous and harm- 
ful character. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, it is my 
desire to address to the Senator from 
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New York several questions, Before 
doing so, however, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I be permitted to make a brief 
statement of not more than a minute, 
with the understanding that the Sena- 
tor from New York does not lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, the dif- 
ference of opinion between the distin- 
guished Senator from New York and 
myself is a very definite one, but a very 
simple one. The Senator from New 
York feels that the question of infiltra- 
tion of Communists into labor organiza- 
tions is a matter that ought to be settled 
within the labor movement itself. 

I, on the other hand, feel that there 
is an overriding public interest that de- 
mands that Government intercede. 
When witness after witness appears be- 
fore me and identifies, under oath, Com- 
munists in plants where our most secret 
military material is being manufactured, 
and when we are told that Communists 
sit astride our most secret communica- 
tions from the Pentagon and from the 
State Department and from other sensi- 
tive agencies of Government, I say that 
is something that the public generally 
is interested in, and is a proper subject 
for legislation by Congress. 

Mr. LEHMAN. May I reply to the 
Senator? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, indeed. I cer- 
tainly will afford that opportunity. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I realize that there is 
a problem of a Communist threat, just 
as much as does the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Maryland. However, it would 
seem to me that the Senator should ad- 
dress his efforts toward taking care of 
Communists or controlling Communists, 
instead of trying to weaken the labor 
movement. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I will yield in a 
moment. 

The Senator from Maryland said that 
when he listened to the witnesses at the 
hearings he was impressed by the con- 
stant stream of those who sought to sub- 
vert our Government. I wish to make it 
very clear to the Senator from Maryland 
that at the head of our great labor 
unions are men who I believe are fully 
as patriotic as is any Member of the 
Senate. Of course, the Senator from 
Maryland knows the high regard in 
which I hold nearly every Member of the 
Senate. 

Can we have anyone more patriotic 
than Walter Reuther or George Meany 
or Jim Carey or Jacob Potofsky? Those 
men have given their lives to build up 
the labor movement. They have given 
their lives in the past many years to 
fighting communism. Where can we 
find any more patriotic men? Those are 
the men who are now leading the labor 
movement in this country. 

Mr.BUTLER. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator not 
know that in the Turtle Creek Valley of 
Pennsylvania, outside of Pittsburgh, for 
instance, there are working in our de- 
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fense plants a number of persons who 
are members of a union which has been 
proved beyond any question to be Com- 
munist dominated? Does the Senator 
not think, with that knowledge, that 
something should be done to cleanse that 
union or to get the management of that 
union out of those defense plants? 

What is the Congress to do? Are we 
to have that knowledge and sit idly by 
and let those people stay in our defense 
plants? Are we to sit idly by with 
knowledge that the ACA, in charge of 
all of our vital communications, is Com- 
munist dominated? 

I do not say the members of the union 
are Communists, but their management 
is Communist dominated, and that has 
been proved beyond all doubt. 

In the Pittsburgh hearings, if my rec- 
ollection serves me aright, 13 officers and 
members of the union, including some 
shop stewards, appeared before us. 
Eleven of the 13 refused to answer 
whether or not they were Communists. 

We on the other side had live wit- 
nesses who testified under oath that 
those persons had served in the Com- 
munist Party with them. We have tes- 
timony, if the Senator will look at the 
hearings which are on the desk of each 
Senator, which shows that the leased 
lines and tie lines over which our secret 
communications go all over the world, 
and even our code and cipher messages 
sent from the Pentagon itself, are serv- 
iced to members of a Communist-dom- 
inated union. I say we would be most 
derelict if we did not take notice of that 
and put legislation on the books to take 
care of it. 

Mr, LEHMAN. May I answer the 
Senator? 

Mr. BUTLER. Certainly. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Of course, I am as 
definitely concerned about the existence 
of Communists in unions and industries 
as is the Senator from Maryland, and 
I think something should be done 
about it. 

Mr. BUTLER. What does the Sen- 
ator suggest? . 

Mr. LEHMAN. Wait a minute. Very 
definitely, not such a bill as this, which 
would only hurt the unions. I suggest 
appointing a commission to study the 
whole situation. 

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator sug- 
gest any of the proposed legislation now 
pending before the Congress? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Whether it would be 
wise or not, I do not know, but there 
would be one way of handling this sit- 
uation, which is a relatively simple way. 
I am not prepared to say it would nec- 
essarily be a wise way, and it has not 
been recommended by the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States. That would 
be to outlaw the Communist Party. I 
do not know whether it would be wise; 
neither does the Senator from Maryland. 
But that would be one way of handling 
it simply and completely. 

Mr. BUTLER. May I address a ques- 
tion to the Senator with reference to the 
formation of a commission? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator be- 
lieve that the Congress of the United 
States should go to the President of the 
United States and ask him to form a 
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commission to find information which 
the committees of the Senate are per- 
fectly able to find, which they have al- 
ready found, and which is lying on the 
desk of each Senator? 

Mr. LEHMAN. My reply to that is, 
of course, that the Senate of the United 
States has in many cases done exactly 
that. I do not have the green volume 
before me, or I would wave it as some of 
my colleagues have done. But that does 
not mean that it is a fact. Even the 
Judiciary Committee of the House has 
turned thumbs down on this thing. An 
important segment of the Un-American 
Activities Committee of the House has 
turned thumbs down on it. The mere 
fact that a Senator says we ought to 
follow exactly what some man or woman 
may have suggested in the hearings—— 

Mr. BUTLER. May I respectfully 
suggest to the Senator that he is begging 
the question. My question goes to the 
separation of powers. 

I believe the legislative branch of the 
Government not only has the facilities, 
but has the capacity for getting all the 
information we need for the purpose of 
proposing legislation; I might say, for 
the purpose of formulating and propos- 
ing legislation. I, for one, do not want 
to go to the President of the United 
States and ask him to appoint a com- 
mittee to take testimony on this 
question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator is very 
bold in his statement. I, too, believe in 
the separation of powers between the 
executive and the legislative branches of 
the Government, but I must say—and I 
say this in all respect—that I think my 
friend from Maryland is wrong in saying 
that Congress has not created commis- 
sions or directed the creation of commis- 
sions on Many, Many occasions. While 
I do not have the record before me, I am 
quite sure on several scores of occasions 
commissions have been established. I 
think of one very notable instance—the 
Hoover Commission, which was estab- 
lished by the President under the direc- 
tion of the Congress of the United States. 

Mr, BUTLER. It was established for 
what purpose? 

Mr. LEHMAN. For the purpose of 
finding out certain things and reporting 
back to the Congress—things which we 
certainly could have found. 

Mr. BUTLER. For the sole purpose 
of investigating the executive branch of 
the Government and reporting back to 
the Congress. Which is a somewhat dif- 
ferent situation as compared with this. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Maryland objects to the 
Congress of the United States providing 
for commissions, he has chosen a very, 
very bad case, because in this instance 
the President was directed to set up a 
commission to investigate the executive 
branch of the Government, which lies 
completely within his jurisdiction, 
whereas this matter lies within the legis- 
lative branch, the executive branch, and 
the general public. 

Does the Senator have any more ques- 
tions? 

Mr. BUTLER. No. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr, GOLDWATER obtained the floor. 
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Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the passage of the 
bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I do not yield for 
that purpose, Mr. President. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, have 
the yeas and nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I withdraw my sug- 
gestion of the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
have only a few remarks to make, al- 
though I admit that I have a speech I 
should like to make, which would take 
about an hour and a half to deliver. But 
in recognition of the fact that we have 
heard so many long speeches in recent 
days, I shall ask later to have printed in 
the Recor» the speech I had intended to 
deliver. 

At the outset of his speech, the distin- 
guished Senator from New York made 
the remark that the proposed legislation 
should be referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. The bill I in- 
troduced on this subject last year, in the 
opening days of the 83d Congress, was 
referred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. The committee had a 
large number of witnesses who appeared 
during the course of the hearings on the 
Taft-Hartley amendments, and who tes- 
tified on the bill. In fact, there were 12 
witnesses representing organized labor 
who testified on that specific bill, relat- 
ing to the control of communism in labor 
organizations. A. F. of L. President 
Meany and CWA-CIO President Beirne 
concede that the job is a proper function 
of the Justice Department and other 
executive agencies. 

I merely desired to correct the infer- 
ence that the bill was not considered by 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare, and that it did not receive hear- 
ings. It received hearings, but it did 
not receive the proper consideration by 
the entire membership of the commit- 
tee. 

Therefore, this year, at the outset of 
the session, anxious to have some action 
on the bill, I asked during the course of 
one of the early executive sessions of the 
committee that the subcommittee be 
discharged from consideration of the 
bill and that it be referred to the full 
committee, and it was. 

Although I do not have a tabulation 
of the vote before me, I am quite cer- 
tain the Senator from New York voted 
“aye” on that particular proposal. 

Whenever an attempt is made to do 
something about communism in this 
country, the question is raised, “Is this 
the proper way to do it?” If com- 
munism is a problem in the United 
States, there is only one way to meet it, 
and that is head on. We have pussy- 
footed with Communists too long. I 
agree that some members of manage- 
ment in this country have pussyfooted 
with communism, but I suggest that 
Congress and the United States also 
have pussyfooted with communism too 
long. If anyone in the Chamber doubts 
the need for this type of legislation I 
should like to read briefly from a news- 
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Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers of 
America, dated August 15, 1949. The 
man who made the statement was the 
international secretary-treasurer of 
that union. The union has not seen fit 
to expel him. I quote as follows from 
the statement by Maurice Travis: 


Since the interest of the international 
union is uppermost in my mind, I have been 
confronted with the problem of resigning 
from the Communist Party, of which I have 
been a member, in order to make it possible 
for me to sign the Taft-Hartley affidavit. I 
have decided, with the utmost reluctance 
and with a great sense of indignation, to 
take such a step. My resignation has now 
taken place. 

This has not been an easy step for me to 
take. Membership in the Communist Party 
has always meant to me, as a member and 
officer of the international union, that I 
could be a better trade unionist; it has 
meant to me a call to greater effort in be- 
half of the union as a solemn pledge to my 
fellow members that I would fight for their 
interests above all other interests. 


I skip through the statement and read 
the following: 


Therefore, I want to make it crystal clear 
that my belief in communism is consistent 
with what I believe to be the best interests 
of the members of this union and the 
American people generally, and that I am 
especially happy to be able constantly to 
remember that it is consistent with the fin- 
est traditions of the international union. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the entire state- 
ment by Maurice Travis be printed in 
the Recorp at this point, so that all 
Members may read it and remind them- 
selves that, although most of the unions 
in the United States have cleansed 
themselves of Communist leadership, 
there still remain in a considerable num- 
ber of vital defense plants and mines 
Communist-dominated unions whose 
members seem unable to rid themselves 
of their Communist bosses. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Travis STATEMENT ON SIGNING TAFT-HARTLEY 
Law AFFIDAVIT 


(By Maurice Travis, international secretary- 
treasurer) 


The executive board of our international 
union has voted to comply with the Taft- 
Hartley law. I support this decision. 

As most of the membership knows, I have 
stated, more than once in the last 2 years, 
that if it became important to the life of 
our union to comply with Taft-Hartley, I 
would support such a step. The reasons 
which have now made it vital to our union 
to comply are the betrayal of labor's fight 
for repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act by the 
controlling leadership of both the CIO and 
AFL, by the 8lst Congress and the Tru- 
man administration—a betrayal which now 
saddles the labor movement with this law 
for another 2 years—and as part of that 
betrayal, the adoption of raiding, gangster- 
ism, and strikebreaking as official policy by 
reactionaries in the leadership of CIO. 

Since the executive board meeting at 
which compliance was voted, I have delib- 
erated very carefully on my course and I 
have also had the benefit of thorough dis- 
cussions with my fellow officers, executive 
board members, and members of the staff. 
The unanimous opinion of my fellow officers 
and the others in the international union 
is that the most effective way in which I 
can serve the international union is by con- 


1954 


tinuing in my post as an officer of the in- 
ternational union. 

Since the interest of the international 
union is uppermost in my mind, I have 
been confronted with the problem of re- 
signing from the Communist Party, of which 
I have been a member, in order to make it 
possible for me to sign the Taft-Hartley affi- 
davit. I have decided, with the utmost re- 


luctance and with a great sense of indigna- 


tion, to take such a step. My resignation 
has now taken place and as a result, I have 
signed the affidavit. 


This has not been an easy step for me to 
take. Membership in the Communist Party 
has always meant to me, as a member and 
officer of the international union, that I 
could be a better trade unionist; it has meant 
to me a call to greater effort in behalf of the 
union as a solemn pledge to my fellow mem- 
bers that I would fight for their interests 
above all other interests. 

The very premise of the Taft-Hartley affi- 
davits is a big lle, the same sort of lie that 
misled the peoples of Germany, Italy, and 
Japan down the road to fascism. It is a 
big lie to say that a Communist trade union- 
ist owes any higher loyalty than to his 
union. On the contrary, trade unions are 
an integral part of a Socialist society, the 
kind of society in which Communists be- 
lieve. Therefore, I believe that good Com- 
munists are good trade unionists. 

The biggest lie of all is to say that the 
Communist Party teaches or advocates the 
overthrow of the Government by force and 
violence. If I had believed this to be so I 
would not have joined the Communist Party. 
If I had later found it to be so I would never 
have remained in it. All the slanders by 
the corrupt press, all the FBI stool pigeons, 
and all the persecution of Communist work- 
ers will not make me believe it is so. I be- 
lieve that when the majority of the American 
people see clearly how rotten the foundation 
of the capitalist system is, they will insist 
on their right to change it through demo- 
cratic processes, and all of the reactionary 
force and violence in the world will be unable 
to stop them, 

It is because I believe these things that I 
have fought the affidavit requirement of 
Taft-Hartley. I believe it is a blot on Amer- 
ican life; I believe under our Bill of Rights, 
for which our forefathers fought, that an 
American has as much right to be a Com- 
munist as he has to be a Republican, a Dem- 
ocrat, a Jew, a Catholic, or an Elk or a Mason. 
Free voluntary association is the very corner- 
stone of the democratic way of life. I have 
been a Communist because I want what all 
decent Americans want, a higher standard of 
living for all the people, the ending of dis- 
crimination against Negroes, Mexican-Amer- 
icans, and all other minority groups. I want 
a peaceful America in a peaceful world. De- 
spite my resignation from the Communist 
Party, I will continue to fight for these goals 
with all the energy and sincerity at my 
command, 

I am also taking this step because I be- 
lieve it is one effective means of bringing 
home, not only to the membership of the 
international union but to the people gen- 
erally, the dastardly and unprecedented re- 
quirement that a man yield up his political 
affiliations in order to make a government 
service available to the people he represents. 
This is a dangerously backward step in 
American political life which threatens all of 
our democratic institutions. Americans 
have the right to belong to the political 
party of their choice and trade union mem- 
bers have the right to choose their own 
leaders. Denial of these principles under- 
mines democracy and gives comfort to the 
arrogant reactionaries who seek to put our 
country on the road to fascism. 

At the same time, I want to make it abso- 
lutely clear that my opinion continues to be 
that only a fundamental change in the 
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structure of our society, along the lines im- 
plied in the very words of the charter of our 
international, “Labor produces all wealth— 
wealth belongs to the producer thereof,” can 
lead to the end of insecurity, discrimination, 
depressions and the danger of war. 

I am convinced that capitalistic greed 18 
responsible for war and its attendant mass 
destruction and horror. I am convinced it 
is responsible for depression, unemployment 
and the mass misery they generate. The 
present deepening depression, growing un- 
employment, and threat of war confirm my 
conviction that the only answer is socialism. 

As a matter of fact, this Socialist concept 
has always been the guiding principle for 
American workers, The struggle led by the 
great Eugene V. Debs, the early fight for the 
8-hour workday, the steel and packing 
struggles led by Bill Foster, the stormy his- 
tory of the I. W. W. were all influenced by 
Socialist ideals. 

As a member of our international union 
I have always been proud of and have drawn 
strength from its basic Socialist tradition. 
No other union in this country matches ours 
in its glorious working-class history. Our 
union, and its predecessor, the Western Fed- 
eration of Miners, has carried on some of the 
most bitter and courageous struggles in the 
history of the labor movement. I have al- 
ways been inspired by the fact that early 
leaders of this union were socialistic in one 
form or another, that Bill Haywood also took 
the road to communism and died not only 
as a great leader of the working class but as 
an honored and respected Communist. 

Therefore, I want to make it crystal clear 
that my belief in communism is consistent 
with what I believe to be the best interests 
of the members of this union and the Ameri- 
can people generally and that I am especially 
happy to be able constantly to remember 
that it is consistent with the finest traditions 
of the international union. 

I know that sooner or later we will turn 
this present shameful page in American life, 
that the reactionary offensive will be beaten 
back and that the American workers will 
again resume their march on the road to 
peace, progress, and prosperity. Particularly 
do I know that the day will come when 
loyalty oaths and affidavits will be a thing 
of the past, when the true test will again be 
service to the people and, for trade union 
leaders, service to their members, 

In the meantime, I am sure that every 
member of the international union Joins me 
in my pledge to fight to keep this interna- 
tional union strong, to bend every effort to 
make it even stronger, to continue to keep 
it on a progressive, militant course, and to do 
everything in my power to make life in our 
country happy, secure, prosperous, and 
peaceful, 


Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in my remarks the text of 
the statement to which I referred, which 
I shall not read, thereby saving the Sen- 
ate the torture of listening to me ad 


infinitum. 


There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR GOLDWATER 


International communism is against every- 
thing we believe in—America, God, the dig- 
nity and rights of individuals, and de- 
mocracy. Communism is dedicated to world 
revolution and the dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat. Its weapons in America are treach- 
ery, deceit, infiltration, espionage, sabotage, 
corruption, and terrorism. It is using those 
weapons against up now—inside of our own 
country. 

The House Committee on Un-American 
Activities, in reporting on the Internal Se- 
curity Act of 1950 (U. S. Code Congressional 
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5 vol. 2, 8ist Cong., 2d sess., p. 3886) 
said: 

“The need for legislation to control Com- 
munist activities in the United States can- 
not be questioned. 

“Over 10 years of investigation by the 
Committee on Un-American Activities and 
by its predecessor committee has estab- 
lished: (1) that the Communist movement 
in the United States is foreign-controlled; 
(2) that its ultimate objective with respect 
to the United States is to overthrow our free 
American institutions in favor of a Com- 
munist totalitarian dictatorship to be con- 
trolled from abroad; (3) that its activities 
are carried on by secret and conspiratorial 
methods; and (4) that its activities, both 
because of the alarming march of Commu- 
nist forces abroad and because of the scope 
and nature of Communist activities here in 
the United States, constitute an immediate 
and powerful threat to the security of the 
United States and the American way of 
life.” 

The findings which support these con- 
clusions and the vast quantity of evidence 
on which they are based are set forth in 
detail in the numerous reports which com- 
mittees of Congress have printed and cir- 
culated. 

There can be no compromise or appease- 
ment between the ideals of our Republic and 
communism. The Communists still follow 
the marxism line: “Parliaments are corrupt, 
and voting and legislating are pleasant forms 
of rituals for deluding the workers.” 

Congress has passed several laws almed at 
curbing subversive activities. 

The Alien Registration Act of 1940 made 
it a crime to advocate the overthrow of the 
Government of the United States by force 
and violence. While force and violence is 
a basic principle to which the Communist 
Party members subscribe, the present line 
of the party, in order to evade existing 
legislation, is to avoid the open advocacy of 
force and violence and to resort to secret 
and conspiratorial methods, Consequently, 
the act is rendered less effective in dealing 
with Communist activities because of strat- 
egies and tactics of the Communists, 

The McCormack Act of 1938 required reg- 
istration of individuals who are acting as 
agents of a foreign principal. The Commu- 
nists are skillful in deceit and in conceal- 
ing their foreign ties. 

The problem of how to enact laws to de- 
fend the Nation against the Communist 
Party is a perplexing one, but one with 
which we must keep wrestling. If we lose 
this battle, it will be because of compla- 
cency. 

In safeguarding our own liberties, we must 
operate within the framework of the Con- 
stitution. In 1950, in analyzing the problem, 
the House committee said: 

“Communism as an economic, social, and 
political theory is one thing. Communism 
as a secret conspiracy dedicated to sub- 
verting the interests of the United States 
to that of a foreign dictatorship, is another.“ 

The committee went on to say: 

“We hold no brief for the economic, social, 
and political theories which the Commu- 
nists advocate, but we contend that, under 
our constitutional system, ideas must be 
combated with ideas and not with legisla- 
tion. If communism in the United States 
operated in the open, without foreign direc- 
tion and without attempting to set up a dic- 
tatorship subservient to a foreign power, leg- 
islation directed against it would neither 
be justified nor necesary. This, however, is 
not the case.” 

The committee said that “a careful analy- 
sis of the strategy and tactics of communism 
in the United States” discloses activities by 
reason of which the committee has con- 
cluded that legislation can and should be 
directed against those strategies and tac- 
tics of the Communist Party involving 
espionage. 
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‘Therefore, Congress passed the Internal 
Security Act of 1950, which made it unlaw- 
ful for any officer or employee of the United 
States to communicate any information 
classified by the President of the United 
States as necessary to the security of the 
United States to any representative of a 
foreign country, or any member of a Com- 
munist organization, and likewise made it 
illegal for any member of the Communist 
organization, or foreign representative of a 
foreign government, to receive such infor- 
mation. The law also made it illegal for 
a member of a Communist organization to 
hold any office in the Government, or for 
a member of a Communist organization to 
conceal his membership in seeking employ- 
ment in any defense plant, and made it un- 
lawful for any employee in a defense plant 
to be a member of a Communist organiza- 
tion. The Secretary of Defense designates 
defense plants. 

The Internal Securities Act requires that 
Communist organizations register with the 
Attorney General and that they give the 
names and addresses of their members. Any 
organization registered as a Communist or- 
ganization must show on its publications 
that it is disseminated by a Communist or- 
ganization. 

The Internal Security Act creates a 
Subversive Activities Control Board ap- 
pointed by the President with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. The Board 
may, upon application of the Attorney 
General, determine whether any organization 
is a Communist organization. Judicial re- 
view is provided after a hearing to the Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals of the District of Co- 
lumbia. Communist organizations are di- 
vided into two types: Communist-action 
organizations and Communist-front organi- 
zations. The former is defined as substan- 
tially directed, controlled, or dominated by 
a foreign government, or a foreign organi- 
zation, controlling the world Communist 
movement and operated primarly to advance 
the objectives of the world Communist 
movement. The Communist-front organiza- 
tion is one substantially directed, dominated, 
or controlled by a Communist-action organi- 
zation primarily operated for the purpose of 
giving aid and support to a Communist- 
action organization. 

The act of October 16, 1918 (8 U. S. C. 
137), was strengthened by the Internal 
Security Act of 1950 and provided for the 
exclusion of aliens seeking to enter the 
United States to engage in activities preju- 
dicial and dangerous to the United States, 
and for the exclusion of aliens who are mem- 
bers of the Communist Party, or who advo- 
cate the doctrine of world communism, or 
who are members of any organization which 
is registered, or required to be registered, 
under the Internal Security Act, unless the 
alien can show that he did not know, nor 
had reason to believe, that such organization 
was registered, or required to be registered. 
It was also provided that no person may be 
naturalized who is a member of a Commu- 
nist organization. 

The Emergency Detention Act of 1950 was 
also passed as a part of the Internal Secu- 
Tity Act of 1950. This act provides that the 
President may in time of an internal-security 
emergency cause the apprehension and de- 
tention of persons as to whom there is rea- 
sonable ground for belief that they probably 
would engage in espionage or sabotage activ- 
ity. This law provides for the issuance of a 
proclamation by the President. The Presi- 
dent may issue a warrant for the arrest of 
such a person, a preliminary hearing must 
be had before an officer appointed by the 
President, with a full hearing before a Deten- 
tion Review Board appointed by the Presi- 
dent with a right to appeal to the Federal 
courts. A proclamation can only be issued 
by the President in the event of invasion of 
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territory of the United States, a declaration 
of war by Congress, or an insurrection in the 
United States in aid of a foreign enemy. 

Membership in the Communist Party is 
not illegal per se under any Federal law. If 
a Communist organization or a Communist 
operates in such a way as to come within 
the definitions and performs acts which are 
outlawed, then it, or he, violates the law. 
If an organization changes its characteristics, 
then the object of the law has been accom- 
plished. The most important thing in the 
combating of communism is to keep the 
people informed accurately and fully and 
continuously about the activities, nature, 
and strategy of the Communist Party. 

A petition of the Attorney General of the 
United States sought to force the Commu- 
nist Party to register under the Internal 
Security Act of 1950. The Attorney General, 
in a verified petition, after summing up the 
program of the Communist Party in the 
United States and in the world, concluded 
that “in the event of a war between the 
Soviet and any other nation it is the recog- 
nized duty of all American Communists to 
support and defend the Soviet Union.” 
Another conclusion he made in his petition: 

“In the event of a war between the Soviet 
Union and the United States, the Commu- 
nists in the United States have obligated 
themselves to defeat the military efforts of 
the United States and to aid and support the 
Soviet Union. The Communist party teaches 
its members that in such event they must 
act to foment a civil war in the United 
States as a means for impairing the Na- 
tion’s military effort and for establishing a 
Soviet America, having a dictatorship of the 
proletariat such as exists in the Soviet 
Union.” 

In the final conclusion in the petition, the 
Attorney General said “To the leaders and 
members of the Communist Party, patriot- 
ism means solidarity with, and support of 
the Soviet Union.” 

At the trial of 11 Communist leaders in 
1949 in New York, charged with the viola- 
tion of the Alien Registration Act of 1940, 
Judge Medina, in his instructions to the 
jury in October of that year, told them that 
these defendants were charged with conspir- 
ing with each other and others unknown to 
the grand jury to knowingly and willfully 
advocate and teach the duty, or necessity, of 
overthrowing, or destroying, the Government 
of the United States by force and violence; 
and in this connection, to organize the Com- 
munist Party as a society group, or assembly 
of persons who teach, or advocate, such over- 
throw, or destruction. 

The act under which they were indicted 
says: 

“It shall be unlawful for any person to 
knowingly, or willfully, advocate, or teach, 
the duty, or necessity of overthrowing, or de- 
stroying, any government in the United 
States by force, or violence; to organize any 
society, group, or assembly of persons who 
teach, or advocate, the overthrow, or de- 
struction of any government in the United 
States by force or violence.” 

Judge Medina told the jury: 

“It is perfectly lawful and proper for the 
defendants, or anyone else, to advocate re- 
forms and changes in the laws, which seem 
to them to be salutary and n No one 
has suggested that the defendants trans- 
gressed any laws by advocating such reforms 
and changes. No syllable of the indictment 
refers to any such matters. Furthermore, 
should you find from the evidence that the 
defendants organized, or helped organize, and 
assumed, or were given leadership in the 
Communist Party as a legitimate political 
party solely with the view of electing candi- 
dates to political office by lawful and peace- 
ful means advocating reforms and changes 
in the laws, or the adoption of policies by 
the Government favorable to their conten- 
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tions in the matters just referred to, you 
must render a verdict of not guilty, and even 
if you do not so find from the evidence, you 
cannot bring in a verdict of guilty against 
any defendant unless the prosecution has sat- 
isfied you of his guilt beyond a reasonable 
doubt in accordance with the instructions.” 

The Government introduced evidence that 
plans were deeply laid to place energetic and 
militant members of the Communist Party in 
key positions in various industries indispen- 
sable to the functioning of the American 
economy, to be ready for action at a given 
signal, and such action was to consist of 
strikes, sabotage, and violence of one sort or 
another appropriate to the consummation of 
the desired end; that is to say, the smash- 
ing of the machine of state, the destruction 
of the Army, and the police force, and the 
overthrow of the Government and what Com- 
munists call bourgeoisie democracy. 

In the course of his instructions to the 
jury, Judge Medina said: 

“The prosecution further claims that the 
process of indoctrination at these various 
schools and classes was sought to be accom- 
plished by the defendants by: (1) a persist- 
ent and unremitting playing upon the griev- 
ances of various minority groups, such as 
young people, veterans, Negroes, housewives, 
Jews, and those suffering from economic 
handicaps of one sort or another—rubbing 
salt into these wounds and doing their best 
to arouse and inflame antagonisms between 
various segments of the population; (2) by 
insistence that the Communist Party alone 
is qualified to assume and to retain leader- 
ship of the revolutionary movement for the 
smashing of the capitalist state machine, and 
the ushering in of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, and that accordingly Commu- 
nists must at all times maintain what they 
call their vanguard role and the elimination 
at all times of others who claim to be seeking 
by various means to attain the same, or sim- 
ilar ends; (3) by constant study and discus- 
sion of the steps by which the Communists 
came to power in the Soviet Union, includ- 
ing the details of the revolution of October 
1917, in Russia, the strategy and tactics fol- 
lowed, including the wearing by the workers 
of uniforms of the Russian soldiers and sail- 
ors, the street fighting and so on; (4) by 
constantly stressing their claim that capital- 
ism during the period of time specified in 
the indictment was on its last legs, or mori- 
bund, that the dictatorship of the proletariat 
was inevitable, that the workers should hate 
the capitalist system and their employers, 
and the Army and the police as mere instru- 
ments of Wall Street monopolists and ex- 
ploiters, who are said to hold the Govern- 
ment of the United States in their clutches; 
(5) by picturing the Government of the 
United States as imperialistic and tending 
toward facism and the Soviet Union as the 
protector of the rights of minorities, the only 
true and complete democracy and as dedi- 
cated to peace; (6) by indicating the doctrine 
that a war with Russia would be an im- 
perialistic and an unjust war, in which event 
it is said to be the duty of those subscrib- 


ing to defendants’ principles to turn the 


imperialistic war into a civil war and fight 
against their own government, meaning the 
Government of the United States.” 

The judge, in reviewing the defense, said: 

“The defendants asserted that they re- 
garded the establishment of socialism in this 
country as necessary if the people are to live 
in peace and prosperity, that all their ac- 
tivities are directed toward the ultimate es- 
tablishment of socialism, and take two forms 
which interact with and influence each other, 
the political and the educational.” 

The defendants asserted that they sought 
to form a peoples’ front government, such 
as was elected in Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, and Rumania, and that this would 
only come about if and when a majority ot 
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the people wanted it and were ready to strug- 
gle for it. 
The judge was very careful to charge the 


1 the most vital and precious liber - 
ties which we Americans enjoy by virtue of 
our Constitution are freedom of speech and 
freedom of the press. We must be careful 
to preserve these rights unimpaired in all 
their vigor. Thus, it is that these defend- 
ants had the right to advocate, by peaceful 
and lawful means, any and all changes in 
the laws and in the Constitution; they had 
the right to criticize the President and Con- 
gress; they had the right to assert that World 
War II, prior to the invasion of Russia by 
Germany, was an unjust war, an imperialist 
war, and that upon such invasion it became 
a just war worthy of all material and moral 
support; and they had the right to publicly 
express these views orally or in writing. 
They had the right, thus, to assert that the 
Government was at all times exploiting the 
poor and worthy workers, for the benefit of 
the trusts and monopolies. They had a right, 
thus, to assert that what they called the de- 
mocracy of Russia is superior in all respects 
to American dem They had a right 
to assert that the Marshall plan was a mis- 
take, that billions of dollars should be loaned 
to Russia and that legislation adversely af- 
fecting Communists should not be passed. 
Whether you, or I, or anyone else, likes or 
dislikes such or similar and analogous views, 
or agrees or disagrees with them, is wholly 
immaterial and not entitled to the slightest 
consideration in deciding this case. Unless 
a minority had a right to express and to 
advocate its views, the democratic process 
as we understand it here in America would 
cease to exist and those in power might re- 
main there indefinitely and make impossible 
any substantial changes in our social and 
economic system, or in the texture of our 
fundamental law.” 

The court told the jury: 

“You must be satisfied from the evidence 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the defend- 
ants had an intent to cause the overthrow 
or destruction of the United States by force 
and violence, and that it was with this intent 
and for the purpose of furthering that objec- 
tive that they conspired both (1) to organize 
the Communist Party of the United States as 
a group or society to teach and advocate the 
overthrow or destruction of the United States 
by force and violence, and (2) to teach and 
advocate the duty and necessity of over- 
throwing or destroying the Government of 
the United States by force and violence.” 

Why is such legislation required? 

The CIO in 1950 expelled 11 of its 41 
international unions because they were 
Communist-dominated. The resolution on 
the expulsion read: 

“We can no longer tolerate within the 
family of CIO the Communist Party mas- 
querading as a labor union. The time has 
come when the CIO must strip the mask 
from these false leaders whose only purpose 
is to deceive and betray the workers. So 
long as the agents of the Communist Party 
and the labor movement enjoy the benefits of 
affiliation with the CIO, they will continue to 
carry out this betrayal under the protection 
of the good name of the CIO.” 

The names of those unions and the dates 
of their expulsion are: the United Electrical, 
Radio and Machine Workers, November 2, 
1949; the United Farm Equipment Workers, 
November 2, 1949; Mine, Mill, and Smelter 
Workers, February 15, 1950; United Office and 
Professional Workers, February 15, 1950; 
United Public Workers, February 15, 1950; 
Food, Tobacco, and Agricultural Workers, 
February 15, 1950; American Communica- 
tions Association, June 15, 1950; Interna- 
tional Fur and Leather Workers Union, June 
15, 1950; International Longshoremen’s and 
Warehousemen's Union, August 29, 1950; 
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Marine Cooks and Stewards, August 29, 1950; 
International Fishermen and Allied Workers, 
August 29, 1950. 

In 1939 the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities listed the Mine, Mill, and 
Smelter Workers Union as a Communist- 
dominated union. Ten years later the CIO 
acted upon the findings of the House com- 
mittee and expelled this union from its mem- 
bership. (P. 6, Oct. 1952 hearings, Senate 
Subcommittee Judiciary.) 

The CIO said as to the Mine, Mill, and 
Smelter Workers International leadership: 

“The testimony at the hearings, both oral 
and documentary, demonstrates conclusively 
to this committee, and the committee finds 
that the policies and activities of the In- 
ternational Union of Mine, Mill, and Smelter 
Workers are directed toward the achievement 
of the program and the purposes of the Com- 
munist Party, rather than the objectives set 
forth in the CIO constitution. This conclu- 
sion is inescapable, both from an analysis 
of the policies adopted by Mine, Mill, and as 
shown by documentary exhibits submitted 
by the union, and by direct and uncontra- 
dicted testimony by former officers of the 
union that the Communist Party directs the 
affairs of the union.” 

At the hearing before the subcommittee of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee in October 
1952, former officers of the union admitted 
they had been members of the Communist 
Party and identified a number of the officers 
of the present Mine, Mill, and Smelter Work- 
ers as having been members of the Commu- 
nist Party. 

The following officers and employees were 
subpenaed by the committee and refused 
to testify as to whether they were Com- 
munists, or not, on the grounds that to 
testify would incriminate them. Those per- 
sons were: Nathan Witt, general counsel; 
John Clark, president; Clinton Jencks, inter- 
national representative; Herman Clott, Wash- 
ington lobbyist for the union; Orville Lar- 
son, vice president; Holmgren, assistant edi- 
tor of the union newspaper; Rudolph Han- 
sen, paid employee; Maurice Travis, secre- 
tary-treasurer of the international union; 
Graham Dolan, who said he had no title 
but worked on special assignments for Presi- 
dent Clark, Vice President Larson, Vice Presi- 
dent Wilson, and Secretary-Treasurer Travis; 
and Albert Skinner, regional director and co- 
ordinator of the Kennecott bargaining coun- 
sel. 

I will not go into all the details of the 
hearing. They are available in the report of 
the hearings issued by the United States 
Government Printing Office. 

And, let me say here, that under the Taft- 
Hartley Act, an employer, or the National 
Labor Relations Board cannot go beyond the 
non-Communist affidavit filed by the union 
Officials. If the affidavits are filed, the em- 
ployer must comply with the law and must 
bargain with the union whether or not he 
thinks that the affidavits are false and that 
the representative is still a Communist. 

Let me call attention to what Mr. Travis 
says regarding Bill Haywood: 

“I have always been inspired by the fact 
that early leaders of this union were social- 
istic in one form or another, that Bill Hay- 
wood also took the road to communism and 
died not only as a great leader of the work- 
ing class but as an honored and respected 
Communist.” 

Bill Haywood, as you will remember, was 
head of the International Workers of the 
World during World War I. In 1918 he was 
found guilty in a Federal court in Chicago 
of espionage, sabotage, and interfering with 
the war effort of World War I. Pending his 
appeal he Jumped bail, fled to Russia, and 
now lies buried in the Kremlin as one of 
the heroes of communism. His heroism con- 
sisted of treason to his country. 
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Consider the case of Nathan Witt, general 
counsel of Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers, 
and the brains of the union. Lee Pressman, 
former general counsel of the CIO, testified 
before the Un-American Activities Commit- 
tee in the House in 1950 and said that he and 
Witt both belonged to the Communist Party 
at one time and that he, Pressman, John 
Abt, Charles Kramer, and Witt worked in a 
cell together, Ware was the liaison with the 
Communist Party of this cell and he col- 
lected their dues. Whittaker Chambers in 
1948 testified that Ware, Abt, Witt, Press- 
man, Alger Hiss, Donald Hiss, Henry H. Col- 
lins, Charles Kramer, and Victor Perlo be- 
longed to the Ware-Abt-Witt group. 

Witt was former executive secretary of the 
National Labor Relations Board. In 1940 he 
wrote the United States Senate when the 
NLRB was being investigated that he was not 
and had never been a member of the Com- 
munist Party, a Communist sympathizer, or 
one who used the Communist Party line. At 
the hearing in 1952, Witt refused to testify as 
to whether he was a Communist on the 
grounds that he was exercising his right un- 
der the fifth amendment not to give testi- 
mony against himself. Nathan Witt was also 
a member of the board of trustees of the Jef- 
ferson School of Social Science, which the 
Saturday Evening Post of March 12, 1949, said 
was the biggest school for the teaching of 
communism in New York, and annually en- 
rolled 3,000 students which was a fraction 
of the total signed up by the national chain 
of Communist schools. 

How does a union become Communist- 
dominated, and how did these CIO unions 
become Communist-dominated? To begin 
with, when the first attempts were made to 
organize mass production industry, there was 
an acute shortage of trained organizers. Un- 
knowingly, many Communists were used and 
they installed themselves and their sym- 
pathizers in key positions in many of the 
new unions. The newly organized workers, 
with no experience in unionism, were no 
match for these skilled technicians. The re- 
sult was that in union after union the Com- 
munists controlled the top level though the 
membership was overwhelmingly American 
in its sympathies. In the CIO findings on 
the expulsion of the Mine, Mill, and Smelter 
Workers: 

“Both Wilson and Eckert made it perfectly 
clear to the committee that the fact that 
this union followed the Communist Party 
line was not accidental. It was the result of 
the complete domination of the union's lead- 
ership by the party. The party group within 
the union has a systematic working ap- 
paratus for making its decision and for 
translating these decisions into union pol- 
icy. At the top there was a party steering 
committee of four members. This commit- 
tee, of which Eckert and Maurice Travis were 
members, determined Communist policy 
within the union. They did this in consul- 
tation with the leaders of the Communist 
Party. Meetings were frequently held with 
the Communist Party leaders, such as Wil- 
liam Z. Foster, chairman of the party; Eu- 
gene Dennis, general secretary; John Wil- 
liamson, its labor secretary; and Gil Green, 
its Illinois director. In addition, there was 
a regular envoy of the Communist Party 
who was designated as liaison man between 
Mine, Mill and the party. 

“In meetings of this steering committee, 
which was sometimes enlarged to include 
such persons as the union’s research director 
and the editor of its newspaper, the policies 
to be adopted by Mine, Mill were determined 
by these Communist leaders. Their deci- 
sions were then brought to the so-called pro. 
gressive caucus of the union, which con- 
tained all of the Communist and pro-Com- 
munist leaders of the union; all anti-Com- 
munist groups of the union were excluded 
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from this caucus. The Communist deci- 
sions were invariably adopted by the caucus 
and were then brought before the official 
bodies of the union and adopted as union 
policy. 

“This was the transmission belt by which 
the decision of the Communist Party leaders 
became decisions of the International Union 
of Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers. 

“The membership, of course, had a the- 
oretical veto power, but the party’s control 
of the union’s newspaper, control of its or- 
ganization, and control of its leadership en- 
abled the Communist Party to conceal its 
dictation of union policy and thus to main- 
tain its power over the union’s affairs. The 
right of the union membership to control 
policy given lip service by the leadership was 
thus frustrated. The membership had no 
voice, for instance, in the decision of Reid 
Robinson to resign as president, a decision 
made by the Communist Party for party 
reasons. He had no control over the ap- 
pointment of Maurice Travis, a newcomer to 
the union, as executive assistant to President 
Robinson, an appointment dictated by the 
Communist Party for itsown purposes. The 
membership had no control over the ap- 
pointment of organizers, and as a result ap- 
proximately 90 percent of the union’s staff 
are members of the Communist Party.” 

Eckert, in testifying before the Senate 
committee in Salt Lake in October 1952, said: 

“The Communist Party regarded Mine, 
Mill, and Smelter Workers as one of the key 
unions in America, because of its strategic 
position in the nonferrous metal industry 
and also because they have locals in Alaska 
and close proximity to the Soviet Union. 
That is an interesting ncte, because the Mine, 
Mill, and Smelter Workers locals up there, 
which are completely dominated by the 
Communist Party, are only 40 miles from 
Scviet Russia. Because of the importance 
they attach to Mine, Mill, and Smelter Work- 
ers, they made special efforts to reactivate 
me in the Communist Party. I became ac- 
tive in the party again from that time (1945) 
until the time I left Mine, Mill, and Smelter 
Workers, or just prior to leaving Mine, Mill, 
and Smelter Workers in 1948.” 

Eckert testified before the subcommittee 
on this steering committee in Mine, Mill, and 
Smelter Workers. Eckert said that the steer- 
ing committee was composed of Maurice 
Travis, Eckert, Al Skinner, and Charles 
Powers, and they received their instructions 
from Gil Green, State organizer of the Com- 
munist Party in Illinois, The steering com- 
mittee, he said, would also meet with William 
Z. Foster, national chairman of the Commu- 
nist Party, Eugene Dennis, and other top 
leaders to discuss matters affecting the Com- 
munist Party. He testified that the follow- 
ing was the way the union adopted its 10- 
point program in 1946: It was first discussed 
by the steering committee; it was then sub- 
mitted to the enlarged party meeting held; 
from this meeting it was taken to what was 
called the progressive caucus inside the 
Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers, which 
consisted of the party people on the staff of 
the union and certain nonparty people who 
were on the staff and other people who were 
not on the staff, but were in the Mine, Mill, 
and Smeiter Workers union. He said the 
progressive caucus would then make these 
proposals where it was necessary to have 
them approved by the international execu- 
tive board to the international executive 
board of the union, which was almost evenly 
divided between the right and left wings. 
Those decisions would then usually become 
the decisions of the union and sometimes, 
as in the case of the 10-point program, sub- 
mitted to the convention, as was done in the 
instance of the Cleveland convention in 1946, 
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and became adopted by the convention as the 
Official program of the union. As he said: 


tional executive board, and finally adopted 
by the international convention. Irrespec- 
tive of the various channels through which 
it went, it started with the Communist Party 
and as doctrine, or program, of 
the union as a whole” (pp. 51-58). 

There were approximately 126,000 in the 
union then (1946). The end result was the 
convention adopting a program which orig- 
inated with a small number of people who 
were Communist Party members, which was 
later adopted as a program of over 100,000 
members. Eckert said that the party mem- 
bership of the union never averaged 1 per- 
cent at any time and that a small number 
of Communists, even 4, a steering committee, 
could commit a union of 100,000 members 
to a program which they, the 4 Communists, 
or a few more, originated (p. 59). 

Eckert said the Communist personnel did 
not seep very far down because if it had it 
would be very much larger; here and there, 
there might be a shop steward who might be 
a member of the party, or a local union pres- 
ident, or a local member of the executive 
committee, or shop committee, but, by and 
large, the control of the union by the Com- 
munist Party was exercised from the top 
(p. 59). 

The Communist Party leadership was able 
to maintain itself in control by the following 
procedure: a staff of the people who have 
contacts with the membership would go out 
and campaign for their particular candidate. 
They would get up at the meetings and 
speak for them and they were not above 
stuffing the ballot boxes where it was neces- 
sary to do so (p. 60). 

Eckert said he knew Mr. Nathan Witt was 
a member of the party and had attended 
many party meetings with him. He was 
one of the top party men and liaison man 
between the Communist Party and various 
unions that were under the control of the 
Communist Party, including the Mill, Mine, 
and Smelter Workers, and frequently was 
the person who transmitted various things 
to Mill, Mine, and Smelter Workers, party 
decisions which were to be put into effect 
inside the union. 

The unfortunate and tragic thing is that 
most of the members of the union are not 
aware of this Communist domination and 
are loyal Americans. There is no law which 
now protects the rank and file of a labor 
union from Communist domination of their 
international union, 

I say that those men are entitled to the 
leadership of loyal Americans. My bill would 
provide a means to eliminate from a union 
Communist leadership such as Travis 
and Witt. This bill would permit local 
unions to bargain as bona fide labor unions 
and as a part of a bona fide international 
union. Employers would no longer be com- 
pelled by law to sit down with a Communist 
representative. The union newspaper would 
no longer be a vehicle for Communist propa- 
ganda to be dropping its indoctrinations 
drop by drop, issue by issue. 

I cannot conceive of a single reason, or 
justification, for the Government of the 
United States permitting men who are Com- 
munists to head and to run a labor organi- 
zation. I think loyal members of the Mine, 
Mill, and Smelter Workers, for example, are 
entitled to their Mine, Mill, and Smelter 
Workers Union free and clear of Communist 
domination. Their strikes, if they strike, 
should not be under any cloud that it is 
for political purposes and under a leadership 
over which they have no control. 

My bill would not destroy the Mine, Mill, 
and Smelter Workers—it would protect them 
and preserve them. 
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The ease with which 4 or 5 men can con- 
trol a large international union makes me 
think that we should start an investigation 
into the general subject of international 
unions to determine how democratic they 
are in the election of their officers. In many 
international unions, the same person has 
been president for many years. The con- 
stitutions, conventions, systems, appoint- 
ments of international representatives, con- 
trol over locals, have made it possible for 
one man to perpetuate himself in office. 
The membership should have control of the 
selection of the officers. 

On Friday, April 24, 1953, Albert J. Fitz- 
gerald, general president of the United 
Electrical Radio and Machine Workers of 
America, told the Senate Labor Committee 
at its hearing, that S. 1254 and its com- 
panion House bill, H. R. 3993, was a 
“thought-control piece of legislation.” Be- 
cause the Senate bill will undoubtedly re- 
ceive the same charge from this and similar 
unions, I think it is well to discuss that 
attack at this time. In the first place, the 
UE dwells on the alleged fact that orders 
of the Subversive Activities Control Board 
will operate to destroy unions. Nowhere does 
he advert to the fact that the membership 
of a union, which is the object of such an 
order, will have the opportunity to purge 
itself of the few individual leaders whose 
Communist activities give rise to the order, 
and that they can, in that manner, preserve 
their union with all its rights and privileges 
under the Federal laws. 

Secondly, he quarrels with the various 
legislative standards and definitions which 
the bill provides as guides to be used by the 
Board in determining whether or not a 
union, or an individual union official, is a 
Communist representative. Here he employs 
the well-worn shibboleths of “thought con- 
trol” and “guilt by association.” Mr. Fitz- 
gerald's remarks are to be found on pages 
1995 to 2010, inclusive, of part 4 of the hear- 
ings before the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare of the United States Senate 
of the 83d Congress. 


BASES OF THE THOUGHT-CONTROL CONTENTION 


It has been contended by some that legis- 
lation of this sort constitutes thought con- 
trol. This contention must be based on one 
or the other of the following: 

1. An attempt to distort the purpose of 
the proposed legislation by branding it as 
“antilabor” and applying to it a catch phrase, 
or epithet, which will generate public con- 
demnation; or 

2. A sincere belief that by enacting such 
legislation Congress would be unconstitu- 
tionally abridging the freedom of speech 
vouchsafed by the first amendment. 

For those who advance the thought-con- 
trol contention as a red herring and who seek 
thereby to divert Congress from the con- 
scientious reexamination of a real national 
problem, no answer to the contention is re- 
quired. Suffice it to say that every legisla- 
tive effort to protect this country against 
internal subversive activities has been faced 
with the same contention. 

But for those who, although they recog- 
nize the gravity of the problem, nevertheless 
advance the thought-control contention in 
the sincere belief that this type of legisla- 
tion goes beyond the constitutional powers of 
Congress, a sincere and forthright answer is 
required. They must have an answer to 
their fear that, in seeking by this means to 
combat a recognized evil, we would be de- 
stroying the very thing we are purporting to 
protect; in other words, their fear that by 
suppressing freedom of thought and asso- 
ciation in this way, we would be approach- 
ing the very totalitarianism which the Com- 
munists are seeking to establish by such 
means as the control and domination of 
trade unions. The purpose of this analysis 
is to supply that answer. 
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THE FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE 


The term “thought control,” even when 
used by those who are sincerely perturbed 
by the aspect of this type of legislation, is 
misleading. Communism is fundamentally 
an idea or belief, but its significance today 
lies not so much in the idea itself but in the 
plan of action designed to implement that 
idea, the plan of affirmative and violent 
action to establish and enforce that idea in 
the form of world dictatorship by the ruling 
power of one nation. A person may have 
the intent to rob or to murder, but, absent 
any action on his part to implement that 
intent, our concept of liberty would not per- 
mit us to restrain him just for having such 
evil thoughts. The same is true of a person 
who is only a Communist in the philosoph- 
ical sense. When, however, the robber, or 
the murderer, or the Communist, reaches the 
point of affirmatively implementing his in- 
tent to employ force or violence to gain his 
end, he has reached the action stage where 
his intentional conduct, not his thoughts, 
becomes the legitimate object of social scru- 
tiny and possible limitation. 

It is with this concept of modern com- 
munism in mind that the fundamental issue 
presented by this legislation must be de- 
fined. The determination to be made is 
whether or not, under present circumstances 
and with respect to communism, the neces- 
sity for preserving law and order and our 
national sovereignty justifies an abridgement 
of a fundamental liberty, and whether or not 
such abridgement is within the constitu- 
tional powers of Congress. Specifically, the 
issue is whether or not communistic infil- 
tration of trade unions constitutes a threat 
to national security sufficient to justify re- 
straining the liberty to foster communism 
through union power, and whether or not 
the exercise of that liberty can be consti- 
tutionally restrained in the manner proposed 
by this legislation. As so defined, it is obvi- 
ous that the issue cannot be properly char- 
acterized as a thought-control issue. 


THE ESTABLISHED FACTS 

The portion of this issue which requires 
a determination of the extent of the threat 
to our national security in relation to an 
impairment of individual liberty must be 
resolved on the basis of facts. These facts 
are well established and cannot be validly 
disputed. They have been established by 
hearings conducted by congressional com- 
mittees, reports of congressional committees, 
legislative findings by Congress, verdicts of 
Federal juries and decisions of the Federal 
courts. These are the established facts: 

1. There exists a world Communist move- 
ment which is a worldwide revolutionary ef- 
fort designed to establish a Communist to- 
talitarian dictatorship in the countries 
throughout the world. 

2. One of the traditional and primary 
means of accomplishing this purpose is Com- 
munist infiltration of labor unions. 

3. The American Communist Party is domi- 
nated and controlled by a foreign govern- 
ment. 

4. The goal of the American Communist 
Party is the overthrow of the Government of 
the United States by force and violence. 

5. The American Communist Party has in- 
filtrated, and dominates, and controls certain 
labor unions in this country. 

6. The goal and the activities of the Ameri- 
can Communist Party constitute a clear and 
present danger to the Nation. 


NATIONAL NECESSITY VERSUS INDIVIDUAL 
LIBERTY 

In the face of these established facts 
Congress must decide whether or not the 
infringement on individual liberty embodied 
in the proposed legislation is justified. The 
specific liberty involved is the liberty to par- 
ticipate in and encourage Communist action 
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in the trade-union movement—by speech, by 
association, and by intentional conduct. 
The objective of that Communist action is 
the overthrow of our Government by force 
and violence, a clear and present danger to 
our national security. The mere statement of 
the liberty involved and of the ultimate re- 
sult of its unlimited exercise provides the 
answer for all loyal Americans. Congress, 
with the support of the people, has answered 
the question before in analogous situations 
by imposing more drastic restraints on that 
liberty. Federal legislation applicable to 
Communists and organizations is nothing 
new. In 1938, the Foreign Agents Registra- 
tion Act, also known as the McCormack Act, 
was passed, requiring agents of foreign gov- 
ernments to register with the Attorney Gen- 
eral and to label their propaganda. In 1939, 
the Hatch Act forbade membership in Com- 
munist, or like organizations, to Federal em- 
ployees. In 1940, the Voorhis Act, supple- 
menting the McCormack Act, required reg- 
istration by native groups which participated 
in civilian-military drill and in specially de- 
fined political activities. In 1940, by virtue 
of the Smith Act, it became a Federal crime 
to “advocate, abet, advise, or teach” the 
overthrow of the Government by force or 
violence. In 1947, the Taft-Hartley Act de- 
nied to unions, whose officers failed to file 
non-Communist affidavits, the procedures 
and benefits of the National Labor Relations 
Act. And in 1950, Congress passed the In- 
ternal Security Act, which requires the reg- 
istration of all Communist organizations, 
prohibits the issuance of passports to mem- 
bers of such organizations, and prohibits 
the employment of such members by the 
Federal Government, or by private defense 
facilities. All of these enactments, except 
the Taft-Hartley Act, provided for criminal 
penalties. 

If the measures just enumerated were 
justifiable infringements on individual lib- 
erty in the face of the Communist threat, 
and in each instance Congress found them 
to be justified, certainly far less justification 
is needed for legislation such as that under 
discussion, which does not suppress or out- 
law the Communist Party and does not forbid 
any individual to be, or become, a philosoph- 
ical Communist, or a full-fledged and 
active member of the party, but which, in 
effect, only prohibits such a person from 
holding a position of influence in a labor 
union if that union wishes to continue to 
avail itself of the special rights and protec- 
tion afforded it by specific Federal laws. 

It seems clear from the foregoing that 
there is ample justification, as a matter of 
congressional policy, for the proposed legis- 
lation, 

CONGRESSIONAL POWER 

Coming now to the portion of the issue 
which requires a determination of congres- 
sional power to enact such legislation, it is 
necessary first to state certain fundamental 
principles with respect to the liberty of free 
speech vouchsafed by the first amendment 
to the Constitution. All of those principles 
can be gleaned from the 1951 decision of the 
United States Supreme Court in the case 
which involved the conviction of the top 11 
Communists for violation of the Smith Act, 
(Dennis v. United States (341 U. S. 494, 95 
L. ed. 1137)). They are as follows: l 

1. The right of free speech is not an 
unlimited, unqualified right, but * * * must, 
on occasion, be subordinated to other values 
and considerations.” 

2. “No one could conceive that it is not 
within the power of Congress to prohibit acts 
intended to overthrow the Government by 
force and violence. The question with which 
we are concerned * * * is not whether Con- 

has such power, but whether the means 
which it has employed conflict with the first 
* è amendment (s) to the Constitution.” 
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3. Restrictions on freedom of speech are 
constitutional where there is a “clear and 
present danger” that “substantive evil” will 
result from nonrestriction. 

4. Since the purposes and activities of the 
Communist Party constitute such a “clear 
and present danger” legislation which pun- 
ishes the advocacy of the doctrines of the 
Communist Party does not violate the first 
amendment, 

The statute involved in the Dennis case 
presented a far more difficult question as to 
the power of Congress than does the proposed 
legislation under discussion. The Smith Act 
made it a crime to “advocate, abet, advise, 
or teach” the overthrow of the Government 
by force or violence. Actually, the Supreme 
Court had already, prior to the Dennis case, 
passed upon the very contention which is 
advanced against the Goldwater-Rhodes bill. 

In American Communications Association 
v. Douds (339 U. S. 382, 94 L. ed. 925 (Sup. 
Ct. 1950) ) the Comrt had before it the non- 
Communist affidavit requirement (sec. 9 
(h)) of the Taft-Hartley Act. The peti- 
tioners in that case contended that the re- 
quirement was unconstitutional because it 
deprived “unions, union officers, and mem- 
bers of unions of freedom of thought, speech, 
and assembly, in violation of the first 
amendment.” The Court rejected that con- 
tention. The following quotations from the 
decision will demonstrate more clearly than 
attempts to paraphrase them the reasoning 
of the Court and the basis for its decision: 

“One such obstruction (of commerce), 
which it was the purpose of section 9 (h) of 
the act to remove, was the so-called political 
strike. Substantial amounts of evidence 
were presented to various committees of 
Congress, including the committees imme- 
diately concerned with labor legislation, 
that Communist leaders of labor unions had 
in the past, and would continue in the fu- 
ture, to subordinate legitimate trade-union 
objectives to obstructive strikes when dic- 
tated by party leaders, often in support of 
the policies of a foreign government. And 
other evidence supports the view that some 
union leaders, who hold to a belief in violent 
overthrow of the Government for reasons 
other than loyalty to the Communist Party, 
likewise regard strikés and other forms of 
direct action designed to serve ultimate rev- 
olutionary goals, as the primary objectives 
of labor unions which they control, 

* * * * . 


“No useful purpose would be served by 
setting out at length the evidence before 
Congress relating to the problem of political 
strikes, nor can we attempt tọ assess the 
validity of each item of evidence. It is suffi- 
cient to say that Congress had a great mass 
of material before it which tended to show 
that Communists and others proscribed by 
the statute had infiltrated union organiza- 
tions, not to support and further trade-union 
objectives, including the advocacy of change 
by democratic methods, but to make them 
a device by which commerce and industry 
might be disrupted when the dictates of 
political policy required such action, 

* . * * * 

“The difficult question that emerges is 
whether, consistently with the first amend- 
ment, Congress, by statute, may exert these 
pressures upon labor unions to deny posi- 
tions of leadership to certain persons who are 
identified by particular beliefs and political 
affiliations, 

* * . . » 

“Although the first amendment provides 
that Congress shall make no law abridging 
the freedom of speech, press, or assembly, it 
has long been established that those free- 
doms themselves are dependent upon the 
power of constitutional government to sur- 
vive. If it is to survive, it must have power 
to protect itself against unlawful conduct 
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and, under some circumstances, against in- 
citements to commit unlawful acts. Free- 
dom of speech thus does not comprehend 
the right to speak on any subject at any 
time. 


“Government's interest here is not in pre- 
venting the dissemination of Communist 
doctrine, or the holding of particular beliefs, 
because it is feared that unlawful action will 
result therefrom if free speech is practiced. 
Its interest is in protecting the free flow of 
commerce from what Congress considers to 
be substantial evils of conduct that are not 
the products of speech at all. Section 9 (h), 
in other words, does not interfere with 
speech, because Congress fears the conse- 
quences of speech; it regulates harmful con- 
duct which Congress has determined is car- 
ried on by persons who may be identified by 
their political affiliations and beliefs. 


* . * . . 


“In essence, the problem is one of weigh- 
ing the probable effects of the statute upon 
the free exercise of the right of speech and 
assembly against the congressional deter- 
mination that political strikes are evils of 
conduct which cause substantial harm to 
interstate commerce and that Communists 
and others identified by section 9 (h) pose 
continuing threats to that public interest 
when in positions of union leadership. 

. . * * * 


“But, insofar as the problem is one of draw- 
ing inferences concerning the need for regu- 
lation of particular forms of conduct from 
conflicting evidence, this Court is in no 
position to substitute its Judgment as to 
the necessity or desirability of the statute 
for that of Congress. 

* * — * * 


“In this legislation, Congress did not re- 
strain the activities of the Communist Party 
as a political organization; nor did it at- 
tempt to stifle beliefs. Compare West Vir- 
ginia State Board of Education v. Barnette 
(319 U. S. 624, 87 L. ed. 1628, 63 S. Ct. 1178, 
147 ALR 674 (1943)). Section 9 (h) touches 
only a relative handful of persons leaving 
the great majority of persons of the iden- 
tified affiliations and beliefs completely free 
from restraint. And it leaves those few 
who are affected, free to maintain their affi- 
liations and beliefs subject only to possible 
loss of positions. which Congress has con- 
cluded are being abused to the injury of 
the public by members of the described 
groups. 

* * . * . 

“It is contended that the principle that 
statutes touching first-amendment freedoms 
must be narrowly drawn dictates that a stat- 
ute aimed at political strikes should make 
the calling of such strikes unlawful, but 
should not attempt to bring about the re- 
moval of union officers, with its attendant 
effect upon first-amendment rights. We 
think, however, that the legislative judg- 
ment that interstate commerce must be pro- 
tected from a continuing threat of such 
strikes is a permissible one in this case. 
The fact that the injury to interstate com- 
merce would be an accomplished fact before 
any sanctions could be applied, the possi- 
bility that a large number of such strikes 
might be called at a time of external or 
internal crisis, and the practical difficulties 
which would be encountered in detecting 
illegal activities of this kind are factors 
which are persuasive that Congress should 
not be powerless to remove the threat, not 
limited to punishing the act. 

* * * . * 

“Of course, we agree that one may not be 
imprisoned or executed because he holds 
particular beliefs. But to attack the straw 
man of thought control is to ignore the fact 
that the sole effect of the statute upon one 
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who believes in overthrow of the Government 
by force and violence—and does not deny 
his belief—is that he may be forced to re- 
linquish his position as a union leader.” 


CONCLUSION 


The decision of the United States Supreme 
Court in the Douds Case and its reasoning in 
the light of fundamental concepts of consti- 
tutional power and individual liberties, 
should allay the fears of any sincere person 
who would otherwise be perturbed over the 
contention that the proposed legislation 
constitutes thought control. In principle, 
the Goldwater-Rhodes bill embodies the 
same approach to the problem of commu- 
nism in labor unions as that of the Taft- 
Hartley Act, namely, to deny instrumental- 
ities, admitted or proven to be Communist- 
controlled, the opportunity, under the cover 
of rights and privileges granted by Federal 
laws, to foster the class warfare and to fo- 
ment the industrial strife which constitute 
an integral part of the Communist pattern. 
Under the Taft-Hartley Act, such Communist 
control has to be admitted before Commu- 
nist-directed union conduct is denied the 
special legislative support and protection 
afforded by Federal law. It is quite obvious 
that the Taft-Hartley procedure has not 
worked with any marked degree of success— 
mainly because of the Communist's lack of 
respect for an oath and of the ease with 
which the oath requirement can be circum- 
vented. The proposed legislation abandons 
the oath procedure and gives the Govern- 
ment the opportunity to prove, if it can, the 
existence of Communist control. Once that 
fact is established, by due process and open 
proceedings, the consequences which ensue 
are substantially the same as those in the 
present law. 

The essence of the proposed legislation is 
to provide a means whereby the members 
of a labor union, the rank and file, as they 
are commonly called, can be informed by 
their Government, on the basis of proven 
facts, that their leadership is such as to 
constitute a threat to themselves and to 
their country. When they have been so 
advised they are then given reasonable time 
and opportunity to decide whether they 
wish to continue as a Communist-controlled 
union, or to rid themselves of their sub- 
versive leadership. If they choose the for- 
mer course, which they have the right to 
do, no prohibition is imposed against their 
choice, The only result will be the with- 
drawal of special Federal support and pro- 
tection for union conduct which, because of 
Communist direction, the Congress believes 
to be inimical to the best interests of the 
United States. 

It is the Communist-directed union con- 
duct, not the Communist idea or belief, 
which this legislation would attempt to 
regulate. The facts requiring legislation to 
protect this Nation against communism in 
action are a matter of public record. The 
power of Congress to provide the means for 
that protection within the framework of our 
constitutional government is a matter of 
judicial decision. This is the answer to those 
with conscientious fears of the implications 
of this type of legislation. It is the correct 
answer to the issue defined at the outset. 

Only those who fail or refuse to recognize 
the proven objectives of communism or 
those who refuse to accept the established 
fact that the infiltration of the trade-union 
movement is a primary means of attaining 
those Communist objectives will agree with 
this conclusion. The others, the informed 
and loyal members of society, will accept 
the findings of Congress and the decisions 
of the courts, They will be able to distin- 
guish between thought and action and to 
recognize the necessity and justification for 
controlling the latter, not the former. 
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Untrep STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
BUREAU or LABOR STATISTICS, 
Washington, D. C. 
UNION CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS BARRING 
COMMUNISTS From UNION OFFICE OR MEM- 
BERSHIP 


This study is derived from a general analy- 
sis of selected union constitutions under- 
taken by the Bureau in 1951-52, The con- 
stitutions used were the latest available to 
the Bureau at that time. In some instances, 
therefore, later union actions may have 
placed further or more specific restrictions 
on accepting Communists into membership 
or allowing them to hold office. Other 
unions may have adopted similar restrictions 
for the first time. 

For this study, 89 national or interna- 
tional union constitutions covering a com- 
bined union membership of approximately 
12 million were examined. Forty-seven of 
these constitutions had provisions either of 
a specific or a general nature which barred 
Communists from union office or member- 
ship or both. It should be noted that a 
refusal to accept Communists as members 
can serve as an effective bar against Com- 
munists holding union office since, as a 
rule, officers rise from membership ranks. 
The combined membership of these 47 
unions was about 8.2 million or roughly 
two-thirds of the total membership covered 
by the sample. 

In the attached table, Selected List of 
Unions with Constitutions Barring Com- 
munists from Office or Membership, a sep- 
arate column shows the date of the union 
constitution consulted in the study. A 
number of the unions hold conventions at 
intervals of 2 years or longer and constitu- 
tions are generally dated to indicate only 
the initial year in which provisions became 
operative. 

The information, as found in the union 
constitutions, was classified according to 
whether the constitution contained either 
(1) a specific provision barring Communists, 
or (2) a more general provision designed to 
eliminate undesirables from membership or 
office. Specific provisions all had in com- 
mon a mention of the word “Commu- 
nist.” Illustrative of such types of clauses is 
the following: 

“No member shall be eligible to hold office 
in this union or act in any official capacity 
for this union or subordinate body thereof 
who shall be subject to orders or discipline 
of any party or organization (such as the 
Communist Party, Nazi or Fascist organiza- 
tion) which makes its interests and policies 
on union matters binding upon its members 
irrespective of the decisions, interests and 
policies of the union.” 

Provisions of a more general character were 
those which apparently could be construed 
as barring Communists although the word 
“Communist” actually did not appear in the 
Constitution. Virtually all the union con- 
stitutions identified as having such clauses 
had provisions somewhat similar to the fol- 
lowing which appeared in one constitution: 

“No person shall be eligible either to mem- 
bership or to retain membership in this in- 
ternational or any local union affiliated with 
the international who shall be a member of 
any organization having for its aim or pur- 
pose the overthrow, by force of the Con- 
stitution and Government of the United 
States.” 

Two provisions in the general category 
differed substantially from this type of 
clause: One was a requirement that officers 
be willing to execute affidavits necessary to 
secure access to Government agencies; an- 
other required officers to file statements as 
required by law indicating acceptability un- 
der law as a qualified representative of the 
union, 


1954 


Date 


Name of national or international union | 9f gon- 


Specific 
vision — — 
Communists 
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Selected list of unions with constitutions barring Communists from office or membership 1 


American Federation of Labor: 
National Agricultural Workers yana, 
International Union, United A 

mobile Workers of Amerien 
Bakery and af Union of Ame 
International Union oe 
Journeymen Barbers, Hairdressers, 
Cosmetologists, and Proprietors In- 
ternational Union of America. 
International 9 of Boiler- 
makers, Iron Ship Builders and 
Helpers of America___-_-.-.-..-...- 
3 Brotherhood of Book- 
inders. 


International Association of Bridge, 
Orna tal Iron 


Structural, and men 


ion 
International Associstion of Cleaning 
and Dye House Workers 
eee Union of 
Flight Engineers’ International Asso- 
T 
American Federation of Grain Millers. 
United Hatters, Cap, an 
Workers International Union 
Hotel and Restaurant Employees and 
Bartenders International Union... 
International Jewelry Workers’ Union. 
err vine Longshoremen's Asso- 
ann oS 
Treen Association of Machin- 
National Organization Masters, 
Mates, and Pilots of America 
American Federation of Musicians... 
Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators, 
and Paper! ers of America 
International Photo-Engravers’ 


pp cerns of Railway Carmen of 
Brotherhood of poe A and Steam- 


ship Clerks, Freight Handlers, 
Express and Station Employees. 


sters, Cha 
and He 


International Union, 
International Union 


United Gas 


buildin. 
United 


Workers of 


American Federation of Labor—Con. 
= Clerks International Associa- 
nied Slate, Tile and Composition 
Roofers, Damp and Waterproof 
Workers Association 
International Brotherhood of Team- 
uffeurs, Warehousemen, 
Ipers of America 
Congress of Industrial Organizations: 


mobile, Aircraft and Agricultural 
Implement Workers of America 


Radio and Machine Workers. 
Coke and C 
Workers of America 


t 
Industrial Union of Marine and Ship- 


ptical and Instrument 
Workers of America 
American Radio Association 
United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum and 
Plastic Workers of America 
3 Steelworkers of America 
‘Transport Workers Union of America. 
Utility Workers Union of Amerien 
e ag ‘onal Woodworkers of Amer- 
Indepenicié or unaffiliated unions: 
Engineers, Architects, and Scientists, 
National Professional Association... 
3 Federation of Federasi Em- 


United Auto. 


of Electrical, 


American 


Agents 
United Mine Workers 


T ho LEDY of Tool and Die Crafts- 


of America 


1 The omission of a union from this list does not necessarily mean that its constitution does not include provisions barring Communists, 


UNION TRIAL PROCEDURES WHERE COMMUNISM 
IS AN ISSUE 


The constitutions of the following unions 
covered trial procedures where communism 
may be an issue. These 10 unions were se- 
lected arbitrarily for illustrative purposes, 

1. International Union, United Automo- 
bile Workers of America (AFL). 

2. International Union, United Automo- 
bile, Aircraft, and Agricultural Implement 
Workers of America (CIO). 

3. International Association of Bridge, 
Structural, and Ornamental Iron Workers 
(AFL). 

4. Building Service Employees’ Interna- 
tional Union (AFL). 

5. International Chemical Workers Union 


(AFL). 

6. Hotel and Restaurant Employees and 
Bartenders International Union (AFL). 

7. International Association of Machin- 
ists (AFL). 

8, United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum, and 
Plastic Workers of America (CIO). 

9. Brotherhood of Utility Workers of New 
England, Inc. (Independent). 

10, International Woodworkers of Amer- 
ica (CIO). 

Generally, the trial procedures were listed 
under sections of the Constitution dealing 
with disciplinary matters. Usually, the pro- 
cedures were not exclusively designed to 
handle charges of communism but could be 
utilized in any one of a number of specified 
violations of union constitutional provisions. 


The procedure followed by the Interna- 
tional Union, United Automobile, Aircraft, 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of 
America (CIO) may be of particular interest 
in view of the special attention paid to this 
problem at the UAW-CIO’s March 1953 con- 
vention. The 1951 constitution of the union 
(art. 10, sec, 8) provided that members were 
ineligible to hold elective or appointive of- 
fice in any UAW local union or in the inter- 
national union if they were “a member of 
or subservient to any political organization, 
such as the Communist, Fascist, or Nazi 
organization.” A detailed trial procedure 
(art. 48) by a local union trial committee 
(for charges involving the Communist issue 
as well as a number of others) provided in 
part that local trial committee verdicts of 
guilty could be reversed by a two-thirds vote 
of the local union membership. However, 
verdicts of acquittal were held as final and 
could not be reversed by the membership. 

At the 1953 convention this trial procedure 
was changed. Amendments were passed to 
UAW’'s constitution which provide that local 
union trial decisions of acquittal involving 
charges of Communism (or other totali- 
tarian leanings) could be reviewed by the 
international union executive board upon 
an appeal by any member of the local union 
or the UAW regional director. The interna- 
tional board could then order a retrial if it 
found that the verdict appeared to be con- 
trary to the evidence. The intent of this 
amendment, as stated by a UAW spokesman, 


was to provide review of decisions “which 
may have been arrived at fraudulently or in 
a manner not consistent with this kind of a 
democratic organization.” 

The experiences which UAW had in deal- 
ing with Communist influence in its large 
Ford local 600 were in large part responsible 
for these amendments. In his 1953 report to 
the convention, UAW President Walter P. 
Reuther described how the international 
union intervened in local 600 to prevent 5 
members from holding office who had been 
accused of subservience to Communist doc- 
trine but who had been acquitted by a local 
union trial committee. President Reuther 
pointed out that the international union 
was able to act under certain “emergency” 
provisions, However, he recommended more 
adequate machinery “to deal with the few 
Communists in our ranks who, while at- 
tempting to take advantage of the demo- 
cratic privileges that they have as members 
of our union, would use such privileges to 
weaken and destroy both our union and the 
free institutions of our country.” 

The trial procedure followed in one of the 
largest AFL affiliates, the International Asso- 
ciation of Machinists, is outlined in the 
union’s constitution effective April 1, 1949, 
as amended, and effective April 1, 1950: 


“ARTICLE K 
“Code—Charges 


“SECTION 1. It is the duty of any member 
who has information of the violation of any 
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provisions of the constitution of the grand 
lodge or the constitutions of local lodges, by 
any member or members, to immediately 
prefer charges in writing against any such 
member or members by filing same with the 
president of the local lodge to which the 
accused member or members belong, who 
shall supply a copy of the same to the mem- 
ber against whom the charges are preferred 
and turn over the original charges to the 
committee provided for by the following 
section: (In the event the president, or the 
president and other officers of the lodge are 
involved in the charges filed, the next rank- 
ing officer shall proceed as herein set forth. 
In the application of this section the order 
of rank of officers shall be president, vice 
president, and past president. In the event 
the president, vice president, and past presi- 
dent are involved in the charges, or are ab- 
sent, the recording secretary shall call for 
nominations of a temporary chairman and 
the members present shall immediately pro- 
ceed to select a temporary chairman by ma- 
jority vote. The temporary chairman se- 
lected shall then proceed to carry out the 
requirements of this section.) 


“Appointment of trial committee 


“Sec. 2. Whenever charges have been pre- 
ferred against a member of a local lodge the 
president of such lodge shall immediately ap- 
point a committee to investigate the charges, 
take testimony, and decide upon the guilt or 
innocence of the one accused. The commit- 
tee so appointed shall within 1 week there- 
after notify the member against whom the 
charges have been preferred as to the time 
and place, when and where, to appear for 
trial. (In the event the president, or the 
president and other officers of the lodge are 
involved in the charges filed, the next rank- 
ing officer shall proceed as herein set forth. 
In the application of this section the order 
of rank of officers shal be president, vice 
president, and past president. In the event 
the president, vice president, and past presi- 
dent are involved in the charges, or are 
absent, the recording secretary shall call for 
nominations of a temporary chairman and 
the members present shall immediately pro- 
ceed to select a temporary chairman by ma- 
jority vote. The temporary chairman select- 
ed shall then proceed to carry out the re- 
quirements of this section). 


“Evidence 


“Sec. 3. The accused shall have the privi- 
lege, either in person or by attorney (the 
attorney being a member of the local lodge) 
to cross-examine all witnesses appearing for 
the prosecution and present all such evi- 
dence as he may deem proper in his own be- 
half. The committee shall consider all of the 
evidence in the case and thereafter agree 
upon its verdict of guilty or not guilty. If 
the verdict be that of guilty the committee 
shall then consider and agree upon its recom- 
mendation of punishment. 


“Appearance 


“Sec. 4. If a member of a local lodge fails 
to appear for trial when notified so to do, 
the trial shall proceed as though he were 
in fact present. 


“Trial procedure 


“Src. 5. 1. Call trial committee to order. 

“2. Examine due books, 

“3. Clear the trial chamber of all people 
except the trial committee, the trial reporter 
(who need not be a member of the Inter- 
national Association of Machinists), the 
plaintiff and his attorney, the defendant 
and his attorney, and a representative of 
the grand lodge, if in attendance. 

“4, Segregate the plaintiff and the de- 
fendant. 

“5. The plaintiff and the defendant shall 
remain in the trial chamber until trial is 
concluded. 

“6. The Chairman shall read the charges 
and ask the defendant if he is ‘guilty’ or 
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‘not guilty.” If the plea is ‘not guilty’ the 
trial shall then proceed. - 

J. The plaintiff or his attorney shall pre- 
sent his case first. 

„8. Witnesses shall be called into the trial 
chamber one at a time, and will leave the 
trial chamber upon completing their testi- 
mony, subject to recall by either the trial 
committee, the plaintiff, the defendant, or 
the representative of the grand lodge, 

“9, Plaintiff's witnesses shall be called 
first. 

“10, Defendant and his attorney shall 
have the right to cross-examine plaintiff's 
witnesses. 

“11. Defendant’s witnesses shall then be 
called, 

“12. Plaintiff and his attorney shall have 
the right to cross-examine the defendant's 
witnesses. 

“13. Before the trial committee shall be- 
gin their deliberations upon the testimony 
given, all persons except the trial committee, 
shall leave the trial chamber. 


“Report of trial committee 


“Sec. 6. The trial committee shall report at 
the next regular meeting of the local lodge. 
Such report shall be in two parts as follows: 

“First. The report shall contain the find- 
ings and verdict of the trial committee to- 
gether with a synopsis of the evidence and 
testimony presented by both sides. 

“After the trial committee has made nec- 
essary explanation of its intent and meaning, 
the trial committee’s verdict with respect to 
guilt or innocence of the defendant, shall 
be submitted without debate to a vote by 
secret ballot of the members of the local 
lodge. 

“Second. If the lodge concurs with a ‘guilty’ 
verdict of the trial committee, the recom- 
mendation of the committee as to the pen- 
alty to be imposed shall be submitted in a 
separate report to the lodge and voted on by 
secret ballot of the members then in at- 
tendance, 

“Voting on report 

“Src. 7. The recommendation of the com- 
mittee may be amended, rejected, or another 
punishment substituted therefor, by a ma- 
jority vote of those voting on the question, 
excepting that it shall require a two-thirds 
vote of those voting to expel the defendant 
from membership. 

“If the lodge reverses a ‘not guilty’ verdict 
of the trial committee, the punishment to be 
imposed shall be decided by the lodge by a 
majority vote of those voting on the ques- 
tion, except that it shall require a two-thirds 
vote of those voting to expel the defendant 
from membership. 


“Limit of fines 


“Sec. 8. No fine shall be imposed upon 
any member or applicant eligible to mem- 
bership in this association in excess of $50 
unless the same is first approved by the ex- 
ecutive council, 

“Appeals 

“SEC, 9. Appeals may be taken from the 
decision of any local lodge or grand lodge 
officer to the international president, pro- 
vided, however, that such appeals must be 
taken within 30 days after the decision. 
Thereafter appeals may be prosecuted in 
accordance with the provisions of section 6, 
article XXV of the grand lodge constitution, 
“Rights of members and lodges during appeal 

“Sec. 10. While any member or local lodge 
is exercising the right of appeal the financial 
standing of such member or local lodge shall 
not be impaired by refusal to accept dues 
or per capita tax until after the executive 
council has passed upon the appeal. Should 
any member or local lodge decide to appeal 
from the decision of the executive council 
they must comply with the provisions of 
section 6, artcile XXV, of the grand lodge 
constitution. No individual member or lo- 
cal lodge shall appeal to the civil courts for 
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redress until after having exhausted all 
rights of appeal under the provisions of this 
constitution and the constitution of the 
grand lodge.” 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. Is it not true that 
there are other persons who are now 
officers of large unions who have been 
identified to be Communists? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I believe that if 
the membership of the Senate will read 
this statement very carefully, they will 
find the answer to the Senator’s question, 
not once, but many times. 

At this time I wish to compliment the 
task force committee which finally held 
hearings on this bill and on the other 
bills which were introduced. They did 
an excellent, thorough job. Represent- 
atives of every union in the country were 
invited to attend. Both sides were well 
represented, and all the members of the 
subcommittee deserve the hearty thanks 
of the Senate. 


DISPOSITION OF ALIEN ENEMY 
PROPERTY 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I am 
reluctant to detain the Senate at this 
hour on a matter which is somewhat di- 
verse from the bill under consideration 
at present, but I feel that a record 
should be made, so I must embrace the 
opportunity to speak about a matter 
which has occupied the front pages of 
the newspapers for some days, namely, 
the disposition of alien enemy property. 

I should like to make the record clear 
that it was in 1951 when the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. Wey] submitted a resolution 
calling for an investigation of the ad- 
ministration of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act. It is under that act that 
all alien property is administered. The 
resolution was adopted, and a commit- 
tee was established, under the chairman- 
ship of a very distinguished Member of 
the Senate, the late lamented Senator 
Smith, of North Carolina. The Senator 
organized the subcommittee, which was 
provided with a staff. In fact, the chief 
counsel of that subcommittee was a 
very able lawyer from the Senator’s own 
State. 

After the other members of the staff 
were assembled, the investigation began. 
As a matter of fact, I had no identity 
with it at that time, Mr. President; and 
it was not until 1953 that I became iden- 
tified with the subcommittee, as its 
chairman. 

That was a rather interesting experi- 
ence, because I had helped the chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary set 
up all the subcommittees of that com- 
mittee. I bent over backward to make 
sure I had no identity with this investi- 
gating committee. I thought every- 
thing was in good order at that time, and 
the subcommittees were about to be an- 
nounced; so I went upon a journey to 
my State to address a dinner meeting at 
Bloomington, III. It was about mid- 
night when the telephone rang, and I 
was called by the distinguished chair- 
man of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
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He said, in effect, “You will have to take 
the chairmanship of this Subcommittee 
to Investigate the Trading With the 
Enemy Act.” 

I confess I was rather reluctant to do 
so, and I presented quite an argument 
at that rather unseemly hour. But the 
chairman was so insistent that as a re- 
sult I found myself saddled with the 
chairmanship of this investigating sub- 
committee, along with a good many other 
duties on a good many other subcom- 
mittees. 

There is only one thing I wish ‘to say 
about the staff in that connection. 
When the late Senator Smith, of North 
Carolina, organized that subcommittee, 
I think the second man in command on 
that staff was a fine young gentleman 
of fine character by the name of John 
Nairn. I did not know him. I had 
never seen him before. But when a 
question was raised about the size of 
the various staffs of investigating sub- 
committees, I promptly dismissed all the 
subcommittee staff members but Mr. 
Nairn. I kept him for only one reason; 
that I needed some kind of an anchor 
post. I called Mr. Nairn to my office 
and told him, “You will be in charge un- 
til I can reorganize.” Frankly, Mr. 
President, that is the first time I ever 
saw Mr. Nairn, 

After examining the field somewhat 
and examining the interim report which 
that subcommittee had filed before I be- 
came its chairman, I then recruited 
some additional personnel, and took back 
two former FBI agents, young men of 
very fine character, who occupy posi- 
tions of responsibility today, retaining 
them as a part of the investigatory staff 
of that subcommittee. 

While I was going over the interim 
report and making some exploration of 
my own, I saw that a rather unhappy 
situation was developing between the 
Office of Alien Property and the War 
Claims Commission, which had been 
created by Congress and which admin- 
istered extra benefits to veterans who 
had been incarcerated in prison camps, 
and which also provided for some extra 
benefits to certain religious organiza- 
tions which had been damaged by the 
war effort in the Pacific, notably in the 
Philippines. 

As I thought of it and anticipated 
some difficulty, I thought, “Surely the 
best man I can pick as chief of staff un- 
der those circumstances would be a man 
who enjoyed the confidence of the vet- 
erans of the country.” It was only nat- 
ural, I suppose, that my mind should 
turn to a very distinguished former com- 
mander of the American Legion by the 
name of Edward A. Hayes. His home 
then was in Decatur, Ill. His present 
home is in Chicago. He is identified with 
a very distinguished law firm in the city 
of Chicago. 

When I called Mr. Hayes out of a clear 
sky late one afternoon, and told him 
what I had in mind, requesting that he 
come to Washington and assume a re- 
sponsibility with that committee, his 
answer was a very prompt, emphatic 
“No.” He said he could not afford to 
come back to Washington, D. C., for the 
amount of money we pay as salary here. 
I asked him not to close his mind, and 
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asked him to board a plane and come 
to Washington, D. C., to discuss it. 

At long last I did work out agreeable 
terms of a contract with him. So it was 
that Mr. Hayes, a very distinguished na- 
tional commander of the American 
Legion, and probably one of the most 
beloved national commanders that great 
organization ever had, became identified 
with the investigatory staff of the Sub- 
committee To Investigate the Trading 
With the Enemy Act and the Adminis- 
tration of Alien Property. 

I make note of those things, Mr. Presi- 
dent, only because something quite di- 
verse from what I say has appeared in 
the press. I have made it a rule in 22 
years of public service, virtually, in this 
body and in the House of Representa- 
tives, not to respond to representations 
and misrepresentations which appear in 
the press. They do not concern me one 
bit, Mr. President, because I simply fol- 
low my own conscience and do the job 
as best I can. 

But at least in the interest of two fine 
people—Ed Hayes, former national com- 
mander of the American Legion, and Mr. 
John Nairn, a fine young lawyer whose 
home is here in Washington, D. C., and 
who was first engaged by the very dis- 
tinguished Member of this Senate on the 
other side of the aisle, the Honorable 
Willis Smith to join that staff—I wish 
to make these comments. 

I retained Mr. Nairn. I have the 
greatest confidence in him. 

Something was said in one of the ac- 
counts recently to the effect that Mr. 
Nairn had a law office and that he was 
sharing the cost of retaining a stenogra- 
pher and sharing space in an office with 
another young attorney, who had diverse 
interests, identified, I think, with some 
interests that had some identity with 
another aspect of alien property. It 
could be, Mr. President. But I know Mr. 
Nairn. I know he is a man of character, 
and that is enough for me, 

I may say to the Senate, for the pur- 
poses of the Recorp, that I was first 
alerted to that fact by a member of the 
board of directors of General Aniline and 
Film Corp., who called me and made it 
to appear that there might be a little 
difficulty. I lost no time on that. I 
called a meeting of the subcommittee. 
I think only one or two members were 
present at the time. And there in open 
hearings, where all the world could hear, 
I asked the questions of Mr. John Nairn, 
about where he was officing and whether 
he had any identity with any conflicting 
interest? If so, I stated I wanted to 
know about it immediately. So every- 
thing that has been done here, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is a matter of open record. 

I suppose this interest in alien prop- 
erty and some of the rather diverse atti- 
tudes that are being expressed may go 
back to the fact that we subpenaed some 
records from the Treasury Department; 
and after examining literally hundreds 
of pages of records, Mr. President, we 
discovered that one Harry Dexter White, 
whose name is known in rather unsavory 
fashion to the people of this country now 
because of disclosures about him, was the 
sparkplug and prime mover in the Treas- 
ury of the United States, and was identi- 
fied with Mr. Henry Morgenthau and 
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others, in completely reversing the whole 
concept of our administration of the 
enemy-alien property. 

Some day, God willing, and if time 
permits, I will tell the whole story from 
the record of the hearings, and I will put 
the “bee” on Mr. White, even though he 
has been gathered up to the dust of his 
fathers long ago. But it was the dis- 
tinguished Attorney General of the 
United States who, in a speech from 
Chicago over the networks, certainly 
read the pedigree of Harry Dexter White 
and his identity with subversive elements 
in this country, stating how he prosti- 
tuted and subverted his responsibility in 
high position in the Treasury of the 
United States. 

When we came across that trail, we 
kegan to wonder what we were going 
to do about the whole question of the 
disposition of alien property. 

I may say to the Senate this evening, 
Mr. President, that there are still some 
vestiges of alien property undisposed of 
which go back in ancestry to the war in 
which I was a soldier, and that is more 
than a generation ago. 

Now, when we have had former cus- 
todians of alien property come before 
open hearings of this subcommittee and 
there testify that insofar as they can de- 
termine, unless some summary action is 
taken with respect to this property, we 
will have it on our hands for the next 
50 years, that certainly is a confession 
of mismanagement, if I ever heard one, 
from men who have occupied positions 
of responsibility in this Government, 

That, Mr. President, was the job which 
I inherited as an unwilling legatee when 
I became chairman of the committee to 
investigate the administration of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act. 

I may say that during the time I was 
chairman of that subcommittee, any 
number of bills were introduced affecting 
one aspect or another of this whole busi- 
ness of alien property. 

The idea of making restitution of that 
property to alien enemy nationals was 
certainly not original with the junior 
Senator from Illinois. The fact of the 
matter is that shortly after I became 
chairman of that subcommittee, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. CuHavez] introduced a short bill 
which had for its purpose the restitution 
of private enemy property to alien enemy 
nationals. 

So I considered all the bills that were 
presented to the subcommittee from time 
to time, in the hope that at long last we 
might contrive some kind of agreeable 
measure, to deal with this question, be- 
cause it involves hundreds of employees 
who continue on the payroll, and it in- 
volves $3 million of personnel expendi- 
ture every year, out of the body of these 
assets, for the personnel of the Alien 
Property Office in the Department of 
Justice. That should be sufficient in- 
centive for anyone to do his very best 
in the hope of finding a rather practical, 
historic, traditional, and, shall I say, 
moral solution of a very difficult and 
complicated problem. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH], in conjunction 
with the distinguished junior Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. HENDRICKSON], 
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introduced a bill, in the hope that we 
could find some refuge, some remedy, 
for the difficulty that inures today in 
the Alien Property Act because of the 
provisions of section 9 (a), because that 
provision says that when property is 
seized and when it is vested in this 
Government, and a claim is filed, the 
property cannot be disposed of until the 
claims are first disposed of. There is in 
the hands of this Government today the 
General Aniline and Film Corp., which, 
with its subsidiaries, is estimated as 
worth perhaps $100 million. That can- 
not be disposed of until we can find a 
way in existing law to deal with section 
9 (a). 

I have had what I thought were the 
best constitutional lawyers come before 
the committee and give us advice. Thus 
far, there has been great doubt as to 
whether in ex post facto fashion the 
Senate or the House of Representatives 
can now remake the law and can divest 
the original claimants of their rights un- 
cer the act as it stands today. I myself 
have great doubt about it. I would have 
been willing to try it, but I could not 
sell the idea to the Senate Judiciary 
Committee, of which I am a member. 
So it became necessary to look in other 
directions, in the hope that we could find 
a solution. 

After all that labor, we finally devel- 
oped an omnibus bill, with a number of 
sections. One of the sections came from 
the bill introduced by the Senators from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH and Mr. HEN- 
DRICKSON]. Another section came from 
a bill which was introduced by the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER]. 
Two other sections came from original 
bills introduced by the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran]. One of the sec- 
tions came from a bill introduced shortly 
before the last session of Congress ad- 
journed. That bill found its way to con- 
sideration on the part of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee, but the committee 
took no action thereon. 

Of course, I knew that the committee, 
of which I had been in charge as chair- 
man, was about to run out of time. So 
I thought we should make a final re- 
port, surrender all the money we had, 
and do the best we could. We labored 
long and earnestly on the report; and 
we filed it, as I recall, on January 30 of 
this year. 

But the letters kept coming in and 
hundreds of people kept coming in. Be- 
ing charged with enough responsibility 
as it is, I simply could not take the 
additional load. So I said to the chair- 
man of the Judiciary Committee, “If this 
matter is to be effectively administered, 
this committee will have to be kept alive, 
but I will not keep it alive, and I will not 
introduce a resolution to keep it alive.” 

So, on the last day of the life of that 
committee, Mr. President, I surrendered 
$37,000 that I kept over—which was in 
line with the promise I had made to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, 
that all the money would not be ex- 
pended—and I walked out of the picture, 
because it was a headache, as it was. 

But the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee came back with a resolution; 
and the life of the committee was ex- 
tended to January 31, 1955, and the un- 
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expended balance and an additional 
$10,000 were made available to it. So 
the business of finding an answer to this 
tangle and to the difficult problem of 
disposing of alien enemy property came 
to my desk all over again. 

Then the labors began, early and late. 
I hesitate to think how many nights I 
beat on my own portable typewriter, 
writing out provisions here and there, 
in relation to a subject that is so ab- 
struse, Mr. President, and requires con- 
fined application if one is to understand 
what this business is all about. 

It was in the course of those delibera- 
tions, Mr. President, that I went to the 
White House, and talked to the Presi- 
dent about this matter; and I went to 
the Secretary of State, and talked with 
him at least 3 times, perhaps 4 times, 
and indicated what was in my mind, and 
indicated the conviction that something 
had to be done in this field because if 
Germany was so important in the for- 
eign-relations scheme of our country, 
then certainly we should look with some 
degree of sympathy upon a proposal to 
make a restitution of property, not to 
enemy governments, but to private en- 
emy alien nationals. 

Mr. President, we finally put that 
provision into the bill, and made it the 
essential concept of Senate bill 3423. 
It is on the Senate calendar at the pres- 
ent time. 

Before I forget it, let me say that bill 
was reported unanimously by the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee; and even our 
distinguished friend, the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON], voted 
for the bill, to get it out of committee 
and get it onto the floor, so it could be 
discussed here. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I wish the 
Recorp to be quite clear, Mr. President. 
I did not vote against the bill; but in 
the Judiciary Committee I said that I 
reserved the right to oppose the bill on 
the floor—which I expect to do, if the 
bill is called up. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 
But there was no objection to the bill. 
So the bill is on the calendar today, by 
what we may call a unanimous vote of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. President, in the bill we under- 
take to follow a new philosophical ap- 
proach. 

The difficulty—O Mr. President, I 
should say the madness—that this man, 
Harry Dexter White, wrote into the law 
of this country, when he reversed the 
concept of the administration of alien 
enemy property, is something that we 
shall live with for half a century. 

Ever since the days of Alexander Ham- 
ilton, ever since the first treaty which 
was proposed by John Jay, when he was 
our Minister abroad, this country has 
historically and consistently followed a 
pattern of trusteeship and custodian- 
ship with respect to the administration 
of alien property. There has never been 
any deviation, in all the generations 
since the founding of this Republic. It 
was not until that condign rascal, Harry 
Dexter White, whose calumny will be 
remembered always in the annals of this 
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country, reversed the whole concept, and 
managed to get Henry Morgenthau to 
go along with it, that they proceeded 
upon the theory of confiscation, of the 
vesting and the seizing of all enemy 
property, by reducing it to cash and 
putting it into the Treasury of the 
United States. 

So in Senate bill 3423 we undertook to 
make restitution of this property. Hav- 
ing gotten the bill ready, we set a hear- 
ing in room 318 of the Senate Office 
Building. Various persons showed up at 
the hearing. One of the witnesses was 
John Foster Dulles, himself. Certainly 
he was not for this specific bill; he did 
not know what was in it, as a matter of 
fact. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Illinois yield to me 
at this point? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Senator 
from [Illinois said “we set a hearing.” 
Will the Senator from [Illinois state 
whom he means by “we”? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think the commit- 
tee. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Well, I did not 
know anything about the meeting until 
I got a notice on my desk in my office, 
and I noticed particularly that the notice 
of the hearing said nothing about the 
Smith-Hendrickson-Ives bill, which 
seeks to do the same thing—namely, to 
restore property by proper compensation. 

It was only in the hearing, after the 
hearing had opened, that I was able to 
get any opinions whatsoever in respect to 
the Smith-Hendrickson-Ives bill, which 
has been pending and on the calendar 
for almost 2 years, now. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct, Mr. 
President; all those bills had been before 
the Judiciary Committee. We could 
never get any action taken on them. So 
we started with an entirely fresh bill; 
and it is the prerogative and the function 
of the chairman of the committee to call 
a meeting. Every member was ade- 
quately notified in advance. 

So we held the hearing, and we had 
some very distinguished witnesses, in- 
cluding the Secretary of State himself. 

Mr. President, I shall be circumspectly 
fair, and shall say the Secretary of State 
did not give his endorsement to this bill. 
But he endorsed the principle of the 
sanctity of private property, and that is 
the core around which Senate bill 3423 
was built. 

The distinguished Administrator of 
Enemy Alien Property, Col. Dallas 
Townsend, a very distinguished lawyer, 
came before the committee and testified 
at great length, and expressed his oppo- 
sition to the bill. 

Mr. President, it is rather interesting 
that the Department of Justice, through 
one of its responsible agents, should be 
opposed to the bill and should be opposed 
to the principle of the bill, but that the 
Department of State, through its most 
eminent authority, the Secretary of 
State himself, should appear in person 
and should endorse the principle em- 
bodied in the bill. I wish to make that 
clear; he could not be expected to know 
all about the details involved. He made 
some suggestions at the time. 
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The Alien Property Custodian made 
suggestions at the time. And we under- 


took then to, somehow, work over the 
bill, in the hope that we could find some- 
thing that was practical, something that 
was workable. The best evidence of the 
kind of job we did is shown by the fact 
that, in addition to the original bill, we 
considered at least four different com- 
mittee prints; and I have every one of 
them here, in a file. If any Member will 
examine the majority report, he will dis- 
cover that we made 65 amendments in 
the bill, in order to meet every possible 
objection, where we reasonably could. 

So at long last that bill went to the 
full Judiciary Committee of the Senate, 
and it was reported, and there was no 
objection to the bill. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN, There is no objection 
on the record. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. It is not fair 
to say there was no objection. I knew 
perfectly well that every other member 
of the committee but me was going to 
vote for the bill. I did not see any use 
of making a record of a “no” vote, so 
I voted “present” in order that I might 
appear on the floor of the Senate, if the 
bill was called up, and fight for the views 
expressed in my minority views. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I do 
not do violence to the position of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New Jersey. 
He did not vote against the bill. He 
says he voted “present.” There was no 
objection in the committee. I am per- 
fectly within my rights, Mr. Presi- 


Mr. Presi- 
den. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. I am within my 
rights when I say that bill came from 
the committee by unanimous vote, be- 
cause a present“ vote is not a negative 
vote. It is neither for nor against. The 
record must show that the bill came from 
the committee without any objection in 
the form of a negative vote. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. All any Mem- 
ber of this body has to do is to read the 
minority views as expressed by the jun- 
ior Senator from New Jersey, and he 
will know perfectly well that the Sena- 
tor from New Jersey was opposed to the 
bill in the committee. I am not in the 
habit of doing futile things in anything 
in life. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am 
delineating for the Senate what the rec- 
ord of the Judiciary Committee is. That 
must stand. There is the record. If 
anyone wants to take trouble to check, 
he can call the clerk of the Judiciary 
Committee and see what the vote was. 

Mr. President, since that time there 
has been a good deal of newspaper com- 
ment, and in the New York Times today 
there appears an exchange of letters be- 
tween Chancellor Adenauer, of the West 
German Republic, and President Eisen- 
hower. I think those letters ought to be 
included in the Record, and I now ask 
consent to have them printed in the 
Record in connection with my remarks. 
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I have here also an editorial from the 
New York Times, which I think might 
well be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

ADENAUVER’s LETTER 


Mr. PRESIDENT: The Federal Government 
follows with special interest efforts of the 
United States Congress to find a solution 
to the problem of seized German assets in the 
United States. Despite the favorable develop- 
ment of relations between our two countries, 
this problem has remained unresolved. A 
solution to it is a special wish of my Gov- 
ernment. 

Thousands of Germans who, through no 
fault of their own, find themselves in an 
unfortunate economic situation—old people 
and pensioners, beneficiaries of insurance 
policies, and inheritances—hope that now, 9 
years after the end of hostilities, their prop- 
erty will be released. Among them are 
numerous persons who have lost their means 
of livelihood and homes as a consequence of 
the war. 

For all of them an early release would al- 
leviate their hardships. Many Germans 
would be able to build their lives anew with 
these means. Moreover, seizure of these as- 
sets has affected precisely these German 
firms and persons who, through personal and 
business connections with the United States, 
have for many years formed the traditional 
bridge of friendship between our two coun- 
tries. For them as well, the unresolved 
problem is an element of uncertainty. 


STAND ON RECONSTRUCTION 


In the opinion of the Federal Government 
and of the entire German public, the Fed- 
eral Republic has expressed its will to con- 
tribute to reconstruction, on the basis of 
common principles of the Western World, 
through recognition of German foreign obli- 
gations in the London debt agreement, 
through ratification of the Bonn and Paris 
agreements, and through conclusion of the 
Israeli agreement. 

An early solution to this problem lies 
specially close to the hearts of myself and 
my Government. It would not only have a 
far-reaching favorable psychological effect in 
that it would give the German people a 
feeling of security and increase its moral 
strength, it would also make a considerable 
contribution to furthering the friendship 
between our two peoples, so promisingly 


begun. 

As the head of the Government of the Fed- 
eral Republic, may I voice a request to you, 
Mr. President, that a contribution will also 
be made from your side that the hopes, so 
recently given life, will not be disappointed. 
Accept, Mr. President, the expression of my 
highest consideration, 

ADENAUER. 


EISENHOWER’S REPLY 
AuGusT 7, 1954. 

Dear Mr. CHANCELLOR: I was very much in- 
terested in your views on the question of 
the disposition of vested German assets in 
the United States, contained in your letter 
of July 17, 1954; and I appreciate the spirit 
in which your comments were offered. 

You refer particularly in your letter to the 
hardships imposed on a large number of per- 
sons, Many now advanced in years and with- 
out other means of support, whose small 
holdings in this country, in the form of 
pensions, life-insurance policies, interests 
in estates and bank deposits, have been 
vested. You state that early action to pro- 
vide relief in such cases would be a major 
contribution to the strengthening of the 
ties of friendship between our two countries, 

Because of the great dislocation in the 
German economy which took place as a re- 
sult of the war, the Allied Governments de- 
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cided to look to German assets in their ter- 
ritories as a principal source for the payment 
of their claims against Germany. The re- 
covery of the German economy, which has 
progressed so rapidly and so well under your 
administration, was thus not hampered by a 
large reparation burden. In considering the 
problem of the vested assets, it is necessary 
therefore to take into account legitimate 
claims on the part of American citizens aris- 
ing out of the war for which some provision 
should be made, if the original approach is 
reversed. 
HIGH-MINDED LEADERSHIP 


I am aware of the measures taken by the 
German Federal Government under your 
high-minded leadership to contribute to the 
relief of victims of Nazi persecution, and to 
reestablish normal economic and commercial 
relations with the countries of the free world. 
I also share your sympathy with individuals 
in straitened circumstances in Germany for 
whom the operation of the vesting program 
in this country created particular hardships, 
I am hopeful that it may be possible to take 
some remedial action in such cases, and at 
the same time provide some measure of com- 
pensation to those American nationals who 
incurred losses arising out of the war, with 
resultant hardship in many cases. 

As you know, the solution of this complex 
problem lies with the Congress. Several bills 
dealing with the subject are now pending 
there, and members of my Cabinet and other 
Government officials have appeared and ex- 
pressed their views. None of the measures 
thus far proposed have the approval of my 
administration, but you may be assured 
that this problem is receiving earnest consid- 
eration and it is my hope that a fair, equit- 
able and satisfactory solution can be ar- 
rived at. 

Sincerely, 
Dwicut D. EISENHOWER, 


[From the New York Times] 
THE ALIEN ASSETS PROBLEM 


Taking a hand in the controversy over the 
disposition of German and Japanese prop- 
erties seized during the war President Eisen- 
hower has turned thumbs down on all bills 
for a return of these properties now before 
Congress. At the same time he asks Co: 
to find a fair, equitable, and satisfactory 
solution for what he calls the complex of 
problems involved. ‘The President’s state- 
ment, made in reply to Chancellor Adenauer's 
recent appeal for a return of the German 
properties, but applying to the Japanese 
properties as well, kills any chance for con- 
gressional approval of the restoration bills 
this year. But according to Press Secretary 
Hagerty this statement is not intended to 
reject Chancellor Adenauer’s plea completely. 
In fact, the President shares the Chancellor's 
concern with individual hardship cases and 
promises remedial action for them. 

At stake in this controversy is property 
valued at more than $500 million, consisting 
of industrial plants, ships, estates, trust 
funds, patents, trade-marks and some 500,000 
copyrights to books, music compositions, and 
other works of creative art. There was never 
any question of our right to seize this prop- 
erty during the war to keep it from being 
used against us. But its final disposition has 
involved the United States in a dilemma be- 
tween the principle of the sanctity of private 
property, which is part of our tradition and 
prompted the return of seized properties 
after the First World War, and the legal obli- 
gations assumed by both Germany and the 
western allies, including the United States, 
to utilize German foreign assets in lieu of 
reparations and in payment of war damages 
inflicted by the Nazis. 

The principle of the sanctity of private 
property has been upheld by all American 
Governments prior to the last war and is 
advanced again in defense of the restoration 
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proposals by such bodies as the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States, the Ameri- 
can Legion, the New York Bar Association, 
and also by Secretary Dulles. It is urged that 
American confiscation of private property 
tends to endanger American investments 
abroad and to give new encouragement to 
communism, which gained impetus in Gua- 
temala, for instance, by exploiting the Wash- 
ington-inspired confiscation of German land 
holdings to urge like action against the 
“Yanquis.” 

But in an age of total war, which hits 
soldiers and civilians alike, that argument 
is beginning to lose force, and the special 
depredations of the Nazis make it even more 
difficult to uphold, In any case, President 
Eisenhower rightly points out that in solving 
the problem it is necessary to take into ac- 
count both the legitimate compensation 
claims of American citizens and the war 
damage claims of our allies. France, Bel- 
gium, and the Netherlands in particular 
fear that our return of the seized properties 
would expose them to German pressure to do 
likewise, depriving them of any compensa- 
tion. These are matters which Congress also 
will have to consider. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. There are other edi- 
torials which might well be included and, 
as they come to hand, I may include 
them in these remarks. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to detain 
the Senate too long, but I should like 
to say that fundamentally we wrote a 
bill that got away from the idea of con- 
fiscation. The distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON] has 
set forth his views in the minority views 
which he filed. He disagrees, and I re- 
spect his views. I simply do not share 
them, for one thing, and I wish to make 
it abundantly clear that when it comes 
to dealing with the property of alien 
enemy nationals we are following a policy 
that is borne out by every element and 
every part of our tradition from the 
beginning of the Republic, and that tra- 
dition also has the sanction of the Amer- 
ican Bar Association. I noticed in the 
minority views that the Senator from 
New Jersey made some allusion to that 
fact, but I rather fancy that he did not 
see quite all of the report, because the 
item to which he alludes, insofar as I 
have been able to check, was never sub- 
mitted to the house of delegates of the 
American Bar Association for an ex- 
pression of opinion. The bar has ex- 
pressed itself in line with the tradition 
of this country. 

Mr. President, my good friend sub- 
mitted minority views—— 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I do not want to interrupt the Senator 
too frequently. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is quite all 
right. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. But I do not 
admit that statement at all. The mi- 
nority views show the contrary. I shall 
let the minority views speak for them- 
selves. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I can- 
not let the minority views speak for 
themselves, because I am going to put in 
the Recorp now a letter that was written 
by Mr. Otto C. Sommerich, identified 
with the American bar, dated February 
8, 1954, addressed to Mr. Hayes, who 
was chief counsel of the subcommittee. 
He gave the details and the circum- 
stances in connection with what hap- 
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pened in the house of delegates of the 
American Bar Association, and I shall 
insert it with my remarks so that they 
are properly documented. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

FEBRUARY 8, 1954. 
Epwarp A. Hayes, Esq., 

Chief Counsel, Subcommittee on Trad- 
ing With the Enemy Act, Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary, 

Washington, D. C. 

Dran Mr. Hayes: I am very much gratified 
that in the report made by the Subcom- 
mittee To Examine and Review the Admin- 
istration of the Trading With the Enemy Act 
of the Committee on the Judiciary the sub- 
committee gave so much space to the report 
of the American Bar Association (p. 10, et 
seq.). This report, as you know, was drawn 
up by me when I was chairman of the special 
committee on the custody and management 
of alien property. 

In the letter of Senator KEFAUVER (p. 74 
of the subcommittee print), he states that 
a report by a committee of the American Bar 
Association, urging a view contrary to the 
report of the special committee aforesaid, 
was adopted by the American Bar Associa- 
tion House of Delegates December 20, 1945. 

I have before me a copy of the minutes 
of the proceedings of the house of delegates 
of that day and all that was adopted (re- 
ports of American Bar Association, vol. 70, 
1945, p. 186) was the recommendation of the 
section of international and comparative 
law to create a judicial commission to con- 
sider and adjudicate claims of American na- 
tionals against Japan, Germany, Italy, Bul- 
garia, Hungary, and Rumania. 

It does not appear that the report was pre- 
sented for action by the house of delegates. 
Attention was called (p. 154) to the supple- 
mental report (p. 288) of the committee on 
custody and management of alien property, 
which states that the majority of the mem- 
bers of the committee had notified the Ju- 
diciary Committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives that they were in favor of H. R. 
375 providing for the return to persons who 
were never hostile to the United States of 
properties and interests vested in the Alien 
Property Custodian, $ 

With sincere appreciation of the very ef- 
fective work that you have done, concern- 
ing which Colonel Fillman has reported to 
me on several occasions, I remain, 

Very sincerely yours, 
OTTO C. SOMMERICH. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
at this point I wonder if the Senator 
would object if I were to ask unanimous 
consent that the minority views be in- 
serted at this point in the RECORD. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have no objection. 
Perhaps we should insert the majority 
report, too. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. 
jection to that. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if there 
is no objection, I suggest that the ma- 
jority report and the minority views ap- 
pear in connection with my remarks. 

There being no objection, the majority 
report (No. 1999), 83d Congress, 2d ses- 
sion, and the minority views (pt. 2 of 
Rept. 1999) were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

REPORT To Accompany S. 3423 

The Committee on the Judiciary, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3423) to amend the 
Trading With the Enemy Act, having con- 
sidered the same, reports favorably thereon, 


with amendments, and recommends that the 
bill, as amended, do pass. 


I have no ob- 
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AMENDMENTS 


1. On page 1, line 5, following the word 
“vested”, add the following: “or payment 
made to the United States in lieu of vest- 
in 5 Vee 

2. On page 1, lines 9 and 10, strike the 
words “reduced by final adjudications against 
the property under section 34 of the act” and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “reduced 
by any payments against the property under 
section 34 of the act and any compensation 
received by the owner with respect to such 
property from the government of any nation 
pursuant to, or as a result of, any treaty or 
other international agreement between the 
United States and such nation.” 

3. On page 2, line 2, before the word per- 
son”, insert the word “natural.” 

4. On page 2, line 13, following the word 
“That”, add the following: “, except for the 
Government of Italy,”. 

5. On page 2, line 14, following the word 
“return”, add the following: “involving prop- 
erty other than consular or diplomatic prop- 
erty (or proceeds resulting from the sale 
thereof) .” 

6. On page 2, line 19, following the word 
“section”, insert “(1).” 

7. On page 2, line 23, following the word 
“Germany”, strike the words “or Austria” and 
insert the following: “German territory un- 
der provisional Polish or Soviet Administra- 
tion.” 

8. On page 2, line 23, before the word 
“China”, insert the word “Communist.” 

9. On page 2, line 24, following the comma 
appearing after the word “Union”, add the 
words “or other Communist-dominated 
countries.“. 

10. On page 2, line 25, following the word 
“or”, insert “(2).” 

11. On page 2, line 25, before the word 
“person”, insert the word “natural.” 

12. Beginning on page 2, line 25, after the 
word “crimes”, strike the words “by Allied 
Occupation Tribunals or by German denazi- 
fication courts” and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: “; as hereinafter defined,”. 

13. On page 3, line 1, immediately pre- 
ceding the colon, add the following: (3) 
to the owner of such property at the time of 
vesting, or to the legal representative or 
successor, as the case may be, of such owner, 
until the Attorney General, or the officer or 
agency authorized to make such return has 
received a certificate from the Department 
of State that it has obtained satisfactory 
assurances that such property will not, upon 
the return thereof, be seized or treated, di- 
rectly or indirectly, as enemy property by any 
foreign government having jurisdiction over 
such property or the owner thereof; or (4) if 
such property was located in the Philippine 
Islands at the time of vesting and such prop- 
erty, or the proceeds thereof, is subject to 
transfer to the Republic of the Philippines 
under the Philippine Property Act of 1946, 
as amended.” 

14. On page 3, line 5, after the word “Cus- 
todian,” add “his successor or successors,”. 

15. On page 3, line 9, strike the word “re- 
lief” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“release.” 

16. On page 3, line 9, beginning with the 
word “Provided”, strike all down to and in- 
cluding the colon following the word “own- 
ers” on page 3, line 23, and insert in lieu 
thereof: “Provided further, That the Presi- 
dent may, within 60 days from the date of 
enactment hereof, find that it is in the na- 
tional interest to require any owner or owners 
to dispose of their right, title, and interest 
in said property to citizens of the United 
States within 12 months from the date of 
return thereof to such owner or owners; in 
which event, the vested property shall be 
forthwith returned to the owner or owners 
thereof encumbered with the aforesaid con- 
dition, and the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, upon the ap- 
plication of the Attorney General shall enter 
à judgment or decree of divestiture to such 
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effect, and said court, recognizing the per- 
son to whom the property is returned as 
the owner thereof, shall order said person, 
if shares of stock representing the voting 
control of a corporation be the returned 
property, to nominate three voting trustees 
of United States citizenship, subject to the 
approval of such trustees by said court, 
which voting trustees shall elect a board 
of directors entirely of United States citi- 
zenship, so that there will be secured and 
safeguarded, until divestiture is complete, 
the operational, manufacturing, trading, re- 
search, and other secrets of such returned 
property, or of the business or other activ- 
ity represented thereby or connected there- 
with, against disclosure to or use by foreign 
interests; and such judgment or decree shall 
also provide that if the owner or owners 
do not so divest themselves within said 12 
months’ period, the Attorney General may 
thereafter sell forthwith such property at 
public auction and remit the proceeds to 
the owner or owners: Provided further, That 
if the Attorney General finds that (1) any 
vested property or interest consists of shares 
of stock of a corporation organized under 
the laws of any State, Territory, or pos- 
session of the United States or the District 
of Columbia, (2) at least one-third of the 
total outstanding shares of common stock 
of such corporation is registered in the 
names of citizens of the United States, and 
(3) return of the vested shares of stock of 
such corporation to the owner or owners 
would materially prejudice the interests of 
such citizen stockholders, he may require, 
as a condition precedent to return pursuant 
to this act, that such vested stock be sold 
at public sale to citizens of the United 
States submitting the highest bid, after pub- 
lic advertisement of the time and place of 
sale, and in such event such corporation 
shall be entitled to receive from such pro- 
ceeds of sale reimbursement for any pay- 
ments made or payable to any government 
because of an alleged enemy interest in 
such vested stock, and the balance of the 
proceeds of such sale, except as otherwise 
provided in this act, shall be remitted to 
the owner or owners.” 

17, On page 3, line 25, strike the words 
“Alien Property Custodian” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

18. On page 4, line 10, strike the words 
“Alien Property Custodian” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

19. On page 4, line 11, strike the period 
following the word “therefor”, insert a colon 
in lieu thereof and add the following: 
“Provided further, That in cases where the 
seized properties consist solely of shares of 
stock in a corporation whose properties are 
located in the United States, and a valid 
option exists in favor of resident stockholders 
giving rise to the right to purchase the seized 
stock in the event the owner desires to sell 
such stock, the return of such stock shall be 
deemed and treated in law and equity as a 
prospective sale at the value thereof to be 
determined by the Attorney General, thereby 
entitling such option holders to exercise their 
rights in accordance with the terms, provi- 
sions, and co..ditions of such option.” 

20. On page 4, line 21, after the word 
“Custodian”, insert the words his successor 
or successors.” 

21. On page 5, line 6, following the period, 
add the following: Return of any invention 
pursuant to this section shall be subject to 
existing licenses issued by the Alien Property 
Custodian, his successor or successors, and 
shall not include any rights of the Alien 
Property Custodian, his successor or succes- 
sors, to revoke such licenses.” 

22, On page 5, line 14, after the word 
“Custodian”, add the following: “his suc- 
cessor or successors.” 

23. On page 5, line 17, after the word “Cus- 
todian“, add the words , his successor or 
successors.” 
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24. On page 6, line 2, after the word “Cus- 
todian”, add the following: “his successor 
or successors.” 

25. On page 6, line 3, after the word “Cus- 
todian”, add the following: , his successor 
or successors.” 

26. On page 6, line 9, after the word “Cus- 
todian“, add the following: “his successor or 
successors.” 

27. On page 6, line 11, after the word “Cus- 
todian”, add the following: “, his successor 
or successors.” 

28. On page 6, line 22, after the word “Cus- 
todian”, add the following: “, his successor 
or successors.” 

29. On page 7, line 3, strike the words 
“Alien Property Custodian” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

30. On page 7, line 7, following the word 
“located” strike the period, insert a colon 
and the following: “Provided, That if a de- 
termination by the Alien Property Custodian, 
his successor or successors, is under review 
in a court of the United States, under the 
provisions of section 34 with respect to such 
property, publication of such notice of in- 
tention to return shall not be made until 
entry of final judgment by the court or courts 
of such review. At the same time a similar 
notice shall be given by registered mail to 
any person who has theretofore filed with the 
Alien Property Custodian, his successor or 
successors, any claim to such property or 
any claim against the person to whom it is 
proposed to return such property.” 

31. On page 7, line 21, strike the words 
“Alien Property Custodian” and insert in 
lieu thereof “Attorney General.” 

32. On page 8, line 1, after the word “Cus- 
todian”’, add the following: , his successor or 
successors.” 

33. On page 8, line 4, strike the words 
“Alien Property Custodian” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

34. On page 8, line 9, strike the words 
“Alien Property Custodian” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

35. On page 8, line 13, strike the words 
“Alien Property Custodian” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

36. On page 8, between lines 16 and 17, in- 
sert the following new subsection; 

(g) As used in this section— 

“(1) ‘The Russian Zone Occupation of 
Germany’ shall be deemed to be composed of 
that part of Germany that is presently called 
the Soviet Zone of Occupation, and the Rus- 
sian Sector of Berlin; 

“(2) ‘Other Communist-dominated coun- 
tries’ means any country or part thereof, ex- 
cept Austria, that was actively governed by 
Communist civilians or occupied by Com- 
munist forces either on January 1, 1954, or 
at any time thereafter prior to the return 
of the property, if such country or part there- 
of is still so governed or occupied at the time 
of the return of such property; and 

“(3) ‘Convicted of war crimes’ means the 
entry of judgment against any person who 
has been convicted personally and by name 
by a court of competent jurisdiction (as de- 
fined by the Vested Property Commission) of 
murder, ill treatment, or deportation for 
slave labor, of prisoners of war, political op- 
ponents, hostages, or civilian population in 
occupied territories, or of murder or ill treat- 
ment of military or naval persons, or of plun- 
der or wanton destruction without justified 
military necessity.” 

37. On page 8, line 20, before the word 
“with”, insert the words “by and” and fol- 
lowing the word “the” insert the words “ad- 
vice and.” 

38. On page 9, line 13, strike the words 
“with the Commission and.” 

38 (a). On page 9, line 14, strike the words 
“Office of Alien Property” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “Attorney General.” 

39. On page 9, line 16, strike the word 
“Commission” and insert in lieu thereof the 
words “Attorney General.” 


14119 


40. On page 9, lines 18 and 19, strike the 
words “in the Office of Alien Property” and 
insert in lieu thereof the words “with the 
Attorney General.” 

41. On page 9, line 19, beginning with the 
words “it shall” strike all down to and in- 
cluding the words “Alien Property” on line 21 
and substitute in lieu thereof the following: 
“no additional claim need be filed.” 

42. On page 9, line 23, strike the words Of- 
fice of Alien Property” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

42 (a). On page 9, line 25, strike the word 
“it” and insert in lieu thereof the word he.“ 

43. On page 10, line 1, beginning with the 
word “of”, strike all down to and including 
the word “Register” on page 10, line 2, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “of 
notice in the Federal Register as required by 
section 40 (f) of this act.” 

44. On page 10, line 3, preceding the word 
“claims”, insert the word “title.” 

45. On page 10, line 5, following the word 
“That”, insert the following: “, subject to the 
provisions of section 40 (f) of this act,”. 

46. On page 10, lines 5 and 6, strike the 
words “Office of Alien Property” and insert 
in lieu thereof “Attorney General.” 

46 (a). Page 10, line 6, strike the word 
“forthwith.” 

47. On page 10, line 7, following the word 
“property”, insert the following: “, subject 
to the provisions of section 46 (c) of this 
act,”. 

48. On page 10, line 7, strike the words 
“where a claim was filed” and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “where an owner, legal 
representative, or successor has filed a claim.” 

49. On page 10, line 8, before the word 
“claim” insert the word “title.” 

50. On page 10, line 12, before the word 
“claim” insert the word “title.” 

51. On page 10, line 14, strike the words 
“Office of Alien Property” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

52. On page 10, line 14, strike the words 
“said Office” and insert in lieu thereof “the 
Attorney General.” 

53. On page 10, line 18, strike the words 
“said Office” and insert in lieu thereof “the 
Attorney General.” 

54. On page 10, line 19, before the word 
“claims” insert the word “title.” 

55. On page 10, line 22, strike the words 
“Office of Alien Property” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

56. On page 10, line 23, following the word 
„days“, strike the words “from publication 
in the Federal Register” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “after notification to the 
claimant by registered mail.“. 

57. On page 10, lines 24 and 25, strike the 
words “a claimant’s right” and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “the right of a claim- 
ant, otherwise eligible,”. 

58. On page 10, line 25, strike the words 
“prosecute an action” and insert in lieu 
thereof “pursue his remedies.” 

59. On page 11, line 1, following “(a)”, 
insert “or section 32.” 

60. On page 12, line 3, following the word 
“Commission”, add the following: “and the 
expense of the Alien Property Custodian, his 
successor or successors,”, 

61. On page 12, line 6, strike the words 
“Office of Alien Property” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

62. On page 12, line 14, strike the words 
“Office of Alien Property” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

63. On page 12, line 17, strike the words 
“Office of Alien Property” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General.” 

64. On page 13, line 10, strike the words 
“Office of Alien Property” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Attorney General,” 

65. On page 13, following line 17, add the 
following: 

“Sec. 2. (a) Section 39 of the Trading 
With the Enemy Act of 1917, as amended, 
is hereby repealed.” 
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(b) Subsection (g) of section 32 is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“Without limitation by or upon any other 
existing provision of law with respect to the 
payment of expenses by the Alien Property 
Custodian, his successor or successors, the 
Attorney General may retain or recover from 
any property or interest or proceeds returned 
pursuant to this section, section 9 (a), or 
section 40 of this act an amount not exceed- 
ing that expended or incurred by him for 
the conservation, preservation, or mainte- 
mance of such property or interest or pro- 
ceeds, or other property or interest or pro- 
ceeds returned to the same person.” 


STATEMENT 
Introduction 


The final report of the subcommittee of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, created to 
examine and review the administration of 
the Trading With the Enemy Act, recom- 
mended that legislation be drafted which 
would eliminate the inequities, injustices, 
and inconsistencies found to exist in the 
Trading With the Enemy Act and its admin- 
istration. This group, established by a spe- 
cial resolution approved by the Senate, made 
this recommendation after an exhaustive 
study, completed after almost 2 years of 
intensive examination. The report, which 
Was approved by the full Judiciary Commit- 
tee, made several suggestions by which the 
primary recommendation might be imple- 
mented. The greater part of these sugges- 
tions have been incorporated in this bill as 
reported. Chief among these are: 

1. Provision for the return of private prop- 
erty confiscated under the act to individuals 
not convicted of war crimes. 

2. Provision for retention of the private 
property of former enemy governments. 

3. Provision for a reasonable and appropri- 
ate charge against property so returned as a 
reimbursement for custodial charges. 

4. Provision for adequate protection of 
claims of American citizens pending against 
the confiscated assets. 

5. Provision vesting the President of the 
United States with the discretionary power, 
upon a finding of national interest, to dis- 
pose of alien holdings in property located in 
the United States to bona fide American pur- 
chasers, the proceeds of sale less custodial 
charges to be returned to the alien owners. 

This bill represents the fruition of long 
and arduous effort on the part of those Sen- 
ators comprising the special subcommittee 
and its staff. It was the product of careful 
study, and has been examined in detail by 
the full committee, as befits a bill of this 
importance. 

The policy expressed in this bill is not new. 
It had its genesis, so far as this Nation is 
concerned, in the early phase of the Repub- 
lic and was expressed in the Jay Treaty of 
1794. Recently the United States, through 
a series of executive agreements, and one leg- 
islative enactment, has departed from this 
historic and traditional policy. This bill re- 
stores the early American perspective and 
constitutes a reaffirmation of the funda- 
mental respect which this Nation possesses 
for the sanctity of private property. 


HISTORIC POLICY 


The United States, in policy and practice, 
until 1945 consistently observed a policy of 
nonconfiscation of private property in war 
and peace. In time of war, custodianship 
of the property of enemies has been under- 
taken to reduce the property as an effective 
weapon in the war effort of the enemy, but 
this custodianship did not, until recent 
years, evolve into a policy of confiscation. 
This policy of nonconfiscation was set forth 
by John Marshall in 1814 in Brown v. United 
States (8 Cranch 110). Treaties embodying 
this basic principle were offered during the 
first century of our national existence to 
practically all foreign nations (American 
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Policy Relative to Alien Property, S. Doc. 
No. 181, 69th Cong., 2d sess., pp. 5, 19) (1926). 
This nonconfiscatory principle is exemplified, 
not only in the treaties of this period but 
also throughout Executive policy, as ex- 
pressed in other international agreements. 

The policy of nonconfiscation was prac- 
ticed during World War I through the estab- 
lishment of an Office of Alien Property Cus- 
todian. The word “Custodian” was well 
chosen and is reflective of the intention of 
the draftsmen of the basic act. The Trading 
With the Enemy Act of 1917 (40 Stat. 411) 
followed the theory of nonconfiscation. 

However, the Treaty of Versailles which 
Was never ratified by the United States, de- 
parted from this historic concept and pro- 
vided that the external enemy assets should 
be used to pay private debts and public 
reparations. Notwithstanding the treaty, the 
Winslow Act of 1923 (42 Stat. 1511) provided 
for the return of property or its net proceeds 
up to a maximum of $10,000 to each owner. 
Some 5 years later, the Settlement of War 
Claims Act (45 Stat. 254) made final return 
of all property, except that return of a 
minor portion of the property was condi- 
tioned upon payment of certain obligations 
by the former enemy governments. 

With the advent of World War I. the 
property of enemy aliens was again placed 
under the protective custody of the United 
States. The vehicle used was a rejuvenated 
version of the 1917 act which still referred 
to the trustee of such property as a “Cus- 
todian.” In the early years of the war, 
specifically on March 29, 1943, the house 
of delegates of the American Bar Association 
approved the recommendations of its com- 
mittee on custody and management of alien 
property, which reported in part as follows: 

“Confiscation is contrary to the principles 
of law. It is contrary to our constitutional 
law principles, and to the principles of in- 
ternational law. When the reign of law for 
which we are fighting returns, parties injured 
by confiscation may be expected to seek just 
redress; and a just administration of law 
may be expected vo award such redress. It 
has been so in the past, and if the basic 
traditional concepts of justice have mean- 
ing, it will be so again. 

* * * „ * 

No powers of language at my command 
can express the abhorrence I feel at the idea 
of violating the property of individuals, 
which in an authorized intercourse in time 
of peace has been confided to the faith of 
our government and laws, on account of 
controversy between nation and nation. In 
my view, every moral and every political sense 
united to consign it to execration.’ (Alex- 
ander Hamilton in defense of article X of the 
Jay Treaty of 1794.) 

* * * . * 

“A confiscatory policy strikes not only at 
the interest of particular individuals but at 
the foundation of international intercourse, 
for it is only on the basis of the security of 
property, validity possessed under the laws 
existing at the time of its acquisition, that 
the conduct of activities in helpful coopera- 
tion, is possible * * *. Rights acquired 
under its laws by citizens of another state 
(a state) is under an international obliga- 
tion appropriately to recognize. It is the 
policy of the United States to support these 
fundamental principles (Secretary of State 
Hughes, at Philadelphia, November 23, 1923). 

. * „ * . 

“Such action would not be in keeping with 
international practice and would undoubted- 
ly subject this Government to severe criti- 
cism. Moreover, the confiscation of these 
private funds by this Government and their 
distribution to American nationals would re- 
act against the property interests (some very 
large) of American nationals in other coun- 
tries. It would be an incentive to other 
governments to hold American private prop- 
erty to satisfy claims of their nationals 
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against this Government and to pass upon 
such claims in their own way. It is impor- 
tant from my point of view, therefore, that 
the United States should not depart in any 
degree from its traditional attitude with re- 
spect to the sanctity of private property 
within our territory whether such property 
belongs to nationals or former enemy powers, 
or to those of friendly powers. A departure 
from that policy and the taking over of 
such property, except for a public purpose 
and coupled with the assumption of liability 
to make just compensation, would be fraught 
with disastrous results (Secretary Hull, May 
27, 1935) .” 

Despite this background, however, con- 
fiscation of alien property became our in- 
ternational policy after World War II through 
a series of executive agreements, and ulti- 
mately our domestic policy as well. 

The policy now being pursued was con- 
ceived and dedicated in an agonizing hour 
of history. It was born of design and war- 
time prejudice. But as Secretary of State 
John Foster Dulles pointed out in discussing 
United States policy with respect to Ger- 


many— 

“But the lapse of time restores reason to 
its proper place, and now 9 years having 
passed, we should be able to invoke wisdom 
and statesmanship to be our guides (Depart- 
ment of State Publication No. 5408, p. 3).” 

Applying a rule of reason, this Nation 
should now return to its historic policy, 
meeting and overcoming such difficulties as 
may have been caused by the temporary de- 
parture from principle. 


THE ISSUES INVOLVED 


(a) Foreign policy 

Since the conclusion of the Second World 
War, the Congress has authorized expendi- 
tures in excess of $3 billion for the economic 
rehabilitation of Germany. This financial 
support was furnished in an effort to sustain 
the democratic areas of Germany as a bul- 
wark in the death struggle between repre- 
sentative democracy and Communist totali- 
tarianism. By like token, similar expendi- 
tures have been made to support the re- 
building of Japan. These appropriations 
have undoubtedly resulted in recuperation 
of these nations from the devastation re- 
maining after World War II. However, the 
good will which might otherwise have re- 
sulted from such generosity has been dimin- 
ished by the action of this Nation in con- 
tinuing to expropriate property of individual 
citizens of those countries. These individ- 
uals have on a number of occasions addressed 
letters to the Committee on the Judiciary 
expressing their bewilderment at a policy so 
generous on the one hand and so niggardly 
on the other. There can be little question 
but what these individuals have been alien- 
ated by the shortsighted policy of confisca- 
tion which has been pursued by the United 
States Government since World War II. It 
must be exceedingly difficult for these per- 
sons to understand why some of the indus- 
trial properties remain intact in Germany 
and Japan while return of their property is 
being consistently refused. 

This Nation is now embarked upon a for- 
eign policy in which the Bonn Republic is 
to assume the status of an equal partner in 
the alliance against Communist aggression. 
The joint statement of President Eisenhower 
and British Prime Minister Sir Winston 
Churchill of June 28, 1954, declared: 

“We are agreed that the German Federal 
Republic should take its place as an equal 
partner in the community of Western na- 
tions, where it can make its proper contribu- 
tion to the defense of the free world.” 

Partnership presupposes equality. Yet it 
is difficult to discover any evidence of equal- 
ity in a policy which permits one partner to 
seize and permanently retain property be- 
longing to citizenry of the other. West Ger- 
many can be expected to become an effective 
partner in any Western alliance only so long 
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as the grassroots of that nation support the 
alliance. 

These observations apply with like force 
to Japan and the Japanese people. 

The concession to equality represented by 
this bill involves the return or property with 
an estimated value of $500 million. This is 
by no means a small amount; however, it 
represents but one-sixth of the amount al- 
ready invested in an effort to rehabilitate 
the West German Republic and thereby cre- 
ate a reservoir of good will upon which this 
Nation may draw in the struggle with world 
communism, If the expenditures of this Na- 
tion looking toward Japanese recovery is 
added, the proportion this authorization 
bears to moneys already advanced is even 
smaller. 

The Attorney General of the United States 
and others have long raised the question of 
international. agreements as a bar to a re- 
turn to a policy of nonconfiscation. These 
international agreements date back as far as 
the Yalta agreement. The protocol on Ger- 
man reparations signed by the heads of the 
Governments of Great Britain, Russia, and 
the United States declared: 

“2. Reparations in kind are to be exacted 
from Germany in three following forms: 

“(a) Removals within 2 years from the 
surrender of Germany or the cessation of 
organized resistance from the national 
wealth of Germany located on the territory 
of Germany herself as well as outside her 
territory (equipment, machine tools, ships, 
rolling stock, German investments abroad, 
shares of industrial, transport, and other 
enterprises in Germany, etc.), these removals 
to be carried out chiefly for purpose of de- 
stroying the war potential of Germany. (S. 
Doc. 123, 81st Cong., 1st sess., p. 32.)" 

State Department Publication No. 2630, in 
setting forth the Potsdam agreement on Au- 
gust 1945, states on page 83, as follows: 

“1, Reparation claims of the U. S. S. R. 
shall be met by removal from the zone of 
Germany occupied by the U. S. S. R. and 
from appropriate German external assets. 

“2. The U. S. S. R. undertakes to settle the 
reparation claims of Poland from its own 
share of reparations. 

“3. The reparation claims of the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and other coun- 
tries entitled to reparations shall be met 
from the Western Zone and from appropriate 
German external assets.” 

At the Paris Reparation Conference of De- 
cember 21, 1945, 18 allied governments agreed 
as follows: 

“a. Each signatory government shall, un- 
der such procedures as it may choose, hold 
or dispose of German enemy assets within its 
jurisdiction in manners designed to preclude 
their return to German ownership or control 
and shall charge against its reparation share 
such assets (net of accrued taxes, liens, ex- 
penses of administration, other in rem 
charges against specific items and legitimate 
contract claims against the German former 
owners of such assets) .“ 

This policy of confiscation of vested Ger- 
man private property as reparations gained 
additional recognition in the Bonn Con- 
vention of May 26, 1952, concluded by the 
West German Republic on the one hand and 
the United States, Great Britain, and France 
on the other. This agreement, however, is 
not now in force. 

All of these agreements, it is important to 
note, were executive, and cannot be con- 
strued in any way to limit the power of 
Congress to deal with alien property as it 
sees fit. 

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles in his 
testimony before the subcommittee on July 
2, 1954, made eminently clear that these 
agreements are not a bar to return by stat- 
ing, in answer to questions as to the implica- 
tions of these various agreements as they 
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might affect return of confiscated property 
by Congress: 

“In my opinion, the agreement, whatever 
its intent may be as an executive agreement, 
was without authority whatever to bind the 
Congress of the United States in this matter. 
The property had been vested by action of 
Congress. I believe Congress has the right 
to decide what to do about the matter. I do 
not believe that the freedom of Congress in 
this matter has been curtailed in any way 
by this executive agreement. I am not a 
believer in the power of the President, 
through executive agreements, to cut across 
the normal legislative powers of Congress. 

“I may say that, as a matter of interpreta- 
tion of that agreement [Paris Reparations 
Agreement], it can be argued that it was not 
intended to operate in perpetuity but was 
designed as a temporary measure perhaps 
to assure against a revival of German mili- 
tarism and the use of German important 
commercial assets possibly as an instrument 
of German militarism. I think that that 
danger was passed and that if the agreement 
be given that interpretation—which I think 
is a reasonable one—then the action which 
you contemplate is not only compatible with 
the powers of Congress but also is compati- 
ble with the executive agreement.” 

The committee has no difficulty in agree- 
ing with this analysis of the Secretary of 
State. 


(b) Protection of American interests abroad 


This Nation, which has encouraged invest- 
ments abroad by American citizens, is con- 
sistently being troubled in many areas of the 
world by the action of nations which per- 
sist in disregarding the rights of owners of 
private property. The protests of this Na- 
tion in those areas are often unavailing, but 
the force of such protests is diminished as 
this Nation itself continues a policy of con- 
fiscation of private property. The subcom- 
mittee in its final report pointed out that 
“billions of dollars of American investments 
abroad and additional risk capital for the 
development of world markets is jeopardized 
by this policy of confiscation which sets an 
unfortunate precedent for similar action 
against our own investors by foreign sover- 
eign governments.” 

The Secretary of State, in response to a 
question on this point observed: 

“I recognize that there is force in what 
you say, to the effect that our own position 
to protect American interests abroad is 
strengthened if we protect foreign interests 
that are here. 

“I would think that in an era when we 
expect the American interests abroad, Ameri- 
can capital investments abroad, that it is 
wise for us to adhere ourselves strenuously 
to the highest standards of conduct in rela- 
tion to those matters. That puts us in a 
better position to call upon others to apply 
the same standards.” 

The United States cannot long continue 
an anomalous policy of supporting confisca- 
tion at home and condemning it abroad, 
Even when the inconsistency of such action 
does not prove troublesome momentarily, it 
threatens to plague this Nation and its citi- 
zens in the future. 


(c) Protection afforded American citizens by 
this bill 

Although the committee is convinced of 
the correctness of its decision that the prop- 
erty involved in this bill should be returned, 
the committee still maintains a strong desire 
to afford every possible protection to Ameri- 
can citizens who may be affected in some 
manner by the return of this property. The 
committee has sought to afford such protec- 
tion throughout the bill, notably in the pro- 
visions permitting notification by registered 
mail to claimants having a direct interest in 
the property to be returned. Reference is 
made to other provisions helpful to citizens 
of the United States in the detailed analysis 
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appearing later in this report. Suffice it to 
say, that wherever the committee discovered 
an instance in which additional protection 
Tor American citizens was justified, and could 
be incorporated within the framework of this 
measure, language was adopted to accomplish 
that purpose, 
(d) Administration 


The Department of Justice has urged that 
these properties are so involved that return 
to former owners presents an administrative 
impossibility. This argument the committee 
cannot accept. 

To admit that mistakes of the past cannot 
be corrected is a sign of weakness. This bill, 
as amended, has met all reasonable adminis- 
trative objections which have been pointed 
out in opposition to the proposal, 


(e) Appropriation 

The appropriation necessary to implement 
return of confiscated property is said by 
opponents of the measure to be too costly. 
Estimates of the appropriations needed have 
been made as high as $225 million. How- 
ever, the Department of Justice, in a letter 
to the Judiciary Committee, wherein oppo- 
sition is made to this bill, estimates that 
the sum required will be approximately $175 
million. 

For those who are agreed that a policy of 
confiscation of private property is inimicable 
with historic policy, public interest, and 
sound judgment, there is no question of ap- 
propriation to reimburse individuals from 
whom property has been seized. 

The necessity for appropriation arises by 
reason of the fact that certain confiscated 
property was liquidated and used to pay just 
and honorable obligations of this Govern- 
ment to certain of its citizens who bore an 
undue personal burden during World War II. 
Undoubtedly these obligations would have 
been acknowledged by the Congress even if 
this fund had not been available. Similar 
compensation is being urged for veterans of 
the Korean conflict, payment of which is to 
be made from funds appropriated from the 
United States Treasury. This is the posture 
which the World War II legislation could, 
and in the Judgment of many should, have 
assumed. 

Lastly, it is said that even conceding the 
advisability of return, such return should 
be based upon the value of the property as 
of the date of seizure. This reasoning, which 
has most recently been raised against the 
general proposal of return to a policy of non- 
confiscation, is most fallacious, If the Gov- 
ernment of the United States is to act only 
as a custodian, holding property to prevent 
its possible use against us in time of war, 
then the accretions of that property should 
not be subject to confiscation any more than 
the original assets. 

While it is true that many properties have 
increased materially in value there are many 
others whose values have been completely 
destroyed during the period of Government 
operation. The value of still other proper- 
ties have remained static, neither producing 
income nor increasing or decreasing in prin- 
cipal value. To talk of adjustment for such 
increase or decrease is obviously unrealistic, 
impracticable, and inconsistent with the 
policy of nonconfiscation. 


SYNOPSIS OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 

This bill proposes an amendment to the 
Trading With the Enemy Act by adding 
seven sections which will, with certain ex- 
ceptions, provide for the return of alien 
property vested by the Custodian during, 
and immediately following, the Second 
World War. The exceptions to this general 
return are: 

1. The private property (as distinguished 
from consular and diplomatic property) of 
governments with which the United States 
has been at war since 1941. 
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2. Persons who, on January 1, 1954, or any 
time thereafter, were living behind the Iron 
Curtain, 


3. Property of persons convicted of war 
crimes as defined in the act. 

4. Certain property located in the Philip- 
pine Islands subject to the provisions of the 
Philippine Property Act of 1946. 

Exception to return is also made where 
the property involved would be returned to 
persons within the jurisdiction of a nation 
which continues to confiscate property of 
German and Japanese individuals. How- 
ever, such exception may be removed upon 
the assurance of such nation not to confis- 
cate such property upon return. 

While placing responsibility for the return 
of such property initially in the hands of the 
Attorney General, the bill creates a Vested 
Property Commission which would serve as 
an administrative tribunal to which persons 
‘denied return by the Attorney General could 
appeal for review. 

The bill contains a number of detailed and 
complex provisions primarily because the 
subject itself is somewhat complex. Each of 
the provisions are explained in the detailed 
analysis of the bill appearing below. 


DETAILED ANALYSIS 


The new section 40 of the Trading With 
the Enemy Act will provide for the return 
of all property vested, or payments made 
to the United States in lieu of vesting, after 
December 7, 1941, or the liquidated proceeds 
thereof, in the event such property has been 
sold, or otherwise disposed of. This section 
also permits the return of any dividends, 
distributions, or increment which may have 
been paid, or allowed, on this property sub- 
sequent to its vesting. Returns under this 
section are to be reduced by any payments 
which have been made to American creditors 
during the period the Government held the 
property. Such awards are also to be re- 
duced by any sum which an owner of such 
property may have received from the Ger- 
man Government under the terms of the 
Bonn Convention, or from the Japanese Gov- 
ernment under the terms of the treaty of 
peace with Japan. 

Returns are to be made as a matter of 
grace to the owner of the property at the 
time of vesting, or his successor. Legal title 
to the property has long been held by the 
United States except that in some cases such 
title is subject to divestiture by decision of 
a Federal court. Any return under the bill 
discharges any obligation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to the owner of such property, and 
under the specific terms of the bill would 
operate to discharge the Government from 
any plural liability which might arise as 
the result of the return. 

The new section 40 provides certain excep- 
tions to this general policy of restitution 
of alien property. First, it provides that 
private property shall not be returned to 
the government of any nation with which 
the Government of the United States has 
been at war since December 7, 1941, with the 
exception of the Italian Government. The 
Italian Government has been excepted in 
view of the terms of the treaty of peace 
and implementing agreements concluded 
with that nation. Return is further pro- 
hibited to individuals who since December 
$1, 1954, have lived behind the so-called 
Tron Curtain and to corporations having their 
sole, or primary seat, in such areas. Recov- 
ery is likewise denied to any individual con- 
victed of war crimes, which term is defined 
as the entry of judgment against any person 
who was convicted personally, and by name, 
of certain specified crimes by a court of 
competent jurisdiction, as defined by the 
Vested Property Commission. Return is also 
denied of property located in the Philippine 
Islands at the time of vesting of such prop- 
erty or the proceeds thereof is subject to 
transfer to the Philippine Republic under 
the provisions of the Philippine Property Act 
of 1946, as amended. 
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In addition to these prohibitions, return 
may be restricted only so long as foreign 
governments having jurisdiction over the 
returnee, or the property to be received, 
persist in the policy which would result in 
confiscation upon return. Such property, 
however, may be returned at such times as 
Department of State certifies to the Attorney 
General that he has received assurance from 
such foreign governments that the property 
will not be confiscated upon return to the 
owner thereof. 

In some cases, claimants whose property 
has been vested have entered into compro- 
mises with the Office of Alien Property pro- 
viding for the return of less than the full 
value of the property held by that Office. 
This bill provides that persons who have 
entered into such a compromise may secure 
the return of their property (or the liqui- 
dated proceeds, if the property has been sold 
or otherwise disposed of) upon tender to the 
United States, without interest, of the 
amount received as the result of any assign- 
ment, compromise, or release. 

Certain of the properties now administered 
by the Office of Alien Property are of such 
magnitude and importance to the industrial 
might of the United States that it may be 
desirable that this Government should, in 
the interests of its own well-being, require 
the sale of that property to American citi- 
zens, Provision for such contingency is 
made by authorizing the President, within 
60 days from the enactment of this legisla- 
tion to make a finding that certain property 
now held by the United States should be sold 
to American interests. Upon such finding 
the property is to be returned subject to the 
condition that the same be sold within 12 
months of return to American citizens. The 
Attorney General may, in such case, apply to 
the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia to encumber return of 
the property with that condition and with 
the additional condition that United States 
citizens be appointed to supervise the opera- 
tion of the enterprise during the period 
allotted for sale in order to protect trade 
secrets possessed by the enterprise. The 
committee has also inserted a limitation on 
the return of certain corporate shares where 
the corporation’s properties are located in 
the United States, where a valid option for 
purchase of the stock by the alien owners 
has been executed in favor of American citi- 
zens, giving such citizens a right of first 
refusal in the event the property is to be 
sold. This provision of the bill provides that 
return shall be considered a sale, thus giving 
American citizens an opportunity to pur- 
chase the stock at a value to be determined 
by the Attorney General. The proceeds of 
sale are thereafter transferred to the alien 
owners of record. Further, where one-third 
of the outstanding stock of a vested corpora- 
tion is owned by American citizens, the 
Attorney General may protect the interest of 
such citizens against possible unfavorable 
treatment by former owners through the 
public sale of the stock of the former enemy 
to American citizens. The proceeds of sale 
are to be remitted to the owner of record less 
any sums which the corporation may have 
been forced to pay foreign governments for 
release of properties of such corporation 
which were seized because of enemy taint. 
The necessity for this amendment was 
demonstrated by testimony relating to the 
Hugo Stinnes These are several of a 
number of rrovisions which have been in- 
cluded in the measure in order to afford 
maximum protection to American citizens 
who may be adversely affected by the adop- 
tion of this legislation. 

The bill also contains protective provi- 
sions relating to return which appear in 
earlier sections of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act. Typical is the provision in sub- 
section (b), section 40, relating to the filing 
of petitions by a returnee for a redemption 
in respect of any final order of the War Con- 


August 11 


tract Adjustment Board determining ex- 
cessive profits. Also, the provisions of sub- 
section (c) of section 40, binding any person 
to whom return of an invention is to be 
made, to any notice or order issued, or agree- 
ment made pursuant to the Renegotiation 
Act of October 31, 1942 (56 Stat. 1013). 

Subsection (c) has been amended, again 
in an effort to afford protection to American 
citizens whose rights might be affected by 
this bill. The amendment to subsection (c) 
provides that return of any invention under 
this section shall be subject to existing li- 
censes issued by the Alien Property Custo- 
dian or his successors except that the re- 
turnee shall not succeed to the Custodian's 
right to revoke such licenses. The Office of 
Alien Property has made patents readily and 
freely available to American industry. This 
policy was widely publicized and vested pat- 
ents, with respect to which no American 
rights would be prejudiced, were offered for 
license on a revocable, nonexclusive, royalty- 
free basis, obtained for a nominal fee. Some 
American citizens have undoubtedly pro- 
ceeded, on the basis of these royalty-free 
licenses, to develop business interests which 
might be jeopardized unless some provision 
were included in the act recognizing and 
protecting such licenses but extracting the 
revocable provision they contain. The pat- 
tern here adopted is similar to that utilized 
by the United States in the return of pat- 
ents to Italian nationals under the treaty of 
peace (and the later Lombardo agreement) 
entered into with that nation. 

Subsection (d) of the new section 40 con- 
fers upon the returnee all rights, privileges, 
and obligations with respect to the property 
returned which would have existed if the 
interest had not vested in the Custodian, 
with such exceptions as are noted in the 
act, particularly that provision requiring the 
retention of a sum to cover expenses of ad- 
ministering property during the custodian- 
ship thereof. Subsection (d) also contains 
provisions similar to that now appearing in 
subsection (d) of section 32 of the Trading 
With the Enemy Act which protects the 
United States from the assertion of any 
claim by the returnee based upon the reten- 
tion, sale, disposition, or use of the prop- 
erty during the period held by the United 
States. 

Subsection (e) of the new section 40, pat- 
terned after subsection (e) of section 32, 
provides that return of the property under 
this bill shall not bar prosecution of any 
suit at law or equity against the person to 
whom return is made, to establish any right, 
title, or interest to the property which may 
exist, or may have existed, at the time of 
vesting. Thus, if it is asserted that the 
owner of record is not the true owner, those 
making such an assertion may have their 
claim determined judicially in spite of pre- 
vious adverse administrative determination 
by the Office of Alien Property and judicial 
review thereof. The period during which 
such property was in the hands of the 
United States is not to be considered in the 
determination of the period within which 
such action may be instituted. 

As an added measure of protection to cit- 
izens of the United States, the bill provides 
that, in the event return is to be made to a 
foreign resident, or a corporation organized 
under foreign laws, notice of intention to 
return shall be published in the Federal 
Register, at least 60 days prior to return. 
Such notice shall specify intention to make 
such return, to whom return is to be made, 
and the place where the property to be re- 
turned is located. At the same time, 
claimants of record are to be notified by reg- 
istered mail of the intention to return alien 
property irrespective of the residence or lo- 
cation of the returnee. This publication of 
notice, or the giving of notice by registered 
mail, confers no right of action upon any 
claimant to compel the return of property 
and such notice may be revoked by publica- 
tion of appropriate notice in the Federal 
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Register. Those who have an interest in the 
property, creditors, for example, may dur- 
ing this period seek a writ of attachment, 
notice of which is to be served upon the At- 
torney General. Any such attachment or 
other similar proceeding is subject to the 
provisions of law applicable to such action 
in the jurisdiction under which the proceed- 
ing has begun, but for the purpose of com- 
puting the statute of limitations, the period 
during which the property was in the hands 
of the Alien Property Custodian, or his suc- 
cessors, shall not be counted. Under a writ 
of attachment obtained in this manner no 
officer of any court can take possession of 
the property without the consent of the At- 
torney General and publication of notice of 
revocation of intention to return shall in- 
validate any attachment with respect to the 
property. However, the bill requires that 
the Attorney General, or the Vested Property 
Commission, which may in some cases suc- 
ceed to the responsibility of the Attorney 
General, accord full effect to any such at- 
tachment in returning the property or in- 
terest. In such ngs, before a writ 
of attachment, the bill permits the recorded 
owner to file a bond in an amount to be 
set by the court in order to permit return 
to be made to the owner. If a creditor has 
an action against the property or its owner 
in the United States courts on appeal from a 
decision of the Custodian, no notice of in- 
tention to return is to be published until 
that matter has been judicially determined. 

Subsection (g) of the new section 40 con- 
tains three definitions, (1) describes the 
Russian Zone of Occupation of Germany, 
(2) defines the use of the term “other Com- 
munist-dominated countries” used in sub- 
section (a) of section 40, and (3) particu- 
Jarizes on the term “convicted of war crimes” 
which was referred to earlier in this analysis. 

The new section 41 of the Trading With 
the Enemy Act would create a Commission 
to be known as the Vested Property Com- 
mission. ‘This Commission is to be com- 
posed of 3 persons appointed by the Presi- 
dent, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, each of whom is to receive 
an annual salary at the rate of $14,000. The 
Commission is authorized to employ such 
personnel as may be necessary to carry 
out its functions under this act, but in no 
event is such staff to exceed 50 persons. The 
bill confers authority to promulgate rules 
and regulations to out the purposes 
and functions of the bill on the Commission. 

The decisions of the Commission concern- 
ing returns as a matter of grace under this 
bill are to be final, and the authority of the 
Commission, as well as the term of office of 
its members, expires 3 years from the date on 
which the majority of its members appointed 
first take office. In the event return is com- 
pleted under this act at a time earlier than 3 
years from the assumption of duties by the 
members of the Commission, the President 
is authorized to fix an earlier termination 
date. 

Section 42 provides that persons desiring 
return of property under this act must file 
a claim with the Attorney General within 1 
year from the date of enactment of the bill 
in the form and manner prescribed by him, 
except that claimants who have already 
filed a claim for return of their property 
shall be deemed to have complied with such 
a requirement without additional filing. 

The Attorney General is authorized under 
section 43 to make an initial determination 
with respect to the eligibility of each 
claimant for returns under section 40 of this 
act. However, the Attorney General cannot 
return such property until 60 days have 
elapsed after publication in the Federal 
Register, as provided by section 40 (f) of this 
bill. In cases where conflicting title claims 
have been filed, such claims are to be re- 
ferred to the Vested Property Commission 
for inspection and disposition. Where no 
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conflicting title claims have been filed prior 
to December 31, 1953, and the owner has 
filed a claim before April 30, 1949, the At- 
torney General is directed to order the re- 
turn of such vested property upon applica- 
tion, subject to deletion for taxes, conserva- 
tory expenses, and expenses of administra- 
tion of the property during custodianship. 
The provision of this section relating to con- 
flicting title claims is intended to distin- 
guish such claims from debt claims filed 
under section 34 of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act, which constitute claims of 
creditors against the property rather than 
claims of title. It is important to note that 
the provisions of this bill do not repeal sec- 
tion 34 of the Trading With the Enemy Act. 
Thus, property retained under the provi- 
sions of the bill remains subject to such 
claims. Insofar as property to be returned 
is concerned, persons who have a claim 
against the property for the payments of 
debts may proceed to assert their interest 
by the filing of writs of attachment after 
notice of intention to return as discussed 
earlier in this analysis. However, in no case, 
except as provided in section 40 (f), shall a 
pending claim under section 34 delay re- 
turn of the property pending adjudication 
thereof. This section is designed particu- 
larly to rid the Government of the United 
States of an administrative burden, which 
estimates have indicated cannot be com- 
pleted in less than 50 or more years under 
existing law and procedure. 

The subcommittee which investigated the 
administration of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act noted in its report that the title 
claims filed with the Office of Alien Property 
were not being disposed of as rapidly as de- 
sired. In order to forestall such develop- 
ment after adoption of this legislation, pro- 
visions have been inserted in section 44 of 
the bill providing that claimants aggrieved 
by a decision of the Attorney General, or by 
failure of the Attorney General to render a 
decision with respect to their claim within 
1 year may appeal to the Vested Property 
Commission under procedures to be pre- 
scribed by that body. Thus, if return is not 
made within 1 year from the date of filing the 
claim, or 1 year from the date of enactment 
of this act, depending upon the time and 
circumstances under which the claim is 
filed, or if the Attorney General fails to cer- 
tify a claim to the Commission in which a 
conflicting title claim has been asserted, the 
claimant may invoke an administrative ap- 
peal. However, in an effort to establish some 
degree of finality with respect to considera- 
tion of these claims, it is also provided in 
section 44 that decisions by the Attorney 
General with respect to claims are to be 
final if not appealed within 60 days after 
notification to claimants by registered mail. 
Section 44 also preserves the right of any 
person otherwise eligible to continue to pur- 
sue the remédies afforded him by sections 
9 (a) and 32 of the Trading With the Enemy 
Act. These sections provide an avenue of 
recovery by persons who may be classed as 
nonenemies in fact. 

Section 45 of the bill authorizes the Com- 
mission to make a study of the problems 
which might arise as a result of the adoption 
of this legislation as they relate to executive 
agreements entered into with other nations. 
The Commission is to report to the Congress 
by January 1, 1955, outlining such problems 
in detail for the purpose of enabling Con- 
gress to enact legislation to fairly and prop- 
erly deal with such other nations in light of 
the expressed policy of the United States of 
nonconfiscation. 

The Commission is limited under section 
46 to the diture of $350,000 per annum 
in the conduct of its business. It is charged 
with the obligation of determining the 
amount which has been and will be expended 
in the administration of vested assets. No 
return is to be made under this act unless 
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the claimant agrees to the retention of an 
amount equal to the pro rata share which 
his property bears to the total expenses as 
ascertained by the Commission. In order to 
provide funds sufficient to meet such reim- 
bursement, the Attorney General is author- 
ized to liquidate returnable assets to the ex- 
tent necessary to provide funds for such 
retention except that the owner of the prop- 
erty is to be given an opportunity to pay the 
necessary amount in lieu of such liquida- 
tion of the property. No retention for ex- 
pense is to be made from patents, applica- 
tions, copyrights, or trade-marks, other than 
from the proceeds collected from such items. 

Under the provisions of section 47, the 
Commission is obligated to determine by esti- 
mate, within 30 days after its members as- 
sume office, the sum of money which will be 
n in order to carry out the purposes 
of this act. The bill then authorizes an ap- 
propriation, for credit to the Attorney Gen- 
eral, of the sum the Commission reports as 
necessary to satisfy awards under section 40 
where the property has been sold and the 
proceeds disposed of under the provisions of 
section 39 of the Trading With the Enemy 
Act. Section 47 also requires that all funds 
remaining after the administration, liquida- 
tion, disposition, pursuant to the act, be paid 
into the Treasury of the United States. 

Following section 47 (c) there appears, at 
the request of the Department of Justice, an 
express repealer of section 39 of the Trading 
With the Enemy Act. Section 39 was the 
legislative enactment encompassing the con- 
fiscatory policy which had been set in motion 
by individuals in the Treasury Department. 
Actions of these persons are traced in detail 
in the final report of the Subcommittee To 
Conduct an Examination and Review of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act. The amend- 
ment is not to be construed as an expression 
of intention to repeal the War Claims Act of 
1948. 

Section 2 (b) gives to the Attorney Gen- 
eral the express right to continue the recov- 
ery of expenses incurred in the management 
of vested property for conservation, preser- 
vation, and maintenance of such ty as 
previously set forth in section 32 (g) and 
in addition adds the assurance that such ex- 
penses will be recovered from all property 
returned under section 40. 

CONCLUSION 

The long review by this committee of the 
administration of the Trading With the En- 
emy Act, combined with significant shifts 
in world conditions, have convinced the 
members of the Judiciary Committee that 
a reorientation of this Nation's attitude to- 
ward alien assets within this country is re- 
quired. The present confiscatory approach 
is undermining the economic dogma advo- 
cated by this Nation since its inception. It 
has plagued our own citizenry with invest- 
ments abroad and has occasioned ill feeling 
among those nations whose active assistance 
we now seek in repelling totalitarian ag- 
gression. 

The committee believes it regrettable that 
this un-American policy of confiscation has 
been so firmly engrained as to require sub- 
stantial appropriations and material revision 
in our international agreements in order to 
extricate our Nation from that policy. 
Nevertheless, such steps must be taken in 
order to accomplish worthwhile results and 
prevent further impairment of our economic 
and diplomatic position. Although these 
complications have been urged as deterrents 
to the reappraisal inherent in S. 3423, they 
are not significant enough to assume the 
status of insuperable obstacles to adoption 
of the bill. 

Enactment of this bill is essential to our 
own interests, certainly, but it constitutes 
an effective demonstration of the magnanim- 
ity of the American people. S. 3423 has 
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the support of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary; it deserves the support of the Con- 
gress. The committee, therefore, recom- 
mends that this legislation, as amended, be 
favorably considered. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule 
XXIX of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing law 
proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black 
brackets, new matter is printed in italics, 
existing law in which no change is proposed 
is shown in roman): 

That the Trading With the Enemy Act of 
1917, as amended, be further amended by 
adding the following sections: 

“Sec, 40. (a) Any property or interest 
vested (or payment made to the United 
States in lieu of vesting) pursuant to the 

7 ions of this act after December 7, 
1941 (or the liquidated proceeds thereof), 
together with any dividends, distributions, 
or other increment paid or allowed thereon 
subsequent to such vesting, reduced by any 
payments against the property under section 
34 of the act and any compensation received 
by the owner with respect to such property 
from the government of any nation pursuant 
to, or as a result of, any treaty or other 
international agreement between the United 
States and such nation, shall, as a matter 
of grace, be returned in its state as of the 
date of enactment of this section (i. e., in 
kind or as liquidated proceeds), to the 
natural person, firm, trust, association, or 
corporation who or which was the owner 
thereof at the time of such vesting, or to 
legal representative or successor, as the case 
may be, of such owner, if the owner be dead 
or if its existence shall have been in any 
wise terminated. In determining the 
‘owner’, the record holding or title owner- 
ship as the case may be, of such property 
at the time of vesting shall be conclusive 
‘and delivery, transfer, conveyance, or pay- 
ment to such owner, or to the legal repre- 
sentative or successor thereof, shall operate 
to discharge the United States from plural 
liability in respect of the term provided jor 
hereunder: Provided, however, That, except 
for the Government of Italy, no return in- 
volving property other than consular or 
diplomatic property (or proceeds resulting 
from the sale thereof) shall be made pur- 
suant to this section to the government of 
any nation with which the United States has 
been at war since December 7, 1941, or at 
any time thereafter or to subdivisions or 
successors of any such government; Provided 
further, That no such return shall be made 
pursuant to this section (1) to natural per- 
sons who on January 1, 1954, or any time 
thereafter prior to such return have lived, 
or corporations, companies, or associations 
having their sole or primary seat, in the 
Russian zone of occupation of Germany, 
German territory under provisional Polish 
or Soviet administration, or in Albania, Bul- 
garia, Communist China, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, Poland, Rumania, or the Soviet 
Union, or other Communist-dominated 
countries, or (2) to any natural person con- 
victed of war crimes, as hereinafter defined, 
(3) to the owner of such property at the 
time of vesting, or to the legal representative 
or successor, as the case may be, of such 
owner, until the Attorney General, or the 
officer or agency authorized to make such 
return, has received a certificate from the 
Department of State that it has obtained 
satisfactory assurances that such property 
will not, upon the return thereof, be seized 
or treated, directly or indirectly, as enemy 
property by any foreign government having 
jurisdiction over such property or the owner 
thereof; or (4) if such property was located 
in the Philippine Islands at the time of 
vesting and such property, or the proceeds 
thereof, is subject to transfer to the Republic 
of the Philippines under the Philippine 
Property Act of 1946, as amended: Provided 
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further, That if, after any such property was 
so vested the claim of an owner with respect 
to such property was assigned or released to 
or compromised with the United States or 
the Alien Property Custodian, his successor 
or successors, no such property or the liqui- 
dated proceeds thereof shall be returned 
pursuant to this section unless such owner 
‘shall tender to the United States, without 
interest, the amount received upon such 
assignment, compromise, or release: Provided 
further, That the President may, within 60 
day from the date of enactment hereof, find 
that it is in the national interest to require 
any owner or owners to dispose of their right, 
title, and interest in said property to citizens 
of the United States within 12 months from 
the date of the return thereof to such owner 
or owners; in which event, the vested prop- 
erty shall be forthwith returned to the 
owner or owners thereof encumbered with 
the aforesaid condition, and the United 
States District Court for the District of 
Columbia, upon application of the Attorney 
General shall enter a judgment or decree 
of divestiture to such effect, and said court, 
recognizing the person to whom the prop- 
erty is returned as the owner thereof, shall 
order said person, if shares of stock repre- 
senting the voting control of a corporation 
be the returned property, to nominate three 
voting trustees of United States citizenship, 
subject to the approval of such trustees by 
said court, which voting trustees shall elect 
a board of directors entirely of United States 
citizenship, so that there will be secured and 
safeguarded, until divestiture is complete, 
the operational, manufacturing, trading, re- 
search, and other secrets of such returned 
property, or of the business or other activity 
represented thereby or connected therewith, 
against disclosure to or use by foreign in- 
terests; and such judgment or decree shall 
also provide that if the owner or owners do 
not so divest themselves within said 12 
months’ period, the Attorney General may 
thereafter sell forthwith such property at 
public action and remit the proceeds to the 
owner or owners: Provided further, That if 
the Attorney General finds that (1) any 
vested property or interest consists of shares 
of stock of a corporation organized under 
the laws of any State, Territory, or posses- 
sion of the United States or the District of 
Columbia, (2) at least one-third of the total 
outstanding shares of common stock of such 
corporation is registered in the names of 
citizens of the United States, and (3) return 
of the vested shares of stock of such cor- 
poration to the owner or owners would ma- 
terially prejudice the interests of such citi- 
zen stockholders, he may require, as a con- 
dition precedent to return pursuant to this 
act, that such vested stock be sold at public 
sale to citizens of the United States sub- 
mitting the highest bid, after public adver- 
tisement of the time and place of sale, and 
in such event such corporation shall be 
entitled to receive from such proceeds of 
sale reimbursement jor any payments made 
or payable to any government because of 
an alleged enemy interest in such vested 
stock, and the balance of the proceeds of 
such sale, except as otherwise provided in 
this act, shall be remitted to the owner or 
owners: And provided further, That such 
return shall be subject to a determination 
that the Attorney General has no actual or 
potential liability under the Renegotiation 
Act or the act of October 31, 1942 (56 Stat. 
1013; 35 U. S. C. A. secs. 89-96), in respect 
of the property or interest or proceeds to 
be returned and that the claimant and his 
predecessor in interest, if any, have no actual 
or potential liability of any kind under the 
Renegotiation Act or the said act of October 
31, 1942; or in the alternative that the 
claimant has provided security or under- 
takings adequate to assure satisfaction of 
all such liabilities or that property or in- 
terest or proceeds to be retained by the At- 
torney General are adequate therefor: Pro- 


August 11 


vided further, That in cases where the seized 
properties consist solely of shares of stock 
in a corporation whose properties are located 
in the United States, and a valid option 
exists in favor of resident stockholders giv- 
ing rise to the right to purchase the seized 
stock in the event the owner desires to sell 
such stock, the return of such stock shall 
be deemed and treated in law and equity 
as a prospective sale at the value thereof 
to be determined by the Attorney General, 
thereby entitling such option holders to ex- 
ercise their rights in accordance with the 
terms, provisions, and conditions of such 
option. 

“(b) Notwithstanding the limitation pre- 
scribed in the Renegotiation Act upon the 
time within which petitions may be filed 
in the Tax Court of the United States, any 
person to whom any property or interest or 
proceeds are returned hereunder shall, for a 
period of ninety days (not counting Sunday 
or a legal holiday in the District of Columbia 
as the last day) following return, have the 
right to file such a petition for a redemp- 
tion in respect of any final order of the War 
Contracts Price Adjustment Board de- 
termining excessive profits, made against the 
Alien Property Custodian, his successor or 
successors, or of any determination, not em- 
bodied in an agreement, of excessive profits, 
so made by or on behalf of a Secretary. 

“(c) Any person to whom any invention, 
whether patented or unpatented, or any right 
or interest therein is returned hereunder 
shall be bound by any notice or order issued 
or agreement made pursuant to the act of 
October 31, 1942 (56 Stat. 1013), in respect 
of such invention or right or interest, and 
such person to whom a licensor’s interest 
is returned shall have all rights assertable by 
a licensor pursuant to section 2 of the said 
act. Return of any invention pursuant to 
this section shall be subject to existing li- 
censes issued by the Alien Property Custo- 
dian, his successor or successors, and shall 
not include any rights of the Alien Property 
Custodian, his successor or successors, to 
revoke such licenses. 

“(d) Except as otherwise provided here- 
in, and except to the extent that the Presi- 
dent or such officer or agency as he may 
designate may otherwise determine, any per- 
son to whom return is made hereunder shall 
have all rights, privileges, and obligations in 
respect to the property or interest returned 
or the proceeds of which are returned which 
would have existed if the property or interest 
had not vested in the Alien Property Custo- 
dian, his successor or successors, but no 
cause of action shall accrue to such person 
in respect of any deduction or retention of 
any part of the property or interest or pro- 
ceeds by the Alien Property Custodian, his 
successor or successors, for the purpose of 
paying taxes, costs, or expenses in connec- 
tion with such property or interest or pro- 
ceeds: Provided, That no person to whom a 
return is made pursuant to this section, nor 
the successor in interest of such person, shall 
acquire or have any claim or right of action 
against the United States or any department, 
establishment, or agency thereof, or corpora- 
tion owned thereby, or against any person 
authorized or licensed by the United States, 
founded upon the retention, sale, or other 
disposition, or use, during the period it was 
vested in the Alien Property Custodian, his 
successor or successors, of the returned 
property, interest, or proceeds. Any notice 
to the Alien Property Custodian, his succes- 
sor or successors, in respect of any property 
or interest or proceeds shall constitute no- 
tice to the person to whom such property or 
interest or proceeds is returned and such 
person shall succeed to all burdens and obli- 
gations in respect of such property or in- 
terest or proceeds which accrued during the 
time of retention by the Alien Property Cus- 
todian, his successor or successors, but the 
period during which the property or interest 
or proceeds returned were vested in the Alien 
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Custodian, his successor or succes- 
sors, shall not be included for the purpose of 
determining the application of any statute 
of limitations to the assertion of any rights 
by such person in respect of such property or 
interest or proceeds. 

“(e) No return hereunder shall bar the 
prosecution of any suit at law or in equity 
against a person to whom return has been 
made, to establish any right, title, or in- 
terest, which may exist or which may have 
existed at the time of vesting, in or to the 
property or interest returned. With respect 
to any such suit, the period during which 
the property or interest or proceeds returned 
were vested in the Alien Property Custodian, 
his successor or successors, shall not be in- 
cluded for the purpose of determining the 
application of any statute of limitations. 

“(f) At least 60 days before making any 
return to any person other than a resident 
of the United States or a corporation or- 
ganized under the laws of the United States, 
or any State, Territory, or possession thereof, 
or the District of Columbia, the Attorney 
General, or the Commission, as the case may 
be, shall publish in the Federal Register a 
notice of intention to make such return, 
specifying therein the person to whom re- 
turn is to be made and the place where the 
property or interest or proceeds to be re- 
turned are located: Provided, That if a de- 
termination by the Alien Property Custodian, 
his successor or successors, is under review 
in a court of the United States, under the 
provisions of section 34 with respect to such 
property, publication of such notice of in- 
tention to return shall not be made until 
entry of final judgment by the court or 
courts of such review. At the same time 
a similar notice shall be given by registered 
mail to any person who has theretofore filed 
with the Alien Property Custodian, his suc- 
cessor or successors, any claim to such prop- 
erty or any claim against the person to 
whom it is proposed to return such property. 
Publication of a notice of intention to re- 
turn shall confer no right of action upon any 
person to compel the return of any such 
property or interest or proceeds, and such 
notice of intention to return may be re- 
voked by appropriate notice in the Federal 
Register. After publication of such notice 
of intention and prior to revocation thereof, 
the property or interest or proceeds speci- 
fied shall be subject to attachment at the 
suit of any citizen or resident of the United 
States or any corporation organized under 
the laws of the United States, or any State, 
Territory, or possession thereof, or the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, in the same manner as 
property of the person to whom return is 
to be made: Provided, That notice of any 
writ of attachment which may issue prior 
to return shall be served upon the Attorney 
General. Any such attachment proceeding 
shall be subject to the provisions of law 
relating to limitation of actions applicable 
to actions at law in the jurisdiction in which 
such proceeding is brought, but the period 
during which the property or interest or 
proceeds were vested in the Alien Property 
Custodian, his successor or successors, shall 
not be included for the purpose of deter- 
mining the period of limitation. No officer 
of any court shall take actual possession, 
without the consent of the Attorney Gen- 
eral, of any property or interest or proceeds 
so attached, and publication of a notice of 
revocation of intention to return shall in- 
validate any attachment with respect to the 
specified property or interest or proceeds, 
but if there is no such revocation, the Attor- 
ney General or the Commission, as the case 
may be, shall accord full effect to any such 
attachment in returning any such property 
or interest or proceeds: Provided, however, 
That upon notice of such attachment pro- 
ceedings to the Attorney General, return 
may be made to the ‘owners’ under section 
40 hereof if bond is posted by the owner in 
an amount set by the court in which such 
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attachment proceedings shall have been 
filed. 

“(g) As used in this section— 

“(1) ‘The Russian Zone of Occupation of 
Germany’ shall be deemed to be composed 
of that part of Germany that is presently 
called the Soviet Zone of Occupation, and the 
Russian Sector of Berlin; 

“(2) ‘Other Communist-dominated coun- 
tries’ means any country or part thereof, ex- 
cept Austria, that was actively governed by 
Communist civilians or occupied by Commu- 
nist forces either on January 1, 1954, or at 
any time thereajter prior to the return of 
the property, if such country or part thereof 
is still so governed or occupied at the time of 
the return of such property; and 

“(3) ‘Convicted of war crimes’ means the 
entry of judgment against any person who 
has been convicted personally and by name 
by a court of competent jurisdiction (as de- 
fined by the Vested Property Commission) 
of murder, ill treatment, or deportation jor 
slave labor, of prisoners of war, political op- 
ponents, hostages, or civilian population in 
occupied territories, or of murder or ill treat- 
ment of military or naval persons, or of 
plunder or wanton destruction without jus- 
tified military necessity. 

Sec. 41. (a) There is hereby established 
a Commission to be known as the Vested 
Property Commission (hereinafter referred to 
as the Commission), to be composed of three 
persons to be appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen- 
ate, each member of the Commission to re- 
ceive a salary at the rate of $14,000 per an- 
num. One such member shall be designated 
by the President as Chairman. 

“(b) The Commission may employ such 
personnel, clerical and technical, as may be 
necessary to carry out its functions, but in 
no event shall the number so employed ex- 
ceed 50 persons; and shall make and promul- 
gate such rules and regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out its purposes and func- 
tions. 


“(c) All decisions of the Commission con- 

cerning returns as a matter of grace shall be 
final. 
“(d) The authority of the Commission and 
the term of office of its members shall termi- 
nate at the expiration of 3 years from the 
date on which the majority of its members 
first appointed take office, but the President 
may, by Executive order, fix an earlier ter- 
mination date, 

“Sec, 42. Persons desiring to claim return 
pursuant to section 40 shall file notice of 
claim with the Attorney General within 1 
year from the enactment of this section in 
such form and manner as may be determined 
by regulations published by the Attorney 
General: Provided, however, That if prior to 
the enactment of this section a claimant has 
filed with the Attorney General a claim for 
the return of property no additional claim 
need be filed. 

“Sec. 43. The Attorney General shall de- 
termine the eligibility of each claimant 
under section 40 of this act, and he shall 
make returns of property at a time not 
sooner than 60 days subsequent to the pub- 
lication of notice in the Federal Register 
as required by section 40 (f) of this act: 
Provided, That where conflicting title claims 
have been filed, such claims shall be forth- 
with referred to the Commission jor deci- 
sion and disposition: Provided further, That, 
subject to the provisions of section 40 (f) 
of this act, the Attorney General shall order 
the return of vested property, subject to 
the provisions of section 46 (c) of this act, 
in every case where an owner, legal repre- 
sentative, or successor has filed a claim by 
April 30, 1949, and no conflicting title claim 
has been filed prior to December 31, 1953, 
in respect of the same property. (A claim 
filed prior to said date by a foreign gov- 
ernment, claiming in a custodial and non- 
ownership capacity, shall not be considered 
hereunder as a conflicting title claim.) 
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Sec. 44. Claimants aggrieved by a decision 
oj the Attorney General, or by failure of the 
Attorney General to render a decision, upon 
notice of claim filed in pursuance of section 
42, for more than 1 year subsequent to the 
date of filing, or within I year from the en- 
act ment hereof if the claim was filed prior 
thereto, or by failure of the Attorney Gen- 
eral to rejer to the Commission conflicting 
title claims or to order forthwith returns 
as provided in section 43, may appeal to 
the Commission under procedures to be pre- 
scribed by the Commission. Decisions of 
the Attorney General, not appealed within 
60 days after notification to the claimant 
by registered mail, shall be final, but noth- 
ing herein provided shall affect the right 
of a claimant, otherwise eligible, to file or 
continue to pursue his remedies under sec- 
tion 9 (a) or section 32 of the Trading With 
the Enemy Act, as amended. 

“Sec. 45. Notwithstanding the provisions 
of the act of September 28, 1950 (ch. 1094, 
64 Stat. 1079), and of any other provision 
of law the Commission is authorized, di- 
rected, and empowered to make a study of 
the problems arising between this country 
and other nations with respect to intercus- 
todial conflicts, and to report to the Con- 
gress by January 1, 1955, the details of such 
conflicts and of any funds and other prop- 
erty which have been received by the United 
States from other nations pursuant to the 
provisions of the Paris Reparations Agree- 
ment and any other international agree- 
ments, to the end that the Congress may 
enact legislation which will fairly and prop- 
erly deal with other nations as the result 
of the adoption of a policy by the United 
States to return property pursuant to sec- 
tion 40 hereof which has been vested since 
December 7, 1941, under the provisions of 
the Trading With the Enemy Act, as amended, 

“Sec. 46. (a) In the conduct of its business 
the Commission is authorized to expend from 
vested assets on hand in the Office of Alien 
Property an amount not to exceed $350,000 
per annum during the life of the Commission, 

“(b) The Commission shall determine, by 
estimate, the sum which has been and will 
be expended in the administration of vested 
assets from December 7, 1941, to the termi- 
nation of the activities of the Office of 
Alien Property as envisioned by the provi- 
sions of section 40 of this act, including the 
expense of the Commission and the expense 
of the Alien Property Custodian, his succes- 
sor or successors, for the administration of 
vested assets which has not been charged 
directly against the assets themselves. 

“(c) The Attorney General shall then re- 
tain from all property returned in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 40 an 
amount which the Commission shall fix as 
the pro rata share of the expenses determined 
in accordance with (b) above, such share 
being the ratio that the value of the property 
so returned bears to the value of all vested 
property: Provided, however, That no return 
shall be made pursuant to section 40 unless 
the owner thereof files with the Attorney 
General a written consent to such retention. 

(d) Upon receipt of the written consent 
of retention referred to in (c) above, the 
Attorney General is authorized to liquidate 
returnable assets to the extent necessary to 
provide funds for the authorized retention 
where cash is not available for that purpose 
from the property to be returned: Provided, 
however, That each owner shall be given an 
opportunity to pay the necessary amount in 
lieu of liquidation of specific property. 

“(e) No retention shall be made from pat- 
ents, patent applications, copyrights, and 
trade-marks other than from the proceeds 
collected therefrom. 

“Sec. 47. (a) The Commission shall deter- 
mine by estimate within 30 days after a ma- 
jority of its members shall have been ap- 
pointed and qualified, the sum which will be 
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necessary to carry out the purposes of re- 
turn as set forth in section 40 hereof, and 
shall report the same to the Congress. 

“(b) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums, for the credit of the 
Attorney General, as the Commission may 
under (a) above report, to satisfy awards 
made under section 40 of this act to the e- 
tent that the proceeds of liquidated vested 

erty are not available for return. 

„%% All funds remaining after adminis- 
tration, liquidation, and disposition pursuant 
to the foregoing sections shall be paid into 
the Treasury of the United States.” 


SECTION 32 AND SECTION 39 OF THE TRADING 
WITH THE ENEMY ACT OF OCTOBER 6, 1917 
(40 STAT. 411, AS AMENDED) 

* * * * * 


(g) Without limitation by or upon any 
other existing provision of law with respect 
to the payment of expenses by the Alien 
Property Custodian, the Custodian may re- 
tain or recover from any property or interest 
or proceeds returned pursuant to this section, 
for] section 9 (a), or Section 40 of this Act 
an amount not exceeding that expended or 
incurred by him for the conservation, pres- 
eryation, or maintenance of such property or 
interest or proceeds, or other property or 
interest or proceeds returned to the same 

rson. 

[Sec. 39. No property or interest therein of 
Germany, Japan, or any national of either 
such country vested in or transferred to any 
officer or agency of the Government at any 
time after December 17, 1941, pursuant to 
the provisions of this Act, shall be returned 
to former owners thereof or their successors 
in interest, and the United States shall not 
pay compensation for any such property or 
interest therein. The net proceeds remain- 
ing upon the completion of administration, 
liquidation, and disposition pursuant to the 
provisions of this Act of any such property 
or interest therein shall be covered into the 
Treasury at the earliest practicable date. 
Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
repeal or otherwise affect the operation of 
the provisions of section 32 of this Act or of 
the Philippine Property Act of 1946.] 


Mrnorrry Views To Accompany S. 3423 


I have examined the report of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary on S, 3423 (Rept. No. 
1982), and after consideration of all the fac- 
tors and arguments presented for and 
against the bill, I am constrained to con- 
clude that I am unalterably opposed to its 
enactment. S. 3423 represents implementa- 
tion of the subcommittee’s report on its 
examination and review of the administra- 
tion of the Trading With the Enemy Act. I 
filed supplemental views to that report, 
indicating my objections thereto. The legis- 
lative history of this bill, including the re- 
ports of the Department of State, the Bureau 
of the Budget, the Department of Justice, 
and the testimony adduced at the hearings 
on the bill before the subcommittee held on 
July 1 and 2, 1954, has served only to justify 
and strengthen my earlier convictions. I 
file these views as my objection to the enact- 
ment of S. 3423. 

The Alien Property Custodian and his suc- 
cessor, the Attorney General, have vested 
property totaling approximately one-half 
billion dollars in value, which is now the 
property of the United States. This bill 
would return all that property. Much of the 
property has been liquidated and converted 
into cash, $210 million of which has been 
paid over to the war claims fund under the 
War Claims Act of 1948 and distributed to 
American war-damage claimants. Some of 
the vested property has not been liquidated 
due to pending litigation for its return. 
Under section 9 of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act, property subject to return liti- 
gation cannot be sold. Apart from the fact 
that this bill would require the United 
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States to return vested property totaling 
one-half billion dollars in value, it would 
require appropriations in approximately the 
amount of the $210 million paid over to the 
war claims fund. The written reports of 
the Bureau of the Budget, the State Depart- 
ment, and the Department of Justice have 
all withheld their approval of S. 3423 be- 
cause of the appropriations required, among 
other reasons. 

The committee’s recital of the background 
of the historic policy of this Government 
with respect to the treatment of enemy prop- 
erty appears to be extremely limited. The 
committee report refers to the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles which provided for the use of external 
enemy assets to pay public reparations and 
the legislation by the Congress which re- 
versed that policy and returned seized enemy 
property. The committee then quotes at 
great length from the report of the house of 
delegates of the American Bar Association, 
dated March 29, 1943, recommending the 
return of vested enemy property. I regret to 
find that the omissions from the committee's 
statement of the policy of this Government 
in respect of the disposition of enemy assets 
are much more significant than the reasons 
stated as the ground for the reversal of that 
policy. 

Inasmuch as the committee places much 
emphasis on the 1943 report of the house of 
delegates of the American Bar Association, I 
think it appropriate to point out that only a 
short time thereafter, on December 20, 1945, 
the very same house of delegates of the 
American Bar Association adopted a recom- 
mendation that “enemy property within the 
jurisdiction of the United States should be 
held and, if necessary, applied to secure the 
payment of all just claims of this war and 
any unpaid claims of the last war.” 

This recommendation was referred to in 
a statement made by Assistant Attorney 
General Dallas §. Townsend, Director of the 
Office of Alien Property, in his testimony be- 
fore the subcommittee on July 1, 1954. The 
use of the 1943 report of the house of dele- 
gates by the committee in these circum- 
stances is indication to me of a clear lack 
of adequate support for its position. 

But this is only a minor omission when 
considered in the light of the other matters 
which have been brought to its attention 
and ignored. The policy of retention of ex- 
ternai enemy assets as reparations was con- 
sidered long before the Paris Reparation 
Agreement established the policy of this 
Government, Beginning in 1943, such emi- 
nent persons and responsible bodies of legis- 
lators and citizens as Congressman Gearhart, 
of California, Senator Carter Glass, of Vir- 
ginia, Congressman Beckworth, of Texas, 
Congressman Cunningham, of Iowa, Con- 
gressman Rich, of Pennsylvania, Mr. Bernard 
Baruch, former Secretary of State James F. 
Byrnes, a Subcommittee on War Mobilization 
of the Senate Committee on Military Affairs, 
veterans’ organizations, and organizations of 
American civilians, urged that assets of Ger- 
many and Japan in this country should be 
retained. The Paris Reparation Agreement 
which was entered into by the United States 
and 17 Allied nations, excluding Russia and 
Poland, followed. That agreement deter- 
mined the respective shares of each of these 
countries in the German property available 
to them as reparations. It was a method of 
reimbursing the Allied countries in some 
reasonable manner, reasonable to Germany 
as well as to the Allies. As stated by Secre- 
tary Dulles at the hearings on the bill, “If 
this approach is to be reversed, the question 
of unsatisfied claims against Germany would 
call for consideration.” Although this bill 
reverses the approach, it gives no considera- 
tion to the question of unsatisfied American 
claims against Germany. 

The course urged by the various individ- 
uals, organizations and congressional com- 
mittees mentioned above and, the Paris Rep- 
aration Agreement, had their inception in 
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the unfortunate history of this Govern- 
ment’s attempt to obtain the reparations 
due it from Germany as a result of World 
War I. The history of our futile attempts to 
obtain these reparations over the years is 
too well known to require restatement here. 
It is a history of continuing default by the 
German Government. Only 2 years ago, in 
1952, a new agreement was made which pro- 
vided for installments payable over a period 
of 26 years. If the obligations undertaken 
by the West German Government under this 
agreement are kept, our American citizens 
may expect to be paid after a total period of 
56 years. 

Congress recognized the wisdom of the 
policy fixed by the Paris Reparation Agree- 
ment and enacted it into law in the War 
Claims Act of 1948. Section 39 of the Trad- 
ing With the Enemy Act was made a part of 
the War Claims Act. That section provided 
that no vested property or interest of Ger- 
many or Japan or their nationals shall be 
returned to the former owners and that the 
United States shall not pay compensation 
for any such property or interest therein. 
The Bonn Convention of 1952 entered into 
between this Government and West Ger- 
many reaffirmed this principle and was ac- 
cepted by West Germany as is evidenced by 
its undertaking in that agreement to com- 
pensate its nationals for their losses through 
the vesting action of the United States. The 
Japanese Treaty also recognizes our right to 
the retention of this property. 

What has been said above establishes that 
the bugaboo of confiscation is not a real 
issue here. Private parties who have lost 
property through vesting are to be compen- 
sated by their government. This bill, then, 
serves only to release the German Govern- 
ment from its obligation to its own people 
to repay them. The real issue here is the 
unquestioned right of the United States to 
reparations. But the bill makes no provi- 
sion for any substitute payment to protect 
the United States. 

The end result of S. 3423 is, therefore, to 
strip the United States of one-half billion 
dollars and to require, in so doing, that at 
least $200 million be appropriated for pay- 
ment to Germany. I cannot emphasize too 
strongly that the effect of the enactment of 
this bill will be to take this enormous burden 
from the shoulders of the German taxpayer, 
where it belongs, and transfer it to the Amer- 
ican taxpayer. 

The committee report stresses the good will 
toward this Government which will result 
from the return of this property and points 
to the receipt of letters from citizens of 
former enemy countries urging the return 
of the property. Nothing is said, however, 
of the multitudes of letters that are being 
received by Members of the Congress daily 
from American citizens decrying the pay- 
ment of an additional half billion dollars to 
nationals of Germany and Japan. Nor does 
the committee take any cognizance of the 
written reports by the executive branch of 
the Government, each objecting to the ap- 
propriations the bill requires. The report of 
the Bureau of the Budget dated June 30, 1954, 
stated it “is opposed to the use of appropri- 
ated funds to finance such a return.” The 
State Department’s report dated July 1, 1954, 
states: 

“The amount of appropriations required 
either for a complete return of German and 
Japanese assets or for any measure of par- 
tial return has not been estimated. In the 
circumstances, the Department does not feel 
that it is in a position to endorse any specific 
proposal for return at this time.” 

The letter from the Department of Jus- 
tice of June 30, 1954, opposes the enactment 
of the bill, pointing out that “the bill prob- 
ably would require appropriations of not 
less than $175 million.” The chairman of 
the subcommittee handling this measure has 
stated that he had no definite idea, but that 
$200 million or even more of appropriated 
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funds may be required. The bill authorizes 
the Vested Property Commission to de- 
termine the sum necessary to carry out the 
purposes of the bill and the appropriation 
of such sum is authorized. 

Presumably, the committee has decided 
that the good will which it asserts will result 
from the generosity of this Government in 
making complete return is well worth the 
cost. In so doing it has chosen to ignore 
not only the written admonitions of the 
three Government agencies mentioned, but 
has also deliberately disregarded the repre- 
sentations of the Secretary of State to whom 
it admittedly looked for policy guidance. 
Mr. Dulles testified that our relations with 
Germany and Japan are sufficiently good that 
we do not have to buy their good will; that 
“we have done plenty.” He then discussed 
the good-will effect of partial return, spe- 
cifically a return of some figure such as up 
to $10,000. Colonel Townsend had already 
testified that such a return would require 
the payment of less than 25 percent of that 
required by the bill in its present form and 
would have the effect of paying 92 percent 
of all vested enemy accounts and removing 
the hardship cases. Mr. Dulles stated: 

“The maximum of good will would be ob- 
tained if there could be a total restitution 
in favor of the small people who in the aggre- 
gate make up a very considerable number.” 

His testimony referred in detail to the 
many cases of small and impoverished people 
who had small savings or annuities or life- 
insurance policies in this country. He said: 
“I would very strongly approve that feature 
of your bill, if that is in it.” This state- 
ment of policy by the Secretary of State 
favoring a partial return has not swayed the 
committee from its announced purpose of 
returning all vested property, nor has the 
attendant unnecessary drain on the Treasury 
of the United States and the American tax- 
payer caused the committee to deviate from 
this purpose in the slightest degree. 

Colonel Townsend, in his testimony, and 
the Department of Justice, in its reports on 
this bill, stated that certain vested properties 
have increased enormously in value between 
the time of vesting and the present time. 
For example, General Aniline & Film Corp., 
vested as the property of I. G. Farbenindus- 
trie, has increased in yalue from $35 million 
at the date of vesting to about $90 million 
at the present time. Schering Corp. has in- 
creased from $1,300,000 at date of vesting to 
over $29 million at the date of sale. It is my 
understanding that such increases in value 
total about $150 million. This bill would 
return all vested property together with 
these increases. The increases occurred not 
through any passive custodianship of the 
vested property; but through the active op- 
eration of these properties under the super- 
vision of the Custodian and the Attorney 
General, The original enemy owners had 
no part in creating this vast increase in 
value. To return their property in its pres- 
ent form would represent an unjustified 
windfall to the former owners at the ex- 
pense of the United States and the American 
taxpayer. Some of these corporations are 
of substantial importance to American in- 
dustry. They contributed greatly to the 
American war effort and continue to con- 
tribute to our present defense program. The 
substantial increases in value resulted in 
part from the very war which was brought 
on by governments of the people to whom 
this property would be returned. This bill, 
therefore, represents a gift to these people 
of the fruits of war. Secretary Dulles testi- 
fied he would be inclined to make restitu- 
tion either of the value at the time of sei- 
zure or at the time of return, whichever is 
less. Here again, the committee, having re- 
quested and received policy guidance from 
the Secretary of State, has ignored it. An 
amendment to the bill along the lines indi- 
cated by the Department of Justice and the 
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Secretary of State would save the American 
taxpayer more than $150 million. 

Another matter deserves special attention, 
S. 3423 provides that where an owner has 
filed a claim before April 30, 1949, and no con- 
flicting title claim has been filed prior to De- 
cember 31, 1953, the Attorney General shall 
order the return of the property. This pro- 
vision denies consideration to any person 
who would be eligible under the terms of 
this bill if a claim had been filed before 
April 30, 1949. Obviously, most of the former 
owners of property have been ineligible to 
file claims for return up to this time. S. 
3423 makes them eligible to do so for the 
first time. Yet in those cases where claims 
were filed before April 30, 1949, by others, it 
automatically divests them of rights other- 
wise granted by this bill. I believe this pro- 
vision particularly unwarranted and objec- 
tionable. 

My opposition to S. 3423 is also dictated 
by several additional aspects of the bill. 
The committee's detailed analysis of the bill 
refers to its purpose to maintain certain 
large and important indusjrial properties 
under American ownership. , It does not ac- 
complish that important purpose. The bill 
provides that this Government should re- 
quire the sale of such property to American 
citizens. The committee weil knows that 
much German property has been vested 
from American “cloaks,” to whom bare legal 
title to the property was conveyed by Ger- 
man interests in anticipation of war and 
with the understanding that title was to 
be reconveyed after the war. The bill does 
not prevent this property from being sold 
to such American “cloaks” and from finding 
its way back again to German control. It 
merely requires the sale of the property to 
“citizens of the United States” with no 
other standard or protection. 

Even if I agreed with the principles of the 
bill and the purposes it purports to achieve, 
I would, nevertheless, object to its enact- 
ment on the ground that it fails in its pur- 
poses. The committee’s report indicates 
that one of the main objectives of S. 3423 
is to obtain the good will of the German peo- 
ple by returning their vested property. It is 
a matter of common knowledge that a sub- 
stantial portion of the property vested as 
German-owned was not held by Germans at 
the time the property was vested. The rec- 
ord owners of such property were American, 
Swiss, Dutch, and other nonenemy nation- 
als. ‘Two noteworthy examples may be 
found in the General Aniline & Film and 
Schering cases mentioned above. The rec- 
ord title in both these cases was held by 
Swiss nationals. These two alone total about 
$120 million. That there are many other 
such cases is obvious from the known meth- 
ods used by the Germans in cloaking their 
property. S. 3423 provides for the return of 
vested property to the person holding the 
record title thereto at the time of vesting. 
The bill makes no provision to insure that 
the property will be returned to the Ger- 
mans determined to be the owners at the 
time of vesting. The record owners to whom 
this property would be returned will, there- 
fore, be in a position to retain it. The bill 
thus rewards the “cloaks” who collaborated 
in violating the laws of the United States. 

I believe that the creation of a Vested 
Property Commission and the placing of this 
Commission in a position to review the work 
of the Attorney General is highly objection- 
able. The Attorney General is responsible 
for the administration of the Trading With 
the Enemy Act. No useful purpose can be 
served by subordinating him to a Vested 
Property Commission. If, for any reason, the 
committee believes that the Attorney Gen- 
eral, a Cabinet officer, is not capable of ad- 
ministering the Trading With the Enemy Act 
without the supervision of the Commission, 
the entire administration of the act should 
be placed in the hands of the Commission. 
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Otherwise, the creation of a Vested Property 
Commission should be abandoned. 

There are further objections to the bill. 
Because he was an arm of the Government, 
the Custodian, having vested enemy inter- 
ests in patent royalty agreements which vio- 
late the antitrust laws, was able to collect 
royalties from American licensees even 
though the German party could not have 
done so. To return the proceeds of these 
collections to the German parties to the 
agreements would obviously constitute in- 
equitable enrichment. In addition, in re- 
turning vested patent contract interests to 
nonenemies, the Office of Alien Property de- 
ducts royalties received from patents and 
proceeds used in war production and turns 
these royalties over to the Treasury. This 
bill would require these proceeds to be re- 
turned to the former enemy party to the 
agreement. The bill would, therefore, re- 
quire that these enemies receive more favor- 
able treatment than our allies and neutrals. 

ROBERT C. HENDRICKSON, 
United States Senator. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in the 
minority views it is set out that of course 
this operation will cost some money, and 
that there may be an outlay of $210 mil- 
lion in cash. In all candor, I must say 
to the Senator from New Jersey that I 
notice from its letter to me the Budget 
Bureau was not too happy about the idea 
of having to appropriate money for this 
purpose, but when we are dealing with 
principle, Mr. President, we do not cut 
it half-way. Either we go right down 
the middie of the road or we do not go 
at all, for otherwise it will be a com- 
promise. But if we are going to make 
much of the fact that restitution of alien 
property is going to cost a little some- 
thing, I point out to Senators now that 
our expenditures in Germany and Aus- 
tria up to date have been 84 ½ billion, 
and I do not know where they are going 
to stop. Two hundred ten million dol- 
lars would be peanuts compared with 
the load that we have carried over there 
already. I want to emphasize that fact, 
because there is involved here, Mr. Presi- 
dent, an element of good will and the 
possibility of bringing within the orbit 
of the free world a country which occu- 
pies a pivotal position in Europe at the 
present time, when things are so fever- 
ish and so fluid. 

Mr. DWORSHAK, Mr. President, will 
th2 Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It was not without 
reason, Mr. President, that the distin- 
guished Secretary of State came before 
the committee and testified. He knew 
that this was a matter of integrating 
something desirable into our foreign 
policy, for how can we with one hand 
peddle largesse to the extent of billions 
of dollars to a vanquished people, and 
with the other hand withhold, in com- 
plete violence of traditional American 
policy, the restitution of alien property. 

Mr. DWORSHAK, Mr. President—— 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Idaho, 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Does the Senator 
from Illinois recall that immediately 
following the end of World War II, we 
were sold the ill-fated policy by the ad- 
ministration and the then Secretary of 
the Treasury, Mr. Morgenthau, which 
was designed to destroy the industrial 
capacity of Germany? Can the Senator 
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advise us whether this proposal has any 
relationship to it? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. All I can say is that 
Mr. Harry Dexter White had his finger 
very deeply in the program to pastoral- 
ize Germany and destroy her industry. 
Today we are wondering how to bring 
Germany within the defense orbit and 
the security orbit of the free world, be- 
cause there is pending now the Euro- 
pean Defense Community contract and 
treaty, involving 6 countries and em- 
bracing Germany; and no less a person 
than the majority leader, as I under- 
stand, was trying to force the hand of 
France in order to come within the pur- 
view of that pact, so that we might im- 
plement the NATO security line in 
Europe. There is involved then, not 
only the reversal of a concept that was 
at variance with American tradition of 
administering alien enemy property, but 
there is involved also the good will of a 
a country that has a definite bearing 
upon the security pattern and the gen- 
eral defense concept of our country. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me briefly? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I think the bill is about 
as fine a bill as could be acted on by the 
Senate. It represents only ordinary 
common decency and fair play. Why 
should we not turn over to individual 
Germans the property that belongs to 
them individually? Why should we 
make the individual German responsible 
for what the German Government did? 

I introduced a bill prior to the one 
that was introduced by the Senator from 
Illinois, but I based my bill on the fact 
that I do not believe it is a part of 
American fair play to punish individual 
Germans, merely because they happen 
to have a little money or a little proper- 
ty in the United States, by not turning 
it back to them. If we mean what we 
say, and if we are trying to be friends 
of the Germans, and if we are trying 
to do the right thing by them, what is 
wrong with turning over to the owner 
a particular piece of property that be- 
longs to 1 German or 2 Germans or 3 
Germans? 

I hope the Senator’s bill will prevail. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am 
not disposed to labor the point too long 
because the reports and the hearings 
speak for themselves. I point out only 
one thing: The United States of Amer- 
ica is the biggest investor abroad of any 
nation on the face of the earth. There 
is presently a peculiar dissident wave 
in the whole wide world that expresses 
itself in the form of expropriation. 
What was the situation on the Persian 
Gulf when suddenly Mossadegh moved in 
and one of the world’s greatest refineries, 
at Abadan, in Iran, shut down? 

Only now, as a result of the excellent 
efforts of the son of Herbert Hoover, 
are they getting ready to reopen that 
refinery, which is so necessary to the 
economy of the whole world. 

What was the situation in Guatemala 
even before the forces of Castillo Armas 
began to move in? The Guatemalan 
Government was saying to the Pan- 
American Insurance Co., of New Orleans, 
La., that so far as it was concerned the 
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company could move out. It was look- 
ing with longing eyes on the property of 
this country. There we had another 
evidence of the wave of venal expropria- 
tion that is moving through the world. 

What would happen if conflict should 
arise some day at a time when this Gov- 
ernment is encouraging private enter- 
prise to invest American dollars in every 
corner of the earth? If seizure comes, 
if confiscation comes, it will be this 
country that will be the loser in a great 
big way, with interest compounded. 

I had hoped that somehow we could 
reverse this course, that we could change 
the philosophy that is in the law today, 
and at long last generate some good will 
on the part of a country that we are 
wooing now into a new defense estab- 
lishment, to be incorporated into the 
NATO organization, against the day 
when the Red forces may undertake to 
march across Furope. 

That is what is involved, Mr. Presi- 
dent. If the bill is faulty, I will welcome 
with open arms anyone who can im- 
prove it and obtain for it better accept- 
ance than I have been able to get. If the 
bill is not passed, we may look to the 
day, as the Custodian said, when these 
burdens will be on our doorstep for years 
and years, and millions and millions of 
dollars will be expended for continuing 
the administration of enemy alien prop- 
erty in this country. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator why the Smith- 
Hendrickson-Ives bill would not do all 
the things the Senator from Illinois is 
arguing for today? In what respect is 
that bill faulty? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. If my friend can sell 
his bill to the Judiciary Committee, it is 
perfectly all right with me. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. My friend from 
Illinois is a great deal more successful 
in selling his bill to the Judiciary Com- 
mittee than I have been in selling the 
Smith-Hendrickson-Ives bill. My friend 
is very much more persuasive than I am. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I can- 
not pretend that my feeble talents are 
more persuasive than those of my genial 
and gracious friend from New Jersey; 
but I do the best I can with anything 
that is laid in my lap, and I do my best to 
discharge any responsibility that is 
placed on me. I am proud of what I 
have done, because my efforts sprang 
from the conviction that it was a definite 
service to my country. I expect to see 
that judgment vindicated in due course. 

Ihave no pride about the details. Isay 
only that the present concept must be 
changed, and we shall have to deal with 
the situation realistically. I am glad to 
know that in the exchange of letters be- 
tween President Eisenhower and Chan- 
cellor Adenauer both men recognize that 
the door is open. It may be that some 
sweet fruit will crown all these labors 
in an abstruse field. I yield the floor. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
that the distinguished Senator from Ili- 
nois labored long and hard and effectively 
on this issue, no one can deny. I con- 
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gratulate him on his labors. However, 
Icannot help believe that in all his labors 
the distinguished Senator was a little 
biased in behalf of his own bill, because 
when he called a public hearing of the 
subcommittee, there was before the sub- 
committee another bill, and he did not 
even give recognition to the other bill, 
which sought to accomplish some of the 
things that are sought to be accom- 
plished by the pending bill. It was only 
because the Senator from New Jersey was 
a member of the subcommittee that the 
so-called Smith-Hendrickson-Ives bill 
was ever mentioned or ever thought of 
in the hearings. Of course, it did not 
receive proper treatment. 

When I asked the Secretary of State if 
he had read the Smith-Hendrickson-Ives 
bill, he said, “No.” He said he had not 
seen it. I asked him if he would obtain a 
copy of it and study it. He said he would. 
I still have to hear from the Secretary of 
State with respect to the merits or de- 
merits of that bill. 

With respect to the bill which the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Illinois is ad- 
vocating today, there are many faults in 
that bill. The minority report points out 
those faults. The Deputy Attorney Gen- 
eral and the Custodian himself pointed 
out many faults. 

True, the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois added several amendments to 
bring the bill into conformity with some 
of the Custodian's objections. However, 
there are many facts that must be 
searched out with respect to this issue. 
I suppose now those facts must be 
searched out on the floor of the Senate. 

I hope that every Member of the Sen- 
ate will carefully read the testimony of 
the Secretary of State with respect to the 
bill which is advocated by the distin- 
guished Senator from Illinois. The Sec- 
retary of State was not at all positive in 
any of his testimony. I asked him if he 
had made a study of the bill. He said 
he had not made a study of it, although 
he had seen it and looked at it. 

True, he said he was in favor of the 
principle involved. There are principles 
in both bills. Like the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois, I have no pride 
of authorship. I am seeking to accom- 
plish, together with my colleague the 
distinguished senior Senator from New 
York [Mr. Ives], exactly the same ob- 
jective the Senator from Illinois is seek- 
ing to accomplish. But it must be done 
on a sound basis, The principle of con- 
fiscation, in my opinion, is somewhat of 
a red herring. I think the principle in- 
volved is the principle of reparation. I 
think the Senator from Illinois has over- 
looked the fact, in some respects, that 
there was a treaty made in Paris which 
treats of the subject of reparation. I 
think if we are not careful, and if we 
move too rapidly to the passage of the 
Dirksen bill, we are very likely to create 
double compensation for many of the 
folks in Germany who were truly enemies 
in time of war. It is a question which 
must be studied very carefully. I shall 
have more to say about it later in the 
session when the bill is called up. But 
I plead with every Member of the Senate 
to read and study carefully both the 
majority report and the minority views. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On his own request and by unani- 
mous consent, Mr. Ervin was excused 
from attendance on the session of the 
Senate tomorrow, Thursday, August 12, 
1954. 


ADDITIONAL BILL PASSED TO FOOT 
OF CALENDAR 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, at 
the request of the calendar committee, 
Calendar No. 2311, Senate bill 2083, 
which was objected to earlier in the day 
by, I believe, the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. SMATHERS], who is a member of the 
minority calendar committee, I desire to 
state that the objection has been with- 
drawn. I now request that Calendar No. 
2311, Senate bill 2083, be added to the 
bills at the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


FUNDS FOR SELECT COMMITTEE TO 
STUDY CENSURE CHARGES PUR- 
SUANT TO SENATE ORDER ON S. 
RES. 301 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, from 
the Select Committee to Study Censure 
Charges pursuant to Senate order on 
Senate Resolution 301, to censure the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc- 
CARTHY], I report an original resolution 
to provide funds for the select commit- 
tee. I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be read for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The resolution (S. Res. 313) was read, 
as follows: 

Resolved, That the select committee, 
named by the Vice President as ordered by 
the Senate on August 2, 1954, to consider 
Senate Resolution 301 of the 2d session of 
the 83d Congress, shall select a chairman 
from among its members, 

Sec. 2. The committee is authorized to 
employ upon a temporary basis such tech- 
nical, clerical, and other assistants as it 
deems advisable. 

Sec. 3. The necessary expenses of the com- 
mittee, not to exceed $30,000, shall be paid 
from the contingent fund of the Senate 
upon vouchers approved by the chairman. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 313) was considered and 
agreed to. 


ADDITIONAL BILL INTRODUCED 


An additional bill was introduced, read 
the first time, and, by unanimous con- 
sent, the second time, and referred, as 
follows: 


By Mr. DANIEL (for himself and Mr. 
Jounson of Texas): 

S. 3860. A bill to promote the preservation 
of the history of the United States as re- 
corded in pioneer weekly newspapers and as 
currently published in weekly newspapers of 
the United States by establishment of the 
National Library of Weekly Newspapers, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

(See the remarks of Mr. DANIEL when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un- 
der a separate heading.) 
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AMENDMENT OF SUBVERSIVE AC- 
TIVITIES CONTROL ACT, RELAT- 
ING TO IDENTITY OF CERTAIN 
COMMUNIST - INFILTRATED OR- 
GANIZATIONS—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. KENNEDY submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (S. 3706) to amend the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950 to 
provide for the determination of the 
identity of certain Communist-infil- 
trated organizations, and for other pur- 
poses, which were ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him 
to Senate bill 3706, supra, which were 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, and Mr. Morse) submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to Senate bill 3706, supra, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 


IDENTITY OF CERTAIN COMMU- 
NIST-INFILTRATED ORGANIZA- 
TIONS 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 3706) to amend the 
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 
to provide for the determination of the 
identity of certain Communist-infil- 
trated organizations, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
Senator will state it, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. What is the pend- 
ing business before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is Senate bill 3706. 
The bill is open to amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am op- 
posed to the pending bill. I am not 
opposed to the anti-Communist objective 
of the bill, but I am opposed to many of 
the procedural provisions of it, and I am 
opposed to giving jurisdiction over the 
subject matter of the bill to the Attorney 
General of the United States. 

I agree with the Senator from New 
York (Mr. LEHMAN], in his remarks ear- 
lier today when he suggested that the 
bill should have been considered by the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
of the Senate, because, in my judgment, 
that is the committee which really has 
jurisdiction over legislation dealing with 
American unions. I am not talking 
about jurisdiction over individual citi- 
zens who may be guilty of subversive and 
Communist activities. I shall dwell on 
that point in a moment. 

The first objection I wish to raise to 
the bill, by way of Senate procedure in 
handling the bill, is that I think it was 
considered by the wrong committee. I 
think the bill should have gone to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
because, in my judgment, that commit- 
tee has responsibility for advising the 
Senate on legislation we should consider 
in respect to controlling any Communist 
activities which may exist in any Ameri- 
can union, 
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When I was a member of that com- 
mittee—and I was a member of it for 
some 8 years—I took the position that 
jurisdiction over the issue of Commu- 
nist-dominated unions should be placed 
squarely in the National Labor Relations 
Board. A majority of my colleagues on 
the committee were not of that persua- 
sion—at least, up until the time I ceased 
to be a member of the committee. I 
think it was two and a half years ago 
or thereabouts. I shall shortly have 
the report which will give the exact date. 
The Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, at the time when I was 
a member of it, went into the question 
of how to handle the issue of communism 
within American unions. Iremember as 
distinctly as though it were yesterday 
many of the details of the discussion. 
We were of one mind—and I am of the 
same mind today, Mr. President—that 
communism in American unions has 
been greatly exaggerated. There have 
been cases of Communist-dominated 
unions, but, relatively speaking, there 
is little communism in American unions. 

Undoubtedly a certain percentage of 
the Communist population of the United 
States are workers, and a certain per- 
centage of those workers are members 
of trade unions, but they represent such 
a small percentage of the workers, in the 
first place, and of trade unionists in the 
second place, that it is very easy for anti- 
labor forces in this country to create a 
hysterical impression, as has been done 
among certain segments of our popula- 
tion, that American unionism is honey- 
combed with communism. It simply is 
not a fact. 

I also wish, as the Senator from New 
York did earlier this afternoon, to pay 
my tribute to great labor statesmen in 
both the AFL and the CIO in carrying 
on a great fight against the small seg- 
ments within the American labor organ- 
izations which have become Communist- 
inclined. George Meany and the other 
labor statesmen of his stature within the 
AFL must be counted among the leaders 
of this country dedicated to the proposi- 
tion that communism shall not thrive! 
within the American labor movement. 
Walter Reuther, McDonald of the steel 
workers, the leader of the textile work- 
ers, and many other CIO labor leaders 
are of the same mind, Mr. President. 
Take the fight Jim Carey has made 
again communism as he found it some 
time ago in his union. Under his lead- 
ership they were driven out of the electri- 
cal workers’ union. The charter of that 
Communist-dominated union was taken 
away and a new CIO union in that field 
was established under the leadership of 
Jim Carey. 

Oh, Mr. President, it is so easy in these 
days to give the impression that Ameri- 
can labor has become saturated with 
communism within its policymaking 
ranks. It just is not true. Nor will we 
find upon investigation any large num- 
ber of Communists within the ranks of 
organized labor. The Communist strat- 
egy and tactics are to infiltrate every or- 
ganization they can infiltrate. I do not 
know of any organization in which any 
principle of self-government exists, in 
which the Communists will not try to, 
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worm and termite their way, hoping they 
can take over some of the self-govern- 
ing activities of the organization and 
come to dominate it. Every organiza- 
tion, I do not care what it is, must be on 
guard against it. 

I am a little amused about one of the 
smears against me. At one time I was a 
member of the Institute of Pacific Rela- 
tions. I think that was the name of the 
organization. I was then dean of the 
law school of the University of Oregon. 
Ray Lyman Wilbur—no flaming liberal, 
a former Secretary of Commerce, and 
then president of Stanford University, 
and Dr. Alsberg, then director of the 
Food Research Institute of Stanford 
University, invited me at the time I was 
chairman of the Pacific Institute of the 
Administration of Justice—I think that 
was the title; I may be incorrect as to 
the exact title, but I think that was the 
title of the organization—to become a 
member of the Institute of Pacific Rela- 
tions. They felt that the chairman of 
this organization of legal societies on the 
Pacific coast ought to cooperate in what 
was a very sound objective. The objec- 
tive is just as sound today as it was then. 
It was in the early thirties that I became 
a member. 

That organization was created to do 

what? To improve the relationship be- 
tween the United States and Asia, and 
to do what could be done in trying to de- 
velop a greater economic intercourse be- 
tween Asia and the United States. A 
good many researches were underway 
in the colleges and universities, particu- 
larly on the west coast, because we on 
the west coast recognize that with Asia 
at our front door, the future economic 
life of the west coast has a direct inter- 
est in the economic developments in 
Asia. 
So upon the invitation of Mr. Wilbur 
and Dr. Alsberg, I became a member of 
the Institute of Pacific Relations. The 
principal membership activity in the in- 
stitute consisted of receiving its litera- 
ture. I do not know of any meeting 
which I ever attended; although if a 
meeting had been available to me, I 
would have had no objection to attend- 
ing it. 

I think also that another reason for 
my joining the institute was that I was 
the representative of the University of 
Oregon, as I recall, on the western re- 
gional division of the Social Science Re- 
search Council of America. That hap- 
pened to be a council of representatives 
of various educational institutions which 
met once or twice a year, as I recall, to 
pass judgment upon the application for 
research grants to be made by the Social 
Science Research Council of America 
for research investigations, into a whole 
variety of subjects in the field of social 
science. Some of the subjects had to 
do with research study in the field of 
American-Asian relationships from an 
economic standpoint. 

As a member of the council, it was 
suggested to me that I should take an 
interest in the Institute of Pacific Re- 
lations, and I did, as I say, to the extent 
of receiving its literature. 

I could not raise my right hand today 
and swear whether or not the institute 
was a dues-paying organization. But 
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knowing that my finances at that time 
were just about what they are now— 
practically zero—I think that if it had 
been a dues-paying organization, I 
would recall it. It may be that I had 
to pay some subscription fee for the lit- 
erature; I do not know. 

But that organization was sound in 
objective and purpose, and desirable in 
objective and purpose. So far as I 
know, as long as I was a member of the 
organization there was not the sem- 
blance of Communist activity connected 
with it. 

I understand—I do not know it to be 
a fact—that on the basis of some in- 
vestigations which have been conducted 
by Senate committees, there is some rea- 
sonable ground to believe that Commu- 
nists tried to termite their way into the 
Institute of Pacific Relations. That 
must be guarded against at all times. 
Of course, when they try it, and to what- 
ever extent they are successful, if one 
happened to be a member of the insti- 
tute, he would be smeared by the hys- 
terics in the country who think it is 
good politics to frighten the American 
people about the termiting activities of 
the Communists, and who seek to leave 
the impression that anyone who is a 
member of the organization which they 
have sought to undermine thereby be- 
comes of questionable loyalty to his 
country. They also seem to think they 
can frighten people by that kind of 
smear campaign into silence at an hour 
when, in my judgment, loyalty to our 
country calls upon persons who have a 
belief in the American Bill of Rights to 
speak out in support of their full pro- 
tection. I have done so, and I intend 
to continue to do so. 

When it comes to the matter of Com- 
munists termiting their way into the 
American labor movement, it is the clear 
duty, in the first instance, of responsible 
labor leaders in the United States to 
proceed to clean them out. In my judg- 
ment, with but very few exceptions, that 
is exactly what the labor leaders of the 
country have done, and to a highly suc- 
cessful and remarkable degree. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. It is my recollection, 
although I will admit that I have not 
read the hearings for some 6 months, 
that the Senator from Oregon appeared 
and testified before the Humphrey com- 
mittee, which studied the problem to 
some degree. At that time the Senator 
from Oregon made the very definite and 
direct statement that there was a great 
overriding public interest involved in the 
question, and that he thought Congress, 
sooner or later—I hope the Senator will 
not hold me too closely to this state- 
ment—would act upon the question. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator from 
Maryland will be a little patient with me, 
in due course I shall read those state- 
ments into the record. I have them 
before me. 

Mr. BUTLER. Ido not know whether 
my recollection is correct, but it seemed 
to me that the Senator had made the 
statement that there was great over- 
riding public interest, that the labor 
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unions could not cope with the situa- 
tion and that the Legislature should act. 
I do not know whether I am right or not. 

Mr. MORSE. I did not say that they 
could not cope with the situation, but I 
said they needed some assistance. 

Mr. BUTLER. I think the record will 
speak for itself. 

Mr. MORSE. I shall come to it 
shortly. 

I think, in regard to the matter of 
communism within the labor movement, 
the first step, if it is successfully han- 
dled, is the assumption of responsibility 
on the part of labor leaders to put their 
own houses in order, and to see to it 
that any communism which exists with- 
in the labor movement is cleaned out 
by way of official union action. In my 
judgment, that is exactly the record of 
the responsible labor leaders of this 
country, and they deserve the highest 
commendation from the Congress and 
the people of the United States for the 
magnificent job they have done. 

But in addition to the labor leaders as- 
suming their full responsibility in check- 
ing the termiting activities of Commu- 
nists within the labor movement, Con- 
gress has a responsibility, too, of being of 
assistance to the labor movement, in 
helping it perform this very important 
duty. That is the position I took when 
I was a member of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, to which the 
Senator from Maryland has just alluded. 
I took the position, over a period of 10 
years, that, in my judgment, American 
employers should be given the right to 
file a claim of an unfair labor practice 
against a union if, in their opinion, the 
union was Communist dominated. 

I took the position, as will be seen from 
the minority views which I issued when I 
was a member of the committee, and 
which I am about to read, that such a 
claim should be given priority by the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board, and that a 
hearing should be held on a basis 
analogous to a pre-trial hearing in a Fed- 
eral court, for the purpose of establish- 
ing whether or not a prima facie case 
exists in support of the employer’s com- 
plaint. If the employer could establish 
to the satisfaction of the Board that a 
prima facie case existed, the Board 
should proceed forthwith to try the 
charge of unfair labor practice. 

In my judgment, that jurisdiction 
should have been given to the National 
Labor Relations Board by Congress long 
before this. The National Labor Rela- 
tions Board is the body which ought to 
be trying cases involving communism 
within the unions. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I shall have something 
to say, after I have yielded to the Sena- 
tor from South Dakota, about what I 
think, the obligation of the Department 
of Justice is in respect to individual citi- 
zens; but that is quite different from giv- 
ing it jurisdiction, through the exercise 
of broad discretion by the Attorney Gen- 
eral, over the American labor movement. 
I yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, with the 
indulgence of the Senator from Oregon, 
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I should like to make a statement before 
I ask him a question. 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for that pur- 
pose, without losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. CASE. First of all, let me say 
that, in my judgment, this is probably 
one of the more important pieces of 
proposed legislation to come before this 
session of Congress. We are proposing 
to deal with a subject that received the 
attention of two or three Congresses 
before the bill was passed. When the 
original Mundt-Nixon bill was proposed, 
in about the 79th Congress, I believe, it 
contained a great deal of special appeal. 
I believe the bill was more or less the 
genesis of the one introduced in the 80th 
Congress. We developed the Internal 
Security Act, which was a revision of the 
original Mundt-Nixon bill. I recall 
working, as a member of the subcommit- 
tee of the House Committee on Un-Amer- 
ican Activities, on the definition of what 
organization should be defined as a 
Communist-action organization and 
what one should be defined as a Com- 
munist-front organization. In fact, the 
distinguished Vice President and I were 
members of the subcommittee assigned 
to work over the bill before it was re- 
ported to the House of Representatives. 

At one time I also had some contact 
with labor legislation. It is in con- 
nection with that work that the remark 
of the Senator from Oregon prompted 
me to raise this interrogation. I had 
never heard before that the Senator from 
Oregon advocated the definition of un- 
fair labor practices on the part of a la- 
bor organization. I may have missed it, 
but it is my recollection that the Senator 
from Oregon opposed the enactment of 
the so-called Case labor bill in 1946 and 
the Taft-Hartley bill thereafter. Is the 
Senator from Oregon saying that the 
basic Labor Relations Act should be 
amended to add an unfair labor prac- 
tice and describe it in terms of Commu- 
nist infiltration? 

Mr. MORSE. I do not know where the 
Senator from South Dakota has been if 
he is not aware of my position on the 

question. I did not vote for the Case 
bill because I thought it was a poor bill. 

Mr. CASE. Did the Senator from 
Oregon vote for the Taft-Hartley bill? 

Mr. MORSE. No; but I voted for the 
Ives-Morse bill, which came out of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
by a vote of 11 to 2. The Ives-Morse bill 
had one unfair labor practice after an- 
other listed in it. In fact, in 1949, the late 
Senator from Ohio, the great Bob Taft, 
adopted a whole series of amendments in 
conference with the Senator from New 
York [Mr. Ives] and the Senator from 
Oregon, based upon the unfair labor 
practices listed in the Ives-Morse bill in 
1947. 

Mr. CASE. When consideration was 
given to the modification of the original 
Wagner bill so as to define unfair labor 
practices on the part of labor organi- 
zations, the Senator from Oregon will 
recall that the original Wagner Act de- 
fined unfair labor practices only on the 
part of employers. It did not set forth 
a comparable list, or any list, of unfair 
labor practices on the part of labor or- 
ganizations, 
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Was the Senator from Oregon advo- 
cating in 1946 the establishment of a 
code of unfair labor practices on the 
part of labor organizations? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ore- 
gon has advocated such a code from 
the day the Wagner Act was enacted. 
So long as the Senator from South Da- 
kota has raised the question, let us get 
the record straight right now. I wish 
I had a certain document in front of 
me, but I shall obtain it in the next 
few days. Ispoke in the Portland, Oreg., 
labor temple shortly after the Wagner 
Act was enacted. I said at that time 
that I even raised a serious question as 
to the constitutionality of the act. When 
I desire to discuss such a question, I go 
to the people directly concerned. I did 
not select the most popular audience for 
a discussion of the Wagner Act back in 
the thirties, when I appeared in the Port- 
land labor temple before a labor au- 
dience. I said at that time that the 
act might be declared constitutional, 
but that would not make it good legis- 
lation. I said it was not good legisla- 
tion because it was one-sided; it was 
loaded in behalf of labor. I said at 
that time that labor was making a seri- 
ous mistake in not getting behind a 
movement to make it two-sided legis- 
lation. 

There was great comment in my State 
about that. The people could not under- 
stand why the dean of a law school who 
had been invited to discuss the legal im- 
plications of the Wagner Labor Act would 
take that position. It so happens that 
I took the position that the Wagner 
Labor Act was partial legislation and 
that it would not be fair legislation until 
unfair labor practices on the part of 
labor organizations were also checked by 
legislation. 

Let me discuss the next step in my 
record with regard to the Wagner legis- 
lation. In 1944 I campaigned up and 
down the State of Oregon with the pledge 
on my lips that the Wagner Act should 
be amended so as to add to it protection 
for the employers of this country by 
putting into the act a definition of unfair 
labor practices by labor, and the elimi- 
nation or modification of some of the 
alleged unfair labor practices of em- 
ployers. The Ives-Morse bill was the 
keeping of that pledge. Sooner or later 
the Congress of the United States is go- 
ing to consider the major provisions of 
the Ives-Morse bill of 1947. 

Let me take the Senator from South 
Dakota to the next step with regard to 
my record in connection with unfair 
labor practices on the part of unions. 
At one time I was a member of the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. I 
see present Jim Murray and HERBERT 
LEHMAN, the only members of the com- 
mittee at the time I was on it. The 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum- 
PHREY] has just entered the Chamber. 
I can call upon those Senators as my wit- 
nesses, during the time we served on the 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee 
together, to testify that on occasion after 
occasion I said labor legislation ought to 
be enacted that would protect the em- 
oe from unfair labor practices by 

r. 
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I took the position on the committee 
time and time again that the National 
Labor Relations Board ought to be re- 
quired by statute to assume jurisdiction 
over the issue of Communist infiltration 
in American labor unions, and that a 
charge of Communist infiltration in a 
labor union ought to be the basis avail- 
able to the employer for filing an unfair 
labor practice charge against a union, 

I now want to take my friend, the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota, through a very 
brief reading of my minority views in 
the report of the subcommittee known 
as the Humphrey Subcommittee of the 
Senate Labor Committee, and I want the 
attention of the Senator from Minne- 
sota, as well as the attention of the Sen- 
ator from Montana and the Senator 
from New York on this point, because 
they are aware of the position the Sen- 
ator from Oregon took. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I regret that I was 
not giving the Senator from Oregon my 
attention. Ihave been trying in the last 
moments of this session to try to get 
some information together in order to 
deal intelligently with the proposal be- 
fore us. I wish to thank the Senator 
from Oregon for the presentation he has 
made. The pending bill has come up 
quite rapidly on the calendar. It is of 
such significance that it requires time 
to muster one’s material. 

I spent several months studying the 
question of Communist infiltration of 
trade unions. It is my intention to make 
some comments on the question. I 
might suggest that before we are through 
we will give every Senator a chance to 
vote on the issue of communism, because 
we are going to lay the issue on the line 
and not on the fringes. That is all I 
want to say at the present time. I shall 
be back later. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to say to my 
friend, the Senator from South Dakota, 
that when I was on the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, a subcommit- 
tee studied the question. We conducted 
hearings on the question of what we were 
going to do, legislatively speaking, if any- 
thing, about the issue of communism 
within American labor unions. The 
majority of the committee presented a 
report. I speak most respectfully when 
I say the majority of the committee took 
the position that we should not impose 
any jurisdiction on the National Labor 
Relations Board over this issue. I dis- 
sented from that point of view, and I 
now wish to read my very brief minority 
point of view on that matter. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I recall that period 
of our deliberations. I believe the Sen- 
ator will note, if he reads the report— 
and also I think subsequently I wrote the 
Senator a letter about the matter—that 
we did not say in the majority report 
the National Labor Relations Board 
should not do so. We said there was a 
— as to whether the Board should 

o so. 
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I say to the Senator from Oregon that 
he took a very firm stand on the matter, 
and one which I think has a great deal 
of merit; namely, that the National 
Labor Relations Board should take 
jurisdiction in this area. There was an 
honest disagreement as to whether it 
should. 

I may say to the Senator now that 
he presented a very persuasive case. It 
is entirely probable and may be desirable 
that the National Labor Relations Board 
include this as one of its functions. 

Mr. MORSE. I am happy to accept 
the correction of the Senator. The 
majority position was not that the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board should not 
assume the jurisdiction, but rather that 
they did not recommend what I wanted 
them to recommend; namely, that the 
jurisdiction should be imposed upon the 
Board. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr, CASE. May I say to the Senator 
from Oregon that I welcome his declara- 
tions on these issues in this way at this 
time, and his citing of whatever record 
there may be on the matter. It possibly 
is a bit unfortunate, I might say, that 
whatever his advocacy was for estab- 
lishing a set of unfair labor practices as 
a part of the Wagner Act, it was not 
recognized at that time. At least, when 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare of the Senate brought in its very 
much amended version of the bill which 
had passed the House of Representatives 
in the spring of 1946. I do not recall 
that the version brought forth was par- 
ticularly noteworthy for the code of un- 
fair labor practices which it sought to 
establish as amendments to the National 
Labor Relations Act. 

I do wish to give this much credit, 
though: I always did appreciate the fact 
that the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare did report a bill. I 
thought that was a very fair thing to do. 

I see the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] is present. If my memory is 
correct, the Senator from Montana was 
chairman of that committee at that 
time. I think the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. Murray], the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse] and others who 
were in the majority on that committee 
at that time were fair in bringing out 
a bill. 

However, had it not been for the work 
of such Senators as the late Senator from 
Ohio, Mr. Taft, the Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. BYRD] and others who were 
working with them on the floor of the 
Senate, there would not have been a very 
effective code of unfair labor practices 
even proposed as the action of Congress 
at that time, in 1946. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me say, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that I am sorry I so completely 
failed to make clear to my friend from 
South Dakota over the years my posi- 
tion on labor legislation. However, if the 
Senator will check back through the de- 
bates on the Taft-Hartley bill, he will 
find I occupied this floor for hours—on 
one occasion for some 10 hours—and in 
the course of those many speeches in 
that prolonged debate on the Taft-Hart- 
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ley bill I pleaded for the adoption of the 
Ives-Morse bill. The Ives-Morse bill as 
it came out of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare had a considerable 
list of unfair labor practices to be 
charged against the unions. 

The best evidence I can give on that 
matter, Mr. President, would be to cite 
the modifications that the late Senator 
Taft proposed in 1949 to the Taft-Hart- 
ley law, which were based in large meas- 
ure upon the Ives-Morse bill and were 
the result, as the Senator from New York 
(Mr. Ives] would state if he were on the 
floor, of a series of conferences we had 
with the late Senator Taft over a con- 
siderable period of time in that session 
of Congress, before he ever brought his 
so-called package amendments to the 
Taft-Hartley law to the floor of the Sen- 
ate. 

May I say, Mr. President, it was just 
by a matter of a weekend that we missed 
a complete agreement among ourselves 
on the so-called Taft package proposals 
of 1949. The thing which prevented a 
complete agreement among us, so far as 
that was concerned, was the matter of 
the injunctive process and the matter of 
the secondary boycott. The Senator 
from Ohio said he would like to have the 
weekend in which to take those matters 
under advisement and to consult with 
other Members of the Senate over those 
matters. 

The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD will show 
the position I took as I discussed this 
matter, in the presence of the late Sena- 
tor Taft, and his replies will also show 
the position I took. I stated the facts 
then as I summarize them now, in say- 
ing practically the same thing. 

I then took the position with the late 
Senator Taft that I would not go along 
with a package proposal for amend- 
ments to the Taft-Hartley law, although 
I agreed with the principles of most of 
the amendments he had in his 1949 
package, unless he would go along with 
some modifications of the injunctive 
process features of the Taft-Hartley law 
and some improvement in the secondary 
boycott prohibitions of the Taft-Hartley 
law. 

I have always said there are some sec- 
ondary boycotts which ought to be out- 
lawed. There are some secondary boy- 
cotts, however, which labor must insist 
upon retaining if labor is going to pro- 
tect its standard. For example, I do not 
think that any self-respecting union 
man or woman is going to work on struck 
goods, even though one can maneuver a 
case into a factual situation where it 
looks as though they are supporting a 
secondary boycott if they refuse to work 
on struck goods. 

Likewise, I said then—and it can be 
found in the Recorp in 1949, when I dis- 
cussed it—and I had said previously and 
have said many times since, that I do not 
think a self-respecting union man or 
woman is going to cross a legitimate 
picket line even when a factual situa- 
tion in a labor dispute has been so ma- 
neuvered that the worker may find him- 
self in a position where if he crosses a 
given picket line it will look as though 
he is engaging in a secondary boycott. 

Therefore, I said to the late Senator 
Taft, in 1949, “I will not go along with 
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your package proposals unless you agree 
to help improve the Taft-Hartley law 
with regard to what we think are great 
shortcomings in connection with the in- 
junctive process and great shortcomings 
in connection with the secondary boy- 
cott provisions.” 

I can say this now, although I ordi- 
narily never refer to a conversation I 
had with a man who has since passed 
away, because this is in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL ReEcorpD, and Senators will find I 
am giving an accurate report of it. 

I reported at that time that the late 
Senator Taft took the position that, 
after his weekend conference with his 
associates, he was not in a position to go 
along with many of those modifications 
at that time. However, he did indicate 
that he thought that in the not too dis- 
tant future we would probably come to 
agreement on amendments at least simi- 
lar to the ones I was proposing. 

That was my position, Mr. President, 
in 1949. I am surprised that anyone 
who has made any study at all of my 
position on labor legislation is not aware 
of the fact that I have always taken the 
position that the Wagner Act needed to 
be amended by providing safeguards 
against unfair labor practices, available 
to the employers against the unions, be- 
cause there have been many unfair la- 
bor practices by unions, In fact, if the 
Senators wish to check the speech I 
made before the national convention of 
the CIO in 1948 or 1949, out in Portland, 
Oreg., they will find that then, in the 
presence of the national officers, I stated 
it was my opinion they had made a great 
mistake by taking the position before 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare that the Wagner Act should not be 
amended at all. 

I paraphrase that speech accurately, 
Mr. President, when I say, “What did the 
American labor leaders do at the time 
we had the bill before us which later be- 
came the Taft-Hartley law? They came 
before our committee, man after man, 
and they said, We are against all amend- 
ments.” i 

I can recall, Mr. President, when Philip 
Murray was on the witness stand in those 
hearings, when he testified to the effect 
that they wanted no amendments at all 
to the Wagner Act. I said, “You are go- 
ing to get them, and the trouble is that if 
you do not sit down with this committee 
and cooperate with us in devising fair 
amendments to the Wagner Act, you are 
going to get some amendments you are 
not going to like, because they are going 
to be passed.” 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I am sure there are 
Members in the Senate who will recall 
that at the time I had that colloquy with 
Phil Murray at that hearing of the Labor 
Committee, I was subjected to a great 
deal of criticism in the labor press of the 
country, but I met that criticism right 
here on the floor of the Senate, and in 
a speech which will be found in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD I said: 

I want to say here on the floor what I said 
before the Labor Committee. American labor 
leaders either ought to face the fact that the 
Wagner Act is going to be amended and sit 
down and cooperate with the Labor Com- 
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mittee in helping devise reasonable amend- 
ments that ‘will protect the legitimate rights 
of labor and at the same time protect the 
legitimate rights of employers, or they are 
going to get out of this session of Congress 
a bad piece of labor legislation, 


My warning then became true. 

Mr. President, it is interesting to note 
in the intervening years the number of 
labor leaders who have come to me and 
said, “We did not believe you then, but 
you were dead right, and that is exactly 
the position we should have taken.” 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER. Did not the Senator 
take substantially the same position in 
connection with this question? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes. I am coming to 
that. That is my position. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. May I ask the Senator 
another question. Has the Senator seen 
any effort on the part of labor to take 
that position? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes, some. 

Mr. CASE. I appreciate the indul- 
gence of the Senator from Oregon in re- 
sponding to the questions I have 
directed to him. 

Is it the suggestion or contention of 
the Senator from Oregon that there 
should be a determination of the ques- 
tion of Communist infiltration in labor 
organizations, but that such determina- 
tion should be made by the National 
Labor Relations Board rather than by 
the Subversive Activities Control Board 
rer the Subversive Activities Control 

ct? 

Mr. MORSE. That is my position, 
and that has been my position for sey- 
eral years. 

Mr. CASE. Would the Senator apply 
that principle in respect of other organ- 
izations, and let other organizations in 
which this question arises determine the 
degree of subversive penetration? 

Mr. MORSE. Only when the facts 
are comparable, I am going into a dis- 
cussion now as to why I think jurisdic- 
tion over this question should be vested 
in the National Labor Relations Board. 

Mr. CASE. Does the Senator think 
the National Labor Relations Board is 
equipped, both by reason of the respon- 
sibilities it has in other respects, and 
the natural qualities that would be 
looked for in selecting members of that 
board, to be entrusted with the deter- 
mination of subversive infiltration? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes,Ido. I think they 
could smell such infiltration at a much 
greater distance than any Attorney Gen- 
eral could smell it, I care not how highly 
developed his sense of smell might be. 

Of course, I spoke quite figuratively 
and half jocularly, as the Senator knows, 
but now let me be dead serious about it. 
The National Labor Relations Board is 
composed of men who, by training, back- 
ground, and insight, know the American 
labor movement’s problem from “A” to 
Izzard. They know when they are deal- 
ing with a union which has Reds in it. 
They can tell it. At the time we were 
seeking to cooperate with Russia as an 
alleged ally, as Senators have heard me 
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say many times, she never was one, and 
I said so from the beginning of the war 
and have been on public record on that 
point time and time again. I have al- 
ways said that Russia was only a coun- 
try with a common enemy, and that is 
quite a different thing from being an 
ally. She was never an ally. During 
the war I raised questions in discussions 
as to why he would not lift the curtain 
and let us get behind that curtain with 
military teams and observers. I said 
then, as I have repeated so many times 
since, that if she had been an ally dur- 
ing the war she would not have dropped 
an Iron Curtain on us. She kept it 
dropped on us all during the war. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I share 
with the Senator from Oregon his feel- 
ing as to Russia’s position during the 
war, and I think I could also submit 
some statements that I made, even be- 
fore we got into the war, with respect to 
that question. 

I am wondering if the Senator is go- 
ing to conclude the presentation of his 
argument with the submission of an 
amendment, as a substitute for the pro- 
posed legislation, whereby he would pro- 
pose that an unfair labor practice, 
namely, subversive infiltration, be added 
to the act under which the National La- 
bor Relations Board functions, and that 
the finding of such unfair labor practice 
be determined by that Board. 

Mr. MORSE. No, I am not, but I am 
going to introduce a bill at the beginning 
of the next session of Congress, because 
frankly, looking at the legislative posture 
of the Senate in these closing days, I 
do not think we ought to be taking the 
time to debate the kind of proposal I 
think we ought to consider, without 
hearings on such proposal before the 
Labor Committee of the Senate. I think 
my proposal should go to the Labor and 
Public Welfare Committee of the Senate. 
I think there should be early hearings 
on it, come January, and early action 
in the next session of the Congress. 

I do not think we should pass legis- 
lation on this subject in the closing days 
of this session. I may be misinformed, 
but I think we are going through some- 
what of a gesture in the Senate, any- 
way, even in our discussion of it, be- 
cause I do not think it has a snowball's 
chance in this hot Washington summer 
weather of getting through the House. 

I was talking about the Humphrey 
subcommittee. I can remember those 
sessions of the committee at which were 
present a great many labor leaders, 
and I think they missed another op- 
portunity, Mr. President, to make a rec- 
ommendation to the Congress that 
really would have been to the benefit of 
labor. The labor leaders were sincere 
in their difference of opinion with me, 
but before the Humphrey subcommittee, 
as the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY] and the Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN] would have to 
testify, if I made them my witnesses, the 
labor leaders took the position that we 
should not enact any legislation on the 
subject. The Senator from Montana 
[Mr. Murray] knows that to be true, 
also. 

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; Ican confirm the 
statement of the Senator from Oregon 
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in that respect. I recall very well the 
independent position he took in the com- 
mittee. We were constantly hearing 
from him, admonishing the labor unions 
of their duty. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 
from Montana. The Senator is correct. 
Labor leaders disagreed with me, Mr. 
President, and outside the committee 
room they disagreed with me very criti- 
cally. They did not answer my argu- 
ments in the committee room, but some 
of them came to me and made such argu- 
ments as this: There is a great danger 
that such legislation would develop into 
union-busting policies on the part of 
Government officials. 

I remember on one occasion I said, 
not too politely, “That is just a lot of 
hogwash. It is in your interest that this 
jurisdiction be placed in the National 
Labor Relations Board. If you find 
yourself in a position where you have a 
local that has been infiltrated, and you 
are having difficulty or find that you are 
not going to be able to handle the prob- 
lem yourself, you ought to welcome the 
backing of the National Labor Relations 
Board, acting upon an unfair labor prac- 
tice charge filed by an employer.” 

I shall close the discussion of my po- 
sition in the Humphrey subcommittee, 
Mr. President, by reading the very brief 
minority views which I filed after the 
majority filed its report, which, in ef- 
fect, as the Senator from Minnesota has 
pointed out, did not recommend that 
the National Labor Relations Board 
should be required to assume jurisdic- 
tion. It did not recommend against it, 
either. 

In fact, I think, as will be seen from 
my minority views, the majority report 
was very objective in its approach. I 
speak respectfully about the report, but 
I think it amounted in effect to postpon- 
ing final consideration of the issue. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I take a great deal 
of pride in the work that was done by 
that subcommittee. I must say that we 
did not have the benefit of television and 
we did not get any headlines with re- 
spect to the work we did in that sub- 
committee. We worked for months. I 
shall develop some of the work that was 
done by that subcommittee. It had be- 
fore it as witnesses responsible leaders 
in business, in labor, and in manage- 
ment, men from universities, and attor- 
neys, representatives of the American 
Bar Association, and representatives of 
the chambers of commerce. We took a 
tremendous volume of testimony. 

That subcommittee did not have an 
opportunity to complete its work. As a 
matter of fact, in the report we filed we 
stated that we had barely had an oppor- 
tunity to appraise the dimensions of the 
program. As chairman of the subcom- 
mittee, I strongly urged that in the next 
Congress the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare establish a similar 
subcommittee and proceed forthwith on 
the basis of what had already been ex- 
plored. We had opened up many ave- 
nues of exploration and opportunities for 
investigation, and I urged that Congress 
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proceed forthwith to pursue those fields 
of investigation. 

I have in my hand some of those hear- 
ings. I notice, for example, that one of 
the great labor leaders, the president of 
the Upholsterers Union, Mr. Sal Hoff- 
man, recommended exactly what the 
Senator from Oregon has recommended. 
Just as the committee cannot have the 
benefit of the National Labor Relations 
Board, so should not a Communist- 
dominated union. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator permit fleeting comment at that 
point? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course I do. 

Mr. MORSE. I will say that there 
were some labor leaders in the Uphol- 
sterers Union—and the president was 
one of them—who did share my view, 
but the majority did not share my view. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I wish to 
conclude with this thought: What disap- 
pointed me more than anything else in 
the 83d Congress was the fact that that 
subcommittee was disbanded. I shall 
read into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the 
results of our findings, and some of the 
pertinent testimony obtained by our sub- 
committee. This is a serious problem, 
My position on the issue has been known 
ever since I have been old enough to ex- 
press an opinion, and that is unqualified 
opposition to communistic infiltration 
anywhere, particularly in the labor 
movement. 

It is most regrettable that we did not 
pursue the inquiry. The Senator from 
Oregon, in his individual views, raised 
the the question of the jurisdiction of the 
National Labor Relations Board. He will 
recall that he and I had private conver- 
sations about it. It seemed to me that 
it was worthy of further exploration. 
The Senator from Oregon will recall that 
Mr. Herzog, a past chairman of the 
NLRB, was opposed to the NLRB having 
jurisdiction. He did not make as con- 
clusive a case in opposition as he should 
have made if he was opposed to it. 

Therefore I feel this subject matter 
needs exploration, and it needs very 
careful study and very careful analysis, 
because if we do not watch out, instead 
of pointing a rifle at a single Communist, 
we will be shooting a blunderbuss, which 
will spread out through the whole area. 
I do not want that to happen. 

I shall use my own time to develop 
this point. I merely wish the Senator 
from Oregon to know—and I am sure he 
is aware of the fact—that one of the 
most interesting periods of my public 
service was during these investigations 
and studies. 

Those investigations were honorable, 
unemotional, and objective. We re- 
ceived wonderful cooperation from the 
Government, from universities, from 
labor, and from management, and I be- 
lieve we made some very good recom- 
mendations. 

Finally, let me say that I believe the 
recent prosecution by the Department 
of Justice of one Mr. Gold, formerly of 
the fur workers union, was the result of 
our hearings, because the Senator from 
Minnesota brought before the subcom- 
mittee representatives of the Depart- 
ment of Justice and took them over the 
coals as they had not been taken over 
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the coals for some time, about their 
failure to investigate the authenticity 
and validity of the non-Communist affi- 
davits. I produced them to show that 
they needed to be investigated. As a re- 
sult of the investigation we pursued, 
prosecution was obtained and action was 
obtained. There are a great many ways 
of getting at this problem. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as the 
Senator knows, I said when we con- 
cluded our hearings that the Senator 
from Minnesota is deserving of great 
credit for the procedure and the objec- 
tive approach he followed in conducting 
those hearings. I believe they were 
model hearings which other Senate com- 
mittees could very well follow with re- 
spect to their hearings. 

I have no criticism at all to make of 
the objectivity of the majority, or with 
respect to the sincerity of the majority. 
As I said at the time, I only regret that 
I cannot see eye to eye on each of their 
points. 

However, in order to make certain that 
the Recorp we are making today is abso- 
lutely fair to the majority, I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed as a part 
of this discussion, at this point in the 
Recorp, the report of the Subcommittee 
on Labor and Labor-Management Rela- 
tions to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, presented by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] on 
March 2, 1953. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PuBLIC POLICY AND COMMUNIST DOMINATION 
OF CERTAIN UNIONS 

NATURE OF THE INVESTIGATION AND RECORD 

This is the report of an investigation of 
the public policy implications of Communist 
domination of certain labor unions. It was 
undertaken by the Subcommittee on Labor 
and Labor-Management Relations of the 
United States Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

A first step was to publish as a Senate 
document the reports of the trial committees 
of the CIO expelling certain unions on 
grounds of Communist control and domina- 
tion? The objective in publishing these 
documents, which were otherwise not gen- 
erally available, was to provide concrete case 
material on the strategy and tactics of Com- 
munist-controlled unionism and how a major 
labor organization went about coping with 


-this problem, 


The second step in the investigation was 
the circulation of a questionnaire to a group 
of representative spokesmen from the ranks 
of labor, management, government, and the 
general public, who have had some specific 
experience in dealing with the problem at 
first hand. 

The subcommittee asked the following 
questions: 

1. Is there an effective legislative approach 
to the problem of Communist-dominated 
unions? 

2. Can you suggest the principles or stat- 
utory language which ought to be embodied 
in such legislation? 

3. Can you suggest avenues of inquiry 
which the subcommittee ought to pursue, 


*Communist Domination of Certain 
Unions: Pt. I. Reports of the CIO executive 
board trial committees appointed to hold 
hearings on charges of Communist domina- 
tion of several CIO unions (S. Doc. 89), 82d 
Cong., Ist sess. (hereafter referred to as pt. I). 
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particularly those avenues which have not 
already been studied by other committees? 

The answers were reprinted in several Sen- 
ate documents? 

In the third step the subcommittee held 
hearings and probed further into the issues 
raised by the replies to the questionnaire. 
In addition the hearings provided an oppor- 
tunity to get into at least one case situation 
involving the issue of Communist union 
domination in the electrical production in- 
dustry. 

In a fourth aspect of the investigation, 
the subcommittee with the cooperation of 
the General Counsel of the National Labor 
Relations Board initated an investigation of 
the operation of a Communist-dominated 
union in action? 

This then is the basic record upon which 
this report relies in analyzing the problem 
and in making its recommendations. The 
hearings and investigations of the House 
Un-American Activities Committee and the 
Senate Internal Security subcommittee have 
been followed carefully and that record too 
will be utilized in this report. 

The focal point of the subcommittee’s in- 
terest in the problem has been the public 
policy implications of Communist-domi- 
nated unions. No need was felt to retread 
the path of exposure and identification be- 
ing carried on by other legislative commit- 
tees and by the labor organizattions them- 
selves, 


IDENTIFYING COMMUNIST-DOMINATED UNIONS 


Now to the facts as revealed by our rec- 
ord. Are there Communist-dominated 
unions and how can they be identified as 
such? There are three ways of identifying 
Communist-dominated unions: (1) By the 
adherence of the union’s leadership to the 
shifting pattern of the Communist Party 
line; (2) by direct acts such as strikes which 
are designed to implement the interests of 
Soviet foreign policy; (3) By systematic par- 
ticipation of Communist Party function- 
aries in the determination of union policy. 

There is no great difficulty in identifying 
Communist-dominated unions on the first 
count, that is, the unerring conformity of 
the union’s policies to the Communist Party 
line in vogue, and as it shifts as directed by 
the Kremlin. The reports of the CIO trial 
committees constitute an elaborate spelling 
out of the rigid parallelism between the po- 
litical lines of the expelled unions and the 
line of the Soviet Union. 

The International Longshoremen and 
Warehousemen’s Union led by Harry Bridges 
is an outstanding case in point (pt. III, p. 
79). The “popular front” was the keynote of 
Soviet foreign policy in the period 1935 to 
1939. The responsive chord which this line 
struck in the ILWU took the form of vigor- 
ous support of the Roosevelt program to 
“quarantine aggressors.” In 1938, the 
union, for example, supported bills to change 
the Neutrality Act to permit active trade as- 
sistance to the victims of aggression; it also 
supported a bill to ban the shipment of 
helium to Germany. 

In June 1939 Soviet Russia reversed its 
field and negotiated a nonaggression pact 
with Nazi Germany. The ILWU too shifted 
in reverse. This was the cue for a reversion 


Communist Domination of Certain 
Unions: Ft. II. Atomic Energy Commission 
reply to subcommittee questionnaire, 82d 
Cong., 2d sess. (hereafter referred to as pt. 
II). Pt. III. Replies to questionnaire from 
attorneys in labor practice, labor leaders, 
labor press, university professors, employer 
associations, and Government officials, 82d 
Cong., 2d sess. (hereafter referred to as pt. 
III). Pt. IV. Additional replies to the ques- 
tionnaire, 82d Cong., 2d sess. (hereafter re- 
ferred to as pt. IV). 

* Hearings, 82d Cong., 2d sess. (hereafter 
referred to as hearings). 
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to isolationism with the theme “The Yanks 
are not coming.” ILWU resolutions opposed 
any aid to the countries fighting Germany. 

The Soviet line shifted again with the 
German attack on its erstwhile ally. Again 
the ILWU responded in kind, advocating no- 
strike pledges, national service legislation for 
civilians, and the “second front.” 

And yet another shift in Soviet foreign 
policy in the postwar period. According to 
certified ILWU doctrine the Truman doc- 
trine in Greece and Turkey became “inter- 
national gangsterism” and the Marshall plan 
a “monstrous plot against freedom and living 
standards.” This is, of course, the current 
phase of Soviet foreign policy and therefore 
the official line of the ILWU. 

The CIO trial committees found that in 
addition to the ILWU, there were other 
unions which adhered to this pattern of in- 
exorable conformity to the Communist line; 
specifically, United Office and Professional 
Workers of America; Food, Tobacco, Agricul- 
tural, and Allied Workers of America; Na- 
tional Union of Marine Cooks and Stewards; 
American Communications Association; In- 
ternational Fur and Leather Workers Union; 
International Union of Mine, Mill, and Smel- 
ter Workers; and United Public Workers of 
America, And by convention action the CIO 
expelled the United Electrical Workers on the 
same grounds (pt. II, p. 48). 

The United Electrical Workers asked for 
an opportunity to be heard by the subcom- 
mittee. In the process of examination, Mr. 
James J. Matles, UE director of organization, 
could not recall a single instance in which an 
organ of the UE had criticized the Soviet 
Union or the Communist Party. Mr. Matles 
denied that this was evidence of Communist 
domination. “Every single action is taken 
by the membership, and every action is taken 
on the basis of the merits of the case, and 
every action that we take we believe is for 
the best interests of our members and the 
people of the United States” (hearings, p. 
500). 

For the purposes of this report we shall re- 
serve judgment at this point just how much 
the policies of the UE reflect democratic sen- 
timent. But the law of coincidence must 
be strained beyond reasonable bounds to be- 
lieve that a tenacious conformity to the 
Communist Party line through at least six 
major reversals has nothing to do with Com- 
munist domination. 

In their defense against the CIO expul- 
sion action, the Communist-controlled 
unions sought to show that at some points 
their policy was in conformity with CIO pol- 
icy on these matters. Such a defense, how- 
ever, merely serves to illuminate the real 
essence of the party line; the distinguishing 
mark of Communist Party line adherence is 
not what it stand for at any particular 
phase. Indeed at any particular phase the 
party line may happen to agree with the 
position taken by reputable, patriotic or- 
ganizations and individuals. During the 
period of World War II, for example, the 
party line dictated a policy of all-out prose- 
cution of the war. 

The real essence of the party line is its 
shifting character, a shift directly associated 
in time and in content with a corresponding 
change in the foreign policy of Soviet Rus- 
sia. It is then this highly sympathetic re- 
sponsiveness to the shifting requirements of 
Soviet Russia that marks the party-liner, 
not what he happens to advocate at any 
special time. 

Another distinction needs to be made and 
the failure to make that distinction has re- 
sulted in considerable confusion in the fight 
against the real enemy—the Communists. 
This distinction is made very perceptively by 
Prof. Joel Seidman in his testimony before 
the committee: 

“There are important differences between 
Communist unionism and other liberal or 
radical groups also active in the American 
labor movement. From the point of view 
of the other liberal or radical groups, a 
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union is a primary institution that the 
group seeks to build and to make strong, 
with the objective of winning benefits for 
the members and for workers in general.” 

“The policy of such unions is determined 
by an analysis of the needs of the workers 
who are employed in the industries in which 
those unions operate. Such other liberal or 
radical groups may be critical of employers, 
of the existing economic system, of Govern- 
ment policy; they may in a particular case 
be opposed to a war in which this Govern- 
ment is engaged, or even opposed to all wars; 
and yet I would sharply distinguish between 
such groups and the Communist Party on 
the ground that the Communist Party seeks 
control of unions not primarily to benefit 
the workers involved but primarily because 
the unions then can be manipulated to fur- 
ther a party line which is in turn deter- 
mined with reference to the interests of the 
U. S. S. R.” (hearings, p. 149). 

The record with respect to direct action 
by Communist-dominated unions to sup- 
port the party line is not as decisive as is the 
record on policy. In a way this is under- 
standable. No union-management relation- 
ship is free of grievances of one sort or 
another. It is difficult to detect the precise 
motivation which edges a grievance into a 
strike or slowdown. The Communist un- 
ion leaders do not usually proclaim in ad- 
vance that the motivating factor in a strike 
or slowdown is political. It is even not un- 
likely that most of Communist-led strikes 
are legitimate strikes arising out of genuine 
trade-union grievances. There may be just 
a hairline of judgment separating the atti- 
tude of the patriotic, militant, trade-union 
leader and the Communist Party line fol- 
lower. One feels that the grievance is not 
weighty enough to justify a strike; the other 
concerned with implementing the foreign 
policy of a foreign country does move for 
strike action. 

There is another important reason why 
the political strike is not easily discernible. 
Communists are able to control an organi- 
zation with a few strategically placed fol- 
lowers. The vast majority of members in 
Communist-dominated unions are not Com- 
munist Party followers or even remotely sym- 
pathetic to the aims of the Communists. 
It would be virtually impossible to enlist 
the support of the rank-and-file membership 
in an openly announced political strike or 
slowdown. 

Nevertheless there is credible evidence of a 
specific kind which points to the Communist 
origin of certain strikes. For example, the 
1941 strike at the Milwaukee plant of the 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., then 
producing vital defense materials, has been 
characterized by a congressional committee 
as a party-line strike designed to weaken 
the defense program (hearings, p. 60). 

Benoit Frachon, French executive com- 
mittee member of the Communist-con- 
trolled World Federation of Trade Unions 
was reported by the New York Times as hav- 
ing urged the use of labor movements to 
cripple the rearmament of the western 
world (hearings, p. 2). 

Admitting the inconclusive evidence 
available on the use of direct action by 
Communist-led unions, one would have to 
be dangerously blind to ignore the signals 
provided by the Communist political strikes 
abroad and the nature of the Bolshevik con- 
spiracy in the world. 

The Bolshevik theory on the role of the 
Communists in the unions is clear. Thus 
according to the Theses and Statutes of the 
Third [Communist] International— 

“The Communists must practically sub- 
ordinate the factory committees and the 
unions to the Communist Party, and thus 
create a proletarian mass organ, a basis for 
a powerful centralized party of the prole- 
tariat” (hearings, p. 170). 
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There is ample affirmative evidence that 
the Communists in the unions heeded this 
directive. An American Communist, Wil- 
liam Z. Foster, sometime later in 1929 
adapted the theory as follows: 

“Among the membership of every local 
union the Communists must organize them- 
selves into a group which acts as a body 
upon all problems coming before the or- 
ganization. If there are Communists on the 
executive committee of a given local union, 
they must act together as a faction though 
in close connection with the general party 
faction of the union. The same principle 
applies all along the way. The Communist 
delegates from the various local unions in 
a given trade or industry to a corresponding 
district council or joint board likewise must 
form themselves into a faction, and also 
those on the executive boards of such coun- 
cils or joint boards. The Communist dele- 
gates to all central labor councils must take 
the same course” (hearings, p. 172). 

There is ample affirmative evidence of a 
credible character that the policies of Com- 
munist-dominated unions were in fact con- 
trolled by secret Communist Party cau- 
cuses. In the same UE, in which James 
Matles had testified “that the UE is not 
directed or controlled by any political party 
including the Communist Party” (hearings, 
p. 501), Lee Lundgren, an admitted former 
member of the Communist Party and an 
ex official of local 1150 of the UE, testified 
under oath as follows: 

“We have often had some of the top lead- 
ers of the Communist Party attend our meet- 
ings. Even when they did not attend the 
meetings, why, whoever had the job as edu- 
cational director for that particular club 
would have a mimeographed copy of an order 
or plan or whatever it might be, whatever 
the thing might be at the time, and they 
would bring this to the club and then report 
from that directive they received from the 
Communist Party headquarters, 

. * . * . 


“We had a meeting of our branch of the 
Communist Party, and we discussed who 
would sign the non-Communist affidavit, 
what officers would actually sign and which 
officers would not. 

* . . . * 

“In all cases where matters of importance 
were going to come up before the local mem- 
bership meeting, those matters were dis- 
cussed at the Communist Party meeting prior 
to the union-membership meeting, and that 
also included the selection of delegates to 
conventions, and any official business like 
that, always the names of these people were 
selected at the Communist Party meeting 
first. Then it was brought to the attention 
of the people at the regular union-member- 
ship meeting. 

. > * * . 

“The local was under complete Communist 
control, and we really never had any major 
opposition, so that the people were not aware 
of the fact that actually a Communist Party 
meeting had been held to work out the de- 
tails before the membership meeting, and 
therefore the people just went along with the 
policies without knowing too much about 
actually what was happening. Actually, the 
people thought they were making the deci- 
sions, and little did they know that they were 
only carrying out the mandate of the Com- 
munist Party.” 

The CIO reports furnish additional direct 
evidence of collaboration between party 
functionaries and union leaders in the de- 
termination of union policy. Harry Bridges 
met with party functionaries to discuss the 
initiation of a longshore organizing cam- 
paign on the east cost. Bridges hegemony 
is limited to the west coast. 

The steering committee of the Mine, Mill, 
and Smelter Union met with Communist 
Party leaders William Z. Foster, Eugene Den- 
nis, John Williamson, and Gil Green (pt. I, 
p. 103 ff., pt. I, p. 92 ff.) 
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LEGAL RESOURCES FOR DEALING WITH THE COM- 
MUNIST-DOMINATED UNIONS 


NLRB resources 


The major available resource in the law 
for dealing with the problem of Communist- 
dominated unions resides in section 9 (h) 
of the Labor-Management Relations Act, 
1947. Section 9 (h) states: 

“No investigation shall be made by the 
Board of any question affecting commerce 
concerning the representation of employees, 
raised by a labor organization under subsec- 
tion (c) of this section, no petition under 
section 9 (e) (1) shall be entertained, and 
no complaint shall be issued pursuant to a 
charge made by a labor organization under 
subsection (b) of section 10, unless there is 
on file with the Board an affidavit executed 
contemporaneously or within the preceding 
12-month period by each officer of such la- 
bor organization and the officers of any na- 
tional or international labor organization of 
which it is an affiliate or constituent unit 
that he is not a member of the Communist 
Party or affiliated with such party, and that 
he does not believe in, and is not a member 
of or supports any organization that be- 
lieves in or teaches the overthrow of the 
United States Government by force or by 
any illegal or unconstitutional - methods. 
The provisions of section 35-A of the Crimi- 
nal Code shall be applicable in respect to 
such affidavits.” 

As of July 1, 1951, there were 232,000 indi- 
vidual affidavits on file in NLRB offices from 
26,000 local and international labor organi- 
zations (hearings, p. 91). 

The Board has encountered many prob- 
lems in administering this section of the 
law. One of the most important has been 
the problem of “fronting” that is where a 
noncomplying union has sought to use an 
individual or group of individuals as “fronts” 
in a Board proceeding from which the non- 
complying organization itself was disquali- 
fied from participation. Or a noncomplying 
local union sought to use an international 
union, which had complied, as a “front.” 
The Board has said: 

“By adopting a firm policy as regards 
‘fronting,’ the Board made it clear that 
compliance with section 9h would have to 
be achieved in substance as well as in form, 
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if the Board’s services were to be made avail- 
able” (pt. II, p. 6). 

The Board has however permitted a non- 
complying union to be on the ballot where it 
was the bargaining representative, in a de- 
certification proceeding “lest the labor or- 
ganization’s own dereliction in failing to 
comply immunize the decertification” (pt. 
III, p. 4). 

The Board has had to concern itself with 
whether the parent federations, that is the 
officers of the AFL and CIO, were required 
to sign the non-Communist affidavit. The 
Board held the AFL and CIO were not re- 
quired to sign but the United States Supreme 
Court in the Highland Park case held to the 
contrary. The position of the NLRB with 
respect to its responsibility for determining 
the truth or falsity of the non-Communist 
affidavit has been put to the subcommittee 
by Chairman Herzog, as follows: 

“It was apparent from the outset that the 
NLRB's sole function was to make certain 
that the necessary persons filed these affi- 
davits, and that, once, they had done so, 
pursuant to the rules we adopted, we were 
to process their cases without inquiring into 
the truth or falsity of the affidavits them- 
selves. Where such an issue arose, the 
Board's statutory duty was only to refer 
the affidavit to the Department of Justice 
for investigation and possible prosecution for 
perjury under the Criminal Code. We have 
made 55 such referrals since 1947“ (hearings, 
p. 91). 

This view is confirmed by the 1948 report 
of the congressional Joint Committee on 
Labor-Management Relations when it said 
with respect to 9 (h): 

“Great care must be given to prevent liti- 
gation of the question in Board hearings. 
If the parties to Board hearings are per- 
mitted to question the veracity of the affi- 
davit or the facts as to its having been filed, 
records will be hopelessly burdened with such 
proof. Board hearings must be confined to 
evidence going into the merits of the case at 
hand if the Board is to carry out its real 
function of deciding unfair labor practice 
cases and determining bargaining repre- 
sentatives” (pt. 3, p. 10). 

This problem became particularly vexing 
as well-known Communist Party followers 
signed the affidavits when they realized that 
it would be impossible for their unions to 
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function without access to Board pro- 
ceedings. 

In connection with the Perlow affidavit 
the then General Counsel, Mr. Denham, said: 

“The act does not direct or authorize either 
the General Counsel or the Board to police 
these affidavits or to pass judgment upon 
their truth or falsity. While Mr. Perlow’s 
published statement, if they accurately 
quoted him, would tend to throw consider- 
able doubt on the good faith of his affidavit, 
nevertheless we are required by the law to 
take the affidavits as they are submitted.” * 

Many of the union officers in this category 
made such statements in connection with 
their alleged resignation from the Commu- 
nist Party as to put in serious question their 
good faith in taking the oath without reser- 
vation. 

For example, Ben Gold, of the Furriers’ 
Union, announced his resignation from the 
Communist Party and said, “I resigned from 
the Communist Party, but I do not give up 
my belief in true democracy.” 

Max Perlow, an officer of the United Fur- 
niture Workers, resigned from the Commu- 
nist Party and signed the affidavit, but in 
resigning from the Communist Party said 
he was not renouncing Communist doctrines 
or his right to advocate them, 

Maurice Travis, secretary-treasurer of the 
Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers, resigned 
from the Communist Party and signed the 
affidavit, but he said he would still “con- 
tinue to fight for Communist goals” (pt. III, 
pp. 6, 7; also hearings, p. 511 fl.). 

The extent of the Board's responsibility 
for ascertaining the truth or falsity of the 
9 (h) affidavit is now additionally compli- 
cated by the refusal of witnesses before Sen- 
ate and House committees to testify whether 
they had signed the non-Communist afii- 
davit, even though Board records indicate 
that such affidavits were on file. The wit- 
nesses who refuse to identify their affidavits 
plead their constitutional right against self- 
incrimination. 1 

For example, the following union officers 
who signed the non-Communist oath refused 
to testify in 1952 before congressional com- 
mittees as to whether they had signed the 
affidavit: 


Pt. III, p. 7. 
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Union 


Henley, Paul A 


Hood, William R. Record 
. ˙ w ———— 
010. 
Franklin, Harold 
De Maio, Ernest snaenessponasnn General vice presi 


Henderson, Donald 


Steward for local 3, UA-WNC IO 


Recording 88 of the Dearborn Iron Foundry local. 


National secretary-treasurer, Distributive, Processing and 
Office Workers Union of America, z 


Source 


Ibid., p. 3217. 
ent of UERMWA. 


House Committee on Un-American Activities: Communism in the Detroit 


Area, pt. 1, bearings, 82d Cong., 2d sess., February 25-29, 1 1 
ing secretary, UAW-CIO, Ford Local G00 Tid. 5. 2807, 2 882 N eee 
Chairman of political- action committee, local 600, UA W- | House Committee on Un-American Activities: Communism in the Detroit 


Area, 12517 hearings, 82d Cong., 2d sess., March-April 1952, p. 3118. 
House Committee on Un-American Activities: Communist activities In 


the Chicago Area, pt. 1, hearings, 82d Cong., 2d sess., Sept. 2 and 3, 1952, 


tributiv 
Cong., 
Durkin, James H. . Former o izer, United Office and Professional Workers | Ibid., p. 196. 
of America, and national secretary-treasurer, DPOWA. 
Livingston, Mortimer President of district 65, DPOWA__.......-....---.---.--- Ibid., 
Hang, Mrs. Marie 


Epstein, Jacob Samuel 


orkers, 


Local seprene tiyo local 735, United Electrical, Radio, 
and Machine Workers of America, 


President, local 721, CIO, International Union of Elec- 
trical, Radio, and Machine Workers. 
Shepard, Paul J. * weg for local 735, United Electrical, Radio, and Ma- 
e 


p. 3672. 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee To Investigate the 
Administration of the Internal Security Act: Subversive contr 


of Dis- 


Processing, and Office Workers of Ameri hearings, 82d 
sess, Feb, 12-15, 19-21, Mar. 7, 1952, p. 172. sa 


p. 257. 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee To Investigate the 
Administration of the Internal Security Act: Subversive influence in the 


United Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of America, hearings, 


Cong., 2d 


Ibid., p. 135. 


82d sess., Apr. 17, 18, May 29, and June 26, 1952, pp. 88, 97. 
Tbid., pp. 121, 128. : e 


As this report is being written the Board 
has ruled on the significance of a perjury 
conviction against an affiant of a 9 (h) affi- 
davit. Anthony Valentino, an officer of local 
80A of the United Packinghouse Workers 
(CIO) was convicted in a Federal district 
court of having filed a false non-Commu- 
nist affidavit. The NLRB, after notice of in- 
tent ed to direct that “no further 
force and effect” be given to the collective- 
bargaining certifications of the local union in 


question and found that the local was out of 
compliance with 9 (h). The Board said that 
its action in this proceeding was designed to 
protect “its own processes from further 
abuse” (NLRB release 413). 

In a sense the Board has in one other way 
gone beyond the concept of being simply a 
filing cabinet for the 9 (h) affidavit. It has 
taken steps to prevent evasion of the law by 
union officers who resign from constitution- 
ally designated posts and take so-called ad- 


ministrative positions in the union. This 
issue was first posed when Donald Henderson, 
president of the Food, Tobacco, Agricultural, 
and Allied Workers resigned from the presi- 
dency of that union and became “national 
administrative director” and under the FTA 
constitution presumably not an “officer.” 
FTA did not provide satisfactory proof to the 
NLRB that Henderson was not in fact an 
officer, and the Board refused to permit 
FTA to be placed on a representation ballot. 
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With the Henderson case as background the 
Board amended its rules and regulations in 
1950 to provide that— 

“Where the Board has reasonable cause to 
believe that a labor organization has omitted 
from its constitution the designation of any 
position as an office for the purpose of evad- 
ing or circumventing the filing requirements 
of section 9 (h) of the act, the Board may 
upon appropriate notice, conduct an investi- 
gation to determine the facts in that regard, 
and where the facts appear to warrant such 
action the Board may require affidavits from 
persons other than the incumbents of posi- 
tions identified by the constitution as of- 
ficers“ (pt. III, p. 7). 

Not directly related to compliance with the 
non-Communist affidavit but relevant for 
the purposes of the general problem which 
the subcommittee is exploring, is the Board’s 
policy on what an employer may lawfully do 
about Communist employees. 

The General Counsel has refused to issue 
a complaint in a case where the employer in 
good faith had suspended employees for 
being Communists (27 L. R. R. M. 1443). A 
trial examiner found that an employer had 
not been guilty of failure to bargain in good 
faith because he had insisted that the officers 
and representatives of the local and national 
organizations of the UE execute a non- 
Communist affidavit for the company as a 
condition of agreement. The trial examiner 
held that the company had sufficient reasons 
for believing that the union's officers and 
representatives were dominated by and in 
association with Communists (NLRB, in 
the matter of Square D. Co. and United 
Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of 
America, Local 1421, independent, interme- 
diate report, March 28, 1952). The Board 
itself found in another case involving the 
UE that the discharge of a steward for being 
a Communist was for cause (94 NLRB No. 85 
(1951)). 

In the Sunbeam case the Board revoked 
a previous direction to the employer to bar- 
gain in good faith when it found that the 
charging union had not complied with sec- 
tion 9 (h), inasmuch as officers of the union 
who should have signed the affidavit, had 
not, at the time the union was put on the 
ballot or at the time of certification. 

The Board held that— 

“It would be inconsistent both with the 
basic considerations which impelled the es- 
tablishment of that principle, and with the 
spirit of section 9 (h) itself, as indicated in 
the legislative history of the 1947 amend- 
ments to the act, to hold that a certification 
inherently defective at the outset could con- 
fer on the union the right of later recourse 
to the Board, or conversely, expose the em- 
ployer to an unfair labor practice finding for 
refusing to honor that certification” (98 
NLRB No. 98). 

The Board's holdings on the non-Com- 
munist affidavit seems to add up to these 
tendencies: 

1. The prevention of “fronting” by in- 
dividuals for unions not in compliance. 

2. The prevention of evasion by officers, in 
fact, assuming so-called administrative 
posts. 

3. The revocation of compliance status 
and certifications on conviction of an afflant 
for false swearing. 

Still, in doubt, at this writing, is what the 
Board will do when it is confronted by a re- 
fusal of an affiant to testify whether he is a 
member of the Communist Party in a con- 
gressional or judicial proceeding. 

There seems to be no doubt if the Board 
maintains its present position it will not un- 
der present law undertake to find through 
its own proceedings whether in fact an 
affiant is actually a Communist or not. 


AEC resources 


Another repository of authority to deal 
with the problem of Communist-dominated 
unionism is the Atomic Energy Commission, 
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Since AEC authority in this context was 
used only with respect to two unions, it will 
be useful to describe specifically what hap- 
pened in the one case where the application 
of sanctions ran its full course. 

1. The General Electric Corp. pursuant to 
a Wagner Act certification had recognized 
the United Electrical Workers as the repre- 
sentative of its organized employees. When 
GE undertook to operate a Government- 
owned atomic installation at the Peck Street 
(Schenectady) plant it proceeded to rec- 
ognize UE for that operation as well. 

2. In any case all employees engaged on 
classified atomic energy work were subject 
to security clearance. But recognition of 
UE as the bargaining representative raised 
for AEC security questions over and above 
those of individual security clearances. On 
the basis of an examination of all available 
data, including congressional investigations 
and UE's constitution, the AEC concluded: 

“(1) That there might exist circumstances 
at Schenectady conducive to Communist- 
inspired action adverse to the atomic-energy 
program and the Nation’s security; (2) that 
such action might take the form of a po- 
litical strike or other organized sabotage; 
and (3) that an effective safeguard against 
such action would be the removal from lines 
of influence over employees on atomic-energy 
work of representatives of undependable 
loyalty” (pt. II, p. 3). 

3. On September 27, 1948, AEC directed 
the General Electric Corp. not to recognize 
UE at the new atomic-energy installation. 
GE said it would comply fully with the AEC 
directive. 

4. Albert Fitzgerald, UE president, pro- 
tested the AEC order and in response AEC 
“proffered to the officers of the UE the op- 
portunity to participate in a fuller explora- 
tion of the issue, with the understanding 
that the UE officials would be expected to 
give full and candid statements concerning 
present or past affiliations of any kind with 
the Communist Party or Communist-domi- 
nated organizations.” There was no reply. 
AEC renewed its offer. This time Fitzgerald 
explicitly rejected the opportunity for fur- 
ther discussion. On November 1, AEC for- 
mally directed GE to withdraw recognition 
from UE on work at AEC-owned or installed 
operations. 

5. On October 26, 1948, UE petitioned for 
injunctive relief in the District of Colum- 
bia Federal District Court to restrain AEC 
and GE from putting the ban into effect. 
AEC and GE both filed motions for dis- 
missal, Judge Letts sustained the AEC and 
GE dismissal motions because of lack of 
jurisdiction. 

6. In May of 1950 UE and IUE were both 
put on the ballot in the representation elec- 
tions directed by the NLRB. In its order 
directing the election the NLRB conditioned 
any certifications that might issue at the 
atomic energy installation thus: 

“The record shows that the Atomic Energy 
Commission has established certain security 
requirements applicable to labor organiza- 
tions, and to their officers, as a condition of 
their being recognized as the representative 
of employees at the employer's atomic energy 
operations at the Schenectady works. We 
have been advised generally by that Com- 
mission of the scope and purpose of these 
security requirements. Accordingly, any 
certification resulting from elections herein 
directed on behalf of employees of the atomic 
energy operations will be conditioned upon 
compliance, by the certified unions, with the 
security requirements of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, a matter exclusively within the 
jurisdiction of the Commission” (pt. II, p. 7). 

UE lost all of the three elections. 

Similar action ordering withdrawal of 
recognition from the United Public Workers 
was taken but UPW immediately stopped 
organizing. 
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AEC pointed up the significance of its 
action against UE as follows: 

“(1) The action represented a particular- 
ized approach to a particular problem and 
fitted to the specific facts of the situa- 

on. 

“(2) There was a decision by the responsi- 
ble Government agency that the risk in the 
particular situation was inconsistent with 
national security and that positive steps were 
required to eliminate this risk. 

“(3) An essential step was to provide to 
employees and the public authoritative in- 
formation regarding the question of loyalty 
which existed in the specific situation and 
authoritative advice regarding the signifi- 
cance of this in terms of 

“(a) Known Communist aims and purposes 
in the infiltration of trade unions. 

“(b) The importance to the national secu- 
rity of the work carried on in the specific 
bargaining unit, 

(4) Specific assurance was given to em- 
ployees as to the welcome to be accorded any 
bargaining representative that they might 
select which was free from Communist 
affiliations. 

“(5) The union officials involved were 
given every opportunity to be heard in their 
own defense” (pt. II, p. 7). 


Defense Department resources 


There is legal authority for the Department 
of Defense to protect classified information 
including classified contracts. Specifically 
they are (1) title 5, section 22 of the United 
States Code which authorizes the heads of 
Government departments to issue regula- 
tions for the protection and preservation of 
pertinent records; (2) the Armed Services 
Procurement Act of 1947 makes it possible for 
the secretaries of the military departments 
to establish reasonable conditions in con- 
tracts with the departments; (3) under the 
espionage acts there is authority to protect 
Government records and information (hear- 
ings, p. 20). 

The Industrial Employment Review di- 
rected by the Munitions Board has estab- 
lished criteria for determining who is a se- 
curity risk. 

“NOVEMBER 7, 1949. 


“CRITERIA GOVERNING ACTIONS BY THE INDUS- 
TRIAL EMPLOYMENT REVIEW BOARD, AS 
AMENDED 


“REVISED NOVEMBER 10, 1950 


“All actions by the Industrial Employment 
Review Board, pursuant to its charter dated 
November 7, 1949, shall be governed by the 
following criteria hereby established by the 
Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

“A. Individuals: Access to classified mili- 
tary information shall (except as provided in 
paragraph 6 below) be refused to an indi- 
vidual if, on all the evidence and information 
available to the Board, reasonable grounds 
exist for belief that the individual: 

“1. Has committed acts of treason or sedi- 
tion, or has engaged in acts of espionage or 
sabotage; has actively advocated or aided 
the commission of such acts by others; or 
has knowingly associated with persons com- 
mitting such acts. 

2. Is employed, is employed by, or subject 
to the influence of, a foreign government un- 
der circumstances which may jeopardize the 
security interests of the United States. 

“3. Has actively advocated or supported the 
overthrow of the Government of the United 
States by the use of force or violence. 

“4. Has intentionally disclosed military in- 
formation classified confidential or higher 
without authority and with reasonable 
knowledge or belief that it may be trans- 
mitted to a foreign government, or has in- 
tentionally disclosed such information to 
persons not authorized to receive it. 

“5, Is mentally or emotionally unstable, is 
an habitual offender of the law, or does not 
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possess the Integrity, discretion, and respon- 
sibility essential to the security of classified 
military information. 

“6. Is or recently has been a member of, 
or affiliated or sympathetically associated 
with, any foreign or domestic organization, 
association, movement, group, or combina- 
tion of persons (a) which is, or which has 
been designated by the Attorney General as 
being, totalitarian, Fascist, Communist, or 
subversive, (b) which has adopted, or which 
has been deSignated by the Attorney General 
as having adopted, a policy of advocating or 
approving the commission of acts of force or 
violence to deny other persons their rights 
under the Constitution of the United States, 
or (e) which seeks, or which has been desig- 
nated by the Attorney General as seeking, to 
alter the form of the Government of the 
United States by unconstitutional means; 
provided, that access may be granted, not- 
withstanding such membership, affiliation, 
or association, if it is demonstrated, by more 
than a mere denial, that the security inter- 
ests of the United States will not thereby be 
jeopardized. 

“B. Aliens: Access to information or ma- 
terial subject to section 10 (j) of the act 
of July 2, 1926 (10 U. S. C. 310 (j)) whether 
or not classified, shall be refused to an alien 
if, on all the evidence and information avail- 
able to the Board, reasonable grounds exist 
for belief that the alien is ineligible for ac- 
cess under the criteria specified in A above. 

“©. Contractors: Access to military in- 
formation necessary for the negotiation, 
award, or performance of a contract shall 
be refused to a contractor or prospective 
contractor if, on all the evidence available 
to the Board, reasonable grounds exist for 
belief that: 

“1. Any of the personnel of the contractor 
or prospective contractor who will have ac- 
cess to such information or material is in- 
eligible under the criteria specified in A or 
B above. 

“2. The contractor or prospective contrac- 
tor is owned by or is under the control or 
influence of foreign interests under circum- 
stances which may jeopardize the security 
interests of the United States.” 

This is essentially a denial of access pro- 
gram and involves the screening of indi- 
viduals found to be security risks. But as 
the Munitions Board points out, “the denial 
of access program, efficacious as it may be 
from the point of view of protecting classi- 
fied information, does not in itself substan- 
tially reduce the threat of possible sabotage 
which might be carried out at the instiga- 
tion of Communist dominated unions. * * * 
We do not believe that we have the legal 
authority to go in and remove or summarily 
exclude potential saboteurs from national- 
defense facilities” (hearings, p. 20). 

Under Executive Order 9835 the Attorney 
General has the authority to promulgate a 
list of subversive organizations. Other re- 
sources which should be considered are the 
Subversive Activities Control Board estab- 
lished under the Internal Security Act of 
1950 and the merchant marine personnel 
clearance program. 


EVALUATING THE LEGAL RESOURCES FOR DEALING 
WITH COMMUNIST-DOMINATED UNIONS AND 
ADDITIONAL PROPOSALS 


This section is devoted to a critical analy- 
sis of the existing resources for the problem 
at hand as well as an analysis of proposed 
solutions. All of these analyses are based 
on the record before the subcommittee. 


Perspectives 


The perspectives through which proposed 
solutions to the problem of Communist 
unionism need to be examined have been 
perceptively stated by witnesses before the 
subcommittee. Prof. Joel Seidman points 
to “the conflict between goals equally vital 
if we are to preserve a free society. On the 
one hand, we wish to preserve essential dem- 
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ocratic rights within the trade-union move- 
ment, as elsewhere in our society, and on 
the other hand, we wish to safeguard the 
country at a time of dangerous tension with 
the U. S. S. R., by not permitting potential 
fifth columnists to obtain strategic positions 
for spying or sabotage. The problem, as I 
see it, is how best to reconcile these goals so 
as to preserve simultaneously a maximum 
of democratic rights within unions and a 
maximum of security of the Nation.” 

And once we have tried to resolve the 
conflicts between the goals of democratic 
rights and protection from subversion, we 
face other alternatives. As Mr. Paul Herzog, 
Chairman of the National Labor Relations 
Board, states these alternatives, they are— 

“Is it to legislate to eliminate Communist. 
influence from all labor organizations in all 
industries in the United States, no matter 
what the cost in administrative burden or 
in restriction of employee’s present right to 
make an uninhibited choice of their bar- 
gaining representatives? Or is it directed 
at the narrower, and plainly imperative need 
of making certain that Communist-domi- 
nated unions play no role in those sensitive 
areas of industry essential to the defense 
effort?” 

It may be well for the Congress to keep 
these questions constantly in the forefront 
as it appraises the various proposals for 
dealing with the problem of Communist- 
dominated unions. 

Explicit or implicit in the proposals made 
to the subcommittee which we are about to 
examine are the assumptions that (1) the 
existing resources are not adequate to deal 
with the hazard of Communist-dominated 
unionism; (2) that the labor movement itself 
cannot be relied upon to rid itself of Com- 
munist penetration to the point where it no 
longer poses a serious threat; and finally (3) 
the risk of Communist subversion is so great 
as to override the possible benefits accruing 
from permitting the unions to clean their 
own houses. 

Those who argue the position In (1) im- 
mediately above, say that the threat of Com- 
munist subversion exists over and above the 
threat posed by individual Communists who 
are screened out through security measures 
of one sort or another. Officers of a Commu- 
nist-dominated union can dictate policies, 
which are, and are meant to be harmful to 
the security of the Nation. 

With respect to (2) above, it is contended 
that although the CIO has expelled Com- 
munist-controlled unions from its organi- 
zation, these unions continue to operate in 
critical defense work such as electrical and 
electronic manufacturing, nonferrous met- 
als, telegraphic communications, and west- 
coast maritime. There is still, in spite of 
union anti-Communist activities a hard 
core of Communist-controlled labor organ- 
izations standing as a serious threat to our 
national security. 

Finally, to be sure there are great benefits 
to be derived in permitting the unions to 
do the job in preference to some form of 
government intervention. But these bene- 
fits have to be measured against the risk 
involved that the unions will not be able to 
do the job and the resulting hazard to the 
national security. The public interest in 
ridding the unions of Communist domi- 
nation is overriding and therefore the Goy- 
ernment must act (hearings, p. 305). 

THE NONCOMMUNIST AFFIDAVIT 

There are varying opinions as to the effi- 
cacy of the Taft-Hartley 9 (h) affidavit. Mr, 
Gerard Reilly, influential in drafting the 
provisions of the law, thinks that “while the 
Communist disclaimer in the Taft-Hartley 
Act accomplished a great deal of good in 
focusing the limelight upon some of the 
Communist officials and their dupes in the 
various CIO unions, its effectiveness was sub- 
sequently impaired when apparently as a 
result of a general policy adopted by the 
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Communist Party, union officials widely 
known as Communists executed the afi- 
davits” (pt. IV, p. 20). 

Mr. Theodore Iserman, an attorney spe- 
cializing in labor matters for management 
interests and a participant in the drafting of 
the Taft-Hartley law, expresses a similar 
viewpoint: 

“Section 9 (h) of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, as amended, has gone far in stimu- 
lating labor organizations to clean their own 
houses of leaders who are Communists and 
fellow travelers. The Taft-Hartley approach, 
giving unions an incentive to rid themselves 
of disloyal people, rather than creating an 
outside agency to do it for them, is, on the 
whole, a good one. 

“The amended act has not been as effective 
as it could be. This, I think results from two 
things: First, the seeming reluctance of the 
National Labor Relations Board and the De- 
partment of Justice to give the law full ef- 
fect, and, second, certain shortcomings in 
the act itself.” 

The National Labor Relations Board ex- 
presses this view: 

“It seems highly probable that the 9 (h) 
proviso was a contributing factor to the post- 
war forces which led to the revolt against 
Communist domination of a few labor 
unions, especially in the first years after its 
enactment. Foreclosing the services of the 
National Labor Relations Board to noncom- 
plying unions was a catalyst which com- 
pelled compliance by practically all major 
labor organizations. The affidavit was most 
effective in cases where the membership be- 
came aware that their officers were or might 
be Communists, thus encouraging removal 
or resignation of such officers. Later the 
Congress of Industrial Organizations moved 
vigorously against leftist domination by ex- 
pelling some of its major affiliates. Not to 
be underestimated are other and more gen- 
eral factors, such as disputes over the Mar- 
shall plan, the Progressive Party, Soviet for- 
eign policy, the World Federation of Trade 
Unions, and the Korean war, all of which 
undoubtedly hastened the process. There is 
no telling with certainty today whether the 
presence or absence of section 9 (h) would 
still constitute, for the long-run future, a 
determining factor in contributing to the 
healthy result which we all desire.” 

Mr. Sal B. Hoffman, president of the Up- 
holsterers’ International Union (AFL), criti- 
cizes the affidavit provision for its one- 
sidedness, its possibilities for harassment of 
non-Communist unions, its unenforceability, 
and the disrespect for law which the blatant 
violation of the provision has bred (pt. II. 
p. 53). 

Mr. Allan Haywood, executive vice presi- 
dent of the CIO, rejects the affidavit ap- 
proach on three counts. 

“In the first place, we do not believe that 
such a provision has any proper place in a 
labor-relations law. The purpose of such a 
law is to promote harmonious industrial re- 
lations. The injection into it of security 
measures merely creates confusion and gra- 
tultously insults unions. 

“In the second place, we believe that the 
mechanism of an affidavit requirement, 
harking back as it does to the test oaths of 
the 17th and 18th century, or to those in 
oe after the Civil War, is itself objection- 
able. 

“Thirdly, the sanction urged, of barring 
resort to the National Labor Relations Board, 
places in the hands of the employer, rather 
than of the Government, the decision of 
whether a particular union is to be } 2nalized 
for Communist leadership. Section 9 (h) 
does not prohibit an employer from dealing 
with a Communist-led union; it simply gives 
him the option of whether to do so or not. 
Unscrupulous employers will, in exercising 
that option, be guided not by considerations 
of national security but by the strength or 
weakness of the Communist-led union. If 
the union is strong, the employer may be 
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afraid to challenge it. If it is weak, the em- 
ployer may nevertheless be eager to deal with 
it and to take advantage of its weakness to 
maintain substandard wages and working 
conditions. This ties in with the point 
which I made earlier, that a security provi- 
sion, or an alleged security provision, of this 
sort should not be a part of a labor-relations 
law” (hearings, pp. 273-274). 

A similar view is expressed by Mr. A. J. 
Hayes, president of the International Asso- 
ciation of Machinists: 

“The enactment of this law (I. e. the Taft- 
Hartley law) seriously curtailed the union’s 
efforts to rid itself of the few Communist 
sympathizers found in their organizational 
structure, and as an example we can specifi- 
cally turn to section 8 (a), under which lan- 
guage it is unlawful for a union to force the 
discharge of an employee even though he is 
a known advocate of un-American principles 
or an agent of a foreign government” (pt. 
III, p. 47). 

In general, as can be seen from this sam- 
pling of opinion, there is some difference as 
to the early effectiveness of 9 (h) in ridding 
unions of Communist control. There seems 
to be a fair measure of agreement that this 
provision is not now effective. 

From the viewpoint of the Department of 
Justice there are legal infirmities in section 
9 (h) which interfere with effective enforce- 
ment of its provisions. The Department re- 
ported that 68 cases involving false affidavits 
had been referred to it; 14 were presented to 
the grand jury, and in 13 of these the affiant. 
himself was brought before the grand jury. 
There has been one conviction (already re- 
ferred to) in the case of Anthony Valen- 
tino (hearings, p. 53). 

The principal criminal sanction for viola- 
tion of 9 (h) is section 1001 of title 18 of 
the Criminal Code. This section states: 

“Whoever, in any matter within the juris- 
diction of any department or agency of the 
United States knowingly and willfully falsi- 
fies, conceals, or covers up by any trick, 
scheme, or device a material fact, or makes 
any false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements 
or representations, or makes or uses any false 
writing or document knowing the same to 
contain any false, fictitious, or fraudulent 
statement or entry, shall be fined not more 
than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 5 
years, or both.” 

The Department’s judgment based upon 
its experience is that under 9 (h) “it is vir- 
tually impossible to develop cases for success- 
ful prosecution as now drawn” (hearings, 
p. 54). First of all the affidavit is couched 
in the present tense and it requires proof 
that the affiant was a member of or affiliated 
with the Communist Party on the very day 
he signed the affidavit. 

In addition it has been suggested that en- 
forcement of the “belief” section of the affi- 
davit would encounter serious constitutional 
obstacles (hearings, p. 109). 

The leading Supreme Court case, it is held, 
makes it extremely doubtful that “belief” 
in Communist principles alone as a basis for 
denying access to the facilities of the NLRB 
could stand up in a test of constitutionality 
(hearings, p. 58 ff.). 

To meet the problem posed by pro forma 
resignations from the Communist Party in 
order to qualify under 9 (h), Attorney Gen- 
eral McGrath proposed that the affiant be 
required to swear in addition “that for the 
preceding 12-month period he has not been 
a member of the Communist Party and has 
not believed in or been a member of or sup- 
ported any organization that believes in or 
teaches the overthrow” and so forth. 

The criticism lodged against the 1 year 
retroactivity proposal is (1) they (the Com- 
munists) will wait a year and then wilt 
infiltrate the organization (hearings, p. 117); 
(2) it will reduce the incentive for union 
officers to break with the Communists if 
the law imposes a kind of retroactive guilt 
(hearings, p. 57); (3) this amendment will 
not catch the “quickie” resignations which 
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started as early as 3 years ago (hearings, p. 
273). 

The Board itself has in the past recom- 
mended a more precise definition of the term 
officer“ so that it would not be possible 
for Communist union officers to evade the 
law by resigning their constitutional office 
and assuming an allegedly administrative 
post within the union. Amendments were 
proposed to define officer as including mem- 
bers of all “policy-forming and governing 
bodies of labor organizations” (pt. III, p. 
10). This concept has been incorporated 
in the Board's rules and regulations (pt. 
III, p. 7). 

Just how far the Board will go with re- 
spect to safeguarding the affidavit from fal- 
sification may be more fully tested in its 
response to the presentment of the New 
York grand jury. The grand jury summoned 
13 union officials from the following unions: 
United Electrical Workers, American Com- 
munication Association, Fur and Leather 
Workers, and the Distributive, Processing 
and Office Workers, all unions who in one 
form or another were expelled from the CIO 
on grounds of Communist domination. 

The presentment charges that these 13 
Officials were initially confronted with the 
non- Communist affidavits they had filed, on 
the basis of which their unions had been 
certified by the NLRB, They were then asked 
whether the sworn statements they had 
made in these affidavits were true. To a 
man these 13 union officials refused to an- 
swer this and similar questions, claiming 
that the answer might incriminate them, 
and invoking the fifth amendment to the 
Federal Constitution.” 

“In following this course [the presentment 
continues], these persons refuse to stand by 
the truthfulness of the non-Communist affi- 
davits they have submitted, on the basis of 
which the NLRB has recognized their unions. 
The only possible conclusion is that the 
filing of these affidavits was a subterfuge.” 

The presentment concludes that the affi- 
davits are therefore worthless and that the 
certifications of the unions in question 
should be revoked, The grand jury further 
recommends that “consideration be given to 
the inclusion in each affidavit of a waiver 
by the affiant of his fifth amendment privi- 
lege with reference to any question pertain- 
ing to the truth of his statements in the 
affidavit.” 

The grand jury recommendation is in sub- 
stance the same one proposed to the sub- 
committee by Mr. Nelson Frank, a labor re- 
porter for the New York World Telegram and 
Sun (hearings, p. 186 ff.). 

In response to the grand jury presentment 
the NLRB, on Docember 19, 1952, issued a 
notice and order reciting the facts set forth 
in the presentment. In order to protect its 
own processes from abuse,” the Board has 
addressed a questionnaire to the officers who 
had refused to testify before the grand jury 
on the question of the truth of the affidavits 
asking these officers to affirm under oath 
the truth of the statements contained in the 
9 (h) affidavits filed between 1949 and 1951. 
Failure to file a timely answer to the ques- 
tionnaire “will result in a finding by the 
Board that there is reasonable doubts as to 
the truth and validity” of the affidavits and 
a declaration that the unions are not in 
compliance with section 9 (h). [Quotes 
from NLRB, Notice and Order. In the Mat- 
ter of Compliance of United Electrical Radio 
and Machine Workers of America with sec. 
9 (h) of the National Labor Relations Act 
as amended.] 


Disestablishing Communist-dominated 
unions via the NLRB 

There are a whole series of proposals hav- 
ing as their common core an amendment to 
the Taft-Hartley law authorizing the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board to outlaw Com- 
munist-dominated unions as labor organi- 
zations within the meaning of the law. One 
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of the first proponents of this approach was 
David J. Saposs, former chief economist of. 
the National Labor Relations Board, who, in 
1941, put it in these terms: 

“When company-dominated unions tried 
to disguise themselves by allegedly going in- 
dependent it was possible through painstak- 
ing research and investigation to gather data 
exposing the masquerade. Notwithstanding 
that the courts were skeptical and not too 
sympathetic to union organization the evi- 
dence was so conclusive that they sustained 
the outlawing of company unions. 

“A similar historic and economic approach 
should make it possible to outlaw Communist. 
or other totalitarian-dominated unions. It 
should be possible to show that Communists 
are no more interested in effective collective 
bargaining than antiunion employers; that 
they aim to circumvent the will of the rank 
and file for genuine union objectives through 
subterfuges and the raising of extraneous 
issues; that they are primarily interested in 
disturbed and unstable labor relations; that 
they are ordered and directed by an outside 
force, in this case a foreign country; that 
their revolutionary objective runs counter to 
the legitimate objectives of unions interested 
in the immediate improvement of the condi- 
tions of their members. — -~ 

“However, I want to reaffirm my position 
that public exposé and union housecleaning 
are the preferable methods” (p. 124, hear- 
ings). 

A similar approach was taken by the Ca- 
nadian Labor Board on December 7, 1950. 
This board decertified the Canadian Sea- 
man’s Union on the ground that it was not a 
trade union within the meaning of the In- 
dustrial Relations and Disputes Act. The 
board said that the “close association of the 
respondent with foreign elements of the in- 
ternational Communist front in the promo- 
tion of international Communist policies and 
activities * * * was entirely foreign to the 
purpose of a trade union under the act.” 

This action was affirmed by the Canadian 
courts as being a permissible exercise of 
authority under the Canadian legislation 
(pt. III, p. 9). 

As Secretary of Labor Tobin sees this type 
of proposal it “might require that upon the 
filing of charges, appropriate investigation, 
public hearings, and so on, the NLRB could 
find that a union is Communist-dominated 
and therefore not eligible to represent em- 
ployees in collective bargaining” (hearings, 
p. 124). 

In the words of Mr. Merlyn Pitzele, labor 
editor of Business Week, the disestablish- 
ment approach would utilize the following 
procedures: 

“(1) The charge is made that a given 
union is Communist dominated. 

“(2) The NLRB investigates the charge 
and finds that the organization is indeed 
dominated by Communists. 

“(3) The NLRB orders (a) the union to 
disestablish itself; and (b) the employer to 
withdraw recognition from it and cease to 
deal with it” (hearings, p. 61). 

The same type of proposal was advanced 
by Mr. Sal B. Hoffman, president of the 
Upholsterers International Union, AFL 
(pt. OI, 52 fl.), and by Mr. Roy Brewer, in- 
ternational representative of the Interna- 
tional Association of Theatrical and State 
Employees (AFL) (pt. III. 14 fl.) 

A variant on the idea of Communist 
domination as an unfair labor practice is 
advanced by Mr. Albert Epstein, economist 
for the International Association of Ma- 
chinists, speaking in a personal capacity. 
In order to minimize the hazard that a bar 
against Communist unions might be used 
unfairly against non-Communist unions, 
Mr. Epstein suggests “the legislation should 
be designed to deal only with unions that 
are not affiliated with the AFL, CIO, UMW, 
and unaffiliated rairoad brotherhoods. The 
unions just mentioned are known to be anti- 
Communist and can be depended upon to 
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handle situations in their own midst” (pt. 
III. p. 37). 

The criticisms of these categories of pro- 
posals to deal with the problem of Commu- 
nist-dominated unions, i. e., by empowering 
the NLRB to make findings of Communist 
domination and, in effect, to outlaw these 
unions as lawful bargaining representatives, 
fall under two headings: First is the criti- 
cism that goes to the use of the NLRB as 
the machinery through which this policy is 
effectuated; second is the criticism aimed at 
the use of any Government agency to make 
such findings. Since the latter criticism 
applies to all proposals, we shall treat these 
later in the report. 

Mr. Herzog, Chairman of the NLRB, thinks 
that the allocation of such authority to the 
NLRB would be unwise on two counts: 

“First, if this Board is expert in anything, 
it is in the area of collective bargaining. 
The field of subversive activities, where proof 
is notoriously difficult to obtain, calls for a 
different sort of expertise and for special in- 
vestigative techniques, not only unfamillar 
to our staff but inconsistent with the open- 
court procedures of a quasi-judicial agency. 

“Second, the speedy conduct of elections 
and remedying of unfair labor practices, 
which continue to be our goal, would be 
completely frustrated if any employer or 
competing labor organization were free to 
delay Board proceedings indefinitely by de- 
manding a long collateral investigation of 
the issue of whether a particular union was 
or was not Communist-dominated. The ad- 
ministration of a statute whose stated objec- 
tive is to foster collective bargaining should 
not be weighted down by investigations of 
a wholly different sort. Essentially, com- 
munism’s role in labor organizations is much 
more a part of the problem of communism's 
place on the entire American scene than it 
is part of the problem of labor-management 
relations. It should be dealt with accord- 
ingly” (hearings, p. 94). 


Disestablishing Communist-dominated un- 
ions through independent agencies 


There is a category of proposals which 
would place the authority for making find- 
ings with respect to Communist domination 
on agencies other than the National Labor 
Relations Board, apparently in recognition 
of the difficulties which Mr. Herzog has 
pointed out above. One of the most system- 
atic proposals of this kind has been made by 
Mr. Benjamin Sigal, counsel to the Inter- 
national Union of Electrical Workers CIO. 

Mr. Sigal contemplates that his proposal 
can be made enforcible by administrative 
action rather than by new legislation. 

“In order to be sufficiently inclusive legis- 
lation is likely to be too broad in scope. 
Also once legislation is placed on the statute 
books, it is likely to linger long after the 
need for it has passed, and to be applied to 
situations not contemplated by the Con- 
gress” (pt. III, p. 71). 

Mr. Sigal sees his proposal as aimed only 
at Communist-dominated unions in defense 
work. 

The outline of the method and procedures 
to be used, as Mr. Sigal describes it, is as 
follows: 

“The Munitions Board is the agency with- 
in the Department of Defense through which 
defense contracts are handled. It is the 
agency responsible for making and policing 
security regulations in connection with de- 
fense work. It is the agency ultimately re- 
sponsible for preventing subversive individ- 
uals from working directly on classified 
work. Logically it is the agency which 
should exercise the responsibility of dealing 
with Communist leadership which controls 
the unions working on defense contracts.” 

“A tripartite committee should be set up 
within the Munitions Board, consisting of 
representatives of the procurement agencies, 
employers, and labor. If a union represent- 
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ing the employees of a present or prospective 
contractor is suspected, after investigation 
by representatives of the Munitions Board, of 
being Communist-dominated, the matter 
should be submitted to the tripartite com- 
mittee. The committee could act, also, on 
its own motion. If a majority of the com- 
mittee, after a hearing, finds that the alle- 
gations are substantiated, the Munitions 
Board will take 1 of 2 courses, based on 
provisos which it will place in its security 
regulations and in all procurement contracts 
executed by contractors with the military 
departments: (1) In the case of a prospective 
contractor, refuse to give him a contract so 
long as he maintains contractual relations 
with the union involved; and (2) in the case 
of a present contractor, direct him to cancel 
his contractual relations with the union on 
penalty of losing his contract with the Gov- 
ernment if he does not comply” (pt. III, 
p. 72). 

The author of the proposal sees the action 
of the Atomic Energy Commission described 
above as a “persuasive precedent” for his 
approach to the problem (hearings, p. 285). 
The Munitions Board has the authority to 
do what the AEC did in that situation. 

Critical appraisal of the specifics of the 
Sigal proposal have come from three sources, 
From the NLRB’s viewpoint, there is a seri- 
ous question whether it can commit itself 
in advance to recognize a directive from a 
Government agency ordering an employer 
not to recognize a certified union, as a valid 
defense against a charge of refusal to bar- 
gain. It is also pointed out that AEC took its 
action at a time when the UE was not in com- 
pliance with section 9 (h) and that there 
was no certification in effect for the specific 
AEC installation (hearings, p. 25, p. 96 ff). 

Second, the Department of Defense, speak- 
ing through Mr. Small, has serious doubts 
that the authority of the Department of De- 
fense is sufficiently analogous to the statu- 
tory authority of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission so that the Department can exercise 
without additional legislation the degree of 
authority which Mr. Sigal’s proposal requires, 
Mr. Small put it this way. 

“In the first place, the action undertaken 
by AEC, in directing General Electric to cease 
bargaining relations with the UE was taken 
at a time when the UE officers had not filed 
non-Communist affidavits and consequently 
the provisions of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act were not available to them when 
they unsuccessfully challenged the AEC's 
action in the case of UEW (CIO) v. Lilienthal 
(84 F. Supp. 640 (1949)). Secondly, the ex- 
pulsion of UE in that case was from a Goy- 
ernment-owned facility and not from the 
facility of a private contractor, who consti- 
tute the great majority of the contractors 
with whom the Department of Defense deals. 
Thirdly, a reading of the Atomic Energy Act 
reveals quickly the broad and express author- 
ity which that act bestowed on the AEC, to 
deal with potential subversives. Contrast 
this with the more general authority which 
the Department of Defense has and which 
has to be extracted from a reading of three 
statutes together, all of which I mentioned 
previously in my statement. Fourthly, and 
I think perhaps more convincing than the 
other since it is less legalistic, the Atomic 
Energy Commission agreed with the Depart- 
ment of Defense that what we were asked to 
do with respect to private contractors went 
beyond what they did with respect to their 
own Government-owned facility in the 
Lilienthal case. In fact, AEC joined with 
NLRB and ourselves in attempting to work 
out a mutual procedure by which private 
contractors who were directed by the AEC or 
the Department of Defense, to cease collec- 
tive-bargaining relations with UE or any 
other Communist-dominated unions, were 
protected from the threat of being adjudged 
guilty of an unfair labor practice” (hearings, 
p. 23, 24). 
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As a matter of practical administration, 
Mr. Small said that— 

“If we were to pursue such a course, we 
would have deprived the Government and 
the people of the United States of important 
weapons of defense in the fields of electron- 
ics, jet propulsion, and so on (hearings, p. 
23). 
Mr. Sigal testified after Mr. Small and un- 
dertook to answer the latter’s objections. In 
paraphrase, the fact that UE has since signed 
the 9 (h) affidavit has not changed the AEC 
position on that union’s qualifications to 
represent employees in an AEC's installation. 
Equally irrelevant is the observation that 
AEC owns the facility. The important con- 
sideration is, Who is the employer and the 
nature of the production? Whether owned 
by AEC or not, the plants are privately op- 
erated and, therefore, are like the contractors 
with whom the Munitions Board deals. As 
for express authority, AEC counsel conceded 
that there was no express authority, either, 
for action AEC took with respect to the UE. 
Finally, the proposal, except in rare in- 
stances, does not “require the Board to direct 
the contractor to discontinue” bargaining re- 
lations with a duly certified bargaining 
representative because, as Mr. Sigal explains, 
the (Munitions) Board “would simply de- 
cline to place a contract in plants in which 
it found a security problem exists.” 

Only in the special situation, Mr. Sigal 
continued “where the Department of De- 
fense could not place the contract in another 
plant would the necessity arise for taking 
more stringent measures. In such case we 
propose that the Munitions Board go to court 
and obtain an injunction restraining the 
contractor from continuing to deal with the 
bargaining agent. The basis of the injunc- 
tion would be the regulation proving that 
such action would be taken if the tripartite 
committee found that the union was Com- 
munist-dominated” (hearings, p. 287). 

In the course of advancing its own pro- 
posal which is treated later in this report, 
the General Electric Corp., through Mr. 
Lemuel Boulware, criticizes the tripartite 
feature of the IUE proposal. The function 
of deciding the important question “of 
whether an individual or organization is 
serving the interests of a Communist foreign 
government” is not’ properly a matter for 
tripartite determination but one that should 
be determined by a Government agency, 
The special interests of unions or employers 
should not be permitted to affect national 
policy on an issue of such great moment 
(pt. III, p. 9). 

Mr. Boulware’s positive proposal is in line 
with the category of remedies which would 
lodge the responsibility for making deter- 
minations of Communist-dominated union- 
ism in an all-public Government agency. 
He supports legislation to achieve this pur- 
pose on the ground that the unions have not 
really demonstrated their capacity to rid 
their organizations of Communist leader- 
ship. The expulsion of the Communist 
unions by the CIO, Mr. Boulware attributes 
to the refusal of the Communist unions to 
follow the “political” line of the CIO and 
not “because they were found to constitute 
a danger or threat to the country (pt. IV, 
p. 4). 

Mr. Boulware makes three specific recom- 
mendations as to the principles which 
should be followed in such legislation: 

“1. Official Government investigation and 
identification of Communist-dominated 
unions and Communist union leaders. 

“2. Establishment of criteria, pursuant to 
which the independent agency would make 
its determination, 

“3. Disabilities and penalties resulting 
from determination by the Commission that 
an organization is Communist-dominated” 
(pt. IV, pp. 8-10). 

The penalties and disabilities applied to a 
Communist-dominated union as contem- 
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plated by Mr. Boulware in (3) above come 
to, in the last analysis, a form of disestab- 
lishment, and loss of the rights and privileges 
which accrue to it as a labor organization, 
comparable to the sanction invoked against 
a company-dominated union under both the 
Wagner and Taft-Hartley Acts. 

Mr. Gwilym Price, president of the West- 
inghouse Corp., makes a proposal comparable 
to that of Mr. Boulware, involving official 
determination of Communist domination 
and the application of drastic sanctions re- 
sulting ultimately in the disestablishment of 
the labor organization for all practical trade- 
union purposes (pt. IV, p. 15 ff.). 

Criticisms of establishment approach 


We treat now the criticisms made against 
proposals of all types which have as their 
fundamental purpose procedures designed 
(1) to make findings of Communist domina- 
tion and, (2) to prescribe penalties and rem- 
edies arising out of such findings. The criti- 
cisms apply to the proposals whether the 
National Labor Relations Board or an inde- 
pendent agency are utilized, and whether the 
proposals rely on legislation or administra- 
tive action. 

Mr, Philip Murray, the late president of the 
CIO, stated the criticism in principle. 

“If the Government undertakes to deter- 
mine what unions can represent workers in 
this country, it will have embarked upon the 
long trail toward Government control of 
unions, In the dictatorships of the world, 
unions exist at the sufferance of the state. 
We in America do not want to take a single 
step in that direction” (hearings, p. 279). 

This criticism was more specifically am- 
plified by Mr. Allan Haywood, executive vice 
president of the CIO, in his testimony before 
the subcommittee. Mr. Haywood equated 
these proposals with Government licensing 
of unions. 

“The only remedy which has been sug- 
gested, in my opinion, would be effective to 
displace Communist-led unions in a Govern- 
ment directive to employers not to recognize 
certain unions. This amounts, whether or 
not it is so labeled, to Government licensing 
of trade unions. It means that the Gov- 
ernment determines which unions are legiti- 
mate and may continue to function, and 
which shall be proscribed. 

“Government licensing of unions would, 
in our opinion, be justified, if ever, only 
in a desperate situation and as a last resort. 
It is emphatically not something that should 
be lightly undertaken to meet a hypothetical 
danger. 

“Government licensing of unions would 
inevitably involve thought control, since it 
would turn not on acts but on beliefs and 
loyalties. The determination of whether a 
union should be proscribed would necessarily 
‘reflect the individual political and economic 
views and attitudes of the Government 
officials making the determination. Once the 
gate is opened to Government proscribing 
of unions, the temptation will be present to 
use the device to destroy any union with 
whose objectives the administration in power 
may not happen to agree.“ (Hearings, p. 
279.) 

There is objection to the sweeping legis- 
lative approach to Communist-dominated 
unionism by Mr. Sigal of IUE. Referring 
perhaps to the Boulware proposal for legis- 
lation, Mr. Sigal asserts: 

“It is typical perhaps of those who have 
been for so long apparently oblivious to the 
threat of Communist infiltration of unions 
that they seek to compensate by going to 
the other extreme to propose Draconian 
remedies that bear little relation to the 
specific problems that must be solved.” 
(Hearings, p. 297.) 

An all inclusive approach is rejected by 
Mr. Sigal on the ground that infringement 
of the right of workers to chose their own 
representatives should only be permissible in 
the face of an overriding emergency. This 
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means limiting the scope of any order to im- 
mediate defense requirements. There should 
be, therefore, no attempt to deal with this 
problem indiscriminately through permanent 
legislation. (Hearings, p. 297.) 

There have been other proposals which do 
not fall within the categories already dis- 
cussed. Prof. Joel Seidman, of the University 
of Chicago, would suit the steps to be taken 
to the “danger to the Nation that exists in 
any particular period.” Mr. Seidman dis- 
tinguishes three possible periods. 

“(1) The present period of ‘cold’ war with 
the U. S. S. R., combined with a limited 
shooting war with some of its allies; (2) a 
shooting war with the U. S. S. R.; and (3) a 
genuine period of peace with the U. S. S. R.” 
(pt. III, p. 69). 

In period 1, steps would be limited to bar- 

Communists and fellow travelers from 
sensitive employment. In period 2, 1. e., a 
shooting war with Russia, the “national 
security would require that every Communist 
Party member and confirmed fellow traveler 
be treated as a member of a potential fifth 
column.” The arrest of every Communist or 
confirmed fellow traveler in a position of 
leadership in a union would clearly be in 
order “as persons whose primary allegiance 
is to the U. S. S. R.” In period three, Mr. 
Seidman would “end all restrictions against 
Communists proposed for the other two 
periods” (pt. III, pp. 69-70). 


Guaranty of democratic processes in unions 


Mr. H. W. Story, vice president and general 
attorney for the Allis-Chalmers Manufactur- 
ing Co., introduces a concept of the guaranty 
of democratic processes in unions, as the key 
to combating Communist-dominated union- 
ism. Mr. Story rejects generally the attempt 
to deal with Communists via the route of the 
criminal law or through the National Labor 
Relations Act, as being of dubious efficacy, 
administrability, and constitutionality. He 
favors, instead, what he calls the guaranty 
of democratic processes. 

“Experience has shown,” Mr. Story says, 
“that Communist leaderships hold their 
power through stifling of democratic proc- 
esses in the election of officers and in other 
„ union activities” (pt. IV, p. 

Mr. Story therefore recommends the in- 
corporation in the National Labor Relations 
Act of specific standards for the democratic 
conduct of union government. He lists them 
as follows: 


The standards for assuring democratic - 


processes should include: 

(1) Adequate notice of nominations and 
elections; 

(2) Adequate opportunity to nominate 
candidates; 

(3) Reasonable eligibility requirements 
for nominees; 

(4) Protection against fraud and error in 
the determination of the results; 

(5) Opportunity for recounts; 

(6) Reasonable hours for the polls to be 
open; 

(7) Location of the polling places so as to 
assure maximum participation in the elec- 
tion; and 

(8) No disqualification of voters or nomi- 
nees for an act or failure to act consistent 
with a legal or civil right (pt. IV, p. 20). 

Mr. J. B. S. Hardman, a labor editor of 
long experience, also focuses attention on 
union civil rights as, at least, a partial an- 
swer to the problem of Communist penetra- 
tion. In Mr. Hardman's judgment, legisla- 
tion does not provide a useful answer to the 
problem of Communist-dominated union- 
ism. “The Taft-Hartley Act failed to lick 
the Communist union issue” because the 
unions would rather deal with this problem 
on their own power. The labor movement 
has reason to believe, Mr. Hardman thinks, 
that anticommunism has frequently been a 
cover for antiunionism, 
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The form which the protection of civil 
rights within the union would take is the 
establishment of a court of intraunion rela- 
tions within the structure and administra- 
tion of public law. Mr. Hardman’s rationale 
for the establishment of such a court is: 

“(1) The preservation of effective and re- 
sponsible democracy is essential to the pur- 
posive and sucessful operation of unionism 
as a vital and constructive force in the social 
order of our democratic Nation, 

“(2) The union organization, comprising 
as it does, all in one, the essential features 
of a diplomatic corps, a business enterprise, 
a combative organization, an evangelical 
fellowship, and a training group in industrial 
constitutionalism, lacks the basic provision 
under which the civil and democratic rights 
and duties of union members can be duly 
protected. 

“(3) Consequently, an agency outside the 
structure of the union body needs to be 
devised to take care of and administer the 
development and preservation of member- 
officer democratic interrelations” (pt. III. 
p. 45). 

Mr. Leon Despres, a Chicago labor attorney, 
thinks there is no effective legislative ap- 
proach to Communist-dominated unions 
“beyond the general existing statutory provi- 
sions against sabotage, treason, and similar 
acts.” He suggests that another avenue of 
inquiry be pursued: 

“Why is it that, although Communists are 
generally pretty well exposed and their dom- 
ination of certain unions is clearly proved, 
workers still feel loyalty to those unions? 
What is it about Communist tactics of con- 
trol, propaganda, performance, or employer 
relations that permits them to continue to 
command the support and loyalty of 
workers? This is the secret weapon which 
they have, and which permits them to retain 
a place, minor though it may be, in the labor 
movement. Is employer favoritism ever to 
blame? Is their program superior? Is their 
efficiency in grievance representation great- 
er? Do they make promises which they can- 
not fulfill? Or do they have a deliberate 
policy of making promises and never fulfill- 
ing them?” (pt. III, p. 34). 

Unions can do their own house cleaning 

There is a whole body of opinion, mostly 
from union sources, that we have ample 
protection against specific acts of subversion 
and that therefore there is no need for addi- 
tional action of any sort to deal specifically 
with the problems of Communist-dominated 
unionism. The labor movement has done a 
successful job of internal house cleaning 
and, freed from the harassment of Govern- 
ment legislation, which will hurt more than 
help, the labor movement itself can be de- 
pended upon to cleanse itself of the last 
remnants of Communist infiltration. 

Mr. William Green, the recently deceased 
president of the American Federation of 
Labor, saw the problem as one of compulsion 
versus voluntarism. 

“Workers are moved by the spirit of volun- 
tarism. Through the exercise of voluntarism 
and freedom, they have prevented Commu- 
nists from, in any way, dominating the af- 
fairs of any union. Legislation would serve 
to substitute compulsion for voluntarism. 
Workers resent compulsion; consequently 
the enactment of legislation designed to pre- 
vent Communist domination of unions would 
have a bad psychological effect“ (pt. III. 
p. 38). 

The Congress of Industrial Organizations, 
speaking through Mr. Allen Haywood, execu- 
tive vice president, presented an analysis and 
justification in support of its position that 
no additional legislation was necessary. In 
summary, the CIO position sets up as follows: 

1. American workers have a fundamental 
right to choose their own collective-bar- 
gaining representative, which is as basic to 
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our American way of life as the freedom to 
worship, to speak, and to assemble. 

2. Encroachments on this fundamental 
right should not be made except in the face 
of great danger to our national safety. 

3. No showing has been made that such a 
great danger exists. 

4. Existing laws against espionage, sabo- 
tage, and access to classified materials “are 
presumably adequate not only to punish in- 
dividual acts of espionage or sabotage but 
to provide reasonable assurance against their 
commission.” 

5. The overwhelming majority of Ameri- 
can workers are patriotic citizens who are 
sufficiently aroused against communism and 
Communists that they would not follow those 
who would “take them down the road to po- 
litical work stoppages.” 

6. In specific, the CIO has demonstrated 
its capacity to deal with the Communists 
without Government intervention and by due 
process, when it expelled the nine Commu- 
nist-dominated organizations from its ranks. 

Mr. George Nelson, speaking for the In- 
ternational Association of Machinists, offers 
additional evidence of the capacity of the 
labor movement to deal with the Commu- 
nists in union, on its own, and cites action 
taken by the IAM as far back as 1925 to keep 
Communists out of office, and out of mem- 
bership in the IAM (hearings, p. 323). 
Known Communists have been expelled, and 
the IAM, Mr. Nelson says, has spent con- 
siderable sums of money defending its action 
in the courts. 

“Our crganization,” Mr. Nelson says, “along 
with other bona fide labor unions of this 
country, has realized the danger of Com- 
munists within our ranks before our Gov- 
ernment or other institutions in our so- 
ciety. realized the necessity of curbing and 
restricting their influence. I do not think it 
is fair that labor unions should constantly 
be singled out as the prime segment of our 
society harboring Communists” (hearings, 
pp. 324-325). 

Mr. Henry Kaiser and Mr. Gerhard Van 
Arkel, labor lawyers, with a predominantly 
AFL practice, argue that those who advocate 
“legislative interference” in this matter op- 
erate on “certain, usually undisclosed 
premises.“ 

“First, the proponents of such legislation 
necessarily believe that American workers 
are either so indoctrinated by communism 
or so politically apathetic that they can be 
easily led by the nose on these matters. All 
our experience has shown this to be untrue; 
if it is a gross distortion of history and an 
egregious slander on American workers as a 
group. Workers are citizens and fully re- 
sponsive to their obligations as such. They 
do not require—and properly resent—pa- 
ternalism. They have more than proved 
their competence to handle these problems. 

“The second assumption is that American 
workers, though anti-Communist, are too 
weak and powerless to take effective action. 
Again, experience demonstrates the false- 
hood of the premise. American workers 
can—and do—change their union leader- 
ship, or organize other unions if that meth- 
od fails. There are invaluable benefits in 
leaving action to them, in strengthening 
their self-reliance, in the achievement of a 
greater solidarity, and in a real awareness 
of what Communist intentions and practice 
are” (pt. III, pp. 79-80). 

President Eisenhower has commented on 
the 9 (h) affidavit as follows: 

“I also think that since patriotic American 
union leaders must swear that they are not 
Communists, then the employers with whom 
they deal should be subject to the same 
requirement. 

“Ladies and gentlemen, let me explain my 
view in personal terms. I would not mind 
every morning swearing an oath of loyalty to 
the United States of America. I would be 
proud every night to give my sworn oath 
that I am not a Communist. But I would 
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resent doing this, and I would resent it bit- 
terly, if I were singled out to do it because 
I happened to be a veteran, or someone who 
had lived in Kansas—or if I were a labor- 
union official” (New York Times, September 
18, 1952). 


SUMMARY OF THE FACTS 


The significant facts with respect to the 
problem of Communist-dominated unions, 
as revealed by the record, can be summarized 
as follows: 

1. The record before the subcommittee 
contains an authoritative and comprehensive 
survey of the relevant facts and opinions 
from every responsible viewpoint: Govern- 
ment, labor, management, and informed 
observers. 

2. Communist-dominated unions are 
clearly identifiable as such because of the 
positive correlation of their policies with 
the shifting phases of the foreign policy of 
the Soviet Union. 

3. The affirmative evidence of direct ac- 
tion by Communist-dominated unions in 
support of Soviet Russian foreign policy is 
less conclusive but the potentialities of such 
direct action are visible. 

4. There is credible evidence that the cor- 
relation noted above is not coincidence but 
the direct outcome of direction by Com- 
munist Party functionaries. 

5. The non-Communist affidavit in the 
Taft-Hartley law in its initial period prob- 
ably contributed toward directing public 
and trade-union attention on the focal 
points of Communist penetration in the 
unions but the decision of the Communist 
leadership to sign the affidavits has seemed 
to nullify the practical intent of the law in 
eliminating Communist domination of cer- 
tain labor organizations. 

6. Communist-dominated unions are still 
operating in defense production, although 
in diminished strength. The existence of 
a few Communist-dominated unions in key 
industries may in times of war or threat- 
ened war constitute a real danger to the 
safety of the country. Espionage might be 
practiced through communications and sab- 
otage be committed in the electrical, min- 
ing and smelting, and longshore industries. 
We should not blink our eyes to these 
Gangers. 

7. Recent developments arising out of a 
conviction of a 9 (h) affiant for false swear- 
ing and a grand-jury presentment have set 
in motion policies by the National Labor 
Relations Board which look toward a more 
aggressive protection of the affidavit re- 
quirement from gross abuse by Communist 
union leaders. 

8. The Atomic Energy Commission has 
been successful in preventing recognition of 
a Communist-dominated union as the bar- 
gaining representative in an important 
atomic-energy installation. 

9. In the judgment of the Defense De- 
partment, its security functions extend only 
to denying access to facilities and docu- 
ments on the part of persons of question- 
able loyalty or reliability. But its authority 
does not extend to directing contractors to 
cease recognition of Communist-dominated 
unions who may be the bargaining repre- 
sentatives of the employees of such con- 
tractors. 

10. The proposals which have been made 
to this subcommittee for dealing affirma- 
tively with the threat of Communist-domi- 
nated unionism fall under four main cate- 
gories. All of these proposals start (ex- 
plicity or implicity) with the assumption 
that our existing resources are not ade- 
quate for the job at hand, that neither ex- 
isting law nor the voluntary action of 
unions and employers provide the lawful 
tools to destroy the threat of Communist- 
dominated unions. 

(a) The utilization of the National Labor 
Relations Board to find, subject to the re- 
quirement of constitutional due process, that 
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certain unions are Communist-dominated, 
and, upon such finding, to deprive these 
unions of their privilege to act as exclusive 
bargaining representatives of employees. 

(b) The utilization of an agency other 
than the NLRB, subject to the requirements 
of constitutional due process, to make find- 
ings of Communist domination and the sub- 
sequent loss of bargaining rights by unions 
found to be Communist-dominated. There 
are variations on this proposal (1) whether 
it should be restricted to defense work or not, 
and (2) whether new legislation is required 
or whether the findings and the penalties 
can be established under existing law. 

(c) The guaranty of democratic processes 
approach which has as its basic assumption 
that Communist-dominated unions flourish 
only through the denial of democratic proc- 
ess to the members. If such democratic 
process is guaranteed by law, it is argued, 
Communist control of certain unions will 
disintegrate. 

(d) The strengthening of the affidavit re- 
quirement to provide (a) that every affiant of 
a 9 (h) affidavit automatically waives his 
immunity on the questions in the affidavit 
in proceedings before a legislative commit- 
tee, or a court of appropriate jurisdiction, 
(b) the terms of the affidavit be subject to 
1-year retroactivity. 

11. Those who are critical of any govern- 
mental finding of Communist domination of 
a union urge as their major reasons: (a) 
the availability of adequate clearance and 
intelligence facilities makes such procedures 
unnecessary; (b) the free, democratic unions 
and their members can deal with the threat 
of political strikes; (c) this kind of ideo- 
logical licensing of unions is incompatible 
with the maintenance of a free society. 

12. Those who are critical of utilizing the 
National Labor Relations Board as the in- 
vestigative agency argue that the NLRB is 
not equipped to administer such investiga- 
tions and that in any case incorporation of 
this responsibility in the NLRB would open 
up opportunities for delay which would in- 
discriminately penalize non- Communist 
unions as well. 


FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


Under this heading we want to set down 
some judgments about this problem which 
we believe are reasonably warranted by the 
facts. 

1. Nobody has suggested to our subcom- 
mittee that our security machinery is not 
equipped to deal effectively with the pro- 
tection of facilities and information in sensi- 
tive industries, from acts of sabotage or es- 
pionage; or at least as effective as it is hu- 
manly possible to be. The subcommittee 
did not have the resources to conduct an 
independent investigation of whether in fact 
the security agencies were taking all the pre- 
cautions they could against Communist sub- 
version. This matter should be fully studied 
and the facts made available to the Con- 
gress. Special attention should be paid by 
the Government in supervising its contrac- 
tors and subcontractors engaged in defense 
work to see that all appropriate safeguards 
against Communist infiltration are utilized. 

2. One of the great assets, if not the great- 
est, which a democracy has in combating the 
threat of Communist penetration is an in- 
telligent awareness of the threat and a de- 
sire to do something about it. No law, how- 
ever intelligently framed, is a substitute for 
this asset. 

We must in all candor recognize that an 
employer who sees rivalry between a Commu- 
nist union and a non- or indeed anti-Com- 
munist union as simple ordinary trade-union 
competitiveness is lacking in the insight and 
perspective which we need to rely on so 
heavily. 

We do not suggest, it should be made 
clear, that the employer favor one union as 
against another, or do anything else which 
would be contrary to law, when he is con- 
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fronted with a rival union situation involv- 
ing a Communist-controlled union and a 
non-Communist union. We do suggest, how- 
ever, that an employer who takes advantage 
of such a situation to engage in divisive 
strategy is making no contribution to the 
common welfare. 

The International Union of Electrical 
Workers (CIO) has charged that the General 
Electric Corp. has favored the United Elec- 
trical Workers (independent) since expelled 
from the CIO on grounds of Communist 
domination. The General Electric Corp., 
speaking through Mr. Boulware, has vigor- 
ously denied this charge. We do not feel that 
we would be justified in making a definite 
finding on this issue in controversy, one way 
or the other. 

We feel justified, however, in commenting 
on an attitude reflected in certain statements 
issued by the General Electric Corp. on the 
theme of a “Plague on both your houses” 
(hearings, p. 450ff.). The essence of the 
theme is that there is little to choose from 
between leftwingers and rightwingers. The 
reference is to the UE and the IUE respec- 
tively. 

“We believe—the General Electric Corp. 
has said—they have in the end the same 
objectives. We believe that what each side 
advocates would result, in the long run, in 
substantially the same thing for our employ- 
ees, our company, and our country” (hear- 
ings, p. 451). 

This is an amazing statement and shows 
little comprehension of the forces at work 
in this world, in the year 1952. It is this 
attitude on the part of some employers which 
has made the opposition to the real Commu- 
nists in the unions very difficult and explains 
in large part why the Communists have been 
able to retain as much as they have. If an 
employer says, in effect, there is no difference 
between a Communist union and an anti- 
Communist union, it is understandable why 
many workers may not pay too much atten- 
tion to a valid charge that a union is Com- 
munist-controlled. 

We need to recall Professor Seidman's criti- 
cal differentiation between Communist 
unionism and other liberal or radical groups 
in the American labor movement. 

“From the point of view of the other lib- 
eral or radical groups, a union is a primary 
institution that the group seeks to build and 
make strong, with the objective of winning 
benefits for the members and for workers in 
general, 

“The policy of such unions is determined 
by an analysis of the needs of the workers 
who are employed in the industries in which 
those unions operate. Such other liberal or 
radical groups may be critical of employers, 
of the existing economic system, of Govern- 
ment policy; they may in a particular case 
be opposed to a war in which this Govern- 
ment is engaged, or even opposed to all 
wars; and yet I would sharply distinguish 
between such groups and the Communist 
Party on the ground that the Communist 
Party seeks control of unions not primarily 
to benefit the workers involved, but pri- 
marily because the unions then can be 
manipulated to further a party line which 
is in turn determined with reference to the 
interests of the U. S. S. R.” (hearings, p. 
148). 

Not to make this distinction, as appar- 
ently General Electric and other employers 
have not, is to play the Communist theme 
song, that an attack on Communists is an 
attack on all liberal ideas. We deny that it 
is impossible to distinguish between Com- 
munists and genuine supporters of liberal or 
unorthodox ideas. The Communists are 
spokesmen for a conspiratorial system of 
power deriving its prime motivation from 
the needs of the U. S. S. R. We do not have 
to agree, necessarily, as many of us do not, 
with the program of free reform groups, to 
insist that the American tradition and con- 
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stitutional system gives these groups every 
right to exist and to pursue every lawful 
means to propagate their ideas. 

3. The issue which needs to be resolved is 
whether Communist-dominated unions pose 
a sufficiently serious threat to our security 
to warrant Government action. We believe 
that Communist-dominated unions do pose 
such a threat, and the Government has 
taken effective steps to protect the national 
security against these threats. In this re- 
port we recommend additional steps that 
can be taken. 

We do not accept the proposition urged 
upon us that a private group has an in- 
herent immunity from public regulation on 
this point. This goes for both employers 
and unions. It happens that this committee 
has reported out legislation designed to end 
discrimination in employment based on race, 
color, creed, or national ancestry. If this 
legislation were passed no private group, 
employers, employment agencies, or unions 
would be permitted to carry on its activities 
in a way to run counter to the requirements 
of this policy. 

The same principle applies to the question 
of Communist-dominated unions. The 
unions have no inherent immunity from 
regulation on this point. The decisive ques- 
tion is: Will this be a wise and democratic 
exercise of public authority? 

4. The free labor movement must accept 
the responsibilities which go with its con- 
tention that it can handle the Communist 
problem in the unions on its own. Racket- 
eering, discriminatory practices, exist in a 
few union situations. Where these unsa- 
vory practices exist they are breeding grounds 
for Communist penetration. They provide 
a cover for the real purposes of the Com- 
munists in the unions, The labor movement 
must decontaminate itself of these un- 
healthy influences. 

The free unions have done more to isolate 
and destroy the staging points of Commu- 
nist unionism than any other single force 
in American life. It is one thing to require 
a non-Communist oath as a condition of 
using the NLRB’s facilities. But the crit- 
ical anti-Communist pressure is exerted 
when the free unions expel Communist- 
dominated unions from their midst and then 
proceed to take their members away. This 
is anticommunism where it hurts the Com- 
munists the most. But, as we have seen, 
there are still pockets of Communist dom- 
ination and the free unions must expend 
added power and resourcefulness in elim- 
inating these Communist pockets. 

We commend, too, the action which the 
American labor movement has taken to com- 
bat international communism. The fact 
that free labor movements all over the world 
are effectively fighting Communist aggres- 
sion is in small part due to the economic 
and moral aid rendered by the American 
labor movement. 

5. The National Labor Relations Board has 
authority under existing law (in its own 
words) “to protect its own processes from 
abuse.” If it should develop that the Board 
does not have this authority, we urge that 
legislation be enacted to carry out the intent 
of this recommendation. We recommend 
that the NLRB in the exercise of such au- 
thority under existing law take judicial no- 
tice of three kinds of circumstances as re- 
flecting adversely on the good faith of an 
affant of a non-Communist affidavit. 

(1) The refusal to testify under oath be- 
fore a judicial body, grand jury, or legislative 
committee whether the non-Communist affi- 
davit was signed by the affiant. 

(2) The refusal to testify under oath be- 
fore a judicial body, grand jury, or legisla- 
tive committee whether the aflant is a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party. 

(3) A conviction for false swearing in a 
non-Communist affidavit. 

If the Board finds that there is a reason- 
able doubt as to the truth and validity of 
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the affidavits, as a result of the failure to 
testify, or as a result of the conviction for 
false swearing as outlined above it shall give 
the union in question 30 days within which 
to purge itself of the officers whose affi- 
davits have been found lacking in good faith. 
If the union submits proof that it has com- 
plied with the order of the Board it shall be 
considered as having remained in compliance 
with section 9 (h). If in the judgment of 
the Board the union has not purged itself 
of the officers whose affidavits have been 
found to be lacking in good faith, then the 
Board shall declare that the union is not in 
compliance with section 9 (h). 

Our reasons for this recommendation are 
as follows: 

(a) Whatever reservations we may have 
about the efficacy of section 9 (h), we ought 
not to embark on additional or more dubious 
legislation until we have exhausted the law- 
ful remedies under existing legislation. With 
all of its one-sidedness, section 9 (h) of the 
Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947 has 
served to point up the issue and may, with 
appropriate implementation, yet help to 
identify the Communist-dominated unions. 
In our judgment, it should not be taken 
from the law until all Communist domina- 
tion has disappeared from unions, at least in 
vital industries, or until, as implemented, it 
is proven ineffective and other preferable 
provisions are adopted. 

(b) We believe that the NLRB can lawfully 
apply these recommendations without addi- 
tional legislation. To be sure, as has been 
pointed out, Congress did not intend for the 
Board to conduct an independent investi- 
gation on the merits as to whether a partic- 
ular 9 (h) affiant is or is not a Communist. 
What we are recommending here, and which 
in large part the Board has already done, is 
to protect its processes from obvious abuse. 
It is our judgment that the three types of 
circumstances cited above constitute obvious 
abuse and ought not to be tolerated without 
question, 

(c) We are not insensitive to the implica- 
tions which our recommendations have for 
the constitutional protection against self- 
incrimination. But, it seems to us that the 
constitutional protection ought not to be- 
come an immunity for Communist union 
officers from the consequences of bad faith 
in filing non-Communist affidavits. And in 
any case the loss suffered by such officers is 
a disqualification from serving as officers of 
a union which wishes to utilize the pro- 
cedures of the law. That the unavailability 
of the Board's processes is something less 
than catastrophic is attested to by the fact 
that two large and powerful unions (and 
anti-Communist unions, by the way) have 
been able to exist for 5 years without access 
to NLRB procedures. 

(d) The recommendation for a 30-day 
period of grace within which a union may 
remove the cloud of doubt prevailing with 
respect to 9 (h) compliance is motivated by 
a consideration that innocent victims of bad- 
faith filing ought not to be penalized for 
the acts of particular officers. All the mem- 
bers and non-Communist officers of the union 
could know, for sure, was that an affidavit 
was on file. They could not be expected to 
know beyond a reasonable doubt that the 
affidavit was executed in bad faith, in the 
absence of an authoritative declaration to 
that effect. 

Therefore, to revoke compliance status 
retroactively would penalize union members 
and employers as well for acts over which 
they had no control. Legal logic may be on 
the side of retroactivity in this sort of situ- 
ation but the facts of industrial relations 
are not. 

A refusal of the union members to remove 
officers after their affidavits have been found 
defective in an authoritative determination 
by the NLRB puts the problem in a different 
posture. They can remove the officers or 
accept the consequences of noncompliance. 
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But under our recommendation the alter- 
natives are identifiable. 

6. The Department of Justice should es- 
tablish a special unit to deal with cases 
arising out of alleged violations of section 
9 (h) with effective liaison relationships to 
the NLRB and the legislative committees 
engaged in Communist investigations. 

7. To the extent necessary, the Munitions 
Board, the Atomic Energy Commission, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, and other 
agencies concerned with security problems 
should develop specialized competence in 
dealing with security implications of Com- 
munist-dominated unions. The Bureau of 
the Budget should undertake to study how 
the various Federal responsibilities in this 
field can be sensibly coordinated. The Presi- 
dent, through the Bureau of the Budget, 
should also consider the development of in- 
service training programs for these various 
agencies on the goals and purposes of Com- 
munists in unions and how to distinguish 
the bona fide militant unionist from the 
Communist agent. It is a distinction which 
is not infrequently blurred, but as we have 
said, a very crucial distinction. 

8. We do not believe that the National 
Labor Relations Board has the statutory au- 
thority or that Congress intended it to con- 
duct an independent, de novo investigation 
of whether, in fact, an afflant is a Commu- 
nist. Moreover, Mr. Herzog’s analysis of this 
proposal we find very persuasive. Identify- 
ing Communists is a special form of expertise 
which the Board does not now have. More- 
over, it would have the effect of delaying the 
processing of the cases of non-Communist 
unions. 

9. We reserve judgment at this time on 
proposals that new agencies other than the 
NLRB be given authority to find Communist 
domination. The reasons for our reserva- 
tions may be summarized as follows: 

(a) The resources of Government agencies 
charged with security functions, strength- 
ened as necessary, appear to be adequate at 
this time to deal with hazard of sabotage 
and espionage. 

(b) The practical advantages of these pro- 
posals in removing the security hazard of 
Communist control are questionable if the 
time consumed by the Subversive Activities 
Control Board in its proceedings against the 
Communist Party is any guide. The advan- 
tage of operating efficiency is on the side of 
the agencies like the FBI. 

(c) The resultant penalties, such as dis- 
establishment of Communist unions, would 
in part fall on the Communists but in great- 
er part on the innocent victims, the union 
members, in the Communist unions who, it 
is clearly established, are overwhelmingly 
unsympathetic to the political aims of their 
leaders. 

(d) This ideological testing of a union's 
right to survive is foreign to our tradition of 
a free labor movement. 

If, however, our relationships with Soviet 
Russia deteriorate even further, these pro- 
posals should be reconsidered in the light of 
the new circumstances, 

10. It is recommended that encouragement 
be given to unions to clean their own ranks 
of Communist influence by amending the 
law to permit a waiving of the affidavit re- 
quirement for those unions which incorpo- 
rate a ban on the holding of office by Com- 
munists and enforce the ban in good faith. 
Such a provision would have the additional 
effect of cutting down the sizable clerical 
task of keeping track of thousands of affi- 
davits. 

11. The proposal that employers and their 
representatives be required to take non- 
Communist oaths as a condition for utiliz- 
ing the facilities of the National Labor Re- 
lations Board has equity on its side to rec- 
ommend it. The argument runs that union 
people will not resent the application of 
the affidavit requirement if they feel that 
they are not being singled out for special 
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treatment ay potential subversives. Meas- 
ured against the standards of speed in proc- 
essing cases, however, the advantage of this 
proposal seem to be dubious. 


INDIVDUAL Views oF SENATOR Morse 


I have not concurred in the foregoing re- 
port because I think it is inadequate in 
several respects, although I think that in 
many respects it is a very good report. At 
least it shows a lot of hard work and care- 
ful and thorough study of the problems 
which were taken under consideration by 
the committee. Nevertheless, I hold several 
reservations as to the soundness of the con- 
clusions of the report in respect to the juris- 
diction, which the National Labor Relations 
Board should take, over Communist-domi- 
nated unions. ` 

The subcommittee has never sat down in 
a formal committee meeting for a discus- 
sion of the recommendations contained in 
the report. At least, I have never had any 
knowledge of any such meeting being held. 
If I had attended a committee meeting for 
a discussion of this report, I would have 
found it necessary to raise a series of ques- 
tions for discussion by the committee about 
the recommendations in the hope that they 
would be modified. It is quite possible that 
other members of the committee, as the re- 
sult of such a discussion, might have come 
to share some of my doubts as to the wisdom 
of some of the recommendations set forth 
in the report, at least, as far as their present 
form is concerned. I know that each member 
of the committee agrees with me that the 
existence of any Communist-dominated 
union in America is a threat to the labor 
unions as well as to the security of the coun- 
try. However, I do not think that the rec- 
ommendations of the report propose very 
effective means for checking and eliminat- 
ing Communist-dominated unions. 

The American people have the right to 
look to some agency of government to take 
direct jurisdiction over the question of Com- 
munist-dominated unions. Although I have 
reached no final judgment on the matter, I 
see great merit in the point of view that the 
National Labor Relations Board is the agency 
which should be given jurisdiction over the 
issue on the administrative level. It is to be 
understood, of course, that I would favor 
having the law so worded that all of the pro- 
cedures of the Administrative Procedure Act 
would apply in the granting of such a juris- 
diction to the National Labor Relations 
Board. It would seem to be somewhat ab- 
surd as a matter of principle to have the 
National Labor Relations Board grant the 
privileges and prerogatives of the National 
Labor Relations Board Act to a union and 
at the same time not have the legal right and 
duty to exercise jurisdiction by way of deny- 
ing those benefits and prerogatives to a Com- 
munist-dominated union involved in a case 
before it. 

Also, I think it is only fair to the employ- 
ers of America that they should have the 
right before the National Labor Relations 
Board to prove if they can that the union 
involved in the case is a Communist-domi- 
nated union. If the Board finds that the 
evidence supports that contention, then I 
think it is bad public policy for the Board to 
grant any benefits to that union until it has 
eliminated its Communist domination. 

I fully appreciate the fact that so enlarg- 
ing the jurisdiction of the National Labor 
Relations Board will probably require some 
amendments to the National Labor Relations 
Act. However, that fact in no way detracts 
from the merits of the proposal that such 
jurisdiction shall be given to the Board. It 
only means that the Congress should get 
busy and amend the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act in such particulars as are necessary 
to grant to the Board the jurisdiction it 
needs to accomplish the end recommended. 
It is also true that enlarging the jurisdiction 
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of the National Labor Relations Board sO 
that it can pass judgment on the issue of 
whether or not a union is Communist-domi- 
nated may slow up the work of the Board 
unless some procedural reforms are concur- 
rently adopted with the expansion of the 
Board’s jurisdiction. It is quite possible 
that such procedural reforms in the interest 
of speeding up the work of the Board would 
be desirable in any event. It should not be 
very difficult for the Board by procedural 
rules and regulations to work out a type of 
pretrial hearing of the Communist-domi- 
nated-union issue, and if the Board should 
find in a specific case that a prima facie 
case does not exist in support of that charge, 
then the Board could proceed without fur- 
ther delay to pass upon the merits of the 
other issues involved in the case. 

It should be understood that the refer- 
ences which I make to changes of Board 
procedure in this separate report are not in 
any sense recommendations on my part be- 
cause I should like to hear all sides of the 
discussion on these points before reaching 
any final position. It is just such questions 
that I would have liked to have discussed 
within the committee before reaching any 
conclusion to be set forth in the report as 
to how the problem of Communist-domi- 
nated unions should be handled within our 
governmental system. Therefore, because I 
do not feel that I can underwrite or affirm 
the report of the majority of the committee 
in its entirety, I respectfully submit this 
separate and independent report. 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. I should like to say to 
the Senator from Minnesota that I have 
had recourse to his hearings on several 
occasions, 

A moment ago he made reference to 
the objectivity of those hearings. I be- 
lieve they were objective. On the other 
hand, he also made reference to tele- 
vision and emotionalism, and so forth, 
not in connection with the hearings that 
I held 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course not. 

Mr. BUTLER. But only a general 
reference to that subject. I know the 
Senator from Minnesota did not mean 
to imply that there had been any emo- 
tionalism or any seeking of headlines in 
the holding of those hearings. I thought 
we did everything we could to make 
these hearings objective, and to keep 
them strictly within the bounds of legit- 
imate legislative hearings on the bill 
before us. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say to 
the Senator from Maryland that I had 
no reference at all to the activities of 
the Senator from Maryland or to those 
of any Senators associated with him in 
the pursuit of the hearings and the final 
writing of the bill before us. As a mat- 
ter of fact, I have said to the Senator 
from Maryland, as he undoubtedly will 
recall, our hearings are available to him, 
and I hope they may be helpful to him. 
In fact, I have suggested to every com- 
mittee of the Senate that is engaged in 
a study of subversive activities, namely, 
the Jenner committee, the McCarthy 
committee, and the subcommittee of the 
Senator from Maryland, that any file I 
have or any information which our sub- 
committee may have been able to obtain 
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or develop was available to those com- those benefits and prerogatives to a Commu- 


mittees. 

I am of the opinion that the activities 
of our Government in rooting out Com- 
munist infiltration in private organiza- 
tions which have business with the Gov- 
ernment and with any Government 
agency is priority business. I have no 
time for these “Commies,” and they 
know it. 

As the Senator from Oregon has 
pointed out, on July 11, 1952—and I have 
before me some pages from the Con- 
GRESSIOWAL Recorp—the junior Senator 
from Minnesota had the privilege of 
being branded by the Daily Worker as 
America’s No. 1 Fascist, a phony, a faker, 
and all the other expletives that Com- 
munists apply to their enemies. 

Mr. MORSE. I remember. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have had the 
same treatment on the other side of the 
political spectrum; I have been treated 
to the rough side of life on both sides. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to read my individual views, which 
I wrote following the Humphrey sub- 
committee hearings: 

INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR MORSE 


I have not concurred in the foregoing re- 
port because I think it is inadequate in sev- 
eral respects, although I think that in many 
respects it is a very good report. At least it 
shows a lot of hard work and careful and 
thorough study of the problems which were 
taken under consideration by the committee. 
Nevertheless, I hold several reservations as to 
the soundness of the conclusions of the re- 
port in respect to the jurisdiction, which the 
National Labor Relations Board should take, 
over Communist-dominated unions. 

The subcommittee has never sat down in a 
formal committee meeting for a discussion 
of the recommendations contained in the 
report. At least, I have never had any 
knowledge of any such meeting being held. 
If I had attended a committee meeting for a 
discussion of this report, I would have found 
it necessary to raise a series of questions for 
discussion by the committee about the rec- 
ommendations in the hope that they would 
be modified. It is quite possible that other 
members of the committee as the result of 
such a discussion might have come to share 
some of my doubts as to the wisdom of some 
of the recommendations set forth in the re- 
port at least as far as their present form is 
concerned. I know that each member of the 
committee agrees with me that the existence 
of any Communist-dominated union in 
America is a threat to the labor unions as 
well as to the security of the country. How- 
ever, I do not think that the recommenda- 
tions of the report propose very effective 
means for checking and eliminating Com- 
munist-dominated unions. 

The American people have the right to look 
to some agency of Government to take direct 
jurisdiction over the question of Commu- 
nist-dominated unions. Although I have 
reached no final judgment on the matter, I 
see great merit in the point of view that the 
National Labor Relations Board is the agency 
which should be given jurisdiction over the 
issue on the administrative level. It is to he 
understood, of course, that I would favor 
having the law so worded that all of the 
procedures of the Administrative Procedure 
Act would apply in the granting of such a 
jurisdiction to the National Labor Relations 
Board. It would seem to be somewhat ab- 
surd as a matter of principle to have the 
National Labor Relations Board grant the 
privileges and prerogatives of the National 
Labor Relations Act to a union and at the 
same time not have the legal right and duty 
to exercise jurisdiction by way of denying 


nist-dominated union involved in a case be- 
fore it. 

Also, I think it is only fair to the employers 
of America that they should have the right 
before the National Labor Relations Board 
to prove, if they can, that the union involved 
in the case is a Communist-dominated 
union, If the Board finds that the evidence 
supports that contention, then I think it is 
bad public policy for the Board to grant any 
benefits to that union until it has eliminated 
its Communist domination. 

I fully appreciate the fact that so enlarging 
the jurisdiction of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board will probably require some 
amendments to the National Labor Relations 
Act. However, that fact in no way detracts 
from the merits of the proposal that such 
jurisdiction should be given to the Board. 
It only means that the Congress should get 
busy and amend the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act in such particulars as are neces- 
sary to grant to the Board the jurisdiction 
it needs to accomplish the end recommended. 
It is also true that enlarging the jurisdiction 
of the National Labor Relations Board so 
that it can pass judgment on the issue of 
whether or not a union is Communist domi- 
nated may slow up the work of the Board 
unless some procedural reforms are concur- 
rently adopted with the expansion of the 
Board’s jurisdiction. It is quite possible 
that such procedural reforms in the interest 
of speeding up the work of the Board would 
be desirable in any event. It should not be 
very difficult for the Board by procedural 
rules and regulations to work out a type of 
pretrial hearing on the Communist-domi- 
nated union issue and if the Board should 
find in a specific case that a prima facie case 
does not exist In support of that charge then 
the Board could proceed without further 
delay to pass upon the merits of the other 
issues involved in the case. 

It should be understood that the references 
which I make to changes of Board procedure 
in this separate report are not in any sense 
recommendations on my part because I 
should like to hear all sides of the discussion 
on these points before reaching any final 
position. It is just such questions that I 
would have liked to have discussed within 
the committee before reaching any conclu- 
sion to be set forth in the report as to how 
the problem of Communist-dominated 
unions should be handled within our gov- 
ernmental system. Therefore, because I do 
not feel that I can underwrite or affirm the 
report of the majority of the committee in 
its entirety, I respectfully submit this sepa- 
rate and independent report. 


Mr. President, the next point I wish to 
make is that in my judgment the pend- 
ing bill is even broader, as has been in- 
dicated by the Senator from Vermont, 
than the subject matter we have been 
discussing. It is broader than trade 
unions. In my opinion, the Attorney 
General could exercise these discretion- 
ary powers in respect to a great many 
organizations in this country—for exam- 
ple the Hells Canyon Association, or any 
organization of citizens which has been 
developed to assume some civic responsi- 
bility. It is an entirely too broad and 
unlimited power to give to any Attorney 
General, I care not who he may be. 

The last argument I wish to make, and 
the one to which I invite the attention 
of the Senator from Vermont, is that we 
must not overlook the fact that the De- 
partment of Justice has jurisdiction now 
in connection with Communist activities 
of individuals. That is enough, Mr. 
President. Give the National Labor Re- 
lations Board jurisdiction over organiza- 
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tions working in the field of labor-man- 
agement relations, and let the Depart- 
ment of Justice proceed with its investi- 
gation of an individual who may be in- 
volved in Communist activities or espio- 
nage activities or subversive activities, be 
he labor leader or union member or any 
other citizen. 

If the Department of Justice does the 
job it is now empowered to do, we do not 
have to worry about the infiuence of 
those individuals who may be labor lead- 
ers within the labor movement. We do 
not need this bill, Mr. President, to check 
the Communist activities of any labor 
leader. The Department of Justice now 
has that jurisdiction and authority. 

We, the Congress, ought to say to the 
Department of Justice, “What do you 
need that we have not given you, to carry 
out your authority with respect to check- 
ing Communist activities on the part of 
individuals? Do you need more money 
for the FBI? If you do, here is one vote 
for it. Do you need any clarification of 
any statute? If you, here is one vote 
for it.” 

Mr. President, in my judgment, those 
are not the objectives of some who would 
like to see that kind of legislation passed. 
Of course I do not refer to the sponsors 
of the pending bill. 

There are some who see in this legis- 
lation and in the broad power it gives 
to the Attorney General one of the most 
effective devices that could be legislated 
for destroying the labor movement in this 
country. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I close my 

argument on this bill, before I turn to 
another subject, by saying the bill is 
just not needed, if we want the Depart- 
ment of Justice to check Communist ac- 
tivities on the part of individuals. When 
we check the activities on the part of an 
individual he cannot exercise any influ- 
ence within any labor union. Why drag 
the labor unions into this situation by 
giving jurisdiction to the Department 
of Justice to proceed to treat them as 
though they were individuals engaged in 
Communist activities? 
Mr. President, I have been advised 
since I started speaking this afternoon 
that at one time I did offer a proposed 
piece of legislation in the Senate, and I 
have asked my administrative assistant 
to search the Recorp to see if he can find 
it. But there is no question about the 
fact that on several occasions in the 
Senate, since the Humphrey Committee 
report and my separate views filed there- 
on, I have stated on the floor of the Sen- 
ate that I had come to the final conclu- 
sion that the National Labor Relations 
Board should be given jurisdiction over 
the issue of Communist-dominated 
unions. I think it was in connection with 
some legislation we had before us last 
year that I made the specific proposal 
with reference to some piece of legisla- 
tion by way of an amendment. But I 
shall check into it and find out whether 
the amendment was actually offered or 
whether I simply outlined it on the floor 
of the Senate. 

On June 15, 1954, I made comments 
along the same line I am expressing to- 
day on this issue, and, without reading 
them, I ask unanimous consent that ex- 
cerpts from the statement which I made 
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on July 15, 1954, be inserted at this 
point in my remarks. I ask for the in- 
sertion only because I wish to support the 
reply I made to the Senator from South 
Dakota to the effect that it has been my 
position for quite some time that juris- 
diction over this subject matter should 
be given to the National Labor Relations 
Board. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Mr. Morse. Mr. President, I should like to 
ask that objection to the bill be withheld 
until I make a brief statement. 

I have no objection to the bill going over 
for further consideration. In fact, I believe 
the subject matter is such that the bill 
ought to be brought up by motion for full 
debate in the Senate, and I hope full debate 
will be had on it before Congress adjourns. 

The bill raises again the whole subject of 
procedure in handling the question of Com- 
munist infiltration into labor organizations. 

There is no question that a problem ex- 
ists in that connection, and that it is giving 
great concern to many labor leaders. I would 
much prefer a proposal which I have urged 
for some years past, namely, that the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board be assigned by 
Congress the duty and obligation to exercise 
jurisdiction over the infiltration of Commu- 
nists into American labor unions. In that 
event, when an employer feels that he is 
being called upon to negotiate or conduct 
business with a Communist-dominated 
union, or a union whose officers are Com- 
munist-dominated, or a union which has 
within it members who are also members 
of the Communist Party, he should be able 
to make it the basis for a case on the ground 
of an unfair-labor practice so far as that 
particular union is concerned. 

The National Labor Relations Board ought 
to be under the obligation to proceed, let us 
say, on the basis of what in our Federal courts 
is known as a pretrial hearing, in which the 
issue could be gone into singularly, and the 
employer or the complaining party called 
upon to establish a prima facie case. If a 
prima facie case were established, the Board 
would proceed with a full hearing of the 
merits of the controversy. 

Mr. Burn of Maryland. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. Morse. I yield to the Senator from 
Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Does not the Sen- 
ator from Oregon feel that the more appro- 
priate body to conduct such a hearing would 
be the Subversive Activities Control Board? 

Mr. Morse. No. I am aware of the Sena- 
tor's bill, but I do not think it provides for 
the most appropriate body to handle the 
problem, because, in my opinion, it is a mis- 
take to split the jurisdiction of a board over 
a common subject matter, and I believe the 
National Labor Relations Board should have 
complete jurisdiction over labor issues. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Does it not in- 
volve a problem of internal security? 

Mr. Morse. Certainly, it does, but it does 
not follow that the National Labor Relations 
Board is not the best qualified board to de- 
termine whether a particular union is Com- 
munist dominated. It seems to me that its 
knowledge of and familiarity with labor 
problems places it in an advantageous posi- 
tion to determine at the outset whether it is 
dealing with a union which is Communist 
dominated or has Communists in it. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I agree with 
the Senator’s observation that the Board has 
a peculiar knowledge of matters dealing with 
labor, but it has no knowledge of matters 
dealing with internal security. This is 
strictly a matter of internal security. 

Mr. Morse. There is nothing complicated 
about that. Let us not make a lot of com- 
Plexities out of a very simple matter. It is 
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very easy in a judicial hearing before the 
National Labor Relations Board to advance 
the proof as to whether a union is Commu- 
nist dominated. I think it should be given 
priority of consideration in any charge of 
unfair labor practices on the part of a labor 
union. The Board ought to be required to 
take the proof and determine whether it is 
a Communist-dominated union. If it is, 
then I belleve the proposal which I made 
when I refused to sign the majority report, 
when I was a member of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare more than 2 years 
ago, is the proper one. The position I took 
at that time was that all the privileges of 
the National Labor Relations law should be 
taken away from the union immediately. 
I think that is the fairest way to handle the 
question, and I think it places the jurisdic- 
tion under one board and ayoids complicat- 
ing the situation by giving two boards par- 
tial jurisdiction of labor disputes. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. We are now work- 
ing on a bill quite different from the bill 
which I originally introduced. 

Mr. Morse. I am not familiar with it. 

Mr. Butter of Maryland. It will be re- 
ported, I trust, by the Committee on the 
Judiciary within the next week or two, and 
I hope to enlist the support of the Senator 
from Oregon, 

Mr. Morse. I shall read the bill with great 
interest. 

Mr. Macnuson. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MoRsE. I yield. 

Mr. Macnuson. I wish to associate my- 
self with my colleague from Oregon with 
reference to this matter. I should like to 
ask him a question. The real answer to the 
problem is the job which 98 percent of the 
labor unions have done themselves, and very 
effectively, in clearing the unions of all this 
type of influence. Is not that a fact? 

Mr. Morse. That is the point with which 
I was going to close my argument. 

Mr. Macnuson. As to those unions which 
have not cleared themselves, the simplest 
way to do it is by following the course which 
the Senator has suggested. 

The Presminc OFFICER. The time of the 
Senator from Oregon has expired. 

Mr. Morse. Mr. President, I wonder if I 
might have a half a minute more. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none, and the Senator from 
Oregon may proceed. 

Mr. Morse. Mr, President, I am asking that 
this jurisdiction be given to the National 
Labor Relations Board in order to take care 
of the rare case of a union that fails to clean 
its own underwear. Most of them are doing 
a pretty good job of washing their dirty 
linen, Mr, President. I think the labor lead- 
ers are deserving of a great deal of credit for 
the job they have done in driving Commu- 
nists out of the American labor movement. 
But there are some still left; and when a 
labor organization does not do a good job 
by way of cleaning its own linen, I think we 
must give the washing job to the National 
Labor Relations Board. 

The PRESIDING Orricer. Is there objection 
to the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have not 
studied the bill. I do not know how I shall 
vote when it comes before the Senate, but 
I certainly do not think that a bill with such 
broad implications as has this one should 
be considered on the Consent Calendar. 

Mr. Morse. Mr. President, will the Senator 
from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN, I yield. 

Mr. Morse. I think the Senator walked 
onto the floor while I was making my com- 
ments. I am not speaking for the bill; I am 
speaking for an entirely different bill, and I 
had made the point that I did not think it 
should be considered on the Consent Calen- 
dar, but that it should be considered by way 
3 and with opportunity for full 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, at this 
time I also wish to refer to a speech I 
made on the floor of the Senate on July 
7, 1953, on the same subject matter. In 
the course of that speech, again I said I 
thought jursidiction should be given to 
the Board. On that occasion I said: 


Mr. Morse. Mr. President, I am glad to 
hear the Senator from Minnesota say that 
he is agreeable to taking the amendment to 
conference. It ought to go to conference. 
The money will be wisely expended, I be- 
lieve, by the National Labor Relations Board. 

We might as well face the fact that more 
money is needed if the Board is to assume 
a certain responsibility which I think we 
should give to it by law. I refer to amending 
the law so that the Board will assume juris- 
diction over cases charging communism 
within unions. Apparently that is a no 
man's land in the law today. 

As conditions now are an employer who 
in good faith says he is not going to nego- 
tiate with a union because he is satisfied the 
union is Communist-dominated cannot get 
any relief from the Board because the courts 
have ruled that the law as presently written 
does not give the Board jurisdiction. 

I am in favor of supplying the Board with 
sufficient funds so that it may assume juris- 
diction in cases charging Communist-domi- 
nated unions, once we amend the law to give 
it such jurisdiction. That is why I dissented 
from a report on Communist influence in a 
few labor unions, which report was issued 
by the Subcommittee on Labor-Management 
Relations, when I was a member of the Labor 
Committee. In fact, I was quite surprised 
that a majority of my colleagues went along 
with the majority report on that issue. We 
have failed to provide any procedure to pro- 
tect an American employer who in good faith 
says, “I do not want to negotiate with this 
union because it is Communist-dominated.” 
Where is he going to go for relief? 

It is perfectly obvious that he should go 
to the National Labor Relations Board, and 
the Board should be given such jurisdiction. 

That is why I take this opportunity to re- 
inforce the position I took as a dissenter in 
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
when, to my complete surprise, that commit- 
tee went along with the notion that the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board should not be 
the tribunal which should assume jurisdic- 
tion over the issue of communism in labor 
unions. If the Board is not given jurisdic- 
tion over that issue, what agency will as- 
sume such jurisdiction? We are just play- 
ing ducks and drakes on this issue, Mr, 
President. 

We should stop kidding ourselves about it. 
We should give the National Labor Relations 
Board the necessary funds and staff, so that it 
can get to the bottom of the question of 
communism in American trade unions. Not 
many American unions are Communist dom- 
inated. But when a union is Communist 
dominated, it should not have the benefit of 
the services of the National Labor Relations 
Board, but should be told, “You will not re- 
ceive any service from this Board until you 
clean out communism in your union.” 

So, Mr. President, I am glad the amend- 
ment adding $250,000 to the appropriation 
will be taken to conference. 


Mr. President, a word as to why I think 
the National Labor Relations Board 
should have jurisdiction over this sub- 
ject matter. In the National Labor Re- 
lations Board there is a staff thoroughly 
grounded in American labor problems. 
I know it is difficult in a speech to have 
people accept the notion that there is an 
art in the settling of labor disputes, but 
it is true, Mr. President. Of course, it is 
an art which can be effectively used only 
by men who have a background of train- 
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ing in the field. The issue of various 
types of radicalism in the American labor 
movement is nothing new. Not so many 
years ago, from 1910 on to the middle of 
the 1920’s we had the so-called Wobbly 
movement in American labor. It was 
given a variety of names. It was known 
as the Industrial Workers of the World, 
I believe—the IWW. It was a very rad- 
ical movement. It was a direct-action 
movement in the American labor moye- 
ment. It would use the strike if it 
thought it would serve its purposes, but 
it would also use many illegal practices. 
We know about the serious riots which 
developed in the so-called Wobbly move- 
ment in this country, which became great 
national issues in their day. 

We have had the anarchist movement 
within the American labor movement at 
different periods in its development. We 
have had various types of so-called di- 
rect-actionists who did not believe in 
promoting a labor movement through 
a system of government by law, but be- 
lieved in promoting a labor movement 
through a system of anarchy, through a 
system of mob rule, through a system of 
direct action outside the law. The most 
vicious type of all these direct-action 
movements is the Communist movement. 

Anyone who has any background in the 
study of the American labor movement 
is thoroughly familiar with the various 
chapters of radicalism in the American 
labor movement. But they have very 
little to do with the warp and woof of the 
American labor movement. They have 
very little to do with the legitimate ends 
and methods used by true trade-union- 
ists, who are as devoted and dedicated to 
a system of government by law as is any 
Member of the United States Senate. 

On the Board and on the staff of the 
National Labor Relations Board there is 
a group of men who are well informed 
as to American labor problems, and they 
understand, Mr. President, that to some 
extent we have what I have called earlier 
in my speech some termiting“ by Com- 
munists within the American labor 
movement. 

When any employer is called upon by 
such a union to enter into a collective- 
bargaining agreement, or if the union 
tries, by various direct-action methods, 
which are typical of Communist-domi- 
nated unions, to coerce the employer into 
entering into a labor-union contract, the 
employer should have the right to go 
before the National Labor Relations 
Board and file an unfair labor practice 
charge. Amendments to the National 
Labor Relations Act should be adopted 
to provide the Board with the jurisdic- 
tion to conduct an immediate hearing, 
giving it priority over any other issue 
involved in a case, to determine whether 
there is any basis for the contention 
of the employer; and if there is, to try 
the issue forthwith. That is the way 
I think the situation should be handled. 
That is my alternative to the Butler 
bill. 

I think the Butler bill should be post- 
poned, and that final consideration 
should not be given it by this session of 
Congress. The Butler bill, along with 
other proposals which undoubtedly will 
be made, should be referred, at the be- 
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ginning at the next session of the Con- 
gress, to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

As I said earlier in my colloquy with 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Case], I, myself, propose to offer some 
amendments to the National Labor Re- 
lations Act, which would grant to the 
National Labor Relations Board the re- 
quired jurisdiction over the issue of com- 
munism in American labor unions. I 
think that is the way the problem should 
be handled. What should be done is 
either to recommit the bill to the com- 
mittee which reported it, or transfer it 
to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, with the understanding that it 
will be reintroduced, come January, along 
with other measures which can be con- 
sidered at that time. 

But that may not be the course of ac- 
tion which the Senate will decide upon 
tonight. Therefore, I wish to make a few 
comments on the basis of my general ob- 
jections to the bill in its present form. 

I have already said that I do not be- 
lieve the Department of Justice should 
be given jurisdiction over American 
trade unions. I think the National La- 
bor Relations Board should be vested 
with that authority. Furthermore, my 
colleagues in the Senate have heard me 
over the years, no doubt to the point of 
boredom, raise my voice against the 
granting of broad discretion to any gov- 
ernmental official. I object to the bill 
because, in my opinion, the language of 
the bill gives too broad and too wide a 
discretion to the Attorney General. I 
think it is discretion which is so broad 
and so arbitrary that it could be subject 
to great abuse. The time to prevent 
abuse or to prevent the danger of abuse 
developing is at the very time when leg- 
islation is being considered for passage. 
It is then that language should be in- 
cluded which will not permit the abuse 
of discretion. 

I call attention to page 2 of the bill. 
Perhaps I should start at the bottom of 
page 1: 

The term “Communist-infiltrated organi- 
zation" means any organization in the 
United States (other than a Communist- 
action organization or a Communist-front 
organization) which (A) is substantially di- 
rected, dominated, or controlled by an indi- 
vidual or individuals who are, or who within 
5 years have been actively engaged in, giving 
aid or support to a Communist-action organ- 
ization, a Communist foreign government, 
or the world Communist movement referred 
to in section 2 of this title. 


Because it is necessary to think of the 
bill in terms of types of factual situa- 
tions to which it might be applied, let us 
assume a situation in which the Attorney 
General of the United States is anti- 
labor. That is not beyond the realm of 
possibility. Assume there is an anti- 
labor Attorney General. Assume that a 
business concern goes to him and makes 
the charge that the union with which it 
has to deal is Communist-dominated. 
It points out union members A, B, and 
C. The Attorney General could find 
that those members make the union 
substantially Communist-dominated. 
The words “substantially directed, dom- 
inated, or controlled by” do not have 
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They confer pretty much a blanket 
power. 

Let me say, furthermore, that I think 
the section can be used—and I speak re- 
spectfully of the bill and of its author, 
because I know that the author would 
have no such intention—as a very effec- 
tive strikebreaking weapon. Suppose 
there were a situation such as a pros- 
pective steel strike or an actual steel 
strike, and an Attorney General who is 
antilabor should decide that the union 
is substantially dominated by Commu- 
nists. He makes such a finding, the Gov- 
ernment goes to work at once, and it is 
only a matter of a short time until the 
strike is broken. The bill in its present 
form could be used as a very effective 
strikebreaking weapon. 

Notice part (B), on page 2, beginning 
on line 8, which reads: “and is serving, 
or within 5 years has served, as a means 
for (i) the giving of aid or support to 
any such oragnization, government, or 
movement, or (ii) the impairment of the 
military strength of the United States or 
its industrial capacity to furnish logis- 
tical or other material support required 
by its Armed Forces.” 

That bears upon the point I was mak- 
ing earlier in my speech, when I was in- 
terrupted. The interesting thing is that 
the tactics of the Communists are to ter- 
mite their way into almost every human 
institution into which they can work 
their way, particularly into organiza- 
tions in which there is some form of 
self-government. What many persons 
do not seem to realize is that most 
American unions operate on the basis 
of self-governing principles. Most 
American unions, to the surprise of 
many people, function on the basis of 
democratic processes. Of course, that 
makes it possible for Communists to 
worm their way into the organization. 

Suppose the Attorney General finds 
there are 1, 2, or 3 men, or he be- 
lieves there are 1, 2, or 3 men, who 4 
or 5 years ago had some Communist con- 
nection. Is the whole membership and 
rank and file of the union to be penalized 
by giving arbitrary power to the Attorney 
General to find that the union is sub- 
stantially dominated by communism 
and that all the effects of the bill shall 
then go into play? 

I say that the bill does not give to the 
rank-and-file membership of the unions, 
and to the perfectly loyal officials of the 
union the protection to which they are 
entitled. 

The next section of the bill upon 
which I wish to comment is to be found 
on page 4. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Before the Senator 
moves to another section, will he yield 
for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, yes. 

Mr. GILLETTE. In the paragraph 
the Senator has been discussing, the lan- 
guage which the eminent Senator has 
just quoted provides that if an individ- 
ual or individuals are found to have sub- 
stantially directed these organizations, 
and they have within 5 years contributed 
aid or support, or have been the means 
of giving aid or support to a Commu- 
nist foreign government, they may be 
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said to have some Communist connec- 
tion, What would be the Senator's in- 
terpretation of aid within the past 5 
years to Yugoslavia, which is unquestion- 
ably a Communist government? Would 
it bring under the ban any organization 
whose individuals had contributed aid 
or had been the means of contributing 
aid to Yugoslavia during the past 5 
years? 

Mr. MORSE. I want to be fair to the 
bill. Under the terms of the bill that 
would depend entirely upon the discre- 
tion of the Attorney General. That is 
one of my complaints about the bill. I 
think it gives the Attorney General en- 
tirely too much discretionary power in 
connection with just such a hypothetical 
question as the Senator has raised. 

Mr, BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. Does it not have to go 
further than that? A Yugoslav national 
would have to have direct or dominating 
control of the labor organization, and 
would also have to be giving aid or com- 
fort, or would have had to have done so 
within the past 5 years, as a basis for 
one of the two findings suggested by the 
Senator. 

Mr. MORSE. I repectfully suggest 
that I do not believe that follows. 

Mr. BUTLER. I think a combination 
of circumstances must be present. 

Mr. MORSE. That is the Senator’s 
interpretation, but I do not share it. I 
think there is nothing to prevent the At- 
torney General from making just such 
an interpretation as the Senator from 
Iowa has made. 

Mr. BUTLER. Of course, in the final 
analysis, all legislation is subject to in- 
terpretation. 

Mr. MORSE. Congress must tie it 
down by language, it seems to me, so that 
the sort of interpretation about which 
we are worried cannot be made. 

Mr. BUTLER. Let me say to the Sen- 
ator that, so far as I am concerned, if 
a member of any Communist govern- 
ment, be he a Yugoslav or anybody else, 
is in complete domination and control 
over a labor organization, members of 
which are employed on our secret de- 
fense work, I would not feel too badly 
about the Attorney General depriving 
that union of its rights. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield without losing 
my right to the floor. 

Mr. GILLETTE. In response to the 
statement made by the Senator from 
Maryland, the provision does not say a 
man who is completely in control, It 
says “substantially in control.” 

Mr. BUTLER. Of course, that is, in a 
sense, quibbling with words. The pro- 
vision says “substantially in control.” 
If he is substantially in control, even 
though he is not completely in control, 
he is the man who runs the organiza- 
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to say that 
I think the discretion that is entailed in 
the word “substantially” can be as broad 
as a barn door or as narrow as one of 
the rifle slits in one of our stone for- 
tresses of Revolutionary days. I think it 
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is entirely too flexible a standard to give 
to the Attorney General. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ur- 
TON in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Oregon yield to the Senator from 
Maryland? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not know that it 
is being proposed to give that discretion 
to the Attorney General. After all, the 
determination is to be made by the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board set up 
under the Internal Security Act of 1950, 
and any finding by the Attorney General 
is subject to judicial review. 

Mr. MORSE. That brings me to the 
very next argument I wish to make. 

Mr. BUTLER. I seem to be antici- 
pating the speech of the Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from 
Maryland is a very able lawyer. I would 
be surprised if he did not anticipate it. 
After all, on this issue, as on so many 
other issues, the pros and cons of the 
debate are pretty well outlined before 
the debate starts. As the Senator and I 
know, the major differences on the bill 
are well known, and we are going to 
have to pass final judgment on them. 

The point the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GILLETTE] just raised goes to the exer- 
cise of discretion by the Attorney Gen- 
eral and the effect of the exercise of that 
discretion. I wish that the Senator from 
Iowa would pay heed as I read this lan- 
guage from the bill. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. Of course, the discre- 
tion of the Attorney General is the first 
discretion. He can pick out the union 
to be cited before the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Board, but that does not 
mean that that union will be found to be 
Communist infiltrated. 

Mr. MORSE. I want to discuss what 
the effect of such a citation would be 
after I read the language from page 4 of 
the bill: 

Sec. 13A. (a) Whenever the Attorney Gen- 
eral has reason to believe that any organiza- 
tion is a Communist-infiltrated organization, 
he may file with the Board and serve upon 
such organization a petition for a determina- 
tion that such organization is a Communist- 
infiltrated organization. 


Let me say most respectfully that 
whenever the Attorney General will have 
done that, he will have wrecked that 
union. This is not a case of an employer, 
a private party, filing a charge against 
the union. This is a case of the chief 
law enforcement of the United States 
Government filing the charge. And 
what kind of a charge? It is a charge 
that represents opinion finding by the 
Attorney General. When the Attorney 
General files such a charge he, in effect, 
is saying to the American people, “Here 
is a Communist-dominated union.” 

Let us consider that union in two fac- 
tual situations. Let us take it first in a 
nonstrike situation. Let us consider it 
in the situation in which it has a collec- 
tive-bargaining agreement with the em- 
ployer, but the termination date is about 
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80 days away. Keep in mind that I am 
buttressing these remarks with the as- 
sumption that there is in office an anti- 
labor Attorney General—and we can 
have one. That is not presumption on 
my part. Let us assume that such an 
Attorney General is inclined very much 
toward a too-prevalent big-business 
point-of-view concerning unions. Let 
us assume that a certain big business is 
rather worried about negotiations for a 
new contract which will have to start in 
about 30 days. Someway, somehow the 
Attorney General is persuaded that he 
ought to make a finding that the union 
is Communist dominated. 

When the Attorney General comes out 
with such a finding, he will have wrecked 
the effectiveness of that union in any 
collective-bargaining negotiations to be 
held in the near future. He will have 
given the employers a tremendous ad- 
vantage, because, by and large, he will 
have placed public opinion behind the 
employer. 

Now let us consider the factual situa- 
tion of a union that has declared a strike. 
Of course, the success of any strike is 
dependent upon the support of public 
opinion. Suppose an antilabor Attor- 
ney General makes a finding such as he 
is permitted to make under the provision 
contained on page 4 of the bill. It might 
just as well be recognized that that strike 
would be lost. In my judgment, it is 
being proposed in the bill to give to the 
chief law enforcement officer of the Gov- 
ernment the power to break unions by 
that innocent-looking language on page 
4. 
What is my alternative? My alterna- 
tive is that, by law, we ought to make 
communism in a labor organization an 
unfair labor practice, and authorize in- 
dustry to appear before the Board that 
has jurisdiction over labor disputes and 
make the charge there, and then let the 
Government proceed on the basis of the 
charge made by an employer. 

Let me tell my colleagues of a weak- 
ness in my argument, because I hope I 
am a good enough lawyer to recognize 
that the first thing a lawyer ought to do 
in preparing a case is satisfy himself 
that he understands the arguments that 
can be used against him as well as the 
arguments he can use against those who 
differ with him. By way of argument by 
analogy, it can be said, “Yes, but the At- 
torney General or the Department of 
Justice does go before a grand jury in 
a criminal case and files charges and 
asks for an indictment.” If one wanted 
to make an argument by analogy by way 
of crime indictments, something could be 
said for this section of the bill. 

However, let us not forget what the 
objective is in proposed legislation such 
as this. There really is an effort being 
made to remove from the labor relations 
field—from employer-employee relation- 
ships—the unfair labor practice that is 
engaged in by Communist labor leaders. 
That is what we are after. We are deal- 
ing, not with matters of crime, but with 
techniques that are used by the Com- 
munists in the economic field. 

I am going to say something about 
individuals in a moment, because I do 
not propose to take away from the De- 
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partment of Justice jurisdiction over the 
Communist issue in respect to indi- 
viduals. 

I say what we are really dealing with 
is procedure for the handling of labor 
relations, and those labor relations fre- 
quently involve collective-bargaining ne- 
gotiations and strikes. I do not think 
any Attorney General of the United 
States should be given the kind of dis- 
cretion which it is being proposed he be 
given by section 13A (a) of the bill, be- 
cause, in my judgment, all he has to do, 
if he is an antilabor Attorney General, is 
make the finding that he believes a cer- 
tain union is Communist infiltrated. By 
such a charge he will have wrecked that 
union and destroyed its effectiveness, 
both in collective bargaining and in 
prosecuting strikes. 

I now resume reading from section 
13A (a): 

Whenever any such petition is accom- 
panied by a certificate of the Attorney = 
eral to the effect that the p: 
instituted is one of exceptional public Aes 
portance, such proceeding shall be set for 
hearing at the earliest possible time and all 
proceedings therein before the Board or any 
court shall be expedited to the greatest prac- 
ticable extent. 


What a great furor he could make 
over that. If a steel strike or a rail 
strike or any other great strike is under- 
way, not only could he make his find- 
ing but he could proceed immediately to 
get it before the Board. The effective- 
ness of the strike would certainly be 
destroyed under those circumstances. 

Mr. President, throughout the bill I 
find provisions which are phrased in the 
broadest of generalities. I find unin- 
hibited discretion placed in both the 
Board and the Attorney General. I say 
the effect of it all is to make the bill, if 
enacted into law, one of the greatest 
weapons ever written upon the statute 
books in the hands of the antilabor 
forces in the United States. 

So, Mr. President, action had better 
be postponed on the bill, It had better 
be recommitted or referred to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
and we should wait until January, when 
extensive hearings could be held on the 
bill by the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, which thereafter could 
come forward with a bill which would 
meet some of the objections I have 
raised. 

Mr. President, my memory has been 
refreshed since I began this speech. At 
that time I was laboring under the im- 
pression that the Board could assume 
jurisdiction over aspects of communism, 
affecting labor unions, if the Board real- 
ly wished to do so. But after beginning 
this debate, I have discovered there was 
precedent indicating very clearly that 
legislation was needed specifically to give 
such jurisdiction to the Board. My 
memory has been refreshed by my ad- 
ministrative assistant, and I now realize 
that I did not actually submit an amend- 
ment at that time. I proposed that such 
an amendment be considered. But we 
checked with those in charge of the bill 
at that time, and they satisfied me that 
there was no chance that such an amend- 
ment could be added to the bill then 
under consideration. To that extent, 
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Mr. President, I now qualify the state- f 
ment I made earlier in the day, concern- 
; cognizance of the operations of the 


ing the amendment. The amendment 
was prepared, but it was not actually 
submitted. 

But, Mr. President, not only the sub- 
stance of the amendment, but a com- 
plete bill on this subject, will be intro- 
duced by me, come next January. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield to me? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As a result of the 
discussions which have taken place in 
regard to this matter—and, as I have 
said, later on, I shall read into the 
Recorp the report of the National Labor 
Relations Board on the advisability of 
having the Board take jurisdiction over 
the matter of communism in trade 
unions—on May 14, 1954, the junior 
Senator from Minnesota and the senior 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas] in- 
troduced a bill to amend section 9 (h) of 
the National Labor Relations Act. In- 
troduction of that bill was made neces- 
stry, we felt, by a Supreme Court deci- 
sion holding, in effect, that insofar as 
the non-Communist affidavit was con- 
cerned, the National Labor Relations 
Board was more or less an official filing 
cabinet. As the Senator from Oregon 
knows, some of us disagreed strongly 
with that view; and in order to clarify 
the law, we introduced that bill. It is 
a matter to which the Senator from 
Oregon has given much attention. The 
bill substantially authorizes and em- 
powers the National Labor Relations 
Board to revoke the bargaining rights or 
other rights of a union before the Board 
to receive any of the Board's services, if 
there has been any falsification whatso- 
ever in the non-Communist affidavits. 

The language of the bill in regard to 
that matter is quite simple. It states: 

(3) In any case in which the Board finds 
that there is serving as an officer of a labor 
organization, or of any national or inter- 
national labor organization of which it is 
an affiliate or constituent unit, a person 
who has theretofore refused to testify under 
oath before a judicial body, grand jury, or 
legislative committee as to (i) whether the 
affidavit filed by or for him pursuant to 
this subsection was in fact signed by him 
or (ii) whether at the time of the execution 
of such affidavit, or at any time within the 
12-month period following the execution of 
such affidavit, he was a member of the Com- 
munist Party or affiliated with such party 
or believed in or was a member of or sup- 
ported any organization that believes in or 
teaches the overthrow of the United States 
Government by force or by any illegal or 
unconstitutional methods, such labor or- 
ganization may, in the discretion of the 
Board, be deemed not to be in compliance 
with this subsection during any period, after 
the expiration of 30 days after notice there- 
of is given to such labor organization, for 
which such person is an officer of such labor 
organization. 


The bill goes on to give further 
definitions. 

What the bill intended to do, and 
what it will do if it is enacted into law, 
is at least to approach one of the objec- 
tives the Senator from Oregon has out- 
lined, namely, to nail down, once and for 
all, by clear and unqualified statutory 
authority, the right of the National 
Labor Relations Board, first, to investi- 


14149 


gate the validity of a non-Communist 
affidavit; and, second, to take within 


Board, any activities of a labor union 
or an international union, including, for 
example, its conduct before legislative 
committees, if representatives of the 
union refuse to testify under oath, as has 
occurred at hearings before certain of 
the congressional committees. If such 
conditions develop—and other conditions 
are set forth in the bill—the National 
Labor Relations Board may say the 
union is not in compliance with the law, 
and is not permitted to have the serv- 
ices of the National Labor Relations 
Board, and furthermore, is subject to 
prosecution. 

The Senator from Oregon is building 
a very good case, and he is making a 
telling point about the importance of 
the National Labor Relations Board be- 
ing involved in this field. He is per- 
suasive and his argument is sound. 

The Senator from Oregon knows that 
I have done much thinking about this 
matter. 

I point out that this bill, introduced 
on May 14, was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, and 
insofar as I know, despite the decision 
of the Supreme Court, despite the ob- 
vious need of the proposed legislation 
to clarify the law, despite the need of 
the Attorney General to have such a law 
so as to enable him to prosecute ade- 
quately and successfully those who have 
falsified affidavits, no action has taken 
place. That is what disturbs me. 

Here is a bill which is to the point, as 
the Senator knows. When a Supreme 
Court decision overrules the established 
statute—and the Congress apparently 
thought that the statute was clear 
enough to permit the NLRB to examine 
these affidavits—when we found out 
that the Board did not even have that 
right, within a few days the Senator 
from Minnesota introduced this bill, and 
I read a statement before the Senate, 
urging immediate action. And yet 
there has been no action whatsoever. 

I join with the Senator as he goes 
along, because I am getting an educa- 
tion out of this debate. I am very grate- 
ful to the Senator from Oregon. I think 
the point he made at the time of our 
hearings was well taken, as I have said 
before. It was not only well taken, I 
think it is becoming more and more evi- 
dent all the time that it is a valid point, 
and that the subject matter of his pro- 
posed amendment is more than meri- 
torious. 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate deeply the 
remarks of the Senator from Minnesota. 
I commend him for his bill. I was aware 
of the bill. In my judgment, that is the 
bill we ought to be considering tonight, 
rather than the bill we have before us. 
All that I would add to his bill is lan- 
guage to broaden it somewhat so there 
would be no question that the National 
Labor Relations Board would have the 
responsibility of assuming jurisdiction 
over the entire Communist issue in re- 
spect of the charge of a Communist- 
dominated union. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oregon yield to the 
Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I read subsection 
(4) on page 3 of my bill—my colleagues 
will be interested in this: 

In any case in which the Board finds that 
there is serving as an officer of a labor or- 
ganization, or of any national or interna- 
tional labor organization of which it is an 
affiliate or constituent unit, a person who— 

(A) is a member of the Communist Party 
or affiliated with such party, or believes in 
or is a member of or supports any organiza- 
tion that believes in or teaches the over- 
throw of the United States Government by 
force or by any illegal or unconstitutional 
methods; or 

(B) has theretofore been convicted of a 
violation of section 1001 of title 18 of the 
United States Code or of any other provi- 
sion of law, committed in the execution of 
an affidavit filed pursuant to this subsection; 
such labor organization shall be deemed not 
to be in compliance with this subsection 
during any period, after the expiration of 30 
days after notice thereof is given to such 
labor organization, for which such person 
is an officer of such labor organization. 


What does that mean? It means it 
goes beyond the non-Communist affi- 
davit. The terms of my bill approximate 
what the Senator from Oregon is now 
speaking of, and I think he can greatly 
improve it by the general tenor of his 
remarks as he develops it into an amend- 
ment. 

I want the Recorp to show clearly that 
as of May 14, 1954, the junior Senator 
from Minnesota, feeling responsibility, 
since he was the chairman of a subcom- 
mittee, did introduce a bill. It was re- 
ferred to the appropriate committee. In 
that bill there was provision for two 
things. There was first the unqualified 
right of the National Labor Relations 
Board to examine into the validity of the 
non-Communist affidavits, and to seek 
prosecution in case of falsification. Sec- 
ond, the NLRB was authorized to exam- 
ine into any labor organization before 
that Board, and if there were Commu- 
nists, as it says, “In any case in which the 
Board finds that there is serving as an 
officer of a labor organization a person 
who is a member of the Communist 
Party,” the Board may say that that 
union is not in compliance and shall not 
have the services of the Board. The only 
thing that is required is 30-day notice. 

It is most peculiar to this Senator that 
a bill such as this, the result of a Su- 
preme Court decision, the result of 
months of testimony, the result of the 
work of the Senator from Oregon and 
other Senators on the floor who directed 
their attention to it, should lie dormant 
in the appropriate committee of the 
Congress and not even have so much as 
a hearing and its author not even have 
the courtesy of being invited to appear 
before the committee and testify con- 
cerning it. 

Mr. MORSE. I am so favorably im- 
pressed with the bill of the Senator from 
Minnesota that I make a suggestion for 
his consideration during the next few 
minutes. If the Senator will add only to 
the bill which he proposed one section, 
containing language similar to that 
which I made mention of in the remarks 
which I made a few minutes ago, and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


which I suggested on the floor of the 
Senate in July 1953, to the end that the 
Communist domination of a union shall 
be considered the basis for an unfair 
labor practice charge by an employer 
against a union—if he will incorporate 
that in his bill, I should be very happy 
to join with him tonight, if it should 
develop parliamentarily that that would 
be the way we should approach the prob- 
lem, in offering an amendment as a sub- 
stitute for the Butler bill. 

Very frankly, I think the best way to 
handle this problem would be to have 
the Senator’s bill, the Butler bill, and all 
other proposed legislation on this subject, 
go to the Committee on Labor and Pub- 
lic Welfare, come January, so we could 
take early action on this matter in the 
next session of Congress. 

I respectfully say that I think the 
pending bill is so full of undesirable fea- 
tures that we should not take action on 
it tonight. Because of the high regard 
I have for the authors of the bill and 
the sincerity of purpose of those spon- 
soring the bill, I would rather see it han- 
died by way of a recommitment than 
by way of taking final action on the 
bill. 
If we pass the bill, we shall make a 
great mistake; and if we vote the bill 
down it seems to me our action will be 
interpreted as prejudicing the objective 
of the bill when it comes to further 
consideration of it in the next session 
of Congress. 

Mr. AIKEN. 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I came into the Cham- 
ber a short time ago, and I am a little 
concerned over some of the things which 
appear to be in this bill. Is it a fact 
that after an organization has been 
found by the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Board to be Communist-infiltrated, 
it cannot appeal that finding until 1 
year has passed? 

Mr. MORSE. There is a delay in the 
appeal, which I think is bad. 

Mr. AIKEN. It says: 

No such petition may be filed until 1 year 
has passed after the order determining such 
organization to be a Communist-infiltrated 
organization has become final. 


Mr. MORSE. I do not think it is fair 
procedure, but what the Senator now 
points out bears out the general ob- 
jections to the procedure of the bill, 
which I have dwelt on at some length. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is it true that during 
that year before they can make an ap- 
peal, all material, literature, letterheads, 
broadcasts, speeches, and so forth, ema- 
nating from such organization must be 
marked “Disseminated by” such organi- 
zation, a Communist organization? 

Mr. MORSE. In my judgment, the 
discretion of the Attorney General is so 
broad in this case that, after a ruling 
by the Subversive Activities Control 
Board, such an organization will not be 
putting out any literature. I think they 
will simply be prevented from taking 
any action at all. 

Mr. AIKEN. Suppose someone who 
was convicted of robbing a bank could 
not appeal the conviction for a year, 
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would it be fair during that year that 
he should put on all his letterheads, 
“John Doe, Bank Robber”? 

Mr. MORSE. No. The Senator has 
put his finger on one of the objections I 
make to the bill. The bill is very badly 
worded, in my judgment, from the 
standpoint of its procedural provisions. 

Mr. AIKEN. It occurs to me that the 
provisions are so broad they could con- 
ceivably do irrevocable injury to an 
innocent party. 

Mr. MORSE. Yes. It bears out the 
point the Senator from Vermont has 
heard me stress many times, namely, 
that, after all, our system of procedural 
protections in this country is devised to 
guarantee to the guilty as well as to the 
innocent a fair procedure. 

Let us take a look at the language the 
Senator from Vermont just cited: 

No such petition may be filed until 1 year 
has passed after the order determining such 
organization to be a Communist-infiltrated 
organization has become final. 


The Subversive Activities Board is not 
God. It is not infallible. Like any 
human institution, it may be dead wrong 
in a verdict. 

Of course, basic in our sense of Amer- 
ican justice is the feeling that we must 
have a procedure immediately available 
to free men with which to protect their 
rights. Here we have a procedure which 
simply says there is nothing we can do 
about it for.a year. 

Mr. AIKEN. If an appeal is taken 
after 1 year, during which time the or- 
ganization must send out all material 
marked “Communist material,” would 
that appeal be heard again by the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board? Who 
would hear the appeal? 

Mr. MORSE. That I would not know, 
from the wording of this bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. I was trying to ascer- 
tain who would hear the appeal. I should 
like to know whether the same board 
which heard it in the first place would 
rehear it. 

Mr. MORSE. I do not think that is 
clear, from the bill. 

Let me call the attention of the Sen- 
ator to the very next sentence: 

No organization may file petitions under 
this subsection oftener than once in each 
calendar year. 


Since when? Since when have we 
adopted the notion in America that we 
are going to put some limitation upon 
the determination of procedural rights 
of Americans on the basis of merits and 
rights in a controversy? 

It may be that after we get through 
with the first petition hearing the law- 
yers will be well satisfied that there 
is a basis for further consideration be- 
cause of error which was made at that 
hearing. Then they will have to file an- 
other petition. Are we going to deny 
them that right? Are we going to make 
them wait to protect their rights? 

In my judgment procedurally this bill 
is a monstrosity. 

Mr. AIKEN. Then the Senator from 
Oregon cannot find in the bill the pro- 
cedure for the hearing on an appeal, 
after 1 year has elapsed? 

Mr. MORSE. In my judgment, it is 
not clear as to what the steps will be. 
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Mr. AIKEN. It is certainly not clear 
to the Senator from Vermont. That is 
why I am asking the Senator from Ore- 
gon about it, in the hope it can be 
cleared up. 

Mr. MORSE, That is one of the rea- 
sons for my objection to the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield again? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know the Sena- 
tor is trying to develop his case very 
logically. 

Mr, MORSE. I have only one more 
point. I hope the Senator from Ver- 
mont will tarry, because this point I de- 
sire to make has a relationship to a point 
of view I know he holds. I hope the Sen- 
ator will tarry, unless he has another 
meeting to attend. 

I yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was just looking 
at the final report of the subcommittee, 
to which reference has been made this 
evening, entitled ‘Public Policy and 
Communist Domination of Certain 
Unions.” 

On pages 16 and 17, as the Senator will 
note, there is a chapter called disestab- 
lishing Communist-dominated unions 
via the NLRB. 

This is the subject matter of the Sen- 
ator’s suggestion. I note there language 
which reads as follows: 

A similar approach was taken by the Ca- 
nadian Labor Board on December 7, 1950. 
This Board decertified the Canadian Sea- 
man’s Union on the ground that it was not a 
trade union within the meaning of the In- 
dustrial Relations and Disputes Act. The 
Board said that the “close association of the 
respondent with foreign elements of the in- 
ternational Communist front in the promo- 
tion of international Communist policies 
and activities * * * was entirely foreign to 
the purpose of a trade union under the act.” 
This action was affirmed by the Canadian 
courts as being a permissible exercise of au- 
thority under the Canadian legislation. 


A little bit later the labor editor of 
Business Week, Mr. Merlyn Pitzele, made 
recommendations as follows for the dis- 
establishment of a labor organization 
within the confines of the National Labor 
Relations Act: 

(1) The charge is made that a given union 
is Communist dominated. 

(2) The NLRB investigates the charge and 
finds that the organization is indeed domi- 
nated by Communists. 

(3) The NLRB orders (a) the union to 
disestablish itself; and (b) the employer to 
withdraw recognition from it and cease to 
deal with it. 


This is all part and parcel of some of 
the hearings we held. I may point out 
that this is not unusualin America. The 
Atomic Energy Commission directed the 
General Electric Co. in one particular 
case not to deal with a particular union, 
because the Atomic Energy Commission, 
through its security resources, came to 
the conclusion that the certain union 
was Communist infiltrated and Commu- 
nist dominated. 

We use as an example the Atomic En- 
ergy Commission experience. By the 
way, that experience was participated 
in by the NLRB. The General Counsel 
and the Commission itself worked this 
out with the National Labor Relations 
Board. 
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Again, I say that the suggestion being 
made by the Senator from Oregon, of 
listing Communist domination or infil- 
tration as an unfair labor practice, for 
the purposes of the National Labor Re- 
lations Act, meets the specifications 
which have been laid down first in the 
Canadian case; secondly, in the Atomic 
Energy Commission labor relations pat- 
tern, because that is identical to what 
happens in the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion case; and, third, I think it meets 
the criteria of what we call a company 
union, In other words, a company union 
is not a union in fact; and a Communist- 
dominated union is not a union in terms 
of the purposes and objectives of union- 
ism, as outlined under the provisions of 
law in the National Labor Relations Act. 

That is what we are getting down to 
here. Therefore, to pinpoint it more 
than is done by the bill which is before 
us, to which the Senator is referring 
with keen insight, as to the breadth of 
its scope, something such as he is sug- 
gesting is necessary. 

I have listened to the comments of the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 
The danger, as I see it, in the proposed 
legislation is not in its objective. That 
is no danger. The objective is indeed 
meritorious. The danger is that instead 
of getting the group we want, which will 
be able to really assist the labor move- 
ment in ridding itself of the few who 
are members of the Communist Party, 
who are still left in key positions, we 
may very well throw this matter into 
unlimited litigation and prolonged hear- 
ings, and, of course, actually have union 
busting. 

The Senator is correct. We remember 
the days of the Attorney General, Mr. 
Palmer; a union buster if there ever was 
one. We have had other instances at 
the State level in that regard. We con- 
ducted investigations, as the Senator 
knows, with respect to certain activities 
under the Taft-Hartley law, and we 
found in many areas of the country that 
legal officers at the county or State level 
actually were used to break up legitimate 
trade unionism in the name of State law. 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate very much 
the contribution of the Senator from 
Minnesota. Let me say I agree with 
everything he has just said. It bears 
out, I think, the soundness of the ap- 
proach he and I think ought to be made 
to the problem of communism in Ameri- 
can unions, 

I yield to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I notice the discussion 
here makes reference to unions, but in 
reading the bill it appears that the bill 
applies to any organization and not par- 
ticularlv to unions. Is that correct? 

Mr. MORSE. That is right. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Ore- 
gon is simply using the labor union as 
an example of an organization which 
could probably be destroyed. 

Mr. MORSE. That is true. 

Mr. President, my attention has been 
called by the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL] to minority views 
which were filed in the other House, on 
a bill which I am advised is somewhat 
similar to the bill now before the Senate. 
I ask unanimous consent that the docu- 
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ment be printed at this point in the 
ReEcorp as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the minority 
views were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

Munority Views To Accompany H. R. 9838 


The bill H. R. 9838 was reported by the 
Committee on Un-American Activities with- 
out one word of testimony pro or con being 
introduced, or a report from the Department 
of Justice submitted. The bill was cailed up 
for consideration when a bare majority of 
the committee was present and despite the 
protests of Mr. WALTER that a bill of this 
importance should not be considered with- 
out, at least, having an explanation made of 
what it does. It was reported by a vote of 
4 to 1, without ever going through the 
formality of reading the bill for amendment, 

This bill is similar to the legislation that 
was considered by the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary in hearings which started on March 
18, 1954, and terminated on June 30, 1954. 
The difference between H. R. 9838 from those 
under consideration during these hearings is 
that not a single word of testimony in all of 
the hearings held before the Judiciary Com- 
mittee concerned H. R. 9838. The effects 
of this legislation are farther-reaching than 
apparently the proponents understand. As 
was pointed out in an editorial in the Wall 
Street Journal of June 8, 1954: 

“This type of legislation is intended to ex- 
tend the authority contained in the Subver- 
sive Activities Control Act of 1950.“ 

In view of the fact that much progress is 
being made under that law it seems danger- 
ous to us to report a far-reaching bill which 
may, as the Wall Street Journal pointed 
out, “chip away at the very rights we seek 
to save from that [Communist] menace.” 
We are firmly of the opinion that a con- 
tinued vigorous enforcement of the Smith 
Act obviates the necessity to legislate fur- 
ther when such legislation is hurriedly 
drawn and only casually considered, 

Up until now we have dealt with the pro- 
cedures followed by the committee majority 
in approving this bill. 

We also have grave reservations with re- 
spect to the bill’s substantive provisions. 
This bill is copied word by word from S. 3706, 
introduced by Senator BUTLER of Maryland. 
In general outline it resembles House Joint 
Resolution 528, introduced at the request of 
Attorney General Brownell, on which the 
House Judiciary Committee held hearings. 

The essence of this bill is that the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board, created by 
the Internal Security Act of 1950, is author- 
ized to screen unions to determine whether 
they are Communist-infiltrated. The bill 
does not in terms apply only to labor unions, 
but the penalties provided for “Communist 
infiltrated” organizations seem to be appli- 
cable only to unions, The principal penalty 
is that a union found to be “Communist 
infiltrated” is to be forbidden to engage in 
collective bargaining; that is, it is to be put 
out of business. 

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that 
this bill is a step toward Government licens- 
ing of trade unions. Such a step should be 
taken only after the most careful considera- 
tion and the clearest demonstration of its 
necessity. Once the power of life and death 
over unions is vested in a Federal agency, 
there is always the danger that it may be 
misused. The danger, too, cannot be over- 
looked that the bare existence of such a 
power in the Federal Government will intim- 
idate unions, and tend to make them sub- 
servient to the political ends of whatever 
administration may be in power. 

On June 1, the Wall Street Journal said 
editorially of the Attorney General's very 
similar proposal: 

“We recognize the trying task the Attorney 
General and his law officers face in combating 
the secret and sinister Communist intrigue. 
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But it is not the part of wisdom ourselves 
to chip away at the very rights we seek 
to save from that menace.” 

We agree. 

A free trade-union movement is an im- 
portant bulwark of democracy. Where de- 
mocracy has been destroyed, as in Soviet 
Russia and Nazi Germany, the subordination 
of unions to complete government control, 
through licensing or some similar device, 
has always been a first step in the march 
toward totalitarianism. 

It seems to us that a proposal so drastic 
as this bill, one which departs so markedly 
from this country's democratic traditions, 
should be entertained (1) only on the clear- 
est showing of necessity, and (2) only if the 
bill provides every reasonable safeguard 
against abuse, both from the standpoint of 
being precisely drawn and of containing 
adequate procedural safeguards. 

We do not think that these tests are 
met. 

1. Undoubtedly there are in this country 
certain so-called unions which are still un- 
der Communist domination. Undoubtedly 
the leadership of these unions seeks to use 
them to promote the interests of Soviet Rus- 
sia. Undoubtedly this leadership is traitor- 
ous to thé United States, and to their own 
rank-and-file members. 

Every indication, however, is that this situ- 
ation is improving rather than growing 
worse, and that it is being successfully 
handled by the workers themselves, without 
Government intervention. The testimony 
before the House Judiciary Committee on 
House Joint Resolution 528—and that com- 
mittee, unlike this one, held hearings— 
was that out of some 13 unions which in 1949 
were Communist-dominated, half of them 
have by now entirely disappeared, while the 
others have lost substantial membership. 
This testimony further showed that this 

is a continuing one: within recent 
weeks the Communist-dominated unions 
have suffered further substantial loss of 
membership. 

We agree that so long as a single Com- 
munist misleader of labor remains in a 
union office there is no occasion for com- 
placency. But, when the situation is get- 
ting better and not worse, neither is there 
occasion for hysteria. 

2. Loyal American unions affiliated with 
the American Federation of Labor, the Con- 
gress of Industrial Organizations, the Rail- 
road Brotherhoods, and the United Mine 
Workers are doing a very effective job of ex- 
posing and destroying the Communist mis- 
leaders of labor. None of these unions sup- 
ports this bill. 

On the contrary, both the American Fed- 
eration of Labor and the Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations have expressed opposi- 
tion to the approach used in this and similar 
bills. In his statement to the House Judi- 
ciary Committee on House Joint Resolution 
528, George Meany, president of the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor, said: 

“While the authors of the bill naturally 
have no such intent, there is real danger 
that the provisions of this bill could be 
readily directed against legitimate trade- 
union organizations, 

“The charge of communism is often loosely 
made and on many occasions has been di- 
rected against legitimate labor unions. Be- 
cause unions must from time to time resort 
to public protests to gain just ends or defend 
a minority view, or because a union-organi- 
zation campaign may involve a conflict of 
ideas, ill-informed or malicious individuals 
frequently try to arouse antiunion sentiment 
by attacking union representatives or partic- 
ular labor organizations as ‘Communist.’ 
If such attacks were to be given credibility 
and force by an official charge of Communist 
infiltration, under such circumstances, the 
status of a bona fide union might easily come 
into jeopardy. 
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“Under the bill, charges against organiza- 
tions are initiated only by the Attorney Gen- 
eral. While we are confident that the pres- 
ent Attorney General would not use the pro- 
posed law to injure legitimate labor unions, 
it is quite conceivable that such an official 
hostile to labor might utilize such a law as a 
weapon against all unions.” 

Similar apprehensions were voiced on be- 
half of the Congress of Industrial Organi- 
zations. 

3. The standards contained in this bill 
for determining whether a union is Commu- 
nist-infiltrated are so vague as to threaten 
the innocent along with the guilty. Thus 
the bill lists seven criteria which the Board 
is to take into consideration in determining 
whether an organization is Communist- 
infiltrated. Typical of these criteria is (3), 
which reads: 

“(3) the extent to which the personnel 
and resources of such organization are, or 
within 5 years have been, used to further or 
promote the objectives of any such Commu- 
nist organization, government, or movement.” 

This language fails to make it clear that 
an organization is to be proscribed only if 
it was deliberately used for the purpose and 
with the motive of promoting communism. 
It seems—though surely that would not be 
the intent—to permit conviction upon a 
mere showing of a coincidence of views on 
some subjects between the accused organi- 
gation and the Communist Party. 

To some extent this objection could be 
met by tightening up the definition, cri- 
teria, etc. To a considerable degree, how- 
ever, it is inherent in the nature of the bill's 
approach, of dealing with attitudes and af- 
filiations rather than with specific illegal 
acts. As the Wall Street Journal editorial 
already referred to said: 

“As we see it, the trouble with Mr. Brown- 
ell's bill is that he here seeks not to expose 
organizations or to punish people for what 
they have done, but to punish people for 
what they may be in a position to do.” 

4. The bill applies not only to organiza- 
tions which are “Communist-infiltrated” 
now, but to any which have been “within 
5 years.” This provision is not only unjust, 
but would deter unions from hereafter 
throwing off Communist leadership. It 
makes the bill wholly self-defeating—and 
demonstrates how superficial is the consid- 
eration which this proposal has received. 

Within the last 5 years many local unions 
have broken away from Communist-domi- 
nated international unions and have trans- 
ferred their affiliation to loyal American or- 
ganizations. That is the form which the 
destruction of Communist-dominated inter- 
national unions has taken over the past few 
years, and is taking. In some instances the 
elected leadership of the local union has 
broken with the Communist Party and led 
the move out of the Communist-dominated 
international. In other situations rank- 
and-file workers have revolted against and 
replaced local leadership which continued 
subservient to communism. 

It seems to us that developments like 
these should have the encouragement and 
approbation of the Government. Yet this 
bill would threaten with destruction these 
local unions which broke away from Com- 
munist-dominated internationals, if the 
break was within the last 5 years. 

This provision is unjust. It is unjust as to 
organizations whose leadership continues the 
same, if those leaders have genuinely broken 
with communism. We in this country be- 
lieve that it is never too late to reform. We 
presumably do not believe that a man should 
be forbidden to be a union official because 
he was a Communist 4 years ago, or that the 
union should be punished because he was 
a Communist 4 years ago. Certainly this 
committee, and other committies of the Con- 
gress as well, relies in ite work upon the testi- 
mony of avowed former Communists. Pre- 
sumably this committee regards these wit- 
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nesses as reliable, and as performing a serv- 
ice for their country. Yet, under this bill, 
these men would be barred from union office, 
and unions electing them would be subject 
to destruction. 

If this provision is unjust as to unions 
whose leaders have reformed, it is doubly so 
as to unions who have replaced leadership 
which would not abandon the Communist 
Party. Yet these unions, too, would be sub- 
jected to destruction under this bill. 

As far as the practical effect of this pro- 
vision goes, it might well be entitled a pro- 
posal to insure continued Communist control 
of unions. What incentive is there for a 
union official to renounce the Communist 
Party if by doing so—and admitting his for- 
mer Communist membership—he subjects 
the union to destruction? What incentive 
is there for a union to replace Communist 
leaders if by denouncing them as Commu- 
nists it subjects the union to destruction by 
the Government? Under this proposal the 
Government would penalize the very conduct 
it should encourage. 

5. Obviously, this bill has not been thought 
through. Obviously there is danger that it 
would do more harm than good. 

That is what the House Judiciary Commit- 
tee decided after considering a similar pro- 
posal—House Joint Resolution 528. That 
committee concluded that Communist infil- 
tration of unions does present a substantial 
problem, and one which merits careful and 
thoughtful consideration. But it was not 
convinced that legislation of this type is the 
answer. The Judiciary Committee therefore 
proposed the creation of a bipartisan public 
commission, having industry and labor rep- 
resentation, to study this whole problem and 
report back to the Congress next January. 
This proposal has received the support of 
both the American Federation of Labor and 
the Congress of Industrial Organizations. 

We think that is a rational and construc- 
tive proposal. 

This problem of Communist infiltration of 
unions should be dealt with carefully and 
thoughtfully. It should be dealt with in a 
way which will not damage traditional 
American liberties, or bring us closer to the 
totalitarianism this bill purports to guard 
against. 

This is an issue on which politics should 
be shelved: those who seek to make political 
capital out of it will only do the country a 
grave disservice. 

Prancis E. WALTER. 
CLYDE DOYLE. 
James B. FRAZIER, Jr. 


Mr. MORSE. I summarize my posi- 
tion by saying that, in my judgment, the 
sound approach is to handle the union 
problem within the jurisdiction of the 
National Labor Relations Board and to 
pass a bill which will give the Board such 
jurisdiction, and to say to the Depart- 
ment of Justice, “You already have the 
jurisdiction to proceed to take care of 
any individual who is engaged in Com- 
munist or subversive or espionage activ- 
ity. You do not need this bill.” 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield with the under- 
standing that I shall not lose my right 
to the floor. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is there any provision 
for an appeal to the courts from a deci- 
sion of the Subversive Control Board? 

Mr. MORSE. There is some appeal 
provision, but, in my judgment, it is not 
adequate. 

Mr. AIKEN. Could that appeal be 
taken immediately after the Subversive 
Control Board rendered its decision? 

Mr. MORSE. I think we shall first 
have to get a court test on the section of 
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the bill on which the Senator has al- 
ready commented. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. As the Senator from 
Oregon knows, I am opposed to the bill 
on many grounds, including those which 
the Senator from Oregon has stated, but 
I am interested in the question raised by 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], 
and, I think, earlier today, by the Sena- 
tor from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], as to 
the Court of Appeals. I pointed out in 
my long speech this afternoon that while 
of course there is recourse to the courts, 
we know that any decision must neces- 
sarily be very long delayed. 

The Senator from Oregon may re- 
member that in 1950 when we had be- 
fore us the internal security bill, I 
pointed out that it would take at least 
2 years for any decision to be handed 
down, even in a case involving the Com- 
munist Party itself. I was highly con- 
servative about that. That was in 1950. 
We are getting toward the end of 1954. 
I am sure the Senator from Oregon will 
bear me out when I say that even now, 
after 4½ years, no decision has been 
handed down by the highest court with 
regard to the Communist Party. I do 
not think a case has even been heard by 
the Supreme Court. So, is it not a fair 
assumption that any of the cases which 
might be brought on certification by the 
Attorney General to the Subversive Con- 
trol Board would be in the courts for a 
very long time, and that in the mean- 
time the unions affected would lose all 
the benefits they have under the law at 
the present time? They would be paint- 
ed as subversive; they would have no 
standing; they would be weakened to the 
point of annihilation, and still we would 
have done nothing. 

I think this bill is not only a bad bill, 
but it is a perfectly useless and unwork- 
able bill. 

Mr. MORSE. In my opinion the Sen- 
ator from New York is completely right 
in comment about the long delay which 
will fiow from the bill, in view of its pro- 
visions, as the Senator from Vermont 
pointed out; although I wish to say that 
in the subversive control bill itself there 
is provided a procedure for appeal to the 
courts, and also—and I wish to be per- 
fectly fair about it—the protection of 
the Administrative Procedure Act. 

But, in my judgment, the procedure 
which will have to be followed under this 
bill will cause a final appeal to the courts 
to be so long delayed that a union will be 
out of existence, in most cases, by the 
time a case gets to the district court. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It will take 3, 4, or 5 
years before any decision is handed 
down, will it not? 

Mr. MORSE. It will take a long time. 

Mr. President, for a few minutes I 
should like to turn to another matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon has the floor. 


NOMINATION OF HERBERT DAVIS 
VOGEL 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I feel 


compelled to turn to this subject be- 
cause of the matter of timing, and I 
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regret to take the time of the Senate at 
this hour, but I respectfully say it is 
not my fault. 

I feel that the situation which has 
developed today justifies my making my 
record on this subject. I refer to the 
confirmation this morning, when there 
were about eight Senators on the floor, 
of the nomination of General Vogel to 
be a member of the Board of Directors of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Mr. President, Iam very glad the ma- 
jority leader has returned to the Cham- 
ber, because I wish to resume a discus- 
sion of the subject matter which I had 
started. I shall be very brief, I may say 
to the majority leader. I am sorry it is 
necessary for me to take it up tonight 
at all; but in fairness to myself, I think 
I must make my record on the same day 
on which the Senate took action on the 
nomination of General Vogel to the 
Board of Directors of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. 

I am not critical. I think it is just 
one of those things which sometimes 
happen in the Senate, when persons 
having good intentions are not fully 
aware of understandings which existed 
before the action was taken. 

Yesterday the committee completed 
its hearings on the Vogel nomination. 
The vote in the Committee on Public 
Works was 11 to 1. I voted against the 
nomination. I made a statement in the 
committee setting forth my reasons. 
The committee agreed, by a unanimous 
vote, to have the hearings printed, as 
will be seen when I refer to the hearings 
in a moment. Certainly it was the tacit 
understanding of all members of the 
committee that action would not be 
taken on the floor of the Senate until 
the hearings had been printed, so that 
they could be used as the basis for Sen- 
ate discussion of the matter. 

The chairman of the committee, the 
distinguished senior Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Martin], has informed me 
that when he reported the nomination, 
he did so—I will quote him as directly 
as possible—with the understanding on 
his part that the nomination would lie 
on the table. I do not wish to imply 
that the majority leader told him that 
it would lie on the table. But the Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania has informed me 
that he took it for granted that the nomi- 
nation would lie on the table for debate, 
and that he was as surprised as I was 
to learn that in the early minutes of the 
session this morning the Vogel nomi- 
nation was confirmed by the Senate with 
about eight Senators on the floor. 

Mr. President, the nomination has 
been confirmed and sent to the White 
House. It is an accomplished fact. I 
could, as the Parliamentarian has ad- 
vised, move to have the nomination re- 
turned from the White House, but I am 
not going to do that, because I am ob- 
jective enough to know that to do so 
would be pretty much of an empty ges- 
ture. Furthermore, I do not believe, un- 
less a situation was much more extraor- 
dinary than this one, that any such 
request should be made of the President 
at any time. 

I think the incident, however, illu- 
strates the importance of amending the 
Senate rules. I feel that any nomi- 
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nation ought to remain at the desk for 
at least 1 calendar day after it has 
first appeared in print on the Senate 
Calendar. Had that been done in this 
case, I would not have found myself in 
a position which I feel is somewhat em- 
barrassing. 

The argument which I made in the 
Committee on Public Works yesterday 
was made after certain members of the 
committee had already expressed them- 
selves publicly on the nomination. Some 
of them were kind enough to say to me 
that if they had not made their state- 
ments, they would have felt that they 
should give very serious consideration to 
the objections I raised to the nomi- 
nation. 

Be that as it may, I desire to have the 
Record show the basis of my objections 
to the Vogel nomination. I shall do so 
by way of reading into the Recorp the 
statement I made at the hearing yes- 
terday, and then by filing at the end 
thereof the summary which I released 
to the press, without taking the time to 
read the summary. I can assure the 
majority leader that it will not take me 
long to read the relatively brief state- 
ment. 

I may say that the printed proceedings 
before the committee did not arrive, so 
as to be available to the Senate, until 
after the nomination had been con- 
firmed. I now read my statement be- 
fore the committee: 

Senator Morse. I asked the reporter to stay 
for my remarks, because I do not want to be 
misunderstood or misrepresented in any way. 
I do not believe anyone would do it inten- 
tionally. However, I am talking on a matter 
of public policy and I want a written official 
record of my objections to this nomination. 

I want to make very clear that in opposing 
this nomination I do not do so on the basis 
of any personal opposition to General Vogel 
as aman. I have a high regard for him as 
an individual and as a military officer. 

I oppose this nomination because I think it 
is a very bad nomination from the stand- 
point of sound public policy, I think it rep- 
resents unsound public policy on two major 
grounds. 

I am very much disturbed, Mr. Chairman, 
about the growing tendency of recent years 
to appoint high military men to civilian 
posts. It prevailed to some extent during 
recent Democratic administrations and I 
vigorously objected to it during those ad- 
ministrations as I do during this one. 

I have been heard to make this argument 
against appointing military officials to high 
civilian posts during the Truman adminis- 
tration, but the policy is proceeding at a 
much more rapid pace under this adminis- 
tration. The appointment of military men 
to positions that I consider to be positions of 
civilian and not military trust is not in keep- 
ing with American traditions of civilian gov- 
ernment. 

I think it is a very unsound policy, Mr. 
Chairman, to appoint as the head of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority a military man. 

I think the Tennessee Valley Authority 
symbolizes to the American people, and will 
be so recorded in history, as one of the great 
experiments in a cooperative relationship 
between a Government and a people in an 
area in respect to a joint social and economic 
program. 

It represents a great civilian enterprise. 

The Government has exercised a proprie- 
tary interest, but not a sole proprietary in- 
terest, in the program because the people in 
the Tennessee Valley, as individuals, as 
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groups, as businesses have a decided pro- 
prietary interest in the development of the 
objectives of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

I repeat, it is a great civilian program. 

In my judgment it is a dramatic epitomi- 
zation of Lincoln’s tenet and Jefferson's, who 
held it before Lincoln, that there is a duty 
of government to do for the people what they 
cannot do for themselves, or so well do for 
themselves. 


Through the TVA we are putting into prac- 


tice a very fine principle of government. 
‘The TVA has become a great living example 
of what that tenet means, and I think it 
ought to be administered completely free of 
any military influence. 

I think it is a sad thing when we consider 
the history of the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity to now bring in as Chairman a military 
man with this man’s military background. 
It is a good military background, but in my 
judgment, it is not the background we want 
for the operation of a great civilian institu- 
tion such as the Tennessee Valley Authority. 
Incidentally, let me say at this point that 
the questions I asked yesterday, based upon 
General Vogel's conception of chain of com- 
mand of military, were bottomed upon a 
considerable amount of information that I 
have received as to his administration of mili- 
tary assignments, and with particular ref- 
erence to his Canal Zone assignment. 

This nominee is a military administrator 
who operates on the basis of military orders 
and on the basis of expecting those below 
him to respond with a click-of-the-heel-and- 
a-salute attitude. 

That is all right at a military post. I have 
no objection to it in a military post because 
it brings about military efficiency. But the 
military chain-of-command administration 
doesn’t bring about civilian efficiency. It 
brings about civilian resentment. I am ad- 
vised that he aroused a considerable amount 
of resentment on the part of civilians in the 
Panama Canal in his administrative practices 
down there. 

I say without any personal criticism of 
this nominee that a man with his military 
training and background and experience who 
I am satisfied has followed a military chain- 
of-command policy, and is likely to follow 
the same in his new post, causes me some 
concern. I fear that if we confirm this 
nomination we will put behind the desk of 
the Chairman of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority the whole concept of a military com- 
mand administration. I think such an ad- 
ministrative approach will have a detrimen- 
tal effect on the morale of the civilian em- 
ployees of the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
and I think it will arouse in due course of 
time a considerable amount of opposition to 
his administration within the Tennessee 
Valley. 

Next, I would mention another ground of 
opposition to this nomination. I think this 
is an unsound appointment from the stand- 
point of public policy because, if you were go- 
ing to go to the military for a TVA Chairman, 
I think the last place you should go to is the 
Army Corps of Engineers. I say that be- 
cause the Tennessee Valley Authority has 
been one of the things that the Army engi- 
neers have not liked from the standpoint 
of construction policy and administration 
policy from the time of its conception. 

The Army Corps of Engineers have never 
been particularly friendly to the Tennessee 
Valley Authority because the Army Engi- 
neer Corps recommendations were not fol- 
lowed at the beginning of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. 

This nominee has testified that he favors 
the contract approach for building such pub- 
lic works. The Tennessee Valley Authority 
is a great experiment in the force-account 
approach of public-works construction. It 
is a magnificent experiment and a successful 
experiment. Now it is proposed to bring 
in an Army engineer who, by background, 
represents the military that has not liked 
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the Tennessee Valley Authority and the pol- 
icy that has been followed. 

In my judgment, it is an inexcusable 
act on the part of the President of the United 
States to select his Chairman from the Corps 
of Engineers when the record is perfectly 
clear that the Army engineers’ recommen- 
dations were not followed in the beginning 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

I am not making a charge of prejudice on 
the part of the nominee but I am saying that 
we as Senators have an obligation to see to 
it that we do not bring into the TVA a 
Chairman who represents an organization 
that, in my judgment, has been unfriendly 
to the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

I want read into the committee record 
some excerpts from a lecture that Gordon 
Clapp gave at the University of Chicago, on 
February 17, of this year, in one of a series 
of lectures which he was invited to give on 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. Inciden- 
tally, I think it is inexcusable that Gordon 
Clapp, on the basis of his magnificent record 
was not reappointed as Chairman of the 
TVA. 

This appears on page 2 of his remarks 
where he said: 

“The TVA has built these 20 dams in 20 
years with its own employees. Each struc- 
ture was placed, designed, and built to serve 
a purpose peculiar to itself. Taken together, 
they form a unit for the control and pro- 
ductivity of a great river system. There is 
Fontana Dam—fourth largest and highest in 
the world—rising 480 feet above bedrock in 
a canyon of the North Carolina mountains. 

“There is Kentucky Dam, near the mouth 
of the Tennessee River as it flows into the 
Ohio near Paducah, more than a mile and a 
half long, with two-thirds of its concrete 
bulk invisible, reaching down a 100 feet 
through soft overburden to the solid lime- 
stone rock, 4 

“Kentucky's foundations are especially de- 
signed to withstand earthquakes such as the 
one which occurred and changed the course 
of the Mississippi more than a 100 years 
ago. The shoreline of the 184-mile long lake 
behind Kentucky Dam, if straightened out, 
would reach from Chicago to Los Angeles. 
This great reservoir can regulate the full 
flow of a flooded Tennessee River to reduce 
fiood crests on the lower Ohio and Missis- 
sippi.” 

But, if you had left it to the Army engi- 
neers, you would have never had either one 
of these dams. If you had left it to the 
Army Corps of Engineers, you would not 
have had Douglas Dam and you would not 
have had the kind of a project that you have 
in the Tennessee Valley right now. 

Mr. Clapp discusses the topic Building the 
TVA, and I think it is worth a very brief 
review, Mr. Chairman, 

He said: 

“Many tasks full of the seeds of precedent 
confronted the TVA board immediately upon 
taking over its responsibilities. High on the 
list was the mobilization of an organization, 
and, second, and concurrently, an early start 
on the construction of dams on the Ten- 
nessee River. 

“In beginning its work to rebuild the river 
the TVA had wide latitude for important 
decisions, restricted, however, by two in- 
structions in the law. First, that a navigable 
channel 9 feet in depth must be provided for 
the 650 miles from the mouth of the river to 
Knoxville, the head of navigation; and sec- 
ond, that all planning and operation must 
give priority to navigation and flood control 
over all other purposes, including the pro- 
duction of power. 

“In the face of this assignment, the board 
had to decide what engineering plan to 
follow. 

“At the time the TVA bill was being con- 
sidered by the Congress in 1933, there was 
available an extensive report which had been 
compiled by the Army Corps of Engineers 
prior to 1931. This report included a scheme 
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of 32 low navigation dams and locks for the 
main channel of the Tennessee. These dams 
would provide no flood control and no power.” 


It provided only for navigation, Mr. 
President. 


This is the program that the engineers 
would have followed. 

“An alternative scheme contained in the 
same report proposed a system of nine high 
dams, including the Wilson Dam and Hales 
Bar Dam already built. The high-dam 
scheme would create the 9-foot navigation 
channel and also provide for flood control 
and power. With these alternatives counter 
proposed, with TVA still unborn, the Army 
engineers had already secured initial appro- 
priations and begun work on the lock for the 
first of a compromise system of about 12 
intermediate size dams, consistent with 
neither of the alternatives recommended in 
their report. 

“The TVA Act, as adopted, embraced the 
high-dam scheme by indirection, for engi- 
neering logic inexorably asserted that the 
maximum amount of flood control, naviga- 
tion, and power could be achieved only by 
the construction of high dams properly 
spaced along the river and its tributaries. 
TVA began to develop plans for a system of 
high, multiple-purpose dams. This choice 
required plans and designs that would use 
the same space in reservoirs for both flood 
control and power, a policy deprecated by 
many permanent engineers of that day. 

“In recruiting engineers to give life to this 
idea—multiple-purpose dams—those who 
believed in the feasibility of this approach 
were sought and found.” 

But not among the Army engineers, be- 
cause the Army engineers did not believe in 
that approach. 

Furthermore, I wish to stress, Mr. Chair- 
man and members of the committee, that 
the Army engineers have demonstrated time 
and time again that they are much more 
concerned with, and interested in flood con- 
trol and navigation developments than they 
are in electric power development. 

The Tennessee Valley Authority is an im- 
portant project from the standpoint of navi- 
gation and flood control. 

But it probably is the outstanding project 
in the Nation from the standpoint of its 
electric power potentialities. 

I am very fearful that the nominee will 
bring to the chairmanship of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority a demonstrated negative 
attitude of the Army engineers in power 
development. 

I want to be frank about this. There is a 
growing feeling in the country, and I think 
with much justification, that the Army en- 
gineers are closely linked in sympathy, at 
least, and in economic philosophy with the 
monopolistic approach of the private 
utilities when it comes to the development 
of electric power resources. Now I return to 
a reading of excerpts from Gordon Clapp's 
paper on TVA as follows: 

“TVA built its organization of engineers, 
competent to plan, to design, and to rebuild 
the river, it faced another decision—one 
among many to be sure, but one of great 
importance for the TVA as it is today: How 
should these great dams be built? Should 
they be let out to contract, as was custom- 
ary, or should the TVA organize its own 
forces and go to work?” 

If Congress had left it to the Army engi- 
neers, they would have let it out to contract, 
but that is not the program that the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority followed, and the 
program that the Tennessee Valley Authority 
followed, let me make clear, Mr. Chairman 
and gentlemen, the Army engineers did not 
approve, 

Let me go on to read from Mr. Clapp's 
statement: 

“To employ contractors requires bids, and 
a sound-bidding procedure requires advanced 
preparation of basic designs and detailed 
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specifications covering thousands of par- 
ticulars. 

“Building a dam by contract, in fact, is 
to build a dam at least twice—once on the 
drawing boards before you move a cubic yard 
of dirt, and building it again on the site. 
Sometimes you build it a third time—in the 
courts to adjudicate responsibility for the 
changes made between original specifications 
and the structural details and contents as 
finally built. 

“There are shortcuts in this process, to be 
sure. But the alternatives move very close, 
very quickly to a cost-plus contract. 

“Neither of these alternatives made sense 
to the TVA.” 

But I digress, Mr. Chairman, to say that if 
Congress had left it to the Army engineers 
we would have received the unsound pro- 
gram criticized by Gordon Clapp. 

Mr. Clapp goes on to say: 

“The Board saw no justification for wait- 
ing months while it prepared blueprints for 
a call for bids, trying in the meantime to 
mobilize a syndicate of contractors to submit 
responsible bids. The Board not only recog- 
nized, but welcomed its managerial respon- 
sibilities and accountability as spelled out in 
the act. It sought no escape hatch, wanted 
no predesigned alibi for failure. 

“The Board decided to create its own or- 
ganization and hold itself responsible directly 
for construction. Thus the construction of 
dams and the development of detailed plans 
could go forward concurrently. Benefits from 
the finished structures would become avail- 
able at an earlier date. Costs could be con- 
trolled. This original decision has never been 
changed, 

“Twenty years later we think the plan was 
wise. Time and money have been saved as 
TVA construction forces are able to take ad- 
vantage of unusual conditions as they 
develop. 

“We do not have to halt while we work out 
expensive and delaying contractual changes. 

“By having direct control of its work, TVA 
is able to eliminate middleman costs for 
managerial services; accept its responsibil- 
ities in such matters as employee housing 
and general working conditions; meet across 
the table with its employees to work out 
problems which might otherwise delay the 
work or end in bitter disputes, and make 
economical, efficient, and full use of its 
trained construction crews, and heavy con- 
struction equipment from dam to dam.” 

I ask permission, Mr. Chairman, to have 
the rest of this particular section of Mr. 
Clapp's speech inserted at this point as part 
of my remarks. It bears out the arguments 
I want to make in opposition to this nomina- 
tion because I do not think we ought to bring 
into the Board as Chairman of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority Board a man from the Army 
engineers, which corps has made an approach 
to building dams quite different from the ap- 
proach that was made in the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority. 

The CHARMAN. Without objection, it will 
be incorporated in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 

“The Board met for the first time on June 

16, 1933. On October 1, 1933, less than 4 
months later, TVA started to build Norris 
Dam. 
“By the end of the first year, an organiza- 
tion of 10,000 men and women had been 
assembled and was at work, 2 dams had been 
started—the Norris Dam on the Clinch River 
aboye Knoxville and the Wheeler Dam on the 
main stem of the Tennessee above Wilson 
Dam at Muscle Shoals. Sites and founda- 
tions for additional dams were being ex- 
plored. Engineering survey parties with rod, 
chain, and transit were running contours, 
later to show in the work of TVA’s mapping 
organization, which has become one of the 
outstanding operations in the history of 
mapmaking. 
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“The story of how TVA built its engineer- 
ing design staff illustrates some of the prob- 
lems TVA encountered in creating an or- 
ganization committed by law to pioneer in 
engineering theory and make it work. For 
TVA’s dams were to provide water storage for 
navigation and power and at the same time 
hold empty storage for flood control. TVA 
was faced with the problem of finding engi- 
neers not only able to accept responsibility 
for the biggest construction job on earth at 
that time, but engineers willing to test their 
reputations in reconciling what many in 
their profession believed to be conflicting 
purposes. 

“To get construction underway at once, 
TVA turned to a preeminent design organiza- 
tion in the Bureau of Reclamation in Deaver 
for help in designing the first projects. 

“While Norris and Wheeler were being 
built, TVA sent its personnel men around the 
country to find the engineering and architec- 
tural imagination and skill required to re- 
build a whole river. Unhampered by the civil 
service ‘rule of three’ and stubbornly imper- 
vious to political and other pressures. TVA 
sought out candidates, screened and re- 
screened them to build its staff. Specialists 
in a variety of different engineering disci- 
plines were selected and put to work, figura- 
tively, around the same drawing board. 
Thus, when we were ready to start construc- 
tion of the Pickwick Dam in March 1935, 
TVA’s E. and C. forces—its engineering and 
construction people—had come into being. 
Location and general plans for the dam were 
decided by TVA water control planning engi- 
neers; designs, drawings, and specifications 
were a TVA product; the field forces to build 
were TVA; and a TVA operating force was be- 
ing mobilized to take over the finished struc- 
tures. 

“There are many important measures of 
results. Reduced cost of design is one. 
TVA's design costs for its first Jjob—Pickwick 
Dam—were 5 percent of the cost of the dam, 
a reasonable standard among private build- 
ers. Its design costs for Douglas Dam, be- 
gun 7 years and 12 dams later, were held to 
an incredible 1 percent. Design costs today 
for its giant complex steam plants are ap- 
proximately 2 percent. 

“And these structures not only serve well 
the purposes for which they were built; they 
fit the majesty of the landscape.” 

Senator Morse. Let me make myself very 
clear with regard to the Army engineers. I 
am a supporter of the Army engineers on 
the projects that are agreed upon to be con- 
structed by the Army engineers. However, 
the Army engineers are no sacred cow, in my 
judgment. 

In my judgment the Army engineers need 
very much a competitive check upon them 
in public works programs in this country. 

The Army engineers, I think, are well 
served by having the kind of check upon 
them that the Tennessee Valley Authority 
has been. The Tennessee Valley Authority 
has done such an efficient job and such a 
low-cost job that it is very difficult for the 
Army engineers to compare favorably some 
of their exceptionally high-cost projects 
with the great economy of the force-account 
approach of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

I shall not sit here and vote to put in as 
the chairman of a great program that has 
been developed on the basis of a force-ac- 
count approach, an Army engineer, who, on 
the record of this hearing, shows his prefer- 
ence for the contract approach. In stating 
his preference he made the usual claims of 
the Army engineers that they can do it more 
economically by the contract approach. I 
think the record of the TVA refutes them. 

They do not do it more economically, Mr. 
Chairman. I think it is most unsound pub- 
lic policy to go then to the Corps of Engi- 
neers and select from the Corps of Engineers 
for the Chairmanship of the Board of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority a man who I do 
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not believe is in sympathy with the force- 
account approach for building public works, 
I am convinced that if we had followed the 
corps’ recommendations we would never 
have had this great program in the Tennes- 
see Valley. 

I want to insert certain other quotes from 
Mr. Gordon Clapp’s great speech at the Uni- 
versity of Chicago in February. It was made 
without the slightest knowledge either that 
he would not be reappointed as Chairman of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority at the time, 
or that General Vogel would be the one who 
would be appointed as his successor. There- 
fore, it is a highly unprejudiced discussion 
from the standpoint of being in the slightest 
degree related to this appointment. 

I think there is a great lesson to be drawn 
from the speech of Mr. Gordon Clapp's. 

I would like to have printed certain ma- 
terial, starting on page 30 of Mr. Clapp’s 
speech. I shall not read it all. 

The CHamrmMan. Without objection, it will 
be made a part of the record. 

Senator Morse. It buttresses a point I 
want to make. He says: 

“A measure of TVA'’s response to the 
theory of accountability may be found in 
this fact: In these 20 years, the actual cost 
for 20 dams and 3 major steamplants now 
completed is within seven-tenths of 1 per- 
cent of TVA’s estimates made at the time the 
funds for the projects were requested of the 
Congress.” 

Seven-tenths of 1 percent. Tou will look 
in vain for any major Army engineer project 
corresponding in scope to TVA that was ever 
completed within seven-tenths of 1 percent 
of the project estimates. 

Mr. Clapp goes on to say: 

“There is another moral to be drawn from 
the story of any of the projects TVA has 
built. Consider, if you will, what this rec- 
ord might have been had the TVA been re- 
quired to have its dams planned and located 
by one agency; designed by another agency; 
the work performed by contractors; the land 
purchased by a separate bureau; contract 
negotiation and the litigation which invaria- 
bly arises in small proportion, but in sub- 
stantial volume in the construction of a 
project carried out by still another agency; 
and the employees recruited and certified by 
still another agency, with procurement of 
materials and equipment in the hands of 
someone else, 

“Under these circumstances, Douglas Dam 
could not have been built in record-breaking 
time, if at all. Under these circumstances, 
it is probable that the Douglas Dam would 
not have been recommended in the face of 
inhibitable political furor. When the board 
of the TVA told the WPB the President and 
Congress that it could build Douglas Dam by 
the deadline required, it was backed by 
knowledge that the TVA had within its own 
hands the managerial organization to deliver 
what it promised. Had this project been 
approached in piecemeal fashion with re- 
sponsibility scattered in other agencies 
whose special duties would be but a part 
of larger national programs, TVA would have 
had a dozen built-in alibis for its failure to 
finish Douglas Dam on time. 

“Here in this recital we have an illustra- 
tion of what President Theodore Roosevelt 
said in 1908: ‘We shall not succeed until the 
responsibility for administering the policy 
and executing and extending the plan is defi- 
nitely laid on one man or group of men who 
can be held accountable.’” 

For the benefit of the record, I ask that the 
reporter start with the first paragraph be- 
ginning on page 30 of Mr. Clapp’s speech, as 
part of my argument, through page 38, down. 
to the conclusion. 

The CHARMAN. That will be inserted. i 

(Pages of Mr. Clapp’s speech, as requested 
by Senator Morse, are as follows:) 

“Accountability for results exerts its severe 
discipline in many ways. In a sense a Gov- 
ernment agency, in seeking appropriations 
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justified by what the experts call a “per- 
formance budget,” is negotiating a contract 
with the Congress, the representative of the 
taxpayer. When TVA asks for money to be- 
gin a new project, it gives an engineering 
estimate of the total cost of that project. A 
measure of TVA’s response to the theory of 
accountability may be found in this fact: 
In these 20 years, the actual cost for 20 dams 
and 3 major steam plants now completed is 
within seven-tenths of 1 percent of TVA’s 
estimates made at the time the funds for the 
projects were requested of the Congress. 
This applies to a total of $847 million cover- 
ing thousands upon thousands of separate 
engineering estimates that are summarized 
by a single figure for each dam—a figure 
covering the bits and pieces, the large gen- 
erators, the land to be purchased, and the 
man-hours to be used. 

“Measuring up to a high standard of ac- 
countability brings rewards beyond calcu- 
lation. If you should visit the TVA and talk 
with its employees, meet its project man- 
agers, and walk around on its construction 
jobs, perhaps you, like others, would be im- 
pressed with what you see and what you 
hear. The story of Douglas Dam is in part 
an explanation of the prevailing spirit. 
Money will not buy it; high salaries cannot 
command it. Integrity and a practice of 
high expectations must be among the in- 
gredients to produce that result. 

“There is another moral to be drawn from 
the story of any of the projects TVA has 
built. Consider, if you will, what this rec- 
ord might have been had the TVA been re- 
quired to have its dams planned and located 
by one agency; designed by another agency; 
the work performed by contractors; the land 
purchased by a separate bureau; contract 
negotiation and the litigation which invaria- 
bly arises in small proportion, but in sub- 
stantial volume in the construction of any 
project, carried out by still another agency; 
and the employees recruited and certified by 
still another agency, with procurement of 
materials and equipment in the hands of 
someone else. Under these circumstances, 
Douglas Dam could not have been built in 
record-breaking time, if at all. Under these 
circumstances, it is probable that the Doug- 
las Dam would not have been recommended 
in the face of inevitable political furor. 
When the Board of the TVA told the WPB, 
the President, and the Congress that it could 
build Douglas Dam by the deadline required, 
it was backed by knowledge that the TVA 
had within its own hands the managerial 
organization to deliver what it promised, 
Had this project been approached in piece- 
meal fashion with responsibilities scattered 
in other agencies whose special duties would 
be but a part of larger national programs, 
TVA would have had a dozen built-in alibis 
for its failure to finish Douglas Dam on 
time. Here in this recital we have an illus- 
tration of what President Theodore Roose- 
velt said in 1908: We shall not succeed 
until the responsibility for administering the 
policy and executing and extending the plan 
is definitely laid on one man or group of 
men who can be held accountable.” (Pre- 
liminary Report of the Inland Waterways 
Commission, U. S. 60th Cong., Ist sess., S. 
Doc. 325 (1908), p. 5.) 

“The story of how TVA rebuilt the Ten- 
nessee River certainly does not support the 
too-often accepted myth that anything of 
Government is inefficient, corrupt, and 
wasteful. What I have described would find 
many parallels among many government 
agencies within the States, within the cities, 
within the Federal Government. But these 
stories of achievement are seldom heard 
against the din of criticism. 


“SHAWNEE AND ATOMIC ENERGY 
“I move now to another chapter in the 
history of TVA—the story of the Shawnee 
steam plant at Paducah, Ky. Except for 
TVA’s Kingston steam plant, the Shawnee 
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steam plant will be the biggest in the world. 
During each 24-hour day its 10 giant units 
will consume nearly 14,000 tons of coal and 
can return each day to the alchemy of na- 
tional defense and the growth of the Nation 
more than half as much electric energy as 
is used in Chicago. The Shawnee steam 
plant is but 1 of 7 TVA is building, but it 
has a special history. 

“In the fall of 1950 the Atomic Energy 
Commission asked TVA, on very short notice, 
to develop a proposal to supply 1 million 
kilowatts of power for a new gaseous dif- 
fusion plant the AEC was to build at Pa- 
ducah. 

»The TVA submitted a plan and the 
Atomie Energy Commission accepted it early 
in November of 1950. Shortly thereafter the 
Commission’s representatives, followed by 
the TVA, appeared before the House Appro- 
priations Committee to support TVA’s re- 
quest for funds. Later in December, before 
the committee had acted upon the TVA's 
request for appropriations, the Atomic Energy 
Commission announced that it had accepted 
the proposal of a newly formed private utility 
company to supply half the required power 
for the AEC plant. The new company had 
been formed at the behest of a member of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, as subse- 
quently explained by the Commissioner in a 
very illuminating speech. 

“TVA did not object to this reversal of the 
Atomic Energy Commission’s position and 
appeared again before the House Committee 
on Appropriations with an appropriation re- 
quest, revised in accord with AEC’s decision, 
to supply, not all but haif of the power 
supply for the Paducah plant. The Atomic 
Energy Commission entered into a contract 
with the newly formed Electric Energy, Inc., 
to supply the other half. In both cases the 
construction of new steam plants was 
called for. 

“The ‘race’ between private and public 
enterprise: The announcement that the 
power supply for the AEC Paducah plant 
was to be divided between TVA and Electric 
Energy, Inc., was hailed by critics of the 
TVA as a contest between public and pri- 
vate enterprise, giving rise to stich state- 
ments as the following: 

“Accordingly, many companies pooled 
their ideas and their resources * * * for 
the expressed purpose of demonstrating to 
the Government that private enterprise 
could do the job much better for half the 
cost.’ (Editorial, A Real Test, Evening 
Citizen, Cairo, Ill., February 24, 1953.) 

“There was some reason for the optimism 
thus expressed by TVA’s sideline critics, for 
when the construction of the two plants was 
started, the first unit of the private com- 
pany’s Joppa steam plant was scheduled for 
initial operation 3 months ahead of TVA’s 
first unit. The schedules were set by agree- 
ment between AEC, national defense agencies 
in charge of allocating materials, the TVA, 
and Electric Energy, Inc. Priorities on steel, 
copper, aluminum, and shop space for the 
manufacturing of turbogenerators were 
granted to the Joppa contractors on that 
basis. If this was to be a race, it was a 
handicap run by agreement. 

“For many months the champions of pri- 
vate enterprise continued to point a gleeful 
finger at this rigged contest between the 
private power company and the TVA. Trade 
journals and some of the daily press heralded 
this ‘race’ being run on opposite sides of 
the beautiful Ohio. After a while, the cries 
of the professional spectators died down. 
The reason was easy to discern. It began 
to be apparent that the wrong horse was 
coming in ahead. Both TVA and Electric 
Energy, Inc., suffered from delayed deliveries 
from equipment manufacturers. Both en- 
countered labor difficulties. Both projects 
missed the completion dates originally sched- 
uled. But on April 9, 1953, approximately 
2 years and 3 months from the time con- 
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struction was started, the first unit at TVA’s 
Shawnee plant was placed in commercial 
operation while the Joppa smokestacks across 
the river were still clean and cold. TVA's 
second Shawnee unit went into operation 
June 21, 1953. Still no smoke from Joppa. 
Several weeks later the first unit in the 
Joppa plant was placed in operation. TVA's 
third Shawnee unit was placed in operation 
in October; its fourth unit on January 8, 
1954, By this time 2 of the 4 Joppa units 
were running. Thus the original require- 
ments promised the AEC by TVA were com- 
pleted when the Joppa plant still had a long 
way to go. So much for the much pub- 
licized race between private and public 
enterprise. 

“Performance on comparative costs: But 
there is more to the story. On the basis of 
figures filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, the private company's Joppa 
plant will be substantially more expensive 
per unit of capacity than the Shawnee plant 
in contrast with the original estimates by 
which the contract was obtained from the 
AEC. 

“These figures show that the estimated 
cost of the private company Joppa steam 
plant of four original units has increased 
some 45 percent—from $81 million in May 
1951 to $118 million in June 1953. The costs 
per kilowatt of capacity have increased over 
their original estimate of $126 to $184. Two 
more units at the Joppa plant being added 
to supply a smaller portion of AEC's ex- 
panded Paducah facilities show estimates 
even higher—$198 per kilowatt. The tax- 
payers bought this record, and they will have 
to pay for it; the private companies lose 
nothing because these increased costs are 
paid by the AEC. 

“In comparison, the TVA Shawnee plant 
of four units was originally estimated to cost 
$147.50 per kilowatt. TVA’s actual cost ex- 
perience to date, while building under the 
same physical conditions as the Joppa plant, 
shows that the total 10-unit Shawnee plant 
capable of producing 1,500,000 kilowatts will 
be completed by TVA at a capital cost well 
within our estimates. 

“Let me add a few footnotes and observa- 
tions bearing upon the significance of the 
Shawnee-Joppa story in TVA’s record in 
these past 20 years. 

“Early in June 1953, before it had its first 
generating unit in operation, Electric Energy, 
Inc., was given the Charles A. Coffin award 
in a ceremony at the annual convention of 
the Edison Electric Institute. The institute 
bulletin reported the award as the ‘* * è 
electric industry’s highest honor.’ 

“The citation commended Electric Energy, 
Inc., for ‘its superb example of competitive 
enterprise.’ 1 

“On July 31, 1953, Electric Energy, Inc., 
announced it had canceled its contract with 
Ebasco Services, general contractor for the 
plant, ‘in order to permit reorganization of 
the construction project so that the station 
can be completed on a more efficient and 
economical basis.’ The reorganization was 
necessary, according to the president of 
Electric Energy, Inc., as reported in the 
Paducah Sun-Democrat, ‘because of the lack 
of productivity and consequent increased 
costs characterizing the work so far.“ = 

“The Wall Street Journal reported that 
‘Construction progress at the big powerplant 
has been marked by successively rising cost 
estimates, blamed by Ebasco on the labor 
situation.’ 3 

“However, as the Paducah Sun-Democrat 


pointed out: ‘Shawnee steamplant is being 


2 Electric Energy, Inc., Wins Charles A. 
Coffin Award, Edison Electric Institute Bul- 
letin, (vol. 21 (July 1953), p. 234). 

*Sun-Democrat, Paducah, Ky., July 31, 
1953. 

* Wall Street Journal, Chicago, August 3, 
1953. 
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built with the same kind of union labor that 
is building Joppa’s plant.’* 

“The comment of the Paducah Sun-Dem- 
ocrat was correct in all respects but one. 
The TVA was building the Shawnee plant 
with the same kind of union labor that was 
building the Joppa plant, but the men on 
the TVA job were working for the TVA. For 
as one reporter, who surveyed the situation 
with great care, stated, ‘for some reason 
the men who work for TVA have faith in it.’ 
TVA does not consider its Shawnee record 
the brightest in its catalog of construction 
projects. We have built dams and steam- 
plants on better schedule, with fewer difi- 
culties, and at lower cost. But others in- 
vited the comparison between Shawnee and 
Joppa, and it is that record I recite. 

“We have had work stoppages on the 
Shawnee plant, but not as many as they have 
had across the river at Joppa. We have 
drawn our labor forces from the same areas; 
we pay about the same wages; and we are 
both building steam plants. The design and 
manufacture of boilers, turbines, and gener- 
ators; the fabrication of steel; the erection 
of steel on the site; the operation of exca- 
vating equipment; and the placing of con- 
crete are much the same types of operations 
whether at Shawnee or at Joppa. Both 
projects depended upon private manufac- 
turers for boilers, turbogenerators, and the 
thousands of items of equipment which en- 
ter the maze of arrangements in a modern 
steam plant. Why then was TVA able to 
move out in front and keep its costs within 
its estimates as compared with the job across 
the river? The history of TVA provides the 
answer: The 20-year record of an organiza- 
tion skilled in management of men and ma- 
terials and pledged to a practice of per- 
formance and accountability time after time. 

“The Shawnee story adds another chapter 
to record the achievement by a Government 
agency in conflict with the myth that enter- 
prise and good management are the exclusive 
possessions of private organizations. The 
men who promoted the arrangement perhaps 
believed that the requirements of national 
security, in certainty of achievement to sup- 
ply power when the Paducah AEC plant was 
ready, called for participation by private 
companies to hedge the possible failure of 
the TVA. Perhaps there was not time enough 
to examine the facts of TAv's past record. 
Perhaps the American taxpayer could have 
been saved the burden of the increased cost 
to the Government of this electrical energy 
had those who made the decision questioned 
the common myth, too often honored, which 
holds that Government can never do a job 
as well or as economically as can private 
contractors. Had the facts been examined, 
one would have found a record of perform- 
ance reassuring both as to TVA’s ability to 
meet deadlines and as to the reliability of its 
estimates of cost. One would have found 
a history of hundreds of millions of man- 
hours with a safety record better than pri- 
vate industry averages for comparable types 
of work as shown by TVA's numerous 
awards from the National Safety Coun- 
cil. One would have found an engineer- 
ing organization designing steam plants 
which were producing electricity more eco- 
nomically and with more efficient use of fuel 
than most—a significant point indeed when 
one realizes that in 2 or 3 years TVA will be 
burning some 18 million tons of coal per 
year. Above all, one would have found an 
organization of construction workers still as 
unafraid to tackle the biggest construction 
job on earth as in those first days—workers 
who override emergencies; if they do not 
have what they need, they invent a substi- 
tute way on the spot, and the job moves 
ahead. 


*Sun-Democrat, Paducah, Ky., 
1953. 
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“If this story has a moral, perhaps this is 
it: Enterprise is where you find it.” 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that there is a great danger in this appoint- 
ment that we will bring to the Tennessee 
Valley the approach of the Army engineers, 
and I think TVA is a project in connection 
with which we want to keep the Army engi- 
neers out of it. 

I think we ought to leave the Tennessee 
Valley Authority administratively free to 
function as it has functioned to date with- 
out Army engineer policies being imposed 
upon it directly or indirectly. 

I think we need to keep this great project 
free of Army engineer influence. It has 
demonstrated to the Army engineers and to 
the country the advantages of the force ac- 
count approach time and time again. I 
want to say very frankly I think there is a 
great danger here that behind this nomina- 
tion is the beginning of the end of the force 
account approach in the building of projects 
such as those in the Tennessee Valley. If it 
comes to an end we are going to pay more for 
our projects, and we are going to run into all 
the complications that frequently de- 
velops under an Army engineer program, 

I am not for abolishing the control of 
Army engineers over other projects. I have 
supported time and time again, the Army 
308 comprehensive report in the Pacific 
Northwest. I think it is the best program we 
have any hope of ever developing in the 
Pacific Northwest. I have opposed the adop- 
tion of the administrative procedure of the 
Tennessee Valley applied to the Pacific 
Northwest for many reasons, the major one 
being that our whole water law situation in 
the Pacific Northwest is quite different from 
what it is in the Tennessee Valley. 

I taught water law for some years and 
know something about it. The differences 
in water rights that have developed in 
American water right law cases in an area 
where you have an abundance of water, as 
you have in the Tennessee Valley, and 
where you have a scarcity of water as you 
have in the arid regions of the Pacific North- 
west are many and significant. 

No charges against the Army engineers can 
be justifiably levied against me to the effect 
that I do not want the Army engineers to 
continue to function in a public-works pro- 
gram. I want them to continue to function, 
but within their own sphere of specific as- 
signments. I do not want them to get their 
head under the tent in the Tennessee Val- 
ley. I want the Tennessee Valley Authority 
to remain free of any interference by or con- 
trol by, directly or indirectly, the Army engi- 
neers. 

Therefore, I say as a matter of public policy 
I think this nomination is a definite mistake 
when the President goes out and selects, from 
the Army engineers, a man to head the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority, when it is well 
known that the Army engineers have never 
appreciated the remarkable success of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

The Tennessee Valley Authority has set 
up some very interesting competitive yard- 
sticks for the Army engineers and they are 
going to have to go some to meet that com- 
petition under like circumstances, if they 
use the contracting system in preference to 
the force account system. This nominee says 
he prefers the contracting system and that 
alone is enough to cause great concern in the 
Tennessee Valley. 

Lastly, and then I am through, Mr. Chair- 
man, I think it is most unfortunate that 
we do not bring into the chairmanship of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority a recognized 
authority and enthusiast in respect to the 
TVA program. I use the word “enthusiast” 
advisedly, for the economic and social pro- 
gram of the Tennessee Valley Authority calls 
for an enthusiastic supporter of it. We do 
not have such a person in this nominee. 

Oh, yes; he answers the questions by say- 
ing that he is very much in sympathy with 
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the law, and he will carry out the law. But 
he is not a Lilienthal; he is not a Clapp. I 
think the American people are entitled to 
have as Chairman of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority a man who just reeks with en- 
thusiasm and inspiration for the great social 
and economic potentiality of the program. 

I think the people of the United States 
are entitled to the best civilian who could 
be obtained for this job. They are entitled 
to a man who is an authority in this field, 
and who is a known proponent of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority. 

There is no substitute for enthusiasm, and 
enthusiastic convictions in favor of a pro- 
gram that you are going to administer. This 
isn’t a case where you are asking for the 
appointment of a president of a bank. It 
is a case where you are asking to have as 
Chairman of the Tennessee Valley Authority 
Board a man who is going to head up one 
of the greatest experiments, if not the great- 
est experiment, of a cooperative relation- 
ship between the Government and the peo- 
ple of a region whereby the Government 
will help the people to do for themselves 
what they cannot do for themselves or do 
so well for themselves. 

I want a crusader as Chairman of the 
Board. I want a crusader who is a social 
and economic crusader dedicated to the 
symbolism of the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity as the Chairman of the Board. In my 
opinion this man does not meet that quali- 
fication. Therefore, for the reasons set forth 
in this statement, Mr. Chairman, I shall 
vote against the nominee. 


Mr. President, for the record—and 
this is very brief, and bears upon the 
action which was taken in regard to the 
printing of the hearings—at this time I 
wish to read the comments which were 
made following my announcement of 
opposition to the nomination: 


The CHAIRMAN. I think, Senator Morse, we 
all appreciate very much the very vigorous 
statement that you have made, explaining 
your opposition to the nominee. 

We will now close the hearings. What is 
the will of the committee? 

Senator STENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate very much the forceful statement by 
Senator Morse, too. I do feel that this com- 
mittee is passing on a man who has already 
been nominated. We do not originate these 
names. 

As Senator Morse said, this is a man of 
high character and integrity and a great deal 
of ability, and I was well impressed, myself, 
with the statements he made, and the atti- 
tude he had privately adhered to, and under 
those circumstances I shall vote for his 
nomination. 

Senator Morse. May I respectfully request 
that the Chair instruct the reporter to tran- 
scribe at the earliest possible moment my 
statement before the committee, and supply 
me with a copy? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; and, Mr. Bassett, get 
out the record of yesterday and today so 
we may have it. 

Senator Morse. May I also respectfully re- 
quest, Mr. Chairman, that the reporter be 
instructed to make the corrections in the 
record of yesterday that I have already given 
to the clerk of the committee? 

Senator Gore. Is it your plan to have the 
hearings printed, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Morse. I think we ought to print 
them. 

The CHARMAN. The only thing about it is 
the question of expense. 

Senator Morse. I move that the hearings 
be printed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, they 
will be printed. 

That concludes the executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 11:46 a. m., the meeting 
was concluded.) 
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Mr. President, following the meeting 
there was conversation among several 
of us, and I know that I state the atti- 
tude of my colleagues on the committee 
who were there that it was their im- 
pression that the hearings would be 
printed and that the nomination would 
be acted upon by the Senate after the 
hearings were available to the Senate 
for use in the debate, which it was well 
known would take place on the floor of 
the Senate when the nomination came 
before the Senate for confirmation. 

At the beginning of my remarks, Mr. 
President, I said I criticized no one for 
the speed with which this nomination 
was rushed through the Senate this 
morning at the beginning of our session 
when there were only about eight Sena- 
tors on the floor of the Senate. But I 
want the record to show the only rea- 
son I was not here at the beginning of 
the session this morning is that I was 
at Bethesda Hospital, where I was un- 
dergoing a jaw treatment that I have 
been receiving periodically for some 
time past. I arrived in the Chamber, I 
think, at about 11:20 this morning. No 
one even told me at that time, Mr. Pres- 
ident, that action had already been 
taken on the nomination. It was not 
until the Senate went into a second 
executive session late this afternoon and 
proceeded with the calendar that I first 
discovered that action had already been 
taken this morning on the Vogel nomi- 
nation and that it had been sent to the 
White House. 

As I have said, I have no intention 
of going through the gesture of moving 
to have it recalled from the White House, 
because I do not think the White House 
should be so treated, but I hope, Mr. 
President, and I speak most respect- 
fully, that in the future when it is known 
that there is objection to a nomination— 
and it certainly was common knowledge 
that I had objected to this nomination 
yesterday—at least it will not be taken 
up in the Senate until notice of the in- 
tention to bring it up can be gotten to 
the Senator or Senators concerned. 

Furthermore, I hope that, come Jan- 
uary, we shall see fit to adopt an amend- 
ment to our rules, which I shall then 
offer, that will make it mandatory that 
nominations remain at the desk for at 
least one calendar day after they have 
been first filed at the desk. That would 
avoid the kind of embarrassing situation 
that has developed in this instance. 

I ask, Mr. President, to have inserted 
in the Recorp, following my discussion 
of the Vogel nomination, a summary of 
my opposition to the nomination as I 
gave it to the press yesterday in a press 
release from my office. 

There being no objection, the sum- 
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

Senator Wayne Morse, Independent, Ore- 
gon, made the following statement on his 
vote against the confirmation of Gen. Herbert 
D. Vogel for the chairmanship of the Board 
2 Directors of the Tennessee Valley Author- 

y: 

“The following is a summary of the rea- 
sons I expressed to the Public Works Com- 
mittee in executive session today against the 
confirmation of Gen. Herbert D. Vogel for 
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chairmanship of the Board of Directors of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

“i. A dangerous trend has developed in our 
country in recent years, and is going forward 
at an accelerated rate under the Eisenhower 
administration, of appointing high ranking 
military officers to important civilian admin- 
istrative posts. I criticized this policy when 
I saw it start to develop under the Demo- 
cratic administration. It has become even 
much more serious under the Eisenhower 
administration. 

“The American people need to be on guard 
against the imposition of military adminis- 
trative policies or practices over civilian 
functions of Government. The military 
chain of command of administration is not 
desirable or safe for the civilian functions 
of a democracy. 

“I am convinced that General Vogel is so 
steeped in the military chain of command 
approach to any administrative position that 
it is not in the public interest to place him 
in charge of the chairmanship of the Board 
of Directors of TVA. 

“My opposition to General Vogel’s nomina- 
tion does not rest on any personal opposi- 
tion to him. To the contrary, I have a high 
respect for his military record and a high 
regard for him personally. But I am satis- 
fied that his military administrative policies 
do not make his appointment a desirable one. 

“In fact, I think it is very important that 
the Congress place a check upon this admin- 
istration’s growing tendency to fill impor- 
tant civilian posts with military personnel. 
Government by the military is neither safe 
nor good for America. 

“2. It is particularly unfortunate that 
when the President came to select a military 
man for the chairmanship of the Board of 
Directors of the TVA he should select one 
from the Corps of Army Engineers. 

“I am a stanch supporter of the Corps 
of Army Engineers within their appropriate 
field. But the Corps of Army Engineers is no 
sacred cow in my book. The history of TVA 
shows that it never would have been de- 
veloped into the great national asset that it 
is if its development had been left to the 
Corps of Army Engineers. 

“The fact is that the Tennessee Valley proj- 
ects have been built on the basis of the so- 
called force-account method of construct- 
ing public works in contrast to the Corps of 
Army Engineers contracting system. I read 
to the Public Works Committee in executive 
session this morning some very interesting 
excerpts from a lecture that Gordon Clapp, 
former Chairman of the Board of Directors 
of TVA, gave at the University of Chicago 
February 14, 1954. In that lecture he dis- 
cussed the advantages of the force-account 
procedure used by the TVA over to contract- 
ing system used by the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers. Iam satisfied that the Corps of Army 
Engineers have never looked with enthusi- 
astic favor upon the great success of the TVA. 

“I think it is a great mistake to select 
an Army engineer who in his testimony 
before our committee expressed a preference 
for the contracting system over the force- 
account system as Chairman of the Board of 
Directors of TVA. In my judgment it is 
going to create administrative difficulties and 
lower morale within the TVA, because the 
TVA has been developed very successfully 
by an administrative and construction pro- 
gram quite different from the Corps of 
Army Engineers. In my opinion it has been 
good for the country that such has been the 
case. I think it has been good for the Corps 
of Army Engineers to have TVA as a sort of 
competitive yardstick for the Corps of Army 
Engineers to try to match. I am satisfied 
that the low cost, high efficiency, and the 
multipurpose program of the TVA never 
would have reached such a high state of 
successful development if the policies of the 
Corps of Army Engineers had been followed. 
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“Be that as it may, I think it is obviously 
unwise to bring in as Chairman of the Board 
of Directors of the TVA an Army engineer 
who is bound as a human being to be some- 
what influenced by the known conflicting 
policies of the Corps of Army Engineers, in- 
sofar as TVA is concerned. 

“Furthermore, it is to be noted that the 
Corps of Army Engineers have always been 
primarily interested in navigation develop- 
ment and flood control, and have tended to 
look upon electric power developments in 
public works projects as rather secondary in 
importance. However, in the TVA program, 
power development, along with flood control 
and navigation, fertilizer production, recrea- 
tion, and many other public services, is of 
primary importance. It is a public power 
development program and by law is intended 
to be a public power development program, 

“However, there is much evidence which 
indicates very clearly that the prevailing 
points of view of the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers have for a long time past seemed to 
lean in the direction of favoring the private 
utility approach to the development of elec- 
tric power in our country. It is interesting 
to note how many of the top officers of the 
Corps of Army Engineers upon retirement 
seem to find themselves gravitating toward 
employment by private utility companies and 
other corporations that have great inter- 
est in the development of programs for 
private utility monopolies, or serve upon 
retirement as special consultants to private 
utilities (which is one and the same thing.) 

“The selection of an Army engineer to 
head the TVA great public power develop- 
. project, in my judgment, is most un- 
wise, 

“4, As I stated to the committee this morn- 
ing, I think the people of the Tennessee 
Valley and of the Nation as a whole are en- 
titled to have appointed as Chairman of the 
Board of Directors of the TVA an enthusias- 
tic advocate of the TVA program. They are 
entitled, as I put it in committee, to a 
chairman who will be a true crusader for the 
maximum development of the economic po- 
tentialities of the TVA. If the great experi- 
ment of the TVA is to accomplish the suc- 
cess envisioned by the law which authorized 
it, it must have at its head men who have 
the enthusiasm to expand its services to the 
region which it serves under the law. In 
my judgment, TVA to date has just 
scratched the surface of its potentialities of 
service to the people of the Tennessee Val- 
ley and of the Nation. It should have at its 
head one of the most able civilian author- 
ities in the field of public power development, 
I do not think General Vogel has those 
qualifications. 

“5. Lastly, the TVA program as contem- 
plated by the law, is an example of putting 
into practice that great tenet that a govern- 
ment of the people has the obligation of 
doing for them what they cannot do for 
themselves or cannot so well do for them- 
selves, but what needs to be done in order to 
promote the general welfare. 

“However, in order to keep democratic 
processes strong, efficient, and effective, in 
carrying out that tenet, civilians should be 
appointed end employed from top to bottom 
in order to make it a living example of 
democracy put to work. 

“The Government has a proprietary inter- 
est in TVA, but it is a proprietary interest 
based upon a cooperative program between 
the Federal Government and the people not 
only of the Tennessee Valley but of the Na- 
tion as a whole. This cooperative program 
should be administered in keeping with the 
civilian philosophy of business management. 

“The bringing of a Corps of Army Engi- 
neers high ranking officer into the admin- 
istration of TVA will, I fear, prove to be a 
great mistake, and therefore I voted against 
the nomination.” 
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AMENDMENT OF THE FLAMMABLE 
FABRICS ACT 


Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, the 
Senate has received a message from the 
House with respect to Senate bill 3379, to 
amend the Flammable Fabrics Act, so as 
to exempt from its application fabrics 
and wearing apparel which are not high- 
ly flammable. I request that the amend- 
ments of the House to that bill be laid 
before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
3379) to amend the Flammable Fabrics 
Act, so as to exempt from its application 
fabrics and wearing apparel which are 
not highly flammable, which were, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That section 4 of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act (15 U.S. C., sec. 1193) is hereby amended 
by inserting at the end thereof the following 
subsection: 

„e) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph 3.1 Commercial Standard 191-53, 
textiles free from nap, pile, tufting, flock, or 
other type of raised fiber surface when 
tested as described in said standard shall be 
classified as class 1, normal flammability, 
when the time of flame spread is 344 seconds 
or more, and as class 3, rapid and intense 
burning, when the time of flame spread is 
less than 3% seconds.” 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“An act to amend section 4 of the Flam- 
mable Fabrics Act, with respect to stand- 
ards of flammability in the case of cer- 
tain textiles.” 

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, the 
House has amended this bill. I approve 
the change in the standard of fiamma- 
bility. I have discussed this matter with 
the senior member of the minority, both 
of the full committee and the subcom- 
mittee, and they agree with me. How- 
ever, I believe the House should have ex- 
empted scarfs made of plain-surface 
fabrics, as the Senate Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee and the 
Senate had done, or otherwise have ad- 
justed the standards to provide for im- 
portation of silks that present no hazard 
to the wearer. I hope that further hear- 
ings next year will convince the House 
that this is necessary. 

In view of the lateness of this session, 
and because the bill will afford our do- 
mestic industry much needed relief, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
PURTELL]. 

The motion was agreed to. 


IDENTITY OF CERTAIN COMMUNIST- 
INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 3706) to amend the 
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 
to provide for the determination of the 
identity of certain Communist-infiltrated 
organizations, and for other purposes. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, earlier in 
the debate this evening on the bill, S. 
3706, a bill to amend the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act of 1950, I expressed 
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my position, I suppose, by implication 
from the inquiries which I addressed to 
the Senator from Oregon. In particular, 
I indicated I felt that in the matter of 
the Communist subversion, the labeling 
of organizations as subversive ought not 
to be in the hands of the National Labor 
Relations Board, but as proposed by the 
bill, ought to be in the hands of the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board. 

I want to assert very positively that 
it is my opinion that Communist subver- 
sion cannot be regarded as a question 
of labor-management relations. It is 
primarily a security question. Employ- 
ers should not be charged with the obli- 
gation of defining security. Employers, 
in my judgment, ought not to be given 
the right to cite labor organizations on 
that score, with the penalties of having 
such organizations denied the benefits 
of the National Labor Relations Act. 

It seems to me that the control of 
Communist subversive activities is an 
exercise of the police power; it is a re- 
sponsibility of Government and not of 
the employer. That is why I think this 
bill is soundly based in providing that 
the citations shall be made by the At- 
torney General to the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Board rather than by 
initiation through labor-management 
relations. 

During the debate earlier in the eve- 
ning, too, the suggestion was made by 
other Senators that this was a matter 
which ought to be handled by the Labor 
and Public Welfare Committee, but I am 
advised that S. 1254, when introduced by 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLD- 
WATER], proposed to establish effective 
means to determine Communist domi- 
nation, and had several other features in 
it, including features now in S. 3706. It 
went to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, and by a unanimous 
vote, on January 15, 1954, that commit- 
tee asked that the bill be referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

I should like to ask the Senator from 
Maryland if that is not correct. 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes; it is correct. That 
bill, S. 23, and S. 1606 were considered by 
our task force. The pending pill is really 
a committee bill. We drew on each one 
of these three bills, and the testimony 
adduced before our task force, to pro- 
duce the pending bill. 

Mr. CASE. The original Goldwater 
bill was before the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct. 

Mr. CASE. By unanimous vote, I un- 
derstand, it was requested that the bill 
be referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. EUTLER. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. CASE. In other words, Mr. Pres- 
ident, the Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee itself, by unanimous vote, de- 
termined that this was a subject which 
ought to be considered by the Committee 
on the Judiciary, which deals with the 
police powers of the Government. 

Mr. BUTLER. It is a question of in- 
ternal security and not of labor relations. 

Mr. CASE. There is one other point 
on which I should like also to address a 
question to the Senator from Maryland. 
As I recall, the President in his message 
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to the Congress pointed out that the 
Communist disclaimer provisions were 
not presently applicable to employers un- 
der the Labor-Management Relations 
Act. He recommended that they be made 
applicable. Then he said: 

Specific proposals for legislation dealing 
with Communist infiltration generally are 
now under study. 


The Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, in its report on the Labor- 
Management Relations Act amendments, 
at page 16 of their report, said: 


The Taft-Hartley Act now requires officers 
of labor unions to file with the Board affi- 
davits declaring, among other things, that 
they are not Communists and that they do 
not believe in or advocate the overthrow of 
our Government by force or violence or by 
other unconstitutional means. The com- 
mittee recognizes that, although these pro- 
visions were at least partially effective during 
the early years of the Taft-Hartley Act, they 
have since lost much of this effectiveness. 
Recently, the Attorney General stated that 
new approaches to this problem were needed 
and were heing carefully explored. 


I should like to ask the distinguished 
Senator from Maryland if the bill which 
is now before the Senate, S. 3706, carries 
any recommendations from the Attorney 
General which would justify the assump- 
tion on the part of the Members of the 
Senate that this proposed legislation is 
an outgrowth of the study which the 
President said was going on and which 
the Attorney General stated was being 
made through the exploration of new 
approaches to the problem, and whether 
or not this bill incorporates the recom- 
mendations of the Attorney General. 

Mr. BUTLER. It does, and the At- 
torney General approves of the bill. 

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator from 
Maryland. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
offer an amendment, in the nature of a 
substitute for S. 3706, which I send to the 
desk and ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and to insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute: 

That (a) there is hereby established a 
commission to be known as the “Commis- 
sion on Security”, hereinafter referred to as 
the “Commission.” The Commission shall 
be composed of 12 members, appointed by 
the President of the United States, 1 of 
whom, so designated by him, shall be Chair- 
man of the Commission. The President shall 
select his appointees in equal number from 
outstanding leaders in labor, business man- 
agement, and the general public. 

(b) There shall be appointed, in addition 
to the members provided in subsection (a) 
of this section, 6 advisory members, who are 
Members of the 83d Congress, 3 of whom 
shall be appointed by the President of the 
Senate and 4 of whom shall be appointed 
by the Speaker of the House. Advisory 
members shall have all the rights and privi- 
leges of other members of the Commission, 
except that they shall not have the right to 
vote upon matters before the Commission, 
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(c) The members of the Commission shall 
serve without pay but shall be entitled to 
$25 per diem in lieu of subsistence while 
attending meetings of the Commission away 
from their homes, together with transpor- 
tation costs and other expenses incidental 
to attendance upon such meetings. 

(d) The expenses of the Commission, 
which shall not exceed $50,000, shall be 
paid one-half from the contingent fund of 
the Senate and one-half from the contingent 
fund of the House of Representatives upon 
vouchers signed by the Chairman of the 
Commission. Disbursements to pay such 
expenses shall be made by the Secretary of 
the Senate out of the contingent fund of 
the Senate, such contingent fund to be reim- 
bursed from the contingent fund of the 
House of Representatives in the amount of 
one-half of the disbursements so made. 

Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of the Com- 
mission (1) to study the prevailing prac- 
tices and conditions in all branches of gov- 
ernment and industry in the United States 
pertaining to security from sabotage, espio- 
nage, and other activities designed to injure 
the interests of the American people, the 
United States Government, the efficient func- 
tion of the industry, and the good rela- 
tionship between labor and management; (2) 
to report its findings on or before January 
15, 1955, to the President, the President of 
the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives; and (3) to recommend such 
administrative procedures and legislation as 
the Commission shall deem necessary upon 
an analysis of its findings and in considera- 
tion of the existing internal and external 
danger to the security of the United States, 

Sec. 3. The Commission shall terminate 
upon the filing of its report as provided in 
section 2, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute offered 
by the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON]. 

Mr. KENNEDY Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, so that I may suggest 
the absence of a quorum, with the un- 
derstanding that he will not lose his right 
to the floor? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield, with that 
understanding. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, with 
the understanding that the Senator from 
Washington will not lose the floor, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. I ask 
unanimous consent that I may suggest 
the absence of a quorum with that un- 
derstanding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Secretary will call the roll. 

a Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bar- 
RETT in the chair). The Senator from 
California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, with the understand- 
ing he does not lose his right to the floor? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I send to the desk 
a proposed unanimous consent agree- 
ment and ask that the clerk read the 
same for the information of the Senate. 
This proposed unanimous consent agree- 
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ment is being presented on behalf of the 
minority leader and the majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFI The 
clerk will report the proposed unani- 
mous-consent agreement. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The proposed 
unanimous consent agreement is as fol- 
lows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That on Friday, August 13, 1954, 
after the morning business, the Senate shall 
proceed to the consideration of the confer- 
ence report on the bill (H. R. 9757) to amend 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, 
and for other purposes, and that debate 
thereon be limited to not exceeding 3 hours, 
to be equally divided and controlled, respec- 
tively, by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hick- 
ENLOOPER] and the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
JOHNSON]. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent 
agreement? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Before I yield to 
the Senator from Utah, who has a con- 
ference report to present, I wonder if I 
may have the attention of the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. JoHNson] and the Sen- 
ator from California [Mr. Know Lanp] 
for a further suggestion. 

Would it be agreeable with both the 
majority and the minority leader, since 
it is now close to 10 o'clock, if I should 
present my amendment in the form of a 
substitute and take about 10 minutes to 
explain what it means, and then suggest 
we have a unanimous consent that we 
shall vote on the substitute tomorrow 
at 11 or 12 o’clock, or at any time the 
two groups can agree upon? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I believe we can 
arrive at a reasonable arrangement. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I can present a 
short explanation. The Senators are 
tired, since we have been here all day. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The majority 
leader is agreeable to any reasonable 
proposition. 

Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 O'CLOCK A. M, 

TOMORROW 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its labors today it 
stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomor- 
row morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, reserving the right to object, I 
wish to make an inquiry of the majority 
leader. Am I safe in assuming that we 
will meet Friday morning at 10 o'clock? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; it is planned 
to have the Senate meet both Friday 
and Saturday morning at 10 o'clock. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. What would 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Macnuson] suggest as a time to vote 
on his substitute? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Either 11 or 12 
o'clock, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen- 
ate meets at 10 o’clock in the morning, 
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it will take about 30 minutes for the 
morning hour. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Suppose we make 
it at 12 o’clock, with 1 hour for both 
sides. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, is this agree- 
ment with reference only to the Mag- 
nuson substitute? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Magnuson 
substitute. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. May we have it 
understood that the committees which 
might otherwise be in session be not per- 
mitted to hold sessions, so that we may 
have our membership here to listen to 
this debate? This is a very important 
subject and I think we all ought to be 
here to hear the alternative proposals. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, in response to the Senator from 
Minnesota, let me say that any Senator 
may object to any committee meeting 
during the session of the Senate. There 
are certain committees which are trying 
to bring out conference reports, or per- 
haps are considering the final stages of 
some bill. If the Senator does not want 
them to meet he may object to their 
meeting. Any Senator can do that. 

I have no knowledge of any committee 
meetings tomorrow, but the usual pro- 
cedure is for the committee to file a card 
stating the proposed committee meet- 
ing with the majority leader. The ma- 
jority leader then refers the matter to 
the minority leader, with the question as 
to whether there is any objection. 

If the Senator from Minnesota desires 
that the minority leader object to any 
committee meetings tomorrow, the mi- 
nority leader would be delighted to ac- 
commodate him. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not wish to 
be fussy or obstinate about this matter 
at all, but it was just my feeling, in view 
of the rather limited amount of time 
we are going to have on this important 
piece of legislation, that we all ought 
to try to be here, if humanly possible. 
I will work that out with the minority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from California? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, what was the unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Merely that when 
we complete our labors this evening we 
stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand that 
the unanimous-consent request does not 
pertain to final passage or any other 
amendments, but only to the Magnuson 
substitute? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. We have not even 
gotten that agreement yet. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Washington yield to 
me? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
do not wish to usurp the prerogatives of 
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the minority leader or of the majority 
leader, but if I may be permitted to do 
so I should like to propose a unanimous- 
consent request. 

I request that tomorrow at 12 o’clock— 
or 11:30, as some Senator has sug- 
gested—the Senate vote upon the so- 
called Magnuson substitute for the bill, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen- 
ator will withhold his request, let us 
draft the agreement so that we may allot 
the time as we usually do. Then the 
Senator may propose it before he con- 
cludes. 

Mr, KNOWLAND. What I had in 
mind was that the Senate would con- 
vene at 10 o’clock, and that there would 
be the usual morning hour for the in- 
troduction of bills and resolutions, with 
speeches not to exceed the 2-minute 
limitation. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. And then there 
would be 1 hour of debate on the Magnu- 
son amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Normally it takes 
about a half hour to conclude the morn- 
ing business. Then there would be de- 
bate for 1 hour on the Magnuson amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute, the 
time to be divided equally, and to be 
controlled, respectively, by the propo- 
nents of the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute and the distinguished 
senior Senator from Maryland IMr. 
BUTLER]. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is entirely 
agreeable to me. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The record 
will show the agreement. If the Chair 
will put the question, the matter can be 
settled. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, will the distinguished 
majority leader advise the Senate where 
the foot of the calendar has now traveled 
to? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The foot of the 
calendar will be picked up as soon as the 
Senate disposes of the subversive activi- 
ties bill. 

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator from 
California. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Am I to understand 
that the unanimous consent agreement 
which is proposed will apply only to the 
Magnuson amendment in the nature of 
a substitute? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It will apply only 
to the Magnuson amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute. It provides for no 
other limitation on the debate. 

Mr. President, I submit a proposed 
unanimous consent agreement and ask 
that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the proposed unanimous 
consent agreement. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


Unanimous CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Ordered, That on Thursday, August 12, 
1954, after the morning business, further 
debate on the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute offered by the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson] to the bill 
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(S. 3706) to amend the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950 to provide for the de- 
termination of the identity of certain Com- 
munist-infiltrated organizations, and for 
other purposes, including any amendments 
or motions submitted thereto, shall be 
limited to not exceeding 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled, respectively, 
by the Senator from Washington [Mr. Mac- 
NUSON] and the Senator from Maryland 
Mr. BUTLER]: Provided, That no amend- 
ment thereto that is not germane to the 
subject matter of the amendment shall be 
received. (August 11, 1954.) 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the proposed unanimous 
consent request? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, in 
view of the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment which has been entered into, I 
shall not detain the Senate for more 
than 10 minutes. 

I merely wish to say, at the outset, 
that the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, which I have proposed, is 
somewhat comparable to the objectives 
of the bill introduced in the House. 

The House Committee on the Judi- 
ciary has reported to the House for ac- 
tion a resolution which is similar to the 
amendment which I propose now as a 
substitute. So, as a practical matter, if 
the Senate intends to do something 
about this matter, if we are to attempt 
to achieve the goal which the Judiciary 
Committee is trying to achieve, and 
which all of us are trying to achieve as 
a practical legislative matter, it seems to 
me that, in the closing hours of the ses- 
sion, the substitute I have proposed 
should be adopted. 

The House Committee on the Judi- 
ciary reported, after consideration of two 
bills similar to the one now before the 
Senate, which is S. 3706, a resolution in 
language similar to that which is con- 
tained in Senate Joint Resolution 182. 

I must say, however, for the informa- 
tion of the Senate, that later—why, I 
do not know—the House Committee on 
Un-American Activities reported sub- 
stantially one of the bills which is now 
before the Senate. There were very 
vigorous minority views with respect to 
the bill, which were signed by Repre- 
sentative WALTER, Representative DOYLE, 
and Representative FRAZIER. I must 
confess that although I served in the 
House for a long time, I did not realize 
that the Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities, which is a special committee, is 
also a legislative committee, which can 
report bills. But apparently the Parlia- 
mentarian of the House has decided that, 
technically, that committee can do so. 

Nevertheless, the permanent Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary of the House, which 
discussed both of these phases of pro- 
posed legislation, finally submitted a pro- 
posal such as is suggested in Senate Joint 
Resolution 182, the resolution which I 
have introduced for myself and on be- 
half of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HENNINGS], the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land [Mr. Green], the senior Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Murray], the junior 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORE], 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse], 
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the Senator from New York [Mr. LEH- 
MAN], the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGORE], and the junior Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Jackson]. The 
joint resolution embodies the exact 
words of the bill which the House Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary has reported fay- 
orably to the House. 

Knowing, somewhat, the legislative 
procedure in the last few days of a ses- 
sion, it seems to me that the House is 
waiting to see what the Senate will do 
with respect to the two bills, but the 
House has suggested strongly, in a legis- 
lative way, that the Senate should pass 
some kind of resolution. 

House Joint Resolution 527, as it was 
reported by the House Committee on the 
Judiciary, differs in that it creates a 
Commission on Security in Industry, 
only. The House measure does not ex- 
tend jurisdiction to the Government. 

The joint resolution I have introduced 
broadens the scope of the Commission’s 
responsibility, which is also embodied 
in these bills. I believe this to be proper 
and necessary, because in this day the 
activities in Government and industry 
are so closely intertwined as to be almost 
inseparable. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield: 

Mr. JENNER. I heard what the Sen- 
ator from Washington had to say in re- 
gard to the House Committee on the 
Judiciary. I do not know whether the 
distinguished Senator from Washington 
is aware of the fact or not, but a bill 
which is identical with that which is the 
order of business in the Senate, S. 3706, 
has been reported by the House Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities, and 
is now awaiting a rule in the House. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I stated that the 
House Committee on the Judiciary had 
reported in substance the resolution 
which I have suggested; but subsequent 
to that, the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities had reported a bill 
similar to that which is now before the 
Senate. 

Mr. JENNER. I had misunderstood 
the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I further said that 
I must confess that I did not realize, 
although probably I should have real- 
ized, that the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities, which is a special 
committee, is also a- legislative commit- 
tee. Apparently the House has ruled on 
a point of order, or upon a suggestion of 
the Parliamentarian, that that commit- 
tee has the right to propose legislation. 

The House committee has the following 
to say about its resolution: 


The purpose of this resolution, as amended, 
is to establish a temporary public commission 
entrusted with the task to study practices 
and conditions in all branches of industry 
in the United States, as they pertain to 
security from sabotage, espionage, Commu- 
nist infiltration, and other activities de- 
signed to injure the interest of the United 
States; and to recommend such legislation 
as the Commission would deem necessary in 
the light of its findings and in considera- 
tion of the existing danger to the security 
of the United States. 
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As stated earlier, we propose to merely 
expand the jurisdiction of the Commis- 
sion, giving it authority and responsi- 
bility to study security programs in Gov- 
ernment with a view to eliminating over- 
lapping duplication, but at the same time 
strengthening such programs. 

Mr. President, “security” is a word on 
everyone’s lips these days. It is a word 
that is spoken too glibly by too many. 
This is a dangerous time for our coun- 
try, and security is not a word which 
should be bandied about lightly. 

Yet it is sad but true that security has 
not been given enough clear thought and 
honest action. Some have tried to use 
the security issue not against our real 
enemy, but against their particular po- 
litical opponents. And some have failed 
to think through the problem of how to 
conduct security programs in such a 
way as to protect the very rights of the 
individual that would be taken away by 
a triumphant enemy. 

Even among Government agencies, no 
clear pattern exists for a security pro- 
gram. Instead there is a crazy quilt 
patchwork that has been built in a hur- 
ry, clearly showing that not enough care 
has been taken to avoid duplication. 
Identical personnel locations and activi- 
ties are subjected to security screenings 
by more than one Government agency. 
This duplication is not only wasteful and 
exasperating, but can be dangerous. It 
does not safeguard us; it ties our hands 
with redtape. 

Even where duplication exists within 
an area of screening, other parts of the 
area, the same area, may not be covered 
at all. Time and effort is wasted in 
duplicate screening, while other areas 
are neglected. 

In addition, there is evidence that 
some Government agencies, designed to 
help protect us from foreign dictators, 
are operated without proper regard for 
due process of law and other rights 
which are considered basic to our tradi- 
tion. Not only must wasteful dupli- 
cation be avoided, but freedoms and due 
process must apply to Government 
activities in the security field too. 

A recent example, showing the need 

for a security commission study and re- 
port, is the so-called security program 
proposed by the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission. 
Docket No. 11061 of the FCC proposes 
to launch a program that in some 
respects duplicates security programs 
that have been in effect for many years. 
In another phase of the program, the 
FCC proposes to screen what amounts to 
less than 10 percent of the people in yet 
unscreened fields. While doing this, the 
FCC also proposes to extend the secu- 
rity program to persons and activities 
that in no way, shape, or form can be 
considered sensitive activities, and to 
persons not even in defense industry or 
communications. 

The FCC proposes to sereen over 600,- 
000 holders of commercial radio licenses 
and permits for security purposes, 
whether these persons are engaged in 
sensitive areas or not. 

Of these license holders, many that 
are engaged in sensitive or security 
covered work, are already screened 
thoroughly. Take the example of the 
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ship radio officers who are already 
screened by the United States Coast 
Guard under the terms of the Water- 
front Security Act I introduced in 1950. 

What need is there for the FCC to 
barge into a field already preempted by 
the Coast Guard under Presidential di- 
rective? That sort of thing is not only 
wasteful duplication, but holds the threat 
of being worse—disruption of an estab- 
lished security system. 

Other FCC license holders are similarly 
screened by the agencies already active 
in their own field. In each of the activi- 
ties involving a license holder, numer- 
ous other persons working with him, with 
the same amount of access to equipment, 
premises, and information that could be 
used to injure the Nation, are screened. 
But the FCC proposes to screen only the 
license holder as a proper approach to 
security. The license holder is 1 man 
in 10, therefore the FCC proposes to 
screen but 10 percent of the people in 
these areas. 

This would leave vulnerable points in 
our Nation's armor unprotected, though, 
on the surface, it might seem to be a 
comprehensive program. 

I mention the FCC proposal, as out- 
lined in docket 11061, because I think it 
demonstrates the need for greater coor- 
dination between and among Govern- 
ment agencies in security matters—and 
because I think it is symptomatic of 
what a security commission will find as it 
proceeds with its study and analysis un- 
der this resolution. 

Mr. President, security is not some- 
thing to trifle with. We must protect 
ourselves, our rights, our traditions, and 
our form of government against either 
internal or external aggression. I point 
out, however, that any security program 
must likewise protect the very liberties 
it seeks to preserve. 

Among other things, this means that 
provision must be made for appeal and 
clearance of the innocent as well as de- 
tection and prosecution of the guilty. 

We, therefore, are offering this meas- 
ure which proposes a “Hoover Commis- 
sion” approach to the security problem— 
in both industry and Government. It 
will make available the experience of 
men most capable of giving the Nation 
a workable, coordinated security pro- 
gram, with proper safeguards for indi- 
vidual rights and liberties. 

As I said earlier, the measure—if 
adopted—will create a commission to 
study, to analyze, and then to recom- 
mend to the Executive and the Congress 
a coordinated program for security 
screening of persons engaged in activi- 
ties necessary to our defense; to elimi- 
nate duplication, conflict and inadequa- 
cies of existing programs; to correct 
abuses—if there be any—against indi- 
vidual rights—all to the end that the 
people may be safe from enemies— 
whether domestic or foreign—without 
the sacrifice, or abuse, or destruction of 
individual rights. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD as a 
part of my remarks, so that Senators 
may by tomorrow be able to read it, a 
report of the Judiciary Committee of the 
House of Representatives which relates 
to the amendment in the nature of a 
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substitute that is now before the Senate. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom 
was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
527) to provide for the protection of defense 
facilities, having considered the same, re- 
port favorably thereon with amendments 
and recommend that the joint resolution do 
pass. 

The amendments are as follows: 

1. Strike out all after the resolving clause, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“That (a) there is hereby established a 
commission to be known as the ‘Commission 
on Security in Industry,’ hereinafter referred 
to as the ‘Commission.’ The Commission 
shall be composed of 12 members, appointed 
by the President of the United States, 1 of 
whom, so designated by him, shall be Chair- 
man of the Commission, The President shall 
select his appointees in equal number from 
outstanding leaders in labor, business man- 
agement, and the general public. 

“(b) There shall be appointed, in addition 
to the members provided in subsection (a) 
of this section, 6 advisory members, who are 
Members of the 83d Congress, 3 of whom shall 
be appointed by the President of the Senate 
and 3 of whom shall be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House. Advisory members 
shall have all the rights and privileges of 
other members of the Commission, except 
that they shall not have the right to vote 
upon matters before the Commission. 

“(c) The members of the Commission shall 
serve without pay but shall be entitled to 
$25 per diem in lieu of subsistence while 
attending meetings of the Commission away 
from their homes, together with transporta- 
tion costs and other expenses incidental to 
attendance upon such meetings. 

“(dy The expenses of the Commission, 
which shall not exceed $50,000, shall be paid 
one-half from the contingent fund of the 
Senate and one-half from the contingent 
fund of the House of Representatives upon 
vouchers signed by the Chairman of the 
Commission. Disbursements to pay such ex- 
penses shall be made by the Secretary of the 
Senate out of the contingent fund of the 
Senate, such contingent fund to be reim- 
bursed from the contingent fund of the 
House of Representatives in the amount of 
one-half of the disbursements so made. 

“Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of the Commis- 
sion (1) to study the prevailing practices 
and conditions in all branches of the indus- 
try in the United States pertaining to secu- 
rity from sabotage, espionage, and other ac- 
tivities designated to injure the interests of 
the United States, the efficient function of 
the industry, and the good relationship be- 
tween labor and management; (2) report its 
findings on or before January 15, 1955, to the 
President, the President of the Senate, and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives; 
and (3) to recomend such legislation as the 
Commission would deem necessary upon an 
analysis of its findings and in consideration 
of the existing internal and external danger 
to the security of the United States. 

“Sec. 3. The Commission shall terminate 
upon the filing of its report as provided in 
section 2.“ 

2. Strike out the preamble. 

3. Amend the title so as to read: “A bill 
to provide for the creation of a Commission 
on Security in Industry.” 

PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION 

The purpose of this resolution, as amended, 
is to establish a temporary public commis- 
sion entrusted with the task to study prac- 
tices and conditions in all branches of in- 
dustry in the United States, as they pertain 
to security from sabotage, espionage, Com- 
munist infiltration, and other activities de- 
signed to injure the interest of the United 
States; and to recommend such legislation 
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as the Commission would deem necessary 
in the light of its findings and in consid- 
eration of the existing danger to the security 
of the United States. 


GENERAL INFORMATION 


A subcommittee of the Committee on the 
Judiciary has conducted, since March 18, 
1954, extensive hearings on a considerable 
number of legislative measures, introduced 
in the House, for the purpose of providing 
adequate means to cope with the mounting 
danger of internal Communist subversion 
and the closely related external danger to 
the security of the United States. 

Among the measures receiving consider- 
able part of the committee’s attention were 
those which were aimed at strengthening the 
protection of all branches of American in- 
dustry in a manner not much different from 
that which is authorized under the Magnu- 
son Act (64 Stat. 1038; 50 U. S. C. 191), with 
regard to the security of vessels, piers, and 
waterfront facilities. 

Simultaneously, the committee has devot- 
ed much of its time to the study of certain 
organizations, including a small number of 
labor unions, which appear to have been 
infiltrated by skilled, well-trained Commu- 
nist agents and professional agitators to a 
degree which justifies the assumption that 
such organizations are in effect controlled 
by the Communist Party and by their foreign 
command center. 

The committee was impressed by the tes- 
timony of certain witnesses? who opposed 
all legislation designed to strengthen the 
internal security of the United States. By 
the mere choice of their language and by 
their attitude of hate and contempt for the 
democratic legislative processes, these wit- 
nesses had actually confirmed rather than 
dispelled, as they obviously wanted, the im- 
pression that Communist infiltration of cer- 
tain labor and professional organizations has 
gone very far, notwithstanding the efforts of 
the enlightened leadership and the rank and 
file of the legitimate labor unions fighting 
continuously to keep the Communist “ac- 
tivists“ away from positions in which they 
are able to influence the policy of labor 
unions. 

The committee believes that there might 
exist a real danger to the national defense 
and the security of the United States, stem- 
ming from the activities of Communist 
agents who have attained positions of control 
in various organizations directly active in the 
industry, including such vital branches of it 
as the electrical and electronics industry, 
chemical plants, the communications indus- 
try, mining, smelting, etc. 

The committee also found that there 
might exist the danger of sabotage and es- 
pionage by individuals or groups who had 
fallen victims to the skilled agents of Com- 
munist subversion. It is understood that a 
definite number of such individuals has al- 
ready been identified. Some of these indi- 
viduals are known to be employed in defense 
facilities where sabotage in time of national 
emergency or in time of war would seriously 
impair the military effectiveness of the 
United States. 

The facilities involved are privately owned 
and are primarily engaged in what is re- 
garded as normal civilian production, Al- 
though there is authority for barring sub- 
versive individuals from facilities directly 
engaged in the performance of defense con- 
tracts, there is no similar authority with re- 
spect to the facilities not so directly engaged, 
although, as in the case of a powerplant or a 
producer of other basic materials or sup- 
plies required by a defense contractor, sabo- 
tage or interruption of production by these 
facilities could very materially curtail de- 
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fense production. Espionage is also an im- 
portant consideration. 

Having studied two bills introduced at the 
request of the Attorney General, to wit, 
House Joint Resolutions 527 and 528, the 
committee has found that the language of 
the proposed measures is not sufficiently 
carefully drawn so as to enhance the security 
of the United States on the one hand, but 
not to limit the constitutional rights of in- 
dividuals on the other hand. The commit- 
tee had also found that it does not possess 
sufficient information for the purpose of 
amending the proposed measures and rec- 
ommending to the House for passage legisla- 
tion which would be both adequate for the 
protection of the interests of the United 
States in difficult and trying times, and fully 
in accord with American traditions and 
American jurisprudence. 

Thus, instead of recommending to the 
House for action measures hastily drawn and 
obviously inadequate, the committee has 
come to the conclusion that a thorough 
study by an impartial public commission ap- 
pointed by the President of the United States 
should be made so as to give the Congress the 
benefit of impartial study and expert recom- 
mendations. 

The committee was gratified to find that 
the American Federation of Labor, as repre- 
sented by its president, Mr. George Meany, 
and the Congress of Industrial Organiza- 
tions, as represented by its president, Walter 
P. Reuther, concur in its finding of the neces- 
sity of having the important subject of 
security in American industry investigated 
and reviewed so as to devise the most effec- 
tive means of combating the possible en- 
croachments of external Communist aggres- 
sion and internal Communist subversion 
upon American industry. 

Having considered all the facts in the case, 
the committee is of the opinion that House 
Joint Resolution 527, as amended, should 
pass, and it so recommends. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. I also ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the 
Record as a part of my remarks the 
minority views on H. R, 9838 of mem- 
bers of the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities, the distinguished 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives, Mr. WALTER, Mr. DOYLE, and Mr, 
FRAZIER. 

There being no objection, the minor- 
ity views were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


Mrnoriry Views To Accompany H. R. 9838 


The bill H. R. 9838 was reported by the 
Committee on Un-American Activities with- 
out one word of testimony, pro or con, being 
introduced, or a report from the Depart- 
ment of Justice submitted. The bill was 
called up for consideration when a bare ma- 
jority of the committee was present and de- 
spite the protests of Mr. WALTER that a bill 
of this importance should not be considered 
without at least having an explanation made 
of what it does. It was reported by a vote 
of 4 to 1, without ever going through the 
formality of reading the bill for amend- 
ment. 

This bill is similar to the legislation that 
was considered by the Committee on the 
Judiciary in hearings which started on March 
18, 1954, and terminated on June 30, 1954. 
The difference between H. R. 9838 from those 
under consideration during these hearings 
is that not a single word of testimony in all 
of the hearings held before the Judiciary 
Committee concerned H. R. 9838. The effects 
of this legislation are farther reaching than 
apparently the proponents understand. As 
was pointed out in an editorial in the Wall 
Street Journal of June 8, 1954: 

“This type of legislation is intended to 
extend the authority contained in the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950.” 


14163 


In view of the fact that much progress is 
being made under that law, it seems dan- 
gerous to us to report a far-reaching bill 
which may, as the Wall Street Journal 
pointed out, “chip away at the very rights 
we seek to save from that [Communist] 
menace.” We are firmly of the opinion 
that a continued vigorous enforcement of 
the Smith Act obviates the necessity to leg- 
islate further when such legislation is hur- 
riedly drawn and only casually considered. 

Up until now we have dealt with the pro- 
cedures followed by the committee majority 
in approving this bill. 

We also have grave reservations with re- 
spect to the bill's substantive provisions. 
This bill is copied word by word from S. 3706, 
introduced by Senator BUTLER of Maryland. 
In general outline it resembles House Joint 
Resolution 528, introduced at the request of 
Attorney General Brownell, on which the 
House Judiciary Committee held hearings. 

The essence of this bill is that the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board, created by 
the Internal Security Act of 1950, is author- 
ized to screen unions to determine whether 
they are Communist-infiltrated. The bill 
does not in terms apply only to labor unions, 
but the penalties provided for Communist- 
infiltrated organizations seem to be appli- 
cable only to unions. The principal penalty 
is that a union found to be Communist-in- 
filtrated is to be forbidden to engage in col- 
lective bargaining; that is, it is to be put out 
of business. 

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that 
this bill is a step toward Government licens- 
ing of trade unions. Such a step should be 
taken only after the most careful consider- 
ation and the clearest demonstration of its 
necessity. Once the power of life and death 
over unions is vested in a Federal agency, 
there is always the danger that it may be 
misused. The danger, too, cannot be over- 
looked that the bare existence of such a 
power in the Federal Government will in- 
timidate unions, and tend to make them 
subservient to the political ends of whatever 
administration may be in power. 

On June 1, the Wall Street Journal said 
editorially of the Attorney General's very 
similar proposal: 

“We recognize the trying task the Attorney 
General and his law officers face in combat- 
ing the secret and sinister Communist in- 
trigue. But it is not the part of wisdom 
ourselves to chip away at the very rights 
we seek to save from that menace.” 

We agree, 

A free trade-union movement is an im- 
portant bulwark of democracy. Where 
democracy has been destroyed, as in Soviet 
Russia and Nazi Germany, the subordination 
of unions to complete government control, 
through licensing or some similar device, 
has always been a first step in the march 
toward totalitarianism. 

It seems to us that a proposal so drastic 
as this bill, one which departs so markedly 
from this country’s democratic traditions, 
should be entertained (1) only on the clear- 
est showing of necessity, and (2) only if the 
bill provides every reasonable safeguard 
against abuse, both from the standpoint of 
being precisely drawn and of containing ade- 
quate procedural safeguards. 

We do not think that these tests are met. 

1. Undoubtedly there are in this country 
certain so-called unions which are still under 
Communist domination. Undoubtedly the 
leadership of these unions seeks to use them 
to promote the interests of Soviet Russia. 
Undoubtedly this leadership is traitorous to 
the United States, and to their own rank- 
and-file members. 

Every indication, however, is that this sit- 
uation is improving rather than growing 
worse, and that it is being successfully han- 
dled by the workers themselves, without 
government intervention. The testimony 
before the House Judiciary Committee on 
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House Joint Resolution 528—and that com- 
mittee, unlike this one, held hearings—was 
that out of some 13 unions which in 1949 
were Communist dominated, half of them 
have by now entirely disappeared, while the 
others have lost substantial membership. 
This testimony further showed that this 
process is a continuing one: Within recent 
weeks the Communist-dominated unions 
have suffered further substantial loss of 
membership. 

We agree that so long as a single Com- 
munist misleader of labor remains in a union 
office there is no occasion for complacency. 
But, when the situation is getting better and 
not worse, neither is there occasion for hys- 
teria. 

2. Loyal American unions affiliated with 
the American Federation of Labor, the Con- 
gress of Industrial Organizations, the Rail- 
road Brotherhoods, and the United Mine 
Workers are doing a very effective job of 
exposing and destroying the Communist mis- 
leaders of labor. None of these unions sup- 
ports this bill. 

On the contrary, both the American Fed- 
eration of Labor and the Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations have expressed opposition 
to the approach used in this and similar bills, 
In his statement to the House Judiciary 
Committee on House Joint Resolution 528, 
George Meany, president of the American 
Federation of Labor, said: 

“While the authors of the bill naturally 
have no such intent, there is real danger that 
the provisions of this bill could be readily 
directed against legitimate trade union 
organizations. 

“The charge of communism Is often loosely 
made and on many occasions has been di- 
rected against legitimate labor unions. Be- 
cause unions must from time to time resort 
to public protests to gain just ends or de- 
fend a minority view, or because a union 
organization campaign may involve a conflict 
of ideas, ill-informed or malicious individuals 
frequently try to arouse antiunion senti- 
ment by attacking union representatives or 
particular labor organizations as “Commu- 
nist.” If such attacks were to be given 
credibility and force by an official charge 
of Communist infiltration, under such cir- 
cumstances, the status of a bona fide union 
might easily come into jeopardy. 

“Under the bill, charges against organiza- 
tions are initiated only by the Attorney Gen- 
eral, While we are confident that the pres- 
ent Attorney General would not use the 
proposed law to injure legitimate labor 
unions, it is quite conceivable that such an 
Official hostile to labor might utilize such a 
law as a weapon against all unions.” 

Similar apprehensions were voiced on be- 
half of the Congress of Industrial Organiza- 
tions. 

3. The standards contained in this bill for 
determining whether a union is Communist 
infiltrated are so vague as to threaten the 
innocent along with the guilty. Thus the 
bill lists seven criteria which the Board 
is to take into consideration in determin- 
ing whether an organization is Communist 
infiltrated. Typical of these criteria is (3), 
which reads: 

“(3) the extent to which the personnal 
and resources of such organization are, or 
within 5 years have been, used to further 
or promote the objectives of any such Com- 
munist organization, government, or move- 
ment.” 

This language fails to make it clear that 
an organization is to be proscribed only if 
it was deliberately used for the purpose and 
with the motive of promoting communism. 
It seems—though surely that would not be 
the intent—to permit conviction upon a 
mere showing of a coincidence of views on 
some subjects between the accused organi- 
zation and the Communist Party. 

€ To some extent this objection could be 
met by tightening up the definition, cri- 
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teria, etc. To a considerable degree, how- 
ever, it is inherent in the nature of the 
bill's approach, of dealing with attitudes 
and affiliations rather than with specific 
illegal acts. As the Wall Street Journal edi- 
torial already referred to said: 

“As we see it, the trouble with Mr. Brown- 
ell’s bill is that he here seeks not to expose 
organizations or to punish people for what 
they have done, but to punish people for 
what they may be in a position to do.” 

4. The bill applies not only to organiza- 
tions which are ‘“Communist-infiltrated” 
now, but to any which have been “within 
5 years.” This provision is not only unjust, 
but would deter unions from hereafter 
throwing off Communist leadership. It 
makes the bill wholly self-defeating—and 
demonstrates how superficial is the consider- 
ation which this proposal has received. 

Within the last 5 years many local unions 
have broken away from Communist-domi- 
nated international unions, and have trans- 
ferred their affiliation to loyal American or- 
ganizations. That is the form which the 
destruction of Communist-dominated inter- 
national unions has taken over the past few 
years, and is taking. In some instances the 
elected leadership of the local union has 
broken with the Communist Party and led 
the move out of the Communist-dominated 
international. In other situations rank-and- 
file workers have revolted against and re- 
placed local leadership which continued sub- 
servient to communism. 

It seems to us that developments like 
these should have the encouragement and 
approbation of the Government. Yet this 
bill would threaten with destruction these 
local unions which broke away from Com- 
munist-dominated internationals, if the 
break was within the last 5 years. 

This provision is unjust. It is unjust as 
to organizations whose leadership continues 
the same, if those leaders have genuinely 
broken with communism. We in this coun- 
try believe that it is never too late to reform, 
We presumably do not believe that a man 
should be forbidden to be a union official 
because he was a Communist 4 years ago, 
or that the union should be punished be- 
cause he was a Communist 4 years ago. 
Certainly this committee, and other com- 
mittees of the Congress as well, relies in its 
work upon the testimony of avowed former 
Communists. Presumably this committee 
regards these witnesses as reliable, and as 
performing a service for their country, Yet, 
under this bill, these men would be barred 
from union office, and unions electing them 
would be subject to destruction. 

If this provision is unjust as to unions 
whose leaders have reformed, it is doubly so 
as to unions who have replaced leadership 
which would not abandon the Communist 
Party. Yet these unions, too, would be sub- 
jected to destruction under this bill. 

As far as the practical effect of this pro- 
vision goes, it might well be entitled a pro- 
posal to insure continued Communist con- 
trol of unions. What incentive is there for 
a union official to renounce the Communist 
Party if by doing so—and admitting his for- 
mer Communist membership—he subjects 
the union to destruction? What incentive 
is there for a union to replace Commu- 
nist leaders if by denouncing them as Com- 
munists it subjects the union to destruction 
by the Government? Under this proposal 
the Government would penalize the very 
conduct it should encourage. 

Obviously, this bill has not been thought 
through. Obviously, there is danger that it 
would do more harm than good. 

That is what the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee decided after considering a similar 
proposal—House Joint Resolution 528. That 
committee concluded that Communist in- 
filtration of unions does present a substan- 
tial problem, and one which merits careful 
and thoughtful consideration. But it was 
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not convinced that legislation of this type 
is the answer. The Judiciary Committee 
therefore proposed the creation of a biparti- 
san public commission, having industry and 
labor representation, to study this whole 
problem and report back to the Congress 
next January. This proposal has received 
the support of both the American Federation 
of Labor and the Congress of Industrial Or- 
ganizations, 

We think that is a rational and construc- 
tive proposal, 

This problem of Communist infiltration 
of unions should be dealt with carefully and 
thoughtfully. It should be dealt with in a 
way which will not damage traditional 
American liberties, or bring us closer to the 
totalitarianism this bill purports to guard 
against. 

This is an issue on which politics should 
be shelved: those who seek to make political 
capital out of it will only do the country a 
grave disservice. 

Francis E. WALTER. 
CLYDE DOYLE, 
JAMES B. FRAZIER, Jr. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the REcorp as a part of my 
remarks, so that Senators may be able 
to analyze them tomorrow, the follow- 
ing documents: 

A letter dated July 16, 1954, from the 
United Electrical, Radio and Machine 
Workers of America; an editorial en- 
titled, “The Legal Scatterguns,” pub- 
lished in the Wall Street Journal of July 
14, 1954; and, while it is too long to have 
published in the Recorp, I will say that 
the same conclusions are reached by the 
ofiicial publication of the Brotherhood 
of Railroad Trainmen; an editorial en- 
titled “Industrial Infiltration,’ pub- 
lished in the New York Times of July 
15, 1954; another editorial entitled “The 
Curfew at Sundown” published in the 
Wall Street Journal of July 21, 1954; an 
article entitled “The Rights We Seek To 
Save,” published in the Wall Street 
Journal of June 1, 1954; an editorial en- 
titled “Dangers Lie in Mr. Brownell’s 
Plan” published in the Courier-Journal 
of Louisville, Ky., of May 12, 1954, in 
which some of the risks now before us 
are pointed out; a letter which I ad- 
dressed to the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. HENNINGS] relating to this matter, 
dated August 2, 1954; a letter written to 
the Congress by the President of the 
American Federation of Labor, Mr, 
George Meany, dated July 12, 1954; anda 
letter which was written to the chair- 
man of the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary by Mr. Walter P. Reuther, 
president of the CIO, dated July 12, 1954. 

There being no objection, the docu- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 


UNITED ELECTRICAL, RADIO AND 
MACHINE WORKERS OF AMERICA, 
New York, N. Y., July 16, 1954. 

Dear SENATOR: In the last few days spokes- 
men for 16 million organized American 
workers have spoken in direct opposition to 
certain legislation pending before the United 
States Senate. This legislation is the bill, 
proposed by Attorney General Brownell, to 
license unions, and introduced by Senators 
FERGUSON, BUTLER, MCCARRAN and WELKER 
(S. 3706). 

We are calling your attention in the en- 
closed material to some of these recent ac- 
tions and earnestly urge you to not only 
vote against these proposals but also to speak 
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and act in opposition to these un-American 
proposals. 
Very truly yours, 
ALBERT J. FITZGERALD, 
General President. 


[From the Wall Street Journal of July 14, 
1954 


THe LEGAL SCATTERGUNS 


Some of Attorney General Brownell's bills 
to control subversion and to combat commu- 
nism have caught a cold eye in Congress and, 
in our opinion, justly so. For there was the 
look of a scattergun about them. 

It is true that his wiretap bill, which this 
newspaper opposes, probably will become law 
in some fashion or other. But it has been 
whittled down in both House and Senate, and 
in the conference committee perhaps even 
more restrictions will be placed on the use 
of wiretapping. 

Mr. Brownell’s bills to control subversion 
in private industry—such as powerplants and 
those engaged in defense contracts—and to 
allow the Subversive Activities Control Board, 
after court action, to dissolve any union or 
private business if it were “Communist- 
infiltrated,” are dead for this session unless 
the House Judiciary Committee reverses 
itself. 

The bills were written in language that 
was too sweeping. One of them allowed 
issuance of orders to bar people from employ- 
ment if there was reasonable ground to be- 
lieve they might engage in sabotage, espi- 
onage or other subversive activities. The 
orders could be issued not just when there 
was a national emergency but also in cases of 
“threatened disturbance of the international 
relationships” of this country, a state of 
affairs we are hardly ever not in the midst of. 

Mr. Brownell's companion measure went 
even further into determining guilt and 
meting out punishment not for what people 
have done, or even on proof that they 
planned to do it, but on “the extent to 
which” they fit into patterns which could 
legally classify unions and businesses as 
Communist infiltrated. But the patterns 
themselves are unclear, and the proposal did 
not attempt to set forth limits to the ex- 
tent to which” doctrine. Indeed it would 
have been impossible to do so; and while this 
doctrine, if adopted into law, doubtless would 
have gathered in some subversives and Com- 
munists, many innocent people may also 
have been injured in the process. 

We recognize that it is dificult to pin- 
point a law against a hidden conspiracy and 
a dedicated treason. But we do think that 
to punish people by the extent to which 
they may be able to do some injury or to 
authorize the invasion of privacy by wire- 
tapping is to use legal scatterguns better 
left to the police states most Americans 
oppose, 

[From the New York Times of July 15, 1954] 
INDUSTRIAL INFILTRATION 


The House Judiciary Committee has acted 
with courage and wisdom in a field where 
both have been singularly lacking of late; 
how to deal with the internal threat of 
communism in the United States. 

Last May Attorney General Brownell, with 
White House approval, sent identical bills 
to the House and Senate which went so far 
as to authorize the actual dissolution and 
liquidation of labor unions, business firms, 
and other organizations upon a finding by 
the Subversive Activities Control Board that 
they were Communist infiltrated. The bill 
attempted to define this well-worn phrase 
with as little success as might have been 
expected—especially for those who might be 
charged with the administration of the 
law. On July 6 the Senate committee 
shelved the bill on the ground, among others, 
that even the Communist Party itself has 
not been either liquidated or dissolved. The 
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committee approved a less drastic measure 
that would require an infiltrated organiza- 
tion to register under the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act, with a loss, if it were 
a labor union, of collective bargaining rights, 
and other protections afforded by the Gov- 
ernment. 

Now the House committee has turned 
down the Brownell proposal completely and 
approved a bill of Representative WALTER, 
of Pennsylvania, to set up a commission 
composed of 12 members, 4 each from in- 
dustry and labor, and 4 representing the 
public, with 3 congressional advisers, to study 
the whole problem of security in industry 
and to make recommendations for action to 
Congress. The President and the officers of 
Congress are authorized to make appoint- 
ments to the Commission, which would have 
to submit its report before January 15 of 
next year. 

We hope the committee will favorably re- 
port the Walter bill without delay, that the 
Senate will substitute a similar bill for the 
one now on its docket, and that both Houses 
will promptly pass it. The Brownell legis- 
lation was more like that of a police state 
than of a free democracy, and would have 
been impossible to administer even had it 
been either wise or necessary. 


[From the Wall Street Journal of July 21, 
1954] 
Tue Currew at SUNDOWN 

If the police in a city of some 640,000 people 
knew that there were 100 housebreakers 
about, the police would do their best to keep 
an eye on them. But the law officers would 
not declare a sundown curfew for everyone 
in the town in order to catch the lawless 
hundred. 

In this country there are an estimated 
25,000 dedicated Communists. They are 
dedicated to the violent overthrow of law, 
order, and the Government. The problem 
of controlling their activities, keeping a 
check on their movements, learning of their 
contacts, and countering their subversive 
plots is a hard task indeed. How difficult 
it is—and how aware of the difficulty are 
the FBI, the Justice Department, and con- 
gressional committeees which have investi- 
gated the problem—is clearly indicated in 
the number of bills introduced into this Con- 
gress to control subversion. 

Some of these proposals came from the 
Attorney General, some from congressional 
committees, and some from individual Mem- 
bers of Congress. All of them are well-in- 
tentioned; they seek to strengthen the secu- 
rity of the Nation. But many of them are 
questionable, and some of them endanger the 
rights, privileges, and immunities not of 
Communists alone but of the 160 million of 
the rest of us. 

To close a loophole in a law is one thing, 
but to create a lot of new laws which place 
in jeopardy peaceful people as well as the 
lawless is not the way to go about it. 

The Government has jailed the top eche- 
lon of Communists. It has also convicted 
the second-string Reds. These verdicts were 
obtained under a law making it a crime to 
teach or to advocate or to conspire to over- 
throw the Government by force or violence. 

That law, in our view, is a necessary one. 
But the climate in which laws are adopted 
and used or left unused on the books is as 
important as the law itself. Would any law, 
in the rather revolutionary climate of the 
1930's, have been used against the members 
of the Ware cell which operated almost 
openly in the Department of Agriculture? 
Would the present laws have then been used 
against Alger Hiss, William Remington, or 
the late Harry Dexter White? 

Reports on many of these men were made 
by the FBI to their department heads, and 
they were shrugged off. The White House 
itself had Mr. White’s record prior to his 
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appointment as United States Director of 
the International Monetary Fund, but the 
appointment was made and confirmed by an 
unknowing Senate nonetheless, 

There is still another climate which affects 
the wisdom and usefulness of laws. The old 
days of diffidence about or sympathy to com- 
munism are now gone. Most people are 
aware of the dangers, and there is now a 
gront commotion to pass laws to cure the 
evil. 

This climate, we think, is the reason for 
the danger in some of the proposals. A 
wiretap law is now before the Senate Judi- 
ciary Committee because wiretapping was 
used against Judith Coplon, and she was 
freed because that system of gathering evi- 
dence is inadmissible in Federal courts. No 
wiretap law was needed to convict all the 
rest, and in our view no wiretap law is nec- 
essary to the country’s security. Itisa bad 
law, and we hope it fails of passage. 

The same committee has before it a bill 
to grant immunity to congressional investi- 
gation witnesses and thus to force them to 
testify. We think this is also a bad pro- 
posal, for it does damage to the fifth amend- 
ment, That constitutional restraint on 
Government was not placed there for the 
convenience of Communists alone, and to 
remove it in the one case is to set a precedent 
for another case, in another climate. 

We have expressed heretofore in these col- 
umns our opposition to Mr. Brownell's bill, 
which would empower a Government agen- 
cy—with the right of court review—to close 
down a union or a business on “the extent to 
which” it is determined such an organiza- 
tion may be Communist infiltrated. A phi- 
losophy of “extent to which” is a dangerous 
one; it punishes not for what has been done 
but becruse a person or a business or a 
union may be in position to do a thing. 

Apart from their danger to innocent peo- 
ple, these proposals are not necessary from 
a security standpoint. Mr. Brownell said, 
just short of a year ago, that Government 
attention to the present laws, such as the 
Smith Act, has reduced Communist Party 
membership from 100,000 to 25,000. 

We think even 1 Communist in the schools, 
in Government, in the Armed Forces, in de- 
fense plants, is 1 too many. We think also 
that sundown curfews for 160 million people 
are not the way to go about controlling Com- 
munists. 

[From the Wall Street Journal of June 1, 
1954] 
THE RIGHTS WE SEEK To SAVE 


We doubt if there are many people about 
who will question that communism in the 
United States is a serious problem for those 
whose responsibility is the Nation's security. 
The internal Communist movement was rec- 
ognized by the Congress as a clear and pres- 
ent danger to that security when it enacted 
the Internal Security Act of 1950. 

The difficulty arises when the Congress 
tries to make security secure, or when the 
officers charged with maintaining security 
go about doing it. It is not an easy task 
for the one or the other. 

Proof that it is not easy lies in the sug- 
gestions Attorney General Brownell has made 
from time to time to tighten the net about 
communism. He has asked that wiretap- 
ping be legalized for admission as evidence. 
He has asked that a law be passed which 
would compel witnesses invoking the fifth 
amendment to testify if granted immunity 
from prosecution in connection with any- 
thing testified about. 

It was not lack of appreciation of the tasks 
before Mr. Brownell but awareness of the 
dangers we thought inherent in these pro- 
posals that convinced us they were wrong. 
These suggestions may make the job a bit 
easier for the Justice Department, but they 
would whittle away rights and privileges of 
the citizens all the same. 
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Mr. Brownell has recently proposed two 
other laws to knit loopholes he finds in the 
1950 Internal Security Act. 

One of these deals directly with the prob- 
lem of security of private facilities—such 
as power plants or producers of supplies re- 
quired by defense plants—and would em- 
power the President to issue regulations to 
bar individuals from employment where 
there is reasonable ground to believe that 
they may engage in sabotage, espionage, or 
other subversive activities. Such regulations 
may issue when the President finds that the 
Nation’s security is endangered “by reason 
of actual or threatened war, or invasion, or 
insurrection, or subversive activity, or of dis- 
turbance or threatened disturbance of the 
international relations” of the country. 

The latter reason would seem a rather 
sweeping one; and we trust that the Con- 
gress will spell out specifically what it means. 
But in any case, the proposal has much merit. 
A Communist at the switches of a great city’s 
powerplant could do great damage at an 
opportune time. 

Under Mr. Brownell's other proposal any 
organization—including a private business or 
a union—may be destroyed if the Subversive 
Activities Control Board determines that such 
organization is Communist infiltrated. 

Four guides are created under the meas- 
ure for determining whether an organization 
is Communist infiltrated. These include 
“the extent to which persons who are active” 
in its management, direction, or supervision, 
whether holding office or not, are aiso active 
in the world Communist movement; the ex- 
tent to which funds, resources, or personnel 
are used to further world communism; the 
extent to which policies of the organization 
do not deviate from the policies of any world 
Communist organization, and the extent to 
which the firm or union or group is in posi- 
tion to impair mobilization of manpower or 
use of economic resources in connection with 
defense or security. 

This new yardstick to measure Communist 
activity is an extension of the purposes of 
the 1950 act, which defined Communist- 
action and Communist-front organizations 
and required registration with the Attorney 
General of any group which the SACB said 
fit the pattern. A Commuunist-action organi- 
zation is there defined as one established by 
the “Communist dictatorship of a foreign 
country” in which is vested the direction and 
control of the “world Communist move- 
ment.” 

A Communist-front organization is one 
created and maintained to promote the ends 
of Communist-action groups. The general 
idea was to expose fronts and action groups 
and to cut off sources of funds received from 
unsuspecting contributors. There is, of 
course, recourse to the courts for any accused 
and there are ways for fronts to clear them- 
selves and get off the hook. 

Mr. Brownell's new and more sweeping bill 
also provides recourse to the courts and at- 
tempts to set up some safeguards for mem- 
bers and stockholders in case an organiza- 
tion is ordered liquidated. The SACB is 
required to take into consideration and to 
preserve the legitimate rights and interests” 
of such people; but only to the extent the 
Board determines is consistent with the pur- 
poses of the act. These powers are obviously 
too broad and raise the question whether the 
Board could not seize the property as well 
as liquidate the business or union if it de- 
cided some morning that such action was 
consistent with the purposes of the law. 

In our view all this sort of language is 
far too vague and creates a catchall for 
Communists which quite possibly could in- 
jure many innocent people. It is a drastic 
departure from the purposes of the 1950 law 
which set out to throw light on action groups 
and fronts and thus to limit their effective- 
ness. But the 1950 act did not try to de- 
stroy them as this one does. 
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As we see it, the trouble with Mr. Brow- 
nell's bill is that he here seeks not to ex- 
pose tions or to punish people for 
what they have done, but to punish people 
for what they may be in a position to do. 

Certainly the Daily Worker—and perhaps 
many other publications—could fall into 
the net. And even though the courts finally 
ruled against the SACB and the Attorney 
General those who have had to go to the 
judges to protect their rights to private 
property, freedom of speech or publication 
would have been put in unwarranted jeop- 
ardy. 

Freedom of speech, thought, and press— 
including that for the Daily Worker—were 
specifically acknowledged in the Internal 
Security Act of 1950 which Mr. Brownell's 
bill seeks to strengthen. That law says: 

“Nothing in this act shall be construed 
to authorize, require, or establish military 
or civilian censorship or in any way limit 
or infringe upon freedom of the press or of 
speech as guaranteed by the Constitution 
of the United States and no regulation shall 
be promulgated hereunder having that 
effect.” 

Mr. Brownell's bill contains no safeguard. 
Indeed, it would have been most dificult to 
make reference to the Bill of Rights and 
then attempt to do what this measure sug- 
gests. 

We recognize the trying task the Attorney 
General and his law officers face in com- 
bating the secret and sinister Communist 
intrigue. But it is not the part of wisdom 
ourselves to chip away at the very rights we 
seek to save from that menace. 


[From the Courier-Journal, Louisville, Ky., 
of May 12, 1954] 


DANGERS LIE IN MR, BROWNELL’S PLAN 


Attorney General Brownell blueprints a 
new weapon which in its way is as startling 
as any bomb. Mr. Brownell proposes to give 
the Government power to dissolve a labor 
union or a private enterprise or association 
if it is found to be infiltrated by Commu- 
nists. Judgment in the case would be that 
of the Subversive Activities Control Board. 

Ordinarily, such an idea would speak for 
itself. Its danger for oppression and de- 
struction, both actual and moral, ought to 
be as plain as the nose on a face. However, 
the country has had too many warnings in 
recent years—indeed, in the day at hand— 
of fear and hysteria inflamed out of reason, 
beyond truth, beyond the seeking of truth. 

Mr. Brownell gives a nod toward the prin- 
ciple of due process of law. A troubled and 
fearful mood has blunted that principle. If 
the Government goes itself into pandering 
to this mood, who may feel himself safe in 
conceivable circumstances of power in hands 
of the unscrupulous? 

We have in mind warnings like that of 
Justice Hugo Black in his dissent from a 
Supreme Court ruling that aliens may be 
deported for past membership in the Com- 
munist Party. “I suppose as long as you 
can throw that one word (communism) in,” 
he said, “everything may be all right. But 
I have an idea that the liberty of every 
American is at stake.” 

We have in mind the activity of veterans 
in Norwalk, Conn., a few months ago. They 
would have turned the people of their com- 
munity into a mass of informers upon one 
another. There is the travesty and injustice 
of a recent Senate committee hearing in 
New Orleans, when a professional ex-Com- 
munist, Paul Crouch, was permitted to smear 
with insinuation the names of persons whose 
lives and traditions testified to their loyalty. 
For the immediate hour, there is the show 
of condemnation out of hand, the thing 
which has come to be known as McCarthyism. 

Mr. Brownell makes his proposition to take 
the place of the non-Communist oath re- 
quired of labor union officers by the Taft- 
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Hartley Act. But this part of the labor- 
management law is long ago discredited. 
The Attorney General talks of difficulty in 
enforcing it, pointing to only one convic- 
tion in 7 years. We daresay that the diffi- 
culty is not one of legal process, but rather 
of overcoming deep and natural American 
qualms. 

There is also the knowledge that organized 
labor itself has done a good job getting rid 
of groups of questionable leadership. Either 
by expulsion or competition the process of 
weeding out has succeeded. Few hatdcore 
radicals like Ben Gold of the Fur and Leather 
Workers remain, and these are on the out- 
side. 

Nor have Americans generally failed to 
feel the argument which appeared in the 
President’s own approach to the non-Com- 
munist oath. Administration proposals for 
amending the Taft-Hartley Act pointed out 
unfairness in applying the rule to a single 
group, the unions. The solution proposed 
was (1) to apply it to employers as well as 
workers, (2) to cut out the requirement al- 
together, and look to broad general legisla- 
tion to control communism. 

It is to be hoped, however, that the Attor- 
ney General's idea is not the administration's 
broad general plan. If it is, we might have 
a remedy potentially worse even than the 
disease. The fact that two bills already have 
been introduced in the Senate at Mr, Brown- 
ell's request gives an urgency to our mis- 
givings. 

Aucust 2, 1954. 
Hon. THOMAS C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
United States Senate. 

Dear Senator: Attached is a draft of a 
Joint Resolution which I intend to intro- 
duce sometime this week. It is quite simi- 
lar to House Joint Resolution 527, reported 
with a “Do Pass” by the House Judiciary 
Committee (Rept. 2280). The only prac- 
tical difference is that the Senate resolution 
would create a Commission on Security in 
Government and industry, instead of solely 
in industry. 

I am confident there is much overlapping 
and duplication of screening for security in 
the Government. For example, the Federal 
Communications Commission proposes to 
launch a security program (Docket 11061) to 
screen holders of commercial radio licenses 
and permits. 

This will be quite an undertaking. Per- 
haps all should be screened—on the other 
hand, it is certain that some have no con- 
nection whatever with sensitive areas. In 
addition, ship radio officers are already 
screened by the United States Coast Guard 
under terms of the act I introduced in 1950. 

I am eure you will agree that it is es- 
sential to have proper and thorough screen- 
ing where the security of the United States 
is involved. I am equally sure you will agree 
there is no point in screening, rescreening, 
and rescreening the same people, but by dif- 
ferent agencies of Government—unless a 
commission, such as I propose to create, 
finds that such overlapping and duplication 
is essential. 

I intend to introduce this resolution on 
Wednesday. I wonder if you would be good 
enough to have a member of your staff call 
my assistant, Mr. Hoff, if you are interested 
in joining with me. 

Thanks and kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senator. 
TEXT OF LETTER FROM GEORGE MEANY, AFL 
PRESIDENT, TO CONGRESS 
Jury 12, 1954. 

I am writing to you in connection with 
legislation now before your committee deal- 
ing with the question of Communist infil- 
tration into organizations closely identified 
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with the national economy and seeking to 
remove therefrom spies, saboteurs, and other 
subversive individuals. 

On June 30 I submitted to your committee 
a detailed statement giving the objections of 
the American Federation of Labor to House 
Joint Resolutions 527 and 528. In this state- 
ment I indicated that the few Communist- 
dominated unions have steadily lost ground 
in recent years, although they and other 
Communist-dominated organizations still 
represent a problem involving the internal 
security of this country. 

In concluding my statement, I said: 

“The A: F. of L. believes that Congress 
should strengthen the internal security of 
the United States, but do so without endan- 
gering the basic freedoms that we cherish 
in our democracy.” 

In my opinion, the bills which Congress 
is now considering not only involve serious 
questions of basic civil liberties, but also 
open the possibility that they could be uti- 
lized against legitimate trade unions. 
Rather than attempt to amend these bills 
to meet these objections in the closing days 
of this session of Congress, it would seem 
more appropriate that some further study 
prepare the way for dealing with this ques- 
tion in a way that would draw unanimous 
support from all sections of our society. 

I therefore am suggesting that the prob- 
lems of Communist and other possible sub- 
versive infiltration in American industry be 
referred to a special commission appointed 
by the President. The commission would be 
assigned the following tasks: 

1. To review the extent of Communist and 
other subversive infiltration into organiza- 
tions closely identified with the national 
economy. 

2. To evaluate the extent to which this in- 
filtration endangers the internal security of 
the United States. 

3. To make appropriate recommendations 
for administrative and legislative policies 
that might be adopted to protect the in- 
ternal security of the United States. 

I suggest that the membership of this 
commission be drawn from industry and la- 
bor, as well as from Congress and the judi- 
ciary. I believe this proposal presents a far 
more practical and equitable solution to this 
critical problem than the passage of any of 
the bills now before your committee. . 


JuLY 12, 1954. 
Hon. WILLIAM LANGER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR LANGER: The Congress of 
Industrial Organizations stands ready to as- 
sist in every practicable way in protecting the 
national security, both from outside aggres- 
sion and internal subversion. 

The CIO, as I am sure you are aware, is 
firmly committed to a policy of combatting 
communism and every other form of totali- 
tarianism. This philosophy is imbedded in 
the CIO constitution and those of our affil- 
iated international unions. Our record of ac- 
tion is a self-evident demonstration of our 
hostility toward communism. By expelling, 
in 1949 and 1950, some 11 unions which were 
found by the CIO to be Communist domi- 
nated, and by relentlessly combatting the 
Communist leadership of those unions since 
their expulsion, the CIO has delivered a mor- 
tal blow to the efforts of the Communist 
Party to gain and maintain any substantial 
foothold in the American labor movement. 
As a result of these actions, the Communist 
Party's influence in the labor movement and 
its control of labor unions are at a low point 
pees they are constantly and rapidly increas- 
ng. 

From this successful experience in combat- 
ting communism, we in the CIO have devel- 
oped certain clear-cut ideas about effective 
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and ineffective methods of combatting totali- 
tarianism in the labor movement. 

S. 3428, now under study by your commit- 
tee, and S. 3706, which was recently approved 
by your committee, do not, in our estimation, 
offer a constructive solution to the problem. 
We fear that the sponsors of the bills, in their 
wholesome desire to attack the Communist 
conspiracy, have unwittingly suggested a pro- 
gram that would do harm to the entire labor 
movement. Both the CIO and the AFL have 
on this basis voiced their objections to bills 
similar to these. 

Free trade unions are one of the strongest 
bulwarks of our democracy. Any effort, 
whatever the motive may be, that might 
lead to Government control of trade unions, 
would play directly into the hands of the 
Communists and other totalitarians. So 
long as democratic trade unions are free, 
they will be responsible. So long as they are 
responsible, they will strive earnestly and 
successfully to rid the trade union move- 
ment of Communist infiltrators seeking 
control. To weaken the trade unions by 
placing them under Government control 
would cause resentment among the rank and 
file workers, would diminish the effective- 
ness of the organizations, and would create a 
propaganda jamboree for the Communists. 

The administration's proposals, written 
with the purpose of eliminating Communist 
influence in trade unions and of developing 
a greater degree of security in industrial de- 
fense plants, were drafted and transmitted 
to the Congress so late in the session that 
there has been no opportunity to give them 
the thorough consideration which measures 
of such far-reaching importance certainly 
deserve. Approval of these proposals by the 
Congress would, we fear, do more harm than 
good. 

There are many important questions, in- 
volving the role of trade unions, free collec- 
tive bargaining, job security, the right to 
earn a livelihood, and our basic civil liber- 
ties, that are deeply involved in these bills. 
To rush through legislation would not only 
be potentially dangerous to our constitu- 
tional rights, but might retard any con- 
structicve solution by long drawn-out liti- 
gation. 

It is our belief that the whole problem of 
Communist-controlled or infiltrated labor 
organizations and of defense plant security 
requires serious and thoughtful study, not 
only by the Members of Congress who have 
the responsibility of legislating to protect 
our national security, but by the repre- 
sentatives of the public and the labor or- 
ganizations to whom a solution of this prob- 
lem is likewise vitally important. 

Accordingly, on behalf of the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations, I propose, for your 
most serious consideration, the establish- 
ment of a bipartisan commission to under- 
take a thorough review of this most impor- 
tant problem. This commission should be 
required to file its report by mid-December 
1954, so that the next Congress will have it 
at the beginning of the session in January 
1955. It is our view that such a commis- 
sion should have representation from the 
Judiciary Committees of the Senate and 
House, together with members representing 
industry, labor, and the general public, who 
would be appointed by the President. In 
other words, it would be similar in character 
to the Commission on Foreign Economic 
Policy or the Commission on Judicial and 
Congressional Salaries, with such changes in 
composition as may be appropriate because 
of the different nature of the subject matter. 

It would be our hope that such a commis- 
sion would devise and recommend enact- 
ment of a program which, while respecting 
individual rights and liberties, would pro- 
vide every needed protection to our internal 
security. Such a p would have the 
support of every patriotic American, Need- 
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less to say, such a commission, in its search 
for a constructive solution, would have the 
continuous and wholehearted cooperation 
of the Congress of Industrial Organizations. 

I, therefore, respectfully urge that legisla- 
tion be withheld pending a commission 
study of the problem of Communist infiltra- 
tion of labor organizations and of security 
in defense plants. 

Respectfully yours, 
WALTER P. REUTHER, 
President. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to bore the Senate tonight with 
any more documents, but tomorrow I ex- 
pect to present expressions of opinion 
from all walks of life in the United States 
regarding some of the legal and practi- 
cal pitfalls—and I do not say they are 
intentional at all; I think the objectives 
of all of us are the same—that might be 
involved in the pending bill, which I 
think the House Committee on the Judi- 
ciary realized when it reported in sub- 
stance the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute which I have offered on be- 
half of myself and the Senators I have 
named. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk a series of amendments 
to the pending bill. I desire to have 
them printed and lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received and printed, 
and will lie on the table. 


NATIONAL LIBRARY OF WEEKLY 
NEWSPAPERS 


Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, on be- 
half of myself and the senior Senator 
from Texas [Mr. Jonnson], I introduce 
for appropriate reference a bill which 
would establish a National Library of 
Weekly Newspapers. 

This bill would help to preserve that 
great portion of the true history of our 
Nation which is recorded in pioneer 
weekly newspapers and in currently 
published weekly papers of the United 
States. 

There are many public and private 
agencies which have preserved the files 
or the microfilms of our great daily 
newspapers. They are an excellent pri- 
Mary source of recorded history. How- 
ever, the full and complete story of our 
Nation's history and progress cannot be 
preserved unless we save that which is 
recorded in the weekly newspapers pub- 
lished throughout the land. 

During the early years of our Nation’s 
history we had only weekly newspapers. 
Even today, the educational, social, po- 
litical, and religious history of a great 
portion of our population can be found 
only in the files of these weekly publica- 
tions. As a boy I learned to appreciate 
this fact. My father published weekly 
newspapers in four different towns of 
Texas. He left the publishing business 
in later years, but always retained and 
carefully preserved the bound volumes 
of all issues of his newspapers. First I 
knew them as carefully guarded family 
treasures, but later I found that they 
were a constant source of the history of 
the communities in which they were 
published. They are now preserved in 
the library of one of our leading univer- 
sities. 
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There are thousands of weekly news- 
paper files which have been preserved. 
Others have been destroyed, and in the 
future there is likely to be continued 
loss of this valuable historical material 
unless something is done to encourage its 
preservation. 

Mr. Garland R. Farmer, owner and 
publisher of the Henderson Times at 
Henderson, Tex., a weekly newspaper- 
man for over 25 years, saw the need for 
a national library of weekly newspapers 
several years ago. With private funds 
and at his own expense he established 
such a library and began a nationwide 
campaign for preservation of weekly 
newspaper files. His work has inspired 
me to offer this legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that at the 
end of my remarks there be inserted an 
article written by Mr. Farmer entitled 
“Why We Need the National Library of 
Weekly Newspapers.” Mr. Farmer has 
offered to make his library and collec- 
tion available for this purpose. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Way WE NEED THE NATIONAL LIBRARY OF 
WEEKLY NEWSPAPERS 


For many years this Nation had only 
weekly newspapers. Even today, the educa- 
tional, political, social, and religious history 
of the major part of our people can be found 
only in the files of these publications. 

As a weekly newspaperman for over 25 
years, I learned that little or nothing was 
being done to preserve this rich store of in- 
formation, and make it available to all, even 
though much was being lost every day. 

So I called this neglect to the attention 
of the Library of Congress, American foun- 
dations, historical and press associations, 
colleges, libraries, and the general public, 

The response was immediate and almost 
unanimous. They agreed the idea of a Na- 
tional Library of Weekly Newspapers was ex- 
cellent—should have been started genera- 
tions ago—but where to get the funds to 
“get the show on the road?" 

Not satisfied to allow the campaign to bog 
down, I started using my own personal 
funds to set up the National Library of Week- 
ly Newspapers here in Henderson. About 
96 percent of the services and contacts are by 
mail, so location of the library is not 
important. 

Too, it is one of the primary functions of 
this library to work with and through press 
and historical associations; State, college, 
and local libraries to encourage and assist the 
48 States in setting up their own programs 
to preserve this vital store of historical in- 
formation. The job is too big for one organi- 
zation, but one organization is needed for the 
overall work. 

With the financial aid of a few other firms 
and individuals, I have this program on a 
national and nonprofit basis, but the prob- 
lem is one that involves everyone—even you. 
The burden should not be borne by one or 
just a few. 

So, I am offering to turn all my accumu- 
lated data, microfilmed weeklies, cabinets, 
files, etc., to the Federal Government, if only 
a staff of three is provided to carry on the 
work. 

My program has been strongly endorsed by 
such colleges as: Stanford, Florida State, 
University of Texas, Columbia, Michigan, 
Iowa, Missouri, and so on across the Nation. 

Students, teachers, and historians say the 
work has already been neglected too long. 
Leaders of both major political parties, in 
and out of Congress, say they are ready to 
act, and asked me to draw up a bill which 
could help at a minimum cost. 
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That makes good sense, for there are over 
8,000 weekly newspapers in the United States, 
and their readers elect 75 percent of the 
United States Senators and 61 percent of our 
Representatives. 

This letter, with enclosures, should give 
you a fair picture of the need, which has 
been neglected too long. 


Cordially, 
GARLAND R. FARMER, 
Henderson (Tez.) Times. 


Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, Con- 
gressman BRADY Gentry, of Tyler, Tex., 
has introduced a similar bill in the House 
of Representatives. The purpose of this 
proposed legislation is to establish a na- 
tional library of weekly newspapers to 
be managed by a director appointed by 
the President. His job would be to col- 
lect, catalog, file, duplicate, preserve, 
and make available for interested citi- 
zens, schools, and libraries, the original 
files or microfilms of weekly newspapers 
throughout the Nation. It would apply 
to newspapers printed before and after 
the date of the enactment of the pro- 
posed legislation. 

Mr. President, action on the bill will 
not be possible during the present ses- 
sion, but I introduce it so that it may 
be studied by the appropriate commit- 
tee and executive agencies in the in- 
terim. My colleague and I will rein- 
troduce the bill at the next session. In 
the meantime we commend to Members 
of the Senate their careful considera- 
tion of the need for and the importance 
of this proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 3860) to promote the pres- 
ervation of the history of the United 
States as recorded in pioneer weekly 
newspapers and as currently published 
in weekly newspapers of the United 
States by establishment of the National 
Library of Weekly Newspapers, and for 
other purposes, introduced by Mr. 
DANIEL, for himself and Mr. JOHNSON 
of Texas, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, 


RECESS UNTIL 10 A. M. TOMORROW 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate at this time, I now move, 
pursuant to the previous order, that the 
Senate stand in recess until tomorrow 
morning at 10 o'clock. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 10 
o'clock and 10 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess, the recess being, under the 
order previously entered, until tomorrow, 
Thursday, August 12, 1954, at 10 o’clock 
a. m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate August 11 (legislative day of 
August 5), 1954: 

‘TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

Herbert Davis Vogel, of Michigan, to be 
a member of the Board of Directors of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, effective sub- 


sequent to August 31, 1954, for the term ex- 
piring May 18, 1963. 


August 11 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 
Horace W. Harper, of Texas, to be a mem- 
ber of the Railroad Retirement Board for a 
term of 5 years from August 29, 1954. A 
reappointment. 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
The following candidates for appointment 
in the Regular Corps of the Public Health 
Service, effective date of acceptance; 
To be senior surgeons 
Joseph H. Gerber 
Donald S. Martin 
Arthur S. Osborne 
To be surgeons 
Shih Lu Chang 
Walter C. Clowers 
Robert C. Lam 


To be senior dental surgeon 
Toyo Shimizu 


To be sanitary engineer 
Frederick K. Erickson 


To be senior scientist 
Malcolm S. Ferguson 


To be scientists 


Hewitt G. Fletcher, Jr. 
Max M. Levin 


To be senior veterinarian 
Frank A. Todd 


To be veterinarian 
Robert D. Courter 


To be nurse officers 


Josephine T. Krok 
Anne H. MacNeill 


POSTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 
Lowell H. Wilson, Castleberry. 


James B. Parker, McKenzie. 
Edwin E. Johnson, Samson, 


ARKANSAS 
Edward F. Horne, Sparkman. 


CALIFORNIA 

Bernice E. Dewar, Patton. 
FLORIDA 

John W. Turner, Hallandale. 


George E. Southard, Jupiter. 
Louise M. Denton, Ruskin, 
GEORGIA 
Walter H. Phillips, Jr., Forest Park. 
Ralph Smith, Jeffersonville. 
Arthur C. Curtis, Jr., Norman Park. 
Robert L. Roberson, Ochlochnee, 
Joseph J. Pope, Omaha. 
Walter U. Scott, Pavo. 
James S. Rees, Preston. 
Valda D. Tanner, Jr., Sandersville, 
ILLINOIS 
Carl A. Schroeder, Chicago. 


William W. Van Gundy, Ellsworth. 
Louise Kennedy, Villa Ridge. 


INDIANA 

Irvin Wesley Dolk, Chesterton. 
Roy E. Nelson, Connersville. 
Horace C. Little, Danville. 
Randall L. McCroskey, Fulton. 
Lester C. Rhynard, Kouts. 

Lloyd H. Berger, Peru. 

Robert F. Wisehart, Shirley. 
Granville P. Ziegler, South Bend, 


IOWA 
Earle W. Mayne, Sanborn. 
Victor J. Hesseltine, Wayland. 
KENTUCKY 
Clyde Murl Bratcher, Clarkson, 
Oliver H. Martin, Coral Ridge. 
Harry W. Holt, Coxs Creek, 
Waldo Redman, Glasgow. 
James O. Gibson, Hardinsburg. 
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Neville P. Perry, Hazel. 
John Reinhard, Masonic Home. 
Betty J. Moher, Melbourne. 
Glenn P. Henson, Mount Olivet. 
Maudie L. Hamilton, Rush. 
Charles W. Johnson, Virgie. 
William R. LeGrand, Warsaw. 
James O. Harris, Wheelwright. 
Paul A. Criscillis, Williamsburg. 
LOUISIANA 
George M. Germany, Loreauville. 
MAINE 
Price Y. Tozier, Fairfield. 
MICHIGAN 
Raymond P. Brown, Copemish. 
MINNESOTA 
Marvin A. Halvorson, Dumont. 


MISSISSIPPI 


Luther D. Henderson, Jr., Preston. 


MISSOURI 
Eugene M. Royce, Anderson. 
Jack E. Bradley, Harrisonville. 
Victor N. Remley, Liberty. 
Jim R. Preston, Sparta. 

NEBRASKA 
Morris A. Odvarka, Clarkson. 
Kermit Duane Cook, Springview. 

NEW JERSEY 
Leo Mazza, Garfield. 
Harry H. Seylaz, Lincroft. 
Edwin A. Lake, Westfield. 
OHIO 

Winifred L. May, Mineral Ridge. 


Elmer Ford Simon, North Baltimore. 


OKLAHOMA 
Walter D. Barrett, Collinsville. 
Newel M. Taylor, Fox. 
Carlin M. Whittemore, Hennessey. 
Martin R. Jackson, Henryetta. 
Esther M. McAdams, Ninnekah. 
Ernest Arnold, Nowata, 
Claire Shirley, Snyder. 
Myron M. Gastineau, Taloga. 
Thad D. Jones, Tuttle. 


PENNSYLVANIA 


Leonard A. Quillen, Ardmore. 
Frank F. Luek, Zelienople. 


TENNESSEE 
Graden Featherstone, McKenzie. 


TEXAS 
John Harwin Parrish, Gladewater. 
Herbert Williams, Hart. 
Gilford W. White, Luling. 
Billy J. Richardson, Reagan. 


VIRGINIA 
Michael H. Utz, Brightwood. 
Hendrick O. Carwile, Rustburg. 


WASHINGTON 


Paul V. Roos, Cusick. 
Harold L. Woolf, Deming. 


WEST VIRGINIA 
Eleanor F. Morris, Ashland. 
Lee F. Hornor, Bridgeport. 
Georgia E. Samples, Coal Fork. 
Cecil C. Lanier, Coalwood. 
Herbert C. Conley, English. 
John L. MeMahon, Follansbee. 


Odbert Beecher Phillips, French Creek. 


James F. Lowe, Jolo. 

Benjamin F. Ford, Lewisburg. 
Letitia H. Spaulding, Longacre. 
Ann L. Errington, Scarbro. 
Sabinus M. McWhorter, Weston. 


WISCONSIN 


Louis J. Andrew, Sr., Fond du Lac. 
Amy O. Harder, Mindoro. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wepbnespay, Audusr 11, 1954 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, as we turn our minds 
and hearts toward Thee in worship, wilt 
Thou illumine them with a radiant reve- 
lation of Thyself and Thy holy will and 
a clear vision of the mission and mean- 
ing of our own life. 

May we be loyal coworkers with all 
who are striving to lead our divided and 
distracted world into the ways of unity 
and fellowship and peace. 

Grant that men everywhere may be 
inspired with longings for a deeper per- 
sonal experience and a wider application 
of the moral and spiritual principles 
which Thou hast ordained. 

Give us a greater faith in the suprem- 
acy and conquering power of righteous- 
ness, justice, and love as we struggle to 
gain the mastery over the evil and devas- 
tating forces of hatred, suspicion, prej- 
udice, and selfishness. 

Hear us in the name of the Captain of 
our salvation. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Ast, one of its clerks, announced that the 
Senate had passed without amendment 
bills and joint resolutions of the House 
of the following titles: 

H. R. 686. An act for the relief of Mrs. Erna 


Gronowski; 
H. R. 692. An act for the relief of Nina 


Makeef, also known as Nina Berberova; 


H. R. 795. An act for the relief of Jean 
Hollis Vock; 

H. R. 1337. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Franca Gatti Ohta; 

H. R. 1462. An act for the relief of Fotini 
X. Parisis; 

H. R. 1768. An act for the relief of Claire 
Louise Carey and Vincent F. Carey; 

H. R. 1788. An act for the relief of Wanda 
Luceri, also known as Sister Cecilia; Maria 
De Padova, aiso known as Sister Rosanna; 
Anna Santoro, also known as Sister Nata- 
lina; Valentina Ruffoni, also known as Sister 
Severina; Cosima Russo, also known as Sister 
Carmelina; 

H.R. 1975. An act to amend section 2201 of 
title 28, United States Code, to extend the 
Federal Declaratory Judgments Act to the 
Territory of Alaska; 

H. R. 1976. An act to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to permit the registration of 
judgments in or from the District Court for 
the Territory of Alaska; 

H. R. 2028. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Antonietta Palmieri; 

H. R. 2188. An act for the relief of Karoline 
Diekmeyer: 

H. R. 2224. An act to amend the Army-Navy 
Medical Services Corps Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 
734), as amended, so as to authorize the ap- 
pointment of a Chief of the Medical Service 
Corps of the Navy, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 2371. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria M. Broix; 

H. R. 2403. An act for the relief of Laszlo 
Varga and Nike Varga; 

H. R. 2440. An act for the relief of Lidija 
Cimze; = 

H. R. 2499. An act for the relief of Adolfo 
L. Kalb, and his wife, Mrs. Eugenia G. Kalb; 
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H. R. 2619. An act for the relief of Sister 
Aurelia Yanguas Teres and Sister Matilde 
Cuevas San Martin; 

H. R. 2627. An act for the relief of Cecilia 
Lucy Boyack; 

H. R. 2650. An act for the relief of Sister 
Anna Ettl; 

H. R. 3017. An act for the relief of Felix 
Petrover; 

H. R. 3675. An act for the relief of Herre 
van der Veen, Mrs. Marie van der Veen, Helen 
Winifred van der Veen, and Jan Herre van 
der Veen; 

H. R. 3743. An act for the relief of Chaim 
Szemaja Segal and Icek Hersz Segal; 

H. R. 4248. An act for the relief of Albertas 
Bauras; 

H, R. 4330. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Orlando Artuso and family; 

H. R. 4690. An act to provide for the erec- 
tion of appropriate markers in national 
cemeteries to honor the memory of members 
of the Armed Forces missing in action; 

H. R. 5314. An act to extend the coverage 
of the Servicemen's Indemnity Act to mem- 
bers of the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps 
when ordered to active training duty for 
periods in excess of 14 days; 

H.R.5340. An act for the relief of Tibor, 
Szuzsa (Susanne), and Judith Sauer; 

H.R. 5354. An act for the relief of Liborio 
Guido Rutilio; 

H.R.5816. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Caridad Rosa Avila Leyva de Ernest; 

H. R. 6026. An act for the relief of Gertrud 
O. Heinz; 

H. R. 6223. An act to amend section 87 of 
the National Defense Act of June 3, 1916, as 
amended (32 U. S. C. 47), to relieve the States 
from accountability and pecuniary liability 
for property lost, damaged, or destroyed, ex- 
cept in cases where it shall appear that the 
loss, damage, or destruction of the property 
was due to carelessness or negligence or could 
have been avoided by the exercise of reason- 
able care; 

H. R. 6280. An act to extend temporarily 
the rights of priority of nationals of Japan 
and certain nationals of Germany with re- 
spect to applications for patents; 

H. R. 6553. An act for the relief of Esterina 
Pella Bellucci; 

H. R. 6658. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain lands by the United States 
to the county of Cumberland, State of North 
Carolina, without remuneration; 

H. R. 6855. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Elisabeth Metzing Rink: 

H. R. 6982. An act for the relief of Maria 
Elizabeth Sanchez Y Moreno; 

H. R. 7041. An act for the relief of Wal- 
truade Elsa Solleder; 

H. R. 7131. An act to repeal a limitation 
on pay of certain officers of the Navy; 

H. R. 7140. An act for the relief of Robert 
A. Duval; ` 

H. R. 7145. An act for the relief of An- 
neliese Catalino; 

H. R.7150. An act for the relief of Thora 
June Grumbles; 

H. R. 7152. An act for the relief of Jozef 
Van den broeck; 

H. R. 7221. An act for the relief of Anders 
Taranger; 

H. R. 7334. An act to authorize certain 
property transactions in Cocoli, C. Z., and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 7411. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Esterlee Hutzler Weinhoeppel; 

H.R.7761. An act for the relief of John 
Lewis Pyles, Jr.; 

H. R. 8038. An act to authorize the con- 
veyance to the Hot Springs School District 
and to Garland County, Ark., for school and 
for other public purposes, of certain land 
originally donated to the United States and 
situated in Hot Springs National Park, Ark., 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8155. An act to continue until the 
close of June 30, 1955, the suspension of du- 
ties and import taxes on metal scrap, and for 
other purposes; 
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H. R. 8239. An act for the relief of Fung 
Ping Wah (also known as Reginald Ping Wah 
Fung) and his wife, Fung Wai-Yin Li (also 
known as Doris Pung); 

H. R. 8501. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain land in Sumter County, 
Ga., to the Americas and Sumter County 
Chamber of Commerce; 

H. R. 8570. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to dispose of certain uncom- 
pleted naval vessels, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8694. An act for the relief of Suzanne 
L'Heureux; 

H. R. 9000. An act to integrate the Judge 
Advocate’s promotion list with that of the 
Army to restore lost seniority and grade, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 9020. An act to provide increases in 
the monthly rates of compensation payable 
to certain veterans and their dependents; 

H. R. 9236. An act to amend the Federal 
Credit Union Act, as amended; 

H. R. 9302. An act to permit retired mem- 
bers of the uniformed services to revoke elec- 
tions made under the Uniformed Services 
Contingency Option Act of 1953 in certain 
cases where the elections were made because 
of mathematical errors or misinformation; 

H. R. 9406. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain real property to the town 
of Beaufort, N. C.; 

H. J. Res. 257. Joint resolution authoriz- 
ing the President to invite the States of 
the Union and foreign countries to par- 
ticipate in the First International Instru- 
ment Congress and Exposition to be held 
in Philadelphia, Pa., from September 13 to 
September 25, 1954; and 

H. Con. Res. 268. Concurrent resolution re- 
lating to the enrollment of H. R. 8300. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol- 
lowing title: 


H. R. 8041. An act to provide benefits un- 
der the laws administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration based upon service in the 
Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps under cer- 
tain conditions, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 


S.979. An act for the relief of Dr, James 
C. S. Lee; 

S. 1123. An act for the relief of Kosmas 
Vassilios Fournarakis; 

S. 1201. An act for the relief of Martin P. 
Pavlov; 

S. 1259. An act for the relief of Anastasia 
Kondylis; 

S. 1325. An act for the relief of Szjena 
Peison and David Peison; 

S. 1558. An act for the relief of Sultana 
Coka Pavlovitch; — 

S. 1888. An act for the relief of Rica, Lucy, 
and Salomon Breger; 

5. 1909. An act for the relief of Jacob Gryn- 


berg; 

S. 2105. An act for the relief of Donald 
Hector Taylor; 

5. 2259. An act for the relief of Rev. Charles 
V. Rossini; 

S. 2337. An act for the relief of Jose Alva- 


rez; 

S. 2345. An act for the relief of Yun Tal 
Miao and his wife, Chao Pei Miao; 

S. 2433. An act for the relief of Dr. Sylvia 
Siu Fan Cheng Chu and Dr. Johnson Chin- 
sheng Chu; 

S. 2520. An act for the relief of Julius 
Maar; 

S. 2580. An act for the relief of Anni Mar- 
jatta Makela (nee Kirvesmaki) and her son, 
Markku Paivio Makela; 

S. 2586. An act for the relief of Leon J. de 
Szethofer and Blanche Hrdinova de Szet- 
hofer; 
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S. 2639. An act for the relief of Etsuko 
Tamaki (Shimizu); 

S. 2644. An act for the relief of Maria 
Louise Andreis; 

S. 2666. An act for the relief of Anastasia 


Alexiadou; 
5.2710. An act for the relief of Chokichi 


Iraha; 

S. 2771. An act for the relief of Guiseppe 
Minardi; 

S. 2842. An act for the relief of Dr. Felix 
de Pinies; 

5.2893. An act for the relief of Seraphina 
Papgeorgiou; 

S. 2894. An act for the relief of Mrs. Azniv 
Y. Hasserdjian; and 

S. 2967. An act for the relief of James 
Ji-Tsung Woo, Margie Wanchung Woo, 
Daniel Du-Ning Woo, and Robert Du-An Woo, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with an amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H. R. 9680. An act to provide for the con- 
tinued price support for agricultural prod- 
ucts; to augment the marketing and dis- 
posal of such products; to provide for greater 
stability in agriculture; and for other pur- 
poses. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. AIKEN, Mr. Younc, Mr. HIcKEN- 
LOOPER, Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. ELLENDER, 
Mr. Jounston of South Carolina, Mr. 
HoLLAND, and Mr. ANDERSON to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol- 
lowing title: 

S. 16. An act to amend the immunity pro- 
vision relating to testimony given by wit- 
nesses before either House of Congress or 
their committees. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the bill (S. 3482) entitled 
“An act to amend the District of Colum- 
bia Unemployment Compensation Act, 
and for other purposes”; requests a con- 
ference with the House on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses theréon, and 
appoints Mr. BEALL, Mr. Payne, and Mr. 
MANSFIELD to be the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
8152) entitled “An act to extend to June 
30, 1955, the direct home and farmhouse 
loan authority of the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs under title III of the 
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, 
as amended, to make additional funds 
available therefor, and for other pur- 
poses,” 


INCREASE OF VETERANS’ BENEFITS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


August 1t 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am sure the House will be 
glad to know that the Senate has just 
passed H. R. 9020, a bill to give the dis- 
abled veterans a 5 percent increase, and 
more of an increase to the widows and 
dependents of service-connected cases. 


WOMEN’S ARMY AUXILIARY CORPS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s desk the bill 
(H. R. 8041) to provide benefits under 
the laws administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration based upon service in the 
Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps under 
certain conditions, with Senate amend- 
ments thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 6, after the word “disability”, 
insert, “incurred in line of duty.” 

Page 1, line 8, after the word “Corps”, 
insert “established under Public Law 110, 
78th Congress.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House for 
10 minutes today, following the legisla- 
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered. 


PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 


Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Speaker, on August 3 there was a mistake 
made in the ringing of the bells. Four 
bells were rung denoting adjournment 
rather than three for a straight quorum 
call, as was intended. The situation was 
corrected on the second call, but un- 
fortunately I had gone to see the 8th 
Bomber Squadron film. The second 
ringing of the bells was not heard there 
and as my office was unable to reach me, 
I ae to be present for the quorum 
call.. 

I want to make it very clear that my 
failure to answer this quorum call was 
because of the failure of the bells to be 
properly rung. 


WITHDRAW FROM THE UNITED 
NATIONS 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute ånd to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 


1954 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I desire to 
call attention to and commend Gen. 
Mark Clark for his statement yesterday 
before a committee of the other body 
that the United Nations should be 
scrapped in favor of a true alliance 
against Communist Russia. 

General Clark denounced the United 
Nations as a spawning ground for Soviet 
spies; as a Russian propaganda sound- 
ing board, and asserted the United Na- 
tions “has been a great asset to them“ 
the Russians—“and a great detriment 
to us.” 

Mr. Speaker, these views concerning 
the failures of this international de- 
bating society are important coming as 
they do from a man who commanded 
so-called U. N. forces in Korea where, 
excluding South Korea, which is not a 
member of the United Nations, the 
United States carried on a war in which 
Americans did more than 90 percent of 
the fighting and dying and all of the 
financing. 

Mr. Speaker, no greater service could 
be performed in behalf of the American 
people than forthwith withdrawal of the 
United States from the United Nations 
and removal of headquarters of that in- 
effective and glorified debating society 
from the shores of this Nation. 

It has not served the cause of mutual 
security or peace. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
Mr. BAILEY asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 10 
minutes today, following any special 
orders heretofore entered. 


BIRTHDAY ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF 
THE PHILIPPINES 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
it had been my intention to ask unani- 
mous consent for a special order for 1 
hour on August 28 so that the Members 
of this body might join in observance of 
the birthday of President Ramon Mag- 
saysay, of the Republic of the Philip- 
pines. As there is a possibility that the 
Congress will not be in session at that 
time, I am taking this opportunity of 
expressing for myself, and I feel con- 
fident for all of my colleagues, our 
heartiest greetings and our affectionate 
felicitations. 

President Magsaysay is the nephew of 
Dr. John Udan, who has been my close 
friend for many years and whose wise 
and inspired leadership among the many 
fine men and women who compose the 
Filipino group in Chicago has made a 
large contribution to the binding ever 
closer of the ties that unite the people of 
the Philippines and the people of the 
United States. Dr. Udan is on the com- 
mittee now arranging a brilliant cele- 
bration of the natal day of President 
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Magsaysay at a banquet on August 28 
at the Shoreham Hotel in Washington. 


STATUTORY DEBT LIMIT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. IS there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, a year 
ago the House acted in its usual respon- 
sible manner and increased the statutory 
debt limitation of the United States. I 
note that the other body has that matter 
under consideration. I regret to say, 
because the other body did not take ac- 
tion a year ago, this administration has 
been placed in the position of engaging 
in some practices which I think are 
detrimental to the welfare of this coun- 
try. I am calling to the attention of 
the Members of the House an item that 
appeared in the Washington Daily News 
on Monday describing some of these 
practices. I hope that the Members of 
the House will have an opportunity to 
read that article, because I feel that it 
certainly is unfair to the people of this 
country to have the debt limit figures of 
this country juggled until it is question- 
able whether or not they have any mean- 
ing at all. 


AGRICULTURAL PRICE SUPPORT 
PROGRAM 


Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker's 
desk the bill (H. R. 9680) to provide for 
the continued price support for agricul- 
tural products; to augment the market- 
ing and disposal of such products; to 
provide for greater stability in agricul- 
ture; and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

Mr. OLIVER P. BOLTON. Reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not ob- 
ject, Mr. Speaker, as I understand the 
action taken by the other body on this 
measure, they retained the same support 
levels for the basics as we suggested in 
this House, but they struck out of the bill 
the provisions which we included to as- 
sist the dairy industry in obtaining sta- 
bility and an equitable price structure 
for that industry. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems inequitable in 
the extreme to guarantee a floor for 
products such as wheat, where there are 
tremendous oversupplies today; and such 
as peanuts, where their production is be- 
ing so stimulated as to be used in a proc- 
ess which is competitive with a dairy 
product; and when the feeds used for 
dairy cattle are today at such a high 
price. It seems unfair and unwise, Mr. 
Speaker, to grant a floor for such prod- 
ucts greater than that for dairy prod- 
ucts, 
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I sincerely hope, Mr. Speaker, that 
our conferees will insist upon equal rec- 
ognition and treatment for the dairy in- 
dustry and dairy products as is given to 
other segments of our agriculture. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Kan- 
sas? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none, and appoints the following con- 
ferees: Messrs. HOPE, AUGUST H. ANDRE- 
SEN, HILL, COOLEY, and POAGE, 


VETERANS’ LEGISLATION 


The SPEAKER. Under previous 
order of the House, the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts [Mrs. ROGERS] is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I wish the House could go into 
recess because I think there are various 
House bills on the Senate Calendar that 
may be passed and if they should be 
amended, I should like the House to take 
action on them today so that they could 
be on their way to the White House. 

If I may make a parliamentary in- 
quiry, Mr. Speaker, is it possible to have 
the House stand in recess? 

The SPEAKER. Anything is possible, 
but the Chair can see no reason why the 
House should stand in recess today when 
it is going to meet tomorrow. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
think the veterans are anxious to have 
their legislation passed, and it would be 
helpful if we could stand in recess. Of 
course, if it cannot be done, that is an- 
other thing. 

The SPEAKER. It can be done, but 
the Chair can see no harm that would 
come to anyone by waiting until tomor- 
row. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Of course toward the end of a session of 
Congress sometimes a day makes a dif- 
ference in the enactment of a bill. Mr. 
pre I yield back the balance of my 

e. ¢ 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House tomorrow for 10 minutes, follow- 
ing the legislative program and any spe- 
cial orders previously entered. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may be permitted to address the House 
today for 10 minutes, following any spe- 
cial orders heretofore entered. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

‘There was no objection. 

Mr. DODD asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 15 min- 
utes tomorrow, following the legislative 
program and any special orders hereto- 
fore entered. 


NEEDED, A CIVILIAN RESERVE 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. FPRELINGHUYSEN] is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
as this second session of the 83d Con- 
gress draws to a close, most of us of 
necessity are looking ahead to the cam- 
paigns which we face. It seems an 
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equally appropriate time for us also to 
look ahead at other problems. The in- 
ternational tensions characteristic of 
the postwar period show no sign of 
easing. The actuality of the cold war 
affects all our activities, and the threat 
of a total war apparently cannot be 
dissipated. 

Under these circumstances, I am sure 
that my colleagues will find of consider- 
able interest a recent report issued by 
the National Planning Association, en- 
titled “Needed, a Civilian Reserve.” This 
report makes a number of constructive 
suggestions which are worthy of our 
consideration. 

Before discussing these proposals in 
greater detail, I should like to include 
in my remarks two editorials on this 
subject. On June 30, 1954, the New 
York Herald Tribune ran the following 
editorial entitled “Key Men for Key 
Jobs”; 

KEY MEN rox Key Joss 

Two national emergencies since 1941 have 
clearly shown the need for a reserve of 
civilians qualified for top war jobs, as urged 
by the National Planning Association in a 
special report just issued. After Pearl Har- 
bor, Government often had to take potluck 
in recruiting administrators for wage, price, 
rationing, allocation, and other executive 
positions. Adequate lists of available execu- 
tives and their qualifications were often 
lacking. Patriotism impelled many able 
men to take Government jobs, but finding 
them and then training them in Govern- 
ment operations consumed valuable time. 
The almost instantaneous mobilization the 
future might force on us will be seriously 
impeded if key men are not on hand at 
once for key jobs. 

The NPA report advocates creation of a 
talent pool by the Office of Defense Mobili- 
zation. Five to ten names should be avail- 
able for every important control job. The 
reserve ought to be 5,000 instead of the 
less than 500 which the report suggests is 
now the scale of Government thinking on 
the subject. A nationwide survey would 
determine which executives were available. 
Then volunteers could be trained, about 200 
at a time, for 2 weeks out of each year. 
Continuous schooling would build a roster 
of executives and specialists who have at 
least a minimum of training. 

NPA’s distinguished special committee on 
manpower policy, under the chairmanship of 
Mr. David J. Winton, of Minneapolis, de- 
serves much credit for their work on the 
report. Adoption of their plan or a similar 
one would greatly aid the Nation in prepar- 
ing for any eventuality. 


On July 22 the New York Times ran 
an editorial entitled “Executive Talent 
Pool“: 

EXECUTIVE TALENT Poor. 

The National Planning Association has 
called for imposing responsibility upon the 
Office of Defense Mobilization to organize 
a civilian reserve of 5,000 executives, trained 
and willing to fill top jobs in war agencies 
in an emergency. A special report by the 
association, an independent organization of 
leaders in industry, labor, and agriculture, 
suggests that a talent pool of executives 
5 and 10 deep be created for essential posi- 
tions required by emergency control and 
administrative activities. 

In urging a nationwide survey of available 
men, the group finds unsatisfactory present 
plans for a reserve of only 300 specialized 
administrators. Part of the new program 
would set up a Govenment training school 
to teach selected men wartime management 
processes and problems. 
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The Second World War demonstrated the 
importance of capable executive manpower 
to national defense. At a time when the 
military is scrutinizing its own reserve setup 
it would be unwise to neglect the civilian 
reserve needed for effective military action. 
The proposals of the National Planning Asso- 
ciation should receive serious consideration, 


Both the military and civilian agencies 
of our Government have been paying 
increasing attention to the adequacy and 
state of readiness of the Nation’s re- 
serves. In time of emergency, it is real- 
ized, the reserve forces, both military 
and civilian, may be burdened with tre- 
mendous responsibilities, which must be 
discharged properly. If such a test 
comes, this country must be in a reason- 
able state of readiness. 

In any total war effort in which the 
United States might become engaged, 
certain shortages inevitably would de- 
velop. Of these, the shortage of man- 
power probably would be one of the most 
serious. Manpower shortages would be 
of two kinds: a shortage in sheer num- 
bers, and a shortage in particular skills 
essential to an effective war effort. Since 
an immediate all-out effort in any fu- 
ture war would be vitally necessary, we 
could not afford to improvise machinery 
as we did in the months after Pearl 
Harbor, 

How to handle governmental problems 
in an emergency, therefore, has been a 
continuing concern of many individuals. 
These include Washington officials who 
have participated in many national 
crises, and individuals in private life who 
have served the Government in various 
capacities over the past 15 years, These 
men are now recommending the prompt 
formation of a civilian reserve. . 

The primary function of a civilian re- 
serve would be to staff various executive 
agencies, and thus make possible a rapid 
expansion of essential services in an 
emergency. Rapid, large-scale expan- 
sion cannot occur overnight, nor can the 
exact types of expansion be foreseen. 
Nonetheless, it is clear that an emergency 
situation creates needs which must be 
filled. On June 30, 1940, for example, 
only 75 individuals staffed all United 
States emergency agencies, Three years 
later that number had increased to 
193,252. A trained group of top execu- 
tives may be desperately needed to 
3 a similar job of civilian mobiliza- 

on. 

In a few Government agencies, plans 
for a civilian reserve are in some stage 
of readiness. In the Office of Defense 
Mobilization, the Commerce Department 
and the Defense Department, for in- 
stance, up-to-date rosters are main- 
tained of men with particular skills now 
back in private life. These plans are not 
integrated with one another, however, 
nor are they sufficiently spelled out. The 
regular civil service, it is true, could pro- 
vide some individuals with adequate ex- 
ecutive capacity, but the size of the 
required expansion, and the particular 
skills which would be required, would 
necessitate drafts on outside sources of 
executive and specialist manpower. 

The manpower policy committee of 
the National Planning Association has 
come up with a number of specific pro- 
posals regarding the formation of a civil- 
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ian reserve. These have been developed 
after executive consultation with offi- 
cials concerned with personnel policy, 
and with top executives from private 
organizations—including industry, labor, 
service, and the professions. The legal 
structure under which executives serve 
the Government in a temporary capacity 
also has been thoroughly examined. 
Here are the main proposals: 

First. A national reserve of some 
5,000 men should be established at once. 
Rosters 5 to 10 deep should be estab- 
lished, related to the various commodi- 
ties and controls which past experience 
shows would require action. In addi- 
tion.a substantial roster of individuals 
with genuine executive capacity would 
be set up. The Office of Defense Mo- 
bilization would be designated by the 
President to handle these rosters, with 
other interested agencies also repre- 
sented. 

Second. A nationwide canyas to se- 
cure qualified individuals should be in- 
stituted. National associations, busi- 
ness and trade groups, labor unions, 
farm organizations, scientific societies, 
universities and experienced individuals 
should be asked to make suggestions. 
The civilian reserve thus established 
should be composed of properly dis- 
tributed age groups, with emphasis on 
the 40-to-50 years bracket. Individuals 
on the preliminary list should be care- 
fully screened on the basis of capacity, 
temperament and availability for gov- 
ernment work in an emergency. 

Third. Training of this civilian re- 
serve should be organized by the Office 
of Defense Mobilization. A school 
staffed by civilians should be organized, 
capable of handling 200 men simul- 
taneously for 2-week periods, and in 
continuous session. Members of the 
roster could be informed regarding 
plans for operating the Government in 
an emergency, for coordinating indus- 
trial production and imposing controls. 
They could learn also about such gov- 
ernmental functions as the Civil Serv- 
ice, and about budgetary procedures. 
Trainees should be encouraged to par- 
ticipate in governmental conferences, 
and to get experience in the civilian 
phases of war games and problems. At 
the end of each training period ap- 
praisals of each individual's capacities 
should be incorporated as a permanent 
part of the roster. 

Fourth. Where possible, executives on 
the civilian reserve roster should be 
used as consultants or staff members 
without compensation. Acting in such 
capacities at ODM, Commerce, Defense, 
or the Labor Department, for example, 
they could become familiar with govern- 
mental processes. The effectiveness of 
this training could be increased if rota- 
tion were encouraged. As consultants, 
furthermore, executives would not af- 
fect the morale of the permanent civil 
service employees, and the conflict of 
interest problem would be minimized. 

As recommended by the National 
Planning Association, this executive re- 
serve would not necessitate binding 
commitments for service. The type of 
training afforded, however, would en- 
courage members to make a most use- 
ful contribution to any future war ef- 
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fort. The executive branch, it was felt, 
might formally recognize this type of 
service and thus give membership in the 
civilian reserve recognition commen- 
surate with its importance. 


THE RECORD OF THE PRESENT 
ADMINISTRATION 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. Barry] is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, Washing- 
ton’s physical climate is noted for its 
August doldrums, but this year we have 
had the doldrums in our political climate 
since January. 

In our politics—and I am using the 
word in its broadest sense—we have been 
floundering in a morass of inaction, ti- 
midity, and refusal to come to grips with 
the grave problems we face. 

This is a far cry from 1952 when we 
were promised a “great crusade,” piloted 
by “the best brains,” which would have a 
ready solution for every problem. 

It is an even further cry from Decem- 
ber, when the Nation awaited the “dy- 
namic, progressive” legislative program 
which was to give us national security, 
internal security, peace, and prosperity. 

What we have received have been slo- 
gans as the solution to some problems, 
and, where no slogan could be quickly 
whipped up, a refusal to recognize the 
problem. 

Early in the year, when the hucksters 
could think of no effective program, the 
administration flatly refused to admit we 
were having an unemployment problem. 
While no slogan could be easily and 
quickly devised, phrasemaking was re- 
sorted to in an attempt to delude the 
jobless that they were not out of work. 

What was happening was a “rolling 
readjustment”’—whatever that may be 
and it was good for the country. Those 
of us who thought what was happening 
was a recession, and who were fearful 
that if nothing were done, we were head- 
ing into a depression, were given the 
labels of “political sadists” and “prophets 
of doom and gloom.” 

Then, as things became more serious, 
the administration decided that the best 
way to lick the recession that really was 
not there was to try to talk “prosperity.” 

So far as domestic prosperity was con- 
cerned, the drillmasters in the general’s 
administration seemed content with 
marching thousands of words up the hill, 
and then marching them back down. 

National security was one phase where 
we expected sound and solid policies, 
The President had given 37 years of his 
life to the Army; his greatness came as a 
military leader. In 1953, this adminis- 
tration cut $5 billion from the Air Force, 
telling us that we would have more fire- 
power with fewer airplanes. By 1954, 
this mistake was admitted, when the 5 
billion was almost restored, but they in- 
sisted on slicing the Defense budget so 
they picked on the Army this time, 
against the recommendations of the 
Chief of Staff, General Ridgway, who 
was selected by this administration in an 
ill-conceived move to make the profes- 
sional military a tool of partisan politics. 
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Now the Pentagon is reappraising our 
military situation, and we learn that the 
proposed cuts in the size of the Army will 
not be carried out after all. Perhaps the 
Budget Bureau next year will pick out the 
Navy to absorb cuts that cannot safely 
be applied until we are a great deal closer 
to the goal of world peace. 

About the only place where we have 
strengthened the Defense Establishment 
was in the Pentagon itself, where we now 
have a whole flock of new Assistant Sec- 
retaries— vice presidents” is the term I 
believe chosen by Secretary Wilson, the 
old General Motors hand, by which to 
identify them. Whether these new “vice 
presidents” will be effective weapons is 
somewhat doubtful. 

At any rate, the Defense Department 
“team” has given us some novel read- 
ing. By reaching a goal of fewer air 
wings, at a target date several years re- 
moved from the date selected by the Tru- 
man administration, we are supposed to 
be stronger. Just think how strong we 
would be today if our goal were cut back 
to, say, 50 wings and the year 2000 were 
selected to be the target date. 

This administration has shied from the 
ugly words universal military training 
like a teen-age girl shying away from a 
mouse. It is proposing instead some- 
thing it calls an expanded reserve. 
Everyone will be drafted, given some 
training, and put into the reserve. The 
hucksters in this administration may be 
clever, but they will find it hard to con- 
vince people that this proposal differs, 
fundamentally, from the hated UMT. 

This administration, when it was 
seeking political favor, particularly in 
the general’s tour of the New York City 
industrial precincts, promised that the 
full force of the Federal Government 
would be utilized to cushion economic de- 
clines. The same promise has been 
made repeatedly since January 1953. I 
have already alluded to the inaction of 
the administration. 

It makes certain claims to the built-in 
safeguards of its legislative program. 
These center chiefly, almost exclusively 
to the tax-revision bill, a measure which 
provides for windfall benefits to a few 
coupon clippers, but does nothing to in- 
crease the purchasing power of the 
farmer and the wage earner. 

Someone of the President’s hucksters 
sold him on the idea that taxation of 
income earned from dividends was 
double taxation. This is a nasty word; 
in fact, most of us are just generally 
against it. The only thing is that pay- 
ing a tax on your dividends is not double 
taxation. The administration knows 
this, too. If such taxes were really 
double taxation, the administration 
would have recommended that all divi- 
dends be tax free. It only said that 
some dividends would be tax free in the 
beginning, with nice fat tax credits on 
the other dividends, and, maybe, eventu- 
ally, we shall get around to making all 
of them tax free. Now if double taxa- 
tion is bad, and taxing dividends is 
double taxation, why not make all of 
them tax free right now? 

This feature of the tax bill, according 
to the administration, will encourage in- 
vestment and provide for an expanding 
economy. 
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My own State of West Virginia pro- 
vides an excellent example of how much 
expansion this tax giveaway will en- 
courage. Our Governor has hired a 
team of experts to survey the economy 
and resources of the State. Their aim is 
to pinpoint the opportunities for expan- 
sion and diversification, to take up the 
slack. The Christian Science Monitor 
discussed this survey in its issue of Au- 
gust 7. It indicated a number of business 
activities that could expand and diver- 
sify job opportunities. . 

But the Monitor also said there was a 
lack of investment capital to accomplish 
this job; and the Monitor did not see any 
prospect of such investment capital be- 
coming available. 

Now I should point out that the Moni- 
tor is a rather conservative newspaper, 
generally more Republican than Demo- 
cratic. The Monitor’s discussion of our 
problem in West Virginia was published 
sometime after the President had signed 
the tax bill into law. 

The conservative—and factual—Mon- 
itor failed to forsee any investment capi- 
tal increase because of this tax bill. 

People just do not put money in stocks 
and bonds, or in bank accounts, because 
of tax credits; they invest money be- 
cause they hope to earn money. The 
average investor is a pretty prosaic fel- 
low; he only looks around to invest in 
a proposition when he feels sure the 
service or product involved will have a 
market so that it may be sold. 

The administration takes the view that 
we should be satisfied with a second 
best—or even a third best—year; we 
need not break records, according to 
Secretary Humphrey. Yet, every year 
the labor force increases; our economy 
must expand every year to absorb the 
new workers. The philosophy of stand- 
ing still, or going back just a little bit, 
is disastrous and foolhardy. 

This administration has fumbled the 
foreign-trade policy as often and as con- 
sistently as it has fumbled all other leg- 
islation. During the 1952 campaign, the 
Republicans came up with the slogan 
“Trade, not aid.” It was misleading. 

It appointed the Randall Commis- 
sion, which recommended a 3-year ex- 
tension of the Reciprocal Trade Agree- 
ment Authority, and suggested further 
tariff cuts. Now this was perfectly ac- 
ceptable to the free traders like the Fords 
and the Charley Tafts. It was not ac- 
ceptable to the high protectionists, who 
wish to build a wall around the country. 

So the administration compromised, 
by accepting a straight l-year exten- 
sion. 

This made practically no one happy. 
It certainly did not appeal to the moder- 
ates, such as the Representative of the 
Third West Virginia District. Those of 
us who take the moderate view want 
to encourage foreign trade all we can; 
but we do not want to do so at the ex- 
pense of our own vital industries. 

There was no opportunity in the 1-year 
extension, nor in the President’s recom- 
mendations to correct inequities under 
existing practice, nor to bring the ad- 
ministration of the law into line with 
the original intent of the Congress. 

The Randall Commission report would 
aid only big business, but would harm 
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little business. We want both aided. 
We would like to see a quota system 
adopted, so that our own industries may 
have a fair share of the domestic mar- 
ket. This is not inconsistent with the 
intent of the original reciprocal trade 
law, which was designed to further em- 
ployment, and promised protection to 
small industry, as well as to those indus- 
tries vital to the United States. 

West Virginia coal miners are as anx- 
fous to win good will in Venezuela and 
Saudi Arabia as any citizen, but they see 
little advantage in going hungry them- 
selves to do it. West Virginia potters 
and glass workers know it is imperative 
to build up the economy of Japan to keep 
it from falling to the Communists; but 
little advantage is gained if they them- 
selves are idle and hungry. 

In the field of trade policy, this ad- 
ministration has failed to appreciate the 
full significance of the problem, which, 
like most problems, is not sharply 
etched in black and white. It is colored 
with all shades of gray. Hence it has of- 
fered no solution which will encourage 
foreign trade, but do so in a manner that 
does not ruin our own economy. 

General Eisenhower promised the 
farmers 100 percent of parity. Prices 
paid to farmers in the past 2 years have 
dropped 16 percent, while consumer 
prices have risen to 114. Wheat dropped 
60 cents a bushel in 1953, but bread rose 
in price. The lowering of supports on 
butter increased butter sales of April 
only 7 percent, which amounted to 
about $2,290,000. But to the dairy farm- 
er who took the price cut, it meant a loss 
of $70 million in that 1 month. 

The administration, grasping for 
straws in an effort to save face, is claim- 
ing a victory because Congress voted a 
flexible price-support program of from 
82% to 90 percent of parity. Congress 
has accepted the flexible principle, ac- 
cording to the administration. 

Congress long ago accepted the flex- 
ible principle. It is in the present law. 
Had Congress not passed any legislation 
whatsoever, price supports would auto- 
matically have dropped to the flexible 
75-percent floor in January. The new 
law is not a victory for the administra- 
tion, but a defeat. 

It is more than passing strange to see 
the White House claiming a victory by 
reducing supports to 8242 percent, when 
Candidate Eisenhower, on October 4, 
1952, told an audience at Brookings, 
S. Dak., and I quote: 

The Republican Party is pledged to the 
sustaining of the 90-percent parity-price 
support, and it is pledged even more than 
that to helping the farmer obtain his full 
parity, 100 percent parity, with the guaranty 
in the price supports of 90. 


Candidate Eisenhower told the Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor, New York, 
1952, that he recognized in the Taft- 
Hartley law certain provisions that could 
be used to break unions. He promised 
repeal of these union-busting provisions. 
His Taft-Hartley recommendations left 
the union-busting provisions intact, in 
fact, strengthened many of them. Had 
it not been for united Democratic ac- 
tion in the Senate, the bill passed prob- 
ably would have left labor unions at the 
mercy of little Taft-Hartley’s in each of 
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the 48 States, many of them far more 
restrictive than the present law. 

Moreover, the President’s National 
Labor Relations Board, through admin- 
istrative decisions, has further whittled 
away at labor’s few remaining protec- 
tions. 

Veterans have suffered at the hands 
of this administration. Its penurious 
budget policies have created a peculiar 
climate. An employee of the Veterans’ 
Administration now realizes that the 
measure of his efficiency is not how well 
he serves the veteran, but how much 
money he saves. A veteran is auto- 
matically on the defensive when he calls 
upon a VA field office. 

The Veterans Affairs Committee, ably 
directed by the gentlewoman from Mas- 
sachusetts, who cooperated closely with 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE], 
brought out a bill offering mild cost-of- 
living increases to veterans and depend- 
ents. Compromises had already been 
made in the committee, but the leader- 
ship demanded further cuts. The result 
was that we enacted a bill which de- 
prived millions of disabled veterans as 
well as all veterans of the Spanish- 
American War of any increases. 

It resulted in the unprecedented action 
of the National Tribune and Stars and 
Stripes, a nonpartisan weekly news- 
paper, devoting an entire page to criti- 
cism of Republican leadership. The 
National Encampment of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars also took the unprece- 
dented action of censuring the adminis- 
tration and the Republican leadership. 

The administration’s welfare record is 
spotty. Whereas, we passed legislation 
expanding the hospital construction 
program, we curtailed funds for many 
health services, including the vital mo- 
bile tuberculosis X-ray program. The 
best the administration could come up 
with was a mild reinsurance program, 
which was defeated. 

Social security was expanded, but not 
enough. A perfect example was the 
provision relating to permanent and 
total disability. The administration bill 
provides that a man does not lose his 
equity if he becomes totally and perma- 
nently disabled. Thus, if a 50-year-old 
worker becomes totally and permanently 
disabled, he may expect to receive his 
usual benefits when he becomes 65. He 
should receive disability benefits. 

The President has endorsed the un- 
employment insurance program, but 
called for and received inadequate legis- 
lation. What was needed was legisla- 
tion that would increase benefits and 
lengthen the duration to 26 weeks. 

‘The President has endorsed an increase 
in the minimum wage, but says it should 
not be done during a period of economic 
readjustment—recession to us. An in- 
crease in the minimum wage to as little 
as $1 per hour would pump a great deal 
of needed purchasing power into the 
economy. When times are good, the law 
of supply and demand for labor tends to 
take care of minimum wages. The 
President's position is very much akin 
to the chap who did not fix his leaky 
roof; when it was raining it was too wet 
to work; when it was not raining, there 
was no need to fix it, 
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In the field of education, a very sorry 
record is being made. Surveys con- 
ducted by the United States Office of 
Education and by the National Educa- 
tion Association show a need for 362,000 
new classrooms. These surveys also 
show that States and local governments 
do not have the ability to finance this 
construction. The President and Secre- 
tary Hobby want to wait until 1956, when 
there will be a White House conference 
to find out (a) whether there is a school 
construction need, and (b) whether Fed- 
eral aid is required. If he would read 
reports from his own agencies, he would 
have the answers to these questions. 

President Eisenhower, who finds time 
in his schedule for golf, fishing, and stag 
dinners for the high Wall Street brass, 
recently could not find time in his sched- 
ule to meet the group of educators, who 
might have told him the facts of school 
life. 

This administration has made a re- 
markable record in the giveaway field. 
First, it was the tidelands; then, it was 
the timber lands—which we in Congress 
were alert enough to stop—and now it is 
the synthetic liquid fuels program, the 
mine-safety program, and our helium 
plants. 

They gave up on soil conservation by 
ravishing the program and losing the 
skills of the men who were in it. This 
was done when drought in the Midwest 
may bring about a renewal of the dust 
storms of the thirties; and when flash 
floods severely damaged Texas, Iowa, 
and West Virginia this year. 

They have attempted to give away the 
Nation's atomic energy program for pri- 
vate exploitation, 

By construction of the St. Lawrence 
Seaway, they are giving away the Mid- 
west market for coal to foreign oil pro- 
ducers. 

It has been a very sorry record, 


CONDUCT OF MEMBERS OF THE 
HOUSE 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. HOFFMAN] is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, the House not having before 
it any legislation and no other Member 
desiring to speak, it is my purpose to 
call attention to what may or may not 
be the necessity for a resolution of the 
House authorizing a special committee 
to ascertain whether the conduct of 
Members of the House is all that it 
should be, or is in accord with what the 
other body is demanding of its Mem- 
bers, or is of a standard which meets 
the approval of our constituents in this 
an election year. 

Naturally I am not commenting upon 
the procedure in the other body; what 
they do and the methods they follow is 
their business, none of ours. It may be 
they are setting an example for us. 
They seem to be striving. They recently 
held lengthy hearings and the people as 
well as we had ample opportunity to 
hear, see, listen, and profit. Soon, again, 
they will enlighten us by telling all, by 
expressing their views of each other, of 
the conduct, past and present, of many 
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of the past as well as of future Mem- 
bers of their learned body. 

It may be that there is a necessity for 
a resolution asking that a committee 
look into the doings or nondoings of 
every individual Member of the House. 
It might be helpful if we would all as- 
certain whether our colleagues in days 
gone by, in their youthful days, smoked 
cigarettes, drank hard cider, robbed 
orchards or, if former farm boys, stole 
eggs from the farmhouse egg basket, 
took a few eggs, a link of sausage, or a 
slice of ham and went down in the woods 
and had a picnic. It is just possible that 
those things would be of interest to the 
people though I doubt it. But when 
this is going on now, having a pride in 
the House and the Members of the 
Hcuse, having the utmost respect for my 
colleagues, their integrity, their ability, 
and all their many outstanding good 
qualities, I do not want to fall behind 
the standard set for the other body and 
its Members. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Would the gentleman 
care to include in that the use of coun- 
terpart funds for junketing expeditions 
all over the world? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. No. 
What my colleagues do is really their 
own business. No one made me a judge 
of my colleagues conduct. Some jun- 
kets so called are well worth the funds 
spent. Others may not be. But each 
member must be the judge to determine 
what is or is not proper. If he guesses 
wrong often enough his home folks will 
take care of him—set him right. This 
being a Republican administration, I 
would say to my colleague the adminis- 
tration undoubtedly is itself trying to 
do the right thing and without doubt en- 
deavoring to keep us on the straight and 
narrow path, It is making some prog- 
ress. I have been told, with the sup- 
port of the minority Members, although 
I myself have not been able to see any 
of that support when it was needed for 
the enactment of sound legislation. But 
I understand they of the minority are 
supporting the administration except 
when they think it is politically un- 
wise for them to do so. I do not want 
to criticise anything in or about the ad- 
ministration except possibly a few of 
those holdovers—no, they are almost all 
holdovers, are they not?—those hold- 
overs who were given this administration 
by the previous administration and 
whose harmful actions are now being 
exposed by that able, tireless, courageous, 
unpurchasable former chief counsel of 
the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions, the Honorable William Francis 
McKenna. 

What I am getting around to is this. 
If the other body—and that is its right 
and privilege is to investigate the record 
of each of its Members and establish 
standards, it occurs to me that perhaps 
while they are talking about somebody 
getting say $10,000 for writing a pam- 
phlet, we ought to look into our own 
activities, or the activities of our Mem- 
bers for of a certainty we must hold our 
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standards as high as those of the other 
body. 

I have here—and one of the Members 
asked me for it the other day, asked me 
if I had any extra copies of this one— 
“Our American Government—What Is 
It?—How Does It Function?—Two 
Hundred and Ninety-One Questions and 
Answers.” You have all had them. It 
is a fine little Government publication— 
very informative. If you have any ex- 
tra ones I wish you would give them to 
me. My constituents are asking for 
them. Here are the first three pages of 
the Senate publication. I read: 


[88d Cong., 1st sess —Senate—Document 
No. 52] 


OUR AMERICAN GOVERNMENT—Wuhat Is Ir?— 
How Does Ir Funcrion?—Two HUNDRED 
AND NINETY-ONE QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS— 
A COMPREHENSIVE STORY OF THE HISTORY 
AND FUNCTIONS OF OUR AMERICAN GOVERN- 
MENT INTERESTINGLY AND ACCURATELY POR- 
TRAYED 


QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS RELATIVE TO OUR 
AMERICAN GOVERNMENT 


(1953 edition) 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 24 
(Submitted by Mr. KNOWLAND) 


IN THE UNITED STATES SENATE, 
March 30, 1953. 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the Joint 
Committee on Printing is hereby authorized 
and directed to revise, by bringing up to 
date the pamphlet entitled “Our American 
Government,” as set out in House Document 
465, 79th Congress. 

Sec. 2. Such revised pamphlet shall be 
printed as a Senate document, and there be 
printed 100,000 additional copies, of which 
24,750 copies shall be for the use of the Sen- 
ate; 66,150 copies for the use of the House of 
Representatives; 3,100 for the Senate Docu- 
ment Room; and 6,000 for the House Docu- 
ment Room. 

Adopted in Senate, May 6, 1953. 

Amended and adopted in House of Repre- 
sentatives, May 14, 1953. 

Amendment: “Src. 2. Such revised pam- 
phlet shall be printed as a Senate document, 
and there be printed 500,000 additional copies 
of which 30,000 copies shall be for the use of 
the Senate; 460,900 copies for the use of the 
House of Representatives; 3,100 for the Sen- 
ate Document Room; and 6,000 for the House 
Document Room.” 

Senate concurred in House amendment, 
May 18, 1953. 

FOREWORD 

This nonpartisan publication is a revision 
of House Document No. 465, 79th Congress, 
2d session. 

The original compilation was introduced 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, September 
12, 1940 (vol. 86, pt. 17, p. 5509), by Repre- 
sentative WRIGHT PATMAN, 

Since then the following revisions and en- 
largements of the text have been authorized 
and published: 

1. House Document No. 152, 77th Congress, 
Ist session. 

2. House Document No. 210 (252 questions 
and answers), 77th Congress, ist session, 

3. House Document No. 619 (282 questions 
and answers), 77th Congress, Ist session. 

4. House Document No. 228 (279 questions 
and answers), 79th Congress, ist session. 

5. House Document No. 465 (284 ques- 
tions and answers), 79th Congress, 2d ses- 
sion. More than a million copies of this edi- 
tion were distributed. 

6. This present edition (291 questions and 
answers) was authorized by Senate Con- 
current Resolution No. 24, first adopted in 
the Senate, May 6, 1953; amended and adopt- 
ed in the House of Representatives, May 14, 
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1953; and finally adopted by the Senate on 
May 18, 1953. 

This revision was prepared by Representa- 
tive WRIGHT Parman with the collaboration 
of W. C. Gilbert of the Legislative Reference 
Service of the Library of Congress. 

WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senator, California. 


Read again the foreword by our dis- 
tinguished colleague of the other body, 
WILLIAM F. KNowLanp, endorsing the 
publication—that is the Government 
publication—thousands have been 
printed and distributed at Government 
expense—it is a valuable publication. 

It was revised through the use of tax 
dollars, It is a revision which Mr. 
KNOWLAND endorsed, and there is no 
criticism of him. He received nothing 
for so doing. He did not have it re- 
printed or offer it for sale. There is no 
politics in this because one of these gen- 
tlemen is a Republican and the other is 
a Democrat. This revision purports to 
have been prepared by our colleague the 
gentleman from Texas, the Honorable 
WRIGHT Patman, with the help of the 
Legislative Reference Service. Note if 
you will that line about the Library’s 
Legislative Service. If it is wrong, and 
I do not say it is and I do not say it is 
not, for a Member of the Congress to 
accept $10,000 for writing a pamphlet 
about housing, about the activities of 
the Lustron Corp., I am wondering 
whether it is justifiable when you get a 
pamphlet like this prepared with the 
help of the Library legislative staff, 
whether it is permissible for a Member 
of the House to rewrite it, add to it, and 
then put it on the newsstand with col- 
ored covers at 35 cents a copy. It is a 
neat little Bantam Giant bock. The 
front page reads: 

THE ANSWERS TO ONE THOUSAND AND ONE 
QUESTIONS—OvuR AMERICAN GOVERNMENT 
(By the Honorable Wricur Patman, Member 
of Congress) 

(A new edition revised by the author) 


The second page reads: 

The publishers of Bantam books are proud 
to bring this book to you. 

It was compiled by Congressman WRIGHT 
PaTMAN out of his long legislative experience 
so that Americans everywhere might better 
understand the workings of their Govern- 
ment. It is a complete and simply written 
explanation of the greatest representative 
government on earth, 


Is that all right and proper? I do not 
know and I do not express an opinion 
one way or another, for I consider it none 
of my business. 

My curiosity was just aroused by this 
resolution that was adopted in the other 
body. Then, if that is proper procedure, 
and we do not wish to lag behind, I can 
imagine someone on the minority side, 
the present minority of the House—you 
notice I say the present minority; some 
other time maybe it may be somebody 
else—they may say over there that if it is 
right for some Member who is a member 
of a committee, some majority Member 
who is a member of one of the standing 
committees of the House, or of a sub- 
committee, to sit on that committee and 
get information on our foreign affairs, 
let us say, or on any other subject, and 
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then go out all over the country and 
for a fee—capitalize on that information. 

Now, mark you—again I am not criti- 
cal. What is good for the other body may 
be good—it may not—I repeat—that is 
none of my business, but being a Member 
of this House permit me to express my 
hope that soon our legislative duties will 
be over so we may adjourn. 

And if we are to stay here while the 
other body searches out rules to guide 
its Members, just for a change might it 
not be interesting if we start an inves- 
tigation of someone who is not fighting 
communism or the Communists. That 
would at least be something new. 

You see the point I am trying to make? 
Iam wondering now just who made some 
of us judges over our colleagues, or is 
each one of us to sit in judgment on the 
conduct of every Member of the House 
and report back to the House that each 
and everyone that has been investigated 
is or is not a suitable proper individual 
to sit in the House. I have always 
thought that our fitness was a decision 
that was up to our constituents. I recall 
one time when the House expelled a man 
from Wisconsin. They just kicked him 
right out and said he was not a man fit 
to serve. The people of Wisconsin very 
promptly sent him back. After all, is it 
not fair and is it not reasonable to leave 
this question of whether your conduct, I 
say to my good colleague from West Vir- 
ginia, Mr. BAILEY, or my conduct as a 
Representative from Michigan, is it not 
fair and is it not the right thing to do 
to leave the issue of our fitness to the 
people of our respective districts? I 
would think so, unless we violate some 
law or are guilty of some immoral or 
reprehensible conduct. Just because 
some man smokes cigarettes or chews 
tobacco or drinks what people think is a 
little too much—is the House—or if he 
goes out to the racetrack and places a 
bet some of us do not like that, some of 
us do not do it, but is that any of our 
business, the personal conduct of what 
another colleague does? 

I am just serving notice now, if that 
procedure of a committee passing judg- 
ment upon Members of the Congress ever 
starts in this House, I intend to ask that 
the conduct of every single Member— 
not the ladies, not our distinguished col- 
league from Massachusetts—or any of 
the ladies of the House—I would not ven- 
ture to say anything about that, but Iam 
just serving notice now that if the House 
starts on this—our women colleagues 
could not be guilty of any misconduct, 
none of them—I am going to ask that 
every single Member be investigated 
from the time he was able to talk until 
the day before he died. And it might 
be well, we cannot say anything about 
the other body, it might be well, however, 
if we all reread the Recor as it has been 
written the last few months and seriously 
consider what we are about to get into 
before we start. I have read it several 
times and I notice that our conduct in 
the House compares quite favorably with 
what they do over there, and with the 
language they use when they compliment 
each other. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent, 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bow] 
just called my attention to the fact that 
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I stated in the talk I made that I used 
the expression “every single Member,” I 
meant every Member—single or married. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is glad the 
gentleman made the correction. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. St. 
Matthew said, 7: 1, Judge not, that ye 
be not judged.” 

St. Luke wrote, 12:14, “Man, who made 
me a judge or a divider over you?” 

Last Monday David Lawrence ques- 
tioned the right of the Congress to ques- 
tion the personal conduct of its Mem- 
bers except as that conduct was reflected 
in their official conduct. 

Lawrence wrote: 


SENATE'S FAILURE To CHALLENGE His SEATING 
AFTER THE 1952 ELECTION HELD ONE OF 
THREE Factors RENDERING AcTION Now 
UNJUSTIFIED 


There isn't the slightest shred of constitu- 
tional authority to back up a resolution of 
censure on the basis of the charges filed 
against Senator McCarruy, of Wisconsin— 
and most of the Members of the Senate know 
it. 

The Constitution has three provisions that 
could possibly be invoked to censure or expel 
Members. These read as follows: 

“Each House shall be the judge of the 
elections, returns, and qualifications of its 
own Members. * * * 

“Each House may determine the rules of 
its proceedings, punish Members for disor- 
derly behavior, and with the concurrence of 
two-thirds, expel a Member. * * * 

“The Senators and Representatives 
shall in all eases except treason, felony, and 
breach of the peace, be privileged from arrest 
during their attendance at the session of 
their respective Houses, and in going to and 
returning from the same; and for any speech 
or debate in either House they shall not be 
questioned in any other place.” 

There have been 121 cases in which Mem- 
bers of the Senate have been involved in con- 
tests over elections or over the improper use 
of money in their campaigns and some have 
been seated and others have been denied 
seats. But in every instance, the question 
was raised only when the new Member pre- 
sented his credentials for admission. 

Thus in the case of Senator WILIA 
Lancer, at present chairman of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee, an issue was presented 
in the 1941 session immediately after his 
election in 1940 and the majority of a Senate 
committee recommended that, “inasmuch as 
the charge of ‘moral turpitude’ had been 
proven beyond all reasonable doubt, the in- 
tegrity of the United States Senate be upheld 
by denying WILLIAM Lancer the right to be a 
Senator from North Dakota.” 

In that case it had been alleged that Mr. 
LANGER, while governor, had received $25,000 
from the Great Northern Railway for stock 
in some lands in Mexico already expropriated 
after the rallway's taxes had been cut $150,- 
000 a year. The Senate refused to approve 
the committee report and by a vote of 52 
to 30 upheld Mr. Lancer’s right to his seat 
in the Senate. This case involved personal 
behavior prior to admission to the Senate. 
Hence it came under the question of proper 
qualifications for membership in the Senate. 
There have been 16 expulsion cases involv- 
ing misdemeanors, felonies, and treason. 

In the only three cases involving actual 
censure, one involved a physical encounter 
between Senator Tillman, of South Caro- 
lina, and Senator McLaurin, also of South 
Carolina. Another case involved the practice 
of certain Senators who carried firearms 
while in the Senate. 

The third case involved Senator Bingham, 
of Connecticut. The resolution of censure 
exonerated him from personal misbehavior 
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by declaring that what he did was not the 
result of corrupt motives. He was repri- 
manded for designating as one of his clerks 
on his committee a man who was an em- 
ployee of a manufacturers’ association in 
his own State interested in the tariff. It 
is a blot on the record of the Senate that 
it adopted that resolution. Dollar-a-year 
men have been employed in executive agen- 
cies in the past and have sat in confidential 
meetings. But even in this instance, the 
case was presented to the Senate imme- 
diately upon its occurrence and not as an 
afterthought 3 years later as is happening 
now with most of the charges filed against 
Senator MCCARTHY. 

Nearly all of the acts charged against 
Senator McCarrHy are alleged to have oc- 
curred prior to the time he was elected to 
his present term in November 1952, by the 
people of the State of Wisconsin. He was 
not questioned as to his qualifications on 
these or any other of the same matters 
before the Senate accepted his credentials 
in January 1953. Thus, the episode involv- 
ing his sale of a book for $10,000 to the Lus- 
tron Corp. relating to housing and veterans 
occurred in 1951. The hearings by a Senate 
committee looking into his personal financial 
transactions about which he declined to 
testify because he considered the committee 
politically inspired, occurred before the elec- 
tion of 1952. The McCarruy speech attack- 
ing General Marshall also was made before 
the junior Senator from Wisconsin presented 
his credentials in 1953. He is as immune 
from censure or punishment for what hap- 
pened in his senatorial term, since expired, 
as Mr. Truman was when he refused early 
this year to answer questions about Harry 
Dexter White in response to a subpena from 
a House committee, 

As for the charges of discourteous handling 
of two alleged Communists and his resent- 
ment over General Zwicker's refusal to co- 
operate as a witness after failing to prevent 
the honorable discharge of a Communist 
from the Army, these open up new questions 
about how polite committee chairmen have 
to be with recalcitrant witnesses. There are 
no standards or rules now. 

So far as other charges are concerned that. 
relate to the conduct of a Senator as a com- 
mittee chairman or as Speaker in the Senate, 
there isn’t a single instance complained of 
that hasn’t a parallel in the acts of many 
other Senators, Democrats as well as Repub- 
licans. If the Senate ever passes a resolution 
censuring the Wisconsin Senator on any of 
those points, a flood of censure resolutions 
condemning at least a third of the Members 
of the Senate could be offered on the basis 
of such an unconstitutional precedent. 


Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


AUTOMATIC INSURANCE PROVI- 
SIONS FOR VETERANS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, the other body, known as the 
Senate, has just passed H. R. 5214, and 
I am making these announcements be- 
cause we have been so long a time in 
securing our veterans’ legislation—H. R. 
5214, which provides insurance benefits 
for the ROTC boys. The Senate has 
just passed H. R. 9888, to extend GI 
training under the Korean GI bill of 
rights, Public Law 550, for certain dis- 
abled veterans, and H. R. 8180, the bill 
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that provides $700 per veteran to State 
soldiers’ homes. The present law allows 
$500 per veteran patient to soldiers’ 
homes. It also passed H. R. 8041, a 
House bill which provides certain bene- 
fits for veterans of the Women’s Army 
Corps who were totally disabled. It con- 
tained a clarifying amendment which 
the House just concurred in, 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Recorp, or to re- 
vise and extend remarks, was granted to: 

Mr. VursELL and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Jupp and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. 

Mr. Roprino and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. YATES. 

Mr. Jounson of California, his re- 
marks on the services of Hon. WESLEY 
A. D'EWART. 

Mr. SADLAK. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 


S. 979. An act for the relief of Dr. James 
C. S. Lee; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1123. An act for the relief of Kosmas 
Vassilios Fournarakis; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 1201. An act for the relief of Martin P. 
Pavlov; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1259. An act for the relief of Anastasia 
Kondylis; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1325. An act for the relief of Szjena 
Peison and David Peison; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 1558. An act for the relief of Sultana 
Coka Pavlovitch; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1888. An act for the relief of Rica, Lucy, 
and Salomon Breger; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 1909. An act for the relief of Jacob Gryn- 
berg; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2105. An act for the relief of Donald 
Hector Taylor; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 2259. An act for the relief of Rev. Charles 
V. Rossini; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

8.2337. An act for the relief of Jose Al- 
yarez; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2345. An act for the relief of Yun Tai 
Miao and his wife, Chao Pei Tsang Miao; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2433. An act for the relief of Dr. Sylvia 
Siu Fan Cheng Chu and Dr. Johnson Chin- 
sheng Chu; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2520. An act for the relief of Julius 
Maar; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2580. An act for the relief of Anni Mar- 
jatta Makela (nee Kirvesmaki) and her son, 
Markku Paivio Makela; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 2586. An act for the relief of Leon J. 
de Szethofer and Blanche Hrdinova de Sze- 
thofer; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2639. An act for the relief of Etsuko 
Tamaki (Shimizu); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2644. An act for the relief of Maria 
Louise Andreis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2666. An act for the relief of Anastasia 
Alexiadou; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2710. An act for the relief of Chokichi 
Iraha; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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S. 2771. An act for the relief of Guiseppe 
Minardi; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2842. An act for the relief of Dr. Felix 
de Pinies; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2893. An act for the relief of Seraphina 
Papgeorgiou; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 
S. 2894. An act for the relief of Mrs, Azniv 
Y. Hasserdjian; tò the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 2967. An act for the relief of James Ji- 
Tsung Woo, Margie Wanchung Woo, Daniel 
Du-Ning Woo, and Robert Du-An Woo; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr, LECOMPTE from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 688. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Erna Gronowski; 

H. R. 692. An act for the relief of Nina 
Makief, also known as Nina Berberova; 

H. R. 795. An act for the relief of Jean 
Hollis Vock; 

H. R. 1337. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Franca Gatti Ohta; 

H. R. 1462. An act for the relief of Fotini 
X. Parisis; 

H. R. 1768. An act for the relief of Clarie 
Louise Carey and Vincent F, Carey; 

H. R. 1788. An act for the relief of Wanda 
Luceri, also known as Sister Cecilia, and 
others; 

H. R. 2028. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Antonietta Palmieri; 

H. R. 2188. An act for the relief of Karoline 
Dickmeyer; 

H. R.2371. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Marta M. Briox; 

H. R. 2403. An act for the relief of Laszlo 
Varga, and Mike Varga; 

H. R. 2440. An act for the relief of Lidija 
Cimze; 

H. R. 2499. An act for the relief of Adolfo 
L. Kalb and his wife; 

H. R. 2619. An act for the relief of Sister 
Aurelia Yanguas Teres and Sister Matilde 
Cuevas San Martin; 

H. R. 2627. An act for the relief of Cecilia 
Lucy Boyack; 

H. R. 2650. An act for the relief of Sister 
Anna Ettl; 

H. R. 3017. An act for the relief of Felix 
Petrover; 

H. R. 3675. An act for the relief of Herre 
van der Veen, Mrs. Marie van der Veen, Helen 
Winifred van der Veen, and Jan Herre van 
der Veen; 

H. R. 3743. An act for the relief of Chaim 
Szemaja Segal and Icek Hersz Segal; 

H. R. 4248, An act for the relief of Albertas 
Bauras; 

H. R, 4330. An act for the relief of Dr. Or- 
lando Artuso and family; 

H. R. 8152. An act to extend to June 30, 
1955, the direct home and farmhouse loan 
authority of the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs under title III of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, to 
make additional funds available therefor, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 8300. An act to revise the internal 
revenue laws of the United States; and 

H. R. 8694. An act for the relief of Suzanne 
L'Heureux. 


BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 
Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on August 10, 1954, 
present to the President, for his ap- 


14177 


proval, a bill of the House of the follow- 
ing title: 

H. R. 9077. An act to amend section 405 of 
the District of Columbia Law Enforcement 
Act of 1953, to make available to the judges 
of such District the psychiatric and psycho- 
logical services provided for in such section, 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according- 
ly (at 12 o’clock and 29 minutes p. m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, August 12, 1954, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

1816. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Administrator, Federal 
Civil Defense Administration, transmit- 
ting interstate civil defense compacts as 
entered into between the State of Utah 
and the States of New Mexico and Wash- 
ington, pursuant to Public Law 920, 81st 
Congress was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB- 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. HOPE: Committee on Agriculture. 
H. R. 6878. A bill to amend the Commodity 
Credit Corporation Charter Act in order to 
relieve innocent purchasers of fungible goods 
converted by warehousemen from claims of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 2655). ‘Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BROYHILL: Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. H. R. 1553. A bill to 
amend the Civil Service Retirement Act of 
May 29, 1930, as amended, to provide for the 
inclusion in the computation of accredited 
service of certain periods of service rendered 
States or instrumentalities of States, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2656). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 


Mr. METCALF introduced a bill (H. R. 
10223) to provide for the establishment of an 
American National War Memorial Arts Foun- 
dation, and for other purposes; which was 
referred to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ABERNETHY: 

H. R. 10224. A bill for the relief of certain 
dependents of the late James Anderson 
O'Donnell, lieutenant (junior grade), United 
States Naval Reserve; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KING of Pennsylvania: 

H. R. 10225. A bill for the relief of Eman- 
uel Frangeskos; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: 

H. R. 10226. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Elsie Melba Curry; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Seely-Brown Reports to Constituents on 
Highlights of New Tax Revision Bill 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HORACE SEELY-BROWN, JR. 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 11, 1954 


Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, 
the new tax revision bill is one of the 
most monumental legislative undertak- 
ings in the history of the Congress. This 
measure represents the first compre- 
hensive revision of the internal revenue 
laws in over 75 years. Approximately a 
half of a million man-hours of work have 
gone into this gigantic achievement. 

The basic provisions of this legislation 
are of vital interest and importance to all 
of those whom I have been honored and 
privileged to represent as a Member of 
Congress from the Second District of 
Connecticut. In general the purpose of 
the new law is to remove inequities, to 
end harassment of the taxpayer, and to 
reduce tax barriers to future expansion 
of production and employment. 

I sincerely believe this legislation pro- 
vides an important keystone in the free 
enterprise arch spanning the gap be- 
tween a wartime economy and full 
employment for all our people in a 
peacetime economy. 

The new law closes over 50 loopholes 
through which taxpayers today can 
avoid paying their fair share of taxes. 

The new law contains $827 million re- 
lief for individuals and $536 million relief 
for business. In addition the new law 
will extend the present 52 percent cor- 
porate income for 1 year which means an 
additional $1.2 billion tax on business. 
This increased tax on business prac- 
tically pays for all of the tax relief 
granted so that the net cost to the rey- 
enue will be only $163 million. 

Without attempting to give a technical 
interpretation, the following represents 
some of the highlights of the new tax 
law. These changes in general are ef- 
fective as of last January 1 so that the 
taxpayers will receive the benefit from 
them this year. 


DEPENDENTS 


First. A parent can claim a deduction 
of $600 for each child regardless of the 
child’s earnings if the child is under 19 
and the parent continues to furnish more 
than half the child’s support. 

Second. A parent can also claim the 
$600 dependency deduction for child 
over 18 regardless of the child’s earnings 
if the child is attending school or college, 
or receiving on-the-farm training, and 
the parent continues to furnish more 
than half the child’s support. 

Third. An aged parent or other de- 
pendent cared for by several members 
of a family can be claimed as a deduc- 
tion by one of the members of the family. 

Fourth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a foster child. 


Fifth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 de- 
pendency deduction for a child awaiting 
adoption. 

Sixth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for any other per- 
son, regardless of relationship, if the 
taxpayer supports that person in his 
home. 

Seventh. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a cousin who 
is institutionalized because of physical or 
mental disability. 

Savings to taxpayers, $85 million. 

CHILD-CARE EXPENSES 

First. Single working parents, such as 
a widow, are allowed a deduction up to 
$600 for the expense of child-care for 
children up to 12 years of age. 

Second. The same deduction is allowed 
for a married woman who must work be- 
cause her husband is incapacitated. 

Third. The same deduction is allowed 
with respect to any dependent, regard- 
less of age, who is mentally or physically 
incapable of caring for himself. 

Fourth. A similar deduction is allowed 
a Married woman if the combined in- 
come of her husband and herself does 
not exceed $5,100. 

Savings to taxpayers, $130 million. 

MEDICAL EXPENSES 


First. Medical expenses can be de- 
ducted when they exceed 3 percent of 
income, instead of 5 percent as under 
present law. 

Second. Example: A family with 
$3,000 gross income and medical ex- 
penses of $150 will be able to deduct $60. 
The same family can deduct nothing 
today. 

Third. The bill doubles the present 
maximum limit on the amount that can 
be deducted. 

Savings to taxpayers, $40 million. 


HEAD OF FAMILY 


First. A single taxpayer who has a de- 
pendent son or daughter will be entitled 
during the first 2 years after the death of 
his spouse to the same income-splitting 
privilege as is accorded married couples. 

Second. A single individual can receive 
half the benefits of income splitting if 
he has a dependent parent and if the 
taxpayer maintains a household for the 
father or mother. 

Savings to taxpayers, $11 million. 

RETIREMENT INCOME CREDIT 


First. All retired people 65 and over, 
including schoolteachers, firemen, police- 
men, and civil servants, will in effect 
be exempt on all retirement income up 
to $1,200. This will mean a tax reduction 
for these retired people of up to $240 a 
year, 

Second. Example: A retired single in- 
dividual over 65 who has a total retire- 
ment income of $3,000 today pays about 
$300 in income tax. Under the bill, his 
tax is reduced to $60—a saving of $240. 


Third. The same exemption will ex- 


tend to individuals under 65 if they re- 
ceive a pension from a public retirement 
system, such as do teachers. 

Savings to taxpayers, $141 million. 


CREDIT PURCHASES 


The bill allows a deduction for inter- 
est up to 6 percent on installment pur- 
chases. 

Total saving to taxpayers, $10 million. 


CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS 


The bill increases from 20 to 30 per- 
cent the allowable deduction for chari- 
table contributions to churches, hos- 
pitals, and educational institutions. 

Total saving to taxpayers, $25 million. 


AID TO FARMERS 


First. Deductions up to 25 percent of 
farm income are allowed for soil and 
water conservation. 

Second. The bill permits more rapid 
write-off of the expense of farm ma- 
chinery, equipment, and construction. 

Third. Removes tax on the proceeds 
of the sale of cattle when the sale is 
necessitated by disease. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 

SICKNESS AND ACCIDENT PLANS 

First. Premiums paid by employers to 
health and accident plans will not be 
taxable to their employees. 

Second. All accident and health bene- 
fits paid as reimbursement for actual 
medical expenses to employees, their 
wives, or children, are completely ex- 
empted from tax. 

Third. Payments to employees for loss 
of wages due to injury or illness are 
exempted up to $100 a week. 

Savings to taxpayers: No estimate 


possible. 
DEATH BENEFITS 


The bill exempts all death benefits 
up to $5,000 paid by an employer to the 
widow or other beneficiary of an em- 
ployee. 

Savings to taxpayers: No estimate 
Possible. 

PENSIONS AND ANNUITIES 

In addition to the $1,200 exemption 
extended to retirement income, the bill 
also provides a simpler method for taxa- 
tion of pensions and annuities, ends 
annual 3-percent tax paid on annuities 
and provides instead a method of com- 
puting tax on basis of cost divided by 
years of life expectancy. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 

DIVIDEND CREDIT 


First. Excludes first $50 in dividends 
from taxation and provides a credit 
against tax equal to 4 percent of the 
balance. 

Second. Example: An individual with 
$50 or less in dividends from his savings 
will be entirely exempt from tax on that 
amount. 

Third. Example: An individual with 
$250 in dividends from his savings will 
exclude the first $50 entirely, and then 
reduce his total tax by $8—4 percent of 
the balance of $200. 

Savings to taxpayers, $204 million. 

DEPRECIATION 


The bill will permit the more liberal 
writeoff of the cost of new equipment. 
For example, in the first year of life of 
new equipment, the taxpayer will be able 
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to write off twice the amount now al- 
lowed. 

Savings to taxpayers, $375 million, of 
which $75 million represents savings to 
individuals such as farmers, shopkeep- 
ers, and salesmen. 

DECLARATION OF ESTIMATED TAX 

The requirements are eased for filing 
declarations of estimated tax. Upward 
of a million taxpayers will be relieved 
of the present requirement for filing. 

FILING TAX RETURNS 

Tax returns will be due April 15 in- 
stead of March 15, giving taxpayers 1 
additional month in which to prepare 
their final tax returns and make their 
final tax payments. 

RESEARCH AND EXPERIMENTATION 

The bill grants taxpayers an option 
to either deduct as an expense or to 
amortize research and experimental ex- 
penditures. 

No revenue estimate possible. The 
provision is designed to encourage busi- 
ness research with the objective of creat- 
ing new products, new processes, and 
new jobs. 

METHODS OF ACCOUNTING 

The bill brings tax-accounting rules 
into harmony with business accounting, 
thereby eliminating to a great extent the 
necessity for taxpayers to maintain two 
sets of books. It provides realistic com- 
putation of net income for tax purposes 
in conformity with sound business prac- 
tices. 

Savings to taxpayers, $47 million, 

DEPLETION 

The bill increases the rate of percent- 
age depletion on a variety of critical and 
strategic minerals in order to encourage 
the development of domestic sources of 
supply. 

Savings to taxpayers, $34 million. 

PARTNERSHIPS 

First. The bill adopts comprehensive 
provisions concerning the tax treatment 
of partners and partnerships in order to 
remove confusion of existing law. Prin- 
cipal objectives are simplicity, flexibility, 
and equity between partners. 

Second. Certain proprietorships and 
partnerships are given the option to be 
taxed as corporations. 

Savings to taxpayers, $20 million. 

INVENTIONS 


The bill extends capital-gains treat- 
ment to proceeds realized by an inventor 
on the sale or exchange of a patent. 

No revenue estimate possible. The 
new provision is designed to encourage 
invention and thereby promote a healthy 
economy and an improved standard of 


living. 
NET OPERATING LOSS 

The bill extends the net operating loss 
carryback to 2 years and makes certain 
other adjustments. 

Savings to taxpayers, $120 million. 

LIFE INSURANCE 

The bill lessens the estate tax on the 
proceeds of certain life-insurance pol- 
icies. 

Savings to individual taxpayers, $25 
million. 
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CONSOLIDATED RETURNS 


The bill removes the 2-percent penalty 
tax with respect to consolidated returns 
filed by regulated public utilities. 

Savings to taxpayers, $35 million, 

IMPROPER ACCUMULATIONS 


The bill eases the penalty tax on cer- 
tain accumulated earnings in order that 
business, especially small businesses, may 
have greater freedom in retaining their 
funds for legitimate business purposes. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 

CORPORATION INCOME TAX 


The bill extends for 1 year the present 
52 percent corporation income tax. 

Total increase in revenue, $1.2 billion. 

The 10 percent reduction in Federal 
income taxes which went into effect last 
January 1 saves individual taxpayers a 
total of $3 billion annually. This tax 
cut would not have been possible if the 
Congress and the administration had not 
cut the Truman budget for fiscal 1954 
by $12 billion. 

Nor would the $2 billion tax saving by 
elimination of the excess-profits tax have 
been possible without this budget cut- 
ting. 

The Republican excise-tax reduction 
law saves taxpayers an additional $1 bil- 
lion. 

The tax revision act will save tax- 
Payers $1,400,000,000. 

A total of $827 million of this tax sav- 
ing is for individuals. The remainder, 
$536 million, is tax relief for business. 

The overall tax-cut program will save 
$7,400,000,000. Of this amount, indi- 
viduals receive an overall total tax sav- 
ing of $4,700,000,000. The tax savings so 
far surpass any previous total in the his- 
tory of Congress. 

I shall make this report available to 
all in my district who wish to receive it 
so that each person may be fully and 
accurately advised as to the basic pro- 
visions of this all-important legislation 
which I was proud to support. 


Rev. Gardner A. MacWhorter 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. SIDNEY R. YATES 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 11, 1954 


Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, Hobart 
College was founded in 1822. William 
Smith College, which is its coordinate 
college for women, was founded in 1908. 
At the 129th annual commencement of 
the colleges held last June, Rev. Gard- 
ner A. MacWhorter, of Chicago, Ill., and 
a resident of the Ninth Congressional 
District, was singled out and honored for 
a long and distinguished career of serv- 
ice to his community. The citation 
which he received was awarded for his 
inspiring example of service and devo- 
tion to his alma mater, to his church 
and to his fellow man. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate 
Reverend MacWhorter and to join in 
commending him as truly a man of good 
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will and a devoted servant to the ideal 
which seeks the brotherhood of man un- 
der the fatherhood of God. 


Hon. Wesley A. D’Ewart 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
oF 


HON. LEROY JOHNSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 11, 1954 


Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday while a number of 
Members were eulogizing our colleague 
WEsLEY A. D’Ewart, I was absent on 
some official business connected with my 
committee assignment. However, I wish 
to add my testimony to the worth and 
ability of Congressman D’Ewart. He is 
a modest, and intelligent Member of the 
House, who gets a great deal of con- 
structive work done. I do not believe 
that I could name any one in the House 
today who is more objective in his atti- 
tude toward the problems presented to 
his committee and to the House than is 
Wes D'EWART. 

I came to know this during this session 
of Congress, because of a bill which I had 
introduced, namely, House Joint Reso- 
lution 330, which provides for the con- 
struction of three dams on the Stanis- 
laus River in California. This bill was 
assigned to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. The chairman, as- 
signed the bill to the Subcommittee on 
Reclamation and Irrigation. We had a 
difficult time getting a hearing on the 
bill, due to the crowded calendar of the 
subcommittee, and due to some obstruc- 
tive action which prevented the Subcom- 
mittee on Reclamation and Irrigration 
from getting started on a hearing on this 
bill. 


However, the chairman suggested that 
we talk to Congressman D’Ewart, When 
I say “we,” I mean, myself and some of 
the directors of the irrigation districts 
which are proposing to build three dams 
at a cost of almost $50 million in order 
to get more water for their districts, and 
also to generate hydroelectric power. He 
gave us a very fine hearing and after 
the story had been told, he promptly 
stated that he would be glad to give us 
a hearing on our bill. The hearing was 
held, and he was frank enough to state 
that it was one of the most constructive 
hearings that had ever been conducted 
by this subcommittee. 

I note with much pleasure that Mr. 
D’Ewanrt is entering the race for United 
States Senator in the coming election. 
If the people of Montana want a capable, 
hardworking, and statesmanlike Sena- 
tor, I think of no one who would be better 
fitted and qualified for the job, by back- 
ground as well as temperament, than Mr. 
D’Ewart. No matter what effort he may 
be engaged in, his object will be to pro- 
duce a constructive result. His de- 
parture will be a real loss to the House 
of Representatives, which we hope will 
be partly compensated for by the United 
States Senate getting an experienced and 
statesmanlike legislator. 


14180 


Refugee Relief Program Needs 
Speeding Up 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 11, 1954 


Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, before 
we finish the business of the 83d Con- 
gress, I rise to express my profound dis- 
appointment in the operation of the 
refugee immigration program so far. 
Signed by the President almost a year 
ago, the act would admit 209,000 refu- 
gees by the time it expires in December 
1956. Yet, to date, less than 2,000 per- 
sons have been admitted. Is this the 
law which the President described as 
demonstrating America's traditional 
concern for the homeless, the persecuted, 
and the less fortunate of other lands? 
Can we really expect refugees on the 
other side of the ocean to believe we are 
concerned with their tragic plight when 
we put up all manner of roadblocks to 
keep them from coming to this country? 

It was already apparent in Congress 
last summer that there was powerful op- 
Position to this program. But yet the 
majority of us felt it was good and voted 
for it. As many of my colleagues will 
remember, I spoke in behalf of this bill 
during the floor debate on its passage. 
I believed then that it would be a great 
psychological weapon in our behalf in 
the cold war with the Communists, while 
at the same time offering a haven and 
a refuge for many of the disinherited 
and dispossessed of World War II. But 
the sad fact is that thousands of up- 
rooted Europeans who looked on the pas- 
sage of this bill as the key to the golden 
door of freedom and opportunity have 
been disappointed. They have not only 
been disappointed in their hopes and 
dreams of coming to America; they have 
also been convinced, by our lagging and 
dilatory tactics, that we are not really 
interested in them. Worse yet, in their 
eyes we are in the hypocritical position 
of having passed legislation for propa- 
ganda purposes which we had no inten- 
tion of implementing. 

Why have we given that impression? 
Mr. Speaker, I believe, and that is the 
reason I want to go on record before the 
adjournment of this session, that the 
fault lies in the administration of this 
law. I do not seek to impugn the mo- 
tives of anyone, but in all honesty, it 
does appear to be a deliberate attempt 
to ignore the wishes of Congress. 

Let us look at the facts. Last August 
7 President Eisenhower enthusiastically 
signed into law the Refugee Relief Act. 
Congress subsequently appropriated $3 
million to get the program started. An 
experienced administrator, Mr. Scott 
McLeod, was appointed to head up the 
program. On the surface this would ap- 
pear to make for an auspicious begin- 
ning of a grand, new program. But this 
was not the case. From the beginning 
it was reported that the administrator 
was unsympathetic to the refugee pro- 
gram itself. As many of you know, it 
Was rumored here on Capitol Hill that 
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everything would be done to impede the 
progress of the program. Last Janu- 
ary, for example, Mr. McLeod told a 
congressional appropriation committee 
that he hoped 15,000 persons would be 
admitted by June 30. And yet—accord- 
ing to a count made in June only 48 re- 
fugees had been admitted. 

Fortunately, certain Members of Con- 
gress did not forget about this program 
once they voted for it nor did the Pres- 
ident give up hope for its success. Last 
spring—when only 8 refugees had been 
admitted in so many months of opera- 
tion—several Members took the floor to 
register strong protests over what ap- 
peared to be a deliberate attempt to 
sabotage the whole program. One Mem- 
ber, from a State bordering my own, at- 
tacked the slowdown as a national scan- 
dal. The combined interest of Con- 
gressmen and the President had its ef- 
fect. On April 30, Mr. McLeod sailed 
for Europe to investigate firsthand the 
operation of the refugee program. 
Among other places, he visited Italy 
where the problem, as Ambassador Luce 
can verify, is particularly acute and ex- 
plosive. 

In fairness to all concerned, the pro- 
gram has gained momentum in the last 
month. The last count taken July 22, 
showed that 1,779 refugees had been ad- 
mitted to this country, but this is still 
far short of Mr. McLeod’s January esti- 
mate of 15,000 by June 30. It amounts to 
about eight-tenths of 1 percent of the 
total authorized and the program is al- 
most one-third over. 

Every imaginable excuse has been 
given for the delays. One reason often 
given is the lack of cooperation from for- 
eign governments in pledging to readmit 
aliens who obtain visas by fraudulent 
means. But this reason hardly holds 
water when we consider that Italy from 
the beginning has been willing to co- 
operate in every way and early agreed to 
take back all refugees who might later 
be found to have used fraud in obtain- 
ing visas. Yet Italians, like refugees 
from other countries, have been ham- 
strung in their efforts to come to this 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, the best of laws can ac- 
complish little when there is no will to 
make it work and when there is lack of 
cooperation only misfortune for every- 
one concerned can be the result. 

Another reason given for the delay so 
far is the need for strict security investi- 
gations of each refugee. And certainly 
I think we would all agree that when we 
voted for the Refugee Relief Act last 
summer we were voting for an act with 
adequate security precautions. Special 
safeguards in regard to security screen- 
ing were written into the bill. Other 
precautions, over and above our usual 
immigration provisions seemed to in- 
sure the security of the United States 
against the possible admittance of sub- 
versive agents. I agree that these safe- 
guards are vitally necessary. But I sub- 
mit, Mr. Speaker, that these precautions 
should be used only for the purposes for 
which they were intended. 

I believe, further, that we have lost one 
round in the fight against communism 
when we indulge ourselves inordinately 
in the emotions of panic and fear. Let 
us look at the situation in Italy. As of 
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July 16, 1954, 4,802 visas had been is- 
sued to Italians. How many had been 
refused on any grounds including secu- 
rity reasons? Only 438. And yet the 
professional purveyors of a particular 
brand of security would have us believe 
that it would be hard to find anyone in 
Italy or in all of Europe who is not really 
a subversive. 

While the passage of time has enor- 
mously diminished the moral and psy- 
chological impact which I had hoped this 
law would have, and while we can never 
undo the damage of a year of almost 
complete inaction, we can begin to cor- 
rect the impression we have created 
abroad that we don’t care about these 
people. My heart goes out to all those 
who could and should benefit from this 
program: to the relatives who cannot 
join their families in this country be- 
cause the regular immigration quotas 
are over-subscribed; to the refugees who 
have been the victims of the very ideolo- 
gies we are combatting today. I hope 
and pray that from here on in the law 
will be administered in the spirit which 
we intended when we voted for it last 
summer. 


Our Oil Imports Must Be Reduced 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. CHARLES W. VURSELL 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 11, 1954 


Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, many 
Congressmen in this body who come 
from key oil producing States and who 
have been watching the increase of im- 
ports of foreign oil into this country, un- 
til there is being delivered into our ports 
1,050,000 barrels of oil a day, realize the 
absolute necessity of limiting these im- 
ports. 

I introduced a bill in the first session 
of the 83d Congress, last year, to limit 
imports, which was embodied in bill re- 
ported by the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee, and many of the Members of this 
House will remember that the Congress 
seemed in a mood to pass the legislation, 
however, after heated debate the oppo- 
sition was able, by only a few votes, to 
recommend the bill to the committee for 
further study. 

This should have been a warning to 
the big importers but it was not. They 
have continued to increase their imports 
to the point of over a million barrels a 
day at the present time, which is taking 
14 percent of the local oil market of this 
Nation, with the result that we now have 
a surplus of oil which is causing the inde- 
pendent producers to sustain great losses, 
and, in the judgment of many of us, may 
be endangering the defense of our Na- 
tion, should we suddenly become involved 
in an all-out war. 

Mr. Speaker, these excess imports have 
caused the pipeline companies to reduce, 
in some instances, by 30 percent of their 
normal purchase of domestic oil in the 
last few weeks, which has slowed down 
exploration and production, causing the 
loss of millions of dollars to those 
engaged in the independent oil industry, 
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forcing hundreds of dealers to stack their 

rigs and stop production. 

Countless thousands of highly skilled 
and well-paid employees are being 
thrown out of work, the Government is 
losing heavily in taxes it would receive, 
and the business communities through- 
out the tri-State area of Illinois, Indi- 
ana, and Kentucky are losing a tremen- 
dous amount of business and taxes the 
Government would receive. 

The same condition exists in practi- 
cally every oil State in the Nation. Men 
are being thrown out of work, and the 
Federal Government is losing millions in 
taxes it would otherwise receive. 

I hold in my hand a page ad appearing 
in the Mount Vernon Register News, 
Mount Vernon, Ill., signed by 35 oil com- 
panies and banks, which I hope the Mem- 
bers of the House will read the substance 
of which I am inserting as a part of my 
remarks. This will give you an idea of 
what is happening in Southern Illinois, 
Indiana, and Kentucky, known as the 
tri-State oil area. This reflects the con- 
dition, generally, in many States 
throughout the United States. 

This points out the absolute necessity 
that the Congress and the executive de- 
partment, at the earliest possible date, 
find some solution for this problem in the 
interest of the economy of our Nation, 
and in what many of us believe is in the 
interest of the defense of our Nation, 

The matter follows: 

ATTENTION—EVERY LANDOWNER IN SOUTHERN 
ILLINOIS Is 4 POTENTIAL OWNER OF On. 
LAND 

Royalty Owners, Land Owners, Businessmen, 
Oil Producers, Everyone Interested in the 
Economy of the State of Illinois: 

We believe that a healthy oil industry is 
important to all the people of Jefferson, 
Marion, Clinton, and Washington Counties, 
as well as all of southern Illinois. Taxes 
paid on oil production are based on the daily 
average production per lease and are an im- 
portant source of revenue to help build and 
maintain schools, roads and other public 
welfare activities. Vigorous oil activity in 
this area is a strong support for all business 
and free enterprise. 

Without a fair market for Illinois crude 
oil production, farmers, royalty owners, field 
workers and businessmen will all feel the 
effect of the loss of bonus money, rental and 
royalty income and unemployment in 
general. 

We are confronted with what should be 
only a temporary oversupply of crude oil. 
According to our information, this oversup- 
ply of crude oil which has resulted in the 
proration of oil runs in southern Illinois is 
due largely to excessive imports of foreign 
oil. 

As of July, 1954, the average imports of for- 
eign oil is approximately 1,100,000 barrels 
daily. Of this amount approximately 800,000 
barrels daily come from our friendly neigh- 
bors in the Western Hemisphere, Venezuela, 
and Mexico. With these two countries we do 
have substantial reciprocal trade. 

The other 300,000 barrels come from the 
Middle East. With this area we have an 
infinitesimal volume of reciprocal trade. 
According to our information, this 300,000 
barrels daily of Middle East oil which is de- 
livered to eastern seaport at a very low cost 
is the most direct cause of proration of oil in 
southern Illinois, If this excess of 300,000 
barrels of foreign oil imports were cut down, 
it is our belief that proration of oil in the 
southern Illinois area would be unnecessary. 

There are two ways by which this excess of 
300,000 barrels of foreign oil imports could 
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be cut back. The executive department, 
headed by President Eisenhower, could raise 
the import tariff on this amount of oil high 
enough that this 300,000 barrels could not be 
profitably imported. (This is the first 
remedy.) 

The second method by which these excess 
imports could be cut down would be by act 
of Congress, cutting the imports of all for- 
eign oil to an amount not to exceed 800,000 
barrels daily. (This is the second remedy.) 

We both advise and request that you take 
time and make the effort to write the two 
United States Senators from Illinois asking 
them to exert their efforts immediately to 
get adopted either the first or second remedy 
as above outlined. Please address your let- 
ters to Senator EVERETT DRKSEN and Sena- 
tor Paul. Dovucias, United States Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D. C., and your 
Congressman for the 23d Congressional Dis- 
trict, Hon. CHARLES W. VURSELL, House of 
Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Collins Bros. Oil Co.; Fletcher Farrar; 
Security Bank of Mt. Vernon; Will L 
Lewis; Glenn Cole; E. M. Self; F. L. 
Strickland; Petro Drilling Co., F. L. 
Strickland; Stewart Oil Co., J. Russell 
Stewart; Harold G. Watson; Wilbur L. 
Griffith; Larkin Packer Co., Wiley 
Ford; Charlie Wood; Curt Ham; 
Schlumberger, Dan Moon; Walter 
Duncan Oil Properties; A. B. Carlisle; 
Homer Rutherford; Leo Horton; Illi- 
nois Exploration Co.; Edward T. Rob- 
inson; Illinois National Oil & Gas Co., 
L. L. Benoist, R. E. Benoist; Nash 
Redwine; C. E. Brehm; T. L. Metcalf; 
National Associated Petroleum Co.; 
Waller J. McGlasson; R. Jungbecker; 
M. J. Mitchell; Hopkins Co.; 
H. J. Schlafly; Hartman & Jordan; 
Glass & Co.; Robert E. Thorpe; Guard 
Marvin; R. I. McAfee; First National 
Bank of Mount Vernon; John J. Calla- 
han; Craig & Craig; C. H. Harrison; 
Holdren Construction Co.; Mount Ver- 
non Chamber of Commerce; Jefferson 
County Farm Bureau. 


Connecticut Rural Letter Carriers 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. ANTONI N. SADLAK 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 11, 1954 


Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Speaker, the Rural 
Letter Carriers Association of the State 
of Connecticut this year is observing the 
50th anniversary of its affiliation with 
the national association. The active 
membership of the Connecticut branch 
includes 3 women rural letter carriers. 
At this year’s State convention, Miss 
Rose J. Ferrante, a rural letter carrier 
from Middlebury, was elected State pres- 
ident, having previously served in other 
offices. This is the first time in the Con- 
necticut history that a lady was elected 
as president. This remarkable attain- 
ment seemed to me to be not only an 
indication of great progress but also the 
first time nationally that such an honor 
had been won by our ladies. After in- 
quiry, I found that Miss Ferrante had a 
predecessor nationwide inasmuch as 
Mrs. Cassie Toresdahl had served as 
president of the Montana Rural Letter 
Carriers Association from 1948 to 1950. 
Not only do our women rural letter car- 
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riers perform their duties well but they 
also take an active participation in their 
organization and, when elected to office, 
prove their capability to provide leader- 
ship for their fellow members, 


Reservoir of Language Specialists 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. ALEXANDER WILEY 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
Wednesday, August 11, 1954 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk the text of a statement which 
I have prepared on the subject of widen- 
ing the reservoir, so to speak, of Ameri- 
can language specialists in the world to- 
day, in order that our country may be 
adequate to all its tremendous challenges 
on the world scene. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of this statement, together with the text 
of an appended memo—prepared at my 
request—by the American Council of 
Learned Societies, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY 

On July 31, I reproduced in the Concres- 
SIONAL RECORD the text of a letter which I 
had just received from Dr. Mortimer Graves, 
executive director of the American Council 
of Learned Societies. 

That letter may be found on page 12927 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. In it, Dr. Graves 
pointed out that an item in the Russian 
newspaper, Pravda, indicated that the Rus- 
sians were preparing language dictionaries 
in some 80 tongues. By contrast, the Ameri- 
can Council of Learned Societies is in a posi- 
tion today to prepare dictionaries in only 3 
languages. 

This is but one of the unfortunate aspects 
of our present deficiency in foreign lan- 
guages. Inevitably, therefore, there arises 
the question, “How can we—under these 
circumstances—possibly communicate effec- 
tively with foreign peoples, particularly those 
lesser known peoples with whom we have had 
comparatively little contact in recent years? 
If we cannot proficiently speak their lan- 
guage and instruct in it, and if they cannot 
speak ours, how can we possibly get across 
even our minimal basic concepts and how 
can they possibly get across theirs? How 
can we learn about their culture and they 
about ours? How can they secure technical 
know-how from us, and how can we under- 
stand them and their civilizations so that 
we, in turn, may profit from their background 
and experience?” 

The barrier of language is encountered by 
us throughout the world, yet it is a barrier 
which can be overcome through the applica- 
tion of a reasonable amount of energy and 
finances. Overcoming the barrier is the in- 
dispensable first step in improving contacts 
with foreign peoples and in strengthening 
the fraternal bonds of the free world. 

The Congress may appropriate hundreds 
of millions of dollars for a variety of pro- 
grams—for military assistance, for United 
States Information programs, for various 
types of exchange programs and the like, 
But all these programs will be sadly handi- 
capped if we do not expand the reseryoir of 
United States language specialists. This 
cannot be done overnight. It should be 
commenced without further delay. 
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There follows now a preliminary memo on 
the problem prepared at my request by the 
American Council of Learned Societies: 


“LANGUAGE PREPAREDNESS FOR NATIONAL 
SECURITY 


“(A preliminary statement prepared by the 
American Council of Learned Societies, 
August 11, 1954) 

“One of the aspects of a cold war is the 
constant danger of having one’s opponent 
always prepared to take advantage of a local 
situation to further his own ends. For exam- 
ple, during the last 5 years Russian training 
centers have been producing graduates in 
Arab dialects spoken from Morocco to Indo- 
nesia. In this way, the Russians have pro- 
duced persons capable of representing their 
government, and—even more important— 
their ideology, to millions of people. Mean- 
while, America is incapable of waging this 
type of war for men's minds. 

“This aspect of national defense has been 
woefully neglected. The newspapers the last 
few days have been headlining a crisis in 
Morocco. Who is competent either to re- 
port this situation accurately or to foresee 
developments vital to American interests? 
With the exception of the too few trained 
specialists, unable to work 24 hours a day 
for more than a few days at a time, there is 
no one. 

“How can we best overtake the Russian lead 
in this race for the confidence and under- 
standing of other peoples? Only by recog- 
nizing our weakness immediately and brac- 
ing ourselves to meet it. Fortunately, we 
are not entirely without resources. The 
American Council of Learned Societies before 
and during the Second World War spear- 
headed a language offensive. At that time 
the council had the vision to predict the 
importance of foreign-language training not 
only as a weapon for war but also as a po- 
tential weapon for peace. 

“With the impetus of a crisis situation, 
support was forthcoming from the War 
Department and 30 textbooks, as well as re- 
cordings and dictionaries, were prepared and 
hundreds of persons received basic language 
training. This effort was new and was, in 
large part, experimental. Just as the tech- 
niques were beginning to prove themselves— 
and just as a Korean-English dictionary was 
ready for publication—the war ended. And 
so did Government interest in language 
training; the work was stopped, and that 
Korean dictionary has never been printed. 
As a result, the outbreak of the Korean war 
caught the United States in a little pub- 
licized but severely felt state of language 
unpreparedness; most of the nonnative 
knowledge of the Korean language was con- 
centrated north rather than south of the 
Yalu River. 

“The year 1954 found America deeply con- 
cerned with Vietnam. Who in the United 
States could read and understand any of the 
languages of Indochina? With one or two 
exceptions, only a few emigrees from those 
countries. How long can this Nation afford 
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this type of ignorance? At the end of 1952 
the Department of State had exactly one 
Thailand expert. In 1953 its man in 

of Thai language training was the victim of 
reduction in force. Last week, following the 
Vietnam armistice, we learned that Thailand 
was next in line. Is this economy? 

“Recent elections in Andhra (south India) 
resulted in substantial gains for the Com- 
munist element and put it in opposition to 
a coalition group which is at least tempo- 
rarily in power. The United States is greatly 
handicapped in this connection since no one 
connected with our Government can read 
Telegu, the language of the area. 

“American inferiority in the language field 
cannot be remedied overnight through in- 
tensive training of a large number of persons 
in little-known languages. We are further 
behind than that in that we lack the neces- 
sary tools—textbooks, graded readers, and 
dictionaries which are indispensable to such 
training. What is even worse, we have an 
extremely limited reservoir of specialists 
capable of producing these tools. Mere 
knowledge of a foreign language does not 
qualify a person for this. Special training 
is an essential. For example, the American 
Council of Learned Societies, with limited 
private support, is making three diction- 
aries: Korean-English, Indonesian-English, 
and Burmese-English. Even with more 
money, what more could be done at this 
time? A fourth dictionary could be started, 
say for Arabic, or Persian, or the language of 
Afghanistan; and, with great difficulty, per- 
haps a fifth, but that would be the limit 
under present conditions. The only way 
that the situation could be improved, even 
during the next 10 years, would be the im- 
mediate establishment of a long-range pro- 
gram carrying adequate support. 

“And where must this support come from? 
The task is so tremendous that no private 
source of funds, such as a foundation, no 
matter how interested and how generously 
inclined, can make more than a dent on it. 
The process is so expensive that no com- 
mercial organizations could or would attempt 
it. It is a national responsibility and, as 
such, must be nationally supported. Un- 
fortunately, the Russians have found this 
out. They have recognized the production 
of language tools as being comparable in 
importance to the production of armaments 
and have made government funds available 
for this purpose. Hence, they have reached 
a point where they can report in Pravda as 
having 80 dictionaries in process. 

“We should not make the mistake, how- 
ever, of thinking that if sufficient funds 
could be made available tomorrow that we 
could begin making 80 dictionaries. With 
our limited resources of trained specialists, 
we must begin by the wise use of compara- 
tively modest funds to be expended almost 
entirely for training. This training should, 
in the first instance, be directed toward those 
areas of most obvious strategic importance 
to American security—southeast Asia and 
the Arabic world. Recognition by the Con- 
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gress of the urgency of this aspect of the 
national defense would go far toward mend- 
ing the roof before the present showers be- 
come a cloudburst.” 


New Assistant Secretary of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare, Mr. Bradshaw 
Mintener 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


O 


HON. WALTER H. JUDD 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 11, 1954 


Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, the President 
and Secretary Hobby are to be congratu- 
lated on securing Mr. Bradshaw Mint- 
ener, of Minneapolis, as Assistant Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
with special responsibility for Federal- 
State relations. This isa very important 
post because so many of the activities of 
that Department are joint operations of 
the Federal and local governments—such 
as, social security, vocational education 
and rehabilitation, hospital construction, 
food and drug administration. Mr. 
Mintener has had a distinguished career 
as vice president and general counsel of 
Pillsbury Mills—and, like so many other 
officials of this administration, is making 
a great personal sacrifice to accept this 
appointment. That is in harmony with 
the public-spiritedness we in Minnesota 
have seen Mr. Mintener demonstrate in 
the many church, interracial, and civic 
tasks he has accepted in the past and 
always discharged with distinction. Un- 
der leave to extend my remarks, I wish 
to include an editorial from the Minne- 
apolis Star of August 6, 1954: 

THE ABLE MR. MINTENER 

Bradshaw Mintener was a key figure in the 
movement which resulted in a clear call from 
Minnesota for the nomination of Mintener's 
old friend, Dwight D. Eisenhower, for the 
Presidency. Now the President has sum- 
moned his good friend to Washington to be 
Assistant Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. But this is no mere paying off of a 
political or personal debt. The President 
knows the fine legal and human qualities of 
the Minneapolis attorney. This city and this 
State long ago learned that important proj- 
ects entrusted to Mintener’s care were 
quickly and competently handled. The Na- 
tional Government soon will learn the same, 


SENATE 


THURSDAY, Auaust 12, 1954 


(Legislative day of Thursday, August 5, 
1954) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal God, Father of our spirits in 
whose peace our restless, feverish hearts 
are quieted, from the flickering torches 
of our own understanding, we would lift 


the perplexing decisions of the public 
service and of the Nation’s welfare into 
Thy holy light. Make us, in the purity 
and integrity of our inner lives, such men 
that Thou mayest speak to us and 
through us to this bewildered and grop- 
ing generation. 

In these anxious days, when the desti- 
nies of nations hang in the balance, when 
the tensions of human relationships are 
like waters tossed and troubled, great 
God of all the earth, lead us to know the 
worth of sympathy. May brotherhood 
increase. May all contentions cease, and 
nations dwell in peace and unity. In the 
dear Redeemer’s name we pray. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. KNOWLANp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes- 
day, August 11, 1954, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
passed a joint resolution (H. J. Res. 118) 
to designate the lst day of May 1955 
as Loyalty Day, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 


1954 


COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
after consultation with the minority 
leader I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on In- 
vestigations of the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations be given permission 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immedi- 
ately following the quorum call there 
may be the customary morning hour for 
the transaction of routine business un- 
der the usual 2-minute limitation on 
speeches. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Morning business is in order, 


LAWS ENACTED BY MUNICIPAL 
COUNCIL OF ST, THOMAS AND 
ST. JOHN, V. I. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a letter from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Interior, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, copies of laws en- 
acted by the Municipal Council of 
St. Thomas and St. John, V. I., which, 
with the accompanying papers, was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on 
Finance, with amendments: 

S. 3447. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code to permit the filling of oral pre- 
scriptions for certain drugs, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 2471). 

By Mr. WATKINS, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend- 
ment: 

S. 3108. A bill to modify the act of October 
8, 1940 (54 Stat. 1020) and the act of July 
24, 1947 (61 Stat. 418) with respect to the 
recoupment of certain public-school con- 
struction costs in Minnesota (Rept. No. 
2483); 

H. R. 2154. A bill authorizing the issuance 
of a patent in fee to Leona Hungry (Rept. 
No. 2473); and 

H. R. 7813. A bill authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to adjust or cancel cer- 
tain charges on the Milk River project (Rept. 
No, 2481). 

By Mr. WATKINS, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an amend- 
ment: 

S. 2153. A bill to authorize the transfer 
of certain property to the State of Minnesota, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No, 2484). 
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By Mr. WATKINS, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend- 
ments: 

H. R. 5301. A bill to supplement the Fed- 
eral reclamation laws by providing for Fed- 
eral cooperation in non-Federal projects and 
for participation by non-Federal agencies in 
Federal projects (Rept. No. 2472). 

By Mr. DWORSHAK, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without 
amendment: 

H.R. 7881. A bill to validate a conveyance 
of certain lands by Southern Pacific Rail- 
road Co., and its lessee, Southern Pacific Co., 
to Morgan Hopkins, Inc. (Rept. No. 2474); 
and 

H. R. 8205. A bill to authorize the convey- 
ance by the Secretary of the Interior to 
Virginia Electric & Power Co. of a perpetual 
easement of right-of-way for electric trans- 
mission line purposes across lands of the 
Richmond National Battlefield Park, Va., 
such easement to be granted in exchange 
for, and in consideration of, the conveyance 
for park purposes of approximately 6 acres 
of land adjoining the park (Rept. No. 2475). 

By Mr. BARRETT, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend- 
ments: 

H. R. 9981. A bill to provide for the con- 
struction of distribution systems on author- 
ized Federal reclamation projects by irriga- 
tion districts and other public agencies 
(Rept. No. 2476). 

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend- 
ment: 

H. R. 7229. A bill to provide for the con- 
veyance to T. M. Pratt and Annita C. Pratt 
of certain real property in Stevens County, 
Wash. (Rept. No. 2477). 

By Mr. KUCHEL, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend- 
ments: 

H. R. 8498. A bill authorizing construc- 
tion of works to reestablish for the Palo 
Verde Irrigation District, Calif., a means 
of diversion of its irrigation water supply 
from the Colorado River, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. No. 2482). 

By Mr. CARLSON, from the Committee on 
5 and Civil Service, without amend- 
ment: 

H. R. 5718. A bill to limit the period for 
collection by the United States of compen- 
sation received by officers and employees in 
violation of the dual compensation laws 
(Rept. No. 2478); 

H. R. 7785. A bill to amend the Civil Service 
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, to make per- 
manent the increases in regular annuities 
provided by the act of July 16, 1952, and to 
extend such increases to additional annuities 
purchased by voluntary contributions (Rept. 
No. 2479); and 

H. R.9825. A bill to authorize the Post- 
master General to prohibit or regulate the 
use of Government property under his cus- 
tody and control for the parking or storage 
of vehicles (Rept. No. 2480). 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BARRETT: 

S. 3861. A bill for the relief of Theresa Pok 

Lim Kim; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MUNDT: 

S. 3862. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to exchange certain lands in 
Pennington County, S. Dak.; to the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 
The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 118) 
to designate the Ist day of May 1955 
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as Loyalty Day was read twice by its 
title and referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI- 
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, edi- 
torials, articles, etc., were ordered to be 
printed in the Recor, as follows: 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: 

Letter written by him in response to re- 
quests for Government assistance in con- 
nection with certain practices in the auto- 
mobile industry. 


FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRA- 
TION—LETTER FROM THE AD- 
MINISTRATOR 


Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the Recor» a letter dated 
August 9, 1954, which I received from 
the Farmers’ Home Administration, 
United States Department of Agricul- 
ture. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., August 9, 1954, 
Hon. GEORGE D. AIKEN, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: I do not believe it 
would be proper for me to see this Congress 
adjourn without expressing to you and mem- 
bers of your committee and to all of the 
Members of the Senate my sincere apprecia- 
tion for the wonderful cooperation which I 
have received as Administrator of the Farm- 
ers’ Home Administration during my first 
year in that capacity. 

The action which you have taken in this 
session to extend and enlarge the water fa- 
cilities and conservation loans as well as the 
amendment to the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act are very significant. These acts 
will make a major contribution to a stable 
agriculture in the United States and its 
Territories, 

I think it outstanding and should so be 
expressed that at no time in any single in- 
stance has undue pressure been exerted upon 
me or any member of my staff by any Mem- 
ber of Congress toward the making of any 
loan, In many instances Members of Con- 
gress have properly requested information 
regarding the status of loan applications 
from their constituents. We hope that in all 
cases we have delivered this information 
properly and sufficiently. 

My staff joins me in expressing sincere 
thanks for this cooperation and to assure 
you as well as every Member of Congress that 
it's fully appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. B. MCLEAISH, 
Administrator. 


FARM LEGISLATION 


Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the Recor an editorial en- 
titled “A Major Triumph,” published in 
the New York Times of August 11, 1954; 
an editorial entitled, “Two Victories for 
Sense Over Nonsense,” published in the 
Baltimore Sun of August 11, 1954; and 
an editorial entitled “The Farm Vic- 
tory,” published in the New York Herald 
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Tribune of August 11, 1954, all of which 
relate to the farm situation. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
RecorD, as follows: 


[From the New York Times of August 11, 
1954] 


A Masor TRIUMPH 


When the Senate voted, 49 to 44, on Mon- 
day night, to substitute a system of flexible 
price supports for the rigid 90 percent sup- 
ports obtaining on 5 of the Nation’s so- 
called basic farm commodities, it recorded a 
victory for the administration in one of the 
most difficult and most important struggles 
of its entire legislative program to date. 

Up to 1942 flexible price supports were 
established farm policy for this country. In 
the prewar years the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture could determine at his own discretion 
each year what percentage of parity would 
be regarded as a reasonable floor to be main- 
tained under each of these commodities. 
He was limited only by a minimum of 52 
percent of parity and a maximum of 75 per- 
cent. In selecting the support level for a 
commodity for any given year, he was guided 
predominantly by the supply situation in 
that commodity. In 1942, however, during 
World War II, American agriculture, like 
American industry, was faced with an un- 
precedented production challenge. It had to 
meet not only the needs of the civilian popu- 
lation at home but also a large part of the 
requirements of our own Armed Forces and 
those of our allies. 

In order to stimulate agricultural output, 
the Government underwrote this production 
effort through emergency legislation which, 
among other things, set 90 percent of parity 
as the fixed floor under basic commodities 
for the duration of the war. Foreseeing 
that the farmer would require a reasonable 
amount of time to readjust production to 
peacetime conditions, Congress provided that 
the 90 percent supports should continue 
in effect for 2 years after the President had 
declared the war emergency at an end, 
President Truman issued that proclamation 
December 31, 1946, so the emergency sup- 
ports should have gone out of existence be- 
ginning with the crop year 1949, or 5 years 
ago. But the powerfully entrenched farm 
bloc has succeeded up to now in postponing 
the effective date for this provision of the 
law every time it drew near. The last such 
postponement came in midsummer 1952 on 
the eve of the Democratic Convention. 

In this week’s Senate debate, as well as 
many times before, advocates of 90 percent 
supports have charged that President Eisen- 
hower campaigned on a promise to continue 
90 percent supports, and that he has since 
broken that promise. This is a complete 
misrepresentation of Mr. Eisenhower's posi- 
tion. In reply to opponents who suggested 
that if elected he would demand the repeal 
of the 2-year extension voted in 1952 he 
denied that he had any such intention. He 
recognized, he said, a legal and moral obli- 
gation to administer that legislation so long 
as it was on the statute books. However, 
he made it clear at the same time that he 
would use that interval to study the farm 
problem in consultation with the farmers 
themselves and with the country’s best ex- 
perts in the field. 

This is precisely what he did, and as a re- 
sult, last January 11, in a special message to 
Congress he outlined his program, which, like 
the measure sponsored by Senator CLINTON 
P. ANDERSON in 1949, included provision for 
flexible supports for the basic commodities, 
within a range of 75 to 90 percent of parity. 
As had been expected, the measure emerged 
from the Agriculture Committees of both 
Houses with the 90 percent support level re- 
stored. In the House the administration 
succeeded in knocking that provision out in 
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favor of a fiexible provision ranging from 8214 
to 90 percent of parity. Since the formula 
agreed on now in the Senate is identical with 
the House provision, this means that it can’t 
be tampered with in conference committee. 

Following its action in upholding the ad- 
ministration in its fight for flexible supports 
the Senate on Monday night and yesterday 
voted down the only two other seriously un- 
desirable provisions that had been tacked 
on by the Agriculture Committee. It up- 
held the decision of Secretary of Agriculture 
Ezra T. Benson, who, exercising his discretion 
under the law, had reduced the support level 
of dairy products this year to 75 percent of 
parity. It also rejected a proposed commit- 
tee amendment which would have made sup- 
ports mandatory for small feed grains—oats, 
rye, barley, and grain sorghums. 

The breakaway from 90 percent farm price 
supports is not going to produce any mirac- 
ulous changes in the farm situation over- 
night. But it was a step that had to be 
achieved before any real progress could be 
made in ridding the Nation of the incubus of 
the continuously mounting farm commodity 
surplus. It represents a basic change of di- 
rection in economic policy whose long-term 
importance can hardly be exaggerated. 


[From the Baltimore Sun of August 11, 1954] 
Two VICTORIES ror SENSE OVER NONSENSE 


As of this writing, the Senate has gone 
along with the House of Representatives and 
accepted the principle, at least, of flexible 
support for the prices of five basic farm com- 
modities. The outcome constitutes a major 
victory for President Eisenhower, one com- 
parable to the vote which admitted that it 
was unjust to subject the dividends of cor- 
porations to double taxation. 

In both cases, the victory is a partial one. 
The flexibility in support prices will be 
sharply limited in range and the tax abate- 
ment on dividends will prove, for most own- 
ers of common stocks, to be something more 
like a sprinkle of dollars than a downpour. 
Still the principle is established and that is 
what honest men are thankful for. 

It is not easy, in matters like these, for 
commonsense and decency to win out over 
demagoguery. It has not happened often in 
the last twenty-odd years. In the matter of 
double taxation, the demagogs really went 
to town. All the old bugaboos—Wall Street, 
princes of privilege, grinding the poor, taking 
bread out of the mouths of women and chil- 
dren—were dusted off and waved around in 
the Halls of Congress. The journals which 
specialize in such play-acting are still shriek- 
ing. But a majority of both Houses stood 
firm in support of the President and he had 
his way. 

When the problem of flexible supports 
came up, the breastbeaters had another week 
or so of the same kind of stuff. Senator 
LEHMAN, Of New York, probably with one eye 
on the upstate farm vote and with full 
knowledge that his New York City supporters 
would vote for him regardless, forgot about 
the taxpayers and consumers he pretends to 
protect and rushed to the support of the 
tillers of the soil. 

Of course, he wasn’t the only one. From 
the speeches made one would have supposed 
that every farmer in the United States would 
be forced into bankruptcy and that all the 
rest of us would soon be brought face to face 
with starvation. Some Senators even went 
so far as to argue that the vast surpluses 
produced by the rigid support system were 
a good thing for farmers, instead of threat- 
ening the whole farm price structure with 
collapse as they do. 

But despite all this rodomontade, com- 
monsense and common fairness won again. 
Two victories in a row over the demagogs 
is not a bad record for Mr. Eisenhower. 
Maybe it means that the country has finally 
concluded that 2 and 2 don’t make 5. 
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[From the New York Herald Tribune of 
August 11, 1954] 
THE FARM VICTORY 


It was a tight squeeze, but the Senate has 
voted 49 to 44 to establish lower and flexible 
price supports for the major farm products. 
The House has already accepted the prin- 
ciple; the victory is now complete. Economic 
sense has triumphed over shortsighted polit- 
ical considerations. At last it is agreed, de- 
spite all the chronic obstructionism, that 
high rigid supports cannot be allowed to 
endure, 

The proposition is simply that this coun- 
try's agriculture should not keep on produc- 
ing price-propped surpluses which become 
increasingly unmanageable. The aim is to 
achieve a better balance between production 
and consumption, to provide better markets 
and to lead the way toward fewer controls. 
Sensible people have long recognized the 
wisdom of flexible supports—that sooner or 
later the step toward diminished subsidy had 
to be taken. But each year since the war 
Congress has regularly clung to one exten- 
sion after another, all the while knowing 
the idea was wrong and that gradual adjust- 
ment would have to be applied eventually. 
The consumers needed relief, the taxpayers 
needed help, and the farsighted farmers 
were also well aware of the essential injus- 
tice of being overly protected. Yet it takes 
a lot of courage to resist organized pressure, 
and the easy way out was to tolerate subsidy 
and more surpluses. 

There comes a time, however, when sanity 
and determination assert themselves, when 
leadership insists upon a corrective program, 
moderate in details, which is for the good of 
all the people. That is what President Eisen- 
hower has done, with the valiant assistance 
of Secretary Benson. Government will con- 
tinue to help agriculture over the rough 
spots, but not so blindly that the rest of 
the population is made to suffer. It is a 
tremendous accomplishment, one that was 
boldly conceived and energetically driven 
through. 


THE FLEXIBLE PRICE-SUPPORT 
PROGRAM 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, it is 
with a great deal of personal satisfac- 
tion that I view the Senate’s action of 
Tuesday supporting President Eisen- 
hower's flexible price-support program. 
The institution of a system of flexible 
price supports, instead of fixed 90 per- 
cent price supports, which have resulted 
in unmanageable surpluses, clearly rep- 
resents a long overdue and far-reaching 
change in agricultural policy. 

It not only offers reasonable price pro- 
tection to the growers of basic com- 
modities, but it also provides a realistic 
method of adjusting farm production of 
the basic commodities to our consump- 
tive needs. This it does by permitting 
the law of supply and demand to func- 
tion more freely, with market price the 
regulator. Given time, it will result in 
production for consumption, instead of 
for Government storage. It also ulti- 
mately means less Government control 
of individual farming operations, since 
once the market influence is felt, pro- 
duction controls will not be needed. 

Secretary Benson is to be congratu- 
lated for the statesmanlike manner in 
which he has presented to the American 
public the case for a flexible price-sup- 
port program. We in Utah are very 
proud of him, as are all thinking farmers 
throughout this great country. 
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A timely editorial from the New York 
Times of August 11, 1954, depicts the 
Senate action of Tuesday as a major tri- 
umph not only for this administration, 
but the American farmer as well. This 
editorial is printed in today’s Recorp as 
part of the remarks of the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. ; 


PROPOSED TREATY RESTRIC- 
TIONS—STATEMENT BY SENATOR 
WILEY 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I shall 
take the time of the Senate for but a 
few minutes to comment on the issue of 
treaty law and the United States Con- 
stitution. 

It had not been my intention to take 
the time of the Senate during any of the 
remaining days of the session for a dis- 
cussion of this subject. We had al- 
ready taken a considerable proportion 
of this entire session in debating Senate 
Joint Resolution 1. The pros and cons 
have long since been set forth so com- 
pletely as probably not to require much, 
if any, elaboration. 

However, last Thursday, August 5, 
my distinguished associate, the senior 
Senator from Ohio, commented at 
length on this subject at the time he in- 
troduced Senate Joint Resolution 181. 

_ I feel that comments which he made 
at that time and as are recorded on 
pages 13456-13460 of the Recorp, should 
not go unanswered. For brevity's sake, 
I shall ask consent that certain material 
in my statement which follows merely 
be printed in the Record; it is not my 
purpose to resume now full oral debate 
on the amendment which bears my col- 
league’sname. I think that both he and 
I have long since made known our rec- 
ord. Moreover, the Senate, confronted 
as it is, in these closing days, by a mass 
uf other legislation, should not be faced 
with another verbal marathon on this 
subject. 

AMERICANS SHOULD REPUDIATE SENATE JOINT 
RESOLUTION 181 

My colleague from Ohio stated that he 
was introducing his resolution in order 
to “facilitate the educational and po- 
litical activity of patriotic Americans in 
the months ahead.” 

It is my earnest hope that there will 
indeed be “educational and political 
activity” carried on prior to the onset of 
the 84th Congress. I trust and believe 
that the American people will register 
decisively their enlightened repudiation 
of Senate Joint Resolution 181. I trust 
they will show definitely that they are 
not in favor of emasculating the United 
States Constitution under the guise of 
defending the Constitution. 

They are not in favor of shackling the 
hands of the President of the United 
States under the guise of protecting us 
from some future President. They are 
not in favor of altering the historic 
system of checks and balances between 
the three branches; specifically, they 
are not in favor of depriving the Chief 
Executive of our country of authority 
which, since the beginning of our Con- 
stitution, has historically been lodged 
within the executive branch. 
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My colleague from Ohio said that, 
“the fight for protection against treaty 
law has only just begun.” 

I can assure him that the fight to 
protect the United States Constitution 
has indeed only just begun. It has 
only just begun against those who for 
high, patriotic, but misguided motives, 
would violate the basic spirit of the 
Constitution. 

Were the hour not so late in this ses- 
sion, I would refute in detail each of the 
hobgoblin arguments raised by my col- 
league from Ohio—each of the false 
scares designed to frighten the Ameri- 
can people into believing that they are 
the victims of certain imaginary dan- 
gers. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorp, as follows: 


THE MISREPRESENTATIONS OF 
“INTERNATIONALISM” 

One notes, for example, in every defense 
of Senate Joint Resolution 1 and its off- 
spring—repeated used of such scare-words 
as “world government,” “violation of United 
States sovereignty,” “rabid international- 
ism,” etc. 

Proponents of the resolution consistently 
try to conjure up panicky fantasies of an 
“army” of internationalists, on Capitol Hill 
and throughout America, seeking to destroy 
the United States Constitution through vari- 
ous treaties and agreements. 

I say, however, that such characterizations 
are totally unfair and totally misrepresent 
the issue. 

Why? Because the issue today is not 
fantasy; it is war or peace, progress or de- 
struction of civilization. 

If there is anything which recent events 
on the world scene have proven, it is that 
the United States must collaborate against 
the danger of international communism in 
a spirit of partnership and friendship with 
all like-minded nations. 

This view was most recently expounded by 
the President of the United States in his 
splendid emphasis on “the good partner.” 

I might point out incidentally that my 
colleague from Ohio was significantly silent 
with regard to the position of the Presi- 
dent of the United States against his own 
resolution. Why? Because no one more 
keenly understands the need for progress in 
international cooperation than the Chief 
Executive of our country, and that is why 
he has time after time reiterated his “un- 
alterable opposition” to the basic resolu- 
tion offered by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The current offshoot, Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 181, does not differ from the basic 
formula of previous versions which had been 
offered and defeated. 

The spirit of the infamous “which” clause 
remains, although the “which” phrase as 
such, has “conveniently” been omitted. “A 
rose by any other name smells as sweet” 
but a very unrosy amendment, in spite of 
minor language changes, is just as unpleasant 
and objectionable. 

Lest my remarks be misunderstood, I can 
assure one and all that there is nothing 
personal in differences between my friend 
from Ohio and myself. We happen to differ 
strongly on this issue, but I have never 
questioned the patriotism of his motives nor 
the zeal with which he has defended what 
he sincerely feels to be in the best interests 
of our country. I wish that we could al- 
ways debate this issue on the high plane 
of principle. 

I wish, moreover, that with my friend's 
great ability he could devote himself to more 
meaningful problems of international re- 
lations to the extent that his diligent labors 
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as chairman of the Commerce Committee 
will permit. 


WE ARE NOT MENACED BY “INTERNATIONALISTS” 


After all, we are not genuine menaced 
by so-called “internationalists.” 

The actual number of people who believe 
in world government, world currency, world 
taxes, world legislation, and the like, are 
very, very few; and certainly they do not 
include the senior Senator from Wiscon- 
sin nor any responsible individual in the 
executive branch of Government. 

No, we are not menaced by the “inter- 
nationalists.” 

We are menaced by the Soviet Union, and 
by the terrible danger of the A-bomb and 
the H-bomb in Soviet hands. What is the 
answer of my colleague from Ohio to that 
latter menace? Why does he not direct his 
great talents toward a meaningful solution 
to that problem? 

He had been a long-time, highly esteemed 
chief executive of a great sovereign State. 
Why does he not assist America’s Chief Exec- 
utive in tackling current specific grave in- 
ternational problems? 

Thus, what is my Ohio friend's answer to 
the problem of the Communist conspiracy 
against Thailand, against Burma, against 
Malaya? 

What is his answer to the problem of the 
unsettled Middle East, of improving our 
relations with Latin America? What is his 
answer to the need for an enforcible system 
of international control of the most violent 
instruments of destruction, if it is obtain- 
able with genuine security for ourselves 
and others? What is his answer to these 
and a score of other pressing problems on 
the world scene, most of which will require 
treaties and agreements and other instru- 
mentalities? And what is the answer of the 
supporters of his resolution? 

With all the world aflame, is their answer 
that America should stick its head in the 
ground like an ostrich? 

What kind of an answer is that? How 
frightened do you think the Russians would 
be by news that the United States Consti- 
tution had been amended so that the United 
States will have retreated from world affairs? 

Is that the message which supporters of 
Senate Joint Resolution 181 want to convey 
to the troubled world? 

Do the supporters of Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 181 want us to forget the Soviet Union 
and remember only the so-called interna- 
tionalists? 

If so, the situation is analogous to a scene 
where a city is burning up, just as the world 
today is aflame. But a few misguided indi- 
viduals run through the burning streets, 
yelling, “Beware of the fire department. Be- 
ware of the friends of the fire department. 
They seek expanded power against fires.” 

Yes, these misguided individuals complain 
not against the arsonists who have set the 
fire, but against forces of law and order— 
against the United Nations, against Allied 
diplomacy—all of whom are trying to 
strengthen international law and collabora- 
tion so that the arsonists cannot burn down 
the world. 

Judging from certain propaganda litera- 
ture of many of the more extreme supporters 
of Senate Joint Resolution 181, in their 
unreal world of myth and fantasy, it is not 
Communists who are the aggressors today 
but internationalists. 

And strangely enough, the very patriots 
who are striving hardest against interna- 
tional communism are curiously lumped to- 
gether with the Communists as allegedly 
favoring internationalism. 

In this extremist literature, we read that 
every international treaty is a plot; every 
agreement is a cabal; every international 
meeting is a conspiracy. The fire depart- 
ment is purported to be the menace, and 
not the fire or the arsonists, 
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This is twisted logic indeed, and it is not 
the sort of thinking which will appeal to the 
American people. 

Fortunately, there has been a great awak- 
ening among the American people on the 
issue of Senate Joint Resolution 1 and its 
companion resolutions. 

The issue has always had a certain sort of 
surface appeal, a certain type of glamor. 
After all, who is not for United States sov- 
ereignty? 

But the issue is not our sovereignty; the 
issue is our survival. Dwight D. Eisenhower 
is not abandoning our sovereignty; he is ably 
fighting for our very survival as a Nation 
and a people. 

It is the good fortune of America that the 
Senate during the 83d Congress has not blot- 
ted its record by adopting Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 1 or 181 or their offshoots. 


NUMEROUS CONSERVATIVE SENATORS OPPOSED 
BRICKER AMENDMENT 


I remind the Senator from Ohio that on 
February 26, 1954, after weeks and weeks of 
debate even a greatly restricted version of 
Senate Joint Resolution 1 failed of the neces- 
sary two-thirds vote. 

And I ask him frankly, do his supporters 
question the patriotism of the 31 Senators 
who voted against the amendment? 

Does anyone purport to denounce as a 
so-called internationalist, the senior Sen- 
ator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] or the sen- 
ior Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON], 
or our colleagues from Maryland [Mr. BEALL], 
or New Hampshire Mr. UPTON], or Connec- 
ticut [Mr. PURTELL], or Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL | ? 

These distinguished Senators, like the 
others in whose ranks I was pleased to vote, 
are men who love the Constitution as readily 
as do the Senators who voted on the opposite 
side of this issue. They respect United 
States sovereignty as devotedly as does the 
universally esteemed senior Senator from 
Georgia Mr. GEORGE], who had contributed 
so significantly to the debate on this as on 
every other major foreign policy problem, 
even though many of us on this one par- 
ticular occasion found that, sadly and un- 
fortunately, we could not agree with him. 

I remind the senior Senator from Ohio 
that the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Georgia and approved on February 26 
had, in section 2, dropped all reference to 
treaties, and merely provided that “an inter- 
national agreement other than a treaty shall 
become effective as internal law in the United 
States only by an act of the Congress.” 

Thus the modified George amendment 
omitted treaty reference, aside from section 
1, yet the proponents of Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 1 had been going up and down the land, 
denouncing treaties. Yet when it came to a 
showdown, restrictions on treaties were 
dropped by the wayside, and justifiably so. 


ETERNAL VIGILANCE ALONE WILL SAVE AMERICA 


Now, there is nothing in Senate Joint Res- 
olution 181 or in any of its forms which 
cannot be achieved by the eternal vigilance 
of the American people. 

It is conceivable that some day a danger- 
ous treaty or agreement may be offered and 
signed. At that time, unless the American 
people are vigilant, neither the pending 
amendment to the Constitution nor a hun- 
dred such amendments would protect Amer- 
ica’s liberties. 

There is no such thing as a “built-in 
automatic” insurance against unwise for- 
eign policy or against tyrannical government. 
Either our people are alert to dangers, or they 
fall asleep. 

The treaty amendment is therefore totally 
unnecessary at the least, and extremely 
dangerous, at the most. 


SCARE PROPAGANDA WELL FINANCED 


The fact of the matter is, however, that a 
great many well-respected American groups 
have become unduly aroused on this treaty 
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issue, and are needlessly fearful that some- 
how their liberties are being endangered by 
treaty law. 

Accordingly, they have devoted a great deal 
of misspent energy and vast amounts of 
finances toward flooding the country with 
scare propaganda. 

There is hardly a single American group 
which has not been impacted by hobgoblin 
literature designed to frighten Americans out 
of their wits and panic them into isolationist 
frenzy. 

I urge, therefore, all thinking Americans 
who have perceived the problem clearly, to 
mobilize their energies, to mobilize their 
resources so as to dispel the smokescreens, 
the fear propaganda which permitted the 
modified amendment to come within one 
vote of ominous victory in the Senate. 

I urge all thinking Americans to organize 
at the grassroots against those who would 
worsen the George substitute and who 
would panic America into violating the 
United States Constitution. 


MISREPRESENTATIONS OF STATUS OF FORCES 
AGREEMENT 


Much of the scare propaganda has been 
directed against the NATO Status of Forces 
Agreement. My colleague from Ohio has had 
a good deal to say on that issue and has in- 
serted in the Recorp a considerable body of 
material, asis hisright. To clarify a subject 
which has become considerably clouded, let 
me state that the agreement, which is in- 
cidentally a treaty, even though it is termed 
an “agreement,” was ratified by President 
Eisenhower on July 24, 1953. The United 
States Senate gave its consent 9 days earlier 
by a resounding vote of 72-15. The agree- 
ment was wholeheartedly endorsed by the 
President, and by all of our leading military 
spokesmen. 

Yet a tremendous amount of phony propa- 
ganda has been deluging the people of the 
United States to the effect that under this 
Status of Forces Agreement, we somehow 
“gave up” the liberties of our American serv- 
icemen abroad. Nothing is further from the 
truth. 

The agreement definitely did not give for- 
eign governments new powers over our over- 
seas forces. It actually modified powers 
which foreign governments already had. It 
should be borne in mind that foreign gov- 
ernments ordinarily, in the absence of a 
treaty or agreement, have jurisdiction over 
alien nationals within their territory. But 
under the agreement, a large measure of 
jurisdiction over our forces was given to 
ourselves. As the report of our Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee showed, under the 
agreement, “The United States will acquire a 
number of new rights in the field of criminal 
jurisdiction.” And, “The United States gives 
up no rights over our troops in Europe which 
we now have in respect to criminal jurisdic- 
tion or to any other matter.” 

If we were to abandon the agreement, as 
some people unwisely propose, foreign gov- 
ernments would regain full jurisdiction over 
American troops, rather than having the 
present partial jurisdiction. 

If we were to abandon the agreement, 
American troops would lose all the many 
other benefits of the agreement, among 
which are exemption from passport and visa 
requirements, exemption from immigration 
inspection, exemption from certain taxes, the 
right to import free of duty personal effects 
and vehicles. 

Yet, a great many misguided individuals 
are trying to propagandize for abandonment 
of the agreement. They are trying to spread 
inaccurate sensational reports about the case 
of two American servicemen who were guil- 
ty of offenses in a foreign land. These boys 
were given competent counsel during the 
trial; they were assured every single funda- 
mental safeguard that they would have re- 
ceived in a United States court, their rights 
were not jeopardized in the slightest. The 
men did not even desire to appeal the sen- 
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tences which they received; for after con- 
viction they did not receive the maximum 
punishment. 

But, according to the scare propaganda 
which has been spread, one would think that 
because of the status of forces agreement, the 
rights of these and other Americans had been 
prejudiced, which was definitely not the case. 


SECTION BY SECTION ANALYSIS OF SENATE 
JOINT RESOLUTION 181 


Now, let us take a direct look at the pro- 
visions of the amendment which my friend 
from Ohio says that he is going to readvo- 
cate next year. 

The first section reads as follows: 

“SECTION 1. A provision of a treaty or other 
international agreement which conflicts with 
this Constitution, or which is not made in 
pursuance thereof, shall not be the supreme 
law of the land nor be of any force or effect.” 

Senator Bricker says that “this section has 
been endorsed in principle by the Eisenhower 
administration.” 

I am very glad that he added the words 
“in principle.” The texts of his various ver- 
sions of section 1, although similar in lan- 
guage, would have had very different effects 
if they had ever been adopted. I have not 
had time to examine all of the possible con- 
sequences of this section. It is possible that 
the Eisenhower administration might ac- 
quiesce in such a single section alone. 

The important point that President Eisen- 
hower has repeatedly made is that he is un- 
alterably opposed to any amendment which 
would hamper his effective control over the 
foreign relations of this country. I do not 
know whether the new section 1 would be 
agreeable to the White House or not. How- 
ever, I do know it contains certain features 
that require very careful comment. 

Senator Bricker has added a phrase “made 
in pursuance thereof.” During the months 
of debate this past session, no one was able 
to explain very clearly what, if anything, 
these words added. 

It was pointed out during the debate that 
the words were inappropriate because many 
treaties might be made which would not con- 
flict with the Constitution, but which were 
not made “in pursuance thereof,” in the dic- 
tionary sense of the word “pursuance.” The 
addition of these words may simply be so 
much verbiage. 


SECTION 2—THE “DISAPPEARING-REAPPEARING” 
WHICH CLAUSE 

“Sec. 2. A treaty or other international 
agreement shall become effective as internal 
law in the United States only through legis- 
lation valid in the absence of international 
agreement.” 

Senator Bricker certainly made the under- 
statement of the session when he said that 
“this section represents the area of disagree- 
ment between myself and administration 
spokesmen.” This section contains in effect 
the famous and infamous “which” clause. 

However, we should note in passing that 
the word “which”—which—has been omitted. 
Now you see it, now you don't. The specific 
“which” may have been eliminated, but its 
unworthy spirit lingers on. With all due re- 
spect, I say the unfortunate “which” or 
“witch” concept reminds one of Halloween 
mumbo-jumbo uttered in a world of hob- 
goblins and boiling caldrons of suspicion and 
fear. Maybe we should now label section 2 
the “hidden witch” clause. 

This new section 2 is almost identical with 
the one that Senator Bricker started with 
2 years ago. 

It has all the fallacies and drawbacks which 
have been pointed out in 2 years of debate. 
For example, in a speech in August 1953, 
Secretary of State Dulles said with respect to 
similar language in Senate Joint Resolution 1 
that it “would cut down the Nation’s treaty 
power so that no treaty could bind the Nation 
in respect of matters which, under our Fed- 
eral system, fall within the jurisdiction of the 
States. This would set the clock back to an 
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approximation of the condition which ex- 
isted under the Articles of Confederation. 
Then, that condition was so intolerable and 
it so jeopardized the Confederation that the 
present Constitution was adopted to give the 
Federal Government authority, in interna- 
tional matters, to act for all the Nation, 
including the States.” 

It would also require that all treaties be 
passed by two-thirds of the Senate and then 
by a majority of the Senate and of the House. 

It was for these and a number of other 
pressing reasons that section 2—even without 
the which clause—only received the support 
of 42 Senators. 

SECTION 3—RULES CHANGE 

Section 3 of the proposed amendment reads 
as follows: 

“Sec. 3. On the question of advising and 
consenting to the ratification of a treaty, the 
vote shall be determined by yeas and nays, 
and the names of the persons voting for and 
against shall be entered on the Journal of 
the Senate.” 

As we all know, the purpose of this section 
could be achieved by a simple change in the 
rules of the Senate. The Rules Committee 
has already approved such a change and it 
could be adopted at any time by the Senate. 

So far as a constitutional amendment is 
concerned, section 3 is just so much window 
dressing. 

FOUR SO-CALLED NEW DEVELOPMENTS 


Now, in his August 5 remarks Senator 
Bricker made mention of “four important 
new developments [that] have strengthened 
the position of the proponents of the amend- 
ment,” 

Let us examine—very briefly—these so- 
called new developments to see if they in 
fact really strengthen the position of the 
proponents, or if they are the same old hash, 
warmed over. 

Senator Bricker referred first to the fact 
that the Human Rights Commission “has 
refused to insert a provision in the Human 
Rights Covenants recognizing the right to 
own property and to have it protected against 
arbitrary interference by government.” 

This statement on his part is relevant to 
something, but I can see no relevancy what- 
ever to the question of whether or not we 
should take the solemn step of amending our 
Constitution. 

Since when do we amend the Constitution 
simply because some international instru- 
ment contains a provision we do not like or 
omits one that we do like? We Americans 
believe, thank God, in private property. Our 
view unfortunately did not prevail in this 
respect as regards this particular covenant. 
Is that an excuse for amending the Con- 
stitution? 

The Secretary of State has said upon nu- 
merous occasions that the United States has 
no intention of becoming a party to the 
Human Rights Covenants. Even if some fu- 
ture Secretary and President changed their 
minds about this and ed the covenants, 
it would take two-thirds of the Senate to 
approve its ratification, unless, of course, we 
were unwise enough to accept the George 
amendment, which would permit the Presi- 
dent and a simple majority of both Houses 
of Congress to commit us to the covenants. 

Thus, Senator Bricker’s first important 
new development turns into a pure smoke 
screen upon examination, 


PRESIDENT'S POWER AS COMMANDER IN CHIEF 


His second important new development is 
Mr. Dulles’ statement that the President 
can now wage war without a declaration by 
Congress in the event of attack on one of 
our treaty allies in Europe or South America,” 
thus reaffirming his Louisville speech of April 
1952 before the American Bar Association 
that a treaty can take powers from Congress 
and confer them on the President. 

I should think that it would be unneces- 
sary to point out to any Senator that the 
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Constitution deliberately provides that it is 
the Congress that has the power to declare 
war but the President, as Commander in 
Chief under the Constitution, has the power, 
in an emergency and without a congressional 
declaration, to make war. This is nothing 
new at all. 

What Secretary Dulles announced is the 
mere reiteration of a well-founded constitu- 
tional doctrine. There are numerous ex- 
amples in the past of Presidents—of various 
parties—making war without any congres- 
sional declaration. In this atomic and hy- 
drogen age when we may be blitzed in a 
matter of hours the necessity for the pos- 
session of this defensive-offensive power 
should be obvious to even the blindest. 

So, there is no queston, as the Senator tried 
to assert, of taking power from Congress and 
conferring it on the President; it is a power 
that he has always possessed. Let no one, 
however, conjure up the notion of a Presi- 
dent willy-nilly starting a third world war; 
that is Soviet claptrap; it is unworthy of 
any thinking American. 


THE UNITED STATES-BRITISH ATOM AGREEMENT 


The third development is the reference to 
the secret executive agreement of President 
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churehill re- 
lating to the control of atomic energy. 

This ement was concluded on August 
19, 1943, and is a short one. I have a photo- 
static copy of the agreement here, and, in 
order that no one will be confused as to exact 
terms, I would like to have it incorporated 
into the Recorp at this time. As you will 
note, the code name “tube alloys” is substi- 
tuted for the words “atomic energy.” The 
document has been published by the British 
and is now being published by the United 
States. No security problem is involved. 
The text of the agreement is as follows: 


“THE CITADEL QUEBEC—ARTICLES OF AGREE- 
MENT—GOVERNING COLLABORATION BETWEEN 
THE AUTHORITIES OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA AND THE UNITED KINGDOM IN THE 
MATTER OF TUBE ALLOYS 


“Whereas it is vital to our common safety 
in the present war to bring the tube-alloys 
project to fruition at the earliest moment; 
and whereas this may be more speedily 
achieved if all available British and Amer- 
ican brains and resources are pooled; and 
whereas owing to war conditions it would be 
an improvident use of war resources to dupli- 
cate plants on a large scale on both sides of 
the Atlantic and therefore a far greater ex- 
pense has fallen upon the United States: 

“It is agreed between us— 

“First, that we will never use this agency 
against each other. 

“Secondly, that we will not use it against 
third parties without each other’s consent. 

“Thirdly, that we will not either of us 
communicate any information about tube 
alloys to third parties except by mutual 
consent, 

“Fourthly, that in view of the heavy bur- 
den of production falling upon the United 
States as the result of a wise division of war 
effort, the British Government recognize 
that any postwar advantages of an industrial 
or commercial character shall be dealt with 
as between the United States and Great 
Britain on terms to be specified by the 
President of the United States to the Prime 
Minister of Great Britain. The Prime Minis- 
ter expressly disclaims any interest in these 
industrial and commercial aspects beyond 
what may be considered by the President of 
the United States to be fair and just and in 
harmony with the economic welfare of the 
world. 

“And fifthly, that the following arrange- 
ments shall be made to ensure full and 
effective collaboration between the two 
countries in bringing the project to fruition: 

“(a) There shall be set up in Washington 
a Combined Policy Committee composed of 
the Secretary of War (United States); Dr. 
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Vannevar Bush (United States); Dr. James 
B. Conant (United States); Field Marshal 
Sir John Dill, G. C. B., C. M. G., D. S. O. 
(United Kingdom); Colonel the Right Hon- 
orable J. J. Liewellin, C. B. E., M. C., M. P. 
(United Kingdom); the Honorable C. D. 
Howe (Canada). 

“The functions of this committee, subject 
to the control of the respective Govern- 
ments, will be— 

“(1) To agree from time to time upon the 
program of work to be carried out in the 
two countries. 

“(2) To keep all sections of the project 
under constant review, 

“(3) To allocate materials, apparatus and 
plant, in limited supply, in accordance with 
the requirements of the program agreed 
by the committee. 

“(4) To settle any questions which may 
arise on the interpretation or application of 
this agreement. 

“(b) There shall be complete interchange 
of information and ideas on all sections of 
the project between members of the Policy 
Committee and their immediate technical 
advisers. 

“(c) In the field of scientific research and 
development there shall be full and effec- 
tive interchange of information and ideas 
between those in the two countries engaged 
in the same sections of the field. 

“(d) In the field of design, construction, 
and operation of large-scale plants, inter- 
change of information and ideas shall be 
regulated by such ad hoc arrangements as 
may, in each section of the field, appear to 
be necessary or desirable if the project is to 
be brought to fruition at the earliest 
moment. Such ad hoc arrangements shall 
bbe subject to the approval of the Policy 


Committee, 
“FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 
“Winston S. CHURCHILL, 
“Approved August 19, 1943.“ 


That is the end of the text. 

The agreement I point out, was concluded 
almost 2 full years before the end of that 
frightful global conflict. The agreement 
dealt with the most secret item that the 
Allies possessed, 

It would have been the sheerest kind of 
folly—if not criminal nonsense—to have put 
the agreement in the form of anything other 
than a secret agreement. Would my col- 
league from Ohio have asked that the agree- 
ment be printed in the newspapers so that 
Julius and Ethel Rosenberg and Klaus Fuchs 
and others could have been helped in their 
spy work? America was at war; the tide had 
not yet turned; we vitally needed some agree- 
ment with the British, with whom we were 
collaborating in the development of the 
bomb. 


PRECAUTIONARY PROVISION IN NEW ATOMIC BILL 


Now, I do not presume to be an expert in 
the field of atomic energy. 

It is a fact that there have been those who 
strongly disputed certain terms of the Quebec 
Agreement, 

Certainly, we Americans feel today in the 
present perspective of history that we cannot 
and should not shackle the hands of our 
Government in making life and death pre- 
commitments to others, involving the A- 
bomb or the H-bomb. 

I point out that on July 26 in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, on page 11954, our asso- 
ciate, the able senior Senator from Iowa, Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER, carefully described a pre- 
cautionary provision in the new atomic en- 
ergy bill which expressly provides that “in 
the performance of its functions under this 
act, the Commission shall give maximum 
effect to the policies contained in any inter- 
national arrangement made after the date of 
enactment of this act.” 

The key words are, of course, * after 
the date of enactment of this act.” 
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The Joint Atomic Energy Committee—of 
which our Ohio friend is a most active mem- 
ber—unanimously approved this provision. 
In committee there was no objection to it 
whatsoever. 

In other words, the expert committee re- 
fused to require the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion to give effect to policies contained in any 
international arrangement made previous to 
the date of the present bill. But if the 
so-called internationalists are so strong— 
if the supporters of secret agreements are 
allegedly so strong and if the issue is so 
simple, why did not the internationalists 
prevail in validating any and all previous 
arrangements which may have been made? 

The answer is, of course, that by means of 
the pending atomic energy bill, an over- 
whelming majority of the Congress is taking 
u position clearly based upon the best in- 
terests of the United States, but in a manner 
consistent with our future international obli- 
gations. So, too, in other bills affecting our 
country as a sovereign power, we will not 
prejudice our sovereign rights, but we will 
fulfill the letter and spirit of those inter- 
national arrangements which we Know to be 
in the best interests of our country and of 
the world. Certainly no constitutional 
amendment is necessary under these circum- 
stances when we can write precautions into 
regular legislation. 

U. N. CHARTER HEARINGS STILL UNDERWAY 


The last important new development is 
that allegedly the current debate on the sub- 
ject of United Nations Charter revision has 
revealed a determined effort on the part of 
influential persons and organizations to 
scuttle the sovereignty of the United States 
at the proposed U. N. Charter Review Con- 
ference in 1956 in favor of some form of lim- 
ited or full world government.” 

In the first place, the question of whether 
there will even be a conference to review— 
not necessarily revise—the charter will not 
be finally decided until the 10th session of 
the General Assembly in 1955. 

I don’t see how the conference could take 
place before 1956 at the earliest. In other 
words, there is no urgency in this matter. 

Moreover, the Senate subcommittee, of 
which I have the honor to serve as chairman, 
has, as my colleague so well knows, been 
holding extensive grassroots hearings on 
this subject. We have heard all sorts of 
suggestions from all shades of opinion. 

Throughout the Nation the press has given 
heart-warming support to our study. No one 
has been turned away from our hearings. 
‘The most fervent partisans of my Ohio friend 
have had their say. R 

Why should he fear that the views of 
commonsense will not prevail in that sub- 
committee forum? 

The fact that we hold hearings doesn’t 
mean that we are going to accept any par- 
ticular suggestions. Neither the subcom- 
mittee nor the full committee is anywhere 
near ready to make any suggestions to the 
Senate. Nor is the State Department at the 
decision-making stage. 

I believe that we can have confidence in 
ourselves and in Secretary Dulles not to make 
unsound suggestions for revision. In addi- 
tion, the United States has a veto power over 
any possibly unsound amendments suggest- 
ed by other states at a review conference, if 
one is held. Thus, we are fully protected. 
Why the fear, why the panic, why the slight- 
est aspersions on a conscientious, careful, 
diligent review? 

My colleagues on the subcommittee have 
repeatedly pointed out that all the repeated 
isolationist references to so-called pressure 
for world government completely ignore the 
overwhelming bulk of testimony which our 
subcommittee has received. My colleagues 
have cited that not a single member of our 
subcommittee has shown the slightest dis- 
position toward any so-called world govern- 
ment proposal. 
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Now, in conclusion, let me point out the 
following: 

Senator Bricker has said that “this re- 
vised treaty-control amendment is not intro- 
duced with any expectation of action in this 
Congress.” 

For this assurance I express my heartfelt 
gratitude to the Senator. 

I am sure that my colleagues and I would 
not relish debating this issue until Christ- 
mas, 1954. However, if need be, and if our 
energetic Ohio friend wants again to join the 
issue now on the Senate floor (which we have 
reason to doubt), we will not shrink from 
the task. 

The mission of defending the Constitution 
against tinkering is one which merits the 
fullest possible effort on the part of any 
United States Senator, including myself. 


1954 CANDIDATES SHOULD FIGHT AGAINST THE 
AMENDMENT 


I know that my friend from Ohio is hoping 
that the elections of this coming November 
will establish a trend in which the American 
people indicate their support of his joint 
resolution, 

It is my own earnest hope and prayer that 
the American people will make known that 
they want the winning candidates of Novem- 
ber 2, 1954, to protect, preserve, and defend 
the Constitution against those who would 
wittingly or unwittingly violate it. 

The issue is not a partisan one. 

Many distinguished representatives of both 
major political parties have contributed to 
the defense of the Constitution against this 
dangerous amendment. 

As for the members of my own party run- 
ning this November, I earnestly hope that, 
if they have shown any faint-hearted in- 
‘clination toward voting for this amendment, 
that they will think the matter over. I hope 
that they will not irrevocably commit them- 
selves to emasculating the Constitution. 

I hope that the Republican Party will never 
be guilty of having within its ranks a ma- 
jority of adherents committed to altering 
the very basis of this Constitutional Repub- 
lic. 

To those Republicans who may campaign 
on the basis of support of this amendment, 
I say frankly, that what they would in effect 
be doing would be to campaign to shackle 
the hands of the Republican President of the 
United States, That, to me, is not a sound 
Republican plank. It is not a sound cam- 
paign appeal. It is a path to Republican and 
national disaster. 

Let, therefore, the Republican Party signi- 
fy in its campaign of 1954 that it does not in- 
tend to turn back the clock to the Articles 
of Confederation days; it does not propose 
to retreat to a horse-and-buggy era in which 
America had little, if any responsibility in 
relation to foreign affairs. 

The Republican Party, under the leader- 
ship of a great President and a great Secre- 
tary of State has been achieving historic 
new chapters in the record of collective 
security. 

Passage of Senate Joint Resolution 181 
would be a step back into the Dark Ages. 

It would be a notice to the Soviet Union 
that we have forgotten about her as a men- 
ace, but that we are beginning to think of 
our own people as menaces, Nothing could 
delight the Soviets more. They would be 
happy to have American attack American, 
question each other’s motives, accuse one 
another of “selling this country down the 
river, violating its sovereignty,” etc. 


WHY CAST ASPERSION ON PATRIOTS 


Let me say that, totally irrespective of any 
personality inside or outside the Senate, the 
entire trend, in which one group of Amer- 
icans accuses another group of being alleged- 
ly less patriotic, simply because it happens 
to differ on certain foreign policy issues, is, 
I think, absolutely deplorable. Men who 
are 100 percent patriotic to the depths of 
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their being, have been smeared in the public 
print simply because they want to strengthen 
the United Nations, to strengthen interna- 
tional law, to prevent an endless armaments 
race leading to an awful Armageddon. These 
peace-loving men love the American flag, the 
American Constitution, the American Repub- 
lic, American sovereignty, as deeply as does 
anybody else. But they want to spare this 
country from war. What is wrong with 
that? For them to be abused, defamed, 
smeared, vilified, as if they had somehow 
sold their country out like Benedict Arnold, 
is to my way of thinking, tragic and un- 
forgivable. 

Who are their critics and detractors? 
Who has the right to besmirch them? 

Who are the isolationist superpatriots to 
claim that only they are the patriots, that 
they have a complete monopoly on love of 
country, on love of the Constitution? 

In point of fact, many of them seem to 
demonstrate the least understanding and the 
least appreciation of the Constitution. 

They seem to want to make the Constitu- 
tion a document of a thousand or more wild- 
eyed, fear-filled amendments. They seem to 
want us to pass an amendment every day of 
the week to guard against some new imag- 
inary danger, some new menace born not cut 
of reality but born out of mistrust and sus- 
picion of our own President, of our own 
Congress, our own Supreme Court, our own 
people, and the legislators whom they will 
elect in years to come. 

Let, then, the issue be Joined when the 
hour is ripe, and when the worthy gentleman 
from Ohio is ready. 

Let the issue be Joined in the campaign 
of 1954. 

Let it be joined in the 84th Congress next 
January. 

Let the American people register their de- 
sire to spare from destruction the beloved 
document which is the guardian of our 
liberties, 

We do not fear for the outcome. 

We have faith in America—in its leader- 
ship and its people. 

Can our opponents say as much? 


A SOUND, SENSIBLE APPROACH TO 
AMERICAN TARIFF POLICY 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a statement I have prepared 
on the subject of the United States tariff 
policy. I ask unanimous consent that 
the statement be printed at this point 
in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY 


PRESIDENT EISENHOWER IS TO BE COMMENDED 
ON SOUND TARIFF POLICY 


In the closing weeks and months of the 
present session of Congress, there have, as 
usual, been a considerable number of tariff 
matters which have come to the attention 
of the legislative and executive branches. 

This is, of course, one of the perennial 
thorny issues of the American scene. It is 
difficult; it is complex; it involves the most 
careful weighing of a great many factors. 

I, for one, have always believed in review- 
ing each particular tariff problem on its own 
merits. 


I oppose restrictions on oil imports 


I have spoken out repeatedly against any 
arbitrary, rigid policy, for example, against 
setting up Chinese-type tariff walls, obso- 
lete barriers which might do genuine harm 
to America’s good relations with the world. 

I have stated that we should not impose 
restrictions on those imported items where 
no harm has been inflicted, or is in pros- 
pect on a key American industry, and where 
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the disadvantages of the restrictions out- 
weigh the advantages to us. 

Such an instance would be in the case of 
the proposed restrictions on the import of 
Venezuelan petroleum. Various proposals 
to that effect such as the Simpson bill 
recommendation would have done incalcu- 
lable harm to our good-neighbor program, 
and for that reason I have absolutely op- 
posed them. 


Lead and zine merit protection 


To cite a second instance, there is the lead 
and zinc tariff problem. Here, in my judg- 
ment, an important and strategic American 
industry has been dealt very severe blows. 
A great number of American mines have lit- 
erally been put out of commission. The 
modest tariff increases recommended to help 
relieve their plight is, I believe, justified, 
particularly from the standpoint of national 
defense. 


Hardboard should be reclassified 


Still another phase of the tariff problem 
has come up in conjunction with legislation 
to correct the present tariff classification 
of hardboard from wood (dutiable at 714-15 
percent ad valorem) to paper (dutiable at a 
straight 1634 percent.) 

I had hoped that the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee would very. definitely act upon a bill 
for this purpose which the House of Rep- 
resentatives has approved, H. R. 9666. Now, 
however, the committee has deferred action 
until the Tariff Commission can make an 
overall study of the hardboard industry and 
submit recommendations to the committee. 

It is a fact that upon this hardwood de- 
cision depends the future of a great many 
companies and employees, including many 
in my State. In any event, I believe—on 
the merits—that the facts have long since 
been available, justifying a favorable de- 
cision on this problem, and I am sorry to 
see the committee’s decision for delay. I 
believe in study, but not when the issue has 
been studied and studied and harm has al- 
ready been experienced. 

I have in my hands a considerable num- 
ber of messages from my own and neighbor- 
ing States: from Mr. D. C. Everest, one of 
the great figures of the vital Wisconsin 
paper industry; from Mr. R. W. Pruden, ex- 
ecutive manager of the Superior Associa- 
tion of Commerce; from Mr. D. C. Mac Don- 
ald, president of the Superior Wood Products 
Co. of Duluth; from Neils Hedvall, president 
of the International Brotherhood of Pulp 
Sulphite and Paper Mill Workers, local at 
Duluth, all urging prompt action on H. R. 
9666. Their position is, I feel, sound. The 
reclassification is merited. 


Sound decision in watch case 


A final tariff instance which I shall cite 
is the notable decision already announced, 
and that is of course the forthright posi- 
tion of the President in the watch tariff 
case, 

In my judgment, the President’s posi- 
tion was eminently fair and wise. 

It was quite clear that there was very 
definitely a grave danger that the domestic 
watch and clock industry would soon dis- 
appear beyond recall unless it were granted 
relief under the escape clause provision of 
the Trade Agreements Act. 

The Commander in Chief of our Armed 
Forces well knew from his lifetime of mili- 
tary experience that modern warfare de- 
pends on precision timepieces, timing de- 
vices, ammunition components, and count- 
less delicate instruments to which the skills 
of the American watch and clock industry 
must contribute. 

My personal position on behalf of watch 
tariff relief was primarily based on what I, 
too, regard as the national defense aspects 
of the problem. My own State was defi- 
nitely not involved directly in this issue, un- 
like various other States which are centers 
of the watch industry. 
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Some press comment distorted watch 
cision 


I spoke therefore from a position which I 
feel was objective and impartial. 

I should like to refer now to an interest- 
ing aspect of this matter—the comments in 
the press—before and after the watch de- 
cision. 

All in all, I think that some press com- 
ments on the watch decision offer a good 
illustration of how the meaning of an issue 
can be inflated and exaggerated out of all 
proportion. 

The President’s decision has of course 
been praised by many, condemned by others. 

Some of those who have condemned it 
have tried to use it as an excuse to portray 
the Republican administration and the Re- 
publican Party as allegedly “insensitive to 
world opinion,” “‘unalert to the need for 
world trade,” “unmindful of the fears in the 
minds of many nations concerning future 
United States economic policy.” 

The fact of the matter is, however, that 
the Republican Party and the Republican 
administration are very definitely sensitive 
to each and every one of these problems. 
The Republican Party and administration 
know that trade is a cornerstone of world 
prosperity. We know that nations cannot 
buy unless they sell. 

At the same time, the Republican Party 
believes in a commonsense approach to this 
problem. It believes that if every Tariff 
Commission recommendation for a tariff in- 
crease is to be absolutely ignored, then we 
might just as well not have a tariff com- 
mission, 

If we are going to take the position that 
every single tariff increase must be uni- 
formly opposed because it might be regarded 
as a symptom of so-called Smoot-Hawley 
protectionism, then we should abandon the 
whole procedure of tariff hearings. 

In the watch tariff instance, the very con- 
siderable and well-financed propaganda 
forces of the Swiss industry had conducted 
a tremendous campaign to convince every- 
one that world trade would practically come 
to an end if the President granted tariff re- 
lief; that the entire free world alliance would 
be practically ripped asunder if the Presi- 
dent accepted the Tariff Commission’s rec- 
ommendation for the increase. 

Now, of course, nothing of the sort re- 
sulted from the President's wise decision. 

Although many foreign sources (totally ir- 
respective of the watch industry) would no 
doubt have preferred an opposite decision, 
most observers recognized that the problems 
involved in the watch industry were unique 
and did demand sympathetic attention. 

Of the principal public reaction which 
came from abroad, virtually all seems to 
have originated in or been inspired by Swiss 
sources. Neither the Associated Press nor 
the United Press reported any special reac- 
tion from any of their bureaus located else- 
where in the world, outside Switzerland and 
West Germany. 

The fact of the matter is that most keen- 
eyed American and foreign observers know 
that the Swiss watch cartel is not the inno- 
cent lamb that it pretends to be. 

It has knocked out so many watch indus- 
tries in so many countries, controlling as it 
does 95 percent of world markets, that it 
could hardly hope to arouse any particular 
sympathy on our part. What our Swiss 
friends choose to do in their own country— 
as regard cartel restrictions—is, of course, 
their own prerogative. We have a very high 
regard for the Swiss Government and the 
Swiss people. We admire their diligence, 
their democracy, their fortitude. 

But what we choose to do in our country 
in order to protect a defense industry from 
destruction by that cartel is of course our 
prerogative. 

And frankly, some of us get a little tired 
at wild criticisms of President Eisenhower, 
simply because on this particular case, on 
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its merits, he came to-a decision which his 
own conscience told him was sound, and 
which I believe the American people very 
definitely recognize as such. And, I might 
add, it was a decision on a vital industry 
whose importance has been stressed by the 
Department of Commerce, the Office of De- 
fense Mobilization, our own Senate Armed 
Services Committee, the Department of De- 
fense, and other agencies. 

To be sure, there are some American edi- 
tors and newspapers who have chosen to mis- 
construe the President's action as constitut- 
ing a so-called reversal of previous admin- 
istration policy aimed at greater trade. It 
is no such thing. 

The tariff subject is definitely not one in 
which the President can or should take an 
arbitrary, rigid position for, let us say, either 
free trade or for high tariff barriers, irrespec- 
tive of any and all defense and other con- 
siderations which prevail in given situations. 

As the New York Herald Tribune remarked 
in its editorial of Thursday, July 29: 

“The President’s action, painfully difficult 
as it had to be, cannot in the nature of 
things stand alone. Foreign friends know 
well that American trade policy is the prod- 
uct of a balance among multiple and often 
competing interests. Our foreign-aid pro- 
gram, our unrestricted currency and all of 
our trade concessions to other countries are 
also part of our national policy. Our mili- 
tary program provides sinews of free-world 
defense as well as creating particular eco- 
nomic problems.” 

This is precisely what I am urging today: 
& better understanding of our United States 
position. I am urging that United States 
policy not be misrepresented; that our coun- 
try not be criticized every time we choose to 
take some independent action. 

My own deep interest in promoting sound 
relations with the world needs no reiteration 
at this point. 

On this very day in the pages of the Con- 
GRESSIONAL Recorp will be found an appeal 
which I am making for rejection of a par- 
ticular proposal which I regard as contrary 
to sound American foreign policy; namely, 
the amendment imposing arbitrary restric- 
tions on the trea process, 

Therefore, I hope that on the economic 
side of our policy, we will continue to adopt 
a commonsense attitude—one which care- 
fully evaluates the pros and cons, the assets 
and debits, the advantages and disadvan- 
tages, to our own people and to foreign 
peoples, and with calmness, comes to a fair 
decision. And I hope that our decision will 
be understood abroad. 


ACTIVITIES OF THE FOREIGN RELA- 
TIONS COMMITTEE DURING THE 
83D CONGRESS 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, since the 
enactment of the Legislative Reorgan- 
ization Act of 1946, it has been the cus- 
tom of the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations to prepare an account of its 
activities during each Congress. This 
is in the nature of a report to the Senate 
and the people on the fulfillment of our 
responsibilities and duties. The report 
is now being prepared by the committee 
staff. It will be quite comprehensive. 
However, since bills and joint resolutions 
will continue to be signed by the Presi- 
dent for a few days after Congress ad- 
journs, and since the committee wants 
to show such final actions in the report, 
I shall be unable to file it while the Sen- 
ate is still in session. I therefore ask 
permission to file the report, entitled 
“Legislative History of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, United States Senate, 
83d Congress,” after the adjournment of 
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Congress, and to have it printed as a 
Senate document. In the past, these 
reports have run between 60 and 80 
pages; and I expect that this will be 
approximately the length of the one now 
under preparation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Wisconsin? Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there further morning business? If not, 
morning business is closed. 


GRANT OF CERTAIN LANDS IN NE- 
VADA TO LAS VEGAS VALLEY 
WATER DISTRICT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Payne in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate the amendment of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 3302) 
granting to the Las Vegas Valley water 
district, a public corporation organized 
under the laws of the State of Nevada, 
certain public lands of the United States 
in the State of Nevada, which was, on 
page 2, line 2, after “purposes”, insert 
“only to the extent required for such 
development, production, storage, trans- 
mission, and distribution of water.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 


GRANT OF CERTAIN PUBLIC LANDS 
IN NEVADA TO BASIC MANAGE- 
MENT, INC. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 3303) 
granting to Basic Management, Inc., a 
private corporation organized under the 
laws of the State of Nevada, certain pub- 
lic lands of the United States in the 
State of Nevada, which was, on page 2, 
line 3, after “purposes”, insert “only to 
the extent required for such develop- 
ment, production, storage, transmission, 
and distribution of water.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 


INCORPORATION OF NATIONAL 
FUND FOR MEDICAL EDUCATION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1748) to incorporate the National Fund 
for Medical Education, which was, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 


That the following persons: Donald C. Bal- 
four, M. D., Rochester, Minn.; Louis H. Bauer, 
M. D., Hempstead, N. T.; Margaret Culkin 
Banning, Duluth, Minn.; E. N. Beesley, In- 
dianapolis, Ind.; James F. Bell, Minneap- 
olis, Minn.; Elmer H. Bobst, New York, N. X.: 
Earl Bunting, Washington, D. C.; Carl Byoir, 
New York, N. L.; James L. Camp, Jr., Frank- 
lin, Va.; Champ Carry, Chicago, III.: Robert 
S. Cheek, Nashville, Tenn.; Colby M. Chester, 
New York, N. Y.; Frank A. Christensen, New 
York, N. Y.; Paul F. Clark, Boston, Mass.; 
Lucius D. Clay, New York, N. Y.; S. Sloan 
Colt, Westhampton Beach, N. Y.; George H. 
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Coppers, New York, N. Y.; William E. Cotter, 
Scarsdale, N. Y.; C. R. Cox, New York, N. T.;: 
Howard S. Cullman, New York, N. Y.; Walter 
J. Cummings, Chicago, Ill.; Willard K. Den- 
ton, New York, N. V.; Raoul E. Desvernine, 
Washington, D. C.; Michael Francis Doyle, 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Victor Emanuel, New York, N. Y.; Peter M. 
Fraser, Hartford, Conn.; Bernard F. Gimbel, 
Greenwich, Conn.; William B. Given, Jr., 
New York, N. X.; Robert M. Hanes, Winston- 
Salem, N. C.; David M. Heyman, New York, 
N. T.; Oveta Culp Hobby, Houston, Tex.; 
Herbert Hoover, New York, N. Y.; B. Brewster 
Jennings, Glen Head, N. T.; Eric A. John- 
ston, Washington, D. C.; Devereux C. Jo- 
sephs, New York, N. T.; Meyer Kestnbaum, 
Chicago, III.; Edgar Kobak, New York, N. X.; 
Allan B. Kline, Chicago, Ill.; Robert Lehman, 
New York, N. Y.; Samuel D. Leidesdorf, New 
York, N. T.; Leroy A. Lincoln, New York, 
N. T.; Ralph Lowell, Boston, Mass.; Benja- 
min E. Mays, Atlanta, Ga.; Neil McElroy, 
Cincinnati, Ohio; George W. Merck, West 
Orange, N. J.; Don G. Mitchell, New York, 
N. Y.; George G. Montgomery, San Francisco, 
Calif; Seeley G. Mudd, M. D., Los Angeles, 
Calif. 

Charles S. Munson, New York, N. Y.; Her- 
schel D. Newsom, Washington, D. C.; Edward 
J. Noble, New York, N. Y.; William S. Paley, 
New York, N. Y.; Thomas I, Parkinson, New 
York, N. L.; F. D. Patterson, Tuskegee, Ala.; 
Joseph M. Proskauer, New York, N. L.; B. 
Earl Puckett, New York, N. Y.; Victor F. 
Ridder, New York, N. Y.; Owen J. Roberts, 
Philadelphia, Pa.; Winthrop Rockefeller, 
Little Rock, Ark.; Anna M. Rosenberg, New 
York, N. T.; T. J. Ross, New York, N. L.; 
Howard A. Rusk, M. D., New York, N. T.; 
Frank P. Samford, Birmingham, Ala.; Lester 
N. Selig, Chicago, III.; Eustace Seligman, New 
York, N. Y.; Spyros P. Skouras, New York, 
N. T.; Alfred P. Sloan, Jr., New York, N. Y.; 

F. Smith, New Brunswick, N. J.; 
Harold V. Smith, New York, N. Y.; Harold 
E. Stassen, Washington, D. C.; John P. 
Stevens, Jr., New York, N. L.: William C. 
Stolk, New York, N. Y.; Harvey B. Stone, 
M. D., Baltimore, Md.; 

Reese H. Taylor, Los Angeles, Calif.; Juan 
T. Trippe, Greenwich, Conn.; Thomas J. Wat- 
son, New York, N. Y.; Ernest T. Weir, Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.; George Whitney, New York, N. Y.; 
Robert E. Wilson, Chicago, III.; R. W. Wood- 
ruff, Atlanta, Ga.; Wilson W. Wyatt, Louis- 
ville, Ky.; J. D. Zellerbach, San Francisco, 
Calif.; and John S. Zinsser, Philadelphia, Pa.; 
and their successors, are hereby created and 
declared to be a body corporate of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, where its legal domicile 
shall be, by the name of the National Fund 
for Medical Education (hereinafter referred 
to as the corporation) and by such name 
shall be known and have perpetual succes- 
sion and the powers, limitations, and restric- 
tions herein contained. 


COMPLETION OF ORGANIZATION 


Sec. 2. A majority of the persons named 
in the first section of this act are authorized 
to complete the organization of the corpo- 
ration by the selection of officers and em- 
ployees, the adoption of a constitution and 
bylaws, not inconsistent with this act, and 
the doing of such other acts as may be neces- 
sary for such purpose. 


PURPOSES OF THE CORPORATION 


Sec. 3. The purposes of the corporation 
shall be to raise from private sources, dis- 
perse and administer funds for medical edu- 
cation, and in connection therewith to take 
other appropriate action to promote and fos- 
ter the following objectives: 

(1) The interpretation of the needs of 
medical education to the American public; 

(2) The encouragement of the growth, 
development, and advancement of constant- 
ly improving standards and methods in the 
education and training of all medical man- 
power in the Nation; and 
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(3) The preservation of academic freedom 
in the institutions of medical education, 


CORPORATE POWERS 


Sec. 4. The corporation shall have power— 

(1) to have succession by its corporate 
name; 

(2) to sue and be sued, complain and de- 
fend in any court of competent jurisdiction; 

(3) to adopt, use, and alter a corporate 
seal; 

(4) to choose such officers, managers, 
agents, and employees as the business of the 
corporation may require; 

(5) to adopt, amend, and alter a constitu- 
tion and bylaws, not inconsistent with the 
laws of the United States or any State in 
which the corporation is to operate, for the 
management of its property and the regu- 
lation of its affairs; 

(6) to contract and be contracted with; 

(7) to take by lease, gift, purchase, grant, 
devise, or bequest from any private corpo- 
ration, association, partnership, firm or in- 
dividual and to hold any property, real, 
personal or mixed, necessary or convenient 
for attaining the objects and carrying into 
effect the purposes of the corporation, sub- 
ject, however, to applicable provisions of 
law of any State (A) governing the amount 
or kind of property which may be held by, 
or (B) otherwise limiting or controlling the 
ownership of property by, a corporation 
operating in such State; 

(8) to transfer, convey, lease, sublease, 
encumber and otherwise alienate real, per- 
sonal or mixed property; and 

(9) to borrow money for the purposes of 
the corporation, issue bonds therefor, and 
secure the same by mortgage, deed of trust, 
pledge or otherwise, subject in every case to 
all applicable provisions of Federal and 
State laws. 


PRINCIPAL OFFICE; SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES; DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA AGENT 


Sec. 5. (a) The principal office of the cor- 
poration shall be located in New York City, 
N. Y., or in such other place as may be 
later determined by the board of directors, 
but the activities of the corporation shall 
not be confined to that place, but may be 
conducted throughout the various States, 
Territories, and possessions of the United 
States. 

(b) The corporation shall have in the 
District of Columbia at all times a desig- 
nated agent authorized to accept service of 
process for the corporation; and notice to 
or service upon such agent, or mailed to 
the business address of such agent, shall be 
deemed notice to or service upon the cor- 
poration. 


MEMBERSHIP; VOTING RIGHTS 


Sec. 6. (a) Eligibility for membership in 
the corporation and the rights, privileges, 
and designation of classes of members shall, 
except as provided in this act, be determined 
as the constitution and bylaws of the cor- 
poration may provide. 

(b) Each member of the corporation, other 
than honorary, sustaining or associate mem- 
bers, shall have the right to one vote on 
each matter submitted to a vote at all meet- 
ings of the members of the corporation, 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS: COMPOSITION, 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

Sec. 7 (a) Upon the enactment of this 
act the membership of the initial board of 
directors of the corporation shall consist of 
the present members of the executive com- 
mittee of the National Fund for Medical 
Education, Inc., the corporation described 
in section 16 of this act, or such of them as 
may then be living and are qualified members 
of said executive committee, to wit: Earl 
Bunting, Washington, D. C.; Colby M. Ches- 
ter, New York, N. Y.; S. Sloan Colt, West- 
hampton Beach, N. Y.; William E. Cotter, 
Scarsdale, N, Y.; Victor Emanuel, New York, 
N. .; Willian B. Given, Jr., New York, N. L.; 
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Herbert Hoover, New York, N. Y.; Devereux 
C. Josephs, New York, N. X.; Samuel D. 
Leidesdorf, New York, N. Y.; Leroy A. Lin- 
coln, New York, N. .; Eustace Seligman, 
New York, N. V.; Juan T. Trippe, Greenwich, 
Conn.; and John S. Zinsser, Philadelphia, Pa.; 
together with the following members of the 
medical profession, namely, Donald C. Bal- 
four, M. D., Rochester, Minn.; Louis H. Bauer, 
M. D., Hempstead, N. Y.; Howard A. Rusk, 
M. D., New York, N. Y.; and Harvey B. Stone, 
M. D., Baltimore, Md. 

(b) Thereafter, the board of directors of 
the corporation shall consist of such num- 
ber (not less than 15 and not more than 25, 
4 of whom shall at all times be members of 
the medical profession), shall be selected in 
such manner (including the filling of va- 
cancies), and shall serve for such term as 
may be prescribed in the constitution and 
bylaws of the corporation. 

(c) The board of directors shall be the 
governing board of the corporation and, 
during the intervals between the meetings 
of members, shall be responsible for the gen- 
eral policies and program of the corporation 
and for the control of all contributed funds 
as may be raised by the corporation. 


OFFICERS; ELECTION AND DUTIES OF OFFICERS 


Sec. 8. (a) The officers of the corporation 
shall be a chairman of the board of directors, 
a president, one or more vice presidents (as 
may be prescribed in the constitution and 
bylaws of the corporation), a secretary, and 
a treasurer, and one or more assistant secre- 
taries and assistant treasurers as may be pro- 
vided in the constitution and bylaws. 

(b) The officers of the corporation shall 
be elected in such manner and for such terms 
and with such duties as may be prescribed 
in the constitution and bylaws of the cor- 
poration. 


USE OF INCOME; LOANS TO OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, 
OR EMPLOYEES 

Src. 9. (a) No part of the income or assets 
of the corporation shall inure to any of its 
members, directors, or officers as such, or be 
distributable to any of them during the life 
of the corporation or upon its dissolution 
or final liquidation. Nothing in this sub- 
section, however, shall be construed to pre- 
vent the payment of compensation to officers 
of the corporation in amounts approved by 
the board of directors of the corporation, 

(b) The corporation shall not make loans 
to its officers, directors, or employees. Any 
director who votes for or assents to the mak- 
ing of a loan or advance to an officer, director, 
or employee of the corporation, and any 
officer who participates in the making of such 
a loan or advance, shall be jointly and sev- 
erally liable to the corporation for the 
amount of such loan until the repayment 
thereof. 


NONPOLITICAL NATURE OF CORPORATION 
Src. 10. The corporation, and its officers 


and directors as such, shall not contribute’ 


to or otherwise support or assist any political 
party or candidate for public office, 
LIABILITY FOR ACTS OF OFFICERS AND AGENTS 
Src. 11. The corporation shall be liable for 
the acts of its officers and agents when act- 
ing within the scope of their authority. 


PROHIBITION AGAINST ISSUANCE OF STOCK OR 
PAYMENT OF DIVIDENDS 
Sec. 12. The corporation shall have no 
power to issue any shares of stock or to de- 
clare or pay any dividends. 


BOOKS AND RECORDS; INSPECTION 


Sec. 13. The corporation shall keep cor- 
rect and complete books and records of ac- 
count and shall keep minutes of the pro- 
ceedings of its members, board of directors, 
and committees having any authority under 
the board of directors; and it shall also keep 
at its principal office a record of the names 
and addresses of its members entitled to 
vote. All books and records of the corpora- 
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tion may be inspected by any member en- 
titled to vote, or his agent or attorney, for 
any proper purpose, at any reasonable time. 


AUDIT OF FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS 


Src. 14. (a) The financial transactions 
shall be audited annually by an independent 
certified public accountant in accordance 
with the principles and procedures appli- 
cable to commercial corporate transactions. 
The audit shall be conducted at the place 
or places where the accounts of the corpora- 
tion are normally kept. All books, accounts, 
financial records, reports, files, and all other 
papers, things, or property belonging to or 
in use by the corporation and necessary to 
facilitate the audit shall be made available 
to the person or persons conducting the 
audit; and full facilities for verifying trans- 
actions with the balances or securities held 
by depositories, fiscal agents, and custodians 
shall be afforded to such person or persons. 

(b) A report of such audit shall be made 
by the corporation to the Congress not later 
than March 1 of each year. The report shall 
set forth the scope of the audit and shall in- 
clude a verification by the person or per- 
sons conducting the audit of statements of 
(1) assets and liabilities, (2) capital and 
surplus or deficit, (3) surplus or deficit 
analysis, (4) income and expense, and (5) 
sources and application of funds. Such re- 
port shall not be printed as a public docu- 
ment. 


USE OF ASSETS ON DISSOLUTION OR LIQUIDATION 


Sec. 15. Upon dissolution or final liqui- 
dation of the corporation, after discharge or 
satisfaction of all outstanding obligations 
and liabilities, the remaining assets, if any, 
of the corporation shall be distributed in 
accordance with the determination of the 
board of directors of the corporation and in 
compliance with the constitution and by- 
laws of the corporation and all Federal and 
State laws applicable thereto. 


TRANSFER OF ASSETS 

Sec. 16. The corporation may acquire the 
assets of the National Fund for Medical Edu- 
cation, Inc., a corporation organized under 
the laws of the State of New York, upon dis- 
charging or satisfactorily providing for the 
payment and discharge of all of the liability 
of such corporation and upon complying 
with all laws of the State of New York appli- 
cable thereto, 


RESERVATION OF RIGHT TO AMEND OR REPEAL 


CHARTER 
Sec. 17. The right to alter, amend, or re- 
peal this act is expressly reserved. 
Mr. WATKINS. I- move that the 


Senate concur in the amendment of the 
House. 


The motion was agreed to, 


TERMINATION OF FEDERAL JURIS- 
DICTION OVER ALABAMA AND 
COUSHATTA TRIBES OF INDIANS 
OF TEXAS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2744) to provide for the termination 
of Federal supervision over the prop- 
erty of the Alabama and Coushatta 
Tribes of Indians of Texas, and the in- 
dividual members thereof; and for other 
purposes, which were, on page 2, line 21, 
strike out “in the State of Oklahoma,” 
and on page 4, line 9, strike out all after 
“Sec. 7.“ down to and including “citi- 
zens” in line 12 and insert “Nothing in 
this act shall affect the status of the 
members of the tribes as citizens of the 
United States.” 
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Mr. WATKINS. I move that the Sen- 
ate concur in the amendments of the 
House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


PARTITION AND DISTRIBUTION OF 
ASSETS OF THE UTE INDIAN 
TRIBE OF THE UINTAH AND 
OURAY RESERVATION, UTAH 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
3532) to provide for the partition and 
distribution of the assets of the Ute In- 
dian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Res- 
ervation in Utah between the mixed- 
blood and fullblood members thereof; 
and for the termination of Federal su- 
pervision over the property of the mixed- 
blood members of said tribe; to provide 
a development program for the full- 
blood members of said tribe; and for 
other purposes, which were, on page 2, 
strike out lines 8 to 11, inclusive, and 
insert: 

(b) “Fullblood” means a member of the 
tribe who possesses one-half degree of Ute 
Indian blood and a total of Indian blood 
in excess of one-half, excepting those who 
become mixed-bloods by choice under the 
provisions of section 4 hereof. 


On page 2, strike out lines 12 to 15, 
inclusive, and insert: 

(c) “Mixed-blood” means a member of 
the tribe who does not possess sufficient 
Indian or Ute Indian blood to fall within 
the fullblood class as herein defined, and 
those who become mixed-bloods by choice 
under the provisions of section 4 hereof, 


On page 18, line 21, strike out “effec- 
tive date” and insert “date of enact- 
ment”, and on page 24, line 12, strike 
out all after “Sec. 25.” down to and in- 
cluding “citizens” in line 15 and insert 
“Nothing in this act shall affect the sta- 
tus of the members of the tribe as citi- 
zens of the United States.” 

Mr. WATKINS. I move that the Sen- 
ate concur in the amendments of the 
House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


BRUNHILDE WALBURGA GOLOMB, 
RALPH ROBERT GOLOMB, AND PA- 
TRICIA ANN GOLOMB 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representa- 
tives to the bill (S. 1225) for the relief 
of Brunhilde Walburga Golomb, Ralph 
Robert Golomb, and Patricia Ann 
Golomb. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1225) for the relief of Brunhilde Wal- 
burga Golomb, Ralph Robert Golomb, 
and Patricia Ann Golomb, which were, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: A 

That, notwithstanding the provision of 
section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, Brunhilde Walburga Go- 
lomb Hartsworm may be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence if 
she is found to be otherwise admissible under 
the provisions of that act: Provided, That 
this exemption shall apply only to a ground 
for exclusion of which the Department of 
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State or the Department of Justice had 
knowledge prior to the enactment of this 
act. 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
„An act for the relief of Brunhilde Wal- 
burga Golomb Hartsworm.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, this 
matter has been cleared with the minor- 
ity side. It will take but a moment. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, this 
bill, which was passed by the Senate 
on April 5, 1954, provides for the ad- 
mission into the United States of the 
fiance and the two minor children of 
Sgt. Robert F. Hartsworm, an American 
citizen-soldier. The fiance’s name was 
listed as Brunhilde Walburga Golomb. 

Thereafter, on July 1, 1954, Mr. Harts- 
worm notified the House committee that 
he had married his fiance last year, 
prior to his return to the United States. 
The House amended the bill accordingly 
by properly listing the name as Brunhilde 
Walburga Golomb Hartsworm. 

I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF 
CERTAIN ALIENS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
‘fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the con- 
current resolution (S. Con. Res. 92) fa- 
voring the suspension of deportation in 
the case of certain aliens, which was, on 
page 6, strike out line 20. 

Mr. WATKINS. I move that the Sen- 
ate concur in the amendment of the 
House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


IDENTITY OF CERTAIN COMMU- 
NIST-INFILTRATED ORGANIZA- 
TIONS 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3706) to amend the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950 
to provide for the determination of the 
identity of certain Communist-infil- 
trated organizations, and for other pur- 
poses, fi 3 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
understand that the pending question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MaG- 
nuson]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is the pending question; and a unani- 
mous-consent agreement has been en- 
tered regarding the time available for 
debate on that question. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
now suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, as I understand, the time for this 
quorum call will not run against the 
time provided unanimously for debate 
on the pending measure. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As 
soon as the quorum call is completed, the 
time will start running. 
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Gore Murray 
Bridges Green Pastore 
Carlson Hendrickson Payne 
Case Johnson, Tex. Potter 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Reynolds 
Cordon Knowland Saltonstall 
Crippa Kuchel Smith, N. J. 
Dirksen Lehman Stennis 
Duff Magnuson Watkins 
Frear Mansfield Wiley 
George Martin Williams 
Goldwater Monroney Young 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. LANGER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senators from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Ervin and Mr. Lennon], the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Kxrau- 
vER], and the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. NEELY] are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from Alabama IMr. 
SPARKMAN] is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
Payne in the chair). 
present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di- 
rected to request the attendance of ab- 
sent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order 
of the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. 
Barrett, Mr. BEALL, Mr. Bennett, Mrs. 
BOWRING, Mr. Bricker, Mr. Burke, Mr. 
Busu, Mr. BUTLER, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAPE- 
HART, Mr. CLEMENTS, Mr, Cooper, Mr. 
DANIEL, Mr. Dovctas, Mr. DWORSHAK, 
Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. FUL- 
BRIGHT, Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. 
HENNINGS, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. HILL, 
Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr, Ivxs, 
Mr. JACKSON, Mr. JENNER, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Colorado, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERR, 
Mr. KILGORE, Mr. Lone, Mr. MALONE, Mr. 
MAYBANK, Mr. MCCARRAN, Mr. MCCARTHY, 
Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. Monpt, Mr. PURTELL, Mr. 
ROBERTSON, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. SCHOEPPEL, 
Mr. SmaTHERS, Mrs. SMITH of Maine, Mr. 
SYMINGTON, Mr. Toye, Mr. Upton, and 
Mr. WELKER entered the Chamber and 
answered to their names, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is present. 

The Senate is now proceeding under a 
unanimous-consent agreement, pursu- 
ant to which debate on the pending 
amendment is limited to 1 hour, divided 
equally, and controlled, respectively, by 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Macnvson] and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. BUTLER]; and no amendment 
thereto which is not germane to the sub- 
ject matter of the amendment may be 
received. 

How much time does the Senator from 
Washington yield to himself? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield myself 20 
minutes. 

At the outset, Mr. President, by in- 
advertence on my part, on the amend- 


(Mr. 
A quorum is not 
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ment which is now before the Senate in 
the nature of a substitute the name of 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN] was omitted as 
a cosponsor. I ask unanimous consent 
that his name be added as a sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. i 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, be- 
fore the Senate recessed last night, after 
the submission of the proposed substi- 
tute, I pointed out certain facts for the 
benefit of the Senate, and for the pur- 
pose of saving time of the Senate I placed 
in the Record what could be considered 
a chronological history of the proposal 
now before the Senate, and similar pieces 
of legislation, 

I wish to point out again certain facts, 
which I think form a solid foundation 
for the contention that favorable con- 
sideration should be given to the sugges- 
tion made by myself and several other 
Senators that the Senate should adopt 
the pending amendment to S. 3706 in the 
nature of a substitute. 

Practically every phase of the bill in- 
troduced by the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. BUTLER], S. 3706, has been consid- 
ered by the House of Representatives, 
which is now in virtual semiadjourn- 
ment. 

After hearings, Mr. President, both on 
the bill before the Senate now and the 
other bill which came up, the House 
Committee on the Judiciary, member- 
ship of which is composed of 16 Republi- 
cans and 14 Democrats, by unanimous 
vote in each instance did the following: 

First, after hearings the committee 
by unanimous vote tabled the so-called 
communistic infiltration organization 
bill—I so designate the bill, since that 
was the name given to it—proposed by 
Attorney General Brownell, a bill which 
I say is similar to or almost identical to 
S. 3706. 

Second, the House Committee on the 
Judiciary substituted for the Brownell 
screening bill a proposal for a study 
commission, which is suggested in the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
now before the Senate, which they said 
was virtually identical to the provisions 
of the so-called Magnuson proposal, 

They point out in their report what is 
also set forth in the minority views in 
connection with the so-called almost 
“end around play” that was made later 
by the House Committee on Un-Ameri- 
can Activities, in reporting a bill similar 
to Senate bill 3706, that the substitute 
proposal for a study commission was 
merely an extension of provisions of a 
bill which I am sure the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. BUTLER] and I supported, 
the other so-called Magnuson screening 
bill, relating to waterfront and maritime 
matters. That statement appears in 
their report. 

So the House Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, which is the permanent commit- 
tee of the House which is now in virtual 
adjournment, to which bills of this char- 
acter will have to be referred if they pass 
the Senate, considered these bills after 
long hearings, and took the action I 
have stated. That committee reported 
a bill virtually identical to the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute which 
is before the Senate. 
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I am stating these facts because I am 
sure all of us want to do something about 
Communist infiltration. But as a prac- 
tical legislative matter, if the Senate 
passes the pending bill, in my opinion, 
in view of the House action on similar 
bills, we will finally have no bill at all, 
and we will not move along toward our 
chief goal. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield for a 
question, 

Mr. McCARRAN. Is it not true that 
Mr. VELDE, the chairman of the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities, 
now has an identical bill under consid- 
eration? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I will say to the 
Senator from Nevada that I pointed 
that fact out. That is correct; but Iam 
relating what the permanent committee 
of the House did. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have only 20 
minutes, and the Senator from Mary- 
land has a half hour. 

I have stated what the House did. It 
is my firm opinion that as a practical 
matter the House will not accept these 
two bills, judging from its previous ac- 
tion. This is not speculation. I have 
stated what the House actually did. 

It is true, let me say to the Senator 
from Nevada, that the House Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary, which is a perma- 
nent committee, would have jurisdiction 
to consider these bills in the House. No 
one has been a more zealous guardian of 
the jurisdictional prerogative in this 
body than the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran], so far as the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on the Judiciary is con- 
cerned. The House Committee on the 
Judiciary considered a similar bill, held 
long hearings, and came up with the 
proposal which is now before the Sen- 
ate in the form of a substitute. 

Later on, in what I call some kind of 
an “end around play,” the House Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities re- 
ported a bill which, I think, is almost 
identical to S. 3706. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on my own time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON, Yes. 

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator from 
Washington not believe that the Senate 
should go ahead and legislate, and not 
try to second guess the House of Repre- 
sentatives, especially after the President 
of the United States within the past sev- 
eral days has said he desires to have this 
bill passed? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Is that a question? 

Mr. BUTLER. That is a question, yes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Very well. The 
President of the United States has been 
in favor of many bills, but the Congress 
has the power to legislate, and that is 
what we are doing. 

Mr. BUTLER rose. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I refuse to yield. 
I am going to answer the Senator's 
question. 

It seems that every time some Member 
of Congress march2s down to the other 
end of the avenue he comes back with 
a new list of must bills, In other words, 
they get orders to pass certain bills, 
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Some of the legislative proposals are 
good. Some of them I have opposed. 
But Congress is the legislative body. I 
am pointing out the practical situation. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. I refuse to 
yield, because I have only 20 minutes. 

Mr. BUTLER. I will ask my question 
and have it charged to my own time, if 
the Senator does not mind. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let me finish my 
statement. 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator from 
Washington did not answer my question, 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I will answer it. 

Mr. BUTLER. My question was: Does 
the Senator not think that the Senate 
should go ahead and legislate on its own 
responsibility, and not try to second- 
guess the House of Representatives as to 
what it is going to do? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not think I 
am second-guessing what the House of 
Representatives is going to do. 

Mr. BUTLER. I think the Senator 
from Washington is. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iam answering the 
Senator’s question. I think I know what 
8 House of Representatives is going 

do. 

Mr. BUTLER. I think I know, too. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think I know. I 


know the House pretty well. I served 
in that body for many years. I know 
what the House,is going to do. I know 


the situation they face now. 

I am saying that if the Senate desires 
to do something about the subject matter 
of the pending bill—a subject matter 
which I tackled in 1950 with my own 
bill, although it related only to maritime 
matters—the Senate ought to go ahead 
and act by adopting the amendment I 
have offered, to which the House will 
agree because the permanent committee 
of the House unanimously agreed to it. 

It is said that the President of the 
United States wants this bill passed. 
There are 16 Republican Members of the 
House on the Committee on the Judici- 
ary who apparently did not want it. 
This bill, if passed, will have to be sent 
to the House Committee on the Judiciary. 
That is the only place where it can be 
sent. 

The House Un-American Activities 
Committee did report a bill similar to 
S. 3706, but without hearings at all, and 
there were only five members of the com- 
mittee present at the meeting when the 
action was taken. 

What I have referred to was the 
unanimous report of the House Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, with a member- 
ship of 16 Republicans and 14 Dem- 
ocrats. > 

What else did the House do? This is 
not second-guessing. Iam stating facts. 
What else did the House do? Instead of 
going to the country and saying, “Oh, we 
passed in the Senate some sort of an 
anti-Communist bill,” if we want to do 
something solid and intelligent about 
this subject and get something actually 
accomplished, the pending amendment 
should be agreed to. We are all trying 
to reach the same objective. 

What else did the House do? After 
extensive hearings, the House Commit- 
tee on Education and Labor, which is 
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concerned with this problem because of 
the question of infiltration of Commu- 
nists into unions, refused to report fa- 
vorably the so-called Rhodes bill, H. R. 
3993, which is a companion bill to the 
bill introduced by the Senator from Ari- 
zoną [Mr. GOLDWATER], and almost iden- 
tical with the bill introduced by the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] which 
is now before the Senate. 

There are two House permanent com- 
mittees which have refused to report 
favorably on this bill. It was not be- 
cause they did not want to accomplish 
the objective sought, but rather that 
they thought the bill did not provide 
the way to go about it. 

The third point I have already dis- 
cussed, but I think the record ought to 
be clear. This is not second guessing 
anything. After the two permanent 
House committees had discussed this 
very matter, and the House Committee 
on Un-American Activities, with only 5 
of its 9 members present, without any 
legislative hearings whatsoever, either 
pro or con, without any advance notice, 
and after less than 1 hour of committee 
discussion, reported the bill which is the 
companion bill to S. 3706. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Ido not have time. 
I have only 20 minutes. I shall be glad 
to yield later if I have any time left. 

What did that House Committee on 
Un-American Activities do? Only 5 of 
the 9 members were present, and 3 of 
those members have submitted for the 
perusal of Congress minority views on a 
bill very similar to the one now before 
the Senate. 

The minority views are signed by the 
distinguished, long-time Member of the 
House, Representative Francis WALTER, 
of Pennsylvania, who also is and has 
been for many years one of the senior 
members of the House Committee on the 
Judiciary; Representative CLYDE DOYLE, 
of California, who also is a member of 
the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities; and Representative James B. 
Frazier, of Tennessee, who is a member 
of both the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and the Committee on Un-American 
Activities. They signed the minority 
views, in which they pointed out some 
of. their apprehensions about the bill 
similar to the one now before the Sen- 
ate, and strongly suggested that there 
be adopted a measure such as has been 
suggested by my proposed amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

On June 1, 1954, the Wall Street 
Journal published an editorial with re- 
spect to this matter. I would not say 
that the Wall Street Journal was an 
organ of any of the so-called radical left- 
wingers or of the Communist Party. 
However, the Wall Street Journal points 
out in its editorial as follows: 

We recognize the trying task the Attorney 
General and his law officers face in combat- 
ing the secret and sinister Communist in- 
trigue. But it is not the part of wisdom 
ourselves to chip away at the very rights 
we seek to save from that menace. 


Other editorials of the Wall Street 
Journal which I have placed in the Rec- 
orp have pointed out that the best way 
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to handle the situation is by such a pro- 
posal as is contained in my amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The minority views also point out the 
apprehensions of the good, solid Amer- 
ican labor unions. All the labor unions 
and railroad brotherhoods, including the 
American Federation of Labor, the Con- 
gress of Industrial Organizations, and, 
I believe, the United Mine Workers, have 
expressed themselves unanimously to be 
of the view that although they favor 
the objectives sought by the pending bill, 
nevertheless the bill would not accom- 
plish those objectives to any extent 
whatsoever. It is their belief that there 
should be some sort of study made— 
and my proposed amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute would provide for 
that—and that a report should be made 
to Congress by January 15, 1955, so that 
Congress can begin to consider the ques- 
tion in a wise, intelligent way. 

The New York Times, also, in a series 
of editorials, has discussed the matter, 
and has become concerned about it. 
Yesterday morning the Times published 
another editorial, which I believe is 
either the fourth or the fifth it has pub- 
lished along these lines in the past 
month. The editorial suggests a measure 
which is similar to my amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The minority views of the House Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities also 
point out that probably there are certain 
so-called unions which might be under 
some form of communistic domination, 
and undoubtedly the leadership of such 
unions seeks to promote the interests of 


those who are engaged in subversive ac- 
tivities. The minority views, however, 
state: 


Every indication, however, is that this sit- 
uation is improving rather than growing 
worse, and that it is being successfully han- 
dled by the workers themselves, without Gov- 
ernment intervention. The testimony before 
the House Judiciary Committee on House 
Joint Resolution 528—and that committee, 
unlike this one, held hearings—was that out 
of some 13 unions which in 1949 were Com- 
munist-dominated, half of them have by now 
entirely disappeared, while the others have 
lost substantial membership. This testi- 
mony further showed that this process is a 
continuing one: within recent weeks the 
Communist-dominated unions have suffered 
further substantial loss of membership. 

We agree that so long as a single Com- 
munist misleader of labor remains in a union 
office there is no occasion for complacency. 
But, when the situation is getting better and 
not worse, neither is there occasion for 
hysteria. 


Mr. President, there are many provi- 
sions in the pending bill which, in my 
opinion as a lawyer, would cause undue 
harm in connection with the brilliant 
and almost unending fight which the 
solid American labor unions are making 
to rid themselves of any semblance of 
communism in their ranks, whether by 
infiltration or domination. 

I sometimes think that if Congress 
were hastily to pass a bill with the pro- 
visions contained in the Butler bill, 
which is similar to the bill that was re- 
ported by the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities with only 5 of its 
members present, and 3 of those mem- 
bers submitting strong minority views, 
we might find ourselves not moving along 
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the road toward abolition of Commu- 
nist infiltration in the United States, but 
we might be slowing ourselves up. 

Again, as a practical legislative mat- 
ter, and not as a second guess, the House 
Committee on the Judiciary, to which 
the Senate bill would be referred if the 
Senate should pass the bill, is now vir- 
tually in adjournment, after having held 
weeks of long hearings on bills practically 
identical with the one now before the 
Senate, and having reported unani- 
mously—14 Democrats and 16 Repub- 
licans; not a dissenting vote—a proposal 
such as is suggested in my amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

I want to fight communism. I think 
I introduced, in 1950, one of the first bills 
ever to be introduced in Congress to fight 
the infiltration of communism along the 
waterfronts of the Nation. My proposal 
then was for the establishment of a com- 
mission representing industry, labor, and 
the Government itself. That commis- 
sion has done a very good job along the 
waterfronts of America, with some rare 
exceptions, and the commission is still 
working on those cases. So I bow to no 
one in my conviction that the Govern- 
ment should do everything it can to 
abolish communism or the infiltration of 
communism into the labor unions. I 
shall continue to work steadily toward 
that end. 

But, as has been pointed out so bril- 
liantly in the editorials which have been 
published in the Wall Street Journal, the 
New York Times, and other newspapers 
throughout the country, there is only 
one way in which to accomplish this ob- 
jective. In my opinion, hasty action on 
a bill such as the one now before the 
Senate might set us back, no matter how 
high the motives or how good the inten- 
tions of those who sponsor the bill may 
be in achieving the goal we all seek to 
reach. 

As a practical legislative matter, and 
as many of us view the situation, I think 
the amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute should be agreed to. Then I 
think we shall continue to move along in 
the fight against communism. But to 
pass a bill such as the Butler bill in the 
closing days of this Congress might re- 
sult in more harm than good and in a 
failure to accomplish the purpose which 
is sought to be achieved. 

Even yesterday morning the New York 
Times published another editorial, in 
which it said: 


The closing days of a legislative session 
provide hardly the proper atmosphere for 
considered debate on anything, least of all 
on such controversial matters as those affect- 
ing constitutional rights and civil liberties. 
That is why an extra word of caution is ap- 
propriate now against hasty enactment of 
laws in this delicate field. 

A number of bills are in various stages of 
passage that have the laudable aim of pro- 
tecting the Nation against the dangers of 
Communist infiltration, but in their wide 
scope and broad phraseology may themselves 
contain unintended dangers to the American 
people. 


I underscore the words “unintended 
dangers to the American people.” Icon- 
tinue to read: 

For a bill to be desirable, it is not enough 
that it be merely labeled anti-Communist. 
In our anxiety to defend ourselves against 
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Communist subversion we do not want to 
open the way to a comparable subversion of 
our institutions from a different direction. 
The path of commonsense and of modera- 
tion must be scrupulously followed if we 
are not to lose everything we seek to 
preserve. 

In some instances during the present ses- 
sion the appropriate committees of House 
or Senate have shown commendable restraint 
by withholding or modifying proposals that— 
however well intentioned—might have proved 
to be serious infringements on American lib- 
erty. For example, the House Judiciary 
Committee last month shelved two bills that 
created threats to civil liberties in their 
efforts to deal with Communist infiltration 
of industrial plants and of unions. In- 
stead, the commitee proposed a commis- 
sion to investigate the entire problem. It 
would be well if both House and Senate acted 
on this suggestion. 


Mr. President, that is exactly what is 
before the Senate. I am certain that 
members of the opposite party would not 
shy away from the suggestion that a 
commission be appointed to study this 
question, because the present admin- 
istration has created commissions to 
study many things. More commissions 
have been created in the past 18 months, 
I think, than were created in the previous 
5 or 10 years. Commissions have been 
appointed to study almost everything— 
to study trade practices, maritime condi- 
tions, aviation, government, and many 


-other subjects. Unfortunately, some of 


the commissions have not submitted re- 
ports, but under the pending amend- 
ment the commission provided for would 
report on January 15. This is what Re- 
publican and Democratic Members of 
the House unanimously said Congress 
should do and is what they would agree 
to. If the pending bill is passed, it will 
go back to the House Judiciary Commit- 
tee, and will have to buck the unani- 
mous opinion of the committee, despite 
the fact that there has been a sugges- 
tion that this is one of the must“ bills. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time the Senator from Washington al- 
lotted himself has expired. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
am sure the Senator from Maryland 
would not object to my continuing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington has 10 min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thought the half 
hour had not expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield himself the remainder 
of the time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield myself an 
additional 5 minutes, and then I shall 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. President, I could put into the 
Recorp well-thought-out editorial opin- 
ions from reliable, sensible, and surely 
anticommunistic newspapers. I could 
put into the Recorp well-thought-out 
letters written by persons who might be 
affected by the bill and who are as anti- 
communistic and just as good Americans 
as any Member of this body. We are 
approaching the problem in the wrong 
way in the last days of the session. I 
believe the adoption of the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute would re- 
sult in our moving in the right direction. 
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On July 14, the Wall Street Journal 
published an editorial on the bill, sug- 
gesting that it might become a legal 
scattergun and might in effect stop us 
from moving along the path in which 
we want to move. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time, and will yield to the Sena- 
tor from New York. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, before the 
Senator yields to the Senator from New 
York, will he yield to me so that I may 
ask a question? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr, CASE. Is it not a fact that sev- 
eral committees of the Congress, includ- 
ing the House Un-American Activities 
Committee, during the course of many 
years have been taking testimony on 
Communist infiltration in certain labor 
organizations? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. It seems to me that the 
time to act has come. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Surely, testimony 
has been taken on the whole broad ques- 
tion, but it is one thing to take testi- 
mony on the broad problem and another 
thing to take testimony on a specific, 
legal proposal in a bill. The House Ju- 
diciary Committee, which had held hear- 
ings on these very same proposals for 
weeks, unanimously reported the pro- 
posal that is now before the Senate in 
the nature of a substitute. 

Mr. CASE. Four or five years ago, 
when I was a member of the committee, 
it was taking testimony. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The committee 
made a broad inquiry, but even then the 
members disagreed. I suggest to the 
Senator from South Dakota that he read 
the very cogent and pointed minority 
views of the members of the House Un- 
American Activities Committee. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Montana, 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Why would it not 
be better to pass bills which many of us 
have introduced to outlaw the Commu- 
nist Party, in order to meet the issue 
head-on, and make the cleavage sharp 
and clean once and for all? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Ihave no objection 
to that, but I think the whole problem 
would be better solved at this time by 
adopting the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute, particularly in view of the 
fine work which the American labor 
unions have been doing. It must be re- 
membered that in some unions the mem- 
bership runs into millions. As was stated 
by the Wall Street Journal, which surely 
is an anti-Communist newspaper, the bill 
may become in effect a legal scattergun. 
The proposal is that the Congress should 
do the job in a manner in which the 
House Judiciary Committee said it should 
be done. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder of 
my time to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the Magnuson substitute, 
of which I am very proud to be a co- 
sponsor. I spoke at length yesterday on 
the pending bill, S. 3706. I pointed out 
that, in my opinion, S. 3706 was not only 
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a highly dangerous bill, but completely 
useless. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that I do 
not in the slightest degree minimize the 
threat of communism, and I yield to no 
Member of this body or to any person 
anywhere in my determination to block 
the nefarious efforts of the Communists, 
who, as we all know, are taking their 
orders in the main from a foreign power 
which is our enemy. However, I think 
we would be doing an extremely unwise 
thing if we passed a blunderbuss bill for 
the ostensible purpose of rooting out 
Communists from the labor movement, 
while we overlooked the fact that this 
bill, which would not, in fact, truly con- 
trol or limit Communist activities, would 
instead constitute an extremely serious 
threat to the great organized labor 
movement in this country. 

This bill would place in the hands of 
an Attorney General who might be 
antagonistic to labor, a powerful 
weapon to cripple labor, to break strikes, 
to prevent efforts to organize labor in 
areas where labor is weak or unorgan- 
ized, and finally would penalize millions 
of hard-working patriotic men and wom- 
en who are just as loyal to the interests 
of this country as is any Member of this 
body. The bill has the opposition of 
every branch of responsible organized 
labor. 

I had printed in the Recorp yesterday 
certain views which were expressed by 
the great leaders of organized labor. 
These leaders want to protect this coun- 
try; they do not want to let Communists 
hurt this country; but they also want to 
make certain that in the blunderbuss, 
hasty efforts to pass a bill, which has al- 
ready been repudiated by a responsible 
committee of the House of Representa- 
tives, the organized labor movement 
itself is not made to suffer beyond repair. 

I have said that, in my opinion, this 
bill would be a useless one. It would not 
hurt the Communists in any way. The 
bill would give protection by way of court 
action and appeals and the right to be 
heard by the legal tribunals, as should be 
provided; but, Mr. President, such legal 
procedures might, and probably would, 
take years and so many years might 
elapse before there would be any effec- 
tive control of Communists in labor 
unions. 

We know that under the Internal Se- 
curity Act, action has been taken against 
the Communist Party itself. At that 
time—it was in 1950—1I predicted that it 
would be 2 years before any determina- 
tion of that action would be made. Mr. 
President, I was far too conservative, for 
here we are already approaching 1955— 
it has been nearly 5 years—and still no 
determination has been had in that case. 
As far as I know the case has not even 
been heard by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. In my opinion the same 
situation can and will be duplicated in 
every proceeding that is initiated under 
this bill. 

Mr. President, this is a highly im- 
portant matter. Action should not be 
taken lightly. It should not be taken 
without weighing the implications and 
the probable results. 

What the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. Macnuson] and I have proposed, 
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and what has been proposed by the Ju- 
diciary Committee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, is that a commission of 12 
members be appointed by the President 
of the United States, consisting of men 
and women who are outstanding leaders 
of labor, of business management, and 
of the general public. Our amendment 
provides that the commission shall re- 
port its findings on or before January 15, 
1955, to the President of the United 
States, the President of the Senate, and 
iss Speaker of the House of Representa- 
ves. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from New York has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Then, Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recor», as a part of my remarks, 
a memorandum which has been prepared 
in connection with Senate bill 3706. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

AvucusT 9, 1954. 


MEMORANDUM 
SUMMARY OF S. 3706 


S. 3706 would amend the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act of 1950 so as to enable 
the Subversive Activities Control Board on 
petition filed by the Attorney General to 
determine whether any organization named 
in the petition is Communist-infiltrated. It 
does not in terms apply to unions, but the 
consequences which follow a determination 
by the Board that an organization is Com- 
munist-infiltrated are such as to apply effec- 
tively only to unions. 

The bill defines a Communist-infiltrated 
organization as “any organization in the 
United States (other than a Communist- 
action organization or a Communist-front 
organization) which (A) is substantially di- 
rected, dominated, or controlled by an indi- 
vidual or individuals who are, or who within 
5 years have been actively engaged in, giving 
aid or support to a Communist-action or- 
ganization, a Communist foreign govern- 
ment, or the world Communist movement 
referred to in section 2 of this title, and 
(B) is serving, or within 5 years has served, 
as a means for (i) the giving of aid or sup- 
port to any such organization, government, 
or movement, or (ii) the impairment of the 
military strength of the United States or 
its industrial capacity to furnish logistical 
or other material support required by its 
Armed Forces.” 

The bill lists seven factors which the Board 
is to take into consideration in determining 
whether an organization is Communist-infil- 
trated within the meaning of this definition. 
These are similar to those presently set forth 
in subsections (e) and (f) of section 13 of 
the Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950, 
and are substantially as follows: 

(1) The extent to which the management 
of the organization is in the hands of one 
or more individuals who are, or within the 
past 5 years have been, members, agents 
or representatives of any Communist or- 
ganization, Communist foreign government, 
or the world Communist movement, or have 
been actively engaged in giving aid or sup- 
port to the same, with knowledge of the 
nature and purpose thereof; 

(2) The extent to which the policies of the 
organization are, or within the past 5 years 
have been formulated and carried out under 
the direction or advice of any member, agent 
or representative of any Communist organi- 
zation, government or movement; 

(3) The extent to which personnel or re- 
sources of the organization are, or within 
the past 5 years have been, used to further 
or promote the objectives of any Communist 
organization, government or movement; 
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(4) The extent to which within the past 
5 years the organization has received from, 
or furnished to or for the use of, any Com- 
munist organization, government or move- 
ment any funds or other material assistance; 
(5) The extent to which the organization 
is, or within the past 5 years has been, 
affiliated in any other way with any Com- 
munist organization, government or move- 
ment; i 
(6) The extent to which the affiliation of 
the organization or of any individual or 
individuals who are members of the organ- 
ization or manage its affairs, with any Com- 
munist organization, government or move- 
ment is concealed from or not disclosed to 
the membership of the organization; and 
(7) The extent to which the organization 
or any of its members or managers are, or 
within the past 5 years have been, knowingly 
engaged in conduct punishable under the 
-criminal penalties provided for in the Sub- 
versive Activities Act of 1950, or under the 
chapters of the Criminal Code dealing with 
espionage and censorship, sabotage, and 
treason, sedition and subversive activities, 
The bill provides that whenever the At- 
torney General has reason to believe that 
any organization is Communist infiltrated 
he shall file with the Subversive Activities 
Control Board a petition for a determina- 
tion by the Board to that effect. If the 
Attorney General certifies that the proceed- 
ing is one of exceptional public importance, 
the proceeding is to be expedited to the 
greatest practicable extent before the Board 
and in the courts. Generally speaking the 
procedures before the Board follow closely 
those provided for in the Subversive Activ- 
ities Control Act of 1950 with regard to 
Communist-action or Communist-front or- 
ganizations. An organization determined to 
be Communist infiltrated could file a peti- 
tion with the Board for a determination 
that such organization no longer is a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization, but such a 
petition could not be filed until at least a 
year had passed after a determination that 
it is Communist infiltrated, nor more fre- 
quently thereafter than once each year. 
The effect of a determination by the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board that an or- 
ganization is Communist infiltrated would 
be to deprive it of its standing as a labor 
organization for purposes of the National 
Labor Relations Act, as amended by the Taft- 
Hartley Act. It would be ineligible to act 
as representative of any employee for pur- 
poses of either section 7 (protecting the 
right to organize and bargain collectively) or 
section 9 (providing procedure for the selec- 
tion of employee representatives for collec- 
tive bargaining purposes) of that act. And 
it would also be prohibited from obtaining 
any hearing before the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board on any charge of unfair labor 
practice brought against an employer under 
section 10 of the act. The organization 
would be deprived of the right to exercise 
any other right or privilege, or receive any 
other benefit, substantive or procedural, pro- 
vided by such act for labor organizations.” 
The bill further provides that a determina- 
tion that a union which is certified as bar- 
gaining representative of the employees in 
a bargaining unit under the Taft-Hartley Act 
is Communist infiltrated would have the 
effect of raising a question of representation 
within the meaning of section 9 (c) of the 
National Labor Relations Act as amended. 
If a petition were filed by not less than 20 
percent of the employees in a bargaining 
unit or by “any person or persons acting in 
their behalf” the National Labor Relations 
Board would be required to direct an elec- 
tion in the unit for the selection of a repre- 
sentative for collective-bargaining purposes 
and to determine whether the employees 
wish to rescind the authority they previously 
granted to the proscribed labor organization 
to represent them in collective bargaining 
with their employer. 
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COMMENTS ON s. 3706 

The following specific comments may be 
made on S. 3706: 

(1) It is a documented fact (see Senate 
Document No, 89, 82d Cong., Ist sess., Com- 
munist Domination of Certain Unions, being 
the reports of committees of the CIO execu- 
tive board on charges brought against 9 
unions affiliated with the CIO which resulted 
in the expulsion of these 9 unions from 
the CIO) that Communists have infiltrated 
certain unions and have sought to manipu- 
late these organizations for their own pur- 
poses rather than for legitimate trade-union 
objectives. To the extent that these unions 
represent employees in plants engaged in 
activities relating to the national defense, 
this fact is a matter of great concern, not 
only to those in the Government whose spe- 
cific duty it is to protect the national secur- 
ity, but also to every American citizen who 
is devoted to the maintenance and preserva- 
tion of our way of life. 

(2) The bill seeks to deal with the problem 
of Communist-dominated unions by uti- 
lizing the procedures provided for in the 
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 for 
their identification as such and by depriving 
unions so identified of the protection and 
procedure afforded employees and unions in 
the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended. Its provisions raise questions as 
to (a) its effectiveness in achieving the pur- 
pose for which it is designed, (b) its impli- 
cations for the labor-union movement in 
general, which is overwhelmingly loyal and 
anti-Communist in its beliefs and activities, 
and for employees the great majority of 
whom are also loyal and anti-Communist, 
who are presently represented by Commu- 
nist-dominated unions, and (c) its effects in 
broadening and intensifying Government 
control in an area of activity which is par- 
ticularly difficult to deal with successfully by 
legislation and governmental action. 

(a) With respect to the effectiveness of 
S. 3706 in achieving the purposes for which 
it is designed, it may be pointed out that 
more than 3 years have elapsed since pro- 
ceedings were first instituted before the 
Subversive Activities Control Board for a 
determination that the Communist Party isa 
Communist-action organization within the 
meaning of the Subversive Activities Control 
Act of 1950. No final determination has yet 
been reached. There is no reason to believe 
that a determination that a union is Com- 
munist-infiltrated can be reached any more 
expeditiously. 

Both the initiation of a proceeding under 
the bill and the long period of time that 
would be required to secure a final determi- 
nation would, in all probability, be welcomed 
by the Communist infiltrators of the union, 
who would use them as proof that the union 
was in danger and needed the loyal support 
of all its members. This would be an added 
barrier that the anti-Communist unions 
would have to break down in their efforts to 
persuade their members to throw off the yoke 
of Communist domination and return to the 
fold of the free democratic trade union. 

The effective way to deal with the prob- 
lem of Communists in unions is not through 
legislation, but through the organizing activ- 
ities of the free democratic unions in the 
A. F. of L. and the CIO. That this is the 
most effective method of dealing with this 
problem is demonstrated by the fact that 
more than three-fourths of the nearly 1 mil- 
lion members who belonged to the unions 
expelled from the CIO in 1949-50 have re- 
turned to the CIO and are no longer members 
of those unions. Today those unions are 
weak and are dwindling in number and im- 
portance every day. It would be unfortunate 
if anything were done which would slow 
down this healthy process, such as the enact- 
ment of the cumbersome procedures provided 
for in S. 3706. 

If any Government action is to be taken in 
this field, it should be preceded by careful 
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study and thought. The House Judiciary 
Committee has proposed that a bipartisan 
commission be established to undertake a 
thorough review of the problem of Commu- 
nist dominated or infiltrated unions and of 
defense plant security. This action has the 
support of the major labor organizations. 
It constitutes a far more effective approach 
to the problem than that proposed in this 
bill. 

(b) With respect to the implications of 
the bill for the labor movement in general 
and for the members of unions that may be 
proscribed under its provisions, the looseness 
and vagueness of the standards for determin- 
ing whether a union is Communist-infiltrat- 
ed are an invitation to antiunion employers 
and other individuals to use the bill to 
destroy unions, 

Thus, the definition of a “Communist- 
infiltrated” organization is one which is 
dominated by an individual or individuals 
“actively engaged in” a Communist m- 
ization, etc. What is meant by "actively 
engaged in“? Does it include mere mem- 
bership in a Communist organization? 

A union could be proscribed if its “effec- 
tive management” was conducted by one or 
more individuals who are, or within 5 years 
have been, members, agents, or representa- 
tives of any Communist organizations, any 
Communist foreign government, or the world 
Communist movement, “with knowledge of 
the nature and purpose thereof.” What does 
“effective management“ mean in this con- 
text? What “knowledge of the nature and 
purpose” of “any Communist organization,” 
etċ., is required? 

To what extent must the policies of a 
union be carried out “pursuant to the direc- 
tion or advice of any member, agent, or 
representative” of a Communist organiza- 
tion, Communist foreign government, or the 
world Communist movement, as provided in 
paragraph (2) of the standards, in order to 
condemn the union? Is a showing of mere 
coincidence of policies sufficient, or must 
something more be shown? If so, what else? 

The third standard refers to the further- 
ance or promotion of the objectives of Com- 
munist organizations, etc. There have been 
instances in the past, as, for example, during 
World War II, when some of the objectives 
of Communist organizations and of loyal 
Americans have been the same. Under the 
bill it is possible that if some of the objec- 
tives of a legitimate organization coincide 
with those of a Communist organization, the 
organization could be deemed to be Com- 
munist infiltrated. 

Paragraph 5 of the standards contains a 
blanket basis for condemnation, namely, 
affiliation “in any other way” with any Com- 
munist organization, etc. This is a wide 
open provision extending “guilt by associa- 
tion” in such a way as to enable the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board to condemn 
any organization which the Board, depending 
on the individual predilections of its mem- 
bers, believes should not be entitled to use 
the facilities of the National Labor Relations 
Board. 

Finally, the Board is to take into con- 
sideration whether or not “the affiliation of 
such organization, or of any individual or 
individuals who are members thereof or who 
manage its affairs“ with a Communist organ- 
ization, etc., “is concealed from or is not dis- 
closed to the membership” of such organiza- 
tion. This would appear to mean that a 
union officer or agent can deny Communist 
ties only at the peril of the organization, for 
if it is alleged that he has such ties, the 
organization can be proscribed on the ground 
that he did not make full disclosure to the 
membership. 

The significance of these loose and indefi- 
nite standards must be considered in the 
light of the fact that there still are many 
persons in certain sections of this country 
who still look upon unions as alien elements 
in our society, These are times when even 
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the most unfounded charges can get a hear- 
ing and when an individual with a grudge 
against the union or one of its active mem- 
bers could subject the union to lengthy pro- 
ceedings before the Subversive Activities 
Control Board. The bill would give a weapon 
to the unscrupulous employer who wished to 
use it for his own purposes in frustrating the 
organization of his employees and under- 
mining legitimate trade-union activities. 

While unions can be condemned under the 
bill simply by virtue of the affiliations and 
activities of alleged “Communist infiltra- 
tors,” nothing can be done under the bill 
to penalize or halt the activities of these 
same infiltrators. 

It will be noted, furthermore, that the bill 
specifically excludes Communist-front and 
Communist-action organizations. Under the 
Subversive Activities Control Act these or- 
ganizations are only required to register. 
While the Communist Party, therefore, could 
still lawfully exist, organizations that are 
“infiltrated” by Communists would be liqui- 
dated by denying them access to the National 
Labor Relations Board. This hardly com- 
ports with reasonable national security 
considerations. 

To the extent that the bill is effective in 
identifying certain unions as “Communist 
infiltrated” it will have the effect of elim- 
inating for employees who are members of 
such unions the possibility of resort to the 
orderly procedures of representation and 
collective bargaining provided for in the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended. 
While it is probable that many of them may 
join other unions, many may not, and trade 
unionism as a whole will suffer. Possibly if 
this bill afforded the only effective means of 
dealing with the problem of Communists in 
unions, this is a cost which could be borne, 
In the face of indisputable evidence, how- 
ever, that the bill can hardly be as effective 
in dealing with this problem as the efforts 
of the unions themselves have been, it is 
& cost which the labor union movement 
could well be s 

(c) With respect to the matter of Gov- 
ernment control of unions, a major effect of 
S. 3706 would be to place in the hands of the 
Attorney General and the Subversive Activ- 
ities Control Board, the power to determine 
whether a union shall be entitled to the 
benefits and procedures provided for in the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended. 
One of the fundamental characteristics of a 
free society is that individuals should be 
free to join whatever organizations they feel 
will best promote and protect their interests 
and that neither they nor those organiza- 
tions should be subject to Government dic- 
tation in this respect. On the other hand, it 
is one of the hallmarks of dictatorship, 
whether of the Fascist or Communist va- 
riety, that organizations are permitted to 
exist and function only under the direction 
and sufferance of the Government. 

President Philip Murray, of the CIO, 
pointed this out in a letter to Senator HUM- 
PHREY in 1952, saying: 

“We believe that if the Government under- 
takes to determine what unions can repre- 
sent workers in this country it will have 
embarked upon the long trail toward Gov- 
ernment control of unions. In the dictator- 
ships of the world, unions exist at the suf- 
ferance of the State. We in America do not 
want to take a single step in that direction.” 

This position was reiterated by the CIO 
executive board at its meeting on March 
22 of this year. Its statement on this prob- 
lem issued at that time said: 

“To sacrifice the dividends of fredom now 
enjoyed by the members of our unions for 
the very grave disadvantages of Government 
control and regulation would be as illogical 
as it is unnecessary. To the same degree, it 
would be a mighty victory in the Communist 
efforts to discredit free labor in America and 
the validity of our American democratic in- 
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stitutions. The masters of the international 
Communist conspiracy, acting from the 
standpoint of long-range strategy, would 
gladly exchange control of a few insignifi- 
cant and weak Cominunist-led unions for 
government shackling of our whole free trade 
union movement, just as they welcome any 
setback to America’s healthy economy and 
expanding democracy.” 

Similar views were voiced by President 
George Meany, of the A. F. of L., in testi- 
mony before the House Judiciary Committee. 

This bill could be a very damaging weapon 
in the hands of an antilabor administration. 
The mere publication of charges against a 
union alleging that it was infiltrated by 
Communists could well be a death blow to 
the organization, particularly if made in the 
midst of an organizing campaign or a strike. 
It would take many months or possibly years 
before the union could clear itself of the 
allegation, even if the allegation were wholly 
without foundation. 

Our national policy in the field of labor- 
management relations is founded on yolun- 
tary organization of workers in unions and 
free collective bargaining. These cannot ex- 
ist, however, where Government undertakes 
to regulate, not only the relations between 
unions and employers, as provided in the 
Taft-Hartley Act, but even the kind of 
unions that may maintain such relations. 

This bill raises important issues of labor 
policy. Yet, it has not been considered by 
our Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
Furthermore, at the hearings held by the 
Butler subcommittee on proposals for deal- 
ing with the problem of subversive activities 
in labor unions the subcommittee heard tes- 
timony only from witnesses who were either 
ardent advocates of the bills or who repre- 
sented unions which would be directly af- 
fected by the provisions of the bill. No 
representatives of the A. F. of L. or the CIO 
testified at the hearing. The views of these 
organizations are found only in communi- 
cations to the subcommittee which are 
printed at the very end of the volume of the 
printed hearings. The subcommittee was 
evidently not interested in the views of these 
representatives of labor who have had long 
experience in dealing with the problem of 
communism in unions and who have 
achieved a remarkable record of driving out 
of the labor movement those who would 
subvert it in the interest of the Communist 
movement. 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, has all 
the time of the proponents of the pend- 
ing amendment expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has 
expired. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland is recognized for 
5 minutes 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, the 
proponents of the amendment by way 
of a substitute have said the pending bill 
is a hastily conceived one. Last night, 
I went to great lengths to emphasize to 
the Senate that such is not correct. I 
would refer the Senators to my remarks 
in that regard appearing on page 14097 
of yesterday’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. President, the burden of the argu- 
ment of the proponents of the amend- 
ment simply surrounds the proposition 
that the Internal Security Subcommit- 
tee of the Judiciary Committee of the 
United States Senate, which under the 
law has the responsibility of determin- 
ing that the Internal Security Act of 
1950 operates justly and satisfactorily, 
should be displaced by a commission to 
be appointed by the President of the 
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United States. I object to such a proce- 
dure. I think the Senate of the United 
States is fully capable, through its com- 
mittees, of conducting its own business 
and discharging the obligation placed 
upon it by the Internal Security Act of 
1950. So I resent the suggestion that 
the Congress of the United States should 
be augmented by a Presidential commis- 
sion to tell it how to operate one of its 
duly organized committees. I say to the 
Senate, most emphatically, this amend- 
ment is but a device to postpone consid- 
5 of this bill. So I am opposed to 

As I said to the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Macnuson], irrespective of 
what the committees of the House of 
Representatives may do, irrespective of 
what the House of Representative itself 
may do, it is our duty, as Members of 
this great body, to legislate on our own 
bills, and not to try to prognosticate what 
the House of Representatives will do with 
a bill, after we pass it. 

The proponents of the amendment by 
way of a substitute say the situation is 
improving, and that we should permit 
the union leadership and membership to 
continue to purge itself of communism. 
Let us examine that contention for a 
brief moment, Mr. President. 

We in the Internal Subcommittee 
have been holding hearings throughout 
the country on that very situation. 
What do we find? We find admitted and 


- avowed Communists at the head of some 


of the most powerful unions in this 
country—unions that sit astride our 
most vital communications; unions that 
have to do with the mining of our met- 
als; unions composed of electrical work- 
ers, that have to do with radar and other 
sensitive communications equipment 
which are manufactured in various 
plants throughout the country. Those 
men, I say to the Senate, have been 
known to be Communists year in and 
year out. They are still Communists, 
and they are still holding the same offi- 
ces they held in those unions when we 
first initiated these investigations. 

Much has been said by Senators on 
the other side of the aisle about how 
they have been working on this problem 
since 1950. Mr. President, if they have 
been working on it since 1950, and have 
taken volumes of testimony, where are 
their recommendations? Where is the 
bill which would correct what all of us 
know exists today? Where is their pro- 
posed legislation? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maryland yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. Iam very glad to yield 
to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. What I said re- 
lated only to maritime matters. 

Mr. BUTLER. I am not referring to 
the Senator from Washington. Further- 
more, his bill has been passed. 

But we have heard many other Sen- 
ators say, within the last day, that they 
held very comprehensive hearings, and 
that they are very much worried about 
the problem, and that they know it 
exists. 

I ask the Senate of the United States, 
where are the fruits of their labors? 
Where is the legislation? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
5 minutes allotted to the Senator from 
Maryland have expired. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself an additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland is recognized for 
an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I wish 
to say that this bill has been drafted and 
redrafted. Parts of this legislation came 
from as many as 4 or 5 other bills which 
have been introduced in either 1 or the 
other of the 2 Houses of the Congress, 
The bill is not a hastily conceived one. 
All of us know that we have been taking 
testimony and holding hearings on this 
matter for many, many years, in both 
Houses of the Congress, 

This bill may not be a perfect one. If 
not, as a member of the Internal Secu- 
rity Subcommittee I shall be the first 
one to come on this floor and offer an 
amendment to rectify any injustice or 
any inequity which may develop in its 
administration. I have no desire to hurt 
any labor union. I do not think the bill 
will injure any legitimate labor union. 
But this bill will hurt a union that is 
Communist-infiltrated and Communist- 
dominated, and that should be the aim 
of every Member of this great body. 
Communists who control or dominate 
United States labor unions are the per- 
sons we here seek to reach. We wish to 
eradicate them from the American labor 
scene. 

Mr. President, some Senators contend 
the bill cannot possibly pass the House 
of Representatives. Isay that we should 
completely disregard that statement, for 
the reason that the Senate is traditional- 
ly and historically an independent legis- 
lative body. It should in its own wisdom 
pass on the legislative proposals before 
it, and should not try to forecast the 
action of the other body. 

But, Mr. President, I can tell you con- 
fidently that the President of the United 
States wants the bill. I can tell you con- 
fidently that the Attorney General of the 
United States has approved it; and I do 
not think the President of the United 
States and the Attorney General of the 
United States would endorse and support 
any bill which would hurt any legitimate 
labor organization. 

Mr. President, in closing these brief re- 
marks, let me say that the Senator from 
Washington—I am sorry he is not now 
in the Chamber—last night made refer- 
ence at page 14164 to a letter which had 
been written to him by Albert J. Fitz- 
gerald, general president of the United 
Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers 
of America, and introduced into the REC- 
orD a copy of that letter. When Mr. 
Fitzgerald was before the Internal Secu- 
rity Subcommittee task force of which I 
am chairman, what was his response 
when asked whether or not he was a 
Communist? For the information of the 
Senate, I refer to page 236 of the hear- 
ings on this bill. After having been 
asked by the Senator from Mississippi 
{Mr. EASTLAND], “Your officials have 
never been members of the Communist 
Party?” Mr. Fitzgerald replied: 

Mr. FrrzGeracp. So that we will not waste 
time, and we will get back to it later on when 
I get to my part of the testimony, for the 
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present time, I suppose you want me to claim 
the privilege of the fifth amendment, which 
I will do. 
Senator BUTLER. We do not want you to 
claim anything. 
Mr. FITZGERALD. Then I will claim it, sir. 
Mr. Arens. Do you feel that a truthful an- 
swer to the question by the Senator from 
Mississippi will furnish information which 
might be used in a criminal prosecution of 
‘ou? 
z Mr. FITZGERALD: I feel that under the Con- 
stitution of the United States that I have the 
right to claim the privilege of the fifth 
amendment, 


I shall read from page VI of the report 
of the task force growing out of the in- 
vestigation of that union in the Pitts- 
burgh area, the conclusions that we ar- 
rived at: 

The testimony establishes that there exists 
in the area of Pittsburgh, Pa., a serious po- 
tential danger to the security of this Nation. 
It is unthinkable that a large segment of the 
heavy industrial area of Pittsburgh, Pa., 
should be manned by a Communist-con- 
trolled organization masquerading as a labor 
union, All the forces of the Government of 
the United States must be brought to bear 
promptly to meet this critical situation. 


In addition, the Senator from Wash- 
ington referred to the fact that the 
Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers were 
opposed to this bill and in favor of his 
proposed amendment by way of a sub- 
stitute. 

It is commonly known that the officers 
or some of the officers of that union are 
avowed and professed Communists. 
They are not bashful about this affilia- 
tion. They even protest when forced to 
resign from the Communist Party for the 
purpose of making an affidavit under the 
Taft-Hartley Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s time has expired. Does the 
Senator yield further time to himself? 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. How much time 
is left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight- 
een minutes. 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield myself an ad- 
ditional 2 minutes. 

To point up that situation, let me read 
the comments and recommendations by 
the Internal Security Subcommittee 
after holding hearings on the mine, mill, 
and smelter workers in Salt Lake City, 
Utah: 

It should be a matter of deep and continu- 
ing concern to all patriotic citizens that the 
International Union of Mine, Mill, and 
Smelter Workers, which operates in an in- 
dustry so vital to the security of this Nation, 
is controlled by officers who have been iden- 
tified under oath as Communists, and will 
not deny their membership in the Commu- 
nist Party. 


Those men had been Communists for 
many, many years. They had been offi- 
cials of that union for many, many 
years. I ask my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, Where are the fruits of 
their labors? Where is the legislation 
that they would bring forth, after all the 
hearings that were held, to correct a 
situation, fully illuminated, like that, in 
which avowed members of the Commu- 
nist Party are sitting astride our most 
vital industries? 
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We would be most derelict to our trust 
if we did not take means with which to 
put an end to that situation. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield some time? 

Mr. BUTLER. How much time does 
the Senator desire? 

Mr. FERGUSON. How much time 
does the Senator have? 

Mr. BUTLER. Sixteen minutes, if the 
Senator would like it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
yield such part of that time as I may 
desire? 

Mr, BUTLER. That is agreeable. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, 
some time ago, at the suggestion of the 
Attorney General, who is the chief legal 
adviser of the President of the United 
States, who has Cabinet status, and who 
is very familiar with what is going on 
so far as Communist penetration in 
America is concerned, I introduced a 
bill dealing with communism. Anti- 


‘Communist legislation is needed in 


America. 


I came to the Senate 12 years ago, 
and 10 of those years I have spent on 
the Judiciary Committee of the Senate. 
One of the jobs of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee is to look into the question of 
communism. I came from the bench in 
Michigan. I had had some experience 
with Communists in Michigan, but I did 
not understand communism as I later 
learned it to be. While I had had Com- 
munists before me in my court and had 
experience with communism, I really 
did not understand communism until 
Communist leaders such as Foster and 
Gates sat across the table from me and 
told of their Communist activities. I 
5 — understood more about commu- 


I went to New York City as a minority 
member of the Internal Security Sub- 
committee under the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] to 
look into the question of Communist 
penetration into schools and educa- 
tional programs. Mr. Dubinsky, the 
head of the labor union of the clothiers, 
of New York, wrote an article in the 
Saturday Evening Post of May 9, 1953, 
in which he described one of the cases. 
I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the Recorp at this point a portion of his 
article telling how he dealt with Com- 
munists in the union. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


How I HANDLED THE REDS IN My UNION 


(By David Dubinsky, president, Interna- 
tional Ladies Garment Workers Union) 


(One of the scrappiest labor leaders in 
America tells the revealing story of how he 
whipped the Communists in his union, 
when they were on the point of capturing 
it. His favorite weapon? The ex-Commun- 
ist. Author Dubinsky: Seek them out, ex- 
pose them, fight them, destroy their ca- 
pacity for evil.“) 

For 12 years Dr. Harry G. Albaum, a bi- 
ology professor at Brooklyn College, had 
nursed a secret to his bosom and hoped des- 
perately that he would be rid of it before it 
devoured him. He had been sucked into the 
Communist Party in 1938 and now he was 
trapped. When he suggested to a fellow 
member that he wanted to quit, the latter 
told him, “Brother, you don’t resign from 
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the Communist Party; you are expelled.” 
He might have welcomed expulsion, except 
for the fact that the Communists had the 
goods on him. By order of the party higher- 
ups he had told a lie under oath to a State 
examining board, and he knew they would 
not hesitate to give him away to the au- 
thorities once he left them for good. Not 
only would he risk the loss of his position 
and rating as a professor but he would also 
incur the obloquy attendant on disclosure 
of his secret past. He was desperate, for, 
although he had drifted away from them 
and had had no contact with them for 12 
years, his past was about to catch up with 
him. He had just received a summons to 
testify before the Senate Internal Security 
Subcommittee. 

What was Albaum to do—take refuge be- 
hind the evasions and legal subterfuges by 
which others had sidestepped the truth or 
make a clean breast of it and take the con- 
sequences? He was in a state of emotional 
collapse as he faced his inquisitors, Sena- 
tor Homer Frercuson, chairman of the hear- 
ing at which he was to be examined, and 
Robert Morris, counsel of the committee, 
who was to conduct the examination. Fi- 
nally he pulled himself together and told 
all. Yes, he had been a member of the 
Communist Party. He had stayed with 
them only 2 years and had spent the rest 
of the time trying to live it down. “This 
pall,” he blurted out, “has been hanging 
over me for 12 or more years, and I cannot 
live with it any more.” 

Senator FerGuson’s response on that oc- 
casion is worth noting, for it holds the key, 
it seems to me, to the tactics and strategy 
to be pursued against the native agents of 
the Moscow hierarchy. Said Senator FER- 
Guson, “* * + It is very refreshing to realize 
that there has finally been a place that you 
could come to * * * (where a man) can come 
in and testify and free his soul.” 

Long experience in unrelenting and some- 
times harrowing infighting with the Com- 
munists has taught me that certain 
methods will work against them while 
others will not. It is for this reason that I 
consider Senator FrErcuUsON’s remark not 
only a charitable one but also a sagacious 
one. It represents the proper approach to 
the problem of what to do with former 
Communists and disaffected present adher- 
ents of the Reds. 


Mr. FERGUSON. We were trying to 
solve a problem, Mr. President, and that 
subcommittee has worked for years on 
that endeavor. 

When the Senate considered the in- 
ternal security bill it was confronted with 
some of the same maneuvers which are 
apparent today, seemingly designed to 
defeat the legislation without an actual 
vote on it. If anybody understands 
communism, I think he will want legis- 
lation enacted to cope with it. 

One of the criticisms of investigations 
of communism in America is that follow- 
ing them no action is taken. The hue 
and cry is, “Why do we not leave this 
problem to the Attorney General of the 
United States under criminal statutes? 
Why do we not allow J. Edgar Hoover to 
investigate Communists?” Then, Mr. 
President, when we ask the Senate to 
pass a bill which will enable the Attorney 
General of the United States and the 
FBI to make investigations of commu- 
nism, what do we get? We get the same 
answer: “Oh, let us refer it to a com- 
mission. Let us have another year’s 
study of it.” 

Mr. President, I am for studying a 
problem. I want to get the facts. I do 
not want to legislate in a smog. How- 
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ever, this issue is clear. We have studied 
the question of penetration of commu- 
nism in America long enough. Although 
we are asking other nations to rid them- 
selves of Communists in their govern- 
ments and in their labor unions, we are 
not doing anything about it in America 
so far as enacting a law is concerned. 
I believe in law. I believe in equal jus- 
tice under law. That is what we are try- 
ing to do here. If we create a commis- 
sion to study the question, there will 
arise the same hue and cry, that we are 
smearing honest, reliable people, and 
that we are trying to destroy unions be- 
cause some of them have been pene- 
trated by Communists. 

I rise today to say that the pending 
bill will do the greatest amount of good 
for labor unions that they can have done 
for them. The unions are in favor of it. 
The CIO, the A. F. of L., the Mechanics 
Union, and every other honest, reliable 
union is in favor of the bill, because it 
will give them the one thing they need, 
and that is a law under which they can 
get rid of Communist domination of 
unions. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Why does not the 
Senator from Michigan go one step 
further and support bills like those I 
have introduced in the House and in the 
Senate, which would outlaw the Commu- 
nist Party? Then the line will be drawn 
sharply, cleanly, and clearly. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The reason I do 
not advocate outlawing the Communist 
Party in America is that the Communists 
would go underground, and it would not 
do an iota of good to outlaw them. That 
is what the Communists want. They 
think they can cover up the movement 
if we outlaw the Communist Party. 

We passed the Smith Act. Do we see 
the Communist Party before the court 
when individual Communists are being 
tried on the charge of conspiracy to 
to overthrow the Government of the 
United States? 

Outlawing the Communist Party will 
not solve the problem. Why does not 
the Senator from Montana join with us 
in this crusade to get at the Communists 
in America? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator cer- 
tainly does not mean to say that the 
Communists are not underground now, 
does he? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Not at all. But 
they are in labor unions because labor 
unions cannot cope with the situation. 
If they were able to cope with the situa- 
tion they would not allow them in the 
unions. All the Communists need in 
any organization is 1 or 2 members of 
the Communist Party. After 10 years 
of working in the Senate on this issue, 
and many years on the bench and at the 
bar, I know that today wherever the 
minds of men are called into play any- 
where in the world the Communists are 
attempting to penetrate organizations 
and influence the decisions of men. 

I should like to relate a little story 
which was told to me as a fact when I 
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was in Tokyo visiting Gen. Douglas 
MacArthur. He told me about Mr. 
Malik, who had been Ambassador to 
Japan prior to the end of the war, before 
the Russians entered the war. Malik 
had voted with MacArthur on a certain 
point that had come up before the Com- 
mission in Japan. The General asked 
him why he had gone along. He said, 
“Why did you go along with us? Weare 
rather surprised that you should go 
along with us on that point.” 

Mr. Malik took out three matches and 
laid them in a row on the table. He 
said, “General, the reason we went along 
is this. The first match is capitalism. 
The second match is socialism. The 
third match is communism. When any- 
thing moves from the first match, cap- 
italism, along a line to socialism, you 
will always find us there in favor of that 
movement, going along with it. It will 
take time and patience. However, we 
know that the time is coming when the 
movement will be over to the third 
match, communism.” 

I say that anything that concerns the 
minds of men will always have around it 
Communists attempting to move from 
one point to the next, to communism, 
and attempting to influence our coun- 
try to move along the line to com- 
munism, That is what we must guard 
against today. 

There was read into the Recorp the 
other day a resolution adopted by a 
great labor union. I am not surprised 
that the Communists are trying to stop 
this bill. They are in the gallery and in 
the corridors of the Capitol today. If 
I were a Communist, I would be trying 
to stop it, too. 

However, let me read what the CIO 
has said. I defy anyone to say that the 
CIO is trying to destroy unions in Amer- 
ica, or that itis antiunion. ‘This is what 
the CIO organization said in 1949 in con- 
nection with a resolution of expulsion 
directed against the United Electrical, 
Radio, and Machine Workers of Amer- 
ica, a communications union, whose 
members handle vital messages which 
are sent all over the world. They are 
radio and electrical workers. Their 
union was expelled from the CIO on 
November 2, 1949. Let me read the 
resolution: 

We can no longer tolerate within the 
family of CIO the Communist Party mas- 
querading as a labor union. The time has 
come when the CIO must strip the mask 
from these false leaders, whose only pur- 
pose is to deceive and betray the workers. 
So long as the agents of the Communist 
Party in the labor movement enjoy the bene- 
fits of affiliation with the CIO, they will con- 
tinue to carry out this betrayal under the 
protection of the good name of the CIO, 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. Are those men still 
officers in the union to which the Sen- 
ator has referred? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I understand they 
are. 

Mr. BUTLER. The union still has the 
same officers? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. BUTLER. They are in control of 
a very powerful union, whose workers 
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make our most secret radar and radio 
equipment, are they not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The question was 
raised a little earlier as to why the Com- 
munist Party, as such, was not outlawed. 
In addition to whatever constitutional 
questions may be involved, is there not 
the additional factor that the Com- 
munists could very easily call them- 
selves by another name—for example, 
the L. S. and M. Party, which to the Com- 
munists might mean the Lenin-Stalin- 
Malenkov Party—thus giving an entirely 
different outward appearance? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. What I have read 
are the words of the CIO. I respect that 
union because it is trying to cleanse itself 
of communism. Are we going to help 
them? Are these the words of a union- 
busting” Senator? These are the words 
of the CIO themselves in connection 
with an attempted expulsion of Com- 
munists. We cannot solve this problem 
by outlawing the Communist Party. We 
can solve it only by having laws on the 
statute books which will give equal pro- 
tection to all. 

Mr. President, Senators stood upon the 
floor of the Senate for long periods when 
the internal security bill was under con- 
sideration, and in one case a Senator 
exhausted himself and had to be carried 
from the floor. This debate should not 
take a long time. I never was more in- 
terested in anything in my life than I 
am in having communism in America 
under law. We have investigated suf- 
ficiently. Therefore, Mr. President, I 
raise my voice, and I raise it loudly to- 
day, because I want this proposed legisla- 
tion to pass and not merely to have a 
study of the subject for another decade. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has about expired. The Senator from 
Maryland has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I regret 
that I shall not be able to yield. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson] to the bill 
is simply a parliamentary device to de- 
feat the pending legislation. I urge 
Members of the Senate to stand up and 
be counted on the simple issue which is 
before the Senate, and not to sidestep 
that issue by voting for the substitute. 

The instant bill is an internal-security 
measure, designed to protect this Nation 
against the Communist fifth column. It 
is not an antilabor bill. It is not a union- 
busting bill. It is an internal-security 
measure. It has not been hastily con- 
ceived. This bill is a vital and integral 
part, a much needed part, of the Internal 
Security Act of 1950. 

I hope the Senate will in due time de- 
feat the proposed amendment and pass 
the bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Gillette McCarthy 
Anderson Goldwater McClellan 
Barrett Gore 
Beall Green Monroney 
Bennett Hayden Morse 
Hendrickson Mundt 
Bricker Hi Murray 
Bridges Hickenlooper Pastore 
Burke Hil Payne 
Bush Holland Potter 
Butler Humphrey Purtell 
Ives Reynolds 
Capehart Jackson Robertson 
Carlson Jenner Russell 
Case Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel 
Clements Johnston, S.C, Smathers 
Cooper Kennedy Smith, Maine 
Cordon Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Crippa Kilgore Stennis 
Daniel Knowland Symington 
Dirksen Kuchel Thye 
Douglas Lehman Upton 
Long Watkins 
Dworshak Magnuson Welker 
Ellender Malone Wiley 
Ferguson Mansfield Williams 
Martin Young 
Pulbright Maybank 
George McCarran 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment in the nature of a substi- 
tute offered by the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. MAGNUSON]. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
have the yeas and nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have not been ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute of- 
fered by the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. MAGNUSON]. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. As I understand, 
this yea and nay vote will be on the 
amendment in the nature of a substi- 
tute which I offer on behalf of myself 
and other Senators. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute of- 
fered by the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. Macnuson] for himself and on be- 
half of other Senators. 

The yeas and nays having been or- 
dered, the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LANGER] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senators from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Ervin and Mr. Lennon], the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE- 
FAUVER], and the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELy] are absent on of- 
ficial business. 

The Senator from Alabama 
SPARKMAN] is necessarily absent. 
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I announce further that on this vote 
the junior Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Ervin] is paired with the 
Senator from West Virginia IMr. 
NEELY]. If present and voting, the 
junior Senator from North Carolina 
would vote “nay” and the Senator from 
West Virginia would vote “yea.” 

I announce further that if present 
and voting, the senior Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Lennon] would 
vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 31, 
nays 57, as follows: 


YEAS—31 
Anderson Hennings Long 
Burke Hill agnuson 
Chavez Humphrey Mansfield 
Clements Ives Maybank 
Cooper Jackson Monroney 
Douglas Johnson, Colo. Morse 
Fulbright Johnston, S. C. Murray 
Gillette Kennedy 
Gore Kerr Symington 
Green Kilgore 
Hayden Lehman 
NAYS—57 
Aiken Ellender Payne 
Barrett Ferguson Potter 
Beall Frear Purtell 
Bennett George Reynolds 
Bowring Goldwater Robertson 
Bricker Hendrickson Russell 
Bridges Hickenlooper Saltonstall 
Bush Holland Schoeppel 
Butler Jenner Smathers 
Byrd Johnson, Tex. Smith, Maine 
Capehart Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Carlson Kuchel Stennis 
Malone Thye 
Cordon Martin Upton 
Crippa McCarran Watkins 
Daniel McCarthy Welker 
Dirksen McClellan Wiley 
Duff Millikin Williams 
Dworshak Mundt Young 
NOT VOTING—8 
Eastland Kefauver Neely 
Ervin Langer Sparkman 
Flanders Lennon 


So Mr. Macnvson’s amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was rejected. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute was 
rejected be reconsidered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay on the table the motion of 
the Senator from Michigan. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment, ask that it be 
stated, and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On line 14, 
page 2, following the words “Armed 
Forces”, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing language: 

Provided, however, That any labor organ- 
ization which is an affiliate in good standing 
of a national federation whose policies and 
activities have been directed to opposing 
Communist organizations, any Communist 
foreign government, or the world Commu- 
nist movement, shall be presumed not to be 
a Communist-infiltrated organization. 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, the amend- 
ment would exempt from the provisions 
of S. 3706 bona fide labor organizations 
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whose loyalty to the United States has 
been proven on innumerable occasions. 

I am in full sympathy with the pur- 
poses of S. 3706, as I know that certain 
so-called labor organizations have been 
and are being used by the forces of in- 
ternational communism to destroy free 
trade unionism and our democratic form 
of government. On the other hand, or- 
ganizations such as the American Fed- 
eration of Labor, the Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations, and the Railroad 
brotherhoods deserve a great deal of 
credit for their unceasing efforts to weed 
out subversive influences in labor organ- 
izations. It is common knowledge that 
the Communists have infiltrated into 
labor organizations in every country 
which has succumbed to the domination 
of Soviet Russia, because free trade 
unionism is the greatest bulwark against 
any form of totalitarianism. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield to the Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I know how easy it is, 
when one starts citing specific organiza- 
tions, to overlook one and not include it 
in the list; but I am sure I am correct 
when I say that the Senator from New 
York will agree with me that the United 
Mine Workers organization also has car- 
ried on a very effective fight against 
communism within its ranks. 

Mr. IVES. I might well have added 
that organization. I said organizations 
such as the American Federation of La- 
bor, and so forth. 

Mr. MORSE. That is right. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, in our ef- 
forts to eliminate Communist domina- 
tion from free trade unionism, we must 
be most careful not to destroy trade 
unionism itself. 

The bill before the Senate contains 
broad standards for determining wheth- 
er or not an organization is a Commu- 
nist-action or a Communist-front or- 
ganization. Although there is no pres- 
ent danger that any bona fide labor or- 
ganization would be construed to fall 
within these standards, we must be cer- 
tain that true and tried supporters of 
democracy, such as those to which I 
have referred, are not placed in jeop- 
ardy. 

Therefore, I urge the favorable con- 
sideration of my amendment, which 
would exempt from the coverage of S. 
3706 free and democratic labor organi- 
zations which have proved their undying 
loyalty to the United States of America 
on every occasion when our democratic 
way of life has been imperiled. 

Mr. President, on my amendment, I 
ask for the yeas and nays, while there 
are a sufficient number of Senators pres- 
ent to get a yea-and-nay vote. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, my first 
reaction is to disagree to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New York. I 
believe that the great labor leaders de- 
serve a tremendous amount of credit. 
They have done a creditable job in kick- 
ing out Communist-dominated unions. 
The amendment would prevent them 
from doing so in the future. If there 
were such - Communist-dominated 
unions, the parent organizations would 
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not be able to clean them out and we 
would not be able to clean them out, 
under the law. It would completely de- 
feat the efforts of labor unions and of 
those who want to see Communist-dom- 
inated unions purged of all taints of 
communism, 

Also, the amendment would place an 
undue burden on the Attorney General 
and the Subversive Activities Control 
Board. I do not believe anyone should 
have to assume such a burden. I be- 
lieve we should all help rather than 
hinder what is proposed to be accom- 
plished by the bill with regard to the 
labor organizations of America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
York [Mr. Ives]. On this question the 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator permit me to ask him a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. IVES. Certainly. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I have just read the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
York. Does the Senator use the word 
“presumed” in the legal sense? 

Mr. IVES. Yes. 

Mr. KUCHEL. So it would be a pre- 
sumption which, in any instance, if the 
facts were so developed, could be over- 
come? 

Mr. IVES. That is correct. That 
was my purpose in using that word. 
ORGANIZED INFILTRATION BY COMMUNISTS SO 

PRONOUNCED BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to ask 
the Senator from New York if the bill 
itself is confined to labor unions in the 
extended investigation of subversive or- 
ganizations or are they simply included 
if and whenever found to be so infil- 
trated? 

Mr. IVES. I have read the bill very 
carefully. After reading it, I am not 
sure whether it is or not. I think the 
bill ought to be amended in certan re- 
spects. I am very much disturbed 
about a provision on page 4, section 
13A, which I think is altogether too 
severe, 

Mr. BUTLER. If the Senator will 
yield, may I ask to which provision the 
Senator is referring? 

Mr. IVES. I refer to the provision 
that there must be a waiting period of 
1 year before the organization can be 
absolved from the determination that it 
was a Communist-infiltrated organiza- 
tion. However, that has nothing to do 
with the amendment I have offered. I 
was merely replying to the question of 
the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield fur- 
ther? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. As I read the sub- 
section referred to by the distinguished 
Senator from New York, section 13A, on 
page 4 of the bill, neither mentions 
labor unions nor is it confined to labor 
unions. They are simply included if so 
affected. Is that correct? 

Mr. IVES. Yes. 
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Mr. MALONE. It merely refers to 
any organization the Attorney General 
may have pronounced as being infil- 
trated by Communism. Is that correct? 

Mr. IVES. That is correct. 

Mr. MALONE. It seems to me that 
there has been an attempt to pinpoint 
the proposed legislation as being aimed 
at destroying labor unions. That is the 
furthest thing from the mind of the 
junior Senator from Nevada and I be- 
lieve of every Senator here trying to find 
a way of reaching Communist-affected 
organizations. 

Mr. IVES. Certainly. 

Mr. MALONE. Will the Senator from 
New York wait until I finish my state- 
ment? 

Mr. IVES. I was going to agree with 
the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr.MALONE. The Senator from New 
York may not agree when I complete my 
statement. Then, am I to believe that 
the Senator’s feeling is that the proposed 
legislation includes all Communist-front 
or Communist-infiltrated organizations 
which have been difficult to reach 
through existing legislation? 

Mr. IVES. I would not say so, no. 

Mr. MALONE. Certainly the junior 
Senator from Nevada does not wish to 
injure or destroy any labor union that 
is conducting its business in a proper 
way, and he likewise does not wish to 
have destroyed any other organization 
that is conducting its business in a 
proper manner. The problem is to reach 
individuals or groups deliberately organ- 
ized to injure this Nation—and to assist 
legitimate organizations to clean up their 
own house as many of them are trying 
to do. 

But there has been difficulty in dealing 
with these Communist-front organiza- 
tions—and in assisting legitimate organ- 
izations in destroying Communist infil- 
tration. The pending bill is clearly for 
the purpose of creating a board or estab- 
lishing the power to “put the finger” on 
them when so organized and to destroy 
their influence. 

Mr. IVES. The bill does not create 
a board, for the Board already exists. 
The bill will utilize the services of the 
Board for that purpose. 

Mr. MALONE. Then it is not the pur- 
pose to injure or destroy the American 
Federation of Labor or the railroad 
brotherhoods or any loyal American 
organization? 

Mr. IVES. I do not think it is the 
purpose to destroy them. I have no 
thought whatever that the sponsors of 
the bill intend to destroy labor organi- 
zations. I do not think that is their 
intent. I think that is furthest from 
their intent. 

But under the bill, as it is drafted, I 
believe a great deal of damage can be 
done to bona-fide labor organizations. 
That is why I fear the bill. 

Mr. MALONE. We attempt to name 


legitimate labor organizations. We 
should also name other law-abiding or- 
ganizations. 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New York yield; and if 
so, to whom? 
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Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I am will- 
ing to yield, in order to permit the Sen- 
ator from Nevada to continue, although 
I should like to have it understood that 
I have a right to reply to the questions 
he asks me. 

Mr. MALONE. Yes; after I have 
finished asking the questions. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I have the 
floor; and although I am willing to yield 
for questions, I wish the Senator who 
asks a question to give me an oppor- 
tunity to reply to it. 

Mr. MALONE. Then, Mr. President, 
this is my question: Does not the bill 
apply to all organizations? 

Mr. IVES. It is aimed principally at 
labor organizations. 

Mr. MALONE. I do not think it is 
aimed at any specific type of organiza- 
tions, however, I agree that the Senate 
speeches have been slanted that way. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from Nevada 
may not think so; but according to all 
the evidence which has been produced 
and according to the report of the com- 
mittee, the bill is principally aimed at 
such organizations. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield further to 
me? 

Mr. IVES. Certainly. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to point 
out that in much of the debate, the 
speeches which have been made—prob- 
ably for public consumption—would put 
Senators who vote in favor of the legis- 
lation in the position of trying to destroy 
labor unions when nothing could be far- 
ther from the truth. 

Mr. IVES. I should like to answer on 
that point. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to have 
the Senator from New York do so. 

Mr. IVES. I shall construe the Sen- 
ator’s statement as a question. I do not 
think Senators who vote for the bill tend 
to destroy labor organizations; I do not 
think that is their purpose, and I never 
would construe a vote in favor of the 
bill to be a vote of that type at all. 

Mr. MALONE. Then I shall ask the 
question again, of the distinguished 
Senator from New York: If it appears 
necessary, from the speeches which have 
been made in the last several hours, to 
mention certain labor unions that are 
obviously above reproach, would not it 
also be necessary to mention certain 
other organizations which are obviously 
clear of all suspicion? 

Mr. IVES. That could be done, but I 
do not think that is the chief purpose of 
the bill. I believe the chief purpose is 
the elimination of communism from la- 
bor organizations; and therefore an 
amendment of the type I have pro- 
pOoSed 

Mr. MALONE. Of course the Senator 
from New York is entitled to that opin- 
ion, but the junior Senator from Nevada 
does not think the proposed legislation 
is aimed at any legitimate lawful organ- 
ization or one not officially designated as 
Communist infiltrated. 

Mr. IVES. I have read the report, 
and the report seems definitely to indi- 
cate that. That is all I know about it. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield to me? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 
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Mr. BUTLER. The Senator from 
New York just voted to have a further 
study made in connection with the 
problem. 

Mr. IVES. I certainly did. 

Mr. BUTLER. But now the Senator 
from New York brings to the floor an 
amendment, which no one else has ever 
seen, which goes directly to the heart of 
the bill. I do not think that is the way 
to legislate. 

Mr.IVES. Then why did not the Sen- 
ator from Maryland vote in favor of hav- 
ing a further study made? 

Mr. BUTLER. Because I did not think 
that amendment was sound, and neither 
do I believe the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from New York is practicable. 

Mr. IVES. I think it is sound. 

With regard to the question of mak- 
ing a study, I have had some experience 
in dealing with labor-management rela- 
tions and labor-management problems. 
From long experience in that field, one 
learns that the way to resolve a question, 
when there is a conflict of feeling of this 
type, is to get the groups together, as 
proposed by the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

For that reason, I voted for the 
amendment of the Senator from Wash- 
ington. The amendment itself would 
have delayed action on this matter for a 
period of only approximately 5 months, 
and I think it would be far better to get 
the parties in interest to sit down and 
arrive at something on which they would 
at least be in agreement. 

By the way, let me point out that the 
amendment provided for consultation 
with Members of the House of Represen- 
tatives and Members of the Senate. I 
believe it is far better to legislate in that 
way than to legislate out of the whole 
cloth, as we are now legislating. 

Mr. BUTLER. We are not legislating 
out of the whole cloth. This matter has 
received very careful study. I do not 
agree with the Senator from New York 
that this is a question of labor-manage- 
ment relations. It is a question of inter- 
nal security. 

Mr. IVES. I, too, think it is a ques- 
tion of internal security; but I think it 
has a definite bearing on labor-manage- 
ment relations. The very fact that the 
Taft-Hartley Act would, in effect, be 
amended by the bill demonstrates that 
the bill is dealing with labor-manage- 
ment relations. 

Mr. BUTLER. Is it not true that the 
real foundation of the amendment of 
the Senator from New York is that if 
Communists happen to be in good com- 
pany, there will be a presumption in 
their favor? 

Mr. IVES. Not at all. 


Mr. BUTLER. Then what does the 
amendment mean? 

Mr. IVES. It means exactly what it 
Says. 

Mr. BUTLER. Then let me read the 
amendment at this time: 

Provided, however, That any labor organ- 
ization which is an affiliate in good standing 
of a national federation whose policies and 
activities have been directed to opposing 
Communist organizations, any Communist 
foreign government, or the world Commu- 
nist movement, shall be presumed not to be 
a “Communist-infiltrated organization.” 
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It might be that the affiliates were 
completely dominated by communism; 
but this amendment would give them a 
cloak of immunity simply because they 
associate with nice people. That is not 
the way for us to proceed. 

Mr. IVES. Let me emphasize the im- 
portance of the words “in good stand- 
ing.” They must be in good standing; 
otherwise, they are not presumed to fall 
within the purview of the amendment. 
That makes a great deal of difference. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield to me? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. COOPER. Will the Senator from 
New York read his amendment again? 

Mr. IVES. Yes. 

Mr. COOPER. At what point in the 
bill is the amendment offered? 

Mr. IVES. It is offered to page 2 of 
the bill, in line 14, following the words 
“Armed Forces.” The amendment is 
offered to section 2 of the bill, and it 
would insert the following words: 

Provided, however, That any labor organ- 
ization which is an affiliate in good standing 
of a national federation— 


And let me emphasize again the im- 
portance of the words “in good stand- 
ing,” because all of us know that the 
great federations of labor, the great la- 
bor organizations, have been doing their 
utmost to get communism out of their 
affiliates, out of their internationals, and 
out of their locals. That is why the 
important words here are “in good 
standing.” 

I shall start again at the beginning 
of the amendment: 

Provided, however, that any labor organ- 
ization which is an affiliate in good standing 
of a national federation whose policies and 
activities have been directed to opposing 
Communist organizations, any Communist 
foreign government, or the world Cormmu- 
nist movement, shall be presumed not to 
be a Communist-infiltrated organization. 


Mr. COOPER. I wish to ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New York a 
question regarding the proper interpre- 
tation of the words “shall be presumed.” 

On page 4 of the bill, we find the sec- 
tion entitled “Proceedings With Re- 
spect to Communist-Infiltrated Organ- 
izations”; and section 13A sets forth the 
proceedings which will be followed in 
arriving at a determination that such 
an organizaion is a Communist-infil- 
trated organization. 

Does the Senator from New York in- 
tend in any way, or does he consider 
that it would be the purpose of the word 
“presumed,” to prevent the Attorney 
General from initiating any petition or 
proceeding to declare any particular or- 
ganization Communist dominated or 
Communist infiltrated? 

Mr. IVES. No; that is not the intent 
at all. 

Mr. COOPER. Then is it the inter- 
pretation of the Senator from New York 
that his amendment would not prevent 
the Attorney General from initiating 
any such action? 

Mr. IVES. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I am trying to answer the 
Senator from Kentucky. 
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Mr. COOPER. And there would not 
be any presumption? 

Mr. IVES. There is what is known as 
a rebuttable presumption. 

Mr. COOPER. The bill, S. 3706, is an 
amendment to the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950. As I understand, 
the act of 1950 provides for judicial 
review of the determination of the 
Board. 

Mr. IVES. That is correct. 

Mr. COOPER. I assume, as has been 
brought out by the Senator from Cali- 
fornia, that the words in the amendment 
of the Senator from New York simply 
establish what would be a rebuttable 
presumption. If upon a determination 
by the Board itself, and then later, if 
a review were made by the court, it 
would be a question whether or not 
there were sufficient facts to overturn the 
rebuttable presumption. 

Mr. IVES. Exactly. 

Mr. COOPER. I wish to ask one or 
two other questions. 

I understand the intent of the Sena- 
tor’s amendment would be to create 
presumption in favor of a labor union 
organization, which was a part of a fed- 
eration whose opposition to communism 
in unions was well known, such as the 
American Federation of Labor, the Unit- 
ed Mine Workers of America, of the CIO. 

Mr. IVES. That is why the words “in 
good standing” are in the amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. But there would be 
nothing in the amendment which would 
prevent an inquiry by the Attorney Gen- 
eral or a determination by the Board 
either against the federation or against 
an affiliate of the federation, if the facts 
were thought sufficient to require such 
an inquiry. 

Mr. IVES. That is correct. That is 
definitely the intent of the amendment. 
Nothing stands in the way of such action 
by the Attorney General or the Board. 

I might as well yield to the Senators 
one at a time, as they stand in front of 
me. I yield to the Senator from Mary- 
land. 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator’s amend- 
ment gives this presumption to an or- 
ganization or an affiliate “in good stand- 
ing.” In good standing in what re- 
spect—that they pay their dues, or that 
they do good work? What does it 
mean? 

Mr. IVES. In good standing in line 
with the terms of the bill and the law. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not think that is 
any way to legislate. I think “in good 
standing” could mean anything. They 
are in good standing if they pay their 
dues. They are in good standing if they 
live up to the constitution of their par- 
ent organization. I do not know what 
it means. 

Mr. IVES. I think the term “in good 
standing” is very clear. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not agree with 
the Senator. 

Mr. IVES. We are dealing definitely 
with labor organizations. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is true. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator knows what 
is intended by “labor organizations.” 
He knows what is intended by the term 
“in good standing” with respect to Com- 
munist infiltration. We are dealing dis- 
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tinctly with Communist infiltration, and 
nothing else, 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not agree with 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from Mary- 
land and I just do not agree. 

I yield now to the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts, who has been trying to get 
me to yield for some time. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I think the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky covered most of 
the questions I had in mind. It is my 
understanding that the Senator from 
New York is trying by this amendment 
to say, by the word “presumed,” that a 
labor union which is an affiliate of a na- 
tional organization and which is in good 
standing with the national organization 
is presumed not to be a Communist-infil- 
trated union. That means there is a 
prima facie case that it is not one; but 
it does not mean that the Attorney Gen- 
eral cannot proceed, if he has facts which 
will overcome that prima facie case. 

Mr. IVES. That is correct. That is 
what is intended. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is the 
whole purpose of it? 

on IVES. That is the whole purpose 
of it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The General 
Electric Co. is a large organization in 
my State and in New York State, and 
in its employ are members of several 
unions which have been having difficul- 
ties with each other continuously. One 
of those unions is in good standing, as 
I understand, with the CIO. The other 
union is not in good standing, and is not 
connected with the CIO. What the Sen- 
ator means is that the union which is 
in good standing with the CIO and con- 
cerning which there is no evidence to 
overcome a prima facie case should come 
within the proviso; and that the other 
union, which is not connected with the 
CIO, and concerning which there is some 
evidence of Communist infiltration, 
would not come within the purview of 
the provision. 

Mr. IVES. Definitely it would not. 
That is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So “in good 
standing” means in good standing in 
connection with the other terminology 
of the bill; it is not a question whether 
dues are paid or are not paid. 

Mr. IVES. It applies specifically to 
subversion and communism, nothing 
else. 

Mr. FERGUSON and Mr. BUTLER 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New York yield, and if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. IVES. I must yield to the Sena- 
tor from Michigan first, because he has 
pa trying to get me to yield for some 

e. 

Mr. FERGUSON. This morning the 
Senator from Michigan quoted a strong- 
ly worded resolution of the CIO expel- 
ling an affiliate for Communist domina- 
tion. 

Mr. IVES. I did not happen to hear 
the Senator. I assume that was the UE, 
was it not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. Does the 
Senator’s amendment mean that if a 
union is not expelled by resolution, it 
is in good standing? 


Mr. IVES. Not at all. It does not 
have to be expelled to be not in good 
standing. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The next question: 
The Senator says it is a rebuttable pre- 
sumption. In law there are two kinds 
of presumptions. One is known as a 
conclusive presumption, which evidence 
cannot overcome. I am glad the Sena- 
tor has stated and now states that the 
presumption in this case is not intended 
to be a conclusive presumption. 

Mr. IVES. It is not intended to be 
a conclusive presumption. 

Mr. FERGUSON, It can be rebutted 
by evidence. 

Mr. IVES. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. There would be 
merely a prima facie case, as we lawyers 
speak of it, so that if no other evidence 
were introduced before the Attorney 
General or the Board, but the union 
was an affiliate of a national federation 
which said, “This union is in good stand- 
ing so far as Communist domination is 
concerned,” then the Board would have 
no alternative but to say there had been 
a prima facie case made, and no action 
could be taken. 

Mr. IVES. That is, assuming no 
other evidence were introduced. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is what I 
mean. 

Mr. IVES. In line with the Senator’s 
statement, yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. If the Attorney 
General introduced evidence which 
overcame the prima facie presumption, 
then action could be taken by the 
Board. 

Mr. IVES. That is the intention of 
the amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I assume the Sena- 
tor would allow the rules of the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board to con- 
trol as to the admission of evidence. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator will remem- 
ber that I strongly supported the act 
back in 1950. I am not trying to get 
away from it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think we ought 
to make the record very clear as to 
what we are trying to do here today. 
If the presumption may be overcome, 
then it is up to the Board to determine 
whether there has been sufficient evi- 
dence introduced to overcome the prima 
facie case of good standing of the union. 

Mr. IVES. I agree to that statement. 
I want to make clear where I stand. 
That statement is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Of course, the Sen- 
ator is the author of the amendment, and 
therefore his interpretation is very ma- 
terial in determining what the courts 
will consider. 

Mr. IVES. I think the interpretation 
we are developing on the floor is very 
material. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think the inter- 
pretation of the Senator who has offered 
the amendment is very material to this 
question. 

May I ask what kind of union the 
Senator has described in his amend- 
ment? Were the words, “international 
union,” or what is the exact ter- 
minology? 

Mr. IVES. No, I do not use the word 
“international.” It reads, “good stand- 
ing of a national federation.” 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
explain, so the record will be clear, what 
is meant by a “national federation’’? 

Mr. IVES. I think I covered that in 
my earlier remarks. What I have in 
mind are organizations like the Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor, the Congress 
of Industrial Organizations, the Railroad 
Brotherhoods, and the United Mine 
Workers. They are four big national 
organizations. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
intend to include any labor union which 
is recognized by the National Labor 
Relations Board? 

Mr. IVES. No. 

Mr. FERGUSON, That is not the de- 
termination? 

Mr. IVES. No; that has nothing to 
do with it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. 
it clear on the record. 

Mr. MORSE. With regard to the 
meaning of the language of the amend- 
ment, the phrase “in good standing” 
means that if a local union is under in- 
vestigation by its national organization 
in connection with financial irregulari- 
ties, at that time it is not a union in 
good standing; does it not? 

Mr. IVES. Not in that sense of the 
word; no. 

Mr. MORSE. If a union is under in- 
vestigation at the time for any violation 
of the international laws of the union, 
while that investigation is going on, the 
union is not in good standing; is it? 

Mr. IVES. No. 

Mr. MORSE. If a union is under in- 
vestigation by its national organization 
for Communist activities or for violation 
of the Communist affidavit requirement, 
or if it is under investigation on any 
charge of any subversive activity within 
the union, that union is not in good 
standing at that time; is it? 

Mr. IVES. It is definitely not in good 
standing. 

Mr. MORSE. What the Senator from 
New York is doing, if I understand him 
correctly—and I completely agree with 
his objective—is seeking to provide by 
his amendment that the unions, the na- 
tional federations, are to be given an op- 
portunity to clean their own house in 
regard to Communist domination as 
they have been doing? 


I wanted to have 


Mr. IVES. May I interrupt at that 
point? 
Mr. MORSE. Certainly. 


Mr. IVES. What I am trying to do 
is to have the Government cooperate in 
the efforts being made by the great labor 
organizations which are trying to clean 
house, and at the same time preserve 
the necessary protection to the Govern- 
ment itself and to the country itself. 

Mr. MORSE. So far as labor-man- 
agement relationships are concerned, 
and so far as the relationships between 
the Government and labor-management 
relationships are concerned, would not 
one of the benefits of this amendment 
really be that we would impliedly recog- 
nize the fact that the national labor fed- 
erations are trying to do a job with re- 
spect to subversive activities problems 
and that we stand ready as a Govern- 
ment to assist them in connection with 
any union which is not in good standing, 
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so that they will know they are to have 
the support of the Government. 

Mr. IVES. Yes; and they are also 
expected to assist the Government. 
There would be a quid pro quo. Coop- 
eration would extend in both directions. 

Mr. MORSE. As so frequently hap- 
pens, the Senator from New York is one 
jump ahead of me. That is the next 
point I wished to inquire about. In 
other words, we are trying to adopt an 
amendment which puts the Government 
and the unions in a cooperative rela- 
tionship, and we are not placing a black 
mark upon the unions in advance. 

Mr. IVES. No stigma. 

Mr. MORSE. We are saying to the 
unions, “We will give you the benefit of 
a rebuttable presumption.” 

Mr. IVES. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. We are also saying, 
“But if we have evidence that overcomes 
that rebuttable presumption we will pro- 
ceed against any organization in your 
union.” 

Mr. IVES. That is exactly the intent 
of what is contained in the amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I realize that all 
organizations will have the benefit of 
the presumption of innocence. That is 
the only way we do business in this 
country. 

Mr. IVES. That is the way we started 
operations in this country. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is the only 
way we do business. Everyone has equal 
protection under the law. We assume 
that to be the case. Under the circum- 
stances, in accordance with the explana- 
tion of the amendment that has been 
placed in the Recorp, and is a part of 
the legislative history, I should like to 
ask a question of the Senator from 
Maryland, if the Senator from New York 
will yield for that purpose. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, provided I 
do not lose the floor, I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Michigan so that he may ask a 
question of the Senator from Maryland. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is this not an 
amendment that should be accepted by 
the Senator from Maryland? After all, 
what we are trying to do is to estab- 
lish a procedure which will allow labor 
unions and the United States Govern- 
ment to throw out—let us use that ex- 
pression, because that is what we are 
trying to do—the Communists who dom- 
inate and penetrate unions, and thus 
dominate the minds and the actions of 
men. 

Mr. BUTLER. I will say to the Sena- 
tor from Michigan, on the basis of the 
legislative history that has here been 
made on the floor of the Senate in con- 
nection with the amendment, and with 
respect to the purposes of the Senator’s 
amendment, that I would accept the 
amendment. The amendment should 
tend to bring the Government and the 
labor unions into a closer working rela- 
tionship, which would be for the good of 
all of us. As I said at the beginning, I 
would not hurt any legitimate labor or- 
ganization. I am willing to accept any 
reasonable amendment. I think this is a 
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reasonable amendment. It gives labor 
a chance to clean its own house. If labor 
does not clean its own house, the Govern- 
ment says, “We will proceed anyway, be- 
cause we have the evidence.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not correct to 
say that under the amendment a union 
itself could endeavor on all occasions to 
cleanse itself of Communist domination, 
so that it would not be criticized before 
the public for not cleansing itself? 

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. After all, the 
unions themselves know better than any- 
one else who is Communist dominated, 

Mr.BUTLER. Thatis correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The procedure 
would involve teamwork on the part of 
the Government, the Board, the Attor- 
ney General’s Office, and the unions, in 
ferreting out Communists. It will re- 
quire some ferreting, because when the 
Communists get into any kind of organ- 
ort they work like termites in the 
dark. 

Mr. BUTLER. I agree with the Sen- 
ator. I accept the amendment. 

Mr, FERGUSON, I think it is a very 
good amendment. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I under- 
stand the yeas and nays have been or- 
dered on the amendment. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr, President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not believe the 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names; 
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Aiken Gillette McCarthy 
Anderson Goldwater McClellan 
Barrett Gore Millikin 
Beall Green Monroney 
Bennett Hayden orse 
Bowring Hendrickson Mundt 
Bricker Hennings Murray 
Bridges Hickenlooper Pastore 
Burke Hill Payne 
Bush Holland Potter 
Butler Humphrey Purtell 
Byrd Ives Reynolds 
Capehart Jackson Robertson 
Carlson Jenner Russell 
Case Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Smathers 
Cooper Kennedy Smith, Maine 
Cordon Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Crippa Kilgore Stennis 
Daniel Knowland Symington 
Dirksen Kuchel Thye 
Douglas Lehman Upton 
Duff Long Watkins 
Dworshak Magnuson Welker 
Ellender Malone Wiley 
Ferguson Mansfield Williams 
Frear Martin Young 
Fulbright Maybank 

George McCarran 


The PRESIDING OFFICER 
Cooper in the chair]. 
ent. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator from New 
York a question. 

Reference was made to the presump- 
tion of innocence of any person under 
the proposed amendment. 

Mr. IVES. That is correct, 


[Mr. 
A quorum is pres- 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not possible, 
even though the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, for the Senator to ask unani- 
mous consent to insert language to pro- 
vide that not only organizations con- 
nected with a national federation, but 
also other labor organizations, should 
enjoy the benefit of such a presumption, 
so that we would not be in the position of 
having the presumption apply to some 
while excluding others? 

Mr. IVES. It is not my intention to 
discriminate against other labor organi- 
zations. In order to avoid any such 
possibility in the amendment which I am 
proposing, I suggest that the amendment 
be modified, after the words “national 
federation,” by adding “or other labor 
organizations.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think that would 
cover the subject. 

Mr. IVES, I think that would take 
eare of everything which the Senator 
from Michigan has in mind. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, would 
the Senator from New York read into 
the Recorp the amendment as it is now 
modified? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield to the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it the purpose of 
the Senator’s modification to make it 
clear that any labor union, regardless 
of whether or not it is affiliated with one 
of the national organizations which is 
against communism, so long as it is a 
lawful labor union, large or small, has 
the benefit of a presumption of inno- 
cence which must be overcome by com- 
petent proof? 

Mr. IVES. I think that is what should 
be done, in all fairness. That is the 
purpose of the modification. 

Mr. HOLLAND, If the Senator from 
New York so provides in his amendment, 
I shall support it. But if he attempts 
to make a distinction between a labor 
organization which is affiliated with a 
large organization, and a smaller union 
or labor organization which is not so 
affiliated, I could not support the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I call the attention 
of the Senator from New York and of 
the Senate as a whole to the fact that 
already certain unions have been, to use 
a common expression, “kicked out,” by 
national organizations. Is the Senator 
attempting to say that their expulsion 
was an erroneous action? 

Mr. IVES. No. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It seems to me 
that that is what the Senator’s amend- 
ment would accomplish. 

Mr. IVES. No. If the Senator from 
Nevada had been present when the col- 
loquy was taking place between the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON], 
and myself, he would have understood 
that that question was cleared up. That 
a the purpose of the amendment at 
all. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The presumption 
of innocence cannot operate in favor of 
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an organization already expelled by a 
parent organization. 

Mr. IVES. No. The presumption 
would not be in favor of an organiza- 
tion which had been kicked out. 

Mr. McCARRAN, That is what I had 
in mind. 

Mr. IVES. The amendment is in- 
tended to operate in exactly the opposite 
way. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. KILGORE. Does the Senator's 
modification take care of an organiza- 
tion like the United Mine Workers of 
America, which has in its own constitu- 
tion provided against communism? 

Mr. IVES. The United Mine Workers 
would be covered in the amendment as 
it was originally submitted. It is a na- 
tional organization. As I proposed to 
modify the amendment, the United Mine 
Workers and similar organizations 
would be covered. I shall read the 
amendment as it is modified: 

Provided, however, That any labor organi- 
zation which is an affiliate in good standing 
of a national federation or other labor or- 
ganization whose policies and activities have 
been directed to opposing Communist or- 
ganizations, any Communist foreign govern- 
ment or the world Communist movement, 
shall be presumed not to be a “Communist- 
infiltrated organization.” 


I think that takes care of every situ- 
ation. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Does the 
amendment take care of an unaffiliated 
labor organization, an independent or- 
ganization which is not affiliated? 

Mr. IVES. Yes. The amendment 
reads: 

Any labor organization which is an affiliate 
in good standing of a national federation or 
other labor organization— 


That is inclusive. It covers any inde- 
pendent labor organization or other la- 
bor organization. 

Mr. BUTLER. Is it the opinion of the 
Senator from New York that if the Sen- 
ate should agree to the amendment, some 
of the labor organizations which have 
been ejected by the CIO could say, “We 
have been approved by the United States 
Senate. We are perfectly innocent of 
any wrongdoing”? 

Mr. IVES. No; there is no presump- 
tion of innocence in such a case. 

Mr. BUTLER. Those unions would 
not be protected and would not be able 
to make such a claim? 

Mr. IVES. No; the amendment pro- 
vides quite the contrary. 

Mr. McCARRAN. While I have not 
the exact language in mind, I respect- 
fully suggest that the words “shall be 
presumed prima facie” should be in- 
cluded. 

Mr. IVES. Does the Senator from Ne- 
vada desire to have those words in- 
cluded? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do. 

Mr. IVES. I shall modify the amend- 
ment by including those words, 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator now read the amendment as it 
has been modified? 
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Mr. IVES. I shall have to begin back 
a little way. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest that the 
entire amendment be read in its pro- 
posed modified form. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senate again state at what page and line 
the amendment appears? 

Mr. IVES. On page 2, in line 14, after 
“Armed Forces”, I propose an amend- 
ment as follows: 

Provided, however, That any labor organi- 
zation which is an affiliate in good standing 
of a national federation or other labor organi- 
zation whose policies and activities have been 
directed to opposing Communist organiza- 
tions, any Communist foreign government, 
or the world Communist movement, shall be 
presumed prima facie not to be a Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organization. 


Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. Is it the opinion of the 
distinguished Senator from New York 
that his amendment, if adopted, would 
provide a sufficient modification of the 
three lines immediately preceding, name- 
ly, that an organization which had been 
on strike in a concern which provided 
material needed by the Armed Forces 
would not be adjudged a Communist-in- 
filtrated organization? 

Mr. IVES. I did not quite understand 
the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE, If the Senator will read 
lines 11, 12, and 13, on page 2—— 

Mr. IVES. I am reading them. 

Mr. GORE. He will see the reference 
to “any organization which is substan- 
tially directed by an individual or indi- 
viduals who are, or who within 5 years 
have been actively engaged in the im- 
pairment of the military strength of the 
United States or its industrial capacity 
to furnish logistical or other material 
support required by its armed forces.” 

My question is: Does the able Senator 
hold that the adoption of his amend- 
ment would so modify the language 
which I have just quoted that an organi- 
zation which had engaged in a legiti- 
mate strike within 5 years could not, 
because of such action be adjudged to be 
a Communist-infiltrated organization? 

Mr. IVES. Oh, no; not if the strike 
had been a legitimate strike. Of course 
not. 

Mr. GORE. Perhaps I should not 
have used the word “legitimate.” 

Mr. IVES. I use the same words as 
the Senator did, because I think per- 
haps we had the same meaning in mind; 
namely, that when a strike has come 
about through Communist activity, or 
has been engineered by communism, my 
amendment very definitely would apply. 

Mr. GORE. I do not hold that the 
section reads in that way; but I still 
think the Senator’s interpretation may 
clarify the meaning of the language. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It seems to me that 
the language of the proposed amend- 
ment is too near, and is too much in- 
volved with the language referred to by 
the Senator from Tennessee, and might 
be construed as in some way modifying 
it. Perhaps if it could be set out at 
another place in the bill, it might be 
made clearer. 
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Mr. IVES. It is not intended to mod- 
ify the preceding language exclusively. 
Very definitely, the conversation we are 
now having with respect to the section 
should clear up any misunderstanding, 
because it is not the purpose of the 
amendment to modify the preceding 
language. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. If the amendment does 
not operate as a modification, then what 
effect does it have? 

Mr. IVES. Well, it is merely an addi- 
tional provision; not a modification of 
what is already there. 

Mr. GORE. If it has any effect, it 
seems to me that it must operate as a 
modification. The Senator will under- 
stand, I favor a modification, frankly. 

Mr. IVES. If the Senator from Ten- 
nessee would prefer, or if the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] would pre- 
fer, this can easily be stated as a sepa- 
rate section. 

Mr. GORE. I do not prefer it. 

Mr. IVES. The purpose of it is to in- 
sert the language in the bill. 

Mr. GORE. My position is that if 
lines 11, 12, 13, and 14 remain unchanged 
and unmodified, I do not see how I can 
support the bill. It was my interpreta- 
tion of the Senator’s amendment that it 
would operate as a modification, that it 
would set up a prima facie presumption 
that irrespective of the provision cited 
in these lines an organization described 
by his amendment would be presumed 
to be a loyal, non-Communist-domi- 
nated organization. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Apropos of the 
point made by the Senator from Nevada 
{Mr. McCarran], I wish to raise an in- 
quiry, and we shall have to allow the 
lawyers to interpret the legal aspects of 
it. 

I was wondering whether it would not 
be better to insert this language under 
(A) on line 8, right after the word “title,” 
and perhaps before “and.” Would it not 
be better to insert the Senator’s proviso 
at that point? 

Mr. IVES. I think it would be appro- 
priate to have it there. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Then (A) would 
read: “is substantially directed, domi- 
nated, or controlled by an individual or 
individuals who are, or who within 5 
years have been actively engaged in, giv- 
ing aid or support to a Communist- 
action organization, a Communist for- 
eign government, or the world Commu- 
nist movement referred to in section 2 of 
this title,” with the proviso to follow 
thereafter. 

Mr. IVES. That is all correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Would the Sena- 
tor so modify the amendment? 

Mr. IVES. Iso modify it. Is that on 
line 8? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is line 8, 
after the word “title.” 

Mr. IVES. After the word “title.” 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that my amendment be modified as 
I have indicated in the various changes 
which I have been reading. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur- 
TELL in the chair). Is there objection? 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, the Senator’s 
amendment refers to certain labor 
groups for which there is a presumption 
of non-Communist connection. Is it the 
Senator’s view there are other labor 
groups as to which there is a presump- 
tion of Communist connection? 

Mr. IVES. It is a rebuttable presump- 
tion. 

Mr. CORDON. I understand it is re- 
buttable. It makes no difference whether 
it is rebuttable or not. The question is: 
Are we saying certain groups are pre- 
sumed not to be Communist-dominated, 
and therefore other groups are presumed 
to be Communist-dominated? 

Mr. IVES. No; that is not the intent 
or purpose of it at all. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it not correct 
that the point raised by the Senator from 
Oregon was raised by a number of Sen- 
ators, prior to the modification of the 
amendment by the Senator from New 
York? 

Mr. IVES. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That would have 
been the situation, if the amendment had 
not been modified. 

Mr. IVES. That is correct. I modi- 
fied the amendment to take care of that 
situation by putting in “or other labor 
organizations.” 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. Is it not true that if 
the Senator’s amendment is adopted as 
presently framed there will be some in- 
dependent unions which will not have 
the protection afforded by the bill? 

Mr. IVES. Certainly. 

Mr. BUTLER. Those unions are the 
ones which have been kicked out by the 
CIO, are they not? 

Mr, IVES. The UE is one of them. 

Mr. CORDON. I am attempting to 
ascertain when the presumption of guilt 
does attach. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield to the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. I am interested in the 
question the Senator from Oregon has 
raised. I believe the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Act itself—and I am certain 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
RAN] would know about this—provides 
that in every case a preponderance of 
evidence must be established before a 
finding can be made by the Board. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. COOPER. I think that under 
the law as it applies to any person or 
organization brought before the Board, 
a preponderance of evidence must be 
established, which is a little bit more 
than even a presumption of innocence. 

This wording seems to me simply to 
apply that presumption, which must be 
rebutted, in the case of certain organiza- 
tions; but in every case, according to the 
act, I believe it is certain that the pre- 
ponderance of the evidence must be 
established, 
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Mr. McCARRAN. I understand the 
amendment as modified applied the pre- 
sumption to all labor organizations. 

Mr. IVES. That is right. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Otherwise it would 
have provided for a class to which a pre- 
sumption applied and another class to 
which no presumption applied; which 
was the question raised by the Senator 
from Oregon. The change of the 
amendment altered that situation, as I 
understand it. 

Mr. IVES. It was intended to. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, this whole subsection 
(4A) of section 2 describes the conditions 
under which an organization can be 
termed a “Communist-infiltrated organ- 
ization.” If we are to set up a presump- 
tion of innocence, then it would appear 
to the junior Senator from Tennessee 
that the presumption should apply to the 
whole subsection, rather than to just a 
part of the subsection. 

I hope the Senator from New York 
[Mr. Ives] will allow his amendment to 
be inserted at the conclusion of the sub- 
section. I see no justification for pro- 
viding a presumption of innocence down 
to and including line 8, but providing no 
presumption to cover the conditions set 
out in lines 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14, 

I should not like to object to the Sen- 
ator’s request. 

Mr. IVES. I really think it should be 
at the end, myself. 

Mr. GORE. I believe that is right. 

Mr. IVES. I think it should be at the 
end, the way I had it originally. What 
I was trying to do was to comply with 
thoughts being expressed here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has asked unan- 
imous consent to modify his amendment, 
Is there objection? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I understand the 
Senator wishes to withdraw his unani- 
mous-consent request to make it apply 
to line 8. 

Mr. IVES. My wunanimous-consent 
requests cover the other two modifica- 
tions I have added. I am making a 
unanimous-consent request on all three, 

Mr. GORE. Reserving the right to 
object, is it still the Senator’s intention 
to offer the amendment to follow the 
word “Forces”? 

Mr. IVES. Yes. 

Mr. GORE. I have no objection. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Reserving the right 
to object—and I shall not object, if the 
situation is as I understand it—is it the 
Senator’s intention by his series of mod- 
ifications to make it clear that the pre- 
sumption of innocence, which is a prima 
facie presumption, shall pertain to all 
lawful union organizations regardless of 
whether they are affiliated with the great 
national organizations or whether they 
are smaller organizations which have a 
good record for law observance? 

Mr. IVES. That is my purpose. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, that 
could not be the purpose of the Senator 
from New York if I understood the an- 
swer to my question—at least, if I pro- 
pounded an intelligible question. Sup- 
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pose an organization has already been 
ousted from a national organization be- 
cause it is communistic. 

Mr. IVES. Then such organization is 
not in good standing. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The presumption 
does not then apply? 

Mr. IVES. No; it does not apply at 
all. That is definitely implied in the 
amendment. 

I should like to read the amendment 
as it now is, finally, and to ask unani- 
mous consent that it may be so modified. 

On page 2, in line 14, following the 
words, “Armed Forces”, add the follow- 
ing: 

Provided, however, That any labor organi- 
zation which is an affiliate in good stand- 
ing of a national Federation of other labor 
organization whose policies and activities 
have been directed to opposing Communist 
organizations, any Communist foreign gov- 
ernment, or the world Communist move- 
ment, shall be presumed prima facie not to 
be a “Communist-infiltrated organization.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has requested 
unanimous consent to modify his 
amendment. 

Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, Without objection, the amend- 
ment is modified accordingly. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I ask that 
the vote be taken on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the modified 
amendment of the Senator from New 
York. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LANGER] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Vermont IMr. FLANDERS] would 
vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. East- 
LAND], the Senators from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Ervin and Mr. Lennon], the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 
and the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
NEELY] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Alabama IMr. 
SPARKMAN] is necessarily absent. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senators from North Carolina 
(Mr. Ervin and Mr. Lennon], and the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY] 
would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 87, 
nays 1, as follows: 


YEAS—87 

Aiken Cooper Hayden 
Anderson Cordon Hendrickson 
Barrett Crippa Hennings 
Beall Daniel Hickenlooper 
Bennett Dirksen Hill 
Bowring Douglas Holland 
Bricker Duff Humphrey 
Bridges Dworshak Ives 
Burke Ellender Jackson 
Bush Ferguson Jenner 
Butler ar Johnson, Colo. 

d Fulbright Johnson, Tex. 
Capehart George Johnston, S. C. 
Carlson Gillette Kennedy 
Case Goldwater Kerr 
Chavez Gore Kilgore 
Ciements Green Knowland 
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Kuchel Morse Smathers 
Lehman Mundt Smith, Maine 
Long Murray Smith, N. J. 
Magnuson Pastore Stennis 
Malone Payne Symington 
Mansfield Potter Thye 
Martin Purtell Upton 
Maybank Reynolds Watkins 
McCarthy Robertson Welker 
McClellan Russell Wiley 
Millikin Saltonstall Williams 
Monroney Schoeppel Young 

NAYS—1 

McCarran 

NO. VOTING—8 

Eastland Kefauver Neely 
Ervin Langer Sparkman 
Flanders Lennon 


So Mr. Ives’ amendment, as modified, 
was agreed to. 


AMBASSADOR CLARE BOOTH LUCE 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I have the 
honor to call the attention of the Senate 
to the presence today of a distinguished 
citizen of my State and a distinguished 
American, the Honorable Clare Booth 
Luce, American Ambassador to Italy. 
LApplause, Senators rising.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Cooper in the chair). The Chair is sure 
he speaks the sentiments of the Senate 
in extending to our distinguished guest 
a warm welcome. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to join with the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. Bus] and 
with the present occupant of the chair 
in extending a welcome to the distin- 
guished American Ambassador to Italy, 
an outstanding American citizen and a 
former Member of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, may 
I, on this side of the aisle, join with the 
distinguished Senator from Connecticut, 
in welcoming the distinguished Ambas- 
sador, who lived on the Cooper River in 
South Carolina for many, many years 
during the winter. We always welcome 
her to South Carolina, and remember the 
good work she did in our State for 
charity. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I am happy to join with my col- 
leagues in extending a warm welcome 
to the distinguished Ambassador to Italy 
from the United States. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I, too, 
wish to associate myself with the com- 
ments of my colleagues, because this dis- 
tinguished American for quite some time, 
when she was a young lady, lived in the 
great State of Wisconsin, up among the 
lakes, and ate considerable of that great 
product known as Wisconsin cheese— 
and then she went forth and gave her 
wisdom to the world. I am happy she 
is here with us. She has made a great 
contribution in the diplomatic history of 
our country. 


INTERNAL SECURITY 


Mr. McCARRAN, Mr. President, some 
days ago it was my privilege to preside 
over a meeting of the Subcommittee on 
Internal Security, at which time we 
heard the testimony of Mr. David Hoyt, 
former security officer for the Intergov- 
ernmental Committee for European Mi- 
gration. His testimony is exceedingly 
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interesting, in that it discloses no sereen- 
ing whatever for the security of the 
countries of the Western Hemisphere, or 
any other country, for that matter. I 
ask that his testimony, which is quite 
brief, be inserted at this point in the 
RecorD as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the testi- 
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

INTERNAL SECURITY 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE 
THE ADMINISTRATION OF 

THE INTERNAL SECURITY ACT AND 

OTHER INTERNAL SECURITY Laws, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, D. C., July 30, 1954. 

The subcommittee met at 3:45 p. m., pur- 
suant to call, in room F-52, the Capitol, Hon, 
Pat McCarran presiding. 

Present: Senator McCarran. 

Also present: Richard Arens, special coun- 
sel to the subcommittee. 

Senator McCarran. The committee will 
come to order, 

Do you solemnly swear the testimony you 
are about to give before the subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
United States Senate will be the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God? 

Mr. Hoyt. I do, Senator. 

Senator McCarran. You may proceed. 

Mr. Arens. Kindly identify yourself by 
name, residence, and occupation, 
TESTIMONY OF DAVID D. HOYT, SARASOTA, FLA, 

Mr. Hoyt. My name is David D. Hoyt. I 
am presently residing at Sarasota, Fla., the 
home of my brother-in-law, Dr. Cecil E. 
Miller, I have been employed for some 9 
years as an investigator and security officer 
with the State Department. I was loaned 
by the State Department to the Migration 
Committee for 2 years and 3 months. 

Mr. ARENS. What Migration Committee is 
that? 

Mr. Hoyr. That is known as ICEM, 
I-C-E-M, Intergovernmental Committee for 
European Migration. 

Mr. ArENs. And when were you loaned to 
the Intergovernmental Committee for Euro- 
pean Migration? 

Mr. Hoyt. I was last loaned to them on 
April 1, 1952, as the security officer with the 
committee. 

Mr. Arens. Would you tell us what was 
your particular job with the Intergovern- 
mental Committee for European Migration? 

Mr. Hoyt. My particular job was to act as 
the committee’s security officer, in that ca- 
pacity performing the normal work of a secu- 
rity officer, screening the staff and so forth. 

Mr. ARENS. Were you the chief person em- 
ployed by the Intergovernmental Committee 
for European Migration on security matters? 

Mr. Hoyr. I was the only one, sir. I was 
the only security man, 

Mr. Arens. How long were you so engaged? 

Mr. Horr. From April 1, 1952, until July 9 
of 1954. 

Mr. Arens. And what precipitated the 
severance of your relationship with the In- 
tergovernmental Committee for European 
Migration? 

Mr. Hoyr. I left generally because I was 
dissatisfied with the security within the 
committee and principally in relation to the 
screening or migrants moying to South 
America. 

Mr. Arens. Did you resign? 

Mr. Hoyr. I resigned. 

Mr. Arens. It was not a forced resigna- 
tion in any sense of the word? 

Mr. Hoyt. No, sir. 

Mr. Arens. And you anticipate shortly 
being reengaged in the Department of State 
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of the United States in security work; is 
that correct? f 

Mr. Hoyt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arens. I understood you to say a 
moment ago you left because you were dis- 
satisfied with screening of migrants. 

Mr. Hort. That's correct. 

Mr. Arens. Tell us, first of all, who are 
the people who are moved by the Intergov- 
ernmental Committee for European Migra- 
tion? 

Mr. Hoyr. The people moved are European 
member governments of the committee who 
are financially unable to move themselves. 

Mr. Arens. They are not necessarily in 
the refugee or displaced persons category, 
are they? 

Mr. Horr. Not necessarily, but that may 


Mr. Arens. And what is the volume of 
movement of the Migration Committee? 
May I ask you if you know the prospective 
volume, say, for 1954? 

Mr. Hoyr. About 118,000, sir. 

Mr. Arens. And these people will be moved 
from Europe during 1954 principally into the 
Western Hemisphere, will they not? 

Mr. Hoyt. Principally. 

Mr. ArEens. They will go into Argentina, 
Brazil, Venezuela, Chile, and other coun- 
tries principally in the Western Hemisphere; 
is that not correct? 

Mr. Hoyt. Yes, sir; and Canada, and the 
only member government outside of the 
Western Hemisphere is Australia where we 
are moving migrants. 

Mr. AreNs. On the basis of your back- 
ground as a security officer and on the basis 
of your knowledge and observation of the 
screening operations of the Intergovern- 
mental Committee for European Migration, 
can you tell this committee whether or not 
in your judgment the security screening of 
these people who are being moved into the 
Western Hemisphere from Europe is a satis- 
factory screening? 

Mr. Hoyr. For those migrants moving to 
South American countries, with minor ex- 
ceptions, the security is entirely inadequate. 

Mr. ARENS. The people who are being 
moved are people principally from Italy, are 
they not? 

Mr. Hoyt, Principally from Italy, but quite 
a number from Greece. 

Mr. ARENS. And in Italy there is a 40-per- 
cent Communist vote, is there not? 

Mr. Hoyt. That is correct. 

Mr. Arens. In your judgment is the present 
process of moving people in vast numbers 
from Europe who are inadequately screened 
from a security standpoint a risk to the secu- 
rity of the Western Hemisphere and to the 
United States of America? 

Mr. Hoyt. I feel very strongly that it is. 

Senator McCarran. I want to express my 
gratitude and the gratitude of the committee 
for your coming before the committee to give 
your testimony here and enlightening us on 
the subject because it is highly important. 

Mr. Horr. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator McCarran, Thank you for coming 
up here. 

(Whereupon, at 3:55 p. m., Friday, July 30, 
1954, the hearing was recessed, subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 


IDENTITY OF CERTAIN COMMUNIST- 
INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3706) to amend the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950 to 
provide for the determination of the 
identity of certain Communist-infil- 
trated organizations, and for other pur- 
poses. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to call up my amendment desig- 
nated “8-11-54-J,” an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Minnesota desire that the 
entire substitute be read? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I want to 
have the entire substitute read, and I 
make one modification. On page 3, line 
18, where it is written “punished as pro- 
vided by section 15,” it should read “pun- 
ished as provided by the penalty provi- 
sions of section 15.” 

Prior to the reading of the amendment, 
if I may be permitted, I ask unanimous 
consent to have added as additional co- 
sponsors along with Senators DOUGLAS, 
KENNEDY, Morse, and myself, the follow- 
ing Senators: MANSFIELD, SMATHERS, PAS- 
TORE, MURRAY, JOHNSTON of South Caro- 
lina, MAYBANK, ANDERSON, SYMINGTON, 


“JACKSON, MAGNUSON, STENNIS, LEHMAN, 


JoHNSON of Colorado, MONRoNEY, HILL, 
Kerr, and DANIEL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 


That this act may be cited as the “Com- 
munist Control Act of 1954.” 


FINDINGS OF FACT 


Src. 2. The Congress hereby finds and de- 
clares that the Communist Party of the 
United States, although purportedly a po- 
litical party, is in fact an instrumentality of 
a conspiracy to overthrow the Government of 
the United States. It constitutes an au- 
thoritarian dictatorship within a republic, 
demanding for itself the rights and privi- 
leges accorded to other political parties, but 
denying to all others the liberties guaranteed 
by the Constitution. Unlike other political 
parties, which evolve their policies and pro- 
grams through public means, by the recon- 
ciliation of a wide variety of individual views, 
and submit those policies and programs to 
the electorate at large for approval or dis- 
approval, the policies and programs of the 
Communist Party are secretly prescribed for 
it by the foreign leaders of the world Com- 
munist movement. Its members have no 
part in determining its goals, and are not 
permitted to voice dissent to party objectives. 
Unlike members of other parties, members of 
the Communist Party are recruited for in- 
doctrination with respect to its objectives 
and methods, and are organized, instructed, 
and disciplined to carry into action slavishly 
the assignments given them by their hier- 
archical chieftains. Unlike other political 
parties, the Communist Party acknowledges 
no constitutional or statutory limitations 
upon its conduct or upon that of its mem- 
bers. The Communist Party is relatively 
small numerically, and gives scant indication 
of capacity ever to attain its ends by lawful 
political means, The peril inherent in its 
operation arises not from its numbers, but 
from its failure to acknowledge any limita- 
tion as to the nature of its activities, and 
its dedication to the proposition that the 
present constitutional Government of the 
United States ultimately must be brought to 
ruin by any available means, including resort 
to force and violence. Holding that doctrine, 
its role as the agency of a hostile foreign 
power renders its existence a continuing 
threat to the security of the United States. 
It is the means whereby individuals are se- 
duced into the service of the world Commu- 
nist movement, trained to do its bidding, 
and directed and controlled in the conspira- 
torial performance of their revolutionary 
services. 

PROSCRIBED ORGANIZATIONS 
Sec. 3. (a) Whoever knowingly and will- 


fully becomes or remains a member of (1) 
the Communist Party, or (2) any other or- 
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ganization haying for one of its purposes 
or objectives the establishment, control, con- 
duct, seizure, or overthrow of the Govern- 
ment of the United States, or the govern- 
ment of any State or political subdivision 
thereof, by the use of force or violence, with 
knowledge of the purpose or objective of 
such organization, shall upon conviction be 
punished as provided by the penalty pro- 
visions of section 15 of the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act of 1950 (50 U. S. C. 794). 

(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
term “Communist Party” means the organi- 
zation now known as the Communist Party 
of the United States of America, the Com- 
munist Party of any State or subdivision 
thereof, and any unit or subdivision of any 
such organization, whether or not any change 
is hereafter made in the name thereof. 
SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL ACT AMENDMENT 

Sec. 4. Subsection 5 (a) (1) of the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 
U. S. C. 784) is amended by striking out the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in 
lieu thereof a semicolon and the following: 
“or 

“(E) to hold office or employment with any 
labor organization, as that term is defined 
in section 2 (5) of the National Labor Re- 
lations Act (29 U. S. C. 152) or to represent 
any employer in any matter or proceeding 
arising or pending under that act.” 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“A bill to outlaw the Communist Party, 
to prohibit members of Communist or- 
ganizations from serving in certain rep- 
resentative capacities, and for other 
purposes.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amend- 
ment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
amendment is offered in the nature of a 
substitute. I have discussed the parlia- 
mentary situation with respect to offer- 
ing amendments to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. My com- 
ments on the amendment will be very 
brief, because it is not necessary to make 
extensive remarks on the amendment. 

Section 2 of my substitute is headed 
“Findings of Fact.” Those findings of 
fact have been verified in recent weeks 
by the Subversive Activities Control 
Board, namely, that the Communist 
Party is a conspiracy directed toward the 
violent overthrow of the Government of 
the United States. 

Mr. MORSE. Myr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it within the power 
of the imagination of the Senator from 
Minnesota to conceive that any Senator 
could not take judicial notice of the 
findings of fact set out in section 2 of 
our amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If any Member of 
the Senate will study section 2 of the 
amendment, which relates to findings of 
fact, he will have to come to the con- 
clusion that it is a true statement of 
fact. It is a statement which is not 
based upon theory or upon some form of 
philosophical analysis, but upon obser- 
vation of the facts of life, both at home 
and abroad. 

Mr. President, I inquire whether by 
the reading of the amendment by the 
clerk the text of the amendment is in- 
corporated in the body of the Recorp? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Cooper in the chair). The Chair ad- 
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vises the Senator that the amendment 
has been incorporated in the RECORD. 
It will be printed in the Record at the 
point where it was read. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The first state- 
ment under “Findings of fact” reads: 

Sec. 2. Congress hereby finds and de- 
clares—— 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Do I understand that 
the amendment in the nature of a substi- 
tute offered by the Senator from Minne- 
sota would in no way weaken the present 
law, but would make the law stronger? 
Is that correct? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. I 
point out that the amendment gets at 
the root of the evil, instead of working 
on the fringes and on the flanks of the 
problem. ‘The findings of fact state: 

The Congress hereby finds and declares 
that the Communist Party of the United 
States, although purportedly a political 
party, is in fact an instrumentality of a 
conspiracy to overthrow the Government of 
the United States. It constitutes an au- 
thoritarian dictatorship within a republic, 
demanding for itself the rights and privi- 
leges accorded to other political parties. 


Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. I ask the Senator 
whether it is not a fact that the Presi- 
dent of the United States took that iden- 
tical position in his state of the Union 
message, when, speaking on the subject, 
he said: 

The subversive character of the Commu- 
nist Party in the United States has been 
clearly demonstrated in many ways, includ- 
ing court proceedings. We should recognize 
by law a fact that is plain to all thoughtful 
citizens—that we are dealing here with ac- 
tions akin to treason—that when a citizen 
knowingly participates in the Communist 
conspiracy he no longer holds allegiance to 
the United States. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island. Of course, he is 
eminently correct. The President in his 
state of the Union message made mani- 
festly clear the nature of the Communist 
Party, its activities, its apparatus, its 
purposes, and its objectives. 

In my statement of findings of fact I 
say: 

The Congress hereby finds and declares 
that the Communist Party of the United 
States, although purportedly a political 
party, is in fact an instrumentality of a 
conspiracy to overthrow the Government of 
the United States. 


I do not believe that further docu- 
mentation of that fact is necessary. 
There have been cases in court in which 
leaders of the Communist Party were 
tried and convicted and sentenced on 
that charge. We have had innumerable 
instances in which leaders of the Com- 
munist Party have been found to be ad- 
vocating and conspiring the overthrow of 
this Government. I continue reading 
from the findings of fact: 

It constitutes an authoritarian dictator- 
ship within a republic, demanding for itself 
the rights and privileges accorded to other 
political parties, but denying to all others 
the liberties guaranteed by the Constitution. 
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Let us face the facts and get down to 
the root of the evil. The Communist 
Party changes its direction, its tactics, 
and its strategy, not by a vote of its mem- 
bership, not by due consideration on the 
part of its members within the United 
States, but on orders from the Comin- 
form or the Kremlin. There is not a 
shadow of a doubt that that is the case. 

The findings of fact continue: 

Unlike other political parties, which evolve 
their policies and programs through public 
means, by the reconciliation of a wide variety 
of individual views, and submit those poli- 
cies and programs to the electorate at large 
for approval or disapproval, the policies and 
programs of the Communist Party are se- 
cretly prescribed for it by the foreign leaders 
of the world Communist movement. 


There is no better illustration of that 
fact than what happened in the days 
prior to American participation in 
World War II. Only a few weeks before 
Nazi Germany attacked the Soviet 
Union, the war in Europe was branded 
as an imperialist war. Banners were 
carried in the Nation’s Capital proclaim- 
ing “The Yanks Are Not Coming.” 
Every effort was made to stymie and 
hold back the defense effort of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States and the 
people of our country. 

On the day the Nazi attack on the 
Soviet Union took place, the Communist 
Party of the United States turned com- 
pletely about, and suddenly we were told 
that the war was not an imperialist de- 
sign. Suddenly we were told it was a 
crusade, and the banners that had pro- 
claimed “The Yanks Are Not Coming,” 
suddenly proclaimed “The Yanks Are 
Coming Too Late.” 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is the distinguished 
Senator bothered too much by the spe- 
cious argument that by outlawing the 
Communist Party we will drive it under- 
ground? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have heard that 
statement made again and again, and 
for a period of time I believed that out- 
lawing the Communist Party or, better, 
prescribing certain punishment for 
membership in the Communist Party, 
would drive the Communist Party so far 
underground that we would not be able 
properly to protect the security of this 
country. I do not believe that argu- 
ment any more, and I will tell the Sen- 
ate why. 

With the passage of the McCarran 
Act of 1950 and the Smith Act in the 
early 1940’s, whatever going underground 
was to take place has already taken 
place. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator 
agree with me that if this amendment is 
adopted, it will not only drive Commu- 
nists underground, but will bury them 
once and for all? 

Mr. HUMPHREY, That would be my 
hope. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE, Along the line of the 
question which the Senator from Rhode 
Island has so keenly asked, is it not true 
that the activities of the Communist 
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Party, so far as the subversion and es- 
pionage are concerned, have always been 
underground and that we have always 
had to dig them out? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is ab- 
solutely correct. The apparatus of the 
Communist Party works literally at two 
levels: one, the soapbox type of appara- 
tus, namely, the public pronouncement; 
second, the carefully planned conspira- 
torial apparatus which carries on infil- 
tration into key Government agencies, 
labor organizations, and cultural institu- 
tions. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
“come clean.” I, for one, am growing 
sick and tired of having bill after bill 
brought to the Congress that does not 
reflect a willingness and the courage to 
go to the center of the problem. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota agree with me—and I am 
sure the question of the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore] indicates 
that he shares my point of view—that 
what our amendment seeks to do is 
really to meet the Communist issue in 
this country head-on? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE, We seek to make the 
Communist movement an unlawful ac- 
tivity, and to place the burden where it 
belongs, both upon the Subversive Activ- 
ities Board and also upon the Depart- 
ment of Justice, to proceed to do some- 
thing about bringing to an end the Com- 
munist danger in this country. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is cor- 
rect; and I thank him for his very ap- 
propriate observations. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr, MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is it not a fact that 
what we are trying to do through this 
substitute is to recognize the fact that 
the Communist Party is a part of an 
international conspiracy to destroy our 
Bill of Rights and our American insti- 
tutions? By this action are we not say- 
ing that everyone who belongs to it is 
a criminal in the eyes of Americans? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. Is 
there one iota or shadow of doubt that 
the Communist Party in the United 
States is but a part of a world conspira- 
torial organization, the effort and pur- 
pose of which are the destruction of 
republican government, of free political 
institutions, free economic institutions, 
free religious institutions, and free cul- 
tural institutions? Is there any doubt 
about that? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Does not the Senator 
fee] that one of the great difficulties has 
been our treatment of the Communist 
Party as a legitimate political party, 
permitting its candidates to run for of- 
fice, permitting members to be drafted 
into the armed services and so forth, 
and, on the other hand, treating many 
Communists as enemies of the Republic? 
That situation would be ended if we 
should adopt the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Minnesota and 
other Senators, 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
eminently correct. I point out that the 
President of the United States, in his 
State of the Union message, stated in a 
public speech before the Congress of the 
United States exactly what the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota and 
other Senators proposes to state by law. 
There is no use in kidding ourselves. If 
there is anything illegal about branding 
the Communist Party as a conspiratorial 
apparatus, this amendment would make 
that illegality legal, if I may use that 
kind of terminology. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina and 
Mr. LEHMAN addressed the Chair. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield first to the 
Senator from South Carolina, and then 
to the Senator from New York. 

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina. Is 
it not also true that there are two types of 
Communists? One is the soap box orator. 
This amendment would certainly do 
away with him. Does not the Senator 
from Minnesota think that when we let 
them talk, and talk and talk we are aid- 
ing them to a certain extent, and that 
this amendment would put them out of 
existence? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think so. 

I ask the indulgence of the Senate as I 
read a few lines of section 3, subsection 
(a) of the amendment: 

Whoever knowingly and wilfully becomes 
or remains a member of (1) the Communist 
Party, or (2) any other organization— 


There is a possibility that they will 
change into a new political cloak. We 
take care of that situation in this amend- 
ment, when we say: 


Whoever knowingly and wilfully becomes 
or remains a member of (1) the Communist 
Party, or (2) any other organization having 
for one of its purposes or objectives the es- 
tablishment, control, conduct, seizure, or 
overthrow of the Government of the United 
States, or the Government of any State or 
political subdivision thereof, by the use of 
force or violence, with knowledge of the pur- 
pose or objective of such organization, shall 
upon conviction be punished as provided by 
section 15 of the Subversive Activities Control 
Act of 1950. 


That means due process of law, in a 
court of competent jurisdiction. 
We also say: 


knowingly and wilfully becomes or remains 
a member of the Communist Party. 


We also say: 


or any other organization having for one of 
its purposes or objectives the establishment, 
control, conduct, seizure, or overthrow of the 
Government of the United States, or the 
government of any State or political sub- 
division thereof. 


Mr. President, this amendment is a 
frank approach to the very difficult, har- 
assing, constantly perplexing problem 
of Communist domination of certain or- 
ganizations and subversions in Govern- 
ment. As one who is deeply interested 
in the preservation of our basic liberties, 
and as one who has stood on the floor 
of the Senate with my colleagues de- 
fending our Bill of Rights and our con- 
stitutional government, I say the time 
is at hand to join issue with reference 
to this problem. I am of the opinion 
that many a bill has been introduced in 
the Congress which touches on the 
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fringes of the issue but does not get to 
the heart of it. We are making an hon- 
est attempt to remedy the situation. 

I aoe yield to the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President. I think 
the Senator has already made the point 
I had in mind. This substitute is an 
honest and undisguised frontal attack 
on the very heart of the problem. It 
avoids all pussyfooting. It is frank and 
undisguised in its nature. 

Does the Senator agree with me that 
if the substitute should be adopted it 
would obviate the necessity of consid- 
ering a large number of little fringe bills 
which are constantly being introduced, 
which do not reach the heart of the mat- 
ter, but merely confuse the issue and 
confuse the thinking of the people 
throughout the country? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. Much of the time of Congress 
is taken up week after week and month 
after month in investigating Commu- 
nists, and hundreds of thousands of dol- 
lars are appropriated. Political capital 
is constantly being made of the issue. 
The time is at hand for Americans who 
believe in the principles of republican 
constitutional government to quit “hors- 
ing around” on this issue. I did not 
require very long to reach the conclu- 
sion. that I had seen enough of piece- 
meal attempts. I have had enough of de- 
layed efforts in the dying moments of a 
congressional session to line up Senator 
after Senator in support of a bill con- 
taining a multitude of details which it is 
impossible to comprehend in the last few 
moments remaining in a session. 

The simple issue is, Are we for out- 
lawing the Communist Party, or are we 
not? Do we believe it is a party dedi- 
cated to the destruction of this Repub- 
lic? Is it a force dedicated to the de- 
struction of this Government as we know 
it? If it is, then Senators should vote 
for this amendment. 

If Senators do not believe that the 
Communist Party is such a conspirato- 
rial force, let them vote against the 
amendment. There is no way in the 
world in which one can cloak himself in 
nice legal phrases. 

The issue is before Congress, and I am 
quite confident that some persons are a 
little surprised that the junior Senator 
from Minnesota has placed the issue be- 
fore Congress. Let the record be clear. 
This Senator has been fighting the Com- 
munist movement ever since he entered 
public life, and before. I am tired of 
reading headlines about being “soft” to- 
ward communism. I am tired of reading 
headlines about being a leftist, and about 
others being leftists. I am tired of hav- 
ing people play the Communist issue as 
though it were a great overture which 
has lasted for years. I want to come to 
grips with the Communist issue. I want 
Senators to stand up and to answer 
whether they are for the Communist 
Party, or are against it. The proposal in 
the amendment will place Senators right 
on the line. They cannot duck this one. 
This amendment would make the Com- 
munist Party, its membership, and its 
apparatus illegal. It would make mem- 
bership in the Communist Party subject 
to criminal penalties. It would support 
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the Department of Justice by all the law 
which any department would need. I 
feel proud at this hour to be able to pre- 
sent to the Senate an amendment with 
such distinguished cosponsors. 

I shall not say much more about it, but 
if our proposal is accepted, the rash of 
little resolutions which have been coming 
through the Senate will not be needed. 
We shall have struck at the snake. We 
shall hold him in the hollow of our 
hands. We shall have a club in our 
hands. We shall have the means to 
strike a lethal blow at the conspiratorial 
forces of international communisim, as 
it works its devious, subtle, and danger- 
ous way throughout the United States. 

I do not intend to be a half patriot. I 
will not be lukewarm. The issue is 
drawn. Either Senators are for recog- 
nizing the Communist Party for what it 
is, or they will continue to trip over the 
niceties of legal technicalities and de- 
tails. 

I believe the amendment is necessary 
to strengthen the hand of our Govern- 
ment in dealing with conspiratorial 
forces. 

Mr. President, I have no more to say. 
I have made my case. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
be very brief in my comments in support 
of the amendment of which I have the 
honor to be one of the cosponsors, to- 
gether with my friend, the distinguished 
junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY], under the authorship of the 
distinguished junior Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

In my judgment, this should be con- 
sidered one of the most unifying legisla- 
tive proposals offered in the Senate of 
the United States for many a year. In 
fact, I think the line ought to form on 
the right at the desk of the clerk for 
the cosponsorship of this amendment 
by other Members of the Senate. 

I have listened for years to a great 
deal of fanning of the breeze in the 
Senate on the Communist issue; but, in 
my judgment, this amendment brings us 
to grips with the Communist problem. 
We who are offering the amendment are 
doing so because it is high time to strike 
a blow against the Communist Party in 
A uncertain terms by making it unlaw- 

ul. 

In my judgment, this amendment 
should bring the conservatives and the 
liberals together, because we have al- 
ways been of one mind on the issue of 
communism. As constitutional liberals, 
on the one side, and as constitutional 
conservatives, on the other, we have all 
been dedicated to a common patriotic 
motive, namely, that our constitutional 
system of Government. shall persevere in 
the history of the United States. 

What is sought to be done by the 
amendment is to remove any doubt in 
the Senate as to where we stand on the 
issue of communism. Senators may re- 
call that the last argument which I 
made in my remarks last night against 
the Butler bill was that, in my judg- 
ment, we should go after the problem of 
communism in this country from the 
standpoint of acts committed by the 
individual. The Department of Justice 
now has all the authority it needs to pro- 
ceed to handle the problem of commu- 
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nism from the standpoint of the acts of 
individuals. But in my judgment there 
is needed on the statute books a law 
which will make it very clear to the 
Department of Justice that Congress has 
outlawed the activity of the Communist 
Party. 

As I said earlier, in my questioning of 
the Senator from Minnesota, I am not 
moved to the slightest degree by the old, 
fallacious, phony argument that if the 
problem of communism is met head-on 
by outlawing the party, communism will 
be driven underground. Its dangerous 
activities, its subversive activities, its 
espionage activities, always have been 
carried on underground. It is about time 
for us to face the fact that what is need- 
ed to be done is to define the Communist 
Party as an unlawful conspiracy, as it is 
defined in the amendment, and then 
make it clear to the Department of Jus- 
tice and the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Board that Congress expects from 
them effective law enforcement against 
the conspiracy program of the Commu- 
nist Party to undermine constitutional- 
ism in the United States. 

I understand that the junior Senator 
from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] has given some 
consideration to possible further amend- 
ment of the amendment which the jun- 
ior Senator from Minnesota has offered, 
and which the junior Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] and I have 
cosponsored. I have not had an oppor- 
tunity to consult with the Senator from 
Minnesota, but the discussion which I 
had with the Senator from Texas leads 
me to believe that there is great merit 
in most of the suggestions which he made 
to me. I am perfectly willing to go along 
with amendments to the pending 
amendment which would make it even 
stronger and more effective, if that can 
be done. I think the suggestions made 
by the Senator from Texas would accom- 
plish that purpose. 

I close by saying that I am proud to 
stand on the floor of the Senate today as 
one of the cosponsors of an amendment 
which, in my judgment, would carry out 
one of the pronouncements of the Presi- 
dent of the United States in his state of 
the Union message on the subject of 
communism. I am proud to be asso- 
ciated with the Senator from Minnesota 
and the Senator from Massachusetts in 
sponsoring the amendment, because by 
the amendment we put it up to the Sen- 
ate to “fish or cut bait” on the Commu- 
nist issue. 

Mr, BUTLER. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota is merely another way of 
keeping the bill from coming to a vote. 
The Senator from Minnesota must know 
that there is much doubt about the con- 
stitutionality of the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute which he has of- 
fered. We are all against communism. 
We all want to see the Communist Par- 
ty outlawed. But we do not want to do 
it in a way which, in my opinion, would 
destroy the Internal Security Act, which 
has been on the statute books since 1950, 
the Smith Act, and other laws designed 
to combat the Communist menace. 

The Senator from Minnesota must 
know that there is no longer any such 
thing as a member of the Communist 
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Party. Such persons do not carry mem- 
bership cards. No membership records 
are kept. There is no way of knowing 
who is a member of the Communist 
Party. 

I feel that the amendment would not 
only destroy the bill which was reported 
by the committee, after much study, but 
would also destroy the Internal Secu- 
rity Act, the Smith Act, and other acts 
directed toward breaking up the Com- 
munist conspiracy in the United States. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. I agree with some of 
the remarks which have just been made 
by the Senator from Maryland. Cer- 
tainly the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota would have the effect of dis- 
placing the bill now before the Senate. 
The Senator from Minnesota seeks to go 
a step further and to outlaw the Com- 
munist Party in the United States. 

Mr. BUTLER. I would have no ob- 
jection to that. 

Mr. DANIEL. Therefore, I should like 
to ask the Senator from Maryland if he 
does not think it is possible to accom- 
plish both purposes. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do. 

Mr. DANIEL. I should like to vote 
for the substitute which has been offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota, which 
declares that the Communist Party shall 
be outlawed because it has been found to 
be part of a conspiracy to overthrow our 
Government by force. Ishould also like 
to vote for most of the provisions in the 
bill now before the Senate concerning 
Communist-infiltrated organizations. 

Therefore, would it not be possible to 
amend the bill to accomplish both pur- 
poses? I intend to offer such an amend- 
ment. I have had one prepared. I have 
discussed it with some Senators. 

My amendment would amend the 
Humphrey substitute by including pro- 
visions of the Butler bill which has been 
reported from the committee. The Sen- 
ate would then be in a position to ac- 
complish both purposes which have been 
discussed; outlaw the Communist Party, 
embodying the provisions which the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota has outlined, and 
at the same time adopt the provisions 
concerning Communist-infiltrated or- 
ganizations, as outlined by the Senator 
from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER. 
Maryland would accept such an amend- 
ment. 

Mr. DANIEL. However, I may say to 
the Senator from Maryland that my 
amendment would make some minor 
changes in his bill. 

Mr. BUTLER. I should like to hear 
them. I merely wish to say that ex- 
tensive hearings were held on the bill, 
and there was never any intimation 
that an amendment would be offered 
such as has been offered by the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. The Senator from 
Minnesota did not appear before the 
committee to offer, or even suggest he 
was going to offer, such an amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 


The Senator from, 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
Senator from Maryland that the junior 
Senator from Minnesota on May 14, on 
behalf of myself and the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dovuctas], offered an 
amendment which was the result of 7 
months’ work on the part of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare, which would have provided the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board with ex- 
tensive authority to enforce the filing of 
non-Communist affidavits, which, by the 
way, the Supreme Court said were not 
enforceable under present law. Also it 
was proposed to provide the National 
Labor Relations Board with complete au- 
thority to hold a union as being in non- 
compliance with the National Labor Re- 
lations Act if it was Communist infil- 
trated, or if it had any officers who were 
members of the Communist Party. 

The Senator from Minnesota is no 
“Johnny-come-lately” in this area. I 
was rather surprised that the amend- 
ment to the bill which the Senator from 
Minnesota presented on May 14, as a 
result of 7 months of hearings, was not 
given the courtesy of a friendly recep- 
tion by the appropriate committee of 
the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEN- 
DRICKSON in the chair). The Senator 
from Maryland has the floor. 

Mr. BUTLER. Before I yield to the 
Senator from Montana, I should like to 
say to the Senator from Minnesota that 
he did not really touch the question I 
raised. I know the Senator from Min- 
nesota and the Senator from Illinois 
offered an amendment of the nature he 
has described. He did not offer to the 
committee or to the task force conduct- 
ing the hearings the proposal which he 
is now making, or anything even ap- 
proaching the present proposal. He 
now offers on the floor of the Senate an 
amendment which, in my opinion, would 
completely kill the bill, kill the Interal 
Security Act, and kill the other bills or 
acts designed to break up the Commu- 
nist conspiracy. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
those are strong words. Will the Sena- 
tor yield? 

Mr, BUTLER. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator 
from Maryland interpret the substitute 
presented by the Senator from Minne- 
sota for himself and many other Sena- 
tors as a means or an effort to weaken 
or destroy the attempts of the Govern- 
ment of the United States to knock out 
the conspiratorial apparatus of the 
Communist Party? I know the Sena- 
tor from Maryland is very sincere in his 
comments, but I may say to the Senator 
that what my substitute proposes to do 
is what no other public law to date has 
done, namely, declare that the Commu- 
nist Party is a conspiratorial party di- 
rected toward the overthrow of the Gov- 
ernment; secondly, that any person 
who knowingly or wilfully becomes or 
remains a member of the Communist 
Party is subject to the full penalties of 
the law. What more powerful law could 
we have to enforce than that? 

Mr. BUTLER. I shall answer the 
question of the Senator from Minnesota. 
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In the first place, the Senator from Min- 
nesota knows that there is a great deal 
of doubt as to the constitutionality of 
the amendment he offers. In the sec- 
ond place, the Senator knows that there 
is no longer any such thing as a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party. The party 
has destroyed all its membership lists. 
Members do not have cards. They do 
not have any visible means of showing 
that they are members of the Commu- 
nist Party. The Senator also knows 
that the Attorney General of the United 
States is absolutely opposed to his 
amendment. The Senator also knows 
that J. Edgar Hoover, head of the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation, is in great 
doubt as to validity of the amendment 
of the Senator from Minnesota, and is 
against it. The Senator also knows 
that, in view of those facts, the adoption 
of his amendment would reverse the 
whole process of going after the issue of 
communism in this country. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator 
realize that the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation does know, and has so stated, 
that there are members of the Commu- 
nist Party? Does he know that publica- 
tions in this country have listed the 
members of the Communist Party by 
numbers, State by State? Does the Sen- 
ator further know that the Communist 
Party is an organized unit in this coun- 
try? Does he know that only last week 
newspapers published stories of a secret 
meeting in the city of New York? Does 
the Senator further know that one of the 
reasons why the Senator from Minne- 
sota had grave doubts about the original 
antisubversive bill was that he thought 
it might drive the Communists under- 
ground? Finally, may I say to the Sen- 
ator, it is wonderful to hear from the 
Republican side of this body that laws 
passed by a Democratic Congress were 
really effective on communism. My 
party has been branded as being soft on 
communism. I am delighted to hear the 
Senator from Maryland state that we 
passed an effective law against commu- 
nism. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Maryland has the floor. 
The Senator from Maryland will say to 
the Senator from Minnesota that the In- 
ternal Security Act was enacted over the 
veto of a Democratic President. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I say to the 
Senator from Maryland that it was 
passed by a Democratic Congress? 

Mr. BUTLER. With a lot of help 
from the Republicans and no help from 
the White House. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. DANIEL. The junior Senator 
from Texas is merely trying to compose 
differences. I want to vote for the Hum- 
5 substitute, and also for the Butler 

Mr. BUTLER. So does the Senator 
from Maryland. 

Mr, DANIEL. In a few moments, as 
soon as the Senator from Texas gets the 
floor, he will offer an amendment to the 
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Humphrey substitute, which will enable 
the Senate to vote for a bill which will 
both outlaw the Communist Party and 
also take care of Communist-infiltrated 
organizations as proposed by the Butler 
bill. 

Mr. BUTLER. As I said to the Sena- 
tor from Texas, I would be very glad to 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator from 
Maryland desired to have me explain the 
changes I had made in his proposal, 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, if he will. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may ask a 
question? 

Mr. BUTLER. Iam presently having 
a colloquy with the Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Maryland yield to the 
Senator from Florida? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I wanted to ask 
the Senator from Maryland how it is 
that he can say that it is legal to pass a 
law which states that a labor union can- 
not follow certain communistic prac- 
tices, and then say it is illegal to outlaw 
the Communist Party? It seems to me 
that if one decides to cut off the branches 
of a tree because they are diseased, he 
must perforce say that the trunk of the 
tree is also diseased. What the Senator 
from Minnesota is trying to say is that 
communism per se is wrong, and that 
therefore any union or any person who 
follows the Communist line must like- 
wise be wrong. 

Mr. BUTLER. Let me say to the Sen- 
ator that the outlawing of the Commu- 
nist Party involves very serious consti- 
tutional questions. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Yes. The Senator 
from Maryland says that the results of 
communism are bad but he will not go 
so far as to say that communism itself 
is bad. Is that what the Senator says? 

Mr. BUTLER. We all say commu- 
nism is bad. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Then why do we 
not outlaw communism? 

Mr. BUTLER. We are going to out- 
law communism. We are going to ac- 
cept the amendment. 

Mr. SMATHERS. That is what the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum- 
PHREY] desires to do. It seems to me 
the Senator from Maryland should be 
very happy to support the substitute of- 
fered by the Senator from Minnesota. 
The Senator from Maryland does not 
like the results of communism. He says 
they are bad, and that we should declare 
them illegal. Why should we not say 
that the whole process is illegal? 

Mr. BUTLER. That is what I hope 
we shall say. Will the Senator permit 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] 
to proceed? 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair reminds the Senator from Mary- 
land that he can yield only for a ques- 
tion. Does the Senator from Maryland 
request unanimous consent that he may 
yield to the Senator from Texas for the 
purpose of offering a proposed amend- 
ment? 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I make 
such a request, with the understanding 
I shall not lose the floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] 
is recognized. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I shall send to the 
desk would amend the substitute offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY] so as to add all the provi- 
sions of the Butler bill which have been 
under discussion, with certain changes 
which I shall now outline. 

I shall begin the discussion of my pro- 
posed amendment by saying that I have 
provided at the end of my proposed 
amendment a severability clause, which 
would take care of any doubts the distin- 
guished Senator from Maryland IMr. 
BuTLER] might have as to the constitu- 
tionality of the provisions of the substi- 
tute offered by the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. BUTLER. I believe that is a very 
salutary provision, It should be in the 
bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield for a question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would it not be 
appropriate, since the pending question 
now is the proposed amendment of the 
Senator from Minnescta, for the Senator 
from Texas to consult with the Senator 
from Minnesota and the cosponsors of 
the substitute to determine whether or 
not the amendment which the Senator 
from Texas proposes would meet with 
their approval? 

The Senate is not now considering the 
bill of the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Butter]. The Senate is considering the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY ], which is co- 
sponsored by 16 or 17 of our colleagues. 
Mr. DANIEL. The Senator from Min- 
nesota probably did not hear my earlier 
remarks. I was agreeing with the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. In fact, I have 
joined him as a coauthor of his proposal. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Good. 

Mr. DANIEL. I support the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota to 
outlaw the Communist Party. However, 
I also wish to preserve certain provisions 
of the bill which has been under discus- 
sion, with certain changes, adding them 
to the substitute offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

The Senator from Maryland raised 
certain objections, which I was trying 
to satisfy. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am sorry. Imis- 
understood the Senator. I apologize to 
the Senator for not having clearly un- 
derstood his intent. 

Mr. DANIEL, I was simply trying to 
meet those objections, one of which I 
shall now discuss. 

The Senator from Maryland said 
that he feared the constitutionality of 
some of the provisions in the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota. I said to the Senator from 
Maryland that one of the provisions in 
my amendment—the last provision, of 
course—is a severability clause. It 
would take care of that fear. 

The other changes I should like to 
propose, Mr. President, begin on page 2 
of S. 3706. 
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In each place in the bill where the 
words “5 years” appear I should like to 
insert in lieu thereof the word “3 years.” 
Some argument has been made to the 
effect that if we provide for too long a 
period for going back into a person’s 
affiliation with a Communist-infiltrated 
organization or a Communist-action or- 
ganization, some people might be hesi- 
tant about leaving such organizations. 
I have discussed this particular pro- 
vision with several Senators on both 
sides, and I propose to change the “5 
years” to “3 years” in each place. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What the Senator 
from Texas is suggesting is along the 
line of what is provided in my proposed 
amendment, “8—11-54-I.” I would have 
stricken “5 years” and inserted “1 year.” 
Does the Senator suggest making it “3 
years”? 

Mr. DANIEL, That is correct. I am 
trying to compromise the difference, if 
possible, between the provisions of the 
bill and the provisions of the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota. I refer to another amend- 
ment of his which has not yet been con- 
sidered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is lying on the 
desk. 

Mr. DANIEL. It is on the desk. That 
amendment would reduce the period of 
time to 1 year. The provision in the bill 
of the Senator from Maryland is now 
5 years. 

I provide in my amendment that that 
period of time shall be 3 years. I be- 
lieve the Senator from Maryland and 
the Senator from Minnesota will accept 
that compromise. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I would ac- 
cept it. 

Mr. DANIEL. That amendment is 
acceptable to the Senator from Minne- 
sota. Is it acceptable to the Senator 
from Maryland? 

Mr. BUTLER, I believe the reduction 
from 5 years to 3 years would very ad- 
versely affect the bill. I think such a 
time limit would be very difficult to op- 
erate under, and that amendment would 
very materially weaken the bill. 

Mr. DANIEL. In what manner, may 
I ask? I had intended to suggest 2 
years, and at the insistence of the Sena- 
tor from Maryland that it should be a 
longer period of time I have changed it 
to 3 years. The Senator from Minne- 
sota desires it to be 1 year. 

Mr. BUTLER. Would the Senator be 
willing to accept 4 years? 

Mr. DANIEL. In what way would it 
weaken the bill to have it 3 years instead 
of 5 years so far as the affiliation of an 
individual with such an organization is 
concerned? 

Mr. BUTLER. I think it would tend 
to weaken the bill in this respect: Since 
the enactment of the Internal Security 
Act, the Smith Act, the bill of the Sena- 
tor from Washington [Mr. Macnuson], 
and other legislation directed toward the 
control of the Communist menace, the 
Communists have attempted to destroy 
all records and go underground, and 
they have not left as much of a trace as 
we prefer they would leave. If the law 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


permits us to go back only 3 years with 
regard to Communist affiliation, in all 
probability we shall not be able to in- 
clude a number of persons who should 
be included. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. If that be true, is it 
not also true that it means that the or- 
ganizations have cleansed themselves or 
in some way have improved in recent 
years? 

Mr. BUTLER. No. I do not think it 
would work that way at all. I know 
what the Senator from Texas is think- 
ing, and I know what the Senator from 
Minnesota is thinking. It proves that 
these people have gone underground. To 
some extent that is true. It would be 
more difficult to operate on a 3-year 
basis than on a 5-year basis. 

Mr. DANIEL. Will the Senator from 
Maryland hear the other modifications? 
I shall not ask for acceptance of any 
particular changes, but I request that 
the Senator from Maryland hear them 
all, and then determine whether or not 
he can accept the changes I shall sug- 
gest. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 5 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield for a question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator will 
recall, I am sure, the statements of Mr. 
Gouzenko, now under protective custody 
in Canada. He was the former code 
clerk for the Russians who broke away 
from communism. Mr. Gouzenko, I be- 
lieve, has testified before representatives 
of the Senate. 

Every expert, including Mr. Gouzenko, 
says that one thing which is needed in 
any kind of legislation dealing with this 
problem is an incentive for men and 
women to leave the Communist Party, so 
that they will not have scorn heaped 
upon them and will not be punished for 
their past action. 

If we provide for going back 5 years, 
all we are going to do is literally to drive 
people back into the Communist ap- 
paratus, because we are unwilling to ac- 
cept their cleansing and their willing- 
ness to change their pattern of life and 
become responsible and respectable citi- 
zens. 

Mr. BUTLER. May I answer the 
question of the Senator from Minne- 
sota? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER. I think that is one of 
the weaknesses in the amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator. The Senator 
knows that all the Communists have to 
do is what they have done in connection 
with the affidavits required under sec- 
tion 9 (h) of the Taft-Hartley law. 
They resign from the Communist Party 
for a day and sign the affidavit. Then 
they immediately return to the party. 

I do not believe there is any substance 
in the argument of the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. MAGNUSON rose. 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Washington for a question. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wonder if the 
Senator 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair reminds Senators that the Sena- 
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tor from Texas has the floor under a 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, to 
clarify the situation, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland yields the floor. 
The Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Washington for a question. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Is the Senator not 
trying to resolve some legal doubt as to 
the question of the statute of limitations? 
As the Senator knows, lawyers in most 
States of the Union in criminal prosecu- 
tions operate under a statute of limita- 
tions of 3 years. This proviso would be 
in line with that practice, and would 
provide for going back 3 years. It would 
not be particularly in line legally, but it 
would establish a limitation upon the 
time it would be possible to go back. 

Mr. DANIEL. Yes. With some ex- 
ceptions, most of our criminal statutes 
have limitation periods of from 2 to 4 
years. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Three is the 
average. 

Mr. DANIEL. I had in mind that 3 
years would probably be the average. 

Also, it seemed to me that it might 
be a good compromise between what was 
advocated by the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER]. Iam sure 
there will be several words and phrases 
and several provisions in this bill that 
will not meet with unanimous approval 
but that is what I had in mind in making 
the period 3 years instead of 5. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield, and if so, to whom? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota for a question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator 
realize that the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. Fercuson] has an amendment lying 
on the table which would strike out the 
phrase “within 5 years”? I say that the 
figure 3 is a fair compromise, and rea- 
sonable, in terms of legal precedent. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky for a question. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I recog- 
nize the great legal ability of the Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. DANIEL. I did not yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. COOPER. I am sure the Senate 
recognizes his ability and, if he will per- 
mit me, I should like to ask him a few 
questions. I do not wish to take up his 
time, but I should like to ask some ques- 
tions. 

Mr, DANIEL. If I may, I should like 
to complete the explanation of the 
changes I have made in the Butler pro- 
posal, and then I shall yield for ques- 
tions. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for an observa- 
tion? 

8 Mr. DANIEL, I yield for an observa- 
on. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I do not in- 
tend to oppose any agreement that is 
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made between the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. Butter] and the 
distinguished Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], but I do want to say that I am 
for outlawing the Communist Party. In 
fact, I introduced the first bill in the his- 
tory of the United States Senate to out- 
law the Communist Party. It-was Sen- 
ate bill 200. 

Mr. President, I do not believe it is 
proper to legislate on this matter by way 
of an amendment. I believe a proposal 
to outlaw the Communist Party should 
be the subject of a separate bill instead 
of an amendment to the pending bill. 

I say this in spite of the manner in 
which the Attorney General stalled for 
more than a year before taking a posi- 
tion on my bill, S. 200, and thus bottling 
it up in committee. I say this in spite 
of the fact that he now opposes my bill, 
S. 200, to outlaw the Communist Party. 

I serve notice on the Senate now that 
next year I shall renew my fight to out- 
law the Communist Party, and I invite 
all Members of the Senate to join me 
next year in cosponsoring my bill to out- 
law the Communist Party, and overcome 
the stalling tactics which have been used 
to bottle up my bill. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas has the floor. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I prefer 
to complete the explanation of the 
changes that I propose to the Butler bill, 
because I have only a few. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to make an ob- 
servation with reference to the comment 
by the Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
SMITH]? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield once more to the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely wish to 
say that the Senator from Maine is in- 
deed worthy of the fullest commendation 
and praise of the Senate, and I regret 
that I was not able to get in touch with 
her before I offered my amendment. I 
do not know what her wishes are, but 
of all the Members of the Senate who 
deserve the opportunity to be associated 
with this movement and to lead in the 
fight, it is the Senator from Maine. If 
she would like to join with me as a co- 
sponsor, along with others, I should be 
singularly honored. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I have only 
one wish, and that is that we outlaw the 
Communist Party, but I want to do it in 
the proper manner, by a separate bill 
and not by an amendment. 

I thank the Senator very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas has the floor. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from Maryland desire to ask a 
question or make some comment? 

Mr. BUTLER, I thought the Senator 
from Texas would offer some amend- 
ments to the pending measure. 

Mr. DANIEL. Yes, I shall. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Texas yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota. 
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Mr. DANIEL. I wish to complete the 
explanation of my proposed changes, and 
then I shall yield. 

The other change I propose is on page 
5, line 17, of S. 3706. The wording now 
in line 17 is: 

In determining whether any organization 
is a Communist-infiltrated organization, the 
Board shall take into consideration— 

(1) the extent to which— 


Certain things are found to exist. 
There are seven different items which 
the Board would be authorized to take 
into consideration. 

Mr. President, the change I would 
make at that point would be this: In 
line 18, instead of the words “the Board 
shall take into consideration” I would 
substitute the words “the Board shall be 
required to determine”, and then the 
first word in each subparagraph would 
be “whether” in place of the words “the 
extent to which.” 

With this amendment, the paragraph 
would read as follows: 


In determining whether any organization 
is a Communist-infiltrated organization, the 
Board shall be required to determine— 

(1) whether the effective management of 
the affairs of such organization is conducted 
by one or more individuals who are, or within 
3 years have been, (A) members, agents, 
or representatives of any Communist or- 
ganization— 


And so forth. In each other subpara- 
graph the word “whether” would be sub- 
stituted in place of the words “the ex- 
tent to which.” 

Mr. President, as I have said, the 
changes I have outlined so far are these: 
The period of years which would be 
taken into consideration in connection 
with past activities would be changed to 
3 years instead of 5 years. Second, there 
is the change which I have just outlined 
as to the procedure of the Board; third, 
the Ives amendment has been incorpo- 
rated in the proposal that I shall offer; 
and fourth, a severability clause has been 
incorporated. 

There is one further change, on page 
8, line 12. Let me explain this change 
in general terms first. 

The bill provides that after “a final 
order of the Board determining that any 
such labor organization is a Communist- 
infiltrated organization, such labor or- 
ganization shall be ineligible to”—and 
we find several things named there. It 
would be restricted, and denied certain 
benefits under the National Labor Re- 
lations Act. 

Mr. President, if we are to adopt the 
provision as to Communist-infiltrated 
organizations, we certainly ought to 
make the same restrictions and denials 
applicable to any organizations found to 
be Communist-action or Communist- 
front organizations. We have had some 
experience in this field. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. Is the Senator now 
suggesting an additional amendment to 
the Internal Security Act with respect 
to Communist-action and Communist- 
front organizations? 

Mr. DANIEL. Yes. All this would be 
an amendment, in addition to what is 
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proposed by the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. BUTLER]. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield first to the Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER. I should like to clear 
up one point. Does the Senator's 
amendment go to line 18 on page 5? 

Mr. DANIEL. No. The amendment 
would go to line 12 on page 8. We now 
have these words, beginning with line 11: 

When there is in effect a final order of the 
Board determining that any such labor or- 
ganization is a Communist-infiltrated or- 


ganization, such labor organization shall be 
ineligible to— 


Do certain things which follow. 

Just before “Communist-infiltrated 
organization” I would add these words: 
“Communist-action organization, Com- 
munist-front organization, or Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organization.” 

In other words, whatever penalties are 
applied to an organization found to be 
Communist-infiltrated certainly ought 
to be applied to an organization found 
to be a Communist-front organization 
or a Communist-action organization. 

There are numerous instances of the 
practicability of what I now propose. 
An organization was operating in the 
State of Texas which had been found to 
be either a Communist-dominated or- 
ganization or a Communist-action or- 
ganization. However, the National 
Labor Relations Board said it still must 
treat that organization and its officers 
as it must treat other organizations. It 
said it must give that organization the 
same rights and privileges as are given 
to other labor organizations. There- 
fore what I would do in this respect is 
merely to add Communist-action or- 
ganizations to the provision prescribing 
penalties with respect to the National 
Labor Relations Board, the same re- 
strictions which the Senator from Mary- 
land would apply to Communist-infil- 
trated organizations. 

Mr. BUTLER, Mr. HUMPHREY, and 
other Senators addressed the Chair. 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield further to the 
Senator from Maryland so that he may 
clearly understand the purpose of my 
amendment. 

Mr. BUTLER. I understand what the 
Senator is trying to accomplish, but I 
did not know there was any Communist- 
action organization or Communist-front 
organization which represented em- 
ployees as a bargaining agent and which 
would ask for a hearing before the 
NLRB. 

Mr. DANIEL. There is one suċh or- 
ganization in existence. There was 
such case before the National Labor Re- 
lations Board, and we received the reply 
which I outlined. Iam sure the Senator 
agrees with me that if any labor organ- 
ization is found by the Board to be a 
Communist-action organization or a 
Communist-front organization it should 
be ineligible for the privileges and rights 
which are enjoyed by other labor organ- 
izations. 

Mr. BUTLER. I agree. I am sur- 
prised to hear that there is such an or- 
ganization, If there is such an organ- 
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ization, I shall be very glad to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. DANIEL. Those are my changes. 

Mr. BUTLER. Will the Seantor re- 
cite them, so that I can say what I will 
do about them? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, who 
is accepting what? 

Mr. DANIEL. I have not asked any- 
one to accept anything. I am about to 
send my amendment to the desk and 
formally offer it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senate is now 
considering the Humphrey substitute, 
not the Butler bill. 

Mr. CASE rose. 

Mr. DANIEL. I am offering an 
amendment to the Humphrey substitute, 
so that some of us who wish to vote on 
the Humphrey substitute to outlaw the 
Communist Party, but who also wish to 
vote for the provisions relating to Com- 
munist infiltrated organizations in the 
Butler bill, may have the opportunity to 
do both. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a comment? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield first to the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota. He has been 
on his feet for some time. 

Mr. CASE. First, the Senator from 
South Dakota asks the Senator from 
Texas where the amendment he proposes 
would fit into the bill or substitute. 

Mr. DANIEL. I did not quite hear the 
last part of the Senator’s statement. 

Mr. CASE. Is the amendment the 
Senator from Texas is offering, an 
amendment to the Humphrey amend- 
ment or to the bill? 

Mr. DANIEL. The amendment which 
I am sending to the desk is an amend- 
ment to the Humphrey substitute, and 
it would be added at the end of the 
Humphrey substitute. 

Mr. CASE. What I do not quite 
understand is whether the language re- 
quiring the Board to make a determi- 
nation as to whether or not certain 
things are true is to be an amendment 
to the Subversive Activities Control Act 
of 1950. 

Mr. DANIEL. It is a new section 
which is being added to the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950. It is to 
be added as a new section. i 

The form proposed by the Senator 
from Maryland is exactly the same form 
that is now in the law. Some criticism 
has been made of that form. My amend- 
ment would meet that criticism by 
changing the procedure. Instead of 
providing that the Board shall take into 
consideration certain things, and the 
extent to which such things exist, I 
would change the form by providing that 
the Board shall determine whether cer- 
tin things do exist or have existed. 

Mr. CASE. When the Senator does 
that, he is prescribing a more rigid for- 
mula relating to membership in a Com- 
munist infiltrated organization than is 
provided with respect to membership in 
a Communist-action organization or in 
a Communist-front organization. 

Mr. DANIEL. That may be true, but 
I do not think so. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator from South 
Dakota served on the committee of the 
House which developed the language 
providing that the Board shall take into 
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consideration the extent to which par- 
ticipation took place in a Communist- 
action organization or in a Communist- 
front organization. The reason we did it 
was that there were instances in which 
there was not a clear-cut pattern of 
complete participation in a front or- 
ganization or in an action organization. 
Instances came to our attention in 
which a person’s name was used on a 
letterhead, or in which a person was 
identified with a front organization, or 
with an action organization. After in- 
vestigating some of those cases, the com- 
mittee felt that the facts did not estab- 
lish a sufficient case to warrant penaliz- 
ing an individual. In many instances a 
person’s name was used on a letterhead 
for the purpose of sponsoring a dinner, 
or something of that sort. It involved 
persons of very high repute, who had no 
general pattern of following the Com- 
munist line. 

If we accept the language the Sen- 
ator from Texas suggests, and apply 
that language to a Communist-front 
organization and make the whole act 
uniform, if it is determined that a per- 
son was identified in a single instance 
with such an organization, we bring 
down upon the head of such an individ- 
ual the penalty of the entire act. 

Let us take category 4 of the bill. It 
appears at page 6 of the bill and reads: 

(4) The extent to which such organization 
within 5 years has received from, or furnished 
to or for the use of, any such Communist 
organization, government, or movement any 
funds or other material assistance. 


Reading that paragraph in connection 
with subsection (e) on page 5, the bill 
would provide that the Board shall take 
into consideration the extent to which 
a person has received funds from a Com- 
munist organization. If that language 
changed to provide that the Board shall 
determine whether a person has received 
even a $5 contribution from a front 
organization or from any other Commu- 
nist organization, it would bring down 
on the head of such an individual all the 
penalties of the act. 

Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator from 
South Dakota see any difference between 
a provision relating to a $5 contribution 
to a Communist organization and the 
extent to which a person has made a 
contribution? 

The language does not provide that if 
the Board finds some act or contribution, 
it is necessary to bring down on the 
individual the penalties of the act. The 
bill now reads: 

In determining whether any organization 
is a Communist-infiltrated organization, the 
Board shall take into consideration the ex- 
tent to which“ 


And so forth. I would change that by 
requiring the Board to make a finding of 
whether $5, for example, was contributed, 
I do not see any great difference. 

Mr. CASE. Does the Senator believe 
that a more rigid formula should be pre- 
scribed with respect to membership 
in Communist-infiltrated organizations 
than is prescribed with respect to mem- 
bership in Communist-action organiza- 
tions? Would not the Senator’s amend- 
ment establish a more rigid formula with 
respect to membership in Communist- 
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infiltrated organizations than with re- 
spect to Communist-action organiza- 
tions? 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator from Tex- 
as does not believe so. Other Members 
of the Senate believe it would be more 
rigid. It is the feeling of some Senators 
that something should be added to pro- 
vide that a person should be served with 
specifications and should know what he 
has been charged with before any pen- 
alty is assesed against him. 

Some Members of the Senate feel that 
there should be a definite finding by the 
Board as to whether the individuals 
under consideration actually participated 
in Communist-front organizations, and 
so forth. Some believe there should be 
a definite finding with respect to Com- 
munist-infiltrated organizations even 
though this is not the case with respect 
to Communist-front organizations or 
Communist-action organizations. 

I do not believe the difference in the 
wording is very great. We are merely 
referring to procedures. All I am doing 
is changing the wording in an effort to 
compromise the differences between Sen- 
ators who have a definite feeling one way 
or the other. 

If the Senator from South Dakota is 
willing, I shall discuss the question with 
him briefly as soon as I yield the floor. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the senior Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that my 
colleague may, without losing his rights 
to the floor, yield to the Senator from 
Montana [Mr, MANSFIELD] not to ex- 
ceed 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD: Mr. President, I 
wish to address myself to the substitute 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] and other Senators, to 
wit, a bill to outlaw the Communist 
Party. Of course, the Senator from 
Maine [Mrs. SMITH] has been a leader 
in the introduction of bills to outlaw the 
Communist Party. Others have joined 
with her in the House and in the Sen- 
ate. I think now is the time to face up 
to our responsibilities, because this is 
the first opportunity we have had in 
this body to face up to the question as to 
whether we want to outlaw the Commu- 
nist Party. I think the time has arrived 
for all of us to stand up and be counted. 
I certainly hope that this afternoon we 
shall have an opportunity to vote on the 
question, because I, for one, wish to out- 
law the Communist Party, because I 
think it is a party contrary to American 
principles and a party which does advo- 
cate the overthrow of the Government of 
the United States. 

Outlawing the Communist Party 
would not be a violation of the funda- 
mental right of people in the United 
States to organize and function through 
a political party as the Communist 
Party is not a legitimate political or- 
ganization, any more than a group of 
doctors operating an illegal narcotics 
ring would constitute a legitimate medi- 
cal enterprise. By its own declaration 
of aims and purposes, the Communist 


14216 


Party is engaged in a criminal conspir- 
acy and operation: The advocacy and 
projected overthrow of the American 
Government by force and violence. 

The outlawing of the party will de- 
stroy its false appearance of respecta- 
bility as a political party within the 
constitutional limitations. The passing 
of such legislation would be no different 
than when the Nazi Bund was outlawed 
here in the early forties. 

One of the main arguments, if not the 
main one, given by FBI Chief J. Edgar 
Hoover in his testimony before congres- 
sional committees has been his assertion 
that to outlaw the Communist Party 
would drive it underground. In new tes- 
timony before the House Appropriations 
Committee, this year, Mr. Hoover states: 


The investigative burden in covering the 
Communist underground has been increased 
tremendously as is shown by the fact that 
where 1 agent was formerly needed for 
proper coverage, we now require as many as 
9 or 10 by reason of their greater security 
consciousness in carrying out their con- 
spiratorial activities. 


He further states in the same testi- 
mony: 

Today there are two types of Communist 
Party leadership: Open leadership comprised 
of people like William Z. Foster and a select 
group of others; and an underground leader- 
ship, which actually has been assuming more 
and more authority and control to admin- 
ister the entire party in the event it is no 
longer feasible to continue in the open. 


These statements indicate to me that 
the Communist Party has gone under- 
ground; therefore, the chief objection 
made by Mr. Hoover prior to this year 
is no longer valid. As to the extent of 
the conspiracy, it might be well for us 
to note further testimony given by the 
Director of the FBI in which he says: 


Through the perfection of the underground 
apparatus, the party aims to preserve intact 
a hard core of militant Communists to carry 
out the aims and objectives of the inter- 
national Communist movement under all 
forms of adversity. 

The security measures which the Com- 
munist Party have taken in order to thwart 
the efforts of the FBI have been many and 
detailed in character. No longer are Com- 
munist Party membership cards issued; 
maintenance of membership records are 
forbidden; contacts of rank-and-file mem- 
bers are limited to from 3 to 5—the basic 
club unit. Most of the local headquarters 
have been discontinued, and party records 
have been destroyed. No evening meetings 
are permitted in hearquarters without staff 
members present. Conventions and large 
meetings are held to the absolute minimum. 
The use of the telephone and telegraph is 
avoided. 

No contact is had with families or friends; 
contacts between functionaries are arranged 
through frequently changed intermediaries; 
false drivers’ licenses have been obtained; 
assumed names have been adopted; modi- 
fication of physical appearance has been 
effected, such as dyeing hair and eyebrows, 
as was done by a member of the national 
committee who was apprehended by agents 
of the FBI in a hideout in the high Sierras 
in California last August. 

They have removed conspicuous means of 
personal identification, such as moles; they 
have affected a new manner of walking, have 
changed their dress standards, have avoided 
old habits, and even have avoided old vices, 
and have avoided appearance in public places 
where their recognition would be probable. 
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They communicate through couriers and 
avoid the use of written communications. 
They have instituted loyalty tests for all 

ive underground personnel. They 
rotate the underground personnel to avoid 
detection. The underground staff is usually 
recruited from trusted Communist Party 
members, having at least 10 or 12 years’ ex- 
perience. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Montana has 
expired. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Montana may have his time ex- 
tended another 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the Senator may proceed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the distin- 
guished majority leader. 

Mr. President, again quoting from Mr. 
Hoover: 

They appear outside of hideouts only at 
night. They use different automobiles, and 
the cars frequently are registered in fic- 
titious names and not names of party mem- 
bers; the license plates are frequently 
changed. 

They have used extreme precautions in 
regard to surveillance, making rapid and fre- 
quent changes of conveyances, entering and 
leaving subways and buses just before the 
door close, and doubling back on their course. 

I cite these various security measures not 
only because they are of interest to the com- 
mittee but to show the stealth of the Ameri- 
can Communists. It again shows the in- 
creased difficulty with which we are faced in 
trying to handle these investigations. 


A group such as the Communists 
which is the servant of a foreign power 
and places the interests of a foreign 
power above those of our own country 
should be outlawed in the United States. 
Such a law would not outlaw ideas, it 
would not outlaw thoughts, it would 
make illegal organized conspiracy 
against this Nation. 

The outlawing of the subversive groups 
is in line with the recommendations 
made by President Eisenhower in his 
state of the Union message. He said 
that any American convicted of con- 
spiring to overthrow the Government by 
force and violence should be stripped of 
his citizenship. 

Mr. President, the question has been 
raised regarding the constitutionality of 
action such as that proposed by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY]. It is my opinion that, so 
far as the constitutionality of any law 
is concerned, it is a question for the Su- 
preme Court of the United States to de- 
cide. I sincerely hope, Mr. President, 
that the Members of this body this after- 
noon will face up to their responsibility, 
and will stand up and be counted on this 
issue of outlawing the Communist Party 
in the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] has 
the floor. He yielded to the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MaNnsFIELp] under 
a unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President—— 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator from 
Texas to yield to me for 10 minutes. 

Mr. DANIEL. I promised to yield to 
the Senator from Kentucky INr. 
CoopER] for a question. 


August 12 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas yields to the Senator 
from Kentucky for a question. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have 
several questions. 

Mr. DANIEL. I have not had any 
lunch yet. Let me see how the questions 
run. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I hap- 
pened to be in the chair when the speech 
of the distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota was made. I heard his speech, 
and I have listened carefully to the 
speeches that have been made on the 
pending bill. As I have listened, several 
legal questions which the bill presents 
have addressed themselves to me. 

I should like to say that I am not too 
greatly moved by the argument of 
“stand up and be counted.” The state- 
ment implies that there are some Sena- 
tors in the Chamber who are not inter- 
ested in seeing the Communist Party 
outlawed or made ineffective. I do not 
think that is true. 

I think we have a right to ask if the 
Humphrey substitute is what it is 
claimed to be, and if it would be really 
effective. First, I have heard the state- 
ment made several times in the debate 
that the Humphrey amencment would 
outlaw the Communist Party. I wish to 
ask the Senator from Texas about that, 
because I know of the Senator’s legal 
ability. 

The first section of the Humphrey 
substitute, which is section 2, is a long 
pronouncement of the purposes of the 
Communist Party, as to which I think all 
of us agree. 

Section 3 provides a penalty for mem- 
bership in the Communist Party. As I 
understand, up until the present time 
the penalty has been based on overt acts. 
I ask the distinguished Senator from 
Texas if he would interpret section 3 
strictly to mean one who is a recorded 
member of the Communist Party? 

Mr. DANIEL. I have not studied the 
section with that in mind. However, I 
understand the main question the Sena- 
tor has in mind, I believe, because I at- 
tempted to draft a similar bill for the 
Texas State Legislature while serving as 
attorney general, 

Mr. COOPER. I understand the Sen- 
ator's fine attitude on the question. I 
desire to ask the Senator a question 
concerning section 3 of the Humphrey 
substitute which would impose a crim- 
inal penalty upon anyone who could be 
proved to be a member of the Commu- 
nist Party. 

Undoubtedly there are many people in 
the Communist movement, who are not 
recorded members of the party. The 
substantial test of their allegiance is 
the type of activity which the person is 
carrying on. Does the Senator believe 
that section 3, which is the only effec- 
tive section of the substitute, would out- 
law the Communist Party? 

Mr. DANIEL. I should say that that 
certainly is the intention, and it prob- 
ably would outlaw the Communist 
Party by making membership an offense. 

I, once, drawing a similar bill for the 
Texas Legislature, did not word it in 
exactly the form of the Humphrey sub- 
stitute. The bill was drawn so as not 
to name any particular party or organi- 
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zation. It simply referred to any organi- 
zation which was shown to be in a con- 
spiracy to overthrow, or which advo- 
cated the overthrow of the Government 
of the United States by force. The 
Communist Party was not mentioned by 
name, but, of course, it clearly came 
within the definition. 

Based upon the findings of the courts 
and administrative agencies that the 
Communist Party of the United States is 
engaged in a conspiracy to overthrow 
the American Government by force, I 
believe Congress could constitutionally 
define membership in that conspiracy to 
be an offense punishable under the laws 
of the United States. The overt act is 
joining or remaining a member of a con- 
Spiracy against our Government. 

Mr. COOPER. I do not disagree with 
the statement that the Congress could 
constitutionally act. I doubt the effect- 
ness of the Humphrey substitute. I am 
trying to ascertain the effect of the 
Humphrey substitute. How does the 
Senator compare section 3 of the 
Humphrey substitute, which is the only 
effective section of the amendment, with 
the Smith Act, which imposes a penalty 
for conspiring to carry out the purpose 
or objectives of the Communist Party? 
What is the distinction, if any, between 
the nature of the penalty imposed by 
section 3 of the Humphrey amendment 
and that imposed by the Smith Act? 

Mr. DANIEL. I do not believe there is 
any difference in the penalties. 

Mr. COOPER. Would I be correct if 
I say that nothing of substance is added 
by the substitute to the Smith Act, ex- 
cept for the declaration of pronounce- 
ment in the preamble? 

Mr. DANIEL. I disagree with the 
Senator from Kentucky on that point. 
Under the substitute, if it is adopted, 
all that will have to be shown to a jury, 
in order to support a conviction, is the 
evidence that the individual charged is 
a member of the Communist Party, be- 
cause the law would provide that that 
organization, by name, is one which is 
involved in a conspiracy to overthrow 
the Government. 

Mr. COOPER. Section 3 of the 
Humphrey substitute provides that a 
member of the Communist Party, with 
knowledge of the purpose or objective of 
such organization shall upon conviction 
be punished. 

Does not the Senator consider that 
the language differs from the require- 
ments of the Smith Act? 

Mr. DANIEL. I do not know. I have 
not compared the two on that point. 

I believe that knowledge would cer- 
tainly have to be shown. It will be noted 
that in three places in the amendment 
which I intend to offer I have added the 
word “knowingly,” so that the court will 
not have to assume that the word was 
implied as I believe was done in one case. 

Mr. COOPER. I question the claims 
made for the Humphrey substitute, 
which, it seems to me, either duplicates 
many other acts on the statute books 
today or launches out into a field of 
doubtful constitutionality. 

I compare section 3 of the substitute 
with section 4 (a) of the Subversive 
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Activities Control Act, which provides 
as follows: 

It shall be unlawful for any person know- 
ingly to combine, conspire, or agree with any 
other person to perform any act which would 
substantially contribute to the establish- 
ment within the United States of a totalita- 
rian dictatorship, as defined in paragraph 
(15) of section 3 of this title, the direction 
and control of which is to be vested in, or 
exercised by or under the domination or con- 
trol of, any foreign government, foreign or- 
ganization, or foreign individual. 


I doubt that section 3 requires a sub- 
stantial or any contribution to con- 
spiracy. Even if it is possible to take 
into account the long declaration of 
the Humphrey substitute, and then the 
requirement, imposed in section 3, by the 
words “with knowledge of the purpose or 
objective of such organization,” does 
not the Senator from Texas say that 
the Humphrey substitute is a substan- 
tial departure from section 4 (a) of the 
Subversive Activities Control Act? 

Mr. DANIEL. There is the difference 
which I outlined a moment ago. If the 
amendment in the nature of a substi- 
tute were to be held constitutional, it 
would make the handling of such cases 
easier for the prosecuting authorities. 
If the Senator from Kentucky has ever 
had the job of trying to prove in court 
that the Communist Party of the United 
States is engaged in an attempt to over- 
throw the Government of the United 
States by force, he knows that the prose- 
cuting officers have quite a task on their 
hands. 

Mr. COOPER. I know that it is a dif- 
ficult task. 

Mr. DANIEL. I have had that expe- 
rience. I believe that the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute certainly 
would make it easier on the prosecuting 
authorities of the United States to es- 
tablish a case. They can establish a 
case now if they are able to get the wit- 
nesses and go to the expense of bring- 
ing in the proof, as has been done many 
times and at great expense in our courts 
and administrative agencies. If Con- 
gress should now officially declare that 
the Communist Party of the United 
States is found to be a part of a con- 
spiracy to overthrow the Government of 
the United States, it may be possible to 
avoid separate proof of the fact in each 
case. Evidence of membership alone 
will suffice, if this portion of the sub- 
stitute is held to be constitutional. 

Mr, COOPER. I respect the judg- 
ment of the Senator from Texas. I 
think the emphasis of the Subversive 
Activities Control Act is entirely differ- 
ent from that of the Humphrey substi- 
ute. This proposal would simply make 
membership in the Communist Party an 
offense. Subversive Activities Control 
Act provides a procedure for registra- 
tion of members of Communist organi- 
zations; when they have been regis- 
tered, they cannot hold office or employ- 
ment in the Government, and they can- 
not engage in certain defense activities. 
Registration prevents their employment 
or their activity in certain areas of the 
Government. 

Would the Senator say that if the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
were adopted denouncing as a crime 
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membership in the Communist Party, 
such members then could not be re- 
quired to register as they could un- 
doubtedly claim the fifth amendment? 
Would section 3 thus have the effect 
of nullifying the Subversive Control Act? 

Mr. DANIEL, I think they could still 
be required to register. However, I am 
not certain, because I have not studied 
that question sufficiently. 

The Senator from Kentucky was very 
complimentary to the junior Senator 
from Texas when he said he thought 
the Senator from Texas was judicious. 
I shall try to be judicious on this ques- 
tion by asking time to study it before 
expressing a definite opinion. 

Mr. COOPER. I shall not ask any 
further questions. 

Mr. DANIEL. I should like to study 
the last question, and answer it when 
I return, so that I may attempt to an- 
swer that question, as well as any fur- 
ther questions which the Senator may 
wish to ask. 

The distinguished junior Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] has been wait- 
ing patiently for some time. He would 
like to have the floor for about 10 min- 
utes, under a unanimous-consent request, 
without my losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator permit me to make one state- 
ment? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I shall be glad to 
yield for a short observation. I have 
only 10 minutes. 

Mr. COOPER, I questioned the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] because of 
my great respec’ for his legal ability and 
judicial attitude. I wish to make clear 
that what I have said was not directed 
against the purposes of the substitute 
as stated by the junior Senator from 
Minnesota. I wanted to express my con- 
viction that, despite the claims that are 
made for it, I do not think the substitute 
would abolish the Communist Party. 
In my judgment section 4 (a) of the 
Subversive Activities Control Act and the 
Smith Conspiracy Act cover substan- 
tially the purposes of section 3, which 
is the only effective section of the Hum- 
phrey substitute. I also feel that the 
passage of the substitute might make 
more difficult the enforcement of anti- 
Communist statutes, rather than helping 
in their enforcement. I do not think the 
substitute would do what is claimed for 
it. I shall present my views at more 
length later in the debate. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, first 
I should like to say that I am very 
pleased and happy to join with the very 
able Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HumpuHreEY] in the sponsorship of the 
amendment in the nature of a substi- 
tute—the purpose of which is to outlaw 
the Communist Party. I might say that 
long ago I wrote a letter to the very able 
senior Senator from Maine IMrs. 
SMITH], and asked if I might be per- 
mitted to join with her in the sponsor- 
ship of a bill to accomplish a similar pur- 
pose known as S. 200. I did that after 
serious thought on my own part in try- 
ing to determine the best means to most 
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effectively 
threat. 

Like my colleagues, I had pondered 
on this problem for many years. I had 
listened to various recommendations. I 
had read the recommendations of the 
administration and others. Finally it 
became unmistakably clear to me that 
there was only one really effective way 
to get rid of the Communist threat to 
the United States Government, and that 
was to introduce and enact legislation 
which would outlaw the Communist 
Party. It was for this reason that I 
wrote to the senior Senator from Maine 
and asked her if I could at that time 
join with her in the sponsorship of what 
I believed and still believe to be a good 
piece of proposed legislation. 

I do not think the proposal to outlaw 
the Communist Party should be stopped 
merely because of a question of pro- 
cedure. I think what we are trying to 
do is to accomplish a certain result, that 
of outlawing the Communist Party. If 
we can do it by the pending proposed 
legislation, whether it comes under the 
sponsorship of certain Senators on this 
side of the aisle or the other side of the 
aisle, does not make too much difference 
to the junior Senator from Florida, and I 
do not believe it should make too much 
difference to any Senator who thinks 
that the right answer to the problem of 
communism is outlawing the Communist 
Party. The question of whether the bill 
has been in committee, or whether it has 
my name, or the name of the Senator 
from Minnesota, or some other Senator's 
name seems to me to be unimportant. 
What we are trying to accomplish is the 
outlawing of the Communist Party. We 
now have an opportunity to vote on a 
substitute amendment which would do 
just that, as the Senator from Montana 
has pointed out. 

Another point I should like to make 
is that I do not believe we should be- 
come bogged down with a lot of techni- 
calities as to whether an organization is 
Communist controlled or indulging in 
Communist activities, or in what respect 
it is engaging in communism. I cannot 
help but believe that if the Communist 
Party per se is outlawed, and member- 
ship therein is made a crime, then we 
are not going to have to worry about such 
collateral questions. If the law is en- 
forced, which, of course, we have a right 
to expect it will be, then there will not 
be unions which will be Communist con- 
trolled or Communist led, because the 
Communist influence will be destroyed 
in its essence, and before it can operate. 

Therefore it seems to me that we waste 
much time in the Senate when we talk 
about whether we like the Daniel amend- 
ment, the Butler amendment, the 
amended Butler bill, or whatever else it 
might be. Let us get to the root of the 
matter. The root of the problem is that 
we have Communists who do not believe 
as we do, who are out to destroy our way 
of government, and who infiltrate, not 
only labor unions, but other organiza- 
tions and direct them and their member- 
ship against American democratic insti- 
tutions. 

From the debate which has taken 
place so far, one could presume that the 
only organizations which have Commu- 
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nists are labor unions. Obviously that 
is not the case. We have them in the 
teaching profession, in government, in 
the military service; in political parties; 
we find them in every activity of our 
lives. So why do we not get at the real 
problem, and cover the whole field, and 
not limit it to just labor organizations? 
Why do we not do this right and say, 
“Let us outlaw the Communist Party 
and membership in the Communist 
Party”? In that way I think we can 
most effectively combat communism in 
this country. 

To talk about needing laws to stop a 
union’s doing this or that, because it 
might be Communist—helpful to Com- 
munists—seems to me to be just like 
saying that we have an orange tree, and 
that the meat of the oranges on that 
tree is deadly poisonous. If these or- 
anges are actually deadly, it obviously 
results because the trunk of the tree or 
the roots of the tree are infected. Now, 
you wouldn’t just knock those oranges off 
the tree and leave the trunk and limbs 
to breed a new crop of poison fruit. 
The thing to do is destroy the trunk, the 
roots, and the tree itself. That is the 
manner in which we should approach 
the problem before us today. 

As the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse] has said, I think we should stop 
hitting around on the fringes of the 
problem, stop tiptoeing back and forth, 
and instead recognize the problem and 
know the problem for what it is, and 
meet it directly head on. 

We live under a government of law. 
Duly enacted laws govern our lives. A 
man’s rights, or privileges, are not taken 
from him without due legal action. 
However, today we condemn persons 
with Communist leanings or beliefs. 
We have been throwing them out of the 
teaching profession. We even make it 
difficult for Communists to work in ordi- 
nary industry. We are surely driving 
them out of all social, professional, and 
industrial life, and yet while we so pro- 
scribe these people there is no hard and 
fast law that says it is wrong or illegal to 
be a Communist or that a Communist 
cannot work in these fields of endeavor. 
So today without benefit of law, we pick 
at them, hold them up to bad publicity 
and ridicule, punish and persecute 
them, and finally we throw them out; 
but not by benefit of law. Mr. President, 
to conduct ourselves this way—without 
benefit of law—is to practice the grossest 
type of discrimination. We are dis- 
criminating against them for their 
thoughts and acts, when under present 
law, what they think and do is completely 
legal. If we are going to be a govern- 
ment of law, why do we not meet the 
problem head on and say, “We do not 
like communism; we fear it; it is opposite 
to what we believe in; therefore, any- 
body who believes in it, advocates it, or 
who belongs to a political party which 
itself advocates or believes in commu- 
nism, is guilty of a crime against the 
United States’? If we take this step 
then we will have a legal basis on which 
we can proscribe them in our society. 
The way to face this issue, Mr. President, 
is to meet the problem head on. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 


August 12 


Mr. SMATHERS. I yield to the 
Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. WELKER. Will the Senator ad- 
vise me how many Communists we would 
be able to catch and convict by outlaw- 
ing the Communist Party? I have 
served on the Internal Security Sub- 
committee for more than a year. I have 
learned that it is very difficult to make 
persons who belong to the party admit 
their membership in it, or to establish 
proof that they are open or undercover 
members of the Communist Party. I 
should like the Senator from Florida to 
advise me what effect outlawing the 
Communist Party would have on the 
Communists within our land. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I am sure the Sen- 
ator would agree with me it would not 
be any harder if we provided that mem- 
bership in the Communist Party was il- 
legal. It is true that such members 
might go underground. I presume that 
many of them would go underground. 
In fact, I believe most of them are under- 
ground now. I do not know of a nar- 
cotic peddler who has gone down the 
street and said, “I am a narcotic ped- 
dler.“ Nevertheless, we have a law 
against narcotic peddling. Why? Be- 
cause peddling narcotics is dangerous. 
It is dangerous to our society. We do not 
say to such persons, “We are going to 
try to convince you it is unwise or un- 
healthy to take dope and sell it.” We 
say it is dangerous, and we enacted a law 
to curb the illegal use of narcotics. Any 
person who violates this law is thereafter 
subject to prosecution. I submit to the 
Senator from Idaho that, under the au- 
thority of law, we can also do the same 
thing so far as Communists are con- 
cerned. We touch on the question here, 
or we have a little law about it there; 
but we do not meet it head-on. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield to me? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 

Mr. WELKER. I am sure my col- 
league from Florida is advised that un- 
der present Communist Party discipline 
the practice is not to issue membership 
cards. 

Mr. SMATHERS. That may be true; 
I have no particular knowledge of issu- 
ance of membership cards by the Com- 
munist Party. 

Mr. WELKER. Whenever the Com- 
munists know we do not have positive 
proof that they are Communists, they 
will swear under oath that they are not 
now, and never have been, members of 
the Communist Party. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I can agree with 
the distinguished Senator from Idaho. 
He has been an able prosecutor, and I 
am sure he will agree that before he 
could prosecute anyone, it was necessary 
for him to have a law authorizing such 
a prosecution. But today, since it is not 
illegal for a person to be a member of 
the Communist Party, or to advocate the 
overthrow of our Government, it is not 
possible to prosecute members of the 
Communist Party, unless we find them 
in some incidental or collateral activity 
which we have outlawed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Florida has 
expired. 
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Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Florida yield to 
me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] has 
the floor. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Texas may yield further time to 
me, so that I may yield to the Senator 
from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield 10 minutes more 
to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Now, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am glad to yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from Maine. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ator from Florida may yield to me, so 
that I may ask a question of the chair- 
man of the Internal Security Subcom- 
mittee. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I shall be happy to 
yield for that purpose, if the Senator 
from Maine can limit her question to 2 
minutes. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. 
will be brief. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the Senator from Maine is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I should like to ask the distin- 
guished junior Senator from Indiana 
Mr. JENNER], the chairman of the In- 
ternal Security Subcommittee, whether 
he can give the Senate any assurance 
concerning action by his committee on 
the bill which proposes to outlaw the 
Communist Party, and in regard to 
obtaining a vote on that bill. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, as the 
Senator from Maine knows, her bill is 
pending before our committee. 

I think the procedure being followed 
today is a very poor way to legislate on 
this very important matter. I think this 
matter should be gone into thoroughly, 
and hearings should be held on it, at the 
beginning of next session. 

In further answer to the question of 
the Senator from Maine, let me say that 
to outlaw the Communist Party will not 
mean a thing, because experience under 
the Taft-Hartley Act gives us a clear 
example of how the Communists will op- 
erate in connection with the signing of 
affidavits. We have different cases of 
known Communists who have signed 
anti-Communist affidavits. When they 
are asked to sign, they say, “Certainly, I 
will gladly sign an affidavit under the 
Taft-Hartley Act.” All they do in that 
case is make a tactical withdrawal from 
the Communist Party, for the purpose of 
being able to sign the affidavit. 

In the committee we have had the ex- 
perience of having a Communist come 
through the door of the committee room, 
and we have asked him, “Were you a 
Communist 5 minutes ago?” 

His answer invariably was, “I refuse to 
answer, under the fifth amendment of 
the Constitution.” 

Then we ask him, “Were you a Com- 
munist when you walked through the 
door to the committee room?” 
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Invariably his answer was, “I refuse 
to answer, under the fifth amendment 
of the Constitution.” 

Then if we ask him, “Are you a Com- 
munist now?” his answer will be, No, I 
am not a Communist now’—in other 
words, not for the purpose of taking the 
anti-Communist oath. So there is no 
such thing as Communist membership 
anymore; and if this bill is passed in its 
present form, it will be impossible to con- 
vict anyone, for there will not be any 
Communists. 

However, the overt acts of a person 
prove what he is. The overt acts of 
Communists prove what they are. We 
know them by their acts. 

Let me say that I think the bill in- 
troduced by the Senator from Maine 
should have a complete hearing, because 
the public does not understand the situ- 
ation. Many persons think that if the 
Communist Party is outlawed, all those 
problems will be solved. But we know 
that the courts have ruled, in connection 
with the affidavit under the Taft-Hart- 
ley Act, that the burden of proof is on 
the Government, to prove that at the 
time when the affidavit was signed, the 
person was a Communist at that partic- 
ular moment. It is impossible to prove 
that; it is impossible to prove what is 
in a person’s mind or heart. 

But it is possible to prove, by his overt 
acts, that a person is attempting to over- 
throw the Government of the United 
States by force or violence; and that his 
acts constitute a part of a world-wide 
conspiracy. 

So let us not be sidetracked by some- 
thing that reads well—something which 
states that by outlawing the Communist 
Party, we shall solve these problems. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
have been happy to yield to the Senator 
from Maine, who has sponsored the bill 
to outlaw the Communist Party, and I 
am happy to agree with her. 

I appreciate what the very able sen- 
ior Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] 
has done in attempting to outlaw the 
Communist Party. I have regretted, as 
I know she has, that some of the leader- 
ship on her side of the aisle has not 
seen fit to have that bill brought up at 
this time. I believe it should have been 
considered and adopted. 

As I have said earlier, I believe that 
if what we are after is to outlaw the 
Communist Party, we now have the best 
opportunity to do that that we will have 
for some time to come. Senators who 
believe that this is the effective way to 
fight the Communist Party can express 
their belief now by voting for the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota. 

Of course the Senator from Indiana, 
chairman of the Internal Security Sub- 
committee, has had more experience 
combating communism than I have. 
However, I cannot understand, for the 
life of me, how we can continue to talk 
about Communist activities as being ille- 
gal and about how we are attempting 
to check those activities, yet still refuse 
to hit at the core of the Communist 
Party itself, by declaring it and mem- 
bership in it to be illegal. 

It seems to me that if we follow the 
suggestion of the Senator from Maine 
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[Mrs. SMITH] and the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and outlaw the 
Communist Party in the first instance, 
it will be easier for us to fight the Com- 
munist Party and its activities wherever 
it may be found in the future. 

A moment ago I heard the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] say he had 
some doubt about the constitutionality 
of the amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Let me point out that from 1919 up 
to 1924, I believe, the Communist con- 
spiracy was outlawed in this country by 
wartime legislation and no one ques- 
tioned the constitutionality of that 
measure. There are from 13 to 15 States 
of the Union which today have statutes 
outlawing or prohibiting the Communists 
from functioning as a political party, 
and no court has yet held those laws to 
be unconstitutional. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, 
they must be constitutional if they help 
the American people defend themselves, 
Surely our laws do not make it impos- 
sible to stop crime. We have laws against 
murder, narcotics traffic, and other 
crimes. Similarly, the American people 
clearly have a right to legally defend 
themselves against a conspiracy which 
seeks to overthrow us and defeat us here 
at home. 

So, Mr. President, after this debate 
is over, I hope the Members of the Sen- 
ate who do not like communism and who 
think the best way to fight communism 
is to face the issue head on and destroy 
it, will proceed to do just that. 

In the meantime, let us proceed in 
the way suggested by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] so as to go 
on record and say clearly and without 
the slightest doubt that we do not like 
the Communist Party and its princi- 
ples. Let us, here today, strike a devas- 
tating blow against this ungodly men- 
ace. This is our chance to do so. Let 
us not fail in this hour of concern and 
opportunity to all of us. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] now 
has the floor, having yielded it under a 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk the amendment I have al- 
ready explained, and ask that it be 
printed in the Recor», but not read. I 
shall be glad to answer any other ques- 
tions about it which Senators may care 
to ask. I may say that the amendment 
is offered by me for myself and on behalf 
of the Senator from Kentucky IMr. 
CLEMENTS], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GILLETTE], the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], and the Sena- 
tor from Illinois [Mr. DoucLAs]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendment will not 
be read, but will be printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment submitted by Mr. 
DANIEL is as follows: 

That this act may be cited as the “Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act Amendments 
of 1954.” 

Sec. 5. Communist-infiltrated organiza- 
tions. (a) Section 3 of the Subversive Activ- 


ities Control Act of 1950 (50 U. S. C. 782) is 
amended by inserting, immediately after 


14220 


paragraph (4) thereof, the following new 
paragraph: 

“(4A) The term ‘Communist-infiltrated 
organization’ means any organization in the 
United States (other than a Communist- 
action organization or a Communist-front 
organization) which (A) is substantially di- 
rected, dominated, or controlled by an indi- 
vidual or individuals who are, or who within 
3 years have been actively engaged in, know- 
ingly giving aid or support to a Communist- 
action organization, a Communist foreign 
government, or the world Communist move- 
ment referred to in section 2 of this title, 
and (B) is knowingly serving, or within 3 
years has knowingly served, as a means for 
(i) the giving of aid or support to any such 
organization, government, or movement, or 
(ii) the impairment of the military strength 
of the United States or its industrial capac- 
ity to furnish logistical or other material 
support required by its Armed Forces: Pro- 
vided, however, That any labor organization 
which is an affiliate in good standing of a 
national federation or other labor organiza- 
tion whose policies and activities have been 
directed to opposing Communist organiza- 
tions, any Communist foreign government, 
or the world Communist movement, shall be 
presumed prima facie not to be a ‘Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organization.’” 

(b) Paragraph (5) of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(5) The term ‘Communist organization’ 
means any Communist-action organization, 
Communist-front organization, or Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organization.” 

(c) Subsections 5 (c) and 6 (c) of such 
act are repealed, 

Sec. 6. (a) Section 10 of such act (50 U. 
S. C. 789) is amended by inserting, imme- 
diately after the words “final order of the 
Board requiring it to register under section 
7", the words “or determining that it is a 
Communist-infiltrated organization.” 

(b) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 11 
of such act (50 U. S. C. 790) are amended 
by inserting immediately preceding the 
period at the end of each such subsection, 
the following: or determining that it is a 
Communist-infiltrated organization.” 

Sec. 7. (a) Subsection 12 (e) of such act 
(50 U. S. C. 791) is amended by— 

(1) striking out the period at the end 
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a semi- 
colon and the word “and”; and 

(2) inserting at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(3) upon any application made under 
subsection (a) or subsection (b) of section 
13A of this title, to determine whether any 
organization is a Communist-infiltrated or- 
ganization.” 

(b) The section caption to section 13 of 
such act (50 U. S. C. 792) is amended to 
read as follows: “Registration Proceedings 
Before the Board.” 

Sec. 8. Such act is amended by inserting, 
immediately after section 13 thereof, the fol- 
lowing new section: 


“PROCEEDINGS WITH RESPECT TO COMMUNIST- 
INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 


“Sec. 13A. (a) Whenever the Attorney 
General has reason to believe that any or- 
ganization is a Communist-infiltrated or- 
ganization, he may file with the Board and 
serve upon such organization a petition for 
a determination that such organization is a 
Communist-infiltrated organization. In any 
proceeding so instituted, two or more af- 
fiiated organizations may be named as joint 
respondents. Whenever any such petition is 
accompanied by a certificate of the Attorney 
General to the effect that the proceeding so 
imstituted is one of exceptional public im- 
portance, such proceeding shall be set for 
hearing at the earliest possible time and all 
proceedings therein before the Board or any 
court shall be expedited to the greatest prac- 
ticable extent. 

“(b) Any organization which has been de- 

ed under this section to be a Com- 
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munist-infiltrated organization may file with 
the Board and serve upon the Attorney Gen- 
eral a petition for a determination that such 
organization no longer is a Communist-in- 
filtrated organization. No such petition may 
be filed until 1 year has passed after the 
order determining such organization to be 
a Communist-infiltrated organization has 
become final. No organization may file peti- 
tions under this subsection oftener than 
once in each calendar year. 

„(e) Each such petition shall be verified 
under oath, and shall contain a statement of 
the facts relied upon in support thereof. 
Upon the filing of any such petition, the 
Board shall serve upon each party to such 
proceeding a notice specifying the time and 
place for hearing upon such petition. No 
such hearing shall be conducted within 20 
days after the service of such notice. 

“(d) The provisions of subsections (c) 
and (d) of section 13 shall apply to hearings 
conducted under this section, except that 
upon the failure of any organization named 
as a party in any petition filed by or duly 
served upon it pursuant to this section to 
appear at any hearing upon such petition, 
the Board may conduct such hearing in the 
absence of such organization and may enter 
such order under this section as the Board 
shall determine to be warranted by evidence 
presented at such hearing. 

“(e) In determining whether any organi- 
zation is a Communist-infiltrated organiza- 
tion, the Board shall be required to deter- 
mine— 

“(1) whether the effective management 
of the affairs of such organization is con- 
ducted by one or more individuals who are, 
or within two years have been, (A) members, 
agents, or representatives of any Communist 
organization, any Communist foreign gov- 
ernment, or the world Communist move- 
ment referred to in section 2 of this title, 
with knowledge of the nature and purpose 
thereof, or (B) engaged in giving aid or sup- 
port to any such organization, government, 
or movement with knowledge of the nature 
and purpose thereof; 

“(2) whether the policies of such organi- 
zation are, or within 3 years have been, for- 
mulated and carried out pursuant to the 
direction or advice of any member, agent, 
or representative of any such organization, 
government, or movement; 

“(3) whether the personnel and resources 
of such organization are, or within 3 years 
have been, used to further or promote the 
objectives of any such Communist organi- 
zation, government, or movement; 

“(4) whether such organization within 3 
years has received from, or furnished to or 
for the use of, any such Communist organi- 
zation, government, or movement any funds 
or other material assistance; 

“(5) whether such organization is, or with- 
in 3 years has been, affiliated in any other 
way with any such Communist organization, 
government, or movement; 

“(6) whether the affiliation of such or- 
ganization, or of any individual or individ- 
uals who are members thereof or who man- 
age its affairs, with any such Communist or- 
ganization, Government, or movement is 
concealed from or is not disclosed to the 
membership of such organization; and 

“(7) whether such organization or any of 
its members or managers are, or within 3 
years have been, knowingly engaged— 

“(A) in any conduct punishable under 
section 4 or 15 of the act or under chapter 
37, 105, or 115 of title 18 of the United States 
Code; or 

“(B) with intent to impair the military 
strength of the United States or its indus- 
trial capacity to furnish logistical or other 
support required by its Armed Forces, in any 
activity resulting in or contributing to any 
such impairment. 

() After hearing upon any petition filed 
under this section, the Board shall (1) make 
a report in writing in which it shall state 
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its findings as to the facts and its conclu- 
sions with respect to the issues presented 
by such petition, (2) enter its order grant- 
ing or denying the determination sought by 
such petition, and (3) serve upon each party 
to the proceeding a copy of such order. Any 
order granting any determination on the 
question whether any organization is a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization shall become 
final as provided in section 14 (b) of this 
act. 

“(g) When any order has been entered by 
the Board under this section with respect 
to any labor organization (as defined by sec- 
tion 2 of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended), the Board shall serve a true 
and correct copy of such order upon the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board and shall pub- 
lish in the Federal Register a statement of 
the substance of such order and its effective 
date. 

“(h) When there is in effect a final order 
of the Board determining that any such la- 
bor organization is a Communist-action or- 
ganization, a Communist-front organization, 
or Communist-infiltrated organization, such 
labor organization shall be ineligible to— 

“(1) act as representative of any employee 
within the meaning or for the purposes of 
section 7 of the National Labor Relations 
Act, as amended (29 U. S. C. 157); 

“(2) serve as an exclusive representative 
of employees of any bargaining unit under 
section 9 of such act, as amended (29 U. S. 
C. 159); . 

“(3) make, or obtain any hearing upon, 
any charge under section 10 of such act 
(29 U. S. C. 160); or 

“(4) exercise any other right or privilege, 
or receive any other benefit, substantive or 
procedural, provided by such act for labor 
organizations. 

„) When an order of the Board deter- 
mining that any such labor organization is a 
Communist-infiltrated organization has be- 
come final, and such labor organization 
theretofore has been certified under the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended, as 
a representative of employees in any bargain- 
ing unit— 

“(1) a question of representation affecting 
commerce, within the meaning of section 9 
(c) of such act, shall be deemed to exist 
with respect to such bargaining unit; and 

“(2) the National Labor Relations Board, 
upon petition of not less than 20 percent 
of the employees in such bargaining unit or 
any person or persons acting in their behalf, 
shall under section 9 of such act (notwith- 
standing the limitation of time contained 
therein) direct elections in such bargaining 
unit or any subdivision thereof (A) for the 
selection of a representative thereof for col- 
lective-bargaining purposes, and (B) to de- 
termine whether the employee thereof desire 
to rescind any authority previously granted 
to such labor organization to enter into any 
agreement with their employer pursuant to 
section 8 (a) (3) (ii) of such act.” 

Sec. 9. Subsections (a) and (b) of sec- 
tion 14 of such act (50 U. S. C. 793) are 
amended by inserting in each such subsec- 
tion, immediately after the words “section 
13,” a comma and the following: “or sub- 
section (f) of section 13A.“ 

Sec. 10. If any provision of this title or the 
application thereof to any person or cir- 
cumstances is held invalid, the remainder of 
the title, and the application of such provi- 
sions to other persons or circumstances, shall 
not be effected thereby. 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas briefly state the ef- 
fect of his amendment? 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, the 
amendment I have sent to the desk 
would amend the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute, offered by the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], by 
adding to that amendment the so-called 
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Butler bill, which has been under discus- 
sion on the floor of the Senate, but with 
a few minor changes, which I have ex- 
plained to the Senate. 

Some of those changes are in accord- 
ance with the amendment which the 
Senator from Minnesota has at the desk. 
The changes are these: 

The 5-year period during which pre- 
vious activities would be considered 
would be changed to 3 years. The pro- 
cedure set up for the Board would be that 
it shall not only take into consideration 
certain activities which would be out- 
lawed hereby, but that it make a de- 
termination of whether or not it finds 
that the individuals concerned in these 
organizations were guilty of these acts. 
The amendment I have sent forward has 
the Ives amendment in it. It contains a 
severability clause. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Some question has 
been raised on the floor as to the con- 
stitutionality of the Humphrey amend- 
ment itself, that is, the outlawing of the 
Communist Party. Of course, no one 
knows how the Supreme Court may de- 
cide that issue. If they should per- 
chance decide that the amendment was 
unconstitutional, in the Senator’s judg- 
ment as a lawyer, if his severability 
clause were included, would the Butler 
bill be left intact? 

Mr. DANIEL. Yes, that is correct. If 
any portion of the Humphrey substitute 
should be declared unconstitutional, or 
if the Butler bill, which I have sent 
to the desk as an amendment to the 
Humphrey substitute, should be declared 
unconstitutional, it is my opinion that 
under the severability clause the re- 
maining portion of the bill would be in 
force and effect. 

The final change I have made in the 
Butler bill by my amendment would be 
simply to add, on page 8, beginning with 
line 11, Communist-action organizations 
and Communist-front organizations to 
Communist-infiltrated organizations 
when we provide that such organizations 
shall be ineligible in certain respects, 
enumerated in the bill, before the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board. Those 
are the changes. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield to the Senator from Mary- 
land? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER. Has the Senator an 
amendment in line 5 on page 2? 

Mr. DANIEL. In 3 places on page 2— 
line 5, line 8, and line 9—I have added 
the word “knowingly” before the word 
“giving” in line 5, before the word 
“serving” in line 8, and before the word 
“served” in line 9, in accordance with 
the explanation heretofore made. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. So the Recorp will 
be clear as to the amendment lying on 
the desk, which is my amendment desig- 
nated “8-11-54-H”, the word “know- 
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ingly” is the addition to which the Sen- 
ator refers, is it not? 

Mr. DANIEL. That is correct. The 
word “knowingly” is added. As I said 
a moment ago, I believe the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] has that 
amendment at the desk. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The amendment 
marked “H,” or “J”? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The one 
nated “H.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No; the amend- 
ment designated “J” is the amendment 
of the Senator which is at the desk, the 
one outlawing the Communist Party. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
distinguished 


desig- 


Senator that I have four 
amendments at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the one marked 
“J” is the one which is pending. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I was saying 
that there was also an amendment which 
is printed and lying on the desk which 
I would have called up, but I shall not 
do so in view of what the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. DANIEL] is now doing, 
namely, modifying the original proposal 
before the Senate, S. 3706. He is modi- 
fying that proposal in this instance in 
light of a particular amendment. That 
is all I wished to clarify. 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. Dante] for himself and other Sen- 
ators in the nature of a substitute for 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] for 
himself and other Senators. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. The Senator 
from Maine should like again to ask the 
distinguished chairman of the Internal 
Security Subcommittee if he could give 
us assurance that there will be hearings 
and a full discussion on the floor of the 
Senate on a bill outlawing the Commu- 
nist Party. 

Mr. JENNER. Yes; I can say to the 
distinguished Senator from Maine that 
that is going to be done in the early part 
of next year. The big difficulty, the 
Senator will find, is writing a definition. 
It has been tried many times before. 
That is one of the stumbling blocks. 
“Outlawing the Communist Party” is 
mere words, because it is action that does 
the damage, and not membership in the 
Communist Party. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. The Senator 
from Indiana would agree with the Sen- 
ator from Maine that there should be a 
full discussion and a lengthy discussion 
on the floor of the Senate before we vote 
on amendments outlawing the Commu- 
nist Party? 

Mr. JENNER. I most assuredly do. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I should like 
a similar assurance from the majority 
leader. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, all 
I can say is that of course I cannot 
schedule proposed legislation until first 
it has been reported by the proper legis- 
lative committee, and, secondly, it has 
been cleared for action by the policy 
committee. Assuming that such legisla- 
tion has been reported by the proper 
legislative committee, and assuming it 
has been cleared for action by the policy 
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committee, and that I am still majority 
leader, I can assure the Senator that it 
will be scheduled for action by the 
Senate. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. 
Senator very much. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak briefly in regard to this 
proposal. 

I recognize some of the problems in- 
volved in the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM- 
PHREY]. Without the amendment to the 
substitute offered by the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. DANIEL], I should not vote 
for the Humphrey substitute; but with 
the amendment to the substitute pro- 
posed by the Senator from Texas, I shall 
support the Daniel amendment and then, 
if the amendment is carried, I shall sup- 
port the substitute, as amended, and 
then the bill, as amended, provided, of 
course, no future amendments are 
adopted which would completely destroy 
the effectiveness of the bill. 

Apparently there is a question among 
the legal lights as to whether or not the 
outlawing of the Communist Party would 
be constitutional. Undoubtedly, able 
and distinguished lawyers will differ on 
that subject. No one will know the 
answer to that question until the Su- 
preme Court of the United States speaks 
the final word, and we know that even 
in the Supreme Court on various issues 
there are sometimes 5-to-4 decisions, 
sometimes 6-to-3 decisions, or 7-to-2, or 
8-to-1, or unanimous decisions. No one 
can look into a crystal ball and know 
what the ultimate decision in that regard 
may be. 

I call the attention of the Members 
of the Senate to the fact that this bill, as 
amended in whatever form the Senate 
may pass it, will have to go to the House, 
and undoubtedly to a conference between 
the two Houses. Further study may be 
given as to the desirability or the exact 
language of the provision outlawing the 
Communist Party. 

Furthermore, with the severability 
clause which has been added by the dis- 
tinguished and able Senator from Texas, 
who is one of the outstanding lawyers 
of this body, in the event the Supreme 
Court of the United States should de- 
clare part of the substitute bill uncon- 
stitutional, namely, the Humphrey orig- 
inal substitute, there will still be stand- 
ing the complete Butler bill as reported 
by the Judiciary Committee of the Sen- 
ate. 

Under those circumstances, Mr. Pres- 
ident, I intend to vote first for the Daniel 
amendment, and then for the bill as 
amended by the substitute. 

Mr. President, I think the discussion 
on the floor has been of great value. I 
am sure that the conferees—and there 
will be a distinguished group from this 
and the other body—will give further 
consideration to the various arguments 
and discussions that have taken place, 
but I believe the time has come to face 
up to this issue, and it seems to me that 
here and now is the place to do it. 

In the event Congress does not at this 
session enact legislation to outlaw the 
Communist Party, I certainly hope the 
whole issue will be explored, as indicated 


I thank the 
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by the distinguished and able Senator 
from Maine [Mrs. SMITH]. 

So far as I am concerned, I am pre- 
pared to vote on this issue today, and 
I ask that the yeas and nays be ordered 
on the amendment proposed by the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] to the 
Humphrey substitute. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
California has yielded, and I should like 
to ask a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been requested. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me withhold 
that request until the Senator from 
Michigan has an opportunity to ask a 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator withholds the request, and yields 
to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan is concerned with this ques- 
tion: To outlaw the name “The Com- 
munist Party” and not to outlaw the 
activities, the conduct, and the overt acts 
which we have been trying to deal with 
in America is the problem we must face 
today. 

There is one difficulty involved. We 
passed a security act, not based on the 
outlawing of a party. If we now pass a 
law to outlaw a party as a party in my 
opinion we shall find ourselves in serious 
trouble. I have not today had sufficient 
time to go back and study the Internal 
Security Act, but I believe we must face 
that question, because we propose to 
compel people to testify against them- 
selves, which is something we tried to 
avoid when we very carefully drew up 
the Mundt-Ferguson section of the In- 
ternal Security Act. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It seems to me 
that is one of the problems with which, 
obviously, the conferees will have to con- 
cern themselves. 

Certainly we wish to do nothing which 
would interfere with the effectiveness of 
the Internal Security Act, which is a 
good piece of legislation and is being 
effectively used. 

I understand the legislative intent, as 
expressed by the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. DANIEL], and I believe by the Sena- 
tor from Minesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], I do 
not believe there is any legislative intent 
to subvert the Internal Security Act. 

It seems to me that any overt acts 
would still be illegal, whether they were 
performed by something which might 
call itself the Communist Party or some- 
thing else. Earlier in the day the Sena- 
tor yielded for a question from the Sen- 
ator from California, and I pointed out 
that we are all agreed that the mere out- 
lawing of the Communist Party, as a 
name, would not solve the problem. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. As I pointed out 
earlier, the same people might form 
themselves into an organization called 
the “L. S. and M. Society,” giving to the 
outside world some other meaning, but 
actually meaning “Lenin, Stalin, and 
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Malenkov Society.” They would be the 
same Communists, but they would be 
operating under a different name, But 
if they were performing overt acts and 
doing things in violation of the Internal 
Security Law, it seems to me they would 
still be in violation of the law. Nothing 
in the proposed legislation would prevent 
their prosecution, if they committed 
overt acts. 

Ii there is any problem in that regard, 
and further clarification is felt to be 
necessary, it seems to me that the con- 
ferees, who will be very distinguished 
members of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary of this body, will have an oppor- 
tunity to study the question and deter- 
mine what might be needed to prevent 
the weakening in the slichtest degree of 
the internal security law. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from California yield; and, if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield first to the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]; 
then to the Senator from Minnesota 
Mr. HUMPHREY]; and then to the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK]. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to in- 
quire of the Senator from Minnesota 
what he thinks his amendment would 
outlaw? What would the amendment 
make illegal? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] answered 
that question some time ago in his col- 
loquy. Under the Butler bill we are 
declaring 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from California ask unanimous 
consent that this colloquy may ensue? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; I ask unani- 
mous consent that the colloquy be per- 
mitted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Under the Butler 
bill we are declaring illegal, for the pur- 
poses of the National Labor Relations 
Board and for the purposes of govern- 
mental agencies in the labor-relations 
field, a Communist-dominated organiza- 
tion. 

Mr. FERGUSON. And other organi- 
zations. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And other organi- 
zations. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Communist-domi- 
nated. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Obviously if such 
an organization is illegal it must be be- 
cause of the communism which is in- 
volved. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Regardless of its 
name. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Regardless of how 
it may be termed, it is illegal, because 
the group or the individual is dedicated 
to the overthrow of the Government of 
the United States. 

Mr. FERGUSON. And its purpose. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And its purpose. 
What my amendment does is simply to 
state this unqualifiedly, and get at the 
root of the problem rather than at the 
fringe of it. 
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The analogy was stated, that if we are 
going to pick all the fruit from a tree and 
saw off the branches, because the fruit 
and branches are bad, maybe it would be 
better to strike at the roots of the tree. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But what conduct 
would the Senator make illegal by his 
amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator 
listen? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Section 3 
reads: 

Whoever knowingly and willfully becomes 
or remains a member of (1) the Communist 
Party, or (2) any other organization having 
for one of its purposes or objectives the 
establishment, control, conduct, seizure, or 
overthrow of the Government of the United 
States, or the government of any State or 
political subdivision thereof, by the use of 
force or violence 


(a) 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Or commits overt 
acts. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Quoting further— 
with knowledge of the purpose or objective 
of such organization, shall upon conviction 
be punished as provided by section 15 of the 


Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 
U. S. C. 794). 

(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
term “Communist Party” means the organi- 
zation now known as the Communist Party 
of the United States of America, the Com- 
munist Party of any State or subdivision 
thereof, and any unit or subdivision of any 
such organization, whether.or not any change 
is hereafter made in the name thereof, 


I have tried to close every door. 

Mr KNOWLAND. If I may pick up 
the inquiry at this point, I should like 
to ask the Senator if it is his judgment, 
as author of this amendment, that while 
it outlaws the Communist Party, as in- 
dicated 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Les. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Under the Inter- 
nal Security Act there would still be full 
power in the Government to prosecute 
overt acts committed by those who might 
call themselves the Communist Party? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Or the Malenkoy- 
ites. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Or the Malenkov 
Society, or anything else? 

Regardless of the banner under which 
they travel, if they were in fact a part 
of the conspiracy and were committing 
overt acts against the Government and 
the institutions of this country they 
could be prosecuted? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the ma- 
jority leader. Indeed, that is exactly 
what I mean. This proposed amend- 
ment in no way limits the Internal Se- 
curity Act. In no way does it limit the 
Smith Act or any other law on the books 
for the control of subversives. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to say—— 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
Senator from California said he would 
yield to me. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In behalf of my- 
self and my cosponsors of the substitute, 
let me say that we readily accept the 
amendment to the substitute offered by 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL]. 
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I ask that it may be incorporated in the 
amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like, if the 
Senator is willing, to have the yeas and 
nays on that amendment, as we have had 
the yeas and nays on the Ives amend- 
ment, because I think from the point of 
view of legislative history it will be a 
great dealstronger. If the author of the 
amendment [Mr. DANIEL] does not ob- 
ject, I should like to have the yeas and 
nays ordered on his amendment to the 
Humphrey amendment, 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. DANIEL. I have no objection, so 
long as the amendment is adopted. That 
is what I am interested in. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator from Min- 
nesota that his proposal can be modi- 
fied only by unanimous consent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I realize that. I 
was merely exploring, as the majority 
leader says. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California has the floor. 
To whom does the Senator from Cali- 
fornia yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wish to ask the 
Senator from Michigan a question. Was 
the so-called Mundt-Ferguson bill, about 
which he spoke, the bill which passed 
when the Senate was meeting in the old 
Supreme Court room? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I was very much in 
favor of it when it passed and I am now. 
This morning when I voted for the Mag- 
nuson amendment, I knew and under- 
stood that the so-called Humphrey 
amendment would be presented, and I 
joined as a cosponsor. I spoke to the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], who 
told me he intended to offer an amend- 
ment to the amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota. I told him I would sup- 
port his amendment to the end. I con- 
gratulate the Senator from Texas, the 
Senator from Minnesota, and the Sena- 
tor from Maryland (Mr. BUTLER] who 
originally brought the bill to the floor. 
I intend to vote as I always vote against 
Communists. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We are dealing in 
this proposed amendment. r 

Mr. MAYBANK. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Michigan a question. 
By my voting for the Humphrey substi- 
tute, the Daniel amendment, and for the 
final passage of the bill, would I be in 
any way affecting the votes cast some 
years ago for the Mundt-Ferguson bill? 

Mr. FERGUSON. What is now pro- 
posed, in my opinion, is to undo what 
we tried to do in the Mundt-Ferguson 
section of the Internal Security Act. We 
were dealing with overt acts. We were 
avoiding the word “membership,” be- 
cause it will be found that in the United 
States there is practically no “member” 
of the Communist Party. I should like 
to indicate what we are trying to do in 
the Butler bill and what we shall be do- 
ing if we outlaw the Communist Party. 
It is proposed to outlaw membership in 
a party. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Can the Senator 
from Michigan amend the bill so that 
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I can vote for it? I wish to vote against 
Communists. 

Mr. FERGUSON. This is what we 
provide in the Butler bill. I read from 
the bottom of page 1: 

The term “Communist-infiltrated organi- 
zation”— 


It will be noted that we are not talk- 
ing about membership— 
means any organization in the United States 
(other than a Communist-action organiza- 
tion or a Communist-front organization)— 


Those are the two organizations which 
are mentioned in the Internal Security 
Act— 
which (A) is substantially directed, domi- 
nated, or controlled by an individual or in- 
dividuals who are, or who within 5 years 
have been, actively engaged in giving aid or 
support to a Communist-action organization, 
a Communist foreign government, or the 
world Communist movement referred to in 
section 2 of this title— 


That is the Internal Security Act. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan permit an 
interruption at that point? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Certainly. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Assuming that the 
Senate accepts the amendment of the 
Senator from Texas to the substitute 
offered by the Senator from Minne- 
sota, this language will be in the sub- 
stitute. How does that affect the ques- 
tion of overt acts under the Internal 
Security Act? Overt acts, regardless of 
by whom they are committed, whether 
by the Communist Party or by a party 
calling itself the M. L. and S. Society, 
or whatever it may call itself, so long 
as they are prohibited by the Internal 
Security Act, will still be illegal, still be 
subject to prosecution, and still be a part 
of the Communist conspiracy. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The difficulty is 
that under the Internal Security Act we 
require Communists to register. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. How many have 
registered? 

Mr. FERGUSON. They have not reg- 
istered because they are Communists. 
They have not registered yet, but the 
time is coming when they will have to 
comply with the law. We require them 
to register; and now it is proposed to 
make it a crime to do the thing for which 
they must register. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Which is worse— 
having them register or making it illegal 
to do the things which they do? 

Mr. FERGUSON. We are repealing 
the whole law. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator has 
not answered my question. Which is 
worse—to have them register, or to make 
it illegal to do the things which they 
want to do and which they practice all 
the time? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator has 
asked, in effect, which is the best way to 
handle the situation. 

Mr. SMATHERS. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it better to re- 
quire registration, or is it better to out- 
law communism and make it a crime? 

Mr. SMATHERS. And go after them 
directly with the means we have, 
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Mr. FERGUSON. The same question 
arises in connection with the Taft-Hart- 
ley law. We require a person to say 
whether he is a member of the Commu- 
nist Party or is affiliated with such party. 
If we approve this provision we cannot 
compel a man to make an affidavit that 
he is a Communist. We shall be repeal- 
ing that section of the Taft-Hartley law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator 
think that provision is effective now? 
Does the Senator realize that only re- 
cently the court literally threw it out? 

Mr. FERGUSON. There is no longer 
any “membership.” The Senator is say- 
ing that he wishes to outlaw member- 
ship. Why not outlaw conduct and use 
the same definition which is used in the 
Internal Security Act and in the bill 
which is before us? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the major- 
ity leader answered that question when 
he stated that we not only outlaw the 
conduct which is described in the stat- 
ute but we also outlaw membership. We 
strengthen the tools of the Government 
of the United States to do the job we 
wish to do. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The difficulty is 
that there are no such things as 
“members” of the Communist organ- 
ization—— 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, yes; there are. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the next 
logical step is to outlaw the party. If 
we are against Communists, we had 
better outlaw the party, and this is the 
way to do it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Why not outlaw 
certain types of conduct? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Outlaw the whole 
party. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Why not outlaw 
an organization which is substantially 
directed, dominated, or controlled by an 
individual or individuals who are, or 
who within 5 years have been, actually 
engaged in knowingly giving aid and 
support to a Communist-action organ- 
ization? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is all taken 
care of by the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], which is 
now the pending amendment. He has 
added the precise language of the Butler 
bill as a part of the Humphrey sub- 
stitute. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But the difficulty is 
that we are still retaining the “mem- 
bership” idea. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The difficulty is 
that we are faced with a decision, at long 
last, and for the first time, as to whether 
or not we want to outlaw the Commu- 
nist Party in the United States. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. As a part of an 
international conspiracy. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Les; because it ad- 
vocates the overthrow of the Govern- 
ment, violates the laws of the country, 
and is a part of an international con- 
spiracy. 

Mr. FERGUSON. If it is the inten- 
tion to retain membership in the Com- 
munist Party as one of the elements, I 
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should like to ask the Senator from 
Minnesota where he would add the words 
on page 2 of the Butler bill in his 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Ishall be delighted 
to answer the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The author of the 
amendment, who is offering the entire 
Butler bill, as modified, could give that 
as a part of the legislative history. 

Mr. DANIEL. At the end of the 
Humphrey substitute, my amendment 
would add all of the Butler bill, renum- 
bering the sections and making certain 
modifications which I have explained to 
the Senate. If my amendment is 
adopted, there will have been added to 
the Humphrey substitute all of the 
Butler bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. With a separa- 
bility clause, so that if the Humphrey 
substitute should be declared uncon- 
stitutional by the Supreme Court, the 
Butler bill would stand as reported by 
the committee, with such modifications 
as have been agreed to, including the 
Ives amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Or vice versa. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Or vice versa. 

Mr. DANIEL. So that if part of 
either proposal should be declared un- 
constitutional by the Supreme Court, the 
remaining portion, which would be 
severed, would remain the law of the 
land. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask the Senator 
from Texas—and this may be one of the 
points bothering the Senator from 
Michigan—whether or not the provi- 
sions of the Butler bill, in and of them- 
Selves, are contingent upon the sections 
of the Humphrey amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not at all. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. In other words, it 
is not required that these things shall 
have been done, plus membership in the 
party, but it is like two bills in one. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Siamese twins, so 
to speak. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If this provision 
is held to be constitutional and sound, 
and if such persons violate the law and 
are also members of the International 
Communist conspiracy, the Communist 
Party—which is a conspiracy, rather 
than a political party—and if they have 
committed any overt act, the Attorney 
General could still apply against them 
the Internal Security Act provisions for 
having violated the sections of the 
Butler bill and the Internal Security Act. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. DANIEL. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But the difficulty 
is that the Senator has not changed the 
definition of membership in the pro- 
posal to outlaw the Communist Party. 
Isay that what is sought to be done is an 
idle gesture. The Senator is seeking to 
outlaw what no longer exists in the 
United States. What the Senator is 
seeking to outlaw is the following: 

Whoever knowingly end willfully becomes 
or remains a member of (1) the Commu- 
nist Party, or (2) any other organization 
having for one of its purposes or objectives 
the establishment, control, conduct, seizure, 
or overthrow of the Government of the 
United States, or the government of any 
State or political subdivision thereof, by the 
use of force or violence, with knowledge of 
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the purpose or objective of such organiza- 
tion, shall upon conviction be punished as 
provided by section 15 of the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950. 


The Senator from Minnesota is re- 
quiring the element of membership in a 
party which has for its purpose the con- 
trol, seizure, or overthrow of the United 
States Government or one of its sub- 
divisions. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is not exclu- 
sive. If the Senator from Michigan is 
correct in his statement that under the 
Taft-Hartley Act no one has admitted 
that he was a member of the Commu- 
nist Party—and generally or probably 
that has been the case—— 

Mr. FERGUSON. Because it cannot 
be proved. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Because it can- 
not be proved. It seems to me, under 
those circumstances, it is not necessary 
to proceed under this section, which 
might be called a separate title, if it were 
desired to have the bill written in that 
way. It would not be necessary to pro- 
ceed under the Humphrey substitute. 
The procedure could be under the sec- 
tion offered by the Senator from Texas 
(Mr, DANIEL], or under the Internal Se- 
curity Act, which prescribes certain 
standards for determining overt acts 
against the Government of the United 
States. 

I think the legislative intent has been 
made clear by the author of the origi- 
nal substitute, the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY], and the author 
of the amendment to the substitute, the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL]. They 
do not desire to affect adversely, in the 
slightest degree, the operation or scope 
of the Internal Security Act. 

If there is any technical situation be- 
cause of which the conferees might find 
that some change in language were 
needed, it seems to me that that could 
be settled in conference. But I think 
the legislative intent is clear—at least, 
I hope it is clear—from the debate. 

As I understand, it has been confirmed 
by both Senators that the Daniel amend- 
ment, which is really the Butler bill, is 
not dependent in the slightest degree 
upon the Humphrey substitute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is not. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Prosecutions un- 
der the Daniel amendment would not 
be dependent upon the Humphrey sub- 
stitute. Each stands on its own feet. 
A proceeding may be had under the 
Daniel amendment without regard to the 
Humphrey substitute. 

If in case of the Humphrey substitute 
the empty gesture of preserving the 
Communist Party, as such, were made, 
because of continuing to maintain its 
name, or if it becomes an overt, subver- 
sive organization under any other name, 
procedure can be taken under the In- 
ae Security Act or under the Butler 

II. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Or 
Humphrey substitute. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Or under 
Humphrey substitute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Section 2 of the 
Humphrey substitute contains findings 
of fact which declare as a congressional 
policy that the Communist Party is not 
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a political party in the normal under- 
standing of the terminology, but is a 
conspiratorial apparatus, an interna- 
tional conspiracy, with a sort of holding 
company operation in the United States. 
Therefore, it does not qualify as a po- 
litical party. Second, this conspiratorial 
apparatus is dedicated to the destruction 
and overthrow of the Government and 
all representative institutions through- 
out the country, through the overthrow 
of the Republic. That is an established 
fact; and once that fact is acknowledged 
it will be much easier to deal with the 
Communist conspiracy in this country. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If a person refuses 
to register, which is what is being done 
now, because such persons resign from 
the party the moment they walk through 
the doorway, as was so well poined out 
by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER], it is still not necessary to prove that 
they are members of the Communist 
Part, because if they have been engaged 
in an organization which has tried to 
subvert the Government by overt acts or 
by other violations of the Internal Secu- 
rity Act, they can still be proceeded 
against under the power and authority 
of the Butler bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And under the 
Smith Act. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The difficulty with 
the procedure now is that the Senator is 
trying to outlaw one thing, namely, mem- 
bership in a party. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. In a conspiracy. 

Mr. FERGUSON. No, in a party. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Or any other or- 
ganization. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is right; or 
any other organization, The Humphrey 
substitute refers to membership in “the 
Communist party, or any other organi- 
zation having for one of its purposes or 
objectives the establishment, control, 
conduct, seizure, or overthrow of the 
Government of the United States.” 

What I seek to outlaw is what commu- 
nism is doing—not membership in a 
party or an organization. 

Notice how the Humphrey substitute 
avoids this language: 

Any organization in the United States 
which is substantially directed, dominated, 
or controlled by an individual or individuals 
who are, or who within 5 years haye been 
actively engaged in, 


Now we come to the real meaning of 
what the Communists are doing in Amer- 
ica. It is not membership in the party 
which concerns us; it is what the mem- 
bers are doing. What are they doing? 

Giving aid or support to a Communist-ac- 
tion organization, a Communist foreign gov- 
ernment, or the world Communist movement. 


Why does not the Senator from Min- 
nesota include that in his definition? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have accepted 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], which is ex- 
actly what the Senator from Michigan 
has been reading. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Minnesota does not add anything to this 
definition. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Texas has been consulting with me all 
afternoon. We have been working on 
his proposal. I have said I thought it 
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was a desirable proposal, and I have ac- 
cepted it as a modification of my substi- 
tute. : 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
Minnesota said he would be willing to ac- 
cept it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I said I would be 
willing to accept it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I said I wanted to 
have a separate vote on the two parts. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I point out to the 
Senator from Michigan that I have done, 
in the findings and declarations set out 
in section 2 of my substitute, everything 
to which the Senator from Michigan is 
directing attention therein. We have 
been making speeches about the menace 
of communism in every American Legion 
and VFW Post in America to the effect 
that we ought to outlaw the party. We 
are going to outlaw it this afternoon. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We would be out- 
lawing something that does not exist 
now. That is the trouble. There is no 
longer such a thing as membership in 
the party. What we should do is outlaw 
the conduct of communism. I propose 
to revise the language of the Humphrey 
substitute so as to encompass only those 
actually engaged in a conspiracy. That 
is the point. Certainly, we must not use 
idle words today. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that I may ask the Senator from 
Texas a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SMITH of Maine in the chair). Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FERGUSON. First, I should like 
to ask the Senator from Minnesota if he 
has included in the definition of mem- 
bership in the party the words or the 
substance of the Butler bill beginning 
on page 1, line 9, down through and 
including line 14 on page 2? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. We included it all, 

Mr. FERGUSON. It was included in 
a separate bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish the Senator 
from Michigan would work it out with 
the majority leader. The majority 
leader has the proper insight into the 
situation. I see no sense in being in- 
volved in this. I concur with the ma- 
jority leader. He knows what we are 
after. He understands we are not pro- 
posing to repeal the Smith Act or other 
anti-Communist acts. All I am trying to 
do is help a little. I do not want to be- 
come involved in this family fight. I 
shall take my seat. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
from Minnesota answer the question of 
the Senator from Michigan as to 
whether there are now two bills in one, 
and whether the provision as to mem- 
bership includes the definition in the 
Butler bill as to the conduct of commu- 
nism? 

Mr. DANIEL. I said earlier in the 
afternoon that had I drafted the Hum- 
phrey substitute I would have omitted 
such language. When I was attorney 
general of my State I drafted such a bill 
for the Texas Legislature, and I did not 
specify the names of parties. However, 
with that in mind, I carefully read all of 
the language relating to the congres- 
sional declaration that the Communist 
Party of the United States is a part of an 
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international conspiracy which would 
overthrow the United States Govern- 
ment by force. 

I believe that if it is constitutionally 
possible ever to single out an organiza- 
tion and say that membership therein is 
a violation of the law, the language of 
the bill properly does that very thing. 

However, suppose we are wrong about 
that. Suppose the Court should say it is 
unconstitutional to single out a certain 
organization by name; and that we 
ought to single out certain actions of the 
members of the organization, and the 
purposes and designs of the organiza- 
tion in general, so that any organiza- 
tion violating those proscribed actions 
might come under the law. That is in 
the Humphrey substitute just as clearly 
as it could be placed in it. 

It seems to me that the Senator from 
Michigan is right when he states that 
those provisions could be put in two 
separate bills; but since the Senator 
from Minnesota has offered his substitute 
to outlaw the Communist Party, it would 
mean, if it should be adopted, that the 
Butler bill and all the work done on it 
with respect to Communist-infiltrated 
organizations would go by the board. 
Therefore I began work to see if the 
Humphrey substitute could not be 
amended so as to include the provisions 
of both the substitute and the bill. That 
proposal is now before the Senate. If 
my proposal is adopted, the provisions of 
the Butler bill would be added to the 
Humphrey substitute, and the Senate 
could then vote on the provisions in one 
bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The difficulty is 
that two sections are involved. 

Mr. DANIEL. Almost all bills have 
more than one section. 

Mr. FERGUSON. This is how the 
term “Communist Party” is defined in 
the Humphrey substitute: 

For the purposes of this section, the term 
“Communist Party” means the organization 
now known as the Communist Party of the 
United States of America, the Communist 
Party of any State or subdivision thereof, 
and any unit or subdivision of any such 
organization, whether or not any change is 
hereafter made in the name thereof. 


The Butler bill spells out Communist 
organization, the Communist foreign 
government, or the world Communist 
movement. That definition is left out 
in the Humphrey substitute. In the 
definition, reference to Soviet Russia is 
left out. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from California yield to the 
Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I have the floor, but in order that the 
situation may be clarified, I ask unani- 
mous consent that I may be permitted 
to yield without losing my right to the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 


ator from Oregon. 
Mr. MORSE. As one of the sponsors 
of the substitute, let me say that we 
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welcome adding the suggestion of the 
— from Michigan to the substi- 
ute. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is what I 
have been trying to do. 

Mr. MORSE. We are glad to add that 
language to it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Texas put it in another section, and 
allowed it to be severed from this section. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
in view of that statement—and the au- 
thor of the original substitute is pres- 
ent—if the Senator wants to add that 
provision to the original substitute, we 
are prepared to take it. Then there 
would be included both the provision for 
the outlawing of the Communist Party 
in the language which the Senator 
desires and the provisions of the Butler 
bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is perfectly satis- 
factory to the Senator from Michigan if 
a proper definition is included. If the 
Senator from California will allow us 
sufficient time to frame the language, I 
think I can revise the language of the 
Humphrey substitute—and this goes to 
the very heart of the matter—so as he 
include only conspirators. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I expect to sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum very 
shortly. 

Mr. PAYNE. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Mr. PAYNE. I have been greatly in- 
terested in the long debate which has 
taken place with reference to the meas- 
ure which has been under discussion 
It is a measure in which many of us 
long have had an interest, but I think 
the record should be made unmistak- 
ably clear, and it should be emphasized 
in the Recor», that the first Member of 
the Senate to introduce proposed legis- 
lation of this nature was none other 
than my distinguished colleague, the 
senior Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH]. 
She has constantly fought to have the 
Congress outlaw the Communist Party, 
an organization which is international 
in scope, and with respect to whose mem- 
bers our people have spent millions of 
dollars in an effort to eliminate them 
from government, and others places, for 
they have found a way to ferret them- 
selves even into the very structure of 
our free Government itself; up to this 
very moment the Government and we of 
the Congress have not given the recog- 
nition to which, in my opinion, the senior 
Senator from Maine has long been en- 
titled for having recognized the neces- 
sity for legislation which would clearly 
and unmistakably outlaw a party with 
which we cannot live and which is deter- 
mined to tear down the very structure 
of the American Government and the 
institutions of its free people. Let the 
word go out to the entire world that we 
of America will have no part of it. We 
will not live with it, and we do not want 
it under any guise whatever. 

So I am happy to say that I stand, as 
I always have stood, with the senior 
Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH], and 
I shall likewise stand in support of the 
position the majority leader has taken 
this afternoon in supporting both the 
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amendment of the distinguished Senator 
from Texas and the substitute of the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. MORSE and Mr, LEHMAN ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield first to the 
Senator from Oregon. Then I shall 
yield to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to say to the 
junior Senator from Maine [Mr. Payne] 
that I completely agree with the tribute 
he has just paid to the senior Senator 
from Maine [Mrs, SMITH]. 

I am sure the junior Senator from 
Maine was not on the floor earlier in the 
afternoon when the Senator from Min- 
nesota paid a similar tribute to the senior 
Senator from Maine, for the leadership 
she has taken on this issue. 

Mr. President, if the majority leader 
will permit me—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Texas a question which I 
think is most relevant to the discussion 
we have been having with the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]. When 
we come to the issue of whether any part 
of the Humphrey amendment may raise 
a constitutional question, and particu- 
larly with reference to the point the 
Senator from Texas made, relating to 
the singling out of an organization by 
name, rather than by setting forth the 
acts that are to be made illegal, does the 
Senator from Texas agree with me that 
the language of the Humphrey amend- 
ment, the language of the Butler bill and, 
for that matter, the language of the 
Daniel amendment permit of the appli- 
cation by the courts of the doctrine of 
separability? Does the Senator agree 
with me that when the court comes to 
pass on any constitutional issue which 
may be raised in connection with the bill, 
it will find itself in a position to say that 
if some portion of the bill is found not 
to comply with some legal test the court 
may wish to apply to it, the doctrine of 
separability will be applicable to this bill? 

Mr. DANIEL. I certainly agree. 

Mr. MORSE. I also agree. However, 
I wish to say that I am satisfied that the 
bill in its entirety will meet any constl- 
tutional test the courts may put it to. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

. LEHMAN. Madam President, 
will the Senator from California yield 
to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I was very much in- 
terested in the remarks of the junior 
Senator from Maine [Mr. Payne], and I 
agree with him that the senior Senator 
from Maine [Mrs. Smiru] deserves a 
great deal of credit. 

I have been amazed to hear some of 
my colleagues, notably the Senator from 
Michigan, imply that there is no such 
thing as danger from the Communist 
Party in this country. As a matter of 
fact, we have been hearing for days, 
months, and years about the danger. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
in fairness to the Senator from Michi- 
gan, who is not now on the floor, I wish 
to state that I was here during the entire 
discussion, and I do not think the Sen- 
ator from Michigan said there was no 
danger from the Communist Party. As 
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I understood his remarks, he said the 
Communist as a matter of party practice 
deny they are members of the so-called 
Communist Party; and, except for the 
officers they have from time to time, the 
membership is a sort of vanishing mem- 
bership, and is very difficult to deal with 
them, just as it is very difficult to handle 
quicksilver. Whenever Communists ap- 
pear before a committee to testify or to 
sign the Taft-Hartley affidavit, they 
automatically resign from membership 
just before they testify or sign the af- 
fidavit. However, that does not mean 
that the Communist Party is not a dan- 
ger. Certainly it is a danger; and all 
Senators—including the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. LEHMaN]I and all 
the others of us—recognize the danger. 

Perhaps I am treading where angels 
should fear to tread—because I am not a 
lawyer—but at least I may say that I 
have tried to analyze the situation care- 
fully. It seems to me that the Butler 
bill is a sound one; and with the modi- 
fications which have been made to it, by 
way of amendment—including the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
York [Mr. Ives], as modified, and with 
the pending amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HumPHREY], with 
the changes submitted by the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. Danret]—I believe the 
bill will be a good one. 

As I have recognized earlier in my 
remarks, some further clarification may 
be necessary; and, if so, I believe the 
conferees will be able to work it out. 

But in view of the suggestion which 
finally has developed, and which the 
Senator from Michigan has accepted, 
namely, to add the amended provisions 
of the Butler bill to the Humphrey 
amendment—and the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Minnesota and the distin- 
guished Senator from Michigan made 
it very clear that that would be agree- 
able to them—I hope we shall solve the 
problem and shall be able to pass the 
bill, and then proceed with bills on the 
calendar and with other legislative busi- 
ness, 

In fairness to the Senator from Michi- 
gan, I wished to clarify that point. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, will 
the Senator from California yield further 
to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. However, the impres- 
sion was given that the Communist Party 
in this country amounts to very little, 
and that its members virtually disappear. 

Let me ask the distinguished majority 
leader whether it is not a fact that the 
many Communist leaders who were con- 
victed under the Smith Act were con- 
victed because of their known and estab- 
lished membership in the Communist 
Party. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think they were 
convicted for the part they were taking 
in the international conspiracy. Again 
I state that I am not a lawyer, but I 
believe those leaders were convicted for 
the part they took in the international 
conspiracy which has for its purpose 
the overthrow by force or violence of 
the Government of the United States. 
Under those circumstances, it matters 
little whether the organization is known 
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as the Communist Party or has some 
other name; the revolutionary banner 
carriers, by whatever name they might 
be called, would still have been guilty 
under the Smith Act if they were par- 
ticipating in an organized movement 
directed at the forcible overthrow of the 
Government of the United States. 

Mr. LEHMAN. But the basis on which 
those leaders were convicted was mem- 
bership in the Communist Party. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; but even if 
they are proved not to be members of 
the Communist Party, that does not free 
us from such a conspiracy. In that 
connection, let me point out that when 
I was in Czechoslovakia, about 1947, the 
leaders of the then free Government of 
Czechoslovakia said to me, “Senator, in 
our last election in this country the 
Communists polled less than 5 percent 
of the total vote.” 

I asked, “What do you think they will 
do in the next election?” 

They said, “We think they will show 
a loss of strength, and probably will 
not poll more than 3 percent of the vote.” 

I said, “I have just come from Poland, 
where the Communists are taking over 
the government. Aren't you afraid they 
will do the same thing here in your 
country?” 

They said, “No, Senator. We have a 
constitution molded on the American 
Constitution. Our great leaders, Benes 
and Masaryk, were educated partly in 
your country, and they know American 
constitutional procedures. We have a 
completely free press, and freedom of 
religion, and the highest standard of 
living in Eastern Europe. We do not 
think we will ever lose our freedom.” 

But within 7 months from that date, 
a coup d'etat in Prague and in the other 
cities of Czechoslovakia destroyed the 
freedom of Czechoslovakia; and every 
one of the leaders to whom I talked, is 
today either dead or is in a prison camp 
or has been exiled into the Soviet Union 
or, in some cases, has fied to the United 
States. Several of them have come to 
the United States. All who have not 
been forcibly captured by the Russians 
have been forced to flee from their coun- 
try. Yet, while that conspiracy existed 
in Czechoslovakia, in the last free elec- 
tion that was held in that country the 
Communists polled less than 5 percent 
of the votes. 

So I am not particularly impressed 
by statements that the Communist or- 
ganization in the United States is a small 
one. It is a revolutionary conspiracy, 
with the purpose of destroying the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, of de- 
stroying free institutions; and it takes 
its party line from the Kremlin. In my 
judgment, in the event of war between 
the United States and the Soviet Union, 
the members of the Communist Party 
would be espionage agents and saboteurs, 
and would operate behind our lines, in 
an attempt to destroy the productive 
capacity of the United States and to 
sabotage our industrial plants and to 
blow up our railroad lines and our port 
facilities, and to spy for the Soviet 
Union; and, in fact, they would be, and 
they are, the enemies of the people of 
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the United States and of all the other 
people of the free world. 

That is the type of conspiracy with 
which we are attempting to deal in this 
case. They are in no sense a political 
party. They are part and parcel of a 
movement which has for its purpose the 
death of freedom everywhere in the 
world. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, will 
the Senator from California yield to me 
at this point? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very glad, in- 
deed, to hear those very encouraging 
words from the majority leader. It was 
because of my strong feeling that it is 
necessary to make an honest, sincere, 
undisguised frontal attack on the Com- 
munist conspiracy, led by the Commu- 
nist Party, in this country, that I was 
very glad, indeed, and proud to join with 
my friend and colleague, the junior Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], 
in sponsoring the amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
will the Senator from California yield 
to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. First, Madam 
President, I wish to commend the ma- 
jority leader for what I regard as his 
splendid dissertation upon and descrip- 
tion of the Communist apparatus. 

If the Senator from California will 
permit me to do so, I wish to say that I 
believe he will be interested in having 
me read into the Recorp at this time 
certain language of my amendment “J,” 
as follows: 

The Communist Party is relatively small 
numerically, and gives scant indication of 
capacity ever to attain its ends by lawful 
political means. The peril inherent in its 
operation arises not from its numbers, but 
from its failure to acknowledge any limita- 
tion as to the nature of its activities, and 
its dedication to the proposition that the 
present constitutional Government of the 
United States ultimately must be brought to 
ruin by any available means, including re- 
sort to force and violence. Holding that 
doctrine, its role as the agency of a hostile 
foreign power renders its existence a con- 
tinuing threat to the security of the United 
States. 


The Senator from Minnesota has tried 
in the compactness of a few paragraphs 
to point out the nature of this conspira- 
torial apparatus that hangs over our 
heads and gnaws at our sinews. I am 
willing to accept amendments which 
will improve my substitute amendment. 
All I am asking is that the Senate once 
and for all state its position on this 
amendment. Whether or not the law 
will become as effective as everybody 
wants it to, if the bill shail be passed, at 
least we have come clean morally and 
politically on this proposition. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Idaho, and then I shall yield 
to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. WELKER. I am delighted to 
hear this discussion of the Communist 
conspiracy. I do not think I have ever 
enjoyed a Senate debate as much as I 
have the one this afternoon, seeing the 
Members of the Senate fight against this 
conspiracy which seeks to destroy our 
country. 
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Madam President, I have heard it said 
that the pending measure and the 
amendment attack only the branches, 
leaves, fruit, and limbs of the tree, and 
that we should also attack the trunk. 
I should like to suggest, on behalf of the 
junior Senator from Idaho, that we 
should not only attack the trunk of the 
consipracy, but as the first order of 
business when Congress reassembles 
next January we should dig out the roots 
of this infamous conspiracy by severing 
diplomatic relations with Russia and 
every one of the satellite countries she 
controls, because, in the opinion of the 
junior Senator from Idaho, all their em- 
bassies and every place where they stay 
in this country are nothing but havens, 
nests for spies, saboteurs, and espionage 
agents, 

I invite the Senator from Minnesota 
to join me in a crusade, come January, 
to get the roots as well as the trunk. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The proposal we 
desire to submit is on page 3 of the Hum- 
phrey substitute to add at the end of 
line 25 the following language: 

Or whose members are substantially di- 
rected, dominated, or controlled by an indi- 
vidual or individuals who are, or who within 
8 years have been actively engaged in, know- 
ingly giving aid or support to a Communist- 
action organization, a Communist foreign 
government, or the world Communist move- 
ment referred to in section 2 of the Internal 
Security Act of 1950 and (B) is serving, or 
within 3 years has served, as a means for 
(i) knowingly giving of aid or support to 
any such organization, government, or move- 
ment or (ii) the impairment of the military 
strength of the United States or its indus- 
trial capacity to furnish logistical or other 
material support required by its Armed 
Forces. 


Then we propose to add another sec- 
tion at the end of the bill, to read: 

For the purpose of this act, in determi- 
ning whether or not a person is a member 
of an organization, the court or agency re- 
quired to determine such membership shall 
take into consideration the connection of 
such person or persons with such organiza- 
tion as evidenced by his adherence to the 
discipline of the organization, his accept- 
ance of the purposes and objectives of the 
organization, and other such incidents of 
affiliation with the organization, 


What is membership? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the Senator 
wants to propose a substitute to the 
Humphrey substitute, let him so propose. 
I cannot understand what his idea is, 
unless the Senator simply desires to 
amend the bill by adding the Ferguson 
amendment. What we have here already 
is a statement of the findings of fact, a 
statement as to proscribed organizations 
and their nature, and the Daniel amend- 
ment, which brings in everything the 
Butler bill contains. Now the Senator 
gets into a whole wide area far beyond 
anything that has ever been discussed 
in connection with this matter. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is what the Sena- 
tor from Michigan proposes substanti- 
ally the language of the Butler bill? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The first part 
which I read 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is in the bill. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Wait a minute. It 
is not in this part of the bill. There is 
a severability clause in it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Can we not take 
the amendments one at a time? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
take the first proposal I have read? 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. As I understood the 
Senator from Michigan, he was going 
to improve upon the definition of Com- 
munist Party.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. DANIEL. It appears to me that 
he is including organizations which we 
are defining in the Butler bill as being 
Communist - infiltrated organizations. 
Would the Senator say that all Com- 
munist-infiltrated organizations are the 
same as the Communist Party? 

Mr. FERGUSON. No. 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator would not 
want the definition of “Communist 
Party” to include Communist-infiltrated 
organizations, would he? 

Mr. FERGUSON. This definition is 
one which would apply to a Communist 
organization, or a Communist foreign 
government, or a world Communist 
movement. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. We have all that 
in the bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We do not have it in 
the definition of what we are outlawing. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Senator 
read his first proposed amendment 
again so we can follow it, and without 
„ one at the end of the 
i Mr. FERGUSON. I am reading now 

rom 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Page 3 of the 
Humphrey substitute. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I will read it all so 
it will join up properly. 

Mr. GEORGE. Would it not be wise 
to give some consideration to saying 
what the court shall consider as evi- 
dence? The Senator’s amendment is a 
mandatory order to the Supreme Court. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is covered in 
the second section. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Line 20 reads: 

(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
term “Communist Party” means the organi- 
zation known as the Communist Party of 
the United States of America, the Commu- 
nist Party of any State or subdivision there- 
of, and any unit or subdivision of any such 
organization, whether or not any change is 
hereafter made in the name thereof— 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Parenthetically. 
that is the existing language of the 
Humphrey substitute. Now the Senator 
brings in new language. 

Mr. FERGUSON. To continue— 
or whose members are substantially di- 
rected, dominated, or controlled by an indi- 
vidual or individuals who are, or who with- 
in 3 years have been actively engaged in, 
knowingly giving aid or support to a Com- 
munist-action organization, a Communist 
foreign government, or the world Commu- 
nist movement referred to in section 2 of the 
Internal Security Act of 1950— 


Mr. DANIEL. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield right there? 
Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 
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Mr. DANIEL. Under the definition as 
far as the Senator has gone, he would 
say that “Communist Party” as used in 
this act means any organization whose 
members have been contributing aid to 
a Communist-front organization or a 
Communist-action organization. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. FERGUSON. A Communist-ac- 
tion organization, a Communist foreign 
government, or the world Communist 
movement. 

Mr. DANIEL. Would the Senator 
want all organizations which had mem- 
bers who were in that category to be de- 
fined as the Communist Party? 

Mr. FERGUSON. As being included 
in the membership of the Communist 
Party. We are not dealing with the 
Communist Party. 

Mr. DANIEL. We are dealing with the 
definition of the term “Communist 
Party.” That is what the Senator’s 
words refer to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; that is the 
Communist Party, where the member- 
ship is substantially directed. 

Mr. DANIEL. Suppose there is an 
organization of a thousand members, 
and only 2 members are substantially 
aiding Russia or a Communist-front or- 
ganization, would the Senator mean to 
define that organization of a thousand 
members, 998 of whom are not engaged 
in the proscribed acts, as the Communist 
Party? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I believe if we are 
to act on the membership, it is necessary 
to do it as I suggest. 

Mr. DANIEL. I do not see how the 
Senator could include those words in 
the definition of the Communist Party. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Would the Senator 
accept this language? 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, will 
the Senator from California yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Michigan a question. Is 
the first part of the language the Senator 
has read taken verbatim from the Butler 
bill? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Practically so. 

Mr. MORSE. I made very clear that 
if the Senator’s objection to the Humph- 
rey amendment is that it does not include 
certain language in the Butler bill which 
he believes is needed for clarification 
purposes, I would welcome, so far as I 
am concerned, the insertion of such 
language. I still stand by what I said. 
If it be true that the Senator is adding 
language over and above what is con- 
tained in the Butler bill, then I shall 
want to study its effectiveness. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Istrike out the word 
“title” and substitute “Internal Security 
Act of 1950,” which is the act itself, or 
the title referred to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. We are dealing 
with two organizations. First there is a 
Communist-infiltrated organization, and 
then a Communist-dominated organiza- 
tion. They are separate and distinct, 
insofar as their structure is concerned, 
from the Communist Party, or other or- 
ganizations that are designed for the 
purpose of sabotage, force, and violence. 

Communist-front organizations are 
designed for political purposes. It ap- 
peared to me that the Butler bill and 
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the Subversive Activities Control Act of 
1950 are directed primarily toward those 
organizations which could be called ac- 
tion organizations in political, social, and 
cultural areas. The purpose of my sub- 
stitute is to pinpoint the Communist 
Party and to outlaw membership in that 
party and thereby the party itself. The 
organizations are really separate and 
distinct. I am not trying to weaken the 
bill; I am endeavoring to improve it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But the Senator 
from Minnesota is weakening it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe we have 
covered the tracks as well aS we can and 
have covered the main area involved. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator is 
weakening it to this extent—that all he 
would be outlawing would be the Com- 
munist Party. I read from his defini- 
tion: 

For the purpose of this section, the term 
“Communist Party" means the organization 
now known as the Communist Party of the 
United States of America. 


Mr. DANIEL. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. In addition to that, the 
Humphrey substitute would outlaw any 
other organization having—I am reading 
from page 3, line 11— 
any other organization having for one of 
its purposes or objectives the establishment, 
control, conduct, seizure, or overthrow of 
the Government of the United States, or the 
government of any State or political sub- 


division thereof, by the use of force or 
violence— 


And so forth. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It would not out- 
law those organizations in America 
which are the real Communist Party in 
America, and which are carrying out the 
Communist foreign government idea or 
the world Communist movement re- 
ferred to in section 2 of the Internal 
Security Act of 1950. 

Mr. DANIEL. There are now included 
in the bill the Communist Party, which 
is referred to in the Humphrey substi- 
tute, and Communist-infiltrated organ- 
izations referred to in the Butler bill. 
The Senator’s definition would appear to 
me to make the organizations synony- 
mous. They are actually separate. We 
are dealing with one in the Butler bill 
and with the other in the Humphrey 
substitute. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
amend the section so as to include or- 
ganizations which are formed to carry 
out the policies of a Communist foreign 
government or the world Communist 
movement referred to in section 2 of the 
Internal Security Act of 1950? 

Mr. DANIEL. That would certainly 
be acceptable to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I believe that 
would cover the situation. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr.MORSE. Mr. President, Iam just 
thinking out loud. I have not had a 
chance to sit down and write anything 
on paper. 

In order to outline an area of possible 
agreement, is there any objection, on 
page 3 of the Humphrey amendment, 
to inserting after line 19, language to the 
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following effect? It would be a new sec- 
tion (b). The present section (b) 
would become section (c). 

(b) Who has knowingly and willfully be- 
come or remained a member of a Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organization. 


Mr. FERGUSON. I do not want to 
go that far. I want to provide for a 
Communist organization organized or 
carrying out a Communist foreign gov- 
ernment policy. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me state it this way. 
I think this might solve our problem. 
Let me redraft the language on page 3 
so that we will accept article (a) of sec- 
tion 3 as it appears in the Humphrey 
substitute, and then add section (b), 
which will cover the activities of the 
Communist-infiltrated organizations. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I do not want to 
go that far. I want to cover those or- 
ganizations which are carrying out a 
Communist foreign government policy 
or the world Communist movement re- 
ferred to in section 2 of the Internal 
Security Act of 1950. 

Mr. MORSE. Is not the Communist 
Party such an organization? 

Mr. FERGUSON. No. The Commu- 
nist Party is the organization that is 
carrying out the foreign government pol- 
icy or program. Ido not want to go as 
far as the Senator suggests. 

Mr. MORSE. I shall step into the 
cloakroom to put something on paper. 

Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator from 
Michigan have his proposal reduced to 
writing? 

Mr. FERGUSON. No; I have not. I 
have tried to compose it on the floor. If 
we may have a quorum call, I may be 
able to write it out and submit it to 
the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

ae Chief Clerk proceded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask that the yeas and nays be ordered 
on the Daniel amendment to the Hum- 
phrey amendment, which is in the nature 
of a substitute for the bill. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The other amend- 
ments will come on the substitute after 
the Daniel amendment is adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DaneL] to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr, HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, will 
the Senator from California yield that 
I may make an insertion in the Recorp? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would rather 
have the vote on the pending amend- 
ment first. 

Mr. CASE. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota. 
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Mr. CASE. May I have the attention 
of the Senator from Minnesota for a 
question? On page 3, line 2, of the 
Humphrey substitute, the language is as 
follows: 

Holding that doctrine, its role as the 
agency of a hostile foreign power renders its 
existence a continuing threat to the security 
of the United States. 


I am wondering if that preamble or 
finding of facts really has value or mean- 
ing. I suppose it does, but I always 
wonder about preambles. If that sen- 
tence is to be included, should there not 
be included such language as “clear, 
present, continuing threat,” in view of 
court decisions? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
the parliamentary situation is such that 
after the amendment of the Senator 
from Texas has been acted upon, the 
Humphrey substitute will still be open 
for amendment of the section to which 
the Senator from South Dakota refers to 
as a preamble. 

All that is done by the Daniel amend- 
ment is to add the Butler bill, as modi- 
fied, to the Humphrey substitute. After 
action has been taken on the Daniel 
amendment, the Humphrey substitute 
will be open to amendment. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] and 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] 
have been working further on the 
Humphrey substitute, and I understand 
it is now acceptable to the Senator from 
Minnesota and will be taken up for con- 
sideration following action on the Daniel 
amendment. 

While the Senator from South Dakota 
is privileged, of course, to ask for con- 
sideration of his suggestion now, I simply 
wish to suggest that the Humphrey sub- 
stitute will be open for further modifica- 
tion after the vote on the Daniel amend- 
ment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota has made a good 
point, because what he has suggested is 
a matter of legal doctrine. At the prop- 
er time, I shall be glad to accept the 
modification, but I think the majority 
leader has correctly outlined the proce- 
dure which should now be followed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
as I understand, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered on the Daniel amendment. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Madam President, I 
should like to have the clerk read the 
text of the Daniel amendment. 

Mr. DANIEL. Madam President, I 
asked unanimous consent, in offering the 
amendment, that it be printed but not 
read, because it is so long. It is the 
entire Butler bill, which has been dis- 
cussed in the Senate since yesterday, 
with a few modifications. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Does the Senator from 
Texas mean that the amendments which 
have been considered and, at least in one 
instance, adopted will be eliminated if 
his amendment is agreed to? 

Mr. DANIEL. No. As I pointed out 
earlier in the day, amendments which 
already have been adopted, including the 
Ives amendment, are all a part of the 
Butler bill, which I have now offered as 
an amendment, with other modifica- 
tions. In the interest of time, I hope 
that the junior Senator from California 
will not ask to have the amendment read 
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in full. I will be glad to explain the 
modifications. Otherwise, it is the But- 
ler bill which we have been discussing 
for 2 days. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Until a half hour ago, 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, of which I am a member, was 
meeting, and I did not hear the dis- 
cussion which has taken place on the 
bill. I desire to be certain of the text 
of the Senator’s amendment. As I un- 
derstand, the Daniel amendment is 
merely the Butler bill as modified by 
the amendment offered by the senior 
Senator from New York [Mr. Ives] 
which was agreed to. 

Mr. DANIEL. That is substantially 
correct. The Butler bill with slight 
modifications, offered as an amendment 
to the Humphrey substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
Bowrtinc in the chair). The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
of the Senator from Minnesota IMr. 
HUMPHREY]. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. LANGER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. The Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Bripces], the Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. CAPEHART], and the Sena- 
tor from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] are 
necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], 
and the Senator from Vermont [Mr, 
FLANDERS] would each vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senators from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Ervin and Mr. Lennon], the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAU- 
ver], and the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. NEELY] are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from Alabama 
SPARKMAN] is necessarily absent. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EASTLAND], the Senators from 
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin and Mr. LEN- 
non], and the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. NEELY] would each vote 
“yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 85, 
nays 1, as follows: 


(Mr. 


YEAS—85 
Aiken Duff Johnson, Colo, 
Anderson Dworshak Johnson, Tex. 
Barrett Ellender Johnston, S. C. 
Beall Ferguson Kennedy 
Bennett Frear Kerr 
Bowring Fulbright Kilgore 
Bricker George Knowland 
Burke Gillette Kuchel 
Bush Goldwater Long 
Butler Gore Magnuson 
Byrd Green Malone 
Carlson Hayden Mansfield 
Case Hendrickson Martin 
Chavez Hennings Maybank 
Clements Hickenlooper McCarran 
Cooper Hi McCarthy 
Cordon Holland McClellan 
Crippa Humphrey Millikin 
Daniel Ives Monroney 
Dirksen Jackson Morse 
Douglas Jenner Mundt 


Murray Saltonstall Upton 
Pastore Schoeppel Watkins 
Payne Smathers Welker 
Potter Smith, Maine Wiley 
Purtell Smith, N. J. Williams 
Reynolds Stennis Young 
Robertson Symington 
Russell Thye 

NAYS—1 

Lehman 

NOT VOTING—10 

Bridges Flanders Neely 
Capehart Kefauver Sparkman 
Eastland Langer 
Ervin Lennon 


So. Mr. DaxzL's amendment to Mr. 
HumpPHREY’s amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr, GOLDWATER. Is S. 3706 open 
to further amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
original bill is open to perfecting amend- 
ments. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Am I to under- 
stand that such amendments require 
unanimous consent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani- 
mous consent is not required to amend 
the original bill, but is required to amend 
the amendment which was just voted on. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to ad- 
dress a question to the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. Do I cor- 
rectly understand that the proposal of 
the Senator from Michigan would not 
now be in order as an amendment to 
amendment J by changing the period 
in line 25, page 3, and adding certain 
words? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Humphrey amendment is open to 
amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That answers the 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to which the Senate has 
just agreed is not open to further amend- 
ment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. Is it not true that 
the pending question before the Senate 
is the substitute for the bill as originally 
presented, and that therefore it is open 
to amendment, as has been suggested 
by the Senator from Michigan? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sub- 
stitute is open to amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam President, 
I send to the desk an amendment to 
Humphrey substitute J, and I ask that 
it be stated for the information of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
line 25, it is proposed to strike the period, 
insert a comma, and add the following: 
“or any organization which is substan- 
tially directed, dominated, or controlled 
by the foreign government or foreign 
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organization controlling the world Com- 
munist movement referred to in section 
2 of the Internal Security Act of 1950.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam President, 
I understand that the Senator from 
Minnesota is willing to accept that 
amendment to his substitute, and that 
he hopes the Senate will agree to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair reminds the Senator that the yeas 
and nays have been orderea. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I accept the amendment to my substi- 
tute, and modify it accordingly. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam President, 
I send to the desk another amendment 
to the Humphrey substitute designated 
“J,” and ask that it be stated. It de- 
fines membership in the party, and I 
hope the Senator from Minnesota will 
accept the amendment to his substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the substitute proposed by Mr. Hum- 
PHREY it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. —. For the purposes of this act in de- 
termining whether or not a person is a mem- 
ber of an organization referred to in section 
3 hereof the court may take into considera- 
tion the connection of such person with 
such organization as evidenced by his ad- 
herence to the discipline of the organiza- 
tion, his acceptance of the purposes of the 
organization and other incidents of affilia- 
tion with the organization with knowledge 
of such purposes, 


Mr. FERGUSON. Madam President, 
I understand that the Senator has re- 
quested unanimous consent—— 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may 
modify my substitute, as amended, in ac- 
cordance with the amendment of the 
Senator from Michigan. k 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Michigan, the Senator from 
Oregon, and other Senators who have 
cooperated in connection with these 
amendments. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey will state it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I have an 
amendment which I propose to offer to 
the origina] bill, Senate bill 3706. I am 
not certain where to offer the amend- 
ment. Should I offer it to the Daniel 
amendment to the Humphrey amend- 
ment, or to the Humphrey amendment 
as amended? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Would not the so- 
called Daniel amendment, which was the 
original bill, but which now has been 
added to the Humphrey substitute, be 
subject to amendment by unanimous 
consent, only? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes; by 
unanimous consent only. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me suggest to 
the distinguished Senator from New Jer- 
sey that if he will send his amendment 
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to the desk and have it read for the in- 
formation of the Senate, and if he will 
then make an explanation of his amend- 
ment, it is possible, as I understand it, 
that it will be agreeable to the Senator 
from Maryland, and that the Senate may 
be willing—in view of the nature of the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey—to have it agreed to, by unani- 
mous consent, as a further amendment 
to the Daniel amendment, which has 
previously been agreed to by the Senate 
as an amendment to the Humphrey sub- 
stitute. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Then, 
Madam President, that is what I wish to 
do. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
let me state that, according to my un- 
derstanding, the pending question is on 
agreeing to the substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
amended, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct, as 
amended. 

If an amendment is now to be added 
to the substitute, as amended, I should 
like very much to have an opportunity 
at least to read the amendment, because 
I understand that unanimous consent 
will be required in this case. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
will the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
Minnesota will be fully protected in that 
connection, because the amendment of 
the Senator from New Jersey cannot be 
added at this point, in view of the par- 
liamentary situation, except by unani- 
mous consent. As I understand the ex- 
planation which has been given by the 
Senator from New Jersey, all his amend- 
ment will do is apply to employers the 
same rule which will be applied to labor 
organizations. After all, that was one 
of the amendments which it was pro- 
posed to have added to the Taft-Hartley 
Act when it was originally passed. 

So if the Senator from New Jersey will 
permit his amendment to be read at the 
desk, for the information of the Senate, 
: Joub that there would be any objection 

o it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
let me say that, so far as I am concerned, 
I have no objection whatsoever to the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey. I have discussed this matter 
with other Members of the Senate, and 
I concede that there is no objection to 
the amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
President, I send my amendment to the 
desk, and ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be read. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 8, 
line 5, it is proposed to insert the words 
“or employer” immediately following the 
words “labor organization.” 

On page 8, line 6, it is proposed to in- 
sert the words “these terms are“, after 
the word “as.” 

On page 8, line 7, after the word 
“amended” and before the parenthesis, 
it is proposed to insert the words “and 
which are organizations within the 
meaning of section 3 of the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950.” 


As 
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On page 10, it is proposed to insert a 
new subsection to be lettered (j) imme- 
diately preceding section 6, to read as 
follows: 

(j) When there is in effect a final order 
of the Board determining that any such em- 
ployer is a Communist-infiltrated organiza- 
tion, such employer shall be ineligible to: 

(1) file any petition for an election under 
section 9 of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended (29 U. S. C. 157), or participate 
in any proceeding under such section; or 

(2) make or obtain any hearing upon, any 
charge under section 10 of such act (29 
U. S. C. 160); or 

(3) exercise any other right or privilege 
or receive any other benefit, substantive or 
procedural, provided by such act for em- 
ployers. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the amendment of the Senator from 
New Jersey, which is offered as an 
amendment to the Daniel amendment 
to the Humphrey substitute as modifed 
and amended. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
President, the amendment has been 
taken up with the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Butter]. The amendment 
simply does what we asked to have done 
this year, in connection with the Taft- 
Hartley Act, by applying to employers 
the same rule which would be applied 
to labor organizations. 

This matter was called to my atten- 
tion, and I took it up with the Depart- 
ment of Labor. The justice of my 
amendment is perfectly clear; in other 
words, the same penalty should apply to 
Communist infiltration, wherever it may 
be found—whether among management 
or employers groups or among labor 
groups. In any case, either management 
or labor that is Communist infiltrated 
should not be allowed to enjoy the priv- 
ileges of the provisions of the Taft-Hart- 
ley Act. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I understand that the amendment of the 
Senator from New. Jersey is offered as 
an amendment to the substitute of the 
Senator from Texas for my amendment, 
as modified. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
my amendment, which has just been 
read by the clerk, be agreed to as an 
amendment to the Daniel substitute, as 
modified, to the Humphrey amendment, 
as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Madam President, 
reserving the right to object 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, I offer the amendment which I 
send to the desx 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona will wait, please. 
Is there objection to the unanimous- 
consent request of the Senator from New 
Jersey? 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Madam President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I understand that 
the amendment of the Senator from 
New Jersey is offered as an amendment 
to the Humphrey substitute. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey is offered as an amendment to 
the Daniel amendment to the Humphrey 
amendment, in the nature of a substitute, 
as modified. 

Mr. BUTLER. Madam President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland will state it. 

Mr. BUTLER. Do I correctly under- 
stand that the pending business is the 
so-called Butler bill, as proposed to be 
amended by the Humphrey substitute? 
If that is so, the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey would be offered 
to the so-called Butler bill, as amended, 
when it is amended; is that correct? I 
simply wish to refresh the recollection 
of the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Madam President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What is the pending 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is, Is there objection 
to the unanimous-consent request of the 
Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And, Madam Presi- 
dent, what is the pending unanimous- 
consent request of the Senator from New 
Jersey? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Toagree 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
New Jersey, which is offered to the Dan- 
iel substitute amendment, as modified, 
and as agreed to by the Senate, to the 
Humphrey substitute, as modified. 

Is there objection? Without objec- 
tion, the amendment of the Senator 
from New Jersey to the amendment to 
the Humphrey substitute is agreed to. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona will state it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Is the Daniel 
version of the Butler bill open to amend- 
ment, by unanimous consent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By 
unanimous consent only. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Then J ask unan- 
imous consent that the amendment 
which I now send to the desk, and ask 
to have read, be considered as an amend- 
ment to the Daniel amendment to the 
Humphrey substitute. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Has the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New Jersey 
Mr. SmitH] to the Daniel amendment to 
the Humphrey substitute been agreed 
to by unanimous consent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam President, 
I now send my amendment to the desk, 
and ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be read, for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, 
in line 20, it is proposed to strike out all 
after the word “organization”, through 
line 25, and to insert in lieu thereof the 
following: “Upon removing from the or- 
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ganization those persons determined by 
this section to be Communists.” 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Madam President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that the amendment of the 
Senator from Arizona is offered as an 
amendment to the Daniel amendment 
to the Humphrey substitute, as modified 
and amended, and is not offered to the 
original Butler bill? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, let me say that my amendment is 
offered to the Daniel version of the But- 
ler bill. The Humphrey substitute has 
not yet been voted on. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Madam President, I 
submit that the Butler bill is not now 
before us. [Laughter.] 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
we have had a little facetiousness on the 
floor; but is it not a fact that when the 
Humphrey substitute, as modified by the 
Daniel amendment as modified, and as 
amended by such other amendments as 
may be voted by the Senate, is finally 
acted upon, it will be voted into the 
pending bill, which is Senate bill 3706; 
and that the bill the Senate will act on, 
on the question of final passage, will be 
Senate bill 3706, as thus amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr, GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, I should like to explain, very 
briefly, my amendment. 

Under the bill as it is now written, a 
Communist-infiltrated labor organiza- 
tion or, as the substitute now reads, 
any Communist-infiltrated organization, 
would be penalized by not being per- 
mitted to appeal, until 1 year from the 
date of the Board’s order, such an order 
holding the organization to be Commu- 
nist infiltrated. 

Under the original bill I introduced, a 
labor organization or any organization 
could purge itself of those members who 
are Communists and could come back 
into the good graces of the NLRB. I 
think this bill, unless we include the 
language I suggest, would work an undue 
hardship and would put an undue pen- 
alty upon organizations. 

I ask the author of the bill if he will 
not accept this amendment because of 
the fairness of it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Madam President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. I suggest that 
the Senator from Arizona address his 
inquiry to the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DanreL] and not to the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], because I sub- 
mit that nothing submitted by the Sen- 
ator from Maryland is now before this 
body. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, if it will make the Senator from 
Illinois happy, I shall be glad to address 
the question to the Senator from Texas. 

Will the Senator from Texas entertain 
this inquiry? 

Mr. DANIEL. As I understand the 
situation, Madam President, my amend- 
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ment has been adopted, and there is now 
before the Senate the Humphrey substi- 
tute, as amended. Any amendment 
would have to be by unanimous consent. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. 
I am asking unanimous consent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator 
permit me to ask the Senator from Ari- 
zona a question? Madam President, 
will the Senator from Arizona be kind 
enough to give us the benefit of his de- 
scription and analysis of his amend- 
ment? He discussed it with me yester- 
day, and I believe he has a very worthy 
amendment, but I do not believe we all 
understand what it is about. Will the 
Senator explain it again? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. 

Under the original bill on this subject 
which I introduced last January, I had a 
provision that an organization which 
had been determined to be Communist- 
dominated could purge itself of those 
members, and the organization would 
immediately come back under the juris- 
diction of the NLRB. 

Now other organizations have been 
added, and they would come back into 
the good graces of whatever organiza- 
tion they might be at odds with. The 
present language reads: 

No such petition may be filed until 1 year 
has passed after the order determining such 
organization to be a Communist-infiltrated 
organization has become final. No organiza- 
tion may file a petition under this subsection 
oftener than once each calendar year. 


In other words, if it is determined that 
“X” union or “X” company is Commu- 
nist-dominated, and they say, “We did 
not know that. We will get rid of them. 
We will fire them right away,” we then 
penalize that union or company by mak- 
ing it wait 1 year before they can come 
under the jurisdiction of the NLRB. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it not a fact that, 
as the Senator from Maryland pointed 
out last night, they are able by a petition 
of 20 percent of their members to re- 
gain their rights under the National La- 
bor Relations Act? The 1-year period 
pertains to removing the stigma of being 
a Communist organization, but by a peti- 
tion of 20 percent of their members, they 
can regain their rights under the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. 
If the Senate is worried about union- 
busting clauses, this is union-busting 
language. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As it is in the bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. As it is now. I 
should like to strike that language so as 
to give the unions, and now the com- 
panies, a fair chance to get back into the 
good graces of the Government agencies. 

Mr.DANIEL. Madam President, after 
hearing the explanation, I have no objec- 
tion to the amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Reserving the right 
to object, as I understand the present 
language of the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Texas, the union, provided 20 
percent of its members sign a petition, 
can have its rights under the National 
Labor Relations Act restored. Under 
the 1-year provision which the Senator is 
now discussing, it still will bear the 
stigma for a year, but its rights under the 
National Labor Relations Act can be 
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granted to it if a petition is signed by 
20 percent of its members. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. As I understand 
the language, it could petition by having 
20 percent of its membership sign a peti- 
tion. Let us say it is a CIO union. It 
could not petition under the CIO. It 
would have to petition as the A. F. of L. 
or as a company union. 

As this language is written, it could 
be utilized for union-busting. When a 
union purges itself voluntarily, or a com- 
pany purges itself voluntarily, I think it 
is fairer to recognize the goodness in that 
act and let it come back immediately into 
the fold of whatever company or union 
is concerned. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur- 
TELL in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Arizona yield to the Senator from 
Michigan? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As one of the au- 
thors, I think we should accept this par- 
ticular amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As the sponsor of 
the proposal before the Senate, I think 
the Senator from Arizona has made a 
contribution that is very desirable. He 
discussed it with me yesterday when we 
were talking about the Butler bill in gen- 
eral terms. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re- 
quest of the Senator from Arizona IMr. 
GOLDWATER]? 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, to make 
it unanimous, I should like very much to 
associate myself with the sponsors of this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

SEVERAL Senators. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. COOPER. Is it possible now to 
offer an amendment to the bill as 
amended? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As soon 
as the pending question is disposed of. 

Mr. COOPER. By unanimous con- 
sent, would it be possible to offer an 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
pending an amendment by the Senator 
from Arizona which, in the opinion of 
the Chair, can be disposed of very 
quickly, after which other amendments 
will be entertained. 

The question is, Is there objection to 
the request of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. GOLDWATER]? The Chair hears 
none and the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Arizona to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] for 
himself and other Senators. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I wish 
to offer an amendment. First, may I ad- 
dress a question to the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am listening. 
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Mr. COOPER. I refer to section 3 of 
his amendment. Will the Senator state 
whether section 3 of his amendment re- 
quires any overt act by a person against 
whom the amendment is directed, as a 
condition to punishment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The language is 
quite plain. Of course, it is predicated 
as set forth in section 2, upon the find- 
ings of fact, which findings of fact 
already label the Communist Party as a 
conspiratorial force dedicated to the 
overthrow of the Government of the 
United States. Therefore, section 3 pro- 
vides that whoever knowingly or willfully 
becomes and remains a member and has 
knowledge of the purposes and the ob- 
jectives of such organization, ipso facto 
automatically becomes subject to the 
penalties. 

Mr. COOPER. I know that in his ca- 
reer in the Senate and in his speeches 
the Senator has always been very strong- 
ly against infringements of liberty, per- 
sonal freedom, and all that. I should 
like to ask him this question: Does he 
know whether or not the Congress has 
ever passed a bill which proscribed free 
speech, although there are certain limi- 
tations, which a court can place upon it? 
Has Congress ever passed a bill which 
proscribed free speech? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. This is not direct- 
ed toward free speech. This is directed 
toward membership in a conspiratorial 
organization. 

The point of the Humphrey substitute 
is membership in a political organization, 
whether it be the Communist Party or 
not, which has as its express purposes, 
as I have listed them here, the control, 
conduct, or overthrow of the Govern- 
ment of the United States by the use of 
force and violence. That is what is pro- 
scribed in this amendment. I have gone 
into this matter on the point of what we 
call civil liberties. The truth is that 
this legislation is not an infringement 
upon civil liberties. We are not in- 
fringing upon civil liberties. We are 
protecting civil liberties. 

Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator be- 
lieve that in any way this section is de- 
signed to penalize the thinking of an 
individual? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not consider 
this amendment as one that penalizes 
the thinking of an individual at all. 
How one thinks is entirely his own busi- 
ness. But if he maintains membership 
in an organization, and maintains it 
knowingly and willingly, and becomes 
and remains a member of an organiza- 
tion which has as its objective the over- 
throw of the Government of the United 
States, and he does this with knowledge 
of the purposes of the organization, then 
he is subject to the penalty. 

Mr. COOPER. Of course, the Board 
or court with jurisdiction would have to 
determine what the accused was think- 
ing. To emphasize this point, I ask the 
Senator if his substitute provides that 
the commission of an overt act by the 
accused as a condition precedent to con- 
viction or imposition of a penalty under 
section 3? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. In response 
to the Senator’s question let me say that 
once we have adopted the findings of 
fact, in which Congress finds that the 
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Communist Party of the United States is 
an instrumentality of a conspiracy to 
overthrow the Government of the United 
States, and that membership in the Com- 
munist Party is an overt act. That mem- 
bership is an overt act subject to penalty, 
if a person knowingly is a member of 
such an organization. ` 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I offer 
my amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re- 
serving my right to object 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur- 
TELL in the chair). The Chair informs 
the Senator from Minnesota that the 
amendment is in order. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. A parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. The Chair has been 
ruling that amendments are not in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator from Minne- 
sota that the amendment is being offered 
to the substitute, not to the Daniel 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Daniel amend- 
ment is no longer before the Senate, 
The amendment before the Senate is the 
substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate has passed on the Daniel amend- 
ment, and it requires unanimous consent 
therefore to offer an amendment to that 
part of the pending substitute amend- 
ment. The remaining part of the pend- 
ing substitute on which the Senate has 
not yet acted, is open to amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Very well. I al- 
ways respect the rulings of the Chair, 
except on unusual occasions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair hopes the Senator from Minne- 
sota will agree that this is not an un- 
usual occasion. 

The Senator from Kentucky will send 
his amendment to the desk. 

Mr. COOPER. I have not reduced 
it to writing. I will state the amend- 
ment orally. I ask that there be insert- 
ed in section 3, on page 3, line 17, after 
the word “organization”, the following 
words, “and commit any act designed 
to carry into effect the purposes of such 
Communist Party or organization”, and 
move the adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
line 17, after the word “organization”, 
it is proposed to insert the words: “and 
commit any act designed to carry into 
effect the purposes of such Communist 
Party or organization.” 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I will 
explain briefly the purposes of my 
amendment. In the first place, let me 
say that I do not think it proper to at- 
tempt to legislate on a very important 
and difficult subject as is presented by 
the substitute of the Senator from Min- 
nesota without proper consideration 
by committee. His substitute has not 
been considered by a committee of the 
Senate. 

We are dealing with a subject that is 
complex and far-reaching in its consti- 
tutional implications. The original 
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bill of the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland, Senator BUTLER, is very com- 
plex itself. Only this morning we were 
trying to reach the subject and cure 
Communist-infiltrated unions without 
writing language which would create the 
possibility of injuring loyal unions, 
That itself is a very difficult question. 

Every patriotic sentiment and impulse 
moves us when we consider the substi- 
tute which has been offered by the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota today, and we are 
moved to support it because every Mem- 
ber of the Senate is conscious of the 
dangers of communism and of the Com- 
munist conspiracy. At the same time, 
we must know that we are proposing 
action which the Congress has not here- 
tofore considered or taken. There are 
grave constitutional questions involved 
in the substitute. We know, speaking 
quite frankly, that it is difficult to con- 
sider objectively this bill because of the 
political atmosphere and implications. 
It presents difficult questions for every 
one of us, because a vote against an 
amendment like this subjects one to the 
criticism of many good-intentioned and 
patriotic people all over the country. 
Yet I am certain that in the heart and 
mind of every one of us we know that 
there are grave questions involved con- 
cerning the constitutionality of such a 
measure, with respect to the precedents 
involved, and the traditions thus far 
followed by our Government. 

I believe I am correct in saying that 
heretofore the Congress and the courts 
have proceeded upon the theory that 
what a man says—within certain limi- 
tations of public policy determined by 
the courts—his right of free speech and 
of free expression is a right protected 
by the first amendment to the Constitu- 
tion. 

One does not speak, does not express 
himself without thought, without think- 
ing. The courts have certainly held that 
what a man thinks is protected; is not a 
subject of limitation, of penalty, or con- 
viction by a court. Surely no one will 
question that statement or the right and 
principle involved. Thinking, adher- 
ence to belief, has never been a crime 
unless translated into action. I asked 
the distinguished Senator whether his 
amendment carried with it the tradi- 
tional and legal requirement that some 
act must be committed before a man can 
be penalized criminally—because that is 
what it amounts to—and the Senator 
told me that it is the intention of his 
amendment to so require. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. It is not so stated in 
section 3. If it is his intention to so pro- 
vide it can only be read into section 3 
from the preamble. The preamble is a 
declaration by Congress. We all agree 
with the findings of the preamble. But 
I do not agree with the Senator that 
his substitute requires any act to penal- 
ize an accused. I have offered my 
amendment to bring his substitute into 
line with the decisions of the Supreme 
Court, with the philosophy and think- 
ing of the great leaders of our country 
throughout the years and with our best 
traditions. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 


_the Senator yield? 


Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. First of all I should 
like to say to the Senator from Kentucky 
that I have the greatest respect and ad- 
miration for his dedication to civil rights 
and civil liberties. 

Mr.COOPER. I would rather be dedi- 
cated to the Constitution, which pro- 
tects civil rights and liberties. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And to the Consti- 
tution. My answer to the Senator's 
question was that an overt act is mem- 
bership in an organization, which mem- 
bership must have been obtained by some 
overt act; therefore, membership in an 
organization that is proscribed as a sub- 
versive and conspiratorial organization is 
an overt act, particularly when every 
Member of the Senate knows that the 
Communist Party is not an independent 
political party in the normal sense of 
American political parties, but is con- 
trolled and disciplined and managed 
from abroad, and its leadership takes 
orders and follows the discipline of the 
leadership abroad. 

All I am saying is that membership 
is considered, under the terms of this 
proposal, as an overt act. That is the 
legal background of what I am pro- 
posing. 

Mr, COOPER. Mr. President, I will 
say to the Senator that I accept what 
he has said as his intention and belief 
that section 3 contemplates the pre- 
amble and the findings of fact, and that 
he believes the preamble and findings of 
fact imply an act precedent to convic- 
tion or penalty. The Senator’s state- 
ment, as the author of the amendment, 
is in my view the only basis upon which 
the court would so interpret it. If the 
Senator so-intends, then my amend- 
ment makes perfectly clear and sure his 
intention. The fundamental issue is be- 
fore us, whether the Senate is prepared 
at this time on the basis of this quickly 
contrived substitute without any real 
consideration, to depart from our prece- 
dents and principles held since the adop- 
tion of the Constitution. My amend- 
ment will prevent such hasty action. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. I will say to the Senator 
from Kentucky that there are crimes of 
omission and crimes of commission. A 
crime of omission may be the failure 
of an individual to file an income-tax 
return. He can be put into jail for that 
reason. If a person is a member of a 
Communist organization intent upon 
destroying or overthrowing this country, 
it would be his duty to quit the organ- 
ization and break away from any group 
that would seek to undermine this coun- 
try. For that reason I prefer to vote for 
a bill which would make it a crime of 
omission for a person to fail to quit 
membership in a Communist organiza- 
tion. For that reason, I shall vote 
against the Senator’s amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the 
words “overt act” are, I believe, in a 
legal sense “words of art.” They con- 
template the actual commission or 
omission of an act or a course of action 
taken by an individual in this field. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to have 
the attention of the Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. Lonc]. It is true, is it not, that 
the Senator from Kentucky has not used 
the so-called word of legal art “overt”? 
The amendment uses the language 
“commit any act designed to carry into 
effect the purpose of such Communist 
Party or organization.” I think that 
clearly covers what the Senator from 
Louisiana has in mind, and I think it is 
a perfectly acceptable amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. If the word “overt” is 
in my amendment I withdraw the word 
“overt.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
think much of this amendment was cov- 
ered under the definition of “member- 
ship,” which the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. Fercuson] submitted some time 
ago, and I believe it would be a desirable 
addition to the bill. Iappreciate the very 
deep sincerity of purpose which the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky expresses in trying 
to pinpoint exactly what we mean by 
an act designed to carry into effect the 
purposes of an organization. I have no 
objection. I would be more than happy 
to accept the amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I feel 
that the Senator from Kentucky has 
made a real contribution. I feel that, 
following the suggestion of the Senator 
from Oregon, I shall be glad to support 
the amendment. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. CASE]. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the ques- 
tion involved in the amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator from Kentucky 
is, I think, a real problem which I wish 
to meet, to a degree, by the suggestion I 
made a little while ago with reference to 
the decisions under the Smith Act which 
have held that if a man belongs to a 
conspiratorial organization, that consti- 
tutes an act. That is what the decisions 
amount to. That is why I was hoping 
that the Senator from Minnesota would 
modify his amendment to conform to 
the holding of Judge Hand, or some 
other recognized jurist, who used the 
phrase “clear and present danger.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Where should 
that language be inserted? 

Mr. CASE. I think it should be in- 
serted in line 3, on page 3, where the 
language now reads “continuing threat.” 
By substituting the words “continuing 
clear and present danger” it would be 
brought within the holdings of the courts 
on this particular issue. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as 
the sponsor of this amendment, I am 
more than happy to accept that modifi- 
cation. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 
like to be recognized, following the ac- 
tion on the amendment offered by the 
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Senator from Kentucky, and then I 
should like to ask that this modification 
be made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. Cooper], as modified, to the 
amendment in the nature of a substi- 
tute offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] for himself and 
other Senators. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 
like to suggest that the Senator from 
Minnesota modify the sentence appear- 
ing on line 2, page 3, which now reads: 

Holding that doctrine, its role as the 
agency of a hostile foreign power renders its 
existence a continuing threat to the security 
of the United States. 


And that, instead of the words “con- 
tinuing threat.” it read “a clear, pres- 
ent, and continuing danger.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may ac- 
cept that modification, I think it is 
helpful. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Dakota yield? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
suggestion which I am about to make 
may not be necessary, but I have had a 
personal legal experience in which I 
found it to be necessary. I am sure the 
Senator from Minnesota can have no ob- 
jection to it. 

On page 3, line 10, where the language 
now reads, “knowingly and willfully,” I 
would add the word “intentionally”, be- 
cause there are many cases where the 
word “willfully” is vague as to intent, al- 
though, in the main, “willfully” means 
“with intent.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the modifi- 
cation which has been suggested by the 
Senator from Washington may be ac- 
cepted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and other 
Senators, as modified. On this question 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the senior Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. LANGER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS], and the junior 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG], 
are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CaPEHART], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], and the junior Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Younc], would each vote 
‘yea.’ 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senators from North Carolina 
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(Mr, Ervin and Mr. LENNON], the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the. 
Senators from West Virginia [Mr. KIL- 
GORE and Mr. NEELY], are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from Alabama ([Mr, 
SPARKMAN] is necessarily absent. 

T announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND], the Senators from North 
Carolina [Mr. Ervin and Mr. LENNON], 
and the Senators from West Virginia 
(Mr. KILGORE and Mr. NEELY] would each 
vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 84, 
nays 0, as follows: 


YEAS—84 
Aiken Gillette McCarran 
Anderson Goldwater McCarthy 
Barrett re McClellan 
Green 
Bennett Hayden Monroney 
Bowring Hendrickson Morse 
Bricker He: Mundt 
Burke Hickenlooper Murray 
Bush ii] Pastore 
Butler Holland Payne 
Humphrey Potter 
Carison Ives Purtell 
Case Jackson Reynolds 
Chavez Jenner Robertson 
Clements Johnson, Colo. Russell 
Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel 
Crippa Kennedy Smathers 
Daniel Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Douglas Kuchel Stennis 
Le: Symington 
Dworshak Long Thye 
Ellender Magnuson Upton 
Ferguson Malone Watkins 
Frear Mansfield Welker 
Fulbright in Wiley 
Maybank Wiliams 
NOT VOTING—12 
Bridges Flanders Lennon 
Capehart Kefauver Neely 
Eastland Kilgore Sparkman 
Ervin Langer Young 


So Mr. HumpHreEy’s amendment, as 
amended and modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Are we now voting 
on the Humphrey-Daniel substitute for 
the original Butler bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator that the ques- 
tion before the Senate is on the passage 
of the so-called Butler bill, as modified 
by the Humphrey substitute as amended 
and modified. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the senior Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. LANGER] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from Ver- 
mont (Mr. FLANDERS], and the junior 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Younc! 
are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Bras], the Sen- 
ator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. FLANDERS], 
and the junior Senator from North Da- 
a (Mr, Younc] would each vote 
6 ea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr, EAST- 
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Łan], the Senators from North Carolina 
[Mr. Ervin and Mr. Lennon], the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], and 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
NEELY] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPaRKMAN] is necessarily absent. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND], the Senators from North Car- 
olina (Mr. Ervin and Mr. Lennon], and 
the Senator from West Virginia IMr. 
NEELY] would each vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 85, 
nays 0, as follows: 


YEAS—85 

Aiken Goldwater McCarthy 
Anderson Gore McClellan 
Barrett Green Millikin 
Beall Hayden Monroney 
Bennett Hendrickson Morse 
Bowring Hennings Mundt 
Bricker Hickenlooper Murray 
Burke Hill Pastore 
Bush Holland Payne 
Butler Humphrey Potter 
Byrd Ives Purtell 
Carlson Jackson Reynolds 
Case Jenner Robertson 
Chavez Johnson, Colo, Russell 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall 
Cooper Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel 
Cordon Kennedy Smathers 
Crippa Kerr Smith, Maine 
Daniel Kilgore Smith, N. J, 
Dirksen Knowland Stennis 
Douglas Kuchel Symington 
Duff Lehman Thye 
Dworshak Long Upton 
Ellender Magnuson Watkins 
Ferguson Malone Welker 
Frear Mansfield Wiley 
Fulbright Martin Wiliams 
George Maybank 
Gillette McCarran 

NOT VOTING—1i1 
Bridges Flanders Neely 
Capehart Kefauver Sparkman 
Eastland Langer Young 
Ervin Lennon 


So the bill (S. 3706) was passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to outlaw the Communist Party, 
to prohibit members of Communist or- 
ganizations from serving in certain rep- 
resentative capacities, and for other 
purposes.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which the bill 
Was passed be reconsidered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay on the table the motion 
of the Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from California to lay 
on the table the motion of the Senator 
from Michigan. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed at the proper place in the REC- 
orp the bill in its final form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(The bill S. 3706, as passed, is as fol- 
lows:) 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
boy as the “Communist Control Act of 
1954.” 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Sec. 2. The Congress hereby finds and de- 
clares that the Communist Party of the 
United States, although purportedly a po- 
litical party, is in fact an instrumentality of 
a conspiracy to overthrow the Government 
of the United States. It constitutes an 
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authorization dictatorship with! na republic, 
demanding for itself the rights and privileges 
accorded to other political parties, but deny- 
ing to all others the liberties guaranteed by 
the Constitution. Unlike other political 
parties, which evolve their policies and pro- 
grams through public means, by the recon- 
ciliation of a wide variety of individual views, 
and submit those policies and programs to 
the electorate at large for approval or dis- 
approval, the policies and programs of the 
Communist Party are secretly prescribed for 
it by the foreign leaders of the world Com- 
munist movement. Its members have no 
part in determining its goals, and are not 
permitted to voice dissent to party objectives. 
Unlike members of other parties, members 
of the Communist Party are recruited for 
indoctrination with respect to its objectives 
and methods, and are organized, instructed, 
and disciplined to carry into action slavishly 
the assignments given them by their hier- 
archical chieftains. Unlike other political 
parties, the Communist Party acknowledges 
no constitutional or statutory limitations 
upon its conduct or upon that of its mem- 
bers. The Communist Party is relatively 
small numerically, and gives scant indication 
of capacity ever to attain its ends by law- 
ful political means. The peril inherent in 
its operation arises not from its numbers, 
but from its failure to acknowledge any limi- 
tation as to the nature of its activities, and 
its dedication to the proposition that the 
present constitutional Government of the 
United States ultimately must be brought 
to ruin by any available means, including 
resort to force and violence, Holding that 
doctrine, its role as the agency of a hostile 
foreign power renders its existence a clear, 
present, and continuing danger to the se- 
curity of the United States. It is the means 
whereby individuals are seduced into the 
service of the world Communist movement, 
trained to do its bidding, and directed and 
controlled in the conspiratorial performance 
of their revolutionary services. 


PROSCRIBED ORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 3. (a) Whoever knowingly, willfully, 
and intentionally becomes or remains a mem- 
ber of (1) the Communist Party, or (2) any 
other organization having for one of its pur- 
poses or objectives the establishment, con- 
trol, conduct, seizure, or overthrow of the 
Government of the United States, or the 
government of any State or political sub- 
division thereof, by the use of force or vio- 
lence, with knowledge of the purpose or ob- 
jective of such organization, and commit any 
act designed to carry into effect the purposes 
of such Communist Party organization shall 
upon conviction be punished as provided 
by the penalty provisions of section 15 of 
the Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 
(50 U. S. C. 794). 

(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
term “Communist Party” means the organ- 
ization now known as the Communist Party 
of the United States of America, the Com- 
munist Party of any State or subdivision 
thereof, and any unit or subdivision of any 
such organization, whether or not any change 
is hereafter made in the name thereof, or 
any organization which is substantially di- 
rected, dominated, or controlled by the for- 
eign government or foreign organization 
controlling the world Communist movement 
referred to in section 2 of the Internal Se- 
curity Act of 1950. 


SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL ACT 
AMENDMENT 

Sec. 4. Subsection 5 (a) (1) of the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 
U. S. C. 784) is amended by striking out the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in 
lieu thereof a semicolon and the following: 
“or 

“(E) to hold office or employment with 
any labor organization, as that term is de- 
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fined in section 2 (5) of the National Labor 
Relations Act (29 U. S. C. 152) or to repre- 
sent any employer in any matter or proceed- 
ing arising or pending under that Act.” 

Sec. 5. For the purposes of this Act in de- 
termining whether or not a person is a mem- 
ber of an organization referred to in section 
3 hereof, the court may take into considera- 
tion the connection of such person with such 
organization as evidenced by his adherence 
to the discipline of the organization, his ac- 
ceptance of the purposes of the organization, 
and other such incidents of affiliation with 
the organization with knowledge of such 
purposes. 

COMMUNIST-INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec. 6. (a) Section 3 of the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act of 1950 (50 U. S. C. 782) 
is amended by inserting, immediately after 
paragraph (4) thereof, the following new 
paragraph: 

“(4A) The term ‘Communist-infiltrated 
organization’ means any organization in the 
United States (other than a Communist- 
action organization or a Communist-front 
organization) which (A) is substantially di- 
rected, dominated, or controlled by an indi- 
vidual or individuals who are, or who within 
3 years have been actively engaged in, know- 
ingly giving aid or support to a Communist- 
action organization, a Communist foreign 
government, or the world Communist move- 
ment referred to in section 2 of this title, 
and (B) is knowingly serving, or within 3 
years has knowingly served, as a means for 
(1) the giving of ald or support to any such 
organization, government, or movement, or 
(ii) the impairment of the military strength 
of the United States or its industrial capacity 
to furnish logistical or other material sup- 
port required by its Armed Forces: Provided, 
however, That any labor organization which 
is an affiliate in good standing of a national 
federation or other labor organization whose 
policies and activities have been directed to 
opposing Communist organizations, any 
Communist foreign government, or the 
World Communist Movement, shall be pre- 
sumed prima facie not to be a ‘Communist- 
infiltrated organization’.” 

(b) Paragraph (5) of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(5) The term ‘Communist organization’ 


means any Communist-action organization, 


Communist-front organization, or Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization.” 

(c) Subsections 5 (c) and 6 (c) of such Act 
are repealed. 

Sec. 7. (a) Section 10 of such Act (50 
U. S. C. 789) is amended by inserting, im- 
mediately after the words “final order of the 
Board requiring it to register under sec- 
tion 7”, the words “or determining that it is 
a Communist-infiltrated organization”. 

(b) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 11 
of such Act (50 U. S. C. 790) are amended 
by inserting immediately preceding the pe- 
riod at the end of each such subsection, the 
following: “or determining that it is a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization”. 

Sec. 8. (a) Subsection 12 (e) of such Act 
(50 U. S. C. 791) is amended by— 

(1) striking out the period at the end 
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a semi- 
colon and the word “and”; and 

(2) inserting at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(3) upon any application made under 
subsection (a) or subsection (b) of section 
13A of this title, to determine whether any 
organization is a Communist-infiltrated or- 
ganization.” 

(b) The section caption to section 13 of 
such Act (50 U. S. C. 792) is amended to read 
as follows: “REGISTRATION PROCEEDINGS BE- 
FORE THE BOARD,” 
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Sec. 9. Such Act is amended by inserting, 
immediately after section 13 thereof, the 
following new section: 


“PROCEEDINGS WITH RESPECT TO COMMUNIST- 
INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 


“Sec. 13A. (a) Whenever the Attorney 
General has reason to believe that any or- 
ganization is a Communist-infiltrated or- 
ganization, he may file with the Board and 
serve upon such organization a petition for 
a determination that such organization is a 
Communist-infiltrated organization. In any 
proceeding so instituted, two or more af- 
fililated organizations may be named as joint 
respondents. Whenever any such petition is 
accompanied by a certificate of the Attorney 
General to the effect that the proceeding so 
instituted is one of exceptional public im- 
portance, such proceeding shall be set for 
hearing at the earliest possible time and all 
proceedings therein before the Board or any 
court shall be expedited to the greatest prac- 
ticable extent. 

“(b) Any organization which has been de- 
termined under this section to be a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization may file with 
the Board and serve upon the Attorney Gen- 
eral a petition for a determination that such 
organization no longer is a Communist- 
infiltrated organization upon removing from 
the organization those persons determined 
by this section to be Communists. 

“(c) Each such petition shall be verified 
under oath, and shall contain a statement 
of the facts relied upon in support thereof. 
Upon the filing of any such petition, the 
Board shall serve upon each party to such 
proceeding a notice specifying the time and 
place for hearing upon such petition. No 
such hearing shall be conducted within 20 
days after the service of such notice. 

“(d) The provisions of subsections (c) and 
(d) of section 13 shall apply to hearings 
conducted under this section, except that 
upon the failure of any organization named 
as a party in any petition filed by or duly 
served upon it pursuant to this section to 
appear at any hearing upon such petition, 
the Board may conduct such hearing in the 
absence of such organization and may enter 
such order under this section as the Board 
shall determine to be warranted by evidence 
presented at such hearing. 

“(e) In determining whether any organi- 
zation is a Communist-infiltrated organi- 
zation, the Board shall be required to deter- 
mine— 

“(1) whether the effective management of 
the affairs of such organization is conducted 
by one or more individuals who are, or within 
2 years have been, (A) members, agents, or 
representatives of any Communist organiza- 
tion, any Communist foreign government, or 
the world Communist movement referred to 
in section 2 of this title, with knowledge of 
the nature and purpose thereof, or (B) en- 
gaged in giving aid or support to any such 
organization, government, or movement with 
knowledge of the nature and purpose thereof; 

“(2) whether the policies of such organi- 
zation are, or within 3 years have been, 
formulated and carried out pursuant to the 
direction or advice of any member, agent, or 
representative of any such organization, 
government, or movement; 

“(3) whether the personnel and resources 
of such organization are, or within 3 years 
have been, used to further or promote the 
objectives of any such Communist organi- 
zation, government, or movement; 

“(4) whether such organization within 3 
years has received from, or furnished to or 
for the use of, any such Communist organi- 
zation, government, or movement any funds 
or other material assistance; 

“(5) whether such organization is, or 
within 3 years has been, affiliated in any 
other way with any such Communist organi- 
zation, government, or movement; 

“(6) whether the affiliation of such organ- 
ization, or of any individual or individuals 
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who are members thereof or who manage 
its affairs, with any such Communist organ- 
ization, government, or movement is con- 
cealed from or is not disclosed to the mem- 
bership of such organization; and 

“(7) whether such organization or any of 
its members or managers are, or within 3 
years have been, knowingly engaged 

“(A) in any conduct punishable under 
section 4 or 15 of this act or under chapter 
37, 105, or 115 of title 18 of the United States 
Code; or 

“(B) with intent to impair the military 
strength of the United States or its indus- 
trial capacity to furnish logistical or other 
support required by its Armed Forces, in any 
activity resulting in or contributing to any 
such impairment. 

“(f) After hearing upon any petition filed 
under this section, the Board shall (1) make 
a report in writing in which it shall state 
its findings as to the facts and its conclu- 
sions with respect to the issues presented by 
such petition, (2) enter its order granting 
or denying the determination sought by such 
petition, and (3) serve upon each party to 
the proceeding a copy of such order. Any 
order granting any determination on the 
question whether any organization is a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization shall become 
final as provided in section 14 (b) of this act. 

“(g) When any order has been entered by 
the Board under this section with respect 
to any labor organization or employer (as 
these terms are defined by section 2 of the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended, 
and which are organizations within the 
meaning of section 3 of the Subversive Activ- 
ities Control Act of 1950), the Board shall 
serve a true and correct copy of such order 
upon the National Labor Relations Board 
and shall publish in the Federal Register a 
statement of the substance of such order 
and its effective date. 

“(h) When there is in effect a final order 
of the Board determining that any such labor 
organization is a Communist-action organi- 
zation, a Communist-front organization, or 
a Communist-infiltrated organization, such 
labor organization shall be ineligible to— 

“(1) act as representative of any employee 
within the meaning or for the purposes of 
section 7 of the National Labor Relations 
Act, as amended (29 U. S. C. 157); 

“(2) serve as an exclusive representative 
of employees of any bargaining unit under 
section 9 of such act, as amended (29 U. S. C. 
159); 

“(3) make, or obtain any hearing upon, 
any charge under section 10 of such act (29 
U. S. C. 160); or 

“(4) exercise any other right or privilege, 
or receive any other benefit, substantive or 
procedural, provided by such act for labor 
organizations. 

“(1) When an order of the Board deter- 
mining that any such labor organization is a 
Communist-infiltrated organization has be- 
come final, and such labor organization 
theretofore has been certified under the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended, 
as a representative of employees in any bar- 
gaining unit— 

“(1) a question of representation affecting 
commerce, within the meaning of section 9 
(c) of such act, shall be deemed to exist 
with respect to such bargaining unit; and 

“(2) the National Labor Relations Board, 
upon petition of not less than 20 percent 
of the employees in such bargaining unit or 
any person or persons acting in their behalf, 
shall under section 9 of such act (notwith- 
standing any limitations of time contained 
therein) direct elections in such bargaining 
unit or any subdivision thereof (A) for the 
selection of a representative thereof for col- 
lective bargaining purposes, and (B) to de- 
termine whether the employees thereof de- 
sire to rescind any authority previously 
granted to such labor organization to enter 
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into any agreement with their employer pur- 
suant to section 8 (a) (3) (ii) of such act. 

“(j) When there is in effect a final order 
of the Board determining that any such 
employer is a Communist-infiltrated organ- 
ization, such employer shall be ineligible 
to— 


“(1) file any petition for an election un- 
der section 9 of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, as amended (29 U, S. C. 157), or 
participate in any proceeding under such 
section; or 

“(2) make or obtain any hearing upon 
any charge under section 10 of such act (29 
U. S. C. 160); or 

“(3) exercise any other right or privilege 
or receive any other benefit, substantive or 
procedural, provided by such act for em- 
ployers.” 

Sec. 9. Subsections (a) and (b) of section 
14 of such act (50 U. S. C. 793) are amended 
by inserting in each such subsection, imme- 
diately after the words “section 13”, a 
comma and the following: “or subsection 
(f) of section 13A,”. 

Sec. 10. If any provision of this title or 
the application thereof to any person or cir- 
cumstances is held invalid, the remainder 
of the title, and the application of such pro- 
visions to other persons or circumstances, 
shall not be affected thereby. 


Mr. MORSE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, yesterday the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER] inserted in 
the Recorp a selected list of the unions 
having constitutions barring Commu- 
nists from office or membership. To the 
table there was a footnote reading as 
follows: 

The omission of a union from this list 
does not necessarily mean that its constitu- 
tion does not include a provision barring 
Communists, 


I spoke to the Senator from Arizona 
and told him I was about to make an 
addition to the list today. He has no 
objection. He said he obtained the list 
from the Department of Labor. It is the 
official list which was supplied to him. 

A member of the American Federation 
of Technical Engineers, AFL, spoke to 
me today and said he thought in fair- 
ness, a section of the constitution of the 
American Federation of Technical Engi- 
neers should be inserted in the RECORD, 
because section 2 of its membership ar- 
ticle contains a prohibition, in the case 
of membership, which this union official 
feels meets the qualifications of the list 
which was placed in the Record yester- 
day, by the Senator from Arizona. 

I read from section 2 of article IV of 
the constitution of the American Fed- 
eration of Technical Engineers, AFL, 
1952: 

Src. 2. No person shall be admitted to 
membership in the federation who is not 
employed, or eligible for employment, in an 
occupation under the jurisdiction of this 
federation, or who advocates principles or 
lends support to organizations or movements 
whose purposes and objectives are contrary 
to the fundamental principles of the estab- 
lished Government of the United States of 
America, or which are in conflict with the 
policies of this federation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that article IV of the constitution 
of the American Federation of Techni- 
cal Engineers, AFL, be printed at this 
point in the Recorp, as a part of my re- 
marks, 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


ARTICLE IV. MEMBERSHIP 


SECTION 1. Any individual employed or 
qualified for employment in the general field 
of engineering or architecture shall be eligi- 
ble to membership in this federation upon 
application, election, and initiation in the ` 
manner and form prescribed in this consti- 
tution. Eligible membership in the federa- 
tion shall include, but is not limited to, 
such occupations as aeronautical, chemical, 
civil, commercial, electrical, mechanical, 
mining and metallurgical, sales, structural, 
and research engineering; architects, drafts- 
men, metallurgists, physicists, engineering 
inspectors, test technicians, planners, esti- 
mators, specification writers, technical 
clerks, time-study men, blueprinters, engi- 
neering and laboratory assistants, and aides, 
etc. 

Sec. 2, No person shall be admitted to 
membership in the federation who is not 
employed, or eligible for employment, in an 
occupation under the jurisdiction of this 
federation, or who advocates principles or 
lends support to organizations or movements 
whose purposes and objectives are contrary 
to the fundamental principles of the estab- 
lished Government of the United States of 
America, or which are in conflict with the 
policies of this federation. 

Sec. 3. Qualified members who interrupt 
their regular employment to serve as paid 
representatives of the federation and its sub- 
divisions shall be considered as still em- 
ployed in the fields under the jurisdiction of 
the federation and shall be entitled to full 
membership rights and privileges, 

Sec. 4. Members shall be affiliated with, 
and members of, local unions chartered by 
the federation, except in localities where 
no local union has been chartered, members 
may be members at large directly affiliated 
with the federation until such time as a 
local union is chartered in such locality, at 
which time such members at large shall seek 
to become members of such local union. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, let me 
say, further, that I understand that the 
Federation of Technical Engineers, A. F. 
of L., has, since 1937, had in its constitu- 
tion a provision that members shall be 
dismissed from the union if they are 
found to be antagonistic to the repre- 
sentative character of the United States 
Government. In that connection, I read 
from section 7 of article III, on page 5, 
of the constitution and bylaws of the 
International Federation of Technical 
Engineers’ Architects’ and Draftsmen’s 
Unions, of the American Federation of 
Labor, the 1937 issue: 


Sec. 7. On being pledged to membership, 
it devolves on the member to faithfully live 
up to his obligations. He will attend all 
regular and special meetings of his local, and 
strive for the collective progress of his fellow 
members. He will promptly pay all dues and 
assessments as they come due. Any member 
found to be antagonistic to the representa- 
tive character of the United States Govern- 
ment shall be liable to expulsion by his local 
union. Members at large shall be subject to 
similar action by the international president 
by and with the consent of the executive 
council. All moneys in the way of initiation 
fees, dues, assessments, etc., paid by such 
member or members shall be forfeited. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were commu- 
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nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts; 

On August 10, 1954: 

S. 1244. An act relating to the renewal of 
star-route and screen vehicle service con- 
tracts; 

S. 2408. An act to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, to provide a national de- 
fense reserve of tankers and to promote the 
construction of new tankers, and for other 
purposes; 

5.2846. An act to amend certain provi- 
sions of the Securities Act of 1933, as amend- 
ed, the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as 
amended, the Trust Indenture Act of 1939, 
and the Investment Company Act of 1940; 

S. 2864. An act to approve an amendatory 
repayment contract negotiated with the 
North Unit Irrigation District, to authorize 
construction of Haystack Reservoir on the 
Deschutes Federal reclamation project, and 
for other purposes; 

S. 3458. An act to authorize the long-term 
time chartering of tankers and the construc- 
tion of tankers by the Secretary of the Navy, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 3683. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Credit Unions Act; and 

S.3699. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to a compact entered into by the 
States of Louisiana and Texas and relating 
to the waters of the Sabine River. 

On August 12, 1954: 

S. 3713. An act to give effect to the Inter- 
national Convention for the High Seas Fish- 
erles of the North Pacific Ocean, signed at 
Tokyo, May 9, 1952, and for other purposes. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the follow- 
ing bills and joint resolution of the 
Senate: 

S. 154. An act for the relief of George 
Pantelas; 

S. 232. An act for the relief of Hugo Kern; 

S. 546. An act to authorize payment for 
losses sustained by owners of wells in the 
vicinity of Cold Brook Dam by reason of the 
lowering of the level of water in such wells 
as a result of the construction of Cold Brook 
Dam; 

S. 1308. An act for the relief of Leonard 
Hungerford; 

S. 1706. An act to provide for taxation by 
the State of Wyoming of certain property 
located within the confines of Grand Teton 
National Park, and for other purposes; 

S. 1845. An act for the relief of Dr. Ian 
Yung-Cheng Hu; 

S. 1904. An act for the relief of Ottilie 
Theresa Workmann; 

S. 1959. An act for the relief of Mrs. Anne- 
marie Namias; 

S. 2456. An act for the relief of Martin 
Genuth; 

S. 2461. An act for the relief of Berta Hell- 
mich; 

S. 2958. An act for the relief of Ida Reiss- 
muller and Johnny Damon Eugene Reiss- 
muller; 

S. 3028. An act to require the Postmaster 
General to reimburse postmasters of discon- 
tinued post offices for equipment owned by 
the postmaster; 

S. 3085. An act for the relief of Mrs. Helen 
Stryk; 

S. 3393. An act authorizing the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs to convey certain 
property to Milwaukee County, Wis.; and 

S. J. Res. 183. Joint resolution to extend 
greetings to the Gold Coast and Nigeria. 
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The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 3233) to 
amend the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
to provide permanent legislation for the 
transportation of a substantial portion 
of waterborne cargoes in United States- 
flag vessels, with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had insisted upon its amend- 
ment to the bill (S. 3482) to amend the 
District of Columbia Unemployment 
Compensation Act, and for other pur- 
poses, disagreed to by the Senate; agreed 
tc the conference asked by the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. TALLE, Mr. 
Kearns, and Mr. TEAGUE were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 2263) to 
authorize the Postmaster General to re- 
adjust the compensation of holders of 
contracts for the performance of mail- 
messenger service; asked a conference 
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
Rees of Kansas, Mr. BROYHILL, and Mr. 
Murray of Tennessee were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 3522) for the relief of Arthur S. 
Rosichan. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
7886) for the relief of Mrs. Cecil Norton 
Broy; asked a conference with the Sen- 
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and that Mr. Jonas of 
Illinois, Mr. BURDICK, and Mr. FORRESTER 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had severally agreed to the 
amendment of the Senate to the follow- 
ing bills of the House: 

H. R. 1514. An act for the relief of Clint 
Lewis; 

H.R.1797. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain land to the State of Okla- 
homa for the use and benefit of the Eastern 
Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical Col- 
lege at Wilburton, Okla., and for other pur- 
poses; 

H. R. 1912. An act for the relief of Hayik 
(Jirair) Vartiyan, Annemarie Vartiyan, and 
Susanig Armenuhi Vartiyan; 

H. R. 2009. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to the Ninilchik Hos- 
pital Association, of Ninilchik, Alaska, for 
the use as a hospital site and related pur- 
poses; 

H. R. 2010. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to the Alaska Evan- 
gelization Society, of Levelock, Alaska, for 
missionary purposes; 

H. R. 2012. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain public lands in Alaska to the Alaska 
Council of Boy Scouts of America for a 
campsite and other public purposes; 

H. R. 2014. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain public land in Alaska to the Com- 
munity Club of Chugiak, Alaska; 
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H. R. 2015. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to Lloyd H. Turner, 
of Wards Cove, Alaska; 

H. R. 2024. An act for the relief of Frank 
L. Peyton; 

H. R. 2645. An act for the relief of Donald 
James Darmody; 

H. R. 2791. An act for the relief of Esther 
E. Ellicott; 

H. R. 2881. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Rosaline Spagnola; 

H.R. 3008. An act for the relief of Esther 
Smith; 

H. R. 3854. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain public land in Alaska to the Turn- 
again Arm Community Club of Anchorage, 
Alaska; 

H. R. 6455. An act to create a National 
Monument Commission, and for other pur- 

oses: 

H. R. 6959. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to the Baptist Mid- 
Missions, an Ohio nonprofit corporation, for 
use as a church site; 

H. R. 7290. An act to authorize an ap- 
propriation for the construction of certain 
public-school facilities on the Klamath In- 
dian Reservation at Chiloquin, Oreg.; 

H. R. 8020. An act authorizing the transfer 
of certain property of the United States Gov- 
ernment (in Klamath County, Oreg.) to the 
State of Oregon; and 

H. R. 8128. An act to amend section 1089 
of the Code of Law for the District of Co- 
lumbia relating to attachment proceedings, 


The message also announced that the 
House had severally agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the follow- 
ing bills of the House: 


H. R. 270. An act to provide for the control 
and extinguishment of outcrop and under- 
ground fires in coal formations, and for other 
Pur poses: 

H. R. 2615. An act for the relief of Julio 
Mercado Toledo: 

H. R. 2815. An act for the relief of Floyd 
O. Barber; 

H. R. 4118. An act to authorize the prepa- 
ration of rolls of persons of Indian blood 
whose ancestors were members of certain 
tribes or bands in the State of Oregon, and 
to provide for per capita distribution of funds 
arising from certain judgments in favor of 
such tribes or bands; 

H. R. 5093. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Dorothy J. Williams, widow of Melvin Ed- 
ward Williams; 

H. R. 6814. An act to facilitate the ac- 
quisition of non-Federal land within areas 
of the National Park System, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 7045. An act for the relief of Dr. Mar- 
ciano Gutierrez, Dr. Amparo G. Joaquin 
Gutierrez, and their children, Rosenda, Re- 
becca, Raymundo, and Marciano, and Mrs. 
Brigida de Gutierrez; and 

H. R. 8915. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to consolidate the Police Court 
of the District of Columbia and the Munici- 
pal Court of the District of Columbia, to be 
known as ‘The Municipal Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia,’ and for other 
purposes.” 


The message further announced that 
the House had passed a bill (H. R. 9866) 
to prescribe certain limitations with re- 
spect to outpatient dental care for vet- 
erans, in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 267) authorizing the print- 
ing of additional copies of the hearings 
held by the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy relative to the contribution of 
atomic energy to medicine. 
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HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 9866) to prescribe cer- 
tain limitations with respect to outpa- 
tient dental care for veterans was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 


SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1954 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
merely in order to make the social-se- 
curity bill the unfinished business, I 
now move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar No. 2004, 
House bill 9366, amending the Social Se- 
curity Act and the Internal Revenue 
Code, and for other purposes. Notice 
has previously been given of the pro- 
posed consideration of the bill, and I 
have consulted about it with the minor- 
ity leader. We shall not ask to have 
the Senate proceed further with the bill 
today, after it has been made the un- 
finished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be read by title for the infor- 
mation of the Senate. 

The Cuter CLERK. A bill (H. R. 9366) 
to amend the Social Security Act and 
the Internal Revenue Code so as to ex- 
tend coverage under the old-age and 
survivors insurance program, increase 
the benefits payable thereunder, pre- 
serve the insurance rights of disabled 
individuals, and increase the amount of 
earnings permitted without loss of bene- 
fits, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Finance with amendments, 


SOCIAL 


ORDER FOR CALL OF THE CALEN- 
DAR, FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
BILLS PLACED AT FOOT OF THE 
CALENDAR 


Mr. FERGUSON obtained the floor. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, be- 
fore the Senator from Michigan pro- 
ceeds with his remarks, will he yield to 
me, to permit me to make a brief an- 
nouncement? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes, Mr. President; 
provided I may obtain unanimous con- 
sent to do so without losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, let 
me state that, following the completion 
of the remarks of the Senator from Mich- 
igan, it is my plan to ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of measures which, during 
the call of the calendar yesterday, were 
ores placed at the foot of the calen- 

ar. 

I wish all Senators to be advised of the 
proposed procedure. Therefore, I de- 
sire to say that I shall ask unanimous 
consent to have the Senate proceed to 
consider those measures as soon as the 
Senator from Michigan completes his 
remarks and as soon as I can obtain 
recognition, 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Michigan yield to 
me, to permit me to make a unanimous- 
consent request? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield, provided I 
may obtain unanimous consent to do so 
without losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
in a few minutes we shall proceed to 
consider the bills and other measures 
which, during the call of the calendar 
on yesterday, were ordered placed at the 
foot of the calendar. If we were to call 
those measures in the usual way, they 
would be called more or less at random. 
I have discussed, earlier today, with the 


able Parliamentarian of the Senate and 


the able and hard-working clerks, the 
problem which arises in that connection. 
They state that if the bills and other 
measures ordered to the foot of the cal- 
endar are called seriatim, instead of hav- 
ing to go from page to page of the cal- 
endar, back and forth, it will be much 
more convenient for both them and for 
the Senate itself. I know it will be much 
more convenient for Senators who fol- 
low the calendar. 

I have discussed this matter with the 
minority calendar committee, and they 
feel as does the Parliamentarian. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that when, a little later 
today, the bills which, on yesterday, 
were ordered placed at the foot of the 
calendar, are called, they be called seria- 
tim. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. In other words, 
Mr. President, as I understand the re- 
quest, no measures will be added to those 
already placed at the foot of the calen- 
dar; but the measures which previously 
have been ordered to the foot of the cal- 
endar will be called up in their calen- 
dar order, seriatim, on the basis of the 
regular procedure during the ordinary 
call of the calendar. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from New Jersey? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
apologize for not having heard the re- 
quest of the Senator from New Jersey. 
Will he please repeat it briefly? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I stated that 
I had discussed with the clerks at the 
desk and the Parliamentarian the ques- 
tion of calling up in numerical order, 
seriatim, the bills which, on yesterday, 
were ordered placed at the foot of the 
calendar. I said I had talked with the 
Senator from Florida, as a member of 
the minority calendar committee, about 
that matter, and that he had agreed 
that it would be more convenient, both 
for him and for the entire Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from New Jersey? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 


August 12 


ISSUANCE OF CONSOLIDATED DE- 
BENTURES BY CENTRAL BANK FOR 
COOPERATIVES AND REGIONAL 
BANKS FOR COOPERATIVES 


Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield to me at 
this time? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes, Mr. President; 
provided I may obtain unanimous con- 
sent to do so without losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, there is 
at the desk a message from the House 
regarding amendments of the House of 
Representatives to Senate bill 3487. I ask 
to have those amendments laid before 
the Senate at this time. They have 
been discussed with both the majority 
leader and the minority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
3487) to authorize the Central Bank for 
Cooperatives and the regional banks for 
cooperatives to issue consolidated de- 
bentures, and for other purposes, which 
were on page 3, line 9, strike out “‘cen- 
tral” and insert “Central”; and on page 
4, strike out lines 5 through 15, inclusive. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, this bill 
authorizes the 12 regional banks for co- 
operatives and the Central Bank for Co- 
operatives to issue joint debentures. 
The bill as it was passed unanimously by 
the Senate contained a provision pro- 
hibiting the making of loans which 
could be used to expand the poultry in- 
dustry. The House has adopted amend- 
ments striking out that provision. 

I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 


RECLASSIFICATION OF DICTA- 
PHONES IN TARIFF ACT OF 1930— 
REQUEST TO HAVE BILL RE- 
TURNED BY THE HOUSE OF REP- 
RESENTATIVES 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield to me 
at this time? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield, Mr. Presi- 
dent, provided I may do so without los- 
ing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
yesterday, I was temporarily absent 
from the floor at the time when House 
bill 8932, Calendar 2001, was passed by 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the bill has already 
gone to the House of Representatives. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
desire to submit a motion for reconsid- 
eration, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is informed that the regular or- 
der would be to request that the House 
return the bill to the Senate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
now move that the House of Repre- 
sentatives be requested to return the 
bill to the Senate. 
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Mr. President, let me state, by way of 
explanation, that the Representative 
from the Sixth Congressional District 
of the State of Minnesota had previously 
asked me to object to the bill when it 
was reached during the call of the cal- 
endar. However, I was unable to be 
present when that bill was considered. 

I have discussed this matter with the 
majority leader. I think we may be 
able to work out the difficulties without 
delay. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Minnesota that the 
House be requested to return to the 
Senate, House bill 8932, to reclassify dic- 
taphones in the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
passed on yesterday by the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan has the floor. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield, without 
losing the floor, to the Senator from 
Ohio. 


LABELING OF PACKAGES CONTAIN- 
ING FOREIGN-PRODUCED TROUT 


Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, there 
are on the desk amendments of the 
House to Senate bill 2033. I ask that 
the amendments be laid before the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2033) relating to the labeling of pack- 
ages containing foreign-produced trout 
sold in the United States, and requiring 
certain information to appear on the 
menus of public eating places serving 
such trout, which were, on page 1, line 6, 
strike out “‘(n)” and insert (o)“; on 
page 1, lines 8 and 9, strike out of this 
title’; on page 2, lines 10 and 11, after 
“(2)” strike out “each part of the con- 
tents of the package is contained in a 
wrapper” and insert “if the package is 
broken while held for sale, each unit for 
sale (consisting of one or more trout) is 
in a package; and”; on page 2, strike 
out line 17 over to and including line 2, 
page 3, and insert: 

“(b) No person shall possess in a form 
ready for serving or shall serve at a public 
eating place trout produced outside the 
United States, its Territories, or possessions, 
unless a notice is displayed prominently and 
conspicuously in such eating place stating 
that trout is served in this res- 
taurant’, the blank space to be filled with 
the name of the country in which such trout 
was produced,” 


On page 3, after line 13, insert: 


Sec. 4. This act shall take effect 6 months 
after the date of its enactment. 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“An act relating to the labeling of pack- 
ages containing foreign-produced trout 
sold in the United States, and requiring 
certain information to appear in public 
eating places serving such trout.” 

Mr. BRICKER. I move that the Sen- 
ate concur in the House amendments. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am not 
familiar with this matter, Mr. President. 
I wonder if the Senator will give me an 
opportunity to confer with Members on 
this side. 
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Mr. BRICKER. The principal amend- 
ment of the House requires that when 
foreign-produced trout is served in a 
restaurant, a notice must be posted, not 
merely that notice be stated on the 
menu. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen- 
ator will give me a chance to clear this 
with the appropriate Members on this 
side, I shall do so. 

Mr. BRICKER. I cleared it with the 
author of the bill, and he is satisfied with 
the bill as amended. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Who is the 
author of the bill? 

Mr. BRICKER. The Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. DWORSHAK]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator withdraw his request? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to 
protect myself, and there are members 
of the committee with whom I have not 
had a chance to confer. 

Mr. BRICKER. That is satisfactory 
to the committee. The Senate passed 
the bill with the requirement that there 
be notice on the menu that foreign-pro- 
duced trout was served. The House 
amendment includes the requirement 
that the notice be posted in the restau- 
rant. That is all there is to it. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Will the 
Senator withhold it? 

Mr. BRICKER. I shall be happy to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Chair understand the Senator withdraws 
his request? 

Mr. BRICKER. I withdraw the re- 
quest, and I shall take it up at a later 
time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. We shall 
clear it as quickly as possible. 


TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE GI 
BILL OF RIGHTS 


Mr. FERGUSON. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senator from Mlinois 
Mr. Douctas] may be permitted to make 
an insertion in the Recorp, without the 
Senator from Michigan losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an address concerning the 
10th anniversary of the GI bill of rights, 
delivered by Mr. Edgar C. Corry, Jr., of 
Chicago, Ill., on August 2 over the Co- 
lumbia Broadcasting System. 

Mr. Corry is well-fitted to assess the 
results of the GI bill of rights, for as 
a veterans’ leader and a successful busi- 
nessman, he has carefully observed the 
workings of this legislation. He is past 
national commander of AMVETS— 
American Veterans of World War II and 
Korea—the president of the AMVETS 
National Service Foundation and vice 
president of the Mathers Stock Car Co. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Text oF REMARKS BY Epcar C. Corry, JR., 
Past NATIONAL COMMANDER OF g 
AND PRESIDENT OF THE AMVETS NATIONAL 
SERVICE FOUNDATION, ON THE 10TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE GI BILL, DELIVERED OvER CBS, 
Cuicasco, AuGusT 2, 1954 
Ten years ago—while the guns of World 

War II were still firing in Europe and Asia, 
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in the Atlantic and the Pacific, and the out- 
come of that global struggle was in doubt, 
the United States Congress drafted a bill 
unparalleled in history. In the course of 
one decade, it affected the lives of more than 
10 million men and women, and stimulated 
the economic welfare of America. 

On June 22, 1944, President Roosevelt 
signed into law the GI bill of rights (more 
formally known as Public Law 346). At that 
time he said, “This law gives emphatic notice 
to the men and women of our Armed Forces 
that the American people do not intend to 
let them down.” 

A new concept was thus introduced into 
American thinking—help the veteran help 
himself. For as far as possible, the cost of 
war and of victory was to be shared by all 
Americans—not just those who served or 
died in uniform. It substituted the “help- 
ing hand” for the “handout.” 

It is appropriate now—10 years later—to 
measure the results and the cost of the 
GI bill of rights. 

Under the GI bill, the door of opportunity 
was reopened to millions in whose faces it 
had banged shut with frightening decisive- 
ness after Pearl Harbor. During the trou- 
blesome years since 1944, millions of veterans 
have passed through this door; some to ac- 
quire new homes or farms, or to enter new 
businesses made possible by the guaranteed 
loan provisions; some to receive educational 
and on-the-job-training benefits; and some 
merely to receive readjustment allowances 
while seeking a job. 

It was very hard for most veterans to re- 
adjust themselves to the challenging cir- 
cumstances confronting them when they 
returned from the war. But thanks to the 
GI bill, the transition period was measurably 
shortened, the absorption of 18 million addi- 
tional civilians into a peacetime society was 
accomplished with a minimum of difficulty, 
and a threatened depression turned into 
prosperity. 

How different from the aftermath of for- 
mer wars. If you came back then in one 
piece you were on your own—go pick up 
the shreds of life by yourself—if you had 
a family to support in the meantime, well, 
it was just your tough luck. If you hadn't 
been able to learn a peacetime trade, or 
hadn’t finished your schooling, or had little 
actual job experience, well—you were a 
tough-luck Charlie. Vast numbers of odd- 
job drifters and unemployed were taken for 
granted as a necessary price of war. 

This time America faced facts. Almost 
a whole generation of our youth had been 
put into uniform. You can't turn loose 18 
million young men from whom you have 
taken the 4 most crucial years of their life— 
you can’t just turn them loose without 
wrecking a large percentage of them, and 
thereby inviting national economic disaster. 
Our Congress evolved a way of assisting the 
GI to become integrated into the business 
and community life of this country. 

As a past national commander of 
AMVETS—and as president of the board of 
trustees of AMVETS National Service Foun- 
dation—I know at first hand some of the 
great good the GI bill has accomplished, 
The basic intent of the law—the restoration 
of opportunities lost through no fault of 
one’s own, likewise was one of the motivat- 
ing reasons for the establishment of 
AMVETS—the only World War II veterans 
organization chartered by Congress. To 
help fulfill this objective, the AMVETS Serv- 
ice Foundation was created in 1948. 

The help the veterans needed as conceived 
by Congress fell into three categories: edu- 
cation, readjustment allowances, and finan- 
cial loans. 

Nearly 8 million World War II veterans 
obtained education and training under the 
GI bill—that’s one out of every two vet- 
erans. Some finished high school, others 
entered colleges and post-graduate schools, 
Still others received business education in 
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what was known as on-the-job training and 
on-the-farm courses. More than 3% mil- 
lion went to trade and vocational schools. 
The cost of all these training benefits was 
$1414 billion, but the country is reaping 
a rich reward in that investment. Since the 
draft law was enacted in 1940, the Armed 
Forces have been channeling much of our 
youth away from colleges and universities, 
but since 1944, the GI bill has been filling 
the vacancies so created, with veterans. 
Every level of education and training has 
boomed under the impact. 

The GI educational benefits have helped 
build our reservoir of trained manpower in 
fields of endeavor ranging from atomic 
physics to airplane mechanics—from medi- 
cine to the ministry. It has assured that 
the productivity of our land will continue 
high because of new specialists in agricul- 
ture and animal husbandry. It has raised 
the education level of the entire country and 
likewise has raised the national income level. 
A Census Bureau survey discloses that from 
1947 to 1952, the median income of the vet- 
eran has shot up 40 percent while during the 
same period the nonveteran group has gone 
up only 10 percent. The Census Bureau fur- 
ther reports “the higher incomes of these 
veterans may reflect the combined infiuence 
of the increase in work experience and 
higher level of education which veterans 
have achieved as compared with nonvet- 
erans.” The net result is that the veterans 
who have had GI training will be paying ap- 
proximately $1 billion more each year in 
Federal income tax. Within the next 14 
years, these same veterans alone will pay off 
the entire cost of this program. 

The second category of help which Con- 
gress devised was the readjustment allow- 
ance program which permitted allowances 
of $20 a week for a maximum of 52 weeks 
for veterans seeking a job. For those mil- 
lions who were seeking their first job, and 
who now had families and dependents, the 
situation was exceedingly grim. They didn't 
want to be on relief. Nearly 9 million vet- 
erans received some readjustment payments, 
but to show you what stuff these guys were 
made of, only 10 percent drew their full 
benefits. The average GI had his new job in 
hand in 6 weeks. The readjustment allow- 
ance program was often viciously attacked 
and ridiculed during its first 2 years of op- 
eration. It was nicknamed the 52-20 club 
with the implication that everybody would 
take a free ride on the Government, would 
wait until they had drawn their full $1,040, 
before they even started looking for a job. 
Well, the boys proved the cynics were wrong 
in a big way, and that the faith Congress 
had in them was well justified. And, by 
the way, that $314 billion spent on them was 
immediately pumped back into circulation— 
it went for food, clothing, and rent. With 
a perspective now of 10 years, it can be safely 
said that the readjustment allowance pro- 
gram which ended in 1949 amply fulfilled the 
need for which it had been created. 

The third major category of opportunities 
was the GI loan. Under this provision, the 
veteran was given the right to borrow money 
for which he had to pay interest at 4 or 4½ 
percent. With a guaranty by the United 
States Government, over three million vet- 
erans acquired a home for themselves and 
their families. When a man becomes a 
homeowner, he becomes an important and 
stable member of his community. You will 
be interested in knowing that $2314 billion 
were borrowed from banks, insurance com- 
panies, building and loan associations and 
other lending institutions. What kind of 
homes did these veterans buy? Sixty per- 
cent of all the homes acquired were in the 
$10,000 to $15,000 bracket. Each home pur- 
chased or built added strength to its com- 
munity, and provided an additional source 
of tax revenue, The veteran’s need for hous- 
ing spurred a gigantic building boom, and 
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the availability of credit thus furnished, 
stimulated a multibillion dollar exchange of 
money. 

Much can be said for the other types of 
loans guaranteed by the GI bill—such as 
business and farm loans. There are thou- 
sands of success stories emerging from mod- 
est beginnings aided by small business loans 

teed by the Government in an amount 
not to exceed $4,000. More than 50 percent 
of the one-half billion dollars of these loans 
have been repaid in full. Now that is such 
a terrific fact, that I'm going to repeat it 
again—more than one-half of all the busi- 
ness loans have been repaid in full, How’s 
that for ability, integrity and drive? 

Many were fearful that the veteran was 
being saddled with a financial burden that 
would result in wholesale bankruptcy and 
create national chaos. The facts prove that 
the veteran has been an exceptionally sound 
financial risk. Over $3 billion have been 
repaid in full. The total defaults on all 
loans have been less than 1 percent of the 
funds borrowed by veterans. Many cynics 
anticipating a very high default rate on the 
Government guaranteed loans believed that 
the American taxpayer would be the big 
loser when these defaults were absorbed by 
the Government. That less than 1 percent 
of defaults I mentioned amazed not only 
the cynics, but the hopeful endorsers of the 
GI bill. In actuality, the Government re- 
ceived an additional source of tax revenue 
fron all the individuals, businesses and in- 
dustries which profited and prospered as a 
result of this multibillion dollar spending. 

Has the task undertaken by Congress in 
1944 been completed? In part yes, and in 
part no. In part yes, because as I said, 
the readjustment allowances were termi- 
nated in 1949, and no new applicants for 
education and training benefits are being 
accepted. The only major benefit still in 
force today is the GI loan. Its deadline is 
1957. The VA has done a monumental and 
praiseworthy job in processing and admin- 
istering all these many benefits for the able- 
bodied as well as its vast work in the medi- 
cal field for the disabled. 

In part no, because the problem of lend- 
ing a helping hand to those who need it 
never ceases. AMVETS and its service 
foundation were established for the purpose 
of helping the veteran help himself, and to 
repay in what small way we can, the moral 
debt we owe to the widows and orphans of 
our ers in combat. To acomplish this, 
we have maintained a staff of national serv- 
ice officers and VA accredited representa- 
tives who counsel, free of cost, with the 
veteran, acquainting him with his rights and 
assisting him in the complicated mechanics 
of obtaining them. 

Another illustration of the work of the 
AMVETS service foundation is the annual 
4-year college scholarship given to 6 de- 
serving high-school students whose fathers 
died in combat, or were totally disabled. 
These students, carefully tested by the Na- 
tional Association of Secondary School Prin- 
cipals, receive the sum of $2,000 prorated by 
semesters. By the way, they are setting a 
terrific pace in college. 

The annual AMVETS Christmas party pro- 
vides homeless orphans throughout the Na- 
tion with a real Christmas complete with 
toys, individual gifts, and a TV set or radio- 
phonograph for the orphanages in which 
they live. Right now—let me thank all of 
you whose generous donations have helped 
us carry out such programs. 

American generosity has given much to 
those who bore the brunt of battle. The 
10th anniversary of the GI bill heralds an 
enriched America whose heroic soldiers have 
become its most devoted citizens, its local, 
State, and national leaders. That bill was 
a humane as well as a sound business in- 
vestment made in the youth and, therefore, 
the future of America. 
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THE RIGHT OF CLERGYMEN TO 
SPEAK AND ACT 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I wish 
to make available to the Members of 
Congress a resolution adopted earlier 
this year by the executive committee of 
the Church Federation of Greater Chi- 
cago on The Right of Clergymen To 
Speak and Act. 

At a time when loose charges are made 
against many religious leaders, it seems 
appropriate to direct attention to this 
strong affirmation by the Chicago 
Church Federation of its unequivocal 
opposition to communism, its forthright 
support of the right and duty of clergy- 
men to speak and act on the urgent 
problems of our time, and its conviction 
that reforms should be made in con- 
gressional investigating procedures. 

Those of us who have been advocating 
such reforms in investigating procedures, 
as in my joint resolution, Senate Joint 
Resolution 137, or the Kefauver resolu- 
tion, Senate Resolution 256, of which I 
am a cosponsor, welcome this support. 
We also hope that the Senate Rules 
Committee, which is now considering 
these proposals, will give heed to the 
growing public feeling and conscience 
which this resolution reflects. 

I ask unanimous consent that the res- 
olution of the Church Federation be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


RESOLUTION OF THE CHURCH FEDERATION OF 
GREATER CHICAGO 


THE RIGHT OF CLERGYMEN TO SPEAK AND ACT 


Resolved; As Christians and leaders of our 
churches we are unequivocally opposed to 
communism. Its materialistic philosophy is 
a denial of the reality of God in whom we 
believe. Its ruthless totalitarian methods 
violate the Christian doctrine of love as 
taught by our Lord Jesus Christ. The basic 
premises of the Communist doctrine of per- 
sonality and human relationships, and of the 
social, economic, and political organization 
of society, are false. They are antithetical 
to democracy. 

Week after week and year after year 
throughout all of their ministries more than 
2,000 clergymen of all faiths in Greater Chi- 
cago have by their teaching and their lives 
witnessed to these truths, as those who know 
the minds of ministers and who attend the 
services of the churches regularly would 
gladly testify. 

However, in our opinion, the issue as 
drawn by those who are currently attacking 
the clergy is not the issue of communism, 
nor the investigation of treachery. We fa- 
vor every proper legal procedure to enforce 
the law against treasonable acts or incite- 
ments, whether committed by clergymen or 
others. 

What then is the issue? It is whether or 
not clergymen have the right to speak and 
act in applying the Christian faith to the 
urgent moral and social problems of our 
age. 

Clergymen have a duty imposed on them 
by their churches and God to be concerned 
about social conditions which in their best 
judgment violate the moral order which 
God has revealed through Jesus Christ. 

Clergymen have the obligation to pro- 
claim the eternal truths which inhere in 
the nature of God's universe, and to make 
these truths relevant to the relationships 
of men to men as well as of men to God. 

Yet ministers, teachers, and other citi- 
zens concerned about racial, social, and eco- 
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nomic disorder and injustices in society or 
the realization of peace have too often been 
smeared with the accusation of communism. 
A principal foundation stone of freedom in 
America is religious liberty. We shall never 
surrender that freedom. 

We denounce the false charges that have 
been made against the clergy of all faiths, 
educators, and other leaders. 

We urge that the congressional accusers 
bring their charges in courts of law where 
the accused can be given a fair trial by 
accepted judicial procedure. 

We call for the reform of congressional 
and Senate investigating committee proce- 
dure so that innocent men will not have 
their reputations blackened by star-cham- 
ber proceedings which imitate the methods 
of communism and fascism, 

These are the real issues. As clergymen 
responsible to God and our churches we de- 
clare that we shall endeavor to proclaim 
the word of God about the vital issues of 
human life. 

We shall not be intimidated by false 
charges of communism or communistie sym- 
pathizing leveled by those who seek to si- 
lence the clergy. 

We make this declaration in humility and 
with gratitude for the freedom and privilege 
of our American heritage. We pledge our- 
selves to uphold the spiritual integrity of 
this heritage and we urge all Americans 
to dedicate themselves to this purpose. 


A NATION SECURE—TODAY AND 
‘TOMORROW 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, for 
some years we expanded our military 
forces. The enlargement has drawn in- 
to the services the sons and daughters of 
families throughout the land. One of 
the effects of this situation has been to 
make our people, more than ever before, 
conscious of the perilous times in which 
we live. They do not know whether 
there is peace or war behind the ever- 
threatening clouds. No generation since 
1815 has been so troubled with fear for 
the safety of our homeland. From the 
questions we hear in every quarter it is 
clear that there is deep anxiety over the 
state of our national defense. Confused 
by the babble of contradictory and 
alarming pronouncements by the unin- 
formed, our people seek assurance that 
the Nation is reasonably secure against 
attack. They want to know what poli- 
cies the administration has developed to 
guide the military in various contingen- 
cies. They want to know what our pro- 
gram is, what it costs, and how effective 
it is likely to be in meeting such chal- 
lenges as world events may thrust upon 
us. 
It is my purpose today to answer these 
questions, to explain why we had to make 
a reappraisal of our military require- 
ments, to dispel some of the misconcep- 
tions that have grown up around the 
term New Look, and to present in some 
detail the specific programs we have 
developed for the common defense. I 


think I can show that, behind the smog. 


of words which has all but smothered our 
achievements over the past 18 months, 
we do have a comprehensive military 
program, at a price the national economy 
can afford, and capable of defending our 
homeland and supporting our policies 
abroad. 

When the Republican Administration 
and the 83d Congress took office in Jan- 
uary 1953, the Nation was at a critical 
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stage in its defense program. The stale- 
mate in Korea was still pending and the 
weekly casualty lists of young men were 
coming in. We had no assurance that 
increased fighting would not be resumed. 
Our rearmament program still continued 
strong because we had no way of 
knowing whether Korea was merely a 
limited war or the beginning of a 
global war which would require the high- 
est level of military preparedness. Our 
military spending, which totaled $11.9 
billion in the fiscal year 1950, was pro- 
jected by the outgoing administration at 
$50 billion for the fiscal year 1953. Mili- 
tary manpower had increased from 
1,460,000 in June 1950, to 3,555,000 by 
June, 1953. Defense treaties had been 
concluded with some 39 nations, thus ex- 
tending our commitments around the 
world. 

And yet all was not well with our Mil- 
itary Establishment. There had been 
critical shortages of ammunition and 
other supplies. Our military planning 
moved from crisis to crisis on a stop and 
start basis because the national goal was 
not clear. We were constantly seeking 
to meet some peak year of calculated 
danger. And in our rapid-fire buildup, 
we rarely paused to appraise the situa- 
tion, to eliminate the enormous waste, or 
to note the cost and disruption to our 
economy. 

Then the situation changed again, and 
on July 27, 1953, the Korean truce was 
signed, thus ending the fighting in which 
the United States suffered 142,126 in 
total casualties. By this time, too, the 
military preparedness of our allies in the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization had 
become more effective. In Korea, the 
defense forces of the Republic became 
stronger through the training and equip- 
ment of its own divisions. And we had 
reached a point in the growth of our Mil- 
itary Establishment where prudence in- 
dicated the necessity of a balance be- 
tween maximum military strength and 
the capacity to bear the load without im- 
paring the health and solvency of the 
national economy. It became clear to 
all who were concerned with the problem 
that we were going to have to devise a 
new program to meet the long pull if 
we hoped to counterbalance the Soviet 
calculations which contemplate a whole 
historical era. 

In these circumstances a fresh ap- 
praisal of our situation was clearly called 
for. Moreover, it was a natural desire 
for the new Republican administration 
to want to make its own interpretation 
of the basic requirements for the na- 
tional defense in the light of rapidly 
changing circumstances. We wanted to 
evaluate the commitments that had been 
made, and to calculate the risks we faced 
in the light of the best military intelli- 
gence on the intentions and capabilities 
of the Soviet Union. We wanted to find 
up-to-date answers on three main ques- 
tions: What are our requirements? Do 
we have the capabilities to meet these 
requirements? And can we meet them 
at a lessened rather than increased cost 
over the indefinite future? 

MILITARY PLANNING DEPENDS UPON NATIONAL 
POLICY 

Military planning is only one factor 

in our total policy for national security. 
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Traditionally, war is regarded as “an 
instrument of national policy”—not to be 
used unless all other methods fail in the 
conduct of peaceful international rela- 
tions, As far as the United States is 
concerned, it is to be used only when 
and if war is forced upon us by enemy 
aggression. I want to repeat that state- 
ment: It is to be used only when and 
if war is forced upon us by enemy ag- 
gression, 

This is more than ever true today 
when the possibility of attack and coun- 
terattack with hydrogen bombs could 
result only in the mutual destruction of 
the participants. But it is also more 
than ever true because the Communists 
have devised so many different ways of 
committing aggression that we must be 
prepared to deal with each type whether 
it is primarily political, economic, mili- 
tary, or psychological. In fact, during 
a cold-war period the battle for men’s 
minds is on the spiritual, moral, and the 
diplomatic fronts. Spiritual values based 
upon the concepts of Christianity and 
representative democracy, emphasizing 
the innate worth of each man and of 
his right to freedom and liberty—these 
are the real weapons for winning victory 
in an ideological conflict. We firmly be- 
lieve that given a fair opportunity to 
choose, men everywhere will take free- 
dom as against slavery. Much of our 
foreign policy today is designed to see 
that men have this fair opportunity to 
choose between freedom and slavery, 

But we must be prepared not only for 
the cold war which the Communists in- 
stigated by anti-American and anti- 
representative-government propaganda, 
but also for a period of half-war-haif- 
peace, during which the techniques of 
war-by-satellite or war-by-revolution, 
may again and again be attempted in 
order to extend the boundaries of com- 
munism. Beyond that, we must be ready 
for total war, if war is forced upon us. 

We must be prepared for these wars- 
by-satellites or wars-by- revolution. 

The primary objects of our national 
policy are twofold: to prevent war, and 
to bring about conditions that will es- 
tablish a peaceful atmosphere of faith 
and confidence. To achieve these ob- 
jectives we use a variety of methods— 
political, psychological, economic, and 
military. The military, it will be ob- 
served, is only one element interlocked 
with others in a complex pattern of de- 
fense. It was never intended by respon- 
sible planning officials that our program 
should be interpreted as consisting of 
only one particular element, much less 
only a part of one element such as “mas- 
sive retaliation.” Yet some of our critics 
are trying to mislead the public by such 
absurd charges. 

We know that battles are not lost alone 
on the field of combat; and we have 
taken steps to make sure that no battles 
are lost by armchair generals or type- 
writer machine guns here in Washington. 

Since the end of the Korean war a 
profound study of defense policies has 
been made. The President, the National 
Security Council, the State Department, 
the Defense Department, and Congress 
have all had an active hand in it. We 
have to outline the strategy of defense 
before calculating the appropriations 
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for specific purposes and parts of it. As 
chairman of the Senate Subcommittee 
on Military Appropriations I know how 
hard and carefully we have worked on 
this problem. 

It is interesting to observe that the 
National Security Council met during 
the previous administration 20 times in 
1950, 34 times in 1951, and 17 times in 
1952; whereas during the present ad- 
ministration it met 51 times in 1953, 
-and 26 times in the first half of 1954. 
In fact, during the first year and a half 
of the present administration 66 meet- 
ings were held, out of a total of 193 meet- 
ings of the National Security Council 
since the beginning of the Council in 
September 1947. 

The actions taken at those meetings 
were, in the present administration, 399, 
as compared with a total of Council ac- 
tions in the 7 years the Council has been 
in existence of 1,095. 

These figures show the tremendous 
emphasis given by the present admin- 
istration to the work of the National Se- 
curity Council and all aspects of the 
national-security policy. 

Now that our program has been crys- 
tallized in size and shape by the passage 
of the 1955 military and related budgets, 
we know where we are headed, but our 
plans are flexible and if events disprove 
any of the assumptions on which our 
estimates were based, we can and will 
of necessity make adjustments to the 
new conditions. 

THE TERM “NEW LOOK” AS APPLIED TO MILITARY 
POLICY 

You will notice that I have chosen 
to speak of our present military policy 
and program rather than to use the 
term New Look which has become so 
widely current. It has, indeed, become 
a sort of catchall phrase which means 
many things to many people, and hardly 
anything to others. I have purposely 
refrained from using New Look because 
some who have done so have made the 
mistake of taking a part for the whole. 
Sometimes they have taken several parts. 
And again they have used the words as 
a label to describe everything that has 
a military aspect. If we are to under- 
stand the elements of our military policy 
and program—and they must be pretty 
definite for we have appropriated more 
than $29 billion for the military budget 
this year—then we would certainly do 
well at the beginning to make sure that 
we agree on our terminology and that 
our purpose is not to confuse the issues 
by indulging in a war of words. 

The use of New Look to describe our 
military policy has grown up like Topsy, 
and has gained such popular acceptance 
that I do not expect others will suddenly 
abandon this phrase merely because I 
have chosen to speak as I do. But I do 
think that a few words about the term 
may provide perspective and prevent 
some mistakes about it, particularly on 
the part of those who neglect the forest 
in favor of looking at 1 or 2 trees. 

It became apparent very soon after 
New Look hit the headlines that our 
civilian officials and military planners 
were disinclined to accept the term as 
being explanatory of the situation with 
which they were dealing. When Presi- 
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dent Eisenhower, on April 30, 1953, called 
attention to the “crazy quilt of promises, 
commitments, and contracts,” with 
which the administration was confronted 
when it took office, he said that we must 
have “a completely new, fresh look” at 
this condition. He was referring to a 
simple appraisal and to the need for 
bringing the fiscal situation into “some 
kind of realistic focus.” But over and 
above this, his main purpose was to bring 
out that “a true posture of defense is 
composed of three factors—spiritual, 
military, and economic.“ White House 
Press Release, April 30. 1953. 

Nor did Secretary of Defense Charles 
E. Wilson say anything that would tend 
to convey the impression that the New 
Look was a partial term or that it could 
be used indiscriminately. When he ap- 
peared before the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations, May 19, 1953 — that was 
the first hearing before my subcommit- 
tee on the defense bill—to testify on the 
military budget, he said: 

During the summer and fall of 1953, it is 
planned to take a new look at the entire 
defense picture. This will involve an inten- 
sive and detailed study by the newly desig- 
nated Joint Chiefs of Staff. They will con- 
sider all aspects of defense—strategic plans, 
forces, missions, weapons, readiness levels 
and mobilization reserves, both stockpiles of 
material and capacity to produce. This will 
provide the basis for the fiscal year 1955 
budget. The current force plans are subject 
to whatever change may be indicated by this 
forthcoming review. (Hearings before the 
subcommittee of the Committee on Appro- 
priations, United States Senate, 83d Cong., 
ist sess., on H. R. 5969, Department of De- 
fense Appropriations for 1954. Pp. 6-7.) 


By December 1953, when Adm. Arthur 
W. Radford spoke before the National 
Press Club in Washington (December 14, 
1953), he sought to make clear that: 

The new look really is not the first such 
review of military requirements. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff since their inception have 
continuously reviewed security problems and 
requirements. Actually, the new look is new 
in only two respects. First, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, who are making it, are newly ap- 
pointed. 

Second, and more important, our current 
review is based on a guiding precept that is 
significantly different. Our new look pre- 
pares for the long pull, not a year of crisis. 
(Address by Adm. Arthur W. Radford, Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to the Na- 
tional Press Club, Washington, D. C., Decem- 
ber 14, 1953. The New York Times, Dec. 15, 
1953.) 


In spite of these clear explanations 
with regard to the nature of the military 
planning process, we have been favored 
with a number of articles which seem to 
imply that the new look military policy 
means 1 or 2 of several different things, 
such as cutting the military budget or 
bringing home 2 divisions from Korea— 
it depends on who is speaki~g as to how 
it is described—or not consulting with 
our allies; or not consulting with Con- 
gress; or starting a big war to stop a lit- 
tle war; or cutting ground troops; or em- 
phasizing airpower too much; or not em- 
phasizing airpower enough; and so on, 
down the long line of such ideas. 

The term came to be so needlessly 
abused that, finally, at a press confer- 
ence on March 18, 1954, President Eisen- 
hower said he did not like the expression 
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“New Look” because it did not mean much 
to him—that what we were really trying 
to do was to “keep abreast of latest de- 
velopments by planning to employ new 
weapons and new tactics” and that “we 
are striving our best to meet the grave 
responsibilities that are placed upon 
people whose job is to protect this coun- 
try”—transcript of presidential press 
conference with comment on retaliation 
to aggression, the New York Times, 
March 18, 1954. 

The main thing wrong with those who 
abused the term “New Look” is that they 
tried to imply either that we have some 
fatal weakness in our defense policies, 
or that we have no understandable de- 
fense prorgam at all. Both of these im- 
plications are false. 

In a moment I intend to show conclu- 
sively that we do have a well-rounded 
military policy and program which is 
carefully and wisely meshed with our 
foreign policies and with all other ele- 
ments bearing on our security. 

THE ROUNDED NATURE OF OUR PREPAREDNESS 

CONCEPTS 

The course that has been charted by 
the Government to prevent war and 
achieve peace is made up of a number 
of guiding lines. During a cold war 
period, or for any period short of a shoot- 
ing war, fencing with the enemy is done 
by diplomatic, economic, and psycholog- 
ical means. 

Communism has brought into the 
world a new meaning to this cold-war 
period, or this period which is short of 
a shooting war. Therefore, we must 
have a new approach and a new policy. 

As we meet the aggressively purpose- 
ful will of the enemy, we are in the 
parrying and thrusting stages of a con- 
flict that is taking place in the unpre- 
dictable realm of political decision. 
From the variety of means available for 
implementing our policy in this cold war, 
we may give priority first to one method 
and then to another, depending upon 
how we decide to exercise our initiative. 
Nor do we wish, at such a time, to give 
the enemy a complete blueprint of what 
we plan to do and how we plan to do it. 

I think we courageously provided on 
the floor today one of our instruments in 
this cold war. 

But the broad outlines of our intent 
must be made plain to the whole world— 
that while we intend to seek the solution 
of international problems at the council 
table, we are determined to withstand 
aggression by force if absolutely neces- 
sary. 

Mr. President, it is all-important that 
not only those who would destroy our 
way of life, but all peoples of the world, 
should know that while we intend to seek 
the solution of international problems at 
the counsel table, we are determined to 
withstand aggression by force, if ab- 
solutely necessary. 

My purpose here is to present our of- 
ficial policy, as I understand it, in terms 
of some eight elements into which I be- 
lieve it can be divided: 

First. Our long-term security pro- 
gram; 

Second. The mutual system of de- 
fense; 
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Third. Our plans for preventing war 
by deterring aggression; 

Fourth. Readiness for both global or 
small wars; 

Fifth. The use of new weapons sys- 


tems; 

Sixth. Strengthening our continental 
defense; 

Seventh. The continuing reorganiza- 
tion of the Department of Defense in the 
interest of economy and efficiency; and 

Eighth. The constant review of policy 
to meet changing conditions. 

OUR LONG-TERM SECURITY PROGRAM 


Our present program is based upon a 
recognition of the fact that communism 
is a threat to the free world for an in- 
definite period of time in the future. Al- 
though the military forces of the Soviet- 
bloc nations cast their threatening 
shadow over the western democracies, 
this warmaking capacity is only one of 
the means used by the Communist lead- 
ers to force compliance with their world 
revolutionary ideology. With great 
patience they are willing to use internal 
subversion, war-by-satellite, hate-stir- 
ring propaganda, or any other economic 
or political device which will gain their 
object without a fighting war, using their 
own troops. They seem willing to take 
10, 40, or 100 years to conquer the world. 

Mr. President, 1938 was 100 years from 
the manifesto of Karl Marx, which is the 
heart of communism. So they go on to 
win their point. 

As Secretary of State Dulles has 
pointed out. the threat is virtual- 
ly unlimited so far as time is concerned. 
Soviet communism operates not in terms 
of an individual lifetime so that the 
threat will end with someone’s death. It 
operates in terms of what Lenin and 
Stalin called ‘an entire historical era’ ”— 
hearings before the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, United States Senate, 
83d Congress, 2d session, March 19 and 
April 14, 1954. 

Mr. President, that is very important. 
Both Lenin and Stalin are dead, but 
communism did not stop, because it is 
unlimited so far as they are concerned 
and so far as time is concerned. 

It has taken us a little while to come 
to this conclusion. Senators will recall 
that after World War II, the United 
States in accordance with past tradi- 
tions demobilized its military establish- 
ment. We had hoped that international 
disputes could be settled largely through 
the United Nations, and although we 
had a monopoly of atomic weapons in 
1946, we took the initiative in proposing 
an effective system for the international 
control of atomic energy. 

America wants peace not only at 
home, but all over the world. It soon 
became apparent, however, that the So- 
viet Union was committed, not to the 
idea of cooperating with other nations 
in the settlement of difficult problems, 
but to a deliberate course of action de- 
signed to obstruct progress toward dis- 
armament. 

Mr. President, an analysis of the whole 
situation for the past decade since the 
end of the war must convince those who 
look at the question that this is true. 
At the same time the U. S. S. R. was en- 
gaged in building up its military forces 
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to a point far in excess of that re- 
quired for purely defensive purposes, 
Meanwhile, in the 10-year period be- 
tween 1939 and 1949, the Soviet Union 
revealed its predatory nature by expand- 
ing its territory from 8,176,000 square 
miles, with a population of 170,467,000, 
to 13,415,660 square miles with a total 
population of 752,878,000—background 
information on the Soviet Union in in- 
ternational relations report of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs pursuant to 
House Resolution 206, House Report No. 
3135, 81st Congress, 2d session, 1950. 

But the men in the Kremlin still were 
not satisfied. They reached out far be- 
yond their own boundaries to sponsor 
armed Communist aggression against 
the Republic of Korea in June 1950. 

I called the attention of the Senate, 
in a speech I made on the floor, to the 
fact that I believed at that time—and 
I am more convinced of it every day— 
that it was Communist aggression which 
moved into Korea on June 25, 1950. The 
same was true in Indochina. 

By this time the United States had 
come full swing from partial disarma- 
ment after World War II to the neces- 
sity for rearmament, not only to fight 
aggression in Korea, but also for pre- 
paredness to win another global war if 
one were launched by the Communists. 

The unlimited time element in the So- 
viet strategy for conquest, plus the fact 
that atomic weapons allow us little or 
no time to prepare for a future war, 
mean that we must maintain a strong 
military posture for an indefinite period. 
Our preparations must be adequate, but 
they must also be realistically related 
to maintaining a healthy economy. 

When Stalin was head of the Commu- 
nist conspiracy he let it be known to the 
people of Russia and to all other people 
throughout the world that he believed 
America and the other nations which 
believed in representative government 
would destroy themselves in their pre- 
paredness programs. 

We would simply be playing the game 
of the Communists if we were to indulge 
in military expenditures to the point of 
economic collapse. Nor would such a 
course guarantee peace. Military pre- 
paredness is not equal to the amount of 
money spent. We might draft twice as 
many men, and in the absence of war, 
unnecessary personnel would have been 
withdrawn from productive civilian ac- 
tivities which are also necessary to na- 
tional strength. We cannot forget that. 

We must have a firm core of trained 
military manpower, active and reserve, 
the best available weapons, a strong pro- 
ductive base, and a stockpile of strategic 
materials. 

The hearts of the American people, 
who believe in freedom, must remain 
strong and true. That is the first re- 
quirement of defense. What is our man- 
power thinking? What is the real and 
true inspiration of their souls? 

The essential element of a long-term 
preparedness program is quick conver- 
sion from partial to total mobilization 
of all the requisites for carrying on a 
war. This long-term program must also 
include the capability to deliver a mas- 
sive retaliatory blow with nuclear weap- 
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ons, which is the great deterrent to gen- 
eral war, and the great means of win- 
ning such a general war if it should come, 
and steps to protect this capability in 
the homeland and abroad from destruc- 
tion by enemy attack, as well as pro- 
tect the mobilization base of the civilian 
population. 

Being militarily prepared to win a war 
that we hope to prevent is complicated 
by an unknown factor—the enemy's 
plans and the timing of a possible attack.. 
I know it is much harder because of those 
two factors. 

In recognizing the long-term nature 
of our security program, therefore, we 
realize that our degree of preparedness 
depends upon a continuous and accurate 
analysis of the size and nature of the 
Communist threat realistically projected 
into the future. We are fully aware that 
at any given moment our state of readi- 
ness must be sufficiently adequate to 
meet this threat regardless of the cost 
or the sacrifices which that might entail. 

THE MUTUAL SYSTEM OF DEFENSE 


Another pillar that supports our de- 
fense structure is the mutual system of 
defense that has sprung up among the 
free countries banded together against 
aggression. Separately, each nation 
does not have sufficient resources to 
withstand the nibbling tactics of com- 
munism, but when their strength is 
combined, it can be great enough to turn 
back the would-be conquerors. 

Our present policy and program call 
for continuing and strengthening the 
mutually agreed upon arrangements 
which were a result of bipartisan action 
by the Congress. In addition to the 
commitments involved in extending eco- 
nomic, military, and technical assist- 
ance, the United States has concluded 
defense treaties with some 39 nations. 
The Inter-American Treaty of Recip- 
recal Assistance—the Rio Pact be- 
tween 21 nations of the Western Hemi- 
sphere—provides that an armed attack 
against any one of these states will be 
considered as an attack against all. The 
14 nations allied by the North Atlantic 
Treaty have made a similar pledge. The 
treaty between the United States, New 
Zealand, and Australia declares that an 
armed attack on any one of the three 
will be considered dangerous to peace 
and safety. We are now exploring the 
possibility of another regional security 
agreement to protect the stability of 
southeast Asia. And in addition to 
these regional alliances, the United 
States has mutual defense pledges with 
the Philippine Republic, Japan, and the 
Republic of Korea. 

We have reviewed all these arrange- 
ments to see what effect they would have 
on our defense planning. Obviously, 
they are of mutual advantage. The 
United States is enabled to have bases 
abroad; our allies are assured of eco- 
nomic and military assistance; and each 
Nation can contribute its share toward 
total defense requirements of the free 
world according to its capacity. On the 
one hand, the treaties serve notice on a 
potential aggressor of the intent of these 
nations to combat imperialism; on the 
other, they indicate to our own planning 
officials the necessity for a flexible, mobile 
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military force which is capable of being 
supported by men, weapons, and supplies 
in many far-flung areas throughout the 
world. 

Mutual security arrangements look to- 
ward the building up of indigenous mili- 
tary strength, helped by United States 
logistic support, military training and 
military defense support, plus, if neces- 
sary, United States mobile forces and the 
available forces of U. N. or other regional 
agreements countries. 

DETERRING AGGRESSION AND THE CAPACITY FOR 
MASSIVE RETALIATION 

The United States will not start a war, 
nor does it consider a third world war in- 
evitable, but if an enemy launches an ag- 
gressive attack, we will be prepared and 
have the capacity to retaliate with dev- 
astating force. Now the enemy knows 
exactly what he can expect if he starts a 
war. Apparently the aggressors who 
started the two world wars thought that 
we would not fight, and so they embarked 
upon a course which they assumed they 
could get away with. It was the same in 
Korea when the Communists concluded 
from Secretary of State Acheson's 
speeches that America would not act 
against aggression in Korea. Had all 
these aggressors appreciated the firm 
determination of the United States and 
of her allies to resist attacks upon our re- 
publican institutions, they might not 
have started the wars in the first place. 
Because we are determined to head off a 
war before it ever gets started, because 
we do not want enemy leaders to make 
this same mistake again, we are calling 
their attention to our determination to 
resist aggression and to participate in 
the enforcement of peace. 

I think, Mr. President, it is very im- 
portant that we do not mislead the 
enemy by some of the things we say 
and do; but rather, that we must advise 
them so that they will know that we 
are calling their attention to our deter- 
mination to resist aggression and to par- 
ticipate in the enforcement of peace. It 
is not as a threat, Mr. President, but just 
a matter of advising them what the 
facts are. 

When President Eisenhower spoke be- 
fore the United Nations on December 8, 
1953, calling for a pool of atomic power 
for peace, he called attention to the 
devastation—indeed the utter ruin— 
that could be expected to result from 
atomic warfare, and he stated that “no 
sane member of the human race could 
discover victory in such desolation.” 
Firmly he said that: 

Should such an atomic attack be launched 
against the United States, our reactions 
would be swift and resolute. But for me to 
say that the defense capabilities of the 
United States are such that they could in- 
flict terrible losses upon an aggressor * * + 
all this, while fact, is not the true expres- 
sion of the purpose and the hope of the 
United States * * * My country wants to 
be constructive, not destructive. It wants 
agreements, not war, among nations [and] 
is instantly prepared to meet privately with 
such other countries as may be “princi- 
pally involved” to seek “an acceptable solu- 
tion” to the atomic armaments race which 
overshadows not only the peace, but the very 
life, of the world * * * The United States 
knows that if the fearful trend of atomic 
military build-up can be reversed, this 
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greatest of destructive forces can be devel- 
oped into a great boon, for the benefit of all 
mankind. (Department of State Publica- 
tion No. 5314, pp. 1-14.) 


The existence of our Strategic Air 
Command, and of its network of for- 
ward bases overseas does not mean that 
this is the only method we have of meet- 
ing enemy agression. Nor does it mean 
that we would overshoot a target by us- 
ing an atomic bomb where a hand gren- 
ade might suffice. It does not mean 
that we would instantly start a major 
military operation in order to deal with 
some minor skirmish. Nor does it mean 
that we shall ever ignore our treaty 
partners. We shall naturally consult 
with our allies where collective defense 
requires collective action because we 
want them to know we shall not ignore 
our treaties. And the President has 
been explicit regarding his intention to 
consult with the Congress in matters 
relating to the role of the legislature in 
providing for the common defense and 
in making any declaration of war. 

Mr. President, that is as it should be. 

I think the misconceptions that have 
grown up around this point should be 
dispelled by the testimony of Secretary 
of State Dulles before the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee on March 19, 
1954. I heard his remarks, and they 
were impressive. He said: 

What I have said has often been misquoted 
as a policy of instant retaliation. I never 
have said that there was a policy of instant 
retaliation. I said we should have the 
capacity to retaliate instantly, and I believe 
that then, the decision as to when and how 
to use that capacity is made through the 
ordinary processes of government. * * * 

To apply this deterrent principle the free 
world must maintain and be prepared to use 
effective means to make aggression too 
costly to be tempting. - (Hearings before the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. U. S. Sen- 
ate, 88d Cong., 2d sess., Mar. 19 and Apr. 14, 
1954.) 


There are many ways to retaliate, as 
Secretary Duiles testified, and the main 
thing is to have mobility in order to 
have— 

a large measure of choice * * * which 
would] force a potential aggressor to worry 
as to where and how the attack will be. 


To say that we depend primarily upon 
a capacity to retaliate certainly does not 
mean that we depend solely, only, or 
exclusively on this method. Admiral 
Radford has assured us that— 


Our planning does not subscribe to the 
thinking that the ability to deliver massive 
atomic retaliation is, by itself, adequate to 
meet all our security needs. It is not correct 
to say we are relying exclusively on one 
weapon, or one service, or that we are antici- 
pating one kind of war. I believe that this 
Nation could be a prisoner of its own military 
posture if it had no capability, other than 
one to deliver a massive atomic attack. 


Although we cannot guarantee that 
this deterrent principle will be foolproof 
in the future, certainly it has worked to 
prevent a major war thus far. And even 
now that the Soviet Union has developed 
atomic bombs and the means of deliv- 
ering them to vulnerable western targets, 
there is still hope that the discovery of 
this weapon wiil bring peace rather than 
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war. I think it is well to ponder a mo- 
ment the words of Winston Churchill: 

It may be * * that when the advance of 
destructive weapons enables everyone to kill 
everybody else no one will want to kill any- 
one at all. At any rate, it seems pretty safe 
to say that a war which begins by both sides 
suffering what they dread most—and that is 
undoubtedly the case now—is less likely to 
occur than one which dangles the lurid prizes 
of former days before ambitious eyes. 
(Speech in the House of Commons, Novem- 
ber 3, 1953.) 

READINESS FOR BOTH GLOBAL OR SMALL WARS 


Prior to the outbreak of hostilities in 
Korea, our military planning was domi- 
nated by the idea that if war broke out 
it would be total and worldwide. Natu- 
rally, such an assumption led to plans 
that were based upon total rather than 
partial mobilization of our men and re- 
sources. It led to grave injustice when 
reservists were called up to serve in 
Korea, after they had already fought in 
World War II. 

Mr. President, that was brought forc- 
ibly to my attention when I spent a 
month in the Korean theater with the 
Air Force, the Marines, the Army, and 
the Navy. When one talked to the re- 
servists, he found that out very forcibly. 

It led to the Nation’s being unprepared 
for the type of war it had to fight in 
Korea. 

As a result, the United States under- 
took a major mobilization, and at- 
tempted to build up military strength at 
every possible danger spot throughout 
the world, an effort that would inevi- 
tably involve unbearable expense. At 
the same time, it did not give us the 
type of protection we needed to meet 
different situations which might arise. 
There is no safety in commitments 
everywhere and strength nowhere. 

Our military experience in Korea gave 
us a new measure of the enemy, indicat- 
ing that we would have to be prepared 
not only for total war, but also for 
“brush-fire” wars that might have to be 
put out all around the edge of the Com- 
munist borders. This fact, in the light 
of the cost of trying to be strong every- 
where, emphasized the necessity of a 
strategic reserve of flexible and mobile 
military forces. It also meant that we 
would have to be prepared to fight with 
conventional weapons, as well as with 
atomic weapons. In putting out “brush 
fires,” we hope to rely as much as pos- 
sible on indigenous military strength. 
To that end we offer to our allies mili- 
tary training, military defense support, 
economic support, and logistic support. 
Such ideas as these have helped us in 
planning the size and shape of our Mili- 
tary Establishment. 

Our analysis of the situation indicated 
that we could get maximum defense at 
a minimum cost over a long period of 
time by emphasizing the role of air 
power. This does not mean, however, 
that the Air Force is being built up “at 
the expense of” the Army and Navy, as 
some persons have alleged. In this con- 
nection, we must keep in mind the fact 
that the planes of our powerful Air Force 
do not solely comprise our national mil- 
itary air power. The fast carrier task 
force has long since been accepted as 
the core of the Navy's offensive capabil- 
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ity. Perhaps it should be emphasized 
that the Navy has an active inventory of 
over 13,000 planes, and that the carrier- 
based planes are also fully capable of 
delivering the atomic bomb. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff are in agreement that 
ground troops are important and neces- 
sary, and would be required on a grand 
scale for a global war and for the full use 
of our superior atomic weapons. How- 
ever, the Joint Chiefs believe that we 
can maintain effective strength through- 
out the cold-war period without undue 
expansion in the size of the military 
establishment. 

It has always been difficult to provide 
for a unified, long-term military man- 
power program. Traditionally, as a re- 
public, we have been reluctant to main- 
tain large standing Armed Forces; and 
the pattern we followed in all our past 
wars was to mobilize after the war 
started, and to demobilize as soon as it 
was over. Now, however, it appears to 
be essential that we have a stabilized 
Regular force which can be augmented, 
when necessary, by strong, trained, and 
ready Reserves. The size of this total 
force must be determined by the func- 
tion itis to perform. It would be waste- 
ful to have the number too large, and 
hazardous to have the number too small. 
Whether we have 3 million or 344 mil- 
lion men in the Regular forces, it would 
still be necessary to call up the Reserves 
if a major war broke out, and it would 
be essential that the Reserves be trained 
in the techniques of modern warfare. 
The administration is now working on 
the details of such a strong and equitable 
Reserve system. 

Congress has given the Department of 
Defense an area of discretion in fixing 
the numbers of men necessary for de- 
fense. The number may vary from a lit- 
tle over 2 million to up to 5 million. At 
the height of the fighting in Korea it 
went up to some 3.6 million. The budget 
for fiscal 1955 calls for military person- 
nel to number 3,038,000 by June 1955— 
a figure that is not so much lower than 
the peak of our Korean strength, but 
more than a million higher than the 
regular strength which might suffice, ex- 
cept for the enemy threat we face. It 
is the highest level of military manpower 
strength the United States has ever un- 
dertaken to maintain when a war was not 
going on. Three million is a planning 
figure—and I emphasize the words “plan- 
ning figure’—for this cold-war period, 
or, perhaps we should call it this period 
of armed peace. 

THE USE OF NEW WEAPONS SYSTEMS 


One of the main factors which helped 
us determine the size of a military es- 
tablishment shat could be maintained on 
a combat-ready, but standby, basis, was 
the decision to incorporate atomic weap- 
ons into the regular arsenal of the Armed 
Forces. Today, we have not only stra- 
tegic weapons, but also tactical atomic 
weapons, available in a variety of sizes 
and types. And all of our services—the 
Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the 
Marine Corps—are trained and organ- 
ized to use these weapons. 

The research and development neces- 
sary to keep us in the forefront of scien- 
tific achievement have been emphasized 
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by our 1955 military budget. There will 
be a constant effort to use new weapons 
and new techniques to increase the com- 
bat effectiveness of our troops. We know 
that atomic weapons are not the only 
answer to all military problems; we must 
be prepared with conventional types, as 
well, wherever they best suit the purpose. 

We are well aware of the problem of 
maintaining the right balance between 
the weapons we have on hand and the 
new models we may produce. We can- 
not afford to abandon all our present 
equipment; we cannot run the risk of 
letting contracts to build up stockpiles 
of obsolete materiel; nor can we be so 
tempted by the glamor of new weapons 
and planes that we start living in a 
hazy cloud of blueprints. Between the 
old and the new, and in accordance with 
the international situation in which we 
find ourselves, we intend to keep a real- 
istic balance. 

STRENGTHENING OUR CONTINENTAL DEFENSE 


We are moving to take whatever steps 
are necessary to strengthen our conti- 
nental defense system. During the past 
year, this is the problem that has in- 
creased the most in size and difficulty. 
We know that the enemy has atomic 
bombs, has developed the hydrogen 
bomb, and has produced intercontinental 
bombers which are capable of making 
devastating attacks on American cities. 
We know that atomic bombs can be de- 
livered to their targets by submarines 
as well as by planes, and we know the 
oe possibilities of bacteriological war- 
are. 

The military problems are being met 
by improving our early warning system, 
so that people can quickly be alerted to 
the danger of an enemy attack. We are 
emphasizing the mission of our fighter- 
interceptor force in bringing down enemy 
planes before they reach their targets. 
We have already made great strides in 
the development of antiaircraft weapons, 
and the National Guard is playing a vital 
role in this aspect of our home defense. 
We are also working on a coordinated 
system of communications, so that the 
entire country can be prepared to cope 
with the problems of reconstruction. In 
all the military preparations we are mak- 
ing to ward off attack, we have the valued 
assistance and cooperation of our Cana- 
dian neighbors to the north. They, too 
are threatened with the common danger. 
Many elements of our early warning 
system must, of geographic necessity, be 
outside our border, and located in and 
shared with Canada. 

The nonmilitary problems are con- 
nected with our civil defense effort; and 
this requires the close cooperation of all 
levels of government—local, State, and 
Federal. By advance planning, we hope 
to make certain that during and follow- 
ing an enemy attack, the people as a 
whole will know what to do. We are 
working on plans for the evacuation of 
people to safer spots in the country. If 
the whole life pattern of a city is dis- 
rupted by bombing, we shall be faced 
with the problems of disaster relief. 
These are similar to those we have faced 
as a Nation when we have had great 
floods, or fires, or epidemics. We shall 
have to provide food, clothing, shelter, 
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and hospital care for the homeless peo- 
ple. We shall have to restore their 
means of making a living. And we shall 
have to reconstruct our productive econ- 
omy, so the war can be carried to the 
enemy. 

The problems of civil defense take on 
a different aspect, depending upon 
whether they occur before, during, or 
after an attack. We are now in a period 
before an attack, which we are doing our 
best to prevent. The most important 
advance we can make at this time is to 
awaken the people to the danger, so 
that, as citizens, they will seek the edu- 
cation which is necessary if they are to 
be prepared to meet the problems which 
may arise in the future. 
CONTINUING REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPART- 

MENT OF DEFENSE 


In June 1953 President Eisenhower's 
plan for the reorganization of the De- 
partment of Defense became effective, 
and since that time we have had a bet- 
ter basis for bringing about civilian con- 
trol, effectiveness with economy, and 
the development of the best possible 
military plans. 

During the past year Secretary of De- 
fense Wilson has devoted himself to the 
task of managing our military affairs 
on a more economical basis. Certain 
unwieldy boards have been abolished 
and a streamlined administration has 
been set up in the Office of the Secre- 
tary. In accordance with the Presi- 
dent’s plan, new arrangements for effi- 
ciency in administration are also being 
worked out for the Army, the Navy, and 
the Air Force. Our new officials have 
been bringing about economy by better 
planning, better programing, and better 
operations. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have had the 
responsibility for planning the size and 
kind of military forces and weapons 
needed for our probable future needs. 
They came to agreement on the force 
levels before the military budget was pre- 
sented to the Congress this year. 

Economy in programing is an aim of 
the entire team of military and civilian 
officials in the Department, It means 
that they are giving careful examination 
to working out the proper balance of 
all the component parts of a military pro- 
gram—manpower, materiel, and con- 
struction requirements. 

By better operations, our defense team 
has been able to cut down on waste and 
inefficiency wherever they have been 
found. To achieve economy by this 
method requires the cooperation of every 
member of the armed services in a day- 
by-day effort to save money. 

This improved organization and in- 
creased efficiency and economy of opera- 
tion have already produced real results, 
Additional improvements may be ex- 
pected in the future, particularly from 
the work of the Hoover Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of 
Government. As a member of that Com- 
mission, I know of the studies it has 
underway into various phases of the ac- 
tivities of the Department of Defense. 

WHAT THE BUDGET PROVIDES IN TERMS OF 

MILITARY STRENGTH 

Definite form has been given to the 

Military Establishment with the passage 
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of the budget for fiscal year 1955. The 
total appropriation of $28,800,125,486, 
when added to the latest estimate of the 
carryover of $55 billion from previous 
appropriations, will make a total of $83.8 
billion available for expenditure in our 
Military Establishment. The estimate 
for 1955 expenditures, however, is only 
$36 billion—which is about $4 billion 
less than the $40.2 billion expended for 
fiscal 1954—hearings before the sub- 
committee of the Committee on Appro- 
priations, United States Senate, 83d 
Congress, 2d session, on H. R. 8873; De- 
partment of Defense appropriations for 
1955. 

From the $28.8 billion which we have 
just appropriated for the coming year, 
$7,619,066,986 is for the Army; $9,712,- 
823,500 is for the Navy; and $10,927,930,- 
000 is for the Air Force. In addition, 
the Congress is now working on a sep- 
arate appropriation for military public 
works, the bulk of which has been re- 
quested for Air Force projects, which 
will appear before us in just a few days. 

These appropriations will provide the 
level of military strength that has been 
agreed upon by the President, on the 
recommendation of the National Secu- 
rity Council and advice of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and the Congress. It is 
a level that is realistically related to our 
military requirements for security and 
our capacity to maintain a well-bal- 
anced economy. Within this budget, we 
shall have a combat-ready Air Force, 
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps. 

The Air Force will have not only the 
$10.9 billion appropriated in new funds, 
but also a $23.8 billion unexpended bal- 
ance carried over into fiscal 1955. Any 
future war will require a superior Air 
Force and, indeed, our use of airpower 
as a deterrent to war calls for the utmost 
strength in this arm of the service. Our 
plan for the next year is to build up our 
Air Force military personnel from 947,- 
000 to about 970,000. Our wing strength, 
during the next 3 years, is to be built up 
to a 137-wing structure by June 30, 1957. 
At the present time we have 115 wings— 
having added 12 during the past year— 
and by June 1955 we expect to have 120. 
Although some aircraft have been elimi- 
nated from the 143-wing program, we 
did not cut any combat unit aircraft 
before agreement was reached on the 
137-wing objective. We expect that the 
new aircraft which are coming off the 
lines to replace old marginal planes will 
give us greater combat efficiency than 
we could have expected under our old 
schedules. There will also be a buildup 
of the airpower of the other services. 
The Navy will have 16 carrier air groups 
and 15 carrier antisubmarine warfare 
squadrons. The Marine Corps will have 
three air wings, and the Naval and 
Marine Corps Air Reserve will be 
strengthened. 

The Army with its appropriation of 
$7.6 billion in new funds also has avail- 
able a carryover of $16.6 billion for the 
coming fiscal year. That has been pre- 
viously appropriated, but not spent. 
This may mean a possible reduction to a 
minimum of 17 divisions, depending on 
the outcome of organizational studies, 
but this is only 3 below the peak at- 
tained at the height of the Korean war. 
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And never before have we attempted 
to maintain such large forces over an 
indefinite period of time. The number 
of regiments and regimental combat 
teams will remain the same—18; but 
there will be an increase in antiaircraft 
battalions from 117 to 122. The number 
of National Guard divisions will also 
increase from 25 to 27. All this means 
that during the coming year Army mili- 
tary personnel will be reduced from ap- 
proximately 1,402,000 to 1,173,000. At 
the same time our Army forces will be 
maintained on a mobile, flexible basis 
and in a high state of combat readiness. 
The budget for the Navy and Marine 
Corps—$9.7 billion plus $14.3 billion in 
carryover funds—is to be used to im- 
prove their combat strength. The plan 
calls for operating 1,080 ships and 9,941 
aircraft. Three Marine divisions and 
3 Marine air wings will be maintained 
in a high state of preparedness. New 
ships and aircraft will be added to the 
Navy to take the place of those that have 
become obsolete since World War II. 
Navy plans provide for the construction 
of a new aircraft carrier, 5 destroyers, 
3 submarines—2 of which will be nu- 
clear powered—8 escort vessels, some 
amphibious ships; plus the conversion 
and modernization of a Midway class 
carrier, 3 Essex class carriers, and var- 
ious radar picket vessels. 
CONSTANT REVIEW OF POLICY TO MEET CHANG- 
ING CONDITIONS 


The President, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of State—all our planning offi- 
cials emphasize the point that our pres- 
ent military policy and program are 
based on the facts as we see them today 
and as far into the future as we can pro- 
ject them realistically. We have today 
something new in the relationship of 
man to man—not a national enemy—or 
group of nations but an international 
enemy who owes his loyalty to a con- 
spirational concept with incidental geo- 
graphical roots. 

Napoleon is reputed to have said that 
a revolution is an idea that has found 
bayonets, and the bayonets today are in 
the hands of a group of propagandized 
malcontents who can start a revolution 
anywhere on the face of the globe. They 
are armed with more than bayonets, Mr. 
President. We know their strength. 

In a program as vast as ours there is 
always the opportunity for critics to pick 
flaws in the details. There is no end to 
the claims and charges they can make 
and we can never hope to satisfy all who 
set up shop as critics. Some of these 
critics are sincere and genuinely con- 
cerned about one phase or another of 
our defense program. While there prob- 
ably is some merit to the points they 
raise, I ask them to enlarge their sights 
to encompass the whole picture where 
we have compromised any weaknesses 
and risks in the details in order to gain 
balance and strength for the whole. And 
I would remind them that never in his- 
tory has any major nation succeeded in 
reaching perfection in shaping its na- 
tional defense. And this is so because 
the imponderables of military prepared- 
ness cannot always be translated into 
such realistic terms as money, men, and 
munitions. 
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Then there are other critics whose 
sincerity is very doubtful. They delib- 
erately look for flaws in order to magnify 
them into partisan issues calculated to 
win political ends. My best answer to 
these people is to expose their fallacies 
and to describe the well-rounded pro- 
gram we have developed, as I have done 
here today. After all, the man we have 
as President today is the man who 
brought us through the World War safely 
and victoriously. He has taken a per- 
sonal and intense interest in our de- 
fense program, and if he is satisfied 
that the program is the best we can 
devise, then our people need have no fear. 

As I sit at the council table with him, 
and with other leaders of the Senate and 
the House, I am sure those leaders feel 
the same way about it and are willing 
to tell the American people that they 
feel that way about it. 

One thing more. Our plans are not 
static—they are flexible—and we intend 
to maintain our initiative to change 
them in whatever way seems necessary 
to protect the vital interests of the 
United States. 

OUR TOTAL APPROACH TO NATIONAL SECURITY 


In summary, let me say we have ap- 
proached the problem of maintaining 
our national security from every pos- 
sible angle, and have fashioned a policy 
and program designed to meet the many 
types of Communist aggression. It is 
in the nature of defense planning to be 
prepared for the worst possible con- 
tingency. If foresight and imagination 
can prevent it, we shall not have another 
Pearl Harbor. But it is our hope that 
the best will happen as a result of the 
many different kinds of effort we are 
making to prevent war. 

The problems that we face are not 
easy of solution. Apparently the cold 
war is a continuing prospect, and we are 
meeting it by political, economic, and 
psychological measures. Another war of 
the Korean type might break out, or even 
a series of small wars in several differ- 
ent places. Any of these operations 
might lead to total warfare, or there 
might be a major war without much 
more advance notice than we have al- 
ready had. Nor can we overlook the 
possibility that the enemy will resort to 
all devices short of war, with interna- 
tional relations continuing to take place 
in an atmosphere of uneasiness. 

Yes, Mr. President, war may break out 
even while I utter these words on the 
floor of the Senate. 

We cannot foretell exactly what will 
happen or for how long a period this 
fear and uncertainty will continue. We 
are confronted with a new type of enemy 
whose sympathies are not subject to the 
litmus test of nationa! loyalty—or to use 
the more appropriate term, patriotism. 
We know that humans want and desire 
for individual freedom are subverted to 
a cause which is absolutely opposed to 
that very achievement. The religion of 
communism rejects natural patriotism. 

At any rate, it is certain that we can- 
not be militarily prepared at every possi- 
ble danger point throughout the world. 
It would not be feasible from the stand- 
point of manpower and resources, of the 
economy and our political institutions, 
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to dedicate our energies to the mainte- 
nance of a garrison state. How then 
have we chosen to meet the variety of 
uncertainties with which we are faced? 

Our answer, militarily, is to have 
strong Regular Armed Forces, ready for 
any type of initial assault and also able 
to expand rapidly thereafter from par- 
tial to total mobilization. We must have 
trained and ready reserves, new weapons, 
increased combat effectiveness, and a 
great productive capacity. All these 
capabilities must be maintained for an 
indefinite period of time in order to 
check the long-term ambitions of the 
Communist leaders. 

The advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
regarding the force levels needed to meet 
our probable military requirements will 
be based upon a continuous examination 
of the world situation, an estimate of 
the strength and weakness of the enemy, 
and our own ability to make adjustments 
to new conditions, Any change in the 
calculation of our risks, or in the as- 
sumptions upon which our plans are 
based, will necessarily bring changes in 
the size and shape of our Defense 
Establishment. 

Military strength, however, is only one 
factor in our total approach to national 
security. We shall also give priority to 
all other means of dealing with the con- 
flicts created by the aggressive nature 
of communism, The men in the Krem- 
lin are animated by a strong compulsion 
to arrange a series of advances for their 
ideology. Steps or stages in the “world 
revolution,” they call them. To meet 
their predatory tactics, we must main- 
tain the initiative on all fronts—spirit- 
ual, political, diplomatic, economic, and 
psychological—keeping our minds and 
conscience clear, our guns clean, and our 
powder dry while we seek victory along 
lines that will ultimately insure inter- 
national stability and peace. 


THE AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
yesterday I read an Associated Press 
news story whose headline reads as fol- 
lows: Carryover Assures Plenty of Live- 
stock Feed, Benson Says. 

It goes on to say: 

Secretary of Agriculture Benson said today 
there will be plenty of corn and other feed 
for the Nation's big livestock industry de- 
spite a 15-percent drop caused by drought 
in the size of the prospective crop. 

The indicated corn crop will not be large 
enough by itself to meet all livestock needs, 
but farmers have on hand from previous 
years a record supply on which they can 
draw, Mr. Benson said. 


The Senator from Minnesota has re- 
peatedly said that the prospects for the 
corn crop during the early part of this 
year were not particularly good. I have 
made note of the desirability of carry- 
ing over of excesses or reserves of corn. 

As this article explains, the amount of 
the carryover which we will have as a 
result of the short crop this year, with 
which to meet the needs of our live- 
stock and the other feed requirements, 
will be relatively low. In fact, it will be 
below the normal requirements which 
are prescribed by law. I believe we 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


would do well to keep this article in 
mind, because we may be faced with 
exactly the same situation. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
article printed at this point in my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


CARRYOVER ASSURES PLENTY OF LIVESTOCK 
FEED, BENSON SAYS 


Secretary of Agriculture Benson said today 
there will be plenty of corn and other feed 
for the Nation's big livestock industry de- 
spite a 15-percent drop, caused by drought, 
in the size of the prospective crop. 

The indicated corn crop will not be large 
enough by itself to meet all livestock needs, 
but farmers have on hand from previous 
years a record supply on which they can 
draw, Mr. Benson said. 

Some of this grain is held in the Govern- 
ment's #6,250,000,000 stockpile of farm sur- 
pluses, acquired under the price-support 
program, 

But, Mr. Benson added, the prospective 
small corn crop may put a brake on the 
current sharp uptrend in production of hogs 
and poultry. 


CORN PROSPECTS REDUCED 


In its monthly crop report yesterday, the 
Agriculture Department said searing hot 
temperatures and dry weather during July 
reduced corn prospects 487 million bushels 
below its previous forecast of 3,311,000,000 
bushels, and about 350 million below last 
year's harvest. 

The adverse weather also hurt the pros- 
pects for some other crops, including soy- 
beans, peanuts, sorghums, and hay. The 
aggregate volume of all crops declined, the 
Department said, by about 5 percent during 
the month. 

But recent rains have brought partial re- 
lief. The Weather Bureau, in its weekly crop 
bulletin, said yesterday the past week had 
brought improvement in the crop output in 
the northern two-thirds of the country. 

In a statement on the drought, Mr. Ben- 
son said it served as a reminder that we need 
to maintain safe reserves of farm commodi- 
ties in the national interest. 

BIG CORN CARRYOVER 

The Department has estimated there will 
be a carryover of 950 million bushels of corn 
from previous crops on October 1. This sup- 
ply has been described by Mr. Benson as 
being in excess of a normal reserve for safety 
requirements, He invoked planting allot- 
ments on this year’s crop in an attempt to 
bring the surplus supply down. 

It appears now that the drought and the 
allotments may pare away that portion of the 
carryover supply described as surplus, leay- 
ing a more nearly normal reserve on hand a 
year from now. 

If that does happen, Department officials 
said, it might mean a somewhat higher sup- 
port price for the 1955 corn crop under flex- 
ible price supports than would have been 
the case had there been no drought loss. 

Offsetting to some extent the estimated 
loss of corn is the forecast of a record crop 
of 1,529 million bushels of oats, also an im- 
portant livestock feed. 

The Department made a slight reduction 
in its estimate of the wheat crop, but this 
did not alter the picture of heavy surpluses 
of this grain or change plans for further cut- 
backs in production next year under rigid 
Federal controls. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Two nights ago the 
Senate adopted the Humphrey amend- 
ment to the farm bill. The amendment 
protects the rights of farmers to elect 
fellow farmers of their own choice to 
serve on county committees administer- 
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ing the farm program. The Senate re- 
affirmed that vote by refusing to recon- 
sider the vote. Later the chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] moved that the Senate insist on 
its amendments, and request a confer- 
ence thereon with the House of Repre- 
sentatives. According to the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, at page 13938, that mo- 
tion was agreed to, 

However, as of yesterday, the news 
ticker carried the statement, attributed 
to the Senator from Vermont, the chair- 
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, that he will ask the con- 
ference committee to strike out the 
amendment adopted by the Senate, on 
which the Senate had instructed him to 
insist. 

I merely wish to bring this matter to 
the attention of my colleagues, because, 
if I am not mistaken,- once the Senate 
takes a vote and that vote is reconsid- 
ered and reaffirmed, as it was in this in- 
stance, there is a moral obligation upon 
the conferees of the Senate in confer- 
ence with the conferees on the part of 
the House to insist upon the Senate 
amendment and to maintain that 
amendment to the best of their ability. 

I serve notice now that I shall care- 
fully watch the conference report, be- 
cause this amendment is highly desir- 
able, and I believe most of my colleagues 
will agree with me. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
severally agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the following bills of the 
House: 

H. R. 3216. An act for the relief of E. C. 


Mills; 

H. R. 3217. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Florence D. Grimshaw; 

H. R. 3273. An act for the relief of Edgar 
A. Belleau, Sr.; : 

H. R. 3732. An act for the relief of Cath- 
erine (Cathrina) D. Pilgard; 

H. R. 3951. An act for the relief of Frank 
C. Koch; 

H. R. 4175. An act for the relief of Charles 
R. Logan; 

H. R. 4329. An act for the relief of Hunt- 
ington, McLaren & Co.; 

H. R. 4474. An act for the relief of Fred- 
erick Joseph Buttaccio; 

H. R. 4531. An act for the relief of Lyman 
Chaikley; 

H. R. 4580. An act for the relief of the 
Florida State Hospital; 

H. R. 5028. An act for the relief of Petra 
Ruiz Martinez and Marcelo Maysonet Mirell 
and Maria Benitez Maysonet Mirell; 

H. R. 5086. An act for the relief of George 
Eldred Morgan; 

H. R. 5092. An act for the relief of Robert 
Leon Rohr; 

H. R. 5489. An act for the relief of Rocco 
Forgione; 

H. R. 5986. An act for the relief of Harold 
E. Wahlberg; 

H. R. 6332. An act for the relief of James 
Philip Coyle; 

H. R. 6562. An act for the relief of Capt. 
C. R. MacLean; 

H. R. 6566. An act for the relief of Daniel 
D. Poland; 

H. R. 7413. An act for the relief of Harold 
J. Davis; 
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H. R. 7835. An act for the relief of S. Sgt. 
Frank C. Maxwell; and 

H. R. 8252. An act for the relief of the city 
of Fort Smith, Ark. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to each of the following bills 
of the House: 

H. R. 5460. An act for the relief of Chancy 
C. Newsom; and 

H. R. 5461. An act for the relief of Wah 


Chang Corp. 


TRANSPORTATION OF WATER- 
BORNE CARGOES IN UNITED 
STATES-FLAG VESSELS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, 
Morse in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate the amendment of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to the bill (S. 3233) to 
amend the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
to provide permanent legislation for the 
transportation of a substantial portion 
of waterborne cargoes in United States- 
flag vessels, which was, on page 2, line 
21, after “agencies” insert “: And pro- 
vided further, That the provisions of 
this subsection shall not apply to car- 
goes carried in the vessels of the Pana- 
ma Canal Company.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Maryland if this matter has 
been taken up by him with the ranking 
minority member of the committee and 
with the acting minority leader? 

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator give a brief explanation of 
the amendment of the House? 

Mr. BUTLER. The bill was passed 
by the Senate on the call of the calendar. 
When it passed the House it passed with 
an amendment exempting ships of the 
Panama Canal Company. That is the 
only amendment which was made. 

I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 


THE CALENDAR 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum before 
making a unanimous-consent request 
relative to the call of the calendar of bills 
which were placed at the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the unfin- 
ished business may be temporarily laid 
aside and that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of bills on the calendar to 
which there is no objection, limited to 
those which went to the foot of the cal- 
endar at the last call of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CASE 
in the chair). Without objection, it is 
so ordered, 
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The clerk will call the first order of 
business under the unanimous-consent 
agreement. 


CREATION OF CERTAIN UNITED 
STATES JUDGESHIPS—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2910) providing for the 
creation of certain United States judge- 
ships, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
is a bill to create certain new judge- 
ships in United States courts, and to 
change some judicial districts. I think 
the bill should not be taken up on the 
call of calendar, but should be called 
up when it can be fully discussed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
Nevada might suggest, then, that the 
bill go over. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I ask that the bill 
go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


BILL PASSED TO FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 2601) to provide for Fed- 
eral financial assistance to the States 
and Territories in the construction of 
public elementary and secondary school 
er Was announced as next in or- 

er. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I shall have to ask, 
by request, that the bill go over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator withhold his request? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to do 
so. 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. Cooper] will be in 
the Chamber in a few minutes. I dis- 
like to ask that the bill go to the foot 
of the calendar, but I think it wise that 
I should do so, because I believe the 
Senator from Kentucky desires to make 
a statement for the record. 

Mr. SMATHERS. It is perfectly 
agreeable to the minority calendar com- 
mittee that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection the bill will be passed to 
the foot of the calendar. 


SANTA MARIA PROJECT, CALI- 
FORNIA—BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 2235) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to construct 
the Santa Maria project, South Pacific 
Basin, Calif., was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I objected to considera- 
tion of the bill on the previous call of 
the calendar. I now withdraw my ob- 
jection. 
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Mr. MORSE. I ask that the bill go 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. KUCHEL subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I understand the Senator 
from Oregon interposed an objection to 
Calendar No. 1801, H. R. 2235. I merely 
wished to ask him whether or not he was 
quite sure that that was a bill to which 
he desired to object, since I had under- 
stood earlier he had no objection to the 
bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, when I 
talked to the Senator from California 
this afternoon I told him I did not think 
I had objection to the bill, that I was not 
sure which bill we were talking about, 
and that I would look into it. I did look 
into it, and I found that I did have an 
objection to the bill. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Could the Senator 
from Oregon indicate the general nature 
of his objection? 

Mr. MORSE. I shall be glad to make 
a statement of my objection to the bill. 
The bill is authorization for the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to construct the 
Santa Maria project in California. As 
the bill now reads, it contains the fol- 
lowing proviso, which I object to: 

Provided, That in view of the special cir- 
cumstances of the Santa Maria project, 
neither the provisions of the third sentence 
of section 46 of the act of May 25, 1926 (44 
Stat. 636, 649) nor any other similar pro- 
vision of the Federal reclamation laws shall 
be applicable thereto, 


A pertinent portion of the sentence 
referred to, which is to be found in sec- 
tion 423e of title 43, of the United States 
Code, and United States Code Anno- 
tated—title 43, United States Code An- 
notated, section 423e—reads as follows, 
beginning with a reference to irrigation 
district contracts with the Secretary of 
the Interior: 


Such contract * * * shall further provide 
that all irrigable land held in private owner- 
ship by any one owner in excess of 160 irri- 
gable acres shall be appraised * * * and the 
sale prices thereof fixed * * * on the basis 
of its actual bona fide value at the date of 
appraisal without reference to the proposed 
construction of the irrigation works; and 
that no such excess lands so held shall re- 
ceive water from any project or division if 
the owners thereof shall refuse to execute 
valid recordable contracts for the sale of 
such lands under terms and conditions satis- 
factory to the Secretary of the Interior and 
at prices not to exceed those fixed by the 
Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. President, the exemption from the 
above excess-lands provision in the Fed- 
eral reclamation laws was made for the 
Santa Maria project as an amendment 
to the original bill (H. R. 2235) by the 
House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. The committee amendment so 
proposed was agreed to by the House of 
Representatives with the further amend- 
ment that such exemption should apply 
only “so long as the water utilized on 
project lands is acquired by pumping 
from the underground reservoir.” 

The exemption provision, with a fur- 
ther amendment relating to a repayment 
contract, has been reported favorably by 
the Senate Committee on Interior and 
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Insular Affairs, and therefore is in the 
bill now on the calendar: 

The printed committee hearings— 
which are serial No. 5, for April 29, 30, 
and May 19, 1953, before the House Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
tion—and the committee reports—which 
are House Report No. 1098 and Senate 
Report No. 1789—do not present a con- 
vincing argument to warrant excluding 
this particular project from the opera- 
tion of the excess-lands provisions of the 
Federal reclamation laws. 

I want to make it abundantly clear 
that I am not objecting to authorization 
of construction of the project, but I am 
heartily opposed to suspending operation 
of an important element of our national 
laws, namely, the acreage limitation. To 
permit the proposed exemption, to favor 
a few owners of excess lands, to be writ- 
ten into the law by the Congress for a 
particular project, would do violence to 
our national policy on the subject. An 
exemption would be justified only on a 
clear showing of unusual circumstances 
meriting suspension of the normal appli- 
cation of the basic Jaw. I fail to find 
such circumstances in the present case. 

The acreage limitation provision was 
written into the great Reclamation Act 
of 1902 to carry forward similar provi- 
sions in public-land laws of the preced- 
ing century to encourage the working 
farmer and his family and to combat 
land monopoly and speculation. Sim- 
ply stated, it was considered to be in the 
best interests of the country—socially, 
economically, and politically—to assist 
individual farmers and their families, 
and to prevent federally financed water 
projects from being the means of greatly 
enriching owners of large tracts of land. 
This national policy of acreage limita- 
tion has withstood the initial attacks, 
and opposition over the years, directly 
made by some large landholders. The 
Congress has turned back all direct at- 
tacks. The policy has been supported 
by all administrations, Democratic and 
Republican alike, until this one. Are 
we now to see opposition take the form 
of flank attacks instead of frontal at- 
tacks? Are we to see the attacks made 
through the device here proposed for the 
Santa Maria project—as an exemption 
from the regular workings of the law? 

This would be just one more example 
of a giveaway. This would be an- 
other example of a whittling away at 
precious property rights and opportu- 
nities for the many as against the selfish 
interests of a few. 

This exemption approach would 
amount to a victory for large landhold- 
ers—a total of only 13 in the Santa 
Maria area—and a congressionally is- 
sued encouragement to all large land- 
owners elsewhere to seek similar exemp- 
tions for all future projects. Such vic- 
tories, project by project, would have a 
disastrous effect on the national land 
and water policy, because it would 
practically give them success on an is- 
sue as to which they have never been 
able to be successful by direct attack. 

In order to examine the alleged “spe- 
cial circumstances of the Santa Maria 
project”—which is the language of the 
bill as the grounds for granting the ex- 
emption—for us to determine if a sound 
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reason does exist, let us take a look 
at the proposed project as revealed in the 
hearings before the House subcommittee 
and in the House committee and Senate 
committee reports. 

The purpose of H. R. 2235 is to author- 
ize the Secretary of the Interior 
to construct the Vaquero Dam and 
Reservoir project for irrigation and 
the conservation of water, fiood control, 
and for other purposes, on the Santa 
Maria River in the Southern Pacific 
Basin of California. There has been 
joint planning by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation of the Department of the Interior 
and of the Corps of Engineers of the De- 
partment of the Army. The works which 
enactment of the bill would authorize 
are those recommended to be constructed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, and con- 
sist of a 214,000 acre-foot Vaquero Res- 
ervoir on the Cuyama River and appur- 
tenant facilities. Related flood-control 
levees and channel improvements in the 
Santa Maria Valley, below the Cuyama 
River, would be constructed by the Corps 
of Engineers under authorization sep- 
arate from this bill. The report of the 
Secretary of the Interior showed that 
construction of the levee system by the 
Corps of Engineers was anticipated as 
part of the overall plan of development. 

The Santa Maria River is formed by 
the confluence of the Sisquoc and Cuya- 
ma Rivers at Fugler Point, about 10 miles 
east of the city of Santa Maria in Santa 
Barbara County, Calif. From Fugler 
Point, the river runs westward for ap- 
proximately 20 miles, entering the Pa- 
cific Ocean near Guadalupe. The proj- 
ect service area is composed of the Santa 
Maria Valley, the adjoining Sisquoc Val- 
ley, and adjacent upland areas, most of 
which are south of the Santa Maria 
Valley. 

All irrigation, municipal, and indus- 
trial water now used in the service area is 
obtained by pumping from the common 
underground basin, underlying the en- 
tire area. Agricultural water supplies 
are, and will continue to be, obtained by 
pumping privately owned wells. The re- 
charge of the groundwater basin is ac- 
complished from rainfall and stream- 
flows in the river and its tributaries, 
The reservoir, the only structure re- 
quired for the reclamation project, will 
increase the total annual water supply 
available in the common underground 
basin to permit satisfactory continued 
irrigation of about 38,000 acres, although 
the present ground storage supply is suf- 
ficient, on a premanent basis, under nat- 
ural conditions of runoff and percola- 
tion, for only 27,000 acres. So the proj- 
ect is one of conservation of water. 

Construction of the 184-foot-high 
earth-fill Vaquero Dam and Reservoir 
on the Cuyama River 7 miles from the 
city of Santa Maria would make possible 
the retention of waste water during flood 
periods, and the later release of this 
water during the dry season into the 
Santa Maria River channel, at a rate 
not greater than the percolation capac- 
ity, thus providing for the entire stored 
flow to seep into the underground stor- 
age basin (i. e., ground-water reservoir). 
No surface-water delivery would be made 
to irrigators. Thus, floodwater which 
would otherwise be wasted will be con- 
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served and placed in the underground 
storage basin. At least this is the in- 
tention of the project. 

Does this commingling of waters in a 
common source basin underground— 
from which each water user in the area 
pumps his needs in privately owned 
wells—create such insurmountable ob- 
stacles to orderly, reasonable, and equi- 
table administration of land limitation 
provisions as to demand that such pro- 
visions be made inoperative with respect 
to this project? I cannot agree that it 
does. It can be readily seen that me- 
chanical means of control of project 
water supplies are unavailable. But 
this does not mean that there are 
no means available for enforcing the 
provisions of the land limitation pro- 
visions of the law. The reclamation law 
now provides that ownership of land re- 
ceiving, or to receive, water benefits from 
federally financed reclamation projects 
shall be restricted to 160 acres a person, 
or 320 acres owned by husband and wife. 
Owners of excess lands must agree to 
divest themselves of ownership of those 
excess lands within a certain amount 
of time in the future. Here, then, is the 
mechanism for obtaining compliance 
with the basic provisions of the law: 
The Congress should make it a condi- 
tion precedent of the Santa Maria au- 
thorization bill that no funds subse- 
quently appropriated to carry out the 
authorization shall be spent unless and 
until all excess landholders have signed 
recordable contracts agreeing to divest 
themselves within a stated period of time 
of their excess lands. This surely works 
no hardships on anyone, and does pre- 
vent excess landholders from dictating 
project terms to the Congress of the 
United States. 

It is asserted in committee hearings 
that two excess landholders, the Union 
Sugar Co, and the LeRoy family, own- 
ing land at the western end of the area, 
cannot immediately derive benefits from 
the project, although it is admitted that 
their lands will ultimately benefit. This, 
then, would appear to be a possibly rea- 
sonable argument for extending the 
deadline by which their excess lands 
have to be sold. That possibility should 
be explored. But a reasonable argument 
like this for an extension of a deadline 
because of delayed project benefits 
should not be permitted as justification 
for exemption entirely from the acreage 
limitation provisions. And, to be order- 
ly and use good business form, the Gov- 
ernment should insist upon the signing 
of valid recordable contracts to sell the 
land at a future date. The signing of 
such contracts should be done by every 
excess landholder before any Federal 
funds are expended on the project. 

There are 11 other excess landholdings 
at the upper portion of the valley. Since 
there is no showing that water benefits 
to these lands will be delayed, there is no 
basis for extension of the deadline for 
them, and even less reason for permit- 
ting them an exemption, 

Incidentally, only two of the excess 
landholders are identified by name: the 
Union Sugar Co. and the LeRoy family. 
Although testimony before the House 
subcommittee was to the effect that 
these two excess landowners are willing 
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to participate in the payment of costs of 
the Santa Maria project if they are ex- 
empt from operation of acreage-limita- 
tion provisions, there is no testimony to 
the converse; that is, there is no showing 
that the large landholders will refuse to 
participate in the project district if they 
have to comply with acreage limitation. 
Therefore, I feel the Congress should 
not be cowed by the possibility of threat- 
ened refusal to cooperate. To be cowed 
by such a possibility is hardly to decide a 
case on its merits. Even when the threat 
has been made, as it was for the Elliott 
rider to the 1944 rivers and harbors bill, 
the Congress rejected it. 

I come to the conclusion, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that there is no valid basis for sus- 
pending acreage limitations for the 
Santa Maria project. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from California has 
expired. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be given 3 ad- 
ditional minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. I yield the remainder 
of my time to the Senator from Cali- 
fornia. Let me close by saying, Mr. 
President, that I feel we have an issue 
here of such importance that we should 
not try to handle it on the Unanimous 
Consent Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from California to 
speak for 3 additional minutes? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I re- 
gret with all my heart that the Senator 
from Oregon has seen fit to interpose an 
objection to the bill. The facts were 
completely developed, not only in the 
House of Representatives, both in com- 
mittee and on the floor, but they were 
likewise developed in the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
The fact is that the dam, agreed to be 
built both by the Army engineers and 
the Department of the Interior, would 
provide a storage for water which would 
percolate into the ground. There would 
be no surface distribution. As a result, 
it is physically and legally impossible to 
apply the 160-acre restriction, or re- 
strictions of any other kind or character. 

Among those in the House of Repre- 
sentatives from the State of California 
is a friend of mine, a Democrat from the 
city and county of San Francisco, a past 
president of the State Federation of La- 
bor, and one who is completely devoted 
to continuing in the law the 160-acre 
limitation. I read from page A858 of 
the daily CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Ap- 
pendix for February 3, and I quote from 
Representative SHELLEY, who went all 
through the hearings: 


Mr. SHELLEY. Madam Chairman, when this 
bill was first proposed I was inclined to op- 
pose it because I am a very ardent sup- 
porter of the 160-acre limitation law as ap- 
plied to lands which receive the benefit of 
irrigation water developed by public funds. 
I think the 160-acre limitation which has 
been in our law for some 50 years or longer 
has been a great boon to the development 
of the family sized farm in western lands 
particularly, and has certainly contributed 
to a sound economy in the development of 
farming areas by families. It has stood in 
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the way of the large factory farm, or the 
corporation farm, as we call them in Cali- 
fornia, getting undue benefits from the ex- 
penditure of public funds and getting irri- 
gation water which they could pay for with 
their own funds. 

After discussing the proposal with mem- 
bers of the committee I realize that there 
has been a continuous practical problem 
as to the measurement of the underground 
water and earmarking from whence that 
water comes and to whom it goes, and how 
much is used. I have therefore offered this 
amendment— 


The amendment, I observe parenthet- 
ically, to which my friend, the Senator 
from Oregon now refers— 


to the committee amendment which will 
limit the exemption of the 160-acre law to 
the distribution of underground waters only, 
so that if at any time in the future there is 
any effort to distribute the waters im- 
pounded by this dam in this project by sur- 
face distribution, then automatically, as I 
understand this amendment and as I have 
been assured by those who have studied the 
subject, the 160-acre limitation will apply; 
and I am happy that the committee is will- 
ing to accept the amendment. 


Mr. President, what more can I say? 
I come to the floor of the Senate, with 
everyone in agreement; and in this mat- 
ter I have done my best to persuade my 
friend, the Senator from Oregon, to agree 
regarding what constitutes a unique 
situation, namely, that there will be 
no surface distribution of the water, but 
the water will percolate into the ground, 
or, if the water is not conserved back of 
the dam, the water will waste away into 
the sea. 

On that basis, I wish to say that I re- 
gret exceedingly that I am placed in 
this position on this bill, to which I 
thought the Senator from Oregon had 
no desire to interpose objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
used up my time; have I not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MORSE. May I have a little ad- 
ditional time? 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Oregon be permitted to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, the Senator from 
Oregon may proceed for 2 minutes more. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish 
to make just two suggestions. I hope 
the bill will be set for the next call of 
the calendar, if we have one at this ses- 
sion of Congress; and, if not, I hope the 
majority leader will bring up the bill by 
motion, because I wish to assure the 
junior Senator from California that I 
have no desire to prevent the passage 
of the bill, if a discussion of the bill will 
bear out the very persuasive premises he 
has laid down in his remarks this eve- 
ning. However, the information I have 
regarding the bill is in conflict with some 
of the observations which have been 
made by the Senator from California. 
Of course, I know that any difference 
would be a perfectly sincere and honest 
one. 
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So I must ask that the bill go over, 
tonight; and I make that request in the 
hope that we can have a further discus- 
sion of the bill, either by way of motion 
between now and the next call of the 
calendar, or during the next call of the 
calendar. Meantime, I can check against 
the observations which have been made 
this evening by the Senator from Cali- 
fornia, the information I have in regard 
to the bill. 

I assure the Senator from California 
that I am not seeking to use any parlia- 
mentary tactic to prevent the taking of 
action on the bill at this session of Con- 
gress; but my present opinion is that the 
bill should not be considered tonight, 
during the call of the Unanimous Con- 
sent Calendar. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be placed at the head of the 
uncontested bills to be called at the next 
call of the calendar. 

Mr. MORSE. I join in that request, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is informed by the Parliamentar- 
ian that there is difficulty in ascertain- 
ing what the uncontested bills would be. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
might request that the bill be called at 
the next call of the calendar. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I so request, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 620) to provide authoriza- 
tion for certain uses of public lands was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


EXTENSION OF TIME FOR ENTER- 
ING INTO AMENDATORY REPAY- 
MENT CONTRACTS 


The bill (H. R. 8027) to amend the act 
of March 6, 1952 (66 Stat. 16), to ex- 
tend the time during which the Secre- 
tary of the Interior may enter into 
amendatory repayment contracts under 
the Federal reclamation laws, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I objected to the bill at the last call of 
the calendar, because the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] had entered 
an objection. I am advised that he has 
withdrawn his objection, so there is now 
no objection to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion having been withdrawn, the bill will 
be considered. 

The bill was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 
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BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3219) to amend certain 
provisions of title XI of the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1936, as amended, to 
facilitate private financing of new ship 
construction, and for other purposes, 
Was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
have discussed the bill with the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], and he 
has agreed that the bill should be con- 
sidered for a longer time than is possible 
under the 5-minute rule. Therefore, I 
ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


CLAIMS ARISING FROM CONSTRUC- 
TION OF ELEPHANT BUTTE DAM 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 417) conferring jurisdiction upon 
the United States District Court for the 
District of New Mexico to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon certain 
claims arising as a result of the construc- 
tion by the United States of Elephant 
Butte Dam on the Rio Grande, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment, 
on page 2, line 6, after the word “within”, 
to strike out “six” and insert “two”, so 
as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
any statute of limitations or lapse of time 
or any limitation upon the jurisdiction of 
the United States district courts to hear, 
determine, and render judgment on claims 
against the United States, jurisdiction is 
hereby conferred upon the United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of New Mexico 
to hear, determine, and render judgment 
upon any claim against the United States for 
compensation for the taking of or for dam- 
age to real or personal property as a result of 
the construction by the United States of 
Elephant Butte Dam on the Rio Grande, 

Sec. 2. Suit upon any such claim may be 
instituted by the owner of the property with 
respect to which the claim is made or by his 
heirs at any time within 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this act. Proceedings 
for the determination of any such claim and 
review thereof and payment of any judg- 
ment thereon shall be in accordance with 
the provisions of law applicable in the case 
of the taking by the United States of pri- 
vate property for public use, but nothing 
contained in this act shall be construed as 
an inference of liability on the part of the 
United States Government. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], I offer an amendment, which 
I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment, 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 13, it is proposed to change the period 
to a colon and insert the following: 

Provided, That no judgment hereunder 
shall become the liability of or chargeable to 
the Elephant Butte Irrigation District of 
New Mexico or the El Paso County Water 
Improvement District No. 1 of Texas, 


Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I have 
discussed the amendment with the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL]. It is 
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entirely satisfactory to me, because no 
liability will accrue to New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Flor- 
ida. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CITY OF SANDPOINT, IDAHO 


The bill (S. 3166) for the relief of the 
city of Sandpoint, Idaho, was announced 
as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon withhold his 
request that the bill be passed over? 

Mr. MORSE. I withhold my request. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, the 
bill was drafted in cooperation with the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers. 
When the Albeni Falls Dam was built on 
the Idaho-Washington border—con- 
struction is now being completed—the 
raising of the water level at Sandpoint 
disrupted the operations of the local 
municipal sewage system. The Army 
engineers recognized that they had a 
responsibility to cooperate with the 
municipal government to provide some 
alternative plan for the disposal of the 
sewage. 

After considerable consultation, the 
Army engineers have suggested this par- 
ticular bill, to which the committee add- 
ed one proviso, namely: 

That no part of the amount appropriated 
in this act shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


Mr. President, I am certain the Sen- 
ator from Oregon will recognize that the 
bill involves the loss of no funds to the 
Federal Government, by virtue of the 
fact that the expense involved for the 
replacement of the municipal sewage 
system, amounting to $98,200, will be 
charged to the Albeni Falls Reservoir 
project, and will be reimbursed in full to 
the Government. There are three power 
units, as the Senator from Oregon well 
knows. There will be no monetary loss 
to the Government. 

Mr. MORSE. Reserving the right to 
object, I shall make a brief statement, 
and then perhaps the Senator from 
Idaho and I can come to some under- 
standing about the one problem which 
concerns me on the facts, as I under- 
stand the facts to be. 

The bill seeks to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Treasury to pay to 
the city of Sandpoint, Idaho, the sum of 
$98,200 in satisfaction of all claims of 
such city against the United States for 
necessary expenses incurred by that city 
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in the construction of a new sewage dis- 
posal plant, the construction of such 
plant being made necessary as a result 
of the construction and operation by the 
Corps of Engineers of Albeni Falls Dam. 

In 1953, the city of Sandpoint under- 
took the obligation to convey a perpetual 
flowage easement over portions of the 
existing sewage system for a considera- 
tion of $45,000, to be paid by the United 
States to that city. A clause in the deed 
reads as follows: 

Grantor, in consideration of the specified 
sum above written, does hereby release the 
United States * * * from all claims for 
damages that have accrued or may here- 
after accrue to any or all of the above- 
described lands by reason of the overflow of 
water occasioned by the construction and 
operations of the said Albeni Falls project. 


The city now contends that payment 
for the flowage easement has not ade- 
quately compensated the city for its 
loss, and that it believes that the United 
States should stand “at least a part” of 
the additional cost of maintenance and 
operation of the new sewage-disposal 
facilities which it proposes to construct. 

The case is now pending in the United 
States district court, but a decision has 
not yet been reached. That is the point 
which troubles me. 

In this case the city, in 1953, entered 
into what it thought was a perfectly 
satisfactory arrangement. Apparently 
it has now discovered that it did not 
strike a very good bargain with the Fed- 
eral Government, and it feels it should 
get an additional sum from the Federal 
Government. The case has been taken 
to court. 

As a matter of policy, I do not like 
the idea of Congress enacting legislation 
when issue has been joined in the courts. 
I think, under the circumstances, it 
would be better to wait and see what the 
court decision is. If the Senator feels, 
after the court decision, that some equi- 
ties still accrue to the city, the question 
can be taken up at that time. 

I do not believe there is any great 
emergency which necessitates the han- 
dling of the bill in the closing days of 
this session, while the court case is still 
pending. 

On the other side of the picture, the 
Senator from Idaho is completely cor- 
rect when he points out that the Corps 
of Engineers feels that the amount of 
money which is provided for in the bill 
is reasonable, and that the Secretary 
of the Army, as the record of the case 
shows, does not object to the bill. 

I should like to hear the Senator for 
a moment on the point I have raised. 
My objection goes to what I think is a 
pretty sound policy, namely, that we 
should not be passing a bill on a matter 
that has been taken to court. The proc- 
esses of the court have been invoked. 
Under those circumstances I think we 
ought to wait for a court decision, and 
subsequently, if we think there is justifi- 
cation for legislation, proceed with legis- 
lation, at that time. I should like to 
hear the Senator from Idaho on the 
question of whether or not I am wrong 
in my observation that there will be 
plenty of opportunity, come January, to 
take care of the case if the court decision 
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does not seem to do equity to the city. 
So long as it is in the court already, why 
not wait for the court decision? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. So far as the Sen- 
ator from Idaho is concerned, I shall not 
press the point insofar as the case pend- 
ing in the court is concerned. I think 
the Senator from Oregon has taken a 
reasonable position. The bill was intro- 
duced last March, after several months 
of negotiation, at the request of the 
Corps of Army Engineers. The Senator 
from Idaho was simply trying to cooper- 
ate. I presume there is some signifi- 
cance in the fact, if I may be pardoned 
for injecting a political overtone, that 
the Attorney General for the city of 
Sandpoint is the Democratic nominee 
for Lieutenant Governor. I was simply 
trying to do everything I could to coop- 
erate with him. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MORSE. I assure the Senator 
from Idaho that I did not know anything 
about the political overtones or under- 
tones. I now pledge my cooperation, 
come January, in the event that at that 
time it is necessary to consider legisla- 
tion based on the court decision. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


CARL PIOWATY AND W. J. PlIOWATY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 1665) for the relief of Carl 
Piowaty and W. J. Piowaty, which had 
been reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with amendments, on page 1, 
line 6, after the words “sum of”, to strike 
out “$4,450” and insert 85,873.33“; in 
line 8, after the word “States”, to insert 
“which represents principal and interest 
paid”; and on page 2, line 4, after the 
word “Act”, to strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


ESTABLISHMENT OF MOTOR-VE- 
HICLE POOLS AND TO PROVIDE 
OFFICE FURNITURE AND FUR- 
NISHINGS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 8753) to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the 
Administrator of General Services to es- 
tablish and operate motor vehicle pools 
and systems and to provide office furni- 
ture and furnishings when agencies are 
moved to new locations, to direct the Ad- 
ministrator to report the unauthorized 
use of Government motor vehicles, and to 
authorize the United States Civil Service 
Commission to regulate operators of Gov- 
ernment-owned motor vehicles, and for 
other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Government 
operations with amendments, on page 5, 
line 11, after the word “accounting”, to 
strike out “Payments to the General Sup- 
ply Fund for motor vehicle pools or sys- 
tems services shall be accounted for as 
other contractual services.“; on page 7, 
line 12, after the word payment“, to 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


strike out “to” and insert “by’’; in line 17, 
after the word “authorizing”, to insert 
“civilian”; on page 11, line 2, after 
“write-off”, to strike out “when” and in- 
sert a period and “When”; in line 19, 
after the word “designed”, to strike out 
“and” and insert “or”, and in line 22, 
after the word depot“, to insert “and 
any vehicle regularly used by an agency 
in the performance of investigative, law 
enforcement, or intelligence duties if the 
head of such agency determines that ex- 
clusive control of such vehicle is essential 
to the effective performance of such 
duties.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


APPOINTMENT OF FOREIGN SERV- 

ICE OFFICERS FROM DEPART- 

OF STATE OR FROM FOR- 

EIGN SERVICE TO CERTAIN 
CLASSES 


The bill (S. 3778) amending section 
413 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946 
was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, although 
I shall not object, once more I should 
like to ask the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEVI, 
whether there is in the bill anything to 
prevent Senate confirmation of the ap- 
propriate officials in either of these two 
services. 

Mr. WILEY. No. 

Mr. President, I understand that an 
amendment is to be submitted to the 
bill. 

First, I ask unanimous consent that, 
in lieu of considering Senate bill 3778, 
Calendar No. 1963, the Senate now pro- 
ceed to consider Calendar No. 2388, House 
bill 9910, a companion bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be read by title, for the infor- 
mation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
9910) to amend section 413 (A) of the 
Foreign Service Act of 1946. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
wish to offer to House bill 9910 an 
amendment, on behalf of the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney] and 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MANS- 
FIELD], 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Before 
that is done, let the Chair put the pend- 
ing question: 

Is there objection to the request for 
the present consideration of House bill 
9910? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
9910) to amend section 413 (A) of the 
Foreign Service Act of 1946. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. As 
previously stated, the amendment is of- 
fered on behalf of the Senator from 
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Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney] and the Sen- 
ator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, 
in line 9, after the word “appointed”, 
it is proposed to insert “from the classi- 
fied civil service or the Foreign Service 
reserve or Foreign Service staff.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the purpose 
of the amendment? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, the 
purpose is simply to continue to make 
possible the transfers which now can 
be made within the Department of State. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not quite un- 
derstand. At this time, I ask unani- 
mous consent to have read at the desk 
an explanatory letter from the State De- 
partment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the letter will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, August 11, 1954, 
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR WILEY: It has come to my 
attention that certain of your colleagues 
have some apprehensions with respect to S. 
3778. In this connection I wish to assure 
you that no position in the Passport Office 
or Visa Office which is currently occupied by 
a civil service employee will be reclassified 
as a Foreign Service position with standards 
of eligibility to preclude the present incum- 
bent from qualifying to retain that position, 
except with respect to the 21 positions in 
the Passport Office which the Director of 
that Office has recommended be so reclassi- 
fied. 

I feel that it is of the utmost importance 
that the Foreign Service Act of 1946 be 
amended as provided in S. 3778 in order that 
my program for improving and strengthen- 
ing the personnel administration of the 
Department of State may proceed. The 
manner in which this program is adminis- 
tered during the next few months will be 
subject to review by the 84th Congress when 
it convenes in 1955. At that time there will 
be adequate opportunity for any necessary 
adjustments. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN FOSTER DULLES, 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to have some Senator explain 
the amendment which has been offered, 
in light of the letter which has just been 
read. 

Does the Senator from Wisconsin care 
to explain the amendment? 

Mr. WILEY. I have not seen the 
amendment. I talked to the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] about 
it, and he said he had cleared it with 
the Democratic side; and the amend- 
ment appeared to me to be all right. 

The Senator from Montana can ex- 
plain the amendment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, let 
me say to the Senator from Nevada 
that there is no conflict between the 
sentiments expressed in the letter which 
he has just had read to the Senate and 
the amendment, because the purpose is 
to continue the situation which exists 
at the present time. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me see if I cor- 
rectly understand the amendment. As 
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I understand it, the amendment will 
exempt the newly appointed civil-serv- 
ice employees from the effect of the bill. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The reference is 
to the non-civil-service appointees. As 
I understand, the amendment will per- 
mit those who already are working 
within the State Department, under 
classified civil-service status, to move 
over into the Foreign Service at the 
same status at which they left the classi- 
fied civil service; but the amendment 
does not authorize other than that. It 
would not authorize others to do so. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I understand that 
it does not permit it, but rather limits 
it. 
Mr. SMATHERS. That is correct. 
Mr. McCARRAN. In view of the let- 
ter which has been read to the Senate, 
and with the explanation of the amend- 
ment, I have no objection. Otherwise 
I would have objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection Senate bill 3778 is indefi- 
nitely postponed. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp a statement which I have 
prepared on this subject. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY 


The fundamental purpose of this amend- 
ment is to make it possible for the more ex- 
peditious transfer into the Foreign Service 
of the United States of civil service officers 
in the Department of State who have served 
in the Department for a minimum of 8 years. 

At the present time, section 413 of the 
Foreign Service Act requires that when offi- 
cers of the Department of State have quali- 
fied for transfer to the Foreign Service and 
are seeking what is known as lateral entry 
to the Service, their salaries must be fixed 
at the lowest rate in the class to which they 
are admitted. Let me illustrate. 

Let us suppose that Mr. Jones, a man who 
has been the departmental desk officer for 
Spain for 5 years and who receives a salary 
of $10,800 per year, qualified for admission 
to the Foreign Service. It is determined that 
he should be admitted to Foreign Service 
class 3. In that class, salaries range from 
$9,130 to $11,030 per year. At the present 
time, our hypothetical Mr. Jones would have 
to be appointed at the annual salary lowest 
in the class, namely, $9,130. He would thus 
suffer a salary loss of $1,670 per year, and 
under these circumstances might not accept 
the appointment, only 51 having been ad- 
mitted by the lateral entry route in recent 
years. 

The purpose of the amendment of section 
413 is to make it possible for such persons 
to transfer into the Foreign Service without 
a sacrifice in their salary. 

In proposing this amendment, the com- 
mittee noted that it fulfills one of the 
recommendations of the Wriston committee 
in its recent report to the Secretary of State. 

The Wriston committee (the Secretary of 
State's Public Committee on Personnel) sub- 
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mitted a number of recommendations which 
I expect the Committee on Foreign Relations 
will examine in considerable detail next year. 
At the present time, however, and in view 
of the lateness of the session, we are taking 
action only on this one recommendation. 

Urgent action is required at the present 
time in order to give impetus to the move- 
ment of regular departmental officers into 
the Foreign Service. In recent years the 
Foreign Service has shrunk in size desipte 
the fact that the world responsibilities of 
the United States have been increasing. 
From a top level of 1,427 officers in 1953, 
the Service has fallen to 1,285 in March of 
this year. 

Mr. President, it is obvious to me that all 
is not well with the Foreign Service and with 
the State Department career service, 

Mr. Dulles, with the able assistance of 
Under Secretary Bedell Smith and Under 
Secretary Saltzman, is moving with vigor to 
get our Foreign Service mechanism in shape 
to deal with our worldwide responsibilities. 
Much remains to be done. This bill is a 
starter. 


P. H. MCCONNELL 


The bill (S. 3326) for the relief of P. 
H. McConnell was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted. etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
P. H. McConnell, of Fort Peck, Mont., the 
sum of $4,370.76, in full settlement of all 
claims against the United States for work 
performed by P. H. McConnell under Con- 
tract Numbered W-631-eng-2373, dated May 
14, 1940: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


Mr. GORE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
revert to Calendar No. 1966, Senate bill 
3326. Iam advised that the beneficiary, 
P. H. McConnell, has died, and that an 
amendment should be made to make the 
relief payable to the estate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the vote by which the bill was 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, is 
reconsidered. 

The bill is open to amendment. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
offer an amendment on page 1, line 5, 
after the word “to”, to insert the words 
“the estate of.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the title be amended so as to 
read “A bill for the relief of the estate 
of P. H. McConnell.” 

The motion was agreed to. 


ANNA K. McQUILKIN 


The bill (H. R. 3516) for the relief of 
Anna K. McQuilkin was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
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L. R. SWARTHOUT AND THE LEGAL 
GUARDIAN OF HAROLD SWARTH- 
OUT 


The bill (S. 1022) for the relief of L. R. 
Swarthout and the legal guardian of 
Harold Swarthout was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
ask that the bill go to the foot of the 
calendar until the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. WELKER] returns to the Chamber. 
The last time I talked with him, he was 
opposed to the position which I take with 
respect to the bill. In view of my knowl- 
edge of his position, I would not want 
action to be taken on any suggestion of 
mine in his absence. However, I wish to 
make my statement at this time, because 
the Senator from Idaho is familiar with 
my position. 

I respectfully request that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary withdraw its 
amendment No. 5 relative to this bill. 

Amendment No. 5 would expressly 
prohibit any part of the amount appro- 
priated under the bill from being paid to 
any attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim. 
I understand fully the laudable purpose 
behind the Judiciary Committee's policy 
of scrutinizing with extreme care all 
provisions in private relief bills which 
authorize the payment of attorneys’ fees. 
On June 15, 1954, the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON] gave a very 
clear explanation of the committee’s 
position on this matter, and I commend 
him as well as the other members of the 
committee for taking steps to prevent 
abuses in the collecting of attorneys’ fees 
in private bill claim cases. 

During the colloquy on the floor of the 
Senate on June 15 I pointed out that 
there are cases of this type in which law- 
yers render valuable services for which 
they are entitled to fair and reasonable 
fees. Mr. President, the case now under 
consideration is, in my opinion, a very 
clear case for the inclusion of what was 
previously the standard 10-percent at- 
torneys’ fee proviso. 

In this case, the lawyer representing 
the Swarthouts has rendered legal ser- 
vices for a period of more than 10 years 
in an effort to obtain fair compensation 
for grievous injuries to a child and 
heavy expense to his parents caused by 
the explosion of an Army practice bomb. 
The details of the tragic accident are 
contained in the report and need not be 
repeated here. 

As late as last Saturday, I checked 
with the Portland, Oreg., law firm of 
which the Swarthouts’ attorney is now 
a member and was advised that this at- 
torney has not received one cent by way 
of an attorney’s fee in this case. How- 
ever, the legal services he has rendered 
are very substantial. He has engaged 
in the customary conferences with in- 
terested and adverse parties, and those 
of my colleagues who are members of 
the legal profession know how extensive 
such conferences can be. He prepared 
and tried a lawsuit in the State circuit 
court in an effort to recover damages 
against a third party. No compensation 
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resulted from that lawsuit and there- 
after the attorney in this case conferred 
with the Army engineers in Portland 
concerning the possibility of a claim 
against the United States under the Fed- 
eral Tort Claims Act. It developed that 
proceedings under that act would not 
be feasible because the accident occurred 
before the effective date of the act—Feb- 
ruary 1, 1945. 

The foregoing legal services were es- 
sential preludes to the final source of 
possible relief—a private bill in Con- 
gress. The Swarthouts' attorney accord- 
ingly brought the matter to the attention 
of my office, provided me with the essen- 
tial facts. As a result, a private relief bill 
was filed in the 82d Congress and ulti- 
mately the present bill was filed early in 
the 83d Congress. 

If any attorney has earned a legal fee, 
Mr. President, it is the attorney who 
represents the Swarthouts in this case. 
For that reason, I respectfully request 
that the Judiciary Committee withdraw 
its amendment No. 5 thereby restoring in 
this bill the standard proviso: 

Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 


I do not wish action to be taken at 
this particular time, in the absence of the 
Senator from Idaho, I had a very pleas- 
ant and cooperative conference with the 
Senator from Idaho, as I always do when 
I talk with him. When we were through, 
he said he still felt that, so far as this 
particular bill was concerned, he did not 
feel that this attorney had earned a fee. 
He laughingly said, “WAYNE Morse has 
earned the fee, because he introduced 
the bill.“ Of course, he spoke facetiously. 

Nevertheless, as a lawyer, I feel that 
in some of these cases, with this kind of 
record, we do an injustice to the legal 
profession when we deny the heretofore 
standard 10 percent fee. At the same 
time, I know that, as the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON] pointed 
out on June 15, I believe, there have been 
great abuses in this connection. 

Therefore, knowing the view of the 
Senator from Idaho, and hoping that he 
may change his opinion if the bill goes 
to the foot of the calendar, I ask that 
it be placed at the foot of the calendar. 

My last word is this: The person in 
whom I am primarily interested is this 
boy. I do not want the bill to be de- 
feated over any issue as to whether or 
not an attorney is to receive a 10 per- 
cent legal fee. So even if the Senator 
from Idaho persists in his objection 
when he returns to the Chamber, I hope 
the bill can be passed later this evening, 
even with amendment No. 5 of the Ju- 
diciary Committee in it. However, in 
fairness to the lawyer, I believe the 
amendment No. 5 should be withdrawn, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON... Mr. President, 
I have taken the liberty of sending a 
message to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER]. He is on his way to the 
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Chamber, 
arrive. 

I am sure my distinguished colleague 
on the Judiciary Committee, the Sena- 
tor from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], will 
agree that it was never the intention of 
the Judiciary Committee to deprive any 
lawyer of a fee justly earned. 

However, we have seen the ever-in- 
creasing growth of so-called private 
claim bills involving money awards, and 
it seemed to us that it was about time 
to put a stop to some of the encroach- 
ments by certain attorneys. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
understand the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Morse] has moved to strike 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
quest is that the bill be placed at 
the foot of the calendar, to be called 
later this evening. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to have the view of the Senator 
from Nevada, if he has a view with re- 
spect to the bill, so that it can be intelli- 
gently discussed with the Senator from 
Idaho when he returns to the Chamber. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The fact that a bill 
comes from Idaho is no reason why there 
should be any variance from the rule 
laid down by the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. MORSE. Not Idaho, but Oregon. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I beg the Senator’s 
pardon. The rule has been laid down. 
No action was commenced in this case, 
and no legal fee was earned, so far as I 
know. 

The mere fact that the Senator from 
Oregon presented this bill does not entitle 
him to a fee, and I know he is not trying 
to get a fee. Neither does it entitle an 
attorney on the outside to a fee. If we 
vary the rule in this case we shall have 
to vary it in every other case. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Every case has 
some merit to it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I agree, of course, that 
unless a lawyer has performed legal 
services he should not receive a fee. 
However, am I to understand that 
amendment No. 5 of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, which is now regularly attached 
to such bills, means that no attorney 
fees can be paid unless the attorney 
starts suit? 

Mr. McCARRAN. No; Ido not mean 
that. In this case I do not believe there 
was any legal activity of any kind that 
would justify a 10-percent fee. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as I said, 
the lawyer had the case in his office for 
10 years. He has held many conferences 
on the case. He has spent a great deal 
of time with the Army engineers and 
went into the question as to whether 
he could bring an action under the tort 
claims law. The Army engineers favored 
that procedure. He held conferences 
with the Army engineers on the case. 
Then it was discovered that a case could 
not be brought under that law. I am 
sure the Senator from Nevada will agree 
with me that that is legal work in a law 
office for which some fee is justified. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I shall take the 
last expression of the able Senator from 
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Oregon, before he took his seat, when 
he said he was interested in getting the 
money for this child. 

Mr. MORSE. Iam interested in that. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is why the 
committee approved the bill. It is to 
get compensation for this child, not com- 
pensation for an attorney. I am not 
saying anything about the services that 
may have been rendered. However, if 
we lower the bars, we shall have to lower 
them in too many cases, and, as a result, 
there will be abuses. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Because of the last com- 
ment of the Senator, am I to understand 
that it is the position of the Senator 
from Nevada that no exceptions should 
be made with respect to amendment 5, 
and that whenever a private bill comes 
to the floor of the Senate no lawyer is to 
get any fee, no matter what work he 
does? 

Mr. McCARRAN, I would not go that 
far. 

Mr. MORSE. I hope that privately 
the Senator from Nevada will give me 
a few hypothetical sets of facts which 
would justify an attorney fee, if he feels 
that in this case, after 10 years, the 
lawyer is not entitled to a fee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon that the bill be passed to 
the foot of the calendar? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


CONVEYANCE OF A CERTAIN TRACT 
OF LAND IN MISSISSIPPI TO 
JONATHAN JONES 


The bill (S. 3316) to authorize and 
direct the conveyance of a certain tract 
of land in the State of Mississippi to 
Jonathan Jones was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone] and my 
colleague from Oregon [Mr. CORDON] 
have temporarily stepped out of the 
Chamber. If they were present they 
would verify what I now present to the 
Senate. It is in the form of an amend- 
ment which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment. My colleague has ar- 
rived on the floor, and I ask his atten- 
tion to this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
secretary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
after line 2, it is proposed to strike: 

Sec. 2. The tract of land authorized to be 
transferred by the first section of this act 
shall be conveyed upon the payment of the 
appraised value of the lands as determined 
by the Secretary of the Interior if payment 
is made within one year after the Secretary 
has notified the Federal Land Bank of New 
Orleans and any other person applying for an 
interest in these lands under this act within 
$0 days after its enactment, of the appraised 
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price of the lands. The appraised price shall 
not include any increased value resulting 
from the development or improvement of 
the lands by the applicants or their pred- 
ecessors in interest, and the Secretary shall 
consider and give full effect to all of the 
equities of the applicants in making such 
appraisal. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Morse]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is directed to issue a patent to 
Jonathan Jones, of Jefferson County, Miss., 
subject to the conditions provided for in 
section 2 of this act, conveying 21 right, 
title, and interest of the United States, in- 
cluding mineral rights or any part of such 
interest, in and to the following-described 
tract of land situated in the State of Mis- 
sissippi: Section 5, township 9, north, range 
1 east, Washington meridian, Jefferson Coun- 
ty, Miss., described as 111 acres, in a plat filed 
by Deputy Surveyor Charles De France on 
March 31, 1806. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 5047) to amend sec- 
tion 2879 (b) of the Internal Revenue 
Code was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
by request, I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will go over. 

The bill (H. R. 7774) to establish a 
uniform system for the granting of in- 
centive awards to officers and employees 
of the United States, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. By request, Mr. 
President, I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill 
goes over. 


CONSTRUCTION OF BRIDGE OVER 
POTOMAC RIVER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 1980) to authorize and direct 
the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia to construct a bridge over the 
Potomac River in the vicinity of Jones 
Point, Va., and for other purposes, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the District of Columbia with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and to insert: 


TITLE I—BRIDGE IN VICINITY OF CONSTITUTION 
AVENUE 

That (a) the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia are authorized and directed to 
construct, maintain, and operate a low-level 
bridge over the Potomac River, from the 
vicinity of Constitution Avenue in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to the Virginia side of the 
Potomac River, such bridge to be constructed 
north of the Memorial Bridge and south of 
the southern portion of Theodore Roosevelt 
Island, sometimes referred to as “Small 
Island,” together with bridge approaches 
and roads connecting such bridge and ap- 
proaches with streets and park roads in the 
District of Columbia and with streets and 
park roads on the Virginia side of the 
Potomac River: Provided, That in planning 
such bridge approaches and connecting roads, 
the Commissioners shall consult with the 
National Capital Planning Commission. 
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(b) The Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia are authorized to construct and 
maintain a structure to provide pedestrian 
access from the low-level bridge referred to 
in subsection (a) of this section to the 
aforesaid “Small Island”: Provided, That 
before entering into any contract for such 
structure providing pedestrian access, the 
plans therefor shall be approved by the 
Theodore Roosevelt Association. 

(c) The Secretary of the Interior is here- 
by authorized to construct, maintain, and 
operate a structure connecting the main 
body of Theodore Rosevelt Island and the 
aforesaid portion thereof referred to as 
“Small Island” to provide pedestrian access 
between such islands: Provided, That the 
plans for such structure connecting such 
islands shall be subject to the approval of 
the Theodore Roosevelt Association. 

(d) The plans for any bridge or other 
structure authorized by this title shall be 
submitted to the Commission of Fine Arts 
for advice with respect to the architectural 
features of any such bridge or structure, and 
no contract for the construction thereof may 
be entered into until this subsection shall 
have been complied with: Provided, That 
upon failure of the Commission of Fine Arts 
to report its advice within 90 days of sub- 
mission of plans to it, the requirements of 
this subsection shall be deemed to have been 
met, 

(e) Appropriations for construction of the 
bridge and other structures authorized by 
this title, payable from the highway fund 
of the District of Columbia, in amounts not 
exceeding $24,500,000 are hereby authorized. 

Sec. 102. The Federal agencies having con- 
trol and jurisdiction over the lands at and 
adjacent to the ends of the bridge shall 
transfer to the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia, upon their request, the areas 
to be occupied by said bridge, approaches, 
and connecting roads, all as shown more par- 
ticularly on plans of such bridge, approaches, 
and connecting roads, to be prepared and 
approved by the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the Bureau of Public 
Roads, Department of Commerce. 

Sec, 103. The Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia are authorized to enter 
into an agreement or agreements with the 
State Highway Commission of Virginia, act- 
ing for and on behalf of the Commonwealth 
of Virginia, for the purpose of providing for 
cooperation by the State Highway Commis- 
sion of Virginia, to such extent as the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia shall 
deem necessary, in the construction of said 
bridge, approaches, and connecting roads, 
acquisition of land for rights-of-way, con- 
tributions toward costs, temporary or perma- 
nent closing of existing roads, and any other 
matters relating to the construction of said 
bridge which the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia may consider appropriate. 

Sec. 104. The Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia are authorized to make 
such use of federally owned and controlled 
lands at and adjacent to the bridge as may 
be necessary for making borings, perform- 
ing other preliminary work, routing and re- 
routing traffic, constructing said bridge, ap- 
proaches, and connecting roads, and storing 
of materials incident to such preliminary 
work and to actual construction. 

Sec. 105. The Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia are authorized and directed 
to route and reroute and to cause the rout- 
ing and rerouting of traffic on, and to close 
or cause to be closed park roads, streets, and 
highways under the jurisdiction of the 
United States, and to negotiate for the clos- 
ing of roads by agreement with Virginia au- 
thorities, where necessary in connection with 
the preparation of plans for, and during the 
actual construction of, said bridge, ap- 
proaches, and connecting roads. The Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia are 
further authorized to prepare plans for such 
changes in park roads as they deem neces- 
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sary to provide maximum efficiency in han- 
dling traffic to and from said bridge, and 
when such plans are approved by the Bu- 
reau of Public Roads, to construct roads in 
conformity with such approved plans. 

Sec. 106. (a) The National Park Service is 
authorized and directed to remove or trans- 
plant to other locations any and all plant- 
ing materials within the area to be used for 
the bridge, approaches, and connecting 
roads or for construction purposes, when 
requested by the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. The Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia are authorized and 
directed to regrade the areas involved in the 
construction of the bridge, approaches, and 
connecting roads so as to conform with the 
plans to be approved by them and the 
Bureau of Public Roads. 

(b) Upon completion of said bridge, ap- 
proaches, and connecting roads and the re- 
grading of the areas, or prior thereto, when 
authorized by the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and when such operation 
or operations will not interfere with the 
construction of said bridge, approaches, and 
connecting roads, the National Park Service 
is directed to landscape such areas in ac- 
cordance with the plans of the National 
Park Service as may be approved by the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
and the Bureau of Public Roads, the cost of 
said landscaping to be paid out of funds 
made available for the purposes of this title, 

Sec. 107. The cost of construction, recon- 
struction, and repair of all roads which are 
changed or made necessary as an incident 
to the construction of said bridge, ap- 
proaches, and connecting roads, when ap- 
proved by the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia and the Bureau of Public 
Roads, shall be paid out of funds made ayail- 
able for construction of said bridge, ap- 
proaches, and connecting roads, 

Sec. 108, The right to alter, amend, or 
repeal this title is hereby expressly re- 
served, 


TITLE II—SRIDGE IN VICINITY OF JONES POINT 


Sec. 201. (a) The Secretary of the Interior 
(referred to hereinafter as the Secretary“) 
is authorized and directed to construct, 
maintain, and operate a six-lane bridge over 
the Potomac River, from a point at or near 
Jones Point, Va., across a certain portion of 
the District of Columbia, to a point in Mary- 
land, together with bridge approaches on 
property owned by the United States in the 
State of Virginia. 

(b) The bridge shall be of deck girder 
structure with a swing span having a 150- 
foot horizontal clearance on each side of 
the pivot pier and a 70-foot vertical clear- 
ance above mean low water, and shall be con- 
structed in accordance with the provisions 
of subsection (b) of section 502 of the Gen- 
eral Bridge Act of 1946,“ approved August 2, 
1946 (60 Stat. 847), as amended, and subject 
to the conditions and limitations in this 
title. 

(c) The Secretary shall request recom- 
mendations and suggestions of the National 
Capital Planning Commission relative to the 
design of such bridge and approaches. 

Sec. 202. (a) Any Federal agency and the 
District of Columbia having control and ju- 
risdiction over any land at or near the site 
of the bridge shall transfer to the Secretary, 
upon his request, any such lands to be oc- 
cupied by the bridge or approaches thereto, 

(b) The Secretary may acquire by pur- 
chase or by condemnation any land in the 
State of Maryland, not under Federal or Dis- 
trict jurisdiction or control, needed for the 
construction of such bridge, title to such 
land to be taken directly to and in the name 
of the United States. In case a price satis- 
factory to the Secretary cannot be agreed 
upon for the purchase of such land or in 
case the title cannot be made satisfactory 
to the Attorney General of the United 
States, then the latter is directed to procure 
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such land by condemnation, and the ex- 
penses of procuring evidence of title, or con- 
demnation, or both, shall be paid from funds 
made available for the purposes of this title, 

Sec. 203. (a) The Secretary may make such 
use of lands owned or controlled by the 
United States, at or adjacent to the site of 
the bridge, as may be necessary for making 
borings, performing other preliminary work, 
routing and rerouting traffic, constructing 
such bridge, approaches, and connecting 
roads, and storing materials incident to such 
preliminary work and to actual construc- 
tion. 

(b) The Secretary may route and reroute 
and cause the routing and rerouting of traf- 
fic on, and close or cause to be closed, streets, 
roads, and highways under the jurisdiction 
of the United States, and negotiate for the 
closing of streets, roads, and highways by 
contact with Virginia, Maryland, and Dis- 
trict authorities, when necessary in con- 
nection with the preparation of plans for, 
and during the actual construction of, the 
bridge. 

Sec. 204. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this title, the Secretary shall not 
begin construction of the bridge above re- 
ferred to until the State of Virginia and the 
State of Maryland have taken such steps as 
the Secretary deems adequate to give assur- 
ances that there will be constructed and 
maintained, by and in such States, such ap- 
proaches to such bridge as will be reasonably 
adequate to make possible the full and effi- 
cient utilization of such bridge. 

Sec. 205. The sum of $14,925,000 is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated out of any 
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated, to carry out the provisions of 
this title. 

Sec. 206. The right to alter, amend, or re- 
peal this title is hereby expressly reserved. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point a statement 
which I have prepared. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


The Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia of the House of Representatives gave the 
entire Potomac River bridge problem exhaus- 
tive consideration. It conducted 7 days of 
hearings on 3 different proposals, In its 
report (No. 1851) on H. R. 1980, the commit- 
tee said, in part: 

“It was evident, by the expressions of the 
various members of the subcommittee, as 
well as those who testified before the sub- 
committee, that there was great need for an 
additional bridge across the Potomac River, 
especlally in the central area which would 
relieve the snarled traffic conditions during 
the peak periods. * * * it was evident that 
the members of the subcommittee could not 
agree upon a location for a bridge in the 
central downtown area. It was obvious that 
all of the members of the subcommittee 
agreed that the best compromise would be 
the bill, H. R. 1980, to construct a bridge 
in the vicinity of Jones Point, Va.” 

The House committee amended the Jones 
Point bill to reduce substantially the Federal 
share of the cost and at the same time to 
expand the capacity of the bridge. The Sen- 
ate committee concur in these changes, 
described in the House report as follows: 

“Under this amendment the total cost 
of the bridge will be $24,398,000. This cost 
will provide a 6-lane bridge rather than a 
4-lane, as proposed in the original legisla- 
tion. Of the total cost of this bridge 
$7,388,000 will be assumed by the State of 
Virginia as a total cost of approaches in that 
State; $885,000 will be assumed by the State 
of Maryland to be spent on approaches to 
the bridge. In the District of Columbia, 
$1,200,000 will be spent for the construction 
of roads and structures. The additional 
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$14,847,000 will be borne by the Federal 
Government. 

“The bill authorizes the amount of 
$14,925,000 to carry out this construction. 

“Under the amendment adopted by this 
committee, a 6-lane bridge would be obtained 
at a total cost of $14,847,000 to the Federal 
Government rather than a 4-lane bridge, as 
requested in the original bill, at a cost of 
$20 million to the Federal Government. 
This would be possible through the partici- 
pation of the District of Columbia and the 
States of Maryland and Virginia.” 

Your committee, through its fiscal sub- 
committee, reviewed carefully the hearings 
held by the House and supplemented this 
study with additional hearings of its own, 
conducted on July 15, 1954. Testimony was 
taken from 13 witnesses, covering the Jones 
Point proposal as well as the bridge needs of 
the central area. 

It was evident that the purposes of the 
Jones Point Bridge are not related to the 
pressing need for cross-river traffic relief in 
the central downtown area. Jones Point 
would provide a link in the outer beit“ 
parts of which are in existence or under con- 
struction—designed to serve traffic that de- 
sires to bypass Washington. All affected 
agencies and jurisdictions were agreed on 
the need for and the location of the Jones 
Point crossing. All witnesses agreed, more- 
over, that Jones Point is in no sense a sub- 
stitute for a central area bridge to relieve 
congestion of traffic between the downtown 
area and Virginia. 

Your committee for several months prior 
to its hearings had had the problem under 
study. The chairman held several confer- 
ences with District officials, the Chairman of 
the National Capital Planning Commission 
and other interested groups. 

As a result of these and subsequent ef- 
forts, the chairman of your committee, the 
Chairman of the Planning Commission, and 
the Engineer Commissioner of the District 
agreed on a span approximately parallel to 
Memorial Bridge running from the foot of 
Constitution Avenue on the District side to 
Columbia Island on the Virginia side in a 
line just south of Small Island. 

At a meeting of the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission held on July 28, 1954, this 
proposal was approved, together with other 
bridge and street proposals incident thereto. 
The executive director of the Theodore 
Roosevelt Association also informed your 
committee that he favors the central area 
bridge proposal and believes that it elimi- 
nates all features of earlier proposals that 
had been objectionable to the association. 

After this further extensive consideration, 
the subcommittee decided to recommend au- 
thorization of this central area bridge from 
the foot of Constitution Avenue running 
south of Small Island for the following 
reasons: 

1. A thorough study of the area traffic 
needs reflecting 1953 volumes but based upon 
the origin and destination survey conducted 
in 1948 indicates conclusively that a bridge 
is ni at a point just upstream from 
the existing Arlington Memorial Bridge. 

2. The approaches to the proposed central 
area bridge can afford the greatest accomo- 
dations for the dissipation as well as the col- 
lection of traffic. These approaches can be 
tapped merely by constructing short con- 
nections from the bridgeheads to existing 
streets. The bridge would connect to the 
inner belt in the vicinity of 24th Street on 
the District side of the river and with George 
Washington Memorial Parkway, Arlington 
Boulevard, Wilson Boulevard, and the Jeffer- 
son Davis Highway on the Virginia side. 
These connections are all short, direct, and 
capable of loading the bridge to its full 
capacity. 

3. It is estimated that by 1975 there will 
be a deficiency in the capacity of the Po- 
tomac River bridges amounting to 5,600 ve- 
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hicles destined for the District during the 
morning peak rush hour. It is also esti- 
mated that in 1975, 62 percent of the traffic 
desiring to cross the Potomac during the 
morning peak hour would seek a crossing in 
the Arlington Memorial-Key Bridge reach. In 
view of the latter estimate, it would be de- 
sirable to take up this projected deficiency 
at the proposed central area site. 

4, Trafficwise, all evidence points to the 
advantages had by this location. For ex- 
ample, from the total traffic destined for the 
downtown area from Virginia during the 
peak morning rush hour, 71 percent are des- 
tined west of 12th Street, and 79 percent are 
destined north of Constitution Avenue. 
Routing this traffic into the area north of 
Constitution Avenue (the most heavily 
traveled artery in the District), constitutes 
a major advantage which a bridge at this 
location can render. Under present and 
future conditions, this structure would be 
well situated to serve the majority of the 
motorists seeking their destinations down- 
town during the peak morning rush hour, 
because of the available capacity of east-west 
streets. 

5. The proposed bridge would provide a 
greater degree of relief to the three existing 
central area bridges than would other bridges 
which have been proposed. In providing 
this relief, it would absorb a heavy load of 
central-area-bound traffic and thereby would 
permit both the Key Bridge and the High- 
way Bridge to perform the functions advo- 
cated for an Arizona Avenue and a Roaches 
Run Bridge, respectively. 

6. All the Virginia connections to the pro- 
posed bridge have some traffic capacity in 
reserve, but the most important fact is that 
Arlington Boulevard has a 200-foot right-of- 
way all the way out through Arlington Coun- 
ty. This means it can be made a controlled 
access highway with six lanes for through- 
traffic movements and with additional road- 
ways to serve the abutting property. Present 
plans for the Arlington area contemplate the 
development of the Arlington Boulevard to 
approximately 70,000 vehicles per day which 
is double its present capacity. This traffic 
cannot be conducted to and from the District 
by any of the other proposed bridges which 
have been suggested as alternatives, for this 
general location. 

7. Ample capacity to receive the traffic is 
insured on the District side. For example, 
in 1975, in the corridor between Constitution 
Avenue and H Street a peak-hour volume of 
traffic amounting to 6,050 vehicles will flow 
easterly across 17th Street. However, a ca- 
pacity for 7,030 vehicles can be provided in 
that direction. 

The relative importance of the proposed 
central-area bridge is indicated by the fact 
that some 60,000 vehicles a day would use 
such a bridge, compared with about 15,000 a 
day for the proposed Jones Point crossing. 

The critical nature of the entire Potomac 
bridge problem was further pointed up in 
testimony by General Prentiss that the exist- 
ing Highway Bridges carry some 105,000 ve- 
hicles a day, a load greater than that carried 
by any other bridge in the world. 

Altogether, more vehicles cross the Poto- 
mac daily than cross the Hudson River in 
New York City. 

In recognition of this general Potomac 
River bridge problem, agreement was reached 
during the discussions conducted among in- 
terested officials and agencies that the old 
Highway Bridge at 14th Street should be 
replaced with a bridge in the vicinity of 
Roaches Run, just south of the existing rail- 
road bridge. It is believed, however, that 
sufficient legislative authority already exists 
for the construction of such a bridge when 
appropriations are provided therefor. 

Your committee, accordingly, propose that 
the bill, H. R. 1980, be amended to provide 
for a low-level bridge from the vicinity of 
Constitution Avenue running north of Me- 
morial Bridge and south of Small Island to 
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the Virginia side of the river, as well as 
for a bridge at Jones Point. 

The bridges compete neither for traffic nor 
for funds with which to build them. The 
Jones Point span, as noted in the House 
report cited above, would be built by the 
States of Virginia and Maryland, which 
would construct all approaches, and by the 
Federal Government, which would pay for 
the span itself. It is expected that this 
actually may result in an almost even divi- 
sion of total cost between the States and the 
Federal Government. 

The central area bridge, authorized by 
title I, would be built entirely by the Dis- 
trict of Columbia at a cost not to exceed 
$24,500,000. The District, of course, presum- 
ably would have available part of its regu- 
lar Federal-aid highway funds to help in 
meeting this expense. 

The Jones Point Bridge is authorized by 
title II. This title differs from the House- 
passed bill in that the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, rather than the Commissioners of the 
District, is authorized to build, operate, and 
maintain the bridge. 

This change was proposed by the Commis- 
sioners because only the central portion of 
the Jones Point Bridge actually would lie 
within the District's boundaries, and even 
that part would be entirely above water. 
It seemed appropriate, therefore, to place 
this responsibility in a Federal agency. The 
total cost of maintaining and operating the 
bridge is estimated at about $45,000 a year. 

The committee believe that provision in 
title I for pedestrian access from the central 
area bridge to Small Island, and from there 
to Roosevelt Island, subject to approval of 
the Theodore Roosevelt Association, actually 
will enhance the value of the islands as a 
wilderness memorial to Theodore Roosevelt 
by making them more accessible for enjoy- 
ment and appreciation by the public. 

The central area bridge is to be a low-level 
bridge, of the approximate height of the ex- 
isting Memorial Bridge. It will have a lift 
span to permit boats to proceed to the pres- 
ent head of navigation, the Key Bridge. 

The so-called E Street Bridge, to which the 
Roosevelt Association objected, would have 
crossed Roosevelt Island and would have been 
a high bridge. The alternative bridge was 
proposed by your committee in part to avoid 
any possible conflict with the development 
of Roosevelt Island. 

To further safeguard the esthetic beauty 
of the Memorial Bridge-Roosevelt Island 
area, the bill requires consultation with the 
Commission of Fine Arts on the design for 
the central area bridge, and it is expected 
that the bridge will be so designed as to har- 
monize with and enhance existing structures 
and landscape, 


Mr.CASE. Mr. President, in conclud- 
ing my remarks, I wish to read the reso- 
lution of the National Capital Planning 
Commission approving the central area 
bridge and other related matters: 


NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., July 28, 1954. 

Resolved, That the Commission authorizes 
the following statement: 

“For a considerable time this Commission 
and the District Commissioners have endeav- 
ored earnestly to have a meeting of minds 
on the very important question of new bridge 
crossings of the Potomac River. 

“Any project which is not integrated with 
a logical plan or pattern of traffic distribu- 
tion will not merely fail of its purpose but 
would be an unwarranted waste of public 
funds. In order to avoid such a result, the 
Commission has repeatedly emphasized the 
importance of the so-called inner loop and 
the location of bridge connections thereto. 
We are confident this view is also shared by 
the District Commissioners. 
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“The Commission is pleased to announce 
at this time that substantial agreement has 
been reached on the following: 

“IMMEDIATE NEEDS PROGRAM 

“1. A new bridge at Jones Point, hereto- 
fore approved. 

“2. The construction of the replacement 
bridge for the old southbound Highway 
Bridge, generally on the site proposed for 
a Roaches Run bridge. Authority for con- 
struction and funds for design of a compan- 
ion bridge to the new Highway Bridge have 
been heretofore granted by Congress. 

3. A new bridge north of and substantially 
parallel to Memorial Bridge, south of Roose- 
velt Island, and at a location to be agreed 
upon by the District Commissioners and the 
National Capita] Planning Commission. 

4. Early construction of the west (approxi- 
mately 24th Street-Ohio Drive) and south 
(Southwest Freeway) legs of the inner loop. 

FUTURE NEEDS PROGRAM 

5. Later construction of a bridge some- 
where between Key Bridge and Chain Bridge, 
to reduce crossings of central area bridges 
when traffic volumes justify. 

6. Later construction of an additional 
bridge in the vicinity of Roaches Run or 14th 
Street, when additional trafic volume war- 
rants it. 

The Commission is highly appreciative of 
the cooperation extended by the District 
Commissioners and the National Park Serv- 
ice and their respective staffs in this matter. 
Our Commission recognizes that working out 
the detailed plans for the projects above 
agreed to in principle will require apprecia- 
tion and understanding of our respective 
viewpoints. We are confident that the same 
spirit of cooperation will prevail in under- 
taking these subsequent studies. 

Final responsibility for the development 
of the Federal City rests with the Congress, 
which has taken cognizance of the urgency 
of these bridge, traffic, and other public- 
works matters through approval of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia public-works bill and hear- 
ings held recently on the several bridge mat- 
ters. The Commission is cognizant of the 
prompt recognition of these matters by the 
Congress and wishes to express its apprecia- 
tion thereof. 


Mr. President, I appreciate the indul- 
gence and consideration of the Senate in 
this matter. It represents an important 
step in the development of the Nation’s 
Capital City. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
p_ssed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to authorize and direct the con- 
struction of bridges over the Potomac 
River, and for other purposes.” 


THE RESERVE COMPONENTS OF 
THE ARMED FORCES OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


The bill (H. R. 6573) to provide for 
the promotion, precedence, constructive 
credit, distribution, retention, and elimi- 
nation of officers of the Reserve com- 
ponents of the Armed Forces of the 
United States, and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
with some reluctance, I ask that the bill 
go over, by request. x 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Will the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey advise the Senate 
who the objectors are? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Martin]. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from New Jersey with- 
hold his objection for a moment? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Certainly. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. Gore] advise the Senator from 
Maine if there are any objectors on the 
Democratic side? 

Mr. GORE. Objection has been reg- 
istered with the junior Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Will the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee advise the Senator 
from Maine who the objectors are? 

Mr. GORE. The junior Senator from 
Tennessee always likes to respond to the 
curiosity of any Member of this body, but 
has not made it a practice to advise the 
Senate of the identity of his colleagues 
who have registered objection. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, am I to understand that the junior 
Senator from Tennessee refuses to ad- 
vise the Senate who the objectors are on 
the Democratic side of the aisle? 

Mr. GORE. The junior Senator from 
Tennessee would not refuse the distin- 
guished Senator from Maine any request 
if he could possibly comply, but since 
this objection has been registered, and it 
is not the practice to reveal publicly the 
identity of Senators who register objec- 
tions, I cannot do it publicly. I assure 
the distinguished Senator I shall be de- 
lighted to confer with her privately. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, that is very kind of the Senator 
from Tennessee, but I prefer to have the 
Senate know who the objectors are. 
Will the Senator from Tennessee advise 
if he is objecting to this bill? 

Mr. GORE. The junior Senator from 
Tennessee is not objecting to the bill; 
but if objection should not be registered 
otherwise he would be compelled to do so 
as a matter of duty, because of a request. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. But the jun- 
ior Senator from Tennessee is not per- 
sonally objecting to the bill. 

Mr. GORE. No. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, Iam very much interested 
in this bill, too, and I hope it will be 
taken up. I should like to ask the ma- 
jority leader if it is his intention to have 
this bill brought up? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator from South Carolina as I said 
in response to an earlier question with 
regard to quite a number of bills in 
which Senators have an interest, that 
when we have concluded the calendar 
call we intend to have a policy commit- 
tee meeting to go over all measures 
other than those which have already 
been scheduled. I expect then to con- 
sult with the minority leader and also 
make an announcement to the Senate 
with respect to proposed legislation 
which we feel can be handled at this ses- 
sion of Congress. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Mr. President, I think this is a very im- 
portant bill, and I hope the policy com- 
mittee will see fit to take it up in the near 
future. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I am shocked to learn that the 
Democrats are not willing to identify 
publicly their objectors. I think this in- 
formation should be a matter of public 
record. Is it the policy of the Demo- 
crats to have secret voting? 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, there is a 
widespread interest in this bill, and I 
also wish to express the hope that the 
bill may be made the pending business 
of the Senate before the Senate ad- 
journs. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I re- 
gret exceedingly to be an objector to 
this bill, but I have received a great 
number of requests from people who are 
very familiar with the defense of our 
country, particularly the reserve forces. 
The strength of America depends upon 
the reserve forces, the National Guard 
and Organized Reserves. I have re- 
ceived many requests from both Na- 
tional Guard officers and Reserve offi- 
cers that this bill come up on the floor 
for proper discussion. But this bill is 
entirely too important to be considered 
on the consent calendar. 

There are probably a half million 
Americans who are directly interested 
in the bill. For that reason I sincerely 
hope that it may come before the Sen- 
ate for consideration. 

Probably I shall not say a word when 
the bill comes before the Senate for con- 
sideration. However, I think it is of 
sufficient importance to be considered, 
so that there will be an opportunity 
fully to debate it if the Members of the 
Senate desire to do so. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. Iam glad to yield. 

The, PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator renew his objection? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. In the light of 
the statement of the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania I do not think 
it is necessary for me to renew the ob- 
jection. I think the Senator has inter- 
posed an objection. 

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator with- 
hold his objection? 

Mr. MARTIN. Iam glad to do so. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I join the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MARTIN] and the able senior Sen- 
ator from Maine [Mrs. SmitH] in the 
hope that the majority policy committee 
will schedule this bill for consideration. 
It is a highly important bill in which 
many Members of the Senate and a great 
many members of the Reserve are inter- 
ested. If the bill does come up for con- 
sideration I shall support it. But I doubt 
the advisability considering it on a cal- 
endar call though I shall not personally 
object to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill will go over. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I do not 
want to take much time of the Senate. 
I have considered the bill during the 
last few hours, and when it comes up 
on the Senate floor for consideration I 
will support it. But I think it is en- 
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tirely of too great importance to be con- 
sidered on the Consent Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the next bill on the 
calendar. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN 
CAMP ROBERTS MILITARY RES- 
ERVATION, CALIF. 


The bill (S. 3189) providing for the 
conveyance by the United States to the 
Monterey County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District, Monterey 
County, Calif., of certain lands in Camp 
Roberts Military Reservation, Calif., was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3189) 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, with an 
amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 


That (a) the Secretary of the Army is au- 
thorized to convey by quitclaim deed, to the 
Monterey County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District of Monterey County, 
Calif., for the purpose of constructing, op- 
erating, and maintaining thereon a dam and 
reservoir area for its El Nacimiento Reservoir 
project, all right, title, and interest of the 
United States, except as reserved herein, in 
and to so much of the following described 
lands within the boundaries of Camp Roberts 
Military Reservation, Calif., as the Secretary 
of the Army, or his designee, and the Mon- 
terey County Flood Control and Water Con- 
servation District shall determine to be nec- 
essary as a dam site and reservoir area for 
the El Nacimiento project: 

The east half of the southeast quarter of 
section 11; the southwest quarter of section 
12; the west half of section 13; and the east 
half of the east half of section 14, all lying 
in township 25 south, range 10 east, Mount 
Diablo base meridian. 

(b) The deed conveying the lands deter- 
mined to be necessary for the dam site and 
reservoir area for the El Nacimiento project 
shall provide (1) for the reservation by the 
United States of all mineral rights, including 
oil and gas, in and underlying the lands 
conveyed, (2) that the lands conveyed shall 
be used solely for the purpose of construct- 
ing, maintaining, and operating a dam and 
reservoir project thereon, and in the event 
such dam has not been constructed thereon 
within 10 years after the enactment of this 
act, or in the event the lands conveyed shall 
at any time after construction of the dam 
cease to be used for the sole purpose of main- 
taining and operating a dam and reservoir 
thereon, all right, title, and interest in and 
to such lands shall revert to the United 
States, (3) that in the event the existing 
water supply at Camp Roberts shall be di- 
minished or adversely affected in any manner 
by the construction, operation, and mainte- 
nance of the dam and reservoir project, the 
grantee, its successors, and assigns, shall pro- 
vide to the United States without additional 
cost substitute or supplementary water sup- 
ply necessary to equal the existing supply 
at Camp Roberts, (4) the Armed Forces of the 
United States shall be granted for recrea- 
tional and training purposes the use of the 
lands conveyed, to the extent that such use 
does not adversely affect the operation and 
maintenance of the dam and reservoir, and 
the use of the remaining portion of the 
reservoir area, to the extent provided in the 
regulations of the Monterey County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District gen- 
erally applicable to the reservoir area, and 
(5) the grantee shall remove, relocate, and 
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reconstruct, at its own cost and expense all 
structures, roads, and fences at Camp Roberts 
affected by the proposed conveyance. 1 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Army is au- 
thorized to issue to the Monterey County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation Dis- 
trict, without compensation therefor, and on 
such terms and conditions as he deems ap- 
propriate, a license to use and occupy any 
lands in the area described in section 1 not 
conveyed pursuant to the authorization con- 
tained therein, as may be required for the 
excavation of borrow materials and any other 
purposes related to the construction of the 
El Nacimiento project. 

Sec. 3. The conveyance herein authorized 
shall be made for a monetary consideration 
determined by the Secretary of the Army or 
his authorized representative to represent 
the fair market value of the estate conveyed 
and, in making such determination, the Sec- 
retary shall take into account the value of 
the benefits accruing to the Camp Roberts 
Military Reservation as a result of the con- 
veyance, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Oregon. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5, 
line 8, beginning with “to represent”, it 
is proposed to strike out all through 
“conveyance”, in line 12, and insert in 
lieu thereof a comma and the following: 
“after appraisal, to represent the ap- 
praised fair market value of the estate 
conveyed.” 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the pur- 
pose of the amendment is to maintain 
the same standard as that provided in 
other bills of a similar nature. The 
amendment calls upon the Secretary to 
make an appraisal of the fair market 
value, 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a very brief statement with 
respect to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Oregon, and to say 
that I approve of his offering it. I be- 
lieve that it is, in this situation, an 
amendment with complete merit. How- 
ever, I wish to point out the way the 
bill was written and was reported by the 
committee. I quote section 3 on page 5: 

The conveyance herein authorized shall be 
made for a monetary consideration de- 
termined by the Secretary of the Army or 
his authorized representative to represent 
the fair market value of the estate conveyed 
and, in making such determination, the Sec- 
retary shall take into account the value of 
the benefits accruing to the Camp Roberts 


Military Reservation as a result of the con- 
veyance. 


Mr. President, the building of the dam 
at Camp Roberts, Calif., will not cost the 
Federal Government a dime. A local 
public agency has been created. It will 
supply all the money for the building 
of the dam. 

In the negotiation with Camp Roberts 
in the Military Establishment it was 
deemed proper, so far as both sides were 
concerned—the Army and the local 
agency—to point out that in connection 
with this dam there would be a great 
area which could be used for recreational 
purposes. That was the reason the 
formula laid down by my good friend 
[Mr. Morse] was not originally written 
into the bill. 
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But even so, in this instance I believe 
the Senator is correct. Nevertheless, I 
hope that there will be a happy relation- 
ship between the local agency and the 
Military Establishment. 

Mr. MORSE. Iccmpletely agree with 
my friend from California. I think the 
objective which he has in mind will be 
accomplished under the language of my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Morse] to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill providing for the conveyance by 
the United States to the Monterey Coun- 
ty Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, Monterey County, Calif., of cer- 
tain lands in Camp Roberts Military Res- 
ervation, Calif., for use as a dam and 
reservoir site, and for other purposes.” 


RETIREMENT OF CERTAIN OFFICERS 
OF THE REGULAR ARMY AND 
REGULAR AIR FORCE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 9002) to amend the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947 to provide for the 
retirement of certain officers of the Reg- 
ular Army and the Regular Air Force at 
age 60, and for other purposes, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Armed Services with amendments, on 
page 1, after the enacting clause, to strike 
out: 

That section 514 (a) (1) of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 902) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 514. (a) (1) Each commissioned of- 
ficer (other than a professor of the United 
States Military Academy or of the United 
States Air Force Academy) on the active list 
of the Regular Army or the Regular Air 
Force whose permanent grade is below that 
of lieutenant general shall, unless retired or 
separated at an earlier date or unless his 
retirement is deferred under other provisions 
of law, be retired on the date upon which 
he becomes 60 years of age.” 


On page 2, at the beginning of line 4, 
to strike out “Sec. 2.” and insert “That”; 
in line 12, to change the section number 
from “3” to “2”; and on page 3, line 
11, to change the section number from 
“g” to sga 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
have the attention of the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] as I 
send to the desk an amendment and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Oregon. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to insert at the appropriate place an ad- 
ditional section, as follows: 

Sec, (a) That the third sentence of the 
eleventh paragraph of the first section of the 
act entitled “An act making appropriations 
for the naval service for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1883, and for other purposes,” 
approved August 6, 1882 (22 Stat. 286), is 
hereby amended by striking out all after 
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“Hereafter” through “retired: And provided 
further, That.” 

(b) Section 1591 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (34 U. S. O., sec. 993) 
is hereby amended by inserting after the 
word “except” the words “as may be directed 
or approved by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, or.” 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
this act, this section shall be considered to 
have become effective on January 1, 1942. 


Mr.KNOWLAND. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. MORSE, Mr, President, the basic 
aim of this amendment is to remove from 
an old law enacted August 5, 1882, cer- 
tain language which discriminates 
against retired officers of the Navy, as 
distinguished from retired officers of the 
Army, the Air Force, or the Marine Corps. 
That old law is the Naval Appropria- 
tions Act for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1883. 

This is an amendment which has been 
before the Armed Services Committee— 
I was about to say almost beyond mem- 
ory. It is an amendment which seeks 
to correct what the Armed Services Com- 
mittee has felt in the past has been an 
injustice to a couple of naval officers, and 
it is offered now to meet what I under- 
stand is a barrier which has been thrown 
in the way of doing justice to the Navy. 

I call attention to a statement that 
was submitted to me by a retired Navy 
officer. 

In this connection Comdr. Edward 
White Rawlins, U. S. Navy (retired), 
testified before the Senate Armed Serv- 
ices Committee on February 19, 1954, in 
part, as follows: 

On August 8, 1952, before Admiral Carney's 
letter of the 6th reached me I called on 
Rear Adm. Ira Nunn, the new Judge Advo- 
cate General of the Navy, who was a Naval 
Academy classmate and personal friend of 
mine. In the course of our talk he offered 
the purely unofficial personal suggestion 
that I submit a petition to the President for 
promotion to captain by Executive appoint- 
ment. He said he felt certain the President 
had this appointive power under the Consti- 
tution. He also said unofficially that this 
would appear to offer a satisfactory solution 
to a case of long standing. 

Acting upon Admiral Nunn's unofficial 
suggestion I drafted a documented detailed 
petition to the President. Before submit- 
ting it I transmitted my draft to Admiral 
Carney for any comment or advice he might 
choose to make. Admiral Carney replied im- 
mediately with wise and valuable sugges- 
tions which I followed implicitly. My peti- 
tion then was submitted under date of No- 
vember 25, 1952. Much to my surprise 6 
weeks later, however, I received a letter dated 
January 7, 1953, from the then Secretary of 
the Navy reading in part as follows: 

“The Judge Advocate General of the Navy 
has informed me that, although the Consti- 
tution of the United States grants the Presi- 
dent the authority, with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate to appoint officers in the 
naval service, the President is precluded by 
statute (act of August 5, 1882, 22 Stat. 286, 
34 U. S. C. 402) from promoting an officer on 
the retired list without congressional legis- 
lation.” 


I understand that this particular 
amendment was drafted with the expert 
advice of the professional staff, and that 
it is what is needed in order to do jus- 
tice in the so-called Commander Raw- 
lins’ case. I also was informed—and I 
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assume accurately—that the chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee has no 
objection to the amendment if it is at- 
tached to this bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I should like to say first that I hope the 
Senator from Oregon will permit the 
committee amendments to be adopted. 
They are merely technical amendments 
to put the bill in proper form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendments, 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If the Senator 
from Oregon feels that he wishes to of- 
fer his amendment, I believe the bill 
should be considered and debated in the 
regular order. I say that with some re- 
luctance, because I have great sympathy 
for Commander Rawlins and the posi- 
tion in which he finds himself, particu- 
larly because of the support which he 
gets from the present Chief of Naval Op- 
erations, Admiral Carney. 

However, this amendment, which goes 
back to an old law of 1882, has been 
turned down by the committee several 
times, and it has been turned down in 
the House. While I should like to tell 
the Senator that I would accept the 
amendment in my desire to help Com- 
mander Rawlins, I shall tell him that I 
saw Commander Rawlins this afternoon 
and told him that I felt there should be 
no attempt to attach such a rider to an 
administration bill which is of consid- 
erable importance, because if that were 
done it might well tie up the bill and 
make it impossible for it to become law 
at this time. For those reasons I shall 
ask that the bill go over, if the Senator 
insists on his amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have 
been serving during this year and last 
year as a member of the Committee on 
Armed Services. In connection with my 
work on the committee, I have become 
familiar with the claim of Commander 
Rawlins. He is not a constituent of 
mire. I never knew him until the pres- 
entation of his claim. He has spoken 
to me several times about this claim. 
I went into the case rather fully, because 
I thought there was equity in the claim. 

I have read the report of the House of 
Representatives, and the various state- 
ments Commander Rawlins made in 
connection with his claim, and particu- 
larly the letters which had been written 
in approval of his claim by Admiral 
Carney, who is now a member of the 
Joint Chiefs cf Staff. 

I know that this case would be an 
exception to Navy regulations and would 
require special legislation. I believe 
there is equity in the case, and that it 
ought to have consideration. 

I must say to my good friend, the 
chairman of the committee, that while 
an exception would be required, I be- 
lieve one of the duties of Congress is 
to take care of equitable cases. Such 
cases are being handled all the time. 
Merely because some person in the Pen- 
tagon, who is connected with the Navy, 
Says we should not deviate from pre- 
scribed procedure should not affect ques- 
tions of equity before us. Therefore, I 
hope that at some time justice will pre- 
vail in this case. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts has en- 
tered an objection. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I hope the Senator from Oregon may 
feel as I do after he hears what I am 
about to say. I have told Commander 
Rawlins that if I am in the Senate next 
year, and I am a member of the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, I will try 
to help him get the legislation which is 
necessary to assist him. I make this 
statement because the present Chief of 
Naval Operations is in Commander 
Rawlins’ corner, as was one of the pre- 
vious Chiefs of Naval Operations. 

The bill affects 23 permanent major 
generals in the Army, who under the 
present law would be retired no later 
than the age of 60, after having com- 
pleted 35 years of service, with 5 years 
in grade. The bill will permit such offi- 
cers to be retained in the service of our 
country on active duty until the age of 
62, in the discretion of the Secretary. 

In other words, 23 permanent major 
generals, now serving with the rank 
of lieutenant general in the Army, can 
render 2 more years of their valuable 
service if the bill becomes law. Other- 
wise, those officers will have to retire at 
the age of 60, and the Government will 
lose the benefit of their intelligence, 
training, and experience at a time when 
the benefits of their service are most 
needed. 

‘Ar. MORSE. Mr. President, of 
course, the Chairman of the Committee 
on Armed Services knows that I would 
not think of preventing passage of the 
bill, which would be the result, from 
what the Senator has said, if I insisted 
upon my amendment. Apparently I was 
laboring under misinformation, because 
I was advised that if I offered an amend- 
ment to the bill the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts, in all probability, would not 
object. 

I have no interest in the case, so far 
as the individual is concerned, as the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Cooper] 
also has said. Commander Rawlins is 
not a constituent of the Senator from 
Kentucky, and he is not a constituent 
of mine. I met him in connection 
with my former work as a member 
of the Committee on Armed Services, 
but this is one of the cases which 
came before the subcommittee of which 
I was a member. The subcommittee 
felt that an injustice had been done, the 
full committee felt than an injustice had 
been done, and the Senate felt an injus- 
tice had been done, because I think the 
Senate twice passed legislation seeking 
to correct the injustice. 

The difficulty is that the Navy per- 
sonnel at the Pentagon always find some 
new blockade to throw in our way when 
we seek to correct the injustice. This is 
the latest one. We have been advised 
that this kind of amendment would re- 
move the blockade which the Navy has 
now fallen behind. 

I shall withdraw my amendment, but 
before doing so I wish to say that I do 
not think the Government ever should 
become so big that it cannot do justice 
to an individual in governmental service. 

When we find Admiral Carney, as he 
very clearly has stated on the record, fa- 
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voring the doing of justice in this case, 
I think in some way, somehow, legisla- 
tion should be passed which would do 
justice. 

The Senator from Massachusetts can 
count on me, come January, to join with 
him in giving any assistance I can to- 
ward having legislation passed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I told the chair- 
man of the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices that I, as majority leader, would 
have to object to the amendment to the 
bill because of the bill’s importance and 
the problem which I felt it would en- 
counter in the other branch of Congress 
if the amendment were adopted. 

I am perfectly willing to consider the 
case on its merits if it comes before the 
Senate as a separate bill. I shall be glad 
to consult with the Senator from Oregon 
and the chairman of the committee. 
But in this instance I will take the re- 
sponsibility, because had not the chair- 
man spoken and reserved his right to 
object, I had told him that I would have 
te object to the amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. I think the Senator 
from California will agree with me that 
at least we have accomplished the pur- 
pose tonight of issuing another very 
clear notice to the Navy officials that 
we think they ought to get busy and do 
justice in the case. 

I withdraw my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to amend the Officer Personnel 
Act of 1947 to defer the retirement of 
certain officers of the Regular Army and 
the Regular Air Force, and for other 
purposes.” 


COMPACT RELATING TO HIGHER 
EDUCATION IN THE NEW ENG- 
LAND STATES 


The bill (S. 3726) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to certain New England 
States to enter into a compact relating 
to higher education in the New England 
States and establishing the New Eng- 
land Board of Higher Education was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair wishes to state that Calendar No. 
2232, H. R. 9712, is identical with Senate 
bill 3726. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the House bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 9712) granting the consent of 
Congress to certain New England States 
to enter into a compact relating to high- 
er education in the New England States, 
and establishing the New England 
Board of Higher Education was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, Senate bill 3726 is in- 
definitely postponed, 
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EXTENSION OF CERTAIN TIMBER 
RIGHTS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3601) to provide that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is authorized to ex- 
tend until not later than October 18, 
1962, certain timber rights and necessary 
ingress and egress, and for other pur- 
poses, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry with amendments, on page 1, line 
3, after the word “Agriculture”, to insert 
“hereinafter referred to as the Secre- 
tary”; on page 2, line 9, after the word 
“half”, to insert “south half”; on page 
3, line 6, after the word “Company”, to 
insert. “and its successors in interest”; 
at the beginning of line 11, to insert 
“and its successors in interest”; in line 
13, after the word “the”, to strike out 
“regional forester, region 3, Forest Ser- 
vice” and insert “Secretary”; at the be- 
ginning of line 16, to insert “forage”; 
and in line 19, after the word “the”, to 
strike out “said regional forester” and 


insert “Secretary”, so as to make the 
bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
Agriculture, hereinafter referred to as the 
Secretary, is hereby authorized to extend 
until not later than October 18, 1962, those 
certain timber rights and necessary ingress, 
egress, or occupancy in connection there- 
with, of the M. R. Prestridge Lumber Co., 
and its successors in interest, on the fol- 
lowing-described lands: 

Township 17 south, range 12 east, New 
Mexico principal meridian: 

Section 22, south half; section 23, south 
half; section 24, northeast quarter north- 
east quarter, southwest quarter northeast 
quarter, south half northwest quarter, south- 
west quarter, south half southeast quar- 
ter; section 25, northeast quarter northeast 
quarter, south half northeast quarter, north- 
west quarter, south half; section 26, north- 
west quarter, northeast quarter southeast 
quarter, south half south half; section 27, 
north half, northwest quarter southeast 
quarter, south half southeast quarter, south- 
west quarter; section 28, all; section 33, all; 
section 34, north half; section 35, all. 

Township 18 south, range 12 east, New 
Mexico principal meridian: 

Section 3, west half; section 4, all; section 
9, all. 

All lying within the Lincoln National For- 
est, Otero County, N. Mex.; such timber 
rights being those as were excepted as out- 
standing in the Southwest Lumber Co., pred- 
ecessors in interest to the M. R. Prestridge 
Lumber Co., and expiring October 18, 1957, 
by that certain warranty deed, dated Au- 
gust 31, 1940, from Lee H. Orndorff, Alice 
V. Orndorff, M. H. Barrough, and Lula N. 
Barrough, to the United States of America, 
of record in said county on October 7, 1940, 
in book 117 of deeds at pages 617-8-9; which 
rights, by reference, were described and 
reserved in that certain deed of conveyance 
to the land involved from the Alamogordo 
Lumber Co., predecessors in interest to the 
Southwest Lumber Co., dated October 18, 
1917, and recorded in book 53, pages 257, 
262, deed records of Otero County, N. Mex.: 
Provided, That said M. R. Prestridge Lum- 
ber Co. and its successors in interest shall 
leave uncut henceforth from the date of 
this act, all trees whose diameter at a point 
4½ feet above ground equals 16 inches or 
less: Provided further, That the said M. R. 
Prestridge Lumber Co. and its successors in 
interest shall after date of this act com- 
ply with reasonable logging and occupancy 
restrictions prescribed by the Secretary to 
prevent unnecessary damage to public re- 
sources and interests including uncut tim- 
ber and young growth, forage, soil, water, 
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improvements, and public health and to in- 
sure reasonable fire protection. The said 
company shall, after date of this act, con- 
form to road construction and maintenance 
standards acceptable to the Secretary, but 
not higher than required of other purchas- 
ers of national forest timber on the Lincoln 
National Forest and shall contribute a fair 
share toward the maintenance of the na- 
tional forest roads used for log and lumber 
hauling by them. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


CHARTER OF PASSENGER SHIPS IN 
DOMESTIC TRADE 


The bill (H. R. 9868) to amend the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 to pro- 
vide for the charter of passenger ships 
in the domestic trade was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the Recorp an explana- 
tion of H. R. 9868. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MAGNUSON ON 

H. R. 9868 (S. 3732) 

This is a completely noncontroversial bill. 
Its purpose is to authorize the chartering of 
Government-owned, war-built passenger ves- 
sels for use in the domestic trade specifically, 
in the case of the proponents of this bill, 
to pave the way for application to the Mari- 
time Board for approval for a proposed tour- 
ist-type passenger service between San Fran- 
cisco and Honolulu. 

There is authority presently in the law for 
charter of such vessels for use in foreign 
trade, but apparently the question of charter 
for domestic use has never arisen previously. 

The responsible Government agencies favor 
the bill. The Seafarers International Union 
of North America urges its passage. The 
Hawaiian Visitors Bureau supports it. And 
the one passenger line operating in this serv- 
ice reports that it has no objection. 

The Commerce Department took the posi- 
tion that passage of the bill would provide 
a desirable authority in the Government to 
charter any war-built passenger vessel in the 
defense reserve. It pointed out also that 
chartering of passenger vessels in the domes- 
tic trade would place in service additional 
units which would be readily available for 
military use in the event of an emergency 
and should be valuable operating units in 
our merchant marine. 

The Commerce Department recommended 
that, in the interest of better arrangements, 
the bill be so worded as to amend section 
5 (f) instead of section 5 (e) of the 1946 
act, so that provisions for chartering pas- 
senger vessels be set forth in one subsection. 


USES OF PUBLIC LANDS—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 1254) to provide au- 
thorization for certain uses of public 
lands was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A com- 
panion bill to this bill was objected to 
earlier in the day, and therefore the bill 
will go over. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, may I 
have unanimous consent to speak for a 
moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 'The Chair hears none, and 
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3 Senator from California may pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the ob- 
jection lodged to the companion bill was 
one lodged by my friend, the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Morse]. I had as- 
sumed, earlier in the evening, that it was 
to this bill which he had the idea of con- 
tinuing to object this evening. I should 
like to ask my friend, the Senator from 
Oregon, if in this instance the material 
which I gave him from the State attor- 
ney general in California may have been 
able to indicate the necessity for this 
legislation or the companion bill to 
which earlier he objected? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I always 
feel badly when I find myself in disagree- 
ment with the same colleague more than 
once on the Unanimous Consent Calen- 
dar. I can assure him that my differ- 
ence with him is a sincere one. How- 
ever, I would have no objection to the 
bill being called on the next call of the 
calendar. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate bill 
to which objection was previously made 
and House bill 1254, which is almost, but 
not quite a companion measure, go over 
to the next call of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bills will go over to the next call of the 
calendar. 


AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION, OP- 
ERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF 
WESTERN LAND BOUNDARY 
FENCE PROJECT 


The bill (S. 114) authorizing appropri- 
ations for the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the western land 
boundary fence project, and for other 
purposes was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That there is authorized 
to be appropriated to the United States sec- 
tion, International Boundary and Water 
Commission, United States and Mexico, such 
sums as may be necessary for the construc- 
tion, operation, and maintenance of the west- 
ern land boundary fence project, as said 
project is presently planned or as the plans 
therefor may be amended from time to time. 

Sec. 2. The said sums may be appropriated 
specifically for said project, or may be in- 
cluded with the appropriation for all con- 
struction projects of said United States sec- 
tion. The expenditures and appropriations 
herein authorized shall not be construed as 
placing a limitation on funds which may be 
hereafter appropriated for the operation and 
maintenance of said project. The United 
States Commissioner, International Bound- 
ary and Water Commission, United States 
and Mexico, notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 3679 of the Revised Statutes (31 
U. S. C. 665), sections 3732 and 3733 of the 
Revised Statutes (41 U. S. C. 11 and 12), or 
any other law, may enter into contracts be- 
yond the amount actually appropriated for 
so much of th? work on said project as the 
physical and orderly sequence of construc- 
tion or considerations of expediting said work 
make necessary or desirable, such contracts 
to be subject to and dependent upon future 
appropriations by Congress: Provided, That 
the total construction cost of said project 
shall not exceed $3,500,000. 

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding any contrary pro- 
visions of appropriation or other acts appli- 
cable to said project, the United States sec- 
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tion is authorized to acquire by purchase, 
exercise of the power of eminent domain, or 
by donation any real or personal property 
which may be necessary for such project, as 
determined by the United States Com- 
missioner, including rights-of-way not ex- 
ceeding 60 feet in width, as may be necessary 
for such boundary fence and roads parallel 
thereto required for the patrol and mainte- 
nance thereof. 

Sec, 4. Notwithstanding any contrary pro- 
visions of law, any executive department, in- 
dependent establishment, or other agency of 
the United States is authorized to transfer to 
the United States section, without payment 
or reimbursement therefor, (a) any equip- 
ment, supplies, or materials which any of 
these agencies may have and which may be 
needed for the construction, repair, opera- 
tion, or maintenance of such boundary fence 
project by the United States section; and (b) 
any existing fences, or portions thereof on or 
along the United States-Mexican boundary, 
which may be under the jurisdiction of such 
other Federal agency. The United States 
section is hereby authorized to expend, out 
of funds made available for boundary-fence 
construction, any sums of money which may 
be necessary for the reconstruction, repair, 
and operation and maintenance of boundary 
fences so transferred. 

Sec. 5. The said United States Commis- 
sioner, in his discretion, is authorized to em- 
ploy personnel for the survey, inspection, 
construction, and supervision of construction 
of such fence project without regard to per- 
sonnel ceilings otherwise imposed, and with- 
out regard to the civil-service laws or reg- 
ulations requiring the employment of Amer- 
ican citizens: Provided, That such employ- 
ment shall not be for a period longer than 
that required for the completion of construc- 
tion of such fence project, nor in any event 
for a period in excess of 3 years from the ef- 
fective date of this act. 

Sec, 6. Said fence project may be con- 
structed by contract or by force account, or 
partly by contract and partly by force ac- 
count, in the discretion of the said United 
States Commissioner; and in either event the 
provisions of title 41, United States Code, sec- 
tion 5, and other laws and regulations relat- 
ing to advertising for proposals for pur- 
chases and contracts for supplies or services 
for departments of the Government and laws 
and regulations placing limitations upon the 
purchase of passenger-carrying or other mo- 
tor-propelled vehicles shall be inapplicable 
to purchases and contracts for equipment and 
supplies or services for the survey, construc- 
tion, or supervision of said fence project. 

Sec. 7. The opinion of the Attorney General 
in favor of the validity of the title to any 
tract of land or easement therein to be ac- 
quired for right-of-way for said fence proj- 
ect shall not be required as a condition prec- 
edent to construction thereon when, in the 
opinion of the said United States Commis- 
sioner, such requirement would unduly delay 
the construction program and the interests 
of the United States are not jeopardized by 
the waiver of such requirement: Provided, 
That proceedings for the acquisition of such 
tracts or easements therein by purchase, 
exercise of the power of eminent domain, 
or condemnation have been commenced, and 
the consent of the record or apparent owner 
or owners of any such tract has been se- 
cured for the immediate occupancy thereof, 
or appropriate orders have been entered 
therefor in eminent domain proceedings: 
Provided further, That the United States 
Commissioner shall proceed, as expeditiously 
as may be possible, to secure title to such 
tracts or easements therein in the manner 
and to the extent required for the approval 
of the Attorney General in accordance with 
existing law: Provided further, That where 
portions of such fence are to be built within 
the right-of-way lines of existing State, 
county, or other public roads or highways, 
the United States Commissioner is author- 
ized to accept, and the Attorney General is 
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authorized to approve, rights-of-way, ease- 
ments, or licenses from any such State, 
county, or other public agency having juris- 
diction thereover, subject to such condi- 
tions and limitations as may be required by 
State or municipal law or regulation, includ- 
ing, but not limited to, conditions requiring 
the removal of said fence, or portions there- 
of, to points outside of the right-of-way lines 
as may not be objectionable to the State, 
county, or other public agency concerned, 
where considerations of widening said roads 
or highways, or other considerations of public 
necessity, make such removal necessary, and 
when, in the opinion of the United States 
Commissioner, the interests of the United 
States will not thereby be unduly jeopardized. 
The opinion of the attorney general of the 
State wherein such rights-of-way, easements, 
or licenses are granted, if such opinion be 
obtained, shall be conclusive as to the right 
or authority of the State, county, or other 
public agency concerned, and of the officials 
thereof, to grant any such right-of-way, ease- 
ment, or license. 


EXTENSION OF CERTAIN PATENTS 
DURING CERTAIN EMERGENCY 
PERIODS—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 3534) to authorize the 
extension of patents covering inventions 
whose practice was prevented or cur- 
tailed during certain emergency periods 
was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
in view of the fact that the calendar 
committee on this side of the aisle has 
not received full and complete reports 
from the agencies involved, I ask that 
the bill go over until the next call of the 
calendar. I should like to say, in fair- 
ness, that we do have a report from the 
Department of Commerce, but I will not 
be entirely satisfied until I get the full 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be considered at the top of the next 
endar, 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 8898) to amend sec- 
tion 401 (e) (2) of the Civil Aeronautics 
Act, as amended, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
by request I ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
considered at the top of the next call of 
the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered, and the bill 
will be considered at the top of the next 
call of the calendar. 


LAWRENCE F. KRAMER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2083) to confer jurisdiction upon 
the Court of Claims to hear the claim 
of Lawrence F. Kramer, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and to 
insert: 

That the Secretary of the Treasury is au- 
thorized and directed to pay, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated, to Lawrence F. Kramer, of 354 
East 42d Street, Paterson, N. J., the sum of 
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$67,500 in full satisfaction of his claim 
against the United States for (1) compen- 
sation for services rendered by him during 
the period from 1935 to 1952 in assisting 
and enabling the United States to prosecute 
successfully criminal proceedings against 
certain defendants who had defrauded the 
Government in connection with fixing prices 
on Works Projects Administration projects 
in the State of New Jersey, and (2) for re- 
imbursement for expenses incurred by him 
in rendering such services: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Lawrence F, 
Kramer,” 


M. M. HESS 


The bill (H. R. 7762) for the relief of 
M. M. Hess was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that the amendment of 
the committee and the amendment by 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
HENDRICKSON] have been agreed to. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, does the Chair refer 
to the amendment prohibiting the pay- 
ment of interest? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. GORE. I withdraw my objection. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 7762) for the relief of 
M. M. Hess. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read the 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


INCREASE OF PENSIONS TO VET- 
ERANS AND DEPENDENTS 


The bill (H. R. 9962) to increase by 
5 percent the rates of pension payable 
to veterans and their dependents was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3772) to amend the Fed- 
eral Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949, as amended, to pro- 
vide for the payment of appraisers, 
auctioneers, and brokers fees, from the 
proceeds of disposal of Government sur- 
plus real property, and for other pur- 
poses was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


August 12 


EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY OF THE 
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO 
ISSUE CERTAIN PATENTS—BILL 
PASSED TO NEXT CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, why 
was Calendar No. 2351, S. 3716, passed 
over? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was 
not placed at the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I ask unanimous 
consent that it may be brought up on 
the next call of the calendar. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
if the Senator will yield, we have a 
definite agreement concerning this 
measure. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
understand it will be called on the next 
call of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be called on 
the next call of the calendar, 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3844) to provide for a 
reciprocal and more effective remedy for 
certain claims arising out of the acts of 
military personnel and to authorize the 
pro rata sharing of the cost of such 
claims with foreign nations, and for 
other purposes was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


REVIEW OF CUSTOMS TARIFF 
SCHEDULES, ETC. 


The bill (H. R. 10009) to provide for 
the review of customs tariff schedules, to 
improve procedures for the tariff classi- 
fication of unenumerated articles, to re- 
peal or amend obsolete provisions of the 
customs laws, and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I wish to say that at 
the last call of the caiendar I registered 
an objection to the bili. Since that time 
I have had an opportunity to confer 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia, and also with Representative 
Cooper, of Tennessee, and Representa- 
tive Mitts, of Arkansas, both. of whom 
are members of the House Ways and 
Means Committee. All three distin- 
guished Members of Congress recom- 
mend the passage of the bill. Therefore 
I withdraw objection. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, may 
we hear what the amendments are? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendments. 

The amendments which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Finance 
were, on page 2, line 1, after the word 
“classified”, to strike out “for the pur- 
pose of determining the applicable rate 
of duty or exemption from duty” and in- 
sert “for tariff purposes”; at the begin- 
ning of line 4, to strike out “certain” and 
insert “related”; in line 12, after “(1)”, 
to strike out “established” and insert 
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“establish”; in line 21, after the word 
“classifications”, to strike out: 


With respect to particular products by 
(i) eliminating multiple provisions for the 
tariff treatment of the same product; (ii) 
revising tariff descriptions; (iii) establish- 
ing a single classification provision for each 
group of articles which are subject now to 
different classifications but which are simi- 
lar in character and in competitive relation- 
ship to products of the United States; (iv) 
changing forms of rates of duty; and (v) 
establishing consistent and simplified prin- 
ciples and standards of tariff classification. 

(b) The schedules prepared in accordance 
with subsection (a) shall specify two rec- 
ommended rates of duty for each classifi- 
cation provision in the dutiable schedules, 
which rates may be identical or different. 
Such rates shall be respectively (1) the rate, 
or equal in ad valorem equivalent to the 
rate or rates, applicable on the date of com- 
pletion of the schedules (even though tem- 
porarily suspended by act of Congress) to 
articles covered by such classification pro- 
vision which are products of countries whose 
products are not at that time entitled to the 
benefits of reduced rates of duty established 
pursuant to trade agreements entered into 
under the authority of section 350 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 as amended (U. S. C., 1952 
edition, title 19, sec. 1351) and (2) the rate, 
or equal in ad valorem equivalent to the rate 
or rates, applicable on the date of comple- 
tion of the schedules (even though tempo- 
rarily suspended by act of Congress) to ar- 
ticles covered by such classification provision 
which are products of countries, other than 
Cuba and the Philippine Republic, whose 
products are at that time entitled to the 
benefits of rates of duty established pur- 
suant to the aforesaid trade agreements. 
For the purposes of specifying all rates of 
duty in the schedules, such tolerances shall 
be applied as the Commission shall deem ap- 
propriate to round out the rates within rea- 
sonable standards of uniformity. If the 
Commission in preparing its schedules 
changes the form of the rate of any duty, or 
establishes a single classification provision 
for a group of articles formerly subject to 
different rates of duty, the revised rates, 
whether ad valorem, specific, or compound, 
shall be those which, in the judgment of the 
Commission, will bring substantially the 
same amount of duties as would have been 
collected by application of the superseded 
rate or rates, based upon reasonably avail- 
able information as to the amounts of duties 
which were and would have been collected 
on imports entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse, for consumption, during the cal- 
endar years 1952 and 1953. 

(c) The schedules prepared in accordance 
with the preceding subsections shall be ac- 
companied by a statement of the amount of 
each difference between an existing rate and 
the corresponding rate in the schedule, based 
upon reasonably available information as to 
the amounts of duties which were, and 
which by application of the schedule rates 
would have been, collected on imports en- 
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption, during the calendar years 1952 
and 1953, They shall also be accompanied 
by summaries of all the data on the basis of 
which the new rates in the schedules were 
calculated, 


On page 5, after line 2, to insert: 


(b) The Commission shall seek to accom- 
plish the purposes of subsection (a) without 
suggesting changes in any rate or rates of 
duty on individual products, whether those 
rates are applied by statute or by Presi- 
dential proclamation. Where, however, in 
the judgment of the Commission, the pur- 
poses of subsection (a) cannot be accom- 
plished without such changes, the Commis- 
sion shall specify each incidental change 
in rates which in its Judgment would accom- 
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plish such purposes, and shall accompany 
it with a summary of all the data on which 
such suggested change was based, together 
with a statement of the probable effect of 
such suggested change on any industry in 
the United States. Before suggesting any 
changes in rates of duty, the Commission 
shall give public notice of its intention to 
do so and shall afford reasonable oppor- 
tunity for parties interested to be present, 
to produce evidence, and to be heard at 
public hearings with respect to the probable 
effect of such suggested changes on any in- 
dustry in the United States. 


On page 5, line 21, to change the sub- 
section letter from “(d)” to “(c)”; in 
line 23, after the word “data”, to insert 
“and statements”; on page 6, line 3, to 
change the subsection letter from “(e)” 
to “(d)”; after line 12, to insert: 


(e) The Commission may invoke all the 
powers granted to it under part II. title III. 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and 
is authorized to make reasonable rules and 
regulations, for the purpose of carrying out 
its functions under this title. 


After line 17, to insert: 


(f) The Commission may procure tem- 
porary and intermittent services in accord- 
ance with section 15 of the act of August 2, 
1946 (5 U. S. C., sec. 55a), but at rates not 
to exceed $75 per diem for individuals. The 
Commission may reimburse employees, ex- 
perts, and consultants for travel, subsistence, 
and other necessary expenses incurred by 
them in the performance of their official 
duties, and make reasonable advances to such 
persons for such purposes. Service by a per- 
son pursuant to the first sentence of this sub- 
section shall not be considered as service or 
employment bringing such person within the 
provisions of section 281, 283, 284, or 1914 of 
title 18 of the United States Code, or section 
512 of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, or 
section 190 of the Revised Statutes (5 U. S. C., 
sec, 99). 


On page 7, line 7, to change the sub- 
section letter from “(f)” to “(g)”; in 
line 11, in the heading, after “Title II”, 
to strike out “Tariff Classification of“; 
in line 12, in the heading, after the word 
“Articles” to insert American Goods 
Returned”; on page 8, after line 11, to 
insert: 


CERTAIN METAL ARTICLES RETURNED TO 
UNITED STATES 

Sec. 202. Paragraph 1615 (g) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended (U. S. C., 1952 edi- 
tion, title 19, sec. 1201, par. 1615 (g)), is 
further amended to read as follows: 

“(g) (1) Any article exported from the 
United States for repairs or alterations may 
be returned upon the payment of a duty 
upon the value of the repairs or alterations 
at the rate or rates which would apply to the 
article itself in its repaired or altered condi- 
tion if not within the purview of this sub- 
paragraph (g). 

“(2) If— 

“(A) any article of metal (except precious 
metal) manufactured in the United States 
or subjected to a process of manufacture in 
the United States is exported for further 
processing; and 

“(B) the exported article as processed out- 
side the United States, or the article which 
results from the processing outside the 
United States, as the case may be, is re- 
turned to the United States for further proc- 
essing, 
then such article may be returned upon the 
payment of a duty upon the value of such 
processing outside the United States at the 
rate or rates which would apply to such 
article itself if it were not within the pur- 
view of this subparagraph (g). 
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“(3) This subparagraph (g) shall not ap- 
ply to any article exported— 

(A) from bonded warehouse or from con- 
tinuous customs custody elsewhere than 
bonded warehouse with remission, abate- 
ment, or refund of duty; 

“(B) with benefit of drawback through 
substitution or otherwise; or 

“(C) for the purpose of complying with 
any law of the United States or regulation 
of any Federal agency requiring exportation. 

“(4) For the purposes of this subpara- 
graph (g), the value of repairs, alterations, 
or processing outside the United States shall 
be considered to be— 

“(A) the cost to the importer of such re- 
pairs, alterations, or processing; or 

“(B) if no charge is made, the value of 
such repairs, alterations, or processing, 
as set out in the invoice and entry papers; 
except that, if the Secretary of the Treasury 
concludes that the amount so set out does 
not represent a reasonable cost or fair value, 
as the case may be, then the value of the 
repairs, alterations, or processing shall be 
determined in accordance with section 402 
of this act. No appraisement of the im- 
ported article in its repaired, altered, or 
processed condition shall be required unless 
necessary to a determination of the rate or 
rates of duty applicable to such article.” 


On page 11, line 15, after the word 
“from”, to insert “the invoice or other 
papers or from”; in line 16, after the 
word “him”, to insert “or to any person 
to whom authority under this section 
has been delegated”; in line 18, after the 
word “exporter’s”, to strike out “sale” 
and insert “sales”; in line 24, after the 
word “than”, to strike out “sixty” and 
insert “one hundred and twenty”; in line 
25, after the word “been”, to insert 
“raised by or’’; on page 12, at the begin- 
ning of line 1, to insert “or any person 
to whom authority under this section has 
been delegated’; in line 12, after the 
word “than”, to strike out “sixty” and 
insert “one hundred and twenty”; at the 
beginning of line 14, to insert “raised 
by”; in the same line, after the word 
“Secretary”, to insert “or any person to 
whom authority under section 201 has 
been delegated”; in line 18, after the 
word “exporter’s”’, to strike out “sale” 
and insert “sales”; on page 14, line 13, 
after “Sec. 402. (a)“, to strike out “sec- 
tion 3 of the act of March 3, 1917 (39 
Stat. 1133), as amended (U. S. C., 1952 
edition, title 48, sec. 1394), is amended 
to read as follows” and insert “section 
28 (d) of the Revised Organic Act of the 
Virgin Islands, approved July 22, 1954, 
is amended to read as follows”; in line 
18, at the beginning of the line, to strike 
out “Sec. 3.” and insert “(d)”; in line 
22, after the word “section”, to strike 
out “3350” and insert “7652 (b)”; in the 
same line, after the word “Code”, to 
insert “of 1954”; on page 15, after line 3, 
to strike out: 

Tirte V. OBSOLETE PROVISIONS oF CUSTOMS 
Laws 

Sec. 501. The following obsolete, inopera- 
tive, and unnecessary statutes and parts 
thereof relating to the duties, functions, and 
operations of certain officers and employees 
of the Customs Service are repealed: 

1. Section 2649, Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
1952 edition, title 19, sec. 12). 

2. Section 1 of the act of March 4, 1911 
(ch. 285, 36 Stat. 1393), as amended, and so 
much of the acts of August 15, 1876 (19 Stat. 
152), March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 968), March 4, 
1911 (36 Stat. 1393), and March 4, 1923 (42 
Stat. 1453), as relate to the number and 
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titles of special agents or members = the 
Customs Special Agency Service (U. S. O., 
1952 edition, title 19, sec. 13). 

3. Section 2651, Revised Statutes (U. S. O., 
1952 edition, title 19, sec. 14). 

4. Section 2999, Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
1952 edition, title 19, sec. 15). 

5. Section 2940, Revised Statutes, as 
amended (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, 
sec. 16). 

6. Section 2941, Revised Statutes (U. S. 
1952 editon, title 19, sec. 17). 

7. Section 2942, Revised Statutes (U. S. 
1952 edition, title 19, sec. 18). 

8. Section 2616, Revised Statutes (U. S. 
1952 edition, title 19, sec, 21). 

9. Section 2614, Revised Statutes, as 
amended (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, 
sec. 22). 

10. Section 
amended (U. 
sec. 23). 

11, Section 
amended (U. 
sec. 24). 

12. Section 
amended (U. 
sec. 26). 

13. Section 11 of the act of February 8, 
1875 (ch. 36; 18 Stat. 309), as amended 
(U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 27). 

14, Act of September 24, 1914 (ch. 309, 38 
Stat. 716; U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, 
sec. 28). 

15. Section 2627, Revised Statutes, as 
amended (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, 
sec. 40). 

16. Section 2687, Revised Statutes (U. 8. 
1952 edition, title 19, sec. 53). 

17. Section 2646, Revised Statutes (U. S. 
1952 edition, title 19, sec. 54). 

18. Section 2647, Revised Statutes, as 
amended (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, 
sec. 55). 

19. Section 2944, Revised Statutes (U. S. 
C., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 56). 

20. Section 2648, Revised Statutes, as 
amended (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 
57). 

21. Section 2635, Revised Statutes, as 
amended (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 
59). 

22. Section 2580, Revised Statutes (U. S. 
C., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 61). 

23. Act of December 18, 1890 (ch. 22, 26 
Stat. 690), as amended (U. S. C., 1952 edition, 
title 19, sec. 62). 

24. Section 258, Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
1952 edition, title 19, sec. $7). 

25. Section 2612, Revised Statutes (U. S. 
C., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 379). 

26. Section 2918, Revised Statutes (U. S. 
C., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 390). 

27. Section 13 of the Act of June 22, 1874 
(ch. 391, 18 Stat. 188; U. S. C., 1952 edition, 
title 19, sec. 494). 

28. Act of February 10, 1913 (ch. 35, 37 
Stat. 665; U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 
542). 

29. Section 3650, Revised Statutes, as 
amended (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 31, sec. 
549). 

30. So much of section 3689 of the Revised 
Statutes (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 31, sec. 
711 (7)) as reads: “Repayment of excess of 
deposits for unascertained duties (cus- 
toms): To repay to importers the excess of 
deposits for unascertained duties, or duties 
or other moneys paid under protest.” 

31. So much of section 1 of the act of 
September 30, 1890 (ch. 1126, 26 Stat. 511), 
as reads: “And such clerks and inspectors 
of customs as the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury may designate for the purpose shall be 
authorized to administer oaths, such as dep- 
uty collectors of customs are now authorized 
to administer, and no compensation shall 
be paid or charge made therefor.” 

Sec. 502. Subsection (f) of section 500 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1952 edition, 
title 19, sec. 1500 (f)) is amended by delet- 
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2617, Revised Statutes, as 
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ing from the second sentence the words 
“take the oath.” 

Src. 503. Section 583 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (U. S. O., 1952 edition, title 19, sec. 
1583) is amended by deleting therefrom the 
words “the back of.” 


On page 18, line 20, to change the title 
number from “VI” to “V”; in line 22, to 
change the section number from “601” 
to “501”; on page 19, line 18, to change 
the section number from “602” to “502”; 
on page 20, line 2, after “(a)”, to strike 
out “Every” and insert “Except as spec- 
ified in the proviso to section 594 of this 
act, every”; in line 18, to change the 
section number from “603” to “503”; on 
page 21, line 18, to change the section 
number from 604“ to “504”; on page 
22, line 5, to change the section number 
from “605” to “505”; in line 18, to 
change the section number from “606” 
to “506”; in line 23, to change the section 
number from 607“ to “507”; on page 23, 
line 3, to change the title number from 
“VII” to “VI”; in line 4, to change the 
section number from “701” to “601”; and 
in the same line, after the word “and” to 
strike out “VI” and insert “V.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments of the committee. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

‘The amendments were ordered to be 
3 and the bill to be read a third 

e. 


THE SO-CALLED CUSTOMS SIMPLIFICATION BILL 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read a third time, the ques- 
tion is, Shall it pass? 

Without objection—— 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I should like to 
ask the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee whether all the 
amendments which have just been read 
were approved by the Senate Finance 
Committee. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I think they were 
approved, after a considerable debate be- 
tween ourselves—I refer to the distin- 
guished Senator from Nevada and my- 
self—and after numerous meetings with 
the Government agencies affected, who 
met with the members of the Senate 
Finance Committee to discuss the 
thoughts we developed as we went along 
to meet the points the Senator from 
Nevada had in mind. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, still re- 
serving the right to object, I want to 
say for the benefit of the record that 
for several years we have had a contin- 
ual stream of these so-called customs 
simplification bills—customs simplifica- 
tion always including the lowering of 
the import fees or tariffs or duties as 
they are called in the Constitution of the 
United States. 

The final net result is always a reduc- 
tion of such duties or fees through what 
is called simplification—either through 
changing the valuation from the Ameri- 
can valuation to the foreign valuation, 
or changing classifications to take a 
lower duty. 

Again for the benefit of the record, 
let me say that the junior Senator from 
Nevada has discussed this bill with the 
Secretary of the Treasury and it is un- 
derstood that there is no intention on 
his part of disturbing the tariff struc- 
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ture through this proposed legislation 
and that the Secretary will cooperate 
with the Senate Finance Committee in 
preventing such further misrepresenta- 
tions under the general heading of sim- 
plification. 

All over the country we have contin- 
uous propaganda relative to customs 
simplification which always adds up to 
only one thing, namely, reclassification 
or revaluation to take a lower duty. The 
junior Senator from Nevada is tired of 
it, and serves notice now that any fur- 
there simplification bill cloaking such 
tariff or duty revisions will be debated 
on the Senate floor until thoroughly un- 
derstood by a long-suffering public. 

It has become the custom to present 
such bills during the closing days of 
the sessions when there is no time for 
hearings or even adequate reading and 
study. 

It is time the workingmen’s jobs and 
the investors’ money is again protected 
through the principle of a flexible tariff 
or duty adjusted by the Tariff Commis- 
sion as an agent of Congress on the basis 
of fair and reasonable competition—the 
tariff or duty representing the difference 
between the wages and taxes here and 
in the chief competing country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Nevada offer further 
objection? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I do 
not object. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MALONE. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that the Senator from Nevada 
is objecting to a part of the legislative 
program fo. simplification of tariff 
duties? 

Mr. MALONE. I am objecting to the 
type of simplification the junior Senator 
from Illinois always favors—that is a 
lewering of tariffs and putting foreign 
sweatshop labor directly into competi- 
tion with American workers and in- 
vestors. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that the Senator from Nevada 
is opposed to the President’s program? 

Mr. MALONE. I am opposed to any- 
body’s program which includes a lower- 
ing of tariffs or duties putting the Amer- 
ican workingman in direct competition 
with the sweatshop labor of Europe and 
Asia. This includes the foreign-trade 
program, which has always been sup- 
ported by the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments having been engrossed, and 
the bill read a third time; the question 
is, Shall the bill pass? 

The bill (H. R. 10009) was passed. 

‘the title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to provide for the review of cus- 
toms tariff schedules, to improve proce- 
dures for the tariff classification of un- 
enumerated articles, and for other 
purposes.” 


TRANSMITTAL OF INTERNATIONAL 
AGREEMENTS TO SENATE WITHIN 
30 DAYS AFTER EXECUTION 


The bill (S. 3067) to require that inter- 
national agreements other than treaties, 
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hereafter entered into by the United 
States, be transmitted to the Senate 
within 30 days after the execution there- 
of, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. There is no objec- 
tion from this side to the present consid- 
eration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 


TRIBUTE TO SENATOR PAYNE, OF 
MAINE 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, in connection 
with the consideration of Senate bill 
3067—although I do not intend to ob- 
ject—let me say that in view of the ef- 
fective activities on the part of the dis- 
tinguished junior Senator from Maine 
(Mr. Payne], who now is presiding so 
ably over the Senate—and I refer to his 
necessary activities in keeping the Mem- 
bers of the Senate in a proper state of 
discipline and good working order—I 
think perhaps a brief item just carried 
on the Associated Press ticker may be 
appropriately read at this time: 

WASHINGTON.—A statistically minded Sen- 
ate parliamentarian figured out today that 
the Senate under the rapid gaveling of Sen- 
ator PayNe (Republican, Maine) has estab- 
lished an all-time record in bill passage. 

Starting in on a mountainous accumula- 
tion of bills Tuesday night with Maine's 
former governor in the chair the Senate 
whipped through 47 bills in 10 minutes. 

With Payne again presiding on Wednesday 
the Senate took up. its calendar at 10:15 
a. m., and by 2:15 p. m., just 4 hours later, 
had considered 432 bills, passing 366 and 
deferring 66 for later action. 

At one point Payne called up and banged 
through private immigration bills at the rate 
of 100 in 10 minutes. 

At the end of the gruelling session PAYNE 
looked fresh but admitted he was “a bit 
weary.” 


I thought the insertion into the Ro- 
orD at this time of that item might be 
an inspiration to future presiding offi- 
cers of the Senate. [Laughter and ap- 
plause.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Payne in the chair). Let the Chair 
state that if the Chair had the right to 
do so, he would rule the Senator from 
Florida out of order. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Was the distinguished 
Senator from Florida apologizing for the 
Senate to the country, or is it supposed 
to be a compliment to have the Senate 
pass 47 bills in 10 minutes, without con- 
sideration at all? 

Mr. HOLLAND. In reply to my dis- 
tinguished friend, Mr. President, I may 
say that I think it is a compliment to the 
Senate committees for their care in get- 
ting the bills in excellent shape, and to 
the expedition of the junior Senator 
from Maine [Mr. Payne], who has been 
presiding over the Senate in such com- 
mendable fashion; and, besides, I 
thought the inclusion of that item at 
this particular time might inspire future 
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Senators and future presiding officers 
to continue to expedite the business of 
the Senate. In addition, I thought that 
the people of the Nation might be pleas- 
antly surprised to hear that their Sen- 
ate, which at times is said to spend vast 
amounts of time on one bill, can make 
such speedy progress on occasion? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Florida yield to me? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sen- 
ator from Florida should include in the 
commendation the distinguished Mem- 
bers of the Senate who serve on the two 
calendar committees. I notice that the 
calendar committee on this side of the 
aisle is composed of Members of the 
Senate who have been most faithful and 
loyal in watching over the calendar in 
behalf of all Members of the Senate on 
this side of the aisle, as each of us in- 
dividually watches over the measures 
relating to our respective interests and 
fields. I think those Senators have done 
an extremely fine job. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thoroughly agree 
with my distinguished friend, the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota, in extending the 
commendation to my colleague, the dis- 
tinguished junior Senator from Florida 
{Mr. SMATHERS], to the distinguished 
junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
Gore], and in referring equally to the 
calendar committee serving so faithfully 
and tirelessly on the other side of the 
aisle, to the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICK- 
son], and to the distinguished junior 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Cooper]. 
Certainly all of these able Senators are 
entitled to receive the accolade of the 
Senate. 


TRANSMITTAL OF INTERNATIONAL 
AGREEMENTS TO SENATE WITHIN 
30 DAYS AFTER EXECUTION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Calen- 
dar No. 2365, Senate bill 3067, requiring 
that international agreements other 
than treaties, hereafter entered into by 
the United States, be transmitted to the 
Senate within 30 days after the execu- 
tion thereof, has already been announced 
as next in order. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, in order to 
slow down the proceedings a little, let 
me state that we have received a request 
for an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to give 
the explanation. 

Mr. President, I wish to speak very 
briefly concerning the bill (S. 3067) 
which, under the committee amend- 
ment, would require international agree- 
ments other than treaties to be trans- 
mitted to the Senate within 60 days 
after they have been concluded. 

This bill would amend section 112 of 
title I of the United States Code by add- 
ing a new section, 112b, enlarging the 
duty of the Secretary of State to keep 
Congress and the people informed con- 
cerning the existence of agreements 
which are concluded between other gov- 
ernments and our own. 
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At the present time, section 112a re- 
quires the Secretary of State to compile 
and publish all treaties to which the 
United States is a party, that have been 
proclaimed during each calendar year. 
Information with respect to interna- 
tional agreements other than treaties— 
loosely described as executive agree- 
ments—has not in the past been avail- 
able as quickly as it should have been 
to satisfy many members of the Senate. 
The present bill would ensure that the 
Senate be kept regularly advised as to 
the subject matter of agreements which 
are finalized by the Executive alone. 

Under the committee amendment, all 
such agreements must be transmitted 
to the Senate within 60 days, except for 
those agreements which, for security rea- 
sons, are Classified, and which the Presi- 
dent does not believe should in the na- 
tional interest be disclosed to the general 
public. The latter category would, un- 
der the bill, be transmitted, with ap- 
propriate security safeguards, to the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. 
Members of that committee will thus be 
kept fully informed as to the nature of 
the obligations assumed by our Govern- 
ment in such agreements. 

The bill will not only encourage 
greater liaison between the Executive 
and Congress throughout the entire 
range of the treaty process, but will re- 
move some of the objections which in 
the past have been made on this floor, to 
the effect that this Nation was being 
committed to undertakings which the 
Senate had no opportunity to learn 
about until long afterward. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I should like 
to ask the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan if he can inform the Senate 
who is to decide which of those agree- 
ments are executive agreements, and 
which are made under the President’s 
authority as Commander in Chief of the 
armed services? 

Mr. FERGUSON, This bill would 
cover all executive agreements, whether 
they were made under authority of the 
bill, or under his power as Commander 
in Chief; and he would determine 
whether or not they were such that they 
should be brought only to the Senate 
committee. There is no objection on 
the part of the State Department. 

As I recall, decision on both sides of 
the aisle in the committee was unan- 
imous. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The distinguished 
Senator has not yet clarified the question 
for me, unless he is now telling the Sen- 
ate that all the agreements made by the 
Executive, whether or not made as Com- 
mander in Chief, even in time of war, 
must be sent to the Senate and made a 
matter of public knowledge to the 
Senate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Not made public 
knowledge to the Senate. The agree- 
ment would be made available to the 
Senate or, if the President thought the 
security of the Nation was at stake, to 
the Foreign Relations Committee. The 
President would determine that question. 
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Mr. MONRONEY. I can understand 
the desire of the Senate to have these 
international agreements, but since this 
bill has absolutely nothing in it that I 
have been able to find, involving the 
duties and prerogatives of the Executive 
and the necessary secrecy surrounding 
the powers of the Commander in Chief 
in time of war, I wonder if we are not 
rushing headlong into something which 
might even threaten us with military 
disaster. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, I do not believe 
the pending measure would have that 
effect at all. In the first place, it is not 
unusual in the history of our country for 
the President to send to the Senate, un- 

der the ban of secrecy, and before the 
ban of secrecy is removed, treaties which 
have been negotiated and the Senate 
ratifies them in open session later. In 
this case a report was made by a sub- 
committee representing both sides of the 
aisle; and, as I recall, the bill was re- 
ported unanimously by the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee. What we were trying 
to do was to keep the Senate of the 
United States, which has the responsi- 
bility in the field of foreign policy, from 
operating in the dark in connection with 
important executive agreements which 
might have great effect upon our coun- 
try, without any knowledge of such 
agreements on the part of the Senate or 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate, which has a direct responsi- 
bility in dealing with matters of foreign 
policy. 

When such agreements are filed at the 
U. N. it seems to me that not to require 
such information, to deprive the Senate 
of knowledge of them, is merely blinding 
ourselves to a source of information 
which I think the Senate is entitled to 
have. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I am in perfect 
agreement with respect to international 
agreements as such, but I tried to get 
from the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. Fercuson] a statement 
as to where the dividing line is as be- 
tween agreements which are made on a 
military basis by the Commander in 
Chief, with respect to which agreements 
can be permitted in the realm of our 
military security in relationship to time 
of war or peacetime, and other interna- 
tional agreements. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I quote from the 
report of the committee: 

At the present time, section 112a of title 
I of the United States Code requires the 
Secretary of State to compile and publish, 
beginning with January 1, 1950, a compi- 
lation entitled “United States Treaties and 
International Agreements,” containing all 
treaties to which the United States is a party, 
that have been proclaimed during each cal- 
endar year, along with international agree- 
ments other than treaties concluded by the 
United States during each calendar year. 


To answer the Senator’s question, the 
President of the United States would de- 
cide what is to be made public and what 
is not. When he makes an executive 
agreement under his power as Com- 
mander in Chief, under the present law 
he must publish it in a volume at the 
end of the year. The proposed legisla- 
tion would require him only to give it 
secretly and confidentially to the For- 
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eign Relations Committee within 60 days. 
It would speed up operations. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The distinguished 
Senator from Michigan has not yet ap- 
proached the question on the basis of 
which I made my reservation of objec- 
tion, namely, the dividing line as be- 
tween the constitutional prerogatives 
with respect to executive agreements and 
the powers and rights of the Chief 
Executive as Commander in Chief. 

Of course, executive agreements, as 
such, should come to the Senate and be 
filed. In time of war or in time of 
crisis, if a real security question is in- 
volved, they should be kept secret. Dur- 
ing many weeks of debate on the Brick- 
er amendment, a subject very similar 
to this, no Member of the Senate, so far 
as I could tell, could properly define the 
area of power constitutionally belong- 
ing to the President as Commander in 
Chief and the area of power reserved 
with respect to treaties and executive 
agreements. I think it is too much to 
expect the Senate, on a call of the calen- 
dar at 9:30 at night, after 1142 hours 
of fast debate, to pass on a bill as vital 
as this may be, requiring disclosures to 
the Senate, which would conflict with 
the constitutional prerogatives of the 
Commander in Chief. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senator de- 
sires to cut the Senate off from sources 
of information, of course, he is entirely 
within his right in objecting. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The majority 
leader knows I am inquiring about the 
distinction between the rights of the 
President as Commander in Chief and 
the rights and prerogatives of the Presi- 
dent with respect to international agree- 
ments. 

Mr. FERGUSON. There is no distinc- 
tion in the Constitution between such 
powers. They are all constitutional 
powers. The President's Secretary of 
State has no objection to the bill in this 
form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I should like 
to ask the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan a question. Does the require- 
ment with respect to disclosure of these 
treaties include trade agreements? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; it would in- 
clude all agreements. 

Mr. MALONE. If this bill should be 
enacted, as I understand, the President 
of the United States would still deter- 
mine whether a given agreement should 
be secret or whether it should be dis- 
closed. He would decide whether the 
s-curity of the country was involved. A 
former President decided that the agree- 
ments made at Yalta should not be dis- 
closed to the country. This provision 
would not have safeguarded the country 
from the Yalta agreement. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Under the present 
law the agreements made at Yalta would 
have had to be published within a year, 
or at the end of the year. Under the 
bill which we are now considering they 
would have to be filed with the Senate 
within 60 days. 
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Mr. MALONE. Not if the President 
of the United States considered the 
national security to be involved. 

Mr. FERGUSON. In any event, he 
would have to file it with the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate. 
At the end of the year, under the pres- 
ent law, without exception, it would have 
to be published. 

Mr. MALONE. I did not understand 
the Senator from Michigan to describe 
it in that manners I understood him 
to say that if the President of the United 
States considered it a security meas- 
ure, or for security purposes, he would 
not be required to file it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. He must file it. 
Under present law, it would not be 
released to the public until it was pub- 
lished at the end of the year, long after 
execution. Under this bill, he would 
have to file it with the committee. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, in 
view of the fact that there is so much 
debate and discussion on the bill, I ask 
that it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill goes over. 


DISPOSITION OF WAGES AND EF- 
FECTS OF DECEASED AND DE- 
SERTING SEAMEN 


The bill (S. 2017) to revise the pro- 
cedure in the district courts relating to 
the disposition of the wages and effects 
of deceased and deserting seamen was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr.GORE. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I should like to have an explanation 
of the bill, particularly as to why the 
Department concerned was not con- 
sulted. 

Mr. McCARRAN. While I make this 
explanation, I hope Senators will also 
remember that the Senator from Nevada 
is acting temporarily in the absence of 
the chairman of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

This is a bill designed to provide a bet- 
ter method of dealing with the wages and 
effects of deceased and deserting seamen. 
It follows the recommendations of a 
committee of seven distinguished district 
judges of the United States. 

At the present time, numerous minis- 
terial duties with regard to the effects of 
deceased and deserting seamen are im- 
posed upon the courts. These include 
such tasks as having custody of the ef- 
fects, inventorying them, giving them 
protection, and so on. 

Under this bill, these administrative 
duties, which have become so burden- 
some to the courts, would be handed 
over to the Coast Guard. 

Let me stress the fact that only cus- 
todial and administrative duties are in- 
volved, and that under this bill, per- 
formance by the Coast Guard of its new 
responsibilities would be subject to the 
Administrative Procedure Act wherever 
applicable. 

This bill has the approval of the Judi- 
cial Conference of the United States. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 
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Mr. GORE. Is the Senator advised 
as to the position of the Coast Guard 
itself in this regard? 

Mr. McCARRAN. My information is 
that the Coast Guard does not want the 
job. 

Mr.GORE. It does not want the job? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. GORE. And the judges want to 
get rid of the job. Is that true? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is true. 

Mr. GORE. That leaves the junior 
Senator from Tennessee in a worse spot 
than he was in at the beginning. I shall 
resolve the doubt in favor of the perspi- 
cacity of the senior Senator from Nevada, 
and withdraw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That sections 4539, 4540, 
4541, 4542, 4543, 4544, and 4545 of the Re- 
vised Statutes of the United States (46 
U. S. C. 622, 623, 624, 625, 626, 627, 628) are 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4539. In cases embraced by the pre- 
ceding section, the following rules shall be 
observed: 

“First. If the vessel proceeds at once to 
any port in the United States, the master 
shall, within 48 hours after his arrival, de- 
liver any such effects remaining unsold, and 
pay any money which he has taken charge of 
or received from such sale, and the balance of 
wages due to the deceased, to the Coast 
Guard official to whom the duties of ship- 
ping commissioner have been delegated at 
the port of destination in the United States. 

“Second. If the vessel touches and remains 
at some foreign port before coming to any 
port in the United States, the master shall 
report the case to the United States consular 
officer there, and shall give to such officer any 
information he requires as to the destination 
of the vessel and probable length of the 
voyage; and such officer may, if he considers 
it expedient so to do, require the effects, 
money, and wages to be delivered and paid to 
him, and shall, upon such delivery and pay- 
ment, give to the master a receipt; and the 
master shall within 48 hours after his arrival 
at his port of destination in the United 
States produce the same to the Coast Guard 
official to whom the duties of shipping com- 
missioner have been delegated there. Such 
consular officer shall, in any such case, in- 
dorse and certify upon the agreement with 
the crew the particulars with respect to such 
delivery and payment. 

“Third. If the consular officer does not re- 
quire such payment and delivery to be made 
to him, the master shall take charge of the 
effects, money, and wages, and shall, within 
48 hours after his arrival at his port of desti- 
nation in the United States, deliver and pay 
the same to the Coast Guard official to whom 
the duties of shipping commissioner have 
been delegated there. 

“Fourth. The master shall, in all cases in 
which any seaman or apprentice dies during 
the voyage or engagement, give to such officer 
or Coast Guard official to whom the duties 
of shipping commissioner have been dele- 
gated an account, in such form as they may 
respectively require, of the effects, money, 
and wages so to be delivered and paid; and 
no deductions claimed in such account shall 
be allowed unless verified by an entry in the 
official log book, if there be any; and by such 
other vouchers, if any, as may be reasonably 
required by the officer or Coast Guard official 
to whom the duties of shipping commis- 
sioner have been delegated to whom the ac- 
count is rendered, 
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“Fifth. Upon due compliance with such of 
the provisions of this section as relate to acts 
to be done at the port of destination in the 
United States, the Coast Guard official to 
whom the duties of shipping commissioner 
have been delegated shall grant to the mas- 
ter a certificate to that effect. No officer of 
customs shall clear any foreign-going vessel 
without the production of such certificate. 

“Sec. 4540. Whenever any master fails to 
take such charge of the money or other ef- 
fects of a seaman or apprentice during a voy- 
age, or to make such entries in respect there- 
of, or to procure such attestation to such en- 
tries, or to make such payment or delivery 
of any money, wages, or effects of any sea- 
man or apprentice dying during a voyage, 
or to give such account in respect thereof 
as is above directed, he shall be accountable 
for the money, wages, and effects of the sea- 
man or apprentice to the Coast Guard in 
whose jurisdiction such port of destination 
is situate, and shall pay and deliver the same 
accordingly; and he shall, in addition, for 
every such offense, be liable to a penalty of 
not more than treble the value of the money 
or effects, or, if such value is not ascertained, 
not more than $1,000; and if any such 
money, wages, or effects are not duly paid, 
delivered, and accounted for by the master, 
the owner of the vessel shall pay, deliver, and 
account for the same, and such money and 
wages and the value of such effects shall be 
recoverable from him accordingly; and if he 
fails to account for and pay the same, he 
shall, in addition to his liability for the 
money and value be liable to the same pen- 
alty which is incurred by the master for a 
like offense; and all money, wages, and ef- 
fects of any seaman or apprentice dying dur- 
ing a voyage shall be recoverable in the 
courts and by the modes of proceeding by 
which seamen are enabled to recover wages 
due to them. 

“Sec, 4541. Whenever any such seaman or 
apprentice dies at any place out of the 
United States, leaving any money or effects 
not on board of his vessel, the consular officer 
of the United States at or nearest the place 
shall claim and take charge of such money 
and effects, and shall, if he thinks fit, sell 
all or any of such effects, or any effects of 
any deceased seaman or apprentice delivered 
to him under the provisions of section 4539 
(46 U. S. C. 622), and shall quarterly remit 
to the Commandant of the Coast Guard all 
moneys belonging to or arising from the 
sale of the effects or paid as the wages of 
any deceased seamen or apprentices which 
have come to his hands; and shall render 
such accounts thereof as the Commandant 
of the Coast Guard requires, 

“Sec. 4542. Whenever any seaman or ap- 
prentice dies in the United States, and is, at 
the time of his death, entitled to claim from 
the master or owner of any vessel in which 
he has served, any unpaid wages or effects, 
such master or owner shall pay and deliver, 
or account for the same, to the Coast Guard 
official to whom the duties of shipping com- 
missioner have been delegated at the port 
where the seaman or apprentice was dis- 
charged, or was to have been discharged or 
where he died. 

“Sec. 4543. All claims with respect to the 
money and effects of any seaman, paid, re- 
mitted, or delivered to the Coast Guard pur- 
suant to the provisions of section 4539 (46 
U. S. C. 622) or section 4604 (46 U. S. C. 706), 
shall be heard by an examiner of the Coast 
Guard appointed pursuant to the provisions 
of the Administrative Procedure Act (5 
U. S. C. 1001-1011) with the right of review 
by appeal within thirty days after final ac- 
tion by the examiner, to the district court 
embracing the port from which such vessel 
sailed, or the port where the voyage termi- 
nates, by any party. 
` “Sec. 4544. If the money and effects of any 
seaman or apprentice paid, remitted, or de- 
livered to the Coast Guard, including the 
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moneys received for any part of his effects 
which have been sold, either before delivery 
to the Coast Guard or by direction of an 
examiner, do not exceed in value the sum of 
$1,000, then, subject to the provisions herein- 
after contained, and to all such deductions 
for proven expenses incurred in respect to 
the seaman or apprentice, or of his money 
and effects, as the said examiner thinks fit 
to allow, the examiner may direct the Coast 
Guard to pay and deliver the said money 
and effects to any claimants who can prove 
themselves either to be his widow or children, 
or to be entitled to the effects of the deceased 
under his will, or under any statute, or at 
common law, or to be entitled to procure 
probate, or take out letters of administration 
or confirmation, although no probate or 
letters of administration or confirmation 
have been taken out, and the Coast Guard 
shall be thereby discharged from all further 
liability in respect of the money and effects 
so paid and delivered; or may, if the exam- 
iner thinks fit so to do, require probate, or 
letters of administration or confirmation, to 
be taken out, and thereupon direct the Coast 
Guard to pay and deliver the said money and 
effects to the legal personal representatives 
of the deceased; and if such money and ef- 
fects exceed in value the sum of $1,000, then, 
subject to deduction for expenses, the exam- 
iner shall direct the Coast Guard to pay and 
deliver the same to the legal personal repre- 
sentatives of the deceased. 

“Sec. 4545. The Coast Guard, in its discre- 
tion, may at any time sell the whole or any 
part of the effects of a deceased seaman or 
apprentice, which it has received, and shall 
hold the proceeds of such sale as the wages 
of deceased seamen are held. When no 
claim to the wages or effects or proceeds of 
the sale of the effects of a deceased seaman 
or apprentice, received by the Coast Guard, 
is substantiated within 6 years after the re- 
ceipt thereof by the Coast Guard, it shall be 
in the absolute discretion of an Examiner of 
the Coast Guard appointed pursuant to the 
provisions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act (5 U. S. C. 1001-1011), if any subsequent 
claim is made, either to allow or refuse the 
same. The Coast Guard shall, from time to 
time, pay any moneys arising from the un- 
claimed wages and effects of deceased sea- 
men, which in their opinion it is not neces- 
sary to retain for the purpose of satisfying 
claims, into the Treasury of the United 
States, and such moneys shall form a fund 
for, and to be appropriated to, the relief of 
sick and disabled and destitute seamen of 
the United States merchant marine.” 

Src, 2. Sections 4554 and 4555 of the Re- 
vised Statutes of the United States, as 
amended (46 U. S. C. 651, 652), are amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4554. Every Coast Guard official to 
whom the duties of shipping commissioner 
have been delegated shall hear and decide 
any question whatsoever (except questions 
involving wages and effects of deceased or 
deserting seamen which shall be heard and 
decided pursuant to the provisions of sec- 
tion 4543 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, as amended (46 U. S. C. 626) ) 
between a master, consignee, agent, or owner 
and any of his crew, which both parties agree 
in writing to submit to him; and every award 
so made by him shall be binding on both 
parties, and shall, in any legal proceedings 
which may be taken in the matter, before 
any court of justice, be deemed to be con- 
clusive as to the rights of parties. And any 
document under the hand and official seal 
of such Coast Guard official purporting to be 
such submission or award, shall be prima 
facie evidence thereof. 

“Sec. 4555. In any proceeding relating to 
the wages, claims (except claims for wages 
or effects of deceased or deserting seamen 
which shall be heard and decided pursuant 
to the provisions of section 4543 of the Re- 
vised Statutes of the United States, as 
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amended (46 U. S. C. 626)), or discharge 
of a seaman, carried on before any Coast 
Guard official to whom the duties of ship- 
ping commissioner have been delegated, un- 
der the provisions of this title, such Coast 
Guard official may call upon the owner, or 
his agent, or upon the master, or any mate, 
or any other member of the crew, to produce 
any logbooks, papers, or other documents in 
their possession or power, respectively, re- 
lating to any matter in question in such 
proceedings, and may call before him and 
examine any of such persons, being then at 
or near the place, on any such matter; and 
every owner, agent, master, mate, or other 
member of the crew, who, when called upon 
by such Coast Guard official, does not pro- 
duce any such books, papers, or documents, 
if in his possession or power, or does not ap- 
pear and give evidence, shall, unless he 
shows some reasonable cause for such de- 
fault, be liable to a penalty of not more 
than $100 for each offense; and, on applica- 
tion made by such Coast Guard official to 
the district court of the district where such 
Coast Guard official has conducted such pro- 
ceeding, shall be further punished, in the 
discretion of the court, as in other cases of 
contempt of the process of the court.” 

Sec. 3. Section 4597 of the Revised Stat- 
utes of the United States, as amended (46 
U. S. C. 702), is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“Sec, 4597. Upon the commission of any 
of the offenses enumerated in the preceding 
section (46 U. S. C. 701) an entry thereof 
shall be made in the official logbook on the 
day on which the offense was committed, 
and shall be signed by the master and by 
the mate or one of the crew. The entry 
thus made shall set forth in detail the full 
circumstances of the offense. The offender, 
if still in the vessel, shall, before her next 
arrival at any port, or, if she is at the time 
in port, before her departure therefrom, be 
furnished with a copy of such entry, and 
have the same read over distinctly and audi- 
bly to him, and may thereupon make such 
a reply thereto by way of admission, or de- 
nial, or in mitigation of the offense as he 
deems necessary. A statement that the en- 
try has been so furnished, or the same has 
been so read over, together with his reply, 
if any, made by the offender, shall likewise 
be entered and signed in the same manner, 
The Coast Guard official shall forthwith 
upon receipt of any log containing an entry 
of desertion by a seaman, obtain a detailed 
sworn statement, and, if possible, cause to 
be taken the deposition in the usual formal 
manner, of the master and first mate of the 
vessel with respect to such offense. In any 
subsequent administrative or legal proceed- 
ings the entries hereinbefore required shall, 
if practicable, be produced or proved, and 
in default of such production or proof an 
examiner or court hearing the case may, at 
its discretion, refuse to receive evidence of 
the offense. Any entry in an official log- 
book which is made in conformity with the 
requirements of this section shall be admis- 
sible in evidence in a hearing before an ex- 
aminer of the Coast Guard or the district 
court.” 

Sec. 4. Sections 4603 and 4604 of the Re- 
vised Statutes of the United States, as 
amended (46 U. S. C., 705, 706), are amended 
to read as follows: 

“Src. 4603. Any question concerning the 
forfeiture of, or deductions from, the wages 
of any seaman or apprentice (other than 
wages and effects of deceased or deserting 
seamen which shall be heard and decided 
pursuant to the provisions of section 4543 
of the Revised Statues of the United States, 
as amended (46 U. S. C., sec. 626)) may be 
determined in any proceeding lawfully in- 
stituted with respect to such wages, not- 
withstanding the offense in respect of which 
such question arises, though made punish- 
able by imprisonment as well as forfeiture, 
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has not been made the subject of any crim- 
inal proceeding. 

“Sec. 4604. All clothes, effects, and wages 
which, under the provisions of this title, are 
forfeited for desertion, shall be applied, in 
the first instance, in payment of the proven 
expenses occasioned by such desertion, to 
the master or owner of the vessel from 
which the desertion has taken place, and 
the balance, if any, shall be paid by the 
master or owner to any Coast Guard official 
to whom the duties of shipping commis- 
sioner have been delegated, resident at the 
port at which the voyage of such vessel ter- 
minates, within 48 hours after such termi- 
nation. Whenever any master or owner 
neglects or refuses to pay over to such Coast 
Guard official such balance, he shall be liable 
to a penalty of not more than treble the 
amount of the money or effects, or, if such 
value is not ascertained not more than 
$1,000, recoverable by such Coast Guard of- 
ficial in the same manner that seamen’s 
wages are recovered. In all other cases of 
forfeiture of wages, the forfeiture shall be 
for the benefit of the master or owner by 
whom the wages are payable.” 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2975) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, relating to the Cus- 
toms Court, was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill will be passed 
over. 

The bill (S. 1813) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, so as to extend the 
privilege of trial by jury to certain cases 
arising within the special maritime and 
territorial jurisdiction of the United 
States was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard, and the bill will be passed 
over. 

The bill (S. 3131) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, with respect to the 
United States Court of Customs and Pat- 
ent Appeals was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


AMENDMENT OF SECTION 84 (A) 
(2) OF TITLE 28, UNITED STATES 
CODE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
joint resolution (S. J. Res. 158) to amend 
section 84 (a) (2) of title 28 of the United 
States Code, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, to strike out all 
after the enacting clause, and insert: 

That section 84 (a) of title 28 of the United 
States Code is hereby amended as follows: 

(1) By amending the first sentence thereof 
so as to read: “The Northern District com- 
prises three divisions.” 
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(2) By amending the second subparagraph 
thereof to read as follows: 

“(2) The southern division comprises the 
counties of Marin, Monterey, San Benito, 
San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and 
Santa Cruz. Court for the southern division 
shall be held at San Francisco.” 

(3) By adding at the end thereof a new 
subparagraph as follows: 

“(3) The eastern division comprises the 
counties of Alameda and Contra Costa. 
Court for the eastern division shall be held 
at the county seat of Alameda County.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
“A joint resolution to provide for a new 
third division of the Northern Judicial 
District of California.” 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 960) to amend sections 
1505 and 3486 of title 18 of the United 
States Code relating to Congressional 
investigations, was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill will be passed 
over. 


FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
TO STATES AND TERRITORIES IN 
THE CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
SCHOOL FACILITIES 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Earlier 
this evening two bills were placed at the 
foot of the calendar. The Secretary 
will state the first bill. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
2601) to provide for Federal financial as- 
sistance to the States and Territories in 
the construction of public elementary 
and secondary school facilities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, by 
request, I ask that the bill go over. I 
made the same request a short time ago, 
and the able Senator from New Jersey 
asked that I withhold my objection and 
have the bill go to the foot of the cal- 
endar, because the Senator from Ken- 
tucky wanted to make a statement. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand there is an objection to the 
passing of the bill on the consent cal- 
endar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill will go over. 

Mr. COOPER. I do not object, but 
there is an objection. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I do not object, 
either, but there is an objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will go over. 


L. R. SWARTHOUT AND THE LEGAL 
GUARDIAN OF HAROLD SWARTH- 
OUT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
other bill passed to the foot of the cal- 
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endar earlier today is S. 1022, which the 
Secretary will state by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1022) for the relief of L. R. Swarthout 
and the legal guardian of Harold Swarth- 
out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, is the 
Senate considering Calendar No. 1978, 
S. 1022? - 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate very sincerely the remarks 
made by my colleague from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse] in connection with this bill. My 
objection to the bill has been an objec- 
tion to the fact that attorneys’ fees are 
allowed. 

Reserving the right to object, I call the 
attention of the Senate to the part that 
there is no question, in my opinion, with 
respect to liability. I think I am correct 
in saying that the attorneys in this case 
no doubt worked diligently for more 
than 10 years. They lost a lawsuit in the 
circuit courts in the State of Oregon. 
As a result of that defeat, they presented 
the case to the Senate Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

It is my opinion, Mr. President, that 
the most important work done on this 
bill was done by my distinguished col- 
league, the junior Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. Morse]. I think we both agree 
that the essential element of this case is 
that the person injured should be com- 
pensated. 

Since we have established a rule in 
the Committee on the Judiciary that at- 
torneys should not be allowed compen- 
sation by virtue of the work done by the 
junior Senator from Oregon and the 
Judiciary Committee, I shall object un- 
less the amendment of the Committee 
on the Judiciary is accepted. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I cer- 
tainly will not sacrifice the compensa- 
tion for this boy; and the Senator from 
Idaho and I are completely in agree- 
ment on that matter. After all his in- 
terest should prevail. 

I think our basic difference here really 
is with regard to a policy within the 
Senate, and I do not believe we should 
try to decide it on the basis of this bill. 

I shall not make the request that 
amendment 5 be stricken from this bill. 
Amendment 5 is the amendment of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, which 
denies attorneys’ compensation. 

I wish to make perfectly clear for the 
ReEcorpD, as I did on July 15 in the col- 
loquy with the Senator from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. HENDRICKSON] that I believe in 
the general policy of the Committee on 
the Judiciary; namely, that attorneys’ 
fees should not be allowed on private 
claim bills when it can be shown that 
attorneys’ fees have not been earned. 

I repeat what I said earlier tonight; 
I think there are cases in which attor- 
neys’ fees are earned in connection with 
private bills, and in those cases they 
ought to be allowed. 

My friend from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] 
and I are in disagreement as to whether 
or not the attorney's fees really were 
earned in this case. I am going to yield 
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to the Senator’s judgment in the matter, 
in order to facilitate passage of the bill, 
and to obtain for this boy some compen- 


sation, which for 10 long years he has - 


not been able to obtain. 

Therefore I accede to the wishes of my 
friend from Idaho and I say to him and 
to my friend from Nevada that next Jan- 
uary, when we have more time to discuss 
the general policy, I think we ought to 
clarify amendment 5 of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, so that we shall at least 
have something more definite and cer- 
tain as a measuring rod for determining 
when we are to allow the old standard 10 
percent for attorney’s fees in a merito- 
rious case. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object again, I should 
like to reply to my distinguished friend 
from Oregon. 

I have seen many disastrous cases 
such as this, in which the attorneys have 
lost their lawsuit. The court of last re- 
sort is the Committee on the Judiciary, 
which is not a court of jurisdiction but 
a court of gratuity, to grant relief. 

I have lost many cases in my young 
lifetime, and I have not come here to 
ask the taxpayers of the United States 
to compensate me for my work. Per- 
haps I am wrong, but attorneys who 
have worked diligently will make more 
as a result of the fact that they have 
done great work and have had the junior 
Senator from Oregon carry them 
through this court of last resort than 
they would have made in the event they 
had received the 10-percent fee. 

Therefore, in view of the remarks of 
the junior Senator from Oregon, I with- 
draw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1022) 
for the relief of L. R. Swarthout and 
the legal guardian of Harold Swarthout, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 5, after the word 
“to”, to strike out “the legal guardian 
of”; in line 6, after the name “Swarth- 
out”, to strike out the comma and “a 
minor”; on page 2, at the beginning of 
line 3, to strike out “$5,260.20” and in- 
sert “$4,625.20”; and in line 8, after the 
word “act”, to strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof”, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the ‘Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, (1) to Harold 
Swarthout the sum of $10,000, in full satis- 
faction of the claim of the said Harold 
Swarthout against the United States for 
compensation for permanent injuries sus- 
tained as a result of the severe burns he re- 
ceived when an Army practice bomb that 
he was examining, while playing in the yard 
of a neighbor on April 2, 1943, exploded when 
accidentally dropped, and (2) to L. R. 
Swarthout, of Burns, Oreg., father of the said 
Harold Swarthout, the sum of $4,625.20 in 
full satisfaction of his claim against the 
United States for reimbursement of medical, 
nursing, hospital, and other expenses in- 
curred by him on account of the injuries so 
sustained by the said Harold Swarthout: 
Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act shall be paid or de- 
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livered to or received by any agent or attor- 
ney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction there- 
oe _ be fined in any sum not exceeding 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Harold Swarthout 
and L. R. Swarthout.” 


DISCONTINUANCE OF CERTAIN 
REPORTS 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I am interested in calendar No. 1985, 
House bill 6290. I was under the impres- 
sion, at the call of the calendar on yes- 
terday, that we had asked unanimous 
consent that calendar 1985, House bill 
6290, to discontinue certain reports now 
required by law, be included, but I was 
in error. In view of the assurance I gave 
to the distinguished Senator from Maine 
that it had been included in the calendar 
call, I think it should be included. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object—and I shall, 
of course, not object, because of the cir- 
cumstance the Senator from New Jer- 
sey has mentioned—I understand there 
is a similar bill which Senators on the 
other side of the aisle desire to have con- 
sidered. I think this is entirely within 
the spirit of the call. I have been as- 
sured by both calendar committees that 
it will not open up a discussion. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. We are in com- 
plete agreement. 

Mr.SMATHERS. There is a bill which 
was reported by the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. Watkins] to which an objection 
was made inadvertently. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bili (H. R. 
6290) to discontinue certain reports now 
required by law, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Government Op- 
erations, with amendments, on page 4, 
after line 4, to strike out: 

11. Annual report submitted to Congress 
in accordance with section 18 of the Federal 
Airport Act (60 Stat. 180; 49 U. S. C. 1117), 
describing operations conducted under the 
Federal Airport Act. 


On page 4, line 9, to change the section 
number from “12” to “11”; in line 13, to 
change the section number from “13” to 
“12”; in line 18, to change the section 
number from “14” to “13”; in line 22, 
to change the section number from 15“ 
to “14”; on page 5, line 2, to change the 
section number from “16” to “15”; in 
line 9, to change the section number 
from 17“ to “16”; in line 21, to change 
th> section number from “18” to “17”; 
on page 6, line 5, to change the section 
number from “19” to “18”; in line 9, to 
change the section number from 20“ to 
“19”; in line 13, to change the section 
number from “21” to “20”; in line 17, to 
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change the section number from “22” to 
“21”; in line 21, to change the section 
number from “23” to “22”; on page 7, line 
2, to change the section number from 
424 to “23”; in line 6, to change the sec- 
tion number from “25” to “24”; in line 11, 
to change the section number from “26” 
to “25”; in line 18, to change the section 
number from “27” to “26”; in line 23, to 
change the section number from “28” to 
“27”; on page 8, line 4, to change the sec- 
tion number from “29” to “28”; in line 9, 
to change the section number from 30 
to “29”; in line 12, to change the section 
number from “31” to “30”; in line 16, to 
change the section number from ‘32” 
to “31”; in line 21, to change the section 
number from “33” to “32”; in line 23, 
after the word “appropriation” to strike 
out “and for funds on the books of the 
Government and also funds in the offi- 
cial custody of officers and employees of 
tne United States in which the Govern- 
ment is financially concerned, for which 
no accounting is rendered to the General 
Accounting Office, as in the judgment of 
the Comptroller General, after a survey 
thereof, may be in the public interest.” 

On page 9, line 5, to change the section 
number from “34” to “33.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I send to the desk an amendment and 
ask to have it stated by the clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from New Jersey. 

. The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to strike out, on page 1, item 1, and to 
renumber all succeeding items. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


ORDER FOR RECESS TO 10 A. M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its session tonight it 
stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. This is in keeping with the 
prior understanding with reference to 
the special order for tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RELIEF OF S. H. PRATHER 


Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, earlier 
in the afternoon I discussed with the dis- 
tinguished majority leader House bill 
9357, for the relief of S. H. Prather, 
and, because of the fact that I must leave 
soon, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of that bill. It 
was reported unanimously by the Judi- 
ciary Committee. It was suggested by 
the senior and junior Senators from 
Georgia and Representatives from 
Georgia. 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, be- 
cause the Senator from Idaho must 
leave in the fairly near future, and be- 
cause the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], who has heavy 
responsibilities, had also asked that this 
bill be taken up, I do not object, in view 
of the nature of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of House 
bill 9357? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, this 
case arose in Marcus, Ga., when two 
revenue agents who were traveling down 
a road saw a suspicious car. They knew 
the occupants of the car. They had no 
reasonable grounds or probable cause to 
believe that they were violating any law 
whatsoever, but, notwithstanding that 
fact, the revenue agents of the United 
States Government pursued the car and 
drove at a rapid rate of speed into an 
intersection in a large city 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Idaho yield? 

Mr. WELKER. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I recall dis- 
tinctly the bill and the discussions in 
the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 
and I need no further explanation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the 
bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
9357) for the relief of S. H. Prather, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend- 
ment, on page 2, line 22, after the word 
“act” to strike out “in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


AMENDMENT OF REFUGEE ACT 
OF 1953 


Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of Calendar No. 2070, 
House bill 8193, to amend the Refugee 
Relief Act of 1953. It was objected to 
by the minority calendar committee, but 
it was done inadvertently. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
8193) to amend the Refugee Relief Act 
of 1953, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
amendments, on page 1, line 10, to strike 
out “Subdivision” and insert “Subsec- 
tion; on page 2 line 10, to strike out 
“birth, nationality, and last residence” 
and insert “birth, or nationality, or last 
residence”; and to add a new section, as 
follows: 

Sec. 4. That subsection (a) of section 7 be 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: “No visa shall be issued under 
the allotment of 45,000 visas heretofore made 
by paragraph (5) of subsection 4 (a) of this 
act to refugees in Italy, or under the allot- 
ment of 15,000 visas heretofore made by para- 
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graph (7) of subsection 4 (a) of this act 
to refugees in Greece, or under the allotment 
of 15,000 visas heretofore made by paragraph 
(9) of subsection 4 (a) of this act to refugees 
in the Netherlands, to an alien who qualifies 
under the preferences specified in paragraph 
(2), (3), or (4) of section 203 (a) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, until satis- 
factory evidence is presented to the respon- 
sible consular officer to establish that the 
alien in question will have suitable employ- 
ment and housing, without displacing any 
other person therefrom, after arrival in the 
United States. Verification of such available 
employment and housing shall be made in 
accordance with such regulations as the 
Administrator may, in his discretion, pre- 
scribe for the administration of the act, 
including job order clearances by the United 
States Employment Service and its affiliated 
State employment services, and a certifica- 
tion by local housing authorities wherever 
they exist and are authorized and prepared 
to make such certifications.” 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, if 
the committee amendments to this bill 
are adopted it will be a good bill, and 
I shall vote for it. These amendments 
were worked out on the basis of an agree- 
ment between the senior Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Watxins], the chairman of 
the standing subcommittee on immigra- 
tion, and the senior Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCarran]. If these amendments 
are not agreed to, the bill will be ob- 
jectionable to the senior Senator from 
Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
5 and the bill to be read a third 
ime. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL COMMITTEE 
FOR EUROPEAN MIGRATION 


Mr.McCARRAN. Mr. President, Iask 
unanimous consent that certain testi- 
mony before the Internal Security Sub- 
committee of the Senate with reference 
to the Intergovernmental Committee for 
European Migration be inserted in the 
Recorp at this point, as part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the testi- 
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
REeEcorpD, as follows: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNAL SECURITY, 
Washington, D. C., July 30, 1954. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, 
at 3:45 p. m., in room F-52, the Capitol, Hon. 
Pat McCarran presiding. 

Present: Senator McCarran. 

Also present: Richard Arens, special coun- 
sel to subcommittee. 

Senator McCarran, The committee will 
come to order. 

You do solemnly swear the testimony you 
are about to give before the subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
United States Senate will be the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God? 

Mr. Hoyr. I do, Senator. 

Senator McCarran. You may proceed. 

Mr. ARENS. Kindly identify yourself by 
name, residence, and occupation, 


TESTIMONY OF DAVID D. HOYT, SARASOTA, FLA, 


Mr. Hoyt. My name is David D. Hoyt. I 
am presently residing at Sarasota, Fla., the 
home of my brother-in-law, Dr. Cecil E. Mil- 
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ler. I have been employed for some 9 years 
as an investigator and security officer with 
the State Department. I was loaned by the 
State Department to the Migration Commit- 
tee for 2 years and 3 months. 

Mr. ARENS. What migration committee is 
that? 

Mr. Hoyt. That is known as ICEM, I-C-E- 
M, Intergovernmental Committee for Euro- 
pean Migration. 

Mr. ARENS. And when were you loaned to 
the Intergovernmental Committee for Euro- 
pean Migration? 

Mr. Hoyt. I was last loaned to them on 
April 1, 1952, as the security officer with the 
committee. 

Mr. ARENS. Would you tell us what was 
your particular job with the Intergovern- 
mental Committee for European Migration? 

Mr. Hoyt. My particular job was to act as 
the committee’s security officer, in that ca- 
pacity performing the normal work of a se- 
curity officer, screening the staff and 80 
forth. 

Mr. Arens. Were you the chief person em- 
ployed by the Intergovernmental Committee 
for European Migration on security matters? 

Mr. Hoyt. I was the only one, sir. I was 
the only security man, 

Mr. ArENS. How long were you so engaged? 

Mr. Hoyt. From April 1, 1952, until July 
9 of 1954. 

Mr. ARENS. And what precipitated the sev- 
erance of your relationship with the Inter- 
governmental Committee for European Mi- 
gration? 

Mr. Hoyt. I left generally because I was 
dissatisfied with the security within the 
committee and principally in relation to the 
screening of migrants moving to South 
America. 

Mr. ARENS. Did you resign? 

Mr. Hoyt. I resigned. 

Mr. Arens. It was not a forced resigna- 
tion in any sense of the word? 

Mr. Hoyrt. No, sir. 

Mr. Arens. And you anticipate shortly 
being reengaged in the Department of State 
of the United States in security work; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Hoyt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arens. I understood you to say a 
moment ago you left because you were dis- 
satisfied with screening of migrants. 

Mr. Hort. That's correct. 

Mr. ArReENS. Tell us, first of all, who are 
the people who are moved by the Inter- 
governmental Committee for European Mi- 
gration. 

Mr. Hoyt. The people moved are European 
member governments of the committee who 
are financially unable to move themselves. 

Mr. Arens. They are not necessarily in 
the refugee or displaced persons category, 
are they? 

Mr. Horr. Not necessarily, but they may be. 

Mr. Arens. And what is the volume of 
movement of the Migration Committee? 
May I ask you if you know the prospective 
volume, say, for 1954? 

Mr. Horr. About 118,000, sir. 

Mr. ARENS. And these people will be moved 
from Europe during 1954 principally into 
the Western Hemisphere, will they not? 

Mr. Hoyt. Principally. A 

Mr. Arens. They will go into Argentina, 
Brazil, Venezuela, Chile, and other coun- 
tries principally in the Western Hemisphere; 
is that not correct? 

Mr. Hoyt. Yes, sir; and Canada, and the 
only member government outside of the 
Western Hemisphere is Australia where we 
are moving migrants. 

Mr. ARENS. On the basis of your back- 
ground as a security officer and on the basis 
of your knowledge and observation of the 
screening operations of the Intergovernmen- 
tal Committee for European Migration, can 
you tell this committee whether or not in 
your judgment the security screening of 
these people who are being moved into the 
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Western Hemisphere from Europe is a satis- 
factory screening? 

Mr. Hoyr. For those migrants moving to 
South American countries, with minor ex- 
ceptions, the security is entirely inadequate, 

Mr. ARENS. The ple who are being 
moved are people principally from Italy; are 
they not? 

Mr. Hoyt. Principally from Italy, but quite 
a number from Greece. 

Mr. ARENS. And in Italy there is a 40- 
percent Communist vote; is there not? 

Mr. Hort. That is correct. 

Mr. ARENs. In your judgment is the pres- 
ent process of moving people in vast num- 
bers from Europe who are inadequately 
screened from a security standpoint a risk 
to the security of the Western Hemisphere 
and to the United States of America? 

Mr. Hoyt. I feel very strongly that it is. 

Senator McCarran. I want to express my 
gratitude and the gratitude of the commit- 
tee for your coming before the committee 
to give your testimony here and enlighten- 
ing us on the subject because it is highly 
important. 

Mr. Hoyt. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator McCarran. Thank you for coming 
up here. 

(Whereupon, at 3:35 p. m., Friday, July 
30, 1954, the hearing was recessed, subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 


CLAIM OF THE BUNKER HILL 
DEVELOPMENT CORP. 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to consider Sen- 
ate bill 2980, conferring jurisdiction 
upon the United States District Court 
for the Southern District of New York 
to hear, determine, and render judg- 
ment upon a claim of the Bunker Hill 
Development Corp. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, 2 bills relating to this 
matter have already been passed, 1 of 
which has become an act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the 
bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
2980) conferring jurisdiction upon the 
United States District Court for the 
Southern District of New York to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon a 
claim of the Bunker Hill Development 
Corp., was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the jurisdiction 
conferred upon the United States District 
Court for the Southern District of New York 
by subsection (b) of section 1346, title 28, 
United States Code, is hereby extended to a 
civil action, which may be commenced not 
later than 1 year after the date of the enact- 
ment of this act, asserting any claim or 
claims of Bunker Hill Development Corp., 
of Newburgh, N. Y., against the United States 
for alleged damages arising out of the con- 
struction of Stewart Field, a United States 
Air Force base located at Newburgh, N. Y., 
in such a manner as to allegedly damage its 
golf course and buildings as a result of 
weed-laden soil dust and cement dust blow- 
ing over its properties in 1942 and 1943, and 
to destroy a proposed housing development 
of said corporation, and for alleged dam- 
ages to the property of said corporation by 
reason of the alleged failure of the Govern- 
ment to provide and maintain proper drain- 
age from said Stewart Field, which resulted 
and successively results in the storm-flooding 
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of the property of the corporation. Any such 
civil action may be joined for trial with any 
pending action between the Bunker Hill De- 
velopment Corp. and the United States rela- 
tive to damages in the construction of 
Stewart Field. Except as otherwise provided 
in this act, all provisions of law applicable 
in and to such subsection, and applicable to 
judgments therein and appeals therefrom, 
are made equally applicable in respect of 
the civil actions authorized by this act, 
Nothing in this act shall constitute an ad- 
Shorea of liability on the part of the United 
tes. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. That completes 
the call of the calendar of bills to which 
there is no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the pleasure of the Senate? 


MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1954— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
there is at the desk a privileged matter. 
I ask unanimous consent that the un- 
finished business be temporarily laid 
aside and that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re- 
port on the mutual security bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does the 
Senator plan to take up the mutual se- 
curity bill conference report tonight? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. How late 
does the Senator plan to have the Sen- 
ate remain in session? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I had understood 
there would be no necessity to have a 
yea-and-nay vote on the mutual security 
bill conference report. I know of no ob- 
jection to the conference report; I be- 
lieve it was unanimously agreed to. This 
is not the appropriation bill; it is the 
authorization bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 
stand. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. When action on 
the conference report has been com- 
pleted, it will be my intention to move 
that the Senate recess until tomorrow 
morning. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If action is 
completed on it by 10 o'clock? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. By 10 o'clock to- 
morrow morning? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No; by 10 
o’clock tonight. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I believe there is 
a reasonable chance of doing so. The 
distinguished Senator from Nevada has 
a matter to take up, which he informs 
me will not take long. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have no 
objection to the consideration of the 
conference report on the Mutual Secu- 
rity bill. I had expected that it would 
follow the call of the calendar, as the 
Senator from California told me it 
would. But if it involves any prolonged 
discussion or a yea-and-nay vote, I de- 
sire to have it understood that there 
will not be a yea-and-nay vote tonight. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not expect 
that there will be a yea-and-nay vote. 
I doubt if it will be necessary to have one. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I submit 
a report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
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Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 9676) to promote the 
security and foreign policy of the United 
States by furnishing assistance to friend- 
ly nations, and for other purposes. I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 

(For conference report, see House 
proceedings of August 9, 1954, pp. 13787- 
13797, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
desire to ask the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin a few questions. 

Mr. WILEY. Ishall be glad to answer 
them, if I can. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Under the terms 
of the conference report, it is under- 
stood, is it not, that the Foreign Opera- 
tions Administration as an independent 
agency will go out of existence by next 
June 30? 

Mr. WILEY. That is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The technical as- 
sistance program, point 4, will be 
handled by the State Department, Is 
that correct? 

Mr. WILEY. That is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Military aid will 
be continued through the Department of 
Defense, without a termination date; is 
that correct? 

Mr. WILEY. That is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Title 2, the eco- 
nomic development and assistance pro- 
gram, will go out of existence next June 
30, with a 1-year liquidation period. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. WILEY. That is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In other words, 
the Foreign Operations Administration 
will be terminated completely and finally 
on June 30, 1955. Is that correct? 

Mr. WILEY. The bill so provides. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the distin- 
guished chairman. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the Recorp a statement 
which I have prepared on the mutual 
security bill conference report. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY ON THE MUTUAL 
Sxcuriry BILL CONFERENCE REPORT 

I submit for the approval of the Senate 
the report of the Senate conferees on the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954. I believe that 
the conferees did a commendable job in tak- 
ing care of the interests of the Senate. The 
report was unanimously approved and was 
signed by all five Senate conferees—Senator 
SmrrH of New Jersey, Senator HICKENLOOPER, 
Senator GEORGE, Senator GREEN, and my- 
self, as chairman. For the most part, the 
changes which the Senate insisted on re- 
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taining in the House bill were accepted by 
the House conferees. 

I shall say just a word about the amount 
authorized in the pending bill. The com- 
mittee of conference agreed upon a total 
authorization of $3,252,886,000. This repre- 
sents a reduction of $314,040,000 from the 
House figure and an increase of $314,040,000 
over the Senate bill. 

I do not propose to detain the Senate with 
a detailed account of the decisions taken by 
the conference. The House accepted the pro- 
visions of the Senate bill with respect to the 
following matters: 

1. The development of weapons of ad- 
vanced design. 

2. Opposition to the seating of Red China 
in the United Nations. 

3. The 50-50 shipping clause. 

4. Elimination of the program relating to 
strategic materials. 

5. The provisions relating to the use of 
counterpart currency. 

There are 3 or 4 matters that I wish to 
discuss very briefly. These are the pro- 
visions of the bill relating to loans, agricul- 
tural surplus, transferability, and finally, 
the termination of the program. 

1. Agricultural surplus: The House bill 
earmarked $500 million of the funds avail- 
able for the purchase and export of surplus 
agricultural commodities. The Senate bill 
set aside $350 million for this purpose. The 
conferees agreed upon the $350 million 
figure and, with some changes, the language 
contained in the Senate bill. 

2. Loans: A similar compromise was 
achieved with respect to loans. The House 
bill provided, in general, that not less than 
10 percent of the amounts available should 
be used in the form of loans. The Senate, 
on the other hand, provided that not less 
than $150 million of the total amount avail- 
able should be used to make loans. The 
conferees agreed upon $200 million, which 
is the figure contained in the bill before the 
Senate. It is our hope that the adminis- 
tration will be able to make effective use 
of these funds on a loan basis. 

3. Transferability of funds: There was also 
a substantial difference in the House and 
Senate versions relating to the transferabil- 
ity of funds from one section of the bill to 
another. While I personally prefer the Sen- 
ate provision because it provides a broader 
transfer authority, the conferees finally 
adopted a compromise which is considerably 
less liberal than the Senate had approved 
but still much less restrictive than the lan- 
guage in the House bill. It is my hope that 
even with this reduced transferability, there 
will be enough flexibility in the bill to en- 
able the President to meet any unforeseen 
emergency. 

4. Termination of the program: The con- 
ferees also adopted substantially the Senate 
language with respect to the termination of 
the Foreign Operations Administration. The 
bill as now drafted makes it clear that the 
FOA shall come to an end on June 30, 1955, 
and provides for its remaining functions to 
be transferred to the appropriate depart- 
ments of the Government at that time. 

I commend to the Senate the work of the 
conferees. The bill which we present is 
another important step in our collective 
efforts to build the defensive strength of 
the free world. I hope the Senate will give 
the conference report its overwhelming ap- 
proval. 


AMENDMENT OF SECTION 32 OF 
TRADING WITH THE ENEMY ACT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Payne in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate the amendment of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to the bill (S. 2420) to 
amend section 32 of the Trading With 
the Enemy Act, as amended, which was 
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to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 


That section 32 of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act of October 6, 1917 (40 Stat. 411), 
as amended, is hereby further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following sub- 
section: 

“(h) The President may designate one or 
more organizations as successors in interest 
to deceased persons who, if alive, would be 
eligible to receive returns under the provisos 
of subdivision (C) or (D) of subsection (a) 
(2) thereof. An organization so designated 
shall be deemed a successor in interest by 
operation of law for the purpose of subsec- 
tion (a) (1) hereof. Return may be made, 
to an organization so designated, (a) before 
the expiration of 2 years from the vesting of 
the property or interest in question, if the 
President or such officer or agency as he may 
designate determines from all relevant facts 
of which he is then advised that there is no 
basis for reasonable doubt that the former 
owner is dead and is survived by no person 
eligible under section 32 to claim as succes- 
sor in interest by inheritance, devise, or 
bequest; and (b) after the expiration of such 
time, if no claim for the return of the prop- 
erty or interest is pending. Total returns 
pursuant to this subsection shall not exceed 
$3 million. 

“No return may be made to an organization 
so designated unless it files notice of claim 
before the expiration of 1 year from the effec- 
tive date of this act and unless it gives firm 
and responsible assurance approved by the 
President that (i) the property or interest 
returned to it or the proceeds of any such 
property or interest will be used on the basis 
of need in the rehabilitation and settlement 
of persons in the United States who suffered 
substantial deprivation of liberty or failed 
to enjoy the full rights of citizenship within 
the meaning of subdivisions (C) and (D) 
of subsection (a) (2) hereof; (ii) it will 
transfer, at any time within 2 years from 
the time that return is made, such property 
or interest or the equivalent value thereof to 
any person whom the President or such 
officer or agency shall determine to be eligible 
under section 32 to claim as owner or suc- 
cessor in interest to such owner, by inherit- 
ance, devise, or bequest; (ili) it will make 
to the President, with a copy to be furnished 
to the Congress, such reports (including a 
detailed annual report on the use of the 
property or interest returned to it or the 
proceeds of any such property or interest) 
and permit such examination of its books as 
the President or such officer or agency may 
from time to time require; and (iv) will not 
use such property or interest or the proceeds 
of such property or interest for legal fees, 
salaries or any other administrative expenses 
connected with the filing of claims for or the 
recovery of such property or interest. 

“The filing of notice of claim by an organ- 
ization so designated shall not bar the pay- 
ment of debt claims under section 34 of this 
act. 

“As used in this subsection, ‘organization’ 
means only a nonprofit charitable corpora- 
tion incorporated on or before January 1, 
1950, under the laws of any State of the 
United States or of the District of Columbia 
with the power to sue and be sued.” 

Sec. 2. The first sentence of section 33 of 
the Trading With the Enemy Act of October 
6, 1917 (40 Stat. 411), as amended, is hereby 
amended by striking out the period at the 
end of such sentence, and inserting in lieu 
thereof a semicolon and the following: “ex- 
cept that return may be made to successor 
organizations designated pursuant to section 
32 (h) hereof if notice of claim is filed before 
the expiration of 1 year from the effective 
date of this act.” 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
is the bill dealing with “heirless prop- 
erty.” It provides that certain property 
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seized by the United States on the theory 
that it was owned by enemy nationals 
but which has been found, in fact, to 
have been owned by persecuted persons, 
who have now died without heirs, may be 
turned over to nonprofit organizations 
designated by the President for the use 
of persons in the same class as the 
original owners. 

As Senators know, by far the largest 
class of persecutees whose property 
would be affected by this bill were Jews. 
I am informed that the interested Jew- 
ish organizations have been consulted in 
connection with the House amendments 
to this bill, which are substantially tech- 
nical, and that the House amendments 
are acceptable to these organizations, 
and that Senate concurrence is desired. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
may be printed at this point in the 
Recorp a letter which I have received 
from Mr. Seymour J. Rubin, reciting the 
facts as I have stated them. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LANDIS, COHEN, RUBIN & SCHWARTZ, 
Washington, D. C., August 9, 1954. 
The Honorable Pat MCOARRAN, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR McCarran: The undersigned 
understands that S. 2420, the heirless prop- 
erty amendment to the Trading With the 
Enemy Act, with certain amendments, was 
passed today by the House of Representa- 
tives. 

The interested Jewish organizations were 
consulted in connection with the amend- 
ments in question. The amendments are 
therefore acceptable to those organizations, 
and, in the interests of insuring enactment 
in the present session of Congress, they 
would be in favor of Senate concurrence in 
those amendments. 

It goes without saying that we are most 
appreciative of your great contribution to 
passage of this bill. 

For the American Jewish Committee, I am, 

Most sincerely yours, 
SEYMOUR J. RUBIN. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the bill (S. 2420). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Nevada. 

The motion was agreed to. 


LABELING OF PACKAGES CONTAIN- 
ING FOREIGN-PRODUCED TROUT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 2033) 
relating to the labeling of packages con- 
taining foreign-produced trout sold in 
the United States, and requiring certain 
information to appear on the menus of 
public eating places serving such trout, 
which were, on page 1, line 6, strike out 
““(n)” and insert (o)“; on page 1, 
lines 8 and 9, strike out “of this title”; on 
page 2, lines 10 and 11, after “(2)” strike 
out “each part of the contents of the 
package is contained in a wrapper” and 
insert “if the package is broken while 
held for sale, each unit for sale (consist- 
ing of one or more trout) is in a pack- 
age;”; on page 2, line 12, strike out “and 
wrapper”; on page 2, strike out line 17 
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over to and including line 2, page 3, and 
insert: 

(b) No person shall possess in a form 
ready for serving or shall serve at a public 
eating place trout produced outside the 
United States, its Territories or possessions, 
unless a notice is displayed prominently and 
conspicuously in such eating place stating 
that trout is served in this res- 
taurant,” the blank space to be filled with 
the name of the country in which such trout 
was produced. 


On page 3, after line 13, insert: 


Sec. 4. This act shall take effect 6 months 
after the date of its enactment. 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“An act relating to the labeling of pack- 
ages containing foreign-produced trout 
sold in the United States, and requiring 
certain information to appear in public 
eating places serving such trout.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, to- 
day the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Bricker] asked for the consideration of 
the House amendments to Senate bill 
2033. The minority leader desired to 
have time to consider the matter. Inow 
desire to have the House amendments 
considered. 4 

The House has amended the bill. 
However, since introduction of the bill, 
Public Law 518 of the 83d Congress, 2d 
session, has been passed, and that law 
has added a section 408 to the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
amended (21 U. S. C. 341 et sed.) Ac- 
cordingly, I move that the Senate concur 
in the House amendment with a perfect- 
ing amendment as follows: 

On page 2, line 6, of S. 2033, strike: 
“Sec. 408.” and insert in lieu thereof: 
“Sec. 409.” 

On page 1, line 8, of S. 2033, strike 
“section 408” and insert in lieu thereof: 
“section 409.” 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, earlier in the day the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce IMr. 
Bricker] suggested that the Senate con- 
cur in the House amendments. At the 
time he made the suggestion I had not 
had an opportunity to confer with the 
minority members of the committee. I 
assured the distinguished chairman of 
the committee that as soon as I could do 
so, I would clear the proposed legisla- 
tion. That has been done. 

I concur in the request made by the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan. I 
hope that the House amendments will be 
concurred in and the bill passed. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Senators on this 
side of the aisle appreciate the efforts 
which the distinguished minority leader 
has put forth. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Michigan. 

The motion was agreed to. 


HAWAILI-ALASKA STATEHOOD 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I have 
received a very informative letter from 
Hon. Ingram M. Stainback, supreme 
court justice at Honolulu, T. H., rela- 
tive to the temper of the people of that 
fae od regarding the issue of state- 
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Judge Stainback asks that statehood 
for Hawaii be denied, and that a bill 
providing for commonwealth status— 
electing their own governor and adopt- 
ing their own constitution, subject to the 
approval of Congress—be reintroduced 
in the 1st session of the 84th Congress 
in January 1955. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Judge Stainback’s two letters 
dated July 20 and 21, respectively, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


SUPREME Court, TERRITORY OF HAWAII, 
Honolulu, T. H., July 20, 1954. 
Senator GEORGE W. MALONE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Perhaps you will be inter- 
ested in the enclosed articles I wrote for the 
Honolulu Advertiser which appeared in the 
July 15, 16, 17, and 18 issues. The reaction 
has been very favorable according to the oral 
comments and letters I have received. The 
editor of the Advertiser gives me a similar 
report. I believe if the people of the Terri- 
tory knew something about the advantages of 
commonwealth they would overwhelmingly 
favor the same. 

Hawaii appears to be deep in the red and 
unemployment is increasing daily. The eco- 
nomic situation looks very bad indeed. 

Governor King is back in Washington mak- 
ing last desperate efforts to put over state- 
hood. I hope you will block it for this ses- 
sion. I believe that by another year if we 
can get the people informed of the great 
advantages of commonwealth they will favor 
it by a large majority. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Yours sincerely, 
INGRAM M. STAINBACK. 


— 


SUPREME Court, TERRITORY OF HAWAII, 
Honolulu, T. H., July 21, 1954. 
Senator GEORGE W. MALONE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR; Supplementing my letter 
of yesterday, I am enclosing clipping from 
the Honolulu Advertiser of this morning with 
a statement made by Mr. Harold Rice of Maui 
in which I thought you might be interested. 

Yours sincerely, 
INGRAM M. STAINBACK. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the four articles, 
dated July 15, 16, 17, and 18, from the 
Honolulu Advertiser, be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Honolulu Advertiser of July 15, 

1954] 

A COMMONWEALTH FOR HAwAII—Jurist Says 
Hawam SHOULD FORGET STATEHOOD AND 
TAKE COMMONWEALTH STATUS—AND PROS- 
PERITY 
(Eprron's Nore.—The following was written 

by a former Democratic governor of Hawaii, 

now associate justice of the Territorial su- 
preme court. It is the first of a series of 
articles.) 

(By Ingram M. Stainback) 

Hawaii’s government is in the red and the 
Territory is faced with increasing unemploy- 
ment. 

If Hawaii would forget its seemingly futile 
agitation for statehood and accept common- 
wealth status, we might be put onto the path 
of prosperity very quickly. Puerto Rico is 
showing the way and we in Hawaii have 
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much better natural advantages than Puerto 
Rico. 

There is nothing of second-class citizen- 
ship in commonwealth status, quite the 
contrary. We would have almost complete 
independence, would govern ourselves, and 
we would have from $135 million to $185 
million a year that now goes into Federal 
taxes. In a biennium that would mean that 
the government here would have $3.50 to 
spend for every dollar it now uses. We would 
have $4.50 if we kept the present Territorial 
taxes. That would abolish the red ink in 
our present system. 

Even our lavish Territorial government 
could hardly spend three and a half dollars 
where it now spends one. And we could 
abolish the present Territorial tax system, 
especially that upon new businesses which 
would be expected to develop in a thriving, 
semi-independent commonwealth in the 
mid-Pacific. 

I realize that the politicians think that if 
they yell statehood loud enough it is an open 
sesame to political office. I know that the 
statehooders are on the popular side. But 
let us look at this statehood question real- 
istically. Let us examine for a moment what 
would happen under a commonwealth form 
of government, which I am confident could 
be achieved speedily if we asked for it. 

What is a commonwealth? It is a body of 
people constituting a State or politically or- 
ganized community. It is a State. The 
very word “commonwealth” is attached offi- 
cially to the States of Massachusetts, Penn- 
sylvania, Virginia, and Kentucky. 

Hawaii's Commonwealth would be a State 
but not a State of the Union. 

We would send no United States Senators 
or Representatives to the Congress. 

But all Federal taxes, including customs 
duties collected here, would be remitted. 

We would constitute a self-governing 
State freely associated with the United 
States, using the same postal system, and 
our courts would be associated with those of 
the Federal Government as our State courts 
are at present. We would and should make 
our normal contribution in manhood to the 
armed services. We would remain under the 
protection of those selfsame Armed Forces. 

The fine status of a commonwealth would 
put Hawaii into practically the same rela- 
tionship with the United States Government 
as that of Canada or Australia to England. 

With our hands freed we could proceed to 
the development of this region here to the 
extent of our capabilities. We would foster 
new industries and continue building up 
tourism. We would do this as first-class 
citizens in every respect. 


[From the Honolulu Advertiser of July 16, 
1954] 


WHY STATEHOOD?—FORMER GOVERNOR OF HA- 
Wart Sars COMMONWEALTH OFFERS HIGH 
IDEALS OF HUMAN DIGNITY 
(Eprror’s Norx.—In this article, second of 

a series, a former Governor of Hawail; now 

associate justice of the Territorial supreme 

court, continues to state his case in favor of 
commonwealth status for Hawaii.) 


(By Ingram M. Stainback) 


Any consideration of what Hawaii might 
expect as a semiautonomous State, or Com- 
monwealth, freely associated with the United 
States, has to be in the light of developments 
in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

There the United States Congress, fully 
recognizing the principle of government by 
consent, entered into a compact with the 
people of Puerto Rico so that the population 
might organize a government with a consti- 
tution of their own adoption. 

Little Puerto Rico has an area of only 
3,423 square miles, about one-half that of 
Hawali. But the population in 1950 was 
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more than 2,210,000, about 5 times that of 
Hawaii. 

If Hawaii had the same density of popu- 
lation as Puerto Rico, we would have more 
than 4 million people living in these islands. 
We do not expect that, but Hawaii is growing 
and we want to create new opportunities 
for the new crops of youth as they come 
along. At present no very concentrated cam- 
paign is being carried out. A common- 
wealth type of government would automati- 
cally open the way for new opportunities for 
our reservoir of skilled labor, just as it did 
in Puerto Rico. 

There a miracle of sorts has been achieved. 
The government by Operation Bootstrap 
has raised the standard of living until it 
is the highest in the Caribbean. Admittedly 
it is not as high as that of America, but it 
still is being raised. In the process, more 
than 250 new factories have been built and 
at least 50,000 new jobs have been created. 
The national income has risen one-third. 

The situation in Puerto Rico was so bad a 
few years ago that a Senate committee called 
it unsolvable because it was a scandal of 
slums, disease, overpopulation, and poverty. 
Today there is an atmosphere of high hope 
and the tax moneys formerly drained into 
the Federal Treasury now are utilized for 
the benefit of Puerto Rico. 

The Puerto Rican Legislature, only this 
year, in a concurrent resolution, is on rec- 
ord as declaring that the people of Puerto 
Rico “have chosen democratically and for 
themselves to be a free people voluntarily 
associated with the United States and have 
rejected, as the legislative assembly in their 
name now rejects, any proposal for separa- 
tion whatsoever.” 

Another interesting commentary on the 
state of mind which welcomed so enthusi- 
astically commonwealth status is contained 
in another paragraph of that concurrent 
resolution. It declared that “the Common- 
wealth is neither a transitory status nor a 
status intermediate between Federal state- 
hood and absolute independence, since it is 
a status in itself which fulfills the highest 
ideals of human dignity and which is dy- 
namic in its potentialities for growth.” 

And the legislature rejected outright Pres- 
ident Eisenhower's endorsement of more 
complete or even absolute independence. 
“Common citizenship, and therefore com- 
mon defense of and common loyalty to the 
concept of liberty, are the essential bases of 
the association between the people of the 
United States and the people of Puerto Rico,” 
the resolution went on. 

Hawali could have similar status. 

In the interest of progress let us cease 
to follow the ignis fatuus of statehood into 
the swamps and sloughs of depression. 


[From the Honolulu Advertiser of July 17, 
1954] 

PROSPECTS FOR COMMONWEALTH—TERRITORY 
or HAWAI JUDGE Says CONGRESS IN Moop 
To Give HAwan FULL RIGET TO LOCAL SELF- 
GOVERNMENT 


(Eprror’s Norr.—This is the third of a series 
of articles by Hawaii's former Governor, now 
a Supreme Court Associate Justice, listing 
arguments in favor of Commonwealth status 
for Hawaii.) 


(By Ingram M. Stainback) 


In two articles I have spoken of the very 
great advantages of a Commonwealth status 
for Hawaii, explaining that remission of 
Federal taxes could give the Territory 314 
times as much income, almost immediately. 

With those advantages so striking, one may 
wonder what prospect we have of achieving 
Commonwealth status if we asked for it. I 
believe the prospects are very good. 

Debate in the Congress over Hawaiian af- 
fairs has, in general, demonstrated that the 
majority of Representatives and Senators 
are keenly conscious of their own respon- 
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sibilities to the people of these islands. 
Their deliberations have been conducted in 
a studious atmosphere but with a keen grasp 
of the realities. 

Some of them, including Senator MALONE, 
of Nevada, and Senator EasTLAND, of Missis- 
sippi, in Senate debate only in March of this 
year, went into extreme detail concerning 
the needs of Hawaii, while opposing state- 
hood for Hawali on the old but sound 
grounds of noncontiguity. 

They showed a surprising understanding 
of the Communist grip upon the ILWU and 
of the grip of the ILWU on Hawaii. 

Opposition of some clear-thinking Sena- 
tors is based on the principle that statehood 
should not be granted to noncontiguous 
areas. Senator MONRONEY, of Oklahoma, is 
one who presented a powerful argument on 
this ground in a speech in the Senate only 
last March. Others in the Senate have ex- 
pressed fear that moving into the Pacific or 
into the Atlantic and beyond would mean the 
losing sight of America as a homogeneous 
Nation while we were building an empire. 
Empire building will weaken our American 
system of government. 

Some years ago a New England Senator— 
Lodge, I believe—circulated a memorandum 
among Senators, pointing out that creation 
of a State in the mid-Pacific, such as Hawaii, 
would be an abandonment of the principles 
upon which this Government was founded. 

But it is not a question of statehood or 
nothing. We do not have to stay in our 
present situation; neither is statehood nec- 
essary. We can have all our freedom and 
independence under commonwealth status. 

Senator Monroney, proposing to restore 
the taxation power to Hawaii, said that 
this would give recognition to the right of 
representation in tax matters. “Instead of 
being a sop,” said the Senator, “I think it is 
a recognition of the importance of common- 
wealth status to them (Hawaii) on the basis 
of self-government.” 

Another quotation from this speech is in 
order: 

“We would offer them in this common- 
wealth plan the right to levy and collect all 
their own taxes and to determine how these 
tax moneys can best be spent to develop and 
improve their areas. 

“Because of their strategic location (Ha- 
wall and Alaska), the Government expendi- 
tures in huge amounts for military bases 
and for military personnel will undoubtedly 
continue to be large for the foreseeable 
future. 

“It would seem to me that such a plan, 
granting full rights of local self-government, 
full use of all tax resources of these areas, to 
be spent by their own local governments; 
full protection of the United States both in 
military and civilian matters, plus free trade 
and free access, offers a better and more ben- 
eficial program for offshore areas than that 
enjoyed by any possessions of any foreign 
country the world over.” 

I think it should be noted parenthetically, 
however, that the granting of Common- 
wealth status to Hawaii would be no bar to 
statehood in the future if conditions should 
change. 

This was pointed out by Senator MALONE 
in the hearings last January. 


— 


From the Honolulu Advertiser of July 18, 
1954 
CASE FoR COMMONWEALTH—FORMER GOVER- 
NOR VISUALIZES FINEST, Best PAID SCHOOL 
SYSTEM, OTHER ADVANTAGES 


(Editor's Nore.—This is the fourth and 
last of a series of articles in which a former 
Governor, now a Territorial supreme court 
justice, outlines his arguments in favor of a 
Commonwealth status for Hawaii.) 


(By Ingram M. Stainback) 


In closing the case for a Commonwealth of 
Hawaii it should be noted that such status 
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would give us at once more revenue than 
we have dreamed of. I need not describe 
in detail what could be done with 3 or 4 
times our present revenues in the way of im- 
proving our schools, hospitals, public build- 
ing, our roads, our parks, and recreation 
centers. 

But imagine what could be done in the 
way of developing, with more than adequate 
financing, one of the best school systems in 
the world, a system with the finest and the 
highest paid personnel, to be found any- 
where. That is just one of the possibilities. 

Let us explore and develop the water re- 
sources of the Territory. It might be possi- 
ble to convey Molokai’s windward water to 
make fertile its near-desert lands. Kona 
would be rich, indeed, if we develop a water 
source there. There also are undeveloped 
water possibilities on Maui, where there are 
immense water supplies on the windward 
side. On Kauai we could curb the Waimea 
River with dams and reservoirs to furnish 
irrigation and cheap power. 

Consider, too, the highway system that 
could be perfected, both for our own needs 
and to open scenic routes inaccessible but 
beautiful portions of these islands for the 
benefit of the expanding tourist industry. 
On Kauai we could build attractive roads 
into the Napali cliff area. On Hawaii we 
could have a scenic drive into remote and 
romantic Waipio Valley. Molokai offers pos- 
sibilities. Some beautiful areas can be 
reached only by difficult trail or boat at pres- 
ent. 

Another bit of construction that suggests 
itself as a tourist attraction would be the 
completion of the scenic highway to the 
summit of Mauna Loa, together with the 
establishment of botanical gardens along the 
route. This road, called the Stainback 
Highway, I mention with due modesty, would 
extend through a system of plantings rang- 
ing from lush tropical growth at sea level 
to the higher elevations that favor the vari- 
ous plants and shrubs of the temperate 
zones. We already have tried experiments 
in growing various temperate zone plants at 
Kulani Camp. The results were promising, 
indeed, as far as we went. Unfortunately 
these experiments have not been continued. 

These are only a few suggestions as to the 
many ways in which we could attain added 
prosperity through Territorial expenditures 
of funds made available because of com- 
monwealth status of Hawaii. In addition 
we could attract numerous new industries 
by giving them exemption from taxation, 
as is done in Puerto Rico. 

It has been suggested by some that one 
of the reasons for the attraction of new in- 
dustry to Puerto Rico is the low wages of 
labor. Low wages, however, do not mean 
cheap production. Puerto Rico had no labor 
to begin with except agricultural workers, 
many ill-educated or illiterate, subject to 
disease and far from being skilled workers. 
Hawaii in contrast has a surplus of well- 
trained, well-educated, healthy, and compe- 
tent workers whose wages, though higher, 
would be cheaper in the end because of their 
high productivity. 

Some have suggested that we are far from 
markets and assert freight rates would be a 
bar to establishment of industry in Hawaii. 
This might be a bar to heavy industries such 
as steel, but should be no handicap to the 
production of any number of high-class com- 
modities. Power is as cheap here, too, as in 
many States, because transportation of fuel 
oil by steamer is cheaper than by rail. 

I need not repeat the arguments of Senator 
Monroney and others on the essentially 
homogeneous nature of the United States 
but I know that those arguments do have a 
powerful appeal to many broad-minded 
citizens who also are friends of Hawaii. In 
this connection it should be remarked that 
some of our statehood advocates are appeal- 
ing to racial prejudice themselves when they 
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claim that it is racially prejudiced southern- 
ers who are keeping Hawaii from statehood. 
Obviously Senator MALONE, of Nevada, a 
strong advocate of the commonwealth plan 
for Hawaii, is far from being a southerner, 
while Russett Lone, an ardent advocate of 
statehood, is from the deep South. Just 
incidentally, the bill to provide common- 
wealth status for Alaska was introduced by 
the late Senator Butler of Nebraska. 

This plan has not received support in 
Hawaii because we have lacked information 
on the subject. Let us put aside our preju- 
dices and preconceived ideas and examine 
this important question objectively and in- 
telligently. Clearly, if we accomplish half 
as much as Puerto Rico has done there will 
be no unemployment and no deficit in the 
Territorial budget. 

I trust that this brief exposition of the 
benefits of a commonwealth for Hawaii will 
encourage others to speak up in behalf 
of a system of government that offers our 
people prosperity and a great measure of 
independence, 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the article ap- 
pearing in the Honolulu Advertiser, 
July 21, 1954, be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Rice BACKS STAINBACK’s HAWAN PLAN 


Judge Ingram M. Stainback’s stand in 
favor of commonwealth status for Hawaii 
has attracted an extraordinary amount of 
attention. Reaction to the series by the 
former Democratic governor, now an asso- 
ciate justice of the Territorial supreme court, 
has been both favorable and unfavorable. 

Harold W. Rice, of Maui, said yesterday 
that “I can see no other way for the Territory 
to get out of its financial morass except by 
relief from taxes. If that has to come by the 
method of making the territory a common- 
wealth, so be it.” 

Mr. Rice, a rancher and leading Democrat, 
onetime territorial Senator and vice presi- 
dent of the 1950 constitutional convention, 
made his statement in Wailuku during a 
telephone conversation with The Advertiser. 

“There are some technical questions in 
my mind that would need answers before I 
could make a statement of unqualified sup- 
port for a commonwealth,” he continued. 
“How, for instance, can you retain Federal 
Government services without paying for 
them?” 

Whatever the emergency unemployment 
committee may do to create more jobs in 
Hawali can be only a stopgap at best, he 
went on. “Where do we go after that money 
has been spent? We simply have to have 
more industries in Hawaii and we must go 
after them ourselves. 

“We must remember the situation in the 
Pacific has changed a great deal since the 
1950 constitutional convention.” Since then, 
America’s Pacific outpost has been pushed 
westward from Pearl Harbor, he observed. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my letter of 
August 10, 1954, to Justice Stainback be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR 
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
August 10, 1954. 
Hon. INGRAM M. STAINBACK, 
Supreme Court, Territory of Hawaii, 
Honolulu, T. H. 

Dear Jupce: I have received your two let- 

ters of July 20 and 21, and appreciate your 
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interest in this important matter. My in- 
tention is to submit the articles for the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, since I believe that all 
Members of Congress will be extremely in- 
terested in your point of view since you have 
served as governor, and as a member of the 
Supreme Court of the Territory of Hawaii. 

I remember well my visit with you in 
1943, when I was on my way to the South 
Pacific serving as special consultant to the 
Senate Military Affairs Committee to make 
a confidential investigation of the Pacific 
area, which included a report not only on 
the situation in Hawaii, but throughout the 
South Seas and as far as our military activ- 
ities had taken us at that time, in New 
Guinea and beyond, where we had just con- 
quered Buna at New Guinea and were still 
fighting at Lae. It was my privilege to fly 
over most of the Pacific area in this investi- 
gation. 

You will remember that you had two gov- 
ernors then. Gen. Robert C. Richardson, Jr., 
was the military governor, and Adm. Chester 
Nimitz was in charge of the fleet, technically 
under Gen. Douglas MacArthur, Admiral 
Nimitz held a special staff meeting for me 
there and briefed me on the whole situation 
before I left for the Fiji Islands, New Cale- 
donia, Australia, and New Guinea. 

I have had an exceptional opportunity to 
know your problems and I agree with you 
that the Territory of Hawaii should start by 
electing her own governor, adopting a con- 
stitution within the purview of the Consti- 
tution of the United States, approved by 
Congress, and proceed to run her own busi- 
ness in the same general category that Con- 
gress has elected to place Puerto Rico. 

In 1945 I was chosen as 1 of the 5 Sen- 
ators to visit Puerto Rico. They were then 
very insistent upon statehood and after a 
thorough examination we recommended to 
our full Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mitee, and thence to Congress, that they not 
be given statehood but that they be set up 
under a constitution that they themselves 
would adopt subject to approval by Con- 
gress, to elect their own governor and pro- 
ceed to run their own business. 

Apparently it has been very successful and 
very satisfactory, and, if it meets with ap- 
proval of the people of Hawaii, I would be 
very glad to reintroduce my Senate bill 2003 
in January 1955, and in the meantime if 
your people have any specific suggestions 
for improvement in the bill, I will be very 
glad to receive them. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE W. MALONE, 
United States Senator. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, state- 
hood for Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and 
Alaska has been proposed for many 
years. Few citizens have considered the 
full import of the precedent of admit- 
ting to statehood with full voting privi- 
leges in the United States Senate and 
House of Representatives of the offshore 
noncontiguous areas. 

Mr. President, I was 1 of 5 Senators 
who reported on Puerto Rico’s applica- 
tio for statehood in 1947 after full in- 
vestigation of that Territory. Our re- 
port was adverse for statehood, and 
favorable to a self-governing area elect- 
ing its governor and adopting its own 
constitution, approved by the Congress 
of the United States. 

This was done, and Puerto Ricans 
have experienced satisfaction with their 
own self-government. 

The position has long been maintained 
that offshore noncontiguous areas should 
not be accepted as States, with Sena- 
tors and Congressmen in the Congress of 
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the United States, since there is no op- 
portunity for a homogeneous people; 
and that if one offshore State is ac- 
cepted then there is no stopping place, 
and the Senate and the Congress could 
be controlled through the balance of 
power furnished by such offshore areas. 

I intend to reintroduce my Senate bill, 
S. 2003, in January 1955, providing for 
the election of a governor and for «the 
adoption of a constitution, approved by 
the Congress of the United States, by 
the people of the Territory of Hawaii; 
and I hope that it will be adopted with- 
out undue delay. 

The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 99, 
part 4, page 5635, contains my statement 
and a copy of my bill, S. 2003, already 
described. 

The late Senator Hugh Butler, the 
former chairman of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, introduced 
a similar bill for the Territory of Alaska. 
It should be reintroduced early in the 
84th session of Congress. 


CRITICAL MATERIALS—MICA 


Mr. President, a recent dispatch in the 
Wall Street Journal of May 5, 1954, is 
concrete evidence of the complete lack 
of perception and understanding of the 
continual progress through laboratory 
research and experiments and through 
inventions, by the so-called experts ad- 
vancing the doctrine that we are a “have 
not” nation. 

The report of the Minerals, Materials, 
and Fuels Economics Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs submitted, as Senate Report 1627, 
on July 9, 1954, said of mica as a criti- 
cal material: 


Western Hemisphere: Self-sufficiency can 
be attained through expansion of reconsti- 
tuted and synthetic expansion. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the dispatch from the Wall 
Street Journal be printed in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the dispatch 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


New Jersey Firm To PRODUCE SYNTHETIC 
Form or Mica To COMPETE WITH FOREIGN 
SUPPLY 


(By Richard P. Cooke) 


New York.—Mica, a strategic material 
without which the electrical and electronic 
industries would find it hard to function, is 
soon to be produced synthetically for the 
first time on a commercial scale. 

The manufacturer will be Mycalex Corpora- 
tion of America, of Clifton, N. J., which has 
been cooperating for several years with five 
Government agencies—the Bureau of Mines, 
Bureau of Ships, Office of Naval Research, 
National Bureau of Standards, and the Army 
Signal Corps—on a pilot operation. By the 
end of this year the new facility should be 
turning out high-grade mica, a super- 
insulator vital to the manufacture of such 
products as vacuum tubes, 

Today the United States is dependent on 
India for most of its electrical quality mica. 
There’s a considerable output in Brazil, too, 
but this mica isn’t of as high quality as the 
Indian product. Much low-grade mica is 
produced in the United States for such non- 
electrical uses as roofing paint and chicken 
feed. But this country produces only about 
5 percent of the high-quality mica used. All 
told, more than 10,000 tons of mica, worth 
about $20 million, is imported annually. 
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Like most new synthetics, synthetic mica 
is going to cost more at first than natural 
mica, which has a wide price range—from as 
little as 3 cents a pound for the low grade 
used in paint to several dollars a pound for 
large crystals. Superlarge crystals command 
much higher prices, but most grades of elec- 
trical mica range from 15 cents to $1 a pound. 

Jerome Taishoff, president of Mycalex 
Corp., is confident that with the achievement 
of substantial volume (nearly 200,000 pounds 
already has been produced at the pilot plant 
at the Bureau of Mines Electrotechnical Lab- 
oratory at Norris, Tenn.), prices will come 
down to a range comparable with natural 
mica. 

SYNTHETICS BETTER 

Synthetic mica has a big advantage to 
start with. It is chemically pure and con- 
siderably more efficient as an insulator, par- 
ticularly at high temperatures, than natural 
mica. This is an important quality, since 
the efficiency of many types of electrical 
equipment, including electric motors, triples 
when the operating temperature doubles. 
This is the sort of thing synthetic mica can 
do best. 

So far, synthetic mica has been made only 
in small crystals. The Mycalex technical 
staff believes that in 1 or 2 years the problems 
of making larger crystals can be solved. 
Much sharper images on TV, for example, can 
be obtained by using large crystals of syn- 
thetic mica. Sylvania Electric Products, 
Inc., important manufacturer of vacuum 
tubes, is already purchasing most of the 
larger synthetic mica crystals (although 
these are quite small) being made. And 
Mycalex Corp. is cooperating with Rutgers 
University in further improving the already 
high qualities of synthetic mica. 

Mr. Taishoff believes it won't be too long 
before synthetic mica plants can free this 
country from dependence on India, whose 
supply of the material might be shut off in 
case of war. The raw materials for the syn- 
thetic product are readily available in this 
country: Magnesium, silicon, aluminum, 
and fluorine. The trick is to melt these in- 
gredients together electrically and then cool 
them slowly under perfect control. Even the 
slightest vibration will be harmful. 


GLASS-BONDED MICA 


Although the big crystals are needed for 
TV camera tubes, a leading form of mica in- 
sulation is in what is called glass-bonded 
mica, a combination of high-quality glass 
and powdered mica. Mycalex Corp. is owner 
of the registered trade-mark name “Myca- 
lex” for the glass-bonded product. General 
Electric Co. and Westinghouse Electric also 
make glass-bonded mica with the names 
“G-E Mycalex” and “Insanol,” respectively. 
But Mycalex Corp. considers itself the leader 
in the field. 

Glass-bonded mica has a big range of im- 
portant uses, from improving the safety of 
airplanes to improving transmission in the 
growing fleld of microwave. 

The aircraft application highlights the 
qualities of this tough material. A couple of 
Boeing Airplane Co. engineers, Thomas J. 
Martin and Raymond L. Hauter, after 3 
years’ research found that glass-bonded mica 
was about the only safe material to use in 
the fuse box (called a “current limiter” in 
technical parlance) in an airplane, an in- 
stallation similar to the one in home cellars 
where a fuse may blow if there is a short cir- 
cuit. Only in a plane, where the current is 
much more powerful than in homes, a blown 
fuse may result in a hot are of electrical 
flame, causing the block on which it is 
mounted to catch fire or to become a con- 
ductor instead of an insulator. Mycalex was 
the material used by the Boeing men in this 
test. 

As a result of these tests, it now seems 
likely that Mycalex will replace other types 
of insulation in key spots in aircraft where 
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fires could result through short-circuiting 
of overheating. 

In the microwave field, the company soon 
will offer commercially a series of miero- 
strip” components using a thin layer of sil- 
ver paste on a Mycalex backing to replace 
much bulkier apparatus now used for the 
directional “beaming” of radio waves. The 
microstrip, developed by Federal Telecom- 
munications Laboratories of International 
Telephone & Telegraph Co., must be baked at 
high heat to make the silver paste stick, and 
glass-bonded mica has been found able to 
withstand this heat. A 5-pound microstrip 
can replace a complex machine-made metal 
apparatus weighing 32 pounds, it has been 
found by Mycalex engineers. 

ATOMIC ENERGY GUIDED MISSILES 

Glass-bonded mica also is finding increas- 
ing uses in atomic energy installations. 
Wires which must pass through nuclear bar- 
riers (insulating walls against radiation) re- 
quire connectors which can withstand radi- 
ation which would destroy certain other 
types. 

Glass-bonded mica is a leading material 
for miniature vacuum tube sockets, and 
although Mycalex generally is more expen- 
sive than competing materials, such substan- 
tial volume has been attained in this type 
of product that Mycalex prices are about in 
line with those of the sockets made from 
cheaper ingredients. 

Still another important application of the 
substance is in telemetering, which means 
the automatic transmission of messages 
from guided missiles, remote stations in oil 
fields or flood control areas unattended by 
human operators. In this type of instal- 
lation, the utmost precaution against fires 
or breakdown due to overheating must be 
taken, and glass-bonded material has proved 
the best, Mycalex engineers claim. 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, there is 
no question, according to the evidence 
before the Minerals, Materials, and Fuels 
Economic Subcommittee, during the in- 
vestigation under Senate Resolution 143, 
to determine the accessibility of the criti- 
cal materials in time of war, for our ex- 
panding economy and for our security, 
that the Western Hemisphere is the only 
dependable supply of such materials 
in the event of world war III, and that 
it can be made self-sufficient in its pro- 
duction considering substitutes and re- 
placements. 

The noted progress in the case of syn- 
thetic mica is a case in point. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 
1954—AMENDMENT 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 9366) 
to amend the Social Security Act and 
the Internal Revenue Code so as to ex- 
tend coverage under the old-age and 
survivors insurance program, increase 
the benefits payable thereunder, preserve 
the insurance rights of disabled individ- 
uals, and increase the amount of earn- 
ings permitted without loss of benefits, 
and for other purposes, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him 
to House bill 9366, supra, which were or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 


As in executive session, 

The following favorable report of a 
nomination was submitted: 

By Mr. CARLSON, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service: 

E. George Siedle, of Pennsylvania, to be an 
Assistant Postmaster General, vice John C. 
Allen, resigned. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate messages from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


RECESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, pur- 
suant to the prior order of the Senate, 
I move that the Senate now stand in re- 
cess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 10 
o’clock and 2 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess, the recess being, under the 
order previously entered, until Friday, 
August 13, 1954, at 10 o'clock a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate August 12 (legislative day of Au- 
gust 5), 1954: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy 


William Birrell Franke, of New York, to 
be an Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 


POSTMASTERS 


The following-named persons to be post- 
masters: 
ALABAMA 
Prince W. Cofield, Bexar, Ala., in place of 
Pearce Goggans, retired. 
John T. Knight, Hayneville, Ala., in place 
of R. R. Hairston, retired. 


ARKANSAS 


Louie C. Horn, Searcy, Ark., in place of G. 
O. Yingling, retired. 


CALIFORNIA 


Charles C. Clark, Fullerton, Calif., in place 
of F. D. Lowrey, removed. 

Emma M. Fernald, Julian, Calif., in place of 
E. C. McGowan, retired. 


CONNECTICUT 


Edward J. Butner, Sr., Westport, Conn., in 
place of Edward McElwee, deceased. 


DELAWARE 


Howard W. Dill, Harrington, Del., in place 
of C. F. Wilson, retired. 


GEORGIA 


Thomas Adamson 3d, Cedartown, Ga., in 
place of C. R. Brumby, retired. 


ILLINOIS 


Ray C. Rogers, Bonnie, Ill., in place of O. I. 
Hicks, transferred. 

Vernon W. Dickey, Marissa, Ill., in place of 
C. G. Sinn, resigned. 

Earl J. Thompson, O'Fallon, Ill., in place of 
J. L. Anheuser, resigned. 

Owen W. Morell, Shobonier, Ill., in place of 
F. E. Donaldson, retired. 

James W. O’Brien, Thayer, III., in place of 
Jennie Puma, retired, 
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INDIANA 

Fred V. Hayden, Lowell, Ind., in place of 
H. A. Loyce, transferred. 

Lloyd D. Spann, Madison, Ind., in place of 
Stella Cisco, retired. 

Joseph S. Dean, Napoleon, Ind., in place of 
E. A. Behlmer, retired. 

Robert Craig Dillon, New Augusta, Ind., in 
place of R. A. Shaw, removed. 

IOWA 


Ray L. Haefner, Arthur, Iowa, in place of 
A. C. Watts, retired. 


KANSAS 
Wayne E. Richards, Arkansas City, Kans., 
in place of C. T. Hills, deceased. 
KENTUCKY ` 


Paul D. Fowler, Saint Mary, Ky., in place of 
. R. Logsdon, retired. 


LOUISIANA 


Leo S. Behrens, Madisonville, La., in place 
of J. H. Scheppf, retired. 


MAINE 


Leo T. Spain, Houlton, Maine, in place of 
M. E. Peabody, retired. 


MARYLAND 


James W. Scott, La Plata, Md., in place of 
B. H. Barnes, deceased. 


MICHIGAN 
Calvin C. Oke, Richmond, Mich., in place 
of J. W. Winkel, retired. 
Almon Schoch, Romeo, Mich., in place of 
J. L. Lucas, retired, 
Harold J. Hawkins, Wayland, Mich., in place 
of M. R. Ehle, removed. 


MINNESOTA 


Erling M. Wollan, Glenwood, Minn., in 

place of C. C. O'Donnel, resigned. 
MISSISSIPPI 

John H. Magee, Magee, Miss., in place of J. 
B. Vinson, retired. 

Virginia M. Hatcher, Scott, Miss., in place 
of E. B. Comegys, retired. 

Keith D. Davis, Terry, Miss., in place of 
A. F. Fleck, retired. 


MISSOURI 
Allen B. Cooper, Charleston, Mo., in place 
of T. W. Gwaltney, retired, 
Cyrenius J. Jones, Jonesburg, Mo., in place 
of J. B. Diggs, resigned. 
MONTANA 
Olga Strand, Reserve, Mont., in place of 
E. K. Riley, retired. 
Alma E. Fischer, Somers, Mont., in place 
of Ralph Drew, deceased. 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Jessie G. Thompson, Moultonboro, N. H., 
in place of R. E. Goodwin, retired, 

John W. Crawford, Tilton, N. H., in placè 
of F. M. Boynton, retired. 

NEW JERSEY 

Harry C. Lake, Hampton, N. J., in place of 
K. A. Butler, retired. 

Agnes V. Huenke, Thorofare, N. J., in place 
of M. E. Lyster, retired. 

John Dawson, Trenton, N. J., in place of 
J. L. Malley, deceased. 


NEW MEXICO 


Hugh P. Cooper, Albuquerque, N. Mex., in 
place of J. A. Werner, removed. 


NEW YORK 


Peter Hillen, Jr., Amityville, N. Y., in place 
of T. L. Wardle, deceased. 

Howard W. Wheeler, Kinderhook, N. Y. 
in place of C. M. Magee, retired, 

Louis B. Cartwright, Rochester, N. Y., in 
place of D. A. Dailey, resigned. 

Donald M. Tobey, Victor, N. T., in place 
of F. B. Mead, retired. 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
Lyle B. Cook, Boone, N. C., in place of 
J. E. Brown, Jr., removed. 
Numa D. Redmon, Jr., Leaksville, N. C., 
in place of W. W. Hampton, retired, 


NORTH DAKOTA 


John B. Williams, Barney, N. Dak., in place 

of R. A. Halvorson, resigned. 
OHIO 

Smith B. Applegarth, Barton, Ohio, in 
place of M. I. Timko, resigned. 

Lewis J. Dye, Bergholz, Ohio, in place of 
M. N. Morrow, retired. 

Homer H. Goltzene, Defiance, Ohio, in place 
of E. L. Partee, deceased. 

OKLAHOMA 

Carson Scott, Okmulgee, Okla., in place of 
H. B. Torbett, removed. 

Joseph T. Courts, Quinton, Okla., in a 
of F. R. Hendrickson, retired. 

OREGON 

Mary J. Rugg, Pilot Rock, Oreg., in place 
of F. L. Hartmen, retired. 

Lola N. Steagall, Seneca, Oreg., in place of 
B. I. Denson, resigned. 

Nellie A. Bembry, Sisters, Oreg., in place 
of S. J. May, resigned. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Harry H. Birney, Athens, Pa., in place of 
S. J. Morley, retired. 

Americo P. Campagna, Lilly, Pa., in place 
of A. B. Kearney, deceased. 

Robert Howard McFarland, Jr., Oaks, Pa., 
place of L. I. Brower, retired. 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


Clara C. Drake, Blenheim, S. C., in place 
of J. B. Ayers, removed. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
Percy C. Heinzen, Frederick, S. Dak., in 
place of A. H. Hoffman, transferred. 
Ranald A. Bishop, Hurley, S. Dak., in place 
of S. P. Hutchinson, resigned. 


TENNESSEE 


William T. Starbuck, Hohenwald, Tenn., 
in place of J. H. Warf, removed. 


TEXAS 
Charles A. Joplin, Littlefield, Tex., in place 
of W. D. T. Storey, retired. 
Evelyn Neale Walker, Robstown, Texas, in 
place of R. B. Horney, resigned. 


VERMONT 


Francis A. Bolles, Bellows Falls, Vt., in 
place of T. J. Fitzgerald, retired. 


WASHINGTON 


Joseph E. Shannon, Dash Point, Wash., in 
place of C. P. Steele, resigned. 

Dean M. Corliss, Port Orchard, Wash., in 
place of R. J. Caretti, resigned. 


WEST VIRGINIA 


Adrian Fray Lilly, Beckley, W. Va., in place 
of J. T. Hollandsworth, Jr., retired. 

Obie H. Young, Dunbar, W. Va., in place 
of F. C. Ellis, retired. 

Frank J. Ailiff, Fort Gay, W. Va., in place 
of V. D. Sorensen, resigned. 

Leland S. Griffith, Jr., Hurricane, W. Va., 
in place of G. C. Sowards, retired. 

O. Rogers, Keyser, W. Va., in place 

of T. F. Ward, deceased. 

Victoria B. Lindamood, Omar, W. Va., in 
place of P. D. Young, removed. 


WISCONSIN 

Arnold L. Peters, Marinette, Wis., in place 
of W. F. Coffey, resigned. 

Lawrence T. Hoyt, Rosendale, Wis., in 
place of A. O. Randall, deceased. 

Maurice W. Schaefer, Sauk City, Wis., in 
place of A, E. Von Wald, retired. 

Irene Peterson, Wilson, Wis., in place of 
L. J. Mulvaney, deceased. 

Albert O. Olson, Woodville, Wis., in place 
of J. G. Behm, retired. 
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THURSDAY, August 12, 1954 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 


God of all grace, whose blessings can- 
not be numbered and whose treasury of 
goodness is inexhaustible, lift us now to 
the lofty spiritual heights, whence 
cometh our wisdom and strength for 
each new day. 

Grant that we may never place our 
supreme confidence in human inge- 
nuity, but in the God of all wisdom and 
blessedness. 

May our vision of the coming of the 
kingdom of righteousness never fade. 
Inspire us to carry on with humility and 
courage, trusting in Thy faithfulness, 

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Ast, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend- 
ment bills, joint resolutions, and a con- 
current resolution of the House of the 
following titles: 


H. R. 669. An act for the relief of George 
D. Kyminas; 

H.R.787. An act for the relief of Israel 
Ratsprecher and Maryse Ratsprecher; 

H. R. 803. An act for the relief of Christa- 
kis Modinos; 

H. R. 804. An act for the relief of Enrich- 
etta F. C. Meda-Novara; 

H. R. 818. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Emma Martha Staack; 

H. R. 868. An act for the relief of Ciriaco 
Catino; 

H. R. 905. An act for the relief of Fran- 
ciszek Wolczek; 

H. R. 950. An act for the relief of Panoula 
Panagopoulos; 

H. R. 970. An act for the relief of George 
Economos; 

H.R.977. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Aimee Dutour Rovzar; 

H.R.1171. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Wai-Jan Low Fong; 

H. R. 1324. An act for the relief of Geor- 
gina Chinn; 

H. R. 1463. An act for the relief of Ilona 
Elizabeth Carrier; 

H. R. 1646. An act for the relief of Arthur 
Neustadt and Mrs. Emma Neustadt; 

H. R. 1697. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Katharina Batke; 

H. R. 1843. An act to increase the retired 
pay of certain members of the former Light- 
house Service; 

H. R. 1897. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Betty E. LeMay; 

H. R. 1974. An act to amend the third 
paragraph of section 4, chapter 1, title I, 
of the act entitled “An act making further 
provision for a civil government for Alaska, 
and for other purposes,” approved June 6, 
1900 (31 Stat. 322; 48 U. S. C., sec. 101), as 
amended; 

H. R. 2051. An act for the relief of Ivo Mar- 
kulin; 

H. R. 2358. An act for the relief of Dr. Vah- 
ram Uluhogian; 

H. R. 2359. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Veich, also known as Guiseppe Veic; 

H. R. 2635. An act for the relief of Olga 
Abitia; 

H. R. 2654. An act for the relief of Sisters 
Linda Salerno, Luigiana C. Cairo, Antonietta 
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Impierl, Anna Impieri, Rosina Scarlato, 
Iolanda Gaglianone, Maria Assunta Scara- 
muzzo, Franceschina Cauterucci, and Filo- 
mena Lupinacci; 

H. R. 2793. An act for the relief of Miyoko 
Nagare; 

H. R. 2843. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to investigate and report 
to the Congress on the conservation, develop- 
ment, and utilization of the irrigation and 
reclamation resources of the Waimanalo, 
Oahu; Waimea, island of Hawaii; and Molo- 
kai projects, Territory of Hawaii; 

H. R. 2874. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of Mary 
K. Reynolds, as successor in interest to the 
Colonial Realty Co.; 

H. R. 2879. An act to stay deportation pro- 
ceedings on Juan Onativia; 

H. R. 2901. An act for the relief of Tokuko 
Kobayashi, and her minor son; 

H. R. 3116. An act for the relief of Dimitra 
Makhavitzki; 

H. R. 3125. An act for the relief of Alexan- 
der Hahn and Suzanne Hahn; 

H. R. 3144. An act for the relief of Elias Y. 
Richa; 

H. R. 3238. An act for the relief of Danica 
Maria Vavroya; 

H. R. 3344. An act for the relief of Carmen 
Salvador and her daughter, Ruby Salvador; 

H. R.3419. An act to authorize a $50 per 
capita payment to members of the Red Lake 
Band of Chippewa Indians from the proceeds 
of the sale of timber and lumber on the 
Red Lake Reservation; 

H. R. 3444. An act for the relief of Toki 
Yaeko; 

H. R. 3616. An act for the relief of Nico- 
letta Di Donato; 

H. R. 3677. An act for the relief of Sister 
Paolina (Angela Di Franco); 

H. R. 3759. An act for the relief of Babette 
Mueller Esposito; 

H. R. 3855. An act for the relief of Sister 
Agrippina (Agrippina Palermo), Sister Bat- 
tistina (Franceschina Serpa), Sister Romana 
(Angela Iolanda Morelli), Sister Frances- 
china (Maria Caruso), and Sister Bruna 
(Giuseppina De Caro); 

H. R. 4092. An act for the relief of Mira 
Tellini Napoleone; 

H. R. 4213. An act to authorize works for 
development and furnishing of water sup- 
plies for waterfowl management, Central 
Valley project, California, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 4371. An act for the relief of June 
Ann Sakurai; 

H. R. 4620. An act for the relief of Natale 
Joseph John Ratti; 

H. R. 4721. An act to provide that the ex- 
cess-land provisions of the Federal reclama- 
tion laws shall not apply to lands in the 
Owl Creek unit of the Missouri Basin project; 

H. R. 4740. An act for the relief of Kaoru 
Yoshioka; 

H. R. 4881. An act to amend the Canal Zone 
Code in reference to the survival of things 
in action; 

H. R. 4959. An act for the relief of Muhit- 
tin Schuer; 

H. R. 4998. An act for the relief of Paul 
Frkovich; 

H. R. 5072. An act for the relief of Carmen 
D’Ottavio, also known as Cameron D’Ottavio; 

H. R. 5077. An act for the relief of Sophia 
Nassopoulos; 

H. R. 5443. An act for the relief of Eva 
Lowinger; 

H. R. 5639. An act for the relief of Edel- 
traut Kamberg Douglass; 

H. R. 5822. An act for the relief of Evan- 
thia Demetrios Makrozonari; 

H. R. 5832. An act to authorize the com- 
missioner of public lands of the Territory 
of Hawaii to sell public lands to certain 
lessees, permittees, and others; 

H. R. 5944. An act for the relief of Alberto 
Ugo Landry; 
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H. R. 5997. An act to enable the Legisla- 
ture of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize 
the issuance of general obligation bonds, 
the proceeds thereof to be used for veterans’ 
mortgages; 

H. R. 6113. An act to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code, so as to increase the pen- 
alties applicable to the smuggling of goods 
into the United States; 

H. R. 6127. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to create a Board for the 
Condemnation of Insanitary Buildings in the 
District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved May 1, 1906, as amended, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6253. An act to amend Public Law 
410, 78th Congress, with regard to compen- 
sation for overtime, Sunday, and holiday 
work of employees of the United States Pub- 
lic Health Service, Foreign Quarantine Di- 
vision; 

H. R. 6367. An act for the relief of Nobu 
Nogawa Nitta; 

H. R. 6393. An act granting the consent 
and approval of Congress to an interstate 
forest fire protection compact; 

H. R. 6414. An act for the relief of Bar- 
bara Pator Allen; 

H. R. 6885. An act to amend section 1 of 
Joint Resolution 12 enacted by the 25th 
Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii, in the 
regular session of 1949 and approved by the 
81st Congress of the United States of Amer- 
ica at the second session (Public Law 746, 
ch. 833); 

H. R. 6886. An act to ratify and confirm 
sections 5 and 6 of Act 254 and Act 280 of the 
Session Laws of Hawaii, 1953, and to author- 
ize the issuance of certain public improve- 
ment bonds by the Territory of Hawaii; 

H. R. 6955. An act for the relief of Mar- 
gers Nulle-Siecenieks; 

H. R. 6987. An act for the relief of Gene C. 
Szutu and Florence C. Szutu; 

H. R. 7051. An act for the relief of Mary 
George Solomon; 

H. R. 7088. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Cazzato; 

H. R. 7138. An act for the relief of Rosa 
Marie Adelheid Herok; 

H. R. 7251. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to transfer to Vernon F. 
Parry, the right, title, and interest of the 
United States, in foreign countries, in and to 
a certain invention; 

H. R. 7398. An act to repeal the require- 
ment of section 3921 of the Revised Statutes 
that postmasters report to the Postmaster 
General failure to cancel postage stamps; 

H. R. 7399. An act to authorize the sale of 
postage-due stamps for philatelic purposes; 

H. R. 7451. An act for the relief of Erika 
Jette Lavery; 

H. R. 7460. An act to pay Warren P. Hoover 
for services rendered the Army of the United 
States; 

H. R. 7486. An act to amend section 1071 
of title 18, United States Code, relating to the 
concealing of persons from arrest, so as to 
increase the penalties therein provided; 

H. R. 7494. An act for the relief of Eliza- 
beth Forster Austin; 

H. R. 7508. An act for the relief of James 
Dore, Jr.; 

H. R. 7517. An act to enable the Legislature 
of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize the 
city and county of Honolulu, a municipal 
corporation, to issue public improvement 
bonds; 

H. R. 7518. An act to enable the Legislature 
of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize the 
city and county of Honolulu, a municipal 
corporation, to issue public improvement 
bonds; 

H. R. 7568. An act to authorize and direct 
the Farm Loan Board of Hawaii to convey 
certain land and to ratify and confirm cer- 
tain acts of said Farm Loan Board; 

H. R. 7569. An act to authorize the removal 
of a restrictive covenant on land patent 
numbered 9628, issued to the board of the 
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Hawaiian Evangelical Association on Janu- 
ary 18, 1929, and covering lots 5 and 6 of 
Waimea town lots, situated in the county of 
Kauai, T. H.; 

H. R. 7584. An act for the relief of Angele 
Marie Boyer (nee Pieniazeck) ; 

H. R. 7593. An act for the relief of Theresia 
Probst Uhl; 

H. R.7606. An act for the relief of Michael 
Henry LaFleur; 

H. R. 7612. An act for the relief of Enrico 
Intravaia; 

H. R. 7628. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Adriana M. Truyers Aretz; 

H. R. 7629. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Ruth Gruschka Krug: 

H. R. 7635. An act for the relief of Martti 
Iimari Timonen, Maj-Lis Timonen, and Marja 
Timonen; 

H. R. 7807. An act for the relief of Heinz 
Gerhard Rolappe 

H. R. 7924. An act for the relief of Giuseppi 
Clementi; 

H. R. 7925. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Dina Mianulli (nee Kratzer); 

H. R. 7945. An act for the relief of Bart 
Blaak (formerly Johannes J. M. Gijsbers); 

H. R. 7987. An act for the relief of Roger 
Feghali; 

H. R. 8006. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue patents for cer- 
tain lands in Wisconsin bordering upon in- 
land lakes or rivers; 


H. R. 8034. An act for the incorporation of , 


the Sons of Union Veterans of the Civil War; 

H. R. 8066. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Gertrud Eckerl Strickland; 

H. R. 8115. An act for the relief of Tan- 
nous Estephan; 

H. R. 8146. An act for the relief of Palmina 
Smarrelli (nee Lattanzio); 

H. R. 8180. An act to increase the amount 
of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes 
for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, 
and airmen of the United States; 

H. R. 8334. An act for the relief of Helmut 
Cermak and Hana Cermak; 

H. R. 8365. An act to confirm the author- 
ity of the Secretary of the Interior to issue 
patents in fee to allotments of lands of the 
Mission Indians in the State of California 
prior to the expiration of the trust period 
specified in the act of January 12, 1891, as 
amended; 

H. R. 8384, An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain the Talent division of the 
Rogue River Basin reclamation project, 
Oregon; 

H. R. 8385. An act to amend section 2382 
of the Revised Statutes, in order to make 
the size of town lots conform in size to local 
standards; 

H. R. 8520. An act to provide for the in- 
clusion of the Ainsworth, Lavaca Flats, 
Mirage Flats Extension, and O'Neill irrigation 
developments in the Missouri River Basin 
project; 

H. R. 8634. An act to amend section 22 of 
the Organic Act of Guam; 

H. R. 8658. An act to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to provide for the pun- 
ishment of persons who jump bail; 

H. R. 8736. An act to authorize the issu- 
ance of a land patent to certain public lands, 
situate in the county of Kauai, T. H., for 
school purposes; 

H. R. 8821. An act to authorize thé ex- 
change of lands acquired by the United 
States for the Catoctin recreational demon- 
stration area, Frederick County, Md., for the 
purpose of consolidating Federal holdings 
therein; 

H. R. 8897. An act to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to transfer 40 
acres of land in the Northern Cheyenne In- 
dian Reservation, Mont., to school district 
No. 6, of Rosebud County, Mont.; 

H. R. 8921. An act to establish the rate 
of compensation for the position of the Gen- 
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eral Counsel of the Department of Com- 
merce; 

H. R. 9194. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain land owned by the Fed- 
eral Government near Vicksburg, Miss., to 
Vicksburg, Miss.; 

H. R. 9336. An act for the relief of Mari- 
anne Geymeier; 

H. R. 9390. An act to extend certain civil- 
jian-internee and prisoner-of-war benefits 
under the War Claims Act of 1948, as amend- 
ed, to civilian internees and American pris- 
oners of war captured and held during the 
hostilities in Korea; 

H. R. 9582. An act to provide for the dis- 
position of surplus personal property to the 
Territorial Government of Alaska; 

H. R. 9584. An act to protect the rights of 
vessels of the United States on the high seas 
and in territorial waters of foreign countries; 

H. R. 9630. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to execute an amenda- 
tory contract with the Black Canyon Irri- 
gation District, Idaho, and for other pur- 


poses 

H. R. 9671. An act for the relief of Dr. Liang 
Nun Wang and his wife and child, Fa-chi 
Ling Wang and Eileen Wang; 

H. R. 9814. An act for the relief of Alfio 
Capizzi: 

H. R. 9821. An act to amend titles 18 and 
28 of the United States Code; 

H. R. 9882. An act to incorporate the 
Foundation of the Federal Bar Association; 

H. R. 9888. An act to amend the laws grant- 
ing education and training benefits to certain 
veterans to extend the period during which 
such benefits may be offered; 

H. R. 9889. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to execute an amenda- 
tory contract with American Falls Reservoir 
District No. 2, Idaho, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9996. An act for the relief of Susan 
Ellen Heiney; 

H. J. Res. 356. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection of a memorial gift from the 
people of the Netherlands; 

H. J. Res. 359. Joint resolution designating 
the period from October 11 to October 16, in- 
clusive, 1954, as National Nurse Week; 

H. J. Res. 560. Joint resolution to authorize 
the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia to promulgate special regulations for the 
period of the American Legion National Con- 
vention of 1954, to authorize the granting of 
certain permits to the American Legion 1954 
Convention Corporation on the occasion of 
such convention, and for other purposes; 

H. J. Res. 561. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the quartering in public buildings in the 
District of Columbia of troops participating 
in activities related to the American Legion 
National Convention of 1954; and 

H. Con. Res. 254. Concurrent resolution, fa- 
voring the granting of the status of perma- 
nent residence to certain aliens, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments 
in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, bills and concurrent resolu- 
tions of the House of the following titles: 


H. R. 270. An act to provide for the con- 
trol and extinguishment of outcrop and un- 
derground fires in coal formations, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 1514. An act for the relief of Clint 
Lewis; 

H. R. 1797. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain land to the State of Okla- 
homa for the use and benefit of the Eastern 
Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical Col- 
lege at Wilburton, Okla., and for other pur- 
poses, 

H. R. 1912. An act for the relief of Hayik 
(Jirair) Vartiyan, Annemarie Vartiyan, and 
Susanig Armenuhi Vartiyan; 

H. R. 2009. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to the Ninilchik Hos- 
pital Association, of Ninilchik, Alaska, for 
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the use as a hospital site and related pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 2010. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to the Alaska Evan- 
gelization Society, of Levelock, Alaska, for 
missionary purposes; 

H. R. 2012. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain public lands in Alaska to the Alaska 
Council of Boy Scouts of America for a camp 
site and other public purposes; 

H. R. 2014. An act to authorize the sale 
of certain public land in Alaska to the Com- 
munity Club of Chugiak, Alaska; 

H. R. 2015. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to Lloyd H. Turner, of 
Wards Cove, Alaska; 

H. R. 2024. An act for the relief of Frank 
L. Peyton; 

H. R. 2163. An act for the relief of Lillian 
Schlossberg; 

H.R. 2263. An act to authorize the Post- 
master General to readjust the compensation 
of holders of contracts for the performance 
of mail-messenger service; 

H. R. 2615. An act for the relief of Julio 
Mercado Toledo; 

H. R. 2645. An act for the relief of Donald 
James Darmody; 

H. R. 2791. An act for the relief of Esther 
E. Ellicott; 

H. R. 2815. An act for the relief of Floyd 
C. Barber; 

H. R. 2881. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Rosaline Spagnola; 

H. R. 3008. An act for the relief of Esther 
Smith; 

H. R. 3216. An act for the relief of E. C. 
Mills; 

H. R. 3217. An act for tha relief of Mrs. 
Florence D. Grimshaw; 

H. R. 3273. An act for the relief of Edgar 
A. Belleau, Sr.; 

H. R. 3732. An act for the relief of Cath- 
erine (Cathrina) D. Pilgard; 

H. R. 3854. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain public land in Alaska to the Turna- 
gain Arm Community Club of Anchorage, 
Alaska; 

H. R. 3951. An act for the relief of Frank 
G. Koch; 

H. R. 4118. An act to authorize the prepa- 
ration of rolls of persons of Indian blood 
whose ancestors were members of certain 
tribes or bands in the State of Oregon, and 
to provide for per capita distribution of 
funds arising from certain judgments in 
favor of such tribes or bands; 

H. R. 4175. An act for the relief of Charles 
R. Logan; 

H. R. 4329. An act for the relief of Hunt- 
ington, McLaren & Co.; 

H. R. 4474. An act for the relief of Fred- 
erick Joseph Buttaccio and others; 

H. R. 4531. An act for the relief of Lyman 
Chalkley; 

H. R. 4580. An act for the relief of the 
Florida State Hospital; 

H. R. 5028. An act for the relief of Petra 
Ruiz Martinez and Marcelo Maysonet Mirell 
and Maria Benitez Maysonet Mirell; 

H. R. 5086, An act for the relief of George 
Eldred Morgan; 

H. R. 5092. An act for the relief of Robert 
Leon Rohr; 

H. R. 5093. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Dorothy J. Williams, widow of Melvin Ed- 
ward Williams; 

H. R. 5460. An act for the relief of Chancy 
C. Newsom; 

H.R. 5461. An act for the relief of Wah 
Chang Corp.; 

H. R. 5489. An act for the relief of Rocco 
Forgione; 

H. R.5986. An act for the relief of Harold 
E. Wahlberg; 

H. R. 6332. An act for the relief of James 
Philip Coyle; 

H. R. 6455. An act to create a National 
Monument Commission, and for other pur- 
poses; 
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H. R. 6562. An act for the relief of Capt. 
C. R. MacLean; 

H. R. 6566. An act for the relief of Daniel 
D. Poland; 

H. R. 6814. An act to facilitate the acquisi- 
tion of non-Federal land within areas of the 
mational-park system, and for other pur- 


H. R. 6959. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to the Baptist Mid- 
Missions, an Ohio nonprofit corporation, for 
use as a church site; 

H. R. 7045. An act for the relief of Dr. Mar- 
ciano Gutierrez, Dr. Amparo G. Joaquin 
Gutierrez, and their children, Rosenda, Re- 
becca, Raymundo, and Marciano, and Mrs. 
Brigida de Gutierrez; 

H. R. 7290. An act to authorize an appro- 
priation for the construction of certain pub- 
lic-school facilities on the Klamath Indian 
Reservation at Chiloquin, Oreg.; 

H. R. 7418. An act for the relief of Harold 
J. Davis; 

H. R. 7734. An act to amend section 47 of 
the National Defense Act concerning the re- 
quirement for bond covering certain prop- 
erty issued by the United States for use by 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps units main- 
tained at educational institutions; 

H. R. 7835. An act for the relief of S. Sgt. 
Frank C. Maxwell; 

H. R. 7853. An act to permit retired police- 
men, firemen, and teachers of the District of 
Columbia to waive all or part of their annui- 
ties, relief, or retirement compensation; 

H. R. 7886. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Cecil Norton Broy; 

H. R. 8020. An act authorizing the trans- 
fer of certain property of the United States 
Government (in Klamath County, Oreg.) to 
the State of Oregon; 

H. R. 8128, An act to amend section 1089 
of the Code of Law for the District of Co- 
lumbia relating to attachment proceedings; 

H. R. 8252. An act for the relief of the city 
of Fort Smith, Ark.; 

H. R. 8628. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to insure that crude silicon carbide 
imported into the United States will con- 
tinue to be exempt from duty; 

H. R. 8647. An act to amend Revised Stat- 
utes 4426; 

H. R. 8915. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to consolidate the police court 
of the District of Columbia and the mu- 
nicipal court of the District of Columbia, to 
be known as the municipal court of ap- 
peals for the District of Columbia, and for 
other purposes”; 

H. R. 8932. An act to reclassify dictaphones 
in the Tariff Act of 1930; 

H. R. 9248. An act to amend section 308 
(5) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended; 

H. R. 9924. An act to provide for family 
quarters for personnel of the military de- 
partments of the Department of Defense and 
their dependents, and for other purposes; 

H. Con. Res. 227. Concurrent resolution fa- 
voring the granting of the status of perma- 
nent residence to certain aliens; and 

H. Con. Res. 267. Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the printing of additional copies of 
the hearings held by the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy relative to the contribution of 
atomic energy to medicine. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills, joint resolutions, 
and a concurrent resolution of the fol- 
lowing titles, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 


S. 17. An act to provide general rules of 
practice and procedure before Federal 
agencies; 

S. 19. An act to suspend the running of 
the statutes of limitations applicable to of- 
fenses involving performance of official duties 
by Government officers and employees dur- 
ing periods of Government service of the 
Officer or employee concerned; 
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S. 47. An act for the relief of Joseph An- 
drew Wright; 
S. 101. An act for the relief of Phed Vos- 


5.209. An act for the relief of Irene C. 
Karl; 

S. 221. An act to amend subsection (a) 
of section 6 of the War Claims Act of 1948, 
as amended, to include claims of certain 
American citizens who served in the Armed 
Forces of any government allied with the 
United States during World War II and who 
were taken prisoner of war; 

S. 264. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain lands in the State of Mary- 
land to the Disney-Bell Post 66 of the Amer- 
ican Legion, Bowie, Md.; 

S. 346. An act for the relief of Alick Bhark; 

S. 377. An act for the relief of the State 
of Oklahoma; 

S. 547. An act for the relief of Hava Shpak, 
A. A. Shpak, and Sympcha Shpak; 

S. 575. An act for the relief of Moniek Lem- 
berger, Frida Lemberger, and Peysach Lem- 
berger; 

S. 675. An act to amend sections 2311, 2312, 
and 2313 of title 18, United States Code, so 
as to extend the punishment for the trans- 
portation of stolen motor vehicles in inter- 
state or foreign commerce to tractors, com- 
mercial truck trailers, and truck semitrail- 
ers, and for other purposes; 

S. 831. An act for the relief of Pietro 
Meduri; 

S. 1061. An act for the relief of Norman F. 
George; 

S. 1083. An act for the relief of Kurt Glaser; 

S. 1291. An act for the relief of Charalam- 
pos Socrates Iossifoglu, Nora Iossifoglu, Helen 
Tossifogiu, and Efrossini Iossifoglu; 

S. 1336. An act for the relief of Euline 
Saliba Sihwel (Eveline Saliba Suhweil); 

S. 1338. An act for the relief of Nabiha 
Elias Audi; 

S.1341. An act for 
Khouri; 

S. 1417. An act for 
Lucien Dandurand; 

S. 1445. An act for 
Hardy Waters; 

S.1601. An act for 
Allen Clore; 

S. 1604. An act for 
Herta Matulewitz; 

S. 1605. An act for the relief of James Ar- 
thur Cimino and Joan Cimino; 

S. 1622. An act for the relief of Constan- 
tinos Pantermalis; 

S. 1625. An act for the relief of Milan K. 
Jovanovic; 

S. 1687. An act for the relief of T. C. El- 
liott; 

S. 1692. An act for the relief of Francis C. 
Pollard; 

S. 1720. An act for the relief of Capt. 
George Gafos, Eugenia Gafos, and Adaman- 
tios George Gafos; 

S. 1838. An act for the relief of Azzam 
Isaac Rafidi; 

S. 1852. An act for the relief of Juan An- 
tonio Gorrona Lejarzabulo and Jesus Maria 
Ojenola Guernica; 

S. 1871. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Fopp; 

5. 1873. An act for the relief of Ursula 
Wilke and Mike Mario Wilke; 

S. 1887. An act to amend sections 3182 and 
3183 of title 18 of the United States Code 
so as to authorize the use of an information 
filed by a public prosecuting officer for mak- 
ing demands for fugitives of justice; 

S. 1890. An act for the relief of Olivia 
Mary Orciuch; 

S. 1893. An act for the relief of Andreas 
Georges Viaston (Andreas Georges Vlastos); 

S. 1898. An act for the relief of Walter H. 
Berry; 

S. 1978. An act for the relief of Dr. Chang 
Ho Cho; 

S. 2010. An act for the relief of Alexy W. 
Katyll and Ioanna Katyll; 


the relief of Salamy 


the relief of Gerard 
the relief of Evelyn 
the relief of Jeremy 


the relief of Margot 
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S. 2056. An act for the relief of Deborah 
Jordan Williams (Grace Yoko Watanabe); 

S. 2064. An act for the relief of Aniceto 
S 


paragna; 
S. 2109, An act for the relief of Claire Heis- 
zler; 

S. 2216. An act for the relief of Vasilios 
Demetriou Kretsos and his wife Chryssa 
Thomaidou Kretsos; 

S. 2316. An act for the relief of the Bir- 
mingham Iron Works, Inc.; 

S. 2329. An act for the relief of Garabed 
Papazian; 

S. 2452. An act for the relief of David Wei- 
Dao Lea and Julia An-Fong Wang Lea; 

S. 2486. An act authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to transfer certain property 
of the United States Government (in the 
Wyoming National Guard Camp Guernsey 
target and maneuver area, Platte County, 
Wyo.) to the State of Wyoming; 

S. 2496. An act for the relief of Harvey 
Schwartz; 

S. 2525. An act for the relief of Lupe M. 
Gonzalez; 

S. 2532. An act for the relief of Giuseppina 
Latina Mozzicato and Giovanni Mozzicato 
(John Mozzicato) ; 

S. 2536. An act for the relief of Ellen Hen- 
riette Buch; 

S. 2540. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to provide for the registration and 
protection of trade-marks used in com- 
merce, to carry out the provisions of inter- 
national conventions, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved July 5, 1946; 

S. 2613. An act for the relief of Dr. Luciano 
A. Legiardi-Laura; 

S. 2632. An act for the relief of Epes 
Transportation Corp.; 

S. 2633. An act for the relief of Stanislavas 
Racinskas (Stacys Racinskas); 

S. 2634. An act for the relief of Mrs. Wil- 
liam A. Curran; 

S. 2636. An act for the relief of Arturo 
Rodriguez Diaz; 

S. 2640. An act for the relief of Esther 
Joanne Potter; 

S. 2646. An act for the relief of Victoriana 
Areitio Berincua; 

S. 2649. An act for the relief of Chaya 
Frangles; 

S. 2669. An act for the relief of Andree 
M. Doyle; 

S. 2674. An act for the relief of Moxon J. 
van den Abeele; 

S. 2678. An act for the relief of Liselotte 
Warmbrand; 

S. 2679. An act for the relief of Ahti Jo- 
hannes Ruuskanen; 

S. 2682. An act for the relief of Maria Ber- 
tagnolli Pancheri; 

S. 2695. An act for the relief of Francoise 
O. McMahon; 

S. 2709. An act for the relief of Peter 
Haberl; 

S. 2781. An act for the relief of Jean Can- 


. An act for the relief of Lydia 
An act for the relief of Gianni 


S. 2791. An act for the relief of Ernesto 
DeLeon; “ 
S. 2801. An act for the relief of Graphic 

Arts Corp. of Ohio; 

S. 2830. An act for the relief of Christos 
Paul Zolotas; 

S. 2840. An act for the relief of Jonas Der- 
cautan; 

S. 2841. An act for the relief of Vittoria 
Alberghetti, Daniele Alberghetti, Anna Maria 
Alberghetti, Carla Alberghetti, and Paolo Al- 
berghetti; 

S. 2843. An act for the relief of Ursula Else 
Boysen; 

S. 2849. An act for the relief of Elisa- 
Pompea Roppo (Elisa-Pompea Cardone); 

S. 2877. An act for the relief of Philopimin 
Michalacopoulos (Mihalakopoulos) ; 
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S. 2879. An act for the relief of Peter Julian 
Newberry and Prudence Ellen Newberry; 

S. 2884. An act for the relief of Sister Anna 
Scrinzi, Sister Giuliana Paladini, Sister Io- 
landa Mazzocchi, and Sister Giuseppina Zan- 
chetts; 

S. 2885. An act for the relief of Sandra Lea 
MeMullin; 

S. 2887. An act for the relief of Hon Cheun 
Kwan; 

S. 2904. An act for the relief of Jan Hajdu- 
kiewicz; 

S. 2921. An act for the relief of Ervin 
Fuchs; 

5.2922. An act for the relief of Robert A. 
Borromeo; 

S. 2925. An act for the relief of Evantiyl 
Yorgiyadis; 

S. 2936. An act for the relief of Elisa Pa- 
lumbo Castaldo; 

S. 2941. An act for the relief of Kim Kwang 
Suk and Kim Woo Shik; 

S. 2945. An act for the relief of Eulalio 
Rodriguez Vargas; 

S. 2950. An act for the relief of Domenico 
Scaramuzzino; 

S. 2954. An act for the relief of Christine 
Thum; 

S. 2968. An act for the relief of Franciszek 
Janicki and Stefania Janicki; 

S. 2973. An act for the relief of Henry Dun- 
can; 

S. 2984. An act for the relief of Roger Ouel- 
lette; 

S. 2993. An act for the relief of Ruch 
Wehrhan; 

S. 2994. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Edward H. Hon; 

S. 2996. An act for the relief of Sister Ra- 
mona Maria (Ramona E. Tombo); 

S. 3017. An act for the relief of Thomas 
Barron; 

S. 3024. An act for the relief of Malbina 
Rouphael David, nee Gebrael; 

S. 3029. An act for the relief of Miroslav 
Slovak; 

S. 3031. An act for the relief of Antonin 
Volejnicek; 

S. 3032. An act for the relief of Bohumil 
Suran; 

S. 3033. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce, acting through the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey, to assist the States of Mary- 
land and Delaware to reestablish their com- 
mon boundary; 

S. 3043. An act to authorize the leasing 
of restricted Indian lands in the State of 
Arizona, other than those of the Navaho 
or Hopi Indians, for public, religious, edu- 
cational, recreational, residential, business, 
and other purposes requiring the grant of 
long-term leases; 

S. 3045. An act for the relief of Margaret 
Isabel Byers; 

S. 3046. An act for the relief of Nejibe El- 
Sousse Slyman; 

S. 3047. An act for the relief of Luzia 


Cox; 

S. 3054. An act for the relief of Rosita A. 
Jocson; 

S. 3055. An act for the relief of Jan R. 
Cwiklinski; 

S. 3056. An act for the relief of S. Sgt. 
Silvestre E. Castillo; 

S. 3058. An act for the relief of certain 
nationals of Italy; 

S. 3065. An act for the relief of Ernest 
Ludwig Bamford and Mrs. Nadine Bamford; 

S. 3071. An act to amend the act author- 
izing agricultural entries under the non- 
mineral land laws of certain mineral lands 
in order to increase the limitation with re- 
spect to desert entries made under such act 
to 320 acres; 

S. 3076. An act to provide for the reim- 
bursement of Meadow School District No. 
29, Upham, N. Dak., for loss of revenue re- 
sulting from the acquisition of certain lands 
within such school district by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior; 

S. 3084. An act for the relief of Elsa Led- 
erer; 
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S. 3087. An act for the relief of Peter 
Charles Bethel (Peter Charles Peters); 

S. 3094. An act for the relief of Christa 
Harkrader; 

S. 3101. An act to amend section 490 of 
title 14, United States Code, entitled “Coast 
Guard,” and for other purposes; 

5.3104. An act for the relief of Theodore 
J. Harris; 

S. 3105. An act for the relief of Stanley 
Rydzon and Alexander F. Anderson; 

S. 3110. An act for the relief of the Ports- 
mouth Sand & Gravel Co.; 

5.3112. An act for the relief of Emiko 
Watanabe; 

S. 3116. An act to amend section 1073 of 
title 18 of the United States Code to pro- 
vide for the punishment of any individual 
who travels in interstate or foreign com- 
merce to avoid prosecution or punishment 
for indecent molestation of a minor; 

5.3138. An act for the relief of Wakako 
Niimi and her minor child, Katherine; 

S. 3148. An act for the relief of Fran- 
cesco Pugliese; 

S. 3150. An act for the relief of Zanthi 
Georges Komporozou; 

S. 3156. An act for the relief of Slavoljub 
Djurovic and Goran Djurovic; 

5.3160. An act for the relief of Irene 
Julienne Givens; 

S. 3163. An act for the relief of Myung 
Sik Hong; 

S. 3164. An act for the relief of Rosario 
Estevez de Aponte (nee Frias), otherwise 
known as Rosario Estevez Aponte; 

S. 3187. An act to authorize the United 
States of America to quitclaim all its right, 
title, and interest in and to certain lands in 
Arizona, except for mineral interests therein, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 3200. An act to amend section 3 of the 
Travel Expense Act of 1949, as amended, to 
provide an increased maximum per diem 
allowance for subsistence and travel ex- 


penses; 

S. 3218. An act for the relief of Maria 
Elena Venegas and Sarah Lucia Venegas; 

S. 3221. An act for the relief of Ingeborg 
Otto; 

S. 3234. An act for the relief of Aron Klein 
and Zita Klein (nee Spielman); 

S. 3251. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain mineral rights to Mrs. Pearl 
O. Marr, of Crossroads, N. Mex.; 

S. 3273. An act for the relief of Cirino 
Lanzafame; 

5.3276. An act for the relief of Cleophat 
Robert Joseph Caron; 

5.3293. An act for the relief of Lt. P. B. 
Sampson; 

S. 3304. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims of the United 
States to consider and render judgment on 
the claim of the Cuban-American Sugar Co. 
against the United States; 

S. 3322. An act for the relief of Ali Has- 
san Waffa; 

S.3327. An act for the relief of Rev. Lor- 
enzo Rodriguez Blanco and Rev. Alejandro 
Negredo Lazaro; 

S. 3341. An act to provide punishment for 
certain confidence game swindles; 

S. 3343. An act for the relief of Babette 
Bayer Trisler; 

S. 3392. An act for the relief of Anna C. 
Giese; 

S. 3393. An act authorizing the Admin- 
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs to convey cer- 
tain property to Milwaukee County, Wis.; 

S. 3400. An act to authorize the issuance 
of commemorative medals to certain socie- 
ties of which Benjamin Franklin was a 
member in observance of the 250th anni- 
versary of his birth; 

S. 3404. An act for the relief of Anni Stroee 
Jacobsen; 

S. 3413. An act for the relief of Shigeko 
Nakamura Bulmer; 

S. 3415. An act for the relief of June Rose 
McHenry; 
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S. 3424. An act for the relief of Anneliese 
Hofmann; 

S. 3429. An act to authorize the assessment 
of costs and reasonable attorneys’ fees 
against the United States in certain appel- 
late proceedings; 

S. 3436. An act for the relief of Laurie Dea 
Holley and the legal guardian of Karmen 
Lael Holley, minor child; 

S. 3485. An act for the relief of Liselotta 
Kunze; 

S. 3494. An act for the relief of the Central 
Railroad Company of New Jersey; 

S. 3562. An act for the relief of McMahon 
Co., Inc.; 

S. 3569. An act for the relief of Mrs. Lisa 
Lear; 

S. 3577. An act for the relief of Milos Kne- 
zevich; 

S. 3582. An act for the relief of Col. David 
W. Stonecliffe; 

S. 3585. An act to amend the Strategic and 
Critical Materials Stockpiling Act (60 Stat. 
596); 

S. 3586. An act for the relief of Mrs. Hilde- 
gard Simon Walley; 

S. 3595. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Army to convey certain property located 
in El Paso, Tex., and described as part of 
Fort Bliss, to the State of Texas; 

S. 3598. An act for the relief of Elonore 
Schmucker and her child; 

S. 3622. An act to provide for the prepara- 
tion of plans and specifications for a mu- 
seum building for the Smithsonian Insti- 
tution; 

S. 3625. An act for the relief of Mrs. Juana 
Padilla de Caballero (Mrs. Juana Padilla de 
Ontiveros) ; 

S. 3627. An act to amend the Civil Service 
Retirement Act, as amended; 

S. 3628. An act to amend Public Law 815, 
81st Congress, in order to extend for 3 addi- 
tional years the program of assistance for 
school construction under title III of that 
act; 

S. 3629. An act to postpone the effective 
date of the 3-percent absorption requirement 
in Public Law 874, 81st Congress, for 1 year; 

S.3652. An act for the relief of Francis 
Timothy Mary Hodgson (formerly Victor 
Charles Joyce); 

S. 3666. An act for the relief of Mary 
Palanuk; 

S. 3688. An act for the relief of Helga 
Schart Coulson; 

S. 3689. An act for the relief of Gisela Nagel 
(mee Maireder) ; 

S. 3712. An act to authorize the Com- 
mander, Air University, to confer appropriate 
degrees upon persons who meet all require- 
ments for those degrees in the Resident Col- 
lege of the United States Air Force Institute 
of Technology; 

S.3744. An act to change the name of 
Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins Point 
Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake; 

S. 3750. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Air Force or his designee to convey cer- 
tain property located in proximity to San 
Antonio, Bexar County, Tex., to the State 
of Texas; 

S. 3756. An act for the relief of Howard 
Carl Kaiser; 

S.3773. An act to authorize reciprocal fire 
protection agreements between departments 
and agencies of the United States and public 
or private organizations engaged in fire- 
fighting activities, and for other purposes; 

S. 3774. An act to extend the benefits of 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act to Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and 
the Virgin Islands; 

S. 3800. An act to amend section 6 of the 
act of August 30, 1890, as amended, and sec- 
tion 2 of the act of February 2, 1903, as 
amended; 

S. 3816. An act to authorize the replace- 
ment of certain Government-owned utility 
facilities at Glacier National Park, Mont., and 
Grand Canyon National Park, Ariz.; 
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S. 3822. An act to authorize the convey- 
ance to the State of Texas of approximately 
9 acres of land in Houston, Tex., to be used 
for National Guard purposes; 

S. J. Res. 183. Joint resolution to extend 
greetings to the Gold Coast and Nigeria; and 

S. Con. Res. 104. Concurrent resolution to 
print additional copies of part 4 of the hear- 
ings held before a subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs relative 
to stockpile and accessibility of strategic and 
critical materials to the United States in 
time of war. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to bills, a joint resolution, and a 
concurrent resolution of the Senate of 
the following titles: 


S. 1225. An act for the relief of Brunhilde 
Walburga Golomb, Ralph Robert Golomb, 
and Patricia Ann Golomb; 

S. 1748. An act to incorporate the National 
Fund for Medical Education; 

S. 2744. An act to provide for the termina- 
tion of Federal supervision over the proper- 
ty of the Alabama and Coushatta Tribes of 
Indians of Texas, and the individual mem- 
bers thereof; and for other purposes; 

S. 3302. An act granting to the Las Vegas 
Valley water district, a public corporation 
organized under the laws of the State of 
Nevada, certain public lands of the United 
States in the State of Nevada: 

5.3303. An act granting to Basic Manage- 
ment, Inc., a private corporation organized 
under the laws of the State of Nevada, cer- 
tain public lands of the United States in 
the State of Nevada; 

S. 3532. An act to provide for the partition 
and distribution of the assets of the Ute In- 
dian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Res- 
ervation in Utah between the mixed-blood 
and full-blood members thereof; and for the 
termination of Federal supervision over the 
property of the mixed-blood members of said 
tribe; to provide a development program for 
the full-blood members of said tribe; and for 
other purposes; 

S. J. Res. 140. Joint resolution to establish 
a commission for the celebration of the two 
hundredth anniversary of the birth of Alex- 
ander Hamilton; and 

S. Con. Res.92. Concurrent resolution fa- 
voring the suspension of deportation in the 
case of certain aliens. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the Com- 
mittee of Conference on the amendment 
of the House to the bill of the following 
title: 

S. 3546. An act to provide an immediate 
program for the modernization and improve- 
ment of such merchant-type vessels in the 


reserve fleet as are necessary for national 
defense. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 20 
minutes on Monday next, following the 
legislative program and any special or- 
ders heretofore entered. 


COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 


Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Public Works may sit this afternoon 
briefly in an emergency matter while the 
House is in session. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 
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WITHDRAWAL OF DENMARK FROM 
NATO 


Mr.GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, to those 
Members of Congress who have been 
voting through the years for billions of 
dollars in so-called foreign aid I call at- 
tention to the fact that Denmark, one of 
the chief beneficiaries has now pulled 
out of NATO. 

This leaves a gaping hole in the defen- 
sive wall from Western Germany to Nor- 
way on the northern flank. Moreover, 
the Danish Government firmly refuses to 
permit the stationing of NATO troops or 
construction of NATO airfields on the 
soil of that country. 

I have previously called attention of 
the House to the fact that in addition to 
military aid, the United States, in 1953, 
bought nearly 544 million pounds of but- 
ter from Denmark and shipped it to the 
Far East Command. This was done at 
the instigation of the State Department 
in an effort to curry favor with Denmark 
even though there was a huge surplus of 
butter in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, the withdrawal of Den- 
mark from NATO points up the complete 
fallacy of a foreign policy that is predi- 
cated on the buying of friends. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. STAGGERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 5 
minutes today, following the legislative 
program and any special orders hereto- 
fore entered. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the special 
order heretofore granted to the gentle- 
man from Connecticut [Mr. Dopp] for 
today be transferred to Tuesday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 


HORACE CHANDLER DAVIS 


Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
privileged resolution (H. Res. 704) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, That the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives certify the report of the 
Committee on Un-American Activities of the 
House of Representatives as to the refusal 
of Horace Chandler Davis to answer ques- 
tions before the said Committee on Un- 
American Activities, together with all of the 
facts in connection therewith, under seal 
of the House of Representatives, to the 
United States attorney for the western dis- 
trict of Michigan, Grand Rapids, Mich., to 
the end that the said Horace Chandler Davis 
may be proceeded against in the manner 
and form provided by law. 


The resolution was agreed to, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


August 12 


DESIGNATION OF ACTING CLERK 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication which was 
read by the Clerk: 


OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 12, 1954. 
The honorable the SPEAKER, 
House of Representatives. 
Sm: Desiring to be away from the office 
for a few days, I hereby designate Don Bost- 
wick, an official in my office, to sign any and 
all papers and do all other acts for me which 
he would be authorized to do by virtue of 
this designation and clause 4, rule III of the 
House. 
Respectfully yours, 
LYLE O. SNADER, 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


THE AIR NATIONAL GUARD—AMER- 
ICA’S LOW COST DEFENSE IN 
DEPTH 


Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
other day I had the opportunity to visit 
one of our Nation’s great Air National 
Guard units—the relatively new unit lo- 
cated at Fort Smith, Ark., which is just 
across the State line from the Oklahoma 
district which I have the honor to rep- 
resent. 

Once again, I was deeply impressed 
by the tremendous return which Uncle 
Sam receives on the defense dollar which 
the Government invests in the National 
Guard—both in the air and on the 
ground. 

The Air Force is to be congratulated 
on the decision, which I understand was 
announced the other day, to make 
greater use of our country’s fine Air Na- 
tional Guard through a series of runway 
alerts which will be maintained by ANG 
units in many parts of the Nation. 

At comparatively low cost, we will 
have the benefit of many additional 
combat-ready planes and men at strate- 
gic points in the great alert system of 
the Air Defense Command. The men 
who stand these runway alerts will be 
on guard at the air approaches of their 
own home towns and communities, and 
their presence in the defense system will 
add sharp and experienced eyes as well 
as aerial muscle to America’s air arm. 

There are many strong and valid argu- 
ments for expansion of the Air National 
Guard in these times of atomic peril 
and budgetary difficulty for our Gov- 
ernment. 

Because of its very nature, an Air 
Guard unit can be maintained in a state 
of readiness at only a fraction of the cost 
of a Regular Air Force outfit. Full- 
time personnel requirements are of 
course only fractional, housing and med- 
ical needs are at a minimum, and many 
other cost items are nominal or non- 
existent. 

While no one contends that Air Guard 
units could replace needed Regular Air 
Force squadrons in some functions, no 
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one will deny the following ANG advan- 
tages: 

First. Air Guard units provide the most 
economical air defense in depth avail- 
able. 

Second. Air Guard units assure con- 

tinued training and readiness for thou- 
sands of combat-experienced pilots and 
crewmen, 

Third. Air Guard units are equally 
helpful in continued training and expe- 
rience for needed technicians, me- 
chanics, and ground crews. 

Fourth. Air Guard units provide a 
convenient means to keep in fighting 
trim a great number of airplanes which 
are surplus to regular Air Force re- 
quirements. 

Fifth. Air Guard units assure the co- 
ordination of many additional airports 
and communities in the air defense ef- 
fort, and serve to enlist the active inter- 
est in air defense of millions of 
Americans. 

There are many other reasons to be 
proud of America’s Air Guard and the 
fine job its officers and men are doing 
in manning our Nation’s ramparts of 
the air. 

For my part, Mr. Speaker, I repeat 
that congratulations are due the Air 
Force for putting to greater use this fine 
defense force, and I sincerely hope that 
next year will see an even more active 
and expanded effort in this well-justified 
direction. 


CONSENT CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House, the calling of the 
Consent Calendar is in order today. The 
Clerk will call the first bill on the calen- 
dar. 


TAX REFUNDS ON CIGARETTES 
LOST IN THE FLOODS OF 1951 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4319) 
to authorize tax refunds on cigarettes 
lost in the floods of 1951. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill may be passed over without 
prejudice. ; 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis- 
cousin? 

There was no objection. 


INCREASE OF COMPENSATION FOR 
CERTAIN DISABILITIES 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 7712) 
to amend the veterans’ regulation to pro- 
vide an increased statutory rate of com- 
pensation for veterans suffering the loss 
or loss of use of an eye in combination 
with the loss or loss of use of a limb. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill may be passed over without 
prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin? 

There was no objection. 
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ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR 
CERTAIN DISABILITIES 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 7851) 
to amend the veterans’ regulations to 
provide additional compensation for vet- 
erans having the service-incurred disa- 
bility or loss, or loss of use of both but- 
tocks. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that this bill may be passed 
over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan? 

There was no objection. 


SPECIAL PENSION PAYABLE TO PER- 
SONS AWARDED THE MEDAL OF 
HONOR 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 8900) 
to increase the rate of special pension 
payable to certain persons awarded the 
Medal of Honor. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that this bill may be passed 
over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION WORK AMONG INDIAN 
TRIBES 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 3385) 
to provide for more effective extension 
work among Indian tribes and members 
thereof, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. FERNANDEZ, 
and Mr. METCALF objected and the bill 
was stricken from the calendar, 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6427) 
for the relief of the State of North Caro- 
lina 


Mr.FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDMENT TO MERCHANT MA- 
RINE ACT OF 1936 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 3233) to 
amend the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
to provide permanent legislation for the 
transportation of a substantial portion 
of waterborne cargoes in United States- 
flag vessels. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 901 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, is 
hereby amended by inserting “(a)” after 
“Src, 901.” and by adding at the end of the 
section the following new subsection: 

“(b) whenever the United States shall pro- 
cure, contract for, or otherwise obtain for 
its own account, or shall furnish to or for 
the account of any foreign nation without 
provision for reimbursement, any equip- 
ment, materials, or commodities, within or 
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without the United States, or shall advance 
funds or credits or guarantee the converti- 
bility of foreign currencies in connection 
with the furnishing of such equipment, ma- 
terials, or commodities, the appropriate 
agency or agencies shall take such steps as 
may be necessary and practicable to assure 
that at least 50 percent of the gross tonnage 
of such equipment, materials, or commodi- 
ties (computed separately for dry bulk car- 
ries, dry cargo liners, and tankers), which 
may be transported on ocean vessels shall be 
transported on privately owned United 
States-flag commercial vessels, to the extent 
such vessels are available at fair and rea- 
sonable rates for United States-flag com- 
mercial vessels, in such manner as will in- 
sure a fair and reasonable participation of 
United States-flag commercial vessels in such 
cargoes by geographic areas: Provided, That 
the provisions of this subsection may be 
waived whenever the Congress by concurrent 
resolution or otherwise, or the President of 
the United States or the Secretary of De- 
fense declares that an emergency exists jus- 
tifying a temporary waiver of the provisions 
of section 901 (b) and so notifies the appro- 
priate agency or agencies. Nothing herein 
shall repeal or otherwise modify the pro- 
visions of Public Resolution No. 17, 73d Con- 
gress (48 Stat. 500), as amended.” 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 2, line 21, after “agencies:”, insert the 
following: “And provided further, That the 
provisions of this subsection shall not apply 
to cargoes carried in the vessels of the 
Panama Canal Company.” 


7 The committee amendment was agreed 
0. 
The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GRAND TETON NATIONAL PARE, 
WYO. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4770) 
to provide for taxation by the State of 
Wyoming of certain property located 
within the confines of Grand Teton Na- 
tional Park, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, the bill, S. 1706, is identical with 
the House bill, H. R. 4770, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate bill 
be considered in lieu of the House bill. 
a Clerk read the title of the Senate 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the Senate bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled 
“An act to establish a new Grand Teton Na- 
tional Park in the State of Wyoming, and 
for other purposes,” approved September 14, 
1950 (64 Stat. 849), is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new 
section: 

“Sec. 10. (a) The State of Wyoming or 
any duly constituted taxing authority there- 
of, shall have the jurisdiction and power to 
levy taxes with respect to any hotel or pub- 
lic facility for lodging purposes erected by 
persons, firms, or corporations pursuant to 
an agreement with any department, estab- 
lishment, or agency of the United States, 
upon land embraced within Grand Teton 
National Park, together with all personal 
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property appurtenant thereto or used in 
connection therewith. 

“(b) In the event title to any property de- 
scribed in subsection (a) above is acquired 
by the United States by gift, donation, or 
purchase, payments in lieu of taxes lost as 
a result of such acquisition shall be made 
to the State of Wyoming for distribution to 
the county in which such property is located 
in accordance with the following schedule of 
payments: For the fiscal year in which such 
property may be acquired there shall be paid 
an amount equal to the full amount of an- 
nual taxes last assessed and levied on such 
property pursuant to the authority granted 
by this section, less any amount, to be de- 
termined by the Secretary of the Interior, 
which may have been paid on account of 
taxes for a period falling within such fiscal 
year. For each succeeding fiscal year, in 
perpetuity, there shall be paid an amount 
equal to the full amount of annual taxes 
last assessed and levied on such property: 
Provided, That no payments shall be made 
with respect to any such property that has 
been disposed of by the United States, or 
that has been demolished or destroyed, prior 
to the beginning of the fiscal year for which 
such payments would otherwise be made. 

“(c) As soon as practicable after the end 
of each fiscal year, the amount then due for 
such fiscal year under subsection (b) above 
shall be computed and certified by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, and shall be paid by 
the Secretary of the Treasury: Provided, 
That such amount shall not exceed that por- 
tion of the revenues received by the United 
States during such fiscal year from visitors 
to Grand Teton National Park and Yellow- 
stone National Park which is in excess of 
the payments for such fiscal year required by 
section 5 of this act. Payments made to the 
State of Wyoming by the United States un- 
der this section shall be distributed to such 
public taxing units in the county where the 
property is located and in such manner as 
the State of Wyoming may prescribe. 

“(d) No person, firm, or corporation shall 
be relieved from liability for payment of, 
collection of, or accounting for any tax lev- 
ied by the State of Wyoming, or by any duly 
constituted taxing authority thereof, pursu- 
ant to authority contained in this section, 
on the ground that the property, with re- 
spect to which such tax is levied, is located 
in whole or in part within a Federal area; 
and such State or taxing authority shall have 
full jurisdiction and power to levy and col- 
lect such tax to the same extent and with 
the same effect as though such area was not 
a Federal area.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 4770) was 
laid on the table. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


INCREASING ANNUITIES OF CER- 
TAIN EMPLOYEES OF PANAMA 
CANAL 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3660) 
granting increases in the annuities of 
certain former civilian officials and em- 
ployees engaged in and about the con- 
struction of the Panama Canal, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


PRESCRIBING CERTAIN LIMITA- 
TIONS WITH RESPECT TO OUT- 
PATIENT DENTAL CARE FOR VET- 
ERANS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 9866) 
to prescribe certain limitations with re- 
spect to outpatient dental care for 
veterans. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

There being no further objections, the 
Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Veterans’ Regula- 
tion No. 7 (a) is hereby amended by adding 
the following sentence thereto: 

“No outpatient dental services and treat- 
ment, or related dental appliances, shall be 
furnished by authority of the provisions of 
this Veterans’ Regulation No. 7 (a), or the 
provisions of section 6, Public Act No. 2, 73d 
Congress, as amended, unless the dental con- 
dition or disability (1) is service connected 
and of compensable degree; or (2) is service 
connected, shown to have been in existence 
at time of discharge and application for 
treatment is made within 1 year after dis- 
charge or by December 31, 1954, whichever is 
the later; or (3) is associated with and held 
to be aggravating disability from some other 
disease or injury which was incurred in, or 
aggravated by, service: Provided, That the 
foregoing limitations shall not apply to vet- 
erans of the Spanish-American War, includ- 
ing the Philippine Insurrection and the 
Boxer Rebellion, nor shall they be construed 
to restrict the authority provided by Public 
Law 16, 78th Congress, as amended and ex- 
tended, to furnish dental services to veteran 
trainees thereunder: Provided further, That 
benefits (except for a dental condition or dis- 
ability due to combat wounds or other service 
trauma or of a former prisoner of war) af- 
forded under clause (2) shall be on a one- 
time completion basis only, unless the serv- 
ices rendered on a one-time basis are found 
unacceptable within the limitations of good 
professional standards, in which event such 
additional limited services may be afforded 
as are required to complete professionally 
acceptable treatment.” 

Sec. 2. The provisos to the item “Out- 
patient care” under the caption ‘Veterans’ 
Administration” in the Second Independent 
Offices Appropriation Act, 1954 (67 Stat. 191), 
approved July 27, 1953, and the Independent 
Offices Appropriation Act, 1955 (68 Stat. 272), 
approved June 24, 1954, are hereby repealed. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


EXTENDING TO CERTAIN NATURAL- 
IZED CITIZENS OF THE UNITED 
STATES THE BENEFITS OF THE 
ACT OF MAY 29, 1944 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2305) 
to extend to certain naturalized citizens 
of the United States the benefits of the 
act of May 29, 1944, entitled “An act to 
provide for the recognition of the serv- 
ices of the civilian officials and em- 
ployees, citizens of the United States, en- 
gaged in and about the construction of 
the Panama Canal.” 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill be passed over without 
prejudice. 


August 12 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 


AUTHORIZING PAYMENT FOR 
LOSSES SUSTAINED BY OWNERS 
OF WELLS IN THE VICINITY OF 
COLD BROOK, S. DAK. 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 546) to 
authorize payment for losses sustained 
by owners of wells in the vicinity of Cold 
Brook Dam by reason of the lowering of 
the level of water in such wells as a re- 
sult of the construction of Cold Brook 
Dam, S. Dak. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I would like to ask 
a question or two concerning this legis- 
lation. As I understand it, as a result 
of the construction of the Cold Brook 
Dam in South Dakota certain wells have 
been adversely affected. This bill would 
authorize the Federal Government to 
pay approximately $15,000 to make those 
wells effective again. 

Will this additional $15,000 in cost be 
considered as a part of the original cost 
of the construction of the project and, 
if so, will any repayments made against 
the cost of construction include the 
amortization of this $15,000? 

Mr. BERRY. I assume that is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. FORD. Could I get the assurance 
of the gentleman from South Dakota 
and also the chairman of the Committee 
on Public Works of the House of Rep- 
resentatives that this $15,000 will be 
added to the cost of the project and that 
the $15,000 will be amortized against any 
repayments made to the United States 
Treasury? 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, answering the ques- 
tion of the gentleman from Michigan, I 
cannot give that assurance to the gen- 
tleman for this reason: This is a Sen- 
ate bill. Our committee did not hold 
hearings on it. But, it was explained 
to me that the wells were completely de- 
stroyed by the engineers in the erection 
of the dam, and this money is to enable 
those people to dig new wells where they 
are carrying water today in pails from 
the river for household purposes and for 
their stock. It simply makes restitution 
to those people who were injured. 

Mr. FORD. I understand what the 
gentleman has said. However, this $15,- 
000, or approximately that amount, 
should be construed as a portion of the 
cost of the construction of the project, 
because the damage was done while the 
project was being built. 

1 Mr. DONDERO. I would so consider 

Mr. FORD. Therefore, it is my be- 
lief that this $15,000 should be added to 
the overall cost of the project and amor- 
tized out of any repayments which are 
made. 

Mr. DONDERO. I believe it should 
be, and I am of the opinion it will be. 

Mr. FORD. I do not like to interfere 
with the approval of this legislation, but 


1954 


I think we should have something writ- 
ten into the bill in the form of an 
amendment to guarantee that this aim 
and objective is achieved. I would be 
glad to withdraw my objection if such 
an amendment could be drafted and in- 
cluded in the bill. Otherwise, I might 
be constrained to object. 

Mr. DONDERO. I hope the gentle- 
man will not object. It is a Senate bill. 
The Senate has already passed it. And, 
as I have already explained, it is simply 
to make restitution where the Govern- 
ment has caused damage to these people 
who are in no way at fault, and it simply 
provides means where they can have new 
wells dug. 

Mr. FORD. Is this a multipurpose 
project? 

Mr. BERRY. This is a flood-control 
project. 

Mr. FORD. Is there any hydroelec- 
tric power connected with it? 

Mr. BERRY. No. 

Mr. FORD. Any irrigation? 

Mr. BERRY. No; it is entirely flood 
control. 

Mr. FORD. It is entirely, 100 percent, 
flood control? Under those circum- 
stances, there is no payment made from 
revenues derived from the project. 

Mr. DONDERO. That is correct. 

Mr. FORD. Under those circum- 
stances, I think, then, that since there 
will be no payments made to the Gov- 
ernment that there is no point in trying 
to include such an amendment. But, 
certainly the cost, this additional $15,- 
000, should be charged against the bene- 
fits accruing from the project. 

Mr. BERRY. That is correct. 

Mr. DONDERO. I agree with the 
gentleman from Michigan on that. 

Mr. FORD. I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr, BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, S. 546 au- 
thorizes payment for losses sustained by 
property owners below the Cold Brook 
Dam in Fall River County, S. Dak. The 
damages were created by lowering the 
water level in the construction of Cold 
Brook Dam. 

This dam was part of a flood-control 
project to protect the city of Hot Springs, 
S. Dak., in my district. The project was 
begun in 1950 and completed in 1952. 

Construction of Cold Brook Dam re- 
quired the construction of a grout cur- 
tain in the rock formation under the 
dam and an impervious cutoff trench in 
the alluvium material overlaying the 
rock formation. To accomplish this work 
it was necessary for a period of about a 
year to intercept the normal stream flow 
and to bypass this water in a temporary 
channel. These interceptions to the 
stream flow have apparently resulted in 
lowering the ground water table in the 
alluvium. As a result, at least eight 
wells in the valley area below Cold Brook 
Dam have had a greatly reduced water 
supply. 
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This reduction in water supply has 
created a grave hardship for the prop- 
erty owners affected, and it has also 
caused a substantial reduction in the 
value of the property involved. Since 
the cause of this decreased water supply 
can be traced directly to the construction 
work on Cold Brook Dam performed by 
the Corps of Engineers, I feel the Fed- 
eral Government is obligated to compen- 
sate these individuals for their loss. 
Early this year, therefore, I introduced 
H. R. 8176 with the same objective as 
S. 546. My bill was referred to the House 
Judiciary Committee, but before it could 
be acted upon by that group, the Senate 
passed and referred to your committee 
S. 546. In order to expedite action, I 
have asked that H. R. 8176 be tabled if 
S. 546 is passed by the House. 

Although the cost of improving or re- 
placing the affected wells has been esti- 
mated at only $15,000, the importance of 
this measure to the individual landown- 
ers involved is tremendous. I am firm- 
ly convinced the Federal Government is 
responsible for the damages these prop- 
erty owners have suffered, and I strongly 
urge the passage of S. 546 to provide the 
relief necessary. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Army, through the Chief of Engineers, is 
authorized and directed to compensate the 
owners of water wells in the vicinity of 
Cold Brook Dam in South Dakota for losses 
determined by him to have been sustained 
by reason of the lowering of the level of 
water in such wells as a result, wholly or 
partially, of the construction and operation 
of Cold Brook Dam. Losses compensable un- 
der this act shall include, but not be limited 
to, (1) the expense of improving or replac- 
ing the affected wells so that an amount of 
water equal to the amount previously ob- 
tainable from the affected wells will be avail- 
able to the owners; (2) the expense of main- 
taining an adequate supply of water pending 
the completion of the improvement or re- 
placement of the affected wells; and (3) 
injuries to property resulting from the lack 
of an adequate supply of water pending the 
completion of the improvement or replace- 
ment of the affected wells. 

Sec. 2. Claims for losses compensable un- 
der this act shall be submitted to the Secre- 
tary of the Army, through the Chief of En- 
gineers, in such form and in such manner 
as the Secretary may prescribe. Any such 
claim shall be submitted not later than 2 
years after the date of enactment of this 
act, or not later than 2 years after the 
lowering of the level of water which is the 
basis for the claim, whichever is the later. 

Sec. 3. Payment of claims for losses com- 
pensable under this act shail be made by 
the Secretary of the Army out of any funds 
available for flood control. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


ADJUST TOLLS ACROSS BRIDGE 
NEAR ST. FRANCISVILLE, MO. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 8651) 
to provide for the adjustment of tolls to 
be charged by the Wayland Special Road 
District No. 1 of Clark County, Mo., in 
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the maintenance and operation of a toll 
bridge across the Des Moines River at or 
near St. Francisville, Mo. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in the event that 
the Wayland Special Road District No. 1 of 
Clark County, Mo., shall issue toll bridge 
revenue refunding bonds for the purpose of 
refunding or red its outstanding 4 
percent toll bridge revenue bonds dated 
December 1, 1935, which were issued to pro- 
vide funds for the construction of the bridge 
authorized by an act of the 72d Congress, 
1st session, approved February 14, 1933 (Pub- 
lic Law 337), or in the event that the said 
District shall extend the maturity date or 
dates of said outstanding bonds, the rates of 
toll to be charged for the use of said bridge 
shall be so adjusted as to provide sufficient 
revenues to pay for the reasonable cost of 
maintaining, repairing, and operating said 
bridge and its approaches under economical 
management and to provide a fund sufficient 
to pay the principal, interest, and redemp- 
tion premium, if any, of such toll bridge 
revenue refunding bonds, or of said out- 
standing bonds, as soon as possible under 
reasonable charges, but within a period of 
not exceeding 30 years from the date of ap- 
proyal of this act, and such tolls shall be 
continued until such payments shall have 
been made. After such bonds and the inter- 
est thereon shall have been paid, said bridge 
shall thereafter be maintained and operated 
free of tolls. An accurate record of the ex- 
penditures for maintaining, repairing, and 
operating said bridge, and of the daily tolls 
collected, shall be available for the informa- 
tion of all persons interested. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal 
this act is hereby expressly reserved. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


COMPENSATION OF CHAIRMAN OF 
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISORS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6790) 
to amend the act of October 15, 1949, 
with respect to the rate of compensation 
of the Chairman of the Council of Eco- 
nomic Advisors. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 3 of the 
act entitled “An act to increase rates of com- 
pension of the heads and assistant heads of 
executive departments and independent 
agencies,” approved October 15, 1949 (Public 
Law 359, 81st Cong.; 63 Stat. 880), is amended 
by inserting “the Chairman of the Council 
of Economic Advisors,” immediately after 
“the Administrator of General Services.” 

Sec. 2. Section 4 of such act of October 15, 
1949, is amended by striking out “members 
of the Council of Economic Advisors” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “members (other 
than the Chairman) of the Council of Eco- 
nomic Advisors.” 

Sec. 3. The incumbent Chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisors on the effec- 
tive date of this act may, if he so elects, con- 
tinue to receive compensation under section 
4 of such act of October 15, 1949, for such 
period as he may determine. 

Sec. 4. This act shall take effect on the 
first day of the first pay period which begins 
after the date of enactment of this act. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 
Page 2, line 5, strike out section 3. 
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Page 2, line 10, strike out 4“ and in- 
sert “3.” 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


AMEND SECTIONS 5 (A) OF THE 
FEDERAL TRADE (COMMISSION 
ACT 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 9916) 
to amend section 5 (a) of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act with respect to 
certain unfair methods of competition 
in connection with the sale of manu- 
factured products. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, will the proponents 
of the bill give us an explanation? I 
object, Mr. Speaker. 


AMEND THE FEDERAL TRADE 
COMMISSION ACT 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 9917) 
to amend section 5 (a) of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act with respect to 
certain unfair methods of competition 
in connection with the sale of motor 
vehicles. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that this bill may be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OAKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OAKMAN. Mr. Speaker, first, 
the proposed amendments have not re- 
ceived sufficient study. Neither the au- 
tomobile manufacturers nor the manu- 
facturers of other products were invited 
to attend the hearings, and no manu- 
facturer appeared. The proposed 
amendments could have far-reaching 
effects on manufacturers and whole in- 
dustries. Such legislation should not 
be passed until they have been heard 
and their views given appropriate con- 
sideration. The methods for charging 
freight currently in use in the automo- 
tive industry have been in use for more 
than 30 years. 

Second. The proposed amendments 
are ambiguous. It is not at all clear 
from the bills whether inbound freight 
to assembly plants, warehouses and de- 
pots may be included in charges for 
freight by manufacturers to customers. 
If inbound freight cannot be so included, 
multiplant manufacturers or manufac- 
turers with branch warehouses or de- 
pots will be penalized, while their deal- 
ers or customers in outlying areas will 
receive a windfall which will give them 
a competitive advantage over custom- 
ers of single-plant manufacturers, 
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Third. The proposed bills have not 
been given study to determine their ef- 
fect on industry. More specifically, in 
the case of H. R. 9917, no study has been 
given to the effect of the bill on the 
smaller motor-vehicle producers who 
have no branch assembly plant, and on 
their dealers. Current pricing methods 
are believed to permit single-plant pro- 
ducers to compete with multiplant pro- 
ducers in outlying areas. Reduction of 
prices in outlying areas by those pro- 
ducers having branch assembly plants 
in such areas would injure substantially 
the competitive position of the smaller, 
single-plant car and truck manufac- 
turers. 

Fourth. H. R. 9917 is unworkable in 
the automobile industry. In order that 
prices to dealers be fair as between and 
among dealers in a particular line of 
vehicles, there must be “blending” of 
prices at many points. Moreover, when 
a multiplant manufacturer ships cars to 
a dealer from several different assembly 
plants, it is necessary for the manufac- 
turer to adjust its prices so that the 
price for the same model car to the same 
dealer is the same, even though the cars 
are shipped from different plants. Both 
of these practices are permissible under 
existing law because they have no sub- 
stantial, adverse effect on competition, 
Both would be outlawed by H. R. 9917. 

Fifth. The present practices of 
charging for freight in the automotive 
industry are not the primary cause of 
bootlegging. As was pointed out by rep- 
resentatives of the NADA at the hear- 
ings, bootlegging is a practice which 
takes place in low-freight areas as well 
as high-freight areas. A change in the 
present practice of freight charges in 
the automotive industry would not 
stamp out bootlegging, which presently 
is the principal subject of concern to the 
NADA. The NADA has strongly en- 
dorsed H. R. 9769, which is directed spe- 
cifically to the bootlegging problem. 
Most of the testimony in the hearings 
was related to that bill, and was not 
designed to bring out the facts rele- 
vant to H. R. 9916 and H. R. 9917. No 
facts have been developed as to the ex- 
tent, if any, to which so-called phantom 
freight may exist in the automotive in- 
dustry. 

Sixth. The committee report com- 
pares rail freight rates with the costs 
of caravanning. This is not a fair com- 
parison. Caravanning is not licensed by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
whereas freight rates are set by the ICC. 
This purported comparison emphasizes 
the lack of study given to the proposed 
bill. There are no data at all as to ac- 
tual costs of the manufacturers. 

Seventh. The Federal Trade Commis- 
sion has taken a position in opposition 
to the bills. No reference to this is made 
in the committee report, 


AMEND ACT OF JUNE 30, 1948 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 9790) 
to amend the act of June 30, 1948, so as 
to extend for 5 additional years the au- 


thority of the Secretary of the Interior 


to issue patents for certain public lands 
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in Monroe County, Mich., held under 
color of title. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill may be passed over without 
prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin? 

There was no objection. 


REPLACEMENT OF GOVERNMENT- 
OWNED FACILITIES AT GLACIER 
NATIONAL PARK 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 10074) 
to authorize the replacement of certain 
Government-owned utility facilities at 
Glacier National Park, Mont., and Grand 
Canyon National Park, Ariz. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purpose 
of facilitating the installation of adequate 
electric and communication facilities at Gla- 
cier National Park and Grand Canyon Na- 
tional Park, the Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to exchange, on an equal value 
basis, the existing inadequate facilities at 
these parks for more modern and efficient 
facilities. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


INVESTIGATION BY THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL OF CERTAIN OFFENSES 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2308) to 
authorize and direct the investigation by 
the Attorney General of certain offenses, 
and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 


OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT INVESTIGATION 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, H. R. 6898 
which I introduced on January 6, 1954, 
to establish an Office of Government In- 
vestigation within the General Account- 
ing Office seeks to attain the same result 
as S. 2308 by what I consider to be a 
much more effective method and with- 
out incurring the dangers of S. 2308. 
Under my bill the Office of Government 
Investigation would be responsible to the 
Congress and would be established as 
part of the Comptroller General’s De- 
partment. It would be a permanent 
agency to investigate corruption and un- 
ethical acts relating to the transaction 
of the business of the Federal Govern- 
ment. This new agency should go far 
to build into the structure of the Gov- 
ernment the machinery which has been 
built into the structure of the govern- 
ment of New York State and New York 
City for a year-round and constant re- 
view of the actions of Government offi- 
cials and Government employees bear- 
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ing both on their integrity and ethics. 
The responsibilities of the Comptroller 
General in his authority over books and 
accounts is limited essentially to the 
audit function and to the propriety of 
paying out money under applicable law 
while the activities of the office which I 
recommend could be coordinated with 
the other responsibilities of the Comp- 
troller General and under his general 
authority while carrying out a function 
which the history of government shows 
to be vital. 

The office created by my bill is to be 
headed by a Commissioner of Investiga- 
tion and by a Deputy Commissioner, both 
appointed by the President with the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate, for a 
single stated term of 10 years, but neither 
of these officials may be removed sooner 
except by joint resolution of Congress 
or impeachment. The Commissioner is 
given the power to subpena witnesses 
and records, subject to court review and 
upon the consent of the United States 
attorney and the United States district 
court in the jurisdiction where an in- 
vestigation is being conducted, the power 
to grant immunity to a witness required 
to testify in such investigation. All de- 
partments, agencies, and establishments 
of the executive department including 
law enforcement officials are required 
to furnish to the Commissioner such in- 
formation as he may require to carry out 
his duties. 

The Commissioner, according to my 
bill, may undertake studies and make 
recommendations for the correction and 
prevention of improper, illegal, or un- 
ethical acts relating to the transaction 
of the official business of the Federal 
Government by any such officer or em- 
ployee. He is required, through the 
Comptroller General, to make to the 
President when requested by him and to 
the Congress at the beginning of each 
regular session a report in writing of the 
work of the Office of Government In- 
vestigation containing recommendations 
concerning the legislation he may deem 
necessary for the prevention of improper 
and illegal acts relating to the transac- 
tion of the official business of the Fed- 
eral Government by such officers and 
employees. 

It will be noted that the bill does not 
give the Commissioner of Investigation 
power to investigate Members of Con- 
gress or the judiciary. This is neces- 
sary in order to maintain the integrity 
of three great branches of the Federal 
Government. The investigatory powers 
of the Congress and the normal processes 
of the courts as well as the frequently 
recurring elections can deal effectively 
with wrongdoing in the legislative 
branch and the congressional power to 
impeach Federal judges are adequate to 
deal with wrongdoing in the judiciary. 

I think that H. R. 6898 is very desirable 
legislation and hope it will receive atten- 
tion in the next Congress. 


TO ESTABLISH FINALITY OF CON- 
TRACTS BETWEEN GOVERNMENT 
AND COMMON CARRIERS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 906) to 
establish the finality of contracts be- 
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tween the Government and common 
carriers of passengers and freight sub- 
ject to the Interstate Commerce Act. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in 
the Record at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
information I have received, particular- 
ly through the departmental reports, as 
to S. 906 leaves a very real doubt in my 
mind as to whether it should pass in its 
present form. However, I am impressed 
with the argument that common carriers 
should be able to count on some definite 
period of finality with reference to the 
rate agreements involved and I do not 
feel justified in opposing the present 
consideration of the bill particularly in 
view of the almost complete support of 
it by my other colleagues on the commit- 
tee, whose opinions I respect thoroughly. 

If it were not for the situation now 
confronting the House, I would be in- 
clined to attempt to carry out the rec- 
ommendations of the Comptroller Gen- 
eral that the 180-day period be extended 
to 1 year and the 2-year period be ex- 
tended to 3 years. 

I do have in mind that experience can 
be gained under this bill if it becomes 
law which may well warrant further con- 
sideration of the matter and some possi- 
ble amendments being considered in the 
next session. 

Therefore, and since the letters are not 
included in the committee report, I am 
including these letters at this point: 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
WASHINGTON, D. C., July 8, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This refers to 8. 906, 
a bill to establish the finality of contracts 
between the Government and common car- 
riers of passengers and freight subject to the 
Interstate Commerce Act, and to the report 
of the Department of Defense on H. R. 3288 
which was forwarded to the House Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce on April 28, 1954. H. R. 3288 is iden- 
tical with S. 906, as introduced in the Sen- 
ate. This Department submitted identi- 
cal unfavorable reports to the Senate and 
House Committees on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce on S. 906 and H. R. 3288, and, 
in addition, witnesses from the Department 
of Defense testified in opposition to S. 906 
before the Senate Committee. However, 
subsequent to the submission of the re- 
ports, the Senate passed S. 906 with three 
amendments. 

The Department of Defense still considers 
legislation, such as H. R. 3288 and S. 906, as 
amended by the Senate, objectionable and 
reiterates its opposition to those bills for 
the reasons set forth in its report of April 
28, 1954. The amendments made to S. 906 
by the Senate in no way alter the position 
of this Department. 

Further, it is believed that if legislation 
of this type were enacted, it would deny to 
the Government a right accorded to private 
shippers; that is, the right to have the rea- 
sonableness of a rate adjudicated by the 
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Interstate Commerce Commission. A rate 
negotiated between a private shipper and a 
carrier, which is published in a tariff and 
filed with the Commission in accordance 
with current procedures, remains subject, at 
any time, to the right of the private shipper 
to have a determination of the reasonableness 
of the rate made by the Commission. Un- 
der the proposed legislation, however, if the 
Government negotiates a rate with a carrier 


who, for reasons of its own, incorporates that 


rate in a section 22 tender instead of a 
tariff, and the rate is accepted by the Gov- 
ernment, it would be conclusively presumed 
to be just and reasonable and the right ac- 
corded to the private shipper to appeal to 
the Commission would not be available to 
the Government. 

Because of the urgency for submitting this 
report to your Committee for immediate 
consideration, time has not permitted its 
prior submission to the Bureau of the Bud- 
get for advice as to its relationship to the 
program of the President. However, when 
such advice is available, it will be forwarded 
to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT Tripe Ross 
(For the Assistant Secretary.) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, July 16, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, 

Dran Mr. CHARMAN: Reference is made 
to your letter of July 9, 1954, requesting com- 
ments of the General Accounting Office on 
S. 906, 83d Congress, which was passed by 
the Senate on July 6, 1954, and is now pend- 
ing before your committee. 

The General Accounting Office furnished 
a report on S. 906 to the Senate Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on May 
19, 1953, setting forth in detail the reasons 
why the General Accounting Office does not 
recommend favorable consideration of the 
bill. In addition, a representative of the 
General Accounting Office appeared before 
the Senate committee on April 29, 1954, in 
opposition to the bill. Copies of the report 
of May 19, 1953, and of the statement of 
the General Accounting Office representa- 
tive given on April 29, 1954, are enclosed. 
It is noted from the printed hearings of 
the Senate committee that the Department 
of Defense, the Department of Justice, and 
the General Services Administration also op- 
posed favorable consideration of the bill. 

The General Accounting Office has no 
reason to change its previous recommenda- 
tions, notwithstanding the amendments 
made by the Senate which would provide 
that quotations or contracts made under 
section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act 
would not become final until after 180 days, 
or 2 years in the case of contracts entered 
into during a national emergency declared 
by the Congress. However, in the event 
your committee decides to report the bill 
favorably, it is urged that both the 180-day 
period and the 2-year period be extended. 
Insofar as the General Accounting Office 
is concerned it is often several months after 
an agreement is entered into before the 
paid vouchers for transportation services 
rendered are submitted for audit and then 
it is rarely possible to place the vouchers 
under immediate scrutiny. In periods of 
national emergency the situation is greatly 
aggravated. In order that the interests of 
the Government may be protected, it is rec- 
ommended that the 180-day period be 
changed to 1 year and that the 2-year period 
be changed to 3 years. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK H. WEITZEL, 
Acting Comptroller General of the 
United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, May 19, 1953. 
Hon. CHARLES W. TOBEY, 

Chairman, Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, United States 
Senate. 

My Dear MR. CHARMAN: Further reference 
is made to your letter of February 14, 1953, 
acknowledged by telephone on February 17, 
1953, requesting any comments that may be 
considered desirable concerning S. 906, en- 
titled “A bill to establish the finality of con- 
tracts between the Government and common 
carriers of passengers and freight subject to 
the Interstate Commerce Act.” 

This bill is in most material respects simi- 
lar to bills introduced in the 2d session of the 
81st Congress, S. 4067, and in the 2d session 
of the 82d Congress, S. 2355. In its reports to 
the Congress on the said bills, this office rec- 
ommended that they be not favorably con- 
sidered and it continues to be the view here 
that amendment of section 22 of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act in the proposed manner 
should not be effectuated. 

The purpose of section 22 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act was to settle beyond doubt 
that preferential treatment of certain classes 
of shippers and travelers including those rep- 
resenting the United States is to be per- 
mitted. Nashville, C. & St. L. Ry. v. State of 
Tennessee (262 U. S. 318). This section must 
be read in connection with other sections of 
the act. (Handling of Exhibits for Exposi- 
tions and Fairs (235 I. C. C. 603, 604).) The 
various other obligations of the carriers with 
respect to the charges they may exact for 
their services are not canceled by reason of a 
contractual or implied contractual relation- 
ship created through employment of a sec- 
tion 22 quotation and the act does not deny 
to the Interstate Commerce Commission au- 
thority to prescribe reasonable ratings and 
rates on traffic covered by section 22 quota- 
tions. On the contrary, the act prohibits 
every excessive charge, whether exacted di- 
rectly or obtained by indirection, and its pro- 
visions are designed to prevent evasion of the 
rule that every charge for transportation 
shall be just and reasonable. Lewis-Simas- 
Jones Co. v. Southern Pacific Company (283 
U. S. 654, 660). If enacted the proposed 
amendment would deprive the United States 
of the benefit of the procedure, available to 
all other shippers, for testing the reasonable- 
ness of rates and charges collected by car- 
riers pursuant to section 22 quotations. 

A legal rate under the Interstate Commerce 
Act is not necessarily a lawful rate. To be 
lawful a rate must not be in conflict with the 
requirement for reasonableness, for while a 
published and filed tariff which contains the 
legal rates in the sense that they are filed 
with the Interstate Commerce Commission 
and required to be observed by carriers in 
collecting charges from shippers as enjoined 
by section 6 (7) of the act, has the force and 
effect of a statute—Lowden v. Simonds- 
Shields-Lonsdale Grain Co. (306 U. S. 516, 
520); Boone v. United States (109 F. 2d 560, 
562) it must, in event of a contest, reflect 
adherence to the limitations and principles 
enunciated in the act and enforced by the 
Commission. No presumption arises as to 
lawfulness from the mere fact of filing tariffs 
with the Commission, for “Charges to be 
lawful are required to be reasonable and just 
and no omission to express disapproval, nor 
any failure to challenge them anywhere can 
make rates lawful, which are unreasonable 
and unjust.” 4 ICC 104, 115; order held in- 
valid on other grounds, Interstate Commerce 
Commission v. Atchison, T. & S. F. Ry. Co. (50 
Fed. 295; appeal dismissed, 149 U. S. 264); 
J. 1. Rather & Co. v. Nashville, C. & St. L. 
Ry. (174 S. W. 1113). 

Concerning common carriers by railroad 
subject to the act, lawfulness implies, among 
other things, that rates and charges are just 
and reasonable (49 U. S. C. 1 (5)) and it is 
the carriers’ responsibility to initiate just 
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and reasonable rates. In this connection, it 
is interesting to note that the recent case of 
Reconstruction Finance Corp. v. Akron, C. & 
Y. Ry. Co. (287 ICC 353, 383), dismissing the 
Government's complaint seeking reparation 
on past shipments of aluminum ingots, the 
dissenting opinion by Chairman Alldredge, 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission, in 
which Commissioners Mahaffie and Arpaia 
concurred, contained the statement that: 

“The aluminum industry, as is commonly 
known, is a metal industry which received 
tremendous acceleration during the war. It 
is, however, one of our newer industries. Its 
products had not, at the beginning of World 
War II, and probably have not now, found 
their settled places in our economy. Rates 
on aluminum raw materials and aluminum 
products had likewise not been fitted into our 
general freight-rate system with any degree 
of permanency when the war started. Many 
of the movements which took place immedi- 
ately before and during the war were, to be 
sure, unexpected; some of them were spor- 
adic. Such things, however do not defeat 
the right of the Government as a shipper, or 
of any other shipper, to just and reasonable 
charges on its shipments. The responsibility 
rests upon the carriers under the law to initi- 
ate just and reasonable rates on the traffic 
which they transport and to keep them with- 
in the bounds of justness and reasonable- 
ness at all times.” 

What is true of aluminum and aluminum 
products, as to the fact that the freight 
rates on such materials had not been fitted 
into the general freight rate system with 
any degree of permanency when the war 
started, is also probably true of many mate- 
rials and articles which were newly developed 
and transported for the first time during the 
war and thereafter. 

The courts have long declined to assume 
jurisdiction over matters involving the rea- 
sonableness of rates, regulations, practices, 
etc., pointing out that the law confides that 
duty to a body of experts like the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. Texas & P. Ry. Co. 
v. Abilene Cotton Oil Co. (204 U. S. 426); 
Southern Ry. Co. v. Tift (206 U. S. 428); 
Mitchell Coal & Coke Co. v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co. (230 U. S. 247, 258); Florida v. United 
States (292 U. S. 1. 12); and General Ameri- 
can Tank Car Corp. v. El Dorado Term. Co. 
(308 U. S. 422). In the last cited case it 
was held that determination of the rights 
of a tank car company and a private shipper 
under a contract covering the lease of tank 
cars should have been held in abeyance pend- 
ing conclusion of an appropriate proceed- 
ing before the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission regarding the validity of the practice 
involved. In Union Pacific R. Co. v. United 
States (121 C. Cls. 463, 465), it was stated: 

“The defendant adds that it desires ‘to 
present and develop in a manner not done 
at the former trial the basic principles which 
underlie the whole matter of classification 
and ratemaking.’ We have neither the 
facilities nor the experience to go into the 
complicated field of ratemaking. Besides, 
that is a function placed by Congress in 
the hands of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

“We have no means of finding whether a 
rate established by the Commission is too 
high or too low. In fact, we are not author- 
ized to pass on that question. We have no 
ratemaking functions. 

“If the rate is too high the defendant may 
make a showing of that fact to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission and may ask 
for a different classification.” 

And in Board of Trade v. United States 
(314 U. S. 534, 546), it was stated: 

“The process of ratemaking is essentially 
empiric. The stuff of the process is fluid and 
changing—the resultant of factors that must 
be valued as well as weighed. Congress has 
therefore delegated the enforcement of trans- 
portation policy to a permanent expert body 
and has charged it with the duty of being 
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responsive to the dynamic character of 
transportation problems.” 

See also Railroad Commission v. Oil Co. 
(310 U. S. 573, 581-582). In the same vein 
it was stated in the case of New York v. 
United States (331 U. S. 284, 335): 

“These problems of transportation eco- 
nomics are complicated and involved. For 
example, the determination of transporta- 
tion costs and their allocation among vari- 
ous types of traffic is not a mere mathe- 
matical exercise. Like other problems in 
cost accounting, it involves the exercise of 
judgment born of intimate knowledge of 
the particular activity and the making of 
adjustments and qualifications too subtle 
for the uninitiated.” 

It is difficult to understand how shipping 
and procuring officers of the Government, 
not having available to them the detailed 
facts available to the regulatory bodies or 
adduced at open hearings held by them, and 
not enjoying ordinarily the broad perspective 
which those bodies acquire through their 
comprehensive and continuing study of 
transportation facilities and economics, can 
be expected adequately to balance and ap- 
ply the factors inherent in ratemaking or 
rate adjustment problems and give due con- 
sideration to the provisions of the act rela- 
tive to the establishment of just and rea- 
sonable rates under section 15 a. (2) of the 
act. It seems probable that carriers and 
Government shippers, in negotiating ar- 
rangements for rates and charges, will not, 
because of the complexities involved, be 
able to give due consideration and effect to 
all the standards applied by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in proceedings in- 
volving the reasonableness of rates, and a 
conflict in the administration of transporta- 
tion policy would seem to be encouraged by 
making section 22 arrangements conclusive 
upon the parties in the manner specified in 
this bill. 

If the law contemplates that there must 
be uniformity in the establishment of rea- 
sonable rates, so that the decisions of the 
Commission, which in effect voices the at- 
titudes and policies of Congress, will con- 
tinue to be guideposts by which shippers 
and carriers may mark out the course of 
their relationship, it is not believed that 
the Commission’s exclusive responsibility in 
this regard should be impinged upon to allow 
other Government agencies to make conclu- 
sive determinations as to the reasonable- 
ness of section 22 rates and charges. In 
the event this bill becomes law any exten- 
sive utilization of section 22 quotations, 
would tend to distort rate relationships over 
wide territories and undermine the vital 
role the Commission plays in seeking to 
maintain reasonable rates and charges for 
the benefit of shippers, including the Goy- 
ernment, and carriers alike. In this con- 
nection a report prepared for the Bureau 
of the Budget, by a special committee con- 
sisting of W. B. Hammer, Charles E. Bell, 
and Emory B. Ussery, printed in part in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for February 1, 1946, 
92 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, part 1, pages 697, 
699, indicates that there was not, at the time 
of procuring section 22 quotations during 
World War II any organization in the War 
Department adequately equipped, staffed, 
and fully empowered to negotiate, with the 
carriers, necessary revisions of transporta- 
tion rates, ratings, charges, rules, and regu- 
lations. 

It does not appear unusual for shippers 
of freight to apply to responsible railroad 
officers and their committees for revisions of 
tariff rates. The provisions of section 5 (a) 
of the act of June 17, 1948 (62 Stat. 472; 49 
U. S. C. 5 (b)), authorize common carriers 
and freight forwarders subject to the act to 
apply to the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion for approval of any agreement among 
such carriers relative to rates, fares, classifi- 
cations, etc. Such agreements reflect strong 
consolidations of ratemaking functions of 
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individual carrier organizations and a spe- 
cialization in the control and development 
of rates and charges of the participating 
carriers, One type of such an agreement 
is discussed in Western Traffic Association 
Agreement (276 ICC 183). But whether rate 
proposals are initiated by shippers or car- 
riers, they are still subject to review and to 
supervision on complaint or on the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission’s own initiative. 
(See page 215 of the above case.) 

The private shipper is not deprived of his 
right to contest the reasonableness or law- 
fulness otherwise of rates charged and col- 
lected pursuant to tariff in conformity with 
requests of the shipper after study and ap- 
proval by carrier representatives, and he may 
seek an award of reparation representing the 
difference between the collected charges and 
those computed on a basis found lawful by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. There 
is no apparent reason why the Government 
should be deprived by statute of a privilege 
exercised or within reach of shippers gen- 
erally, and there would seem to exist the 
possible danger of needlessly sacrificing pub- 
lic funds by prior statutory waiver of a right 
ordinarily afforded an aggrieved party in the 
circumstances. Certainly the assertion that 
reduced rates to the Government results in 
burdening other shippers with higher rates 
does not justify the mantenance of unrea- 
sonable rates on Government traffic. The 
proposed bill, in denying the Government 
the right to seek relief from unlawful rates 
in the same manner as afforded the general 
public, would result in a discrimination 
against the Government which would seem 
to circumvent one of the essential purposes 
for which the Interstate Commerce Act was 
designed. 

It seems noteworthy that under the pro- 
posed bill the parties may cancel or termi- 
nate rates, fares, etc., negotiated under the 
authority of section 22, as sought to be 
amended, on not less than 90 days’ written 
notice. Such a provision would operate to 
extend the life of negotiated rates and fares 
for a period of 3 months after it may have 
been definitely established that the particular 
rates or charges covered by section 22 quo- 
tations exceed the reasonable or otherwise 
lawful rates found proper in application to 
the public and for an additional 90 days 
leave the Government without recourse to 
any remedy for recovery of excess charges 
on transportation performed under the terms 
of those quotations. The Government should 
not be prevented from withdrawing, at any 
time, from any arrangement which precludes 
liability for unreasonableness for prior 
charges, and the allowance to the carriers of 
90 days during which the conclusive pre- 
sumption of reasonableness would operate 
could result in unjust enrichment of the 
interested carriers at the expense of the 
United States. The finality that this pro- 
vision affords section 22 negotiated rates 
would, for example, require that a negotiated 
rate of 28 cents per designated unit of ship- 
ment must be considered as final and binding 
upon the Government, until the agreement 
therefor is canceled, which under the terms 
of the amendment can be effected only upon 
notice of not less than 90 days, even though, 
on a petition filed by a private shipper, the 
Interstate Commerce Commission may find 
that a tariff rate of 30 cents, applicable com- 
mercially on the identical type of service 
for which the negotiated rate of 28 cents ap- 
plies, is and has been unreasonable for a 
period extending from 2 years prior to the 
date of the filing of the petition, to the 
extent that it exceeds 25 cents. Upon such 
a finding the commercial shippers would be 
entitled to reparation sufficient to reduce 
the charges retained by the carrier to those 
due on the basis of the reasonable rate of 
25 cents, but the Government presumably 
would have to regard the 28-cent rate col- 
lected from it for similar service as final-and 
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not subject to attack in the absence of ac- 
tual fraud, deceit, or clerical mistake. 

And in the case where application of the 
section 22 quotation accepted by the Govern- 
ment as to shipments made in contemplation 
thereof results in the charging by railroads 
subject to the Interstate Commerce Act more 
for a shorter than for a longer haul or more 
for a through haul than the aggregate of the 
intermediate rates, without special relief to 
the railroads as authorized by section 4 of 
the act, the Government would be powerless 
to enforce recovery of the excess charges so 
resulting although it is well established that 
apart from the statutory enactment such 
charges are prima facie unreasonable. See 
Patterson v. L. & N. Railroad (269 U. S. 1,11); 
Davis v. Portland Seed Co. (264 U. S. 403). 

It is desired to make clear that there is 
no basis for quarrel with the view that pro- 
tection should be afforded carriers against 
the revocation of the terms of a proper sec- 
tion 22 quotation which in fact provides for 
special services or special rates not other- 
wise available to the United States so long 
as such rates are just and reasonable and 
therefore lawful. It would seem equally 
clear, however, that the laws and regulations 
which govern the operations of the trans- 
portation industry requiring adherence to 
a standard of reasonableness and affording 
a means of testing such adherence before 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, should 
be no less available in the case of services 
for the Government than in the case of 
charges for services rendered the general pub- 
lic. Whenever injustices occur because of 
unreasonableness, or any purported require- 
ment for the payment by the Government 
of higher-than-tariff rates opportunity 
should not be denied the United States 
to seek redress for the injustices so sus- 
tained in the same manner as is afforded 
the private shipper. 

In summary, it is considered that enact- 
ment of the present bill is not desirable 
because it is believed that there should not 
be created by statute a conclusive presump- 
tion that rates, fares, or charges, etc., are 
just and reasonable simply because they are 
a matter of negotiation between common 
carriers and the Government as shipper. 
However, if passage of this bill be deemed 
proper, it is believed that a due protection 
of the interests of the United States would 
require that provision be incorporated there- 
in which would assure at least that nothing 
in said section 22 shall be construed to au- 
thorize payment by the United States of any 
charges to any common carrier or freight 
forwarder in excess of those based on con- 
temporaneously applicable rates, fares, or 
charges, and rules, regulations, or practices, 
prescribed in schedules duly published and 
filed with the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission and that nothing therein shall pre- 
vent the United States from availing itself 
of any benefit or privilege that the general 
public may have or obtain as a result of 
determinations made by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission in proceedings filed by 
private, as distinguished from Government, 
shippers. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frank L. YATES, 
Assistant Comptroller General of the 
United States. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. KELLER, ASSISTANT 
TO THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL, BEFORE THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SURFACE TRANSPORTATION, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN 
COMMERCE, UNITED STATES SENATE, ON S. 

904. 83D CONGRESS, ACCOMPANIED BY HARRELL 
O. HOAGLAND, DIRECTOR, TRANSPORTATION 
DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 

mittee, the General Accounting Office op- 

poses the enactment of S. 904, as indicated 
in the Comptroller General's report to this 
committee of March 13, 1953. While pas- 
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sage of the legislation would result in an 
increased cost of governmental operations 
of several million dollars our comments are 
not restricted to that basis alone. 

The most significant areas for considera- 
tion appear to be those which relate to (1) 
the fact that the proposed legislation is not 
supported—so far as we are aware—by a 
substantial majority of the carriers who con- 
duct the business of movement of household 
goods for the Government or by some of 
the largest carriers in this limited field; (2) 
the proposed legislation is much more dras- 
tic than is apparent on the surface since it 
would bar voluntary or negotiated tenders 
at less than tarif rates for the movement 
of hospital equipment and office furniture 
and fixtures of Government agencies as cov- 
ered in existing tariffs published voluntarily 
by carriers; and (3) the effect of this bill 
would be to impose control by congressional 
action within a segment of industry as to 
which each household-goods carrier could 
accomplish such result without legislation. 

It is not required by law that any carrier 
submit a tender for reduced rates to the 
United States. That such rates are con- 
tinuously offered by carriers of substance 
and by a large number of carriers raises con- 
siderable doubt in our minds as to whether 
the industry, as a whole, favors the enact- 
ment of the legislation. 
` Aside from the fact previously mentioned, 
that this proposed legislation affects Govern- 
ment movements of hospital equipment and 
office furniture and fixtures, although not 
clearly stated therein, there has not been 
brought to the attention of the General 
Accounting Office any situation as to which 
household-goods carriers generally have com- 
plained to it of Government practices rela- 
tive to this traffic or of serious economic 
reactions by reason of carrier operation un- 
der the present law. 

Finally, it could be that the present situa- 
tion might follow the foot-in-the-door tech- 
nique so far as abolition of section 22 and 
related sections of the law are concerned, 
If this be so, we believe the proposed legis- 
lation should be rejected as failing to rep- 
resent an open and uniform approach by 
all interested and related carrier industries. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., July 22, 1954. 
Re S. 906 
Hon. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WOLVERTON: Your let- 
ter of July 9 requests a report and our com- 
ments on S. 906, which has been adopted by 
the Senate. On April 29, 1954, we submitted 
& report to you recommending against H. R. 
3288, a bill pending in the House, which is 
substantially the same as S. 906. We wish to 
reiterate our opposition to this type of legis- 
lation, and refer you to our views on H. R. 
3288, a copy of which is attached. 

Our traffic officials seek to obtain on Gov- 
ernment traffic rates which are comparable 
to so-called commodity rates applying on 
commercial traffic. When the carriers act on 
our requests, the option lies with them as to 
whether to do it by tariff publication or by 
the issuance of a quotation under section 
22 of the Interstate Commerce Act. If the 
carriers choose to respond to our requests 
by a tariff adjustment, we may seek retro- 
active review of the rate under sections 8 
and 13 of that act, if we are dissatisfied, in 
the same manner as a commercial shipper. 
Under the proposed legislation, however, if 
the carrier elects to publish the rate in the 
form of a section 22 quotation, it would be 
beyond review. Such option, exercised by 
the carrier, would remove the right of re- 
view enjoyed by all other shippers. 
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The reasons advanced for this type of reg- 
ulation are that the rates received by the 
Government under section 22 are extremely 
low, adversely affecting the earnings of the 
carriers; that there is a reluctance by the 
carriers to deal with the Government under 
section 22; and that a growing number of 
reparation cases might bog down the work 
of the Commission. In our opinion, the 
record does not justify any of these conten- 
tions. 

Actual studies introduced at the hearings 
on S. 906 indicate conclusively that section 
22 rates produce a high level of earnings, 
considerably higher than on commodity rate 
traffic generally. Further, the Government 
departments are experiencing no resistance 
or reluctance by the carriers to the use of 
section 22 rate adjustments; to the contrary, 
we would be gratified if more of these adjust- 
ments were made by tariff publication. 


Finally, there is no indication of a growing ` 


number of reparation cases, the last of the 
wartime reparation cases having been filed 
in 1948 and covering traffic which generally 
moved prior to October 1, 1946. 

A report recommending against the enact- 
ment of S. 906 was submitted April 28, 1954, 
to the former Chairman, Senate Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. The 
reports on S. 906, as well as H. R. 3288, were 
cleared with the Bureau of the Budget, which 
advised that there was no objection to the 
submission of those reports and that they 
would recommend against the enactment of 
the proposed legislation. 

Cordially yours, 
EDMUND F. MANSURE, 
Administrator. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF 
THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., August 3, 1954. 
Hon, CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, 

Chairman, Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, House of 
Representatives, New House Office 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply 
to your letter of July 9, 1954, requesting the 
views of this office on S. 906, a bill to estab- 
lish the finality of contracts between the 
Government and common carriers of pas- 
sengers and freight subject to the Interstate 
Commerce Act. 

The Secretary of Defense and the General 
Services Administrator, in the reports they 
have made to your committee on this act, 
recommended against its enactment for the 
reasons set out therein. 

This office concurs with the views con- 
tained in these reports and recommends that 
this measure not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
HAROLD PEARSON, 
Assistant Director. 


Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I served on a sub- 
committee with the able gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. BENDER] in the 80th 
Congress, at which time we considered a 
great many of these transportation mat- 
ters. I do not believe this is a proper 
bill, I notice also that it is opposed by 
the Secretary of Defense. Therefore, I 
object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 


WASHITA RIVER BASIN RECLAMA- 
TION PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 118) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Washita River Basin reclamation proj- 
ect, Oklahoma. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
this would cost approximately $37 mil- 
lion. I understand that an endeavor is 
being made to get a rule. There is en- 
tirely too much money involved to pass 
this bill on the unanimous-consent cal- 
endar and therefore I ask unanimous 
consent that it be passed over without 
prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDING CIVIL SERVICE RETIRE- 
MENT ACT OF 1930 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 9586) 
to amend the Civil Service Retirement 
Act, 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 5 of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 

“Notwithstanding any provision of law to 
the contrary, title to annuity payable from 
the civil service retirement and disability 
fund shall not arise from any separation 
unless the officer or employee so separated 
has, within the 2-year period immediately 
preceding such separation, completed at least 
1 year of creditable civilian service during 
which he was subject to this act. Any an- 
nuity rights based on a separation which 
(a) terminated service meeting this require- 
ment or (b) occurred prior to this amend- 
ment, shall be restored upon separation from 
subsequent service which fails to meet said 
requirement. 

“No credit shall be allowed for any service 
subsequent to the date of the separation on 
which title to annuity is based. Any 
amounts deducted from salary for retirement 
purposes during such service shall upon sep- 
aration be refunded to such officer or em- 
ployee without interest, and shall be sub- 
ject to redeposit as provided in section 12 
(b) (2) of this act. Any such amount not 
so refunded to the officer or employee before 
his death shall be paid in the order of prece- 
dence prescribed in section 12 (e).” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


REIMBURSEMENT FOR EQUIPMENT 
OWNED BY POSTMASTERS AT 
DISCONTINUED OFFICES 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 3028) to 
require the Postmaster General to reim- 
burse postmaster: of discontinued post 
offices for equipment owned by the post- 
master. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That whenever a post 
Office is discontinued, the Postmaster Gen- 
eral shall reimburse the postmaster of such 
discontinued post office, on a fair and equi- 
table basis, for any fixtures and equipment 
in use in such post office at the time of dis- 
continuance, which were furnished by such 
postmaster out of personal funds and which 
were necessary to the efficient operation of 
such post office. 

Sec, 2. That there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such amount each year as 
may be necessary to enable the Postmaster 
General to make reimbursement to post- 
masters of discontinued post offices under 
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the provisions of this act, except a post of- 
fice of the fourth class, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 


passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


PREVENTING ENTRY OF LIVESTOCK 
AND POULTRY DISEASES INTO 
THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 10077) 
to amend section 6 of the act of August 
30, 1890, as amended, and section 2 of the 
act of February 2, 1903, as amended. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 


INCLUSION OF SERVICE RENDERED 
STATES TOWARD CIVIL SERVICE 
RETIREMENT 


The Clerk called the bill CH. R. 1553) 
to amend the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, to pro- 
vide for the inclusion in the computa- 
tion of accredited service of certain pe- 
riods of service rendered States or instru- 
mentalities of States, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, I should 
like to inquire just what this bill does. 

Mr. HARVEY. This makes vocational 
teachers who might be drafted into the 
service of the United States Department 
of Agriculture eligible under the same 
conditions that a county agent would be 
for certain civil-service benefits, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It applies only 
to those particular employees? 

Mr. HARVEY. That is right. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I withdraw my 
reservation of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 5 of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended, is amended by inserting after the 
first paragraph thereof the following: 

“Subject to the conditions contained in 
this paragraph, there shall be included, in 
determining for the purposes of this act the 
aggregate period of service rendered by an 
officer or employee who is serving in a posi- 
tion within the purview of this act (other 
than a position described in this paragraph) 
at the time of his retirement or death, all 
periods of service rendered by him as an 
employee of a State, or any instrumentality 
thereof, exclusively or primarily in the carry- 
ing out of— 

“(1) the program of a State Rural Re- 
habilitation Corporation created for the pur- 
pose of handling rural relief the funds for 
which were made available by the Federal 
Emergency Relief Act of 1933 (48 Stat. 55), 
the act of February 15, 1934 (48 Stat. 351), 
and the Emergency Appropriation Act, fiscal 
year 1935 (48 Stat. 1055), and any laws or 
parts of laws amendatory of, or supple- 
mentary to, such acts; 

“(2) the Federal-State cooperative pro- 
gram of agricultural experiment station re- 
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search and investigation authorized by the 
act of March 2, 1887, as amended and sup- 
plemented (7 U. S. C., ch. 14); 

“(8) the Federal-State cooperative pro- 
gram of vocational education authorized by 
the act of February 23, 1917, as amended and 
supplemented (20 U. S. C., ch. 2); 

“(4) the Federal-State cooperative pro- 
gram of agricultural extension work author- 
ized by the act of May 8, 1914, as amended 
and supplemented (7 U. S. C., secs. 341-348) ; 

“(5) the Federal-State cooperative pro- 
gram of forest and watershed protection au- 
thorized by section 2 of the act of March 1, 
1911 (16 U. S. C., sec. 563), and by the act 
of June 7, 1924, as amended and supple- 
mented (16 U. S. C., secs. 564-568b) ; 

“(6) the Federal-State cooperative pro- 
gram for the control of plant pests and 
animal diseases authorized by the provisions 
of law set forth in chapters 7 and 8 of title 7 
and in section 114a of title 21 of the United 
States Code. 


The period of any service specified in this 
paragraph shall be included in computing 
length of service for the purposes of this act 
of any officer or employee only upon com- 
pliance with the following conditions: 

“(A) the performance of such service is 
certified, in a form prescribed by the Civil 
Service Commission, by the head, or by a 
person designated by the head, of the de- 
partment, agency, or independent establish- 
ment in the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment of the United States which administers 
the provisions of law authorizing the per- 
formance of such service; 

“(B) the officer or employee shall have to 
his credit a total period of not less than 5 
years of allowable service under this act, ex- 
clusive of service allowed by this para- 
graph; 

“(C) the officer or employee shall have de- 

posited with interest at 4 percent per an- 
num to December 31, 1947, and 3 percent per 
annum thereafter, compounded on December 
31 of each year, to the credit of the civil- 
service retirement and disability fund a sum 
equal to the aggregate of the amounts which 
would have been deducted from his basic 
salary, pay, or compensation during the 
period of service claimed under this para- 
graph if during such period he had been 
subject to this act. 
If the annuity computed under this act of any 
individual entitled to the benefits of this 
paragraph, when combined with any annuity 
received by him from a State, exceeds an 
amount equal to 80 percent of the highest 
average annual basic salary, pay, or com- 
pensation received by such individual during 
5 consecutive years of allowable service 
under this act (including service allowed by 
this paragraph), the annuity payable under 
this act shall be so reduced that the aggre- 
gate amount received from such annuities 
shall not exceed an amount equal to 80 per- 
cent of such highest average annual basic 
salary, pay, or compensation. As used in this 
paragraph the term ‘State’ includes Alaska, 
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico.” 

Sec. 2. The first paragraph of section 6 
of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 
29, 1930, as amended, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: Such time 
limitation may also be waived by the Civil 
Service Commission in the case of an officer 
or employee who failed to file the required 
application for retirement within the pre- 
scribed time limit because at the date of 
separation from service the position he was 
occupying was not considered to be within 
the purview of this act; but the application 
in such case must be filed with the Civil 
Service Commission not later than 6 months 
after the determination that such position 
is within the purview of this act, except that 
in the case of any such person heretofore 
separated from service, application may be 
filed within 6 months after the date of the 
enactment of this sentence.” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


PRIVATE CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call 
the first bill on the Private Calendar. 


CARLOS M. COCHRAN 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 820) for 
the relief of the estate of Carlos M. 
Cochran. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the estate of 
Carlos M. Cochran, late of Miami, Fla., the 
sum of $5,000. Payment of such sum shall 
be in full settlement of all claims of such 
estate against the United States on account 
of the death of the said Carlos M. Cochran 
in line of duty, while he was serving as pri- 
vate, first class, in the military forces of the 
United States (XC-3119193), when he was 
shot by a sentry at the north auxiliary gate 
on Highway No. 98 at Tyndall Field, Fla., 
on December 19, 1942: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or recelved by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 2, line 3, after the word “act”, strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 
The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


MARY BEATON DENNINGER 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 3064) for 
the relief of the estate of Mary Beaton 
Denninger, deceased. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the estate of Mary 
Beaton Denninger, deceased, the sum of 
$780.36. The payment of such sum shall be 
in full settlement of all claims of the said 
estate against the United States for payment 
of the proceeds under the Servicemen’s In- 
demnity Act of 1951, accruing to said Mary 
Beaton Denninger, deceased, during her life- 
time: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 
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With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 11, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


HUGO KERN 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 232) for 
the relief of Hugo Kern. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Hugo Kern shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon the pay- 
ment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


MARTIN GENUTH 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2456) for 
the relief of Martin Genuth. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Attorney Gen- 
eral is authorized and directed to discontinue 
any deportation proceedings and to cancel 
any outstanding order and warrant of de- 
portation, warrant of arrest, and bond, which 
may have been issued in the case of Martin 
Genuth. From and after the date of enact- 
ment of this act, the said Martin Genuth 
shall not again be subject to deportation by 
reason of the same facts upon which such 
deportation proceedings were commenced or 
any such warrants and order haye been 
issued. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


MRS. MERLE CAPPELLER WEYEL 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 45) for 
the relief of Mrs. Merle Cappeller Weyel. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary 
of the Treasury is authorized and directed 
to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. Merle 
Cappeller Weyel, of Reno, Nev., the sum of 
$5,437.21. Payment of such sum shall be 
in full settlement of all claims of the said 
Mrs. Merle Cappeller Weyel against the 
United States arising out of the death, on 
December 5, 1948, of her husband, Lt. Comdr. 
Oscar H. Weyel, United States Navy, serial 
No. 35612, for compensation for medical ex- 
penses incurred, $2,707.33; and for the differ- 
ence between active-duty pay from the date 
of his retirement, on March 5, 1948, to the 
date of his death, $2,729.88: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this 
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claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 2, line 2, after “pay”, insert “and re- 
tired pay.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


LEONARD HUNGERFORD 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1308) for 
the relief of Leonard Hungerford. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Leonard Hungerford shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


DR. IAN YUNG-CHENG HU 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1845) for 
the relief of Dr. Ian Yung-cheng Hu. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as folows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Dr. Ian Yung-cheng Hu shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. 
Upon the enactment of this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


OTTILIE THERESA WORKMANN 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1904) for 
the relief of Ottilie Theresa Workmann. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Ottilie 
Theresa Workmann may be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence if 
she is found to be otherwise admissible 
under the provisions of such act: Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only to a 
ground for exclusion of which the Depart- 
ment of State or the Department of Justice 
has knowledge prior to the enactment of 
this act. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


MRS. ANNEMARIE NAMIAS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1959) for 
the relief of Mrs. Annamarie Namias. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Mrs. Anne- 
marie Namias may be admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence if she is 
found to be otherwise admissible under the 
provisions of such act: Provided, That this 
exemption shall apply only to a ground for 
exclusion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice has knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


JOHN ENEPEKIDES, HIS WIFE, ANNA, 
AND HIS SON, GEORGE 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2156) for 
the relief of John Enepekides, his wife, 
Anna, and his son, George. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the provision in 
the second sentence of subsection (c) of 
section 316 of the Immigration and National- 
ity Act, waiving the requirements of sub- 
section (b) for an uninterrupted period of at 
least 1 year of physical presence in the 
United States, shall be applicable to John 
Enepekides, his wife, Anna, and his son, 
George. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 4, strike out “waiving” and in- 
sert “modifying.” 


The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


was 


BERTA HELLMICH 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2461) for 
the relief of Berta Hellmich. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Berta Hellmich, the fiance of Alfred 
Martin, a citizen of the United States, shall 
be eligible for a visa as a nonimmigrant 
temporary visitor for a period of 3 months: 
Provided, That the administrative authori- 
ties find that the said Berta Hellmich is 
coming to the United States with a bona 
fide intention of being married to the said 
Alfred Martin and that she is found other- 
wise admissible under the immigration laws. 
In the event the marriage between the 
above-named persons does not occur within 
3 months after the entry of the said Berta 
Hellmich, she shall be required to depart 
from the United States and upon failure to 
do so shall be deported in accordance with 
the provisions of sections 242 and 243 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act. In 
the event that the marriage between the 
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above-named persons shall occur within 3 
months after the entry of the said Berta 
Hellmich, the Attorney General is authorized 
and directed to record the lawful admission 
for permanent residence of the said Berta 
Hellmich as of the date of the payment by 
her of the required visa fee. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ERTOGROUL OSMAN 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2618) 
for the relief of Ertogroul Osman. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no; objection. 


IDA REISSMULLER AND JOHNNY 
DAMON EUGENE REISSMULLER 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 2958) 
for the relief of Ida Reissmuller and 
Johnny Damon Eugene Reissmuller. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Ida Reiss- 
muller, the fiancée of Sgt. Howard E. Quin- 
ton, a citizen of the United States, and her 
minor child, Johnny Damon Eugene Reiss- 
muller, shall be eligible for visas as nonim- 
migrant temporary visitors for a period of 
3 months, if the administrative authorities 
find (1) that the said Ida Reissmuller is 
coming to the United States with a bona fide 
intention of being married to the said Sgt. 
Howard E. Quinton, and (2) that they are 
otherwise admissible under the Immigration 
and Nationality Act. In the event the mar- 
riage between the above-named persons 
does not occur within 3 months after the 
entry of the said Ida Reissmuller and the 
minor child, Johnny Damon Eugene Reiss- 
muller, they shall be required to depart from 
the United States and upon failure to do so 
shall be deported in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act. In the event that the marriage be- 
tween the above-named persons shall occur 
within 3 months after the entry of the said 
Ida Reissmuller and her minor child, 
Johnny Damon Eugene Reissmuller, the At- 
torney General is authorized and directed to 
record the lawful admission for permanent 
residence of the said Ida Reissmuller and her 
minor child, Johnny Damon Eugene Reiss- 
muller, as of the date of the payment by 
them of the required visa fees. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


RENE RACHELL LUYSE KUBICEK 


The Clerk called the bill, H. R. 1199, 
for the relief of Rene Rachell Luyse 
Kubicek. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provision of the 11th category of section 
3 of the Immigration Act of 1917, as amend- 
ed, Rene Rachell Luyse Kubicek may be ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence if she is found to be otherwise 
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admissible under the provisions of the immi- 
gration laws. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: “That, notwithstanding 
the provision of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Rene 
Rachell Luyse Kubicek may be admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
if she is found to be otherwise admissible 
under the provisions of that act: Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only to a 
ground for exclusion of which the Depart- 
ment of State or the Department of Justice 
had knowledge prior to the enactment of this 
act.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


DR. REUBEN RAPAPORT 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2030) 
for the relief of Dr. Reuben Rapaport. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That (a) effective June 
12, 1946, for the purposes of section 212 of 
the Economy Act of June 30, 1932, as amend- 
ed (5 U. S. C., sec. 59a), Dr. Reuben Rapaport 
(Army serial number 01689011), Brooklyn, 
N. Y., is granted all the rights, benefits, and 
privileges which are granted to commissioned 
officers retired for disability incurred in com- 
bat with an enemy of the United States. 

(b) The Secretary of the Army shall pay to 
the sald Dr. Reuben Rapaport, from and after 
the first day of the first month following the 
month in which this act is enacted, the 
disability retirement pay which he is entitled 
to receive by reason of the enactment of the 
preceding subsection, 

Sec. 2, The Secretary of the Army is au- 
thorized and directed to certify to the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury an amount equal to the 
amount of the disability retirement pay 
which has been withheld from the said Dr. 
Reuben Rapaport pursuant to section 212 
of the Economy Act of June 30, 1932, as 
amended (5 U. S. C., sec. 59a), during the 
period beginning June 12, 1946, and ending 
on the last day of the month in which this 
act is enacted; and the Secretary of the 
Treasury is authorized and directed to pay, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, to the said Dr. Reuben 
Rapaport, in a lump sum, the amount 50 
certified. No part of the amount appropri- 
ated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


FREDERICK F. GASKIN 


‘The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 7362) 
for the relief of Frederick F. Gaskin. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
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and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $500 to Frederick F. Gaskin, route 88, 
Rodgers Avenue (Alexton), Harrisburg, Pa., 
in full settlement of all claims against the 
United States as reimbursement for bond 
posted for Maria Grazia Stoudt (nee Russo) 
on October 6, 1947: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid 
or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


JOSEPH H. WASHBURN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 7717) 
for the relief of Joseph H. Washburn. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Joseph H. Wash- 
burn, Long Beach, Calif., the sum of $6,100. 
The payment of such sum shall be in full 
settlement of all claims of the said Joseph 
H. Washburn against the United States 
arising out of his erroneous recall to ex- 
tended active duty in the United States Ma- 
rine Corps on July 29, 1950, after he had 
been discharged from the Marine Corps on 
July 6, 1950, and out of the hardships and 
privations which he and his dependents were 
forced to undergo during the period (begin- 
ning July 29, 1950, and ending February 11, 
1951) in which he was performing such ac- 
tive duty (including extensive combat duty 
in Korea) as a result of such erroneous re- 
call; Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out "$6,100" and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “$2,500.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


FAY JEANNETTE LEE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 8261) 
for the relief of Fay Jeannette Lee. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, the 
alien Fay Jeannette Lee, a stepchild of Sam- 
uel Thorn, a citizen of the United States, 
shall be held and considered to be under 
21 years of age. 
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With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That 
for the purposes of section 101 (a) (27) (A) 
and section 205 of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act, the alien, Fay Jeannette Lee, 
shall be held and considered to be the minor 
natural-born alien child of Samuel Thorn, 
a citizen of the United States.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


HAROLD C. NELSON AND 
DEWEY L. YOUNG 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 8994) 
for the relief of Harold C. Nelson and 
Dewey L. Young. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc, That the Secretary 
of the Treasury is hereby authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
Harold C. Nelson, of Fairbanks, Alaska, the 
sum of $77.28, and to Dewey L. Young, of 
Fairbanks, Alaska, the sum of $84.90, in full 
settlement of all claims against the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, as reim- 
bursement for handtools destroyed as the re- 
sult of a fire which occurred on December 
22, 1953, at the Alaska Road Commission's 
Gardiner Creek construction camp, Alaska: 
Provided, That no part of the amounts ap- 
propriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with these 
claims, and the same shall be unlawful, 
any contract to the contrary notwithstand- 
ing. Any person violating the provisions of 
this act shall be deemed guilty of a mis- 
demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 


time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


GEORGE PANTELAS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 154) for 
the relief of George Pantelas. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Attorney Gen- 
eral is authorized and directed to discon- 
tinue any deportation proceedings and to 
cancel any outstanding order and warrant of 
deportation, warrant of arrest, and bond, 
which may have been issued in the case of 
George Pantelas. From and after the date 
of enactment of this act, the said George 
Pantelas shall not again be subject to de- 
portation by reason of the same facts upon 
which such deportation proceedings were 
commenced or any such warrants and order 
have issued. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


MRS. HELEN STRYK 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 3085) for 
the relief of Mrs. Helen Stryk. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 212 (a) (6) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Mrs. Helen 
Stryk may be admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence if she is found to 
be otherwise admissible under the provisions 
of such act: Provided, That a suitable and 
proper bond or undertaking, approved by 
the Attorney General, be deposited as pre- 
scribed by section 213 of the said act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


REGINA BERG VOMBERG 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 8215) 
for the relief of Regina Berg Vomberg. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the administra- 
tion of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Regina Berg Vomberg, the fiancée of 
John C. Fenerty, a citizen of the United 
States, and her children, Wilma and Helga 
Vomberg, shall be eligible for a visa as a 
nonimmigrant temporary visitor for a period 
of 3 months: Provided, That the adminis- 
trative authorities find that the said Regina 
Berg Vomberg is coming to the United States 
with a bona fide intention of being married 
to the said John C. Fenerty and that she is 
found admissible under all of the provisions 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
other than section 212 (a) (9): Provided 
further, That this exemption shall apply only 
to a ground for exclusion of which the De- 
partment of State or the Department of 
Justice had knowledge prior to the enact- 
ment of this act. 

In the event the marriage between the 
above-named persons does not occur within 
3 months after the entry of the said Regina 
Berg Vomberg and her children, Wilma and 
Helga Vomberg, they shall be required to de- 
part from the United States and upon failure 
to do so shall be deported in accordance with 
tife provisions of sections 242 and 243 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. In the 
event that the marriage between the above- 
named persons shall occur within 3 months 
after the entry of the said Regina Berg 
Vomberg and her children, Wilma and Helga 
Vomberg, the Attorney General is author- 
ized and directed to record the lawful ad- 
mission for permanent residence of the said 
Regina Berg Vomberg and her children, 
Wilma and Helga Vomberg, as of the date 
of the payment by them of the required 
visa fee. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Regina Berg 
Vomberg, and her children, Wilma and 
Helga Vomberg.” 

a motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


SISTER MARY BERARDA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5964) 
for the relief of Sister Mary Berarda. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and nationality laws 
Sister Mary Berarda shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
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payment of required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

On page 1, lines 3 and 4, strike out “im- 
migration and nationality laws” and substi- 
tute “Immigration and Nationality Act.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table, 


GEORGE D. HOPPER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5844) 
for the relief of George D. Hopper. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to George D. Hopper, 
Foreign Service officer, class 1, American For- 
eign Service, retired, of Asheville, N. C., the 
sum of $710.28. Payment of such sum shall 
be in full settlement of all claims of the said 
George D. Hopper against the United States 
for reimbursement of the amount of the 
loss sustained by him while in the American 
Foreign Service in making payment from his 
personal funds of the amount of a certain 
trust fund to the proper parties after hav- 
ing paid the amount of such trust fund in 
Stockholm, Sweden, to an individual not en- 
titled to such payment who subsequently 
confessed to being an imposter: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. That concludes the 
call of bills on the Private Calendar. 


DR. MARCIANO GUTIERREZ ET AL. 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 7045) for 
the relief of Dr. Marciano Gutierrez, 
Dr. Amparo G. Joaquin Gutierrez, and 
their children, Rosenda, Rebecca, Ray- 
mundo, and Marciano, and Mrs. Brigida 
de Gutierrez, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments as follows: 

Page 1, line 6, after “Rebecca”, insert “and.” 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “and Marciano.” 

Page 2, line 3, strike out “seven” and in- 
sert six.“ 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act for 
the relief of Dr. Marciano Gutierrez, Dr. Am- 
paro G. Joaquin Gutierrez, and their chil- 
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dren, Rosenda, Rebecca, and Raymundo, and 
Mrs. Brigida de Gutierrez.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penns 
Sylvania [Mr. GRAHAM]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


HAYIK (JIRAIR) VARTIYAN ET AL. 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 1912) for 
the relief of Hayik (Jirair) Vartiyan, 
Annemarie Vartiyan, and Susanig Arme- 
nuhi Vartiyan, with a Senate amend- 
ment thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill . 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Line 11, strike out “two” 
“three.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


and insert 


AMENDING SECTION 1089 OF THE 
CODE OF LAW FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s 
desk the bill (H. R. 8128) to amend sec- 
tion 1089 of the Code of Law for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia relating to attachment 
of proceedings, with a Senate amend- 
ment thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 1, line 9, strike out “1809” and insert 
“1089.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mary- 
land [Mr. HYDE]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to take from the Speaker’s 
desk the bill (H. R. 8915) to amend the 
act entitled “An act to consolidate the 
police court of the District of Columbia, 
to be known as the municipal court of 
appeals for the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes,” with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 3, line 1, strike out “121” and insert 
* 

Amend the title so as to read: An act to 
amend the act entitled An act to consolidate 
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the police court of the District of Columbia 
and the municipal court of the District of 
Columbia, to be known as the municipal 
court for the District of Columbia, to create 
“the municipal court of appeals for the 
District of Columbia,” and for other pur- 
poses“.“ 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mary- 
land [Mr. HYDE]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


AMENDMENTS TO CLASSIFICATION 
ACT OF 1949 


Mr. REES of Kansas.. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 2263) to 
authorize the Postmaster General to re- 
adjust the compensation of holders of 
contracts for the performance of mail- 
messenger service, together with Senate 
amendments, disagree to the Senate 
amendments and agree to the conference 
asked. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Mr. Rees of Kansas, Mr. 
BROYHILL, and Mr. MURRAY. 


SALE OF CERTAIN LAND IN ALASKA 
TO BAPTIST MID-MISSIONS 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 6959) 
to authorize the sale of certain land in 
Alaska to the Baptist Mid-Missions, an 
Ohio nonprofit corporation, for use as a 
church site, together with a Senate 
amendment, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Page 2, strike out lines 3 to 11, inclusive, 
and insert: 

“Sec. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for the 
sale of public lands to a nonprofit corpora- 
tion or nonprofit association under the act 
of June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d Cong., 
2d sess.): Provided, That the conveyance 
hereby authorized shall not include any land 
covered by a valid existing right initiated 
under the public land laws, or a valid pos- 
sessory right based upon section 8 of the act 
of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 of 
the act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), or 
section 27 of the act of June 6, 1900 (31 
Stat. 321; 48 U. S. C., sec. 356): Provided fur- 
ther, That notwithstanding any of the pro- 
visions of this act, the Secretary shall con- 
vey the lands to the Baptist Mid-Missions 
only if the organization pays the price fixed 
by the Secretary within 5 years after noti- 
fication by the Secretary of the price.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

Mr. GAVIN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
explain what this bill is about? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. This is a 
bill that confers to the Baptist Mid- 
Mission in Ohio, a nonprofit corporation 
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of Cleveland, Ohio, for the period of 1 
year, a certain tract of land in Alaska 
for missionary purposes. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND 
IN THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 
FOR USE AND BENEFIT OF EAST- 
ERN OKLAHOMA AGRICULTURAL 
AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 1797) 
to provide for the conveyance of certain 
land to the State of Oklahoma for the 
use and benefit of the Eastern Oklahoma 
Agricultural and Mechanical College at 
Wilburton, Okla., and for other purposes, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Page 4, line 1, strike out all after “Src. 2.” 
down to and including “otherwise” in line 5 
and insert “The conveyance authorized by 
this act shall be conditional upon the State 
of Oklahoma agreeing to pay to the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, in return for the lands 
conveyed, an amount equal to the appraised 
fair market value of such lands.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


SALE OF CERTAIN LAND IN ALASKA 
TO LLOYD H. TURNER 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(H. R. 2015) to authorize the sale of 
certain land in Alaska to Lloyd H. 
Turner, of Wards Cove, Alaska, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, line 15, strike out all after “laws” 
down to and including “permits” in line 19 
and insert: Provided further, That the coal 
and other mineral deposits in the land shall 
be reserved to the United States, together 
with the right to prospect for, mine, and re- 
move the same under applicable laws and 
regulations to be prescribed by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table, 
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SALE OF CERTAIN PUBLIC LANDS IN 
ALASKA TO THE ALASKA COUNCIL 
OF BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill 
(H. R. 2012) to authorize the sale of 
certain public lands in Alaska to the 
Alaska Council of Boy Scouts of America 
for a campsite and other public pur- 
poses, with a Senate amendment thereto, 
and concur in the Senate amendment, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 3, strike out lines 9 to 16, inclusive, 
and insert: 

“Sec. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for 
the sale of public lands to a nonprofit cor- 
poration or nonprofit association under the 
act of June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d 
Cong., 2d sess.) : Provided, That the convey- 
ance hereby authorized shall not include any 
land covered by a valid existing right ini- 
tiated under the public land laws, or a valid 
possessory right based upon section 8 of the 
act of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 
of the act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), 
or section 27 of the act of June 6, 1900 (31 
Stat. 321; 48 U. S. C., sec. 356): Provided fur- 
ther, That notwithstanding any of the pro- 
vistons of this act, the Secretary shall con- 
vey the lands to the Alaska Council of Boy 
Scouts of America only if the organization 
pays the price fixed by the Secretary within 
5 years after notification by the Secretary of 
the price.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


SALE OF CERTAIN LAND IN ALASKA 
TO THE TURNAGAIN ARM COM- 
MUNITY CLUB OF ANCHORAGE, 
ALASKA 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 3854) 
to authorize the sale of certain public 
land in Alaska to the Turnagain Arm 
Community Club of Anchorage, Alaska, 
together with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, strike out all after line 9 over to 
and including line 3 on page 8 and insert: 

“Sec. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for the 
sale of public lands to a nonprofit corpora- 
tion or nonprofit association under the act 
of June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d Cong., 
2d sess.): Provided, That the conveyance 
hereby authorized shall not include any 
land covered by a valid existing right initi- 
ated under the public land laws, or a valid 
possessory right based upon section 8 of the 
act of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 
of the act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), 
or section 27 of the act of June 6, 1900 (31 
Stat. 321; 48 U. S. C., sec. 356): Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any of the 
provisions of this act, the Secretary shall 
convey the lands to the Turnagain Arm Com- 
munity Club of Anchorage, Alaska, only if 
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the organization pays the price fixed by the 
Secretary within 5 years after notification 
by the Secretary of the price.” 


The SPEAKER, Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


SALE OF CERTAIN PUBLIC LAND 
IN ALASKA TO THE COMMUNITY 
CLUB OF CHUGIAK, ALASKA 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(H. R. 2014) to authorize the sale of 
certain public land in Alaska to the Com- 
munity Club of Chugiak, Alaska, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, strike out lines 1 to 15, inclusive, 
and insert: 

“Sec. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for the 
sale of public lands to a nonprofit corpora- 
tion or nonprofit association under the act 
of June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d Cong., 
2d sess.): Provided, That the conveyance 
hereby authorized shall not include any land 
covered by a valid existing right initiated 
under the public land laws, or a valid pos- 
sessory right based upon section 8 of the act 
of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 of 
the act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), or 
section 27 of the act of June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 
321; 48 U. S. C., sec. 356): Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any of the provisions 
of this act, the Secretary shall convey the 
lands to the Community Club of Chugiak, 
Alaska, only if the organization pays the 
price fixed by the Secretary within 5 years 
after notification by the Secretary of the 
price.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


SALE OF CERTAIN LAND IN ALASKA 
TO THE ALASKA EVANGELIZATION 
SOCIETY OF LEVELOCK, ALASKA 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill 
(H. R. 2010) to authorize the sale of cer- 
tain land in Alaska to the Alaska Evan- 
gelization Society, of Levelock, Alaska, 
for missionary purposes, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, strike out all after line 15, over to 
and including line 2 on page 3, and insert: 

“Sec. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for the 
sale of public lands to a nonprofit corpora- 
tion or nonprofit association under the act of 
June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d Cong., 2d 
sess.) : Provided, That the conveyance hereby 
authorized shall not include any land covered 
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by a valid existing right initiated under the 
public land laws, or a valid possessory right 
based upon section 8 of the act of May 17, 
1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 of the act of 
March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), or section 27 
of the act of June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 321; 48 
U. S. C., sec. 356): Provided further, That 
notwithstanding any of the provisions of this 
act, the Secretary shall convey the lands to 
the Alaska Evangelization Society only if the 
organization pays the price fixed by the Sec- 
retary within 5 years after notification by the 
Secretary of the price.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


PUBLIC-SCHOOL FACILITIES AT 
KLAMATH INDIAN RESERVATION 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(H. R. 7290) to authorize an appropri- 
ation for the construction of certain 
public-school facilities on the Klamath 
Indian Reservation at Chiloquin, Oreg., 
with a Senate amendment and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert “That there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated the sum of $206,880 to be 
used by the Secretary of the Interior for as- 
sisting the Klamath County School District 
in constructing and equipping new public- 
school facilities, which shall include an ele- 
mentary school site, school building, and 
necessary equipment, on the Klamath In- 
dian Reservation at Chiloquin, Klamath 
County, Oreg: 

“Sec. 2. The expenditure of any money 
appropriated pursuant to the first section of 
this act shall be subject to the express con- 
ditions that (1) 40 percent of the cost of 
such facilities shall be paid by the Klamath 
County School District; (2) such facilities 
shall be available to all Indian children of 
the district on the same terms, except as 
to payment from Federal funds of tuition 
of Indian children under Federal supervision, 
as other children of the district; (3) the cost 
of preparing the plans and specifications for 
such facilities, to be furnished by the local 
or State authorities, shall be paid out of the 
appropriation authorized in this act in the 
same proportion as the building costs; (4) 
upon the approval of such plans and speci- 
fications by the Secretary of the Interior, 
the actual work shall proceed under the 
supervision of such local authority; and (5) 
payment for the work completed shall be 
made monthly on vouchers properly certi- 
fied by the local officials of the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs.” 


Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, will the gentleman 
explain the bill? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The other 
body passed the bill rearranging the 
names of the tribes. I hope the gentle- 
men will not ask me to go into that. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 
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The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN ALASKA 
TO HOSPITAL GROUP 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(H. R. 2009) to authorize the sale of cer- 
tain land in Alaska to the Ninilchik Hos- 
pital Association, of Ninilchik, Alaska, 
for the use as a hospital site and related 
purposes, with a Senate amendment and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 2, strike out all after line 4, over to 
and including line 7 on page 3, and insert: 

“Sec. 2. Such conveyance shall be subject 
to the terms and conditions provided for the 
sale of public lands to a nonprofit corpora- 
tion or nonprofit association under the act 
of June 4, 1954 (Public Law 387, 83d Cong., 
2d sess.): Provided, That the conveyance 
hereby authorized shall not include any land 
covered by a valid existing right initiated 
under the public land laws, or a valid pos- 
sessory right based upon section 8 of the act 
of May 17, 1884 (23 Stat. 24), section 14 of 
the act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), or 
section 27 of the act of June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 
321; 48 U. S. C. sec. 356): Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any of the provisions 
of this act, the Secretary shall convey the 
lands to the Ninilchik Hospital Association 
only if the association pays the price fixed 
by the Secretary within 5 years after noti- 
fication by the Secretary of the price.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


CONTROL AND EXTINGUISHMENT 
OF UNDERGROUND COAL FIRES 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(H. R. 270) to provide for the control 
and extinguishment of outcrop and 
underground fires in coal formations, 
and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 3, line 14, after 
„(a).“ 

* 3. Iine 21, strike out (a)“ and in- 
sert (1).“ 

Page 4, line 1, strike out (b)“ and insert 
“(2)” 

Page 4, after line 3, insert: 

“(b) The Secretary of the Interior shall 
require in connection with any project for 
the control or extinguishment of fires in 
any inactive coal mine on any lands not 
owned or controlled by the United States 
or any of its agencies, except where such 
project is necessary for the protection of 
lands or other property owned or controlled 
by the United States or any of its agencies, 
(1) that the State or person owning or con- 
trolling such lands contribute on a match- 
ing basis 50 percent of the cost of planning 
and executing such project, or (2), if such 


“Sec. 5.”, insert 
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State or person furnishes evidence satisfac- 
tory to the Secretary of the Interior of an 
inability to make the matching contribu- 
tion herein provided for, that such State or 
person pay to the Government, within such 
period of time as the Secretary of the In- 
terior shall determine, an amount equal to 
50 percent of the cost of planning and 
executing such project. At least 75 per- 
cent of the funds expended in any fiscal 
year, from any appropriation available to 
carry out the purposes of this act, in con- 
nection with projects for the control or ex- 
tinguishment of fires in inactive coal mines 
where such action is not necessary for the 
protection of lands or other property owned 
or controlled by the United States or any of 
its agencies, shall be expended in conform- 
ity with clause (1) of this subsection.” 

Page 4, line 8, after “act”, insert “of 1949.” 

Page 5, line 10, strike out all after “fund” 
down to and including “require,” in line 12 
and insert to be disbursed by the Secretary 
of the Treasury upon certification by the 
Secretary of the Interior in accordance with 
the terms of the grant.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


CREATION OF NATIONAL MONU- 
MENT COMMISSION 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 
6455) to create a National Monument 
Commission, and for other purposes, with 
a Senate amendment and concur in the 
Senate amendment, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, line 15, after “Arts”, insert “, and 
thereafter submitted to Congress for legisla- 
tive authorizations.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was coh- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


TO FACILITATE ACQUISITION OF 
FEDERAL LANDS 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 
6814) to facilitate the acquisition of non- 
Federal land within areas of the National 
Park System, and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendments and concur in 
the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 4, strike out areas“ and in- 
sert “existing boundaries.” 

Page 1, line 4, strike out “the” where it 
appears the second time and insert “any.” 

Page 1, line 4, strike out System.“ 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to 
facilitate the acquisition of non-Federal 
land within the existing boundaries of any 
national park, and for other purposes.” 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


EXCHANGE OF FACILITIES IN GLA- 
CIER AND GRAND CANYON NA- 
TIONAL PARKS 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
return to the Consent Calendar and con- 
sider the bill (H. R. 10074) to authorize 
the replacement of certain Government- 
owned utility facilities at Glacier Na- 
tional Park, Mont., and Grand Canyon 
National Park, Ariz. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
an identical Senate bill (S. 3816) to au- 
thorize the replacement of certain Gov- 
ernment-owned utility facilities at Gla- 
cier National Park, Mont., and Grand 
Canyon National Park, Ariz., be consid- 
ered in lieu of the House bill. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, will the gentleman 
explain the bill? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The bill 
authorizes replacement of certain Gov- 
ernment-owned facilities in Glacier Na- 
tional Park, Mont. The gentleman from 
Montana [Mr. D’Ewart] is familiar with 
the bill, and I will ask him to explain it. 

Mr. DEWART. This bill was intro- 
duced at the request of the National Park 
Service because a year ago we passed 
legislation having to do with certain 
management policies in the park. In 
that bill the word “exchange” was left 
out. We now find that they want to ex- 
change certain telephone lines and elec- 
tric lines for REA services in Glacier Na- 
tional Park and in Grand Canyon Na- 
tional Park. This bill permits the 
exchange with the approval of the Sec- 
retary of these facilities so that the REA 
can come into these two areas. 

Mr. GAVIN. How much land would be 
involved? 

Mr. D'EWART. No land is involved 
whatever. It has to do only with 
utilities. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, is 
there any private enterprise in this 
at all? 

Mr. D'EWART. My understanding is 
that these are exchanges so that the REA 
can come in. I am not sure who owns 
the lines, but I think the National Park 
Service owns them. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. It is the 
Government turning the mover to REA? 

Mr. D'EWART. That is true. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 
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The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purpose of 
facilitating the installation of adequate 
electric and communication facilities at 
Glacier National Park and Grand Canyon 
National Park, the Secretary of the In- 
terior is authorized to exchange, on an equal 
value basis, the existing inadequate facilities 
at these parks for more modern and efficient 
facilities. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, 

A similar House bill (H. R. 10074) was 
laid on the table. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


PREPARATION OF ROLLS OF CER- 
TAIN PERSONS OF INDIAN BLOOD 
(OREGON) 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s desk the bill 
(H. R. 4118) to authorize the prepara- 
tion of rolls of persons of Indian blood 
whose ancestors were members of cer- 
tain tribes or bands in the State of 
Oregon, and to provide for per capita 
distribution of funds arising from cer- 
tain judgments in favor of such tribes 
or bands, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 5, strike out all after “the” 
where it appears the second time down to 
and including “Oregon” in line 8 and insert 
“Molel or Molallalas Tribe of Oregon and 
of the Confederated Bands of the Umpqua 
Tribe of Indians and the Calappoias resid- 
ing in the Umpqua Valley, and of the Tilla- 
mook, Coquille, Tootootoney, and Chetco 
Tribes of Oregon,” 

Page 2, line 13, strike out “115 Ct. Cl. 463” 
and insert “119 C. Cls, 835.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


AUTHORIZING SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR TO CONSTRUCT, OPER- 
ATE, AND MAINTAIN THE WASH- 
ITA RIVER BASIN RECLAMATION 
PROJECT, OKLAHOMA 


Mr. WICKERSHAM,. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to return to No. 
571 on the Consent Calendar, and for the 
immediate consideration of the bill (S. 
118) to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct, operate, and main- 
tain the Washita River Basin reclama- 
tion project, Oklahoma. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Has the gentleman 
conferred with the objectors in refer- 
ence to this matter? 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
have talked to the objectors about this 
bill. 
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Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, under 
the circumstances I will have to object. 
I do not see any of the gentlemen who 
objected here at the moment. 


AUTHORIZING SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR TO ISSUE PATENTS FOR 
CERTAIN PUBLIC LANDS IN MON- 
ROE COUNTY, MICH. 


Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to return to No. 564 
on the Consent Calendar, and for the 
immediate consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 9790) to amend the act of June 
30, 1948, so as to extend for 5 additional 
years the authority of the Secretary of 
the Interior to issue patents for certain 
public lands in Monroe County, Mich., 
held under color of title. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled 
“An act authorizing the Secretary of the 
Interior to issue patents for lands held under 
color of title,” approved June 30, 1948 (Pub- 
lic Law 856, 80th Cong.), as amended, is 
amended by striking out “within 6 years after 
passage of this act” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “within 11 years after passage of 
this act.” 

SEC. 2, The amendment made by the first 
section of this act shall take effect as of 
June 29, 1954. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 8, strike out “eleven” and 
insert seven.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to amend the act of June 30, 
1948, so as to extend for 1 year the au- 
thority of the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue patents for certain public lands 
in Monroe County, Mich., held under 
color of title.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. HINSHAW asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 30 
minutes today, following the legislative 
program and any special orders here- 
tofore entered. 

Mr. SPRINGER asked and was given 
permission to address the House today 
for 20 minutes, following any special 
orders heretofore entered. 


KLAMATH COUNTY, STATE OF 
OREGON 


Mr. COON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to take from the Speak- 
er’s desk the bill (H. R. 8020) authoriz- 
ing the transfer of certain property of 
the United States Government in Klam- 
ath County, Oreg., to the State of Oregon, 
with Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 4, line 18, strike out all after “of” 
down to and including line 21 and insert 
“section 203 (d) (2) (D) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended (40 U. S. C., 484 (k) (2) 
(D)).” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ore- 
gon? 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, will the gentleman 
explain what this is about? 

Mr. COON. The Senate amendment 
just states the new provision of the law. 

Mr. GAVIN. What does the House 
bill involve? 

Mr. COON. The House bill is to 
transfer a small piece of property to 
the National Guard Association of Ore- 
gon to build an Armory at Glen Falls. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


CLINT LEWIS 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 1514) for 
the relief of Clint Lewis, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 


Page 2, line 1, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, may I ask what this 
bill is about? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. The amend- 
ment provides that no attorney’s fees 
shall be paid. 

Mr. CELLER. What does it refer to? 
What is the subject matter generally? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. It is a bill for 
the relief of Clint Lewis, of Texas, in the 
sum of $200. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


FRANK L. PEYTON 


Mr. REED of Ilinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 2024) for 
the relief of Frank L. Peyton with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, lines 1 and 2, strike out “in excess 
of 10 percent thereof.” 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Tilinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


JULIO MERCADO TOLEDO 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H, R. 2615) for 
the relief of Julio Mercado Toledo with 
Senate amendments thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 5, after “to”, insert “the es- 
tate of.” 


Page 1, line 11, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from IMi- 
nois? 

There was no objection, 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


DONALD JAMES DARMODY 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 2645) for 
the relief of Donald James Darmody, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 2, line 8, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Nli- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


ESTHER E. ELLICOTT 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 2791) for 
the relief of Esther E. Ellicott with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 2, line 4, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


FLOYD C. BARBER 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 2815) for 
the relief of Floyd C. Barber with Senate 
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amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 


The Clerk read the Senate amend-. 


ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 5, strike out “$1,853” and in- 
sert “$1,596.38.” 

Page 2, line 1, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


MRS. ROSALINE SPAGNOLA 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 2881) for 
the relief of Mrs. Rosaline Spagnola 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, lines 1 and 2, strike out “in excess 
of 10 percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? : 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


ESTHER SMITH 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 3008) for 
the relief of Esther Smith with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 2, line 1, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


E. C. MILLS 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 3216) 
for the relief of E. C. Mills, with a Sen- 
ate amendment thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 1, line 11, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to ask 
the distinguished gentleman, the chair- 
man of the Judiciary Committee, if this 
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is going to be the future and continuing 
policy on all of these claim bills? It is 
my understanding that the subcommit- 
tee and the full Committee on the Judi- 
ciary have reported these claim bills with 
the usual 10 percent attorney fee proviso, 
but when they reach the Senate commit- 
tee certain Members of the other body 
write this amendment in each claims bill 
which prohibits the payment of any at- 
torney’s fee. Although the House author- 
ized it, the Senate will not, and we have 
to go along. It is my information that 
within the last few days injunctive pro- 
ceedings have been filed in the Federal 
Court for the Middle District of Tennes- 
see, questioning the constitutionality of 
a similar rider as here proposed, as im- 
pairing the obligation of contracts. Sup- 
pose a lawyer has already entered into 
an agreement with a client relative to 
a reasonable fee for assistance on a claim 
and he does a substantial amount of work 
upon it and later this rider is attached 
to the bill, are we not thus impairing a 
private contract entered into between 
a client and a lawyer? It is a most un- 
usual precedent, a most unusual pro- 
cedure to insist upon these no-fee riders. 
It is my information also that the Treas- 
ury Department and the Office of the So- 
licitor of the Treasurer of the United 
States do not think it good practice, and 
state that those who oppose this proce- 
dure have a very good point in raising the 
question. I wonder whether we will con- 
tinue to yield to 1 or 2 members of the 
Judiciary Subcommittee of the other 
body insisting on these riders being at- 
tached to these claims, I am just asking 
for information. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. It is a limita- 
tion, of course, upon an appropriation, 
and so far we have not been able to come 
to any agreement with the Senate re- 
garding these riders. We hope to be 
able to at the next session. We have not 
been able to do so thus far. All these 
private bills would be held up if we did 
not agree. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker, further re- 
serving the right to object, may not the 
court authorize and provide for a fee, 
upon a hearing in these cases? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. I do not know 
that these cases will come before a court. 

Mr. FORRESTER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EVINS. I yield to my distin- 
guished friend. 

Mr. FORRESTER. I should like to 
ask my distinguished chairman if we 
are not down to this point in this situ- 
ation, that irrespective of what is going 
to be done in the future, if these bills are 
to pass at this session of Congress, we 
will have to accede to the position taken 
by the Senate in this matter. The 
remedy, if there is any, is that if anyone 
has a bill providing for attorney’s fees 
and they do not want the bill passed 
with the provision for attorney’s fees 
stricken, they can get up and say so. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. That is correct. 

Mr. FORRESTER. But there are 
many other bills here where, as a matter 
of fact, no attorney’s fees are involved. 
We on the Committee on the Judiciary 
find ourselves in these closing days in 
the situation where, if we do not agree 
with the Senate committee, whether they 


14299 


are right or wrong, the bills simply can- 
not be passed. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. The gentleman 
is absolutely correct. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker, I feel that 
this is a very bad practice and precedent, 
that one or two Members of the other 
body can override the views of a sub- 
committee or the full Committee on the 
Judiciary or the wish of the House. I 
think the conferees should object to a 
continuation of this practice. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EVINS. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I should 
like to join in what my colleague has said 
in reference to this matter, and I should 
like to ask the gentleman this question. 
Are these bills so framed that they can- 
not allow any attorney's fees? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. The Senate pro- 
viso is to the effect that no part of the 
amount appropriated in excess of 10 per- 
cent shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. And that 
is stricken out? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. That is right. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. There- 
fore, it would be illegal for any attorney 
to charge any fee. It would be in viola- 
tion of the law? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. That is right. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Over a 
period of years we have had a uniform 
practice of limiting attorney’s fees so 
that a person could not be gouged by an 
. could not be taken advantage 
of. 

Mr. REED of IIlinois. That is correct. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I think 
there should be some means of providing 
that an attorney’s fees should be mod- 
erate. I do not think we should attempt 
to abandon the practice of setting a rea- 
sonable attorney’s fee. I am not going 
to object now, but it seems to me, with 
all the time that we have here, that we 
might work out some agreement, even 
before this Congress adjourns, on this 
matter. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Evins] 
yield to me? 

Mr. EVINS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. The way these bills 
are worded, as I interpret them, they 
would only bar the attorney from receiv- 
ing pay for services in connection with 
getting the particular claim through; 
that is, the services rendered in connec- 
tion with this particular claim. If the 
attorney rendered services other than in 
connection with getting the bill through 
Congress, I should think he would be 
eligible for compensation by his client. 
This bill says that no part of the money 
can be used to pay the attorney. 

Mr. EVINS. In other words, if a 
claimant had moneys other than the 
moneys provided in the bill, he could pay 
the attorney with those “other mon- 
eys”’—moneys not here authorized or ap- 
propriated? 

Mr. KEATING. I should think that 
is so. I might say to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Evtns] that I know 
that the clerk of the Committee on the 
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Judiciary followed the practice with ref- 
erence to one of these bills in which I 
was personally interested of calling me 
to find out whether I objected to the 
Senate action. I am quite sure that in 
other cases he has done the same. As 
was said, if any Member who had a bill 
in objected to the elimination of that 
phrase by the Senate, he would have 
that opportunity, I feel sure. It is quite 
true what the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. FORRESTER] has said, that the only 
way we can get these bills through in 
this session is by agreeing with the Sen- 
ate amendments. I quite agree with the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Evins] 
that it is a matter that we should take 
up with the Committee on the Judiciary 
in the other body and try to iron out 
some of the differences that are involved. 

Mr. EVINS. I appreciate the gentle- 
man’s views. I rather think that it is 
the feeling of the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary and of the House that this prac- 
tice of inserting this rider should not 
be continued. As I have indicated, a pe- 
tition is now pending in Federal district 
court questioning the constitutionality 
and legality of this prohibitive rider on 
a claims bill previously passed. I think 
this should be called to the attention of 
the Members. Under the circumstances, 
I shall not object at this time, but I feel 
that the practice should not be con- 
tinued. 

Mr. GROSS. Further reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, this would 
not preclude a private contractual rela- 
tion between a client and a lawyer? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. I cannot see 
that it would. 

Mr. GROSS. Not being a lawyer, I 
wonder what these lawyers do charge. 
Can the gentleman tell me? 

I withdraw my reservation of objec- 
tion, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


MRS. FLORENCE D. GRIMSHAW 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 3217) for 
the relief of Mrs. Florence D. Grimshaw, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Line 11, after “insurance”, insert“: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appropri- 
ated in this act shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be unlaw- 
ful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provi- 
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty of 
a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from Ili- 
nois? 
There was no objection, 
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The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


EDGAR A. BELLEAU, SR. 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 3273) for 
the relief of Edgar A. Belleau, Sr., with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Line 6, strike out “$1,209” 
“$1,101.75.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


and insert 


CATHERINE (CATHRINA) D. 
PILGARD 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 3732) 
for the relief of Catherine (Cathrina) D. 
Pilgard, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Line 14, after “to” where it appears the 
second time, insert: “the date of application 
filed following date of.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


FRANK G. KOCH 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 3951) for 
the relief of Frank G. Koch, with a Sen- 
ate amendment thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 2, line 5, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 


in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


CHARLES R. LOGAN 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 4175) for 
the relief of Charles R. Logan, with Sen- 
ate amendments thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$800” and insert 
“$2,799.93.” 

Page 2, line 5, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


HUNTINGTON, McLAREN & CO. 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 4329) for 
the relief of Huntington, McLaren & Co., 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 1, lines 11 and 12, strike out “in ex- 
cess of 10 percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 


There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


FREDERICK JOSEPH BUTTACCIO 
AND OTHERS 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H, R. 4474) for 
the relief of Frederick Joseph Buttaccio 
and others, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 2, line 7, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


LYMAN CHALKLEY 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 4531) for 
the relief of Lyman Chalkley, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. > 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, line 3, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 
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FLORIDA HOSPITAL 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 4580) for 
the relief of the Florida Hospital, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, line 3, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


PETRA RUIZ MARTINEZ AND MAR- 
CELO MAYSONET MIRELL AND 
MARIA BENITEZ MAYSONET MI- 
RELL 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 5028) for 
the relief of Petra Ruiz Martinez and 
Marcelo Maysonet Mirell and Maria Be- 
nitez Maysonet Mirell, with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, lines 6 and 7, strike out “Marcelo 
Maysonet Mirell, and Maria Benitez de May- 
sonet Mirell“ and insert Mr. and Mrs. Mar- 
celo Maysonet Mirell.” 

Page 1, line 10, strike out “Juan Gilbert 
Maysonet Benitez” and insert “Juan Gilberto 
Maysonet Benitez.” 

Page 2, lines 1 and 2, strike out “when they 
were struck by a United States Army truck” 
and insert “in an accident involving a United 
States Army truck, which occurred.” 

Page 2, lines 4 and 5, strike out “in excess 
of 10 percent thereof.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act for 
the relief of Petra Ruiz Martinez and Mr. 
and Mrs. Marcelo Maysonet Mirell.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


GEORGE ELDRED MORGAN 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 5086) for 
the relief of George Eldred Morgan, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, line 2, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 
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ROBERT LEON ROHR 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk (H. R. 5092) for the re- 
lief of Robert Leon Rohr, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, line 1, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. REED]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


a — 


MRS. DOROTHY J. WILLIAMS 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk (H. R. 5093) for the relief 
of Mrs. Dorothy J. Williams, widow of 
Melvin Edward Williams, with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 


Line 9, after “duty”, insert “: Provided, 
That no part of any proceeds paid as the 
result of the enactment of this legislation 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by 
any agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act for 
the relief of the survivors of Melvin Edward 
Williams.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois IMr, REED]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


CHANCY C. NEWSOM 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk (H. R. 5460) for the re- 
lief of Chancy C. Newsom, with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert “That the Secretary of the 
Treasury is authorized and directed to pay, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, (1) to the legal guardian 
of Susan M. Newsom, a minor, the sum of 
$17,473, in full satisfaction of all claims 
against the United States for personal and 
permanent injuries, pain and suffering, 
facial and other physical disfigurement sus- 
tained by the said Susan M. Newscm on 
February 21, 1952, when she was severely 
burned by the explosion of an oil switch at 
Camp Wood, Kumamoto, Kyushu, Japan, and 
(2) to Chancy C. Newsom, of 28 Northwest 
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36 Court, Miami, Fla., father of the said Su- 
san M. Newsom, the sum of $327, in full 
satisfaction of his claim against the United 
States for reimbursement for hospital and 
other expenses incurred by him on account 
of the injuries so sustained by the said Su- 
san M. Newsom: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated by this act shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any per- 
son violating the provisions of this act shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act for 
the relief of Chancy C. Newsom and the 
legal guardian of Susan M. Newsom, a minor.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


WAH CHANG CORP. 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk (H. R. 5461) with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert “That notwithstanding any statute of 
limitations, lapse of time, or any prior court 
decision on this claim by any court of the 
United States, jurisdiction is hereby con- 
ferred upon the United States Court of 
Claims to hear, determine, and render judg- 
ment on the claim of Wah Chang Corp., 
against the United States for compensation 
for loss of property and for removal expenses 
incurred as a result of the acquisition in the 
year 1942 by the United States for military 
purposes of pier No. 13, New York foreign 
trade zone, Staten Island, N. Y., which had 
theretofore been leased by said Wah Chang 
Corp., and upon which the said Wah Chang 
Corp., had erected and maintained a tung- 
sten processing plant. 

“Sec. 2. Suit upon such claim may be in- 
stituted hereunder not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this act: 
Provided, however, That nothing contained in 
this act shall be construed as an inference of 
liability on the part of the United States 
Government.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to 
confer jurisdiction upon the United States 
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and ren- 
der judgment on the claim of Wah Chang 
Corp., against the United States.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


ROCCO FORGIONE 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 5489) for 
the relief of Rocco Forgione, with Sen- 
ate amendment thereto and concur in 
the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 2, line 7, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


HAROLD E. WAHLBERG 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 5986) for 
the relief of Harold E. Wahlberg, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Page 2, line 3, after “amended”, insert: 
Provided, That no part of any proceeds paid 
as the result of the enactment of this legisla- 
ticn shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of serv- 
ices rendered in connection with this claim, 
and the same shall be unlawful, any con- 
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any 
person violating any of the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


JAMES PHILIP COYLE 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 6332) for 
the relief of James Philip Coyle, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Line 9, after “1938.", insert Current ap- 
plicable appropriations shall be available for 


the payment of any claims resulting from 
the enactment of this act”. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


CAPT. C. R. MacLEAN 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 6562) for 
the relief of Capt. C. R. MacLean, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 2, line 1, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


DANIEL D. POLAND 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 6566) for 
the relief of Daniel D. Poland, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, line 3, strike out all after “act” 
down to and including “act” in line 5. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


HAROLD J. DAVIS 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 7413) for 
the relief of Harold J. Davis, with Sen- 
ate amendments thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, lines 9 and 10, strike out “on the 
8d and 4th of July” and insert “on or about 
the 3d or 4th day of June.” 

Page 2, line 3, strike out “medical expenses 
shall” and insert “hospital and medical ex- 
penses actually incurred shall,” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


S. SGT. FRANK C. MAXWELL 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 7835) for 
the relief of S. Sgt. Frank C. Maxwell, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, line 2, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ili- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


CITY OF FORT SMITH, ARK. 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
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Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 8252) for 
the relief of the city of Fort Smith, Ark., 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, lines 1 and 2, strike out “in excess 
of 10 percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


MRS. CECIL NORTON BROY 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table (H. R. 7886) for the re- 
lief of Mrs. Cecil Norton Broy, together 
with Senate amendments, disagree to 
the Senate amendments, and ask for a 
conference. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees: Mr. Jonas of Illinois, Mr. Bur- 
DICK, and Mr. FORRESTER. 


ARTHUR S, ROSICHAN—CONFER- 
ENCE REPORT 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
call up the conference report on the bill 
(H. R. 3522) for the relief of Arthur S. 
Rosichan, and I ask unanimous consent 
that the statement of the managers on 
the part of the House be read in lieu of 
the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2575) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3522) for the relief of Arthur S. Rosichan, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment and agree to the same. 

EDGAR A. JONAS, 

WILLIAM E. MILLER, 

THOMAS J. LANE, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


ALEXANDER WILEY, 

JOHN M. BUTLER, 

OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 3522) for the relief 
of Arthur S. Rosichan submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: 
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The bill as passed the House would re- 
lieve Arthur S. Rosichan, of Buffalo, N. Y., 
of all liability to pay to the United States the 
sum of $1,935.85, said amount representing 
sums disbursed by him while he was em- 
ployed from September 1, 1933, through De- 
cember 31, 1934, as disbursing agent for the 
District of Columbia Transient Service of the 
Federal Emergency Relief Administration, 
In the settlement of the accounts of any 
officer of the United States or the District of 
Columbia, full credit shall be given for any 
amount for which liability is relieved by this 
act. 

The Senate amended the bill by reducing 
the amount to which Mr, Rosichan would be 
relieved of to the sum of $659.85. At the 
conference the Senate conferees concurred in 
the House action, and receded from its 
amendment. 

EDGAR A. JONAS, 

WILLIAM E, MILLER, 

THOMAS J. LANE, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


STATEHOOD FOR HAWAII 


Mrs. FARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute, and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Hawaii? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. FARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 56 
years ago today Hawaii voluntarily be- 
came a part of the United States of 
America. I would be derelict in my duty 
to the people of Hawaii if I did not speak 
to the issue closest to their hearts on this 
day when the people of Hawaii volun- 
tarily became a part of the United States 
of America, especially since the question 
was raised in a slight colloquy between 
the able chairman of the House Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee, the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Nebraska, 
and the masterful leader of the minority, 
the distinguished gentleman from Texas, 
on the floor on Tuesday. 

I will not present any arguments for 
statehood for Hawaii. Those have al- 
ready been presented to you in this ses- 
sion by my late husband more eloquently 
than I could ever offer them to you and 
so convincingly that two-thirds of you 
have already voted for the bill. 

The Hawaiian statehood bill went 
from this House to the Senate and was 
returned with the Alaskan amendment. 

Those who oppose Hawaiian statehood 
have momentarily stopped the progress 
of the measure. Although, we of Hawaii, 
are bitterly disappointed we acknowledge 
that those who oppose us are enjoying 
a momentary success. But this parlia- 
mentary maneuver, plus the death of my 
husband who gave his life for this cause, 
have inspired the people of Hawaii to 
greater zeal than ever before to carry 
on our fight until victory is achieved. 

Meanwhile, may I suggest that it would 
be an act of courage upon the part of 
those who have won the battle to send 
this bill to conference despite their fears, 
for I can assure you it is far too late for 
us to win the war in this session, 
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It would be an act of vision because, 
even at this late hour, it would tell the 
freedom-loving peoples of Asia, who are 
engaged in a great struggle against com- 
munism, that we Americans do practice 
what we preach. 

Hawaii is the lighthouse of democracy 
in the Pacific. That lighthouse is being 
watched day by day by freemen in Asia 
to guide them to their rightful destiny 
while the Communists of Asia hope that 
that light will go out so that freedom 
may perish on our rockbound shores. 

Why else did Madame Chiang Kai- 
shek, Syngman Rhee, and many other 
crusaders for freedom in Asia, imme- 
diately send messages of sympathy to me 
when the leader of this crusade was 
taken? We spend billions to try to stop 
the wars in Asia. Thousands of our own 
boys have given their lives in Korea, 
when without the expenditure of one 
penny or the cost of one precious life, 
statehood for Hawaii would accomplish 
far, far more for peace. 

It would be an act of integrity to send 
this bill to conference because it would 
indicate that statesmen—and I believe 
my colleagues to be statesmen—are run- 
ning the Government of the United 
States. The voice of the Nation, through 
its duly elected representatives in both 
the Senate and the House by a two- 
thirds vote in each body, has spoken. 
For a willful few to deny the people a 
final opportunity to vote on this measure 
by holding it from conference is not 
democracy in action. It is a declaration 
to all the world that we, who profess to 
be the champions of freemen every- 
where, deny the very freedoms we claim 
to cherish. 

Our President, once elected, must be 
our trusted leader if freedom is to sur- 
vive. He has repeatedly, and again this 
past week, urged the leaders of this Con- 
gress to resolve the issue of Hawaiian 
statehood. Can we do less than find a 
way to send this bill to conference now? 

It may be too late to hope for action in 
the Senate. But at least the House of 
Representatives can adjourn, secure in 
the knowledge that a nation, run by 
statesmen, can long endure. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON AGRICUL- 
TURAL BILL (H. R. 9680) 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the conferees 
on the bill H. R. 9680, the agricultural 
bill, may have until midnight Saturday 
night to file a conference report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 


ADJOURNMENT OVER 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 
noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 
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GUESTS IN THE VISITORS GALLERY 


Mr. REAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REAMS. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
happy privileges of membership in this 
House of Representatives is to be host 
to our guests in the gallery. There are 
many of us here who, observing a session 
of this legislative body from the gallery, 
were inspired to plan to become a Mem- 
ber of Congress. Thousands of other 
citizens and visitors from abroad have 
had a better understanding and greater 
appreciation for the problems that faced 
the Nation because they have been 
guests in the gallery of this House. 

There are rules that are necessary for 
the conduct of our visitors. These have 
never been published or circulated to the 
Members. Oftentimes when guests vio- 
late the rules with reference to reading, 
or applause, or other demonstrations, 
they are greatly embarrassed when their 
attention is called to it. I am convinced 
that very rarely have any of our guests 
in the gallery intentionally violated the 
rules under which they are permitted to 
visit with us during our sessions. It has 
seemed to me for some time that we 
should furnish them with a copy of the 
few simple rules which they are asked to 
observe when they enter the gallery of 
this Chamber. 

We issue to them visitors’ cards which 
are entirely blank on the reverse side. 
May I suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, or to 
the proper committee responsible for this 
matter, that on the reverse side of the 
guest card some such statement as the 
following be printed: 

Guests of Members seated in the gallery 
will please observe these rules: 

(1) Speak quietly if conversation is neces- 
sary. 

(2) Reading is not allowed. 

(3) Applause or demonstration of any 
kind is prohibited. 

We hope that you will enjoy your visit 
with us. 


There may be other rules which should 
be added. I offer these as a sugges- 
tion. 

I am quite sure that this will prevent 
our guests being embarrassed by unwit- 
tingly violating the rules and curtail the 
necessity of its being called to their at- 
tention. 


INTERIM AUTHORITY TO THE 
SPEAKER AND THE CLERK OF 
THE HOUSE 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that notwithstand- 
ing the adjournment of the House until 
Monday next, the Clerk be authorized to 
receive messages from the Senate and 
that the Speaker be authorized to sign 
any enrolled bills and joint resolutions 
duly passed by the two Houses and found 
truly enrolled. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 
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FARM AND RETAIL FOOD PRICES 


Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr, 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I think one phase of our con- 
gressional work has been overlooked, 
by us, and this deals with a problem that 
should receive the careful consideration 
of the Congress as well as the executive 
department of the Government. The 
House Agriculture Committee referred 
to this problem from the viewpoint of 
the farmer and I commend this com- 
mittee for these timely remarks. 

I have reference to the failure of retail 
prices of food commodities to fall in 
accordance with production levels. 

Congress has had many investigations 
in the course of the last several months. 
None of these investigations have fo- 
cused the spotlight of pitiless publicity 
upon the fact that prices of agricultural 
commodities are falling without a com- 
pensating fall in the prices of these same 
commodities to the consumer. In other 
words, the farmer is getting less for his 
product, but the public is not benefiting 
from the softening of farm prices. 
Somewhere between the producer of 
food and the housewife who buys in the 
grocery store, someone steps in to ab- 
sorb almost every price reduction. In 
other words, to put the matter differ- 
ently, retail prices are not following pro- 
ducer prices in their downward trend. 

A committee of Congress to investi- 
gate the reason why this anomalous 
Situation is occurring could do excellent 
work. The farmer is being hit hard by 
the drooping of farm prices. Farm 
prices will drop even further; but if the 
farmer is to be forced to accept this 
squeeze caused by lowering of farm 
prices, I certainly think that the con- 
suming public should get the full bene- 
fit of compensating price reductions and 
a committee of Congress for this prob- 
lem could be of great assistance to our 
48 million American families. This com- 
mittee could emphasize to the public the 
heavy losses the farmer is taking and 
at the same time, it could tell the Amer- 
ican public who is making the inordinate 
profit which holds retail prices up on 
stilts. We should name exactly who is 
profiteering and give some data as to 
the exent of the inordinate profit. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS 
TO MILWAUKEE COUNTY, WIS. 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(S. 3393) authorizing the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs to convey certain 
property to Milwaukee County, Wis. I 
may say that this has been cleared with 
the leadership. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
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The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs is authorized and di- 
rected to convey to Milwaukee County, Wis., 
for use for highway, motor vehicle parking, 
and recreational purposes all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to a 
tract of 28 acres of land, more or less, to- 
gether with structures thereon, constituting 
a portion of the reservation of the Veterans’ 
Administration Center, Wood, Wis., and situ- 
ated along the southwesterly boundary of 
certain land conveyed to Milwaukee County 
by the Administrator pursuant to the act of 
September 1, 1949 (63 Stat. 683), and de- 
scribed therein as parcel II. The exact le- 
gal description of the land to be conveyed 
shall be determined by the Administrator or 
his designate and, in the event that a sur- 
vey is required in order to make such de- 
termination, Milwaukee County shall bear 
the expense thereof. 

Sec. 2. The deed of conveyance shall— 

(a) provide that Milwaukee County shall 
construct for the Veterans’ Administration 
two service buildings, a duplex house and 
two-car garage, an animal house (all with 
necessary utilities and service drives), a 
water meter pit, necessary fencing, and a 
service road, all of which construction shall 
be in accordance with plans, and at loca- 
tions on the reservation of the Veterans’ 
Administration Center, Wood, Wis., to be 
mutually agreed upon by the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs or his designate and 
Milwaukee County; 

(b) provide that if Milwaukee County fails 
to use the tract of land so conveyed for high- 
way, motor vehicle parking, and recreational 
purposes or alienates or attempts to alien- 
ate all or any part thereof, title thereto shall 
revert to the United States; and 

(c) contain such additional terms, condi- 
tions, reservations, and restrictions as may 
be determined by the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs to be necessary to protect 
the interests of the United States. 


Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
bill before us, Senate bill 3393, authoriz- 
ing the Administrator of Veterans’ Af- 
fairs to convey certain land to Milwaukee 
County, Wis., will benefit all parties con- 
cerned. 

The Veterans’ Administration Center 
at Wood, Wis., will receive $225,000 
worth of construction and improvements 
under this measure. In return, Mil- 
waukee County will acquire land much 
needed for the completion of our ex- 
pressway, and for the expansion of park- 
ing facilities at the Milwaukee County 
Stadium. 

As all the Members of this august body 
undoubtedly know, our ball team is 
fighting for the National League pen- 
nant, The team has been receiving the 
wholehearted support of the people of 
our city, and will continue to do so. It 
would be a great help if the great 
throngs which drive up to the County 
Stadium each time that the Milwaukee 
Braves are playing at home, had ample 
space to park their automobiles. I am 
certain all sportsmen would favor this. 

The bill before us passed the other 
body just yesterday. In view of the 
scheduled early adjournment, it is im- 
perative that the bill receive the favor- 
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able consideration of this House as ex- 
peditiously as possible. If the bill should 
fail of enactment during this Congress, 
and I earnestly hope that this will not 
occur, our Milwaukee expressway pro- 
gram would be delayed for at least a year. 
This would have a serious effect on our 
city and compound our traffic problems. 

I want to take this opportunity to ex- 
press my appreciation to the leadership 
on both sides of the aisle, and to the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee, the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts, Mrs. EDITH Nourse 
Rocers, for permitting such immediate 
floor action on Senate bill 3393. The 
people of my district, and the people of 
the entire city of Milwaukee, are deeply 
interested in this measure. It is a good 
bill and one of the few pieces of legisla- 
tion through which the Federal Govern- 
ment will benefit by enjoying a net gain. 

I want to urge the membership of this 
sep Mr. Speaker, to allow this bill to 


P The bill was ordered to bo read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF HEARING BY JOINT COMMIT- 
TEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 


Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s desk House Con- 
current Resolution 267, authorizing the 
printing of additional copies of the hear- 
ings held by the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy relative to the contribu- 
tion of atomic energy to medicine, with 
a Senate amendment and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

1 The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
on. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Line 8, strike out 
“twenty-five.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


“fifteen” and insert 


EXTENDING GREETINGS TO THE 
GOLD COAST AND NIGERIA 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the resolution (S. J. 
Res. 183) to extend greetings to the Gold 
Coast and Nigeria. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Whereas it is the policy of the United 
States to encourage efforts toward independ- 
ence and self-government truly expressive of 
the desires of the people and as they show 
their capability to establish and protect free 
institutions; and 

Whereas the continent of Africa is a vital 
part of the free world area; and 

Whereas a revised constitution of the Gold 
Coast was approved on April 29, 1954, and the 
first formal meeting of the legislature of that 
territory under this constitution will take 
place on July 29, 1954; and 
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Whereas a revised constitution of Nigeria 
is expected to be approved during August 
1954, and the first meeting of the federal 
legislature of that territory under this con- 
stitution is expected to take place shortly 
thereafter; and 

Whereas these occasions mark important 
milestones in their progress toward self- 
government and independence: Now, there- 
fore, be it S 

Resolved, etc. That the Congress of the 
United States extend its most cordial greet- 
ings to the representative bodies of the Gold 
Coast and Nigeria on the occasion of the 
first meeting of their legislatures under the 
revised constitutions, in recognition of the 
democratic ideals shared by the United 
States and those territories, and in reaffirma- 
tion of the friendship of the United States 
for the peoples of Africa; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State is 
hereby requested to appoint a United States 
delegation at the appropriate time to repre- 
sent the United States at ceremonies marking 
the achievement of complete self-govern- 
ment for these territories. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was ordered to be read 
a third time, was read the third time, 
and passed, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
transfer my special order for 10 minutes 
today to Monday next following any 
other special orders heretofore entered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE 83D 
CONGRESS 


Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, about 10 
days ago a Member remarked in the well 
of this House that as we approached the 
end of the session, we were getting mel- 
low. As for me, Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think I am any more mellow now than I 
was last January and, in spite of the 
pressure and the work, I am not con- 
scious of any change of emotion, except 
in one respect and that is, Mr. Speaker, 
that ever since the first day of the first 
session of the 83d Congress I have been 
conscious of a mounting sense of admira- 
tion for the majority leadership of this 
House. 

In particular I would like to pay my 
respects and congratulate our majority 
leader the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HALLECK]. Day in and day 
out he has been under pressure, yet has 
always demonstrated self-restraint and 
consideration for opposing viewpoints. 
Under the responsibility of getting leg- 
islation through this House, beset as he 
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was with problems, some of which arose 
from the right side of the aisle and some 
from the left side of the aisle, he has been 
always considerate, forceful, and fair. 

In the light of history, Mr. Speaker, 
the leadership of this House has given 
us what may well prove to be one of the 
greatest legislative programs in the his- 
tory of the Nation. It has been during 
the long and difficult days of achieving 
this program that my admiration for our 
respected and beloved majority leader 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAL- 
LECK] has been mounting and now I can- 
not resist expressing commendation for 
the able and effective manner in which 
he has exercised his duties and respon- 
sibilities. To you, too, Mr. Speaker, for 
your unfailing fairness, cooperation, and 
good programing, as well as to the 
gentleman from Indiana, I offer this sim- 
ple tribute, and I know that my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle share 
this sentiment. Under great leadership 
we have established a record of accom- 
plishment that will go down in the annals 
of the history of this great body with 
lasting credit. 

Mr. COON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
associate my remarks with those of the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr, 
Petty], and also express my admiration 
for the leadership of the House. 

I think our majority leader, the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK], has 
done a most outstanding job. I want to 
say as one who is serving a first term in 
the Congress, that the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] has always had 
time and been willing to help me in the 
many problems that I have taken to him. 
He has assisted me on a number of occa- 
sions. For a man who has the great 
responsibilities which his official duties 
carry, he has been most considerate to 
each and every one of us. Even with the 
daily pressures that he has had upon 
him, still he has had great tolerance and 
patience and has met every situation in 
a most commendable way. It seems to 
me that he has done a magnificent job 
in handling the legislative program that 
has come before us. He has always been 
just and fair and has done this big job in 
such a way that he has won the admi- 
ration and respect of his colleagues. 

And our Speaker, Mr. JOSEPH MARTIN, 
has been untiring in his efforts to get a 
good legislative program for the good of 
all of the people in the United States. 
He has presided ably and with fairness 
to all, and he has always had time to help 
us whenever we asked him for assistance 
or advice. His efforts to get President 
Eisenhower’s program through to com- 
pletion have been outstanding, and he 
has helped greatly in accomplishing our 
legislative aims. We can be justly proud 
of our Speaker of the House. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD, 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, I am most 
happy that the gentleman from Wash- 
ington has taken a few minutes to ex- 
press the feeling of all of us toward our 
Speaker and toward our majority floor 
leader, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HALLECK]. I know that he expresses the 
sentiments and the profound regard 
which each Member of the 83d Congress 
has for them, 

There would be little which I could add 
except to say that in my 4 short years as 
a Member of the House of Representa- 
tives there has never been a time when 
either or both of them would not take 
time out from their extremely busy 
schedules to assist me and help me in 
the problems which I encountered and 
which the people of my district encoun- 
tered. Their assistance to the new 
Members of Congress will be a thing not 
soon forgotten. No finer gentlemen 
have been called upon by their colleagues 
to lead them in the conduct of the Con- 
gress, and their leadership during the 
83d Congress has certainly been admi- 
rable and something for which all of us 
owe them a personal debt of gratitude. 


AMERICA’S FUTURE 


The SPEAKER. Under special order 
heretofore entered, the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. Staccrrs] is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, an- 
other school year has rolled around, but 
not every child will be extended the edu- 
cational opportunity he is entitled to 
under the rights of our Constitution. 

Members of Congress, as well as most 
Americans, are aware of the teacher 
shortage, overcrowded classrooms, lack 
of trained personnel, and so forth. But 
who really seems to care, or who is doing 
anything about it. The teachers are the 
only ones who seem to be crusading to 
right this wrong, but their voice is like 
one out of the wilderness, drowned out 
by those who are seeking selfish personal 
advantages and are not farsighted 
enough to know or to see the future of 
America lies in the strength of the school 
system, 

The greatest resources of any nation 
are its children. Virtually all important 
differences between man today and man 
10,000 years ago are due to education, 
Man is no stronger physically although 
he has a longer span of life due to ad- 
vances in medical science which are, in 
turn, due to education. Scientists tell 
us that man has no greater mental 
capacity than he had 10,000 years ago. 
All his achievements can be accredited 
to education—to knowledge discovered, 
transmitted, and applied. 

Whatever we can do to improve the 
education of our young people will make 
our country stronger and bring its every- 
day practice nearer to its great ideals. 

The first and foremost problem in im- 
proving and even in providing education 
for our young people today, is to make 
scme effort to solve the shortage of 
teachers, The shortage of teachers, 
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coupled with overcrowded classrooms, 
continues to deprive at least 500,000 
pupils of full-time schooling today in our 
country. 

Nearly a hundred years ago, Horace 
Mann, one of our country’s greatest 
teachers, said: 

All the high hopes which I do avowedly 
entertain of a more glorious future for the 
human race are built upon the elevation of 
the teacher‘s profession and the enlargement 
of the teacher’s usefulness. Whatever 
ground of confidence there may be for the 
perpetuation of our civil and religious lib- 
erties; whatever prospect of the elevation of 
our posterity; whatever faith in a more 
glorious future for the world—these aspira- 
tions and this faith depend upon teachers, 
more than upon any, more than upon all 
other human instrumentalities united. 


What can be done by the Congress of 
the United States to help find a solution 
for this shortage of teachers? 

Dr. William G. Carr, executive secre- 
tary of the National Education Associa- 
tion, points out that the task of securing 
a sufficient number of qualified teachers 
is directly affected by four things: The 
economic rewards of teaching; compet- 
ing demands for manpower, both civil- 
ian and military; public attitudes toward 
teaching in comparison with other occu- 
pations and working conditions, includ- 
ing such matters as stability of employ- 
ment and opportunities for growth. 

Of these four, the first—economic re- 
wards of teaching—is by far the most 
important and the one which is keeping 
our young people out of the teaching 
profession and making it impossible for 
some good teachers to remain in the 
profession. 

The public schools, elementary and 
secondary, employed approximately 1 
million teachers in the school year 1953- 
54. Next year, if the usual pattern is 
followed—and we have no reason to be- 
lieve it will not be—nearly one-tenth of 
this total will leave the profession. Such 
a loss of skilled personnel would be re- 
garded as disastrous in most business or- 
ganizations. In education, this loss oc- 
curs year after year among both quali- 
fied and unqualified teachers. 

Can you blame these teachers for 
seeking more money in fields that are 
better paid? 

A high-school principal was looking 
for a man to teach auto shop in his voca- 
tional course. He could not find a quali- 
fied teacher who would not make more 
money working in a garage as a 
mechanic? 

In my own State of West Virginia, the 
average yearly wage of teachers is 
$2,960, and that is the average—some 
are paid as little as $700, and none are 
paid as much as $4,500. Teachers are 
paid by taxpayers, and taxes are already 
too high, the public says. True, county 
‘taxes are high, and it is county taxes in 
general which pay the teachers’ salaries, 
with some State aid. But let us look at 
the salaries of civil-service workers in 
my State, and Government workers are 
not notably overpaid. Civil-service 
Salaries range from $1,742 to $10,330, 
with an average of $4,742. Compared to 
teaching, working for the Government 
as a stenographer, or even as a janitor, 
offers greater opportunities for increased 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


income. I have six children to educate 
in West Virginia. I certainly want them 
to have a good education and an equal 
opportunity with every other man’s 
child, but on the other hand, I want ev- 
ery other man’s child to have an equal 
opportunity with mine. 

We must recognize that manpower 
supply and occupational choices are di- 
rectly affected by salaries. To attract 
and to hold enough qualified teachers, 
salary schedules must be promptly and 
substantially raised. 

The counties cannot do it—many of 
them are already spending as much as 
80 percent of their income on schools— 
the States cannot do it. States with the 
lowest income are using the greatest per- 
centage of their funds for education. 
Federal aid is the only answer. 

Only through Federal aid can teach- 
ers’ salaries be made attractive to the 
type of professional worker you would 
want to influence and mold your child. 
Only through Federal aid can teachers’ 
salaries be made more uniform so that a 
teacher is not worth twice as much in 
California as he is in Arkansas. 

Since 1928 there have been 7 national 
conferences and $7 million spent by the 
Federal Government in surveying our 
schools. Each conference reported there 
was only one solution to make an equal 
education available to every man’s 
child, and that is by Federal equaliza- 
tion. Now this administration has pro- 
posed another conference on top of the 
previous set of seven, which will spend 
more millions and will not report back 
until 1956. 

If we could keep our Nation’s children 
from growing for 2 years, if we could 
give them some sort of pills so that, like 
junior Rip Van Winkles, they would 
sleep for 2 years; maybe the adminis- 
tration’s solution would be the best one. 
It is not, however, a realistic one. 

This year, there was an increase of 
approximately 1,197,000 in enrollments 
in public elementary and secondary 
schools. The 1951 babies will enter the 
first grade in 1957. They constitute an 
all-time new high for an entering class— 
nearly 4 million. Will we be prepared 
for them? 

This is a time for action, not more 
conferences and surveys. 

In the first session of this Congress, 
three bills were introduced which would 
alleviate the teacher shortage through 
Federal aid. Everyone of these meas- 
ures safeguarded the State rights to 
have complete control over the educa- 
tional system, which I agree with whole- 
heartedly. Sixty-four universities in 
our Nation, located in every State in the 
Union, receive Federal aid and the Fed- 
eral Government has not attempted to 
interfere in the internal affairs of these 
schools. I believe if Federal aid is 
granted to our public schools that the 
Government should not interfere in any 


way. It should be a pure grant to the 


State in order to equalize education 
throughout the Nation. 

Our country’s prime domestic respon- 
sibility is the extension and improve- 
ment of education. The greatest single 
force in the American way of life is the 
school system. 
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A well-known writer and student of 
school problems has said: “The Duke of 
Wellington said, after the Battle of 
Waterloo, that this victory which saved 
Europe from Napoleon’s domination, 
was won on the playing fields of Eton.” 
It is my carefully considered opinion 
that the freedom of our country and, 
therefore, the non-Communist world, 
will be lost or preserved in the class- 
rooms of our schools. 

During the year 1952 we spent for al- 
coholic beverages alone $9,570,000,000; 
for cosmetics and tobacco $7,951,000,- 
000—making a total of $17,521,000,000. 
Compare this with our expenditures of 
$9,600,000,000 for public education, 
which includes all building, teaching, 
and maintenance programs. Certainly 
we can do better than this in the build- 
ing of a better America. 

This Nation spends $38 billions for 
defense. Yet our most important fac- 
tor in the defense of our Nation is the 
education of our young people. And we 
must have teachers in order to educate 
them, also classrooms to teach them in. 
This situation is critical now. Shall we, 
as Members of Congress, face the prob- 
lem and accept our responsibility, or will 
we let it drift on until some other Con- 
gress is alerted to and removes this 
roadblock in the pathway to America’s 
future. You, and you alone, have the 
answer. 


THE HONORABLE WILLIAM HENRY 
HARRISON 


The SPEAKER. Under special order 
heretofore entered, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] is recognized for 
20 minutes. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, today 
I want to pay tribute to a great Ameri- 
can, in my estimation, who is leaving 
this body at the end of the present ses- 
sion. He is now in the closing days of 
his term as a Member of this House. I 
refer to WILLIAM HENRY HARRISON, of 
Wyoming. 

Mr. Speaker, when I first came to the 
Congress in January 1951, I met BILL 
Harrison and came to know him well. 
Out of the high regard that the Members 
of the 82d group had for Mr. Harrison, 
they elected him as the president or the 
chairman of the 82d group, which in- 
cluded all of the Republican Members 
who came in in the 82d Congress. He 
served so well in that capacity that when 
I took over as chairman of that same 
group in January of 1952, there was very 
little for me to do to keep the organiza- 
tion going. 

I have watched BILL Harrison from 
day to day on the floor. I think it will 
be admitted that in his attendance to the 
duties of this House there was none who 
did a better job. That has been true 
during all of the 4 years he has been a 
Member of this body. During that same 
time he has been a member of the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
He has done a fine job as a member of 
that committee. I have checked from 
time to time with the gentleman from 
Montana, chairman of that committee, 
during the last 2 years, and know of the 
splendid work performed by Mr. Har- 
RISON, 
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Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Idaho. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, coming 
from the adjoining State of Idaho, may I 
say that all of us in the West appreciate 
the fine work that Mr. WILLIAM HENRY 
Harrison has done for the West. He has 
served as chairman of the Committee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation, a committee 
which means much to all of us in the arid 
States of the West. Not only for that 
reason has he been one of the foremost 
spokesmen for everything that affects 
the Western States. 

It is with profound regret that we see 
him leave the House of Representatives 
and all of us wish him well in his new 
endeavors. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
happy to join my colleagues in these ex- 
pressions on behalf of the Honorable 
WILLIAM Henry Harrison. Those of us 
who have served with him during the 82d 
and 83d Congresses are aware of his great 
ability and the diligence with which he 
has performed his duties as a Represent- 
ative from that great State of Wyoming. 
He is truly a zealous and fair-minded 
Representative and has made a mag- 
nificent record in this House. We wish 
him well in the future. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Betts]. 

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
associate myself with the remarks of the 
gentleman from Illinois, concerning BILL 
Harrison. I learned to know him well 
ever since we first came to the 82d Con- 
gress, because his room was next to mine 
in the Old House Office Building. We 
associated together informally as well as 
on the floor of the House. I had the 
honor to succeed the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] and BILL HARRI- 
son as head of the 82d group, and I 
am proud that I followed in their foot- 
steps. I am happy to know that BILL 
HarRISON will still be with us. Through 
our friendship I have found that he has 
always been not only a perfect gentle- 
man through and through, a true in- 
heritor of all his rich ancestry, which 
goes back to William Henry Harrison, 
a President of the United States, but he 
is also an able legislator. I certainly 
hope that he will be able to continue 
with us and grace the other body. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Harvey]. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
associate myself with the gentleman 
from Illinois in commending our col- 
league, the gentleman from Wyoming, 
WILLIAM HENRY Harrison. The name 
“Harrison” carries with it a great tradi- 

tion in the political life of our country. 
Our colleague has upheld that fine tradi- 
tion, and I think deserves not only the 
congratulations but the best wishes of 
all those associated with him here. We 
wish him every success. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BEAMER]. 
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Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] rec- 
ognizes that on the fifth floor of the 
House Office Building where we now 
have offices, by coincidence there are five 
Members from Indiana. However, we 
call it Hoosier Hall because there are 
two other distinguished Members from 
other States whose roots came from the 
Hoosier State. The gentleman who has 
the floor at the present time, the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] was 
born and reared in Sullivan County, Ind. 
We like to claim him from Indiana as his 
home. Equally well, we always think of 
the Harrison family, more specifically 
WILLIAM Henry Harrison, as one of our 
outstanding Hoosiers. I had the privi- 
lege a few years ago, in 1950, to be a 
member of the Indiana Territory Ses- 
quicentennial Commission. In 1800 the 
United States recognized Indiana as a 
territory. The first Governor was Wil- 
liam Henry Harrison, who later became 
a President of the United States. There 
is an interesting story told about that 
period, and I wish I had the time to 
relate it. However, throughout the 
period of Indiana history we also found 
another Harrison, Benjamin Harrison, 
grandfather of the man we respectfully 
submit to you. In my personal contact 
with WILLIAM Henry HARRISON and his 
graceful, charming wife, Mary, we have 
found them to be people above reproach; 
we have found them to be people of high 
moral standards, and in every way good 
American citizens, and an example to all 
of us. I know that when WILLIAM 
HENRY HarRISON moves into the other 
body it will be a loss to this House, but 
a gain for the other side. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I join my colleagues in speaking 
a kind word about WILLIAM Henry HAR- 
RISON. You know, the name “Harrison” 
is emblazoned in history, and many foot- 
prints in the political sands are marked 
by that name. WILLIAM Henry HARRI- 
son is a graduate of the University of 
Nebraska. He married a Nebraska girl. 
My district, incidentally, borders Wyo- 
ming, and he represents the empire 
State of Wyoming. As chairman of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs, I have had the pleasure of having 
Mr. HARRISON as a Subcommittee chair- 
man of the Indian Affairs Committee 
and lately on the Committee on Irri- 
gation and Reclamation. His knowledge 
of western problems has been of tre- 
mendous value to the committee. WIL- 
tram Henry Harrison has worked hard. 
He has been faithful in attendance and 
has made contributions at all times not 
only to the subcommittee but to the full 
committee. I am sorry, in a way, that 
Mr. Harrison is going to leave the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
of which he was such a valuable member. 
I hope as he goes over to the other 
body—as I know he will—he will carry 
with him much information and knowl- 
edge which will be of benefit to him 
there. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
at this time to the gentleman from Cal- 
ifornia [Mr. HUNTER]. 
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Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
would like to associate myself with the 
remarks of my colleagues who have 
spoken concerning our friend and col- 
league, BILL HARRISON. As a member of 
the 82d Club, I appreciated very much 
the fine job he did as the first president 
of our organization. During this session 
of Congress I have noted the splendid 
work he has done as chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Recla- 
mation of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

Mr. Harrison has demonstrated a wide 
knowledge and a deep understanding of 
irrigation and reclamation problems. 
These are matters of great importance 
to me representing, as I do, an area in 
California which is dependent primarily 
on irrigation water for the production of 
its crops. Water is the very lifeblood 
of our economy. We have felt very for- 
tunate in having BILL HARRISON as 
chairman of this particular subcommit- 
tee. I wish him the best of luck in all 
of his present and future endeavors. His 
services will be missed by the House. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
at this time to the gentleman from Ari- 
zona [Mr. RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speak- 
er, I should like to add my words to 
those of my colleagues who have com- 
mended the service of WILLIAM HENRY 
Harrison, our colleague from Wyoming. 
In the early part of my career in this 
body I was instrumental in organizing 
the 83d Congress Club. As the first 
president of the 82d Club, BILL Harrison 
volunteered to help us perfect our or- 
ganization. His help was very valuable. 
Without it we would have had a very 
much more difficult time than we experi- 
enced. 

As a member of the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, I had occasion 
to work with him on numerous projects. 
I found him always to be thoroughly in- 
formed and very helpful to his fresh- 
men colleagues on the committee.” Be- 
cause of the fact that he came from a 
western State, and a State with a small 
delegation, he had many of the same 
problems that I had. He was very un- 
derstanding of my problems and I shall 
never forget his kindness on many 
occasions. 

I hope that he will be successful in 
any future endeavor and although he 
will not be on this side of Capitol Hill, 
he will be with us on the other side. 

Before taking my seat, Mr. Speaker, I 
should like to observe that the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs seems 
to breed the type of men who run for 
seats in the other body. We have four 
members of the committee who are can- 
didates for a seat in the other body. I 
should like particularly to mention 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
D’Ewart], who has been chairman of the 
very important Subcommittee on Public 
Lands. I do not know any man who is 
a Member of this House who has as much 
knowledge of public lands and the ram- 
ifications of that subject as does 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
D’Ewart]. He has been a very hard- 
working and intelligent member of this 
committee. I wish him also all the luck 
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in the world in any undertaking which 
he may pursue in the future. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
at this time to the gentleman from Mon- 
tana (Mr. D'EWART]. 

Mr. DEWART. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to join my colleagues in paying tribute 
to WILLIAM HENRY HARRISON. He serves 
a State that adjoins mine and has the 
same kind of problems; irrigation, recla- 
mation, power, mining, oil. 

It has been a pleasure to work with 
him during his service in Congress and 
to work under him as chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Indian Affairs and Ir- 
rigation and Reclamation. He is an able 
Member and deserves the commendation 
he is receiving today. I know his wife; 
I have visited with his family in their 
home; they are friends of mine. I wish 
him and his family well in all future un- 
dertakings. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from South Dakota 
(Mr. Berry]. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, as a neigh- 
bor from the State bordering on the east 
of Wyoming, I wish to join with my col- 
leagues in expressing the thought that it 
has been a great privilege for me to have 
known and to have served with BILL HAR- 
RISON. I worked with Mr. HARRISON on 
the same committee and I know of the 
careful and thorough job he has done 
on that committee, both on the Subcom- 
mittee on Indians Affairs and the Sub- 
committee on Reclamation. While the 
Senate is getting a very valuable man, 
I feel that we in the House are losing 
one. 

Like the gentleman from Arizona who 
just spoke, I should like to mention also 
the loss this House is suffering as the 
gentleman from Montana [Mr. D'EWART] 
goes over to the other body. I shall never 
forget when I came to the House that 
my predecessor, Senator FRANCIS CASE, 
came to the floor with me and introduced 
me to a number of the Members. Be- 
fore he introduced me to this Member 
he said, “I want you to meet a man who, 
if you ever need any help, here is the 
place to get it,“ and he introduced me to 
Congressman WESLEY D’Ewart of Mon- 
tana. I have found in the years I have 
been here the truth in the statement 
Senator Case made then. I have always 
felt that Congressman D'EWART is prob- 
ably one of the most capable if not the 
most capable man on the floor of the 
House. 

The House is losing two of the most 
capable men from the Middle West as 
Representative Harrison of Wyoming 
and Representative D’Ewart graduate to 
the other body. I join with my col- 
leagues in wishing them every possible 
success. 

Mr. McINTIRE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Maine. 

Mr. McINTIRE. I certainly want to 
join my colleagues in this expression of 
esteem and appreciation to BILL HARRI- 
son for kindnesses he extended me as 
I came to the Congress in the second 
session of the Eighty-second. It was a 
privilege to affiliate myself with the 
Eighty-second Club, which he was serv- 
ing as president at that time. His many 
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helpful ‘suggestions were 8 e I on also like to pay tribute to 


ciated. 

I have also had the privilege of visit- 
ing in Wyoming as a member of the 
Committee on Agriculture and enjoyed 
the hospitality of the Harrisons while 
there. I am very happy to say at this 
time that the things which have been 
said by our colleagues about him are cer- 
tainly well deserved. May I join with 
them in wishing him unbounded suc- 
cess in the future and the rewards in 
health and happiness which he and his 
family so richly deserve. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, perhaps I 
have known Brit Harrison longer than 
anyone on this floor. We practiced law 
30 miles from each other back in Indi- 
ana, I always found him a capable and 
highly respected lawyer. He came from 
a family that has been long famous in 
the Nation and has been famous and 
highly respected in the State of Indiana 
since the founding of that State. He 
has always stood for the things that are 
right and is willing to fight for them. 

I was very happy when BILL Harrison 
was elected to Congress from the State 
of Wyoming. I also had the pleasure of 
serving with him as secretary of the 
Eighty-second Club at the time that he 
was president of that club. We will 
deeply feel the loss of BILL Harrison in 
this body. After all, though, our loss 
will be the gain of the other body. He 
has been a fine gentleman, a capable and 
loyal legislator. He will always do a good 
job wherever heis. I have always viewed 
with a great deal of pride my long friend- 
ship and association with BILL HARRISON. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield. 

Mr. YOUNG. When I commenced my 
service in Congress I felt a special kin- 
ship to BILL Harrison, who, like me, has 
the honor of representing an entire State. 
His problems are similar to my problems. 
I admire not only the outstanding way 
he served his people but also the com- 
petent manner in which he served as 
chairman of three important subcom- 
mittees—the Irrigation and Reclamation 
Subcommittee, one special Indian Affairs 
Subcommittee, and the regular Subcom- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. As chairman 
of the special Subcommittee on Indian 
Affairs and the regular Subcommittee on 
Indian Affairs, I think he has played an 
important role, together with the distin- 
guished gentleman from South Dakota 
[Mr. Berry], in presenting to the Amer- 
ican people a truly outstanding record 
of legislative accomplishment. As chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on Irriga- 
tion and Reclamation, he considered 37 
bills, some 28 of which were approved 
by the House. Some, I believe, are still 
pending. When serving as chairman of 
the Irrigation and Reclamation Subcom- 
mittee while considering the upper Colo- 
rado River development bill he per- 
formed an outstanding service to his 
people, demonstrating that he is a true 
friend of reclamation and vitally inter- 
ested in the problems of the West. 


the gentleman from Montana IMr. 
D’Ewart], who is likewise seeking to 
serve his State in the other body. In 
my opinion, he has been one of the most 
outstanding Members of Congress. He 
has consistently displayed a profundity 
of knowledge in the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs which has 
brought him the admiration and appre- 
ciation of his associates. 

He has been a source of inspiration to 
the new members of the committee and 
a bulwark of strength in working for the 
development of the West. 

I hope that the other body will be 
fortunate enough to benefit by the serv- 
ice of these two outstanding legisla- 
tors and Americans who are terminating 
their work here. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman of the House who 
have today so ably and well pointed out 
the contribution which WILLIAM HENRY 
Harrison has made in this body as a leg- 
islator. It happens that I was born 
within a few miles of the place he was 
born in the State of Indiana. I know 
that Bill came to the Congress with a 
great heritage and a great background 
and oftentimes possibly a man may 
not measure up to that heritage and 
that background, but I want to say 
that Bill has measured up to all of 
his forebears in every way that could be 
expected of him. He has done a great 
work here in the House and I am sure 
everyone here wishes him every success 
as he starts on his new job in January. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr, Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
I, too, join my colleagues in expressing 
my appreciation for the association I 
have had with both the gentleman from 
Montana [Mr. D’Ewart] and the gentle- 
man from Wyoming (Mr. Harrison]. I 
do not think we have 2 abler men on 
the floor of this House than these 2 gen- 
tlemen. They have labored long and 
hard on many detailed matters which 
required long hours of application and 
study. I think they are as well in- 
formed and as well able to represent 
their districts as any two individuals 
with whom I am acquainted. I endorse 
all that has been said in their behalf. 

Mr. COON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield. 

Mr. COON. Mr. Speaker, we regret to 
See WILLIAM HENRY HARRISON leaving the 
House of Representatives. I have come 
in contact on many occasions with Mr. 
HaRRTISON on matters relating to our Sec- 
ond Congressional District in Oregon. 

As chairman of the Committee on Irri- 
gation and Reclamation, Mr. Harrison 
has been very instrumental in helping 
us with legislation relating to our recla- 
mation projects. He has been a strong 
supporter of all legislation for the West ` 
and particularly for the State of Wyo- 
ming, which he so ably represents. All 
of us who have served with him recog- 
nize his ability, and we wish him well 
in his new venture. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
take this opportunity to bid farewell to 
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my very able colleague, the Honorable 
WILLIAM Henry Harrison, of Wyoming. 

BILL and I came to Congress together, 
and I have not only valued him as a 
friend but I have come to respect his 
ability and integrity as a legislator. The 
House will miss him. However, I am 
confident that he will prove to be as 
much of a success in his future political 
endeavors. I want to thank my col- 
league for a job well done and wish him 
the best of Iuck. 


TRANSOCEAN AIRLINES 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point and 
include additional matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am in receipt of a telegram 
signed by the employees of the Trans- 
ocean Airlines of Oakland, Calif., con- 
taining over 1,500 names. The telegram 
reads as follows: 

The Transocean Airlines application for 
transpacific certificate is now before the 
Civil Aeronautics Board for decision. Trans- 
ocean is not asking for subsidy or mail pay 
such as other airlines receive. The Trans- 
ocean family represents the third largest 
employer in the East Bay area, Over 2,500 
employees. Payrolls have totaled $55,295,- 
000. We the undersigned constituents and 
employees of the Transocean family urge 
you to help us in this just and vital fight 
for our job security and save millions of dol- 
lars of the taxpayers money in subsidy and 
mail pay. 

Sometime ago it was my privilege to 
address this House setting forth the rec- 
ord of Transocean, which is a proud one. 

These people are, naturally, concerned 
about their jobs and the whole east bay 
community of California is also con- 
cerned about the economic impact that 
will be felt in that area if this fine team 
is allowed to disintegrate. I am hopeful 
that the Civil Aeronautics Board in 
reaching its decision will take into con- 
sideration the plight in which these em- 
ployees find themselves and further that 
they give consideration to the potential 
that these employees offer the defense 
establishment in the event of immediate 
and unforeseen emergency. 

You can build buildings and accumu- 
late the equipment out of the surplus 
and stand by stockpiles that we have set 
up to expand our production in time of 
hostilities but you cannot bring together 
a smooth well-oiled functioning group of 
employees over night. 

This group of well-trained, well-organ- 
ized, and well-coordinated specialists in 
the field of airplane maintenance and 
repair is a valuable national asset that 
cannot be lightly tossed aside, 


COMMERCIAL AVIATION RELATIONS 
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES 
AND INDIA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle- 

man from California [Mr. HinsHaw] is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 
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Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I should 
like to address myself, before the Con- 
gress adjourns, to a subject of tremen- 
dous importance in the field of interna- 
tional aviation. ‘The increase in the 
development of international commer- 
cial aviation has been so dynamic, and 
we tend to take it so much for granted, 
that sometimes we lose sight of many of 
the past, present, and future problems 
which are involved in the operation by 
American-flag airlines to all the coun- 
tries of the world. Recently I was drawn 
up short by the announcement of the 
Government of India that it proposed 
to reject, effective January 17, 1955, 
an existing air-transport agreement 
between the United States and India. 

The renunciation of this agreement 
by the Indian Government impressed 
me with the importance of our inter- 
national air operations and with the 
shortsightedness of the Indian Govern- 
ment in its proposed rejection of exist- 
ing reciprocal air rights between the 
Government of India and our own United 
States. 

I think it worth while to review briefly 
the history of United States experience 
with air- transport agreements, since 
without them our air commerce and 
that of other nations of the world would 
not have developed so rapidly. 

Freedom of the air, as a concept, does 
not prevail in the international law of 
air transportation as freedom of the seas 
does in marine transportation. Ever 
since international aviation operations 
began it has been necessary to negotiate 
bilateral or multilateral agreements be- 
tween nations authorizing the aircraft 
of one nation to enter the airspace over 
another. 

Prior to World War II the commercial 
air-transport operations of the world 
were conducted under painfully negoti- 
ated bilateral agreements that were 
basically restrictive in their nature. A 
review of them now would indicate that 
the negotiators were then afraid of air 
transportation and sought to restrict its 
scope rather than develop it. 

The war was a great impetus to the 
development of international conscious- 
ness of the importance of air transpor- 
tation. We, all of us, became aware that 
the world had shrunk and that no coun- 
try was more than hours away from any 
other. Then came peace, and with it 
the realization that commerce by air was 
a world business. There was also an ap- 
preciation that a greater degree of in- 
ternational air travel was an important 
force for continued peace in the world. 
From the very outset, the United States 
took the initiative in trying to negotiate 
agreements with other countries that 
would assure to all of us the freedom of 
the air, much as we had enjoyed for cen- 
turies the freedom of the seas. 

We negotiated with many foreign 
countries but, at the outset, convinced 
justafew. In February of 1946, we con- 
cluded the Bermuda agreement with the 
United Kingdom. The basis of that 
agreement was a mutual extension of 
what we have come to refer to as the 
five freedoms of the air. Here are what 
these freedoms mean to us and to those 
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countries who have accepted them as a 
result of bargaining and negotiation: 

First. The privilege to fly across the 
territory of any other country without 
landing. 

Second. The privilege to land any- 
where for nontraffic purposes. 

Third. The privilege to put down pas- 
sengers, mail, and cargo in that country 
when those passengers have been taken 
on in the United States. 

Fourth. The privilege to take on pas- 
sengers, mail, and cargo for the United 
States in that country. 

Fifth. The privilege to take on and 
put down in that country passengers, 
mail, and cargo coming from or destined 
for a third country. 

The Bermuda agreement was entered 
into only between the United Kingdom 
and the United States and authorized air 
transportation operations between points 
within the territories of these two na- 
tions. It went beyond this, however, as 
you will note, and also authorized a fifth 
freedom-type of traffic, the most contro- 
versial of all traffic rights extended, since 
it permitted the carriage of traffic be- 
tween points not only in the territories of 
our two nations but also from and to a 
third country. The right to transport 
such traffic was recognized at an early 
date by our air transport operators as of 
utmost importance, because they recog- 
nized that, on long international routes, 
it would be absolutely essential to be 
able to pick up traffic in an intermediate 
country and move it to another inter- 
mediate country. 

However, in granting these traffic 
rights, particularly the fifth freedom 
rights, the Bermuda agreement and 
others like it have included limitations 
on capacity. By that, I mean limita- 
tions on the amount of service that a 
particular airline may operate along a 
route. This restriction may seem odd 
to the Members of the House, because 
traditions in the United States favor 
greater and greater air transport serv- 
ice and no community in this country 
ever thinks that it will receive too much 
service. However, these capacity limi- 
tations are contained in our bilateral 
agreements. They are general in na- 
ture, but they are carefully drawn with 
the objective of permitting an air car- 
rier to meet the demands of existing 
traffic, to develop new traffic, and to take 
other action necessary and appropriate 
to maintain the economy of our interna- 
national air operations. 

We assume that, following the con- 
summation of the Bermuda agreement, 
freedom of competition, and not restric- 
tion of competition, would characterize 
the air-transport agreements that the 
United States would negotiate in the 
future. Our hopes were fulfilled in large 
part since, after the precedent set in 
the Bermuda agreement, we were able 
to negotiate air-transport agreements 
with other countries which included 
these principles. Today, the United 
States has concluded over 40 of these 
agreements, including 1 with India, 
all of them in the image of the Ber- 
muda agreement and each of them 
opening up to an even greater extent 
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the opportunities implicit in a free ex- 
change of air-traffic rights between 
nations. 

In each instance the United States 
has given at least as much as it has 
received, and I should state quite frankly 
that I believe that we have given up 
in each instance a good deal more than 
we may have gotten in return. But that 
is the basis of reciprocity and fair ex- 
change, even though it can be freely 
acknowledged that more tourists origi- 
nate in the United States and a great 
number of American dollars fiy with 
them into the nations of the world who 
need American tourism as a source of 
income. This is indeed a logical way 
in which to implement our international 
economic slogan of “Trade, Not Aid.” 

I said before that I thought the Gov- 
ernment of India was shortsighted in 
renouncing this agreement. It seems 
to me to be completely at odds with the 
professions of cooperation by the leaders 
of that country. This renunciation 
seems to be at variance with the efforts 
of India to live in greater understand- 
ing with the other democracies of the 
free world. 

The Government of India contends 
that the bilateral is being renounced 
because the traffic rights granted to 
American carriers under it are to the 
disadvantage of India’s own air-trans- 
port industry. The Indian Government 
maintains that the flow of traffic be- 
tween the United States and India via 
intermediate countries is limited, and 
that air-carrier capacity should be simi- 
larly limited. 

To this I say that air transportation 
is no different from any other commu- 
nication between peoples. Communi- 
cation is limited only by such artificial 
barriers which may be erected and 
which are, accordingly, self-limiting. 
Therefore, our basic objection to this 
shift in position by the Government of 
India is that a cutback in international 
air service must result in substantial re- 
duction in air communication between 
the two countries at the very time when 
we need to increase this communication 
and build good will. It is an arbitrary 
restriction of a very dangerous kind, 
and it is in contravention of the philoso- 
phy of freedom of air rights which we 
have both embraced in the past. 

At the present time, Pan American 
World Airways and Trans World Airlines 
are operating a total of 10 flights a week 
into India. This is a minimum of serv- 
ice. There should be more. We believe 
stimulants to international communica- 
tion of all kinds is good business—for 
ourselves and for the rest of the world. 

Here in the United States, interna- 
tional communication, through trade 
and travel, has been the subject of great 
promotional efforts by the Randall 
Commission. President Eisenhower, in 
his foreign economic policy speech on 
March 30, emphasized the importance of 
international trade and travel to world 
peace. The International Civil Aviation 
Organization and the International Air 
Transport Association exist for the pur- 
pose of activating these intentions 
through the facilitation of international 
communication by air. Through the 
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continuing efforts of these organiza- 
tions, much of the redtape surrounding 
world commerce and travel has been 
removed. 

India’s proposed restriction of air 
transportation would set a bad prece- 
dent for other nations of the world. It 
is a step backward and a dangerous one. 
In fact, since India announced her in- 
tention to terminate the bilateral 
agreement with the United States, other 
countries have demonstrated a similar 
tendency to restrictionism. A related 
danger lies in the fact that restriction- 
ism in one sense can expand into a gen- 
eral attitude of exclusion and bring cor- 
responding retaliation. This is inter- 
national isolationism of the worst sort. 
And the world should know by now the 
evils which may result from this kind of 
isolationism. 

Cutting back air service has a most 
adverse effect on world aviation, and 
on the development of a global net- 
work of air routes. Under a system of 
free enterprise operating in a highly 
competitive market, international car- 
riers must have the right to carry fifth 
freedom traffic in order to support their 
long-line routes. For example, a United 
States international carrier flying from 
New York to Bombay would probably 
discharge some passengers in Paris, Ge- 
neva, Rome, Athens, and other stations 
along the route. If the carrier could 
not fill the vacated seats at those points 
with new passengers with fifth-freedom 
passengers—the through traffic the 
passengers going all the way to Bom- 
bay—would have to pay a very much 
higher fare. Without fifth-freedom 
rights, the through traffic would then 
rarely justify the operation. Accord- 
ingly, scheduled flights, such as those 
to India, would have to be cut. This 
would mean, of course, that service to 
the intermediate points would also be 
reduced in number. This basic eco- 
nomic fact of international air transport 
was one of those firmly recognized in 
the Bermuda agreement. The experi- 
ence of all international carriers indi- 
cates that civil aviation—both national 
and international—will continue to im- 
prove only so long as the customer has 
the privilege of selecting the airline on 
which he will fly. This is true of every 
country with international-flag carriers 
and not just of the United States. 

While it is true that India’s restric- 
tionist attitude would seriously affect 
the progress of international air trans- 
portation as a whole, this attitude will 
prove especially harmful to her own in- 
terests. India has every reason to main- 
tain close working relations with the 
countries with whom she has been tra- 
ditionally friendly and with whom her 
future development lies. The United 
States is such a country. Since 1951, 
United States aid to India will have to- 
taled about $484 million through the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955. Each 
American family, therefore, can be said 
to be contributing over $10 out of the 
family purse to India’s prospective de- 
velopment and in India’s improving 
democratic way of life. 

India is now a free and sovereign na- 
tion. Since its independence from Great 
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Britain, it has made enormous strides 
in the direction of improving its econ- 
omy and making itself felt as a force 
in the world community. The United 
States has contributed happily and 
freely to this development. As an ex- 
ample, India’s trade with the United 
States has been growing steadily. Today 
United States-India trade volume is sec- 
ond only to India’s trade with the United 
Kingdom. The United States purchased 
from India in 1953 more than $228 mil- 
lion worth of Indian merchandise. 

The friendship which the United 
States has traditionally expressed to- 
ward India was demonstrated again re- 
cently when a special Ford Foundation 
team, at India’s invitation, spent 3 
months in that country studying oppor- 
tunities for increasing Indian industrial 
production and employment. The Ford 
Foundation report stipulates that India 
is one of the largest potential consumer 
markets in the world. It states that, 
if fully developed in both cities and vil- 
lages, the Indian domestic market could 
stimulate perhaps the greatest indus- 
trial revolution ever seen and make India 
one of the foremost producing and con- 
suming areas in the world. With such 
a potential, it must be to India’s advan- 
tage that she keep open the avenues of 
trade and commerce with those coun- 
tries which can absorb as well as stimu- 
late her productive output. 

The increase in interest, in the Far 
East, of tourists, especially from the 
United States, is another reason why 
India’s own interests would appear to 
lie in developing the best communica- 
tion facilities possible. Tourism to India 
has experienced substantial growth since 
World War II; 1953 showed an increase 
over 1951 of about 35 percent in the 
Indian tourist trade, and it is estimated 
that 1954 will register an increase of 
more than 50 percent over 1951. 

Of the approximately 30,000 tourists 
traveling to India in 1953, about one- 
fourth were from the United States. 
These visitors spent nearly $4 million 
on goods and travel within India. This 
is significant in that 1 rupee earned 
out of the United States tourist dollar 
is worth 10 rupees earned locally. This 
is so because the United States dollar is 
worth more than the rupee on the world 
market. 

American interest in India at the pres- 
ent time is small compared with expec- 
tations for the future. The excellent 
work being done by the Government of 
India tourist office in New York to ac- 
quaint Americans with what India has 
to offer is attracting American tourist 
interest to that land. Through that 
office, Americans are learning of India’s 
rich cultural heritage and of her indus- 
trial and technical progress. They are 
learning that today India offers to the 
traveler, hotel accommodations and 
modes of transportation almost on a par 
with their own. Today, 18 months since 
its inception, this office has grown from 
a small operation involving 3 persons 
to a flourishing enterprise with a staff 
of 12. It has become a member of the 
American Society of Travel Agents and 
is assisting the United States travel 
agent, the United States air carriers, and 
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the individual United States tourist with 
extensive advice and information about 
India. All of this is salutory and worth- 
while, but it will be dissipated effort un- 
less supported by free exchange of per- 
sons between our two countries. 

The international airlines of the 
United States have been cooperating 
with the Government of India in its 
efforts to encourage travel to India. Low 
cost tourist fares are making air travel 
to India increasingly attractive, as evi- 
denced by the 10-percent increase in the 
number of tourists in 1953 over 1952 fly- 
ing from the United States to India and 
the expectation of an even further in- 
crease in 1954. Recently, nonstop tour- 
ist air service was inaugurated between 
Bombay and Cairo by an international 
carrier of the United States, reducing 
the air-travel time by 21⁄2 hours between 
India and the United States. These 
tourist fares have been pioneered by 
United States airlines and have helped 
to lower the cost barrier which seriously 
affects the flow of tourist traffic. 

The international airlines of the 
United States cooperate with India’s 
tourist interests in other ways. They 
train their Indian employees in the 
United States. They cooperate with 
the Government of India in making In- 
dia’s tourist attractions better known in 
the States. As an example, United 
States flag-airlines are distributing Go- 
India tourist films on a coast-to-coast 
film hookup. United States airline em- 
ployees themselves are traveling to India 
in increasing numbers on their vaca- 
tions. 

In a general sense, India stands to 
benefit from the delayed-payment plan 
recently inaugurated by Pan American 
World Airways and Trans World Air- 
lines. Under this pay-later arrange- 
ment, more than 90 percent of the tick- 
ets sold by Pan American during the 
first 6 weeks of operation represented 
new business. India’s distance from the 
United States suggests that many of our 
tourists who normally could not afford 
to include a visit to the subcontinent in 
their itineraries will now be inclined to 
do so on credit. It is significant to note 
that, in addition to the basic travel costs, 
the financing under the pay-later plan, 
covers all-expense tours to the countries 
visited. 

These, then, are some of the methods 
whereby tourists are being encouraged to 
travel to India. Yet, in view of India’s 
proposal to cut back the means of trans- 
portation which makes these visits in- 
creasingly possible, tourist promotion to 
India becomes a glaring contradiction. 
What is the value of a program designed 
to stimulate tourists from the United 
States to travel to India, if a policy of 
restrictionism is pursued by the Indian 
Government? For example, the current 
Textile Centenary Exhibition in Bombay, 
which features such travel-inducing 
items as unique Indian embroidery, a 
scale model of the Taj Mahal and other 
evidences of India’s achievement, is 
scheduled to be exhibited soon at im- 
portant cities in the United States. Why 
does the Government of India send such 
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exhibitions advertising the wonders of 
India to the important cities of the 
United States on the one hand, and, 
then, on the other, place obstacles in the 
way of traveling to see them? 

It must be obvious that, in terminating 
the bilateral air agreement with the 
United States, the Government of India 
denies the United States international 
airlines the ability to serve India—in 
terms of tourists and in terms of trade. 
But that is not all. Denied India, air 
service by flag carriers of the United 
States to a large segment of the world 
would be adversely affected. 

Such a development would represent 
a severe blow to the progress of civil 
aviation. It would represent a step back- 
ward in the pioneering efforts of our in- 
ternational carriers to develop a strong 
network of worldwide air routes. 

Undoubtedly, there will be further ne- 
gotiations between the United States and 
India before the date on which India has 
indicated she will terminate the exist- 
ing bilateral air transport agreement. 
Spokesmen for the United States in these 
negotiations must insist upon the posi- 
tion which we developed at Bermuda in 
1946. This agreement adopted a philos- 
ophy of free exchange of air transport 
rights which, in the years since 1946, 
has been a tremendous stimulant in the 
development of international air com- 
merce. Our negotiators must impress 
the representatives of the Government of 
India with the anomaly of their position. 
The Government of India would call for 
a free exchange in all fields except in the 
field of air commerce on the grounds that 
the interests of India might be better 
served through more restricted air opera- 
tions on the part of the airlines of the 
United States. This is a narrow ap- 
proach. It is an approach which will 
limit rather than expand the growth of 
air commerce from the United States to 
India, along with the advantages which 
result from extensive tourism. Even 
more important is that unrestricted com- 
munication by air gives rise to an ex- 
change of ideas which, ultimately, brings 
greater understanding. 

The Government of India must realize 
that its decision to renounce its air trans- 
port agreement with the United States 
must not be taken in a vacuum. It 
should be reanalyzed in the light of all 
the relations that exist between the 
United States and India. It should be 
reassessed as part of a philosophy of 
mutual understanding and good will. 
The Government of India must appreci- 
ate that the rejection of this air agree- 
ment will not find favor in a country 
which has, since India attained her in- 
dependence, been unselfish in its direct 
contributions to India’s advance and in 
the many indirect benefits which result 
from a free exchange of people and ideas 
between our two democracies. 

I am sure that, after considered con- 
sultation, India will realize that a con- 
tinuation of the existing agreement is of 
vital importance to India, to the United 
States, and as an example to all the 
world. I feel somewhat optimistic that, 
on that basis, the Government of India 
will reconsider and recognize that there 
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can be erected no artificial limitations 
on communication between democracies. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to revise and extend my remarks and 
include such matter as may appear in 
my typed remarks in tabular form. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDING DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA UNEMPLOYMENT COMPEN- 
SATION ACT 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (S. 3482) to 
amend the District of Columbia Unem- 
ployment Compensation Act, and for 
other purposes, with House amendments, 
insist on the amendments of the House, 
and agree to the conference asked by 
the Senate. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, the gentleman 
from Iowa just spoke to me about that. 
This is the first I heard of it. I ask if 
he cleared the matter with the gentle- 
man from South Carolina [Mr. McMIL- 
LAN]. I do not know whether he has 
or not. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Speaker, I have not 
talked with the gentleman from South 
Carolina today. However, I did last 
week, He informed me it would be all 
right last week. However, I did want to 
check with him, but I cannot reach him 
at his office. I have just tried again. 

Mr. RAYBURN. If the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. MCMILLAN] 
said last week it was all right, I presume 
it is all right today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs, TALLE, KEARNS, and 
TEAGUE, 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA UNEM- 
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT 


Mr. TALLE. Mr. Speaker, I, ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the District. of Columbia may have 
until midnight Saturday night to file a 
conference report, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. Mack of Wash- 
ington, for 10 days, on account of official 
business. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the RECORD, or to re- 
vise and extend remarks, was granted to: 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. 

Mr. Loud in three instances. 

Mr. ALLEN of California and to include 
extraneous matter, 
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Mr. CLEVENGER, reciting some of the 
accomplishments of the Subcommittee 
for State, Justice of the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mr. Cool (at the request of Mr. 
MATTHEWS) and include extraneous mat- 
ter. 

Mr. O'Hara of Illinois and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. BEAMER. 

Mrs. HarDEN and include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. OSMERs. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI and include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Hunter and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mrs. FrANCEs P. Bol rox and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. Gwinn and to include additional 
matter. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESI- 
DENT 


Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Commit- 
tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee did on August 11, 
1954 present to the President, for his ap- 
proval, a bill of the House of the follow- 
ing title: 

H. R. 8300. An act to revise the internal 
revenue laws of the United States. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. HALLECK, Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 56 minutes 
p. m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, August 
16, 1954, at 12 o’clock noon, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


1817. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 
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Interior, transmitting one copy each of 
certain bills and resolutions passed by the 
Municipal Council of St. Thomas and St. 
John, pursuant to section 16 of the Or- 
ganic Act of the Virgin Islands of the 
United States approved June 22, 1936 was 
taken from the Speaker’s table and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. TALLE: Committee of conference. 
S. 3482. A bill to amend the District of Co- 
lumbia Unemployment Compensation Act, 
and for other purposes. (Rept. No. 2657). 
Ordered to be printed. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CELLER: 

H. R. 10227. A bill to amend the Refugee 
Relief Act of 1953; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FENTON: 

H. R. 10228. A bill to provide for tem- 
porary measures of flood control and an- 
thracite mine drainage, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. REAMS: 

H. R. 10229. A bill to provide for the in- 
corporation of the National Woman's Relief 
Corps, Auxiliary to the Grand Army of the 
Republic, organized 1883; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BAKER: 

H. J. Res. 584. Joint resolution to designate 
Mrs. Elizabeth (Ben) Kennedy as “United 
States GI Mother”; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. 
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. HOLT (by request): 

H.R. 10230. A bill for the relief of Howard 
J. Gensler; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 

H. R. 10231. A bill for the relief of the 
estate of Joseph Kelsch; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KING of California: 

H. R. 10232. A bill for the relief of Jiro 
Kunisaki and Mrs. Fuji Kunisaki; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAILLIARD: 

H. R. 10233. A bill for the relief of Alex- 
ander A. Nifiodoff; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 

H. R. 10234. A bill for the relief of Sophie 
K. Valmas; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHELLEY (by request) : 

H. R. 10235. A bill for the relief of George 
K. Jue (also known as Jew Ten); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHELLEY (by request) : 

H. R. 10236. A bill for the relief of Ko Wai 
Sing and Go You Gin; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


1139. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Ramon 
Magsaysay, President, Manila, Philippines, 
relative to proclamation No. 52, declaring 
August 13, 1954, Philippine-American Day, 
and calling for all Filipinos and Americans 
residing within Philippine territory to ob- 
serve this date; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

1140. Also, petition of Lee In Jai, presi- 
dent, Kyong Nam Brick Co., Seoul, Korea, 
relative to a claim for bricks used by the 
United States Eighth Army between May 1951 
and March 1952, and requesting that pay- 
ment be made for same; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Indiana Voters and the 83d Congress 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. CECIL M. HARDEN 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mrs. HARDEN. Mr. Speaker, during 
March and April of this year I conducted 
an extensive survey of voter opinion in 
my district on portions of President 
Eisenhower's legislative program. More 
than 12,500 completed questionnaires 
were received, many of them represent- 
ing the views of whole families or of 
groups. 

Now, as Congress prepares to adjourn, 
I think it of interest to the Members to 
review the results of that poll as com- 
pared with the legislative action which 
has taken place on the issues involved. 
55 ila report is contained in the table 

ow. 


The hundreds and hundreds of letters 
which accompanied poll returns are de- 
serving of more than passing attention. 
I learned much from them. Many let- 
ters covered points and issues not con- 
tained in the poll. This indicates a 
wide interest among the people in leg- 
islative affairs. It is a healthy interest, 
and I am very grateful to those who par- 
ticipated. 

The response indicated moreover that 
people generally are confident that in 
President Eisenhower they have a leader 
whom they can trust. They are anxious 
for him to succeed and they are like- 
wise anxious that their representatives 
in the Congress help him succeed. 

For my part, I am happy that my rec- 
ord in support of President Eisenhower's 
legislative program is among the best in 
the Congress. I have supported the 
President wholeheartedly, for the pro- 
gram he presented to this Congress has 
as its goal the achievement of prosperity 
and security at home, peace and good 
will abroad. 


The President of the United States 
has what is probably the most difficult 
job in the world. Dwight Eisenhower has 
met the challenge with dignity, with 
confidence, and with great ability. He 
has seen much of his program enacted. 

The war in Korea has been ended and 
today no American lives are being lost in 
wars anywhere in the world. 

We have strengthened our national de- 
fense while cutting the cost of its main- 
tenance by billions of dollars. 

A firm, consistent foreign policy guides 
our path toward a just and lasting peace. 

Rigid economy and elimination of 
waste in the Federal Government have 
resulted in a $14 billion reduction in 
spending. 

Taxes have been reduced by $7.4 
billion, most of the reduction going to 
individuals. 

Inflation has been halted, the value of 
the dollar preserved. 

Controls are gone. 

The social-security system has been 
broadened and benefits increased. 
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A far-reaching highway construction 
program was approved. 

Better care for our older citizens and 
high health standards for the Nation will 
result from a 3-year program involving 
construction of diagnostic centers, hos- 
pitals for the chronically ill, and rehabil- 
itation and nursing homes. 

Three measures provide the ground- 
work for research and study in the field 
of education. Yet there has been no 
move toward Federal control in this vital 
field. 

Home ownership is encouraged by a 
new and liberalized Housing Act. 

The St. Lawrence seaway will soon be 
a reality, joining the Midwest to the At- 
lantic Ocean. 

Recognizing weaknesses in the farm 
program, Congress and the President 
agreed on an equitable long-range price 
support law. 

Fourteen major reorganization plans 
to increase efficiency and promote econ- 
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omy in the Federal Government are in 
operation. The Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare was elevated to 
Cabinet status. 

Nearly a quarter of a million unneces- 
sary jcbs have been abolished from the 
Federal payroll. 

Internal security has been tightened 
and new weapons forged for use by the 
Department of Justice in its war on 
traitors. 

Hundreds of suspected or proved sub- 
versives have been removed from the 
Federal payroll. Many have been de- 
ported. Court convictions have in- 
creased. The drive continues on a 24- 
hour-a-day basis. 

We have moved successfully to take 
government out of competition with pri- 
vate enterprise. States and local gov- 
ernment have been encouraged to as- 
sume more direction of their own affairs. 

America is economically sound. 

We have achieved prosperity without 
war. 


Resulis of Harden legislative poll 


to overthrow our form of government. 


President Eisenhower. 


p A r 


present 
of Agriculture Benson. 


ao 


Grant 18-year-olds the right to vote 
Extend social-security coverage to ſarmers 


. Strip citizenship rights from Americans convicted of conspiring 
. Amend the Taft-Hartley Labor-Management Act, as suggested 


b 
i Suit agricultural price: support program from fixed levels, as in 
law, to flexible support program advocated by Sec- 


3 
. Join with Canada in building the St. Lawrence sea way 
Continue United States support of the United Nations 


Yes No 1 Action by Congress 
on 
= | 6,347 | 4,693 442 | Defeated by Senate. 
AELA, 6,612 | 3, 469 1,401 | Passed by House; 
pending in Senate. 
10, 985 294 203 | Passed by House; 
pending in Senate. 
7,171 | 2,450 | 2,061 | Defeated by Senate. 
8,074 | 1,724] 1,684 | Approved. 
—— 8,499 | 1,387 | 1,596 | Approved. 
ERT 013 | 2,318 | 1, 152 Approved. 


NOTE.—A special tabulation was made among farm voters on questions 2and 5, since both are of prime importance 
to farm families. Farmers voted 1,377 “yes ” 1,144 “no”, and 216 ‘‘no opinion“ on the question of extending social 
security. Flexible price supports won out by a margin of 1,625 es, 806 no,“ and 306 “no opinion,” 


The Cost of Using American-Flag Ships 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


F 


HON. JOHN J. ALLEN, JR. 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. ALLEN of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, on at least two occasions during the 
present session members of the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee 
have risen to urge that there should be 
included in bills reported by other com- 
mittees a provision that at least 50 per- 
cent of the cargoes financed by our Gov- 
ernment should move in American-fiag 
ships. The amendments proposed have 
been resisted on the basis that the cost of 
transportation in American-fiag ships 
exceeded the cost that would be paid for 
transportation in foreign-flag ships. I 
believe that the presentations which 
were made in opposition to the Ameri- 
can-flag ships were made without full in- 
formation and were based upon a con- 
sideration of only one element of the cost 
which might be involved. Accordingly, 
I inquired for further information, and 
some was made available to me. It 
seemed to me that this information, the 
facts involved in which I believe to be 


true and the conclusions drawn from 
which I believe to be reasonable, should 
be included in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

Recently a Member stated on the floor 
of the House that under our foreign-aid 
programs approximately $700 million of 
the $1 billion paid for shipping the for- 
eign-aid commodities overseas has been 
paid to American-flag vessels. In his 
statement he emphasized that it cost our 
Government $121 million more by ship- 
ping the commodities on American-flag 
ships than it would have if shipped 
aboard foreign-flag ships. He implied 
that this increased cost was a direct con- 
tribution by the American taxpayer to 
American-flag shipping. 

I do not know what assumptions have 
been applied to the cost of shipping our 
foreign-aid cargoes to arrive at the so- 
called increased cost of $121 million. 
However, even though we assume that 
the $121 million figure is correct, I be- 
lieve that dollarwise the American tax- 
payer realizes a savings by having our 
foreign-aid cargoes shipped in American 
bottoms. 

To begin with, any analysis of com- 
parative costs between American- and 
foreign-flag ships must consider the type 
of service in which the ships are engaged 
and the dollar values of the foreign-aid 
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cargoes carried. This breakdown is con- 
tained in table I: 


Taste I.—Transportation costs for United 
States foreign aid, April 1948 to June 1953 


In million dollars} 


Carried by United 


States-flag ships 
United 
nite 
3 Total out 
and tor, e | Total out 
of Un 
eign ships and for- | States 
eign ports 
ports 
1,040 763 629 
429 346 341 
337 274 270 
267 138 17 
7 5 1 


1 Includes CF and CIF shipments freight elements of 
above shipments, 


Source: Foreign Operations Administration, 


The above table shows that American-flag 
ships in our liner services received $274 mil- 
lion for the carriage of foreign-aid commodi- 
ties between April 1948 and June 1953. How- 
ever, it is important to note that the great 
majority of ships in liner services are mem- 
bers of conferences of which member ship- 
owners of foreign-fiag ships charge the same 
shipping rates as American-fiag ships. 
Therefore, if all of these cargoes were car- 
ried in foreign-flag liners the cost to our Gov- 
ernment would have been the same. Thus, 
the shipment of foreign-aid cargoes aboard 
our liners does not in any way increase the 
cost to our Government. 

Of the $267 million paid for the carriage 
of liquid foreign-aid cargoes, $138 million 
was paid to American-flag tankers. How- 
ever, it is important to note in table I that 
only $17 million of these cargoes originated 
from United States ports. The remaining 
liquid cargoes carried by American-flag ships 
originated in foreign ports and, therefore, 
American tankship owners lifted them at 
the world market rates. The higher cost 
which resulted from transporting these car- 
goes aboard American-flag ships is negligi- 
ble, and, therefore, is not to be considered as 
an important factor in the $121 million fig- 
ure which is quoted. 

After studying table I, it is obvious that 
the so-called increased cost of $121 million 
largely applies to the difference of cost be- 
tween American-flag and foreign-flag tramp 
ships. This observation should not be taken 
to mean that our Government is wasting 
money by having the American tramp ships 
carry these cargoes. Both the Department 
of Defense and the Department of Commerce 
have arrived at the very definite conclusion 
that an American tramp fleet is essential for 
our national defense. Also, Congress has 
time and time again mandated that our 
ships shall carry at least 50 percent of our 
foreign-aid cargoes, including the bulk car- 
goes which are carried by tramp ships. 


Also, it is important to note that in the 
immediate post-World War II period 
and during the Korean war there was a 
shortage of ships to carry our foreign 
economic- and military-aid cargoes. In 
fact, during the Korean war our Gov- 
ernment was compelled to activate over 
600 ships from our national-defense re- 
serve fieet in order to meet the shipping 
needs of the free world. Therefore, it is 
clear that if our tramp fleet had not been 
available to carry our aid cargoes, the 
bidding for such cargoes in the open 
market, short of ships, would have re- 
sulted in rates much higher than those 
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paid to the American tramp-ship oper- 
ators. This is in accordance with the 
basic economic law of price being set by 
supply of and demand for a given com- 
modity or service. This was proved to 
be true in World War I when our Nation 
was caught short of ships and general 
cargo rates soared over 1,000 percent 
with some rates rising over 2,000 per- 
cent. It is a matter of record that many 
foreign shipowners were able to realize 
profits from a single voyage equal to the 
total cost of the ships. Therefore, even 
though the reservation of foreign-aid 
cargoes is a form of Government aid to 
the tramp shipowners, there is abso- 
lutely no validity in a statement charg- 
ing that our taxpayers paid $121 mil- 
lion more by shipping in American mer- 
chant ships than they would have if 
shipped in foreign ships. 

No one would lightly dismiss the tar- 
iff question by saying that the elimina- 
tion of all American tariffs would result 
in a savings to the American consumer 
and taxpayer. This complex subject 
must be considered in its entirety as per- 
taining to the protection afforded to the 
American farmer, businessman, and 
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worker, and the end result of adjusting 
American income to the American 
standard of living. This is also true 
when the American merchant marine is 
considered. The American merchant 
marine is a vital industry which is not 
only required to develop our foreign 
trade in times of peace, but to serve as a 
military auxiliary in time of war. Be- 
cause the memories of two World Wars 
and the Korean war are still fresh in our 
minds, we shall not attempt to go into 
the details for the necessity of achieving 
and maintaining an adequate American 
merchant marine. 

Aside from the need of the American 
merchant marine for the development 
of our foreign markets and for our na- 
tional defense, it is essential that we 
study the effect of the industry upon our 
national economy. In order to limit our 
analysis we shall present data pertain- 
ing to the disbursement of the dollars 
earned by American shipowners in the 
carriage of our foreign-aid cargoes, the 
domestic jobs created, and the taxes col- 
lected by our Government. These basic 
facts in our analysis are contained in the 
following table: 


Taere II. Estimated disbursement and resulting Poran 8 pour transportation of 
une 195 


foretgn-aid cargoes from Apri 


Estimated 
5 Percent nonae . 9 
eubeldized düse ments from | direct and 
lines in ments foreign-aid | indirect 
1950 bata „employed 
Col. A Col. D Col. E 
Direct employment: 
Domestic salaries and wages paid to: 
Administrative-type personnel. $20, 475, 000 12, 797 
88, 507, 000 60, 200 
11. 982, 000 11, 535 
120, 964, 000 284, 532 
Indirect employment: ? 
Domestic vessel expenditures, other than 
above salaries and wages 179, 263, 000 * 323, 085, 000 69, 573 
Other domestic overhead and miscella- 
neous expenditures 29, 889, 000 9.06 53, 907, 000 11, 535 
ö 209, 152, 000 63. 36 376, 992, 000 81, 108 
F — n= ps were 330, 116, 000 100. 00 595, 000, 000 165, 640 


Lb era paid for United States-flag carry- 


35, 000, 000 
70, 000, 000 


700, 000, 000 


1 Analysis of Construction and Operating Subsidies Under — Marine Act, 1936, as amended, ee Ocean 


Shipping Panel to the Transportation Council for the Department of Commerce, Oct, 12, 1953, sched 


ing capital expenditures, p. 29. 
= In man- years. 


III, ex- 


3 Based on Department of Commerce productivity factors. 


Although that portion of table II 
which refers to the disbursements of the 
dollars earned by American shipowners 
by carrying our foreign-aid cargoes is 
listed as “estimated,” the area of error 
is at a minimum and negligible. We 
shall explain how these figures were ar- 
rived at. 

The $35 million item for foreign ex- 
penditures for port charges and similar 
items is estimated on the basis of 5 per- 
cent of the total $700 million foreign aid 
cargo revenues received by American 
shipowners. This figure is not larger 
due to the fact that most recipient na- 
tions were required to provide their own 
discharging services and, therefore, 
neither the American steamship compa- 
nies nor the United States Government 


incurred any cost in this connection. 
The figure of $35 million, therefore, 
would cover only such cargoes which 
moved under berth term shipment 
through commercial channels. This is 
a reasonable estimate of the amounts so 
expended. 

The item of $70 million as the esti- 
mated earnings has been fixed at ap- 
proximately 10 percent of the freight 
revenue of $700 million. Creditable evi- 
dence shows this figure represents the 
maximum amount believed to have been 
earned by shipping companies on this 
carriage during these years. 

Columns A and C of table II were care- 
fully calculated by the Ocean Shipping 
Panel to the Transportation Council for 
the Department of Commerce. These 
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figures are based upon the disbursements 


of the subsidized lines during 1950, and 
the resultant number of man-years of 
domestic employment created by these 
disbursements. 

Column B contains the percentages of 
each disbursement item to total dis- 
bursements. For example, the first per- 
centage in column B is 6.20 percent. 
This was arrived at by dividing the grand 
total of $330,116,000 disbursements into 
the $20,475,000 paid as salaries and wages 
to administrative type personnel. The 
percentages of all of the other individual 
items were arrived at by the same type 
of calculation. 

Columns D and E are statistical pro- 
jections based upon columns A, B, and 
C. Although columns A, B, and C per- 
tain to the subsidized lines only while 
columns D and E pertain to both sub- 
sidized and unsubsidized lines, the pro- 
jection is accurate because the earnings 
and operating costs on the revenue dol- 
lar have been substantially similar for 
the subsidized and unsubsidized liners 
and tramps during these years. This is 
confirmed by the maritime subsidy pol- 
icy study, which was published by the 
Office of the Under Secretary of Com- 
merce for Transportation and the Mari- 
time Administration in April 1954. 

The individual items of column D are 
arrived at by applying the percentages 
of column B to the total of $595 million 
which is the amount of disbursements of 
revenues from the foreign-aid programs, 
excluding foreign expenditures for port 
charges, capital expenditures, and esti- 
mated earnings for the period April 1948 
to June 1953 of the $700 million freight 
revenues paid to American operators. 
For example, domestic salaries and 
wages paid to administrative type per- 
sonnel by the subsidized lines in 1950 
was $20,475,000 or 6.20 percent of their 
grand total disbursements of $330,116,- 
000. Therefore 6.20 percent of the 
$595 million which is the amount of dis- 
bursements of revenues from the for- 
eign-aid programs, resulted in the fig- 
ure $36,890,000 as the domestic wages 
and salaries paid to administrative-type 
personnel. In this manner the re- 
mainder of the percentages of column B 
were applied to the $595 million figure 
to arrive at the projected disbursement 
for each item. 

Column E is the projected estimated 
number of man-years of direct and in- 
direct domestic employment resulting 
from the disbursement of revenues from 
the foreign-aid programs. This is based 
on the ratio of the $595 million disburse- 
ments of the revenues from foreign-aid 
programs to the $330,116,000 disburse- 
ments of the subsidized lines in 1950 
and the resulting employment. Five 
hundred and ninety-five million dollars 
divided by $330,116,000 is 180.24 per- 
cent. Therefore, each individual em- 
ployment item of column C was in- 
creased by 180.24 percent to arrive at 
the man-years of employment shown in 
column E. 

The grand total of man-years of em- 
ployment resulting from the disburse- 
ments of $595 million of revenues from 
foreign-aid programs is estimated at 
165,640 man-years. This is approximate- 
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ly 50 percent* of the total number of 
persons employed in our anthracite coal- 
mining industry and 25 percent of the 
number employed in the local railways 
and bus lines industry during the 5-year 
period 1948 through 1952. No one would 
question the fact that this is a signifi- 
cant direct contribution to our national 
economy. In fact, the full employment 
impact of the revenues realized by 
American shipping companies from for- 
eign-aid cargoes is not contained in the 
above data. If this revenue had not 
been forthcoming, many shipping com- 
panies would not have realized sufficient 
profits to continue their commercial 
nongovernmental cargo operations 
which result in the employment of more 
than 6 times the man-years of employ- 
ment resulting from the foreign-aid 
shipping revenues. 

The estimated minimum taxes paid 
into the United States Treasury as a re- 


sult of the carriage of foreign- aid car- 


goes in American bottoms is contained 
in table III below: 
TABLE III. —Taæes paid into U. S. Treasury 
A. Taxes on direct wages at 
minimum rates of 22 per- 
— — Se ae $48, 000, 000 
B. Taxes on indirect employ- 
ment at minimum rates of 
83, 000, 000 
C. Corporate taxes and taxes 
paid by stockholders on 
dividends received at 50 


percent 35,000, 000 


Total minimum increase 
in U. S. Treasury Reve- 
166, 000, 000 


Internal Revenue, Washington, D. C. 


Thus, even if one subtracts the sup- 
posed saving of $121 million which might 
have been realized through carriage of 
our foreign-aid tramp cargoes in for- 
eign tramp ships, we still find the 
United States Treasury has benefited by 
$45 million. Moreover, there has been 
created and maintained 165,000 man- 
years of employment for American citi- 
zens. However, we again state that this 
supposed saving is unrealistic because 
the shipping rates of the foreign ship- 
owners would have been much higher 
had not American ships been available 
during this period. 

A very important saving realized by 
our Government by having subsidized 
ships carry foreign-aid cargoes is in the 
recapture provision contained in the 
Merchant Marine Act of 1936. This pro- 
vision enables the Government to recap- 
ture one-half of the profits which are 
over 10 percent of capital necessarily 
employed over 10-year periods of the 
operating subsidy contracts up to the 
amount of subsidy accrual. The amount 
of foreign-aid shipment revenues re- 
ceived by the subsidized lines would be 
recaptured by the United States Govern- 
ment in the degree of the recapture posi- 
tion of the companies. The three main 
categories of recapture are as follows: 

First. Companies which, even with the 
foreign-aid revenues, would not have 
earned over 10 percent of the capital 
necessarily employed in the business, 


1 Source: U. S. Department of Labor, Bu- 
reau of Labor Statistics, published in cur- 
rent Labor Review (see appendix, table A). 
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In this case, the Government would not 
recapture any of the foreign-aid ship- 
ment revenues, 

Second. Companies which are in a 
recapture position because of the addi- 
tional profits realized from foreign-aid 
cargo revenues. In this case, the Gov- 
ernment would recapture one-half of 
the profits resulting from foreign-aid 
cargo carriage which is above the 10 per- 
cent of capital necessarily employed. 

Third. Companies which are in full 
recapture position because of their com- 
mercial non-foreign-aid cargoes and 
foreign-aid cargoes. When companies 
are in a full recapture position, the Gov- 
ernment recaptures one-half of the prof- 
its which are over 10 percent of the capi- 
tal necessarily employed and this 
amounts to the full subsidy accrual. In 
this case, the Government may well re- 
capture all of the profits realized by the 
company from foreign-aid shipment 
revenues. 

In the Maritime Subsidy Policy, pub- 
lished by the Under Secretary of Com- 
merce for Transportation and the Mari- 
time Administration, there is contained 
a statement pertaining to the effect of 
cargo carriage on subsidy payable. In 
part, this statement is as follows: 

The amount of cargo available to subsi- 
dized American-flag vessels is an important 
factor in the ultimate amount of subsidy 
payable by the Government. * * * Conse- 
quently, if private industry is to provide a 
merchant fleet adequate for national require- 
ments, all Government assistance in provid- 
ing cargo and protection against unfair com- 
petition should be provided. 


It is estimated that for the 5-year 
period, 1948 through 1952, the Govern- 
ment will recapture 30 percent’ of the 
subsidy accrual for these years. It is 
obvious that a substantial amount of 
this recapture results from the foreign- 
aid shipping revenues received by the 
subsidized lines. This should be encour- 
aging to the American taxpayers who 
are interested in developing their na- 
tional economy and protecting their na- 
tional security at a minimum cost. 

In addition to the foregoing, there are 
other factors which cannot and must 
not be ignored. For example, during the 
5 calendar years, 1948 through 1952, the 
American shipowners paid the United 
States Government a total of $185,862,- 
278 as charter hire of Government-owned 
ships.* A primary reason for the charter 
hire of these ships was to carry our for- 
eign-aid cargoes over the world shipping 
lanes short of ships. Therefore, we can 
safely say that the shipment of foreign- 
aid cargoes in American bottoms resulted 
in many millions of dollars of charter- 
hire revenue to the United States Treas- 
ury. 

Also, our Nation benefits through the 
maintenance of a self-perpetuating mer- 
chant marine which is needed to develop 
our foreign markets in peacetime and 
also serve as a military auxiliary in times 
of war. 


Maritime subsidy policy, Office of the 
Under Secretary of Commerce for Transpor- 
tation and the Maritime Administration, 
April 1954, appendix, table 17. 

Source: Maritime Administration, July 
21, 1954 (see appendix, table B). 
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All of the above facts barely touch 
upon the many reasons why American- 
fiag shipping makes real and continuing 
contributions to our American way of 
life and why we must preserve unto our- 
Selves a fair share of our foreign com- 
merce, especially that foreign commerce 
which consists of our economic and mili- 
tary-aid cargoes to foreign nations. 
APPENDIX TABLE A—Employees in anthracite 

coal and local railways i and buslines in- 

dustries: 1948-52 


1 Source: U. S. Department of Labor, 8 ol Labor 
Statisties, published in current Labor Review. 


Norx. Number employed includes all full- time = 
2 time employees who worked during, or received 
for, an rt of the pay period ending nearest 15t at 
math. he above annual data are averages of the 
monthly data. 


APPENDIX TABLE B.—Total charter hire paid 
to U. S. Government by United States ship 
operators, 1948-52 


Charter 

Calendar year: hire paid 
( —T—— — 884, 942, 410 
19... cicstnemitwnnecsl | ts Ay AA 
Pe eae LES Sees. 14, 557, 486 
2 28. 915, 490 
CCC eae Ses ae 18, 046, 650 
Pan ee ee ot le eS 185, 862, 278 


1Source: U. S. Maritime Administration, 
Washington, D. C., July 21, 1954. 


Letter From Senator Reynolds Regarding 
Requests for Government Assistance 
to the Automobile Industry 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. SAM W. REYNOLDS 


OF NEBRASKA 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, the 
junior Senator from Nebraska, like 
many other Senators, has been literally 
bombarded in the last few days with 
communications from automobile deal- 
ers, relative to a bill known as the boot- 
leg bill. 

My reply to those communications 
sets forth my views on the proposition of 
an industry’s running to the Govern- 
ment whenever that industry has a 
problem which it cannot solve within its 
own ranks. 

I ask unanimous consent to have my 
letter on that subject printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REC- 
ORD, as follows: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE. 

This will acknowledge your message rela- 

tive to S. 3596, having to do with certain 
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practices now prevalent in the automobile 
industry. 

The writer has been engaged in the coal 
business for 46 years. No great industry has 
been plagued with cutthroat competition 
and ruinous trade practices more than has 
the coal industry. 

In 1937, this great industry threw in the 
towel and came running to Uncle Sam crying 
for help. In effect, it said to its Government, 
“We have neither the courage nor the abil- 
ity to solve our own problems. We abdicate 
the rights of free American businessmen to 
run their own affairs, the rights under which 
our forebears built a great industry. We 
ask the Government to take over and run the 
coal business. Let your bureaucrats write 
the rules and regulations.” 

The result was the infamous Guffey Coal 
Act of 1937. Fortunately, that act expired 
in 5 years under its own terms. Five years 
was enough. Never again will we coalmen 
ask the Government to solve problems which 
should be solved within our own industry, 
and solved without violation of antitrust 
laws. 

I will oppose any bill which comes to the 
Senate as a result of some industry running 
to Uncle Sam for help because it is unable 
to control bad practices within its own ranks. 

Yours very truly, 
Sam W. REYNOLDS, 
United States Senator, Nebraska. 


Achievements of the 83d Congress 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. S. J. CRUMPACKER, JR. 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Republican 83d Congress has established 
an outstanding record of legislative 
achievement. Although handicapped by 
the fact that the Republicans held only 
a slim majority in the House and for a 
time were in a minority in the Senate, 
a major portion of President Eisen- 
hower’s program has been enacted. 

The New Deal spending spree has been 
halted; inflation has been checked; so- 
cial security benefits have been ex- 
panded; home ownership has been made 
easier; farm prices are being stabilized; 
the St. Lawrence Seaway is on the road 
to reality; Communists and security risks 
have been expelled from Government; 
and the people at long last have seen 
honesty and integrity restored in Wash- 
ington. Above all, the Nation is at peace. 

The Democrats did succeed in killing 
some segments of the Eisenhower pro- 
gram: the right of 18-year-olds to vote, 
statehood for Hawaii, health reinsurance, 
and revision of the Taft-Hartley Act. 

The foundation of the Eisenhower 
program has been laid. Our economy 
has been placed firmly on the pathway 
of American enterprise after 20 years of 
straying off into leftwing experiments. 
A new approach has been made to the 
Lincoln doctrine of government of, by, 
and for the people. 

The record of accomplishments of the 
Republican 83d Congress is a long one, 
but here is a summary of its major 
achievements: 

The fighting has been stopped in Korea 
and today no American lives are being 
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lost or endangered in wars anywhere in 
the world. 

We have strengthened our defense 
structure while cutting the cost of its 
maintenance by billions. 

A firm, consistent foreign policy, based 
on the principle of collective security, 
guides our path toward a just and lasting 
peace. 

Rigid economy and elimination of 
waste in the Federal household has cut 
Government spending by billions. 

This has made possible the greatest 
tax reduction program in history, with 
savings of $7.4 billion to individuals and 
business, the lion’s share going to the 
people themselves. 

We have halted inflation, preserving 
the value of the dollar. 

Controls are gone. 

The social-security system has been 
broadened and benefits increased. 


Home ownership is encouraged by the 


new Housing Act which corrects abuses 
in existing law, expands the mortgage 
credit system, and provides for slum 
clearance. 

Development of the St. Lawrence Sea- 
way project, stripped of frills, is assured 
by action of the 88d Congress. 

Contending with weaknesses in the 
farm program, this Congress has moved 
to insure agriculture its fair share of the 
national income. Immediate needs have 
been accommodated with laws dealing 
with such problems as surpluses and 
drought. 

Fourteen major reorganization plans 
to increase efficiency and promote econ- 
omy in the Federal Government are in 
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operation, and a Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare has been ele- 
vated to cabinet status. 

More than 200,000 unnecessary jobs 
have been abolished from the Federal 
payroll. 

Internal security has been tightened 
and new weapons have been forged for 
use by the Department of Justice in its 
war against traitors. 

We are getting more government back 
home and we have moved to take govern- 
ment out of competition with private 
enterprise. 

This record adds up to good steward- 
ship—the kind that should merit con- 
tinued confidence and support of the 
American people. 


Public Opinion 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. FRANK C. OSMERS, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. OSMERS. Mr. Speaker, in June 
I mailed 100,000 questionnaires to voters 
in the Ninth Congressional District of 
New Jersey, which I represent. About 
15,000 replies have already been received 
and because of the interest among Mem- 
bers in public opinion, under unanimous 
consent, I insert the questions and the 
percentages of the replies thus far re- 
ceived. They follow: 


Recapitulation 
O eS —U—— 
Do you favor— 


Yes No Undecided 
86.0 3.5 0.5 
42.6 61.0 6.4 
68, 6 22.9 8. 5 
27. 4 64.0 8.6 
80.3 13.0 6.7 
76.1 13.2 10.7 
77. 5 13.3 9.2 
58.9 26.6 14.5 
74.1 19.5 64 
71.4 19.4 9.2 
48.9 38.5 12.6 
65.0 27.4 7.6 
50. 0 37.3 12.7 
73.4 14.9 TET 
74.7 15.4 9. 9 
63. 6 22.6 13.8 
75.6 16.0 8.4 
65.9 19.1 15.0 


Postal Pay Increases 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JOHN V. BEAMER 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Speaker, I sup- 
ported H. R. 9245, the Corbett bill, in its 
original form and signed discharge peti- 
tion No. 9 in its behaif. 

Then, when it seemed possible that the 
Congress might adjourn before action 
could be taken on that bill, I voted for 
the bill combining salary raise and post- 


age increase with the feeling that the 
postal employees were entitled to some 
consideration. 

Since this particular measure was 
brought out under suspension of rules, 
two-thirds vote of the Members was 
necessary and the bill failed to pass. 

However, the Congress was delayed 
in its adjournment plans and thus on 
Monday, August 9, the original Corbett 
bill, H. R. 9245, came to the House for 
vote. It was approved and again I sup- 
ported this salary increase. 

The bill also provides for a study of 
reclassification and personnel. Several 
other provisions of the bill were for the 
improvement of service and conditions 
in the Post Office Department. To me 
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these improvements are worthy and a 
salary increase was due the postal 
people, I am pleased that the House of 
Representatives acted before the Con- 
gress adjourned. 


Congressman Hunter Represents Working 
People 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. OAKLEY HUNTER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, as the 
Representative in Congress from the 
12th California District, I believe it is 
important that I report to the people 
of my district on legislative activities 
which affect them and my action on 
such issues. The vast majority of these 
people are conscientious, thrifty, ener- 
getic persons who work hard at their 
jobs to earn their livelihood. Some of 
them have passed their productive years 
and have retired after a lifetime of labor. 

Because these people are working, or 
have worked and are retired, I intend 
to discuss at this time legislation of spe- 
cial importance to them. 

TAX RELIEF 


The 83d Congress completely revised 
our complicated tax structure, closing 
numerous loopholes which had been giv- 
ing unfair advantages to the rich, and 
eliminating or lowering many taxes 
which had been creating a real hard- 
ship on the working people. More than 
two-thirds of the tax relief goes to wage 
earners, families, and other individuals. 
I supported these tax-relief measures, 
This is the biggest tax cut in our his- 
tory—nearly $744 billion. 

Specifically, the workingman has re- 
ceived tax relief through drastically 
slashed excise taxes on drugstore items, 
cosmetics, baby oils, ladies’ handbags, 
telephone bills, and numerous other 
items. The 10 percent tax on home 
washing machines has been eliminated 
entirely. This means that when you go 
to the store, you have more to spend on 
yourself and your family, and the tax 
collector gets less from you. Earlier 
this year, the tax bill of each individual 
taxpayer was reduced 10 percent. In 
addition, the new tax-revision bill gives 
more generous deductions for medical 
expenses, freedom from taxation for a 
retired couple if they have $200 monthly 
pension income, and children working 
after school or during summer vacation 
can now earn more than $600 in a year 
and still be listed as a dependent. Also, 
salesmen have fairer means of comput- 
ing expenses, thus saving money under 
the new tax law. Working widows will 
be permitted to deduct the cost of child 
care. 

HOSPITALS AND HEALTH 

The 83d Congress has taken impor- 
tant and vigorous steps to promote and 
protect the Nation’s health. One of its 
first acts was to create a new executive 
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Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare with Cabinet rank. 

Legislation has been passed to provide 
Federal aid in the construction of public 
and nonprofit hospitals, diagnostic and 
treatment centers, rehabilitation facili- 
ties, and nursing homes. Research into 
health problems is encouraged through 
the National Heart Institute and the 
National Institute of Dental Research. 
Additional funds have been appropri- 
ated to expand the State-Federal voca- 
tional rehabilitation system, which is 
designed to help disabled persons to be- 
come economically independent. 

A new law aids Federal law officers 
in seizing and destroying unsafe fabrics 
used in certain inflammable cowboy suits 
and explosive sweaters which have 
burned many children in home acci- 
dents. It is now also against the law 
to ship dangerous fireworks into any 
state which bans their sale. 

At the present time, Congress is con- 
sidering legislation to encourage the 
establishment or expansion of voluntary 
private health insurance plans—permit- 
ting a broadening of their coverage in 
some cases, with increased protection, 
or lower rates in others. Approximately 
92 million Americans are already cov- 
ered by private plans, but better protec- 
tion is needed, particularly against long- 
term illness. This legislation has had 
my support. 

SCHOOLS AND EDUCATION 


Congress has authorized an extension 
of the program of assistance in construc- 
tion of schools in crowded defense cen- 
ters and other areas which have grown 
abnormally because of Federal activi- 
ties. Congress has also granted similar 
assistance for school operating expenses. 
Legislation has been enacted to allow 
expanded use of surplus foods in the 
school-lunch program. 

HOUSING 


The Housing Act of 1954 will raise 
housing standards, help more of our peo- 
ple to acquire homes, assist communities 
in getting rid of slums and in improv- 
ing older neighborhoods, and strengthen 
our mortgage credit system. In the fu- 
ture, the new law will also stimulate the 
Nation’s entire economy, particularly 
the construction industry. 

The.new act makes it possible to buy 
new homes under FHA-insured loans 
with much lower down payments. For 
example, on a $10,000 new home under 
FHA, a buyer previously had to make a 
downpayment of $1,250. Now the down- 
payment is only $700. 

HIGHWAYS 


The new highway law means that we 
in the 12th Congressional District can 
drive our cars with greater convenience 
and personal safety. Almost all of our 
gasoline-tax money will be used for 
highways instead of being diverted for 
other uses. California gets a big share 
of funds authorized in this law for free- 
ways, secondary roads, and streets. I 
cast my vote for more and better roads 
for my district. 

VETERANS 


Our Nation’s war veterans will have 


plenty of hospital space for treatment 
required as a result of service to our 
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country. Congress has provided this 
year for a record number of beds in vet- 
erans’ hospitals. Last year I joined with 
my colleagues in voting for an extension 
of the GI bill of rights for veterans of 
the Korean war. This year, as in 1951, 
I voted for increases in rates of com- 
pensation and pensions payable to vet- 
erans and their dependents. In view of 
the present cost of living, these increases 
were necessary and reasonable, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


In 1951 Congress gave postal workers 
and classified civil-service employees a 
long-overdue pay raise. Due to infla- 
tion, however, the ordinary civilian Fed- 
eral employee today is economically 
worse off than in 1939. You cannot re- 
cruit or keep competent employees to 
conduct the business of the United 
States with that kind of economic pros- 
pect confronting them. Aware of this 
situation, I have supported legislation 
this year providing for further pay in- 
creases. Government employees and 
others living on fixed incomes can be 
thankful that the present administra- 
tion has brought a halt to the deadly 
spiral of constantly climbing prices. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT 


New legislation enacted by the House 
liberalized the provisions of the railroad 
retirement system by reducing the eligi- 
bility age of widows from 65 to 60, raising 
maximum earnings from $75 to $100, 
increasing maximum creditable compen- 
sation from $300 to $350, and in many 
other ways. In the meantime, the un- 
employment insurance was raised from 
$7 to $8.50 a day. I supported these 
provisions. 

SENIOR CITIZENS 


The House has increased social-secu- 
rity and old-age and survivors insurance 
benefits by raising benefit amounts, in- 
creasing the earning base, eliminating 
the 5 lowest years of earnings in com- 
puting averages, raising minimum pri- 
mary insurance amounts, increasing 
maximum family benefits from $168.75 
to $200, broadened coverage, and ex- 
panded benefits in many other ways. I 
have supported these provisions and 
have personally supported Dr. Francis 
Townsend in his attempt to develop an 
adequate pay-as-you-go pension plan to 
assure our senior citizens a dignified 
standard of living. 


Remarkable Man 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HAROLD D. COOLEY 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr Speaker, herewith 
I submit for the Recor» a brief editorial 
about a remarkable man and a very 
friendly fellow—a man who has culti- 
vated the sweet flowers of friendship 
throughout his native land and on far- 
distant shores. Wherever he has trav- 
eled, at home or abroad, his constant 
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companion has been a genial smile. His 
open heart has been his passport and his 
warm handclasp has been his visa. Real 
friendships are priceless and real friends 
are few, but it does not cost much to 
smile. Some people are too busy to be 
friendly, too important to be kind, and 
too selfish even to smile or to speak a 
kindly word. Here is a man who has 
labored in the laboratories of his Lord— 
never too great to be humble, never too 
busy to be kind, and never in his life 
has he been cruel. 

Surely he was not born great, nor has 
greatness been thrust upon him, but he 
has achieved greatness in the fields of 
spiritual, civic and social welfare and 
has endeared himself to the people of his 
native land. He is great, not because 
he is a physical giant and big, tall and 
strong, but merely because he is a gen- 
tle man who has planted seeds of friend- 
ship along the thoroughfares of life. 
All who have known him have been im- 
pressed with the unaffected elegance 
and amiable simplicity of his manners. 

This remarkable man of whom I 
speak is James A. Farley, known every- 
where as Jim. He has lived a long and 
useful life, but he shall never grow old 
because he is animated by the spirit of 
youth. He has lived well and magnifi- 
cently and always and ever he has lived 
above the fog in public duty and in pri- 
vate thinking. From the dawn of man- 
hood’s morning to the golden hours of 
his great life he has been inspired by 
lofty principles and high ideals and at- 
tended by a righteous influence. Surely 
he has the right to exact from life the 
real compensations which by his life 
and love and labor he has so richly 
earned. He is a man of courage and 
conviction, and is remarkable merely be- 
cause of the life he has lived. In poli- 
ties he has been powerful; in public of- 
fice he has been a paragon. 

Perhaps you wonder why I am having 
all this to say. Certainly Iam not nom- 
inating Jim Farley for public office. 
Neither am I singing a political swan 
song, and surely this brief tribute is not 
a requiem. Actually, the little editorial 
in the Gastonia Gazette prompted me 
to say these few kind words about Jim 
Farley, whose friendship most all of us 
have enjoyed through the years. He 
has walked with kings, but he has never 
lost the common touch. 

REMARKABLE MAN 

Congratulations to Belmont Abbey College 
on securing James A. Farley as the principal 


speaker for the approaching commencement 
exercises. 

Jim Farley is one of the most remarkable 
politicians in American history. And one 
of the most remarkable personalities of his 
generation. 

Now well in his seyenties, and we believe 
nearing 80, Jim Farley has changed very 
little in appearance in the last 20 years. 
Just a few years ago we saw him marching 
with the Knights of Columbus in the mam- 
moth parade which welcomed Gen. Douglas 
MacArthur to New York. 

He marched the full 5 miles or more 
without missing a step, walking as erect and 
with as firm a step as the youngest man in 
the crowd. 

It has been said that Jim Farley knows at 
least 100,000 people by name, knows where 
they come from and what their business is. 
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We can testify to the fact that he has a 
most remarkable memory, for when we spoke 
to him at a dinner in New York several years 
ago, he boomed out, before we could tell him 
who we were: 

“Hello, Atkins. How are things in Gas- 
tonia?” 

The remarkable thing about it was that we 
had talked with him only briefly when he 
was passing through Gastonia some 15 years 
before, on his way to Newton to dedicate a 
new post office. That was when he was 
serving as Postmaster General under Presi- 
dent Franklin Roosevelt. 

Farley doesn't brag about it, or claim any 
particular moral preeminence for it, but he 
has never taken a drink or smoked in his 
life. Unusual, to say the least, for a national 
politician. 

He is really an outstanding man, and per- 
haps the most astute politician of his day. 

We welcome him to Gaston County to 
address the graduates at Belmont Abbey. 


Mr. Speaker, the fine and friendly edi- 
tor who wrote the editorial Remarkable 
Man was in error in estimating the age 
of the man about whom he was writing. 
Actually, Jim Farley is well on the south 
side of 3 score years and 10, and my 
fondest hope is that he shall reach 100 
years and take a new lease on life. May 
Heaven's blessings attend him and light 
his pathways through many years to 
come. 


Congressman Young Will Hold Confer- 
ences in Nevada 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


oF 


HON. CLIFTON (CLIFF) YOUNG 


OF NEVADA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, since I 
have been in Congress I have attempted 
to keep in close communication with 
the people whom I represent. 

Immediately following my return to 
Nevada, I will make an official business 
tour of the 17 counties in my State. A 
temporary office will be established in 
various communities, and local citizens 
will have an opportunity to confer in- 
formally with their Representative in 
Congress. A member of my Washington 
staff will accompany and assist me. 

The schedule for the first part of my 
tour is as follows: 

Monday and Tuesday, August 30 and 
31, 1954: 9 a. m. to 12 m.; 1 p. m. to 
5 p. m., Federal courtroom, Las Vegas. 

Thursday, September 2, 1954: 9 a. m. 
to 12 m.; 1 p. m. to 5 p. m., Townsite Ele- 
mentary School, room 12, Henderson. 

Friday, September 3, 1954: 9 a. m. to 
12 m.; 1 p. m. to 5 p. m., municipal coun- 
cil chambers, Boulder City. 

Tuesday, September 7, 1954: 1 p. m. 
to 5 p. m.; 7 p. m. to 10 p. m., mayor’s 
office, city hall, Sparks. 

Wednesday, September 8, 1954: 9 a. m. 
to 12 m., courthouse, Yerington. 

Wednesday, September 8, 1954: 2 p. m. 
to 5 p. m., courthouse, commissioner’s 
room, Hawthorne. 
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Thursday, September 9, 1954: 9 a. m. 
to 12 m., courthouse, Fallon. 

Thursday, September 9, 1954; 2 p. m. 
to 5 p. m., courthouse, Carson City. 

Friday and Saturday, September 10 
and 11, 1954: 9a. m. to 12 m.; 1 p. m. to 
5 p. m., courthouse, commissioners’ 
room, Reno. 

No appointments are necessary for 
these conferences. Any or all of my con- 
stituents are urged to meet with me on 
the date most convenient to them to dis- 
cuss problems where my office may be of 
assistance. I am looking forward with 
enthusiasm to this tour, 


Philippine-American Day 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. BARRATT O’HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
tomorrow will be observed in Manila and 
on the islands of the Philippines as 
Philippine-American Day, marking the 
55th anniversary of the inauguration of 
relations between the Philippines and 
the United States of America. 

As the last veteran of the Spanish- 
American War in this body, I have an 
especial interest in this anniversary. 
When the Maine was sunk in Habana 
Harbor on February 15, 1898, the Philip- 
pines were under the cruel yoke of Span- 
ish rule. Then came our war with Spain 
and shortly after the declaration of hos- 
tilities Dewey and the American Fleet 
on that memorable ist of May of 1898 
started the islands on the road to a long- 
dreamed-of but insufferably long-denied 
freedom. It is to the eternal credit of 
the United States that our pledge of 
Filipino independence was kept with 
fidelity. It is to the eternal credit of 
the people of the Philippines that in the 
hour of our need their friendship to us 
was proved to the utmost. Whatever 
the future has in store for this world of 
ours we may be certain that through- 
out the years and centuries the people 
of the Philippines and the people of the 
United States will stand together as 
brothers on the firm foundation of a 
friendship tried and proved. 

We wish for President Ramon Mag- 
saysay an administration of brilliant ac- 
complishment and for the men, women, 
and children of the Republic of the Phil- 
ippines all the blessing of a benevolent 
God and a free country. 

By unanimous consent, I am extending 
my remarks to include the proclamation 
of President Magsaysay: 

PROCLAMATION No. 52 BY THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE PHILIPPINES DECLARING AUGUST 13, 1954, 
PHILIPPINE-AMERICAN DAY 
Whereas August 13, 1899, marked the offi- 

cial beginning of relations between the 

Philippines and the United States and the 

commencement of a happy and mutually 


profitable association between Filipinos and 
Americans; 
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Whereas on the occasion of the 55th anni- 
versary of that event, it is appropriate that 
the two peoples renew and further strengthen 
the bonds that bind them in view, particu- 
larly, of the prevailing critical world condi- 
tions that threaten their security and the 
democratic institutions that they have 
jointly developed and stanchly defended at 
the cost of their resources and blood; 

Whereas it is meet and proper that this 
historic event in the lives of the two nations, 
loyal partners in the active defense of free- 
dom, be properly commemorated so that it 
may ever remain a source of inspiration in 
the noble effort to insure the success and 
permanence of the free and democratic en- 
terprises in which they are engaged and 
which constitute their contribution to the 
peace of the world and the happiness of 
mankind; and 

Whereas it is desirable that the two peoples 
be afforded every opportunity to get together 
on an intimate basis and encouraged to find 
a common medium for the friendly, intelli- 
gent, and unselfish appraisal of the problems 
as well as the advantages that arise from 
their present relationship, always in a spirit 
of cooperation and with due regard for each 
other's rights, interests, and aspirations; 

Now, therefore, I, Ramon Magsaysay, Presi- 
dent of the Philippines, do hereby declare 
August 13, 1954, as Philippine-American Day. 
I call upon all our people and all Americans 
residing within Philippine territory to ob- 
serve this date with appropriate ceremonies 
designed to promote mutual understanding 
and helpfulness and to enhance the practical 
significance of the intimate association exist- 
ing between Filipinos and Americans and 
between the Government of the Republic of 
the Philippines and the Government of the 
Republic of the United States of America. 
I especially call on all civic, business, re- 
ligious, and service organizations and schools, 
both public and private, to devote this date 
to exercises calculated to advance knowledge 
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and wider appreciation of the value of Philip- 
pine-American relationship and of the bene- 
fits derived from it. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand and caused the seal of the Republic 
of the Philippines to be affixed. 

Done in the city of Manila, this 29th day 
of July, in the year of our Lord, 1954, and 
of the independence of the Philippines, the 
ninth. 

RAMON MAGSAYSAY, 
President of the Philippines. 

By the President: 

FRED Ruiz CASTRO, 
Executive Secretary. 


Eighty-third Congress Appropriations 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 


HON. CLIFF CLEVENGER 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
one big promise the Republican Party 
made to the people 2 years ago was to 
cut unnecessary spending, deficit financ- 
ing, and arrest the rapid deflation of our 
dollar and cut our taxes. 

The first must come from saving 
through less spending; the next, stop- 
ping inflation through checking the 
great borrowing in excess of national 
ability to pay more taxes. 

What is the record of the 83d Repub- 
lican Congress? 


House Appropri- 
83d Cong. Budget estimate lations Committee Approved Decrease below 
recommendation | _ pp budget estimated 
1 A hasten $68, 621, 899, 638 | $53, 989, 760, 150 | $54, 539, 342, 491 | —$14, 082, 557, 147 
2d 88 „ „ „ 50, 238, 590, 985 46, 780, 200, 703 47, 642, 131, 205 —2, 596, 459, 780 


It will be noted from the above that 
the reductions in the Truman budget 
estimates in the Ist session of the 83d 
Congress totaled $14,082,557,147. The 
reduction for the 2d session totaled 
$2,596,459,780. The total appropriations 
for the last session of the 82d Congress 


exceeded $75 billion. The following 
table shows the reductions recommended 
by my subcommittee for the State De- 
partment, Commerce Department, and 
the United States Information Admin- 
istration: 


Bill 


State, Justice, and Commerce, fiscal year, 195 


‘The supplemental, 1954 
State, Justice, Commerce, and USIA, fiscal year, 
The supplemental, 1955. 


From the above table it will be seen 
that the State, Justice, and Commerce 
Departments subcommittee, of which it 
is my privilege to be chairman, made one 
of the deepest percentage cuts of any 
committee. 

The men on my committee, Mr. 
COUDERT, Mr. Bow, and Mr. Coon—and 
for the most part sustained by the three 
from the minority party, Mr. Rooney, 
Mr. PRESTON, and Mr. Srxes—and the 
members of the full Committee on Ap- 


Honse sub- Decrease 
Sa committee rec- below 
ommendation estimate 
— $1, 409. 494, 515 | 81, 143, 146, 712 —$326, 347, 803 
147, 854, 042 72, 018, 242 —75, 835, 800 
1, 313, 920, 960 | 1, 146, 988, 000 —166, 932, 960 
129, 305, 746 23, 291, —106, 014, 449 
3 3, 000, 575, 263 | 2, 385, 444, 251 —675, 131, 012 


propriations all deserve the thanks of 
the American taxpayers everywhere. 
This subcommittee recommended reduc- 
tions of more than $675 million below 
the budget estimates, which represent a 
reduction of over 22 percent. 

Every time an appropriations request 
is reduced those responsible therefor are 
severely criticized. It is a thankless task, 
but one which must be done if this great 
Nation is to remain solvent, 


14319 


Report to the People of the Fourth Con- 
gressional District of Wisconsin My 
Record and Votes on Major Issues in 
the 83d Congress 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, the 2d 
session of the 83d Congress is coming to 
an end. It is timely, therefore, to pause 
for a moment, survey the past 2 years, 
and see what this Congress has achieved, 
and where it has failed. 

We must look at the record, and com- 
pare the promises made during the past 
election campaign with the performance 
of the 83d Congress. Such stock-taking 
will help us—and help all the people of 
the United States—to evaluate the work 
of our elected Representatives. It will 
help to elect a good Congress for 1955-56. 

This report to the people of the Fourth 
Congressional District of Wisconsin deals 
with the work of the 83d Congress. It 
covers the major issues considered by 
Congress during the past 2 years, and 
pte my stand and votes on those ques- 

ons. 

I realize full well that my legislative 
record may not please each and every one 
of my constituents. That is to be ex- 
pected in a democracy, where each and 
every one of us has the right to his own 
opinion—a right that we must always 
respect and safeguard. 

Nevertheless, I believe that the voters 
have the right to know how their Rep- 
resentatives voted on issues of impor- 
tance to our Nation. For that reason, I 
have always reported to my constituency 
on my actions as their Congressman. I 
want the people of the Fourth Congres- 
sional District of Wisconsin to know that 
I have conscientiously tried to represent 
them to the best of my ability. 

POLITICS AND REALITY 


The Ist session of the 83d Congress 
described in detail in my 1953 report— 
acquired the “do nothing” tag. The 
second session produced a more palatable 
record, as shown in the table at the 
end of this report. Nevertheless, one 
brutal fact remains clear: the legisla- 
tive program of the present adminis- 
tration thus far has been neither bold, 
inspiring, dynamic, nor very important. 
Aside from the St. Lawrence Seaway, the 
meager accomplishments of the 83d Con- 
gress boil down to the passage of routine 
housekeeping bills—such as the annual 
appropriations—and to the extension, 
with minor modifications, of long-exist- 
ing programs developed by past admin- 
istrations—for instance, social security, 
Federal aid to highways, airports, hos- 
pitals, and other programs. 

As I already noted, the passage of the 
St. Lawrence Seaway bill was a note- 
worthy accomplishment. However, only 
after Congress follows through with 
additional legislation and appropriations 
necessary to complete the project, will 


14320 


a new highway of commerce between the 
heartland of America and the Atlantic 
Ocean become a reality. The seaway, 
for which we in Wisconsin have fought 
so long, can prove of tremendous benefit 
to our entire Nation. 

LEST WE FORGET 


Lest we forget, however, the American 
people were promised manifold other 
blessings during the 1952 election cam- 
paign by the glib and generous Repub- 
lican candidates. 

The GOP spokesmen pledged, for in- 
stance, to cut Federal spending by $15 
to $20 billion to balance the budget and 
to reduce the national debt. Yet dur- 
ing fiscal year 1953 the national debt 
increased by $7 billion; another $5 billion 
were added to it during fiscal year 1954, 
and it appears that the Government will 
continue to operate in the red through 
the rest of this year and into 1955. 

During the past campaign the Repub- 
licans made many extravagant charges 
about the “mess” in Washington. Upon 
being elected to office they found them- 
selves in an embarrassing situation: not 
only were they unable to substantiate 
most of their accusations, but in addi- 
tion, they were harassed by exposés of 
their own “4-percenters,” of corruption 
in the Justice Department, and scandals 
in the Federal Housing Administration, 

It was then that the Nation witnessed 
a shameful display in which Government 
officials, led by the Attorney General of 
the United States, began to pervert and 
twist facts to save face. The biggest 
abuses were perpetrated in the name of 
internal security. Men who died, men 
who resigned from Government service 
for personal reasons, men who were fired 
for plain inefficiency, and many others 
were branded as subversives and included 
in the infamous list of “2,000 cleaned-out 
subversives.” 

It was only after minority Repre- 
sentatives and the press began to demand 
names and facts that this fraud was 
exposed, 

THE SANTA CLAUS PARADE 

The 83d Congress will be especially re- 
membered for the shameless giveaway of 
our national resources. 

The first big giveaway came with the 
passage of the so-called tidelands oil 
bill, which gave to a few States our 
national oil resources located under the 
marginal sea, valued at between $70 and 
$200 billion. The oil interests tried un- 
successfully to secure access to these 
Federal resources for over 10 years. The 
Republican majority in the 83d Congress 
approved this giveaway, and the Presi- 
dent signed it. 

Then came the betrayal at Hells Can- 
yon, the authorization for the disposal 
of 28 Government-owned synthetic-rub- 
ber plants to private interests for a frac- 
tion of their cost, the raid on our public 
grazing lands, the lumber giveaway, the 
sellout at Niagara, the natural-gas 
“steal,” the atomic-energy deal—involv- 
ing a $12 billion investment of the tax- 
payer’s money—and other “fast shuffles.” 

To be certain, we managed to block 
some giveaways, to slow down and dis- 
courage others. The fact remains, how- 
ever, that since the Teapot Dome scandal 
in the early 1920’s, there has been noth- 
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ing in our history to compare with the 
record of the 83d Congress and our 
present administration in the bartering 
away of public resources. 

Under the guise of getting the Gov- 
ernment out of business, resources and 
developments in which billions of tax 
dollars have been invested were offered 
in “cut rate” deals to big business. To 
paraphrase a well-known idiom, “never 
has so much been done for so few, and 
so little for so many.” 


HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND SECURITY 


Defying old traditions, a number of 
GOP Representatives joined with the 
Democrats this year in pressing for new 
amendments to the Social Security Act. 
The 1954 amendments grant modest in- 
creases in the rates of benefits, extend 
the coverage of the program, and intro- 
duce a number of minor improvements 
in the law. 

While this legislation is neither orig- 
inal nor adequate—especially with re- 
gard to the much-needed lowering of 
retirement age for women workers and 
the extension of insurance benefits to 
disabled persons—it represents a step in 
the right direction. 

Among other programs continued by 
the 83d Congress were the extension of 
Federal aid for construction of medical 
facilities; aid for the improvement of 
vocational rehabilitation services to 
handicapped persons; aid to schools in 
defense areas; assistance to construction 
industry and Federal insurance of home 
mortgages. 

Little was done to enact a realistic 
program of school construction assist- 
ance, or to aid families submitted to 
hardship because of illnesses. Last year, 
8 million American families went into 
debt for over $1 billion to pay for medi- 
cal bills. Five hundred thousand fami- 
lies had medical expenses which equaled 
or exceeded their income. 

The administration's attempt to rem- 
edy this problem by having the Govern- 
ment underwrite certain health insur- 
ance losses of private companies was 
blocked in the House. The majority of 
Representatives felt that the adminis- 
tration’s health reinsurance bill was in- 
adequate to meet our people’s needs, and 
that it could enrich certain insurance 
companies with “windfall profits.” 


THE “TRICKLE-DOWN” POLICY 


In reviewing the tax situation, we 
must keep one thing clear: The auto- 
matic 10-percent tax cut which went into 
effect on January 1, 1954, was approved 
by the Democratic 82d Congress and 
signed by President Truman. This is 
the only tax relief which benefits the 
average taxpayer to any appreciable ex- 
tent—in addition, the 82d Congress 
provided for automatic cuts in excess 
profits; corporation, excise, and other 
tax rates, increased temporarily to pay 
for defense rearmament after the out- 
break of the Korean conflict. 

The tax bill sponsored by the present 
administration and approved by the 83d 
Congress gives very little relief to the 
average taxpayer. Eighty percent of 
our people earn less than $5,000 a year. 
This vast majority will receive a $311 
million tax reduction under the admin- 
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istration’s bill. This amounts to 9 per- 
cent of the total tax relief provided for 
in the 1954 Republican tax cut. 

Corporations and individuals earning 
over $5,000 a year will receive 91 percent 
of the tax relief provided for in the $3.3 
billion GOP tax bill. This is what is 
known as the “trickle down” policy, un- 
der which tax concessions are made to 
the well-to-do with the hope that they 
will seep through to those below. 

Together with a number of my Demo- 
cratic colleagues, I worked for an in- 
crease in the individual tax exemption 
which would benefit all taxpayers, in- 
stead of just a few. Our efforts to in- 
crease individual tax exemption to a 
minimum of $700 did not meet with 
much success. 


WHAT ABOUT WORKERS? 


The Republican campaign pledge for 
a revision of the Taft-Hartley Act was 
just so much talk. No serious effort was 
made by the majority leadership to en- 
act the needed changes in our labor laws. 

The majority party in the House also 
defeated all attempts to extend the dura- 
tion of jobless benefits, and to increase 
their rates. A token gesture was subse- 
quently made to extend the coverage of 
the unemployment compensation pro- 
gram. 

In spite of the high cost of living, and 
the appreciable level of unemployment, 
little was done to combat these problems. 
In fact, the GOP leadership in the Sen- 
ate overwhelmingly refused money for a 
committee on consumer interests, which 
was to investigate middleman profiteer- 
ing and the reasons for the wide gap be- 
tween farm income and consumer prices. 

Postal and other classified Federal em- 
ployees received the “runaround” in the 
needed cost-of-living salary adjust- 
ments, 

OUR FOREIGN POLICY 


The limitations of this report will not 
permit me to comment on all the issues 
considered by the 83d Congress. They 
are listed, however, at the end of this 
résumé, Before concluding, I want to 
say a few words about the poor perform- 
ance of the present administration in 
the important field of foreign policy. 

All of us will long remember the bit- 
ter criticisms heaped upon the foreign 
policy of the past administration by the 
Republicans. We will also recall the 
GOP campaign assurances that com- 
munism would be stopped in its tracks, 
that liberation of the Soviet-dominated 
nations would be at hand, and that our 
Nation would receive a new, dynamic 
foreign policy as soon as the Republi- 
cans were elected to office. 

The miserable and even tragic record 
of the present administration in the field 
of foreign affairs makes mockery of those 
empty promises. 

In less than 2 years, Communists have 
made great gains. Their hold on one- 
half of Korea was sanctioned—at least 
for the time being—when the adminis- 
tration accepted the shaky and unsatis- 
factory truce. The Reds then took over 
a big portion of Indochina, while our 
leaders stood by, piously pledging that 
they would not condone any agreements 
which would provide for the enslavement 
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of free peoples. In the meantime, 7 
million Vietnamese were committed into 
Communist bondage through the Indo- 
china armistice agreement. 

What is even more tragic, is that the 
unity of the free world has been crum- 
bling under the inept leadership of our 
Government during the past 21 months. 
Further, in the face of new Communist 
advances, our administration has been 
cutting back our military, mutual secu- 
rity, and anti-Communist propaganda 
appropriations. 
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How sadly does this great crusade com- 
pare with the record of the past Demo- 
cratic administration which stopped 
communism in Greece, Turkey, Iran, 
and Berlin; which blocked Red progress 
in Europe with the Marshall plan and 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion; which fostered the free world al- 
liance and frustrated Communist plans 
for the underdeveloped areas through 
the point 4 programs and which led in 
stopping Communist aggression in 
Korea. 


Voting record, 83d Cong. 


Stand Issue Status 
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 
Voted for_....-- TE Siete aa a DORRIT Sooo wn O S E Approved. 
Voted for_....-- Renewal of the reciprocal trade agreements program 1. Approved, 
Voted against. High-tariff Simpson bill Defeated. 
Voted for.. Simplification of United States customs procedures Approved. 
Voted for. Emergency Migration Act (refugee relief bill) Approved. 
Making agricultural surpluses available to needy nat: Approved, 
Resolution opposing admission of Red China to the United Nations! Approved. 
-| Resolution condemning Soviet enslavement of free peoples Approved. 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AND INTERNAL SECURITY 
Voted against $5 billion Air Force cut, and resultant cutback of our airpower....---......--.--.- Approved. 
Voted against. Deep cuts for civil defense and atomic energy Approved. 
Voted for Revision of specialists’ draft law i 2 -| Approved. 
Voted for. --| $450 million naval patrol and submarine vessel construction program. -| Approved. 
Voted for. -| Establishment of U. S. Air Force Academy Approved. 
Voted for.. -| Restricted use of wiretapped evidence in eases involving treason.. Pending. 
Voted for. . Revocation of United States citizenship of convicted trattors Pending. 
Voted ſor Inclusion of words “under God” in Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag Approved. 
NATIONAL ECONOMY 
Voted for 6-month extension of excess-profits tax u Approved. 
Voted or Reduction in excise taxes and repeal of theater admission tax 1.. .| Approved. 
Voted for Omnibus revision of the Internal Revenue Code Approved, 
Voted for_...... Increase in personal tax exemptions to a minimum of S700 Defeated. 
Voted for $966 million highway construction assistance program Approved. 
Voted against. Subterfuge attempt to “abolish” the RFC by changing its name Approved, 
Voted against. Giveaway provisions in authorization of sale of Government rubber plants. .| Approved. 
Extension of duration and increase of unemployment compensation rates 1. -| Defeated. 
Increase in first-class postal rates Defeated. 
Raising the ceiling on the national deb -| Pending. 
Revision of the Taft-Hartley Act “Fy -| Pending. 
NATURAL RESOURCES 
Voted against. Giveaway of tidelands oil resources, valued between $70 and $200 billion_........_. Approved. 
Fa vored - Oil revenue from outer Continental Shelf for educational purposes Defeated. 
Voted against Giveaway of Federal regulatory power over certain natural-gas companies Approved, 
Voted against. Giveaway of Government contro] over power and regulation of atomic energy. Approved. 
Giveaway of mineral resources under certain public lands Pending. 
Giveaway of public grazing lands Pending. 
e rr Approved. 
GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 
Renewal of President's authority to reorganize executive departments 1. Approved, 
Statehood for Hawaii and Alaska Pending. 
Government reorganization plans (Departments of Defense, Health, ete.) Approved. 
VETERANS AND SERVICEMEN 
Voted ſor Family allowances to dependents of servicemen !___.....---.-----~---------------- Approved, 
Voted for.. Direct housing loans to veterans . Approved. 
Voted for.. Automatic renewal of Government life insurance Approved. 
Voted for.. Income-tax exemptions for servicemen vn combat duty ....--------- Approved. 
Voted for.. Increase in veterans pensions. compensation, and survivors benefits 1. Approved. 
Voted for.. Extension of Korean veterans GI bill of rights and housing benefits Approved, 
Voted for.. Changing of Armistice Day, November 11, to Veterans’ Day Approved, 
5 Increased interest rates on veterans’ housing louns Approved. 
AGRICULTURE 
-| Emergency aid to drought and disaster areas. -| Approved. 
Federal regulation of trading in coffee Approved, 
Sale of $1 billion of surplus agricultural comm Approved. 
Omnibus farm program bill Pending. 
Increased interest rates on Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act loans... Approved. 
SOCIAL SECURITY, HEALTH, AND WELFARE 
Voted for Extension of the National Housing Act 4 Approved. 
Voted for.. Increased FHA authority to insure housing loans, with new safeguards ! -| Approved. 
Voted for.. Federal aid for survey and construction of medical facilities 1. Approved, 
Voted for.. Federal aid to schools in defense areas and for vocational rehabilitation 1.. Approved. 
Voted for.. -| 1954 Amendments to the Social Security Act 1... Approved. 
Voted for.. Coordination of Wisconsin State retirement funds with social security_ Approved. 
Voted for Allowing full benefits under social security and railroad retirement t... Approved, 
Voted for_...__. Factory inspection by Food and Drug Administration ../ Approved. 
1 Denotes extension or modification of a program originated by past administrations, 
Rolleall record 
Total roll 20125 a 
‘otal roll- 7 roll an 
calls Paired | Not voting quorum 
calls ! 
ee A ee ee eee ae eee. 123 8 1 5 
2d session (through Aug. 12, 1954) ——ꝗ—ę.ĩ 140 3 0 5 


1 Absence on quorum calls does not necessarily mean a legislative day’s absence, 
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Gunpowder Politics 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. CLIFTON (CLIFF) YOUNG 


OF NEVADA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, the REC- 
orp has been unduly burdened of late 
days with propaganda on behalf of what 
has been appropriately called gunpowder 
politics. Among others, apparently cer- 
tain manufacturers of shotgun and rifle 
shells are assisting in a nationwide cam- 
paign of villification of livestock pro- 
ducers of the West under the guise 
of pseudoconservation organizations. 
They have succeeded to the extent of 
misleading even some of our foremost 
sportsmen's groups. They are even 
financing legitimate organizations in the 
distribution of propaganda based on 
glittering generalities rather than facts. 
Regrettably it has had some effect on the 
public because of the names of these 
respected sportsmen’s groups. 

The gentleman from Montana's First 
Congressional] District was recently hon- 
ored by a number of groups, apparently 
to some extent, for his part in an un- 
ceasing campaign against the livestock 
industry of the range regions of the 
West. He has been most considerate of 
those promoting these gunpowder politi- 
cal attacks on the administration-sup- 
ported Forest Lands Grazing Act. He 
has assisted by placing in the RECORD 
copies of editorials which unfairly and 
unjustly criticize this measure. 

One of the latest of these is entitled 
“The Neatest Trick of 1954.” The 
charges included therein point out no 
specifics in opposition to the bill, but 
must be answered to clear up certain 
misstatements and protect the integrity 
of the Forest Service, the Department of 
Agriculture, one of our greatest basic 
private enterprises of the agriculture in- 
dustry, namely, livestock producing, and 
those representatives of the western 
range areas who have worked so dili- 
gently to bring about uniformity and 
the most efficient use of the natural re- 
sources of the West. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the responsibilities 
of this Congress is the drafting of legisla- 
tion to most wisely utilize for the good 
of the Nation the vast land areas of the 
11 Western States which are held in 
public trust in the name of the United 
States Government. Fifty percent of 
the land areas of the 11 Western States 
is owned by the Federal Government. 
As can be readily seen, this does not in- 
clude land upon which cities have grown, 
but is comprised principally of the 
rugged mountains, deserts, and forests 
where settling under the Homestead Act 
with an acreage limitation was found to 
be impracticable to establish a sound 
economy. The grass which grows on 
these public land areas is one of the 
greatest natural resources this country 
has. When we mine the mountains the 
product is gone forever; when we drill 
for oil we exhaust that much of our 
natural resources; but when we harvest 
the grass which comes up each year, we 
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not only utilize one of the greatest 
natural resources of this area but we 
know that, with proper management and 
care, that natural resources will be ready 
for harvest again the next season, and 
both the quantity and quality of that 
natural resource can be improved under 
proper safeguards. 

There are those who would have you 
believe that it should be established as 
the national policy that the livestock 
men of the areas who have built a major 
portion of the economy of the West upon 
the proper utilization of these resources 
should be driven from the public lands so 
it could be turned over to the exclusive 
use of men pleasure-bent—with rifle and 
shotgun under arm—who would wander 
through the unharvested grass and shoot 
at deer and duck. Were this to be done, 
a valuable, recurring resource—this an- 
nual forage crop—would be irretrievably 
lost. 

What heinous crime have these live- 
stock men committed which causes the 
gentleman from Montana to raise this 
anguished cry against them in the 
Recorp? Mr. Speaker, these men have 
produced from this natural resource, 
grass, the meat, the leather, and the wool 
which have fed and clothed the Nation. 
Remember the leather shoes you are 
wearing, the wool of your suit, the meat 
at your table is the direct harvested re- 
sult of utilization of the natural grass 
resources. 

Upon the production of these articles 
depends the income of vast land areas 
of the Western States. Not only have 
these users of the public lands paid their 
fee for the use of the grass crops which 
have been harvested, but from the profits 
they have paid some part of the taxes 
which built schools and financed State 
governments. In many of these areas 
it is the only economy upon which is 
based the commerce and business of the 
area. 

The gentleman from Montana has 
placed in the Recor an editorial stat- 
ing the attempt to pass the forest graz- 
ing bill is for a small group of stock- 
men. Mr. Speaker, there are thou- 
sands of permittees who graze livestock 
on the forest lands and other public 
lands of the West. Consider how many 
more thousands are furnished employ- 
ment in the industry and in the service 
organizations which supply them with 
their needs and handle their products. 
Mr. Speaker, without confusing the 
Recorp with the many thousands of 
stockmen who have permits—for which 
they pay—to graze under strict control, 
on other public lands, but just directing 
our attention to the forest grazing bill, 
there are more than 26,000 such stock- 
men who graze on forest lands. The 
Nation benefits from their production, 
and from the tax revenues on all their 
profits and on the wages of the employ- 
ees and on the wages and profits of the 
allied industries. In 1953, 3 million 
head of sheep and 1,150,000 head of 
cattle harvested the grass natural re- 
sources of the public forest lands. Fig- 
ured on an animal-month-unit basis of 
grazing, there were 8,500,000 sheep 
months and 6 million cattle months of 
grazing on the forest lands. Please 
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realize, Mr. Speaker, this is only supple- 
mental grazing—summer grazing, if you 
please—to make more productive the 
livestock operations on the private lands 
of the western feeding areas. Yet the 
opponents of this forest grazing act, by 
the deft use of glittering-generalities 
propaganda, would try to make you and 
the public believe the forest grazing bill 
is for only a few. 

Over in the other body, an amendment 
has been accepted to the omnibus farm 
bill which would establish a more secure 
working relationship between the live- 
stock producers of the West, as tenants 
who lease land, and the Government of 
the United States, which is the landlord 
for the livestock industry. 

Mr. Speaker, this amendment is iden- 
tical with the forest grazing bill which 
passed the Senate unanimously early 
this year. Hearings were held in the 
House Agriculture Committee and there 
was every indication that after 2 years 
of study this measure would be approved 
quite overwhelmingly by the House of 
Representatives, because of the reason- 
ableness of the measure which would 
establish a sound landlord-tenant rela- 
tionship between the Forest Service and 
the livestock industry. I take pride in 
the fact that this Republican adminis- 
tration has been quick to recognize the 
benefits of establishing and recognizing 
the multiple uses of the forest lands and 
giving some sense of security to an in- 
dustry which harvested the grass re- 
sources of our forest lands for the benefit 
of the Government and the profit of our 
citizens. 

Material placed in the Recorp by the 
gentleman from Montana mentions that 
the forest grazing bill is not germane to 
the agriculture bill. It is germane. It 
was this body of the Congress which 
made of the agriculture bill, receiving 
consideration in the House, an omnibus 
bill, carrying several items which had 
been passed separately by the Senate. 
Practically all matters affecting the De- 
partment of Agriculture, from agricul- 
ture attaches to support prices on basics, 
were included in the agriculture bill 
made into an omnibus bill by the Agri- 
culture Committee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. Then why, Mr. Speaker, 
is it not germane to include legislation 
directing the activities of the Secretary 
of Agriculture and the Forest Service in 
the production of meat, leather, and 
fiber on the public lands? 

Mr. Speaker, the gunpowder politicians 
and their propaganda do not point out 
specific places in which they oppose the 
forest grazing bill, they only make wild, 
arm-swinging charges that there is a 
great strain on many for the benefit of 
a few. The facts refute this. They 
would have you believe that all people 
who believe in conservation oppose this 
bill. That is not true. For 2 years con- 
servation groups, the administration, 
and the livestock industry have been 
presenting their position on this matter 
to Congress. Let me quote a small por- 
tion of a considerable amount of material 
delivered to the Senate by Senator 
ANDERSON on August 3 of this year, in 
which the National Wildlife Federation 
supports the forest grazing bill. Hugh 
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B. Woodward, regional director of the 
National Wildlife Federation, states that 
they have attempted a sane and dispas- 
sionate evaluation of the measure as 
passed by the Senate on March 8 of this 
year, and says “such an approach must 
be divorced from unreasoning prejudice,” 
Their declaration that widespread oppo- 
sition persists is due to lack of knowledge 
and understanding, and I again quote 
Mr. Woodward: 


After a complete review of all congressional 
legislation affecting national forests; after 
many months of careful and conscientious 
study of S. 2548 from the time of its intro- 
duction through the committee hearings, 
careful analysis of the Aiken committee 
report to the Senate, and the debate and 
colloquy at the time the bill was passed by 
the Senate, as printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RecorpD, we have an abiding conviction that 
the merits of the amended bill justify and 
should command the support of every 
thoughful citizen of the United States inter- 
ested in the protection of the public values 
of our national forests. 


Mr. Speaker, now that the other body 
has adopted the Anderson forest grazing 
amendment, it will give this body an 
opportunity to agree in the establish- 
ment of a broad declaration of congres- 
sional policy for the administration of 
all national forest lands. I hope that 
the Members of the House will not be 
deluded by the misinformation circu- 
lated on this amendment and will join 
with the other body in giving the Ameri- 
can people a constructive program for 
improving the multiple use of our na- 
tional forest areas, 


Genevieve de Galard-Terraube, French 
Airborne Nurse, Visits the United States 
at the Request of Congress, July 26 
Through August 17, 1954 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. FRANCES P. BOLTON 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 
Speaker, on June 4 both the House and 
Senate passed House Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 236, which read as follows: 


Whereas this year marks the 100th anni- 
versary of Florence Nightingale’s historic 
nursing of the wounded in the Crimean 
War; and 

Whereas Nurse Genevieve de Galard-Ter- 
raube, officer of the Army of the Republic 
of France, in her ministering to the sick and 
wounded at Dien Bien Phu and her subse- 
quent service to her comrades as prisoners 
of the Viet Minh has provided an example 
of the courage of a woman in battle and of 
the devotion of a nurse to her sworn duty 
which has been unsurpassed in this cen- 
tury; and 

Whereas this inspiring woman is repre- 
sentative of the devotion to duty of soldiers 
of the Republic of France, which has been an 
ally of the United States for 178 years, and 
whose people today are considered the warm 
friends of the people of the United States; 
and 
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Whereas Nurse Geneyleve de Galard-Ter- 
raube's example of fortitude in the face of 
supreme danger has changed the fall of Dien 
Bien Phu from a military reversal to a great 
psychological victory of the undefeatable 
principles of free mankind fighting the forces 
of darkness; and 

Whereas this nurse, known affectionately 
as “the Angel of Dien Bien Phu,” embodies 
the finest attributes of free women accept- 
ing with men the full burden of living in our 
modern world: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress 
hereby extends to Nurse Genevieve de Ga- 
lard-Terraube its warm congratulations for 
her gallant service and invites her, at the 
earliest time convenient to her and her 
country, to visit the United States as an 
honored guest. 

The President is respectfully requested to 
transmit copies of this resolution to the 
Government of France, and to Nurse Gene- 
vieve de Galard-Terraube. 


This was transmitted to Mlle. de 
Galard-Terraube with the following 
cover letter from President Eisenhower: 


TER Wuirr House, 
Washington, D. C., June 14, 1954. 

Dear MLLE. DE GALARD-TERRAUBE: It gives 
me great pleasure to transmit to you a 
resolution by the Congress of the United 
States inviting you, at the earliest time con- 
venient to you and your country, to visit 
the United States as an honored guest. 

The people of the United States have fol- 
lowed with sympathy and deep admiration 
the courageous and resolute resistance of 
French Union forces against Communist ag- 
gression. I wish to include myself among 
the many to whom the example set by your 
fortitude, your devotion to duty, and your 
concern for the sick and wounded has been 
inspiring and in accordance with the best 
traditions of humanity. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER, 


On July 24 the Speaker laid before the 
House the following communication: 


Vistr OF MLLE. GENEVIEVE DE GALARD-TER- 
RAUBE—COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESI- 
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the 
following communication from the President 
of the United States, together with a letter 
from Mile. Genevieve de Galard-Terraube, 
which were read: 

Tue WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, July 23, 1954. 
Hon. JosEPH W. MARTIN, Jr., 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am pleased to trans- 
mit herewith a letter addressed to me by 
Mile. Genevieve de Galard-Terraube accept- 
ing the invitation of the Congress to visit 
the United States and asking that her thanks 
be submitted to the Congress. 

Sincerely, 
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 


[Translation of letter to the President from 
Mile. de Galard] 
JUNE 28, 1954. 

MR. PRESDENT: I am profoundly touched 
by the great honor which it has pleased the 
American Congress to do me by inviting me 
to go to the United States. This honor þe- 
longs to all those whose lot I proudly shared 
for nearly 2 months and to all the nurses 
who, in a more obscure situation, sought to 
relieve the suffering of the wounded. It is 
on these terms that I accept with gratitude 
the invitation of the Congress. 

In accepting this invitation I am mindful 
of all the families in mourning, of all those 
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who are still out there, of those who battle 
and those who are in the prison camps and 
who, more than I, merit the honor which is 
paid me; their thought will stay with me 
and without doubt my taking to the people 
of the United States an echo of their heroic 
courage will be of a continuing aid to them. 

The American Nation will understand my 
feelings all the better in that at this very 
moment it is making a generous contribu- 
tion to the repatriation of the wounded of 
Indochina. I shall be happy, upon the occa- 
sion of my visit, to express the gratitude of 
the French families for this gesture which 
translates so well the traditional friendship 
of our two countries. 

I beg Your Excellency to please transmit 
my most humble thanks to the Congress of 
the United States and to accept the assur- 
ances of my profoundly respectful senti- 
ments. 

GENEVIEVE DE GALARD. 


On Monday, July 26, with the unani- 
mous consent of this House to be ab- 
sent on official business, I went to New 
York to welcome to the United States on 
the part of the President and the Con- 
gress this young guest whose valiant 
service to the wounded at Dien Bien 
Phu—Indochina—has so stirred the im- 
agination and gripped the heart of 
America. 

Today, I have asked for this time in 
order to report upon the results of our 
invitation and its acceptance by Mlle. 
Genevieve de Galard-Terraube, air- 
borne nurse of France. 

NEW YORK 


I need hardly tell you that on July 26 
the press, radio, television, and newsreels 
were at Idlewild Airport in full force, all 
of them immediately captivated by 
Mademoiselle. 

The reception party consisted of my- 
self, representatives of the State and 
Defense Departments, Army, Navy, and 
Air Force nurses, as well as members of 
the French Embassy and their New York 
consulate. With the mayor of New 
York’s representative Ambassador Rich- 
ard Patterson, rolling out the red carpet 
in the usual form, the parade cars and 
the police escort throughout the day 
could not have been surpassed, 

A delightfully intimate note was added 
by the presence at the airport of several 
members of Mile. de Galard’s family. 
This group was escorted to the airport 
by Mrs. John Lodge, wife of the distin- 
guished Governor of Connecticut. In 
the party were Mr. and Mrs. Joseph F. 
Kelly, of Ridgefield, Conn.; Mrs. Kelly 
being an aunt; their son, Count Gaston 
de Galard de Bearn, Mademoiselle’s 
cousin; and Mrs. Chantel Munier Prouty, 
of Windsor, Conn. Mrs. Prouty had at- 
tended the Louise de Bettignies School 
in Paris with Mademoiselle. 

We made a brief stop at the Plaza 
Hotel, whose management very gener- 
ously made a beautiful suite available, 
and then on to the Battery for the pa- 
rade to the city hall. 

I should not be giving you the full 
story did I not try to tell you something 
of the drama of her reception by the 
people of that great gateway city of New 
York. 

From the Battery to the city hall the 
sidewalks were literally packed with 
eager folk applauding, cheering, waving, 
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calling “Bravo, Bravo,” “Vive la France.” 

Men and women wiped their eyes quite 

unashamed. Photographers kept call- 

ing “Look this way, honey“ — Smile, 

Jenny“ Wave to us, Genevieve.” And 

she? Sitting alongside her in the lead 

parade car, where she was perched high 
on the back of the seat, I saw tears of 
deep emotion in her eyes, too. 

The ceremony at the city hall was col- 
orful and gracious. The invited au- 
dience of city officials, nurses, represent- 
atives of various welfare organizations, 
and representatives of the various serv- 
ices, presenting the colors of the two 
countries, received our guest with a 
warmth that was good to see. The Mar- 
seillaise and The Star-Spangled Banner 
preceded the short welcoming speeches 
and the presentation by the mayor of the 
scroll of the city. 

Mademoiselle’s gracious word of ap- 
preciation endeared her for all time to 
those who heard her. 

The official program follows: 

OFFICIAL RECEPTION IN HONOR or LT. GENE- 
VIEVE DE GALARD-TERRAUBE, “ANGEL OF DIEN 
Bren PHU", MONDAY, JULY 26, 1954 

COMMISSION FOR PUBLIC EVENTS, 
New York, N. Y. 

National Anthem, France; National An- 
them, United States of America; United 
States First Army Band. 

Presiding: Richard C. Patterson, Jr., Com- 
missioner, Department of Commerce and 
Public Events. 

Address: The Honorable FRANCES P. BOL- 
TON. 

Address: The Honorable Count Jean de 
Lagarde, Minister Plenipotentiary, Consul 
General of France. 

Address: The Honorable Roger Seydoux, 
Minister Plenipotentiary at the French Em- 
bassy, Washington, representing his Excel- 
lency, Ambassador Henri Bonnet. 

Address of welcome: The Honorable Rob- 
ert F. Wagner. 

Presentation of scroll: Mayor of the city of 
New York. 

Response: Lt. Geneieve de Galard-Ter- 
raube, “Angel of Dien Bien Phu.” 

Municipal Broadcasting System, WNYC, 
Department of Correction Band, Capt. Wil- 
liam Warfield. 

Honor escort to Lt. Genevieve de Galard- 
Terraube: Col. J. R. Bowers, First Army and 
staff; mounted police escort; United States 
Army Band and contingent; United States 
Marine Corps contingent; United States 
Navy contingent; United States Air Force 
Band; Fire Department Band and contin- 
gent; New York Post Office Band; 40 and 8 
contingent; massed colors, Fire Department. 


After these ceremonies we proceeded to 
the Plaza, again between enthusiastic 
crowds. 

Luncheon was in a tiny French res- 
taurant with the French officials. 
There I listened with all my absorptive 
capacity to her replies to their many 
questions. Again I saw how sincere is 
her humility, how unassuming her cour- 
age. Truly, she is a valiant daughter of 
a long, long line of splendid soldiers of 
France. 

That afternoon I held a reception in 
the Plaza for the members of our na- 
tional welcoming committee and repre- 
sentatives of the nursing profession, as 
well as of hospitals, nursing schools, 
welfare organizations, Red Cross and 
others. They were a fitting back- 
ground for the following citations given 


14324 


her by: Columbia University, the Amer- 
ican Nurses’ Association, and the Na- 
tional League for Nursing: 


CITATION FOR DISTINGUISHED SERVICE IN THE 
PROFESSION OF NURSING TO LT. GENEVIEVE DE 
GALARD-TERRAUBE 
For her heroic devotion to the sick and 

wounded soldiers at Dien Bien Phu which 

has stirred the respect of all citizens: 

For her courage in remaining with her pa- 
tients during the last terrible weeks of siege 
at the battered bastion in Indochina and 
later by her presence greatly influencing the 
morale of her patients and fellow prisoners 
of the Viet Minh: 

For her faithful adherence to duty as a 
volunteer for service and as a nurse through 
which she has symbolized and dramatized 
for all the free world the high precepts of 
the nursing profession and the contribu- 
tions of modern military nursing: 

This citation is inscribed and awarded to 
her on the 27th day of July 1954 by the 
American Nurses’ Association. 

AGNES OHLSON, 
President. 
Jux 26, 1954. 

The National League for Nursing salutes 
Genevieve de Galard-Terraube, airborne 
nurse of the French Air Force. f 

The dark brings out her light; her valor 
perpetuates the inner spirit of her country- 
men; her heroism quickens the pulse of hu- 
manity; her radiance reflects a loftiness of 
service in the career of nursing. 


Mademoiselle de Galard was awarded 
a Columbia University bicentennial me- 
dallion in silver, with an acompanying 
citation which read: 

The bicentennial committee of Columbia 
University in cooperation with the division 
of nursing education, teachers college, and 
the department of nursing of the faculty 
of medicine awards to Mlle. Genevieve de 
Galard-Terraube a Columbia University bi- 
centennial medallion in recognition of her 
heroic devotion to duty in nursing the sol- 
diers of Dien Bien Phu. In putting the needs 
and comforts of her patients beyond per- 
sonal freedom and safety, in ministering to 
the sick and wounded, whether friend or 
foe, she followed with honor the example set 
by Florence Nightingale 100 years ago. 

In honoring Mademoiselle Galard-Ter- 
raube Columbia University pays tribute to 
the nurses of all nations whose valor, though 
outstanding, remains unsung. 

By her courageous stand in face of danger, 
Mademoiselle Galard-Terraube has exempli- 
fied a dedication to duty that has become a 
tradition of nurses. She has symbolized 
anew throughout the world the high call- 
ing of the modern professional nurse. 


That evening the French Consul Gen- 
eral entertained with an informal dinner 
in her honor, at which I had the oppor- 
tunity to express something of our ap- 
preciation for her coming, what her visit 
can mean to nurses and nursing here 
and in France as well, and the hope that 
her visit would bring about a better 
understanding between our two peoples, 

WASHINGTON 


The welcomings in Washington were 
very different, but just as moving. The 
Defense Department plane which was 
to carry her across the country touched 
down at MATS’ terminal, where a de- 
tachment of nurses from the three mili- 
tary services stood at attention to re- 
ceive her before an honor guard and 
band from Bolling Field. There also 
were Ambassador and Madame Bonnet, 
of the French Embassy; Representatives 
Edna Kelly and James Fulton, of the 
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Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House; representatives of Vietnam, Laos, 
and Cambodia; Mr. John F. Simmons, 
chief of protocol, and Mr. Jameson Par- 
ker, public-affairs officer, both of the 
State Department; and the special rep- 
resentatives of Defense, Army, Navy, and 
Air Force nurses. 

Later she was received by members 
of the House Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs and was honored guest at a con- 
gressional luncheon I gave. The Sena- 
tors I had invited found it difficult to 
attend because of the pressure of legis- 
lative business on the floor. I deeply 
appreciated that several came in for a 
few moments. We House Members kept 
tabs on what was happening on the 
House floor through the Speaker and 
whip, who were also present. 

On Wednesday, Madamoiselle Gene- 
vieve and I appeared together on two 
television network programs. Later she 
laid a wreath at the National Nurses Me- 
morial in Arlington Cemetery in a mov- 
ing ceremony which will not be forgotten 
by those who attended. Her visit to 
Walter Reed Hospital was deeply appre- 
ciated. Mrs. John Foster Dulles very 
graciously included her in the luncheon 
she was giving for the wives of diplomats 
of the 16 nations who joined us in Ko- 
rea, Later I had the pleasure of intro- 
ducing her to the Secretary of State. 
She was accompanied, of course, by the 
French Ambassador, Henri Bonnet, and 
Assistant Secretary McCardle and Mr. 
Parker, of the State Department, joined 
us. At 6 o’clock she was guest of honor 
at a beautiful reception at the French 
Embassy. 

If there was to be any highlight in this 
spectacular tour, it most certainly came 
on Thursday when Madamoiselle de 
Galard was received by President and 
Mrs. Eisenhower. The President ex- 
pressed the appreciation of a profession- 
al soldier for this young woman's out- 
standing display of heroism and then 
awarded her the Medal of Freedom with 
bronze palm. The medal takes its place 
beside the Legion of Honor, which was 
conferred upon her during the siege of 
Dien Bien Phu. 

THe WHITE HOUSE 

The President of the United States of 
America, authorized by Executive order, July 
6, 1945, has awarded the Medal of Freedom 
with bronze palm, to Mile. Genevieve de 
Galard-Terraube, French airborne nurse, for 
meritorious service. 

MEDAL OF FREEDOM (WITH BRONZE PALM) 

Mille. Genevieve de Galard-Terraube, 
French airborne nurse, by her ministrations 
to the sick and wounded at Dien Bien Phu, 
inspired and heartened the entire free world. 
Her service to her comrades, marked by the 
courage of a woman in battle and by the 
devotion of a nurse to her sworn duty, has 
been unsurpassed in this century. Her su- 
preme fortitude in hours of peril, her un- 
faltering dedication to her mission reflected 
the greatness of spirit manifested on many 
fields, in many centuries, by the soldiers of 
France. 

The republic she serves so nobly has been 
an ally of the United States for 178 years. 
The continuing friendship between the peo- 
ples of the two Republics is symbolized today 
in their joined salute to Mile. de Galard- 
Terraube. Her service at Dien Bien Phu 
reflects great credit upon herself and 
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her country and the cause of freedom around 
the world, 
JULY 29, 1954. 


From the White House, Mlle. de 
Galard went to the National Insti- 
tutes of Health in Bethesda. There Sur- 
geon General Dr. Leonard A. Scheele 
awarded her a citation and honorary 
membership in the Association of Mili- 
tary Surgeons. 

Genevieve de Galard-Terraube, French 
airborne nurse, with nobility of purpose, 
with selfiess devotion to duty despite dan- 
ger, you denied yourself comfort and safety 
that you might serve God, your country, 
and your people in the heroic defense of 
Dien Bien Phu. You are a symbol of the 
highest traditions of professional nursing 
and have brought honor to all who care for 
the sick or wounded, in peace as in war. 
The Association of Military Surgeons of the 
United States commends you. 

LEONARD A, SCHEELE, M. D., 

The Surgeon General, United States 
Public Health Service; President, 
Association of Military Surgeons, 

JULY 29, 1954. 


Later that day she was guest of honor 
at a tea given by the American Red Cross 
Nursing Services where she planted two 
little holly trees. The Red Cross has also 
recommended her for the Florence 
Nightingale Medal, highest honor of the 
nursing profession. 


RESOLUTION OF TRIBUTE TO LT. GENEVIEVE DE 
GALARD-TERRAUBE 

During the siege and fall of Dien Bien Phu, 
Lt. Genevieve de Galard-Terraube, a French 
nurse, acted in the finest tradition of nurs- 
ing, established in the Crimean and other 
bitter wars, by providing an heartening ex- 
ample of unselfish service and inspiration to 
the garrison during the siege, by administer- 
ing aid and comfort to the wounded, courage 
and cheer to the disheartened, and, after the 
fortress fell, by refusing an offer of freedom 
so she could stay until the wounded were 
eared for and repatriated; be it 

“Resolved, therefore, That the American 
National Red Cross in convention assembled 
pay tribute to Lt. Genevieve de Galard-Ter- 
raube for her outstanding contribution to 
the nursing profession and for the renewal 
of faith and hope for humanity which her 
uplifting example of selfless fortitude has 
provided people throughout the world; and 
be it further 

“Resolved, That this tribute to Lieutenant 
de Galard-Terraube be presented to her 
through the offices of the French Red Cross; 
and that the American National Red Cross 
join with the League of Red Cross Societies 
in recommending to the International Red 
Cross Committee that she be awarded the 
Florence Nightingale medal. 

(Adopted unanimously at the American 
Red Cross National Convention, Los Angeles, 
Calif., June 16, 1954.) 


Friday, July 30, saw us at Bolling Field 
taking off for Cleveland, where I left 
Mile. de Galard and returned to Wash- 
ington. We were received by the Gover- 
nor, the mayor, and cther officials, and 
the regional French consul, M. Beliard, 
down from Detroit. 

Mile. de Galard was the weekend 
houseguest of Mr. and Mrs. Kenyon 
C. Bolton. First came a reception at 
their home, under the auspices of the 
Council on World Affairs, on Friday. 
Monday, a second reception gave oppor- 
tunity to literally thousands of nurses 
and student nurses, to meet Mile. de 
Galard. There were visits to the Red 
Cross headquarters of the Cleveland 
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area, and observation of a mobile blood- 
donor operation in action. Interspersed 
with all this were an informal luncheon 
at the home of Mr. Laurence Norton in 
Mentor, a dinner given by the French 
consular agent, refreshing swims, a de- 
lightful evening at the Musicarnival“ 
where at the end of the play our Jenny 
was called on stage and presented with 
flowers. 

August 3 to 6 our guest was in Chicago 
where she was received by Mayor Ken- 
nelly and other high city officials, as well 
as representatives of the American 
Medical Association, the American Hos- 
pital Association, the Illinois League for 
Nursing, the Institute of International 
Education, and representatives of the 
Fifth Army. The American Medical As- 
sociation and the American Hospital As- 
sociation graciously arranged receptions 
for Mlle. de Galard and afforded 
her the opportunity of meeting many 
prominent members of the medical and 
nursing professions in the Chicago area. 
She also visited the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration Research Hospital and attended 
a reception for student nurses at the 
Michael Reese Hospital, arranged by Miss 
Lorentz, of the Illinois League for Nurs- 
ing. The French Consul General also 
entertained Mlle. de Galard at a din- 
ner on the evening of August 4 and 
on August 5 she was given a luncheon by 
the Chicago office of CARE, which is now 
launching a special program for relief 
of refugees in Indochina. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I should 
like to tell you a touching little story 
which tells in a few words what pages 
might not convey as to the meaning of 
Mile. de Galard’s visit in this country. 
It happened in Chicago at the veterans’ 
hospital. My correspondent told it this 
way: 

I thought it might interest you to know 
what happened in our hospital the day of 
Mile. de Galard’s visit. There was a little 
celebration for her which was attended by 
all nurses and patients who could leave 
their wards. After the celebration, when 
our honored guest had left the building, 
the nurses returned to work. On one 
of the floors all the patients were waiting for 
their arrival at the elevators. They had 
little presents and gardenia corsages for 
every one of them. They said they admired 
what Mile. de Galard had done in Indochina, 
but that their nurses take good care of 
them, too, and deserve gratefulness and 
attention as well. We all thought it was 
very nice of the patients, and I knew 
you would be pleased to hear about it. I 
am sorry I had no chance to tell the story 
to Mile. de Galard, because I am sure it 
would make her very happy, too. 


On behalf of the men and women who de- 
vote their lives to caring for the sick and in- 
jured, the American Hospital Association 
and the American Medical Association pre- 
sent this citation to Mile. Genevieve de Gal- 
ard-Terraube, “the Angel of Dien Bien Phu,” 
whose devotion to the same noble cause has 
made her a 20th century symbol of the tra- 
ditions established by Florence Nightingale, 

Epwin L. Crossy, M. D., 
Director, American Hospital Asso- 
ciation. 
GEORGE F, LOLL, M. D., 
Secretary and General Manager, The 
American Medical Association. 
(For the officers and trustees of our 
organizations.) 
Cuicaco, August 3, 1954. 
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To Genevieve de Galard-Terraube in ad- 
miration and tribute for heroic devotion to 
the care of the sick and wounded soldiers 
at Dien Bien Phu, we, the hospitalized vet- 
erans of the Veterans’ Administration Re- 
search Hospital, Chicago, II., gratefully 
affix our names, 

Edward B. Cushing, Max R. Chomblee, 
Harvey Nerod, James D. Washington, 
Jessi A. Shuke, Charles B. Gerndt, 
Joseph Cusack, Fred H. Zeiss, Orville 
Canney, Walter Covington, Henry Mc- 
Farland, Walter R. Moody, Joseph M. 
Henley, Chester Wysocki, Howard A. 
Matthews, Roland Blanchetto, Ray V. 
Johnson, Harry M. Semmers, Aaron H, 
Cole, O. L. Norton, Rev. Walter J. Bras- 
elton, Charles H. Strey, Louis Mosier, 
John Buhr, Benna H. Siy, Perry W. 
Collinson, Robert E. Shannon, Roy G. 
Weidleman, Estelle H. Wajerski, Lau- 
rence La Carza, Glenn L. Woolworth, 
Jr., Harold Moore, John Gengler, 
George Ready, Roy L. Davis, John C. 
Kelleher, William J. Gerleve, Charles 
L. Neigh, William Markley, Lee R. 
McCullony, Eugene K. Blair, Emery E. 
Nale, Ernest Stellwag, Henry L. Fal- 
conio, John E. Murray, John Dailey, 
Joseph Hartridge, Mike Smith, Wm. M. 
Denear, Ole M. Heltner, Robert R. 
Nangle, etc. 

GRANT HOSPITAL OF CHICAGO, 
SCHOOL OF NURSING, 
Chicago, Ill. 

Mile. Genevieve de Galard-Terraube, in 
recognition of the honor and glory your 
heroism has brought to the profession of 
nursing throughout the world the Grant Hos- 
pital of Chicago, School of Nursing, hereby 
establishes a 3-year scholarship in your honor 
to be known as the Mlle. Genevieve de Gal- 
ard-Terraube scholarship. 

This scholarship will be awarded to that 
candidate whose qualities of mind and heart 
and spirit make her most likely to carry on 
noblest traditions of the nursing profession 
which you exemplify. 

Given at Chicago, in the State of Illinois, 
August 4, 1954. 

Cort C. Mason, M. D., 
President, Medical Staf. 
JosEePH F. DITEN, 
President, Board of Directors. 
Mona JacKson, R. N., 
Director, School of Nursing. 
WILLIAM A. HUTCHINSON, M. D., 
Executive Director. 

Veterans’ Administration, Department of 
Medicine and Surgery, Nursing Service, pays 
tribute to Mlle. Genevieve de Galard-Ter- 
raube in recognition of her outstanding cour- 
age and performance of duty at Dien Pien 
Phu exemplifying the ideals and traditions 
of the nursing profession. 

Given at Chicago, Ill., this 5th day of Au- 


gust 1954. 
DoroTHY V. WHEELER, 


Director of Nursing Service. 


After a restful weekend at Lake Tahoe 
with her cousin, M. de Guiringaud, 
French consul general in San Fran- 
cisco, Mlle. de Galard proceeded to 
San Francisco, arriving there on 
August 10. Met by representatives of the 
Armed Forces and officials of the local 
medical, civic, and service organizations, 
and of the French consular corps, she 
was then welcomed to the city by Mayor 
Elmer Robinson. That evening a re- 
ception at the local Red Cross chapter 
headquarters was held for representa- 
tives of the Red Cross, chapter officials, 
service chairmen, and professional nurs- 
ing organization representatives and 
members, after which the French consul 
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general gave a dinner in her honor. 
During the next 2 days she visited Fort 
Miley Veterans’ Administration Hospi- 
tal, the Presidio, the Irwin Memorial 
Blood Bank, Treasure Island, and Travis 
Air Force Base. This last is the base 
through which the wounded French sol- 
diers from Indochina were sent on their 
way home. A cosponsored reception 
was held for her by the World Affairs 
Council of Northern California, the 
American Women’s Voluntary Services, 
and France-Amerique; and another re- 
ception was held under the auspices of 
the French colony in San Francisco. 

Leaving San Francisco August 12 the 
party spent a night in New Orleans en 
route to Gunter Field at Montgomery, 
Ala. This gave her opportunity to visit 
the School of Aviation Medicine, and 
observe the air flight training courses 
given for Air Force nurses. 

August 14 saw her back in New York 
where she remained over the weekend, 
again the guest of the Plaza Hotel, tak- 
* off for Paris via Air France, August 

This in brief, Mr. Speaker, is an ac- 
count of the visit of the French air- 
borne nurse, Genevieve de Galard- 
Terraube. May I take this opportunity 
to thank some of the many hundreds of 
people and organizations who have 
played a direct part in her tour of the 
United States. The very heaviest roles 
have been played by the Departments of 
State and Defense, the French Embassy, 
and by the member organizations in the 
National Welcome Committee. These 
last-named are: American Association 
of Social Workers; American Cancer 
Society; American Heart Association; 
American Hospital Association; Ameri- 
can Medical Association; American Na- 
tional Red Cross; American Nurses As- 
sociation; American Public Health As- 
sociation; Defense Advisory Committee 
on Women in the Services; National 
League for Nursing; United States Pub- 
lic Health Service; United States De- 
fense Department; United States Air 
Force Nurse Corps; United States Army 
Nurse Corps; United States Navy Nurse 
Corps; the Veterans’ Administration;. 
Womens Medical Specialist Corps— 
United States Army and United States 
Air Force—and the World Medical As- 
sociation. 

A particularly happy choice by As- 
sistant Secretary of State McCardle of 
Mr. Jameson Parker gave this project 
an experienced Foreign Service officer 
to travel with the official party. For 
the past month he has worked tirelessly 
around the clock to coordinate every 
effort in this endeavor. I want to men- 
tion also Mr. James Donovan of the De- 
partment of State, who is responsible 
for Mile. de Galard’s itinerary and re- 
ceptions in the various cities and Maj. 
Howard McGrath, special events officer 
of the Department of Defense who has 
coordinated the Defense effort. Mr. Jo- 
seph Tambone, protocol officer at the 
United States Mission to the United Na- 
tions, offered splendid assistance on the 
New York plans. 

Ambassador and Madame Bonnet, of 
the French Embassy, were the gracious 
hosts of Mlle. de Galard during her 
entire stay in Washington. M. Roger 
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Seydoux, Minister, and M. Jacques 
Dupuy, Second Secretary, could not have 
been more helpful and cooperative. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that this 
brief report on the results of the unique 
invitation we extended this French air- 
borne Nurse Genevieve de Galard-Ter- 
raube will give to each and every member 
of the 83d Congress a sense of the dual 
purpose behind our action: to honor a 
gallant nurse whose service in the for- 
tress of Dien Bien Phu, way off in Indo- 
china, so deeply touched. the hearts of 
the free world, and to further cement 
the friendship between our two great 
nations. 

Wherever Mile. de Galard went she 
won the hearts of all who saw her 
with her gentle dignity, her humility, 
and the rare spirit which radiated from 
her. We can be sure that as she goes 
among her own people she will take with 
her a better understanding of the people 
of our United States. And after all, 
Mr. Speaker, understanding is the cor- 
nerstone of peace. 

Under leave previously granted, I am 
appending hereto several documents per- 
taining to Mlle. de Galard’s visit: 

THE ANGEL oF DEN BIEN PHU 

(By Ruth Boyer Scott, registered nurse) 


Courage is often an unsung quality of 
nurses—possibly because it is usually a 
deeply instinctive rather than a premeditated 
reaction to a sudden situation. But a 29- 
year-old brown-haired French nurse made 
world headlines recently when she delib- 
erately sought a dangerous situation and met 
it with unforgettable courage. 

French Air Force Lieutenant Genevieve de 
Galard-Terraube, having lived through the 
terrible siege and fall of the Dien Bien Phu 
fortress in Indochina, refused the first offer 
of freedom when it was made by the Com- 
munists. As the only woman among 11,000 
soldiers, she waited and worked until more 
than 400 wounded had been flown out. 

Creative appreciation is also a much needed 
quality. Congresswoman FRANCES P. BOLTON 
for years has been an admirer of nurses and 
an active worker on their behalf. With in- 
spiration, she introduced a resolution invit- 
ing Mlle. de Galard to visit the United States 
as an honored guest of Congress. 

A layman who knows the history of nurs- 
ing, Mrs. BoLTON pointed out in the resolu- 
tion that this year marks the one-hundredth 
anniversary of Florence Nightingale's historic 
contribution to the Crimean War. 

“Everyone was thrilled in the House and 
Senate by the hope of recognizing this un- 
surpassed nurse who served under fire, with 
no other woman about to offer either physical 
or moral support, and transformed a military 
reversal into a great psychologic victory,” the 
Congresswoman related. The resolution was 
passed by both Houses of Congress without 
one dissenting voice.” 

President Eisenhower himself sent the 
congressional invitation to the Government 
of France. He also wrote directly to the 
nurse herself with warmest praise of “your 
fortitude and devotion to duty.” 

Mrs. Botton says, “Lafayette was given 
the use of a United States vessel so that he 
could come here to be honored in post- 
Revolutionary times. No other person before 
Nurse de Galard-Terraube has ever been in- 
vited formally by Congress to become an 
‘honored guest’.” Nearly 2 centuries have 
intervened since Lafayette’s visit but only 
this difference is apparent—today the con- 
templated honors will go to a Frenchwoman 
of unique gallantry rather than to a gallant 
Frenchman, 
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As plans began to take shape for Mlle. de 
Galard’s visit, Mrs. Botton became the focus 
of day and night activity. “And I mean 
night,” Mrs. Botton laughed. “I had a 
phone call at 1: 30 a. m.” 

As chairman of the National Committee to 
Welcome Genevieve de Galard-Terraube, Mrs, 
Bol rod surveyed the attitudes in 15 national 
organizations outstanding in health and 
allied fields. Members of the American 
Nurses Association, the National League for 
Nursing, the United States Public Health 
Service, and the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
Nurse Corps were happy to assist with the 
arrangements, 

“We must remember,” Mrs. BOLTON told 
planners, “that our guest is a little tired, a 
little shy, and doesn’t speak much English. 

“The spectacular public welcome in New 
York City and Washington must be tempered 
with quiet hours and a full opportunity to 
see what any nurse is eager to observe.” 

Like Florence Nightingale, Nurse de Galard 
volunteered for war service. She asked for 
duty in Indochina in the fall of 1953. She 
flew in and out of the enemy-surrounded 
fortress of Dien Bien Phu in helicopters with 
the wounded. Artillery fire damaged her 
plane on March 27 so that it couldn't take 
off. The next day, while she was still 
grounded, according to an article in the Paris 
magazine, Match (May 1-8), the airlift was 
interrupted, and in the ensuing blockade she 
remained as the only woman member of the 
garrison. 

And so she went about her nursing, helping 
the doctors care for the wounded. Despite 
the overwhelming burden of her duties, she 
didn’t miss the chance to visit with a 
wounded soldier who also was a native of 
her beloved Paris. Her fluent chatter dis- 
tracted his mind from pain during surgery, 
he proudly related when he was flown out 
before she was. 

While Lieutenant de Galard was still under 
shellfire in the tottering fort, the grateful 
French Republic made her a Knight of the 
Legion of Honor, and awarded her the French 
Military Medal for heroic duty. Her 41 days 
under siege were followed by 17 days as a 
prisoner. To her, those record-making days 
“opened new horizons and the camaraderie 
was wonderful.” She left her prison with 
mingled “joy and sadness.” 

When she reached the relative safety of 
Hanoi, she said, “I had no idea I was famous.” 
And so, as in Florence Nightingale’s life, we 
find another instance where the relationship 
between patient and nurse was such that 
tragedy and overwork could be translated 
into a “wonderful experience.” Unlike Flor- 
ence Nightingale, however, who sailed from 
England accompanied by a staff of 38 nurses, 
Genevieve de Galard-Terraube was quite 
alone asa woman. It is this triumph of dedi- 
cated service and buoyant spirits over “the 
lone woman” which has so deeply moved not 
only the French and American people, but 
everyone in the free world. 

Florence Nightingale was never a prisoner. 
But the Angel of Dien Bien Phu, an appella- 
tion Mille. de Galard will have to bear for 
eternity, could not be sure when she refused 
the first offer of freedom that she would ever 
have another chance. 

Unlike Florence Nightingale, who returned 
to London, still weakened from fever, by slow 
passage on a British man-of-war, the French 
heroine came home to Paris, worn but well, 
by the modern miracle of plane flight, to 
find her likeness in color on the cover of 
Match (June 12). 

Just as Florence Nightingale came from a 
family of refinement and social standing, 
so does Mile. de Galard. Her family bears 
one of the old and proud names in French 
military annals. 

Her mother, Vicountess Oger de Galard- 
Terraube, wept when she heard the news 
from Geneva that her famous daughter had 
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been flown out safely from Dien Bien Phu 
to Hanoi, Indochina. When the heroic nurse 
reached Paris the aging vicountess, her black 
garb relieved only by a mauve blouse, hugged 
her daughter briefly. Then she released 
her to the wildly joyful crowd at the Orly 
Airport. Genevieve, in the trim navy blue 
uniform and beret of the French Air Force, 
had a smile for everyone, and her blue eyes 
were full of joy. 

But observers say that her smile was just 
as heart-warming when she was flown out 
from the fallen fort, weary and dusty, in 
the coverall which is the paratrooper’s cam- 
paign uniform, That she wore shoes with- 
out stockings was the most insignificant 
personal sacrifice of a gently reared girl. 
That she wore lipstick was the gallant ges- 
ture of today’s nurse who works under fire 
in field pants, and still is a delightful woman. 

To the American planners of Congress- 
woman BoLrTon’s welcoming committee, who 
were trying to combine consideration with 
enthusiastic appreciation, a French Embassy 
secretary brought word from a San Francisco- 
stationed cousin of Mlle. de Galard that 
he had talked with her in Paris.. Her cousin 
reported that she was “extremely tired but 
extremely grateful” to the American people. 

Other bits of information about her rela- 
tives have come out, While she was yet a 
prisoner of the Communists, another cousin 
was in Geneva at the peace conference as a 
correspondent for a French newspaper. The 
Communists told him, “The army high com- 
mandhas decided to liberate your cousin.” 
But, as the world soon learned, the plucky 
nurse refused the proffered freedom at this 
point. 

As planners were coping with the impos- 
sibility of including all themajor American 
cities—and all the officials, nurses, doctors 
and American Red Cross workers who wanted 
to meet her—into the proposed itinerary, this 
was the word: “San Francisco is a must, be- 
cause she has relatives there.” 

Magazines must go to press months ahead. 
When this issue reaches you, many nurses 
already may have seen Genevieve de Galard- 
Terraube. Many more will not have had this 
privilege, but will have looked to radio and 
television and newspapers for details of her 
tour. 

In June Mrs. Botton was “hoping” and 
trying in her humanitarian way to make a 
success of the “Welcome of Two Centuries.” 
She was hoping that Mlle. de Galard would 
spent a night or two in Mrs. BoLTON’s home, 
across the street from the French Embassy 
where a tea was planned. She was hoping, 
as a member of the Board of Regents of 
Mount Vernon, to take Genevieve to this 
beautiful colonial shrine and home of our 
First President—whom France helped to 
victory. 

She was hoping that hazel-eyed, blond- 
haired Miss Mary Vance Trent of the State 
Department would be the American angel for 
this famous nurse. The tour was officially 
under the guidance of the State Depart- 
ment’s exchange program, by which many 
foreigners visit our country every year. Miss 
Trent, who speaks French fluently, was 
scheduled as official interpreter and travel- 
ing guide for the nurse. But of equal im- 
portance, Miss Trent is a capable, warm- 
hearted person, who would try to be more 
friend than guide as she accompanied a 
famous nurse and protected her from the 
overexuberance of the admiring public. 

Whatever may come of these plans, while 
this magazine rolls through the presses, 
American nurses salute 1954's Nurse of the 
World. And they voice appreciation for Con- 
gresswoman Botton, who is not only a friend 
to nurses here, but also, through her mem- 
berships internationally, is unusually well 
informed on nursing in France and in other 
parts of the world. 


1954 
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Mr. GWINN. Mr. Speaker, some time 
ago the Government took by force pri- 
vate property by taxation and gave big 
gobs of it to the beef cattlemen. In 
effect, beef became the public property 
of the Government. More and more 
people went into raising beef for Gov- 
ernment subsidies. Surpluses of cattle 
increased. Prices to the consumers were 
fixed high by the Government, in spite 
of increasing surpluses. Suddenly the 
people quit eating beef. They struck. 
Just as suddenly the sturdy big-hatted 
ranchers woke up to the fact that they 
were raising socialized beef for the Gov- 
ernment which is a most unreliable po- 
litical customer. They had lost their 
real dependable customers, the Ameri- 
can people. So the cattlemen took a vote 
and threw Government price supports 
and control of their business out. They 
chose the hard road of winning their 
customers back in a free beef market. 
That meant lower prices, but increased 
beef consumption from 62 to 76 pounds 
per capita—an alltime record. Congress 
was not smart enough to stop subsidies, 
but the cattlemen were. 

The potato growers were corrupted for 
years by Government checks totaling 
$478 million. They, too, delivered their 
potatoes to the Government instead of 
the consumers. Suddenly the taxpayers 
were shocked to see the Government pay- 
ing farmers for potatoes with taxpayers’ 
money, then burning the potatoes to 
make them scarce to keep the prices 
high. To make it worse, after destroying 
the potatoes on one side of the road, 
the Government bought potatoes from 
Canada to feed the people on the other 
side. Congress went right on, year after 
year, and could not stop. The people 
did stop it. Potatoes won their freedom 
from Government. And tough as free- 
dom is, potatoes would not go back into 
socialism, viz, big management, owner- 
ship, and control by the Government, 

In the same way the Government has 
been insisting on taking by force private 
property and building publicly owned 
Government houses. It rents them at 
half rent, exempt from taxation. And, 
of course, Government expects tenants 
to vote right in return for favors. A very 
narrow majority in Congress has been 
insisting lately on forcing public houses 
on to the people in spite of the fact that 
the people do not want them. Generally 
wherever the people vote they throw 
Government housing out, keep their own 
money at home, and manage their own 
affairs. 

Now come the people of Tennessee tell- 
ing the true story of TVA, the first and 
most highly touted of American social- 
istic experiments. It is turning out very 
badly for Tennessee. For the Tennessee 
Valley has become totally dependent up- 
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on Government power and annual ap- 
propriations from Congress, and is fall- 
ing behind the other Southeastern States. 
That is because the other States are not 
dependent on what Congress may or may 
not do. The other States make and pay 
for their own electric power, depending 
upon themselves. Tennessee has found 
by bitter experience that business firms 
will not move into a State where the 
amount of electric power they produce 
depends on Congress taking the money 
to build their powerplants by force from 
somebody else in far-distant States. 
Congress is finding it more and more im- 
possible to buy the votes in Tennessee by 
taking the money from Massachusetts, 
New York, Illinois, and other States. 
Even the little schoolboys now define 
TVA as “a river that flows through 7 
States and drains 41.” Even so, they are 
being drained again for the 22d year. 

This year be it noted, a Republican 
Congress is appropriating less than any 
year before, but it is still $120 million 
to build steam plants. That will help 
heat their houses with electricity, though 
Tennesseans have plenty of coal in their 
backyards which they could use, They 
could also use oil like other people. But 
it is cheaper to use electricity so long as 
taxpayers in other States can be socked 
to provide it partly at their expense for 
Tennessee. But Tennessee knows that 
no scheme to buy votes as crazy. and in- 
credible as TVA can last. So Mr. Robert 
M. Metcalf, Jr., vice president of Guar- 
anty Mortgage & Trust Co., of Memphis, 
Tenn., comes up with this remedy. He 
proposed a new and greater TVA in Spot- 
light for the Nation. He says: 

A New AND GREATER TVA 

We are nearing a fork in the road. 

With the inexorable march of events, It 
may not be far ahead. 

Probably during this administration, our 
Government will be faced with a choice of 
what to do with TVA—for the long pull. 
The administration itself is pledged to a 
withdrawal of Government from the fields 
of industrial enterprise. The new Hoover 
Commission is already girding itself for that 
job; a task force of the Commission under 
Ben Moreell is working in the specific realm 
of water resources and power. In the bat- 
tle that has already raged for years in the 
press and through the Halls of Congress, the 
recommendations that come in from the task 
force may well bring on the climax. 

With the taxpayer who lives elsewhere in 
the Nation naturally reluctant to continue 
being forced to invest in power facilities for 
Tennesseeans, the fight over TVA appro- 
priations has become increasingly bitter. 

The resident in the TVA region, on the 
other hand, sees TVA as a fait accompli 
and will declare war at the flick of a power 
switch when he feels that his city’s growth 
has a ceiling being placed on it by threat of a 
power shortage. He realizes that it is un- 
sound and risk-filled to be dependent upon 
Congressmen from all sections of the country 
to vote funds for his power expansion needs. 
Nonetheless that is the way it has been and 
still remains. 

What would be the happiest solution of the 
problems posed by TVA—the best answer for 
the country as a whole and for the residents 
in the TVA region? 

It is this: Sell the power-generating facil- 
ities to the people in the area it serves. 

By this one stroke we would accomplish 
these great objectives: 

1. Reverse one of the biggest socialistic 
steps the United States has ever taken. 
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2. Lift TVA off the backs of the Nation’s 
taxpayers (as it has been with respect to (a) 
its demands for capital funds and (b) its 
nontaxpaying status, though a producing 
enterprise). 

3. Get the ownership of TVA truly in the 
hands of the people (and they would be 
the people most concerned) with control of 
the vast project at home. 

4, Give to TVA the dynamism and flexi- 
bility of private enterprise, with an owner- 
ship truly alert and responsive to power 
needs. 

5. Eliminate the tyranny, abuse, and graft 
of politics to which an institution like TVA 
is so subject. 

6. Stop the threat of a power shortage 
that constantly hangs over the TVA region 
because of dependence upon Congress for 
growth funds. 

The legislative processes to bring into being 
this new TVA need not be labryinthine. 
They might well lead to the following steps: 

1. Empowering TVA to issue bonds, deben- 
tures, preferred and common stock for pri- 
vate sale (in the order noted below), speci- 
fying that the United States Treasury shall 
be the ultimate recipient of all securities 
sales proceeds. 

2. Sale of the senior securities first, in pro- 
portions that are normal for a public utility 
of that type. 

3. Sale of the common stock, to be offered 
first to individuals residing in the TVA re- 
gion. The equity would probably not be too 
large, after step 2 is taken, for the TVA re- 
gion residents to take all of the stock. They 
would be allowed to purchase for cash, ex- 
change for United States bonds or pay by 
installments, 

4. Election of board members by the new 
owners and complete divorce of TVA from the 
United States Government. The cognizant 
State regulatory bodies would take over reg- 
ulation, and from them must be obtained 
prior agreements to allow rates to go to 
proper economic levels. 

Then Mr. Metcalf concludes by asking, 
“Could any American dedicated to basic 
principles ask for a better TVA?” 


And so, Mr. Speaker, as this session of 
Congress comes to a close, I propose to 
the people that they help, as Mr. Metcalf 
has helped with a new idea, to solve our 
problems. No President, no Congress, 
no government can solve them without 
such help. For 20 years Congress 
indulged itself in a kind of vote-getting 
game, sometimes under the lash of a 
President, to redistribute the wealth. 
They indulged in doing good with other 
people’s money without too much dis- 
turbance to conscience in taking private 
property and making it public owner- 
ship and operation. If conscience were 
disturbed, alleged national defense re- 
lieved it. But by now each group getting 
the benefits of the redistribution are run- 
ning head on into each other or running 
out of benefits. Indeed the mess, which 
this Congress came into power 2 years 
ago to clean up, has smeared the faces 
of those who have quite diligently 
wrestled with it. 

If there are critics of the failure of 
Congress to reverse the New Deal trend 
and save the taxpayers much more, let 
them answer these questions. Which 
particular group feeding in the public 
trough would they knock out first? 
Which subsidy law would they repeal to 
start with? They must be repealed one 
at a time. That is, which group’s vote 
oe they risk losing first? That’s been 

ried. 
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Three weeks ago the Illinois delegation 
in Congress representing corn attacked 
peanuts. Corn having been for nearly 
20 years in the public trough and feeling 
quite secure said in effect: “Now what 
basic rights have peanuts to put their 
feet in this trough?” “Why the country 
would never miss them if we never 
raised another peanut. They are indi- 
gestible anyway.” And corn called for 
a vote of all the others to throw pea- 
nuts out. Whereupon peanuts furiously 
counter-attacked with most devastating 
effect. They said, Why of all those 
feeding in this trough that have grown 
sleek and fat and should be thrown out, 
it’s corn. Above all others it should fall 
on its knees and ask forgiveness for its 
sins in the well of this House.” So little 
peanuts, who really had no case at all, 
shamed corn and scared the others so 
that the vote was 228 to 170 to keep pea- 
nuts in. After the fight peanuts got 
nearly as much subsidy as corn got for 
keeping itself padlocked in cribs so as 
to make itself look scarce and high 
priced. 

After that vote in the House in which 
peanuts did so well, apples were heard 
tumbling all over themselves out in the 
halls. They said, “Why sure enough we 
are just as basic as any of the rest. Be- 
sides we can be kept by freezing. What's 
more basic than an apple a day keeping 
the doctor away?” In the distance you 
could hear groups without number or- 
ganizing the votes so that every seat 
in the House will be endangered unless 
the Member votes to give each new 
group theirs for no good reason except 
that all the others are getting theirs. 
When I asked a friend on the floor if this 
would ever stop, he answered “No; it 
will go on for ever.” 

When Government controls the eco- 
nomic laws of potatoes, it controls the 
moral laws surrounding their use. If 
Government owns your house, and rents 
it to you, it will tell how to live in it. 
You may commit one sin or have one 
illegitimate child in Government housing 
but not two. This is the rule in the book 
of morals in Houston, Tex. You are 
free to vote, of course, but if you vote 
against the party that provided your 
house you may expect to move. And 
so cattlemen, potatomen, many Govern- 
ment tenants, dependents on Govern- 
ment for power or loans or health, must 
do the will of Government and not of 
God. Government becomes a substi- 
tute for God. 

I dare say a majority of Congressmen 
are leaving Washington this August 1954 
with a greater political, economic, and 
moral sense of frustration, than at any 
time in 22 years. It is not primarily be- 
cause of entanglements with other na- 
tions, but because we have tried and 
failed to resolve questions of right and 
wrong on a constitutional basis in our 
domestic affairs. The contentions of 
groupism and the outright disorder and 
lawlessness of some of the more power- 
ful ones have wearied the souls of Con- 
gressmen. What is worse, they have no 
defense from these groups, no limita- 
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tions on their power to satisfy them, no 
ground on which to stand and fight. 

So the people themselves must come 
to the defense of the President and the 
Congress to get the Government out of 
all its unlawful, unconstitutional busi- 
ness. They must remove such questions 
from elections. And then amend and 
clarify the Constitution by action in the 
State legislatures so as to keep the Re- 
public from going Socialist ever again. 

Let me know your reaction to the Met- 
calf proposal and subsidies. 


Congressman Young Represents Working 
People 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. CLIFTON (CLIFF) YOUNG 


OF NEVADA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, August 12, 1954 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, as the sole 
Representative in Congress of the State 
of Nevada, I feel it important at this time 
to report to the people of my congres- 
sional district on legislative activities of 
the 83d Congress which affect them. 

The past 10 years have seen a truly 
amazing economic growth in my State— 
and the future holds promise of even 
more rapid development. There are 
many factors in Nevada favorable to in- 
dustrial expansion. One such factor is a 
large group of conscientious, energetic, 
working people. They labor hard at 
their jobs, earning a livelihood while 
building a stronger and sounder State 
economy. Others have passed their pro- 
ductive days and have retired after a 
lifetime of labor. Knowing of their in- 
terest in matters before Congress from 
the many letters received by me during 
the past year, I intend at this time to 
discuss legislation of special importance 
to them. 

HOSPITALS AND HEALTH 


The 83d Congress has taken vigorous 
steps to protect and promote the Na- 
tion’s health. A new national emphasis 
was given to this field by the establish- 
ment of the Department of Health, Ed- 
ucation, and Welfare. 

These specific provisions were in- 
cluded in a forward-looking health pro- 
gram: First, Federal aid in the construc- 
tion of public and nonprofit hospitals 
and nursing homes; second, research in 
the perplexing health problems. I re- 
gret that time does not permit me to tell 
of the great advances which have been 
made in the battle against cancer, heart 
disease, polio, and many other diseases 
as a result of the Federal research pro- 
gram; third, an expanded vocational re- 
habilitation program was approved 
which will greatly increase future aid 
to disabled persons and build a more pro- 
ductive America by assisting these peo- 
ple to become economically independent. 
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HIGHWAYS 


The 1954 Federal Highway Act pro- 
vides the greatest sums for highway im- 
provements in the history of our Nation. 
The State of Nevada will receive $8,719,- 
541 during each of the next 2 years. 
This exceeds by nearly $3 million an- 
nually funds available in the past. 

Improved highways will mean more 
convenience, greater personal safety, 
stimulation of our important tourist 
trade, and the strengthening of national 
security and civil defense. 

I supported this legislation and also 
measures to secure four-lane highways 
from the west coast inland to southern 
and northern Nevada. 


SENIOR CITIZENS 


Improvements were made in our social 
security and old-age and survivors in- 
surance programs by increasing the 
earning base; raising the benefit 
amounts; eliminating the 5 lowest years 
of earnings in computing averages; in- 
creasing the amount a beneficiary can 
earn without losing benefits; and by ex- 
tending protection under the act. I will 
be glad to furnish details to those who 
request them. 


TAX RELIEF 


The 83d Congress completely revised 
our cumbersome, crazy-quilt tax code, 
and passed tax relief measures repre- 
senting the biggest tax cut in the history 
of our Nation—nearly $7.5 billion. 

I am pleased to report that more than 
two-thirds of the tax relief will benefit 
wage earners’ families and other indi- 
viduals. Henceforth, when the people 
of Nevada go shopping they will have 
more to spend for themselves and their 
3 and the tax collector will claim 
ess. 

On January 1, 1954, the tax bill of each 
individual taxpayer was reduced 10 per- 
cent. The new law provides these tax 
benefits: more liberal deductions for 
medical expenses; exemption on retire- 
ment income up to $1,200 per year for 
all retired persons 65 and over; depend- 
ency deduction by a parent who fur- 
nishes more than half the support of a 
child, even though the child earns more 
than $600 per year; full exemption of ac- 
cident and health benefits paid as reim- 
bursement for actual medical expenses 
to employees; exemption up to $100 per 
week on payments to employees for loss 
of wages due to injury or illness; deduc- 
tions for child-care expenses by work- 
ing widows and widowers in certain in- 
stances. 

The workingman in Nevada will also 
be interested in drastic slashes in excise 
taxes on many items such as light bulbs, 
cigarette lighters, sporting goods, baby 
oils, cosmetics, telephone bills, ladies’ 
handbags, and numerous other things. 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT 


I supported legislation enacted to per- 
mit persons entitled to benefits under 
the Railroad Retirement Act and the So- 
cial Security Act to receive full amounts 
under both acts. Since October 1951, 
railroad retirement benefits have been 
reduced by the amount of old-age in- 
surance benefits. 
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I also supported another measure to 
improve the railroad retirement system 
by, first, reducing the eligibility age of 
widows from 65 to 60; second, increasing 
earned income limitation of annuitant 
from $75 to $100 per month; third, per- 
mitting a totally and permanently dis- 
abled child and his widowed mother to 
receive benefits after child reaches age 
18; and, fourth, increasing from $300 to 
$350 maximum compensation taxable 
and creditable for both railroad retire- 
ment and unemployment insurance. 

MINING 


In a State such as Nevada, where min- 
ing is an important part of our economy, 
it has been distressing to witness the 
trend during the past several decades 
which has favored foreign operators to 
the detriment of American producers. 
Our Government has in the past spent 
millions of dollars in other countries to 
develop mines operated by low-cost for- 
eign labor. 

I am pleased to report a change in this 
philosophy, which resulted in boom 
towns in foreign countries and ghost 
towns in the West. Although trade with 
foreign countries is important in a sound 
foreign policy, it is impossible to defend 
the past policy which made us dependent 
on foreign sources for minerals neces- 
sary to our national security. 

At long last, Congress this year quite 
properly halted the appropriation of 
American funds to develop foreign mines. 
I am hopeful that the future will see 
even more vigorous steps taken to pro- 
tect our own mining industry, particu- 
larly in the field of strategic minerals; 
thereby not only strengthening our secu- 
rity program but stabilizing our economy 
as well, 
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VETERANS 


I joined with my colleagues in voting 
for a number of bills on matters of real 
concern to veterans and their depend- 
ents. This year legislation was passed, 
first, giving Korean veterans homestead 
rights similar to those given to veterans 
of other wars; second, extending the 
period in which disabled veterans of 
World War II and the Korean war can 
secure vocational education; third, ex- 
tending the direct home-loan program 
to June 30, 1955, and authorizing an ad- 
ditional $150 million of loans by that 
date; fourth, increasing rates of com- 
pensation and pensions payable to vet- 
erans and their dependents; fifth, pro- 
viding for a record number of beds for 
veterans’ medical treatment; and, sixth, 
providing for automatic renewal of Gov- 
ernment and national service life in- 
surance. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

As a result of inflation, the average 
civilian Federal employee is today eco- 
nomically worse off than prior to World 
War II. Thus it is difficult to recruit 
or retain competent employees to con- 
duct the business of the United States 
Government. 

While the burden of increasing prices 
has been eased, Government employees 
are entitled to wage increases in order to 
give them parity with their pre-World 
War II economic position. 

I therefore supported legislation this 
year providing pay increases to postal 
workers and classified civil-service em- 
ployees. 

HOUSING 

As a result of the Housing Act of 1954, 
our Nation will be able to raise housing 
standards, assist communities in getting 
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rid of slums, help more of our people to 
acquire homes, strengthen our mortgage 
credit system, and eliminate past abuses 
in the housing program. 

The new law will stimulate the Nation’s 
entire economy, particularly the con- 
struction industry, which is important 
to many of my constituents. 

Under the new act it will be possible 
to buy homes under FHA-insured loans 
with much lower down payments. For 
example, on a $10,000 new home a buyer 
previously had to make a down payment 
of $1,250. This has been reduced to 
only $700. 

EDUCATION AND SCHOOLS 


The 83d Congress continued the pro- 
gram of Federal assistance for school 
construction in defense areas, and in 
other communities which have grown ab- 
normally because of Federal activities. 
Similar aid was granted for school op- 
erating expenses in federally impacted 
areas. Legislation was enacted to per- 
mit expanded use of surplus foods in the 
school-lunch program. 

In addition to providing for these im- 
mediate needs, the Congress authorized 
a comprehensive study and analysis of 
our Nation’s education problems to de- 
termine what must be done to provide 
for a stronger educational system capable 
of meeting the challenges posed by the 
atomic age. There will probably be a 
strong effort in the next Congress to im- 
prove educational standards. 

Mr. Speaker, time does not permit full 
discussion of each and every bill con- 
sidered by the 2d session of the 83d 
Congress. However, I feel certain that 
the people in Nevada will be interested in 
this part of the record, 


SENATE 


Fripay, Auaust 13, 1954 


(Legislative day of Thursday, August 5, 
1954) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Dr. Joseph F. Thorning, pastor 
of St. Joseph’s Church, Carrolltown 
Manor, Md., offered the following 
prayer: 


Heavenly Father, author of light and 
of love, let the light of Thy countenance 
shine brightly upon the Presiding Officer 
of the Senate and all the Members of the 
United States Congress; strengthen, we 
beseech Thee, dear Saviour, the ties of 
devotion and loyalty among all who 
dwell in the Western Hemisphere; pre- 
serve us in the enjoyment of our freedom 
and in the ways of righteousness toward 
our neighbors; make us mindful of the 
sufferings of our brothers under God 
throughout the world, and grant us the 
courage to see that our own destiny 
will be decided in the light of our zeal 
for truth and fairness. 

We implore these graces in the name 
of Christ, our Redeemer. Amen. 


DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI- 
DENT PRO TEMPORE 


The legislative clerk read the follow- 


ing letter: 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., August 13, 1954. 
To the Senate: 
Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. Epwarp D. Cripps, a Senator 
from the State of Wyoming, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 
STYLES BRIDGES, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. CRIPPA thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. KNowLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
August 12, 1954, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the bill (S. 
3816) to authorize the replacement of 
certain Government-owned utility facili- 
ties at Glacier National Park, Mont., and 
Grand Canyon National Park, Ariz. 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills of 
the Senate, severally with an amend- 
ment, in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate: 


S. 45. An act for the relief of Mrs, Merle 
Cappeller Weyel; 

S. 820. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Carlos M. Cochran; 

S. 2156. An act for the relief of John Ene- 
pekides, his wife, Anna, and his son, George; 
and 

S. 3064. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Mary Beaton Denninger, deceased. 


The message further announced that 
the House had passed the following bills, 
in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate: 

H. R. 1190. An act for the relief of Rene 
Rachell Luyse Kubicek; 

H. R. 1553. An act to amend the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, to provide for the inclusion in 
the computation of accredited service of cer- 
tain periods of service rendered States or 
instrumentalities of States, and for other 
purposes; 


H. R. 2030. An act for the relief of Dr. Reu- 
ben Rapaport; 

H. R. 5844, An act for the relief of George 
D. Hopper; 

H. R. 5964. An act for the relief of Sister 
Mary Berarda; 


H. R. 6790. An act to amend the act of 
October 15, 1949, with respect to the rate of 
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compensation of the Chairman of the Coun- 
cil of Economic Advisors; 

H. R. 7362. An act for the relief of Fred- 
erick F. Gaskin; 

H. R. 7717. An act for the relief of Joseph 
H. Washburn; 

H. R. 8215. An act for the relief of Regina 
Berg Vomberg, and her children, Wilma and 
Helga Vomberg; 

H. R. 8261. An act for the relief of Fay 
Jeannette Lee; 

H. R. 8651. An act to provide for the ad- 
justment of tolls to be charged by the Way- 
land Special Road District No. 1 of Clark 
County, Mo., in the maintenance and opera- 
tion of a toll bridge across the Des Moines 
River at or near St. Francisville, Mo.; 

H. R. 8994. An act for the relief of Harold 
C. Nelson and Dewey L. Young; and 

H. R. 9790. An act to amend the act of 
June 30, 1948, so as to extend for 1 year 
the authority of the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue patents for certain public lands in 
Monroe County, Mich., held under color of 
title. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On his own request, and by unani- 
mous consent, Mr. Bricker was excused 
from attendance on the session of the 
Senate tomorrow. 


ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immedi- 
ately following the quorum call there 
may be the customary morning hour for 
the transaction of routine business, un- 
der the usual 2-minute limitation on 
speeches. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Ervin Lehman 
Barrett George Mansfield 
Bennett Gillette Martin 
Bowring Gore McCarran 
Bricker Green Monroney 
Burke Holland Murray 
Carison Johnson, Colo. Reynolds 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Cooper Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel 
Crippa Kilgore Thye 
Ellender Knowland Young 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 


that the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CaPEHART] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Broces] and the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. East- 
LAND] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Alabama 
SPARKMAN] is necessarily absent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
port. A quorum is not present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be 
directed to request the attendance of 
absent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 


(Mr. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Sergeant at Arms is directed 
to execute the order of the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. 
BEALL, Mr. BUSH, Mr. BUTLER, Mr. BYRD, 
Mr. Cask, Mr. CHAvxz, Mr. CORDON, Mr. 
DANIEL, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. Douctas, Mr. 
Dorr, Mr. DWORSHAK, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. 
FREAR, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. GOLDWATER, 
Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. HEN- 
NINGS, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. HILL, Mr. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. Ives, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. 
JENNER, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. KERR, Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. LANGER, Mr. 
Lennon, Mr. Lonc, Mr. MAcNUsoN, Mr. 
MALONE, Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. MCCARTHY, 
Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. MmLxKIN, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. Munpt, Mr. Neety, Mr. 
PASTORE, Mr. Payne, Mr. POTTER, Mr. 
PurRTELL, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. SALTONSTALL, 
Mr. SMATHERS, Mrs. SmITH of Maine, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. 
SYMINGTON, Mr. Upton, Mr. WATKINS, 
Mr. WELKER, Mr. WILEY, and Mr. WIL- 
Llaus entered the Chamber and an- 
swered to their names. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. A quorum is present. 

Morning business is in order, under 
the 2-minute limitation on speeches, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore laid before the Senate the follow- 
ing letters, which were referred as 
indicated: 


REPORT ON SPECIAL ASSISTANTS EMPLOYED BY 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report showing 
the number of Special Assistants employed 
by the Department of Justice, for the period 
January 1 to June 30, 1954 (with an accom- 
panying report); to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 


REPORT ON TORT CLAIMS Pam BY CANAL ZONE 
GOVERNMENT 

A letter from the Governor, Canal Zone 
government, Balboa Heights, C. Z., transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report on tort claims 
paid by that government, for the period 
July 1, 1953, to June 30, 1954 (with an ac- 
companying report); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


FEDERAL AID TO LOCAL REHABILI- 
TATION CENTERS—RESOLUTION 
OF COMMON COUNCIL OF CITY OF 
MILWAUKEE, WIS. 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a resolution adopted by the Com- 
mon Council of the City of Milwaukee, 
Wis., which was sent to me by the city 
clerk, relative So the proposed establish- 
ment of federally aided local rehabilita- 
tion centers. I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be printed in the 
body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorD, as follows: 

Resolution memorializing Congress on the 
passage of bill to aid handicapped per- 
sons through establishment of federally 
aided local rehabilitation centers 
Whereas President Eisenhower’s humani- 

tarian bill to aid the handicapped through- 

out the Nation has been recently passed by 
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unanimous vote of both Houses of Congress; 
and 

Whereas this bill aims to increase the 
number of persons needing rehabilitation 
from the 60,000 now being reached, to 250,- 
000 disabled persons per year, under a new 
legislative program wherein the Federal Gov- 
ernment will meet two-thirds of the cost in- 
volved, with the State or local group con- 
cerned meeting the remainder in the setting 
up of these rehabilitation centers as pro- 
vided for in this measure; and 

Whereas here in Milwaukee, notwithstand- 
ing the city’s better than average rehabilita- 
tion facilities, the need for such a Federal- 
Milwaukee supported medical rehabilitation 
center is imperative in order that the thou- 
sands os disabled persons in this area who 
would receive aid through no other medium 
will be helped: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Common Council of the 
City of Milwaukee, That it hereby goes on 
record as fully supporting President Eisen- 
hower’s recently passed bill to aid the handi- 
capped through the establishment of fed- 
erally aided local rehabilitation centers, and 
that it memorializes the honorable Congress 
of these United States on its excellent posi- 
tion and approach to the solution of this 
national problem. 


WILDLIFE PRESERVATION — RESO- 
LUTIONS OF ASSOCIATION OF 
MIDWEST FISH AND GAME COM- 
MISSIONERS, ST. LOUIS, MO. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have two reso- 
lutions adopted at the recent annual 
convention of the Association of Mid- 
west Fish and Game Commissioners at 
St. Louis, Mo., printed in the body of 
the Recorp and appropriately referred. 
These resolutions are the expressions of 
concern by a distinguished group of 
conservationists in America over devel- 
opments in the field of wildlife preser- 
vation. I share those concerns and urge 
greater vigilance on the part of the Con- 
gress in protecting our vital national 
heritage. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tions were referred to the Committe2 on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


RESOLUTION 2—USE or THE Duck STAMP 
FUND 


(Adopted by the Association of Midwest Fish 
and Game Commissioners, 21st annual 
conference,.St. Louis, Mo., July 8, 1954) 
Whereas financial statements of the Fish 

and Wildlife Service have brought to the at- 

tention of this association that the duck 
stamp funds are not and have not been spent 
entirely in accordance with congressional 
intent for the purchase of waterfowl land 
acquisitions; and 

Whereas additional wet lands are being 
drained by private landowners with Federal 
financial assistance and additional water- 
fowl habitat is being eliminated by the 
drainage of marshes by Federal construction 
agencies; and 

Whereas it is essential to maintain suit- 

able waterfowl habitat if production of a 

harvestable surplus is to be maintained: 

Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved, That the Association of Midwest 

Fish and Game Commissioners go on record 

as being unalterably opposed to any policy 

which prohibits or limits the purchase of 
additional wet lands for waterfowl habitat 
by the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service; be it further 
Resolved, That we recommend to the Con- 

gress and to the Fish and Wildlife Service 
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that an accelerated refuge acquisition pro- 
gram be launched, using the greater portion 
of the duck stamp money to purchase new 
areas where the needs are apparent along 
flyways. We oppose the expenditure of duck 
stamp funds for administrative purposes or 
for the normal operating functions of 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Sery- 
ice, for which appropriations from the 
General Treasury have been made in the 
past. We further urge that Congress study 
these expenditures and make the needed ap- 
propriations to the Fish and Wildlife Service 
to take care of their administrative and op- 
erating expense in order that the duck stamp 
funds may be used primarily for the acquisi- 
tion of lands and water areas and to bring 
to completion the refuge programs as pro- 
vided by law in the Norbeck-Andersen Act 
of 1929 and the Duck Stamp Act of 1934; 
be it further 

Resolved, That in the event this request 
for the expenditure of duck stamp funds for 
acquisition and restoration of additional 
waterfowl habitat goes unheeded that this 
association recommend the enactment of 
legislation in the National Congress designed 
to return to the States all funds collected 
under the Duck Stamp Act of 1934 and sub- 
sequent amendments on the basis of a 
formula which would earmark these funds 
solely for wet-land .acquisition, preserva- 
tion, and restoration. 


RESOLUTION 6 


(Adopted by the Association of Midwest Fish 
and Game Commissioners 2ist Annual 
Conference, St. Louis, Mo., July 8, 1954) 


Whereas there has been adopted by the 
United States Department of the Interior a 
joint policy under order No. 2744, which order 
provides that the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the Army engineers shall acquire in fee sim- 
ple only those lands which are absolutely 
necessary for reclamation purposes, and spe- 
cifically provides in section 6 that no title 
to land will be acquired for purposes of pres- 
ervation of wildlife or forests, restoration or 
replacement of such values destroyed by res- 
ervoirs, or for creating additional values of 
like nature or for recreational purposes; and 

Whereas such policy represents abandon- 
ment by the Department of the Interior of its 
historic and legal obligation to safeguard 
wildlife and recreational resources; and 

Whereas such a shortsighted policy makes 
all reclamation and flood-control projects 
which might be extremely valuable for rec- 
reational purposes subject to control and ex- 
ploitation; and 

Whereas such policy is in direct contradic- 
tion to the intent and purpose of Public Law 
732, commonly known as the coordination 
act; and 

Whereas such policy is not in the general 
public interest because of failure to provide 
adequate parking and recreational use for 
the general public; and 

Whereas such planned acquisition policy 
fails to recognize the value of recreation and 
wildlife as an important part of multipur- 
2 reclamation projects: Now, therefore, 

Resolved, That the Association of Midwest 
Fish and Game Commissioners go on record 
as being unalterably opposed to this ex- 
pressed policy; be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of Interior 
and Members of Congress be so notified and 
every effort be made to alter such policy to 
meet the public need for proper wildlife and 
recreational value as a part of Federal recla- 
mation and flood-control projects. 


REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 


The following reports of a committee Rachell Luyse Kubicek; 


was submitted: 


By Mr. DWORSHAK, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without 
amendment: 
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H. R. 8859. A bill to convey the rever- 
sionary interest of the United States in cer- 
tain lands to the city of Pawnee, Okla. (Rept. 
No. 2485). 

By Mr. KUCHEL, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend- 
ments: 

H. R. 8009. A bill to provide for the hos- 
pitalization and care of the mentally ill of 
Alaska, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
2486). 


BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were intro- 
duced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. JENNER: 

S. 3863. A bill for the relief of Peter Skole; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. KILGORE: 

S. 3864. A bill for the relief of Loren E. 
Thompson; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 

S. 3865. A bill for the relief of Martino 

Palmeri; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
By Mr. BEALL: 

S. 3866. A bill for the relief of Matrona G. 

Karpuk; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. KNOWLAND: 

S. 3867. A bill for the relief of Mr. Dello 
A. Loo Margas and Mrs. Dello A. Loo Margas; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. J. Res. 184. Joint resolution to amend 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended; 
to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 


EXCUSING GOVERNMENT EM- 
PLOYEES TO ATTEND PARADE OF 
AMERICAN LEGION ON AUGUST 
31, 1954 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
submitted the following concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 105), which was 
referred to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service: 


Whereas the parade of the National Con- 
vention of the American Legion will be held 
in the District of Columbia on the afternoon 
of August 31, 1954; and 

Whereas it has been the practice in con- 
nection with similar events in the past to 
excuse employees of the Government in 
order that they may attend such events: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that all officers and em- 
ployees of the departments, establishments, 
and agencies of the Government, including 
the municipal government of the District of 
Columbia, who are employed in the metro- 
politan area of the District of Columbia and 
whose services can be spared, should be ex- 
cused from duty on the afternoon of August 
31, 1954, without loss of pay or charge to 
annual leave, in order that they may attend 
the parade to be held in connection with the 
National Convention of the American 
Legion. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR 
PLACED ON CALENDAR 


The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles, and referred, or 
placed on the calendar, as indicated: 

H. R. 1190. An act for the relief of Rene 


H. R. 2030. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Reuben Rapaport; 

H. R. 5844. An act for the relief of George 
D. Hopper; 
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H. R. 5964. An act for the relief of Sister 
Mary Berarda; 

H. R. 7362. An act for the relief of Fred- 
erick F. Gaskin; 

H. R. 7717. An act for the relief of Joseph 
H. Washburn; 

H. R. 8215. An act for the relief of Regina 
Berg Vomberg, and her children, Wilma and 
Helga Vomberg; 

H. R. 8261. An act for the relief of Fay 
Jeannette Lee; and 

H. R. 8994. An act for the relief of Harold 
C. Nelson and Dewey L. Young; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 1553. An act to amend the Civil Serv- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, to provide for the inclusion in the 
computation of accredited service of certain 
periods of service rendered States or instru- 
mentalities of States, and for other pur- 
poses; and 

H. R. 6790. An act to amend the act of 
October 15, 1949, with respect to the rate 
of compensation of the Chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisors; to the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

H. R. 8651. An act to provide for the ad- 
justment of tolls to be charged by the Way- 
land special road district No. 1 of Clark 
County, Mo., in the maintenance and op- 
eration of a toll bridge across the Des Moines 
River at or near St. Francisville, Mo.; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

H. R. 9790. An act to amend the act of June 
30, 1948, so as to extend for 1 year the au- 
thority of the Secretary of the Interior to 
issue patents for certain public lands in 
Monroe County, Mich., held under color of 
title; placed on the calendar. 


NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND 
THE RULE—AMENDMENT TO MU- 
TUAL SECURITY APPROPRIATION 
BILL 


Mr. McCARRAN submitted the follow- 
ing notice in writing: 


In accordance with rule XL of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice 
in writing that it is my intention to move 
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the 
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 10051) 
making appropriations for mutual security 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and 
for other purposes, the following amendment, 
namely: On page 14, line 8, strike out section 
108 and insert the following: 

“Sec. 108. Fifty-five million dollars of the 
unobligated balances continued available 
under this act shall be available only for 
the procurement and sale, in accordance 
with provisions of section 402 of the Mutual 
Security Act of 1954, of surplus agricul- 
tural commodities as assistance to Spain 
during the current fiscal year: Provided, 
That the limitations on obligation of mili- 
tary assistance funds during fiscal year 1955 
shall not apply to such assistance: Provided 
further, That 95 percent of the foreign cur- 
rencies generated hereunder shall be used 
to strengthen and improve the civilian econ- 
omy of Spain, the balance to be available 
for use of the United States.” 


Mr. McCARRAN also submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to House bill 10051, making appro- 
priations for mutual security for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and 
for other purposes, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

(For text of amendment referred to, 
see the foregoing notice.) 


RECORD OF SENATOR WILEY IN 83D 
CONGRESS 


* Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be printed 
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in the final edition of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp for the 83d Congress, a summary 
of my activities during these 2 sessions. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Wisconsin? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


CHALLENGES AT HOME AND 
ABROAD TO AMERICA 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the final edi- 
tion of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD there 
be printed material which I am now pre- 
paring on the theme of challenges to the 
United States at home and abroad. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Wisconsin? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


STUDY ENTITLED “NEW OUTLETS 
FOR WHEAT” — INTRODUCTORY 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR HUM- 
PHREY (S. DOC. NO. 154) 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a most sig- 
nificant study, “New Outlets for Wheat” 
including a practical solution to a very 
grave and urgent world problem be 
printed as a Senate document together 
with an introduction by me in the form 
of an address. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Minnesota? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 


VALIDATION OF CERTAIN PAY- 
MENTS FOR ACCRUED LEAVE 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I have spoken to the majority leader 
and the minority leader, and should like 
to call up at this time the House amend- 
ments to Senate bill 22. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore laid before the Senate the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to 
the bill (S. 22) to validate certain pay- 
ments for acerued leave made to mem- 
bers of the Armed Forces who accepted 
discharges for the purpose of immediate 
reenlistment for an indefinite period, 
which were, on page 1, strike out all after 
line 9 over to and including line 11 on 
page 2; and on page 2, line 12, strike out 
“(c)” and insert “(b).” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I hope the Senate will accept the amend- 
ments of the House. It is a very small 
bill which involves validating the ac- 
crued leave pay of several members of 
the Armed Forces in 1946. The House 
has eliminated the second section of the 
bill which is no longer needed because of 
further information sent to us by the 
Defense Department. 

I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi- 
dent, the distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee has discussed 
the subject with me. I think it is proper 
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procedure, and I think the Senate should 
concur in the House amendments. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The question is on the motion of 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL]. 

The motion was agreed to. 


FIFTY-SIXTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
CAPTURE OF THE CITY OF MANILA 
BY AMERICAN SOLDIERS 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, today is 
the 56th anniversary of the historic event 
in the glorious record of American mili- 
tary achievement. Fifty-six years ago 
the city of Manila was captured by 
American soldiers, bringing to an end 
300 years of Spanish rule in the Philip- 
pines. 

The capture of Manila may not be 
listed as a great, decisive military en- 
gagement, but its importance can be 
measured in the light of subsequent 
world history. 

When the American troops marched 
into the walled city of Manila, with 
bands playing and colors fiying, the 
United States took its place as a world 
power. We gained new prestige among 
the Nations of the world, and at the 
same time assumed obligations of far- 
reaching consequence. 

Two weeks before Manila fell my old 
outfit, the 10th Pennsylvania, received 
its baptism of fire—the first American 
troops to be fired on in the Philippines. 
Fighting in a raging typhoon, the Penn- 
sylvania boys met and repulsed a su- 
perior force of Spanish regulars, veterans 
of many years of battle experience. 

The old Eighth Army Corps had as its 
commanders such outstanding American 
military leaders as Merritt, Anderson, 
Otis, the elder MacArthur, and many 
others. 

Every man who served in the Spanish- 
American War was a volunteer. It was 
the last armed conflict in American his- 
tory in which every participant volun- 
teered his services, 

On this anniversary it may be of in- 
terest to recall the units that fought in 
the Philippines a half century ago. They 
were: Astor Battery, 1st California, Cali- 
fornia Heavy Artillery, 1st Colorado, 1st 
Idaho, 5lst Iowa, 20th Kansas, 13th 
Minnesota, Ist Montana, Ist Nebraska, 
Nevada Cavalry, ist North Dakota, 2d 
Oregon, 10th Pennsylvania, 1st South 
Dakota, Ist Tennessee, Utah Light Ar- 
tillery, ist Washington, and ist Wyo- 
ming. 


CHARGES AGAINST SENATOR 
McCARTHY 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, Mr. 
David Lawrence, the dean of American 
columnists and editors, frequently writes 
an article of unusual merit. One such 
article by Mr. Lawrence, dealing with the 
McCarthy case appeared under date of 
August 4. I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of this article, which is not long, 
may be printed in the Recorp at this 
point as a part of my remarks. 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


[From the New York Herald Tribune of 
August 6, 1954] 


SENATE VIEWED aS TRYING MCCARTHY For His 
OPINIONS 
(By David Lawrence) 

WASHINGTON, August 4—An unprecedent- 
ed challenge to constitutionalism—and one 
that can curtail the right of a Member of 
Congress hereafter to express freely and with- 
out fear of intimidation his views on public 
questions—has been projected by the vote of 
the Senate to create a special committee of six 
to consider certain charges made by other 
Senators against Senator MCCARTHY., 

The issue is not whether what the Wiscon- 
sin Senator has said in his speeches about 
General Marshall or anyone else was or was 
not meritorious, but whether the Senate is 
about to try a United States Senator for con- 
duct which it has never heretofore proscribed 
as a violation of its rules. 

The Supreme Court of the United States 
has set aside as unconstitutional many a 
law passed by Congress because it did not 
specify standards for the application of the 
law in question, 

What are the standards by which the new 
Senate committee is to judge the conduct of 
the Wisconsin Senator, and can a rule be 
applied now which refers to acts allegedly 
committed before the rule was ever adopted? 

If it be ethics that now are to be defined, 
there is the charge that Senator MCCARTHY 
received a fee for the preparation of a book 
on housing of veterans, published by a 
housing company. Senator FULBRIGHT says 
the fee was not paid for comparable serv- 
ices. Then what shall be said of those 
Senators who—as Senator KNowLanp pointed 
out in the debate—have received fees for 
public speaking in excess of those normally 
paid? Also, what of the fact that labor 
unions, trade associations, and corporations 
having business with the Congress paid out 
such huge fees to Members of Congress? 


ROOSEVELT’S ETHICS QUESTIONED 


If it be unethical for a Senator to accept 
a fee for writing a book derived from in- 
formation received from his own committee 
or from executive agencies of the Govern- 
ment, what shall be said of the ethics of the 
late President Franklin D. Roosevelt, who, 
while he was in the White House, had pub- 
lished for private profit and put a personal 
copyright on information that belonged to 
the Government of the United States? 
Thus, the transcripts of press conferences 
from 1933 to 1940—which the newspaper- 
men of America were forbidden to quote in 
the first person—were published for gain, 
and the copyright which Mr. Roosevelt held 
has prevented the press from reprinting all 
those transcripts as a matter of right, and 
it can be done today only with the permis- 
sion of the book publisher. 

Mr. Roosevelt, in the foreword, extended 
thanks to the members of the Cabinet and 
heads of other agencies and others who have 
assisted in the gathering of this material in 
the various departments of the Government 
and in the executive offices in the White 
House. 

Is that a standard for a Senator, too? And 
should any Member of Congress receive out- 
side income—from private law practice for 
example—while he is in office? There is no 
rule on this, either. 

Shall Members of Congress accept com- 
pensation for articles they write for pub- 
lication in newspapers or periodicals while, 
as always, there is under consideration leg- 
islation to increase second-class postal 
rates? 
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Shall Members of Congress vote on any 
measure affecting any constituent who has 
contributed substantial sums to his cam- 
paign fund? Should he disclose his own 
investments and disqualify himself from 
voting on any issue directly or indirectly 
affecting his personal property? 

ON THE RELEASE OF SECRETS 


As for making classified information pub- 
lic, what is the rule or standard? Is it a 
matter for censure when one Senator makes 
it public and no violation when another 
does? Not long ago a western Senator on 
television told facts about the hydrogen 
bomb which were supposed to be top secret. 
Should he have been censured for that? If 
so, where is the rule which says that a 
member of the coordinate branch of the Gov- 
ernment is not authorized to use any in- 
formation which he deems in the public in- 
terest? 

Again, it has been charged that the Wis- 
consin Senator urged Federal employees to 
violate their oaths and the law by encourag- 
ing them to give him information which, it 
has been argued, they should not transmit. 
Conceding that a Federal employee should 
be fired for doing it—and maybe, if he sus- 
pects corruption or treason, he may feel 
justified in risking his job for the public 
welfare—is there any rule of conduct by 
either house of Congress which says the 
Members cannot use in hearings informa- 
tion of any kind which they receive? If so, 
it hasn’t been written yet anywhere in the 
rules. 

The case is parallel to the action of the late 
President Roosevelt when he wrote a letter 
to a committee chairman in the House and 
urged that the Guffey Coal Act be passed irre- 
spective of any doubts which Members might 
have as to the constitutionality of that bill. 
Was this asking Members of Congress to vio- 
late the oaths in which they promised “to 
support the Constitution,” and, if not, is it 
any different conduct from that which is 
charged against the Wisconsin Senator? 


ONE CHARGE BLOWS UP 


One of the charges now has blown up in 
the faces of the accusers—the Army has just 
suspended for the second time Annie Lee 
Moss, who Senator McCarTHy charged was a 
Communist, and this time it is stated some 
new information has been uncovered by the 
FBI. Supposing the resolution of censure 
for his haying made the charge in the Moss 
case had passed the Senate when the anti- 
McCarthy Senators were pressing for a vote 
last week—would they today be revoking 
their action? Could they undo the damage 
done the Wisconsin Senator by such a reso- 
lution of censure impugning his integrity and 
his fidelity to his duty, as he sees it, in trying 
to rid the Government of Communists? 

The select committee of Senators can make 
a report promptly and briefly—namely, that 
it cannot try Senator McCarrHy because 
there are no rules of conduct covering his 
speeches or alleged attitudes in his commit- 
tee hearings and that, if there are to be rules, 
then all Members should be subject to them 
hereafter and not retroactively. 


SUPPRESSION AND DENIAL OF 
HUMAN RIGHTS BY THE INTER- 
NATIONAL COMMUNIST CONSPIR- 
ACY 
Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, one 

of the outstanding anti-Communist law- 

yers in the United States today is Mr. 

Charles S. Rhyne, of Washington, D. C., 

7555 who is outstanding in other respects 

also. 

At the International Bar Association 
conference in Monte Carlo, Monaco, to 
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which he was a delegate, Mr. Rhyne de- 
livered an address on July 23 of this 
year, on the subject of suppression and 
denial of human rights by the interna- 
tional Communist conspiracy, through 
destruction of the traditional role of 
lawyers. 

Information which has reached me in- 
dicates that Mr. Rhyne's address caused 
something of a furore at the conference. 
Surprisingly enough—or perhaps it is 
not so surprising—it appears that some 
of those who attended the conference 
from the United States were among those 
who felt that Mr. Rhyne had made a mis- 
take in speaking out against communism 
at this international conference. I want 
to say, Mr. President, that I think most 
of the Members of this body, and the 
vast majority of the bar of the United 
States, as well as of the people of the 
United States, will agree with me that 
Mr. Rhyne made no mistake, and that 
those who would have had him keep 
still and not voice his convictions, for 
fear of hurting the feelings of some 
friend or friends of communism, were 
the ones who were mistaken. 

Not only because of the circumstances 
under which Mr. Rhyne's address was 
delivered, but also because the address 
itself is worthy of the widest possible 
distribution in this country, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the text of the 
address Mr. Charles Rhyne delivered at 
Monte Carlo on July 23 before the In- 
ternational Bar Association conference 
may be printed in the Recorp at this 
point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SUPPRESSION AND DENIAL OF HUMAN RIGHTS 
BY THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNIST CON- 
SPIRACY THROUGH DESTRUCTION OF THE 
‘TRADITIONAL ROLE OF LAWYERS 

(By Charles S. Rhyne, Washington, D. C.; 
delivered before the International Bar As- 
sociation conference, July 23, 1954, in 
Monte Carlo, Monaco) 

The function of the International Bar As- 
sociation in this field would seem to be an 
evaluation of the status of individual human 
rights throughout the world. And, of 
course, the main emphasis must be upon 
the role of law and the lawyer in this im- 
portant field. 

In carrying out this evaluation, we can 
immediately divide the peoples on earth 
into two large groups, i. e., those people liv- 
ing in the free world and those forced to live 
behind the Iron Curtain. st 

In the free world, God-given human rights 
of the individual citizen are respected by 
governments and vigorously defended by 
the legal profession. The individual is pro- 
tected by constitutional guarantees of free- 
dom of speech, assembly, press, fair and 
uniform due process of law and all the other 
human rights with which we, as lawyers, are 
so familiar. For it has been, and is now, 
our task to stand between the individual and 
Government and to protect these human 
rights of the individual against arbitrary 
governmental action or governmental ac- 
cusation. We lawyers of the free world have 
in common our training and tradition of 
carrying out this high function. 

Turning to the facts with regard to in- 
dividual human rights and the function of 
law and lawyers behind the Iron Curtain, 
we find the most shocking record in all world 
history of wholesale, systematic denial, sup- 
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pression and destruction of human rights of 
the individual. In fact, the average citizen 
of Communist-controlled states has few 
rights, Those he does have are often vio- 
lated. Soviet lawyers owe their first duty 
to the State—not to their client. Commu- 
nism has prostituted the God-given human 
rights of man to those of an all-powerful 
State. The very nature of the role of the 
function of what is called “law” under the 
Communist system makes difficult the Soviet 
citizen's path toward being law abiding. 
And the role of the lawyer is so controlled 


. and curtailed as to destroy his traditional 


functions. 

I feel that we as lawyers should pause to 
collect the facts and to consider the role 
of the lawyer in the free world and his role 
behind the Iron Curtain in this vital field 
of human rights. Only in this way do we 
face up to the vast difference which exists. 
For example, lawyers who go to the trouble 
of informing themselves know that in the 
drifting quicksands of the Soviet system, 
what is legal today is suddenly illegal to- 
morrow. Written constitutional provisions 
may be stripped of all meaning by a Com- 
munist Party decision. Many activities and 
kinds of initiative, which in the free world 
find honest expression in an atmosphere of 
freedom, in the U. S. S. R. of necessity take 
clandestine, degrading, and demoralizing 
forms. Soviet citizens live constantly under 
the threat of violating law or party regula- 
tion. These are things which should be 
brought to the attention of the people in 
the free world by lawyers. The legal pro- 
fession is peculiarly equipped to collect the 
facts and present this picture to the people 
of the free world. 

Under the Soviet system, the individual 
must always play a secondary role to the 
interests of the State. Within the courts, 
the individual's rights stand second to what 
are deemed the interests of the State and 
party. The courts themselves are regarded 
primarily as a means for educating the 
masses, not as instruments created for the 
purpose of dispensing impartial justice as 
in the free world. They are subservient to 
the party. And as adjuncts of the State, 
judges are strictly guided by party policy. 

The Soviet regime has not abolished all 
law as the party program of 1917 propounded. 
A large body of so-called law necessitated 
by the peculiarities of the Soviet system has 
been developed. This body of law is largely 
expressed in the verbiage of that existing in 
the free world. But it has a vastly different 
meaning as it functions in the Soviet world. 
As in so many other cases, the concepts of 
a democracy have been subverted beyond 
recognition by Communist interpretation. 
The U. S. S. R. Constitution is mere window 
dressing. And the majority of its provisions 
are openly and continuously flouted by the 
Communist Party government. 

Unprotected in any real sense by consti- 
tution or courts, and governed by a party 
and bureaucracy which are a law unto them- 
selves and denied the full unfettered services 
of lawyers, the Soviet citizen's life is clouded 
with uncertainty. He is further a victim of 
officially inspired fear—an instrument of 
control deliberately developed by the dic- 
tatorship. 

Such then are some of the facts one must 
start with in any evaluation of law and 
lawyers as related to the present status of 
the human rights with which we are here 
concerned. And in adverting to these rights, 
I want to make it clear that we are not 
here concerned with social or economic 
rights. That distinction is important. Here 
we deal only with legal or constitutional 
rights of the individual as against unfair 
governmental action—commonly referred to 
as our Bill of Rights in my country. 

I have mentioned in broad outline some 
of the facts I will document in this paper. 
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I believe that we as lawyers must face up 
to the picture of suppression and denial of 
human rights by the Communist system of 
government, evaluate it and acquaint the 
peoples of the world with it. Lawyers are 
by training and tradition the leaders in the 
formation of public opinion in their home 
communities. They are expected to speak 
out on public issues and inform their people, 
especially on such matters as this where the 
key to the whole situation is a destruction 
of the role of the lawyer. Here we have an 
obligation to speak out and explain the dread 


dangers of the international Communist con- 


spiracy so our people will understand it, 
fight it, destroy it and thus remain free— 
and in possession of their God-given human 
rights. 


SOVIET LAWYERS MUST PLACE CLIENT SECOND 
TO STATE 


Let us first consider the status and role 
of the lawyer under the Soviet system. Un- 
like lawyers of the free world, Soviet lawyers 
are deliberately so organized and regulated 
as to prevent them from protecting the 
human rights with which law and lawyers 
ot the free world are traditionally concerned. 
I will sketch in a few words what my study 
has revealed as to how Soviet lawyers do their 
work and their function under the Soviet 
system as illustrative of the points I make 
nerein. 

Soviet lawyers assigned to the defense are 
expressly required to serve the State ahead 
of the interests of their clients. Lawyers 
Practice through collective organizations or 
guilds, called Colleges of Advocates, which 
are organized on a regional level. They are 
semipublic bodies with the Ministry of Jus- 
tice supervising them. They maintain in 
cities and towns consultation points where 
citizens are encouraged to turn for legal ad- 
vice and counsel in civil or criminal affairs. 
In order to belong to the collective the law- 
yer must be a Communist, or be in good 
standing with the party. The State sets the 
fees, which are paid to the guild directly, the 
lawyer collecting his salary from that organi- 
zation. The client must present his case to 
the secretary of the guild, who then assigns 
him to a lawyer chosen by the secretary as 
suitable. 

The rules of the collectives lay down the 
lawyer’s obligations in conducting the de- 
fense of aclient. They bluntly stress the fact 
that his first obligation is to the State, not 
the client. During the trial the defense law- 
yer is duty bound to help the prosecution 
bring out adverse points against his client. 
Reports of defense pleas, which I have read, 
are replete with Marxist-Leninist dialectic 
and admissions of ideological sins by the de- 
fendants. Little attention is paid to the ac- 
tual merits of the defendant's case. In fact, 
the chief way a lawyer can serve his client 
is to work for mitigation of the sentence. 
In many instances the defendant’s guilt is 
predetermined—his confession obtained—by 
pre-trial brainwashing methods infamous the 
world over. If a defense counsel attempted 
to plead his client's case against the wishes 
or interests—of the party or Soviet State, he 
would accomplish nothing for the client and 
only ruin for himself. The individual, there- 
fore, is left with little protection. Political 
and Communist ideological considerations 
govern the conduct of both civil and crimi- 
nal cases. Performance of the high function 
of the lawyer, as we know it, in protecting 
human rights as we define them, is strictly 
prohibited. 


FORGET ETHICS—DEPUTY MINISTER OF JUSTICE 
TELLS SOVIET LAWYERS 

“Tt is necessary to give up once and for all 
the ridiculous ideas of some sort of special 
lawyers’ ethics which by virtue of the pecu- 
liarities of the profession justifies the depar- 
ture from the principles of Communist 
morality and rules of Socialist intercourse 
which are compulsory for all Soviet people” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


warns P. Kudryavtsev, Deputy Minister of 
Justice of the U. S. S. R. in the Literary 
Gazette of June 8, 1951, in telling Soviet 
lawyers how to perform their function. 

The Deputy Minister continues by warn- 
ing Communist lawyers that in the U. S. S. R. 
they are not to undertake to defend cases 
where the accused had violated basic Com- 
munist law. 

“The deliberations in certain quarters 
about the obligation of the lawyer toward 
the defendant, about professional secrets, 
about his right to defend a hopeless and 
unjust case by any means and about the 
absence of the obligation to be truthful be- 
fore the court and morally discriminating in 
relation with the client are out of place 
and intolerable when our Soviet bar is in- 
volved * * * the Marxist-Leninist science of 
the state and law eliminate these questions.” 

Kudryavtsev lays down certain rules for 
Soviet lawyers when they defend a case: 

“Lawyers must not use tricks in court, 
must not try to confuse the case, and resort 
to obsolete means of defense designed for 
the cheap tastes of Philistines. He must lift 
the defense in court to the level of the in- 
terests of the Soviet state. Bravely and 
consistenty defending the accused, the law- 
yer must be guided by the principles of so- 
cialist justice. He must present his argu- 
ment for the defense without departing from 
the standpoint of a Soviet defense attorney.” 

The lawyer, furthermore, while supposed- 
ly in the employment of the accused is ex- 
pected to think of his client only secondarily: 

“A Soviet lawyer cannot confine his task 
merely to the interests of the client, but 
must always think in the first instance of 
the interests of the people, the interests of 
the state.” 

While the Malenkov regime has issued 
much propaganda regarding a new scheme 
of socialistic legality, no concrete steps have 
been taken to soften the harshness of Soviet 
law as it affects the individual citizens and 
his human rights. Nor has Malenkov given 
back to lawyers their traditional role in pro- 
tecting against the denial of these rights to 
any individual. This recent Soviet talk 
about rights of citizens therefore does not 
really mean that a brighter day is coming 
for the average Russian. Even if the pres- 
ent regime should remove some of the oner- 
ous restrictions on its citizens and take 
genuine steps to curb the excess of its bu- 
reaucracy, socialist legality would hold little 
hope for the citizen as an individual. Under 
the Soviet system, the individual and jus- 
tice must always play a secondary role to the 
interests of the State as those interests are 
interpreted from day to day by the Commu- 
nist Party. 


RUSSIAN SATELLITES DENY HUMAN RIGHTS 

Each Russian satellite country has a simi- 
lar story to tell of the misuse of their courts 
of justice and destruction of the traditional 
role of lawyers in defending individual hu- 
man rights. From the record to date we can 
see that as the Soviet system descends upon 
a helpless people, the Communists take com- 
plete control of the nation’s laws, law stu- 
dents, judicial philosophy, prosecutors, 
judges, and lawyers. A complete revolution 
is accomplished in the system of administra- 
tion of justice so as to prostitute the rights of 
individuals to those of the all-powerful Com- 
munist State. Destruction of the traditional 
role of the lawyer is essential to accomplish 
this objective. 

Russia has unmistakably taken advantage 
of the chaos and impoverishment which 
World War II brought to the world to carry 
out a program of aggressive expansion which 
recognizes no limits, which flouts all treaties, 
which is accomplished by force, and threat of 
force, and which is destroying human rights 
on a scale undreamed of heretofore. Witness 
the self-imposed exile of millions from Iron 
Curtain States and the thousands of others 
who have died trying to escape a life often 
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worse than death. What other proof do we 
need as to the status of human rights be- 
hind the Iron Curtain? 

To the familiar accompaniment of execu- 
tions and mass deportations country after 
country has fallen under Soviet influence. 
And spearheads of further aggression are 
pointed toward lands outside the current 
sphere of dominant Soviet influence. We as 
lawyers from all over the free world must 
consider just what this picture means to us, 
to the peoples of our countries, and to our 
role as lawyers. 

Every Soviet annexation may fairly be 
characterized as an act of lawless, predatory 
aggression in direct violation of international 
law. The Soviet Union would not have ex- 
panded by 1 square mile, or 1 square foot, if 
the decision to join or not to join had been 
left to a free and honest vote of the people 
affected, and whose human rights are de- 
stroyed by the very nature of the Soviet sys- 
tem as already outlined. In no case is there 
the slightest reason to believe that a major- 
ity, or even a substantial minority of the 
people affected welcomed the change to 
Soviet rule. Again the wholesale risk of 
death by millions seeking to escape from be- 
hind the Iron Curtain proves this point to 
our legal minds without need for further 
factual citation. If human rights were not 
denied, would these people take such action? 
Obviously the answer is “No.” 

A military occupation has been used in 
Poland, Hungary, Rumania, and Bulgaria to 
clamp down upon unwilling people Commu- 
nist-controlled regimes. Handpicked legis- 
lative bodies chosen under conditions of ex- 
treme intimidation have obediently voted 
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia into the Soviet 
Union colonial empire. And these Soviet 
annexations are carried out by the crudest 
violation of numerous specific treaties and 
international agreements to which the Soviet 
Union had freely subscribed. Such violations 
of international law must be of great concern 
to an organization such as this one where we 
are dedicated, as Mr. Loyd Wright, president- 
elect of the American Bar Association, said 
in his opening address to this conference, to 
the rule of law rather than the rule of men. 

And as stressed by experts in the field, in- 
ternational law is built upon ideas of moral- 
ity and law wherein men keep their solemn 
agreements. Such ideas the Soviets do not 
recognize at all, Without such recognition 
human rights cannot exist. 

As it ruthlessly pursues its world conquest 
objectives, the Soviet Union has created a 
well-deserved reputation as an irresponsible 
international marauder. Before the court of 
world opinion, it stands indicted for disre- 
garding its international treaties and agree- 
ments, openly flouting protocols and agree- 
ments to recognize human rights such as 
those it specifically agreed to respect in the 
Yalta and Potsdam agreements. Further, it 
encourages other treaty signatories belong- 
ing to its colonial empire to violate basic 
human rights, examples of which I will cite 
in just a moment. 

The Soviet Union follows a deliberate pol- 
icy of refusing to work with other nations, 
takes abrupt and unauthorized unilateral 
action, and unceasingly strives to subjugate 
the free world. Agreements with it are 
worthless, From Yalta to the present inter- 
national relations are marked by broken 
pledges and international law violations by 
the U. S. S. R. 


SPECIFIC EXAMPLES OF DENIAL OF HUMAN 
RIGHTS 


To move from the general to the specific, 
I will cite a few of the thousands of in- 
stances of Soviet denial of human rights. 
Under specific peace treaties the Hungarian, 
Bulgarian, and Rumanian Governments un- 
dertook to guarantee the enjoyment of hu- 
man rights and fundamental freedoms, in- 
cluding freedom of expression, of press and 
publication, of religious worship, of political 
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opinion, and of public meetings. The 
human rights clauses. Freedom of expres- 
U. S. S. R. has directly aided and abetted 
these governments in failing to fulfill these 
sion and of press and publication no longer 
exist in any of these countries. Freedom of 
worship has been interfered with time and 
again, either through subtle means or drastic 
procedure such as trial and imprisonment of 
church leaders. All political groups oppos- 
ing the Communist-controlled governments 
of these countries have been eliminated, thus 
forcefully violating freedom of political opin- 
ion. While Britain and the United States 
of America charged these governments with 
these treaty violations as long ago as 1949, 
Russia does not agree that violations have 
occurred and has condoned and abetted the 
violations by refusal to act to redress or pre- 
vent them under express provisions of the 
treaty designed for that purpose. 

To be even more specific about the role of 
law and lawyers behind the Iron Curtain, 
I need cite only two world-famous trials, 
those of Cardinal Mindszenty and Asso- 
ciated Press Reporter Oatis. 

The staged trial of Joseph Cardinal Minds- 
zenty is a warning to all that a war is being 
waged against religion and the basic prin- 
ciples of humanity and human freedom. 
The length to which Godless men of the Hun- 
garian Communist Party will go to gain 
their ends is shown by the Hungarian hand- 
writing experts who, after escaping beyond 
the Iron Curtain, admitted that they forged 
the documents used by the Hungarian Com- 
munists to convict Cardinal Mindszenty. 

In fact, and I need not repeat here the 
well-known facts of these two trials—it is 
certain that the peoples of the world have 
cringed with the shock of the terrifying ef- 
fect of Communist “brain-washing” tactics 
and their induced confessions, “Communist- 
style,” such as those of Cardinal Mindszenty 
and Associated Press Reporter Oatis. And 
there are thousands of similar cases. Such 
“confessions” are an especial concern of 
lawyers in this field as they end the rule of 
law and lawyers in protecting human rights. 
And it is well known that false confessions, 
such as those just referred to, have been ex- 
torted from many persons arrested by other 
Communist States. The Soviet Union itself 
recently issued an embarrassed apology for 
this widespread “brain-washing confession” 
method of procedure, when it publicly ad- 
mitted that the confessions of nine promi- 
nent physicians to acts shortening the lives 
of Soviet leaders were obtained by illegal 
methods. The admittedly innocent doctors 
were freed. In fact, the Paris edition of the 
New York Herald Tribune has just reported 
the in camera trial, conviction, and execu- 
tion of M. D. Ryumin, the former Vice Min- 
ister of State Security and investigating 
magistrate in this famous doctors’ plot case. 
He was shot to death for falsifying material 
and inducing the doctors to confess falsely 
and denounce themselves. This in camera 
5-day trial of Ryumin is nothing unusual 
under the Soviet system, but shocking to 
lawyers who have always fought such Star 
Chamber methods regardless of the charge 
against the accused. The number of in 
camera (behind closed doors) cases heard by 
Soviet courts, however, is legion. 

Every so often news of some of these cases 
leaks out from behind the Iron Curtain. 
Witness the famous recent trial and judg- 
ment of execution pronounced against Beria 
in this same way. 

Soviet authorities, in violation of the Pots- 
dam declaration of July 1945, have insti- 
tuted in East Germany a system of intimi- 
dation and cold terrorism through military, 
police, and party authorities. Freedom of 
speech and press as guaranteed by that dec- 
laration have not been allowed. Moreover, 
the Soviets have systematically built up a 
totalitarian system of police control which 
suppresses basic human rights and legal 
processes. They resort to arbitrary seizures 
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of property, illegal arrests, forced labor, and 
other practices which are incompatible with 
democratic legal principles. 


COMMUNISM—THE NEW COLONIALISM 


The record of Soviet aggression is very im- 
perfectly summed up by the list of outright 
Soviet annexations. Domination of other 
countries can be and is being achieved with- 
out formal annexation. In each annexed 
nation the destruction, suppression, and de- 
nial of human rights comes automatically 
with the ending of the traditional role of the 
lawyer. This is a cardinal part of the Soviet 
system of government. That system cannot 
coexist with protection of human rights by 
the performance of the traditional role of 
the lawyer. 

Satellite local regimes give Russia control 
of many countries. Methods and degrees of 
control vary from country to country. But 
these local administrations can take no im- 
portant decision without the sanction and 
approval of Moscow. They all fall into one 
mold—one basic system. Russia wants no 
friendly neighbors but only vassal states— 
ruled by Russian-trained Communists un- 
able to take a step without advance approval 
from Moscow. 

Let us examine how the Soviet system of 
colonizing other nations now works: First, 
let me call your attention to the fact that 
the colonial empires which the nations of 
Western Europe built up in the two centuries 
preceding World War II are a thing of the 
past. The list of nations that have achieved 
their sovereignty peacefully since 1945 in- 
cludes India, Pakistan, Burma, Ceylon, Indo- 
nesia, and the Philippines. The three Asso- 
ciated States of Indochina, Vietnam, Cam- 
bodia, and Laos, have already achieved 
autonomy within the French Union. The 
French Government has made clear its in- 
tentions to perfect the independence of these 
states; Laos has already achieved independ- 
ent status within the French Union through 
a basic treaty recently signed with France. 
The British have clearly announced their in- 
tention, and have instituted initial steps, to 
provide self-government for Malaya. 

But as the old colonialism dies, a new and 
far more deadly form of colonialism is 
spreading across the globe. From its Euro- 
pean and Asian bases, world communism is 
fastening colonial shackles on many once- 
free peoples. In short, Western European 
nations who brought light and civilization 
to many dark corners of the earth have 
brought freedom and independence to 600 
million people. At the same time the Com- 
munists have enslaved a like number. 

Since 1939, the nations that have had 
Communist rule forced on them by aliens 
are: Tannu Tuva, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Hungary, 
Rumania, Albania, East Germany, Tibet, 
Outer Mongolia, and North Korea. 

The processes through which these nations 
have been reduced to abject colonial slavery 
have varied, but the result in the field of 
human rights is always the same. In the 
Baltic States the process was one of direct 
seizure. In Eastern Europe the Soviet meth- 
ods have included engineered political coups 
under the guise of Soviet occupation activi- 
ties and the subversion of governments 
from within by infiltration of Soviet-trained 
agents. In East Germany and North Korea 
it was one of taking advantage of military 
occupation. 

Whatever the specific process, one of its 
key elements has always been perversion of 
genuine feelings of nationalism in the tar- 
get country so as to accomplish the vital 
control of law, the courts, and the legal pro- 
fession. The Communist colonial regime 
invariably is set up under the guise of pro- 
tecting the people from the oppression of 
their rulers or of protecting them from con- 
templated aggression by western nations, 
which, of course, exists only in the contem- 
plations that go on in the Kremlin. 
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The process has not ended. In Indochina 
world communism has carried out a mili- 
tary conquest as the first step in adding it 
to the list of new colonies. 

One of the standard devices of the Com- 
munist colonization process is to pre-train 
the key figures of Communst puppet regimes 
in the Soviet Union prior to the Communist 
capture of a country so that the U. S. S. R. 
is assured their conditioning, ideology, and 
ultimate loyalty is to the Kremlin, the center 
of the world Communist plot, rather than 
to the country of origin. Only in this way 
can the Kremlin be sure that these leaders 
will understand and carry out its system of 
destruction of human rights—an under- 
standing which is basic to success of the 
Soviet system. This Communist education 
often is planned so far in advance that the 
training of these leaders occupies years of 
experience before they actually come to 
power; needless to say, this training con- 
sists in large part in learning the fundamen- 
tal principles of a system whereby, under 
false labels, the rights of the individual are 
suppressed, destroyed, and subverted to 
those of an all-powerful State so that indi- 
vidual rights are eroded and gone before the 
colonized people awake to just what has hap- 
pened to them. Surely we as lawyers can 
analyze this system—what it is, what it has 
done, is doing, and what it plans to do—for 
our people so they will be awake to the false 
labels, the subtle misrepresentations, and 
the evil designs the Communists have in 
mind for the free peoples of the world. 

I have recently examined an impressive 
list of the leaders of the Iron Curtain colo- 
nial empire of 15 formerly independent na- 
tions. In every instance the present local- 
controlling Communist leaders were trained 
in the U. S. S. R. and sent to take over the 
particular nation. Usually they were born 
in the colonized nation. The free world 
was recently alerted to this kind of operation 
when a regime of Communist sympathizers 
took over and was then overthrown in Guate- 
mala. There, as elsewhere, it was revealed 
that the real leaders of the deposed regime 
were U. S. S. R.-instructed for their specific 
colonial tasks. These are facts which we 
lawyers can collect and bring before our 
people before the Soviet scheme makes head- 
way in our countries so our people can avoid 
all the dread consequences which so certainly 
flow from Soviet colonization, 


CONCLUSION 


The above are a few of the facts which 
prove beyond refutation that the interna- 
tional Communist conspiracy is carrying out 
a systematic denial, suppression and de- 
struction of basic God-given human rights 
in every nation which falls under its do- 
minion. And beyond question the key to 
Soviet domination lies in subversion and 
destruction of the role of law and lawyers 
in this vital field of human rights. We, as 
lawyers, must fight the menace of commu- 
nism by calling the attention of the people 
of the world to the Soviets’ record and in- 
tentions. 

The uncertainty of peace the world over is 
due primarily to the fact that the Russians 
have deliberately undermined the founda- 
tions upon which peace was to be built. And 
the fact that the framework for peace has 
never been completed by peace treaties is 
due to the U. S. S. R.'s intransigence and the 
unreliability of its word. 

What is behind this record of Soviet ag- 
gression which looms up as far and away 
the greatest threat to a world of peace, order 
and freedom? We know that on the record 
to date it is the fatalistic idea that commu- 
nism must conquer the world or perish. And 
no one can refute the fact that, upon the 
record as herein reviewed, successful con- 
quest of the free world by the Soviet system 
requires destruction of the traditional role of 
law and the lawyer, and the death knell of 
human rights. 


14336 


So long as there is even one free country 
the masters of the Kremlin will not feel se- 
cure in their dictatorship. The record of 
Soviet aggression to date, long and formid- 
able as it is, must be considered only a 
foretaste of what will come—unless we who 
believe in liberty under law succeed in build- 
ing impregnable ramparts t this 
would-be conqueror of the world. We must 
also keep the torch of freedom under law 
burning for those behind the Iron Curtain 
against the day when it can burst into liber- 
ating flame. 


FLANDERS CENSURE RESOLUTION— 
LETTER FROM 23 “NONPROMI- 
NENT MEN” 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
have received a copy of a letter ad- 
dressed to the Members of the United 
States Senate by 23 “nonprominent 
men.” 

This letter speaks for itself; and in or- 
der that any Members of the Senate 
who did not have an opportunity to 
see the letter in their mail may see it 
in the Recor, I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of the letter, together with 
the names and addresses of the signers, 
may be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


SEATTLE, WasH., August 5, 1954. 
To the Members of the United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR: We, the undersigned, are 
23 nonprominent men. 

We deplore the action of 23 “prominent” 
men who sent you telegrams in support of 
the Flanders censure motion against Sen- 
ator McCarTHy, and who join hand in hand 
with the known enemies of the Republic of 
the United States of America. 

We call upon you to defeat the Flanders 
motion. Then to vote overwhelmingly a 
motion of confidence and approval of Sen- 
ator McCarruy and his exemplary methods, 

Prominent men are few in number. 

Nonprominent men number tens of mil- 
lions. We feel we are speaking for those 
millions when we ask you to support that 
great incorruptible patriot, Senator JOSEPH 
MCCARTHY. 

Not one of our group is or ever has been 
a member of any organization which has 
been named as subversive. Nor have we ever 
affiliated with people who have been named 
as members of a subversive organization. 

Can the 23 “prominent” men make this 
claim? 

There is not one “fifth amendmenteer” 
among the following signers. We pledge to 
answer cheerfully, under oath, any questions 
asked of us by any legally constituted com- 
mittee of the House or Senate which is 
investigating communism. How many of the 
23 “prominent” men are willing to make this 
public pledge? 

John W. Carlson, Office Equipment, 8076 
Bothell Way, Seattle; Norman I. Glover, 
Ice-Cream Manufacturer, 8074 Bothell 
Way, Seattle; Leo Berman, Leo’s Mar- 
ket, 8022 15th NE., Seattle; C. M. Johns, 
Johns Shell Service, 8100 Bothell, Seat- 
tle; John E. Carlson, Real Estate, 8020 
Bothell Way; F. M. Fredricksen, Insur- 
ance, 5035 Eighth NE., Seattle; R. L. 
Woodman, Jeweler, 8072 Bothell Way, 


Seattle; Art Potter, Cashier, 8059 
Bothell Way, Seattle; Oliver Frank 
Mitchell, Salesman, 6845 16th NE. 


Seattle; W. H. Burghduff, Auto Parts, 
8001 14th NE., Seattle; G. A. Dalgety, 
Auto Supplies, 8208 Greenwood Ave- 
nue, Seattle; Roy Davidson, Jeweler, 
131 North 85th, Seattle; A. Wm. John- 
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son, Salesman, 1104 Eighth Avenue, 
West Seattle; Gene Elrod Keller, Asso- 
ciate American Detectives, 614 Bigelow 
Building; Chas. M. Bryant, Insurance, 
Post Office Box 436, Seattle, Wash.; 
William H. Mullen, Attorney, 806 West 
McGraw; Leonard L. Higgins, Private 
Investigator, Suquamish, Wash.; J. 
Albert D. Hulse, Security Police, Port 
Embarkation, Pier 39, Seattle, Wash.; 
Conrad W. Swanson, Real Estate Brok- 
er, 8050 16th NE., Seattle; Bryson, 
Reinhardt, 2608 West Boston, Seattle; 
Pryor N. Adskim, 3212 36th Avenue, 
West Seattle; Marvin E. Munyon, 7811 
31st Street South, Tacoma; L. J. 
Boardman, 902 First Avenue, Seattle; 
Lawrence Timbers, Advertising Spe- 
cialty Co., 315 First West, Seattle. 

As coauthor I reserve the right to be 

the 24th. 


EISENHOWER’S “METHODS’—EDI- 
TORIAL FROM THE TULSA TRIB- 
UNE 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
there has come to my desk an editorial 
which was published in the Tulsa Trib- 
une of Saturday, July 31, 1954. The bur- 
den of the editorial is that “patriotism is 
being punished in Washington today.” 

The importance of the theme dealt 
with in the editorial is very great, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the editorial 
may be printed at this point in the Ro- 
ORD. 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorD, as follows: 

EISENHOWER’S “METHODS” 
(By Richard Lloyd Jones) 

We are bewildered. We are confused. We 
are frustrated. We have grown so apathetic 
that a lot of us no longer give a whoop. 
And that is no way to save our liberties. 
We need a President. 

Eisenhower is attempting to make himself 
the master of a one-party government. And 
that is the historic road to dictatorship. 
Where is the Republican Party? Its leaders 
do not resist this attempt. 

During the 1952 campaign Eisenhower's 
spokesmen informed those who inquired 
about specific domestic matters that Gen- 
eral Eisenhower's position as an interna- 
tional commander does not permit his per- 
sonal participation in domestic political af- 
fairs, even if his responsibilities to the 12 
countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization afforded him time to do so. 

That is what we elected. That is what he 
is, a man too busy to be interested in the 
problems of the American people. So, we 
have no leadership. 

Our President today is utter stranger to 
the candor and the direct honesty of Theo- 
dore Roosevelt. Why doesn’t Eisenhower say 
exactly what he means instead of indulging 
in innuendoes? He is the thought promul- 
gator for the Pinks. Both he and the Pinks 
don't like McCarrny’s methods. Yet, no one 
can name one single American who has been 
hurt in the slightest by whatever may be 
defined as “McCarruy’s methods.” But it is 
time now to look at the Eisenhower methods 
and the methods of George Marshall behind 
him. 

In a recent speech Eisenhower said, 
“Thorough knowledge and understanding 
will drive from the temple of freedom all who 
seek to establish over us thought control 
whether they be agents of a foreign state or 
demagogs thirsty for personal power and 
public notice.” 

An honest President would explain him- 
self. What did Eisenhower mean by this 
language? His lieutenants admit that it 
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was a pot shot at Senator McCarruy. No one 
can find the slightest evidence that McCar- 
THY ever attempted to establish thought 
control over the people. That assertion is 
so false it is silly. To imply such a thing 
is dishonest. To evade the direct question 
as to whom he had in mind is also dis- 
honest. 

Who are “the demagogs thirsty for per- 
sonal power and public notice?” Name one. 
Eisenhower’s methods are dishonest. 

What about the meeting Eisenhower called 
on January 21 to plot the destruction of 
JosePH McCartHy? There is a “method” of 
attempting to destroy a patriotic Senator. 

Then he tries to hide the record. If the 
record is right why not bring it out into the 
open? 

The forces that nominated Eisenhower at 
the Republican convention in 1952 put up 
an infamous cry of “Thief,” implying that 
the Taft forces had stolen certain Texas 
delegates. Had there been an Abraham Lin- 
coln as a competing candidate for that nom- 
ination, there would have been no such in- 
famous charge because there was no theft. 
None. And honest men would not profit by 
a demagogic charge that had not the slight- 
est substance. 

A year ago today Senator Taft died. Taft 
was maligned by Eisenhower and his plot- 
planner, George Marshall, Taft, the great 
statesman, was condemned by the very peo- 
ple who profited by the manipulations in 
Aldrich’s hotel rooms in Chicago. 

Eisenhower has talked piously about the 
crime of “burning books.” But he can name 
nobody who has burned a book. No one, not 
one. Therefore to imply such a thing is to 
bear false witness. 

The Eisenhower crowd talks about the in- 
famies of “smear.” And not one of them can 
name a single soul whose honesty and patri- 
otism is clear and above reproach who has 
been singed by smear. 

But, on the Ike side, we now have the 
conspicuous example of Roy Cohn, a real 
patriot who has been tortured with Eisen- 
hower-sanctioned smear for doing a great 
patriotic work. 

Under the Truman administration we were 
prepared to accept performances that smelled 
to high heaven. But the people elected 
Eisenhower to clean house, to be a heroic pa- 
triot and to help the Members of our Con- 
gress who are trying to rid us of enemy infil- 
tration. But we didn't get what we voted 
for. Under Eisenhower's administration we 
punish patriotism. 

We began this business of punishing pa- 
triotism years ago when we witnessed the 
destruction of Dr. Wirt. Then we saw Mar- 
tin Dies destroyed. We saw General Mac- 
Arthur destroyed, then followed J. B. Mat- 
thews and Dean Manion. Now they have 
tortured with smear a brilliant young man 
whose only offense was that he was a compe- 
tent defender of our country, a finder of our 
foes and an efficient prosecutor of our 
enemies. The White House outfit got him. 
They got him to cripple McCarTHy. Now 
they are going to cripple JENNER and VELDE. 
What about these methods? 

For shame. A President of the American 
people engineering the repudiation of patri- 
otism. And he accomplishes these ends by 
sneaky methods, by innuendoes, by implica- 
tions. We elected him to be forthright, 
courageous, and heroically honest. And he 
has failed us. 

Part of the administration’s methods is 
to destroy the Republican Party and the 
Democratic Party by amalgamation and 
thereby destroy the Republic itself. Then 
make a military master dictator. Then the 
one worlders will include America in their 
conquest. 

Already the Stars and Stripes are placed 
behind the United Nations flag on parades. 

There are enough American citizens who 
are now alarmed to rally to the support of 
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honest and courageous leadership. But we 
have had no leadership, and we have got 
none now. If any Member of Congress, 
House or Senate, behaves as a patriot and 
champions the cause of the American peo- 
ple, he is called to the White House mat to 
have his brain washed and to learn that his 
patronage rights are of no interest to the 
Chief Executive, that his party has no finan- 
cial help to offer him in his campaign to 
retain his patriotic crusade in Congress. 

The Republican Party has got to face it. 
It has either got to show Eisenhower how 
to be an honest, cooperative patriot, or they 
have got to ease him out of the party. 

He is a shallow Republican who sits in 
the Senate of the United States and yields 
to the Republican National Committee as 
directed by Leonard Hall. Hall is a weak 
man or he would reveal the weakness of the 
brain-washing tactics of the White House 
outfit. 

The brave men in the United States Sen- 
ate today are the ones that Eisenhower and 
his coterie are out to get. But let them be- 
ware, it is no crime to love our country and 
defend it. 

Patriotism is being punished in Washing- 
ton today. That is the ugly fact. And we, 
the people, had better get busy or we are 
not going to have a country. What are our 
Senators afraid of that they yield to the 
intimidating methods of those who promote 
the one world flag and the one world party 
and the one world citizenship and the de- 
struction of the American Republic. 

Eisenhower's methods are the menace that 
confronts us. 


THE REPUBLICAN ADVANCE 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, very 
few newspapers in this country have 
printed anything, so far as I know, about 
the Republican Advance, which appears 
to stand in approximately the same re- 
lation to the Republican Party as Ameri- 
cans for Democratic Action stands to the 
Democratic Party. 

One newspaper which printed some- 
thing about the Republicar Advance, 
and quite recently, was the Monroe 
(La.) News-Star. In an editorial under 
date of August 3, this newspaper has a 
number of things to say about the Re- 
publican Advance. Because of the great 
interest in this subject, which I feel cer- 
tain is shared by Senators on both sides 
of the aisle, I ask unanimous consent 
that the editorial to which I have re- 
ferred may be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

THE REPUBLICAN ADVANCE—DECISION To 

DESTROY 

The censure motion by Senator RALPH 
FLANDERS came about as scheduled. He re- 
ferred to Senator McCarTHY as a “fifth 
amendment” Senator in that the Wisconsin 
Communist hunter had “refused to divulge 
information on his tax status and finances.” 

Senator McCarTHY has time and time 
again stated that he would be glad to testify 
to anyone as regards his financial status, 
Even Drew Pearson couldn’t get anything 
on Jon McCarrny’s record. 

As was expected, Senator McCartuy had 
great support in the Senate from his col- 
leagues who leaped to his assistance upon 
the close of Franprr’s “motion.” The odd 
and extremely curious manner in the entire 
situation is the position of the Eisenhower 
administration which is prodding FLANDERS 
into this affair. In short, the administration 
is determined at all costs to wreck McCar- 
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THy. It is now involved in starting another 
“investigation” of the Senator. It would ap- 
pear that any man, whether he is in or out 
of public life, who attempts in any way to 
disturb the forward progress of the Interna- 
tional Communist war machine, will receive 
the full brunt of the Communists and their 
associates, the Marxists in this Nation. 

Unhappily for the United States, there 
are still Marxists in policy making positions 
in the Government and there are public offi- 
cials who because of various and sundry 
reasons (many of them, financial) who will 
either appease these international pirates 
or will agree to support their various causes. 

In the McCarthy issue is a problem of the 
times. The Senate is at the direct request 
of the administration, ordered to censure 
the main member of the Senate investigat- 
ing Committee on Government Operations 
due to the simple fact that he was carrying 
out the duties as required by his office— 
that of investigating conditions inside the 
administration. The administration is thus 
telling the Senate to “keep hands off—look 
what will happen if you don’t.” 

Who is behind this administration move to 
destroy MCCARTHY, JENNER, McCarran, and 
others who are interested primarily in the 
well-being of the Nation, themselves second? 
From time to time, the News-Star has de- 
scribed the curious operations of the Re- 
publican Advance. The Advance is to the 
GOP what the ADA is to the Democratic 
Party, only worse due to the fact that the 
Advance now controls the patronage and 
the treasury of the Republican National 
Committee. 

It is directiy controlled by several sources. 
The sources are not located in Washington, 
but in the city of New York. Among the 
politicians involved are Thomas Dewey, the 
former crime fighter of New York; Herbert 
Brownell, the Advance hatchetman, former 
Dewey assistant; Sherman Adams, former 
Governor of New Hampshire and present 
Presidential adviser; Henry and John Lodge, 
New England politicians of some fame; James 
Duff, of Pennsylvania; Ralph Flanders, of 
Vermont, and numerous others of a like po- 
litical order. 

The main idea of the Advance as was 
originally proposed as far back as 1950 in 
Philadelphia, is to softpeddle communism 
and attempt to evolve a fair-deal program. 
The man behind the situation is said to be 
Mr. Sidney Weinberg, of New York, a banker 
on a colossal scale whose hands are in all 
types of “pies.” Weinberg is a business part- 
ner (or owner) of the Lehman Bros. (Con- 
tinental Can), of which brother Herbert is 
a “liberal” Senator from New York. 

The News-Star has at times described 
these international bankers and the manner 
in which they operate. Sometimes, they do 
not feel a tinge of patriotism when dealing 
with the Communists or European nations. 
In short, finances and economics play a 
much larger part in their lives than patriot- 
ism and the fight against international com- 
munism. 

The Advance is a left-wing organization 
which seeks to control the Republican Party 
and thus destroy it as a patriotic American 
political organization. Using the Marxian 
tactics of infiltration and self-destruction 
through deliberate confusion, the Advance 
has gained control of the Citizens for Eisen- 
hower movement which today is actually the 
Advance. Citizens for Eisenhower merely 
plans to elect either Republicans or Demo- 
crats (it doesn’t matter) who suit their 
purposes. 

Much as the ADA seeks to control elections 
and primaries within the framework of the 
Democratic Party (Texas, Louisiana, Florida, 
Alabaha, Oklahoma, and others) the Ad- 
vance is determined to control the Repub- 
lican primaries and elections in the States 
involved. In short, if the GOP candidate is 
not a 100 percent internationalist, follower 
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of New Deal principles, or will agree to sup- 
port these principles, he will not get the 
support of the Republican National Com- 
mitee as it presently exists. 

To quell such erroneous beliefs, the Presi- 
dent has agreed to support candidate for 
the Senate, Joe Meek, of Illinois, but it is 
reliably reported that the Advance will at- 
tempt to destroy him. The Advance has 
plans to undercut any American, especially 
a Republican, who seeks (as does MCCARTHY ) 
to support the United States first, other na- 
tions last. 

The Advance is in full cooperation with 
the Americans for Democratic Action and 
the allied and associated elements. It gives 
the White House nod to those who will play 
ball and it destroys those who resist. It uses 
pressure tactics to any degree in attempts 
to destroy its opponents and will not halt 
at blackmail and extortion. The News-Star 
has some curious facts as regards those last 
two items. Already, the pressure has been 
put to newspapers throughout the country, 
through various sources, to halt any further 
information on the Advance. 

The worst aspect to the situation is that 
many, many Republicans are not aware as 
to the existence of this Trojan horse inside 
the party. Best they acquaint themselves as 
soon as possible. 

The Advance, as you can now see, will sup- 
port any man who has apparently had deal- 
ings and proposes more dealings with the 
Soviet Communists while attacking in a bit- 
ter and terrible manner the man whom even 
John Edgar Hoover has seen fit to praise in 
the fight against communism. 

The decision to destroy was passed long 
ago. Now it is being put into effect. 

Americans all need to support Senator Mc- 
CARTHY in his fight against these sources 
seeking to destroy your Nation. 


CHICAGO TRIBUNE 


Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a few days 
ago the senior Senator from Oklahoma 
made some extended remarks about the 
farm bill which was then being consid- 
ered by the Senate. In my disèussion, 
I referred to a report showing the sub- 
sidies received by 10 very large news- 
paper and magazine publications in the 
United States in the form of very low 
postage rates, which cost the taxpayers 
about $7,500,000 a year, and which inured 
primarily to the benefit of those publi- 
cations. The Chicago Tribune was 1 of 
the 10 publications referred to by me. 

In the course of my remarks I referred 
to the Chicago Tribune as being “as 
shoddy a propaganda sheet as any that 
ever tried to mislead the patriotic popu- 
lation of a great country.” 

I have received from Mr. Walter Tro- 
han, Washington correspondent of the 
Chicago Tribune, a letter which criticizes 
me a little for having made that state- 
ment, and asking me to be fair in my 
attitude and remarks. I think that is a 
reasonable request. 

With regard to news items in which 
the publisher of the Chicago Tribune 
has no political interest, I believe the 
Chicago Tribune is one of the great news- 
papers of the country. I think its news 
coverage is wide and extensive, and 
makes it a publication of great value in 
that regard. 

However, when the publisher of that 
paper has political objectives in mind, 
I must say that I have reached the con- 
clusion that he is not above propagandiz- 
ing in the columns in his newspaper; 
and it may be that I should have placed 
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the adjective “shoddy” at another place 
in my remarks. I referred to the news- 
paper as being “as shoddy a propaganda 
sheet.” Probably what I should have 
said was that it is a sheet capable of 
printing propaganda as shoddy as can be 
found in any paper in the country—when 
the publisher has a political objective 
in mind. 

I think Mr. Walter Trohan is a very 
fine, outstanding correspondent. He and 
the reporter personnel of that great 
paper have been very courteous to the 
senior Senator from Oklahoma. I think 
that they are men of very high type, 
and I want to express my appreciation 
of and to them. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
body of the Recorp the letter I have re- 
ceived from Mr. Walter Trohan, under 
date of August 11, 1954, in order that I 
may do what I can to evidence my atti- 
tude of fairness. 

However, I close by saying that the 
conclusion I had formerly reached as to 
the capacity of the publisher of the Chi- 
cago Tribune to insert shoddy propa- 
ganda in his newspaper when it serves 
his wishes or purposes has not changed. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CHICAGO TRIBUNE, 
WASHINGTON BUREAU, 
Washington, D. C., August 11, 1954. 
The Honorable ROBERT S. KERR, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: I see by last Saturday’s 
Recorp that you belabored the Chicago Trib- 
une for benefiting from postal subsidies. You 
have every right to feel about the Tribune in 
any way you please, even to saying that it is 
“as shoddy a propaganda sheet as any that 
ever tried to mislead the patriotic population 
of a great country,” although I have letters 
of yours thanking me for favors done you by 
the Tribune. However, when you blast the 
Tribune, you should be just a little bit fair. 

For 25 years, to my personal Knowledge, 
the Tribune has openly and loudly pleaded 
for revision of the rates you complain about. 
I can show you a file of our editorials calling 
for upward revision of the newspaper rate. 
Some years ago Senator Doucras attacked 
us on this ground. When I showed him this 
file, he apologized on the floor of the Senate. 
If you do not believe me, you might consult 
Senator DOUGLAS. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER TROHAN. 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there further morning busi- 
ness? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, if 
there be no further morning business, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 


and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Byrd Douglas 
Anderson Carlson Duff 
tt Case 
all Chavez Ellender 

Bennett Clements Ervin 
Cooper Ferguson 

Bricker Cordon 

Burke Crippa Fulbright 
Daniel eorge 

Butler Dirksen Gillette 
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Goldwater Kuchel Potter 
Gore Langer Purtell 
Green Reynolds 
Hayden Lennon RO 
Hendrickson Long Russell 
Hennings Magnuson Saltonstall 
Hickenlooper Malone Schoeppel 
Hill Mansfield Smathers 
Holland Martin Smith, Maine 
Humphrey Maybank Smith, N. J. 
Ives McCarran Stennis 
Jackson McCarthy Symington 
Jenner McClellan Thye 
Johnson, Colo. Millikin Upton 
Johnson, Tex. Monroney Watkins 
Johnston, S. C. Morse Welker 
Kefauver Mundt Wiley 
Kennedy Murray Wiliams 
Kerr Neely Young 
Kilgore Pastore 

Knowland Payne 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. A quorum is present. 


REVISION OF ATOMIC ENERGY ACT 
OF 1954—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I submit a report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9757) to 
amend the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, 
as amended, and for other purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The report will be read for the 
information of the Senate. 

(The legislative clerk read the report.) 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of August 9, 1954, pp. 13765- 
13779, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, pur- 
suant to the order of the Senate of Au- 
gust 11, 1954, I now request that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of the 
conference report. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the unanimous-consent 
agreement of August 11, the question is 
on agreeing to the conference report. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER] has 90 minutes. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON] has 
90 minutes. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield myself 
sufficient time to make the statement I 
wish to make. 

Mr. President, this is the conference 
report on H. R. 9757, which is the pro- 
posed Atomic Energy Act of 1954. I 
should like at this time to read the state- 
ment of the managers on the part of the 
House in submitting the conference re- 
port to the House, because it is substan- 
tially the same as the report the Man- 
agers on the part of the Senate would 
make. 

In the first place, I may say that the 
committee of conference met for several 
days, and the Managers on the part of 
the House agreed to this report by a vote 
of 4 to 1, one not voting. There were 
five managers on the part of the House 
on the conference committee. 

On the part of the Senate there were 
five conferees. The report submitted to 
the Senate is signed by 3 of those con- 
ferees, 2 not signing the report. 

The report has been in the Senate for 
several days, and is available to any Sen- 
ators who may not presently have it on 
their desks. 
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I now read from the statement on the 
part of the managers of the House, which 
statement I shall ask leave to have in- 
corporated in my remarks: 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9757) to amend the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and 
for other purposes, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: 

The Senate struck out all of the House bill 
after the enacting clause and inserted a sub- 
stitute amendment. The committee of con- 
ference has agreed to a substitute for both 
the House bill and the Senate amendment. 
Except for technical, clarifying, and con- 
forming changes, the following statement 
explains the differences between the House 
bill and the substitute agreed to in con- 
ference. 

The House bill continued in effect the 
provision of existing law which establishes 
within the Atomic Energy Commission a 
Division of Military Application and such 
other program divisions, not exceeding 10, 
as the Commission may determine (subsec. 
25a). The Senate amendment added to the 
House bill a requirement that there be 
within the Commission “a division or divi- 
sions the primary responsibilities of which 
include the application of civilian uses.” 
The conference substitute retains the sub- 
stance of the language added by the Senate 
amendment. 


Mr. President, I have a statement of 
my own which I desire to make. There- 
fore, inasmuch as this statement on the 
part of the managers of the House is 
contained in the report which is avail- 
able on the desks of Senators, I ask that 
the full statement of the managers on 
the part of House be incorporated at 
this point in my remarks and that I 
may proceed with my own personal 
statement, in order to conserve time. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART 
OF THE HOUSE 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9757) to amend 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, 
and for other purposes, submit the follow- . 
ing statement in explanation of the effect 
of the action agreed upon by the conferees 
and recommended in the accompanying con- 
ference report: 

The Senate struck out all of the House 
bill after the enacting clause and inserted 
a substitute amendment. The committee of 
conference has agreed to a substitute for 
both the House bill and the Senate amend- 
ment. Except for technical, clarifying, and 
conforming changes, the following statement 
explains the differences between the House 
bill and the substitute agreed to in con- 
ference. 


DIVISIONS OF THE COMMISSION 

The House bill continued in effect the 
provision of existing law which establishes 
within the Atomic Energy Commission a Di- 
vision of Military Application and such other 
program divisions, not exceeding 10, as the 
Commission may determine (subsec. 25 a.). 
The Senate amendment added to the House 
bill a requirement that there be within the 
Commission “a division or divisions the pri- 
mary responsibilities of which include the 
application of civilian uses.” The confer- 
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ence substitute retains the substance of the 
language added by the Senate amendment. 


DISPOSITION OF ENERGY PRODUCED AT COMMIS- 
SION FACILITIES 


The House bill provided for the disposition 
of energy produced in the production of 
special nuclear material at production or ex- 
perimental utilization facilities owned by 
the United States (sec. 44). It also provided 
for a preference to public bodies and coop- 
eratives in the disposition of such energy, 
and prohibited the Commission from engag- 
ing in the sale or disposition of energy for 
commercial use except in the case of energy 
produced incidental to the operation of re- 
search and development or production facil- 
ities of the Commission. 

The Senate amendment retained the pro- 
visions relating to disposition of energy pro- 
duced by the Commission, but added a pref- 
erence for high-cost power areas and a new 
section 45 which would authorize the Com- 
mission to engage in the production of elec- 
tric power in its own facilities. It also 
would authorize other Federal agencies to 
be licensees of the Commission. 

The committee of conference eliminated 
the Senate section 45 and revised section 44 so 
as to make it applicable to the disposition 
of energy produced at facilities of the Com- 
mission. It retained the requirement that, 
insofar as practicable, the Commission give 
preference to public bodies and cooperatives 
and to utilities in high-cost areas. It also 
retained the provision prohibiting the Com- 
mission from engaging in the sale of energy 
for commercial use except in the case of 
energy produced by the Commission inci- 
dent to the operation of research and devel- 
opment facilities of the Commission and of 
facilities of the Commission for the produc- 
tion of special nuclear material. 

The committee of conference amended sec- 
tion 31 a. (4) so as to clarify the authority 
of the Commission to build or contract for 
the building of large-scale atomic energy 
utilization facilities for the purpose of dem- 
onstrating the practical value of such facili- 
ties in the generation of electric energy, or 
for other industrial or commercial purposes, 
The construction of such large-scale demon- 
stration facilities would require specific au- 
thorization by the Congress as provided in 
section 261. 

For the purpose of clarity, sections 103 
and 104 (which relate to the licensing of 
production and utilization facilities) were 
amended by the committee of conference so 
as to include the authority to issue licenses 
to “persons applying therefor” instead of to 
“applicants.” The effect of this amend- 
ment is to make it clear that Government 
agencies are on an equal footing with all 
others before the Commission with respect 
to obtaining licenses from the Commission, 
since the definition of “persons” (subsec. 
11 n.) specifically includes Government agen- 
cies (other than the Commission). In 
order to make this effect even more specific, 
a new section 273 was added to the bill to 
incorporate the substance of the final sen- 
tence of section 45 as added by the Senate 
amendment. This new section states that 
nothing in the act shall preclude any Gov- 
ernment agency authorized by law to engage 
in the production, marketing, or distribu- 
tion of electric energy from obtaining a 
license under section 103, if qualified under 
the provisions of section 103, for the con- 
struction and operation of production or 
utilization facilities for the primary pur- 
pose of producing electric energy for distri- 
bution for ultimate public consumption. 

Since there was no thought that the Com- 
mission, in carrying out its obligations un- 
der this act, should not be required to get 
congressional approval for its operations, 
the amendment made by the Senate to sec- 
tion 261 which exempted the Commission 
from the necessity of obtaining congres- 
sional approval for certain construction and 
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acquisition projects was deleted by the con- 
ference substitute. 


NOTICE OF LICENSES 


The House bill contained a provision re- 
quiring the Commission to give notice of 
proposed licenses under section 103 to those 
within transmission distance who might be 
engaged in the distribution of electricity. 
The Senate amendment required that notice 
be given to private utilities as well as to 
those persons included within the House 
provision. The conference substitute re- 
tains the Senate language with a minor 
amendment. 


LICENSE PREFERENCES 


The House bill contained a provision re- 
quiring the Commission to give preferred 
consideration in issuing licenses under sec- 
tion 103 to facilities which will be located 
in high-cost power areas where there is a 
limited opportunity for such licenses (sec. 
182 .). The Senate amendment added a 
provision requiring that in such situations 
applications submitted by public and coop- 
erative bodies were also to be given pre- 
ferred consideration. The conference substi- 
tute follows the Senate amendment but re- 
quires such preference to be given “insofar 
as practicable.” 


APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL POWER ACT 


The Senate amendment added to the 
House bill a requirement that licensees under 
section 103 transmitting electric energy in 
interstate commerce or marketing such en- 
ergy at wholesale in interstate commerce are 
to be subject to the Federal Power Act. The 
conference substitute retains the substance 
of the provision added by the Senate amend- 
ment and makes it a new section (sec. 272) 
in the bill. 

SOURCE MATERIAL 


In connection with the leasing of lands 
belonging to the United States for prospect- 
ing for or mining of deposits of source mate- 
rial, the House bill provided for the award of 
leases or permits on a competitive bidding 
basis after notice has been published in a 
newspaper in the county in which the lands 
are situated (sec. 67). The Senate amend- 
ment deleted this provision, and the confer- 
ence substitute follows the Senate amend- 
ment. 

The problems involved in issuing leases on 
the basis of competitive bidding require 
further study. It was decided by the com- 
mittee of conference that this matter should 
be taken up in the next session of Congress 
if the Commission does not itself institute 
such methods of procedure after holding 
hearings specifically on the point. 


ADVICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL ON LICENSES 


In connection with the issuance of licenses 
for utilization and production facilities, the 
House bill provided certain requirements 
with respect to the antitrust laws (sec. 105). 
Among these was the requirement that the 
Commission obtain the advice of the Attor- 
ney General before issuing any such license. 
The Senate amendment required that the 
Commission follow the advice of the Attor- 
ney General unless the President made a 
finding that the issuance of such a license 
was essential to the common defense and 
security and the finding was published in 
the Federal Register. This amendment in 
effect made the advice of the Attorney Gen- 
eral a decision binding upon the Commis- 
sion and the applicant without hearing. 
The conference substitute deletes the por- 
tion of the provision added by the Senate 
amendment which required that the advice 
of the Attorney General be followed, but 
requires that the advice of the Attorney Gen- 
eral be published in the Federal Register. 


INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 


The House bill provided that agreements 
for cooperation (sec. 123) were to be sub- 
mitted to the President by the Commission 
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or the Department of Defense, whichever was 
responsible for the initiation of the agree- 
ment. The Senate amendment required in 
addition that the Commission or the Depart- 
ment of Defense favorably recommend the 
agreement for cooperation. The correspond- 
ing provision in the conference substitute 
requires that the Commission or the Depart- 
ment of Defense submit the agreement for 
cooperation to the President together with 
its recommendation concerning the agree- 
ment. 

The House bill provided for the termina- 
tion of agreements for cooperation by the 
President or by the Congress (sec. 123 (2) 
and (3)). A similar provision in section 54 
of the House bill provided for the termina- 
tion by the Congress of agreements for co- 
operation for the foreign distribution of spe- 
cial nuclear material. The Senate amend- 
ment eliminated these provisions, and the 
conference substitute follows the Senate 
amendment. In view of the requirement in 
section 123 that each proposed agreement 
shall include “the terms, conditions, dura- 
tion, * * of the cooperation,” the com- 
mittee of conference believed that the agree- 
ments themselves would provide for termi- 
nation conditions which would be most suit- 
able under the special circumstances in each 
case, 

ELECTRIC UTILITY CONTRACTS 


The House bill contained an authorization 
for the Commission to enter into contracts 
for electric utility services in connection 
with the construction and operation of fa- 
cilities at Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Ports- 
mouth. The Senate amendment authorized 
the Commission to enter into contracts to 
provide for replacement to the Tennessee 
Valley Authority of electric utility services 
furnished by TVA to the Commission in ac- 
cordance with the basic authority, and also 
required any contract hereafter entered into 
to be submitted to the Joint Committee for 
a period of 30 days before becoming effective. 
The conference substitute follows the Senate 
amendment. 


CONTRACT PRACTICES 


The Senate amendment added to the House 
bill a provision (sec. 170) prohibiting the 
Commission from entering into a contract 
providing for the direct payment by the 
Commission of Federal income taxes on be- 
half of any contractor or for any payment 
to such contractor as reimbursement for any 
Federal income taxes paid by such contrac- 
tor. The conference substitute limited the 
prohibition to the direct payment or direct 
reimbursement by the Commission of any 
Federal income tax, and made the prohibi- 
tion as so limited a part of section 165. It 
was the intention of the committee of con- 
ference to prohibit the direct payment of 
Federal income taxes to contractors of the 
Commission, but it was not the intention of 
the committee of conference to bar inclu- 
sion of such taxes in the computation or 
adjustment of the base rate or cost struc- 
ture of the Commission contract. 

PATENTS 

The House bill and the Senate amend- 
ment both provided, as does the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, that there 
shall be no patents issued in the fleld of 
atomic weapons. With respect to other 
areas in the atomic-energy field the House 
bill permitted normal patents. However, it 
required that inventions or discoveries made 
under contract or other arrangement with 
the Commission shall be deemed to have 
been made by the Commission and patents 
therefor shall be the property of the Govern- 
ment unless the Commission either waives 
its claim or its claim is not held valid by 
the Board of Patent Interferences. The 
House bill provided a procedure for testing 
out the question of whether or not inven- 
tions were made or conceived under contract 
with the Commission, using the Board of 
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Patent Interferences as the deciding tribu- 
nal. Each applicant for a patent in the 
atomic-energy field would be required to 
file with the application for such patent & 
statement under oath setting forth the facts 
surrounding the making or conceiving of the 
invention. The Atomic Energy Commission 
would then be provided an opportunity to 
review the statement, and if it believed that 
the invention was made under a contract 
or other arrangement with the Commission, 
the Commission would be authorized to 
direct the Commissioner of Patents to issue 
the patent to the Commission. If the ap- 
plicant should not concur, he would be given 
an opportunity for a hearing before the 
Board of Patent Interferences. This Board 
would then have to decide when the inven- 
tion was made and whether, under all the 
circumstances, the Commission's claim was 
valid. The resolution of any question of 
when an invention is made or conceived is, 
of course, a normal function of the Board of 
Patent Interferences. 

The Senate amendment did not have this 
protective device to insure that the Commis- 
sion would receive all of the patents which 
properly belonged to it. Instead it author- 
ized the Commission to require compulsory 
cross-licensing of inventions of primary im- 
portance in the field. It also provided for 
the use by others of patents found by the 
Government to have been used by their own- 
ers in violation of the antitrust laws. 

The committee of conference chose a 
somewhat different approach to the problem 
so as to avoid as far as possible doubt as to 
the constitutionality of the licensing sys- 
tem. Therefore, the committee of confer- 
ence accepted provisions requiring the Com- 
mission to give preferred consideration for 
commercial licenses in the next five years to 
those applicants who agree to make their 
atomic-energy patents available to all other 
Commission licensees who demonstrate need 
therefor upon payment of a reasonable roy- 
alty to be determined in accordance with the 
provisions of the act. In addition the com- 
mittee of conference retained the House pro- 
vision affording protection of the Commis- 
sion’s interest in patents conceived under 
contract or other arrangement with the 
Commission. 

Furthermore, the committee of confer- 
ence accepted the Senate amendment which 
would require those licenses given by patent 
owners under the circumstances above to be 
nonexclusive. It also accepted the Senate 
amendment that the royalty determined in 
connection with such licensing shall not be 
less favorable than royalties levied by the 
owner of the patent or by the Commission to 
similar licensees for comparable use. 

The committee of conference also retained 
the substance of the Senate amendment 
dealing with the use of any patents in the 
atomic field in a manner so as to violate the 
antitrust laws. 

By the provisions selected by the commit- 
tee of conference it is thought the interest 
of the public and of the Government are 
protected in a constitutional manner and to 
the greatest extent possible without interfer- 
ing unduly with the incentives inherent in 
the established patent system. 

W. STERLING COLE, 
CARL HINSHAW, 
Jans E. VAN ZANDT, 
CARL T. DURHAM, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
STATES AND MUNICIPALITIES PREFERENCE TO 
FEDERALLY FINANCED POWER 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to the 
Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to ask a 
vital question of the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Iowa, who, I think, has done 
@ first-class job in a difficult situation in 
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bringing to the floor a bill which seems 
to be a very practicable measure in a 
new and importantly vital field—a prin- 
ciple observed more than half a century 
in reclamation law with regard to power 
financed by Federal funds—and that is 
a State and municipal preference for use 
of the power. 

Senator Newlands, from Nevada, in- 
troduced the bill to set up what is now 
known as the Bureau of Reclamation 
in 1902. 

The law has been amended many times 
since, byt the principle has been carried 
through when public money is used to 
finance a power project, or where power 
is developed as a byproduct, such as, for 
example, the Boulder Dam, now Hoover 
Dam, and many other projects through- 
out the West. Public bodies—the States 
or municipalities—were given a flat pref- 
erence under like conditions. The public 
bodies, States and municipalities, are 
given preference under the law; there is 
no discretion exercised by the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Do I understand correctly that there 
is a preference clause in this bill which 
would guarantee that the same policy is 
carried forward? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. There is a 
preference clause in this bill for coopera- 
tive and public bodies, for all power pro- 
duced by public bodies or the Atomic 
Energy Commission, 

Mr. MALONE. Is the provision a flat 
preference under like conditions, or is 
such preference dependent upon the 
judgment of a commission or an indi- 
vidual? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is indefi- 
nite to a certain extent. 

The Senator from Nevada will find 
this provision on page 12 of the report, 
in the middle of section 44: 

In contracting for the disposal of such 
energy, the Commission shall, insofar as 


practicable, give preference and priority to 
public bodies and cooperatives— 


Public bodies would include munici- 
palities; and coperatives are really pri- 
vate bodies, but we put in the word 
“cooperatives” to emphasize it for un- 
derstanding of Senators on the floor, 
“or to privately owned utilities providing 
electric utility services to high-cost areas 
not being served by public bodies or co- 
operatives.” 

I should like to proceed with my state- 
ment, but I wish to say that the reason 
why the term “insofar as practicable” 
was used in this bill is that the Atomic 
Energy Commission is not a commercial 
power-producing agency. 

The Commission has authority to pro- 
duce power if it gets the money from 
the Congress enabling it to do so. It has 
the authority to build any sized reactor 
for research and development, and to 
produce power on a commercial basis, if 
it feels the reactor is feasible and if it 
desires to build it. If the Commission 
builds such a reactor and has excess 
power resulting therefrom, and if there 
is a cooperative or a municipal body 
accessible to receive that power, there is 
no question in the world that this prefer- 
ence governs and controls. But the 
phrase is used because the Atomic Energy 
Commission is a research and develop- 
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ment body, and in connection with its 
other installations and with its research 
and development, it might be not only 
desirable but almost necessary that it 
locate such experimental power-produc- 
ing reactor in an area adjacent to certain 
facilities where there would be no coop- 
eratives or no public bodies with acces- 
sibility to the power. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. MALONE. If the Senator will 
permit, I should like to follow through 
and complete my questions. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have only 
90 minutes. 

Mr. MALONE. Perhaps we could get 
consent to devote more time to this im- 
portant bill. 

Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa why 
he believes that under this bill, which 
sets up a special body to develop power, 
the Commission would always give 
preference to a State or municipality in 
allocating the power. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. On the basis 
of the language, which states that they 
shall give preference insofar as prac- 
ticable. 

Mr. MALONE. Who makes the deci- 
sion who is to be the judge? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER,. I suppose the 
Commission will make the decision. If 
there are a competitive cooperative or 
public body and private users, the Com- 
mission would have no recourse other 
than to give preference to the coopera- 
tive. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I should 
like to say to the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa that we in the West have 
been dealing with this problem for more 
than a half century. The junior Sen- 
ator from Nevada has personally dealt 
with the problem in his engineering 
practice for 30 years and as State engi- 
neer of his State from 1927 to 1935. 
The matter of preference is always the 
problem. The power from Boulder Dam, 
now Hoover Dam, when it was sold, was 
sold with the preference clause favoring 
the State of Nevada, the State of Ari- 
zona, the city of Los Angeles, and other 
southern California cities in their turns. 
There was no latitude given any official 
atall. The private companies and other 
agencies cooperated in such allocations, 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like 
to correct the Senator’s impression. 

Mr, MALONE. Very well. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Those were 
plants built specifically for the purpose 
of producing commercial power as a com- 
mercial operation. The AEC is not in 
that business. It is not authorized to 
go into the business of producing public 
power or commercial power. It will pro- 
duce usable power only in connection 
with whatever research and development 
activities it undertakes. 

If we want to put Government money 
into any public bodies such as TVA, such 
as the Bonneville power district, such 
as any other public body, for the purpose 
of producing commercial power, which 
they do today, then a different type of 
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preference clause should be written in 
the bill. 

Mr. MALONE. The Bureau of Recla- 
mation is not in the business of pro- 
ducing commercial power, as such. It 
is in the business of building dams and 
projects to store water for irrigation, for 
flood control, and for other purposes, and 
incidentally producing power to con- 
tribute in amortizing the cost of such 
projects. The Bureau is not in the com- 
mercial power business, as such, at all. 

Many of us have always been against 
the idea of the Bureau entering the 
business of commercial power as such. 
It is incidental to the objective of the 
projects and is for the purpose of repay- 
ing the cost. 

They set a commercial price on their 
power to assist in repaying the cost, and 
the flat preference applies. 

I have some knowledge of the com- 
mercial application of atomic energy. 
The production of nuclear power ac- 
cording to the learned professors and 
theorists was that it would be feasible 
within 25 or 30 years, but they ignored 
or did not know about the high-cost 
power areas in the intermountain and 
desert areas. 

I discussed with the Commission when 
I first came to the Senate in 1947 the 
subject of feasibility. I maintained that 
feasibility was a relative term. Power 
is costing us 2 to 3 cents per kilowatt- 
hour in many of the desert and moun- 
tain areas in Nevada. We wanted the 
first commercial reactor built in Eureka, 
Nev. 

We could have utilized from 20,000 to 
30,000 kilowatts of power in that area. 

The Commission decided to build a 
60,000-kilowatt reactor, which is too big 
for the Eureka area. Our work in the 
promotion of the commercial reactor idea 
for the high-cost areas resulted in a 
rather extensive survey of such areas and 
the Eureka area was chosen at the high- 
est cost and a favorable location. 

Research was the original purpose of 
the Commission, but now it is going into 
60,000-kilowatt reactors as a sort of pilot 
plant—and can go into any size reactor 
which they may later decide is necessary 
to prove same effective. 

Does the Senator from Iowa see the 
distinction—that the Commission is the 
judge? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I see the dis- 
tinction, except that I believe the Sen- 
ator is making some assumptions with 
which I do not agree. 

Mr. MALONE. I understand that the 
Senator does not see the lengths to which 
they can go. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The assump- 
tion, as I understand the Senator, is that 
the Atomic Energy Commission is going 
into the power business. 

Mr. MALONE. It is in the power busi- 
ness. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is not in the 
commercial power business. It is in the 
research and development business. 

Mr. MALONE. We hope it will be com- 
mercial, and I think it will be. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. But not as a 
business of the Commission. Once the 
Commission establishes the economic 
factors relating to power from reactors, 
then it is out of the power business from 
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that time on. It may be turned over 
to any public power bodies or to any pri- 
vate people who can get a license to go 
into that business. 

Mr. MALONE, If the Senator will fur- 
ther yield, this will be the last question 
I shall ask. There is nothing in the bill 
which puts the Commission out of the 
power business when it comes under the 
head of research or pilot plant experi- 
mentation—and the need for research 
never ends. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes, indeed, 
there is. j 

Mr. MALONE. They can continue to 
build experimental reactors, just as we 
continue to build dams for reclamation 
and flood control. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MALONE. If the distinguished 
Senator from Iowa will study the situa- 
tion, he will see that if they are in the 
business only for research, it should not 
matter to them who gets the power. If 
the power is not attractive to a munici- 
pality or a State, then there will be no 
bids or requests for it; but if it is attrac- 
tive to them, it should not make any 
difference to the Commission to whom 
the power goes; on the same basis, since 
what they will want to do is to dispose of 
it on a reasonable basis—if they need it 
for use of the Commission then it will 
not be offered for sale. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I suggest to 
the Senator that the Commission is to- 
day building 5 different types of reactors, 
using 5 different types of elements within 
the reactor, to see if they can get some 
answers on the question of economy, 
feasibility, practicability, and all that. 
Those are experimental and develop- 
mental reactors. The Commission may 
decide that 1 or 2 or 3 of those can be 
certified as practical reactors. After 
that, they get out of that reactor busi- 
ness. 

Mr. MALONE. We hope it proves 
commercial and that they then get out 
of the business—but under the bill they 
can continue in business for further re- 
search. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. According to 
this bill, that is what will happen. Of 
course, I do not know what future Con- 
gresses will do. 

Mr. MALONE. Who is the judge when 
the decision is made that the reactors 
are practical? Practical where? Prac- 
tical in the high-cost desert and moun- 
tain areas, or in the power centers where 
low-cost petroleum or coal is available? 
Who is the judge? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Commis- 
sion certifies to that. 

Mr. MALONE. And it is the judge 
beyond any question under this bill—so 
it is particularly important. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is the 
judge. 

Mr. MALONE. It may continue to 
build reactors. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. They may 
certify that a particular project is not a 
practical one, and they may go on to 
another type. They have five of them 
under consideration right now. 

Mr. MALONE. I point out to the dis- 
tinguished Senator that the setting of 
such a policy—allowing a public officer to 
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use his discretion in allotting the power— 
would be a precedent in the Congress of 
the United States. We would then have 
the precedent of public money—taxpay- 
ers’ money used to finance a product 
without a flat preference clause. 

Now, if they are only in the business 
to develop power for research, then it 
does not make any difference to them as 
to the principle involved in the disposal 
of it, and I suggest to the Senator that 
the best thing to do would be by unani- 
mous consent or by returning it to com- 
mittee and to delete those words, “inso- 
far as practicable,” and I so suggest at 
this moment. 

The more than half century principle 
would then be carried on, that when 
taxpayers’ money is utilized to develop a 
commercial product then public bodies 
would have preference in its utilization. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not know 
what the parliamentary situation is on 
this particular matter. I yield to the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, it was 
my intention to make the same observa- 
tion. I am frank to admit that all the 
phrase “insofar as practicable” does is 
to confuse the minds of many who are 
interested in giving effect to the addi- 
tional preference by furnishing the pow- 
er developed to public projects and co- 
operatives. Personally, I feel there is 
no legal meaning that would disturb 
that traditional purpose of the Congress, 
but I think it is regrettable that the 
language was inserted, because, in ex- 
plaining this feature of the law, whether 
much power or little power is produced, 
the fact of the matter is that we in- 
tended that that power, if and when 
distributed, would be distributed accord- 
ing to the Federal Power Act. 

By adding the words “insofar as prac- 
ticable,” I think all we have done is to 
confuse the matter. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have no ob- 
jection to having a mandatory prefer- 
ence without the phrase “insofar as 
practicable,” but I do not feel that I 
have the responsibility, as an individual, 
at this moment to accept any suggestion 
about eliminating those words, by unani- 
mous consent or otherwise. I may con- 
sult a little with some of those assisting 
me, if the Senator will be patient with 
me. Based on the fact that I believe 
this gives a preference to public bodies 
and cooperatives whenever they are ac- 
cessible to receive the excess power, I do 
not disagree with the Senator's theory. 
I can say that. 

Mr. PASTORE. I wish to say to the 
Senator that under parliamentary pro- 
cedure I do not see how the Senator can 
agree to such a suggestion. I think the 
Senator must take the bill back to con- 
ference and have the words eliminated 
there. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Ido not know 
whether unanimous consent on the floor 
of the Senate could take care of the 
matter. It is my opinion that we could 
not delete those words without submit- 
ting the matter to the other body, but I 
am out of my element in passing on this 
parliamentary situation. 

The Senator from Tennessee has been 
desirous of asking a question, and I yield 
to him. 
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Mr. GORE. I appreciate the Sena- 
tor’s yielding. In my opinion the able 
junior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma- 
LONE] has put his finger on the tender 
spot, insofar as any preference is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I 
should like to say that I am for the 
bill, I am for a proper utilization of 
this new field. It is a terrific new field, 
and I believe within the reasonably near 
future nuclear power will be utilized gen- 
erally in the high cost power area in the 
desert and mountain areas of Nevada 
and the Intermountain States. 

I do not want anything to prevent 
my being for the bill wholeheartedly all 
the way through, and I do not want to 
see a precedent set when it is entirely 
unnecessary, that will destroy the half- 
century old principle of preference to 
public bodies for utilization of publicly 
financed power. 

The principle set by the reclamation 
law 53 years ago by the direction of the 
Nevada Senator, Mr. Newlands, has 
worked well; it has protected the public 
who financed the development; let us 
continue the principle in the new field 
of nuclear power. 

Let us keep the confidence of the tax- 
payers, who put up the money for the 
necessary Federal financing of the proj- 
ects. 

The use of nuclear energy and the en- 
tire field of use of atomic energy will be 
a great boon to civilization in the fore- 
seeable future. 

Mr. GORE. I share the sentimentts of 
the Senator. 

I want to ask the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Iowa how he would think the 
veterans’ organizations of the country 
would react if we changed the veterans’ 
preference laws, and in every place 
where a veteran was given preference 
we wrote in the words “insofar as prac- 
ticable.“ 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. With all due 
respect to the Senator from Tennessee, I 
do not see the cases are within gunshot 
of being comparable. I have already ex- 
plained the matter so far as my view and 
the view of the committee is concerned. 
If, as, and when public-power groups or 
cooperatives are accessible to receive the 
surplus power, in my judgment, it will be 
mandatory that they receive it. How- 
ever, this provision eliminates the man- 
date to the Commission that they must 
build an experimental reactor at some 
place where it is not practicable for 
them to do it, if they are to have access 
to the power. 

I agreed to yield to the Senator from 
Alabama just a moment ago, and I now 
yield to him. 

Mr. HILL. I desire to ask the Sena- 
tor if it is not true, from a parliamentary 
standpoint, that the only way in the 
world that the words “insofar as practi- 
cable” can be taken out of the bill and 
out of the conference report is for the 
Senate to vote down the conference re- 
port and send the bill back to confer- 
ence. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am not an 
expert on that point, and I would hesi- 
tate to answer the question, but I might 
as well say to the Senator now that if 
the report is voted down today, in my 
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judgment, that will mean the practical 
death of the bill, and so I do not believe 
it can be done. 

Mr. HILL. I have seen a good many 
conference reports voted down because 
either the Senate or the House wanted 
certain changes made, and the bills went 
back to the conference, and the desired 
changes were made. The only way in 
the world in which these words can be 
taken out of the bill before it is enacted 
into law is to send it back to conference. 
The Senate in and of itself cannot elim- 
inate those words. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That may be 
an argument in opposition to the adop- 
tion of the report. I have only 90 min- 
utes, and I have a statement which I 
insist on getting into the Recorp, if I 
can. I should like to be as courteous 
as I can within the time limitations, 
but I would now like to make the state- 
ment. 

I shall now yield to the junior Sena- 
tor from Virginia for a question, and 
after that I would ask the indulgence of 
the Senate that I be not interrupted 
until I can get my short statement into 
the Recor» in the way in which I would 
like to have it appear, and then I shall 
discuss it during any time I have left. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 
junior Senator from Virginia is disturbed 
about two points in the conference re- 
port, which I should like to hear the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Iowa discuss. 
One is the question of monopolistic con- 
trol. The junior Senator from Virginia 
does not want to vote for monopolistic 
control. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I join the 
junior Senator from Virginia in that 
sentiment, and there is not-one slight 
iota of monopolistic control in this bill. 
I give the Senator that assurance as my 
firm belief. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The second point 
is that the junior Senator from Virginia 
has voted, every time he has had an op- 
portunity to do so, to give farmers pref- 
erence in securing power produced by a 
public plant. I wonder now if the dis- 
tinguished Senator is for the farmers. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Indeed; and 
so is this bill. The bill gives them pref- 
erence where they have accessibility to 
the excess power which will be developed 
by the Atomic Energy Commission in 
connection with research and develop- 
ment activities. It gives preference to 
cooperatives and public bodies where 
they have access to such power. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. There have been 
inserted the words “insofar as practi- 
cable.” Those words have been written 
into the Johnson amendment, the 
Humphrey amendment, and the Pastore 
amendment. In each case where pref- 
erence was given to farmers, it has been 
qualified by saying, “Well, if we find it 
practicable to do it, we will do it; other- 
wise, you do not get your preference.” 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I attempted 
to touch on that point a moment ago in 
my discussion with the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. The Atomic 
Energy Commission is not a commercial 
power-producing agency. Its primary 
purpose is research and development. 
If the Commission were to find that it is 
necessary in order properly to perform 
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their duties, to locate an experimental 
commercial power reactor in the im- 
mediate vicinity of some of their other 
installations in order to have the co- 
operation and assistance of those other 
installations, and there are in the area 
no public power groups or no coopera- 
tives that can take it, then, of course, 
there is a question of practicability so 
far as the location is concerned. If there 
are public power bodies or cooperatives 
that can take it, they are given the pref- 
erence under the proposed law absolute- 
ly, and we intended it so, and I think we 
have written it into the bill. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that particular point? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I announced a 
moment ago that I preferred to get my 
statement into the Recorp, and at the 
time I yielded to the Senator from Vir- 
ginia I asked not to be further disturbed. 
However, I will yield to the Senator from 
South Dakota, but I have only 90 min- 
utes, and much of that time has expired. 

Mr. MUNDT. My particular point 
deals with the preference clause phrase, 
and I should like to say just a word on 
that point. 

The manager of one of the largest REA 
cooperatives in the country is Mr. V. T. 
Hanlon, of my hometown, who lives in 
Madison. He is a neighbor of mine, and 
manager of the East River Co-op. 

Mr. Hanlon is interested in trying to 
bring eventually, when the proper time 
arrives, some kind of REA power, atomi- 
cally produced, to his great cooperative, 
I am interested in helping him in that 
desire. 

I have a telegram from Mr. Hanlon 
asking for an explanation of the prefer- 
ence provision as it appears on page 12 
of the report, and the phrase “insofar 
as practicable,” to which the Senator 
from Virginia referred. I have a simi- 
lar telegram from the president of the 
South Dakota Rural Electric Association, 
Mr. A. C. Hauffe, of Leola, S. Dak. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert in the Recorp at this point 
the telegrams to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 


LEOLA, S. DAK., August 7, 1954. 
Senator KARL MUNDT, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I urge you to vote for commitment of 
atomic energy bill to committee. Bill must 
not be passed without features protecting 
the right of preference for power. Also the 
many benefits of atomic research and power 
must be made available to cooperatives and 
others as well as the few powerful corpora- 
tions, 

A. C. HAUFFE, 
President, South Dakota Rural Elec- 
tric Association. 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., August 10, 1954. 
KARL MUNDT, 
Senate Office Building: 

Urge you to help restore preference lan- 
guage in atomic energy bill by referring same 
to conference. 

V. T. HANLON. 


Mr. MUNDT. Do I correctly under- 
stand that it is the opinion of the con- 
ferees, the opinion of the committee, and 
the opinion of the REA Administrator, 
that the bill provides complete protec- 
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tion of the preference clause insofar as 
farmers and REA’s are concerned? At 
some time there may be in some area of 
the land a place where there is no REA, 
and an atomic energy plant might be 
built there for some security reason, and 
so far as the phrase so far as prac- 
ticable” is concerned 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. My view and 
the view of the committee is—and it is 
my intention and the intention of the 
committee—that the “insofar as prac- 
ticable” phrase goes to the question of 
the location in keeping with the Atomic 
Energy Commission’s responsibility as a 
research and development agency. If 
the Atomic Energy Commission should 
decide it should build a research and 
development plant directed toward ex- 
perimentation, to receive data and infor- 
mation on commercial power, in the 
eastern part of the Senator’s State, there 
are REA cooperatives and public bodies 
which have an absolute preference un- 
der this bill. There is no possible ques- 
tion about it, if they are accessible to the 
power generated in connection with that 
development. 

Mr. MUNDT. It is that particular 
phase of this situation in which I am 
interested, because, obviously, if a plant 
is built in some area which the REA 
does not serve, that is another question. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The question 
was discussed in our committee meeting. 
Suppose that at some time in the future 
the Atomic Energy Commission should 
say, We believe it is desirable and prop- 
er to construct a plant in one of the New 
England States, in a high-cost area.” 
The Senator from Nevada may have a 
high-cost area in his State. A place is 
found where it is desirable, for various 
scientific reasons, to construct the plant. 
There is no municipal body within 120 
miles of that place; there is no coopera- 
tive within 120 miles of it. Suppose the 
Atomic Energy Commission says, “If we 
maintain absolute preference under this 
situation we shall have to operate an un- 
economical line or use discretion as to 
whether it should be disposed of at what- 
ever price is practicable.” 

Mr. MUNDT. It is important that the 
legislative history in connection with 
this conference report be very clear, be- 
cause it can be a guide to future adminis- 
trators. It is important that the state- 
ment of the chairman of the conference 
committee be very clear, and I think it 
is important that there be something in 
the Record from the REA itself, because 
we wish to make sure that in areas where 
there are municipalities, where there are 
State or public bodies, the preference 
clause will in no sense be weakened or 
vitiated by anything we may do here 
today. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Let me say 
that as quickly as I can read this pre- 
pared statement into the Recorp, I shall 
bare my breast to any questions that 
Senators may have to ask me. 

I have been in touch with the Director 
of the REA. He is at the present time in 
Alaska on some REA business. I received 
a telegram from him which I shall ask 
to have placed in the Recor» in a little 
while. 

Mr. MALONE rose. 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I now yield to 
the Senator from Nevada, 

Mr. MALONE. I wish to draw the at- 
tention of the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa to one fact with reference to what 
he has referred to as a high-cost area. 
He said the Atomic Energy Commission 
might have to build an uneconomical 
transmission line presumably to deliver 
the power. If he had given it due con- 
sideration I am sure he would realize 
that the public body must receive the 
power and deliver it to the place of use. 
If the operation is uneconomical, it will 
not apply for it. It is a matter of prefer- 
ence to utilize it. If a public body does 
not apply for it within the reasonable 
time set by the Commission, then general 
bids may be received. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. So far as Iam 
concerned, I have stated my own posi- 
tion. The provision was maintained be- 
cause it was sought to protect the oppor- 
tunities of certain high-cost areas. We 
went along with the idea. I am stating 
my assumption that if the power is ac- 
cessible to REA or any other public body 
on a reasonable basis, they should have 
a preference. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. As one of the con- 
ferees, I believe, with the Senator from 
South Dakota and the Senator from 
Nevada, that those words should not 
have been inserted if they do not mean 
something. 

Mr. MALONE, They do mean some- 
thing. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I again ask that I be not inter- 
rupted until I finish my prepared re- 
marks. 

PRODUCTION OF POWER BY THE COMMISSION 


The committee of conference has 
worked out many points of difference 
between the House and Senate versions 
of the bill. 

One of the more controversial items in 
the bill related to the ability of the Fed- 
eral Government to enter the business of 
commercially producing electricity from 
atomic energy. This was encouraged 
by the Senate—Johnson—amendment 
which added section 45. The bill as in- 
troduced did not preclude Federal agen- 
cies from getting licenses from the Com- 
mission, and in fact permitted them to 
obtain licenses on an equal footing with 
other applicants for licenses. The 
amendments made by the committee of 
conference to sections 103 and 104 rein- 
force this fact. Specifically, they make it 
clear that the Commission must issue li- 
censes to persons who might apply there- 
for if they are otherwise qualified. In 
the dennition chapter of the bill, the 
term “person” is defined to include “any 
public or private institution, group, Gov- 
ernment agency other than the Com- 
mission, any State or any political sub- 
division of, or any political entity with- 
in a State or other entity.” Thus, “per- 
sons” clearly include all Federal agen- 
cies other than the Commission. 

In addition, the committee of confer- 
ence added a new section to the bill, sec- 
tion 273, which reincorporates as a sep- 
arate section the sentence in the Senate 
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amendment dealing with the right of 
other Federal agencies to obtain licenses. 
There are public agencies, State and 
Federal, which are well versed in the 
problems of distribution of energy for 
commercial purposes. If these agencies 
desire to generate electricity from atomic 
energy they may obtain licenses to do 
so. If the number of licenses which can 
be granted is limited at the time when 
these public agencies are applying for li- 
censes, they will be preferred according 
to the terms of section 182c. 

With respect to the ability of the 
Commission to build large scale reactors, 
the committee of conference clarified 
what had been the intent of the legisla- 
tion as it was introduced, namely, that 
the Commission would be—and is pres- 
ently—empowered to build full-scale 
reactors if they are being built as part 
of the research and development pro- 
gram of the Commission in order to 
prove out as practical a particular type 
of reactor. 

Mr. President, under existing law the 
Commission is assisting in the building 
of five different types of reactors. It 
already has the authority to do so. The 
five types are: a pressurized water re- 
actor, a boiling water reactor, a sodium- 
graphite reactor, a homogeneous reactor, 
and a fast breeder reactor. As I recall, 
they range from approximately 10,000 
kilowatts capacity to 60,000 kilowatts 
capacity. 

The Commission now has the author- 
ity to do this, and is doing it. The bill 
amplifies and clarifies the fact that the 
Commission can do it. Under the bill, 
if Congress gives the Commission power, 
the Commission can build a 1 million 
kilowatt reactor as a part of its experi- 
mental and developmental activities. 
The Commission could do it under the old 
law, also, if it could get the money from 
Congress. 

In order to accomplish this, clarifying 
language was added to the section deal- 
ing with the research and development 
program of the Commission, section 31 
a (4). Among the research and develop- 
ment activities specifically authorized 
there are now included those relating to 
building and testing full-scale atomic- 
powerplants. 

The House adopted an amendment 
specifically prohibiting the Commission 
from engaging in the commercial sale 
of electric power except for the power 
generated in connection with research 
and development facilities or that gen- 
erated at production facilities of the 
Commission. This was retained by the 
conferees as part of section 44. 

I reiterate what I have said several 
times, that that provision was included 
so as to state clearly and make certain 
beyond question that the Atomic Energy 
Commission’s research and development 
group in government is not in the busi- 
ness of building commercial powerplants 
for the purpose of the commercial sale 
of power. If it is desired to have the 
Government sell power commercially, 
other governmental agencies could do 
that, or could equip themselves to do it; 
or a special Government agency could 
be created to go into that business. But 
the Atomic Energy Commission's re- 
search and development group should 
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not be in the business of the production 
and sale of commercial power. 
to make that perfectly clear. 

The Atomic Energy Commission, if it 
builds a 1 million kilowatt reactor as an 
experiment, can sell as much power as it 
does not need; but to go into the busi- 
ness of building reactors throughout the 
country, for the purpose of producing 
commercial power, no. That should rest 
with other agencies, public or private. 

That portion of the Senate amendment 
relating to Commission operation of 
powerplants which would have exempted 
the construction or expansion of such 
plants from specific congressional au- 
thorization was removed from section 261 
as being contrary to the intent of the 
sponsors of the amendment. The Com- 
mission must, under the conference bill, 
obtain specific congressional authoriza- 
tion as well as appropriations for each 
new plant, construction, or expansion re- 
gardless of the type of plant involved. 

That is nothing unique. This prin- 
ciple is followed throughout most of the 
departments of the Government. If the 
Commission seeks to build new plants, it 
will have to come to Congress for the 
money. This provision does not apply 
uniquely to the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion; it is in keeping with policies which 
have been established for a long time. 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION AUTHORITY 
(SEC. 183 E) 

Another Senate amendment, the Hum- 
phrey amendment, added section 183 e, 
required licensees operating utilization 
or production facilities under section 103 
to be subject to the regulatory provisions 
of the Federal Power Act. This was 
moved to a new section, section 272. It 
provides a specific statement in the bill 
that the jurisdiction of the Federal Power 
Act is applicable to commercial electrical 
energy transmitted in interstate com- 
merce or marketed at wholesale in inter- 
state commerce without regard to the 
fact that such electricity is generated 
` from atomic energy. While it was the 
contention of the sponsors of the bill 
that this effect was obtained by the pro- 
visions of section 271, this amendment 
Was accepted and retained in substance 
by the conferees on the theory that it was 
a specific restatement of the applicability 
of the Federal Power Act. 

BYPRODUCT ENERGY PREFERENCE (SEC. 44) 


The preference in the disposal of ener- 
gy created by the Commission which was 
given to specific bodies and cooperatives 
has been retained in substance by the 
Gillette amendment, section 44, while 
giving the Commission some leeway in 
arranging its research and development 
contracts so that contracts such as they 
recently entered into with the Duquesne 
Light & Power for the construction of the 
first atomic reactor of a certain type in 
the research and development program 
of the Commission will not be hindered. 

That happens to be the 60,000 kilowatt 
reactor, for which the Duquesne Light 
& Power Co. is contributing $35 mil- 
lion, and the United States Government 
$50 million. It is a combination opera- 
tion, which is located at Pittsburgh. 

The phrase “insofar as practicable” 
was inserted as a relief from the absolute 
character of the preference clause 


I wish - 
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adopted by the Senate. Such absolute 
preference denies to the Commission the 
discretion needed to meet purely techni- 
cal problems of sale of power. At the 
same time the preference for high-cost 
areas was retained. 

PRELICENSING ANTITRUST PROVISION (SEC. 

105 0 

With respect to the advice that the 
Commission receives from the Attorney 
General before issuing any license, the 
basic thought of another Senate amend- 
ment—Humphrey—section 105 c—was 
retained, in that the amendment re- 
quired the Commission not to issue a 
license after the Attorney General has 
given advice that the issuance of such 
license would create a situation incon- 
sistent with the antitrust laws. Where 
this amendment would require the Com- 
mission to be bound by the ruling of the 
Attorney General—that is, if he said 
that, in his opinion, it was inconsistent 
with the antitrust laws—unless the 
President finds that the issuance of such 
a commercial license is essential to the 
common defense and security and pub- 
lishes the findings in the Federal Regis- 
ter, the conference report requires the 
advice of the Attorney General to be 
published in the Federal Register. This 
Senate amendment as it stood would 
have made the Attorney General—the 
prosecuting officer of the Federal Gov- 
ernment—a judge and jury. This is not 
an appropriate role for the prosecuting 
attorney to play. Furthermore, there 
was no provision requiring the Attorney 
General’s advice to be given on the basis 
of a hearing or to be subject to judicial 
review. The committee of conference 
believes that the benefits of this amend- 
ment can be obtained simply by requir- 
ing the publication of the Attorney Gen- 
eral’s findings without, at the same time, 
putting the Attorney General into a new 
role. 


ELECTRIC UTILITY CONTRACTS (SEC. 164) 


The committee of conference retained 
the Senate amendment—Ferguson—sec- 
tion 164—which permits the Commission 
to enter into contracts for electric utility 
services, where such electric utility serv- 
ices are to be furnished to the TVA as 
replacement for electric utility services 
by the TVA to the Commission. 

In addition, a further Senate amend- 
ment — Gore — which prohibited the 
Commission from entering into contracts 
requiring the direct payment or direct 
reimbursement of Federal income taxes 
was substantially retained. The latter 
amendment prohibited any tax pay- 
ments, either directly or indirectly. 
Senate debate on this amendment indi- 
cated that it was the intent of the spon- 
sors of the amendment not only to pro- 
hibit direct payments but to permit in- 
clusion of Federal income taxes as an 
element in the computation of the cost 
of the product purchased by the Govern- 
ment for the purpose of establishing a 
rate structure. I think that is the lan- 
guage which was used in the debate on 
the floor of the Senate. This intent is 
contained in the conference bill. 

PATENTS 


The major difficulty in the committee 
of conference was the patent provision. 
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The Senate adopted a provision requir- 
ing compulsory licensing of all patents 
for which applications are filed within 
the next 10 years. The House did not 
accept the compulsory licensing route 
but adopted the provisions suggested by 
the chairman of the joint committee— 
section 152. 

That was the action of the House when 
the bill was considered originally by that 
body. The House repudiated the com- 
pulsory patent features. 

These House provisions require that 
each applicant for a patent in the 
atomic-energy field must file with his 
application a statement under oath set- 
ting forth the circumstances under which 
the applicant made or conceived the in- 
vention or discovery. The Commission is 
given the opportunity of saying whether 
it agrees with the conclusions of the ap- 
plicant. If there is a dispute the ques- 
tion of whether the invention or discov- 
ery was made or conceived during a Com- 
mission contract is to be litigated before 
a Board of Patent Interferences in the 
Patent Office. The normal function of 
this Board is, and for many years has 
been, to determine the dates of making 
or conceiving of discoveries and inven- 
tions in order to decide who has a prior 
claim on an invention. The only burden 
that the House procedure adds to the 
Board of Patent Interferences which is 
beyond its normal duties is interpreting 
a contract or agreement to decide 
whether or not a particular invention 
falls within the terms of that agree- 
ment. It should be noted that this pro- 
vision was not intended to apply to li- 
censees of the Commission or to persons 
doing independent work, involving only 
a Commission security clearance, and 
not contractual arrangement. 

The underlying thought behind the 
compulsory licensing of patents was car- 
ried over in the committee of conference. 
The committee adopted a provision— 
section 182 (d)—requiring the Commis- 
sion to give preference in the issuance of 
commercial licenses to those people who 
agreed to make their inventions in the 
atomic-energy field available to other 
licensees of the Commission on reason- 
able royalty basis for a 5-year period. 
In the case of research and development 
facilities the Commission was given au- 
thority to follow such a preference al- 
though it was not required to do so. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Will the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma please permit me 
to make my formal statement for the 
RecorD? Then I shall yield to him. 

The underlying principle of one Sen- 
ate amendment, the Langer amendment, 
section 156, was that those who used 
patents in violation of the antitrust laws 
should be required, when found by a 
court to have been guilty of violating 
the antitrust laws, to license those pat- 
ents to all other persons upon payment 
by the users of a reasonable royalty fee. 

The House chose its approach because 
of doubt as to the constitutionality of 
compulsory licensing. The Constitu- 
tion specifically empowers the Congress 
to “promote the progress of science and 
useful arts, by securing for a limited time 
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to authors and inventors the exclusive 
right to their respective writings and 
discoveries.” This language raises a 
very serious doubt as to the ability of the 
Congress to confer any rights on inven- 
tors except exclusive rights. Compul- 
sory licensing is clearly the granting of 
a nonexclusive right, and I might add 
for the period of time during which it 
may be in effect. Enactment of the 
compulsory licensing provisions would 
inevitably lead to judicial interpretation, 
and there is a very strong possibility that 
the provisions would be found to be in- 
valid. Such a finding would then leave 
the atomic-energy program without any 
of the patent safeguards which would 
otherwise be available. 

The provisions selected by the com- 
mittee of conference for inclusion with 
respect to patents give protection against 
the basic fears of patent monopoly, and 
they give protection without raising any 
serious constitutional problems. The 
House amendment, which insures that 
Commission contractors cannot use their 
position to acquire patents to which they 
are not entitled, has no time limit. This 
is a continuing protection even beyond 
the 5 or 10 years discussed in. connec- 
tion with compulsory license. ‘The pro- 
visions of the Langer amendment reach 
patents used in violation of the anti- 
trust laws. These are the basic prob- 
lems which compulsory licensing is 
designed to mean, 

I should add that the language of the 
Senate amendment, which is the Kerr 
amendment, section 155, with respect to 
the amounts of royalty to be determined 
where there is cross-licensing under 
the provisions of the conference substi- 
tute, has been retained in that the li- 
censes are not exclusive, and that the 
royalties are to be not less favorable than 
the patent owner or the Commission 
grant for similar uses to similar licensees. 

Now I shall yield to the Senator from 
Oklahoma, if he desires me to. I thank 
him for his indulgence. I wanted to 
get my entire statement into the RECORD. 

Mr. KERR. I think the Senator re- 
ferred to section 782d in the confer- 
ence report, and, as I understood his 
statement, he said that there would be 
restrictions with reference to any license 
granted under section 103 of the bill. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Restrictions? 

Mr. KERR. Restrictions in the na- 
ture of making the license nonexclusive, 
so that there could be cross-licensing. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. The 
provision in general is that the Commis- 
sion shall give preferential considera- 
tion—I believe that is the language—to 
those applicants for a license 

Mr. KERR. If I may interrupt, to 
those applicants for what license? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. For a license 
under section 103, which is the commer- 
cial production licensing section, and 
that the Commission may—the word 
“shall” refers to section 103—give such 
consideration to applicants under sec- 
tion 104, which is the experimental li- 
censing provision, who include in their 
application for their licensing agree- 
ment that they will cross-license any 
patent which they may develop within 
a 5-year period with other licensees who 
hold licenses from the Commission, at a 
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reasonable royalty fee, to be fixed by 
the Commission under the procedure set 
up under the bill. 

Mr. KERR. If the Senator from 
Oklahoma understood the Senator from 
Iowa, section 182 d applies only to those 
seeking a license under section 103? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Let me get 
the exact language for the Senator. I 
am about to read from page 36 of the 
conference report. 

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator about to 
read from section 182 d? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am about 
to read from section 182 d of the pro- 
posed bill. 

Mr. KERR. Of the conference re- 
port? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes, of the 
conference report which is before us. 

Mr. KERR. The only place in which 
the word “shall” occurs there is with 
reference to a license under section 103. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I so stated to 
the Senator from Oklahoma a moment 
ago. 

Mr. KERR. I am not arguing with 
the Senator; Iam merely trying to make 
something clear. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. With refer- 
erce to section 104, which is the re- 
search and experimental licensing sec- 
tion of the bill, it says that the Com- 
mission “may.” 

Mr. KERR. But the commercial li- 
censing to which the Senator has re- 
Si is contained in section 103, is it 
not? 

tb HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. KERR. The only place where the 
word “shall” appears under section 182 d 
is with reference to patent licenses un- 
der section 103. Is that not correct? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. KERR. What licenses are con- 
templated under section 103? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I will have to 
say to the Senator from Oklahoma I do 
not know, and I do not think anybody 
else knows what the future holds in that 
regard. 

Mr. KERR. I will ask the Senator if 
it is not very clearly set forth in section 
102. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It says li- 
censes in connection with processes and 
any other matters which may be found 
to be usable. 

Mr. KERR. I think the answer to the 
question will be found in section 102. If 
it goes beyond that, I would like to have 
the Senator tell me what it is. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I again say 
Ido not know. I do not know what the 
licenses will be. I shall read into the 
Recorp section 102, but I say nobody has 
a crystal ball to look into and see what 
may eventuate in the future. 

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator read 
section 102 and see if that does not de- 
fine what is available under section 103? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Section 102 
reads: 

Whenever the Commission has made a 
finding in writing that any type of utiliza- 
tion or production facility has been suffi- 
ciently developed to be of practical value for 


industrial or commercial purposes, the Com- 
mission may thereafter issue licenses for 
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such type of facility pursuant to section 
103. 


That has nothing specifically to do, 
except in production generally, with li- 
censes, Here is the procedure: Any per- 
son or organization, public or private, 
who wants to go into the business of 
trying to make keat, or use uranium to 
turn generators to make electric energy, 
will have to come in under section 104 d 
and get a license to build an experimen- 
tal reactor. After he has built the re- 
actor, and the Commission has looked 
it over and made a finding that that 
particular type of reactor—and there 
are a number of types, at least in theory, 
and probably they are feasible—has 
been sufficiently developed to be of prac- 
tical value for industrial or commercial 
purposes, then he must apply to the 
Commission, under section 103, under 
the commercial clauses, for a license to 
use that type of reactor for commercial 
purposes. 

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator yield 
further for a question at that point? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. The word “shall” in sec- 
tion 182 d does not apply, subsequently to 
what the Senator has just referred to, as 
being necessary to take place. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. The word “shall” applies to sec- 
tion 103, which refers to the commercial 
operation in this field. 

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that sec- 
tion 182 d in the conference report ex- 
pires 5 years from the date of the agree- 
ment to the conference report? 

aT, HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator think 
any of that 5-year period will be subse- 
quent to what he has described as having 
to take place with reference to a license 
for a research development under sec- 
tion 104, and then with reference to the 
granting or securing of a license under 
section 103? Does the Senator think 
any of that 5-year period will still ap- 
ply subsequent to that time? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think it 
may well be, although I cannot look into 
the future. I will say to the Senator 
that I had a call yesterday from an or- 
ganization in the eastern part of the 
United States that has been doing some 
work on this matter. The person to 
whom I talked said, “We have a reactor. 
We are ready to go to work on building 
a prototype reactor. We are convinced 
it will be a commercial reactor, and we 
think it is all right. We think we will 
have it operating in a year. We would 
like to get into production. What do 
your licensing provisions require?” 

I said, “You will have to read it and 
get your attorney to look into it.” 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is one 
group which said, “We think we can 
have a commercial reactor in operation.” 
I do not know that I agree with them. 

Mr. KERR. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield for another question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
Bowrrnc in the chair). Does the Sena- 
tor from Iowa yield to the Senator from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, I yield. 
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À Mr. KERR. Sections 102 and 103 of 
the conference report are practically 
identical with the sections which ap- 
peared in H. R. 9757, when the commit- 
tee reported it to the Senate several 
weeks ago, are they not? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think that 
is substantially correct. 

Mr. KERR. At that time the com- 
mittee was of the opinion that section 
152 was a necessary addition to H. R. 
9757. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Will the Sen- 
ator state the question again? I have 
section 152 before me now. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Iowa 
has advised me that sections 102 and 103 
in the conference report are practically 
identical with the sections as they ap- 
peared in H. R. 9757, when the bill came 
to the Senate several weeks ago. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is substantially correct. There may be 
some slight variations, but the intent 
and purposes are the same. 

Mr. KERR. To all intents and pur- 
poses they are the same? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. At that time the Senate 
and the committee felt that section 152 
was a necessary addition to the bill? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. At that time, 
yes. That is the compulsory licensing 
section. I think the Senate felt it was 
a necessary addition. 

Mr. KERR. Did the committee not 
feel it was a necessary addition? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I forget what 
the vote was, but I think the committee 
inserted it. 

Mr. KERR. It was in the bill when it 
was brought to the Senate; was it not? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The commit- 
tee inserted it. I am sure it was felt to 
be necessary. 

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator tell the 
Senate—— 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am not so 
certain that all the provisions are neces- 
sary. 

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator tell the 
Senate where any part of section 152 
can be found in the conference report? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It has been 
entirely removed, in the conference re- 
port with the exception of section 
182 d. 

Mr. KERR. But the only place in 
section 182 d where the word “shall” 
appears is with reference to licenses to 
be issued in connection with section 103. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. KERR. Those licenses were made 
available under the bill when it passed 
the Senate. 

nag HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. KERR. Licensing under section 
103 was in the bill when we passed it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. KERR. At that time the Atomic 
Energy Commission, the Senator from 
Iowa, and the Senate felt that section 
152 was a necessary part of the bill, in 
addition to section 103. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. I think 
the committee felt it was a proper pro- 
vision. But I assure the Senator that 
the majority of the committee thinks 
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that section 182 (d) is wholly adequate 
to meet certain objections which might 
have been heard before, and accom- 
plishes the desired purpose. 

Mr. KERR. Madam President, will the 
Senator yield for one more question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am de- 
lighted to yield. I have occupied the 
floor for almost 1 hour of my total allot- 
ment of one and a half hours. Other 
Senators supporting the conference re- 
port are entitled to some opportunity 
to be heard. I do not wish to monop- 
olize all the time. Also, I wish to give 
Senators opposing the conference report 
an opportunity to discuss it. 

Mr. KERR. First, I thank the Sen- 
ator for his very gracious courtesy to 
me in this colloquy, as well as when 
the bill was before the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa has said he 
could not look into the future and fore- 
see what might be the situation. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. What type of 
patent is referred to? The fundamental 
patents in this field already belong to 
the Atomic Energy Commission and are 
in the public domain. As a matter of 
fact, they are available without charge. 

Mr. KERR. I shall discuss that sub- 
ject in a little while. 

I ask the Senator if, at the same time 
he tells us he cannot foresee the future, 
he is not asking the Senate and the Con- 
gress if we accept section 182 (d) in lieu 
of section 152, to take a leap in the dark? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not wish 
to take the time to discuss that question 
fully. In the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 
covering the whole field of atomic energy, 
we took the biggest leap in the dark that 
we have ever taken. We had only the 
least idea of what would happen. We 
knew that the bomb would explode, but 
we did not know anything further. We 
wrote the bill and took a leap in the 
dark. We provided safeguards. We gave 
discretion in many cases. The Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946 has worked quite 
well, but the situation has changed. 

It is time for the American economy 
to take part in this industry. We shall 
have to take some reasonable chances, 
with reasonable safeguards, in order to 
permit this great art to expand in a great 
free economy. 

Mr. KERR. Previously, however, every 
patent developed under the Atomic En- 
ergy Act of 1946 either belongs to the 
Government or was available to the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The fact that 
the Government was preempting patents 
and rights theretofore considered sacred 
property rights of individuals was a the- 
ory which was revolting to every mem- 
ber of the committee who participated in 
writing that particular bill, but we knew 
of no other way to accomplish the de- 
sired end at that particular moment. 

Now we think it is time that the Amer- 
ican economy, at a reasonable time in 
the future, should be permitted to have 
access to this information and use its 
genius in that field. 

Mr. KERR. Again I thank the Sena- 
tor for his courtesy to me. 

Mr. PASTORE. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield to me for one ques- 
tion? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
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Mr. PASTORE. As a preface to my 
question, let me recapitulate my under- 
standing of what has been presented by 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Under the procedure provided by this 
proposed law, as the Senator has ex- 
plained in the first instance an applicant 
comes in under section 104 (b), which 
provides for research in this particular 
field. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is sub- 
stantially correct. Let me clarify that 
point. It is conceivable that someone 
may “cook up” in a basement somewhere 
a reactor which the Commission might 
look at and say, This is a practical re- 
actor. We will permit you to apply un- 
der section 103, because you have already 
built the reactor. You did not apply 
under section 104 (b).“ However, I 
doubt that such a thing will occur. 

Mr. PASTORE. In any event, that ap- 
plicant or individual comes in under the 
provisions of section 104 (b). 

ei HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. PASTORE. Until the point is 
reached, under section 102, where the 
particular utilization reaches the level of 
practicability; is that correct? 

a HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr.PASTORE. The procedure is then 
covered under section 103 (b)? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. But the indi- 
vidual must apply and be rescreened. 

Mr. PASTORE. I shall come to that 
point in a moment. 

When the individual applies under sec- 
tion 104 (b), it is discretionary with the 
Commission as to whether or not it will 
enforce the preference, insofar as obli- 
gating the applicant to agree that he will 
cross-license for a period of 5 years is 
concerned? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. PASTORE. At that point it is 
discretionary. We are dealing with one 
applicant. When that one applicant 
comes under section 103, when he applies 
for the commercial utilization of this de- 
velopment, it is mandatory upon the 
Commission, under section 182, to re- 
quire the licensee, if he wants to obtain 
the preference, to agree to cross-license 
for a period of 5 years. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. If he wants it. 
It says “The Commission shall give pref- 
erence.” 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not wish 
to be misunderstood. It is not obligatory. 

Mr. PASTORE. The question I desire 
to ask the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa is this: How are we to invoke the 
preference if only one person is being 
dealt with? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In the case of 
only one individual the preference is not 
involved. 

Mr. PASTORE. In other words, if 
we are dealing with one individual, the 
entire preference feature of section 182 
is not worth the paper on which it is 
written. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. If we are deal- 
ing exclusively with one individual, that 
is correct. I do not believe there is much 
likelihood of such a situation. 


1954 


Mr. PASTORE. Very well. Let me be- 
gin by referring to section 104 (b). 
When the work has reached the point 
where the application is practicable, sec- 
tion 103 applies. We are always dealing 
with one individual. Where is the 
rivalry or contest? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Under section 
104 (b) undoubtedly a number of indi- 
viduals will be pursuing the same theory. 

Mr. PASTORE. Perhaps at intervals 
of 1 or 2 or 3 years? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am assum- 
ing that they will start to work as quickly 
as possible. Several individuals will be 
pursuing the same theory. When the 
theory becomes practicable, and has been 
certified, several applicants will be found 
working on the same theory, and the 
preference will apply. 

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator per- 
mit me to ask one more question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am perfectly willing 
to have this discussion charged to my 
own time, if the Senator feels that would 
be fair. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is quite 
all right. I wish to yield further time 
to this side, however. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator has said 
the reason why the conferees eliminated 
the compulsory licensing feature was 
that they were afraid the entire act 
might be vitiated on the ground that it 
was unconstitutional. Is that correct? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That question 
was raised in the House. It was raised 
in the committee. Arguments which 
are quite persuasive to many persons 
indicate that there is a constitutional 
question. 

Mr. PASTORE. Could not that con- 
stitutional question be taken care of by 
obligating and requiring every applicant 
for a license to agree, before he received 
the license, that for a period of 5 years 
he would, at a reasonable royalty, grant 
to anyone who wanted it the use of that 
license, which was affected with the 
public interest? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That could be 
done. It was not done in the conference 
report. 

Mr. PASTORE. In other words, all 
these arguments of unconstitutionality 
are nothing more than “eyewash.” 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not agree 
to that statement. I said that that lan- 
guage could have been adopted by the 
conference committee. It could have 
been put into the conference bill, but it 
was not. 

Mr. PASTORE. That would not have 
raised the question of unconstitutional- 
ity, would it? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have not 
undertaken any research on that matter. 
oo not answer the Senator’s ques- 

on. 

Madam President, I should like to 
terminate this portion of my remarks 
and yield to the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I shall vote against 
the adoption of the conference report. 

First, I wish to say to the able Sen- 
ator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] that 
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I have appreciated listening to his dis- 
cussion today. The Senator from Iowa, 
in my opinion, tried hard to make pos- 
sible a conference report to which there 
would be agreement. Throughout the 
entire conference, his attitude was one 
of trying to develop a good bill which 
would be acceptable to both the House 
and the Senate. I should certainly feel 
ashamed of myself if I did not say that, 
while I disagree with his final conclu- 
sion, I can only commend the conduct 
he maintained throughout the entire 
conference. 

I am opposed to this conference report 
for many reasons. Strangely, the rea- 
sons are not those that might have im- 
pelled me in the early discussion of the 
bill itself. I was not completely satis- 
fied with the bill as it was reported by 
the committee. 

At that time the bill contained a pro- 
vision legalizing the Dixon-Yates con- 
tract. I fought that provision as hard 
as I could. I lost that fight, and recog- 
nized the validity of the majority senti- 
ment of the Senate of the United States. 
Subsequently in the conference I did 
not raise one question about that pro- 
vision, because it represented the senti- 
ment of the Senate of the United States. 
If this bill goes back to conference, I 
do not intend to raise the issue of the 
Dixon-Yates contract, because that mat- 
ter has been closed as far as this bill is 
concerned. 

Iam interested only in trying to make 
sure that we get a better bill than we 
now have. If the bill goes back to con- 
ference, it shall not be my purpose to try 
to prevent its enactment into law. I 
am desirous of seeing a conference re- 
port quickly emerge and be adopted by 
both the House and the Senate. I think 
that can be done. 

I am interested in the amendments, 
however, which represented the senti- 
ment of the Senate and which were 
adopted by the Senate. I think the 
atomic-energy bill was greatly improved 
in its course through the Senate. It was 
improved first by the Johnson amend- 
ment, which would have permitted the 
Atomic Energy Commission to build 
atomic-energy plants for the generation 
of electric energy. 

It was improved by the Gillette 
amendment, providing preference and 
priority to public bodies and coopera- 
tives. 

It was improved by the Gore amend- 
ment, providing that there should be 
no direct reimbursement to contractors 
for their Federal taxes. 

Finally, it was improved by the Kerr 
amendment, extending the period of 
compulsory licensing of atomic patents 
from 5 to 10 years, requiring the patent 
licenses to be nonexclusive, and that the 
terms for similar licenses be the same 
for comparable uses. 

As I indicated a moment ago, I think 
the junior Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
MALONE] put his finger on the very 
touchy point in this whole thing when 
he pointed out the references that were 
made to this particular section relating 
to the Johnson amendment. I commend 
the Senator from Nevada for what he 
did in that regard, 
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There were other good amendments, 
several by the junior Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], at least 2 by 
the able Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
Pastore], 1 by the able senior Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Lancer]. These 
were all good amendments, but in the 
main, my feeling that the bill had been 
greatly improved in the Senate rested 
on the broad base of the Johnson, Gil- 
lette, Gore, and Kerr amendments. 

Madam President, I supported the bill 
on final passage, and urged other Sen- 
ators to support it. It was not every- 
thing I wanted. It contained one 
amendment which I had bitterly re- 
sisted. But, in my judgment, it was an 
improvement over the act of 1946, be- 
cause the art of using nuclear energy 
has greatly advanced since 1946, and we 
needed to bring our legislative program 
more nearly in line with our scientific 
progress. 

Then the bill went to conference, and 
to some degree, at least, these gains were 
whittled away. The Gore amendment, 
I am happy to say, was retained. The 
Gillette amendment was greatly reduced 
in its effect. Instead of requiring that 
in disposing of such energy, the Com- 
mission would at all times give pref- 
erence and priority to public bodies and 
cooperatives, it was made to read that 
the Commission would “insofar as prac- 
ticable” give preference and priority to 
public bodies and cooperatives; and, in 
respect to a part of the Pastore amend- 
ment, there was added to the preference 
section these words: “or to privately 
owned utilities providing electric services 
to high-cost areas not being served by 
public bodies or cooperatives.” 

Mr. Newlands, the great Senator from 
Nevada, who originally had the prefer- 
ence clause adopted in 1901, did a very 
wise thing. I believe that that pref- 
erence clause should remain in this bill 
and should be more clearly expressed. 

It ought to be said in behalf of the 
conferees that I do not think they in- 
tended to strike quite so deeply as they 
did strike by the words “insofar as prac- 
ticable.” I think it would be agreed 
that those words were inserted because 
of a situation the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HiIcKENLOOPER] suggested, that 
there might be a utility 150 miles away 
which it might not be practicable to 
serve. Since then I have found that 
the preference clause, as the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. MALONE] pointed out 
a while ago, can be applied in instances 
of that kind. Therefore, the words “in- 
sofar as practicable” should be stricken 
from the conference report. 

The Senator from Nevada suggested 
we might do that by unanimous consent, 
I know of no way of doing it in the Sen- 
ate. I think the bill must go back to 
conference in order that those words 
may be stricken from the report. 

Next we are faced with the fact that 
the Johnson amendment has completely 
disappeared from the bill. The Senate 
approved the amendment of the able 
Senator from Colorado, because, while 
we were anxious, even on our side of 
the aisle, to make sure that we were not 
putting the Atomic Energy Commission 
in the business of generating public 
power forever and ever and ever, in 2 
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thousand plants across this country, yet 
we felt it was essential, as a sound busi- 
ness proposition, to say that there must 
be one of these plants built by the Atomic 
Energy Commission if private interests 
did not stand ready to build it. 

As the able Senator from Iowa knows 
and has pointed out, the first one of 
these plants might cost $75 million or 
$100 million, and it would still be a small 
plant. A plant of substantial size to do 
the job that is required may cost $250 
million. No private entrepreneur can 
afford to put $250 million of stockhold- 
ers’ money into a plant that may not 
work when it is finished; but the great 
Government of the United States, which 
could afford to put $2 billion into a 
bomb which it did not know would ex- 
plode, can afford to spend enough money 
to find out, once for all, whether a plant 
of this character can be built. There- 
fore, we tried very carefully to provide 
that at least one such plant might be 
built. 

Therefore, I say that the Johnson 
amendment was a good amendment, and 
should be restored to the bill in a further 
conference, so as to make sure that such 
a plant will be built. Language was 
written into the report which I do not 
like. Perhaps it is all right. When I 
say that the building of a single plant 
should be permitted, I say that as an in- 
dividual who has believed in free enter- 
prise, who believes in it in his own busi- 
ness, and continues to believe that the 
Government ought to give free enterprise 
a chance to work in this field. But free 
enterprise is shackled if it has to risk 
$150 million or $200 million on a single 
turn of the dice. It cannot be done that 
way. The Government has to proceed 
with its research and development pro- 
gram. It has to proceed, as the Senator 
from Iowa so ably pointed out, in diverse, 
small development stages. Then when 
the Commission determines that one 
large plant can be built, it should be 
allowed to go ahead. 

I think it is very, very important that 
we proceed in that fashion, and there- 
fore I should like to see the language 
of the report make certain that such an 
effort will not be stopped by a provision 
which says that none of this power can 
be used for commercial purposes. 

Finally, I think the one thing that 
broke down the conference was the ac- 
tion taken with reference to the amend- 
ment offered by the alle senior Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr]. I think 
the Senate is entitled to know—— 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield before he goes to 
that phase of the matter? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I agree with the 
Senator’s remarks. If some huge cor- 
poration could afford to build a $250 
million plant and it worked out the way 
they thought it would, then there would 
be a monopoly. I know that what the 
Senator from New Mexico is trying to do 
is the reasonable, sensible, middle course, 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not want the 
Government to go into my business. I 
do not want the Government to go into 
the power business, building atomic 
power reactors all over the Nation and 
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putting them up in competition with pri- 
vate power companies now in existence. 
I do not want the Government to move 
in and threaten any other institutions 
that now exist. It is not necessary. 
What the Government ought to do is 
to demonstrate that this power can be 
used beneficially; and, when that 
demonstration has been made, then 
make it available for those communities 
and those individuals or those com- 
panies, public or private, which want to 
make use of it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Does not the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico agree with me 
that that would be a yardstick which 
could be used in the interest of the com- 
mon welfare? 

Mr. ANDERSON. There can be no 
question about that. A short time ago 
I read the testimony given by Lawrence 
Hafstead, an expert on reactors, in which 
he said one could be built to develop 
power at a cost of 6 mills per kilowatt- 
hour of capacity, with the initial cost a 
little higher than for a coal plant. The 
construction cost per kilowatt-hour of 
capacity might run to $200-$300 a kilo- 
watt, as against $135 a kilowatt for a 
conventional coal plant, but the fuel cost 
might be as low as 1 mill, against 3 mills 
for the coal plant. 

I realize that if that could be devel- 
oped, it ought to be integrated into the 
system of American free enterprise. 
Therefore, I was greatly interested in 
the patent section of the bill. 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Kerr] will remember that I went over 
to him and said that from his great 
business skill and his great experience 
with the free-enterprise system, I hoped 
he would make sure that the patent 
section of the bill would be so drawn 
that it could not be weakened materially 
within a few years. Therefore, the Kerr 
amendment was proposed by him and 
written into the bill by the Senate. 

I should like to refer to the history of 
the patent section, because I think its 
importance has not been revealed to the 
extent that it should have been. When 
the committee started its consideration 
of this bill, it first held private hearings. 
We invited experts to discuss with us 
the scope the public hearings should take, 
and what subjects should be discussed 
in such open hearings, without breaking 
down security, and how far we might go 
in public hearings before we would re- 
veal something that should not be re- 
vealed. 

Then the public hearings were held. 
At the time the original suggestion was 
made, there was in the bill a provision 
similar to the one finally passed by the 
House. 

First, Madam President, I will call it 
the House version. It is not the version 
which was reported by the House com- 
mittee. Iwantthat understood. It was 
the final House version, so-called. 

What happened to that version? That 
provision was considered in committee. 
Then the members of the Atomic Energy 
Commission appeared before the com- 
mittee, as is shown on page 598 of the 
hearings, and they said they recom- 
mended the restoration of the section 
along the lines of section 11 of the act 
in its present form, making it the duty 
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of the Commission to declare certain 
patents to be affected with a public 
interest. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic En- 
ergy took that testimony from the 
Atomic Energy Commission. It listened 
to that request, and decided that it had 
come from the President of the United 
States, and wrote into the bill the patent 
section which was the patent section as 
recommended on the floor by the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. That was 
adopted by the Senate. 

We lost that provision in conference. 
The House adopted the old section, which 
had been rejected almost by a unanimous 
vote every time it had come up before 
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Only one member of the joint committee 
voted for it—the chairman, to be sure— 
and the rest of us voted against it. We 
voted against it not once, but twice. 
When the matter came up in the House 
of Representatives at 2 o’clock in the 
morning, the chairman stood up and per- 
suaded the House Members to follow him 
in the adoption of that provision. That 
was the most serious mistake that could 
have been made, and it is a mistake we 
must undo in the Senate and in con- 
ference. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. We all 
realize, of course, that the conferees were 
influenced by the desire of the House to 
adjourn, and of the Members of the 
House to go home. Of course those 
plans have been materially changed, be- 
cause of developments. Does not the 
Senator from New Mexico believe that if 
it is the majority will of the Senate that 
the conference report be returned to 
conference, the conferees can readily 
make improvements in the conference 
report and act on it in a matter of a 
few days? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe they can 
act on it in a matter of afew hours, As 
a matter of fact, the senior Senator from 
Iowa knows that the question with ref- 
erence to the patent section probably 
could be resolved very quickly if we re- 
turned to conference determined to 
carry out the will of the Senate and de- 
termined to do what the Senate had done 
and what the joint committee had done. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
Jounson] is a member of the conference 
committee. I should like to ask him 
whether he concurs in the expression of 
those views. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I believe 
the question can be settled in a very 
short time, within a matter of a few 
hours. I believe the question could be 
settled easily enough. 

Of course, I do not know how stubborn 
one member of the conference commit- 
tee may be. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Of course 
I hope we have not reached the point 
where we must let one man tell the en- 
tire Congress that it must take his view 
or leave it, 
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Mr. BRICKER. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New Mexico 
has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield an 
additional 2 minutes to the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. BRICKER. I think it is unfair 
to say that those who do not go along 
with us are stubborn, or that one man 
who does not go along with us is stub- 
born. I believe there is involved a mat- 
ter of difference of policy, to which some 
of us are definitely and personally com- 
mitted, and in which we very seriously 
believe. I do not think it is fair to say 
that one is stubborn when he does not 
cave in and accept the other man’s point 
of view in any matter. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Let me say that I 
believe substantial progress would be 
made if Congress were to adopt the lan- 
guage which was agreed upon originally 
by the Joint Committee and carried in 
the bill as submitted to the House and 
carried in the bill as submitted to the 
Senate. It is not a question of one man’s 
viewpoint. The full committee reported 
it, and the Senator from Ohio voted for 
it, as I did, and as did the Senator from 
Colorado, and as many other Senators 
did. If the conference report goes back 
to committee quickly and the conferees 
act and report new patent provisions, 
and perhaps a new preference clause, 
and a few other changes, which we have 
all agreed upon, it seems to me the re- 
sult would be a very fine bill. 

Mr. BRICKER. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. After all, we are 
dealing with an investment of approxi- 
mately $12 billion. The Federal Gov- 
ernment, through its Atomic Energy 
Commission, already owns several hun- 
dred patents in the atomic energy field, 
and it ought to own for the next few 
years the refinements on those patents 
and the art that is developed. 

Therefore, I think the compulsory 
licensing section suggested by the Atomic 
Energy Commission itself ought to be 
adopted. 

Mr. BRICKER. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Does not the Sena- 
tor agree that the Recorp shows the 
House went one way on the patent sec- 
tion, away from the conferees, and that 
the Senate went the other way? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 8 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
President, I submitted the conference re- 
port to the legislative counsel of the Sen- 
ate and asked him to make a report to me 
on the effects of the changes that were 
made by the conference in the bill as 
it passed the Senate, especially as it re- 
lates to section 45, which was placed in 
the bill by the Senate. I have received 
a memorandum from legislative coun- 
sel. The legislative counsel’s office has 
no interest one way or another in the 
bill, I presume; all that it did was to 
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make an analysis of the language in the 
conference report. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert this 
memorandum at this point in the REC- 
oRD. It comes from the legislative coun- 
sel, signed by Mr. John Reynolds, who 
is the assistant counsel. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorp, as follows: 


MEMORANDUM FoR SENATOR JOHNSON OF 
COLORADO 


This memorandum responds to your re- 
quest for an analysis of certain action taken 
by the committee of conference on H. R. 
9757 in connection with the deletion of sec- 
tion 45 of the bill, as it passed the Senate. 
The changes made in the bill by this con- 
ference action (other than the deletion of 
sec. 45) are in several parts. The effect of 
these changes would appear to be as follows: 

(1) Section 31a (4) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(4) utilization of special nuclear material, 
atomic energy, and radioactive material and 
processes entailed in the utilization or pro- 
duction of atomic energy or such material 
for all other purposes, including industrial 
uses, the generation of usable energy, and 
the demonstration of the practical value of 
utilization or production facilities for in- 
dustrial or commercial purposes; and.” 

The conference substitute for section 31a 
(4) broadens or clarifies the authority of the 
Commission with respect to the conduct of 
research and development activities. Under 
the conference substitute, read in conjunc- 
tion with section 32, the Commission has the 
express authority, among other things, to 
engages in research and development activi- 
ties for the purpose of demonstrating the 
practical value of utilization or production 
facilities for industrial or commercial pur- 

Under this authority the Commis- 
sion could clearly build plants to demon- 
strate the practical value of atomic-energy 
facilities for commercial purposes, including 
the generation of power. If the Commission 
had this authority under section 3la (4), 
prior to the conference action, it had it only 
inferentially, not explicitly. 

(2) The conference action included four 
amendments to sections 103b, 104a, 104b, and 
104c. The effect of these amendments is 
to make it clear that any person may apply 
for a commercial license under section 103, 
or a license for medical therapy and research 
and development under section 104. Per- 
son“ is defined in section 11n, as follows: 

“n. The term ‘person’ means (1) any in- 
dividual, corporation, partnership, firm, as- 
sociation, trust, estate, public or private in- 
stitution, group, Government agency other 
than the Commission, any State or any po- 
litical subdivision of, or any political entity 
within a State, any foreign government or 
nation or any political subdivision of any 
such government or nation, or other entity; 
and (2) any legal successor, representative, 
agent, or agency of the foregoing.” 

(3) The conference action amended sec- 
tion 44 to read as follows: 

“Src. 44. Disposition of energy: If energy 
is produced at production facilities of the 
Commission or is produced in experimental 
utilization facilities of the Commission, such 
energy may be used by the Commission, or 
transferred to other Government agencies, 
or sold to publicly, cooperatively, or pri- 
vately owned utilities or users at reasonable 
and nondiscriminatory prices. If the energy 
produced is electric energy, the price shall 
be subject to regulation by the appropriate 
agency having jurisdiction. In contracting 
for the disposal of such energy, the Com- 
mission shall insofar as practicable give 
preference and priority to public bodies and 
cooperatives or to privately owned utilities 
providing electric utility services to high- 
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cost areas not being served by public bodies 
or cooperatives. Nothing in this act shall 
be construed to authorize the Commission 
to engage in the sale or distribution of en- 
ergy for commercial use except such energy 
as may be produced by the Commission inci- 
dent to the operation of research and deyel- 
opment facilities of the Commission, or fa- 
cilities for the production of special nuclear 
material of the Commission.” 

As revised in conference, section 44, as it 
appeared in the Senate bill, is retained with 
the following changes: 

(a) The section heading is broadened to 
read “Disposition of Energy” instead of “By- 
product Energy.” 

(b) The energy referred to in the section 
is that energy which is produced at produc- 
tion facilities of the Commission or which 
is produced in experimental utilization fa- 
cilities of the Commission. Under the Sen- 
ate bill the energy was that produced in the 
production of special nuclear material at 
production or experimental utilization fa- 
cilities owned by the United States. Under 
the Senate bill the energy had to be a “by- 
product” occurring in the production of spe- 
cial nuclear material. Under the conference 
substitute, read in conjunction with the re- 
vised section 31 a. (4), the energy may be 
produced directly in a facility designed by 
the Commission to demonstrate how special 
nuclear material may be utilized for com- 
mercial purposes. It would seem that this 
change enlarges the possibilities of the Com- 
mission for producing disposable energy. 

(c) The section specifically provides that 
where the energy produced is electric energy, 
the price will be subject to regulation by 
the appropriate agency having jurisdiction. 

(d) Language is added which has the 
effect of prohibiting the Commission from 
engaging in the sale or distribution of 
energy for commercial use, unless it is pro- 
duced by the Commission incident (1) to 
the operation of research and development 
facilities of the Commission, or (2) to the 
operation of facilities of the Commission 
for the production of special nuclear ma- 
terial. 

(4) The conference action deletes in sec- 
tion 261 (authorization for appropriations) 
the parenthetical phrase “(other than for 
such acquisition, condemnation, construc- 
tion, or expansion as may be undertaken 
under the authority of section 45a. of this 
act)“ Since the conference action deletes 
section 45, as it appeared in the Senate bill, 
this amendment is conformable to that 
deletion. 

(5) The conference action adds a new sec- 
tion 273 to the bill which is largely a re- 
statement of the last sentence in section 45b. 

The effect of this amendment is to further 
clarify (without retaining sec. 45) the 
changes discussed in (2) above; namely, to 
indicate beyond any doubt that Government 
agencies which are authorized by law to 
engage in the production, marketing, or dis- 
tribution of electric energy are eligible for 
commercial licenses to construct and operate 
facilities for the purpose of producing elece 
tric energy for public consumption, 


CONCLUSION 


The conference action in deleting section 
45 makes it very clear that the Commission 
has no authority to construct facilities for 
the sole purpose of producing electric power 
for sale. 

The other action taken by the conference 
committee, along the lines previously indi- 
cated, clarify the following matters: 

(1) The Commission has the authority to 
build plants to demonstrate the practical 
value of atomic energy for industrial or 
commercial purposes. 

(2) Government agencies are not barred 
from obtaining Commission licenses under 
sections 103 and 104. In this connection, 
they may obtain a license to engage in the 
production, marketing, or distribution of 
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electric energy under section 103, if they are 
authorized by law to engage in such activity 
and they can comply generally with the 
requirements for such licenses, 

(3) The Commission has the authority to 
utilize and dispose of energy produced in 
a production or experimental utilization 
facility owned by the Commission. Such 
energy may be produced in a facility de- 
signed by the Commission to demonstrate 
how special nuclear material may be utilized 
for commercial purposes. In the disposition 
of electric energy so produced the price will 
be subject to regulation by the appropriate 
regulatory agency. All energy to be sold 
or distributed by the Commission for com- 
mercial use, must be produced as an inci- 
dent to the operation of research and de- 
velopment facilities of the Commission, or to 
the operation of facilities of the Commission 
for the production of special nuclear 
material. 

Respectfully, 
JOHN M. REYNOLDS, 
Assistant Counsel, 
Aucust 7, 1954. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
President, I shall read the conclusion, 
which is not long, although the other 
parts of the analysis are somewhat ex- 
tended. 

In dropping from the conference re- 
port section 45, which was inserted by 
the Senate, the conferees made five sep- 
arate amendments in different parts of 
the bill. He has listed those five changes 
which were made in the conference 
report. 

This is the conclusion Mr. Reynolds 
reached: 

The conference action in deleting section 
45 makes it very clear that the Commission 
has no authority to construct facilities for 

the sole purpose of producing electric power 
for sale. 


There Mr. Reynolds is talking about 
the conference report, and I know the 
Senators have been disturbed, thinking 
that perhaps under section 45, which was 
placed in the bill by the Senate, the 
Atomic Energy Commission was author- 
ized to build powerplants at every cross- 
roads in the country. It is clear from 
this language that the conference report 
does not permit any such thing as that 
to happen. 

The analysis goes on: 

The other actions taken by the conference 
committee, along the lines previously indi- 
cated, clarify the following matters: 

(1) The Commission has the authority to 
build plants to demonstrate the practical 
value of atomic energy for industrial or 
commercial purposes. 


That is the principle in which the Sen- 
ator from Colorado was interested. He 
wanted to be sure that, in this great new 
effort and in this unknown potential of 
power development, at some place in this 
bill provision would be made to assure 
that yardsticks would be possible, so that 
if the Atomic Energy Commission itself 
felt that the private power companies 
were not doing full justice to this new 
source of power, this new kind of power, 
the Commission itself might build yard- 
sticks and demonstrate what could be 
done in the field. That is the first point 
Mr. Reynolds found that the conference 
report now provides, 

(2) Government agencies are not barred 


from obtaining Commission licenses under 
sections 103 and 104. In this connection 
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they may obtain a license to engage in the 
production, marketing, or distribution of 
electric energy under section 103, if they are 
authorized by law to engage in such activity 
and they can comply generally with the re- 
quirements for such licenses, 


Mr. BYRD. Would that apply to REA? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That 
would apply to REA. 

Mr. BYRD. And the REA could get a 
license if authorized by law? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes, if 
they were authorized by law, and had 
the money. They are building steam 
plants now, and the conference report 
includes that part of section 45 which 
was adopted by the Senate to make cer- 
tain that the REA, if it has the money, 
and if it has the authority, can build 
an atomic powerplant just as now they 
can build a steam plant. When the bill 
came before the Senate, they could not 
do that. However, they can now do it. 

Mr. GORE. Madam President, I wish 
to congratulate the able senior Senator 
from Colorado upon this accomplish- 
ment. It is to be regretted that his 
amendment has been modified, but to 
this specific effect the accomplishment is 
very real. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the Senator. The third conclusion of 
the memorandum is as follows: 

(3) The Commission has the authority to 
utilize and dispose of energy produced in a 
production or experimental utilization fa- 
cility owned by the Commission. Such en- 
ergy may be produced in a facility designed 
by the Commission to demonstrate how spe- 
cial nuclear material may be utilized for 
commercial purposes, In the disposition of 
electric energy so produced the price will be 
subject to regulation by the appropriate 
regulatory agency. 


That provision includes the public 
utilities commissions of the States and 
the Federal Power Commission, or other 
regulatory agencies. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Colorado 
2 additional minutes, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The third 
conclusion continues: 

All energy to be sold or distributed by the 
Commission for commercial use, must be 
produced as an incident to the operation of 
research and development facilities of the 
Commission, or to the operation of facilities 
of the Commission for the production of 
special nuclear material. 


That should prove conclusively that 
the conference bill does not make it pos- 
sible for the Atomic Energy Commission 
to build an atomic powerplant at every 
crossroads in the country. 

In working out these different amend- 
ments, section 44 was completely rewrit- 
ten. Section 44, as Senators will recall, 
had for its title and had for its purpose 
and objective the byproduct of power- 
plants. 

The purpose of section 44 is changed 
and the title is now changed to “Disposi- 
tion of Energy.” 

I should like to read the last sentence 
of section 44, because it emphasizes what 
I have already said. 


Nothing in this act shall be construed 
to authorize the Commission to engage in 
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the sale or distribution of energy for com- 
mercial use except such energy as may be 
produced by the Commission incident to the 
operation of research and development fa- 
cilities of the Commission, or of production 
facilities of the Commission. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Colorado has 
expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I desire to be as generous as 
my allotment will permit, but I do not 
have the time to yield further to the 
Senator from Colorado. I could take 
time from some other Senator and I 
know most of them would agree. Could 
the Senator complete his statement in 
an additional 2 minutes? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I think 
so. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
President, a long time ago I had a very 
wonderful milk cow, one of the best I 
have ever seen anywhere. That milk 
cow had the bad habit of giving milk 
to fill a gallon and a half milk bucket, 
and just as the person doing the milk- 
ing was about through, the cow would 
kick the bucket over. 

That is what the conference did with 
section 44. We worked this whole mat- 
ter out on an agreeable basis, and every- 
thing seemed to be all right, and then 
they wrote in the words “insofar as prac- 
ticable,” relating to contracting for the 
disposal of such energy. That is where 
the conferees kicked the bucket of milk 
over so far as giving preference and 
priority to public bodies and cooperatives 
is concerned. 

As the junior Senator from Nevada 
Mr. MALONE] has pointed out, those 
words should not be in the bill. Ipleaded 
with the committee of conference not 
to include them in the conference re- 
port; I urged them to leave out that 
language. There are plenty of safe- 
guards without such language. 

The REA’s throughout the country do 
not want Congress to establish that kind 
of principle with respect to the prefer- 
ence clause, where the REA's are enti- 
tled to receive electric energy produced 
with the finances of the United States 
Government. 

The bill should be returned to con- 
ference. The three words “insofar as 
practicable” should be deleted. Then 
section 44 would be fairly satisfactory. 

Mr. HILL. Madam President, will the 
Senator yield for a brief question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. My time 
has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I yield 8 minutes to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GILLETTE]. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Madam President, I 
wish to discuss the same three words 
which have been discussed by a num- 
ber of my colleagues this afternoon. I 
desire to call attention to the legislative 
history of preference clauses. 

I hold in real affection and high re- 
spect my distinguished colleague, the 
senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER], but his explanation of why 
these three words are in the conference 
report lacks persuasion. He states that 
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they have really no effect, so far as 
modifying the preference clause is con- 
cerned. They are words which were not 
included in the Senate version of the 
bill, and they were not included by the 
House; they were placed in the report 
by the conference committee. If they 
have no purpose, if they are innocuous, 
or if they have no meaning, they should 
not have been included. 

In addition, my esteemed colleague 
states that they have one purpose only, 
namely, to take into consideration the 
fact that the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion is not a merchandising group, but 
is established for research and develop- 
ment. For that reason he thought that 
the words were necessary. 

In reply to my colleague, I may say 
that it does not make any difference 
for what purpose the Atomic Energy 
Commission was established. When it 
or any other agency of the Government, 
with Government money, is producing 
merchandise for sale, merchandise 
which belongs to the people of the 
United States, such agency then be- 
comes a merchant, and Congress has a 
duty to prescribe rules for the sale of 
the energy, which it was attempted to 
do in this case. 

Furthermore, if the words have that 
limited application, why was the same 
phraseology used in the amendment 
which the able Senator from Colorado 
Mr. JoHnson] has just been discussing? 
The same words were added to that 
amendment. 

In this limited time, for the purpose 
of the Recorp, I think it is essential to 
review as quickly as possible the legisla- 
tive history behind this type of limita- 
tion on the sale of governmental prop- 
erty. 

I might say at the outset that no- 
where in all the laws where preference 
is a consideration do we find any justi- 
fication, any precedent, for the action 
taken by a majority of the conference 
members. 

The first congressional enactment of 
any so-called preference clause came 
in the 1906 amendment of the Reclama- 
tion Act of 1902—title 43, United States 
Code, section 522. The language con- 
tained in setting forth the preference to 
public bodies was as follows: 

Lease of waterpower: Whenever a develop- 
ment of power is necessary for the irrigation 
of lands, under any project undertaken 
under the said reclamation law, or an op- 
portunity is afforded for the development of 
power under any such project, the Secretary 
of the Interior is authorized to lease for a 
period not exceeding 10 years, giving prefer- 
ence to municipal purposes, any surplus 
power or power privilege. 


Thus in this basic act, passed by Con- 
gress during the Theodore Roosevelt 
administration, the Secretary of the 
Interior was directed to give preference 
to “municipal purposes” in the lease of 
any surplus power or power privilege 
from projects created under the act. 

In succeeding legislative enactments 
this preference language was used, but 
nowhere in those acts do we find lan- 
guage implying that this was a matter 
of discretion with the administrative 
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agency involved. In the Boulder Can- 
yon Act of 1928 the language used states: 

Except that preference to applicants for 
the use of water and appurtenant works 
and privileges necessary for the generation 
and distribution of hydroelectric energy, or 
for delivery at the switchboard of a hydro- 
electric plant, shall be given, first, to States 
for the generation or purchase of electric 
energy for use in the State, and the States 
of Arizona, California, and Nevada shall be 
given equal opportunity as such applicants. 


In the TVA Act of May 18, 1933—title 
16, United States Code, section 831i—the 
language expressing the preference 
clause states, “and in the sale of such 
current by the Board—TVA governing 
body—it shall give preference to States, 
counties, municipalities, and cooperative 
organizations of citizens or farmers not 
organized or doing business for profit, 
but primarily for the purpose of sup- 
plying electricity to its own citizens 
or members.” We might note here in 
passing that this is the first recognition 
by Congress of the rural cooperative or- 
ganizations specifically as preference 
customers. But note with particularity 
that the language used is mandatory and 
does not in any way authorize discretion 
in the administrative agency. 

The next legislative recognition by 
Congress was in the Bonneville Dam Act 
of 1937—title 16, United States Code, 
section 832c—providing for the dis- 
position of power from that hydro- 
electric project on the Columbia River. 
In regard to preference the act sets out: 

In order to insure that the facilities for the 
generation of electric energy at the Bonne- 
ville project shall be operated for the bene- 
fit of the general public, and particularly of 
domestic and rural consumers, the adminis- 
trator shall at all times, in disposing of elec- 
trie energy generated at said project, give 
preference to public bodies and cooperatives. 


Again, in the Fort Peck Act of 1938 
(16 U. S. C. 833c), the language indicates 
no discretion, as it states: 


In order to insure that the facilities for 
the generation of electric energy at the Fort 
Peck project shall be operated for the bene- 
fit of the general public, and particularly of 
domestic and rural consumers, the Bureau 
|Bureau of Reclamation] shall at all times, 
in disposing of electric energy generated at 
said project, give preference and priority to 
public bodies and cooperatives. 


The Reclamation Project Act of 1939 
(43 U. S. C. 485 H (c)) states: 


Any sale of electric power or lease of power 
privileges, made by the Secretary [Secre- 
tary of the Interior] in connection with the 
operation of any project or division of a 
project shall be for such periods, not to ex- 
ceed 40 years and at such rates as in his 
judgment will produce power revenues at 
least sufficient to cover an appropriate share 
of the annual operation and maintenance 
costs, interest on an appropriate share of the 
construction investment and not less than 
3 percent per annum, and such other fixed 
charges as the Secretary deems proper: Pro- 
vided further, That in said sales or leases 
preference shall be given to municipalities 
and other public corporations or agencies; 
and also to cooperatives and other nonprofit 
organizations financed in whole or in part 
by loans made pursuant to sections 901- 
914 of title 7. 


The language in the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939 goes far to show that 
the intention of Congress is not to allow 
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any discretion on the part of the admin- 
istrative agency when it comes to ad- 
ministering preference. This is borne 
out by the fact that in the Reclamation 
Project Act the Secretary is given dis- 
cretion in fixing the rates for such 
power. It will be noted that the phrase 
is found in the early part of the section 
stating: “and at such rates as in his 
judgment will produce power revenues 
at least sufficient to cover an appropri- 
ate share of the annual operation and 
maintenance costs,” and so forth. This 
made the rates a matter of discretion 
to be set in accordance with the Secre- 
tary’s judgment. But it is also clear 
that no such discretion is voiced con- 
cerning preference because the prefer- 
ence phrase is set off entirely from that 
part concerning the use of judgment on 
rates by the words “Provided further,” 
and then setting out that preference 
shall be given. 

We now come to the Flood Control Act 
of 1944. It is in section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 (16 U. S. C. 825s) 
that the preference clause is found. It 
states: 

Electric power and energy generated at res- 
ervoir projects under the control of the De- 
partment of the Army and in the opinion of 
the Secretary of the Army not required in 
the operation of such projects shall be de- 
livered to the Secretary of the Interior, who 
shall transmit and dispose of such power 
and energy in such manner as to encourage 
the most widespread use thereof at the lowest 
possible rates to consumers consistent with 
sound business principles. The rate sched- 
ules to become effective upon confirmation 
and approval by the Federal Power Commis- 
sion. * * * Preference in the sale of such 
power and energy shall be given to public 
bodies and cooperatives. 

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, 
from funds to be appropriated by the Con- 
gress, to construct or acquire, by purchase or 
other agreement, only such transmission lines 
and related facilities as may be necessary in 
order to make the power and energy gener- 
ated at such projects available in wholesale 
quantities on fair and reasonable terms and 
conditions to facilities owned by the Federal 
Government, public bodies, cooperatives, 
and privately owned companies. All moneys 
received from such sales shall be deposited 
in the Treasury of the United States as mis- 
cellaneous receipts. 


The pertinent part of section 5 spe- 
cifically provides: 

Preference in the sale of such power and 
energy shall be given to public bodies and 
cooperatives. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Iowa has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 2 ad- 
ditional minutes to the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Madam President, 
although I hesitate to labor the point, I 
feel it is so vital in the consideration 
of the conference committee reports be- 
fore the Senate that again I must em- 
phasize this, that nowhere in the legis- 
lative history of the preference clause 
is any language to be found to justify an 
interpretation that granting preference 
is a matter of discretion with the ad- 
ministrative agency involved. 

From a study of the legislative history 
of the preference clause, there can be no 
doubt that Congress meant and intended 
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that public bodies and cooperatives, in 
being given a preference for the sale of 
power, were to have a special advantage 
or prior choice in acquiring that power. 
True, this does not necessarily mean 
that the Department of the Interior or 
the administrative agency selling the 
power would be required to construct 
transmission facilities in order to allow 
the public bodies or municipalities to 
exercise the preference granted to them 
by Congress, but it must surely mean 
that if a private company and a coopera- 
tive each offers to purchase the power 
from the agency disposing of that power 
at the dam site or at the place where 
it is generated, on the same or substan- 
tially the same terms, the power must 
be sold to the cooperative or public mu- 
nicipality in order to comply with the 
law. Furthermore, it is clear that the 
Congress in writing the preference laws 
did not intend for the Secretary of the 
Interior to have to exercise discretion in 
the sale of the power. In every instance 
the language is mandatory. The lan- 
guage is always couched in terms of 
preference: “shall be given,” or words 
to that effect. Thus, we are inescapably 
driven to the conclusion that Congress, 
when it expressed the term “shall be 
given” in relation to preference, was 
speaking with authority and imposing a 
compulsion on the distributing agency. 
In short, Congress said “preference must 
be given” and the choice in the matter 
had been decided by Congress as a ques- 
tion of substantive law rather than a 
question for administrative determina- 
tion by the Secretary of the Interior or 
the administrative agency selling the 
power. 

As the atomic-energy bill was orig- 
inally reported to the Senate from the 
committee there was no provision for 
preference. This was a complete depar- 
ture from a Federal power policy that 
had provided for preference in disposing 
of any Federal-generated power. In the 
days of debate in this body two amend- 
ments were adopted dealing directly with 
the sale and disposition of electrical 
energy. One was the Johnson amend- 
ment, introduced by the Senator from 
Colorado. His amendment not only pro- 
vided that the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion shall have the authority to generate 
such power, but also that if it did so it 
would be sold in accordance with the 
traditional preference clause. The lan- 
guage used was that of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, for the amendment specifi- 
cally spelled that point out clearly by 
stating: 

Electric power not used in the Commis- 
sion’s own operations shall be delivered to 
the Secretary of the Interior, who shall 
transmit and dispose of such power in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of section 5 of 
the Flood Control Act of 1944. 


There was also the additional provi- 
sion that in high-cost power areas not 
being served by public bodies or coopera- 
tives the Secretary of the Interior shall 
give the same degree of preference to 
any other purchaser who serves such 
areas. 

And what is the language of that act? 
It states very clearly: 

Preference in the sale of such power and 


energy shall be given to public bodies and 
cooperatives. 
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The other amendment dealing with 
this matter of preference was introduced 
by the junior Senator from Iowa with 
the cosponsorship of a dozen Senators, 
to amend section 44 of the bill, entitled 
“Byproduct Energy.” Here again, the 
language of the amendment was 
couched in the traditional phraseology 
of prior enactments for it stated: 


The Commission shall at all times, in 
disposing of such energy, give preference 
and priority to public bodies and coopera- 
tives. 


As a result of those two amendments, 
Madam President, the Senate of the 
United States reaffirmed a policy of pref- 
erence in clear, unambiguous terms. Al- 
though there have been no court deci- 
sions construing the language of the var- 
ious preference clauses which I have out- 
lined, there can be little question that 
the preference clause is mandatory. It 
is not a matter of discretion with the 
administrative agency concerned. 

Consider now the language found in 
the conference report. Notwithstanding 
the fact that both Houses went to con- 
ference with no such language in any of 
the preference amendments, we now find 
a new wording, a most inconspicuous 
little phrase inserted in the preference 
clause, We find these words to be: “in- 
sofar as practicable.” 

There was no outright attempt to elim- 
inate preference but, rather, the attempt 
was to put the issue in doubt; to change 
the language of the amendment from a 
clear statement of the intent of Con- 
gress as expressed in prior acts to lan- 
guage that at best would be ambiguous, 
uncertain in meaning, and subject to 
endless court interpretations; and, at 
worst, this seemingly innocent little 
phrase “insofar as practicable’ means 
the death knell for the preference clause 
as Congress has written it heretofore. 

The term “insofar as practicable,” 
means simply this: Whether or not pref- 
erence shall be given will remain a mat- 
ter of discretion with the administering 
agency. This is the very opposite of the 
policy of this body so clearly evidenced in 
the legislative history of the preference 
language used in the past. It has been 
a mandatory preference which Congress 
has repeatedly expressed—not a matter 
of discretion with the administering 
agency. 

And what recourse would be open to 
preference customers if the administer- 
ing agency ruled that, in its judgment, 
such preference was impracticable? It 
is a well-settled principle of law that the 
courts will not overturn a decision of an 
administrative agency if that agency is 
authorized to use its own judgment in 
the matter. In some instances, if that 
judgment is purely unreasonable, arbi- 
trary, and capricious, the courts have 
overturned that discretion but the bur- 
den of proof required in such cases is 
overwhelming. 

Reduced to its simplest terms, Madam 
President, we can come to only one con- 
clusion. We must conclude that the 
proponents of these three little words— 
“insofar as practicable’—wished to lit- 


. erally abolish the preference clause or 


were willing to transform years of leg- 
islative history of preference security to 
one of ambiguity. We must come to the 
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conclusion that in a controversy such as 
now exists in regard to the disposition 
of the power from Clark Hill Dam in 
Georgia that the inclusion of these words 
“insofar as practicable’ would mean no 
preference because the Secretary of In- 
terior could simply decide it to be the 
practicable thing to do to sell the power 
to the private power company having its 
transmission lines at the site. This 
means the defeat of the whole purpose 
of preference, which has meant that 
these public bodies and rural coopera- 
tives would have the iron-clad right, the 
first availability, in getting such power. 
If it does not mean that, Madam Presi- 
dent, then this body has been laboring 
under a false premise for these many 
years while these power laws were being 
passed. 

For this reason, Madam President, it 
is the judgment of the junior Senator 
from Iowa that the bill should be re- 
turned to conference with specific in- 
structions that the words “insofar as 
practicable” should be stricken out of 
the preference clause wherever they are 
found in the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
will the Senator from Texas yield me 
half a minute? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield half 
a minute to the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have prepared a 
statement on the conference report, and 
I ask unanimous consent that the state- 
ment be printed in the body of the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY 


I want to vote in favor of an atomic energy 
bill that will permit the private companies, 
the REA's, and the public bodies to enjoy 
the peacetime benefits of atomic energy and 
electrical power generated from atomic 
energy. The conference report is unsatisfac- 
tory in at least three respects. First, it 
emasculates the preference clause. Second, 
it is inadequate in the patent provisions and 
the antitrust regulations. If this conference 
report is rejected and them goes back to con- 
ference where the Senate amendments can 
be agreed to, we can and will vote for the 
bill. I shall cast my vote for the atomic- 
energy bill designed along the lines of the 
bill as approved by the Senate. 

I now want to address myself to those parts 
of the conference report which deal with 
preference for public bodies and coopera- 
tives—and if I were to give a title to what 
I have to say, I think I would call it A Lesson 
in Duplicity, or What Is Practicable? 

Section 44 of the act provides for the sale 
of byproduct energy and in its original form 
the section was entitled “Byproduct Energy.” 
As it comes to us from conference, however, 
the section is entitled “Disposition of Ener- 
gy.” Now, titles are not always of great im- 
portance. But this change in title is very 
significant—because it highlights and sym- 
bolizes the true character of the conference 
report. It is a perfect example of the sleight 
of hand that characterizes the entire report. 

After all, just what does section 44 deal 
with? It deals only with byproduct energy. 
It was correctly labeled when it was last be- 
fore us. But now—now it is called Dispo- 
sition of Energy. And the reason is clear. 
The sponsors of this change in the title of 
section 44 know that only a few will read the 
act carefully and completely. Many will 
read it, but they will read quickly—and they 
will fall into the trap. For in a quick read- 
ing of a section with such a title, and with 
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the misleading language in the body of the 
section that I will discuss more in detail, 
they may be fooled into thinking that the 
section carries out the traditional electric 
power policies of the Government—namely, 
to develop the natural power resources of the 
Nation for the benefit of the people. 

And for the great majority of the people— 
who will not read the act at all—just imag- 
ine how easy it will be to fool them with this 
false new title and with the misleading lan- 
guage in the body of the section. All the 
proponents of this fake provision need do is 
to read the title slowly, and the preference 
language slowly, and they can fool any 
audience. 

That change in title is the tipoff. Now 
let us see where it leads to. As passed by 
the Senate, section 44 provides that the 
Atomic Energy Commission “shall at all 
times, in disposing of such energy, give pref- 
erence and priority to public bodies and co- 
operatives.” Now this provision is abso- 
lutely clear. It requires no special interpre- 
tation. It is not subject to the whims of the 
particular persons who may be charged with 
the duty of disposing of byproduct energy at 
any particular time. It follows the pattern 
that has been consistently used by the Con- 
gress in all power legislation containing pref- 
erence language. 

But what has the conference report done 
with this? It has inserted the magic words 
“insofar as practicable.” The conference re- 
port substitutes for the Senate language the 
following: “In contracting for the disposal 
of such energy, the Commission shall insofar 
as practicable give preference and priority to 
public bodies and cooperatives * * +.” 

Insofar as practicable. Can anyone tell 
me what that means? Can you find any two 
people anywhere who, under a given set of 
facts, will give you the same interpretation? 
Is it practicable to spend $1 for lunch or $2 
for lunch? Is it practicable to buy one kind 
of an automobile rather than another kind, 
or perhaps none at all? Is it practicable to 
eat 2 meals a day instead of 3? I could go 
on and on this way. Almost anything we 
do in life could be subjected to the same 
question, and you would get the same re- 
sult—every person would give you a different 
answer. 

Let us just take the dictionary meaning of 
the word. One dictionary defines practi- 
cable in the following ways: (1) Capable of 
being done or used; (2) useful; (3) feasible; 
(4) usable; (5) possible. I should like the 
proponents of the conference language to 
tell me which one of these meanings they 
think applies. Certainly, something can be 
possible and yet not be useful. It can be 
capable of being done or used and yet not 
be feasible. It can be usable, but not nec- 
essarily useful. What does this language 
mean as set forth in section 44 of the con- 
ference report? What is the test to be? 
Is it to be feasibility? Is it to usefulness? 
Is it to be capability of being done? I don’t 
know what it means here, and I defy anyone 
to show me clearly and simply what it does 
mean. 

What the conference report does to the 
language that we adopted in the Senate is 
to destroy it. This is not legislation, this 
is emasculation. This is not clarification, 
this is befuddlement. The conference re- 
port has taken perfectly clear, simple lan- 
guage—language that has had a long history 
of legislative use and administrative ap- 
plication—and has surrounded it with a fog 
that no human understanding can pene- 
trate. It would have been far more honest 
to have deleted the entire preference pro- 
vision. 

Personally, I have never been able to 
understand why the power lobby has fought 
so long and so bitterly—and has spent so 
much of its customers’ money—fighting the 
so-called preference provisions of the power 
marketing statutes. Despite the fact that 
the Congress has consistently included pref- 
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erence provisions in the power marketing 
statutes, the rural electric systems of the 
country still get less than 6 percent of the 
power sold by the Federal Government. The 
public bodies get more. They get 26 per- 
cent, but the bulk of it still goes to the 
private power companies. And during the 
years that these preference provisions have 
been in effect, the private power companies 
have prospered and prospered. I am afraid 
there is only one explanation for this bitter 
and expensive fight which the power com- 
panies have been waging against the prefer- 
ence provisions, and that explanation is that 
it is in the nature of a monopoly to try to 
swallow up everything. 

We must always remember that the power 
utilities are monopolies, protected monopo- 
lies. They have their territories and no one 
else can serve in those territories. If you 
want electricity, you must buy it from the 
power company serving your area. And the 
power companies are guaranteed rates which 
return them a handsome profit—after all 
taxes have been paid. Thus, they are not 
only monopolies, but they are protected in 
their monopolistic activities. 

To emphasize just what this means, com- 
pare these power company monopolies with 
any ordinary business type of monopoly. 
Before our antitrust laws were enacted, it 
was possible for a business organization or a 
syndicate of some kind to get a monopoly on 
some product. But despite that, they were 
always subject to the danger that some other 
group would develop a substitute product 
and crack their monopoly by use of the sub- 
stitute. But the power companies are pro- 
tected even from that. There is no substi- 
tute for electricity in the modern day world, 
And it doesn’t matter how the science of pro- 
ducing electricity changes, the protected mo- 
nopoly called a power company cannot be 
disturbed. They, and they alone, can serve 
in their respective areas. 

In this connection, it is interesting to note 
that the big battles which the Power Trust 
has carried on against the rural electric sys- 
tems has been in connection with cooperative 
generation and transmission. It is there that 
they fight most bitterly. They don’t want 
these systems to be too independent. They 
don’t want them to have their own sources 
of power. They want the rural electric sys- 
tems to be totally dependent upon the pri- 
vate utilities for their power sources, because 
they realize that as long as they control the 
power sources, they really control the rural 
electric systems—and perhaps at some pro- 
pitious time they will be able to swallow up 
the distribution systems as well. So they 
fight bitterly whenever the issue is a source 
of power for the rural electrics and the pub- 
lic bodies which is not under the control of 
the Power Trust. 

That is why the words “insofar as practi- 
cable” have been inserted in section 44 of the 
Atomic Energy Act. It is power trust lan- 
guage. They know that they cannot, yet, 
win their fight against the rural electric sys- 
tems and the public bodies by meeting the 
issue directly. They know that Congress is 
not, at this time, knowingly going to throw 
out the window the 50 years of successful 
operation of the preference provisions. So 
they try to accomplish their end through the 
back door. They leave the preference lan- 
guage in, but they insert 3 little words— 
3 destructive words, 3 words, the meaning 
of which no one can be sure, 3 little words 
that can receive any interpretation that any- 
one wants to give them, 3 little words that 
strike the death knell for the preference 
provision. 

Let us just try to visualize a few of the 
obvious situations that normally arise in 
connection with the sale of electric power by 
the Government. Suppose a few miles away 
from a rural electric system, the Atomic 
Energy Commision should have a plant from 
which it has electric power to dispose of. 


Would it be practicable for the Commission 
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to construct those few miles of line in order 
to serve that rural electric system? 

Suppose a power company already had a 
line connected with the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission plant. Would it be practicable for 
the Commission to work out an arrangement 
for the power company to take the Commis- 
sion’s power and deliver it to a rural electric 
cooperative? 

Suppose a rural electric cooperative was 
willing to build a line to the Atomic Energy 
Commission plant in order to purchase power 
there, but it needed time to obtain a loan 
and construct the line. Would it be prac- 
ticable for the Commission to wait? I could 
go on and on like this. 

There would be no normal situation in 
which you could say definitely that service 
to a rural electric cooperative by the Atomic 
Energy Commission would or would not be 
practicable. In every case, it would be a 
matter of personal opinion. It would be no 
different from the varying taste which all of 
us have for different flavors. It would be 
like saying that vanilla ice cream should be 
eaten by certain people insofar as practicable. 
But with the other flavors available and with 
a group of people who prefer those other 
flavors, would it be practicable for them to 
eat the vanilla ice cream? 

So here, we can be sure that there will 
almost always be a number of possible ways 
for the Atomic Energy Commission to sell 
or dispose of the electric energy. Faced 
with all these possible alternatives, how can 
we say the Commission will ever find it 
practicable to sell to a rural electric cooper- 
ative or to a public body? 

Let us have some honesty in dealing with 
this subject. Let us have legislation that 
has some meaning. Let us not pretend to 
give preference rights—as they have always 
been given and as they should always con- 
tinue to be given—to the rural electric coop- 
eratives and to the public bodies, when, in 
fact, we are doing nothing of the kind. Let 
us not talk about preference and priority 
to public bodies and cooperatives when what 
we are really saying is that the Commission 
should do with electric power as it will. 
You either give preference or you don't 
and the Senate amendment to section 44, 
as emasculated in the conference report, 
does not give it. 

I feel very strongly about this subject. I 
feel strongly about it, in the first place, 
because I feel that we should not make fools 
of ourselves by enacting provisions which 
have no meaning. Or, rather, by enacting 
provisions which have so many different 
meanings that they might as well have no 
meaning. I have already pointed out to you 
how many different meanings the word 
“practicable” has, and I will welcome being 
informed just which one of the many mean- 
ings of “practicable” is intended to be applied 
to section 44. We should not ever pass acts 
containing provisions capable of so many dif- 
ferent interpretations. Just as legislators 
with pride in their work, just as any con- 
scientious craftsman, we should never turn 
out shoddy merchandise; and this provision 
as now contained in the conference report 
is the shoddiest kind of legislative merchan- 
dise. 


And I am strongly opposed to this part of 
the conference report because it is just not 
honest treatment. It is the worst kind of 
hypocrisy and duplicity. In its present form, 
it gives the outward appearance of dealing 
properly with the preference issue, but actu- 
ally it does nothing of the kind. It attempts 
to fool the people into believing that there 
is a preference provision, while all the time, 
through the device of those three weasel 
words, it destroys preference. I don’t mind 
arguing any issue that I believe in with any 
man, but for heaven’s sake when we discuss 
this issue, let us discuss just that and not 
try to fool one another by the use of duplic- 


ity. 
And I object strongly to the conference 
report treatment of section 44, because it 
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actually destroys preference. Preference for 
the people, in the use of the people’s re- 
sources, is a principle for which I have 
always fought and will always continue to 
fight. Until recently the battles on the issue 
of preference for the people and the people’s 
organizations, in connection with electric 
power, concerned the water resources of the 
people. It was hydroelectric power, made 
possible through the development of the 
Nation’s waterways, that we were talking 
about. There we firmly established, and 
through the years maintained, that cardinal 
principle of democracy that what the Gov- 
ernment owns, the people own. And when 
the Government put the people’s great nat- 
ural resources—the Nation's waterways—to 
work to produce electricity, the first use of 
that electricity was offered to the peoples 
themselves, through the agencies which the 
people created so as to be able to use that 
publicly-owned power, namely, the rural 
electric systems, and the public bodies of the 
Nation. 

Today we are on the threshold of a new 
era. We are about to enter into a period 
where the greatest natural resource of the 
people will be atomic energy. But the mate- 
rial from which this tremendous energy will 
be released belongs to the people as a whole 
just as surely as do the waterways of the 
country. So when that material is made 
available for the production of electric 
energy, the people should have the very same 
rights of first use of that energy that they 
have always had in connection with hydro- 
electric energy produced by the Government, 
There can be no distinction. It is merely a 
substitution of uranium owned by the people 
for water owned by the people. And whether 
the Government produces the power through 
the use of uranium or through the use of 
water, it is still using the people’s resources 
and it must still act for the best interest 
of the people as a whole and not merely for 
the aggrandizement of the Power Trust. 

Everything that I have said with respect 
to the conference report version of section 44 
applies to the treatment of section 182c. 
Section 182 deals with license applications. 
As the Senate passed the bill, section 182c 
provided that where “conflicting applications 
resulting from limited opportunity for such 
license includes those submitted by public 
or cooperative bodies such applications shall 
be given preferred consideration.” 

But as it comes back to us from conference, 
it reads that where “conflicting applications 
resulting from limited opportunity for such 
license include those submitted by public or 
cooperative bodies such applications shall, 
insofar as practicable, be given preferred 
consideration.” 

There they are—the same three little 
words—“insofar as practicable.” And the 
result is, of course, the same. Those three 
words completely nullify and destroy any 
preference that the rest of the language 
purports to give. The entire matter becomes 
discretionary with the Atomic Energy Com- 
missioners. Their personal feelings, their 
economic philosophies, their likes and dis- 
likes become the determining factors. 

It is precisely as though in a will all the 
property of the deceased is left to Mr. X, 
with the provision that Mr. X should take 
care of Mr. Y “insofar as practicable.” Un- 
der such a will, Mr. Y would have no rights 
whatsoever. It would be entirely up to Mr. 
xX—and to him alone—to decide what, if 
anything, he should do for Mr. Y. He could 
do nothing if he so desired, and Mr. Y could 
not do anything about it. 

So, here, if we adopt the conference re- 
port, if we allow these words to remain in 
the Atomic Energy Act, the Commission will 
be able to deny any preference to the co- 
operatives and public bodies, and no one will 
have the power to challenge them. 

We cannot accept the conference report on 
the preference provisions. We cannot accept 
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it because it is such poor legislative lan- 
guage—because it is so vague—because it will 
be so meaningless in application—and be- 
cause in its final result it will destroy prefer- 
ence for the people in the use of their own 
resources. 


We must emphatically reject the confer- 
ence report on sections 44 and 182c. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I yield 15 minutes to the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Madam President, I rise 
to oppose the conference report. I do 
so on two propositions. 

The first is that the conference report 
does violence, as has been so ably set 
forth and described by the Senator from 
Colorado and the Senator from Iowa, to 
the time-honored preference to rural 
electric cooperatives and other public 
bodies in the purchasing of power pro- 
duced by the Federal Government. 

The second proposition is that the con- 
ference report does violence to the will 
of the Senate, to the will of the Presi- 
dent, to the will of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and to the will and judg- 
ment of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

Madam President, it has been fully 
shown today that when the words “in- 
sofar as practicable” are added to the 
giving of a preference, there is taken 
away with one hand that which has been 
given with the other. Is it not ridicu- 
lous to say that these worthy groups of 
citizens shall have a preference insofar 
as practicable—that is, insofar as is 
convenient? Madam President, that, in 
my judgment, can be no more than 
giving almost a preference—that is, al- 
most, but not quite. I am reminded of 
the words of the ancient and beloved 
hymn, Almost Persuaded: 

“Almost persuaded,” harvest Is past! 
“Almost persuaded,” doom comes at last! 
“Almost” cannot avail; 

“Almost” is but to fail! 

“Sad, sad, that bitter wail— 

“Almost—but lost!” 


I do not believe the Senate will accept 
language, Madam President, which 
means that we “almost” gave a prefer- 
ence, but did not quite do so. 

I now wish to talk about patents. I 
wish to talk about them because, in my 
judgment, the position taken, so far as 
I know, by everybody, with one excep- 
tion, prior to the formulation of this 
conference report, has been abandoned. 

I first wish to thank the distinguished 
Senator from Iowa for his many cour- 
tesies to me in this matter, both in the 
discussions had on the bill prior to 
passage, and in his discussions today, 
Yet I remind Senators of the fact that 
he has acknowledged that section 152 
of the bill as passed by the Senate is 
gone. And section 152 was the section 
which provided for compulsory licensing. 
It was the section which would have pre- 
vented the development of monopoly. 

With reference to section 152, it is 
well known that the President of the 
United States wanted it. He called for 
it in his message of February 17 to the 
Congress, in which he said: 

Until industrial participation in the utili- 


zation of atomic energy acquires a broader 
base, considerations of fairness require some 
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mechanism to assure that the limited num- 
ber of companies, which as Government con- 
tractors now have access to the program, 
cannot build a patent monopoly which 
would exclude others desiring to enter the 
field. I hope that participation in the 
development of atomic power will have 
broadened sufficiently in the next 5 years 
to remove the need for such provisions. 


Mr. GORE. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator elabo- 
rate on that language about the few 
companies which have access to the 
program? 

Mr. KERR. Madam President, it is 
so apparent that this great program has 
been brought about first by Government 
expenditures of vast sums of money, 
and, second, through limited groups of 
great, powerful corporations, who had 
the facilities, and have developed them, 
both in equipment and manpower, that, 
as of this hour, they and they alone are 
in a position to go forward. They and 
they alone have the know-how that 
comes from vast research and great ex- 
perience, therefore they and they alone 
are in position to reap great profit if 
permitted to create or develop monopoly 
in this vital field of endeavor. It was 
that which the President had in mind 
when he said he hoped the Congress 
would have some mechanism to assure 
that that limited number of companies 
who, as Government contractors and at 
Government expense, now have, and 
have had, access to the program, cannot 
build a patent monopoly. He also said 
he hoped that participation in the de- 
velopment of atomic power will have 
broadened sufficiently in the next 5 years 
to remove the need for such provisions. 
What provisions? The provisions of 
section 152, which were in the bill which 
the Senate passed. 

The Atomic Energy Commission has 
unanimously recommended and urged 
the language contained in section 152 
to achieve compulsory licensing. Every 
Government official with responsibility, 
prior to the formulation of this confer- 
ence report, has set that forth as a prime, 
basic principle and requirement. The 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
unanimously, with one exception, has 
stood for the establishment and the rec- 
ognition and the implementation of that 
principle. 

The Senator from Iowa, on the floor 
of the Senate, said that it was basic, 
that it was a principle that had been 
recognized by the President, by the 
Atomic Energy Commission, by the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, and by the 
Senate itself, Madam President. The 
Senate wanted it to an even greater ex- 
tent and more available extent than was 
contained in the language as brought 
to us in section 152. The Senate wanted 
that provision broadened. 

I want to say that when the bill came 
to the Senate, section 152 provided a 
means for compulsory licensing, but it 
was a tortuous means. It was a restrict- 
ed means, It was a limited means. It 
was limited to 5 years. It was limited 
by technical requirements, 
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I thank the Senator from Iowa and 
the Senate for accepting an amendment 
suggested by many Senators but, in the 
final analysis, it was put into words by 
the staff of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

The Senator from Iowa brought back 
to the floor of the Senate the language 
which was accepted by the Senate under 
the Kerr amendment, and it was lan- 
guage calculated to implement section 
152 of the bill. It was language calcu- 
lated to make a reality of the recommen- 
dations of the President. It was lan- 
guage calculated to protect this country 
from the development of monopoly, 
which was in the minds of the President 
of the United States, Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, and the Members of the 
Senate when we approved that language 
and made it part of the bill. The bill 
went to conference, and I want to say to 
the Senate that section 152 disappeared. 
We talk about a performance of magic. 
The hand was quicker than the eye, and 
that language and that principle are no 
longer contained in the conference re- 
port. 

My good friend from Iowa says, “No, 
that is not in it, but section 182 (d) is.” 
I hope Senators will read section 182 (d). 
I have read it. I have combed it with a 
fine-toothed comb, and I say to the Sen- 
ate that I do not know what it is; but, as 
the farmer said, “I know what it ain’t.” 

I am much like the farmer who went 
to the zoo and saw a hippopotamus for 
the first time in his life. He was amazed 
and astounded, and was seeking infor- 
mation from the keeper of the zoo as to 
what that amazing phenomenon was. 
After some 30 minutes of explanation he 
shook his head, walked away, and said, 
“I don’t know what it is, but I know it 
ain’t a horse.” 

I do not know what section 182 (d) 
is, Madam President, but I know it is not 
protection from monopoly. It says “any 
license issued under section 103.” 

Let Senators read section 103. I chal- 
lenge the chairman of the committee or 
any other Senator to find the word “pat- 
ent” in that section. 

Let Senators read section 104 (a) or 
section 104 (b), and, in connection with 
those sections, section 182 (d). The bill 
does not say that he who receives the 
license “shall agree.” It says that the 
“Commission may require.” 

It is stated that a license received un- 
der section 103 shall have certain limita- 
tions. But section 103 does not relate to 
patents. It is not meant to include 
patents. 

Sections 103 and 104 (b) were both in 
the bill when it came to the Senate, but 
the cross-licensing of patents was also 
there in section 152. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Madam Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I am glad to yield to my 
good friend from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I invite the 
Senator's attention to the fact that any- 
thing which is contained in an applica- 
tion for a license under this bill, or any 
statements or agreements or commit- 
ments contained in such application for 
a license, inhere in and become a part of 
the license when it is issued. 
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Mr. KERR. But that is only with ref- 
erence to a license under section 103 or 
section 104 (b), which do not refer to a 
patent. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Madam Presi- 
dent, I do not wish to trespass on the 
time of the Senator from Oklahoma, but 
if there is an agreement in the license 
with regard to cross-licensing patents, 
that inheres in the license and becomes 
an integral part of the license. 

Mr. KERR. Madam President, I love 
the Senator from Iowa. He is a great 
man. He is a good man. He is an hon- 
orable man. But he is mistaken, be- 
cause section 182 (d) refers only to li- 
censes under section 103; and the word 
“patent” cannot be found in section 103. 

Madam President, no Senator has a 
higher respect for private enterprise than 
has the senior Senator from Oklahoma. 
No Senator would do more, within the 
limitations and opportunities of his re- 
sponsibility, than I would to protect pri- 
vate enterprise. But we do not protect 
private enterprise by creating monopoly. 
We do not foster an environment in 
which private enterprise can develop and 
expand by creating not only the oppor- 
tunity for a monopoly, but also a condi- 
tion from which only monopoly can 
emerge. 

Madam President, more than 100 years 
ago this Government began to enact an- 
titrust laws for the prevention of monop- 
oly in limited fields. We could only con- 
template fields which we could visualize. 
But who visualized the field of atomic 
energy? 

When steam came along, suppose 
somebody had sought the opportunity 
to obtain a monopoly on its use. Sup- 
pose, when electricity came along, some- 
body had sought the opportunity to se- 
cure a patent and a monopoly on its use. 
Madam President, people would have 
risen up in every section of our great 
country to demand the prevention of 
such an occurrence. Yet such an op- 
portunity is in this conference report 
with reference to atomic energy. There 
is no comparison between atomic energy 
and steam or electricity. 

Under the proposed legislation, if 
someone should receive a patent for the 
cure of cancer, it would be his property, 
although it might have been formulated 
from knowledge gained as the result of 
a $12-billion expenditure by the Govern- 
ment, 

I have watched the northern lights, 
or the aurora borealis, the most amazing 
natural phenomenon I have ever seen, 
compared to which all other things the 
Senator from Oklahoma has ever wit- 
nessed pale into insignificance. The same 
is true as we contemplate the future 
of atomic energy. We cannot see into 
the future. No man has yet discovered 
the source of the aurora borealis. No. 
man has ever explained that mystery. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has 
expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I yield the Senator 2 addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. KERR. The aurora borealis is 
the most amazing phenomenon of nature 
man has yet witnessed. Yet as all other 
sights are pale as compared to it, so is 


14355 


it a minor event compared to the power 
and glory and future possibilities of 
atomic power. Behold what God hath 
permitted and what man has wrought 
in unlocking the magic door and solving 
of the mystery of atomic energy. Yet 
this has been done by the expenditure 
of $12 billion of Government money. 
This was the people’s money and their 
interest in the results must be our pri- 
mary interest. Shall we now take action 
which will permit a limited few, in oppo- 
sition to the warning of the President 
and in opposition to everything we know, 
to gain a monopoly in this great field? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does not the 
amendment of the Senator, which was 
stricken out in conference, follow almost 
exactly the recommendation of the Pres- 
ident in his message to the Congress,’ 
which is printed on page 12 of part 1 
of the hearings? 

Mr. KERR. Indeed it does and the 
Senator from Oklahoma has made refer- 
ence to that Presidential action. 

The action of the Senate followed the 
language of the President. It followed 
the recommendation of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. It followed the 
recommendation of the joint committee. 
It followed the will of a majority of the 
Senate. 

Senators should not now be intimi- 
dated by someone who says, “If the Sen- 
ate does not accept the conference re- 
port it will deny the President the legis- 
lation which he wants.” 

Isay to him, “Will the Senate deny the 
President the legislation he wants and 
the provision he wants for the prevention 
of monopoly merely as a tribute to the 
stubbornness of one man?” 

I do not believe that the Senate will 
participate in any such unconditional 
surrender to the stubbornness of one 
man or the will of those whose purpose 
must be to permit the opportunity for 
the development of complete monopoly 
in the peacetime use of atomic energy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has 
expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I yield 10 minutes to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Pastore], a member of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Mr. PASTORE. Madam President, 
merely for the purposes of emphasizing 
the amount of work devoted to this pro- 
posed legislation, I remind Members of 
the Senate that the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy devoted 14 months to a 
study of thismeasure. In that period we 
held 91 meetings, both executive and 
public. We listened to more than 200 
witnesses. 

Iam amazed at this juncture to hear a 
rumor, which it now quite prevalent on 
the floor of the Senate, and which has 
been prevalent for several days through- 
out the corridors of the Capitol, that 
unless we agree to the conference report 
we stand a chance of losing for all time, 
and particularly for this session, all the 
work, all the study, and all the considera- 
tion which went into the preparation of 
this proposed legislation. 
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Madam President, I am one of those 
who do not believe that rumor. But if 
there is any substance to the rumor, the 
responsibility for such a result will fall 
upon the shoulders of the 6 Republicans 
who constitute the majority of the con- 
ference committee. 

Madam President, we are not very far 
apart when we speak in terms of com- 
promise and when we speak in terms of 
time that will have to be devoted to this 
problem in order to arrive at a reasonable 
and equitable bill. 

It has been said many times on the 
Senate floor—and I think it worthy of 
repetition—that the taxpayers of the 
United States have spent more than $12 
billion for fundamental research in the 
field of atomic energy. There are 
many—and I am included within that 
group—who feel that the time has come 
for private industry to play its part in 
this program. I am one of those who 
feel that the door should now be opened 
for all to come in, with a high degree of 
liberality, and make their contribution 
to the goal that we are trying to achieve 
through this act. 

What are we saying, Madam Presi- 
dent? We are saying to everyone in the 
United States of America who is en- 
gaged in free enterprise, Lou can now 
take advantage of the $12 billion ex- 
penditure. There will be no restraints 
upon you. True enough, you will invest 
your own money, but all we are asking 
you to do is to adopt the same philoso- 
phy that brought this act into being.” 
The United States is opening the door to 
all to come in, but by this very act we 
propose to allow the first few who come 
in to close the door to everyone else. 

If that does not shock every sense of 
reason, if that does not destroy the 
philosophy of the act, if it does not 
emasculate the very motives which 
brought this act into being, someone will 
have to answer the question for me. 

It has been argued that section 182 
does not constitute a monopoly. All we 
have to do is to read it. It has been 
brought out very clearly today that be- 
fore anyone can participate in this pro- 
gram he must apply under section 104b, 
which means that he will have to apply 
for a license in order to benefit from 
the research element of the program. 
Section 104 provides that once the prac- 
ticability of the research has been estab- 
lished, an applicant may apply for a 
commercial license under section 103. 

When the applicant comes in under 
section 104b, in the first instance, it is 
discretionary with the Commission as to 
whether or not it will require the 
licensee or the applicant for a license 
to agree to cross-licensing. I suppose 
the reason for the discretion in that part 
of the section is that now we are en- 
gaged in a research program, and every- 
one feels that those who come in must 
invest large sums of money for a very 
small return. 

After this license has been obtained, 
and after we have reached the level pre- 
scribed by section 102, where the prac- 
ticability is established, then an appli- 
cant may apply for a commercial license 
under section 103. 

What does the bill provide in that re- 
spect? Section 182 provides that pref- 
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erence shall be given to licensees who 
agree to allow others to use the patents 
which they acquire within a period of 
5 years. 

The one hiatus in section 182 lies in 
the fact that there will be only one ap- 
plicant, and there will be no opportunity 
to exercise any preference. Therefore, 
I maintain that it is an innocuous pro- 
vision. It results in no preference be- 
cause there will be no rivalry. The Com- 
mission will not be in position to say, 
“A shall have it because he agrees and 
B shall not have it because he will not 
agree,” for the simple reason that it 
will be dealing with only one individual 
ata time. If that one individual refuses 
to agree, of course there will be no agree- 
ment for a cross-license. 

The question has been raised as to 
the possible violation of the Constitution 
because article I, section 8, of the Con- 
stitution provides that the Congress can 
limit only the time of a patent, but not 
the exclusiveness of such patent. 

There is a legal question as to whether 
the Congress has the right to deal with 
the question of the exclusiveness of the 
patent, or whether the patentee who 
applies has, under basic fundamental 
law, the exclusive right to the patent 
and Congress has the right to limit the 
time only. 

If that confuses anyone, then I say, 
Madam President, let us rewrite section 
182 so as to provide that no license shall 
be granted to any applicant unless he 
agrees to allow someone else to use any 
patent which he applies for or acquires 
within a period of 5 years, if such a pat- 
ent is affected with the public interest 
and if it is designed to carry out the 
purposes of this law. I submit that if 
we rewrite section 182 in that manner, 
we will not violate any constitutional 
provision. 

But that is not the reason the prefer- 
ence was written into the bill. The 
preference was included because there 
was a very clear intent, from the begin- 
ning, to leave the patent ownership 
question wide open and unrestricted. 

The argument has been made re- 
peatedly that cross-licensing of patents 
would stifle creativeness and initiative 
on the part of private industry. Under 
my suggestion we would be allowing pri- 
vate industry to obtain a patent. We 
would be allowing private industry to be 
paid for the use of the patent, which is 
the important thing. All we are saying 
to private industry is, “We do not want 
you, through the provisions of this law, 
to do to others what you do not want 
done to yourselves.” To use positive 
language, “All we want you to do is to 
grant the same opportunities to those 
who follow you as we are giving you 
when we unlock the door to the benefits 
of a $12 billion investment.” That is 
how simple my argument is. 

What did the President of the United 
States say in that connection? He rec- 
ognized the problem when he said: 

Until industrial participation in the utili- 


zation of atomic energy acquires a broader 
base— 


The broadness of the base is what I 
am talking about— 


considerations of fairness— 
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Now we are talking about justice and 
equity— 
requires some mechanism to assure that the 
limited number of companies— 


Everyone recognizes that there will 
not be a stampede for these licenses. 
Not many have the money to enter this 
business. There will be only a handful 
of companies in the beginning— 
to assure that the limited number of com- 
panies, which as Government contractors 
now have access to the program, cannot 
build a patent monopoly which would ex- 
clude others desiring to enter the field. I 
hope that participation in the development 
of atomic power will have broadened suffi- 
ciently in the next 5 years to remove the 
need for such provisions. 


Madam President, every single mem- 
ber of the Commission who appeared be- 
fore our hearings took the position that 
there should be compulsory licensing. 
That was unanimously agreed upon. 
They all took the position that it should 
be for a period of 5 years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Rhode Island 
has expired. 

Mr. PASTORE. May I have 5 more 
minutes? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena- 
tor does not have any more time. He 
has used every single minute he has, 
plus an additional minute. 

Mr. PASTORE. One more minute to 
wind up up my remarks. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield the 
Senator 1 minute. 

Mr. PASTORE. Madam President, all 
I am asking is that we carry out the 
recommendation of the President, and 
the unanimous recommendation of the 
5 Commissioners; that we rewrite into 
the bill what we originally wrote into 
it when it came to the floor of the 
Senate, and that we repudiate the views 
of 1 member of the committee and re- 
establish the judgment of the remainder 
of the joint committee. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I have only 1 min- 
ute. Will the Senator give me another 
minute? 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does not 


the Senator believe, if we refuse to ap- 
prove the conference report, that the bill 
can go back to conference, and the con- 
ferees can adjust the differences in a 
very few days, so that a bill may be en- 
acted at this session? 

Mr. PASTORE, In my opinion, such 
amendments have already been drafted. 
The joint committee knows what is go- 
ing on. It knows what our problem is. 
I imagine the staff has already drafted 
Suitable language. It would not re- 
quire more than 2 hours to rewrite the 
bill the way it should be rewritten. It 
was written properly when it came to 
the floor of the Senate. Let us not be 
carried off by false rumors that there is 
a possibility of losing the entire law un- 
less we knuckle down to the will of 1 or 2, 

We do not take that kind of chance. 
If anyone dare do it, let him assume the 
responsibility of repudiating his own 
President. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Rhode Island 
has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I yield 1 minute to the distin- 
guished Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER]. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
I have prepared a statement setting 
forth the reasons why I oppose the con- 
ference report. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statement be printed in 
the Recor at this point. 

The being no objection, the statement 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR KEFAUVER 
THE GREAT ATOMIC HOAX 


For nearly 2 years now, while the drive 
to amend the Atomic Energy Act was being 
whipped up, the people have been fed a con- 
stantly increasing flow of propaganda whet- 
ting their appetites for atomic power de- 
velopment while making such development 
appear well beyond immediate accomplish- 
ment. 

Thus by keeping a bale of hay just far 
enough ahead of the mules, the private 
monopolists have been tempting the mules 
on toward the objective of rewriting the law 
which would turn this vast new resource 
over to private enterprise. 

The bait has been this, “It’s still a long 
way ahead, but you'll get it quicker if you 
will just let private enterprise, with its well- 
known zeal for competitive profits, take 
over.” There has been constant intimation 
that as long as the responsibility remains 
with government, progress will necessarily 
be slow. 

Thus, the record of statements by officials 
like Chairman Strauss of the Atomic Energy 
Commission and Chairman Cole of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy haye been full 
of such pessimistic utterances as “it will be 
5 to 10 years,” or “perhaps by 1975,” or “it 
may be 25 years before it is really com- 
mercially feasible,” or “it will be many, many, 
many years.” 

Increasingly this feigned pessimism has 
been belied by papers and articles appear- 
ing in technical and trade journals. But, 
of course, the general public does not read 
such journals. 

So it would be safe to wager that a ques- 
tion to the average man met on the way 
to work in the morning would elicit the 
impression that, with the Government run- 
ning the show, atomic power was still a long 
way off. He would probably add that Con- 
gress ought to hurry up and let private en- 
terprise in on the deal so that the people 
could get cheap power out of the atom, 

A few weeks ago the Electrical World, 
leading trade journal of the electric utility 
and electric equipment industry, carried an 
exciting story about two General Electric Co. 
atomic powerplant designs which the big 
company figures could produce electricity 
for 6.7 mills and 6.8 mills, respectively. This 
would beat the cost of coal-fired steam sta- 
tions using coal costing about $9 per ton. 

The general caption of the article said 
“Two Reactors Point Way to Wide Use of 
Atomic Power” and the subcaption said that 
“General Electric sees promise of A-gener- 
ated electricity at competitive cost to utili- 
ties in 5 to 10 years.” 

The article cites a General Electric credo 
which holds, among other things, that elec- 
tric companies will own and operate a num- 
ber of atomic powerplants within the next 
10 years” and that “this will be accomplished 
without Government subsidy, for production 
plant construction or operation, and that the 
Government-supplied fuel will be priced at 
cost-of-production levels.” 

Thus it is becoming clear that, as they 
begin to feel that the giveaway atomic en- 
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ergy bill is a cinch, they are beginning to 
tell each other that the Government-spon- 
sored program has actually brought the tech- 
nology of atomic power production to the 
point where all that is required is the invest- 
ment of $75 to $100 million in a big atomic 
powerplant to show that atomic power is 
already feasible, is already realized as & 
part of the country’s power economy. The 
people, if they knew it, could dictate the 
terms on which private enterprise would be 
allowed to participate, instead of being al- 
lowed to dictate the terms of the new atomic 
energy bill as the price of giving the people 
economically feasible atomic power. 

Nor is this the whole story. For the Au- 
gust 9 issue of Electrical World brings us 
a lead editorial with the caption “Nuclear 
Power Progress Can Be Speeded.” As I will 
note in a moment, the McGraw-Hill editor's 
prescription for speeding progress does not 
by any means fit in with the patent sections 
of the atomic-energy bill as reported back 
by the conferees. 

But, before discussing that point further, 
I want to call attention to the first para- 
graph of the editorial. It says: 

“Almost phenomenal progress has been 
made in nuclear power in the last 6 months. 
Before that hardly anyone promised a physi- 
cally feasible plant in less than 10 years, 
and each asked for another 10 to establish 
economic practicality. More recently these 
periods have been halved, not once but twice, 
and the hope is now held out that nuclear 
kilowatts will be on the line within 3 years.” 

This statement ought to throw an entirely 
new light on the need for hasty and ill-con- 
sidered legislation, designed to give away the 
fruits of the people’s huge investment which 
has made progress to date possible. 

Three years is no more than the time re- 
quired for construction of any large steam 
electric station. That means that feasible 
atomic power has arrived, under the Mc- 
Mahon Act. It means that feasible atomic 
power has arrived with the Federal Govern- 
ment serving as the general organizing cen- 
ter and financier for all the experimental 
and development work. It means that we do 
not need drastic changes in the McMahon 
Act to enable the people to get the fruits 
of their labor in lower cost electricity. 

In fact, this editorial opens wide the doors 
to the real situation in which the bill, which 
the sponsors are trying to rush through Con- 
gress, will mean the higher cost power re- 
sulting from monopoly control, rather than 
the low-cost power which would be possible 
with a Government atomic-power program 
paralleling and competing with licensed pri- 
vate development, 

The bill, as reported back from conference, 
would close the doors on such an active 
Federal program competing with the develop- 
ment of atomic-power stations as part of 
private utility systems. It would close the 
doors on the opportunity of the country’s 
2,000 municipal electric systems and 1,000 
rural electric cooperative systems to obtain 
low-cost power supply from their Govern- 
ment’s atomic-power resource. 

The only opportunity for a truly balanced 
American system of private and public de- 
velopment of this new and mightiest energy 
resource was closed when the conferees 
struck out or emasculated the Senate 
amendments which would bring the develop- 
ment of atomic power under the same power 
policy which Congress has consistently writ- 
ten into all laws governing the use of the 
Nation's waterpower resources. 

Any argument that the two resources are 
different in terms of the public interest is 
sheer hypocrisy, designed to deceive the 
people, and even Members of Congress, and 
so ram a bill through which will constitute 
the biggest giveaway in the history of the 
American people. 

The proponents of this bill would con- 
stantly persuade us that it is not a power 
bill. Yet the interests which are pressing for 
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its enactment are primarily power interests, 
electric equipment industries, and those 
other industries which require large quan- 
tities of low-cost power or which see possi- 
bilities of profit from the patents associated 
with its development, 

There is not a business or trade paper or 
journal in the country that does not discuss 
the bill primarily in terms of the fact that 
it will open the development of atomic power 
to the private power industry. 

‘The leader in the organization and conduct 
of the Atomic Industrial Forum is Walker 
Cisler, president of the Detroit Edison Co., 
the utility executive who has most openly 
favored legislation which would amend the 
Federal Power Act to free big electric utilities 
to engage in interstate commerce without 
coming under Federal regulation. 

Unquestionably his attitude was reflected 
in the opposition to extending Federal Power 
Commission regulation which applies to li- 
censees for waterpower development to apply 
also to licensees for atomic power develop- 
ment, A review of what happened to criti- 
cally important amendments, offered with 
the purpose of including the licensing of 
atomic power development under the same 
policy provisions as Congress has established 
to protect the public interest in waterpower 
development, is significant of the extent to 
which the bill is a power bill, rather than 
the contrary. 

Let me discuss briefly the amendments 
which have been offered and their fate to 
show that the bill under consideration is not 
in the public interest. 

In the first place, we should face clearly 
the fact that the bill, as originally reported 
to Congress by the joint committee, was 
designed to let private power companies in 
and get the Federal Government out of the 
atomic power business as rapidly as possible. 

In the second place, the bill provided that 
AEC could issue licenses for private atomic 
power development without a single one of 
the safeguards for the public interest in 
electric power that Congress has consistently 
applied to the licensing of waterpower devel- 
opment, 

In the third place, the bill did not contem- 
plate in any of its provisions a Federal pro- 
gram of public atomic power development 
to enable the people of the country, if they 
choose, to use their own credit to obtain 
low-cost wholesale power supply for their 
own community public and cooperative dis- 
tribution systems. 

In the fourth place, the bill did not con- 
tain a single provision according such com- 
munity systems a preference either as pur- 
chasers of energy developed incidental to the 
operation of the facilities of the AEC, or as 
applicants for licenses to develop atomic 
electric power. 

In both the Senate and the House a series 
of amendments were introduced to cure these 
deficiencies by making the provisions of the 
revised act, insofar as they involve the devel- 
opment of atomic electric power for com- 
mercial uses, consistent with the power 
policy which Congress has written into the 
laws of the land. But not a single one of 
these amendments survived the handiwork 
of the conferees in any effective form. 

There was the amendment introduced in 
both the House and the Senate to establish 
the basis for a sound AEC-Federal power 
agency program which could develop a cer- 
tain amount of public atomic electric power 
to provide a yardstick influence in an indus- 
try which might otherwise veer toward an 
all-out private monopoly. What happened 
to this amendment? It was defeated in the 
House but passed the Senate, and when the 
bill went to conference, the conferees elimi- 
nated this provision and substituted a num- 
ber of modifications of the language of exist- 
ing provisions which did no more than 
clarify what the act had authorized in its 
original form. The possibility of Federal 
participation in the atomic power program, 
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so far as the bill is concerned, is out the 
window. - 

Furthermore, the conferees accepted & 
contrary amendment which had passed the 
House, limiting the power distribution ac- 
tivities of the AEC to electric energy pro- 
duced as an incident to its research, de- 
velopment, and demonstration activities. 
This combination alone renders the bill a 
threat to the public interest in electric power 
and a precedent of dangerous import in 
terms of existing Federal power programs. 

The amendments, designed to recognize 
the traditional preference for public bodies 
and cooperatives which has been in laws 
passed by Congress for nearly 50 years, have 
actually been turned into a vehicle for 
serious damage to that vital principle. By 
insertion of the words “insofar as practic- 
able” in each one of these amendments, the 
effectiveness of the provision has been nulli- 
fied. But, far worse, if the bill is en- 
acted without striking out these misleading 
inserts, a congressional underscored prece- 
dent will have been established which will 
damage the case of rural electric cooperatives 
and municipal electric systems throughout 
the land. 

The record in the House suggests that 
the preference provisions, so canceled out, 
have been allowed to stay in the bill to ac- 
complish the very opposite purpose from 
that which actuated the sponsors of the 
original amendments. 

For this reason, I feel sure that the rural 
electric cooperatives throughout the country, 
who are watching our action on this bill, will 
recognize these amendments as amended by 
the conferees as a Trojan horse of the private 
power companies. 

Then we may turn to a series of amend- 
ments, introduced in the House or Senate 
or both, designed to make clear the purpose 
of Congress in the field of atomic power de- 
velopment as well as congressional recogni- 
tion of the importance of atomic electric 
power to the country's future, second only, 
if at all, to the importance of the military 
aspects of atomic development. 

These included proposed additions to the 
statements of findings and purpose, as well 
as provision for the setting up of a Division 
of Civilian Power Application and an Elec- 
tric Power Liaison Committee. 

None of these amendments can be found 
in the bill before us, except for the vestigial 
remains of the Division of Civilian Power 
Applications, in language which does not 
highlight the importance of the Commis- 
sion’s functions in developing or licensing 
atomic-power development at all. 

In other words, a bill which, if passed, 
would constitute, by all odds, the most im- 
portant piece of power legislation in two 
decades, is still being offered in a form which 
successfully masks its major purpose. The 
reason that major purpose is masked is 
because it would be intensely unpopular. 
The purpose of the sponsors, as shown clearly 
by the handling of all power-policy amend- 
ments, is to turn the development of atomic 
power over to private monopoly with as few 
public-interest strings on it as possible. 

I do not believe that Members of the Sen- 
ate want to be parties to such a gigantic 
giveaway. 

Now I have said that private-power mo- 
nopoly not only wants a bill enacted which 
will get the Federal Government out of the 
atomic-power business and turn it over to 
them, but they want it turned over to them 
so far as possible without regulatory strings. 
To prove my point, I want to refer very 
briefly to the fate of a series of amendments 
designed to bring the licensing of private 
development of atomic power under the same 
provisions as the Federal Power Act applies 
to private waterpower development. 

With the exception of certain procedural 
amendments, every one of these amendments 
failed to find a place in the bill before us. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


The Federal Power Act says that, in en- 
tertaining applications for licenses for water- 
power development, the Federal Power Com- 
mission must first determine whether the 
United States itself should not make the 
development and must turn down the appli- 
cation if it makes such a determination. 
There is no similar provision proposed in 
connection with the consideration of license 
applications for atomic-power development 
under the proposed bill. 

The Federal Power Act says that where 
their applications conflict with applications 
of private companies for development of a 
waterpower site, States and municipalities 
shall enjoy a clean-cut preference. As al- 
ready noted, the conferees have reduced an 
amendment intended to write the same pro- 
vision into the Atomic Energy Act to a zero, 
by incorporating the words “insofar as 
feasible.” 

The Federal Power Act says that licensees 
for development of the people’s waterpower 
resources shall not claim more than net in- 
vestment in the project as part of a rate base. 
A proposed amendment incorporating the 
same condition into the atomic energy bill 
before us was rejected. 

The Federal Power Act says that at the end 
of the license period, the United States may 
take over and operate the hydroelectric proj- 
ect on payment of the net investment, plus 
severance damages, and that, in connection 
with issuance of a new license, States and 
municipalities shall enjoy the same prefer- 
ence as they do in connection with the issu- 
ance of the first license. An amendment to 
this effect was rejected. 

Finally the Federal Power Act gives the 
Federal Power Commission authority to reg- 
ulate the books and accounts, as well as to 
require reports from private power companies 
holding licenses for development of the peo- 
ple’s waterpower resources, irrespective of 
whether or not they are engaged in interstate 
commerce. This is related to the privilege 
of using a public resource and involves no 
invasion of State jurisdiction over intra- 
state electric rates. But an amendment to 
extend the same regulation to private power 
companies granted the privilege of develop- 
ing the people’s atomic-power resources was 
watered down to the point that it is mean- 
ingless, on the ground that it was socialistic 
and an invasion of States’ rights. 

In other words, we have before us a naked 
atomic power bill, unclothed so far as the 
basic conditions hewn out over the years by 
Congress to protect the public interest in 
electric power are concerned. In the name 
of decency, we should send it back to the 
conferees with instructions to put on the 
necessary clothes. They will be found in 
the bill as passed by the Senate. 

There are many other parts of the bill 
which are out of line with sound public 
policy. The international section puts ob- 
stacles in the way of, instead of facilitating, 
President Eisenhower's great plan for coop- 
eration in the peactime uses of this new 
resource. 

The antimonopoly provisions are ineffec- 
tive and the least that should be done would 
be to ask the conferees to restore in full force 
and effect the provisions of the bill as it 
passed the Senate. 

The bill has come back from conference 
with its patent provisions wider open to the 
establishment of monopoly control of this 
new atomic industry than the original bill 
as it was reported by the joint committee. 
Not only have the important amendments 
introduced by Senators Kerr and LANGER and 
adopted by the Senate been stricken, but 
the conferees have gone further and accepted 
the version of the patent provisions adopted 
by the House. Thus the bill has altogether 
eliminated the compulsory or discretionary 
licensing of private patents by the Atomic 
Energy Commission during a transition 
period. 
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The provision for licensing patents may be 
interpreted as providing for a period of pool- 
ing patents. And the pooling of patents 
might well have the effect of stimulating 
progress which might otherwise be slower. 
Monopoly has never brought about great 
technical progress. 

This is recognized in the same Electrical 
World editorial on Nuclear Power Progress 
Can Be Speeded, from which I have already 
quoted statements to the effect that nuclear 
kilowatts will be on the line in 3 years. This 
ably edited trade journal is apparently not 
convinced that the best progress can be at- 
tained by each corporation going off into its 
corner and hugging its own patented inven- 
tion, Says the editor: 

“What could be seriously wrong with set- 
ting up a manufacturing pool to coordinate 
present disjointed efforts to make nuclear 
power feasible and competitively economical? 
It could provide a means for stimulating 
calm and logical decisions by a composite 
staff dedicated to sustainable composite an- 
swers on each detail. * * * The pooled tech- 
nology would be able to offer the nuclear 
power field the best possible developments 
in facilities whether for small mobile power, 
for propulsion in submarine, aviation, and 
rail fields, for export to industrially back- 
ward nations, and, above all, for sale of big 
units which utility power plants require. 

“Utilities could well stay out and let the 
equipment manufacturers merge their ef- 
forts toward the end indicated. Utilities 
need not hazard capital funds until a physi- 
cally workable and economically feasible 
plant is ready to purchase. Then they would 
presumably do as they have consistently done 
when building orthodox steam plant, namely, 
stipulate names of makers of each constitu- 
ent piece of equipment no matter who de- 
signs that plant as a whole. Individual 
manufacturers in the pool thus would still 
have to compete for their share of the nu- 
clear equipment business. That feature 
alone should forestall any cry of ‘monopoly’.” 

Then we come to this very interesting 
statement which may well be emphasized 
in support of a proposal to postpone hasty 
legislation at this time. The editor con- 
cludes: 

“The Atomic Energy Act now apparently 
sanctions the pooling pattern outlined. Each 
manufacturer of reactors and accessories 
should ask himself whether he would not 
gain more than he sacrifices by entrusting 
his present nuclear ventures to an industry 
hopper for the sake of a sounder and faster 
progress in ‘power from reactors’.” 

In its consideration of the report of the 
conferees the Senate faces a far-reaching 
choice between a huge giveaway of the peo- 
ple’s atomic resources to controlling mo- 
nopoly or sending the bill back to confer- 
ence for restoration of all the Senate lan- 
guage designed to extend congressionally es- 
tablished power policy to the atomic power 
business and remove the cramping grip of 
monopoly from this new industry. I will 
cast my vote in favor of the latter course, 
knowing well that if the result is to delay 
amendment of the McMahon Act until the 
new Congress meets, the statute already on 
the books is broad enough to meet the need 
for another year. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I yield 5 minutes to the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. Madam President, I 
shall vote against the conference report. 
As chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
and as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Antitrust and Monopoly Legislation, 
I have known that there is no question 
but that the amendment written into the 
original bill would have protected the 
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people. 
lows: 

Any patent hereafter g-anted for an in- 
vention or discovery useful in the utiliza- 
tion or production of special nuclear mate- 
rial or atomic energy which is found by a 
court of competent jurisdiction to have been 
intentionally— 


I emphasize the word intentionally“ 
used by the owner thereof for the violation 
of the antitrust laws specified in subsection 
105a may, on conviction of the owner for such 
violation, and in the discretion of the court, 
be forfeited and be declared to be the prop- 
erty of the United States, to be held by the 
Commission as the agent for and on behalf 
of the United States, and to be available for 
license to any person without payment of 
any royalty fee. 


In other words, that amendment would 
protect the common people, the rank and 
file of our people. That provision has 
been amended by the conference. It 
has been watered down and made al- 
most useless. I want to read how it 
has been changed, and you will note how 
the watering down is all in favor of the 
big corporations, and against those 
whom I represent here, to wit: the rank 
and file of our people. If anyone thinks 
that the senior Senator from North Da- 
kota has come to the Senate to vote 
for great big corporations who inten- 
tionally violate the law you are greatly 
mistaken. The voters of North Dakota 
sent me here to do just the opposite 
and to treat all folks fairly—rich or poor, 
strong or weak. Let us see what was 
done to that section. It now reads: 

Sec. 156. Monopolistic use of patents: 
Whenever the owner of any patent hereafter 
granted for any invention or discovery of 
primary use in the utilization or production 
of special nuclear material or atomic energy 
is found by a court of competent jurisdic- 
tion to have intentionally used such patent 
in a manner so as to violate any of the 
antitrust laws specified in subsection 105a., 
there may be included in the judgment of 
the court, in its discretion and in addition 
to any other lawful sanctions, a require- 
ment that such owner license such patent 
to any other licensee of the Commission who 
demonstrates a need therefor. Such licensee 
shall pay a reasonable royalty fee, to be 
determined in accordance with section 155, 
to the owner of the patent. 


In other words, if a corporation in- 
tentionally violates the law, that cor- 
poration, instead of losing the patent 
and having the patent go back to the 
Commission and to the United States, 
can turn the patent over to a subsidiary 
or another person, who may even have 
been a party in the original antitrust 
agreement although not arrested or con- 
victed by the Government. Therefore, 
instead of protecting the people, that 
section protects the corrupt corporations 
who intentionally violate the law. 

I may say, as all Senators know, that 
it has been a terrific job to enforce the 
antitrust violations up to this time—all 
during the last 60 or more years. Up 
to now, whether we have had a Demo- 
cratic Attorney General or a Republican 
Attorney General, no one has gone to 
jail for antitrust violations. Now, for 
the first time we have an Attorney Gen- 
eral who, when anyone pleads nolo con- 
tendere, brings that person when he 
again violates the law before a judge 


That amendment reads as fol- 
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and has him fined for contempt of court. 
In my opinion an honest effort is being 
made to have those who plead nolo con- 
tendere brought to justice whenever they 
violate the antitrust laws a second time. 
Our REA co-ops will be helpless unless 
the antitrust laws are enforced. Under 
the conference report enforcement would 
be a joke. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
will the Senator from North Dakota 
yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I believe the fact 
that the Senator’s amendment was wa- 
tered down and emasculated is a good 
argument against accepting the confer- 
ence report. Is it not true that in al- 
most all large industrial fields during the 
past 2 years, according to the report of 
the Federal Trade Commission, there has 
been a large concentration and a large 
number of mergers and monopolies, 
which we certainly do not want to have 
started in the field of atomic energy. 

Mr. LANGER. They have grown by 
leaps and bounds. Small businesses are 
going bankrupt. This year 50 percent 
more small businesses have gone bank- 
rupt than a year ago, as is shown in the 
Wall Street Journal report. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Has not the Sena- 
tor’s own subcommittee pointed out the 
need for tightening controls on industry, 
instead of slackening them, which would 
be done if this conference were agreed to. 

Mr. LANGER. It is essential, if we are 
going to protect the public, to have this 
amendment retained in the bill. The en- 
tire Dixon-Yates contract stinks to high 
heaven. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Madam President, I 
yield 8 minutes to the Senator from 
Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Madam President, 
it may seem a bit strange to those who 
read the debates in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of today, to read that a lifelong 
and loyal Democrat rose on the floor of 
the Senate and appealed to his Republi- 
can colleagues to stand by the recom- 
mendations of a Republican President, 
and thus perhaps deprive the Democratic 
Party of what might otherwise be a very 
valuable campaign issue in the November 
elections. 

The Republican President is against 
monopoly, and very properly so, because 
it was a great Republican Senator from 
Ohio who sponsored the Sherman Anti- 
trust Act in the 51st Congress, which was 
a Republican Congress. Officially, the 
Republican Party has been against mo- 
nopoly ever since. The Democrats are 
against monopoly, and it was a great 
Democrat named Clayton who sponsored 
the first major amendments to the anti- 
trust laws in the 63d Congress, and the 
Democrats have been against monopoly 
ever since. 

By happenstance there have been more 
rich Republicans in the North than rich 
Democrats in the South, and consequent- 
ly the antitrust laws have been used 
perhaps more frequently against the 
Republicans than against the Democrats. 
However, that does not alter the funda- 
mental principle that one is either in 
favor of the welfare of the people of the 
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Nation, as a whole, or he is in favor of 
concentrated wealth, which will gouge 
the consumer if the antitrust laws are 
not applied. 

President Eisenhower does not want 
the future tremendous development of 
atomic energy monopolized. 

He wants all to share in a program 
that has already cost the taxpayers of 
this Nation $12 billion, and under which 
the Atomic Energy Commission already 
has patented over 700 devices, with the 
end not yet in sight. Every one of those 
devices is open to all the people. 

Therefore - the President recom- 
mended, and the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission unanimously recommended, 
that we write into this law a compul- 
sory provision for 5 years of cross licens- 
ing, to prevent monopolistic control. 
That provision was unanimously 
adopted by the Senate. We went beyond 
that, because without any protest, so 
far as I know, the distinguished vice 
chairman of the joint committee said 
he would accept the Kerr amendment 
and take it to conference, and that in- 
creased the period to 10 years. 

I am asking that the Senate uphold 
the position of a Republican President 
as against monopoly and send the bill 
back to conference with an expression 
on our part that the minimum we want 
is to restore the language sent to us by 
the Atomic Energy Commission provid- 
ing for 5-year compulsory cross-licens- 
ing, on which the Senate was unani- 
mously agreed. 

Let no one argue that the weasel words 
substituted will do the job. It is said 
that we will give preference to those 
who agree to cross-license, but everyone 
knows that in these costly undertakings 
the word “preference” becomes meaning- 
less when we are forced to deal with 
only one corporation, and it says, We 
do not agree to give our secrets to any- 
one, and when we patent a secret we shall 
rely on the patent laws to use it to our 
our advantage.” 

So, Madam President, we must stand 
up and be counted on a fundamental is- 
sue today. We are either for the people 
and against monopoly, or we are for 
monopoly and vested interests. 

The junior Senator from Virginia 
takes his stand for the people on that 
issue. 5 

The second thing that was done to this 
conference report was to add, for the 
first time in any preference law, the 
qualifying words, “insofar as practi- 
cable.” 

We passed a number of acts relating 
to public power, and after 1934, when 
we organized rural electric cooperatives, 
we said they should have preference 
along with municipalities and other pub- 
lic agencies with respect to any power 
developed by a powerplant built and op- 
erated by the Government. That was 
provided in reclamation laws, in flood- 
control laws, in all laws dealing with 
the development of power. We put it 
into this bill on the Senate side, with- 
out a dissenting vote. What happened? 
It went to conference, and the words 
were changed. The conferences changed 
them in the Johnson amendment 
with reference to the sale of surplus 
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power from a plant built and op- 
erated by the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion. They changed them in the Gil- 
lette amendment with reference to the 
distribution of byproduet energy. They 
changed them in the Humphrey-Pastore 
amendment concerning licenses for the 
generation of electric power. 

Madam President, there are some 
words which are so simple and so funda- 
mental in their meaning that to qualify 
them is to weaken them. As Voltaire 
said, “The adjective is the enemy of the 
noun.” With reference to truth, hon- 
esty, courage, and loyalty, who stands 
on this floor and says, “insofar as prac- 
ticable’? Who stands on this floor 
when we hold up our hands and swear 
on the Bible that we will uphold and 
support the Constitution of the United 
States, and then says, “insofar as prac- 
ticable“? 

Madam President, I heard that one 
reason for this change was because of a 
situation in one of the New England 
States where there were no cooperatives 
in a given area. It is changed all 
through the bill, and changed for a pur- 
pose. It gives some future agency a 
discretion under which preference may 
be denied on a flimsy excuse. In the 
realm of discretion it would probably 
stand up in the courts. 

A few days ago I supported a flexible 
farm bill recommended strongly by the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN I 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Virginia has 
expired. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Madam President, 
I ask for 2 additional minutes, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I yield 2 additional minutes 
to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. It also was recom- 
mended by my colleague from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. ANDERSON]. Both of those Sen- 
ators are devoted to the welfare of the 
farmer. I felt they were right in saying 
that in the long run our farm interests 
would be promoted if we gave them free- 
dom and did not restrict them until the 
little man was restricted to the point of 
stabilized poverty. 

Madam President, I am devoted to 
agriculture. I feel as Jefferson felt when, 
24 years after he was elected to office, he 
said, “When I first entered on the stage 
of public life I came to a resolution never 
to wear any other character than that 
of a farmer.” 

Jefferson loved the mother earth from 
which he drew strength and inspiration. 
He was a practical farmer. He was a 
friend of the farmer, and he hoped the 
time would never come when more than 
50 percent of our people were engaged 
otherwise than in farming. Now only 
14 percent of our people are farmers and 
they receive only 7 percent of the na- 
tional income. 

One of the best things I ever did to 
help farmers was to vote to give them 
the benefit of cheap electric power. 

I want any Senator who does not be- 
lieve in that program and is not willing 
to stand by the President and the Atomic 
Energy Commission in giving REA pref- 
erence with reference to public power 
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from fissionable material to vote his con- 
viction. But let him not think he is 
fooling anyone on this floor or in the 
rural areas of the Nation if he votes to 
modify or qualify that simple word 
“preference.” We are either for the 
farmers or we are against them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Virginia has 
again expired. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I had 
prepared some remarks on the confer- 
ence report on the atomic energy bill, 
which I did not take the time to make 
during the debate on the report. I ask 
unanimous consent that my remarks be 
printed in the body of the Recor, at a 
point prior to the vote on the conference 
report. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR MORSE 


I would like to remind this body that the 
extended debates which took place here some 
days ago and the conference report we are 
confronted with at this time all relate to 
an effort being made to pass an amended 
atomic energy bill. The pressure for 
of this bill derives, ostensibly, from the desire 
of its proponents to meet the request of the 
President for amendments which would ac- 
complish two purposes, (1) to facilitate the 
international exchange of information among 
the nations of the free world on peacetime 
uses of nuclear resources and (2) to facilitate 
increased participation of private enterprise 
in research and development of peacetime 
uses of nuclear resources. 

I am emphatically in favor of both these 
general aims, as, I believe, is every other man 
who has attempted to amend this bill. Near 
the end of the last debates it was asserted on 
this floor that Senators attempting to amend 
this bill had been misled, misled by groups 
which were actually enemies of private enter- 
prise. That statement was an unjust and 
unfair reflection upon the Members of this 
body who have fought to improve this bill: 
it was a reflection upon our intelligence; it 
was a refiection upon the many fine groups 
in this country who have asked us, indi- 
vidually and collectively, not to pass this bill 
either as it came from the joint committee 
originally or as it appears here in the confer- 
ence report, The attempt to malign either 
the Senators who have fought to improve this 
bill and the peoples organizations who have 
solicited our assistance to that end will not 
be successful. When the facts are known; 
when the cards are down; when all has been 
said and done it will be those who have 
attempted to ram through a giveaway bill 
who will be held to account, by the people 
and by private enterprise. I do not believe 
that private enterprise must be handed 
bonanzas like this to survive. Indeed, I do 
not believe that a majority of the business- 
men of this country favor the passage of a 
bill which will promote not private enter- 
prise—but private privilege. 


THE GIVEAWAY OF THE UNIVERSE 


In the early part of the 19th century when 
the champions of privilege of that day were 
battling to maintain the trade barriers and 
monopolistic privileges which had come down 
from feudal times, a French writer, Frederic 
Bastiat, wrote an essay entitled, “Petition 
of the Candlemakers, a Petition from the 
Manufacturers of Candles, Waxlights, Lamps, 
Chandeliers, Reflectors, Snuffers, Extin- 
guishers; and from the Producers of Tallow, 
Oil, Resin, Alcohol, and Generally Everything 
Used for Lights.” This essay is a great classic 
in the literature of satire and the literature 
of competitive enterprise. In this essay, 
Bastiat reduced to absurdity the arguments 
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of the champions of trade restriction. In 
this fictitious petition, Bastiat urged the 
French Parliament to pass a law to encour- 
age private enterprise. He wrote: 

“Our petition is, that it would please your 
honorable body to pass a law whereby shall 
be directed the shutting up of windows, 
dormers, skylights, shutters, curtains, * * * 
in a word, all openings, holes, chinks, and 
fissures through which the light of the sun 
is used to penetrate into our dwellings, to 
the prejudice of the profitable manufacturers 
which we flatter ourselves we have been en- 
abled to bestow upon the country.” 

The petition, in short, called for an act 
of the Parliament to restrict the competi- 
tion of the sun with the candlemakers and 
allied vested interests. It was a long reci- 
tation of the national benefits which would 
flow from barring competition from the sun, 
It was a plea for privilege, for restriction of 
output, for denial of the right of all of the 
people to equal benefits from the sun and a 
plea that every man be made to pay tribute 
to producers of artificial lights. The jus- 
tifications for such a procedure were as logi- 
cal as they were absurd. 

This petition comes to mind when I con- 
sider this conference report. For this report, 
and the bill it recommends to this body, are 
a plea for the passage of legislation, in the 
name of private enterprise, presumbly com- 
petitive, free private enterprise when the 
results of this bill would bear little or no 
relation to the purposes which it purports 
to further. This bill is a bill to promote 
private monopoly and a gigantic giveaway of 
the peoples’ resources; it is a bill which 
would facilitate not the development of 
atomic energy for peacetime purposes, but 
the development of private privilege monop- 
oly, and free income, that is, unearned 
income. 

Yet this bill, like the petition of the can- 
dlemakers, is brought to us in the name 
of free competitive private enterprise. Like 
the petition of the candlemakers, the logic 
of the proponents of this bill is as sound 
as it is absurd. 

We are advised that this bill is designed 
to promote participation of private indi- 
viduals and corporations in the development 
of peacetime uses of nuclear resources. Yet 
this bill is loaded with provisions which will 
only create monopoly and permit a handful 
of great corporations to corner the market on 
much of the know-how of this great new 
resource. 

This bill deals with the stuff of the uni- 
verse, the very forces of physical creation, 
Yet this bill has been brought in here as 
though it were dealing with the latest plans 
for the Post Office or rivers and harbors. 

There is sound reason to believe that the 
forces we have uncovered in the nuclear field 
in recent years will have an impact upon 
humanity which will dwarf the influences 
growing out of the discovery of America, yet 
the approach here is casual—too casual for 
my taste and that of millions of Americans. 

As a matter of fact, I do not really believe 
the actual approach is casual. I think it is 
only made to appear so. For I believe that 
the overwhelming purpose of this bill is a 
gigantic giveaway of resources, in techniques, 
knowledge, fuels, and what have you. 

If the proponents of this bill are acting in 
good faith, why should they attempt to ram 
through a bill facing such opposition? Why 
were the amendments adopted in this body 
before the bill went to conference emascu- 
lated in conference? Those amendments 
were directed at protecting the people’s in- 
vestment, protecting the freedom of public 
bodies and cooperatives in participating in 
this great resource, protecting the people 
from a private monopoly on atomic-electric 
power, protecting the people from bottleneck- 
ing and profiteering on patents in this field 
of research. The proponents of this bill 
would, in the abstract, support every one of 
these principles just named, yet in the origi- 
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nal bill and in the conference report those 
principles are bludgeoned to death or emas- 
culated to impotency. Does this not reveal 
the intention of those behind this bill? Is 
it not true that by their works shall ye know 
them? Is it not true that many of the pro- 
ponents of this bill may have been misled by 
the champions of monopoly privilege into be- 
lieving that this bill is good and that they 
will wake up shortly with a tragic hangover 
from the mental spree on which the friends 
of monopoly have led them these weeks? 

I think the answers to all of these ques- 
tions would lead to only one conclusion, 
This bill should not be passed this session, 
or, if it is, those who stress the urgency of 
its passage should ponder the consequences 
of the passage of it in this form and yield to 
the will of the majority of this body and 
insert in the bill the amendments passed 
by the Senate, and in their original form. 
This is the least that we can expect as an 
evidence of good faith on the “urgency of 
this bill.” 

On behalf of the taxpayers, consumers, 
farmers, indeed, on behalf of all of the peo- 
ple of this Nation, except those who pant 
with the passion of monopolistic desire, I 
urge that this bill be recommitted with in- 
structions to accept the Senate amendments 
as approved by this body and with instruc- 
tions to strike all portions of the bill in 
conflict with those amendments. 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Madam Presi- 
dent, I yield 2 minutes, or whatever time 
may be necessary, to the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. POTTER]. 

Mr. POTTER. Madam President, I 
take this time to propound two questions 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
committee, the Senator from Iowa. 

Would an electric utility company, 
acting as a licensee under the Atomic 
Energy Act, as amended, but operating 
within a single State and having no li- 
cense to transmit electrical energy 
across that State’s border to a sister 
State, be considered as engaged in inter- 
state commerce within the meaning of 
this amendment so as to subject that 
electric utility company to the regulatory 
provisions of the Federal Power Act? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is my per- 
sonal opinion that the answer to that 
question is “No.” 

Would an electric utility company, 
acting as a licensee under the Atomic 
Energy Act, as amended, and not now 
subject to the regulatory provisions of 
the Federal Power Act, and having no 
license to transmit electrical energy 
across that State’s border to a sister 
State, but serving customers within its 
own State, such as manufacturers of 
steel, automobiles, drugs, stoves, furni- 
ture, and other products, who are them- 
selves engaged in interstate commerce, 
would such an electric utility company 
become engaged in interstate commerce 
by reason of supplying electrical energy 
to such customers within its own State 
and thus become subject to the regula- 
tory provisions of the Federal Power 
Act? 

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
from Michigan has presented that ques- 
tion heretofore. I have sought the ad- 
vice of counsel on the specific question 
which the Senator is asking for the 
RecorD, and I would answer that it is 
my own personal opinion and that of 
counsel that the answer to the ques- 
tion is “No.” 
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Mr. POTTER. I thank the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Madam Pres- 
ident. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield myself 
5 minutes. 

Madam President, the cry of “monop- 
oly” is always a clarion call by which 
politicians can rally support and excite 
crowds. It is difficult to discuss a bill 
and point out something which is not 
there. There is nothing whatsoever in 
this bill which would create monopoly. 
There are provisions throughout the bill 
to prevent monopolies, and providing 
punishment for monopolistic practices 
and monopolistic activities. The li- 
censing sections provide for licensing of 
those who can qualify, both public and 
private cooperatives, and public bodies. 

In my judgment, there will be no more 
of a monopoly than may have existed in 
the past—in fact, not as much. There 
will be no more of a monopoly in this 
field in the future than there has been 
in the electric business or the electric 
activities of this country during the 
period of development of electricity in 
past years. 

The great misconception prevails that 
the uranium business is something which 
can be taken into a small enclosure and 
there concealed and held as the personal 
property of some individual or group. 
Again I submit that there is not the 
slightest evidence in the bill that that 
can be done. In my judgment, those 
allegations are only for the purpose of 
exciting those who are not thoroughly 
familiar with the bill. 

Mr. BRICKER. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe that 
Members of the Senate who have made 
such allegations have been misinformed. 

I now yield to the distinguished sen- 
ior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker]. 

Mr. BRICKER. There could be no 
monopoly unless it were with the consent 
of the local governing body, because a 
franchise is necessary before any organ- 
ization producing power can go into any 
city. Is that not true? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect, but the alleged monopoly over the 
right to use atomic energy is nonexistent 
in the bill. If a public utility or a co- 
operative should receive a license to use 
it in a certain area, it would not neces- 
sarily have a monopoly over the material, 
but it would have a power monopoly in 
that community similar to the power 
monopoly which now exists in every 
community. 

Mr. BRICKER. It is inherently a 
public utility. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is a local 
monopoly. 

Mr. BRICKER. And the Commission 
must furnish, under lease arrangement, 
the source material to all under equal 
conditions. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct. I wish to make it clear in 
the Record, however, that this is dan- 
gerous material, and any applicant for a 
license must meet certain qualifications 
of ability to handle such dangerous ma- 
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terial, so as to protect the public against 
infection. 

Mr. BRICKER. That provision relates 
to the health and safety of the public. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Otherwise, 
the license is nonexclusive, and is open 
to anyone who can qualify, subject only 
to the limitation of the amount of ma- 
terial which may be available for such 
use. 
Mr. BRICKER. I ask the Senator 
whether or not this material would be- 
come the property of the power-pro- 
ducing company or whether the title 
would still remain subject to recapture 
by the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The essential 
part of the material is leased to the 
licensee. The only reason in the world 
for the lease is that of the national se- 
curity, against the time when our Gov- 
ernment may have to recall that ma- 
terial for weapon production. Frankly, 
that is the only reason in the world to 
justify such a lease. If it were not for 
that, uranium and its products would 
be as free as any other metal in the 
ground, or the oil which so abundantly 
blesses the State of the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. BRICKER. I thank the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. WILEY]. s 

Mr. WILEY. Madam President, much 
has been written about what the con- 
ferees on the atomic energy bill should 
or should not have done. In the midst 
of other passing and pressing activi- 
ties, I have been glad to give considera- 
tion to the portions of the conference 
report which have caused so much dis- 
cussion. 

I have reference particularly to the 
REA challenges referred to on page 12; 
in section 44, the words “insofar as prac- 
ticable”; and on page 36 the same words, 
“insofar as practicable.” I have dis- 
cussed the subject with both Democrats 
and Republicans. I have received nu- 
merous telegrams from REA officials in 
my own State. I have talked the matter 
over with representatives of the Presi- 
dent, and I have discussed it personally 
with the President of the United States. 

These are the closing days and hours 
of this session. Men differ on practically 
everything, including the meaning of 
language and the significance thereof, 
Personally, I do not believe that the lan- 
guage which I have discussed—“insofar 
as practicable’—has the limiting effect 
that has been stated, but I am informed 
that steps will be taken by joint resolu- 
tion to clear up this question. That 
would eliminate probably the largest is- 
sue. Of course, if the report fails, then 
the conferees can make this change. 

If the bill should become law, the real 
question would be, Is it in the public 
interest? To me, that is the sole cri- 
terion. 

I remember what the distinguished 
late Senator Vandenberg, of Michigan, 
said about Senators. He said that for 
5 years we are statesmen, and the sixth 
year God Almighty does not know what 
a Senator is. Sometimes I think in an 
election year God Almighty does not 
know what Senators are, for the simple 


14362 


reason that Senators allow the political 
equation to enter into and dictate their 
activities and their reasoning. That, of 
course, is not true of anyone listening to 
me here today. Politics does not enter 
into our work here today—or does it? 

I am assured by the President of the 
United States that he has had the advice 
of the best authorities in relation to the 
objections of officials of the REA and 
others in relation to the patent section. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Wisconsin has 
expired. 

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. I yield the 
Senator from Wisconsin 2 more minutes. 

Mr. WILEY. In relation to the objec- 
tions raised, the President stated that he 
had written to the Senator from Iowa 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER] on the subject. The 
President stated to me that in his opin- 
ion the passage of the bill was in the 
public interest, and that it would not 
create a monopoly. 

Madam President, the President is the 
leader of my party, and he has the con- 
fidence of the American people. I am 
not a member of the committee which 
has had this question under considera- 
tion. I have listened to much that has 
been said on the floor of the Senate 
relative to the subject. I understand 
that the conference report was signed 
by all but 3 of the conferees, those who 
did not sign being Democrats, 2 in the 
Senate and 1 in the House. 

In view of all of the facts and cir- 
cumstances, and the direction and wis- 
dom which come from the White House, 
I feel that I should support the confer- 
ence report. Also, in order to clear up 
the maze of misunderstanding, I shall 
vote to delete, by joint resolution, the 
words “insofar as practicable.” 

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Does the Senator seri- 
ously propose that the Senate agree to 
the conference report and write it into 
the law, and in the very same breath 
pass a joint resolution repealing the 
same things? Would not that be a bi- 
zarre performance? 

Mr, WILEY. I do not know what the 
distinguished Senator means by “bi- 
zarre.” I have seen a good many bi- 
zarre performances and a number of 
jackass performances in the Senate, but 
I would not say this was one of them; 
legislative action to strike out the clause 
referred to makes sense tome. It would 
not repeal the bill. 

If we admit in humility that there is 
confusion, and we clear it up by strik- 
ing out a clause, we are doing the con- 
structive and statesmanlike thing. That 
is all that has been suggested. To quar- 
rel over the method is foolishness, unless 
of course there is some political end to 
be served. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Madam Presi- 
dent, our time is growing very short. I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. CORDON]. 

Mr. CORDON. Madam President, I 
shall vote to adopt the conference re- 
port. In doing so, I want it understood 
that I am not in agreement with a num- 
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ber of the items in the report. I believe 
that ultimately the meat of section 152 
of the bill as it passed the Senate needs 
to be enacted into law. I also believe 
that most of the arguments which have 
been advanced today are based on mis- 
understanding of both the conference 
report and the physical facts of atomic 
energy. Because the bill as it appears 
in the conference report embodies some 
basic administration changes that are 
absolutely necessary and, what is far 
more important and altogether vital, se- 
curity provisions which every passing 
day makes even more desperately needed, 
I shall support the conference report. 
Iam sure that when a full understanding 
of the basic facts of atomic energy is 
had we will be able to evolve the kind 
of a law my colleagues have indicated 
they desire and which, to a very great 
extent, I desire. There is adequate time 
to do that in separate legislation with- 
out incurring the danger of having no 
legislation at this time, which may well 
happen if we reject the conference 
report. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Madam Pres- 
ident, I have received a letter from the 
President of the United States in answer 
to a letter which I addressed to him on 
the 11th of August concerning the alle- 
gations that the bill, as it has come from 
conference, if enacted into law, would in- 
jure the REA and would create a monop- 
oly. I ask unanimous consent that a 
copy of the letter be printed in the REC- 
orp at this point as a part of my remarks. 
The letter clearly negates those allega- 
tions. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AvcustT 12, 1954. 
The Honorable BOURKE B. HICKENLOOPER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR HICKENLOOPER: I have your 
letter of August 11, 1954, with reference to 
allegations that the provisions of H. R. 9757, 
the atomic-energy bill now before the Con- 
gress, will adversely affect the Rural Electrifi- 
cation Administration program or the REA 
cooperatives. 

One of the basic and important principles 
of this administration has been and will con- 
tinue to be the protection, strengthening, 
and extension of rural electrification through 
the REA in the interests of the millions of 
farm people. 

I have examined this legislation carefully 
and have consulted with fully informed 
agencies of Government about it. It is my 
opinion that the bill does not contain any 
provisions that would be in any way harmful 
to REA cooperatives or to the Rural Electri- 
fication Administration. In fact the bill can 
greatly benefit the REA program in the 
future. 

In the event that atomic power becomes 
an economical source of electric energy, the 
REA cooperatives should and will have pro- 


tection as preference customers. The bill 
adequately provides for such protection. 

I am directing the Administrator of the 
Rural Electrification Administration to keep 
me fully advised concerning these matters, 
and to make recommendations to me for 
developing the use of atomic power for the 
REA program. 

With reference to the claim being made 
that the bill will establish a monopoly, I 
think the provisions of the bill itself give 
complete assurance of protection of the pub- 
lic interest against monopolies. Its provi- 
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sions with respect to patents adequately 
meet my recommendations on this subject 
and will prevent use of patents for monopo- 
listic purposes. 

The vital interest of the United States and 
the cause of world peace make it a matter 
of utmost importance that the bill as re- 
ported by the committee of conference and 
passed by the House of Representatives, be 
enacted. 

Sincerely, 
Dwicur D. EISENHOWER. 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I now yield to 
the Senator from California [Mr. KNOW- 
LAND] such time as he may require. I 
ask that 2 minutes be reserved at the end 
of the remarks of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
Senator from California is recognized. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
if I may have the attention of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nevada IMr. 
MALONE] there was a discussion of the 
conference report today, and the Senator 
from Nevada and other Senators asked 
questions regarding the words, “insofar 
as practicable,” believing that those 
words might water down the preference 
oe relative to waterpower distribu- 

on. 

I am prepared now to say to the Sen- 
ate that I have consulted with the 
leadership in the House and those who 
will handle the atomic energy bill on the 
floor of the House. I am prepared to 
follow 1 of 2 alternative courses. One is 
to submit a concurrent resolution read- 
ing as follows: 

That in the enrollment of the bill H. R. 
9757, entitled “An act to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes,” the Clerk of the House is 
authorized and directed to make the follow- 
ing corrections: 

On page 12, of the conference report, line 
35, strike out “insofar as practicable.” 

On page 36, of the conference report, line 
44, strike out “, insofar as practicable.” 


I wish to be absolutely frank with 
Senators on both sides of the aisle. 
Under the Senate precedents, a concur- 
rent resolution to accomplish the ob- 
jective would require unanimous con- 
sent; but it would solve the problem, and 
the House could handle the situation on 
Monday. 

To meet any possible objection to the 
concurrent resolution, I have already 
introduced a Senate joint resolution 
which reads as follows: 

That “An act to amend the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946, as amended, and for other pur- 
poses” be amended as follows: 

In chapter 5, section 44, in the third sen- 
tence, after the words “the Commission 
shall” strike out the words “insofar as prac- 
ticable.” 

In chapter 16, section 182, section “c”, in 
the last sentence, after the words “such ap- 
plications shall” strike out the words “, inso- 
far as practicable.” 


I am assured by the leadership in the 
House that the House will be prepared 
to act on Monday on the joint resolution. 
Then both the atomic energy bill and the 
joint resolution would go to the Presi- 
dent. He would sign the atomic energy 
bill first. Immediately thereafter he 
would sign the joint resolution, and the 
words objected to by the distinguished 
neor from Nevada would be out of 

e law. 
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Mr. GEORGE. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I have only about 
a minute, but I yield to the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. If the Senator can rely 
on the House in this way, why could he 
not rely upon the committee of con- 
ferees, who know most about this sub- 
ject, to take the bill back and make the 
necessary adjustments in a short time? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia that 
two basic problems confronted us. One 
dealt with the power preference, and the 
words “insofar as practicable,” which 
some Senators felt modified the pref- 
erence. 

Mr. GEORGE. Ihave listened to every 
word of the debate today. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The other problem 
dealt with the patent feature. 

Having served on the conference com- 
mittee, it is my personal opinion that 
should the bill go back to conference 
with several items in disagreement, we 
might find that the bill would be killed 
this year, or there might be a prolonged 
delay in the adjournment of the two 
Houses of Congress. That is a personal 
opinion. The Senator from Georgia has 
been a Senator longer than I have, and 
his judgment may be better than mine. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not wish to en- 
croach upon the time of the Senator 
from California, but there is no way to 
change a conference report by a concur- 
rent resolution. It cannot be done. A 
point of order could be raised in either 
House. A joint resolution is a legislative 
step, which must be taken in the same 
manner as in the case of any other legis- 
lation. In my judgment, if the bill should 
become law, there would be too many 
powerful vested interests in the way of 
changing the law by a joint resolution. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I respectfully disa- 
gree with the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia. I think by unanimous consent 
the concurrent resolution method could 
be used. From time to time both the 
Senate and the House have handled leg- 
islation in that way. s 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur- 
TELL in the chair). The Chair must ad- 
vise the Senator that his time has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. How much 
time remains on each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa has 2 minutes re- 
maining, and the Senator from Texas 
has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield myself 3 minutes. 

The proposal as announced by the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, to the effect that 
we should abandon the conferees and 
start legislating on the conference re- 
port was one of the most shocking an- 
nouncements I have ever heard made in 
the Senate. Mr. President, the situation 
is ridiculous. The action proposed would 
make a laughing stock out of the United 
States Senate. j 
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There are two principal issues at stake 
today. One is the phrase “insofar as 
practicable.” The distinguished major- 
ity leader assures the Senate, within 4 
minutes of the time we are called upon 
to vote on the conference report, that 
he and his leadership, and some leaders 
in the House, whoever they may. be, are 
willing to strike out that offensive 
language. 

The Senator does not say a word about 
the anti-monopoly section—the patents 
section. The distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] told the 
Senate a few moments ago that he was 
willing to accept the patents section, 
reported and supported by every member 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy but one. 

It seems to me that we should follow 
orderly procedure. We should send this 
bill back to conference. If we vote no“ 
on the adoption of the conference report, 
the minority leader proposes to ask im- 
mediately for a conference with the 
House, to insist on the Senate amend- 
ments, and appoint conferees. 

The House of Representatives is going 
to be unavailable this week. The House 
will be in session next week. No one 
thinks Congress will be through by Sat- 
urday night. Why should we brand our 
conferees as men in whom we have no 
trust and no confidence, and say they 
know nothing about the bill? Why come 
in here with a mimeographed amend- 
ment 4 minutes before the conference 
report is to be voted on? 

I appreciate the concessions which 
have been made. I think the very fact 
that the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Wir! made his suggestion indicates 
that our worthy opponents recognize the 
mistakes they have made. I do not wish 
to dwell on their mistakes, because I 
could not do it in 4 minutes. 

Mr. President, I think the orderly pro- 
cedure is for every Member of the Sen- 
ate, when the roll is called on the adop- 
tion of the conference report, to vote 
“No”; and if the conference report is not 
adopted, we will immediately make a mo- 
tion to send this bill back to conference, 
insist on the Senate amendments, and 
appoint conferees. That is the orderly 
procedure, and I believe the Senate will 
follow it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s 3 minutes have expired. 
There are 2 minutes remaining for the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HIcKENLOOPER] 
and 2 minutes remaining for the Sena- 
tor from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield 1 min- 
ute to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
MALONE]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. MALONE. Would there be any 
objection to a joint agreement to strike 
out these words? I ask that question of 
the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would have no 
objection. I have said I would offer a 
resolution, but it would require unani- 
mous consent to adopt a concurrent res- 
olution. I could move to take up the 
joint resolution. 

Mr. MALONE. The junior Senator 
from Nevada has no objection to this 
bill, except as to the words included in 
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the two parts of the bill he outlined this 
morning, and will vote for the confer- 
ence report if it excludes those words. 

The procedure for excluding those 
words must be definite, of course, so it 
might be well to find out if there is an 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s 1 minute has expired. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield myself 1 minute. 

It is not possible under the parlia- 
mentary procedure to exclude words 
prior to the vote on the conference re- 
port. Immediately after the vote on the 
conference report, if the conference re- 
port is adopted, a resolution will be of- 
fered by the Senator from California. 
That is the only proper procedure the 
parliamentarian knows which can be 
followed. It cannot be done otherwise. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator from 
South Dakota understands that this 
action will be a complete victory, because 
we have been trying to sustain the pref- 
erence clause. There is no question but 
that that will be done, because the ma- 
jority leader has said that if it cannot 
be done by unanimous consent it will be 
done by adoption of a regular joint 
resolution. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. May I say to 
the Senator I do not agree that it is a 
complete victory, because the preference 
clause was in the bill anyway. 

Mr.MUNDT. But this action will put 
it into language. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is a matter 
of the use of words, which satisfies those 
who feel it was not covered. 

Mr. MUNDT. It is a change in lan- 
guage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. Two 
minutes remain for the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield 2 minutes to the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia IMr. 
GEORGE]. 

Mr. President, I ask for order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I dis- 
like to take any time to speak on this 
conference report. When the bill was 
before the Senate, and after it had been 
amended as it was amended in the Sen- 
ate, I was prepared to vote for the bill. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, may we 
have order? We cannot hear. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order, and the Chair 
asks the guests in the gallery to be in or- 
der also. 

The Senator from Georgia will con- 
tinue. 

Mr. GEORGE. I had just said, Mr. 
President, that when we considered the 
bill in the Senate, and after the amend- 
ments had been made to the bill, I was 
prepared to vote for the bill as amended. 
However, I do most of my voting before 
8 o’clock at night, and the final vote on 
this bill came at 10 o’clock in the eve- 
ning, and I was not here. I was pre- 
pared to vote for the bill with the Senate 
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amendments. I would still vote for the 
bill with the Senate amendments. 

There is now an effort to doctor the 
conference report, first by a resolution, 
which would require unanimous consent. 
We could not get unanimous consent, be- 
cause the concurrent resolution would 
be subject to a point of order in the Sen- 
ate and in the other House, and an in- 
dividual objection could block it. 

Of course, we can always pass a law 
and the next day repeal it, but why pass 
a law just for the sake of repealing it? 
That is not the orderly process. 

Although the distinguished majority 
leader thinks such action could be taken, 
he will find that if this bill becomes a 
law there are interests in this country 
who will insist on it remaining law. The 
joint resolution which the majority lead- 
er would offer would have the full effect 
of a statute. It would be just as though 
we put a bill in the hopper, and passed it, 
if it took its orderly course. 

In this case, Mr. President, I shall re- 
gard this as the most important vote 
I shall cast at this session of the Con- 
gress, and perhaps the most important 
vote I have ever cast. I shall vote to 
recommit the bill to conference by re- 
jecting the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
for debate has expired. The question is 
on agreeing to the conference report. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Gore McCarran 
Anderson Green McCarthy 
Barrett Hayden McClellan 
Beall Hendrickson Millikin 
Bennett Hennings Monroney 
Hickenlooper Morse 
Bricker Hill Mundt 
Burke Holland Murray 
Bush Humphrey Neely 
Butler Ives Pastore 
Byrd Jackson Payne 
Carlson Jenner Potter 
Case Johnson, Colo. Purtell 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Reynolds 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Cooper Kefauver Russell 
Cordon Kennedy Saltonstall 
Crippa Kerr Schoeppel 
Daniel Kilgore Smathers 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, Maine 
Douglas Kuchel Smith, N. J. 
Dworshak Langer Stennis 
Ellender Lehman Symington 
Ervin Lennon Thye 
Ferguson Long Upton 
Frear Magnuson Watkins 
Fulbright Malone Welker 
George Mansfield Wiley 
Gillette Martin Williams 
Goldwater Maybank Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
request the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the conference 
report, is it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays having been ordered, the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MAYBANE (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a live pair 
with the distinguished senior Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]. If 
he were present—and he had intended 
to be present—he would vote “yea.” If 
I were permitted to vote, I would vote 
“nay.” I therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. JENNER. My colleague, the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. CAPEHART], is in Indiana on official 
business. He had intended to return to 
the Senate and to vote in the affirmative. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EasTLAND] is also absent 
from the Senate on official business. He 
had intended to return and to vote in 
the negative. 

In view of the circumstances, the Sen- 
ator from Indiana and the Senator from 
Mississippi have entered into the equiva- 
lent of a live pair, thereby eliminating 
the necessity of their returning to vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] and the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Durr] are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from Alabama 

(Mr. SPARKMAN] would vote “nay.” 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr] would 
vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS, I announce that on 
this vote the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN], who is necessarily absent, is 
paired with the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. FLANDERS]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Alabama would vote 
“nay,” and the Senator from Vermont 
would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas, 41, 
nays 48, as follows: 


YEAS—41 
Aiken Ferguson Potter 
Barrett Fulbright Purtell 
Beall Goldwater Reynolds 
Bennett Hendrickson Saltonstall 
Bowring Hickenlooper Schoeppel 
Bricker ves Smith, Maine 
Bush Jenner Smith, N. J. 
Butler Knowland Thye 
Byrd Kuchel Upton 
Carlson Martin Watkins 
Case McCarthy Welker 
Cordon Millikin Wiley 
Crippa Mundt Williams 
Dirksen Payne 

NAYS—48 

Anderson Hennings Magnuson 
Burke i Malone 
Chavez Holland Mansfield 
Clements Humphrey McCarran 
Cooper Jackson McClellan 
Daniel Johnson, Colo. Monroney 
Douglas Johnson, Tex. Morse 
Dworshak Johnston, S. C. Murray 
Ellender Kefauver Neely 
Ervin Kennedy Pastore 
Frear Kerr Robertson 
Geo Kilgore Russell 
Gillette Langer Smathers 
Gore Lehman Stennis 
Green Lennon Symington 
Hayden Long Young 
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NOT VOTING—7 
Bridges Eastland Sparkman 
Capehart Flanders 
Duff Maybank 


So the conference report was rejected. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I move that the Senate insist upon 
its amendments, request a further con- 
ference with the House of Representa- 
tives thereon, and that the Chair ap- 
point the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER, Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. Bricker, Mr. 
JoHNSON of Colorado, and Mr. ANDERSON 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 


SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1954 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur- 
TELL in the chair). The Chair lays be- 
fore the Senate the unfinished business, 
H. R. 9366. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, so as to extend coverage 
under the old-age and survivors’ insur- 
ance program, increase the benefits pay- 
able thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in- 
crease the amount of earnings permitted 
without loss of benefits, and for other 
purposes. 


EMERGENCY MARCH OF DIMES OF 
THE NATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR 
INFANTILE PARALYSIS 


Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I have 
learned with deep concern of an emer- 
gency that has created the need for the 
Emergency March of Dimes of the Na- 
tional Foundation for Infantile Paralysis. 

For many years I have had a vital in- 
terest in the battle against polio. Like 
millions of other Americans, I felt a tre- 
mendous encouragement upon reading 
that trial vaccine had been developed by 
Dr. Jonas E. Salk, a grantee of the Na- 
tional Foundation at the University of 
Pittsburgh. Here was concrete hope that 
something might be forthcoming which 
would prevent the crippling caused by 
this disease. 

Although hundreds of thousands of 
children received injections of the poten- 
tial vaccine last spring, polio incidence 
across the Nation today is mounting. 
This has created a grave emergency. 
Because so much of the funds contrib- 
uted to the March of Dimes by the 
American people have gone into the vac- 
cine trials, and into the purchase of 
gamma globulin, a temporary preven- 
tive, funds are exhausted for care of 
thousands of patients who need help. 

Iam certain all of us, realizing the sit- 
uation, will wish to support the emer- 
gency march of dimes scheduled for 
August 16 to 31 to obtain an additional 
$20 million for programs of polio pre- 
vention and patient aid. Both efforts 
are the result of strong public support in 
the past. Now, in this year of crisis, 
neither program must be allowed to 
falter. 

Mr. President, I am sure I express the 
warmest hope and conviction of the 
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United States Senate for the success of 
the emergency march of dimes together 
with our heartfelt prayers that the 
urgently needed funds will be raised. 
Through this midsummer appeal we 
may bring much closer the day when the 
Nation’s children no longer need fear the 
crippling after effects of polio. 


THE PROPOSED DEPORTATION OF 
MRS. MATRONA G. KARPUK 


Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I am in- 
troducing a bill today for the relief of 
Mrs. Matrona G. Karpuk, realizing that 
it is very unlikely the bill can be acted 
on during this Congress. 

However, Mrs. Karpuk has appealed an 
order of deportation to the Board of 
Immigration Appeals and the Board 
probably will not hear the case until in 
the fall, and I plan to notify the Attor- 
ney General and the Commissioner of 
the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service that the bill will be reintroduced 
at the next session of Congress in the 
event that is necessary. 

My interest in this case was aroused 
as a result of articles in the Baltimore 
Sun reporting that this 61-year-old 
grandmother was ordered deported after 
42 years in the United States. 

The Baltimore Sun commented edi- 
torially by saying: 

That her son fought in World War II as 
a major and that she is loyal to her adopted 
country are facts ruled out as irrelevant by 
the immigration examiner. 

We suggest that further proceedings in the 
case of the United States versus Grandma 
Karpuk amount to persecution so far as 
grandma is concerned, and are a waste of 
time so far as the United States of America 
is concerned, and that the President ought 
to step in and tell the Attorney General to 
tell these vigilant bureaucrats to stop per- 
secuting grandma and bait their hooks for 
bigger fish. 


Following these newspaper stories I 
invited Mrs. Karpuk, her husband, son, 
and daughter to visit me, and I then 
wrote to the Attorney General request- 
ing that he review the entire case. 

The matter is now before a board of 
review, but, unfortunately, it will not be 
disposed of until after Congress ad- 
journs. Therefore, I am introducing 
this bill at this time and will reintroduce 
it next January if necessary. 

I sincerely hope that prior to January 
the Department of Justice will have given 
a favorable decision in this case and in- 
troduction of the bill will not be needed. 


AFTER GENEVA: AMERICAN POL- 
ICY—GERMANY AND JAPAN 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
throughout the spring and summer the 
problem of Indochina has come periodi- 
cally to the attention of the Senate. It 
has been perhaps the most important 
question of foreign policy to arise during 
the 83d Congress. From time to time 
I have had occasion to make observa- 
tions on the subject here on the floor 
of the Senate. More often I have 
listened to others and enriched my un- 
derstanding of the issues involved. 

The conflict in Indochina has been 
stilled by the armistice recently nego- 
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tiated in Geneva. This conflict is not 
likely to erupt again in the next few 
months; nor is there much likelihood 
that diplomatic activity now in progress 
looking to the defense of southeast Asia 
will lead to fruitful results in the imme- 
diate future. 

The tide of international affairs is 
flowing on in the aftermath of Geneva 
to new crests elsewhere on the globe. 
I should like, therefore, to address my- 
self to the situation in two other areas— 
areas which in the next few months may 
become keys of decision in the struggle 
to turn back the drive of totalitarian 
ccmmunism. These areas are Germany 
and Japan. 

Before doing so, however, if the Senate 
will bear with me for a few moments, 
there are some matters of conscience 
which I should like to set forth. In the 
heat of debate on the Indochina issue 
some of us may have slipped momen- 
tarily into partisanship. For the most 
part, however, these discussions of Indo- 
china have represented a searching for 
an honest understanding of the problems 
which beset us in southeast Asia and 
their relationship to our policies 
throughout the world. They have been 
an attempt to find answers—the best 
answers for the United States—not as 
Republicans or Democrats but as 
Americans. 

That, in my opinion, is as it should be. 
While there is no constitutional obliga- 
tion to compel the majority and minority 
to cooperate on foreign policy, I think 
the preservation of the Nation urgently 
requires us to work together with re- 
spect to these vital matters. 

I do not mean that we should agree 
simply for the sake of agreement, even 
when conscience compels us to disagree. 
I do say, however, that we should re- 
frain from seeking partisan advantage 
out of the misfortunes which the entire 
Nation sustains when our foreign policy 
misfires. 

Some sought precisely that type of 
advantage, perhaps unwittingly, in the 
fall of China to the Communists several 
years ago. They may have gained, 
temporarily, from this course, but the 
Nation as a whole is still paying for their 
thoughtless political profit. I hope that 
others will not follow this example, and 
seek similar gain out of the collapse of 
policy in Indochina. The temptation to 
take an eye for an eye in this situation 
is great, but it should be resisted. 

Both this administration and its 
predecessor have made important mis- 
takes in foreign policy. There is no per- 
fection in the conduct of foreign affairs 
any more than in any other human 
activity. Nor has either party a monop- 
oly on the sincere devotion to the wel- 
fare of the country and the wisdom 
which alone can guarantee that the poli- 
cies we pursue as a Nation will be the 
best possible policies. It is one of the 
functions of debate in the Senate to 
bring to light mistakes which may be 
made, and, as far as possible, to point 
the way to their correction. At the 
same time, however, it is in the interests 
of the Nation to recognize that both ad- 
ministrations—one Democratic, one Re- 
publican—have done their best to grap- 
ple with the present threat to us all from 
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abroad, the threat of international com- 
munism. 

It is against this threat that we must 
direct our common effort if we are to 
survive and prosper as a free nation. If 
we dissipate our strength in petty in- 
ternal dissent and fruitless name-call- 
ing we shall have little left for deploy- 
ment against the real enemy. 

One of the basic aims of the Soviet 
Union is to divide us among ourselves. 
Without realizing it, many of our own 
people have in effect supported this aim. 
They have spoken and acted in a man- 
ner which tends to bring about an irrep- 
arable cleavage between the two great 
political parties over issues of foreign 
policy. Such statements and actions, 
if continued, can only lead to the weak- 
ening and the ultimate ruin of the 
Nation. 

The way to avoid this catastrophe has 
been shown by the bipartisan manner 
in which the able, distinguished, and 
courageous Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. WILEY] has served as chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee and 
the cooperation he has received in this 
respect from the able and distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]. It 
has also been illuminated by the re- 
marks of the distinguished majority 
leader [Mr. KNOwWLAND]! and the distin- 
guished minority leader [Mr. JOHNSON 
of Texas]. The majority leader, several 
weeks ago, stated: 

Neither of our great political parties has a 
monopoly on patriotism. * * * Let us, here 
and now, Republicans and Democrats alike, 
recognize that there is only one group that 
can properly be charged with being “the 
party of treason” and that is the Communist 
Party and the underground conspirators. 


The minority leader, answering for 
those on this side of the aisle, replied by 
saying: 

We are ready to meet the President and 
the administration half way. As responsible 
men, we are ready at any time to cooperate 
in the preservation of our country. 


These two statements contain princi- 
ples of responsible leadership which set 
tie Nation's interest above the transi- 
tory interests of either party. If they 
prevail, the Nation will be safe regard- 
less of the perils which may beset us 
abroad. I trust that the integrity of 
these principles will be maintained in 
the political campaign of 1954, which 
they were not, unfortunately, in the po- 
litical campaign of 1952. 

It would be helpful if these principles 
were also refiected in congressional atti- 
tudes toward the Secretary of State. 
Secretaries of State, traditionally, are 
not expected to be popular, except in 
historical perspective. Nor have they, I 
regret to say, as a rule, violated this 
tradition. 

It is time to recognize, however, that 
they have made significant contributions 
to the welfare and security of the Nation. 
It is time to stop making a whipping boy 
out of the incumbent of this office, who- 
ever he may be, and to recognize that his 
job is and will always be difficult at 
best. It is time to recognize that the 
men who have occupied the office in re- 
cent years, whether Republican or Dem- 
cerat, without exception have striven 
with deep devotion to their duties to 
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safeguard this Nation, within the limits 
of their capacity and their support. 

There is a legitimate scope for criti- 
cism of the Secretary of State. There 
is nothing sacrosanct in that office any 
more than in any other office in the Gov- 
ernment. But if the criticism of the Sec- 
retary stems from the search for a 
scapegoat, if it stems from destructive 
partisan purpose, then it would be bet- 
ter for the Nation if it remained unex- 
pressed. Growing out of motivations 
such as these, criticism can serve only 
to reduce the Secretary to impotency in 
the conduct of his office. It will tie his 
hands at a time when all his skills must 
be mobilized if he is to deal effectively 
with the treachery, the force, and the 
trickery of the Communist enemy. 

With these thoughts—these bipartisan 
thoughts—in mind, I should like to pro- 
ceed now to a consideration of certain 
aspects of the international situation 
which are beginning to rise to the sur- 
fece in the wake of the Geneva Confer- 
ence. For the first time in many years, 
the guns are silent on every major front 
in the world. This unusual quiet does 
not signify genuine peace. While it 
lasts, what we may have is a period of 
shaky and uncertain coexistence. 

Some may dislike the term “coexist- 


ence.” Some may prefer the word 
“truce,” or the phrase “war without 
guns.” Whatever the preference in 


idiom, however, the fact is that we are 
either engaged in war in which Ameri- 
cans and others in considerable num- 
bers are being killed and maimed, or we 
are in a phase of nonwar or cold war or 
so-called coexistence. 

The danger in using the word “co- 
existence” to describe the present state 
of world affairs is that the coexistence 
may be illusory. It may be simply the 
lull before the storm which gives a false 
sense of security to some and a sense of 
oppressive uneasiness to others. 

Coexistence in a world stalked by to- 
talitarian communism is indeed illusory 
unless it is based on the utmost vigilance 
on our part, unless it is supported by a 
level of strength among the free nations 
that discourages aggression and the 
threat of aggression. 

The strength to which I refer is not 
to be measured solely in terms of atomic 
and conventional military hardware on 
hand and ready for use. This is an im- 
portant element, but strength is also 
compounded of many other factors. It 
includes the moral fiber of a people, or 
to put it another way, their staying 
power; it includes the diplomatic capac- 
ity to win and maintain the willing and 
active cooperation of other nations and 
the neutrality of still others; it includes 
strategic considerations; it includes eco- 
nomic health and vitality. 

Strength in an international sense is 
also a relative term. It is, today, the 
total strength—moral, diplomatic, mili- 
tary, strategic, and economic—of the 
nations linked together freely in the 
cause of freedom as against that of the 
Communist bloc, marshaled under the 
command of Moscow. A relative gain 
in any of these factors on our part 
means a relative weakening of the total 
strength of international communism. 
Any relative gain on their part, in any 
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category, similarly means a weakening 
of our position. 

For some time, it seems to me, the 
relative strength of the Communist bloc 
has been increasing in several of the 
categories to which I have referred. In 
military preparedness, we have been 
cutting back and reducing our Army, 
Navy, and Marine Corps; the Commu- 
nists have been increasing theirs. Ac- 
cording to a recent newspaper column, 
the Communist camp now contains ap- 
proximately 430 infantry divisions. On 
our side, I understand that in addition to 
our 17 Army and 3 Marine Corps divi- 
sions, there are approximately 100 allied 
divisions extending from Norway 
through Turkey. Perhaps another 40 or 
50 divisions are available in the Far 
East. The Communists already possess 
formidable air power, and it is increas- 
ing; they are pushing a vast naval build- 
ing program. Their arsenal of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons is expanding 
rapidly as is their research in scientific 
developments along these lines. 

To a great extent, this growth in 
Communist military power is based on 
the rapid development of industrializa- 
tion, not only in Russia but in the satel- 
lites of the Soviet bloc. So great has 
been this development that the Com- 
munists are now beginning to move into 
international markets in considerable 
force. Newspaper reports indicate that 
envoys from Moscow and Peking have 
made their appearances in capitals as 
far apart as Buenos Aires and Singa- 
pore, Oslo and Canberra, seeking wool, 
chemicals, steel, rubber, machinery, and 
consumer goods. Similarly, many trade 
missions are visiting the Communist 
capitals. 

The greatest potential for a growth in 
the relative strength of the Communists, 
however, seems to me to be found in the 
diplomatic field. In practically every 
major area of the world, they are on 
the diplomatic offensive. This is espe- 
cially true in Europe and Asia. Molotov 
is again pressing for a consideration of a 
security pact in Europe, and now, after 
Geneva, his proposal may receive a dif- 
ferent reception than similar proposals 
have obtained in the past. 

On the other end of the Moscow- 
Peking axis, Chou En-lai is attempting 
to charm the countries of Asia into sim- 
ilar so-called security arrangements 
aimed at the United States. In view of 
India’s progressive estrangement from 
this country in recent months, the activi- 
ties of the Chinese Communist foreign 
minister contain implications of the most 
serious nature. 

There are great stakes involved in the 
diplomatic struggle that is now in prog- 
ress. Here it is not a matter of a few 
resources, a few strategic positions, and 
a reluctant people being seized by the 
Communists and dragged into -their 
camp. In this diplomatic struggle, the 
willing allegiance or the benevolent neu- 
trality of entire nations is involved. 

The Communists are striving, by a 
combination of diplomacy and economic 
enticements, to drive the free nations 
further and further apart and to draw 
as many of them as possible into their 
orbit or into an intermediate stage of 
neutralism. The greater their success 
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in this drive, the more inadequate our 
relative strength becomes, and the more 
illusory the shaky coexistence that rests 
upon it. 

If this drive goes unchecked by the 
counterforces of freedom, then it seems 
to me that 1 of 2 possible results may 
be expected. A third World War will 
take place at some time in the not too 
distant future when the illusion of co- 
existence dissolves; or the world will wit- 
ness the gradual surrender without 
struggle of most of the free nations to 
totalitarianism. 

It is a grim prospect which confronts 
us, and because it is so grim, I want to 
call to the attention of the Senate the 
situation in two areas in which I believe 
a decisive test of the Soviet diplomatic 
drive will come. I refer to the countries 
of Germany and Japan. 

These two nations possess powerful 
sinews of strength of the kind I have 
previously described. Vast, literate, and 
capable populations give them an enor- 
mous military potential. Advanced in- 
dustrial establishments supply them with 
great economic and scientific power. 
Situated, as they are, on the western and 
eastern fringes of the sprawling Com- 
munist empire, they have incalculable 
strategic importance. 

Western Germany and Japan are pres- 
ently linked to the free nations by ties 
which evolved out of the military occu- 
pations following World War II. In the 
case of Germany, these are still ties of 
inequality; in the case of Japan, they 
are ties between sovereign equals. In 
both cases, however, situations have de- 
veloped which could bring about a sey- 
erance of the ties and thrust Germany 
and Japan into neutral positions, or even 
into close relationships with the Com- 
munist powers. 

These developments have not come 
about suddenly, although they appear 
now to be approaching a climax with 
great rapidity—especially in Germany. 
As long ago as 1949, however, they were 
beginning to become evident. I visited 
Germany in that year and reported to 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee 
on my return as follows: 

West Germany, in spite of the difficulties 
it has faced in the postwar years, is on the 
way up. * * * Although Germany is at the 
present time in a very weak position with 
two separate governments, it is potentially 
the strongest nation in western Europe, Ger- 
many is, in my opinion, the big prize which 
the U. S. S. R. now wants and, if necessary, 
she can and perhaps will offer the Germans 
some of the lands which have been taken 
away from them and are now occupied by 
Czechoslovakia and Poland. This, plus the 
creation of a Russian-dominated East Ger- 
man army, plus the Russian championship 
of a united Germany—on Russian terms— 
poses a difficult problem for the West. 


That was the situation 5 years ago. 
The same situation, intensified, exists 
today. It is intensified, I believe, pri- 
marily because of a possible change in 
Soviet tactics with respect to Germany. 
The Russians may now be on the verge 
of offering important concessions, econ- 
omic and political, to the Germans. 
They may be prepared to do so on the 
basis of 1 or 2 principal conditions: First, 
that the Germans abandon their plans 
for participating in the integration of 
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the defense of Western Europe; and, 
second, that the military forces of East 
Germany, Russian-trained and equipped, 
be incorporated into the defense struc- 
ture of a united Reich. In connection 
with this latter condition, the role of 
former Field Marshal Friedrich von 
Paulus will bear watching. He is the 
general who surrendered at Stalingrad 
and subsequently was director of the 
schools established in Russia to reindoc- 
trinate German war prisoners. 

If the Russians intend to act along 
these lines, then the appeal of national 
unity may well prove irresistible to the 
German people; it may lead them, in 
present circumstances, away from the 
West. 

Under Chancellor Konrad Adenauer, 
Western Germany has accepted the 
course of western European integration 
first and national unity later. The Ger- 
mans have accepted this course in pref- 
erence to one of national unity, Soviet 
style, and absorption into the Commu- 
nist bloc at the same time. There are 
signs, however, that Germany may be 
faltering. Recent local elections sug- 
gest a growing strength on the part of 
those political parties which favor im- 
mediate unification, parties which be- 
lieve they can maintain a kind of Ger- 
man neutralism by restoring relations 
with Moscow and by returning to the 
prewar Locarno treaty system. Two 
prewar German chancellors, Dr. Hein- 
rich Bruening and Dr. Hars Luther, 
have now openly alined themselves 
against Adenauer’s policies and in favor 
of this misleading alternative. The re- 
cent defection of Dr. Otto John, the 
security chief of Western Germany, may 
also be indicative of deep and disturbing 
political currents. Significant conces- 
sions from the Soviet Union at this junc- 
ture may be enough to swing the Ger- 
mans away from the West. 

There are dangerous trends in Ger- 
many today. In my view, they have 
developed because of the interminable 
delays in restoring full sovereignty to 
Western Germany and in establishing 
the European Defense Community. 
EDC promised, at one time, to cap the 
movement towards western European 
unity which began in the early postwar 
years. EDC offered both assurances 
against the return of German militarism 
and security for Germany against the 
expanding Communist empire. It also 
promised to provide an avenue for Ger- 
man participation, as an equal in the 
defense of the west, so that our share 
in that defense might be reduced. 

Months and years have elapsed since 
French genius produced EDC. But EDC 
still waits on French acceptance. In the 
meantime, the hope for integration slips 
away. Germany remains in a position 
of frustrating political inequality. The 
burden of its defense continues to fall 
on the occupation forces of the United 
States, Britain, and France. 

The Germans are not likely to acqui- 
esce for much longer in their present 
uncertain and inferior status. They 
have made a fantastic recovery from 
the war and now have the most power- 
ful and dynamic economy on the main- 
land of Western Europe. They are in 
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a position to listen to and to bargain 
with the East. 

After returning from Europe in 1951, 
I reported to the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives 
that: 

In any defense plan for Western Europe, 
West Germany must be an integral and sub- 
stantial part. We must meet the West Ger- 
mans at the council table and decide what 
part they will accept as their share in men, 
money, and equipment in the defense of 
Western Europe. * * * (The Germans) 
should be allowed to rearm in their own 
defense and we should recognize West Ger- 
many as an equal. 


That was, in my view, the need three 
and a half years ago. It is an even more 
urgent need now. Senate Resolution 295, 
which passed by a vote of 88 to 0 just a 
few days ago, indicates the sentiment of 
this body with respect to restoring equal- 
ity to Germany and securing their par- 
ticipation in the joint defense of the 
free nations of the West. I believe the 
administration should act quickly, in 
every practicable way, to give mean- 
ing to this resolution. It should act by 
the end of this month if EDC is not rati- 
fied by France. If EDC is ratified by 
the French Parliament by the end of 
this month—and if Italy joins in—then 
German sovereignty will be restored and 
German rearmament can begin. 

Mr. President, there is very little time 
left. The next few months may well 
reveal whether the Germans are to re- 
main linked with the free nations or go 
their separate way, a way which, in all 
probability, will lead sooner or later into 
the totalitarian camp. 

On the other side of the globe, in Ja- 
pan, a second dangerous crest is devel- 
oping in the international situation. 
The causes are not identical with those 
in Germany but they are just as serious. 

Unlike Germany, Japan has national 
unity. Full political sovereignty has 
been restored to the Japanese. They 
have been permitted to rearm in their 
own defense and are now in the process 
of doing so. 

These factors in the situation, how- 
ever, are dwarfed by the towering eco- 
nomic problems which confront Japan. 
To put these problems bluntly: if free- 
dom is to survive in Japan and if there 
is to be peace in eastern Asia, the Japa- 
nese must know with reasonable assur- 
ance where the next meal is coming 
from. At the present time, they do not 
know. 

To live as a free, peaceful neighbor in 
the Pacific, Japan must literally fish and 
trade. The Japanese have been able to 
do neither, adequately, since the end of 
World War II. The resultant deficit in 
their economy has been compensated for 
by the United States. We provided 
heavy doles under the occupation. More 
recently, we have made up the deficit 
largely by expenditures in Japan inci- 
dent to the Korean conflict and our stra- 
tegic interests in the western Pacific. 

The Japanese must turn somewhere 
if they are not to continue to depend for 
existence on an uncertain charity or tem- 
porary palliatives like military procure- 
ments which, in any event, are beginning 
to shrink. Trade outlets in northern 
Asia and on the Chinese mainland, how- 
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ever, are blocked by Communist control 
of these areas as well as by the policies 
of this country and the United Nations. 
These are the traditional avenues of 
Japanese trade. Efforts to develop sub- 
stitutes for them elsewhere have not yet 
met with notable success. 

A government of a free nation cannot 
expect to remain long in power, if it can 
hold out no hope to its people other than 
slow starvation or unending dependence 
on alien handouts. The Yoshida govern- 
ment in Japan has been on the whole 
cooperative with the United States, It 
is, however, a Japanese government. It 
will either have to pursue policies which 
correspond with the needs of the Japa- 
nese people or it will be replaced. 

Japan is now alined with the free na- 
tions but the alinement will grow more 
uncertain and tenuous under the pres- 
sures of economic realties, Unless con- 
certed steps are taken to meet these 
realities, where are the Japanese to turn 
for survival? There is no reason to as- 
sume that, as a sovereign independent 
nation, they will not turn away from the 
present alinement. There is no reason 
to assume that they will not veer toward 
Communist China, toward the Soviet 
Union, or both. 

If international communism seeks to 
sever the ties which presently hold Ja- 
pan on the side of freedom, it is not with- 
out resources to obtain this objective. 
Vast trading inducements can be offered, 
particularly with respect to the Soviet 
maritime provinces, Manchuria and 
North China. There are fishing and 
other concessions which could be made 
available in and around Sakhalin and 
the Kuriles. Rice, coal, and other re- 
sources, desperately needed by Japan, 
can come now from northern Vietnam. 

It is entirely possible that the Com- 
munists would be inclined to act with a 
relatively lavish and open hand if they 
might expect in return a growing Japa- 
nese neutralism and ultimate incorpora- 
tion of Japan into their system. 

There are measures which can be 
taken in concert with others which 
may forestall the loss of Japan to totali- 
tarianism. In this connection, the ad- 
ministration has recently announced 
that it is exploring the possibilities of 
closer relationships being developed be- 
tween Japan, Korea, and Formosa. 
Other possibilities may exist for increas- 
ing Japan's trade with non-Communist 
nations particularly in southeast Asia 
and in Japanese participation in tech- 
nical assistance programs in the under- 
development areas. 

Japan can be held in the camp of free- 
dom, provided that this country and 
other free nations do not ignore the seri- 
ous predicament in which the Japanese 
find themselves; provided we act to- 
gether and in time to deal with it. 

The weeks and months that lie ahead, 
weeks and months in which the Senate 
will stand in recess or adjournment, will 
be dangerous and difficult ones. We are 
entering into a period in which the Presi- 
dent and the Secretary of State may be 
called upon to make major decisions, not 
only with respect to Germany and Japan 
but also in connection with other areas 
of the world. ; 
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I think that the President and the Sec- 
retary should know that the Senate is 
cognizant of the burden they bear in 
conducting our foreign policy and that 
members of both parties will support 
them as far as conscience permits. 

After the setback at Geneva, a sense 
of renewed unity on foreign policy may 
be reasserting itself in this country. For 
a period, at the time of the truce, we 
were threatened by a wave of partisan- 
ship. But the Nation may now be draw- 
ing closer together in the face of ad- 
versity.’ 

There is already a framework of agree- 
ment shared by Democrats and Repub- 
licans alike on which bipartisan policies 
can be maintained and developed. There 
is, for example, little party disagreement 
on these current courses of action: 

First. No intervention by American 
Armed Forces in Indochina. 

Second. No recognition of Communist 
China by the United States and no ad- 
mittance of Communist China to the 
United Nations. 

Third. No Locarno pact with the Com- 
munists for southeast Asia. 

Fourth. The continued need for a Eu- 
ropean Defense Community. 

Fifth. The granting of sovereignty to 
West Germany together with its right to 
participate in the defense of Western 
Europe. 

Within this framework, we can pursue 
policies which will build greater strength 
in the non-Communist world—not solely 
military but moral, diplomatic and eco- 
nomic strength as well. We can act to 
maintain the level of the total strength 
of freedom in the world, at all times, far 
in excess of that of international totali- 
tarianism. We have the means to do so, 
if we have the will. 

Mr. President, if we are successful we 
can have more than an illusory coexist- 
ence which means running away in fear 
from every threat of a fight, an illusion 
which can and will be shattered at the 
whim of the Communist totalitarian bloc. 
We can have more than the futility of a 
third world war precipitated by the hot- 
heads among us who by some twisted 
reasoning believe that the way to stop a 
war is to act the part of the bully and 
start one. We can have, if we work con- 
sistently and without fanfare to build 
genuine strength, the peace we seek, a 
peace without fear, a peace of stability 
and of faith in the ultimate triumph of 
human freedom. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELKER in the chair). The Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, life is 
merciless to men and nations, who, in 
times that try men’s souls, flee from the 
contest with harsh reality and seek 
refuge in the warm security of the past, 
like an infant nestling at his mother’s 
breast. 

The American people have for genera- 
tions lived out their lives in freedom, 
hope, generosity, and confidence in the 
future. Our ancestors, who fought the 
War of Independence and devised the 
Constitution, built up a great political 
capital fund, on which we have been 
drawing, generation after generation, to 
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enjoy a freedom and happiness we had 
not earned. We have lived over a cen- 
tury on the unearned increment of this 
political capital which other men had 
broken their hearts to win for us. 

It may be that Americans now living 
will never again see that happy world of 
freedom, of trust in human decency, and 
of confidence that, if one did his best, he 
would be allowed to enjoy the fruits of 
his labor, and his children would begin 
life higher up the ladder of success than 
he had begun it. 

It may be that the course of American 
history has been turned for a long period 
ahead, from the happy valleys and the 
sunlit streams sheltered by the constitu- 
tional wall, which used to keep out evil- 
doers. It may be that for years to come 
we shall haye to find our way over a 
rocky unmarked course, climbing higher 
and higher, amid encircling gloom to- 
ward cold and barren summits which we 
cannot eyen see. It may be that, like the 
Hebrew children, we shall have to march 
as a nation through desert and swamp 
and enemy attack, with the promised 
land only a gleam of hope on the far 
horizon. 

It may be that is the only road the 
American people can take if they are to 
be true to their great inheritance and 
their great destiny. 

I say to you, the American people will 
follow any course, however dark and 
hard, if it will preserve, for them and 
the world, the great experiment in 
liberty under law which is their legacy 
from earlier generations of Americans. 

There is only one thing which the 
American people need from their Gov- 
ernment. There is only one thing which 
our people ask of us, their elected agents, 
in the task of keeping our Nation secure 
and free. 

The American people ask one thing— 
the truth. They ask us to tell them 
where we are today, and what we must 
do, to find our way out of our present 
difficulties, without surrendering our 
most precious possession, next to our 
faith in God, that is, our freedom. 

The American people will find their 
way over any obstacles, through any fog, 
against any foe, foreign or domestic, if 
they have the truth. I do not believe our 
people can ever find the answers to their 
present problems, if their officials feed 
them a diet of. lies. 

I am talking, Mr. President, about the 
so-called peace agreement in Indochina. 

I do not believe this is the time, Mr. 
President, when we should minimize the 
defeat which has been suffered by the 
United States. 

GENEVA IS A MAJOR DEFEAT 


The Geneva agreement is not a local 
defeat in Indochina. It is a defeat in 
grand strategy, in our ability to plan and 
execute a defense and counterattack 
against the new barbarian invasions. 

The Geneva agreement touches the 
very survival of our Nation and its civili- 
zation, on our own continent. 

Writing in 1952, in Asia Aflame, Dr. 
Ebed Van der Vlugt said, of the Commu- 
nist strategy for Indochina: 

From time to time, apparently reliable re- 
ports have come of immense Red Chinese 
preparations for invasion, including massing 
and training of special troops for the pur- 
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pose, and building of railways and highways 
to support the vast supply necessities of such 
an invasion. It could begin at any moment, 
or it could be postponed for many months. 
But, unless the Chinese Reds are checked by 
disaster elsewhere, it must surely come, 

For, like a mighty glacier, communism 
moves, ponderously but with crushing force, 
toward the domination of all Asia. And not 
of Asia only: after Indochina lies Thailand, 
after Thailand, Malaya. Then the stream of 
conquest will divide: one arm will turn west- 
ward toward Burma and India. The other 
will move south and east into Indonesia. 
Then the defense perimeter of America off 
the coast of Asia will have been outflanked. 
And by the time it is outflanked, commu- 
nism will be ready to contest with the West 
for the mastery of the Pacific and the shores 
it washes. 


There is nothing surprising in the vic- 
tory of the Communists in southeast Asia. 

Writing in Collier’s, on November 18, 
1950, General Chennault said: 


I am convinced that help from the Rus- 
sians for conquest of southern Asia has been 
promised the Red leader, Mao Tse-tung, in 
return for Russian possession of Manchuria, 
The Russians have got to have Manchuria, to 
get warm water ports, manpower, iron and 
coal—all needed, as the Soviet Union sees it, 
in order to protect its back door against the 
United States and Japan. I am informed the 
Soviets have been given, or have simply 
taken over, control of railroads and industry 
in Manchuria. Now it remains only for the 
Russians to fulfill their end of the bargain 
by helping Mao and his Chinese Communists 
to take southeast Asia. 


Let me continue with General Chen- 
nault’s warning in late 1950, when the 
Chinese Reds were already at war with 
us: 

Mao must have southern Asia, especially 
if he is to lose Manchuria. Southern China 
alone is a deficit area economically, which 
in the past always received its principal 
foodstuff—rice—from Burma, Siam, and 
Indochina. In the rich Asian areas south 
of China lie rubber, oil, tin, iron, and gold, 
as well as enormous export crops which the 
Communists in China desperately need for 
barter with the enemy world. If he is to 
establish any kind of working economic 
mechanism in China, Mao simply cannot 
pass up these assets. Possession of south- 
east Asia will give him food, industrial ma- 
terials, and a source of dollar exchange 
through exports. 


The United States has been out- 
thought, outtraded, and outgeneraled, 
while it helplessly watched the Commu- 
nists take over the two things they need 
most, food to quiet the rebellious Chi- 
nese, and exports to seduce our allies 
into the spider web of East-West trade. 

The damage goes deeper than that. 
Under Secretary Bedell Smith says we 
have agreed not to upset the Geneva 
agreement by force. What does that 
mean? It means, Mr. President, that we 
have agreed to give no military help to 
the rest of Indochina. The Red Chinese 
have told Laos and Cambodia that they 
may have French military advisers or 
British military advisers. But American 
military advisers? “Oh, no,” says Chou 
En-lai. And we say nothing. 

Under U. N., we can give no military 
help to Thailand which might upset the 
Geneva agreement. 

We are bound, hand and foot, to put 
no military aid into the states on the 
Communist frontier in southeast Asia, 
Mr. President. We cannot lift a finger 
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to give military help to the little coun- 
tries the Communists plan to devour 
next. 

Let us be honest with ourselves. That 
means the United States is guaranteeing 
Communist conquests, whatever double- 
talk we may hear. That means Locarno, 
Mr. President, however carefully the 
spokesmen at Geneva avoid the name for 
cynical recognition of conquests past. 
We are already committed to guaranty 
of the status quo, with the status quo 
fixed wherever the Communists decide 
to put it. 

The United States will be permitted to 
keep its vast military machine, so long 
as it does not attempt to do anything 
really serious with it. If you were Asian, 
would you think we look like a paper 
tiger, Mr. President, all roar but no 
claws? Do you think the Communists 
may have planned to make us look that 
way? 

It does no good to say we did not physi- 
cally sign the Geneva agreement. That 
is the old excuse of Pontius Pilate, who 
washed his hands to keep his conscience 
clear. 

There is no competent person in Asia, 
in Europe, in the Americas, no one within 
the Soviet orbit, who does not know that 
the United States was the self-appointed 
leader of the plan to give the free nations 
of Asia the means to defend themselves, 
and that the United States has suffered 
overwhelming defeat. 


OUR THIRD DEFEAT IN ASIA 


‘The people of the United States today 
do not want rose-colored statements 
about our third defeat in Asia. The peo- 
ple of the United States are deeply wor- 
ried about the advances made by the So- 
viet powers in these three successive 
waves of conquest. They know Indo- 
china is a steppingstone on the island 
bridge which curves about the Pacific to 
Australia, and the first foothold on that 
island bridge is a threat to the military 
security of the American people in their 
own homeland. 

Where have we failed, Mr. President? 

Why have the Soviet master planners 
won three victories in Asia in 10 years? 
Just 10 years ago in the midst of World 
War II Stalin gave orders to turn against 
Chiang Kai-shek. He was obeying 
Lenin’s axiom that the Communists 
must, at the first opportunity, turn im- 
perialist war into world civil war. From 
that small beginning, just 10 years ago, 
the Communists swept on, until they had 
possession of mainland China, of 500 
million people, a third of the earth and 
nation after nation. 

In June 1950 the Communists struck 
again. Armed hordes of North Koreans 
swept across the 38th parallel to attack 
the peaceful people of Korea. A year 
later, when defeat seemed inevitable, the 
Communists turned to guile and won 
for themselves another long-drawn-out 
peace conference ending in a settlement 
on their own terms. 

The conquest of Indochina has been 
underway since Moscow sent Commu- 
nist-trained Ho Chih Minh to China in 
1925, to work with Borodin. It has been 
a predictable certainty since the Com- 
munists reached south China. A few 


months ago the Reds decided the time. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


had come for the all-out offensive to win 
the nation they had thoroughly softened 
up. They induced the western allies to 
hold a Big Powers conference in Berlin, 
so the whole wide world could watch the 
kill. 


What was the United States doing 
while the Soviet Union and its captive 
satellites were swallowing Asia? 

After World War II, our promised help 
to Free China was neutralized by the 
power of a small clique within the Amer- 
ican Government and in the press, which 
engaged us in a series of futile negotia- 
tions to establish peaceful coexistence 
between the Nationalist Government and 
the Red armies in China. We are hear- 
ing the same claptrap again today, 
peaceful coexistence. 

During the Korean war, the military 
strength of the United States was neu- 
tralized because the same small clique, 
within the State Department and the 
press, bogged us down in futile negotia- 
tions over terms for peaceful coexist- 
ence between Free Korea and Red China. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JENNER. I would rather not. My 
remarks are quite lengthy, and I should 
like to complete them. 

In January 1953, a new administration 
took over, pledged to put an end to the 
rule of this small clique which had so 
successfully neutralized the military 
power of the United States in Asia as 
in Europe, and had twice thrown away 
costly victories won by our fighting men. 
President Eisenhower approved the sign- 
ing of an armistice in Korea, with the 
pledge that there would be no more con- 
cessions to Communist brutality. 

That promise could be kept only if we 
had a strategic plan for defense of Free 
Asia and organized all military means 
needed to put the plan into effect. 

What did we do, militarily, after we 
signed the cease-fire agreement in Ko- 
rea, to protect the unconquered part of 
the world, of which Korea, China, and 
Indochina were the blazing frontiers? 

President Eisenhower took two most 
important steps to protect American 
military security. He rescinded the in- 
famous order, drafted by this pro-Com- 
munist clique, ordering the United States 
Navy to protect the Red China coast, at 
the very moment the Reds were killing 
our young men. That order had effec- 
tively stopped Chiang Kai-shek's block- 
ade and cost us untold lives. 

President Eisenhower also assisted the 
retirement of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
who had served in this time of betrayal, 
and appointed a new and very able 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, under the chair- 
manship of Admiral Radford. 

What else was needed? 

AMERICA’S RESPONSIBILITY AFTER THE KOREAN 
PEACE 

No one in the world assumed for a 
moment that the Korean ceasefire meant 
peace with the Communist war machine. 
The Communist war machine was in- 
vented, and has been operated since its 
establishment, as a machine for conquest 
of the non-Communist world. This pro- 
gram of conquest goes on without in- 
terruption day in and day out, regard- 
less of whether the Communists mo- 
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mentarily desire a shooting war or pre- 
fer the intervals of cold war to which 
they give the name of peace. 

What was the responsibility of the 
American Government? 

As I have said many times, the war in 
Korea never was a Korean war. The 
war which began in July 1950 was a 
struggle for all Asia on the battleground 
of Korea. That war can never be con- 
sidered except as a local campaign in one 
long war for the conquest of Asia by the 
Communists or, as we hope, its redemp- 
tion by those who love freedom enough 
to die for it. 

The cease-fire in Korea presented then 
the opportunity to use a lull in the shoot- 
ing to strengthen the military and stra- 
tegic position of the non-Communist na- 
tions of Asia in preparation for the next 
assault. The armed might of Red China 
operated, in the west Pacific, from Man- 
churia to Vietnam. The only possible 
answer for the unconquered nations was 
to dispose their force in one unified 
strategy, from the borders of Korea to 
the farthest ends of southeast Asia and 
Australia. That would be the clear 
warning that freemen in Asia could and 
would meet any attack by the Red Chi- 
nese at any point at any time. 

A grand strategy for the Pacific meant 
recruiting and training the largest pos- 
sible number of fighting men in the Re- 
public of Korea, in Nationalist China, 
and in the nations of southeast Asia 
which wanted to remain free. It meant 
also equipping the fighting forces of these 
little nations exposed to Red attack, on 
the frontier of the world struggle be- 
tween freedom and slavery. They needed 
and deserved the best guns, tanks, ships, 
submarines, airplanes, and other war 
material which could be made. 

I have said again and again that only 
Asians can win freedom for Asia. Asia 
does not want or need our manpower. 
I have also said again and again that it 
fits our self-interest, as it fits our moral 
code, to make sure that the armies of 
free Asia shall fight with the very best 
equipment which the free world can 
provide. 

I have said, and I say again, that the 
measure of our help to the free nations 
of Asia is the amount of war equipment 
and supplies which the Soviet Union 
gives to its puppet armies attempting to 
conquer the rest of Asia. 

I have said, and I say again, that the 
United States, as the greatest industrial 
power in the world, can do no less for 
freedom than the Soviet Union does for 
slavery. We must do more, to give mili- 
tary strength to the Asians who are fight- 
ing for independence. 

If that analysis is correct—and I do 
not see any other choice—the United 
States should have been engaged with 
the greatest possible energy since Jan- 
uary 21, 1953, in training and eauipping 
the fighting men of Free Korea, Free 
China, and Free Indochina, with the 
finest training, equipment, and supplies 
which our industries could supply to 
them. 

This is what General Van Fleet has re- 
ferred to as packages of 10 divisions or 
so of fully trained and fully equipped 
fighting forces in all the small but val- 
iant nations on the borders of Red 


14370 


China. If this policy had been followed, 
Communist China would have been con- 
fronted with the threat of active, well- 
trained, Asian forces from the borders of 
Siberia to the rice fields of Indochina, 
working in close cooperation with the 
courageous independent nations of south 
Asia, the Near East, and Europe. 

This simple commonsense prepara- 
tion would have meant that the moment 
the Red Chinese dared to move equip- 
ment or men across their borders to at- 
tack the peaceful people of Vietnam, 
they would face instant counterattack 
by the armed forces of Free Korea, Free 
China, Indochina, and perhaps the Phil- 
ippines and Japan. Probably the Reds 
would not have started a new invasion. 
If they did, the battleground would have 
been on their territory, not in the free 
countries. 

I am certain, with no mental reserva- 
tions whatever, that President Eisen- 
hower, Secretary of Defense Wilson, Ad- 
miral Radford, and the other Joint 
Chiefs, had every intention of support- 
ing the Korean cease-fire agreement with 
every means within their power to help 
protect the entire line of small nations 
which was threatened with the armed 
power of Red China the minute the ar- 
mistice was accepted in Korea. They 
knew it would be militarily and morally 
indefensible to release the battle-hard- 
ened veterans of the Korean campaign 
to attack another small nation, unless 
an alternative plan for its survival could 
be put into effect. 


HOW OUR MILITARY POLICY WAS HAMSTRUNG 


I have been searching unceasingly to 
find the invisible bars which blocked this 
obvious policy. Why did we not have a 
firm wall of Asian manpower on the long 
frontier where Free Asia faced the armed 
and ruthless hordes of Red China and 
her master, the Soviet Union? 

Why were the Red Chinese confident 
that the armies of Free Korea would not 
march to the attack, when the free peo- 
ple of Vietnam were faced with the Chi- 
nese Communist onslaught? Why were 
they so sure? Why were the Red Chi- 
nese so confident that the Free Chinese 
would not bomb the roads and railroads 
over which supplies and men were mov- 
ing for the destruction of a small and 
harmless nation? Why does Free China 
still lack the full equipment of ships and 
planes, submarines, and bombs which 
would enable it to protect its nationals 
on the mainland who are fighting the 
Communists, and to come to the help of 
other Asian nations whose borders had 
been unjustly breached? Why could not 
General Clark, during the Korean war, 
accept three divisions, fully trained, 
from the Formosan National Chinese? 

I believe, Mr. President, I have found 
the way by which American defense offi- 
cials were prevented from helping the 
free people of Asia from threat of a 
counterattack if Red China used the Ko- 
rean agreement to destroy another small 
neighbor. 

Recently the Senate passed the bill 
authorizing funds for the Foreign Opera- 
tions Administration, and the confer- 
ence report on it was agreed to last eve- 
ning without debate. I understand the 
$3 billion appropriation bill for the FOA 
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will come to the Senate for quick action, 
with the request that it must be rushed. 
But in the authorization bill I believe I 
have found the light, delicate, but oh so 
powerful silken threads which prevented 
our military leaders and Defense officials 
from carrying out the obvious strategy to 
keep Red China from new conquests aft- 
er the Korean agreement was signed. 

It is the internationalist collectivist 
lawyers who have neutralized American 
military power, and made our promises 
ridiculous before the world. It is difi- 
cult for us to believe that that vast ag- 
gregation of tangible power, called the 
American Military Establishment—and 
we give it billions of dollars every year— 
may be led by the ablest men, may be 
equipped with vast funds, may have huge 
numbers of trained fighters, may be 
fully committed to holding back the 
Communist threat, and yet be reduced to 
importance by the thin silken meshes of 
the law. 

THE HIDDEN HAND OF U. N. 

The mutual-defense bill, which passed 
with practically no debate, authorizes 
the sum of $3.1 billion for military and 
economic aid designed to strengthen the 
unconquered nations against a threat 
of Soviet conquest. These 3 billions of 
dollars added to the 10 billions still un- 
spent by this agency from past appro- 
priations, constitute the sum of 13 bil- 
lion available currently to block the ad- 
vance of communism. The silken thread 
which has made that fund unavailable 
for the needs of the free nations of Asia 
is the little clause which appears in 
the act stating that the Congress re- 
affirms the policy of the United States 
to achieve international peace and secu- 
rity through the United Nations so that 
armed force shall not be used except in 
the common defense. 

What is the common defense of the 
United Nations? Obviously, nothing. 
If there had been any meaning to the 
idea of common defense or collective se- 
curity, the United Nations would have 
acted to restrain Red China when she 
first attacked Indochina. Is not that 
correct? Red China would now stand 
before the bar of U. N. as a criminal, 
instead of flaunting her cruel triumph 
at Geneva. 

How could there be a common defense 
in the U. N.? The United Nations in- 
cludes the Soviet Union, with a seat on 
the Security Council and the power to 
veto any move made by other nations. 
There is not the slightest possibility that 
the United Nations can or will permit 
the Koreans, the Free Chinese, or the 
people of Vietnam to engage in defense 
of their own lands against the military 
power of Red China. Furthermore, Mr. 
President—and this is what concerns the 
Members of this body—there is not the 
slightest possibility that a single dollar 
appropriated under the Mutual Defense 
Act can be used by our Defense officials 
adequately to help any small nation de- 
fend itself against a Communist power. 

The money is appropriated by the 
American Congress. It comes from the 
American taxpayers. It is to a large 
extent spent by American Defense offi- 
cials, but it has been so completely 
boobytrapped by the legal experts of 
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the Acheson regime that the money is 
of no value whatsoever to protect any- 
one against the Red death. 

What is the United Nations policy for 
what they call peace in Asia? We know 
the answer, Mr. President. The United 
Nations policy during the Korean war— 
we all remember this—was to prevent 
American military leaders and American 
fighting men from winning a victory over 
the Communist forces. Senators re- 
member the details. Our commanders 
were not permitted the right of hot pur- 
suit against attacking Red planes. They 
were not permitted to bomb attacking 
forces in Red China, before they could 
kill our men. They were not permitted 
to bomb Rashin, until it was too late. 

Gen. Mark Clark was before our com- 
mittee only 2 days ago, and he took the 
oath and told the story of treachery all 
over again. 

Most fantastic of all, the American 
forces were not permitted to carry the 
war to the soil of their enemy but were 
compelled to limit all fighting to devas- 
tation of the territory of their ally. 
That is the U. N. plan in Asia, Mr. 
President. 

Imagine General Eisenhower being 
compelled to limit the war against the 
Nazis to the territory of France, but, 
under no circumstances, to permit even 
a pursuit plane to cross over into Ger- 
man territory. What do Senators think 
of that? 

I need not remind the Senate that, 
when everything else failed, the com- 
mander of the American forces, who was 
also our highest official in all Asia, was 
summarily removed from command and 
called home. 

When President Truman accused Gen- 
eral MacArthur of interfering with the 
plans for a cease fire in Korea, Gen- 
eral MacArthur pointed out that he was 
following the accepted military tradition 
in his negotiations with the Red Chi- 
nese, and that President Truman could 
not have objected unless—and I ask Sen- 
ators to note this very carefully un- 
less an agreement was in the making 
on the enemy’s own terms.” 

What kind of peace did the United 
Nations stand for in Korea? The United 
Nations carried on peace negotiations 
with the Communists for many long and 
weary months under the most humiliat- 
ing conditions for American military 
men. In the fall of 1952, Admiral Joy 
signed a cease-fire agreement in which 
he won his two principal points, that 
no prisoners of war who objected to re- 
turning would be forced to return; and 
that the United States would consent to 
no political conference in which the So- 
viet Union could build up the prestige 
of Red China, and achieve her entry into 
the United Nations and its Security 
Council. 

This agreement in the field was much 
too advantageous to the United States, 
so in December 1952, after a debate led 
by Mr. Krishna Menon, the United Na- 
tions took over the responsibility of the 
field commanders and voted that prison- 
ers of war unwilling to return home were 
not to be freed but were to be turned 
over to a neutral nations commission 
which would interrogate them once more. 
I do not know precisely what were the 
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connections between Mr. Krishna Me- 
non's proposal and Dean Acheson, but I 
cannot miss the fact that everything 
Krishna Menon asked for was designed 
perfectly to fit Mr. Acheson’s policies. 
Furthermore, by a curious coincidence, 
Mr. Krishna Menon, from faraway In- 
dia, in December 1952, hit upon those 
very modifications of the agreement 
made by our military men which would 
most completely handicap and confuse 
the incoming administration of General 
Eisenhower. If this was not a booby- 
trap to neutralize American military 
strength, I cannot recognize one. 

The Soviet Union did not win its in- 
sistent demand for a political conference 
on Asian problems at the 1952 U. N. 
meeting, but the Soviet Union won all 
it had demanded, in 1954, in the Berlin 
conference, to which it brought the rep- 
resentatives of Red China, and in the 
Geneva conference, to which the Red 
Chinese leaders were formally invited, 
while our fighting allies, the Koreans, 
were mere bystanders. 

Our military victory in the Korean 
phase of war for Asia was compromised 
by U. N. to the great disadvantage of 
the United States. The political phase 
of the Korean struggle also was settled 
in Berlin to the great disadvantage of 
the United States. Though the U. N. 
was not ostensibly involved, we all know 
that the inner circle which makes U. N. 
policy made the policies in Berlin and 
Geneva. 

The attack on Indochina was settled 
to our great disadvantage at Geneva 
when the American policy of strength- 
ening the free nations of Asia was re- 
placed by an agreement to divide Viet- 
nam and turn over, to Communist mas- 
ters, without their consent, another 12 
million tragic victims of political chi- 
canery, and to give to the Red Chinese 
most of the industries, mines, and forests 
of Vietnam, and a beachhead deeper into 
the last outpost of Asia facing toward 
the west. 

The American people are asking us for 
the truth. The truth is this, as I see it: 
The doctrine of “collective security” 
through U. N. limits the United States to 
military and political policies which have 
the approval of Soviet Russia and its 
satellites in the Security Council. The 
mutual defense assistance bill, the con- 
ference report on which was agreed to 
in a hurry last night, and the appropria- 
tion for which will be passed tomorrow 
in a hurry, ties every dollar of the funds 
appropriated by Congress for the 
strengthening of freedom to limitations 
imposed by U. N. under threat of Soviet 
veto. The United States is militarily 
bound hand and foot, like Gulliver in 
Lilliput, by the legal spiderwebs which 
lock our military effort into the U. N. 
Security Council. Here is a matter we 
must examine very carefully before re- 
vision of the U. N. Charter in 1955. 


ACHESON’S LEGAL COBWEBS 


One more point is necessary, Mr. Presi- 
dent, to make this whole story clear. 
Who devised the policies and regulations 
which hobble our defense officials in their 
efforts to oppose communism? These 
silken meshes are the work of a little 
inner circle of able, unscrupulous men 
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in the State Department, in a few other 
posts in our Government, and in the 
agencies of public opinion. These men, 
under the tutelage of Dean Acheson, 
Alger Hiss, Harry White, Philip Jessup, 
and the rest, developed within our vast 
bureaucracy an inner steering group 
which, behind a curtain of secrecy, makes 
its own laws. It is free of any control 
of Congress, the President, and the 
courts. It has dominated American for- 
eign and military policy through its skill 
in manipulating laws, directives, com- 
mittees, conferences, reports, and brief- 
ing sessions. 

The group is still in power. It has no 
slightest intention of retiring merely be- 
cause our people voted against it. It 
will remain in power regardless of any 
changes in the votes of the American 
people until we face the necessity of dis- 
mantling what our own folly built. 

This inner group, in cooperation with 
a leftwing collectivist group in England, 
France, and other countries, dominates 
the policy of U. N. and makes certain 
that U. N. decisions will not be uncom- 
fortable for the Soviet Union. It is not 
possible to understand the strange work- 
ings of U. N., unless we realize that it 
does not represent the French or the 
British or any other nation in any his- 
torical sense. The U. N. represents a 
working alliance among the leftwing 
collectivist elites who wield the actual 
political power in those nations today. 

Much was heard of this group during 
the war in Korea and the campaign, in 
hearings of the Russell Committee on 
MacArthur, and the McCarran investi- 
gation of IPR, but there is one thing 
which is still not wholly clear. 

The work of this group is disastrous 
for American foreign policy, but—far 
more serious—it is disastrous for our 
military policy. The senior Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Martin], who 
has had great experience in the military 
field, understands that. 

WE HAVE NO STRATEGY FOR DEFENSE OF 
AMERICA 

For the last 15 years, we have had no 
military program for defense of the 
United States. We do not have one now, 
and we will not have one until we here 
in Congress cut the cords which bind 
our military to the Acheson foreign pol- 
icy, the Acheson clique in the press, and 
the Acheson clique which keeps U. N. in 
a state of permanent confusion and ap- 
peasement. 

I will ask Senators to go back with 
me to examine the principles on which 
American military policy has always 
rested. In the United States our officers 
serve the Nation, not the Government. 
They take an oath to uphold the Con- 
stitution, not the men in office. 

In the United States we have firmly 
established the principle of civilian con- 
trol. Properly understood, that princi- 
ple is another way of stating that our 
Armed Forces serve the ends of the Na- 
tion, not of the military or of the men 
in office. This principle is the result 
of the long struggle between the British 
people and their kings. The people won 
the victory in England because they an- 
chored the armed forces securely to the 
nation and not to the king, through par- 
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liamentary control of the purse. Con- 
gress has that control today, if it would 
only use it for the protection of our 
country. This is the cornerstone of gov- 
ernment under law. 

Civilian control means that the na- 
tion, and not the military experts, de- 
cides whether we shall resort to war. 
The nation, and not the military experts, 
decides when we shall return to peace. 

This principle has never been ques- 
tioned by American military men. They 
are as eager as any civilian Americans 
to preserve our Constitution and our un- 
written law. 

It is time, however, that we stated the 
complementary. principle. Experts do 
not decide whether their advice shall be 
followed, but they are entitled to full 
responsibility in making their recom- 
mendations. No lawyer would permit a 
layman to decide how he should handle 
a plea whether to file a plea in abate- 
ment, a demurrer, or a cross-complaint. 
It just is not done. No doctor would 
permit a layman to decide how he should 
arrive at a diagnosis. 

The people of the United States want 
their Defense Department and their 
Military Establishment to give them the 
best professional advice on how to make 
our country secure. We do not want 
carefully doctored advice. We do not 
want advice strained through the chan- 
nels of any other government depart- 
ments, to serve the hidden purposes of 
their ruling cliques. 

Our country needs the best profes- 
sional military advice, as we have never 
needed it in our history. We are not 
getting it. 

TRANSFORMATION OF OUR MILITARY 
ESTABLISHMENT 

Beginning about 1940, the American 
Military Establishment suffered a mo- 
mentous transformation. It was quietly 
changed from serving the Nation to serv- 
ing the Government. 

The new ruling clique told our pro- 
fessional military thinkers that what- 
ever they said was civilian, was to be 
civilian, and the military must accept it 
without question. “Theirs not to reason 
why, theirs but to do or die.” 

This was in no sense the historic policy 
of civilian control. It is simple polit- 
ical usurpation. The elite did not want 
anyone, including the military, to chal- 
lenge their assumption of power to re- 
duce American sovereignty, to create a 
world state, to impose collectivism, or to 
act as a fifth column. The military 
could not challenge civilian officials, un- 
less they were prepared to be charged 
with militarism. 

Let us look carefully at the meaning 
of this change. The military, whose 
oath binds them only to support the 
Constitution—and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Martin], who is pres- 
ent, took that oath—can be inveigled 
into a position where they obey the 
policies of men who ignore the Constitu- 
tion. But political sovereignty has 
passed from the people, and their elected 
officials, when the military has no 
choice but to do what a small group of 
appointed officials say must be done. 
The sound principle of civilian control 
has been perverted into an instrument 
of political revolution. 
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The architect of this new kind of gov- 
ernment was Harry Hopkins. In May 
1940, when President Roosevelt an- 
nounced the beginning of the defense 
program, Harry Hopkins became our 
chief military planner. He designed 
lend-lease as a bigger and better WPA, 
on a global scale. Americans thought 
they were getting a law to permit the 
loan or gift of military equipment to 
Britain. But the experts had in fact 
drafted a law under which everything 
was a defense instrument, and any coun- 
try might be included, whenever the 
President—that is, Harry Hopkins 
wished. All the products of every farm 
and factory in the United States, all 
the designs and inventions and blue- 
prints, were one stream which Harry 
Hopkins could tap at any point he 
wished, and divert in any direction he 
pleased. 

Then Hopkins had himself made head 
of the Combined Munitions Assignment 
Board, an international body, because he 
wanted to be above the Congress and 
above the law. He was above all the 
military officials, because he controlled 
their equipment. If Hopkins said goods 
were to go to the U. S. S. R., they went 
to the U. S. S. R. No military man could 
object or stop it. Maj. Racey Jordan 
has told us how shocked were American 
flyers, when they learned, at Great Falls, 
Mont., that Soviet flyers had a priority 
over flyers in the American Armed 
Forces. Soviet flyers came first, because 
Harry Hopkins had won the power to say 
so, when he combined the resources of 
lend-lease with the above-the-law status 
of an international board, 


PERVERTED CIVILIAN CONTROL 


Here was complete perversion of the 
doctrine of civilian control. Hopkins 
made whatever decisions he liked, and 
called them civilian. The military no 
longer made the top professional deci- 
sions on what would or would not be 
militarily best for the United States. 
They were reduced to the status of tech- 
nicians, helping all-powerful civilian offi- 
cials to implement their decisions with 
military power to back them. 

Harry White and Harold Glasser in 
the Treasury adopted the same technique 
in rewriting the directives for military 
government in Germany. America's best 
professional military men struggled in a 
straitjacket of innocent sounding direc- 
tives which were meant to make Ger- 
many into a desert, so the U. S. S. R. 
would not fear German strength on her 
borders. Only by the most courageous 
use of the right of the Armed Forces to 
prevent sickness and uprising in occu- 
pied areas, were General Eisenhower and 
General Clay able to prevent disaster be- 
fore these policies could be modified by 
Congress. 

American pro-Communists in the civil- 
ian branches tried to impose a collec- 
tivist, pro-Communist civil government 
in Japan. They issued directives for la- 
bor policies designed to destroy Japa- 
nese production, while the United States 
paid relief costs. That production was a 
military threat to the U. S. S. R., not to 
us. They broke up the big firms as a 
“civilian” measure, but the real purpose 
again was the military security, not of 
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the United States but of the U. S. S. R. 


General MacArthur had more trouble 


with pro-Communist American civilians 
after the surrender than he had with the 
entire Japanese Nation. 

Iam opposed to militarism, as much as 
is anyone in this body. I am completely 
opposed to taking a single step that will 
militarize any area of American life. 
But the danger of militarism does not 
come from our professional military men, 
who love the Constitution, who are com- 
mitted to our form of government, and 
who live by a code of duty. The danger 
of militarism comes from a few civilians, 
from power-mad, egocentric, ruthless, 
unscrupulous civilians, who are intoxi- 
cated by the taste of military power and 
have no professional code of ethics to 
restrain them. 

The civilian Government officials who 
wanted to control military policy were 
not our elected officials, not the Cabinet 
members known to and responsible to 
the President, not the old-fashioned 
American public servants. They were 
appointed officials, who in fact were re- 
sponsible to no one. 

LEFTWING COLLECTIVISTS DOMINATE OUR MILI- 
TARY POLICY 


It was the leftwing collectivist elite in 
our Government which learned how to 
manipulate the levers of Government in 
the thirties, which grew to global dimen- 
sions in the war, and which consolidated 
its power in a legal spider web of treaties, 
executive agreements, conferences, and 
directives, in preparation for permanent 
control of our postwar policies. 

Dean Acheson completed the legal 
maze. With the help of Alger Hiss, 
Philip Jessup, and others, he coordinated 
all the powers his predecessors had dis- 
covered. In addition he devised a per- 
fect maze of boards and commissions 
high up in the governmental strato- 
sphere, above the Cabinet, where deci- 
sions on military and political policy 
could be made by his men without inter- 
ference by Congress. 

Acheson also devised a maze of trea- 
ties and charters and conferences in 
which American sovereignty was diluted, 
and American military might was ham- 
strung. 

He and his collaborators put the re- 
strictions into the U. N. Charter, its 
pacts, NATO, the German peace con- 
tract, and the Mutual Security Act. 

The evil that he did lives after his day 
is ended. 

We are still bound by the commit- 
ments these men made in the U. N. 
Charter. We have put the Pan Ameri- 
can Union, defense of the Atlantic, the 
Japanese peace treaty, and every dollar 
we gave our military, to strengthen our 
allies, into the vise of the U. N. formula— 
that no nation can get weapons to de- 
fend itself if the U. N., including the 
Soviet Union, says its desire for inde- 
pendence is not peace. 

This false interpretation of the sound 
principle of civilian policymaking is still 
with us. The same civilians are pressing 
for control of education of our fighting 
men in all nonmilitary subjects, which 
means they can insert leftwing and col- 
lectivist ideas in economics, politics and 
Government, and literature courses. 
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POLITICAL COMMISSARS 


Carried far enough, Mr. President, this 
is the concept of political commissar, who 
is placed above the military in every 
Soviet fighting unit, to make sure that 
all political matters are slanted to suit 
the political oligarchy, and not the body 
of fighting men and their officers, who 
think very much as the nation does. 

Another angle of this problem is the 
widening influence of lawyers on the 
defense arm. The channeling of mili- 
tary aid through nonmilitary agencies 
like Foreign Operations Administration 
or foreign or international bodies, multi- 
plies the paper work, the contracts, the 
conferences, the need for a growing body 
of lawyers, within the Defense Estab- 
lishment itself. It looks as if we were 
training more legal accountants than 
we were military strategists. 

I share the pride of all lawyers in 
their proper work of protecting the life 
and property of good citizens. But I do 
not think lawyers should make our mili- 
tary policies as generals should not tell 
the courts how to try cases. 

We cannot let lawyers determine the 
striking power of our Armed Forces, 
when our fighting power must meet the 
maximum onslaught of a hostile power. 

In the voluminous pages of the hear- 
ings on mutual aid, we can see the piti- 
ful story of what was done with the hun- 
dreds of millions Congress voted for mili- 
tary strengthening of Southeast Asia. 
While the Red Chinese were building 
new roads and railroads to link the 
Siberian railroad to Vietnam, our bu- 
reaucrats were gearing shipments to the 
ability of French bookkeepers to make 
the kind of accounting reports FOA 
required. When the French bookkeepers 
had been laboriously taught their paper- 
work, more time was lost teaching paper- 
work to the clerks of Vietnam. 

Is that the way to fight Communists? 

Is that the way General Eisenhower 
and General MacArthur and the ad- 
mirals won World War II? Or does this 
paperwork hide the spiderweb of sabo- 
tage, by whose meshes the military plans 
for aid to Vietnam were kept too little 
and too late? 


THE COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN MILITARY 
AFPAIRS 

Many other curious things have been 
happening in our military affairs, while 
the searchlights of Congress were play- 
ing on the State Department, 

Senators will recall most of the 
episodes. 

We have not yet found out who took 
over the vast surpluses of war materiel 
in 1945, worth many billions of dollars, 
and smashed them, or threw them into 
the sea, so they could not be given to 
Free China, or any country the Commu- 
nists were planning to attack. 

We have not yet traced the forces 
which broke up our great military estab- 
lishment in Europe and the Pacific in 
1945, though we knew the Communist 
maritime unions, and the hidden Com- 
munists in the Armed Forces, played a 
part in it. : 

There are other things I do not like, 
such as the enormous appropriations 
which give us a fat distended defense 
system, where we need a lean and mus- 
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cular one. Nor do I like the curious 
swings in defense appropriations. I do 
not like the way Secretary of Defense 
Forrestal was harassed into an early 
grave, because he knew how to stop com- 
munism. I do not like the way Secre- 
tary Johnson was forced out of office 
during the worst of the Korean war by 
@ newspaper cabal acting to suit Secre- 
tary of State Acheson, I do not like the 
“mom stuff” which weakened our tough- 
ness, the loss of unit identity, changes in 
military justice, the belittling of officers 
and rank, the status of forces treaties— 
here is something to be proud of—the 
subtle weakening of morale, which has 
reduced our reenlistments and greatly 
increased the cost of our defense. Han- 
son Baldwin recently listed some of the 
poorest of our postwar military policies, 
everyone of which I thought could be 
traced to sabotage of our military policy 
by hidden Soviet sympathizers. 

Most important of all, I do not like 
the precedent set by President Truman’s 
accepting appointment as U. N. military 
representative for the war in Korea. 
Did that act take the American Presi- 
dent out from under the Constitution? 
Did it mean that, as a U. N. military 
official, he could give what orders he 
wished to the U. N. forces, free of the 
restrictions in the United States Consti- 
tution? Could Americans in the U. N. 
forces be ordered to do what American 
forces cannot do under the Cohstitu- 
tion—take military action in a domestic 
crisis? Are our fighting men deprived 
of any constitutional rights when the 
new authority takes over? We do not 
know. But Congress does not want to 
find out, in some later crisis, that the 
American President has acquired a prece- 
dent for absolute power the Constitution 
was designed to forbid. 

In short I see disturbing indications 
that our Armed Forces have been sub- 
jected to a carefully planned Communist 
campaign, working through many chan- 
nels, to weaken our military strength so 
far as it could be done without detec- 
tion, and to separate it as far as possible 
from Congress, 

We have learned what hidden Com- 
munists did to our foreign policy agen- 
cies. That has been documented. We 
have not spelled out what they did to 
our military agencies. 

No Senator would want to sit down at 
a chess game with the Soviet chess team, 
if he thought his American partner was 
a secret Communist, planning how to 
throw the game to the Soviet players 
without being detected. Mr. President, 
you and I do not want to draft American 
youth, to engage in any military contest 
with the Soviet forces, if somewhere, 
high up on our side, someone is secretly 
planning how to throw the contest to the 
Soviet side, without doing anything tan- 
gible enough to be found out. 

WE MUST PUT DEFENSE OF AMERICA FIRST 

I want something very simple. I want 
to cut the silken threads which tie our 
Defense Establishment to any policy or 
agency except defense. I want our mili- 
tary to work at one problem only—how 
can we best protect the United States, 
today? 
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I do not want our military to be limited 
to explaining how to defend the United 
States within the framework of alliances 
and global commitments made by Hop- 
kins, Acheson, White, and Hiss. I want 
the President, the Secretary of Defense, 
and our military experts, to prepare the 
best possible plans for defense of our 
country, without reference to existing 
foreign policy commitments, and to re- 
port the results to Congress and the 
people. 

We shall be told that defense plans 
must be hush-hush. That is ridiculous. 
Timing, weapons, tactics, must be kept 
secret, but strategy cannot be kept 
secret. 

Furthermore, I believe that unless the 
people of the United States are given 
new faith in a basic strategy to defend 
our country, we shall drift in hopeless 
confusion, while the world is taken over. 

So far as our present Government is 
concerned, we have a golden opportunity, 
General Eisenhower was trained in the 
tradition that military men were proud 
to swear loyalty to the Constitution, and 
to obey the civil power on political issues 
because it, too, obeyed the Constitution. 
He knows the waste and loss and con- 
fusion of the years when civilians eager 
for power took over the making of pro- 
fessional military decisions in Europe 
and Asia, and pushed aside military ad- 
visers who thought solely of the security 
of our country. 

We could not ask for a better team 
than President Eisenhower, Defense 
Secretary Wilson, Admiral Radford, and 
the other Joint Chiefs. 

We ask only that they put first ques- 
tions first: What is the true military sit- 
uation in which we find ourselves? 
What is the best military judgment of 
American military men? What is the 
true American solution for the dangers 
we face? 

Having found the clear precise pat- 
tern of our military situation, standing 
alone, we can then decide when and how 
we shall cooperate with other nations to 
prevent Soviet world dominion. The 
only requirement is that our friends 
must pass our military test: Will they 
stand up under Communist pressure? 

Let Senators ask themselves that ques- 
tion today about France and Italy, to 
whom we are sending $3 billion, and who 
have already had $10 billion. 

We want no more elaborate “defense 
plans” which tie our strength to nations 
which will collapse at the first thrust. 

We do not want airbases on the soil 
of nations whose maritime unions are 
under control of Moscow. We do not 
want our troops quartered with nations 
which have nonaggression pacts with 
Moscow, or are eagerly nibbling at the 
steel hook of peaceful coexistence, all 
covered with the pretty feathers of East- 
West trade. 

We do not want to station men at 
bases abroad where they will be interned 
the day war starts. We do not want to 
assemble any more war materiel at 
points convenient for the Communists 
to seize it. 

We want every step in American secu- 
rity policy to be clear and open, with a 
direct chain of command from our fight- 
ing men to the American President. 
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We want all of our defense program to 
be managed by defense officials operat- 
ing with clear-cut authority. We do not 
want any crisscross organization where 
internationalist lawyers can spin the 
silken threads which bind our military 
strength on the instructions of men we 
cannot see. 

We do not want any chess players on 
our side who are secretly working for a 
Soviet victory by moves so quiet, so 
neatly contrived, that they will not be 
recognized. 


INDEPENDENCE FOR ASIA 


We can then announce a clear and 
simple policy to the world. We shall 
permit nothing to interfere with defense 
of our country. We shall help others if 
they want independence for themselves, 

As a small nation we fought a war 
with a great power to win our own inde- 
pendence. We have a natural sympathy 
with other small nations who love inde- 
pendence. 

The Communist slogan is “Asia for the 
Asians.” But the pitiful Chinese la- 
borers in the uranium mines of Czecho- 
slovakia know that an Asian slave driver 
is still a slave driver. 

Our slogan should be “Independence 
for the Asians.” Our policy should be 
arms, equipment, and training for the 
nations which will fight to remain free. 

I do not want war for my country. I 
do not want the youth of Asia to go to 
war if they can avoid it. But I know 
they will prefer to fight if they must 
choose between a soldier’s pack and a 
prisoner’s chains, The same principle 
applies to Europe. If the West Germans 
know they wish to be free, but the French 
and British cannot make up their minds, 
then we must support the full rearma- 
ment of Germany, without tying her to 
reluctant allies through the EDC. 

This is in fact the only hope of pre- 
venting war. The tensions inside the 
Communist slave states are so great that 
they would burst asunder, except for new 
Communist conquests, which provide 
booty to quiet the starving and the em- 
bittered. It is not the Soviet Union but 
its fifth columns which make these con- 
quests possible. When the Communist 
empire must face armies of freemen, 
poised on her borders, when it can get no 
secret help from fifth columns in the 
western nations, the end of the Commu- 
nist nightmare will be at hand. 

The giving of training and equipment 
to preserve the independence of Asian 
small nations involves no conflict with 
the U. N., as it ostensibly operates. The 
U. N. has raised no objection to Red 
China's supplying arms and training, and 
even trained fighting men to the Viet 
Minh. The U.N. raised no objection to 
the Soviet Union sending arms, equip- 
ment, and training to Red China, when 
she was fighting our forces. If the U. N. 
permits the Communist states to supply 
arms for conquest, it cannot morally or 


‘legally object to our supplying arms to 


nations which ask only to remain free, 
Let us say so openly. 

There is furthermore no good reason 
why American officials should not present 
a truly American viewpoint in U.N. We 
do not have to ask others what we think. 
We cannot look to U. N. for judgment 
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better than our own. Insofar as we coop- 
erate with U. N., it is still our duty to find 
the best solution of our military and 
political problems. We can hold fast to 
our own beliefs, in all meetings and polit- 
ical conferences, until some other nation 
publicly presents a better plan. 

Let us remember—U. N. is not made 
up of supermen. It is made up predomi- 
nantly of members of the leftwing cabals 
which have the dominant power in so 
many countries today. They ask us to 
accept U. N. decisions without using our 
intelligence, as if they were superjudg- 
ments. But the collectivist inner circle 
wants us to accept without question poli- 
cies which lead to one-world supergov- 
ernment under their complete control. 

TIME FOR NEW BEGINNINGS 


It is time, Mr. President, for a total re- 
examination of our security as a nation. 
The New Look in defense must be not a 
slight rearrangement of the Hopkins- 
Acheson-Hiss-White military policy but 
a wholly American military policy, made 
from the beginning by President Eisen- 
hower, Secretary Wilson, Admiral Rad- 
ford, and his colleagues, for one purpose 
only—the military security of our 
country. 

As a first step, we should have tabled 
the mutual defense authorization bill 
for this session. Of course, that would 
not have been done. There is plenty of 
time to prepare a new bill in accord- 
ance with our new defense policy, early 
in the next session. We have plenty of 
time. There is plenty of money avail- 
able. More than $10 billion is available. 
There is enough money for the next 3 
years, without appropriating another 
nickel. 

The Foreign Operations Administra- 
tion has $10 billion still unspent. If we 
vote for this bill, we vote to keep the 
FOA program in its present form for 
3 full years. If Senators want to do that, 
they can vote for it. 

French newspapers reported months 
ago that FOA plans to give most of the 
money saved from military aid in south- 
east Asia for an enlarged plan for eco- 
nomic and social aid and point 4, in for- 
eign countries. That suggestion which 
was first made in the French newspapers 
is now appearing in our press. We shall 
be told that military help is futile in 
fighting the Communist legions, and that 
economic and social aid will somehow 
do better. 

This plan was first formally proposed 
several years ago, and approved by Pres- 
ident Truman. It resembles closely the 
long-term Soviet objective—to get Amer- 
ican resources divided up among the rest 
of the world, so that our standard of liv- 
ing will fall, while we pour capital goods 
into the countries they plan to take over. 

Congress should know much more 
about this substitute for military aid be- 
fore it votes more funds to FOA. 

For nearly 20 years, a few of our Gov- 
ernment servants have been secretly try- 
ing to become our masters. First they 
scattered welfare largesse far and wide, 
then they learned to enjoy the thrill of 
vast war operations, and finally to con- 
struct a system of legal bars and booby- 
traps so delicate it could hardly be seen, 
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so powerful that sovereignty could never 
be recaptured by the people. 

Geneva is their monument. We must 
sink slowly down to the defeat they 
planned for us, or rise up and walk. 

Geneva was a disaster. We have an 
opportunity to make it a Dunkerque. 

Our country is fortunate in having the 
leadership which can guide us out of the 
wilderness the collectivists have made. 
Our people are ready and eager. I know 
all Members of this Congress, including 
all true Democrats and true Republicans, 
will give of their best. 

Let us make the blackness of Geneva 
the dark before the dawn. Let us say to 
the sorrowful people of Vietnam and all 
the other people now in the shadow of 
the Communist assault, that never again 
will the American Government consent 
to see an innocent people subdued to 
slavery. 

We must free ourselves first. 

We must never again let our strength 
be bound, like Gulliver, by bonds fast- 
ened on us by the little people who love 
power. If we free ourselves, I am con- 
fident the Communist barbarian invasion 
will stop and then recede, to be scattered, 
like the legions of Attila or Genghis 
Khan, to the four winds, as the free peo- 
sl of the world see ahead the light of 

ope. 


ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 
O'CLOCK A. M. TOMORROW 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
after consulting with the minority lead- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate concludes its business this 
evening it take a recess until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA FOR AN INSPECTION 
STATION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 3239) 
to authorize conveyance of land to the 
State of California for an inspection sta- 
tion, which was, on page 2, lines 6 and 7, 
strike out “, as shown on the accom- 
panying map of the above-mentioned 
highway.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I may 
say, first of all, that I have discussed 
this matter with the minority leader and 
with the majority leader, and it is satis- 
factory to them that this matter should 
come up at this time. 

The bill, which was unanimously 
passed by the Senate, affects, as the title 
suggests, the conveyance of a piece of 
property from the Federal Government 
to the State of California. The House 
has added an amendment which elimi- 
nates a phrase contained in the bill as 
it passed the Senate. It is irrelevant 
to the bill and should not be included 
in it. The language eliminated is: “as 
shown on the accompanying map of the 
above-mentioned highway.” 


August 13 


I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the junior 
Senator from California [Mr. KUCHEL]. 

The motion was agreed to. 


INCREASE OF PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
pursuant to discussions which I have had 
with the minority leadership, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the unfinished busi- 
ness, Calendar No. 2004, H. R. 9366, the 
social-security bill, be temporarily laid 
aside, and the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 2254, H. R. 
6672, which is the public debt limit bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REYNOLDs in the chair). The Secretary 
will state the bill by title for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
6672) to increase the public debt limit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from California? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Finance with an amendment to strike 
out all after the enacting clause, and 
insert: 

That during the period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this act and ending on 
June 30, 1955, the public debt limit set forth 
in the first sentence of section 21 of the Sec- 
ond Liberty Bond Act, as amended, shall be 
temporarily increased by $6 billion. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec- 
retary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, with 
reluctance, I have introduced, on behalf 
of the Senate Finance Committee, a bill 
to raise the debt limit of the United 
States by $6 billion for a temporary pe- 
riod terminating next June 30. 

The necessity for this action is demon- 
strated by simple arithmetic. It is re- 
quired to enable the Treasury to pay the 
bills of the various departments of the 
Government n accordance with the ap- 
propriations voted by the Congress in 
this and preceding sessions. Without 
this action the Treasury would not be 
in a position to pay the bills between 
now and next June 30. 

As all Senators know, the aggressions 
of communism in Korea and elsewhere 
compelled our country to undertake a 
great arms program. It was the only 
way of safeguarding our country and 
other free nations from the deliberate 
plan of communism to dominate the 
whole world. 

Our huge defense program made nec- 
essary large appropriations. When the 
present administration took office there 
were about $80 billion of accumulated 
authorizations for expenditures, largely 
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in connection with this program, in ad- 
dition to requirements for current ap- 
propriations. 

The Congress and the Executive, work- 
ing together, have pared this program 
and other Government programs down 
to bare essentials. A deficit of 89% bil- 
lion in fiscal 1952-53 was reduced in the 
past year to $3 billion, despite the fact 
that taxes were reduced. Authorizations 
for new spending have been subjected to 
the closest scrutiny, and are being re- 
duced each year by the Congress and 
the Executive. 

Last week, when the Secretary of the 
Treasury came before the Finance Com- 
mittee, he pledged that the administra- 
tion would exert every effort to reduce 
expenditures further, consistent with 
our national defense. The Appropria- 
tions Committees and other committees 
of the Congress have given evidence of 
their earnest efforts in the same direc- 
tion. In spite of these efforts, we con- 
tinue to have, for the time being, deficits 
which must be financed. 

Our problem is complicated by the fact 
that taxes are not collected evenly dur- 
ing the year. There is a wide variation 
in the collection of corporate income 
taxes under the Mills plan. For exam- 
ple, the Treasury collected $16 billion of 
corporate taxes in the first 6 months of 
1954. In the second 6 months it will col- 
lect only $4 billion. To meet this dis- 
parity, the Treasury must borrow money 
between now and December 31, much of 
which it can repay next March and next 
June when corporate tax receipts are 
heavy. The borrowing for this purpose 
will increase the national debt above the 
present limit. 

The total debt on August 2, 1954, was 
$274.1 billion and the cash on hand was 
$5.9 billion. The best estimate of the 
Treasury is that expenditures between 
now and January 15, 1955, will exceed 
receipts by nearly $9 billion. Without 
any change in the debt limit we would, by 
January 15, have no cash balance and 
would still have more than $2 billion of 
bills unpaid. This is based on the best 
estimates; and the facts may prove the 
estimates to be wrong to the extent of 
two or three billion dollars for the bet- 
ter or worse. Therefore, Mr. President, 
the simple arithmetic of this situation 
means that we must increase the debt 
limitation. 

The next question is, How should we 
do what is necessary to be done? A year 
ago the administration requested an in- 
crease of $15 billion in the debt limit. 
The Secretary of the Treasury indicated 
to the Finance Committee last week that 
he can get along with a smaller increase 
than that. This is because the Congress 
and the Executive, working together, 
were able to bring about a substantial 
cut in Government expenditures. The 
Secretary of the Treasury suggested, in 
response to our inquiry, a $5 billion con- 
tinuing increase in the debt limit and, 
in addition, a temporary $5 billion in- 
crease to take care of the seasonal swing 
in budgetary receipts which I have 
described. 

A majority of the Finance Committee, 
after full discussion, recommends to the 
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Senate a temporary increase of $6 bil- 
lion, which will expire next June 30. 
The committee believes that this action 
will carry us through the present fiscal 
year. 

In proposing this temporary and lim- 
ited increase, the committee gives evi- 
dence of its great concern over the con- 
tinuance of deficit financing, and its 
desire to bring spending under control. 

In presenting to the Senate the recom- 
mendation of the committee, I conclude 
by again emphasizing that the entire 
question of the control of spending and 
national policy with respect to the ceiling 
on the debt will require our continuing 
interest and further review at the next 
session of the Congress. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the pend- 
ing bill will not increase the permanent 
Federal debt ceiling. It would author- 
ize the Secretary of the Treasury, as the 
chairman of the Committee on Finance 
has just said, temporarily to borrow up to 
$6 billion in excess of the permanent $275 
billion limit. This temporary authority 
expires June 30, 1955, under terms of the 
bill as recommended by the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee. It was adopted by the 
Senate Finance Committee 9 to 6 as a 
substitution for a higher debt ceiling. 

Maladjustment in tax collections as 
between periods within the fiscal year is 
one reason why temporarily it is neces- 
sary to exceed the present statutory limit 
at certain periods. Under recent tax 
laws collections have been running high 
in the first 6 months of the calendar year, 
which is the last half of the fiscal year, 
and they have been running low between 
June and January. For example, 45 per- 
cent of the 1954 payments from corpo- 
rations were paid in March and 45 per- 
cent in June and only 5 percent in Sep- 
tember and December. 

Therefore, peaks and valleys in reve- 
nue collections result largely from the 
practice of collecting practically all of 
the corporation income tax in the first 
half of the calendar year. 

Restoration of the quarterly system of 
corporation tax payments is provided in 
the new tax code just enacted by Con- 
gress, and the problem of unevenly dis- 
tributed collections will be eliminated 
gradually. 

The Federal tax revenue for the cur- 
rent fiscal year is estimated at $61.5 bil- 
lion. If this were collected by the Treas- 
ury in equal monthly amounts, there 
would be no necessity for increasing its 
borrowing authority for any period in the 
year. 

If this total were spread equally over 
the 12 months in the current fiscal year, 
the Treasury, despite a $4 billion deficit, 
could meet its monthly expenditure re- 
quirements within the $275 billion per- 
manent debt limit, with never less than 
$6 billion in combined borrowing au- 
thority and cash balance. 

This is clearly demonstrated in a table 
I have prepared showing what the 
monthly fiscal situation would be this 
year if the revenue collections were 
equally spread over the 12 months. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the table printed at this 
point in the Recorp. 
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There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, unfor- 
tunately, correction of these maladjust- 
ments in revenue collections cannot be 
made effective in the current year. As 
a result leeway under the debt limit will 
be exhausted and the cash balance will 
be drained in the July to December pe- 
riod, leaving neither borrowing author- 
ity nor cash balance to supplement col- 
lections in the January to March quar- 
ter. 

Figures submitted by the Secretary of 
the Treasury indicate a shortage of 
funds from November 1954 to March 
1955. As of July 30, 1954, the combined 
borrowing capacity and cash on hand 
aggregated $10.4 billion, and by next 
June 30, without additional borrowing 
authority, it would be back to $6 billion. 

Figures submitted by the Secretary 
of the Treasury show a shortage of 
funds in the period from November to 
March. 

As of June 30, 1954, the combined bor- 
rowing capacity and cash on hand ag- 
gregated $10,400,000,000. That total was 
available at the start of this fiscal year. 

The temporary authority to exceed 
the statutory debt limit by $6 billion be- 
tween now and next June, as proposed 
in the pending bill, would provide the 
Treasury with a minimum working bal- 
ance of approximately $4 billion at all 
times. At this point I shall indicate 
when the shortages will occur. 

On December 15, under the existing 
maladjustment of income, the Treasury 
would have exhausted its borrowing ca- 
pacity, there would be no cash on hand, 
and the cash position would be minus 
$700 million. To that extent the Treas- 
ury will lack funds with which to pay its 
bills. 

The January 15 borrowing capacity 
would be exhausted, and the cash posi- 
tion would be minus $2,100,000,000. 

On January 31 the cash position would 
be minus $900 million. 

On February 15 the cash position 
would be minus $100 million. 

On February 28 the borrowing capac- 
ity would be exhausted, and there would 
be no balance on hand. 

On March 15 the cash position would 
be minus $1,300,000,000. 

From that date on the balance would 
accumulate, without any increase in the 
debt ceiling, so that on June 30 of next 
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year the Treasury would have borrowing 
authority of $1,400,000,000 under the 
$275 million debt limit, and $4,500,000,- 
000 in the operating cash balance, mak- 
ing a total of approximately $6 billion. 

The temporary authorization of a $6 
billion increase in the debt limit would 
at all times provide for the shortages, 
and would give the Treasury a working 
balance of not less than $4 billion. It 
seems to me that that should be suffi- 
cient. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed at this point in my 
remarks a table showing the Treasury’s 
monthly position under the $275 billion 
debt limit presented to the Committee 
on Finance by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. This table clearly shows the 
fiscal strain resulting from peak and 
valley collections. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Public debt outstanding and Treasury cash, 
semimonthly, fiscal year 1955 


[Estimated in billions of dollars] 


Debt out- 
Leeway | Operat- 
sanag under | ing cash 


to limit limit balance 


1954: 
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1 Revised from figures used in July 8, 1954, table to 
reflect experience during ist half of July, 


Source: Office of the Secretary of the Treasury, July 
20, 1954. 


Mr. BYRD. The Eisenhower ad- 
ministration is pledged to a balanced 
budget. Last year it reduced expendi- 
tures by more than $6 billion as com- 
pared with fiscal year 1953. The expira- 
tion of this new temporary borrowing 
authority as of next June 30 anticipates, 
and gives the opportunity for, still 
further efforts to balance the budget in 
the year beginning next July 1. 

I am pleased to note that the Presi- 
dent has issued instructions to all de- 
partments and agencies of the Govern- 
ment to reduce their expenditures even 
more in the preparation of their budget 
estimates for next year. This can be 
done without impairment of any essen- 
tial Federal function to the extent that 
there will be no necessity next year to 
renew the temporary borrowing au- 
thority provided in this bill. 

It was a year ago that the President 
requested Congress to increase the debt 
limit from $275 billion to $290 billion. A 
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bill making this increase was passed by 
the House of Representatives and sent 
to the Senate. The Senate Finance 
Committee heard the testimony of ad- 
ministration spokesmen who said un- 
less the debt limit were raised by $15 
billion at that time the Government 
would be unable to pay its bills and a 
panic would result. 

After full deliberation, the Finance 
Committee, 11 to 4, refused to report the 
$290 billion debt limit bill. What hap- 
pened? The heavens did not fall; panic 
did not occur, The administration re- 
duced its spending and stayed within 
the statutory debt limit. 

In my opinion the action by the Fi- 
nance Committee last year was the 
greatest single factor in the expenditure 
reduction. But there was still a deficit of 
more than $3 billion which has reduced 
both borrowing authority and the cash 
balance. Without a huge balance the 
low revenue months cannot be bridged. 

The debt limit is no mere gadget with- 
out real purpose. Congress, for many 
years, has fixed a Federal debt limit be- 
yond which Government officials cannot 
borrow. Today this $275 billion limit is 
of real significance to our future sol- 
vency. It is true that nearly every State 
has a constitutional provision against 
deficit spending and also every city and 
county. 

Prior to World War I Federal debt 
was a minor problem. On July 1, 1914, 
the interest-bearing debt was less than 
$1 billion. At that time Federal debt 
could be created only by act of Con- 
gress which specified the purpose. I 
wish to emphasize that, Mr. President. 
On July 1, 1914, and before that date, 
during the entire history of this Govern- 
ment, there could be no debt authorized 
by the Government except by act of Con- 
gress which specified the purpose for 
which the debt was created. 

This procedure was revised to meet 
the needs of World War I. It was in 
that period that the Secretary of the 
Treasury was given authority to borrow, 
subject to an overall limit fixed by Con- 
gress. 

This statutory limit was first fixed at 
$11.5 billion, and then raised to $20 bil- 
lion, to $28 billion, to $37 billion, and 
then to $37.5 billion in 1921. 

The limit was kept at $37.5 billion for 
10 years. In 1931 it was raised to $45.5 
billion, and then to $48 billion in 1934. 
In 1935 it was reduced to $45 billion. 

In 1940 it was raised again to $49 
billion, then to $65 billion in 1941. With 
the beginning of World War II, it was 
raised to $125 billion in 1942, to $210 
billion in 1943, to $260 billion in 1944, and 
it is now $275 billion. 

The $275 billion Federal debt which 
we now owe is equivalent to the full 
value of all the land, all the buildings, 
all the mines, all the machinery, all 
the livestock—everything of tangible 
value—in the United States. We are 
mortgaged to the hilt. 

It should be the considered judgment 
of every one of us that the Federal debt 
should not be increased except for ex- 
treme national emergency, and the size 
of the Federal debt is the greatest na- 
tional emergency confronting us at the 
moment, 
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We, of our generation, should pause to 
realize that we are the trustees of our 
freedom. It is our obligation to preserve 
sound government for future genera- 
tions. 

This Nation has been through many 
wars, and after each of them, except 
World War II, we have discharged at 
least part of the debt incurred for our 
defense. After World War II we con- 
tinued to add to our national debt, and 
10 years after its conclusion we still are 
borrowing. 

For all practical purposes, there has 
been no reduction in the Federal debt 
since the end of World War II. The 
only reduction was made with unused 
proceeds from a huge bond issue just 
before the end of the war. When the 
war contracts were canceled, the unused 
money was used to reduce the debt. 
Otherwise the debt has been increased 
steadily by deficits in 21 of the last 24 
years. 

Mr. President, let me repeat that. In 
21 of the last 24 years, we operated at 
a deficit, and we had a balanced budget 
in only 3 of those years. 

Young men and women, born in 1930, 
have lived under a Government operat- 
ing in the red virtually all of their lives. 
Today the interest on the Federal debt 
takes more than 10 percent of our total 
Federal revenue. Without the tre- 
mendous cost of this debt, our annual 
tax bill could be cut 10 percent, across 
the board. 

As it is, we are borrowing money at 
this very time to pay interest on money 
we have borrowed before. That means 
the interest is compounded. 

In a Government grown callous to def- 
icit financing, to increase the permanent 
debt limit would be regarded by every 
bureaucrat as license to increase his de- 
mands for higher expenditures. The lid 
would be off. 

It is my firm conviction that if we 
had increased the debt limit to $290 bil- 
lion a year ago, we now would be ap- 
proaching that limit and preparing our- 
selves for another request to raise it 
again to $300 billion. 

Actually, we should be reducing the 
debt at this time, not increasing it. If 
we cannot balance the Federal budget 
and reduce the debt in peace and better- 
than-normal prosperity, when can it be 
done? 

This request to raise the debt limit 
behooves us to take a close look at our 
fiscal situation. 

Our existing debt is $275 billion; and 
this is not all. 

We have contingent liabilities total- 
ing $200 billion in obligations the Fed- 
eral Government has guaranteed, in- 
sured, and otherwise assumed on a con- 
tingent basis. Within this total there 
is probably some $40 billion outstanding 
in contingent Federal housing program 
liabilities. And from recent disclosures, 
largely confined to only one of FHA’s 
14 programs, it is evident that a large 
percentage of these contingent liabili- 
ties eventually will become a real draft 
on the Treasury. And this is not all. 

In addition to the $275 billion in di- 
rect debt, and the $200 billion in con- 
tingent liabilities, we have on our hands 
a social-security system which is no 
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longer actuarially sound. The ultimate 
cost to the Federal Treasury of this 
system is still unestimated. But the fact 
remains that when the premiums im- 
posed upon those covered into the sys- 
tem are no longer sufficient to pay the 
benefits, regular tax revenue collected by 
the Treasury from those in and out of 
the system will be used to finance the 
deficiency. 

In opposing the requested increase in 
the permanent statutory debt limit, it is 
not my purpose to embarrass the admin- 
istration. To the contrary, the effort to 
hold the lid on the debt is to strengthen 
the administration’s hand for economy 
leading to the balanced budget which 
the President of the United States sa- 
credly pledged in his 1952 campaign. 

We should never be misled by aca- 
demic star gazers who contend that pub- 
lic debt is unimportant when we owe it 
to ourselves. 

Public debt is not like private debt. 
If private debt is not paid off, it can be 
ended by liquidation. But if public debt 
is not paid off with taxes, liquidation 
takes the form of disastrous inflation or 
national repudiation. Either would de- 
stroy our form of government. 

Few will deny that we have reached 
our solvent limit. As to inflation from 
deficit financing, I have two tables de- 
veloped from official sources, and they 
have been checked and rechecked. One 
shows deficit spending by years since 
1940. The other shows the fall in the 
purchasing power of the dollar over the 
same period. 

Beginning with 100-cent dollars in 
1939, the purchasing power dropped 5 
cents in 1940 and 1941 when the com- 
bined deficits were more than $8 billion. 
Despite wartime controls, it dropped 17 
cents under the pressure of war deficits. 
And under postwar deficits it has 
dropped another 26 cents. As we all 
know, the purchasing power of the dollar 
is now estimated at 52 cents as compared 
with the purchasing power of the dollar 
at 100 cents in 1939. 

Mr. President, I have a table showing 
year by year how, under deficit spending, 
the value of the dollar has declined. I 
ask unanimous consent to have the table 
printed in the Recorp at this point as a 
part of my remarks, 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I shall cite 
a few of those years. These are official 
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figures prepared by the Library of Con- 
gress. In 1941 the purchasing power of 
the dollar had declined 5 cents from 
1939. In 1942 it declined 10 cents in 1 
year, and the purchasing power of the 
dollar was 85 cents. In 1941 it was 95 
cents, With all the financial disaster 
suffered by some of the European na- 
tions, not many of them had lost 10 
percent of the value of their money in 
1 year. In 1942 the value of the dollar 
went down 5 more cents, because in the 
2 years I have given, when it went down 
15 cents, we had deficits of $74 billion. 

In 1944, when we had a deficit of $49 
billion, it went down 2 cents more. 

In 1946, when we had a deficit of $22 
billion, it went down 6 cents more. 

In 1947 it went down 9 cents; and so 
forth. 

I do not contend that deficit spend- 
ing is the sole cause of inflation. Of 
course there are other causes of infia- 
tion. But I respectfully submit that 
this table indicates—and I think most 
economists will agree—that deficit 
spending is perhaps the greatest single 
factor in the cheapening of the value of 
the money of any country. 

We may regard these facts and figures 
lightly, if we choose, but the loss of half 
the purchasing power of its money in 13 
years should be a serious warning to 
any nation. As I have said, other fac- 
tors may be involved, but there is no 
doubt that deficit financing cheapens 
money. Cheapening money is inflation. 
Inflation is a dangerous game. It robs 
creditors: It steals from pensions, 
wages, and fixed incomes. Once started, 
it is exceedingly difficult to control. 

Mr. President, I wish to compare for 
a moment the debt of the United States 
with the debts of other nations in Europe 
to which we have been making very large 
contributions, 

Austria, for example, from the latest 
information, has a debt of $500 million. 

Belgium has a debt of $5 billion. 

Denmark has a debt of $1.2 billion. 

France has a debt of $13 billion. I 
think the records will show that we have 
given to France more than $13 billion 
under the different plans of distributing 
our money abroad. 

Greece has a debt of $510 million. 

0 The Netherlands has a debt of 86 bil- 
on. 

Norway has a debt of 81 billion. 

Portugal has a debt of 8434 million. 

Turkey has a debt of $1 billion. 

The United Kingdom has a debt of $71 
billion. 

The total for the debt of those coun- 
tries is $113 billion. In other words, 
the debt of the United States is two and 
one-half times as great as the combined 
debts of 12 European nations, all of 
which have been the recipients of our 
bounty. We are still contributing in a 
large measure to those countries, which 
have a smaller debt on a per capita basis 
and otherwise than the United States of 
America has. 

We still have practically the highest 
taxes we have ever known, yet a bal- 
anced budget is not in sight. Unless 
Federal spending is still further re- 
duced, deficit spending and inflation will 
continue to the bitter end, which is in- 
solvency. Increasing our borrowing is 
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merely a panacea. The only real rem- 
edy is to reduce spending. 

We cannot defend ourselves militarily 
in insolvency. We cannot preserve our 
freedom in insolvency. The only real 
answer is to reduce spending. Our cur- 
rency would be worthless in insolvency, 

Those who willfully or otherwise 
would destroy American solvency would 
destroy freedom for people everywhere, 

Today we are at peace. That is to say, 
while we must maintain a massive mili- 
tary organization, we are not at war. 
This period of international crisis may 
continue for many years. We must live 
with it and adapt our financial affairs 
to it. Great perils are lurking in this 
troublesome world. To be prepared for 
eventualities, we should strengthen our 
domestic economy and not weaken it. 

The temporary increase which is pro- 
posed to be granted under this bill 
should not be renewed. The adminis- 
tration should reduce its expenditures 
within the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1955, so that it will not be necessary to 
renew the temporary increase. 

The administration can prepare the 
next budget so that renewal of this pro- 
vision will not be necessary. This is 
what should and must be done. 

Let me say in conclusion that it is 
with great reluctance that I, as one who 
has fought to the utmost of my capacity 
against increasing the debt limit, made 
the motion in the Senate Committee on 
Finance temporarily to increase the 
debt limit, for the reasons which I have 
mentioned. I did so because I realized 
that for a period of 4 months the Treas- 
ury of the United States would be in an 
embarrassing position if we did not do 
80. 

I know we must pay our bills. I know 
that when we create a debt, when we 
buy implements of war, or whatever our 
obligations may be, we must meet our 
obligations, and meet them on time. It 
has never been my desire or purpose, 
in the efforts I and my colleagues have 
been making to keep the debt within a 
reasonable limitation, to create a situa- 
tion which would be financially embar- 
rassing to those who must pay the bills 
from the appropriations which are made 
by Congress. 

Mr. President, I submit that the time 
has come when we must cease increas- 
ing the debt. I further submit that 
the Congress has lost control over the 
budget. Why? Because there are un- 
expended balances today aggregating $60 
billion. 

We shall have appropriated, when we 
adjourn, another $55 billion or so, which 
authorizes the administration to make 
expenditures of $115 billion. That is to 
say, should it be physically possible to 
expend that sum and should the money 
be available either from taxes or from 
borrowing, at any time in this fiscal year 
the Government could spend the entire 
amount of unexpended appropriations 
and new appropriations which we have 
provided this year. 

As the Senate well knows, when we 
pass an appropriation bill there is no 
way in the world to tell how much of 
the money will be spent in the next fiscal 
year or in some other fiscal year. There 
is no way in the world to tell what the 
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administration will be called upon to 
spend from the $60 billion unexpended 
balances it has on hand. 

I conclude with the thought that the 
time has come to set our financial house 
in order. The time has come to put this 
country on a sound fiscal basis. If we 
do not do so, sooner or later we shall 
suffer disaster. 

I ask unanimous consent that follow- 
ing my remarks tables 2, 3, and 4, which 
are the latest estimates of expenditures 
and revenues, as prepared by the Treas- 
ury Department as of July 20, 1954, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the REC- 
orp, as follows: 


TABLE 2—Budget receipts and expenditures, 
fiscal years 1954-55 
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1 Estimates are based on the January 1954 budget 
document except that they allow for reduced receipts of 
about $1.2 billion because of the Excise Tax Reduction 
Act of 1954. 

2 Estimates are based on the January 1954 budget 
document; monthly distribution assumes payoff of about 
$144 billion Commodity Credit Corporation certificates 
of interest maturing Aug. 2, 1954, and issuance of $1 
billion new certificates in September. 

Source: Office of the Secretary of the Treasury, July 
20, 1954. 


TABLE 3.—Projected budget expenditures, 
fiscal year 1955 (estimated) 
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1 Estimates are based on the January 1954 budget doc- 
ument; monthly distribution assumes payoff of about 
$144 billion Commodity Credit Corporation certificates 
of interest maturing Aug. 2, 1954, and issuance of $1 bil- 
lion new certificates In September. 
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TABLE 4. ed budget receipts; fiscal 
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1 Estimates are based on the January 1954 budget 
document except that they allow for reduced receipts of 


about $1.2 billion because of the Excise Tax Reduction 


Act of 1954; monthly distribution gives effect to proposed 

Apr. 15 filing date for individuals, 

over 0 of the Secretary of the Treasury, July 
„ 1954, 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. What does the Sena- 
tor mean by temporarily increasing the 
debt? Either we increase the debt or 
we do not increase it. 

Mr. BYRD. It means that by June 
30, 1955, the administration will have 
to pay it back, which it can do with the 
revenues it will have coming in. That 
will restore the debt limit. 

Mr. LANGER. What is the difference 
between increasing it this time and rais- 
ing it the last time? We did not make 
a temporary increase the last time. 

Mr. BYRD. Of course, we have had 
a deficit of $3 billion since the last time 
we increased it. The Government is 
$3 billion worse off than it was a year 
ago. 

Furthermore, 4 years ago we adopted 
a plan whereby we gradually collected 
the revenues from corporations in the 
first 6 months of the year, instead of 
having them collected in regular quar- 
terly payments. Now we are collecting 
$17 billion more in the first 6 months 
than we are collecting in the last 6 
months. The expenditures are nearly 
on an equal monthly basis. That sit- 
uation will create a dip for about 4 
months, which I explained, in the month 
be December 15, and ending 
March 15, whereby there would not be 
sufficient funds in the Treasury to pay 
the bills due in that period of time. 
When the funds come in later, we shall 
end this fiscal year with a balance of 
$6 billion, without any increase what- 
ever in the public debt. 

Mr. LANGER. On July 1, would the 
debt limit be $275 billion? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes; unless Congress 
should take further action it would be 
$275 billion. The Treasury does not 
question the fact that it will have suffi- 
cient funds on hand at that time to pay 
the additional $6 billion, because, ac- 
cording to its own statement, it will have 
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$6 billion on hand without any increase 
whatsoever in the debt. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I have 
heard the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia many times in the past 25 years 
in connection with this and related mat- 
ters, and during those years I have read 
his statements on these very important 
subjects. I do not believe I have ever 
heard him make such an incisive, con- 
clusive argument on the subject of Fed- 
eral fiscal affairs as he has made to the 
Senate this afternoon. I wish it could 
be printed in every newspaper in the 
United States and be placed in every 
school in some form, Certainly it should 
be made available so that the American 
people could read the fundamentals 
which he has so clearly and forcefully 
outlined for the benefit of the Senate and 
for the benefit of the country. In his 
argument he has come to grips with one 
of the most important and difficult sub- 
jects that can arrest the attention of the 
Congress of the United States. He has 
done it in such a manner as literally to 
outdo himself. I wish to congratulate 
the Senator from Virginia heartily upon 
his remarkable, clear, and incisive analy- 
sis of the situation. 

Also, Mr. President, I am one Senator, 
among many I am sure, who is grateful 
to the distinguished and able chairman 
of the Finance Committee, and to the 
Finance Committee itself, for bringing 
before the Senate a solution to the prob- 
lem which we can accept with perhaps 
some grace. It is a very, very difficult 
problem. 

I am completely in accord with the 
Senator from Virginia in hoping that 
when we get to this point next year, we 
will have so recaptured control of our 
spending that we will not have to deal 
with a similar situation then or at any- 
time while I am in the Senate of the 
United States. 

I also agree with what he said about 
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Hon- 
orable George Humphrey. As I have said 
heretofore in the Senate, I believe that 
probably no other man in the United 
States is better qualified to deal with 
these problems than is the Honorable 
George Humphrey. He has been con- 
fronted with a most difficult situation. 
He does not like to recommend an in- 
crease in the debt limit. He has had to 
do so because of the actions of the Con- 
gress of the United States. 

Again I congratulate the able Senator 
from Virginia. I think he made a re- 
markably fine presentation, and I am 
ey glad I was in the Chamber to hear 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. I wish also to congrat- 
ulate the Senator from Virginia. I have 
followed him throughout the years. In 
offering myself as a candidate for the 
office of Senator, one pledge I made was 
that, short of total war, I would not vote 
to increase the total national debt nor 
would I vote to raise the debt ceiling. I 
do not believe I can vote for even this 
temporary increase, but the Senator 
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from Virginia is certainly entitled to the 
praise and congratulations of the Sen- 
ate for having worked out this plan for 
a temporary increase. Otherwise, I fear 
that we would be faced on the floor this 
afternoon with a sizable permanent in- 
crease in our national debt limit. I ap- 
preciate the work the Senator has done. 
I join with him in his remarks and his 
hope that we will start trimming our 
spending or at least fitting it to our in- 
come, as so many other countries of the 
world are doing. 

I heard the figures of the national debt 
of the other nations stated by the Sena- 
tor. I believe the last figures I saw of 
the national debts of all the other na- 
tions of the world show that we owe 
more money than all the other nations 
of the world combined. Is that correct? 

My BYRD. That may be true. I 
have the figures for the 12 nations of 
Europe, and we owe more than 2½ times 
as much as those 12 nations of Europe. 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 

Mr. LENNON. I am sure the people 
of America were grateful to the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. Byrp] and to the full Finance Com- 
mittee when last summer they success- 
fully resisted the pressure of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury and the Director of 
the Budget in their efforts to increase 
the national debt limit from $275 billion 
to $290 billion. I believe every Member 
of the Senate today, as well as the people 
of America generally, share the view 
expressed by the distinguished senior 
Senator from Virginia to the effect that 
if we had raised the national debt limit 
to $290 billion last summer, very likely 
we would now be called upon to raise it 
again. 

Like so many of my colleagues, I sub- 
scribe to the position that the depart- 
ments, agencies, and bureaus of the Gov- 
ernment will have come before the Con- 
gress next January with a longer and 
keener sight if they have any idea that 
Congress will increase their appropria- 
tions. 

I want the Senate and the people of 
America to know that I am disappointed 
that it is necessary for the Committee 
on Finance to come to this necessary 
conclusion. 

In the light of the fact that the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury and the Director 
of the Budget represented to the commit- 
tee last summer that it was absolutely 
essential that the debt limit be raised 
from $275 billion to $290 billion, and that 
failure to do so would make it impossi- 
ble for the Government to meet its cur- 
rent obligations, I wonder if now we are 
not faced with the same situation. I 
ask the distinguished Senator from Vir- 
ginia this question: If the representa- 
tion was made last summer that if the 
national debt limit were not increased 
by $15 billion we could not meet our 
current obligations, is it not likely that 
again a representation is being made to 
us to the effect that we shall not be able 
to meet our current obligations unless 
we raise the national-debt limit on a 
temporary basis by $6 billion? 

Mr. BYRD. The situation is different 
in at least three respects. In the first 
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place, we are $3 billion worse off than we 
were a year ago, because we have a $3 
billion deficit in the year that ended last 
June 30. Therefore, our balance is $3 
billion less than it was last year. 

Secondly, under the so-called Mills 
plan corporate taxes in the July-Decem- 
ber half of the year will be less again 
this year. And in the third place tax 
rates have been reduced. 

Mr. LENNON. I am satisfied with the 
explanation of the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Virginia. Considering his great 
knowledge of the fiscal affairs of the 
Nation, which I think exceeds that of 
many persons connected with Govern- 
ment today, if he is satisfied that we 
cannot escape raising the national-debt 
limit even on a temporary basis, I feel 
compelled to go along and vote with the 
senior Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. I think it is a close ques- 
tion. It is possible that Government 
agencies could effect further economies, 
thereby making the proposed increase in 
the debt limit unnecessary. Last August, 
in his appearance before our committee, 
as members of the Finance Committee 
know, Mr. Humphrey said that if he 
could not pay his bills there would be a 
panic. The result was that we did not 
increase the debt, and expenses were re- 
duced by $6 billion, as compared with 
the previous year. 

Now it is estimated that on January 
15 the borrowing authority and the cash 
balance will be exhausted with a de- 
ficiency of $2 billion still remaining. 
Under these circumstances I felt we 
could not take such a risk. It would be 
a very unfortunate thing if at any time 
75 country could not pay its current 

ills. 

This is the first time in the history of 
the country that the statutory debt limit 
has been raised temporarily and it is 
with the understanding that economies 
must be achieved in the next year. Next 
year, under the new tax bill, the so- 
called Mills plan will be reversed. Cor- 
porations will be compelled to estimate 
their earnings in advance and begin- 
ning in September 1955 they will begin 
paying taxes on the estimate. Gradu- 
ally the inequality of corporate tax col- 
lections will be wiped out. Senators can 
see from this statement I have presented 
where the inequality exists, assuming the 
statement is correct. There is a $2 bil- 
lion deficiency on January 15. Yet on 
June 30 there is $6 billion in borrowing 
authority and cash on hand. This shows 
the inequality with which the revenue 
comes into the Treasury. Revenue 
comes in at an unequal monthly rate, 
but expenditures are on practically an 
equal monthly rate basis. 

It is for that reason that the Senator 
from Virginia very reluctantly reached 
the conclusion that to be safe we had 
better grant this temporary increase, 
with the understanding that we expect 
the Treasury, the administration, and 
all the departments to reduce expenses 
sufficiently to make it unnecessary to 
renew this temporary increase in the 
debt limit. 

Expenses were reduced $6 billion in 
fiscal 1954 as compared with fiscal 1953. 
I am speaking of actual expenditures. 


14379 


In my comparisons I have gotten away 
from talking about estimates because 
they do not mean anything. The ad- 
ministration reduced actual expenditures 
in 1954, compared with 1953, by $6 
billion, and I compliment them for so 
doing. They can reduce expenditures 
another $6 billion in the coming year if 
they have to, but they cannot do it all at 
once. 

I think this action should cause the 
administration to understand that Con- 
gress expects it not to ask for a renewal 
of this $6 billion. If it should be re- 
quested, I think the request ought to be 
very carefully scrutinized and not 
granted unless we are compelled to do so. 

Mr. LENNON. I thank the senior 
Senator from Virginia, and I express the 
hope that the resolution which was in- 
troduced by the Senator from Virginia 
and the senior Senator from New 
Hampshire, which sets a balanced budget 
as a goal, will claim the attention of the 
Senate next year. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield to the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I think 
the Senate is most appreciative of the 
very clear statements made by the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee [Mr. MILLIKIN], and the very 
distinguished senior Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Byrp]. 

I am most reluctant to vote to raise 
the debt ceiling, but I think the plan 
which has been evolved is a sound one, 
and should be adopted by the Senate. 
However, I should like to impress upon 
the Members of the Senate the fact that 
unless we cut appropriations for the next 
fiscal year, or increase taxes, it will be 
necessary at this time next year to in- 
crease the debt ceiling. I think it is a 
responsibility of the American Congress. 
We should see that the budget is bal- 
anced, and there is no way to do that 
except by cutting expenditures or in- 
creasing taxes. 

I have no questions to ask of the dis- 
tinguished Senator, for I think the two 
statements which have been made are 
very clear. I desire to conclude by ex- 
pressing the view that the people of the 
United States are most fortunate to have 
on the Senate Finance Committee men 
of the ability and the courage of the 
junior Senator from Colorado [Mr. MIL- 
Lixin], the senior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE], and the senior Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I, too, 
hope that this is only a temporary in- 
crease in the debt limit, but I do not 
think we can be too optimistic about it. 
The Secretary of the Treasury, I believe, 
stated as the basic recommendation to 
the committee that he could get along 
with an increase in the limit of $5 billion 
and an additional $5 billion on a tem- 
porary basis. That is $5 billion as a 
permanent increase, making the debt 
limit $280 billion, with a temporary in- 
crease of $5 billion to be liquidated at 
the end of this fiscal year, or at the be- 
ginning of another fiscal year. 

We must not forget, Mr. President, 
that even if the Congress cuts down 
appropriations, the capacity to spend is 
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still present and the ability to spend is 
still present if, through taxation or bor- 
rowing, the money can be obtained to 
spend. That is true because of the 
enormous carryover of unexpended bal- 
ances. 

The unexpended balances are now $60 
billion. I thought they were a little 
above $60 billion, and the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia has stated they 
are about $60 billion. That is an enor- 
mous carryover, and, even if Congress 
did not appropriate any money next 
year for any purpose, and we could re- 
apportion the $60 billion already au- 
thorized, and already appropriated but 
not actually in hand, we would spend our 
total income in that year. That is be- 
cause our income is not going to be so 
great as it was in the last fiscal year. 
That is something I wanted to empha- 
size at this time. The Government's in- 
come is already down. As a matter of 
fact, some of the large and powerful 
corporations of the country have shown 
enormous profits, but corporations as a 
whole are showing some $2 billion less 
profits up to this time, taxwise. That 
is a minus $2 billion when they are 
grouped altogether. 

I have great respect for the Secretary 
of the Treasury and I have great con- 
fidence in his judgment. The Secretary 
of the Treasury was of the opinion that 
by the end of this fiscal year, the down 
trend in corporate earnings would not 
indicate so great a Treasury loss, but 
would probably be increased by $1 bil- 
lion, or perhaps $14 billion. However, 
at the present time total corporate earn- 
ings show a loss as compared with earn- 
ings on which corporations paid taxes 
last year. 

Another thing must be borne in mind. 
Under the changes recently made by 
Congress in our tax laws the corporate 
rate will drop next April 1 from 52 per- 
cent to 47 percent. That of itself repre- 
sents a considerable loss to the Treasury. 
From my own experience in handling 
tax matters, I would say that it is going 
to be very difficult to avoid further re- 
ductions in many of the excise taxes 
during the next year. The problem will 
be to avoid by tax reductions a further 
loss of revenue and likewise to continue 
the high corporate rate of 52 percent 
beyond next April. Unless that rate is 
continued, or some additional taxes are 


levied to make up for the Treasury loss 


of about $2 billion, we will have a very 
much reduced chance of retiring or re- 
ducing this temporary increase in the 
debt limit by paying off the $6 billion, 
or so much of it as may be borrowed, 
at the end of the current fiscal year. 

I merely point out those two facts. 
Regardless of how deeply we cut appro- 
priations, the unexpended balances af- 
ford a ready opportunity for the ex- 
penditure of money, and it is necessary 
to look to what the Government is tak- 
ing in and what it is spending. If the 
spending is not cut further, we will be 
called on, I am sure, at the end of this 
fiscal year, to increase the debt limit 
again. 

I do not think, however, we can blink 
at the fact that we must maintain the 
credit of the United States. While we 
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most regretfully must increase the debt 
limit, at the same time we have only 
two options. One option is to do so, and 
the other is to levy new taxes which will 
bring in new revenue, and this is not a 
very good time to levy new taxes on the 
American people. 

With all the reductions which have 
been made, tax rates are still very high. 
I think the Secretary of the Treasury 
was correct when he said that, in his 
judgment, over a long period of time the 
American people could not continue to 
pay the present high Federal taxes, plus 
all the other taxes which they must pay, 
without hurting business. But we must 
reduce expenditures as much as we pos- 
sibly can. We would be very sensible 
and very well advised to cut appropria- 
tions more deeply than we have cut them 
even during the past 18 months. If 
those things are not done, and if the 
revenue which comes in from taxes is 
not maintained at its present level, and 
next April reductions are not made as 
contemplated in existing law, or, if made, 
and new taxes are not found to take up 
that loss, we shall unquestionably be 
faced with a request for an increase in 
the debt limit again next year. 

We must maintain the credit of the 
United States. I do not feel that the 
Secretary’s recommendation of a $5 
billion permanent increase with a $5 
billion temporary increase on the basis 
of 5 and 1, as is now recommended, 
would have been too far out of line. But 
I have a strong feeling that the Treasury 
will be able to get through this year in 
a fairly comfortable position throughout 
the year. Therefore, I think there is 
nothing we can do except to vote for 
this increase. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendment, the question 
is on the engrossment of the amend- 
ment and the third reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
oe and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to provide for a temporary in- 
crease in the public debt limit.” 


SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 
1954 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, so as to extend coverage 
under the old age and survivors insur- 
ance program, increase the benefits pay- 
able thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in- 
crease the amount of earnings per- 
mitted without loss of benefits, and for 
other purposes, 

Mr. MILLIKIN obtained the floor. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield for a unani- 
mous-consent request? 


Mr. MILLIKIN, I yield. 
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RECLASSIFICATION OF DICTO- 
PHONES IN THE TARIFF ACT OF 
1930—MOTION FOR RECONSIDER- 
ATION 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to return to Calen- 
dar No. 2001, House bill 8932, to reclassi- 
fy dictophones in the Tariff Act of 1930. 
This bill was passed on the call of the 
calendar a day or two ago. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, as I under- 
stand the request of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania, it is with reference to my 
motion to call back from the House 
H. R. 8932; is that correct? 

Mr. MARTIN. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As of last night 
I requested that the Senate seek the re- 
turn of the bill which had been before 
the Senate. I have no objection to the 
request of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania. We have discussed the matter, 
and I would appreciate it if the Sena- 
tor would explain what we have agreed 
to and what seems to be a clarification 
of the purpose of the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, this 
proposed legislation was intended origi- 
nally and is now intended to cover only 
the granite imported for the Iwo Jima 
statue paid for by contributions from 
Marine veterans. 

The only reason the language did not 
specifically mention the Iwo Jima monu- 
ment was the objection from Govern- 
ment Departments to specific legislation 
for particular projects or industries. 
They said it was a bad precedent and 
difficult to administer and it was at their 
suggestion that we drafted the bill in a 
general manner to cover this particular 
thing. 

By putting the specific deadline of Jan- 
uary 1, 1955, we have definitely limited 
the operation of the bill to this monu- 
ment alone, because the bill states that 
the project using the granite must be the 
result of a Federal law for specific monu- 
ments on Federal property only. There 
is no other law on the books or pending 
before Congress for the erection of any 
other monument on Federal property, 
and so January 1 is a very safe date and 
is much easier for the Treasury Depart- 
ment to administer because it comes at 
the end of a calendar and statistical year. 

The bill cannot apply to any but the 
Iwo Jima monument and does not need 
any changes to accomplish that pur- 
pose. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. With that legisla- 
tive history, there is now no difficulty as 
to the removal of the duty on the granite 
which will be imported. The removal of 
the tariff duty is for this one particular 
monument which has been described by 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. It will 
not permit the general movement of 
granite into the country up until Janu- 
ary 1 for other purposes; is that correct? 

Mr. MARTIN. The Senator is abso- 
lutely correct. The monument must be 
erected on Federal property. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In this instance, it 
5 5 the Iwo Jima monument specifi- 
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Mr. MARTIN. That is correct. The 
Senator will recall that it is a monument 
representing a group of marines raising 
the flag on the island of Iwo Jima. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it is a most 
worthy enterprise. As I said to the Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania, there had been 
a request from my State because we are 
very proud of our black granite in Min- 
nesota, and we make note of the fact 
that it was used in the Jefferson Memo- 
rial. Of course, we are always happy 
to have our granite used in any memo- 
rial which may be constructed in this 
country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Chair correctly understand that either 
of the Senators is asking unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw the motion which was 
made last night? 

Mr. . I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we 
are all appreciative of the many marines 
who have contributed to make this 
monument possible. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Minnesota for his co- 
operation. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Itis always a pleas- 
ure to work with the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania. 


COMPENSATION OF HOLDERS OF 
CONTRACTS FOR PERFORMANCE 
OF MAIL-MESSENGER SERVICE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REYNOLDS in the chair) laid before the 
Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 2263) to authorize the 
Postmaster General to readjust the com- 
pensation of holders of contracts for the 
performance of mail-messenger service, 
and requesting a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments, agree to the request of the House 
for a conference, and that the Chair ap- 
point the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. CARLSON, 
Mr. Durr, and Mr. JOHNSTON of South 
Carolina conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 


OBSERVANCE OF PHILIPPINE- 
AMERICAN DAY 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, today 
marks 55 years of close association be- 
tween the United States and our great 
friend and ally, the Philippine Republic. 
I have prepared a statement with regard 
to this very important, historic day 
which we are now observing. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed at 
this point in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR LEHMAN 

Today throughout the length and breadth 
of the Philippine Republic Phillppine-Ameri- 
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can Day is being observed. The President of 
the Philippines, Mr. Ramon Magsaysay, is 
leading his 20 million countrymen in tribute 
to the 55 years of association which witnessed 
the United States come to the Philippines as 
a conqueror, remain as an educator, and 
leave as a liberator, 

In 1898 and 1899 American forces landed 
in Manila, having reduced the Spanish gar- 
rison there. A: that time the Filipino peo- 
ple, who had been fighting for their inde- 
pendence against Spain, turned against us 
when it was ascertained that we came at 
that time not as liberators but as occupiers. 

The American forces pacified the Filipino 
insurgents—the rebels of that day. That is 
to say, we overcame them by force. That 
was the day when President William McKin- 
ley decided that it was the “manifest des- 
tiny” of the United States to become a co- 
lonial power and to bear our share of what 
Rudyard Kipling described as the “white 
man's burden.” 

That semi-imperialist concept did not re- 
flect the spirit of the American people. Only 
a decade thereafter, with the election of 
Woodrow Wilson as President of the United 
States, a pledge of eventual independence 
was given to the Filipino people. That 
pledge was redeemed under the next Demo- 
cratic President of the United States, Frank- 
lin D. Roosevelt, with the passage of the 
Tydings-McDuffie Act in 1934. That pledge 
was fulfilled on July 4, 1946, when the Ameri- 
can flag—the flag of American sovereignty— 
was hauled down and the red, white, blue, 
and yellow flag of the Philippine Republic 
was raised in its place. 

But from the very beginning of the occu- 
pation of the Philippines the American spirit 
was reflected in a policy which first startled 
and then won the hearts of the Filipino 
people. 

Within weeks after the American flag had 
been raised in the Philippines an American 
ship arrived in Manila Harbor loaded, not 
with troops or supplies but with school- 
teachers, sent to man, not barricades but 
schools which were newly established in 
every part and section of the Philippine 
Islands; and William Howard Taft, who as 
Governor General called the Filipinos “our 
little brown brothers,” laid the groundwork 
for an intimate relationship between the 
American and Filipino people which was to 
grow warmer and closer with the passage of 
the years. Although the policy of that 
period was imperialistic, it was warm, benev- 
olent, and enlightened. 

For many years August 13 was observed in 
the Philippines as Occupation Day. It cele- 
brated the arrival of the American forces. 
This year it was proclaimed by President 
Magsaysay as Philippine-American Day. A 
free and sovereign country does not observe 
or celebrate the anniversary of its occupa- 
tion by a foreign power, however benign and 
beneficent. But we Americans may take 
real pride in the fact that this date has not 
been forgotten by the Filipino people or by 
their leaders. Instead, it has been converted 
into a day for the celebration of Philippine- 
American amity, for the observance of the 
common traditions and common values 
which both the Filipino and the American 
people hold and cherish. 

I trust, on our part, in taking note of this 
day we in the Senate and in the country at 
large will resolve never to forget the special 
relationship we have with the Filipino peo- 
ple and with the Philippine Republic, a rela- 
tionship as close as that which we have with 
any other nation of the world. We must 
never forget Bataan and Corregidor and the 
battles which the Filipino people fought for 
our cause, for the restoration of American 
sovereignty, even after the American flag had 
been hauled down in defeat. 

I hope I may be speaking for the entire 
Senate in extending to President Magsaysay, 
of the Philippine Republic, and to the Fili- 
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pino people the heartfelt regards and affec- 
tionate good wishes of the Senate of the 
United States. 


SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1954 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, so as to extend coverage 
under the old-age and survivors insur- 
ance program, increase the benefits pay- 
able thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in- 
crease the amount of earnings permitted 
without loss of benefits, and for other 
purposes, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

we Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Mr. President, H. R. 
9366, as amended by the Committee on 
Finance, is designed to improve the old- 
age and survivors insurance system 
the system which President Eisenhower 
has called “the cornerstone of the Gov- 
ernment’s programs to promote the eco- 
nomic security of the individual.” 

In his message to Congress of January 
14, 1954, the President recommended the 
expansion and improvement of old-age 
and survivors insurance and the preser- 
vation of the basic principles of the sys- 
tem. He cited two principles as the most 
important. These are: 

First. The contributory aspect of the 
system under which the worker and his 
employer make payments during the 
years of active work, and 

Second. The benefits received are re- 
lated in part to the individual's earnings. 

The provisions of the pending bill fol- 
low the President’s recommendations. 

Contributory social insurance con- 
tinues to be basic in our governmental 
system for affording protection against 
the economic hazards resulting from old 
age and premature death. In my opin- 
ion, it is in the public interest for us to 
expand and improve the existing pro- 
gram which has been in operation since 
1937. 

Currently about 6% million individ- 
uals—more than 5 million of whom are 
past 65 years of age—are on the benefit 
rolls. Studies conducted by the Bureau 
of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance in- 
dicate that a vast majority of the bene- 
ficiaries depend upon their monthly old- 
age and survivors insurance benefits to 
meet their day-by-day living expenses. 
If it were not for the contributory social 
insurance system, many of these bene- 
ficiaries would have to turn to public 
assistance for at least part of their bread 
and butter, shelter, and health needs. 

In 1950 when I supported the 1950 
Social Security Act amendments, I said: 

History shows that as a nation becomes 
predominantly industrial, less and less secu- 
rity for more and more people is to be found 
in the cellar. The close ties of most people 
in less complicated agrarian economies with 
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the protection and sustaining power of the 
land are severed and security must be found 
in the pay envelope, in the ability of the 
worker to buy his security from that which 
is in his pay envelope, and which by the 
nature of his employment in industrial areas 
cannot be found in the cellar. 

Perfectionist theories for preserving indi- 
vidual security are shattered as to millions 
of people away from the land, due to the 
preventable and unpreventable disasters to 
payrolls caused by cyclical swings and nu- 
merous types of maladjustment in the 
economy, and often due to plain human 
frailty or catastrophic personal tragedies— 
all beyond the cure of lectures and stern ad- 
monitions by our Spartanists. The wide- 
scale junking of workers in mass-production 
industries even before middle age has been 
reached may prove too much even for the 
most rugged of the rugged individualists. 


There are several principal reasons 
which justify our support of the con- 
tributory social insurance system. The 
reasons include: 

Benefits are provided as a matter of 
right without a means test—a test which 
I have always disliked. 

The cost is met by the production of 
the worker and his employer through 
the payroll tax or, if he is self-employed, 
the self-employment tax, and thus as- 
suring a continuing interest in the pro- 
gram on the part of management, labor, 
and the general public. 

The enactment of H. R. 9366 would 
improve old-age and survivors insurance 
so that in most respects the system 
would afford the protection recommend- 
ed by the Advisory Council on Social 
Security to the Committee on Finance, 
appointed in 1947 pursuant to a Senate 
resolution adopted by the 80th Con- 
gress. This resolution was sponsored 
jointly by the senior Senator from Geor- 
gia and by the junior Senator from 
Colorado, and it directed the Senate 
Finance Committee “to make a full and 
complete investigation of old-age and 
survivors insurance and all other as- 
pects of the existing social-security sys- 
tem. particularly in respect to coverage, 
benefits, and taxes relative thereof.” 

The Council consisted of 17 men and 
women of high standing, broad experi- 
ence, and especially qualified to protect 
the interests of the worker, employer, 
and the public. The late Edward R. 
Stettinius, Jr., then rector of the Uni- 
versity of Virginia and formerly Secre- 
tary of State, was the chairman, and 
Dr. Sumner H. Slichter, Lamont Uni- 
versity professor, was the cochairman. 

The findings and recommendations of 
the Advisory Council were very helpful 
to your committee in formulating the 
1950 Social Security Act amendments. 
Again this year, in determining policy 
decisions before the committee, in con- 
nection with the pending bill, the find- 
ings of the Council were taken into con- 
sideration. Iam happy to state that the 
pending bill, along with the 1950 social 
security amendments, would carry out 
nearly all the recommendations made by 
the Council regarding old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance. The major omission 
in the bill, when measured against the 
old-age insurance program recommend- 
ed by the Council, relates to coverage. 

Farm operators and the self-employed 
members of the professions excluded 
under present law would not be covered 
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by H. R. 9366. In considering the ex- 
tension of coverage to additional groups, 
your committee was guided by both the 
administrative feasibility of coverage and 
the wishes of the members of these 
groups as expressed by their spokesmen 
in testimony before the committee. 
Your committee found that there was a 
division of opinion among farm opera- 
tors and the professional self-employed. 

In the interest of securing as broad 
coverage as possible under the program, 
consideration was given to the possi- 
bility of allowing individuals working in 
such occupations to elect coverage on a 
voluntary basis. In this way the prob- 
lem of diverse opinion on entrance into 
the program could have been resolved. 
Your committee concluded, however, that 
extension of coverage on an individual 
voluntary basis involved grave dangers 
with respect to the financing of the sys- 
tem, as well as discrimination against 
the great majority of workers covered 
under the program on a compulsory basis. 
Therefore when the committee found 
that substantial agreement did not ex- 
ist among representatives of farmers and 
self-employed professionals as to 
whether they desired to be covered, the 
committee concluded that it would be 
wiser to continue the exclusion of these 
groups rather than allow the election of 
coverage as to individuals. 

The old-age and survivors insurance 
system contains benefit provisions which 
allow for the payment of benefits in in- 
dividual cases that are considerably in 
excess of the value of the contributions 
paid. Thus workers retiring in the 
early years after their coverage under the 
program started are permitted to draw 
full-rate benefits on the basis of a short 
period of work and contributions. Also, 
the survivors’ insurance protection to in- 
dividuals with large families is especially 
valuable. These provisions are necessary 
to the effective fulfillment of the pur- 
poses of the system in preventing de- 
pendency. They would, however, make 
the program vulnerable to adverse selec- 
tion if coverage were to be made avail- 
able on the basis of individual choice. 
Those who would elect coverage under a 
voluntary option are primarily those who 
could expect the largest return for a 
relatively small contribution. ‘The defi- 
cit in their contributions would have to 
be made up by increasing the contri- 
bution rate for the covered groups as a 
whole. The result would be that those 
who are compulsorily covered along with 
their employers would have to bear a 
large part of the cost of the difference 
between what the select group pays and 
what it receives. 

Your committee is convinced that the 
compulsory character of the system must 
be preserved, and that in the absence of 
overriding considerations of a special 
character, as is present in the case of 
members of the clergy, any extension of 
coverage must be on a mandatory basis 
with respect to individuals. 

There are many provisions in the 
pending bill which I should like to dis- 
cuss in detail and emphasize their im- 
portance for the economic security of 
American families. However, in order 
to conserve time, and as each Member 
of the Senate has not only been fur- 


August 13 


nished the committee report—No. 1987— 
which consists of 183 pages, but also a 
document entitled “Major Differences in 
the Present Social Security Law and 
H. R. 9366 as Reported by the Committee 
on Finance,” I shall summarize the prin- 
cipal provisions in the bill. 

The provisions relating to old-age and 
survivors insurance would broaden 
coverage, bring benefits more in line with 
present-day price and wage levels, pre- 
vent reduction in benefits for workers 
who because of total disability cannot 
continue to work, and liberalize the ex- 
isting retirement test so as to allow ben- 
eficiaries greater freedom to accept part- 
time or seasonal employment. 

In summary the principal old-age and 
survivors’ insurance provisions are: 

First. Extension of coverage: Old-age 
and survivors’ insurance coverage would 
be afforded to approximately 7 million 
persons who work during the course of a 
year in jobs now excluded from the pro- 
gram. The groups brought into the pro- 
gram under the bill are as follows: 

(a) Employees of State and local gov- 
ernments who are covered by State and 
local retirement systems, other than po- 
licemen and firemen, under voluntary 
agreements between the State and the 
Federal Government, if a majority of the 
members of the system vote in a referen- 
dum in favor of coverage. There are 
about 3.5 million of those persons. 

(b) Farmworkers who are paid at least 
$50 in cash wages by one employer in a 
calendar quarter. There are about 2.6 
million of those persons, 

(c) Domestic workers in private 
homes (and others who perform work 
not in the course of the employer's trade 
or business) who are paid $50 in cash 
wages by an employer in a calendar 
quarter, regardless of the 24-day test 
required in the present law. There are 
about 250,000 persons in that category. 

(d) Ministers and members of reli- 
gious orders, whether self-employed or 
employees, if they elect individually for 
coverage as self-employed persons. 
There are about 260,000 of those persons. 

That is the group to which I referred 
a while ago, who labor under special cir- 
cumstances, which caused the commit- 
tee to feel that they should be considered 
a justified exception. 

(e) American citizens employed out- 
side the United States by foreign subsid- 
iaries of American companies. Under 
voluntary agreements between the Fed- 
eral Government and the parent Ameri- 
can concern there are about 100,000 cit- 
izens affected by. this provision. 

(f) Homeworkers who are now ex- 
cluded from coverage as employees— 
whether or not they are now covered as 
self-employed persons—because their 
services are not subject to State licensing 
laws. There are about 100,000 of those 
persons. 

(g) Employees engaged in fishing and 
related activities, on vessels of 10 net 
tons or less or on shore. There are about 
ae persons affected by this provi- 
sion. 

(h) American citizens employed by 
American employers on vessels and air- 
craft of foreign registry, There is a very 
small number of those. 
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Second. Computation of average 
monthly wage: Up to 5 years in which 
earnings were lowest or nonexistent. 
could be dropped from the computation 
of the average monthly wage. 

Third. Earnings base: The total an- 
nual earnings on which benefits would be 
computed and contributions paid would 
be raised from $3,600 to $4,200. 

Fourth. Increase in benefits: (a) More 
than 6.5 million persons now on the ben- 
efit rolls would have their benefits in- 
creased. The average increase for re- 
tired workers would be about $6 a month 
with proportionate increases for depend- 
ents and survivors. The range in pri- 
mary insurance amounts for those now 
on the rolls would be $30 to $98.50 as 
compared to $25 to $85 under pres- 
ent law. 

(b) Persons who retire or die in the 
future would, in general, have their ben- 
efits computed by the following new for- 
mula: 55 percent of the first $110 of 
average monthly wage, rather than $100 
as in the present law, plus 20 percent of 
the next $240, rather than 15 percent of 
the next $200. Under this formula, the 
maximum monthly benefit for a retired 
worker would be $108.50 and $54.25 for 
his aged wife, or a total of $162.75. 

(c) The maximum monthly family 
benefit of $168.75 would be increased 
to $200. j 

(d) The minimum monthly benefit 
amount for a retired worker would be 
$30, and the minimum amount payable 
where only one survivor is entitled to 
benefits on the deceased insured per- 
son's earnings, would be $30. 

Fifth. Limitation on earnings of ben- 
eficiaries: The earnings limitation would 
be removed at age 72. For beneficiaries 
under age 72 the earnings limitation 
would be made the same for wage earn- 
ers and self-employed persons. A bene- 
ficiary could earn as much as $1,200 in 
a year from covered work without loss 
of benefits. He would lose 1 month’s 
benefit for each unit of $80, or fraction 
thereof, of covered earnings in excess 
of $1,200, but in no case would he lose 
benefits for months in which he neither 
earned more than $80 in wages nor ren- 
dered substantial services in self- 
employment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question at that 
point? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. What does that repre- 
sent by way of a change from the 
previous provisions? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. At the present time, 
the age limit is 75. This brings the 
age limit down to 72. 

Mr. MORSE. What is the change as 
to the amount? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. As to the amount it 
is $75 a month, which is the key amount. 

A beneficiary could earn as much as 
$1,200 a year from covered work with- 
out loss of benefits. He would lose 1 
month’s benefit for each unit of $80 or 
fraction thereof of covered earnings in 
excess of $1,200. In other words, he 
could earn up to $1,200. 

Mr. MORSE. That is the new pro- 
vision? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 
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Mr. MORSE. In contrast to the old 
provision. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. $75 is the present law. 
Thank you, sir. 

Mr. MORSE. Thank you. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Beneficiaries en- 
gaged in noncovered work outside the 
United States would have their benefits 
withheld for any month in which they 
worked on 7 or more days. 

Sixth. Eligibility for benefits: (a) As 
an alternative to the present require- 
ments for fully insured status, an in- 
dividual would be fully insured if all the 
quarters elapsing after 1954 and up to 
the quarter of his death or attainment 
of age 65 were quarters of coverage, pro- 
vided he had at least 6 quarters of 
coverage after 1954. 

Seventh. Preservation of benfit rights 
for disabled: The period during which 
an individual was under an extended 
total disability would be excluded in de- 
termining his insured status and the 
amount of benefits payable to him 
upon retirement or to his survivors in 
the event of his death. Only disabili- 
ties lasting more than 6 months would 
be taken into account. Determinations 
of disabilities generally would be made 
by State vocational rehabilitation 
agencies or other appropriate State 
agencies pursuant to agreements with 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

Eighth. Recomputation of benefits for 
work after entitlement: An individual 
may have his benefit recomputed to take 
into account additional earnings after 
entitlement if he has covered earnings 
of more than $1,200 in a calendar year 
after 1953 and after the year in which 
his benefit was last computed. 

Ninth. Contribution rates: Employers 
and employees will continue to share 
equally, with the rates on each being as 
follows: 


Calendar years: Rate (percent) 
2 


ccc 
VC 27 
Lr 
ccc 3 


The self-employed would pay 1% 
times the above rates. 

Although the pending bill relates pri- 
marily to the old-age and survivors pro- 
gram your committee has not been un- 
mindful of the needs of the recipients 
of the State-Federal public assistance 
programs. 

The bill extends through September 30, 
1956, the provisions of the 1952 amend- 
ments—presently scheduled to expire on 
September 30, 1954—-with respect to Fed- 
eral payments to States for public-as- 
sistance programs. 

That relates, in a word, to what we 
call the McFarland amendment. 

Until that date, the Federal share in 
old-age assistance, aid to the blind, and 
aid to the permanently and totally dis- 
abled will continue to be four-fifths of 
the first $25 of a State’s average monthly 
payment per recipient, plus one-half of 
the remainder, within individual maxi- 
mums of $55. For aid to dependent chil- 
dren the Federal share will be four-fifths 
of the first $15 of a State’s average 
monthly payment per recipient, plus one- 
half of the remainder within individual 
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maximums of $30 for the adult, $30 for 
the first child, and $21 for each addi- 
tional child in a family. 

In making this recommendation for 
the State-Federal public assistance pro- 
grams your committee was of the opin- 
ion that by September 30, 1956, sufficient 
time would elapse to enable the Congress 
to give consideration to basic amend- 
ments in the Federal matching formulas. 

The cost of continuing the increased 
Federal payments is about $400 million 
for the 24-month period. 

By having the Federal Government 
continue to provide the extra Federal 
matching initiated in 1952, the States 
should be able to meet adequately the 
needs of State-Federal public assistance 
recipients. I should like to remind my 
colleagues that the liberalizations con- 
tained in the provisions in the bill re- 
lating to the old-age and survivors in- 
surance will decrease the number of in- 
dividuals who will require public assist- 
ance payments. 

I urge the adoption of the measure be- 
fore us. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the committee amendments be 
agreed to en bloc, and that the bill as 
amended be considered as the original 
text, for the purpose of further amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so or- 
dered. 


The amendments agreed to en bloc are 
as follows: 


On page 3, line 7, after the word “calendar” 
to strike out year“ and insert “quarter”; at 
the beginning of line 9, to strike out “year” 
and insert “quarter”; in line 10, after the 
word “than” to strike out “$200” and insert 
“$50”; after line 12, to insert: 

“(1) (A) Service performed in connection 
with the production or harvesting of any 
commodity defined as an agricultural com- 
modity in section 15 (g) of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act, as amended;” 

At the beginning of line 17, to strike out 
“(1)” and insert “(B)”; on page 4, after line 
17, to strike out: 

“CERTAIN FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

“(c) (1) Subparagraph (B) of the para- 
graph of section 210 (a) of the Social Secur- 
ity Act herein redesignated as paragraph (6) 
is amended— 

“(A) by inserting ‘by an individual’ after 
‘Service performed’, and by inserting ‘and 
if such service is covered by a retirement 
system established by such instrumentality;’ 
after ‘December 31, 1950,’; 

“(B) by inserting ‘a Federal Home Loan 
Bank,’ after ‘a Federal Reserve Bank,’ in 
clause (ii); and 

“(C) by striking out ‘or’ at the end of 
clause (ili), by adding ‘or’ at the end of 
clause (iv), and by adding at the end of the 
subparagraph the following new clause: 

“*(v) service performed by a civilian em- 
ployee, not compensated from funds ap- 
propriated by the Congress, in the Coast 
Guard Exchanges or other activities, con- 
ducted by an instrumentality of the United 
States subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, at installations of 
the Coast Guard for the comfort, pleasure, 
contentment, and mental and physical im- 
provement of personnel of the Coast Guard;’. 

“(2) Subparagraph (C) of such paragraph 
is amended to read as follows: 

„C) Service performed in the employ of 
the United States or in the employ of any 
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instrumentality of the United States, if such 
service is ed— 

(J) as the President or Vice President of 
the United States or as a Member, Delegate, 
or Resident Commissioner of or to the 
Congress; 

(11) im the legislative branch; 

(ui) in a penal institution of the United 
States by an inmate thereof; 

iv) by any individual as an employee in- 
cluded under section 2 of the Act of August 
4, 1947 (relating to certain interns, student 
nurses, and other student employees of hos- 
pitals of the Federal Government; 5 U. S. C., 
sec. 1052); 

„v) by any individual as an employee 
serving on a temporary basis in case of fire, 
stetm, earthquake, flood, or other similar 
emergency; or 

(vi) by any individual to whom the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of 1930 does not apply 
because such individual is subject to another 
retirement system (other than the retire- 
ment system of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority) ;’. 

“(3) Section 205 (p) (3) of such Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: ‘The provisions of 
pargraphs (1) and (2) shall be applicable 
also in the case of service performed by a 
civilian employee, not compensated from 
funds appropriated by the Congress, in the 
Coast Guard Exchanges or other activities, 
conducted by an instrumentality of the 
United States subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, at installa- 
tions of the Coast Guard for the comfort, 
pleasure, contentment, and mental and 
physical improvement of personnel of the 
Coast Guard; and for purposes of paragraphs 
(1) and (2) the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall be deemed to be the head of such in- 
strumentality.“ 

“MINISTERS 


d) (1) The paragraph of section 210 (a) 
of the Social Security Act herein redesignated 
as paragraph (8) is amended to read as 
follows: 

““*(8) (A) Service performed in the employ 
of a religious, charitable, educational, or 
other organization exempt from income tax 
under section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue 
Code, other than service performed by a duly 
ordained, commissioned, or licensed minister 
of a church in the exercise of his ministry 
or by a member of a religious order in the 
exercise of duties required by such order; 
but this subparagraph shall not apply to 
service performed during the period for 
which a certificate, filed pursuant to section 
1426 (1) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code, 
is in effect, if such service is performed by 
an employee (i) whose signature appears on 
the list filed by such organization under such 
section, or (ii) who became an employee of 
such organization after the certificate was 
filed and after such period began; 

„) Service performed in the employ of 
a religious, charitable, educational, or other 
organization exempt from income tax under 
section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue Code, 
by a duly ordained, commissioned, or licensed 
minister of a church in the exercise of his 
ministry or by a member of a religious order 
in the exercise of duties required by such 
order; but this subparagraph shall not apply 
to service performed by a duly ordained, com- 
missioned, or licensed minister of a church 
or a member of a religious order, other than 
a member of a religious order who has taken 
a vow of poverty as a member of such order, 
during the period for which a certificate, filed 
pursuant to section 1426 (1) (2) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code, is in effect, if such 
service is performed by an employee (i) 
whose signature appears on the list filed by 
such organization under such section, or (ii) 
who became an employee of such organiza- 
tion after the certificate was filed and after 
such period began; 
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“(2) Section 211 (c) of such Act is amended 
by striking out paragraph (4). 

“(3) Nothing in subsection (a) of section 
210 of the Social Security Act, as amended 
by this Act, or in subsections (b) and (1) of 
section 1426 of the Internal Revenue Code, 
as so amended, shall be construed to mean 
that any minister is an employee of an 
organization for any purpose other than the 
purposes of such sections.” 

At the top of page 9, to insert: 

“MINISTERS 

„(e) (1) Paragraph (2) of subsection (c) 
of section 211 of the Social Security Act is 
amended by inserting ‘and other than service 
described in paragraph (4) of this subsec- 
tion’ after ‘eighteen’. 

“(2) Such subsection is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: ‘The provisions of paragraph 
(4) shall not apply to service (other than 
service performed by a member of a religious 
order who has taken a vow of poverty as a 
member of such order) performed by an in- 
dividual during the period for which a certifi- 
cate filed by such individual under section 
1402 (e) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 is in effect.“ 

At the beginning of line 15, to strike out 
„(e)“ and insert (d)“; at the beginning of 
line 21, to strike out (f)“ and insert (e)“; 
at the top of page 10, to strike out: 


“FARMERS AND PROFESSIONAL SELF-EMPLOYED 


“(g) (1) Subsection (a) of section 211 of 
the Social Security Act is amended by strik- 
ing out paragraph (2) and redesignating 
paragraphs (3). (4), (5), (6), and (7), and 
any references thereto contained in such 
Act, as paragraphs (2), (3), (4), (5), and 
(6), respectively, and by adding at the end 
of such subsection the following new sen- 
tence: ‘In the case of any trade or business 
which is carried on by an individual who 
reports his income on a cash receipts and 
disbursements basis, and in which, if it were 
carried on exclusively by employees, the 
major portion of the services would con- 
stitute agricultural labor as defined in sec- 
tion 210 (f), (i) if the gross income derived 
from such trade or business by such in- 
dividual is not more than $1,800, the net 
earnings from self-employment derived by 
him therefrom may, at his option, be deemed 
to be 50 per centum of such gross income in 
lieu of his net earnings from self-employ- 
ment from such trade or business computed 
as provided under the preceding provisions 
of this subsection, or (ii) if the gross income 
derived from such trade or business by such 
individual is more than $1,800 and the net 
earnings from self-employment derived by 
him therefrom, as computed under the pre- 
ceding provisions of this subsection, are less 
than $900, such net earnings may instead, 
at the option of such individual, be deemed 
to be $900. For the purpose of the preceding 
sentence, gross income derived from such 
trade or business shall mean the gross re- 
ceipts from such trade or business reduced 
by the cost or other basis of property which 
was purchased and sold in carrying on such 
trade or business, adjusted (after such re- 
duction) in accordance with the preceding 
provisions of this subsection.’ 

“(2) Paragraph (1) of such section 211 (a) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“*(1) There shall be excluded rentals from 
real estate and from personal property leased 
with the real estate (including such rentals 
paid in crop shares), together with the 
deductions attributable thereto, unless such 
rentals are received in the course of a trade 
or business as a real estate dealer;’, 

“(3) The paragraph of such section 211 (a) 
herein redesignated as paragraph (3) is 
amended by striking out ‘cutting or disposal 
of timber’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘cutting of timber, or the disposal of timber 
or coal. 
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“(4) Section 211 (c) of such Act is amended 
by striking out paragraph (5), by inserting 
‘or’ at the end of paragraph (3), and by 
adding after paragraph (3) the following new 
paragraph: 

“*(4) The performance of service by an in- 
dividual in the exercise of his profession as 
a physician, or the performance of such 
service by a partnership.“ 

At the top of page 12, to insert: 

“COAL ROYALTIES 

“(f) Paragraph (4) of section 211 (a) of the 
Social Security Act is amended by striking 
out ‘cutting or disposal of timber’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘cutting of timber, or 
the disposal of timber or coal,’.” 

At the beginning of line 8, to strike out 
“(h)” and insert (g)“; in line 9, after the 
word “Exclusion” to strike out Of“ and in- 
sert “of”; in line 10, after the word “by” to 
strike out “striking out ‘on the date such 
agreement is made applicable to such cover- 
age group’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘either (A) on the date such agreement is 
made applicable to such coverage group, or 
(B) on the date of the enactment of the 
succeeding paragraph of this subsection (ex- 
cept in the case of positions which are, by 
reason of action by such State or political 
subdivision thereof, as may be appropriate, 
taken prior to the date of the enactment of 
such succeeding h, no longer cov- 
ered by a retirement system on the date 
referred to in clause (A), and except in the 
case of positions excluded by paragraph (5) 
(A)) rand insert “adding at the end thereof 
the following sentence:“; in line 22, after 
the amendment just above stated, to strike 
out “The” and insert The“; on page 13, line 
5, to strike out “‘system’.” and insert sys- 
tem.’ ; after line 5, to insert: 

“(B) Such section 218 (d) is amended by 
striking out ‘on the date such agreement is 
made applicable to such coverage group’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘either (A) on the 
date such agreement is made applicable to 
such coverage group, or (B) on the date of 
enactment of the succeeding paragraph of 
this subsection (except in the case of posi- 
tions which are, by reason of action by such 
State or political subdivision thereof, as may 
be appropriate, taken prior to the date of 
enactment of such succeeding paragraph, no 
longer covered by a retirement system on the 
date referred to in clause (A), and except in 
the case of positions excluded by paragraph 
(5) ())“ 

On page 14, line 19, after “(C)” to strike 
out “Ninety” and insert “Not less than 
ninety”; in line 23, after the word “him” to 
insert “and”; on page 15, at the beginning 
of line 1, to strike out “such referendum” 
and insert “favor of including service in 
such positions under an agreement under 
this section”; in line 2, after the amendment 
just above stated, to strike out the semicolon 
and “and”; after line 2, to strike out: 

„F) Two-thirds or more of the employees 
who voted in such referendum voted in favor 
of including service in such positions under 
an agreement under this section.’ ” 

In line 24, after the word “after” to strike 
out “any prior” and insert “the last previ- 
ous”; on page 17, line 19, after the word “to” 
to strike out each political subdivision” and 
insert “any one or more of the political sub- 
divisions”; in line 23, after the word “State” 
to insert “or with respect to the State and 
any one or more of the political subdivisions 
concerned. If a retirement system covers 
positions of employees of one or more institu- 
tions of higher learning, then, for purposes 
of such preceding paragraphs, there shall be 
deemed to be a separate retirement system 
for the employees of each such institution of 
higher learning. For the purposes of this 
paragraph, the term ‘institutions of higher 
learning’ includes junior colleges and teach- 
ers’ colleges.’ ” on page 21, line 19, after the 
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word “subsection”, to insert “other than 
paragraph (1) (B)”; in the subhead begin- 
ning in line 21, after the word “Units” to 
insert “And Certain State Inspectors”; in 
line 23 to change the subsection letter from 
“(i)” to “(h)”; on page 22, after line 8, to 
insert: 

“(2) Effective January 1, 1955, such para- 
graph is further amended by adding after 
the sentence added by paragraph (1) of this 
subsection the following new sentence: ‘For 
purposes of this section, individuals em- 
ployed pursuant to an agreement, entered 
into pursuant to section 205 of the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U. S. C. 
1624) or section 14 of the Perishable Agri- 
cultural Commodities Act, 1930 (7 U. S. C. 
499n), between a State and the United 
States Department of Agriculture to perform 
services as inspectors of agricultural products 
may be deemed, at the option of the State, 
to be employees of the State and (notwith- 
standing the preceding provisions of this 
paragraph) shall be deemed to be a separate 
coverage group. ” 

In line 22, to change the subsection num- 
ber from “(2)” to “(3)”; on page 23, after 
line 5, to insert: 


“CERTAIN EMPLOYEES OF THE STATE OF UTAH 


“(i) Effective as of January 1, 1951, section 
218 of the Social Security Act is amended by 
adding after subsection (n) (added by sub- 
section (g) (8) of this section) the following 
new subsection: 


Certain Employees of the State of Utah 


„(% Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsection (d), the agreement with the State 
of Utah entered into pursuant to this sec- 
tion may be modified pursuant to subsection 
(c) (4) so as to apply to services performed 
for any of the following, the employees per- 
forming services for each of which shall con- 
stitute a separate coverage group: Weber 
Junior College, Carbon Junior College, Dixie 
Junior College, Central Utah Vocational 
School, Salt Lake Area Vocational School, 
Center for the Adult Blind, Union High 
School (Roosevelt, Utah), Utah High School 
Activities Association, State Industrial 
School, State Tra ning School, State Board of 
Education, and Utah School Employees Re- 
tirement Board. Any modification agreed to 
prior to January 1, 1955, may be made ef- 
fective with respect to services performed by 
employees as members of any of such cover- 
age groups after an effective date specified 
therein, except that in no case may any such 
date be earlier than December 31, 1950.’” 

On page 24, at the beginning of line 20, to 
strike out “shall be deemed to have been 
imposed, but only for purposes of determin- 
ing whether, on the basis of an application 
filed after the month in which this Act is 
enacted and prior to January 1, 1956, any 
person is entitled to a recomputation, under 
section 215 (f) of the Social Security Act, 
of the primary insurance amount of the in- 
dividual who performed such services. For 
purposes of any such recomputation the in- 
dividual who performed such services shall 
be deemed to have filed an application for 
recomputation in the month for which the 
last of the deductions is deemed to have been 
made under this paragraph, or in the first 
month thereafter (and prior to the month 
in which this Act is enacted) in which his 
benefits under section 202 (a) of the Social 
Security Act were no longer subject to deduc- 
tions under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 
203 (b) of such Act, whichever results in a 
higher primary insurance amount for such 
individual. Any such recomputation shall 
be made as provided in the Social Security 
Act prior to the enactment of this Act, and 
shall be effective for and after the month in 
which the application referred to in the first 
sentence of this paragraph is filed. This 
paragraph shall not be applicable in the case 
of any such individual if his primary in- 
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“Code™ to insert “of 1954”; in line 7, after 


surance amount has been recomputed under 
section 215 (f) (2) of the Social Security 
Act prior to the month in which this Act is 
enacted.” and insert “shall be deemed to 
have been imposed, but only for purposes of 
section 215 (f) (2) (A) or section 215 (f) (4) 
(A) of such Act as in effect prior to the enact- 
ment of this Act. An individual with respect 
to whose services the preceding sentence is 
applicable, or in the case of his death, his 
survivors entitled to monthly benefits under 
section 202 of the Social Security Act on the 
basis of his wages and self-employment in- 
come, shall be entitled to a recomputation 
of his primary insurance amount under such 
section 215 (f) (2) (A) or section 215 (f) 
(4) (A), as the case may be, if the conditions 
specified therein are met and if, with respect 
to a recomputation under such section 215 
(f) (2) (A), such individual files the ap- 
plication referred to in such section after 
August 1954 and prior to January 1956 or, 
with respect to a recomputation under such 
section 215 (f) (4) (A), such individual died 
prior to January 1956 and any of such sur- 
vivors entitled to monthly benefits files an 
application, in addition to the application 
filed for such monthly benefits, for a recom- 
putation under such section 215 (f) (4) (A). 

“(2) For purposes of a recomputation made 
by reason of paragraph (1) of this subsection, 
the primary insurance amount of the in- 
dividual who performed the services referred 
to in such paragraph shall be computed under 
subsection (a) (2) of section 215 of the 
Social Security Act, as amended by this Act 
(but, for such purposes, without application 
of subsection (d) (4) of such section, as in 
effect prior to the enactment of this Act or 
as amended by this Act) and as though he 
became entitled to old-age insurance benefits 
in whichever of the following months yields 
the highest primary insurance amount: 

“(A) the month following the last month 
for which deductions are deemed, pursuant 
to paragraph (1) of this subsection, to have 
been made; or 

“(B) the first month after the month deter- 
mined under subparagraph (A) (and prior to 
September 1954) in which his benefits under 
section 202 (a) of the Social Security Act 
were no longer subject to deductions under 
section 203 (b) of such Act; or 

“(C) the first month after the last month 
(and prior to September 1954) in which his 
benefits under section 202 (a) of the Social 
Security Act were subject to deductions 
under section 203 (b) of such Act; or 

“(D) the month in which such individual 
filed his application for recomputation re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) of this subsection 
or, if he died without filing such applica- 
tion and prior to January 1, 1956, the month 
in which he died, and in any such case (but, 
if the individual is deceased, only if death 
occurred after August 1954) the amendments 
made by subsections (b) (1), (e) (1) and 
(e) (3) (B) of section 102 of this Act shall be 
applicable. 

“Such recomputation shall be effective for 
and after the month in which the applica- 
tion required by paragraph (1) of this sub- 
section is filed. The provisions of this sub- 
section shall not be applicable in the case 
of any individual if his primary insurance 
amount has been recomputed under section 
215 (f) (2) of the Social Security Act on the 
basis of an application filed prior to Sep- 
tember 1954.” 

On page 28, line 4, to change the subsec- 
tion number from “(2)” to “(3)”; in line 
23, after the word section“ to strike out 
“1426 (m)“ and insert 3121 (1)"; in line 
24, after the word Code“ to insert “of 1954”; 
on page 29, line 1, after the word “section”, 
to strike out 3797 (a)“ and insert 7701“; 
in the same line, after the word “Code” to 
insert “of 1954“; in line 3, after the word 
“section” to strike out “1426 (m)” and in- 
sert “3121 (1)"; in line 4, after the word 
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the word “by” to strike out “paragraph (3) 
of”; in line 8, after the word “subsection” 
to strike out “(g)” and insert “(f)”; at the 
beginning of line 10, to strike out “para- 
graphs (1), (2), and (4) of such subsection 
and by paragraph (2) of”; in line 11, after 
the word “subsection” to strike out (d)“ 
and insert “(c)”; in line 20, after the nu- 
merals “1954.” to strike out The amendment 
made by paragraph (3) of subsection (c) 
shall become effective January 1, 1955.“; in 
line 23, after the word “subsections” to in- 
sert “(g)”; on page 30, line 1, after the word 
“by” to strike out “paragraphs (1), (2), and 
(4) of subsection (g) and by paragraph (2) 
of subsection (d)” and insert “subsection 
(c) of this section”; in line 4, after the word 
“to” to insert “net earnings from“; in the 
same line, after “self-employment” to strike 
out income“; in line 5, after the word “of” 
to insert “net earnings from”; in line 6, after 
“self-employment”, to strike out “income”; 
in line 11, after the word “subsection” to in- 
sert “net earnings from“; in line 12, after 
“self-employment” to strike out “income”; 
in line 20, after the word “after” to strike 
out “the last date of the month following 
the month in which the Social Security 
Amendments of 1954 are enacted,” and insert 
“August 1954”; in line 23, after the word 
“such” to strike out “day” and insert 
“month”; on page 32, line 5, after the word 
“computed” to insert “(including a computa- 
tion after the application of paragraph (4)) “; 
in line 12, after the word “higher” to strike 
out “average monthly wage” and insert “pri- 
mary insurance amount”; in line 15, after 
the word “higher” to strike out “average 
monthly wage” and insert “primary insur- 
ance amount:“; on page 33, line 4, after the 
word “higher” to strike out “average monthly 
wage” and insert primary insurance 
amount”; after line 7, to strike out: 

“(2) Subsection (b) of such section is 
further amended by striking out paragraph 
(4) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing new paragraph:” 

And insert: 

“(2) Paragraph (4) of such subsection (b) 
is amended to read as follows:“ 

In line 14, after the word “after” to strike 
out “the year in which occurs”; on page 34, 
line 3, after the word “who” to strike out 
“had” and insert “has” in line 4, after the 
word “coverage” to strike out in the period 
ending with the calendar quarter preceding 
his closing date”; on page 36, line 13, after 
the word “and” to strike out “(ii)” and in- 
sert “(ili)”; on page 40, line 4, after “(3)” 
to strike out “(C).”” and insert (C): 
and“.“; in line 5, after “(2)” to strike out 
“(A)”; at the beginning of line 14, to strike 
out “not less than $1,000" and insert “more 
than $1,200”; in line 15, after the numerals 
“1953” to insert not taking into account any 
year prior to the calendar year in which the 
last previous recomputation, if any, of his 
primary insurance amount was effective)”; 
in line 22, after “(5)” to insert “(B)”; on 
page 41, after line 10. to strike out: 

„B) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(C) a recomputation pursuant to subpara- 
graph (A) shall be made only as provided in 
subsection (a) (1) (other than subparagraph 
(B) thereof) of this section, taking into ac- 
count only such wages and self-employment 
income which would be taken into account 
under subsection (b) if the month in which 
he filed the application under subparagraph 
(A) were deemed to be the month in which 
he became entitled to old age insurance bene- 
fits, except that, of the provisions of para- 
graph (3) of such subsection, only the provi- 
sions of subparagraph (A) shall be ap- 
plicable” 

And insert: 

“*(B) A recomputation pursuant to sub- 

aph (A) shall be made as provided in 
subsection (a) of this section and as though 
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the individual first became entitled to old- 
age insurance benefits in the month in which 
he filed the application for such recomputa- 
tion, but only if the provisions of subsection 
(b) (4) were not applicable to the last previ- 
ous computation of his primary insurance 
amount. If the provisions of subsection (b) 
(4) were applicable to such previous com- 
putation, the recomputation under subpara- 
graph (A) of this paragraph shall be made 
only as provided in subsection (a) (1) (other 
than subparagraph (B) thereof) and for 
such purposes his average monthly wage shall 
be determined as though he became entitled 
to old-age insurance benefits in the month 
in which he filed the application for recom- 
putation under subparagraph (A), except 
that, of the provisions of paragraph (3) of 
subsection (b), only the provisions of sub- 
paragraph (A) thereof shall be applicable.’” 

On page 42, after line 13, to strike out: 

“*(C) If such recomputation is the first 
recomputation under subparagraph (A), 
such recomputation shall be made as though 
the individual first became entitled to old- 
age insurance benefits on the day he filed 
application for such recomputation. For 
purposes of this subparagraph a recomputa- 
tion under section 102 (e) (5) (B) or 102 (f) 
(2) (B) of the Social Security Amendments 
of 1954 shall be deemed to be a recomputa- 
tion under subparagraph (A) of this para- 
graph.“ j 

In line 25, at the beginning of the line, to 
insert “(3)”; on page 43, line 3, after the 
word “after” to strike out "the effective date” 
and insert “August, 1954”; in line 9, after 
the word “recomputed” to strike out “for 
the first time under” and insert “as provided 
in the first sentence of”; in line 10, after 
“(2)" to insert “(B)”; in line 11, after the 
word “after” to strike out “the effective date” 
and insert “August 1954”; on page 44, line 
10, after the word “filed”, to strike out “As 
used in this subparagraph and subparagraph 
(B), the term ‘effective date’ means the last 
day of the month following the month in 
which the Social Security Amendments of 
1954 are enacted.”; after line 13, to strike 
out: 

“*(B) Upon application by a person en- 
titled to monthly benefits or a lump sum 
death payment on the basis of the wages 
and self-employment income of an individual 
who died after the effective date and who, 
if he was entitled to an old-age insurance 
benefit before he died, would, upon the filing 
of an application in the month of his death, 
have been entitled to a recomputation of 
his primary insurance amount under sub- 
paragraph (A) of this paragraph, the Secre- 
tary shall recompute such individual's pri- 
mary insurance amount. Such recomputa- 
tion shall be made in the manner provided 
in the preceding subsections of this section 
for computation of such amount, except that 
his closing date for purposes of subsection 
(b) shall be the first day of the year follow- 
ing the year in which he died or in which he 
filed his application for the last previous 
computation of his primary insurance 
amount under any provision of law referred 
to in clause (i), (ii), or (iii) of the first sen- 
tence of subparagraph (A), whichever first 
occurred. ” 

And insert “In the case of an individual 
who dies after August 1954— 

“*(i) who, at the time of death, was not 
entitled to old-age insurance benefits under 
section 202 (a), or who became entitled to 
old-age insurance benefits under section 202 
(a) after August 1954, or whose primary in- 
surance amount was recomputed under para- 
graph (2) or (4) of this subsection, or sec- 
tion 102 (e) (5) or section 102 (f) (2) (B) 
of the Social Security Amendments of 1954, 
on the basis of an application filed after 
August 1954; and 

“*(ii) with respect to whom the last previ- 
ous computation or recomputation of his 

ary insurance amount was based upon a 
closing date determined under subparagraph 
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(A) or (B) of subsection (b) (3) of this 
sectio: 


n, 

the Secretary shall recompute his primary 
insurance amount upon the filing of an ap- 
plication by a person entitled to monthly 
benefits or a lump-sum death payment on 
the basis of his wages and self-employment 
income. Such recomputation shall be made 
in the manner provided in the preceding 
subsections of this section for computation 
of such amount, except that his closing date 
for purposes of subsection (b) shall be the 
day following the year of death in case he 
died without becoming entitled to old-age 
insurance benefits, or, in case he was en- 
titled to old-age insurance benefits, the day 
following the year in which was filed the ap- 
plication for the last previous computation 
of his primary insurance amount or in which 
the individual died, whichever first oc- 
curred.’ ” 

On page 48, line 15, after the word “‘there- 
for” to strike out “on or”; in the same line, 
after the word “before” to strike out “the 
effective date“ and insert “September 1954”; 
on page 49, at the beginning of line 11, to 
insert “or if the individual died without fil- 
ing the application for recomputation, the 
month in which he died’’; in line 13, after 
the word “which” to strike out “the in- 
dividual” and insert “he”; in line 14, after 
the word “benefits.”, to strike out “Such” 
and insert “In the case of monthly benefits, 
such”; in line 17, after the word “filed” to 
insert “or, if the individual has died without 
filing the application, for and after the 
month in which the person filing the ap- 
plication for monthly survivor benefits be- 
comes entitled to such benefits.” 

On page 50, at the beginning of line 2, to 
strike out “the effective date” and insert 
“August 1954, or who died after such”; at 
the beginning of line 3, to strike out “and 
with respect to whom either less than six of 
the quarters elapsing after 1950 and prior to 
the day following the effective date are 
quarters of coverage or the twelfth month 
referred to in such subparagraph (A) oc- 
curred after the effective date, and 

“(ii) any individual who is entitled to a re- 
computation under section 215 (f) (2) (B) 
of the Social Security Act on the basis of an 
application filed after the effective date and 
with respect to whom less than six of the 
quarters elapsing after 1950 and prior to the 
day following the effective date are quarters 
of coverage or who did not attain the age 
of seventy-five prior to the date following 
the effective date” and insert “month leaving 
any survivors entitled to a recomputation 
under section 215 (f) (4) of the Social 
Security Act as in effect prior to the enact- 
ment of this Act on the basis of his wages 
and self-employment income, and whose 
sixth quarter of coverage after 1950 was 
acquired after August 1954 or with respect 
to whom the twelfth month referred to in 
such subparagraph (A) occurred after such 
month, and 

“(il) any individual who is entitled to a 
recomputation under section 215 (f) (2) (B) 
of the Social Security Act as in effect prior 
to the enactment of this Act on the basis of 
an application filed after August 1954, or 
who died after August 1954 leaving any sur- 
vivors entitled to a recomputation under sec- 
tion 215 (f) (4) of the Social Security Act 
as in effect prior to the enactment of this 
Act on the basis of his wages and self-em- 
ployment income, and whose sixth quarter 
of coverage after 1950 was acquired after 
August 1954 or who did not attain the age 
of seventy-five prior to September 1954,” 
on page 51, line 18, after the word “recom- 
putation” to insert “or, if he has died, in the 
month in which he dies”; in the same line, 
after the amendment just above stated, to 
strike out “Such” and insert “In the case of 
monthly benefits, such“; in line 21, after the 
word “filed” to insert “or, if the individual 
has died without filing the application, for 
and after the month in which the person 
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filing the application for monthly survivors 
benefits becomes entitled to such benefits.” 
in line 24, after the amendment just above 
stated, to strike out “As used in this sub- 
paragraph and the succeeding subsections of 
this section, the ‘effective date’ is the last 
day of the month following the month in 
which this Act is enacted. 

“(C) No individual shall be entitled to a 
recomputation under section 215 (f) (2) of 
the Social Security Act as in effect prior to 
the date of the enactment of this Act unless” 
and insert “An individual or, in case of his 
death, his survivors entitled to a lump-sum 
death payment or to monthly benefits under 
section 202 of the Social Security Act on the 
basis of his wages and self-employment in- 
come shall be entitled to a recomputation 
of his primary insurance amount under sec- 
tion 215 (f) (2) or section 215 (f) (4) of the 
Social Security Act as in effect prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act only if"; on 
page 53, line 5, after the word “his”, to strike 
out “closing date shall be July 1, 1956, in- 
stead of the day specified in section 216 (b) 
(3) of such Act” and insert “primary insur- 
ance amount shall be computed by this Act, 
with a starting date of December 31, 1954, 
and a closing date of July 1, 1956”; on page 
55, line 2, after the word “to” to strike out 
“the day following the effective date“ and 
insert “September 1954”; in line 14, after 
the word “after” to strike out “the effective 
date“ and insert “August 1954“; in line 16, 
after the word “benefits” to insert “for 
months after August 1954, ; at the beginning 
of line 18 to insert “in the case of death 
after August 1954"; in line 21, after the word 
“after” to strike out “the effective date” and 
insert August 1954“; in line 22, after the 
word “after” to strike out “such effective 
date“ and insert “August 1954”; on page 56, 
line 5, after the word “who” to strike out 
“files, after the effective date,” and insert 
“files”; in line 8, after the word “after” to 
strike out “the effective date” and insert 
“August 1954"; in line 10, after “(f)” to 
strike out “(7)” and insert “(6)”; in line 21, 
after the word “for” to strike out “the month 
in which the effective date occurs” and insert 
“August 1954"; on page 57, line 4, after the 
word “after” to strike out “the effective date” 
and insert “August 1954“; in line 19, after 
the word “effective” to strike out “for and 
after the month in which the application 
therefor was filed by such individual or” and 
insert “(i) if the application is filed by such 
individual, for and after the twelfth month 
before the month in which the application 
therefor was filed by such individual but in 
no case before the first month of the quarter 
which is such individual's sixth quarter of 
coverage acquired after June 30, 1953, or 
(u)“; on page 58, line 17, after the word 
“after” to strike out “the effective date” and 
insert “August 1954”; in line 18, after the 
word “after” to strike out “the effective date” 
and insert “August 1954“; in line 20, after 
the word “after” to strike out “the effective 
date” and insert “August 1954”; on page 59, 
line 9, after the word “after” to strike out 
“the effective date” and insert “August 1954”; 
in line 11, after the word “subsection” to 
strike out “(i)” and insert “(e)”; in line 12, 
after “(2)” to insert “of this subsection”; in 
line 15, after the word “Effective” to strike 
out “with the beginning of the second month 
following the month in which this Act is 
enacted” and insert “September 1, 1954”; in 
line 22, to strike out “the month following 
the month in which the Social Security 
Amendments of 1954 are enacted” and in- 
sert “August 1954”; on page 60, line 4, after 
the word “for” to strike out “the month in 
which the effective date occurs” and insert 
“August 1954"; on page 61, at the beginning 
of line 2, to strike out “the month in which 
the effective date occurs” and insert 
“August 1954"; in line 11, after the word 
“for” to strike out “the month in which the 
effective date occurs” and insert “August 
1954”; in line 22, after the word “for” to 
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strike out “the month in which the effective 
date occurs” and insert “August 1954”; on 
page 62, line 17, after “(i)” to strike out 
“(1)"; on page 63, after line 3, to strike out: 

“(2) The first sentence of subsection (i) 
of such section 202 is amended by inserting 
„ or an amount equal to $255, whichever is 
the smaller’ after ‘primary insurance 
amount.’ ” 

On page 63, at the beginning of line 13, to 
strike out “seventy-five” and insert “seventy- 
two”; at the beginning of line 20, to strike 
out “seventy-five” and insert “seventy-two’’; 
on page 64, line 3, after the word “of” to 
strike out “seventy-five” and insert seventy- 
two”; in line 11, after the word “of” to strike 
out “seventy-five” and insert “seventy-two”; 
in line 24, after the word “than”, to strike 
out “$1,000” and insert “$1,200”; on page 65, 
line 2, after the word “of” to strike out “one- 
twelfth of $1,000” and insert “$100”; in line 
7, after the word “of” where it occurs the 
second time, to strike out 81.000“ and in- 
sert “$1,200”; in line 8, after the word “of” 
where it occurs the second time, to strike 
out “$1,000” and insert “$1,200”; in line 17, 
after the word “of” to strike out “one-twelfth 
of $1,000” and insert 6100“; on page 66, line 
8, after the word “subsection” to strike out 
“(b), or in subsection (m),” and insert 
“(b)”; in line 9, after the word “age” to 
strike out “seventy-five” and insert “seventy- 
two”; on page 67, line 18, after the word “in- 
dividual’s” to strike out “net earnings from 
self-employment and his“; in line 22, after 
the word “section” to strike out “211, other 
than paragraphs (1) and (4) of subsection 
(o),“ and insert 211“, in line 24, after the 
word “any” to strike out “excess of income 
over deductions resulting from such a com- 
putation shall be his net earnings from self- 
employment and any“; on page 68, line 1, 
after the word “income” to strike out “so”; 
in line 2, after the word “resulting”, to in- 
sert “from such a computation”; in line 6, 
after the word “in” to strike out “subsections 
(a), (g) (2), (g) (3), (h) (2), and (j) of 
section 209; and in making such computa- 
tion services which do not constitute em- 
ployment as defined in section 210, performed 
within the United States by the individual 
as an employee, shall be deemed to be em- 
ployment as so defined if the remuneration 
for such services is not includible in com- 
puting his net earnings or net loss from self 
employment” and insert “section 209 (a)“; 
on page 69, line 7, after the word subsec- 
tion” to strike out (b), (c), or (m)“ and 
insert (b) or (e)“; in line 15, after the word 
“subsection” to strike out (b), (e), or 
(m).“ and insert (b) or (c)“: on page 70, 
line 2, after the word “of” where it occurs 
the second time, to strike out “one-twelfth 
of $1,000" and insert “$100”; after line 6, to 


insert: 

“(8) The third sentence of paragraph (1) 
of such section 203 (g) is amended by strik- 
ing out ‘seventy-five’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘seventy-two’.” 

In line 10, to change the subsection num- 
ber from “(3)” to “(4)”; on page 71, line 20, 
to change the subsection number from “(4)” 
to “(5)”; on page 72, after line 14, to insert: 

“(6) The heading of section 203 (j) of such 
Act is amended by striking out ‘seventy-five’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘seventy-two’ 
and such section is amended by striking out 
‘seventy-five’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘seventy-two’.” 

On page 73, line 15, after the word “sec- 
tion” to strike out “23” and insert “162”; in 
line 16, after the word “Code” to insert “of 
1954"; on page 74, after line 3, to strike out: 

“(i) (1) Section 203 of such Act is further 
amended by adding after subsection (1) 
(added by subsection (h) of this section) the 
“following new subsection: 


“ ‘Deductions From Benefits of Dependents’ 
and Survivors’ Residing Abroad 

„m) (1) Deductions shall be made from 

any benefits to which a dependent or sur- 

vivor is entitled under subsection (b), (c), 


“CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


(d), (e), (t), (g), or (h) of section 202 on the 
basis of the wages and self-employment in- 
come of an insured individual until the total 
of such deductions equals such dependent’s 
or survivor’s benefit or benefits under such 
subsection for any month during no part of 
which he is a resident of the United States 
unless— 

„(A) such dependent or survivor resided 
in the United States for three years during 
the five years immediately preceding the 
first month for which he was eligible for 
such benefits or any other monthly benefits 
under such section 202 based on the wages 
and self-employment income of such in- 
sured individual; or 

„B) such insured individual would be a 
currently insured individual at the time he 
became eligible for or entitled to old age in- 
surance benefits or primary insurance bene- 
fits or, if he died without becoming so eligible 
or entitled, at the time of his death, even 
if no wages were counted for such purpose 
except his wages (if any) for service referred 
to in clause (B) of so much of section 210 
(a) as precedes paragraph (1) and his wages 
(if any) deemed paid pursuant to subsection 
(a) or (c) of section 217; or 

“*(C) in the case of a child entitled to 
child’s insurance benefits, such child first 
became eligible for such benefit (on the basis 
of the wages and self-employment income 
of such insured individual) prior to the 
month in which he attained the age of three 
and such child was born in the United 
States. 

“*(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)— 

“*(A) an individual shall be deemed 
eligible for benefits under any subsection of 
section 202 for any month if he was, or would 
have been upon filing application therefor in 
such month, entitled to such benefits for 
such month; 

„B) a dependent is a wife, husband, or 
child of an individual entitled to old age 
insurance benefits; and 

“*(C) a survivor is a widow, widower, 
child, former wife divorced, or parent (of a 
deceased individual) entitled to monthly 
benefits under subsection (d), (e), (f), (8). 
or (h) of section 202.“ 

“(2) The first sentence of section 203 (d) 
of such Act is amended by striking out ‘(b) 
and (c)’ and inserting in lieu thereof (b). 
(c), and (m).’ 

“(3) Section 214 (b) of such Act is 
amended by striking out ‘or’ before clause (3) 
and by inserting immediately before the 
period at the end thereof: ‘, or (4) for pur- 
poses of section 203 (m) only, the first quar- 
ter in which he was, or would have been 
upon filing application therefor in such 
quarter, entitled to old age insurance benefits 
or primary insurance benefits’. 

“(4) Subsections (a) (1) and (e) (1) of 
section 217 of such Act are each amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: ‘The provisions of clause (B) shall 
also not apply for purposes of section 203 
(m) (1) (B)? 

“(5) The amendments made by this sub- 
section shall be applicable in the case of any 
individual who (A) is entitled to benefits 
under any subsection of section 202 of the 
Social Security Act (other than subsection 
(a) thereof), on the basis of the wages and 
self-employment income of an insured in- 
dividual, after the month in which this Act 
is enacted, and (B) was not, and would not 
have been upon filing application therefor in 
such month, entitled (without the applica- 
tion of subsection (j) (1) of such section 
202) to benefits under the same or any other 
subsection of such section 202 on the basis 
of such insured individual's wages and self- 
employment income for the month in which 
this Act is enacted or any prior month.” 

On page 77, line 4, to 8 the subsec- 
tion letter from “(j)” to “(i)”; on page 78, 
after line 18, to insert: 

“(3) Subsections (b) (1), (b) (2), O, 
(e), and (j) of section 203 of the Socia 
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Security Act as in effect prior to the enact- 
ment of this Act, to the extent they are in ef- 
fect with respect to months after 1954, are 
each amended by striking out ‘seventy-five’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘seventy-two’, but 
only with respect to such months after 1954.” 
on page 81, line 5, after “212” to strike out 
“and” and insert a period; at the beginning 
of line 13, to strike out “the month follow- 
ing the month in which this Act is enacted” 
end insert “August 1954”; in line 16, after 
the word “to”, to strike out “the fifth month 
before the month in which this Act is en- 
acted” and insert “February 1954”; on page 
83, line 12, after the word “after” to strike 
out “quarter” and insert “quarters”; on page 
88, line 2, after the word “by” to strike out 
“inserting , or for purposes of section 216 
(1) (3) immediately before the period at the 
end of the last sentence thereof (added by 
section 103 (i) (4) of this Act.” “adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: 
‘The provisions of clause (B) shall also not 
apply for purposes of section 216 (i) (3). ”; 
on page 92, after line 9, to strike out: 


“DELETION OF EARNINGS DURING UNLAWFUL 
RESIDENCE IN THE UNITED STATES 


“Sec. 107. (a) Section 205 of the Social 
Security Act is amended by redesignating 
subsection (n) as subsection (m) and in- 
serting after such subsection the following 
new subsection: 


“Earnings During Unlawful Residence 
Deleted From Record 


„n) (1) Notwithstanding the provisions 
of subsection (c), wages for service per- 
formed by an individual during any period 
that he is unlawfully in the United States, 
and self-employment income derived by him 
during such period, shall be deleted from the 
Secretary's records for such individual and 
shall not be counted for purposes of deter- 
mining entitlement to or the amount of any 
benefits or lump sum death payments under 
section 202. 

“*(2) Upon application for benefits or a 
lump sum death payment on the basis of 
the wages and self-employment income of 
any individual the Secretary shall make a 
decision without regard to paragraph (1) 
unless he has been notified by the Attorney 
General that such individual was unlawfully 
in the United States during any period of 
time. If the Attormey General has made or 
makes a determination that there was such 
a period, he shall notify the Secretary thereof, 
and the Secretary shall certify no further 
benefits for payment or shall recompute the 
amount of any further benefits payable on 
the basis of such individual's wages and self- 
employment income, as may be required by 
paragraph (1). Any payment certified by 
the Secretary on the basis of the wages and 
self-employment income of such individual 
prior to receipt of such notice shall not be 
deemed by reason of this subsection to be an 
erroneous payment.’ 

“(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall be applicable in the case of monthly 
benefits under title II of the Social Security 
Act for months after, and in the case of 
lump-sum death payments with respect to 
deaths occurring after, the month following 
the month in which this Act is enacted. 


“TERMINATION OF BENEFITS UPON DEPORTATION 
“Sec. 108. (a) Section 202 of the Social 

Security Act is amended by adding at the 

end thereof the following new subsection: 


“Termination of Benefits Upon Deportation 
of Primary Beneficiary 

m) (1) Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this title, no monthly benefits 
under this section shall be paid on the basis 
of the wages and self-employment income 
of any individual for any month after such 
individual has been deported under para- 
graph (1), (2), (4), (5), (6), (J). (10), (11), 
(12), (14), (15). (16), (17), or (18) of section 
241 (a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
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Act, and no lump sum death payment shall 
be made on the basis of such wages and self- 
employment income in case of death in or 
after such month. 

“*(2) Upon application for benefits or a 
lump-sum death payment on the basis of the 
wages and self-employment income of any 
individual, the Secretary shall make a deci- 
sion without regard to paragraph (1) unless 
he has been notified by the Attorney General 
that such individual has been deported under 
one of the paragraphs of section 241 (a) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act enu- 
merated in paragraph (1) of this subsection. 
If such individual has been or is deported 
under any such paragraph, the Attorney 
General shall so notify the Secretary, and the 
Secretary shall certify no further benefits for 
payment on the basis of such individual's 
Wages and self-employment income. Any 
payment certified by the Secretary on the 
basis of the wages and self-employment in- 
come of such individual, prior to receipt of 
such notice, shall not be deemed by reason 
of this subsection to be an erroneous pay- 
ment.“ 

“(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall be applicable in the case of 
monthly benefits under title II of the Social 
Security Act for months after, and in the 
case of lump-sum death payments with re- 
spect to deaths occurring after, the month 
following the month in which this Act is 
enacted.” 

On page 95, line 12, after Sec.“ to strike 
out “109” and insert “107"; in the same line, 
after the amendment just above stated, to 
strike out “(a)”; in line 23, after the word 
“coverage” to insert “but only if there are 
not fewer than six of such quarters so elaps- 
ing”; after line 24, to strike out: 

“(b) Subparagraph (B) of section 213 (a) 
(2) of such Act is amended by inserting (ex- 
cept wages for agricultural labor)’ after 850 
or more in wages’ in that part of such sub- 
paragraph which precedes clause (i), and by 
striking out clause (iv) and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

(i) if an individual is paid wages for 
agricultural labor in a calendar year, then, 
subject to clause (i), (a) the last two quar- 
ters of such year which can be but are not 
otherwise quarters of coverage shall be quar- 
ters of coverage if such wages are less than 
$300; (b) the last three quarters of such year 
which can be but are not otherwise quarters 
of coverage shall be quarters of coverage if 
such wages equal or exceed $300 but are less 
than $400; and (c) each quarter of such year 
which is not otherwise a quarter of coverage 
shall be a quarter of coverage if such wages 
are $400 or more; and 

„n) no quarter shall be counted as a 
quarter of coverage prior to the beginning 
of such quarter. 


If, in the case of any individual who has 
attained retirement age or died and who has 
been paid wages for agricultural labor in a 
calendar year, the requirements for insured 
status in subsection (a) or (b) of section 
214, the requirements for entitlement to a 
computation or recomputation of his primary 
insurance amount, or the requirements of 
paragraph (3) of section 216 (i) are not met 
after assignment of quarters of coverage to 
quarters in such year as provided in clause 
(iv) of the preceding sentence, but would 
be met if such quarters of coverage were as- 
signed to different quarters in such year, then 
such quarters of coverage shall instead be 
assigned, for purposes only of determining 
compliance with such requirements, to such 
different quarters.“ 

On page 97, line 9, to change the section 
number from “110” to “108”; in line 20, after 
the word “such” to strike out “Act, except 
that, for“ and insert Act.“; in the same line, 
after the amendment just above stated, to 
insert “For”; in line 21, after the word “of” 
where it occurs the second time, to strike out 
“paragraph (d) of subsection (d) of such 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


section (in lieu of the provisions of para- 
graph (3) of such subsection)” and insert 
“section 215 (d) (3) of such Act shall apply 
if such individual died a currently insured 
individual (under title II of such Act) and 
any other person was entitled on the basis of 
his wages to monthly benefits or a lump-sum 
death payment under section 202 of such 
Act; in all other cases the provisions of sec- 
tion 215 (d) (4)"; on page 98, line 5, after 
the word “applicable” to strike out “and”; 
in the same line, after the word “that” to 
strike out “his” and insert “such individ- 
ual’s”; in line 10, after the word “filed” to 
strike out “within two years after the first 
month following the month in which this 
Act is enacted” and insert ‘‘before September 
1956“; in line 14, after the word af ter“ to 
strike out “the first month following the 
month in which this Act is enacted” and 
insert “August 1954"; at the beginning of 
line 17, to strike out in which this Act is 
enacted”; in line 20, to change the section 
number from “111” to “109”; on page 99, line 
22, to change the section number from “112” 
to “110”; on page 100, line 2, after the word 
“which” to strike out derived.“ and insert 
“derived”; in line 6, to change the section 
number from “113" to “111”; in line 8, after 
the word “after” to strike out “the month in 
which this Act is enacted” and insert August 
1954”; in line 9, after the word “effective” to 
strike out “with the beginning of the month 
following the month in which this Act is 
enacted” and insert September 1, 1954"; in 
line 16, after the word “after” to strike out 
“the month in which this Act is enacted” 
and insert “August 1954“; in line 18, after 
the word effective“ to strike out “with the 
beginning of the month following the month 
in which this Act is enacted” and insert 
“September 1, 1954"; on page 101, line 3, to 
change the section number from “114” to 
“112”; on page 102, line 22, after the word 
“this” to strike out Act“ and insert “sec- 
tion”; on page 103, line 8, after the word 
“Act” to insert “(as in effect before or after 
the enactment of this Act)”; in line 13, after 
the word “after” to strike out “the first 
month following the month in which this 
Act is enacted” and insert “August 1954"; in 
line 18, to change the section number from 
“115” to “113”; after line 20 to insert: 


“COVERED EMPLOYMENT Not COUNTED UNDER 
OTHER FEDERAL RETIREMENT SYSTEMS 


“Sec, 114. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, in determining eligibility for 
or the amount of any benefit (other than a 
benefit under title II of the Social Security 
Act or the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, 
as amended) under any retirement system 
established by the United States or any in- 
strumentality thereof, there shall not be 
taken into account any service which con- 
stitutes employment (as defined in section 
210 (a) of the Social Security Act) and is 
performed after 1954 by individuals as of- 
ficers or employees of the United States or 
any instrumentality thereof.” 

On page 104, line 9, in the heading, after 
the word “Revenue”, to strike out “Code” 
and insert “Codes of 1939 and 1954"; in line 
11, after Sec. 201. (a)“, to strike out “(1) 
Paragraph (1) of section 481 (a) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code is amended to read as 
follows: 

“*(1) There shall be excluded rentals from 
real estate and from personal property leased 
with the real estate (including such rentals 
paid in crop shares) together with the deduc- 
tions attributable thereto, unless such 
rentals are received in the course of a trade 
or business as a real estate dealer;’. 

“(2) Subsection (a) of section 481 of the 
Internal Revenue Code is amended by strik- 
ing out paragraph (2) and redesignating 
paragraphs (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7), and 
any references thereto contained in such 
code, as paragraphs (2), (3), (4), (5), and 
(6), respectively, and by adding at the end 
of such subsection the following new sen- 
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tence: ‘In the case of any trade or business 
which is carried on by an individual who re- 
ports his income on a cash receipts and dis- 
bursements basis, and in which, if it were 
carried on exclusively by employees, the 
major portion of the services would con- 
stitute agricultural labor as defined in sec- 
tion 1426 (h), (i) if the gross income derived 
from such trade or business by such individ- 
ual is not more than $1,800, the net earnings 
from self-employment derived by him there- 
from may, at his option, be deemed to be 50 
per centum of such gross income in lieu of 
his net earnings from self-employment from 
such trade or business computed as provided 
under the preceding provisions of this sub- 
section, or (ii) if the gross income derived 
from such trade or business by such individ- 
ual is more than $1,800 and the net earnings 
from self-employment derived by him there- 
from, as computed under the preceding pro- 
visions of this subsection, are less than $900, 
such net earnings may instead, at the option 
of such individual, be deemed to be $900. 
For the purpose of the preceding sentence, 
gross income derived from such trade or 
business shall mean the gross receipts from 
such trade or business reduced by the cost 
or other basis of property which was pur- 
chased and sold in carrying on such trade or 
business, adjusted (after such reduction) in 
accordance with the preceding provisions of 
this subsection.’ ™ 

On page 106, at the beginning of line 1, to 
strike out (b) (1)”; in the same line, after 
the word “section” to strike out “481” and 
insert 1402“; in line 2, after the word “code” 
to insert “of 1954”; in line 4, after (1) to 
strike out “That” and insert “that”; in line 
€, after (A)“ to strike out “For” and insert 
“for”; in line 10, after “(B)” to strike out 
“For” and insert “for”; in line 14, at the 
beginning of the line, to strike out “(2)” and 
insert “(b)”; in the same line, after the 
word “Section” to strike out “481” and in- 
sert 1402“; in line 15, after the word “Code” 
to insert “of 1954"; in line 17, after the word 
“section” to strike out “1426 (m)“ and in- 
sert 3121 (1)"; after line 19, strike out: 

„(e) Section 481 (c) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code is amended by striking out para- 
graphs (4) and (5), by inserting ‘or’ at the 
end of paragraph (3), and by adding after 
paragraph (3) the following new paragraph: 

“*(4) The performance of service by an 
individual in the exercise of his profession 
as a physician, or the performance of such 
service by a partnership.“ 

On page 107, after line 2, to insert: 

“(c) (1) Section 1402 (c) (2) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 ic amended by 
inserting after ‘18’ the following: ‘and other 
than service described in paragraph (4) of 
this subsection’. 

“(2) Section 1402 (c) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen- 
tence: The provisions of paragraph (4) shall 
not apply to service (other than service per- 
formed by a member of a religious order who 
has taken a vow of poverty as a member of 
such order) performed by an individual dur- 
ing the period for which a certificate filed 
by such individual under subsection (e) is in 
effect.’ 

“(3) Section 1402 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

„e) MINISTERS AND MEMBERS OF RELIGIOUS 

8.— 

“*(1) WAIVER CERTIFICATE.—Any individual 
who is a duly ordained, commissioned, or 
licensed minister of a church or a member 
of a religious order (other than a member 
of a religious order who has taken a vow of 
poverty as a member of such order) may file 
a certificate (in such form and manner, and 
with such official, as may be prescribed by 
regulations made under this chapter) certify- 
ing that he elects to have the insurance 
system established by title II of the Social 
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Security Act extended to service, described 
in subsection (c) (4), performed by him. 

“*(2) TIME FOR FILING CERTIFICATE.—Any 
individual who desires to file a certificate 
pursuant to paragraph (1) must file such 
certificate on or before the due date of the 
return (including any extension thereof) for 
his second taxable year ending after 1954 for 
which he has net earnings from self-employ- 
ment (computed without regard to para- 
graph (4) of subsection (c)) of $400 or more, 
any part of which was derived from his 
performance of service described in such 
paragraph (4). 

“*(3) EFFECTIVE DATE OF CERTIFICATE.—A 
certificate filed pursuant to this subsection 
shall be effective for the first taxable year 
with respect to which it is filed (but in no 
case shall the certificate be effective for a 
taxable year with respect to which the period 
for filing a return has expired, or for a tax- 
able year ending prior to 1955) and all suc- 
ceeding taxable years. An election made 
pursuant to this subsection shall be ir- 
revocable.’ ” 

On page 109, line 4, after the word “sec- 
tion” to strike out “1401 (d) (3)” and in- 
sert 6414 (c) (1)”; in line 11, after the word 
“entitled” to insert “(subject to the provi- 
sions of section 31 (b))“; in line 13, after the 
numerals “1400” to insert “of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939”; in line 21, after the 
word “entitled”, to insert “(subject to the 
provisions of section 31 (b))“; at the be- 
ginning of line 22, to insert “credit or”; in 
line 23, after the word “section” to strike out 
“1400” and insert 3101“ on page 110, line 
4, after the word “Code” to insert “of 1939”; 
in line 6, after the word “modification” to 
insert “thereof”; in line 9, after the word 
“within” to strike out “a period of”; in line 
10, after the word af ter“ to strike out “the 
end of”; in line 13, after the word “section” 
to strike out 1401 (d) (4)“ and insert “6413 
(c) (2)”; in line 14, after the word “Code” 
to insert “of 1954”; in line 15, after the word 
“follows” to strike out “Special Rules in the” 
and insert “Applicability in”; in line 18, after 
the word “Section” to strike out “1401 (d) 
(4) (A)“ and insert “6413 (c) (2) (A)“; in 
line 19, after the word “Code” to insert “of 
1954"; in line 23, after the word “Section” 
to strike out “1401 (d) (4)” and insert “6413 
(c) (2)“ in line 24, after the word “Code” 
to insert “of 1954”; on page 111, line 2, after 
the word “For” to strike out “the”; in the 
same line, after the word “paragraph” to 
strike out “(3)” and insert “(1)”; in line 3, 
after the word “subsection” to strike out “in 
the case of remuneration received during any 
calendar year after the calendar year 1954,“; 
in line 7, after the word “section” to strike 
out “1426 (m) of this subchapter” and in- 
sert 3121 (1)“; in line 11, after the word 
“section” to strike out “1426 (m)“ and in- 
sert 3121 (1)’; in line 12, after the word 
“section” to strike out 1400“ and insert 
“3101”; in line 14, after the word “section” 
to strike out “1426 (m)“ and insert “3121 
(1)"; in line 16, after the word “section” to 
strike out “1400” and insert “3101"; in line 
18, after the word “section” to strike out 
“1426” and insert “3121”; at the beginning of 
line 19, to strike out “(3)” and insert *(1)”; 
in line 22, after the word “section” to strike 
out “1426 (m)“ and insert 3121 (1)"; in 
line 24, after the word “section” to strike 
out 1420 (e)“ and insert “3122”; in line 25, 
after the word “Code” to insert “of 1954”; 
in the same line, after the word “by” to 
strike out “inserting ‘in the case of the 
calendar year 1951, 1952, 1953, or 1954, or the 
$4,200 limitation in such section in the case 
of any calendar year after 1954’ after ‘the 
$3,600 limitation in section 1426 (a) (1)'”, 
and insert “striking out ‘$3,600’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘$4,200’'"; on page 
112, line 8, after the numerals “1954” to in- 
sert “The amendment made by subsection 
(a) (2) shall be effective as if it had been 
enacted as a part of section 203 (c) of the 
Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 
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which added section 1401 (d) (3) to the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1939.” 
After line 12, to strike out: 


“COLLECTION AND PAYMENT OF TAXES WITH 
Respect To Coast GUARD EXCHANGES 


“Sec, 203, (a) Section 1420 (e) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen- 
tence: “The provisions of this subsection 
shall be applicable also in the case of service 
performed by a civilian employee, not com- 
pensated from funds appropriated by the 
Congress, in the Coast Guard Exchanges or 
other activities, conducted by an instrumen- 
tality of the United States subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Secretary, at installations 
of the Coast Guard for the comfort, pleasure, 
contentment, and mental and physical im- 
provement of personnel of the Coast Guard; 
and for purposes of this subsection the 
Secretary shall be deemed to be the head 
of such instrumentality.’ 

“(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall become effective January 1, 1955.” 

On page 113, line 6, to change the section 
number from “024” to “203"; in the same 
line, after the word “section” to strike out 
“1426” and insert 3121“; in line 7, after the 
word “Code” to insert “of 1954”; in line 10, 
after the word “section” to strike out 1426“ 
and insert 3121“; in line 11, after the word 
Code“ to insert “of 1954"; in line 13, after 
“(B)” to strike out “Cash” and insert 
“cash”; in line 20, after the word “subsec- 
tion“ to strike out “(h)” and insert “(g)”; in 
line 21, after the word “Section” to strike 
out “1426” and insert “3121”; in line 22, after 
the word “Code” to insert “of 1954”; in line 
24, after (C)“ to strike out Cash“ and in- 
sert cash“; on page 114, line 5, after the 
word “this” to strike out “subparagraph” 
and insert “subparagraph,”’; in line 9, after 
the word “subsection” to strike out “(h)” 
and insert “(g)”; in line 10, after the word 
“Section” to strike out “1426” and insert 
“3121"; in line 11, after the word “Code” to 
insert “of 1954“; in line 14, after “(B)” to 
strike out “Cash” and insert “cash”; in line 
15, after the word “calendar” to strike out 
“year” and insert quarter“; in line 16, after 
the word “such” to strike out “year” and in- 
sert “quarter”; in line 18, after the word 
“than” to strike out “$200” and insert “$50”; 
in line 23, to change the section number from 
“205” to "304"; in the same line, after the 
word “Section” to strike out “1426” and in- 
sert 3121“; in line 24, after the word “Code” 
to insert “of 1954”; at the top of page 115, 
to strike out: 

“*(1) Service performed by foreign agri- 
cultural workers under contracts entered 
into in accordance with title V of the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949, as amended;’.” 

And insert in lieu thereof: 

1) (A) service performed in connection 
with the production or harvesting of any 
commodity defined as an agricultural com- 
modity in section 15 (g) of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act, as amended (46 Stat. 1550 § 3; 
12 U. S. C. (1141); 

“*(B) service performed by foreign agri- 
cultural workers under contracts entered into 
in accordance with title V of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended (65 Stat. 119; 7 
U. S. C. 1461-1468) ;’.” 

In line 13, after the word “Section” to 
strike out “1426” and insert “3121”; in line 
14, after the word “Code” to insert “of 1954”; 
in line 20, after the word “section” to strike 
out 1426 and insert 3121“; in line 21, after 
the word “Code” to insert “of 1954; on page 
116, after line 4, to strike out: 

„d) (1) Subparagraph (B) of the para- 
graph of section 1426 (b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code herein redesignated as para- 
graph (6) is amended— 

“(A) by inserting ‘by an individual’ after 
‘Service performed,’ and by inserting ‘and if 
such service is covered by a retirement sys- 
tem established by such instrumentality;’ 
after ‘December 31, 1950,’; 


“(B) by inserting ‘a Federal Home Loan 
Bank,’ after ‘a Federal Reserve Bank,’ in 
clause (ii); and 

“(C) by striking out ‘or’ at the end of 
clause (iii), by adding ‘or’ at the end of 
clause (iv), and by adding at the end of the 
subparagraph the following new clause: 

n) service performed by a civilian em- 
ployee, not compensated from funds ap- 
propriated by the Congress, in the Coast 
Guard Exchanges or other activities, con- 
ducted by an instrumentality of the United 
States subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, at installations of 
the Coast Guard for the comfort, pleasure, 
contentment, and mental and physical im- 
provement of personnel of the Coast 
Guard;’. 

“(2) Subparagraph (C) of such paragraph 
is amended to read as follows: 

“*(C) Service performed in the employ of 
the United States or in the employ of any 
instrumentality of the United States, if such 
service is performed— ji 

“*(i) as the President or Vice President of 
the United States or as a Member, Delegate, 
or Resident Commissioner of or to the 
Congress; 

„) in the legislative branch; 

(Ai) in a penal institution of the United 
States by an inmate thereof; 

(iv) by any individual as an employee 
included under section 2 of the Act of August 
4, 1947 (relating to certain interns, student 
nurses, and other student employees of hos- 
pitals of the Federal Government; 5 U. S. C., 
sec. 1052); 

u) by any individual as an employee 
serving on a temporary basis in case of fire, 
storm, earthquake, flood, or other similar 
emergency; or 

“*(vi) by any individual to whom the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of 1930 does not ap- 
ply because such individual is subject to 
another retirement system (other than the 
retirement system of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority); 

“(e) The paragraph of section 1426 (b) of 
the Internal Revenue Code herein redesig- 
nated as paragraph (8) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“*(8) (A) Service performed in the employ 
of a religious, charitable, educational, or 
other organization exempt from income tax 
under section 101 (6), other than service 
performed by a duly ordained, commissioned, 
or licensed minister of a church in the exer- 
cise of his ministry or by a member of a 
religious order in the exercise of duties re- 
quired by such order; but this subparagraph 
shall not apply to service performed during 
the period for which a certificate, filed pursu- 
ant to subsection (1) (1), is in effect, if such 
service is performed by an employee (i) 
whose signature appears on the list filed by 
such organization under such subsection, or 
(ii) who became an employee of such 
organization after the certificate was filed 
and after such period began; 

“*(B) Service performed in the employ of 
a religious, charitable, educational, or other 
organization exempt from income tax under 
section 101 (6), by a duly ordained, com- 
missioned, or licensed minister of a church 
in the exercise of his ministry or by a mem- 
ber of a religious order in the exercise of 
duties required by such order; but this sub- 
paragraph shall not apply to service per- 
formed by a duly ordained, commissioned, 
or licensed minister of a church or a mem- 
ber of a religious order, other than a mem- 
ber of a religious order who has taken a vow 
of poverty as a member of such order, during 
the period for which a certificate, filed pursu- 
ant to subsection (1) (2), is in effect, if such 
service is performed by an employee (i) 
whose signature appears on the list filed by 
such organization under such subsection, or 
(il) who became an employee of such organi- 
zation after the certificate was filed and after 
such period began;’.” 


14389 


| 


14390 


On page 119, at the beginning of line 9, 
to strike out “(f)” and insert “(d)”; in the 
same line, after the word “Section” to strike 
out “1426” and insert “3121”; in line 10, after 
the word “Code” to insert “of 1954"; at the 

of line 14, to strike out “(g)” and 
insert “(e)”; in the same line, after the 
word “subsections” to strike out “(c), (d), 
(e), and (f)“ and insert (e) and (d)“; after 
line 20, to insert: 
“AMENDMENT RELATING To COLLECTION OF 
EMPLOYEE Tax 


“Sec. 205. Section 3102 (a) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen- 
tence: ‘An employer who in any calendar 
quarter pays to an employee cash remunera- 
tion to which paragraph (7) (B) or (C), (8) 
(B), or (10) of section 3121 (a) is applicable 
may deduct an amount equivalent to such 
tax from any such payment of remuneration, 
even though at the time of payment the total 
amount of such remuneration paid to the 
employee by the employer in the calendar 
quarter is less than $50’.” 

On page 120, line 9, after the word “sec- 
tion” to strike out “1426” and insert “3121”; 
in line 10, after the word “Code” to insert 
“of 1954”; after line 16, to strike out: 


“WAIVER oF Tax EXEMPTION BY NONPROFIT 
ORGANIZATIONS WITH RESPECT TO MINISTERS 
IN THEIR EMPLOY 


“Sec. 207. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 
1426 (1) of the Internal Revenue Code is 
amended by inserting ‘(other than service 
performed by a duly ordained, commissioned, 
or licensed minister of a church in the exer- 
cise of his ministry or by a member of a 
religious order in the exercise of duties re- 
quired by such order)’ after ‘service’ in the 
first sentence, by striking out ‘two-thirds of 
its employees’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
“two-thirds of its employees performing serv- 
ice to which this paragraph is applicable’ in 
such sentence, and by deleting so much of 
such paragraphs as follows the first sentence. 

“(b) Such section 1426 (1) is amended by 
redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as 
paragraphs (6) and (7), respectively, and by 
adding after paragraph (1) the following new 
paragraphs: 

%) WAIVER OF EXEMPTIONS IN THE CASE OF 
MINISTERS. An organization exempt from in- 
come tax under section 101 (6) may file a 
certificate (in such form and manner, and 
with such official, as may be prescribed by 
regulations made under this subchapter) 
certifying that it desires to have the insur- 
ance system established by title II of the 
Social Security Act extended to service per- 
formed by its employees who are duly or- 
dained, commissioned, or licensed ministers 
of a church or churches and perform such 
service in the exercise of their ministry or 
who are members of a religious order or 
orders (other than a member of a religious 
order who has taken a vow of poverty as a 
member of such order) and perform such 
service in the exercise of duties required by 
such order or orders, and that at least two- 
thirds of such employees concur in the filing 
of the certificate. Notwithstanding the pre- 
ceding sentence of this paragraph, a certifi- 
cate may not be filed by an organization 
pursuant to such sentence unless (A) such 
organization does not have any employees 
with respect to whom a certificate may be 
filed pursuant to paragraph (1), or (B) such 
organization has filed a certificate pursuant 
to paragraph (1) with respect to such em- 
ployees. 

“*(3) LIST TO ACCOMPANY CERTIFICATE. A 
certificate may be filed pursuant to para- 
graph (1) or paragraph (2) only if it is ac- 
companied by a list containing the signature, 
address, and social security account number 
(if any) of each employee who concurs in 
the filing of the certificate. Such list may 
be amended at any time by filing with the 
prescribed official a supplemental list or lists 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


containing the signature, address, and social 
security account number (if any) of each 
additional employee who concurs in the filing 
of the certificate. The list and any supple- 
mental list shall be filed in such form and 
manner as may be prescribed by regulations 
made under this subchapter. 

64) EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF WAIVER. A 
certificate filed pursuant to paragraph (1) 
or paragraph (2) shall be in effect (for the 
purposes of subsection (b) (8) of this sec- 
tion and for the purposes of section 210 (a) 
(8) of the Social Security Act)— 

„A) in the case of a certificate filed 
pursuant to paragraph (1), for the period 
beginning with the first day of the calendar 
quarter in which such certificate is filed or 
the first day of the succeeding calendar quar- 
ter, as may be specified in the certificate; or 

„B) in the case of a certificate filed pur- 
suant to paragraph (2), for the period begin- 
ning with the first day of whichever of the 
following calendar quarters may be specified 
in the certificate; (1) the quarter in which 
such certificate is filed, or (ii) the succeeding 
quarter, or (ili) if the certificate is filed dur- 
ing the calendar year 1955, any quarter in 
such year-prior to the quarter in which it 
is filed; 
except that, in the case of service per- 
formed by an individual whose name appears 
on a supplemental list filed after the first 
month following the first calendar quarter 
for which the certificate is in effect (as deter- 
mined under subparagraph (A) or (B), 
whichever is applicable) or following the 
calendar quarter in which the certificate was 
filed, whichever is later, and to whom sub- 
paragraph (A) or (B) of subsection (b) (8) 
of this section would otherwise apply, the 
certificate shall be in effect, for purposes of 
such subsection (b) (8) and for purposes 
of section 210 (a) (8) of the Social Security 
Act, only with respect to service performed 
by such individual after the calendar quar- 
ter in which such supplemental list is filed. 

“*(5) TERMINATION OF WAIVER PERIOD BY 
ORGANIZATION. The period for which a certifi- 
cate filed pursuant to paragraph (1) of this 
subsection is effective may be terminated by 
the organization, effective at the end of a 
calendar quarter, upon giving two years’ 
advance notice in writing, but only if, at the 
time of the receipt of such notice, the certifi- 
cate has been in effect for a period of not 
less than eight years and only if such notice 
applies also to the period for which the 
certificate, if any, filed by such organization 
pursuant to paragraph (2) is effective. The 
period for which a certificate filed pursuant 
to paragraph (2) is effective may also be 
terminated by the organization, effective at 
the end of acalendar quarter, upon giving two 
years’ advance notice in writing, but only if, 
at the time of the receipt of such notice, the 
certificate has been in effect for a period of 
not less than eight years. The notice of 
termination may be revoked by the organiza- 
tion by giving, prior to the close of the calen- 
dar quarter specified in the notice of termi- 
nation, a written notice of such revocation. 
Notice of termination or revocation thereof 
shall be filed in such form and manner, and 
with such official, as may be prescribed by 
regulations made under this subchapter.’ 

“(c) The paragraph of such section 1426 
(1) herein redesignated as paragraph (6) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: ‘If the period cov- 
ered by a certificate filed pursuant to para- 
graph (1) of this subsection is terminated 
under this paragraph, the period covered by 
the certificate, if any, filed by the same 
organization pursuant to paragraph (2) shall 
also be terminated at the same time.’ 

“(d) The paragraph of such section 1426 
(1) herein redesignated as paragraph (7) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“*(7) No RENEWAL OF WAIVER. In the event 
the period covered by a certificate filed pur- 
suant to paragraph (1) or (2) of this sub- 
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section is terminated by the organization, 
no certificate may again be filed by such 
organization pursuant to such paragraph.’ 

“(e) The amendments made by this sec- 
tion shall become effective January 1, 1955. 
Nothing in this section shall be construed as 
affecting the validity of any certificate filed 
prior to January 1, 1955, under section 1426 
(1) of the Internal Revenue Code. If a 
certificate filed during the calendar year 1955 
pursuant to section 1426 (1) (2) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code is in effect for any 
calendar quarter in 1955 which precedes the 
quarter during which the certificate was filed, 
the return and payment of the taxes for any 
such preceding calendar quarter with respect 
to service which constitutes employment by 
reason of the filing of such certificate shall 
be deemed to be timely made if made on or 
before the last day of the first month fol- 
lowing the calendar quarter in which the 
certificate is filed.” 

On page 126, line 10, to change the section 
number from “208” to “207”; in the same 
line, after the word “Section” to strike out 
“480” and insert “1401”; in line 11, after the 
word “Code” to insert “of 1954”; at the be- 
ginning of line 12, to strike out “(5)” and 
insert “(4)”; at the beginning of line 13, to 
strike out “(5) In“ and insert “(4) in“; in 
line 15, after “514” to strike out “per centum” 
and insert “percent”; in line 17, after the 
word “taxable” to strike out “year.” and in- 
sert year:“; at the beginning of line 18, to 
strike out “(6) In” and insert “(5) in“; in 
line 20, after the numeral “6” to strike out 
“per centum” and insert “percent”; in line 
22, after the word “Section” to strike out 
“1400” and insert “3101”; at the beginning of 
line 23, to insert “of 1954”; in the same line, 
after the word “paragraph” to strike out 
“(6)” and insert “(4)”; at the beginning of 
line 25 to strike out “(6) With” and insert 
“(4) with”; on page 27, line 2, after 3½ “ 
to strike out “per centum” and insert “per- 
cent’; at the beginning of line 3, to strike 
out “(7) With” and insert “(5) with”; in 
line 4, after the numeral “4” to strike out 
“per centum” and insert “percent”; in line 
6, after the word “Section” to strike out 
“1410” and insert “3111”; at the beginning 
of line 7 to insert “of 1954”; in the same 
line, after the word “paragraph” to strike 
out “(6)” and insert “(4)”; at the beginning 
of line 9, to strike out “(6) With” and insert 
“(4) with”; in line 11, after 3%“ to strike 
out “per centum” and insert “percent”; at 
the beginning of line 12, to strike out “(7) 
With” and insert “(5) with”; in line 13, after 
the numeral “4” to strike out “per centum" 
and insert “percent”; in line 15, after the 
word “of” to strike out American Em- 
ployer” and insert “Domestic Corporation”; 
in line 17, to change the section number from 
“209” to “208”; in the same line, after the 
word “Section” to strike out 1426 and in- 
sert “3121”; in line 18, after the word “Code” 
to insert “of 1954”, at the beginning of line 
20, to strike out “(m)” and insert (1) “; 
on page 128, line 7, after the word para- 
graph” to strike out “(7)” and insert (8) “; 
in line 12, after the word “the” to strike out 
“terms” and insert “term”; at the beginning 
of line 13, strike out “respectively,”; in line 
14, after the words “in the” to strike out 
“employ c the domestic corporation” and 
insert “United States”; in line 17, after the 
word “conditions” to strike out “in the case 
of” and insert “with respect to"; in line 21, 
after the word “who” to insert “onor”; in 
the same line, after the word “agreement” 
to strike out “become” and insert are“; in 
line 25, after “(A)” to strike out “That” and 
insert “that”; on page 129, line 2, after the 
word “Secretary” to insert “or his delegate"; 
in line 4, after the word “sections” to strike 
out “1400 and 1410, including interest and 
penalties, if the services of employees covered 
by the agreement had constituted employ- 
ment as defined in section 1426“ and insert 
“3101 and 3111 (including amounts equiva- 
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lent to the interest, additions to the taxes, 
additional amounts, and penalties which 
would be applicable) with respect to the 
remuneration which would be wages if the 
services covered by the agreement constituted 
employment as defined in this section”; in 
line 14, after “(B)” to strike out “That” and 
insert “that”; in line 16, after the word 
Secretary“ to insert or his delegate”; in 
line 17, after the word “this” to strike out 
“subsection.” ”; and insert “subsection.”; on 
page 131, line 1, after the word “foreign” to 
strike out “subsidiary” and insert “corpora- 
tion“; in line 3, after the word “the?” to 
strike out “domestic” and insert “foreign”; 
in line 4, after the word quarter“ to strike 
out “owns 50 per centum or less of the voting 
stock of such subsidiary” and insert “ceases 
to be a foreign subsidiary as defined in para- 
graph “(8)”; on page 132, line 1, after the 
word “entirety” to insert (A) by a notice of 
termination filed by the domestic corpora- 
tion pursuant to paragraph (3), or (B) by a 
notice of termination given by the Secretary 
or his delegate pursuant to paragraph (4),”; 
in line 6, after the word “to” to strike out 
“such paragraph” and insert “paragraph 
(1)”; in line 8, after the word “any” to in- 
sert foreign“; in line 11, after the word 
“Fund”, to strike out “All amounts received 
by the Secretary pursuant to an agreement 
entered into under paragraph (1) of this 
subsection shall be regarded for purposes of 
section 201 of the Social Security Act as 
taxes collected pursuant to this subchapter.”; 
and insert “For purposes of section 201 of 
the Social Security Act, relating to appropria- 
tions to the Federal Old-Age and Survivors 
Insurance Trust Fund, such remuneration— 

„) paid for services covered by an agree- 
ment entered into pursuant to paragraph (1) 
as would be wages if the services constituted 
employment, and 

“*(B) as is reported to the Secretary or 
his delegate pursuant to the provisions of 
such agreement or of the regulations issued 
under this subsection, shall be considered 
wages subject to the taxes imposed by this 
chapter.“ 

On page 133, line 12, after the word “Secre- 
tary” to insert “or his delegate”; in line 24, 
after (A)“ to strike out “A” and insert “a”; 
on page 134, at the beginning of line 1, to 
strike out “per centum” and insert “per- 
cent”; in line 3, after “(B)” to strike out 
“A” and insert “a”; in line 6, after the word 
“paragraph” to strike out (A).“ and in- 
sert “(A)”; after line 6, to insert: 

“*(9) DOMESTIC CORPORATION AS SEPARATE 
ENTITY.—Each domestic corporation which 
enters into an agreement pursuant to para- 
graph (1) of this subsection shall, for pur- 
poses of this subsection and section 6413 (c) 
(2) (C), relating to special refunds in the 
case of employees of certain foreign corpora- 
tions, be considered an employer in its ca- 
pacity as a party to such agreement separate 
and distinct from its identity as a person 
employing individuals on its own account.’ ” 

At the beginning of line 16, to strike out 
“(9)” and insert “(10)”; in line 17, after the 
word Secretary“ to insert “or his delegate”; 
in line 22, after the word “employers” to 
strike out “pursuant to subchapter A or E 
of chapter 9 of this title” and insert “pur- 
suant to this title with respect to the taxes 
imposed by this chapter”; on page 135, after 
line 3, to strike out: 

“Sec. 210. Section 23 of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code (relating to deductions from gross 
income) is amended by inserting at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“‘(gg) PAYMENTS WITH RESPECT To EM- 
PLOYEES OF CERTAIN FOREIGN CORPORATIONS. 
In the case of a domestic corporation, 
amounts (to the extent not compensated 
for) paid or incurred pursuant to an agree- 
ment entered into under section 1426 (m) 
with respect to services performed by United 
States citizens employed by foreign sub- 
sidiary corporations, Any reimbursement of 
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any amount previously allowed as a deduc- 
tion for income tax purposes under this sub- 
section shall be included in gross income 
for the taxable year in which received.’” 

On page 135, after line 16, to insert: 

“Sec. 209. (a) The Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 is amended by inserting after section 
175 thereof the following new section: 


“ ‘SEC. 176. PAYMENTS WITH RESPECT TO EM- 
PLOYEES OF CERTAIN FOREIGN CORPORATIONS. 
In the case of a domestic corporation, 

there shall be allowed as a deduction 
amounts (to the extent not compensated 
for) paid or incurred pursuant to an agree- 
ment entered into under section 3121 (1) 
with respect to services performed by United 
States citizens employed by foreign sub- 
sidiary corporations. Any reimbursement of 
any amount previously allowed as a deduc- 
tion under this section shall be included in 
gross income for the taxable year in which 
received,’ 

“(b) The table of sections to part VI of 
subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle A of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

“Sec. 176. Payments with respect to em- 
ployees of certain foreign corporations.“ 
On page 136, line 15, after “September 30” 

to strike out “1955” and insert “1956”; on 

page 137, line 5, after “(a)” to strike out 

“and (2)“ and insert (2) by striking out 

‘such clause’ in paragraph (1) and inserting 

‘such subsection’ in lieu thereof, and (3)”’; 

on page 138, line 1, after the word “after” to 

strike out “the month following the month 
in which this Act is enacted” and insert 

“August 1954’’; in line 4, after the word “to” 

to strike out “fifth month before the month 

in which this Act is enacted” and insert 

“February 1954“; in line 12, after the word 

“of” to strike out “seventy-five” and insert 

“seventy-two”; on page 139, line 4, after the 

word Code“ to insert “of 1939, the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954”, and in line 8, after 

the word “this” to strike out “Act, and 

references in the Social Security Act, the 

Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, 

or any other law of the United States to any 

section or subdivision of a section of the 

Internal Revenue Code redesignated by this 

Act,“, and insert Act“. 


Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the junior Senator from 
Colorado a question about offshore sea- 
sonal workers, such as might be brought 
in from the islands, who would be en- 
gaged in the harvesting of vegetables 
and fruit, and canning crops of various 
kinds. I did not note any particular 
reference to them. I noted that the 
Mexican worker was excluded. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. He is excluded be- 
cause we operate under an agreement 
with Mexico. Questions have been 
raised whether we should have similar 
arrangements with other countries. 

Mr. THYE. That is correct. The 
question has also been raised with me. 
But, assuming that an offshore worker 
worked 5 months one season, then worked 
4 months another year, and then did 
not return to the United States, how 
would such an account be handled and 
at what time would the records be closed 
on such an account? It poses a very 
serious problem from the standpoint of 
administrative function, and also for the 
employer of such seasonal workers. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Fiscally, the money 
received from that source would go into 
a trust fund. The Senator understands 
that any excess of collections over what 
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is paid out goes into a so-called trust 
fund. 

Mr. THYE. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not like to call 
it a trust fund, but that is the only name 
I can think of. 

Mr. THYE. The question, however, is 
this: Suppose I were the employer, and 
I brought someone in and employed him 
for a period of 5 months in the calendar 
year 1954, then I employed the same 
person for 4 months in 1955, and then 
I did not employ him for some time. In 
the event that person made application 
and was of sufficient age and was quali- 
fied to receive retirement pay, how 
would such an account be handled? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is the Senator dis- 
cussing the present law? 

Mr. THYE. I am discussing the pro- 
visions in this new bill, H. R. 9766. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Under the circum- 
stances which the Senator has described, 
the worker would not be qualified for 
benefits. 

Mr, THYE. He would not be? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No. 

Mr. THYE. Why? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Because he had not 
worked long enough to get on the rolls. 

Mr. THYE. However, if a person 
worked 3 months in a quarter, that would 
be 1 quarter’s coverage, and he would 
then be eligible, would he not? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. He would not be eli- 
gible. He would be on the roll, but it 
would depend upon the future history 
of that worker whether he would finally 
become eligible for benefits. 

Mr. THYE. That is what I am try- 
ing to establish. The question does not 
pertain to me. I used myself as an 
example. I am trying to establish a 
record that would guide the person who 
was bringing in offshore workers who 
work in the harvesting of apples, and 
who work in the harvesting of vegetables 
all along the eastern coast and also in 
Minnesota and on the west coast. I am 
trying to bring out some information 
that will make it crystal clear to a com- 
pany which is engaged in the canning 
of peas or sweet corn or any other type 
of vegetable, how the account is to be 
handled if the company employs a person 
for 4 or 5 months a year over a period 
of years. If the worker is employed 
more than 60 days in a quarter, the tax 
payment has to be made. Is that not 
correct? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes; but I think the 
problem the Senator is posing is a book- 
keeping problem. The employer has to 
keep track of the employees, he has to 
keep track of what he pays his em- 
ployees, and he has certain accounta- 
bility to make to the Government. If 
the Senator wants me to draw a graph 
with columns in the ledger, and so forth, 
I do not feel qualified to do it. i 

Mr. THYE. No. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think once we give 
the direction of what the obligations are, 
the employer will set up the necessary 
bookkeeping system. 

Mr. THYE. The Senator from Min- 
nesota does not want the able and dis- 
tinguished chairman to draw any graphs. 
He has enough problems without getting 
down to that detail. The question I 
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want to have made clear is, in the first 
place, what responsibility the Govern- 
ment has to the type of workers who 
come into the United States seasonally 
from an island which may be under 
British control, who are British subjects, 
not American citizens, and who do 
seasonal work in the United States for 
a period of 10 years, working 4 or 5 
months of each year. Are social-security 
benefits provided for that kind of worker 
10 years later? 

Mr. . The Senator has 
mentioned 10 years. Assuming the 
period is 10 years and assuming the other 
things he has mentioned, the worker 
would be qualified to receive benefits 
under the social-security system. 

Mr. THYE. If he was a British sub- 
ject who came into the United States 
and was employed by American em- 
ployers, even though he did not become 
a citizen of the United States but still 
remained a British subject, could he live 
on a British-controlled island and draw 
old-age and survivor's insurance or 
retirement from the United States 
‘Treasury? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is the way it is. 
There has been considerable complaint 
about it. I think before it can be 
changed, there will have to be some con- 
ferences with the foreign countries which 
are affected. 

Mr. BUSH. The protection will have 
been paid for. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes, he has paid for 
his protection. 

Mr. THYE. However, I bring this 
thought up: The employer will have 
made a certain payment and the em- 
ployee will have made a certain payment 
to the Federal Government. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. They have both paid, 
so that, in a sense, balances the accounts, 
but not completely. I think an addi- 
tional element should be considered. 
This system provides certain benefits 
which the Government intends, as a 
matter of policy, to accrue to the bene- 
ficiaries under the system. Whether 
those extras were intended to benefit 
citizens of other countries is another 
question, and it is a large question. Itis 
something we have handled in the case 
of workers from Mexico. We may have 
to handle it in the case of workers from 
other countries. It ought not to be done 
in a scattershot method on the Senate 
floor. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The senior Sena- 
tor from Florida [Mr. Hotianp] and I 
have an amendment proposed to be 
offered by us to the bill, which will elimi- 
nate coverage of workers from Jamaica, 
Bahamas, and the British West Indies 
who are brought into our State every 
year on a temporary basis for a period 
of 3 to 4 months to perform agricultural 
labor. In these instances, the Depart- 
ment of Labor certifies that there is a 
shortage of domestic labor in Florida 
for that purpose, and employers in Flor- 
ida get them to come into the State and 
send them back when they have finished 
their work. It was our feeling that they 
should not be covered by the Social Se- 
curity Act. We have therefore pre- 
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pared an amendment to be offered at the 
proper time, the purpose of which is to 
eliminate from such coverage this class 
of agricultural workers who come into 
Florida from Jamaica, Bahamas, and the 
British West Indies. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is the amendment 
limited to the British West Indies? 

Mr, SMATHERS. It is. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I hope the Senator 
will offer the amendment, Personally, I 
should be willing to take it to confer- 
ence. I think we should be very careful 
tonight not to shoot with buckshot, be- 
cause Many nations may be involved, 
and we do not know what our arrange- 
ments are with them. We have had no 
hearings on the proposal. I recognize 
the problem which the Senator raises. 

Mr. THYE. The reason I was endeav- 
oring to get this question clarified by 
the colloquy or discussion is primarily 
that the question has been raised with 
me that an American citizen employ- 
ing Mexicans is exempt from paying the 
tax on the wages of the Mexican worker, 
while the citizen who brings in workers 
from the West Indies immediately has 
to pay a tax. If a man employing Mex- 
ican workers has the advantage of not 
paying a tax, he would naturally dis- 
criminate against American citizens who 
are seeking employment, on whose wages 
he would have to pay a tax. 

These are questions which I think we 
should try to have made clear. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I understand the 
Senator’s suggestions and thoughts. 
There is a great deal to what he says. 
As I understand, the amendments, which 
the Senator from Florida is about to 
propose, are limited in area. I have re- 
ceived some information from the staff. 
I cannot say exactly, but so far as the 
British are concerned I understand, 
there would be no objection. That is 
something that ought to be looked into 
by the State Department before we final- 
ize that kind of legislation and make it 
universal, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield, so that 
I may suggest the absence of a quorum, 
primarily for the purpose of proposing 
a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator 
withhold his request for a moment? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Certainly. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Why does not the 
Senator from Florida offer his amend- 
ments, while the going is good, so to 
speak? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, on 
behalf my distinguished senior colleague 
(Mr. Hottanp] and myself, I offer two 
amendments to the pending bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REYNOLDS in the chair). The Secretary 
will state the amendments. 

‘The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, in 
line 18, beginning with the word 
“workers”, it is proposed to strike out 
all down to and including line 20, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(1) workers under contracts entered into 
in accordance with title V of the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949, as amended, or (ii) law- 
fully admitted to the United States from 
the Bahamas, Jamaica, and the British West 


Indies on a temporary basis to perform 
agricultural labor. 
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On page 115, line 10, beginning with 
the word “workers”, strike out all down 
to and including line 12 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

(i) workers under contracts entered into 
in accordance with title V of the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949, as amended (65 Stat. 119; 
7 U. S. C. 1461-1468), or (ii) lawfully admitted 
to the United States from the Bahamas, 
Jamaica, and the British West Indies on a 
temporary basis to perform agricultural 
labor. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments offered by the Senator from Flor- 
ida. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I should 
like to direct a question to the able 
chairman of the committee before action 
is taken on the amendments. Why 
could we not apply amendments of that 
kind to all offshore workers? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It may be that it 
could be done, but I believe the subject 
should be reviewed in committee, and it 
should be reviewed by the State De- 
partment, so that we may avoid setting 
up what might well be an irritation in 
our relation with other countries. 

Mr. THYE. Assuming the amend- 
ments are agreed to and that they apply 
only to the West Indies, employers who 
get offshore workers from other areas 
will say to those who represent them, 
“Why did you not do for us what the 
Senators from Florida did with respect 
to workers who come from the West 
Indies?” 

We who represent other States would 
be faced with that kind of question. 
That is what would be asked if we were 
to permit something to happen with re- 
spect to offshore workers that is bene- 
ficial to one State but not to other States. 

Therefore, I may well be faced with 
that kind of question. It does not seem 
fair or just to the employer in one area 
not to be able to bring in workers from 
some offshore islands while employers in 
other States get the benefit of employ- 
ing workers from the West Indies. That 
poses a problem. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not represent 
that what I am about to say is 100 
percent accurate, but I have received 
some information to the effect that the 
British have no objection to such agree- 
ments. The Senator's problem is to find 
out—and I hope to find out for him, 
although I cannot do it tonight—whether 
or not the people of the particular off- 
shore countries from which his constitu- 
ents get their labor will be resentful if 
the same procedure is applied with re- 
spect to their people. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. I should like to press that 
thought a little further. Has the Sen- 
ator from Colorado any knowledge that 
any of the countries now involved would 
object if we were to deny them this 
coverage? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not; but I do 
not believe we should proceed at this 
time. 

Mr. THYE. I thought perhaps the 
chairman and his committee had studied 
the subject sufficiently so that he would 
have information relative to other is- 
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lands, to the same extent that he has 
information with reference to Mexico 
and the West Indies. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. This question arises 
for the first time on the floor. The 
chairman, after discussing the matter 
with the staff of the committee, has 
learned about the British situation. I 
can well understand how this situation 
would put some Senators somewhat on 
a spot, but I do not think we can avoid 
all spots that might involve Senators. 
In that connection, I should like to quote 
from an authority whom I seldom quote. 
President Truman used to say, “If you 
can’t stand the heat, stay out of the 
kitchen.” 

Mr. THYE. To which I should like to 
add that if a person cannot stand the 
heat in the kitchen, he should either 
change the method of heating, or put in 
a different heating system. I propose 
to examine both possibilities. If it is 
possible to exempt the West Indies, I 
shall try to bring in an amendment that 
will take off the heat with respect to 
some other areas as well. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I promise the Sen- 
ator that at the next session of Congress, 
next year, we will gladly hear from the 
Senator. 

Mr. THYE. I will endeavor to draft 
an amendment and have it on the Sen- 
ator’s desk tomorrow morning. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is the Senator’s 
privilege. I hope tomorrow will be too 
late. 

Mr.SMATHERS. Imay not know my 
geography very well, but are there other 
areas than the British West Indies, 
Jamaica, the Bahamas, and Mexico from 
which offshore laborers come to this 
country? 

Mr. THYE. I will endeavor to ac- 
quaint myself with that situation. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I believe that by 
working out contracts which have al- 
ready been worked out with Mexico and 
by adopting a provision with reference 
to persons lawfully admitted to the 
United States trom Jamaica, Bahamas, 
and the British West Indies on a tem- 
porary basis to perform agricultural 
labor, we will have included practicaily 
all the labor with which the Senator 
from Minnesota is concerned. 

I may say to the Senator that the 
problem with which we are concerned 
in our State is met by employers first 
obtaining a certificate from the Depart- 
ment of Labor certifying that there is 
a shortage of domestic labor in the area 
and asking that they be permitted to 
bring in x number of workers from 
Jamaica, Bahamas, and the British West 
Indies. When such labor is brought in 
they cannot remain in the country for 
more than 3 or 4 months, under the law, 
and can work only on the particular job 
for which they were brought into the 
country. They do not become transient 
workers and do not compete with other 
workers in our State. After they have 
completed the job for which they were 
brought into this country, they must re- 
turn to their own country. 

Mr. THYE. Some of the workers who 
come from offshore come up along the 
Atlantic coast and they wind up picking 
apples in Virginia. 
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Mr. SMATHERS. Those are not the 
ones which would come under the pro- 
posed amendment because the amend- 
ment is applicable only to those cases 
where a certification has been obtained 
from the Department of Labor stating 
that there is no available supply of do- 
mestic labor. In that way we stop them 
from competing with domestic labor or 
from becoming transients. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am very apprecia- 


- tive. 


Mr. THYE. I am now going to pro- 
ceed to see whether it is necessary for me 
to make requisition for a ventilating 
system. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If so, you will find 
very willing workers, if you find the an- 
swer in time. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Senator 
now yield for the purpose of a quorum 
call and the propounding of a unani- 
mous-consent agreement? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the Sena- 
tor. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. MILLIKIN] may yield for that pur- 
pose without losing the privilege of the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk a proposed unanimous- 
consent agreement, which is presented 
on behalf of the majority leader and the 
minority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will read the proposed unani- 
mous-consent agreement. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The pro- 
posed unanimous-consent agreement 
reads as follows: 

Ordered, That during the further consid- 
eration of H. R. 9366, to amend the Social 
Security Act and the Internal Revenue Code, 
debate on any amendment or motion (in- 
cluding appeals) shall be limited to not 
exceeding 30 minutes, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the mover 
of any such amendment or motion and the 
Senator from Colorado Mr. MILLIKIN] in the 
event he is opposed to any such amendment 
or motion; otherwise, by the mover and the 
minority leader: Provided, That no amend- 
ment that is not germane to the subject mat- 
ter of the said bill shall be received: And 
provided further, That debate upon the bill 
itself shall be limited to not exceeding 2 
hours, to be equally divided and controlled, 
respectively, by the Senator from Colorado 
Mr. Mnaakix] and the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. JOHNSON]. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent 
agreement? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, have the 
amendments offered by the Senator from 
Florida been agreed to? 


14393 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have not yet been agreed to. 

Mr. IVES. I should like to offer an 
amendment if they have been agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments offered by the Senator from 
Florida. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment 7-31-54—A, which I send 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill it is proposed to add a new sec- 
tion, as follows: 


SERVICE FOR CERTAIN EXEMPTION ORGANIZATIONS 
PRIOR TO ENACTMENT OF THIS ACT 


Sec. 403. In any case in which— 

(a) an individual has been employed, at 
any time subsequent to 1950 and prior to 
the enactment of this act, by an organiza- 
tion which is exempt from income tax under 
section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1939 but which has failed to file prior 
to the enactment of this act a waiver cer- 
tificate under section 1426 (1) (1) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1939; 

(b) the service performed by such individ- 
ual as an employee of such organization 
during the period subsequent to 1950 and 
prior to 1955 would have constituted em- 
ployment (as defined in section 210 of the 
Social Security Act and section 1426 (b) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939) if 
such organization had filed prior to the 
performance of such service such a certificate 
accompanied by a list of the signatures of 
employees who concurred in the filing of such 
certificate and such individual's signature 
had appeared on such list; 

(c) the taxes imposed by sections 1400 and 
1410 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939 
have been paid with respect to any part of 
the remuneration paid to such individual by 
such organization for such service; 

(d) part of such taxes have been paid prior 
to the enactment of this act; 

(e) so much of such taxes as have been 
paid prior to the enactment of this act 
have been paid by such organization in good 
faith and upon the assumption that a 
waiver certificate had been filed by it un- 
der section 1426 (1) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939; and 

(f) no refund of such taxes has been ob- 
tained, 
the amount of such remuneration with re- 
spect to which such taxes have been paid 
shall, upon the request of such individual 
(filed in such form and manner, and with 
such official, as may be prescribed by regula- 
tions made under subchapter A of Chapter 
9 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939), be 
deemed to constitute remuneration for em- 
ployment as defined in section 210 of the 
Social Security Act and section 1426 (b) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1939. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. IVES. I yield to the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I understand this is 
the precise amendment submitted to our 
Staff? 

Mr. IVES. This is the identical 
amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. So far as I am con- 
cerned—and I think the distinguished 
senior Senator from Georgia agrees with 
the amendment in principle—I am will- 
ing to take the amendment to confer- 
ence. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendment is agreed 
to 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent to have inserted in the 
Recorp a statement concerning the 
amendment. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR Ives 


This proposed amendment is designed to 
alleviate the serious problem confronting 
certain charitable institutions such as & 
nonprofit corporation, the North Shore Hos- 
pital, in my own State of New York. This 
amendment would provide that such an or- 
ganization could file, retroactively to the year 
1951, certain certificates required by the Bu- 
reau of Internal Revenue as evidence of their 
waiver of immunity from the social-security 
taxes imposed under the Federal Insurance 
Contributions Act, if the failure to file such 
certificates was merely a ministerial or cleri- 
cal omission on the part of the organization 
and if part of the taxes imposed by the In- 
ternal Revenue Code have been paid in good 
faith prior to the enactment of the bill and 
no refund of such taxes has been obtained, 

I am advised that the problem which this 
proposed amendment is designed to resolve 
has arisen with respect to several other sim- 
ilar institutions. In the North Shore Hospi- 
tal case, the board of directors of the hospital 
directed that the necessary steps be taken 
for the corporation to waive its immunity to 
the taxes imposed by the Federal Insurance 
Contributions Act and to secure for all cor- 
poration employees coverage under the old- 
age and survivors insurance program, estab- 
lished under title II of the Social Security 
Act, as amended in January 1951. Moreover, 
the employees of the hospital at that time 
understood that the corporation had waived 
its immunity from the aforesaid tax and they 
concurred in their being covered by the in- 
surance program, However, this concur- 
rence was not reduced to writing on Internal 
Revenue Form SS-15 (a) solely by reason of 
the failure on the part of the then adminis- 
trative officials of the hospital to secure their 
signatures on said form, 

During the period from January 1, 1951, 
to October 1953, the officers, directors, and 
employees of the corporation assumed that 
the necessary documents had been filed and 
that the taxes deducted under the Federal 
Insurance Contributions Act were paid in 
accordance with that act. 

When the hospital first learned that there 
was a question concerning the coverage of 
its employees in the fall of 1953, it continued 
to withhold the employees’ tax, as well as 
the employers’ tax, and deposited the 
amount so withheld in a special trust ac- 
count. The hospital has made every effort 
to resolve this serious problem adminis- 
tratively, but has been unable to do so, 

If this proposed amendment is not favor- 
ably considered, many employees of the hos- 
pital will lose wage credits over a period of 
about 3½ years and the hospital will have 
the enormous burden and expensive obliga- 
tion of locating and making refunds to each 
individual with respect to whom the social- 
security tax had been paid over the period 
beginning on January 1, 1951, and ending on 
June 20, 1954. Moreover, I am advised that 
this loss of wage credits would mean for 
some employees the difference between their 
qualifying or not qualifying for benefits un- 
der the social-security program. 

Therefore, I urge the adoption of this pro- 
posed amendment to H. R. 9366 to resolve 
the serious problem confronting the North 
Shore Hospital and other like institutions 
which may be similarily affected. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I offer a 
series of amendments which are some- 
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what of the same nature as that offered 
by the distinguished senior Senator from 
New York [Mr. Ives]. Probably the 
principle is somewhat in reverse, but 
they also involve an injustice which 
should be corrected. I understand that 
the chairman of the committee is willing 
to take the amendments to conference. 
I ask that the amendments be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendments. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 7, line 13, 
it is proposed to strike out or.“ 


On page 7, it is proposed to strike out - 


all on line 15 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: “began, or (iii) any part 
of whose remuneration for such service 
is deemed under section 1426 (1) (8) of 
the Internal Revenue Code to constitute 
remuneration for employment for the 
purposes of this subsection;”. 

On page 8, line 7, it is proposed to 
strike out “or.” 

On page 8, it is proposed to strike out 
all on line 9 and insert in lieu thereof 


the following: “such period began, or 


(iii) any part of whose remuneration 
for such service is deemed under section 
1426 (1) (8) of the Internal Revenue 
Code to constitute remuneration for 
employment for the purposes of this 
subsection.” 

On page 104, line 15, it is proposed to 
strike out “or.” 

On page 104, line 17, it is proposed to 
strike out “began;” and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “began, or (iii) 
any part of whose remuneration for such 
service is deemed under section 1426 (1) 
(8) to constitute remuneration for em- 
ployment for the purposes of this sub- 
section.” 

On page 105, line 8, it is proposed to 
strike out “or.” 

On page 105, line 10, it is proposed to 
strike out “began;” and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “began, or (iii) 
any part of whose remuneration for 
such service is deemed under section 
1426 (1) (8) to constitute remuneration 
for employment for the purposes of this 
subsection.” 

On page 111, line 3, it is proposed to 
insert “(1)” after (d).“ 

On page 111, between lines 10 and 11, 
it is proposed to insert the following: 

(2) Section 1426 (1) is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

“(8) Individuals who failed to sign list: 
Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of 
this subsection, in any case in which— 

“(A) an individual has been employed by 
an organization which has filed a certificate 
under this subsection waiving its exemp- 
tion from income tax under section 101 (6); 

“(B) the service performed by such indi- 
vidual during the time he was so employed 
would have constituted employment (as de- 
fined in sec. 210 of the Social Security Act 
and sec, 1426 (b)) if such individual's signa- 
ture had appeared on the list of signatures 
of employees who concurred in the filing of 
such certificate; 

“(C) the taxes imposed by sections 1400 
and 1410 have been paid with respect to any 
part of the remuneration paid to such indi- 
vidual by such organization for such service; 
and 

“(D) no refund of such taxes has been ob- 
tained, 
the amount of such remuneration with re- 
spect to which such taxes have been paid 
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shall, upon the request of such individual 
(filed in such form and manner, and with 
such official, as may be prescribed by regu- 
lations made under this subchapter) be 
deemed to constitute remuneration for em- 
ployment as defined in section 210 of the 
Social Security Act and section 1426 (b).” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered the junior Senator from 
Oregon. Without objection, the amend- 
ments will be considered en bloc. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, in 
view of the fact that the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Oregon would 
remedy the situation where employees 
through mistake or misunderstanding 
failed to sign the employer’s waiver cer- 
tificate required for coverage of employ- 
ees of nonprofit organizations, I am will- 
ing to take the amendment to confer- 
ence. 

I am informed that the distinguished 
senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GerorcE], who is also familiar with the 
matter, is of the same opinion. 

Unfortunately, existing law does not 
authorize any official of the Government 
to correct honest mistakes which work 
to the detriment of individuals who be- 
lieved they had been brought in under 
the system and for whom taxes have 
been withheld and paid by the employer. 
It may be necessary in conference to 
modify the express language in the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Oregon, but we shall endeavor to fulfill 
the objective of his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments offered by the junior Senator from 
Oregon. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as an 
assistance to the committee of confer- 
ence, I ask to have my statement in 
support of the amendments printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR MORSE 


This amendment is designed to furnish 
relief to a number of our elder citizens who 
have been deprived of benefits and exposed 
to economic hardship because of misunder- 
standings about the present law. 

Prior to the Social Security Act amend- 
ments of 1950, services rendered for a non- 
profit organization were not in covered em- 
ployment. Under the provisions of the 1950 
amendments nonprofit organizations were 
given an opportunity to qualify their em- 
ployees for social-security coverage under the 
amended act. Section 210 (a) of the act 
reads in part, as follows: 

“The term ‘employment’ means any serv- 
ices performed * * * by an employee for the 
person employing him * * * except that, in 
the case of services performed after 1950 
such terms shall not include— 

. * * * . 

“(9) * * * (B) Service performed in the 
employ of a religious, charitable, educational, 
or other organization exempt from income 
tax under section 101 (6) of the Internal 
Revenue Code, but this subparagraph shall 
not apply to service performed during the 
period for which a certificate, filed pursuant 
to section 1426 (1) of the Internal Revenue 
Code, is in effect if such service is performed 
by an employee (i) whose signature appears 
on the list filed by such organization after 
the calendar quarter in which the certificate 
was filed.” 


1954 


Pursuant to the above section, and with 
the intention of qualifying its employees for 
social-security coverage, the Emanuel Hos- 
pital of Portland, Oreg., a nonprofit organi- 
zation, circulated a list to be signed by its 
employees in 1950. 

At that time there were among the em- 
ployees at Emanuel Hospital a Mrs. Hildur 
Peterson and a Hilda Peterson. When the 
hospital staff circulated the list of concur- 
ring employees required by section 210 (a) 
above, Hilda Peterson signed the list. A 
confusion of names resulted in the list not 
being submitted to Hildur Peterson for sig- 
nature. Assuming, however, that Hildur 
Peterson had signed the list, deductions for 
old-age insurance were thereafter made 
from Mrs. Peterson’s wages, and Mrs. Peter- 
son in turn assumed that she was receiving 
social-security coverage. 

Mrs. Peterson, who had been employed at 
Emanuel Hospital since 1945, terminated 
her employment in October 1952. In De- 
cember of that year she applied for her 
social-security benefits. She was then in- 
formed that no wage credits would be given 
her for employment at the hospital because 
of her failure to sign the list, and that she 
would receive minimum benefits under the 
Social Security Act based on employment 
outside the hospital from 1937 to 1945. 

Mrs. Peterson is now 72 years of age. She 
has been a widow for many years. She has 
supported and reared a fine family, but she 
Was unable to set aside savings for her old 
age. Her son is now an overseas missionary, 
and she is being taken care of by her daugh- 
ter, a person of very limited financial 
resources. 

I am informed that there are probably 200 
or more persons who have been denied 
social-security benefits in cases similar to 
that of Mrs. Peterson.. The Treasury De- 
partment has advised me that representa- 
tives of that Department and the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
have been aware of many hardship cases 
and have discussed the problem at various 
times. Apparently no affirmative action has 
been taken to correct it. 

The Treasury Department recently in- 
formed me of the case of an aged employee 
of an exempt organization who was confined 
in a hospital at the time the organization 
was circulating its list. When she returned 
to her employment she was informed that 
the signatures of the necessary two-thirds 
concurring employees had been obtained, 
She assumed that her signature was not re- 
quired to qualify her individually for social- 
security coverage, Although in poor health, 
she continued to work for the organization 
for some time in the expectation of being 
able to build up enough wage credits to en- 
title her to benefits on retirement. When 
she terminated her employment and applied 
for benefits she was informed that she was 
not entitled to wage credits for her employ- 
ment with the exempt organization because 
she had not signed the required list. 

The distinguished Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. Barrerr] has advised me that there 
has been referred to his office another case 
of hardship resulting from similar cireum- 
stances, and he is very much interested in 
the adoption of my amendment. 

The purpose of my amendment is to give 
to the agency concerned the authority which 
it claims it lacks to authorize additions to 
or deletions from concurring lists in cases 
of excusable error, where taxes have been 
collected from a person who thereupon as- 
sumes that he or she is receiving social- 
security coverage. 

On June 30, I submitted to the Committee 
on & proposed amendment which 
the committee did not see fit to adopt. I 
have been advised that the reason that the 
committee did not favor my proposed amend- 
ment was that the amendment as submitted 
would have given the agency continuing au- 
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thority to authorize additions to or deletions 
from lists, and apparently the committee 
did not wish to “open up” the present law 
to that extent. 

The amendment which I have submitted 
today authorizes the addition to or deletion 
from lists only in the cases occurring subse- 
quent to 1950 and prior to enactment of this 
act. This would take care of persons who 
have been subjected to hardship by mis- 
understandings in the past, but it does not 
“open up” the law for continuing authoriza- 
tion for the agency to make changes in lists 
in the future. 

Most of the persons who would be helped 
by adoption of this amendment are in great 
need of financial assistance, and I feel that 
it is urgent that they receive as soon as 
possible the social security benefits to which 
I am sure all of the Members of the Senate 
will agree they are entitled. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] 
may yield briefly to the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] without los- 
ing his right to the floor. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I so request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


FREEDOM AND THE CONSTITUTION 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, my at- 
tention has recently been drawn to a 
pamphlet entitled “American Security 
and Freedom,” by Maurice J. Goldbloom, 
a former employee of the Mutual Secu- 
rity Administration. It deals with this 
broad subject under a variety of heads— 
all of which are treated interestingly. I 
would like to give as a sample of the 
subject matter and its treatment an ex- 
tract from Freedom in the Constitu- 
tion, and hope it may stimulate a read- 
ing of the whole book. I have been in- 
terested in it, both because it deals with 
a fundamental problem which challenges 
our solution and because the sponsor, 
the American Jewish Committee, is 
worthy of respectful consideration. 

This committee is probably well known 
to most of my colleagues. The distin- 
guished senior Senator from New York 
(Mr. LEHMAN] is an honorary vice presi- 
dent of it. Another distinguished citi- 
zen of the State of New York and former 
justice of the appellate division there, 
Joseph M. Proskauer, is an honorary 
president of it. 

Founded in 1906, the American Jewish 
Committee has chapters in 44 principal 
American cities and has members in 
more than 550 American communities. 
It is a pioneer American organization 
in protecting civil and religious rights of 
Jews and in combating bigotry and in 
advancing the cause of human rights. 
Its members form a cross section of 
American civic life. One of its vice 
presidents is the Honorable Fred Lazarus, 
of Cincinnati, a member of the Presi- 
dent’s Committee on Contract Compli- 
ance. Another is Jesse H. Steinhart, of 
San Francisco. Milton W. King, Esq., 
of Washington, D. C., is also a vice presi- 
dent, as is Mr. James H. Becker, of 
Chicago. 

In the list of distinguished Americans 
who have been active in the work of the 
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American Jewish Committee are such 
names as Oscar S. Straus, who was 
Secretary of Commerce and Labor in 
President Theodore Roosevelt's Cabinet; 
Jacob H. Schiff, the famous banker and 
philanthropist; Abram I. Elkus, a for- 
mer Ambassador to Turkey; the famous 
American lawyer of 30 years ago, James 
Marshall. I may add the eminent theo- 
logian, Dr. Cyrus Adler, who was presi- 
dent of Dropsie College and also of the 
Jewish Theological Seminary of America. 
He was also a member of President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Committee for 
the Relief of Refugees From Nazi Per- 
secution in Europe, which committee 
included leaders of the three major reli- 
gious faiths in our country. 

History has its own way of periodically 
completing its round. In 1906 the 
American Jewish Committee was found- 
ed as a result of the unspeakable mas- 
sacres of Jews in the Russian city of 
Kishinev. These pogroms prompted a 
group of American citizens of the Jewish 
faith to organize the committee to enlist 
this Government’s interest in the cause 
of human rights the world over. As a 
result of representations made to it by 
the founders, the United States Govern- 
ment made strenuous representations to 
the Russian Government and succeeded 
in large measure in ameliorating the 
plight of Jews who lived in Russia. 

Now, only a few weeks ago an Ameri- 
can Jewish Committee delegation, head- 
ed by its other honorary president, Mr. 
Jacob Blaustein, of Baltimore, met with 
the Honorable Robert Murphy, Deputy 
Under Secretary of State, to protest the 
secret trials of leaders of the Jewish 
community in Rumania which were con- 
ducted by the Communists. Mr. Mur- 
phy issued a strong statement condemn- 
ing these persecutions, continuing the 
long and honorable American tradition 
of mobilizing opinion against violations 
of human rights by the barbaric and 
medieval forces which still flourish in the 
Communist regimes in Russia and in its 
satellite countries. 

Then too, paralleling its interest in 
human rights on the international scene, 
the American Jewish Committee has 
long been interested in problems of 
American security and individual free- 
dom. It felt that recent events indicate 
the desirability of placing before the pub- 
lic a serious examination of facts which 
bear on them, and as a result it sponsored 
this publication entitled “American Se- 
curity and Freedom.” 

The study comprises an 84-page re- 
port based on a 2 year evaluation of se- 
curity problems in the United States. It 
assesses various proposals dealing with 
wiretapping, use of the fifth amendment, 
congressional investigations, teachers 
and communism, and loyalty and secu- 
rity in government and private employ- 
ment. 

The study very clearly asserts the 
grave threat of communism to the free 
world and its special internal danger to 
the United States and warns that es- 
pionage is an essential function of all 
Communist movements at all times.” It 
points out that the Communist Party in 
America is more than a political party— 
it is “a conspiracy to commit illegal acts 
in the interest of Soviet Russia.” 
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The study makes a variety of recom- 
mendations, which it offers for consid- 
eration by all Americans. The Presi- 
dent of the American Jewish Commit- 
tee, Mr. Irving M. Engel, of New York 
City, points out in a foreword that the 
report deals with many questions on 
which the organization itself has taken 
no Official position. Nevertheless be- 
cause of the “very real danger that dis- 
sent today may be confused with trea- 
son—a situation not only unfavorable to 
dissent, but favorable to treason,” as Mr. 
Engel states it, the American Jewish 
Committee decided to sponsor the study 
as a contribution to laying the basis for 
a sound program suited to the needs of 
the situation in which our Nation finds 
itself today. 

I am sorry that the study is too 
lengthy to permit inclusion in its en- 
tirety in the Recorp, and I will conclude 
my remarks by including the short open- 
ing chapter entitled “Freedom in the 
Constitution.” 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the chapter entitled Free- 
dom in the Constitution” printed at this 
point in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the chapter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


FREEDOM IN THE CONSTITUTION 


The United States today faces a world 
totalitarian movement, committed to the 
destruction of liberty everywhere. To meet 
the threat of this movement and its ad- 
herents in our own country, without at the 
same time sacrificing the basic principles on 
which our Nation rests, is not easy. Error 
in one direction might lay this country open 
to destruction or enslavement; error in the 
other could result in undermining the very 
freedom we seek to defend. But the problem 
can and must be solved if the free world is 
to survive. 

To its own people and to the world the 
United States has from its inception em- 
bodied the idea of freedom. Like all ideals, 
this one has never been fully realized in 
practice, and at times it has suffered serious 
abridgments. But because it has always re- 
mained a vital and dynamic force, living not 
only in phrases and institutions but in the 
spirit of a people, it has triumphed over 
temporary setbacks and gone on to achieve 
new meaning and new dimensions. 

Those who came to America did so for 
many reasons—religious, political, and eco- 
nomic. But the great majority came in 
search of a freedom greater than any they 
had previously known. It was not their in- 
tention to permit the reconstitution on this 
continent of the tyrannies from which they 
had fled. In the Constitution as originally 
adopted, and in the first 10 amendments 
which constitute the Bill of Rights, they 
hedged the power of the Federal Government 
around with safeguards against the recur- 
rence in this country of forms of oppression 
which had developed in others. The various 
State constitutions imposed similar limita- 
tions on the powers of the States. And the 
14th amendment made many of the consti- 
tutional provisions, by which the citizen was 
already protected against arbitrary acts of 
the Federal authorities, applicable to State 
action as well. 


THE CONSTITUTIONAL GUARANTIES 

Although we tend to think of our constitu- 
tional guaranties of freedom as being em- 
bodied in the Bill of Rights, the Constitution 
as it was first adopted contained many pro- 
tections against the perversion of judicial 
process, or its replacement by acts of execu- 
tive or legislative tyranny. To prevent the 
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executive from holding men in prison with- 
out trial, it forbade the suspension of the 
writ of habeas corpus except in time of re- 
bellion or invasion. It barred Congress from 
substituting legislative punishment for judi- 
cial trial, as the British Parliament had 
sometimes done in political cases through 
bills of attainder and impeachment. The 
first of these, a legislative imposition of 
punishment without trial, it outlawed com- 
pletely. The second, a quasijudicial proce- 
dure in which the legislature itself sits as 
a court, was retained, but the penalties which 
could be inflicted by means of it were 
limited to removal from public office and 
ineligibility to hold such office in the future. 

To make the judiciary independent of the 
other branches of government, the Con- 
stitution provided that judges were to hold 
office during good behavior—that is, for life 
unless removed by impeachment for cause— 
and that their salaries were not to be reduced 
during their terms of office. Thus a judge’s 
decision could not be infiuenced by a threat 
that his pay would be cut or that he would 
be ousted from office. At the same time, the 
Constitution guarded against judicial 
tyranny by guaranteeing the right of trial by 
jury in all criminal cases. To prevent the 
Government from dragging defendants to 
distant parts of the country, it provided that 
trials must take place where the crimes had 
been committed. 

Because the charge of treason had been a 
favorite method for disposing of political 
opponents in England and elsewhere, the 
Constitution provided: “Treason against 
the United States shall consist only in levy- 
ing war against them, or in adhering to 
their enemies, giving them aid and com- 
fort”; further, it provided that no person 
might be convicted of treason except on the 
testimony of two witnesses to the same 
overt act or on confession in open court. 

Some of these provisions have been modi- 
fied in practice by other provisions of the 
Constitution or by judicial interpretation 
of it. Thus Jefferson removed the Federalist 
“midnight judges,” appointed by Adams just 
before leaving office, by putting through 
Congress a law abolishing the courts in 
which they served. Since the courts have 
held that the Constitution does not neces- 
sarily follow the flag, the Federal judges in 
territories outside the continental United 
States are appointed for fixed terms rather 
than during “good behavior“ —a fact which 
in one recent case made possible a move to 
penalize a judge in Hawaii for reducing the 
bail of some Communist defendants. The 
14th amendment included an ex post 
facto provision banning from office those 
persons who, having taken an oath of office 
to uphold the Constitution, had participated 
in rebellion. And there is a twilight zone of 
unclear meaning; thus Lincoln suspended 
the writ of habeas corpus during the Civil 
War but the Supreme Court disputed his 
right to do so. There is still no certainty 
as to where the power to suspend the writ 
legally rests. 

The first 10 amendments and the 13th and 
14th amendments added many more guar- 
anties to the Constitution. Some of these 
are quite sweeping in language and have 
never been given their fullest possible mean- 
ing; some are so general in their termi- 
nology that their full implications are still 
being explored. The courts have had to ex- 
tend them by analogy to situations which 
did not exist at the time the Constitution 
was written. 

Even the great guaranties of the first 
amendment were never applied in their full 
and literal meaning. The guaranty of free- 
dom of religion did not protect the practice 
of polygamy by those whose religion re- 
quired it; indeed, Utah was not admitted to 
the Union until the Mormon Church 
abandoned that tenet. The guaranties of 
freedom of speech and press, while they have 
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been held to prevent prior restraint of libel 
through precensorship or injunction, have 
never been regarded as preventing its pun- 
ishment. 

Beyond this, however, there has always 
been a great deal of uncertainty. The Sedi- 
tion Act of 1798, for instance, was passed 
by a Congress many of whose Members had 
been among those who voted for the first 
10 amendments. That they voted for the 
Sedition Act would seem to indicate that 
they considered it constitutional, but this 
was sharply disputed by Jefferson and Madi- 
son. The issue was never finally decided; 
the act was limited to a term of 2 years, and 
most of the cases initiated under it were 
still before the courts when Jefferson be- 
came President and stopped all prosecutions 
for its violation. 

Under the Espionage Act, passed during 
the First World War, severe restrictions were 
imposed on freedom of speech and of the 
press. For uttering and publishing state- 
ments which purportedly discouraged re- 
cruiting, Eugene Debs and other leading 
Socialists were sent to prison, The Supreme 
Court upheld their convictions on the “clear 
and present danger” rationale formulated 
by Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, who de- 
clared that free speech does not protect the 
right to shout “fire!” in a crowded theater. 
It is interesting that this doctrine, now re- 
garded by many as restricting the Govern- 
ment too closely in dealing with subversive 
activities, was first enunciated in opinions 
upholding convictions in cases where, in 
retrospect, it hardly seems that any genu- 
ine danger existed. 

The procedural guaranties of the Bill of 
Rights would seem to be easier to apply 
literally than the general prohibitions of the 
first amendment. But even here there were 
difficulties, especially as some of these pro- 
cedural guaranties were stated in very 
vague language indeed. Thus the provision 
that “excessive bail shall not be required, 
nor excessive fines imposed” has meant as 
much—or as little—as the courts have de- 
sired. 

The provision that “no person shall be 
compelled in any criminal case to be a wit- 
ness against himself” has been extended to 
permit a person to refuse to give evidence 
before a congressional committee on the 
ground that it might tend to incriminate 
him. And, finally, there is the broad ques- 
tion of the extent to which the Bill of Rights 
is binding on the States. Not until well 
over a century after the Bill of Rights was 
added to the Constitution did the Supreme 
Court squarely decide that some amend- 
ments apply to State action as well as to 
acts of the Federal Government. That de- 
cision was predicated upon a fresh interpre- 
tation of the meaning of the 14th amend- 
ment. But even today not all of the first 10 
amendments are deemed thus effective. 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GREEN. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I commend the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
for placing in the Recorp excerpts from 
the very fine report on the subject of 
security and liberty, published by an 
organization of which I am very proud to 
be an honorary officer. 

Mr. GREEN. I am very happy to be 
able to do so. 


SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 
1954 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal Rev- 
enue Code, so as to extend coverage under 
the old-age and survivors insurance pro- 
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gram, increase the benefits payable 
thereunder, preserve the insurance rights 
of disabled individuals, and increase the 
amount of earnings permitted without 
loss of benefits, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I wish to 
call the attention of the Senator from 
Colorado to a letter dated August 12, 
1954, which I have received from the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, signed by Hon. Oveta Culp 
Hobby, Secretary, in which she states 
her opinion with reference to the re- 
habilitation provision of H. R. 9366, as 
follows: 

At the time the administration’s bill on 
social security was introduced, I publicly 
stated that in order to qualify for the “dis- 
ability freeze” provisions of the bill a per- 
son would not be required to accept re- 
habilitation services. I have reiterated this 
statement on several occasions. 

However, in view of the question raised in 
your letter I have had the General Counsel 
of this Department again review section 106 
and he informs me that there is no provision 
in the bill that would grant authority to 
the Secretary to deny the “disability freeze” 
to persons who refused rehabilitation serv- 
ices, 


The purport of the remainder of the 
letter conforms with the two statements 
I have just read. 

I desire to ask the chairman of the 
committee, the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], if his 
views are in accord with the views stated 
by Secretary Hobby in the letter to which 
I have just referred. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am glad to say that 
I am in compete accord with what Sec- 
retary Hobby has written to the distin- 
guished Senator from Alabama in the 
letter from which he has read. 

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the entire letter printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, August 12, 1954. 
Hon. LISTER HILL, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR HILL: This is in reply to your 
letter of August 5, 1954, requesting a state- 
ment on the Department’s position with 
respect to whether the Secretary could re- 
quire an individual to accept rehabilitation 
services under the authority of section 106 
of H. R. 9366 providing for the preservation 
of insurance rights of disabled individuals. 

At the time the administration's bill on 
social sescurity was introduced, I publicly 
stated that in order to qualify for the dis- 
ability freeze” provisions of the bill a person 
would not be required to accept rehabilita- 
tion services. I have reiterated this state- 
ment on several occasions. 

However, in view of the question raised 
in your letter I have had the General Coun- 
sel of this Department again review section. 
106 and he informs me that there is no pro- 
vision in the bill that would grant authority 
to the Secretary to deny the “disability 
freeze” to persons who refused rehabilitation 
services. The only specific provision in the 
bill dealing with rehabilitation is the pro- 
posed new section 222 of the Social Security 
Act, entitled “Referral for Rehabilitation 
Services,“ which declares it to be the policy 
of the Congress that disabled individuals 
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applying for a determination of disability 
shall be promptly referred to rehabilitation 
agencies for necessary rehabilitation services 
to the end that the maximum number may 
be restored to productive activity. This pro- 
vision is intended to afford individuals the 
opportunity to be considered for services 
under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act; the 
failure to accept such a referral, would not 
of itself authorize this Department to find 
that the individual was not under a dis- 
ability. i 

Aside from this specific provision, there is 
a general provision in the bill (the proposeđ 
new section 216 (i) of the Social Security 
Act) which provides that “An individual 
shall not be considered to be under a dis- 
ability unless he furnishes such proof of the 
existence thereof as may be required.” The 
General Counsel has also considered whether 
this provision could be interpreted to require 
an individual to accept rehabilitation serv- 
ices. He assures me that this provision 
would not have the effect of making an indi- 
vidual's acceptance of rehabilitation services 
a condition to a finding that he is under a 
disability. 

With regard to the general problem of 
rehabilitation in disability determinations, 
the Committee on Finance in its report to 
accompany H. R. 9366 (S. Rept. No. 1987) 
has stated: 

“There are two aspects of disability eval- 
uation: (1) There must be a medically de- 
terminable impairment of serious propor- 
tions which is expected to be of a long- 
continued and indefinite duration or to re- 
sult in death, and (2) there must be a 
present inability to engage in substantial 
gainful work by reason of such impair- 
ment (reco , of course, that efforts to- 
ward rehabilitation will not be considered 
to interrupt a period of disability until the 
restoration of the individual to gainful ac- 
tivity is an accomplished fact * * *” (p. 
21). 

Under the bill, therefore, whether an in- 
dividual is under a disability as defined in 
the bill would be a question of fact. If he 
were suffering from an impairment of such 
severity as to be totally disabling for any 
substantially gainful work, the mere possi- 
bility that he may be offered rehabilitation 
services and that the successful conclusion 
of a course of such services might restore 
him to gainful activity would not preclude 
a present finding of disability. Therefore, 
if he meets the other conditions of eligi- 
bility specified in the disability provisions 
in section 106, his rights under title II of 
the act would be preserved. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oveta Corr HOBBY. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment 8-3-54—-A. I waive 
the reading of the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute offered by the Senator from 
New York will be printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by Mr. LEHMAN was to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert the following: 

That this act may be cited as the “Social 
Security Amendments of 1954.“ 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 


Sec. 2. The Congress hereby finds and de- 
clares that, to promote the general welfare 
of the people of the United States, meas- 
ures are needed to expand and improve 
the national social insurance program so 
that it will— 

(1) permit all gainfully occupied individ- 
uals to maintain their self-reliance and self- 
respect and build up their future security 
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through benefits based on their own con- 
tributions and those of their employers; 

(2) provide benefit amounts reasonably 
related to the wage or self-employment in- 
come that had determined an individual's 
standard of living, and to the current wage 
levels prevailing throughout the Nation; 

(3) acknowledge individual effort, skill, 
and responsibility by the payment of vari- 
able benefit amounts related to past earn- 
ings, years of contributions, and the num- 
ber of persons dependent on the individual's 
earnings; 

(4) spread the risk of income loss arising 
from sickness and disability, as well as from 
old age and death, that the occurrence of 
these events may not impose an overwhelm- 
ing burden on the families affected; and 

(5) reduce the number of cases in which 
individuals or their families must resort to 
public assistance. 


TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE II or THE 
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


EXTENSION OF COVERAGE 


DOMESTIC SERVICE, SERVICE NOT IN COURSE OF 
EMPLOYER’S BUSINESS, AND AGRICULTURAL 
LABOR 
Sec. 101. (a) (1) Paragraph (2) of sec- 

tion 209 (g) of the Social Security Act is 

amended to read as follows: 

“(2) Cash remuneration paid by an em- 
ployer in any calendar quarter to an em- 
ployee for domestic service in a private home 
of the employer, if the cash remuneration 
paid in such quarter by the employer to 
the employee for such service is less than 
$50. As used in this paragraph, the term 
‘domestic service in a private home of the 
employer’ does not include service described 
in section 210 (f) (5).” 

(2) Section 209 (g) of such act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

“(3) Cash remuneration paid by an em- 
ployer in any calendar quarter to an em- 
ployee for service not in the course of the 
employer’s trade or business, if the cash 
remuneration paid in such quarter by the 
employer to the employee for such service 
is less than $50. As used in this paragraph, 
the term ‘service not in the course of the 
employer's trade or business’ does not in- 
clude doméstic service in a private home of 
the employer and does not include service 
described in section 210 (f) (5).” 

(3) Section 209 (h) of such act is amended 
by inserting “(1)” after “(h)” and by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para- 
graph: 

“(2) Cash remuneration paid by an em- 
ployer is any calendar quarter to an em- 
ployee for agricultural labor, if the cash 
remuneration paid in such quarter by the 
employer to the employee for such labor is 
less than $50.” 

(4) Section 210 (a) (1) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(1) (A) Service performed in connection 
with the production or harvesting of any 
commodity defined as an agricultural com- 
modity in section 15 (g) of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act, as amended; 

“(B) Service performed by foreign agri- 
cultural workers under contracts entered 
into in accordance with title V of the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949, as amended.” 

(5) Section 210 (a) of such act is amended 
by striking out paragraph (3) and redes- 
ignating paragraphs (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), 
(9), (10), (11), (12), (13), and (14), and 
any references thereto contained in such act, 
as paragraphs (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), 
(9), (10), (11), (12), and (13), respectively. 

(6) The second sentence of section 218 
(c) (5) of such act is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end thereof “and 
service the remuneration for which is ex- 
cluded from wages by paragraph (2) of sec- 
tion 209 (h).“ 
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AMERICAN CITIZENS EMPLOYED BY AMERICAN 
EMPLOYERS ON FOREIGN-FLAG VESSELS 
(s) The paragraph of section 210 (a) of 
the Social Security Act herein redesignated 
as paragraph (4) is amended by striking out 
“if the individual is employed on and in 
connection with such vessel or aircraft when 
outside the United States” and inserting in 
lieu thereof: “if (A) the individual is em- 
ployed on and in connection with such ves- 
sel or aircraft when outside the United States 
and (B) (i) such individual is not a citizen 
of the United States or (ii) the employer is 

not an American employer.” 
CERTAIN FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

(c) (1) Subparagraph (B) of the para- 
graph of section 210 (a) of the Social Secu- 
rity Act herein redesignated as paragraph 
(6) is amended— 

(A) by inserting “by an individual” after 
„Service performed”, and by inserting and 
if such service is covered by a retirement 
system established by such instrumentality;” 
after “December 31, 1950,”; 

(B) by inserting a Federal Home Loan 
Bank,” after “a Federal Reserve Bank,” in 
clause (ii); and 

(C) by striking out “or” at the end of 
clause (iii), by adding “or” at the end of 
clause (iv), and by adding at the end of 
the subparagraph the following new Clause: 

„y) service performed by a civilian em- 
ployee, not compensated from funds appro- 
priated by the Congress, in the Coast Guard 
exchanges or other activities, conducted by 
an instrumentality of the United States sub- 
ject to the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
the Treasury, at installations of the Coast 
Guard for the comfort, pleasure, content- 
ment, and mental and physical improvement 
of personnel of the Coast Guard.” 

(2) Subparagraph (C) of such paragraph 
is amended to read as follows: 

“ (C) Service performed in the employ of 
the United States or in the employ of any 
instrumentality of the United States, if such 
service is performed 

“(i) as the President or Vice President 
of the United States or as a Member, Dele- 
gate, or Resident Commissioner of or to the 
Congress; 

„(u) in the legislative branch; 

„(i) in a penal institution of the United 
States by an inmate thereof; 

“(iv) by any individual as an employee 
included under section 2 of the act of August 
4, 1947 (relating to certain interns, student 
nurses, and other student employees of hos- 
pitals of the Federal Government; 5 U. S. C., 
sec. 1052); 

“(v) by any individual as an employee 
serving on a temporary basis in case of fire, 
storm, earthquake, flood, or other similar 
emergency; or 

(vi) by any individual to whom the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of 1930 does not apply 
because such individual is subject to another 
retirement system (other than the retire- 
ment system of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority).” 

(3) Section 205 (p) (3) of such act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: “The provisions of 
paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be applicable 
also in the case of service performed by a 
civilian employee, not compensated from 
funds appropriated by the Congress, in the 
Coast Guard exchanges or other activities, 
conducted by an instrumentality of the 
United States subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, at installations 
of the Coast Guard for the comfort, pleasure, 
contentment, and mental and physical im- 
provement of personnel of the Coast Guard; 
and for purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2) 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall be deemed 
to be the head of such instrumentality.” 


MINISTERS 


(d) (1) The paragraph of section 210 (a) 
of the Social Security Act herein redesig- 
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nated as paragraph (8) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(8) (A) Service performed in the employ 
of a religious, charitable, educational, or 
other organization exempt from income tax 
under section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue 
Code, other than service performed by a duly 
ordained, commissioned, or licensed minister 
of a church in the exercise of his ministry 
or by a member of a religious order in the 
exercise of duties required by such order; 
but this subparagraph shall not apply to 
service performed during the period for 
which a certificate, filed pursuant to section 
1426 (1) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code, 
is in effect, if such service is performed by 
an employee (i) whose signature appears on 
the list filed by such organization under 
such section, or (ii) who became an em- 
ployee of such organization after the certifi- 
cate was filed and after such period began; 

“(B) Service performed in the employ of 
a religious, charitable, education, or other 
organization exempt from income tax under 
section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue 
Code, by a duly ordained, commissioned, or 
licensed minister of a church in the exercise 
of his ministry or by a member of a religious 
order in the exercise of duties required by 
such order; but this subparagraph shall not 
apply to service performed by a duly or- 
dained, commissioned, or licensed minister 
of a church or a member of a religious order, 
other than a member of a religious order 
who has taken a vow of poverty as a member 
of such order, during the period for which a 
certificate, filed pursuant to section 1426 
(1) (2) of the Internal Revenue Code, is in 
effect, if such service is performed by an 
employee (i) whose signature appears on the 
list filed by such organization under such 
section, or (il) who became an employee of 
such organization after the certificate was 
filed and after such period began.” 

(2) Section 211 (c) of such act is amended 
by striking out paragraph (4). 

(3) Nothing in subsection (a) of section 
210 of the Social Security Act, as amended 
by this act, or in subsections (b) and (1) of 
section 1426 of the Internal Revenue Code, 
as so amended, shall be construed to mean 
that any minister is an employee of an 
organization for any purpose other than the 
purposes of such sections. 


FISHING AND RELATED SERVICE 


(e) Section 210 (a) of the Social Security 
Act is further amended by striking out para- 
graph (15) and redesignating paragraphs 
(16) and (17), and any references thereto 
contained in such act, as paragraphs (14) 
and (15), respectively. 


HOMEWORKERS 


(f) Subparagraph (C) of section 210 (k) 
(3) of the Social Security Act is amended 
by striking out “, if the performance of such 
services is subject to licensing requirements 
under the laws of the State in which such 
services are performed.” 


FARMERS AND PROFESSIONAL SELF-EMPLOYED 


(g) (1) Subsection (a) of section 211 of 
the Social Security Act is amended by strik- 
ing out paragraph (2) and redesignating 
paragraphs (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7), and 
any references thereto contained in such 
act, as paragraphs (2), (3), (4), (5), and 
(6), respectively, and by adding at the end 
of such subsection the following new sen- 
tence: “In the case of any trade or business 
which is carried on by an individual who 
reports his income on a cash receipts and 
disbursements basis, and in which, if it were 
carried on exclusively, by employees, the ma- 
jor portion of the services would constitute 
agricultural labor as defined in section 210 
(f), (i) if the gross income derived from 
such trade or business by such individual 
is not more than $1,800, the net earnings 
from self-employment derived by him there- 
from may, at his option, be deemed to be 
50 percent of such gross income in lieu of 
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his net earnings from self-employment from 
such trade or business computed as pro- 
vided under the preceding provisions of this 
subsection, or (ii) if the gross income de- 
rived from such trade or business by such 
individual is more than $1,800 and the net 
earnings from self-employment derived by 
him therefrom, as computed under the pre- 
ceding provisions of this subsection, are less 
than $900, such net earnings may instead, 
at the option of such individual, be deemed 
to be $900. For the purpose of the preceding 
sentence, gross income derived from such 
trade or business shall mean the gross re- 
cepits from such trade or business reduced 
by the cost or other basis of property which 
was purchased and sold in carrying on such 
trade or business, adjusted (after such re- 
duction) in accordance with the preceding 
provisions of this subsection.” 

(2) Paragraph (1) of such section 211 (a) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) There shall be excluded rentals from 
real estate and from personal property leased 
with the real estate (including such rentals 
paid in crop shares), together with the de- 
ductions attributable thereto, unless such 
rentals are received in the course of a trade 
or business as a real estate dealer.” 

(3) The paragraph of such section 211 (a) 
herein redesignated as paragraph (3) is 
amended by striking out “cutting or disposal 
of timber” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“cutting of timber or the disposal of timber 
or coal.” 

(4) Section 211 (c) of such act is amend- 
ed by striking out paragraph (5), by insert- 
ing “or” at the end of paragraph (3), and 
by adding after paragraph (3) the following 
new paragraph: 

“(4) The performance of service by an 
individual in the exercise of his profession 
as a physician, or the performance of such 
service by a partnership.” 


COAL ROYALTIES 


(h) Paragraph (4) of section 211 (a) of 
the Social Security Act is amended by strik- 
ing out “cutting or disposal of timber” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “cutting of timber, 
or the disposal of timber or coal.” 


EMPLOYEES COVERED BY STATE OR LOCAL 
RETIREMENT SYSTEMS 


(i) (1) (A) Section 218 (d) of such act 
is amended by striking out “Exclusion of” in 
heading, by inserting (1)“ after (d)“, and 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
sentence: “The preceding sentence shall not 
be applicable to any service performed by 
an employee as a member of any coverage 
group in a position (other than a position 
excluded by paragraph (5) (A)) covered by 
a retirement system on the date an agree- 
ment is made applicable to such coverage 
group if, on such date (or, if later, the date 
on which such individual first occupies such 
position), such individual is ineligible to be 
a member of such system.” 

(B) Such section 218 (d) is amended by 
striking out “on the date such agreement 
is made applicable to such coverage group” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “either (A) on 
the date such agreement is made applicable 
to such coverage group, or (B) on the date 
of enactment of the succeeding paragraph 
of this subsection (except in the case of posi- 
tions which are, by reason of action by such 
State or political subdivision thereof, as may 
be appropriate, taken prior to the date of 
enactment of such succeeding paragraph, no 
longer covered by a retirement system on 
the date referred to in clause (A), and except 
in the case of positions excluded by para- 
graph (5) (A)).” 

(2) Such section 218 (d) is further amend- 
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new paragraphs: 

“(2) It is hereby declared to be the policy 
of the Congress in enacting the succeeding 
paragraphs of this subsection that the pro- 
tection afforded employees in positions Cov- 
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ered by a retirement system on the date an 
agreement under this section is made appli- 
cable to service performed in such positions, 
or receiving periodic benefits under such 
retirement system at such time, will not 
be impaired as a result of making the agree- 
ment so applicable or as a result of legis- 
lative enactment in anticipation thereof. 

(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), an 
agreement with a State may be made appli- 
cable (either in the original agreement or 
by any modification thereof) to service per- 
formed by employees in positions covered 
by a retirement system (including positions 
specified in paragraph (4) but not including 
positions excluded by or pursuant to para- 
graph (5)) if the governor of the State cer- 
tifles to the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare that the following conditions 
have been met: 

“(A) A referendum by secret written ballot 
was held on the question of whether service 
in positions covered by such retirement sys- 
tem should be excluded from or included 
under an agreement under this section; 

“(B) An opportunity to vote in such refer- 
endum was given (and was limited) to eligi- 
ble employees; 

“(C) Not less than ninety days’ notice of 
such referendum was given to all such 
employees; 7 

(D) Such referendum was conducted un- 
der the supervision of the governor or an 
agency or individual designated by him; and 

“(E) A majority of the eligible employees 
voted in such referendum; and 

“(F) Two-thirds or more of the employees 

who voted in such referendum voted in favor 
of including service in such positions under 
an agreement under this section, 
An employee shall be deemed an ‘eligible 
employee’ for purposes of any referendum 
with respect to any retirement system if, at 
the time such referendum was held, he was 
in a position covered by such retirement 
system and was a member of such system, 
and if he was in such a position at the 
time notice of such referendum was given 
as required by clause (C) of the preceding 
sentence; except that he shall not be deemed 
an ‘eligible employee’ if, at the time the ref- 
erendum was held, he was in a position to 
which the State agreement already applied, 
or if he was in a position excluded by or 
pursuant to paragraph (5). No referendum 
with respect to a retirement system shall be 
valid for purposes of this paragraph unless 
held within the 2-year period which ends 
on the date of execution of the agreement 
or modification which extends the insurance 
system established by this title to such re- 
tirement system, nor shall any referendum 
with respect to a retirement system be valid 
for purposes of this paragraph if held less 
than 1 year after the last previous referen- 
dum held with respect to such retirement 
system. 

“(4) For the purposes of subsection (c) 
of this section, the following employees shall 
be deemed to be a separate coverage group— 

“(A) all employees in positions which 
Were covered by the same retirement system 
on the date the agreement was made ap- 
plicable to such system (other than em- 
ployees to whose services the agreements 
already applied on such date); 

“(B) all employees in positions which be- 
came covered by such system at any time 
after such date; and 

“(C) all employees in positions which 
were covered by such system at any time be- 
fore such date and to whose services the 
insurance system established by this title 
has not been extended before such date be- 
cause the positions were covered by such 
retirement system (including employees to 
whose services the agreement was not ap- 
plicable on such date because such services 
reach on pursuant to subsection (c) 

“(5) (A) Nothing in paragraph (3) of 
this subsection shall authorize the extension 
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of the insurance system established by this 
title to service in any policeman’s or fire- 
man’s position. 

„B) At the request of the State, any class 
or classes of positions covered by a retire- 
ment system which may be excluded from 
the agreement pursuant to paragraph (3) or 
(5) of subsection (c), and to which the 
agreement does not already apply, may be 
excluded from the agreement at the time it 
is made applicable to such retirement sys- 
tem; except that, notwithstanding the pro- 
visions of paragraph (3) (C) of such subsec- 
tion, such exclusion may not include any 
services to which such paragraph (3) (C) 
is applicable. In the case of any such ex- 
clusion, each such class so excluded shall, 
for purposes of this subsection, constitute a 
separate retirement system in case of any 
modification of the agreement thereafter 
agreed to. 

“(6) If a retirement system covers posi- 
tions of employees of the State and posi- 
tions of employees of one or more political 
subdivisions of the State, or covers positions 
of employees of two or more political subdi- 
visions of the State, then, for purposes of the 
preceding paragraphs of this subsection, 
there shall, if the State so desires, be deemed 
to be a separate retirement system with re- 
spect to any one or more of the political 
subdivisions concerned and, where the re- 
tirement system covers positions of em- 
ployees of the State, a separate retirement 
system with respect to the State or with 
respect to the State and any one or more of 
the political subdivisions concerned. If a 
retirement system covers positions of em- 
ployees of one or more institutions of higher 
learning, then, for purposes of such preced- 
ing paragraphs, there shall, if the State so 
desires, be deemed to be a separate retire- 
ment system for the employees of each such 
institution of higher learning. For the pur- 
poses of this paragraph, the term “institu- 
tions of higher learning’ includes junior 
colleges and teachers’ colleges.” 

(3) Paragraph (8) of section 218 (c) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(3) Such agreement shall, if the State 
requests it, exclude (in the case of any cover- 
age group) any one or more of the following: 

“(A) Any service of an emergency nature; 

“(B) All services in any class or classes of 
(i) elective positions, (ii) part-time posi- 
tions, or (iii) positions the compensation for 
which is on a fee basis; 

“(C) All services performed by individuals 
as members of a coverage group in positions 
covered by a retirement system on the date 
such agreement is made applicable to such 
coverage group, but only in the case of indi- 
viduals who, on such date (or, if later, the 
date on which they first occupy such posi- 
tions), are not eligible to become members 
of such system and whose services in such 
positions have not already been included 
under such agreement pursuant to subsec- 
tion (d) (3).” 

(4) Paragraph (4) of such section 218 (c) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: “A modification of 
an agreement pursuant to clause (B) of the 
preceding sentence may apply to individuals 
to whom paragraph (3) (C) is applicable 
(whether or not the previous exclusion of the 
service of such individuals was pursuant to 
such paragraph), but only if such individ- 
uals are, on the effective date specified in 
such modification, ineligible to be members 
of any retirement system or if the modifica- 
tion with respect to such individuals is pur- 
suant to subsection (d) (3).“ 

(5) Such section 218 (c) is further amend- 
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

“(7) No agreement may be made appli- 
cable (either in the original agreement or by 
any modification thereof) to service per- 
formed by any individual to whom para- 
graph (3) (C) is applicable unless such 
agreement provides (in the case of each cov- 
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erage group involved) either that the service 
of any individual to whom such paragraph is 
applicable and who is a member of such coy- 
erage group shall continue to be covered by 
such agreement in case he thereafter becomes 
eligible to be a member of a retirement sys- 
tem, or that such service shall cease to be so 
covered when he becomes eligible to be a 
member of such a system (but only if the 
agreement is not already applicable to such 
system pursuant to subsection (d) (3)), 
whichever may be desired by the State.” 

(6) Section 218 (f) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(f) Any agreement or modification of an 
agreement under this section shall be effec- 
tive with respect to services performed after 
an effective date specified in such agreement 
or modification; except that— 

“(1) in the case of an agreement or modi- 
fication agreed to prior to 1954, such date 
may not be earlier than December 31, 1950; 

“(2) in the case of an agreement or modi- 
fication agreed to after 1954 but prior to 1958, 
such date may not be earlier than Decem- 
ber 31, 1954; and 

“(3) in the case of an agreement or modi- 
fication agreed to during 1954 or after 1957, 
such date may not be earlier than the last 
day of the calendar year preceding the year 
in which such agreement or modification, as 
the case may be, is agreed to by the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
State.” 

(7) Section 218 (m) (1) of such act is 
amended by striking out “subsection (d)“ 
and inserting in lieu thereof “paragraph (1) 
of subsection (d).“ 

(8) Section 218 of such act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 


“CERTAIN POSITIONS NO LONGER COVERED BY 
RETIREMENT SYSTEMS 


“(n) Notwithstanding subsection (d), an 
agreement with any State entered into un- 
der this section prior to the date of the 
enactment of this subsection may, prior to 
January 1, 1958, be modified pursuant to 
subsection (c) (4) so as to apply to services 
performed by employees, as members of any 
coverage group to which such agreement 
already applies (and to which such agree- 
ment applied on such date of enactment), 
in positions (1) to which such agreement 
does not already apply, (2) which were cov- 
ered by a retirement system on the date such 
agreement was made applicable to such cov- 
erage group, and (3) which, by reason of 
action by such State or political subdivision 
thereof as may be appropriate, taken prior to 
the date of the enactment of this subsection, 
are no longer covered by a retirement system 
on the date such agreement is made appli- 
cable to such services.” 

(9) The amendments made by this subsec- 
tion, other than paragraph (1) (B), shall 
take effect January 1, 1955. 


CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES OF STATE NATIONAL GUARD 
UNITS AND CERTAIN STATE INSPECTORS 


(j) (1) Effective as of January 1, 1951, 
paragraph (5) of section 218 (b) of the 
Social Security Act is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: 
“Civilian employees of National Guard units 
of a State who are employed pursuant to 
section 90 of the National Defense Act of 
June 3, 1916 (32 U. S. C., sec. 42), and paid 
from funds allotted to such units by the 
Department of Defense, shall for purposes of 
this section be deemed to be employees of 
the State and (notwithstanding the preced- 
ing provisions of this paragraph) shall be 
deemed to be a separate coverage group.” 

(2) Effective January 1, 1955, such para- 
graph is further amended by adding after the 
sentence added by paragraph (1) of this 
subsection the following new sentence: “For 
purposes of this section, individuals em- 
ployed pursuant to an agreement, entered 
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into pursuant to section 205 of the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U. S. C. 1624) 
or section 14 of the Perishable Agricultural 
Commodities Act, 1930 (7 U. S. C. 499n), 
between a State and the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture to perform serv- 
ices as inspectors of agricultural products 
may be deemed, at the option of the State, 
to be employees of the State and (not with- 
standing the preceding provisions of this 
paragraph) shall be deemed to be a separate 
coverage group.” 

(3) In the case of any coverage group to 
which the amendment made by paragraph 
(1) is applicable, any agreement or modifica- 
tion of an agreement agreed to prior to Janu- 
ary 1, 1956, may, notwithstanding section 
218 (f) of the Social Security Act, be made 
effective with respect to services performed 
by employees as members of such coverage 
group after any effective date specified 
therein, but in no case may such effective 
date be earlier than December 31, 1950. 


Certain employees of the State of Utah 


(k) Effective as of January 1, 1951, section 
218 of the Social Security Act is amended by 
adding after subsection (n) (added by sub- 
section (g) (8) of this section) the follow- 
ing new subsection: 


“Certain Employees of the State of Utah 


“(o) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsection (d), the agreement with the State 
of Utah entered into pursuant to this section 
may be modified pursuant to subsection (c) 
(4) so as to apply to services performed for 
any of the following, the employees perform- 
ing services for each of which shall constitute 
a separate coverage group: Weber Junior 
College, Carbon Junior College, Dixie Junior 
College, Central Utah Vocational School, Salt 
Lake Area Vocational School, Center for the 
Adult Blind, Union High School (Roosevelt, 
Utah), Utah High School Activities Associa- 
tion, State Industrial School, State Training 
School, State Board of Education, and Utah 
School Employees Retirement Board. Any 
modification agreed to prior to January 1, 
1955, may be made effective with respect to 
services performed by employees as members 
of any of such coverage groups after an effec- 
tive date specified therein, except that in 
no case may any such date be earlier than 
December 31, 1950.” 


PRESUMED WORK DEDUCTIONS IN CASE OF CER- 
TAIN RETROACTIVE STATE AGREEMENTS 


(1) (1) In the case of any services per- 
formed prior to 1955 to which an agreement 
under section 218 of the Social Security Act 
Was made applicable, deductions which— 

(A) were not imposed under section 203 of 
such act with respect to such services per- 
formed prior to the date the agreement was 
agreed to or, if the original agreement was 
not applicable to such services, performed 
prior to the date the modification making 
such agreement applicable to such services 
Was agreed to, and 

(B) would have been imposed under such 
section 203 had such agreement, or modifica- 
tion, as the case may be, been agreed to on 
the date it became effective, shall be deemed 
to have been imposed, but only for purposes 
of section 215 (f) (2) (A) or section 215 
(1) (4) (A) of such act as in effect prior 
to the enactment of this act. An individual 
with respect to whose services the preced- 
ing sentence is applicable, or in the case of 
his death, his survivors entitled to monthly 
benefits under section 202 of the Social Se- 
curity Act on the basis of his wages and 
self-employment income, shall be entitled 
to a recomputation of his primary insurance 
amount under such section 215 (f) (2) (A) 
or section 215 (f) (4) (A), as the case may 
be, if the conditions specified therein are 
met and if, with respect to a recomputation 
under such section 215 (f) (2) (A), such 
individual files the application referred to 
in such section after August 1954 and prior 
to January 1956 or, with respect to a recom- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


putation under such section 215 (f) (4) (A), 
such individual died prior to January 1956 
and any of such survivors entitled to monthly 
benefits files an application, in addition to 
the application filed for such monthly bene- 
fits, for a recomputation under such section 
215 (f) (4) (A). 

(2) For purposes of a recomputation made 
by reason of paragraph (1) of this subsection, 
the insurance amount of the indi- 
vidual who performed the services referred 
to in such paragraph shall be computed 
under subsection (a) (2) of section 215 of 
the Social Security Act, as amended by this 
act (but, for such purposes, without applica- 
tion of subsection (d) (4) of such section, 
as in effect prior to the enactment of this 
act or as amended by this act) and as though 
he became entitled to old-age insurance ben- 
efits in whichever of the following months 
yields the highest primary insurance amount: 

(A) the month following the last month 
for which deductions are deemed, pursuant 
to paragraph (1) of this subsection, to have 
been made; or 

(B) the first month after the month deter- 
mined under subparagraph (A) (and prior 
to September 1954) in which his benefits 
under section 202 (a) of the Social Security 
Act were no longer subject to deductions 
under section 203 (b) of such act; or 

(C) the first month after the last month 
(and prior to September 1954) in which his 
benefits under section 202 (a) of the Social 
Security Act were subject to deductions un- 
der section 203 (b) of such act; or 

(D) the month in which such individual 
filed his application for recomputation re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) of this subsection 
or, if he died without filing such application 
and prior to January 1, 1956, the month in 
which he died, and in any such case (but, if 
the individual is deceased, only if death 
occurred after August 1954) the amendments 
made by subsections (b) (1), (e) (1) and 
(e) (3) (B) of section 102 of this act shall 
be applicable. 


Such recomputation shall be effective for and 
after the month in which the application re- 
quired by paragraph (1) of this subsection is 
filed. The provisions of this subsection shall 
not be applicable in the case of any individ- 
ual if his primary insurance amount has 
been recomputed under section 215 (f) (2) 
of the Social Security Act on the basis of an 
application filed prior to September 1954. 

(3) If any recomputation under section 
215 (f) of the Social Security Act is made by 
reason of deductions deemed pursuant to 
paragraph (1) of this subsection to have 
been imposed with respect to benefits based 
on the wages and self-employment income 
of any individual, the total of the benefits 
based on such wages and self-employment 
income for months for which such deduc- 
tions are so deemed to have been imposed 
shall be recovered by making, in addition to 
any other deductions under section 203 of 
such act, deductions from any increase in 
benefits, based on such wages and self-em- 
ployment income, resulting from such re- 
computation. 


SERVICE BY AMERICAN CITIZENS FOR FOREIGN 
SUBSIDIARY OF DOMESTIC CORPORATION 


(m) Clause (B) of so much of section 210 
(a) of the Social Security Act as precedes 
paragraph (1) thereof is amended to read as 
follows: “(B) outside the United States by 


‘a citizen of the United States as an employee 


(i) of an American employer (as defined in 
subsection (e)), or (ii) of a foreign subsid- 
iary (as defined in section 3121 (1) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954) of a domes- 
tic corporation (as determined in accord- 
ance with section 7701 of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1954) during any period for 
which there is in effect an agreement, en- 
tered into pursuant to section 3121 (e) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, with 
respect to such subsidiary;”. 
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SERVICE IN THE UNIFORMED SERVICES 

(n) The term “employment” shall, not- 
withstanding the provisions of subsection 
(a) of this section, include service performed 
by an individual as an employee of the 
United States, if such service is performed 
by him after 1954 as a member of any of 
the uniformed services of the United States 
on active duty or active duty for training; 
but such term shall not include any such 
service which is (1) performed pursuant to 
a call or order to active duty, or active duty 
for training, which specified a period of less 
than 30 days, or (2) performed by a com- 
missioned officer of the Public Health Service 
during a period during which he is both on 
detail pursuant to subsection (b) of section 
214 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U. S. C. 215) and on leave without pay pur- 
suant to subsection (d) of such section, or 
(3) performed by a commissioned officer in 
the Reserve Corps of the Public Health Sery- 
ice and is covered by the Civil Service Re- 
tirement Act of 1930. 


MEMBER OF UNIFORMED SERVICES 


(o) The term “member” in the phrase 
“member of any of the uniformed services” 
and the term “uniformed services” shall have 
the meanings assigned to such terms by 
section 102 of the Career Compensation Act 
of 1949 (87 U. S. C. 231). 


AMENDMENTS TO PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
CREDIT FOR WORLD WAR II AND LATER SERVICE 


(p) (1) Clause (B) of section 217 (e) (1) 
of such act is amended by striking out 
“(other than a benefit payable in a lump 
sum unless it is a commutation of, or a sub- 
stitute for, periodic payments)” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “(other than a benefit 
payable in a lump sum unless it is a com- 
mutation of, or a substitute for, periodic pay- 
ments and other than a benefit payable in 
a lump sum unless it is a Readjustment As- 
sistance Act of 1952).” 

(2) Clause (B) of subsection (a) (1) of 
section 217 of such act and clause (B) of 
subsection (e) (1) of such section are each 
amended by striking out “(other than the 
Veterans’ Administration)” and Inserting in 
lieu thereof “(other than the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration and, in the case of an individual 
who performs service in employment as de- 
fined in subsection (m) of section 210, other 
than any of the uniformed services).“ 

(3) So much of subsection (a) (1) of sec- 
tion 217 of such act as follows clause (B) 
thereof and so much of subsection (e) (1) 
of such section as follows clause (B) thereof 
are each amended by striking out “$0.50” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “$1.00.” 

(4) The amendments made by paragraphs 
(1) and (3) of this subsection shall be ap- 
plicable only in the case of applications for 
lump-sum death payments and for monthly 
benefits under section 202 of the Social Se- 
curity Act filed after December 1953. 


SPECIAL INSURED STATUS FOR SERVICEMEN 
WITHOUT PRIOR INSURED COVERAGE 


(q) Section 214 of the Social Security Act 
is amended by adding after subsection (b) 
the following new subsection: 


“SPECIAL INSURED STATUS FOR SERVICEMEN 


“(c) (1) Any individual who dies after 
December 1953 while on active duty or active 
duty for training as a member of a uniformed 
service (except an individual whose services 
are excluded from the term ‘employment’ by 
section 210 (m)) shall be deemed to have 
died a fully and currently insured individual. 

“(2) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the trust fund from time to 
time, as benefits under this title become pay- 
able by reason of paragraph (1) such sums 
as the Secretary estimates to be necessary to 
meet the additional costs, resulting from 
paragraph (1), of such benefits (including 
lump-sum death payments). Such esti- 
mates shall be arrived at through the use of 
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appropriate accounting, statistical, sampling, 
or other methods.” 


EFFECTIVE DATES 


(r) The amendment made by subsection 
(h) shall be applicable only with respect to 
taxable years beginning after 1950. The 
amendments made by (c) shall, except for 
purposes of section 203 of the Social Security 
Act, be applicable only with respect to tax- 
able years ending after 1954. The amend- 
ments made by paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) 
of subsection (a) shall be applicable only 
with respect to remuneration paid after 1954, 
The amendments made by paragraphs (4), 
(5), and (6) of subsection (a) shall be 
applicable only with respect to services 
(whether performed after 1954 or prior to 
1955) for which the remuneration is paid 
after 1954. The other amendments made by 
this section (other than the amendments 
made by subsections (1), (J), (k), and (m)) 
shall be applicable only with respect to 
services performed after 1954. For pur- 
poses of section 203 of the Social Security 
Act, the amendments made by paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (4) of subsection (g) and by 
paragraph (2) of subsection (d) shall be 
effective with respect to net earnings from 
self-employment derived after 1954, The 
amount of net earnings from self-employ- 
ment derived during any taxable year end- 
ing in, and not with the close of, 1955 shall 
be credited equally to the calendar quarter 
in which such taxable year ends and to 
each of the three or fewer preceding quarters 
any part of which is in such taxable year; 
and, for purposes of the preceding sentence 
of this subsection, net earnings from self- 
employment so credited to calendar quarters 
in 1955 shall be deemed to have been derived 
after 1954. 


INCREASE IN BENEFIT AMOUNTS 


Sec. 102. (a) Subsection (a) of section 215 
of the Social Security Act is amended to 
read as follows: 


“PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT 


“(a) (1) The primary insurance amount 
of any individual (i) who does not become 
eligible for benefits under section 202 (a) 
until after August 1954, or who dies after 
such month and without becoming eligible 
for benefits under such section 202 (a), and 
(ii) with respect to whom not less than six 
of the quarters elapsing after 1950 are quar- 
ters of coverage, and the primary insurance 
amount of any individual with respect to 
whom not less than six of the quarters 
elapsing after June 30, 1953, are quarters of 
coverage, shall be whichever of the following 
amounts is the larger: 

“(A) (i) Fifty-five percent of the first 
$110 of his average monthly wage, plus 20 
percent of the next $390, plus (ii) one-half 
of 1 percent of the amount computed under 
clause (i) multiplied by the number of his 
years of coverage after his starting date 
(determined under subsection (b) (2)) and 
prior to the year in which he filed his ap- 
plication with respect to which the compu- 
tation is being made, or, if he has died, the 
year in which he died; or 

B) The amount determined under sub- 

section (c). 
An individual shall, for purposes of this 
paragraph, be deemed eligible for benefits 
under section 202 (a) for any month if he 
was or would have been, upon filing applica- 
tion therefor in such month, entitled to such 
benefits for such month, 

“(2) The primary insurance amount of any 
other individual shall be the amount de- 
termined under subsection (c).“ 

(b) (1) Paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of 
subsection (b) of such section are amended 
to read as follows: 

“(b) (1) An individual's ‘average monthly 
wage’ shall be the product obtained by multi- 
plying his average earnings by his regularity- 
of-service factor. An individual's ‘average 
earnings’ means— 
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“(A) in the case of an individual who has 
more than 14 years of coverage after his 
starting date (determined under paragraph 
(2)) and prior to his closing date (deter- 
mined under paragraph (3)), the quotient 
obtained by dividing (i) the total of his wages 
and self-employment income in the 10 con- 
secutive years of coverage, occurring between 
such dates, during which such total was the 
largest, by (ii) 120, not counting in deter- 
mining an individual's consecutive years of 
coverage, any year which was not a year of 
coverage; 

“(B) in the case of an individual who has 
less than 15 years of coverage after his start- 
ing date and prior to his closing date, the 
quotient obtained by dividing (i) the total 
of his wages and his self-employment in- 
come after his starting date and prior to 
his closing date, by (ii) 120 or, if smaller, 
the number of months elapsing after his 
starting date and prior to his closing date 
(excluding from such elapsed months any 
month in any year prior to the year in which 
he attained the age of 22 if less than 2 quar- 
ters of such prior year were quarters of cov- 
erage), except that when the number of such 
elapsed months thus computed (including a 
computation after the application of para- 
graph (4)) is less than 18, it shall be in- 
creased to 18. 

An individual's regularity-of-service factor 
is the quotient obtained by dividing— 

“(C) ten, or the number of his years of 
coverage after his starting date and prior to 
his closing date, whichever is larger, by 

“(D) the number of years elapsing after 

his starting date and prior to his closing 
date, excluding the years 1951 to 1954, both 
inclusive, except that, if the quotient thereby 
obtained is greater than 1, it shall be reduced 
to 1, and except that, if an individual's clos- 
ing date occurred prior to the year in which 
he attained (or would, but for his death prior 
thereto, have attained) the age of 23, such 
quotient shall be 1. 
‘A year of coverage’ means a calendar year in 
which the sum of the wages paid to an in- 
dividual and his self-employment income 
credited to such year is not less than $200. 

“(2) An individual's ‘starting date’ shall 


„(A) December 31, 1950, or 
“(B) if later, the last day of the year in 
which he attains the age of 21, 


whichever results in the higher primary in- 
surance amount. 

“(3) An individual's ‘closing date’ shall be 
whichever of the following results in the 
higher primary insurance amount: 

“(A) the first day of the year in which he 
died or became entitled to old-age insurance 
benefits, whichever first occurred; or 

“(B) the first day of the first year in which 
he both was fully insured and had attained 
retirement age; 
except that if the Secretary determines, on 
the basis of the evidence available to him at 
the time of the computation of the indi- 
vidual’s primary insurance amount with re- 
spect to which such closing date is applica- 
ble, that it would result in a higher primary 
insurance amount for such individual, his 
closing date shall be the first day of the year 
following the year referred to in subpara- 
graph (A).” 

(2) Paragraph (4) of such subsection (b) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(4) In the case of any individual, the 
Secretary shall determine the four or fewer 
full calendar years after his starting date and 
prior to his closing date which, if the months 
of such years and his wages and self-employ- 
ment income for such years were excluded in 
computing his average monthly wage, would 
produce the highest primary insurance 
amount. Such months and such wages and 
self-employment income shall be excluded 
for purposes of computing such individual's 
average earnings under paragraph (1) (B). 
The maximum number of calendar years de- 
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termined under the first sentence of this 
paragraph shall be 5 instead of 4 in the case 
of any individual who has not less than 20 
quarters of coverage.” 

(c) Subsection (c) of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 


“DETERMINATIONS MADE BY USE OF THE 
CONVERSION TABLE 

„e (1) Except as provided in paragraph 
(2) of this subsection, the amount referred 
to in paragraphs (1) (B) and (2) of subsec- 
tion (a) for an individual shall be either the 
amount appearing in column III of the fol- 
lowing table on the line on which in column 
I appears his primary insurance benefit (as 
determined under subsection (d)), or the 
amount appearing in column III of the fol- 
lowing table on the line on which in column 
II appears his primary insurance amount 
(determined as provided in subsection (d)), 
whichever produces the higher amount; and 
his average monthly wage shall, for purposes 
of section 203 (a), be the amount appearing 
in column IV on the line on which, in col- 
umn III, appears such higher amount. 


"I II III IV 
Or the Tho And the 
primary amount averago 
“Ifthe primary | insurance | referred to] monthly 
insurance benefit} amount in para- wage for 
(as determined | (as deter- graphs (1) | purposes of 
under sub- mined (B) and (2) | computing 
section (d)) is— | under sub- of sub- maximum 
section | section (a) | benefits 
(d)) is— | shall be— | shall be 
$25.00 $35.00 $55.00 
27.00 30. 00 58. 00 
20. 00 37. 00 62. 00 
31.00 38. 00 65.00 
33. 00 39. 00 69.00 
35.00 40. 00 73.00 
36, 70 41.70 76.00 
38, 20 43. 20 79.00 
39, 50 44. 50 81.00 
40. 70 45.70 83, 00 
42.00 47.00 85.00 
43. 50 48. 50 88.00 
45. 30 50. 30 91.00 
47. 50 52. 50 95. 00 
50.10 55. 10 100. 00 
52, 40 57.40 104. 00 
54. 40 59. 40 108. 00 
56, 30 61, 30 114.00 
58. 00 63. 00 123. 00 
59. 40 64. 60 130. 00 
60, 80 66. 30 139. 00 
62. 00 68. 20 147.00 
63. 30 70, 00 155. 00 
64. 40 71, 70 163. 00 
65. 50 73. 30 170. 00 
66, 60 74. 90 177. 00 
67. 80 70. 50 185, 00 
68. 90 78, 10 193. 00 
70.00 79. 70 200, 00 
71.00 81. 30 207. 00 
72.00 82. 70 213,00 
73. 10 84. 20 221. 00 
74. 10 85. 60 227. 00 
75.10 87, 10 234. 00 
76.10 88. 50 241.00 
77.10 89. 80 250.00 
77.10 89. 80 250. 00 
77.20 89, 80 250, 00 
77. 89. 80 250, 00 
77. 40 89. 90 250. 00 
77. 50 89. 90 250. 00 
78. 00 91.10 253. 00 
79. 00 92.40 260. 00 
80. 10 93. 70 267. 00 
81. 00 94. 90 278. 00 
82. 00 96. 00 280. 00 
83. 10 97. 10 287. 00 
84.00 98. 00 293. 00 
85. 00 99. 00 300. 00 


“(2) (A) In case the primary insurance 
benefit (determined as provided in subsec- 
tion (d)) of an individual falls between the 
amounts on any two consecutive lines in 
column I of the table, the amount referred 
to in paragraphs (1) (B) and (2) of sub- 
section (a) for such individual shall be the 
amount determined (1) by applying the 
formula in subsection (a) (1) to the aver- 
age monthly wage which would be deter- 
mined for such individual under paragraph 
(4) of this subsection as in effect prior to 
the enactment of the Social Security Amend- 
ments of 1954, (ii) by increasing the amount 
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determined under clause (i), if it is not a amendments made by sections 102 (b) 


multiple of $0.10, to the next higher multiple 
of $0.10, and (iii) by further increasing such 
amount to the extent, if any, it is less 
than $8 greater than the primary insurance 
amount which would be determined for him 
by use of his pr insurance benefit 
under paragraph (2) of this subsection as in 
effect prior to the enactment of the Social 
Security Amendments of 1954. 

“(B) In case the primary insurance 
amount (determined under subsection (d)) 
of an individual falls between the amounts 
on any two consecutive lines in column II 
of the table, the amount referred to in para- 
graphs (1) (B) and (2) of subsection (a) 
for such individual shall be the amount de- 
termined under subparagraph (A) of this 
paragraph for an individual whose primary 
insurance benefit would (under paragraph 
(2) of this subsection as in effect prior to 
the enactment of the Social Security Amend- 
ments of 1954) produce such primary insur- 
ance amount; except that, if there is no pri- 
mary insurance benefit which would (under 
such paragraph (2)) produce such primary 
insurance amount or if such primary insur- 
ance amount is higher than $77.10, the 
amount referred to in paragraphs (1) (B) 
and (2) of subsection (a) for such individual 
shall be the amount determined (i) by ap- 
plying the formula in subsection (a) (1) to 
the average monthly wage from which such 
primary insurance amount was determined, 
(ii) by increasing the amount determined 
under clause (i), if it is not a multiple of 
$0.10, to the next higher multiple of $0.10, 
and (iii) by further increasing such amount 
to the extent, if any, it is less than $8 greater 
than such primary insurance amount. 

“(C) If the provisions of subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) of this paragraph are both ap- 
plicable to an individual, the amount re- 
ferred to in paragraphs (1) (B) and (2) of 
subsection (a) for such individual shall be 
the larger of the amounts determined under 
such subparagraphs, 

“(3) For the purpose of facilitating the 
use of the conversion table in computing 
any insurance benefit under section 202, the 
Secretary is authorized to assume that the 
primary insurance benefit from which such 
benefit under section 202 is determined is 
1 cent or 2 cents more or less than its actual 
amount. 

“(4) For purposes of section 203 (a), the 
average monthly wage of an individual whose 
primary insurance amount is determined 
under paragraph (2) of this subsection shall 
be a sum equal to the average monthly wage 
which would result in such primary insur- 
ance amount upon the application of the 
provisions of subsection (a) (1) (A) of this 
section and without the application of sub- 
section (e) (2) or (g) of this section; except 
that, if such sum is not a multiple of $1, 
it shall be rounded to the nearest multiple 
of $1 (or to the next higher multiple of $1 
if it is a multiple of $0.50) .” 

(d) (1) The heading of subsection (d) of 
such section is amended to read “Primary 
Insurance Benefit and Primary Insurance 
Amount for Purposes of Conversion Table.” 

(2) So much of such subsection (d) as 
precedes paragraph (1) thereof is amended 
by inserting “and the primary insurance 
amounts” after “primary insurance benefits.” 

(3) So much of paragraph (4) of such 
subsection (d) as precedes subparagraph (A) 
is amended by inserting “(except an indi- 
vidual who attained age 22 after 1950 and 
with respect to whom not less than six of 
the quarters elapsing after 1950 are quarters 
of coverage)” after “individual.” 

(4) Such subsection (d) is amended by 
adding after paragraph (5), added by section 
106 of this act, the following new para- 
graph: 

“(6) The primary insurance amount of 
any individual shall be computed as provided 
in this section as in effect prior to the enact- 
ment of this paragraph, except that the 


(other than paragraph (2) thereof), 104, and 
106 of the social security amendments of 
1954 (relating, respectively, to increase in 
benefit amounts, increase in earnings count- 
ed, and periods of disability), shall, to the 
extent provided by such sections, be appli- 
cable to such computation.” 

(e) (1) Section 215 (e) of such act is 
amended by striking out “and” at the end 
of paragraph (1), by changing the period 
at the end of paragraph (2) to a semicolon, 
and by adding after such paragraph (2) the 
following new paragraph: 

“(3) if an individual's closing date is de- 
termined under paragraph (3) (A) of sub- 
section (b) and he has self-employment 
income in a taxable year which begins prior 
to such closing date and ends after the 
last day of the month preceding the month 
in which he becomes entitled to old-age in- 
surance benefits, there shall not be counted, 
in determining his average monthly wage, 
his self-employment income in such taxable 
year, except as provided in section 215 (f) 
(3) (C); and.” 

(2) Section 215 (f) (2) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(2) (A) Upon application filed after 1954 
by an individual entitled to old-age insur- 
ance benefits, the Secretary shall recompute 
his primary insurance amount if— 

“(i) he has not less than six quarters of 
coverage in the period after 1950 and prior 
to the quarter in which such application is 
filed, 

“(il) he has wages and self-employment 
income of more than $1,200 in a calen- 
dar year which occurs after 1953 (not taking 
into account any year prior to the calen- 
dar year in which the last previous recom- 
putation, if any, of his primary insurance 
amount was effective) and after the year in 
which he became (without the application 
of section 202 (j) (1) entitled to old‘age 
insurance benefits or filed an application for 
recomputation (to which he is entitled) un- 
der section 102 (e) (5) (B) or 102 (f) (2) 
(B) of the social security amendments of 
1954, whichever of such events is the latest, 
and 

„(ii) he filed such application no earlier 

than 6 months after such calendar year re- 
ferred to in clause (ii) in which he had such 
wages and self-employment income. 
Such recomputation shall be effective for and 
after the 12th month before the month in 
which he filed such application for recom- 
putation but in no event earlier than the 
month following such calendar year referred 
to in clause (ii). For the purposes of this 
subparagraph an individual's self-employ- 
ment income shall be allocated to calendar 
quarters in accordance with section 212. 

“(B) A recomputation pursuant to sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be made as provided in 
subsection (a) of this section and as though 
the individual first became entitled to old- 
age insurance benefits in the month in which 
he filed the application for such recomputa- 
tion, but only if the provisions of subsection 
(b) (4) were not applicable to the last pre- 
vious computation of his primary insurance 
amount. If the provisions of subsection 
(b) (4) were applicable to such previous 
computation, the recomputation under sub- 
paragraph (A) of this paragraph shall be 
made only as provided in subsection (a) (1) 
(other than subparagraph (B) thereof) and 
for such purposes his average monthly wage 
shall be determined as though he became 
entitled to old-age insurance benefits in the 
month in which he filed the application for 
recomputation under subparagraph (A), ex- 
cept that, of the provisions of paragraph (3) 
of subsection (b), only the provisions of sub- 
paragraph (A) thereof shall be applicable.” 

(3) (A) Section 215 (f) (3) of such act 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(3) (A) Upon application by an indi- 
vidual— 

“(i) who became (without the applica- 
tion of section 202 (j) (1)) entitled to old- 
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age insurance benefits under section 202 
(a) after August 1954, or 

“(il) whose primary insurance amount was 
recomputed under section 102 (e) (5) or 
102 (f) (2) (B) of the social security amend- 
ments of 1954, or 

(ul) whose primary insurance amount 
was recomputed as provided in the first 
sentence of paragraph (2) (B) of this sub- 
section on the basis of an application filed 
after August 1954, 
the Secretary shall recompute his primary 
insurance amount if such application is filed 
after the year in which he became entitled 
to old-age insurance benefits or in which he 
filed his application for the last recompu- 
tation (to which he was entitled) of his 
primary insurance amount under any pro- 
vision of law referred to in clause (ii) or (ill) 
of this sentence, whichever is the later. 
Such recomptuation under this subpara- 
graph shall be made in the manner provided 
in the preceding subsections of this section 
for computation of his primary insurance 
amount, except that his closing date for 
purposes of subsection (b) shall be the first 
day of the year following the year in which 
he became entitled to old-age insurance 
benefits or in which he filed his application 
for the last recomputation (to which he was 
entitled) of his primary insurance amount 
under any provision of law referred to in 
clause (ii) or (iii) of the preceding sentence, 
whichever is the later. Such recomputation 
under this subparagraph shall be effective 
for and after the first month for which his 
last previous computation of his primary in- 
surance amount was effective, but in no 
event for any month prior to the 24th month 
before the month in which the application 
for such recomputation is filed. In the case 
of an individual who dies after August 
1954— 

“(i) who, at the time of death, was not 
entitled to old-age insurance benefits under 
section 202 (a), or who became entitled to 
old-age insurance benefits under section 202 
(a) after August 1954, or whose primary in- 
surance amount was recomputed under para- 
graph (2) or (4) of this subsection, or sec- 
tion 102 (e) (5) or section 102 (f) (2) (B) 
of the Social Security Amendments of 1954, 
on the basis of an application filed after 
August 1954; and 

“(ii) with respect to whom the last 
previous computation or recomputation of 
his primary insurance amount was based 
upon a closing date determined under sub- 
paragraph (A) or (B) of subsection (b) (3) 
of this section, 
the Secretary shall recompute his primary 
insurance amount upon the filing of an ap- 
plication by a person entitled to monthly 
benefits or a lump-sum death payment on 
the basis of his wages and self-employ- 
ment income. Such recomputation shall be 
made in the manner provided in the preced- 
ing subsections of this section for compu- 
tation of such amount, except that his clos- 
ing date for purposes of subsection (b) shall 
be the day following the year of death in 
case he died without becoming entitled to 
old-age insurance benefits, or, in case he 
was entitled to old-age insurance benefits, 
the day following the year in which was 
filed the application for the last previous 
computation of his insurance 
amount or in which the individual died, 
whichever first occurred. In the case of 
monthly benefits, such recomputation shall 
be effective for and after the month in 
which the person entitled to such monthly 
benefits became so entitled, but in no event 
for any month prior to the 24th month be- 
fore the month in which the application for 
such recomputation is filed.” 

(B) Such section 215 (f) (3) is further 
amended by adding after subparagraph (B) 
(added by subparagraph (A) of this para- 
graph) the following new subparagraph: 

“(C) If an individual's closing date is 
determined under paragraph (3) (A) of 
subsection (b) of this section and he has 
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self-employment income in a taxable year 
which begins prior to such closing date and 
ends after the last day of the month pre- 
ceding the month in which he became en- 
titled to old-age insurance benefits, the Sec- 
retary shall recompute his primary insurance 
amount after the close of such taxable year, 

into account only such self-employ- 
ment income in such taxable year as is, pur- 
suant to section 212, allocated to calendar 
quarters prior to such closing date. Such 
recomputation shall be effective for and after 
the first month in which he became entitled 
to old-age insurance benefits.” 

(4) Section 215 (f) (4) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

(4) Upon the death after 1954 of an in- 
dividual entitled to old-age insurance bene- 
fits, if any person is entitled to monthly 
benefits, or to a lump-sum death payment, 
on the basis of the wages and self-employ- 
ment income of such individual, the Secre- 
tary shall recompute the decedent’s primary 
insurance amount, but only if— 

“(A) the decedent would have been en- 
titled to a recomputation under paragraph 
(2) (A) (without the application of clause 
(iii) thereof) if he had filed application 
therefor in the month in which he died; or 

“(B) the decedent during his lifetime was 
paid compensation which was treated under 
section 205 (o) as remuneration for employ- 
ment. 


If the recomputation is permitted by sub- 
paragraph (A) the recomputation shall be 
made (if at all) as though he had filed 
application for a recomputation under para- 
graph (2) (A) in the month in which he 
died, except that such recomputation shall 
include any compensation (described in sec. 
205 (o)) paid to him prior to the closing 
date which would have been applicable un- 
der such paragraph. If recomputation is 
permitted by subparagraph (B) the recom- 
putation shall take into account only the 
wages and self-employment income which 
were taken into account in the last previous 
computation of his primary insurance 
amount and the compensation (described 
in sec. 205 (o)) paid to him prior to the 
closing date applicable to such computation, 
If both of the preceding sentences are ap- 
plicable to an individual, only the recompu- 
tation which results in the larger primary 
insurance amount shall be made.” 

(5) (A) In the case of any individual who, 
upon filing application therefor before Sep- 
tember 1954, would (but for the provisions 
of sec. 215 (f) (6) of the Social Security Act) 
have been entitled to a recomputation under 
subparagraph (A) or (B) of section 215 (f) 
(2) of such act as in effect prior to the en- 
actment of this act, the Secretary shall re- 
compute such individual’s primary insur- 
ance amount, but only if he files an appli- 
cation therefor or, in case he died before 
filing such application, an application for 
monthly benefits or a lump-sum death pay- 
ment on the basis of his wages and self- 
employment income is filed. Such recom- 
putation shall be made only as provided in 
subsection (a) (2) of section 215 of the So- 
cial Security Act, as amended by this act, 
through the use of a primary insurance 
amount determined under subsection (d) 
(6) of such section in the same manner as 
for an individual to whom subsection (a) 
(1) of such section, as in effect prior to the 
enactment of this act, is applicable; and 
such recomputation shall take into account 
only such wages and self-employment in- 
come as would be taken into account under 
section 215 (b) of the Social Security Act 
if the month in which the application for 
recomputation is filed, or if the individual 
died without filing the application for re- 
computation, the month in which he died, 
were deemed to be the month in which he 
became entitled to old-age insurance bene- 
fits. In the case of monthly benefits, such 
recomputation shall be effective for and after 
the month in which such application for 
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recomputation is filed or, if the individual 
has died without filing the application, for 
and after the month in which the person 
filing the application for monthly survivor 
benefits becomes entitled to such benefits. 

(B) In the case of— ù 

(i) any individual who is entitled to a 
recomputation under subparagraph (A) of 
section 215 (f) (2) of the Social Security 
Act as in effect prior to the enactment of 
this act on the basis of an application filed 
after August 1954, or who died after such 
month leaving any survivors entitled to a 
recomputation under section 215 (f) (4) 
of the Social Security Act as in effect prior 
to the enactment of this act on the basis 
of his wages and self-employment income, 
and whose sixth quarter of coverage after 
1950 was acquired after August 1954 or with 
respect to whom the twelfth month referred 
to in such subparagraph (A) occurred after 
such month, and 

(ii) any individual who is entitled to a 
recomputation under section 215 (f) (2) 
(B) of the Social Security Act as in effect 
prior to the enactment of this act on the 
basis of an application filed after August 
1954, or who died after August 1954 leaving 
any survivors entitled to a recomputation 
under section 215 (f) (4) of the Social Se- 
curity Act as in effect prior to the enactment 
of this act on the basis of his wages and 
self-employment income, and whose sixth 
quarter of coverage after 1950 was acquired 
after August 1954 or who did not attain the 
age of 75 prior to September 1954, 


the recomputation of his primary insurance 
amount shall be made in the manner pro- 
vided in section 215 of the Social Security 
Act, as amended by this act, for computation 
of such amount, except that his closing date, 
for purposes of subsection (b) of such sec- 
tion 215, shall be determined as though he 
became entitled to old-age insurance bene- 
fits in the month in which he filed such 
application for recomputation or, if he has 
died, in the month in which he died. In the 
case of monthly benefits, such recomputa- 
tion shall be effective for and after the 
month in which such application for re- 
computation is filed or, if the individual 
has died without filing the application, for 
and after the month in which the person 
filing the application for monthly survivors 
benefits becomes entitled to such benefits. 
An individual or, in case of his death, his 
survivors entitled to a lump-sum death pay- 
ment or to monthly benefits under section 
202 of the Social Security Act on the basis 
of his wages and self-employment income 
shall be entitled to a recomputation of his 
primary insurance amount under section 
215 (f) (2) or section 215 (f) (4) of the 
Social Security Act as in effect prior to the 
date of enactment of this act only if (i) he 
had not less than six quarters of coverage 
in the period after 1950 and prior to Janu- 
ary 1, 1955, and (ii) either the twelfth 
month referred to in subparagraph (A) of 
such section 215 (f) (2) occurred prior to 
January 1, 1955, or he attained the age of 
75 prior to 1955, and (ili) he meets the other 
conditions of entitlement to such a recompu- 
tation. No individual shall be entitled to a 
recomputation under subparagraph (A) or 
(B) of this paragraph if his primary insur- 
ance amount has previously been recom- 
puted under either of such subparagraphs. 
(6) In the case of an individual who died 
or became (without the application of sec- 
tion 202 (j) (1) of the Social Security Act) 
entitled to old-age insurance benefits in 
1956 and with respect to whom not less 
than six of the quarters elapsing after 1954 
and prior to the quarter following the quar- 
ter in which he died or became entitled to 
old-age insurance benefits, whichever first 
occurred, are quarters of coverage, his pri- 
mary insurance amount shall be computed 
under section 215 (a) (1) (A) of such act, 
as amended by this act, with a starting date 
of December 31, 1954, and a closing date of 
July 1, 1956, but only if it would result in 
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a higher primary insurance amount, For 
the purposes of section 215 (f) (3) (C) of 
such act, the determination of an individ- 
ual’s closing date under the preceding sen- 
tence shall be considered as a determination 
of the individual's closing date under sec- 
tion 215 (b) (3) (A) of such act, and the 
recomputation provided for by such section 
215 (f) (3) (C) shall be made using July 
1, 1956, as the closing date, but only if it 
would result in a higher primary insurance 
amount. In any such computation on the 
basis of a July 1, 1956, closing date, the 
total of his wages and self-employment in- 
come after December 31, 1955, shall, if it is 
in excess of $2,100, be reduced to such 
amount. 

(7) Section 203 (a) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 

„(a) Whenever the total of monthly bene- 
fits to which individuals are entitled under 
section 202 for a month on the basis of the 
wages and self-employment income of an 
insured individual is more than $50 and 
exceeds (1) 80 percent of his average monthly 
wage, or (2) one and one-half times his 
primary insurance amount, whichever is the 
greater, such total of benefits shall, after 
any deductions under this section, be re- 
duced to 80 percent of his average monthly 
wage or to one and one-half times his pri- 
mary insurance amount, whichever is the 
greater, but in no case to less than $50; 
except that when any of such individuals so 
entitled would (but for the provisions of sec- 
tion 202 (k) (2) (A)) be entitled to child’s 
insurance benefits on the basis of the wages 
and self-employment income of one or more 
other insured individuals, such total of bene- 
fits, after any deductions under this section, 
shall not be reduced to less than 80 percent 
of the sum of the average monthly wages of 
all such insured individuals. In any case 
in which the total of the benefits referred 
to in the preceding sentence, after reduction 
(if any) thereunder, is more than $200, such 
total shall, notwithstanding the provisions of 
such sentence, be reduced to $200. When- 
ever a reduction is made under this subsec- 
tion, each benefit, except the old-age insur- 
ance benefit, shall be proportionately de- 
creased.” 

(8) In the case of an individual who be- 
came (without the application of section 202 
(j) (1)) entitled to old-age insurance bene- 
fits or died prior to September 1954, the pro- 
visions of section 215 (f) (3) as in effect 
prior to the enactment of this act shall be 
applicable as though this act had not been 
enacted 


(f£) (1) The amendments made by the 
preceding subsections, other than subsec- 
tion (b) and paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and 
(4) of subsection (e), shall (subject to the 
provisions of paragraph (2) and notwith- 
standing the provisions of section 215 (f) 
(1) of the Social Security Act) apply in the 
case of lump-sum death payments under sec- 
tion 202 of such act with respect to deaths 
occurring after, and in the case of monthly 
benefits under such section for months after 
August 1954, 
` (2) (A) The amendment made by sub- 
section (b) (2) shall be applicable only in 
the case of monthly benefits for months 
after August 1954, and the lump-sum death 
payment in the case of death after August 
1954, based on the wages and self-employ- 
ment income of an individual (i) who does 
not become eligible for benefits under sec- 
tion 202 (a) of the Social Security Act until 
after August 1954, or (ii) who dies after 
August 1954 and without becoming eligible 
for benefits under such section 202 (a), or 
(iii) who is or has been entitled to have his 
primary insurance amount recomputed un- 
der section 215 (f) (2) of the Social Security 
Act, as amended by subsection (e) (2) of 
this section, or under subsection (e) (5) 
(B) of this section, or (iv) with respect to 
whom not less than six of the quarters 
elapsing after June 1953 are quarters of 
coverage (as defined in such act), or (v) who 
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files an application for a disability determi- 
nation which is accepted as an application 
for purposes of section 216 (i) of such act, 
or (vi) who dies after August 1954 and whose 
survivors are (or would, but for the provi- 
sions of section 215 (f) (6) of such act, be) 
entitled to a recomputation of his primary 
insurance amount under section 215 (f) (4) 
(A) of such act, as amended by this act. 
For purposes of the preceding sentence an 
individual shall be deemed eligible for bene- 
fits under section 202 (a) of the Social Se- 
curity Act for any month if he was, or 
would upon filing application therefor in 
such month have been, entitled to such 
benefits for such month. 

(B) In the case of any individual entitled 
to old-age insurance benefits under section 
202 (a) of the Social Security Act who was 
or, upon filing application therefor, would 
have been entitled to such benefits for 
August 1954, to whom subparagraph (A) is 
inapplicable, and with respect to whom not 
less than six of the quarters elapsing after 
June 30, 1953, are quarters of coverage, 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare shall, notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 215 (f) (1) of the Social Se- 
curity Act, recompute the primary insurance 
amount of such individual but only upon 
the filing of an application, after August 
1954, by him, or if he dies without filing 
such an application, by any person entitled 
to monthly survivors benefits under section 
202 of such act on the basis of such in- 
dividual’s wages and self-employment in- 
come. Such recomputation shall be made in 
the manner provided in section 215 of the 
Social Security Act for computation of such 
individual’s primary insurance amount, ex- 
cept that the provisions of subsection (f) 
of such section (other than paragraph (3) 
(C) thereof) shall not be applicable for pur- 
poses of such computation, and except that 
his closing date, for purposes of subsection 
(b) of such section, shall be determined as 
though he became entitled to old-age in- 
surance benefits in the month in which he 
filed such application for recomputation or, 
if he died without filing such application, 
the month in which he died. Such recom- 
putation shall be effective (i) if the applica- 
tion is filed by such individual, for and 
after the 12th month before the month in 
which the application therefor was filed by 
such individual but in no case before the 
first month of the quarter which is such in- 
dividual’s 6th quarter of coverage acquired 
after June 30, 1953, or (ii) if such application 
was filed by a person entitled to monthly 
survivors benefits under section 202 of the 
Social Security Act on the basis of such in- 
dividual’s wages and self-employment in- 
come, for and after the first month for which 
such person was entitled to such survivors 
benefits. No such recomputation of an in- 
dividual’s primary insurance amount shall 
be effective unless it results in a higher pri- 
mary insurance amount for him; nor shall 
any such recomputation of an individual's 
primary insurance amount be effective if such 
amount has previously been recomputed un- 
der this subsection. 

(3) The amendments made by subsections 
(b) (1), (e) (1), and (e) (3) (B) shall 
be applicable only in the case of monthly 
benefits based on the wages and self-em- 
ployment income of an individual who does 
not become entitled to old-age insurance 
benefits under section 202 (a) of the Social 
Security Act until after August,1954, or who 
dies after August 1954 without becoming 
entitled to such benefits, or who files an 
application after August 1954 and is entitled 
to a recomputation under paragraph (2) or 
(4) of section 215 (f) of the Social Security 
Act, as amended by this act, or who is en- 
titled to a recomputation under paragraph 
(2) (B) of this subsection, or who is entitled 
to a recomputation under paragraph (5) 
of subsection (e). 
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(4) The amendments made by subsection 
(e) (2) shall be applicable only in the case 
of applications for recomputation filed after 
1954. The amendment made by subsection 
(e) (4) shall be applicable only in the case 
of deaths after 1954. 

(5) The amendments made by subpara- 
graph (A) of subsection (e) (3) shall be ap- 
plicable only in the case of applications for 
recomputation filed, or deaths occurring, 
after August 1954. 

(6) No increase in any benefit by reason 
of the amendments made by this section 
(other than subsection (e)) or by reason of 
subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2) of this 
subsection shall be regarded as a recomputa- 
tion for purposes of section 215 (f) of the 
Social Security Act. 

(g) Effective September 1, 1954, section 2 
(c) (2) (B) of the Social Security Act 
amendments of 1952 is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A) 
shall cease to apply to the benefit of any in- 
dividual under title II of the Social Security 
Act for any month after August 1954.” 

(h) (1) Where— 

(A) an individual was entitled (without 
the application of section 202 (j) (1) of the 
Social Security Act) to an old-age insurance 
benefit under title II of such act for August 
1954; 

(B) one or more other persons were en- 
titled (without the application of such sec- 
tion 202 (j) (1)) to monthly benefits under 
such title for such month on the basis of 
the wages and self-employment income of 
such individual; and 

(C) the total of the benefits to which all 
persons are entitled under such title on the 
basis of such individual's wages and self- 
employment income for any subsequent 
month for which he is entitled to an old- 
age insurance benefit under such title, 
would (but for the provisions of this para- 
graph) be reduced by reason of the appli- 
cation of section 203 (a) of the Social Secu- 
rity Act, as amended by this act, 


then the total of benefits referred to in 
clause (C) for such subsequent month shall 
be reduced to whichever of the following is 
the larger— 

(D) the amount determined pursuant to 
section 203 (a) of the Social Security Act, 
as amended by this act; or 

(E) the amount determined pursuant to 
such section, as in effect prior to the enact- 
ment of this act, for August 1954 plus the 
excess of (1) the amount of his old-age in- 
surance benefit for such month computed 
as if the amendments made by the preceding 
subsections of this section had been applica- 
ble in the case of such benefit for such 
month over (ii) the amount of his old-age 
insurance benefit for such month, or 

(F) the amount determined pursuant to 
section 2 (d) (1) of the Social Security Act 
amendments of 1952 for August 1954 plus 
the excess of (i) the amount of his old-age 
insurance benefit for such month computed 
as if the amendments made by the preced- 
ing subsections of this section had been ap- 
plicable in the case of such benefit for such 
month over (ii) the amount of his old-age 
insurance benefit for such month. (2) 
Where— 

(A) two or more persons were entitled 
(without the application of section 202 (j) 
(1) of the Social Security Act) to monthly 
benefits under title II of such act for August 
1954 on the basis of the wages and self- 
employment income of a deceased individ- 
ual; and 

(B) the total of the benefits to which all 
such persons are entitled on the basis of 
such deceased individual’s wages and self- 
employment income for any subsequent 
month would (but for the provisions of this 
paragraph) be reduced by reason of the ap- 
Plication of the first sentence of section 
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203 (a) of the Social Security Act, as 
amended by this act, 


then, notwithstanding any other provision 
in title II of the Social Security Act, such 
deceased individual’s average monthly wage 
shall, for purposes of such section 203 (a), 
be whichever of the following is the larger: 

(C) his average monthly wage deter- 
Mined pursuant to section 215 of such act, 
as amended by this act; or 

(D) his average monthly wage determined 
under such section 215, as in effect prior to 
the enactment of this act, plus $10. 

(i) Section 202 of such act is amended by 
inserting after subsection (1) the following 
new subsection: 


“MINIMUM SURVIVOR’S OR DEPENDENT'S BENEFIT 


“(m) In any case in which the benefit of 
any individual for any month under this sec- 
tion (other than subsec. (a)), is, prior to 
reduction under subsection (k) (3), less than 
$35 and no other individual is (without the 
application of sec. 202 (j) (1)) entitled to 
a benefit under this section for such month 
on the basis of the same wages and self- 
employment income, such benefit for such 
month shall, prior to reduction under such 
subsection (k) (3), be increased to $35.” 


AMENDMENTS RELATING TO RETIREMENT TEST 


Sec. 103. (a) (1) Section 203 (b) of the 
Social Security Act is amended by striking 
out paragraphs (1) and (2) and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(1)- in which such individual is under the 
age of 72 and for which month he is charged 
with any earnings under the provisions of 
subsection (e) of this section; or.” 

(2) Such section 203 (b) is amended by 
inserting after paragraph (1) (inserted by 
par. (1) of this subsection) the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

“(2) in which such individual is under 
the age of 72 and on 7 or more different 
calendar days of which he engaged in non- 
covered remunerative activity outside the 
United States; or.” 

(b) (1) Section 203 (c) of such act is 
amended by striking out paragraphs (1) and 
(2) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

“(1) in which the individual, on the basis 
of whose wages and self-employment income 
such benefit was payable, is under the age 
of 72 and for which month he is charged 
with any earnings under the provisions of 
subsection (e) of this section; or.” 

(2) Such section 203 (c) is amended by 
inserting after paragraph (1) (inserted by 
par. (1) of this subsection) the following 
new paragraph: 

“(2) in which the individual referred to 
in paragraph (1) is under the age of 72 and 
on 7 or more different calendar days of 
which he engaged in noncovered remunera- 
tive activity outside the United States.” 

(c) The second sentence of section 203 
(d) of such act is amended to read as fol- 
lows: “The charging of earnings to any 
month shall be treated as an event occur- 
ring in such month.” 

(d) (1) The heading of section 203 (e) 
of such act is amended to read “Months 
to Which Earnings Are Charged.” 

(2) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of such sec- 
tion 203 (e) are amended to read as follows: 

“(1) If an individual's earnings for a tax- 
able year of 12 months are not more than 
$1,200, no month in such year shall be 
charged with any earnings. If an individ- 
ual’s earnings for a taxable year of less than 
12 months are not more than the product 
of $100 times the number of months in such 
year, no month in such year shall be charged 
with any earnings. 

“(2) If an individual's earnings for a tax- 
able year of 12 months are in excess of $1,200, 
the amount of his earnings in excess of $1,200 
shall be charged to months as follows: The 
first $80 of such excess shall be. charged to 
the last month of such taxable year, and the 
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balance, if any, of such excess shall be 
charged at the rate of $80 per month to each 
preceding month in such year to which such 
charging is not prohibited by the last sen- 
tence of this paragraph, until all of such 
balance has been applied. If an individual's 
earnings for a taxable year of less than 12 
months are more than the product of $100 
times the number of months in such year, 
the amount of such earnings in excess of 
such product shall be charged to months 
as follows: The first $80 of such excess shall 
be charged to the last month of such tax- 
able year, and the balance, if any, shall be 
charged at the rate of $80 per month to each 
preceding month in such year to which such 
charging is not prohibited by the last sen- 
tence of this paragraph, until all of such 
balance has been applied. Notwithstanding 
the preceding provisions of this paragraph, 
no part of the excess referred to in such pro- 
visions shall be charged to any month (A) 
for which the individual whose earnings are 
involved was not entitled to a benefit under 
this title, (B) in which an event described 
in paragraph (2), (3), (4), or (5) of sub- 
section (b) occurred, (C) in which such in- 
dividual was age 72 or over, or (D) in which 
such individual did not engage in self-em- 
ployment and did not render services for 
wages (determined as provided in paragraph 
(4) of this subsection) of more than 880.“ 

(3) Paragraph (3) (B) of such section 
203 (e) is amended to read as follows: 

“(B) For purposes of clause (D) of para- 
graph (2)— 

“(i) An individual will be presumed, with 
respect to any month, to have been engaged 
in self-employment in such month until it 
is shown to the satisfaction of the Secre- 
tary that such individual rendered no sub- 
stantial services in such month with respect 
to any trade or business the net income or 
loss of which is includible in computing 
(as provided in paragraph (4) of this sub- 
section) his net earnings or net loss from 
self-employment for any taxable year. The 
Secretary shall by regulations prescribe the 
methods and criteria for determining wheth- 
er or not an individual has rendered sub- 
stantial services with respect to any trade 
or business. 

“(ii) An individual will be presumed, with 
respect to any month, to have rendered 
services for wages (determined as provided 
in paragraph (4) of this subsection) of more 
than $80 until it is shown to the satisfaction 
of the Secretary that such individual did 
not render such services in such month for 
more than such amount.” 

(4) Such section 203 (e) is further amend- 
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new paragraphs: 

“(4) (A) An individual's earnings for a 
taxable year shall be (i) the sum of his 
wages for services rendered in such year and 
his net earnings from self-employment for 
such year, minus (ii) any net loss from self- 
employment for such year. 

“(B) In determining an individual’s net 
loss from self-employment for purposes of 
subparagraph (A) of this paragraph and 
subparagraph (B) of paragraph (3), the pro- 
visions of section 211 shall be applicable; 
and any excess of deductions over income so 
resulting from such a computation shall be 
his net loss from self-employment. 

“(C) For purposes of this subsection, an 
individual’s wages shall be computed with- 
out regard to the limitations as to amounts 
of remuneration specified in section 209 (a). 

“(5) For purposes of this subsection, wages 
(determined as provided in paragraph (4) 
(C)) which, according to reports received 
by the Secretary are paid to an individual 
during a taxable year shall be presumed to 
have been paid to him for services performed 
in such year until it is shown to the satis- 
faction of the Secretary that they were paid 
for services performed in another taxable 
year. If such reports with respect to an 
individual show his wages for a calendar 
year, such individual's taxable year shall be 
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presumed to be a calendar year for purposes 
of this subsection until it is shown to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary that his taxable 
year is not a calendar year.” 

(e) Section 203 (f) of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 


“PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO REPORT CERTAIN 
EVENTS 


“(f) Any individual in receipt of benefits 
subject to deduction under subsection (b) 
or (c) (or who is in receipt of such benefits 
on behalf of another individual), because of 
the occurrence of an event specified therein 
(other than an event specified in subsection 
(b) (1) or (c) (1)), who fails to report such 
occurrence to the Secretary prior to the re- 
ceipt and acceptance of an insurance benefit 
for the second month following the month 
in which such event occurred, shall suffer 
an additional deduction equal to that im- 

under subsection (b) or (c), except 
that the first additional deduction imposed 
by this subsection in the case of any indi- 
vidual shall not exceed an amount equal 
to 1 month’s benefit even though the failure 
to report is with respect to more than 1 
month,” 

(f) (1) The heading of section 203 (g) of 
such act is amended to read “Report of Earn- 
ings to Secretary.” 

(2) The first sentence of paragraph (1) of 
section 203 (g) of such act is amended to 
read as follows: “If an individual is entitled 
to any monthly insurance benefit under sec- 
tion 202 during any taxable year in which he 
has earnings or wages, as computed pursuant 
to paragraph (4) of subsection (e), in excess 
of the product of $100 times the number of 
months in such year, such individual (or the 
individual who is in receipt of such benefit 
on his behalf) shall make a report to the 
Secretary of his earnings (or wages) for such 
taxable year.” 

(3) The third sentence of paragraph (1) 
of such section 203 (g) is amended by strik- 
ing out “seventy-five” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “seventy-two.” 

(4) Paragraph (2) of such section 203 (g) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) If an individual fails to make a re- 
port required under paragraph (1), within 
the time prescribed therein, for any taxable 
year and any deduction is imposed under 
subsection (b) (1) by reason of his earnings 
for such year, he shall suffer additional de- 
ductions as follows: 

“(A) if such failure is the first one with 
respect to which an additional deduction is 
imposed under this paragraph, such addi- 
tional deduction shall be equal to his benefit 
or benefits for the last month of such year 
for which he was entitled to a benefit under 
section 202; 

“(B) if such failure is the second one for 
which an additional deduction is imposed 
under this paragraph, such additional de- 
duction shall be equal to two times his bene- 
fit or benefits for the last month of such year 
for which he was entitled to a benefit under 
section 202; 

“(C) if such failure is the third or a sub- 
sequent one for which an additional deduc- 
tion is imposed under this paragraph, such 
additional deduction shall be equal to three 
times his benefit or benefits for the last 
month of such year for which he was en- 
titled to a benefit under section 202: 


except that the number of the additional de- 
ductions required by this paragraph with 
respect to a failure to report earnings for a 
taxable year shall not exceed the number of 
months in such year for which such indi- 
vidual received and accepted insurance bene- 
fits under section 202 and for which deduc- 
tions are imposed under subsection (b) (1) 
by reason of his earnings. In determining 
whether a failure to report earnings is the 
first or a subsequent failure for any indi- 
vidual, all taxable years ending prior to the 
imposition of the first additional deduction 
under this paragraph, other than the latest 
one of such years, shall be disregarded.” 
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(5) Paragraph (3) of such section 203 (g) 
is amended by striking out “subsection (b) 
(2)” each time it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof “subsection (b) (1)”; by strik- 
ing out “net earnings from self-employ- 
ment” each time it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof “earnings”; by striking out 
“such net earnings” and inserting in leu 
thereof “such earnings”; and by adding at 
the end of such paragraph the following new 
sentence: “If, after the close of a taxable year 
of an individual entitled to benefits under 
section 202 for such year, the Secretary re- 
quests such individual to furnish a report of 
his earnings (as computed pursuant to para- 
graph (4) of subsection (e)) for such taxable 
year or any other information with respect 
to such earnings which the Secretary may 
specify, and the individual fails to comply 
with such request, such failure shall in itself 
constitute justification for a determination 
that such individual's benefits are subject 
to deductions under subsection (b) (1) for 
each month in such taxable year (or only for 
such months thereof as the Secretary may 
specify) by reason of his earnings for such 
year.” 

(6) The heading of section 203 (j) of such 
act is amended by striking out “Seventy- 
five” and inserting in lieu thereof Seventy- 
two” and such section is amended by strik- 
ing out “seventy-five” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “seventy-two.” 

(g) Section 203 of such act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 


“NONCOVERED REMUNERATIVE ACTIVITY OUTSIDE 
THE UNITED STATES 


“(k) An individual shall be considered to 
be engaged in noncovered remunerative 
activity outside the United States if he per- 
forms services outside the United States as 
an employee and such services do not con- 
stitute employment as defined in section 210, 
or if he carries on a trade or business outside 
the United States (other than the perform- 
ance of service as an employee) the net in- 
come or loss of which (1) is not includible 
in computing his net earnings from self- 
employment for a taxable year and (2) would 
not be excluded from net earnings from self- 
employment, if carried on in the United 
States, by any of the numbered paragraphs 
of section 211 (a). When used in the pre- 
ceding sentence with respect to a trade or 
business (other than the performance of 
service as an employee), the term ‘United 
States“ does not include Puerto Rico or the 
Virgin Islands in the case of an alien who 
is not a resident of the United States (includ- 
ing Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands); 
and the term ‘trade or business’ shall have 
the same meaning as when used in section 
162 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.” 

(h) Section 203 of such act is further 
amended by adding after subsection (k) 
(added by subsection (g) of this section) the 
following new subsection: 


“GOOD CAUSE FOR FAILURE TO MAKE REPORTS 
REQUIRED 

“(1) The failure of an individual to make 
any report required by subsection (f) or (g) 
within the time prescribed therein shall not 
be regarded as such a failure if it is shown 
to the satisfaction of the Secretary that he 
had good cause for failing to make such re- 
port within such time. The determination 
of what constitutes good cause for purposes 
of this subsection shall be made in accord- 
ance with regulations of the Secretary.” 


EXTRA CREDIT FOR POSTPONED RETIREMENT 
(i) Section 202 (a) of the Social Security 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

“OLD-AGE, Survivors, AND DISABILITY INSUR- 
ANCE BENEFIT PAYMENTS 
“OLD-AGE INSURANCE BENEFITS 

“Src. 202. (a) (1) Every individual who— 
“(A) is a fully insured individual (as de- 
fined in section 214 (a)), 
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“(B) has attained retirement age (as de- 
fined in section 216 (a)), and 

“(C) has filed application for old-age in- 
surance benefits, or was entitled to rehabili- 
tation insurance or permanent and total dis- 
ability insurance benefits for the month pre- 
ceding the month in which he attained re- 
tirement age, 
shall be entitled to an old-age insurance 
benefit for each month, beginning with the 
first month after August 1950 in which such 
individual becomes so entitled to such insur- 
ance benefits and ending with the month 
preceding the month in which he dies. 

“(2) Such individual's old-age insurance 
benefit for any month after 1954 shall be 
equal to his primary insurance amount for 
such month plus one-sixth of 1 percent of 
such primary insurance amount for each 
month (a) which occurs (i) after 1954, (ii) 
after the day before the first month in which 
he is eligible for old-age insurance benefits, 
and (iii) prior to the month in which he 
files application for old-age insurance bene- 
fits, and (b) during which either he is not 
entitled to any monthly benefit under sec- 
tion 202 or an event specified in clause (1) 
or (2) of section 203 (b) occurs. For pur- 
poses of this paragraph an individual shall 
be deemed eligible for old-age insurance 
benefits in the first month in which he is 
both fully insured and has attained retire- 
ment age.” 

(j) (1) The amendments made by sub- 
section (f) and by paragraph (1) of sub- 
section (a) of this section shall be applicable 
in the case of monthly benefits under title 
II of the Social Security Act for months in 
any taxable year (of the individual entitled 
to such benefits) beginning after December 
1954. The amendments made by paragraph 
(1) of subsection (b) of this section shall be 
applicable in the case of monthly benefits 
under such title II for months in any tax- 
able year (of the individual on the basis of 
whose wages and self-employment income 
such benefits are payable) beginning after 
December 1954. The amendments made by 
subsections (e) and (g), and by paragraph 
(2) of subsection (a) and paragraph (2) of 
subsection (b), shall be applicable in the 
case of monthly benefits under such title II 
for months after December 1954. The re- 
maining amendments made by this section 
(other than subsection (h)) shall be appli- 
cable, insofar as they are related to the 
monthly benefits of an individual which are 
based on his wages and self-employment 
income, in the case of monthly benefits under 
such title II for months in any taxable year 
(of such individual) beginning after Decem- 
ber 1954 and, insofar as they are related to 
the monthly benefits of an individual which 
are based on the wages and self-employment 
income of someone else, in the case of 
monthly benefits under such title II for 
months in any taxable year (of the individual 
on whose wages and self-employment in- 
come such benefits are based) beginning 
after December 1954. 

(2) No deduction shall be imposed on or 
after the date of the enactment of this act 
under subsection (f) or (g) of section 203 
of the Social Security Act, as in effect prior 
to such date, on account of failure to file 
are of an event described in subsection 
(b) (1), (b) (2), or (c) (1) of such section 
(as in effect prior to such date); and no such 
deduction imposed prior to such date shall 
be collected after such date. In determining 
whether, under section 203 (g) (2) of the 
Social Security Act, as amended by this act, 
a failure to file a report is a first or sub- 
sequent failure, any failure with respect to 
a taxable year which began prior to January 
1955 shall be disregarded. 

(3) Subsections (b) (1), (b) (2), (c), (e), 
and (j) of section 203 of the Social Security 
Act as in effect prior to the enactment of 
this act, to the extent they are in effect with 
respect to months after 1954, are each amend- 
ed by striking out 75“ and inserting in lieu 
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thereof “72,” but only with respect to such 
months after 1954. 


INCREASE IN EARNINGS COUNTED 


Sec, 104. (a) Subsection (a) of section 209 
of the Social Security Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(a) (1) That part of remuneration which, 
after remuneration (other than remunera- 
tion referred to in the succeeding subsections 
of this section) equal to $3,600 with respect 
to employment has been paid to an indi- 
vidual during any calendar year prior to 
1955, is paid to such individual during such 
calendar year; 

“(2) That part of remuneration which, 
after remuneration (other than remunera- 
tion referred to in the succeeding subsections 
of this section) equal to $6,000 with respect 
to employment has been paid to an indi- 
vidual during any calendar year after 1954, 
is paid to such individual during such calen- 
dar year.” 

(b) Paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of 
section 211 of such act is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(1) That part of the net earnings from 
self-employment which is in excess of— 

“(A) For any taxable year ending prior to 
1955, (i) $3,600, minus (ii) the amount of 
the wages paid to such individual during the 
taxable year; and 

“(B) For any taxable year ending after 
1954, (i) $6,000, minus (il) the amount of 
the wages paid to such individual during 
the taxable year; or”. 

(c) Clauses (ii) and (iii) of section 213 
(a) (2) (B) of such act are amended to 
read as follows— 

“(ii) if the wages paid to any individual 
in any calendar year equal $3,600 in the case 
of a calendar year after 1950 and before 1955, 
of $6,000 in the case of a calendar year after 
1954, each quarter of such year shall (sub- 
ject to clause (1)) be a quarter of coverage. 

„() if an individual has self-employ- 
ment income for a taxable year, and if the 
sum of such income and the wages paid to 
him during such year equals $3,600 in the 
case of a taxable year beginning after 1950 
and ending before 1955, or $6,000 in the case 
of a taxable year ending after 1954, each 
quarter any part of which falls in such year 
shall (subject to clause (i)) be a quarter 
of coverage;". 

(d) Paragraph (1) of section 215 (e) of 
such act is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) in computing an individual’s average 
monthly wage there shall not be counted the 
excess over $3,600 in the case of any calendar 
year after 1950 and before 1955, and the ex- 
cess over $6,000 in the case of any calendar 
year after 1954, of (A) the wages paid to him 
in such year, plus (B) the seli-employment 
income credited to such year (as determined 
under section 212); 


RETROACTIVE APPLICATIONS FOR BENEFITS 

Sec. 105. (a) Section 202 (j) (1) of the 
Social Security Act is amended by striking 
out “sixth” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“twelfth.” 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall be applicable only in the case of 
applications for monthly benefits under sec- 
tion 202 of the Social Security Act filed 
after August 1954; except that no individual 
shall, by reason of such amendment, be 
entitled to any benefit for any month prior 
to February 1954. 


REHABILITATION SERVICES AND DISABILITY 
BENEFITS 
Sec. 106. There are hereby added to the 
Social Security Act, as amended, the follow- 
ing new sections designated as sections 220, 
221, and 222, to follow section 219. 


“REHABILITATION SERVICES, REHABILITATION 
INSURANCE BENEFITS, AND PERMANENT AND 
ToTaL DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS 

“REHABILITATION SERVICES 


“SEC. 220. (a) (1) Every disabled individ- 
ual who— 


August 13 


“(A) (i) is under a long-term total dis- 
ability (as defined in subsection (e) (2)); 

„() has not attained retirement age at 
the time he is accepted for rehabilitation 
services under this subsection; 

"(iii) has filed application for rehabili- 
tation insurance benefits or permanent and 
total disability insurance benefits; and 

“(iv) is insured under the provisions of 
subsection (f); or 

“(B) is entitled to benefits under section 
202 (d) (1) (B), may be given rehabilitation 
services, provided the State rehabilitation 
agency (as defined in subsection (e) (6)) 
through which the services are given cer- 
tifles that such individual appears to be re- 
habilitable into substantially gainful ac- 
tivity, and that the services undertaken or 
planned are necessary therefor, For the 
purposes of this paragraph, rehabilitation 
services may include the types of services 
provided under the Vocational Rehabilita- 
tion Act (29 U. S. C., ch. 4), including deter- 
mination of the feasibility of the individ- 
ual’s rehabilitation and the costs of any 
books and other training material, but ex- 
cluding any payments for his maintenance. 
Continuation of such services to an indi- 
vidual shall be contingent upon periodic 
certification (at least every 6 months) by 
the State rehabilitation agency through 
which the services are provided that such 
individual appears to be rehabilitable into 
substantially gainful activity, and that the 
services undertaken or planned are neces- 
sary therefor. 

“(2) Such services shall be provided 
through utilization of the services and fa- 
cilities of State rehabilitation agencies. In 
providing or securing rehabilitation services, 
State rehabilitation agencies shall follow 
such policies and standards as may be is- 
sued by the Secretary after consultation 
with the Advisory Council on Rehabilita- 
tion Services and Disability Insurance (as 
provided in subsection (i)). State reha- 
bilitation agencies providing or securing 
such rehabilitation services shall be paid 
for the cost thereof, including necessary ad- 
ministrative costs, either in advance or by 
way of reimbursement, as may be mutually 
agreed upon and prior to action thereon by 
the General Accounting Office. 

“(3) There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated from the trust fund such 
amount as may be necessary to provide such 
rehabilitation services. 


“REHABILITATION INSURANCE BENEFITS 


“(b) Every disabled individual who— 

“(1) is under a long-term total disability; 

“(2) has not attained retirement age; 

“(3) has been under a long-term total dis- 
ability throughout his waiting period (as de- 
fined in subsection (e) (1)); 

“(4) is insured under the provisions of 
subsection (f); 

“(5) is certified by a State rehabilitation 
agency as being an individual who appears 
to be rehabilitable into substantially gain- 
ful activity, or is awaiting evaluation by 
such agency; 

"(6) has not, without good cause, failed 
to accept rehabilitation evaluation and 
training; and 

“(7) has filed application for rehabilita- 
tion insurance benefits. 


shall be entitled to a rehabilitation insur- 
ance benefit for each month, beginning 
with July 1954, or with the first month after 
his waiting period, whichever is later, in 
which he becomes so entitled to rehabilita- 
tion insurance benefits and ending with the 
month preceding the first month in which 
any of the following occurs: He ceases to 
be under a long-term total disability; he 
fails, without good cause, to accept reha- 
bilitation evaluation and training; he be- 
comes entitled to a permanent and total 
disability insurance benefit; he dies; or he 
attains retirement age. Such individual’s 
rehabilitation insurance benefit for any 
month shall be equal to his primary insur- 
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ance amount (as defined in section 215) for 
such month, 


“PERMANENT AND TOTAL DISABILITY INSURANCE 
BENEFITS 


“(c) Every individual who— 

“(1) is under a permanent and total dis- 
ability (as defined in subsection (e) (3) ); 

2) has not attained retirement age; 

“(3) has served a waiting period in con- 
nection with his current disability through- 
out which he has been under a long-term 
total or permanent and total disability; 

“(4) is insured under the provisions of 
subsection (f); 

“(5) has been certified by a State rehabili- 
tation agency as being an individual for 
whom rehabilitation into substantially gain- 
ful activity is unlikely; 

“(6) has not, without good cause, failed to 
accept rehabilitation evaluation and train- 
ing; and 

“(7) has filed application for permanent 
and total disability insurance or rehabilita- 
tion insurance benefits, shall be entitled to a 
permanent and total disability insurance 
benefit for each month beginning with July 
1954, or with the first month following the 
month in which conditions in paragraph (1) 
through (7) of this subsection are met, 
whichever is later, and ending with the 
month preceding the first month in which 
any of the following occurs: He ceases to be 
under a permanent and total disability, dies, 
or attains retirement age. Such individual’s 
permanent and total disability insurance 
benefit for any month shall be equal to his 
primary insurance amount (as defined in 
sec. 215) for such month, 


“OTHER CONDITIONS OF ENTITLEMENT 


“(d) (1) An individual who would have 
been entitled to rehabilitation insurance or 
permanent and total disability insurance 
benefits for any month had he filed applica- 
tion therefor prior to the end of such month 
shall be entitled to such benefits for such 
month if he files application therefor prior 
to the end of the sixth month succeeding 
such month, 

“(2) No application for rehabilitation in- 
surance or permanent and total disability in- 
surance benefits filed prior to 7 months be- 
fore the first month for which the applicant 
becomes entitled to receive such benefits 
shall be accepted as an application for pur- 
poses of this section and no such application 
which is filed prior to April 1954 shall be 
accepted. 


“DEFINITION OF ‘WAITING PERIOD,’ ‘LONG-TERM 
TOTAL DISABILITY,’ ‘PERMANENT AND TOTAL 
DISABILITY,’ ‘BLINDNESS,’ ‘PERIOD OF DIS- 
ABILITY,’ AND ‘STATE REHABILITATION AGENCY’ 


“(e) For the purpose of this title— 

“(1) The term ‘waiting period’ means the 
period beginning with the first calendar 
month of the individual's period of disability 
(as defined in paragraph (5) of this subsec- 
tion), and ending at the expiration of the 
fifth calendar month following such month. 

“(2) The term ‘long-term total disability’ 
means (A) inability to engage in any sub- 
stantially gainful activity by reason of any 
medically determinable physical or mental 
impairment which appears likely to be of 
long-continued and indefinite duration, or 
(B) blindness. 

“(3) The term ‘permanent and total dis- 
ability’ means (A) inability to engage in any 
substantially gainful activity by reason of 
any medically determinable physical or men- 
tal impairment which is expected to be per- 
manent, or (B) blindness. 

“(4) The term ‘blindness’ means central 
visual acuity of 5/200 or less in the better 
eye with correcting lens. An eye in which 
the visual field is reduced to 5 degrees or 
less concentric contraction shall be consid- 
ered for the purposes of this subsection as 
having a central visual acuity of 5/200 or 
less. 

“(5) (A) As used in this title, the term 
‘period of disability’ means a continuous 
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period of not less than six full calendar 
months (beginning and ending as herein- 
after provided in this paragraph) during 
which an individual was under a long-term 
total or permanent and total disability. No 
such period with respect to any such dis- 
ability or disabilities shall begin as to any 
individual unless such individual while un- 
der such long-term total or permanent and 
total disability filed an application for bene- 
fits under subsections (b) or (c). Except 
as provided in subparagraph (B), a period 
of disability shall begin with the month in 
which the long-term total or permanent and 
total disability began or with the Ist day 
of the 13th month prior to the month in 
which individual files such application, 
whichever first occurs, but only if such in- 
dividual is insured under the provisions of 
subsection (f) in such month; if such in- 
dividual was not insured under the provi- 
sions of subsection (f) in such month, the 
period of disability shall begin on the first 
day of the first quarter thereafter in which 
he isso insured. A period of disability shall 
end with the close of the last day of the 
month in which (i) the individual ceases 


“to be entitled to a rehabilitation insurance 


or permanent and total disability insurance 
benefit, (ii) he dies, or (iii) he attains re- 
tirement age, whichever first occurs. 

“(B) If an individual files an application 
for benefits under subsection (b) or (c) 
after March 1954 and before January 1956, 
with respect to a long-term total or perma- 
nent and total disability which began be- 
fore April 1954 and continued without in- 
terruption until such application was filed, 
then the period of disability shall begin with 
the month in which such long-term total or 
permanent and total disability began, but 
only if he was insured under subsection 
(1) in such month; if such individual was 
not insured under the provisions of subsec- 
tion (f) in such month, the period of dis- 
ability shall begin on the first day of the 
first quarter thereafter in which he was so 
insured. 

“(6) The term ‘State rehabilitation 
agency’ means the agency administering a 
rehabilitation plan approved under the Voca- 
tional Rehabilitation Act, and in the Virgin 
Islands, the agency charged with providing 
rehabilitation services pursuant to an agree- 
ment between the Administrator and the 
Governor of the Virgin Islands; in any State, 
Territory, or possession where more than one 
such agency operates, the term means the 
one such agency designated by the Secretary. 


“DISABILITY INSURED STATUS 


“(f) An individual is insured for purposes 
of subsections (a), (b), (c), and (e) with 
respect to any quarter only if he has not 
less than— 

“(1) six quarters of coverage (as defined 
in section 213 (e) (2)) during the 13-quarter 
period which ends with such quarter; and 

“(2) twenty quarters of coverage during 
the 40-quarter period which ends with such 
quarter, 
not counting as part of the 13-quarter period 
specified in paragraph (1), or the 40-quarter 
period specified in paragraph (2), any quar- 
ter any part of which was included in a prior 
period of disability unless such quarter was 
à quarter of coverage. 

“REDUCTION OF BENEFIT 

“(g) (1) Where a rehabilitation insurance 
benefit or a permanent and total disability 
insurance benefit is payable to any individ- 
ual under this section and a workmen's 
compensation benefit or benefits have been 
or are paid to such individual on account 
of the same disability for the same month, 
such individual's rehabilitation insurance 
benefit or permanent and total disability in- 
surance benefit under this section for such 
month shall, prior to any deductions un- 
der section 221, be reduced by one-half, or 
by an amount equal to one-half of such 
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workmen's compensation benefit or bene- 
fits, whichever is the smaller. 

“(2) In case the rehabilitation insurance 
benefit or the permanent and total disability 
insurance benefit of any individual under 
this section is not reduced as provided in 
paragraph (1) because such benefit is paid 
prior to the payment of the workmen’s com- 
pensation benefit, the reduction shall be 
made by deductions, at such time or times 
and in such amounts as the Secretary may 
determine, from any payments under this 
title payable on the basis of the wages and 
self-employment income of such individual. 

“(3) If the workmen's compensation bene- 
fit is payable on other than a monthly basis 
(excluding a benefit payable in a lump sum 
unless it is a commutation of, or a substitute 
for, periodic payments), reduction of the 
rehabilitation insurance benefits or the per- 
manent and total disability insurance bene- 
fits under this subsection shall be made in 
such amounts as the Secretary finds will 
approximate, as nearly as practicable, the 
reduction prescribed in paragraph (1). 

“(4) In order to assure that the purposes 
of this subsection will be carried out, the 
Secretary may, as a condition to certifica- 
tion for payment of any rehabilitation in- 
surance benefit or permanent and total dis- 
ability insurance benefit payable to an in- 
dividual under this section (if it appears 
to him that there is a likelihood that such 
individual may be eligible for a workmen's 
compensation benefit which would make nec- 
essary a reduction under this subsection), 
require adequate assurance of reimbursement 
to the trust fund in case a workmen's com- 
pensation benefit, with respect to which such 
a reduction should be made, hecomes payable 
to such individual and such reduction is not 
made, 

“(5) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘workmen's compensation benefit’ 
means a cash benefit, allowance, or com- 
pensation payable under any workmen’s 
compensation law or plan of the United 
States or of any State, 


“COOPERATION WITH AGENCIES AND GROUPS 


“(h) The Secretary is authorized to secure 
the cooperation of appropriate agencies of 
the United States, of States, or of the political 
subdivisions of States and the cooperation 
of private medical, dental, hospital, nursing, 
health, educational, ånd social welfare groups 
or organizations, and where necessary to 
enter into voluntary working agreements with 
any of such public of private agencies, or- 
ganizations, or groups in order that their ad- 
vice and services may be utilized in the efi- 
cient administration of this section. 


“ADVISORY COUNCIL ON REHABILITATION SERVICES 
AND DISABILITY INSURANCE 

“(i) (1) There is hereby established an Ad- 
visory Council on Rehabilitation Services and 
Disability Insurance (hereinafter called the 
‘Council’) for the purpose of consulting 
with the Secretaries on policies and stand- 
ards governing the furnishing of rehabilita- 
tion services and determinations of disability, 
and policies to further the employment of 
disabled beneficiaries. The Council shall con- 
sist of the Commissioner of Social Security 
who shall serve as Chairman, the Surgeon 
General of the Public Health Service, the 
Director of the Office of Vocational Rehabili- 
tation, the Director of the Bureau of Old- 
Age and Survivors Insurance, the Director 
of the Bureau of Employment Security, and 
12 persons appointed by the Secretary with- 
out regard to the civil-service laws. Such 
appointed members shall represent em- 
ployers, employees, the disabled, the medi- 
cal profession, the rehabilitation profession, 
and the public. The annual report of the 
Secretary shall include a record of consulta- 
tions with the Council. 

“(2) Each appointed member shall hold 
office for a term of 3 years, except that any 
Member appointed to fill a vacancy occur- 
ring prior to the expiration of the term for 
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which his predecessor was appointed shall 
be appointed for the remainder of that term, 
and except that, of the members first ap- 
pointed, 4 shall hold office for a term of 
1 year, 4 shall hold office for a term of 3 
years, as designated by the Secretary at the 
time of appointment. Appointed members 
of the Council, while serving on business of 
the Council (inclusive of travel time), may 
receive $50 per diem as well as actual and 
necessary traveling expenses in lieu of sub- 
sistence while so serving away from their 
places of residence. The Council shall be 
provided by the Secretary with such staff 
assistance and secretarial and other person- 
nel as may be required for carrying out its 
functions. The Council shall meet as fre- 
quently as the Secretary deems necessary, 
but not less than twice a year. The Council 
also shall meet whenever six of its appointed 
members request a meeting. 


“TERMINATION OF PERIOD OF DISABILITY BY 
SECRETARY 


“(j) In any case in which an individual 
has failed to submit himself for examination 
or reexamination in accordance with regu- 
lations of the Secretary, the Secretary may 
find, solely because of such failure, that such 
individual is not under a disability or that 
his disability (previously determined to 
exist) has ceased. The Secretary may find 
that an individual is not under a disability 
or that his disability (previously determined 
to exist) has ceased if the Secretary finds 
that such individual cannot be located after 
reasonable efforts to communicate with him 
have been made or if such individual is 
outside the United States and the Secre- 
tary finds that adequate arrangements have 
not been made for determining or redeter- 
mining such individual’s disability. 


“DISABILITY PROVISIONS INAPPLICABLE IF 
BENEFIT RIGHTS IMPAIRED 


“(k) The provisions of this title relating 
to periods of disability shall not apply in 
any case in which their application would 
result in the denial of monthly benefits or a 
lump-sum death payment which would 
otherwise be payable under section 202 of 
this title, or in the case of any monthly 
benefit or lump-sum death payment under 
such section 202 if such benefit or payment 
would be greater without their application; 
except that the provisions of this section 
shall not render erronéous the payment of 
any benefit under section 220. 


“SAFEGUARDING DOCTOR-PATIENT RELATIONSHIP 


“(1) No individual without his consent 
shal be required by the Secretary to undergo 
a physical examination to establish the facts 
as to his disability, but an individual shall 
not be considered to be under a disability 
unless he furnishes such proof of the exist- 
ence thereof as may be required. Nothing in 
this title shall be construed as authorizing 
the Secretary or any other officer or employee 
of the United States to interfere in any way 
with the practice of medicine or with rela- 
tionships between practitioners of medicine 
ana their patianiay er-4a-exoxcior ny oupor 
vision or control over the administration or 
operation of any hospital. 


“DEDUCTIONS FROM REHABILITATION INSUR- 
ANCE AND PERMANENT AND TOTAL DISABILITY 
INSURANCE BENEFITS 


“EVENTS FOR WHICH DEDUCTIONS ARE MADE 


“Sec. 221. (a) Deductions, in such amounts 
and at such time or times as the Secretary 
shall determine, shall be made from any pay- 
ment or payments under section 220 to which 
an individual is entitled, until the total of 
such deductions equals such individual’s 
benefit under section 220 for any month— 

“(1) in which such individual rendered 
services as an employee (whether or not such 
services constitute employment as defined in 
sec. 210) for remuneration of more than 
$100; or 

“(2) for which such individual is charged, 
pursuant to the provisions of subsection (c) 
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of this section, with net earnings from self- 
employment (as determined pursuant to 
subsec. (d)) of more than $100; or 

“(3) in which such individual fails to sub- 
mit himself for examination in accordance 
with regulations of the Secretary; or 

“(4) in which such individual without 
good cause fails to accept rehabilitation 
evaluation and ; or 

“(5) in which such individual is outside 
the United States if the Secretary finds that 
adequate arrangements have not been made 
for determining or redetermining the exist- 
ence of such individual's disability; 
except that the provisions of paragraphs (1) 
and (2) of this subsection shall not apply in 
the case of an individual entitied to re- 
habilitation insurance benefits for the first 
3 months in which such individual either 
rendered services as an amployee for re- 
muneration of more than $100 or for which 
such individual is charged with net earnings 
from self-employment of more than $100. 

“OCCURRENCE OF MORE THAN ONE EVENT 

“(b) If more than one event occurs in any 
one month which would occasion deductions 
equal to a benefit for such month, only an 
amount equal to such benefit shall be de- 
ducted. The charging of net earnings from 
self-employment to any month shall be 
treated as an event occurring in the month 
to which such net earnings are charged. 


“MONTHS TO WHICH NET EARNINGS FROM 
SELF-EMPLOYMENT ARE CHARGED 

“(c) For the purposes of subsection (a) (2) 
of this section— 

“(1) if an individual’s net earnings from 
self-employment for his taxable year are not 
more than the product of $100 times the 
number of months in such year, no month in 
such year shall be charged with more than 
$100 of net earnings from self-employment; 

“(2) if an individual's net earnings from 
self-employment for his taxable year are 
more than the product of $100 times the 
number of months in such year, each month 
of such year shall be charged with $100 of 
net earnings from self-employment, and the 
amount of such net earnings in excess of 
such product shall be further charged to 
months as follows: The first $100 of such 
excess shall be charged to the last month 
of such taxable year, and the balance, if any, 
of such excess shall be charged at the rate 
of $100 per month to each preceding month 
in such year until all of such balance has 
been applied, except that no part of such ex- 
cess shall be charged to any month (A) for 
which such individual was not entitled to 
a benefit under section 220, (B) in which 
an event described in paragraph (1), (3), 
(4), or (5) of subsection (a) occurred, or 
(C) in which such individual did not en- 
gage in self-employment; 

“(3) (A) as used in paragraph (2), the 
term ‘last month of such taxable year’ means 
the latest month in such year to which the 
charging of the excess described in such 
paragraph is not prohibited by the applica- 

“tol Gr Cause (Ay or (B) thereof. 

“(B) for the purposes of clause (C) of 
paragraph (2), an individual will be pre- 
sumed, with respect to any month, to have 
been engaged in self-employment in such 
month until it is shown to the satisfaction 
of the Secretary that such individual ren- 
dered no substantial services in such month 
with respect to any trade or business the net 
income or loss of which is includible in com- 
puting his net earnings from self-employ- 
ment for any taxable year. The Secretary 
shall by regulations prescribe the methods 
and criteria for determining whether or not 
an individual has rendered substantial serv- 
ices with respect to any trade or business. 
“SPECIAL RULE FOR COMPUTATION OF NET EARN- 

INGS FROM SELF-EMPLOYMENT 

“(d) For the purposes of this section, an 
individual's net earnings from self-employ- 
ment for any taxable year shall be computed 
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as provided in section 211 with the following 
adjustments: 

“(1) Such computation shall be made 
without regard to the provisions of para- 
graphs (1), (4), and (5) of subsection (c) of 
section 211; and 

“(2) Such computation shall be made 
without regard to the provisions of sections 
116, 212, 213, 251, and 252 of the Internal 
Revenue Code. 


“PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO REPORT CERTAIN 
EVENTS 


“(e) Any individual in receipt (on behalf 
of himself or another individual) of benefits 
subject to deduction under subsection (a) 
because of the occurrence of an event speci- 
fied therein (other than an event described 
in paragraph (2) thereof) shall report such 
occurrence to the Secretary prior to the re- 
ceipt and acceptance of such benefits for 
the second month following the month in 
which such event occurred. If such indi- 
vidual knowingly fails to report any such 
occurrence, an additional deduction equal to 
that imposed under such subsection shall 
be imposed, except that the first additional 
deduction imposed by this subsection in 
the case of any individual shall not exceed 
an amount equal to 1 month's benefit 
even though the failure to report is with 
respect to more than 1 month. 


“REPORT TO SECRETARY OF NET EARNINGS FROM 
SELF-EMPLOYMENT 


“(f) If an individual is entitled to any 
disability insurance benefit during any tax- 
able year in which he has net earnings from 
self-employment in excess of $100 times the 
number of months in such year, such indi- 
vidual (or the individual in receipt of such 
benefit on his behalf) shall make a report 
to the Secretary of his net earnings from 
self-employment for such taxable year. 
Such report shall be made on or before the 
15th day of the 3d month following 
the close of such year, and shall contain such 
information and be made in such man- 
ner as the Secretary may by regulations 
prescribe. If the individual fails within the 
time prescribed above to make such report 
of his net earnings from self-employment 
for any taxable year and any deduction is 
imposed under subsection (a) (2) of this 
section by reason of such net earnings— 

“(A) such individual shall suffer one addi- 
tional deduction in an amount equal to his 
benefit for the last month in such taxable 
year for which he was entitled to a dis- 
ability insurance benefit; and 

“(B) if the failure to make such report 
continues after the close of such taxable 
year, such individual shall suffer an addi- 
tional deduction in the same amount for 
each month during all or any part of which 
such failure continues after such fourth 
month; except that the number of the addi- 
tional deductions required by this para- 
graph shall not exceed the number of months 
in such taxable year for which such indi- 
vidual received and accepted disability-in- 
surance benefits and for which deductions 
are imposed under subsection (a) (2) by 
reason of such net earnings from self-em- 
ployment. If more than one additional de- 
duction would be imposed under this para- 
graph with respect to a failure by an 
individual to file a report required by this 
paragraph and such failure is the first for 
which any additional deduction is imposed 
under this paragraph, only one additional 
deduction shall be imposed with respect to 
such first failure. 

“(2) If the Secretary determines, on the 
basis of information obtained by or sub- 
mitted to him, that it may reasonably be 
expected that an individual entitled to dis- 
ability-insurance benefits for any taxable 
year will suffer deductions imposed under 
subsection (a) (2) of this section by reason 
of his net earnings from self-employment 
for such year, the Secretary may, before 
the close of such taxable year, suspend the 
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payment for each month in such year (or 
for only such months as the Secretary may 
specify) of such benefits payable to him; 
and such suspension shall remain in effect 
with respect to the benefits for any month 
until the Secretary has determined whether 
or not any deduction is imposed for such 
month under subsection (a). The Secretary 
is authorized, before the close of the taxable 
year of any individual entitled to benefits 
during such year, to request of such indi- 
vidual that he make at such time or times 
as the Secretary may specify, a declaration 
of his estimated net earnings from self-em- 
ployment for the taxable year and that he 
furnish to the Secretary such other informa- 
tion with respect to such net earnings as 
the Secretary may specify. A failure by such 
individual to comply with any such request 
shall in itself constitute justification for a 
determination under this paragraph that it 
may reasonably be expected that the indi- 
vidual will suffer deductions imposed under 
subsection (a) (2) of this section by reason 
of his net earnings from self-employment 
for such year, 


“DEDUCTIONS FROM BENEFITS TO DEPENDENTS OF 
A DISABLED INDIVIDUAL 

“(g) Deductions shall be made from any 
wife's or husband’s, child's or disabled child’s 
insurance benefit to which a wife, husband, 
child, or disabled child is entitled under sec- 
tion 202, with respect to the wages or self- 
employment income of a disabled individual 
entitled to benefits under section 220, until 
the total of such deductions equals such 
wife’s, husband’s, child’s, or disabled child's 
insurance benefit or benefits for any month 
in which such disabled individual suffers a 
deduction under this section.” 


BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN DISABLED ADULT 
CHILDREN 

Sec. 107. (a) The heading of subsection 
202 (d) of such act is amended to read 
“Child’s and Disabled Child’s Insurance 
Benefits.” 

(b) Paragraph (1) of such subsection is 
amended to read as follows: 

„(d) (1) Every child (as defined in sec- 
tion 216 (e)) of an individual entitled to 
old-age insurance, rehabilitation insurance, 
or permanent and total disability insurance 
benefits, or of an individual who died a 
fully or currently insured individual after 
1939, if such child— 

(A) (i) has filed application of child’s in- 
surance benefits; 

(ii) at the time such application was filed 
was unmarried and had not attained the age 
of 18; and 

(iit) was dependent upon such individual 
at the time such application was filed, or, 
if such individual has died, was dependent 
upon such individual at the time of such 
individual’s death, 
shall be entitled to a child’s insurance bene- 
fit for each month, beginning with the first 
month after August 1950 in which such 
child becomes so entitled to such insurance 
benefits and ending with the month preced- 
ing the first month in which any of the fol- 
lowing occurs: such child dies, marries, is 
adopted (except for adoption by a step- 
parent, grandparent, aunt, or uncle subse- 
quent to the death of such fully or cur- 
rently insured individual), attains the age 
of 18, or the individual with respect to whose 
wages or self-employment income such 
child’s insurance benefits are paid ceases to 
be entitled to a rehabilitation insurance or 
@ permanent and total disability insurance 
benefit for any reason other than attain- 
ment of retirement age; or 

(B) (i) after November 1953, was entitled, 
or could have become entitled upon filing 
application therefor, to child’s insurance 
benefits under subparagraph (A) for the 
month prior to the month in which such 
child attained the age of 18; 

(ii) was under a permanent and total dis- 
ability (as defined in section 220 (e) (3)) in 
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such month prior to attainment of age 18, 
which disability has continued since such 
month and for a period of not less than 6 
consecutive calendar months after Decem- 
ber 1953; 

(ili) has filed proof of being under a 
permanent and total disability in such 
month within 1 year after the end of such 
month; 

(iv) has filed application for disabled 
child’s insurance benefits; and 

(v) at the time such application was filed 
was unmarried and had attained the age of 18, 


shall be entitled to a disabled child's insur- 
ance benefit for such month, beginning with 
the first month after June 1954, in which 
such child becomes so entitled to such in- 
surance benefits and ending with the month 
preceding the first month in which any of the 
following occurs: such child dies, marries, 
is adopted (except for adoption by a step- 
parent, grandparent, aunt, or uncle) subse- 
quent to the death of such fully or currently 
insured individual, or ceases to be under a 
permanent and total disability, or the indi- 
vidual with respect to whose wages or self- 
employment income such disabled child’s in- 
surance benefits are paid ceases to be entitled 
to a rehabilitation insurance or a perma- 
nent and total disability insurance benefit 
for any reason other than attainment of re- 
tirement age. 

(c) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is 
amended by inserting “or disabled child’s” 
after “child’s” wherever it occurs, and “or 
disabled child” after “child” wherever it 
occurs. 

(d) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection 
(k) of section 202 of such act are amended 
by inserting “or disabled child” after “child” 
wherever it occurs, and “or disabled child's” 
after “child’s” wherever it occurs. 


CASH SICKNESS BENEFITS 
Sec. 108. Title II of such act is amended 


by adding after section 221 (added by section 
106 of this act) the following: 


“CASH SICKNESS BENEFITS 


“CONDITIONS OF ENTITLEMENT TO CASH SICKNESS 
BENEFITS 


“Sec. 222. (a) (1) Every individual who— 

“(A) is insured under the provisions of 
subsection (c); 

“(B) is not entitled to old-age insurance 
benefits under section 202 (a), or rehabili- 
tation insurance benefits under section 220 
(b), or permanent and total disability in- 
surance benefits under section 220 (c); 
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“(C) is under a temporary disability (as 
defined in subsection (e)): 

“(D) has had a waiting week in his bene- 
fit year and after June 30, 1954; and 

“(E) has filed an application for cash 
sickness benefits in accordance with regula- 
tions of the Secretary, shall be entitled to 
a cash sickness benefit for each full week 
of temporary disability following such wait- 
ing week, provided that he has performed 
no services of any kind for remuneration 
by an employer during such waiting week 
or week of temporary disability; except, that 
if an uninterrupted spell of temporary dis- 
ability for an individual in a benefit year 
continues into his next benefit year, the 
requirement of clause (D) of this paragraph 
shall not apply with respect to temporary 
disability occurring within such spell in such 
new benefit year. 

“(2) Any such individual who continues 
to be under temporary disability for a part 
of a week in an uninterrupted spell of tem- 
porary disability and who meets the require- 
ments of paragraph (1) shall be paid an 
amount equal to one-seventh of his cash 
sickness benefit for each day of temporary 
disability in such part week. 

“(3) For purposes of this subsection— 

“(A) the term ‘week’ means a period of 
7 consecutive days as defined in regulations 
of the Secretary; 

“(B) the term ‘waiting week’ means the 
first period of 7 consecutive days on each 
of which an individual is under temporary 
disability in a benefit year; and 

“(C) the term ‘uninterrupted spell of 
temporary disability’ includes any temporary 
disability occurring within 21 days following 
a waiting week or within 21 days following 
a day with respect to which an individual 
is entitled to benefits under this subsection, 


“AMOUNT OF CASH SICKNESS BENEFITS 


“(b) (1) An individual's ‘cash sickness 
benefit’ shall, subject to the provisions of 
subsection (c), be the amount appearing in 
column B, C, D, or E of the following table 
as determined by the number of his de- 
pendents, on the line on which there ap- 
pears, in column A, the wage interval which 
includes the amount of his wages paid in 
that quarter of his base period in which the 
total of his wages was highest. For pur- 
poses of this paragraph the number of de- 
pendents of an individual shall be deter- 
mined for a benefit year as of the first day 
of such benefit year: 


“Table 
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“(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘dependent’ means, with respect to an 
individual, an unmarried child (including a 
stepchild or adopted child) who is under the 
age of 18 and is living in the same household 
with such individual or receiving regular 
contributions toward his support from such 
individual; and a wife who is living in the 
same household with such individual and 
who is not regularly engaged in rendering 
services for remuneration or in any occupa- 
tion for profit. 

“(3) The maximum of the cash sickness 
benefits to which an individual shall be en- 
titled in any benefit year shall be an amount 
equal to 26 times his cash sickness benefit. 
In the case of any individual who— 

“(A) prior to the termination of a con- 
tinuous spell of disability during part of 
which he was entitled to cash sickness bene- 
fits, reaches the maximum of his cash sick- 
ness benefits; or reaches the end of his bene- 
fit year and is not an insured individual 
under subsection (e) for purposes of a new 
benefit year; 

“(B) is not entitled to old-age insurance 
benefits under section 202 (a); and 

“(C) at the beginning of such continuous 
spell of disability, was insured under the 
provisions of section 220 (f), he shall, not- 
withstanding the first sentence of this para- 
graph, be entitled to cash sickness benefits 
until such spell ends or has lasted for 6 con- 
secutive calendar months, whichever first 
occurs. 


“DETERMINATION OF INSURED STATUS FOR CASH 
SICKNESS BENEFITS 

“(c) (1) An individual shall be deemed to 
be insured for purposes of cash sickness ben- 
efits under this section if he had been paid 
wages during his base period totaling not 
less than the amount in column F of the 
table in subsection (c) on the line on which, 
in column A, there appears the wage interval 
which includes the amount of his wages paid 
in that quarter of his base period in which 
the total of his wages was highest; except 
that if any individual has not been paid such 
an amount during his base period he shall 
be deemed insured for purposes of such bene- 
fits if he has been paid not less than $260 
in his base period, but his cash sickness bene- 
fit shall be the amount appearing in column 
B, C, D, or E, as is appropriate, on the lowest 
line of which there appears, in column F, 
the total of his wages in his base period or, 
if such total falls between two amounts in 
such column F, on the line of which there 
appears the smaller of such two amounts in 
such column. Notwithstanding the fore- 
going provisions of this paragraph, an in- 
dividual shall not be deemed to be insured 
for purposes of such cash sickness benefits 
unless he has been paid remuneration for 
employment in at least two quarters of his 
base period and has been paid wages totaling 
not less than $130 in the quarter during 
his base period in which the total of his wages 
was highest. 

“(2) An individual’s ‘base period’ means 
the four completed calendar quarters im- 
mediately preceding the fourth calendar 
month prior to the month in which his bene- 
fit year begins. 

“(3) An individual’s ‘benefit year’ means 
the 1-year period beginning with the day as 
of which he first filed application under sub- 
section (a) on the basis of which he can 
become entitled to benefits or receive credit 
for a waiting week under such subsection, 
and thereafter the 1-year period beginning 
with the day as of which he next files such 
an application for benefits under such sub- 
section after the end of his last preceding 
benefit year. 

“SIMULTANEOUS ENTITLEMENT TO BENEFITS 

“(d) (1) In the case of an individual who 
is entitled for 1 or more weeks in a month 
to benefits under subsection (a) and is also 
entitled for such month to any other bene- 
fits under this title, he shall be paid for such 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


month only an amount equal to such bene- 
fits under subsection (a) or an amount equal 
to such other benefits, whichever is the 
higher. 

“(2) No payment shall be made to an indi- 
vidual for any week under subsection (a) if 
he has received or receives any workmen's 
compensation benefit on account of the same 
temporary disability for such week or for a 
month which includes such week. 

“(3) In order to assure that the purposes 
of paragraph (3) will be carried out, the 
Secretary may, as a condition to certification 
for payment of benefits under subsection 
(a) if it appears to him that there is a like- 
lihood that an individual entitled to benefits 
under such subsection may be eligible, as the 
result of temporary disability, for workmen's 
compensation benefit which would give rise 
to a denial of payment under such paragraph 
(2), require (A) adequate proof that such 
individual has taken or will take all steps 
necessary to secure workmen’s compensation 
benefits with respect to such temporary dis- 
ability, and (B) adequate assurance of reim- 
bursement to the trust fund in case work- 
men's compensation benefits, with respect to 
which such denial of payment should be 
made, are paid to such individual and pay- 
ment is not denied under paragraph (2). 
All amounts paid to the Secretary under this 
paragraph shall be deposited in the trust 
fund. 

“(4) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘workmen's compensation benefit’ 
means & cash benefit, allowance, or compen- 
sation payable under any workmen’s com- 
pensation law or plan of the United States 
or of any State. 


“DEFINITION OF TEMPORARY DISABILITY 


“(e) For the purpose of this section, the 
term ‘temporary disability’ means inability 
of an individual to perform his most recent, 
customary, or reasonably similar work (as 
determined in accordance with regulations 
of the Secretary) by reason of any medically 
determinable illness, injury, or other impair- 
ment. 


“EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE FOR CASH SICK- 
NESS BENEFITS 

“(f) For the purposes of subsections (b) 
and (c) of this section, services performed in 
the employ of the United States Government, 
or of an instrumentality of the United States 
which (1) is wholly owned by the United 
States, or (2) was exempt on December 31, 
1950, from the tax imposed by section 1410 
of the Internal Revenue Code by virtue of 
any other provision of law shall not con- 
stitute employment.” 


TECHNICAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 109. (a) (1) The heading of title II of 
the Social Security Act is amended to read 
“Title Il—Federal Old-Age, Survivors and 
Disability Insurance Benefits.” 

(2) The heading of section 201 of such 
act is amended to read “Federal Old-Age, 
Survivors and Disability Insurance Trust 
Fund.” Section 201 is further amended by 
striking out “Federal Old-Age and Survivors 
Insurance Trust Fund,” wherever it appears, 
and substituting therefor “Federal Old-Age, 
Survivors and Disability Insurance Trust 
Fund.” 

(3) The heading of section 202 of such act 
is amended to read “Old-Age, Survivors and 
Disability Insurance Benefit Payments.” 

(b) Section 202 (b) (1) of such act is 
amended by inserting after “old-age insur- 
ance” wherever it appears: “, rehabilitation 
insurance or permanent and total disability 
insurance”; and by inserting after “her hus- 
band dies” the words “or ceases to be en- 
titled to a rehabilitation insurance or a 
permanent and total disability insurance 
benefit for any reason other than attainment 
of retirement age,”. 

(c) Section 202 (c) (1) of such act is 
amended by inserting after “old-age insur- 
ance” wherever it appears: “, rehabilitation 
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insurance or permanent and total disability 
insurance”; and by inserting after “his wife 
dies” the words “or ceases to be entitled to 
a rehabilitation insurance or a permanent 
and total disability insurance benefit for 
any reason other than attainment of retire- 
ment age,“. 

(d) Section 214 (a) (2) of such act is 
amended by striking out “or (B) forty quar- 
ters of coverage.” and inserting in lieu there- 
of: 


“(B) twenty quarters of coverage within 
the forty-quarter period ending with the 
quarter in which he attained retirement age 
or with any subsequent calendar quarter or 
ending with the quarter in which he died; 
or 


“(C) forty quarters of coverage; 


not counting as an elapsed quarter for the 
purposes of subparagraph (A), and not 
counting as part of the 40-quarter period re- 
ferred to in subparagraph (B) any quarter 
any part of which is included in a period of 
disability (as defined in sec, 220 (e) (5)) 
unless such quarter is a quarter of coverage.” 

(e) Section 214 (a) of such act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

“(4) If an individual upon attainment 
of retirement age is not, under paragraph 
(2), a fully insured individual but (were it 
not for his attainment of retirement age) 
would have been entitled to a rehabilitation 
insurance or a permanent and total disability 
insurance benefit for the month in which he 
attained retirement age or for any subse- 
quent month, he shall be a fully insured in- 
dividual beginning with the first month for 
which he would have been so entitled to 
disability insurance benefits.” 

(f) Section 214 (b) of such act is amended 
by striking out the period at the end there- 
of and inserting: “, excluding from such 13- 
quarter period any quarter any part of which 
is included in a period of disability unless 
such quarter is a quarter of coverage.” 

(g) Subsection (c) of section 203 of such 
act is further amended by inserting “or dis- 
abled child’s” after child's“ wherever it oc- 
curs, and “or disabled child” after “child.” 

(h) Section 215 (f) of the Social Security 
Act is amended by renumbering paragraph 
(6) as paragraph (8), and by inserting after 
paragraph (5) the following new paragraphs: 

“(6) In the case of any individual who 
became entitled to old-age insurance, re- 
habilitation imsurance or permanent and 
total disability insurance benefits in 1955 
or in a taxable year which began in 1955 
(and without the application of sec. 202 
(j) (1)), or who died in 1955 or in a taxable 
year which began in 1955, but did not be- 
come entitled to such benefits prior to 1955, 
and who had self-employment income for 
a taxable year which ended within or with 
1955 or which began in 1955, then upon ap- 
plication filed after the close of such tax- 
able year by such individual or (if he died 
without filing such application) by a person 
entitled to monthly benefits on the basis 
of such individual’s wages and self-employ- 
ment income, the Secretary shall recompute 
such individual's primary insurance amount. 


_Such recomputation shall be made in the 


manner provided in the preceding subsec- 
tions of this sections (other than subsec. 
(b) (4) (A)) for computation of such 
amount, except that (A) the self-employ- 
ment income closing date shall be the day 
following the quarter with or within which 
such taxable year ended, and (B) the self- 
employment income for any subsequent tax- 
able year shall not be taken into account. 
Such recomputation shall be effective (A) in 
the case of an application filed by such in- 
dividual, for and after the first month in 
which he became entitled to old-age insur- 
ance, rehabilitation insurance or permanent 
and total disability insurance benefits, and 
(B) in the case of an application filed by any 
other person, for and after the month in 


“which such person who filed such applica- 
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tion for recomputation became entitled to 
such monthly benefits. 

“(7) An individual who— 

“(A) became entitled to an old-age in- 
surance benefit for a month prior to July 
1954; 

“(B) has filed application after March 
1954 and prior to January 1956 for a dis- 
ability recomputation; 

“(C) had been under a long-term total 
disability or a permanent and total dis- 
abilty (as defined in sec. 220 (e)) prior 
to his attainment of retirement age, which 
disability has continued uninterruptedly 
until the time of filing such application; and 

“(D) could, but for having reached re- 
tirement age, have had a period of disability 
(as defined in sec. 220 (e) (5)); 
shall be deemed to have had such a period 
of disability, and the Secretary shall recom- 
pute such individual’s primary insurance 
amount effective July 1954. Recomputation 
under this paragraph shall be made as pro- 
vided in section 215 (a) and shall take into 
account only such wages and self-employ- 
ment income as would be taken into ac- 
count under section 215 (b) or under section 
215 (d) whichever is applicable had the 
individual attained retirement age in the 
first month of such period of disability and 
filed application for old-age insurance bene- 
fits in July 1954.” 

(i) The amendments made by the preced- 
ing subsection of this section shall take 
effect on April 1, 1954. 

(j) In the case of an individual who died 
or became (without the application of sec. 
202 (j) (1) of the Social Security Act) 
entitled to old-age insurance, rehabilitation 
insurance, or permanent and total disability 
insurance benefits in 1955 and with respect 
to whom not less than 6 of the quarters 
elapsing after 1950 and prior to the quarter 
following the quarter in which he died or 
became entitled to such insurance benefits, 
whichever first occurred, are quarters of 
coverage, his wage-closing date shall be the 
first day of such quarter of death or entitle- 
ment instead of the day specified in section 
215 (b) (3) of such act, but only if it would 
result in a higher primary insurance amount 
for such individual. The terms used in this 
subsection shall have the same meaning as 
when used in title II of the Social Security 
Act. 

(k) In the case of an individual who had 
filed an application for recomputation under 
section 215 (f) (2) of the Social Security 
Act in 1955 or in a taxable year which began 
in 1955 or who died in such year or taxable 
year before filing such application but who, 
prior to the end of the month in which he 
died, met all other conditions specified in 
such section for a recomputation, and who 
had self-employment income for a taxable 
year which ended within or with 1955 or 
which began in 1955, then upon application 
filed after the close of such taxable year by 
such individual or, if he has died, by a per- 
son entitled to monthly benefits on the basis 
of such individual's wages and self-employ- 
ment income, the Secretary shall further 
recompute such individual's primary insur- 
ance amount. Such further recomputation 
shall be made in the manner provided in 
section 215 of such act (other than subsec- 
tion (b) (4) of such section) for computa- 
tion of such amount, except that (A) the 
self-employment income closing date shall 
be the day following the quarter with or 
within which such taxable year ended, and 
(B) the self-employment income for any 
subsequent taxable year shall not be taken 
into account. Such further recomputation 
shall be effective for and after the month 
(in 1955 or in a taxable year which began in 
1955) in which such individual filed appli- 
cation for recomputation under section 215 
(f) (2) or if he has died, for and after the 
month in which such other person entitled 
on the basis of such individual’s record of 
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wages and self-employment income became 
entitled to such benefits. No recomputation 
under this paragraph pursuant to an ap- 
plication filed after such individual’s death 
shall affect the amount of the lump-sum 
death payment under section 202 (i) of the 
Social Security Act, and no such recompu- 
tation shall render erroneous any such pay- 
ment certified by the Secretary prior to the 
effective date of such further recomputation. 
No recomputation shall be made under this 
paragraph unless such recomputation results 
in a higher primary insurance amount. The 
terms used in this paragraph shall have the 
same meaning as when used in title II of 
the Social Security Act. 

(1) In the case of an individual— 

(1) who filed an application for a recom- 
putation under section 215 (f) (2) of the 
Social Security Act in 1952 after complying 
with the other conditions specified therein 
for such a recomputation; or 

(2) who died in such year before filing 
such an application but who, prior to the 
end of the month in which he died, met all 
other conditions specified in such section 
for a recomputation, his primary insurance 
amount shall be recomputed as provided in 
such section, except that his wage closing 
date shall, for purposes of section 215 (b) 
(3) of such act, be the first day of the 
quarter in which he filed such application or 
died, instead of the date specified in such 
section 215 (b) (3), but only if it would 
result in a higher primary insurance amount 
for him. The terms used in this paragraph 
shall have the same meaning as when used 
in title II of the Social Security Act. 


INSURED STATUS 


Sec. 109. Section 214 (a) of the Social 
Security Act is amended by redesignating 
paragraph (3) as paragraph (4) and insert- 
ing after paragraph (2) the following new 
paragraph: 

“(3) In the case of any individual who 
did not die prior to January 1, 1955, the 
term ‘fully insured individual’ means any 
individual who meets the requirements of 
paragraph (2) and, in addition, any indi- 
vidual with respect to whom all of the 
quarters elapsing after 1954 and prior to (i) 
July 1, 1956, or (ii) if later, the quarter in 
which he attained retirement age or died, 
whichever first occurred, are quarters of 
coverage, but only if there are not fewer 
than six of such quarters so elapsing.” 


BENEFITS IN CERTAIN CASES OF DEATHS BEFORE 
SEPTEMBER 1950 


Sec. 110 (a) In the case of any individual— 

(1) who died prior to September 1, 1950, 
and was not a fully insured individual (un- 
der title II of the Social Security Act), when 
he died, and 

(2) who had not less than six quarters of 
coverage (as defined in such title), - 
such individual shall, except for purposes of 
determining entitlement of a former wife 
divorced to benefits under section 202 (g) of 
the Social Security Act, be deemed to have 
died a fully insured individual. Such indi- 
vidual’s primary insurance amount shall be 
computed under subsection (a) (2) of section 
215 of such act. For the purpose of such 
computation, the provisions of section 215 
(d) (3) of such act shall apply if such indi- 
vidual died a currently insured individual 
(under title II of such act) and any other 
person was entitled on the basis of his wages 
to monthly benefits or a lump-sum death 
payment under section 202 of such act; in all 
other cases the provisions of section 215 (d) 
(4) shall be applicable, except that such 
individual's closing date shall be the first 
day of the quarter in which he died. In the 
case of any such individual, the requirement 
in subsection (h) of section 202 of such act 
that proof of support be filed within 2 years 
of the date of his death shall not apply if 
such proof is filed before September 1956. 
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(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall 
be applicable only in the case of monthly 
benefits under section 202 of the Social Secu- 
rity Act for months after August 1954, on the 
basis of applications filed after such month. 


ELIMINATION OF REQUIREMENT OF FILING 
APPLICATION IN CERTAIN CASES 


Sec. 111. (a) Section 202 (e) (1) (C) of 
the Social Security Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(C) (1) has filed application for widow's 
insurance benefits or was entitled, after 
attainment of retirement age, to wife’s insur- 
ance benefits, on the basis of the wages and 
self-employment income of such individual, 
for the month preceding the month in which 
he died, or 

“(ii) was entitled, on the basis of such 
Wages and self-employment income, to 
mother’s insurance benefits for the month 
preceding the month in which she attained 
retirement age.” 

(b) Section 202 (g) (1) (D) of such act 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(D) has filed application for mother’s 
insurance benefits, or was entitled to wife's 
insurance benefits on the basis of the wages 
and self-employment income of such indi- 
vidual for the month preceding the month in 
which he died.” 

(c) The third sentence of section 202 (i) 
of such act is amended by inserting imme- 
diately before the period at the end thereof 
the following: “, or unless such person was 
entitled to wife’s or husband's insurance 
benefits, on the basis of the wages and self- 
employment income of such insured individ- 
ual, for the month preceding the month in 
which such individual died.” 


TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

Sec. 112. (a) The second sentence of sec- 
tion 204 (a) of the Social Security Act is 
amended by inserting “and self-employment 
income” after “wages.” 

(b) Section 208 of the Social Security Act 
is amended by inserting “, or as to the 
amount of net earnings from self-employ- 
ment derived or the period during which 
derived” after “as to the amount of any 
wages paid or received or the period during 
which earned or paid.” 


REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT OF CERTAIN 
DEDUCTIONS 


Sec. 113. (a) No deductions shall be made 
pursuant to subsection (i) of section 203 of 
the Social Security Act from any benefits for 
any month after August 1954; and, effective 
September 1, 1954, such subsection is re- 
pealed. 

(b) No deductions shall be made pursuant 
to section 907 of the Social Security Act 
Amendments of 1939 (53 Stat. 1360, 1402), 
with respect to wages for services performed 
in 1939, from any benefits for any month 
after August 1954; and, effective September 
1, 1954, such section is amended by striking 
out “1 percent of any wages paid him for 
services performed in 1939, and subsequent 
to his attaining age 65, and.” 


PROOF OF SUPPORT BY HUSBAND OR WIDOWER IN 
CERTAIN CASES 

Sec. 114. (a) For the purpose of determin- 
ing the entitlement of any individual to hus- 
band’s insurance benefits under subsection 
(c) of section 202 of the Social Security Act 
on the basis of his wife's wages and self- 
employment income, the requirements of 
paragraph (1) (D) of such subsection shall 
be deemed to be met if— 

(1) such individual was receiving at least 
one-half of his support, as determined in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare, from his wife on the first day of the 
first month (A) for which she was entitled 
to a monthly benefit under subsection (a) 
of such section 202, and (B) in which an 
event described in paragraph (1) or (2) of 
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section 203 (b) of such act (as in effect be- 
fore or after the enactment of this act) did 
not occur. 

(2) such individual has filed proof of such 
support within 2 years after such first month, 
and 

(3) such wife was, without the applica- 
tion of subsection (j) (1) of such section 
202, entitled to a primary insurance benefit 
under such act for August 1950. 

(b) For the purpose of determining the 
entitlement of any individual to widower's 
insurance benefits under subsection (f) of 
section 202 of the Social Security Act on the 
basis of his deceased wife’s wages and self- 
employment income, the requirements of 
paragraph (1) (E) (ii) of such subsection 
shall be deemed to be met if— 

(1) such individual was receiving at least 
one-half of his support, as determined in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare, from his wife, and she was a currently 
insured individual, on the first day of the 
first month (A) for which she was entitled 
to a monthly benefit under subsection (a) 
of such section 202, and (B) in which an 
event described in paragraph (1) or (2) of 
section 203 (b) of such act (as in effect be- 
fore or after the enactment of this act) did 
not occur, 

(2) such individual has filed proof of such 
support within 2 years after such first 
month, and 

(3) such wife was, without the application 
of subsection (j) (1) of such section 202, 
entitled to a primary insurance benefit un- 
der such act for August 1950. 

(c) For purposes of subsection (b) (1) 
of this section, and for purposes of section 
202 (c) (1) of the Social Security Act in 
cases to which subsection (a) of this section 
is applicable, the wife of an individual shall 
be deemed a currently insured individual if 
she had not less than 6 quarters of coverage 

(as determined under section 213 of the 
Social Security Act) during the 13-quarter 
period ending with the calendar quarter in 
which occurs the first month (1) for which 
such wife was entitled to a monthly benefit 
under section 202 (a) of such act, and (2) in 
which an event described in paragraph (1) 
or (2) of section 203 (b) of such act (as in 
effect before or after the enactment of this 
act) did not occur. 

(d) This section shall apply only with 
respect to husband’s insurance benefits un- 
der section 202 (c) of the Social Security 
Act, and widower’s insurance benefits under 
section 202 (f) of such act, for months after 
August 1954, and only with respect to bene- 
fits based on applications filed after such 
month. 

DEFINITION 

Sec. 115. As used in the provisions of the 
Social Security Act amended by this title, the 
term “Secretary” means the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 


TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO INTERNAL REVENUE 
Copes or 1939 anD 1954 


AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITIONS or SELF-EM- 
PLOYMENT INCOME AND RELATED DEFINI- 
TIONS 
Sec. 201. (a) (1) Paragraph (1) of section 

481 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code is 

amended to read as follows: 

“(1) There shall be excluded rentals from 
real estate and from personal property leased 
with the real estate (including such rentals 
paid in crop shares), together with the de- 
ductions attributable thereto, unless such 
rentals are received in the course of a trade 
or business as a real-estate dealer;“. 

(2) Subsection (a) of section 481 of the 
Internal Revenue Code is amended by strik- 
ing out paragraph (2) and redesignating 
paragraphs (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7), and 
any references thereto contained in such 
code, as paragraphs (2), (3), (4), (5), and 
(6), respectively, and by adding at the end of 
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such subsection the following new sentence: 
“In the case of any trade or business which 
is carried on by an individual who reports 
his income on a cash receipts and disburse- 
ments basis, and in which, if it were carried 
on exclusively by employees, the major por- 
tion of the services would constitute agri- 
cultural labor as defined in section 1426 (h), 
(i) if the gross income derived from such 
trade or business by such individual is not 
more than $1,800, the net earnings from self- 
employment derived by him therefrom may, 
at his option, be deemed to be 50 percent 
of such gross income in lieu of his net earn- 
ings from self-employment from such trade 
or business computed as provided under the 
preceding provisions of this subsection, or 
(ii) if the gross income derived from such 
trade or business by such individual is more 
than $1,800 and the net earnings from self- 
employment derived by him therefrom, as 
computed under the preceding provisions of 
this subsection, are less than $900, such net 
earnings may instead, at the option of such 
individual, be deemed to be $900. For the 
purpose of the preceding sentence, gross in- 
come derived from such trade or business 
shall mean the gross receipts from such trade 
or business reduced by the cost or other 
basis of property which was purchased and 
sold in carrying on such trade or business, 
adjusted (after such reduction) in accord- 
ance with the preceding provisions of this 
subsection.” 

(b) (1) Paragraph (1) of section 1402 (b) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(1) that part of the net earnings from 
self-employment which is in excess of— 

“(A) for any taxable year ending prior to 
1955, (i) $3,600, minus (ii) the amount of 
the wages paid to such individual during the 
taxable year; and 

“(B) for any taxable year ending after 
1954, (i) $6,000, minus (ii) the amount of 
the wages paid to such individual during the 
taxable year; or.” 

(2) (b) Section 1402 (b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by insert- 
ing after employees) the following: , or 
under an agreement entered into pursuant 
to the provisions of section 3121 (1) (relat- 
ing to coverage of citizens of the United 
States who are employees of foreign sub- 
sidiaries of domestic corporations), 

(c) Section 481 (c) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code is amended by striking out para- 
graphs (4) and (5), by inserting “or” at the 
end of paragraph (3), and by adding after 
paragraph (3) the following new paragraph: 

“(4) The performance of service by an in- 
dividual in the exercise of his profession 
as a physician, or the performance of such 
service by a partnership.” 

(d) (1) Section 1402 (c) (2) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by 
inserting after “18” the following: “and 
other than service described in paragraph 
(4) of this subsection.” 

(2) Section 1402 (c) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1954 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: 
“The provisions of paragraph (4) shall not 
apply to service (other than service per- 
formed by a member of a religious order who 
has taken a vow of poverty as a member of 
such order) performed by an individual 
during the period for which a certificate 
filed by such individual under subsection (e) 
is in effect.” 

(3) Section 1402 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(e) Ministers and members of religious 
orders: 

“(1) Waiver certificate: Any individual 
who is a duly ordained, commissioned, or 
licensed minister of a church or a member of 
a religious order (other than a member of a 
religious order who has taken a vow of 
poverty as a member of such order) may file 
a certificate (in such form and manner, and 
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with such official, as may be prescribed by 
regulations made under this chapter) certi- 
fying that he elects to have the insurance 
system established by title II of the Social 
Security Act extended to service, described in 
subsection (c) (4), performed by him. 

“(2) Time for filing certificate: Any in- 
dividual who desires to file a certificate pur- 
suant to paragraph (1) must file such cer- 
tificate on or before the due date of the 
return (including any extension thereof) for 
his second taxable year ending after 1954 for 
which he has net earnings from self-employ- 
ment (computed without regard to para- 
graph (4) of subsection (e)) of $400 or more, 
any part of which was derived from his 
performance of service described in such 
paragraph (4). 

“(3) Effective date of certificate: A cer- 
tificate filed pursuant to this subsection shall 
be effective for the first taxable year with 
respect to which it is filed (but in no case 
shall the certificate be effective for a taxable 
year with respect to which the period for 
filing a return has expired, or for a taxable 
year ending prior to 1955) and all succeeding 
taxable years. An election made pursuant 
to this subsection shall be irrevocable.” 

(d) The amendments made by subsec- 
tions (a), (b), and (c) of this section shall 
be applicable only with respect to taxable 
years ending after 1954. 


REFUND OF CERTAIN Taxes DEDUCTED FROM 
WAGES 

Sec. 202. (a) (1) The first sentence of sec- 
tion 6413 (c) (1) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 is amended to read as follows: 
“If by reason of an employee receiving wages 
from more than one employer during a cal- 
endar year after the calendar year 1950 and 
prior to the calendar year 1955, the wages re- 
ceived by him during such year exceed 
$3,600, the employee shall be entitled (sub- 
ject to the provisions of section 31 (b)) to 
a credit or refund of any amount of tax, with 
respect to such wages, imposed by section 
1400 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939 
and deducted from the employee’s wages 
(whether or not paid to the Secretary or his 
delegate), which exceeds the tax with respect 
to the first $3,600 of such wages received; or 
if by reason of an employee receiving wages 
from more than one employer during any 
calendar year after the calendar year 1954, 
the wages received by him during such year 
exceed $6,000, the employee shall be entitled 
(subject to the provisions of section 31 (b)) 
to a credit or refund of any amount of tax, 
with respect to such wages, imposed by sec- 
tion 3101 and deducted from the employee’s 
wages (whether or not paid to the Secretary 
or his delegate), which exceeds the tax with 
respect to the first $4,200 of such wages 
received.” 

(2) Section 1401 (d) (3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939 is amended by striking 
out the period at the end of the second 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “or, 
in the case of any agreement (or modifica- 
tion thereof) pursuant to section 218 of the 
Social Security Act which is effective as of a 
date more than 2 years prior to the date 
such agreement (or modification) was agreed 
to, within 2 years after the calendar year in 
which such agreement (or modification) was 
agreed to by the State and the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare.” 

(b) (1) The heading of section 6413 (c) 
(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
is amended to read as follows: “Applicability 
in case of Federal and State employees and 
employees of certain foreign corporations.—” 

(2) Section 6413 (c) (2) (A) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by 
striking out “$3,600,” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$3,600 for the calendar year 1951, 
1952, 1953, or 1954, or $6,000 for any calendar 
year after 1954,”. 

(3) Section 6413 (c) (2) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by adding 
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at the end thereof the following new sub- 
paragraph: 

“(C) Employees of certain foreign corpo- 
rations: For purposes of paragraph (1) of 
this subsection, the term wages includes 
such remuneration for services covered by 
an agreement made pursuant to section 3121 
(1) as would be wages if such services con- 
stituted employment; the term ‘employer’ 
includes any domestic corporation which has 
entered into an agreement pursuant to sec- 
tion 3121 (1); the term ‘tax’ or ‘tax imposed 
by section 3101’ includes, in the case of serv- 
ices covered by an agreement entered into 
pursuant to section 3121 (1), an amount 
equivalent to the tax which would be im- 
posed by section 3101, if such services con- 
stituted employment as defined in section 
$121; and the provisions of paragraph (1) 
of this subsection shall apply whether or 
not any amount deducted from the employ- 
ee’s remuneration as a result of the agree- 
ment entered into pursuant to section 3121 
(1) has been paid to the Secretary or his 
delegate.” 

(c) The second sentence of section 3122 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is 
amended by striking out “$3,600” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof 86,000.“ 

(d) The amendments made by subsections 
(a) (1), (b), and (c) shall be applicable 
only with respect to remuneration paid after 
1954. The amendment made by subsection 
(a) (2) shall be effective as if it had been 
enacted as a part of section 203 (c) of the 
Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 
which added section 1401 (d) (3) to the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1939. 


CoLLECTION AND PAYMENT oF Taxes WITH 

RESPECT To Coast GUARD EXCHANGES 

Sec. 203. (a) Section 1420 (e) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen- 
tence: “The provisions of this subsection 
shall be applicable also in the case of service 
performed by a civilian employee, not com- 
pensated from funds appropriated by the 
Congress, in the Coast Guard exchanges or 
other activities, conducted by an instrumen- 
tality of the United States subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Secretary, at installations 
of the Coast Guard for the comfort, pleasure, 
contentment, and mental and physical im- 
provement of personnel of the Coast Guard; 
and for purposes of this subsection the 
Secretary shall be deemed to be the head of 
such instrumentality.” 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall become effective January 1, 1955. 

AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITION OF WAGES 

Sec. 204 (a) Paragraph (1) of section 3121 
(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 18 
amended by striking out “$3,600” wherever it 
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof 
“$6,000.” 

(b) (1) Subparagraph (B) of section 3121 
(a) (7) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 is amended to read as follows: 

“(B) cash remuneration paid by an em- 
ployer in any calendar quarter to an em- 
ployee for domestic service in a private home 
of the employer, if the cash remuneration 
paid in such quarter by the employer to the 
employee for such service is less than $50. 
As used in this subparagraph, the term ‘do- 
mestic service in a private home of the em- 
ployer’ does not include service described in 
subsection (g) (5);". 

(2) Section 3121 (a) (7) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub- 
paragraph: 

“(C) cash remuneration paid by an em- 
ployer in any calendar quarter to an em- 
ployee for service not in the course of the 
employer’s trade or business, if the cash 
remuneration paid in such quarter by the 
employer to the employee for such service 
is less than $50. As used in this subpara- 
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graph, the term ‘service not in the course 
of the employer’s trade or business’ does not 
include domestic service in a private home 
of the employer and does not include service 
described in subsection (g) (5).” 

(3) Section 3121 (a) (8) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by insert- 
ing (A)“ after “(8)” and by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subparagraph: 

“(B) cash remuneration paid by an em- 
ployer in any calendar quarter to an em- 
ployee for agricultural labor, if the cash 
remuneration paid in such quarter by the 
employer to the employee for such labor 
is less than $50.” 

(e) The amendments made by subsections 
(a) and (b) shall be applicable only with 
respect to remuneration paid after 1954. 


AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITION OF EMPLOYMENT 


Sec. 205. (a) Section 3121 (b) (1) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(1) (A) service performed in connection 
with the production or harvesting of any 
commodity defined as an agricultural com- 
modity in section 15 (g) of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act, as amended (46 Stat. 1550 
§ 3; 12 U. S. C. 1141j); 

“(B) service performed by foreign agri- 
cultural workers under contracts entered 
into in accordance with title V of the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949, as amended (65 Stat. 
119; 7 U. S. C. 1461-1468) .” 

(b) Section 3121 (b) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1954 is amended by striking 
out paragraph (3) and redesignating para- 
graphs (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), (9), (10), (11), 
(12), (13), and (14), and any references 
thereto contained in such code, as paragraphs 
(3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), (9), (10), (11), 
(12), and (13), respectively. 

(c) The paragraph of section 3121 (b) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 herein 
redesignated as paragraph (4) is amended by 
striking out “if the individual is employed 
on and in connection with such vessel or air- 
craft when outside the United States” and 
inserting in lieu thereof: “if (A) the indi- 
vidual is employed on and in connection with 
such vessel or aircraft when outside the 
United States and (B) (i) such individual 
is not a citizen of the United States or (ii) 
the employer is not an American employer.” 

(d) (1) Subparagraph (B) of the para- 
graph of section 1426 (b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code herein redesignated as para- 
graph (6) is amended— 

(A) by inserting “by an individual” after 
“Service performed,” and by inserting “and 
if such service is covered by a retirement 
system established by such instrumentality;” 
after “December 31, 1950,”; 

(B) by inserting “a Federal home loan 
bank,” after “a Federal Reserve bank,” in 
clause (ii); and 

(C) by striking out “or’ at the end of 
clause (ili), by adding “or” at the end of 
clause (iv), and by adding at the end of 
the subparagraph the following new clause: 

“(v) service performed by a civilian em- 
ployee, not compensated from funds appro- 
priated by the Congress, in the Coast Guard 
exchanges or other activities, conducted by 
an instrumentality of the United States sub- 
ject to the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
the Treasury, at installations of the Coast 
Guard for the comfort, pleasure, content- 
ment, and mental and physical improvement 
of personnel of the Coast Guard;” 

(2) Subparagraph (C) of such paragraph 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(C) Service performed in the employ of 
the United States or in the employ of any 
instrumentality of the United States, if such 
service is performed— 

“(i) as the President or Vice President of 
the United States or as a Member, Delegate, 
or Resident Commissioner of or to the Con- 


gress; 
„(ii) in the legislative branch; 
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“(iii) in a penal institution of the United 
States by an inmate thereof; 

“(iv) by any individual as an employee 
included under section 2 of the act of August 
4, 1947 (relating to certain interns, student 
nurses, and other student employees of hos- 
pitals of the Federal Government; (5) 
U.S. C., sec. 1052); 

“(v) by any individual as an employee 
serving on a temporary basis in case of fire, 
storm, earthquake, flood, or other similar 
emergency; or 

“(vi) by any individual to whom the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of 1930 does not ap- 
ply because such individual is subject to 
another retirement system (other than the 
retirement system of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority)“ 

(e) The paragraph of section 1426 (b) of 
the Internal Revenue Code herein redesig- 
nated as paragraph (8) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(8) (A) Service performed in the employ 
of a religious, charitable, educational, or 
other organization exempt from income tax 
under section 101 (6), other than service per- 
formed by a duly ordained, commissioned, or 
licensed minister of a church in the exercise 
of his ministry or by a member of a religious 
order in the exercise of duties required by 
such order; but this subparagraph shall not 
apply to service performed during the period 
for which a certificate, filed pursuant to sub- 
section (1) (1), is in effect, if such service is 
performed by an employee (i) whose signa- 
ture appears on the list filed by such organi- 
zation under such subsection or (ii) who be- 
came an employee of such organization after 
the certificate was filed and after such period 
began; 

“(B) Service performed in the employ of 
a religious, charitable, educational, or other 
organization exempt from income tax under 
section 101 (6), by a duly ordained, commis- 
sioned, or licensed minister of a church in 
the exercise of his ministry or by a member 
of a religious order in the exercise of duties 
required by such order; but this subpara- 
graph shall not apply to service performed by 
a duly ordained, commissoned, or licensed 
minister of a church or a member of a re- 
ligious order, other than a member of a re- 
ligious order who has taken a yow of poverty 
as a member of such order, during the period 
for which a certificate, filed pursuant to sub- 
section (1) (2), is in effect, if such service is 
performed by an employee (i) whose signa- 
ture appears on the list filed by such organi- 
zation under such subsection, or (ii) who 
became an employee of such organization 
after the certificate was filed and after such 
period began.” 

(e) Section 3121 (b) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1954 is further amended by 
striking out paragraph (15) and redesignat- 
ing paragraphs (16) and (17), and any refer- 
ences thereto contained in such code, as 
paragraphs (14) and (15), respectively. 

(f) The amendments made by subsections 
(c) and (e) shall be applicable only with 
respect to services performed after 1954. The 
amendments made by subsections (a) and 
(b) shall be applicable only with respect to 
services (whether performed after 1954 or 
prior to 1955) for which the remuneration 
is paid after 1954. 


AMENDMENT RELATING TO COLLECTION OF 
EMPLOYEE TAX 


Sec. 206. Section 3102 (a) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen- 
tence: “An employer who in any calendar 
quarter pays to an employee cash remunera- 
tion to which paragraph (7) (B) or (C), 
(8) (B), or (10) of section 3121 (a) is ap- 
plicable may deduct an amount equivalent 
to such tax from any such payment of re- 
muneration, even though at the time of pay- 
ment the total amount of such remuneration 
paid to the employee by the employer in the 
calendar quarter is less than $50.” 
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AMENDMENT TO DEFINITION OF EMPLOYEE 


Sec. 207. (a) Subparagraph (C) of section 
$121 (d) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 is amended by striking out “, if the 
performance of such services is subject to 
licensing requirements under the laws of the 
State in which such services are performed.” 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall be applicable only with respect to 
services performed after 1954. 


WAIVER or Tax EXEMPTION BY NONPROFIT OR- 
GANIZATIONS WITH RESPECT TO MINISTERS 
IN THEIR EMPLOY 


Sec. 208. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 1426 
(1) of the Internal Revenue Code is amended 
by inserting “(other than service performed 
by a duly ordained, commissioned, or licensed 
minister of a church in the exercise of his 
ministry or by a member of a religious order 
in the exercise of duties required by such 
order)” after “service” in the first sentence, 
by striking out “two-thirds of its employees” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “two-thirds of 
its employees performing service to which 
this paragraph is applicable” in such sen- 
tence, and by deleting so much of such para- 
graph as follows the first sentence. 

(b) Such section 1426 (1) is amended by 
redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as par- 
agraphs (6) and (7), respectively, and by 
adding aftor paragraph (1) the following 
new paragraphs: 

“(2) Waiver of exemption in the case of 
ministers: An organization exempt from in- 
come tax under section 101 (6) may file a 
certificate (in such form and manner, and 
with such official, as may be prescribed by 
regulations made under this subchapter) 
certifying that it desires to have the insur- 
ance system established by title II of the 
Social Security Act extended to service per- 
formed by its employees who are duly or- 
dained, commissioned, or licensed ministers 
of a church or churches and perform such 
service in the exercise of their ministry or 
who are members of a religious order or or- 
ders (other than a member of a religious 
order who has taken a vow of poverty as a 
member of such order) and perform such 
service in the exercise of duties required by 
such order or orders, and that at least two- 
thirds of such employees concur in the filing 
of the certificate. Notwithstanding the pre- 
ceding sentence of this paragraph, a certifi- 
cate may not be filed by an organization pur- 
suant to such sentence unless (A) such or- 
ganization does not have any etaployees with 
respect to whom a certificate may be filed 
pursuant to paragraph (1), or (B) such or- 
ganization has filed a certificate pursuant 
to paragraph (1) with respect to such 
employees. 

“(3) List to accompany certificate: A cer- 
tificate may be filed pursuant to paragraph 
(1) or paragraph (2) only if it is accompa- 
nied by a list containing the signature, ad- 
dress, and social security account number 
(if any) of each employee who concurs in 
the filing of the certificate. Such list may 
be amended at any time by filing with the 
prescribed official a supplemental list or lists 
containing the signature, address, and social 
security account number (if any) of each 
additional employee who concurs in the filing 
of the certificate. The list and any supple- 
mental list shall be filed in such form and 
manner as may be prescribed by regulations 
made under this subchapter. 

“(4) Effective period of waiver: A certifi- 
cate filed pursuant to paragraph (1) or para- 
graph (2) shall be in effect (for the purposes 
of subsection (b) (8) of this section and for 
the purposes of section 210 (a) (8) of the 
Social Security Act)— 

“(A) in the case of a certificate filed pur- 
suant to paragraph (1), for the period begin- 
ning with the first day cf the calendar quar- 
ter in which such certificate is filed or the 
first day of the succeeding calendar quarter, 
as may be specified in the certificate; or 
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“(B) in the case of a certificate filed pur- 
suant to paragraph (2), for the period be- 
ginning with the first day of whichever of 
the following calendar quarters may be speci- 
fied in the certificate; (i) the quarter in 
which such certificate is filed, or (ii) the 
succeeding quarter, or (iii) if the certificate 
is filed during the calendar year 1955, any 
quarter in such year prior to the quarter 
in which it is filed; 


except that, in the case of service performed 
by an individual whose name appears on a 
supplemental list filed after the first month 
follo the first calendar quarter for which 
the certificate is in effect (as determined un- 
der subparagraph (A) or (B), whichever is 
applicable) or following the calendar quar- 
ter in which the certificate was filed, which- 
ever is later, and to whom subparagraph (A) 
or (B) of subsection (b) (8) of this section 
would otherwise apply, the certificate shall 
be in effect, for purposes of such subsection 
(b) (8) and for purposes of section 210 (a) 
(8) of the Social Security Act, only with 
respect to service performed by such indi- 
vidual after the calendar quarter in which 
such supplemental list is filed. 

“(5) Termination of waiver period by or- 
ganization: The period for which a certificate 
filed pursuant to paragraph (1) of this sub- 
section is effective may be terminated by the 
organization, effective at the end of a calen- 
dar quarter, upon giving 2 years’ advance 
notice in writing, but only if, at the time of 
the receipt of such notice, the certificate 
has been in effect for a period of not less 
than 8 years and only if such notice applies 
also to the period for which the certificate, 
if any, filed by such organization pursuant 
to paragraph (2) is effective. The period 
for which a certificate filed pursuant to par- 
agraph (2) is effective may also be ter- 
minated by the organization, effective at 
the end of a calendar quarter, upon giving 
2 years’ advance notice in writing, but only 
if, at the time of the receipt of such notice, 
the certificate has been in effect for a period 
of not less than 8 years. The notice of ter- 
mination may be revoked by the organization 
by giving, prior to the close of the calendar 
quarter specified in the notice of termina- 
tion, a written notice of such revocation. 
Notice of termination or revocation thereof 
shall be filed in such form and manner, and 
with such official, as may be prescribed by 
regulations made under this subchapter.” 

(c) The paragraph of such section 1426 
(1) herein redesignated as paragraph (6) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: “If the period cov- 
ered by a certificate filed pursuant to para- 
graph (1) of this subsection is terminated 
under this paragraph, the period covered by 
the certificate, if any, filed by the same or- 
ganization pursuant to paragraph (2) shall 
also be terminated at the same time.” 

(d) The pardgraph of such section 1426 
(1) herein redesignated as paragraph (7) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(7) No renewal of waiver: In the event 
the period covered by a certificate filed pur- 
suant to paragraph (1) or (2) of this sub- 
section is terminated by the organization, 
no certificate may again be filed by such or- 
ganization pursuant to such paragraph.” 

(e) The amendments made by this section 
shall become effective January 1, 1955. 
Nothing in this section shall be construed 
as affecting the validity of any certificate 
filed prior to January 1, 1955, under section 
1426 (1) of the Internal Revenue Code. If 
a certificate filed during the calendar year 
1955 pursuant to section 1426 (1) (2) of the 
Internal Revenue Code is in effect for any 
calendar quarter in 1955 which precedes the 
quarter during which the certificate was filed, 
the return and payment of the taxes for 
any such preceding calendar quarter with 
respect to service which constitutes employ- 
ment by reason of the filing of such certifi- 
cate shall be deemed to be timely made if 
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made on or before the last day of the first 
month following the calendar quarter in 
which the certificate is filed. 


CHANGES In Tax SCHEDULES 
RATE OF TAX FOR EMPLOYEES 


Sec. 209 (a) Section 3101 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to read 
as follows: 

„(a) Non-Federal employment: In addi- 
tion to other taxes, there shall be levied, 
collected, and paid upon the income of every 
individual a tax equal to the following per- 
centages of the wages received by him after 
December 31, 1936, with respect to employ- 
ment after such date, except that such tax 
shall not apply to the income of an individ- 
ual for service performed in the employ of 
the United States or of an instrumentality 
which (i) is wholly owned by the United 
States, or (ii) was exempt on December 31, 
1950, from the tax imposed by section 1410 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939 by 
virtue of any other provision of law: 

“(1) With respect to wages received dur- 
ing the calendar years 1939 to 1949, both 
inclusive, the rate shall be 1 percent. 

“(2) With respect to wages received dur- 
ing the calendar years 1950 to 1953, both 
inclusive, the rate shall be 1½ percent. 

“(3) With respect to wages received dur- 
ing the calendar year 1954, the rate shall be 
2 percent. 

“(4) With respect to wages received dur- 
ing the calendar years 1955 and 1956, the 
rate shall be 2½ percent. 

“(5) With respect to wages received dur- 
ing the calendar years 1957 and 1958, the 
rate shall be 3 percent. 

“(6) With respect to wages received dur- 
ing the calendar years 1959 and 1960, the 
rate shall be 314 percent. 

“(7) With respect to wages received after 
December 31, 1960, the rate shall be 4 per- 
cent. 

“(b) Federal employment: In addition to 
other taxes, there shall be levied, collected, 
and paid upon the income of every indi- 
vidual a tax equal to the following per- 
centages of the wages received by him after 
December 31, 1950, with respect to employ- 
ment after such date to which the tax im- 
posed by subsection (a) of this section does 
not apply: 

“(1) With respect to wages received dur- 
ing the calendar years 1951 to 1954, both in- 
clusive, the rate shall be 1½ percent. 

“(2) With respect to wages received dur- 
ing the calendar years 1955 and 1956, the 
rate shall be 2 percent. 

“(3) With respect to wages received dur- 
ing the calendar years 1957 and 1958, the 
rate shall be 2½ percent. 

“(4) With respect to wages received dur- 
ing the calendar years 1959 and 1960, the 
rate shall be 3 percent. 

“(5) With respect to wages received after 
December 31, 1960, the rate shall be 3% 
percent.” 


WHEN COLLECTION OF TAXES FROM MEMBERS OF 
UNIFORMED SERVICES IS NOT REQUIRED 


(b) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 
3102 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
are amended to read as follows: 

“(a) Requirement: 

“(1) General provision: Except as pro- 
vided in paragraph (2), the tax imposed by 
section 3101 shall be collected by the em- 
ployer of the taxpayer, by deducting the 
amount of the tax from the wages as and 
when paid. 

“(2) Special exception for uniformed 
services: Whenever the President determines 
that, by reason of the large number of indi- 
viduals who are being or have been drafted 
for service in the uniformed services of the 
United States or who are being or have been 
called to active duty in such services, the 
collection of the taxes imposed by section 
3101 with respect to some or all of such serv- 
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ice or duty would not be in the best interests 
of the United States, he shall by Executive 
order direct the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare, the Secretary of the Treasury, and the 
Secretary of Commerce not to deduct the 
taxes imposed by section 3101 with respect 
to service as a member of any of the uni- 
formed services of the United States (which 
may be made applicable with respect to any 
one or more of such uniformed services), or 
with respect to so much of such service as 
is performed in one or more designated areas 
or by individuals in designated pay grades, 
or both, as the President may find appropri- 
ate. Such Executive order shall be revoked 
whenever the President determines that it is 
no longer necessary in the interests of the 
United States. 

“(b) Indemnification of employer: Every 
employer required so to deduct the tax or 
directed pursuant to paragraph (2) of sub- 
section (a) not to deduct the tax shall be 
liable for the payment of such tax, and shall 
be indemnified against the claims and de- 
mands of any person for the amount of any 
such payment by such employer.” 


RATE OF TAX FOR EMPLOYERS 


(c) Section 3111 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) Nonfederal employment: In addition 
to other taxes, every employer shall pay an 
excise tax, with respect to having individ- 
uals in his employ, equal to the following 
percentages of the wages paid by him after 
December 31, 1936, with respect to employ- 
ment after such date, except that such tax 
shall not apply to the wages paid an indi- 
vidual with respect to service performed in 
the employ of the United States, or of an 
instrumentality of the United States which 
(i) is wholly owned by the United States, or 
(ii) was exempt on December 31, 1950, from 
the tax imposed by this section by virtue of 
any other provision of law. 

“(1) With respect to wages paid during 
the calendar years 1939 to 1949, both inclu- 
sive, the rate shall be 1 percent. 

“(2) With respect to wages paid during 
the calendar years 1950 to 1953, both in- 
clusive, the rate shall be 1½ percent. 

“(3) With respect to wages paid during 
the calendar year 1954, the rate shall be 2 
percent, 

“(4) With respect to wages paid during the 
calendar years 1955 and 1956, the rate shall 
be 214 percent. 

“(5) With respect to wages paid during 
the calendar years 1957 and 1958, the rate 
shall be 3 percent. 

“(6) With respect to wages paid during 
the calendar years 1959 and 1960, the rate 
shall be 344 percent. 

“(7) With respect to wages paid after De- 
cember 31, 1960, the rate shall be 4 percent. 

“(b) Federal employment: In addition to 
other taxes, every employer shall pay an ex- 
cise tax, with respect to having individuals 
in his employ, equal to the following per- 
centages of the wages paid by him after De- 
cember 31, 1950, with respect to employment 
after such date, to which the tax imposed by 
subsection (a) of this section does not 
apply: í 

“(1) With respect to wages paid during 
the calendar years 1951 to 1954, both inclu- 
sive, the rate shall be 1½ percent. 

“(2) With respect to wages paid during the 
calendar years 1955 and 1956, the rate shall 
be 2 percent. 

“(3) With respect to wages paid during 
the calendar years 1957 and 1958, the rate 
shall be 2½ percent. 

“(4) With respect to wages paid during 
the calendar years 1959 and 1960, the rate 
shall be 3 percent. 

“(5) With respect to wages paid after De- 
cember 31, 1960, the rate shall be 314 per- 
cent, 
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RATE OF TAX FOR SELF-EMPLOYED PERSONS 

(d) Clauses (1) through (5) of section 
1401 of-the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
are amended to read as follows: 

“(1) In the case of any taxable year be- 
ginning after December 31, 1950, and before 
January 1, 1955, the tax shall be equal to 
2% percent of the amount of the self-em- 
ployment income for such taxable year. 

“(2) In the case of any taxable year be- 
ginning after December 31, 1954, and before 
January 1, 1957, the tax shall be equal to 3 
percent of the amount of the self-employ- 
ment income for such taxable year. 

“(3) In the case of any taxable year be- 
ginning after December 31, 1956, and before 
January 1, 1959, the tax shall be equal to 
394 percent of the amount of the self-em- 
ployment income for such taxable year. 

“(4) In the case of any taxable year be- 
ginning after December 31, 1958, and before 
January 1, 1961, the tax shall be equal to 
4½ percent of the amount of the self-em- 
ployment income for such taxable year. 

“(5) In the case of any taxable year be- 
ginning after December 31, 1960, the tax 
shall be equal to 514 percent of the amount 
of the self-employment income for such 
taxable year.” 


FOREIGN SUBSIDIARIES OF DOMESTIC 
CORPORATION 


Sec. 210. Section 3121 of the Internal Revy- 
enue Code of 1954 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec- 
tion: 

“(1) Agreements entered into by domestic 
corporations with respect to foreign subsidi- 
aries: 

“(1) Agreement with respect to certain 
employees of foreign subsidiaries: The Sec- 
retary or his delegate shall, at the request 
of any domestic corporation, enter into an 
agreement (in such form and manner as 
may be prescribed by the Secretary or his 
delegate) with any such corporation which 
desires to have the insurance system estab- 
lished by title II of the Social Security Act 
extended to service performed outside the 
United States in the employ of any one or 
more of its foreign subsidiaries (as defined 
in paragraph (8)) by all employees who are 
citizens of the United States, except that 
the agreement shall not be applicable to 
any service performed by, or remuneration 
paid to, an employee if such service or re- 
muneration would be excluded from the term 
‘employment’ or ‘wages’, as defined in this 
section, had the service been performed in 
the United States. Such agreement may be 
amended at any time so as to be made appli- 
cable, in the same manner and under the 
same conditions, with respect to any other 
foreign subsidiary of such domestic corpora- 
tion. Such agreement shall be applicable 
with respect to citizens of the United States 
who, on or after the effective date of the 
agreement, are employees of and perform 
services outside the United States for any 
foreign subsidiary specified in the agreement, 
Such agreement shall provide— 

“(A) that the domestic corporation shall 
pay to the Secretary or his delegate, at such 
time or times as the Secretary or his dele- 
gate may by regulations prescribe, amounts 
equivalent to the sum of the taxes which 
would be imposed by sections 3101 and 3111 
(including amounts equivalent to the in- 
terest, additions to the taxes, additional 
amounts, and penalties which would be ap- 
plicable) with respect to the remuneration 
which would be wages if the services covered 
by the agreement constituted employment 
as defined in this section; and 

“(B) that the domestic corporation will 
comply with such regulations relating to 
payments and reports as the Secretary or his 
delegate may prescribe to carry out the pur- 
poses of this subsection. 

“(2) Effective period of agreement: An 


` agreement entered into pursuant to para- 
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graph (1) shall be in effect for the period 
beginning with the first day of the calendar 
quarter in which such agreement is entered 
into or the first day of the succeeding cal- 
endar quarter, as may be specified in the 
agreement, but in no case prior to Janu- 
ary 1, 1955; except that in case such agree- 
ment is amended to include the services per- 
formed for any other subsidiary and such 
amendment is executed after the first month 
following the first calendar quarter for which 
the agreement is in effect, the agreement 
shall be in effect with respect to service per- 
formed for such other subsidiary only after 
the calendar quarter in which such amend- 
ment is executed. 

“(3) Termination of period by a domestic 
corporation: The period for which an agree- 
ment entered into pursuant to paragraph 
(1) of this subsection is effective may be 
terminated with respect to any one or more 
of its foreign subsidiaries by the domestic 
corporation, effective at the end of a cal- 
endar quarter, upon giving 2 years’ advance 
notice in writing, but only if, at the time of 
the receipt of such notice, the agreement 
has been in effect for a period of not less 
than 8 years. The notice of termination 
may be revoked by the domestic corporation 
by giving, prior to the close of the calendar 
quarter specified in the notice of termina- 
tion, a written notice of such revocation. 
Notice of termination or revocation thereof 
shall be filed in such form and manner as 
may be prescribed by regulations. Not- 
withstanding any other provision of this 
subsection, the period for which any such 
agreement is effective with respect to any 
foreign corporation shall terminate at the 
end of any calendar quarter in which the 
foreign corporation, at any time in such 
quarter, ceases to be a foreign subsidiary as 
defined in paragraph (8). 

“(4) Termination of period by Secretary: 
If the Secretary or his delegate finds that 
any domestic corporation which entered into 
an agreement pursuant to this subsection 
has failed to compiy substantially with the 
terms of such agreement, the Secretary or 
his delegate shall give such domestic cor- 
poration not less than 60 days’ advance no- 
tice in writing that the period covered by 
such agreement will terminate at the end 
of the calendar quarter specified in such 
notice. Such notice of termination may be 
revoked by the Secretary or his delegate by 
giving, prior to the close of the calendar 
quarter specified in the notice of termina- 
tion, written notice of such revocation to 
the domestic corporation. No notice of ter- 
mination o7 of revocation thereof shall be 
given under this paragraph to a domestic 
corporation without the prior concurrence 
of the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

“(5) No renewal of agreement: If any 
agreement entered into pursuant to para- 
graph (1) of this subsection is terminated 
in its entirety (A) by a notice of termina- 
tion filed by the domestic corporation pur- 
suant to paragraph (3), or (B) by a notice 
of termination given by the Secretary or his 
delegate pursuant to paragraph (4), the do- 
mestic corporation may not again enter into 
an agreement pursuant to paragraph (1). 
If any such agreement is terminated with 
respect to any foreign subsidiary, such agree- 
ment may not thereafter be amended so as 
again to make it applicable with respect to 
such subsidiary. 

“(6) Deposits in trust fund: For purposes 
of section 201 of the Social Security Act, 
relating to appropriations to the Federal Old- 
Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, 
such remuneration— 

“(A) paid for services covered by an agree- 
ment entered into pursuant to paragraph 
(1) as would be wages if the services con- 
stituted employment, and 

“(B) as is reported to the Secretary or his 
delegate pursuant to the provisions of such 
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agreement or of the regulations issued under 
this subsection, 


shall be considered wages subject to the taxes 
imposed by this chapter. 

“(7) Overpayments and underpayments: 

“(A) If more or less than the correct 
amount due under an agreement entered into 
pursuant to this subsection is paid with re- 
spect to any payment of remuneration, 
proper adjustments with respect to the 
amounts due under such agreement shall be 
made, without interest, in such manner and 
at such times as may be required by regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary or his 
delegate. 

“(B) If any overpayment cannot be ad- 
justed under subparagraph (A), the amount 
thereof shall be paid by the Secretary or his 
delegate, through the Fiscal Service of the 
Treasury Department, but only if a claim for 
such overpayment is filed with the Secretary 
or his delegate within 2 years from the time 
such overpayment was made. 

“(8) Definition of foreign subsidiary: For 
purposes of this subsection and section 210 
(a) of the Social Security Act, a foreign sub- 
sidiary of a domestic corporation is— 

“(A) a foreign corporation more than 50 
percent of the voting stock of which is owned 
by such domestic corporation; or 

“(B) a foreign corporation more than 50 
percent of the voting stock of which is owned 
by the foreign corporation described in sub- 
paragraph (A). 

“(9) Domestic corporation as separate en- 
tity: Each domestic corporation which enters 
into an agreement pursuant to paragraph (1) 
of this subsection shall, for purposes of this 
subsection and section 6413 (c) (2) (C), 
relating to special refunds in the case of 
employees of certain foreign corporations, 
be considered an employer in its capacity 
as a party to such agreement separate and 
distinct from its identity as a person employ- 
ing individuals on its own account. 

“(10) Regulations: Regulations of the 
Secretary or his delegate to carry out the 
purposes of this subsection shall be designed 
to make the requirements imposed on do- 
mestie corporations with respect to services 
covered by an agreement entered into pur- 
suant to this subsection the same, so far 
as practicable, as those imposed upon em- 
ployers pursuant to this title with respect 
to the taxes imposed by this chapter.” 


DEDUCTIONS From Gross INCOME FOR PAY- 
MENTS WITH RESPECT TO EMPLOYEES OF 
CERTAIN FOREIGN CORPORATIONS 


Src. 211. (a) The Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 is amended by inserting after section 
175 thereof the following new section: 


“Sec. 176. Payments with respect to em- 
ployees of certain foreign cor- 
porations 

“In the case of a domestic corporation, 
there shall be allowed as a deduction 
amounts (to the extent not compensated 
for) paid or incurred pursuant to an agree- 
ment entered into under section 3121 (1) 
with respect to services performed by United 
States citizens employed by foreign sub- 
sidiary corporations. Any reimbursement of 
any amount previously allowed as a deduc- 
tion under this section shall be included in 
gross income for the taxable year in which 
received.” 

(b) The table of sections to part VI of 
subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle A of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 


“Sec. 176. Payments with respect to em- 
Ployees of certain foreign cor- 
porations.” 

Titte IlI—Provistons RELATING TO PUBLIC 

ASSISTANCE 
TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF 1952 MATCHING 
FOr"TULA 
Sec. 301. Section 8 (e) of the Social Secu- 
rity Act Amendments of 1952 (Public Law 
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590, 82d Cong.) is amended by striking out 
“September 30, 1954” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “September 30, 1956.” 


TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF SPECIAL PROVISION: 
RELATING TO STATE PLANS FoR AID TO THE 
BLIND 


Sec. 302. Section 344 (b) of the Social 
Security Act Amendments of 1950 (Public 
Law 734, 81st Cong.) is amended by striking 
out “June 30, 1955” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “June 30, 1957.” 


TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 


Sec. 303. (a) Sections 3 (b) (1), 403 (b) 
(1), and 1003 (b) (1) of the Social Security 
Act are each amended by striking out “one- 
half” and inserting in lieu thereof “the 
State’s proportionate share.” 

(b) Section 3 (b) of such act is amended 
(1) by striking out “clause (1) of subsec- 
tion (a)” wherever it appears and inse 
in lieu thereof “subsection (a)”, (2) by 
striking out “such clause” in paragraph (1) 
and inserting “such subsection” in lieu 
thereof, and (3) by striking out “increased 
by 5 percent” immediately before the period 
at the end of paragraph (3). 


TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


AMENDMENTS PRESERVING RELATIONSHIP BE- 
TWEEN RAILROAD RETIREMENT AND OLD-AGE 
AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE 


Sec. 401. (a) Section 1 (q) of the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, is 
amended by striking out “1952” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “1954.” 

(b) Section 2 (c) of the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act of 1937, as amended, is amended 
by striking out “six” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “twelve”; and subsection (5) (j) of 
such act, as amended, is amended by striking 
out “sixth” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“twelfth.” The amendments made by this 
subsection shall be applicable only in the 
case of applications for annuities under the 
Railroad Retirement Act filed after August 
1954; except that no individual shall, by 
reason of such amendment, be entitled to 
any annuity for any month prior to February 
1954. 

(c) Section 5 (1) (9) of the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act of 1937, as amended, is amended 
by striking out “$3,600” the second time it 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof “$6,000.” 

(d) Section 5 (i) (1) (ii) of the Rail- 
road Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

(Iii) will have been under the age of 72 
and for which month he is charged with any 
earnings under section 203 (e) of the Social 
Security Act or in which month he engaged 
on 7 or more different calendar days in non- 
covered remunerative activity outside the 
United States (as defined in sec. 203 (k) 
of the Social Security Act); and for purposes 
of this subdivision the Board shall have the 
authority to make such determinations and 
such suspensions of payment of benefits 
in the manner and to the extent that the 
Secretary of Heaith, Education, and Welfare 
would be authorized to do so under section 
203 (g) (3) of the Social Security Act if 
the individuals to whom this subdivision 
applies were entitled to benefits under sec- 
tion 202 of such act;”. 


Cross REFERENCES TO REDESIGNATED 
PROVISIONS 
Src. 402. References in the Internal Revy- 
enue Code of 1939, the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954, the Railroad Retirement Act of 
1937, as amended, or any other law of the 
United States to any section or subdivision 
of a section of the Social Security Act re- 
designated. by this act shall be deemed to 
refer to such section or subdivision of a 
section as so redesignated. 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the 
social-security bill now before the Sen- 
ate comes to us as a result of recom- 
mendations made by the Department of 
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Health, Education, and Welfare on be- 
half of the administration. Of all the 
President’s recommendations, this is the 
one which I would characterize as being 
most in the public interest and as com- 
ing closest to campaign promises made. 

I should like to give myself the pleas- 
ure of complimenting the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Finance, 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLI- 
KIN], the ranking minority member of 
the committee, the Senator from Georgia 
{Mr. GreorcE], and the other members 
of the committee, for having done a 
devoted and, on the whole, a very suc- 
cessful piece of work. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
deeply appreciate the compliment of the 
Senator from New York. a 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator will yield, I should like to join in 
the tribute which the Senator from New 
York has paid to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Colorado and the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the Senator 
from Alabama very much. 

Mr. LEHMAN. But, Mr. President, 
while the administration may take the 
credit for recommending these improve- 
ments in the social-security program, I 
should like to point out that the credit 
for originally suggesting these improve- 
ments may properly be claimed by this 
side of the aisle. 

A glance at the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 99, part 6, page 7750, of July 1, 
1953, will show that on that date I intro- 
duced a bill, S. 2260, on behalf of myself 
and 10 other Senators, which contained 
almost all the provisions now contained 
in the bill being considered by the Sen- 
ate. An identical bill was at that time 
introduced into the House by a number 
of Democratic Members of that body, 
including Representatives DINGELL, of 
Michigan, and CELLER and ROOSEVELT, 
of New York. 

In order to let these provisions be 
brought to the attention of the Senate, 
I have revised my bill in a few minor 
respects and reintroduced it as an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
to H. R. 9366. As such I wish to discuss 
it and compare its provisions with those 
of the administration bill. 

The pending bill, H. R. 9366, may be 
described as having four major parts. 
These parts are: 

I. Extension of coverage. 

II. Increased benefits. 

4 5 Amendments to the retirement 

IV. Maintenance of the benefit levels 
of the disabled. 


I. EXTENSION OF COVERAGE 


Essentially, with respect to the exten- 
sion of OASI coverage to persons not 
heretofore covered, my amendment and 
the administration bill are similar, with 
a few exceptions. However, the bill 
which I introduced more than a year ago, 
and which is now on the desk as a substi- 
tute, provides coverage for about 7 mil- 
lion people not covered by the adminis- 
tration bill. For example, my bill would 
extend coverage to self-employed farm 
operators. This particular extension of 
coverage was at one time recommended 
by the administration, but is not now 
included in H. R. 9366. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not true that the 
mail of the Senator from New York, like 
my mail, shows that there is a great de- 
mand for coverage of this group of fellow 
Americans who are really being discrimi- 
nated against by the administration bill? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator is abso- 
lutely correct. My mail is very volumi- 
nous on that subject. Of course, as I 
shall develop a little later in my remarks, 
I intend to press that measure at the 
next session of Congress. 

Mr. MORSE. As in this session of 
Congress I was happy to join with the 
Senator from New York in this matter, 
so in the next session of Congress he can 
count on me for support on this issue, 
because I think those citizens ought to be 
brought under the social-security law. I 
think there is rank discrimination 
against them in the administration bill 
because it does not cover them. 

Mr, LEHMAN. I concur in what the 
Senator from Oregon has said. 

I wish to address my remarks particu- 
larly to the bringing of farm operators 
under the coverage of old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance, because I consider it to 
be one of the most desirable improve- 
ments we could make in our present 
social-security system. 

One of the basic justifications for the 
old-age and survivors insurance program 
is to provide old-age protection for the 
American people as a matter of right, 
without an individual test of needs, with- 
out requiring a so-called means test or 
a pauper’s oath. In urban areas, where 
most of the working population has been 
covered by old-age and survivors insur- 
ance for the last 17 or 18 years, the in- 
surance program is the central feature 
of the whole social-security system. In 
farm areas, however, the insurance pro- 
gram is not doing its full share. The 
reason for this, of course, is that farm 
operators and most farm workers are 
excluded from the insurance program. 

The effect of this exclusion is shown 
clearly when we compare the percentage 
of old people in farm areas receiving in- 
surance and assistance payments with 
the percentage in the nonfarm areas. 
In the farm counties—those in which 
more than 50 percent of the people live 
on farms—we find that 31 percent of the 
aged are getting old-age public assist- 
ance payments—public charity, in other 
words—and only 13 percent are getting 
social-insurance benefits, to which they 
themselves contributed. In the nonfarm 
counties the situation is reversed. Sev- 
enteen percent of the aged in nonfarm 
counties are getting public assistance or 
charity payments, and 36 percent are 
receiving insurance benefits. Unless we 
bring farm operators under the insur- 
ance program, we cannot hope to reduce 
the burden of public assistance in rural 
areas. 

Extending OASI coverage to farm- 
ers is one of the most important im- 
provements I proposed in my original 
bill, S. 2260, introduced last year, and 
provided in my substitute bill now on the 
desk. Bringing farmers into the old-age 
and survivors insurance program will 
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place them on an equal basis with other 
self-employed persons. It would remove 
the discrimination against our farm pop- 
ulation that now exists. It would mean 
that farm groups, as well as people who 
work in business and industry, could now 
for the first time contribute systemati- 
cally toward protection against poverty 
in old age and against hardship for their 
families if the breadwinner dies. It 
would strengthen the old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance program by making it 
more universal. 

My amendment would extend coverage 
to all the professional groups, except doc- 
tors. H. R. 9366 now before us does not 
include these groups. The other major 
group to which my bill would extend 
coverage would be members of the active 
military and naval services. Thus, when 
aman enters military service there would 
be no break or gap in his record under 
old-age and survivors insurance. The 
present protection provided for persons 
in the Armed Forces is temporary in 
nature and expires June 30, 1955. 

Thus, in these categories alone—farm 
operators, the professional groups, and 
the Armed Forces—roughly about 7 mil- 
lion more persons would be covered un- 
der my bill than under the administra- 
tion proposal. 

The administration bill provides cov- 
erage for State and local government 
employees who are now covered by local 
retirement systems. Under present law, 
these employees are excluded, and many 
have complained that their retirement 
systems are inadequate. They have 
sought OASI coverage, and in some 
instances have been successful. Their 
OASI coverage, however, has been 
gained only after dissolving their exist- 
ing systems. 

The pending bill, H. R. 9366, improves 
this situation by authorizing the exten- 
sion of coverage to State and local em- 
ployees—except for policemen and fire- 
men—as a result of a referendum by 
secret written ballot held among the 
members of the local retirement system. 
Inasmuch as I favor the widest possible 
OASI coverage among State and local 
government employees, with the excep- 
tion of police and firemen, who object to 
and do not need such coverage. I have 
amended my original bill so that my sub- 
stitute amendment is in line with the 
provisions of the administration bill. 

At this point, I should like to state 
briefly that it is my opinion, and I think 
that of the administration, that the so- 
cial-security program will become more 
effective as it is extended to more and 
more people. As Secretary Hobby, of 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, stated before the House 
Committee on Ways and Means: 

We firmly believe that if all these groups 
are brought into OASI so as to make it essen- 
tially a universal system, great advantages 
will accrue both to the individuals involved 
and to the Nation as a whole. 


The chief difficulty to date with re- 
spect to extending coverage to new 
groups has been administrative. The 
only other objections have come from 
employers who do not wish to pay their 
portion of the social-security tax and 
from one particular professional associa- 
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tion—the American Medical Associa- 
tion—which has claimed that the social- 
security program is socialistic. Gradu- 
ally, both the administrative difficulties 
and other objections are being overcome, 
making extension of coverage to new 
groups more feasible. 

Mr. President, the second subject I 
wish to discuss is increased benefits. 

When Secretary Hobby testified on 
social-security legislation before the 
House Ways and Means Committee, she 
listed six recommendations. Three of 
these recommendations were: 

(a) Drop 4 years of lowest earnings 
in computing benefits—in some cases 5. 

(b) Raise earning base to $4,200. 

(c) Increase benefits. 

These three items may be considered 
separately, but the net effect of them 
is to increase benefits. They are de- 
signed to, and will, accomplish that ob- 
jective. I should like briefly to refer 
to these recommendations and compare 
them with recommendations on the same 
points in my bill, S. 2260, introduced 
more than a year ago, and in my substi- 
tute now on the desk of the Senate. 

At the present time when OASI bene- 
fits are computed, the law requires that 
the individual’s entire working lifetime 
be considered. Obviously, in some of 
the years during his lifetime he has 
earned less than in other years. If he is 
permitted to compute his benefits ex- 
cluding his 5 years of lowest income, his 
benefit level will be higher than it would 
have been if he were forced to take every 
year into account. 

To the extent that this provision of the 
administration bill—to drop out the 5 
years of lowest earnings—increases 
benefit levels, it is advantageous to the 
worker. However, as is true of many 
other provisions in this bill, it does not 
go far enough. In the Lehman substi- 
tute, it is provided that the worker may 
base his benefit upon his 10 best years. 
As the Senate knows, a worker is fully 
insured when he has worked and paid the 
tax for 40 quarters, or 10 years. If the 
worker were permitted to use that same 
10-year figure in computing his bene- 
fits, he could eliminate all but the 10 
highest income years, and thereby re- 
ceive a considerably higher benefit. 


WAGE BASE 


The second of the three items I men- 
tioned above refers to raising the earn- 
ing or taxable base to $4,200. At this 
point I would like to say that on June 
20, 1950, the distinguished senior Sena- 
tor from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] offered 
an amendment to the bill then before 
the Senate, H. R. 6000, to increase the 
wage base from $3,000 to $3,600. Sub- 
sequently, former Senator Myers of 
Pennsylvania offered an amendment to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Georgia to increase the wage base to 
$4,200, the same figure which the ad- 
ministration now proposes. I am proud 
to say that on that date I was cosponsor 
of the amendment offered by Senator 
Myers, and I urged the Senate to adopt 
it. Unfortunately, the Myers amend- 
ment did not carry. It was rejected by 
a vote of 36 yeas to 45 nays. It will be 
most interesting to compare the vote of 
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June 20, 1950, with the vote on the pend- 
ing bill. 

At that time, the $4,200 wage base 
would have been almost, but not quite, 
equivalent in terms of purchasing power 
to the $3,000 base in 1939. Today, the 
$4,200 wage base is no more appropriate 
than was the wage base of $3,600 in 
1950. All of us know that the cost of 
living and the scale of prevailing wages 
has increased since 1950. Even as early 
as June of 1953, I took cognizance of 
the increased wages and cost of living 
by proposing in S. 2260 to increase the 
wage base to $6,000, which I think is 
much more in keeping with the increases 
in wages and cost of living which have 
occurred since 1950. 

Let me make this one point clear. If 
we increase the wage base to $4,200 or 
$4,800 or $6,000, as the case may be, it 
does not mean that the individual who 
earns $3,600 will pay any more than he 
does today in the form of social-security 
taxes. However, the individual who 
earns more will be subject to social- 
security taxes on the income in excess 
of $3,600 and up to $4,200 if that figure 
is adopted. This, of course, will mean 
that his benefits will be higher upon 
retirement. 

BENEFIT FORMULA 

In referring to the third item, “in- 
creased benefits,” Secretary Hobby de- 
scribed the benefit formula which, as the 
Senate knows, provides that the worker’s 
primary benefit will be equal to 55 per- 
cent of the first $100 of the worker's 
average monthly wage, and 15 percent 
of the remainder up to $300. The 
formula presented in the administration 
bill would be 55 percent of the first $110 
of the worker’s average monthly wage, 
and 20 percent of the remainder up to 
$350. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from New York has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield the distinguished Senator 
from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] 15 min- 
utes on the bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, my 
original benefit formula began with 55 
percent of the first $100. In my pend- 
ing substitute I have included the ad- 
ministration’s 55 percent of $110 figure 
in my basic benefit formula, but have 
made the remaining 20 percent benefit 
applicable to a maximum of $500 rather 
than to $350 as in the administration 
bill. 

DELAYED RETIREMENT CREDIT 

So far, Mr. President, I have compared 
provisions which appear in both the ad- 
ministration bill and in the Lehman bill 
aimed at the same general effect— 
namely, increasing benefits. There are, 
however, benefit-increasing provisions in 
my bill which are not included in the 
administration bill. One of these I call 
the Delayed Retirement Credit. With 
present OASI benefit levels so low, we 
know that many persons who reach re- 
tirement age actually do not leave their 
employment because they are aware 
that their social security benefits would 
not be adequate to meet even their mini- 
mum needs. These persons, therefore, 
delay their retirement and continue to 
work for 1, 2, or 3 additional years in 
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order to maintain their income. When 
this occurs, the social security fund gets 
the benefit. Not only does the fund con- 
tinue to receive the taxes paid by this 
individual, but it saves to the extent 
that the individual in question does not 
collect his benefits. 

Recognizing that the individual who 
delays his retirement contributes to the 
solvency of the fund and to the produc- 
tivity of the Nation, my bill provides this 
individual with an additional credit at 
the rate of 2 percent a year for each 
year of work and contributions beyond 
the date at which he is first eligible for 
old-age insurance benefits. This accu- 
mulation of credit could continue until 
the individual reaches the age of 75—or 
72 under the administration bill—at 
which age he would be entitled to social 
security benefits, regardless of the 
amount of his income from any source. 

INCREMENT 


A second feature of my bill, which is 
not contained in the administration bill, 
is a coverage increment. It will be re- 
called that prior to the 1950 amendments, 
the Social Security Act provided for an 
added benefit known as an increment to 
be added to the worker's primary bene- 
fit for each year of covered employment. 
In this way it was possible to provide 
higher benefits for those persons who had 
worked a greater number of years and, 
therefore, had contributed more to the 
fund. As the Senate knows, one of the 
basic general premises of the Social Se- 
curity Act is that within certain bounds, 
the individual who contributes the most 
is entitled to the highest benefit. 

It is true that in some cases the bene- 
fit formula is so weighted as to give ad- 
ditional credits to low-income workers. 
But prior to 1950, workers would receive 
still higher benefits if they were in cov- 
ered employment for longer periods of 
time. In 1950, the increment provision 
was discontinued. One provision of my 
bill, S. 2260, and also of my substitute 
amendment, proposes to reinstitute the 
increment by providing the worker's pri- 
mary benefit be increased by one-half 
of 1 percent for each year of coverage. 

I should now like to discuss the mini- 
mum benefit. 

The present law recognizes that there 
may be instances where the application 
of the benefit formula would result in an 
extremely low benefit by reason of the 
individual’s work record. In these cases, 
the law establishes a minimum primary 
insurance amount of $25. It is obviously 
impossible for anyone to keep body and 
soul together on a total income of $25 
per month. Consequently, this income 
must be supplemented in some way. 
What generally happens is that these 
beneficiaries seek public assistance. In 
order to obtain public assistance, they 
must divest themselves of whatever 
small assets they might possess, thereby 
making their situation even more pre- 
carious economically. 

The bill H. R. 9366 would increase the 
minimum benefit to $30 per month. Un- 
der my bill, the minimum benefit would 
be increased to $35. I must admit that 
neither the $30 figure nor the $35 figure 
is really adequate. I merely point out 
that my bill represents some improve- 
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ment as far as the minimum insurance 
benefit is concerned. 


RETIREMENT TESTS 


One problem which constantly recurs 
and which is always a source of com- 
plaint from social-security beneficiaries 
is the retirement test. I am sure all Sen- 
ators know the 1939 law provided that 
OASI benefits would not be available to 
those persons who earn over $14.99 
per month in covered employment. By 
subsequent amendments, the act now 
provides that a beneficiary may earn up 
to $75 per month without loss of bene- 
fits. If, however, he earns over $75 in 
any 1 month, he loses his entire benefit 
for that month. 

Because of the numerous complaints I 
have had on this one provision alone, I 
am glad to say that I think that the 
changes in the retirement test in the bill 
reported out by the Finance Committee 
are a great improvement, and I congrat- 
ulate the committee. 

The administration bill now proposes 
to place the retirement test on an annual 
basis and to permit the beneficiary to 
earn $1,200 per annum and thereafter 
requires him to forfeit 1 month’s benefit 
for each unit of $80 or fraction thereof 
earned within any month. This new 
formula is modified by a provision of the 
act which states that no month’s benefit 
would be lost in a month in which the 
beneficiary did not perform substantial 
services. 

This is a formula both more liberal 
and more flexible than what we have had 
to date, and for this reason I support it. 
I have included in my substitute, lan- 
guage identical to that contained in the 
bill as reported by the Senate with re- 
spect to the retirement test. 


DISABILITY BENEFITS 


Mr. President, our present social-secu- 
rity laws, while meeting to a great extent 
the needs of aged persons for some degree 
of financial stability and freedom from 
economic want, have to date left a gap- 
ing hole in the protective cover which 
the Congress has tried to erect over our 
aged citizens. With the exception of 
payments made on behalf of dependent 
children, and the lump-sum death bene- 
fit, all of the payments from the OASI 
fund have been made to persons who 
have reached the retirement age of 65 
years, 

I am sure every Member of the Senate 
has at one time or another been asked to 
assist a constituent who has been forci- 
bly retired, by some physical disability. 
With respect to these cases, our present 
law says that the covered worker who is 
disabled at age 40, 50, or 60 is on his own 
until he reaches the statutory retirement 
age. The law takes no cognizance of the 
fact that through no fault of his own, he 
cannot continue to work in covered em- 
ployment and pay the required social- 
security tax. In fact, the law, by taking 
into account the period which elapses 
after disability and before retirement, 
actually works to reduce the OASI bene- 
fit which the worker has earned up to 
the date of his disability. It is even pos- 
sible for the intervening time completely 
to wipe out any rights he might have to 
a retirement benefit, 
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I am pleased to see that the present 
administration has recognized the exist- 
ence of this gap in our social-security 
protection. However, H. R. 9366, after 
recognizing this serious fault in our pres- 
ent law, takes a completely negative ap- 
proach. H. R. 9366 makes the frank ad- 
mission that the disabled worker, who 
is no longer able to continue in cov- 
ered employment, labors under an ex- 
treme disadvantage. But H. R. 9366 pro- 
poses to correct this disadvantage by 
merely providing that when an individ- 
ual is injured and forced to give up 
working, he will suffer no diminution 
of the OASI benefits he will receive on 
reaching the age of 65. In other words, 
the level of his expectable benefits will 
be maintained as of the date of his dis- 
ability so that the time intervening be- 
tween the date of disability and the 
date of retirement will not work to re- 
duce his eventual benefits, at the age 
of 65. 

Thus, the pending bill, while recog- 
nizing an inequity under the present law, 
simply expresses sympathy for the dis- 
abled worker and specifies that when he 
reaches age 65, if he does, he will be 
entitled to benefits at the level earned 
as of the date of disability. 

In every interview I have ever had 
with disabled persons who formerly 
worked in covered employment, I have 
always heard these questions: “What am 
I to do until I reach retirement age? 
Since I am disabled I have no income 
at all. Does the Government expect me 
to wait until I reach age 65 before it 
pays me the benefits I have earned to 
date?” 

Under the present law, that is ex- 
actly what the Government expects this 
person to do and under the bill, H. R. 
9366, that is exactly what the Govern- 
ment requires this person to do. “But 
why,” says the individual, “since I have 
paid the tax, cannot I at least with- 
draw from the fund the money I have 
paid in?” Obviously, if such withdraw- 
als were permitted, the amounts would 
be small. But not even this small bene- 
fit is provided by the present law or 
H. R. 9366. 

I have, therefore, included in my bill 
a provision to make benefits payable to 
disabled workers prior to attainment of 
retirement age. It should be borne in 
mind that I do not propose to make bene- 
fits payable to every disabled worker, 
but only to those who have a recent 
attachment to the social-security system. 
In other words, the individual must 
have had six quarters of coverage dur- 
ing the 13-quarter period preceding dis- 
ability, and 20 quarters of coverage dur- 
ing the 40-quarter period preceding dis- 
ability. Twenty quarters of coverage, 
Mr. President, equals 5 full years of 
coverage. Of those 20 quarters, 6 of 
the last 13, or a year and a half out of 
the last 344 years, must be covered. 

The disabled worker, therefore, must 
demonstrate by his work record that he 
is more than a casual worker in cov- 
ered employment and that during a good 
portion of his working lifetime he has 
contributed to the social-security fund. 

When these same citizens, after con- 
tributing for years, are suddenly dis- 
abled, do they not have some claim? 
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Should we ignore their plight and in 
effect tell them that they will get their 
benefits—not when they need them 
most—but when they are 65 years of 
age? 

Mr. President, on June 20, 1950, an 
amendment, similar to the disability pro- 
visions of my amendment, was proposed 
by former Senator Myers, of Pennsyl- 
vania. At that time the Senate was 
in the midst of its deliberations on H. R. 
6000, the 1950 amendments to the So- 
cial Security Act. In all, there were 10 
sponsors of the Myers amendment, and 
I am proud to say that I was 1 of the 
10. At that time, Senator Myers pointed 
out that the disability-insurance amend- 
ment, as it was called, was recommended 
by the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee and adopted by the House. Un- 
fortunately, the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee did not recommend the amend- 
ment to the Senate. 

Senator Myers pointed out that the 
Advisory Council on Social Security, ap- 
pointed by the Finance Committee, in 
the 80th Congress, recommended that 
the social-security program be broad- 
ened to insure against income loss re- 
sulting from permanent and total dis- 
ability prior to retirement age at 65. 

As Members of this body will recall, 
in 1950 the House passed H. R. 6000, 
which contained disability provisions 
similar to those in my bill. At that time, 
it was testified by representatives of the 
administration that after 5 years of 
operation, the disability provisions of 
that bill would be 0.2 percent of payroll; 
after 10 years, 0.4 percent of payroll; and 
after 15 years 0.6 percent of payroll; 
and that on a level premium basis, the 
cost would be 0.5 percent of payroll. 
There may be some change in these 
estimates because of new benefit levels 
or because of new payroll levels, but 
essentially these estimates are still true 
and apply with equal force to the dis- 
ability provisions of my bill—Source: 
page 35 of House Report No. 1300 on 
H. R. 6000, table 9. 

Based on coverage provided by the ad- 
ministration bill as introduced in the 
House the payroll in 1960 should be 
about $170 billion. Therefore, if the 
cost of the disability benefits provisions 
of my amendment is 0.2 percent of the 
payroll in 1960, this amendment will 
cost in the neighborhood of $340 to $350 
million after 5 years of operation. As- 
suming again that the cost of disability 
payments is $350 million and that the 
total cost of the program in 1960 is 
$7,266,000,000 we find that the cost of 
disability benefits is less than 5 percent 
of the other costs of the program as 
estimated by the House committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 additional minutes on the time of 
the bill to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I 
hasten to say that the $350 million 
which might be spent on disability bene- 
fits should not be regarded simply as an 
expense or a payment. As the Senate 
knows, we make considerable appropria- 
tions every year for public assistance 
grants to States. ‘Total costs of public 
assistance in 1953 were over $242 billion, 
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including Federal, State; and local pay- 
ments. It is estimated that public assist- 
ance payments per year to an individ- 
ual average about $750. Of the total 
cost, the Federal Government con- 
tributes $1.3 billion, or about 52 percent. 
If this $1.3 billion expense could be re- 
duced by $350 million, we would have 
reduced our public assistance expendi- 
tures by over 25 percent. I do not mean 
to imply that every dollar paid as a bene- 
fit payment to a disabled person under 
the social security bill would mean a 
Savings of 1 dollar under public assist- 
ance, but it could bring about signifi- 
cant savings, both to the Federal and 
State Governments. 

Secretary Hobby said in testimony be- 
fore the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee: 

The relationship between disability and 
public dependency is a significant one. At 
present the Federal-State public assistance 
programs support about 1 million persons 
who themselves are disabled or, in the case 
of the aid-to-dependent-children program, 
whose father or mother or other caretaker is 
disabled. 


Later, speaking of disabled persons 
who could expect no help from private 
organizations, Mr. Nelson P. Rockefeller, 
said that “a substantial number of this 
group will go on relief at some time and 
get public assistance and will average 
about 9 years on public assistance.” 

We all know that the public assistance 
program is generally regarded as sup- 
plementary to the OASI program. Pub- 
lic assistance payments are made gen- 
erally to those persons who do not quali- 
fy for OASI benefits because they have 
never been covered or because their cov- 
erage is not sufficient. And in general, 
persons who get OASI benefits do not get 
public assistance benefits. Our whole 
effort in these two fields has been to in- 
crease social-security coverage and re- 
duce the amounts of Federal appropria- 
tions paid to the States for public as- 
sistance. Eventually it is hoped public 
assistance payments can be almost, if not 
entirely, eliminated. If this provision 
were adopted, some persons would be 
covered immediately and each year an 
increasing number of persons would be 
entitled to disability payments under the 
OASI program. There would be, I am 
sure, considerable reduction in the sub- 
stantial number of disabled persons who, 
as Mr. Rockefeller pointed out, will go 
on relief and get public assistance for an 
average of about 9 years. 

Mr. President, I shall not press to 
have my amendment voted on today be- 
cause I do not wish to delay action on 
H. R. 9366. Millions of social-security 
beneficiaries are anxiously awaiting 
their increased benefits. It is now nearly 
3 weeks since the Finance Committee re- 
ported out the bill. I proposed to rein- 
troduce my bill at the beginning of next 
year and shall continue to press for its 
adoption. Meanwhile, I shall support 
the individual amendments to improve 
the bill offered by my colleagues. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY] and I have an amendment which 
seeks to amend the social security bill 
so as to include protection against total 
disability for the Nation’s workers. It 
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would permit workers who became to- 
tally and permanently disabled to retire 
on full annuities, on the same basis as 
those who retire at the age of 65. I 
shall not call it up at this time since the 
bill of the Senator from New York in- 
cludes such a provision and I support his 
bill 


What happens when a family bread- 
winner gets sick or injured so that he 
can no longer support his family? The 
answer is one of tragic simplicity. He 
must rely on relatives and even charity, 
for few persons can afford the costs of 
private disability insurance. 

Meager though it is, social security 
provides some help for persons who must 
retire after age 65. So far as it goes it is 
a fine program. Nevertheless, workers 
who become totally disabled often have 
even greater needs than the aged since 
they are younger and generally have 
more family responsibilities. 

For many years, now, those of us who 
have sought to provide disability insur- 
ance as a part of social security pro- 
tection have been balked by those who 
refuse to recognize its vital necessity. 
For example, we tried to get this pro- 
gram through during the debates on the 
social security revisions of 1950. At that 
time, we were blocked by a coalition of 
conservatives who apparently felt that 
welfare should be confined to the 
wealthy in the form of subsidies, high 
tariffs and special tax allowances. Yet 
the disability protection we urged would 
have paid for itself by means of low so- 
cial security taxes. 

The lack of protection against the per- 
sonal disaster of becoming unable to 
earn a living stands today as a major 

_ gap in providing our Nation’s workers 
with adequate security. If we do not 
pass such protection now, we should 
make it the number one item on our 
agenda for next year. 


PERSONAL STATEMENT IN EXPLA- 
NATION OF VOTE ON THE IVES 
AMENDMENT TO THE SUBVER- 
SIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL ACT 
OF 1950 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield me 6 
minutes, to speak on another subject? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I gladly yield 6 min- 
utes to the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
since I cast the only “nay” vote, yester- 
day, on the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New York [Mr. Ives] to 
the bill S. 3706, I have been asked sev- 
eral times, by friends, to explain why I 
cast my vote as I did. In each case, 
when I have answered, my friends have 
urged that I make a public statement 
on this point. It happened again this 
morning. This time it was a colleague 
who asked me why I had voted “nay” 
on the Ives amendment. When I told 
him, he expressed surprise, and said he 
had not understood the situation be- 
fore. He indicated that he might have 
changed his own vote if he had under- 
stood my reasons for voting as I did; and 
he urged me to make a statement for 
the Record, which might be given con- 
sideration by the conferees on this bill, 
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in the event the House acts and the bill 
does go to conference. 

In response to all these various urg- 
ings, I have decided to comply with the 
suggestion that I state the basis for my 
“nay” vote on the Ives amendment. 

I voted “nay” for several reasons, the 
most important reason being that in my 
opinion the amendment violates one of 
the basic concepts of our constitutional 
law. Under our Constitution, a man or 
an organization is always presumed in- 
nocent until proven guilty. But the Ives 
amendment specifically provides that a 
certain class or group of labor organi- 
zations shall be presumed innocent; and 
necessarily, therefore, by implication at 
least, the amendment says that all other 
organizations subject to the act are not 
to be presumed innocent, therefore, that 
they are to be presumed guilty. 

If all persons who might be charged 
under the act, and all organizations 
which might be charged under the act are 
to be presumed innocent until proven 
guilty, in line with the established tenets 
of our constitutional law, then there is 
certainly no need for a provision that a 
certain few specified organizations are 
to be so presumed innocent. And when 
we go further, as Iam convinced the Ives 
amendment does go, and by necessary 
implication declare that all organiza- 
tions except those within a specified and 
identified class are to be presumed guilty 
until proven innocent, I think we violate 
one of the most important concepts of 
our freedom under the Constitution. 

I dislike the Ives amendment also for 
its uncertainty, for the confusion which 
surrounded its adoption, as clearly evi- 
denced by the record of the proceedings 
on this floor in that regard. Moreover, I 
fear the possibility that the amendment, 
if it becomes law, may be used as a shield 
by some of the very Communist-domi- 
nated organizations which the bill S. 
3706 seeks to reach. Whether it will 
prove to be an effective shield, is open to 
question; but I believe there is danger 
that it will be so used, and that it will be 
the basis for litigation, possibly for pro- 
longed litigation. 

But I do not know whether I would 
have voted against the amendment for 
these reasons alone. I would have voted 
against it, even without these other rea- 
sons, solely because of the fact that it 
clearly violates my conception of the 
constitutional principle that innocence 
always is to be presumed until guilt has 
been established; not, as was said on the 
floor yesterday, by a preponderance of 
the evidence, but in accordance with the 
accepted standard of American criminal 
justice—that is, established beyond a 
reasonable doubt. 

When I know that in my country a 
man or an organization must be proven 
guilty beyond a reasonable doubt before 
a penalty can be inflicted, I could not 
bring myself to vote for an amendment 
which said that a certain specified class 
of organizations, less than the whole, 
are to be presumed prima facie to be in- 
nocent. Especially, I could not do so 
after the legislative history made by the 
debate on the floor had made it quite 
clear that it was the intent of the Senate, 
as well as the implication of the language 
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itself, that all organizations outside that 
specified class were not to be presumed 
innocent. 

Let me say, Mr. President, I have not 
made this explanation of my vote on the 
Ives amendment with any thought of 
justifying my own action. I do not feel 
my vote requires justification, and I do 
not feel that I owe anybody an explana- 
tion for having voted as I did. But I 
have stated my reasons for my vote be- 
cause friends, including colleagues, have 
asked me to do so, in order that the con- 
siderations which prompted me might be 
given thought by others who may yet be 
required to vote upon this question. 


SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 
1954 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code, so as to extend coverage 
under the old-age and survivors insur- 
ance program, increase the benefits pay- 
able thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in- 
crease the amount of earnings permitted 
without loss of benefits, and for other 
purposes, 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield me not 
more than 5 minutes to comment on the 
speech by the Senator from New York 
(Mr. LEHMAN]? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the 
Senator. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I com- 
mend very highly the speech which has 
just been made by the Senator from 
New York in support of his originally 
proposed substitute social security bill. 
I am a little disappointed that we are 
not to have the opportunity to vote on 
it as a substitute amendment for the bill 
now pending before the Senate, but he 
has announced that it is his decision to 
reintroduce the bill next January, and I 
shall be very happy to joint with him in 
os eed as one of the sponsors of the 

I think it is very interesting that this 
great statesman from New York, with 
his background—I do not intend any 
personal embarrassment to a man whom 
we all know as one of the wealthy 
bankers of America—has, in spite of his 
riches, always understood that, after all, 
one of the primary obligations of a 
democratic form of government is to 
see to it that a legislative program is 
adopted which will promote the general 
welfare. The Senator from New York 
has a substitute bill which, in my judg- 
ment, goes much further in promoting 
the general welfare in the field of social 
security than does the administration’s 
bill, on which we are to vote tonight. 

I wish briefly to comment on 2 of the 
most important provisions of the bill of 
the Senator from New York, one of 
which seeks to cover farmers on a volun- 
tary basis. We have somehow developed 
the false notion that if a person is a 
farmer, even a tenant farmer, the popu- 
lation of the country as a whole should 
not show an interest in what happens to 
that individual when he or she ap- 
proaches old age. The fact is that there 
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are large numbers of occupants of the 
land in America who are in as great need 
of social security benefits when they ap- 
proach old age as are factory workers 
and city dwellers. 

The provision of the Senator’s bill 
which seeks to extend the coverage of 
social security in our social security 
system is long overdue. I deeply regret 
that the administration bill does not 
provide such extended coverage, so that 
we might vote on the question tonight. 

The next item in the Senator’s bill on 
which I wish briefly to comment is the 
provision which seeks to do justice to 
the disabled. 

Mr. President, I do not know what we 
are thinking of; I do not know how we 
can be so shortsighted—yes, Mr. Presi- 
dent, when it comes to living up to what 
I believe is the real obligation of social 
conscience I do not see how we can be 
so cruel as to take the position that if 
someone 30, 35, 40, or 45 years of age 
becomes totally disabled, that person 
must wait until the retirement age un- 
der social security, when the Govern- 
ment will give him really no benefits un- 
der social security. It is plain cruelty, 
Mr. President. We should recognize 
that one of the great social and human- 
itarian objectives of the social security 
program is to be of assistance to fellow 
citizens who suffer misfortune. This 
country cannot afford to be so parsi- 
monious in regard to the disabled. The 
disabled should not be compelled to fol- 
low the course which the Senator from 
New York has pointed out, namely, to 
get rid of their few assets in order to 
collect even charitable benefits in their 
respective States and localities. That 
is no way to treat totally disabled fellow 
citizens, 

Even before we vote tonight, we 
should accept at least that section of 
the Lehman bill as an amendment to 
the administration’s bill. I have more 
faith in the economic strength of Amer- 
ica than to believe that we can justify 
the perpetuation of the kind of injustice 
which now exists in the social security 
law with respect to the disabled. 

I close by saying that I hope the Sena- 
tor from New York will offer tonight at 
least the section with reference to as- 
sistance to the disabled. I highly com- 
mend him for the statesmanship repre- 
sented by his social security bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
offer a series of amendments which I 
send to the desk and ask to have stated. 
They relate to funeral directors or 
morticians. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendments offered by 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 29, 
between lines 5 and 6, it is proposed to 
insert the following new subsection: 

FUNERAL DIRECTORS 

(1) Paragraph (5) of section 211 (c) of 
the Social Security Act is amended by strik- 
ing out “funeral director.” 


On page 29, line 7, it is proposed to 
strike out “(1)” and insert in lieu there- 
of (m).“ 

On page 29, line 11, it is proposed to 
strike out “subsection (c)” and insert 
in lieu thereof “subsections (c) and ().“ 
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On page 30, line 3, it is proposed to 
strike out “subsection (c)” and insert 
in lieu thereof “subsections (c) and 
ay 

On page 108, between lines 24 and 25, 
it is proposed to insert the following new 
subsection: : 

(d) Paragraph (5) of section 1402 (c) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amend- 
ed by striking out “funeral director.” 


On page 108, line 25, it is proposed to 
strike out “(d)” and insert in lieu thereof 
* ( roa 2 

On page 109, line 1, it is proposed to 
strike out and (e)“ and insert in lieu 
thereof (c), and (d).“ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the amendments will be con- 
sidered en bloc. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Do these amend- 
ments deal entirely with funeral direc- 
tors? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. They are especially 
directed toward that particular category. 
As I have said to the Senator, I have in 
my hand a telegram from the president 
of the Funeral Directors’ Association of 
America, who happens to reside in my 
State, and who has asked that funeral 
directors be included, after a vote which 
was authorized in their 1953 convention. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. President, I do 
not believe there is a great deal of doubt 
as to whether or not funeral directors 
desire to come under this system. If 
there is strong opposition on the part of 
persons to coming under the system, we 
do not wish to bring them in, but so far 
as funeral directors are concerned, we 
agree that they wish to come under the 
system; and I am willing to take the 
amendments to conference. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Colorado. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, when 
this question first arose I looked into the 
situation so far as funeral directors or 
morticians were concerned, and found 
that at that time they were divided on 
the question of coming under social se- 
curity. There was then a divided judg- 
ment. When the House had this bill 
under consideration this year funeral 
directors were included; and again they 
called on me, through their representa- 
tives, having called on me in 1950 and 
1951, and stated without exception— 
these officers who were representative of 
a large group of funeral directors all 
over the country—that they were not 
objecting to being placed under the So- 
cial Security Act. They said that the 
House having put them under the provi- 
sions of the bill, they were willing to 
remain. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Georgia. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing en bloc to the amendments 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendments 8-10-54-H, re- 
lating to dentists. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the amendments offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 29, 
between lines 5 and 6, it is proposed to 
insert the following new subsection: 

DENTISTS 

(1) Paragraph (5) of section 211 (c) of the 
Social Security Act is amended by striking 
out “dentist.” 


On page 29, line 7, it is proposed to 
pa out “(1)” and insert in lieu thereof 
“(m 2 

On page 29, line 11, it is proposed to 
strike out “subsection (c)“ and insert 
in lieu thereof “subsections (c) and ().“ 

On page 30, line 3, it is proposed to 
strike out “subsection (c)“ and insert 
in lieu thereof “subsections (c) and ().“ 

On page 108, between lines 24 and 25, 
it is proposed to insert the following new 
subsection: 

(d) Paragraph (5) of section 1402 (c) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is 
amended by striking out “dentist.” 


On page 108, line 25, it is proposed to 
strike out “(d)” and insert in lieu thereof 
“ (e).“ 

On page 109, line 1, it is proposed to 
strike out “and (c)” and insert in lieu 
thereof “(c), and (d).” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the amendments will be con- 
sidered en bloc. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have in my possession information, let- 
ters, and communications from repre- 
sentatives of the dentistry profession. 
One of the gentleman who appeared and 
testified before the Committee on Fi- 
nance was Dr. Earl H. McGonagle, of 
Royalton, Minn., who is the president of 
the Midwest section of the American 
Dental Association. He spoke very 
forcefully in behalf of the inclusion of 
dentists under the terms of this bill. I 
shall not take too much time on this 
matter, but Dr. McGonagle, who is a 
member of very fine reputation and pro- 
fessional competence, makes this gen- 
eral comment in the letter which he has 
sent to the chairman of the committee: 

Members of the American Dental Asso- 
ciation house of delegates are usually se- 
lected among those who can afford to travel 
to distant points at their own expense. They 
are rarely instructed by the State associa- 
tion house of delegates, and when they vote 
at the ADA meeting there is no record made 
of the vote of the individuals. The members 
of the State association whom the delegates 
are representing have no way of learning 
how each delegate voted. 


Mr. McGonagle points out, for ex- 
ample, since the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts is here, that they took a poll 
in Massachusetts of the dentists in that 
State and they found that 1,164 were 
for coverage and 51 were against it. In 
Minnesota they found out by actual poll 
of the Minnesota Dental Association that 
927 were for coverage and 325 were 
against. In Oregon, 397 were for cov- 
erage and 140 were against. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
complete my statement. The house of 
delegates turned down the old-age and 
survivors insurance for dentists by a vote 
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of 312 to 64. I yield to the Senator from 
Missouri. 

Mr. HENNINGS. The distinguished 
Senator is presenting some very inter- 
esting figures from the poll. Does the 
Senator have a poll, may I ask, of all 
States of the Union? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not, I regret 
to say. 

Mr. HENNINGS. If the Senator had 
such a poll, it would be most helpful 
if he would ask unanimous consent to 
have it inserted in the RECORD. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am going to ask 
at the appropriate time to have an ar- 
ticle on this subject inserted in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. HENNINGS. It would be inter- 
esting to see how the States line up on 
this very important question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have just been 
informed by my legislative aid that 
only four States took polls on the basis 
of their State organizations, and I have 
mentioned Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
and Oregon, I gave those States be- 
cause Dr. McGonagle, who is the editor 
of one of the leading publications and 
contributor to Oral Hygiene, which is a 
professional publication, has written an 
editorial entitled “If You Want Social 
Security, Tell Your Congressman.” 

I now yield to the Senator from Colo- 
rado, the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, we 
have been impressed by the statement 
made by the Senator from Minnesota, 
and by other similar statements. I 
should like to say again that the com- 
mittee is perfectly willing to bring in 
any professional group if there is a 
clearly demonstrable proof that they 
want to come in. I think I-am voicing 
the unanimous opinion, or almost unani- 
mous opinion, of the committee when I 
state that we should not bring in any 
group unless that group strongly wants 
in 


We were also impressed with the 
strong statement opposing coverage of 
dentists, which was presented on be- 
half of the American Dental Association 
during the hearings before the Finance 
Commitee on this bill. Dr. J. Claude 
Earnest, vice president of the Associa- 
tion’s Council on Legislation, and a 
member of its house of delegates, indi- 
3 this opposition in the following 
words: 


In 1949, the American Dental Association, 
through its house of delegates, adopted a 
policy which opposed the inclusion of self- 
employed dentists in old-age and survivors 
insurance. On three later occasions the 
question of changing that policy has been 
on the agenda of the meeting and each time 
it has been voted down, most recently in 
1953 by a vote of 312 to 64. 


How representative of the opinion of 
all American dentists was this position? 
How did the association arrive at this 
decision? Again allow me to quote from 
the statement of Dr. Earnest: 


The house of delegates functions in a man- 
ner similar to Congress. Matters can come 
before it by recommendation of the associ- 
ation’s councils, by resolutions adopted by 
State societies, or by resolutions introduced 
by individual members of the House. Any 
matter before the house of delegates is re- 
ferred to a reference committee which op- 
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erates like a committee of Congress. On 
the subject of OASI well-publicized public 
hearings were held in 3 separate years. In 
1951 the association distributed to dental 
societies throughout the country complete 
information kits telling both sides of the 
OASI story. After all these years of study 
and discussion the association continues to 
maintain its position that dentists should 
be excluded. 


Mr. President, I am convinced that 
we should continue to exclude self-em- 
ployed dentists in view of the fact that 
the association’s delegates voted against 
compulsory coverage, not by a simple 
majority, but by nearly 5 to 1. 

I do not say that there are not some 
spots in some States wherein the pic- 
ture is different, but we had to take the 
information from the place we could 
get it. 

I am also convinced that this decision 
was reached in a democratic manner 
after extensive efforts had been made 
to determine the wishes of the majority 
of the members of the profession. 

In view of the wishes of the dental 
profession as expressed by Dr. Earnest, 
I urge that the amendment be rejected. 
I should like to urge that it be with- 
drawn. I can say to the Senator from 
Minnesota that whenever it becomes 
clear that the dentists want to be in- 
cluded in the system, I do not believe 
I am going too far in saying that I feel 
quite sure the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee members will bring them in, or will 
favor bringing themin. There is no pur- 
pose in excluding them, we want to bring 
people under this system, but we do not 
want to bring them under it if they do 
not want to come under it, and if we 
have to compel them to come in. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Colorado. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I gladly yield to 
the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. I want to add that the 
committee is anxious for all of the pro- 
fessional groups to come in when they 
manifest a clear desire to do so. That 
is the attitude of the committee. At one 
time we went so far as to put them in 
under a voluntary system, but there are 
objections to the voluntary system in a 
system of compulsory insurance so far 
as the workers are concerned. There- 
fore, we abandoned the idea and re- 
scinded a vote that had been taken to 
put them in on a voluntary system, but 
with the full understanding that in the 
case of any profession, be it lawyers, 
doctors, dentists, or what not, when we 
have a reasonable showing that there 
is a clear desire of the majority to come 
in, we will bring them in. That is the 
attitude of the committee. 

But here is what I arose to say: We 
all recall the late Senator Hunt, who 
was himself a dentist and had been 
president, I believe, of the American 
Dental Association. In the last days of 
his life the Senator had a bill prepared 
to bring the dentists in on a voluntary 
basis, expressly providing in the bill that 
whenever the dentists elected to treat 
their services as a trade or business they 
might come in. In other words, it was 
a voluntary system. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Could we take that 
method? 

Mr. GEORGE. Let me explain. Fol- 
lowing the death of Senator Hunt, at the 
request of his assistant, I introduced the 
bill, and the bill has been here since 
June 24. I have received, of course, a 
great many responses to the bill, and all 
the dentists who wrote me indicated, 
“We do not wish to be forced in, but we 
would be willing to come in on a volun- 
tary basis.” 

At that time, as I say, we were hope- 
ful that we might induce the agency to 
try out a voluntary system so far as the 
professions and farm operators were 
concerned. However, they convinced the 
committee that the voluntary system 
would not work. It was too hazardous 
to undertake to try it. As a longtime 
advocate of that system, I felt that it 
might work under certain conditions, but 
there was one notable example of its 
failure to work, and that was in the case 
of Canada. Under a social-security 
plan much like ours they tried the vol- 
untary system, and it did not prove 
successful. 

I merely call attention to the bill to 
which I have referred. I do not intend 
to offer it as an amendment because 
we abandoned the voluntary basis of 
ccverage so far as the professions were 
concerned. I call attention to the fact 
that the late Senator from Wyoming, 
Mr. Hunt, who was himself a dentist, 
and had kept in very close touch with 
his profession, had drawn the bill and I 
merely introduced it following his death. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would it not be 
possible to experiment at least with one 
area of the professional class, such as 
dentists? I do not wish to prolong this 
discussion. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am a strong advo- 
cate of permitting any group which so 
desires to enter under the plan, but we 
were convinced that it would not work. 
We are experimenting with the idea of 
having preachers and ministers come 
under the plan. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I know that. 

Mr. GEORGE. But there are special 
reasons why we have decided to select 
them. 

The THYE. Mr. President, I wish to 
comment briefly on what the able Sen- 
ator from Georgia made reference to, 
the question of the coverage of farmers. 
I have received a great number of let- 
ters on the subject. I took the ques- 
tion up with the chairman of the com- 
mittee, the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN], and the committee staff, in 
an attempt to explore the possibility of 
having coverage for farmers. After all, 
farmers are paying a great deal into the 
social-security fund in the prices which 
they must pay for the articles which they 
purchase in their daily or annual farm 
operations. The chairman made it quite 
clear to me that some of the farm or- 
ganizations objected to farmers being 
covered because they themselves had not 
solved all their problems. I think I am 
Stating the situation correctly, am I not? 

Mr. . The difficulty has 
been that organizations sometimes have 
stated that they were in favor of such 
coverage, but we have not been able to 
reach the grassroots and obtain an au- 
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thentie poll showing that farmers desire 
to be covered. Once there is evidence 
that farmers show a strong interest in 
being covered, they will get coverage. 
We do not wish to pull them in by the 
ears, when there is not sufficient 
strength behind the requests which have 
come to us to indicate that farmers in 
overwhelming numbers desire to be cov- 
ered by social security. 

Mr. THYE. A few farmers have writ- 
ten to me. I share the feeling of my 
colleague. Mention was made of den- 
tists. Quite a number of my personal 
friends in the dental profession have 
consulted me. I appreciate the problems 
with which they are faced. I am glad 
this discussion has taken place, because 
it gives us some understanding of the 
problems involved. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. As being of further 
possible interest regarding the farmer 
aspects of the problem, members of the 
committee held a sort of impromptu poll 
regarding the mail they had received. 
We received much mail from organiza- 
tions, but it was very seldom that a letter 
came from an individual farmer saying, 
“I want to come in,” or “I do not want to 
come in.” Whenever the farmers show 
in demonstrably clear fashion that they 
wish to be covered under social security, 
it is my opinion that they will be covered. 


YURI A. RASTVOROV GRANTED +^ 
ASYLUM 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
would the Senator be willing to yield to 
me not to exceed 10 minutes, so that I 
may speak relative to a note which was 
transmitted to the Russian Ambassador 
this morning by the State Department? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Iam happy to yield 
to the majority leader. 

Mr. O . Mr. President, I 
should like to read a Department of 
State press release No. 441, which was 
released at 8 p. m.: 


The Department of State today trans- 
mitted to the Soviet Embassy a note, the text 
of which is set forth below, concerning the 
case of Yuri A. Rastvorov, former official of 
the Soviet mission in Japan: 

“The Secretary of State presents his com- 
pliments to His Excellency the Ambassador 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and, with reference to the Embassy’s in- 
quiries regarding the whereabouts of Mr. Y. 
A. Rastvorov, has the honor to inform him 
that Mr. Rastvorov has requested the appro- 
priate American authorities that he be 
granted political asylum. 

“Mr. Rastvorov’s request has been granted 
and he is now residing in the United States. 
If the Ambassador wishes to talk with Mr. 
Rastvorov, he is available for an interview 
immediately.” 

The Department of Justice has issued the 
following statement with regard to the au- 
thorization granted to Mr. Rastvorov in con- 
nection with his entry into the United 
States: 

“Attorney General Herbert Brownell, Jr., 
announced today that Yuri A. Rastvorov, the 
Soviet official who sought the protection and 
assistance of American authorities, has been 
granted temporary entry into the United 
States under the auspices of the Department 
of State, and is now in this country. The 
Japanese Government has been kept appro- 
priately advised. 

“His entry was authorized under the dis- 
cretionary powers vested in the Attorney 
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General by the Immigration and Nationality 
Act. 

“Yurl A. Rastvorov has been in consulta- 
tion with American officials since his arrival 
in the United States. He has also been in- 
terviewed in the United States by Japanese 
officials.” 

Attached hereto are copies of the follow- 
ing pertinent documents concerning this 
matter: 

1. Mr. Rastvorov’s request for asylum; 

2. Biographic information concerning Mr. 
Rast vorov. 

“REQUEST FOR ASYLUM 


“I, Yuri Alexandrovich Rastvorov, mo- 
tivated solely by my own wishes, and for 
political reasons, hereby request the United 
States Government for political asylum. 

“YURI ALEXANDROVICH RASTVOROV, 

“January 24, 1954.” 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there be printed in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my remarks the 
biographical sketch which immediately 
follows. 

There being no objection, the bio- 
graphical sketch was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 


Yuri A. Rastvorov was born July 11, 1921, 
in Dmitrovsk, in Central Russia. His parents 
had one other child, a son who died in 
infancy. 

Rastvorov’s mother, who was a physician, 
died in 1946. His father, an army officer, 
retired in 1947 with the rank of colonel and 
was last reported living in Moscow. 

Rastvorov attended middle school in 
Moscow and studied at the Geodesy Institute 
there. 

He was drafted into the army in Novem- 
ber 1939 and was assigned to the Institute 
of Oriental Languages in Moscow the follow- 
ing year. The institute was maintained by 
the military intelligence division of the 
Soviet Army for language and other special 
training for intelligence work in the Far 
East. Rastvorov was commissioned a second 
lieutenant in the military intelligence service 
in 1941. 

In February 1943 he was transferred from 
military intelligence to the secret political 
police (NKGB) and assigned to the NKGB 
Intelligence Directorate in Moscow. 

He was sent to Japan in January 1946, 
ostensibly as a Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
employee but in reality as an espionage agent 
of the Ministry of State Security (MGB) 
later in the Ministry of Internal Affairs 
(MVD). He returned to Moscow in late 1946 
and was reassigned to Japan in June 1950. 
Although performing the same duties as 
before Rastvorov was now listed as a second 
secretary of the Soviet mission. 

He had the rank of lieutenant colonel in 
the MVD when he sought sanctuary in the 
United States early this year. 

Rastvorov married Galina Andreyevna 
Godova in January 1945 in Moscow. They 
have one child, Tatiyana, born in October 
1945. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
now read the translation: 
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TRANSLATION OF STATEMENT OF YURI A. RAST- 
VOROV 


I wanted to live like a decent human be- 
ing. I wanted to be treated decently and I 
wanted to be able to treat other people 
decently. 

It is impossible to live like this under 
communism. People do not dare treat each 
other decently or trust each other or speak 
freely to each other. 

In all my life until I came to America I 
had only one friend with whom I could speak 
fairly freely without fear. He was killed in 
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the war. I could not even speak freely with 
members of my own family. 

When I was a baby my mother had me 
baptized. But she was so afraid of what the 
Communists would do to her for this that 
she had me baptized secretly. She did not 
even tell my father. 

When I was a child, my grandfather—my 
father’s father—owned a small farm near 
Orel. He had two horses and a cow. Since 
he had no one to help him work the farm, 
he once hired a man to help him get the 
crops in during the harvest. For this the 
Communists called him a kulak—a rich 
peasant—and took away everything he had 
and made it impossible for him to earn a 
living any other way. 

My mother sent my grandfather bread 
secretly from time to time without letting 
even my father find out about it. But my 
father did not dare do anything to help. He 
stopped seeing his father. He was afraid 
that if he did the Communists would punish 
him. My grandfather starved to death in 
1930. 

My father had a brother who was an army 
doctor. He was taken prisoner by the Ger- 
mans in the Second World War. When he 
was freed, the Communists sent him—like 
thousands of others—to a “quarantine” 
camp to check on his reliability, He was 
kept there for 3 years, When he was re- 
leased, I was afraid to see him or have any- 
thing to do with him, in spite of the fact 
that I was extremely fond of him. I was 
afraid I would be punished if I did, maybe 
dismissed from government service, because 
he was under suspicion and always would be 
for having been in contact—as a prisoner— 
with the outside world. 

This is what life is like under commu- 
nism. These are the sorts of things com- 
munism does to people. 

I tried hard all my life to believe in this 
system but I could not. From the time I be- 
gan to understand life a little, the things I 
saw made me feel more and more doubt and 
bitterness and hatred. 

Finally all this—especially after I saw with 
my own eyes how people live their own lives 
and how they get along with each other in 
free countries—made me decide to leave for- 
ever a fatherland which the Communists had 
turned into a concentration camp. 

Now I hope I can make a new life in this 
country, a normal life like the lives of other 
people. I hope I can become an American 
like other Americans. 


Mr. JENNER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bar- 
RETT in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Colorado yield to the Senator from 


Mr. JENNER. 1 wish to state that the 
Internal Security Committee has been 
interested in this situation for some 
time. Since this announcement has 
been made, as of 8 o’clock this evening, 
I have been in contact with the authori- 
ties of the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment and have requested that our 
committee be permitted to have Mr. 
Rastvorov appear to testify in executive 
sessions and possibly open sessions later. 
We wish to go into the whole matter of 
his defection, his reasons therefor, and 
so forth. I have contacted the authori- 
ties and have been assured that that will 
be allowed. 


SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1954 

The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the 

Social Security Act and the Internal 
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Revenue Code so as to extend coverage 
under the old-age and survivors insur- 
ance program, increase the benefits pay- 
able thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in- 
crease the amount of earnings permitted 
without loss of benefits, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to complete my statement on 
the pending amendment. I understand 
my time has run out, so I will ask the 
chairman of the committee to yield me 
sufficient time to enable me to complete 
my statement. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I will yield. Let us 
start with 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to ask the 
Senator this question: Is it not true that 
the professional groups are included in 
the House bill? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes, on a mandatory 
basis except for self-employed physi- 
cians. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it possible this 
bill may go to conference? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There may be a con- 
ference on it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If it does go to 
conference, will the Senator keep at least 
an open mind on the question of includ- 
ing in it the professional group, the den- 
tists, to which I have just referred? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Not on a voluntary 
basis. We have discussed that question 
in the committee thoroughly. It was 
the committee’s opinion that to include 
such a provision would reverse the orig- 
inal attitude the committee took, be- 
cause, based on later information and 
more mature thought, it was realized 
that our particular security system can- 
not be operated on a pick-and-choose 
voluntary basis. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp an editorial 
entitled “If You Want Social Security, 
Tell Your Congressman,” written by 
Dr. Earl H. McGonagle. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Ir You Want Socran Securrry TELL Your 
CONGRESSMAN 
(By Earl H. McGonagle, D. D. S.) 

The Congress may mistakenly regard the 
house of delegates as an accurate barometer 
of all dentists’ sentiments. 

There seems to be a discrepancy between 
the action on social security by the house 
of delegates of the American Dental Associa- 
tion and the sentiment of the members that 
it represents. The house of delegates turned 
down old-age and survivors insurance for 
dentists by a vote of 312 to 64. 

To my knowledge three State associations 
have conducted reply postal card polls of 
their entire membership on the subject of 
old-age and surviyors insurance (OASI) for 
dentists, with the following large majorities 
favoring it: 


No 
Massachusetts 51 
Minnesota.. 325 
K 140 


The totals of these figures are 2,488 yes and 
510 no, or approximately 80 percent favoring 
OASI. It will require a psychologist to ex- 
plain the action of the delegates, considering 
this evidence of the true sentiment of their 
constituents. Perhaps if it had been a se- 
cret ballot, instead of a standing vote, the 
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count would have been different. If com- 
plete polls were to be conducted in other 
States it is probable that the results would 
be similar to those of the three States listed 
here. 

At the meeting of the reference commit- 
tee on insurance held in the Statler Hotel in 
Cleveland it was evident that the members 
of our profession know little about the cost 
and benefits of OASI. One question di- 
rected to the chairman was, “If dentists were 
covered and one would die leaving a widow 
and children ages 1 and 3 years, what would 
the family receive in benefits?” The com- 
mittee chairman, acting as moderator, re- 
ferred the question to the attorney, who 
read a few figures and percentages, but the 
question was not answered. Anyone who 
knows anything about it could have given 
the answer in a minute. The answer is, 
“From the date of the father’s death to the 
date the youngest child becomes age 18; the 
widow and children would receive approxi- 
mately $33,000. In addition, if she does not 
marry, the widow would receive a lifetime 
annuity of $63.80 per month at age 65.” 


AIDS YOUNG MEN 


If dentists were covered in OASI, it would 
ease the anxiety of the young man with a 
family, who is unable to carry sufficient life 
insurance for proper protection such as his 
neighbors enjoy with the additional protec- 
tion of social security. It would ease the 
load of older dentists who see their ability 
to appeal to potential patients slipping. In 
large industrial areas where the effects of 
such protection are better understood, you 
will find that the dentists are most favorable 
to OASI. Will Rogers once said: “We are 
most down on that which we are the least 
up on.” 

Regardless of what we may think of the 
social-security program, it is with us to stay. 
All pension funds are largely financed by 
passing the cost on to the consumer. Your 


utility company places a designated amount_ 


in its retirement fund and pays its share of 
the social-security tax, all of which is fig- 
ured as expense and, along with other ex- 
penses, is used as a gage in determining the 
retail price of its services. When deductions 
cause the worker’s pay check to shrink, he 
demands a raise to offset the loss, and that, 
also, is passed on to the consumer. If den- 
tists were included, the social-security tax, 
the premium on OASI, would become an 
expense that all dentists must pay, and it 
would be added to the cost of services pro- 
duced by every dentist. No one dentist 
would have an advantage over the other, and 
each would have to determine his fees with 
this cost included. Although a minute 
amount, nevertheless, that is the way it 
works out. The question is, Can we remain 
outside the program without being hurt and 
placing our families in an uncomfortable 
position? We are paying for OASI indirect- 
ly but receive no benefits. 

The resolution passed at the 1953 session 
of the house of delegates simply states that 
there has been no change in the attitude of 
the American Dental Association with ref- 
erence to old-age and survivors insurance 
and that the organization will explain its 
position when details of the proposed new 
law are known. Its position, unchanged, is 
embodied in the resolution passed by the 
house of delegates at San Francisco in 1949, 
which states, “The policy expressed by the 
1948 house of delegates is hereby rescinded, 
and the council on legislation is directed to 
seek amendments eliminating dentists from 
any proposals to extend old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance to the self-employed.” 

There are already several thousand den- 
tists under OASI through being employed 
or being self-employed in a side line, and 
you do not hear objections from them. The 
remainder may be brought into it without 
asking for it, as requested by President 
Eisenhower, but with the house of delegates’ 
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overwhelming vote of 312 to 64 against 
OASI, our Congressmen may hesitate. It is 
important that Congressmen should be in- 
formed of the wishes of the individual den- 
tists, and letters should be written to them 
without delay. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor» a letter I have received from 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare in answer to a communica- 
tion I had received earlier from Dr. C. D. 
Mitchell, Crookston, Minn., pertaining to 
coverage of dentists under the old-age 
insurance program. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., July 27, 1954. 
Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR HUMPHREY: This is in reply 
to your communication of June 28 with 
which you forwarded a letter from Dr. C. D. 
Mitchell, Crookston, Minn., Dr. Mitchell 
questions the advisability of covering self- 
employed dentists under the Federal old-age 
and survivors insurance program. 

As you know, H. R. 9366, the bill introduced 
to carry out the President’s recommendations 
on the old-age and survivors insurance pro- 
gram, was passed by the House of Represent- 
atives on June 1, and is now being consid- 
ered by the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate. H. R. 9366 as passed by the House 
would extend old-age and survivors insur- 
ance coverage to self-employed dentists and 
to all of the other self-employed professional 
groups now excluded except physicians. 
While the Senate Committee on Finance has 
not yet issued a report on H. R. 9366, we 
understand that the committee has voted 
to continue the present exclusion from cov- 
erage of self-employed professional groups. 

As Dr. Mitchell points out in his letter, the 
American Dental Association opposes the 
compulsory coverage of self-employed den- 
tists under the old-age and survivors insur- 
ance program. Opposition to compulsory 
coverage also has been expressed by several 
State and local dental societies. On the other 
hand, many self-employed dentists and sev- 
eral societies have expressed a desire to par- 
ticipate in the program. The results of sev- 
eral polls taken by State dental associations 
and district societies in 1953 and 1954 were 
reported at the recent hearings on H. R. 9366 
held by the Senate Committee on Finance, 
The members of the societies which were 
polled have indicated that they favor old-age 
and survivors insurance coverage as follows: 
Massachusetts (95.8 percent), Minnesota (74 
percent), Oregon (73.9 percent), New York 
District No. 1 (88.9 percent), and the Chi- 
cago Dental Society (82.6 percent). 

Dr. Mitchell may be interested in what 
President Eisenhower said about the old-age 
and survivors insurance program in his 
special message to the Congress on January 
14, in which he again urged that the cover- 
age of the system be extended to millions of 
current workers now excluded and made 
other recommendations to improve the pro- 
gram. Enclosed is the text of the Presi- 
dent's message. 

The President’s recommendation to in- 
clude self-employed dentists under the old- 
age and survivors insurance program was 
made only after very careful consideration. 
Moreover, the question of covering this 
group was given thorough study by a group 
of consultants to the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. These consultants, 
who were rec ized experts in social 
security with backgrounds in business, labor, 
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agriculture, and private pension plans, also 
came to the same conclusion. 

There is no doubt but that many Ameri- 
cans may be able to make provisions which, 
barring personal catastrophes, will provide 
adequate family security when they die or 
become too old to work. Yet they, as part 
of the American society, cannot escape the 
ill effects which poverty among many other 
families would have on our whole economy 
and on our way of life. Old age and death 
are such universal threats to family security, 
and therefore to our society as a whole, that 
the responsibility for protecting society 
against these common hazards should be 
universal. Without universal coverage, 
many persons will have no opportunity to 
participate in the old-age and survivors in- 
surance program and to provide economic 
security for themselves and their families; 
other people may participate for too short a 
period of time to qualify for benefits. People 
who are unable to acquire protection under 
the program against the loss of income due 
to retirement or death would have to rely 
in case of need upon public assistance, and 
the individuals under old-age and survivors 
insurance would have to bear a large part of 
the financial burden of the costs of assistance. 

In his letter, Dr. Mitchell mentions the 
amount of life insurance which a person 
could buy with an amount of money equiva- 
lent to his old-age and survivors’ insurance 
contributions. The differences between the 
kind of protection offered by private insur- 
ance and that provided under old-age and 
survivors insurance are sufficiently marked to 
make comparisons difficult. Private insur- 
ance and social security are basically not 
competitive, but are complementary to each 
other. Old-age and survivors insurance, 
with benefits related to past earnings, is in- 
tended to provide a base on which an indi- 
vidual can build his own security through 
the addition of income from all forms of pri- 
vate savings, home ownership, and private 
insurance. You may wish to send Dr. 
Mitchell the enclosed pamphlet on old-age 
and survivors insurance, as it contains in- 
formation about the benefits payable under 
this program, 

I trust this information will assist you in 
replying to Dr. Mitchell. I am returning his 
letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN W. TRAMBURG, 
Commissioner. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recor a copy of a letter 
from Dr. McGonagle, addressed to the 
chairman of the Committee on Finance 
(Mr. MILLIKIN]. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JL 10, 1954. 
Senator EUGENE D. MILLIKIN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MILLIKIN: I wish to add the 
following statement to my restricted testi- 
mony presented before the Senate Commit- 
tee on Finance on July 6, 1954. 

First, I wish to call your attention to testi- 
mony submitted by Dr. J. Claude Earnest 
on April 9 and July 6, 1954. In these state- 
ments he emphasized the fact that retire- 
ment income for dentists was unimportant 
as most dentists do not retire. Either 
through insufficient knowledge of details of 
the OASI program or through willful omis- 
sion the more important features of protec- 
tion for the families of young men and the 
widows of older men were omitted. As you 
know, if a young man dies leaving a wife 
and 2 children ages 1 and 3, that the family 
would receive approximately $38,000 up to 
the day the youngest child becomes age 18, 
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and then when the wife reaches age 65 she 
would be entitled to a monthly income of 
$81.40 for life. 

While many dentists do not retire there 
are many who should, and would if they 
could afford it. The wife, due to being 
younger on the average and enjoying a 
greater life expectancy, usually outlives the 
husband by about 10 years. At age 65 she 
would be entitled to a monthly income of 
$81.40 for life. 

According to investigations by two of the 
leading diagnostic clinics in our country, the 
most common disease of dentists is “anxiety 
state.” If the young men and the elderly 
men could enjoy the security referred to 
above much of this condition should disap- 
pear. If dentists are not included in OASI 
it will probably become more prevalent as 
the condition called “anxiety state” is caused 
largely through tension brought on due to 
a feeling of insecurity. 

Members of the American Dental Associa- 
tion house of delegates are usually selected 
from among those who can afford to travel 
to distant points at their own expense. They 
are rarely instructed by the State association 
house of delegates and when they vote at 
the ADA meetings there is no record made 
of the vote of the individual. The mem- 
bers of the State association, whom the 
delegates are representing, have no way of 
learning how each delegate voted. 

At the last session of the house of dele- 
gates in Cleveland when the vote on old- 
age and survivors insurance for dentists was 
taken a request for a secret ballot was denied 
those who requested it. In the standing vote 
then taken I observed the members of one 
State delegation voting against it although 
a complete statewide poll taken by the State 
association that they represented had ap- 
proved OASI. I have been informed that 
other State delegations voted in a similar 
manner. There seems to be so much pride 
within the individual delegate that he has 
not the courage to stand up and acknowl- 
edge that he is in favor of OASI even though 
it is the sentiment of his constituents back 
home. If the vote in the house of delegates 
had been done on the voting machine it is 
very probable that the result would have 
been quite different, 

The statements made by Dr. Earnest that 
OASI would encourage a dentist to retire at 
age 65 is absolutely silly. If an elderly den- 
tist cannot earn much more than the retire- 
ment benefit of OASI it is time to retire, 
but if he is still able, and can command 
enough patients to earn considerably more 
than the OASI benefits, he would not be en- 
couraged to discontinue his practice. Rath- 
er, he would be in a better mental state 
to continue as he would enjoy the feeling 
of security due to the protection he and his 
wife would enjoy under OASI in case it is 
needed. 

Even though there are claims that most 
dentists oppose coverage under OASI it is 
not substantiated by complete secret polls 
that have been taken, as listed in my testi- 
mony before your committee. 

Your committee likes to please the major- 
ity when consistent with the general wel- 
fare. If you recommend coverage of dentists 
in OASI you will please those who openly 
request coverage, and for those whose pride 
restricts them from requesting it, you will 
satisfy most. 

At present thousands of dentists are cov- 
ered through working for other dentists, hos- 
pitals, and associations. When a physician 
or dentist who has been employed by an 
association like the Mayo Clinic leaves its 
employ he is no longer covered. Many den- 
tists are covered through operating a busi- 
ness on the side which they can sell or lease 
at age 65 and receive full benefits of OASI 
and continue practicing his profession at 
will. OASI should cover every worker, both 
employed and self-employed, so that posi- 
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tions can be changed without altering the 
status under pension setups. 

Dentists and their wives were made happy 
when the House of Representatives included 
them in OASI. Most of them think they are 
in, definitely, so you will not hear from many 
favoring OASI. The American Dental Asso- 
ciation, with its facilities, will see that you 
receive many requests that they be elimi- 
nated. Please judge these letters and tele- 
grams with that in mind. 

Thank you for consideration of my state- 
ment. 

Sincerely, 
EARL H. McGonactg, D. D. S. 

NoTe.—All figures pertaining to OASI 
benefits are according to the new proposed 
schedule, and assumes that the average an- 
nual income would exceed $4,200. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp some excerpts 
from the testimony before the Senate 
Finance Committee on the subject mat- 
ter of including dentists under the pro- 
visions of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


STATEMENT OF EARL H. McGoONAGLE BEFORE 
THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE PRE- 
SENTED JULY 6, 1954 


Mr. Chairman, I am Earl H. McGonagle, of 
Royalton, Minn. I am a self-employed prac- 
ticing dentist who has been a member of the 
American Dental Association, the Minnesota 
State Dental Association, and the West- 
Central District Dental Society since 1916, 
It is my privilege to presently serve as presi- 
dent of the MTW Tri-County Dental Society 
and am a past president of the West-Central 
Minnesota District Dental Society. I am also 
associate editor of North-West Dentistry, the 
official publication of the Minnesota, North 
Dakota and South Dakota dental associa- 
tions. And, incidentally, I am one of the 
thousands of dentists who are presently cov- 
ered under the old-age and survivors’ insur- 


ance program holding [72°27 as 


This lengthy introduction is given you be- 
cause I am representing no official body of 
dentists and want you to understand my 
background. I wish to plead the case of all 
dentists who do not agree with the action 
of the American Dental Association house of 
delegates in regard to the inclusion of den- 
tists in old-age and survivors’ insurance. 

I will first present to you evidence that 
indicates that the majority of dentists do 
want to be included in the old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance program. Second, that the 
vote of the house of delegates and the re- 
sult of the response to the questionnaires 
mailed to members of the American Dental 
Association in 1951 are not conclusive, and 
third, to explain why dentists are not like 
physicians economically and should not be 
eliminated from coverage in OASI just be- 
cause the physicians have been eliminated 
by the action of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

Any polls taken other than in secret and 
in full coverage are of little value so I will 
refer only to polls that have been taken in 
that manner. I can refer you to others that 
are favorable to OASI but they are not a 
true and accurate poll of full coverage as 
I have indicated, and are not of great value. 

Three State dental associations have spon- 
sored reply postal card polls of their entire 
memberships with the following results: 

The figures are as follows: 

Massachusetts, 1,164 yes, 51 no (95.8 per- 
cent yes); Minnesota, 927 yes, 325 no (74 
percent); Oregon, 397 yes, 140 no (73.9 per- 
cent). 

In addition, two large district societies 
have conducted similar polls, 
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New York district No. 1, 2,141 yes, 267 no 
(88.9 percent); Chicago Dental Society, 1,295 
yes, 271 no (82.6 percent). 

The results of these reply postal card polls 
are impressive and if other State and district 
dental associations would conduct similar 
polls it is probable that results of such polls 
would be similar to those I have listed. 
Any reference to States or sections that some 
claim do not agree with this sentiment of 
favoring old age and survivors insurance 
have no such evidence produced by any 
such polls and statements are made with- 
out sustaining evidence. 

The questionnaire conducted by the 
American Dental Association in the year 
1951 was mailed to 1 member in each 7 on 
its mailing list. Replies received on the 
question of old age and survivors insurance 
represented only 2,240, less than 3.5 percent 
of the entire membership. The result was 
48.3 percent favoring and 51.7 percent op- 
posing old age and survivors insurance for 
dentists. It is not known how the other 
96.5 percent felt about it. However, this is 
the only direct contact with its members 
that the American Dental Association has 
to guide its action and even it shows a bare 
majority. 

I feel that there is no doubt that a large 
majority of dentists favor inclusion in this 
program. In the workings of the American 
Dental Association house of delegates there 
is a psychological factor that makes it ap- 
pear to an outsider that dentists are op- 
posed to it. The delegates rarely go to the 
national meetings instructed and are influ- 
enced by personalities and situations at 
hand. 

The work required of dentists and their 
incomes are not similar to that of physicians 
who were excluded from the OASI program 
by action of the House of Representatives. 
A physician can practice his profession as 
long as he maintains a sound mind. How- 
every a dentist must maintain almost per- 
fect health to carry on his office work, and 
it cannot be done on a part-time basis, as 
overhead is high and full time and full speed 
are necessary in order to continue practice. 
Many disabilities, such as skin diseases, 
arthritis, trembling or injured hands, im- 
paired eyes, and a host of other conditions, 
will render a dentist useless in his office, 

To make the old-age and survivors insur- 
ance program sound it should include every 
worker, both employed and self-employed. 
There are thousands of dentists covered 
through being employed by other dentists 
and associations and many through con- 
ducting a covered business in addition to 
his dental practice. I doubt that your 
committee has received many objections from 
those covered individuals. 

As long as some groups are excluded from 
this program there will be technicalities that 
will make it unfair to some, and the innocent 
families will suffer. 

In the interest of the dentists and their 
families, I pray that your committee will 
recommend their inclusion in the old-age 
and survivors insurance program as has been 
done by act of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
shall withdraw the amendment, so that 
there will not be involved the problem 
of going to conference with an amend- 
ment which may not be accepted, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator withdraws his amendment. 

The bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, T 
should like to call up my amendment 
8-10-54-I. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, Mr. Hum- 
PHREY’s amendment was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

On page 25, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following new subsection: 

“ACCOUNTANTS 

“(1) Paragraph (5) of section 211 (c) of 
the Social Security Act is amended by 
striking out ‘certified public accountant, 
accountant registered or licensed as an ac- 
countant under State, or municipal law, full- 
time practicing public accountant’.” 

On page 29, line 7, strike out “(1)” and 
insert in lieu thereof “(m).” 

On page 29, line 11, strike out “subsection 
(c)” and insert in lieu thereof “subsections 
(c) and (ö).“ 

On page 30, line 3, strike out “subsection 
(c)” and insert in lieu thereof “subsections 
(e) and (ö).“ 

On page 108, between lines 24 and 25, in- 
sert the following new subsection: 

“(d) Paragraph (5) of section 1402 (c) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amend- 
ed by striking out ‘certified public account- 
ant, accountant registered or licensed as an 
accountant under State or municipal law, 
full-time practicing public accountant’.” 

On page 108, line 25, strike out “(d)” and 
insert in lieu thereof “(e).” 

On page 109, line 1, strike out “and (c)“ 
and insert in lieu thereof “(c), and (d).” 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
this amendment pertains to the inclu- 
sion of accountants under the terms of 
the old-age insurance program and the 
social-security program. I have been 
consulted by the National Society of 
Public Accountants. I have been in- 
formed that on the basis of a poll of 
their membership the vote was 4 to 1 
in favor of being included. Here, again, 
is an actual membership which strongly 
desires inclusion. 

I realize the difficult problem the Com- 
mittee on Finance has with regard to 
including such professional groups, when 
there are differences of opinion within 
a group and within the profession. 
However, many times in Congress we do 
not follow the advice of associations on 
legislative matters. We have not al- 
ways taken the advice of the American 
Federation of Labor or the National As- 
sociation of Manufacturers, or any trade 
association. Usually we try to make 
our own decisions. 

In this instance, I feel that as we move 
along toward the consideration of 
broader coverage of old-age insurance 
and other benefits under social security 
we cannot always rely upon the so-called 
house of delegates of any group or their 
delegate assemblies. 

Considerable evidence has been 
brought to my attention that the ma- 
jority numbers in many of these groups 
are desirous of coverage. 

I ask the chairman of the committee 
what his view is. I should like to have 
his advice. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, it is 
true that a recent poll of the members 
of the National Society of Public Ac- 
countants shows that they favor cover- 
age under the social-security provisions, 
but, according to the society’s executive 
director, James E. Keys, a substantial 
number of the members qualified their 
ballots by indicating that they favored 
coverage only if all professions were to 
be covered. ‘This position was based on 
the fact that the self-employed account- 
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ant seldom retires abruptly at age 65; 
and normally continues to work as long 
as he is able to do so. 

Therefore, when the committee 
reached its decision to continue the ex- 
clusions in existing law of certain pro- 
fessional groups, we were moved by the 
considerations stated to make no excep- 
tion in the case of accountants. We also 
took into consideration the fact that no 
member of the profession appeared be- 
fore the Committee on Finance to request 
coverage. 

I must necessarily urge upon the Sen- 
ate, in order to coincide with the opinion 
of the committee and other views ex- 
pressed here, that this amendment be 
defeated, if pressed. I hope the Senator 
from Minnesota will not press it. I hope 
he will convey to those who have com- 
municated with him the feeling, so far as 
I can determine it, of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Finance, that the accountants 
can come in whenever we receive evi- 
dence that they want to come in. I refer 
to evidence which is not the subject of 
controversy or dispute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I respect the judg- 
ment of the chairman of the committee. 
These are most difficult decisions to 
make. 

While I know the position the Senate 
committee has taken, I am also aware 
of the position the House committee has 
taken. If the bill goes to conference 
there will have to be a little give and 
take. I hope the Senator may give a 
little and not merely take. If the Sena- 
tor will give in a little and take in the 
accountants and dentists, the junior Sen- 
ator from Minnesota will be very happy. 

In the meantime, in order to make 
the Senator happy, I shall withdraw my 
amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the Senator 
very much. 


LABELING OF IMPORTED TROUT— 
MOTION TO RECONSIDER 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may make a 
unanimous-consent request which must 
be made today? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr.McCARRAN. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to enter a motion to reconsider the 
vote -by which the Senate yesterday 
agreed to the amendments of the House 
to Senate bill 2033, a bill relating to the 
labeling of packages containing foreign- 
produced trout sold in the United States, 
and requiring certain information to ap- 
pear on the menus of public eating places 
serving such trout. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. What bill is S. 2033? 
Mr. McCARRAN. The bill has to do 
with the sale and disposition of imported 
trout. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The trout bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes, sir. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
motion to reconsider will be entered. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. DworsHak] is interested in 
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the trout bill. Will the Senator from 
Nevada state the question again for the 
benefit of the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I desire to enter a 
motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the Senate yesterday agreed to the 
amendments of the House to Senate bill 
2033. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. President, I should 
like to have some explanation, What is 
the reason for this request? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I wish to have the 
Senate consider the amendments which 
were added by the House, so that they 
may be modified. The amendments of 
the House were concurred in when I was 
not on the floor of the Senate. I wished 
to make a modification, because the Sen- 
ator from Nevada and the people from 
the State of Nevada are very much con- 
cerned as to this industry. A slight mod- 
ification, I think, will do no harm to the 
bill, 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. There was a con- 
sensus of opinion among those in the 
industry directly affected by the pro- 
posed legislation that at this late hour it 
would be advisable to concur in the House 
amendments, and not jeopardize final 
passage of the bill by reconsidering the 
amendments of the House and forcing a 
conference. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is the reason 
I am making the request today, so that 
we may work expeditiously. In my judg- 
ment it will not affect the industry. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I am in somewhat 
of a dilemma, because I have been ad- 
vised that the industry directly affected 
is willing to accept the House amend- 
ments. Does the Senator from Nevada 
have contrary information? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes; I have. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I understood that 
the Senator from Nevada made a unani- 
mous-consent request. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Reserving the right 
to object, will the Senator from Nevada 
tell us what his proposed modifications 
are? Is he reflecting the sentiment 
within the trout industry? The Senator 
from Idaho was advised that the in- 
dustry 

Mr. MecARRAN. I am reflecting the 
sentiments of the industry as it exists 
in my State. Otherwise I would not 
make this suggestion. If I thought my 
request would put the bill out of busi- 
a I would not make even this sugges- 

on. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Does the Senator 
realize that he may be jeopardizing the 
proposed legislation? Does he prefer to 
take that chance rather than to concur 
in the House amendments? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I would not take 
the chance if I thought it would jeopard- 
ize the final passage of the bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
believe I can give assurances to the Sen- 
ator from Idaho [Mr. DWORSHAK] and 
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the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
RAN]. I understand the amendments 
proposed to be offered by the Senator 
from Nevada are not likely to require 
prolonged discussion, and we shall sched- 
ule the bill so that it will not be 
jeopardized. 


SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1954 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the So- 
cial Security Act and the Internal Rev- 
enue Code, so as to extend coverage un- 
der the old age and survivors insurance 
programs, increase the benefits pay- 
able thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in- 
crease the amount of earnings per- 


mitted without loss of benefits, and for 


other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair announces that the amendment 
by the Senator from Minnesota has been 
withdrawn. The bill is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I call 
up an amendment which is at the desk, 
“8-11-54-C,” which I have modified, and 
ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK, On page 63, be- 
tween lines 3 and 4, it is proposed to in- 
sert the following new subsection: 

EXTRA CREDIT FOR POSTPONED RETIREMENT 

(j) Section 202 (a) of such act is amended 
by striking out the second sentence of such 
section and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: “Such individual's old-age in- 
surance benefit for any month after 1954 shall 
be equal to his primary insurance amount 
for such month plus one-twelfth of 1 per- 
cent of such primary insurance amount for 
each month (A) which occurs (i) after 1954, 
(ii) after the day before the first month in 
which he is eligible for old-age insurance 
benefits, and (iii) prior to the month in 
which he files application for old-age in- 
surance benefits, and (B) during which 
either he is not entitled to any monthly 
benefit under section 202 or an event speci- 
fied in section 203 (b) (1) or (2) occurs. 
For the purposes of the preceding sentence 
an individual shall be deemed eligible for 
old-age insurance benefits in the first month 
in which he is both fully insured and has 
attained retirement age.” 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been modified to change 
one-sixth to one-twelfth, which has the 
effect of changing the credit given to a 
worker who delays his retirement past 65 
from 2 percent to 1 percent a year. As 
the committee knows, we face a problem 
of equity concerning men and women 
who reach the age of 65 and who con- 
tinue to work. They continue to make 
contributions to the program but re- 
ceive no benefits, though they would be 
eligible to receive them, 

In addition, many of these men and 
women when they reach the age of 65 
find that their earnings drop. Accord- 
ing to the Social Security Administra- 
tion, the average age of retirement for 
men is 69 years of age and the average 
age of retirement for women is 68. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
give workers who reach the age of 65 an 
additional incentive to continue to work, 
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The incentive is very moderate. I have 
changed it to 1 percent of their benefit. 
It seems to me that would encourage 
such men and women not to retire at age 
65. They have, under the mortality 
table, 14 years, as an average, ahead of 
them. This amendment would encour- 
age them to continue to work for a por- 
tion of that period, thus aiding their 
self-sufficiency and our productive econ- 
omy. It would give them a very mod- 
erate incentive and would not be very 
costly to the program. 

I wonder if the Senator from Colorado 
0 be inclined to accept this amend- 
ment, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
think the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts is working on a very laud- 
able undertaking. The committee is 
very much interested in how to keep 
elderly people working, if they want to 
work, at employment for which they 
are fitted. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The committee has 
made a great contribution to this effort. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. We are making a 
study at this time. We have considered 
many times the problem of the aging 
continuing to work. We are deeply in- 
terested in what the Senator is endeav- 
oring to do. It is a large subject, and it 
is one thfat we cannot resolve on the Sen- 
ate floor. 

Also, as the Senator has now modified 
his amendment, it would add a cost of 
$250 million a year, and certainly before 
that occurs it should be carefully studied 
by the committee. I wish the Senator 
would not press his amendment. I can 
assure him of the continued interest of 
the committee in this subject. We shall 
be glad to have the Senator come before 
us when we begin consideration of an- 
other social security bill, which is a con- 
tinuing subject, also. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor- 
rect in his statement as to how much 
this provision would cost, but as Mr. 
Myers, the actuary, pointed out before 
the Senate Finance Committee, it is 
preferable not to deal in amounts but 
in percentages. The cost is 0.14 of 1 
percent. I have looked at the figures, 
the high and the low, which the actuaries 
for the Senate Finance Committee have 
projected for the next 60 or 70 years. It 
seems to me that 0.14 percent of 1 per- 
cent would not be an excessive drain on 
the retirement fund. If we take the 
optimum conditions about which Mr. 
Myers talked, we find that by the year 
2020 there will be $345 billion in the 
fund. That, I agree, is the optimum. 
Nevertheless, it indicates that the per- 
centage of drain which I have discussed 
should not break the fund, and these 
people could be receiving money for their 
years of employment from age 65 to age 
70 when they continue to work and 
pay in. 

I should like to see them get some 
compensation, particularly when we are 
not in a period of massive unemploy- 
ment, as we were in the thirties, when 
we were attempting to get people out of 
the labor market. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am very sympa- 
thetic toward what the Senator is en- 
deavoring to do. The best information 
I have confirms the cost of $250 million. 
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That is a large sum of money. Con- 
sidering all the other benefits in this bill, 
T believe it is a very beneficial bill and 
involves considerable additional cost. 

I suggest that the Senator not press 
his amendment. Let us make this mat- 
ter the subject of continuing considera- 
tion by ourselves and by the committee. 
I am sure the Senator will find no lack 
of interest there. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, at the 
suggestion of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. MILLIKIN], I withdraw the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Senator withdraws the amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I have 
one more amendment at the desk which 
I should like to call up, “8-10-54-C,” 
sponsored by the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. Pastore], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], and myself. 
The debate on the amendment will be 
very brief. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 35, it is 
proposed to strike out the first 3 figures 
in column I of the table appearing on 
such page and insert in lieu thereof 
“$10 to $12.48.” — 

On page 35, it is proposed to strike out 
the first 3 figures in column II of the 
table appearing on such page and insert 
in lieu thereof 825 to $30.” 

On page 35, it is proposed to strike out 
the first 3 figures in column III of the 
table appearing on such page and insert 
in lieu thereof “$35.” 

* On page 35, it is proposed to strike out 
the first 3 figures in column IV of the 
table appearing on such page and insert 
in lieu thereof “$64.” 

On page 62, line 23, it is proposed to 
strike out “$30” and insert in lieu thereof 
e 

On page 63, line 3, it is proposed to 
np out “$30” and insert in lieu thereof 
o 35.” 

Mr. KENNEDY. This is a compara- 
tively simple amendment. The com- 
mittee raised the minimum from $25 to 
$30. I am anxious to raise it from $30 
to $35. I do not feel it would be an 
excessive drain upon the fund. I be- 
lieve it would be of material assistance 
to those beneficiaries of the old-age and 
survivors insurance who will receive the 
minimum of $30 a month. As the Sena- 
tor from Colorado knows, the average 
public assistance payment in April 1954 
was $51.34. Those who are beneficiaries 
of the Railroad Retirement Fund, with 
respect to which the tax is substantially 
higher, receive $97.75. Civil service re- 
tirement beneficiaries in March 1954, 
average $120, including disability. 

The Senator knows that even $35 
would not go very far toward maintain- 
ing a retired man, particularly with the 
disabilities which a man over the age of 
65 is likely to have. 

Therefore, I do not believe that even 
taking this minimum up to $35 would be 
a solution to the problem. Nevertheless, 
even though I appreciate the fact that 
the committee raised the figure to $30, 
I believe we should raise it from $30 
to $35. Even though that would not 
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be of tremendous assistance to the bene- 
ficiary, I think it would lessen the burden 
on public assistance. Obviously a man 
cannot live on $30 a month, but must 
look to other systems, State or Federal, 
or to other sources of income. 

Mr. As I see it, we are 
faced with a very practical problem, 
which we must consider with respect to 
anything we do on this subject. The 
House thought it was making a big im- 
provement in the system when it in- 
creased the amount by $5. I do not be- 
lieve that the House would accept an ad- 
ditional increase. That is the practical 
problem. It may well be that we may 
weight this bill down so heavily with 
amendments that we may find ourselves 
ultimately with no bill at all, because 
the House may very well refuse to accept 
such amendments. As I am informed, 
the amendment would cost approximate- 
ly $80 million, which is not a very big 
figure, comparatively speaking, or as 
some people would regard it, but neither 
is it a very small amount. 

I suggest that we wait for the devel- 
opment of some experience with the 
present rates, which I consider to be a 
little improvement over what they have 
been in the past. I suggest that we take 
a little time for observation, to find out 
how the program will work. 

Mr. KENNEDY. According to Mr. 
Myers, when he testified before the com- 
mittee, the best basis of figuring costs 
is as a percentage of payroll, rather than 
considering the progress of the trust 
fund. In those terms, the cost of this 
amendment would be one-twentieth of 1 
percent; and if we consider the sound 
condition of the trust fund and the con- 
dition it will be in for the next 70 years, 
if we take the halfway mark between 
the low-cost figure and the high-cost 
assumptions of Mr. Myers, this would 
not be an excessive drain. Let us in- 
stead consider how little $35 must be 
for the average man to live on, an 
amount which we realize obviously must 
be supplemented. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The last thing I 
would want to do would be to open up for 
discussion at this time of night the sub- 
ject of the trust fund. There is a great 
difference of opinion as to what the trust 
fund may be used for; not only as to what 
it may be used for, but also what the 
proper policy for its use should be. I 
believe we would encounter tremendous 
objection in the House in that respect. I 
know the House feels it went as far as 
it could go when it took its action in this 
field, which action the Senate committee 
adopted. 

I have considerable appreciation, of 
course, for the arguments made by the 
Senator from Massachusetts. However, 
I do not want to become involved in do- 
ing something tonight which might sty- 
mie the whole program. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not true that 
under the old-age assistance program, 
considered separately from the old-age 
insurance program, the Federal Govern- 
ment pays $25 of the first $30? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is my recollec- 
tion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In many States 
there is an aggregate of old-age insur- 
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ance payments and old-age assistance 
payments. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Therefore, actu- 
ally by raising the old-age insurance 
payment we would not be spending any 
more money. Is not that correct? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. But each of the two 
systems rests on a different basis. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If we are to have old- 
age assistance for as long as we are to 
have it, we are bound to put it to the 
needs test, which is obnoxious to me, and 
perhaps to others also. I do not know 
of anyone who likes that test. 

The point is that in old-age assistance 
we must meet the need. We do not fol- 
low all kinds of philosophies. We find 
out whether people are in need. Every 
dollar a person gets in the form of inter- 
est on a Government bond, every dollar 
he gets from the Social Security System, 
and every dollar he gets from small rent- 
al property, or from anything else, has 
the same value, when we figure the need. 
When we start to fool with anything else, 
we destroy the whole philosophy of.the 
system. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not believe the 
Senator and I are in disagreement. I 
should like to point out that the Federal 
Government appropriates a rather sub- 
stantial sum of money every year for the 
old-age assistance program. I believe it 
is something like $400 million. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Something like that. 

Mr. KENNEDY. One of every eight 
old-age assistance beneficiaries also re- 
ceives public assistance. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If we raised the 
old-age insurance minimum benefits, at 
least with respect to persons who are the 
recipients of old-age assistance along 
with old-age insurance benefits, we 
would not actually have spent any more 
money. We would merely have taken 
money from one fund, to be sure, in 
larger amounts than was originally con- 
templated, but the sum total of public 
moneys that would go to an individual 
would not be changed. 

I also wish to make note of the fact 
that the old-age insurance fund has been 
established for the benefit of the people 
who are covered by that fund. It is not 
a fund that is to be used for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture or for the Depart- 
ment of Commerce. It is an old-age in- 
surance fund established for the benefit 
of the people who are covered under that 
insurance plan. From all I have been 
able to gather, the fund, at least in ac- 
counting theory, if not in fact—and I 
think it is so in fact also—is in very good 
shape. I do not believe that the extra 
cost of the amendment would be a heavy 
burden upon the fund, and it may very 
well relieve the burden upon localities, 
States, and counties. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That comes back to 
what I thought we might be getting into 
when we started to discuss this point. 
The fund has been collected from people 
who expect certain things from it. We 
would be adding additional burdens for 
which those people did not think they 
would have to pay. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The benefit under 
the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Massachusetts would go only to the 
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people who are covered by the old-age 
insurance program. Every person who 
is covered by old-age insurance hopes 
that the Government will increase the 
benefits. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That depends entirely 
on who gets it and by how much we in- 
crease it, and when it becomes available. 

Mr. KENNEDY. We are already treat- 
ing unfairly the people under the fund 
who are in the higher income brackets, 
because the fund is weighted in favor 
of the people in the lower income 
brackets. We are treating many groups 
unfairly as compared with other groups. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have some opinions 
on that subject which I cannot express 
publicly. 

The purpose of the fund is one of test; 
that is, whether anything will happen 
to the bonds which are in the fund, and 
which are the security of the obligation, 
because the American taxpayer must buy 
those bonds. The person who contrib- 
uted money for social insurance, the so- 
cial insuree, will also, as an American 
citizen, have to meet the appropriations 
with which to buy those bonds. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, any 
time the Senator does not think those 
bonds are very good, since he seems to 
be able to look at the social-security 
system with more insight than the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota has, I wish he 
would serve up some of those bonds on 
a platter. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The point I was 
making is that those who thought they 
were buying insurance will find that they 
will have paid double. They will have 
paid at the time, and when they get 
ready to redeem the bonds—and I hope 
they will be redeemed—they will have 
to pay their share of the bonds. All of 
that, of course, argues for the soundness 
of the bonds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If we take the de- 
pressing view the Senator from Colo- 
rado takes of the value of the bonds, 
the fund is already in bad shape. If we 
take the more optimistic view, it is in 
very good shape. The very best actu- 
aries of our country can disagree on a 
prognosis by about $200 billion to zero 
as to what their prophecy would be as 
to the shape of the fund 50 or 60 years 
from now. Inasmuch as the cost of this 
amendment is one-twentieth of 1 per- 
cent, the cost would not seem to me to 
be excessive, particularly when we con- 
sider its beneficial effects in reducing 
old-age-assistance rolls and expanding 
the economy. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. All I know about the 
subject is that our own staff says it 
would cost, as an estimate at the present 
time, $80 million a year, which is a great 
deal of money. I hope the Senator will 
not press his amendment, because I am 
sure the House would not accept it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thought we might 
have a vote on the amendment, because 
of the general support it has. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will Senators speak a little more 
loudly? I cannot hear what is being 
said. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maine requests that the 
Senators speak more loudly. 
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Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Will they not 
take us a little more into their con- 
fidence? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I agree 
that the conversation is becoming in- 
creasingly intimate, but we have finished 
our discussion. I will inform the Sen- 
ator from Maine, because I would ap- 
preciate her support, that my amend- 
ment would increase the amount of the 
minimum benefit from $30 to $35, and 
the cost of it would be only one-twentieth 
of 1 percent of the public payroll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, as modified, offered by the Sena- 
tory from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] 
for himself and other Senators. 

The amendment was rejected. 


CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO 
CONFERENCE REPORT ON ATOMIC 
ENERGY BILL 


Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, it 
is apparent that the issue of public 
against private atomic power has not 
faded since the conclusion of the pro- 
longed debate on the floor of the Senate 
a few weeks ago. That full-dress and 
enlightening discussion was, I am sure, 
largely responsible for the series of Sen- 
ate amendments in the public interest, 
which went to conference. Lest, how- 
ever, the enthusiastic support, which this 
august body demonstrated for those 
amendments which have been emascu- 
lated by the conferees, has since that 
time waned appreciably, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed a few of the 
telegrams and messages I have received 
in recent days criticizing the conference 
report and insisting on another full de- 
bate on the issue at stake. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
grams and messages were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

JEFFERSON Crrr, Mo., August 8, 1954. 
Senator THOMAS C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We strongly oppose conference report on 
atomic energy bill. Hope you will do every- 
thing possible to help send bill back to con- 
ference with specific instructions that origi- 
nal Senate amendments be adopted, 

JULIUS HELM, 

Executive Manager, Missouri State REA, 


Tipton, Mo., August 9, 1954. 
Hon. THomas C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
United States Senator from Missouri, 
Senate Office Building: 

Hope you will support sending report on 
atomic energy bill back to Congress with in- 
structions to adopt original Senate amend- 
ments. We greatly appreciate your past sup- 


port. 
Jack H. NEEDY, 
Manager, Missouri Electric Coop- 
erative, Inc. 


CHILLICOTHE, MO., August 9, 1954. 
Senator THOMAS C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
Senate Office Building: 

The $12 million public investment in the 
atomic energy program justifies more pro- 
tection than is provided under the confer- 
ence agreement. Urge your support to 
further efforts to secure approval of amend- 
ments formerly approved by Senate. 

Ernest C. Woop, 

Manager, Farmers Electric Cooperative. 
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BUTLER, Mo., August 9, 1954. 
Hon. THOMAS C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Important that Senate amendments be left 
in atomic energy bill. Your support to such 
an adoption by the conferees is requested. 
OSAGE VALLEY ELECTRIC Co-op 
ASSOCIATION, 
J. F. Lavpersack, Manager. 


CoLUMBIA, Mo., August 10,1954. 
Hon. THOMAS C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The Missouri Farmers Assoclation, in con- 
vention yesterday, adopted the following res- 
olution on atomic energy: 

“Only through an abundant source of low- 
cost electric power can the people continue 
to expand our economy and maintain and 
raise our standard of living. Only the Fed- 
eral Government can finance the full and 
effective development of our hydroelectric 
resources, which resources are the property of 
all the people. Atomic energy, developed at 
a cost to the Federal Government of $12 bil- 
lion, is another great resource for develop- 
ment of electric power. We deplore the ef- 
forts to turn our hydroelectric power projects 
and our atomic energy developments over to 
a handful of private power monopolists for 
exploitation, and call upon Congress to re- 
sist these efforts. 

Keep up the good fight. 

FRED V. HEINKEL, 
President, Missouri Farmers Association. 


Wasurincton, D. C., August 6, 1954. 
Senator THOMAS C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Believe compromises made in atomic en- 
ergy bill in conference defeat all major gains 
you fought so hard for in Senate debate. 
McMahon Act should not be superseded by 
bad legislation. Sincerely and strongly urge 
you oppose conference report. 
WALLACE J. CAMPBELL, 
Cooperative League of U. S. A. 


— 


Scorr-NwW MADRID-MISSISSIPPI 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
Sikeston, Mo., August 2, 1954. 
Hon. THOMAS C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sm: The Senate amendments to the 
atomic-energy bill seemed to be more favor- 
able to the rural-electrification bill than 
the original draft. 

After the conference committee passes the 
bill back to be voted upon for final passage, 
we believe all the Senate amendments help- 
ful to the REA m should be left in 
the final draft of the bill. 

Please use your influence along with con- 
tinued support as you have in the past in 
our behalf. e 

Yours truly, 
ELON PROFFER, 
President. 


CAMERON, Mo., August 9, 1954. 
Hon. THOMAS C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
United States Senator: 

Would appreciate your support in return- 
ing atomic energy bill to conference asking 
for adoption of original amendment, 

Joun E. BUCK, 
President, Northwest Electric Power 
Co-op. 
Portar BLUFF, Mo., August 9, 1954. 
Hon. THomas C, HENNINGS, Jr., 
Senate Office Building: 

Respectfully request your support in send- 

ing atomic energy bill back to conference 
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with instructions to adopt original Senate 
amendment. 
M. AND A. ELECTRIC POWER Co-op, 
JaMes W. OwNEs, Jr., Manager. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., August 10, 1954. 
Hon. THomas C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Urge you vote to recommit atomic energy 
bill with instructions to conferees to insist 
on Senate amendments in regard to compul- 
sory licensing of patents and adequate safe- 
guards on preference rights of rural electric 
cooperatives. 

James G. PATTON, 
President, National Farmers Union, 


SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1954 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the So- 
cial Security Act and the Internal Reve- 
nue Code, so as to extend coverage under 
the old-age and survivors insurance 
program, increase the benefits payable 
thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in- 
crease the amount of earnings permitted 
without loss of benefits, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment 8-6-54-D, and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Missouri. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 136 it is 
proposed to strike out lines 16 through 
21, and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing provision: 

EXTENSION OF PROVISION RELATING TO STATE 
PLANS FOR AID TO THE BLIND 

Src. 302. Section 344 (b) of the Social Se- 
curity Act Amendments of 1950 (Public Law 
734, 81st Cong.) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall 
be effective on and after October 1, 1950.” 


Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I am 
glad to have joined with me as cospon- 
sors of this amendment my colleague, the 
junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. SY- 
MINGTON], the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTIN], 
and the distinguished junior Senator 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Durr]. 

Mr. President, this amendment relates 
to the blind. It would charge section 
344 (b) of the Social Security Act 
' Amendments of 1950 so as to make the 
provisions of section 344 (a) of that act 
applicable without limitation as vo time. 
At present the time limit on section 344 
(a) is June 30, 1955, approximately a 
year from this time. The bill passed 
by the House of Representatives and 
reported by the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee would retain a time limitation 
but would extend it for 2 additional 
years, until June 30, 1957. 

The Social Security Act now permits 
maximum earnings of $50 a month to 
be disregarded by the State agencies for 
the blind in determining whether blind 
individuals are entitled to assistance un- 
der the Federal-State program. My own 
State of Missouri, and the State of Penn- 
Sylvania as well, have long had laws 
which permit blind recipients of aid to 
have approximately $1,100 a year in 
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other income and still be eligible for 
assistance. 

Before the enactment of section 344 
(a) of the Social Security Act Amend- 
ments in 1950, it had been held that 
Missouri and Pennsylvania could not re- 
ceive Federal money even for those re- 
cipients who had no other income be- 
cause the States also wished to grant 
assistance, out of their own funds, to 
some blind people while permitting them 
to have income in excess of the amount 
allowed under the Federal law. The 
question of States’ rights is involved, as 
well as what we consider fair treatment 
for the blind people of the States of 
Pennsylvania and Missouri. 

Earnings up to $1,100 do not seem to 
me, nor do they seem to the people of 
my State, as exemplified by our State 
law, to be unduly high. From what I 
have learned in conversations with the 
distinguished Senators from Pennsyl- 
vania, it does not seem to the people 
of Pennsylvania that $1,100 is unduly 
high, 

In my opinion, it is only fair and prop- 
er that we should be permitted to retain 
this standard permanently, provided 
that only State funds are used for pay- 
ments to individuals who do not qualify 
under the more restrictive conditions re- 
quired for Federal assistance. 

The Federal law provides $600. We 
believe that $1,100 is not excessive for 
the blind to receive as income in order 
to come under the State provisions. In 
our State we are very happy to make 
this additional contribution to our blind 
people. We do not believe that the blind 
people who fall within the $600 limita- 
tion should be excluded, because all the 
blind in our State do not come under 
that $600 limitation. We feel that our 
State is advanced and is perhaps con- 
siderably more enlightened on this ques- 
tion than are some other States. 

The enactment of section 344 (a) made 
these States eligible for Federal assist- 
ance for aid payments to blind individ- 
uals who meet the income limitations im- 
posed under the Federal program. At 
the present time, the Federal Govern- 
ment shares in payments of assistance to 
almost two-thirds of those receiving 
aid in Pennsylvania and slightly more 
than three-fourths of the number of 
blind recipients in Missouri. 

The States bear the entire cost of as- 
sisting those who are not eligible under 
the Federal program. Of the total ex- 
penditures for aid to the blind in these 
States in 1953, Pennsylvania bore 63.7 
percent of the cost and Missouri bore 53.2 
percent. In neither State was one Fed- 
eral dollar used to pay aid to any in- 
dividual who did not meet the stringent 
eligibility requirements of the Federal 
law. The effect of the time limitation in 
the present law, and also in the amend- 
ment proposed by the House and the 
Finance Committee, is that States which 
have entirely State-supported programs 
more beneficial to the blind than those 
in which the Federal Government par- 
ticipates, will be penalized after a spec- 
ified period of time by the withdrawal 
of Federal funds. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield? 
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Mr. HENNINGS. I shall be glad to 
yieldina moment. Iam speaking under 


a limitation of time. 

I believe, Mr. President, that the pres- 
ent situation is unjust both to the States 
and to the blind individuals in need of 
assistance. 

Mr. THYE. The question which oc- 
curs to me is whether the situation in 
Missouri and Pennsylvania is different 
from that in any other State of the Un- 
ion? What is the situation in those two 
States? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I have undertaken 
to state the difference. 

Mr. THYE. I realize that, but what 
is the difference? 

Mr, HENNINGS. In Missouri, State 
assistance to the blind who get over $1,- 
100 a year from State funds. 

Mr. THYE. But the question is, What 
is the situation in other States? Is it 
entirely different, or is the situation in 
Missouri and Pennsylvania percentage- 
wise greatly different from the situation 
in other States? I was trying to get 
clear in my mind what might be the sit- 
uation in Massachusetts, for example. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I do not know what 
the situation is in Massachusetts. Per- 
haps the distinguished chairman of the 
committee could help me by answering 
that question. 

I am concerned with the problem in 
the States of Pennsylvania and Mis- 
souri. I know that in those States a 
more liberal view of the matter is taken. 
We are willing to do more for our blind 
in those States, but we are not asking 
for any more Federal money. 

Mr. THYE. But this isan amendment 
to a Federal law. I wanted to be certain 
how the amendment would affect other 
States in the Union. 

Mr. HENNINGS. It would have no ef- 
fect whatsoever on any of the other 
States. 

Mr. THYE. Other than Pennsylvania 
and Missouri? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I now think I see 
the point which my good friend from 
Minnesota was undertaking to make. I 
am sorry for not having been more re- 
sponsive to his question. I should like 
to be corrected by the distinguished 
chairman of the committee if I am in 
error. 

I can see no way in which this amend- 
ment would affect other States of the 
Union. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think it offers some 
special treatment which is not available 
to other States in the Union. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Prior to 1950, Mis- 
souri was required to meet the Federal 
standard of not giving State aid, upon 
the pain of not getting Federal con- 
tributions, where the amount earned per 
year was in excess of the Federal crite- 
rion. Am I not correct? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator is ask- 
ing for Federal aid in the case of the 
States of Missouri and Pennsylvania, 
which do not comply with the require- 
ments imposed upon other States. With 
the thought in mind of enabling the 
States to get the matter straightened out, 
we have given time, or have been willing 
to investigate and give more time. I 
understand the Senator desires the same 
thing, but he wants it permanently, 
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Mr. HENNINGS. That is exactly 
right. I hope to answer the Senator’s 
point later, as I go into a discussion of 
the amendment which has been offered, 
and which we believe is sound from the 
standpoint of administration and the 
standpoint of simple justice. We believe 
it is fair to the States of Missouri and 
Pennsylvania, and that it is fair to the 
Federal Government. It provides for 
these States nothing more than equal 
treatment with other States. But it re- 
moves the sword of Damocles which now 
hangs over them. I strongly feel that 
the amendment should be agreed to, so 
that these States may proceed upon a 
long-range basis. 

Aid to the blind is more generous and 
liberal in Missouri and Pennsylvania 
than that which has been permitted un- 
der the Federal law. We believe that 
broad and worthwhile State programs of 
assistance to the blind ought to be en- 
couraged and helped by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, rather than having their de- 
velopment discouraged and hampered. 

In asking for the complete elimination 
of the time limitation on the 1950 
amendment, Missouri and Pennsylvania 
are not asking for special treatment per- 
mitting them to use Federal funds for 
purposes not authorized in other States. 
They are merely asking for equal treat- 
ment in claiming a right to receive Fed- 
eral contributions to blind people ad- 
mitted by everybody to qualify under 
authorized Federal-State programs. 

Since Congress itself, in the 1950 
Amendments Act, established the prin- 
ciple that blind persons receiving aid 
ought to be allowed to earn up to $600 a 
year, it is very hard for us to under- 
stand why the Federal Government 
should deny funds to Missouri and Penn- 
Sylvania because, at their own expenses, 
those two States have extended this 
principle to include blind persons in 
distress, or who earn up to $1,100 a year. 

Missouri and Pennsylvania have, 
through their State-financed programs, 
kept alive hope and opportunity of better 
lives and the achievement of self-sup- 
port for all their blind people. Assist- 
ing blind individuals to rehabilitate 
themselves and make their contribution 
to society by enlarging their economic 
opportunities through reasonable ex- 
emptions of income and accumulations 
of property is an objective which ought 
to be at the foundation of all aid pro- 
grams for the blind. Programs of as- 
sistance should not help only blind per- 
sons in distress, but should help them 
to get out of distress. 

In answer to the suggestion made by 
the chairman of the committee, that we 
have been given some time to straighten 
ourselves out, as he put it, we have 
not viewed the situation in that way, but 
have interpreted it as an indication that 
this is unduly restrictive discretionary 
action by Federal administrators; and 
the promise by Congress, as we inter- 
pret it, is a promise of action before 1955 
to clarify the rights of the States to be 
free from interference with State pro- 
grams where no Federal funds are in- 
volved, as in this case. 

We believe it is very important that 
action be taken now, because the prin- 
ciple remains the same, whether it is 
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adopted now or in the future. The 
sooner this question is decided, the better 
it will be for everyone concerned. 

The important issue is whether Fed- 
eral funds are to be used as grants-in- 
aid to assist States to raise their stand- 
ards, or are to be used to coerce States 
into lowering their standards as affecting 
blind persons within their boundaries. 

Mr. MARTIN, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield. 

Mr. MARTIN. I appreciate very 
much the fine manner in which the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Missouri has 
presented the case. We of Pennsylvania 
are fully in accord with what he has said. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MARTIN. I am certain the case 
could not have been better presented. 
We believe that this is an important 
issue, and that our States are entitled 
to relief. 

Mr. HENNINGS. This proposal will 
not cost the Federal Treasury 1 cent. 
We believe that our program for the 
blind is an enlightened one, and that we 
should not have to pay a penalty because 
we are ahead of other States. We be- 
lieve we should be entitled to have $1,100 
a year for our blind. We are not re- 
linquishing the position we have taken 
on behalf of our unfortunate citizens. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
committee gave careful consideration to 
the proposal contained in the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mis- 
souri, under which Federal grants to cer- 
tain States having aid-to-the-blind pro- 
grams which do not meet the needs test 
provision of Federal law would be made 
permanent. It was the decision of the 
committee to provide another 2-year ex- 
tension rather than a permanent exten- 
sion, so that the present practices in 
administering aid to the blind in Penn- 
sylvania and Missouri could be continued 
and in turn ample time would be allowed 
for further study on which to base a 
final determination. 

That has already been decided upon 
and is in the bill. Missouri and Penn- 
sylvania are not under any present need. 
They have 2 years in which to adjust 
their plans in accordance with those of 
the Federal Government. 

By extending the expiration date from 
June 30, 1955, to June 30, 1957, as is 
provided in H. R. 9366, the States of 
Pennsylvania and Missouri would be en- 
abled to carry out what is in effect two 
aid-to-the-blind programs—one under 
which payments to recipients would be 
matched by Federal funds because the 
need-test requirement of Federal law 
would be met and the other would be 
financed without Federal funds because 
the Federal requirement relating to need 
was not met. 

To make the provision permanent at 
this time, as proposed by the Senator 
from Missouri, would be to say that the 
States of Pennsylvania and Missouri 
should continue for all time to receive 
special treatment that is not available 
to other States. In opposing this 
amendment, it is my thought that before 
June 1957, the Congress would have an 
opportunity to determine whether the 
practices in Missouri and Pennsylvania 


14431 


are sound and should be extended to the 
rest of the States. On the other hand, 
if the practices are found not to be sound, 
then Pennsylvania and Missouri should 
be required to meet the same conditions 
as are met by the other States. 

I do not purport to judge what the final 
decision should be. I urge that the de- 
feat of the amendment to H. R. 9366 
would give ample protection to the two 
States now administering aid to the blind 
programs without a needs test. By 
June 30, 1957, we shall be in a better 
position to determine whether or not this 
special provision should be made appli- 
cable to all States or whether it should 
be deleted from the Federal law govern- 
ing aid to the blind programs in which 
the Federal Government participates. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Missouri. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Do I correctly un- 
derstand the distinguished Chairman of 
the Finance Committee to suggest that 
it is possible that the Federal Govern- 
ment may conclude that the Pennsyl- 
vania and Missouri plans are supperior 
to those of the other States which are 
now under the plan? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. They might con- 
clude that after study; and if so I have 
made the suggestion then that this priv- 
ilege should be open to all the States, 
and it should be the privilege of all of 
the States. At the present time we are 
preserving the position of Missouri and 
Pennsylvania by keeping it open so they 
can follow what they are doing for an- 
other 2 years at least and give them time 
to make adjustment if they want to 
make adjustment, and at the same time 
give the Federal Government a chance 
to determine whether it wants to give 
the same sanction to all States. 

Mr. HENNINGS. May I ask the dis- 
tinguished chairman another question in 
that connection? If Missouri starts to 
make its adjustment downward, to go 
from $1,100 to $600 in order to meet the 
requirements of the act, and if after this 
study which the distinguished chairman 
of the committee suggests be made the 
Federal Government decides to go up to 
$1,100, if Missouri is working down and 
the Federal Government is going up, 
we are adjusting to something which it 
has been suggested may work out en- 
tirely different, so that while we are go- 
ing down the Federal Government is 
going up. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That simply empha- 
sizes the difficulty, one runs into when 
one carves out 2 States from the 48, and 
puts them into a special position. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Is this program 
costing the Federal Government any 
money? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am not complain- 
ing about that situation on a temporary 
basis. During such a period we should 
be liberal, and we are liberal because we 
have advanced the time for 2 more years, 
but all the effects that the Senator is 
talking about result from that separate, 
peculiar situation in 2 States of the 
Union, which may be sound. 

Mr. HENNINGS. That is true, be- 
cause our States are more liberal. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. If it is sound it 
should be available to all of the States. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I ask the chairman 
this question for my own enlightement: 
It is true, is it not, that under this sys- 
tem the blind who do not come within 
the category required under the Federal 
provisions do not get any money or the 
benefit of any participation in Fed- 
eral funds? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I take it the Sena- 
tor’s State does have a State system. 

Mr. HENNINGS. We do have a State 
system. I am speaking of the Federal 
contribution. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If the State does not 
comply with the Federal requirement, 
the State does not receive Federal funds, 
and if the State feels that it is able to 
do so—and I assume it does—the State 
has another system in which the State 
manages its own rules and regulations. 
My sole point is that if the system in 
the Senator’s State is a good one, let us 
extend it to the 48 States rather than 
carve out 2 exceptions for 2 of the States, 
and accommodate the peculiar situation 
which those 2 States find themselves in. 

We do not say, “Off with your necks,” 
but we have twice extended the period so 
that the State could change if it wanted 
to and so that the Federal Government 
could change if it wanted to. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Of course, it is most 
desirable from our standpoint to change 
if we must change, and to know what we 
must do, but I am always greatly en- 
couraged by the Senator from Colorado 
to know that the Federal Government 
has been studying this problem for 4 
years. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I probably made a 
misstatement. We have extended it for 
2 years, which indicates it was before us 
for the first extension of 2 years, and it 
was before us this year, and I have no 
doubt that so long as those two States are 
as ably represented as they are at the 
present time we will hear from those 
States again next year and the following 
year, and I hope we do. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I suggest that we 
will not give up hope. At least we have 
the mental hospitality of the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee. I 
feel that he will entertain our sugges- 
tions, as will the other members of the 
committee when the time comes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator has my 
mental hospitality; and I am deeply 
grateful for the Senator’s remarks. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I appreciate very 
much the spirit of cooperation which the 
distinguished chairman of the committee 
has given to all of us in that connection. 
This is not an easy problem. It is a 
very difficult one. I wish to make it 
clear that our State is not seeking any- 
thing more from the Federal Govern- 
ment. We are simply contributing more 
out of our own State funds to our own 
State program, and want to be included 
insofar as the other States are included 
and with relation to the same criteria 
as apply to the other States insofar as 
concerns the contributions to those who 
are below the criteria. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the Senator 
8 much. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the distin- 
guished chairman, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. HENNINGS]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I call up my amendment 
8-12-54-C and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

‘The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 104, 
between lines 7 and 8, insert a new sec- 
tion as follows: 

Sec. 115. (a) Section 216 (a) of the Social 
Security Act is amended by striking out 
“sixty-five” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“sixty.” 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall be effective in the case of monthly 
benefits under title II of the Social Security 
Act for months after August 1954, and in the 
case of lump-sum death payments with re- 
spect to deaths occurring after August 1954. 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, the purpose of this 
amendment is to reduce the eligibility 
age from 65 to 60, so that our citizens 
who have reached the age of 60 and who 
can qualify will be eligible to receive 
monthly benefits under title II of the 
Social Security Act. The same principle 
would also apply in the case of lump- 
sum death payments. During the past 
several months thousands have been 
laid off, especially in the textile plants, 
and these people have been unable to 
secure employment. 

As Senators are aware, it is very diffi- 
cult for one to secure suitable employ- 
ment after a person reaches the age of 
60. From my knowledge of existing con- 
ditions, I feel that this amendment is 
very much needed. 

To call attention to what is taking 
place in the cotton mills of South Caro- 
lina, I might say we have approximately 
160,000 people employed in the industries 
of my State. Having worked in the cot- 
ton mills, I know exactly what they have 
to do, and what they have to contend 
with. Let a man or a woman reach age 
60, and thereafter it will be found that 
he or she cannot maintain the produc- 
tion that a younger person can. To illus- 
trate my point, I will state what they 
must do. 

In the weave room, the weaver will 
probably operate some 26 or 30 looms or 
more. They must walk up and down 
continuously all day long, and they do 
not have any place to sit. They must 
continue walking. One can imagine how 
long a person who reaches 60 is going to 
last doing that. Therefore, at the first 
opportunity the operators of the mill 
find something wrong, and these people 
are laid off. They cannot come in under 
the social-security system until they are 
eligible by reason of age. The situation 
is causing a great many people to be out 
of employment. Many of these people 
did not go to work when they were 20 
years of age, but rather when they were 
11, 12, or 13 years of age. I know from 
my own knowledge because I went to 
work in the cotton mills when I was 11 
years of age. There are others who went 
to work at ages even younger than that 
in those days. 

To give an idea as to how many people 
it would cover, according to the Statisti- 
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cal Abstracts of the United States, 1953, 
there are the folowing age groups in the 
United States 60 years of age and over: 

In the age group of 60 through 64, 
up to age 65, there are 6,059,475 people. 
We know, of course, that even in the 
age group up to 65 a great many people 
will continue to work. That does not 
mean there will be 6 million people on the 
rolls, although of course, that many peo- 
ple would be eligible. If there were that 
many people added to the rolls, it would 
represent a cost of more than a billion 
dollars, but that situation would not 
occur. In certain industries workers 
lose out more than in other industries, 
however. 

We know that in some industries eld- 
erly people can continue to work, but in 
other industries it is almost impossible 
for them to do so. 

In the age group of from 65 to 69 there 
are 5,002,936 people. At the present time 
more than 3 million people are working 
at that age. That statement does not 
mean that they all come under social 
security. Only a small percentage of 
ae people have been covered in the 
past. 

We find, also, that as the age groups 
go up the figure as to workers employed 
goes down. 

According to these statistics we have 
18,329,012 people who are above the age 
of 60. Of course, all the citizens I have 
mentioned will not qualify, but some- 
thing must be done to take care of this 
situation, because those people are not 
going under old-age assistance when 
they are out of employment. Probably 
each person has a daughter or somebody 
else in the family working, which dis- 
qualifies him for drawing benefits under 
old-age assistance. 

I know at this time the bill under 
consideration covers other matters. It 
is possible the chairman of the com- 
mittee will not think it is advisable to 
attempt to include this matter. How- 
ever, I desired to call it to the Senator’s 
attention, and in the future I hope the 
Senate will provide something along this 
line. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Wen JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
vie 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The purpose of the 
amendment is most laudable. As long as 
I have been around the Capitol and have 
been on the Senate Finance Committee, 
we have hoped that we could reduce the 
age requirements. However, the cold 
fact of the matter is that the way the 
system is set up and the way we can 
picture the system as being set up in 
the reasonably near future, at least, to 
provide such coverage would cost too 
much to be practicable 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, may we have order, please. 
I cannot hear the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me repeat. I 
think the Senator’s solicitude for the 
people of that age group is very com- 
mendable, and is shared by the members 
of the Senate Committee on Finance. 
However, as long as I have been on the 
committee we have always considered 
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the question of age whenever we have 
considered a social security bill What 
is the correct retirement age? How 
much can we pay? When shall the pay- 
ments begin? 

This suggestion, I most respectfully 
say, involves a very exorbitant cost. On 
a level premium basis, the cost would be 
214 percent of the payroll. The actuarial 
estimates disclose that if the age re- 
quirement were dropped to 60 years the 
expenditures in the first year would be 
increased by $1.5 billion or $2 billion. 

The adoption of this amendment would 
mean that the ultimate combined tax 
rate would have to be about 104 percent 
of the payroll, instead of the present 
estimate of 8 percent. 

Therefore, I say to the Senator that 
even recognizing how laudable his pur- 
pose is, no one has been able to figure 
out a system which will be able to carry 
that cost at the present time. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Is there any method which can be 
worked out to cover the situation of a 
person who cannot secure employment, 
after reaching the age of 60? Assume 
the person is disabled for work. Would 
there be any way to include one in that 
category? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I believe that would 
open up a vast field. I do not say it 
could not be figured out, but I think we 
would have to consider much larger 
questions, which would divide the Sen- 
ate very severely. That matter may be 
well worth going into, but we cannot 
do it here. 

I hope the Senator will not press his 
amendment, because I know it would 
not be accepted by the House, and I do 
not believe it is practicable as of this 
time. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a suggestion? 

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. It is very easy to think 
of a $19 billion fund, which is con- 
stantly increasing in amount, as being no 
burden on the Treasury. That is true 
in a sense, because this trust fund is 
collected for the benefit of the benefi- 
ciaries or those who may become bene- 
ficiaries of it. 

However, I call the attention of the 
Senator to the fact that now, in view of 
the present condition of the Treasury, if 
we made a change in the social security 
law which would cost about 81% bil- 
lion or $2 billion, we would have to ob- 
tain the money some place. The Gov- 
ernment’s bond is in the fund. The 
Government will have to pay its bond. 

The total revenue which is now avail- 
able to the Government would be re- 
duced if such a change were made in the 
law. When we begin to reduce it by such 
a sizable amount as $2 billion—and that 
is about what this would cost; from $142 
billion to $2 billion—with the Treasury 
in its present condition, that action 
would detrimentally affect our financial 
stability. 

It may be that we ought to take such 
action. Maybe we should not have the 
trust fund; but we have it. The fund is 
not composed of money. The money 
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would have to come from some other 
source for the time being. 

I invite the Senator’s attention to that 
fact. I have long worked toward re- 
ducing the retirement age in the case 
of women to 60 years. I thought men 
might very well work somewhat longer, 
but I felt women should be allowed to 
retire at the age of 60. I still believe we 
ought to work toward that end. At this 
time, however, when the Government is 
availing itself of all the funds at its 
command, and has merely IOU’s out for 
those funds, if we are going to make a 
change in the system which will cost 
$112 billion or $2 billion, it seems to me 
we had better be slow about it and that 
we should wait until we improve the 
condition of the Treasury. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I realized the cost when I offered the 
amendment, but I thought, when we 
were sending billions and billions of dol- 
lars overseas for other people, we cer- 
tainly ought to be looking out for our 
own people here at home who are in 
need. That is my opinion. That is the 
only reason I have advocated anything 
like this. If we could not cut off the 
billions of dollars for aid for people who 
are not even giving us anything in the 
United States, it seems to me we could 
provide something for our own people 
here at home. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. JOHNSTON]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendments designated “‘8-11-54-D.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendments. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendments be dispensed with and 
that the amendments be included at this 
point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments offered by Mr. STEN- 
NIS are as follows: 

On page 3, beginning with line 3, strike 
out all through line 20. 

On page 3, line 21, strike out “(5)” and 
insert in lieu thereof “(3).” 

On page 4, beginning with line 3, strike 
out all through line 6. 

On page 29, line 14, strike out (1), (2), 
and (3)” and insert in lieu thereof (1) and 
(2).” ‘ 

On page 29, line 16, strike out “para- 
graphs” and insert in lieu thereof “para- 
graph,” 

On page 29, line 17, strike out “(4), (5), 
and (6)” and insert in lieu thereof “(3).” 

On page 114, beginning with line 10, strike 
out all through line 18. 

On page 114, beginning with line 23, strike 
out all through page 115, line 13, and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “Sec. 204. (a) Section 
3121 (b) of the Internal Revenue.” 

On page 115, line 20, strike out “(c)” and 
insert in lieu thereof “(b).” 

On page 119, line 9, strike out “(d)” and 
insert in lieu thereof “(c).” 

On page 119, line 14, strike out “(e)” and 
insert in lieu thereof “(d).” 

On page 119, line 15, strike out “(c) and 
85 ” and insert in lieu thereof (b) and 
(c).” 
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On page 119, line 17, strike out “subsec- 
tions (a) and (b)“ and insert in lieu there- 
of “subsection (a).“ 

On page 120, line 2, strike out “(8) (B).” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendments offered 
by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS] will be considered en bloc. 

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, these 
amendments together propose to restore 
the present law with reference to farm 
workers. The House bill contained cer- 
tain provisions with reference to farm 
workers which added approximately 
1,300,000 persons. The Senate bill has 
another provision for farmers which 
adds approximately 2,500,000 persons. 

I oppose the trend of adding people to 
the social security system, not by the 
thousands or hundreds of thousands, but 
by the millions. Certainly with refer- 
ence to some of these groups, we are 
adding to a roll which will become a pen- 
sion roll, and the Federal Government 
19 5 have to finance a great percentage 
of it. 

Here in one breath we are adding 214 
million people to these rolls who in time 
will become eligible for at least partial 
pensions. The basic concept of the so- 
cial security system is that it is primarily 
for industrial workers, and I do not be- 
lieve it is supposed to include great 
groups of people who are situated as this 
group is situated. 

I find that there is some difference of 
opinion, in the first place, as to whether 
or not a tenant farmer, a man who leases 
the land, is covered by the Senate bill. 
I should like to ask the chairman of the 
committee for his opinion whether or not 
the provisions of the Senate bill cover 
a leaseholder, that is, a man who rents 
50 acres or 100 acres of land. He leases 
the land for a year. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. 
sir. 

Mr. STENNIS. Under the definition 
of the Senate bill, is he covered? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does he rent the 
land? 

Mr. STENNIS. He rents it for a year. 
To that extent he is a leaseholder. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. He is not covered if 
he is a renter. 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to hear the 
Senator make that statement. I un- 
derstood there was some difference of 
opinion as to whether or not the Senate 
bill covers a man who is renting the land, 
whether he is called a leaseholder, a 
sharecropper, or whatever he may be 
called in the common terminology. 

I understand that one of the attorneys 
for the Social Security Board was of the 
opinion that farm tenants were included 
in the coverage. 

I raise that point to show that there 
has been some uncertainty about it. 

Mr. President, as I said, workers are 
being added to the rolls by the hundreds 
of thousands and even by the millions. 
To qualify, an individual has only to earn 
as much as $50 within one quarter. Un- 
der the present law he has to be regularly 
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employed for one quarter, and when that 
quarter is up he becomes eligible for the 
first time to be on the rolls. In the 
second quarter he has to earn as much 
as $50 and has to work, I believe it is 
provided, as much as 60 days during that 
quarter. 

According to the report, about the only 
real reason assigned for changing the law 
is the difficulty of keeping the records. 
The Senate committee report contains 
this sentence: 

In general, after a farm worker has worked 
for one employer continuously for an entire 
calendar quarter, he is regularly employed 
in succeeding quarters if he works for that 
employer on a full-time basis on at least 60 
days during the quarter. 


In other words, the present law does 
not take in all the migrants who ramble 
around over the country and work a 
little here and there, here today and 
gone tomorrow. 

Reading further, the report says: 

Records must be kept over a substantial 
period before it is clear whether or not an 
individual is covered. 


The Federal law makes it rather severe 
on the employer and holds the employer 
responsible for knowing whether or not 
the man was employed during the pre- 
ceding quarter, and when he meets the 
requirements. But this onus is certainly 
not sufficient reason to add 2½ million 
more to the rolls, merely to avoid book- 
keeping. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. In a moment. 

The report further says: 

The bill— 


Meaning the Senate bill— 


would substitute a simple coverage test for 
the present test— 


Meaning that under this law the bill 
would give a simple coverage test, and 
that is about the only real justification. 

I am now glad to yield to the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator mean 
to say that under the bill which is now 
before the Senate, anyone is eligible for 
coverage who earns as much as $50 dur- 
ing a quarter? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor- 
rect. I read from the report: 

A farmworker would be covered with re- 
spect to his work for an employer if he is 
paid at least $50 in cash wages by that em- 
ployer in a calendar quarter. 


It is a fact, Mr. President, that the 
only thing a person has to do to qualify 
and to be covered under this law is to 
earn the relatively small sum of $50 
during a 90-day period. He then comes 
under social security coverage. ‘That 
kind of worker is not going to pay any of 
the cost. The entire burden will fall on 
the employer. He will be the only one 
who will be responsible. 

I submit in all seriousness that for 
such a small charge, such a small con- 
tribution, such a little showing on his 
part—and actually he will not pay any- 
thing—it is not fair to those who are al- 
ready in the social security system, who 
have paid into this fund, and who have 
a vested interest in it, to put the name 
of such a person on the list so in the 
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future he will have in many respects 
the same vested rights as those who are 
regularly employed and are making 
regular payments. 

I submit to the Senate that this is a 
matter of keeping faith with those who 
are already on the rolls, who are making 
contributions, and who are making this 
fund work. I believe it is such addi- 
tions as this which will eventually trip up 
this program and cause it to become un- 
sound financially. When that happens, 
it is automatically converted into a pen- 
sion system. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
If it be true that the worker must earn 
$50 in a quarter, or 90 days, how much 
would he receive each 90 days after he 
was 70 years of age? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from 
Mississippi does not have that figure at 
hand. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The Senator will find he would draw at 
least $30 per month, $90 each quarter. 
I think that is true. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is a very good 
point, indeed. By the comparison be- 
tween those figures, the Senator from 
South Carolina has brought out in very 
vivid form, in actual dollars and cents, 
just what the situation would be. 

By this amendment I do not attempt 
to change the present law. The amend- 
ment would strike out the additions un- 
der this bill and revert to the present 
law. I assume that those who are al- 
ready covered by the law have a vested 
right. It is contractual to an extent, 
and I would not try to disturb it. When 
we restore the present law we go back 
to the formula, reading from the report: 

Under the present law, in order to be cov- 
ered, a farmworker must be “regularly em- 
ployed” by one employer and receive cash 
wages of $50 or more in a calendar quarter 
from that employer. 

The definition of “regularly employed” is 
complicated and difficult to apply. In gen- 
eral, after a farmworker has worked for one 
employer continuously for an entire calendar 
quarter, he is “regularly employed" in suc- 
ceeding quarters if he works for that em- 
ployer on a full-time basis on at least 60 
days during the quarter. 


In other words, if he stays on a job 
for 90 days and has the stamina and per- 
manence and is a fixture and an eco- 
nomic unit, when he goes into the second 
quarter, he is eligible under this system 
and he is a rather stable and substantial 
regular worker. That is under the pres- 
ent law. 

Under the bill, we are to bring in all 
the groups of migrant and reckless and 
irresponsible workers, who will pay vir- 
tually nothing, and the entire burden 
will fall on the employer, and those 
workers will get a vested right in the 
fund, to which they will contribute very 
little. In justice to those who are cov- 
ered and have been paying into the fund, 
this amendment ought to be adopted. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Mississippi would exclude a group of 
workers who are most in need of the 
protection provided by the old-age and 


August 13 


survivors insurance system. They have 
less opportunity to build up resources 
for their old age than do most other 
members of the working force. They 
are not covered by any other retirement 
plan. And because they must often 
move from place to place to perform 
their work, they are often unable to 
meet the residence requirements of pub- 
lic assistance programs. 

I feel called upon, therefore, to make 
a special plea on the behalf of the cov- 
erage for agricultural workers provided 
in the bill as reported by the committee. 
Four years ago when the 1950 social 
security amendments were before the 
Senate I said, in discussing the need for 
making the system more effective in 
agricultural areas, that we must deal 
with the question of coverage of farm 
workers more thoroughly than we had 
so far. I also said at that time: 

We are covering only a small proportion of 
the farm workers. The administrative difi- 
culties of trying to keep track of migrant 
workers, of getting and keeping them coy- 
ered * * * seem at times to be almost in- 
surmountable. Yet I am hopeful that fur- 
ther study will result in clarifications, 


Mr. President, I am satisfied that 
these administrative problems have been 
solved, and that the provision of the 
present bill—to cover agricultural work- 
ers who earn at least $50 in a calendar 
quarter from one employer will present 
no burdensome administrative problems 
on the farmers of the Nation. The $50 
cash test, for example, makes it un- 
necessary for the farm employer to re- 
port on workers hired for only 2 or 3 
days and would also avoid nuisance re- 
porting of small amounts of wages. At 
the same time the $50 test sets a level 
which will cover some migrant agricul- 
tural workers who must move from one 
job to another in order to harvest our 
crops. 

The committee was influenced by the 
fact that this method for covering agri- 
cultural workers was recommended by 
the President in his message of January 
14, 1954, after a study had been con- 
ducted as to the feasibility of extend- 
ing coverage of the system. A distin- 
guished group of consultants—including 
representatives of the National Grange, 
the American Farm Bureau, the life in- 
surance industry, labor, and the Depart- 
ments of the Treasury, Agriculture, and 
Health, Education and Welfare—parti- 
cipated in this study. This group con- 
cluded that the regularly employed test 
in existing law should be eliminated. 
Under this regularly employed test after 
a farmworker has worked for one em- 
ployer continuously for an entire cal- 
endar quarter, he is covered if in suc- 
ceeding quarters he works for that em- 
ployer on a full-time basis on at least 
60 days during the quarter. It was the 
opinion of the study group that this test 
is an unnecessary complication. The 
test in existing law limits coverage of 
agricultural workers to only about 700,- 
000 individuals. By employing the $50 
cash test provided in H. R. 9366, an ad- 
ditional 2.6 million farmworkers would 
be afforded the protection of the system. 
These people need protection against 
want in their old age. Their families 
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need protection when the breadwinner 
dies. 

Finally, I wish to point out that lack 
of coverage of farm workers has an im- 
portant effect on public assistance costs, 
In the farm counties of this country, 31 
percent of the aged people are receiving 
old-age assistance while only 13 percent 
are getting old-age and survivors insur- 
ance benefits. In nonfarm counties the 
situation is almost reversed since around 
36 percent of aged persons get old-age 
insurance benefits while only 17 percent 
receive old-age assistance payments. 

A situation which finds nearly 1 out 
of ever 3 aged persons in farming areas 
on public relief is not good for human 
dignity, and morale, and not desirable 
from the standpoint of the taxpayers 
either. Coverage of additional farm 
workers will thus be an important step 
in decreasing the number of people who 
are forced to ask for old-age assistance 
in their declining years, and thus help 
to decrease the cost of the assistance 
programs which are financed from gen- 
eral revenues. 

Around 2.6 million farm workers would 
lose the right to social security benefits 
if this amendment is accepted. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. STENNIS. The amendment would 
not affect anyone who is already on the 
rolls. That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 

Mr. STENNIS. I understood the Sen- 
ator to say that 2,600,000 persons would 
lose the benefit of the act. They do not 
have the benefit now, and therefore the 
amendment would not deny the benefit 
to them. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am not saying that 
they already have coverage. However, 
2,600,000 people who do not have pro- 
tection at the present time would get it 
if the bill passes unamended in the par- 
ticular which the Senator has described. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from 
Colorado is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I urge the Senate to 
reject the amendment, so that these 
workers who are most in need of such 
protection may be covered by the social- 
security system. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. This is certainly not 
a relief measure. It is certainly not a 
pension plan. If it were, of course the 
people to whom the Senator from Colo- 
rado has referred would be entitled to 
be placed on the rolls. That is not the 
purpose of the bill. If we maintain the 
system as a sound social-security pro- 
gram, it must be maintained on a sound 
financial basis. That is one of the main 
reasons for my objection to those peo- 
ple being included. I come from a State 
which has many farm workers. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Is is not true that when 
the program was first put into effect, the 
people who are covered under it had to 
meet certain qualifications for old-age 
insurance? In other words, they had to 
qualify in the first quarter during which 
they contributed. We are always con- 
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fronted with that situation. We are 
confronted with it now. Unless we 
broaden the system and permit these 
people to come under it, we will have 
many people walking up and down the 
streets asking for handouts, trying to 
find some support through gifts or other 
generosity of the public. I believe those 
people must be taken care of. We must 
take care of the people who reach the 
age of 65, and who are reaching the age 
of 65 within this calendar year, even 
though they have been working and 
making a contribution for only a period 
of 3 months. At any rate, if a person 
has already reached the age of 65, I am 
sure the Senator would not deny him 
the right of coming into this program 
and receiving the benefits of it. 

The. PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Mississippi has 
expired. 

Mr.STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly. I should 
like to have the Senator yield to the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. I will say to the Senator 
from Mississippi that the chairman has 
some time available. I fully appreciate 
the fact that I have trespassed on the 
time of the Senator from Mississippi. 
I have completed my statement, and I 
am happy that the chairman has sur- 
rendered some time to the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am glad to yield 
some time to the Senator. How much 
time does the Senator from Mississippi 
desire? 

Mr. STENNIS. I would appreciate it 
if the chairman would yield me 2 min- 
utes. 

Mr. President, my point is that as to 
persons 60, 62, 64, or 65 years of age, 
it is not good practice to try to exclude 
them from the program. I am talking 
about the long-range program. If we 
want to give them special relief, that 
can be provided by another bill. I am 
talking about the choking-down effect in 
afteryears. I have before me figures 
from the report. The Senator from 
South Carolina is correct in his state- 
ment. The minimum monthly benefit 
amount for a retired worker would be 
$30. I shall not go into further detail. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. They could get up to 
$30 a month on reaching the age which 
I have mentioned. 

I yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. A man must work a min- 
imum of a year and half before he is 
eligible. There is no way of reaching 
this question, because we shall always 
have men or women reaching that age, 
no matter what we do. Therefore, if 
they work a year and a half before they 
can become qualified, that is a safeguard 
in itself. 

Mr. President, I believe the Senator's 
amendment should be defeated. He is 
trying to give aid to those who otherwise 
would be on direct welfare if they did 
not come under such a bill as that which 
is before us. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 
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Mr. THYE. I shall be glad to yield if 
I have a right to yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is there anything 
peculiar about the old-age program with 
reference to the point of qualification? 
Is it not true that under commercial 
life insurance, disability insurance, or 
accident insurance policies, if only a few 
payments are made and an accident or 
disability occurs, the benefits accrue? 
Is it not true that in connection with 
every other type of commercial insur- 
ance the decision is based on the aver- 
age, and not on individual cases? 

Mr. THYE. The Senator is entirely 
correct. There must be a beginning, 
and it is determined actuarily, based 
upon life expectancy. I think the com- 
mittee should be commended for having 
gone into this subject, and for extending 
and expanding the law so as to enable 
people to live in dignity when they ap- 
proach old age. 

Mr. HOLLAND. With reference to 
living in dignity, I am sure the Senator 
means that instead of having to live, in 
the event of old age, on a dole granted 
by a friendly government, the benefi- 
ciary lives upon something that has been 
earned, whether by few payments or 
many payments. He has the benefit of 
something as a matter of right. That 
would lend dignity to one who claims 
under this kind of an act, rather than 
by receiving a dole. 

Mr. THYE. That is the thought and 
the philosophy which brought about the 
Old-Age Insurance and Survivors Act. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am glad to yield 
some time to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. In my own operations I 
have discovered that someone who 
worked for me in the haying season was 
not covered. Under the law I withheld 
regular contributions for my regular 
workers. The man did not work enough 
in the succeeding quarter to earn his 
qualification. It seems to me that if we 
are to treat them all alike, we should 
permit them to work for a short period 
in other types of employment. A per- 
son who works for 3 or 4 months can 
qualify, but if a man works through the 
entire summer season, unless he works 
for more than a limited number of days, 
he is not setting aside anything for his 
entitlement. It seems to me it is de- 
sirable to treat all laborers alike, and 
not to discriminate against farm la- 
borers. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I wish 
to add one reminder. We are talking 
about a measure of social security and 
protection for 2½ million persons who 
have, perhaps, the greatest need of as- 
sistance of any group of our people. I 
hope we shall take an enlightened, pro- 
gressive attitude toward this problem and 
bring under the coverage of this system 
those people who so badly need assist- 
ance. 

SEVERAL Senators. Vote! Vote! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing en bloc to the 
amendments of the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. STENNIS]. 

The amendments were rejected. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment 8-11-54-B offered on be- 
half of myself and my colleague, Mr. 
GOLDWATER, who is now occupying the 
chair, and ask to have it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Arizona. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 24, 
between lines 4 and 5, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

ARIZONA TEACHERS’ RETIREMENT SYSTEM 

(j) If, prior to January 1, 1956, the agree- 
ment with the State of Arizona entered into 
pursuant to section 218 of the Social Security 
Act is modified pursuant to subsection (d) 
(3) of such section so as to apply to service 
performed by employees in positions covered 
by the Arizona Teachers’ Retirement System 
the modification may, notwithstanding sec- 
tion 218 (f) of the Social Security Act, be 
made effective with respect to service per- 
formed in such positions after an effective 
date specified in the modification, but in no 
case may such effective date be earlier than 
December 31, 1950. For the purposes of any 
such modification, all employees in positions 
covered by the Arizona Teachers’ Retirement 
System shall be deemed, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 218 (d) (6) of such 
act, to constitute a separate coverage group. 


On page 24, line 7, it is proposed to 
7 out “(j)” and insert in lieu thereof 

ee ) ey. 

On page 28, line 18, it is proposed to 
poe out “(kK)” and insert in lieu thereof 
id Gb Red 

On page 29, line 7, it is proposed to 
fenke out “(1)” and insert in lieu thereof 
“(m R 

On page 29, line 23, it is proposed to 
strike out “and (k)” and insert in lieu 
thereof (j), and (1).” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

The Arizona teachers’ retirement sys- 
tem had to be abolished in order to bring 
the teachers under the Federal social- 
security system. The State thought that 
had been done, but it was decided that 
the system was not actually abolished. 
What we are trying to do by this amend- 
ment is to take proper action to make 
the benefits of the system retroactive to 
the time when the State thought it had 
abolished the system. 

That is about all there is to the 
amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am 
familiar with the amendment offered by 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona. 
I believe his amendment does correct an 
error. I believe the error should be recti- 
fied, and I shall be very happy to take 
the amendment to conference. The 
distinguished senior Senator from Geor- 
gia [Mr. GEORGE] agrees with me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. HAYDEN] for himself and his 
colleague [Mr. GOLDWATER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr, KERR. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk and 
ask to have stated. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Oklahoma. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, 
line 3, after the word “shall”, it is pro- 
posed to insert a comma and the fol- 
lowing: “if the State so desires.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

On page 17 of the bill, beginning at 
line 24, and continuing on page 25, the 
following language occurs: 

If a retirement system covers positions of 
employees of one or more institutions of 
higher learning, then, for purposes of such 
preceding paragraphs, there shall— 


At this point my amendment would 
insert 


if the State so desires— 


Then the text of the bill would be 
resumed, as follows: 
be deemed to be a separate retirement sys- 
tem for the employees of each such institu- 
tion of higher learning. 


The sole purpose of the amendment is 
to make the provision contained in the 
bill effective in the event the affected 
State so desires. I believe the amend- 
ment is agreeable to the distinguished 
chairman of the committee. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
think the omission of the words “if the 
State so desires” probably was an inad- 
vertence. In any event, Iam certain the 
committee would agree that the words 
should be inserted; therefore, I am glad 
to accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Kerr}. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I offer 
another amendment, which I ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 9, line 
1, after “ministers”, it is proposed to in- 
sert “and Christian Science practi- 
tioners.” 

On page 9, line 13, it is proposed to 
strike out effect.“ and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “effect. The pro- 
visions of paragraph (5) shall not apply 
to service performed by an individual in 
the exercise of his profession as a Chris- 
tian Science practitioner during the 
period for which a certificate filed by him 
under section 1402 (e) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is in effect.’ ” 

On page 107, line 15, it is proposed to 
strike out “effect?” and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “effect. The pro- 
visions of paragraph (5) shall not apply 
to service performed by an individual in 
the exercise of his profession as a Chris- 
tian Science practitioner during the pe- 
riod for which a certificate filed by him 
under subsection (e) is in effect.’” 

On page 107, beginning with line 19, 
it is proposed to strike out all through 
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Tine 20 and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 


(e) Ministers, members of religious orders, 
and Christian Science practitioners. 


On page 107, line 22, after “is”, it is 
proposed to insert “(A).” 

On page 108, line 1, after order)“, it 
is proposed to insert “or (B) a Christian 
Science practitioner.” 

On page 108, beginning with line 6, it 
is proposed to strike out all through line 
7, and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: “Security Act extended to service, 
described in subsection (c) (4) or (5), 
as the case may be, performed by him.” 

On page 108, line 14, beginning with 
the word “regard”, it is proposed to Strike 
out all through line 16, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “regard, in the 
case of an individual referred to in para- 
graph (1) (A), to paragraph (4) of sub- 
section (c), and in the case of an indi- 
vidual referred to in paragraph (1) (B), 
without regard to paragraph (5) of such 
subsection) of $400 or more, any part of 
which was derived from his performance 
of service described in such paragraph 
(4) or (5), as the case may be.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

This amendment would merely provide 
voluntary coverage for Christian Science 
practitioners in the same manner as cov- 
erage is afforded to ministers in the bill 
which has been reported to the Senate by 
the Committee on Finance. 

The amendment is being offered at 
this time because after the Committee on 
Finance had concluded its work on the 
bill, it became clear that the vast major- 
ity of Christian Science practitioners 
desired to be covered on a voluntary 
basis, together with ministers, under the 
self-employed provisions, rather than to 
be excluded, 

I am certain that the amendment is 
agreeable to the distinguished chairman 
of the committee, because it is in accord- 
ance with other provisions which the 
committee adopted. I hope the amend- 
ment will be acceptable. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, while 
the committee did not consider the spe- 
cific amendment offered by the Senator 
from Oklahoma, it gave much thought 
to the question of how Christian Science 
practitioners should be classified and fol- 
lowed what we believe was their desire. 

Later they evidenced to us—or at least 
those who communicated with the chair- 
man of the committee did—that the 
treatment which has been suggested in 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Oklahoma would be entirely acceptable 
and desirable. 

I am very glad to say that I shall be 
glad to accept the amendment. I be- 
lieve the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] feels as I do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Kerr]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 
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Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I offer a 
final amendment, and ask that it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment, 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 9, 
after line 13, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

(3) Section 211 (a) of the Social Security 
Act is amended— 

(A) by striking out the period at the end 
of paragraph (7) and inserting in lieu there- 
of a semicolon, and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (7) there- 
of a new paragraph, as follows: 

“(8) An individual who is— 

“(A) a duly ordained, commissioned, or 
licensed minister of a church or a member 
of a religious order; and 

“(B) a citizen of the United States per- 
forming service described in subsection (c) 
(4) as an employee of an American employer 
(as defined in section 210 (e)). 
shall compute his net earnings from self- 
employment derived from the performance 
of service described in subsection (c) (4) 
without regard to section 911 (relating to 
earned income from sources without the 
United States) and section 931 (relating to 
income from sources within possessions of 
the United States) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954.” 


On page 108, after line 24, it is pro- 
posed to insert the following: 

(4) Section 1402 (a) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1954 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the period at the end 
of paragraph (8) and inserting in lieu there- 
of a semicolon, and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (8) 
thereof a new paragraph as follows: 

“(9) an individual who is— 

“(A) a duly ordained, commissioned, or 
licensed minister of a church or a member 
of a religious order; and 

“(B) a citizen of the United States per- 
forming service described in subsection (c) 
(4) as an employee of an American em- 
ployer (as defined in sec. 3121 (h)). 
shall compute his net earnings from self- 
employment derived from the performance 
of service described in subsection (c) (4) 
without regard to section 911 (relating to 
earned income from sources without the 
United States) and section 931 (relating to 
income from sources within possessions of 
the United States).“ 


Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self 3 minutes. 

The bill as reported by the committee 
provides for a voluntary coverage of 
ministers and members of religious or- 
ders on the basis of self-employment. 
Due, I believe, entirely to an oversight, 
ministers who are engaged as mission- 
aries beyond the boundaries of the 
United States do not come under the 
definition and language of the bill. 

The object of the amendment which I 
have offered is to make available to those 
within this classification who are en- 
gaged as missionaries outside the United 
States the same coverage as is made 
available to ministers of the same classi- 
fication who are pastors or who are oth- 
erwise engaged in the continental United 
States. 

I am happy to say that this amend- 
ment also is acceptable to the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee, and 
I hope that it will be accepted by the 
Senate. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. I think the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma 
should be taken to conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. Kerr]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment 7-13-54-C, and ask that 
it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 120, be- 
tween lines 18 and 19, it is proposed to 
insert the following new section: 


AMOUNTS DISREGARDED IN DETERMINING NEED 


Sec. 304. (a) Section 2 (a) (7) of the So- 
cial Security Act is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(7) provide that the State agency shall, 
in determining need, take into considera- 
tion any other income and resources of an 
individual claiming old-age assistance; ex- 
cept that in making such determination the 
State agency shall disregard, in the case of 
an individual entitled to insurance benefits 
under title II, the amount by which the bene- 
fit amount of such individual under such 
title, as increased by reason of the amend- 
ments contained in section 102 of the So- 
cial Security Amendments of 1954, exceeds 
the benefit amount to which such individual 
would have been entitled but for the enact- 
ment of such amendments.” 

(b) Section 1002 (a) (8) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(8) provide that the State agency shall, 
in determining need, take into considera- 
tion any other income and resources of the 
individual claiming aid to the blind; except 
that in making such determination the 
State agency (A) shall disregard the first 
$50 per month of earned income, and (B) 
shall disregard, in the case of any individual 
entitled to insurance benefits under title 
TI, the amount by which the benefit amount 
of such individual under such title, as in- 
creased by reason of the amendments con- 
tained in section 102 of the Social Security 
Amendments of 1954, exceeds the benefit 
amount to which such individual would 
have been entitled but for the enactment of 
such amendments.” 

(c) Section 1402 (a) (8) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(8) provide that the State agency shall, 
in determining need, take into consideration 
any other income and resources of an indi- 
vidual claiming aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled; except that in making such 
determination the State agency shall disre- 
gard, in the case of any individual entitled 
to insurance benefits under title II, the 
amount by which the benefit amount of such 
individual under such title, as increased by 
reason of the amendments contained in sec- 
tion 102 of the Social Security Amendments 
of 1954, exceeds the benefit amount to which 
such individual would have been entitled but 
for the enactment of such amendments.” 

(d) The amendments made by the preced- 
ing subsections shall be effective, in the case 
of any State not prohibited by State statute 
from disregarding the amounts referred to 
in such amendments, on and after October 1, 
1954, and, in the case of any State which is 
prohibited by State statute from disregard- 
ing such amounts, on and after the first 
complete calendar quarter following the date 
on which the legislature of such State first 
convenes after the date of enactment of this 
act. 


Mr.LONG. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self 10 minutes, The amendment I am 
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offering is to take care of what I have 
always thought was a blind spot in the 
social security old age asistance pro- 
gram. Many persons draw social secu- 
rity benefits, but in such meager amounts 
that they are compelled to seek State 
public welfare assistance. For example, 
in the United States today, my best in- 
formation is that there are 442,000 indi- 
viduals whose social security benefits are 
so meager that they are compelled to go 
to the State welfare boards and ask for 
public welfare assistance. 

A strange thing has happened as we 
have increased social security benefits. 
Every time social-security benefits have 
increased for the particular class I have 
mentioned, persons in that class have 
found that their State welfare assistance 
payments have been reduced by the same 
amount. -Let me give an example. Prior 
to 1950 the minimum monthly benefit 
for old-age payments was $10. In the 
State of Louisiana, of which I have the 
honor to represent in part, more than 
one-third of the persons who were re- 
ceiving benefits from social security pay- 
ments were drawing $10 a month. Those 
persons found that their needs were so 
great and that $10 was so meager a pay- 
ment that they had to apply for State 
public welfare assistance. Many of them 
didso. They merely succeeded in getting 
$10 less from State welfare public assist- 
ance than they would have received if 
they had been receiving no social-secu- 
rity benefits at all. If the State was able 
to pay $50 a month, a person who was 
drawing $10 in social security payments 
would get from his State only $40 instead 
of $50, and he would be no better off 
than if he received no social security 
benefits at all. 

In 1950 the social-security minimum 
payments were increased from $10 to 
$20. The State welfare agency of Lou- 
isiana, as well as that of every other 
State, was required by Federal law to 
reduce payments to persons receiving 
State welfare assistance payments by 
the same amount as the social-security 
payments were increased. 

Since that time there have been fur- 
ther increases in social-security pay- 
ments, and the same thing has occurred 
each time. Every time needy persons 
have had their social-security payments 
increased, they have had their State 
public welfare assistance payments de- 
creased by the same amount as the so- 
cial-security benefits were increased. 

The bill before us would benefit 6 mil- 
lion persons. They would receive any- 
where from $5 to $13 a month more than 
they are receiving now. Yet while we 
proceed to benefit 6 million persons who 
are retired and drawing social-security 
benefits, 442,000 persons who are draw- 
ing such meager amounts in social-secu- 
rity benefits that they require State pub- 
lic welfare and assistance would not be 
benefited at all, unless my amendment 
were agreed to. The Federal law, with- 
out my amendment, would require public 
assistance payments to be reduced by the 
same amount that social-security bene- 
fits were increased. 

If we can afford to pass a bill which 
would provide increases of from $5 to $13 
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a month for every retired person receiv- 
ing social-security benefits, whether he 
needs it or not—and the theory of the 
social-security law is that retired persons 
should benefit whether they need it or 
not—certainly it would seem to be wise 
to permit those who have paid into the 
social-security fund to receive a net ben- 
efit of the minimum $5 a month increase. 

Without my amendment, if the bill 
were enacted into law it would mean that 
when social-security benefits are in- 
creased for the 442,000 persons on pub- 
lic welfare assistance rolls, the public 
welfare agencies would be required to re- 
duce assistance payments to such per- 
sons by the amount of social-security in- 
creases. 

I have been joined in sponsoring the 
amendment by the Senator from Califor- 
nia [Mr. KUCHEL], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], and the Sena- 
tor from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. 

It seems to me that my amendment 
would serve a very necessary purpose. 
When there is an overlap between State 
public-assistance payments and social- 
security benefits, it seems to me it would 
be fair and reasonable to make sure that 
the persons receiving both benefits 
would be benefited by the net increase 
made in social-security payments. 

I realize, Mr. President, that logical 
arguments can be made against the 
amendment. I fully recognize that fact. 
However, I also recognize that the facts 
are that, without the adoption of my 
amendment, the enactment of the bill 
into law would mean that those who need 
assistance most would receive none of 
the benefits provided in the bill. I hope 
the Senate will agree to the amendment. 
I also hope that the distinguished chair- 
man of the committee will take the 
amendment to conference. 

I point out that the amendment would 
not result in increasing the cost of the 
bill 5 cents. My amendment would 
merely provide that when social-secur- 
ity payments are increased, State wel- 
fare benefits would not be decreased by 
a like amount. My amendment would 
prevent what has been required to be 
done by law, which is to cut out any net 
benefit of increases in social-security 
payments to the 442,000 persons who 
have required extra help from State 
public assistance agencies. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have an amend- 
ment on this subject, which is identi- 
fied as 8-12-54-A. The amendment was 
directed to somewhat the same situa- 
tion, except that it would cover all per- 
sons receiving old-age assistance. As I 
understand the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana, it would apply to 
the limited number of persons who are 
receiving old-age assistance and old-age 
insurance benefits. That is a limited 
category out of the total of 4 million or 
more persons affected. That is about 
one-tenth of that number. 

Mr. LONG. Seventeen percent of 
those who are drawing old-age assist- 
ance are also drawing old-age and sur- 
vivor’s insurance under social security. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


It is those 442,000 needy individuals that 
my amendment is designed to assist. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It has been my 
feeling, to be very candid about it, that 
some base figures of earned income or 
any other kind of income ought to be 
permitted before we start to apply old- 
age assistance, and we should build 
from that point on. I felt that some- 
where across the board at least $20 or 
$25 ought to be allowed to any person, 
and be disregarded in the basis for de- 
termining need for old-age assistance or 
other forms of public assistance. I point 
out that the Senator’s amendment at 
least corrects what is obviously an in- 
equity in the law as it now stands. If 
this amendment is not adopted as pro- 
posed by the Senator from Louisiana, 
we shall find ourselves in a situation in 
which we say that we have legislated 
benefit increases only to find that in 
many instances such increases were not 
increases in fact, but only in theory. 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. LONG. That is correct. I yield 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I commend the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana for putting his finger 
on one of the striking weaknesses in our 
care of the aged. In those cases, nearly 
half a million in number, where the aged 
person receives both old-age security and 
old-age assistance, as the Senator from 
Louisiana has pointed out, an increase in 
social security has not meant an increase 
in protection to the aged. It has meant 
assistance to the States. 

The States have thereby diminished 
the amounts which they otherwise would 
contribute, and it has meant that the 
Federal Government has assumed the 
portion of the burden which the States 
should properly have taken. The same 
thing, I may say, was true when we in- 
creased the Federal contribution to old- 
age assistance itself. In most cases the 
States did not increase the amounts to 
the individual. What they did was to 
diminish the amounts which the States 
paid, and therefore the more the Federal 
Government has given in such cases, the 
less the State has given, and the result 
has been aid to the State and not aid to 
the needy aged. The Senator from Lou- 
isiana has directly struck at one of the 
weak spots in the whole system, and I 
hope very much that his amendment may 
be adopted. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
difficulty with the amendment is that it 
upsets the whole needs test, which I 
think is offensive to most of us, but 
which is a part of our social-security 
system in the public-assistance portion. 
So far as the needs test is concerned, we 
have it, and it must continue to mean 
something or the whole public-assist- 
ance side of our program will fail. 

It does not make a bit of difference 
whether the dollar which the public 
assistance recipient receives is from the 
insurance side of the Government, from 
interest on a bond of the Government, 
from rents, or from any other source of 
income. It diminishes need, and it 
diminishes just as much its part of the 
insurance system if the income is ob- 
tained from other sources. So when we 
commence making exceptions, we are 
commencing to cut down the needs sys- 
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tem; and when we cut down the needs 
system, we are raising the expenses of 
every State in the country, as well as the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It seems to me that 
the argument advanced by the distin- 
guished Senator from Louisiana and re- 
inforced by my colleague from Illinois 
is unanswerable—that the money which 
the Federal Government claims to be 
giving to the people for old age assist- 
ance is really assistance to the States. 
It does not increase the amount of 
money that is made available to the per- 
son who needs it, but it certainly re- 
duces the responsibility of the States 
and the cities. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is true that the 
more we increase the cost of our public 
assistance program the more we in- 
crease the cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment and to the States. The more we 
decrease our standards of need the more 
we impose expense on the States or the 
Federal Government. What we wind up 
with is a decrease, and we take whatever 
one gets out of social security off the 
means quota under public assistance; 
and, therefore, the State, if it has true 
regard for the means of its people—and 
we assume that that is taken out of the 
picture, as though it had disappeared— 
must put up more money to satisfy pub- 
lic assistance and take care of the peo- 
ple who are under the system. 

Mr. LEHMAN. As I understand the 
proposal made by the Senator from Lou- 
isiana, it would not increase the cost 
to the Federal Government at all. The 
cost would remain constant. Under the 
proposal, there would not be an increase 
or decrease in the total amount of as- 
sistance the beneficiary receives. All 
this proposal would do would be to re- 
lieve the States of part of their share 
of the assistance, which is given through 
public assistance. 

Mr. Whatever the needs 
may be—and let us assume they are X 
to meet the amount of X need in public 
assistance there must be either a con- 
tribution from the State or from the 
Federal Government, or both. If the 
needs test is reduced $5—if that repre- 
sents the amount of increase to which 
the Senator is speakings—and we take 
the position we will not count that, 
someone must make good that amount. 
That is made good by a sharing between 
the Federal Government and the States. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one more question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I should like to have 
a little more information with regard 
to this question. 

As I understand, we claim in this bill 
to be increasing Federal grants to those 
who are entitled to benefits from old-age 
and survivors insurance. We are em- 
phasizing the claim that we are doing 
something that is very worthy. How- 
ever, as a matter of fact, it seems to me 
the beneficiary does not gain anything. 
The situation remains constant. The 
benficiary does not receive any part of 
the additional amount which is paid by 
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the Federal Government, so far as his 
total subsistence grants are concerned. 
There is a deduction of an equal amount 
by the State, as I understand. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is entirely true. 
That is what I have been talking about. 
The individual takes in $5 more on his 
insurance program. The State refers to 
that $5, and says, “This is revenue you 
have to meet your need. We are not go- 
ing to raise the needs test $5. This is $5 
more money to meet your needs, what- 
ever they are.” 

It would be the same as if the individ- 
ual received that $5 from interest on 
Government bonds or if he received it 
from stocks, or if he received it from 
rents. The situation would be the same. 

The point of the old-age assistance 
part of the program is that first we set 
up a test of the man’s needs, and then 
the State and Federal Government con- 
tribute toward that program. If we in- 
crease the need, we make it necessary 
for the Federal Government or the State, 
or both, to contribute more. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one more question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I fail to see that we 
are carrying out the purposes of the 
bill, so far as these particular benefi- 
ciaries are concerned, because the pur- 
pose of this provision, as I have under- 
stood it, is to make the lot of 442,000 
people a little bit easier, to the extent 
of $5 or $13. We have failed to do that. 
I have never understood that the social- 
security law was drafted or administered 
for the benefit of States, relieving the 
States and cities of their public-assist- 
ance charges. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not understand 
the Senator’s point. I say that most 
respectfully. 

Two things are involved. One is pub- 
lic assistance, and the other is insur- 
ance. Under what is proposed, the man 
is going to get $5 more, let us say, paid 
on his insurance. He also receives pub- 
lic-assistance money. Therefore, the 
agency will say to him, “Your need is 
X dollars a month. You are getting 
$5 a month additional revenue from your 
insurance. We are going to count that 
against your revenue.” 

The Senator from Louisiana says, “Do 
not count that particular $5.” 

If we followed that theory, we could 
exclude everything else the man receives. 
It is revenue, as I have said 3 or 4 times. 
It is the same kind of revenue as if he 
received a payment for Government 
bonds or a payment for stocks or a pay- 
ment for rental. It is money which is 
added to the money he has, to be applied 
against his need. 

The Senator from Louisiana is saying 
simply, “Deduct that money from the 
needs test.” That certainly is not our 
purpose; and we are not taking into con- 
sideration the Public Assistance Act, 
either. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote! 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, how much 
time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LONG. I do not believe I shall 
require more than about 2 minutes. I 
yield myself 3 minutes, 
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I point out, Mr. President, that under 
this bill we are providing a gratuity of 
anywhere from $5 to $13 a month for 6 
million people. 

Let us consider the typical case of a 
man making $200 a month. Under the 
present law, if he retired he would re- 
ceive $70 a month. If he is at present 
retired, we propose to increase his check 
from $70 to $78.50. On what basis? It 
is an outright gratuity. That is the 
basis for it. We would like to raise the 
benefits. It is an outright gift. We pro- 
pose to make a gift of anywhere from 
$5 to $13 to 6 million people. 

There is only one group of the 6 mil- 
lion people who are not going to be bene- 
fited. They are the 442,000 people who 
are classified as being needy. 

In other words, we are going to take 
care of 6 million, but those who are 
classified as being needy, those who have 
been compelled to go to the welfare 
agencies and apply for welfare assis- 
tance, those who have no reserves, those 
who have no resources, the most needy 
of them all, receive no benefit. Why? 
Because without my amendment, Fed- 
eral law requires welfare departments to 
go down the list and find every one of 
these 442,000 people, and every time they 
get a $5 increase in income cut their 
welfare check by $5. 

The junior Senator from Louisiana 
says that if we can make a gift of $5 to 
$13 to 6 million people who are not 
needy, we let the needy have $5. Ido not 
understand the point. 

A good, logical argument has been 
made by the distinguished chairman of 
the committee. It can be said that 
social security does not depend upon a 
needs test, and that public welfare does 
depend upon a needs test. The only 
point I make is, where there is an over- 
lap, if it is really believed that we can 
afford ta give an extra $5 to 6 million 
people, Federal law should not require 
that payments to the needy be reduced by 
$5, so everybody except the needy would 
get a gratuity of $5 a month from the 
Federal Government based on this bill. 
In spite of all the logical arguments 
which can be made to the contrary, the 
needy should be told, “When you get 
your $5 you can keep it, just as all those 
who are not needy can keep their $5.” 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
shall not labor the argument for very 
long. I think the distinguished Sena- 
tor is misconceiving what we are trying 
to do tonight. We are changing the 
rates, and the benefits in various in- 
stances, of a social insurance system. 
We are not opening a big barrel and 
throwing out $5 to one, $10 to another, 
$2.50 to another. The basis of the Sena- 
tor’s argument is that if we are giving 
something to people in one category, 
we should give everybody else some- 
thing. I think that is the basic fallacy 
of his argument. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly. 

Mr. LONG. Can the Senator tell me 
upon what basis we increase the bene- 
fits to a man who had been making $200 
a month from $70 to $78 without. his 
paying an extra 5 cents for it? 


14439 


Mr. MILLIKIN. . We are increasing 
the benefits and doing all kinds of good 
things because the revenues of the sys- 
tem, into which the employer and the 
employee pays will carry the cost of the 
system. That is what we are told. The 
Senator heard the testimony. I heard 
the testimony. We are not opening a 
barrel to give things to people. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator certainly 
agrees that all the retired individuals 
who will receive these increases are not 
making any additional contribution to 
the fund in order to pay for the in- 
creased benefits. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let us say that is true. 
The fund includes many objectives which 
are not limited to a chess-playing opera- 
tion, based upon how much a man puts 
on one side of the scale and on the other 
side of the scale. We are trying to in- 
crease the security of the people of the 
United States. 

I am not one to say that every man 
gets exactly what he puts in. We are 
doing better than that for several classes. 
We are doing it consciously, not as a 
barrel-opening operation. This is not a 
gift procedure. If I were not opposed to 
the amendment anyway, I would be com- 
pelled to do so because the committee 
opposed it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Let me say to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado that the people who 
may be interested in benefits under the 
social security system did not deal at 
arm's length with the Government. The 
Government said, “You are in the sys- 
tem. You are going to be taxed. We 
are going to pay you such-and-such a 
sum each month when you qualify for 
such payments and have reached the re- 
tirement age.” They had not a thing to 
say about how much they should be paid, 
except that Congress may have listened 
to their importunities. So what they 
were doing was contributing to a system 
which we now discover is able to increase 
the benefits to which they are entitled. 
The same benefits should go to those who 
have been retired as well as those who 
remain in the system and must pay the 
rates of taxes we impose on them. They 
do not indicate the amount they are to 
receive, as in the case of an ordinary 
insurance policy. They must rely upon 
the Congress alone to deal fairly and 
equitably with them when the system 
justifies an increase in their benefit pay- 
ments. 

The confusion arises between a system 
to which the workers have made contri- 
butions, and a voluntary system of bene- 
fits conferred by Government upon peo- 
ple who make no contribution whatever 
directly to the Government or to any 
fund. 

It seems to me that the amendment 
should be rejected. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
Lone]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I call up 
the amendment of the junior Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Lone], and myself, 
7-19-54-D, and ask unanimous consent 
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that the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with and that the amendment 
be included at this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment offered by Mr. MARTIN 
and Mr. Lonc is as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 


“ADJUSTMENTS IN RATES OF TAXES TO FINANCE 
OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE 
“Sec. 403. The Co: shall, on or before 
the Ist day of April 1955, and of each succeed- 
odd-numbered year, determine the 
amount of the benefit payments and other 
sums which it estimates will be paid from 
the old-age and survivors insurance trust 
fund during the 2-year period beginning with 
the first day of the year in which the deter- 
mination is being made and shall make such 
adjustments, if any, in the rates of tax pro- 
vided for by sections 480, 1400, and 1410 of 
the Internal Revenue Code as may be neces- 
sary to assure that the amount of taxes col- 
lected under such sections for such 2-year 
period, together with any other sums covered 
into such fund for such period, is not less 
than the amount of the benefit payments 
and other sums which it estimates will be 
paid from such fund during such 2-year 
period.” 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, this is 
the pay-as-you-go amendment. The 
amendment suggests that on or before 
April 1, 1955, and each odd-numbered 
year thereafter, the Congress fix the rate 
required to put the system as nearly as 
possible on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

For several years I have been greatly 
worried that the social security system 
of the United States would crash under 
its own weight. 

I have prepared an argument which I 
believe will sustain my position, but we 
do not have time to debate it properly 
tonight, because the hour is growing 
late. I ask unanimous consent that my 
remarks may be incorporated in the 
Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MARTIN 

In the so-called pay-as-you-go amendment 
to H. R. 9366, the social security bill, I am 
happy to be associated as cosponsor with 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Lonc]. I cannot praise too 
highly the great interest he has taken in 
the work of the Finance Committee. He is 
the youngest member of our committee. I 
mention this because the future stability of 
our country means more to men of his age 
than any other group. 

The purpose of this amendment is to pro- 
vide a biennial review of the financing of 
the social-security program, in order to es- 
tablish a rate of payroll taxation sufficient 
to meet the estimated benefits to be paid 
out under the old-age and survivors insur- 
ance system in the 2-year period. 

The amendment provides that the Con- 
gress shall make an estimate on or before 
April 1, 1955, and each odd-numbered year 
thereafter, of the rate required to put the 
system, as nearly as possible, on a pay-as- 
you-go basis. 

The method of financing social security 
has been carefully studied by some of the 
best economists of our country. 

Some of these experts have proposed mak- 
ing social-security coverage universal, with- 
out using the contributory plan. Such a 
plan calls for the payment of social-security 
benefits from general tax revenue. 
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Another group wants to make the plan 
actuarially sound. This would require a 
contribution from the employed, employer, 
and the self-insured large enough to build 
up a fund that would take care of the future 
requirements of the system, 

The method proposed in this amendment 
would take care of the payments to the bene- 
ficiaries from currently collected funds. 

Those who believe in the fine ideals of 
social security and have always suggested 
that it be considered a form of insurance 
or savings have the desire to maintain the 
high morale of our people. Without a plan 
requiring a contribution by the beneficiary, 
the system would quickly degrade into a form 
of dole. We do not want a dole in the 
United States, because that would weaken 
the morale of our people. The great ma- 
jority of Americans are self-reliant. They 
want to make their own security. They 
have done so throughout our history, and 
that plan has contributed greatly to the 
strength and growth of our country. 

The people of America have always been 
very considerate of their unfortunate. The 
ideal plan would eventually make it possible 
for ali in their old age, or if misfortune be- 
falls them, to depend upon income earned 
by their own work and thrift. Government 
can never make security for us. 

If the contributory system is abandoned 
and we pay for the benefits from general 
taxes, coverage must be all inclusive, ex- 
tending to all our people. 

In the consideration of social security, we 
must never forget the economy of the Na- 
tion. How far can we go without damaging 
the productive power of the country? How 
much can we have without damaging the 
national economy? 

One of the strongest factors in the great- 
ness of the United States is that we produce 
more per man-hour than any other country 
in the world. 

This comes about because of our better 
equipment and the better know-how of our 
skilled craftsmen. It is because we have 
the savings to expand production, Also be- 
cause there is a profit left for the workers 
and the stockholders after expenses are 
paid. Profit is the great incentive. It takes 
an investment of from $7,000 to $25,000 in 
plant, tools and equipment to create the job 
of each worker. Our workers are better 
educated than those of any other country of 
the world. 

We must always remember that whatever 
is taken from the people in any form of tax- 
ation, whether general taxation or contri- 
butions for social security, takes that much 
out of their hands to spend as they see fit 
and to further expand our economy. The 
money that the people spend for schools, 
hospitals, churches and a better living stand- 
ard makes a greater market for our indus- 
trial and agricultural production. 

The American people must be informed 
that there is no pot of gold at the end of 
the social-security rainbow. They must be 
made aware that adequate benefits can be 
provided only by contributions in the form 
of direct or payroll taxation. It all comes 
out of their pockets. 

The fact must always be made clear that 
higher benefits are impossible without a 
higher rate of contribution or increased taxa- 
tion, and that both come from the pockets 
of those who work and those who invest 
their savings. 

We are continuing to meet pressures for 
additional coverage and higher benefits and 
this will always continue. It is good politics 
to offer higher benefits and broader coverage. 
Ours is a political country and both parties 
play this political game. Unfortunately, all 
that we give to the people comes from the 
people themselves, 

Since starting the soclal-security system 
in 1937, we have built up a trust fund of 
about $19 billion, This accumulation has 
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been made possible because income has ex- 
ceeded expenditures, For example, in 1953 
we collected from employers, employees, and 
self-employed, and from trust fund earnings 
$4,359,000,000. We expended from this, in- 
cluding administration, $3,094,000,000, or a 
profit to the fund of $1,265,000,000. This 
profit has been used by the Government, 

For the year 1954, we estimate that we 
will collect $5,567,000,000, and our expendi- 
tures will be $3,655,000,000, or a gain of 
$1,912,000,000. 

As you know, the present rate is 2 percent 
each from the employee and the employer, 
and 3 percent from the self-employed. We 
contemplate increasing this in 1960 to 2½ 
percent each for the employee and the em- 
ployer, and 3% percent for the self-employed. 
It is contemplated that we will have a fur- 
ther increase in 1965 and again in 1970. 

From estimates based on minimum costs 
the fund will amount to $23,500,000,000 in 
1955, $30,500,000,000 in 1960, and almost $52 
billion in 1970. 

All of this accumulated trust fund exists 
only in the form of a promise to pay from 
the United States Government. There are 
actually no funds available as in the case 
of insurance companies and retirement funds 
established by subdivisions of government. 
Insurance company funds are invested in 
productive enterprise and benefit from the 
earnings of American industry. On the 
other hand there is no investment for the 
social security trust fund other than Fed- 
eral Government bonds, on which the in- 
terest is paid from general taxation. 

Mr. President, there is no way of getting 
away from the fact that the working force 
in the United States must shoulder the bur- 
den of paying for the benefits to the retired 
and to the aged. The problem is how to 
make it clear to the American public that 
they pay all the bills, 

Mr, President, it is our proposal that we 
begin to do something about it—to take a 
first step at least in the direction of putting 
the expenditures on a balance with esti- 
mated income. We are always going to be 
faced with the possibility of reduced in- 
come due to fluctuating economic condi- 
tions—and we are always going to be faced 
with the possibility and probability of an 
increased number of persons living far be- 
yond the retirement age. But we can esti- 
mate on an annual or a biennial basis and 
thus keep a check upon the conditions we 
face. 

Mr. President, I contend that the pay-as- 
you-go principle should be put into effect for 
the following reasons: 

1. It is practically impossible to put social 
security on a sound actuarial basis. 

2. The special trust fund has no signifi- 
cance because it is an unsecured Federal 
promise to pay. 

3. As it now stands, the Government is col- 
lecting considerably more than it pays out 
in benefits. This is a tax on individuals and 
upon earnings. 

4. A biennial estimate of what is required 
would give the people an opportunity to 
study proposed increases and expansions as 
suggested from time to time. 

5. There is no economic danger from a 
plan that pays its way each year. 

6. Individual security is spiritual as well 
as material. Reckless Government spending 
will not insure security because Government 
has nothing except that which it takes or 
borrows from the people. A pay-as-you-go 
plan gives the people an opportunity to 
study different proposals and to consider 
whether or not they can afford them. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge the adoption 
of this amendment. 


Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 


Mr. MARTIN. It is a great pleasure, 
indeed. 
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am glad 
to join as a cosponsor of this amend- 
ment with the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania. It seems to me that sooner or 
leter we shall arrive at the conclusion 
that the only way in which any program, 
a social-security program or any other 
type, can be financed is out of the pro- 
ductivity of the American people. If we 
do not produce the wherewithal for the 
sustenance of life, we shall not be able 
to take care of our people, no matter how 
many million dollars we claim to have in 
the trust fund. 

It seems to the junior Senator from 
Louisiana that year by year we are ex- 
tracting more than a billion dollars from 
the blood stream of circulation by hav- 
ing the social security fund take in much 
greater collections than the fund pays 
out. So long as the fund is taking in as 
much money as it needs year by year, it 
seems to me that is adequate to assure 
that the fund will continue. After all, 
we have a reserve of more than $19 
billion, which is enough to guarantee 
that the fund will be solvent and that 
the Government will continue to make 
social security payments year by year. 
That I regard as a sufficient reserve to 
keep on hand. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania does not intend to call up his 
amendment? 

Mr. MARTIN. I have already offered 
the amendment and asked that it, and 
also the remarks which I had intended 
to make in support of the amendment, 
be incorporated in the body of the 
RECORD. But the hour is growing late, 
and I do not intend to press it at this 
time. I hope that Members of this body 
will read this statement and other state- 
ments on the subject of social security. 
We now have a fund of $19 billion, but 
there is not really anything in the fund. 

Of course the Government owes the 
social security system that amount of 
money. We must remember that we do 
not have any money in this fund, or in 
any other fund, which the Government 
does not either take from the people in 
taxes or borrow from the people. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am sympathetic 
to what the Senator has in mind, and I 
feel the same way, namely, that the $19 
billion in the fund are really in the form 
of I O U’s from the United States Gov- 
ernment, which has, in effect, those 
I O U’s from the taxpayers of America. 

Mr. MARTIN. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Sooner or later we 
will have to get on a pay-as-you-go 
basis, with a sufficient surplus to carry it. 
I think that is the proper way to oper- 
ate this insurance program. 

Mr. MARTIN. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Will the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania tell the junior Senator from Okla- 
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homa why the Government securities 
which are issued to the social security 
fund, and bear no higher rate of inter- 
est than the bonds which are held by the 
New York Life Insurance Co. or the 
Massachusetts Mutual Co., or any other 
insurance company, should not be con- 
sidered a debt against the Government. 
In other words, if those bonds do not rep- 
resent legitimate value in the social se- 
curity fund, why do the major insurance 
companies of the country keep 50 percent 
of their funds with which to pay off their 
beneficiaries in Government securities? 

Mr. MARTIN. I do not say that the 
bonds of the United States are not good. 
The bonds of the United States at the 
present time are the best investment in 
the world. I wish to keep the bonds in 
that position. We had before us this aft- 
ernoon the question of raising the na- 
tional debt ceiling. The junior Senator 
from Colorado and the senior Senator 
from Virginia and the senior Senator 
from Georgia expressed the situation 
very well, and I shall not try to repeat 
what they said. 

However, when we set the limit on the 
national debt at a new figure, which will 
expire next July, we told the American 
people that it.was our plan to keep the 
bonds of the United States on a sound 
basis. We want America to remain on 
a sound basis, and to keep our social- 
security system on a sound basis. There- 
fore, I believe that sooner or later we 
must put the system on a pay-as-you-go 
basis. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield. 

Mr. BUSH. If the Senator will per- 
mit me, I suggest that the answer to the 
question of the Senator from Oklahoma 
is that the difference between insurance 
companies and the Government is that 
the Government has the taxing power. 
The Government has the taxing power, 
whereas the insurance companies do not 
have that power. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Is it not the same 
liability so far as the Government is 
concerned? IS not the same pledge 
carried on the obligations that are held 
by the insurance companies as is carried 
on the obligation contained in the social- 
security system? What are we going to 
do with the $19 billion worth of interest- 
bearing bonds which are invested in the 
sinking fund, if we do not allow the 
social-security system to hold them, and 
if the New York Life Insurance Co. and 
the Massachusetts Mutual Co. and other 
private insurance companies must hold 
the same bonds, and we must float more 
bonds with the public, because we are 
abolishing the reserves behind the social- 
security system? 

Mr. MARTIN. If I had had my way 
at the beginning of the social-security 
system in the United States, it would 
have been put on a pay-as-you-go basis 
at that time. 

The Senate has been in session for 
a long time, and I was trying to save 
some time. I would very much have 
liked to deliver the speech, because I 
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put a great deal of time into its prepa- 
ration. If any Senators who are inter- 
ested would read my speech, I would be 
very much complimented. I appreciate 
very much what the junior Senator from 
Oklahoma is stating. I do not want to 
be misunderstood. Of course, I feel that 
the bonds of the United States are the 
best investment that any insurance com- 
pany or anyone else could possess. I do 
not want to be misunderstood. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Would the Senator 
from Pennsylvania tell the junior Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma whether the bonds 
or securities held within the social-se- 
curity system are worth any less than 
the securities which are held by the in- 
surance companies? 

Mr. MARTIN. Not in the least. 

Mr. MONRONEY. That is the point 
I am making. 

rat MARTIN. No; of course they are 
not. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Ihave often heard 
it said, if the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania will yield further, that 
there are nothing but I O U's of the Gov- 
ernment behind the social-security sys- 
tem. It has been said that there is 
something vastly different between the 
securities held by the social-security 
system and the same type of securities 
held by every major insurance company 
in the country. Of course, they bear the 
same interest, and it is the same security, 
and the Government is pledged to re- 
deem those securities, 

A great hoax has been attempted to 
be perpetrated, when it has been claimed 
that there is something phony going on 
in the social-security system, when the 
social-security system holds the same 
securities of the Government that the 
private insurance companies hold. 

Mr. MARTIN. I wish to make that 
point clear. I apologize for taking this 
time. I could have read my speech in 
the same time and probably we would 
not have had this controversy. I wish 
to be clearly understood that I have the 
greatest faith in the bonds of the United 
States. 

Unfortunately, this trust fund of $19 
billion, which by 1970 will be increased 
to $50 billion, is encouraging the Ameri- 
can people to believe that there is a rain- 
bow at the end of the social-security 
system, and that we-can add to the bene- 
fits it provides, as has been suggested, 
$5 here and $5 there. On the other 
hand, if we put it on a pay-as-you-go 
basis, the people of the country wiil 
realize that they are paying the bills. 
That is why I am suggesting the pay-as- 
you-go plan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the 
Senator from Pennsylvania withdrawn 
his amendment? 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut will state it. 

Mr. BUSH. What is the pending 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin]. Does the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania withdraw his amendment? 

Mr. MARTIN. Yes; I withdraw the 
amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes on the bill to the Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, although 
the Senator from Pennsylvania has 
withdrawn his amendment, nevertheless 
he has made a partial record on it. I 
do not intend to take any great time in 
discussing his amendment, although 
come January, when we introduce the 
Lehman social security bill, which was 
discussed earlier tonight, I shall discuss 
it at length. 

What I wish to do this evening is re- 
ject the major premise laid down by the 
Senator from Pennsylvania. I have 
heard for a long time a great deal of talk 
about the pay-as-you-go plan with re- 
spect to social security. 

I wish to say that it represents a great 
underlying fallacy, because behind the 
social-security system are two considera- 
tions; first, the security and wealth of 
the United States, and, second, the moral 
obligation of the people of the United 
States to make sure that when people 
reach an age where they can no longer be 
productive, those who have the ability to 
pay taxes will see to it that those people 
live out their old age in decency. 

That is the great social objective of 
the social-security system. We will com- 
pletely fail in our moral obligation to 
the people of the United States if we 
ever accept the notion that before we do 
right by them we must adopt a pay-as- 
you-go program. I would have Senators 
keep in mind that millions of people in 
this country never can pay as they go 
for the type of old-age decency to which 
they are entitled. Those are the people 
who have an annual gross income of 
less than $3,500 a year. I have said be- 
fore, as I repeat tonight, that the whole 
economic system of our country would 
collapse if it were not for the produc- 
tivity of the people who gross less than 
$3,500 a year. 

Mr. President, as to those people, it is 
perfectly fallacious to argue that we 
cannot adopt a social-security system 
which will give them an old-age decency 
unless we first adopt a pay-as-you-go 
system. 

I close, Mr. President, by repeating 
that what is behind the social-security 
system is the wealth of the Nation and 
the recognition of the moral obligation 
of 160 million people to see to it that we 
maintain a system which gives to people 
in their old age a life of decency. I am 
a little weary of the argument that we 
must build up some kind of a banking 
account that puts the social-security 
system on a ground analagous to com- 
mercial insurance. We are dealing with 
a social-security obligation of the people 
who can produce in relation to those who 
have reached the point where they can- 
not produce. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment, which I send to the desk 

and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Louisiana. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
insert: 

STUDY OF FEASIBILITY OF PROVIDING INCREASED 
MINIMUM BENEFITS UNDER TITLE II 

Sec. 404. (a) The Secretary shall conduct 
a full and complete study with a view to 
determining the feasibility of increasing the 
minimum old-age insurance benefits under 
title II of the Social Security Act to (1) $55 
per month, (2) $60 per month, and (3) to 
$75 per month. 

(b) Such study shall include (1) a de- 
tailed analysis of the estimated increase in 
cost, if any, involved in increasing such 
minimum benefit to each of the above re- 
ferred to amounts, (2) estimates of the finan- 
cial impact such increase would have upon 
the old-age and survivors insurance on this 
fund, and (3) an estimate of the amount, if 
any, by which Federal grants to the States 
for public assistance would be reduced by 
the raising of such increase in minimum old- 
age insurance benefits. 

(c) The Secretary shall report to the Con- 
gress at the earliest practicable date the 
results of the study provided for by this 
section. 


Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have dis- 
cussed this amendment with the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee and 
with the senior Democratic member of 
the Finance Committee, and it is my un- 
derstanding that they both feel that the 
amendment can well be taken to con- 
ference. One of the particular items the 
cost of which we should try to find is the 
extent to which the public welfare bur- 
den of the Federal Government will be 
reduced by such a program. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to taking the amendment 
to the conference, and the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia also has no ob- 
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Loui- 
siana (Mr. Lone]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment 8-3-54-C, and 
I wish to modify it by striking out all 
in the amendment up to line 6, on page 2. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 103, be- 
tween lines 16 and 17, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

(d) Section 202 (e) and (f) of such act is 
amended by striking out “three-fourths of” 
wherever appearing therein. 


On page 103, line 18, strike out “113” 
and insert in lieu thereof “114.” 

On page 103, line 23, strike out “114” 
and insert in lieu thereof “115.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
present social security law provides that 
a widow or widower is entitled to three- 
fourths of the benefit of the original re- 
cipient. If Mr. Jones is receiving $60 
a month, and he dies, Mrs. Jones will 
receive $45. Or if she is the bread- 
winner and receives $60 a month, and 
dies, Mr. Jones will receive $45. It is 
like saying that when a man who has a 
life insurance policy of $2,000 dies, his 
widow should receive $1,500. The widow 
is as much entitled to the benefit as her 
husband would have been. The member 
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of the family who is left after the bread- 
winner has passed away is entitled to 
the same benefit. I modified my amend- 
ment, but I will say very candidly that if 
any member of the committee can ex- 
plain to me why when a man dies his 
wife should not receive all the benefits 
to which he would be entitled under the 
insurance system, I want to hear it. I 
have no more to say, Mr. President. 
I await a reasonable explanation, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. HUMPHREY], as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was re- 
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment 8—-12-54-B. Iask 
unanimous consent that the reading of it 
be dispensed with, and that it be printed 
in the RECORD. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


Mr. HuMpuHReY’s amendment is as 
follows: 


On page 136, beginning with line 11, strike 
out all through line 15, and insert in leu 
thereof the following: 


“INCREASE IN BENEFITS 


“Sec. 301. (a) Section 3 (a) of the Social 
Security Act is amended to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 3. (a) From the sums appropriated 
therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay to each State which has an approved 
plan for old-age assistance, for each quarter, 
beginning with the quarter commencing Oc- 
tober 1, 1954, (1) in the case of any State 
other than Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands, an amount, which shall be used 
exclusively as old-age assistance, equal to 
the sum of the following proportions of the 
total amounts expended during such quarter 
as old-age assistance under the State plan, 
not counting so much of such expenditure 
with respect to any individual for any month 
as exceeds $60— 

“*(4) five-sixths of such expenditures, not 
counting so much of any expenditure with 
respect to any month as exceeds the product 
of $30 multiplied by the total number of such 
individuals who received old-age assistance 
for such month; plus 

„B) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 


and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as old-age assistance, equal 
to one-half of the total of the sums expended 
during such quarter as old-age assistance 
under the State plan, not counting so much 
of such expenditure with respect to any 
individual for any month as exceeds $30, 
and (3) in the case of any State, an amount 
equal to one-half of the total of the sums 
expended during such quarter as found nec- 
essary by the Administrator for the proper 
and efficient administration of the State plan, 
which amount shall be used for paying the 
costs of administering the State plan or for 
old-age assistance, or both, and for no other 
purpose.’ 

“(b) Section 403 (a) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 403, (a) From the sums appropri- 
ated therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall pay to each State which has an ap- 
proved plan for aid to dependent children, 
for each quarter, beginning with the quarter 
commencing October 1, 1954, (1) in the case 
of any State other than Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to dependent children, 
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equal to the sum of the following propor- 
tions of the total amounts expended during 
such quarter as aid to dependent children 
under the State plan, not counting so much 
of such expenditure with respect to any de- 
pendent child for any month as exceeds $33, 
or if there is more than one dependent child 
in the same home, as exceeds $33 with re- 
spect to one such dependent child and $24 
with respect to each of the other dependent 
children, and not counting so much of such 
expenditure for any month with respect to 
a relative with whom any dependent child 
is living as exceeds $33— 

„(A) five-sixth of such expenditures, not 
counting so much of the expenditures with 
respect to any month as exceeds the prod- 
uct of $18 multiplied by the total number 
of dependent children and other individuals 
with respect to whom aid to dependent chil- 
dren is paid for such month, plus 

„) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 
and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to dependent chil- 
dren, equal to one-half of the total of the 
sums expended during such quarter as aid 
to dependent children under the State plan, 
not counting so much of such expenditure 
with respect to any dependent child for any 
month as exceeds $18, or if there is more 
than one dependent child in the same home, 
as exceeds $18 with respect to one such de- 
pendent child and $12 with respect to each 
of the other dependent children; and (3) in 
the case of any State, an amount equal to 
one-half of the total of the sums expended 
during such quarter as found necessary by 
the Administrator for the proper and effi- 
cient administration of the State plan, 
which amount shall be used for paying the 
costs of administering the State plan or for 
aid to dependent children, or both, and for 
no other purpose.’ 

„(e) Section 1003 (a) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: < 

“Sec. 1003. (a) From the sums appro- 
priated therefor, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall pay to each State which has an 
approved plan for aid to the blind, for each 
quarter, beginning with the quarter com- 
mencing October 1, 1954, (1) in the case of 
any State other than Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to the blind, equal 
to the sum of the following proportions of 
the total amounts expended during such 
quarter as aid to the blind under the State 
plan, not counting so much of any such ex- 
penditure with respect to any individual 
for any month as exceeds $60— 

„(A) five-sixths of such expenditures, not 
counting so much of any expenditure with 
respect to any month as exceeds the product 
of $30 multiplied by the total number of 
such individuals who received aid to the 
blind for such month, plus 

B) one-half of the amount which such 
expenditures exceed the maximum which 
may be counted under clause (A); 
and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to the blind, equal 
to one-half of the total of the sums ex- 
pended during such quarter as aid to the 
blind under the State plan, not counting 
so much of such expenditure with respect 
to any individual for any month as exceeds 
$30; and (3) in the case of any State, an 
amount equal to one-half of the total of 
the sums expended during such quarter as 
found necessary by the Administrator for 
the proper and efficient administration of 
the State plan, which amount shall be used 
for paying the costs of administering the 
State plan or for aid to the blind, or both, 
and for no other purpose.“ 
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(d) Section 1403 (a) of such act is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“SEc. 1403. (a) From the sums appropri- 
ated therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall pay to each State which has an ap- 
proved plan for aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled, for each quarter, beginning 
with the quarter commencing October 1, 
1954, (1) in the case of any State other than 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an 
amount, which shall be used exclusively as 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled, 
equal to the sum of the following propor- 
tions of the total amounts expended dur- 
ing such quarter as aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled under the State plan, 
not counting so much of such expenditure 
with respect to any individual for any month 
as exceeds $60— 

„(A) five-sixths of such expenditures, not 
counting so much of any expenditure with 
respect to any month as exceeds the product 
of $30 multiplied by the total number of 
such individuals who received aid to the per- 
manently and totally disabled for such 
month, plus 

B) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 
and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled, equal to one-half of 
the total of the sums expended during such 
quarter as aid to the permanently and totally 
disabled under the State plan, not counting 
so much of such expenditure with respect to 
any individual for any month as exceeds $30; 
and (3) in the case of any State, an amount 
equal to one-half of the total of the sums 
expended during such quarter as found nec- 
essary by the Administrator for the proper 
and efficient administration of the State 
plan, which amount shall be used for paying 
the costs of administering the State plan or 
for aid to the permanently and totally dis- 
abled, or both, and for no other purpose.’ 

“(e) The amendments made by the pre- 
ceding sections of this act shall be effec- 
tive on and after October 1, 1954. 

“(f) (1) t— 

„(A) during the 1-year period beginning 
October 1, 1954, or the 1-year period begin- 
ning October 1, 1955, the total State expendi- 
tures (as defined in par. (2)) for any 
State under a State plan approved under 
title I, IV, or XIV of the Social Security Act 
are less than the total State expenditures 
for such State under such plan during the 
base period (as defined in par. (2)), and 

“(B) the State expenditure per recipient 
under such plan for such year is less than 
the State expenditure per recipient under 
such plan during the base period, then the 
amount payable to such State under such 
title for such year shall be reduced by which- 
ever of the following is the least: 

“(C) the amount by which the total State 
expenditures during the base period under 
such plan exceeds the total State expendi- 
tures during such year under such plan: 

“(D) the amount by which the State ex- 
penditure per recipient during the base pe- 
riod under such plan multiplied by the 
monthly average of the number of individ- 
uals who received aid or assistance under 
such plan during such period exceeds the 
State expenditure per recipient under such 
plan for such year multiplied by the monthly 
average of the number of individuals who 
received aid or assistance under such plan 
during such year; or 

“(E) the amount by which the sum which 
would be payable to such State for such 
year under such title but for the provisions 
of this section exceeds the sum which would 
be payable to such State for such year under 
such title if this section had not been en- 
acted. 

“(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘total State expenditures’ means, in 
the case of a State plan approved under 
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title I, IV, X, or XIV of the Social Security 
Act, the difference between (A) the total 
expenditures (other than expenditures to 
meet the cost of administering the State 
plan) with respect to which amounts are 
payable to the State under sections 3, 403, 
1003, and 1403, respectively, and (B) the 
amount so payable to the State; the term 
‘State expenditure per recipient’ with respect 
to any year or with respect to the base 
period, as the case may be, means, in the 
case of a State plan approved under title I, 
Iv, X, or XIV of the Social Security Act, 
the total State expenditures during such 
year or period under such plan divided by 
the monthly average of the number of in- 
dividuals who received aid or assistance 
under such plan during such year or period; 
the term “base period” means the 1-year 
period ending September 30, 1954; and the 
term ‘State’ includes Alaska, Hawaii, and 
the District of Columbia. 

“(g) Section 1108 of such act relating to 
limitation on payments to Puerto Rico and 
the Virgin Islands is hereby repealed.” 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I should appreci- 
ate an explanation of the very peculiar 
situation to which I was referring a 
moment ago. If any Senator can ex- 
plain to me that when a husband dies his 
wife should not receive the benefits 
which he would have received if he had 
lived, I would like to hear a logical ex- 
planation. I know the law does not per- 
mit it, but I think the law is a little 
“nuts” on that proposition, and I think 
it should be corrected. [Laughter.] 

My amendment would offer an op- 
portunity to do something for the folks 
at home. 

A day or two ago the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Lonc] proposed an 
amendment to reduce the authorization 
for foreign appropriations by $1 billion. 
Then he offered an amendment to cut it 
$500 million, and it was agreed to. But 
when the bill came from the conference 
committee he lost $500 million, and he 
did not even know what happened. It 
was because there are some people in 
Italy, in France, and in Formosa—the 
Senator from Louisiana has met those 
Formosans; they are good constituents 
of the Senator from Louisiana [Laugh- 
terI— who had to have that money. 

But, Mr. President, if we suggest an 
extra $5 on old-age insurance we are met 
with, “Oh, no, we cannot do that.” In- 
surance company executives get to 
thinking that the money of the company 
is theirs, but it belongs to the policy- 
holders. Congress is thinking that this 
money belongs to us. It does not. It 
belongs to the policyholders. We have 
a right to raise the benefits. The tax- 
payers of this country can provide the 
money to furnish a decent income for 
the senior citizens of this country. 
There are two classes of people that 
deserve consideration. They are not 
Senators, not Representatives; they are 
children and old people. 

Persons between the ages of 18 and 65, 
if they have an education, should be able 
to take care of themselves pretty well. 
They do not need any pump priming or 
very much extra help. But folks who 
are 65 and over and are in need, are re- 
ceiving $51.34 a month, which is the 
average payment of old age assistance in 
the United States. It is $51.34 a month 
in the richest Nation on the face of the 
earth, a country which has spent $5 bil- 
lion to smoke cigarettes, $7 billion to 
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make people think they feel better than 
they really are by the use of spirits, $700 
million to paint themselves up with cos- 
metics to look a little better than they 
are, but when we suggest that grandma 
and grandpa get something, we are told 
that the old budget is going to break. 
There is something wrong with the 
‘Treasury. 

I always remember what my dad said. 
My father was a wonderful man. He 
never once told his son what time to 
go to bed. But I am here to say that 
he was an expert on getting him up. 
He knew what time to get his son up. 
If the son came in at 5 in the morning, 
his father got him up at 6. If he came 
in at 4, his father got him up at 6:30. 
The later the son got in, the earlier he 
got up. 

This Senator does not believe in tell- 
ing the people of America how to live. 
Some persons may want to waste their 
lives away; some may want to drink 
their lives away; some may want to go 
to the horseraces every day. I suppose 
if they want to do it, they have a right 
todoit. Butif they are going to “horse” 
around like that, then they are going 
to pay for grandpa, too. They are going 
to provide for old-age assistance. If 
they are going to day for the Devil, they 
are going to help keep the churches 
open, too. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator from Minnesota state the 
amount of time he yields to himself? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The whole works— 
15 minutes. This is my last amendment. 
I have not had much good fortune to- 
night. I was able to get the under- 
takers—the funeral directors—into the 
bill, but no others. 

I am proposing that the old-age as- 
sistance payments be increased $5 a 
month to help the needy, the aged, the 
poor, the helpless, the sick; $5 a month 
for the blind and disabled; $3 a month 
for dependent children. Do not let me 
hear anyone say that we cannot afford 
it. Wecannot afford it? It will not cost 
half as much as it costs every time we 
try out an atom bomb on the French 
Flats in Nevada to see if it will work. 
I do not know whether we have proved 
anything particularly, but we have found 
that they do work. 

We have made an appropriation for 
Indochina, and we do not even know to 
whom we have given it. That is a 
fact. We appropriated $1,300,000,000, if 
I am not mistaken; I do not have the 
exact figures. We were not certain 
which side was going to get it, where 
it was going to go, or who was going to 
get it. 

I heard the arguments on the floor 
that that money was needed. Not only 
that, it was said that since we did not 
know where it was going to go, we 
should give it to the President; that he 
would determine where it would go. Let 
Senators examine the Recorp. They will 
see exactly what we did. We said we 
were not sure, but we might need it. 
After all, things are tough all over; we 
might need it. So we gave $1,300,000,000 
to the White House. We gave it to the 
President. We trust the President. 
Yes, I trust the President. I voted to 
give the money to him. I thought he 
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might need it. I thought there might 
be a time and a place for its use, 

Now I appeal to the Senate to do 
something for the senior citizens of this 
country, the persons who live in shacks, 
those who are sick, those who are old, 
those who are weary; the persons who 
have spent their lives; who have given 
their sons and daughters to the service 
of their country; persons who have 
worked their hearts out. 

In 1946 we increased the old-age as- 
sistance payments by $5. In 1948 we in- 
creased them another $5. In 1952 we 
increased them another $5. We have 
helped older people to the tune of $15 
in 9 years. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. I am delighted to sup- 
port the Senator’s amendment. Unfor- 
tunately, the bill is going to help all re- 
tired persons except the needy. I be- 
lieve the Senator’s amendment would 
improve the bill, so that those who re- 
ceive old-age pensions will receive addi- 
tional assistance. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is what 
should be done. I know that my amend- 
ment will increase the cost by a great 
amount. I assume it will cost $200 mil- 
lion for all those receiving old-age as- 
sistance, the blind, the disabled, and 
the dependent children. I might as well 
say what it will cost, because someone 
will certainly remind us later of what it 
will cost. But it will be the best $200 
million that Congress will have spent. 
It represents Christian compassion. It 
represents what we should be doing unto 
the least of our brethren. It represents 
help to the helpless, help to the weary, 
help to the heavily laden. 

Some days ago I voted for a tax bill 
that did not help the weary, that did not 
help the heavy laden. That bill helped 
the strong, the well born, and the rich. 

I have read reports recently which in- 
dicated that the corporations in the 
United States have had the biggest cor- 
porate profit returns they have had in 
years, despite fewer sales and less gross 
income. But they have received more 
net income. Congress fixed it that way 
for them. Let us not “kid” ourselves. 
We fixed it. 

Now we are at the point where we are 
going to help grandma and grandpa, who 
need some assistance. Let Senators try 
to get along on an average pension pay- 
ment of $51 a month in the United 
States of America, in the year of our 
Lord 1954. No human being can do it 
in decency. I ask the Congress of the 
United States to help by another $5. 

If the Long amendment had been 
adopted, then the States would not have 
been able to put $5 in their pockets and 
to say that they were saving the money 
to the State treasury. I am not inter- 
ested in helping State auditors to prove 
that they have better financial reports. 
I am interested in the recipients of aid 
to the blind, to dependent children, and 
the aged. 

Mr. President, I ask that the Senate 
give the amendment favorable consid- 
eration. I think that by so doing we 
shall end this session of Congress with 
kindliness, decency, humanitarianism, 
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and compassion, which the country is 
looking for, and that its worthy citizens 
deserve. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. MORSE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. I ask for a division. 

On a division, the amendment was 
rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

If there be no further amendment to 
be proposed, the question is on the en- 
grossment of the amendments, and the 
third reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, be- 
fore its passage I desire to speak on the 
bill. 

Mr. President, the progress this Nation 
has made in the field of social security 
has been slow but sure. I am giad that 
it has been sure but it is a matter in 
which we cannot afford to be slow. The 
needs of America’s aged, widowed, or- 
phaned, and disabled are not matters to 
which we can, in conscience, give leisure- 
ly attention. As I said more than 9 
months ago: 

We can study social security to death, and 
it will not feed any hungry people. It is 
time for action, not more talk. Both politi- 
cal parties have promised such action. 


Every man and certainly every politi- 
cal party has the right to change its 
mind on the important issues of the day. 
A change for the better is always a good 
thing. How gratifying it is to read today 
the recommendations of the Republican 
administration for a better social-secu- 
rity program when only 4 years ago the 
Republican Party in the Senate and the 
House of Representatives was registering 
overwhelming votes against many of 
these same recommendations as they 
came from the desk of a Democratic 
President. Mr. President, I welcome the 
newcomers to our ranks with a greeting 
to remind them that I remain where I 
always have stood. I do not believe in 
playing politics with poverty. My views 
on the welfare and the security of the 
American people have not shifted with 
the change in administration. 

In 1950 I was proud to participate in 
the revision of the Social Security Act 
and at the same time fight for additional 
liberalizing amendments. During that 
debate I made a statement of the prin- 
ciples which guide my activities in social- 
security legislation. It is with these 
principles in mind that I view the cur- 
rent legislation and I would, therefore, 
like to repeat my statement of 4 years 
ago. At that time I said: 

I believe that a sound social-security pro- 
gram should embody the following funda- 
mental principles: 

1. Universal coverage for all persons who 
work for a living. 

2. Protection under the insurance system 
of all aged persons, irrespective of length of 
time that they have contributed to the insur- 
ance system or whether they have retired 
prior to contributing to the insurance system, 
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3. A substantial increase in the amount of 
benefit so that individuals may retire with 
security, dignity, and reasonable comfort. 

4. Payment of insurance benefits to indi- 
viduals during periods of disability so that 
individuals who are sick or disabled may also 
have security as well as some income, which 
will make it possible for them to avoid ask- 
ing for charity and enable them to pay their 
doctor's and hospital bills from their in- 
surance benefits. 

5. Federal grants to the States for public 
assistance to needy persons for whom the in- 
surance program cannot meet all needs. 

We have made a good start in overhauling 
our social-security system. But we cannot 
be content with what we have done so far. 
We must not wait for another 11 years to 
make the changes which will bring our social- 
security system up to date. 

I believe we must go forward in making 
bold and progressive changes in our social- 
security system if we are to meet the needs of 
our people in a dynamic and changing 
economy. 


In 1949, my first year in Congress; in 
1950; in 1952; and in the present 83d 
Congress these principles have prompted 
me to introduce amendments to the So- 
cial Security Act which would bring its 
provisions more in line with modern 
needs. It is with these principles in 
mind that I view the pending legislation. 
Let me say that the bill now under con- 
sideration makes several necessary and 
important contributions to our social- 
security program. However, I do believe 
there are two vital areas with which this 
bill does not adequately deal. There- 
fore, I would call your attention to two 
amendments which I have introduced to 
remedy these defects. 

My first amendment would raise the 
minimum benefits from $30 to $40 a 
month. Mr. President, I do not intend 
to deliver a long and emotional harangue 
on this subjeét. I will merely cite one 
small statistic. My proposed increase in 
the minimum benefit from $30 to $40 
would currently bring increases to about 
1½% million people. What a tale of hard- 
ship, penury, and despair among Ameri- 
can citizens these figures tell. I say that 
a $10 increase in minimum benefits is 
the very least we can allow. 

Under my second amendment, wives’ 
benefits would be increased to 75 per- 
cent and widows’ benefits to 100 per- 
cent. The adoption of this proposal 
would mean that about 1 million wives 
and 500,000 widows would receive in- 
creases. All this tries to do is write a 
little more equity into our social-security 
laws. Is it not absurd to have written 
into the law of our land the concept that 
a widow can subsist on less food, cloth- 
ing, and shelter than her deceased hus- 
band? Nor is it less absurd to suggest 
that an aged couple can live on only half 
as much as a single retired person. This 
proposal is no more startling than sim- 
ple justice. 

I am grateful that many of the pro- 
posals I have made have been incor- 
porated into the law of our land. Other 
amendments which have once failed of 
approval I have reintroduced in hopes 
of their ultimate adoption. 

In this Congress I introduced 6 meas- 
ures which I believe fill significant gaps 
in our present social-security program. 
I would like to briefly outline these meas- 
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ures and mention the action that has 

been taken on each of them: 

First. A bill to extend social security 
credits for periods of military service. 
This proposal was enacted in 1953 as 
Public Law 269. 

Second. A bill to increase the allow- 
able monthly earnings from $75 a month 
to $1,200 a year without loss of earnings. 
This provision is in the pending social 
security bill (H. R. 9366) as approved by 
the Senate Finance Committee. 

Third. A bill to increase old-age and 
survivors benefits to wives, widows, and 
dependent children. Although the 
pending bill does not offer increases as 
adequate as the ones I suggested, it does 
propose to raise the minimum benefits 
from $25 to $30. 

Fourth, Also included in the pending 
bill is my proposal to provide an oppor- 
tunity for ministers to be covered. I 
originally introduced this bill in response 
to many ministers who wanted to be in- 
cluded in the program. 

Fifth. Also included in the pending bill 
is my proposal to make employees of in- 
stitutions of higher learning eligible for 
coverage under the program. 

Sixth. Finally the pending bill also in- 
cludes my proposal to extend for 2 years 
the $5 increase provided to the States in 
1952 for payment to old-age assistance, 
aid to the blind, and aid to dependent 
children. 

Naturally, when I first introduced a 
series of my bills on May 18, 1953, I did 
not think they were by any means all- 
inclusive. However, I did and still do 
feel that their passage would fill imme- 
diate needs. To be frank, I thought the 
worth of these measures so obvious that 
they might be acceptable to Congress 
without years of procrastination and 
study. I will be the first to admit that 
these proposals are only a starter. The 
sum total of these bills defines only the 
very minimum goals for social security 
in the United States. I, therefore, also 
joined with several of my distinguished 
colleagues in sponsoring an omnibus or 
general social-security-revision bill. 

The omnibus social-security bill is a 
carefully prepared and up-to-date docu- 
ment. It represents many of my basic 
convictions as to the needs of our aged, 
our handicapped, our disabled. I hope 
that many of its provisions will be en- 
acted into law this year; and if this hap- 
pens I will feel we have dealt justly with 
the social-security program. I think the 
provisions of this bill speak for them- 
selves, and I ask unanimous consent, 
therefore, that a statement setting forth 
some of these provisions as compared to 
those of the pending legislation be in- 
cluded at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 

COMPARISON OF SOME PROVISIONS IN THE 
PENDING BILL (H. R. 9366) AND THE OMNI- 
BUS BILL (S. 2260) 

COVERAGE 

The omnibus bill would have extended 
coverage to 13 million additional people 
rather than to only 7 million as the present 
bill provides. This would have meant the 
addition of some Federal employees, mem- 


bers of the Armed Forces, farmers, and pro- 
fessionals. 
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MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM BENEFITS 
The pending bill has adopted the proposal 
in the omnibus measure to raise the mini- 
mum benefits from $25 to $30. Identical 
increases in family maximum benefits have 
also been adopted—from $168.75 to $200. 
However, the omnibus measure would have 
raised the individual maximum from $85 to 
$135 instead of only to $108.50 as the present 
bill provides, 
WAGE BASE BENEFITS 
Under the omnibus bill, the wage base ben- 
efits would have been raised from $3,600 to 
$6,000 a year instead of to $4,200. This 
would have been of particular help to mid- 
dle-income groups. 
BENEFITS BASIS 
The pending bill makes a real step forward 
by eliminating the 5 lowest years of earn- 
ings in computing average earnings on which 
benefits are based. The omnibus measure 
went a step further by using the 10 highest 
consecutive years of covered earnings. 
REVISION OF BENEFIT FORMULA 
Both measures provide higher percentage 
replacement of earnings in middle income 
brackets. However, only the omnibus meas- 
ure provides an incentive through an in- 
crement of one-half of 1 percent for addi- 
tional years of employment and contribu- 
tions and a 2 percent increase in benefits 
for each year retirement is delayed past the 
age of 65. 
RETIREMENT TEST 
Provisions of both measures are similar in 
that they raise the amount of permissible 
earnings to a figure equivalent to $1,200 a 
year. The pending measure has also reduced 
the age from 75 to 72 at which benefits are 
payable irrespective of retirement. 
BENEFITS FOR DISABLED PERSONS 
The provisions of the two bills in this 
category are quite different. Under the 
pending bill, the insured status and the bene- 
fit rights of persons totally disabled over 
6 months are frozen, to prevent reduction 
of benefits from years of no earnings. No 
benefits are, however, payable until the age 
of 65. The omnibus measure goes further by 
declaring that benefits are immediately 
available to persons totally and permanently 
disabled, regardless of age. In addition, re- 
tirement benefits payable at the age of 65 
will not be based on years of no earnings. 
This category and the next are extremely im- 
portant in view of the fact that while over 
2 percent of our working force suffers from 
long-term disability only 1 in 20 of these are 
eligible for workmen’s compensation, 
REHABILITATION 
While the pending bill provides for the 
expansion of rehabilitation services, the 
omnibus measure goes further in this respect 
and provides monthly benefits while-rehabil- 
itation continues. 
TEMPORARY DISABILITY OR ILLNESS 
The pending measure makes no provision 
for temporary disability or illness, while the 
omnibus measure provides cash benefits up 
to 26 weeks a year. 


FINANCING 
Under the pending measure the final con- 
tribution rate is to be increased to 4 percent 
of the taxable payroll in 1975, instead of 31⁄4 
percent, and the tax on self-employed is to be 
increased to 6 percent instead of to 4% per- 
cent. Under the omnibus measure there 
would be an increase in both the frequency 
and amount or raises in the contribution 
rate to a peak of 4 percent of taxable payroll 
in 1961, and 5½ percent for self-employed in 
the same year. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
am glad to say that several of the ex- 
cellent provisions in the omnibus bill 
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have been included in H. R. 9366, the 
pending legislation. They include: 

First. The increase of maximum 
monthly benefits to $200; 

Second. Preservation of the insurance 
rights of persons permanently disabled; 

Third. Certain increases in benefits al- 
though they are not as liberal as those 
in our omnibus bill; 

Fourth. Liberalization of the retire- 
ment test; 

Fifth. Extension of coverage; and 

Sixth. An increase in the wage base. 

Mr. President, in 1950 and in 1952 Con- 
gress passed major revisions in the so- 
cial-security program. I supported these 
liberalizing provisions—some of the 
changes, in fact, came about through the 
adoption of amendments which I spon- 
sored or cosponsored. Perhaps it is of 
some significance that the even-num- 
bered years seem to favor progress in 
this field. Well, then, this is 1954 and 
much remains to be done. Let us con- 
tinue the advance. Let us make sure that 
all the American people are free from 
the blight of poverty and the fear of in- 
security. 

At this point I would like to make a few 
remarks on the steps forward we did 
make in 1950 and 1952, 

In 1950, the benefits of the social-se- 
curity system were extended to some 10 
million more people. Both in 1950 and 
1952 payments under the system were 
substantially liberalized. Through a new 
formula the average benefit for those 
already on the rolls went up a total of 
$25; allowable monthly earnings rose 
from $14.99 to $50 and finally to $75; 
benefits were increased for widows and 
orphans and it was provided that lump- 
sum payments be made in the event of 
all deaths. In addition, veterans were 
granted a $160 monthly wage credit to- 
ward social-security benefits for each 
month of active service, July 25, 1947, to 
December 31, 1953. 

It was also in 1950 that Congress added 
the new concept of Federal grants-in-aid 
to the States for the permanently and 
totally disabled. Under this program, 
improved public assistance was made 
available to the blind, the aged, and de- 
pendent children. Grants were also in- 
creased for maternal and child health, 
crippled children, and child-welfare 
services. 

Though we did not achieve our ulti- 
mate goals, these 2 years, 1950 and 1952, 
were memorable ones in the develop- 
ment of our social-security program. I 
was pleased and proud that several of 
my proposals, particularly that increas- 
ing old-age and survivors benefits by 
$5, met with approval. I also feel that 
the amendments I introduced which did 
not meet with approval made a real con- 
tribution. For, as has happened in the 
past, I am sure that they will prove to 
be the seed which will bear fruit this 
year, I hope, and if not, in the future. 

Among the amendments I have sup- 
ported and sponsored in 1950 were those 
to extend coverage to an increasing 
number of Americans. I also intro- 
duced amendments to increase benefits 
to those who retire under the program 
as well as to the aged and the blind. 
Another amendment would have pro- 
vided Federal grants for medical care to 
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the needy aged, and blind, and dependent 
children. It was in 1950 that I first sup- 
ported the amendment to provide in- 
surance benefits of the old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance program to individuals 
who are permanently unable to work be- 
cause of physical or mental illness. 

I would like to call particular attention 
to a bill I sponsored together with Sen- 
ator Douctas to expand our provisions 
for the treatment and rehabilitation of 
disabled persons, The bill, which in- 
cluded the program of vending stands 
for the blind, provided for Federal pay- 
ments to cooperating State agencies, 
Federal payments for the establishment 
of workshops and rehabilitation centers, 
and provided for a program of Federal 
research on rehabilitation techniques. 
It also provided for loans to the States 
to carry out programs under the act, and 
provided a revolving fund to assist work- 
shop cooperatives of severely disabled 
people. 

Among the measures I introduced in 
1952 for the liberalization of the social- 
security program were several that I had 
already introduced in 1950 or have cur- 
rently reintroduced. However, I would 
like to note one, as yet unmentioned, 
measure which would have provided that 
any person eligible for old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance would be entitled to 
hospital benefits equal to 60 days a year, 
This proposal has not yet been approved, 
but it still represents one of the most 
pressing needs of America’s senior 
citizens. 

None of us can for long deny the ap- 
peal to our conscience which asks that 
the strong share part of the burden of 
the weak. 

This has been my record during the 
last 6 years on social security. America 
is the richest Nation in the world. In- 
deed, it is my belief that we can no 
longer afford to allow destitution and 
despair rot like a canker in our midst. 
Now is the time to show the world that 
our American way of life can bring pros- 
perity and security to all the people. 
I, for one, will join with my colleagues 
to carry on this fight until the inevitable 
day when men shall dimly remember, but 
never again experience, the fears of eco- 
nomic insecurity. It has been this faith 
and dedication in the future and in our 
fellow Americans that has made our 
country the greatest in the world. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read three times, the ques- 
tion is, Shall it pass? 

The bill (H. R. 9366) was passed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an order, which I ask to have 
read and to be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the order. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, (1) That the bill (H. R. 9366) be 
printed with the Senate amendments num- 
bered. 

(2) That in the engrossment of the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill, the 
Secretary of the Senate is authorized to 
make all necessary technical and clerical 
changes, including changes in section, sub- 


section, paragraph, etc., numbers and let- 
ters, and cross-references thereto, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the order is agreed to. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments, request a conference with 
the House of Representatives thereon, 
and that the Chair appoint the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer (Mr. GOLDWATER in the 
chair) appointed Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. 
Martin, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. GEORGE, and 
Mr. Byrp conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR MUTUAL 
SECURITY 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
now desire to have the mutual security 
appropriation bill made the unfinished 
business of the Senate. It will not be 
taken up for debate or voting tonight, 
but will be the order of business when 
the Senate reconvenes at 10 o’clock to- 
morrow morning. 

I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 2343, H. R. 
10051, the foreign-aid appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
10051) making appropriations for mu- 
tual security for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1955, and for other purposes, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(H. R. 10051) making appropriations for 
mutual security for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1955, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations with amend- 
ments. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
desire to make a brief announcement to 
the Senate. There will be a meeting of 
the policy committee either tomorrow 
or Monday, after which I expect to con- 
sult with the minority leader, and also 
to inform the Senate of additional pro- 
posed legislation to be considered. 

A number of bills have, from time to 
time in the past, been mentioned for 
consideration. I remind the Senate that 
the bills I am about to state will not be 
inclusive of the list which will be con- 
sidered, but they are among those which 
heretofore have been mentioned. As a 
matter of fact, it does not include even 
all of those. The bills are as follows: 
Calendar No. 1834, Senate bill 3428, the 
defense facilities bill; Calendar No. 1833, 
H. R. 9580, the espionage bill; Calendar 
No. 1827, Senate Resolution 280; Calen- 
dar No. 1828, Senate Resolution 282; and 
Calendar No. 1829, Senate Resolution 
281, the contempt citations previously 
mentioned, which I expect to call up for 
consideration some time on Monday; 
Calendar No. 644, H. R. 6287, to amend 
the Renegotiation Act of 1951; Calendar 
No. 1808, H. R. 9709, the unemployment 
compensation bill; Calendar No. 1931, 
a bill (S. 2559) to amend title 17, United 
States Code, entitled “Copyrights,” 
which is the same as Calendar No. 2235, 
House bill 6616, dealing with copyrights, 
which is the proposed legislation to go 
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along with the treaty which has already 
been ratified by the Senate; Calendar No. 
2365, a bill (S. 3067) to require that in- 
ternational agreements other than trea- 
ties hereafter entered into by the United 
States, be transmitted to the Senate 
within 30 days after the execution there- 
of; Calendar No. 2367, a bill (S. 2975) to 
amend title 28, United States Code, re- 
lating to the Customs Court. 

At the next policy committee meeting 
there will be a number of other bills, 
about which I shall immediately inform 
the minority leader, and also bring to the 
attention of the Senate. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the dis- 
tinguished minority leader. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I did not 
hear the majority leader mention House 
bill 7840, the railroad retirement unem- 
ployment insurance bill. As I under- 
stand, the policy committee has not yet 
had an opportunity to consider that 
bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 
There is a considerable number of bills 
in which Senators on both sides of the 
aisle have expressed interest, and those 
bills will be considered in order to deter- 
mine which ones can be concluded in the 
general legislative program prior to ad- 
journment, or prior to recess by the Sen- 
ate and adjournment by the House. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The mi- 
nority leader has talked both to the 
chairman of the policy committee and to 
the distinguished majority leader about 
the bill I just mentioned. In view of 
the fact that the bill passed the House 
by a vote of 360 to 0, and the fact that it 
was reported by the Senate committee 
by a vote of 11 to 1, I hope the Senate 
will have a chance to pass upon the 
bill before Congress adjourns. I again 
wish to urge the distinguished majority 
leader, who has always been considerate 
of our requests, to please ask the policy 
committee to clear that bill before Con- 
gress adjourns. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I say to the dis- 
tinguished majority leader that that will 
be one of a number of bills that will be 
considered by the policy committee when 
it meets. 


Mr. Presi- 


TRIBUTE TO SENATOR MILLIKIN 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wish to congratulate one of the 
ablest, most distinguished, and beloved 
Members of this body for the success 
that the Senate has had today, namely, 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLI- 
KIN]. We ought to take off our hats to 
anyone who can succeed in having the 
debt limit raised $6 billion, have the so- 
cial security bill passed, and nevertheless 
permit Senators to get home before 12 
o’clock midnight. [Applause.] 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I fully agree with 
the statement of the distinguished mi- 
nority leader. 


THE SOCIAL-SECURITY BILL 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
three very brief items on which I should 
like to comment. First, I wish to make 
a very brief statement on the social- 
security bill for the Recor, so that my 
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constituents will know my position and 
will know why certain amendments were 
not offered by me tonight. After a 
series of conferences and a count of 
noses, if became perfectly clear to me 
that in the rush hours of this closing 
session it would be impossible really to 
revise the Eisenhower social-security bill 
along the lines of the Lehman substitute 
bill which I have been supporting. 

In a policy conference that a group 
of us had, we simply recognized the 
realities of the situation and decided 
that all we could do would be to try to 
support a few amendments, which I did, 
and then, come January, seek to put into 
law a revised social-security system that 
would do justice to the aged and to other 
groups not now covered by the social- 
security law who should be covered and 
are not included in the bill which the 
Senate just passed. 

Of course, the parliamentary strategy 
that existed on the floor of the Senate to- 
night bore out very clearly the statement 
Imade. We could not get a yea-and-nay 
vote. We could not get Senators to go on 
record in connection with adding even 
$5 to the social-security benefits of the 
aged and the dependent children. 

So I say to my constituents that they 
need have no concern as to what their 
Senator is going to do come January. I 
am going to continue to fight for a social- 
security law that will keep faith with 
the principles I enunciated a few min- 
utes ago on the floor of the Senate in a 
short speech, when I said the people of 
the Nation have a clear moral obligation 
to many thousands of persons—yes, a 
good many millions—in the country 
Rone gross income is $3,500 a year or 
ess. 

We were confronted with a situation in 
which the best we could get out of this 
session of the Congress in its closing 
hours was the administration bill, with 
a few minor amendments which we were 
able to add in the bill today. 

— now wish to proceed to the second 
item. 


IDA KLAUS RESIGNS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon has the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to make a brief comment upon the 
resignation of a great public servant, 
Miss Ida Klaus, who for some 21 years 
has been in the Federal service. She 
has been the Solicitor of the National 
Labor Relations Board for some years. 
When I was on the War Labor Board 
during the war our Board was helped 
many, many times by Miss Ida Klaus, 
who is one of the most brilliant lawyers 
in this country in the field of labor 
relations. 

I have in my hand the official state- 
ment of the National Labor Relations 
Board, dated August 13, 1954, announc- 
ing her resignation. The statement takes 
the form of Miss Klaus’ letter of resig- 
nation to the Chairman of the Board, 
Mr. Guy Farmer, and the reply of Mr. 
Farmer to Miss Klaus. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
release of the National Labor Relations 
Board be printed at this point in the 
Recor as a part of my remarks, 
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There being no objection, the release 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Iba KLAUS RESIGNS 


Miss Ida Klaus, the Board’s Solicitor, re- 
signs to join the New York City government. 
She terminates 21 years of Federal service 
to become counsel to the newly formed New 
York City department of labor. 

Following is the exchange of letters be- 
tween Miss Klaus and Chairman Farmer: 

Dear Guy: It is with a feeling of sincere 
regret that I tender my resignation as an 
employee of the Board, to become effective 
September 1. 

It is naturally difficult to bring to a close 
a career of nearly 21 years with the Federal 
Government, 17 of them with the Board, 
culminating in my service as Solicitor during 
the past 6 years. Another branch of the 
family of government, the city of New York, 
has asked me to serve as counsel to its newly 
formed department of labor, and I feel that 
I must accept. Aside from the personal rea- 
sons which impel me to return to New York 
after so long an absence, I feel that I can 
take back to my native city, which reared and 
educated me for the work I have performed, 
the very substantial benefits of 21 years of 
training in the workshop of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

I shall always be grateful to the Board 
members, past and present, and to the staff 
for their trust and their confidence, in re- 
turn for which I sought at all times to give 
the best of my ability. 

Sincerely, 
Iba KLAUS. 


Dear Ipa: I learn of your resignation with 
regret, which I know is shared by my col- 
leagues, by the General Counsel, and by every 
member of the staff. You have served the 
Board and the Government faithfully and 
brilliantly throughout your long career in 
Washington, and your departure will be a 
loss to this agency and the career service. 
It will also be a personal loss to those of us, 
and there are many, who have known you 
for these many years. 

You have served this Board well in various 
important legal posts, and have lived with 
it through vicissitudes and trials. I know 
that you have always given your best to your 
job, and that you have fearlessly and hon- 
estly given the Board the benefit of your 
opinion as a lawyer on the many difficult 
questions of statutory interpretation with 
which it has been faced. While you and I 
have at times disagreed, which is under- 
standable among lawyers, I have never un- 
derrated the value of your advice, nor have 
I ever had occasion to question the sincerity 
of your opinions. I am merely stating a 
recognized fact when I say that your grasp 
of the law which we administer and your 
ability as a lawyer are unexcelled. 

I cannot close without saying that I think 
that I understand something of your emo- 
tions on this occasion. It is not easy to leave 
a post which has been so large a part of one’s 
life for so many years. But you can take 
with you a large measure of pride in your 
past accomplishments, as well as the com- 
fort of knowing that there go with you the 
best wishes of all of us. I know that you 
will be eminently successful in your new 
career, or perhaps I should say in the con- 
tinuation of your career in another field. 

Sincerely yours, 
Guy FARMER, 
Chairman, 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I close 
my comments on that item by saying 
that the country has been well served 
by Miss Klaus. She has resigned in 
order to accept a position of solicitor 
of the Labor Relations Board of New 
York City. I want to wish her well and 
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congratulate her in the honor repre- 
sented by her new appointment. 

I now wish to proceed to the third 
item. i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon has the floor. 


INCREASING THE DEBT LIMIT 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the last 
item I wish to mention for the RECORD 
and for the attention of my constituents, 
because I have had a great deal of cor- 
respondence with them during the year 
on this point, is in connection with the 
increase in national debt limit today. I 
did not think much of the argument for 
increasing the national debt limit. I 
thought it most unconvincing. Yet 
again we were confronted with the real- 
ity of accomplishment. Iam glad it was 
presented to us, and that those who pro- 
posed it insisted—they not only insisted, 
but they assured us—it was on a tem- 
porary basis only, and that unless it was 
accepted by the House on a temporary 
basis, there would be no increase at all. 

However, there is one point in this 
whole debate that I think needs to be 
answered, and it was very effectively 
answered in a column recently written 
by Andrew Tully, under the heading 
“The Administration Is Indebted to a 
Gimmick,” which was published in the 
Washington Daily News of Monday, 
August 9, 1954. Mr. Tully pointed out 
that the Eisenhower debt is really 
greater than it was reported to be by 
the Eisenhower administration because 
of a bookkeeping “gimmick” that the 
Eisenhower administration has adopted 
that was not a bookkeeping practice un- 
der the Roosevelt and the Truman ad- 
ministrations. To buttress the observa- 
tion I have just made, I should now like 
to read the article: 

In all this “hassle” about increasing the 
debt limit, don't try to get any consolation 
out of Government figures which appear to 
show the public debt as being less than it was 
under Presidents Roosevelt and Truman. 

Actually, figured on the same basis as in 
previous administrations, the public debt is 
the highest in the Nation history. 

The reason is a bookkeeping “gimmick”— 
perfectly logical and legitimate—adopted by 
the Eisenhower administration to show the 
amount owed by the Government to people 
that have savings bonds. 

The Eisenhower boys enter on the books 
only the current value of these savings 
bonds, whereas in the past the debt was fig- 
ured on the basis of the bonds’ maturity 
value. In other words, nowadays, if you’ve 
just bought a $100 war bond for $75, the 
Government figures it owes you only $75 
instead of $100, since it would have to pay 
you only $75 if you cashed it today. 

In previous administrations, the moment 
you bought a $75 bond, the Government 
acknowledged it owed you $100. 

Thus, the so-called peak debt year of 1946 
Wasn't the peak at all. The debt then was 
$279 billion, which is $5 billion higher than 
the present debt of $274 billion. But the 
1946 figure included approximately $10 bil- 
lion in interest which the Government fig- 
ured it owed—or would owe—on savings 
bonds. Figured on the basis the Eisenhower 
administration uses, the public debt in 1946 
was only $269 billion, or $5 billion less than 
the current debt. 

Or, if you figured the Eisenhower public 
debt as they figured it in previous admin- 
istrations, it would amount to $286 billion 
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because the interest to be due on savings 
bonds has increased to $12 billion. 

The public debt, incidentally, has in- 
creased $18 billion since Truman left 
the White House. It was $266 billion then, 
but again you have to lop off $10 billion in 
savings bond interest in order to compare 
it fairly with the current debt. Lowest post- 
war debt was in 1949, when the debt was 
$252 billion or $242 billion if figured accord- 
ing to the Eisenhower system. 

All these figures come from Edwin L. Kir- 
by, Commission of the Public Debt. Mr. 
Kirby sighs wistfully when he reminds you 
that there has only been 1 year in which the 
United States had no public debt. 

That was in 1836 and the reason was a 
combination of a prosperity wave and a 
President named Andrew Jackson, who 
slashed Government expenditures with a 
meat cleaver, That was the year, inciden- 
tally, when the United States paid off the last 
installment of its $40 million Revolutionary 
War debt. 

Although Americans are accustomed to 
thinking of themselves as creditors to the 
rest of the world, part of our public debt is 
owed to foreigners. The total is $6 billion, 
mostly held by banks and public institutions 
in Europe. Germany heads the list of credi- 
tors with $675 million in United States 
I O U's. 


That bears out an observation I have 
made many times during the last few 
months on the floor of the Senate, Mr, 
President. I close my remarks with that 
tonight. It is a far cry from Mr. Eisen- 
hower's campaign pledges as to what he 
was going to do about balancing the 
budget and what he was going to do 
about the national debt. 

I say in all fairness and with frank- 
ness that in my judgment there were a 
great many savings the President could 
have brought about that he has not 
brought about, and the fact is we are 
deeper in the red today under President 
Eisenhower than we were when Harry 
Truman left the White House. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Of course, I can- 
not let the statement of the Senator from 
Oregon pass. The record will speak for 
itself. At a later date the facts will be 
presented. 

The fact of the matter is that there 
have been substantial reductions in the 
budget items under this administration, 
compared with those of prior adminis- 
trations, but I do not believe that 11:15 
at night is the time to begin a protracted 
argument in this regard. 

I yield to the Senator from Louisiana. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, a few 
minutes ago the distinguished majority 
leader stated a list of bills he proposed 
to call up before the Senate adjourns. 


I am wondering if the majority leader 


will tell us about Calendar No. 2026 
(H. R. 9859) authorizing the construc- 
tion, repair, and preservation of certain 
public works on rivers and harbors for 
navigation, flood control, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
that the bill he mentions is one of a 
number of bills as to which there has 
been a considerable amount of interest 
expressed. The Senator from Texas 
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(Mr. Jonnson] mentioned one bill, and 
other Senators have mentioned other 
bills, both publicly on the floor and pri- 
vately. The bill the Senator from Lou- 
isiana refers to is one which will be con- 
sidered by the policy committee tomor- 
row. 

There are a number of bills which have 
not yet been cleared for floor action, but 
which have been mentioned by individ- 
ual Senators. Again, I do not mean the 
list to be all-inclusive, but there are to 
be considered Calendar No. 2297, H. R. 
8898, to amend the Civil Aeronautics 
Act; Calendar No. 2000, Senate bill 1555, 
the Colorado River bill; Calendar No. 
1315, Senate bill 2910, a bill providing for 
the creation of certain United States 
judgeships; Calendar No. 1794, Senate 
bill 880, dealing with the District of Co- 
lumbia taxi situation; Calendar No. 1830, 
H. R. 3300, dealing with the control of 
the lake level of Lake Michigan; Calen- 
dar No. 2357, House Joint Resolution 
565, dealing with the Pan American In- 
stitute of Geography and History; Cal- 
endar No. 2499, H. R. 9756, relative to 
the borrowing power of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation; and Calendar No. 
2030, H. R. 6573, the Reserve officers bill. 

That list merely delineates some of 
the problems faced by the policy com- 
mittee. Again I say that is not the en- 
tire list of bills about which either the 
majority leader, the minority leader, 
or Members on both sides of the aisle 
have been importuned with regard to 
enactment. There is, I am sure all Sen- 
ators will agree, a limit to what can be 
done in the period of time remaining. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I presume the ma- 
jority leader would recommend that this 
bill, H. R. 9859, be taken up this session? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; I believe the 
public works bill is entitled to high 
priority consideration. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Sena- 
tor from California. 


IRAN AND OIL IMPORTS—NEED FOR 
A PROPER BALANCE BETWEEN 
IMPORTS AND DOMESTIC PRO- 
DUCTION 


Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, Ameri- 
cans rejoiced a few days ago to learn 
that the bitter British-Iranian oil dis- 
pute had been settled and that this valu- 
able natural resource will be available 
to the Western World rather than to 
Soviet Russia. 

The community of free nations stands 
to gain from this settlement. The west- 
ern nations will have access to the oil, 
and revival of the industry will add 
greatly to the stability of the whole 
Middle East. 

All of this will be true, Mr. President, 
only if Iranian and other Middle East 
oil producers use discretion, judgment, 
and statesmanship in determining the 
amount of oil which they will export to 
western oil-producing nations. 

Even now oil imports to the United 
States are too high. They have reached 
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the point of supplanting rather than 
supplementing domestic production. 

A better balance between the two 
must be established if we are to prevent 
great losses and eventual destruction of 
our domestic petroleum industry. 

Let me make it clear, Mr. President—I 
realize that we must keep Middle East 
oil from going to Russia. We must re- 
ceive some imports to supplement do- 
mestic production. However, it is equally 
important that we preserve and protect 
our domestic oil industry. It will serve 
no useful end for America to save the 
economy and oil industry of the Middle 
East if it is done in a manner that 
would destroy the economy and national 
defense potentialities of the United 
States. 

Other Middle East countries must re- 
duce their total output of oil propor- 
tionately so as to absorb the Iranian pro- 
duction when it is resumed. The total 
imports from the Middle East must be 
kept within present figures, or reduced, 
if we are to prevent destruction of the 
domestic oil-producing industry. 

DANGERS OF EXCESSIVE IMPORTS 


Mr. President, we have reduced do- 
mestic production to the breaking point. 
In Texas our conservation commission— 
the Texas Railroad Commission—has 
found it necessary to cut production of 
Texas wells to 15 days per month. This 
situation is not confined to Texas. While 
we have made the largest reductions in 
output, other States and producers have 
been similarly affected. 

Excessive imports constitute a threat 
to the economic health and security of 
the entire Nation. Accessible oil at home 
is vital to our defense, Foreign supplies 
are not reliable if war should come. 

Some have argued that we should use 
the Middle East oil now and save our 
own for the future. That would be ex- 
cellent if we knew where all the oil in 
this country is located and if our do- 
mestic industry and its millions of em- 
ployees could go without their livelihood 
for several years on end. Neither of 
these conditions is possible. All of the 
oil in this country has not been discoy- 
ered. The search for new reserves must 
continue, and it can and will continue 
only if there is a healthy and profitable 
industry. The search for new oilfields is 
being retarded even now by necessary 
reduction of production. 

INDEPENDENTS SUFFER MOST 


A man will not risk a million dollars 
wildeatting for new oilfields if he can- 
not expect to produce at a rate necessary 
to return the cost of his investment. 
Giant corporations may be able to wait 
but not the independent producers, who 
are the lifeblood of a healthy oil in- 
dustry. 

Five major American oil companies 
will share in the new eight-company 
monopoly established by the settlement 
with Iran. These companies have other 
holdings in the Middle East. They can 
survive the blight of excessive imports, 
but not so with the independent pro- 
ducers whose income is confined to do- 
mestic production. Their problem was 
recently explained in an editorial in the 
August 6, 1954, edition of the Abilene 
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Reporter-News, of Abilene, Tex. I ask 
unanimous consent that the editorial be 
inserted at this point in my remarks. 
There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Om IMPORT PROBLEM 


The bothersome and dangerous Iranian oil 
situation was near to settlement Thursday 
as representatives of 8 big western oil 
companies and the Iranian Government an- 
nounced an agreement to start up that 
country’s paralyzed oil industry within 2 
months, after the long shutdown resulting 
from the dispute between British oil in- 
terests and the Iranian Government. 

The great Abadan refinery and the sur- 
rounding oilfields will be operated by a con- 
sortium of the eight companies. The con- 
tract runs for 25 years, with the privilege of 
3 5-year renewals. 

Four of the eight operating companies are 
American—Standard of New Jersey, Stand- 
ard of California, the Texas Company, and 
Socony Vacuum. 

While this is good news to the Western 
World because it removes the threat of Com- 
munist conquest of Iran and its great oil 
riches, it carries implications of trouble for 
our own oil producers. It means Iranian 
oil will once more flow into world commerce, 
and as it finds markets here and there it will 
tend to flood the United States with oil im- 
ports, particularly from South America. 

Heavy imports to this country have al- 
ready pinched our independent producers, 
forcing cutbacks of production, particularly 
in Texas. The blow falls heaviest on the 
independents because the majors are both 
producers and importers. 

Although the independents have steered 
away from handling the problem by higher 
tariffs, in the interest of world trade as a 
definite part of building dikes against com- 
munism, the Independent Petroleum Asso- 
ciation of America, headquarters in Tulsa, 
recently proposed a reciprocal trade policy 
for United States oil imports. 

Basically, this plan would apply to each 
country exporting oil to the United States 
a volume of oil related to the amount of 
United States goods it imports. Since this 
preserves the very spirit of reciprocal-trade 
agreements, it offers a persuasive and sensi- 
ble solution to a problem that, unless reme- 
died, may work untold financial injury and 
perhaps ruin upon the independent oil pro- 
ducers of Texas and other States. 


Mr. DANIEL. Due credit should be 
given to the American oil companies op- 
erating in the Middle East for the extent 
to which they have reduced imports by 
practicing industrial statesmanship. I 
referred to this in a speech in the Sen- 
ate on June 24—CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
pages 8852 to 8854. However, they must 
do more. Only additional voluntary re- 
ductions by importers of foreign oil will 
solve this problem without legislation. 
I hope that we can avoid legislation, but, 
as stated in the speech referred to, I 
shall advocate action by the Congress if 
this problem is not solved by the indus- 
try itself. 

Gen. Ernest O. Thompson, chairman 
of the Texas Railroad Commission, is 
recognized as one of the world's leading 
authorities, if not the leading authority, 
on oil conservation and production. On 
August 4, 1954, General Thompson re- 
leased a statement concerning the Ira- 
nian oil settlement and the danger of 
increased imports. I ask unanimous 
consent that General Thompson's state- 
ment be inserted at this point. 
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There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY GEN. ERNEST O. THOMPSON, 
CHAIRMAN, TEXAS RAILROAD COMMISSION 
We are glad Iran has been saved for service 

with the free world and not lost to Russian 

domination. Iran was in a critical position. 

It is to be hoped that as Iran oil produc- 
tion is resumed that those other oil-produc- 
ing countries around the Persian Gulf will 
reduce their output proportionally so as to 
avoid further flooding of the world markets 
with oil and causing wasteful storage. 

In 1950, when Iran closed down production 
of 650,000 barrels daily, these neighboring 
Persian Gulf countries upped their produc- 
tion. Kuwait was producing 350,000 barrels 
daily in 1950, now produces 930,000 barrels 
daily. Iraq was producing 136,000 barrels 
daily in 1950, now 600,000 barrels daily. 
Saudi Arabia has increased to 955,000 barrels 
daily now, which is 60 percent greater than 
in 1950. 

It would seem only fair that as Iranian oil 
moves back into the picture those companies 
operating around the Persian Gulf should 
reduce in the proportion that they moved 
into the void in 1950 and later years. 

These wells in the Persian Gulf area aver- 
age 6,000 barrels of oil each per day. 

They are no deeper on the average than 
Texas oil wells. 

Texas oil wells average 19 barrels per well 
per day. 

Imported oil and products are supplanting 
our domestic oil here and abroad. Our oil 
imports increase constantly, while our oil 
exports dwindle. 

Due to oversupply, Texas oil wells are 
allowed to operate only 15 days this month 
of August 1954. 

There are 150,000 producing oil wells in 
Texas today. 

It would not seem fair to our own people 
to permit more oil imports. 


Mr. DANIEL. On the day before the 
above statement was issued, General 
Thompson wrote me a letter replying to 
certain questions posed on behalf of my- 
self and my colleague from Texas [Mr. 
JOHNSON] concerning the crude-oil im- 
port situation. I ask unanimous consent 
that General Thompson’s letter and 
three enclosures be inserted at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and enclosures were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEXAS, 
Austin, August 3, 1954. 
Senator Price DANIEL, 
United States Senator from Teras, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D. C. 

Dear Price: In reply to your questions 
about the crude oil import situation, I am 
happy to give such answer as I can. 

Attached hereto is a page from the Oil 
Daily of July 30, which shows oil imports for 
the past year (exhibit A). You will notice 
that the total per day for the week ending 
July 23 was 1,157,300 barrels of oil coming 
into this country. A year ago it was 939,000 
barrels. You can see that for the past year 
it has been running around 1 million or 
more barrels per day. 

Also on the same page you will note that 
total oil exports for the first 5 months of 
1954 are down 19 percent from the same 
period in 1953 (exhibit B). 

Texas has 150,000 oil wells producing at 
this time. In the month of July, Texas 
reduced her production 190,000 barrels per 
day; and on August 1, Texas had to reduce 
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an addition 120,000 barrels per day, which 
makes a total cut of 310,000 barrels in Texas 
daily production in the last 2 months. This 
is really very, very hard on the independent 
producers. 

The reason we had to reduce our produc- 
tion was because too much oil was in storage 
and too much products are on hand. 

I am attaching the latest storage figures to 
this letter so you can see the condition of 
stocks on hand above ground (exhibit C). 
Excessive stocks above ground are wasteful, 
and it is our duty to limit production to the 
market demand; namely, the amount that 
can be sold. 

I am of the firm conviction that imported 
crude and products of petroleum have now 
reached the point where they are sup- 
planting domestic crude rather than supple- 
menting our supply. I think this is an un- 
derstatement, in view of the fact that Texas 
oil wells are being permitted under order to 
produce only 15 days during the month of 
August, and required to be shut down 16 
days. 
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It seems obvious that when the greatest 
oil-producing State in our Nation is com- 
pelled to shut down more than one-half the 
time during the midst of the big gasoline- 
consuming season, certainly imports are sup- 
planting domestic production to the detri- 
ment of our State’s economy and vitally ad- 
versely affecting the revenues of our State. 

You know, 56 percent of our Texas State 
government revenues come from oil. 

This sort of situation must not be allowed 
to continue, because it will mean the dis- 
couragement of drilling in this country and 
will endanger our supply of oil for defense 
of our country. We cannot depend upon for- 
eign oll for national security, because, come 
war, foreign oil would be denied us through 
sinking of tankers. 

It is all right to have a reasonable amount 
of imports of crude into our country, but 
it should not be at a point that adversely af- 
fects our peacetime economy or our national 
security. 

Sincerely yours, 
O. THOMPSON. 


Exuisir A.—Crude and product imports 
Figures are in barrels per day} 


East of California 


United 
= Call- States 
Crude | Residual | Distillate fade on total im- 
rude sidua crude o 
oil | fueloil | fueloil | Asphalt Total ports 
1954 
Week ended— 
Jul 314, 300 25, 800 400 1. 078, 400 80,900 | 1, 157, 300 
261, 200 13, 900 300 | 871,100 | 107,700 978, 800 
327, 600 „ 700 900 | 997,000 62,700 | 1,059, 700 
230, 400 25, 900 899, 400 48, 700 948, 100 
350, 600 18, 800 000 983, 500 933, 500 
253, 200 31, 600 500 | 943, 600 30, 400 974, 000 
267, 200 24, 400 500 | 767,600 31, 600 799, 200 
369, 000 12, 400 9,000 1, 091, 700 53, 600 | 1, 145, 300 
250, 400 5, 000 8,700 |1,045,100 | 111,400 | 1,156, 500 
336, 700 16, 800 2, 600 1, 078, 900 23, 200 | 1, 102, 100 
219, 600 15, 700 22,200 | 788. 800 40, 900 829, 700 
327, 900 17, 500 15, 700 1, 015, 400 55,000 | 1,070, 400 
262, 400 5, 000 9,500 | 778, 600 778, 600 
285, 300 15, 400 25, 200 1, 002, 900 19, 100 | 1,022, 000 
344, 400 36, 800 9,800. | 728, 300 16, 600 744, 900 
337, 900 5, 000 24,500 | 958, 600 92,000 | 1,050, 600 
282, 800 5, 000 19,000 | 797, 900 28, 900 826, 800 
357, 700 5, 000 43,000 1, 060, 800 1, 060, 800 
436, 200 5,000 2, 700 9, 800 1, 140, 300 71,900 | 1, 212, 200 
289, 100 27,000 4, 300 28,200 | 861,300 61, 700 923, 000 
520,000 | 10,000 1,000 | 15, 600 |1, 107, 800 5,700 | 1,113, 500 
432, 000 20, 100 9, 900 25,300 |1, 083, 800 30,300 | 1, 114, 100 
528, 300 10, 000 7,300 18,700 1, 205, 400 83, 300 | 1, 288, 700 
398, 300 5, 000 3 41,500 | 916,600 | 135,700 | 1,082, 300 
536, 300 5, 000 400 1. 053, 200 84, 700 1, 137, 900 
462, 300 5,000 17, 500 |1, 263, 2000 1, 253, 200 
529, 900 5, 000 47,700 |1, 064, 500 24, 000 | 1, 088, 500 
436, 900 24, 000 5, 200 1, 148, 500 24,000 | 1,172, 500 
353, 700 5, 000 8,800 | 868,000 | 114,300 982, 300 
452, 200 7, 500 400 |1, 065, 300 39, 100 | 1, 104, 400 
457, 000 17, 700 25,600 | 851, 300 116,600 7, 900 
366, 700 10, 800 19, 200 1, 085, 6000 1, 085, 600 
520, 200 8, 400 9, 000 |1,076,900 | 19, 100 | 1, 096, 000 
321, 300 5, 000 25,900 | 846, 400 67, 100 913, 500 
580, 500 | 532, 900 5, 000 18, 700 1, 137, 100 29, 600 | 1, 166, 700 
468, 500 | 315, 900 7, 400 809, 000 86, 700 895, 700 
631,600 | 484, 600 5,000 25, 400 1, 146,600 | 143,000 | 1, 289, 600 
496,600 | 344, 300 5, 000 8,800 | 862, 000 74, 400 936, 400 
606, 500 | 381, 600 11, 400 9,200 |1, 008, 700 68, 200 | 1,076, 900 
530,400 | 266, 500 5,000 9,000 | 814,200 37,000 851, 200 
599, 900 | 298, 800 5,000 27,100 | 934, 800 48, 900 983, 700 
650,400 | 209, 700 5,000 883, 100 | 137, 100 | 1,020, 200 
720,100 | 369, 900 17, 200 24,400 1. 135, 000 126, 600 | 1, 261, 600 
489,800 | 293, 600 11, 400 8,900 | 803, 700 59, 300 863, 000 
619,700 | 347, 500 5, 000 14, 000 |1, 009, 200 79, 000 | 1, 088, 200 
487,600 | 342,700 5, 000 835,300 | 110, 600 945, 900 
616, 900 | 240, 400 5, 000 869,400 | 151,600 | 1,021,000 
733, 300 | 229, 700 11, 400 006, 600 55, 400 | 1, 062, 000 
440,200 | 206,800 | 21, 700 689,700 | 137,000 | 826, 700 
570,600 | 246, 600 5,000 846,300 | 60,300 | 908, 600 
557,400 | 202, 700 5, 000 765,100 | 115, 100 880, 200 
547,600 | 270. 800 5, 000 838, 000 91, 900 929, 900 
555,500 | 318, 400 12, 000 300 42, 700 939, 000 
ExuIsIT B Exports for May 1954 alone held 3.2 percent 


[From the Oil Daily of July 30, 1954] 
TOTAL Om Exports FOR 5 MonTHs DOWN 
19.2 PERCENT From 1953 

Exports of crude and refined oil for the 
January-May period of 1954 held 19.2 percent 
_below the like 5-month period a year ago. 


below May 1953, according to the latest re- 
port of the Bureau of Mines. 

Total exports in the 5-month period 
amounted to 52,893,000 barrels, off 12,601,000 
from 65,494,000 a year earlier. For May, total 
exports at 11,577,000 barrels dipped 376,000 
from 11,953,000 for May a year ago. 
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Crude oil exported in the January-May 
period totaled 5,932,000 barrels, off 44.3 per- 
cent from 10,837,000 in the like year earlier 
period. For the latest reported month, crude 
exports totaled 1,258,000 barrels, off 21.9 per- 
cent from 1,611,000 for May 1953. 

Refined petroleum from the 
United States in the first 5 months of 1954 at 
46,691,000 barrels dipped 14.1 percent from 
54,657,000 exported in the like 1953 period. 
May refined product exports totaled 10,319,000 
barrels, off 0.2 percent from 10,342,000 ex- 
ported in May 1953. 


Exuisir C.—Latest petroleum stock figures 
{In barrels} 
Products, July 23; crude, July 24; with changes from 
year earlier] 


225,000 (—0.1%, 
136,000 (+12.1 4 
H. 


of sending these letters and exhibits to 
the President of the United States along 
with my remarks. I hope that President 
Eisenhower and the appropriate agencies 
of his administration will study this 
problem in order that recommendations 
may be made to Congress in January. 

It seems to me that this is an appro- 
priate subject for study by the President’s 
newly appointed Cabinet Committee on 
Energy Supplies and Resources, 

I know that President Eisenhower is 
conscious of the need to preserve and 
protect our domestic industry while we 
are helping to promote the welfare of 
other nations. On May 28, 1953, the 
President approved a statement by Sec- 
retary of the Interior Douglas McKay to 
the National Petroleum Council, a part 
of which reads as follows: 

I am hopeful that those companies im- 
porting crude oil or products will show 
industrial statesmanship in this important 
matter and that each company, acting indi- 
vidually and wholly on its own individual 
judgment. will exercise that restraint in 
respect of imports necessary to the health 
and security of the Nation. 

I have discussed this matter with Presi- 
dent Eisenhower and the National Security 
Council. I can say to you that President 
Eisenhower concurs in these views. 


Later, in his state of the Union mes- 
Sage, January 4, 1954, President Ei- 
senhower said that recommendations 
would be made, from time to time, in 
various fields. He said one of these 
would lead to the adoption of a sound 
program for safeguarding the domestic 
production of critical and strategic met- 
als and minerals. It is my hope that 
the President will include the oil-import 
problem in his recommendations to the 
Congress next year. 

I thank the Senator. 


ADDITIONAL BILL INTRODUCED 


Mr. KNOWLAND, by unanimous con- 
sent, introduced a bill (S. 3868) author- 
izing the payment of salary to any in- 
dividual given a recess appointment as 
Comptroller General of the United States 
before the beginning of the 84th Con- 
gress, which was read twice by its title, 
and ordered to lie on the table. 


EXTENSION OF RENEGOTIATION 
ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENT 

Mr. MARTIN submitted an amend- 

ment intended to be proposed by him to 
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the bill (H. R. 6287) to extend and amend 
the Renegotiation Act of 1951, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed, 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT OF 1954— 
AMENDMENTS 


Mr. HUMPHREY submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the 
Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code so as to extend coverage 
under the old-age and survivors insur- 
ance program, increase the benefits pay- 
able thereunder, preserve the insurance 
rights of disabled individuals, and in- 
crease the amount of earnings permitted 
without loss of benefits, and for other 
purposes, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed, 


INCREASE OF BORROWING POWER 
OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPO- 
RATION—AMENDMENT 


Mr. HOLLAND submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (H. R. 9756) to increase the 
borrowing power of Commodity Credit 
Corporation, which was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COM- 
MITTEE 


As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 


nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. CARLSON, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service: 

One hundred and two postmasters. 


— — — 


RECESS TO 10 O'CLOCK A. M. TO- 
MORROW 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
accordance with the order previously 
entered, I move that the Senate stand 
in recess until 10 o’clock a. m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 11 
o’clock and 17 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess, the recess being, under the 
order previously entered, until tomorrow, 
Saturday, August 14, 1954, at 10 o’clock 
a. m. 


SENATE 


SATURDAY, August 14, 1954 


(Legislative day of Thursday, August 5, 
1954) 


The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. F. Norman Van Brunt, associate 
pastor, Foundry Methodist Church, 
Washington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: 


Be to us, O God, the guiding light of 
this day that, with wisdom and insight, 
we may be able to competently match 
its responsibilities. May our faith look 
up to Thee, our hearts put their trust 
in Thee, and our souls be flooded with 
the power of Thy presence. 

Give unto us, we beseech Thee, the 
motive of the day: a complete willing- 
ness to serve Thee as we seek the best 
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ends for our fellow men. Let us be 
radiant diffusers of confidence by every 
act and service we perform that, in these 
days of insecurity, men may see our faith 
in Him who does not change. Amen, 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. KNowLAND, and 
by unanimous consent, the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Fri- 
day, August 13, 1954, was dispensed with. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have 
been designated as one of the repre- 
sentatives of this Government to attend 
the meetings of the Interparliamentary 
Union which are to take place in Vienna 
from the 27th of August to the 2d of 
September. I have been requested by 
the Secretary of State to look into sev- 
eral matters which he desires investi- 
gated in Europe before the meeting. I 
ask unanimous consent that after Mon- 
day next I may be excused from attend- 
ance at the sessions of the Senate for 
the remainder of the session. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
PROPOSED AWARD OF CONCESSION PERMIT, ISLE 

ROYALE NATIONAL Pank, MICH, 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
proposed award of a concession permit to op- 
erate the Windigo Inn at Washington Har- 
bor, Isle Royale National Park, Mich. (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 


Law ENACTED BY MUNICIPAL CoUNCIL oF Sr. 
THOMAS AND St. JOHN, V. I. 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a copy of a law enacted by the Municipal 
Council of St. Thomas and St. John, V. I., to 
fix the regular expenses for the municipality 
of St. Thomas and St. John for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1955, and for other pur- 
poses (with an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED 

STATES OF CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of orders entered granting temporary 
admission into the United States of certain 
aliens (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


GRANTING OF APPLICATIONS FOR PERMANENT 
RESIDENCE FILED BY CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of orders entered granting the appli- 
cations for permanent residence filed by cer- 
tain aliens, together with a statement of the 
facts and pertinent provisions of law as to 
each alien, and the reasons for granting such 
applications (with accompanying papers) ; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED STATES OF CER- 

TAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
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copies of orders entered granting admission 
into the United States of certain aliens (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


FINANCIAL REPORT OF MILITARY CHAPLAINS 
ASSOCIATION 

A letter from the secretary-treasurer, the 
Military Chaplains Association of the United 
States of America, Washington, D. C., trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the financial report 
of that association for the period January 1, 
1953, to December 31, 1953 (with an accom- 
panying report); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


AUDIT Report on ALASKA ROAD COMMISSION, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen- 
eral, transmitting, pursuant to law, an audit 
report on the Alaska Road Commission, De- 
partment of the Interior, for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1953 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 


Auprr REPORT ON PUERTO Rico RECONSTRUC- 
TION ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF IN- 
TERIOR 
A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen- 

eral, transmitting, pursuant to law, an audit 

report on the Puerto Rico Reconstruction 

Administration, Department of the Interior, 

for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1953 (with 

an accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Government Operations, 


ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immediately 
following the quorum call there may be 
the customary morning hour for the 
transaction of routine business, under 
the usual 2-minute limitation on 
speeches. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


REPORT OF SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
SMALL BUSINESS ENTITLED “PAR- 
TICIPATION OF SMALL BUSINESS 
IN MILITARY PROCUREMENT” (S. 
REPT. NO. 2487) 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, from 
the Select Committee on Small Business, 
I submit a report entitled “Participation 
of Small Business in Military Procure- 
ment,” and ask that it be printed, with 
illustrations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be received, and without ob- 
jection, will be printed as requested by 
the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Military Procurement 
Subcommittee of the Senate Select Com- 
mittee on Small Business, I have submit- 
ted a report entitled “Participation of 
Small Business in Military Procurement” 
of the activities of the subcommittee, and 
ask that it be printed with illustrations. 

The report outlines the activities of the 
subcommittee, and is based on a series of 
open hearings conducted during April 
and May of this year. I believe it is a 
constructive report, which will be helpful 
to small-business men and to Federal 
agencies in the development of an effec- 
tive small-business program. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a committee release summariz- 
ing the report be printed in the RECORD, 
at the end of my remarks. 


14452 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
importance and value of small-business 
enterprises in our Nation can hardly be 
overestimated. There are more than 
4 million small-business establishments 
in the United States and this is 96 per- 
cent of all the business in the Nation. 
There are well over 100,000 small-busi- 
ness establishments in Michigan alone. 

The United States Senate recognized 
the importance of small businesses in our 
national economy with the establishment 
of the Small Business Committee in 1950. 
I am proud to have voted to establish a 
strong, continuing committee at that 
time. 

The Senate Select Committee on Small 
Business has made many constructive 
contributions through its reports, such 
as the one I have filed in the Senate to- 
day, its hearings and recommendations, 

During my 2 years on the committee, 
I have served as chairman of the Mili- 
tary Procurement Subcommittee, and I 
believe we have made significant progress 
in assuring small-business concerns an 
equitable share of Government contracts. 

I have also been privileged to serve as 
a member of the Monopoly Subcommit- 
tee of the Small Business Committee. 
Last year, before the American Bar As- 
sociation, I outlined my concept of the 
role of American antitrust laws in this 
way: 

Small- and medium-size businessmen of 
our country are the backbone of our economy. 
They must always be protected against the 
predatory practices of those larger competi- 
tors who may seek to take unfair advantage 
of their greater wealth. Most small-business 
men do not ask, and do not expect, crutches 
for their economic support or protection 
against competition, which is not unfair. 
But they are entitled to expect the protec- 
tion of the laws that insure their right to 
engage in a fair competitive contest for the 
patronage of the consumer, that insure their 
right to grow and to prosper, and that in- 
sure their right to expand by their industry 
and hard work in an economy free of un- 
reasonable restraints. These are the basic 
purposes of our antitrust laws. 


Our Monopoly Subcommittee has been 
in agreement that bigness in itself is no 
crime, but that unfair or predatory com- 
petitive practices are bad and must be 
prosecuted wherever found. In the fields 
of distribution and retailing where the 
business units are usually very small and 
less able to protect themselves against 
unfair business practices, our subcom- 
mittee has been particularly active. 
Service in this area has been particu- 
larly rewarding for me. 


GOVERNMENT COMPETITION 


Over the past 20 years or so, the Fed- 
eral Government has stepped into more 
and more business-type activities from 
which it can be dislodged only with great 
difficulty. Naturally, there are fields in 
which the Government must be active 
and even fields in which it might have 
to be preeminent. Nonetheless, our Gov- 
ernment today is doing many things in 
direct competition with private busi- 

_nesses which are ready, willing, and able 
to perform those tasks and perform them 
at a lower cost, as well. A case in point 
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is the processing of metal scrap by the 
armed services. Last year the Small 
Business Committee highlighted the 
problem of the aluminum-sweating in- 
dustry where the Navy and the Air Force 
had gotten a foothold through pilot or 
experimental operations, and appeared 
to be expanding into full-scale scrap 
processing, even though adequate civil- 
ian facilities were available. The com- 
mittee recommended that expansions in 
this field cease. The Military Appropri- 
ations Subcommittee, of which I am 
chairman, took appropriate action; the 
Senate approved; and there is now in the 
Defense Department Appropriations Act 
a proviso which definitely limits the au- 
thority of the armed services to enter 
into private business. 

Government competition with private 
business covers a tremendous range of 
activities, and for many years I have 
been concerned about this growing prob- 
lem. My work in this field led me to 
sponsor the legislation which last year 
resulted in the creation of a new Hoover 
Commission on Organization of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

This Commission, of which I am a 
member, is now engaged in a broad study 
of the activities of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and it has the specific power to 
recommend that the Government cease 
doing things which compete with private 
enterprise. 

The Hoover Commission will make its 
report and recommendations early next 
year, and Iam confident that it will point 
the way to great savings in the cost of 
government and a great reduction in the 
number of activities of the Government 
which compete with business. 


TAXES AND GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


As individuals, all of us are keenly 
aware of the taxes collected on every 
dollar we earn. Businessmen are even 
more conscious of that tax take, since 
every business decision is directly in- 
fluenced by the large percentage of 
earnings which must be paid to the tax 
collector, rather than ploughed back 
into the business for new capacity or 
more efficient equipment. 

I have always favored two approaches 
to minimizing the impact of Federal 
taxes on the individual and the small 
business enterprise: first, by reducing 
Government spending, and thus reduc- 
Ing taxes; second, by reducing the im- 
pact of taxes, by means of more equitable 
tax laws. 

As a member of the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee for the past 12 years, 
I have consistently worked to eliminate 
all but the most essential Government 
spending. This has been a constant and 
difficult battle for many years, but the 
effort bore real fruit in the last 2 years, 
Last year, Congress and the administra- 
tion reduced spending by $11 billion 
under the level planned by the previous 
national administration. Still further 
reductions are being achieved this year. 

These reductions in spending made 
possible, in turn, this year’s tax cuts, 
which are the largest in history. More 
than $4,700,000,000 has been eliminated 
from the tax bill of individual Ameri- 
cans. This is two-thirds of the total tax 
cut achieved this year. The remainder 
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of the reduction has gone to remove tax 
inequities, to permit greater expansion 
of business enterprises, and to create 
new jobs and business opportunity. 

Many of the tax reductions, such as 
the cut in income taxes and the lowered 
excise tax, have already stimulated 
business to a great degree. 

Another major accomplishment of 
this year is the general tax revision bill, 
the monumental overhaul of the entire 
tax structure of the Nation for the first 
time in 75 years. The bill eliminates 
many loopholes and inequities in our 
tax laws. It will be a real boon to small 
business firms, and I was proud to sup- 
port its passage. 

The tax revision bill is of specific bene- 
fit to small-business firms in connection 
with depreciation, accumulation of sur- 
pluses, research and experimental ex- 
penditures, loss carryover, treatment of 
partnerships, changes and capital struc- 
ture, and other features. 

Knowing at firsthand of the impor- 
tant results achieved by the Small Busi- 
ness Committee, I joined the other mem- 
bers of the committee in introducing 
Senate Resolution 213, which would 
create a permanent, standing Senate 
Committee on Small Business. Further- 
more, in order to assure that the present 
Senate Small Business Committee has a 
continuity of membership, the Senate 
majority policy committee, of which I 
am chairman, approved a resolution 
calling attention to the value of the 
committee and urging that members of 
the committee be selected on the basis 
of experience on the committee and in- 
terest in its work. 

Despite the effective work of the com- 
mittee, many of us felt that the inter- 
ests of small business also required the 
creation of a special agency of Govern- 
ment devoted to the interests of small 
business. The Small Defense Plants 
Administration, established in 1951, was 
a step in the right direction. However, 
it did not completely fill the bill. 

Congress last year recognized the im- 
portance of the matter, and for the first 
time voted to establish a separate, in- 
dependent agency to assist small busi- 
ness in a truly constructive way. I am 
proud of my vote to set up this agency. 
President Eisenhower signed the meas- 
ure into law the very day it was passed 
by Congress. 

The Small Business Administration is 
the first comprehensive, peacetime, in- 
dependent, governmental agency in his- 
tory created for the sole purpose of ad- 
vising, counseling, and assisting small 
business enterprises. 

Each of the agency’s three main pro- 
grams—loans and financial counseling 
assistance, aid in getting Government 
contracts, and technical and managerial 
help of many kinds—is designed to offer 
important services to help all small 
firms. 

In all three fields the results so far 
are notable, and they offer even greater 
promise for future development. 

Summing up the year’s accomplish- 
ments in the three major fields of ac- 
tivity, here is the Small Business Ad- 
ministration’s record for the State of 
Michigan and the Nation; and I refer 
to the results of the program in Mich- 
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igan as an example of what it can do 
and does do for the other States. 
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 


Authority for the Small Business Ad- 
ministration to make loans did not begin 
until September 29, 1953. Since then, 
19 small business loans, totaling $1,295,- 
000, have been approved to assist firms 
in Michigan. Nationally, more than 530 
loans have been approved, with a value 
exceeding $31 million. 

Approximately 75 loan applications 
have been received from small firms in 
Michigan; and 14 of these, totaling 
$840,000, are pending final action by the 
Small Business Administration. 

The Small Business Administration is 
working with the private banks, to help 
provide term credit to small firms. On 
a nationwide basis, two-thirds of the 
loans made by the Small Business Ad- 
ministration to help small firms are 
made in cooperation with private banks. 
In Michigan, about half of the loans so 
far made are bank-participation loans, 
and the remainder are direct loans. The 
Small Business Administration makes 
every effort to arrange a private or a 
participation loan, before approving a 
direct loan in which the Government 
advances all of the funds. The bank- 
participation loans are administered by 
the private banks, and the banks put up 
part of the money. This record indi- 
cates the desire of the banking commu- 
nity to assist business enterprise. 

It is the objective of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration to help the proprie- 
tor of a small firm establish a banking 
relationship with a private bank in his 
own community. Thus, the Small Busi- 
ness Administration is providing a serv- 
ice of lasting value, helping to strengthen 
the customer-bank relationships in the 
local community. 

PROCUREMENT ASSISTANCE 


The law creating the Small Business 
Administration gives it the responsibil- 
ity for seeing to it that a fair share of 
the goods and services purchased by the 
Government—and we should remember 
that the United States Government is 
the biggest customer in the world—are 
obtained from small firms. 

The Small Business Administration 
has so far assisted 26 small firms in 
Michigan obtain $2,074,774 in Govern- 
ment contracts. 

These figures represent actual con- 
tract awards under the Small Business 
Administration’s joint determination 
program, but they tell only a small part 
of the accomplishments of the Small 
Business Administration in helping 
Michigan firms get Government con- 
tracts. 

The Small Business Administration 
concentrates its contract procurement 
assistance activity in the area where— 
except for the vigilance of the Small 
Business Administration and small-busi- 
ness specialists in other Government 
agencies—the contracts might go to 
larger firms. Through its joint deter- 
mination program, it is constantly work- 
ing to increase the small-business share 
of Government orders. 

In addition, through cooperative pro- 
grams, larger private firms are constant- 
ly being encouraged to place more of 
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their orders with smaller concerns in 
their own areas. 

The Detroit office of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration, at 231 West Lafay- 
ette Boulevard, regularly receives notices 
of procurement opportunities. It also 
keeps a register of many hundreds of 
Michigan firms that are desirous of ob- 
taining a Government contract. 

Every day, procurement specialists in 
the Small Business Administration’s of- 
fices in Detroit and Cleveland check the 
list of products the Government wants 
to buy, and refers them to Michigan 
firms that are capable of producing the 
specific products. 

Last year the Detroit office of the 
Small Business Administration made 
more than 8,000 specific referrals of 
prime contract opportunities to firms in 
Michigan. Although it is impossible to 
keep a close check on the results of each 
referral, it is known that they resulted 
in a good volume of Government con- 
tracts going to small firms in Michigan. 

The activities of the Small Business 
Administration help create jobs and pay- 
rolls in Michigan. Government pur- 
chases in the area cover a wide range of 
products from clothing and food to 
wrenches and machine tools. 

In addition to helping small firms get 
direct Government contracts, the Small 
Business Administration also works with 
firms holding large prime Government 
contracts and helps them locate smaller 
firms who can take a subcontract. This 
activity is, of course, a two-way street. 

The Small Business Administration 
not only helps the smaller firms by aid- 
ing them in getting more business, but 
also helps the larger producer develop 
reliable suppliers. The net result is to 
stimulate all business activity. 

In the three-State region composed of 
Michigan, Ohio, and Kentucky, the 
Small Business Administration has 
made more than 2,500 referrals to help 
small firms obtain subcontracts from 
larger firms—and a large share of these 
referrals were made in Michigan. 


MANAGEMENT AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 


Under this important program the 
Small Business Administration, through 
its field offices, offers a wide range of 
service to help small firms. 

The Small Business Administration 
publishes two series of practical and 
helpful leaflets called Management and 
Technical Aids for Small Business. 
These leaflets cover a wide range of 
management and production problems, 
and are in great demand. 

They are designed particularly to aid 
the proprietor of a small firm who may 
have an outstanding aptitude in certain 
lines, but lacks the rounded management 
experience which big companies hire for 
their top management team. 

The Small Business Administration 
has recently developed a program of 
helping small firms with products-de- 
velopment problems—finding new uses 
and new applications for items produced 
by small firms. 

There are hundreds of small firms in 
the State of Michigan whose proprietors 
have ideas for improved or new products 
and processes, or perhaps they own a 
product patent, but they may lack the 
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technical know-how or means of putting 
the article or new idea to practical use. 

The Small Business Administration is 
giving help to these firms. Sometimes its 
experts can direct the proprietor to a 
competent research institution or lab- 
oratory, or refer an inventor to a firm 
which may utilize his invention or idea. 

All of the programs of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration are aimed at this 
one basic objective: to assist in the 
growth and survival of small-business 
firms, to help them meet the continuing 
challenge of our expanding economy. 

These are some of the things the Ad- 
ministration and the Congress are doing 
to help small firms find solutions to their 
problems, and to help maintain a healthy 
economy. 

As chairman of the majority policy 
committee in the Senate, a responsibility 
for development of this broad program 
has fallen on my shoulders and I have 
worked closely with the House and Sen- 
ate leaders and the Administration in 
the creation and passage of a program 
that means real progress for the Nation. 
I believe our accomplishments to date 
have been noteworthy. They hold real 
promise for the future. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota, who is chairman 
of the Select Committee on Small Busi- 
ness. 

Mr. THYE. I rise to commend the 
Senator from Michigan for his able ad- 
dress outlining what has been attempted 
and what has been accomplished. The 
Senator from Michigan has been an able 
chairman of a subcommittee which has 
done a great deal of work in aiding busi- 
ness and in seeking to maintain the 
healthy, progressive growth of the small 
businesses of America. 

Mr. FERGUSON, I thank the chair- 
man of the select committee, who has 
been of great assistance, and who per- 
forms his duties as chairman with great 
ability and effect because he believes in 
small business. The business activities 
in his State and mine, and, in fact, in 
all the States, are predominantly carried 
on by small-business concerns. Some 
may think of Michigan as being a State 
where only big business is found, but 
when one figures that there are 100,000 
small businesses there, compared to 5, 
6, or 10 big businesses, as in the Senator’s 
State, we appreciate the importance of 
small business. 

Mr. THYE. Our main streets are lined 
with the concerns operated by small- 
business men, 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. THYE. They are the backbone of 
the Nation. The others are incidental. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

EXHT 1 
SENATE SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE SUMMARY 

“Progress is being made” in assuring the 
Nation’s small-business men an adequate 
share of Government procurement orders, 
the Senate Small Business Committee said 
today in a report submitted to the Senate by 
Senator HomER FERGUSON, Republican, of 
Michigan, chairman of the group's Military 
Procurement Subcommittee. Senator Ep- 
WARD J. THYE, Republican, of Minnesota, is 
chairman of the full committee. 
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The committee report also: Recognized the 
efforts being made by the armed services in 
working out an effective subcontracting pro- 
gram through their large prime contractors. 
Called for a more exerted effort to bring the 
small-business firms into the area of research 
and development. Showed that small-busi- 
ness programs worked out by the civilian 
agencies are proving helpful to small busi- 
ness. 

The report resulted from a series of public 
hearings conducted by the committee during 
March and April. “The hearings reviewed the 
progress and problems of the various Govern- 
ment agencies in carrying out the small- 
business policies established by Congress,” 
Senators THYE and FERGUSON said. 

Small-business men, representatives of the 
Army, Navy, Air Force, General Accounting 
Office, Veterans’ Administration, Foreign Op- 
erations Administration, and the Atomic En- 
ergy Commission, testified before the Fergu- 
son subcommittee. 

The report reflected the committee’s find- 
ings that effective progress has been made in 
the small-business programs of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force. Small-business firms 
reeiyed 40.7 percent of the total dollar volume 
of prime contracts awarded by the Army in 
the first 6 months of fiscal 1954. Navy awards 
of prime contracts to small business for the 
same period amounted to 19.5 percent. The 
Air Force percentage was 7.1. 

Within the area of what the military serv- 
ices consider to be suitable for award to 
small business, the Army awarded 69 percent 
of its prime contracts to small firms; the 
Navy, 85.2 percent; and the Air Force, 78 
percent. These figures represent an increase 
in contracts awarded to small business over 
previous years, according to the report. 

The report recommended that the military 
services discontinue the use of the terms 
“suitability” and “suitable” in calculating 
statistics to show the percentage of prime 
contracts going to small-business firms. The 
committee stated that the use of such terms 
could cause confusion and could be con- 
strued to mean that the military agencies 
were attempting to decide what small firms 
could produce and what they could not pro- 
duce. The report points out that small busi- 
ness can bid on any article and that the 
term is used for compiling statistics only. 
The committee suggested the use of the term 
“potential” in future statistical calculations. 

The report was critical of delays in contract 
administration, abuse of authority to nego- 
tiate contracts, and the practice of accel- 
erated year-end buying. 

The committee found that administrative 
delays constituted a real problem for the 
small concern. The committee cited as an 
example a 3-month delay by the Corps of 
Engineers in submitting a report to the 
Comptroller General in a procurement of 
tractors and scrapers. By the time the Comp- 
troller General received the report and made 
a decision that the award was “illegal,” 90 
percent of the equipment had been delivered. 
In its report, the committee stated: “It is 
this type of delay which makes doing busi- 
ness with the Government difficult and, in 
many cases, unrewarding, to say the least.” 

The committee pointed to testimony from 
General Accounting Office officials that at 
least 90 percent of military contracts are 
negotiated and expressed the view that emer- 
gency powers to negotiate contracts are be- 
ing abused. The report points out that 
Congress by law has stated that formal ad- 
vertising should be the basic method of pro- 
curement and that negotiation is to be used 
only under certain specific exceptions spelled 
out in the law. 

The report indicates committee concern 
about the practice of military agencies to 
make heavy purchases at the end of a fiscal 
year in an effort to commit funds. This 
practice drew sharp criticism from the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office. Poor procurement 
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and a waste of public funds are given by 
the Senate Committee as two results of this 
practice, 


CONSIDERATION OF NOMINATIONS 
BY COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICI- 
ARY—PERSONAL STATEMENT 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak on a matter of personal privilege. 

On August 5 a newspaper in North 
Dakota known as the Fargo Forum 
carried on the front page an article 
under a headline “Ike Names Robert 
Vogel, Tenborg to Federal Jobs.” 

I call attention to the fact that the 
article apparently did not come from the 
Associated Press, the United Press, the 
International News Service, or any news- 
paper organization. The story goes over 
to page 2, column 3, and it states the 
following: 

Earlier Wednesday William P. Rogers, Dep- 
uty Attorney General, told a reporter there 
is no truth to reports that Senator LANGER 
has been “sandbagging” the administration 
by holding up action on other nominations 
in an attempt to force approval of his choices 
for Federal posts in North Dakota. 

Lancer also denied, in a separate interview, 
that he had held up action on nominations 
for other areas. 

Rogers declared: “Senator Lancer has 
never held up nominations in his committee 
for other than necessary reasons and has 
not done so in order to use pressure on the 
administration, I would know if he had 
done so. 

“Actually, the committee has had to pass 
upon the largest number of nominations in 
any similar period of time. And not one has 
had a later adverse vote in the Senate.” 


That is the end of the quotation. The 
article then continues: 

Despite these statements, however, it is 
known some Senators feel Lancer has un- 


necessarily sidetracked, temporarily at least, 
nominations affecting their States. 


Mr. President, when I was a candidate 
2 years ago, practically every daily news- 
paper in the State opposed me. They 
began to make statements which were so 
false that I finally offered a prize of $50 
in an essay contest to determine which 
of these newspapers was the biggest liar 
in the State of North Dakota. The prize 
went to the Bismarck Tribune. The 
Fargo Forum, which published the state- 
ment on August 5 to which I have called 
attention, was a close second. I thought 
the Bismarck Tribune was entitled to 
first place because when a national mag- 
azine had a vote of reporters as to which 
was the worst Senator in the United 
States Senate and listed the first 6, and 
in that list the late Senator Taft was 
fifth, and the senior Senator from North 
Dakota was sixth, the Bismarck Tribune, 
in an editorial left out Senator Taft's 
name intentionally, because they knew 
of the very fine standing the late Senator 
had among the people of North Dakota. 
By eliminating Taft’s name, they en- 
deavored to tear down the character of 
the Senator from North Dakota. It was 
apparent this newspaper intentionally 
and deliberately eliminated the name of 
the late Senator Taft, and therefore they 
secured the prize as the newspaper which 
lied the most in the State. 

However, today I wish to show how 
contemptuous this newspaper, the Fargo 
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Forum, is and how deliberately it lies in 
an attempt to deceive the people of the 
State of North Dakota. 

I read from the article: 

Despite these statements, however, it is 
known some Senators feel LANGER has unnec- 
essarily sidetracked, temporarily at least, 
nominations affecting their States. 


I brand that as a lie, made out of whole 
cloth, and I charge that this newspaper 
continues in its attempt to tear down 
my character and reputation. Therefore 
I shall now give the record. 

Every Senator knows that when a 
nomination involving a judicial office, 
namely, Federal judge, or United States 
attorney, or United States marshal, 
comes to the Senate from the President, 
the nomination goes to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, of which I am the 
chairman. Under the rules of the com- 
mittee, a subcommittee is appointed and 
7 days’ notice of hearing must be given. 
Our committee meets on Mondays. Con- 
sequently, if a nomination is received on 
Tuesday, obviously, when 7-day notice is 
given, it means that at least 13 days must 
pass before the committee can take up 
the nomination. Not only that, but if 


-there is no quorum present, as some- 


times happens, another week goes by 
without action. 

Our committee consists of 15 mem- 
bers, 8 Republicans and 7 Democrats, 
and sometimes Senators are away or ill, 
and sometimes they are engaged in other 
committee work. An examination of the 
record will show that on various occa- 
sions it is impossible to get a quorum. 

However, I have in my hand the record 
of every State on every nomination that 
has come the Judiciary Committee dur- 
ing the time I have been its chairman. 

I first take up Alabama. I will ask the 
two Senators from Alabama to listen 
closely, 

There was referred to the Judiciary 
Committee by the President on the 18th 
day of April 1953 the nomination of 
Hartwell Davis to be United States At- 
torney. A hearing was held on the 30th 
of April. The full committee took action 
on the 4th of June. Some slight investi- 
gation was needed. However, certainly 
no one can claim—and I am sure the two 
Senators from Alabama will not claim 
that there was any unnecessary delay. 

The President sent us the nomination 
of James L. May to be United States 
marshal, and it came to the committee 
on June 24, 1953. A hearing was held 
on the 7th of July 1953, and the full 
committee took action on the 13th day 
of July 1953, within approximately 3 
weeks. Certainly there was no unneces- 
sary delay there. 

The nomination of Pervie Lee Dodd 
to be United States marshal came to 
the Judiciary Committee on the 21st of 
July. A hearing was held on the 30th 
of July, and the full committee acted on 
the same day, the 30th of July. Cer- 
tainly there was no delay there. 

The nomination of Harlan H. Grooms 
to be the United States district judge 
came to the committee on the 23d of July 
1953. A hearing was held on the nomi- 
nation on the 30th of July 1953, and the 
committee took action on the nomina- 
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tion on the same day, the 30th of July. 
Certainly there was no delay there. 

The nomination of Frank M. Johnson, 
Jr., to be United States attorney was 
referred to the committee on the 28th of 
July 1953. A hearing was held prompt- 
ly. He had appeared before the full 
committee before. The committee took 
action on his nomination just 2 days 
later, on July 30, 1953. 

The nomination of Charles S. Prescott 
to be United States marshal came to the 
committee on the 19th day of July 1954. 
A hearing was held on the 30th day of 
July 1954. The committee took action 
on the 5th day of August 1954. I call 
upon the Senators from Alabama to state 
if that action was not prompt, and 
whether there was any delay of any kind, 
and whether in all their experience nom- 
inations had been acted on more 
promptly. 

I come now to the State of Arizona. 
The nomination of Edward W. Scruggs 
to be United States attorney was re- 
ferred to the committee on March 11, 
1953. The hearing was held on March 
25, 1953. The committee took action on 
April 13, 1953. Certainly there was no 
delay there. I call upon the Senators 
from Arizona to state whether there was 
any delay, not only on this nomination, 
but on the other three I shall name. 

The nomination of Jack D. H. Hays to 
be United States attorney was referred 
te the committee on January 11, 1954. 
A hearing was held on February 17, 1954, 
and the full committee took action on 
February 24, 1954. Certainly there was 
no delay there. 

The nomination of Archie M. Meyer 
came to the committee on the 24th day 
of February 1954. A hearing was held 
on March 12, 1954, and the full commit- 
tee took action on March 29, 1954, Cer- 
tainly there was no delay there. 

The nomination of Richard H. Cham- 
bers to be United States circuit judge 
came to the committee on April 6, 1954. 
A hearing was held on April 22, 1954. 
The committee took action on April 26, 
1954. Certainly there was no delay there. 

We come next to the State of Arkansas, 
The nomination of Charles W. Atkinson 
to be United States attorney came to the 
committee on June 24, 1953. A hearing 
was held on July 7, 1953, and the full 
committee took action on July 13, 1953. 
Action on that nomination was taken 1 
week after the hearing on it, 

The nomination of Osro Cobb by the 
President came to the committee on the 
11th of January. A complaint had been 
filed in the matter, and a hearing was 
held on the 16th of February. The full 
committee took action on the nomination 
on the 24th of February 1954. 

The nomination of Cooper Hudsteth to 
be United States marshal came to the 
committee on January 11, 1954. A hear- 
ing was held on the nomination on Feb- 
ruary 17, 1954, and the full committee 
took action on February 24, 1954. 

The nomination of Richard B. Kidd 
to be United States marshal came to the 
committee on July 11, 1953. A hearing 
was held on July 21, 1953. The fuil 
committee took action on July 27, 1953. 

We come now to the State of Cali- 
fornia. The nomination of Warren Ol- 
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ney III to be Assistant Attorney Gen- 
eral came to the committee on January 
22, 1953. A hearing was held on Janu- 
ary 28. By unanimous vote of the com- 
mittee he was recommended for con- 
firmation on the 28th day of January 
1953. Certainly there was no delay there. 

The nomination of Robert W. Ware 
to be United States marshal came to 
the committee on March 11, 1954. A 
hearing was held on the 25th of March. 
The committee took action on the 13th 
of April. 

The nomination of Lloyd H. Burke to 
be United States attorney came to the 
committee on March 23, 1953. A hearing 
was held on April 2, 1953. The commit- 
tee took action on the 13th day of April 
1953. 

The nomination of Stanley N. Barnes 
to be Assistant Attorney General was 
referred to the committee on the Ist 
of April 1953. A hearing was promptly 
held, and he was confirmed on April 13, 
1953. 

The nomination of Laughlin E. Waters 
to be United States attorney came to the 
committee on June 8, 1953. Hearing was 
held on July 2, 1953, and he was con- 
firmed on the same day. 

The nomination of Frank D. Bell to 
be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on June 24, 1953. Hear- 
ing was held on July 7, 1953, and com- 
mittee action was taken on July 13, 1953. 

The nomination of James A. Johnston 
to be a member of the Parole Board 
was referred to the committee on July 
23, 1953. Hearing was held on July 30, 
1953, and he was confirmed on July 30, 
1953, the same day. 

The nomination of Oliber D. Hamlin, 
Jr., to be United States district judge 
was referred to the committee on July 
23, 1953. Hearing was held on July 30, 
1953, and he was confirmed on that same 
day. 

The nomination of Earl Warren to be 
Chief Justice of the United States was 
referred to the committee on January 
11, 1954. Hearings were held from Feb- 
ruary 2d to the 19th, 1954, and he was 
confirmed on February 24, 1954. 

If either of the Senators from Cali- 
fornia has any objection, or has any 
statement to make to the effect that 
there was any delay in connection with 
the action taken by the Senator from 
North Dakota or that he made any effort 
to tie up any of these nominations, I 
should like to have him stand and so 
state. 

There were some other nominations 
from California. The nomination of 
Dal M. Lemmon to be United States 
circuit judge was referred to the com- 
mittee on April 6, 1954. Hearing was 
held on April 22, 1954, and the nomina- 
tion was reported on April 26, 1954. 

The nomination of Joseph M. Swing 
to be Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization was referred to the com- 
mittee on April 28, 1954. Hearing was 
held on May 12, 1954, and the committee 
action was taken on May 17, 1954. 

I come now to the State of Colorado. 
At any time any Senator wants to in- 
terrupt me to state that any of these 
nominations were held up for any ulte- 
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rior or any other purpose by the Senator 
from North Dakota, let him say so. 

From Colorado there were only three 
nominations. The nomination of Donald 
E. Kelley to be United States attorney 
was referred to the committee on Janu- 
ary 11, 1954. Hearing was held on Feb- 
ruary.16, 1954, and the committee acted 
on March 29, 1954. In that case objec- 
tions were filed by some citizens. I have 
had the active cooperation of every 
member of the committee. It has been 
the responsibility of the committee to 
see that when a man is nominated to be 
a Federal judge, which is a job for life, 
that a thorough investigation is made. 
That is the attitude of every member 
of the committee, Democrat or Republi- 
can. It has been the job of our com- 
mittee to see to it that a thorough in- 
vestigation is made, and any objection 
that is filed is heard, because there is no 
member of the committee who wants a 
man appointed for life who will not be a 
good judge. 

We use equally good care in the mat- 
ter of United States attorneys and 
United States marshals. The record 
shows, Mr. President, that so far, at least, 
in this administration, no one who has 
been confirmed has been charged by the 
Department of Justice with any action 
which involves the character or the hon- 
esty of the nominee. I have been a 
member of the Judiciary Committee for 
a long time, and I remember that 2 years 
ago, in spite of all the care we took, 
there was one United States marshal and 
there was one United States attorney re- 
moved for malfeasance or misdemeanors 
in office. That is less than 2 percent, 
That was in spite of the utmost care we 
took, particularly in the case of a United 
States marshal in California. The com- 
mittee went most carefully into his quali- 
fications. 

There are two other nominations from 
Colorado. The nomination of Tom Kim- 
ball to be United States marshal was 
referred to the committee on January 27, 
1954. Hearing was held on February 18, 
1954, and the committee acted on Feb- 
ruary 24, 1954. 

The nomination of J. S. Breitenstein 
to be United States district judge was 
referred to the committee on April 6, 
1954. Hearing was held on April 15, 1954, 
and action was taken on April 22, 1954. 
Certainly there was no delay in that case. 
If there is any Senator from Colorado, 
now or at any future time before we ad- 
journ, who will say that we held up any 
of those nominations, I shall be glad to 
have him stand up on the floor and 
say so. 

Mr. President, I now come to Connecti- 
cut. The nomination of Simon S. Cohen 
to be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on July 11,1953. Hear- 
ing was held on July 21, 1953, and the 
nomination was reported on the same 
day. 

The nomination of Andrew T. McGuire 
to be United States district judge was 
referred to the committee on August 3, 
1953. Congress adjourned on that day, 
so that the committee could not take 
action. 

The nomination of John A. Danaher to 
be a member of the United States Court 
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of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
was referred to the committee on Janu- 
ary 11, 1954. Hearing was had on Feb- 
ruary 3, 1954, and committee action was 
taken on March 29, 1954. In that case 
there was an investigation which did not 
involve Mr. Danaher personally. He was 
confirmed on the 29th of March. Cer- 
tainly there was no delay there, as Mr. 
Danaher himself will gladly testify in 
case he is asked, because he is thoroughly 
familiar with what occurred in that in- 
vestigation. 

The nomination of Carroll C. Hincks 
to be United States court of appeals judge 
for the second circuit came before the 
committee on January 11, 1954. Hear- 
ing was had on February 4, 1954, and 
action was taken on February 8, 1954. 

The nomination of Robert P. Anderson 
to be district judge was referred to the 
committee on April 6, 1954. Hearing 
was had on April 15, 1954, and he was 
confirmed 1 week later, on April 22, 1954. 

The nomination of Donald A. Fraser to 
be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on January 11, 1954. 
Hearing was had on February 17, 1954, 
and the nomination was reported on 
February 24, 1954. 

I come now to the State of Delaware, 
and I issue the same invitation to the 
Senators from that State. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, 
CARLSON in the chair). Does the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota yield to the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee? 

Mr. LANGER. I prefer not to yield. 
After I have concluded I shall be glad 
to yield to the Senator from Tennessee, 
because I am coming to the State of 
Tennessee in reading this record. 

The nomination of Leonard H. Hag- 
ner to be United States attorney came 
to the committee on May 13, 1953. Hear- 
ing was held on May 20, 1953, and com- 
mittee action was taken on June 4, 1953. 

The nomination of Clarence H. Spence 
to be United States marshal came to 
the committee on May 28, 1953. Hearing 
was held on June 11, 1953, and commit- 
tee action was taken on June 15, 1953. 

I come now to the State of Florida. 
The nomination of George H. Carswell 
to be United States attorney came to 
the committee on May 28, 1953. Hear- 
ing was held on June 11, 1953, and the 
committee acted on June 29, 1953. 

The nomination of James L. Guilmar- 
tin to be United States attorney was re- 
ferred to the committee on May 28, 1953. 
Hearings were held on June 18 and 19, 
1953, and the committee acted on July 
30, 1953. Witnesses came from Florida, 
and the committee considered the mat- 
ter time and time again and discussed 
it. The nomination was reported on the 
30th day of July. 

I think anyone who reads the volume 
of testimony taken in that case will say 
that the committee took exceedingly ex- 
cellent precautions to make certain that 
the nomination was considered thor- 
oughly in view of the large number of 
protests which were filed. 

The nomination of Emerson F. Ridge- 
way to be United States marshal came 
to the committee on June 18, 1953. The 
hearing was held on July 7, 1953, and 
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the committee reported the nomination 
on July 27, 1953. 

The nomination of Emett C. Choate, 
to be United States district judge, was 
referred to the committee on June 22, 
1954. The hearing was held on July 9, 
1954, and the committee reported the 
nomination on July 19, 1954. 

I issue the same invitation to the two 
Senators from Florida I have extended 
to other Senators. Let them come be- 
fore the committee at any time, if they 
can show that there was any delay on 
the part of the senior Senator from 
North Dakota, or that he used any pres- 
sure at any time for ulterior purposes 
or any motives of his own. I shall be 
glad to have the Senators from Florida 
come upon the floor either today or 
before the Senate adjourns and so state. 

I come now to the State of Georgia. 
The first nomination was of James W. 
Dorsey to be United States attorney. 
The nomination was referred to the com- 
mittee on April 18, 1953. A hearing was 
held on April 30, 1953, and the nomina- 
tion was reported on June 4, 1953. 

The nomination of Frank O. Evans 
to be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on May 15, 1953. A 
hearing was held on May 28, 1953, and 
the nomination was reported by the com- 
mittee on June 4, 1953. 

The nomination of William C. Cal- 
houn to be United States attorney was 
referred to the committee on June 8, 
1953. A hearing was held on July 2, 
1953, and the committee reported the 
nomination on July 13, 1953. 

The nomination of Billy Elza Carlisle 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on February 8, 1954. 
Hearing was held on February 19, 1954, 
and the nomination was reported on 
February 24, 1954. 

The nomination of William A. Bootle 
to be United States district judge was 
referred to the committee on May 3, 
1954. The committee hearing was held 
on May 12, 1954, and the nomination was 
reported on May 17, 1954. 

The nomination of Elbert P. Tuttle to 
be a judge of the United States Court of 
Appeals was referred to the committee on 
July 7, 1954. A hearing was held on 
July 16, 1954, and the committee reported 
the nomination on August 3, 1954. 

The nomination of William C. Little- 
field came before the committee on Au- 
gust 6, 1953. As the distinguished Sen- 
ators from Georgia will recall, the Senate 
adjourned before action could be taken 
on that nomination. 

I issue the same invitation to the Sen- 
ators from Georgia. If there was any 
delay on my part, as chairman of the 
committee, I certainly shall be glad to 
have the Senators from Georgia rise on 
the floor and say so. If they were not 
treated with every courtesy and were not 
allowed to come before the committee 
to state their objections, if they had any, 
or to state their endorsements, if they 
had any, I shall be happy to have them 
so state. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. If the Senator from 
North Dakota will permit an interrup- 
tion, I am pleased to say that all nomi- 
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nations of persons from the State of 
Georgia, for any office, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary 
were handled with very great prompt- 
ness, to the satisfaction of all parties at 
interest. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator. 

I come now to the State of Idaho. The 
first nomination was that of Sherman F. 
Furey to be United States attorney. The 
nomination was referred to the commit- 
tee on April 18, 1953. A hearing was 
held on April 30, 1953, and the nomina- 
tion was reported by the committee on 
May 4, 1953. 

The nomination of Saul Hale Clark 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on May 1, 1953. A 
hearing was held on May 14, 1953, and 
the committee reported the nomination 
on May 18, 1953. 

The nomination of Fred M. Taylor to 
be United States district judge was re- 
ferred to the committee on July 9, 1954. 
The committee held a hearing on July 
16, 1954, and the nomination was re- 
ported on July 19, 1954. 

I issue the same invitation to the Sen- 
ators from Idaho I have extended to 
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I come now to Illinois. The nomina- 
tion of John B. Stoddart, Jr., to be 
United States attorney was referred to 
the committee on March 11, 1953. A 
hearing was held on March 25, 1953, 
and the committee reported the nomi- 
nation on April 27, 1953. 

The nomination of William J. Littell 
to be United States marshal was re- 
ferred to the committee on March 11, 
1953. The committee held a hearing on 
March 25, 1953, and the committee re- 
ported the nomination on April 13, 1953. 

The nomination of Clifford M. Raemer 
to be United States attorney was re- 
ferred to the committee on March 30, 
1953. The committee held a hearing on 
April 9, 1953, and the nomination was 
reported by the committee on April 13, 
1953. 

The nomination of Julius J. Hoffman 
to be United States district judge was 
referred to the committee on April 27, 
1953. A hearing was held on May 6, 
1953, and the committee reported the 
nomination April 11, 1953. 

The nomination of Win G. Knoch to 
be United States district judge was re- 
ferred to the committee on April 27, 1953. 
A hearing was held on May 6, 1953, and 
7 nomination was reported on May 11, 

53. 

The nomination of William W. Kipp, 
Sr., to be United States marshal was 
referred to the committee on June 18, 
1953. A hearing was held on July 7, 
1953, and the nomination was reported 
on July 13, 1953. 

The nomination of Elmer Schnacken- 
berg to be United States circuit judge 
was referred to the committee on Janu- 
ary 11, 1954. The committee held a 
hearing on February 4, 1954, and the 
nomination was reported on February 8, 
1954. In the case of this nomination, 
a complaint had been filed against the 
nominee. A subcommittee heard the 
complainant and his witnesses on the 
4th day of February, and the nomination 
was reported on February 8, 1954, 
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The nomination of Vernon Woock to 
be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on January 2, 1954. 
The committee held a hearing on Feb- 
uary 18, 1954, and the nomination was 
reported on February 24, 1954. 

The nomination of Robert Tieken to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on February 24, 1954. 
A hearing was held on March 12, 1954, 
and the nomination was reported on 
March 15, 1954. 

I issue the same invitation heretofore 
extended to other Senators to the two 
Senators from Illinois. If there was any 
delay or if there was inaction on the part 
of the senior Senator from North Dakota, 
the chairman of the committee, for the 
reasons alleged by the Fargo Forum on 
August 5 in its false charges, let them 
speak either now or at any time before 
the Senate adjourns, because I am giv- 
ing the dates when action was taken on 
the nominations. 

I come now to Indiana. The first 
nomination by the President was that 
of Joseph H. Lesh to be United States 
attorney. His nomination was referred 
to the committee on May 1, 1953. A 
hearing was held on May 14, 1953, and 
the nomination was reported on May 18, 
1953. 

The nomination by the President of 
Jack Chapler Brown to be United States 
attorney was referred to the committee 
on July 11, 1953. A hearing was held 
on July 21, 1953, and the nomination 
was reported on July 27, 1953. 

The nomination of Roy M. Amis to be 
United States marshal was referred to 
the committee on July 11,1953. A hear- 
ing was held on July 24, 1953, and the 
nomination was reported on July 27, 
1953, 3 days later. 

The nomination of Dove N. Laramore 
to be a judge of the United States Court 
of Claims was referred to the committee 
on February 15, 1954. A hearing was 
held on March 12, 1954, and the nom- 
ination was reported on March 15, 1954. 

The nomination of W. Lynn Parkinson 
to be United States district judge was 
referred to the committee on August 2, 
1954. The Senate had already ad- 
journed when the committee reported 
the nomination 3 days later, on August 5, 
1954. 

The same is true of the nomination of 
Hale J. Holder to be United States dis- 
trict judge. His nomination was re- 
ferred to the committee on August 2, 
1954, with the full endorsement of the 
Senators from Indiana. The nomina- 
tion was reported by the committee on 
August 5, 1954. 

I extend the invitation heretofore 
given to the two Senators from Indiana. 
I shall be glad to have them rise in the 
Senate at any time before adjournment 
and state if there was any ulterior mo- 
tive or any delay on the part of the 
senior Senator from North Dakota in 
connection with the nominations from 
Indiana. 

I come now to the State of Kansas. 
The nomination of George Templar to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on July 28, 1953. The 
Senators from Kansas had already 
brought Mr. Templar to the office of the 
committee, where we interrogated him. 
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We had already had an FBI report on 
him. Only 2 days later, July 30, the com- 
mittee reported his nomination to the 
Senate. 

The nomination of Eugene Kemper to 
be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on January 11, 1954. 
On February 16, 1954, Mr. Kemper was 
heard by a subcommittee, and on Febru- 
ary 24, 1954, just 8 days later, his nomi- 
nation was reported by the full com- 
mittee. 

I issue the same invitation to the two 
Senators from Kansas. There was no 
delay in the action taken on nominations 
from Kansas or any other State. 

I come now to Kentucky. The nomi- 
nation of Edwin R. Denney to be United 
States attorney was referred to the com- 
mittee on June 8, 1953. A hearing was 
held on July 2, 1953, and the nomination 
was reported on July 13, 1953, 11 days 
later. 

The nomination of J. Leonard Walker 
to be United States attorney was first 
reported to the committee on August 1, 
1953. Apparently the committee could 
not take action because the Senate had 
adjourned. So the nomination was re- 
ferred again to the committee on Janu- 
ary 11, 1954. A hearing was held on 
February 17, 1954, and the nomination 
was reported on February 24, 7 days 
later. 

The next is a nomination to the War 
Claims Commission. That nomination 
was withdrawn. 

We come next to the State of Louisi- 
ana. George R. Blue was nominated to 
be United States attorney. The nomi- 
nation was reported to our committee on 
the 22d of June 1953. The subcommittee 
heard him on the 7th of July, and it was 
reported on the 27th of July. 

Benjamin C. Dawkins, Jr., was nomi- 
nated to be United States district judge. 
It was reported to the committee on the 
21st of July 1953, the hearing was held 
on July 30, 1953, and on the same day 
that the subcommittee heard him, it re- 
ported the nomination. 

Edwin F. Hunter, Jr., was nominated 
to be United States district judge. The 
nomination was received by the com- 
mittee on the 11th of January 1954. As 
everyone knows, there was a delay, be- 
cause of the necessity of organizing the 
Senate, for 2 or 3 weeks in both cases. 
The committee could not take that nomi- 
nation up until February 4, 1954, and it 
was reported out on February 8, 1954. 

The nomination of Edward J. Petitbon 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on January 22, 1954. 
The subcommittee heard him on Feb- 
ruary 19, 1954, and reported the nomi- 
nation 5 days later, on February 24, 1954. 

The nomination of T. Fitzhugh Wilson 
to be United States attorney was re- 
ported to the committee on July 11, 1953, 
the subcommittee heard him on the 2ist 
of July 1953, and reported the nomina- 
tion 6 days later, on July 27, 1953. 

I issue the same invitations heretofore 
mentioned by me, to the two Senators 
from Louisiana. If they can find any 
delay, I should like to have them point 
it out to me. 

I next come to the State of Maine. 
The nomination of Peter Milis to be 
United States attorney was referred to 
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the committee on July 28, 1953. Both 
that nomination and the nomination of 
Harry W. Pinkham to be United States 
attorney came to the committee on the 
same day, July 28, 1953. The subcom- 
mittee had already talked to the nomi- 
nees, and both nominations were re- 
ported 2 days later, on July 30, 1953. 

I now come to the State of Maryland. 
The nomination of William P. Rogers to 
be Deputy Attorney General was referred 
to the committee on January 22, 1953. 
We had a hearing on January 26, 1953, 
before the subcommittee, and the nomi- 
nation was reported on the same day, 
January 26, 1953. 1 

The nomination of Robert C. Watson 
to be Commissioner of Patents came to 
the committee on January 22, 1953. The 
subcommittee, headed by the distin- 
guished Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Witey], had a hearing on the nomina- 
tion on February 9, 1953. The subcom- 
mittee reported the nomination on the 
same day, February 9, 1953. 

We come now to the nomination of 
Joseph R. Kincaid to be United States 
marshal, whose nomination came to the 
committee on March 30, 1953. The sub- 
committee heard him on April 9, 1953. 
Four days later, on April 13, 1953, the 
nomination was reported. 

The nomination of Arthur W. Crocker 
to be Assistant Commissioner of Pat- 
ents was referred to the committee on 
June 3, 1953. A hearing was held on 
July 2, 1953, and the nomination was re- 
ported 11 days later, on July 13, 1953. 

The nomination of Byron H. Carpen- 
ter to be Examiner in Chief of the Pat- 
ent Office was referred to the commit- 
tee on June 8, 1953. A hearing was held 
on July 2, 1953, and the nomination was 
reported on July 13, 1953. Both of those 
hearings were held by a subcommittee 
headed by the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Witey], who at 
that time was busy on other matters, 
and, as I understand it took 2 weeks or 
so before hearings could be held on the 
nominations, 

The nomination of George C. Doub to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on July 21, 1953. The 
subcommittee heard him on July 30, 
1953, and reported the nomination on the 
same day, July 30, 1953. 

The nomination of Simon E. Sobeloff 
to be Solicitor General of the United 
States was referred to the committee on 
January 2, 1953. The subcommittee 
heard him on February 4, 1954. Four 
days later the nomination was reported 
by the subcommittee. 

The nomination of Roszel C. Thomsen 
to be United States district judge was 
referred to the committee on March 15, 
1954. There were hearings held on 
March 31, 1954, and on April 7, 1954, and 
the full committee reported the nomi- 
nation on May 10, 1954. 

I now come to the State of Massachu- 
setts. The nomination of H. Brian Hol- 
land to be Assistant Attorney General 
was referred to the committee on Janu- 
ary 22, 1953. The subcommittee heard 
him on January 28, 1953, and reported 
the nomination on the same day. 

The nomination of Anthony Julian to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on February 27, 1953. 
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The hearing was held on March 10, 1953. 
Six days later, on March 16, 1953, the 
nomination was reported by the full 
committee. 

The nomination of R. H. Beaudreau to 
be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on February 27, 1953. 
The subcommittee heard him on March 
10, 1953. Six days later, on March 16, 
1953, the nomination was reported by 
the committee. 

The nomination of Bailey Aldrich to 
be United States district judge was re- 
ferred to the committee on April 1, 1954. 
A hearing was held on April 15, 1954, 
Seven days later, on April 22, 1954, the 
full committee reported the nomination 
to the Senate floor. 

I issue the same invitation to the 
Senators from Massachusetts that was 
extended to the Senators of all the other 
States. 

We now come to Michigan. The nomi- 
nation of Frederick W. Kaess to be 
United States attorney was referred to 
the committee on May 1, 1953. The sub- 
committee heard him on May 14, 1953. 
Full committee action took place 4 days 
later, on May 18, 1953. 

The nomination of Wendell A. Wiles 
to be United States attorney was re- 
ferred to the committee on May 13, 1953. 
The subcommittee heard him on May 
20, 1953, and on June 4 it was reported 
by the full committee. 

The nomination of Harry Jennings to 
be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on July 11, 1953. The 
subcommittee heard him on July 21, 
1953. Six days later on July 27, 1953, 
the nomination was reported by the full 
committee. 

The nomination of William A. Nowicki 
to be United States marshal was re- 
ferred to the committee on May 3, 1954. 
The subcommittee heard him on May 14, 
1954. Three days later, on May 17, 1954, 
the nomination was reported. 

The nomination of Ralph M. Freeman 
to be United States judge was referred to 
the committee on May 10, 1954. The 
subcommittee heard him on May 25, 
1954. On June 7, 1954, his nomination 
was reported. 

Tissue the same invitation to the Sen- 
ators from Michigan that I have ex- 
tended to the Senators of all the other 
States. 

It is not often that there is a deliber- 
ate falsehood published in a newspaper, 
done deliberately to wreck a United 
States Senator, as was done by the Fargo 
Forum on August 5, 1954. It is not so 
often that one can produce proof to 
show that a newspaper has deliberately 
falsified, as can be shown by this record, 
and by calling upon every Senator on 
this floor who, if he felt for a single mo- 
ment that any of the nominations were 
held up, could rise on the floor and say 
so. The charge made by this newspaper 
is a charge against all Members of the 
United States Senate. 

We come now to the State of Minne- 
sota. The nomination of Warren E. 
Burger to be Assistant Attorney General 
was referred to the committee on Janu- 
ary 22, 1953. There was a hearing by 
the full committee on January 26, 1953, 
and the nomination was reported on the 
same day. 
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The nomination of George E. Mackin- 
non to be United States attorney was re- 
ferred to the committee on February 27, 
1953. Some charges were filed, particu- 
larly by a newspaper editor in Minne- 
sota. We investigated those charges. 
Three weeks later, on March 17, 1953, 
the subcommittee reported to the full 
committee, and 2 days later, on March 
19, 1953, the full committee reported the 
nomination. 

Evard Erickson, United States mar- 
shal: The nomination came to the Sen- 
ate on the 27th of February 1953. The 
subcommittee heard him on the 10th of 
March 1953. Six days later the nomina- 
tion was reported by the full committee. 

George J. Reed to be a member of the 
Parole Board: The nomination came to 
us on the 23d of July 1953. A week later 
the hearing was held, on the 30th of 
July 1953. On that same day the full 
committee reported the nomination. 

I issue the same invitation to the two 
Senators from Minnesota, 

Let us come now to the State of Mis- 
sissippi. The nomination of Robert E. 
Hauberg came in on the 11th of January 
1954. A hearing was held on the 16th 
day of February 1954. A week later, on 
the 24th of February 1954, it was re- 
ported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Thomas Ethridge 
for United States attorney came in on 
the 2d of March 1954. The subcommit- 
tee heard him on the 12th of March 
1954. Three days later, on the 15th day 
of March 1954, the nomination was re- 
ported. 

Tissue the same invitation to the Sena- 
tors from Mississippi. 

Let us come now te the State of Mis- 
souri. 

The nomination of Edward L. Scheuf- 
ler to be United States attorney came 
in on the 30th of March 1953. The sub- 
committee heard him on the 9th of April 
1953. Four days later the full commit- 
tee reported the nomination. 

The nomination of Omar L. Schnat- 
meier for United States marshal came 
in on the 30th of March 1953. The sub- 
committee heard that matter on the 9th 
of April 1953, and the full committee re- 
ported the nomination on the 13th of 
April 1953, 4 days later. 

The nomination of Harry Richards to 
be United States attorney came in on 
the 24th of June 1953. The subcommit- 
tee heard him on the 7th of July 1953. 
Six days later, on the 13th of July 1953, 
the nomination was reported by the full 
committee. 

The nomination of Scovel Richardson 
to be a member of the Parole Board 
came to us on the 23d of July 1953. The 
full committee heard him on the 30th of 
July 1953. The nomination was re- 
poren by a unanimous vote on the same 

ay. 

The nomination of Charles E. Whit- 
taker to be United States district judge 
came to us on the 11th of May 1954. The 
subcommittee heard him on the 25th of 
May 1954. On the 6th of July 1954, the 
nomination was reported. 

The nomination of John Burke Den- 
nis to be United States marshal came in 
on the 11th of May 1954. A hearing was 
held on the 25th of May 1954. On the. 
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7th day of June 1954 the full committee 
reported the nomination. 

I issue the same invitation to the two 
Senators from Missouri as was issued 
before. 

I see the distinguished Senators from 
Montana on the floor. Let me refer to 
the record for Montana. 

The nomination of Krest Cyr to be 
United States attorney came to us from 
the President on the 11th of July 1953. 
A hearing was held on the 21st of July 
1953. The nomination was reported by 
the full committee on the 27th day of 
July 1953. 

The nomination of Louis C. Aleksich 
to be United States marshal came to us 
on the 11th of January 1954. A hearing 
was held. There was objection filed. 
The distinguished Senator himself ap- 
peared at the time of that hearing be- 
fore the subcommittee. 

However, on the 18th of February 
1954, the nomination was reported favor- 
ably. In 6 days the full committee re- 
ported the nomination. I issued the 
same invitation to the Senators from 
Montana as was issued to other Senators. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish to say on 
behalf of my colleague the senior Sena- 
tor from Montana (Mr. Murray] and 
myself that the nominations of the Re- 
publican appointees to the positions re- 
ferred to by the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary were given 
prompt and speedy action and approval. 
We wish to commend the chairman for 
the speed and diligence which he showed 
at least so far as these particular ap- 
pointments in the State of Montana were 
concerned. As usual, the chairman was 
on the job and doing his very best. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator. 

Mr. MURRAY rose. 

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the senior 
Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MURRAY. I am glad my col- 
league has made that observation be- 
cause we all know how diligent the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota has always been, 
not only with regard to matters of this 
character, but with regard to all prob- 
lems which come before his committee. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator. 

May I refer now to the State of Ne- 
braska? The nomination of J. Lee Ran- 
kin to be Assistant Attorney General 
came to us on the 22d day of January 
1953. The subcommittee heard him 4 
days later, on the 26th of January. The 
full committee reported the nomination 
January 26, 1953, Mr. President. The 
full committee heard him and reported - 
the nomination on the same day—4 days 
after the nomination had come in. 

We come now to the nomination of 
Perry W. Morton to be Assistant Attor- 
ney General. The nomination came in 
on the 13th day of July 1953. The full 
committee heard him and reported the 
nomination on the 27th day of July 1953. 

The nomination of Donald R. Ross to 
be United States attorney came in on 
the 30th of July 1953. The adjourn- 
ment took place. Mr. Ross’ nomination 
came back on the lith of January 1954, 
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The subcommittee heard him on the 
17th of February 1954. One week later, 


on the 24th of February 1954, they re- 
ported the nomination. 

The nomination of William Raab to 
be United States marshal came to us on 
the 25th of February 1954. The sub- 
committee heard him on the 12th day 
of March 1954. The nomination was 
reported on the 29th day of March 1954. 

I issue the same invitation to the two 
Senators from that State. 

Let us come now to the State of Ne- 
vada. Madison B. Groves was nomi- 
nated to be United States attorney by the 
President on the 11th of January 1954. 
The hearing was held on the 26th of 
February 1954. The nomination was 
reported on the 8th of March 1954. 

The nomination of John R. Ross to 
be United States district judge came 
to us on the 3d of May 1954. The hear- 
ing was held on the 10th of May 1954. 
The nomination was reported to the full 
committee on the 10th of May 1954, the 
same day. 

Cedric E. Stewart was nominated to be 
United States marshal on the 19th of 
January 1954. The nomination was 
held up at the request of some people, 
so that an investigation could be made. 
A hearing was held on the 8th of March 
1954, and the next day after the hearing 
the nomination was reported. 

I issue the same invitation to those 
Senators. 

We come now to New Hampshire, 
George A. Colbath was nominated to be 
United States marshal on the 11th of 
July 1953. The subcommittee heard 
him on the 21st of July 1953. The nom- 
ination was reported on the 27th of July 
1953, 6 days later. 

Maurice Paul Bois was nominated to 
be United States attorney on the 22d 
of January 1954. All Senators are fa- 
miliar with the situation at that time, 
when the Senate was organizing. How- 
ever, the subcommittee heard him on 
the 19th of February 1954. Five days 
later the nomination was reported by 
the full committee, on the 24th of Feb- 
ruary 1954. 

I issue the same invitation to the Sen- 
ators from New Hampshire which I pre- 
viously issued to the other Senators. 

Let us come now to the State of New 
Jersey. 

Dallas S. Townsend was nominated to 
be Assistant Attorney General. His 
nomination came in the first day of May, 
1953. A hearing was held on the 19th 
day of May 1953. The full committee 
reported the nomination on the 4th of 
June 1953. 

The nomination of William F. Tomp- 
kins to be United States attorney came 
in on the 8th of June 1953. We heard 
him before the full committee and re- 
ported the nomination on the 23d of 
June, 1953. 

The nomination of Joseph F. Job to be 
United States marshal came in on the 
10th of May, 1954. The subcommittee 
heard him on the 25th of May 1954. 
The full committee reported the nom- 
ination on the 7th of June 1954. 

The nomination of Raymond Del Tufo 
to be United States attorney came in on 
the 13th of May 1954. We heard him on 
the 25th of May 1954, and the full com- 
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mittee reported the nomination on the 
6th day of July 1954. 

The nomination of William F. Tomp- 
kins to be Assistant Attorney General 
came in on the 13th of May 1954. A 
hearing was held on the 25th of May 
1954. The full committee reported the 
nomination on the 6th day of July 1954. 

Those two nominations were held up, 
because these men were to be placed in 
charge of a special division to deal with 
subversives created by the Attorney Gen- 
eral. There was a request from some 
of the Senators who have charge of the 
Internal Security Subcommittee of the 
Committee on the Judiciary for a 
thorough investigation. That investi- 
gation, as I remember, was con- 
ducted by the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Indiana [Mr. JENNER] and the 
distinguished Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCarran], using the care they 
should have taken and the precau- 
tion they should have taken in con- 
sidering nominations for these very, 
very important positions. They took 
some 3 or 4 weeks to make a thorough 
investigation, and I commend them for 
it. Certainly no one can say there was 
any unnecessary delay in this matter in 
taking 4 or 5 weeks while the qualifica- 
tions and background of Mr. Tompkins 
for this particular position were thor- 
oughly investigated. 

I might add that the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HEN- 
DRICKsON], as one of the members of the 
full committee, offered no objection 
while that investigation was taking 
place. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I am trying to inform 
myself as to the background of the Sen- 
ator’s speech and his complaint. 

Mr. LANGER. It is based on a para- 
graph in the Fargo Forum. I shall be 
glad to read it again for the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. Rogers, the Deputy Attorney Gen- 
eral, issued a statement saying that no 
nominations have been held up. Then 
this newspaper, the Fargo Forum—mind 
you, they do not quote from the United 
Press or the Associated Press, but they 
themselves assert: 


Despite these statements— 


Referring to Mr. Rogers’ statements 
that there was no delay of any kind and 
that the Senator from North Dakota 
had never for any ulterior purposes held 
up any nominations, which is the charge 
made—this newspaper said: 

Despite these statements, however, it is 
known some Senators feel LANGER has un- 
necessarily sidetracked, temporarily at least, 
nominations affecting their States. 


Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish only to testify in 
regard to my experience with the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota in connection 
with Oregon nominations. Of course, I 
am sure the Senator from North Dakota 
knows that the representative of the In- 
dependent Party does not have anything 
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to say about appointments in the State 
of Oregon, and I think that is the way 
it should be. I do not quarrel about 
the procedure which is followed by this 
administration in making patronage ap- 
pointments in the State of Oregon. I 
think the party in control should make 
the appointments, and I am very happy 
not to be a member of the party which 
is in control. I would not want to have 
on my shoulders the mistakes of this 
administration in any way whatsoever. 

Be that as it may, as a Senator from 
Oregon, I am requested by the Judiciary 
Committee to give so-called clearance 
on Oregon appointments. I want to tes- 
tify as to my experience with the Senator 
from North Dakota as chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, and the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] when he 
was chairman of the Judiciary Commit- 
tee under a previous administration. 

I do not see how two men could have 
acted more promptly and more cour- 
teously and with greater consideration 
on appointments involving the State of 
Oregon than the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Lancer] and the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran]. My ex- 
perience with both Senators, and my ex- 
perience with the Senator from North 
Dakota under this administration, has 
been a most pleasant one. I have re- 
ceived prompt notice of any appoint- 
ments in Oregon, and those appoint- 
ments in turn have received fair and 
prompt consideration from the Senator 
from North Dakota, as they did pre- 
viously from the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. LANGER. May I say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oregon that the 
Judiciary Committee is one committee 
in which, so far as I know, there is abso- 
lutely no politics. Every member of 
that committee serves on a subcommit- 
tee and, in my opinion, has done a good 
job on these nominations. Whenever 
the nominations are referred to a sub- 
committee, FBI reports have been pro- 
vided promptly, and they have been gone 
into thoroughly. Some of us do not like 
the way the FBI reports go, but that 
is a matter which under a present reso- 
lution will be taken up next year when 
we meet again. 

I wish to assure every Senator that 
whenever nominations come to the Judi- 
ciary Committee every single member of 
the committee, so far as I know, who 
serves on a subcommittee, has met at 
the time when the subcommittee was 
supposed to meet, or if he could not be 
there, he telephoned and said, “You two 
men of the subcommittee act in my ab- 
sence and tell me about it afterwards.” 
We have acted promptly. There has not 
been any ulterior motive on the part of 
any member of the committee, so far as 
I know, and most certainly I can testify 
that is true of the senior Senator from 
North Dakota, its chairman. 

Continuing with New Jersey, the nomi- 
nation of Mrs. R. W. Leeds to be Assist- 
ant Commissioner of Patents came in on 
the 17th day of July, and it was prompt- 
ly considered. 

After Mrs. Leeds’ nomination had been 
withdrawn the first time, it came back 
the second time on the 29th of July, and 
she was confirmed the next day because 
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we had already held hearings when her 
name came down on the 17th of July. 

The nomination of Paul Wilbur Tap- 
pan as member, Parole Board, came in 
on the 23d of July, and the subcommittee 
heard him on the 30th of July. On the 
same day the nomination was reported 
to the full committee. 

I issue the same invitation to the 
Senator from New Jersey. 

Now we come to New Mexico: 

The name of George W. Beach to be 
United States marshal was sent to the 
Senate by the President on the 18th of 
April. The subcommittee met on the 
30th of April. The full committee re- 
ported the nomination on the 4th of 
May. 

The President sent the nomination of 
Paul F. Larrazola to be United States 
attorney on the lith of July; the sub- 
committee heard testimony on the 21st 
of July, and the full committee acted on 
the 27th of July, 6 days later. 

Waldo H. Rogers to be United States 
judge: The President sent the nomina- 
tion to the Senate on the 3d of May. 
The hearing was on the 12th of May, and 
on the same day the nomination was 
reported to the Senate. 

I issue the same invitation to the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Now we come to the State of New York. 
I am delighted to see the distinguished 
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] 
on the floor, and I ask him to take par- 
ticular note, if he will be so kind as to 
do so. 

Attorney General Brownell’s nomina- 
tion was sent to the Senate on the 19th 
day of January, and it came before the 
full committee on the same day. He 
was interrogated by the full committee. 
No objection was offered. On the same 
day, the 19th day of January, his nomi- 
nation was reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of J. Edward Lum- 
bard to be United States attorney came 
to the Senate on the 27th day of Feb- 
ruary; the subcommittee heard him on 
the 10th of March; and on the 23d day 
of March his nomination was reported 
by the full committee to the Senate. 

The nomination of Walter Bruch- 
hausen to be United States judge was 
sent to the Senate by the President on 
the 18th day of April. The subcommit- 
tee heard him on the 30th of April, and 
on the 4th of May his nomination was 
reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of William E. Smith 
to be United States marshal was sent 
to the Senate by the President on the 
ist of May. The full committee heard 
him on the 14th of May, and 4 days later, 
on the 18th of May, his nomination was 
reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Leonard P. Moore 
to be United States attorney was sent 
to the Senate by the President on the 
13th of May. The hearing was held on 
the 20th of May, after due notice had 
been given. Notice is always given to 
the Senators so they can appear and 
listen to the testimony. Likewise, in this 
case, notice was given. As I have said, 
the President sent the nomination to 
the Senate on the 13th of May; the hear- 
ing was on the 20th of May, and on June 
4 the nomination was reported to the 
Senate. 
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The nomination of Thomas J. Lun- 
ney to be United States marshal was 
sent to the Senate by the President on 
the 24th of June. The hearing was 
set for the 7th of July, and 6 days later, 
on the 13th of July, his nomination was 
reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Theodore S. Bowes 
to be United States attorney came to 
the committee on the llth of January 
in 1954. We all know the fact that 
the Senate was organizing at that time. 
The hearing on the nomination was held 
on February 17, 1954, and his nomina- 
tion was reported to the Senate on Feb- 
ruary 24, 1954, 1 week later. 

The nomination of J. Bradbury Ger- 
man for United States marshal came 
to the committee on January 11, 1954. 
A hearing was held on February 16, 1954, 
and his nomination was reported to the 
Senate on February 24, 1954. 

George M. Glasser, United States 
marshal: His nomination came to the 
committee on January 12, 1954. There 
was a little delay, due to the fact that 
Congress was organizing. The hearing 
was held on February 18, 1954. The full 
committee took action on February 24, 
1954. 

The nomination of John Marshall 
Harlan, United States circuit judge, 
reached the committee on January 13, 
1954. A hearing was held on the nomi- 
nation on February 4, 1954. His nomi- 
nation was reported to the Senate on 
February 8, 1954. 

The nomination of Alexander Bicks for 
United States district judge was received 
by the committee on April 6, 1954. A 
hearing was held on April 15, 1954. His 
nomination was reported to the Senate 
on May 10, 1954. 

Archie Dawson, nominated for United 
States district judge: His nomination 
came to the committee on April 6, 1954. 
A hearing was held on the nomination on 
April 15, 1954, and his nomination was 
reported to the Senate on April 22, 1954. 

Edmund L. Palmieri, nominated for 
United States district judge: His nomi- 
nation reached the committee on April 
6, 1954. A hearing was held on April 15, 
1954. The full committee took action on 
May 10, 1954, 

The nomination of Lawrence Edward 
Walsh to be United States district judge 
reached the committee on April 6, 1954, 
a hearing on it was held on April 15, 
1954, and the nomination was reported 
to the Senate on April 26, 1954. 

The nomination of Henry J. Clay to 
be Foreign Claims Settlement Commis- 
sioner reached the committee on July 
23, 1954. A hearing was held on August 
5, 1954, and the full committee took ac- 
tion on the same day. 

The nomination of Raymond T. Arm- 
bruster for the War Claims Commission 
was referred to the committee on Feb- 
ruary 15, 1954. A hearing on the nomi- 
nation was held on April 6, 1954. We 
received word from the White House that 
the nomination probably would be with- 
— It was withdrawn on the same 

ay. 

John A. Henderson, United States 
attorney. His nomination came to the 
committee on April 30, 1953. A hearing 
was held on May 4, 1953. The commit- 
tee took action on May 4, 1953. 
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I issue the same invitation to the Sen- 
ators from New York I have extended to 
other Senators. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The junior Senator 
from New York is very glad indeed to 
testify to the fact that he has never 
even heard a suggestion by anyone that 
there was any unnecessary delay in the 
consideration of the nominations sub- 
mitted by the administration for action 
by the Judiciary Committee. I have 
never heard the slightest suggestion 
that there was any unnecessary or un- 
reasonable delay in the consideration 
of such nominations. 

I wish to add one more word. I great- 
ly appreciate the constant and unfail- 
ing courtesy that has been shown to me 
by the committee. I have been invited in 
advance when nominations came up for 
consideration, and I have been given 
every opportunity to appear in support 
or in opposition to any of the nomina- 
tions. I had the same experience when 
the committee was under the chairman- 
ship of the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran] Every courtesy 
and every opportunity was shown to me, 
and I am grateful to the Senator from 
North Dakota, as I am to the other mem- 
bers of the committee. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from New York. I feel 
proud of the record, and I am grateful 
to the Senator from New York for what 
he has said, in the light of the fact, par- 
ticularly, that he was governor of his 
State for four terms. He knows that no 
matter how hard we try, sometimes very 
slight delays do take place. We are very 
proud of the committee’s record. It is 
the record of the committee, not the 
record of the chairman. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 
say to the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, without taking too much of 
the time of the Senate, that I want to 
voice the same thought the Senator from 
New York has expressed. In the one in- 
stance, of a nomination from Massa- 
chusetts, for a judgeship, the chairman 
of the committee heard the matter him- 
self, and the judge’s nomination was 
promptly reported. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator. 

North Carolina: William B. Somers, 
United States marshal. His nomination 
came before the committee on the first 
day of May 1953. A hearing was held 
on May 14, 1953. Four days later, on 
the 18th of May 1953, his nomination 
was reported to the Senate. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Has the Senator 
passed over the one outstanding State in 
the Union, Nevada? 

Mr. LANGER. No. I mentioned that 
State some time ago. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I wish to say in that 
respect that the Senator from North 
Dakota has been prompt and the com- 
mittee has been prompt in acting upon 
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every nomination. Only one thing has 
caused me to complain somewhat, and 
that is with respect to the political affili- 
ation of the appointees. I would rather 
have had them of a different political 
affiliation, to be very frank with the 
Senator. 

Mr. LANGER. I am sorry that the 
Senator from North Dakota could not 
help out the Senator from Nevada in 
that respect. Unfortunately the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota does not have 
much influence with the President and 
does not pretend to have much influence, 
at the White House. If the Senator 
from Nevada has any further nomina- 
tions coming up from his State, if he 
will see me, I will be very glad to talk 
to the President about them. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I thank the Sen- 
ator very much. I assure him I am 
grateful to him. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. If I can be of 
any help to the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon in getting a good nomina- 
tion from the Senator from Nevada, per- 
haps between the two of us we might 
have some good luck. 

Mr. MORSE. I am sure I cannot be 
very helpful in that respect. Certainly 
my desire would be to be helpful, if the 
administration would follow my advice. 

However, what I rose to say was that 
I think that all the record really needs 
is the statement just made by the Sen- 
ator from Nevada, with reference to the 
consideration that his State received. 
Certainly there has been no delay. The 
Senator from Nevada spoke as a Sen- 
ator who has probably had more experi- 
ence with the Judiciary Committee than 
any other Senator. When the former 
chairman of the committee rose to state 
that there has been no delay, that, in 
my opinion, was a complete and devas- 
tating rebuttal to the article in the North 
Dakota newspaper. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator 
very much. I certainly appreciate the 
statement of the Senator from Nevada, 
because he has had many years of ex- 
perience, as the Senator from Oregon 
has said, and he knows the difficulties 
under which the committee labors. 

I come now to the State of North 
Carolina, William B. Somers, United 
State marshal. His nomination was re- 
ferred to the committee on May 1, 1953. 
A hearing was held on May 14, 1953. 
Four days later, on May 18, 1953, his 
nomination was reported to the Senate. 

James Major Daley, United States at- 
torney: The President sent his nomina- 
tion to the Senate on May 13, 1953. A 
hearing was held on May 20, 1953. The 
5 committee took action on June 4, 
1953. 

Roy A. Harmon, United States mar- 
shal: His nomination came to the com- 
mittee on June 24, 1953. Hearing was 
held on July 7, 1953. Six days later, on 
July 13, 1953, his nomination was re- 
ported to the Senate. 

United States Attorney B. Ray Co- 
hoon: His nomination reached the com- 
mittee on March 15, 1954. Hearing on 
the nomination was held on March 31, 
1954. His nomination was reported to 
the Senate on April 5, 1954. 
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The nomination of Julian T. Gaskill 
for United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on January 1, 1954. 
A hearing was held on February 16, 1954. 
The committee took action on February 
24, 1954, 8 days later. 

The nomination of Edwin M. Stanley, 
United States attorney, was referred to 
the committee on March 16, 1954. A 
hearing on the nomination was held on 
April 5, 1954. On the same day the 
committee took action on it. 

We come now to the State of North 
Dakota. My distinguished colleague is 
not on the floor. Three nominations 
for positions in the State of North Da- 
kota came to the committee. The nom- 
ination of Robert Vogel for United States 
attorney reached the committee on Au- 
gust 4, 1954. Five days later his nomina- 
tion was reported to the Senate. My col- 
league and I had already discussed the 
matter. Both of us knew the gentleman. 
The same thing is true of Harry R. Ten- 
borg, nominated for United States mar- 
shal, and Herbert G. Homme, Jr., nom- 
inated for United States attorney. Their 
nominations came to the committee on 
August 4, 1954, and the committee acted 
on them on August 9, 1954, 4 days later. 

I issue the same invitation to my col- 
league from the State of North Dakota, 
or to any other Senator. 

I come now, Mr. President, to the 
State of Ohio. 

The nomination of Howard C. Botts 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on March 23, 1953. 
Hearing was held on April 2, 1953, and 
committee action was taken on April 27, 
1953. 

The nomination of Lester L. Cecil to 
be United States district judge was re- 
ferred to the committee on April 1, 1953. 
Nineteen days later the nomination was 
reported. There was an objection filed 
in that case. 

The nomination of Thomas J. Herbert 
to be a member of the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Board was referred to the 
committee on April 10, 1953. Hearing 
was held on April 21, 1953, and action 
was taken on April 27, 1953. 

The nomination of Hugh K. Martin to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on June 22,1953. Hear- 
ing was held on July 7, 1953, and action 
was taken on July 13, 1953. 

The nomination of Xavier North to be 
United States marshal was referred to 
the committee on January 11, 1954. 
Hearings were held on February 16 to 20, 
1954, and action was taken on February 
24, 1954. ‘ 

The nomination of Sumner Canary to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on January 13, 1954, 
and because of organizing the commit- 
tee, a hearing was not held until Febru- 
ary 17, 1954. On February 24, 1954, 
action was taken by the committee. 

The nomination of Thomas J. Herbert 
to be a member of the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Board was referred to the 
committee on March 18, 1954, and action 
was taken by the committee on April 5, 
1954. 

The nomination of Potter Stewart to 
be United States circuit judge was re- 
ferred to the committee on April 6, 1954. 
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Hearing was held on April 15, 1954, and 
action was taken on April 22, 1954. 

Talk about service, Mr. President; talk 
about paying attention to business—who 
could do a better job? 

The nomination of James C. Connell 
to be United States district judge was 
referred to the committee on June 25, 
1954. Hearing was held on August 9, 
1954, and the nomination was reported 
on the same day. 

Tissue the same invitation to any Sen- 
ator to find any single one, out of the 
scores of nominations, that was held up. 

I come now to the State of Oklahoma. 

The nomination of Frank D. McSherry 
to be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on May 15, 1953. Hear- 
ing was held on May 28, 1953, and action 
was taken on June 4, 1953. 

The nomination of Paul Johnson to be 
United States marshal was referred to 
the committee on July 21, 1953. Hear- 
ing was had on July 30, 1953, and action 
was taken on the same day. 

The nomination of James Y. Victor to 
be United States marshal was referred 
tq the committee on July 21,1953. Hear- 
ing was had on July 30, 1953, and action 
was taken on the same day. 

The nomination of B. Hayden Craw- 
ford to be United States attorney was 
referred to the committee on May 10, 
1954. Hearing was had on May 25, 1954, 
and action was taken on July 6, 1954. 

The nomination of K. W. Greer to be 
United States marshal was referred to 
the committee on May 12,1954. Hearing 
was had on May 25, 1954, and on June 7, 
1954, action by the committee was taken. 

The nomination of Paul W. Cress to be 
United States attorney was referred to 
the committee on July 10, 1954. On July 
22, 1954, hearing was had, and action 
was taken on July 2, 1954. 

I issue the same invitation to the Sen- 
ators from Oklahoma, or other Senators, 
to state that there was any delay in those 
cases. 

I come now to the State of Oregon. 
I notice the distinguished Senator from 
that State [Mr. Morse] is present. 

The nomination of Harold Sexton to 
be United States marshal was referred 
to the Judiciary Committee on June 24, 
1953. Hearing was had on July 7, 1953, 
and action was taken on July 13, 1953. 

The nomination of Dorothy M. Lee to 
be a member of the parole board was 
referred to the committee on July 23, 
1953. Hearing was held on July 30, 1953, 
and action was taken on the same day. 

The nomination of Clarence E. Luckey 
to be United States attormey was re- 
ferred to the committee on January 29, 
1954, Hearing was held on February 19, 
1954, and action was taken on February 
24, 1954. 

The nomination of James A. Fee to be 
United States circuit judge was referred 
to the committee on April 6, 1954. On 
April 15, 1954, hearing was held, and on 
April 22, 1954, action was taken. 

I say to my distinguished friend from 
Oregon that those cases, in my opinion, 
are typical. That is the way we have 
handled nominations coming from all the 
other States. There has never been any 
politics involved. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from North Dakota yield? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CASE 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
North Dakota yield to the Senator from 
Oregon? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
testify that as to each one of those nomi- 
nations I received notice from the com- 
mittee advising me, first, of the nomina- 
tion; second, as to when the hearing 
would be held, and an invitation to ap- 
pear before the committee to present my 
views on any one of those nominations, 
if I cared to do so. That is the treat- 
ment which I have always received from 
the committee. Again I wish to say that, 
in my judgment, there is no basis what- 
soever for any charge that the chairman 
of the Judiciary Committee has been 
holding up nominations sent to that com- 
mittee, by way of any device of delay. 

Mr. LANGER, I thank the Senator 
from Oregon. 

I now come to the State of Pennsyl- 
vania. I am delighted to see the senior 
Senator from Pennsylvania present in 
the Chamber. I invite him to say 
whether the Senator from North Dakota 
has held up any nomination from that 
State, and I ask him whether time after 
time he has not appeared before the full 
committee and whether every member 
of the committee has been courteous to 
him. 

The nomination of J. P. Willson to be 
United States district judge was referred 
to the committee on June 8, 1953. Hear- 
ing was held on July 2, 1953, and on 
July 13, 1953, action was taken. 

The nomination of J. Julius Levy to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on June 8, 1953. Hear- 
ing was held on July 2, 1953, and action 
was taken on July 27, 1953. 

The nomination of John W. McIlvaine 
to be United States attorney was re- 
ferred to the committee on June 8, 1953. 
On July 2, 1953, hearing was held, and on 
July 13, 1953, action was taken. 

The nomination of W. Wilson White 
to be United States attorney was re- 
ferred to the committee on January 11, 
1954. Hearing was held on February 
26, 1954, and on March 29, 1954, action 
was taken. 

The nomination of John W. Lord, Jr., 
to be United States district judge was 
referred to the committee on March 29, 
1954. Hearing was held on May 12, 1954, 
and on May 17, 1954, action was taken. 

The nomination of William A. O’Brien 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on June 29, 1954. 
Hearing was held on July 9, 1954, and 
action was taken on July 13, 1954. 

The nomination of John L. Miller, to 
be United States district judge, was re- 
ferred to the committee on March 29, 
1954. Hearing was held on May 12, 1954, 
and action was taken on May 17, 1954. 

I ask the Senator from Pennsylvania 
if he knows of any delay in connection 
with any nomination in his State? 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I wish 
to say that the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota, the chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, has been very 
courteous to me as a Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania. I have appeared before his 
committee, and he has been very con- 
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siderate of what I had to say. I have no 
criticism of him whatsoever. 

He has held up one nomination, at 
my request, hoping that certain prob- 
lems might be worked out. But that 
was the only one which was held up, 
and that was done at my request and 
the request of my colleague, the junior 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr]. 

Mr. LANGER. I am very grateful for 
the generous statement made by the 
senior Senator from Pennsylvania. 

I come now to Rhode Island. 

The nomination of Jacob S. Temkin 
to be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on May 28, 1953. A 
hearing was held on June 11, 1953. On 
June 15, 1953, 4 days later, the nomina- 
tion was reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Howard S. Proctor 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on June 24, 1953. The 
committee held a hearing on July 7, 
1953. Six days later, on July 13, 1953, 
the nomination was reported to the Sen- 
ate. 

The nomination of Edward William 
Day to be United States district judge 
was referred to the committee on Janu- 
ary 11, 1954. The committee held a 
hearing on February 4, 1954, and the 
nomination was reported to the Senate 
on February 8, 1954. 

I issue the same invitation to the 
Senators from Rhode Island. They can 
rise on the floor of the Senate at any 
time they wish to between now and the 
time the Senate adjourns if they have 
any objection to the way nominations 
from Rhode Island were handled by the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

I come now to South Carolina. The 
nomination of U. Welch Morrisette to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on January 11, 1954. 
Some objections were filed to the nomi- 
nation. Hearings were held on four oc- 
casions, but on March 29, 1954, the nomi- 
nation was reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Joseph E. Hines to 
be United States attorney was referred to 
the committee on March 8, 1954. An ob- 
jection was filed at the hearing. A thor- 
ough investigation was made by the 
chairman of the subcommittee, and wit- 
nesses were subpenaed before the sub- 
committee. One witness refused to ap- 
pear, and did not appear. Finally, with 
the full consent of the Senators from 
South Carolina, the nomination was re- 
ported to the Senate on July 17, 1954. 

I come now to the State of South 
Dakota. 

The nomination of Bernard A. Boos to 
be United States marshal ‘was referred 
to the committee on March 23, 1953. A 
hearing was held on April 2,1953. Eleven 
days later the nomination was reported 
to the Senate. 

The nomination of Clinton G. Rich- 
ards to be United States attorney was 
referred to the committee on May 15, 
1953. A hearing was held on May 28, 
1953, and the nomination was reported 
to the Senate on June 4, 1953, 7 days 
later. 

The nomination of George T. Mickel- 
son to be United States district judge 
was referred to the committee on Janu- 
ary 11, 1954. The committee was late in 
organizing at the beginning of this year 
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and a hearing was not held until Febru- 
ary 4, 1954. The nomination was re- 
ported to the Senate on February 8, 1954, 
4 days after the hearing. 

I shall be glad at any time to have 
either of the Senators from South Da- 
kota rise on the floor to state if there 
was any ulterior motive for the purpose 
of exerting any pressure or incurring any 
delay in connection with nominations 
from South Dakota. 

I come now to Tennessee. I regret 
that the distinguished senior Senator 
from Tennessee, who interrupted me ear- 
lier, is not present on the floor. Here is 
the record for Tennessee. 

The nomination of John C. Crawford 
to be United States attorney was re- 
ferred to the committee on June 24, 1953. 
A hearing was held on July 7, 1953. The 
committee reported the nomination on 
July 13, 1953, 6 days later. 

The nomination of Millsaps Fitzhugh 
was referred to the committee on June 
24, 1953. A hearing was held on July 7, 
1953, and the nomination was reported 
to the Senate on July 13, 1953, 6 days 
later. 

The nomination of Fred Elledge, Jr., to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on August 3, 1953. 
There was no opportunity to hold a hear- 
ing on the nomination before the Sen- 
ate adjourned, so the nomination was 
not reported at that time. The nomi- 
nation was again referred to the com- 
mittee on January 11, 1954. A hearing 
was held on February 19, 1954, and the 
nomination was reported to the Senate 
on March 8, 1954, approximately 20 days 
later. 

The nomination of Frank Quarles to 
be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on January 11, 1954. 
A hearing was held on February 19, 1954, 
and the nomination was reported to the 
Senate on February 24, 1954. The delay 
in action between January 11, 1954, and 
February 19, 1954, was because the com- 
mittee did not organize until late. 

The nomination of John O. Anderson 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on January 11, 1954, 
The committee held a hearing on Febru- 
ary 19, 1954, and the nomination was re- 
ported to the Senate on February 24, 
1954. 

The nomination of William E. Smith 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on April 6, 1954. A 
hearing was held on May 14, 1954, and 
on May 24, 1954, the nomination was 
reported to the Senate. 

I invite the two Senators from Ten- 
nessee to state at any time before the 
Senate adjourns if they have any ob- 
jection. 

I come now to Texas. 

The nomination of Albert W. Saegert 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on May 1, 1953. A 
hearing was held on May 14, 1953, and 
the nomination was reported to the Sen- 
ate on May 18, 1953, 4 days later. 

The nomination of William M. Steger 
to be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on June 22, 1953. The 
committee held a hearing on July 7, 
1953, and the nomination was reported 
15 the Senate on July 13, 1953, 6 days 

ter. 
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The nomination of Heard L. Floore to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on July 30, 1953. The 
Senate adjourned on August 3, and no 
hearing was held. The nomination was 
again referred to the committee on Jan- 
uary 11, 1954. A hearing was held on 
February 17, 1954, and the nomination 
was reported on February 24, 1954. 

The nomination of Emmett M. Smith 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on January 11, 1954. 
The committee held a hearing on Feb- 
ruary 26, 1954, and the nomination was 
reported on March 29, 1954. 

The nomination of Malcolm R. Wilkey 
to be United States attorney was re- 
ferred to the committee on January 27, 
1954. The committee held a hearing on 
February 18, 1954, and the nomination 
was reported on February 24, 1954. 

The nomination of Joe M. Ingraham 
to be United States district judge was 
referred to the committee on May 10, 
1954. A hearing was held on May 25, 
1954, and the nomination was reported 
on August 5, 1954. The reason for the 
delay in action on the nomination was 
that a great many objections were filed, 
and the committee conducted a careful 
investigation of the nomination. 

The nomination of Charles P. Mc- 
Knight to be United States marshal was 
referred to the committee on February 
26, 1954. The hearing was held on 
March 29, 1954, and the nomination was 
reported on March 30, 1954, 1 day later. 

The nomination of Hobart K. Mc- 
Dowell to be United States marshal was 
referred to the committee on February 
26, 1954. A hearing was held on 
March 29, 1954, and 1 day later, March 
30, 1954, the nomination was reported to 
the Senate. 

I come now to Utah, 

The nomination of A. Pratt Kesler to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on April 18, 1953. A 
hearing was held on April 30, 1953, and 
on May 4, 1953, the nomination was re- 
ported. 

The nomination of Howard Call to be 
United States marshal was referred to 
the committee on May 1, 1953. A hear- 
ing was held on May 14, 1953, and the 
nomination was reported on May 18, 
1953, 4 days later. 

The nomination of A. S. Christenson 
to be United States district judge was 
referred to the committee on May 12, 
1954. A hearing was held on May 24, 
1954, and the nomination was reported 
on May 25, 1954, 1 day later. 

The nomination of David J. Wilson 
to be a judge of the Customs Court was 
referred to the committee on July 7, 
1954. A hearing was held on July 16, 
1954, and the nomination was reported 
on July 24, 1954, 8 days later. 

I issue the same invitation to the two 
Senators from Utah as I have issued to 
other Senators. 

I come now to Vermont. 

The nomination of Louis G. Whit- 
comb to be United States attorney was 
referred to the committee on January 
11, 1954. On February 16, 1954, the com- 
mittee held a hearing, and on February 
24, 1954, 8 days iater, the nomination 
was reported. 
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The nomination of Dewey H. Perry to 
be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on January 22, 1954. 
On February 19, 1954, a hearing was held 
by the committee, and on February 24, 
1954, the nomination was reported to 
the Serate. 

I issue the same invitation to the Sen- 
ators from Vermont as I issued to other 
Senators. 

I come now to Virginia. 

The nomination of Lester Shields 
Parsons to be United States attorney was 
referred to the committee on February 
15, 1953. A hearing was held on May 28, 
1953, and the nomination was reported 
to the Senate on June 4, 1953, 6 days 
later. 

The nomination of John Strickler to 
be United States attorney was referred 
to the committee on June 8, 1953. A 
hearing was held on July 2, 1953, and 
the nomination was reported to the Sen- 
ate on July 13, 1953, 11 days later. 

The nomination of Richard S. Simp- 
son to be United States marshal was re- 
ferred to the committee on June 25, 1953. 
A hearing was held on July 7, 1953, and 
the nomination was reported on July 13, 
1953. 

The nomination of George G. Killen- 
ger to be a member of the Parole Board 
was referred to the committee on July 
23, 1953. A hearing was held on July 
30, 1953, and on the same day the nomi- 
nation was reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Peter A. Richmond 
to be United States marshal was referred 
to the committee on July 30, 1953. The 
Senate adjourned within a few days, so 
the nomination was again referred to 
the committee on January 11, 1954. A 
hearing was held on February 16, 1954, 
and the nomination was reported to the 
Senate on February 24, 1954, 8 days 
later. 

The nomination of Walter E. Hoff- 
man was referred to the committee on 
June 29, 1954. A hearing was held on 
July 9, 1954, and the nomination was re- 
ported on July 13, 1954, 4 days later. 

I extend to the Senators from Vir- 
ginia the same invitation I have extend- 
ed to other Senators. 

I come now to the State of Washing- 
ton. The nomination of Harry P. Cain 
to be a member of the Subversive Activ- 
ities Control Board was sent to the com- 
mittee on April 10, 1953. The subcom- 
mittee heard the matter on April 21, 
1953. Six days later the nomination was 
reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Darrell P. Holmes, 
to be United States marshal, was re- 
ferred to the committee on May 1, 1953. 
The subcommittee heard the matter on 
May 14, 1953. Four days later, on May 
18, 1953, the nomination was reported 
to the floor. 

The nomination of William B. Par- 
sons to be United States marshal was 
referred to the committee on May 1, 
1953. The committee heard the matter 
of May 14, 1953. Four days later, on 
May 18, 1953, the nomination was re- 
ported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Nogi A. Asp to be 
chief examiner, Patent Office, was re- 
ferred to the committee on June 8, 1953. 
The hearing was held on July 2, 1953. 


14463 


Eleven days later, on July 13, 1953, the 
nomination was reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of George H. Boldt to 
be United States district judge was re- 
ferred to the committee on June 10, 1953. 
On July 2, 1953, the matter was heard by 
the subcommittee. Eleven days later, on 
July 13, 1953, the nomination was re- 
ported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Harry P. Cain to be 
a member of the Subversive Activities 
Control Board was referred to the com- 
mittee on June 18, 1953. No hearing was 
necessary, since his record had been gone 
over. His term expired on June 18, 
1953. On July 30, 1953, his nomination 
was reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of William B. Bantz 
to be United States attorney was re- 
ferred to the committee on July 21, 1953. 
Hearings were held, and on the same 
day, July 30, 1953, the nomination was 
reported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Charles P. Mori- 
arty to be United States attorney was 
referred to the committee on July 28, 
1953. The full committee heard the mat- 
ter at the request of the subcommittee. 
Two days later, on July 30, 1953, the 
nomination was reported to the Senate. 

I issue the same invitation to the two 
Senators from Washington that I did to 
the Senators from the other States. 

I now come to the State of West Vir- 
ginia. 

The nomination of Duncan W. Dau- 
gherty to be United States attorney 
was referred to the committee on Janu- 
ary 11, 1954, Objections were filed, and 
hearings were held on February 26, 1954, 
and March 19, 1954. Ten days later, on 
March 29, 1954, the nomination was re- 
ported to the Senate. 

The nomination of Herbert S. Bore- 
man to be United States district judge 
came to the committee on June 22, 1954. 
Hearings were held on July 9, 1954. Ten 
days later the nomination was reported 
to the Senate. 

I issue the same invitations to the 
Senators from West Virginia that I ex- 
tended to Senators from other States, 

I now come to the State of Wisconsin, 

The nomination of George E. Rapp to 
be United States attorney came to the 
committee on January 11, 1954. Hear- 
ings were held on February 16 and Feb- 
ruary 20, 1954. On February 24, 1954, 
the nomination was reported to the 
Senate. 

The nomination of Ray H. Schoonover 
to be United States marshal was re- 
ferred to the committee on March 4, 1954, 
Hearings were held on March 31, 1954, 
and on April 5, 1954, the nomination was 
reported to the Senate. 

Tissue the same invitation to the Sen- 
ators from Wisconsin that I issue to the 
Senators from all the other States. 

I come now to the State of Wyoming. 

The nomination of John F. Raper, Jr., 
to be United States attorney reached the 
committee on March 23, 1953. A hear- 
ing was held by the subcommittee on 
April 2,1953. Eleven days later, on April 
13, 1953, the nomination was reported to 
the Senate. 

The nomination of Noah W. Riley to be 
United States marshal was received by 
the committee on May 1, 1953. Hear- 
ings were held by the subcommittee on 
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May 14,1953. Four days later, on May 
18, 1953, the nomination was reported to 
the Senate. 

I issue the same invitation to the 
Senators from Wyoming that I issue to 
the Senators from other States. 

I now come to the Territory of Alaska. 

The nomination of Theodore E. Mun- 
son to be United States attorney was 
received from the President by the com- 
mittee on July 29, 1954. The nomina- 
tion was reported to the Senate on 
August 9, 1954. 

The President sent the nomination of 
James L. McCarrey, Jr., to be United 
States district attorney to the committee 
on January 11, 1954. Hearings were held 
on February 4, 1954. Objections were 
filed and heard. On March 29, 1954, the 
nomination was reported to the Senate. 

The President sent to the committee 
the nomination of William T. Plummer 
to be United States attorney on January 
11, 1954. Objections were filed. Hear- 
ings were held on February 17,1954. On 
April 26, 1954, the nomination was re- 
ported to the fioor of the Senate. 

The President sent to the committee 
on January 11, 1954, the nomination of 
Claire A. Wilder to be United States 
marshal. Hearings were held on Febru- 
ary 17, 1954. Seven days later, on Feb- 
ruary 24, 1954, the nomination was re- 
ported to the Senate. 

The President sent to the committee 
on January 11, 1954, the nomination of 
Fred S. Williamson to be United States 
marshal. Hearings were held on Febru- 
ary 17, 1954, and 7 days later, on Febru- 
ary 24, 1954, his nomination was re- 
ported to the Senate. 

The President sent to the committee 
on January 11, 1954, the nomination of 
Albert F. Dorsh to be United States 
marshal. The subcommittee held hear- 
ings on February 17, 1954. Seven days 
later, on February 24, 1954, the nomina- 
tion was reported to the Senate. 

The President sent to the committee 
on February 2, 1954, the nomination of 
Walter H. Hodge to be United States 
district judge. Hearings were held on 
February 19,1954. On February 24, 1954, 
the nomination was reported to the 
Senate. 

The President sent to the committee 
on February 25, 1954, the nomination 
of Theodore F. Stevens to be United 
States attorney. Hearings were held on 
March 12, 1954. On March 29, 1954, 
the nomination was reported to the 
Senate. 

I issue to the Delegate from Alaska, 
Mr. BARTLETT, the same invitation I 
have extended to Senators. If he has 
not had prompt action, as rapidly as the 
subcommittee and the full Committee on 
the Judiciary could act, I wish he would 
say so. 

I come now to the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

The President sent to the committee 
on March 17, 1953, the nomination of 
Leo A. Rover to be United States attor- 
ney. Hearings were held on March 25, 
1953. Objections were filed and objec- 
tions were heard, and within 16 days, 
on April 13, 1953, the nomination was 
reported to the Senate floor. 

The President sent to the committee 
on July 23, 1953, the nomination of 
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Richard A. Chappell to be a member of 
the Parole Board. Hearings were held 
on July 30, 1953, before the full com- 
mittee, and on the same day the nomi- 
nation was reported to the Senate. 

The President sent to the committee 
on April 5, 1954, the nomination of Mel- 
vin H. Friedman to be Chief Examiner, 
Patent Office. Hearings were held on 
May 14, 1954. Three days later, on May 
17, 1954, the nomination was reported to 
the Senate. 

I issued the same invitation to those 
interested from the District of Colum- 
bia as I have extended to other Senators 
from States. 

I come now to the Territory of Ha- 
waii. The nomination of Albert M. Felix, 
to be United States circuit judge, was 
received by the committee on July 28, 
1953. Objections were filed. The sub- 
committee has been holding hearings 
ever since, and is still hearing witnesses. 

The President sent to the committee 
on January 1, 1954, the nomination of 
Harry R. Hewitt, to be United States 
circuit judge. The subcommittee heard 
him on February 5, 1954. Some com- 
plaints were filed. The committee re- 
ported the nomination on February 5, 
1954. 

The President sent to the committee 
on January 11, 1954, the nomination of 
Calvin C. McGregor, to be United States 
circuit judge. Hearings were held on 
February 5, 1954. Three days later, on 
February 8, 1954, his nomination was 
reported to the Senate. 

The President sent to the commitee 
on January 13, 1954, the nomination of 
Frank McKinley, to be United States 
district judge. Hearings were held on 
February 5, 1954. A thorough investi- 
gation was made. Some complaints had 
been filed. They were found to be with- 
out foundation. The nomination was 
reported to the Senate on April 26, 1954. 

The President sent to the committee 
on April 14, 1954, the nomination of 
Thomas R. Clark to be United States 
marshal. Hearings were held on May 
14, 1954. Three days later, on May 17, 
1954, the nomination was reported to 
the Senate. 

The President sent to the committee 
on July 28, 1954, the nomination of Louis 
B. Blissard to be United States attorney. 
The full committee had a hearing on 
August 5, 1954, and on the same day the 
nomination was reported by the full com- 
mittee. 

I have taken the time of the Senate 
to go into the matter thoroughly. I be- 
lieve it was worth taking the hour and 
a half or so that it took, because when 
stories of that kind are printed in news- 
papers they are a reflection upon every 
member of the committee. 

I wish to say that it is a great pleasure 
for the chairman of the committee to 
say that he has had the active coopera- 
tion of the members of the committee. 
There has been no horse trading or poli- 
tics. It is just a matter of realizing, as 
was true 2 years ago, when the distin- 
guished Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
CaRRAN] was chairman of the committee, 
that 54 percent of all the bills introduced 
in the Senate are referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary and checked by 
it. The former able chairman of 
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the committee, the Senator from Nevada, 
himself told me Many, many times that 
he spent many extra hours going over 
FBI reports. 

I wish to tell the Senate that it is a 
terrific job for the chairman of the Ju- 
diciary Committee to have to analyze 
FBI reports on United States marshals, 
district judges, and United States at- 
torneys. The chairman of the commit- 
tee has to spend many nights going over 
the FBI reports and examining them in 
detail. Under the rule, only the chair- 
man of the committee can see the FBI 
reports. He has to be ready to answer 
any questions which may be asked by 
any members of the subcommittee of the 
Judiciary Committee or by any member 
of the full committee. I well remember 
that when the senior Senator from Ne- 
vada was chairman of the committee, he 
had to go to the hospital at one time, 
because of overwork as chairman. 

Mr. President, I have tried to be a good 
chairman of the committee, and I have 
tried to follow in the footsteps of the 
able chairmen who have preceded me. 
Ever since taking my oath of office as 
a Senator, I have done my best to do 
my duty in all ways; and ever since I 
have had responsibility of chairman on 
the Judiciary Committee, I have followed 
out my firm determination never to 
“blackjack” any nomination. 

Of course, Mr. President, it is easy for 
articles of that sort to be published by 
newspapers such as the Fargo Forum, 
whose policy for years has been to lie 
and lie and keep on lying about me in 
the hope that ultimately some of the 
people of North Dakota would believe 
some of the lies. That was the policy 
of that newspaper when I was governor 
of North Dakota, and it has continued 
to be its policy ever since I have been 
in the United States Senate. But such 
articles reflect upon the Judiciary Com- 
mittee and, in fact, upon the entire Sen- 
ate, for they imply that the Senate would 
tolerate a condition of the sort referred 
to in the article, in case such a condi- 
tion actually did exist. As far as I am 
personally concerned I doubt whether 
many North Dakotans would believe 
them anyhow. 

Mr. President, I believe it has been 
well worth while for me to use the hour 
and one-half I have taken at this time 
to place in the REcorp ample and com- 
plete proof of the actual conduct of the 
committee. It shows that the news- 
paper did not tell the truth. I do not 
have the least doubt that some of my 
colleagues have experienced similar at- 
tacks when they have been candidates 
for office, or after they have been elected, 
even though they have been trying to 
do their duty and to live up to their oath 
of office. 

I wish to say that so long as I ama 
Member of the Senate—whether I serve 
as chairman of a committee or as a 
Member of the Senate without a com- 
mittee chairmanship—I shall owe no 
allegiance to any newspaper in North 
Dakota or to any political boss in North 
Dakota. Everything I do will be done 
in the interest of the rank and file of 
the people of North Dakota and, like- 
wise, in the interest of the entire Na- 
tion. If the time ever comes when I 
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cannot do that, Mr. President, I will hand 
in my resignation, and will walk out of 
this Chamber with my head up and my 
chest out, knowing that I have never 
violated my oath of office and never 
have made a deal or done anything else 
which would in any way reflect upon 
the honor and integrity either of myself 
or of any other Member of the United 
States Senate. 

Mr. President, I apologize to the Sen- 
ate for having taken this much time, 
during the closing hours of the session; 
but I believe that such a dirty, filthy, 
despicable attack upon a Member of the 
United States Senate and upon the Sen- 
ate Committee on the Judiciary and 
upon the Senate itself should not go 
unchallenged or unanswered. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I am 
sure every Member of the Senate com- 
mends the eminent senior Senator from 
North Dakota for the remarks he has 
made on a question of personal privilege, 
and for presenting in so detailed a way 
the most devastating defense and refu- 
tation of unfounded and biased charges 
that it has ever been my -privilege to 
hear. I desire to thank the Senator from 
North Dakota for doing it. 


COAL AND ITS IMPORTANCE TO 
THE NATION 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, modern 
progress and our expanding economy 
have resulted in many profound changes 
affecting our natural resources. Among 
these is coal. The great coalfields of 
Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio 
are having serious economic difficulties. 
Coal has been heavily replaced by gas 
and oil. Regardless of this, coal is still 
a most vital element in the American 
economy. 

We do not want a governmental sub- 
sidy for coal, but everything possible 
should be done to aid this industry dur- 
ing these heavy declines in the use of 
coal. 

The Government can help at the local, 
State, and Federal levels by more favor- 
able tax laws. 

The present importation of oil in great 
quantities should be given the most care- 
ful scrutiny by our Government. 

There should also be governmental 
studies toward reducing the objection to 
the use of coal as a household fuel be- 
cause of smoke and ashes. 

If the time should come when we are 
cut off from other parts of the world, 
it will be necessary for us to depend upon 
coal. The Pittsburgh Sun-Telegraph 
recently published a very fine editorial 
on the subject of coal. The editorial is 
entitled “Old King Coal,” and I ask unan- 
imous consent that it be printed in the 
REcorD as part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

OLD Kinc Coan 
The great Pennsylvania coalfields, once a 


beehive of wealth, are in serious economic 
difficulties. 

There have been heavy declines in pro- 
duction, both in the bituminous areas of 
western Pennsylvania and in the anthracite 
district in the northeast. 

The markets for coal have been narrowing. 
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The competing fuels—gas and oil, smoke- 
less and ash free—have taken over most of 
the domestic heating market. 

The railroads have scrapped their steam 
locomotives and gone to diesel power, 

There must be something tragic to the 
men of the mines, both in management and 
labor, in the daily spectacle of trains of coal 
moving to the market behind diesel engines, 

But that is the stern verdict of compe- 
tition. 

Coal, still one of the Nation’s richest 
sources of energy and wealth, must step 
aside until more efficient means are found 
to unlock its potential power. 

Coal remains a foundation stone of the 
Nation’s economy. It was the principal 
source of power in two world wars. Until 
the atom is developed as a practical source 
of industrial energy, or until some new 
power source is found, coal will remain the 
Nation’s fuel reserve. 

But what happens in the meantime? If 
coal production is restricted to a point where 
numerous pits are closed, towns abandoned 
and miners move into other activities, King 
Coal will not be roused so easily from his 
slumbers. 

If a new national emergency should arise 
that would block the ocean lanes to the 
héavily-laden tankers that now move un- 
molested upon the face of the seven seas, 
then the cry would echo for King Coal 
among the abandoned caverns of his realm. 

The job of clearing those dripping slate- 
clogged entries quickly with partially un- 
trained men would not be easy. 

It is easy to blame this condition on some- 
one—on the mine workers for forcing their 
wage scale to a point where they priced 
themselves out of the market, on manage- 
ment for failure to do a better planning and 
selling job, or on Government for lacking 
wisdom in its directives. 

But the basic fact is that the coal indus- 
try is one of the great defense bastions of 
the Nation and must be preserved in good 
operating condition. 

To do less is to trifle with disaster. 

The Government subsidy method has been 
suggested but not too much faith is to be 
placed in it. Not after the mess it has made 
in agriculture. 

The future for coal is much more likely 
to be determined by cooperative efforts to 
find new and more efficient uses for the 
product—in the world of chemistry. 

Coal can be transformed through the 
miracles of science into almost any one of 
the combinations of carbon with the other 
elements. 

It can be transformed into a liquid or a 
gas. 

The gasification of coal in the Pittsburgh 
district has been studied. 

It is time that the scientific advances in 
this field are applied by the business world 
if King Coal is to waken again to the blasts 
of the works whistle. 


REGULATION ON TRADING IN 
COFFEE 


Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I 
rise to point to the refusal of the House 
of Representatives to take any action 
on either of two bills which have been 
unanimously passed by the Senate. 
Both these bills have an identical pur- 
pose. That purpose is as simple as the 
English language can state it: To place 
trading in coffee under the regulations 
of the Commodity Exchange Authority. 

It is a rare occurrence, Mr. President, 
that the Senate of the United States has 
to pass two separate bills in order to 
achieve the same purpose, but it is an 
even rarer occurrence for the other 
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House to fail to take any action on either 
of them. 

I believe it is completely unprece- 
dented for the Senate to pass a House 
bill, after adding an amendment of its 
own, only to have the bill return to the 
House and lie on the Speakers’ table, 
waiting to die at the end of the session, 
Yet this is what has happened. 

In a nutshell these are the facts: In 
1949 and 1950, a Senate subcommittee 
of which I was chairman, and which was 
established to investigate price spreads 
in foods and fibers, made an exhaustive 
study of coffee prices and the specula- 
tive rise of those prices to our consum- 
ing public in late 1949. It was evident 
to our subcommittee that manipulators 
dealing in futures on the coffee exchange 
were mulcting the American consumers 
out of hundreds of millions of dollars. 
We made our report to the Senate in 
August 1950, with recommendations for 
legislative and administrative remedies. 

One of our recommendations was that 
the Commodity Exchange Act be amend- 
ed so as to include coffee among the list 
of commodities subject to regulation 
under that act.. I introduced proposed 
legislation to that effect, but it was not 
acted on. 

Early last year I again introduced 
proposed legislation, S. 1386, having 
this purpose. Early this year the Sen- 
ate unanimously passed that bill. It was 
messaged to the House and was referred 
to the House Agriculture Committee; but 
there it has rested until this day. 

After waiting what seemed an ade- 
quate time for action by the House, I 
addressed to the chairman of the House 
Agriculture Committee, Hon. CLIFFORD 
Hore, a letter urging that action be 
taken because of the reported prospect 
of still another gouge of the American 
consumer on top of those to which he 
had already been subjected. Chairman 
Hope replied that his committee was very 
much involved with general farm legis- 
lation and did not know when it would 
reach Senate bill 1386. The House later 
passed the general farm bill; and weeks 
passed, but without action on Senate 
bill 1386. 

Then the House passed another bill, 
H. R. 6435, designed to bring onions 
under the provisions of the Commodity 
Exchange Act. When that bill was re- 
ported to the Senate by our Agriculture 
Committee, I offered to it an amendment 
to add the word “coffee,” thus bringing 
both onions and coffee within the provi- 
sions of the act. This amendment was 
unanimously approved by the Senate. 
The bill was returned to the House, and 
there it has reposed since that time. 

If there had ever been any doubt in 
anyone’s mind that trading in coffee fu- 
tures needed to be made subject to regu- 
latory supervision by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, such doubt must have been 
wholly dispelled by the report published 
on July 30, 1954, by the Federal Trade 
Commission. 

I have before me a copy of that report, 
entitled “Federal Trade Commission, 
Economic Report of the Investigation of 
Coffee Prices, Summary and Conclu- 
sions, July 30, 1954.” 

In passing, Mr. President, let me note 
that on January 23, 1954, in a letter to 
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the Honorable James M. Mead, Commis- 
sioner of the Federal Trade Commission, 
I urged that the Commission investigate 
the operation of the instrumentalities 
engaged in the importation and distribu- 
tion of coffee in the United States and 
bring its valuable machinery into ac- 
tion for the purposes of aiding and pro- 
tecting the American people from any 
unreasonable or unjustified burdens in 
connection with the great increases in 
coffee prices. 

The report from the FTC shows that 
on January 26, 1954, the Commission 
adopted a resolution directing that a 
comprehensive investigation be under- 
taken with respect to the coffee industry. 

The summary and conclusions of the 
report on this investigation are now be- 
fore us. I call particular attention to 
that section of the report beginning on 
page 19, entitled “The New York Coffee 
and Sugar Exchange and the Coffee Price 
Spiral,” and to the section beginning on 
page 28, “Exchange Operations.” I defy 
anyone reading these sections to reach 
any other conclusion than that certain 
practices now permitted in this exchange 
must, without further delay, be corrected, 
and that the trading in coffee futures 
must, at this session of Congress, be 
placed under regulation by the Com- 
modity Exchange Authority. 

For example, on page 28 we find the 
following paragraph: 

An examination of trading on the New 
York Coffee and Sugar Exchange reveals 
many respects in which the behavior of the 
exchange fails to satisfy the standards re- 
quired for a freely competitive and broadly 
based futures market. The total volume of 

in the market has been quite small, 
for the domestic and international coffee 
trade makes relatively little use of the mar- 
ket in carrying on their trade operations. 
Indeed, it may be said that the most con- 
sistent use of the market is by Brazilians, 
and that, except for the upward price move- 
ment whose pattern has just been described, 
tke typical pattern of behavior by Brazilian 
accounts has been to take a long position in 
a distant future and transfer to a more dis- 
tant future when that contract becomes a 
near future in order to profit by the rise 


in price as the distant futures approach 
maturity. 


Further quoting, from page 29: 


The New York Coffee and Sugar Exchange 
has permitted certain practices which are 
not conducive to a competitive, orderly, and 
serviceable futures market. Officials of the 


New York Coffee and Sugar Exchange have 


opposed in hearings before the Congress at- 
tempts to place it under governmental regu- 
lation, asserting that the exchange’s mecha- 
nism for self-regulation is adequate and 
renders Government regulation unnecessary. 
However, the Federal Trade Commission's in- 
vestigation disclosed that the rules and regu- 
lations in some instances are loosely drawn, 
susceptible to abuses, and improperly policed. 


I shall not read more of the report to 
the Senate. It is available to any Mem- 
ber. Suffice it to say that this investiga- 
tion in 1954 confirms in every respect 
the investigation made by our Senate 
subcommittee 444 years ago, and also 
furnishes additional up-to-date infor- 
mation to which of course we did not 
have access in 1949 or 1950. 

But what has happened in the interim 
between the publication of our Senate 
Agriculture Committee report in August 
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1950 and the publication of the Federal 
Trade Commission report in July 1954? 
The American consuming public has 
been gouged, and gouged repeatedly, by 
a small, powerful group of gamblers, 
speculators, and manipulators, both here 
and abroad, in amounts so enormous as 
to stagger the imagination of even those 
of us who have grown accustomed to 
astronomical figures in our budgets or 
appropriations bills. 

If American farmers, or indeed any 
other segment of American life, had re- 
ceived subsidies in the past 4 years 
comparable to the sums which have been 
extracted from the American consumer 
by the coffee racket, the newspapers 
would have treated it as a national scan- 
dal far overshadowing any of those that 
have received so much attention in re- 
cent years. 

It is reliably estimated that consump- 
tion of coffee in the United States runs 
close to 3 billion pounds a year. When 
we figure what the rise of 1 cent per 
pound costs the American people, we 
have some appreciation of what manipu- 
lations bringing about price rises of 50 
cents per pound or more haye cost us. 

Enough is enough, Mr. President. 
The Congress of the United States will 
stand charged with dereliction in its 
solemn duties if we allow this session 
to end without having taken at least the 
very minimum step necessary to prevent 
continued raids on our consumers to go 
unchecked. 

No one is so foolish as to pretend that 
placing coffee trading under the Com- 
modity Exchange Act is going to recoup 
the enormous losses caused by the cof- 
fee gamblers in the past 4 years or more. 
Nor does anyone claim that such action 
is sufficient to prevent repeated recur- 
rence of these unconscionable raids. We 
cannot legislate here to control what 
happens abroad. But we can legislate 
here for what happens at home. That 
we have not done. That we must do. 
The Senate has acted, not once, but 
twice, in the present session. What are 
the American people going to ask Mem- 
bers of the House if that body refuses 
to take even this first step in the pro- 
tection of their pocketbooks? 

First. Mr. President, I wish to repeat 
certain recommendations: When the tax 
bill was before the Finance Committee 
of the Senate, I introduced an amend- 
ment to place a 30-percent tax on the 
capital gains of nonresident alien traders 
on our commodity exchanges, because I 
believed the Congress should not permit 
a continuation of the practice that has 
developed of allowing foreign speculators 
to use our exchanges for their own bene- 
fit without paying any tax to the United 
States Government on their gains. Un- 
fortunately, the Finance Committee did 
not see fit to include this amendment in 
the bill. That step will apparently have 
to wait until a later time. 

Second. But, Mr. President, the imme- 
diate step to take is final adoption of 
the bill placing coffee under the Com- 
modity Exchange Act. 

Third. In addition, I strongly urge 
that the Federal Trade Commission re- 
port to the Department of Justice for 
prosecution any violations of existing 
law which they may have discovered dur- 
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ing their investigation. We cannot re- 
cover the vast sums already taken from 
us by these gamblers, but we can see 
to it that those among them who have 
violated the law are tried, convicted, and 
punished to the full extent of the law. 

Our 1950 report made a number of 
recommendations which, had they been 
acted upon, would in my opinion have 
made it impossible for the coffee gam- 
blers to carry out the immensely prof- 
itable manpulation of coffee prices which 
they accomplished last December and 
January—and from which, I add, they 
are still profiting. Whether by traders 
or roasters or those who have any other 
function in the coffee business, enormous 
profits have been made from this latest 
raid, profits which are in addition to the 
earlier sums taken in the great specula- 
tive raid of 1949-50. 

We have had enough, Mr. President. 
The American people have had enough. 
I earnestly hope that the leadership of 
the House will see fit to follow the lead 
taken by the Senate in this matter. 
Only a few days are left in the present 
session, but they are enough to afford the 
House ample time to pass one or the 
other of the two bills now pending there 
for putting coffee under Government 
regulation. Are they waiting for an- 
other round in the seemingly endless 
game of gouging the American con- 
sumer? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Payne in the chair). The Senator will 
state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is it not cor- 
rect that we are now proceeding in the 
morning hour with speeches limited to 
2 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California, the majority 
leader, had made a prior statement to 
the effect that following a quorum call, 
the morning business would be in order. 
The quorum call has not been had. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator withhold his request for the 
quorum call and yield to the Senator 
from Indiana? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I will withhold 
my request for the time being, and yield 
to the Senator from Indiana. 


GREETINGS TO GERMAN LANDS- 
MANNSCHAFT 


Mr. JENNER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent, Mr. President, to have printed in 
the Recorp, a statement of congratu- 
lations to the Sudeten German Lands- 
mannschaft on the occasion of its annual 
gathering at Munich. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRrD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JENNER ON OCCASION 
OF ANNUAL MEETING, SUDETEN GERMAN 
LANDSMANNSCHAFT, MUNICH, May 1954 
It gives me great pleasure to send greet- 

ings to the Sudeten German Landsmann- 

rans on the occasion of their annual gather- 
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In this world struggle between Communist 
materialism and the spiritual powers of men, 
you stand on the frontier. You have felt 
the full fury of Communist brutality. Your 
whole people were roused in the middle of 
the night and driven from their homes and 
their beloved homeland, with not much more 
than the clothes on their backs, and the few 
possessions they could carry in their hands. 

Why did the Soviet leaders know that you 
must be driven from your homes, if the 
Soviet design for the postwar world was to 
prevail? The Soviet leaders knew that you 
belonged among those who opposed commu- 
nism completely and clearly, with the full 
energies of your minds and your hearts, be- 
cause you were dedicated to a spiritual 
ideal—a firm belief that men were not com- 
binations of potassium, and sodium, and 
oxygen, to be weighed only by material 
tests. You knew the one thing needful— 
that human beings possess that little spark 
of spiritual energy which we call the soul. 

The Communists are not afraid of people 
with lukewarm ideas about goodness, or free- 
dom, or welfare. People with lukewarm ideas 
are putty in their hands. The Communists 
have learned to exploit every device of pres- 
ent-day psychological knowledge to manipu- 
late men’s minds. The only people the Com- 
munists fear are those with a firm belief in 
the innate dignity and spiritual value of man 
and in a universe guided by a Power greater 
than any human being. 

How clever the Communists are to encour- 
age and make use of the softheaded, while 
they fight incessantly to destroy those who 
hold an unbreakable conviction of devotion 
to what is right. 

The Soviet leaders set up their schemes for 
the postwar world long before the war in Eu- 
rope was ended. They needed a Europe that 
was either Communist or weak. They 
needed to push the Soviet borders as far 
westward as possible, to add to the vast dis- 
tances which had destroyed the armies of 
Napoleon and of Hitler. They needed to set 
up weak, or docile, or confused governments 
in a wide area about their own borders—a 
political no man’s land like the desolate 
stretches just behind their barbed-wire 
borders, They needed to move as close as 
possible to the Atlantic nations, so that every 
planned step in the war of nerves would 
strike directly against the western nations, 
who used to be cushioned against Commu- 
nist pressures by the broad zone of Central 
Europe. 

The Communists also needed non-Russian 
allies whose pro-Communist nationals could 
be sent to Western Europe and the United 
States, to infiltrate our anti-Communist 
agencies here and abroad and reduce Ameri- 
can psychological warfare to impotence. 

One precept guided all their tactics—kill 
or drive out the hard core of anti-Commu- 
nists in Central Europe and we shall have no 
trouble taking over the rest. 

The brutal determination with which after 
the war the Communist leaders insisted 
refugees from the Soviet Union must be sent 
back as deserters was cut from the same 
cloth as the expulsion of the Sudeten Ger- 
mans. They knew if they could kill or drive 
out the men of firm principle, the soft- 
headed and the ambitious would do their 
work for them. 

You were driven from your homes, but 
your spirit was not quenched. Even in exile 
you formed your own fighting organization. 
You made yourselves a force for anticom- 
munism even when you had no homeland. 
And you helped all Europe and the United 
States by your brave refusal to permit Com- 
munist agents and their hirelings to get a 
foothold among the refugees. 

It would be hazardous to make any con- 
crete prophecies about what is ahead of us. 
But principles are timeless. The struggle 
between materialism and the world of spirit- 
ual values must go on until it is settled one 
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way or the other. Men cannot live half 
spiritual beings and half cringing slaves, 
ready, like Pavlov's dogs, to obey every con- 
ditioned reflex their masters have taught 
them. 

I wish for you continuing success in your 
chosen task of reaffirming the ideals by 
which men must live, and in keeping your 
actions as a group dedicated to that higher 
moral purpose. I hope we shall all soon see 
the day when the people of Europe, of Russia, 
of Asia, of Africa, and of the Americas, can 
live happily in their own homelands, un- 
afraid because they are one in their faith in 
things of the spirit. 


THE FIFTH COLUMN MUST GO— 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR JENNER 


Mr. JENNER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent, Mr. President, to have printed in 
the Recorp a speech made by me in 
Springfield, Ohio, on April 29, 1954. 

This speech points out that the Com- 
munist organization can be understood 
only if we recognize the three types of 
which it is composed: First, the 
trained professional Communists; sec- 
ond, the dupes of Communist brain- 
washing propaganda; and third, the 
“collaborators,” so-called Americans who 
do not believe in the Communist ideology 
but are willing to make deals with it for 
the sake of power, publicity, or finan- 
cial gain. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

THE FIFTH COLUMN Must Go 

It is a pleasure and a privilege for me to 
come here tonight to a neighbor State of my 
own State of Indiana, part of the happy 
valley where so much of American history 
has been made. 

My work in Congress has brought me into 
close contact with the fine men whom the 
State of Ohio sends to Washington, to speak 
for its people on matters which concern the 
national interest. 

One of Ohio’s most distinguished sons, 
Robert Alonzo Taft, was a foremost spokes- 
man in Congress in a time of doubt for the 
American ideals of devotion to liberty, to 
justice, and to the spirit of the law. He had 
a scholar’s knowledge of the long and bitter 
struggles which brave men had waged against 
would-be tyrants, before these ideals could 
be made the keystone of a new form of 
government—American constitutional lib- 
erty. Senator Taft fought with all his intel- 
lect and courage against those who were try- 
ing to undermine that great achievement, 
even in the very Capital of our Nation. 

Another Senator from your State, JOHN 
Bricker, has carried on a valiant fight to 
preserve our heritage of liberty under law 
from erosion by endless waves of treaties and 
agreements, made in the secret recesses of 
the new bureaucracy, which operates free 
from the checks set up in our Constitution, 
Sixty Members of the United States Senate 
voted for Senator Grorce’s adaptation of the 
Bricker amendments to put treaty-made law 
back under the Constitution. 

Your Representative from this district, 
CLARENCE Brown, has had a career of great 
distinction in the House of Representatives. 
Much of his work has been in the Rules Com- 
mittee, and there is no more powerful com- 
mittee in the House of Representatives. 
There he has been concerned not so much 
with particular legislative battles but with 
the programing of the work of the House 
throughout the year. His chief contribution 
is not made in the public view, but in the 
daily grind of committee meetings. It is im- 
portant, in enabling the House of Represent- 
atives to pick the best out of the mass of 


14467 


legislative proposals which is dropped into 
the hopper every year. 

Passing laws is, however, only a small part 
of our task. Tonight I want to speak about 
the investigating powers of Congress. Before 
we can pass laws, we must seek out whatever 
information we can find. It is also our duty 
to report that information to you, so that 
you will know what problems the country 
faces, and how we can best meet them. That 
thorough investigation of national problems 
is what congressional committees are set up 
to do. 

Even in ordinary times the information 
gathered by congressional committees is of 
great importance. In times of crises the 
power of your representatives in Congress 
fully to explore any threat to our security 
may make the difference between survival 
and destruction. 

The United States is engaged today in a 
world conflict unlike any struggle in past 
history. This conflict is in itself a series of 
wars. The fight is not over land hunger or 
rival dynasties or conflicting creeds. This 
conflict is to decide what kind of creatures 
human beings are to become. We believe 
human life has a meaning above the animal, 
that man has a spark we call the soul. From 
this spiritual quality comes the individual 
rights which we call liberty. Today, we 
face a foe who believes that man is a com- 
bination of chemicals to be cut or pounded 
like wood or stone, or “conditioned” like 
Pavlov's dogs to any bestial existence his 
master wishes to impose on him. 

This cruel scourge, which we call com- 
munism for short, is not hemmed in behind 
fixed borders. It is pressing day and night 
to make sure that the people of our country, 
of this happy valley, shall live like Pavlov’s 
dogs, trembling under the lash of Soviet 
animal trainers. Our enemy knows, what we 
hesitate to face, that the human race cannot 
exist half spiritual beings with their eyes 
lifted up in hope, and half whipped curs, 
with their eyes bent on the ground in 
despair. 

The bloody borders of this world conflict 
are in Korea and Indochina and Germany. 
But the decisive battleground of that strug- 
gle lies right here in the heartland of North 
America. 

I can make you this solemn promise—if 
the people of the United States see clearly 
the nature of the conflict that envelopes us, 
if we understand the strange new weapons of 
our foe, if we use our great strength in 
harmony with true American ideals, this 
conflict can be ended in a short while, with 
certain victory for those who believe in the 
higher nature of man. 

Our only real danger is that true Ameri- 
cans may be drugged to sleep, by hypnotic 
words, while a strange breed of false Ameri- 
cans misuses our strength, for purposes help- 
Tul to our enemy. 

Against this danger, your congressional 
committees are seeking to give you the vital 
information you need for any war. The in- 
vestigating committees of Congress are your 
G-2 for the war on communism on our soil. 
Only with clear and full information can 
true Americans unite in a common deter- 
mination that the fifth column must go. 
No Soviet agent, no Soviet dupe, and no 
false American low enough to collaborate 
with the Communists for gain, can have any 
office of trust in any public or private area 
of American life. 

For 20 years House and Senate investigat- 
ing committees have dug deep down into the 
records to bring out for the American people 
the full story of how the Communist world 
government sent its trained agents to the 
United States, and recruited embittered or 
foolish or power-mad Americans to serve the 
Soviet Government and help it destroy our 
country from within. 

I will mention first the work of the Senate 
Internal Security Subcommittee, because I 
have served on it since it was established. 
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Under Senator Par McCarran, of Nevada, 
this subcommittee made a dragnet investi- 
gation of the influence being brought to bear 
in shaping our fantastic State Department 
policy. We centered our investigation about 
the Institute of Pacific Relations, a private 
research agency. We had learned from the 
hearings on General MacArthur's dismissal 
that many of the men on the staff of the 
institute had been exceedingly active in rec- 
ommending personnel and policies to our 
State Department during the period when it 
was turning pro-Soviet in a quiet, subtle, but 
strangely effective way. 

The Internal Security investigation of the 
IPR brought out testimony under oath that 
Owen Lattimore and the IPR served from 
the mid-thirties on as a “cover shop” for 
Soviet military intelligence. Thus the Com- 
munist government could continue to collect 
information in China, although Chiang Kai- 
shek had banned it, Imagine Americans 
working for the Soviet MKVD or Soviet Mili- 
tary Intelligence, while the Soviet Union 
was purging its own founders in grim mock- 
ery of justice. 

In 1953 and 1954, as chairman of the sub- 
committee, I continued the study of this 
strange interlocking subversion into many 
Government departments. 

We also began an investigation of Commu- 
nist penetration into our schools and col- 
leges. We found in education the same pat- 
tern of interlocking subversion. Bright 
young men with Communist loyalties moved 
from the colleges to Government. Then 
when congressional investigations came too 
close, they were moved to jobs in the colleges, 
with all the prestige of well-paid Government 
service. Meanwhile, competent loyal Ameri- 
can teachers watched the Communist appa- 
ratus move its darlings from low-paid teach- 
ing jobs to high-paid Government jobs and 
then back to the highest ranks of the teach- 
ing profession. Here the trained propaganda 
agents of the U. S. S. R. could write books and 
articles proving how right were our Govern- 
ment's pro-Communist policies. 

The same sinister pattern of interlocking 
subversion appeared in our investigation of 
procommunism among the Americans on the 
U. N. staff. We found most of them were 
graduates of the interlocking subversion in 
our Government, hastily moved to an agency 
outside the scrutiny of Congress, when our 
investigating committees came too close. 

Our subcommittee found another Commu- 
nist pattern for our grade schools. When the 
Communist leaders were indicated, the par- 
ty prepared to go underground. They de- 
vised a system of 3-man cells, but each of 
which was constantly starting new 3-man 
cells, in the schools. No one knew more than 
five people in the secret apparatus, but all of 
them were part of a vast secret Communist 
army moving with perfect discipline wher- 
ever the Communist leaders ordered them to 
go. 

Some of you still hope that communism is 
a leftwing organization that appeals to radi- 
cals living near Union Square. That is a 
beautiful delusion. This secret apparatus of 
three-man cells was not devised to convert 
leftwingers. It was planned to spread like 
a cancer to every State and city and school 
in the United States. 

We learned about this Communist under- 
ground in the schools, only by chance. So- 
viet agents in Hungary made a mistake and 
told the Cominform that John Lautner, a 
member of the Soviet Control Commission 
in the United States, was a traitor. Commu- 
nist goon squads ordered Lautner to the 
basement of a house right in your city of 
Cleveland—in a neighborhood called Kings- 
bury Run. There, plug-uglies beat him up 
with guns and butcher knives. They told 
him to come back the next morning at 11 
o’clock for another beating. He came, Such 
is Soviet discipline. John Lautner appeared, 
but the goon squads did not. While he was 
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waiting for his beating up, Lautner began 
to wonder why he stayed in the Communist 
conspiracy. He decided to break. That is 
the only reason we know about this secret 
triangular underground in the schools. 
Otherwise it would be there but we would 
not know about it. Don’t make any mis- 
take. It would not be far away but right 
here trying to get into your school system. 

Our subcommittee heard Bella Dodd tell 
how the Communists trained the college gen- 
eration of students to become keen ingenious 
leaders in the war for a Soviet America, but 
they did something quite different with the 
grade schools. They believed that by the 
time those younger students were graduated 
we would be a Sovietized America. There- 
fore, they tried to give the little children the 
soft puttylike education they would need 
as helots in a communized American prov- 
ince of the world Soviet Union. 

I have bearly touched the edges of the 
vast river of information about the Com- 
munist fifth column, including the superb 
work done in the House of Representatives 
under both Democrats and Republicans. 

Do you see why Congress works so hard 
through its committees to be your G-2 in this 
secret war? Do you see why the Communists 
and their dupes want congressional com- 
mittees to fight with powder puffs and in- 
vestigate with tooth picks? 

I want tonight to give you the true pro- 
portions of this thing. You remember the 
curious decisions made by Secretary Ache- 
son and General Marshall while China was 
in a death struggle with Communists armed 
by Red Russia. 

Do not imagine that was something far 
off that concerns only the Chinese. Let me 
repeat, That is not something far away 
which concerns only the Chinese. If our 
own Government had not adopted a China 
policy beneficial to Soviet Russia and dis- 
astrous for us, where would we be today? 
The United States would today have a chain 
of airbases facing Siberia, a few miles from 
the Soviet border, from Vladivostok on the 
Pacific to Novosibirsk in mid-Siberia, and 
perhaps even to Magnitogorsk in the Urals. 
Korea would not be ruins. Americans would 
not lie beneath heaps of Korean dust, or in 
nameless graves in Manchuria. Submarine 
bases on the China coast would be in the 
hands of our friends. And tens of billions 
of taxes would not have been collected from 
our overburdened people, leaving our moun- 
tainous debt higher than ever before. 

We cannot comprehend what is uncovered 
by these congressional investigations unless 
we see the whole problem. 

I want tonight to lay down a few proposi- 
tions which it is essential to consider in any 
attempt to wrestle with the Communist 
attack on our country. 

First of all, we must understand that we 
are not dealing with individual Communists 
or their dupes. We are dealing with the 
fifth column, and the fifth column is an 
army. Every man or woman in this coun- 
try who follows Soviet orders is an officer in 
a secret Soviet army, operating on American 
soil, to one supreme purpose—to conquer 
inch by inch, or mile by mile, or agency by 
agency, every sector of American national 
life and make it subordinate to Soviet rule. 
Every official, every politician, every writer, 
every teacher, every scientist, every union 
leader, and every businessman, who works 
under Communist guidance, whether he has 
a party card or not, is an officer in a Soviet 
army secretly invading our country to bring 
about our destruction. 

This characterization applies to Commu- 
nist agents, whether party members or not. 
It applies to all Communist collaborators 
who have made a deal with the Soviet ap- 
paratus in return for money or votes, or 
office, or prestige. The dupes who un- 
wittingly carry the deadly germs of Com- 
munist propaganda serve the Soviet Union as 
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truly as army cooks who would put poison in 
the company’s soup because someone told 
them it was a strange new flavor. 

The Communists are at war against us, 
Their war plans include the use of col- 
laborators and of dupes. In wartime we 
cannot tolerate innocents who carry mes- 
sages for the enemy, or who plant deadly 
mines, because someone told them the little 
boxes would grow hyacinth bulbs. The 
gravediggers of America are not the card- 
carrying leftwing Communists or their 
dupes, but the collaborators—the politicians, 
the businessmen, the lawyers, the Govern- 
ment officials, the writers, who made the 
deals the Communists needed to build up 
power. 

An army is more than individuals. We are 
not fighting individuals in this war on com- 
munism. If American soldiers shot down a 
German sniper in France or a Japanese 
sniper in New Guinea, they would not think 
they had defeated the enemy. They would 
know that, in an army, when an individual 
falls, another individual takes his place. In- 
dividual Communists may fall out but their 
place is never vacant, The army never rests 
or sleeps. 

Let us never forget. The Soviet fifth col- 
umn is a secret army engaged in continuous 
advance along every avenue leading to every 
sector of American life. It was moving into 
our Government on a small scale in the 
early thirties, on a larger scale after 1936, 
in a mass movement in war and postwar 
policymaking. The fifth column is mov- 
ing into the press, radio, movies, television, 
the schools, the colleges, the publishers, 
the women's clubs, the foundations, the 
unions, business and the banks, and busi- 
nessmen's organizations. There is only one 
answer to the question: Where is the Soviet 
fifth column operating? The answer is 
“everywhere.” 

The Soviet fifth column is not only ad- 
vancing along every road, but all parts of 
the advancing armies are coordinated. When 
the Communists placed an agent in a gov- 
ernment department, they immediately 
worked to get a Communist or a collaborator 
at every point from which anti-Communists 
might get him out. 

When they placed pro-Communists in key 
government departments dealing with for- 
eign policy, they were busy placing pro-Com- 
munists in key places in newspapers, on 
the radio, and in our great magazines. They 
were directing a flow of articles out to all 
parts of the country saying the Chinese 
Reds were agrarian reformers, that is, good 
American populists, much like William Jen- 
nings Bryan, who had no use for Stalin. 
The fifth column put its agents or dupes 
in the publishers’ offices to see that a rash 
of cheap trivial books on China was con- 
stantly coming off the presses with the same 
story, while distinguished China scholars 
could not get their works published. The 
Communists moved their people into the 
foundations, so they could direct American 
money to their kind of writers. They moved 
into the book review journals, so they could 
give their stooges friendly reviews, and damn 
with faint praise the old-fashioned Ameri- 
cans who would not kow-tow to the intel- 
lectual bandits. 

I have not even touched on Germany but 
the China story can be duplicated step by 
step from the records of our German policy. 

If all the facts gathered by all of the con- 
gressional investigations could all be laid 
before you, they would give you only a 
glimpse of the area covered by the fifth 
column in the United States. That is the 
most important fact of all. 

All our investigations together have caught 
only a few stragglers, a few men who slipped, 
like Hiss or Marzani. But for one Lattimore 
whose story we uncovered, there are many 
other Lattimores, whom we have not uncoy- 
ered. For one Harry D. White whom we 
know, there are a thousand whom we cannot 
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even name. We know Alger Hiss, only be- 
cause he happened to be known to a man 
who left the Communist conspiracy, but re- 
member we have had no new Whittaker 
Chambers in 15 years. There are 10,000 Alger 
Hisses who are known to men who dare not 
leave. 

To say that there were only 8 Communists 
in a big government department, because we 
can find only 8, is as if the Indian scouts 
in the West came back with reports there 
were only 2 Sioux or 2 Apaches in a valley, 
because they caught only 2 stragglers. 

We do not need to know the names of the 
Communists in government or in the press 
or in high finance, to fight them. Our 
Army did not need to know the names of 
the Indian braves, if they could see the 
smoke of their camp fires, or felt the arrow 
in their back. 

It is incredible stupidity to assume there 
are no Communists in government today be- 
cause Harry White died several years ago 
and Harold Glasser was allowed peacefully 
to resign his high-paid Job. Do you believe 
the Soviet fifth column quit in 1948, because 
White and Glasser had been uncovered? 
Does an army quit because two men are lost? 
No, the Communist high command merely 
redoubled its intimidation of pro-Commu- 
nists who might be ready to break. All we 
can say with truth is that we have had almost 
no recruits from the inner circle of com- 
munism in the last few years. That means 
it is our intelligence from ex-Communist 
sources which declines about 1948—not the 
Communist attack itself. 

The FBI has continued its magnificent 
work, but its information is for the Presi- 

dent and the Attorney General. Further- 
more, the FBI deals with crimes, like espio- 
nage and sabotage. But most of the grave- 
diggers of America have committed no 
crime. How can Congress prevent the Com- 
munist fifth column from softening or 
weakening or slanting or confusing our mili- 
tary and foreign policies except by exposure? 
How otherwise can we stop the interlocking 
subversion of Communists in our Govern- 
ment with the fifth column in foreign coun- 
tries, which gave us Teheran and Yalta and 
Potsdam? 

Communists in the Government of France 
weakened and blurred and confused French 
military and foreign policy, just before 
France was invaded by their allies, the Nazis. 
Do you think the Communists who softened 
up France before 1939 have stopped all ef- 
forts to soften up and disorganize France 
today? How much influence do they wield 
at Geneva at this moment? 

Spruille Braden, Assistant Secretary of 
State in the previous administration, says 
the same influences are at work in our State 
Department today as in Hiss’s day. The 
Communists penetrated the American State 
Department at least 20 years ago. They have 
been using the techniques of collaboration 
with the venal, intimidation of the patri- 
otic, and brainwashing of the innocent, 
through all that time, with full freedom of 
opportunity. What would you expect after 
20 years? 

The Communist fifth column has been at 
work everywhere in this country in high gear 
for over 20 years. It has had collaborators 
reaching to the very top positions in public 
and private life. It has consistently ad- 
vanced the proleftists, forced good Americans 
who opposed it into professional exile. 
With its great psychological insight, and in- 
fluence over all branches of communication, 
it has kept up a brainwashing operation on 
the innocents who occupy what they call 
the middle of the road. 

It is time in this country for a John Paul 
Jones, who will rise up and say, “We haven't 
begun to fight yet.” 

It is time for good Americans to put aside 
all softness, all dishonest liberalism, and 
take their places in this war for survival. 
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Let us say with one voice, the fifth column 
must go. 

The fifth column in the United States is 
the same kind of men, working by the same 
methods, under the same high command, as 
the men who tortured our fighting men in 
Korea. They are working to the same end— 
the destruction of the United States. 

How can we talk of driving the Commu- 
nists out of Indochina if we cannot drive 
them out of all levels of our government and 
our public opinion agencies? 

There is no place anywhere in American 
life for agents of the Soviet Union. There 
is no place anywhere in American life for 
anyone who has ever collaborated with the 
Soviet fifth column for gain—whether it was 
Soviet gold, Communist votes, political of- 
fice, fat business contracts, or moving-picture 
credits. There is no place even for innocents 
who scattered the Soviet word mines because 
the Soviet agents say they aren’t loaded. 

Let us start now to clean house. Let us, 
each of us, who has had no truck with com- 
munism, enlist himself as a one-man or one- 
woman army, to force every Communist and 
collaborator from every office or position of 
trust in public or private life in the United 
States. 

If they are foreigners, let us send them 
home. If they are American citizens, let us 
deprive them of the rights they despise. Let 
them earn their living as dishwashers or 
ditch diggers, but not in places where they 
can poison our minds. 

Let us cut off all contact with the foun- 
tainhead of pollution, the Soviet Union Gov- 
ernment, and with the countries under its 
iron heel. Let us head the Communist gov- 
ernments off, where they can damage only 
themselves. Let us close the iron ring around 
them, keep our people and our goods out- 
side, help their own mistreated people to 
escape, and wait for this parasite state to 
fall apart. 

In all the world there is only one major 
source for the trouble and danger and worry 
that afflicts us all. All the fear spread by 
the hydrogen bomb will disappear the day 
the Soviet Government falls. Their evil army 
can work only behind its smokescreen of 
secrecy, lies, smears, confusion, and double- 
talk. If Americans are not confused by their 
lies, the Communists cannot win. 

Let us face the one essential fact. The 
fifth column—the Soviet Union’s secret 
army—is the only weapon the Soviet Union 
can successfully use against us. Does any 
true American bid us delay? 

Let us use our strength, as we have used 
it in the past, to help other nations, but 
let us set up one condition—if they drive 
the fifth column from their own soil. De- 
prived of its chance to suck nourishment 
from the free world, through the tentacles 
of its fifth columns, the Soviet Union will 
wither and shrink, until its captive people 
can rise up as one man, destroy their oppres- 
sors, and end the nightmare that afflicts the 
world, 


LINCOLN DAY ADDRESS BY SENA- 
TOR JENNER 


Mr. JENNER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent, Mr. President, to have printed in 
the ReEcorD, a speech made by me in St. 
Paul, Minn., on February 8, 1954, before 
the Lincoln Republican Club. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Once a year, near the birth date of Abra- 
ham Lincoln, we Republicans forget the 
daily grind of politics and lift our eyes like 
Lincoln to the vision of what our country 
has done and what we hope it will do. 

Every year we are refreshed and inspired 
by this renewal of our faith, but 1954 is a 
year for special pride and hope. 
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It is just 100 years since a few Americans, 
living in the Middle West, decided they 
could not accept the verdict of both older 
parties, that they would tinker with trivial- 
ities, while the survival of our Federal Union 
was in doubt. 

Who would have dreamed that the little 
group of men and women who assembled at 
Jackson, Mich., on July 6, 1854, would exer- 
cise a predominant influence over the next 
century, and, we hope, over generations to 
come? Those unknown, unimportant 
people, meeting to act on their convictions, 
had only one asset. In the midst of con- 
fusion and bitterness and double talk, they 
could recognize the most important issue of 
their time. They could recognize it clearly 
because they had the courage to face what- 
ever they might see. There can be no clear 
thinking where there is no courage. 

The Lincoln Day celebrations of 1954 are 
memorable for another reason. Today we 
Republicans face a political situation as 
hazardous as that of 1854. The confusion 
and the bitterness are as marked, and as 
portentous of danger. But, if we have cour- 
age, like the Republicans of 1854, we can 
lead a new American Revolution, as mem- 
orable as that of 1854, or of 1776. We too 
can make a clean break with the unhappy 
past, and venture into a future stranger 
8 anything even the pioneers had to 
ace. 

Our country is on the threshold of great 
changes, and great changes mean great op- 
portunities, for good or evil. 

The Republican Party has been entrusted, 
by the people of both parties, with the work 
of guiding the ship of state on a new and 
happier voyage. It has a mandate to lead 
our country out of the despair and illusion, 
the false hope and bloody awakening, which 
have been our portion for 20 years, 

Today we do honor to Lincoln and our 
other great Republican pioneers, but in 1954 
we must do more than honor them, We 
must imitate them, 

For 20 years our beloved country has been 
governed by an invading army of alien intel- 
lectuals. Their ideas were foreign to every 
principle that has moved our people since 
the days, four centuries ago, when English- 
men clustered in their villages and talked of 
the tyranny of kings, when they decided 
that the harsh fate of exiles was better far 
than the bitter taste of submission. 

For 20 years this Government of alien- 
minded planners has plundered our coun- 
try of its resources. It has debilitated our 
people with promises of canned welfare, fed 
to them on an assembly line. 

This alien government has wasted the 
good will our forefathers earned abroad in a 
century and a half of just and courteous 
treatment of other nations. It has even 
tampered with the security of the United 
States and permitted traitors to bring us 
close to military defeat. 

That long nightmare is now over. Fellow 
Republicans, in 1952 we liberated our coun- 
try from the enemy as truly as ever a rescu- 
ing army liberated its homeland from enemy 
troops. 

From July 1950, when Fair Deal lies and 
double dealing reached their inevitable cli- 
max in the Korean war, we kept up an un- 
ceasing struggle against our betrayers, un- 
til the victory of November 1952 removed 
them from the high places in our Gov- 
ernment. 

I tell you now, my friends, that it was 
impossible for a political party, with only 
voluntary gifts and volunteer workers, to 
unseat the Fair Dealers who had the power 
to tax us to the quick. They used our mon- 
ey to send an army of propagandists and 
fixers into every State in the Union, to bribe 
our people or intimidate them, to vote as the 
officeholders wished. 

I said it was impossible to unseat the Fair 
Dealers, and I meant it was impossible. How 
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then did the Republican Party, 20 years out 
of public office, achieve this victory? We 
defeated this Fair Deal because of a politi- 
cal miracle. Our country owes a great po- 
litical debt to the young men who left their 
homes and went half way round the world 
in the uniform of our country. They fought 
as bravely as Americans ever fought, but the 
gains won by their sacrifices were tossed 
away by the Achesons and their friends. 
The United States of America, with the 
greatest moral strength, the greatest indus- 
trial strength, and the most powerful armed 
force of any nation, deferred to Red China, 
a bandit government. We obligingly fought 
the war on the soil of our friends, leaving 
the railroads, the airports, and the harbors 
of the enemy safe from harm. 

The United States of America, with the 
greatest moral strength, the greatest indus- 
trial strength, and the most powerful armed 
force of any nation, asked for an armistice 
at the moment of victory, because Acheson 
planned it that way. And whom did we 
ask for an armistice? We asked a desolated 
province of Korea, a former colony of Japan. 
We asked the bandit government of Red 
China. Our officers had to sit down at the 
conference table with Red bandits, and 
quibble over an armistice, while Americans 
were being killed by Reds who had friends 
high in our Government. 

Our fighting men could not speak for 
themselves, my friends. But their sacrifice 
was more than honest men could endure. 
It will long be the greatest pride of the Re- 
publican Party that we spoke for them. 

The noble voice of Herbert Hoover was 
lifted in their behalf. The powerful voice of 
General MacArthur warned the people that 
American fighting men must not be subject 
to civilian leaders who were trading with the 
enemy, not for the little profits of com- 
merce, but for political power. 

In the Senate, our well-loved colleague, 
Robert A. Taft, worked day and night to 
learn the hidden facts and tell the story to 
our people. Republicans like Senator Mc- 
CARTHY, Senator BRIDGES, Senator KNOWLAND, 
Senator Bricker; and others, would take no 
rest until every last American learned that 
new Benedict Arnolds were betraying our 
military security under cover of State De- 
partment gobbledegook. Your own Con- 
gressman WALTER Jupp won a national repu- 
tation for his unceasing efforts to prevent 
the betrayal of China and Korea and the 
sacrifice of American blood in vain, 

The Republicans did not unseat the Fair 
Deal unaided. It is credit enough that we 
began the fight, and that, hopeless though 
it seemed, we never let go, until Americans 
of both parties rallied to the cause, and de- 
cided the struggle. 

I want to pay tribute to Democrats like 
Senator RUSSELL, of Georgia, who with ju- 
dicial impartiality brought out all the facts 
relating to MacArthur’s dismissal, without 
once asking whether his party’s interests 
might suffer. I want to pay tribute to Sena- 
tor McCarran, of Nevada, who, with the 
highest standards of judicial impartiality, 
dug deep into the record of the Institute of 
Pacific Relations, and documented the 
shameful story of interlocking subversion 
from our State Department, the White House 
Secretariat, and the United Nations, through 
the IPR, to the Soviet military intelligence 
and the dreaded Soviet secret police. 

We owe much to the fighting press, to in- 
dividual writers, to loyal men and women, 
who gave their time and strength to bring 
out the evil story the Fair Dealers were 
trying desperately to hide. 

No generation ever fought harder to unseat 
false leaders than we did. We fought so 
hard that, when victory came, we were too 
weary to know how much we had won. 
The struggle was followed by a kind of shell- 
shock. We could hardly think or feel. We 
needed time for healing. 
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That healing, President Eisenhower's calm, 
quiet, efficient administration is now giving 
us. After a long interval, our Federal Gov- 
ernment is distinguished by good manners, 
official dignity, and mutual respect among 
true Americans, regardless of differences of 
opinion. I rate that return to dignity and 
quiet a very important step in the new Re- 
publican administration. Violence, name- 
calling, denunciation of opponents, and 
manufactured crises, are the instruments of 
dictators, or would-be dictators. They were 
used to keep our people diverted, confused, 
and unaware, while the inner circle decided 
what our Government should do in the name 
of America. ‘ 

I have no patience with people who say 
the Republican Party has accomplished little 
or nothing in its first year in office. We ex- 
pect Fair Deal columnists to make such 
statements but Republicans know better. 

Never has a political party inherited such 
a mess. In the campaign, we spoke bravely 
of cleaning up the mess in Washington. We 
compared it with a housekeeper sweeping 
out an untidy room. Today we know better 
but how much we had to learn. 

Everywhere we looked, where the Ameri- 
can Government used to have orderly pro- 
cedures, strict accounting, obedience to law, 
we found waste, corruption, confusion, and 
chaos. We also found dark places where the 
masters of chaos sat and directed the per- 
formance. 

We talked in the campaign of balancing 
the budget. But how much we had to learn. 
We knew the Fair Deal had spent billions 
of dollars they did not have. Soon we 
learned we had to meet current payments 
on a hundred billion dollar charge account 
that had not even been billed. 

We knew the New Deal-Fair Deal left us 
a bureaucracy of two and a half million men 
and women, directed by an inner clique with 
strangely un-American ideas. But how much 
we still had to learn. We did not know that, 
when the new Republican administration 
ordered reductions in force, unscrupulous 
officials would lay off the few Republicans 
in Government. We did not know the most 
ardent Fair Dealers would disguise them- 
selves as nonpolitical experts, and make 
places for themselves in a civil-service sys- 
tem whose standards they never intended to 
observe. 

Now, when we talk about the New Deal- 
Fair Deal bureaucracy, we know what that 
really means. It means that we have in our 
Government, still in important positions, a 
self-directed bureaucracy, answerable to 
neither the voters, their elected officials, nor 
the Republican or Democratic Parties. 

The most vital achievement of President 
Eisenhower's first year is the complete re- 
direction of our military policy. We knew 
that vast sums had been spent by the mili- 
tary. We knew our potential enemies were 
quite undisturbed, while the anxiety of our 
people was increasing daily. But how much 
we had to learn. 

Today we know for certain what we long 
suspected, that the Fair Dealers never had a 
clear-cut strategic plan for our military safe- 
ty. They had what I call an accordion de- 
fense, with spending now up, now down, 


with wars now hot, now cold. 


This Fair Deal defense plan was perfectly 
calculated to drain vast resources, while giv- 
ing no military security in return. Just 
think for a minute what it means to tank 
factories and airplane factories, which must 
tool their plants for operation months and 
years ahead, to have a jiggly, up-and-down 
schedule for production of their biggest and 
most complex products. 

Perhaps you will wonder, as I do, just 
where this double-edged plan really origi- 
nated, Are there other Harry D. Whites still 
hidden from our view? Certainly nothing 
could have served better the plans of Soviet 
Russia than putting a heavy strain on our 
economy, to get only confusion in return, 
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Quietly, without name calling or boast- 
ing, President Eisenhower has removed the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff who let central Asia 
fall to the Communists, and lost air bases a 
few miles from Siberia’s industrial cities. 
He has replaced them with some of the ablest 
strategists in the world today. 

Quietly, without name calling or boast- 
ing, he has freed the military from the role 
of lackey to the foreign-policy planners, 
which Harry Hopkins and Dean Acheson had 
forced upon them. Today the military are 
free to make plans that are best for the 
Nation's security. They do not have to make 
military plans to suit the ideology of Ache- 
son’s State Department. 

We talked of communism in 1952, but how 
much we had to learn. Several years ago, 
the House Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities opened up the stories told by Eliza- 
beth Bentley and Whittaker Chambers, of 
the men in our Government who fed them 
material when they were couriers for Soviet 
espionage. We learned of Alger Hiss and 
Harry D. White. We learned of FBI reports 
which were started on their way to the White 
House and the Cabinet officials. But we 
could not prove whether they had arrived or 
whether pro-Communist assistants had side- 
tracked them. 

Now we know where the bodies are buried. 
We know that the FBI in 1946 sent complete 
reports on Harry D. White to the President 
and his Cabinet officials giving in detail 
White’s many connections with Soviet es- 
pionage and conspiracy. We know much, 
much more. We know from Gen. Harry 
Vaughn that the reports were received at 
the White House, and sent directly to Presi- 
dent Truman. We know they reached Secre- 
tary of State Byrnes. We know they reached 
Secretary of the Treasury Vinson, and we 
know they reached Attorney General Tom 
Clark, because the Assistant Attorney Gen- 
eral, Lamar Caudle, thought the reports so 
shocking he sent word about them to Tom 
Clark, though Clark was in the hospital. 

We know further that Secretary Byrnes and 
Secretary Vinson and Assistant Attorney 
General Caudle were deeply disturbed. Vin- 
son said Mr. Truman was deeply disturbed. 

Only one thing we do not know—who was 
the man so powerful that he could reach 
President Truman quickly, and persuade 
him that the promotion of Harry D. White, 
collaborator with a Soviet espionage ring, 
should go through? We do not know. 

What is this mysterious individual doing 
today? We do not know. 

Is he still trying to promote Communist 
planners and espionage agents? Is he trying 
to prevent the President and Congress from 
uprooting other subversives? Is he blocking 
us when we try to undo the policies these 
Soviet sympathizers grafted onto our war- 
time Government? We do not know. 

How many Communists are still in our 
Government, or in that governing circle 
which includes the great “experts” who give 
advice to government? How many trained 
officers of the Soviet political army are still 
engaged in sabotage more deadly than any 
dynamite or TNT could ever cause? 

Today our people have the assurance that 
President Eisenhower has appointed an At- 
torney General who intends to enforce the 
laws against communism. We can rest secure 
knowing that Attorney General Brownell will 
give full support, not constant interference, 
to J. Edgar Hoover. 

The Communist conspiracy is not yet un- 
covered. Harry D. White is dead, but is his 
story dead? Is it “warmed over spy“ or 
today’s headlines? Harry D. White helped 
put Eastern Germany under Soviet control. 
Leaders of the three Western Powers have 
been sitting meekly in Berlin, begging for 
kind words about East Germany from Molo- 
tov. Harry Hopkins is dead, but today the 
designs and atomic materials he sent to the 
Soviet Union have grown into, we don’t know 
how many, atomic weapons stockpiled in 
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Manchuria, to be hurled at any moment on 
Korea or Indochina or even our own country. 

Are these stories “warmed over spy” or are 
they today’s headlines, or perhaps tomor- 
row’s casualty lists? We in Congress in- 
tend to find out. 

Never has a political party, newly come to 
power, found such heaps of evidence of the 
stupidity, the corruption, even the treason, 
of its predecessors. 

But for once a political party is not going 
to use this evidence to win a party victory. 
It is a sad and solemn thing, my friends, to 
sit in the Internal Security Subcommittee, 
and hear witnesses tell the details of the 
betrayal of our country. 

We in Congress will go forward with all 
our investigations into communism and cor- 
ruption and extravagance. We shall com- 
plete the story of how the Communists in 
our Government threw away the victory of 
1945, how they got us into an unnecessary 
war half way around the earth, how they 
made us lose that war after our fighting men 
had won it. We will show how they made 
a blueprint for our destruction, and carried 
it out according to their timetable, almost— 
but not quite—to the bitter end. We shall 
bring out this whole story judicially, im- 
partially, as carefully as if we were in a 
court of law. 

We shall not charge the Democratic Party 
with this betrayal, my friends. Real Demo- 
crats have no party. Their party was stolen 
from them right under their noses, by the 
clever insiders who wanted to stay perma- 
nently in power. By 1944 there was nothing 
left of the national Democratic Party at all. 
The New Dealers, the Fair Dealers, the 
PAC’ers, the Communists, had taken over, 
and were running a race to see who could 
drive the country to perdition first. 

We do not have to blame the Democrats, 
my friends. As the story unfolds they will 
blame themselves more than we can ever 
blame them. 

This is not a story of party failure. Itisa 
story of treason, and real Democrats are as 
patriotic as we are, 

We shall put the blame where it belongs, 
on the Fair Deal cabal which took over the 
Democratic Party, lock, stock, and barrel, in 
1948. 

We shall say only one thing of the Fair 
Dealers: “They opened the gates of the 
citadel to the Communists.” 

Communists were clinging to the outer 
fringes of our Government in 1933. But 
they would never have entered the inner 
temple without help from the Benedict 
Arnolds who opened the gates to them. We 
shall leave the refugees from the real Demo- 
cratic Party to choose—do they want to fol- 
low the New Dealers, who let the Commu- 
nists into the citadel, or do they want to 
come with us until the Democratic Party is 
reborn? 

Someday I hope there will be a real Demo- 
cratic Party, because I believe in the two- 
party system. I hope the Democrats will cut 
every vestige of the New Deal and Fair Deal 
out of their party. But the New Deal-Fair 
Deal dug its talons deep into the Democratic 
Party. It will take years before the injured 
body of that party is strong again. 

We Republicans will go forward to our 
real task. We start, as the Republicans 
started a hundred years ago, with one sure 
touchstone. We shall solve a thousand prac- 
tical problems with one clear purpose—to 
restore in its full strength, the American 
system of liberty under God, resting in law 
on the American Constitution. 

I do not say the Republican Party will 
save our country. I say they have the op- 
portunity to do so. We may succeed or we 
may fail, but the responsibility falls on us. 

Last year, I said, was the year of healing, 
of recovery from too great a strain. This 
year can be the year of new beginnings, for 
our party and through us for our country. 
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Today I hope and trust that the Repub- 
lican Party is going to give back to the 
American people the right to be let alone, 
the right to make a living, to keep their 
own earnings, and to pursue their own hap- 
piness in their own way, except when their 
country is in danger. 

Your party in Congress and in the execu- 
tive branch, having freed the people from 
heavy taxation and bureaucratic regimen- 
tation, can then turn its attention to the 
first duty of your Government. We shall 
eradicate from our foreign relations every 
last vestige of the people and the policies 
left by Dean Acheson, Harry Hopkins, Alger 
Hiss, and Harry D. White. We shall turn 
again to the great and enduring principles 
of policy that distinguished our foreign af- 
fairs from George Washington to John Hay. 
We shall make our own country strong and 
great. We shall be good neighbors to all 
other nations which truly love liberty. 

We shall look to the past but we shall 
not turn back—Americans never turn back, 
We shall follow the pole star of the Declara- 
tion of Independence and the Constitution. 
We know our pole star will lead our ship 
of state safely on our way forward. 

This is the Republican revolution, my 
friends. The opportunity is there. I pray 
God we may, like Lincoln, be worthy of it, 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Anderson Green Martin 
Barrett Hayden Maybank 
Beall Hendrickson McCarran 
Bennett Hennings McCarthy 
Bridges Hickenlooper McClellan 
Bush ill Millikin 
Butler Holland Monroney 
Carlson Humphrey Morse 
Case ves Mundt 
Chavez Jackson Murray 
Clements Jenner Payne 
Cooper Johnson, Colo. Potter 
Crippa Johnson, Tex. Purtell 
Daniel Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Dirksen Kefauver Russell 
Douglas Kennedy Saltonstall 
Duff Kerr Schoeppel 
Dworshak Kilgore Smathers 
Ellender Knowland Smith, Maine 
Ervin Kuchel Smith, N. J. 
Ferguson Langer Stennis 
Frear Lehman Symington 
Fulbright Lennon Thye 
George Long Watkins 
Gillette Magnuson Wiley 
Goldwater Malone iNiams 

ore Mansfield Young 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 


that the Senator from Ohio IMr. 
Bricker] is absent by leave of the Senate. 
The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] are absent on official business. 
The senior Senator from Nebraska 
Mrs. BowrinG], the Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Corpon], the junior Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. REYNOLDS], the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Up- 
ton], and the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burke], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], and the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. NEELy] are absent on official 
business. 
The Senator from Alabama IMr. 
SPARKMAN] is necessarily absent. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
understand that under the prior order of 
the Senate we shall now have a morning 
hour under the usual 2-minute limita- 
tion, before the unfinished business is 
laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, That is 
correct. 


PROCEDURE OF CONGRESSIONAL 
INVESTIGATING COMMITTEES— 
RESOLUTION OF THE AMERICAN 
LEGION, DEPARTMENT OF MICHI- 
GAN, GRAND RAPIDS, MICH. 


Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent for appropriate reference, and ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp, a resolution adopted by the 
American Legion, Department of Mich- 
igan, Grand Rapids, Mich., on July 25, 
1954, relating to the work of congres- 
sional investigating committees regard- 
ing the ferreting out of Red spies and 
saboteurs. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

Whereas the American public has recently 
been alerted to the Red danger throughout 
our land; and 

Whereas many patriotic employees of con- 
gressional committees have been attacked 
by subversive elements and misguided offi- 
cials who have fallen victims to the com- 
munstic line of attack: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the American Legion, De- 
partment of Michigan, in convention assem- 
bled in Grand Rapids, Mich., this 25th day 
of July 1954, move a vote of thanks to those 
members of the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation and other employees of the three con- 
gressional investigating committees for the 
services rendered their country in the fer- 
reting out of Red spies and saboteurs in our 
industries and Government units that have 
affected the security of the national defense 
of our country; and be it further 

Resolved, That we commend patriotic 
American officials who have fought to rid 
the country of those seeking its change or 
overthrow; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
sent to chairman of the Committees on Un- 
American Activities and request that it be 
spread upon the journals of both the Senate 
and House of Representatives at Washing- 
ton, D. C.; and be it further 

Resolved, That we urge our Federal offi- 
cials to carry out the objectives of this reso- 
lution; and be it further 

Resolved, That we move a vote of thanks 
to the active working members of the three 
congressional investigating committees, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, and other 
employees of the three congressional investi- 
gating committees for the services rendered 
their country in the ferreting out of Red 
spies and subversives from our industries 
and governmental units, all in the interest 
of our national security, and that the work 
of the three committees be continued. 


REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


The following report of a committee 
was submitted: 

By Mr. HICKENLOOPER, from the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, with an 
amendment: 

S. 3851. A bill to provide rewards for in- 
formation concerning the illegal introduc- 
tion into the United States, or the illegal 
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manufacture or acquisition in the United 
States, of special nuclear material and atomic 
weapons (Rept. No. 2488). 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


By Mr. DWORSHAK: 
S. 3869. A bill for the relief of Kiji Tomi- 
naga; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. RUSSELL: 
S. 3870. A bill for the relief of Isabel Tree; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


OFFICIAL SEAL OF PRESIDENT PRO 
TEMPORE 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President; on 
behalf of the minority leader, the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. JoHNson] and my- 
self, I submit a resolution, and ask 
unanimous consent for its present con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be read for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 314), as follows: 

Resolved, That the President pro tempore 
of the Senate is authorized to adopt and use 
an official seal of his office. 

Src. 2. Expenses incident to the designing 
and procurement of such seal shall be paid 
from the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers signed by the President pro tem- 
pore of the Senate. 

Sec. 3. A description and illustration of the 
seal adopted pursuant to this resolution shall 
be transmitted to the General Services Ad- 
ministration for publication in the Federal 
Register. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from California 
yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. My under- 
standing is that the original resolution 
provided for a seal for both the Speaker 
of the House and the President pro tem- 

re. 

* KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consideration 
of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 314) was considered and 
agreed to. 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO INVESTI- 
GATE SENATE KITCHENS AND 
RESTAURANTS 


Mrs. SMITH of Maine submitted the 
following resolution (S. Res. 315), which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 


Resolved, That a special committee com- 
posed of five Senators of whom not more 
than three shall be from the same political 
party, to be appointed by the President of 
the Senate, is authorized and directed to 
make a full and complete investigation of 
the operation of the Senate kitchens and 
restaurants in the Capitol and Senate Office 
Building for the purpose of ascertaining 
whether such kitchens and restaurants are 
being operated in a manner which best serves 
the needs of the Senate and its employees, 
and particularly (1) whether the quality of 
the food and service are commensurate with 
prices charged, (2) whether proper stand- 
ards of cleanliness and sanitation are ob- 
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served, and (3) whether the costs to the 
Senate of such operation or the profits 
accruing to the operation of such kitchens 
and restaurants as a result of such opera- 
tion are excessive, (4) whether the facilities 
for such operation are adequate, and (5) 
what changes should be made in methods 
or manner of operation for the purpose of 
improving efficiency, service, the quality of 
food served, and facilities for such operation. 
The committee shall report to the Senate 
on or before February 15, 1955, the results 
of its investigation, together with such 
recommendations as it may deem desirable. 
Upon the filing of its report, the committee 
shall cease to exist. 

Sec. 2. (a) The committee, or any duly 
authorized subcommittee thereof, is author- 
ized to sit and act at such places and times 
during the sessions, recesses, and adjourned 
periods of the Senate, to require by subpena 
or otherwise the attendance of such wit- 
nesses and the production of such books, 
papers, and documents, to administer such 
oaths, to take such testimony, to procure 
such printing and binding, and to make 
such expenditures as it deems advisable. 

(b) The committee is empowered to ap- 
point and fix the compensation of such 
experts, consultants, and clerical and steno- 
graphic assistants as it deems necessary. 

(c) The expenses of the committee, which 
shall not exceed $15,000, shall be paid from 
the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers approved by the chairman. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI- 
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


By Mr. BRIDGES: 

Statement by him, together with text of 
Senate Joint Resolution 174, and editorial 
comment, all in regard to the need for ter- 
mination of deficit financing. 


BUTLER-TOLLEFSON CARGO-PREF- 
ERENCE BILL 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the REcorp a release by the 
American Merchant Marine Institute, 
Inc., under date of August 12, 1954. 

There being no objection, the release 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


AvucusT 12, 1954.—Walter E. Maloney, pres- 
ident of the American Merchant Marine In- 
stitute, today applauded the action of the 
House of Representatives in passing S. 3233, 
the Butler-Tollefson cargo-preference bill, 
frequently called the permanent 50-50 bill. 
The House action today was by unanimous 
consent following the unanimous recom- 
mendation of the House Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee. This bill had pre- 
viously been unanimously passed by the 
Senate on June 15, 1954. Today’s version is 
substantially identical with the bill as it 
passed the Senate and prompt Senate ap- 
proval is expected. 

Mr. Maloney said: “The American Nation 
and the American-flag merchant marine 
which is its fourth arm of defense and first 
arm of international commerce pay tribute 
to the foresight and constructive leadership 
displayed by Senator BUTLER, of Maryland, 
Congressman ToLLerson, of Washington, and 
the congressional leadership of both parties 
in the Congress in thus giving practical ap- 
plication to the long-standing shipping pol- 
icy of our Nation that a substantial portion 
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of our foreign commerce should be carried 
in American-flag vessels, built in America, 
manned by American citizens and owned 
and operated by Americans.” 

He added: “This legislation represents no 
more than a practical recognition by the 
Congress that previous temporary statutes 
for the same and similar purposes should be 
made a permanent and integral part of the 
statutory framework of our Nation, designed 
to assure that American-flag shipping will 
continue to be ready in the future as it has 
in the past, to serve our Nation in both peace 
and war.” 


PRESS COMMENTS ON TESTIMONY 
OF GEN. MARK CLARE 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
earlier this week Gen. Mark Clark ap- 
peared before the Senate Internal Se- 
curity Subcommittee, and gave some very 
pertinent and revealing and worthwhile 
testimony. Subsequently, what General 
Clark said was rather severely twisted 
in certain press reports, and thereafter 
it was made to appear that some very 
prominent people had an erroneous idea 
of what General Clark had said. 

In the Washington Star of Friday, Mr. 
David Lawrence, in his column, makes 
some comments on this situation which 


are so cogent that I ask unanimous con- 


sent that this particular portion of Mr. 
Lawrence’s column may be printed in 
the Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the com- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Presidential press conferences are getting 
no better—in fact, they are doing increased 
harm not only to the President and the 
Republican Party but also to the influence 
abroad of the foreign policies of the United 
States. 

Unfortunately much of the damage is done 
because sometimes the President isn’t told 
the full story behind the questions fired at 
him. 


. * 

Thus this week General Eisenhower was 
asked about recurrent suggestions that the 
United States cever diplomatic relations with 
Soviet Russia, and he was told that the most 
recent one came from Gen. Mark Clark. The 
fact was that the general was a witness be- 
fore the Senate Rules Committee on other 
subjects, and Senator Jenner, of Indiana, 
chairman, read to him a resolution, intro- 
duced by himself and Senator McCarran, of 
Nevada, which would simply express the 
sense of the Senate that it would be desir- 
able for the United States to sever diplomatic 
relations with Soviet Russia and the satellite 
governments. General Clark was asked what 
he thought about it, and he replied briefly, 
that if he were a Member of the Senate, he 
would vote for it. 

Now, General Eisenhower at his press con- 
ference was not told that fact nor was he 
told that a committee of nine Members 
of the House of Representatives, both Repub- 
licans and Democrats, had just filed a report 
unanimously recommending that the Presi- 
dent convene an international conference to 
seek agreement with our allies on the sever- 
ance of all diplomatic relations and the 
termination of all trade with the Communist 
countries. This committee has been taking 
testimony in Europe and elsewhere for sev- 
eral months from persons of prominence who 
have escaped from the Communist regime 
and who are in a position to tell Americans 
how influential such a policy would be in 
encouraging the peoples behind the Iron 
Curtain, 

But General Eisenhower, without going 
into the merits of this very difficult and 
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complicated question, reJected offhand any 
consideration of it. He said that if anyone 
would sit down and study the conflicting 
considerations objectively and not merely 
shoot from the hip on such questions, they 
would arrive at a similar conclusion. 

But how do the nine members of the House 
committee who have spent many months on 
this problem feel? Have they been shooting 
from the hip, or has the President himself 
been doing that very thing because he has 
not been properly briefed on how the mani- 
festation by him of a closed mind on this 
subject can bring discouragement to the 
enslaved peoples? Why did he have to dis- 
cuss the question at all? 


MISSOURI DROUGHT SITUATION 


Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for not 
more than 2 minutes concerning the 
drought program in the State of Mis- 
souri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 2 minutes under the rule. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. A letter dated 
August 10, addressed to the Missouri 
State Drought Committee, signed by the 
president of the Washington County 
Farm Bureau and 21 farmers from all 
areas of Washington County, Mo., pre- 
sents most emphatically the need for the 
inclusion of Washington County among 
those in that area of Missouri designated 
for emergency drought assistance. 

The statement made in the second 
paragraph of the letter, that the hay 
crop is only 88 percent of that of last 
year, pastures only 83 percent of last 
year, water supply 64 percent of last year, 
and corn crop only 10 percent of last 
year, again emphasizes the seriousness of 
conditions there. 

From firsthand observation I know 
the extent of the drought in Washing- 
ton County last year. Pastures then were 
so far gone that farmers in the area 
had chopped down the trees in the fields 
so that their starving cattle could eat 
the leaves for roughage. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the letter to which I have re- 
ferred, together with the names of the 
signers, be printed in the Recorp at this 
point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WASHINGTON COUNTY FARM BUREAU, 

Potosi, Mo., August 10, 1954. 
MISSOURI STATE DROUGHT COMMITTEE, 
Jeferson City, Mo. 

GENTLEMEN: On this 10th day of August 
in a meeting assembled by the invitation 
of the Washington County Farm Bureau, 
representative farmers from all areas of the 
county met to discuss whys and wherefores 
that Washington County was left out of the 
drought disaster area. 

A poll of those present showed hay 88 


percent of last year, pasture 83 percent of- 


last year, water 64 percent of last year, and 
corn 10 percent of last year. 

Therefore be it respectfully resolved of the 
State drought committee take all immediate 
action necessary to have Washington County 
included in the drought disaster area. 

Sincerely, 

O. E. Newcomer, President; W. F. York, 
Liberty Township, Potosi, Mo.; A. M. 
Rieffer, Bellevue Township, Cale- 
donia, Mo.; Norman A. Cole, Brenton, 
Township, Bonne Terre, Mo.; John 
Hovine, Richwood Township, Rich- 
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wood, Mo.; Chas. E. Drew, Bellevue 
Township, Caledonia, Mo.; Arthur E. 
Smith, Concord Township, Irondale, 
Mo.; Harry Riehl, Barton Township, 
Potosi, Mo.; Frank Wright, Bellevue 
Township, Caledonia, Mo.; Lloyd Cran= 
dall, Belgrade Township, Belgrade, 
Mo.; Bruce Miles, Kingston Township, 
Blackwell, Mo.; G. W. Stricker, Walton 
Township, Shirley, Mo.; A. H. Long, 
Union Township, Coder, Mo.; B. P. 
Bequetto, Union Township, Cadet, 
Mo.; Jack Garrett, Union Township, 
Cadet, Mo.; T. L. Dace, Johnson Town- 
ship, Anthonies Mill, Mo.; W. S. Nich- 
olson, Britton Township, Potosi, Mo.; 
Carl Miller, Concord Township, Potosi, 
Mo.; Carl Bouse, Johnson Township, 
Anthonies Mill, Mo.; John Pilice, Bel- 
grade Township, Belgrade, Mo.; L. L. 
Newcomer, Britton Township, Mineral 
Point, Mo.; Leroy J. Paul, Union Town- 
ship, Cadet, Mo, 


THE IDEA OF COMMUNISM—ARTI- 
CLE FROM THE COMMONWEAL 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, one of 
the keenest analyses of the Communist 
problem which I have seen in print for 
a long time appears in the August 6, 1954, 
issue of The Commonweal. I ask unani- 
mous consent to have the article, which 
is entitled “The Idea of Communism,” 
printed in the Record at this point as 
a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

Tue IDEA OF COMMUNISM 

Communism is a three-way danger. It is, 
first of all, an idea that has won the alle- 
giance of millions throughout the world. As 
an idea communism presents a more or less 
coherent philosophy of life and of man rooted 
in dialectic and historical materialism. 
Secondly, communism is a political con- 
spiracy; as such it is an internal threat 
wherever it has followers to carry out party 
orders, Thirdly, communism is a world- 
wide military force embarked on a program 
of expansion and aggression. 

The three aspects of communism go hand 
in hand. The idea comes first; the party is 
able to enlist from convinced ideologs fol- 
lowers ready to carry out subversion or, 
when the climate is right, to change social 
disorder and discontent into the coin of mass 
political action. This latter activity is hope- 
less in the United States at the present time, 
but such was not the case during the bleak 
depression years and in countries like Italy 
and France the unhappy social scene is still 
a fruitful vineyard for Communist apostles. 
In both these countries communism is able 
to command a large number of votes. The 
votes come not from convinced Communist 
ideologs but from dissatisfied people who 
take that way to express discontent with 
their lot. 

The problem of fighting communism is to 
keep each of these three avenues of Commu- 
nist approach closely guarded. It would not 
do, for instance, to concentrate so exclu- 
sively on counteracting communism as an 
idea that the avenue of internal subversion 
was ignored. It would not do to concentrate 
so completely on the problem of subversion 
as to ignore the military aspects. In this 
place or that, one or the other danger may be 
greater than the others, but the 3-way attack 
must be met by an alert 3-way defense. 

Communism as an idea has probably been 
the most neglected of all three, both here 
and abroad. Both leftwing and rightwing 
opinion in the United States has been guilty 
of obscuring the real nature of commu- 
nism as an idea. For years, with notable 
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exceptions, many patriotic liberal Ameri- 
cans neglected to take a good hard look at 
just what communism means in terms of 
ideas. The rude awakening that came after 
the war was really unnecessary, In the 
glow of the wartime alliance with Russia 
even stalwart generals were saying that the 
difference between communism and democ- 
racy was just about as crucial as the differ- 
ence between American Democrats and Re- 
publicans. If the philosophy of communism 
had been seriously examined, we might have 
avoided many well-meant but disastrous 
moves. Too many Americans felt that 
communism was undoubtedly foreign and 
perhaps even on the screwball side, but were 
not yet sufficiently oriented to the ideologi- 
cal age to believe that the future of the 
world might actually be dependent on the 
abstruse dialectics found in dull, barely 
readable Marxist tomes. By and large, we 
were pushovers for the sentimentality that 
colored so many of our attitudes toward Rus- 
sia when we fought a common enemy. That 
sentimentally afflicted all strata of society. 
It is as easy to find it in back issues of Life 
magazine as in the glowingly liberal opinion 
weeklies, (Long-time Commonweal readers 
will recall that in July 1945, this magazine 
and the Catholic World were attacked by 
Pravda as the two worst examples of “the 
warmongering Catholic press”; so do not read 
the above as an apologia.) A more general 
knowledge of the idea behind communism 
would have saved Americans from many of 
bee illusions that drugged the Nation at the 
time, 

On the other hand, there is a segment of 
American society which still stands in as 
much need of education about the idea of 
communism as those who thought about the 
subject so hazily in those days. This is a 
group which is ready to bracket every idea 
which does not conform to its own hardy 
rightwing convictions as communistic. 

There is no more affinity between com- 
munism and the kind of liberalism espoused, 
say, by the ADA or the American Veterans’ 
Committee than there is between the native 
fascism of Gerald L. K. Smith and the stanch 
republicanism of the late Senator Taft. But, 
for political and propaganda purposes, this 
group is forever ready to attribute every idea 
left of Dwight Eisenhower's fictitious dead 
center to Karl Marx. These “terribles simpli- 
ficateurs” have created all kinds of mischief 
by consistently tarring patriotic and idealistic 
people with the Communist brush. “If sup- 
porting public housing is communistic,” 
many have felt through the years, “then I 
don’t mind being communistic.” A good ex- 
ample of this sort of thing was found re- 
cently when a supposed authority on com- 
munism before a congressional committee 
identified the writings of two Popes as com- 
munistic. As long as good people and good 
ideas are arbitrarily associated with com- 
munism, for partisan gain, the essential 
wickedness of communism as an idea will be 
obscured. 

There are proposals now for a more gen- 
eral education in communism, notably a 
widely publicized plan offered by the Ameri- 
can Bar Association. We heartily approve 
such a program, provided it truly means 
education about communism and is not used 
as a mean for partisan propogandists and 
lobbyists to include as communistic the 
teachings and beliefs of just about everyone 
who disagrees with them, from the Popes 
who wrote the social encyclicals to the lib- 
erals of Americans for Democratic Action. 

The so-called rightwing cannot alone de- 
feat communism in America, The attack of 
the Communists is directed against Ameri- 
cans of both parties and from every shade of 
the political spectrum. We need to fire our 
volleys against communism from both left 
and right. The sooner this simple fact is 
generally understood the better all-round. 
No group of Americans is the special target 
of communism, and none has a monopoly on 
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anticommunism. With wider understand- 
ing of the Communist idea, it might become 
clear to all that however we Americans may 
disagree among ourselves we face in commu- 
nism a common emeny and will either have 
to hang together or hang separately. 


FARM POLICY 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that correspond- 
ence between Mr. George E. Hulstrand, of 
Willmar, Minn., and Mr. Raymond C. 
Mitten, editor of the legislative depart- 
ment of the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, with regard to farm policy 
may be printed in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the corre- 
spondence was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

JuLy 13, 1954. 
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT, CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: As a member of the Willmar 
Chamber of Commerce, and as chairman of 
its National Affairs Committee, I wish to 
let you know very definitely that I do not 
agree and our chamber does not agree with 
your position with respect to the farm bill. 

We don’t mind so much that you take 
the position that you do but we certainly 
protest the misrepresentation that comes out 
in your legislative outlook. 

It would seem to me that the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States could make 
a contribution to the country and to its local 
chambers in this part of the country if it 
would center its efforts on policies designed 
to remedy the problems of distribution rather 
than to try to set farmer against consumer. 

Yours very truly, 
GEORGE E. HULSTRAND, 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE 

UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., July 21, 1954. 
Mr. GEORGE E. HULSTRAND, 
Hendrickson, Hulstrand, & Langsjoen, 
Willmar, Minn. 

Dear Mr. HULSTRAND: As editor of the 
Legislative Outlook, I have been asked to 
reply to your letter of July 15 regarding our 
recent article on the farm bill in that 
publication. 

I am mainly concerned about your com- 
plaint that the article misrepresented the 
situation regarding the farm bill. I would 
very much appreciate receiving from you 
your reasons for believing that the Legisla- 
tive Outlook has misrepresented the agricul- 
ture surplus situation and that matter of 
farm prices in general. I assure you that 
we attempt to be fair in our presentations 
in the Legislative Outlook and in all of our 
other publications. 

I agree with you that better distribution 
is one answer to the farm-surplus problem 
and I believe that the dairy industry, for 
example, is to be congratulated for the work 
it is doing to improve distribution. I also 
doubt, however, that such efforts can provide 
a complete alternative to a changeover from 
rigid to flexible price supports. 

I appreciate your interest in giving us your 
views on this highly important matter and 
sincerely hope that I will hear further from 
you regarding your complaint about misrep- 
resentation in the Legislative Outlook. 

Yours very truly, 
RAYMOND C. MITTEN. 

HENDRICKSON, HULSTRAND & LANGSJOEN, 

Willmar, Minn., August 5, 1954. 
Mr. RAYMOND C. MITTEN, 

Editor, Legislative Outlook, Chamber 
of Commerce of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Mn. Mirren: In response to your let- 
ter of July 21, I wish to point out several 
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instances in which you in your. Legislative 
Outlook misrepresent the farm-price-support 
legislation problem to the reader who has 
not taken the time or had the opportunity 
to study the issues with all the facts before 

In the first place, in the issue of May 10, 
you state, among other things, that “the 
size and cost of surpluses have become 
alarming.” If it is true that the size and 
cost of surpluses have become alarming, it 
is so only because those who are opposed 
to a genuine farm program have sought by 
means of propaganda and misrepresentation 
of facts to play up in the minds of the 
people that we cannot afford the cost of a 
workable farm program. This is simply not 
true, Upon examination, facts will show 
that while we have spent some money as tax- 
payers supporting a farm program that has 
not been extended as far as it should, this is a 
small cost compared to what we have paid to 
support other segments of our economy. For 
example, the loss in handling second-class 
mail, magazines and newspapers, in the Post 
Office Department during the last 8 years 
has been about $3,800,000,000. The loss of 
the Government in the 23-year period during 
which the farm-price-support legislation 
has been in effect has been $1,100,000,000. 
Of this $1,100,000,000, $20 million was for 
support of the basic crops, and the balance, 
$1,080,000,000, was in support of nonbasics; 
and then when one compares this with the 
tremendous aid given to industry as a whole 
for means of subsidies of one form or the 
other since the war, I feel that the price 
paid for the farm-price-support program is 
small, indeed. We must also consider the 
fact that since 1933 the farm income has 
gone from $7 billion to $35 billion, and it 
requires no great deal of imagination to 
realize that the farmers in paying their in- 
come taxes have more than paid back to the 
Government what it has cost the Govern- 
ment to give them a farm-price-support pro- 
gram. I consider it a misrepresentation of 
fact when you show the cost of the farm- 
price-support legislation without also show- 
ing and pointing out and comparing that 
program with the subsidies which the Gov- 
ernment has been granting, and is granting, 
other segments of the economy. 

On the second page of your May 10 issue, 
you set out the quantity of products under 
the loan and ownership categories of the 
CCC. The implication is that there is a tre- 
mendous surplus which it will require from 
here to eternity to consume. Those figures 
are not indicative of anything unless they 
be compared with the consumption fon an- 
nual periods, the total production for annual 
periods, and the projection into the future 
of what will be required in the way of those 
products in the future. One of the most 
sinister forms of misrepresentation is to cite 
figures without supplying all the data which 
would give them relevance to the problem as 
a whole. 

On the second page of your May 10 issue, 
under the heading Fexible supports,” you 
state: “There is no assurance that there 
would not be any surpluses with flexible sup- 
ports but it seems reasonable to assume that, 
with wider play of market forces permitted, 
there would be more encouragement of con- 
sumption and less encouragement of exces- 
sive production—production for sale to the 
Government.” The facts are, and the figures 
of the Department of Agriculture will show, 
that when prices go down on farm products, 
the result is that farmers attempt to raise 
more products and put more acreage into 
production. It is only reasonable to assume 
that they will do this, for the reason that an 
increase in production is the only way in 
which they can meet the problem, and a very 
serious problem it is, which faces them when 
their income is cut by a reduced price. 

Then you go into a devious and complex 
line of argument which goes like this: “Many 
farm State Congressmen contend extension 
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of rigid support at 90 percent of parity is 
necessary to maintain farm income, But it 
should be remembered that parity is related 
to prices, not to overall income (partly be- 
cause geographical areas specialize in cer- 
tain crops). And, except for the boost from 
Korean war buying in 1951, farm prices have 
been declining for 6 years despite rigid price 
supports. Besides, the law’s production con- 
trols tend to become income controls by try- 
ing to curtain amounts available for sale.” 
This seems to be a complicated way of saying 
that if prices are going to go down then the 
price supports must also follow in order that 
the price supports might reflect the down- 
ward trend of prices. If you argue thus, you 
misread the purpose of the law, which is to 
give the farmer a guaranty not of income, 
but of an assurance of a fair price after he 
has by his own labor, his ingenuity, his man- 
agement, and all that the free competitive 
system offers, produced the crop. 

I have failed to see in any of your pub- 
lications a clear statement of the fact that 
the parity program is not a guaranty of in- 
come to the farmer whether he works his 
land efficiently or not. It would seem to me 
that you should take pains to point out to 
those who read your publication that all that 
the farm price-support legislation does is to 
remove an economic hazard out of the many 
that face the American farmer today. It 
seems to me to be good sense to expend 
money in order that we might protect the 
farmer against the hazard of fluctuating 
prices and to help him keep his business and 
his productive plant in good shape and in 
good order so that it might be utilized to 
the full when the demands of the consuming 
public increase through drought, war, or the 
natural increase of population. 

In your June 21 issue, you become not 
only devious but it seems to me downright 
deceitful in your report on who receives 
farm price-support payments. That particu- 
lar statement concerns itself only with basic 
crops and you entirely ignore the nonbasic 
crops which are also supported under the 
farm price program. It is outright mis- 
representation of the facts to set out only 
a part of the facts in a situation such as 
this in order to imply that after all only 
a small part of the Nation’s farmers are 
being supported by the farm price-support 
legislation. 

In that same issue you also imply that 
the American taxpayers are paying $30,000 
an hour for storage of farm surpluses. This 
comes to $720,000 a day for a total of $262,- 
800,000 a year. You also seem to deplore the 
fact that we have about $6,500,000,000 in- 
vested in the farm price-support-loan pro- 
gram. For my part I think that is a good 
investment and one that should not be a 
cause for moaning and groaning but rather 
a cause for rejoicing. We don’t hear any 
complaints about stockpiling atomic mate- 
rials, about building up our military might, 
about stockpiling and accumulating stra- 
tegic materials. I think if you would ex- 
amine and present the facts on the stock- 
piling and accumulating of those types of 
materials, you would find that it would ex- 
ceed by many many times the cost of the 
farm products now stored under the farm 
price-support-loan program. And I don’t 
think that you are ready to say that the 
agricultural products under storage do not 
represent an important asset in the event of 
a national emergency. 

Strangely enough, you make no mention 
of the program for wool and it seems to me 
that your conclusions and your statements 
in the July 5 issue under the heading “But- 
ter to Burn,” missed the point entirely. For 
one thing, I would like to have you explain 
to me how you expect the dairy farmers to 
produce butter at 75 percent of parity. You 
state that “They (many Members of Con- 
gress) haven’t indicated what he (Benson) 
should do with the surplus butter.” If you 
have done any reading on the subject at 
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all, you are bound to have noticed that there 
has been proposed what I consider a sound, 
workable program, such as has now been ap- 
plied to wool, by which the farmer would be 
guaranteed a price at which he could produce 
the butter and given that guaranty in the 
form of compensatory payments and the 
butter then left to find its market price in 
the markets. 

Then further on in the same article you 
make the same basic misrepresentation again, 
that since the butter program is bad and has 
bad features the basic crop-support program 
is worse because it is fixed at 90 percent of 
parity, ignoring the fact that under the rigid 
price-support program we have paid less than 
we have under those programs which have 
been on the nonfixed basis. 

One of the real problems in the farm price 
support field has been that the enemies of 
the farmer and the enemies of any legislation 
to give the farmer a fair price for what he 
raises have always had just enough success 
to prevent the institution of a thorough, 
workable farm program. These same enemies 
of the farmer and of farm price-support legis- 
lation have also been insistent that Congress 
do nothing about investigating into the mar- 
gin of profit that goes to people other than 
the producing farmers, who stand between 
the farmer and the consumer. 

Yours very truly, 
GEORGE E. HULSTRAND. 


MIDYEAR ECONOMIC REPORT 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may speak 
for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Minnesota that he be permitted to 
speak for 5 minutes? The Chair hears 
none, and the Senator may proceed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, dur- 
ing this week President Eisenhower re- 
leased a report on the state of our econ- 
omy at midyear. All of us are glad to 
note what has been evident for some 
months, namely, that the economy is out 
of the trough of the recession of the 
past year. 

As the President has pointed out, the 
performance of the economy during the 
past few months has indeed been re- 
markable. The economy has shown 
great resiliency and great ability to 
bounce back. This seems to be an op- 
portune moment for some analysis of 
the bounce in the economy. And this, it 
seems to me, is the disappointing feature 
of the President’s report. The report of 
three pages is all we are to have in the 
way of a midyear economic report. It 
gives us performance figures, but no 
analysis. At a generally happy, but still 
critical moment for the economy, we 
have no real analysis of the state of the 
economy ; and we therefore have no basis 
for prediction of the shape of things to 
come. 

I shall not undertake to provide a de- 
tailed analysis of the state of the econ- 
omy, but I wish to point out a fact which 
is now generally accepted, namely, that 
the economic comeback, or bounce, of 
the past few months has been based, to 
a large extent, on an increase in con- 
sumer spending and retail sales. This 
increase began in March of this year, and 
there is every reason to believe that it 
was stimulated, in part, by tax relief in 
the form of excise-tax reduction in 
March. Also, I think we should make 
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note of the fact that much of the so- 
called bounce back or improvement in 
the economy was due to a change in the 
administration’s credit and fiscal policies. 

A little more than a year ago, I took 
sharp exception to what was known as 
the hard-money, tight-credit policy. As 
the record will bear out, in the spring 
months of 1954 that policy was abruptly 
changed. Today there is what might 
truly be called a soft-money, loose-credit 
fiscal policy. The Federal Reserve Board 
has made available an additional $9 bil- 
lion worth of credit by lowering the 
reserve requirements. 

It is my considered judgment that 
when the facts are fully reviewed, and 
an analysis is made, it will be found that 
much of the so-called return from the 
recession, or improvement in economic 
conditions, has been due to two factors, 
namely, an increase in consumer spend- 
ing and retail sales. This increase began 
in March of this year, and there is every 
reason to believe it was stimulated by 
excise-tax reductions and other revi- 
sions, together with the more basic and 
important change in the fiscal policy. 

Fortune magazine for August, at pages 
23 and 24, in its monthly evaluation of 
the economy, has this to say: 

Spending increased at the expense of per- 
sonal savings, which dipped from 8.6 percent 
of disposable income in the first quarter 
nearly to the normal rate of 7 percent in the 
second. Thus it was the consumer, not busi- 
ness or government, who led the recovery— 
to the quiet consternation of the remaining 
apostles of pure Keynsianism. 


The pure Keynsian view, of course, is 
that business investment leads to the 
economy. A group of us in Congress 
have been arguing for the past year and 
a half that stimulating consumption 
through increasing purchasing power 
would be the key to economic revival. 
We set this view forth at some length in 
the recent debate on revision of our 
income-tax laws, and the figures now 
available on the economic recovery of the 
past few months seem to be a convincing 
vindication of our position. 

In other words, it looks very much as 
if the “saucering out” of the economy— 
to use an administrative term—is not 
due to the original program of the ad- 
ministration. It is due to a revival of 
consumer spending based on tax reduc- 
tions beyond those recommended by the 
administration, on a reversal by the ad- 
ministration of its tight credit policies. 

The second comment I want to make 
on this midyear economic report con- 
cerns the nature of the report itself. 
Three scant pages of analysis is not 
much of a report for a period when the 
economy seems to be at a turning point. 
Last year, at a point of downturn in the 
economy, we had no midyear report at 
all. This is a striking contrast with the 
last administration, when midyear eco- 
nomic reports were issued in considerable 
detail. 

The fact is that there has been a tend- 
ency in this administration to provide 
the American people with much less eco- 
nomic data and analysis than did the last 
administration. There seems to have 
been a tendency, in fact, to be critical of 
the Council of Economic Advisers and 
even of the purposes the Council is in- 
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tended to serve under the Employment 
Act of 1946. 

Under December of last year we did 
not even have a full Council of Economic 
Advisers, and between March and Au- 
gust of last year the Council, as such, was 
not in operation at all. 

The declaration of policy in the Em- 
ployment Act of 1946 reads, in part: 

It is the continuing policy and responsi- 
bility of the Federal Government * * * to 
promote maximum employment, production, 
and purchasing power, 


One of the ways in which the Govern- 
ment can fulfill this responsibility is to 
provide as many facts as possible on the 
state of the economy. 

The present midyear economic report 
does not do this. Instead, it is a rather 
political document, comparing the state 
of the economy in different administra- 
tions. This may be good politics, but it 
is not very good economics. 

The President notes that some people 
have been critical of the course of the 
economy lately. One reason for this, he 
suggests, is “that the thinking of many 
people is geared to the concept of unin- 
terrupted progress.” 

Mr. President, I confess to being one 
of those people. I am in favor of unin- 
terrupted economic progress. I realize 
it is not easy to achieve, but I believe 
that patient and extensive analysis of 
the economic facts can help us achieve 
progress. That is why I think we are 
entitled to a better midyear economic 
report. That is why I think we ought 
to get going with a census of business 
and manufacturing. I hope we will get 
an appropriation for it this year, and I 
think a grave error was made in not ap- 
propriating for it last year. 

The truth is that the economy has not 
really made progress over the past 
year—instead it has lost ground. 

From the point of view of economic 
progress and economic growth, our gross 
national product in the second quarter 
of 1954 was about $27 billion below the 
level required for full employment and 
full production. Gross national product 
for the second quarter was about a bil- 
lion below that for the first quarter. 

The fact is that the well-being of our 
economy depends on economic progress, 
The objectives of the Employment Act 
of 1946—maximum employment, pro- 
duction, and purchasing power—depends 
on it. And the less interrupted that 
progress is, the better. I think this mid- 
year economic report is in some ways 
an alarming document—not because it 
brings bad news—but simply because it 
does not bring enough news. And what 
news it does contain is sugar coated. 

I hope that in the future the admin- 
istration will see fit to provide us with 
more facts and analysis. It seems to me 
that this information is due the business 
community and the public, and I am 
sure that the business community and 
the public can use this information for 
the progress and the good of the entire 
economy. 

Finally, within the past week I have 
noted that the President of the United 
States, at long last, has filled the two 
vacancies on the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System. I have 
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been noting for 18 months that the va- 
cancies have existed. I have just re- 
ceived information that the President 
had this matter brought to his atten- 
tion, and within the past 10 days or 2 
weeks has taken action to fill the va- 
cancies. 

This is very important, because the 
Federal Reserve Board really determines 
the fiscal policy, the monetary policy, of 
the Government, in conjunction with the 
Department of the Treasury. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
Recorp the text of President Eisenhow- 
er’s report on the national economy. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


TEXT or PRESIDENT EISENHOWER’S REPORT ON 
THE NaTIONAL ECONOMY 


1 


The paramount fact about the economy 
at midyear is that the recent decline in 
economic activity has come to a halt. For 
the last 6 months the Federal Reserve index 
of industrial production has moved within 
an extremely narrow range. At the begin- 
ning of the year the index stood at 125 
(average, 1947-49, 100). In March and April 
the index registered 123, in May and June 
124. 

2 

In view of this narrow range of fluctua- 
tion in total industrial production during 
the past 6 months, we may justly take an 
average of the past 6 months as indicative 
of the recent level of economic activity. It 
then becomes of interest to compare this 
level with that attained by the economy 
during the first half of 1953, when our Nation 
was enjoying the greatest prosperity we have 
yet known. 

3 

Making that comparison, we find that in- 
dustrial production has been running 8.1 
percent lower in 1954 than in 1953. But in 
forming a judgment about the state of the 
economy we must bear in mind that the 
widely used Federal Reserve index of pro- 
duction covers only manufacturing and 
mining; that it omits construction, agricul- 
ture, transportation, and the great range of 
personal services; and that the omitted parts 
are much more important sources of employ- 
ment than the included parts. It is desir- 
able, therefore, to look at more comprehen- 
sive measures or indicators of economic 
activity. 

4 

The most significant of these measures 
are the following: 

(A) Gross national product, which ex- 
presses the dollar value of the Nation's total 
output of commodities and services. 

(B) Nonagricultural employment (as esti- 
mated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics), 
which expresses the number of wage and 
salary workers in business establishments 
outside of agriculture. 

(C) Personal income, which is simply the 
sum of all individual and family incomes, 

(D) Disposable personal income, which is 
simply the sum of all individual and family 
incomes minus personal income tax pay- 
ments. 

(E) Bank debits outside New York City, 
which express debits to individual and busi- 
mess bank accounts, and thus measure the 
flow of money payments in industrial, com- 
mercial, and, to some degree, financial trans- 
actions. (New York City debits are omitted 
because they are dominated by financial 
transactions.) 
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5 
When we now compare the first half of 


1954 with the first half of 1953, we obtain 
the following results: 


Percent change from first half of 1953 to 
first half of 1954 


Down 

Gross national production 2.7 

Nonagricultural employment 2.6 
Up 

Personal income 0.2 

Disposable personal income 1.4 

Bank debits outside New York City- 0.9 


It is fair to conclude from these facts that 
the recent economic decline, on an overall 
basis, has been very small. This conclusion 
will not be changed if we take account of 
the increase in population. Thus, while the 
total disposable personal income increased 
1.40 percent, the disposable personal income 
per capita declined merely 0.3 percent be- 
tween the first half of 1953 and the first 
half of 1954. 

6 


In judging the performance of the Ameri- 
can economy during 1954 we have taken the 
first half of 1953 as the standard. It may 
help us to see the current state of the econ- 
omy in better perspective if we go 1 year 
further back. The first half of 1952 was not 
characterized by the same intensity of activ- 
ity, but it was the best year we had experi- 
enced prior to 1953. Therefore, while 1952 
does not provide us with as high a standard 
as 1953, it still constitutes a very high 
standard, 

7 

If we now compare the first half of 1954 
with the first half of 1952, the showing of the 
rather broad indicators to which we have 
already referred is as follows: 


Percent change from first half 1953 to first 


half 1954 

Up 
Industrial production - 3.3 
Gross national product_.--..--..--.-. 4.4 
Nonagricultural employment 11 
Personal income TE 
Disposable personal income 8.8 
Per capita disposable income 5.8 
Bank debits outside New York City- 10.2 


Every one of these indicators shows a rise, 
and some of the increases are not small. 

Since 1952 was the best year before this 
administration took office, it follows that 
economic activity of late has been higher 
than at any time before this administration 
assumed responsibility. And since 1953 was 
a still better year than 1954 is turning out 
to be, it follows that the over-all perform- 
ance of the American economy thus far dur- 
ing this administration has been better than 
during any earlier time. 


Some of the economic indicators used 
above are expressed in a physical unit, others 
in a monetary unit. It is well, therefore, to 
say a word about the price level. 

When we compare the first half of 1954 
with the first half of 1953 we find that the 
index of wholesale prices is up 0.8 percent 
and that the index of consumer prices is up 
1.1 percent. Not only are these increases 
tiny but our measures of price movements 
fail to take account of discounts, conces- 
sions, bargain sales, etc., that have been a 
significant feature of recent markets. If we 
allow for these developments, we can surely 
say, without the slightest fear of contradic- 
tion, that the value of the people’s money 
has remained entirely intact. 

This conclusion also holds if we carry com- 
parisons 1 year farther back—that is, if we 
compare the first half of 1954 with the first 
half of 1952. On this basis, the index of 
wholesale prices is down 1.3 percent and the 
index of consumer prices is up 1.9 percent. 
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Let us take note of another fact, namely, 
that while recent economic activity has been 
at a high level and the value of the dollar 
has been stable, the increases in wages, 
which is one of the principal expressions of 
the progressiveness of the American econ- 
omy, has continued. 

Average hourly earnings have moved as 
follows: 


Ist half of | Ist half of 
1952 to Ist | 1953 to Ist 
half of 1954 | half of 1954 


Manufacturing, total. +9.1 +2.9 
Durable. ＋9.2 +2.2 
Nondurable.. +7.8 +3.8 
Building consi ＋13. 3 +4.3 
Retail trade +10.8 +4.3 
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The above statistics suggest a high—or 
even an improving—state of economic wel- 
fare. An economic historian of an earlier 
generation, if confronted with facts such as 
these, would have felt no hesitation in de- 
scribing recent times as a period of great 
prosperity. And if our imaginary historian 
had stopped to take account of the difficul- 
ties of shifting from a war to a more nearly 
peace economy, with Government expendi- 
ture on national security dropping nearly 
one-fifth in a year, he might well have de- 
scribed the last year or two as a time when 
economic miracles were being wrought. 


11 


Not all of our contemporaries, however, are 
describing the performance of the American 
economy in these lyrical terms. The reason 
is partly that a decline occurred after July 
1953 in economic activity, particularly in 
employment, and that the thinking of many 
people is geared to the concept of uninter- 
rupted progress. The reason is partly that 
this rather minor decline has been better 
advertised than many major declines of our 
past. The reason is also that, while the 
decline has been small on an overall basis, 
it has affected seriously some industries, 
communities, and groups in our society. 
Factory employment, particularly in the du- 
rable-goods industries, has suffered, while 
agricultural prices and incomes have shown 
the adverse effects of shrinking export mar- 
kets and unbalanced production, 
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Unemployment is now greater than during 
the time of the Korean war, as the follow- 
ing figures indicate: 


Unemployment as percent of civilian labor 
force 


It is clear, however, that unemployment in 
recent months has not been larger than 
during comparable months in 1949 and 
1950. 
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Moreover, the rate of unemployment has 
shown some tendency to diminish of late, 
This is one of numerous signs of economic 
improvement. Retail sales have recently 
been rising again. Business expenditures on 
capital expansion and improvement are con- 
tinuing at a high rate. New construction 
contracts are running well above the level 
of a year ago. Inventories have been re- 
duced and are now in better adjustment to 
current sales. The financial markets have 
been displaying great strength. The level 
of business and consumer confidence in the 
economic future is high and improving. 
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The standards that our generation applies 
to the performance of an economic system 
are very different from those that our fa- 
thers applied and even different from those 
that we ourselves applied only a few years 
ago. It is a good thing that our standards 
are higher. Great economic and social 
achievements will not be made unless we 
are sensitive to the need for making them. 

The economic program being enacted by 
the present Congress marks a milestone in 
constructive legislation. It will help to re- 
duce unemployment and to stimulate enter- 
prise and development in all directions. In 
the months and years ahead we must con- 
tinue to bring knowledge, cool judgment, 
and a concern for people to the considera- 
tion of economic problems. In the measure 
that we do this, we may look forward with 
great confidence to the future. 


POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE 
“PACKAGE BILL” 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may be permitted to speak for 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from South Carolina that he may speak 
for 5 minutes? The Chair hears none, 
and the Senator from South Carolina 
may proceed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, it has come to my atten- 
tion through a front-page press story, 
that the Republican leadership of the 
House of Representatives on Monday will 
attempt a surprise “coup” by trying to 
force through the House, under a sus- 
pension of the rules, a “package bill,” 
which would include the Postmaster 
General’s reclassification plan, increased 
postal rates on first-class mail matter, 
and increased pay for Federal employees. 

This may be nothing more than 
another Summerfield-planted rumor. 
However, so all may be aware of how 
postal employees feel about this method 
of legislation by marriage, I wish to read 
@ press release by 8 major postal or- 
ganizations, representing 450,000 of the 
Nation’s postal workers, as follows: 

AN URGENT, FRANK STATEMENT OF POSTAL 
EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS ON THE POSTAL 
Pay ISSUE 

To all Members of Congress: 

Eight major postal organizations, repre- 
senting 450,000 of the Nation’s postal work- 
ers, have sought in the 83d Congress a long 
overdue and justifiable increase in postal 
salaries. 

We appreciate the stand and efforts of 
our many friends in the Congress who have 
conscientiously supported fair legislation to 
grant this increase. We appreciate and ap- 
plaud the action of the House on Munday, 
August 9, in passing the Corbett bill, H. R. 
9245, which provided a fair compromise in- 
crease in pay and which, just as fairly, pro- 
vides for a joint committee of the Congress 
to study postal field service reclassification 
and report back to the 84th Congress for ac- 
tion as then deemed proper and appropriate. 

The controversy is before the House be- 
cause of two great stumbling blocks: 

1. The demand of the Postmaster General 
that Congress strip itself of authority to 
establish the classification of postal posi- 
tions and set the salary schedules for those 
positions. 

2. The insistent demand that Congress 
provide the revenue to pay for any salary 
increase through an increase of postal rates. 

We have been, are currently, and will re- 
main adamantly opposed to removing our 
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classifications and salary schedules away 
from the control of Congress. We have con- 
sistently enjoyed fair treatment at the 
hands of Congress. We know without ques- 
tion that in the final analysis the Congress 
of the United States is the only place we 
can appeal errors and wrongs which might 
conceivably, and most probably would, creep 
in under discretionary authority in the ex- 
ecutive branch to determine classifications 
and salary schedules. Despite statements 
to the contrary, this appeal has not been 
protected under the Rees proposal. 

We do not oppose increased postal rates, 
but we cannot support the fact that the 
salary schedules within the Post Office De- 
partment are now, or ever should be, deter- 
mined by the revenue produced by the De- 
partment. We deem it gross injustice to pred- 
icate the level of postal salaries on whether 
or not there is a postal deficit. This is to- 
tally inconsistent with the policy and oper- 
ational procedure applicable to any other 
agency or department of Government. Fur- 
ther, it is grossly misleading unless first the 
area of business and service within that De- 
partment is determined. 

We desire to make our stand eminently 
clear in this pressing issue currently before 
you. 

We urgently appeal for a fair salary in- 
crease, not secured through marriage to con- 
troversial issues before you, but dependent 
upon the merits of whether or not we—the 
postal employees of this Nation—deserve 
such an increase. 

Being frank, we desire you to know that 
beyond a shadow of a doubt, the postal 
employees of this Nation will not place 
blame on congressional Members who in 
good conscience do not permit themselves 
to vote for a postal pay raise if such raise 
is coupled to issues on proposals to which 
the Member is opposed. 

Representing 450,000 postal employees, we 
request you to vote against the proposed 
package-pay plan to be presented to the 
House on Monday. This attempt represents 
a complete usurpation of the power of 
the legislative body by the administrative 
branch of government. The classification 
proposal for the postal service in this bill 
has been turned down by committees in 
both Houses, Bills have been passed in both 
Houses carrying provisions entirely contrary 
to the Rees proposal. The attempt to jam 
this provision through the Congress in the 
final minutes of the session represents un- 
precedented administrative capriciousness. 

We ask you to stand by the Corbett re- 
classification plan approved by the House on 
August 9 by a vote of 352 to 29, and vote 
down the combination program now sug- 
gested. Such a vote will make certain that 
the wishes of Congress shall not be thwarted, 
and that the unfair classification proposal 
of the Postmaster General will not be forced 
on postal employees. 

We are deeply grateful to you for any fa- 
vorable consideration that you can grant to 
our request. 

Respectfully yours, 

National Association of Letter Carriers, 
William C. Doherty, President; Na- 
tional Association of Post Office and 
General Services Maintenance Em- 
ployees, Ross Messer, Legislative Rep- 
resentative; National Association of 
Post Office and Postal Transportation 
Service Mail Handlers, Watchmen, and 
Messengers, Harold McAvoy, President; 
National Federation of Post Office 
Clerks, Leo E. George, President; Na- 
tional Federation of Post Office Motor 
Vehicle Employees, Paul M. Castiglio- 
ni, Legislative Representative; Nation- 
al Postal Transport Association, W. M. 
Thomas, President; National Rural 
Letter Carriers’ Association, Paul Ben- 
son, President; United National Asso- 
ciation of Post Office Clerks, Samuel 
E. Klein, President. 
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APPROPRIATIONS FOR MUTUAL 
SECURITY 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further morning business, the 
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin- 
ished business, which is the bill (H. R. 
10051) making appropriations for mutual 
security for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1955, and for other purposes. 


CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE AMEND- 
MENTS TO CERTAIN SENATE BILLS 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, 
there are at the desk a number of mes- 
sages from the House of Representatives 
on bills which were reported by the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. I have talked 
with the leader of the majority. It is 
my understanding that I may take them 
up one by one and try to get through 
with them. I am sorry to have to take 
them up at a time when there are so 
few Senators present on the floor, but, 
as we go along, if there is any objection 
to any one of them, I shall withhold 
that particular one. 


EXTENSION OF DETENTION BENE- 
FITS UNDER WAR CLAIMS ACT TO 
EMPLOYEES OF CONTRACTORS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
541) to extend detention benefits under 
the War Claims Act of 1948 to employees 
of contractors with the United States, 
which were, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 


That this act may be cited as the “War 

Claims Act Amendments of 1954.“ 
'TITLE I 

Sec. 101. (a) Clause (2) of subsection (a) 
of section 5 of the War Claims Act of 1948, 
as amended (50 App. U. S. C., sec. 2004), 
is hereby amended by striking out “(A) a 
person within the purview of the act entitled 
An act to provide compensation for em- 
ployees of the United States suffering in- 
juries while in the performance of their 
duties, and for other purposes’, approved 
September 7, 1916, as amended, and as ex- 
tended; or (B) a person within the purview 
of the act entitled ‘An act to provide bene- 
fits for the injury, disability, death, or 
enemy detention of employees of contractors 
with the United States, and for other pur- 
poses’, approved December 2, 1942, as amend- 
ed; or (C) a person within the purview of 
the Missing Persons Act of March 7, 1942 (56 
Stat. 143), as amended; or (D).” 

(b) Paragraph (3) of subsection (f) of 
such section is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“(3) The following provisions of such act 
of December 2, 1942, as amended, shall not 
apply in the case of such civilian American 
citizens: The last sentence of section 101 
(a), section 101 (b), section 101 (d), section 
104, and section 105.” 

(c) Such subsection (f) is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraphs: 

“(10) No benefits provided by this sub- 
section for injury, disability, or death shall 
accrue to any person who, without regard 
to this subsection, is entitled to or has re- 
ceived benefits for the same injury, dis- 
ability, or death under such act of December 
2, 1942, as amended. 

“(11) No benefits provided by this subsec- 
tion shall accrue to any person to whom 
benefits have been paid, or are payable, under 
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the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, 
or any extension thereof, by reason of dis- 
ability or death of an employee of the United 
States suffered after capture, detention, or 
other restraint by an enemy of the United 
States, when such disability or death is 
deemed, in the administration of the Federal 
Employees’ Compensation Act, to have re- 
sulted from injury occurring while in the 
performance of duty, under subsection (b) 
of section 5 of the act entitled ‘An act to 
amend the act entitled “An act to provide 
compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the per- 
formance of their duties, and for other pur- 
poses,” as amended,’ approved July 28, 1945, 
as amended.” 

(d) The second proviso of subsection (b) 
of section 5 of the act entitled “An act to 
amend the act entitled ‘An act to provide 
compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the per- 
formance of their duties, and for other pur- 
poses,’ as amended,” approved July 28, 1945, 
is hereby amended by inserting immediately 
after “gratuity from the United States” the 
following: “(other than detention benefits 
under section 5 of the War Claims Act of 
1948) .“ 

(e) (1) Individuals entitled to benefits 
under subsections (b), (c), or (d) of section 
5 of the War Claims Act of 1948, as amended, 
solely by reason of the amendments made 
by this act, must file claim therefor within 
1 year after the date of enactment of this 
act. 
(2) The time limitations applicable to the 
filing of claims for benefits extended and 
made applicable to any individual by sub- 
section (f) of such section 5 shall not begin 
to run until the date of enactment of this 
act with respect to any individual who is 
entitled to such benefits solely by reason of 
the amendments made by this act. This 
paragraph shall not be construed to affect 
the right of any individual to receive such 
benefits with respect to any period prior to 
the date of enactment of this act. 

Sec. 102. (a) (1) Subsection (d) of sec- 
tion 5 of the War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended; subsection (c) of section 6 of such 
act; and paragraph (4) of subsection (d) of 
such section 6, are each hereby amended by 
striking out “dependent” each time it occurs. 

(2) Subsection (d) of section 5 of the 
War Claims Act of 1948, as amended, is 
amended by striking out “and” at the end of 
clause (2), striking out the period at the 
end of clause (3) and inserting in lieu there- 
of: “; and”, and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new clause: 

“(4) Parents (in equal shares) if there is 

no husband, or child.” 

; (b) The amendments made by this sec- 
tion shall not apply with respect to benefits 
paid prior to the date of enactment of this 
act. 

(c) Individuals entitled to benefits solely 
by reason of the amendments made by this 
section must file claim therefor within 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this act. 

Sec. 103. The War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended, is hereby further amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following: 

“Sec. 15. (a) The Commission is authorized 
to receive and to determine, according to 
law, the amount and validity, and provide 
for the payment of any claim for compensa- 
tion filed by or on behalf of any individual 
who, being then an American citizen, served 
in the military or naval forces of any gov- 
ernment allied with the United States during 
World War II who was held as a prisoner of 
war for any period of time subsequent to 
December 7, 1941, by any government of any 
nation with which such Allied government 
has been at war subsequent to such date. 
Compensation shall be payable under this 
section in accordance with the standards es- 
tablished by, and at the rates prescribed in, 
subsection (b) of section 6 of this act, and 
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paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (d) 
of such section 6. 

“(b) The amount payable under this sec- 
tion shall be reduced by such sum as the in- 
dividual entitled to compensation under this 
section has received or is entitled to receive 
from any government by reason of the same 
detention. 

“(c) In the event of death of the indi- 
vidual entitled to compensation under this 
section, payment may be made to the per- 
sons specified in paragraph (4) of sub- 
section (d) of section 6 of this act. 

“(d) Claims for benefits under this sec- 
tion must be filed within 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this section. 

“(e) Any claim allowed under the provi- 
sions of this section shall be certified to the 
Secretary of the Treasury for payment out 
of the war claims fund established by 
section 13 of this act. 

“Sec. 16. (a) As used in this section, the 
term ‘merchant seaman’ means any individ- 
ual who was employed as a seaman or crew 
member on any vessel registered under the 
laws of the United States, or under the laws 
of any government friendly to the United 
States during World War II, and who was 
a citizen of the United States on and after 
December 7, 1941, to the date of his death 
or the date of filing claim under this sec- 
tion; except any such individual who is 
entitled to, or who has received, benefits un- 
der section 5 of this act as a ‘civilian Ameri- 
can citizen.’ 

“(b) The Commission is authorized to re- 
ceive and determine, according to law, the 
amount and validity, and provide for the 
payment of any claim for detention bene- 
fits filed by or on behalf of any merchant 
seaman who, being then a merchant sea- 
man, was captured or interned or held by 
the Government of Germany or the Im- 
perial Japanese Government, its agents or 
instrumentalities in World War II for any 
period of time subsequent to December 7, 
1941, during which he was held by either 
such government as a prisoner, internee, 
hostage, or in any other capacity. Detention 
benefits shall be paid under this section at 
the rates prescribed and in the manner pro- 
vided in subsections (c) and (d) of section 
5 of this act. 

“(c) Payment of any claim filed under 
this section shall not be made to any mer- 
chant seaman, or to any survivor or survivors 
thereof, who, voluntarily, knowingly, and 
without duress, gave aid to or collaborated 
with or in any manner served any govern- 
ment hostile to the United States during 
World War II. 

“(d) Claims for benefits under this sec- 
tion must be filed within 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this section. 

“(e) Any claim allowed under the pro- 
visions of this section shall be certified to 
the Secretary of the Treasury for payment 
out of the war claims fund established by 
section 13 of this act. 

“Sec. 17. (a) (1) The Commission is au- 
thorized to receive and to determine, accord- 
ing to law, the amount and validity, and 
provide for the payment of any claim filed 
by— 

“(A) any individual who— 

“(i) on or after December 7, 1941, was a 
member of the military or naval forces of the 
United States; 

“(ii) is the survivor of any deceased indi- 
vidual described in subparagraph (i); 

“(iil) was a national of the United States 
on December 7, 1941, and is a national of 
the United States on the date of enactment 
of this section; or 

“(iv) is the survivor of any deceased indi- 
vidual who was a national of the United 
States on December 7, 1941, and would be a 
national of the United States on the date of 
enactment of this section if living; or 

“(B) any partnership, firm, corporation, 
or other legal entity, in which more than 50 
percent of the ownership was vested, di- 
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rectly or indirectly, both on December 7, 1941, 
and on the date of enactment of this section, 
in individuals referred to in subparagraph 
(A) of this paragraph; 

for losses arising as a result of the sequestra- 
tion of accounts, deposits, or other credits 
of such individual or legal entity in the Phil- 
ippines by the Imperial Japanese Govern- 
ment. 

“(2) The Commission is authorized to re- 
ceive and to determine, according to law, the 
amount and validity, and provide for the pay- 
ment of any claim filed by any bank or other 
financial institution doing business in the 
Philippines which reestablished sequestered 
accounts, deposits, or other credits of— 

„(A) any individual referred to in sub- 
paragraph (A) of paragraph (1) of this sub- 
section; or 

“(B) any partnership, firm, corporation, or 
other legal entity, in which more than 50 
percent of the ownership was vested, di- 
rectly or indirectly, both on December 7, 
1941, and on the date of reestablishment of 
such sequestered credits, in individuals re- 
ferred to in such subparagraph (A); 
for reimbursement of the amounts of such 
sequestered credits paid by such bank or 
financial institution. 

“(b) Claims must be filed under this sec- 
tion within 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this section. 

“(c) Where any individual entitled to pay- 
ment under this section is under any legal 
disability, payment may be made in accord- 
ance with the provisions of subsection (e) of 
section 5 of this act. In the case of the death 
of any individual entitled to payment of any 
claim under this section, payment of such 
claim shall be made to the individuals speci- 
fied, and in the order provided, in subsection 
(d) of section 6 of this act; except that no 
payment shall be made under this section to 
any individual who voluntarily, knowingly, 
and without duress, gave aid to or collabo- 
rated with or in any manner served any gov- 
ernment hostile to the United States during 
World War II, 

(d) Each claim allowed under this section 
shall be certified to the Secretary of the 
Treasury for payment out of the war claims 
fund established under section 13 of this 
act. The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay 
such claims as follows: 

“(1) In the case of each claim allowed in 
an amount equal to or less than $500, such 
claim shall be paid in full; and 

“(2) In the case of each claim allowed in 
an amount greater than $500, such claim 
shall be paid in two installments. The first 
installment shall be paid in an amount equal 
to $500 plus 6634 per centum of the amount 
of such claim allowed in excess of $500. The 
last installment shall be computed as of Sep- 
tember 1, 1956, under the next sentence of 
this paragraph, and, as so computed, shall be 
paid from the sums remaining in the War 
Claims Fund on that date. If the sums re- 
maining in the war claims fund on Septem- 
ber 1, 1956, are sufficient to satisfy all claims 
allowed under this section and not paid in 
full, the unpaid portion of each such claim 
shall be paid in full; if the sums remaining 
in the war claims fund on September 1, 
1956, are not sufficient to satisfy all claims 
allowed under this section and not paid in 
full, the last installment payable on each 
such claim shall be reduced ratably, and, as 
so reduced, shall be paid from the War Claims 
Fund.” 

Sec. 104. (a) Section 13 of the War Claims 
Act of 1948, as amended (50 App. U. S. C., 
sec. 2012), is hereby amended by striking out 
subsections (b) and (c) thereof, and by in- 
serting immediately after subsection (a) 
thereof the following: 

“(b) Before August 1, 1956, the Secretary 
of Labor shall estimate and report to the 
President the total amount which will be 
required to pay all benefits payable by rea- 
son of section 5 (f) of this act. If the Presi- 
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dent approves the amount so estimated as 
reasonably accurate, the total amount so 
estimated and approved shall be certified 
to the Secretary of the Treasury; if the 
President does not so approve he shall deter- 
mine such amount, and the amount so de- 
termined shall be certified to the Secretary 
of the Treasury. Such certification shall be 
made on or before September 1, 1956. The 
Secretary of the Treasury shall then trans- 
fer from the War Claims Fund to the general 
fund of the Treasury a sum equal to the total 
amount certified to him under this sub- 
section. 

“(c) Before August 1, 1956, the Secretary 
of Labor shall estimate and report to the 
President the total amount which will be 
required to pay all additionad benefits pay- 
able as a result of the enactment of section 
4 (c) of this act. If the President approves 
the amount so estimated as reasonably ac- 
curate, the total amount so estimated and 
approved shall be certified to the Secretary 
of the Treasury; if the President does not 
so approve, he shall determine such amount, 
and the amount so determined shall be 
certified to the Secretary of the Treasury. 
Such certification shall be made on or be- 
fore September 1, 1956. The Secretary of 
the Treasury shall then transfer from the 
War Claims Fund to the general fund of 
the Treasury a sum equal to the total 
amount certified to him under this subsec- 
tion.“ 

(b) Subsection (d) of such section 13 
is hereby amended by striking out “The 
Secretary of State’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: “On or before August 
1, 1956, the Secretary of State.” 

Sec. 105. Within 2 years after the date of 
enactment of this act, the Foreign Claims 
Settlement Commission of the United States 
shall wind up its affairs in connection with 
the settlement of all claims for benefits au- 
thorized by the amendments made by this 
act. 

TITLE II 


Sec. 201. As used in this title— 

(a) The term “prisoner of war” has the 
meaning assigned to it by section 6 of the 
War Claims Act of 1948, as amended; and 

(b) The term “civilian American citizen” 
has the meaning assigned to it by subsec- 
tion (a) of section 5 of such act. 

Sec. 202. The Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare, in cooperation with, and 
with the assistance of, the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs, the Secretary of Labor, 
and the Secretary of Defense, shall conduct 
a study of— 

(1) the mortality rates among prisoners 
of war and civilian American citizens, with 
a view to determining whether their ab- 
normally high mortality rate is directly 
attributable to the malnutrition and other 
hardships suffered by them while held as 
prisoners of war, hostages, internees, or in 
any other capacity; 

(2) the mental and physical consequences 
of the malnutrition and other hardships 
suffered by prisoners of war and civilian 
American citizens while so held; and 

(3) the procedures and standards which 
should be applied in the diagnosis of the 
mental and physical condition of prisoners 
of war and civilian American citizens. 

Sec. 203. Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this title, the Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare shall 
report the results of such study to the Presi- 
dent for transmittal to the Congress. 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“An act to extend benefits under the 
War Claims Act of 1948 to certain classes 
of persons, and for other purposes.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
urge the Senate to accept the House 
amendments to S. 541. If my colleagues 
will bear with me, I shall explain briefly 
why I take this position. 
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The purpose of S. 541, which I intro- 
duced and which passed the Senate on 
July 18, 1953, was to correct an inequity 
which exists under the present provi- 
sions of the War Claims Act of 1948. 
The bill authorizes detention benefits to 
be granted to certain employees of 
American war contractors who were en- 
gaged in the construction of airfields, 
fortifications, and ship facilities in the 
Pacific islands prior to World War II 
and who were interned by the Japanese 
in prisoner-of-war camps. Their pres- 
ent exclusion from the benefits of the 
War Claims Act is manifestly unjust. 

The amendments to S. 541, proposed 
by the House committee, and which the 
House adopted, would correct certain 
other equally glaring injustices under 
the present coverage of the War Claims 
Act. 

Detention benefits would be granted 
to a few other small groups of prisoners 
of war and civilian internees who are as 
deserving as the groups already covered 
by the act. Also American nationals, in- 
cluding survivors of Bataan and Correg- 
idor, whose bank accounts and other 
credits were confiscated by the Japanese, 
and whose claims against Japan were 
waived in the Japanese Peace Treaty, 
would be compensated. This amend- 
ment accomplishes exactly the same pur- 
pose as the bill (S. 3305), which I also 
introduced, and which was favorably re- 
ported by the Judiciary Committee on 
July 19, 1954. 

The enactment of Senate bill 541, with 
the amendments proposed by the House, 
will substantially wind up the war claims 
program instituted through the War 
Claims Act of 1948. 

Question has been asked whether there 
is enough money in the War Claims Fund 
to take care of the provisions of this 
bill. The answer to that question is that 
after the payment of all claims presently 
authorized by the War Claims Act, in- 
cluding the revised awards in favor of 
religious organizations, the Budget Bu- 
reau has stated that at least $13 billion 
will remain in the War Claims Fund. 
This amount should cover all or nearly 
all of the claims authorized by Senate 
bill 541, and the House amendments 
thereto. 

Let me recapitulate, Mr. President: 
Basically, the House version of this bill 
consists of two bills, both of which have 
been reported favorably to the Senate 
from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and one of which has passed the Senate. 
These are (1) the original Senate bill 
541, which has already passed the Sen- 
ate, and which would grant detention 
benefits under the War Claims Act to 
employees of American war contractors 
who were captured and interned by the 
Japanese in prisoner-of-war camps; and 
(2) Senate bill 3305, reported favorably 
by the Judiciary Committee on July 19, 
which would compensate American na- 
tionals, including survivors of Bataan 
and Corregidor, whose banks accounts 
and other deposits in the Philippines 
were confiscated by the Japanese. The 
claims of these people against the Jap- 
anese Government were waived by Sec- 
retary Dulles in the Japanese Peace 
Treaty. 
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The House amendments correct cer- 
tain other injustices under the present 
War Claims Act by extending the deten- 
tion benefits provided by the act to a 
few small groups presently excluded, 
such as about 1,250 Federal employees in 
the same situation as the war contrac- 
tors’ employees, and approximately 250 
merchant seamen. The House amend- 
ments also provide that a study should 
be made of the effects of malnutrition 
and other hardships suffered by prison- 
ers of war and civilian internees. 

With respect to the major provision 
of the House amendment compensating 
American nationals whose bank accounts 
and other deposits in the Philippines 
were confiscated by the Japanese, the 
equity of this compensation is clearly 
seen when it is realized that in the Japa- 
nese Peace Treaty, the United States took 
from these citizens the right to claim 
compensation from the Japanese for the 
property that had been taken from them. 
This proposed legislation as it comes 
from the House—and in that respect, the 
effect is the same as in the bill (S. 3305) 
reported favorably from the Judiciary 
Committee, and now on the Senate Cal- 
endar—would merely carry out the legal 
obligation of the United States to com- 
pensate its own nationals for the rights 
thus taken away from them by the treaty. 

Mr. President, I have indicated that 
the bill, as it comes from the House, is 
in line with the recommendations of the 
President. I cannot say it follows the 
recommendations of the President be- 
cause, in fact, the bill was introduced 
more than a year before the President 
made his recommendations. But the 
bill is in line with recommendations 
made by the President; and in order to 
establish that fact, I shall ask to have 
printed in the Recorp the text of a letter 
addressed by the Executive Office of the 
President of the United States to the 
President of the Senate, under date of 
June 28, 1954, together with a report 
transmitted with the letter. The report 
concerns the recommended provisions 
contained in Senate bill 541, as it passed 
the House. 

Mr. President, it will be noted that in 
his letter to the Vice President, the Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of the Budget said that 
because of the hardships suffered by 
many United States nationals as a re- 
sult of the actions of certain foreign gov- 
ernments, for which this bill would af- 
ford some relief, he would strongly urge 
that this proposed legislation be enacted 
to the extent provided, before the close 
of the present session of Congress. 

Mr. President, let me join my own 
views to those of the President’s spokes- 
man, and urge the Senate to concur in 
the House amendments to the bill. 

I now move that the Senate concur in 
the amendments of the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, cer- 
tainly the leadership has not acquainted 
me with any arrangement which may 
have been made with respect to Senate 
bill 541. I am generally familiar with 
the matter, but I believe it should be 
deferred until such time as the majority 
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leader, with whom probably the Senator 
from Nevada has talked, has an oppor- 
tunity to examine further into the 
matter. 

Until that time, Mr. President, and 
since the matter comes up as a privi- 
leged question, I must make the point 
of the absence of a quorum, until the 
majority leader can return to the Cham- 
ber. 
Mr. McCARRAN. I hope the Senator 
from Illinois will withhold suggesting the 
absence of a quorum. I have had a talk 
with the majority leader. I would pre- 
fer to have him here. I would gladly 
defer requesting the consideration of this 
matter until the majority leader is pres- 
ent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Nevada withdraw his 
motion? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do, Mr. President, 
for the present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
motion of the Senator from Nevada is 
withdrawn. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me ask the Sena- 
tor from Nevada whether he intends to 
submit other matters of the same sort. 

Mr. McCARRAN, Ido. There are a 
number of similar matters, which I be- 
lieve will take only a minute or so to 
dispose of. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Cannot we also leave 
them in a deferred status until such time 
as they can be cleared with the leader- 
ship? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. Is it preferred 
that I take them up one by one at this 
time? All of them relate to House mes- 
sages which are at the desk, and involve 
amendments by the House of Representa- 
tives, in which the concurrence of the 
Senate is requested. — 

Mr. DIRKSEN. They could be pre- 

ted now, although we have been wait- 

patiently for approximately 3 hours 
in order to proceed with consideration 
of the mutual-security appropriation 
bill. Of course, if the matters to which 
the Senator from Nevada has referred 
will take only a few moments to dispose 
of, I myself would not wish to interpose 
objection. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Of course, if after 
presenting the matters at this time, the 
situation would be such that I would 
have to go over them again, later on, at 
a time when the majority leader is here, 
I would prefer not to proceed now, for 
it would be a waste of time. 

On the other hand, the majority leader 
has told me that I could proceed with 
them, and of course I took advantage of 
whatever time was available. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. McCARRAN. But I would prefer 
not to present them at this time, if the 
result would be merely to have to present 
them again, later on. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the 
present occupant of the majority lead- 
er's chair has had no instruction regard- 
ing these measures or these messages 
from the House of Representatives. So, 
Mr. President, if the Senator from Ne- 
vada will defer them until the majority 
leader return 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me say to the 
able Senator from Illinois that in all 
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these matters, I am substituting for the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
who is absent because of certain misfor- 
tune which has come to his family. 
Therefore, he asked me to take over this 
work. It is not because of any wish on 
my part, that I undertake this burden. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I understand. But, 
Mr. President, if the Senator from Ne- 
vada will withhold, momentarily, his 
motion 

Mr. McCARRAN. Very well. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Then, Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
absence of a quorum has been suggested, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

on Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR MUTUAL 
SECURITY 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 10051) making appro- 
priations for mutual security for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, the 
Senate has now proceeded to the con- 
sideration of H. R. 10051, the mutual 
security appropriation bill for fiscal year 
1955. As chairman of the Senate com- 
mittee charged with handling this bill, 
I wish to make a few brief remarks con- 
cerning some of the general considera- 
tions which helped shape the nature of 
our recommendations. 

Mr. President, it is now 9 years since 
the last shot was fired in World War II. 
but the first month in which no local war 
threatens to engulf the world in a new 
global conflict. Yet, as we look about 
us, we cannot find the solace that comes 
with the end of the mass slaughter which 
is war. Amn uneasy calm has descended 
momentarily upon the world, but anx- 
iety has not diminished. Although the 
shooting has stopped, the world is no 
closer to a just and enduring peace. The 
dangers are just as great today. The 
free world continues to live in the evil 
shadow of the malevolent Red imperial- 
ism. Now, more than ever, we must re- 
tain our sense of proportion and hold 
firmly to our faith in the justice of our 
cause. 

We are faced today by an enemy hos- 
tile to human freedom, holding in tight 
control more than 800 million people 
and enormous material resources, pos- 
sessed of a huge war machine, armed 
with the most modern weapons of mass 
destruction. No one nation alone can 
face with confidence this vast assembly 
of power. Only by collective defense 
can the nations of the free world hope 
to meet this fearful threat to their sur- 
vival without the alternative, over the 
long pull, of economic collapse. It is 
within this concept of a free world- 
defense community that our own mili- 
tary strategy and programs have been 
developed—each nation contributing to 
the whole those forces and resources 
which it can most effectively provide, 
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The principal purpose of the bill now 
before the Senate is to assist our free 
world partners to raise and support the 
forces required for collective defense. 
Whereas, in the early years of the for- 
eign-aid program, emphasis was placed 
principally on economic aid, today only 
$184,500,000 of the funds provided in 
this bill are for that type of aid, under 
the caption of “Development Assistance.” 
Since 1948, when economic aid totaled 
$4.4 billion, the economic strength of 
most of our allies, particularly in Europe, 
has shown remarkable improvement so 
that now the emphasis may be shifted 
safely to defense aid. Of the roughly 
$185 million in development assistance 
provided in H. R. 10051, virtually all is 
for India and the Near East. 

A total of $2,618,798,195 in new appro- 
priations is provided for mutual-defense 
assistance—$1,392,700,000 for military 
assistance; $795 million for southeast 
Asia and the western Pacific, and for 
direct-forces support; and $431,098,195 
for defense support. These new appro- 
priations plus the continued availability 
of unobligated funds recommended by 
the committee will make available in 
fiscal year 1955 a total of $5,176,737,863 
in mutual-defense assistance—$3,932,- 
092,283 for military assistance; $795 mil- 
lion for southeast Asia, and so forth; and 
$449,645,580 for defense support. 

The bill also provides $121,457,621 in 
new appropriations for technical co- 
operation and $66,069,000 for other pro- 
grams, including administrative ex- 
penses other than for military assist- 
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mended the continued availability of 
unobligated balances for other programs 
in the amount of $23,574,060, a total of 
$89,643,060 will be available for those 
programs in fiscal year 1955. 

A total of $2,990,824,816 in new ap- 
propriations is provided in this bill, 
which, together with $2,581,513,728 in 
unobligated balances recommended by 
the committee to be continued available, 
will provide a grand total of $5,572,338,- 
544 in fiscal year 1955. 

Every field of human endeavor—poli- 
tics, economics, education, science, re- 
ligion—are exploited by the Communists 
in their efforts to subvert and weaken 
the nations of the free world. Patience, 
perseverance, and understanding will be 
required in ever-increasing measure if 
free-world unity is to survive in the long 
term the stresses and strains of Com- 
munist efforts to break it apart. 

Upon the United States has fallen per- 
haps the greatest responsibility to pre- 
serve this unity. History has thrust 
upon us the role of leadership in this 
world struggle against Communist ag- 
gression. It is a role which we neither 
sought nor desired. But the American 
people have always been ready and will- 
ing to fully meet their international ob- 
ligations, and in my judgment the peo- 
ple of this country will continue to carry 
this burden of our international respon- 
sibilities willingly so long as they are 
convinced that the interests of the Na- 
tion demand it of them. For this as- 
surance they rightfully look to the ex- 
ecutive branch of the Government and 
to the Congress. That is why the sev- 
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eral committees of the Congress con- 
cerned with foreign aid have conducted 
such extensive and thorough hearings 
on the fiscal year 1955 program. The 
recommendations of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations are based not 
only on the detailed and voluminous 
data and testimony presented during the 
course of its own hearings, but also on 
the hearings and reports of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee and the 
Foreign Affairs Committee of the House. 
The measure now awaiting Senate ap- 
proval incorporates the recommenda- 
tions of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. I submit the bill, and bespeak 
for it for the earnest consideration of 
the Senate. 

In addition to what I have said, I 
should like to point out that it is my 
personal opinion, and I think it is the 
opinion of the majority of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations, that in the com- 
ing year, more than ever before, we must 
emphasize the word “mutual” in con- 
nection with this program. In other 
words, the feeling of the members of 
the committee, as I interpret it by their 
statements, by their questions, and by 
their votes, is to the effect that they 
want emphasis placed on American aid 
being channeled to the countries that 
are willing to help themselves and wish 
to be willing partners in this great pro- 
gram of mutual aid, of which we are a 
part. Furthermore, the members of the 
committee desire and—we emphasize 
this to the administrators of this pro- 
gram and to the countries who are our 
partners—that more than ever the word 
“mutual” shall be considered in the ad- 
ministration of the act. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. i yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish to compli- 
ment the Senator from New Hampshire 
for the remark he has just made. Iam 
sure that what he says is also the feeling 
of Congress and the administration, 
which he so ably represents. 

If the chairman will permit me to do 
so, I should like to ask several short 
questions of him. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it the under- 
standing of the chairman that the For- 
eign Operations Administration is to be 
abolished and go out of existence on 
June 30, 1955? 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
should like to supplement the answer of 
the chairman by saying that, as a matter 
of fact, a study has already been con- 
ducted with the view of distributing the 
functions of the Foreign Operations 
Administration, which must necessarily 
be distributed when the agency is 
abolished. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. 
or before? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it the under- 
standing of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations that title II, 
the point 4 program, under the author- 
ization adopted by the Foreign Relations 
Committee and agreed to by the House, 
will become, not later than June 30 of 
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next year, a part of the State Depart- 
ment? 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it the distin- 
guished chairman’s further understand- 
ing that so far as title II is concerned, 
the title which deals with economic aid, 
that title will expire on June 30, 1955, 
with only a 1 year’s liquidation period, 
taking it to June 30, 1956. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it the chair- 
man’s understanding that there is no 
termination date so far as military as- 
sistance is concerned? 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. And that it is to 
be administered by the Defense Depart- 
ment, so that the program may be con- 
tinued as it needs to be continued, un- 
der the aegis of the Secretary of De- 
fense and his assistants? 

Mr. BRIDGES. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In other words, we 
can be absolutely certain that the For- 
eign Operations Administration will be 
abolished as of June 30, 1955? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Let me say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Montana, who 
has served so ably in both Houses of 
Congress, that I have been around Con- 
gress for some time, and I know that 
sometimes we may have in mind a cer- 
tain plan with the hope it may be carried 
out; and in that connection I can cer- 
tainly speak only for myself, and cannot 
give any blanket guaranty for anyone 
else. I mean that is my understanding, 
and that is certainly my belief. Iam not 
equivocating in any way, but at the same 
time I must leave a little loophole to the 
extent that I cannot speak for anyone 
else. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to 
close that one little loophole, because 
what the chairman has said is, in effect, 
the intent of Congress, and was the in- 
tent of Congress a year ago. 

The distinguished Senator from IIli- 
nois has pointed out that under the 
chairmanship of the distinguished Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire at the present 
time negotiations are going on by means 
of which the President, under authority 
given to him by the Mutual Security Act, 
is arranging for the transfer of various 
units of the Foreign Operations Admin- 
istration into the proper permanent 
agencies. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not want to 
have established so-called temporary 
permanent agencies. I am afraid that 
if Congress does not adhere firmly to its 
present determination and does not see 
to it that this organization is out of exist- 
ence not later than June 30, 1955, we will 
find an attempt being made to continue 
this temporary agency on a permanent 
basis, which would be contrary to the 
expressed will of Congress. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I should like to an- 
swer that by saying I believe the Sena- 
tor is absolutely correct. I can definitely 
make that statement not only for my- 
self, but for the administration as well. 
I left the little loophole I referred to be- 
cause next year, if I am still chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations, and 
have the responsibility of presenting a 
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bill in response to a foreign-aid request, 
I do not want to have someone say, “I 
interpreted the Senator’s statement to 
mean that this was out the window,” and 
that nothing can be done about it. I 
agree that FOA should not be continued 
as a temporary agency. I agree that 
that is the intent of Congress. I agree 
that it should be the will and intent of 
this administration to abolish it. Cer- 
tainly anything that is continued should 
be shifted to a permanent agency. I do 
not want to equivocate on that. How- 
ever, I did not want to be interpreted as 
having overspoken, perhaps, if some part 
of this program should be continued 
next year. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to 
make it very plain that I believe Gover- 
nor Stassen has done an exceedingly 
good job in bringing about greater effi- 
ciency and lower expenditures, and also 
in the reduction of personnel. There is 
nothing personal about my attitude, be- 
cause I was one of those who advocated 
that ECA, the so-called Marshall plan, 
end before June 30, 1952, as originally 
contemplated. With me, it is a matter 
of principle. I do not think we can 
speak on foreign policy with multiple 
voices. 

So far as we can do it, our foreign pol- 
icy should be handled by the State De- 
partment, a permanent and continuing 
organization. Even if it is a little diffi- 
cult for it to take over some economic 
aspects of the program, I still believe 
that the State Department should meet 
that responsibility and take it over. I 
thank the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire, the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, for his 
concise and straightforward answers. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I believe the distin- 
guished Senator from Montana has 
clarified the situation. He was wise to 
bring it up. I appreciate his doing so. 

I should like to say further that not 
only do I agree, but I want it distinctly 
understood that it is my own feeling, as 
well as the feeling, as I interpret it, of 
many members of the committee of 
which I have the privilege to serve as 
chairman—and I am referring to Re- 
publicans and Democrats alike, because 
there is no partisanship exhibited in the 
committee—that we are giving of our 
substance and we are putting a terrific 
drain on the American taxpayer and 
upon the economy of this country, and 
therefore we must make sure, and in- 
creasingly so, that our aid is channeled to 
the places where it will do the most effec- 
tive good for the mutual defense of the 
United States and the free world. We 
must emphasize that fact, as well as the 
fact that we look with some question 
on some of the programs of the past. 
Therefore we must make it plain that so 
far as the committee is concerned, un- 
less that is done it will be increasingly 
difficult to get the support of the com- 
mittee and of the Congress and of the 
American people to a continuation of 
the program. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I could not agree 
more thoroughly with the distinguished 
chairman. I am delighted to have his 
answers, and the answers of the distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
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Foreign Relations to similar questions 
raised earlier in the week. I am satis- 
fied that on June 30, 1955, if not sooner, 
FOA will be on its way out. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be agreed to en bloc, that 
the bill, as proposed to be amended, be 
considered as an original text for the 
purpose of amendment, and that no 
points of order be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Reserving the right 
to object, may I say to the distinguished 
chairman of the committee it is my un- 
derstanding that alternative language 
will be offered as an amendment with 
respect to section 108. To that there is 
no objection on my part. I wish to be 
sure that the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] is not foreclosed in his op- 
portunity to offer such language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise that after the adoption 
of the committee amendments the right 
of the Senator from Nevada to offer 
amendments, as well as the right of every 
other Senator, will be fully protected. 

Is there objection to the unanimous- 
consent request of the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]? The Chair 
hears none. Without objection, the 
committee amendments are agreed to en 
bloc. 

The amendments agreed to en bloc are 
as follows: 


On page 1, after line 9, to strike out: 

“Military assistance: For military assist- 
ance as authorized by title I, chapter 1, 
$1,341,300,000 plus unobligated balances, as 
follows: For general military assistance au- 
thorized by section 103, $1,265,300,000 plus 
not to exceed $2,234,912,729 (including not 
to exceed $27,825,000 for development of 
weapons of advanced design as authorized by 
section 105) of unobligated balances; for 
infrastructure authorized by section 104 (a), 
$76 million, plus not to exceed $39 million 
of unobligated balances: Provided, That 
such unobligated balances shall be derived 
from balances of appropriations heretofore 
made for military assistance (Europe; Near 
East and Africa; Asia and the Pacific; Ameri- 
can Republics; and mutual special weapons 
planning): Provided further, That not to 
exceed $22,500,000 of such funds shall be 
available for administrative expenses to 
carry out the purposes of title I, chapter 1, 
until June 30, 1955.” 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 


“Military assistance: For military assist- 
ance as authorized by title I, chapter 1, $1,- 
392,700,000 together with unexpended bal- 
ances of appropriations heretofore made for 
military assistance: Provided, That not to 
exceed $3,932,092,283 may be obligated under 
this heading during fiscal year 1955, includ- 
ing not to exceed $3,770,392,283 for general 
military assistance as authorized by section 
103, and not to exceed $161,700,000 for infra- 
structure as authorized by section 104 (a), 
and not to exceed $24 million for adminis- 
trative expenses to carry out the purposes of 
title I, chapter 1: Provided further, That the 
military supplies and equipment (or the 
equivalent value thereof as the Secretary 
of Defense shall determine but not to ex- 
ceed $200 million in inventory value) which 
have been procured and processed for deliv- 
ery to foreign areas and which subsequently 
are returned to the custody of the United 
States because of a change in the interna- 
tional situation, shall remain available for 
military assistance authorized by law, and 
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such amounts shall be in addition to the 
amounts herein otherwise provided for: Pro- 
vided further, That this limitation on mili- 
tary supplies and equipment shall not apply 
to capital ships for which title has passed 
but which have been reclaimed by the Navy 
Department.” 

On page 3, line 14, after “section 121”, to 
strike out “$712,000,000" and insert “$700,- 
000,000.” 

On page 3, after line 14, to insert: 

“Production for forces support: For as- 
sistance authorized by section 122, $35,000,- 
000.“ 

On page 3, line 18, after “section 123”, to 
strike out “$64,000,000” and insert “$60,000,- 
000.” 

On page 3, at the beginning of line 22, to 
insert “as authorized by section 403.” 

On page 4, line 2 after “section 131 (b) 
(3)", to strike out “$86,000,000” and insert 
“$80,098,195.” 

On page 4, line 5, after (c)“, to strike 
out “$200,000,000" and insert “$205,000,000 
and in addition, umexpended balances of 
funds heretofore appropriated under the 
head ‘Relief and Rehabilitation in Korea,’ 
in the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954, 
and unobligated balances of the appropria- 
tion under the head ‘Civilian Relief in Ko- 
rea’ in the Department of Defense Appro- 
priation Act, 1954, are continued available 
for the purposes of section 132 (a) through 
June 30, 1955, and are hereby consolidated 
with this appropriation.” 

On page 4, line 16, after the figures $3,000,- 
000", to strike out the comma and “and in 
addition, not to exceed $15,000,000 of the un- 
obligated balances of funds heretofore made 
available under this head.” 

On page 5, line 3, after the word “section”, 
to strike out “303” and insert “304”, and in 
the same line, after the amendment just 
above stated, to strike out 6100, 000, 000 and 
insert $110,000,000.” 

On page 5, after line 4, to insert: 

“Contributions to the United Nations ex- 
panded program of technical assistance: For 
contributions to cover the amount pledged 
by the United States for conducting the pro- 
gram during the calendar year 1954, $9,957,- 
621.” 

On page 5, at the beginning of line 11, 
to strike out “305 (b)” and insert “306 (b).” 

On page 5, line 14, after “405 (a)“, to 
strike out “$10,000,000” and insert “$10,600,- 
000”; in the same line after the amendment 
just above stated, to strike out “and in ad- 
dition, not to exceed $500,000 of the unobli- 
gated balance heretofore appropriated for 
‘Movement of migrants’”; and in the same 
line, after the amendment just above stated, 
to insert a colon and “Provided, That no 
funds appropriated in this act or any other 
act shall be used to assist directly or indi- 
rectly in the migration of any person to any 
nation in the Western Hemisphere who shall 
not first have been thoroughly screened for 
security in accordance with standards 
identical with those standards contained in 
the United States Immigration and Nation- 
ality Act.” 

On page 5, after line 22, to insert: 

“Contributions to the United Nations 
refugee emergency fund: For contributions 
authorized by section 405 (c), $400,000.” 

On 6, line 2, after “section 406”, to 
strike out “$12,000,000” and insert 818,500, 
000.” 

On page 6, line 6, after the word “Agency”, 
to strike out “Not to exceed $23,063,250 of 
the unobligated” and insert “The unex- 
pended.” 

On page 6, line 12, after “section 408”, to 
bbe iy out “$3,169,000” and insert “$1,169,- 

On page 6, line 18, after “section 410", to 
pi out “$1,075,000” and insert 81,300, 

On 6, line 20, after “section 411”, to 
7 out 830,000, 000“ and insert 834,700. 
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On page 6, after line 20, to insert: 
“UNEXPENDED BALANCES 


“The unexpended balances appropriated 
under each paragraph of the Mutual Security 
Appropriation Act, 1954 (except appropria- 
tions under the heads of military assistance 
and mutual special weapons planning) shall 
be consolidated with the appropriate appro- 
priation made under this act, and shall be 
available for the same general purpose and 
for the same period of time as the appropri- 
ate appropriation made under this act.” 

On page 11, beginning with line 21, after 
the word “Act”, to strike out “and notwith- 
standing the provisions of section 502 of the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954, all expenditures 
of foreign currencies or credits for the pur- 
poses of such act shall be subject to the pro- 
visions of section 1415 of the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act of 1953.” 

On page 11, line 11, after the numerals 
“1953”, as proposed to be stricken out, to in- 
sert a colon and “Provided, That the proviso 
in section 502 (b) of the Mutual Security 
Act of 1954 is amended as follows: (1) Strike 
out ‘Committee on House Administration of 
the House of Representatives’ and insert 
‘Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives’, and (2) strike out ‘Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration of the 
Senate’ and insert ‘Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the Senate.“ 

On page 13, after line 9, to strike out: 

“Sec. 107. Funds made available pursuant 
to this act may not be used for the procure- 
ment of equipment or materials outside the 
United States unless the President deter- 
mines that such procurement will not result 
in one or more of the following conditions: 

“(1) Adverse effects upon the economy of 
the United States, with special reference to 
any areas of labor surplus, or upon the indus- 
trial mobilization base, which outweigh the 
strategic and logistic advantages to the 
United States of procurement abroad; 

“(2) Production of such equipment or ma- 
terials outside the United States under in- 
adequate safeguards against sabotage or the 
lease to potential enemies of information 
detrimental to the security of the United 
States; 

“(3) Unjustifiable cost in comparison with 
procurement in the United States; and 

“(4) Delays in delivery incompatible with 
United States defense objectives.” 

On page 14, line 5, to change the section 
number from “108” to “107”; and in the same 
line, after the word “than”, to strike out “02” 
and insert “25.” 

On page 14, after line 7, to insert: 

“Sec, 108. Of the $700 million in surplus 
agricultural commodities authorized to be 
disposed of under provisions of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954, not less than $55 million shall be 
provided to Spain during the current fiscal 
year: Provided, That 95 percent of the for- 
eign credits generated hereunder shall be 
used to strengthen and improve the civilian 
economy of Spain: Provided further, That 
the Commodity Credit Corporation shall be 
reimbursed for the assistance furnished un- 
der this section from unexpended balances 
available under the Mutual Security Act of 
1954.” 

On page 14, after line 18, to insert: 

“Sec. 109, Funds heretofore or hereafter 
allocated to the Department of Defense from 
any appropriation for military assistance 
(except funds obligated directly against any 
such appropriation for offshore procurement 
or other purposes) shall be accounted for by 
geographic area and by country solely on 
the basis of the value of materials delivered 
and services performed (such value to be 
determined in accordance with the appli- 
cable provisions of law governing the admin- 
istration of military assistance). Within the 
limits of funds so allocated, the Department 
of Defense is authorized to incur, in appli- 
cable appropriations, obligations in anticipa- 
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tion of reimbursement from such allocation, 
and no funds so allocated shall be withdrawn 
by administrative action until the Secretary 
of Defense shall certify that they are not 
required for liquidation of obligations so in- 
curred, or unless the President in writing 
shall direct such action. Reimbursement 
from such allocation shall be made in ac- 
cordance with the applicable provisions of 
law.” 

On page 15, after line 11, to insert: 

“Sec. 110. The appropriations, authoriza- 
tions, and authority with respect thereto in 
this act shall be available from July 1, 1954, 
for the purposes provided in such appropria- 
tions, authorizations, and authority. All 
obligations incurred during the period be- 
tween June 30, 1954, and the date of enact- 
ment of this act in anticipation of such ap- 
propriations, authorizations, and authority 
are hereby ratified and confirmed if in ac- 
cordance with the terms hereof and the 
terms of Public Law 475, 83d Congress.” 

On page 15, after line 20, to insert: 

“Sec. 111. None of the funds appropriated 
in this act shall be used to carry out the 
pur, of section 416 of the Mutual Secu- 
rity Act of 1954.” 

On page 15, after line 23, to insert: 

“Sec. 112. Shipping on United States ves- 
sels: Such steps as may be necessary shall 
be taken to assure, as far as practicable, 
that at least 50 percent of the gross tonnage 
of commodities, materials, and equipment 
procured out of funds made available under 
sections 103, 123, 131, 132 (a), 201, 304, and 
403 of this act and transported to or from 
the United States on ocean vessels, computed 
separately for dry bulk carriers, dry cargo 
liner and tanker services and computed sepa- 
rately for section 103, and for sections 123, 
131, 182 (a), 201, 304, and 403 (taken to- 
gether) is so transported on United States- 
flag commercial vessels to the extent such 
vessels are available at market rates for 
United States-flag commercial vessels pro- 
vided such rates are fair and reasonable; 
and, in the administration of this provision, 
steps shall be taken, insofar as practicable 
and consistent with the purpose of this act, 
to secure a fair and reasonable participation 
by United States-flag commercial vessels in 
cargoes by geographic area.” 

On page 16, line 17, to change the section 
number from “109” to “113.” 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, is the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire about to yield 
the floor? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes. I wish to make 
it possible for other Senators to have the 
opportunity to speak in the regular order. 
I should like to proceed with the amend- 
ments. 

Mr. HILL. I have an amendment to 
offer, with which I think the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee and 
the other members of the committee will 
be in full agreement. 

The amendment I desire to propose 
would appear on page 12, section 105. 
This is the section intended to prevent 
use of counterpart funds of all sources 
for payment of debts of recipient na- 
tions, or for any purpose so long as the 
recipient permits a dependency to violate 
United States treaties. 

The language in the bill now prohibits 
the use of these funds for payment of 
debts of recipient nations, whether it be 
funds carried in the pending bill or in 
previous acts. The bill now takes care 
of funds in this proposed act, so far as 
any recipient permitting a dependency to 
violate a United States treaty is con- 
cerned, but it does not take care of the 
matter of carryover funds. 
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The amendment which I am suggest- 
ing would be to add the words “or any 
other act” on line 24, page 12, after the 
word “act.” The language then would 
read, “under this act or any other act.” 

Mr. BRIDGES. On what page of the 
bill would that be? 

Mr. HILL. Page 12, line 24. The 
language now in the bill prohibits the use 
of counterpart funds. The proposed 
amendment would take care of any 
carryover counterpart funds, exactly as 
we take care of the carryover counter- 
part funds in the first part of the section, 
which deals with the use of counterpart 
funds for payment of debts of recipient 
nations. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think we should 
have a little time to examine into this 
amendment. 

Mr. HILL. That will be satisfactory. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Then, if the amend- 
ment is presented in the regular course, 
if there is no objection certainly the 
committee will go along with it. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I might say that I 
have received a letter from the Secre- 
tary of State, which I have been trying 
to put my hand on, objecting to the gen- 
eral thought proposed. There are var- 
ious other administrative officers who 
object to what the Senator is proposing. 
This action would affect them. I should 
like to have an opportunity to look at 
that letter and to study the amendment. 

Mr. HILL. I shall be glad to submit 
the amendment to the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Brinces] and to the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 
However, the bill now carries the provi- 
sion with reference to counterpart funds. 
All this amendment would do would be to 
take care of any carryover counterpart 
funds. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment for additional aid 
for Spain, which I submitted yesterday,“ 
and which was ordered to be printed and 
lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 14, line 
8, it is proposed to strike out section 108 
and insert the following: 

Sec. 108. Fifty-five million dollars of the 
unobligated balances continued available 
under this act shall be available only for 
the procurement and sale, in accordance 
with provisions of section 402 of the Mutual 
Security Act of 1954, of surplus agricultural 
commodities as assistance to Spain during 
the current fiscal year: Provided, That the 
limitations on obligation of military assist- 
ance funds during fiscal year 1955 shall not 
apply to such assistance: Provided further, 
That 95 percent of the foreign currencies 
generated hereunder shall be used to 
strengthen and improve the civilian economy 
of Spain, the balance to be available for use 
of the United States. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment differs from the original 
committee amendment only in that it 
provides that the surplus commodities 
will be made available under the pro- 
visions of section 402 of the Mutual 
Security Act of 1954, rather than under 
the provisions of the Agricultural Trade 
Development Act of 1954. In my 
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opinion, this is a better and more 
orderly way of providing this additional 
aid, since all of the authority is con- 
tained in one law, which obviates the 
necessity of utilizing the provisions of 
the Agricultural Trade Development 
Act of 1954. My amendment carries the 
same amount of aid as the committee 
amendment. My amendment provides, 
as does the committee amendment, that 
this additional aid shall be in the form 
of surplus commodities and that foreign 
credits generated shall be used to bolster 
the civilian economy of Spain. This 
last provision is strictly within the 
authority contained in section 402 of the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954. In ad- 
dition, my amendment provides that this 
will not reduce the amount that could 
otherwise be obligated for military assist- 
ance to friendly countries. 

Mr. President, section 402 of the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954 provides in 
part as follows: 

Foreign currency proceeds accruing from 
such sales shall be used for the purposes of 
this act and with particular emphasis on 
the purposes of section 104 of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954 which are in harmony with the pur- 
poses of this act. 


Section 104 of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 
has for one of its purposes paragraph 
(E), which reads as follows: 

For promoting balanced economic develop- 
ment and trade among nations; 


Therefore, Mr. President, what my 
amendment seeks to do in the last pro- 
viso is completely in harmony with both 
the Mutual Security Act of 1954 and the 
Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954. 

I have every reason to believe that 
this substitute amendment will not be 
objectionable to the Foreign Operations 
Administration. I have been very 
reliably informed that officials of the 
Foreign Operations Administration 
would have no objection to additional 
aid for Spain and recognize that under 
present conditions the $30 million pro- 
vided in the estimate will not be suffi- 
cient. Apropos of this, Mr. FitzGerald 
of Foreign Operations Administration 
testified on page 689 of the hearings 
before the House Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee as follows: 

In addition to the unfavorable weather of 
last year, Spain early this spring, was very 
adversely affected by heavy frosts which did 
very substantial damage to the citrus crop. 
Citrus is one of the largest foreign exchange 
earners in Spain, and current estimates 
are that this sharp fall in the citrus crop 
will, during the next 12 months reduce 
Spanish foreign exchange by another $40 
to $50 million a year. 

Our recommendations in respect to eco- 
nomic aid, defense support for Spain for 
fiscal 1955 of $30 million were developed 
prior to their frost. 


Mr. President, the political situation 
in Spain is peculiar at this time due to 
the fact that the Spanish people are very 
much upset by the propaganda that is 
being spread by the enemies of the free 
world that the recently concluded agree- 
ments with the United States will simply 
result in Spain becoming a target for 
a Russian A-bomb. This propaganda is 
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becoming increasingly effective and was 
stepped up when word reached Spain 
through the press that American eco- 
nomic aid was to be reduced from $85 
million in 1954 to $30 million in 1955. 
It is, therefore, imperative that the 
proposed 1955 amount be increased and 
that the increase go to strengthening the 
Spanish civilian economy. It is particu- 
larly important that any counterpart 
generated by this additional amount 
also be utilized for the same purposes. 
Only in this way can the Spanish people 
be given reassurance that the United 
States is truly interested in something 
more than using Spain as a base to 
launch air attacks on our enemies. 

Mr. President, so as to not unduly take 
up the time of the Senate, I should like 
to summarize very briefly a few points 
which are pertinent to the considera- 
tion of my amendment. These points 
are as follows: 

First. American bases in Spain will 
be permanent and in case of an attack 
on Europe will be among those which 
are defended until the last. This point 
has been insisted upon by members of 
the Appropriations Committee and by the 
chairman. Therefore it is vital that 
we should concentrate on Spain in all 
respects—of which the civilian economy 
is just one. 

Second. FOA as of June 30, 1954 had 
$2.6 billion in unobligated and unex- 
pended balances. In addition, FOA has 
$7.1 billion in unexpended balances— 
much of which can also become unobli- 
gated under the provisions of section 
1111 in the 1955 supplemental bill. 
Therefore utilization of $55 million of 
these balances for Spain will not inter- 
fere with the FOA program. 

Third. Spain is a latecomer into the 
mutual security picture and therefore 
her civilian economy needs more empha- 
sis than those countries which have par- 
ticipated in the economic aid program 
from the beginning. The bill provides 
funds to promote economic development 
and to assist in maintaining the econ- 
omy of countries in the Near East and 
Africa; south Asia; and Latin America. 
The compelling reason for including 
economic aid funds for these countries 
is that they too must be helped econom- 
ically if they are to perform their role 
in helping to retain the free world. 
This compelling reason for including 
these countries applies eminently to 
Spain in all respects. 

Fourth. Spain by virtue of the agree- 
ments with the United States, which she 
freely entered into, does not enjoy the 
favorable treatment afforded other na- 
tions in the utilization of economic aid 
counterpart funds to bolster the civilian 
economy. We have poured billions in 
economic aid into France and Italy and 
both are unknown quantities today as to 
whether they will go Communist or not. 
In Spain we have a known quantity— 
we know that not only will she not go 
Communist, but that she will stand by 
our side to the end in the case of an 
attack by the Communist world. 

Fifth. It is vital that the Spanish 
civilian economy be bolstered by some 
direct economic aid so that the Spanish 
people will see that the United States is 
interested in something more than mak- 
ing Spain a target for an atomic bomb. 
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Spain now has one of the lowest stand- 
ards of living and per capita income of 
any country of Europe. 

Mr. President, my amendment would 
not require the appropriation of addi- 
tional funds, but would result in the 
utilization of existing balances, and the 
aid would be in the form of surplus com- 
modities. The counterpart generated 
would be used to bolster the civilian 
economy of Spain. With the civilian 
economy improved, with a strengthening 
of the Spanish military forces and with 
United States bases, Spain will stand as 
a bastion against any onslaught on Eu- 
rope by the Communists. 

Mr. President, this amendment, al- 
though small in amount, is vital to the 
eventual defense of the United States. 
I hope, therefore, that the Senate will 
approve the amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Has the Senator from 
Nevada completed his argument on this 
amendment? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I have. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I may 
say, with respect to this amendment, that 
it does not increase the amount which 
would be available for Spain. The 
amendment would be limited in its pro- 
visions entirely to surplus commodities. 
However, this action would cause the 
amount to be taken from the unobli- 
gated balances in the pending bill, rather 
than having it charged to the $700 mil- 
lion fund under the agricultural trade 
development and assistance program. I 
believe this is a better legislative tech- 
nique. I think I can say on behalf of 
the chairman that we would be glad to 
accept this language, with the under- 
standing that if it does require some 
additional modification, that could be 
done in conference. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I might say the 
original amendment was adopted by the 


` committee. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is only a per- 
fecting amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. It 
is in the nature of a perfecting amend- 
ment. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. This matter was discussed 
previously in committee hearings and in 
committee study. I believe it is a very 
sound approach not only for the pur- 
pose of aiding and strengthening the 
Spanish economy, but also for effecting 
a saving for our own United States 
Treasury. For that reason, I hope the 
committee will most certainly accept this 
amendment as a part of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I should 
like to ask the chairman of the com- 
mittee a question with regard to the 
provision appearing on page 5, lines 5 
through 8, which reads as follows: 

Contributions to the United Nations ex- 
panded program of technical assistance: For 


contributions to cover the amount pledged 
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by the United States for conducting the pro- 
gram during the calendar year 1954, 
$9,957,621. 


Since I shall be serving as a member 
of the United States delegation to the 
General Assembly of the United Nations 
this fall, I am very much interested in 
the recommendation of the Committee 
on Appropriations on the administra- 
tion’s request for the United Nations 
technical-assistance program. I note 
that the committee has allowed $9,957,- 
621 of the $17,958,000 authorized for the 
program for fiscal year 1955. I under- 
stand this is to cover the amount pledged 
last year by representatives of the United 
States to the United Nations for the 
calendar year 1954, for carrying out the 
multilateral program. No funds are 
provided for the calendar year 1955. 

I should appreciate having the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee 
clear up certain language in one para- 
graph in the committee report, which I 
do not fully understand. The language 
is as follows: 

This appropriation is made with the 
understanding that no further pledge shall 
be made to the United Nations for the ex- 
panded technical-assistance program by any 
representative of the United States Govern- 
ment without prior authorization by the 
Congress of the United States. 


Iam entirely in accord with that state- 
ment, but I desire to be certain as to its 
meaning, so that those who are planning 
to attend the General Assembly this year 
can be governed by the interpretation 
made by the chairman of the committee. 

Am I correct in assuming that at the 
conference which is to be held at the 
United Nations this fall during the Gen- 
eral Assembly, the United States repre- 
sentative may tentatively commit the $8 
million already authorized in the mutual 
security bill for the first half of the 
calendar year 1955, subject to the ap- 
propriation of funds? 

Mr. BRIDGES. As the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey knows, the 
House did not include 1 cent for this 
item; it completely outlawed the item. 
Feelings in many parts of the country 
are strong on this matter, judging by 
the protests which have come to our 
committee and to the House committee 
as well. So the Senate committee in- 
cluded $9,957,621 to cover the amount 
pledged by representatives of the United 
States to the United Nations during the 
remainder of the calendar year 1954. 

Beyond that, we have indicated our 
intention during the interim to study 
the situation and the various elements 
which enter into it, so that as of the first 
of the year we shall be prepared to pass 
more intelligently and accurately on the 
necessity for the rest of the authorized 
amount. 

The matter about which the commit- 
tee and a great many other persons in 
Congress are concerned is that it is not 
desired to have representatives of the 
executive department, or their succes- 
sors or predecessors, who will attend the 
United Nations meeting, pledge some- 
thing which will commit Congress and 
the country to expenditures, until the 
respective committees of Congress, and 
Congress itself, shall have had an op- 
portunity to pass upon them, I am cer- 
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tain that the distinguished Senator from 
New Jersey, able and skilled as he is, 
who will soon represent our country in 
the United Nations meeting, will un- 
derstand that. 

We realize that the representatives of 
the United States must examine the sit- 
uation and must explore the possibilities, 
and reach perhaps a tentative formula 
or arrangement for the coming months 
or the coming year. But the committee 
desires to have leeway left, so that it 
will not be faced with an accomplished 
fact. We want to have plenty of latitude 
in which to explore requests for ap- 
propriations when they are submitted to 
us. We do not desire to have repre- 
sentatives of the executive department 
come before the committee and say, “We 
have pledged this sum,” and then say 
nothing more. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The difficulty arises 
from the fact that the United Nations 
operates on a calendar-year basis, not 
on a fiscal-year basis. When the United 
Nations budget is prepared, it is well 
in advance of the time when Congress 
begins its work on appropriation bills. 
The United States member of the Budget 
Committee of the United Nations then 
makes his commitment. I have always 
contended that if his commitment were 
considered to be good, Congress would 
actually be surrendering its power over 
the purse. That was the reason for 
including such a provision in the bill, 
with the understanding that the pledge 
which has been made for 1954 will be 
fulfilled. We can continue with the 
pledge for fiscal 1955. Then in January 
the whole matter can be considered in 
more detail by Congress. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Then, so 
that the situation can be made perfectly 
clear to the United Nations, it might be 
considered that the authorization is 
already in existence, under the act 
passed this year, for the first half of 
1955. That authorization must be acted 
on by the Committee on Appropriations. 

I thank the chairman of the commit- 
tee and the Senator from Illinois for 
their exposition of the matter. I think 
it is important to have it in the RECORD, 
so that when we are in attendance at 
the General Assembly, we can explain 
the limitations on our power to commit 
the United States. 


THE SO-CALLED MUTUAL SECU- 
RITY—FOA—A TRAVESTY ON THE 
AMERICAN TAXPAYER 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I think 
it is time that the United Nations and 
the nations of Europe understood that 
Congress is responsible for the appropri- 
ations—not Mr. Stassen and not Mr. 
Dulles; and it is time that Members of 
Congress understood that they are re- 
sponsible to the taxpayers of the Nation 
for the appropriations they make. 

Congress should stop all gifts and 
grants to foreign nations, and stop per- 
sons who have no responsibility, who 
are not elected, and who are not respon- 
sible to Congress, to commit the tax- 
payers and the Congress to foreign na- 
tions throughout the world without a 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


return of any kind, not even loyalty or 

friendship. 

A I intend to vote and work against this 
ill. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I wish 
to announce that I shall suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum and ask for the yeas 
and nays when my amendment is 
reached. 


APPRAISAL OF THE NATION’S AIR- 
POWER PROGRAM 


Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, last 
Saturday afternoon the senior Senator 
from Massachusetts, who is chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee, talked 
on the floor. He spoke on an appraisal 
of the Nation’s airpower program. a 

I was in Tennessee at the time, but 
have now gone over this appraisal, one 
which concerns perhaps the most vital 
of all the grave problems facing this 
Nation today. 

In fact, it would now appear that the 
very survival of the free world depends 
largely upon the strength and adequacy 
of its airpower—Air Force airpower and 
naval airpower. 

Recent events in Indochina have con- 
firmed a now familiar and unhappy fact: 
we are not going to try to contain com- 
munism. 

Certainly we are not going to try to 
contain this evil on the ground. 

How, then, do we propose to contain 
it? 

Unless we have airpower superior be- 
yond question, what other means is at 
our disposal for halting the advance of 
Communist forces when they decide to 
march again? 

The senior Senator from Massachu- 
setts stated his was a “calm and objec- 
tive appraisal” of the airpower program. 

It was calm—so calm, in fact, I was 
reminded of the rosy optimism which 
prevailed in 1950, just prior to the out- 
break of the Korean war. 

In the talk last Saturday there were 
many reassuring words to the effect we 
now have the best of all possible air 
forces, in the best of all possible worlds. 

There was scarcely any mention of the 
ominous and growing Red air force, or 
the rising worldwide Communist threat 
against the security of the free world. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Based upon the knowl- 
edge of the distinguished junior Senator 
from Missouri concerning Air Force 
problems—and I doubt if there is any 
person in the country, let alone any 
Member of the Senate, who knows more 
about them than does the Senator from 
Missouri—could he state his estimate of 
the number of Russian planes which 
could come through and deliver their 
bomb loads on American cities and tar- 
gets if a Russian air Pearl Harbor 
should start tomorrow? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oregon, not 
only for his gracious remarks, but also 
for allowing me an opportunity to an- 
swer his wise question. I do not believe 
there is anybody who thinks that less 
than 90 percent of the planes which 
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would attack this country today would 
get through our present defenses. 

Mr. MORSE. I want to thank the Sen- 
ator from Missouri for that answer, be- 
cause when I was a member of the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, I never heard 
a top American Air Force official ever 
fix the number at less than 60 percent. 
In my judgment, the speech of the senior 
Senator from Massachusetts last Satur- 
day, and the newspaper stories that were 
based on that speech, had the very detri- 
mental effect of giving the American 
people a false sense of security. The 
point that the Senator from Missouri has 
just made is that the American people 
need to know how false that sense of 
security is. As long as our air experts 
continue to deceive the people into be- 
lieving that only from 60 to 75 percent of 
those planes would get through our de- 
fenses, I cannot be counted among the 
Eisenhower supporters in connection 
with the Eisenhower air program, be- 
cause, in my judgment, this administra- 
tion should have moved forward at a 
much more rapid rate than it has done 
in order to protect the security of this 
country. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, nor 
was there any mention whatever of the 
increasing Soviet stockpile of atomic and 
hydrogen bombs. Nor was there men- 
tion of Soviet progress in long-range 
guided missiles; missiles which, in a few 
years, will be able to reach this country 
directly. 

On reading this appraisal of airpower 
by the Senator from Massachusetts, for 
whom I have great respect, one would 
think that the only threats against the 
security of the United States were long 
ago and far away. 

Again, I agree the appraisal was calm 
so calm as to appear to be concerned with 
events in another planet; so calm, in 
fact, as to appear almost self-compla- 
cent. 

I cannot agree, however, that the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts’ appraisal was 
either objective or nonpartisan. Most of 
it apparently was designed to criticize 
the program of the previous administra- 
tion, which called for a rapid buildup, 
and to praise the present administra- 
tion’s program of a slow and leisurely 
buildup. 

Much of the talk listed all the ad- 
vantages which can be gained by slow 
and leisurely procedures which have, and 
will, postpone by several years the at- 
tainment of that airpower everybody 
now considers necessary for the defense 
of the United States. 

It is true, of course, that the program 
of the previous administration was an 
emergency program. The emergency 
came as a result of this country finding 
itself at war on the mainland of Asia 
against Communist Korea and Commu- 
nist China, supported by Communist 
Russia. 

It was a program, begun when a mere 
handful of modern F-86’s possessed by 
our Air Force was heroically standing off 
hundreds of Russian-built MIG—15’s. 

At that time a great sense of urgency 
inspired the leaders and the people of 
this Nation to do a big job and do it fast. 

Of course, there was a certain amount 
of waste involved. There were slippages, 
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and modifications, and other difficulties 
which inevitably result from handling 
any production problem with extraor- 
dinary speed. 

But, Mr. President, once a new pro- 
gram is well established such difficulties 
subside; and this was already the case 
when the present administration came in 
about a year and a half ago. 

As General Vandenberg stated many 
times in early 1953, by that time aircraft 
production had ceased to be the major 
problem facing the Air Force. The ma- 
jor problem was personnel. 

The Senator from Massachusetts 
stated last week that the Air Force pro- 
gram was out of balance in 1953. That 
is true. The debate on the budget a year 
ago showed it to be true. 

The Air Force was doing fairly well in 
the production of aircraft, but was hav- 
ing trouble getting its bases built on 
time, and was having trouble obtaining 
and holding sufficiently trained skilled 
personnel. 

One of the principal reasons why the 
program was out of balance, as the de- 
bate of a year ago brought out only too 
well, was the fact this administration 
had held up or canceled many base con- 
struction projects, 

The principal difficulty in personnel 
arose because the new administration 
imposed an arbitrary manpower ceiling 
which prevented the recruiting of thou- 
sands of new men a month at a time 
when these very men were seeking to 
join the Air Force, and as a result of that 
ill-considered action the Air Force is 
critically short of personnel today. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iam glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Ore- 
gon. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator re- 
call when the administration, more than 
a year ago, made a $5-billion cut in the 
air budget? 

Mr, SYMINGTON. I do. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator re- 
call that as a result of that cut, a large 
number of men, including a large num- 
ber of pilots, were let out of the Air 
Force, and they were told by the Air 
Force that the reason they were being 
let out was because of the cut in the 
budget? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator re- 
call that a great number of those men 
were not reservists, but were men who 
wanted to make a lifetime career out 
of their Air Force service, and that by 
letting them out the result was bound 
to be that when they were replaced later 
on they would have to be replaced, at 
least in part, by reservists who had al- 
ready served their stint? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. MORSE. I had a great many 
conferences at that time with many of 
those men, because when I was on the 
Committee on Armed Services, I served 
on a subcommittee that dealt with mili- 
tary personnel, and I continually fought 
to better the condition of the military 
personnel. I fought to develop a pro- 
gram within the Military Establishment 
that would encourage men to come into 
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the service for a career, and relieve the 
reservists of this country from being 
brought into military service after hav- 
ing served their stint. 

I think one of the most unfortunate 
things that happened as a result of that 
cut in the Air Force, from the standpoint 
of the personnel problem, was that it re- 
sulted in letting out of the Air Force 
a great many needed pilots, and a great 
many men serving in personnel capaci- 
ties, who should have been kept in on 
a career basis. I am glad the Senator 
from Missouri is pointing out the per- 
sonnel problem in this particular speech. 

At that time I conferred with Air 
Force officials in the Pentagon building. 
They said, “Senator, you are completely 
right about this as a matter of principle 
and policy, but there is nothing we can 
do, and we are not going to come out 
publicly and make an issue out of this, 
because, as good soldiers, we have to go 
along; but we wish you were still on that 
committee, fighting for the personnel 
problem as you did when you were on 
that committee.” 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen- 
ator for his remarks. I join with the 
many who believe that the Senator from 
Oregon would have made a great con- 
tribution if he had been allowed to stay 
on the Armed Services Committee. Yes, 
the program was out of balance and the 
actions taken by this administration 
forced it still further out of balance. 

In one respect at least we are holding 
our own with the Communists. We can 
pat ourselves on the back about as ef- 
fectively as they can. 

We can cut our Air Force budget by 
$5 billion, cut its personnel program by 
a quarter of a million people, cancel more 
than $2 billion in airplane contracts, and 
still boast that these actions are increas- 
ing rather than decreasing our total air 
strength. 

The Russians may boast they invented 
the adding machine, but surely they can 
do no better than claim subtraction is 
really addition; and that we have added 
to the strength of our Air Force by cut- 
ting away from the previous program 
money, bases, planes, and people. 

It was one thing to say, and I quote 
from the talk, “the most important de- 
velopment in national defense at this 
time is air power,” and another to reduce 
steadily appropriations for air power, to 
cut down the procurement of aircraft, 
and to hold the Air Force below an arti- 
ficially imposed ceiling on manpower. 

The talk of last Saturday even went 
so far as to claim that everything possi- 
ble is being done, and that funds are not 
the limiting factor. 

To me, this is a strange argument, in- 
deed. It is the responsibility of the Con- 
gress to provide funds for the national 
defense. To say we have provided all 
the funds which could be used profitably 
is an incredible statement. 

We are not matching some of the prog- 
ress of the Communists, either in quan- 
tity or quality, of airpower, despite the 
fact the Russians do not have a produc- 
tive base that in any way is comparable 
to our own. 

As example, there is no question that 
the Communists are catching up with 
us in the development and production of 
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long-range jet aircraft. Yet, according 
to this recent talk, there is nothing more 
this great Nation can do to hold its 
lead. 

Everyone knows that if we become 
involved in a war tomorrow, even in 
another relatively minor war, such as 
Korea, we would be forced to make far 
more effort than we are making now 
and would begin by appropriating more 
funds. 

That would be first. It is the first 
thing we would do today to speed up 
progress in the building of our airpower. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield to me? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iam glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I hope the Senator 
from Missouri will not refer to the 
Korean war as a minor war, in view of 
the very great number of casualties our 
troops suffered there, and also in view 
of the great sums of money we spent in 
connection with that war. Of course, 
subsequently, in Indochina, the United 
States paid half the French expenses. 

So I trust that the Senator from Mis- 
souri will not refer to the Korean war 
as a minor one. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I referred to it as 
a “relatively minor war.” I thank the 
distinguished senior Senator from South 
Carolina for his comment. He is en- 
tirely correct in that it was a very serious 
war. I used the term “relatively minor” 
only because I was differentiating it from 
a global world war. 

Mr. MAYBANK, Let me say that I 
have the utmost respect for the distin- 
guished junior Senator from Missouri, 
the former Secretary for Air. I have 
called his attention to that point only 
because I thought the Korean war was 
a major war, and, furthermore, because 
I think the blunders made in connection 
with it will lead to future troubles of a 
most serious sort. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis- 
tinguished Senator from South Carolina 
for his contribution. I believe the Ko- 
rean war was a major war, and I am 
glad to have his observation and help on 
that subject. 

The Senator from Massachusetts con- 
tends that the proposed buildup to 137 
wings is big enough, and will be com- 
pleted quickly enough, to keep us safe 
and secure; and he supports this conten- 
tion by citing the position of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

But I find that the present Chief of 
Staff of our Air Force recognized from 
the very outset that this 137-wing pro- 
gram was somewhat optimistic. 

Many months ago General Twining 
gave early warning that if the Commu- 
nists continued their efforts to overtake 
us, we would have to revise our air-power 
plans. 

Since that time, new and more power- 
ful Soviet aircraft have been unveiled, 
and I have heard no one assert that there 
is any evidence the Communists have 
slowed their efforts toward air suprem- 
acy. 

Without going into detail on the ap- 
praisal of air power presented by my 
distinguished colleague, I in turn present 
several points in his address which would 
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appear to be misleading—points which I 
believe can produce an unjustified and 
dangerous sense of security if allowed to 
pass unquestioned. 

The Senator from Massachusetts calls 
attention to the fact that “the number 
of combat wings is the same, but the 
composition of the force has been sig- 
nificantly altered. The number of air 
defense wings has been substantially in- 
creased.” 

But he fails to mention that the num- 
ber of offensive wings has been decreased 
by an equal amount. 

This is truly significant. The signifi- 
cance is that the increase in Russian air 
striking power has already forced us to 
somewhat shift our own emphasis from 
offense to defense. 

Such a trend can be fatal in warfare. 
It was fatal to the Nazi Air Force in 
World War II. 

When the Nazis cut down their bomber 
production in order to concentrate on de- 
fensive fighters, as General Spaatz has 
often said, he and his staff knew the 
Nazi fate was sealed; because you do 
not score while you are on the defensive. 
All you can do on the defensive is post- 
pone defeat. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield to me for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUSH 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Missouri yield to the Senator from 
Oregon? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad the Senator 
from Missouri has mentioned General 
Spaatz, for whose knowledge I have a 
very, very high regard, not only in re- 
spect to his knowledge of American air- 
power problems, but also in respect to 
his knowledge of airpower throughout 
the world. I read with a great deal of 
interest his articles, which are printed 
periodically in the newspapers and 
magazines. 

Am I correct when I say that General 
Spaatz has, through his pen and also 
through his lips, continuously warned 
the American people that the decline in 
aircraft construction in the United 
States does not augur well for either the 
defense of the United States in case of 
attack or for a successful offense in case 
of war? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from 
Oregon is entirely correct. Since the 
death of our late great air general, H. H. 
“Hap” Arnold, our highest ranking liv- 
ing air general in World War II is Gen- 
eral Spaatz. AllI can say is that if some 
of the policies of this administration 
with respect to airpower are correct, 
then General Spaatz does not know what 
he is talking about and General Spaatz 
is considered a genius on airpower. 

Mr. President, we have added wings 
to our defense by subtracting wings from 
our offense. But everybody knows it is 
offensive power that turns the balance, 
Surely no one should take comfort in 
this development. 

The Senator from Massachusetts 
quotes the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
as saying that United States national 
airpower is superior to that of any other 
nation. While this statement is sup- 
portable in some respects, it is danger- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


ously unsupportable in others; because 
the important fact, not mentioned by the 
distinguished senior Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], is that the 
Reds have more than half again as many 
planes assigned to active combat units 
as the United States Air Force, Army, 
Navy, and Marines, combined. 

This fact has been well known for 
some time. Recently efforts have been 
made to obscure it by counting all the 
trainers, liaison craft, and sometimes 


even the civil-reserve transport fleet, as 


a part of the United States aircraft in- 
ventory. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield to me for 
another question? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iam glad to yield 
to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in my un- 
derstanding that when we listen to state- 
ments such as that made by the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in 
which it is said that our national air- 
power is superior to that of any other 
nation, that general observation fails to 
take into account the points of weakness 
of our airpower in case of an all-out 
war; and it is those points of weakness 
which really endanger the success of the 
United States in case of a war? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from 
Oregon is entirely correct. 

Mr. MORSE. In other words, am I 
correct in my understanding that if we 
were to get into world war III tomorrow 
there would be little hope that we could 
provide Europe with the air defense 
which Europe would need in the first few 
days and weeks of that war—with the 
result that great strategic points in Eu- 
rope, such as England, Germany, and, 
for that matter, France, undoubtedly 
would be subjected to such devastating 
attack that it is doubtful that they would 
be of much use to us within a few weeks 
after the beginning of the war? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I prefer not to 
answer categorically that question of 
high strategy; but I would say to the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon that, 
especially after the trip the distin- 
guished Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Bripces] and I took over Europe, 
last March, I believe what the Senator 
has said is correct, based on the air 
strength now available on the European 
Continent. England is in a somewhat 
better position. 

Mr. MCRSE. I agree with the Sena- 
tor from Missouri, and I have no inten- 
tion of eliciting from him, or disclosing, 
as a result of my own knowledge, certain 
facts; but in my judgment in this case 
we are dealing with the lives of Ameri- 
cans and with the security of our Nation, 
and I think the American people need to 
be awakened to the importance of our 
giving the support that is needed to 
build up a true air superiority. 

I direct the Senator’s attention to that 
last phrase. Do we not have to face the 
fact that true air superiority for the 
United States requires true air superior- 
ity in Europe as well as in the continental 
United States? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. There is no ques- 
tion about that. The more airpower the 
free world has, the greater the strength 
of the free world. 
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Mr. MORSE. The last question I wish 
to raise, then, is this: When we are talk- 
ing about American air strength, is it not 
necessary that our airpower program be 
correlated and coordinated with the air- 
power of England and the rest of our 
allies so that we can protect the security 
of Europe from successful attack from 
the Russians as well as protect the 
United States? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I believe the far- 
ther away the launching point of any at- 
tack by any possible enemy, the greater 
the security of the United States. 

Mr. MORSE. One more question: 
Does it not obviously follow that if Rus- 
sia is allowed to develop superiority in 
striking power so she can quickly sub- 
due Europe, the security of the United 
States will be greatly endangered if we 
then have to stand against Russia alone 
in any air war? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I believe the 
Senator from Oregon is correct. Al- 
though I am not criticizing in any way 
the mutual security program which will 
shortly be further discussed by my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN], I should like to point out what 
is in effect a paradox; namely, at the 
same time we are contributing billions 
more to other countries, we are now 
carrying out our program of cutting our 
own air strength many billions of dol- 
lars and hundreds of thousands of men. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iam glad to yield 
to my distinguished colleague from Ari- 
zona, especially because I know of his 
great experience and authoritative 
knowledge on matters of airpower. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The remarks of 
the Senator from Oregon prompt this 
question: At any time during his long 
experience with the Air Force has the 
Senator from Missouri known of any 
plans that conceived the mission of the 
United States Air Force as not including 
the defense of Europe? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The mission of 
the free world, as developed by the Pres- 
ident, the National Security Council, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff of the United States, 
and the leaders of other countries, has 
to the best of my knowledge, always em- 
braced a joint effort involving the pro- 
tection and security of the United States, 
Europe, the British Isles, the North 
African littoral, and other free-world 
countries, especially since in most of 
those countries we now have our own air- 
planes and troops. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Is it not true 
that the program was begun under the 
management of the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Missouri, that is, that we coop- 
erate with the countries of Europe in 
their continental defense and that we 
coordinate our aircraft production with 
theirs? For instance, the defense of 
England requires interceptors; the de- 
fense of the continental United States 
does not require the same type plane. 
We have not overlapped in production. 
I believe that coordination was started 
under your program. Is that not true? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Arizona. I am not sure I could 
give a categorical yes or no answer to 
his question; but I shall get the facts 
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and present them to the Senator, even 
if I cannot do it this afternoon in suffi- 
cient detail or accurately enough. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr.SYMINGTON. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. MORSE. If I understand cor- 
rectly the question of the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER], I am per- 
fectly willing to make this comment, 
and I think it can be done within the 
proprieties. I have inspected, I believe, 
a majority of American air bases abroad, 
in Europe, and the Arctic, and I have 
inspected a great many of the airbases 
of our allies. I thought it was generally 
understood that under NATO the pro- 
gram is to have a joint coordinated air 
offense and air-defense program in case 
of a war with the Soviet Union. One 
cannot conduct the inspections and the 
investigations that I participated in as 
a member of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee and not be aware of the fact that 
we cannot approach our air defense in 
this country without taking into account 
the air program of our allies, because in 
case of war it becomes a unified program. 

I think it is very true that when we 
come to decide what the appropriations 
in this country shall be for our air- 
power, we must take into account the 
allied air program. Unless the allied air 
program is kept strong, we are just cut- 
ting off our own defense nose. Of course, 
if the impression ever gets abroad, in 
England, France, Germany, or in any 
other of our allies that we are going to 
take a singular nationalistic approach to 
airpower, then I think we are playing 
right into the hands of the Russians, be- 
cause we will create great doubts in the 
minds of our allies as to whether or not 
they can count upon us to execute the 
coordinated program which has been the 
program—at least I have assumed it has 
been—up to this time. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question on 
that point? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
for a question to my distinguished col- 
league from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Missouri say 
there is anything nationalistic about the 
mission of the Strategic Air Command? 

Mr.SYMINGTON. The mission of the 
Strategic Air Command cannot be de- 
scribed as nationalistic or internation- 
alistic. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Would it tend to 
be more internationalistic than nation- 
alistic in its original concept? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. If we were at- 
tacked, the citizens of my State of Mis- 
souri would believe the retaliatory effort 
of SAC was nationalistic; and, as the 
planes of SAC proceeded to avenge an 
attack upon us, the citizens of, say, a 
free European country would consider 
it internationalistic. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen- 
ator for that comment. I gathered from 
the remarks of the Senator from Oregon 
that he might have felt that airpower 
or air superiority was being interpreted 
a little differently by the Eisenhower 
administration, whereas, in effect, it is 
merely a continuation of what has been 
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the interpretation of airpower since 
World War II. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a brief comment? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. MORSE. It has always been my 
understanding, as I think the RECORD 
will show I said in my previous remarks, 
that we recognize the importance of an 
air program coordinated and correlated 
both offensively and defensively, with 
that of our allies. I had sought to bring 
out earlier in my remarks that it hap- 
pens to be my judgment that the cut 
in the budget for airpower under the 
Eisenhower administration, to which the 
Senator from Missouri is now directing 
his remarks, was a great mistake, be- 
cause it weakened our own defense here 
at home and, in my judgment, it weak- 
ened our position abroad and the posi- 
tion of our allies as well, as far as air- 
power against the Russians is concerned. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I agree entirely 
with the Senator. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for one more ques- 
tion, and then I shall let him continue 
his very interesting discussion. 

Is it not true that this very day we 
are better equipped to take care of our 
international air problems than we were 
a year ago or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5 or 6 years 
ago? 

Mr.SYMINGTON. That is a question 
which I hesitate to answer in detail, be- 
cause Iam taking too much time. How- 
ever, I am glad the Senator asked it. 
We were down to 42 groups just prior 
to the Korean war, and at that point— 
which, incidentally, was the point at 
which I left the Air Force—this country 
was in a serious state of unprepared- 
ness. I have always said that, and I 
am glad to restate it. Nevertheless, the 
fact we are steadily increasing our air 
strength, and have been ever since the 
early summer of 1950, is not the im- 
portant point. 

The important point is the relative in- 
crease of our strength as against the 
relative increase of strength of the air- 
power of the evil rulers of the Kremlin. 
It is true that today we are stronger 
in the air than we have ever been in 
peacetime; and I believe it is also true 
that we are stronger on the ground. On 
the other hand, that is not the important 
point. The important point is the rela- 
tive strength of our air, sea, and ground 
forces as against the only known enemy 
to the free world, the Communists. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. What I wanted 
to bring out was that the basic strength 
of the United States Air Force today is 
in the Strategic Air Command. I do not 
believe that anyone can argue that the 
Strategic Air Command has not done a 
commendable job all through the build- 
up over the period of years, around the 
globe, so that we can accomplish the 
stated mission of our Air Force. 

The relative strength of the Air Force 
of the Soviet Union and of the Air Force 
of the United States can be tested only 
in one place, and the Senator from Mis- 
souri knows as well as I do that that is 
the ultimate battlefield of the air. 

The figures which the Senator from 
Missouri discusses and the figures which 
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I discuss—and I think they are approxi- 
mately the same—could be used to argue 
either way. 

I thank the Senator for allowing me 
to interrogate him. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Arizona for his 
contribution. He has had great experi- 
ence in the field of airpower, and he 
himself was a well known and famous 
member of the Air Force during the war. 

The strength that would count today 
at the beginning of any possible war is 
combat strength—strength in being— 
ready strength. 

Efforts to obscure the disparity in com- 
bat strength between this country and 
Russia by including other types of air- 
craft are misleading and dangerous. 

The senior Senator from Massachu- 
setts states that if the original 143-wing 
program had been continued “a sudden 
and drastic reduction in aircraft pro- 
duction would have followed to the point 
of practically closing down the industry.” 

To me, as one who has had experience 
in manufacturing, this statement hardly 
makes sense. 

The aircraft production required to 
sustain 143 wings would be the same re- 
gardless of the time when the 143 wings 
were attained. 

Then the Senator from Massachusetts 
states that the percentage of wings in the 
highest category of combat readiness has 
improved by 70 perceni over March 1953. 

This is an interesting figure. It im- 
plies that the Air Force has improved 
its readiness to a startling degree. 

Now let us look at the facts. 

Since the rate of wing growth in the 
Air Force has been slowed down, but 
the delivery of airplanes has continued, 
of course there has been some improve- 
ment in the readiness of existing units, 

But lest the American people be misled, 
let me introduce another statistic: In 
the two lower categories of readiness 
there are just as many Air Force wings 
as there were in March 1953. 

Let us not becloud this grave issue 
further by offering up tricky statistics. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iam glad to yield 
to the distinguished junior Senator from 
Massachusetts who has been so consist- 
ently interested in our problems of na- 
tional defense. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I should like to com- 
pliment the Senator from Missouri, be- 
cause for the past 18 months he has 
been the strongest voice in the United 
States Senate in favor of building up 
our air strength and in opposition to 
the idea of a stretchout. 

In the speech made last Saturday by 
my distinguished colleague, the senior 
Senator from Massachusetts, mention 
was made of the relatively low level of 
obligations for aircraft and related pro- 
curement during the first 10 months of 
the past fiscal year. The fact is that in 
fiscal 1953 the Defense Department total 
of obligations incurred for aircraft pro- 
duction and procurement was $11.7 bil- 
lion. But for fiscal 1954, this fell to an, 
estimated $1.4 billion. Can we expect 
this tremendous drop in obligations in- 
curred of an estimated 90 percent, dur- 
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ing fiscal year 1954 in comparison with 
the 3 previous years, to result in any- 
thing but a drop in 1955 and 1956 and 
1957 in the rate of aircraft production 
and deliveries in the United States? 

Is it not a fact that this lag in new 
obligations is going to have a tremendous 
effect upon the number of aircraft avail- 
able in 1956 and 1957? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. There is no ques- 
tion about it, and I thank the Senator 
for his gracious remarks. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it not a fact that 
under the Truman-Lovett budget, it was 
estimated that we would get about 800 
aircraft a month through 1954 and 1955, 
and that then it would drop to 300 a 
month; but that under the proposed 
schedule it has been stated that we are 
now getting about 500 a month, next 
year it will drop to 400 a month, and 
at the end of 1957 it will be 200 a month? 
Is not anyone who says we are going to 
be in better shape in 1957, than we would 
have been under the Truman-Lovett 
budget, just ignoring the plain, harsh 
facts of our aircraft production? 

Mr, SYMINGTON. I honestly do not 
know about those figures. I have never 
seen them, as they are now being pre- 
sented by the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. However, I 
will say that these figures follow the over- 
all pattern of a concerted reduction in 
our airpower and in the strength which 
comes from the production of modern 
airplanes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would say to the 
Senator that I think it is inevitable, 
even though these figures may be 
changed in coming years—and there has 
been a recent upturn—and that this tre- 
mendous drop of an estimated 90 per- 
cent from fiscal 1953 to 1954 in the new 
obligations incurred for aircraft will 
have a debilitating effect on our air- 
power and its readiness in the next 2 
years, years which will be very vital 
years to our security. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator 
again for bringing out these facts. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen- 
ator for his contribution. 

The truth is that the Air Force is 
making progress, kut both its progress 
and its growth have been slowed down. 

Has the progress and growth of the 
Red Air Force been slowed down? 

Therein lies the great and growing 
danger. 

The senior Senator from Massachu- 
setts asserted that production of such 
new plane models as the F-100 super- 
sonic fighter, the B-52 long-range bomb- 
er, and the B-66 short-range bomber 
are proceeding satisfactorily. 

Well, he is easily satisfied, because 
now it is common knowledge that Soviet 
Communist production of comparable 
new types of aircraft is improving faster 
than ours. 

As example, we have far fewer F-100’s 
than the Communists have MIG-17’s; 
and thousands fewer B-57's and B-66’s 
than the Reds have IL—28’s. 

Now as to our modern longe-range 
bomber, the B-52, should we boast about 
its production in this fashion, when we 
have produced exactly 3, including 2 
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prototypes. Prototypes are not gen- 
erally considered production aircraft, 
and they should not be. They are gen- 
erally “hogged out” on engine lathes in 
the toolroom and by special temporary 
dies. 

How many B-52’s would this recent 
talk make you believe were now in the 
hands of the Air Force? 

The fact is only one. 

Inasmuch as there has been a great 
deal said about the production of B—66’s, 
let us ask how many B-66's this talk 
would make us believe are now off any 
productive line and in the hands of the 
Air Force? 

The fact is none. 

Does this record justify any such 
statement that the production of our 
modern fighters and bombers is pro- 
ceeding satisfactorily? 

While we coast along on the impetus 
given our program in 1951 and 1952, the 
Reds are driving relentlessly and are 
coming up fast. 

If these figures are true—and I chal- 
lenge anyone to dispute them—where is 
the satisfaction? 

Now as to perhaps the most important 
question of all for the future—long- 
range missiles. 

The chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee says that in this category also 
everything possible is being done. Al- 
though I have great respect for my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Massachu- 
setts, I cannot agree, and I am certain 
that even a casual investigation would 
prove that we are not even close to an 
all-out effort on intercontinental mis- 
siles. 

In view of the evidence that the Com- 
munists, with all their difficulties and 
deficiencies, and with all the defects of 
their system, are nevertheless at least 
even with us in the development of 
guided missiles, how can anyone say that 
we are doing everything possible? 

To say that is, in effect, to admit 
defeat. 

No, I cannot accept as accurate this 
recent estimate of American airpower. 

That estimate would seem to find 
nothing but satisfaction in slowdowns, 
stretchouts, arbitrary manpower ceil- 
ings, and reductions and cancellations 
of contracts. 

That estimate leaves out of account 
the steady growth of Russian airpower, 
against which, always, our own strength 
must be measured. 

Anyone following current world events 
knows that we need adecuate airpower 
today, and may need it even more to- 
morrow. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I shall be glad to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish 
to say to the Senator from Missouri that 
as one citizen of the United States I am 
deeply grateful for the warning he has 
presented to the American people in his 
brief speech today. What he is saying 
to the American people is, “Do not be 
deluded by the wishful thinkers, and do 
not be deluded by false promises; do not 
be deluded by those who, just before an 
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election, are trying to give you the im- 
pression that everything is going well.” 

The fact of the matter is—and I do 
not think there can be any successful 
disputing of it—that if we get into an air 
war with Russia tomorrow we can be 
badly hurt, for the reason that we are 
not in a strong defensive position. 
When we talk about the Strategic Air 
Command and the long-range bomber 
command we need also, it seems to me, to 
warn the American people that they are 
not secure unless we have a superiority 
by way of a defensive program as well 
as an offensive program. 

I wish to congratulate the Senator 
from Missouri for warning the American 
people today that it is in our interest to 
spend what we need to spend in order to 
get ourselves into a striking position. 

I have said during the past 3 years, or 
longer, that I am perfectly willing to 
waste—and I repeat it—to waste mil- 
lions of dollars, if necessary, in building 
up an air power that may be obsolescent 
in 5 or 6 years or sooner. I am per- 
fectly villing to waste it, because I think 
it is the kind of waste that can be jus- 
tified, for the reason that if we should 
have another Pearl Harbor tomorrow we 
shall be mighty glad we were willing 
to engage in that kind of waste, because 
the question is, Do we have the planes 
now to answer the testimony given to us 
in regard to what would happen to us 
if Russian bombers came over, as we 
know they would come through, for the 
most part, and deliver their loads? That 
is why I have been proud of the record 
I have made as a member of the Armed 
Services Committee in calling for a 
faster buildup of our airpower than 
we had under the Truman administra- 
tion. I do not think we have gone fast 
enough in building up the striking and 
defensive power of our American Air 
Force. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oregon, who 
has always been, as the Recorp clearly 
shows, a true champion of air power for 
the United States and the free world. 

I had not intended to give another 
address during this session regarding our 
airpower defense. I am sure the senior 
Senator from Massachusetts, did not in- 
tend to mislead the American people in 
his address last Saturday, but I felt that 
his talk might cause the American people 
to think we have a stronger Air Force 
today than we actually have. 

The important question also is, When 
can we have an adequate Air Force? If 
we had it tomorrow, in my opinion, it 
would not be too soon. 

Mr. President, those in authority have 
the duty to give the people all the facts 
about our relative military position as 
against that of the advancing Com- 
munists. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iam glad to yield 
to my distinguished colleague from Okla- 
homa, always a champion of adequate 
air power. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I should like to 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri for calling the attention of the 
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country to the dangers we face in fail- 
ing to recognize the superiority of the 
buildup in Communist air strength. 
I should like to ask the Senator if it 
is not a fact that the much vaunted 
savings by the so-called great econo- 
mizers in the Cabinet have come mainly 
out of our national security expen- 
ditures? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is my belief. 

I should like to add to my distin- 
guished colleague that I would not have 
been interested in making this presenta- 
tion today except for the fact that ap- 
proximately 19 months after this admin- 
istration took office, and approximately 
17 months after the decisions were first 
made, some people are still attempting 
to justify the tragic cut in our air power 
around a year ago last March. In the 
words of the great bard, “Methinks they 
do protest too much.” 

Mr. MONRONEY. It is claimed that 
we have a great deal stronger Air Force 
having cut $5 billion out of it, which 
would tend to lead the people to believe 
we were wasting at least $5 billion sched- 
uled for expenditure. That, of course, 
would not be justified in the light of the 
facts. We have that much less air power 
because of that precious 1 year which 
has been lost in the buildup of our air 
strength, and it will perhaps take us 1 
or 2 or even 3 years to recover from the 
loss of this production, the loss of testing 
prototype aircraft, and, above all, the 
loss of personnel in the mechanical and 
flight fields of our air forces. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Above all, if I may 
add, in the development and operation of 
the Air Force which we all know and 
everyone agrees is necessary for the se- 
curity of the United States—that Air 
Force has now been postponed for at 
least 2 years. 

Mr. . Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr.SYMINGTON. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. KENNEDY. As the Senator has 
just said, the fact is that by 1957 we shall 
not have as good an Air Force as we 
would have had in 1955. 

The only question, therefore, is 
whether in 1954, 1955, 1956, and 1957 
world events will move in such a peace- 
ful direction that we can afford to post- 
pone a maximum buildup of our air 
strength. It seems to me, considering 
the events in Indochina and the increas- 
ing tempo of the Communist advance, 
that it would be to the vital interest of 
our national security to build up our 
maximum air strength as soon as pos- 
sible. We have no real defense against 
an aggressor's air attack. The only de- 
fense is to build an air power second to 
none which will serve as a counter to any 
possible Communist attack. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 
entirely correct. I note in this after- 
noon's newspaper a report that there are 
100,000 Chinese Communists opposite 
Formosa. I do not know what the policy 
of this Government will be tomorrow if 
Formosa is attacked by the Chinese 
Communists. But I wish our Air Force 
could be built up by tomorrow, instead 
of by 1957, to that size Air Force the pre- 
vious administration planned to have in 
1955, and the present administration 
plans to have in 1957. 
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Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. If the Senator has 
concluded his remarks, I wish to say that 
I was glad to hear the Senator from 
Massachusetts make the remark which 
I think the American people should real- 
ize, that there is no absolute defense 
against an air attack. We saw that in 
the battle of Britain. I think it is wrong 
to tell the American people that by build- 
ing tens of thousands or hundreds of 
thousands of planes we can guarantee 
the American people against attack by 
Russian planes. The emphasis has been 
shifting from tactical airpower to stra- 
tegic airpower. I do not think the Sena- 
tor can deny that the strength of the 
Strategic Air Command today is superior 
in its carrying capacity and striking 
power to what was planned for 1954, 
under the plans we had in 1950 or 1951. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I agree with the 
Senator, but I point out that of the 6 
groups cut out when this administration 
went from 143 to 137 wings, some offen- 
sive groups were cut out in order to pro- 
vide additional defensive groups. The 
figure cannot be disclosed because of 
security, but there were groups taken 
out of the Strategic Air Force. 

I completely agree with the Senator 
that this reduction in that category was 
a mistake. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Strategic Air 
Command is our common defense in 
terms of the offensive type of warfare 
today. In the case of airpower, just as 
it was in the old days of the cavalry, the 
best defense is the strongest offense; the 
one “who gets there fustest with the 
mostest” in the way of bombs and fast- 
bombing equipment will win the next 
war. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I know the Sena- 
tor from Arizona has given a great deal 
of thought to this problem, and I should 
like to discuss it with him at some future 
time—because we are both intensely in- 
terested in the subject. 

However, I have a problem, in that I 
am only speaking now, prior to the speech 
of the distinguished Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN], because of his typi- 
cal gracious courtesy in stating I could 
talk at this time. Inasmuch as there has 
been considerable participation in this 
discussion, which I did not know would 
be the case, I have taken a great deal 
more time than the Senator from Illi- 
nois was kind enough to allow me. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one more question? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I only hope there 
will come a time when the Senator from 
Illinois will have an engagement he must 
meet, and I shall be in a position to allow 
him to precede me. It will be done with 
great pleasure. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one more question? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I will yield to the 
Senator from Oregon for one more ques- 
tion and to the Senator from Montana 
for one more question. Then, because 
of the time already taken I should like 
to yield the floor to my distinguished 
colleague from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 
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Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Missouri agree with me that although 
to a degree we cannot prevent enemy 
planes from attacking, nevertheless 
when it is still reported that a mini- 
mum of 60 percent of such planes would 
come through in case of an air Pearl 
Harbor tomorrow, we can develop a bet- 
ter defense than we now have, so as to 
reduce that number? Every plane we 
stop means the saving of American lives; 
is that not true? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. ‘There is no ques- 
tion about that. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
since the Senator has kindly yielded to 
me, I just wish to compliment the Sen- 
ator from Missouri upon his giving us 
the benefit of his well-thought-out ob- 
servations on the present air situation 
and air strategy as it affects our country 
and the free world. I believe we in the 
Senate are extremely fortunate to have 
in the junior Senator from Missouri a 
man who has served as Secretary of the 
Air Force, a man who knows what he 
is talking about. I think the Senate and 
the country as a whole have been well 
benefited by his remarks made here this 
afternoon, and I wish to express my per- 
sonal thanks to the junior Senator from 
Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Montana for his typical cour- 
tesy. There is no one more concerned 
about our airpower. 

Mr. President, inasmuch as I have dis- 
cussed the talk of my friend, the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], I present 
to my colleagues the fact the Senator 
from Massachusetts this morning knew 
I planned to discuss his address of last 
Saturday this afternoon. I only regret 
that because of the Senator’s other heavy 
duties in the closing days, as chairman 
of our committee, and a member of the 
Appropriations Committee, he was not 
able to be here for all my presentation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I should be very 
glad to yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
from Missouri did call me this morning 
and I did get a copy of the speech, which 
I read. I had to attend the meeting of 
the policy committee, and therefore I 
could not listen to the entire speech. 

I am glad to have the thoughts of the 
Senator from Missouri, even though 
some of the comments may have been 
just a little bit cynical regarding some 
of the things I said. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I appreciate the 
typical graciousness with which the 
Senator from Massachusetts presents 
his criticism. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield? 

4 Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield for a ques- 
on. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Does the Senator 
in charge of the bill desire to take up an 
amendment on page 5, line 16? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
would rather not yield until a later time 
for that, because I thought it might be 
rather novel to have a few observations 
on the bill which is before the Senate. I 
wished to talk to the Senate about that. 
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Mr. McCARRAN. I thought the 
chairman made all the novel observa- 
tions that were to be made. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, since 


this is the vesper hour, and since it is 
Saturday afternoon and the spirit is 
willing but the flesh is a little weak, I 
shall try not to detain the Senate too 
long, However, I wish to allude to the 
fact that this foreign-aid program, 
which began in 1948 with the address of 
Secretary Marshall at Harvard, was in- 
tended, of course, as a 4-year program, 
and early emphasis was upon economic 
aid and economic relief. I believe the 
Recorp will show that in 1948 the 
amount of economic relief which was 
provided under the so-called foreign aid 
bill was $4.4 billion. 

In the instant bill, Mr. President, 
there is only $184.5 million for economic 
relief. Therefore, calculationwise, really 
only 4 percent of the amount we made 
available for economic aid in 1948 is car- 
ried in this bill for fiscal year 1955. 

There is a reason for that very sharp 
drop in amount, and it is because pro- 
duction in the European countries and 
elsewhere, according to the figures which 
have been submitted to the committee, is 
about 1½ times prewar production. So 
in consequence there has been new vi- 
tality and new production in the coun- 
tries which we esteem as a part of the 
orbit of the free world and in our corner 
in respect of this whole pattern of se- 
curity. 

This program began as a military pro- 
gram and as an economic program. 
Subsequently, the so-called technical as- 
sistance program was added. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DIRKSEN, I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
Illinois has participated in all of the 
hearings, and has done an excellent job. 
I desired to ask the Senator if, when he 
finished his remarks, it would be agree- 
able to the other side of the aisle for me 
to call up my amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am afraid the Sen- 
ator from Illinois has no control over 
that matter. The Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran] a moment ago, 
when he desired to offer his amend- 
ment, yielded until at least some gen- 
eral observations on the bill could be 
made. 

Mr. MANT BANK. Of course I would 
wait until my distinguished friend from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran] had finished. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Since I am a mem- 
ber of the committee, and there are a 
number of amendments to be offered, 
and, since some other Members have 
asked me if I intended to offer them, I 
wonder whether I could be recognized. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I may say that at the 
end of my remarks I had intended to 
offer four amendments, which were 
clarifying or administrative in char- 
acter, and to which I am sure there is no 
objection. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Of course, I should 
certainly be in favor of the amendments 
offered by the Senator from Illinois, as a 
member of the committee. I wondered 
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if there were other amendments to be 
offered. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Beyond that, may I 
say to my very distinguished and cul- 
tured friend from South Carolina that 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
RAN] is also a member of the committee. 

Mr. MAYBANK. He certainly is. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator from 
South Carolina is also a member of the 
committee. The Senator from Nevada 
also desires to offer an amendment. 
That is a matter to be decided by the 
very distinguished Presiding Officer, I 
may say. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank the Senator 
from Illinois. I have talked to my good 
friend, the distinguished member of the 
committee from Nevada, and I am cer- 
tain it will not take him very long. I 
hope it will not. 

Mr. McCARRAN. So do I. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. So, Mr. President, 
this program began as an economic pro- 
gram and as a military program. To it 
was subsequently added the so-called 
technical-assistance program, which is 
designed to teach people in other coun- 
tries of the world something about our 
advances in the fields of agriculture, 
health and sanitation, mining and in- 
dustry, and other fields, so that other 
peoples of the world will have a full- 
functioning economy of their own. 

As this program was launched, ob- 
viously as hope springs eternal in the 
human breast, there was a hope that at 
long last aggression might cease; that 
those whose sinister shadow falls upon 
the world today might become more 
amicable in their relations with other 
countries. But that hope seems to have 
gone by the by, since hostilities ended 
9 years ago this month. So we find now 
that it becomes necessary to put the 
emphasis on the military aspects of what 
is known as the foreign-aid program, so 
I wish to suggest, Mr. President, that the 
right term for this program is the mu- 
tual-security program. 

Like other Members of the Senate, I 
receive a good many letters decrying the 
fact that this is a giveaway; that we do 
not want to make sacrifices on the part 
of our own people for the benefit of peo- 
ple abroad. I am inclined to the con- 
viction that many people are forgetting 
that the whole emphasis in this program 
today is virtually on its military aspect. 

This is the 7th year of this program. 
We can follow 1 of 2 courses. We can 
either build up entirely at home and 
build a wall around our own country, or 
we can follow the theory that perhaps 
we can keep other countries integrated 
in a military pattern which has an ap- 
proximate and direct effect upon the 
security of the United States of America, 

While I know that there is a good deal 
of hostility to this program in some 
quarters, I view it sheerly from the so- 
called security pinnacle. For that rea- 
son, after hearing all the testimony— 
Mr. President, I do not believe I missed a 
word of testimony, on or off the record, 
in connection with this bill—I certainly 
am in full accord with the bill which 
has been reported to the Senate for final 
approval. 
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Now, I think I ought to point out what 
the estimates first fashioned were in 
comparison with other years. 

In 1953 the estimates were at $6,012,- 
000,000. 

In 1954, they dropped to $4,337,000,000. 

In 1955, the estimates for new funds 
were $3,438,000,000. 

In the bill itself, after the committee 
got through, we finally recommended 
new funds aggregating a little less than 
$3 billion. 

So it can be said that we have reduced 
the amount from the 1953 estimate by 
roughly 49 percent. That is not only a 
very substantial reduction, but I think it 
gives some hint to the country and to 
the Congress itself that no pains are 
being spared, and every effort is being 
made, insofar as it can be done conso- 
nant with the military security of the 
United States, to diminish gradually 
what is known as the foreign-aid pro- 
gram. 

In respect to the estimates that came, 
which were submitted, I believe it should 
not be forgotten that the man in the 
White House is a very distinguished sol- 
dier. He was the commander in chief of 
our forees in Africa long ago. He was 
the commander of the invasion forces 
in 1944. He was the Chief of Staff for 
General MacArthur in the Philippines 
Many, Many years ago. He is the Com- 
mander in Chief, under the Constitution, 
of the Armed Forces of the United States, 
The Constitution places in his hands the 
sword, while it places in the hands of 
the Congress the purse of the Nation. 
So it is fair to assume that a very dis- 
tinguished soldier, who has had such a 
storied military record, would go to the 
military intelligence agencies, to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and to every com- 
petent and authoritative agency in Gov- 
ernment, for the purpose of getting the 
best information he could obtain on 
which to predicate estimates that deal 
with a program like this, in the interest 
of our national security. 

His attitude and his viewpoint have 
been implemented pretty well by a gal- 
axy of witnesses who appeared before 
the committee, and who, beyond all 
doubt, can testify with authority. First 
came the Secretary of State, who is 
charged with the direction of the for- 
eign policy of this country. Then came 
Admiral Radford, a very distinguished 
military man, who presently serves as 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
I was insistent that General Van Fleet, 
who has spent several weeks in the Pa- 
cific, Korea, the Philippines, Okinawa, 
Formosa, Japan, and elsewhere, should 
come, and, if it conduced to his equanim- 
ity and piece of mind, to testify entirely 
off the record. 

There was something very persuasive 
and convincing about the testimony of 
the man who was the commander of the 
Eighth Army in Korea, to whom credit 
must be given for having whipped into 
shape the Army of the Republic of Korea, 
and to whom great testimony was paid 
by the President of the Republic of Ko- 
rea when he addressed a joint session of 
the Congress not so long ago. 

What we bring before the Senate today 
are the estimates of responsible agen- 
cies of Government, and those which 
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were testified to by witnesses who are 
competent to speak in this field. 

I may point out, for the purposes of 
the Recorp, that when the conference 
committee on the authorization bill com- 
pleted its labors, it set a ceiling of 
roughly 83 ½ billion on the items for 
foreign aid. When the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee had finished its la- 
bors, the amount was cut to $2,990,824,- 
816. That is a little less than $3 billion. 
The House provided an amount of 
$2,895,944,000. So the bill as reported 
to the Senate is only $95 million in ex- 
cess of the amount contained in the 
House bill. 

That is quite a difference from the 
action taken by the respective Appro- 
priations Committees of the House and 
Senate last year, when there was a dis- 
parity of $1,015,000,000 when the bill 
went to conference. 

I may say that the amount contained 
in the Senate version of the Senate bill 
is $448 million below the estimates, and 
$1,541,000,000 below the amount pro- 
vided in the bill for 1954. 

This job would not be complete un- 
less at least we spell out some of the 
items in the bill. When this measure 
was in the markup stage in the commit- 
tee, I started at the bottom and pro- 
ceeded to the top. I did that for a rea- 
son. First, action on the conference re- 
port on the authorization bill had not 
been completed. Secondly, I find it is 
always easier if first we clear away 
what might be called the undergrowth, 
so that one can get his teeth into the 
larger military items in the bill. The 
undergrowth, if it can be called that, 
although that is not too happy and fe- 
licitous a term, would start with chapter 
4, the first item of which deals with 
money for the migrant and refugee 
problem in Europe. 

In 1954 the so-called Intergovern- 
mental Committee for European Migra- 
tion handled about 118,000 migrants. In 
1955 the program calls for handling 155,- 
000 migrants, who will be taken from a 
number of countries in Europe, and then, 
under this program, funneled out to 
other countries, some of which are in the 
Western Hemisphere. 

I thought the amount we allowed for 
that purpose, on the basis of the testi- 
mony, was adequate, and at the same 
time not too much in order to take on 
this additional workload and get the job 
done. 

There is one item of $500,000 in the 
bill for what is known as emergency mi- 
gration problems or refugee problems, 
which are handled by the United Na- 
tions. While the amount is modest, it 
deals with 37,000 destitute cases. I sup- 
pose they have surveyed the field and 
found that number of cases of families 
in utter destitution. It would not be 
seemly for the charitable and throbbing 
heart of America to look unkindly upon 
a modest request if it is going to bring 
relief to people who are in very abject 
circumstances, 

Then there is an item under the mis- 
cellaneous heading which has always had 
great appeal to me. It is one that deals 
with child welfare. We would contribute 
roughly 68 percent of the amount of that 
item, which is a United Nations under- 
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taking. Thus far some seventy-odd 
countries have had the benefit of that 
program. What they are doing mainly, 
of course, is setting up certain centers 
that purvey medical care for children 
who suffer from malnutrition. The pro- 
gram is now reaching approximately 60 
million children. It is the kind of thing 
that regenerates hope about the future. 

I was happy to read the other day that 
former President Hoover stated that the 
thing that kept him young was his in- 
terest in children. 

When I was in Germany some years 
ago I saw evidences of the esteem in 
which the school children there hold for- 
mer President Hoover. They called the 
program Hooverspeisung. That is a 
good mouth-filling word, I know. I no- 
ticed pictures the children drew and 
verses they wrote in eloquent tribute 
and testimony to a former great Presi- 
dent of the United States, who observed 
his 80th birthday at West Branch, Iowa, 
this week, and who became an honorary 
citizen of the Commonwealth of Iowa by 
action of the Iowa Legislature. What 
a marvelous thing. Certainly his inter- 
est in the program of child welfare every- 
where in the world should not be dis- 
placed. 

After he came back from a tour of the 
world, I went to dinner with him. I 
found that his hearing had become bad 
in one ear. I said, Chief, you have been 
flying too much at high altitude,” and he 
had. He had gone abroad in connection 
with the program at a time when the 
weather was so severe—there was no 
fuel—that he had to wrap himself in 
blankets so he could go about the busi- 
ness of looking after the children’s pro- 
gram in Europe in the darkest days of 
the winter. So that great citizen car- 
ried on. 

What we shall do will be in a way testi- 
mony to a great throbbing and charitable 
heart who laid the foundation for that 
child-welfare program. As I said, the 
program will reach about 60 million chil- 
dren. While the centers which have 
been set up—there are some 53 of them— 
by our standards certainly would not be 
very much, in certain countries there are 
no health centers at all, and those estab- 
lished under this program come as a 
great boon and blessing to humble 
people. 

One item in this bill deals with those 
who are referred to as Palestine refugees. 
It is a bit of a misnomer because in the 
main these refugees are Arab refugees. 
It is estimated there are approximately 
850,000 of them—475,000 in the little 
country of Transjordan alone—a much 
impoverished country which, obviously, 
could not carry the entire impact with- 
out some aid from the outside. The tes- 
timony showed that approximately 200,- 
000 of these refugees are in Egypt, and 
approximately 100,000 in the little coun- 
try of Lebanon, on the Mediterranean, 
and approximately 80,000 in Syria. God 
willing, the Jordan River development 
will be underway within the next few 
years because water is like life to the 
land in the Jordan Valley; and for miles 
and miles, not only in Palestine but also 
in Transjordan and elsewhere, there will 
be, as a result of the Jordan River de- 
velopment, a place where these people 
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can subsist because the land is fruitful, 
indeed, if water can be brought to it. 

So this provision of the bill is really 
in relation to Arab refugees who today 
are dispersed in that section of the world. 

One item is for $3,169,000 for the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. That in- 
cludes roughly one-half of their expendi- 
tures, and the other half is our contribu- 
tion to a new NATO headquarters build- 
ing in Paris. It appears that the head- 
quarters there are occupying temporary 
quarters, and that under the Paris build- 
ing code the buildings must be razed 
some day soon. But they have been there 
quite a while, and perhaps they can lan- 
guish there a little longer. So, in the 
interest of economy—slight though it 
may be—the committee finally decided 
to delete the $2 million for the new 
NATO building in Paris, which is our 
contribution out of a total of $5 million. 

There is $4,400,000 for ocean freight. 
That is not for governmental shipments 
particularly. It is, rather, for shipments 
by either voluntary groups or by groups 
under Government supervision, who 
send packages both at Christmas time 
and at other times in the year, so as to 
renew the faith of people in all parts of 
the world, and to let them know there is 
really a Christmas spirit all the year 
around, rather than just in connection 
with a “binge” at certain times of the 
year. This money is also to be used in 
connection with packages sent by such 
groups as Hadassah and other groups 
which send relief to the Middle East and 
other areas. 

Mr. President, at this time I must re- 
fer to one matter which seems to have 
elicited considerable criticism. Four 
typical American couples were sent 
abroad, to see how this package ship- 
ment program was working out. Admin- 
istrator Stassen was roundly criticized 
for it. The fact is that those persons 
were not remunerated; they received 
only a per diem allowance and their 
traveling expenses. 

But when I considered the desirability 
of surveillance of the results of this pro- 
gram, I could not think of a better way 
to proceed than to have some typical 
American families, from good, solid 
homes in America, make a factual sur- 
vey, on the basis of being told, “Go there, 
take a good look, and come back and 
report to your neighbors.” That was 
done and the expenditure involved is 
set forth. 

As a result, we have obtained first- 
hand information regarding the program 
for which we hope to receive credit in 
the form of good will on the part of the 
peoples of those countries. Under that 
program, parcels are sent to those lands 
in colored bags bearing the inscription 
of the Foreign Operations Administra- 
tion. I think that program causes people 
everywhere in the world to testify to the 
fact that America is indeed a country 
with a great, charitable heart, that does 
not look with a steely eye upon the needs 
of peoples elsewhere. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield to me? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. The Senator from Mi- 
nois has touched on the question of cer- 
tain citizens of the United States who 
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went abroad to check on the Christmas- 
package program, and to investigate the 
distribution of the packages, and to ac- 
quaint the public in foreign lands with 
what the American Government was en- 
deavoring to do for the destitute and 
the underprivileged and the needy chil- 
dren of the world. 

Last December, when I was returning 
from Korea and Indochina, I passed 
through the city of Rome, Italy. Be- 
cause of the tight schedule I had, it was 
necessary for me to have breakfast be- 
fore 7 o’clock, one morning; and, by 
chance, at that time I met some of the 
Americans who were making the check- 
up to which the Senator from Illinois 
has just referred. I did not know they 
were to be there. But in the course of 
conversation with them, they gave me a 
report of what they were doing and 
what they had learned and what they 
had found to be the attitude and reac- 
tion of the families, including the chil- 
dren, both in Rome and in other parts 
of Italy, to the Christmas packages the 
United States Government had made 
available to the destitute, the under- 
priviliged, and the needy children of 
that country. 

I wish to commend the Senator from 
Illinois for his able explanation, not only 
of this phase of the program, but of the 
entire program. 

Of course, this is Saturday afternoon, 
at the end of a full week. However, it is 
most worth while for us to devote time 
this afternoon, even though it be late in 
the week, to receive the report the able 
and distinguished Senator from Illinois 
is giving us. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am deeply grate- 
ful to the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota, Mr. President, for his gener- 
ous observations. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield to me, to 
permit me to make an observation? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield for an ob- 
servation, if it is in the nature of a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. WILEY. I wish to say that I, too, 
have been very much uplifted by the re- 
marks of the distinguished Senator from 
Tllinois. . I am happy to know that the 
presentation he is making, with his 
wonderful ability at description, of the 
mutual security bill, will be available to 
all who read the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
Certainly it will be a complete antidote 
to the “rathole” philosophy to which 
reference has been made. 

He and I know that $1 billion spent in 
Turkey for military defense will provide 
20 times what it will provide in the 
United States. We also know that the 
package shipments to which the Senator 
from Illinois has referred are begetting 
appreciation, understanding, and a feel- 
ing of warmth toward America—an atti- 
tude which, in itself, is mutual security. 

So I wish to thank the Senator from 
Illinois for the splendid presentation he 
is making; and if copies of his speech 
-are printed and are made available for 
distribution, I should like to purchase 
about 10,000 of them, to send to certain 
parts of my own State, where the people 
have been told that this is a “rat-hole” 
operation, 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Wisconsin. Per- 
haps the best justification for thus tres- 
passing on the grace of the Senate on a 
Saturday afternoon is that I, too, have 
encountered some criticisms of the pro- 
gram. So I thought the true story 
should be told. 

Mr. President, the bill also carries 
funds for the administrative expenses of 
the Foreign Operations Administrations. 
I wish to state briefly the situation re- 
garding the present personnel. When 
Governor Stassen took over, I think the 
personnel were in the neighborhood of 
11,000 or 12,000. According to the latest 
report, United States funds are now be- 
ing used for 3,109 administrative person- 
nel and for 3,282 other personnel, whose 
principal function is in connection with 
technical assistance, and also in connec- 
tion with the administration of what is 
known as Battle Act aid—in other words, 
aid in connection with the control of 
shipments of critical and strategic mate- 
rials to certain friendly nations. So 
the total personnel paid out of United 
States funds are 6,391. That number is 
made up of 4,212 United States nationals 
and 2,179 nationals of other countries. 
In addition, 2,372 are carried on the rolls 
in connection with the funds obtained 
from foreign countries, the so-called 
counterpart funds; and their services are 
necessary in connection with the admin- 
istration of so far-flung a program as 
this one. 

Mr. President, that, in the main, cov- 
ers the items in title IV of the bill. 

Now moving from the bottom to the 
top, we come to title III, which deals 
with technical assistance. The official 
title is “Technical Cooperation Admin- 
istration.” The bill carries an item of 
$110 million for this purpose, of which 
$28,500,000 for Latin America. I may 
say that today we have sent abroad just 
a few less than 3,000 technicians, who 
are carrying on the business of teaching 
other people the know-how, so that their 
own economies and their own cultures 
can function better. 

It should be pointed out, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that these are participating pro- 
grams. We do not initiate them. For- 
eign countries must initiate them, and 
then they participate, and we partici- 
pate with money, supplies, and tech- 
nicians. They cover, for instance, agri- 
cultural projects, health and sanitation, 
education, transportation, industry, 
mining, public administration, and in 
some cases, community development. 

The largest amount of this $110 mil- 
lion fund made available to any coun- 
try is the 819% million which goes to 
India. That country, with about 370 
million people, is carrying on a program 
of community development. Having 
coursed and toured through India a good 
many years ago, I know how necessary 
that kind of program is, if the living 
standards and the health standards of 
that country are ever to be improved, 
and an amicable and sweet relationship 
developed between India and our own 
country. 

The smallest country in this category 
which receives technical cooperation as- 
sistance is Guatemala, which receives 
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So between $19,500,000 at the top, and 
$190,000 at the bottom, there are ap- 
proximately 40 nations which share in 
this program. Since it is mutual, since 
they participate along with us, I think 
I can see already from the testimony 
that a great deal of benefit and good 
have resulted. This is one of the pro- 
grams which is on rather substantial 
grounds. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. It was my good fortune 
to visit India last fall. I went to India 
primarily in order to acquaint myself 
with this technical assistance program 
in the field. I visited several outlying 
areas of India, fiying into the area in 
order to save time. I found American 
county agents—men from Iowa, Minne- 
sota, and other States of the Union— 
who had brought the youth, the young 
men, into central educational centers, 
some erected in the countryside and 
others in connection with some of the 
educational institutions of India. They 
were teaching the youth to become lead- 
ers, to go forth into the communities 
of India and bring about an improve- 
ment in health measures, sanitation in 
the villages, water sanitation, and also 
to develop some of the American know- 
how in the field of agriculture and live- 
stock husbandry. 

I left that country with the positive 
feeling that we were doing much to se- 
cure for our country the good will of 
India, developing good relationships and 
understanding, aiding India to develop 
its food production, and to develop sani- 
tation to guard its children and its popu- 
lation in general against the many dis- 
eases that ravage the country. 

Mr. President, if ever I had the satis- 
faction of feeling that we were actually 
accomplishing something by the dollars 
spent, I felt it then. I felt we were doing 
it in India, as well as in Pakistan and 
the other countries. 

The Senator from Illinois is ably pre- 
senting here this afternoon what we 
have accomplished with the dollars ap- 
propriated for the technical-assistance 
program, and I am, indeed, very pleased 
and happy that he is devoting the time 
to make this known to us, as well as to 
make it known to the citizens of the 
United States, who are taxed in order 
that funds may be made available for 
the technical-assistance program. 

We are making progress, and we are 
doing good. I believe we are achieving 
far more than we could possibly achieve 
by putting the same amount of money 
into our national defense in the form of 
weapons of destruction. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I can 
testify to the devotion and application 
of the distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota, who is a member of the Appro- 
priations Committee, and who has al- 
ways taken an interest in this matter, 
and given it very sustained attention. 

Under title III, there are 2 other items. 
One is a modest item. For the organi- 
zation of American States the bill car- 
ries 81% million to do an equivalent kind 
of work. 
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The other item requires some ampli- 
fication, I think, because Members of the 
Senate have been pretty well belabored 
with letters and telegrams in connection 
with the so-called multilateral technical 
cooperation which is carried on by the 
United Nations. There was a request for 
seventeen-million-and-some - thousand 
dollars to carry that on. That request 
represented the pledge of this country 
to the United Nations for this work in 
1954, and an equal amount to carry on 
their program in 1955. 

The committee wrote in amendatory 
language, and allowed actually only half 
of the amount, on the theory that we 
were willing to pay the pledge for the 
curernt calendar year, but would require 
that they come back to the committee 
with some data with respect to their 
program for the next calendar year. 
Early in January, when the new Con- 
gress convenes, I am confident their pro- 
gram will receive careful attention. 

Mr. President, the difficulty arises from 
the fact that the United Nations is on a 
calendar-year basis, and we are on a 
fiscal-year basis. When their budget 
committee meets, we have present a rep- 
resentative who, at least in theory, com- 
mits this country. Then the following 
January or February or March repre- 
sentatives appear before the Appropria- 
tions Committee, and we are confronted 
with a commitment. 

Over and over I have declaimed the 
fact that this procedure amounts, in 
effect, to a surrender by the Congress 
of the power of the purse, and I will not 
recognize it as a legal, legislative, or 
moral commitment. I think the com- 
mittee has now made that abundantly 
clear. 

So under this program we will pay the 
pledge for 1954, and tell them to come 
back for the funds which they may re- 
quire after they have done their plan- 
ning for calendar year 1955. 

One question has been raised because 
of the fact that this might be duplica- 
tion of our own program, which is bi- 
lateral in nature, between 2 countries, in- 
stead of multilateral with the United Na- 
tions in the picture. I believe there is 
one reason which can be assigned why 
perhaps this ought to continue, namely, 
that there are, after all, countries which, 
in the feverish world of today, are a little 
timid, a little fearful about accepting 
gratuities or help from this country, on 
the theory that ultimately it might in- 
volve them in difficulties. I can under- 
stand that. 

The distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. THYE] was in Burma a year 
or more ago. Burma was one of the 
countries that did not want to accept 
this aid. The people there are living in 
a very fiuid orbit, and I think one can 
understand the timidity that springs 
from the dangers which beset a small 
and somewhat defenseless country. They 
can accept it from the United Nations, 
whereas accepting it from this country 
might cause them some embarrassment. 
So I am quite content to go along with 
this program, and I think we have dealt 
realistically with it and have done our 
full duty thereby. 

Mr. President, I wish to emphasize the 
next item, because it bears the rather 
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euphonious title of “Development As- 
sistance.” That is a good, mouth-filling 
term, and it might fool people. 

It reminds me of the story, Mr. Presi- 
dent, about a young man who made an 
application for an insurance policy. In 
the application was a question which 
asked, “How old was your father when 
he died, and of what did he die?” Un- 
fortunately, his father had been con- 
victed of a heinous offense and he was 
hanged. The young man did not want 
to say that in the application for the 
policy, so after puzzling over it he finally 
wrote, My father died at age 65. He 
came to his end while participating in a 
public function, when the platform gave 
way.” 

So we call this development. assist- 
ance. This is the part which is so com- 
monly referred to, Mr. President, as eco- 
nomic aid. This is the handout part 
of the program, if anybody wants to call 
it that. 

In 1948 this item was $4,000,000,000. 
Anyone who examines the bill will dis- 


cover that we have reduced the amount 


to $184,500,000. That is 4 percent of 
what the economic aid, or handout, was 
only a few years ago. Of what does it 
consist? There is $9 million for Bolivia. 
We do not find much testimony in the 
record, because so much of it was off 
the record. But the fact is that when 
tin prices fell so sharply one of our sister 
republics of South America was feeling 
the strivings and heavings of economic 
instability, and conditions looked very 
dangerous—and sometimes even that 
kind of fever in our own hemisphere can 
give us trouble—that there was included, 
in the bill $9 million for development as- 
sistance to Bolivia. 

In addition, there is included for Iran 
and Egypt and Israel and the Arab 
States, under Near East and Africa, $115 
million. I point out to Members of the 
Senate that nearly one-half of it will be 
liquidated in the form of surplus agricul- 
tural commodities. In that way we kill 
2 birds with 1 stone. We make pro- 
vision for people who have the need, and 
at the same time we relieve the pressure 
that we have been encountering as a re- 
sult of the towering stockpile of farm 
surpluses which only within the last few 
days has challenged and taxed the men- 
tal agility of the Senate in its efforts to 
deal with it. 

Finally, in this item there is economic 
or development assistance for South 
Asia. That includes only one country, 
and that is India, for which the bill 
carries $60,500,000. We should remem- 
ber that India is a country of about 370 
million people. We have provided her 
with no military assistance. Of the 
$6014 million, roughly $40 million will be 
in the form of agricultural surpluses. 

My understanding is that with her own 
resources India is at the present time 
undertaking a 5-year program that ag- 
gregates roughly $4%4 billion. I ear- 
nestly hope it will be consummated, be- 
cause, as one looks on the Ganges River 
and the Indus River, or any other river, 
one realizes that, if the power of those 
rivers can be harnessed for the produc- 
tion of electrical energy, or impounded 
into reservoirs and fed to the soil, that 
great resource can bring beneficence to 
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an ancient country such as she has never 
experienced before. 

This is a mere modicum of help. 

Of course, I am not insensible to the 
fact that the Indian delegate to the 
United Nations has on a number of occa- 
sions registered a vote that I did not like 
and which was not particularly to the 
liking of the United States of America. 
However, here is a huge country in the 
Orient, rather mystic in a way and rather 
esoteric in its approaches, and there is 
some necessity for patience in dealing 
with her, because she can be a great 
power for good in the days that lie ahead, 
especially so when the horizons of Asia 
are already fitful with threats and warn- 
ings as to exactly what may happen. 

That disposes of Title IV—Miscellane- 
ous Provisions; Title III— The Technical 
Cooperation Program; and Title I— The 
Development Assistance Program. That 
brings us to title I. I suppose I ought to 
start at the bottom if I am to remain in 
character, and instead of starting with 
chapter 1, I shall take up chapter 3 of 
title I, because that deals with defense 
support 

The definitions in connection with this 
bill were always rather nebulous in my 
mind, and throughout the hearings I 
stressed to the witnesses the necessity 
of giving us a better definition of what 
the terms “direct force support” and 
“defense support” mean. 

Defense support refers to common use 
items which feed into the general econ- 
omy of the country and do some general 
good, and are necessary to the support 
of troops but not directly so. They 
shore up the economy of a country, and 
in so doing give vitality to its military 
effort. 

There is involved $45 million for Eu- 
rope, of which $30 million is for Spain, 
some of it for Yugoslavia; and a certain 
amount for the joint control area of 
Berlin, 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
CARRAN], I believe, has offered his 
amendment with respect to this particu- 
lar item, which I believe would increase 
the amount for Spain. That is quite 
agreeable to the committee. 

Under the same item of defense sup- 
port for the Near East, there is a total 
of $73 million. That includes nearly all 
the supplies and agricultural products— 
meat, wheat, sugar, and so forth—for 
Greece and Turkey and Pakistan. 

I merely wish to say one thing about 
Turkey. She is integrated into the 
NATO program with Greece and Yugo- 
slavia. Only recently a mutual defense 
pact has been developed among those 
three countries. It is much to our ad- 
vantage that Turkey is at the end of the 
long, looping arc that starts at the north- 
ern end of Norway and goes all the way 
through Europe and down around the 
Golden Horn to the tip of Turkey and 
up to the Black Sea. That constitutes 
the NATO defense perimeter in Europe. 
Turkey, of course, will be important in 
the scheme of things. 

She gave a splendid account of her- 
self, as did her troops in Korea. I be- 
lieve we are fortunate that there has 
been such robustness and vitality in the 
thinking and in the faith of Turkey that 
she has stood up so sturdily, although 
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she is in a very delicate area, which in- 
volves the Dardanelles and the access 
from the Black Sea to the Mediterra- 
nean. 

Some money is carried for the Far 
East, which includes Formosa, the Phil- 
ippines, and Indochina. 

The other item under this broad head- 
ing of chapter 3, title I, deals with the 
Korean program. The authorization 
which was completed this week when the 
conference report was approved, places 
a ceiling of $205 million on this pro- 
gram. The budget estimate was for $230 
million. The committee allowed the en- 
tire amount authorized, namely, $205 
million. 

This then is the United States effort 
in the field of reconstruction and re- 
habilitation in Korea, as distinguished 
from UNCURK, which is the United Na- 
tions effort. I was in Korea only a little 
while ago, and I say this is the least that 
we can do for some 22 million people 
who live in the concentrated area in the 
southern part of the country. 

I have seen the slums of Pusan and 
the hundreds of thousands of children. 
I know those children will have a chance 
in the world only with the constructive 
hand of a great and wealthy country like 
the United States. Otherwise, I would 
despair of the future of Korea. 

What we propose to do with this 
money is to divide it almost evently be- 
tween capital expenditures and expendi- 
tures for food and supplies. In the field 
of capital expenditures there will be irri- 
gation equipment and fishing boats. If 
that seems strange to anyone, I can only 
repeat my statement to Syngman Rhee 
on the portico of his summer home at 
Seoul last year, when I said, “You have 
got to get to the salt water for the pro- 
tein to give your people energy. To go to 
the salt water means that you must have 
fishing vessels in order to supplement 
your protein diet.” 

Likewise, Mr. President, they need 
generating equipment to catch the wa- 
ters which come down from the high 
crevasses to produce electric power. 

Then, of course, they need fertilizer 
so they can not only improve but aug- 
ment their rice and barley crops, upon 
which they must subsist, and possibly 
become an exporting nation in the fu- 
ture. 

Of course, something must be done for 
housing. 

Let me add one other thing, Mr. Presi- 
dent. There is tungsten in Korea, and a 
fine deposit of anthracite which can be 
sold to other countries of the Orient for 
steelmaking purposes. 

The United Nations Reconstruction 
Administration has a participating func- 
tion, to which we contribute 65 percent 
of the total amount. They have asked 
for only a small amount of new money 
and for a reappropriation of the unobli- 
ee balance, amounting to 818% mil- 

on. 

So we are participating in the recon- 
struction of Korea, first, by a bilateral 
program in which we can take pride be- 
cause it is under good leadership and in 
sound hands. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
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Mr. CHAVEZ. I arrived in the Senate 
when the Senator was discussing the 
Latin American item in the bill, and I 
heard him talk about $9 million for 
Bolivia. As I recall, there is an amend- 
ment sponsored by the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]. Can the Sen- 
ator tell us what happened to that? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is a rather painful 
story. The Senate had approved the in- 
clusion of $10 million for Latin America. 
The Senate responds to our sister Re- 
publics to the south. But when the con- 
ferees took the authorization bill and, 
for reasons unknown to the humble Sen- 
ator from Illinois, suddenly set a ceiling 
of $5 million in the authorization, that 
is as far as the committee could go, and 
8 $5 million is included in the instant 

Mr. CHAVEZ. If the Senator will 
indulge me briefly, let me say that I do 
not believe the national administration 
as a whole understands the situation. 
I believe that the Congress of the United 
States does understand the situation of 
Latin America in the present emergency. 
I hope that the standing committees will 
in the future, outside of giving a little 
lip service to our so-called good will and 
our so-called friendship for Latin 
America, realize that our future is based 
on our standing in the development of 
Latin America. There is no particular 
reason why we should provide $20 mil- 
lion for Egypt in order to build public 
works in the way of irrigation systems, 
and at the same time not help to the ex- 
tent we should to develop the countries 
to the south of us, which, if they could 
ever get dollars, would spend them in the 
United States. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I did not mean to 
leave the impression that there is only 
$5 million for Latin America, because 
the whole amount is $28.5 million. I had 
particular reference to the action of the 
conferees with respect to the authoriza- 
tion of the amount which was contem- 
plated by the very distinguished Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERs]. 

Mr. President, I now go to chapter II, 
and pretty soon I shall get to the top of 
the page, and so we shall end this lesson. 

Chapter II of title I deals with south- 
east Asia. There was an authorization 
of $700 million, and an appropriation of 
$700 million in new funds in the fiscal 
year 1954. There is $745 million carried 
in the bill, and it is estimated at $800 
million for fiscal 1955. So we carry $100 
million below the estimate. I think our 
total aid to Indochina in 1955, of which 
this appropriation, of course, is a part, 
is estimated at $1,133,000,000. 

We now come to something which 
somehow intrigues Members of the Sen- 
ate, and I can understand how easy it is 
to get into the frame of mind that here 
is a good place to cut, that here is a good 
place to sink the economic ax deeply. 
I would warn my brethren in the Senate 
about this, because I speak from the tes- 
timony of Admiral Radford, who knows 
the situation thoroughly, the testimony 
of General Van Fleet, the testimony of 
the Secretary of State, the testimony of 
General Stuart and others, and also, Mr. 
President, on the basis of my own ob- 
servations in the Orient, ranging all the 
way from Korea into China, and far- 
ther, a little over a year ago. 
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The truce has been signed. The terms 
are rather vague and nebulous. There 
is a mystic line marking the limits. We 
have military stores and equipment in 
warehouses and depots. With hostilities 
at an end, no planes in the air, no how- 
itzers and 75-millimeter guns belching 
death, how easy it is to say, “Let us pull 
out a few hundred million dollars.” 

My distinguished friend from South 
Carolina, I understand, proposes to offer 
an amendment to that end. I trust the 
Senate will resist it, for the very good 
reason that this money, under the flex- 
ible provisions of the authorization act, 
is available for all the purposes of the 
Pacific and southeast Asia. One need 
only to scan the front pages this noon 
to learn that 100,000 troops are alleged 
to be on the other side of the Formosa 
Straits, and they are allegedly equipped 
with jet planes. War has been going 
on there, Mr. President. It is not some- 
thing that is going to linger and simmer 
for a while and then suddenly come upon 
the world, engendering apprehensions 
and fears on our part. 

When I was there, the nearest island 
to the Chinese mainland had been 
shelled at a range of 2,500 meters. There 
are six divisions of hardened Chinese 
troops there, They are hardened, and 
they are fine soldiers. They are eking 
out an existence and getting along with 
rare fortitude, under the command of a 
general with a long, lean jaw, who said 
to me, “You should have been here yes- 
terday.” I arrived on Sunday. I said, 
“What happened?” He said, “We were 
shelled with 155-millimeter howitzers.” 

That is an explosive situation in the 
Pacific, Mr. President. Troops are all up 
and down the Chinese coast. We do not 
see it on the front pages of the news- 
papers, but it is an explosive situation, 
and it is very easy, in the tranquillity of 
this Chamber, suddenly to give vent to 
a certain spirit and say, “This is a good 
time to save $200 million.” 

Let us not do that. We have a great 
American leader in the White House. 
We have a great leader in General Van 
Fleet. I am not at liberty to disclose for 
the Recor the testimony, but I know 
what I have seen with my own eyes and 
have heard with my own ears. I know 
from my conversation with our leaders 
in the Orient; I know from the testi- 
mony which is very fresh and new, in- 
deed, that this is a dangerous situation, 
and that pressure points can develop, 
not only in Vietnam, the southern part 
of Indochina, but in Laos, Cambodia, 
Burma, Thailand, Indochina, Formosa, 
and Japan. 

So there must be latitude, and there 
must be funds for the purpose; because, 
who knows what the morrow will bring, 
when the sun comes up in the east? 

I have made the point over and over 
again that, first, we must give our lead- 
ers flexibility. I have insisted on that. 
Secondly, we must provide them with 
adequate funds with which to do the 
job. I cannot imagine that men who 
with honor have worn the uniform of 
their country are simply throwing money 
to the birds; that they are spending it, 
as the proverbial expression goes, like so 
many sailors on a lark. Certainly not. 
But they must have adequate funds with 
which to deal with what is at this time, 
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perhaps, a most volatile situation all over 
the world. 

I ask Senators to look at the map which 
has been placed at the desk. They will 
get a pretty good idea of what I am talk- 
ing about. There is shown a line which 
somehow divides the non-Communist 
world from the Communist world. 

First, let us look at the population 
total for males between the ages of 15 
and 49. In the non-Communist part of 
the Pacific area, in the age group from 
15 to 49, there is a population of 298,- 
392,000, of whom 75,200,000 are males in 
the age bracket from 15 to 49. Of that 
number, how many are physically fit? 
Forty-five million two hundred and thir- 
ty thousand. 

Next, look at the red figure, including 
China and her associated countries. 
What do we see? A Communist popu- 
lation of 530,260,000. The total number 
of males between the ages of 15 to 49 is 
140 million. The number who are physi- 
cally fit in that area is 74 million. 

In the free world there are 45 million 
who are physically fit. In the Red world, 
the number of physically fit males avail- 
able for military service is 74 million. 
The difference is 30 million. 

There is a population deficiency with 
which the free world is confronted today. 
I could think of no more persuasive an- 
swer than to show that map to some who 
are beset with doubts, as Thomas was 
generations ago. 

So how shall we fill the gap? The 
people of the Orient have obtained their 
know-how and techniques from us. 
They are just as adept in an airplane or 
sitting on the seat of an antiaircraft gun, 
probably, as anyone we could provide. 
I never in my life saw more skillful pilots 
than the pilots who were trained in the 
good old days of Chiang Kai-shek in 
Formosa. I will ride with them any 
time. They were the backbone of Chen- 
nault’s air force. They are the boys 
who ran the air transport from Taiwan 
to Hong Kong to the Haiphong Delta, in 
Indochina. 

I had one of them bring me through 
the tail end of a typhoon when I was 
saying my prayers and thinking, This 
is the end of the junior Senator from 
Illinois. Never will his feeble voice again 
be lifted in the Senate of the United 
States.” I frankly did not expect to 
come back. But there sat a skilled Chi- 
nese major. As I saw him maneuver 
that airplane through the tail end of a 
typhoon, I saluted him; and when he 
brought us safely to land, I said, “My 
friend, you can serve in my air force any 
old day.” 

So they have the know-how in the 
Orient. 

There, I say to the Senate, is the pic- 
ture of the population difference. I will 
not restrict or tie the hands of our leaders 
and the very distinguished Commander 
in Chief of our forces at a time when 
reprograming may be necessary, and a 
shift of emphasis may be necessary, in 
this direction or in that direction; be- 
cause the situation is highly volatile. I 
could labor the whole situation in that 
area, but I see no point in doing so. 

I wish to make one point, however, and 
that is in connection with any reductions 
inamounts. It is so easy to say that the 
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conflict in Indochina has ended; there 
are some things we have not used yet; 
other items are in the warehouses, proba- 
bly packed in the original grease. 

There are two besetting questions. 
One is that we have not removed the 
material yet. We have had our troubles 
in Korea. We may be able to evacuate 
a very substantial amount of supplies. 
If we are successful, there will be a good 
many places to put them, because there 
are small countries such as Laos and 
Cambodia, where the Red cells are al- 
ready beginning, or a country like Thai- 
land, where we see the penetrating, in- 
filtrating efforts of the Reds. The ma- 
terial will have to be shifted. We do not 
know how much we shall be able to get 
out. So it becomes a conjectural, specu- 
lative figure. 

I honestly hope the amount provided 
in the bill will not be reduced, and that 
we will not jeopardize and embarrass our 
military leaders; because if the money 
is not spent, it can be returned to the 
Treasury. 

Let us not forget the recent visit of 
the President of the Republic of Korea. 
He was insisting that a greater effort 
should be made in this ancient country, 
in order that full independence and free- 
dom might be achieved. Perhaps there 
must be emphasis in terms of weapons, 
money, and supplies for the defense ef- 
fort, and to protect the forces which are 
there, over and above what may be cal- 
endared in the bill. 

So as we look at the long Asian front, 
which extends from the northernmost 
province of Japan, which is Hokkaido, 
where the United States has had a divi- 
sion for a long time, and go down the 
Pacific perimeter, and then go across the 
nebulous truce line which has resulted 
from the recent agreement in Europe, 
we get a better picture of the great area 
involved. If Senators have no idea about 
it, they ought to sit in an airplane some- 
time and fly all the way from Hokkaido 
along the Pacific coast. They would get 
a pretty fair idea, then, of the long line 
we are maintaining, and what it really 
takes to maintain it. 

There is in the bill an item for pro- 
duction for forces support. ‘That also is 
a part of the military title in chapter 
III. I seem to get my figures twisted, 
with respect to where I am in the bill, 
but I assure the Senate that I am still 
working from the bottom toward the 
top and I hope I shall not take too long. 
However, there has been some discus- 
sion about this particular item, because 
it relates to making surplus commodities 
available to Great Britain, so that she 
can have an offset amount of counter- 
part funds with which to produce front- 
line airplanes. 

I like to be very cautious about the 
things I say and the amounts and esti- 
mates I use, in case they are wholly 
classified, but I think I can say that 
two programs are in operation. One is 
by agreement between the United States 
Air Force and the Royal Air Force. That 
is one program in itself. 

But the program to which I am re- 
ferring calls only for surplus commodi- 
ties. It will make $35 million available 
out of the counterpart funds of Great 
Britain for the purpose of producing 
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front-line fighters, as a part of the entire 
North Atlantic Treaty Military Organi- 
zation. 

A point was raised that this might 
make it possible for Great Britain to 
divert funds from her own budget, so 
that this amount, in a sense, would be- 
come a subsidy for commercial aviation 
in Great Britain. I think that argu- 
ment can be made, but, in my opinion, 
it is so remote that I do not believe it 
should be too persuasive. I am more 
interested in getting fighter planes to 
the points where they may be needed. 
God willing, I hope they will not be 
needed; but, at least, as a part of the 
whole NATO structure, under the able 
generalship of General Gruenther, they 
will be available if they are needed. 

Originally, this figure was set in the 
authorization bill at $70 million. In this 
appropriation bill it has been reduced to 
$35 million. So the only amount which 
can be carried in this bill for agricul- 
tural surpluses to be made available to 
Great Britain, in turn to be used for 
the construction of aircraft such as Can- 
berra light bombers, Swift day fighters, 
and Hawker-Hunters, is $35 million; 
and I think it is a worth-while expendi- 
ture at a time like this. 

We come finally, Mr. President, to a 
few items in the second chapter. They 
are common-use items. I shall not 
labor them. ‘They are for Formosa and 
Turkey. 

I have already indicated my interest 
in Formosa, Mr. President, and I am 
confident that interest is shared at a 
high level, and that with anxious hearts 
and careful eyes the explosive situation 
in that area is being most carefully 
watched. 

When we go to chapter 1 of title I, 
that involves, of course, the whole NATO 
picture in Europe. ‘There are a few 
things I wish to say about that. This 
involves most of the military funds in 
this bill. 

I said there is a line which starts away 
up in the northern part of Norway and 
swings around and goes to the eastern 
extremity of Turkey. That is the line 
which the North Atlantic Treaty Organ- 
ization seeks to maintain. How is a line 
maintained, Mr. President? First of all, 
we have to have airfields. We have to 
have fuel lines. We have to have tele- 
communications of one kind and an- 
other. All of this costs a great deal of 
money. So all those items are carried 
under a very interesting word, and are 
called “infrastructure.” 

That is a good mouth-filling word 
which ought to frighten even a Senator. 
But, to break it down, “infra” means 
“under,” so the infrastructure means 
the understructure. In the case of an 
automobile, it would be the undercar- 
riage; so this is the undercarriage for the 
military-assistance program in Europe. 

What does it embrace? Airfields. 
First, in the primary line; and, sec- 
ondly, further back, for a second pe- 
riphery, if that becomes necessary, 
That means fuel. That means equip- 
ment. That means installations and all 
the other things which are necessary for 
an effective and quickly functioning mili- 
tary structure. 
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So in the bill for that, Mr. President, 
there is carried a total of $122.1 million. 

I have little to say about the first 
item, the general authorization. Gen- 
eral Gruenther spent the better part of 
a day with the committee, and in his 
informal and effective way he set forth 
what our responsibility was, what the 
limitations of his command were, and 
so on. Mr. President, we got a pretty 
fair idea of what we are trying to do 
and how skillfully and effectively we 
have done it. 

Why have we done it? It is not to 
give things to people in European coun- 
tries, but to keep a security line well 
beyond the shores of this country. It 
was done before. No alien bomb has so 
much as rubbed out a foot of concrete 
on an American highway. No alien or 
enemy bomb has destroyed a single 
dwelling in the continental United 
States. God willing, it will always be 
that way. 

So I think, Mr. President, speaking 
for myself, I should be willing indeed to 
draw a containment line nearly 4,000 
miles from home and say, “Call on us. 
We will help to hold them back behind 
that line and preserve all the vestiges 
of freedom in Western Europe.” I hope 
that it can be pushed even further east- 
ward so that the old idea and old prin- 
ciple enunciated even by Woodrow Wil- 
son long ago, of self-determination for a 
humble people, may still become a 
reality in all sections of the world. 

Let me say a word now about surplus 
commodities, Mr. President, to make the 
story complete. The Foreign Operations 
Administration was as good as its word, 
and for 1954 it actually made available 
and delivered $245 million worth of sur- 
plus commodities. Their estimate for 
fiscal year 1955 is $350 million; and if 
anyone is curious as to how it will be 
distributed, as to countries and types of 
commodities, he can find the breakdown 
on page 294 of the record. 

I wish to say one thing about offishore 
procurement. I remember when some 
folks came to me and said, “They are 
going to buy this or that abroad; and 
it ought to be stopped.” Maybe it 
should be. But the offshore procure- 
ment program is not nearly so big in 
dollars or in variety as some folks 
think it is. 

Secondly, Mr. President, it has a very 
fundamental purpose; mainly the de- 
velopment of a sort of self-functioning 
munitions industry in some of the small 
countries which could not even manu- 
facture the ammunition for their own 
guns. If we are going to establish an 
industry on a modest basis we have to 
keep it running. So we buy some am- 
munition. We buy this, that, and the 
other thing. But it is in good hands and 
it is getting results. So at long last 
there will be established industries in 
some countries, so that they can make 
provision for themselves in the way of 
small arms, ammunition, howitzers, 
mortar shells. Those are the things 
the people of most any country can 
make if they have some tools, if they 
have some equipment, and if they have 
the know-how. 

Up to June 30, 1953, we had $214 
billion in this offshore procurement pro- 
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gram. There was some subsidy in it. 
There was what is sometimes referred to 
as the Lisbon subsidy. It amounted to 
about $395 million. I know it was a 
subsidy. I do not condone it. But we 
got this thing on pretty good ground. 
So the offshore procurement program 
has been very substantially reduced. 

For 1954 the total new money for this 
program was $456 million, of which $366 
million was for expenditure in Europe. 
There was a carryover, I think, of $320 
million. For fiscal year 1955 it is ex- 
pected to obligate only about $300 mil- 

on. 

There are a few general things to 
which I must allude, and then I shall 
call up the amendments I have at the 
desk. 

Mr. President, there is a very dry and 
uninteresting aspect of this matter which 
deserves some attention, and that is the 
question of unobligated and unexpended 
balances. 

I know there are occasions when, with 
a rather venal glint in my eye, I said, 
“Look. There is so much unobligated 
and so much unexpended. Now we can 
put our hands on it and put the ax in 
deep.” 

But I wish to remind the Senate, first 
of all, that while there is a very sub- 
stantial amount of unexpended balance, 
roughly about two and a quarter billion 
of unobligated balances, the difficulty 
these agencies encounter today under the 
procedures involved in this bill should 
not be overlooked. Years ago, when I 
was serving on the House Appropriations 
Committee, I felt it was much better and 
more expeditious simply to authorize. 
Then, of course, the agency had author- 
ity to commit, and in due course the 
appropriations could be made simply to 
cover the authorization. We work now 
on an appropriative basis, so that we run 
into the whole question of unexpended 
and unobligated balances. But let us 
look at the whole story for a moment. 
Suppose we are going to ask a country 
that is on the long NATO sweep, a coun- 
try such as Turkey, to set into motion 
forces to provide a few additional ar- 
mored divisions, let us say. An armored 
division does not, like Phoenix, spring 
full-blown overnight, because, after all, 
those countries have laws similar to some 
we have; and an armored division, first 
of all, consists of young men. So it is 
necessary to begin with a Draft Act or 
with conscription, if the country has pro- 
vided for conscription, or to begin with 
volunteers; and then there is all the nec- 
essary administrative and preliminary 
work before a single raw recruit arrives 
at camp, let alone is in uniform or is 
taught close-order drill or deployed drill, 
or before he knows a single thing about 
@ weapon such as a military rifle. 
Months and months pass before he is 
even in camp; and when he arrives at 
camp, he is still very much unprepared. 
Then the training begins, and during 
that time he must be provided with food 
and clothing. Finally a rifle must be 
placed in his hand, and there must be a 
rifle range and there must be ammuni- 
tion. Day after day and week after week 
and month after month that perform- 
ance must be gone through. Then if a 
complicated unit, such as an armored 
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division is involved, it will require vehi- 
cles and tanks; or if an air division is 
involved, think of all the work in that 
field that is necessary. But that is not 
the whole story, because when the unit 
is finally in readiness, so it can be placed 
on the line, spare parts must be avail- 
able, because tanks and airplanes have 
a way of breaking down. 

So we can set a force in motion on 
January 1, 1954; but it may be 2 or 24% 
years before we see the fruit at the other 
end of the line. Thatis what we call the 
lead time. Our officials cannot go to the 
officials of other governments and say 
to them, “We wish you would do this in 
the interest of the NATO defense line or 
in the interest of defense in the Pacific. 
We wish you would get up a couple of 
divisions.” They would reply, “What 
reason have we to believe that your Con- 
gress and your country will stand by, in 
case we do?” 

Our officials have to have in their 
hands authority for it, long before the 
negotiations begin, because they cannot 
negotiate with officials of other countries 
unless our officials are in a position to 
say, “We have the authority to nego- 
tiate and to come in.” Furthermore, of 
course such negotiations and commit- 
ments are predicated upon plans, which 
have to have the close scrutiny of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and of our other 
military authorities. 

So, Mr. President, when we deal with 
a question of unexpended and unobli- 
gated balances, certainly billions of dol- 
lars must be appropriated and made 
available in that way, because a plane or 
a tank is not built overnight. So there 
must be large amounts of unexpended 
and unobligated balances, in order that 
the programs may remain fluid, as they 
must. 

After all, Mr. President, it is impossible 
to make a definite plan and to say that 
exact plan will be carried out, and that 
no changes will ever be madeinit. That 
is impossible, because the situation upon 
which the plan is based is very likely to 
change. For instance, a plan may be 
developed in connection with an area in 
the Pacific; and a program may be 
launched, in connection with that plan. 
Then, suddenly, a new pressure point 
may develop. That will call for a 
change in, or a realinement of, the plan 
or the program. When such a change in 
the program is required, those in charge 
are not able to say, “We will send an 
S O S to Congress, and will ask Con- 
gress to hold a special session, so that 
we may be able to present our troubles.” 
Indeed not, Mr. President. We en- 
deavor to appropriate sufficient money 
and to give them sufficient funds, to en- 
able them to carry on in flexible fashion. 

In that connection, we must be sure 
that, by our acts, we do not disrupt the 
entire arrangement, because the unex- 
pended funds and the unobligated funds 
are funds which those in charge of the 
work have programed, and the pro- 
grams are complicated, and do not come 
into being overnight. I would be the 
last to disturb them, knowing how much 
time, effort, patience, hard work, and 
real interpretation have gone into them. 

Mr. President, this marks the end of 
the story, in modest detail. 
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At this point I wish to pay tribute and 
testimony to gentlemen like Stanley 
Sommer, Tom Scott, and others who are 
members of the staff of the Appropria- 
tions Committee. Frankly, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I do not know what we who serve 
on the Appropriations Committee would 
do if we did not have one of the finest 
and most competent staffs ever to be 
found anywhere. They come early, and 
remain late. They are at their work at 
all hours of the day and night, working 
hard. They steep themselves in the ab- 
struse appropriations language. They 
live with these bills, and they get the 
answers. They know the relationships 
between Congress and the executive 
branch. So I salute every one of them. 
If I saw here at this time Everard Smith, 
the very able chief of the Appropriations 
Committee staff, I would salute him, also, 
for the marvelous job and devoted serv- 
ice he has rendered this country. I used 
to be a Member of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and used to work with the 
House Appropriations Committee. We 
used to have on the House side a chap 
by the name of Marcellus Sheild. If 
we wished to know an answer to any 
question regarding appropriations, it 
used to be common to say, “Go talk to 
Marc Sheild.” 

On the Senate side, it would be, “Go 
talk to Everard Smith.” 

Mr. President, these excellent staff 
members have all the answers; and when 
I say that, I do not use a mere figure of 
speech; it is the gospel truth. So I 
salute every one of them. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Payne in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Illinois yield to the Senator from 
South Carolina? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I concur in every- 
thing the Senator from Illinois has said 
about the committee staff, although I 
disagree with the speech he has made. 
The staff of the committee is most out- 
standing and excellent. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, there 
are a number of amendments which I 
am sure are noncontroversial. I wish to 
call them up at this time. I now send 
them to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments submitted by the Senator 
from Illinois will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, in 
line 18, before the colon, it is proposed 
to insert “which shall be consolidated 
with this appropriation.” 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is only for the purpose of 
making sure that no complications in 
bookkeeping arise, and that the appro- 
priations and holdovers can be carried 
in a consolidated account. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
next amendment submitted by the Sen- 
ator from Illinois will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, in 
line 12, before the semicolon, it is pro- 
posed to insert the following: “including 
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(notwithstanding the provision of sec- 
tion 9 of the act of March 4, 1909 (31 
U. S. C. 673)), expenses in connection 
with meetings of persons whose employ- 
ment is authorized by section 530 of the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954.” 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, some 
question arose as to whether the experts, 
consultants, and other persons employed 
without compensation, but who would 
receive, perhaps, on occasion, per diem 
amounts and their expenses, would be 
covered by language justifying the pay- 
ment of those amounts. In order to 
make absolutely clear that when they 
go to meetings in a consultative capacity, 
there will be authority to pay their ex- 
penses, this language is suggested for in- 
corporation in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois, on 
page 7, in line 12. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
next amendment submitted by the Sen- 
ator from Illinois will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 10, 
in line 4, before the colon, it is proposed 
to insert the following: “and except that 
this prohibition shall not apply to em- 
ployees receiving salaries in excess of 
$12,000 as result of general pay-raise 
1 enacted during the fiscal year 
1955.“ 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, there 
are on the payroll of the Foreign Opera- 
tions Administration some persons in 
grade 15, with salaries of $11,800. If, for 
any reason, Congress this year or next 
year provides a pay raise, the salary of 
those persons would be increased to an 
amount in excess of $12,000, with the re- 
sult that, under the prohibition, such 
persons would be precluded from receiv- 
ing the pay raise, whereas those in the 
lower brackets would receive it. Ob- 
viously that would not be fair, merely be- 
cause an interdiction was carried in the 
language of the previous bill. Obviously 
those persons are entitled to share in 
whatever pay raise the Congress grants 
other Fedéral employees, and they are 
entitled to share in that pay raise no less 
than the Federal employees in the city 
of Washington. Therefore, this amend- 
ment would make it possible for em- 
ployees of the Administration, whose 
salaries happen, because of that devel- 
opment, to be carried above $12,000 to 
receive the benefit of that increase. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment of the Senator 
from Illinois will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 13, 
in lines 1 through 9, it is proposed to 
strike out section 106. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in two 
different places the bill carries language 
requiring that at least 50 percent of the 
gross tonnage of the commodities pro- 
cured within the United States out of 
the funds made available under this act 
and transported abroad on ocean ves- 
sels, be transported on United States flag 
vessels, to the extent that such vessels 
are available at market rates. Obviously 
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it is not necessary to have that provi- 
sion made at two places in the bill. This 
amendment is simply for the purpose of 
striking out the provision in one of the 
two places, because to have the language 
appear twice would be redundant. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Ilinois. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
next amendment of the Senator from 
Tllinois will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 15, in 
line 2, it is proposed to insert: 

Such funds shall be considered obligated 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
1311 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act 
of 1955 on written orders issued by the Sec- 
retary of Defense to the military depart- 
ments for the procurement or delivery of 
supplies and services, when receipt of such 
orders has been acknowledged in writing. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a real 
auditing and bookkeeping problem al- 
ways arises when these agencies deal 
with one another—as, for instance, in 
connection with dealings between FOA 
and the Department of Defense, or be- 
tween FOA and the Navy Department. 
Question arises as to how to make the 
accounting if, for instance, certain arti- 
cles are marked for delivery to another 
service; and the question is whether 
the funds are considered obligated when 
the goods reach the point of delivery, or 
whether that determination is to be 
made on the basis of the country or the 
geographical area. 

This, then, is language which has been 
suggested to simplify and also expedite 
their accounting and bookkeeping. As I 
recall, this has the support of the Bureau 
of the Budget, the General Accounting 
Office, and others. 

The chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee was particularly interested in 
this and wanted to offer the amendment 
himself. I understand he is attending 
a meeting of the policy committee, and 
for the moment cannot be on hand. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, in con- 
nection with the foreign-aid program, I 
request unanimous consent to have in- 
cluded in the body of the RECORD a state- 
ment which I have prepared relating to 
section 103 (c) of the Mutual Security 
Act of 1954 (H. R. 9678). 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorpD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BUTLER 

Section 103 (c) of the Mutual Security Act 
of 1954 (H. R. 9678) authorizes the use of 
military-assistance funds for the offshore 
procurement of equipment or materials. 
Fortunately, certain safeguards which are 
intended for the protection of American in- 
dustry have been included. 

For the purpose of emphasis and reference, 
section 103 (c) is quoted below: 

“Funds made available pursuant to sub- 
section (a) of this section may be used for 
the procurement of equipment or materials 
outside the United States unless the Presi- 
dent determines that such procurement will 
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result in one or more of the following con- 
ditions: 

“(1) Adverse effects upon the economy of 
the United States, with special reference to 
any areas of labor surplus, or upon the in- 
dustrial mobilization base, which outweigh 
the strategic and logistic advantages to the 
United States of procurement abroad; 

“(2) Production of such equipment or 
materials outside the United States under 
inadequate safeguards against sabotage or 
the release to potential enemies of informa- 
tion detrimental to the security of the 
United States; 

“(3) Unjustifiable cost in comparison with 
procurement in the United States, taking 
into account transportation costs for de- 
livery overseas; and 

“(4) Delays in delivery incompatible with 
United States defense objectives.” 

My interest in these provisions stems from 
my activities as chairman of the Senate 
Water Transportation Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. The depressed conditions in 
American shipyards, to which the subcom- 
mittee gave much attention, cannot be per- 
mitted to prevail even for a limited period 
of time. Unquestionably, the offshore pro- 
curement of ships has contributed to the 
present plight of our shipyards. While some 
improvement will naturally accrue from 
maritime legislation now in various stages 
of passage in the Congress, the predicament 
of this vital industry is not a capricious 
notion. The relationship of the American 
shipbuilding industry to our national econ- 
omy and to our national defense potential 
cannot be challenged. 

Convinced that these depressed conditions 
in American shipyards merited for them 
preferential consideration over foregn ship- 
yards for which contracts had been al- 
lotted under the Navy's off-shore ship pro- 
curement program, I felt it incumbent upon 
me as chairman of the Senate Water Trans- 
portation Subcommittee to urge that these 
contracts be placed in this country. As a 
result, several months ago, I was advised by 
Admiral Leggett, Chief of the Navy’s Bureau 
of Ships, for whom I have the highest regard, 
that contracts totaling $27,500,000 for mine- 
sweepers for the North Atlantic Treaty coun- 
tries, would be diverted back from European 
shipyards to yards in this country. 

For fiscal year 1955, it is my understand- 
ing that the offshore-procurement program 
has been reduced in comparison to previ- 
ous years, but it still contemplates an ex- 
penditure in foreign areas of $28 million for 
ships. 

The report of the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations dealing with the mutual se- 
curity appropriation bill (1955) contains a 
very encouraging observation which I feel 
is worthy of repetition: 

“The committee was impressed with evi- 
dence presented from several sources pro- 
testing against procurement of certain types 
of civilian supplies and equipment through 
the offshore program. While the committee 
feels that the objectives sought by the ad- 
ministration in attempting to shore up the 
economy of our allies is commendable, there 
is strong feeling that this should not be 
done at the expense of those United States 
industries which are experiencing economic 
difficulties. Accordingly, the committee di- 
rects that the administration evaluate care- 
fully all contracts made under the offshore- 
procurement program and admonishes the 
administration to weigh carefully such fac- 
tors in the letting of all contracts. It is 
further directed that quarterly reports be 
submitted to the committee listing, on an 
item-by-item basis including unit costs, all 
items procured through the offshore-pro- 
curement program.” 
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The comments of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the House of Representatives 
are likewise deserving of consideration: 

“The total programed to date for offshore 
procurement is approximately $2.2 billion. 
The amount planned for this activity in 1955 
is $300 million. The purposes of this pro- 
gram are well understood by the committee 
and the program should be continued in the 
interest of mutual defense, both from the 
standpoint of pricing and development of 
defense capabilities of our allies. However, 
it is the feeling of the committee that in the 
past some phases of this program were em- 
barked upon without full consideration hav- 
ing been given to the maintenance of a de- 
sired mobilization base in this country. It 
will be advantageous to continue to procure 
many items outside the United States, par- 
ticularly certain ammunition. However, the 
program, both current and proposed, should 
be closely reviewed with the view of a more 
strict application of conditions governing 
such procurement, as stated in section 103 
(c) of the authorizing legislation.” 

Thus, the congressional intent would seem 
to be clear and precise. Distortions to our 
domestic economy are not the intended by- 
product of offshore-procurement programs, 
and I would certainly characterize the pres- 
ent posture of the American shipbuilding 
industry as distorted. 

Having devoted much attention to the en- 
tire offshore-procurement program, and being 
firmly convinced that our shipbuilding ca- 
pacity and potential must be preserved and 
strengthened, I shall continue to view with 
nue disdain any offshore procurement of 

ips. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment on page 5, line 16. 
To that amendment, I admit that a point 
of order should be sustained, but I have 
another amendment to offer, and I send 
it forward to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the amendment 
which has been sent to the desk by the 
Senator from Nevada in effect makes a 
change in an amendment which has been 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment has been agreed 
to, and it has not been stricken out on 
a point of order. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I move to strike 
88 amendment, Mr. Presi- 

ent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Chair understands correctly, the Sen- 
ator from Nevada moves to strike out the 
language of the committee amendment 
and insert the language contained in the 
amendment sent to the desk. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5, 
line 16, it is proposed to strike out the 
proviso and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: “Provided, That no funds ap- 
propriated in this act shall be used to 
assist directly in the migration to any 
nation in the Western Hemisphere of 
any person not having a security clear- 
ance based on standards comparable to 
those standards contained in the United 
States Immigration and Nationality 
Act.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, since 
the first amendment was subject to a 
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point of order, I have sent to the desk 
another amendment on the same sub- 
ject, which has been read by the clerk. 
This amendment is a limitation on an 
appropriation bill, and I have been so 
informed by the Parliamentarian. 

Mr. President, this amendment would 
provide that none of our contributions 
to the Intergovernmental Committee 
for European Migration shall be used to 
assist any person to migrate to the West- 
ern Hemisphere who does not have a se- 
curity clearance based on standards 
comparable to those in the United States 
Immigration and Nationality Act. 

Mr. President, this amendment fol- 
lows the principle of the great Monroe 
Doctrine. Under it there could not come 
into the Western Hemisphere those who 
would not comply with our standards of 
internal security. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I certainly will. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. It was my 
intention to raise a point of order with 
regard to the proviso which the Senator 
has just proposed be stricken, and for 
which he has offered a new amendment. 
After talking with the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Nevada, I am convinced that 
he is endeavoring to accomplish some-. 
thing in which we are all deeply inter- 
ested and desire to support. 

In order to clarify the matter in my 
own mind and in the minds of those who 
may read the Recorp, I should like to 
ask the Senator 2 or 3 questions which 
I think will clarify any possible issue 
which might arise. 

In the first place, is there a conflict 
here? This may possibly be offensive to 
the Latin American countries, if we seem 
to be indicating what should be their 
standards for admission of outsiders. I 
should say that I am opposed to the 
United States unilaterally trying to im- 
pose on international organizations or 
sovereign nations its own attitudes and 
laws. We should reach these objectives 
collectively and cooperatively. 

Is it the purpose of this amendment 
to require that the ICEM or any receiving 
country adopt the screening require- 
ments of the United States, or are we 
simply aiming to provide security clear- 
ance for individuals who may be going 
to these countries? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The latter part of 
the Senator’s statement expresses the 
intendment of the amendment; in other 
words, it is to secure clearance for indi- 
viduals who may come to countries in 
this hemisphere, and to guide our own 
officials in effecting, so far as possible, 
the standards prescribed by the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. A further 
question which occurs to me in this con- 
nection is this: I assume from the use 
of the words “assist directly” the Sen- 
ator from Nevada does not intend to 
make the ICEM keep separate accounts 
of administrative funds, but he intends 
only that the United States funds shall 
not be used to move a migrant to the 
Western Hemisphere after it has been 
discovered that he would not meet United 
States standards. Am I correct in that? 
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Mr. McCARRAN. The question is to 
be answered in the affirmative. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. We can 
go ahead and make our appropriation 
to the ICEM in Geneva so it may be used 
for administrative purposes, regardless 
of whether it is kept in separate accounts. 
If Mr. “X” has been selected to go to 
Brazil, let us say, we are merely inter- 
ested in seeing that Mr. “X” meets the 
security requirements of our rules. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. A further 
question. It is my understanding that 
the appropriation for this item in this 
bill is for the United States contribution 
for calendar year 1955, thus giving ICEM 
until January 1955 to adjust to this pro- 
vision. It is clear to me that if we were 
to put this into effect immediately, there 
would possibly be some machinery 
needed in Geneva whereby the security 
clearances could be provided for. ICEM 
has adequate appropriations already to 
take care of their program until next 
January, and the Senator’s amendment 
would give the organization until that 
time to arrange for these clearances. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. McCARRAN, That is the inten- 
tion of the amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Naturally, 
we assume the organization will act along 
these lines more quickly, if possible, but 
I am glad to have the Senator’s reassur- 
ance that that is the intention. 

Finally, I ask this question: I notice 
the word “identical” appears in the orig- 
inal draft, and that it has been changed 
to “comparable.” I would interpret the 
word “comparable” as applied to security 
standards to go to the substance of the 
protections afforded by the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, and not necessarily 
to the details, technicalities, and so on. 
What we are endeavoring to do is pro- 
tect ourselves against subversives infil- 
trating into South America. 

Mr. McCARRAN. We are trying to 
protect the United States of America 
from those who might be brought into 
countries in the Western Hemisphere, 
who are inimical to our internal secu- 
rity or our external security. We also 
intend to protect the entire Western 
Hemisphere from infiltration by Com- 
munists from abroad, 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am very 
glad indeed with this explanation, to ally 
myself with the Senator in this amend- 
ment. As he has said, we recognize today 
that the Monroe Doctrine of 1823 was 
announced, in consideration of some- 
thing at the time which was totally dif- 
ferent from the danger we face today. 
We have seen evidence in the Guatemala 
situation, for example, of penetration 
which is definitely in violation of the 
spirit of the Monroe Doctrine. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The dis- 
tinguished Senator is trying to put into 
words a guiding sign that the infiltration 
by Communist subversives is one of the 
dangers which we guard against today 
in our interpretation of the Monroe Doc- 
trine. Is that correct? 

Mr. McCARRAN,. The Senator has 
expressed my views exactly. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
the Senator. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that the Senator from Michigan 
has a short statement to make. I intend 
to suggest the absence of a quorum be- 
fore I speak on my amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, line 14, 
before the semicolon, it is proposed to 
insert the following: “Provided, That 
none of the funds appropriated in this 
paragraph may be used for assistance 
to any nation which in the opinion of 
the President is not cooperating in com- 
mon defense efforts against further Com- 
munist penetration and aggression.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
amount involved in this particular sec- 
tion of the bill, on which the amend- 
ment would be a limitation, is $700 mil- 
lion. It was the purpose in the appro- 
priation bill, as well as in the authoriza- 
tion, to allow the President of the United 
States this sum of money and to allow 
him flexibility, so that he could use it to 
the best advantage possible to the United 
States. 

However, we feel that Congress should 
speak out and say what it thinks should 
be the guide line. The Senator from 
Nevada and the Senator from New Jer- 
sey have said that one of the forms of 
aggression is Communist penetration or 
infiltration. I think the time has come 
when we must prepare not only for an 
aggressive war, but when those of us who 
are opposed to communism and feel it 
is an evil must see to it that Communist 
penetration is stopped, whether it be 
inside a country or across a border. 

Therefore, we feel that this amend- 
ment would set up a guide line and give 
the President discretion because he is 
familiar with the facts. 

It is not a limitation upon him in the 
sense that he cannot do as he believes 
the facts warrant. The amendment 
provides: 

Provided, That none of the funds appro- 
priated in this paragraph may be used for 
assistance to any nation which in the opin- 
ion of the President is not cooperating in 
common defense efforts against further Com- 
munist penetration and aggression. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to say to the 
Senator from Michigan that the amend- 
ment is a sound and necessary amend- 
ment. The original amount involved was 
for the defense of Indochina. No one 
knows exactly what the future may hold 
in that area of the world. Certainly asa 
result of the Communist advances into 
the Tokin Delta and as a result of their 
taking over an area in northern Vietnam, 
populated by about 10 million people, 
there is created a very great threat to 
Burma, Thailand, Laos, Cambodia, 
southern Vietnam, the Malay States, the 
Philippines, and Indonesia, and perhaps 
even Australia and New Zealand. 
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In this section of the bill, dealing with 
the fund which is designed for defense in 
that area of the world, it seems to me 
that the very least that should be ex- 
pected of any of the nations which would 
participate in the use of these funds is 
that such nations should be willing to 
cooperate in common defense efforts 
against further Communist penetration 
or aggression. 

This is, as I have always understood, 
a mutual security undertaking. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. For the common 
defense, for mutual defense against the 
one great danger in the world—in Europe 
as well as in Asia and in the Americas— 
the international Communist conspiracy. 
It is the conspiracy which has its foun- 
tainhead in the Kremlin and which has 
been moving into every vacuum that has 
been created in the world. 

It was for that purpose that the North 
Atlantic Treaty Alliance was set up. It 
was for that purpose that economic aid 
was given. Its purpose was to insure 
that free nations might not be weak- 
ened and fall prey to ruthless commu- 
nism. 

In this area of the world communism 
has been on the march. It was tempo- 
rarily stopped in a stalemate war in Ko- 
rea. Having been stopped there, com- 
munism has been feeling out every other 
section of the world. For the moment 
that part of the world happens to be 
southern Asia. There communism has 
won a substantial victory, and has en- 
dangered other areas in southeastern 
Asia. 

If we believe in collective security, if 
we believe in a mutual-defense system, 
and if this is a mutual-security bill, then 
it seems to me that the nations which 
are participating in such collective and 
mutual security should at least be pre- 
pared to cooperate in a common effort 
to prevent further Communist aggres- 
sion and penetration. If they are not 
prepared to do it, it seems to me the 
American people and the American Gov- 
ernment and Congress, and the other 
free peoples of the world, should be so 
informed. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Iam glad the Sen- 
ator from California has spoken in be- 
half of the amendment. I agree with 
what he has said. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan should be 
adopted, the Senator does not believe, 
does he, that the terms of the truce in 
Indochina, which places a limitation 
upon the freedom of the Vietnamese 
kingdom to associate itself with us in a 
defense activity, would prevent the 
United States from assisting the Viet- 
namese militarily? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The President 
would, in his discretion, be able to assist 
them in their desire to defend them- 
selves because under the terms of the 
truce they would be able to defend them- 
selves. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I completely con- 
cur in that statement, because certainly, 
whether the terms of the Geneva con- 
ference and some of the protocols of the 
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conference may prevent the whole- 
hearted participation which the Viet- 
namese and Cambodians and Laotians 
may wish to have in joining a pact, and 
although there may be some prohibition 
against doing it under the terms of the 
Geneva conference, certainly there 
would be no prohibition against their 
common effort to prevent further Com- 
munist penetration and aggression from 
taking place, and that would be of bene- 
fit to the nations of the free world. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I should like to ad- 
dress a question to the Senator from 
Michigan. Is it the Senator’s hope that 
most of the equipment which the United 
States has given to the French Union 
forces which are now in south Vietnam 
and the equipment which is being evac- 
uated from the north will be given to 
the local Vietnamese forces, to permit 
them to defend themselves? 

Mr. FERGUSON. They and the other 
free nations in that area of the world 
certainly should share those weapons 
in defending themselves. 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is the hope of 
the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. If I cor- 
rectly understand the breakdown of the 
figures in this appropriation, the fund 
to which the Senator from Michigan is 
referring is $700 million. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. It does 
not apply to the other funds for the Far 
East? 

Mr. FERGUSON. It applies to this 
particular fund. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. For Bur- 
ma, Indonesia, and the other countries? 

Mr. FERGUSON. It applies to this 
very fund, 8700 million. 

Mr. President, I ask for a vote on my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL MONDAY 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its labors this evening 
it stand in recess until 10 o’clock next 
Monday morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR MUTUAL 
SECURITY 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 10051) making appro- 
priations for mutual security for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to call up my amendment, 8-10— 
54-E. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from South Carolina, 
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The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 16, 
it is proposed to strike out 81,392,700, 
000” and insert “$1,192,700,000.” 

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, I do 
not intend to delay the Senate, which 
has done so much work in the past 2 
months, but I believe this amendment 
is worth bringing to the attention of 
the Senate, because, certainly, as a mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee, 
when the bill was shown to me, I was 
deceived, so to speak. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum, and 
I shall speak for only 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Now, Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays on my 
amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. MAYBANK]. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
know that no member of the Appropria- 
tions Committee will differ with me in 
the statement that there was an amend- 
ment in the appropriation bill—and I 
read from page 3 of the side-slip—as 
follows: 

The executive branch recommends that 
the following revision be incorporated in the 
pending bill on page 2, line 20: “Provided 
further, That the military supplies and 
equipment (or the equivalent value thereof 
as the Secretary of Defense shall determine) 
which have been procured and processed for 
delivery to foreign areas and which subse- 
quently are returned to the custody of the 
United States because of a change in the 
international situation shall remain avail- 
able for military assistance authorized by 
law, and such amounts shall be in addition 
to the amounts herein otherwise provided 
for, 


I wish to be frank, Mr. President. I 
have apparently been tricked, but when 
I saw this item in the Appropriations 
Committee I brought it up, and the hon- 
orable and distinguished chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee [Mr. SAL- 
TONSTALL] told me that we should at least 
know what we are doing in the Appro- 
priations Committee. We adopted an 
amendment to limit the authorization to 
$200 million. 

That is all that my amendment would 
do. It would not eliminate any foreign 
aid. It only asks that the Defense De- 
partment use $200 million worth of 
goods which was on its way to Indochina 
and is still aboard ship. Either it has 
not been delivered or it is still on the 
docks. The amendment would require 
only the use of that material before tak- 
ing $200 million out of the cashbook of 
the American taxpayers. That is all it 
would do. Iam not proposing to cut out 
any foreign aid. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I want the Senator 
from South Carolina to orient me on the 
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purpose of his amendment. Do I cor- 
rectly understand the Senator to say 
that his amendment would take away 
$200 million? 

Mr. MAYBANK. In cash. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. In cash money? 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is right. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. And that would be 
supplanted by war material and equip- 
ment which we now have on hand, which 
has already been paid for? 

Mr. MAYBANK. By shipments of 
material which the distinguished Joint 
Chiefs of Staff stopped from going to 
Indochina. I shall not go into the de- 
tails. The Senator from New Mexico 
was at the meeting with General Stew- 
art. Millions of dollars worth of mate- 
rial was on its way, which never was 
delivered. We can use that instead of 
using new tax money. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. As I understand, it is 
as simple as taking away $200 million 
of new money? 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. But it is not intended 
to deprive this country of the materials 
which it has bought, 

Mr. MAYBANK. No; those materials 
would be available. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. They would be made 
available through material already in 
existence, for which the American tax- 
payers have already paid. 

Mr. MAYBANK. One of our great 
military leaders has testified that the 
material is in existence. But I shall not 
go into that. The Senator from New 
Mexico was at the meeting. 

All I ask is that we use what we have; 
that the taxpayers be paid back, rather 
than that we should spend $200 million 
more. That is all. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
hope the Senate will be quite clear about 
what is intended by the amendment. It 
is offered on page 2 of the bill and re- 
lates to military assistance. It is clearly 
an effort to reduce the amount of mili- 
tary assistance provided in the bill, all 
up and down the line, by $200 million. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is 
aware that no one knows, according to 
page 3 of the side slips, how much mili- 
tary equipment we have. The Senator 
knows that it was presumed to be around 
$700 million, but no one could tell us 
how much was available. There was 
some testimony that $60 million worth 
of equipment was already in ships which 
have not been unloaded. The Senator 
knows that. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator knows 
more than that. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I know more than 
that, too. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, when 
the bill was first presented, the request 
for new funds for military assistance 
was $1,580,000,000. The language of the 
bill as reported by the committee—I 
think by a unanimous vote, with one or 
two reservations—provides for $1,392,- 
000,000. 

The item for military assistance was 
reduced very substantially. But the 
Senator from South Carolina wants to 
cut it by $200 million more. 
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This item does not apply alone to 
Europe; it applies to the whole military 
assistance amount. It is for any mili- 
tary items that may be in the bill, 
whether they be for Africa, southeast 
Asia, or Europe. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Please let me con- 
tinue for a moment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am always glad to 
listen to the eloquent voice of the dis- 
tinguished junior Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I tried to make clear 
this afternoon how completely fretful 
and feverish the entire military picture 
is. There are troops in large numbers 
stationed in China, immediately across 
from Formosa. They are no idle threat. 
I could see them through field glasses. 
They were shelling the island with 
howitzers the day before I arrived. 
There had been an actual invasion some 
months before that time. There is seri- 
ous business over there. So we had 
better be careful about cutting military 
items. 

There was written into the authori- 
zation bill a degree of flexibility which 
was designed to give the Commander in 
Chief, to whom the appropriations are 
made—they are made to the President in 
every case—an opportunity to assess the 
situation as he goes along, relying upon 
the intelligence he receives from his 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The bill provides for 
$500 million more than the authorization 
bill which the Senate passed. Anyone 
with commonsense knows that. 8 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The language speaks 
for itself. The amount is $445 million 
below the estimate. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Oh, but. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Will the Senator let 
me continue? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will have to ask that the regular 
order be followed. Unless the Senator 
from Illinois, who has the floor, intends 
to. yield and does yield, he will continue 
with his remarks. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. My friend from South 
Carolina has confidence in the men who 
have been doing the real spade work in 
the Appropriations Committee. We 
have fine staff members, who are very 
competent indeed. They verify and re- 
verify, time and again, each item as it 
comes before them. One needs only to 
read the report. 

The bill as reported to the Senate, for 
fiscal 1955, is $447 million less than the 
estimates, and is $1,540,000,000 less than 
the amount appropriated for the previ- 
ous year, fiscal 1954. Either I can read 
figures, or I cannot. That is what the 
report shows. The committee staff 
would not dare present to the Senate 
figures which were at variance, because 
the Senate will have to go to conference 
with these figures. 

The figures which are contained in 
the bill will have to meet the test of the 
Budget Bureau; but, more than that, 
they will have to meet the test of the 
General Accounting Office, when the ac- 
counts are set up. 
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There are the figures: A billion and 
& half dollars less than was appro- 
priated for 1954; a mere half billion dol- 
lars under the estimates for 1955. 

The question came up on the theory 
that there would be much recoverable 
equipment in Indochina; therefore, we 
should make a slash. I have gone into 
that. There was a great deal of testi- 
mony about it, most of it off the record. 
I had to ascertain as best I could what 
the real facts were. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I wish my good 
friend from South Carolina would let 
me answer him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois declines to yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. This is authentic in- 
formation which I received from the de- 
partment: 

The dollar value of equipment in Indo- 
china that can be recovered and used else- 
where in the program cc.nnot be determined 
at the present time, since we are now in the 
process of making arrangements with the 
French Government and three Associated 
States as to the disposal of the military 
equipment on hand, It is anticipated, how- 
ever, that most of this equipment will be 
required by forces of southern Vietnam, 
Laos, and Cambodia, and by those forces of 
the French Union which continue to be sta- 
tioned in the area, 


We shall try to develop the program 
where the equipment is located. There 
are small neighboring countries which 
need some of it. Some of the equipment 
may have to go elsewhere, but we can- 
not do any more than conjecture what 
amount will be recovered and what will 
be available for distribution elsewhere. 

Are we, in the quiet of this Chamber 
on a Saturday afternoon, about to tie 
the hands of the Commander in Chief 
of an operation which is 12,000 miles 
from the Nation’s Capital? That would 
be most shortsighted, and I would not 
want to be in that situation. 

I have confidence in Admiral Radford, 
in General Van Fleet, and in General 
Eisenhower. If we cannot take their 
word, whose word can we take? I would 
rather err on the larger side and see 
extra money provided than to reduce the 
amount still further at the time when it 
might be needed, particularly in the case 
of military items. I assure the Senate 
that the cut which is proposed on page 2 
is in the military-assistance program. 

Mr. MAX BANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. My friend from Illi- 
nois has spoken about Admiral Rad- 
ford. I wish the administration had 
had enough sense to listen to Admiral 
Radford last February. 

No one holds Admiral Carney, who is 
one of the great men the Nation has 
produced, in higher regard than I do. 

No one holds General Ridgway, who 
is a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
in higher esteem than I do. I am cer- 
tain that he is disappointed that two 
divisions were eliminated. 

No one holds General Twining in 
higher regard than I do. 

But the Senator from Illinois well 
knows that none of the members of the 
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Joint Chiefs of Staff knows how much 
they have. That is the truth. We 
heard the secret testimony. They have 
equipment, equipment, and equipment. 
I understand there is equipment to the 
value of $62 million now in ships, and 
quite a number of the ships are in port. 

Why tax the American people again, 
as the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ] so well stated—he was present 
at the secret sessions—in order to pro- 
vide more money for more equipment, 
when we already have sufficient equip- 
ment which is unused? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am 
so glad my friend brought up Admiral 
Radford. 

Mr. MAYBANK. He is a great 
man 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Now, let me proceed 
for just a moment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator was in 
os secret meetings when we talked with 


Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am not allowed to 
disclose what he said. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I share the admira- 
tion of the Senator from South Carolina 
for Admiral Radford. He is one of the 
great military men—dquiet, restrained, 
and well demeaned. 

What did he say? He said there in 
the hearing room, “Gentlemen, T en- 
treat you earnestly not to cut these items 
or to destroy the flexibility in the bill.” 

Since the Senator from South Caro- 
lina and I both share an almost religious 
devotion to Admiral Radford, let us join 
with him, and either withdraw the 
amendment or reject it by a resounding 
vote. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The distinguished 
Senator from Illinois knows well enough 
that what I am referring to is what 
Admiral Radford said in confidence. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. And I will not re- 
peat it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. What I stated was 
what he said in an open hearing. 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is not what I 
was referring to. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator from 
South Carolina is proposing to cut out 
$200 million for military purposes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am not proposing 
to cut out anything. I am merely pro- 
posing to take over the material which 
was to be shipped to Indochina, which is 
worth $92 million, according to the 
ticker tape, so it must be correct; and I 
am proposing that that material be used, 
instead of putting out more of the tax- 
payers’ money. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. This is serious busi- 
ness. We are fooling with the destiny of 
this country. The amendment of the 
Senator from South Carolina proposes 
on page 2, line 6, to strike out, $1,392,- 
700,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$1,192,700,000.” That is a $200 million 
cut in the military item in the bill. On 
the basis of the testimony of Gruenther, 
Radford, and Van Fleet, I would be the 
last man in this Senate to go along with 
that kind of proposal, when these fev- 
erish forces are on the horizon in the 
Pacific area. That is the amendment of 
the amendment of the Senator from 
South Carolina. 
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Mr. MAYBANK. Of course, that is 
the amendment—— 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Exactly. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL rose. 

Mr. MAYBANK. But the amendment 
is based on the proposal that the Secre- 
tary of Defense shall turn over to FOA 
not to exceed $200 million. I see that 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is on his feet. He himself 
limited the amount to $200 million. He 
and I together did it in the committee. 
That does not count the ships. That 
does not count everything we have given 
them at the expense of the American 
people. That amendment is based only 
on the assumption that the Senator from 
Massachusetts and myself 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the 
Senator from Illinois yielded the floor? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Not yet. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I thought he had. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I desire to yield to 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I know the Senator 
from Illinois would not wish to shut me 
off. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Oh, indeed not. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I merely wish to 
complete my statement, Mr. President. 
I appreciate that my distinguished 
friend, the Senator from [Illinois has 
yielded to me. I say to the distin- 
guished Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. SALTONSTALL], for whom I have 
great affection, that he limited the 
amount to $200 million in the commit- 
tee. I do not know how much is in- 
volved, but all I am asking is a limita- 
tion of $200 million, so that available 
material can be used in lieu of cash. Let 
me say further, because the Senator from 
Massachusetts comes from a seaport 
town, as I do, that ships were not af- 
fected. Is that correct? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is correct. 

Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I merely wish 
to add that there is material in various 
ships, on various docks, and in various 
places, but the material must be rein- 
ventoried, assembled, and then directed 
to the places where it can best be used. 
What the Senator from South Carolina 
is proposing is that we say to our forces 
and to our friends in Europe, “There may 
be 100,000 rifies or a few tanks on a ship 
somewhere in the middle of the Pacific. 
You take that instead of the cash you 
may need for the equipment that will be 
useful in Europe at the present time.” 

The value of the material is in excess 
of $200 million. There is no question 
about that. But, when $200 million in 
cash is taken out of the bill, and in its 
place we say that there is available $200 
million of guns and tanks which may be 
in some ship, or in a certain state of re- 
pair, or on some land in Indochina, that 
is not providing the aid that is intended 
to be provided by the bill. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK., I wish to express my 
great admiration for the distinguished 
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chairman of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee. We both voted for the nomina- 
tions of Twining, Radford, and Carney, 
and those officers have enough sense to 
know that if the cargo in those ships is 
needed, it will be sent quickly to the 
proper place. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The expert who 
testified before the committee—I do not 
recali his name at the moment—said 
that the material had to be reinven- 
toried, examined, and redirected. There 
is material which may be available. 
However, that is not what we are trying 
to do. We are trying to give Europe 
what she needs most at the present time. 


We are trying to direct the most efficient. 


aid possible to Indochina and other coun- 
tries in the Far East. If that material 
is to be of assistance, let us make it avail- 
able; but let us not say that we will make 
available the material in place of cash. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? j 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I wish to understand 
what the chairman of the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee has said. He has stated 
that there is material available some- 
where, but it is not inventoried. We do 
not know how much it may be worth. 
It may be worth $1,500,000,000 or $1 
billion. But, instead of making that 
material available, it is being proposed 
that $200 million of the taxpayers’ money 
shall be given away, and that the donees, 
foreign countries, may spend it wherever 
they please and not buy materials manu- 
factured in this country. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. No. We are 
providing that $200 million will be used 
for material which will be manufactured 
in this country and shipped to the people 
te whom it will be most useful, provided 
Admiral Radford and the other members 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff say it is the 
right material for the right spot at the 
right time. If some of the material that 
is in the swamps of Indochina can be 
made available and it is found to be 
useful, of course, that can be arranged. 
However, those arrangements must be 
worked out. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have 
the floor. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I beg the pardon of 
the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I appreciate the 
courtesy of the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois. I merely wish to say, while 
we are talking about Indochina, that 
General Van Fleet came to the commit- 
tee for a secret meeting. I shall not 
talk about what he said with reference 
to Indochina. I only hope and pray— 
and I say that most respectfully—that 
we recapture that material. I am talk- 
ing about material that has never been 
delivered. I am talking about what is in 
the holds of ships. I am talking about 
what is on the docks. Of course, there 
is material worth $1 billion in Indochina. 
I am not going into that. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield, 
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Mr. THYE. If we knew exactly where 
the material was, and we could inventory 
it, assemble it, and ship it to where we 
wanted it to go, then I would support 
the amendment of the Senator from 
South Carolina. However, that is not 
the case, and the facts will not be known 
for several months. We are not certain 
where that material is at this time, and 
for that reason I do not think we should 
deny these funds. Therefore, I must 
vote against the amendment. 

In the course of time I hope the ma- 
terial will be inventoried, assembled, and 
shipped to the places where it is needed. 
In that event the cash will be in reserve 
next year. That is the assurance we 
have received. We have received the 
assurance that if the material can be 
inventoried, assembled, and shipped to 
the places where it is needed, the money 
will not be spent. However, if the ma- 
terial is not found and inventoried in 
the amounts and in the manner we an- 
ticipate or hope it will be, then there 
will be a need for the money. I shall 
not be a party to jeopardizing our na- 
tional security while we are hunting for 
an inventory of material. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota. 

Mr.CASE. What relationship is there 
between the $200 million and the pro- 
viso which appears at the bottom of page 
2, and running over to page 3, which 
refers to $200 million in inventory 
value? ý 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That language was 
suggested, and it was modified by the 
Appropriations Committee so that we 
could make an exception up to $200 mil- 
lion, so far as cash inventory was con- 
cerned, but excluding capital ships. I 
have not looked at it recently. 

Mr. CASE. Does that overlap on this 
$200 million? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Certainly. That is 
additional money. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The cut, of course, 
applies to all the military items here; 
and when we lump all these together— 
and I want my friend, the Senator from 
South Carolina to listen 

Mr. MAYBANK. I always listen to 
the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. There are a number 
of imponderables here we do not know. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I might say—— 

Mr. DIRKSEN. We do not know how 
much is in ships at the moment. We 
do not know how many supplies will be 
recovered. We do not know at the mo- 
ment, under the rather vague terms of 
the so-called Geneva Peace Treaty, how 
much we can redeploy out of storage in 
Vietnam; and also Laos, next door; and 
Cambodia, next door; nor do we know 
what the needs may be in Burma or in 
Thailand. We have to allow some lati- 
tude to those in authority. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? I want him to yield 
because he mentioned my name, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I do not know how 
else we could do it. We might saye a 
million dollars or we might save a couple 
of million dollars. I assume if the ma- 
terial is not needed in the Far East and 
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if the situation is such that the chal- 
lenge can be met without the extra 
money, obviously it will come back and 
it will show up as an unexpended bal- 
ance. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois has yielded to the 
Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator men- 
tioned me. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I can 
only hear with one ear at a time. 

Mr. CASE. Let me say—— 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
Illinois often listens to the left. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I will yield to my 
friend from South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator from Illinois suspend, please, 
until we have order. It is possible to 
yield to only one Senator. The official 
reporter, who is trying to follow this 
debate, can follow the voice of only one 
person, So if Senators follow the regu- 
lar order, the Chair is sure all Senators 
will get along much better. 

To whom does the Senator from Illi- 
nois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to my friend 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I appreciate the re- 
marks of the distinguished Presiding Of- 
ficer. I only wish to say that I have seen 
the Senate Official Reporters take down, 
with accuracy, as many as 4 or 5 voices 
at one time. 

In answer to the Senator from Illinois, 
of course nobody knows what may hap- 
pen. The Senator from Illinois knows 
as well as I do that we have sent a billion 
dollars worth of equipment to the area 
to which we are referring. That was in 
the newspapers. How much we will get 
back is not known. 

However, I am not talking about that. 
Iam talking about $200 million worth of 
material which has never been sent. It 
is aboard ship or is tied up at the docks. 

I hope and pray that under the able 
leadership of our Chief of Staff we shall 
get all back. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I sur- 
render the floor, and ask for a vote. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in consid- 
ering this amendment I believe it would 
be well to point out that this is a part 
of the European program which has been 
going onforsome time. Since we under- 
took this program we have given Europe 
$17 billion in arms and defense support— 
which has been, in many cases, a process 
of letting them manufacture the arms 
for themselves, rather than giving our 
men the work and the business in Amer- 
ican factories. 

That amount is on hand, Mr. Presi- 
dent. That is not $17 billion which had 
to be consumed in a war. Thank the 
merciful Lord the Communists have not 
captured that $17 billion worth of sup- 
plies and equipment. It is all waiting 
there—the $17 billion. 

In addition to that, we have on hand 
for Europe approximately $5.8 billion 
more. That is on its way. That is 
enough to carry the European program 
for some time—$5.8 billion. 

What the Senator from South Carolina 
is proposing to say is, “Give Europe 
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everything we ever talked about giving 
Europe, but we have a windfall of about 
$1.4 billion in Indochina.” 

Why do I call it a windfall? Because 
the French lost the war. We had $1.4 
billion worth of material we were going 
to send there. Much of it has not been 
delivered. It is still on the way. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator permit 
me to take a moment or two more? 
Someone did say, “Why do we not give 
the money to Thailand?” We already 
have an adequate program for Thailand. 

In this overall program there will be 
$13 billion on hand when this bill passes. 
Out of the $13 billion we have on hand, 
how much could we effectively spend in 
Thailand? We came up with a figure, 
if I recall correctly, of around $22.7 
million. 

Someone said, “Give it to Burma.” 
We cannot give it to Burma. Burma 
will not take it. 

Someone said, “Give it to India.” We 
cannot give it to India. India will not 
take it. India will not agree with us on 
any sort of a mutual defense arrange- 
ment. ° 

Someone said “Give it to Indonesia.” 
Indonesia turned it down. Indonesia 
will not take it. That is why we will not 
be able to give it to Indonesia, just as we 
cannot give it to Ibn Saud in Saudi 
Arabia. The newspapers today carried 
the story that we had sent a 30-man 
delegation to Saudi Arabia with $1.7 
million, and he threw them out on their 
ears. He would rather have the $200 
million from the American oil com- 
panies than that little $1.7 million with 
strings attached to it in the point 4 
program. 

We have this thing loaded down with 
more money than we can spend in 21⁄2 
years. 

We had another $1.4 billion involved 
in the war, in Indochina. France lost 
that war. 

What does the Senator from South 
Carolina say? The Senator says, “Take 
some of that $1.4 billion we saved over 
there”—it is not that we saved it, but 
we shall not be able to spend it, because 
the Communists won that war—‘“take 
$200 million of that and deliver it in- 
stead of appropriating more money.” 

Mr. President, the Senate expressed 
its judgment a short time ago, and au- 
thorized an appropriation of $2,710,- 
000,000. Doing so, the Senate made it 
possible for the Committee on Foreign 
Relations to agree to almost exactly the 
committee bill. The Committee on For- 
eign Relations simply met with the com- 
mittee on the other side and said, “We 
will take the figure of the difference be- 
tween the Senate and the House figures 
and divide it by two. Then we will final- 
ly arrive at the same figure the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations agreed 
to in the first place.” So much of the 
$500 million of saving was wiped out. 
While our committee was in the process 
of conferring, the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee was at least theoreti- 
cally bound by the judgment of the Sen- 
ate, because the conference had not yet 
reported back. At a time when they 
were bound by the judgment of the Sen- 
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ate, knowing what the judgment of the 
Senate was, the committee reported this 
bill to give $2,990,000,000. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Plus more for the 
Defense Department. 

Mr. LONG. Plus $200 million extra 
for the Defense Department. 

Mr. President, that brings us a bill 
which is $400 million more than in the 
judgment of the Senate on the authori- 
zation bill only a week ago should be 
appropriated. The Senator from South 
Carolina is not proposing to cut back 
anything on the program. He wants 
them to have just as much as they ever 
have had, but he would like to see a little 
bit of wisdom exercised, with a little 
bit of careful spending on this program. 

Mr. President, if we pass this bill as it 
stands I say this will be the most loose 
spending Congress there has been since 
World War II. 

Why do I make that statement? Be- 
cause here is a bill that has $1.7 billion 
in it related to the Indochina war. The 
war ended while the bill was before the 
Senate. In fact, the war ended while the 
8 was before the House of Representa- 

ves. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LONG. What did we do with the 
$1.4 billion? We said we might have 
some need for it somewhere else at some 
time, notwithstanding the fact that we 
have already allowed them to build up, 
on hand, $13 billion worth. Think of 
that—$13 billion on hand. 

Notwithstanding all of that they say, 
“Well, it would be well not to cut back 
on this item. Someone may need it 
sometime. It might be regarded as a 
fire bell, warning that we are backing 
off on foreign aid.” So they say “Go 
ahead and appropriate the whole 
amount, even though the war is ended 
in Indochina.” 

Then, Mr. President, we discovered a 
short time ago that we thought we were 
passing a carefully scrutinized defense 
bill, but the very able chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee analyzed that 
budget and found out that there was $2 
billion for the Army which was “fat.” 
The Army said the only reason they did 
not reduce their request by $2 billion was 
that they thought it should be included 
for psychological purposes; that not to 
appropriate it might somehow affect 
someone and be regarded in a poor light, 
from a psychological standpoint. 

So, Mr. President, if we take the Army 
figure and add this $1.4 billion which we 
do not presently need to the $2 billion 
excess in the Army budget we have a 
total of around $3.4 billion of unjustified 
appropriations that this Congress is 
nevertheless proceeding to appropriate. 

There may have been some time when 
we appropriated money more loosely, but 
I should like to find out when it was, if 
it ever occurred. 

I submit that the Senator from South 
Carolina has presented a very carefully 
considered amendment. It refiects the 
judgment of the Senate a week ago, and 
I hope it will be agreed to. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Loui- 
siana. if he is aware that there is some 
$600 million or $700 million in this bill 
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to pay the cost of the Indochina war, on 
a 50-50 basis with France. 

Mr. LONG. Iam aware of that. 

Mr. MAYBANK. In other words, the 
American people are paying half of the 
cost of the war in Indochina. That is in 
this bill, in addition to what I have talked 
about. 

I cannot understand how the Secretary 
of Defense could suggest an amendment 
designed to give him the right to transfer 
a billion dollars to Indochina, and to 
transfer all of the material on the ships 
that have not been even unloaded. 

I hope no one is suggesting that the 
men like Admiral Carney and General 
Ridgway and General Twining do not 
have enough sense to know what to do 
with those materials. If I believed that 
I would resign from the Senate. I have 
great trust in them. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, let us 
see what the figures are. In the first 
place, when the conference report was 
completed and came back, the authoriza- 
tions in the conference report totaled 
$3,252,000,000. That is, in round figures, 
$3% billion. That is the conference 
figure. 

It was said that $228 million would not 
be requested, so the amount was reduced 
to $3,024,000,000, which was available. 
The amount of the bill before us is 
$2,990,000,000. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me continue for a 
moment, 

We are $34 million below the confer- 
ence authority, in addition to the $228 
million of conference authority which 
was never requested. 

Secondly, let us say with respect to 
Indochina, that this is not the story that 
the Senate has heard. There was $800 
million in the bill. How was the matter 
handled? We had an Executive arrange- 
ment with the Associated States and 
with France under which we absorbed a 
portion of the cost in Indochina. We 
sent Gen. “Iron Mike” O'Daniel out 
to Indochina. We sent out screening 
teams of auditors, and as these things 
went into combat we assumed our pro- 
portion, and it was taken out of the $800 
million fund. 

There will be a good many charges 
against that fund, Mr. President, before 
this thing is all over, because so many of 
these items have not yet been audited 
and screened. I have no idea what the 
charges will be. Not even the brightest 
man in the military knows what they 
will be. It will probably be some months 
before they come up with the answer. 

That is the whole story with respect to 
the conference limitation, the amount 
which is carried in the bill, the fund in 
Indochina, and how it may still have to 
be deployed, plus the fact that material 
which has been shipped may yet be used 
in Indochina, We are going to try to 
train many native troops there, and we 
shall need equipment. 

Do not forget that there is a truce 
line at the narrow waist of Indochina, 
and below that are the old Vietnamese 
Province, Cochin China, and the capital 
city of Saigon. All of those are in South 
Vietnam. We are hoping we can estab- 
lish ourselves there, that there will be 
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equipment which can be used, and that 
we can put equipment in Laos and 
Cambodia or wherever the pressure 
points develop. 

So this seems to be a very arbitrary 
cut, particularly when we consider the 
fact that, after all, this is a deficiency 
bill. The estimates were much larger 
than what we finally acted on in the 
Senate Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I trust the amend- 
ment will be rejected. 

I yield. 

Mr. LONG. I refer the Senator to 
page 6, line 22, where this language is 
found: 

The unexpended balances appropriated 
under each paragraph of the Mutual Secu- 
rity Appropriation Act, 1954— 


I shall eliminate the parentheses— 
shall be consolidated with the appropriate 
appropriation made under this act, and 
shall be available for the same general pur- 
pose and for the same period of time as the 
appropriate appropriation made under this 
act. 


Is that not an appropriation of $9,- 
500,000,000. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No. The money has 
been appropriated before, and that is 
nothing more than a consolidation for 
bookkeeping purposes. There is a be- 
wildering number of accounts. If they 
were not consolidated, there would be 
various sets of books running in differ- 
ent directions, and we would have to 
pile up a huge payroll in order to look 
after all those accounts. 

Mr. LONG. Is it not necessary to re- 
appropriate this $9,500,000,000 that is 
left on hand from previous appropria- 
tion years? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. We add all the un- 
obligated balances available, which 
amount to approximately 82 ½ billion, 
and also the unexpended balances. The 
important thing about it is the lead time. 
I discussed that at length this afternoon, 
and was so concerned that I desired 
General Stewart, Admiral Radford, Gov- 
ernor Stassen, the Secretary of State, 
and others who came before the com- 
mittee to make that abundantly clear. 
I think the confusion arises from the 
fact that in other years we always did 
this on an authorization basis. In this 
program it was done upon an appro- 
priating basis. It is the only way they 
can work now if they are going to carry 
on successful negotiations with so many 
countries in so many parts of the world, 
in order to bring them within the secu- 
rity orbit. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I should 
like to say one word about the lead-time 
argument, because I have heard it used 
here before. 

Senators will recall that in the debate 
on the Air Force budget, the argument 
was made for economies in the Air Force 
budget that Secretary of Defense Wil- 
son had been able to reduce the lead 
time for the complicated weapons of air 
warfare—the jet aircraft, those on the 
drawing board today as well as those 
to be produced later, and also for com- 
plicated electronics instruments. The 
point was made that the Secretary of 
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Defense had found that, rather than re- 
quiring as much as 7 years of lead time, 
no more than 4 years of lead time was 
required for the most complicated jet 
aircraft. 

We are delivering very few jet air- 
craft, and those we are delivering are 
not of the latest design and require only 
a short lead time. Most of the articles 
we are delivering under this program 
are the least-expensive type, the type 
used in World War II. Many of those 
we already have on hand in large sur- 
pluses in this country. 

That type of weapon does not require 
long lead time, and in view of the fact 
that there is already on hand enough 
money to carry the program for 3 years, 
if all the lead time needed for the latest 
jet aircraft is 3 years, certainly when a 
rifle has been produced for 10 years, 
with the dies all set up and ready to go, 
2 years’ lead time is far more than is 
really needed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK]. On this ques- 
tion the yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. : 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Montana withhold the re- 
quest for a quorum so the Senator from 
South Dakota may be recognized? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. CASE. I should like to ask a few 
direct questions, and I should like direct 
answers. 

From an examination of page 19 of the 
committee report, it is evident that the 
Senate committee proposes to appro- 
priate $317 million more than the House 
figure. Fifty-one million dollars of that 
is apparently new cash, and $266 mil- 
lion is in the form of unobligated bal- 
ances. 

Does that $317 million of additional 
amounts for military assistance include 
the $200 million which is to be recovered 
or which it is hoped may be recovered 
from inventory values? 

Mr. BRIDGES. The answer is “No.” 

Mr. CASE. In other words, the Sen- 
ate bill actually proposes approximately 
$517 million more if the inventory values 
are recovered? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Of course, nobody 
knows now whether 5 cents worth or $500 
million worth will be recovered. The 
amendment to which the Senator refers 
is a contingent amendment which op- 
erates on the basis of a recovery. If $100 
million worth is recovered, that can be 
added by the FOA for general relief use 
wherever they may desire to apply it, or 
if they recover $300 million worth they 
can use $100 million additional for the 
Armed Services—the Navy, the Army, 
the Air Force—which can be used for 
the general defense of the country. If 
it were to be used by FOA, then it would 
be necessary that they pay for it out 
of the appropriations for the given area 
or the given country. 

Mr. CASE. Does the Senator mean 
that if they should recover $200 million 
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of these inventory values, and should 
distribute it under the authorizations 
permitted by the direct cash appropria- 
tions, part of that cash would be used 
to liquidate that amount, so to speak? 

Mr. BRIDGES. No. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It would apply to 
1951, 1952, 1953, and 1954 obligations 
which have not yet been fulfilled. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, what is the 
reason for the addition of $300 million 
over and above the House figure? Par- 
ticularly why should we make available 
$266 million of unobligated balances 
over and above the House figure? That 
is a quarter of a billion dollars. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I will say to the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota that it is a mat- 
ter of opinion, but the committee, after 
hearing all the evidence—a good deal of 
it in executive session—relative to the 
international situation in various sec- 
tions of the world, felt that we could 
well do it. That was not the unanimous 
opinion of the committee, but it was the 
majority opinion of the committee. The 
Senator from New Hampshire, as chair- 
man of the committee, is reporting the 
majority view of the committee. 

Mr. CASE. Did the committee deter- 
mine that there was an unobligated bal- 
ance of more than 82 ½ billion? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Some funds were 
committed, but not obligated. I think 
the $316 million is included in the $242 
billion. 

Mr. CASE. Does the unobligated bal- 
ance come entirely out of moneys here- 
tofore appropriated for the purpose of 
foreign military assistance? 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. One of the difficul- 
ties in the whole field of unobligated 
balances is that the House cut back $269 
million, I believe, in obligated balances. 
We made available all the unobligated 
balances on the ground that they repre- 
sent programs which have been proc- 
essed, and in connection with which 
there may be considerable lead time. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator is saying 
that the figure in the first group, on 
page 19 of the report, the $2,500,392,283, 
is the total of the unobligated balances, 
and the Senate committee proposes to 
make all of it available. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; that is correct. 
That is for military assistance. 

Mr. CASE. Is that because that was 
the total amount that was found to be 
in existence? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Whatever the amount 
was. It is a shifting amount. I be- 
lieve one figure that was given us was 
$2,200,000,000. It was probably in May 
when we received that figure. Per- 
haps the actual figure would be about 
$2,250,000,000. 

Mr. CASE. How did the House de- 
termine that the figure of $2,207,000,000, 
instead of the Senate figure of $2,500,- 
000,000, was the correct figure? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I do not know, as a 
matter of fact. 

Mr. CASE. The point is, Was the 
House figure of $2,207,000,000 of unob- 
ligated balances based on need, or was 
it arrived at because that was found to 
be the unobligated balance? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Frankly, I do not 
want to be telling tales out of school, but 
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I remember that on occasions when I 
was a member of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the House, after all the 
testimony was in, we used to say, “Sup- 
pose we take a 5-percent or 10-percent 
cut in it, and then come up with a cer- 
tain figure.” Of course, I do not want to 
reflect on what the House does. 

Mr. CASE. I recognize that that may 
happen. However, at the same time, 
$300 million is a very sizable amount. 
It ought to have been possible to deter- 
mine whether the unobligated balance 
was $2,207,000,000 or $2,500,000,000. Ap- 
parently the Senate committee decided 
that the unobligated balances amounted 
to the larger figure of $2,500,000,000. If 
it did, and if the need was determined as 
the amount shown in the total, why was 
not the $300 million applied against the 
total need? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I doubt if it would be 
material whether the amount was 
$2,200,000,000 or $2,500,000,000, because 
the unobligated balances represent the 
programs that have been laid out and for 
which that money is to be used. As these 
programs move into force the amount of 
the unobligated balance begins to go 
down. Therefore, we have hert a shift- 
ing unobligated balance from time to 
time and $51 millon of new money to 
account for the $316 million on page 19 
of the report. 

Mr. CASE. The whole essence of the 
new look in the military field has been 
reprograming, and it occurs to me that 
if, in the domestic military field, unobli- 
gated balances have been reallocated in 
the reprograming and applied to a dif- 
ferent concept of objects that need 
funds, the same principle is applicable 
in the field of foreign military assistance. 
If the Senate Committee on Appropria- 
tions was able to find nearly $300 million 
more in unobligated balances than were 
apparent when the bill went through the 
House, the balances could have been 
properly applied to the new program 
abroad. The program abroad has been 
looked at again, too, and it has been re- 
appraised. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator is a 
very able member of the Subcommittee 
on Appropriations for Civil Functions. 
I am sure he is familiar with the fact—I 
know he has made observations regard- 
ing it, as have other members of that 
subcommittee—that there is a difference 
between the date when the House acts 
on an appropriations bill and when the 
Senate acts on it. When the Senate 
acts on the bill more current informa- 
tion and later facts and figures are 
available. 

That happens in connection with civil 
functions appropriations. At first a 
certain amount of money may be left 
over on a large project. Later it may 
be found that a different figure is the 
true figure. However, as the Senator 
from New Hampshire and the Senator 
from Illinois have pointed out, the fact 
is that these are programs in being. 
Whether the figure is $100 million or 
$200 million, more or less, it is a fact 
that the programs are moving ahead. 
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It was the unanimous testimony be- 
fore the committee from those charged 
with the responsibility for our defense 
and the working out of a program, that 
they would be seriously handicapped if 
the figures as they stood in the House 
bill were permitted to stand, with the 
restrictions provided. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator from South 
Dakota has worked on the civil func- 
tions bill, and has observed the differ- 
ence between a committed fund and an 
obligated fund, and he also served for a 
number of years as a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives. It has always 
been my experience that as time went 
on the unobligated balance decreased. 
Here the unobligated balance has gone 
up by $300 million. 

If the Senate committee found that 
there was $300 million more of unobli- 
gated funds than existed at the time the 
House passed the bill, the normal thing 
to have done would have been to apply 
the $300 million to the total estimate of 
the needs and to have reduced the new 
cash by that amount. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I drew a compari- 
son with the civil functions bill. After 
all, those appropriations go along under 
normal, static, peacetime conditions. 
Here we are dealing with a condition of 
flux and changeability. Wars have gone 
on. Cold wars have gone on. There 
has been increasing Communist pressure. 
Governments have fallen, and various 
changes have taken place. 

It is entirely possible that it may be 
necessary to cancel a contract, for ex- 
ample, for project A, because a higher 
priority exists for project B. Project A 
would still be programed, but the money 
might not actually have been contracted. 
There are varying circumstances, The 
fact remains that the military and de- 
fense authorities have testified they 
urgently need these moneys, considering 
the world situation as it is. 

Mr. CASE. I recognize the force of 
the argument that contracts may have 
to be canceled, but that would be the 
only way in which the true unobligated 
balance could increase as time went on, 
by recovering the freedom of the money 
that had been obligated. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. First of all we must 
start with the budget figure. The budget 
figure on unobligated funds was $2,539,- 
000,000. Whether the House found more 
or less, I do not know. In the language 
that is stricken on page 2 the House 
simply stated that not to exceed $2,234,- 
ve of unobligated balances may be 
used. 

When we restored all the unobligated 
balances we accounted for the difference 
of $265 million, which is seen in the last 
column on page 19. The House said, 
“You cannot spend more than that.” 
We sought to place a limit on the un- 
obligated balance. It shows up in the 
arithmetic in the last column. When 
we add the new money there is the $316 
million which the Senator discussed in 
the first instance. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. 


Vote! Vote! 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN] a question or two. 

Can the Senator tell me how much the 
sum was reduced? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Is the Senator speak- 
ing about the overall amount? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Iam speaking about 
the $800 million. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is lumped, of 
course, in one item. There is a $700 mil- 
lion ceiling. I do not have the total 
figure in mind. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Was it reduced at 
the end of the Indochinese war? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. We did not handle 
it in that way. It is on the basis of titles 
and chapters. I do not have the figure 
in mind as to the Indochinese standing 
amount. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Max BANK J. On this ques- 
tion the yeas and nays have been or- 
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I have a 
plane reservation for 6:15 o'clock, and 
I ask unanimous consent that immedi- 
ately following the yea and nay vote 
about to be taken, I be excused from 
attendance on the session of the Senate 
for the remainder of today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the leave is granted. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The vote now is to 
be on the item of $200 million; is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mrs. Bow- 
RING], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Corpon], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Durr], the Senator from Vermont 
LMr. FLANDERS], the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. Matone], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. REYNOLDS], and the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. UPTON] 
are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] are absent on official business, 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

On this vote the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Durr] has a pair with the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr] would vote 
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“nay,” and the Senator from Nevada 
LMr. MALonE] would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] 
has a pair with the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. Dovctas]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] 
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DouGLas] would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] has a pair with the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. FREAR]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. FLANDERS] would vote “nay,” and 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR] 
would vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BURKE], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovctas], the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR], 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE- 
FAUVER], the Senators from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. KILGORE and Mr. NEELY], and 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PAsTORE] are absent on official business, 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] is necessarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS] 
is paired with the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. WELKER]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Illinois would vote 
“nay,” and the Senator from Idaho 
would vote “yea.” 

I announce also that on this vote the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR] is 
paired with the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. FLANDERS]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Delaware would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from Vermont 
would vote “nay.” 

I announce that if present and voting, 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
and the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
NEELY] would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 34, as follows: 


YEAS—41 
Anderson Holland McClellan 
Barrett Jackson Monroney 
Case Jenner Mundt 
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Murray 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Potter 
Daniel Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Dworshak Kennedy Schoeppel 
Ellender Kerr Smathers 
Ervin Langer Stennis 
George Lennon Symington 
Goldwater Long Watkins 
Gore Magnuson Williams 
Green Mansfield Young 
Hill Maybank 
NAYS—34 
Aiken Hayden Millikin 
Beall Hendrickson Morse 
Bennett Hennings Payne 
Bridges Hickenlooper Purtell 
Bush Humphrey Robertson 
Butler Ives Saltonstall 
Carlson Knowland Smith, Maine 
Cooper Kuchel Smith, N. J. 
Crippa Lehman Thye 
Dirksen Martin Wiley 
n McCarran 
Fulbright McCarthy 
NOT VOTING—21 

Bowring Duff Malone 
Bricker Eastland Neely 
Burke Flanders 

yrd Frear Reynolds 
Capehart Gillette Sparkman 
Cordon Kefauver Upton 
Douglas Kilgore Welker 


14507 


So Mr. MAYBANK’s amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which my 
amenameny was agreed to be reconsid- 
ered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I move to lay that motion on the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Texas to lay on the 
table the motion of the Senator from 
South Carolina, 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
ozor an amendment which I ask to have 
read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3 it is pro- 
posed to strike out all of lines 15 and 16. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
shall endeavor to make my explanation 
of the amendment very brief. The Sen- 
ate committee had already adopted an 
amendment as follows: 

Production for forces support: For as- 


sistance authorized by section 122, $35 mil- 
lion. 


I call attention to the fact that during 
the fiscal year i954, according to a re- 
port prepared and submitted by the staff 
of the Committee on Appropriations, the 
amended British aircraft program for 
fiscal 1954, including commodity sup- 
port attributed to the overall defense 
effort in general and the aircraft pro- 
gram in particular is as follows: 

Commodity aid under section 541 of the 
Mutual Security Act, $55 milion. 

Military air program allocations under 
section 552 of Mutual Security Act, $14 
million. 

Special aircraft program, $85 million. 

Offshore procurement, $103 million. 

Total, $257 million. 


In the item for general military assist- 
ance there is earmarked $162 million, 
less the pro rata cut on the amendment 
which has just been adopted, which I 
presume will bring the amount to about 
$150 million. This is earmarked for the 
United Kingdom, for general military 
assistance. Undoubtedly it includes 
money for the development of aircraft, 
along with other material and equip- 
ment. 

On a number of occasions I have called 
attention to one of the serious results 
of our foreign-aid programs. I refer to 
the questionable economic practice of 
financing foreign competition with our 
own industry. 

One of the glaring examples of the 
results of this practice is our own mining 
industry. We have seen how cheap- 
labor imports of materials from coun- 
tries whose mines we modernized and 
expanded through our grants-in-aid 
have forced our own mines to curtail 
operations or to shut down completely. 
I have pointed out time and again that 


14508 


our national security is being endan- 
gered when we are being forced to rely 
on uncertain foreign sources of supply 
for our imported minerals. 

During the past week a story pub- 
lished in the Washington Post and Times 
Herald points up the results of our fail- 
ure to control more rigidly the appro- 
priations and the manner in which our 
foreign-assistance programs are han- 
dled. This dispatch reports that Capital 
Air Lines has bought 37 more British- 
made turbo-prop passenger planes. 
With the three planes this airline had 
previously ordered, the total is raised to 
40. 

This is another case in which we have 
financed the construction of an economic 
guillotine for ourselves. It simply does 
not make sense to use our foreign aid to 
build up subsidized and nationalized in- 
dustries in other countries to the detri- 
ment of strategic industries in the United 
States; and there is no more strategic 
industry in the United States at this 
time than our aircraft industry. 

American commercial aircraft have 
been the best in the world for years— 
and they still are. They are used not 
only by our own operators, but also by 
most of the airlines of the world. 

The British have sought this market, 
and I have no quarrel with that. But I 
think it is outrageous to finance this 
competition, even indirectly. 

An investigation has been made by 
staff members of the Senate Committee 
on Appropriations into appropriations 
for the support of the Royal Air Force. 
A summary of the report shows the fol- 
lowing: 

First. The effect of the support which 
we are now gi the Royal Air Force 
is to enable the British Government to 
subsidize the development of commer- 
cial jet transports, both passenger and 
cargo, to compete with our own aircraft 
industry and international airlines. The 
sale of the 40 British turbo-prop planes 
to Capital Airlines makes it apparent 
that competition is already being felt by 
American plane and engine builders. 

Second. During the calendar year 
1953, the British Parliament reduced the 
national income-tax rate. In our fiscal 
year 1954 the British Government added 
to the subsidization of commercial jet 
aviation, but at the same time solicited 
and received from the United States in 
grant aid almost $300 million to assist in 
financing certain British aircraft con- 
tributions to the NATO air command 
and the procurement of aircraft for the 
British Royal Air Force. 

Third. Several of the British planes 
which we are financing under the Royal 
Air Force modernization plan are un- 
proved and still in the experimental 
state, It is a matter of common knowl- 
edge throughout the aircraft industry 
that all the fighters included in the plan 
are incapable of transonic or supersonic 
speed at level flight, and such has been 
the delay in their development and pro- 
duction that there seems to be no doubt 
that they will be obsolescent by the time 
they are all delivered to frontline 
squadrons. 

Fourth. The appropriation we are be- 
ing asked to vote is not true military aid. 
In reality it is additional economic as- 
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sistance to the United Kingdom in the 
form of budget support. All the evi- 
dence indicates that the financial gap in 
the Royal Air Force modernization pro- 
gram which the United States is being 
asked to meet is essentially a fiscal mat- 
ter. It represents the alleged overall 
shortfall in necessary British funds, and 
in its inception did not identify specific 
planes for specific purposes. The record 
also shows very clearly that in the ap- 
propriations for the United Kingdom in 
fiscal year 1954 it was the intent of the 
Congress to limit economic assistance to 
the United Kingdom to a maximum of 
$20 million. Do we propose to increase 
this by more than 10 times in fiscal 
year 1955? 

Fifth. If the British can afford mas- 
sive subsidies for the development of 
new civil jet transports, they do not need 
this additional economic aid to carry 
through their plan for the moderniza- 
tion of the Royal Air Force and compli- 
ance with their responsibilities to NATO. 

Sixth. If it is determined as a matter 
of high policy that we should furnish 
fighter aircraft to the Royal Air Force, 
there is a better way of doing it with 
greater benefit to the United States, and 
to our aircraft industry, than by financ- 
ing the production of untried British 
planes that in any event will so soon be 
second-rate. 

Mr. President, that completes the sum- 
marization of the staff report. 

I should now like to call attention 
briefly to an article which appeared in 
the August 16, 1954, issue of Time mag- 
azine, at page 90: 

Britain last week rolled out its first truly 
supersonic jet. * At the news, most of 
Britain’s newspapers went all out, claimed 
speeds of 1,000 miles per hour or better. 
Streamered the Daily Mail: “Fastest Yet— 
and British.” But some, remembering how 
few of Britain’s shiny prototypes ever see 
squadron service, were less enthusiastic. 
Said the Manchester Guardian: “The (Hawk- 
er) Hunter and the (Supermarine) Swift, 
according to Government statements 2 years 
ago, were going to be ‘the finest day fighters 
in the world.’ * * * But by midsummer of 
1954, only a few Hunters had reached squad- 
rons, and the Swifts were all grounded be- 
cause of technical troubles. By the time 
(the P-1) comes into general service, if it 
ever does, it, too, may be behind the 
best * * * the RAF would do better to con- 


centrate on fewer machines and get them 
into service faster. 


It is my contention that if the British 
can afford massive subsidies for the de- 
velopment of new civil jet transports, 
they do not need this additional eco- 
nomic aid to carry through their plan for 
the modernization of the Royal Air 
Force. As a matter of fact, if we elim- 
inate this appropriation, the Royal Air 
Force will not abandon its program. It 
will recognize self-interest, and go right 
ahead with it. This is one of the places 
where we can lift some of the burden 
from the backs of the American tax- 
payers. 

Mr. President, when this program was 
called to the attention of Governor Stas- 
sen, head of FOA, during the hearings, 
he said he knew nothing about the pro- 
gram, and had not read the report of 
the committee and its staff. It is almost 
incredible that the Director of FOA 
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would confess that he had no knowledge 
concerning the indirect appropriation, 
and the allotment of almost $200 million 
in the past fiscal year, to enable Britain 
to develop her commercial aircraft 
industry. 

I believe in cooperation with Britain, 
and I sincerely hope the United Kingdom 
will be successful in developing both her 
commercial and her military aircraft. 
But, at the same time, I think we should 
realize to what extent we are spending 
these billions of dollars abroad to help 
countries which have a very small na- 
tional debt as compared with ours— 
countries which are willing to cooperate 
primarily because they receive these 
financial handouts. 

I think with respect to this item, which 
was not included in the House appropria- 
tion bill, we should recognize that there 
will be probably $152 million made avail- 
able for the military defense program of 
the United Kingdom in other categories; 
and there are several of those covered 
within the pages of this bill. 

I appeal for support of my amend- 
ment, which would eliminate the item 
of $35 million allocated for the produc- 
tion for forces support. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. As a member of the 
committee on this side of the aisle, I wish 
to say that the Senator from Idaho is 
eminently correct. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I thank the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina, who was pres- 
ent during the hearings. When we asked 
several representatives of FOA about 
this item, there was a complete lack of 
authentic and accurate information jus- 
tifying this particular program. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
Idaho is eminently correct. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I must 
correct my good friend, the Senator from 
Idaho. Governor Stassen testified at 
considerable length on this program, and 
showed a very great familiarity with 
every aspect of it. 

This is not an involved matter at all. 
There have been two programs in prog- 
ress in order to build up the Royal Air 
Force, and at the same time get some 
benefits for the NATO line of defense. 
There is involved in the program an 
arrangement between our Air Force and 
the Royal Air Force, which has nothing 
to do with the pending bill. There is in 
this bill, however, an item of $35 million 
for the building of airplanes in Great 
Britain to be used as frontline fighters in 
Europe. General Gruenther testified at 
great length on the point, and he is 
extremely anxious about it. 

When the estimate first came before 
the committee, it was for $77 million. 
Later it was reduced to $70 million, 
When the conferees finished the author- 
ization bill, they provided a ceiling of 
not to exceed $35 million. 

The $35 million the Senator from 
Idaho proposes to strike out is made up 
entirely in the form of surplus com- 
modities. It is proposed to send those 
commodities to the United Kingdom. 
The British will then use their own cur- 
rency. They will use sterling for the 
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purpose of raising their air force budget 
over and above what they planned in 
the first instance, and they will be doing 
it specifically at the request of the 
Amercan military authorities. The 
Canberras, the Swifts, the Hawker- 
Hunters, and other planes may have had 
some defects in them several years ago, 
but it was testified that those planes 
were now proven. Certainly General 
Gruenther testified he wants these 
planes as front-line fighters. We are 
expected to spend $35 million in surplus 
commodities, and in return the British 
budget will be increased by that amount 
for the building and the acquisition of 
airplanes for use on the NATO line in 
Europe. 

What is the alternative? We can 
build those airplanes here and send 
them, along with our own pilots, to Brit- 
ain. As between the two alternatives, I 
would prefer that the airplanes be built 
over there, using agricultural commodi- 
ties as sort of counterfunds, and let them 
supply their own pilots. It will ease the 
burden upon this country that much. 

If it is going to be argued that this is 
a subsidy to the British aircraft industry, 
I suppose that general line could be 
spelled out on nearly every item one may 
encounter in the bill, on the theory that 
if that amount of money should be 
made available to the British budget, 
they would be able to release funds and 
use them for British aircraft. 

The fact of the matter is that our 
military authorities want these planes, 
and they see an opportunity both to put 
them on the NATO frontline and at the 
same time get rid of $35 million worth 
of our surplus commodities. 

Mr. President, the amendment ought 
to be rejected. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, be- 
fore some of the Senators leave, I should 
like to make a statement. I have had 
a number of requests as to the program 
for the rest of the day and for Monday. 
As soon as action on the final passage 
of the bill has been completed, I do 
not plan to ask for a night session 
tonight. The Senate then, under its 
prior order, will stand in recess until 
10 o’clock Monday morning. The Senate 
will remain in session in order that Sen- 
ators may request matters to be printed 
in the RECORD. 

Awaiting action are a number of 
House amendments to Senate bills, and 
the concurrence of the Senate in those 
amendments is requested. Immediately 
following final action on the pending ap- 
propriation bill, we plan to call up those 
measures for vote. Other than that, 
there will be no other voting tonight. 

On Monday—and again I call this to 
the attention of the Senator from North 
Dakota, although I have discussed it with 
him privately—we shall have the three 
contempt citations: Calendar No. 1827, 
Senate Resolution 280; Calendar No. 
1828, Senate Resolution 282; and Calen- 
dar No. 1829, Senate Resolution 281; 
they will be ready for action on Monday. 

But at 10 o’clock on Monday, when 
the Senate convenes, we shall have a call 
of the calendar, beginning at the end 
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of the last calendar call. However, fol- 
lowing that, we shall have a call of the 
bills at the beginning of the calendar, 
and shall gothrough them. That will be 
the first order of business on Monday. 
Then we shall be able to see which meas- 
ures are passed during the call of the 
calendar, and which ones remain to be 
acted on. 

Thereafter, on Monday, we shall con- 
sider the contempt-citation resolutions. 

Then we shall have two more of the 
anti-Communist bills: Calendar No. 
1834, Senate bill 3428, the defense facili- 
ties bill; and Calendar No. 1833, House 
bill 9580, the espionage bill. 

Then we shall take up Calendar 2261, 
Senate bill 2631, to prohibit the pay- 
ment of governmental retirement bene- 
fits to persons convicted of certain of- 
fenses—including the Alger Hiss matter. 

That will be followed by Calendar 2223, 
House bill 7130, the citizenship bill. I 
think those bills will fairly well fill our 
program on Monday. 

On Tuesday, I hope we shall have the 
conference report on the supplemental 
appropriations bill, the conference re- 
port on the farm bill, and the conference 
report on the atomic energy bill. 

If we are fortunate in each instance— 
which I cannot guarantee, of course, al- 
though I have hopes that we shall be, 
and that at least 2 out of 3 of those con- 
ference reports will be ready for action 
on Tuesday 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from California 
yield to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the dis- 
tinguished majority leader gets through 
early on Monday with his program for 
that day, and if he then is looking for 
another bill to have the Senate take up, 
I wonder whether it will be possible to 
have the Senate consider at that time 
the railroad retirement bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. There is some in- 
dication that possibly that measure 
might pass during the call of the calen- 
dar, or that perhaps over the weekend 
an area of agreement might be found 
for some amendments which might be 
offered during the call of the calendar, 
and that the amendments might be ac- 
cepted by both sides, and thus we might 
solve the problem. But that I do not 
know. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Assuming 
that does not happen, then, after the call 
of the calendar is completed, if it did 
not appear that consideration of the 
railroad retirement bill would involve too 
much opposition, could not the bill be 
taken up at that time? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It is one of the bills 
we have under consideration. There 
are, of course, others, including the un- 
employment reserves bill. 

Let me assure the distinguished mi- 
nority leader that there is no attempt 
on my part to avoid taking up the rail- 
road retirement bill, but we have a great 
many other important bills to deal with. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I understand 
that, and I am not trying to press the 
Senator from California about it. But 
since he has listed the bills that he might 
wish to have the Senate take up on Mon- 
day, I was hoping he would include in 
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the list to be taken up on Monday, the 
railroad retirement bill—if it is not 
passed during the calendar call—so that 
all Senators would be on notice. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me say to the 
distinguished Senator from Texas that, 
as I am sure he knows, when the ma- 
jority leader reaches this point in the 
session, different persons have different 
ideas regarding which bills should re- 
ceive high priority. If the Senator from 
Texas will bear with me, we shall try to 
meet this problem, and meet it as early 
in the week as possible. 

If we can complete the calendar call 
on Monday, I think we may have some 
pleasant surprises. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The distinguished 
senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin], the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Public Works, several weeks ago 
reported the omnibus flood-control bill. 
Congress has not acted on a bill of that 
type for approximately 4 years. Can the 
majority leader inform us whether it 
will be possible to have that bill brought 
up next week? I am sorry I do not re- 
call the calendar number of the bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think it is on the 
list before me; it is Calendar No. 2026, 
House bill 9859, the public works bill. 
But again I was merely indicating the 
Monday program, because obviously the 
measures we can handle on Monday will 
depend to some extent on the facility 
and speed with which we are able to 
handle some of the bills I have already 
listed. 

Last evening, in connection with the 
social-security bill with the cooperation 
of the distinguished minority leader— 
and his cooperation was particularly 
valuable—and with the cooperation of 
other Senators, including the distin- 
guished Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse], we were able to enter into a 
unanimous-consent agreement which 
seemed to work very well; the time was 
divided, with half an hour being avail- 
able on each amendment, and with the 
time on the bill itself divided equally. 

So perhaps next week, by means of 
similar cooperation on the part of Sen- 
ators on both sides of the aisle, we may 
be able to achieve excellent progress in 
the case of many of the other bills, and 
may be able to move along expeditiously 
and reach the public-works bill and a 
number of the other bills which have 
been mentioned. That will certainly be 
my objective, and I shall seek to achieve 
it. I know I shall receive from Senators 
on the other side of the aisle the cooper- 
ation we have been able to have to date. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator from 
California yield to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
What is the plan in regard to action on 
Calendar No. 2010, House bill 7774, the 
9 Government employees’ pay 

? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is another 
bill which will be included in the cal- 
endar call. It is entirely possible that 
during the calendar call, amendments 
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which might change the situation re- 
garding that measure might be pro- 
posed. Again, that is one of the bills 
in which a considerable amount of in- 
terest has been expressed by Senators 
on both sides of the aisle, and also on 
the outside, as the distinguished Sena- 
tor from South Carolina knows. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
ask the question because the last time 
the question arose, the Senator from 
California said he would take up the 
bill with the majority policy commit- 
tee, and that he would let me know. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That bill and a 
good many others were mentioned dur- 
ing the discussions today. With the ex- 
ception of the Monday schedule, we have 
not finally cleared the other bills, be- 
cause we thought there would be an op- 
portunity, in the case of a good many of 
them—and in that connection I may re- 
fer to the bill relating to Reserve offi- 
cers, as well as bills dealing with other 
subjects—to have some arrangements 
made over the weekend, and that per- 
haps certain amendments which would 
appear to both sides to be reasonable 
might be suggested, and thus it would 
be possible for certain of those bills to 
be passed during the calendar call. 

As soon as the calendar call is over, 
on Monday, another meeting of the ma- 
jority policy committee has been sched- 
uled; and at that time we can consider 
the program thereafter. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That bill was called during the last cal- 
endar call, and was passed at that time, 
but subsequently was reconsidered, and 
was returned to the calendar. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 
But at the time of that calendar call, no 
amendments to the bill were available 
or ready. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Cali- 
fornia yield to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Let me 
inquire about the school-construction 
bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It is on the list of 
possibilities. But, again, that will de- 
pend on the progress we are able to make 
on the bills that come ahead of it. 

We have a great many bills of great 
importance. I almost hesitate to name 
some, for fear that would seem to indi- 
cate that they would have priority over 
others. In this connection, I might re- 
fer to the Colorado River bill, the bill 
dealing with the Missouri Basin, and 
bills dealing with compacts between 
States in connection with such matters. 
There are many other bills that are im- 
portant to particular regions, particular 
areas, or particular Senators. We are 
trying to do the best we can with the 
problems which confront us. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from California 
yield again to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I should 
like to make a suggestion to the major- 
ity leader. I believe it would be helpful 
if he and the majority policy committee 
would prepare a list of the bills which 
they are anxious to have acted on before 
the time of adjournment arrives, and 
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then would give me an opportunity to re- 
view those bills with the Members on this 
side of the aisle—in the hope that per- 
haps we could reach agreement on a time 
A on debate on all the so-called must 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not like to 
use the word “must” as applied to bills, 
but rather “priority legislation.” 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am using 
the word “must” bills. If the majority 
leader feels they must be taken up and 
we must be subjected to voting on them, 
it is a “must,” so far as I am concerned. 
If the Senator can give us a list of the 
bills which he plans to bring up, I think 
we can reach some agreement as to 
time. There may be some bills as to 
which Members on this side would not 
make an agreement, but on many of 
them I am sure we could do as we did 
on the social security bill and save time, 
enabling us to recess at the earliest pos- 
sible date. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR MUTUAL 
SECURITY 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 10051) making ap- 
propriations for mutual security for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
do not want to let go unchallenged the 
statement of the Senator from Illinois 
that the purpose of this amendment, the 
deletion of these funds, is to force the 
production of NATO military planes in 
this country instead of in Britain. The 
purpose of the Senator from Idaho is 
to seek the continued cooperation of the 
United Kingdom in making available 
some of the military planes, but to do so 
at the expense of that country instead 
of our being expected to furnish the 
funds for construction of military planes 
so that Britain may divert other funds 
to subsidize its commercial aircraft in- 
dustry. I want the record to show that, 
because I have no desire whatsoever to 
force the discontinuance of the con- 
struction of military planes for NATO by 
the United Kingdom. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I should 
like to be heard in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Idaho. My remarks are addressed par- 
ticularly to Senators who are interested 
in the disposal of surplus agricultural 
commodities. 

I read from the testimony of Mr. Stas- 
sen, page 122 of the hearings: 

We are doing another interesting thing. 
You are correct as to our emphasis on the 
RAF. In other words, we feel that the RAF 
is a force of proven elite fighters. They are 
the third best air force in the world from 
the standpoint of power. With all of our 
bases around there, we want a powerful RAF 
for United States security reasons. We are 
helping to build the RAF and we are doing 
it in an interesting way. 

We are using United States agricultural 
products. In other words, in this program 
we are asking for another $75 million to back 
the RAF, and we propose to do it not with 
dollars, but by shipping them $75 million 
more of agricultural products which they, 
having taken off rationing, consulted their 
own people, picked up their own pound ster- 
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ling for the food, put the money behind the 
RAF. 


I really feel it is a method of working out 
a strengthened defense program with the 
United States asset. 

Senator THYE. May I have information of 
what type of agricultural commodities will 
be made available? 

Mr. Strassen. It will be meat and butter 
and cottonseed oil and cotton and wheat, 
maybe some corn, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
DworsHak]. [Putting the question.] 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
request a division. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
was asking for recognition. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin has sought rec- 
ognition, and the Chair recognizes him. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I understood the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. DworsHaxk] to 
ask for a division, and I am wondering 
if the division will come after the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin speaks. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I shall be glad to 
yield the floor to enable the Senate to 
vote. However, I have been yielding to 
Senators for 2 hours. I am a half hour 
overdue on work which I must do. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I can understand, 
and I appreciate the Senator’s yielding 

me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Chair to understand that the Senator 
from Wisconsin is willing to yield for 
the purpose of having a vote on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Idaho, with the understanding that he 
will not lose the floor? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I shall be glad to 
do that. Mr. President, several other 
Senators have asked me to refrain from 
the short 5-minute speech I intend to 
make until they bring up their amend- 
ments. I thought I could do that. How- 
ever, I find that 5 minutes on an amend- 
ment generally runs to half an hour, so 
after yielding for the division, I wish 
to make a very brief comment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. DworsHak]. A division has 
been requested. 

On a division, the amendment was re- 
jected. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
know the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
Lonc] has a very important amendment 
to bring up, and ordinarily I would wait 
until that amendment had been disposed 
of before making my remarks. However, 
I have a few very brief remarks to make 
before the Senator’s amendment comes 
up. I shall try to keep within 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, we are voting money 
tonight for the prosecution of a war 
which started 106 years ago. That war 
was declared in 1848. For the first 69 
years of that war very little progress was 
made by theenemy. The declaration was 
made by Karl Marx. Not until 1917, 
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when the Kaiser sent seven Communists, 
headed by Nikolai Lenin, into Russia, did 
they make much progress. However, in 
100 days those 7 Communists headed by 
Lenin took over a nation of 180 million 
people. 

Very little progress was made until 
1945. From 1917 to 1945 the figure re- 
mained at 180 million. From 1945 until 
the first of 1953 the figure increased to 
800 million people. 

We should keep in mind that the en- 
tire world population, according to the 
latest estimate, is about 2,300,000,000. 
So 800 million is approaching one-half 
of the world's population. Nearly one- 
half the world’s population is in chains. 

From the first of 1953 until a few 
weeks ago, again very little progress was 
made, insofar as numbers of people in 
chains were concerned, but a few weeks 
ago we saw an additional 12 million peo- 
ple and a fairly sizable area of the earth's 
surface in Indochina go behind the Iron 
Curtain. 

The question ‘s, Why are we losing this 
war? We are paying for it tonight. We 
are about to vote money for it. Why are 
we losing it? It is perhaps because the 
money is improperly used. 

In that connection I invite the at- 
tention of the Senate to one of the most 
unusual orders I have ever heard of dur- 
ing my service in the Senate. When I 
was campaigning against my Democrat 
friends, I condemned them for secrecy. 
If my Republican friends engage in the 
same type of secrecy, I have no choice 
but to discuss that, also. 

Here is an order dated March 26, 1954. 
This order is 3 pages long, and I should 
like to have it inserted in toto in the 
Recorp at this point. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right.to object, will the Senator 
from Wisconsin explain to us where the 
order corres from, and who the author 
of the order is, and summarize for us its 
contents? 

8 Mr. McCARTHY. I shall be glad to 
0 50. 

The order comes from Mr. Harold 
Stassen, the head of the organization for 
which we are voting money tonight. 
The date is March 26. It provides that 
when the Presidential secrecy order—the 
order of Truman, and the order of Mr. 
Eisenhower—failed to cover a certain 
situation—ir other words, when security 
matters are not involved—nevertheless 
the agency can classify something “For 
official use only,” and that will keep the 
information from the Congress, and 
from the American people. 

Let me read paragraph 6 of this or- 
der. It would be unbelievable, almost, 
except that it is a matter of cold record. 

Paragraph 6. Here is the information 
that Congress cannot get even though 
we are voting approximately $3 billion 
for this organization. 

6. Information pertaining to administra- 
tive, organization, personnel, fiscal or oper- 
ating policies, procedures and plans where 
temporary protection prior to firm establish- 
ment is in the public interest. 


In other words, they say, “We will not 
give Congress information about person- 
nel, organization, administration, oper- 
ating policies, procedures, and plans.” 
There is added the clause, as protection, 
“where it is in the public interest.” 
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The order covers about everything that 
can be covered. 

I hand the order to the Senator from 
Oregon. He has been a very active crit- 
ic of secrecy in government, so I think he 
might be interested in this because of 
the huge amount of money we are voting 
for this organization. 

Mr. MORSE. Of course, as the Sen- 
ator knows, as a matter of courtesy I 
would not object to have any Senator 
offering at any time what in his judg- 
ment ought to be put into the RECORD. 
I hope the Senator understands that. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I understand that. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like, however, 
to ask a question or two about this docu- 
ment. 

Am I to understand that it is the posi- 
tion of the Senator from Wisconsin that 
Mr. Stassen, under the heading of “Pro- 
cedures for the Protection of Certain 
Non-defense Information, a Foreign 
Operations Administration Manual,” is 
seeking to keep from the Congress, and 
I assume from the press 

Mr. McCARTHY. Correct—— 

Mr. MORSE. Information about the 
operation of this public agency of Gov- 
ernment which is not classified informa- 
tion? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me put it this 
way: I take the position we have been 
losing this war over the past number of 
years even though we have been voting 
whatever has been asked. The ques- 
tion is, why? I feel it is because the 
money is improperly spent. Now we 
suddenly find a new order telling us we 
can have no knowledge of how it is spent. 

I feel we should not vote money for 
an organization which has been failing 
so miserably and which now says “Con- 
gress cannot know anything about our 
organization. We will take the money. 
We will keep everything secret.” 

I think that is ten times important, 
in view of the constant reports we get 
on incompetence, overstaffing, and the 
type of debris which there is in some of 
the FOA offices. I may say, in fairness 
to some of the individuals in FOA, I 
think there are some outstanding peo- 
ple who are even more disturbed than I 
am about this secrecy, incompetence, 
and debris piling up in the FOA. 

Mr. MORSE. May I ask one more 
question as a matter of reservation, and 
then I shall not object. 

Am I to understand what the Senator 
from Wisconsin alleges with respect to 
the document is that it is an example of 
Government by secrecy in FOA, operated 
by Mr. Stassen? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Correct.. And this 
is just the beginning, I am afraid. We 
are heading more and more toward 
complete secrecy in government. 

For a while we had secrecy under the 
guise that it involved security. Here we 
have the head of an organization with 
no Presidential authority—I am sure 
Mr. Eisenhower does not know about 
this—but by fiat, issuing an order. 

Mr. MORSE. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CASE 
in the chair). Is there objection? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Reserving the 
right to object—and I shall not object— 
I wish to make one observation. 

I believe this matter was brought up 
in a conversation with Mr. Stassen be- 
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fore the committee. It is my under- 
standing that this order related only to 
that period when the reorganization was 
being considered, and that Mr. Stassen 
did not intend it to apply permanently, 
after they had decided on various mat- 
ters that were in process. I believe I 
recall his telling me and other members 
of the committee that the manual was 
not intended to do anything other than 
to stop the leaks out of his organization, 
pending a final decision on matters 
which he was considering in the reor- 
ganization of his agency. 

I do not wish to get into a big argu- 
ment defending Mr. Stassen and the 
FOA, although I think he has done a 
good job in cutting down personnel. He 
certainly has done so with regard to the 
personnel abroad, and that matter is 
covered in the hearings before our 
committee. 

By and large, I would say Mr. Stassen 
has done a very good job in reorganizing 
his agency. I never was conscious of 
being deprived of any information with 
respect to the operations of the agency. 

Mr. McCARTHY. May I point out 
to the Senator from Arkansas that he is 
completely, 100 percent in error? He 
has, I am sure, inadvertently misstated 
the facts. If he would care to have the 
written record, at which time Mr. Stas- 
sen was asked about it, I have it. He 
may have it. 

I think the Senator from Arkansas 
should go over this record and inform 
the Senate that he was in error. As I 
say, I feel sure that the Senator was in- 
advertently in error. I am sure he 
would not even remotely misstate the 
subject. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois reserves the right 
to object. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Does the Senator 
want the record? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have the record. 
All I know is what I read in the record. 
On page 45, when the colloquy was going 
on, I was presiding in the committee, 
and Mr. Stassen had this to say: 

It is not a classified document. It is a 
general manual that was distributed world- 
wide in all executive branch agencies. 


Then, when Mr. Stassen referred to 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon- 
sin, he said, “He can get a thousand of 
them if he wishes them,” meaning copies 
of the manual. 

There is one other thing. The record 
of personnel is in the hearings. Any- 
body who wants to read it will find it 
there. 

Mr. Stassen, I must say, was respon- 
sive to every question that was asked. 
I thought he was an excellent witness. 
I saw no inhibitions. I saw no with- 
holding of data. So I am a little dis- 
tressed to be forced to disagree with my 
friend from Wisconsin; but I know what 
the record is, Mr. President. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator 
yield to me? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. McCARTHY. May I say to the 
Senator from Illinois, despite the deep 
respect I have for his ability, I am afraid 
he is in error. The senior Senator from 
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New Hampshire ordered Mr. Stassen to 
give the committee a list of the materials 
which our allies were shipping to Com- 
munist bloc nations, but which we 
would not allow American citizens to 
ship to those nations. In other words, 
the Senator from New Hampshire re- 
quested a list of things we considered 
strategic but which other countries did 
not bar from shipment to Communist 
bloc nations. 

Mr. Stassen promised that he would 
have that information—TI believe the rec- 
ord will show—the following morning, 
or thereabouts. That is quite a few 
mornings ago. 

The only letter he wrote on the sub- 
ject was dated July 22, in which he talks 
about tractors and industrial diamonds. 
I had pointed out to Mr. Stassen that 
the United Kingdom was shipping to 
Russia enough industrial diamonds to 
enable Russia to have a stockpile which 
would last for 20 years, and that if Rus- 
sia did not have those industrial dia- 
monds she could not wage war, because 
her machine-tool industry would die 
overnight. Not only did Mr. Stassen fail 
to give us the list of materials, but he 
made this statement: 

Industrial diamonds are on the interna- 
tional embargo list as well as the Battle Act 
embargo list. They are, of course, one of 
the terms on which the most active smug- 
gling attempts are made. 


He does not say so in so many words, 
but the inference is that diamonds, which 
are necessary to the Communist nations’ 
war efforts, were smuggled into Russia. 
He is not telling the truth. He knows 
he is not telling the truth. He knows 
that the United Kingdom, Great Britain, 
allowed and sponsored the shipment of 
industrial diamonds to Russia over the 
past number of years, so that Russia 
now has a stockpile which will enable 
her to wage war. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I am not through. 
I have not yielded. 

I mention this to the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] in view of his 
statement that he thought Mr. Stassen 
was a truthful, forthright witness. No. 
1, he said, “I will give you tomorrow 
morning”—he may not have said “to- 
morrow morning,” he may have said “or 
thereabouts”; but I believe he said “to- 
morrow morning”—“a list of materials 
that our allies’—the ones we are giv- 
ing money to tonight— are shipping to 
the Communist-bloc nations.” He said 
he could give us that information. Up 
until this morning he has not done so. 

I may say, with reference to industrial 
diamonds, that the record is clear that 
it is not a case of smuggling any more 
than the rubber going into Communist- 
bloc nations is smuggled. 

The Senator from Illinois talked 
about the forthrightness of Mr. Stassen. 
He was asked about the shipment of ma- 
terials to Indochina. I cannot find the 
quotation at the moment, but the Sena- 
tor will recall that he said, in effect, that 
not much additional was being shipped. 
I do not have the date, but, anyway, a 
few days later, after he was before our 
committee, he did not say in so many 
words that we were increasing the al- 
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lowance to our friends so that they could 
ship more materials to Communist-bloc 
nations, but, a short time after he testi- 
fied we have a story emanating from his 
department, as follows: 

In Greece, what we have agreed to is that 
as from August 16— 


And he testified after August 16, I be- 
lieve— 
the present embargo list will be reduced one- 
third, from about 250 to 170 items, and the 


quantitative control list very drastically cut 
from 90 to 20. 


I invite the Senator’s attention to the 
fact that none of this information was 
given to the Appropriations Committee. 
Mr. Stassen had it at the time. He knew 
we were looking for the information. So 
I say to the very able Senator from Illi- 
nois that when he says Stassen was an 
honorable man and was telling us all the 
facts, Mr. Stassen apparently had an ex- 
tremely bad memory, one of the worst 
of which I have ever heard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. President, I may say to my 
friend from Wisconsin, and I do not mean 
to be unkind, that I was in attendance at 
the hearing every day, every hour, every 
minute when there was any testimony 
going on, and on the basis of dealing with 
all the witnesses over that period of time 
I must reaffirm my statement that Gov- 
ernor Stassen was a forthright and a 
complete witness. I would do him a dis- 
service if I said otherwise. 

I think he said in the hearing that it 
would be necessary to confer with the 
Department of Commerce. I am sure 
there is money in this bill for personnel 
with reference to the whole control pro- 
cedure relating to the shipment of stra- 
tegic and critical materials going be- 
hind the Iron Curtain. 

Finally, there is a letter of July 22 in 
which he sets forth in some detail the 
quantities for a period of 2 years. That 
information was adequate, I think for 
the members of the committee, and, be- 
ing a member of the committee, I was 
sure when we had Governor Stassen be- 
fore us some time ago when there was 
testimony on East-West trade and trade 
between the free world and the Soviet 
nation and the Soviet satellites, that he 
was very cooperative. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 
statement which Mr. Stassen made ap- 
pears on page 50. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I should like 
to point out some testimony appearing 
at page 50 of the hearings, which I read: 

Senator McCarruy. Let me ask you this, 
Governor. Is there any reason why this 
committee, which is being asked to appro- 
priate billions of dollars, should not know 
what our allies are shipping to the enemy? 

Mr. Stassen. The committee can have any 
information they wish in our entire organi- 
zation. That has always been our rule. 

Senator McCartuy. If the Chair orders or 
requests it, will you give that list? 

Mr. Strassen. Certainly. 

Senator McCarruy. In other words, we can 
now get the list. Mr. Reporter, will you 
make sure we have this accurate? .We now 
can get from your department a list of the 
materials which we carry as strategic war 
materials, but which the allies, who are be- 
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ing financed by us, are still shipping to Com- 
munist bloc nations? 

Mr. Srassen. Senator, you shifted the 
question in your usual manner. There are 
no such items. 


Mr. President, there is one other item 
which I think should be brought to the 
attention of the Senate in connection 
with the document which the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Morse] has in his 
hand. I read from page 44 of the 
hearings: 

One of the things designated “For official 
use only,” information pertaining to admin- 
istrative, organization, personnel, fiscal or 
operating policies, procedures, and plans 
where temporary protection prior to firm 
establishment is in the public interest. 


In other words, there is a prohibition 
against giving the committee informa- 
tion during the course of negotia- 
tions 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 
Senator said I misstated the RECORD. 
Does the Senator claim I incorrectly 
read it? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, in 
fairness to me I think we should have 
the Official Reporter read back exactly 
what I quoted. In fairness to the Sen- 
ate, and in view of the fact that the 
Senator said-I misstated that paragraph, 
I think the Official Reporter should read 
exactly what I said. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the Official Reporter read- 
ing what was said? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Reserving the right to 
object—I withdraw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the Official Reporter reading 
what the Senator from Wisconsin said? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Arizona made a rather 
serious intimation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. While 
the Official Reporter who took the notes 
is being sent for, the Chair will inquire 
if there is any objection to the request 
of the Senator from Wisconsin that cer- 
tain documents be placed in the RECORD. 

Mr. MORSE. I am reserving the right 
to object. I have 2 or 3 questions. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I ask unanimous 
consent that we proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to proceeding by recognizing 
the Senator from Oregon for the pur- 
pose of asking the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin some questions? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would this 
not be a good time to bring up my 
amendment? [Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. The 
Chair cannot permit that at this time. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am say- 
ing this for the benefit of the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], because I 
think that in his reply to the Senator 
from Wisconsin he made the argument 
that this document is not a classified 
document and was not offered by Mr. 
Stassen as a classified document. It is 
not my understanding that the Senator 
from Wisconsin contends it is a classi- 
fied document. 

Mr. McCARTHY. No. 

Mr. MORSE. I think the Senator 
from Illinois merely misunderstood the 
Senator from Wisconsin. I understand 
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that what the Senator is criticizing is 
that, in his opinion, Mr. Stassen issued a 
set of instructions to be binding upon his 
staff relative to procedures for the pro- 
tection of certain defense information 
which he labels information for official 
use only, and by laying down these rules 
or regulations he, in effect, sets up a pat- 
tern of government by secrecy. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is 100-percent 
correct, and I am disturbed by it, be- 
cause it may prove to be a pattern. If 
Mr. Stassen can do that when he is ad- 
ministering some $3 billion, another de- 
partment can do the same. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ar- 
kansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT] stated that in 
his testimony Mr. Stassen assured the 
committee that this document was to be 
applicable only for a period of the or- 
ganization of FOA. I do not know what 
the facts are. I have only read the docu- 
ment. But does the Senator from Wis- 
consin agree with me that there is noth- 
ing in the document which says it is to 
be applicable for only the period of the 
organization of the FOA? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Not only is the 
Senator from Oregon correct, but the 
Senator from Arkansas is completely in 
error. What he stated is completely 
contrary to the fact. 

I have offered to hand him the testi- 
mony of Mr. Stassen, so that he could 
tell me where Mr. Stassen made the 
statement. The Senator from Arkansas 
sits in his seat, reading a newspaper. 
He hears everything I am saying. He 
knows that if what he has said is true, 
then he can take the official transcript 
of the hearings and read to us wherein 
Mr. Stassen made the statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the junior 
Senator from Wisconsin that a certain 
document be printed in the Recorp? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The document is as follows: 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS ADMINISTRATION MANUAL 
Subject: Procedures for the protection of 
certain nondefense information, 
Transmittal letter No. General-37. 
Effective date, March 26, 1954. 
I. POLICY 

In accordance with agency policy, it is the 
responsibility of all employees to protect 
certain types of nondefense information 
which are not properly classifiable under Ex- 
ecutive Order 10501 and existing security 
regulations. To accomplish this, such mate- 
rial shall be labeled “Official use only” in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of this order. 
However, care shall be exercised whenever 
the designation “Official use only” is uti- 
lized to avoid improper and unnecessary use 
of this protective device. 

H. CHANGE OF DESIGNATION 

A. As the occasion demands, all material 
now designated as Restricted will either be 
designated as Confidential or higher, if it 
meets the provisions of Executive Order 
10501; be completely declassified; or, if it 
meets the criteria outlined in III. A., below, 
designated “Official use only.” 

III. DEFINITION 

A. The designation “Official use only” shall 
be used on documents which do not require 
safeguarding in the interest of national de- 
fense (Executive Order 10501) but which 
require protection such as those containing 
information falling within the following 
categories: 

1. Information obtained from business 
concerns which FOA is required by law to 
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protect; for example, confidential informa- 
tion on profits and losses and trade secrets 
(see 18 U. S. C. 1905). 

2. Information pertaining to pending suits 
by or against the United States Government. 

3. Information, the disclosure of which 
might adversely affect negotiations by FOA 
with nongovernmental institutions, inter- 
national agencies, private companies, or for- 
eign Governments by affecting prospective 
contracts, supply, prices, transportation, cost 
of storage facilities, or the like. 

4. Information about pending investiga- 
tions of allegations concerning employees or 
companies. 

5. Information about an employee or ap- 
plicant, the indiscriminate distribution of 
which might result in unwarranted injury 
to the individual. 

6. Information pertaining to administra- 
tive, organization, personnel, fiscal, or oper- 
ating policies, procedures and plans where 
temporary protection prior to firm estab- 
lishment is in the public interest. 


IV. PREPARATION 


A. Persons designated by existing security 
regulations to classify material are author- 
ized to determine the protection of material 
under this instruction. 

B. Documents designated official use only 
will be so stamped at the top and bottom 
of each page of the document. If the docu- 
ment is permanently fastened or bound, the 
designation will also be stamped or printed 
on the cover. 

C. Rubber stamps bearing the caption 
“Official Use Only” may be requisitioned 
through the Supply Section, Administrative 
Services, : 

V. STORAGE 

A. Information designated “Official use 
only,” except for cablegrams, when not in 
use shall be stored in a steel cabinet pro- 
vided with a pushbutton type of locking de- 
vice, a steel desk provided with a lock or a 
container of comparable security. 

B. Cablegrams designated “Official use 
only” when not in use shall be stored in a 
steel lock-bar cabinet or a three-way com- 
bination safe. 

C. Cablegrams previously designated “Re- 
stricted” when not in use shall be stored in 
the same manner as “Official use only” cable- 
grams. 

VI. TRANSMISSION 

A. Information designated “Official use 
only” may be transmitted in a single en- 
velope through the regular messenger sys- 
tem of FOA or other Government depart- 
ments, and in a single envelope through the 
regular United States mail within the con- 
tinental limits of the United States. 

B. Information designated “official use 
only” being transmitted to overseas missions 
or posts shall be enclosed in a single envelope 
which will bear the caption “Official Use 
Only.” This information will be forwarded 
by Department of State pouch. 

C. Occasionally it will be necessary in the 
interest of speed to send official use only 
information by cable. Where this method is 
used, the cable cannot be handled by for- 
eign service local employees. (This rule ex- 
ists for reasons of code security.) Transmis- 
sion of official use only material by cable 
should be avoided and airgrams used in 
place of cables whenever possible. 


VII. RELEASE TO PERSONS OUTSIDE THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH 


A. Official use only information may be 
released upon authorization of an office 
director, or higher authority, when in his 
opinion the conditions which justified the 
original designation, as outlined in III, A, 
above, no longer prevail. 

B. Consideration should be given in deter- 
mining whether information should be re- 
leased to the applicability of 18 U. S. C. 1905 
(see par. III. A. I. above) and to the possibility 
that other divisions within FOA or other 
Federal agencies may be affected by the re- 
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lease. In such cases clearance should be ob- 
tained from the other divisions or agencies. 
VIII. RULE OF REFERENCE 

A. A cablegram making reference to an- 
other cablegram designated “Official use 
only” must be designated “Official use only” 
unle:s in the interest of national defense, as 
specified in Executive Order 10501, the con- 
tent justifies a greater degree of protection. 
Note: Reference in this instance is defined as 
the act of referring by number, symbol, date, 
or in any way which will reveal the subject 
matter of a cablegram previously designated 
as “Official use only.” 

B. In addition to the designation “Official 
use only” the United States Department of 
State will use the designation “limited of- 
cial use.” 

C. An FOA cablegram making reference 
to a Department of State cablegram desig- 
nated “Limited official use” will be designated 
“Official use only” unless in the interest of 
national defense the content justifies a 
greater degree of protection. 

D. With the exception of cablegrams, 
each document, when required, shall be as- 
signed the designation “Official use only” on 
the basis of its own content and not ac- 
cording to its relationship to another docu- 
ment. 

E. An FOA cablegram making reference 
to a cablegram previously designated Re- 
stricted” will be designated “Official use only” 
unless in the interest of national defense 
the content justifies a greater degree of pro- 
tection. 

IX. DESTRUCTION 

A. Nonrecord official use only material will 
be destroyed in the same manner provided 
for in section 10 of the security regulations 
for the destruction of classified material. A 
record of the destruction of such material 
is not required. 

X. ACCESS BY FOREIGN SERVICE LOCAL EMPLOYEES 

A. Foreign Service local employees may 
have access to official use only documents, 
except cables, when in the judgment of the 
principal officers such access is required in 
the performance of their duty and would not 
endanger the orderly operation of the agency, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A re- 
quest by the junior Senator from Wis- 
consin is pending, which was set aside 
by unanimous consent until the Offi- 
cial Reporter might return to the Cham- 
ber. Is it the desire of the Senator from 
Wisconsin to proceed? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I will proceed un- 
til the Official Reporter returns and 
reads the paragraph to which the Sena- 
tor from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, has the 
Senator from Wisconsin completed his 
speech? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I shall have fin- 
ished in a few minutes. When I began, 
I said I would speak for 5 minutes; but 
that was about 20 minutes ago. I shall 
finish in about 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, when we vote for this 
aid; when we read that other strategic 
materials, including rubber and indus- 
trial diamonds are being reduced in num- 
ber from 250 to 170 for other nations, 
but not for the United States mer- 
chants—and we should remember that 
our businessmen cannot ship those ma- 
terials to the Communist bloc nations, 
although our allies can—we should recall 
that an Army communique of September 
10, of last year, said there were more 
than 900 young men who were, as of that 
date, prisoners of war, or rather who 
were known to have been living and were 
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prisoners of war, unaccounted for, as to 
whom our Army rightfully asked for an 
accounting. There was the usual nose 
thumbing insult on the part of the 
enemy. Two days later, I believe it was, 
as Senators may recall, on September 12, 
Red China announced that she had 32 
airmen who were shot down over Man- 
churia, and that she would treat them 
as prisoners of war. 

The figure of 900 has been revised 
downward, but not the figure of 32. 

So as of tonight, August 14, 1954, when 
we are voting billions of dollars to our 
allies, who in turn are shipping materials 
to the Communist bloc of nations and 
to Red China—tonight, at 5 minutes of 7, 
on the 14th of August, 1954, we know 
there are in Communist blood-stained 
dungeons, being brain-washed, American 
young men, not missing-in-action cases, 
but young men who are known to have 
been living prisoners of the enemy. At 
the same time, the Senate, with no re- 
strictions being placed upon our so- 
called allies, will vote untold millions of 
dollars for foreign aid. Unless our allies 
will work with us, this will be a great 
waste of money. 

I know that what I am arguing to- 
night is a lost cause. I know the Senate 
will vote the funds. I know that our 
allies will get the money. I know they 
will continue to ship the sinews of eco- 
nomic and military strength to our 
enemy. 

But I felt I had to take a few minutes 
of the time of the Senate tonight to 
make the record clear. 

Before I resume my seat, may I ask 
the very able chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations whether I am cor- 
rect in my statement that Mr. Stassen, 
the head of the Foreign Operations Ad- 
ministration, promised the committee 
that he would supply the committee with 
a list of the items which the merchants 
of the United States cannot ship to the 
enemy, but which our friends can ship 
to the enemy? Mr. Stassen, as I recall, 
promised that he would furnish such a 
list. Is it correct that as of this time no 
information has been received, except 
the letter of July 22, which deals with 
diamonds and tractors, a letter which 
I should like to have placed in the Rec- 
orD? Is that substantially correct? 

Mr. BRIDGES. The Senator from 
Wisconsin is correct in that as of today 
the Committee on Appropriations has not 
received from Administrator Stassen 
the list of strategic materials which was 
requested, and which he was directed to 
furnish to the committee. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from New Hampshire. 

Mr. President, there is much more I 
should have liked to say about the mat- 
ter, but this is Saturday night, and the 
hour is growing late. Many Senators 
have important engagements, and im- 
portant amendments are pending. Un- 
fortunately, I shall have to leave the 
Senate floor. But I desire to be recorded 
in favor of any amendment which will 
reduce the funds for Mr. Stassen’s or- 
ganization. I want to be recorded as 
being against the entire bill when the 
time arrives for a final vote, because I 
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believe the Senate simply cannot, in 
good conscience, vote money for allies 
who, in turn, are helping the enemy. I 
feel that we cannot, in good conscience, 
ever send an American boy in uniform 
to war in a foreign land, if we allow our 
uniformed men as of tonight to be brain 
washed and tortured in enemy dungeons. 

The time will come when we shall have 
to regain our national honor. The time 
will come when we shall have to say to 
every uniformed American young man, 
“You pack the entire power and honor 
of this Nation on your shoulders; and if 
a ‘brutalitarian’ steps in and puts his 
hobnail boots upon your neck, this entire 
Nation of 160 million will make that 
‘brutalitarian’ regret his action for all 
time to come.” 

I have heard some of my colleagues in 
the Senate speak about the loss of morale 
in the Army because an effort was made 
to get a general to tell the truth. 

May I ask those Senators—some of 
them are absent tonight—should they 
not save their tears for the uniformed 
men who, as of tonight, are in the Com- 
munist prisons? How can we hope for 
morale in the military forces if we aban- 
don our uniformed men, as we are doing; 
when we are not only abandoning them 
tonight in Chinese Communist dungeons, 
but at the same time are voting billions 
of dollars for allies who are supplying 
the enemy with the sinews of war? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, with 
respect to the statement I made with 
reference to paragraph No. 6, I under- 
stood the Senator from Wisconsin, when 
he read it, to have omitted the words 
“temporary protection prior to firm es- 
tablishment in the public interest.” I 
have been informed that the Official Re- 
porter has the quotation in his notes in 
its proper form. Under the circum- 
stances, I was mistaken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the request of the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin that certain minutes 
of the reporter be read will be vacated, 

The bill is open to further amend- 
ment. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment, which is at the desk, 
and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3 
line 14, in lieu of “$700,000,000” it is pro- 
posed to insert “$500,000,000.” 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, my 
amendment proposes to reduce by $200,- 
000,000 the amount of money originally 
planned to be spent in Indochina. The 
administration has wisely decided that 
the money will not be spent in Indo- 
china. The defeat of the French forces 
means that there will be an election 
there. There is very poor prospect that 
the democratic side will win the election. 
In fact, there is all indication that they 
will go Communist. I hold in my hand 
an Associated Press dispatch from Paris, 
which I now read: 

Despite the Indochinese armistice agree- 
ments, all of Vietnam seems to be slipping 
into control of the Communists. 

The Vietnamese Army, organized by the 
French during the past 2 or 3 years, is slowly 
melting away into the rice paddies. Com- 
munist-led Viet Minh civic committees are 
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active in the south as well as the north, 
propagandizing the Red cause. 

This type of information has come to Paris 
through diplomatic channels and through 
letters from correspondents on the spot 
which seem to escape censorship. News 
cables, both from Hanoi in the north and 
Saigon in the south, are either stopped or 
so badly censored that correspondents find 
it almost useless to file stories. 

Within 24 hours of the cease-fire in the 
delta, Communist-controlled committees took 
over the government in the major part of 
the 7,000 villages and towns. 

Dispatches to the Paris newspapers, France- 
Soir and Le Monde, received by mail, told 
the same story in many respects. 

“We are the new government,” said the 
committees as they moved into control in the 
section north of the 17th parallel, which was 
ceded at Geneva to the Communist-trained 
Viet Minh. 

They came speaking of themselves as offi- 
cials of the Vietnam people’s republic, the 
pattern name for Communist regimes. 

The correspondents of Le Monde and 
France-Soir told in grim dispatches of the 
rapid breakdown of a government in north 
Indochina which the French had tried to 
build securely for three-quarters of a cen- 
tury. 

Local officials in large numbers simply 
fled their posts on the day of the cease-fire 
and caught the first planes south to the rela- 
tive security of Saigon, or simply disap- 
peared. 


Mr. President, there is no longer a war 
going on in Indochina. It is well to 
point out that the administration was 
spending enormous amounts of money 
on that war. Referring to page 167 of 
the report, Mr. Stassen was asked how 
much money would be available for ex- 
penditure in Indochina this year. He 
answered, as shown on page 271, that the 
amount was $1,177,900,000. Think of 
that, Mr. President—$1,177,900,000. That 
is the amount of money that was to be 
programed and made available for the 
Indochina war. The Indochina war has 
now come to a close. Any efficient ad- 
ministrator would reconsider his pro- 
gram and ascertain where that enor- 
mous amount could be made available in 
other places. 

My amendment proposes that the 
amount made available be reduced by 
$200 million. 

The bill originally provided $308 mil- 
lion for weapons for Indochina. The 
only reason the amount was not larger 
was that there was so much in Indochina 
already. The bill contains the same 
amount as originally proposed for other 
countries in that general area. 

Mr. President, I should like to point 
out that even if the amount were re- 
duced by $200 million there would still 
be available enough, just in this year’s 
appropriation, to increase every other 
item for Thailand, Burma, Indonesia, 
Formosa, or Japan. There would still 
be enough in the bill to increase those 
items 50 percent, as far as new money is 
concerned. A reprograming would make 
it possible to increase the amount three- 
fold or fourfold. Therefore, I see no need 
to grant enormous amounts of money 
that would be carried on hand, and 
which could be spent in one place or an- 
other. 

Congress has a responsibility under 
the Constitution. The Congress must 
appropriate money for the program. It 
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is the responsibility of the Congress to 
know for what purposes the money is 
being appropriated. I say we would not 
be wisely discharging our responsibility 
by appropriating untold hundreds of 
millions of dollars when we are not told 
how it will be spent. Persons in charge 
of the program were unable to testify 
as to how the money was to be spent. 

If ever there was a program which 
should be studied, this is it. If there 
should arise an emergency or a need for 
appropriating more money in the fu- 
ture, Congress will be back in session in 
afew months. The President, after he 
has studied the question, can make a 
specific request in a message. Certainly 
the money will not be spent by that time. 

I hope the amendment will be agreed 
to, and that we will reduce the item. 
By doing so, we would be bringing the 
amount down to the same figure orig- 
inally approved when the appropriation 
bill was passed. I know some Senators 
who did not vote to reduce the item in 
the appropriation bill will now vote for 
it. 

I recall that the very able and distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia, whom I 
admire above all Members of this body, 
stated at that time he hoped that the 
Appropriations Committee would reduce 
the amount recommended by the For- 
eign Relations Committee by about $500 
million. 

If there is ever an item in a bill that 
could stand reduction, this is it. It is 
loose money. It is not meant to be spent 
in the manner intended in the appro- 
priation. 

I am told that there may be more than 
$400 million worth of equipment on dock- 
side at Indochina. That is available to 
be shipped to Europe or elsewhere. In 
addition to that, there was about $600 
million in the pipelines that was pro- 
gramed for Indochina, as well as $800 
million which was requested for this year 
in Indochina. In addition to that, $700 
million was asked for the use of troops 
abroad, with this Nation paying the ex- 
penses and French troops being used. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President. I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold that request for 
a moment? 

Mr. LONG. I withhold it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
rise to oppose the amendment of the 
Senator from Louisiana. I hope the 
Senate will bear with me. I have a little 
cold, and my voice may or may not hold 
up under the circumstances; but, unless 
the Senate and the House of Represent- 
atives are prepared to take a completely 
defeatist attitude, I know of no message 
that could go out to the people of Asia, 
and particularly to those of southeast 
Asia, who are “under the gun,” to the 
people of the Philippines, to the people 
of free China on Formosa, to the free 
people of Korea, and to the free people 
of Japan, which the Communists are 
making a mighty effort to bring into 
their orbit, which would be more dis- 
appointing to them than action on the 
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part of the Senate of the United States 
to make the proposed cut in this particu- 
lar item. 

After all, the free world has suffered a 
great defeat in southeast Asia. There 
is no question about it. Ten million per- 
sons who once were outside the Commu- 
nist orbit are now going to be behind the 
Communist Iron Curtain. Other nations 
are waiting in balance to know whether 
or not the free world is to be prepared 
to resist any further Communist aggres- 
sion. 

To admit now, as the Senator from 
Louisiana would have us do, that the 
elections in Vietnam are lost, as well as 
the chances of saving the rest of Viet- 
nam, perhaps Laos and Cambodia, and, 
by inference, Thailand and Malaya—I 
know of nothing that would cut the 
heart out of and the ground from under 
the free nations of the world more than 
the statement of the Senator from 
Louisiana and the adoption of his pro- 
posal. 

I do not know that the statement I 
am making, when the temper of the 
Senate today is considered, will influence 
one single vote; but I have been in that 
area, not once, but four times, and I say 
that we could not cut the heart out of 
those people any more if we went in 
there with a knife and cut it out than 
we could by agreeing to the amendment. 
These people are living, not knowing 
from day to day when the Communist 
hordes are going to come. 

Tonight, as we are meeting here, there 
are reports that over 100,000 Chinese 
Communists are mobilizing on the Fu- 
kien coast, in China. We understand 
that they include paratroops and others, 
who may be there merely as part of a 
cold-war threat, or they may be there to 
make an assault on the outlying islands 
of Kingmen and nearby islands, and then 
on the Pescadores and the Island of For- 
mosa. 

We do not know how long the Com- 
munists will honor the truce. It is my 
judgment that it will not be very long. 
As soon as they have digested this meal, 
they will move in, in my judgment, be- 
fore too long. They are already increas- 
ing the cold-war pressure. They are 
talking about invading Formosa. They 
have already taken a puppet former 
premier of Thailand and sent radio mes- 
sages there, indicating that eventually 
they are prepared to try an internal 
coup d’etat in Thailand. 

So, Mr. President, I make a plea to 
the Senate. I am sorry that the entire 
membership of the Senate is not here, 
but I would feel remiss in the perform- 
ance of my duty and my responsibility 
if I did not make this plea. I plead with 
the Senate at least to respect the judg- 
ments of Admiral Radford, General Van 
Fleet, and every other responsibile offi- 
cial of our Joint Chiefs of Staff, and also 
to respect the judgment of the Secretary 
of State and the judgment of the Presi- 
dent of the United States. President 
Eisenhower has been in the White House 
only 18 months. Senators who, year 
after year, without question, voted in 
favor of what the former President of 
the United States requested, when he 
thought the security of the Nation and 
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of the free world was at stake, should 
not abandon and desert the President of 
the United States now. 

During the administration of the pre- 
ceding President of the United States, I 
sat on this side of the aisle and sup- 
ported the recommendations of the then 
President, in the Greek-Turkish aid pro- 
gram, in the North Atlantic Pact, and 
in other matters. When he felt it was 
necessary for the freedom of the world to 
resist the first overt act of aggression 
in Korea, I stood on the floor of the 
Senate—I was one of the first Senators 
to do so—and pledged my support to the 
then President of the United States for 
taking action, without which not only all 
of Korea, but perhaps Japan and all of 
REKT would today be in the Communist 
orbit. 

Senators can vote to eliminate this ap- 
propriation if they wish. Senators may 
send to the Far East that message, if 
they wish. But they will not do it with 
my vote. Mr. President, I say to the Sen- 
ate, with all the sincerity I possess, that 
at this desperate hour in the history of 
the Far East, I plead with Senators not 
to make this additional cut, which will 
be interpreted by the people of Asia as 
action by America in “writing them off.” 
That we must not do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the junior Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. Lone]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I should like to add a word to what 
the distinguished majority leader has 
said. 

For 10 years now, I have served on the 
Foreign Relations Committee. We have 
tried to develop there a policy of know- 
ing what we were doing. I, myself, have 
been three times to the Far East. Iecho 
everything the distinguished majority 
leader has just said. 

It is most desperate even to consider 
cutting this appropriation any further. 

With all the vehemence at my com- 
mand, I urge my colleagues to stand by 
the President of the United States in this 
crisis. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to say that I have tried to stand 
by the President in his recommenda- 
tions in regard to the foreign-aid bill. I 
have listened to the pleas of the Mem- 
bers on the majority side. I think the 
majority leader just made a very appro- 
priate statement, when he said we have 
to rely on, and have trust in, some per- 
sons in key positions of leadership. 

I do not believe this is a partisan mat- 
ter at all. I think there are Members of 
the Senate who have honest differences 
of opinion as to how much money should 
be appropriated, and also as to what the 
authorizations should be. 

When the ReEcorp is read, I think it 
will be found that the junior Senator 
from Minnesota has consistently sup- 
ported the recommendations of our For- 
eign Relations Committee and, most of 
the time, those of our Appropriations 
Committee, for purposes of mutual secu- 
rity, defense, and foreign aid. I have 
done so because I feel that they have 
greater insight, in the main, than do the 
rest of us, individually. 
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But again I say that when a particular 
Member of the Senate may disagree, 
that does not mean he does not have 
faith and trust in the President or the 
Secretary of State or the Secretary of 
Defense. 

I want the record tonight to be per- 
fectly clear. If there is any doubt as to 
whether this budget or this appropria- 
tion is large enough or too little, I want 
that doubt to be resolved on the basis of 
having adequate funds appropriated. I 
want the record perfectly clear insofar 
as I am concerned. I want the record 
to show that I trust the President’s use 
of these funds. I do not believe the 
President will squander them. I do not 
believe that any officer of our Govern- 
ment would knowingly squander them. 
Congress has control of the purse 
strings, and Congress can make the ap- 
propriations which it deems wise and 
prudent. 

But I honestly believe that when it 
comes to a matter of the security of our 
country, we have to place reliance upon 
our Commander in Chief. We have to 
place reliance upon him unless we feel 
that he has economized too much. 

I have but one criticism to make of 
the administration, in the matter of de- 
fense and security, and that is a per- 
sonal matter; it is one which I think all 
Members of the Senate know I sub- 
scribe to, for it has been announced 
again and again by the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON], namely, that 
there is greater regard for the book- 
keeping entries of the budget than there 
is, at times, for the real facts in relation 
to our security. That is a personal view, 
Mr. President. 

I do not say I am right, nor do I say 
that those who take the other view are 
wrong. But I say that if I am going to 
take any chances, I am going to take 
chances on the side of being extrava- 
gant; and I am going to take chances 
on the side of having too much, rather 
than too little; and I am going to take 
chances on the side of being there too 
soon, rather than too late. That has 
been my position, and it is nothing new. 
On many occasions I have said this to 
my constituency in Minnesota. I have 
said very frankly to them, “If you want 
in the Senate someone who is going to 
be a pennypincher in regard to defense, 
get rid of me, because I am not going 
to do that. If you want to have repre- 
senting you in the Senate someone who 
is going to try to cut $100 million, or $200 
million, or $400 million from the mutual 
aid bill, the bill for security and assist- 
ance in our own interest, and if you want 
me to be that kind of a Senator, then 
get rid of me, because I will not vote 
for it.” 

I wish to say to the majority leader 
that while we have had our differences 
of opinion, yet I realize that his plea is 
a sincere and an honorable one. I will 
vote to maintain the appropriation in 
the amount recommended by the Ap- 
propriations Committee. 

By the way, Mr. President, later I shall 
suggest that all of us honor the state- 
ment made a moment ago by the major- 
ity leader—and I took it down. He said: 
“We must not desert the President. We 
must rely upon his recommendations.” 
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Mr. President, when I get a chance to 
do so, I am going to offer an amendment 
which will fulfill the President’s recom- 
mendations for the United Nations tech- 
nical assistance. The President request- 
ed $17,900,000. Not only did he request 
it, but his Secretary of State also re- 
quested it. 

His Foreign Operations Administrator 
also requested it. His Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget also requested it. 
The Department of Defense also re- 
quested it. I am going to be right back 
of the President, in asking the Senate 
to vote for it; and when I make that 
request, I want all my colleagues who 
wish to honor the President in connec- 
tion with these matters to rise up as one 
and join with HUMPHREY in voting for 
the appropriation of $17,900,000. Mr. 
President, let us be consistent by doing 
that. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, as all 
my colleagues know, I have consistently 
fought against the cuts which have been 
made in our defense items. I have op- 
posed the very serious cut in our appro- 
priations for the Air Force. I have op- 
posed the serious cut—I regard it as a 
serious one—which has been made in the 
appropriations for the Army. 

This afternoon I opposed the cut which 
was proposed by the distinguished senior 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. MAY- 
BANK]. So I am very firmly and defi- 
nitely on record as feeling that, if any- 
thing, we have done too little to build up 
our defenses. 

I believe that what the distinguished 
majority leader has said this evening is 
absolutely correct. I cannot conceive of 
anything we could do which would do 
more to discourage the people of Asia, 
whom we want to be our friends, whom 
we must have standing next to us, and 
who must have confidence, trust, and 
hope in us. If we cut this appropriation 
now, we shall be making a monumental 
mistake. I shall certainly vote against 
such a cut, and I shall vote in support 
of the position taken by the majority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the junior Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, at least I 
wish to say, in behalf of my position, 
that I have been consistent in these mat- 
ters. I can recall that at one time some 
of our great Republican friends were 
leading the charge for a 10 percent re- 
duction in foreign aid. I supported 
them; it seemed to me that we could 
make those economies. 

I heard some of the great stalwarts 
stand here and say, “Oh, do not cut this; 
it will wreck the entire program and per- 
haps the whole Nation if that is done.” 

Mr. President, so far as I am con- 
cerned, I am willing to give the President 
and the Army and the Navy and the 
Air Force every cent that they can use 
effectively for our protection and that 
is all I am willing to give them. 

The junior Senator from Louisiana has 
worked on these items year in and year 
out. I had the honor one time of serv- 
ing on the Armed Services Committee, 
which at that time had jurisdiction of 
this bill. There was a time when we 
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used to assign the foreign-aid authoriza- 
tion bill first to the Foreign Relations 
Committee and then to the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee. I have had occasion to 
study some of these items firsthand. 

The junior Senator from Louisiana 
was one of those working on these au- 
thorizations who said: “Show us what 
you want the money for. If you are just 
going to waste it and fritter it away, I 
am not going to vote for it; but if you 
can show us where you have a worth- 
while program which will accomplish 
something, I shall be delighted to vote 
for it.” 

Let us look at some of the money we 
have appropriated. In this foreign give- 
away program since World War II we 
have given more than a billion dollars 
to Communist countries behind the Iron 
Curtain. I am sure an eloquent plea 
was made for it, although I did not have 
the honor to serve in the Senate at that 
time. 

According to an analysis made for use 
by Government agencies, the Congress 
has given away $45 billion to foreign 
nations since World War II. In this 
military-aid program the Nation has 
given away $19 billion. They will have 
on hand $13 billion more for the same 
purpose if this bill passes. 

Mr. President, the junior Senator from 
Louisiana points out one item. Here is 
the item where Mr. Stassen says he will 
have on hand $1,177,000,000 for Indo- 
china. Mr. Stassen says we should not 
spend that money. The generals who 
testify for it say they should not spend 
that $1,177,000,000. Every report we get 
from the press tells us that we should 
not spend that $1,177,000,000, because 
the equipment is falling into the hands of 
the Communists. The Senate has just 
agreed to an amendment offered by the 
Senator from South Carolina to transfer 
$200 million of that $1,177,000,000 to dif- 
ferent areas, in view of the fact that we 
should be trying to save this equipment 
from the Communists instead of sending 
more in. 

The junior Senator from Louisiana 
heard the argument about psychology— 
that someone’s psychology was going to 
be affected adversely if we cut this item. 
Mr. President, where was their psychol- 
ogy when those people decided to sur- 
render? We were trying to buy our way 
into the war every way we could, picking 
up almost the whole cost. We were pay- 
ing 65 percent of the salaries of the 
French who were fighting the war, and 
still they gave up. We were paying for 
all the equipment and we were financing 
France at the same time and giving her 
economic support and sending our money 
to France to build equipment in France 
that our own factories and our own 
workers were capable of producing, at a 
time when we had 3% million men un- 
employed in this country. 

This Nation tried to buy into that war: 
We tried to take over and supervise it. 
The French would not let us take a con- 
trolling hand in that war. They decided 
they would go ahead and ask for truce 
terms anyway. 

They asked for a truce, which was 
nothing more or less than a face-saving 
device, one which everyone knows is a 
defeat for our side. We will be lucky 
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if any of Indochina is left on our side 
when the matter is finally cleaned up. 

It is time that we recognize that the 
American taxpayers, unless they want to 
send their sons to fight in Indochina, do 
not have enough money in America to 
buy victory in that war. It has been 
lost, and we might as well face it. 

I do not like to say that is the case, 
but that is what has happened. 

If we do not know how the money 
should be spent, let us wait and see, and 
try to get our money’s worth for it. 

Let us look at the rest of the program 
included in that. If my amendment 
carries, we will find that that item was 
projected to be $583 million, with $380 
million of it as new money for Indo- 
china. That is in addition to $600 mil- 
lion they had left over for Indochina. 

The Foreign Operations Administra- 
tion will still be in position to reprogram 
another $180 million into other pro- 
grams all through that area. 

Mr. President, instead of adhering to 
the idea that we can make everything 
come out our way by lavish, reckless 
spending of the taxpayers’ money, we 
should try to see what we are getting 
for our money, we should try to see that 
the taxpayers’ money is being spent 
wisely. 

I am frank to tell you, I have serious 
doubts that the $45 billion we gave away 
since World II has been entirely wisely 
spent. I am afraid that a lot of it did 
not accomplish much. 

I am willing to vote for more foreign 
aid. I am willing to support this pro- 
gram, But I would like to see a carefully 
studied program, one where we know 
what we are getting and where we believe 
that the money which we are paying will 
bring dividends which will justify the 
expenditure. 

That is all this amendment amounts to. 

Mr. President, some say it will be bad 
psychology to vote for this amendment, 
but if the Senate does so, it will be doing 
the same thing it did 1 week ago when 
the Senate adopted my amendment to 
reduce the authorization to $2,710,000,- 
000. After the Senate passed that judg- 
ment, the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee reported out a bill which at- 
tempted to appropriate $3,190,000,000, 
which was $400 million more than the 
Senate had expressed itself to its com- 
mittee as favoring for this program. 

The Senate has now agreed to reduce 
that amount by $200 million. I would 
recommend that the Senate stick by its 
original judgment. 

I did not see the whole free world fall 
apart when the Senate voted for the 
Long amendment last time. Some of the 
things we fear the most never happen. 
It seems to me we have a chance here to 
effect a worthwhile economy; that we 
have a chance to insist that we will look 
at these programs and know what the 
money is to be spent for. That is the 
reason the junior Senator from Loui- 
siana has consistently tried to see to it 
that this money would be economically 
spent, 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
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ment of the Senator from Louisiana, [Mr. 
Lone]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment, and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5, 
line 8, it is proposed to strike out “$9,757,- 
621” and insert “$17,900,000.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, my 
amendment is the figure for the appro- 
priation as contributions to the United 
Nations program of technical assistance, 
in the amount recommended by the 
President of the United States, $17,900,- 
000 to be used through June 1955 for 
technical assistance through the United 
Nations. 

I want my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle to note what I said, in 
view of what has been stated here within 
the last hour. The recommendation of 
the junior Senator from Minnesota is 
the recommendation of the President of 
the United States. It is the recommen- 
dation of the State Department. It is 
the recommendation of the authorities 
of this country who have responsibility 
for our relationships in the United Na- 
tions and our diplomacy overseas. 

I particularly want those who feel 
that we should follow these recommen- 
dations of the administration to listen 
to my plea. 

The amount was approved in the bill 
adopted by the Senate last Thursday 
night, August 12, and a similar bill was 
adopted by the House. 

We are now faced with an appropria- 
tion measure which would cut out en- 
tirely that section of the appropriation 
for United Nations technical assistance 
to be carried on from January 1 through 
to the end of our own United States fiscal 
year. This is a strange way to change 
our long-standing policy on appropria- 
tions, and is mistakenly designed to al- 
low time for a study of supposed over- 
lapping in the technical assistance pro- 
grams carried on by the United States 
and the United Nations. 

First, let us take a look at the effect 
of the appropriation before us. To ap- 
propriate a half a loaf for United Na- 
tions technical assistance to me is a 
grave mistake. If we approve the ap- 
propriation of only $9.9 million of the 
$17.9 million requested, it seems to me 
we are telling the world that we are put- 
ting our faith—our whole faith—in 
atomic bombs and massive retaliation. 
I am not sure we can sell this bill of 
goods to what is left of the free world. 

Let me explain the position in which 
this puts our United Nations represent- 
atives. This $9.9 million will be just 
enough to fulfill the United States com- 
mitments through December 31 of this 
year. The U. N. pledging conference 
will be held in November. It will be diffi- 
cult, if not impossible, for our delegates 
to make any pledge for 1955 if no funds 
are appropriated. I am sure you realize 
how impossible it would be for a new 
Congress to provide needed funds in 
January. 

Thus, if we permit this cut to go 
through, it will provide the Soviet empire 
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a real opportunity to pick up the ball 
and open a propaganda campaign which 
is likely to endanger our prestige 
throughout the world. I do not believe 
we can afford at this point to be penny- 
wise and pound foolish. We cannot af- 
ford to abandon our leadership in these 
programs which have been so beneficial 
to underprivileged countries. Let me 
say, Mr. President, that right there is 
where communism grows. 

There is no doubt in my mind that the 
free world feels a great indebtedness to 
this country for such outstanding pro- 

grams as the Marshall plan, economic 
aid, contributions to children’s emer- 
gency relief and other U. N. agencies, 
and support for such voluntary organ- 
izations as CARE, CROP, church relief 
bodies and other private groups. To 
augment these, of course, we have had 
one of our Government’s finest expres- 
sions in point 4, or the technical assist- 
ance program. Generally, people do not 
like relief, but they welcome assistance 
in showing them how to meet their own 
needs better. 

However, technical assistance must be 
provided not only through our own bi- 
lateral program. We must cooperate 
with other countries in a joint effort to 
stamp out poverty, illiteracy, and disease. 
We cannot expect our own program to 
get the kind of results possible through 
united action. 

Here are one or two examples of the 
achievements of this multilateral pro- 
gram: 

With an investment of $40,000 the 
United Nations Food and Agriculture Or- 
ganization added $24 million to the value 
of Europe’s 1952 corn crop. It did so 
by developing a hybrid maize seed. 

In Pakistan a U. N. expert located a 
new subterranean water reserve just out- 
side Karachi. This saved the govern- 
ment $1.5 million it would have had to 
spend to relieve a water shortage. 

A small tools expert in Afghanistan 
showed farmers there how to increase 
their output by 250 to 300 percent, merely 
by introducing tools such as the hoe, 
scythe, fork, and hay rake. When farm- 
ers are shown how to grow better and 
bigger crops, they and their countrymen 
do not listen to the blandishments of 
communism. 

There is only one country on the face 
of the earth today which seems to be 
concerned about an abundance of food 
and fiber, and that is the United States 
of America. All other countries are 
highly anxious to improve their crop 
production. When they are shown how 
to build irrigation systems, get the fer- 
tilizer they need, and break free from 
the moneylender’s stranglehold, then a 
vital blow has been struck against com- 
munism. 

Nearly 4,500 experts are at work in 
the United Nations point 4 program. 
The total budget is approximately $25 
million and is contributed by 72 coun- 
tries. Ironically, 25 other countries 
have increased their contributions for 
1954 over 1953, and few, if any, except 
the United States, have indicated they 
might decrease their contribution. 

You will remember that this body re- 
cently approved a resolution introduced 
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by the junior Senator from Montana au- 
thorizing a study of the technical-assist- 
ance program. This should be very ben- 
eficial to us in deciding both policy and 
appropriations for the years to come. It 
would be impossible for us, however, to 
receive the recommendations of this 
committee and act on an appropriation 
measure at the next session of the Con- 
gress without leaving the specialized 
agencies of the United Nations without 
funds to carry forward their programs, 
and even worse, without any assurance 
that they could make plans for technical- 
assistance work even running as many 
as a few months ahead. 

Involved in this appropriation are the 
technical assistance programs of the 
U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization, 
World Health Organization, Interna- 
tional Labor Organization, U. N. Educa- 
tional Scientific and Cultural Organiza- 
tion, International Civil Aviation Or- 
ganization, and others. Involved in this 
work is some of the most constructive 
work of American foreign policy. 

Mr. President, I believe my colleagues 
will be interested in the very fine state- 
ment made by Representative JOHN 
Vorys, of Ohio, on the floor of the House 
of Representatives July 27 on behalf of 
restoring the full appropriation for $17.9 
million for technical assistance through 
the United Nations. Let me quote to you 
Mr. Vorys’ statement: 


This amendment restores the amount re- 
quested by the Eisenhower administration 
for the United Nations technical assistance 
program, all of which was stricken out by 
the Appropriations Committee. It consists 
of $9.9 million to complete the United States’ 
pledge for calendar year 1954 and $8 million 
to fulfill our pledge for the first half of 1955. 

What do we mean by “pledge”? It simply 
means that James W. Wadsworth, Jr., son of 
our beloved late Member, in a United Nations 
meeting when they were getting up the 
budget for this organization, pledged that 
we would pay $13.8 million. Nine and nine- 
tenths million dollars of this was to be 
subject to congressional approval, because 
no one can pledge future action by the 
Congress. He also made the further pro- 
posal that from now on we pay 57 percent 
instead of 60 percent of the total amount 
to be raised. So that the amount in my 
amendment is 57 percent of the amounts 
contributed, not including the amounts to 
be furnished by the receiving countries. If 
the amounts contributed by the receiving 
countries are included, this amendment is 
about 22 percent of the whole amount. 

There are two questions. One is a big 
one and the other is a little one. The big 
question is, Are we going to move out of 
this United Nations Organization at the time 
the Communists move in? They did not 
participate until last year, when they found 
they were losing out propagandawise be- 
cause of the enormous popularity of this 
technical-assistance program. So last year 
the Communists and their satellites came in 
and put in about 8 million rubles, which, I 
think, is about $1,125,000 in American money, 
Is that the time we want to bow out entirely 
through the back door from this United 
Nations Organization, by means of not paying 
our dues? I want to say that in my judg- 
ment we get more for our money, in propor- 
tion, in good will out of our contributions 
to the United Nations technical-assistance 
programs than we do from our own techni- 
cal-assistance programs, where the expenses 
are more than five times greater, than the 
amount that is suggested here by the admin- 
istration for the United Nations program, 
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It is said there is duplication. We found 
some in our hearings, but the duplication is 
at least intended to be in geographical areas 
and not in functions. That is, the U. N. will 
carry on a hospital program in a country 
where the United States is carrying on a 
bilateral educational one. There are 13 
countries where the U. N. programs are the 
only technical programs. 

This amendment will permit the restora- 
tion of the $4,300,000 for FOA. 

The little question involved is whether an 
activity important to our foreign policy 
should be cut off entirely because the agency 
disobeys admonitions in a committee report 
or a conference report. I admit the great 
power and authority and value of a report 
from the Appropriations Committee, but, 
after all, their word is not law. To admit 
this would give this committee, which is, 
after all, a minority in Congress, independent 
lawmaking power. In any case, the punish- 
ment for failure to comply with a committee 
report should not be to wipe out an impor- 
tant program which is part of the adminis- 
tration’s foreign policy. 


We should continue our participation in 
this United Nations program. This amend- 


ment, although not the best way to insure 
this, will help. 


In conclusion, Mr. President, let me 
say that what I am asking for is a sen- 
sible realization of the budget necessities 
of the United Nations agencies on tech- 
nical assistance. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In a moment I 
shall be glad to yield. We have been 
discussing other items that run into hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars, I am talk- 
ing about a very little item. Our tech- 
nical program in the United Nations will 
expire on December 31, 1954, insofar as 
our participation is concerned, if we ap- 
propriate only the amount carried in the 
bill. I understand fully that the House 
committee did not appropriate anything 
for this item, and I appreciate the fact 
that the Senate Committee on Appropri- 
ations has at least provided $9 million 
plus, up to December 31, 1954. I do think 
that we ought to go into 1955 with some 
money, because Congress will not be back 
before January 1 to take up a matter 
such as this. 

We ought to have at least some money 
with which to carry forward into the 
year 1955, so that the plans of the United 
Nations can be fully realized, and that 
our delegates to the U. N. can go there 
as delegates, not as observers. I yield to 
the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I shall 
ask the Senator whether he heard the 
earlier colloquy on this subject between 
the Senator from New Jersey and the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I did not. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The com- 
mittee felt that it should make an ap- 
propriation for the remainder of this cal- 
endar year, because the U. N. operates 
on the basis of the calendar year, while 
we operate on the basis of the fiscal year. 
The Committee on Appropriations plans 
to consider the subject before the next 
time we have to meet on this question, 
to determine what we will give to the 
U. N. for the first half of next year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
Senator from New Jersey—and he knows 
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I am telling the truth when I say this— 
that if the funds are appropriated only 
up through December 31, 1954, that that 
will be the end of the use of that money, 
and we will go into January of next year 
before Congress can act on the subject. 

It will be January or February before 
we can get a supplemental appropriation 
bill through Congress which will meet 
the needs in the calendar year 1955. The 
U. N. is on a calendar year basis, where- 
as the United States is on a fiscal year 
basis. I believe the least we should do 
is to sort of split the difference, and ex- 
tend the appropriations until at least 
April or March of 1955. That could be 
done by adding $4 million to the amount 
that is proposed to be appropriated. I 
would be more than willing to modify 
my amendment to that extent, so that 
Ambassadors Lodge and Wadsworth will 
not be embarrassed. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I will be 
there, too. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; and the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey will be there. I 
do not want him to be embarrassed. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. And the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; the Senator 
from Arkansas also. We want our dis- 
tinguished colleagues to go there in good 
standing. This is the first year we have 
ever done anything like this. I heard 
an impassioned plea made a few minutes 
ago that we follow the leadership of our 
President. I am trying to follow the 
leadership of our President. I say that 
the administration has asked for this 
sum of money. It has not only asked for 
it, but it has pleaded for it. As every 
Member of this body knows, the groups 
that are interested in these activities 
have asked that we make the appropria- 
tion large enough so that it will extend 
over into the next year. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me point out that 
there is $110 million provided in the bill 
for multilateral technical cooperation 
between this country and all other coun- 
tries of the world. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think we are in per- 
fect accord with the President on this 
point. First of all, we pick up the pledge 
of this country to the U. N. multilateral 
programs for the 1954 calendar year, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is right. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. We are in the un- 
happy position of having representatives 
there who literally commit this country 
to an expenditure and virtually assume 
the power of the purse. Later on they 
come before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee and make the argument that 
there is a moral obligation to go through 
with their commitment. 

We have tried to make it clear to them 
on a number of occasions that we will 
not do business on that basis. Therefore, 
I think they are more than satisfied to 
have us give them $9 million plus, 
for the pledge, so they may go ahead 
with the plans for 1955, and then 
come back to us again. It is not too 
likely that they will run out of money 
entirely in the programs under the pro- 
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visions of this bill, and nobody will be 
hurt. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate that. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. We shall carry out 
every obligation we have, and shall do 
so in conformity with the intent of the 
President. I hope the amendment will 
be defeated. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, so 
that the record will be clear, the appro- 
priation in the bill is not in conformity 
with the recommendation of the Presi- 
dent; it is not in conformity with the 
recommendation of the Bureau of the 
Budget; it is not in conformity with the 
President’s message to the Congress on 
this matter. 

I listened a few moments ago to the 
rather sharp comment concerning the 
amendment of the Senator from Louisi- 


ana. The Senator from Louisiana was 
right. He has taken a consistent po- 
sition. 


The interesting thing is that con- 
sistency on this matter comes only when 
it is desired. The interesting thing, it 
seems to me, is that when the President’s 
recommendation is desired then we must 
have it, but when it is not desired, then 
we must justify it. 

I happen to believe we have never 
before, insofar as I know, used this kind 
of a budget for U. N. activities, and we 
ought not to do it at this particular 
time. At least I think if we would pro- 
vide enough to cover the period into 
March, if we would get over the hump 
of the year into March, we would be 
doing the right thing. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, may I 
explain one thing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WAT- 
KINS in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. BRIDGES. The distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota apparently is 
in error, or has made an incorrect state- 
ment. The Senator says that we are ap- 
propriating for the last 6 months of the 
year, and we cannot afford to have occur 
an interim period between the end of 
the use of that money and the time when 
the Congress can appropriate once more. 

May TI point out to the distinguished 
Senator that in the fall of 1953 our 
representatives to the United Nations 
pledged, subject to the approval of Con- 
gress, the sum of $13,861,809. Up to 
now expenditures have been $3,904,188. 
They have not had enough money to 
carry them this far. Therefore, the 
money we are appropriating now is not 
only for the remainder of the year but 
for the purpose of paying some 2 or 3 
months of a back amount due. 

Therefore, if they have survived that 
one lapse they certainly can survive an- 
other one shortly after the first of the 
year. 

I point out to the Senator, also, that I 
think it is very important that the 
United Nations representatives, wheth- 
er they be the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey or the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas or anyone else, 
should make it clear that when they 
agree to the United States contribution 
to this program it is a tentative approval 
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subject to the will of Congress, so that 
there will be no misunderstanding about 
it. 

The Senator from Minnesota also 
knows that the art of legislating success- 
fully is to find a common ground on 
which people can agree. The House ap- 
propriated no money for this purpose. 
The Senate was asked, as the Senator 
from Minnesota says, for $17 million 
plus—the whole amount. 

The Committee on Appropriations of 
the Senate felt that we should provide 
this amount to complete the program 
for the calendar year this year, which 
is the United Nations year. Then, in- 
stead of saying ‘‘No” to the rest of it 
and “No” to the whole amount, we held 
out the hope and belief that the com- 
mittee could make a study of it. Then 
when Congress returns, and we have our 
first supplemental bill up for considera- 
tion, after the first of next year, if the 
facts justify it, as a result of our exami- 
nation, we certainly have indicated we 
would appropriate more money. 

I will say that the Senator from Min- 
nesota is well intentioned. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. BRIDGES. The Senator means 
to do right. However, inasmuch as the 
committee has done what I have stated, 
I do not think we would suffer any harm 
if we allowed perhaps a lapse of a few 
days or even a month, because we cer- 
tainly know that situation occurred this 
year. 

The Senator has made his case very 
clear, as to what he is in favor of. I 
assure the Senator that the committee 
will give every possible study to the mat- 
ter, and we will. be willing and ready to 
act promptly on the first supplemental 
bill which comes before us the first of 
the year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. 
ator. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Let me say to 
the Senator from Minnesota, as one who 
favors this program, that we are doing 
this year exactly what was done last year. 

I call attention to two sentences on 
page 9 of the committee report: 

This appropriation is made with the un- 
derstanding that no further pledge shall be 
made to the United Nations for the expanded 
technical assistance program by any repre- 
sentative of the United States Government 
without prior authorization by the Congress 
of the United States. This does not pre- 
clude the United States representatives from 
making recommendations to the committees. 


That is what was done last year, and 
that is what we are doing again this year. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], [Putting the 
question.] 

The “noes” appear to have it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
request a division. 

On a division, the amendment was 
rejected, 


I thank the Sen- 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

If there is no further amendment to 
be proposed, the question is on the en- 
grossment of the amendments and the 
third reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill (E. R. 10051) was passed. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments, request a conference thereon with 
the House of Representatives, and that 
the Chair appoint the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BRIDGES, 
Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. Corpon, Mr. SAL- 
TONSTALL, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. 
RUSSELL, Mr. McCarran, and Mr. CHAVEZ 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 


ADDRESS BY SENATOR MANSFIELD 
ON AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, yesterday upon this floor the junior 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] 
delivered a foreign policy address which 
is worthy of the attention of every 
American. 

I should like to call it to the attention 
of all my colleagues. It was made fol- 
lowing a very important vote and follow- 
ing several hours of continuous session. 
As a result, some Senators had left the 
Chamber and unfortunately were not 
present. 

This address, Mr. President, was 
pitched on the very highest plane of Sen- 
ate debate. It was characterized by 
originality, by nonpartisanship, and by 
an earnest striving to seek the right 
course that will best solve our difficulties. 

I have no intention of retracing the 
steps taken by the junior Senator from 
Montana. I merely want to say that I 
share his deep desire to eliminate parti- 
sanship from the issues of national sur- 
vival, and that I am proud, as I am sure 
all Senators are proud, to be associated 
with a man who so ably approaches the 
vital problems of our time. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, con- 
trary to the earlier discussion because of 
the lateness of the hour, I do not intend 
to have called up any House amend- 
ments to which the concurrence of the 
Senate is requested. I think they can go 
over until Monday without any damage 
to anyone. 

I shall be prepared to yield for inser- 
tions in the Record or brief statements, 
but I think the staff and the Senate have 
had a long week and a heavy day. I 
wish to recess as soon as we conveniently 
can. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oregon, 
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TRIBUTE TO IDA KLAUS 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, last 
night I made a brief comment by way 
of tribute to Ida Klaus, the recent So- 
licitor of the National Labor Relations 
Board, who has resigned to take a simi- 
lar position with the labor department 
of New York City. 

I ask unanimous consent to have in- 
serted in the REcorp as a part of my 
remarks an article with regard to Miss 
Klaus taken from the Washington Daiiy 
News of Angust 10, 1954, written by John 
Herling, entitled “Ida Klaus Is New 
York's Gain and Our Loss.” 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Iba Klaus Is New YORK's GAIN AND OUR Loss 
(By John Herling) 


Uncle Sam, fancier of Government girls, 
is giving up his top legal career gal to Father 
Knickerbocker. The Federal Government's 
loss is New York City’s gain. 

Ida Klaus, who holds the highest legal post 
occupied by a woman in Federal Govern- 
ment, next week leaves as Solicitor of the 
National Labor Relations Board. She be- 
comes counsel to the newly organized de- 
partment of labor, now being set up by 
Mayor Robert F. Wagner, of New York City. 

Miss Klaus came here as one of 10 legal 
geniuses in 1933—the only lady among this 
exclusive group chosen by the late Herman 
Oliphant, professor of law at Columbia and 
Johns Hopkins. Mr. Oliphant was officially 
general counsel of the Treasury Department, 
but he was considered the great Olympian 
of jurisprudence whose word was often law. 

Mr. Oliphant chose the top brains from 
each of the Nation's 10 leading law schools. 
Miss Klaus was selected from Columbia. 

After 21 years Miss Klaus’ departure fur- 
nishes the latest dramatic example of the 
drift from Government. In the early thirties, 
as FDR had begun to strengthen Govern- 
ment, the problem of qualified personnel was 
the basic headache of the New Deal. So 
there took place a scouring, scanning, and a 
screening. 

When Miss Klaus came here she found a 
woman lawyer had a tough time eyen in so- 
called enlightened circles. But—as men like 
to say—Ida had a man’s brain. Her ability 
was appreciated, but slowly recognized, 

She chose the tough path. No Children's 
Bureau or the Women's Bureau for her. 
Having moved from the Agriculture Depart- 
ment over to NLRB she landed in the midst 
of the grapple and hand-to-hand encounter 
known as collective bargaining. Her job as 
a lawyer was to help give meaning and sub- 
stance to the Wagner law, fathered by the 
Senator whose son is now New York’s mayor. 

Then came recognition for Ida. When the 
Taft-Hartley law was passed Miss Klaus, as 
Solicitor—top law officer for the five mem- 
bers of the NLRB—had the job to advise the 
Board on Supreme Court litigation, on testi- 
mony before the congressional committees, 
and in general to advise on legal policy as 
it affected NLRB administration. 

Her objectivity used to startle union and 
Management representatives and Board col- 
leagues who too often believed that vehe- 
mence might pass as a substitute for argu- 
ment. But Ida apparently neither takes guff 
nor hands it out. 

Now she has been chosen by Mayor Wag- 
ner, he says, because he wants to build a 
pattern of municipal handling of labor rela- 
tions, useful to Gotham as to other United 
States cities. That's why Ida Klaus is given 
a key nonpolitical post to help guide the 
establishment of New York’s new labor de- 
partment. 

There's a moral here somewhere. In losing 
Ida Klaus, as many another key Federal em- 
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ployee, the National Government, probably 
without planning it that way, has embarked 
on a giveaway program involving human, 
rather than merely natural resources, 


THE ATOMIC ENERGY BILL 


Mr. MORSE. Also as a part of my re- 
marks I should like to have inserted in 
the Recorp, Mr. President, an editorial 
from the Gazette and Daily, York, Pa., 
for August 9, 1954, entitled “The $42 
Trillion Giveaway of Atomic Power.” 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


THE $42 TRILLION GIVEAWAY OF ATOMIC 
POWER 


New Tonk. — Although the 13-day filibuster 
in the Senate against the giveaway of the 
American people’s atomic power resources 
to private exploitation was front-page news 
throughout the country, the press played 
up the length of the speeches and the fili- 
buster itself rather than what was said dur- 
ing the marathon performance. 

In the course of the discussion (it could 
hardly be called a debate since the sup- 
porters of the Eisenhower giveaway either 
slept through the speeches or rested in the 
cloakrooms while a small band of public 
power supporters held the floor), the en- 
tire history of the 50-year battle of the 
American people versus the electric utilities 
trust was reviewed and the significance of 
the latest battle was fully explored. Yet 
remarkably few of the facts brought out 
by the public power Senators were allowed 
to get into the newspapers, 

Senator WAYNE Morse, Independent, of 
Oregon, who carried a major load of the 
filibuster against the atomic-energy bill 
which he said sells “the American people 
into a monopolistic economic bondage,” 
commented on the press: “It makes one sad 
to note that the journalistic profession failed 
in its responsibility of reporting the truth 
and failed in its responsibility of perform- 
ing its function as the greatest educational 
institution in America.” 


ABILITY TO DRAMATIZE 


Morse’s ability to dramatize complex sit- 
uations was responsible for one of the few 
facts in the debate that was fairly widely 
reported in the press. That was his esti- 
mate of the financial cost to the American 
people of handing over of atomic-energy re- 
sources to the private-power trust without 
regulation. 

“The giveaway to private monopoly con- 
templated by this bill is equivalent to 16 
times the assured reserves and 6 times the 
ultimately possible reserves of all the coal, 
oil, shale, and natural-gas reserves of the 
country put together,” Morse said. “If we 
take the price of coal at $7 per ton, this 
giveaway would ultimately stack up to some 
astronomical figure like $42 trillion, or in 
ordinary language, $42 million million.” 

This vast wealth belongs to the American 
people who spent $12 billion in tax money 
to develop atomic energy. It was their “risk 
capital,” Morse said, that “has brought the 
technology of the atomic age to the point 
where commercially feasible electric power 
is to all intents and purposes no further 
away than the time required to construct a 
few big generating stations. Here in the 
Senate we have a great responsibility to make 
sure that, when this new form of electric 
power takes its place in the country’s mag- 
nificent energy economy, the profits on the 
people’s equity in the business shall flow to 
them in electric rates much lower than pri- 
vate monopoly is willing to charge.” 


PEOPLE ARE MISLED 


MorsE charged that the people are being 
deliberately misled into thinking electric 
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power obtained from atomic energy is still 
some 10 or 15 years off. Actually, he said, “it 
would be possible to start constructing a 
giant atomic powerplant tomorrow, which 
would be commercially feasible in parts of 
the country where power supply costs are 
presently high.” 

The Oregon Senator also exposed the fal- 
lacy of arguments that only private business 
is equipped to enter the atomic energy power 
field. He quoted Chairman Gordon Dean, of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, as admit- 
ting: “Few, if any, private concerns are in 
a position to place risk capital into large 
reactors costing $60 million to $120 million 
or more without pilot plant experience be- 
hind them; and few, if any, would be pre- 
pared today to put risk money over into pilot 
plants costing on the order of $10 million.” 


SENATORS FROM SOUTH 


Thus Dean makes it clear, Morse said, 
“that the main objective behind the present 
bill is not to release the dynamic forces of 
competitive private enterprise, but to get the 
Government out of the power field while 
continuing to subsidize with the people’s 
money the developmental work from which 
riskless capital will profit.” 

Like Morse, the bulk of the Senators who 
took the floor to argue unsuccessfully against 
the atomic giveaway were either from the 
Northwest or the South, the two major areas 
where the full benefits of public power are 
enjoyed. Construction of the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority in the South and Bonneville 
and other dams in the Northwest have 
brought those areas the lowest electricity 
rates in the country. The northeastern part 
of the United States, where there are no 
public power developments, has the highest 
electricity rates. 

One of the northwestern Senators, War- 
REN MAGNUSON (Washington, Democrat), 
compared the present campaign against TVA 
and public power with the tremendous cam- 
paign against Government regulation of its 
activities waged by the private utilities in 
the 1920’s. The private Power Trust in that 
period spent an estimated $25 million to $30 
million annually in its fight against regula- 
tion and passed the bill on to consumers in 
the form of higher electricity rates. 

“Only a little more than 20 years ago,” 
Macnvuson pointed out, “the Power Trust was 
resorting to every technical and legal device 
their fruitful imaginations could conceive of 
to render regulation ineffectual in order to 
maintain the excessively high-rate struc- 
ture which in turn would sustain heavy 
water capitalization.” 

The Power Trust, with its colossal war 
chest, proceeded “to rewrite public-school 
textbooks, place teachers on company pay- 
rolls, inundate newspapers with lush adver- 
tising revenue, to influence editorial opin- 
ion,” and owned Governors of States out- 
right. 

PREVIEW OF FUTURE 

“Midwest Utilities Electric Bond & Share 
with its subholding companies, Niagara Hud- 
son Power Corp.; Associated Gas & Electric; 
Columbia Gas & Electric; Standard Gas & 
Electric; Southeastern Power & Light—these 
remain as symbols of the utility holding- 
company age, which served the public by 
taking thousands of small investors on a 
buggy ride, to line the pockets of financiers 
who made a specialty of building fortunes 
out of other people's money,” MAGNUSON 
said. 

The activities of the private utilities in 
the 1920's are a preview of what can happen 
under the Atomic Energy Act, which sets 
up no regulatory safeguards. By the be- 
ginning of the 1930's MAGNUSON said there 
was more than $2 billion of water in the 
Power Trust financial pyramid. 

“This faked investment, which had show- 
ered largesse upon the inside manipulators, 
could be properly handled in only two ways— 
either at the expense of ratepayers by impo- 
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sition of excessive rate structures, or at the 
expense of small investors through the loss 
of their invested savings,” MAGNUSON said. 

“Actually, both danced to the power trust 
piper, and both paid through the nose, In 
the 1929 crash and the holding-company col- 
lapse which followed, thousands of small in- 
vestors lost their savings.” 


NOT ANCIENT HISTORY 


Macnuson reminded his colleagues that 
this was not just ancient history. “Yet,” he 
said pointedly, “the high-rate, low-sales pol- 
icy, which this financial slight-of-hand in- 
duced in management, even now has been 
partially shaken off only in areas where Fed- 
eral-power policy has provided real support 
for federally generated power at low cost, and 
real support for public competition.” 

As a result of a propaganda campaign 
comparable in scope to that of the 1920's, 
Macnuson pointed out, this Nation’s public- 
power program is being sabotaged and dis- 
mantled. In the Northwest, where the power 
shortage is so acute that in recent years it 
has been rationed and so-called “brownouts” 
imposed, there have been no new starts on 
public-power construction since the Eisen- 
hower administration took over. 

“The people,” MaGcnuson said, “by means 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), 
the Bonneville Power Administration, and, 
more recently, the Southwest and Southeast 
Power Administrations, have been demon- 
strating a practical way by which low-cost 
abundant power can be wholesaled and 
transmitted to the people, at low electric 
rates, even though the private utilities con- 
tinued to control the State regulatory bodies. 

“This yardstick of low-cost power, together 
with the exposure of inflated writeups by 
the Federal Power Commission (a Govern- 
ment agency), have forced down electric 
rates all over the country, even private rates, 
With the Federal and public-power yard- 
stick, inflated capital accounts could not be 
resorted to, so long as the Federal power 
program remained a vital alternative.” 


FINANCIAL POWER GREATER 


“The Power Trust knows this. Against 
the competition of cheap Federal power, 
against a Federal geographic power grid, 
against priority of public groups obtaining 
access to Federal power, the Power Trust is 
carrying out a deadly and implacable cam- 
paign. It will never rest until it is success- 
ful, either in destroying the Federal power 
program or until it is itself decently defeated. 

“With the administration now in power, 
the new campaign is far more dangerous 
than that of the 1920’s—because it is armed 
with a myriad of new devices for reaching 
and capturing the public mind. In addition, 
the financial power of the combine far ex- 
ceeds that of 30 years ago.” 

The charges made by Morse, MAGNUSON, 
and others in the Senate debate have been 
underscored by Robert G. Lewis, a Washing- 
ton representative of the National Farmers 
Union, in an article which has been widely 
circulated in the labor movement. Describ- 
ing the threat as “corporate socialism,” Lewis 
warns that a “totalitarian revolutionary 
movement'’—comparable to that of Hitler 
fascism—"“is being developed in the United 
States.” 

He points out that the electric utilities 
coined the slogan “creeping socialism” as 
a means of forcing drastic changes in the 
American way of life and to smoke screen 
monopoly’s attack on such fundamental in- 
stitutions as public power. 

The breadth of monopoly's target was 
clearly outlined in a speech to the American 
Petroleum Institute in 1952 by Adm. Ben 
Moreell, chairman of the board of Jones & 
Laughlin Steel Corp. Moreell also happens 
to be the man selected by the Eisenhower 
administration to head the Hoover Commis- 
sion task force which is planning the re- 
organization of Government activities in 
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the fields of electric power and natural re- 
sources. 
SUBSIDIES ARE ASSAILED 


Moreell traced such public institutions as 
free schools, public roads, income, and in- 
heritance taxes, Government regulation of 
railroads and other utilities, Government 
licensing of certain businesses and public 
power projects to the insidious influence of 
Karl Marx. 

“Since Marx enunciated his doctrine 
slightly more than 100 years ago,” Moreell 
said, “we Americans have adopted in vary- 
ing degrees—practically his entire program.” 

Moreell charged that acquisition of land 
“for public purposes” is “in strict accord with 
Marxist doctrine," asserting that “the public 
purpose may be an irrigation or flood-control 
district, a Tennessee Valley Authority, a 
Bonneville power project, forest land, and 
oil reserve or any one of a number of others.” 

Moreell assailed the entire scheme of sub- 
sidies to farmers as communistic and de- 
nounced the income and inheritance tax for 
transferring money from the wealthy to po- 
litical adventurers. 

It was a logical conclusion to such state- 
ments that Moreell should end by expressing 
great mistrust of majority rule and dislike 
for democratic procedures. “Will any think- 
ing person say that a law is ‘right’ because a 
majority has voted for it?” he demanded. 

The views expressed by Moreell are in effect 
the views of the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, the National Association of 
Manufacturers, the power trust and the men 
who control the Eisenhower administration, 
the Farmers Union spokesman warned. The 
atomic energy giveaway, vast as it is, is only 
the beginning for this crowd. 


CITATION OF ALBERT SHADOWITZ 
FOR CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
order that there may be some business 
before the Senate, I move that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 1827, Senate Resolution 280, 
the first of three contempt citation reso- 
lutions, which we shall merely leave as 
the unfinished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the resolution by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution 
(S. Res. 280) to cite Albert Shadowitz 
for contempt of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the reso- 
lution (S. Res. 280) to cite Albert Shado- 
witz for contempt of the Senate. 


HOUSE AMENDMENTS TO SENATE 
BILLS 

Mr. McCARRAN. Has the majority 
leader concluded we shall not bring up 
the matter of concurring in the House 
amendments to certain Senate bills? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; after consult- 
ing with the minority leader and other 
Senators, it has been decided not to do 
so tonight. The session ran much later 
than I had anticipated. I hope that is 
agreeable to the Senator. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. 


OUTLAWING OF THE COMMUNIST 
PARTY 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
Senate on Thursday adopted a proposal 


1452 


which I submitted to outlaw the Com- 
munist Party as an international con- 
spiracy designed to overthrow the Gov- 
ernment of the United States by force 
and violence. This action of the Senate 
was a tremendous stride forward in the 
fight against totalitarian communism. 

It is, therefore, quite understandable 
that the Communist leaders in this coun- 
try have been attacking me and my pro- 
posal with a recklessness and determina- 
tion which convinces me that the Hum- 
phrey amendment is in fact an effective 
threat to communism. Within the last 
few hours news reports appearing on the 
news tickers have been brought to my 
attention, which I believe ought to be 
brought to the attention of the Senate. 
I, therefore, ask unanimous consent to 
have the brief texts of these Communist 
attacks printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC- 
ORD, as follows: 

NEw YorK.—The Communist Party labeled 
the Senate-approved bill to outlaw the Com- 
munist Party as the “illegitimate child of 
McCarthyism” and “legislative Hitler.” 

The statement was issued by Communist 
Party headquarters and was signed by Wil- 
liam Z. Foster, chairman, and Elizabeth 
Gurley Flynn and Pettis Perry, national com- 
mittee members. 

The statement said that defeat of the 
Senate bill was essential “if the Constitution 
is not to be McCarthyized.” 

“Thursday’s Senate vote to outlaw the 
Communist Party and outlaw trade unions is 
the illegitimate child of McCarthyism and 
cynical election-year politics,” the statement 
said. “World opinion, fearful of the Mc- 
Carthyite preventive war clique in our midst, 
will correctly view this bill as legislative 
Hitlerism. 

“++ The Communist Party will not 
permit itself—and the Bill of Rights—to be 
destroyed by this unconstitutional, un- 
American, pro-Fascist legislation.” 


New Tonk. —Congressional legislation to 
outlaw the Communist Party was denounced 
in a party statement today as a “legislative 
Hitlerism.” 

The statement called the bill, approved 
85-0 by the Senate yesterday, the illegiti- 
mate child of McCarthyism and cynical 
election-year politicians.” 

It said the measure was “not even ra- 
tional, much less constitutional,” and 
added: 

“The bill attempts to smuggle through a 
Jabor union wrecking device under the Hit- 
lerese device of fighting communism.” 

Labor unions and others were urged to 
“flood Congress and the press with opposi- 
tion to this giant step toward fascism.” 

The party statement was issued by Simon 
Gerson, the party's New York legislative rep- 
resentative, and bore the names of national 
chairman William Z. Foster and national 
committee members Elizabeth Gurley Flynn 
and Pettis Perry. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to note the fact that the 
Communist Party, meeting in New York 
City, described the amendment as legis- 
lative Hitlerism” and as the “illegitimate 
child of McCarthyism and cynical elec- 
tion year politics.” 

These Communist attacks are, of 
course, not new to me. Members of the 
Senate are aware that the leaders of 
communism here and abroad have been 
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attacking me and my activities ever since 
I have been in public life. 

It is most reassuring to me that in the 
last 2 days I have received many expres- 
sions of support and encouragement 
from all over the country. Responsible 
leaders of our communities, leaders of 
business, labor, and agriculture have of- 
fered their commendation. Liberals and 
conservatives alike have expressed their 
agreement with the premise underlying 
my amendment—namely, that no inter- 
national conspiracy against the United 
States with a higher allegiance to a for- 
eign power has a right merely by calling 
itself a political party to cloak itself with 
the constitutional democratic protections 
and immunity that our society provides 
for legitimate political parties. The 
American Communist movement is not a 
legitimate American political party. Itis 
this finding in section 2 of the Humphrey 
amendment which provides democratic 
and constitutional basis for the action of 
the Senate. 

The Senate has demonstrated that a 
democracy can protect itself effectively 
and constitutionally against its totali- 
tarian enemies from within as well as 
from without. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I assume 
that the Senator is aware of the fact 
that the Communist Party is not the 
only force at work in attempting to de- 
stroy the effectiveness of the legislation 
sponsored in the Senate, which was 
approved by a vote of 85 to 0. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Texas is eminently correct. I do not 
wish to equate the forces which are con- 
demning some of this action, because 
they are motivated by different instincts 
and different desires. 

But there are some rumors which 
seem to be prevalent in the corridors of 
the Capitol, and I noticed an item on 
the press ticker to the effect that an 
‘attempt would be made in the House of 
Representatives to water down, to 
modify, or, as some have said, even to 
nullify the action which was taken by 
the Senate. I have in my hand, for 
example, a statement from one of the 
press services—I believe it is from the 
Associated Press—which reads as fol- 
lows: 


House Republican leaders today sought to 
draft a compromise bill which would outlaw 
the Communist Party without scuttling 
other subversive-control laws now on the 
books. 

They plan to offer the proposal to the 
House Monday as a substitute for a far more 
stringent bill whipped through the Senate, 
85 to 0, in a surprise, Democratic-led ma- 
neuver Thursday. The Senate bill would 
outlaw the party and deny bargaining rights 
to Red-infiltrated unions. 

Although White House sources passed the 
words that President Eisenhower opposes the 
Senate measure, administration congressional 
leaders fear the Democrats will make election 
campaign hay if the GOP majority tries to 
bottle it up in the House. 

“The Senate voted 85 to 0 to outlaw the 
party,” one House Republican leader said. 
“We can’t let the Democrats claim that they 


tried to outlaw the party, and the adminis- 
tration blocked it.” 
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‘I deplore the effort. which is being 
made to put a partisan label upon the 
honest attempt which was made in the 
Senate to pass a satisfactory bill. Very 
frankly, bills have been introduced 
throughout the years to do what has 
now been done. The distinguished 
senior Senator from Maine [Mrs, SMITH] 
has introduced such a bill in the Senate; 
and similar bills have been introduced 
in the House of Representatives. 

Many Senators had asked for action. 
Finally the Senate took action. It ap- 
pears that after action has been taken, 
reaction is setting in, the reaction being 
to see whether something cannot be done 
to undo what has been done. 

I simply want the leaders—and ap- 
parently they are the leaders, because 
they are the ones who are quoted—to 
know that the Senate voted 65 to 0 for 
the bill. We knew what we were doing. 
I want to have it made quite clear that 
the action which was taken was designed 
to strengthen the laws of this country 
against subversion and against conspira- 
torial activities and conspiratorial par- 
ties in the United States. 

I was pleased to note that at the top 
we had the help of the majority leader 
and of the minority leader, and also help 
on both sides of the aisle. 

I want to make it quite clear now that 
if anyone feels that the action which 
was taken was wrong, all he has to do is 
to get up and announce it. If there is 
anyone who will try to scuttle what has 
been done, we shall have another yea and 
nay vote when the conference report re- 
turns to the Senate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
do not wish to have the remarks of the 
junior Senator from Minnesota to pass 
without a very brief comment. 

I think the legislative intent of the 
Senate is very clear in first wanting, as 
a matter of public policy, to make it 
certain that the Communist Party is not 
a political party in any sense of the word, 
but rather is an international conspiracy, 
devoted to the destruction of our con- 
stitutional government by force and vio- 
lence. I think it was made clear by the 
original author of the bill which first 
was before the Senate, the distinguished 
senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BUTLER] ; by the distinguished junior sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], 
who offered an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute; and by the distinguished 
junior Senator from Texas [Mr. Dan- 
IEL], who in turn added the Butler bill, 
in effect, to the Humphrey substitute, 
that there was no desire on the part of 
any of the authors or of any of the Mem- 
bers of the Senate, in any sense, to under- 
cut or to weaken either the Smith Act. 
or the Internal Security Act, or any of 
the other legislation upon the statute 
books, by which the Department of Jus- 
tice or the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion is able to proceed against conspira- 
tors against the Government and the 
people of the United States. 

I think it was made clear by every 
Senator on the floor that in the event 
there were technical defects, they could 
be ironed out in conference by men of 
good will, working together. That is 
normal legislative procedure. 
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I may say, speaking in my capacities 
both as a Senator from California and 
also as majority leader of the Senate, 
that I should be very disappointed if 
the proposed legislation should be re- 
turned to the Senate which did not con- 
tain material outlawing the Communist 
Party and carrying out the general in- 
tent, which I think was not partisan in 
any sense of the word, because the bill 
was passed by a unanimous vote of the 
Senate. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will yield in a 
moment, when I have furnished my 
thought. 

I think that throughout the country 
there is a widespread, and an under- 
standable desire on the part of the people 
of the United States, to outlaw this or- 
ganization, which is a conspiracy against 
everything which our constitutional sys- 
tem means to us, which is a subversive, 
revolutionary group devoted to the pur- 
pose of destroying us internally, and, 
which, in my judgment, at least, in the 
event we should be subjected to a severe 
attack at any time in the future would 
be a potential fifth column. 

So I think Congress will expect, and, 
speaking as one Senator, I think the Sen- 
ate will expect, that the legislation which 
is finally passed in the normal, consti- 
tutional, legislative processes will very 
clearly indicate that the American peo- 
ple have spoken, through their repre- 
sentatives in Congress, a desire to outlaw 
the Communist Party. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. First, I 
wish to commend the distinguished ma- 
jority leader for his very frank, forth- 
right, and able statement, in which I 
heartily concur. It is the kind of state- 
ment which we have learned to expect 
from the majority leader, who serves his 
country first, always. 

I am not concerned about the Sen- 
ator’s statement, which appears on the 
press ticker, that none of us would will- 
ingly do anything to weaken the anti- 
Communist laws, because I heartily 
embrace that statement. 

But the Senator is quoted as saying 
that he is certain that the Senate and 
House conferees can iron out the dif- 
ferences, if there are any to be worked 
out. We know there are always differ- 
ences, and they must be worked out. We 
are in the process of working out dif- 
ferences on many bills. I hope that 
those who are at this moment reported 
to be making efforts to water down and 
nullify the actions of the Senate—and 
the news on the ticker tape indicates that 
there are some who are already saying 
that there are serious objections to the 
bill passed by the Senate—will take due 
note, not only of the majority leader’s 
statement, but of the statement of the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota, 
namely, that before this Congress ad- 
journs we are going to carefully review 
what has been done in this field and that 
we are not going to nullify it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
can say to the Senator from Texas that, 
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insofar as my voice will carry any 
weight, I expect to attend the meeting of 
the legislative leaders at the White 
House at 8:30 on Monday morning next. 
The statement I shall make at that time 
will be no different than the one I have 
made on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena- 
tor from Texas has dealt with the Sena- 
tor from California long enough to know 
that no assurance is needed on that 
pcint. He knows the Senator from Cali- 
fornia will do what he says he will do. 
However, I understood that all the 
scurces mentioned in the ticker tapes 
point to the fact that administration 
lieutenants have passed word down the 
line that there is serious objection to 
the action the Senate has taken. They 
also comment on the statements of so- 
called leaders, or certain leaders, to the 
effect that they feel “this thing must 
be taken care of,” so to speak. I hope 
they will note the very strong state- 
ment of the Senator from California this 
evening to the effect that none of us 
want to weaken any law, but to 
strengthen it, and we want to do it in 
a spirit of bipartisanship. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Whether in the 
field of foreign affairs or at home, in en- 
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deavoring to meet the Communist men- 
ace, we should have the support of all 
Americans, recognizing that the only 
party of treason is the Communist Party, 
and that the sooner we can close ranks 
and face that menace, the better off we 
will be. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I want the record 
to be clear that without the help of the 
majority leader on the day we passed 
the bill dealing with the subject, it would 
have been much more difficult to ac- 
complish what was achieved, and the 
clarification as to our purposes would 
never have been made so definite and so 
precise as they were made. The Senate 
conferees can go to conference knowing 
there was no intention to weaken the 
Smith Act, but that there was an inten- 
tion to strengthen it. There was like- 
wise no intention to weaken the McCar- 
ran Act. There may have been some 
weakening as regards registration. My 
answer is that Communists have not reg- 
istered, anyway. There was no effort 
on the part of the majority leader or 
Senators on this side of the aisle to try 
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to pin the responsibility or blame on 
anybody else. 

I join hands with the majority leader 
and the minority leader in standing firm 
for the best legislation we can get. 
There may be some minor differences, 
but we know what we want. We know 
we want the Communist Party organi- 
zation branded as illegal. We want to 
make it clear that there is no room for it 
in our midst. If we do that, there will 
be no politics involved, and, as the ma- 
jority leader has said, we will have put 
the country first. After that we will 
take care of politics. 

I commend the majority leader, and I 
thank the minority leader for his fine 
assistance. 


RECESS UNTIL 10 O'CLOCK A. M., 
MONDAY 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, pur- 
Suant to the order previously entered, 
I now move that the Senate take a re- 
cess until Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
8 o’clock and 4 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess, the recess being, under 
the order previously entered, until Mon- 
day, August 16, 1954, at 10 o'clock a. m, 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Need for Termination of Deficit Financing 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. STYLES BRIDGES 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 


Saturday, August 14, 1954 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted in 
the Recorp a statement and various edi- 
torials relative to a resolution introduced 
by the senior Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. Byrp] and myself. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment and editorials were ordered to be 
printed in the Rrecorp, as follows: 


NEED FoR TERMINATION OF DEFICIT FINANCING 
(Statement by Senator BRIDGES) 


A month ago the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Virginia [Mr. ByrD] joined with me 
in introducing Senate Joint Resolution 174, 
proposing that the Constitution be amended 
to assure the American people of balanced 
budgets in the future by putting an end to 
deficit Government financing. 

The response to this proposal by the voters 
of our country has been overwhelming. The 
man on the street has been quick to see 
its wisdom and its necessity. Over 100 
newspapers, large and small, have carried 
editorials praising its purpose and advocat- 
ing its enactment. Furthermore, Senator 
Byrrp and I have received mail in such vol- 
ume as to tax the limit of our already busy 
office staffs. 

Pay-as-you-go government is long overdue. 
Each day that we fail to recognize and re- 
spond to growing inflation, the danger of 
further damaging our national stability and 
prestige increases. The people who must 
pay our Nation’s tax bill, the same people 
who have sent us here to the Senate to repre- 
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sent them are aware of this danger. And 
well they might be for it is simple arithmetic 
that we cannot continue to spend more 
money than we take in and, at the same 
time, remain domestically sound and inter- 
nationally strong. As one Illinois editor put 
it: “The main objective * * * is sound as 
sanity.” 

I am more convinced than ever of the need 
for quick action by the Congress on this 
resolution so that the way will be paved for 
early ratifying action by the 48 States. 
When you read, as the senior Senator from 
Virginia and I have, so many letters from 
every corner of this Nation, written by people 
in all walks of life, supporting our proposal, 
you will quickly see that now is the time to 
put our financial house in order; now is the 
time to restore common sense to Govern- 
ment. 

In order to point up my contentions even 
more strongly, I append hereto a copy of 
Senate Joint Resolution 174, together with 
several editorials which have appeared in 
several newspapers throughout the Nation 
endorsing its purpose. They are a sample 
of the editorial comment in support of the 
proposed amendment and echo accurately 
the sentiments of the American taxpayer. 

Senate Joint Resolution 174 
Joint resolution proposing an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States to 
provide for the imposition of Federal taxes 
to provide revenues at least equal to ap- 
propriations, except in time of war de- 
clared by the Congress or when the United 

States is engaged in open hostility against 

an external enemy 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each 
House concurring therein), That the follow- 
ing article is proposed as an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States, and 
shall be valid to all intents and purposes as 
part of the Constitution when ratified by the 


legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States: 
“ARTICLE — 

“Section 1. On or before the 15th day. 
after the beginning of each regular session 
of the Congress, the President shall transmit 
to the Congress a budget which shall set 
forth his estimates of the receipts of the 
Government during the ensuing fiscal year 
under the laws existing on such date and his 
recommendations with respect to appropria- 
tions to be made for such fiscal year. Except 
in time of war declared by the Congress or 
when the United States is engaged in open 
hostility against an external enemy, the total 
appropriations recommended by the Presi- 
dent for any fiscal year shall not exceed the 
total of his estimates of the receipts of the 
Government during such fiscal year. 

“Sec. 2. In the event the Congress, except 
in time of war declared by the Congress or 
when the United States is engaged in open 
hostilities against an external enemy, makes 
appropriations for the ensuing fiscal year in 
excess of the total of the President’s esti- 
mates of the receipts of the Government 
during such fiscal year reduced by any 
amount by which the appropriations made 
for all previous fiscal years beginning subse- 
quent to the effective date of this article of 
amendment (except fiscal years during which 
the United States has been engaged in a war 
declared by the Congress or open hostility 
against an external enemy) have exceeded 
the actual receipts of the Government dur- 
ing all such fiscal years, it shall enact meas- 
ures to raise during such ensuing fiscal year 
an amount of additional revenue at least 
equal to the amount of such excess. 

“Sec. 3. As used in sections 1 and 2 of this 
article, the term ‘appropriations’ includes 
grants of authority to make actual expendi- 
tures of funds but does not include appro- 
priations to reimburse the Government 
agency making such actual expenditures. 

“Sec. 4. No motion in either House of Con- 
gress to adjourn for more than 3 days shall 
be in order during any period of time when 
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the Congress has failed to perform its duty 
under section 2 of this article. 

“Sec. 5. This article shall be effective on 
and after the first day of the calendar year 
which begins after the date this article is 
ratified. 

“Sec. 6. This article shall be inoperative 
unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the leg- 
islatures of three-fourths of the several 
States within 7 years from the date of its 
submission to the States by the Congress.” 


[From the Exeter (N. H.) Newsletter of 
June 15, 1954] 


Senators STYLES BRIDGES and Harry BYRD 
have proposed an amendment to the Con- 
stitution that would require the Federal Gov- 
ernment to maintain a balanced budget ex- 
cept in the event of war. 

Senator Byrn has long been a powerful 
influence in opposition to efforts to increase 
the public debt now set at $275 billion. He 
was successful last year in balking adminis- 
tration proposals to raise the limit to which 
the Federal Government may borrow, and it 
would appear that his opposition now will 
prevent an increase to the $290 billion limit 
that the administration requests. Senator 
Brinces, as chairman of the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee, must be considered as a 
strong voice in the opposition. He cites that 
a continuance of present United States fiscal 
policy for the next 40 years, or the estimated 
period that the Nation faces in maintaining 
a costly defense program would reduce the 
American dollar in 1994 to a value of about 
12% cents. 

The amendment as proposed by BRIDGES 
and Bynp would mean that Congress at the 
close of each session, except in time of war, 
must balance appropriations with income. If 
appropriations exceeded Government re- 
ceipts they would have to be met by the 
levying of new taxes. 

The voices of economy are not entirely lost 
in the midst of the heavy spending of the 
past two decades. They grow louder now to 
slow down if possible the policy of inflation 
to which the Government has long com- 
mitted itself. 


[From the Manchester (N. H.) Union Leader 
of July 16, 1954] 


Senators STYLES BRIDGES and Harry BYRD 
are following sound business judgment in 
their proposal of a constitutional amend- 
ment to put the Government on a pay-as- 
you-go basis, except in time of war. 

Brinces sizes the situation up correctly 
when he says that the Nation will continue 
for many years to carry a costly defense load. 
This, therefore, ceases to be an emergency 
and has become the normal permanent sta- 
tus. It must be recognized as such, which 
means that appropriations must be made 
to cover such spending, instead of permit- 
ting the national debt to grow indefinitely. 

The national debt is now almost $275 bil- 
lion—a gigantic sum. To keep adding to 
that debt as is being done today is suicidal. 
It is a grave injustice to coming genera- 
tions, who must carry that load as well as 
the problem of their own day. 

Of late the National Government has been 
an agency for spending without any real re- 
gard for solvency. The taxpayer’s money 
is poured out recklessly, and then if po- 
litical demands exceed receipts, more funds 
are borrowed. It surely is time there was a 
jacking up. The only form that can take 
is to demand a balanced budget. 

No one can deny, as Senator BRIDGES as- 
serts, that emergencies of great magnitude 
that strike the Nation unexpectedly must 
be dealt with by heroic means, whatever the 
financial cost may be. But we should not 
go on indefinitely pasting an emergency label 
on the whole course of time. . We must not 
forget also that Government borrowing and 
the piling up of a costly debt have helped 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


to cut the value of the dollar. Today it 
has about half of the value of 20 years ago. 
This process must not be allowed to go on 
indefinitely, and to accelerate its shrinkage 
as the national debt climbs. 

Briwces was right when he declared that 
“to insure monetary stability we must put 
an end to the practice of financing Federal 
operations through an interest-bearing 
charge account that is never paid and upon 
which our Government has come to depend.” 
President Eisenhower promised in the elec- 
tion campaign to do something about it, 
but his administration has not got very far. 
Now let’s have a showdown and settle the 
matter by ruling that the Government must 
pay its way in peacetime and no fooling 
about it. 


— 


[From the South Bend (Ind.) Tribune of 
July 18, 1954] 
For REAL REFORM 


The enforced Federal budget balancing 
proposed by United States Senators STYLES 
Brinces, New Hampshire Republican, and 
Harry F. BYRD, Virginia Democrat, deserves 
serious congressional attention. They have 
introduced a resolution for amendment of 
the Constitution for that purpose. Senator 
Brinces is chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee and Senator Byrp heads the Joint 
Congressional Committee on Reduction of 
Nonessential Expenditures. Those official 
positions enhance the appearance of authori- 
tative judgment of the Federal fiscal situa- 
tion. The fact that the resolution has bi- 
partisan sponsorship makes it eyen more 
practically impressive. 

If the Constitution were amended on the 
pattern proposed by those two Senators, Fed- 
eral revenues would be estimated in advance 
by the executive department as at present. 
If Congress voted for appropriations in ex- 
cess of the estimated revenues, congressional 
adjournment would be forbidden until taxes 
to keep the budget balanced also were voted. 
Only when the United States was involved 
in war, with or without a formal declara- 
tion by Congress, would the constitutional 
compulsion for budget balancing be sus- 
pended. In wartime, of course, the taxes 
to match expenditures could be literally 
crushing. This has been taken into account 
by Senators BYRD and BRIDGES. 

The unbalanced Federal budget has become 
a dangerous way of life in the United States 
in the last two decades. Senator BYRD re- 
marks that the Federal or national debt 
is equal to all of the accessible physical 
assets of the Nation. This year Congress 
was asked, he added, to appropriate $56 bil- 
lion, although unexpended balances of pre- 
vious appropriations total $85,900,000,000. 
In other words, the Government might spend 
$143,200,000,000 if Congress acceded to the 
current appropriations request. 

Remarking that the value of the dollar 
and the Nation’s security are threatened by 
this condition, Senator BRIDGES states that 
crisis borrowing and emergency borrowing, 
except in wartime, must be stopped. “The 
bottomless purse in the hands of a Socialist- 
minded bureaucracy,” he says, “is the ideal 
weapon with which to break down the virtues 
of thrift and industry and destroy the self- 
sufficiency and personal initiative of the 
people.” This “fantastic charge account” 
which has been a major factor in Federal 
Government spending and the debt increase 
in the last 20 years is a form of invisible 
taxation—a secret capital levy—upon all of 
the people.” 

It is reasonably plain that voluntary ab- 
stention by the Government cannot be an- 
ticipated. Enforced budget balancing, in- 
volving either economy on taxes that would 
make all citizens more sensitive to the full 
meaning of Government spending projects, 
is the only remedy. As a promoter of econ- 
omy, the Bridges-Byrd resolution is excep- 
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tionally promising. Full-scale debate on it 
in Congress should have great educational 
effect. Passage of the resolution to the 
States and reasonably prompt action on it 
by the legislatures would decisively resolve 
this vitally important issue. 


— 


[From the Chicago (II.) Daily Calumet of 
July 26, 1954] 


A GooD IDEA DOOMED For Ax 


Another noble idea is headed for the ash- 
can or the ax, as you like it. Reference is 
had to a proposed amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States forbidding the 
Federal Government to operate by deficit 
spending in peacetime. The first noble ex- 
periment was the proposed celebrated 
Bricker amendment, making it illegal to sign 
treaties with other nations if the provisions 
of such documents violate existing law. 

Take your own case. Say you earn $375 
per month. How long can you go on 
spending $376 a month and get by? Yet the 
Government is doing just that. What a 
strange state of affairs it is, we must pass 
laws making us stay within all bounds of 
sanity regarding money matters. 

Thanks to Harry FOOD Byrp, of Virginia, 
and W. STYLES BRIDGES, of New Hampshire, 
two United States Senators, who propose a 
commonsense limitation on spending. 
Every taxpayer in America ought to send 
Byrp and Eripcrs a bouquet. What these 
two ordinary, hard-headed lawmakers want 
is a constitutional amendment prohibiting 
the President’s budget proposing the 
spending of more than the estimated receipts 
for the next fiscal year. 

The idea has plenty of merit, but the 
spenders will knock it in the head. The 
deficit for the fiscal year just ended June 
30, was $3 billion. It is said it will be much 
greater when we look at the books on June 
es We'll bet a dollar to a nickel it 
will. 

The national debt now is crowding the le- 
gal limit of $275 billion. There are strong 
notions underway in Washington to boost 
that figure still more. They ought to run 
such goofs out of office. All that’s needed 
to inflate the $275 billion mark is a bill ap- 
proved by Congress. It will encounter vig- 
orous opposition, but observers of the 
Washington scene predict its passage. 

Already opponents have taken one healthy 
swing with the ax on the Byrd-Bridges idea. 
It is said that in peacetime it frequently be- 
comes necessary to spend for defense and the 
possibility of war. Under such circum- 
stances the administration—Republican or 
Democrat—might be pinched considerably 
on spending for security. That's a lot of 
balderdash. The amendment can be so 
put together as to preclude the element of 
danger in a time of crisis. 

The main objective sought by Senators 
Byrrp and Ermces is as sound as sanity. Not 
only is it wise to put the clamps on a soar- 
ing debt, but it is absolutely necessary un- 
less we are willing to see the Federal debt 
puncture the sky and so precipitate finan- 
cial disaster upon the Nation. 

The present debt of $275 billion is appal- 
ling. It will take this generation and a good 
many more to put the Federal Government 
back on the black side of the ledger. It will 
take God only knows how many years to bal- 
ance our books, if indeed this Nation ever 
does without resorting to repudiation of 
governmental obligations. That would be 
ruin, also. 

Lend Senators Brrp and BRIDGES your 
very best punch. Hope, fervently, they may 
put their proposal through the Congress. It 
will be a tough fight. There still are a num- 
ber of New Deal Demos around, augmented 
by Republican big spenders, whose main in- 
terest seems to be in spreading the power of 
the Federal Government over ever-widen- 
ing areas. Enough of that.— H. F. W. 
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[From the Durham (N. C.) Sun of July 
19, 1954] 


POWERFUL ARGUMENT 


The proposal of Senator BRIDGES, of New 
Hampshire, chairman of the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee, that the Constitution 
be amended to provide for a balanced budget 
may not be a pleasant thought for some 
Members of Congress or for some executive 
leaders but it has much to recommend it. 
It is an application of the pay-as-you-go 
principle. 

Senator Broces’ amendment would re- 
quire that revenues must be provided by 
any Congress to match any appropriations 
it may make. It would eliminate deficit 
spending; would provide that the Govern- 
ment spend only so much money as it may 
expect to have to spend. 

Latitude in times of national crisis, how- 
ever, is provided. The restriction would not 
apply in any time of war or in any period of 
open hostilities against an external enemy. 
What would happen in the event of the need 
of any sudden buildup toward war? There 
would have to be, presumably, a sudden 
buildup in revenues to pay for the expendi- 
tures. 

There will be some strenuous opposition 
among the Members of Senate and House; 
no doubt of that. There are Representatives 
and Senators who are impatient of any 
check on their pet spending schemes and 
many are apostles of the system of spend- 
ing today and letting tomorrow take care 
of the bills. They may not be here tomor- 
row and, in any event, “tomorrow is another 
day.” 

Senator Brrinces’ resolution grows out of 
the failure of even a conservative Republi- 
can Congress to move toward a balanced 
budget and the pressure being exerted for 
another lifting of the national debt limit. 
The deficit for the year ending June 30 was 
bout $3 billion. This year, Senator Harry 
Byrp, of Virginia, says, the deficit will be 
greater instead of smaller because taxes 
have been reduced faster than expenditures, 
Moreover, although Senator Byrn said noth- 
ing of that, taxes have been reduced for those 
more able to pay rather than for the great 
body of Americans. 

Senator Brno, in an address in the Sen- 
ate last week, stoutly supported the Bridges 
amendment and advanced at least one pow- 
erful argument in its favor. The ban on 
deficit spending, said Senator Brno, “would 
be an affective deterrent on nonessential 
spending.” 

It would, indeed. He has a strong point 
there. Congress is persuaded into excessive 
spending by pressure groups; and succumbs 
because it is aware that the beneficiaries will 
be pleased and because the rest of the coun- 
try will not complain too much. It will not 
complain too much because, under deficit 
spending the day of reckoning is postponed 
and because it will not think the thing 
through. Besides other pressure groups 
conclude that they may want some “gravy” 
of their own some day. 

If, however, the Congress is required to 
find the money for the additional expendi- 
tures and forced to levy additional taxes for 
the spending which goes beyond available 
revenues, it will be impelled to pause; for 
the citizen does not utter louder cries of 
anguish than when another tax is being 
added. 


From the Bridgeton (N. J.) News of July 17, 
1954 


WOULD CURB SPENDING 


Senator STYLES Barons, Republican, of 
New Hampshire, and Senator Harry BYRD, 
Democrat, of Virginia, are collaborating on 
an amendment to the Constitution, the pur- 
pose of which is to put an effective curb 
on Government spending. 

This amendment, which if passed by Con- 
gress and ratified by the required number 
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of States, would put an end to all headaches 
over balancing the budget for under the 
amendment it would balance itself. 

The purpose of this amendment is to for- 
bid any administration to spend more in 
any one year than the estimated receipts for 
that year. The budget and receipts would 
have to balance. In short, the Federal Gov- 
ernment would have to be conducted on a 
pay-as-you-go basis. This is good common 
sense and there is no reason why the Gov- 
ernment should not be conducted on that 
basis. 

These two men are not dreamers, but men 
who have been close students of our financial 
situation and have been earnest advocates 
of bringing our financial situation into bal- 
ance. Senator Byrrp, who is a successful 
businessman, has long since won the repu- 
tation of being an expert in Government 
financial affairs and of having such facts 
and figures at his fingertips. 

In discussing the proposed amendment, 
Senator BRIDGES said something must be done 
to set our financial house in order or else 
our national stability will be endangered 
and our national prestige shaken. 

This statement by Senator Bawoxs is not 
overdrawn by any means and coincides with 
the views of these wise financiers of the 
Nation, and is the reason both of these men 
oppose any increase in the debt limit. 

We were promised that the Republicans 
would balance the budget if placed in power. 
At the end of the first year of the Eisen- 
hower administration the budget remained 
unbalanced, the excuse being that it was 
impossible owing to commitments of the 
Truman reign. The second year of the Eisen- 
hower administration finds the budget $3 
billion out of balance, and it is predicted 
the next year will find the situation even 
worse. So it is apparent that some such 
drastic step as the proposed amendment 
must be taken to insure the country finan- 
cially, 

No action on this proposed amendment 
will be taken until the next session of Con- 
gress and it may find the going hard, as the 
spenders will oppose any effort to put a 
curb on them, but once the amendment 
comes before Congress the people should rally 
so overwhelmingly in its support that Con- 
gress will not dare to fail to approve it. 
Once through Congress there is no question 
of its approval by the necessary number of 
States, for the people are tired of their Goy- 
ernment being continually billions of dol- 
lars in the red and of the mounting of debt 
under which they are laboring.—W. E. M. 
[From the Omaha (Nebr.) Evening World- 

Herald of July 20, 1954} 


In TIME or PEACE, Pay CASH—THAT’s BYRD- 
BRIDGES PLAN 


Democratic Senator Byrrp, of Virginia, and 
Republican Chairman STYLES BRIDGES, of the 
Senate Finance Committee, are joint spon- 
sors of a proposed constitutional amend- 
ment which, in the interests of America, 
should be submitted and adopted in jig time. 

In brief, this amendment would prohibit 
deficit spending. It would require Congress 
to levy taxes to cover the entire amount of 
its appropriations every year. 

As Senator Byrp explains it, the amend- 
ment would not be applicable “during pe- 
riods when the United States is engaged in 
war declared by Congress or in open hostili- 
ties against an external enemy.” 

But in times of peace—no deficits, 

Is there anything wrong with that? Is 
there any reason why this wondrously rich 
country should keep running farther and 
farther into debt, even in years of great pros- 
perity? We think most Americans would 
agree that there is none. We think the Byrd- 
Bridges amendment, if submitted, would be 
adopted virtually by acclamation. 

The proposed amendment is only part of 
Senator Byrp’s personal program of things 
that must be done “if we are to preserve our 
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solvency.” He recommends these four 
moves: 
3 Balance the budget by reducing spend- 

g. 

2. Hold the existing debt ceiling at $275 
billion. This is more than enough for us to 
owe.“ 

3. Reduce taxes after reducing expendi- 
tures; “it does not make sense to borrow 
money to reduce taxes.” 

4. Short of a national emergency, there 
can and should be a moratorium in all new 
spending programs until the Federal Goy- 
ernment is showing a budget surplus. 

Here again we think there would be very 
little difference of opinion among those 
Americans who honor simple arithmetic 
above socialistic theories. The wonder is 
that so few men, once they are elected to 
Congress and move to Washington, actually 
vote the way any rational and patriotic 
American ought to vote. 


[From the Nashville (Tenn.) Banner of 
July 20, 1954 
BYRD-BRIDGES FORMULA: Ir Dericirs WERE 
ILLEGAL, BUDGET WOULD BALANCE 


It isn't as easy—and not always as spec- 
tacular—to get out of debt as to get in. The 
New Deal and its offspring the Fair Deal made 
a big splash with their red ink, operating 
on the theory that prosperity came that way 
and that the Federal debt didn’t matter be- 
cause “after all, we owe it to ourselves.” 

With only four exceptions, Senator Harry 
Benn points out, the Government of the 
United States has operated in the red for 25 
years, and a balanced budget is not yet in 
sight. The deficit for the fiscal year ended 
June 30 was approximately $3 billion; and 
he warns that this year’s deficit will be higher 
because taxes have been reduced faster than 
expenditures. 

The Eisenhower administration made a 
substantial dent in the deficit of last year. 
By the budget recommended by Harry S. Tru- 
man (his last one) the amount of red ink 
for fiscal 1954 would have been $9 billion. 
But the Government still is spending in ex- 
cess of income because Congress has deleted 
some revenues without a corresponding dele- 
tion on the spending end of the ledger. So 
the debt mounts, 

Specifically the bipartisan economy—or 
budget balancing—plank introduced by Sen- 
ators Brno, of Virginia, and BRIDGES, of New 
Hampshire (chairman of the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee), provides: 

Under section 1 the President, at the open- 
ing of each session of Congress, would sub- 
mit a budget setting forth both appropria- 
tion recommendations and revenue esti- 
mates, but the recommended appropriations 
shall not exceed estimated revenue under tax 
laws existing at the time. 

If, in any session, Congress enacts appro- 
priations which, in combination with any 
deficit carried over from the previous year, 
exceed the revenue estimates, section 2 re- 
quires legislation raising additional revenue 
to cover the deficit. 

Under section 4 neither the House nor the 
Senate may adjourn until estimated revenue 
and enacted appropriations, plus any previous 
year deficit, are in balance. 

The amendment, of course, is careful to 
provide that it is not applicable during pe- 
riods when the United States is engaged in 
war declared by Congress, or in open hostili- 
ties against an external enemy. 

In simple language, this amendment would 
prohibit deficit spending; if appropriations 
exceed revenue, taxes must be raised to cover 
the deficit. This would be an effective de- 
terrent to nonessential spending, which ac- 
tually comprises a big part of every deficit. 

Practically everything else has been tried 
to curb excessive spending, of the type born 
with the New Deal policy of tax, spend, and 
elect. Maybe a law government wide, pro- 
hibiting expenditures beyond income, can 
do it. 
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Monpay, Audusr 16, 1954 


(Legislative day of Thursday, August 5, 
1954) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

Rey. F. Norman Van Brunt, associate 
pastor, Foundry Methodist Church, 
Washington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, Thou indwelling spirit, 
who art ever attempting to guide the 
spirit of man to the realization of abun- 
dant life, give us a greater sense of ex- 
pectancy. Deliver us, we pray, from 
fears that paralyze the will and doubts 
that breed despair. Let us see Thee, the 
unchanging, secure foundation upon 
which we continue to build a glorious 
heritage of freedom and fidelity. We 
need the insight of Thy spirit and the 
all-pervading power of Thy love. To 
this end grant unto us the divine initia- 
tive that, as imitators of the infinite, we 
may be bearers of light and abundant 
life to our age. Help us to look upon our 
purpose and place in the sun with the 
same sense of mission of the one who 
staggered the world with the daring of 
His faith, the Man of Galilee. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. KNOwWLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, 
August 14, 1954, was dispensed with, 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
taries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN- 
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO- 
LUTIONS SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the Speaker had 
affixed his signature to the following 
bills and joint resolutions, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 


S. 16. An act to permit the compelling of 
testimony under certain conditions and to 
grant immunity from prosecution in connec- 
tion therewith; 

5.22. An act to validate certain payments 
for accrued leave made to members of the 
Armed Forces who accepted discharges for 
the purpose of immediate reenlistment for 
an indefinite period; 

S. 154. An act for the relief of George 
Pantelas; 

S. 232. An act for the relief of Hugo Kern; 

S. 546. An act to authorize payment for 
losses sustained by owners of wells in the 
vicinity of Cold Brook Dam by reason of the 
lowering of the level of water in such wells 
as a result of the construction of Cold Brook 
Dam; 

S. 1184. An act to authorize relief of au- 
thorized certifying officers from exceptions 
taken to payments pertaining to terminated 
war agencies in liquidation by the Depart- 
ment of State; 
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S. 1225. An act for the relief of Brunhilde 
Walburga Golomb Hartsworm; 

S. 1308. An act for the relief of Leonard 
Hungerford; 

S. 1706. An act to provide for taxation by 
the State of Wyoming of certain property 
located within the confines of Grand Teton 
National Park, and for other purposes; 

S. 1748. An act to incorporate the National 
Fund for Medical Education; 

S. 1845. An act for the relief of Dr. Ian 
Yung-cheng Hu; 

S.1904. An act for the relief of Ottilie 
Theresa Workmann; 

S. 1959. An act for the relief of Mrs. Anne- 
marie Namias; 

S. 2420. An act to amend section 32 of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act; 

S. 2456. An act for the relief of Martin 
Genuth; 

S. 2461. An act for the relief of Berta Hell- 
mich; 

S. 2744, An act to provide for the termina- 
tion of Federal supervision over the property 
of the Alabama and Coushatta Tribes of In- 
dians of Texas, and the individual members 
thereof; and for other purposes; 

S. 2958. An act for the relief of Ida Reiss- 
muller and Johnny Damon Eugene Reiss- 
muller; ’ 

S. 3028. An act to require the Postmaster 
General to reimburse postmasters of discon- 
tinued post offices for equipment owned by 
the postmaster; 

S. 3085. An act for the relief of Mrs. Helen 
Stryk; 

S. 3233. An act to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, to provide permanent leg- 
islation for the transportation of a substan- 
tial portion of waterborne cargoes in United 
States-flag vessels; 

S. 3239. An act to authorize conveyance 
of land to the State of California for an in- 
spection station; 

S. 3302. An act granting to the Las Vegas 
Valley Water District, a public corporation or- 
ganized under the laws of the State of 
Nevada, certain public lands of the United 
States in the State of Nevada; 

S. 3303. An act granting to Basic Manage- 
ment, Inc., a private corporation organized 
under the laws of the State of Nevada, cer- 
tain public lands of the United States in 
the State of Nevada; 

S. 3379. An act to amend section 4 of the 
Flammable Fabrics Act, with respect to 
the standards of flammability in the case of 
certain textiles; 

8.3393. An act authorizing the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs to convey certain 
property to Milwaukee County, Wis.; 

S. 3487. An act to authorize the Central 
Bank for Cooperatives and the regional banks 
for cooperatives to issue consolidated deben- 
tures, and for other purposes; 

S. 3532. An act to provide for the partition 
and distribution of the assets of the Ute 
Indian Tribe of Uintah and Ouray Reserva- 
tion in Utah between the mixedblood and 
fullblood members thereof; and for the ter- 
mination of Federal supervision over the 
property of the mixedblood members of said 
tribe; to provide a development program for 
the fullblood members of said tribe; and 
for other purposes; 

S. 3546. An act to provide an immediate 
program for the modernization and improve- 
ment of such merchant-type vessels in the 
reserve fleet as are necessary for national 
defense; 

S.3769. An act to amend section 709 of 
title 18, United States Code, so as to pro- 
tect the name of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation from commercial exploitation; 

S. 3816. An act to authorize the replace- 
ment of certain Government-owned utility 
facilities at Glacier National Park, Mont., and 
Grand Canyon National Park, Ariz.; 

H. R. 669. An act for the relief of George 
D. Kyminas; 

H. R. 787. An act for the relief of Israel 
Ratsprecher and Maryse Ratsprecher; 
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H. R. 803. An act for the relief of Chris- 
takis Modinos; 

H. R. 804. An act for the relief of Enri- 
Chetta F. C. Meda-Novara; 

H. R. 818. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Emma Martha Staack; 

H. R. 868. An act for the relief of Ciriaco 
Catino; 

H. R. 905. An act for the relief of Fran- 
ciszek Wolczek; 

H. R. 950. An act for the relief of Panoula 
Panagopoulos; 

H. R. 970. An act for the relief of George 
Economos; 

H.R.977. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Aimee Dutour Rovzar; b 

H. R. 1171. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Wai-Jan Low Fong; 

H. R. 1324. An act for the relief of Geo 
Chinn; 4 

H. R. 1463. An act for the relief of Ilona 
Elizabeth Carrier; 

H. R. 1646. An act for the relief of Arthur 
Neustadt and Mrs. Emma Neustadt; 

H. R. 1697. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Katharina Batke; 

H. R. 1843. An act to increase the retired 
pay of certain members of the former Light- 
house Service; 

H. R. 1897. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Betty E. Le May; 

H. R. 1974. An act to amend the third 
paragraph of section 4, chapter 1, title I, 
of the act entitled “An act making further 
elena for a civil government for Alaska, 
and for other purposes,” approv 
1900 (31 Stat. 322; 48 U. 8. G. ibd 30155 a 
amended; 

H. R. 1975. An act to amend section 2201 
of title 28, United States Code, to extend the 
Federal Declaratory Judgments Act to the 
Territory of Alaska; 

H. R. 1976. An act to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to permit the registration of 
judgments in or from the District Court for 
the Territory of Alaska; 

H. R. 2051. An act for the relief of Ivo 
Markulin; 

H. R. 2224. An act to amend the Army- 
Navy Medical Services Corps Act of 1947 (61 
Stat. 734), as amended, so as to authorize the 
appointment of a Chief of the Medical Serv- 
ice Corps of the Navy, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 2358. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Vahram Uluhogian; 

H. R. 2359. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Veich, also known as Giuseppe Veic; 

H. R. 2635. An act for the relief of Olga 
Abitia; 

H. R. 2654. An act for the relief of Sister 
Linda Salerno, Luigiana C. Cairo, Antonietta 
Impieri, Anna Impieri, Rosina Scarlato, 
Iolanda Gaglianone, Maria Assunta Scara- 
muzzo, Francescaina Conterucci, and Filo- 
mena Lupinacci; 

H. R. 2793. An act for the relief of Miyoko 
Nagare; 

H. R. 2843. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to investigate and report 
to the Congress on the conservation, devel- 
opment, and utilization of the irrigation and 
reclamation resources of the Waimanalo, 
Oahu; Waimea, Island of Hawaii; and Molo- 
kai projects, Territory of Hawail; 

H. R. 2874. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of Mary 
K. Reynolds, as successor in interest to the 
Colonial Realty Co.; 

H. R. 2879. An act to stay deportation pro- 
ceedings on Juan Onativia; 

H. R. 2901. An act for the relief of Tokuko 
Kobayashi, and her minor son; 

H. R. 3116. An act for the relief of Dimitra 
Makhavitzki; 

H. R. 3125. An act for the relief of Alex- 
ander Hahn and Suzanne Hahn; 

H. R.3144. An act for the relief of Elias Y. 
Richa; 

H. R. 3238. An act for the relief of Danica 
Maria Vavrova; 
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H. R. 3344. An act for the relief of Carmen 
Salvador and her daughter, Ruby Salvador; 

H. R.3419. An act to authorize a $50 per 
capita payment to members of the Red Lake 
Bank of Chippewa Indians from the proceeds 
of the sale of timber and lumber on the Red 
Lake Reservation; 

H. R. 3444. An act for the relief of Toki 
Yaeko; 

H. R.3616. An act for the relief of Nico- 
letta Di Donato; 

H. R. 3677. An act for the relief of Sister 
Paolina (Angela Di Franco); 

H. R. 3759. An act for the relief of Babette 
Mueller Esposito; 

H. R.3855. An act for the relief of Sister 
Agrippina (Agrippina Palermo), Sister Bat- 
tistina (Franceschina Serpa), Sister Romana 
(Angela Iolanda Morelli), Sister Franceschina 
(Maria Caruso), and Sister Bruna (Giusep- 
pina De Caro); 

H. R. 4092. An act for the relief of Mira 
Tellini Napoleone; 

H. R. 4213. An act to authorize works for 
development and furnishing of water sup- 
plies for waterfowl management, Central Val- 
ley project, California, and for other pur- 


es: 
5 f. R.4330. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Orlando Artuso and family: 

H. R. 4371. An act for the relief of June 
Ann Sakurai; 

H. R. 4620. An act for the relief of Natale 
Joseph John Ratti; 

H. R. 4690. An act to provide for the erec- 
tion of appropriate markers in national ceme- 
teries to honor the memory of members of 
the Armed Forces missing in action; 

H. R. 4721. An act to provide that the ex- 
cess-land provisions of the Federal reclama- 
tion laws shall not apply to lands in the Owl 
Creek unit of the Missouri Basin project; 

H. R. 4740. An act for the relief of Kaoru 
Yoshioka; 

H. R. 4881. An act to amend the Canal Zone 
Code in reference to the survival of things 
in action; 

H. R. 4959. An act for the relief of Muhit- 
tin Schuer; 

H. R. 4998. An act for the relief of Paul 
Frkovich; 

H. R. 5072. An act for the relief of Car- 
men D’Ottavio, also known as Cameron 
DoOttavio: 

H. R. 5077. An act for the relief of Sophia 
Nassopoulos; 

H. R. 5314. An act to extend the coverage 
of the Servicemen’s Indemnity Act to mem- 
bers of the Reserve Officer Training Corps 
when ordered to active training duty for 
periods in excess of 14 days; 

H. R. 5340. An act for the relief of Tibor, 
Szuzsa (Susanne) and Judith Sauer; 

H. R. 5354. An act for the relief of Liborio 
Guido Rutildo; 

H. R. 5443. An act for the relief of Eva 
Lowinger; 

H. R. 5639. An act for the relief of Edel- 
traud Kamberg Douglass; 

H. R. 5816. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Caridad Rosa Avila Leyva de Ernest; 

H. R. 5822. An act for the relief of Evan- 
thia Demetrios Makrozonari; 

H. R. 5832. An act to authorize the Com- 
missioner of Public Lands of the Territory 
of Hawaii to sell public lands to certain 
lessees, permittees, and others; 

H. R. 5944. An act for the relief of Alberto 
Ugo Landry; 

H. R.5997. An act to enable the Legisla- 
ture of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize 
the issuance of general obligation bonds, 
the proceeds thereof to be used for veterans 
mortgages; 

H. R. 6026. An act for the relief of Ger- 
trud O. Heinz; 

H. R. 6113. An act to amend title 28 of the 
United States Code, so as to increase the 
penalties applicable to the smuggling of 
goods into the United States; 

H.R.6127. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to create a Board for the 
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Condemnation of Insanitary Buildings in 
the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved May 1, 1906; 

H. R. 6223. An act to amend section 87 of 
the National Defense Act of June 3, 1916, as 
amended (32 U. S. C. 47), to relieve the 
States from accountability and pecuniary 
liability for property lost, damaged or 
destroyed except in cases where it shall ap- 
pear that the loss, damage, or destruction 
of the property was due to carelessness or 
negligence or could have been avoided by 
the exercise of reasonable care; 

H. R. 6253. An act to amend Public Law 
410, 78th Congress, with regard to compen- 
sation for overtime, Sunday, and holiday 
work of employees of the United States Pub- 
lic Health Service, Foreign Quarantine Divi- 
sion; 

H. R. 6280. An act to extend temporarily 
the rights of priority of nationals of Japan 
and certain nationals of Germany, with re- 
spect to applications for patents; 

H. R. 6367. An act for the relief of Nobu 
Nogawa Nitta; 

H. R. 6393. An act granting the consent 
and approval of Congress to an interstate 
forest fire protection compact; 

H. R. 6414. An act for the relief of Barbara 
Pator Allen; 

H. R. 6553. An act for the relief of Esterina 
Pella Bellucci; 

H. R. 6658. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain lands by the United States 
to the county of Cumberland, State of North 
Carolina, without remuneration; 

H. R. 6855. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Elisabeth Metzing Rink; 

H. R. 6885. An act to amend section 1 of 
Joint Resolution 12 enacted by the 25th 
Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii, in the 
regular session of 1949 and approved by the 
81st Congress of the United States of Amer- 
ica at the second session (Public Law 746, 
ch. 833); 

H. R. 6886. An act to ratify and confirm 
sections 5 and 6 of Act 254 and Act 280 of 
the Session Laws of Hawaii, 1953, and to 
authorize the issuance of certain public 
improvement bonds by the Territory of 
Hawaii; 

H. R. 6892. An act for the relief of Maria 
Elizabeth Sanchez Y Moreno; 

H. R. 6955. An act for the relief of Margers 
Nulle-Siecenieks; 

H. R. 6987. An act for the relief of Gene C. 
Szutu and Florence C. Szutu; 

H. R. 7041. An act for the relief of Waltru- 
ade Elsa Solleder; 

H. R. 7051. An act for the relief of Mary 
George Solomon; 

H. R. 7088. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Cazzato; f 

H. R. 7131. An act to repeal a limitation on 
pay of certain officers of the Navy; 

H. R. 7138. An act for the relief of Rosa 
Marie Adelheid Herok; 

H. R. 7140. An act for the relief of Robert 
A. Duval; 

H. R. 7145. An act for the relief of Anne- 
liese Catalino; 

H. R.7150. An act for the relief of Thora 
June Grumbles; 

H. R. 7152. An act for the relief of Jozef 
Van den broeck; . 

H. R. 7221. An act for the relief of Anders 
Taranger; 

H. R. 7251. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to transfer to Vernon F. 
Parry, the right, title, and interest of the 
United States, in foreign countries, in and 
to a certain invention; 

H. R. 7334. An act to authorize certain 
property transactions in Cocoli, C. Z., and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 7398. An act to repeal the require- 
ment of section 3921 of the Revised Statutes 
that postmasters report to the Postmaster 
General failure to cancel postage stamps; 

H. R. 7399. An act to authorize the sale 
of postage-due stamps for philatelic pur- 
poses; 
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H. R. 7411. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Esterlee Hutzler Weinhoppel; 

H. R. 7451. An act for the relief of Erika 
Jette Lavery; 

H. R. 7460. An act to pay Warren P. Hoover 
for services rendered the Army of the United 
States; 

H. R. 7486. An act to amend section 1071 
of title 18, United States Code, relating to 
the concealing of persons from arrest, so 
as to increase the penalties therein pro- 
vided; 

H. R. 7494. An act for the relief of Eliza- 
beth Forster Austin; 

H. R. 7508. An act for the relief of James 
Dore, Jr.; 

H. R. 7517. An act to enable the Legislature 
of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize the 
city and county of Honolulu, a municipal 
corporation, to issue public improvement 
bonds; 

H. R. 7518. An act to enable the Legisla- 
ture of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize 
the city and county of Honolulu, a municipal 
corporation, to issue public-improvement 
bonds; 

H. R. 7568. An act to authorize and direct 
the Farm Loan Board of Hawaii to convey 
certain land and to ratify and confirm cer- 
tain acts of said Farm Loan Board; 

H. R. 7569. An act to authorize the removal 
of a restrictive covenant on land patent 
No. 9628, issued to the board of the Hawai- 
ian Evangelical Association on January 18, 
1929, and covering lots 5 and 6 of Waimea 
8 situated in the county of Kauai, 

3 

H. R. 7584. An act for the relief of Angele 
Marie Boyer (nee Pieniazcek); 

H. R. 7593. An act for the relief of Theresia 
Probst Uhl; 

H. R. 7606. An act for the relief of Michael 
Henry LaFleur; 

H. R. 7612. An act for the relief of Enrico 
Intravaia; 

H. R. 7628. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Adriana M. Truyers Aretz; 

H. R. 7629. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ruth Gruschka Krug; 

H. R. 7635. An act for the relief of Martti 
Iimari Timonen, Maj-Lis Timonen, and 
Marja Timonen; 

H. R. 7761. An act for the relief of John 
Lewis Pyles, Jr.; 

H. R. 7807. An act for the relief of Heinz 
Gerhard Rolappe; 

H. R. 7924. An act for the relief of Giuseppi 
Clementi; 

H. R. 7925. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Dina Mianulli (nee Kratzer); 

H. R. 7945. An act for the relief of Bart 
Blaak (formerly Johannes J. M. Gijsbers); 

H. R. 7987. An act for the relief of Roger 
Feghall; 

H. R. 8006. An act to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to issue patents for 
certain lands in Wisconsin bordering upon 
inland lakes or rivers; 

H. R. 8034. An act for the incorporation 
of the Sons of Union Veterans of the Civil 
War; 

H. R. 8038. An act to authorize the con- 
veyance to the Hot Springs School District 
and to Garland County, Ark., for school and 
for other public purposes, of certain land 
originally donated to the United States and 
situated in Hot Springs National Park, Ark., 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8041. An act to provide benefits un- 
der the laws administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration based upon service in the 
Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps under certain 
conditions; 

H. R. 8066. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Gertrud Eckerl Strickland; 

H. R. 8115. An act for the relief of Tan- 
nous Estephan; 

H. R. 8146. An act for the relief of Palmina 
Smarrelli (mee Lattanzio); 

H.R.8155. An act to continue until the 
close of June 30, 1955, the suspension of 
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duties and import taxes on metal scrap, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 8180. An act to increase the amount 
of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes 
for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, 
and airmen of the United States; 

H. R. 8239. An act for the relief of Fung 
Ping Wah and others; 

H. R. 8334. An act for the relief of Helmut 
Cermak and Hana Cermak; 

H. R. 8365. An act to confirm the authority 
of the Secretary of the Interior to issue 
patents in fee to allotments of lands of the 
Mission Indians in the State of California 
prior to the expiration of the trust period 
specified in the act of January 12, 1891, 
as amended; 

H. R. 8384. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain the Talent division of the 
Rogue River Basin reclamation project, Ore- 


n; 

8014 R. 8385. An act to amend section 2382 
of the Revised Statutes, in order to make the 
size of townlots conform in size to local 
standards; 

H. R. 8501. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain land in Sumter County, 
Ga., to the Americus and Sumter County 
Chamber of Commerce; 

H. R. 8520. An act to provide for the inclu- 
sion of the Ainsworth, Lavaca Flats, Mirage 
Flats Extension, and O'Neill irrigation de- 
velopments in the Missouri River Basin proj- 


ect; 

H. R. 8570. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to dispose of certain uncom- 
pleted naval vessels, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8634. An act to amend section 22 of 
the Organic Act of Guam; 

H. R. 8658. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide for the punishment 
of persons who jump bail; 

H. R. 8736. An act to authorize the is- 
suance of a land patent to certain public 
lands, situate in the county of Kauai, Terri- 
tory of Hawaii, for school purposes; 

H. R. 8821. An act to authorize the ex- 
change of lands acquired by the United States 
for the Catoctin recreational demonstration 
area, Frederick County, Md., for the purpose 
of consolidating Federal holdings therein; 

H. R. 8897. An act to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to transfer 40 
acres of land in the Northern Cheyenne In- 
dian Reservation, Mont., to School District 
No. 6, Rosebud County, Mont.; 

H. R. 8921. An act to establish the rate of 
compensation for the position of the General 
Counsel of the Department of Commerce; 

H.R.9000. An act to integrate the Judge 
Advocate’s promotion list with that of the 
Army, to restore lost seniority and grade, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 9020. An act to provide increases in 
the monthly rates of compensation payable 
to certain veterans and their dependents; 

H. R.9194. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain land owned by the Federal 
Government near Vicksburg, Miss., to Vicks- 
burg, Miss.; 

H. R. 9236. An act to amend the Federal 
Credit Union Act, as amended; 

H. R. 9302. An act to permit retired mem- 
bers of the uniformed services to revoke elec- 
tions made under the Uniformed Services 
Contingency Option Act of 1953 in certain 
cases where the elections were made because 
of mathematical errors or misinformation; 

H. R. 9336. An act for the relief of Marianne 
Geymeier; 

H. R.9390. An act to extend certain civil- 
jian-internee and prisoner-of-war benefits 
under the War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended, to civilian internees and American 
prisoners of war captured and held during 
the hostilities in Korea; 

H. R. 9406. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain real property to the town 
of Beaufort, N. C.; 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


H. R. 9582. An act to provide for the dispo- 
sition of surplus personal property to the 
Territorial government of Alaska; 

H. R. 9584. An act to protect the rights 
of vessels of the United States on the high 
seas and in territorial waters of foreign coun- 
tries; 

H. R. 9630. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to execute an amenda- 
tory contract with the Black Canyon Irriga- 
tion District, Idaho, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9671. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Liang Nun Wang and his wife and child, 
Fa-chi Ling Wang and Eileen Wang; 

H. R. 9678. An act to promote the security 
and foreign policy of the United States by 
furnishing assistance to friendly nations, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R.9814. An act for the relief of Alfio 
Capizzi; 

H. R. 9821. An act to amend titles 18 and 
28 of the United States Code; 

H. R. 9882. An act to incorporate the 
Foundation of the Federal Bar Association; 

H. R. 9888. An act to amend the laws grant- 
ing education and training benefits to cer- 
tain veterans to extend the period during 
which such benefits may be offered; 

H. R. 9889. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to execute an amenda- 
tory contract with American Falls Reservoir 
District No. 2, Idaho, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9996. An act for the relief of Susan 
Ellen Heiney; 

S. J. Res. 140. Joint resolution to establish 
a commission for the celebration of the 200th 
anniversary of the birth of Alexander Ham- 
ilton; 

S. J. Res. 183. Joint resolution to extend 
greetings to the Gold Coast and Nigeria; 

H. J. Res. 257. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to invite the States of the 
Union and foreign countries to participate 
in the First International Instrument Con- 
gress and Exposition to be held in Philadel- 
phia, Pa., from September 13 to 25, 1954; 

H. J. Res. 356. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection of a memorial gift from the 
people of the Netherlands; 

H. J. Res. 359. Joint resolution designating 
the period from October 11 to October 16, in- 
clusive, 1954, as National Nurse Week; 

H. J. Res. 560. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the Commissioner of the District of Co- 
lumbia to promulgate special regulations for 
the period of the American Legion National 
Convention of 1954, to authorize the grant- 
irg of certain permits to the American Le- 
gion 1954 Convention Corporation on the oc- 
casion of such convention, and for other 
purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 561. Joint resolution to authorize 
the quartering in public buildings in the 
District of Columbia of troops participating 
in activities related to the American Legion 
national convention of 1954. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I rise to a matter of personal privi- 
lege. With the approval of the majority 
leader, I ask permission to be absent 
from the Senate beginning on Wednes- 
day next, for the reason that I have been 
invited by the Secretary of State, Mr. 
Dulles, to accompany him on September 
1 to the Far East, to sit in on the confer- 
ence relating to the Southeast Asian 
Pact. Immediately on returning I shall 
attend the session of the General Assem- 
bly of the United Nations, to which I am 
a delegate, which session will last from 
the middle of September until December. 
I feel that if Iam to take on this heavy 
schedule I must ask the permission of 
the Senate to get away to Colorado for 
a brief period. If I am needed here, of 
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course, I shall return. But I ask unani- 
mous consent to be absent from the 
sessions of the Senate beginning next 
Wednesday. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Butler Hayden Martin 
Carlson Hendrickson McCarran 
Clements Ives Morse 
Cooper Johnson, Tex. Reynolds 
Crippa Kerr Smathers 
George Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Gillette Lehman 

Gore Mansfield 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the senior Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. Capenart] and the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. WELKER] are absent on offi- 
cial business. The Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS], the junior Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. THYE], and the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Up- 
TON] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Illinois I Mr. Douc- 
Las], the Senators from Mississippi [Mr. 
EasTLanp and Mr. Stennis], the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina {Mr. Ervin], 
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
MAYBANK], and the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE] are absent on offi- 
cial business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. <A quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I move 
that the Sergeant at Arms be directed to 
request the attendance of absent Sena- 
tors. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Maryland. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser- 
geant at Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. AN- 
DERSON, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. BEALL, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mrs. BOWRING, Mr. Bricker, Mr. 
BRIDGES, Mr. Burke, Mr. BUSH, Mr. Case, 
Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. Corpon, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. 
DIRKSEN, Mr. Durr, Mr. DworsHax, Mr. 
ELLENDER, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. FREAR, Mr. 
FULBRIGHT, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. GREEN, 
Mr. HENNINGS, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. 
HILL, Mr. HOLLAND, Mr, HUMPHREY, Mr. 
JACKSON, Mr. JOHNson of Colorado, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of South Carolina, Mr. Kerau- 
VER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KILGORE, Mr. 
KKUCHEL, Mr. LANGER, Mr. LENNON, Mr. 
LonGc, Mr. Macnuson, Mr. MALONE, Mr. 
MCCARTHY, Mr. MCCLELLAN, Mr. MILLI- 
KIN, Mr. Monroney, Mr. Munpt, Mr. 
MURRAY, Mr. NEELY, Mr. Payne, Mr. Por- 
TER, Mr. PURTELL, Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr. 
RUSSELL, Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. SCHOEP- 
PEL, Mrs. SMITH of Maine, Mr. SYMING- 
TON, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. WILEY, Mr. WIL- 
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LIAMs, and Mr. Younc entered the Cham- 
ber and answered to their names. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
may be permitted to make speeches and 
insertions in the Recorp, under the usual 
2-minute morning hour limitation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


THE McCARRAN-WALTER 
IMMIGRATION ACT 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted in 
the body of the Recor as a part of my 
remarks a resolution adopted by the de- 
rartment convention of the American 
Legion of Florida respecting the McCar- 
ran-Walter Immigration Act. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorD, as follows: 

Whereas Public Law 414, known as the 
McCarran-Walter Immigration Act, is and 
will continue to be, subjected to serious at- 
tacks designed to repeal, amend, emasculate 
and destroy the protective safeguards em- 
bodie.. in the act; and 

Whereas a horde of bills have been intro- 
duced in the Congress which would destroy 
the national-origins quota system and 
weaken the internal security features in the 
act by substantially increasing the numbers 
and categories of immigrants and lessen the 
security screening provisions thereof; and 

Whereas resolution 303 (Nevada), 1953 
convention of the American Legion, man- 
dates the American Legion to support and 
uphold these and other basic and vital pro- 
visions of Public Law 414: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That this department conven- 
tion of the American Legion assembled in 
St. Petersburg, Fla., May 21-23, 1954, hereby 
reaffirms resolution 303 (Nevada) and de- 
plores all efforts toward destruction of emas- 
culation of Public Law 414; and be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be imple- 
mented within this department and that 
copies hereof be sent to all Senators and 
Congressmen from this State. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. DIRKSEN (by request): 

S. 3871. A bill for the relief of Anna Marie 
McKenzie (nee Wieler); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL: 

S.3872. A bill to allow certain members 
of the Armed Forces to designate the East- 
ern Orthodox faith as a religious preference 
on their identification tags; to the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. CLEMENTS: 

S. 3873. A bill to provide survivor bene- 
fits for widows of the Chief Justice and the 
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court of 
the United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 

S. 3874. A bill for the relief of Frank No- 
vacek and Zore Novacek; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas (for him- 
self and Mr. DANIEL): 

S.3875. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Army to convey certain property located 
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in Austin, Travis County, Tex., to the State 
of Texas; to the Committee on Armed Sery- 
ices. 

(See the remarks of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas 
when he introduced the above bill, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 

S. 3°76. A bill to authorize the Atomic 
Energy Commission to consider, settle, and 
pay claims for compensation for the uranium 
content of ores supplied to the United States, 
or its agencies, after 1938 and prior to April 
10, 1948; to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND IN 
AUSTIN, TEX., TO STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, on behalf of myself and my col- 
leczue the junior Senator from Texas 
(Mr. DANIEL], I introduce for appropriate 
reference a bill to direct the Secretary 
of the Army to convey to the State of 
Texas certain property located in Austin, 
Tex. 

This property consists of 189.11 acres 
of land included in the United States 
Government Camp Mabry Militia Rifle 
Range Tract. This tract consists of 200 
acres of land originally purchased by the 
United States to make provision for ade- 
quate target range facilities at Camp 
Mabry. It has always been used for 
such purpose by the Texas National 
Guard, the Texas Rangers with head- 
quarters at Austin, and by civilian na- 
tional rifle associations and others. 

The acreage is not needed by the De- 
partment of Defense, as has been indi- 
cated by the Commanding General, 
Fourth Army. The need of the property 
to the Texas National Guard is as im- 
portant now as when the land was ac- 
quired in 1909. Although the land is 
Government owned, records indicate 
complete jurisdiction over the land has 
been with the State of Texas. 

The bill provides for the customary 
rights to be reserved to the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Payne in the chair), The bill will be 
received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 3875) to direct the Secre- 
tary of the Army to convey certain prop- 
erty located in Austin, Travis County, 
Tex., to the State of Texas, introduced 
by Mr. Jonnson of Texas (for himself 
and Mr. DANIEL), was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 


SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS FOR COM- 
PENSATION FOR URANIUM CON- 
TENT OF ORES FURNISHED THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I introduce for appropriate 
reference, a bill to authorize the Atomic 
Energy Commission to consider, settle, 
and pay claims for compensation for the 
uranium content of ores supplied to the 
United States, or its agencies, after 1938 
and prior to April 1948. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
bill printed in the Recor», together with 
a memorandum describing the char- 
acter of the bill and the need for its 
enactment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
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ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
and memorandum will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (S. 3876) to authorize the 
Atomic Energy Commission to consider, 
settle, and pay claims for compensation 
for the uranium content of ores sup- 
plied to the United States, or its agencies, 
after 1938 and prior to April 10, 1948, 
introduced by Mr. JoHNson of Colo- 
rado, was received, read twice by its title, 
referred to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, and ordered to be 
printed in the ReEcorp, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Atomic En- 
ergy Commission, acting on behalf of the 
United States, is authorized to consider, ad- 
just, determine, settle, and pay, any claim 
for compensation for the uranium content of 
ores furnished to the United States, or any 
agency thereof, at any time after 1938 and 
prior to April 10, 1948, if such claim is pre- 
sented to the Commission in writing within 
1 year after the date of enactment of this 
act. 


The memorandum presented by Mr. 
JOHNSON of Colorado is as follows: 
MEMORANDUM 


This is a memorandum designed to au- 
thorize the Congress of the United States to 
pay certain claims for the uranium content 
of uranium and vanadium bearing ores 
which were purchased by the Government 
of the United States through its agents from 
certain individuals, partnerships, and cor- 
porations who sold such ores to the Govern- 
ment during the period from the time the 
Manhattan District Engineer project was set 
up in 1939 until April 10, 1948, when the 
Atomic Energy Commission set up buying 
schedules for the uranium content of ores to 
be purchased by the Government pursuant 
to the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. 

1. The authorized agents of the Govern- 
ment for the purchase of vanadium and 
uranium bearing ores were the Metals Re- 
serve Corporation, the Union Mines Devel- 
opment Corporation and their successor gov- 
ernmental corporations and the United States 
Vanadium Corporation and the Vanadium 
Corporation of America, There is some ques- 
tion as to whether or not the Vanadium Cor- 
poration of America was an authorized agent 
to buy these ores, but the indictment which 
was filed in the District Court for the Dis- 
trict of Colorado against the USV and the 
VCA alleges that the Vanadium Corporation 
of America was an authorized agent of the 
Government to purchase vanadium and 
uranium bearing ores. 

2. During this period from 1939 to 1948, 
the Government of the United States 
through its agents, engaged in a buying 
program of vanadium and uranium. It is 
understood that the Government of the 
United States, for security reasons, pre- 
cluded by the imposition of security regu- 
lations its agents from disclosing the fact 
that the Government was purchasing ura- 
nium and instructed its agents not to pay 
for the uranium content of the ore under 
rigid security rules and regulations. It is 
estimated that between three and four hun- 
dred producers and miners sold uranium 
and vanadium bearing ores to the Govern- 
ment of the United States or its agents dur- 
ing this period. All the settlement sheets 
showing the quantity and quality of the ore 
purchased during this period are now in the 
possession of the United States Government 
and more particularly, the Department of 
Justice and the records and settlement sheets 
are now located in the custody of the United 
States District Court for the District of 
Colorado in Denver, Colo. These records 
will reveal the names of the producers and 
the miners and the quantity and quality of 
ore purchased during this period of time. 
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3. The Government. refused to pay the 
miners and producers for the uranium con- 
tent of the ore because the Government did 
not wish to have it disclosed that it was 
engaged in a uranium buying program as 
the uranium was to be used in the manu- 
facture and production of atomic bombs. 
There is positive and direct evidence that 
the producers and miners made a demand 
upon the Government and its agents to be 
paid for the uranium content of the ore but 
the Government, through its agents, failed 
and refused to make payment to the miners 
and producers for the uranium content of 
the ore and stated to them that the ura- 
nium had no value and the Government 
would not pay for the same. The miners and 
producers were paid for the vanadium con- 
tent of the ore. 

4. There is direct evidence that the agents 
of the Government, who were purchasing 
the ore for the Government, knew that the 
uranium content of the ore was valuable 
but there is some uncertainty as to whether 
or not some of the agents, namely the USV 
and VCA were paid merely a processing 
charge for processing the current tailings 
or whether they were paid a certain set 
price for the uranium in addition to the 
processing charge. The Atomic Energy Com- 
mission has made available to the writer 
certain contracts calling for the purchase of 
slimes and sludges containing U,O,, but it 
cannot be ascertained from these contracts 
the exact basis of payments because the con- 
tracts were renegotiated from time to time 
by the USV and the VCA with the Govern- 
ment and each renegotiation called for a 
different price. 

5. No claim is being made for the old tail- 
ings piles at the VCA and USV mills prior 
to 1939, but claim is made for the uranium 
content in the tailings piles from the period 
of 1939 to 1948, when the ore buying sched- 
ules were set up. 

6. Irrespective of whether or not the Gov- 
ernment and/or its agents were paid a proc- 
essing charge or a price for the uranium con- 
tent of the ore, the miners and producers 
in no instance were paid for the uranium 
content of the ore and the Government and 
its agents fraudulently and knowingly failed 
and refused to pay for the uranium content 
of the ore and the Government and/or its 
agents were unjustly enriched to the detri- 
ment of the miners and producers. Since the 
Government and/or its agents knew that 
the uranium had value and that the Gov- 
ernment ultimately received the value and 
benefit of the ore, it is felt that the Gov- 
ernment should reimburse the miners and 
producers for the value of the ore sold by 
them to the Government and/or its agents. 

7. The value of the ore can be established 
accurately by the results of the chemical 
assays records which are now in the posses- 
sion of these two companies. If, for any rea- 
son, the assay results and the records con- 
taining these results cannot, then the value 
of the ore can be established accurately by 
determining the area from which the ore 
came, which will indicate the average ura- 
nium content of the ore in that area. Both 
the USV and the VCA have records which 
will indicate the names and addresses of 
the individuals, persons, partnerships, and 
corporations who sold the ore and these rec- 
ords will likewise indicate the property and 
the name of the claim from which the ore 
was produced. Likewise, the settlement 
sheets now in the possession of the United 
States Government will indicate the names 
and addresses of the miners and producers 
as well as the names of the claims and the 
properties from which the ore was produced. 

8. It was not definitely known until 1954 
the exact nature of the arrangement be- 
tween the Government and its agents for the 
purchase and acquisition of the uranium in 
the uranium and vanadium bearing ores 
as all of these contracts and arrangements 
between the Government and its agents were 
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confidential and secret and could not be re- 
vealed. Therefore, since no official infor- 
mation was obtainable until 1954, it has 
been impossible to make any claim on the 
Government and/or its agents for the value 
of the uranium in these ores, thus no stat- 
ute of limitations could apply and would 
not start to run until 1954 when the con- 
tracts were declassified and made available. 

9. When the bill is drafted authorizing the 
miner or producer to present a claim for the 
value of the ore that he sold to the Govern- 
ment and/or its agents, the bill should pro- 
vide that the heirs or the personal represent- 
ative of such person can make claim for the 
amount that claimant would have been 
entitled to had he lived. 

10. It is significant to point out that cer- 
tain of the claimants involved in this mat- 
ter were persons who obtained leases from 
the Indian nations through the Interior De- 
partment and that the leases obtained from 
the Interior Department, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, specifically called for the return of 
all minerals to the Indian nation which 
were mined and from which the Indian Na- 
tion did not receive its royalty payment. 
Under these conditions, the claimants mined 
ore from the Indian leases and were paid for 
the vanadium but the Government of the 
United States kept the uranium and did not 
pay for it and thus the Indian nation was 
deprived of its royalty on the uranium and 
the Indian nation is making a claim against 
the claimant lessees for the royalty on the 
uranium content of the ores mined and sold 
under the lease, 


COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN THE 
PEOPLES OF THE WORLD 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be printed 
in the final edition of the Recorp a state- 
ment by me on the subject of improving 
the communications between the peoples 
of the world through every modern fa- 
cility available in order to increase world 
understanding and make for world peace. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


THE 83D CONGRESS AND THE 
FARMERS OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be printed 
in the final edition of the Recor a state- 
ment by me on the subject of the sig- 
nificance of the activities of the 83d 
Congress in relation to the farmers of 
my State and of our Nation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


THE POSTAL PAY ISSUE 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, some- 
time during the day the Senate will take 
up the so-called postal pay issue. This 
morning I was handed a statement which 
had been issued by the postal employee 
organizations on the postal pay issue. I 
should like to have the statement in- 
corporated in the body of the RECORD as 
a part of these brief remarks. 

In essence, it is a protest on the part 
of the employees against any proposal 
that Congress strip itself of authority 
to establish the classification of postal 
positions and to set the salary schedules 
for such positions. 

I believe the employees are completely 
right. I believe we should retain our 
jurisdiction, and determine not only the 
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classification of positions, but also the 
salary allowance for each classification. 

Furthermore, the statement is a pro- 
test against hitching any postal pay in- 
crease to an increase in postal rates. 
The two subjects are separate and dis- 
tinct from the standpoint of public 
Policy. 

I highly commend the statement issued 
by the postal employees with regard to 
this subject, which will come before the 
Senate today. 

I believe the postal employees are en- 
titled to an increase in pay, and that 
Congress should grant it to them sepa- 
rate and distinct from any proposal to 
give up our jurisdiction over the setting 
of classifications and the fixing of pos- 
tal rates. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


An URGENT, FRANK STATEMENT OF POSTAL 
EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS ON THE POSTAL- 
Pay ISSUE 


To All Members of Congress: 

Eight major postal organizations, repre- 
senting 450,000 of the Nation’s postal work- 
ers, have sought in the 83d Congress a long 
overdue and justifiable increase in postal 
salaries. 

We appreciate the stand and efforts of 
our many friends in the Congress who have 
conscientiously supported fair legislation to 
grant this increase. We appreciate and ap- 
plaud the action of the House on Monday, 
August 9, in passing the Corbett bill (H. R. 
9245), which provided a fair compromise in- 
crease in pay, and which, just as fairly, pro- 
vides for a joint committee of the Congress 
to study postal field service reclassification 
and report back to the 84th Congress for 
action as then deemed proper and appro- 
priate. 

The controversy is before the House be- 
cause of two great stumbling blocks: 

1. The demand of the Postmaster General 
that Congress strip itself of authority to 
establish the classification of postal posi- 
tions and set the salary schedules for those 
positions. 

2. The insistent demand that Congress 
provide the revenue to pay for any salary 
increase through an increase of postal rates. 

We have been, are currently, and will re- 
main, adamantly opposed to removing our 
classifications and salary schedules away 
from the control of Congress. We have con- 
sistently enjoyed fair treatment at the hands 
of Congress. We know without question that 
in the final analysis the Congress of the 
United States is the only place we can ap- 
peal errors and wrongs which might con- 
ceivably, and most probably would, creep 
in under discretionary authority in the ex- 
ecutive branch to determine classifications 
and salary schedules. Despite statements to 
the contrary, this appeal has not been pro- 
tected under the Rees proposal. 

We do not oppose increased postal rates, 
but we cannot support the fact that the 
salary schedules within the Post Office De- 
partment are now, or ever should be, deter- 
mined by the revenue produced by the De- 
partment. We deem it gross injustice to 
predicate the level of postal salaries on 
whether or not there is a postal deficit. This 
is totally inconsistent with the policy and 
operational procedures applicable to any 
other agency or department of Government. 
Further, it is grossly misleading unless first 
the area of business and service within that 
department is determined. 

We desire to make our stand eminently 
clear in this pressing issue currently before 
you. 

We urgently appeal for a fair salary in- 
crease, not secured through “marriage” to 
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controversial issues before you, but depend- 
ent upon the merits of whether or not we— 
the postal employees of this Nation—deserve 
such an increase. 

Being frank we desire you to know that 
beyond a shadow of a doubt, the postal em- 
ployees of this Nation will not place blame 
on congressional Members who in good con- 
science-do not permit themselves to vote for 
a postal pay raise if such raise is coupled to 
issues or proposals to which the Member 
is opposed. 

Representing 450,000 postal employees, we 
request you to vote against the proposed 
package pay plan to be presented to the 
House on Monday. This attempt repre- 
sents a complete usurpation of the power of 
the legislative body by the administrative 
branch of Government. The classification 
proposal for the postal service in this bill 
has been turned down by committees in both 
Houses. Bills have been passed in both 
Houses carrying provisions entirely con- 
trary to the Rees proposal. The attempt to 
jam this provision through Congress in the 
final minutes of the session represents un- 
precedented administrative capriciousness. 

We ask you to stand by the Corbett reclas- 
sification plan approved by the House on 
August 9 by a vote of 352 to 29, and vote 
down the combination program now suggest- 
ed. Such a vote will make certain that the 
wishes of Congress shall not be thwarted, 
and that the unfair classification proposal 
of the Postmaster General will not be forced 
on postal employees. 

We are deeply grateful to you for any fa- 
vorable consideration that you can grant to 
our request. 

Respectfully yours, 

National Association of Letter Carriers, 
William C. Doherty, President; Na- 
tional Association of Post Office and 
General Services Maintenance Em- 
ployees, Ross Messer, Legislative Rep- 
resentative; National Association of 
Post Office and Postal Transportation 
Service Mail Handlers, Watchmen and 
Messengers, Harold McAvoy, Presi- 
dent; National Federation of Post Of- 
fice Clerks, Leo E. George, President; 
National Federation of Post Office 
Motor Vehicle Employees, Paul M. Cas- 
tiglioni, Legislative Representative; 
National Postal Transport Association, 
W. M. Thomas, President; National 
Rural Letter Carriers’ Association, 
Paul Benson, President; United Na- 
tional Association of Post Office Clerks, 
Samuel E. Klein, President. 


THE UPPER COLORADO RIVER 
PROJECT 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, there 
is an extreme need for facts to clarify 
much of the confusion which has re- 
sulted from misinformation spread about 
the upper Colorado River project, which 
will come before the Senate this week. 

Such a clarifying light is provided in 
an article written by George D. Clyde, 
commissioner of interstate streams for 
Utah, in the issue of June 18, 1954, of 
the Salt Lake Tribune. Mr. Clyde is an 
outstanding engineer and an authority 
on water conservation. 

I hereby request unanimous consent to 
have this article printed in the RECORD 
as part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Time To CALL A SPADE A SPADE IN ECHO PARK 
DISPUTE 

(By George D. Clyde. commissioner of 

interstate streams for Utah) 

These United States did not become great 
by waiting for certainty—yet Raymond Moley 
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and others of his kind writing in Newsweek 
and other national papers cry, “Let’s wait.” 
After more than 30 years of investigation 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, the most 
outstanding engineering organization in the 
world, those who know nothing about the 
facts of life in an arid region cry, Let's 
wait for more investigations.” 

The opponents of the Colorado River stor- 
age project and its participating projects 
are using the Echo Park Dam as a front 
behind which is a carefully conceived plan 
to prevent the development of the upper 
Colorado River Basin in order that that great 
water and power resource may automatically 
go down to the lower basin. 

It makes no difference how the project is 
defeated, whether it be the result of claims 
of invasion of a national monument, lack 
of water to satisfy the rights of California 
and provide consumptive uses in the upper 
basin, impairment of quality of water by up- 
stream consumptive uses, economic infeasi- 
bility, or reduced power output at Hoover, 
Parker, and Davis Dams as a result of the 
consumptive use of water in the upper basin, 
the result is the same. The water and power 
goes downstream to the lower users. 

Literally billions of dollars in economic 
wealth over hundreds of years are involved. 

Once the water and power are put to use 
and an economy builded upon them, no 
power in the land will ever take away the 
right to continued use of that water and 
power. Continued delay in putting that 
water and power to use in the upper basin is 
tantamount to granting a right by use to 
the lower users. 

The Colorado River compact won't be 
worth the paper that it is written on if the 
upper basin States are prevented from put- 
ting the water allocated to them by that 
compact to beneficial use. 

The attack on the Colorado River storage 
project by Raymond Moley in Newsweek of 
May 10 and May 17, 1954, is a classic exam- 
ple of misrepresentation and half truths. 
His article is certainly in the class of the 
Private Schine debacle to which he refers. 
Every point discussed by Mr. Moley has been 
refuted by facts, yet he ignores these, and 
pleads for more delay, more investigations 
and now he wants the Hoover Commission 
to decide the issue. He knows that every 
day’s delay means more water and power put 
to use in the lower basin and another nail 
driven in the coffin of the upper basin States. 

In spite of the volumes written in oppo- 
sition to the Colorado River storage project, 
the facts are well established relative to the 
basic features necessary for basin-wide de- 
velopment. The details of specific partici- 
pating projects in the ultimate phase of con- 
struction remain to be determined. These 
facts simply are as follows: 

1. Full utilization of the Colorado River for 
consumptive use and power purposes requires 
complete regulation by storage of water dur- 
ing wet years to supply the developed uses 
during the dry years. 

2. The Colorado River compact requires 
the upper basin States to deliver at Lee’s 
Ferry 75 million acre-feet of water during 
each consecutive 10-year period. 

This commitment cannot be met without 
complete regulation of the river above Lee’s 
Ferry if the upper basin States are to be al- 
lowed to use consumptively their share of the 
Colorado River. Mr. Moley refuses to recog- 
nize this fundamental controlling factor. 

3. Because of topography, the waters of the 
Colorado River in the upper basin must be 
used by exchange. For example, no water 
out of Echo Park and Glen Canyon will be 
used for irrigation of lands in the upper 
basin. Water from these reservoirs, however, 
will be used in the lower basin in place of 
waters belonging to the users in the lower 
basin which the users in the upper basin 
divert for their use. Use of irrigation water 
by exchange is a well established practice 
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but requires basin-wide and long-range 
planning for optimum use of the resource. 

4. The resources involved in the Colorado 
River project are water, soil, power, indus- 
trial raw materials and people. Joining 
water and soil creates an agricultural re- 
source. Falling water is a power resource. 
Water and power are basic to industrial 
development. All of these resources put to 
use create job opportunities and national 
wealth, 

Therefore, the Colorado River storage proj- 
ect will not cost the taxpayer a dime. Its 
construction is a national investment. There 
is no subsidy. 

Power is a resource belonging to the people 
and Utah has an interest in the power on 
the Colorado the same as New York has an 
interest in the land and water within its 
boundaries. The use of power revenues from 
public sources to develop other public re- 
sources is an investment the future. 

5. The generation of power is an essential 
feature of the Colorado River storage project. 
Power generation studies on the Colorado 
by competent engineers backed by years of 
experience show conclusively that power can 
b generated at the storage dams, if inter- 
connected and built in the proper sequence, 
at a cost less than by any other means, that 
the same storage dams will provide the nec- 

storage for the regulation of the river. 
The revenues from the power plants will 
pay the cost of the power facilities with 
interest and well within 50 years. There cer- 
tainly is no subsidy in this and no cost to 
the taxpayer. 

6. The participating projects of the Colo- 
rado River storage project will provide water 
for municipal purposes. Costs of water for 
municipal purposes will be repaid with in- 
terest in a 50-year period. There is no 
subsidy or cost to the taxpayer here. 

7. Participating projects of the Colorado 
River storage project will provide water for 
irrigation purposes. This is a consumptive 
use. Due to rough topography and long 
conveyance from points of origin to points of 
use, the cost of supply irrigation water to 
lands both within and without the Colorado 
River Basin are greater than the users of 
irrigation water can pay. 

Historically, the United States has recog- 
nized that the development of irrigated 
lands is a good public investment. For this 
reason, Federal funds since 1902 have been 
provided interest-free to build reclamation 
projects. Furthermore, it is recognized that 
there are many indirect benefits that accrue 
to those living in the vicinity of or on an 
irrigation project. These indirect benefits 
should be paid for. 

In an irrigated region, the users of power 
are essentially the same people as the users 
of water. The use of power revenues from 
plants which are a part of the basinwide 
project, therefore, provides an equitable 
method of collecting for the indirect bene- 
fits. 

In the absence of power revenues, an ad 
valorem tax is often levied to accomplish 
the same purpose. It is proposed in the 
Colorado River storage project to assess the 
irrigation farmers according to their ability 
to pay and to pay the balance of the costs 
allocated to irrigation with power revenues 
and/or an ad valorem tax levied against the 
indirect beneficiaries. Thus, there is no irri- 
gation subsidy and when the widespread 
benefits are considered, no cost to the tax- 
payer. 

In fact, it is estimated that the entire 
cost of the initial phase of the Colorado 
River storage project and its participating 
projects will be paid back in 50 years and 
thereafter, for all time, there will be a net 
income after operation and maintenance and 
replacement costs have been paid, of from 
fifteen to twenty million dollars. In addi- 
tion, the broadened tax base and Federal 
income taxes will add greatly to the public 
income and the creation of new wealth will 
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improve the economy of the entire United 
States. 

In spite of the facts just enumerated, Ray- 
mond Moley proposes that all development 
in the upper Colorado River Basin be held 
up pending the report of the Hoover Com- 
mission on Reorganization of the Executive 
Departments. This is a delaying tactic pure 
and simple because the Colorado River stor- 
age project, or any other project, has no 
direct relation to the reorganization of the 
executive departments of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Moley, like a broken record, repeats 
the charge that the engineering investiga- 
tions are faulty and unreliable. 

The record is clear on this count. Studies 
and investigations are valid and complete as 
far as they were carried and for the purposes 
for which they were made. They have been 
carried far enough to prove conclusively the 
validity of the initial phase of the proposal. 
The planned reports, preliminary to contracts 
for construction, will give more detail. 

Mr. Moley raises the question of invasion 
of a national monument and cites the testi- 
mony of General Grant III. The facts re- 
lating to the Dinosaur National Monument 
set forth an expansion of the area of the 
monument from 80 acres to 209,000 acres 
in 1938, with a specific reservation in the 
Presidential proclamation providing for the 
development of the water and power re- 
sources within the monument. Failure to 
live up to this reservation would be an act 
of bad faith on the part of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Contrary to Mr. Moley’s statement, there 
are no alternative dam sites that could re- 
place the Echo Park Dam. General Grant 
III admitted under cross-examination at the 
House hearings in January 1954 that his 
experience in the engineering field did not 
especially qualify him to judge the validity 
of Bureau of Reclamation’s position rela- 
tive to Echo Park, but that he secured the 
advice of his friends relative to the matter. 

Mr. Moley's statement relative to the 
payout is, to say the least, confusing. The 
plan proposed is simple. All revenues from 
power go into the Public Treasury. Out of 
these moneys the cost of operation, main- 
tenance, replacement, and interest on power 
facilities is first paid. The capital cost of 
power facilities is retired out of the funds 
and will be fully liquidated well within 50 
years. The facilities for providing munici- 
pal water will be paid with interest from 
revenues from municipalities. These facili- 
ties will be paid for within 50 years. The 
costs allocated to irrigation within the abil- 
ity of the irrigation water users to pay will 
be paid within 50 years plus a 10-year devel- 
opment period. The balance of the irriga- 
tion costs will be paid from power revenues 
and also within a period of 50 years. 

This repayment plan is specific, valid, and 
the required power rates to meet it well 
within the cost of power from any other 
source, 

This is quite a different picture from that 
presented by Mr. Moley of an immense deficit. 
Instead, after 50 years, there will be a net 
revenue of from $15 to $20 million. 

Moley raises the question of a power mar- 
ket. This is prima facie evidence that he 
has not bothered to get the facts. At the 
same hearings at which General Grant III 
appeared, nine public utility power com- 
panies from the upper Colorado Basin States 
appeared and agreed to purchase all the 
power to be developed at the proposed power 
plants as fast as it became available. 

The most reveaiing question raised by Mr. 
Moley, however, is the one expressing fear 
that if the upper basin States used the water 
to which they are entitled by the Colorado 
River compact that it might interfere with 
the rights established and/or claimed by 
California. It would appear that Mr. Moley 
figures that California's right is paramount 
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even though the compact divides the water 
equally. Mr. Moley apparently would have 
California's and Mexico's rights satisfied first 
and if there is anything left, the upper basin 
States can use it. 

Upper basin States are willing to abide by 
the Colorado River compact. They believe, 
however, that they should be given the 
same opportunity to develop and use their 
share of the waters of the Colorado as the 
lower basin was when the Hoover Dam, 
the Davis Dam, the Parker Dam, and the 
All-American Canal were built to control 
the river and provide the means, both power 
and water, necessary to develop their re- 
sources. 

It’s time to call a spade a spade, Mr. Moley, 
and quit trying to cover up the real issue 
with dinosaurs and fears of water shortage 
and salt in the lower basin when the nut 
of the controversy is that water runs down- 
hill, that power and water are urgently 
needed in the lower basin, and that regard- 
less of the means of defeating the Colorado 
River storage project, the result is the same. 

Defeat of the upper Colorado River storage 
project by the Congress is tantamount to 
giving away the resources of the upper Colo- 
rado River Basin States to the States of the 
lower Colorado River Basin and Mexico, 


THE WATERSHED IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAMS 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, the 
role that can be played by the Federal 
Government in cooperating in watershed 
improvement programs under the Hope- 
Aiken measure, recently signed by the 
President, is adequately shown in an 
editorial which appeared in the Deseret 
News and Salt Lake Telegram of June 15, 
1954. 

The editorial points out two admirable 
instances of local initiative to meet prob- 
lems of water- resource utilization. 
However, in both cases the local land- 
owners have made the maximum contri- 
bution possible, without arriving at a 
complete solution of their problems to 
arrest erosion and restore watersheds 
vital to the continued existence of the 
communities. 

Under the Hope-Aiken program, the 
Department of Agriculture will be able 
to utilize its staff of specialists to set up 
a complete watershed improvement pro- 
gram to be jointly planned and financed 
by Federal and local interests. This co- 
operative program will restore hope and 
contribute to the economic security of 
many similar communities throughout 
the Nation. I ask unanimous consent 
that the editorial referred to be printed 
in the Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


THE CURE For Sick LAND 


It was an impressive story Reed Madsen, 
this paper’s bureau chief at Richfield, told 
yesterday of the effort the people of Escal- 
ante have made to revitalize their economy. 
Without waiting for Government handouts, 
they have pitched in as a community and 
built a $185,000 dam and reservoir on the 
Escalante River. It has been a stirring ex- 
ample of the sort of thing people of this 
arid country have had to do and will con- 
tinue to have to do to keep our Utah economy 
strong. 

But a word of caution is in order. One 
hopes the people of Escalante don’t have 
to learn the hard way the lesson some of 
their southern Utah neighbors learned that 
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way—that dams are no good without effec- 
tive watershed management. 

The lesson was painful down in Tropic, 
only 40 miles or so from Escalante. Back 
in the 1890’s the pioneers of that little town 
threw up a dam across the East Fork of 
the Sevier and dug a transmountain diver- 
sion canal to bring water to their lands. 
Then in 1922 they cooperated to build a 
rather extensive dam and reservoir. 

Today, after 32 years of erosion, silt has 
choked that reservoir down to a fraction of 
its original effectiveness. The picture re- 
produced here showing tracks in the broad 
mud delta that used to represent water stor- 
age capacity in the Tropic Reservoir tells 
part of the disheartening story. The rest 
is told in the terrible gullies that gash what 
used to be lovely meadows on the water- 
shed above the reservoir. The slopes are 
parched, nearly useless. Only a strenuous, 
long-range program can restore some meas- 
ure of grazing value in the hills. The ef- 
fectiveness of the reservoir can never be 
restored. 

Escalante has gone through that same 
tragic history. As one of its leading citizens 
told our Mr. Madsen. “Our forefathers de- 
veloped the country and began farming it, 
then overstocked it thinking only of them- 
selves and not of their children and grand- 
children.” The Escalante watershed is sick 
land, deeply eroded as a result of decades of 
misuse. Slopes of the beautiful Escalante 
Mountain country that used to support 20,- 
000 cattle and 60,000 sheep 70 years ago 
when the town was established now can’t 
support a fourth that number. With the 
plant cover gone, there is nothing to hold 
the soil against the ravages of rain and 
wind. 

Now the people of Escalante have acted. 
Their courage and determination do them 
credit. Besides building the dam they have 
done a little reseeding of denuded slopes 
and some fencing to keep livestock off the 
worst erosion area. But much more is 
needed. Much more reseeding is needed, 
and more fencing. And especially, an ex- 
tensive system of contour trenches must be 
built on the upper slopes if the reservoir 
below is to be saved from destruction by 
silt in a few decades. But to do that job 
adequately would cost about twice as much 
as the dam and reservoir for which the town 
has already gone into debt for the next 40 
years. 

A bill is now before Congress that holds 
hope for Escalante—and for other western 
communities needing similar treatment. It 
is the so-called small watersheds bill, 
which would provide Federal help in co- 
operation with communities in upstream 
flood control. 

The present generation of Escalante has 
already demonstrated its determination to 
atone for the land misuse of its forefathers. 
Its forthright approach to its problem ought 
to be the best kind of persuasion to Con- 
gress to back up such genuine effort with 
the kind of help needed to make the cure 
permanent. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST TO 
ADDRESS THE SENATE 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for not exceeding 6 minutes immediately 
following the close of the morning hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


FREE MARKET FOR GOLD 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, in 
the July 15 issue of the Commercial 
and Financial Chronicle appeared a 
statement entitled “Only a Free Market 
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for Gold Will Save the Nation,” written 
by Reid Taylor, of Mitchell, Hutchins 
& Co., Chicago, Ill. 

This article is one of the most illumi- 
nating, constructive, and comprehensive 
statements I have seen on the subject 
of a free market for gold. It is written 
so as to be easily understood by the lay- 
man, and poignantly relates the tre- 
mendous personal stake which each citi- 
zen has in returning this country to a 
sounder monetary structure. 

My colleagues are probably aware 
that in March of this year the Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee held 
hearings on various gold bills, two of 
which I sponsored, to permit a free 
market in gold and to establish pro- 
cedures for devising more realistic prices 
for both gold and silver. You may know, 
Mr. President, that the Banking and 
Currency Committee has decided not to 
act on this legislation. But this com- 
placency, Mr. President, does not mean 
that the question of whether we should 
allow gold to play a more prominent role 
in our monetary and financial structure 
is not important, or that the situation 
is not acute. 

Not only those of us from the great 
mining sections of the West, but from 
the East and South as well, who believe 
that the future of the American 
economy will be largely determined by 
what this country does or does not do 
about gold, are unanimous in our think- 
ing that this problem is an imminent 
one, and deserves a continued and most 
careful review at the highest levels of 
Government. 

The people of the State of Nevada 
have shown continuing interest and zeal 
in this matter of gold. Leaders in my 
State are greatly concerned over the 
apathy in Congress on pending legisla- 
tion to improve the position of gold in 
our economy. I want to warn my col- 
leagues that continued indifference on 
this subject may well result in loss of 
respect for the Congress on the part of 
many solid American citizens, who de- 
plore abdication of the leadership the 
Congress should exert in the matter of 
the proper fuctioning of this Nation’s 
monetary system. 

I highly recommend to my colleagues, 
as a most thoughtfui treatise on a sub- 
ject with which we are all vitally con- 
cerned, the article to which I have re- 
ferred; and I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the Recor at this 
point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

ONLY A FREE MARKET ror GOLD WILL 
SAVE THE NATION 
(By Reid Taylor) 

(After making reference to the Republican 
platform promise to return to a sound dollar 
backed by gold, Mr. Taylor points out advan- 
tages of a gold-standard currency. Holds 
“there will be no popular demand for a re- 
turn to sound money,” and the danger is 
that the Nation will be so anxious to pre- 
vent deflation that we will continue along 
present inflationary policies, leading eventu- 
ally to repudiation. Says deflation is the 
lesser of two evils. Calls for a free gold 
market “for the good of all citizens and not 
just for the gold miner,” and asserts a free 
gold market will stimulate world trade. Con- 
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eludes gold standard is necessary for survival 
of our system of government.) 

Are you one of the many people who say, 
“Gold is outmoded”? 

Are you one of the many people who in 
this “new era” do not take seriously the 
lessons of the past regarding irredeemable 
money? 

Are you one of these individuals who ex- 
claim, “I don’t even want to think about 
gold“? 

Or are you one of the younger generation 
who simply say, “What good is gold?” If so, 
it is not surprising. Apparently there has 
been much inspired propaganda to instill 
these ideas in the minds of the American 
people for reasons indicated in the previous 
article, Who’s Afraid of Gold and Why? 

Yes. All the true values of life appear to 
be burning very dimly. All the emphasis is 
on the glare of today and tomorrow. We de- 
mand more pay for less work. The future 
of our country is of no concern as long as 
we think we have security ourselves. Build- 
ing weapons of destruction is desirable be- 
cause of the fleeting prosperity it brings. 
Spending is more desirable than saving. It 
almost appears that it doesn’t pay to be 
honest any more. All this goes hand in 
hand with flat money. 

But men do always come back to the true 
and permanent values in life. All down 
through the ages gold has retained its value 
as a treasure eagerly sought by man but diffi- 
cult to procure. “The eternal quality of its 
indestructibility imparts a security in per- 
petuity for which mankind is ever seeking. 
Until such time as some other form of money 
which cannot be debased is found, or until 
the pledge of both governments and indi- 
viduals can be accepted as inviolate under 
all conditions, gold will become as it has in 
the past, progressively more valuable in 
terms of promises to pay.” This is a pro- 
found statement of fact taken from a letter 
written by the late J. P. Bickell, of McIntyre 
Porcupine Mines, Ltd. It should be read 
and reread to grasp its full significance, 


THE EISENHOWER PLATFORM PROMISE 


The Eisenhower platform promised the re- 
turn to a sound dollar backed by gold. Re- 
cently, we have been told by our authorities 
at Washington that we do not want hard“ 
money, which of course means money re- 
deemable in gold to guarantee its intrinsic 
value. Instead, we are now promised an 
“honest dollar” whose purchasing power will 
be kept the same next year as this year. It 
is intimated, however, that in case of a 
change in business conditions and unem- 
ployment, these officials should have a free 
hand and not be restricted by a rigid gold 
standard. In other words, artificial stimu- 
lation of the economy and political ex- 
pediency will become of greater importance 
than maintaining the dollar as a true meas- 
ure of value. Reread the above quotation 
from Mr. Bickell and see how far away we 
are today from that ideal situation in which 
gold could be displaced. 

We have a Federal Reserve to assure the 
smooth functioning of our banking system 
and to protect our banks in times of crisis, 
We have a Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration to insure deposits up to $10,000 as 
a protection to the public. By what strange 
logic is the guaranty of the return of the 
same number of dollars important if there 
is no guaranty of the value of the dollars to 
be returned? A dollar backed by gold car- 
ries with it the discipline of sound banking, 
and honesty to the depositor. A dollar such 
as we now have with no real tie to gold en- 
courages loose banking practices and makes 
the protective functions of the above insti- 
tutions a complete farce from the stand- 
point of the savings depositor. Yes, he lost 
about $2 billion through bank failures from 
1920 to 1933, but since that time the value 
of the dollars deposited has depreciated 
many times that amount. 
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Paper money is simply too easy to create. 
The lure and magic of seemingly being able 
to get something for nothing is overpower- 
ing in its influence on otherwise intelligent 
people. We can continue to dissipate bil- 
lions abroad because the individual does not 
seem to be too much affected. As long as 
business activity continues at a high rate, 
with such artificial stimulation, most people 
will have faith in their Government and the 
deterioration in the money will not be too 
readily apparent. However, as soon as re- 
cession and unemployment threaten, the 
antidote will always be more and more easy 
money. If gold is not allowed to function to 
disclose to the people what is happening, the 
declining value of the dollar will be belated- 
ly recognized by a tragic flight into anything 
and everything of intrinsic worth. Then, 
the rude awakening will come, and the truth 
about gold and paper money will finally 
come out in the open. Hints of this se- 
quence of events are already beginning to 
appear. Not since 1933 has there been such 
an obvious pump-priming operation as the 
recent open market buying of Government 
bonds by the Federal Reserve, to throw 
money out into circulation. 


THE ADVANTAGE OF A GOLD STANDARD CURRENCY 


In all history there is not one example of 
paper money having retained its value for 
more than a brie? period. Gold has never 
failed to come out on top. It has never lost a 
battle to paper money. A glance at the 75th 
annual report of the great Homestake Mine 
will help one to visualize the reason. From 
the opening of the mine until the present day 
81 million tons of ore have been milled. All 
the gold extracted from this vast quantity 
of ore would only fill a vault 10.6 feet high, 
wide and deep. Contrast the extreme effort 
necessary to produce gold with the ease with 
which paper money can be printed and mul- 
tiplied by simply increasing Government debt 
when a nation is bent upon spending itself 
into oblivion. It is easy to understand why 
gold retains its value at all times whereas 
paper money, unless redeemable in gold, re- 
tains its value only so long as people have 
faith in their Government. And people do 
not have faith in governments very long 
unless they remain frugal and confine their 
activities to their proper sphere, the main- 
tenance of law and order and justice, and 
the protection of their people in time of 
war. 

We often hear it said, What good is a gold 
standard if we scuttle it as soon as things 
get tough?” May we ask, what good is irre- 
deemabie money if it retains its value only 
so long as governments remain frugal? Un- 
der such logic what good is any law if those 
whom we elect to administer the law turn 
out to be the type who have no respect for 
laws? When gold is free to function, the 
demand for gold serves as a warning of im- 
pending trouble, just as a thermometer 
warns you of approaching sickness, or just 
as a radar system warns you of the approach 
of the enemy. Neither the thermometer nor 
the radar will protect you. That is your 
responsibility. But gold in a free market 
not only warns you but also protects the 
public. It serves as a check against the 
abuse of privilege on the part of those in 
authority who do not like to see the weak- 
ness of their financial policies paraded in 
the market place. Yes, we should elect pub- 
lic servants that we can trust, but we don’t. 
Administrators who have the good of their 
country at heart are always completely in 
accord with a gold standard. Any other 
type of administrator should be held in 
check by gold. The gold standard is synony- 
mous with truth and honesty in govern- 
ment. That we depart from it in war emer- 
gencies is only an admission that the wealth 
of the Nation, your savings and mine, are 
being confiscated through issuance of paper 
money. It may be questioned whether it is 
mecessary even at such times. War is the 
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excuse, but only because it gives license to 
extravagance. To depart from gold perma- 
nently during peacetime is an admission 
that we are condoning a continual confisca- 
tion of the savings of our people. 

What we need today is some clear thinking 
along these lines. There is very little at- 
tempt on the part of the public to even 
bother to try to understand the reason for a 
gold standard. The deterioration of a paper 
currency in its early stages is gradual and 
insidious in that it creates a false sense of 
prosperity for one group of our citizens 
mostly at the expense of another group, due 
to the rapid turnover of paper money, a 
phenomenon which feeds and maintains it- 
self entirely on an open end and continuous 
devaluation of the dollar. They had this in 
Germany. They had it in France. We may 
consider ourselves above the end results in 
those countries because of our wealth and our 
capacity to produce. But consider also that 
we are traveling at a fantastic pace with ab- 
solutely no check on Government extrava- 
gance such as a free gold market would pro- 
vide, and did provide in other countries, and 
consider that a whole new generation has 
been brought up without any understanding 
of the protecting function of gold. 


UNPOPULARITY OF DEMAND FOR RETURN TO SOUND 
MONEY 


There will be no popular demand for a 
return to sound money. This is unfortunate 
but this is so often the case with an issue 
which is of such vital importance to every- 
one, There is not even any guidance where 
it should be expected in banking circles. 
Nor has there been since the death of Joseph 
Stagg Lawrence of the Empire Trust Co., who 
is deserving of a real tribute for his honest 
and fearless presentation of the dangers of 
our present course. So, it will take an en- 
lightened government leadership, and one 
with vision, to save our Nation from an even- 
tual disastrous situation through deprecia- 
tion of the currency. The danger is that we 
as a Nation will be so anxious to prevent 
deflation that we will continue along pres- 
ent inflationary policies which are sure to 
lead to eventual repudiation and fantastic 
prices for gold. Deflation is, after all, the 
lesser of the two evils because, no matter 
how it hurts at the time, it is a natural cor- 
rective and establishes a sound basis for 
recovery. From the ravages of long persist- 
ence in inflationary policies such as have 
been practiced for years in some foreign 
countries, there is no real recovery. 

Those in authority at Washington have 
pledged a balanced budget, a reduction in 
expenditures, lower taxes, and a free econ- 
omy. Now, if we intend to put our house in 
order, if we intend as a nation to live within 
our means, we must build a solid founda- 
tion to our structure. We must return to 
honesty in finance. This means allowing 
interest rates to seek their natural levels. 
It means the removal of price controls. But it 
means more than this. There can be no per- 
manence to any of these accomplishments if 
we build on the quicksands of a dollar whose 
value is to be governed by political expedi- 
ency. We must return to gold. The Bible 
says, “Know the truth and the truth shall 
make you free.” Nowhere is this more ap- 
plicable than in money matters. Allowing 
gold to function is revealing the truth of the 
awesome capital levy which has been exacted 
from the American people. Until those in 
authority at Washington open a free gold 
market there will be no assurance that they 
desire or intend to stop current inflationary 
policies. 


A FREE GOLD MARKET FOR THE GOOD OF ALL 
CITIZENS AND NOT JUST THE GOLD MINER 


The issue of a free gold market, even 
though it means a higher gold price, trans- 
cends in importance the interests of any in- 
dividual groups or any individual countries 
which might incidentally be directly helped 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


by it. It is for the good of all citizens, and 
our leadership on this issue can eyen lead 
to betterment for the peoples of other na- 
tions, by restoring order out of present 
chaotic world currency conditions. Don't let 
yourself be taken in by the parrot-like chat- 
ter that “the only people who would benefit 
would be the gold miners.” This is, of 
course, a complete distortion of the facts. It 
has no bearing on the question at issue any- 
way. Don’t be fooled by the superficial rea- 
soning that Russia would be a chief bene- 
ficiary. This Russian bugaboo is always 
brought out when other arguments fail. 
Russsia’s one big opportunity lies in our pres- 
ent paper dollar with no tie to gold because 
it permits dissipation of our wealth and is 
the one sure means of creating the chaos and 
disillusionment certain to undermine the 
capitalistic system. The issue is far broader 
even than its benefit to the English Com- 
monwealth of Nations, which with their large 
gold production would, of course, be helped. 
Certainly, the price of gold should not be 
raised arbitrarily as long as it lies sterile at 
Fort Knox and the American citizen has no 
call on it. Obviously this would be only a 
repetition of the arbitrary devaluation of the 
1933 to 1935 period. But a free gold market 
would help the English nations to settle 
their own trade balances and thus stand on 
their own feet. Can any fair-minded per- 
son contend that such aid in solving Eng- 
land's problem wouldn't be more practical 
and have more lasting effect than our pres- 
ent giveaway program? And, remember, this 
giveaway program is only possible because 
our dollar is being continuously depreciated 
without official recognition. Yes, England 
would benefit, but what is of more impor- 
tance, the poor forgotten American citizen 
would be the greatest beneficiary of all. 
Certainly it is not of his own choice, nor does 
he realize that he is having his substance 
taken away from him by such devious and 
unscrupulous methods. 

Possibly it might be in order to add here 
that the issue of a free gold market is far 
and away broader than the vested interests 
of some misguided financial groups who see a 
continued benefit to themselves in maintain- 
ing the present illusion of prosperity with a 
floating dollar as the apparent standard of 
value. 

Allowing the American citizen to buy gold 
freely as a preliminary step to a return to a 
convertible dollar would force a return to 
sane government and would give protection 
to the widows and pensioners, to institutions, 
and to the little fellow who is having such 
difficulty meeting his monthly bills. These 
are the groups which some profess to be so 
worried about if gold is allowed to go up, or, 
in other words, if it is allowed to reflect what 
has already been taken away through depre- 
ciation of the dollar. Is it not better to face 
the fact that a capital levey of some $125 
billion has already been made against the 
insurance policies, the savings accounts, and 
the savings bonds of the American wage 
earner? Or is it better to maintain the 
illusion of the status quo and run the grave 
risk of an increasing capital levy and an in- 
creasing tax against the little fellow who is 
even now having such a hard time to make 
ends meet because of the declining purchas- 
ing power of the only dollar he is permitted 
to have according to law? 

One individual who has been prominently 
before the public eye as a currency authority, 
recently came out with the astounding ad- 
mission that he has concluded that it would 
not be wise to return to gold coinage because 
it would disclose the dishonesty of our pres- 
ent dollar valuation, that the people would 
be better off not to know the truth, since it 
would destroy their faith in their govern- 
ment. This is the deplorable state of affairs 
which we have been led into by those who 
would have you believe that a paper dollar 
with no tie to gold can be a standard of value. 
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The average citizen has been so successfully 
and completely insulated from gold for the 
last 20 years that he is gullible, and, judging 
from the great hue and cry which goes up 
every time a higher price for gold is men- 
tioned, it is not intended that he shall learn 
the simple law of money, that gold is the 
only dependable standard, except through 
bitter experience and until it is too late. 
Yes, it appears that gold goes up in price but 
only because currencies are going down in 
value. 


FREE GOLD MARKET WILL STIMULATE WORLD 
TRADE 


We hear many lengthy discussions on the 
reasons for the world’s economic ills. They 
always end up with the restrictive trade 
practices, the blocked currencies, the in- 
ability to convert one currency into another. 
Numerous remedies are suggested to correct 
such inequities but always with our paper 
dollar and the loan of our gold as the basis. 
The International Monetary Fund which was 
set in motion supposedly in an attempt to 
help nations with unfavorable trade bal- 
ances to bridge the “dollar gap” has been 
about as successful in this goal as have our 
authorities in this country in fighting in- 
flation and for the same basic reason, namely, 
that there is no disposition to get at the 
root of the problem which, of course, in both 
instances is the free functioning of gold. 
Some would have you believe that dollar 
reserves can take the place of gold as did 
sterling in years gone by. England got along 
with small gold reserves because of confi- 
dence in the pound built up over many gen- 
erations of sound finance and free trade. We 
still have much to learn from England before 
our dollar can be in like manner considered 
a satisfactory liquid reserve for other nations. 
This is true because our restrictive trade 
policies have created a dollar shortage. It 
is true because there is not the confidence 
in our dollar, and never will be as long as 
it is not tied to gold internally as well as 
externaliy. 

The world is hobbling along today doing 
its best to carry on three times as much 
trade as before the war with monetary stocks 
only one-third higher than before the war. 
Largely because the United States has dis- 
couraged the production of gold all over the 
world by its gold price-fixing policy, what 
has been produced has gone increasingly into 
the hands of hoarders. These moneywise 
people know that its ultimate value in terms 
of all currencies will be greatly increased by 
this induced scarcity. So what do we have? 
We have world trade stifled at every turn 
because currencies are held at artificial lev- 
els, levels in which there is no confidence. 
Nations are guided more by the necessity of 
protecting reserves than the desirability of 
facilitating trade. The dollar, of course, is 
blocked at an artificial level for a less admir- 
able reason as explained above, but it is 
blocked nevertheless and it acts as a road- 
block to foreign trade except as we give it 
away. 

Now, with a free market in gold and the 
higher price which would naturally result, 
a normal production of gold would be re- 
sumed and gold would gradually come out 
of hiding to find its way into monetary 
channels where it is so sorely needed for 
currency reserves. Gold, as the great com- 
mon denominator of all currencies, is the 
very lifeblood of foreign trade. It is the 
only medium of exchange in which there 
is universal confidence under all conditions. 
The American-inspired Internation] Mone- 
tary Fund was doomed to failure from its 
very inception, in that it did not recognize 
the importance of this great common de- 
nominator to establish the truth about the 
status of currencies. But those who directed 
the International Monetary Fund appar- 
ently were not interested in the truth. 
And what could you expect from an organiza- 
tion which, after the dislocations of a great 
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war, would attempt to hold the currencies 
of the world at fixed levels to each other 
irrespective of internal finances and export 
balances? If this organization had set out 
to hinder trade it would hardly have done 
a better job. When currencies are realistical- 
ly appraised in terms of gold and gold is al- 
lowed to function freely, trade becomes 
multilateral and worldwide. Reciprocal 
trade agreements, and agreements between 
two nations with artificial currency valua- 
tions, in spite of subsidies of one form or 
another, are little better than ancient meth- 
ods of barter. The evils of such a system 
are most glaringly apparent where export 
monopolies exist. A case in point is the 
Brazilian coffee monopoly where we pay at 
the official exchange rate of 5½ cents for the 
cruziero when the free market rate is only 
2 cents. 

The same near-sighted type of reasoning 
is used by one of our banking institutions 
which seems to be working hand in hand 
with the International Monetary Fund .to 
justify the status quo. We are told that 
the principal gain from a higher price for 
gold would accrue to those countries which 
already have the large stocks of gold, and so 
the nations of the world would be left in 
the same relative position that they are to- 
day. This, of course, presupposes that we 
are going to continue to hobble along as at 
present with the handicaps of blocked paper 
currencies. Any action which restores con- 
fidence in a currency tends to bring gold 
out of hoarding in that country, and it is in 
the very countries where hoarding is great- 
est that gold is in short supply for mone- 
tary purposes. 

THE INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND INADVER- 
TENTLY ADMITS THE TRUTH 


But even the International Monetary Fund, 
conceived as it was under rather question- 
able circumstances, and with a record of 
accomplishments quite evidently conforming 
to the designs of its chief sponsors, has 
finally been maneuvered into the uncom- 
fortable position of admitting a very real 
truth, namely, that the troubles of the world 
are due fundamentally to the failure of na- 
tions to live within their means. This is 
interesting, coming from an agency incu- 
bated in the new era philosophy, based upon 
the theory that spending is more desirable 
than savings. It just goes to show that the 
truth will finally come out, no matter how 
we try to avoid it. 

Why do nations continue along this pre- 
carious path of not living within their means, 
with their citizens the continual losers 
through depreciation of their currencies? 
Primarily because currencies are not inter- 
nally convertible into gold for the protection 
of the people. Instead of leading the world 
out of the wilderness in this respect, we are 
disregarding the lessons of history and fol- 
lowing the footsteps of other nations who are 
already deep in the mire. Internal conver- 
tibility of the dollar is ctudiously avoided 
in the public utterances of most of our 
public officials. They would have you be- 
lieve that they will regulate the supply of 
money to maintain a dollar of constant 
purchasing power. The increasing extrava- 
gances of the past 20 years and our present 
predicament are an illuminating monument 
to this theory of money management. 

If a few moneywise citizens can voice their 
disapproval of the financial practices of the 
Government by demanding gold, the weak- 
ness of those policies is immediately dis- 
played in the market place, and Government 
extravagance must come to a stop to main- 
tain gold reserves. This is a weapon in the 
hands of an intelligent minority of the 
people. It serves as a check on the extrava- 
gances of an unscrupulous government, It 
serves as a check, therefore, on the unwis- 
dom of the majority who busy themselves 
with their own immediate interests with 
little thought or regard for the future of the 
Nation. 
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THE GOLD STANDARD IS NECESSARY FOR THE 
SURVIVAL OF OUR SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT 


We have come a long way in destroying 
the form of government which made this 
country a happy and secure place in which 
to live. The free functioning of gold and 
a redeemable currency are the very basis 
and foundation for a government such as 
was devised by our forefathers to make sure 
that the Government was controlled for the 
benefit and protection of the people, and 
that the Government did not enslave the 
people for its own benefit. Their miserable 
experiences in the old country and over here, 
under autocratic rule, caused them to labor 
long and hard to guard against the abuses 
which are bound to come in if a government 
is either too autocratic or too democratic. 
In this they were exceedingly farsighted, in 
that they realized a majority rule, which 
stage we appear to have reached today, can 
prove as disastrous to the liberties of a peo- 
ple as an autocratic rule, simply because the 
masses can be swayed at the whims of the 
unscrupulous. They proved themselves to 
be real statesmen in bringing forth as near 
to an ideal system of government as was 
ever devised—one of checks and balances. 

The three departments: the executive, ju- 
dicial, and legislative, were created as sep- 
arate departments of government, and it 
was never intended that one was to en- 
croach upon the functions of the other. The 
Chief Executive’s tenure of office was lim- 
ited to two 4-year terms by respected tradi- 
tion. Supreme Court Justices were appoint- 
ed for life by the President. Because of life 
appointment and because no one President 
would make many appointments during an 
8-year term, the Justices were insulated from 
outside influence either on the part of the 
Executive or the electorate. The Senators 
of the Upper House of the Legislature were 
chosen in caucus which served as a check 
upon unwise legislation of the Lower House 
which was chosen by popular vote. 

One after another of these checks and 
balances have been removed. A recent Presi- 
dent has ruled by mandate; he broke the 
two-term tradition and was thereby able to 
pack the Supreme Court. Congress, with 
both Houses elected by popular vote since 
Theodore Roosevelt’s time, has proved sub- 
servient to the unwisdom of the majority 
and/or the influence of an Executive, and 
turned over its law-making prerogatives to 
various bureaus. It has yielded its power to 
declare war to the whims of the Executive, 
and the whims of the masses, which can be 
easily swayed by those who rule. 

It will be exceedingly difficult to reverse 
the above trends in Government, but gold 
can be restored to its proper function and 
still check our descent into the maelstrom of 
financial bankruptcy. It is to be hoped that 
those in authority at Washington will have 
the vision to recognize this while an orderly 
free market for gold can be inaugurated, 
rather than to postpone action until it is 
forced upon them. 

The new era “modern money” experts may 
think they have pulled down the curtain on 
Gresham’s law by cleverly burying gold, 
but this age-old law is just waiting to 
operate here, as elsewhere. Bad money 
still tends to drive good money out of circu- 
lation, one way or another. An initial 
higher price for gold upon opening a free 
gold market would naturally be in accord- 
ance with this law, because people would be 
disposing of bad money for good money un- 
til reassured that paper money would be 
made good. However, if we choose to ignore 
nature’s laws, if we choose to continue along 
ou. present course and deprive the Amer- 
ican people of the right to bid for the gold 
which is rightfully theirs, as sure as night 
follows day, foreign nations will finally force 
the issue by drawing down our gold in pref- 
erence to our dollars. 

This would appear to be underway al- 
ready. It is doubtful whether our Govern- 


14535 


ment could have maintained a $35 price for 
gold in recent years had it not been for the 
dire situation abroad, the weakness of for- 
eign currencies, the demand for dollars, and 
the inability of foreigners to establish 
favorable trade balances with us. But the 
situation abroad is changing. Foreigners 
are beginning to undersell us. If the pres- 
ent trend continues, it will not be long be- 
fore our imports will exceed our exports ex- 
cept for our gifts abroad. It takes time 
for these trends to develop, but the hand- 
writing is on the wall. 


OUR DWINDLING GOLD 


Foreign credit balances in this country, 
or money we owe to foreigners, have in- 
creased from $5 billion to $9 billion during 
the last four years. And remember, 
whereas the American citizen has no rights 
to the gold which is hoarded at Fort Knox, 
the foreign can convert his dollars into 
this gold at any time. This he has done 
to the extent of over $1 billion during the 
last year. The Fort Knox gold now stands 
at approximately $22 billion or down about 
$214 billion from 4 years ago. However, 
deducting the $9 billion foreign credit bal- 
ances we owe, the net stands at only $13 
billion now as against over $19 billion 4 years 
ago, It should also be kept in mind that 
foreign holdings of stocks and bonds and 
other assets in this country can be sold and 
converted into gold, which may prove to be 
an additional liability one of these days, 
and at an inopportune time. How much 
lower can our net gold stock go before it is 
realized that we must stop flooding the world 
with paper dollars? How much lower can it 
go before we realize the urgency of encour- 
aging gold production by raising the price, 
or creating a free market for gold? The wel- 
fare of our Nation is in jeopardy. 

There are some natural laws, such as the 
law of gravity, which we obey instinctively 
and without question in order to survive. 
There are others which do not limit our 
activities so obviously, but which, in the 
end, we must respect if we are to survive. 
This is true of the law of supply and de- 
mand; it is true of moral law; and, inci- 
dentally, the two are more intimately con- 
nected than we are accustomed to think. 
Organized society can carry on and disregard 
these laws for a time with seeming immu- 
nity, then creeping paralysis sets in, and 
finally complete confusion. So a nation 
must in the end conform if it is to survive. 

A free market for gold is the first essential 
of a free economy. A return to the gold 
standard is the second essential. The price 
structure or the cost of living will never 
be stabilized as long as there is doubt and 
confusion about the value of the dollar as 
a unit of measure. The recent hasty retreat 
from a feeble attempt to allow interest rates 
to seek their own level, and the return to 
artificial Government bond prices, are fore- 
runners of a return to complete Government 
price control to paralyze our whole economy, 

Circumstance and natural law have en- 
dowed our Nation with a gold stock which 
is the envy of the entire world. If we are 
not adept enough to realize that the effi- 
cient use of gold will rejuvenate our whole 
economy, there are those outside our coun- 
try who do know and respect this power 
conferred by nature. They are just waiting 
for the opportunity to make use of it. 

In gold there is enormous power for good. 
Like the sins of an individual, the sins of 
a nation and the problems inherited as an 
aftermath of those sins, will be most readily 
dissolved by the simple moral approach. 
There can be no substitute for honesty. 
There can be no confidence in the future 
until we return to honesty in Government. 
A free market for gold in this country will 
compel the Government to be honest with 
its people, and will prevent their eventual 
enslavement by those who are unprincipled. 
It will restore order out of the present 
chaotic currency situation, both here and 
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abroad. It will remove the greatest single 
obstacle to a healthy and sound foreign trade 
the world over, and, therefore, go a long 
way toward preventing a disastrous defia- 
tionary spiral. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, aft- 
er a discussion with the majority leader 
I desire at this time, with his approval, 
to call up the concurrence matters 
which are on the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would 
the Senator wait until the unfinished 
business is laid before the Senate? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Martin] had unanimous consent 
that when the morning business was 
completed he could proceed for a few 
minutes. After he has addressed the 
Senate, I shall have no objection to the 
Senator from Nevada calling up the mo- 
tion to concur to which he has referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
morning business is concluded. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania is recog- 
nized. 


FREEDOM AND INDEPENDENCE FOR 
CYPRUS 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask 
the brief indulgence of the Senate to di- 
rect the attention of my colleagues to 
the aspirations of the people of the is- 
land of Cyprus for freedom and inde- 
pendence. 

On August 21 representatives of the 
Greek Government will place the Cyprus 
issue before the United Nations. The 
proposal will be that Cyprus, historically 
and ethnically a Greek island since 1400 
B. C., be given the rights of self-determi- 
nation and union with the Greek main- 
land. 

The island of Cyprus is the third 
largest island in the Mediterranean. 
Furthermore, it is the most intensively 
cultivated area in the Middle East. 

This island has been ruled by Great 
Britain since Disraeli made his agree- 
ment with the Sultan of Turkey in 1878, 
in order to insure British neutrality in 
the war between Russia and Turkey. 
British rule came about through a set 
of unusual circumstances designed to 
meet a then existing situation. That 
situation no longer exists today. In 
fact, Mr. President, it is as outmoded as 
a model T Ford. 

Cyprus is Hellenic. Its entire history 
establishes that fact. Its population 
was predominantly Greek in both speech 
and thought when the Turks agreed to 
its occupation by the British in 1878, and 
it still is. More than 82 percent of the 
population of 500,000 today maintains 
the culture of the Greeks. They owe 
their religious allegiance, furthermore, 
to the Greek Orthodox Church. 

Actually, Cyprus became a British 
colony in 1914. It was offered 1 year 
later to Greece if the Greeks would then 
join the Allies in World War I. Greece 
could not comply with the British re- 
quest at that time. In 1917 the Greeks 
joined the Allies and fought against Tur- 
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key and other central powers. Mean- 
while, however, the British offer had 
lapsed. The island of Cyprus, conse- 
quently, has remained under British con- 
trol since that time. 

I grant, Mr. President, that the Brit- 
ish face a difficult problem in dealing 
with the issue relating to the island of 
Cyprus. But I submit that its people 
should not and must not be compelled, 
against their wishes, to continue to live 
under a British protectorate to the end 
of time. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am de- 
lighted to join the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania in this matter. In fact, some 
days ago I made a speech on exactly 
the same thesis. One of the British 
alibis for desiring to maintain Cyprus 
under the British flag is that they need 
it for a naval base. I ask the Senator 
this question: Is it not true that the peo- 
ple of Cyprus, and the officials of Cyprus 
as well as the officials of Greece, have 
assured Great Britain that she can enter 
into satisfactory arrangements for the 
maintenance of a British naval base, but 
the maintenance of a British naval base 
has nothing to do with the right of the 
people to be free from British domina- 
tion? 

Mr. MARTIN. The Senator from Ore- 
gon is absolutely correct. 

Mr. MORSE. I commend and con- 
gratulate the Senator from Pennsylvania 
for the position he has taken on the floor 
of the Senate in furtherance of the de- 
fense of human freedom and the appli- 
cation of the principles of the United 
Nations Charter. 

Mr. MARTIN. I wish to thank the 
Senator from Oregon. It is merely a 
matter of maintaining the principle of 
government by consent of the governed. 
That is the great principle which should 
be upheld throughout the world. If it 
were upheld there would not be the 
trouble which is confronting the world 
today. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. I am glad to yield, but 
I am infringing on the time of the 
Senate. 

Mr. WATKINS. I shall make my 
comment very brief. I wish to say that 
I made a statement recently, in connec- 
tion with a number of officials of the 
State of Utah, in support of the position 
which the Senator from Pennsylvania 
has just taken. I join with him, and 
should like to be associated with what 
he is saying about the question. 

Mr. MARTIN. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Utah very much. 

Mr. President, in order that I may 
stay within my limit of 6 minutes, or 
less, I ask unanimous consent that the 
remainder of my statement be inserted 
in the Record at this point. 

There being no objection, the remain- 
der of Mr. Martin’s statement was or- 
dered to be printed in the Recorp, as 
follows: 

The people of Cyprus have been our allies 
and the allies of Britain in two world wars. 
A regiment of Cyprians was among the first 
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units to reach France in World War II. Cyp- 
rians have fought for the cause of liberty 
and self-determination throughout history 
and have suffered in the cause of freedom, 
just as we Americans have. I feel, and I am 
sure my colleagues will agree, that they de- 
serve and should have the right of self-de- 
termination and freedom, 

In 1950 a plebiscite was held in Cyprus. 
Ninty-six percent of the voters favored a 
union of Cyprus with Greece. The remain- 
ing 4 percent, consisting of government offi- 
cials, did abstain because they were not 
allowed by the government to vote. That 
vote established, Mr. President, that the es- 
sential character of the population of the 
island of Cyprus has not changed from his- 
toric times down to the present. 

I recognize the fact that only recently the 
Churchill government offered to the Cyp- 
rians a new constitution making some con- 
cessions. However, it was a constitution 
that would deny them the right to unite with 
Greece. Instead, it would give them only an 
extremely limited form of self-rule. 

The constitution would provide a legisla- 
ture of which only a minority would be 
elected, the majority being composed of 
colonial officials and the governor’s appoint- 
ees. Unlike most constitutions, this one 
was drawn without consulting the inhabi- 
tants of Cyprus. 

Such a constitution was rejected by the 
Cyprians in 1948, and it has been rejected 
again today. k 

In conclusion, I reiterate that the cause 
of freedom-loving people everywhere would 
be advanced if the people of Cyprus, with 
more than 2,500 years of Greek culture and 
civilization, were given the right to deter- 
mine their own destiny. 


MEETING OF INTERPARLIAMEN- 
TARY UNION 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, on July 
27, I received a letter from the Secretary 
of State suggesting, in view of the fact 
that I had been designated as one of the 
representatives of this government be- 
fore the Inter parliamentary Union, that 
I do some work in Europe in relation to 
several matters which he set forth. I 
had anticipated leaving on August 2. 
Two weeks have gone by since that time. 
This morning I read in the New York 
Times an article entitled “France at the 
Crossroads.” We are told that in the 
next 2 weeks we shall know whether or 
not France will come in under the EDC. 

Mendes-France has made a number of 
suggestions in the nature of amend- 
ments, and it is impossible to underesti- 
mate at this time their significance. The 
editorial to which I have referred brings 
out the fact that Europe is at the cross- 
roads. It has been at the crossroads for 
some time; in fact, the whole world had 
been at the crossroads. 

With reference to what will happen 
within the next few months, there are 
several articles in the August Reader’s 
Digest which I hope all Senators read. 
One suggests how to handle the Chinese 
situation. Another suggests how to 
handle the world situation in relation to 
nations getting better acquainted with 
each other and engaging in economic 
trade, and so forth. 

This particular editorial, entitled 
“France at the Crossroads,” is, I think, 
really worthwhile reading. Therefore, I 
ask unanimous consent to have it printed 
at this point in the RECORD, 
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There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FRANCE AT THE CROSSROADS 


Under the leadership of her dynamic Pre- 
mier, France is at last approaching a rendez- 
vous with history the results of which will 
go far in determining the future shape of 
Europe, the strength of Western defense 
against Communist imperialism, and the 
outcome of the whole cold war. All these 
issues are tied up with the fate of the Euro- 
pean Defense Community, on which Premier 
Mendes-France is now forcing a showdown 
with the French Parliament, with France’s 
allies and with her prospective partners in 
the Community itself; in particular, Ger- 
many. 

In this move, the most important and dra- 
matic he has made thus far, M. Mendes- 
France has announced his acceptance of two 
fundamental propositions. One is that Ger- 
many cannot remain indefinitely without 
national defense, and that the question con- 
fronting France is, therefore, not whether 
Germany shall be permitted to rearm, but 
whether she shall rearm under Allied control 
and French surveillance, or without such 
control. The other is that what he called 
French “shilly-shallying”’ on this question, 
now going on for years, has raised doubts as 
to France’s good faith and must not be pro- 
longed. 

On both these propositions M. Mendes- 
France is assured of full Allied agreement, 
There is no reason to doubt his own good 
faith. But in seeking to overcome domestic 
opposition to the project, led by a strange 
combination of Communists and de Gaullist 
nationalists, he proposes such sweeping res- 
ervations to the pending treaty as to cause 
alarm and dismay among France's partners. 
According to preliminary reports these reser- 
vations are all in the direction of emasculat- 
ing the treaty of its supranational and fed- 
erative elements, designed to promote further 
European unification which is the goal of 
American policy and is regarded as an essen- 
tial condition for Europe's survival. Instead 
they would convert the proposed Community 
into something between a mere coalition of 
states and a loose confederation which would 
safeguard French sovereignty and would per- 
mit a limited enlistment of German man- 
power into a limited European army, the 
existence of which would further depend on 
American and British defense policies and 
perhaps even on the Soviet attitude toward 
an acceptable European settlement. 

Whether the full text of the French reser- 
vations really involves such a fundamental 
change in the whole Defense Community 
project will require further study. The first 
test for the new plan will come at a meeting 
of the prospective Defense Community part- 
ners at Brussels starting Thursday—if that 
meeting is held at all. There is still the 
possibility that M. Mendés-France has ad- 
vanced his reservations in a complicated do- 
mestic maneuver to persuade opponents of 
the treaty tha? such a change is impossible, 
and that the reservations themselves are sub- 
ject to modification. But whatever the sit- 
uation, there are some basic considerations 
which should be kept in mind. 

It is impossible to underestimate the ago- 
nizing sacrifice France is asked to make in 
surrendering sovereignty over the larger part 
of her defense forces and merging herself into 
an international community that includes 
her traditonal enemy. And if the first French 
Premier willing to bring this question to a 
decision feels it necessary to ask for conces- 
sion to French sensibilities, he is entitled to 
a sympathetic hearing. Furthermore, some 
kind of European Defense Community, 
which will in any case have to be perfected 
on the basis of trial and error, is better than 
none at all, and if Europe must go through 
the frustrations of confederation before 
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reaching a more perfect union it will merely 
repeat the history of other federations. But 
in that case it would be better to define the 
exact nature of the confederation instead of 
leaving the shell of a federation and then 
hamstringing its operations in such a way 
as to doom it to failure and thereby discredit 
the whole idea of union. And to make the 
whole project merely a pawn for a deal with 
the Soviets, as some suggest, would be a 
mockery of free Europe's best aspirations. 

Europe is at the crossroad and France must 
point the way. It is to be hoped that she 
will choose the right way. For the alterna- 
tive to the European Defense Community is 
not only an essentially uncontrolled German 
national army but also a revival of West 
European rivalries which would gravely af- 
fect both the North Atlantic Alliance and 
Western defense. Only the Communists 
could profit from such a development. 
‘TRADE—-EUROPEAN COUNTRIES WITH COMMUNIST 

COUNTRIES, INCLUDING RUSSIA AND CHINA 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. I wish to ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin, who 
has a very responsible position as chair- 
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions, if the crossroads to which he re- 
fers, on which Europe is standing, ex- 
tends to Moscow and Peiping. 

I have noticec that the representatives 
of a very strong party in England have 
been spending considerable time recent- 
ly at the Kremlin in Moscow with Ma- 
lenkov, drinking toasts to the Queen. 

I have also noticed that the same rep- 
resentatives of this powerful force in the 
Government of England and the ster- 
ling-bloc countries proceeded from Mos- 
cow to Peiping, China, and are in confer- 
ence with the Communist leaders of 
China for the same purpose—that of fur- 
ther trade agreements with Russia and 
Communist China. 

From Peiping it is reported that rep- 
resentatives of the Chinese Red Govern- 
ment are going to France, England, and 
other nations of Europe to further trade 
relations. 

Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
think that would have any effect on the 
European countries and the United 
States? 

Mr. WILEY. I do not believe I under- 
stood the Senator’s question. Will he 
state very briefly what he wanted me to 
answer? 

Mr. MALONE. I shall make it as brief 
as I can. Does the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin believe that the rep- 
resentatives of the British Empire, 
spending their time in arranging trade 
agreements with Russia and Communist 
Peking, including their satellites would 
have an effect on this crossroads balance 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin has described? 

Mr. WILEY. I am sure the Senator's 
question is not exactly comprehensible 
at this time, at least to me, but I shall 
try to tell him what I had intended say- 
ing—that if the distinguished Senator 
will read this first article, in the August 
Reader's Digest. 

Mr. MALONE. I have read it. 

Mr. WILEY. I think he will get some 
light on why the British and other na- 
tions are attempting to enter into busi- 
ness relations in order to bring about the 
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philosophy of coexistence. I do not know 
whether coexistence will work, but I do 
know that there is some justification for 
these people attempting to find a solu- 
tion, which we have been attempting to 
find and the world has been attempting 
to find since the shooting in the last war 
stopped. I know that all of Europe is 
tremendously affected 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
Payne in the chair). 
have expired. 

Mr. WILEY. May I have another 2 
minutes to try to elucidate this problem? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. WILEY. All of Europe is tremen- 
dously affected by what we call the bomb 
situation. We know that Britain, France, 
and the other countries are very close 
to Russia. Russia has the A-bomb and 
the H-bomb. If the Senator will talk to 
some of our ambassadors and others who 
have been over there, he will find that 
the people of Europe are really scared of 
what would happen to them in case war 
started. We cannot discount that fear. 
We have to recognize that we are facing 
a situation in the world which some of 
the clergy think has only one solution, 
and that is through prayer and through 
seeking to understand each other’s po- 
sition. I, for one, feel that what we have 
to do is to be so strong militarily and so 
strong, let us say, in trying to under- 
stand the other fellow’s position that 
we can penetrate not what we call the 
Iron Curtain, but the minds of the 180 
million Russians, who are fine people 
just like ourselves. I am not talking 
about the leaders of the Kremlin. I am 
talking about the common people of the 
world who need to be impacted by the 
right ideas so that understanding and 
wisdom will prevail—so we can find the 
right answer. I am sure closing our 
minds to the facts is no solution. And 
separating our allies from us is no an- 
swer. 

I do not know whether we are wise 
enough to find the answer or whether 
we are going to bring upon ourselves an- 
other holocaust. If we do, then, of 
course we know what the bomb can do, 
and we know what damage can be done 
to our beloved country and to other 
countries. 

In unity there is strength. The Sen- 
ator’s suggestion does not make for 
unity. He has no solution. 

The question is can we find the way? 
Others are trying to find a way. We 
shall learn, I presume in the course of a 
few weeks or months, whether or not 
this journey into Russia and into China 
by representatives of Britain will pro- 
duce constructive results. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad- 
ditional 2 minutes have expired. 

Mr. MALONE. Is there any Senator 
having time who will yield 1 minute to 
the junior Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena- 
tor is entitled to 2 minutes under the 
morning hour. I assume the Chair will 
recognize him. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I 
should like to point out that this is not 
a new or unusual situation. 


(Mr, 
The 2 minutes 
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In 1948 and 1949, when the Marshall 
plan, the forerunner of ECA, Mutual Se- 
curity and FOA was first proposed, the 
17 nations of Europe were making the 
same trade agreements with Russia, 
with the Iron Curtain countries, that 
they are arranging to promote and to 
accelerate now. 

In 1949, the junior Senator from Ne- 
vade put 96 such trade treaties in the 
RecorD, showing that in the trade trea- 
ties these nations were guaranteeing to 
furnish engines, tool steel, ball bearings, 
electric material and everything they 
needed to make war on us. 

As has been said by the junior Sena- 
tor from Nevada on the floor many 
times, there is no question that the tax- 
payers, the fathers of the boys who went 
to Korea, furnished 75 percent of the 
material, or the money to pay for it, 
which killed and wounded those boys. 

Then what is the real subject? They 
are in Moscow and Peiping arranging 
for additional trade agreements to fur- 
nish materials needed by the Communist 
countries to prepare for war with us. 
We, of course, cannot prevent such trade 
agreements being made, but we do not 
need to finance it. 

Only Saturday, Mr. President, the 
Senate passed a bill for an additional $3 
billion, or nearly so, added to the $9 bil- 
lion already in the hands of the FOA to 
continue to send materials to Europe 
and to finance further manufacture of 
such materials. 

How stupid can we get? 

Mr. President, have we reached the 
point so that we dare not stop financing 
our potential enemies? 

Mr. President, until we have an un- 
derstanding with our so-called allies, 
that they will not furnish this material 
to our potential enemies, the junior Sen- 
ator from Nevada thinks we are making 
the gravest mistake of our existence to 
continue such financing. An amend- 
ment that the junior Senator from Ne- 
vada offered and lost on the Senate floor, 
to the bill passed Saturday, would have 
prevented sending the material to any 
nation which was trading with the so- 
called enemy or the potential enemy. 

Both England and France have indi- 
vidual mutual security or nonaggression 
pacts with Russia in good standing pro- 
viding for the very things that these na- 
tions are now doing—assisting each 
other economically. 

These mutual security pacts contain 
the same pledge of loyalty and coopera- 
tion as is contained in the Atlantic pact 
which they signed with this Nation. 


CITATION OF ALBERT SHADOWITZ 
FOR CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

be no further morning business, the 

Chair lays before the Senate the unfin- 

ished business. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the resolution (S. Res. 280) to cite 
Albert Shadowitz for contempt of the 
Senate. 


PROGRAM FOR TODAY—CALL OF 
THE CALENDER 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Nevada will permit me 
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to make a brief announcement as to the 
program, I wish to say that after we have 
taken up some matters in which the Sen- 
ator from Nevada is interested, and there 
may also be some other matters at the 
desk to be considered, I shall ask unani- 
mous consent to have a call of the cal- 
endar, beginning with Calendar No. 2395, 
which is where the last call of the cal- 
endar ended, and continuing so far as 
reports are available, but not beyond 
Calendar No. 2519. 

When the call of the calendar has been 
concluded, it is proposed to take up the 
three resolutions citing certain persons 
for contempt, namely, Senate Resolution 
280, Senate Resolution 282, and Senate 
Resolution 281. There may be also some 
other minor matters to be considered at 
that time. Then it is expected to re- 
turn to the beginning of the calendar, 
Calendar No. 19, S. 242, and continuing 
through Calendar No. 2392, S. 29. 

The two calendar committees, depend- 
ing on the number of bills which will be 
passed to the foot of the calendar, may 
desire to have the intervening time to 
reorganize themselves, as they did at the 
time of the last call of the calendar. 
However, that matter can be discussed a 
little later. I simply desired to have the 
Senate advised. 


ESTATE OF CARLOS M. COCHRAN 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
820) for the relief of the estate of Car- 
los M. Cochran, which was, on page 2, 
lines 3 and 4, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, involving the amount of $5,- 
000. The House amendment simply 
eliminates all attorneys’ fees in connec- 
tion with this claim. 

This is in line with the policy adopted 
by the Senate this year. I therefore 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the bill S. 820. 

The motion was agreed to. 


EXTENSION OF DETENTION BENE- 
FITS TO EMPLOYEES OF CERTAIN 
CONTRACTORS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 541) to extend detention benefits un- 
der the War Claims Act of 1948 to em- 
ployees of contractors with the United 
States, which were to strike ovt all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

That this act may be cited as the “War 
Claims Act Amendments of 1954.” 


TITLE I 


Sec, 101. (a) Clause (2) of subsection (a) 
of section 5 of the War Claims Act of 1948, 
as amended (50 App. U. S. C., sec. 2004), is 
hereby amended by striking out (A) a per- 
son within the purview of the act entitled 
‘An act to provide compensation for em- 
ployees of the United States suffering inju- 
ries while in the performance of their duties, 
and for other purposes’, approved Septem- 
ber 7, 1916, as amended, and as extended; or 
(B) a person within the purview of the act 
entitled ‘An act to provide benefits for the 
injury, disability, death, or enemy detention 
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of employees of contractors with the United 
States, and for other purposes’ approved 
December 2, 1942, as amended; or (C) a per- 
son within the purview of the Missing Per- 
sons Act of March 7, 1942 (56 Stat. 143), as 
amended; or (D).” 

(b) Paragraph (3) of subsection (f) of 
such section is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“(3) The following provisions of such act 
of December 2, 1942, as amended, shall not 
apply in the case of such civilian American 
citizens: The last sentence of section 101 (a), 
section 101 (b), section 101 (d), section 104, 
and section 105.” 

(c) Such subsection (f) is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraphs: 

“(10) No benefits provided by this sub- 
section for injury, disability, or death shall 
accrue to any person who, without regard to 
this subsection, is entitled to or has received 
benefits for the same injury, disability, or 
death under such act of December 2, 1942, 
as amended. 

“(11) No benefits provided by this sub- 
section shall accrue to any person to whom 
benefits have been paid, or are payable, un- 
der the Federal Employees’ Compensation 
Act, or any extension thereof, by reason of 
disability or death of an employee of the 
United States suffered after capture, deten- 
tion, or other restraint by an enemy of the 
United States, when such disability or death 
is deemed, in the administration of the Fed- 
eral Employees“ Compensation Act, to have 
resulted from injury occurring while in the 
performance of duty, under subsection (b) 
of section 5 of the act entitled ‘An act to 
amend the act entitled “An act to provide 
compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the per- 
formance of their duties, and for other pur- 
poses,” as amended’, approved July 28, 1945, 
as amended.” 

(d) The second proviso of subsection (b) 
of section 5 of the act entitled “An act to 
amend the act entitled ‘An act to provide 
compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the per- 
formance of their duties, and for other pur- 
poses’, as amended”, approved July 28, 1945, 
is hereby amended by inserting immediately 
after “gratuity from the United States” the 
following: “(other than detention benefits 
under section 5 of the War Claims Act of 
1948)”. 

(e) (1) Individuals entitled to benefits 
under subsections (b), (c), or (d) of section 
5 of the War Claims Act of 1948, as amended, 
solely by reason of the amendments made 
by this act, must file claim therefor within 
1 year after the date of enactment of this 
act. 

(2) The time limitations applicable to the 
filing of claims for benefits extended and 
made applicable to any individual by sub- 
section (f) of such section 5 shall not begin 
to run until the date of enactment of this 
act with respect to any individual who is 
entitled to such benefits solely by reason of 
the amendments made by this act. This 
paragraph shall not be construed to affect 
the right of any individual to receive such 
benefits with respect to any period prior to 
the date of enactment of this act. 

Sec. 102. (a) (1) Subsection (d) of section 
5 of the War Claims Act of 1948, as amended; 
subsection (c) of section 6 of such act; and 
paragraph (4) of subsection (d) of such sec- 
tion 6, are each hereby amended by striking 
out “dependent” each time it occurs. 

(2) Subsection (d) of section 5 of the War 
Claims Act of 1948, as amended is amended 
by striking out “and” at the end of clause 
(2), striking out the period at the end of 
clause (3) and inserting in lieu thereof: “; 
and”, and by adding at the end thereof the 
following new clause: 

“(4) Parents (in equal shares) if there is 
no husband, or child.” 
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(b) The amendments made by this section 
shall not apply with respect to benefits paid 
prior to the date of enactment of this act. 

(c) Individuals entitled to benefits solely 
by reason of the amendments made by this 
section must file claim therefor within 1 
year after the date of enactment of this act. 

Sec. 103. The War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended, is hereby further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

“Sec. 15. (a) The Commission is author- 
ized to receive and to determine, according 
to law, the amount and validity, and pro- 
vide for the payment of any claim for com- 
pensation filed by or on behalf of any in- 
dividual who, being then an American citi- 
zen, served in the military or naval forces 
of any government allied with the United 
States during World War II who was held 
as a prisoner of war for any period of time 
subsequent to December 7, 1941, by any 
government of any nation with which such 
allied government has been at war subse- 
quent to such date. Compensation shall be 
payable under this section in accordance with 
the standards established by, and at the 
rates prescribed in, subsection (b) of section 
6 of this act, and paragraphs (2) and (3) 
of subsection (d) of such section 6. 

“(b) The amount payable under this sec- 
tion shall be reduced by such sum as the 
individual entitled to compensation under 
this section has received or is entitled to 
receive from any government by reason of 
the same detention. 

“(c) In the event of death of the individ- 
ual entitled to compensation under this sec- 
tion, payment may be made to the persons 
specified in paragraph (4) of subsection (d) 
of section 6 of this act. 

„(d) Claims for benefits under this sec- 
tion must be filed within 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this section. 

“(e) Any claim allowed under the provi- 
sions of this section shall be certified to 
the Secretary of the Treasury for payment 
out of the War Claims Fund established by 
section 13 of this act. 

“Sec. 16. (a) As used in this section, the 
term ‘merchant seaman’ means any individ- 
ual who was employed as a seaman or crew 
member on any vessel registered under the 
laws of the United States, or under the laws 
of any government friendly to the United 
States during World War II, and who was 
a citizen of the United States on and after 
December 7, 1941, to the date of his death 
or the date of filing claim under this sec- 
tion; except any such individual who is en- 
titled to, or who has received, benefits under 
section 5 of this act as a ‘civilian American 
citizen.’ 

“(b) The Commission is authorized to re- 
ceive and determine, according to law, the 
amount and validity, and provide for the 
payment of any claim for detention benefits 
filed by or on behalf of any merchant sea- 
man who, being then a merchant seaman, 
was captured or interned or held by the Gov- 
ernment of Germany or the Imperial Jap- 
anese Government, its agents or instrumen- 
talities in World War II for any period of 
time subsequent to December 7, 1941, during 
which he was held by either such govern- 
ment as a prisoner, internee, hostage, or in 
any other capacity. Detention benefits shall 
be paid under this section at the rates pre- 
scribed and in the manner provided in sub- 
sections (c) and (d) of section 5 of this 
act. 

(e) Payment of any claim filed under 
this section shall not be made to any mer- 
chant seaman, or to any survivor or sur- 
vivors thereof, who, voluntarily, knowingly, 
and without duress, gave aid to or collabo- 
rated with or in any manner served any 
government hostile to the United States dur- 
ing World War II. 

“(d) Claims for benefits under this sec- 
tion must be filed within 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this section. 
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“(e) Any claim allowed under the pro- 
visions of this section shall be certified to 
the Secretary of the Treasury for payment 
out of the War Claims Fund established by 
section 13 of this act. 

“Sec. 17. (a) (1) The Commission is au- 
thorized to receive and to determine, ac- 
cording to law, the amount and validity, and 
provide for the payment of any claim filed 
by— 

“(A) any individual who— 

“(i) on or after December 7, 1941, was a 
member of the military or naval forces of 
the United States; 

“(ii) is the survivor of any deceased in- 
dividual described in subparagraph (i); 

“(iii) was a national of the United States 
on December 7, 1941, and is a national of 
the United States on the date of enactment 
of this section; or 

“(iv) is the survivor of any deceased in- 
dividual who was a national of the United 
States on December 7, 1941, and would be a 
national of the United States on the date 
of enactment of this section if living; or 

“(B) any partnership, firm, corporation, 
or other legal entity, in which more than 
50 percent of the ownership was vested, di- 
rectly or indirectly, both on December 7, 
1941, and on the date of enactment of this 
section, in individuals referred to in sub- 
paragraph (A) of this paragraph; 
for losses arising as a result of the seques- 
tration of accounts, deposits, or other credits 
of such individual or legal entity in the Phil- 
ippines by the Imperial Japanese Govern- 
ment. 

“(2) The Commission is authorized to re- 
ceive and to determine, according to law, the 
amount and validity, and provide for the 
payment of any claim filed by any bank or 
other financial institution doing business in 
the Philippines which reestablished se- 
questered accounts, deposits, or other credits 
of— 

“(A) any individual referred to in sub- 
paragraph (A) of paragraph (1) of this sub- 
section; or 

“(B) any partnership, firm, corporation, or 
other legal entity, in which more than 50 per- 
cent of the ownership was vested, directly or 
indirectly, both on December 7, 1941, and on 
the date of reestablishment of such seques- 
tered credits, in individuals referred to in 
such subparagraph (A); 
for reimbursement of the amounts of such 
sequestered credits paid by such bank or 
financial institution. 

“(b) Claims must be filed under this sec- 
tion within 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this section. 

“(c) Where any individual entitled to 
payment under this section is under any 
legal disability, payment may be made in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of subsection 
(e) of section 5 of this act. In the case of 
the death of any individual entitled to pay- 
ment of any claim under this section, pay- 
ment of such claim shall be made to the in- 
dividuals specified, and in the order provided, 
in subsection (d) of section 6 of this act; 
except that no payment shall be made under 
this section to any individual who volun- 
tarily, knowingly, and without duress, give 
aid to or collaborated with or in any manner 
served any government hostile to the United 
States during World War II. 

„d) Each claim allowed under this sec- 
tion shall be certified to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment out of the War 
Claims Fund established under section 13 of 
this act. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay such claims as follows: 

“(1) In the case of each claim allowed in 
an amount equal to or less than $500, such 
claim shall be paid in full; and 

“(2) In the case of each claim allowed in 
an amount greater than $500, such claim 
shall be paid in two installments. The first 
installment shall be paid in an amount equal 
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to $500 plus 6624 per centum of the amount 
of such claim allowed in excess of $500. 
The last installment shall be computed as of 
September 1, 1956, under the next sentence 
of this ph, and, as so computed, shall 
be paid from the sums remaining in the 
war claims fund on that date. If the sums 
remaining in the war claims fund on Sep- 
tember 1, 1956, are sufficient to satisfy all 
claims allowed under this section and not 
paid in full, the unpaid portion of each 
such claim shall be paid in full; if the sums 
remaining in the war claims fund on Sep- 
tember 1, 1956, are not sufficient to satisfy all 
claims allowed under this section and not 
paid in full, the last installment payable on 
each such claim shall be reduced ratably, 
and, as so reduced, shall be paid from the 
war claims fund. 

Sec. 104. (a) Section 13 of the War Claims 
Act of 1948, as amended (50 App. U. S. C., sec. 
2012), is hereby amended by striking out sub- 
sections (b) and (c) thereof, and by insert- 
ing immediately after subsection (a) thereof 
the following: 

“(b) Before August 1, 1956, the Secretary 
of Labor shall estimate and report to the 
President the total amount which will be 
required to pay all benefits payable by rea- 
son of section 5 (f) of this act. If the Presi- 
dent approves the amount so estimated as 
reasonably accurate, the total amount so 
estimated and approved shall be certified to 
the Secretary of the Treasury; if the Presi- 
dent does not so approve, he shall determine 
such amount, and the amount so determined 
shall be certified to the Secretary of the 
Treasury. Such certification shall be made 
on or before September 1, 1956. The Secre- 
tary of the Treasury shall then transfer from 
the War Claims Fund to the general fund of 
the Treasury a sum equal to the total amount 
certified to him under this subsection. 

“(c) Before August 1, 1956, the Secretary 
of Labor shall estimate and report to the 
President the total amount which will be 
required to pay all additional benefits pay- 
able as a result of the enactment of section 
4 (c) of this act. If the President approves 
the amount so estimated as reasonably ac- 
curate, the total amount so estimated and 
approved shall be certified to the Secretary 
of the Treasury; if the President does not 
so approve, he shall determine such amount, 
and the amount so determined shall be cer- 
tified to the Secretary of the Treasury. Such 
certification shall be made on or before Sep- 
tember 1, 1956. The Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall then transfer from the War Claims 
Fund to the general fund of the Treasury a 
sum equal to the total amount certified to 
him under this subsection.” 

(b) Subsection (d) of such section 13 is 
hereby amended by striking out “The Secre- 
tary of State” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: “On or before August 1, 1956, 
the Secretary of State.” 

Sec. 105. Within 2 years after the date of 
enactment of this act, the Foreign Claims 
Settlement Commission of the United States 
shall wind up its affairs in connection with 
the settlement of all claims for benefits 
authorized by the amendments made by 
this act. 

TITLE IT 

Sec. 201. As used in this title— 

(a) The term “prisoner of war” has the 
meaning assigned to it by section 6 of the 
War Claims Act of 1948, as amended; and 

(b) The term “civilian American citizen” 
has the meaning assigned to it by subsection 
(a) of section 5 of such act. 

Sec. 202. The Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare, in cooperation with, and 
with the assistance of, the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs, the Secretary of Labor, and 
the Secretary of Defense, shall conduct a 
study of— 

(1) the mortality rates among prisoners of 
war and civilian American citizens, with a 
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view to determining whether their abnor- 
mally high mortality rate is directly attrib- 
utable to the malnutrition and other hard- 
ships suffered by them while held as prisoners 
of war, hostages, internees, or in any other 
capacity; 

(2) the mental and physical consequences 
of the malnutrition and other hardships suf- 
fered by prisoners of war and civilian Ameri- 
can citizens while so held; and 

(3) the procedures and standards which 
should be applied in the diagnosis of the 
mental and physical condition of prisoners 
of war and civilian American citizens. 

Sec. 203. Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this title, the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare shall re- 
port the results of such study to the Presi- 
dent for transmittal to the Congress, 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“An act to extend benefits under the War 
Claims Act of 1948 to certain classes of 
persons, and for other purposes.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask to have this matter passed over tem- 
porarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCARRAN subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have read a letter from Mr. Rowland 
Hughes, Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, addressed to Hon, RICHARD M. 
Nrxon, Vice President of the United 
States and President of the Senate. The 
letter has to do with Senate bill 541, 
which is now at the desk awaiting action 
by the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the letter. 


The legislative clerk read the letter, as 
follows: 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1954. 
Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
President oj the Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear MR. PRESIDENT: There is sub- 
mitted herewith for consideration of the 
Congress a draft of a proposed bill which 
would further amend the War Claims Act 
of 1948. This bill, together with a report in 
which the principal features of the various 
titles and sections are discussed, is sub- 
mitted as promised by the President in his 
message transmitting Reorganization Plan 
No. 1 of 1954, which related to the establish- 
ment of a Foreign Claims Settlement Com- 
mission to handle such claims. 

This proposed amendment would extend 
to certain United States Nationals who, dur- 
ing World War II were interned by the enemy 
or were captured while serving either in 
Allied Military forces or as Merchant Seamen 
aboard United States vessels, or vessels of 
friendly governments, benefits comparable to 
those authorized under similar circumstances 
by the War Claims Act of 1948, as presently 
amended. In addition, the bill would pro- 
vide for restoration in part of funds that 
were on deposit with Philippine financial 
institutions to the credit of American 
Nationals, which were sequestered by the 
Japanese Government. 

Because of hardships suffered by many 
United States Nationals as the result of 
actions of certain foreign governments for 
which this bill would afford some relief, I 
would strongly urge that this proposed legis- 
lation be acted upon, to the extent pro- 
posed, before the close of the present session 
of Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROWLAND HUGHES, Director. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


E. S. BERNEY 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 46) 
for the relief of E. S. Berney, which was, 
on page 1, line 6, strike out “$12,000” and 
insert 84,750.“ 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
relief bill for a rancher who suffered loss 
when his land was taken over by the 
Navy to be used as part of a bombing 
range. The Senate passed the bill for 
$12,000. The House has amended it to 
reduce the amount to $4,150. As the au- 
thor of the bill, I do not believe the 
House has done full justice to his claim; 
but I am sufficiently realistic to appre- 
ciate the fact that unless the House 
amendment is accepted, it will be im- 
possible at this late date to get any bill 
at all. Half a loaf is better than none, 
and I therefore move that the Senate 
concur in the House amendment to the 
bill S. 46. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the bill eliminate 
attorneys’ fees? 

Mr. McCARRAN. It does. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Sena- 
tor from Nevada, that the Senate con- 
cur in the amendment of the House. 

The motion was agreed to, 


CHARLES W. GALLAGHER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 555) for the relief of Charles W. 
Gallagher, which was, on, page 1, line 
11, strike out “in excess of 10 percent 
thereof.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, involving the amount of $430. 
The House amendment simply elimi- 
nates all attorneys’ fees in connection 
with this claim. 

This is in line with the policy adopted 
by the Senate this year. I therefore 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the bill S. 555. 

The motion was agreed to. 


CPL. ROBERT D. McMILLAN 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 599) for the relief of Cpl. Robert D. 
McMillan, which was, on page 2, line 4, 
strike out “in excess of 10 percent 
thereof.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, involving the amount of 
$1,806.72. The House amendment sim- 
ply eliminates all attorneys’ fees in con- 
nection with this claim. 

This is in line with the policy adopted 
by the Senate this year. I therefore 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the bill S. 599. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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MRS. MERLE CAPPELLER WEYEL 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
45) for the relief of Mrs. Merle Cappel- 
ler Weyel, which was, on page 2, line 2, 
after “pay”, insert “and retired pay.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, which passed the Senate in 
the amount of $5,437.21. The House 
amendment does not change the 
amount, but simply makes more clear 
the basis for the award. I move that 
the Senate concur in the House amend- 
ment to the bill S. 45. 

The motion was agreed to. 


JOHN L. DE MONTIGNY 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1183) for the relief of John L. de Mon- 
tigny, which was, on page 2, line 2, strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, involving the amount of 
$384.75. The House amendment simply 
eliminates all attorneys’ fees in connec- 
tion with this claim. 

This is in line with the policy adopted 
by the Senate this year. I therefore 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the bill S. 1183. 

The motion was agreed to. 


LT, COL. ROLLINS S. EMMERICH 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1203) for the relief of Lt. Col. Rollins S. 
Emmerich, which was, on page 2, line 2, 
strike out “in excess of 10 percent.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, involving the amount of 
$221.49. The House amendment simply 
eliminates all attorneys’ fees in con- 
nection with this claim. 

This is in line with the policy adopted 
by the Senate this year. I therefore 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the bill S. 1203. 

The motion was agreed to. 


GIVENS CHRISTIAN 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2070) for the relief of the estate of 
Givens Christian, which was, on page 2, 
line 2, strike out “in excess of 10 percent 
thereof.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, involving the amount ef 
$5,000. The House amendment simply 
eliminates all attorneys’ fees in connec- 
tion with this claim. 

This is in line with the policy adopted 
by the Senate this year. I therefore 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the bill S. 2070. 

The motion was agreed to. 


TERRENCE WALLER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
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2147) for the relief of Terrence Waller, 
which was, on page 2 line 4, strike out “in 
excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, involving the amount of 
$840.79. The House amendment simply 
eliminates all attorneys’ fees in connec- 
tion with this claim. 

This is in line with the policy adopted 
by the Senate this year. I therefore 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the bill S. 2147. 

The motion was agreed to. 


JOHN ENEPEKIDES ET AL. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2156) for the relief of John Enepekides, 
his wife, Anna, and his son, George, 
which was, in line 4, strike out “waiv- 
ing” and insert “modifying.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
immigration bill. The House amend- 
ment is entirely technical and does not 
change the effect of the bill in any way. 

I therefore move that the Senate con- 
cur in the amendment of the House to 
the bill S. 2156. 

The motion was agreed to. 


JOSEPH V. CRIMI 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2553) for the relief of Joseph V. Crimi, 
father of the minor child, Joseph Crimi, 
which was, on page 2, line 6, strike out 
“in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, involving the amount of 
$8,500. The House amendment simply 
eliminates all attorneys’ fees in connec- 
tion with this claim. 

This is in line with the policy adopted 
by the Senate this year. I therefore 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the bill S. 2553. 

The motion was agreed to. 


WALTER P. SYLVESTER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2266) for the relief of Walter P. Sylves- 
ter, which were, in line 8, after dis- 
ability”, insert “allegedly”, and in line 
10, after “1945”, insert “: Provided, That 
no benefits shall accrue except hospital 
and medical expenses prior to the enact- 
ment of this act.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
relief bill, the purpose being to permit 
the filing of a claim under the Employ- 
ees’ Compensation Act. 

The effect of the House amendments 
is to remove any implication of liability, 
through enactment of the bill, and to 
limit benefits payable under the claim 
to actual hospital and medical expenses 
incurred prior to enactment of this act. 

I now move that the Senate concur in 
the amendments of the House to the bill 
S. 2266. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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ROBERT LEE WILLIAMS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2693) for the relief of Robert Lee Wil- 
liams, which was, on page 1, line 10, 
strike out “in excess of 10 percent there- 
of.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, involving the amount of 
$5,000. The House amendment simply 


eliminates all attorneys’ fees in connec- - 


tion with this claim. 

This is in line with the policy adopted 
by the Senate this year. I therefore 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the bill S. 2693. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ESTATE OF MARY BEATON DENNIN- 
GER, DECEASED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
3064) for the relief of the estate of Mary 
Beaton Denninger, deceased, which was, 
on page 1, line 11, strike out all after 
“act” over to and including “thereof” 
in line 1, page 2. 

Mr. McCARRAN. This is a private 
claim bill, involving the amount of 
$780.36. The House amendment simply 
eliminates all attorneys’ fees in connec- 
tion with this claim. 

This is in line with the policy adopted 
by the Senate this year. I therefore 
move that the Senate concur in the House 
amendment to the bill S. 3064. 

The motion was agreed to. 


WOODROW WILSON CENTENNIAL 
CELEBRATION COMMISSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the joint 
resolution (S. J. Res. 147) to establish 
the Woodrow Wilson Centennial Cele- 
bration Commission, and for other pur- 
poses, which was, to strike out all after 
the resolving clause and insert: 


That (a) there is hereby established a 
commission to be known as the “Woodrow 
Wilson Centennial Celebration Commission” 
(hereinafter referred to as the “Commis- 
sion”) which shall be composed of 12 mem- 
bers as follows: 

(1) Two members who shall be Members 
of the Senate, to be appointed by the Presi- 
dent of the Senate; 

(2) Two members who shall be members 
of the House of Representatives, to be ap- 
pointed by the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives; 

(3) One member from the Department of 
the Interior who shall be the Director of the 
National Park Service, or his representative, 
and who shall serve as executive officer of 
the Commission; and 

(4) Seven members to be appointed by 
the President after consideration of such 
recommendations as may be made, upon 
the request of the President, by the Gover- 
nor of Virginia as to three of such mem- 
bers, by the Woodrow Wilson Birthplace 
Foundation, Inc., as to two of such mem- 
bers, and by the Woodrow Wilson Founda- 
tion as to two of such members. 

(b) The President shall, at the time of 
appointment, designate one of the members 
appointed by him to serve as Chairman. 
The members of the Commission shall re- 
ceive no salary but shall be reimbursed for 
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their actual and necessary traveling and sub- 
sistence expenses incurred in the discharge 
of their duties. 

Sec. 2. The functions of the Commission 
shall be to develop and to execute suitable 
plans for the celebration, in 1956, of the 
100th anniversary of the birth of Woodrow 
Wilson in Staunton, Va. In carrying out 
these functions the Commission is author- 
ized to cooperate with and to assist the 
Commission established by the State of Vir- 
ginia to plan a centennial celebration, in 
1956, of the birth of Woodrow Wilson, and to 
invite all the people of the United States to 
join therein. 

Sec. 3. The Commission may employ, with- 
out regard to civil-service laws or the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, such employees as may 
be necessary in carrying out its functions. 

Src. 4. (a) The Commission is authorized 
to accept donations of money, property, or 
personal services; to cooperate with patri- 
otic and historical societies and with in- 
stitutions of learning; and to call upon other 
Federal departments or agencies for their 
advice and assistance in carrying out the 
purposes of this resolution. The Commis- 
sion, to such extent as it finds to be nec- 
essary, may, without regard to the laws and 
procedures applicable to Federal agencies, 
procure supplies, services, and property and 
make contracts, and may exercise those pow- 
ers that are necessary to enable it to carry 
out efficiently and in the public interest the 
purposes of this resolution. 

(b) Expenditures of the Commission shall 
be paid by the executive officer of the Com- 
mission, who shall keep complete records of 
such expenditures and who shall account 
also for all funds received by the Commis- 
sion. A report of the activities of the Com- 
mission, including an accounting of funds 
received and expended, shall be furnished 
by the Commission to the Congress within 
1 year following the celebration as prescribed 
by this resolution. The Commission shall 
terminate upon submission of its report to 
the Congress. 

(c) Any. property acquired by the Com- 
mission remaining upon termination of the 
celebration may be used by the Secretary of 
the Interior for purposes of the National 
Park System or may be disposed of as sur- 
plus property. The net revenues, after pay- 
ment of Commission expenses, derived from 
Commission activities, shall be deposited in 
the Treasury of the United States. 

Serc. 5. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated not to exceed $10,000 for travel 
expenses of the members of the Commission 
and for other expenses that may be in- 
curred in developing suitable plans provided 
for herein, and no appropriation shall be 
deemed to be authorized herein to carry out 
the purposes of this resolution in accord- 
ance with such plans unless an additional 
appropriation to carry out such purposes is 
expressly authorized by further legislation. 


Mr.McCARRAN. This is a joint reso- 
lution to establish the Woodrow Wilson 
Centennial Celebration Commission. 

The only important change involved 
in the House amendment is to provide 
that two Members of the House shall be 
named to the Woodrow Wilson Centen- 
nial Celebration Commission. As the 
resolution passed the Senate, it provided 
for 2 Members of the Senate and 1 
Member of the House. The House has 
amended the resolution so as to put 
House membership on a par with the 
Senate membership on the Commission. 
It is not believed the Senate should dis- 
turb this change. 

I therefore move, Mr. President, that 
the Senate concur in the House amend- 
ment to Senate Joint Resolution 147. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, that 
is all I have at this time. There may be 
other matters on the clerk’s desk which 
I may ask to have considered at a later 
time. 


MRS. CECIL NORTON BROY 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 7886) for the relief of 
Mrs. Cecil Norton Broy, and requesting 
a conference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I move that the 
Senate insist upon its amendments, 
agree to the request of the House for a 
conference, and that the Chair appoint 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. LANGER, 
Mr. Wey, and Mr. McCarran conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 


CALL OF THE CALENDAR 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
pursuant to my prior announcement, 
there will be what in effect will be two 
calendar calls today, one of which will 
begin at the point where we last left off, 
and then later on in the day there will 
be a call of bills from the beginning of 
the calendar. 

I now ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to a call of the calendar 
of bills to which there is no objection, 
beginning with Calendar No. 2395, a bill 
(S. 239) for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. 
Frank Goto, and running through to the 
end of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the clerk will call the first bill in order 
on the calendar. 


MR. AND MRS. FRANK GOTO 


The bill (S. 239) for the relief of Mr. 
and Mrs. Frank Goto was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
section 2 (a) of the act of July 2, 1948, as 
amended (50 U. S. C. App. 1982 (a)), the At- 
torney General is authorized and directed 
to determine under such act any claim pre- 
sented by Mr. and Mrs. Frank Goto within 
12 months after the date of enactment of 
this act, but nothing contained in this act 
shall be construed as an inference of lia- 
bility on the part of the United States Gov- 
ernment. 


ERNEST B. SANDERS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 684) for the relief of Ernest B. 
Sanders, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
amendments, on page 1, line 6, after the 
word “of”, to strike out “$25,000” and 
insert “$15,000”; and on page 2, line 2, 
after the word “act”, to strike out “in 
excess of 10 percent thereof”, so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is hereby authorized and di- 
rected to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, to Ernest 
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B. Sanders, of Miami, Fla., the sum of $15,000, 
in full and final settlement of all claims 
against the United States for personal in- 
juries, pain and suffering, permanent dis- 
ability, and loss of earnings sustained by 
him and resulting from an accidental and 
improper division of or injury to an artery 
while he was a patient in the United States 
Marine Hospital at Savannah, Ga., during 
March of 1933: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any per- 
son violating the provisions of this act shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ESTATE OF REV. PANG WHA IL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1504) for the relief of the estate 
of Rev. Pang Wha Il, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, on page 
2, line 2, after the word “act,” to strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof”, so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the estate of 
Rev. Pang Wha Il, deceased, the sum of 
$10,000, in full satisfaction of all claims 
against the United States for compensation 
for the death of the said Rev. Pang Wha Il, 
sustained on December 10, 1952, as a result of 
having been severely assaulted by a second 
lieutenant in the Army of the United States 
while such second lieutenant was leading a 
raiding party in the village of Dong Chang 
Ri in Korea: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3602) for the relief of 
Mrs. Hannah Mae Powell was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1920) for the relief of 
Ashley G. Ogden was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


ARTHUR J. BOUCHER 


The bill (H. R. 834) for the relief of 
Arthur J. Boucher was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, 
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BILL PLACED AT FOOT OF CALEN- 
DAR 


The bill (H. R. 1107) for the relief of 
J. A. Vance Company was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask that this bill be placed at the foot of 
the calendar, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 


KENNETH McRIGHT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 1461) for the relief of Kenneth 
McRight, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 1, after the 
word “act”, to strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
3 and the bill to be read a third 

ime. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. è 


NICHOLAS MATOOK 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2781) for the relief of Nicholas 
Matook, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 1, line 11, after the 
word “act”, to strike out “in excess of 
10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


DR. ALFRED L. SMITH 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3014) for the relief of Dr. 
Alfred L. Smith, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with an amendment, on page 2, 
line 4, after the word “act”, to strike out 
“jn excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


DENNIS F. GUTHRIE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3232) for the relief of Dennis 
F. Guthrie, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with an amendment, on page 2, line 1 
after the word “act”, to strike out “in 
excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


JOHN B. DANIEL, INC. 


The bill (H. R. 3384) for the relief of 
John B. Daniel, Inc., was announced as 
next in order, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I submit and send to the desk two 
amendments for which I request consid- 
eration at the proper time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are no committee amendments; so the 
amendments of the Senator from New 
Jersey are in order, and will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end 
of the bill, it is proposed to add the fol- 
lowing new section: 

Src. 2. No part of any drawback that may 
be allowed by reason of the enactment of 
this act shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with ob- 
taining such drawback, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this section shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
next amendment of the Senator from 
New Jersey will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, 
in line 4, after “Internal Revenue Code”, 
it is proposed to insert “of 1939.” 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
let me say that the first amendment pro- 
vides, in the usual, standard manner, 
for prohibition of the payment of at- 
torney’s fees. The second amendment 
is purely technical in nature. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendments to be pro- 
posed, the question is on the engrossment 
of the amendments and the third read- 
ing of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


MRS. EMILY WILHELM 


The bill (H. R. 3446) for the relief 
of Mrs. Emily Wilhelm was announced 
as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. By request, I 
ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I beg the 
pardon of the Chair; I thought we had 
reached Calendar 2408, House bill 3756. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; 
Calendar No. 2407, House bill 3446, was 
the bill which was just passed over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask that the order by which the bill 
was passed over be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
Objection to the request of the Senator 
from New Jersey? The Chair hears 
none and the bill is before the Senate. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of House bill 3446, Calendar 
No. 2407? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment on 
page 1, line 11, after the word “act”, 
to strike out “in excess of 10 percent 
thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 3756) for the relief of 
Allen Pope, his heirs or personal rep- 
resentatives, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
this is the bill to which I intended to 
object, by request. I do so at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion being heard, the bill will be passed 
over. 

The bill (H. R. 4281) for the relief of 
Mr. and Mrs. Thomas V. Compton was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


MRS. GEORGE A. MEFFAN 
The bill (H. R. 7031) for the relief of 
Mrs. George A. Meffan was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9835) to provide for 
the termination of Government opera- 
tions which are in competition with pri- 
vate enterprise was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. GORE. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


GERTRAUT HILDEGARDE MARIE 
HUBINGER AND FRANZ HUBINGER 


The bill (S. 2115) for the relief of 
Gertraut Hildegarde Marie Hubinger 
and Franz Hubinger was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Gertraut Hildegarde Marie Hubinger and 
Franz Hubinger shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fees. Upon the grant- 
ing of permanent residence to such aliens as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota-control 
officer to deduct the required numbers from 
the appropriate quota or quotas for the first 
year that such quota or quotas are available. 
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HEDWIG MARIE ZUANMULLER 


The bill (S. 2692). for the relief of 
Hedwig Marie Zuanmuller was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, Hed- 
wig Marie Zuanmuller shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


FRANCIS BERTRAM BRENNAN 


The bill (S. 2694) for the relief of 
Francis Bertram Brennan was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor 
child, Francis Bertram Brennan, shall be held 
and considered to be the natural-born alien 
child of William F. Brennan, a citizen of the 
United States. 


DEMETRIOS MATARAGGIOTIS AND 
OTHERS 

The bill (H. R. 697) Demetrios Mata- 

raggiotis and others was considered, or- 


dered to a third reading, read the third 
time and passed, 


HENRIETTE MATTER 


The bill (H. R. 717) for the relief of 
Henriette Matter was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


SISTER GIUSEPPINA GIACCONE 


The bill (H. R. 822) for the relief of 
Sister Giuseppina Giaccone was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


KATHARINE BALSAMO 


The bill (H. R. 832) for the relief of 
Katharine Balsamo was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


SISTER MARY GERTRUDE (MARY 
GERTRUDE KELLY) 

The bill (H. R. 839) for the relief of 
Sister Mary Gertrude (Mary Gertrude 
Kelly) was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


NASSER ESPHAHANIAN 


The bill (H. R. 877) for the relief of 
Nasser Esphahanian was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
brief statement regarding the bill. 
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There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHNSON OF TEXAS 

This bill would grant the status of per- 
manent residence in the United States to 
Nasser Esphahanian, a native and citizen of 
Tran. 


The beneficiary of the bill entered the 
United States on September 16, 1946, as a 
student. He pursued a course in petroleum 
engineering and has had practical training 
in that field with oil companies in this 
country. 

The applicant, now 25 years of age, has 
been shown to be a man of good character. 
He has no criminal record in the United 
States or in any other country. He was a 
good student in college. Many substantial 
citizens of the town of Mount Pleasant, Tex., 
where he now resides, have vouched for his 
good character and high standing in the 
community. 

The bill provides for an appropriate quota 
deduction and for payment of the required 
visa fee. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 877) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


AUGUSTIN MONDREAL 


The bill (H. R. 1622) for the relief 
of Augustin Mondreal was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


JOHANN GROBEN 


The bill (H. R. 1627) for the relief of 
Johann Groben was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CHARLOTTE MARGARITA SCHMIDT 


The bill (H. R. 2480) for the relief of 
Charlotte Margarita Schmidt was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


GIACOMO BARTOLO VANADIA 


The bill (H. R. 2483) for the relief of 
Giacomo Bartolo Vanadia was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


STANISLAW MAJZNER (ALIAS 
STANLEY MAISNER) 


The bill (H. R. 2500) for the relief of 
Stanislaw Majzner (alias Stanley Mais- 
ner) was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MRS, CLAIRE GODREAU DAIGLE 


The bill (H. R. 2794) for the relief of 
Mrs. Claire Godreau Daigle was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


LOUIE ELLA ATTAWAY 


The bill (H. R. 3388) for the relief of 
Louie Ella Attaway was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
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MARIA PACCIONE PICA 


The bill (H. R. 3447) for the relief 
of Maria Paccione Pica was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, 


MAJ, ELIAS M. TSOUGRANIS 


The bill (H. R. 3507) for the relief of 
Maj. Elias M. Tsougranis was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


MRS. ERNA ROSITA PONT 


The bill (H. R. 3520) for the relief of 
Mrs, Erna Rosita Pont (formerly Erna 
Rosita Michel) was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MARKO RIBIC 


The bill (H. R. 3665) for the relief of 
Marko Ribic was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


INGE BECKMANN 


The bill (H. R. 3750) for the relief of 
Inge Beckmann was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ROBERTO JOHNSON 


The bill (H. R. 3874) for the relief of 
Roberto Johnson was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 2 


ANDREA PAULETTE _QUARTRE- 
HOMME AND HER CHILD 


The bill (H. R. 4426) for the relief of 
Andrea Paulette Quartrehomme and her 
child was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LOUISE RANK 


The bill (H. R. 4437) for the relief of 
Louise Rank was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


PETRUS VAN KEER 


The bill (H. R. 4522) for the relief of 
Petrus Van Keer was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ALEXANDER PETSCHE 


The bill (H. R. 4815) for the relief of 
Alexander Petsche was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


PIETRO PETRALIA 


The bill (H. R. 4908) for the relief of 
Pietro Petralia was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


AUGUSTA OPPACHER BIALEK 


The bill (H. R. 5119) for the relief of 
Augusta Oppacher Bialek was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


August 16 


TAKEKO ISHIKI 


The bill (H. R. 5459) for the relief of 
Takeko Ishiki was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


DR. LU JEN-LUNG 


The bill (H. R. 5553) for the relief of 
Dr. Lu Jen-Lung was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
brief statement in regard to the bill. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHNSON OF TEXAS 


This bill would grant permanent residence, 
under the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
to Dr. Lu Jen-Lung, at this time a resident 
of Dallas, Tex. 

Dr. Lu Jen-Lung came to the United States 
October 1, 1951, on an exchange visitor visa 
as a rotating intern. He is now in a second 
year residency in surgery at Methodist Hos- 
pital in Dallas. 

The administrator of the Methodist Hos- 
pital states that the doctor has done credit- 
able work there, demonstrating both capa- 
bility in his profession and a very willing 
attitude. He states it is highly desirable to 
Methodist Hospital that Dr. Lu Jen-Lung be 
allowed to continue his training and service 
in his present capacity. 

Other doctors and leading citizens of Dal- 
las have urged passage of this bill for the re- 
lief of Dr. Lu Jen-Lung. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 5553) was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


MARIA TERESA LUBIATO 


The bill (H. R. 5749) for the relief of 
Maria Teresa Lubiato was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


FRANK ROBERT GAGE 


The bill (H. R. 6266) for the relief of 
Frank Robert Gage was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ELENA SCARPETTI SAVELLI 


The bill (H. R. 6355) for the relief of 
Elena Scarpetti Savelli was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


TAMIKO FUJIWARA 


The bill (H. R. 6442) for the relief of 
Tamiko Fujiwara was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ELFRIEDE LINA AVITABLE, NEE 
ROSER 


The bill (H. R. 6498) for the relief of 
Elfriede Lina Avitable, nee Roser, was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, 


1954 


MRS. MARIA GIUSEPPA DE LISA 
QUAGLIANO 

The bill (H. R. 6752) for the relief of 

Mrs. Maria Giuseppa De Lisa Quagliano 


was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MRS. IRMGARD (CHRAPKO) 
BROUGHMAN 
The bill (H. R. 6762) for the relief of 
Mrs. Irmgard (Chrapko) Broughman 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


MRS, EFTHEMIA SOFTERALIS 


The bill (H. R. 6858) for the relief 
of Mrs. Efthemia Soteralis was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


Mrs. ANNA J. WEIGLE 
The bill (H. R. 7033) for the relief of 
Mrs. Anna J. Weigle was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MAZAL KOLMAN 
The bill (H. R. 7151) for the relief of 
Mazal Kolman was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ASTOR VERGATA 
The bill (H. R. 7217) for the relief of 
Astor Vergata was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


GAETANO CONTI 
The bill (H. R. 7581) for the relief of 
Gaetano Conti was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


SHIMASOI MICHIKO 
The bill (H. R. 7829) for the relief of 
Shimasoi Michiko was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ERIKA SCHNEIDER BUONASERA 


The bill (H. R. 7834) for the relief of 
Erika Schneider Buonasera was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MISS MARTHA HEUSCHELE 
The bill (H. R. 7938) for the relief of 
Miss Martha Heuschele was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MRS. ERIKA (HOHENLEITNER) 
STAPLETON 


The bill (H. R. 7947) for the relief of 
Mrs. Erika (Hohenleitner) Stapleton 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 
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CARLOS FRANCISCO, MANRIQUETA 
MINA, AND ROBERTO MINE VER 
The bill (H. R. 8065) for the relief of 

Carlos Francisco, Manriqueta Mina, and 

Roberto Mina Ver was considered, or- 

dered to a third reading, read the third 

time, and passed. 


ELFRIEDE IDA GEISSLER 
The bill (H. R. 8183) for the relief of 
Elfriede Ida Geissler was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MRS. DOROTHY NELL WOOLGAR 
ALLEN 
The bill (H. R. 8244) for the relief of 
Mrs. Dorothy Nell Woolgar Allen was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


ILSE RADLER HUGHES 
The bill (H. R. 8375) for the relief of 
Ilse Radler Hughes was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MRS. ELSE JOHNSON 
The bill (H. R. 8424) for the relief of 
Mrs. Else Johnson was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


MARIA M. KHOE 
The bill (H. R. 8554) for the relief of 
Maria M. Khoe was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


EZIO BERTONI 
The bill (H. R. 8557) for the relief of 
Ezio Bertoni was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


DANA EVANOVICH 


The bill (H. R. 8936) for the relief of 
Dana Evanovich was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and. passed. 


PAUL JAMES PATRIE 


The bill (H. R. 9029) for the relief of 
Paul James Patrie was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


ELISABETH HOEFT 
The bill (H. R. 9496) for the relief of 
Elisabeth Hoeft was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MRS. FRANZISKA (HAN) RIGAU 


The bill (H. R. 9512) for the relief of 
Mrs. Franziska (Han) Rigau was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
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MR. FU-HO CHAN, MRS. FU-HO 
CHAN, AND THEIR CHILD RICH- 
ARD CHAN 


The bill (H. R. 9953) for the relief of 
Mr. Fu-Ho Chan, Mrs. Fu-Ho Chan, and 
their child, Richard Chan, was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN PALESTINIAN 
ARAB REFUGEES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1345) for the relief of certain 
Palestinian Arab refugees, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 


That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Nasin Boulus, Suad 
Cassis, and Dr. Fuad Dirbas shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon payment of the required 
visa fees. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such aliens as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall in- 
struct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct the required numbers from the ap- 
propriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


HILDEGARDE HILLER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1892) for the relief of Hildegarde 
Hiller, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“fee”, to strike out “and head tax”, so as 
to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Hildegarde Hiller shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota officer 
to deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


OSKAR ASZMONEIT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3362) for the relief of Oskar Asz- 
moneit, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, in line 7, after the word 
“act”, to insert a colon and “Provided, 
That this exemption shall apply only to 
a ground for exclusion of which the 
Department of State or the Department 
of Justice has knowledge prior to the 
enactment of this act”, so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 


the provisions of section 212 (a) (9) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, Oskar 
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Aszmoneit may be admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence if he is found 
to be otherwise admissible under the pro- 
visions of such act: Provided, That this ex- 
emption shall apply only to a ground for 
exclusion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice has knowl- 
edge prior to the enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


IRFAN KAWAR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1342) for the relief of certain 
Palestinian Arab refugees, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with amendments, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Irfan Kawar shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon the payment of the required 
visa fee. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the appropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Irfan Kawar.” 


GEORGE HARB 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1343) for the relief of George 
Harb, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with 
an amendment, to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, George Harb shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon the payment of the required 
visa fee. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the appropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of George Harb.” 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN PALESTINIAN 
ARAB REFUGEES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2203) for the relief of certain 
Palestinian Arab refugees, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Andraous Jad Suidan 
and Leonora Yenovkian shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
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as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fees. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct the re- 
quired numbers from the appropriate quota 
for the first year that such quota is available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Andraous Jad 
Suidan and Leonora Yenovkian.” 


PATRICIA A. PEMBROKE 


The bill (H. R. 1904) for the relief of 
Patricia A. Pembroke was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


RALEIGH HILL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 6529) for the relief of Raleigh 
Hill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 4, after the 
word “act”, to strike out “in excess of 
10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
J)) eee a third 

e. 

The bill was read the third time and 

passed. 


ABOLITION OF COMMISSION FOR 
ENLARGING CAPITOL GROUNDS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1042) to abolish the Commis- 
sion for the enlarging of the Capitol 
Grounds, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Public Works with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 


That the Commission for the Enlarging of 
the Capitol Grounds, created by the act of 
April 11, 1928 (45 Stat. 420), having fully 
executed all the duties imposed upon it by 
law, accomplished the purposes for which 
it was created, settled all accounts, and sub- 
mitted its final report to Congress, is hereby 
dissolved and the members of such Commis- 
sion from any further duties in 
connection with the matters heretofore com- 
mitted by law to such Commission, 

Sec. 2. Any revocable permits now in ef- 
fect, heretofore granted by the Architect of 
the Capitol, under the direction of the Com- 
mission for the Enlarging of the Capitol 
Grounds, to owners of properties adjacent 
to the Capitol Grounds, for construction, 
maintenance and use of walkways, ap- 
proaches, or driveways in the Capitol 
Grounds, providing access to such proper- 
ties from the Capitol Grounds, subject to 
revocation by such Commission or by the 
Architect of the Capitol, shall continue in 
effect, subject to revocation by the Architect 
of the Capitol under the direction and ap- 
proval of the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
The Architect of the Capitol, with the ap- 
proval of the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
is authorized hereafter to grant similar rev- 
ocable permits to the owners of any prop- 
erties adjacent to the Capitol Grounds when- 
ever such action is deemed necessary to pro- 
vide proper access to such properties from 
the Capitol Grounds; and such permits shall 
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be in the form of an agreement saving the 
United States harmless from and against 
any and all claims of any nature or kind 
that may arise from anything that may be 
connected with or grow out of such permits, 
and containing such other provisions and 
conditions as the Architect of the Capitol 
may deem necessary or proper. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3660) to make the em- 
ployment, and related practices, of any 
alien known by an employer to have en- 
tered the United States illegally within 
3 years thereof unlawful, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


ILLEGAL TRANSPORTATION OF 


ALIENS ACT OF 1954—BILL PASSED 
OVER 


The bill (S. 3661) to provide for the 
seizure and forfeiture of any vessel or 
vehicle used in transportation of any 
alien known by the owner thereof to have 
entered the United States illegally with- 
in 3 years thereof, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator withhold his objection 
while the junior Senator from New 
Jersey sends to the desk an amendment 
for consideration and adoption? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator referring to Calendar No, 2481, 
Senate bill 3661? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is correct. 

Mr. SMATHERS, I withhold my ob- 
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with amendments. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from New Jersey will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
line 7, beginning with “(1)” it is pro- 
posed to strike out all down to and in- 
cluding “owner or” in line 10, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: “the owner 
or the master of such vessel, or the 
owner, engineer.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the further consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, does the 
Senator wish to make a statement first? 
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I shall request that the bill be passed 
over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
my amendment would make the pro- 
vision with respect to who must be a 
consenting party privy to the alleged 
illegal act the same with respect to all 
vessels or vehicles defined in the bill. It 
is a standard provision. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Florida withhold his objec- 
tion until action can be taken on the 
committee amendments? 

Mr.SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the bill go over, by request. I do 
not know whether the Senator who asked 
me to object is in favor of the amend- 
ments or not. Therefore I must ask that 
the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON] has been 
agreed to, but the committee amend- 
ments remain to be agreed to. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER subse- 
quently said: In order to clear up the 
situation with reference to Calendar No. 
2481, Senate bill 3661, with respect to 
which the junior Senator from Florida 
[Mr. SmatuHers] indicated that the Sen- 
ator who objected to the bill was not 
present, and therefore he was not aware 
as to whether or not the objector was in 
agreement with the amendments, with- 
out objection, the action taken by the 
Senate in agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from New Jersey 
will be reconsidered, and the amendment 
will be placed with the bill, so that it may 
be stated when the next calendar call 
occurs. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is entire- 
ly satisfactory. 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN ALIEN SHEEP- 
HERDERS—BILL PLACED AT FOOT 
OF CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 2813) for the relief of cer- 
tain alien sheepherders was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the bill is to grant the status 
of permanent residence in the United 
States to eight sheepherders. The bill 
provides for appropriate quota deduc- 
tions and for the payment of the required 
visa fees. 

The beneficiaries of the bill are all 
natives and citizens of Spain except 
Panagoitis Zeras, who is a native and 
citizen of Greece. They all entered the 
United States in temporary status and 
they are presently employed on various 
sheep ranches in the West. 

A letter, with attached memoranda, to 
the chairman of the Senate Committee 
on the Judiciary from the Commissioner 
of Immigration and Naturalization ap- 
proving the bill, is in the report. 

I say “approving the bill.” To be 
frank with the Senator, I have not read 
the communication which is attached. I 
understand that the Commissioner ap- 
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proves the bill. The communication 
reads as follows: 


UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Hon. WILLIAM LANGER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: In response to your request 
of the Department of Justice for a report 
relative to the bill (S. 3813) for the relief 
of certain alien sheepherders, there are at- 
tached memoranda of information concern- 
ing the beneficiaries. These memoranda have 
been prepared from the files of the 
tion and Naturalization Service relating to 
the beneficiaries. 

The bill would provide that the benefici- 
aries shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of date of enact- 
ment of the act, upon payment of the re- 
quired visa fees, and would also provide that 
the required numbers be deducted from the 
appropriate quotas for the first year that 
such quotas are available. 

The aliens are chargeable to the quota of 
Spain, 

Sincerely, 


Commissioner. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I am informed 
that 8 sheepherders are involved in the 
bill, and that, of the 8, 5 are deserters 
from ships. We had quite a discussion 
of this whole subject in connection with 
a recent calendar call. I think it is very 
dangerous to take in people who are de- 
serters and endorse, by legislation, their 
desertion. However, in view of the fact 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. WELKER] is absent, I shall 
ask that the bill go over and be included 
in the next call of the calendar, if there 
is one, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Chair correctly understand that the Sen- 
ator requests that the bill be passed over 
until the next call of the calendar? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the bill be placed at 
the foot of this calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 


REGINE DU PLANTY 


The bill (H. R. 2061) for the relief of 
Regine du Planty was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


BROTHER EUGENE CUMERLATO 


The bill (H. R. 2393) for the relief of 
Brother Eugene Cumerlato was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


PIMEN MAXIMOVITCH SOFRONOV 


The bill (H. R. 3566) for the relief of 
Pimen Maximovitch Sofronov was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
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GILBERT ELKANAH RICHARDS, 
ADELAIDE GERTRUDE RICHARDS, 
AND ANTHONY GILBERT RICH- 
ARDS 


The bill (H. R. 3869) for the relief of 
Gilbert Elkanah Richards, Adelaide 
Gertrude Richards, and Anthony Gil- 
bert Richards was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


JOSEF, PAULA, AND KURT 
FRIEDBERG 


The bill (H. R. 4015) for the relief of 
Josef, Paula, and Kurt Friedberg was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


JORGE SOLE MASSANA AND MONT- 
SERRAT THOMASA - SANCHEZ 
MASSANA 


The bill (H. R. 4054) for the relief of 
Jorge Sole Massana and Montserrat 
Thomasa-Sanchez Massana was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


MRS. HELENA PIASECKA 


The bill (H. R. 4427) for the relief of 
Mrs. Helena Piasecka was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


BASILIOS XARHOULACOS 
The bill (H. R. 4969) for the relief of 
Basilios Xarhoulacos was considered, or- 


dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


PAULINE KATZMANN 


The bill (H. R. 5194) for the relief of 
Pauline Katzmann was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


HENRY (ALSO KNOWN AS HEIN- 
RICH) SCHOR, SALLY (ALSO 
KNOWN AS SALI) SCHOR, AND 
GITA (ALSO KNOWN AS GITTA 
AVIVA) SCHOR 
The bill (H. R. 5319) för the relief of 

Henry (also known as Heinrich) Schor, 

Sally (also known as Sali) Schor, and 

Gita (also known as Gitta Aviva) Schor 

was considered, ordered to a third read- 

ing, read the third time, and passed. 


BOB KAN AND FOURERE KAN 


The bill (H. R. 5344) for the relief of 
Bob Kan and Fourere Kan was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


RODOLFO NAVARRO 


The bill (H. R. 6492) for the relief of 
Rodolfo Navarro was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
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MARIANA GEORGE LOIZOS KELLIS AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REV- 


The bill (H. R. 7828) for the relief of 
Mariana George Loizos Kellis was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


SOHAN SINGH RAI AND JOGINDAR 
KAUR RAI 


The bill (H. R. 7885) for the relief of 
Sohan Singh Rai and Jogindar Kaur 
Rai was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


JOHANNA SCHMID 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3238) for the relief of Johanna 
Schmid, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 


That, in the administration of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act, Johanna 
Schmid, the fiancée of Edmond J. Bolz, Jr., 
a citizen of the United States, shall be 
eligible for a visa as a nonimmigrant tempo- 
rary visitor for a period of 3 months: Pro- 
vided, That the administrative authorities 
find that the said Johanna Schmid is com- 
ing to the United States with a bona fide 
intention of being married to the said 
Edmond J. Bolz, Jr., and that she is found 
otherwise admissible under the provisions 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
other than the provision of section 212 (a) 
(9) of that act: Provided further, That this 
exemption shall apply only to a ground for 
exclusion of which the Department of State 
or the Department of Justice has knowledge 
prior to the enactment of this act. In the 
event that the marriage between the above- 
named persons does not occur within 3 
months after the entry of the said Johanna 
Schmid, she shall be required to depart from 
the United States and upon failure to do 
so shall be deported in accordance with the 
provisions of sections 242 and 243 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. In the 
event that the marriage between the above- 
named persons shall occur within 3 months 
after the entry of the said Johanna Schmid, 
the Attorney General is authorized and 
directed to record the lawful admission for 
permanent residence of the said Johanna 
Schmid as of the date of the payment by 
her of the required visa fee. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


SERGIO EMERIC 


The bill (H. R. 3024) for the relief of 
Sergio Emeric was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


INCREASE OF BORROWING POWER 
OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPO- 
RATION—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9756) to increase the 
borrowing power of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. COOPER. May we have an ex- 
planation of the bill? 

Mr.SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


ENUE CODE PERMITTING ORAL 

PRESCRIPTIONS FOR CERTAIN 

DRUGS—BILL PASSED TO FOOT OF 

CALENDAR 

The bill (S. 3447) to amend the In- 
ternal Revenue Code to permit the filling 
of oral prescriptions for certain drugs, 
and for other purposes, was anounced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask that 
the bill go to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be placed at the foot of the cal- 
endar. 


FEDERAL RECLAMATION LAWS 


The bill (H. R. 5301) to supplement 
the Federal reclamation laws by provid- 
ing for Federal cooperation in non-Fed- 
eral projects and for participation by 
non-Federal agencies in Federal proj- 
ects was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold his objection? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to 
withhold it. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, al- 
though the bill was reported by the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. WATKINS], I 
am a member of the committee, and I 
listened to the testimony on the bill. 

The purpose of this bill is to allow the 
Federal Government, through the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation, to participate to a 
limited amount in projects which would 
be primarily privately financed. The 
principle involved would allow a trend 
toward private financing for a certain 
type of reclamation project. 

It sets the precedent of private financ- 
ing participation in the construction of 
such projects. 

In any event each project so financed 
costing above a limited amount must be 
approved by the Congress of the United 
States. 

I merely desired the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Florida to know the thought 
and idea behind this bill, namely, to 
provide for private financing participa- 
tion through organizations recognized 
under State laws. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah, 

Mr. WATKINS. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Florida who is object- 
ing to this bill. May I have the name 
of the Senator? 

Mr. SMATHERS. May I say to the 
able Senator from Utah it was the junior 
Senator from Florida who felt, first, that 
this was a fundamental change in the 
policy of the Federal Government, albeit 
possibly a good change. Nonetheless, 
from what information we had, this bill 
was acted on by the committee at a time 
when the minority party was not present 
in the committee meeting. It is not that 
those members would have any objec- 
tion, but rather because of the nature 
of the bill and the importance of the bill 
we did not feel it should be considered 
on the call of the calendar. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President—— 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. I do not wish to take 
the time of the Senate now to discuss 
this measure. However, I should like to 
request unanimous consent that there 
may be printed in the Recorp at this 
point an explanation of this bill. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR WATKINS 


The bill recognizes a situation in the arid 
West which has long existed in connection 
with the development of small reclamation 
projects. The bill would enable States, 
agencies of States, and interstate agencies 
to study, plan, and design small projects in 
the field of reclamation activity. Upon a 
proper showing of financial and economic 
feasibility, accompanied by acceptable struc- 
tural designs and specifications, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior would be authorized to 
submit proposals to construct such projects 
to the Congress on the basis of financing the 
undertakings jointly by the proposing agen- 
cies and the Federal Government. 

The bill contains several provisions that 
are of direct interest to the Congress. They 
contain these principles: 

(a) Compliance with existing laws in re- 
gard to relationships between the States 
where interstate streams are involved, 

(b) Observance of State laws governing 
uses and appropriations of water. 

(c) Conformity with Federal and State 
laws in the formation of contracting organi- 
zations that will be responsible for repay- 
ment of Federal or other loans. 

(d) Require, except for very small proj- 
ects, authorization by the Congress prior to 
consummation of a repayment contract by 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

(e) Cooperation with Federal agencies in 
technical studies and basic designs. 

The bill amply safeguards the interests of 
the Government by giving the Secretary of 
the Interior the power to make rules and 
regulations as may be necessary or proper 
in carrying out the small projects program. 
While the projects coming under the pur- 
view of the bill are limited to the maximum 
total cost of $5 million, this includes the 
cost, or value, of lands, easements, rights- 
of-way, water rights, or necessary prop- 
erties, up to 25 percent of the total cost, and 
Congress is not required to loan funds for 
these items. The Federal Treasury is not 
financing as great a share of such projects 
as it does under existing procedures. 

However, the Secretary has the further 
duty of passing upon the project proposals 
before submitting them to the Congress, but 
projects costing less than $200,000 need not 
be authorized by Congress. 

The Congress has expressed its policies 
on furtherance of local autonomy in section 1 
of the Flood Control Act of 1944. The 17 
Western States strongly supported that 
policy. The pertinent part of the section 
referred to is as follows: 

“In connection with the exercise of juris- 
diction over the rivers of the Nation through 
the construction of works of improvement, 
for navigation or flood control, as herein au- 
thorized, it is hereby declared to be the 
policy of the Congress to recognize the in- 
terests and rights of the States in determin- 
ing the development of the watersheds within 
their borders and likewise their interests and 
rights in water utilization and control, as 
herein authorized to preserve and protect to 
the fullest possible extent established and 
potential uses, for all purposes, of the waters 
of the Nation's rivers; to facilitate the con- 
sideration of projects on a basis of compre- 
hensive and coordinated development; and 
to limit the authorization and construction 
of navigation works to those in which a sub- 
stantial benefit to navigation will be real- 
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ized therefrom and which can be operated 
consistently with appropriate and economic 
use of the waters of such rivers by other 
users.” 

We now have the opportunity to put this 
policy to work in a specific way, under safe 
rules of procedure, and without limiting in 
any way the rights and prerogatives of Con- 
gress to examine and approve programs and 
projects coming under this legislation. The 
bill deals only with public agencies of the 17 
Western States, which are under the super- 
vision of these States. The results of the 
legislation recommended should prove gen- 
erally beneficial to the economy of the Na- 
tion. The selection of a project would be 
subject to the approval of the direct bene- 
ficiaries, who would, at the outset, have a 
financial stake in the venture. The bill is 
supported by the National Reclamation As- 
sociation, an organization representing all 
irrigation and reclamation interests through- 
out the West. I know of no opposition from 
any irrigation district, reclamation district, 
State organization, or from any similar irri- 
gation organization in the West. The bill 
should be enacted without delay. 


Mr. WATKINS. I hope the majority 
leader will see to it that this bill is called 
to the attention of the Senate and is 
scheduled for consideration, because it 
is a very important measure. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator from Utah, in answer to his 
statement, that the reason for the cal- 
endar call today was to make it possible 
for us to ascertain which bills could be 
disposed of. I realize the importance of 
this proposed legislation, and I shall 
take it up with the policy committee, 
with a recommendation that it be in- 
cluded, 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I do 
not know of any opposition whatever to 
this measure in the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, either Demo- 
cratic or Republican. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
has been objected to by the Senator 
from Florida. Is the objection re- 
newed? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
goes over. 


PATENT IN FEE TO LEONA HUNGRY 


The bill (H. R. 2154) authorizing the 
issuance of a patent in fee to Leona 
Hungry was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, may 
J inquire as to who objects to considera- 
tion of H. R. 2154? 

Mr. GORE. I understand that the 
Department of the Interior feels the bill 
is not needed, and feels it has authority 
to validate the deed to the property. 

I have no objection to the bill pass- 
ing, except that it seemed unnecessary, 
judging from the report. 

Mr. WATKINS. The latest report 
from the Department of the Interior fa- 
vored the passage of the bill. We had 
conflicting reports, and we requested 
another report, which now is in favor 
of passage. 

This bill merely authorizes a transfer 
to this woman of title in fee to an allot- 
ment which she already has. She de- 
sires to dispose of the land, and cannot 
do so unless she has fee title. 

Mr. GORE. Did not the last report 
indicate passage of the bill was not 
necessary? 
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Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. There was a report 
submitted indicating that an agreement 
had been reached between the owner of 
the trust title, Leona Hungry, and the 
Department of the Interior, through 
the superintendent of the Indian Agency, 
and others, with respect to a method of 
handling the title. On the basis of that, 
the committee postponed any action, 
assuming that would be wholly satis- 
factory and would end the matter. 

In the last few days of the meetings 
of the committee we were advised by the 
sponsor of the bill on the House side that 
the situation had changed, that the ar- 
rangements which were thought to be 
consummated had not been consum- 
mated; whereupon the chairman of the 
committee requested that the repre- 
sentatives of the Department of the 
Interior present at the meeting deter- 
mine the situation, so that the commit- 
tee would know whether to simply post- 
pone the action permanently, or to vote 
to report the bill. 

The information which was delivered 
to the committee by representatives of 
the Department was that there was no 
objection to the issuance of a patent, 
following direction from the Congress. 
So the committee reported the bill. 

Mr. GORE. The point I raise is: Is it 
necessary in order to validate the title? 

Mr. CORDON. I think it might be 
said that none of the bills of this charac- 
ter are absolutely necessary. This is not 
a validation of title. It is an issuance of 
a title in fee clear of a trust restriction. 
Such titles may be issued by the Depart- 
ment, but it has been the experience of 
the committee over a period of many 
years that they very seldom are. The 
only time we have found that an indi- 
vidual Indian will have his competency 
actually checked is when a bill is intro- 
duced in the Congress. Then the pro- 
ceeding will be had, because there is 
pending legislation and it is necessary. 
This is one of those bills. 

Mr. GORE. Does this procedure not 
invite a flood of bills of similar char- 
acter? 

Mr. CORDON. We have pursued the 
same procedure over a great number of 
years. I doubt that there are ever more 
than a couple of dozen such bills during 
a session. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I am per- 
fectly satisfied to accept the judgment of 
the two distinguished Senators. I with- 
draw any objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 2154) authorizing the issuance of 
a patent in fee to Leona Hungry was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


FEDERAL RECLAMATION PROJ- 
ECTS—BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 9981) to provide for 

the construction of distribution systems 

on authorized Federal reclamation proj- 

ects by irrigation districts and other 
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public agencies was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the bill go over. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his objection? 

Mr. SMATHERS, I shall be glad to 
withhold it. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, this 
bill was unanimously reported by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs. So far as I know, there was no 
objection raised to the bill at the time 
of its consideration by the committee. 
The minority members—or at least some 
of them—were present at the commit- 
tee meeting. 

I believe this is a very meritorious bill, 
and it has the support of the entire 
West. 

May I ask if the Senator from Florida 
would agree to placing this bill at the 
foot of the calendar, so that we may 
consult with some of the members of the 
committee on the other side? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I may say to the 
Senator from Wyoming, as I said before, 
we have no objection to this bill on the 
ground that we think in substance it is 
a bad bill. We think possibly it is a 
very good bill. However, this is the type 
of bill which we believe sets a new prece- 
dent in some respects, and for that rea- 
son it should be debated rather fully 
on the floor. 

So far as the junior Senator from 
Florida is concerned, I shall individually 
support the bill. However, it is not the 
kind of bill we think should be passed 
on a call of the calendar. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there may be included in the 
Record at this point a statement with 
regard to this bill, H. R. 9981. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BARRETT 

This bill provides that the Secretary of 
the Interior may lend funds appropriated by 
the Congress for the construction of recla- 
mation projects to water-users’ organizations 
so that they may be able to undertake the 
construction of distribution works. This 
procedure recognizes the principle that local 
engineers representing water-users’ organi- 
zations directly may have knowledge and 
experience enabling them to prepare better 
designs and specifications to meet strictly 
local conditions, 

There was testimony submitted during 
hearings before the House committee to the 
effect that some of those districts had esti- 
mates of costs prepared by local engineers 
which indicated that the cost to water users 
for those works would be about one-half of 
the cost estimated by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation. An explanation of this difference 
is, of course, a reduction in overhead costs. 

In some instances, according to the tes- 
timony, only rough estimates had been made 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, whereas de- 
tailed surveys and designs had been prepared 
by engineers employed by the districts, and 
those plans had been accepted as preferable 
by the districts. The bill provides safeguards 
for such loans as the Secretary finds to be 
desirable. Provisions in the bill require that 
repayment for distribution systems by the 
local districts shall be within the 40-year 
period which is presently required by recla- 
mation law. A further provision is that the 
water-users’ association undertaking such 
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construction shall finance privately up to 10 
percent of the total cost. 

The committee is of the opinion that sav- 
ings would result to the water users from 
these procedures and that the appropria- 
tions required from Federal funds would be 
reduced greatly. 

The bill also provides that the Secretary 
shall require in repayment contracts with lo- 
cal districts certain specific guaranties with 
respect to operation and maintenance of the 
project after completion. 

The bill relates only to irrigation works 
distribution systems and for supplying do- 
mestic and stock water. Thus, it in no way 
permits municipalities or industries to secure 
loans under this bill. 

Witnesses in support of the bill appeared 
from Texas, Wyoming, California; the Na- 
tional Reclamation Association, American 
Farm Bureau Federation, and the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Favorable reports from the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Department 
of the Interior are made a part of the report 
on the bill. The committee notes that the 
comments of the Departments suggest that 
local entities contribute some portion of the 
construction costs, and costs of properties 
required. However, instances may well oc- 
cur where the Secretary of the Interior has 
begun the acquisition of properties and 
rights-of-way. The intent of the legislation 
is to achieve a better economic basis for proj- 
ects meeting standards acceptable to the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


PERPETUAL EASEMENT OF RIGHT- 
OF-WAY FOR ELECTRIC TRANS- 
MISSION-LINE PURPOSES 


The bill (H. R. 8205) to authorize the 
conveyance by the Secretary of the In- 
terior to Virginia Electric & Power Co. 
of a perpetual easement of right-of-way 
for electric transmission-line purposes 
across lands of the Richmond National 
Battlefield Park, Va., such easement to 
be granted in exchange for, and in con- 
sideration of, the conveyance for park 
purposes of approximately 6 acres of land 
adjoining the park, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, for the 
sake of the record, I understand that 
what has happened in this case is that 
the Government has entered into an 
exchange of land for this easement. 
For future reference, because this in- 
volves a conveyance of property rights, 
I understand the bill provides for an 
exchange of property interests, the Fed- 
eral Government getting approximately 
6 acres of land to be used for park pur- 
poses in exchange for the right-of-way 
which is granted to the company con- 
cerned. I also understand that that is 
believed to be very adequate compensa- 
tion for the exchange of interests, and 
that, therefore, it does not in any way 
violate the Morse formula. I have no 
objection, if those are the facts. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. In this instance there 
was an exchange. The right-of-way in 
question which was used by the power 
company is now in use. The bill simply 
perpetuates the use of the right-of-way, 
and there is given in exchange an area 
a Paeon which goes to the United 

ates. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, for the 
record I accept that explanation, and 
I shall not object to the passage of 
the bill, because it is my understanding, 
as I read the committee report, that 
this is a fair exchange whereby the Fed- 
eral Government is receiving fair value 
for the property under consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 8205) was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


CONVEYANCE OF LANDS BY SOUTH- 
ERN PACIFIC RAILROAD CO.—BILL 
PLACED AT FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 7881) to validate a 
conveyance of certain lands by Southern 
Pacific Railroad Co., and its lessee, 
Southern Pacific Co., to Morgan Hop- 
kins, Inc., was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this bill 
concerns me very much, and I reserve 
the right to object until I hear an ex- 
planation or a discussion of the point I 
now wish to make. The committee re- 
port shows, on the first page, that what 
happened in 1871 was that Congress 
granted to the Southern Pacific Rail- 
road Co. a right-of-way in southern Cali- 
fornia. Under court decisions, this 
right-of-way grant was a limited fee 
with an implied right of reverter in the 
United States if and when the right-of- 
way ceased to be used for railroad pur- 
poses. In many instances, the railroad 
found that some of the grant was not 
required for right-of-way use and sold 
the unneeded portion to industries, in 
the belief that it had such authority. 
Since the land was granted for right- 
of-way purposes, the railway company 
could not give, in fact, clear title with- 
out a validating act from Congress. On 
several previous occasions Congress has 
validated conveyances by railroads, in- 
cluding two instances in the present 
Congress. 

I have two questions which I should 
like to ask in regard to this bill. Am I 
correct in my understanding that none 
of the property was sold to industries for 
industrial sites along the right-of-way 
until after it was legally determined that 
the railroad company had a limited fee 
in the property? 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, if I 
may attempt to answer that question, 
my understanding is that the earlier 
conveyances and the title were made 
prior to the determination that there 
was a legally sufficient implied condi- 
tion of reverter. In many of the right- 
of-way grants, a reverter was explicit. 
A right-of-way is a right-of-way over 
public lands with an express reservation 
in case they are used for any other pur- 
pose. In this instance, as I understand 
from the Secretary’s report, a right-of- 
way was granted, but it was a right-of- 
way and not a title in fee, and that raises 
a question as to the right of reverter by 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I feel 
that it is only fair and just to relieve the 
railroad company of any liability in the 
case of transfers which were made prior 
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to the Court’s determination that there 
was an implied reverter. Principles of 
equity are as applicable to a railroad 
company or any other corporation as 
they are to an individual. So, as to 
those transfers, I have no objection. 
But I am in doubt as to whether the 
railroad company made conveyances 
after it knew that the Court had deter- 
mined that there was an implied re- 
verter, because if it did, then it seems to 
me the railroad company acted clearly 
with knowledge that it was making a 
transfer and did not have the legal power 
to give title. As to those conveyances, 
if there were any such, I think the rail- 
road company should be held responsible 
for dealing with persons other than the 
Federal Government. 

Mr.CORDON. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr..CORDON. I think a legal prob- 
lem is involved. So far as the title to 
the land is concerned, the reverter pro- 
vision is in favor of the Government. 
The Government can repossess the land, 
but it repossesses land to which the rail- 
road now claims no title; land which is 
in the possession of another. One may 
well say that the other party should have 
had his title examined so as to know 
what he was buying. But, for the period 
during which there could be recovery in 
dollars, the only person who would be 
hurt by repossession—and that is the 
limit of the Government’s right—would 
be the individual who has the title or 
who has acquired it within a period of 
time before recovery could be made. In 
this instance, it is my understanding 
from the report, that the original con- 
veyance by the railroad company was 
made under a belief that it had a right 
to make it. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me ask one fur- 
ther question. Is it the Senator's view 
that if the Federal Government refused 
to give this clearance of title, the pur- 
chasers of the land would be without 
any legal remedy against the Southern . 
Pacific Railroad Co.? 

Mr. CORDON. If the conveyance goes 
back of the 10 years, in my opinion, 
there could be no recovery. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oregon has ex- 
pired. 

Is there objection to the consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I wonder if my col- 
league would have any objection to the 
bill going to the foot of the calendar, so 
he and I can have a conference con- 
cerning it. 
oe CORDON. I have no objection to 

at. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9825) to authorize the 
Postmaster General to prohibit or regu- 
late the use of Government property un- 
der his custody and control for the park- 
ing or storage of vehicles was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE, Over, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


BILL PLACED AT FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R: 7785) to amend the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, to make permanent the increases 
in regular annuities provided by the act 
of July 16, 1952, and to extend such in- 
creases to additional annuities pur- 
chased by voluntary contributions was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the bill be placed at the foot of 
the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will go to the foot of 
the calendar. 


COLLECTION OF COMPENSATION 


The bill (H. R. 5718) to limit the 
period of collection by the United States 
of compensation received by officers and 
employees in violation of the dual com- 
pensation laws was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


CONVEYANCE OF REAL PROPERTY 
IN STEVENS COUNTY, WASH. 


The bill (H. R. 7229) to provide for 
the conveyance to T. M. Pratt and An- 
nita C. Pratt of certain real property in 
Stevens County, Wash., was announced 
as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my un- 
derstanding is that the bill relates to 
property which was erroneously acquired 
in the first place, and simply corrects 
an error. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, 


MILK RIVER PROJECT 


The bill (H. R. 7813) authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior to adjust or 
cancel certain charges on the Milk River 
project was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I should 
like to have an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, enact- 
ment of H. R. 7813 would authorize the 
Department of the Interior to cancel or 
to adjust delinquent operation and main- 
tenance charges against 2,904 acres of 
land in the Glasgow division of the Milk 
River project, Montana, which were ac- 
cumulated by lands that never received 
water. These charges, along with the 
construction charges, were stated in pub- 
lic notice No, 5, dated November 18, 
1930. When the Glasgow Irrigation Dis- 
trict entered into a repayment contract 
with the United States on December 29, 
1926, the owners of these lands asked 
that they be excluded from the district. 
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Of these 2,904 acres, approximately 2,000 
acres have since been reincluded in the 
district at the request of the owners. 

This acreage had been excluded from 
the construction charges pertaining to 
the lands mentioned in the bill. Now it 
should be excluded from the operation 
and maintenance charges, The purpose 
of the bill is to give the Secretary of 
the Interior the authority so to exclude 
it. 

Mr. MURRAY. The Department of 
the Interior made a report stating all 
the facts in connection with the case, 
and it recommends passage of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


PALO VERDE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 8498) authorizing construc- 
tion of works to reestablish for the Palo 
Verde Irrigation District, California, a 
means of diversion of its irrigation water 
supply from the Colorado River, and for 
other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs with amendments, on 
page 3, line, after the words “sum of”, 
to strike out “$675,000” and insert “$1,- 
175,000“; on page 5, line 21, after “Src. 
7.”, to strike out “The return of all” and 
insert All“; in line 22, after the word 
“those”, to insert “to be”, and in line 
23, after the word “District”, to strike out 
“and those costs allocated under subsec- 
tion (b) of section 4 of this act, as here- 
inbefore provided, shall be accounted for 
from the first net power revenues avail- 
able from the Boulder Canyon and/or 
the Parker-Davis projects, after payout 
thereof in accordance with law” and in- 
sert “shall be nonreimbursable.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I desire 
to quote briefly from the report of the 
Senate Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs, which, I may say, unani- 
mously reported the bill: 

The principal purpose of this bill is to 
authorize construction of permanent works 
to replace the temporary loose-rock diversion 


weir built by the United States in 1945 to. 


reestablish for Palo Verde irrigation dis- 
trict a means of diverting its water supply 
from the Colorado River such as it had 
prior to 1942, 


I might observe, parenthetically, that 
the Palo Verde irrigation district was 
organized in the 1870’s, and has been uti- 
lizing water from the Colorado River in 
California since the time of the incep- 
tion of the district. 

The bill merely provides for a nego- 
tiated settlement between the Govern- 
ment of the United States and the Palo 
Verde irrigation district, by which, in- 
stead of appropriations being made an- 
nually for the repair and maintenance 
of the weir, a permanent structure will 
be provided for. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
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amendments and the third reading of 
the bill. The amendments were ordered 
to be engrossed and the bill to be read 
a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


RECOUPMENT OF CERTAIN PUBLIC 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
IN MINNESOTA 


The bill (S. 3108) to modify the act of 
October 8, 1940 (54 Stat. 1020), and the 
act of July 24, 1947 (61 Stat. 418), with 
respect to the recoupment of certain 
public school construction costs in Min- 
nesota was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, effective on July 
1, 1954, the recoupment requirements of the 
act of October 8, 1940 (54 Stat. 1020) and the 
act of July 24, 1947 (61 Stat. 418), shall be- 
come inapplicable to the unrecouped bal- 
— of funds expended pursuant to such 
acts. 


BILL PLACED AT FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 2153) to authorize the 
transfer of certain property to the State 
of Minnesota was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. MORSE. May we have an ex- 
planation? 

Mr. WATKINS. I had expected the 
Senator from Minnesota to be present to 
make a statement about the bill. In his 
absence, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill be placed at the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 


CONVEYANCE OF REVERSIONARY 
LANDS TO THE CITY OF PAWNEE, 
OKLA. 


The bill (H. R. 8859) to convey the re- 
versionary interests of the United States 
in certain lands to the city of Pawnee, 
Okla., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I request 
an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, the 
purpose of H. R. 8859 is to clear the title 
of a tract of land in Pawnee County, 
Okla., consisting of some 88.43 acres, so 
that the city of Pawnee may construct 
permanent public improvements on it. 

The land which is the subject of the 
bill was purchased by the then town of 
Pawnee, when Oklahoma was still a 
Territory, in accordance with the terms 
of the act of March 1, 1907, an act ful- 
filling treaty stipulations with various 
Indian tribes—34 Statutes 1015, 1044. 


-The act provided: 


That the said lands are to be held and 
used by the said town of Pawnee for parks, 
educational and other public purposes: Pro- 
vided, That the board of trustees of said town 
may authorize the board of education of said 
town to use the same for the erection and 
maintenance of school buildings thereon and 
the necessary grounds for use in connection 
therewith: Provided further, That Pawnee 
Indian children shall be admitted to any 
school thus maintained, free of charge and 
on terms of equality with the white pupils in 
such school. 


14552 


Thus, a reversionary interest was es- 
tablished. The Pawnee Indians subse- 
quently contended that such interest lay 
in the tribe. However, the Court of 
Claims in Pawnee Indians Tribe of 
Oklahoma v. United States (109 Fed. 
Supp. 860) determined that the tribe had 
been paid full value for the tract and 
that the reversionary interest lay in the 
Federal Government. 

The city now desires to undertake im- 
proving the tract other than for school 

purposes. However, the attorney general 
of the State of Oklahoma has ruled that 
“public funds may not be used to erect 
a building upon land where the State 
government unit has not acquired the 
full complete and indefeasible title to 
such land.” H. R. 8859 would vest such 
title in the community which, as stated, 
purchased the land pursuant to the act 
of the 59th Congress. 

The favorable report of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior on H. R. 8859 is set 
forth in full below. Attention is di- 
rected to the statement that the Bureau 
of the Budget has no objection to the 
measure. 

Mr. MORSE. I think it is perfectly 
clear that the bill is in keeping with the 
original purpose of the conveyance, and 
is a perfectly satisfactory bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. 
R. 8859) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


ISSUANCE OF PATENTS TO LANDS IN 
MONROE COUNTY, MICH. 


The bill (H. R. 9790) to amend the act 
_of June 30, 1948, so as to extend for 1 
year the authority of the Secretary of 
the Interior to issue patents for certain 
public lands in Monroe County, Mich., 
held under color of title was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, is a re- 
port available on this bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that H. R. 9790 is a 
companion bill to S. 3716, which is Cal- 
endar No. 2351. There is a report on 
S. 3716. 

Mr. MORSE. May we have an expla- 
nation of the bill? 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, are we 
now discussing Calendar No. 2351, which 
is Senate bill 3716? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is proceeding with Calendar No. 
2517, H. R. 9790, which is a companion 
bill to Calendar No. 2351, S. 3716. 

Mr. CORDON. I observe the Senator 
from Michigan present. I know he will 
be glad to make an explanation. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the bill is to extend a law 
which was passed in 1948 to clear title to 
a certain piece of land in Michigan 
which has been in possession of persons 
other than the United States Govern- 
ment for more than 100 years. The 
House bill provides for an extension of 1 
year, so that the persons concerned may 
take the action necessary within that 
time. The time has been extended on 
Several occasions, 
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I hope the Senate will pass the House 
bill, instead of taking up the Senate bill, 
which is identical. 

Mr. SMATHERS, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. As I understand, 
the House bill provides for no additional 
rights or privileges, but merely extends 
rights and privileges already in ex- 
istence. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. SMATHERS. And the extension 
is to be for 1 year. 

Mr. FERGUSON. For 1 year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 9790) was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, Senate bill 3716 is indefi- 
nitely postponed. 


HOSPITALIZATION AND CARE OF 
MENTALLY ILL OF ALASKA—BILL 
PLACED AT FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 8009) to provide for the 
hospitalization and care of the mentally 
ill in Alaska, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator from Tennessee withhold his 
objection? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold my objection, 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a very brief statement. I was 
about to ask that the bill go to the foot 
of the calendar, because the junior Sen- 
ator from Washington [Mr. Jackson], 
who worked with me in the subcom- 
mittee in the preparation of the bill, is 
not present in the Chamber; and I 
thought, in fairness to him, he should 
have opportunity to make an objection. 
Since I am not completely persuaded 
that he would object, I wonder, under 
those circumstances, if I may ask the 
junior Senator from Tennessee if other 
objections may have been made. 

Mr. GORE. I have no objection to 
the bill going to the foot of the calendar. 
Of course, it is at the foot of the calen- 
dar now. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I should like to have 
the term “foot of the calendar” for these 
purposes defined as meaning that it will 
be among the bills which will be called 
immediately following the call of the 
first half of the calendar. Am I correct 
in that understanding? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. Later in the day, under the 
order previously discussed by the major- 
ity leader, the Senate will return to the 
beginning of the calendar and proceed 
with the call, in order to take up the 
bills in the first part of the calendar, and 
also bills which have gone to the foot 
of the calendar on the present call. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill go to 
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the foot of the calendar and be called 
with bills which will be called later in 
the day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


NUCLEAR MATERIALS AND ATOMIC 
WEAPONS—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3851) to provide rewards 
for information concerning the illegal 
introduction into United States, or the 
illegal manufacture or acquisition in the 
United States, of special nuclear ma- 
terials and atomic weapons, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, we 
must ask that the bill go over. We do 
not yet have a report on the bill, and 
are not prepared to pass it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


MR. AND MRS. THOMAS V. COMP- 
TON—BILL PLACED AT FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to return to 
Calendar No. 2409, which is a bill (H. R. 
4281) for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. 
Thomas V. Compton, in order that I 
may explain the bill, because when I do, 
I believe the original objector will with- 
draw his objection. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. Presi- 
dent, reserving the right to object, will 
the distinguished Senator from Virginia 
agree to a unanimous-consent request 
that the bill go to the foot of the cal- 
endar with all other bills which have 
been placed at the foot of the calendar? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I did not antici- 
pate that the bill would be objected to. 
I was not here when it was called, so I 
had no opportunity to make a state- 
ment on the bill. I think a very brief 
explanation would clarify the situation; 
and if it goes to the foot of the calendar, 
the junior Senator 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Senator 
may make his explanation and then add 
the request that it go to the foot of the 
calendar. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. If there is no ob- 
jection, the junior Senator from Vir- 
ginia would like to see the bill passed. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I shall object 
at this time, but if it goes to the foot of 
the calendar, I may not object. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
ask that I may have the privilege of ex- 
plaining the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the 
Senator from Virginia may proceed with 
the explanation. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
the Government built a large power dam 
at what is called Buggs Island. It was 
later named the John A. Kerr Dam. 
When the reservoir was filled, it covered 
a great deal of land in that area, and it 
blotted out one of the main Virginia 
highways. 

The Comptons had a small store on 
that highway, where they did an annual 
business of $25,000 or $30,000. Because 
the store happened to be on a little piece 
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of high ground which was not covered 
with water, although the land on both 
sides were blotted out, the Government, 
after paying everyone else affected, in- 
cluding $4,000 to one man whose land 
was not actually taken but who was 
damaged, refused to pay the Comptons, 
who claimed damages in the sum of 
$18,000. 

A bill was introduced on the House 
side to pay them $18,000, and the De- 
partment of Defense said: “We recognize 
that we have damaged them, and we 
think they should be paid, but the Gov- 
ernment has established the precedent 
of not paying anyone unless his land was 
actually taken.” They said that small 
store sitting up on a little hill in 
the midst.of this reservoir still has a way 
to get out to the new road 2½ miles 
away. Of course, no customers come to 
the store. 

The House reduced the amount from 
$18,000 to $6,000. It did not think our 
Government should go into the area and 
destroy the business of two old people, 
both over 60 years of age, who have no 
funds to build a new store out on the 
highway, and say, “We will not even give 
you the amount necessary to build a new 
store.” The claim was for $18,000. The 
House reduced it to one-third and al- 
lowed $6,000. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. Do I correctly understand 
the able junior Senator from Virginia to 
say that the bill would not compensate 
the citizen for the loss of a business, but, 
rather, for the isolation of a building? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is all it does. 
It was estimated that Mr. and Mrs, 
Compton could not erect a store building 
at a new location for less than $6,000, and 
they did not have the $6,000. The House 
said, “We will not compensate you for 
the loss of your business, but since you 
can no longer use your building and since 
we have wrecked your building, we will 
give you enough to build a new building 
on the new highway.” 

The road in question was not built to 
take out a bridge, put in a bridge, or take 
out a curve. The whole highway for 
miles was flooded. The State of Vir- 
ginia did not build the new road. The 
Federal Government had to build the 
new road, which was put 244 miles away, 
so this man could get no customers. 
They wrecked his business. 

This great Nation, which has just 
voted to give foreign nations hundreds of 
millions of dollars for rehabilitation, will 
wreck the business of 2 loyal, patriotic 
American citizens past 60 years of age, 
on the ground of the legal technicality 
that the Government did not actually 
take the land. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Virginia yield to the Sena- 
tor from Florida? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I do not think this 
is a technicality. Instead of this one 
family if there had been 5 other fami- 
lies on this road, and their business had 
suffered when the highway was relocated, 
each to the extent of $18,000, would the 
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Senator from Virginia feel that the Fed- 
eral Government had the responsibility 
to pay them for what they might have 
lost in the way of business? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator from 
Virginia boasts of the English common 
law under which we operate and will 
continue to operate unless and until it 
is changed by statute. Under our sys- 
tem of jurisprudence there is no wrong 
without a remedy. I say that if the 
Government had destroyed the business 
of 100 citizens, there should be a remedy. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Would the Senator 
contend that when we build a super 
highway which takes a great deal of 
traffic off other highways, the Govern- 
ment has the responsibility to recom- 
pense for their loss of business the peo- 
ple who may have been on the old high- 
way? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Of course not. 
That situation is not at all comparable. 
When there is a change in the road for 
the benefit of the general public, the 
man who is incidentally damaged has to 
bear that damage; but when the Govern- 
ment ruins a man’s property by a high- 
way, and leaves his little business sitting 
high and dry 2½ miles away from the 
only road which is traveled, it has in- 
jured him, and it should not be said that 
the Government can injure a man with- 
out being liable to pay him something 
for that injury. The Government ofi- 
cials admitted that they paid another 
man $4,000 when his property was not 
actually taken, but was damaged, This 
is the only claim that is left. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The record shows 
that the property of the man to whom 
some money was paid was actually under 
water; whereas in this case, according to 
the Department of Justice report: 

There is no indication that the Compton 
property was physically damaged in any way 
by the Government project. Whatever losses 
were suffered by claimants in this case would 
appear to have resulted solely from the relo- 
cation of Highway No. 15. 


Mr. ROBERTSON. That could not 
be correct. A part of the land is under 
water, but not all of it. But this man’s 
business has been destroyed, and he 
should be paid for it. There was a little 
high spot in the road, and he had a little 
country store there. That man and his 
wife ran the store; it was their only 
source of livelihood. They had not ac- 
cumulated anything, but they never had 
gone on relief. 

Now the Government would put them 
on relief; the Government would destroy 
their business, which they state was 
worth $18,000. All that they ask is an 
opportunity to keep on making their own 
living, and that they be paid the value 
of the store building which the Govern- 
ment has destroyed. That building cost 
$6,000. 

Mr. President, it would be astounding 
to me, after the Congress appropriates 
$6 billion, $8 billion, or $10 billion for 
foreign aid, to rehabilitate almost every 
nation in the world, if the Congress then 
would say to two old people in Virginia, 
“We will damage your property, but we 
will say that, because of a technicality, 
we will not reimburse you, because we did 
not actually cover your property with 
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water, although you cannot make a living 
there any more. So we will not give you 
a red cent.” 

Mr. President, the House committee 
unanimously reported the bill, and said 
the Government should pay these people. 
The House of Representatives voted 
unanimously to pay them $6,000. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee 
unanimously reported the bill and said 
these people should be paid. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I should like to correct the statement the 
Senator from Virginia has made; the 
Senate Judiciary Committee did not re- 
port the bill unanimously. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Then I stand cor- 
rected. However, the bill was reported 
by a majority of the Senate committee, 
or it would not be on the calendar. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Virginia has made a won- 
derful speech, and it touches my heart. 
I, too, feel most sympathetic for the 
persons concerned and for what has 
happened to them. 

But I wonder whether, during the call 
of the Consent Calendar, we should pass 
a bill which would establish, as a prece- 
dent, the principle that every time a 
highway is relocated or a dam is built, 
and every time a person’s business 
suffers thereby—and the dear Lord 
knows there are thousands of such cases 
today—the United States will be liable 
to recompense that person for the loss 
he suffered because of that progressive 
move. 

So far as I am concerned, I have a 
great deal of sympathy for the persons 
involved in this case, and I should like to 
cooperate with the Senator from Vir- 
ginia. But I cannot but think this 
would be a very dangerous course for the 
Government to embark upon. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
appeal to the Senator from Maryland 
Mr. BUTLER], who handled the bill in 
the committee; I ask him if it is not a 
fact that it was clearly demonstrated to 
his subcommittee, and that a majority 
of the full committee agreed, that the 
bill would not set a precedent for a per- 
son who was incidentally damaged by 
any kind of a change in a highway, to be 
reimbursed by the State or by the Fed- 
eral Government which was responsible 
for making the change; but, to the con- 
trary, that the subcommittee and the 
full committee felt that this was the 
necessary and probable consequence of 
a voluntary act on the part of the Fed- 
eral Government in flooding an area, 
and that act naturally and inevitably 
resulted in the destruction of the busi- 
ness of this man; and that the road was 
not relocated for the general benefit of 
the community; but that the Federal 
Government took action to have the 
road moved two and one-half miles 
away, so it would not be under water; 
and that is the only reason why the new 
road was built. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. So I appeal to 
my colleagues to withdraw their objec- 
tion to the bill, and let these two old 
people be compensated at least to the 
extent of receiving payment for their 
little country-store business. 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey will state it. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON, Are we still on 
the calendar? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia requested unani- 
mous consent, which was granted, that 
he might explain the bill. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill go 
to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I wish to ex- 
plain to the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia that I have made this request 
because we must be consistent; we have 
demanded that such bills go to the foot 
of the calendar, rather than constantly 
be brought up out of turn. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
does this complete the first call of the 
calendar for today? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This 
completes the first call of the calendar. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me say, for 
the information of the Senate, that later 
in the afternoon we expect to have an- 
other calendar call, which will begin at 
the very beginning of the calendar—in 
other words, at the beginning of the old 
calendar. We shall also, at the con- 
clusion of that call, take up the measures 
which have been placed at the foot of 
the calendar during the first calendar 
call. So we have only one foot of the 
calendar completed, so to speak. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from California yield 
to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I thank the 
Senator. Will the Chair be so kind as 
to state, for the information of the Sen- 
ate, the bills which have been placed at 
the foot of the calendar? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
They are as follows: Calendar No. 2401, 
H. R. 1107; Calendar No. 2409, H. R. 
4281; Calendar No. 2482, S. 3813; Cal- 
endar No. 2500, S. 3447; Calendar No. 
2505, H. R. 7881; Calendar No. 2507, 
H. R. 7785; Calendar No. 2515, S. 2153; 
and Calendar No. 2518, H. R. 8009. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
are those bills to be called in numerical 
order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
will be placed in numerical order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. And will the 
bills be called seriatim? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
will be called seriatim when the bills at 
the foot of the calendar are called, 


CITATION OF ALBERT SHADOWITZ 
FOR CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Chair lays before the Senate the unfin- 
ished business, 
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The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the resolution (S. Res. 280) to cite 
Albert Shadowitz for contempt of the 
Senate. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Payne in the chair) laid before the Sen- 
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi- 
nations, which were referred to the ap- 
propriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the Senate pass over the nomi- 
nation of Madge D. Graham to be post- 
master at Rothville, Mo. I wish to have 
that nomination held over. 

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, reserving the right to object—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, at 
this time I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objeetion, it is so ordered. 

If there be no reports of committees, 
the clerk will proceed to state the nomi- 
nations on the Executive Calendar. 


THE ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DE- 
` VELOPMENT CORPORATION 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of John C. Beukema to be a member 
of the Advisory Board of the St. Law- 
rence Seaway Development Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Harry C. Brockel to be a member 
of the Advisory Board of the St. Law- 
rence Seaway Development Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 
The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Edward J. Noble to be a member 
of the Advisory Board of the St. Law- 
rence Seaway Development Corporation, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Kenneth Merle Lloyd to be a 
member of the Advisory Board of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway Development Corpo- 
ration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Hugh Moore to be a member of 
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the Advisory Board of the St. Lawrence 
Seaway Development Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of E. George Siedle to be an Assist- 
ant Postmaster General. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 


POSTMASTERS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of postmasters. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
with the exception of the postmaster 
nomination which I have heretofore 
mentioned, namely, that of Madge D. 
Graham, to be postmaster at Rothville, 
Mo., I ask that the postmaster nomina- 
tions be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, all other postmaster nomi- 
nations are confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the President be immediately 
notified of all nominations confirmed 
this day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the President will be noti- 
fied forthwith. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask that the nomination 
of Madge D. Graham to be postmaster 
at Rothville, Mo., be recommitted to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen- 
ator from South Carolina a question 
with respect to this nomination. Had 
he discussed the nomination with the 
chairman of the committee before ask- 
ing that it be recommitted to the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Mr. President, does the chairman of the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice object to the recommittal of the 
nomination of Madge D. Graham to be 
postmaster at Rothville, Mo., to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice? A violation of the Veterans’ Pref- 
erence Act is involved. We would like 
to look into the question. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, it has 
been the understanding in our commit- 
tee that if there is on the calendar a 
nomination involving the question re- 
ferred to, it is the desire of the commit- 
tee that the nomination be recommitted. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. With that expla- 
nation, I have no objection to the nomi- 
nation being recommitted to the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

The PRESIDING OFVICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination of Madge 
D. Graham to be postmaster at Rothville, 
Mo., is recommitted to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 
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NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON SUNDRY 
NOMINATIONS BY COMMITTEE 
ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the Senate 
received today the following nomina- 
tions: Robert McClintock, of California, 
a Foreign Service officer of class 1, to 
be Ambassador of the United States to 
the Kingdom of Cambodia; and Charles 
W. Yost, of New York, a Foreign Service 
officer of class 1, to be Minister of the 
United States to the Kingdom of Laos. 

I give notice that these nominations 
will be considered by the Committee on 
Foreign Relations at the expiration of 
6 days, in accordance with the com- 
mittee rule. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate resume the con- 
sideration of legislative business. 
The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg- 
islative business. 


CITATION OF ALBERT SHADOWITZ 
FOR CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the resolution (S. Res. 280) to cite 
Albert Shadowitz for contempt of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution is open to amendment. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. CASE. Is the Senate now consid- 
ering Senate Resolution 280? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask a question or two of the 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I shall be glad to 
answer. 

Mr. CASE. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Wisconsin whether or not 
the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations of the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations had adopted a reso- 
lution with respect to designating one 
member to act as a subcommittee? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes. We have 
adopted a rule that one member may 
constitute a quorum. 

Mr. CASE. Was such action taken 
prior to the hearing of December 16, 
1953? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes. I believe the 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga- 
tions has had that rule since the Chris- 
toffel case. That was 6, 7, or 8 years ago. 
I do not know exactly. It has been a 
long time. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I merely 
desired to have that information appear 
in the Recorp at this point, because I 
remember the difficulties which occurred 
in that case. 

e McCARTHY. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. CASE. What ruling, if any, did 
the chairman make on the question of 
jurisdiction, in view of the reference to 
the fact that espionage is not directly 
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cited as a point of jurisdiction under the 
duties assigned to the Committee on 
Government Operations? 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Committee on 
Government Operations under the Re- 
organization Act has the duty to inves- 
tigate questions involving efficiency, 
waste, or competency in Government at 
all levels. If a security department were 
to hire a Communist or someone who 
refused to tell whether he was an espio- 
nage agent, that would, of course, in- 
volve the question of inefficiency. 

We referred this question to the At- 
torney General on February 15. I do 
not wish to take the time of the Senate 
in order to read the letter. However, if 
the Senator cares to see the letter, I 
will hand it to him. The Attorney Gen- 
eral is apparently of the opinion that 
this case offers a proper ground for a 
contempt citation. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to examine the let- 
ter to which the Senator has referred 
and which he has handed to me, al- 
though I do not know that it goes di- 
rectly to the question of the jurisdiction 
of the committee. 

I had assumed that what the Senator 
states is correct that the committee was 
proceeding on the theory that ineffi- 
ciency existed if a Government agency 
at any level permitted espionage. It is 
true, of course, that the Committee on 
the Judiciary of the Senate is the com- 
mittee to which matters relating to 
bankruptcy, mutiny, espionage, and 
counterfeiting are referred by specific 
citation in the rules of the Senate. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Harvey O’Con- 
ner raised the question of whether or not 
the committee had jurisdiction, when 
we were questioning him about his mem- 
bership in the Communist Party. He 
had done some writing for use in the 
Voice of America program. He has been 
indicted by a grand jury. 

Mr. CASE. Madam President, I do 
not question that there is inefficiency in 
Government if espionage is permitted in 
a Government agency; but, for the sake 
of the history of this case, I think it is 
just as well to have the chairman of the 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga- 
tions make the statement he has made. 

I think it is desirable that such infor- 
mation be shown for the Recorp at this 
time, as a direct answer to the question 
raised in this case. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the Sena- 
tor for raising the question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
Bowrrnc in the chair). Does the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin yield to the Senator 
from New York? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall ask the Sena- 
tor to read the letter from the Deputy 
Attorney General, if he will. 

Mr. McCARTHY.. I shall be glad to 
do so. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Ido not know whether 
that letter applies to the other citations 
which are coming before the Senate. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether, for 
the benefit of all the Members of the 
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Senate, the Senator from Wisconsin will 
read the letter from the Deputy Attorney 
General. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I should be glad to 
do so, It is dated February 15, 1954. 

FEBRUARY 15, 1954. 
Hon. JOSEPH R. MCCARTHY, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Reference is made to the 
letter dated January 26, 1954, from Assistant 
Attorney General Warren Olney, II. advising 
you that the questions raised in your letter 
of January 12, 1954, addressed to the Attorney 
General, were being studied. 

After careful review of the testimony sub- 
mitted by you, in the light of appropriate 
court decision, I have concluded that should 
the United States Senate cite Corliss La- 
mont, Albert Shadowitz, and Abraham Unger 
for contempt, their testimony, under the 
present state of the law, would present a 
sound basis for prosecution under section 
192 of title 2 of the United States Code. 
However, the question of the invocation of 
the first amendment as a valid ground for 
refusing to answer questions propounded by 
a congressional committee has been raised 
in the case of Emspak v. United States (203 
F. 2d 54, certiorari granted, 346 U. S. 809). 
Oral argument was heard by the Supreme 
Court in early January 1954, and it is antici- 
pated that the Court's decision will be hand- 
ed down during the present term. This deci- 
sion may well necessitate a reexamination of 
the issues presented by the instant cases. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation is 
presently conducting additional investiga- 
tion to determine whether there is sufficient 
evidence available to support prosecution of 
Corliss Lamont for perjury before the Senate 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations. 
When this investigation has been completed 
and the results have been evaluated, I shall 
be happy to advise you of my decision, 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM P. ROGERS, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


Mr. CASE. Madam President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. MCCARTHY. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. CASE. The suggestion has been 
made that the Recorp would be perhaps 
in a more unassailable position if the 
resolution which was adopted by the 
committee following the Cristofel case 
could be inserted in the Recorp. I won- 
der if the Senator would allow that to 
appear as a part of the RECORD. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I shall be glad to 
do so. I think that is an excellent sug- 
gestion. 

I ask unanimous consent for permis- 
sion to have printed in the Recor at this 
point the material suggested. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorpD, as follows: 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES, MEETING OF 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
January 14, 1953 

QUORUM 

For the purposes of taking sworn testi- 
mony by the full committee, the committee 
adopted a rule that three members thereof 
shall constitute a quorum. 

For the purpose of taking sworn testi- 
mony by a subcommittee the committee 
adopted a rule that one member of any sub- 
committee shall constitute a quorum, 


Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McCARTHY. I am glad to yield. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, in 
view of the letter which has been read by 
the Senator from Wisconsin, quoting an 
opinion—it is only an opinion—from the 
Deputy Attorney General, in which the 
Deputy Attorney General points out that 
there is doubt as to the legal grounds for 
prosecution, when the question of rights 
under the first amendment has been 
presented, it seems to me that it would 
be wise to postpone consideration of 
these citations until the Supreme Court 
has acted on this very important ques- 
tion. It is a very important question. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Madam President, I 
do not care to take the Senate’s time, 
but I should like again to quote a state- 
ment of the Deputy Attorney General. 
He says: 

I have concluded that should the United 
States Senate cite Corliss Lamont, Albert 
Shadowitz, and Abraham Unger for con- 
tempt, their testimony, under present state 
of the law, would present a sound basis for 
prosecution under section 192 of title II 
of the United States Code. 


And so forth. I believe it would be 
a case of a fifth amendment Com- 
munist defying the Senate. This man 
had worked for the Government in 
classified work and was in close con- 
tact with other employees doing clas- 
sified work. He refused to state 
whether he was a member of the Com- 
munist Party at the time. I believe 
his employment lasted for 8 years. He 
refused to tell whether he discussed 
classified and defense work with mem- 
bers of the Communist Party. He re- 
fused to tell whether he took orders from 
the Communist Party. He refused to 
answer many other questions. 

I can see no reason why the Senate 
should not cite him for contempt im- 
mediately. I can see no reason why he 
should be protected by the Senate. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that 
this man—certainly not Corliss Lamont 
or Mr. Unger—— 

Mr. McCARTHY. Is the Senator re- 
ferring to Shadowitz now? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Shadowitz, I mean. 
Is it not a fact that these men have not 
pleaded the defense of the fifth amend- 
ment at all? Is it not a fact that they 
have pleaded the defense of the first 
amendment? I understood the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin to speak about the 
fifth amendment. That statement does 
not apply to these cases at all, as I un- 
derstand. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I believe the Sena- 
tor from New York makes a good point. 
He refers to the fact that this is not a 
fifth-amendment Communist. Had he 
refused to answer, and invoke the fifth 
amendment on the ground that his 
answers might incriminate him, we 
could not cite him for contempt. The 
Senator makes a point there. 

THE SUPREME COURT DECISION AND SENATE 
ACTION 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
Mr, McCARTHY,. I am glad to yield, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Mr. MALONE. The Attorney Gen- 
eral’s letter contains a statement about 
an anticipated decision by the Supreme 
Court which may soften the blow 
toward witnesses who refuse to testify 
under the protection of various sections 
of the Constitution. I inquire whether 
the Attorney General would have any 
way of anticipating the Supreme Court's 
decision? 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Attorney Gen- 
eral did not say he anticipated an ad- 
verse decision in the Emspak case. He 
merely points out that in the event the 
Supreme Court should reverse the con- 
viction, the Attorney General would 
have to reevaluate the cases we have 
submitted to him. He gave no indica- 
tion that he felt he had reason to be- 
lieve that there would be a reversal in 
the Emspak case. He was merely being 
extremely cautious, as he should be, and 
he has rightfully pointed out that that 
question had been raised by another 
Communist who had been convicted. 

Mr. MALONE. Does the Senator 
from Wisconsin believe this is a suffi- 
ciently important case for the attention 
of the Senate at this time, regardless of 
the case, mentioned by the Attorney 
General, that is now pending in the 
Supreme Court? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I believe so. We 
have already cited two others for con- 
tempt. They were cited about a week 
ago, I believe. Prior to that, one other 
person was indicted, and is awaiting 
trial. 

If the committee is to continue its 
work, especially during the recess of the 
Senate, it is important to let these 
Communists know that they cannot 
come before the Committee and, just hit 
or miss, refuse to tell whether they are 
espionage agents and whether they have 
been conspiring against our Govern- 
ment. I think it is very important that 
they be cited for contempt. 

Mr. MALONE. How long could the 
decision be delayed in the Emspak case? 
ie McCARTHY, It is impossible to 

Ow. 

Mr. MALONE. How long could it be 
delayed? 

Mr, McCARTHY. It is set for de- 
cision in the October term. It may be 
decided later. I have gone over the 
facts in the Emspak case, and I am con- 
vinced that there will be no reversal. 
On the other hand, I will say to the 
Senator that I have been quite wrong 
before in guessing what the Supreme 
Court might do in a given case. 

Mr. MALONE. Could it be delayed 
until the end of the year? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes. 

Mr. MALONE, Until the beginning of 
next year? 

Mr. McCARTHY. It could be. 

Mr. MALONE. Then it could delay 
the procedures of the Senator’s commit- 
tee. Is that correct? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 
There can be no question about that. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Will the Senator be 
good enough to give the date of the At- 
torney General's letter? 
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Mr. McCARTHY. I shall be glad to 
do so. It is February 15, 1954. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Would the Senator be 
good enough to give me the date on 
which the alleged disrespect, disregard, 
or contempt of the committee by the 
man involved was committed? 

Mr. McCARTHY. December 18, 1953. 

Mr. LEHMAN. About 9 months ago? 

Mr, McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, on 
the ground I have given, that in my opin- 
ion there is no clearly proved case here, 
and that the relevancy of the question- 
ing and the legality of this action are 
subject to very definite doubt, I wish to 
be recorded as being opposed to the reso- 
lution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res. 280) was 
agreed to, as follows: k 

Resolved, That the President of the Senate 
certify the report of the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations of the United States 
Senate as to the refusal of Albert Shadowitz 
to answer questions before the Senate Per- 
manent Subcommittee on Investigations, 
said refusal to answer being pertinent to the 
subject matter under inquiry, together with 
all the facts in connection therewith, under 
the seal of the United States Senate to the 
United States Attorney for the Southern Dis- 
trict of New York, to the end that the said 
Albert Shadowitz may be proceeded against 
in the manner and form provided by law. 


CITATION OF ABRAHAM UNGER FOR 
CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 1828, Senate Resolution 
282. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the resolution by 
title for the information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution 
(S. Res. 282) citing Abraham Unger for 
contempt of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Massachusetts? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin speak on 
the resolution? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Not unless I am 
requested to do so. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, I 
wish to point out that, of course, in 
matters of this kind the only guidance 
the Senate has is the report that comes 
from the Committee on Government 
Operations, with its recommendations. 
There is no other way by which Mem- 
bers of the Senate, except the few Mem- 
bers of the Senate who sit on that com- 
mittee itself, can evaluate the weight 
of the evidence with respect to the pro- 
priety of taking action on a matter of 
this kind. 

In the case of Abraham Unger, the tes- 
timony on which the contempt citation 
by the committee is based was taken on 
September 15, 1953. While reference is 
made in the report, which I have before 
me, to the testimony taken in executive 
session on September 15, there is no 
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disclosure as to the nature of that testi- 
mony. There is no way by which Sen- 
ators can judge the legality or illegality, 
or the justice or the injustice, of the 
position taken by any witness or by the 
committee itself. 

I am not a lawyer, and it is very difi- 
cult for me, of course, to discuss and 
debate legal and constitutional ques- 
tions which are involved in this resolu- 
tion or in similar resolutions. I know 
that they are extremely serious. I can 
only speak of matters which appear in 
the committee report, or which have 
been brought to my notice otherwise. 

I wish to point out, in the first place, 
that the report, apart from the fact that 
it omits an extremely important docu- 
ment, the record of testimony taken in 
executive session on September 15, is 
confused and garbled. It repeats sev- 
eral paragraphs of testimony given by 
the defendant in this case, notably on 
page 5, which I shall read so that the 
ReEcorD may be complete: 


Mr. Coun. Answer the question, please. 

Mr. UNGER. The answer is the following: 
This committee or the single individual pres- 
ent here, has no authority to inquire into 
the political opinions and beliefs of any per- 
son upon the ground that it is not within 
the scope—scope or the powers of this com- 
mittee as constituted by Congress. 

Now, you may differ with that, but the fact 
remains if you will look up—if you will look 
up the basic resolution which gave you the 
authority—which gave the authority to the 
Committee on Government Operations, you 
will find it has been given no authority to 
inquire into the political beliefs and opin- 
ions of any person and particularly of a 
member of the bar. 

Secondly, this committee has no right to 
inquire into this question because it is not 
pertinent or relevant to the subject matter 
of the inquiry before you. 

The subject matter of the inquiry before 
you is the concern—concerning the question 
of Julius Reiss, about which you have al- 
ready received complete answers, and insofar 
as you may say, or as you have said in the 
course of your colloquy on this occasion and 
previously, you purport to make this inquiry 
under the so-called—under the authority 
conferred upon you with reference to gov- 
ernmental departments, the fact that 

The CHAIRMAN. Keep on; keep on. 

Mr. UNGER. What did you say? 

The CHARMAN, Proceed, 


Mr. Unger proceeded. 
I find on page 6 the following: 


Mr. Coun. Answer the question, please. 
Mr. UNGER. The answer is the following: 
This committee or the single individual pres- 
ent here has no authority to inquire into the 
political opinions and beliefs of any person 
upon the ground that it is not within the 
scope—scope or the powers of this committee 
as constituted by Congress. 

Now, you may differ with that, but the fact 
remains if you will look up—if you will look 
up the basic resolution which gave you the 
authority—which gave the authority to the 
Committee on Government Operations—you 
will find it has been given no authority to 

- inquire into the political beliefs and opin- 
ions of any person and particularly of a 
member of the bar. 

Secondly, this committee has no right to 
inquire into this question because it is not 
pertinent or relevant to the subject matter 
of the inquiry before you. 

The subject matter of the inquiry before 
you is the concern—concerning the question 
of Julius Reiss, about which you have already 
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received complete answers and insofar as you 
may say, or as you have said in the course 
of your colloquy on this occasion and pre- 
viously, you purport to make this inquiry 
under the so-called—under the authority 
conferred upon you with reference to gov- 
ernmental departments, the fact that 

The CHAIRMAN. Keep on; keep on. 

Mr. UNGER. What did you say? 

The CHAIRMAN, Proceed. 


This is a repetition which shows how 
garbled the report is. Pertinent matter 
has been omitted from this report. It 
has certainly confused me. 

Finally, Madam President, as I under- 
stand this case, Mr. Unger was called to 
testify on September 15 in connection 
with a Mr. Reiss, who was an employee 
of the Polish delegation to the United 
Nations, and was also an employee of 
the firm of which Mr. Unger, I under- 
stand, is a member. 

The answers with regard to Mr. Reiss’ 
employment were made by Mr. Unger on 
September 15 and on September 17, free- 
ly and without reservation, so far as I 
can tell from this report. That was 
when Mr. Unger was subpenaed and when 
he came to testify. 

Later he was asked about many other 
matters which he felt were outside the 
authority, the jurisdiction, and the pur- 
view of the committee. 

Madam President, I do not know Mr. 
Unger; I had never met him or heard 
of him until this case came up. I do 
not know whether he is a Commu- 
nist 

Mr. McCARTHY. I can tell the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It seems to me that in 
a case of this sort very great care should 
be taken to protect the rights and the 
liberties of all witnesses. I think that 
in the three cases before the Senate that 
has not been done. Therefore, I shall 
oppose the citation. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Madam President, 
I am shocked to find the Senator from 
New York arguing on the floor of the 
United States Senate that a member of 
the Communist Party has been ques- 
tioned as to a political belief. The Sen- 
ator should know—he has lived longer 
than I have—because in the positions he 
has held he has come in contact with 
individuals of this type, that a Commu- 
nist does not belong to a political party; 
he belongs to a conspiracy. This jargon 
about a political belief is something I 
have read often in the Daily Worker and 
in other Communist newspapers. Every 
Communist who comes before the com- 
mittee uses the same argument. He 
says, “You are inquiring into my poli- 
tics.” We are not inquiring into their 
politics. The Senate is not concerned 
with the politics of anyone working for 
the Government. We are inquiring into 
their participation in a conspiracy de- 
signed to destroy this country by force 
and violence. 

I am very much shocked and dis- 
turbed to find that Communist jargon is 
used on the floor of the Senate in de- 
fense of a man who is an organizer— 
not only a Communist, but an organizer 
of a professional group of Communists 
in New York, and who came before the 
committee and denied that Julius Reiss 
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had worked for his law firm. When he 
knew that we were aware that Reiss had 
worked for him, he changed his story. 

I intend to submit the matter to the 
Attorney General also on the grounds 
of perjury, although the Senate need not 
vote upon that. It will vote only upon 
the matter of contempt of the Senate. 

Mr. MALONE. Madam President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield first to the 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. Madam President, I 
am very sorry that I have disappointed 
the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I did not say the 
Senator had disappointed me. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Wisconsin has disappointed me many, 
many times. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I said the Senator 
shocked me. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have lived much 
longer than has the Senator from Wis- 
consin. I have been interested in pre- 
serving what I think are the liberties 
of our people, the rights of our people, 
and in preserving the Bill of Rights of 
our Constitution. I agree with the Sen- 
ator that the so-called Communist Party 
is a conspiracy, and those who belong 
to it, in many cases, have conspired to 
overturn our Government by force and 
violence. Because of my conviction as to 
the conspiratorial nature of the Com- 
munist Party, I was one of the sponsors 
last Friday of a bill to make it a penal 
offense to be a member of the Commu- 
nist Party, which I described at that 
time, and which I described again to- 
day, as a conspiracy to overturn our 
Government by force and violence. But 
up to the present time the Communist 
Party has not been so established by our 
statutes. 

I wish to say again that I have not 
the slightest idea whether or not this 
person is a Communist. If he is a Com- 
munist and remains a Communist, then 
certainly, under the terms of the bill 
which we passed on Friday, he will sub- 
ject himself or will be subjected to very 
severe punishment. In the meantime, in 
spite of the criticism of the junior Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin, I shall continue to 
seek to protect the civil liberties of the 
people of this country to the best of my 
ability. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. I become a bit sick, 
down deep inside, when I hear the Sena- 
tor from New York speaking as he has 
been speaking, referring to the introduc- 
tion of a bill to make membership in the 
Communist Party illegal, and then fight- 
ing each attempt to take an individual 
Communist by the scruff of his neck and 
expose him to the public. Then we find 
the same Senator screaming to high 
heaven about the method of doing it. 

The Senator from New York can easily 
sponsor a bill to try to clean his skirts 
now, after the record he made in 
UNRRA. He knows the individuals 
whom he brought into that organization. 
He knows the protection he gave them. 

It is so easy for one to wave his arms 
and say, “I am against communism gen- 
erally,” and then try to smear and cru- 
cify anyone who proceeds against an in- 
dividual Communist. 
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The Senator from New York today is 
protecting a man who was voted unani- 
mously by a 7-man subcommittee to be 
in contempt, and then was unanimously 
voted by the 13-member committee to 
be in contempt. 

This person is not merely a rank-and- 
file member, as I have said; he is an or- 
ganizer of the professional group of the 
Communist Party. If the Senator from 
New York was sincere when he said that 
he cosponsored a bill to outlaw Com- 
munists, I cannot quite understand why 
he is on the floor of the Senate today 
trying to protect this type of function- 
ary of the Communist Party, while at the 
same time he tells us he knows nothing 
about the case. If the Senator had 
wanted to argue the matter intelligently, 
the evidence was available to him in 
room 101, where he could have seen it. 

Before the Senator rises on the floor 
and says, “I know nothing about the 
case, but I do not think Unger should be 
cited,” I think he owes a duty to the Sen- 
ate to examine the evidence which is 
before the committee. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The only evidence be- 
fore the Senate at present is the report, 
and there is nothing in the report which 
would prove that Unger is a Communist. 
He may be. I realize that just as well as 
does the Senator from Wisconsin. But 
certainly there is nothing in the report 
which would indicate or prove that. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The committee 
does not put the country to the expense 
of printing all the evidence in a case 
when it cites a person for contempt. The 
committee prepares a report. The Sena- 
tor from New York has been a Member 
of the Senate long enough to know that 
that has been the practice of every com- 
mittee. We do not have all the evidence 
printed; we write a report. That is what 
was done in this case. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 


LAST RESORT BY SENATE COMMITTEE 


Mr. MALONE. What is the last re- 
sort of a Senate committee, after it has 
been defied by a witness, when he has 
refused to give the evidence which he 
has been called to give, or has refused 
to answer a question, under a section of 
the Constitution of the United States? 

Mr. McCARTHY. The committee 
then has the case referred to the De- 
partment of Justice, and from there it is 
referred to the grand jury. In all the 
casés which have been submitted to the 
Senate, a preliminary unofficial opinion 
has been obtained from the Department 
of Justice. ; 

Mr. MALONE. A resolution citing a 
person for contempt, and calling for im- 
mediate action by the United States at- 
torney in his district to proceed against 
such person, is the last resort of the 
Senator’s committee; is that correct? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct, 
and if we could not cite witnesses such 
as Unger for contempt, it would mean 
that any witness could come before the 
committee and refuse to answer if he 
Saw fit. 
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Mr, MALONE, If a precedent should 
be set, if the Senate should refuse a re- 
quest made not only by a majority but 
by a unanimous decision of the Senator’s 
committee for action by the Senate, 
which is the usual practice and if the 
Senate should decide today not to pro- 
ceed with the action requested, would it 
be a precedent for further witnesses to 
refuse to give testimony required by any 
Senate committee? 

Mr. McCARTHY. If the Senate 
should refuse to cite Abraham Unger for 
contempt, it would be in effect notify- 
ing every Communist and every crook 
called before our committee that they 
could refuse to answer with impunity. 

Mr. MALONE. I am assuming that 
regardless of any controversy over this 
particular committee or its chairman, 
the refusal would set a precedent for 
any other committee working in the 
same general field, such as the Jenner 
committee. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator is 
completely correct. If we refused to cite 
a man like Unger, it would be telling 
every witness who comes before any 
committee that if he does not want to 
2 he need not answer any ques- 

on. 

Mr. MALONE. If the Senator will fur- 
ther yield, would it not apply to any 
committee, say to the Appropriations 
Committee, of which the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brinces] is chairman? If he were to re- 
quest information on the disposition by 
a department official of certain funds 
appropriated by the Congress of the 
United States, could failure of this body 
to cite this person for refusal to answer 
in this case be used as a precedent by 
future witnesses? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes. I think the 
Senator makes an excellent point. 

Mr. MALONE. All of us in the Senate 
are very much concerned about the pro- 
tection of the civil rights of any witness. 
The junior Senator from Nevada is also 
very much concerned in carrying on the 
precedents set by the Senate, in dealing 
with witnesses before its committees. 

Mr. President, the junior Senator from 
Nevada has been through several experi- 
ences in questioning witnesses which 
could well have resulted in a citation to 
this body of certain witnesses for con- 
tempt. I think the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin will recall that the 
junior Senator from Nevada cited a man 
by the name of Lee, formerly Ephraim 
Leberman, then in the Department of 
Commerce. 

In the subsequent proceedings in oust- 
ing Lee a certain William Remington was 
also implicated and dismissed by the Sec- 
retary of Commerce. 

Two additional highly placed officials 
in the Department of Commerce subse- 
quently resigned, for reasons best known 
to themselves. 

If it had become necessary to cite Lee, 
Remington, or any of the witnesses in the 
proceeding and the United States Senate 
had declined to act, would it not have 
become a precedent for future cases of 
this nature? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is true. So 
far I have brought merely the clearcut 
cases, if we might call them that, cases 
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in which there could be no possible doubt 
about contempt of the Senate. I shall 
have some cases before the Senate which 
will give it more difficulty. For example, 
there is the case of the individual who 
comes before the committee and says, “I 
am not an espionage agent.” Then 
when he is asked about individual al- 
leged acts concerning espionage he in- 
vokes the fifth amendment as to those 
specific acts. The position I have taken 
is that, once he has said “I am not an 
espionage agent,” he has waived the fifth 
amendment and is in contempt if he re- 
fuses to answer. 

Likewise, some witnesses who come 
before us say, “I invoke the fifth amend- 
ment.” Senators have then asked the 
question, “Do you think if you were to 
tell the truth, that might tend to in- 
criminate you?” Some of them have 
refused to say whether or not they felt 
the truth would incriminate them. 

I have taken the position that they 
cannot refuse to answer on the ground 
that perjury might incriminate them. 

In the very near future the committee 
will have a consultation with repre- 
sentatives of the Department of Justice 
who will be named by Mr. Brownell. I 
hope to present a very sizable number of 
cases to the Senate before the end of 
this session. If the Department of Jus- 
tice agrees with me, we can perhaps 
decimate the ranks of the Communist 
conspiracy. That consultation will be 
held as soon as the Department of Jus- 
tice names the individuals. The Depart- 
ment has indicated that it will be coop- 
erative, and furnish us the services of 
those in the Department who can best 
advise the committee. 

As I said, up to this point we have had 
only the clearcut cases of obvious con- 
tempt. We shall have some later on in 
which some rather important legal ques- 
tions will be raised. 

Mr. MALONE. If the Senator will 
further yield, when he brings those cases 
to the Senate he will have the benefit of 
the advice of the Attorney General, will 
he not, in clearing up the basis and the 
foundation for these citations? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MALONE. Naturally these are 
merely individuals to those of us in the 
Senate who have not listened to the evi- 
dence. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Correct. 

Mr. MALONE. We have seen their 
names in the newspapers, especially 
that of Mr. Corliss Lamont and others. 
So long as the question has been brought 
up here as to whether these men should’ 
be cited, I should like the Senator from 
Wisconsin to describe to us in some de- 
tail, as briefly as he can conveniently 
give it to the Senate, what their record is 
and how important they are to the Com- 
munist Party. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Unger has been 
identified under oath as an organizer of 
the professional section of the Commu- 
nist Party in New York. In other words, 
his job is to organize the lawyers and 
the doctors. I may say to the Senator 
that while it may seem on the surface 
unimportant that a doctor should be a 
member of the Communist Party, actual- 
ly in the Canadian spy ring the office of 
a dentist, I think it was, or of a doctor, 
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was the meeting place for Communists, 
It is very easy to go into a dentist’s or 
a doctor’s office to get treatment, and one 
Communist would come in one day and 
another the next day, and keep contact 
in that fashion. This man had the task 
of organizing that very, very important 
group of Communists, people who should 
not be Communists, but who neverthe- 
less are. 

I think beyond that, there is not much 
to tell the Senator about Unger. 

Mr. MALONE. How about Mr. La- 
mont? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Could we first dis- 
pose of the Unger case, and then go on 
to the Lamont case? 

INVESTIGATIVE POWER OF THE UNITED STATES 
SENATE 

Mr. MALONE. Yes. In closing this 
debate, I should like to say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin that 
the junior Senator from Nevada is fully 
aware of the controversy which has 
existed for a long time about the com- 
mittee chairman, the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarty]. 

Regardless of any personal friendship 
the junior Senator from Nevada may 
have for the junior Senator from Wis- 
consin, I do not consider an individual 
Member of the Senate the important 
factor, whether it be the junior Senator 
from Nevada, the junior Senator from 
Wisconsin, or the senior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Bripces], whom I 
have already brought into the debate. 

What I consider important is the in- 
vestigative power of the United States 
Senate, and I do consider definitely that 
all of this controversy is tending to in- 
jure and retard that investigative power. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the Sena- 
tor very much. 

May we have a vote, Madam President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res. 282) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the President of the Senate 
certify the report of the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations of the United States 
Senate as to the failure of Abraham Unger 
to answer questions before the Senate Per- 
manent Subcommittee on Investigations, 
said failure to answer being pertinent to the 
subject matter under inquiry, together with 
all the facts in connection therewith, under 
the seal of the United States Senate to the 
United States Attorney for the Southern 
District of the State of New York, to the end 
that the said Abraham Unger may be pro- 
ceeded against in the manner and form 
provided by law. 


CITATION OF CORLISS LAMONT FOR 
CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Madam Presi- 
dent, I now move that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of Senate Reso- 
lution 281. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 281) to cite Corliss Lamont 
for contempt of the Senate. 


THE OMNIBUS TAX LAW 


Mr. FERGUSON. Madam President, 
today there occurred an event which I 
believe will be an historical one in the 
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history of America. It was the signing 
of the bill revising the tax laws, which 
was the first complete revision of the tax 
laws in 75 years. I had the privilege of 
being present at the White House when 
the bill was signed today by the President 
of the United States. The President 
made a statement which I think should 
be in the Recor», and I wish to give it to 
the Senate in full. 
The President said: 


This bill which today becomes law is the 
excellent result of cooperative efforts by the 
Congress and the Department of the Treas- 
ury to give our tax code its first complete 
revision in 75 years. It is a good law. It 
will benefit all Americans. 

This law brings tax relief to large numbers 
of our citizens. It is, in fact, part of a com- 
prehensive tax program which, since Janu- 
ary 1 of this year, will have provided for tax 
cuts totaling $7,400,000,000—the largest dol- 
lar tax cut in any year in the Nation's 
history. 

It is a law which will help millions of 
Americans by giving them fairer tax treat- 
ment than they now receive, For example: 

The parents of dependent children who 
work can continue to claim, their children 
as dependents, no matter how much the 
children earn. 

Retired people and widows living on re- 
tirement income other than social security 
will receive a tax credit which will in effect 
be equal to the tax credit now given to peo- 
ple living on social-security income. 

Taxpayers will now be able to claim as de- 
pendents people who are not related to them, 
so long as they provide more than one-half 
of such dependents’ support. 

Farmers active in soil and water conser- 
vation will be able to deduct from their in- 
come the cost of such conservation work, up 
to 25 percent of their gross income. 

People with large medical expenses will 
now be able to deduct from their income all 
such expenses which exceed 3 percent 
(rather than 5 percent) of their incomes, 
and the maximum amounts deductible will 
be twice as large as they were in the past. 

Working widows and many other mothers 
with child-care expenses will be able to de- 
duct from their income up to 8600 a year 
for the costs of taking care of their children. 

People receiving sick benefits paid by em- 
ployers will not have to pay any tax on such 
income up to $100 a week. 

In addition to removing inequities in our 
tax system, this law will help our economy 
expand and thus add materially to the 
strength of our Nation. It will help our 
people produce better goods at cheaper 
prices—and it will help to create more jobs. 

This economic growth will be fostered by 
such provisions as more flexible deprecia- 
tion and better tax treatment of research 
and development costs, thus encouraging all 
business—large and small—to modernize 
and expand. And, partial reduction of the 
double taxation of income from dividends 
will stimulate the investment of savings by 
our private citizens and so make available 
the thousands of dollars that provide the 
plant tools and power needed for each new 
job in America. 

Numerous other provisions will also help 
to expand the economy. These include the 
easing of the so-called penalty tax on ac- 
cumulated earnings when necessary for le- 
gitimate business purposes; the extension of 
the carry-back of net operating losses, and 
the greater flexibility of the tax treatment of 
recapitalizations and reorganizations. 

Almost balancing the revenue lost 
through these tax reductions is additional 
revenue of $1.2 billion gained by an exten- 
sion of the 52 percent tax on corporation 
profits. The new law also closes more than 
50 loopholes through which, in the past, 
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some taxpayers may have attempted to avoid 
their fair share of the tax burden. 

And, at long last, the American people 
will have—because of this law—much needed 
clarification of many tax provisions which 
previously have been subject to controversy. 

I congratulate the Congress and its lead- 
ers for having enacted this monumental tax 
revision. Its passage is a tribute to a Con- 
gress which in this session has made so many 
major contributions to the prosperity and 
security of the people of our country. 


Madam President, the two commit- 
tees which reported, and the Congress 
which passed, the bill did a real service 
to the American people. The bill con- 
tained 929 pages. It went to conference 
with about 500 amendments. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN], as chairman of the commit- 
tee, and the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], as ranking mi- 
nority member, had the great task of 
handling the bill in the Senate and in 
conference. 

I have been glad to refer to what the 
President has said, because I believe it 
summarizes the bill, so that the people 
may really understand what is back of 
this 929-page bill, the largest bill ever 
to be passed by Congress, I believe. Its 
passage was accomplished as a result of 
hard work on the part of both branches 
of the Congress. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I did 
not know the debate on the tax bill was 
to be reopened; but I am always happy 
to have it reopened at any time, and also 
to comment on the political, diversionary 
tactic of the President today in his so- 
called tax statement. 

Madam President, I repeat what I 
said before, during the debate on the tax 
bill, namely, that I think no other piece 
of legislation passed by Congress is more 
opposed to the best interests of the tax- 
payers than the so-called Eisenhower tax 
bill, a bill which the professional staff 
of the committee pointed out, in the 
case of just one item—the so-called de- 
preciation item—will cost the taxpayers 
of the Nation approximately $19 billion - 
in the next 17 years. That is a clear 
giveaway to American big business. 

Madam President, I am a little amused 
at the President’s attempt to point out 
some of the so-called sugar-coated pro- 
visions of the bill. Of course, the relief 
given by the bill for dependent children 
and mothers and a few other persons 
should be granted; but there should also 
have been relief for millions of other 
Americans. But, Dwight Eisenhower did 
not support that relief in connection with 
this bill. The bill should have contained 
provision for the tax exemptions pro- 
posed by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE]. They would have increased 
the purchasing power of millions of the 
American people, and would have pro- 
vided relief for those whose gross in- 
comes are $3,500 a year or less. 

Madam President, I shall be very hap- 
py to take the President’s statement of 
today on the tax bill into the political 
forums in the campaign which lies ahead, 
for I wish to say to the taxpayers of the 
United States that if they really want a 
tax bill which will provide for some revi- 
sions which will protect the interests of 
the great mass of the taxpayers, then in 
1954 they should elect a Congress that 
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will place a check upon one Dwight 
Eisenhower. 

Mr. GEORGE. Madam President, I 
thought perhaps I would have nothing 
further to say about taxes at this session 
of Congress. I certainly do not wish 
to take issue with the good President, 
at the other end of the Avenue, who 
thinks this is a great tax bill. But I 
must point out some things, in fairness 
to those of us who have different views. 

I was a member of the conference com- 
mittee on the tax bill. I signed the con- 
ference report, and I voted for it on the 
floor of the Senate. As anyone would 
expect in the case of so long a bill, it 
contained some things which one could 
not approve; but, on the whole, I be- 
lieved it to be a good bill. 

However, the one point at which I sep- 
arated myself from the administration’s 
philosophy was in regard to the relief 
given to the recipients of dividends. I 
went along with the provision of the bill 
just as it was written, which gives to the 
recipient of $50 of dividends an exclu- 
sion of that amount—in other words, of 
the first $50 of dividends—in computing 
the taxpayer’s income-tax liability, and 
also gives to the recipient of dividends a 
4-percent credit against his tax liabili- 
ty in the case of the remaining dividends 
received by him. I did that, Madam 
President, because I have always recog- 
nized that when tax rates are so high 
as ours are at the present time—and 
even before they got to be quite this 
high—some recognition should be given 
to the recipients of dividends upon which 
a high corporate rate had already been 
paid by the corporation—at the present 
time, a rate of 52 percent. I realized 
that a reasonable recognition of a divi- 
dend credit of the size of the one carried 
in this bill would be in the direction of 
equitable treatment of the recipients of 
dividends, and also that such a provision 
would tend to increase the incentive for 
individuals to invest in corporate capi- 
talization. I think it is a good thing for 
the corporations to cease to be borrow- 
ers to the extent that they are borrowers 
today in our economy, for the time will 
ultimately come when the heavy indebt- 
edness of corporations will destroy them, 
although they do not think so now. 
Their only avenue of escape is to provide 
more equity capital. 

So I have always believed, and I be- 
lieve now—and I believed at the time 
of our consideration of the conference 
report on the bill, and I so indicated by 
my vote—that the recognition of some 
credit to the individual recipient of cor- 
porate dividends would be a move in the 
direction of general equity, and also 
would tend to increase and strengthen 
the incentive of the people to invest in 
the equity capital of corporations, to the 
end that at some future date they may 
have cause to be happy by reducing their 
general indebtedness which, unless re- 
duced, will be destructive to them. 

Madam President, I am saying this for 
the reason that at the beginning of the 
present session—when, at that moment, 
it seemed that we were in for a con- 
siderable recession or for a recession of 
some consequence—I proposed an in- 
crease all the way through, from the bot- 
tom to the top, in the general personal 
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exemptions. There is now 5 percent, plus 
1 additional percentage point, of unem- 
ployment in the United States. There 
may be those who think that is a healthy 
and wholesome condition, but I do not, 
My own conclusion is that when unem- 
ployment goes beyond 4 percent, we are 
approaching a danger point. But Amer- 
ican business is so constituted that it 
cannot see the danger until the train is 
coming around the curve. 

Madam President, I shall address my- 
self to certain other facts in connection 
with this tax bill. This is a large tax 
bill; it amounts to between 900 and 1,000 
pages. But what is it? It is nothing 
but a codification of tax laws which have 
been enacted since 1913, when we first 
had an income tax. It is simply the 
gathering together of all the laws of all 
prior Congresses, codifying them in a 
new tax bill, eliminating certain things 
which were bad and adding certain other 
things which may be good. After all, it 
is simply a codification of existing law. 

Now what do we have? I wonder. I 
wonder what is the basis for the various 
congratulatory messages and congratu- 
latory speeches we have heard about this 
tax bill. What do we have? 

First of all, we changed the percentage 
of gross income which a taxpayer could 
deduct as an expense for medical and 
hospitalization services. Where former- 
ly the taxpayers, except those over 65 
years of age, could only claim as a de- 
duction those medical expenses in ex- 
cess of 5 percent of gross income, under 
the new provisions he can deduct medical 
expenses in excess of 3 percent of gross 
income. 

Who put that concept into the law, 
Madam President? I do not wish to 
claim anything for myself, but I put 
that concept into the law in the begin- 
ning. Years ago, when I had very lit- 
tle support from the executive branch, 
I proposed that medical and hospital- 
ization expenses of the individual tax- 
payer in excess of 5 percent of gross 
income should be allowed as an expense 
for the benefit of the taxpayer. 

In that respect all that has been done 
in this code is to reduce the figure from 
5 percent to 3 percent. That is all 
right. I grant that it is a good reduc- 
tion, but it is not such a marvelous thing. 

The personal exemption, Madam Pres- 
ident, had gone down to $500 a year. 
When the Republicans took over in the 
80th Congress, I believe the Republicans 
themselves increased the exemption to 
$600, as it has been for several years. 
Not only that, but they gave to those 
who are 70 years young—or above 65 
years young, I may say—a double ex- 
emption, which was most gracious and 
magnaminous conduct on the part of the 
House Ways and Means Committee. I 
supported those amendments on the floor 
of the Senate and in the Finance Com- 
mittee. Yes, Madam President, I did 
support those amendments. 

Do Senators know the effect of those 
two amendments? Senators may not be 
aware, and even if the press carries the 
story, some of their readers will hardly 
believe, that those two amendments, in- 
creasing the personal exemption by $100 
and doubling the exemption for taxpay- 
ers over 65, actually removed from the 


August 16 


tax rolls more than 7½ million tax- 
payers. 

Yet when in this good year we pro- 
posed to raise the exemption again, a 
complaint from certain sources went up 
all over the Nation against such action. 
I know those sources. Anybody who has 
been in public life knows them. They 
are not essentially bad, but they take 
their cues from something which hap- 
pens here in Washington. 

When we proposed to raise the per- 
sonal exemption again, the Secretary of 
the Treasury, George Humphrey, good 
@ man as he is—and I honestly admire 
him—and the President, good a man as 
he is, both went on the radio networks 
and the television networks, and broad- 
cast the statement, “We cannot take so 
many people off the rolls. We cannot 
relieve so many taxpayers of the pay- 
ment of income taxes.” 

Madam President, the Republican 
80th Congress relieved 7½ million people 
from any tax liability in the two meas- 
ures I have indicated. I supported both 
of them. They were good proposals. 
They gave a double exemption to 
those who are 65 years of age and over, 
which was more or less like charity, but 
was not wrong. They did not take too 
many taxpayers off the rolls by that 
action. 

But the marvelous thing is that when 
here in a Republican Congress in this 
good year of 1954, with the two parties 
about equally divided—I was about to 
say a Democratic Congress, and it 
should be. [Laughter.] At any rate, 
when we proposed to take more tax- 
payers off the rolls, the Treasury told us 
and the White House told us, and every 
newspaper in the land told us “That 
will never do. You must keep everybody 
on the rolls, and put some more people 
on the rolls.” 

Madam President, since you were not 
here when the other Republican Con- 
gress was in session and took 7% mil- 
lion people off the rolls, let me say that 
the number of taxpayers on the rolls at 
that time was considerably less than 50 
million; in fact, it was probably not as 
much as 40 million. However, in this 
good year of grace, as stated by the 
Under Secretary of the Treasury himself 
in response to an inquiry which I sub- 
mitted as a member of the Finance Com- 
mittee, there are more than 77 million 
taxpayers on the tax rolls. Yet if we 
took a few million off the tax rolls—3 or 4 
million—we would be guilty of a great 
crime. We would be guilty not only of 
a great crime, but there would be some- 
thing wrong with us, and perhaps some- 
body ought to go out with a net and 
bring us in and examine our heads. 

Madam President, in the meantime 
the social security tax has gone up and 
up and up—until today every recipient 
under the old-age and survivors insur- 
ance, which is the heart of our system, 
is paying 4 percent; that is, either the 
recipient is paying it, or his employer 
is dividing the cost with him. 

That is a sizable tax, and it is increas- 
ing in amount. We have just passed a 
new social security bill, which I sup- 
ported in the committee, and which I 
support now, but that bill is going to 
raise the social security tax, and it is 
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going to affect every taxpayer in 
America. 

The whole system of taxation has 
changed, we find, when we compare the 
present-day laws with the law as it was 
at the time when the 80th Congress met 
with a Republican majority. 

Madam President, I have been speak- 
ing for too long a time, and I shall hasten 
on. What is the virtue of the tax law 
the President has just signed? First, 
we have raised the personal deduction, or 
personal exemption, if we put it the 
other way around, for children who will 
still be in school or in college; and we 
have said that it makes no difference 
whether that child is earning $600 or 
not, such earnings will not be counted 
against the parent who supplies him 
some more money to go to school or 
college, as long as he is attending school. 
That was a very generous act. That was 
all right. 

We said that for people under 65 years 
of age, $1,200 of their retirement or pen- 
sion benefits under a public retirement 
system could be deducted. That is all 
right, if that is the best we can do. It 
is perfectly all right. 

Then we said a working mother is 
entitled to hire a baby sitter, and pay the 
baby sitter as much as $600 a year, and 
deduct the $600 from gross income when 
she begins to compute her tax for tax 
liability purposes. That was all right. 
That provision was inserted in the bill 
on the motion of a Democratic Member 
of the Senate. It came from the Demo- 
cratic side. That is all right. I went 
along with it. I did not go along with 
it enthusiastically, but I went along with 
it. 
What do we have in the tax law? We 
have an increase in the personal ex- 
emption for people over 65. We have an 
increase in the personal exemption of 
$1,200 for all pensioners under a pubiic 
retirement system, plus $600. We have 
an increased exemption for medical and 
hospital expenses of people, measured by 
the difference between 5 percent and 3 
percent upon the gross income of those 
people. What else do we have? I am 
being fair with the American people, 
Madam President. 

What else have we? We have an in- 
crease in the personal exemption of $50 
for every dividend recipient plus a 4 
percent tax credit on all dividend income 
above the $50 tax credit. How many 
people does that benefit? Between 7 
million and 8 million Americans receive 
dividends. About 7 million of them will 
have the advantage of that provision. 

What did we say? We said that the 
only way—and I repeat it—in which to 
build a sound economy in America and 
sustain it is to increase the mass purchas- 
ing power of all the people, or the per 
capita purchasing power. 

What have we done? We have given 
the aged people of 65 and over—and that 
was already provided 3 or 4 years ago, but 
it is in the act now, because this is a 
codification of the acts—a double exemp- 
tion. We have given to the sick and 
disabled, who have a doctor’s bill to pay, 
a slight benefit. Heaven knows, that is 
allright. We have given them the bene- 
fit of an exemption, plus the standard 
exemption. People who are under a 
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public retirement system receive an ex- 
emption of as much as $1,200. However, 
we say to the retired railroad man, “You 
get a certain amount under the Railroad 
Retirement Act, but you cannot get the 
benefit of the $1,200 exemption. If you 
are getting $1,000 under the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act, you must deduct that 
amount from the $1,200. So you have an 
increase in your personal exemption of 
only 8200.“ Of course, his retirement 
benefit is exempt. That is all right. 
That is an equity. 

We say to the social security bene- 
ficiaries, “If you are getting $700 under 
social security, you cannot deduct the 
$1,200.” That is all right. Social se- 
curity payments, under a regulation of 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue, are not 
taxable. That is, such income does not 
go into the computation to determine 
the amount upon which the tax is 
assessed, 

That is what there is in the bill for 
individuals. I almost overlooked some- 
thing. I do not know how I could over- 
look it. 

I happen to be a farmer. I used to be 
a lawyer, but I have been doing nothing 
but farming since I have been in the 
Senate. I quit the law business. I ac- 
tually gave back a mortgage for several 
hundred dollars in a case to one of my 
clients, and told him I could not repre- 
sent him any more because I had too 
much to do in the Senate. I have re- 
mained a farmer. We farmers may now 
build a pond or open up a drainage ditch. 
We can actually deduct from our gross 
receipts in 1 year 25 percent of the cost 
of that pond or ditch. 

Mr. LONG. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield, but 
3 ask the Senator to make his question 

rief. 

Mr. LONG. I hope the Senator real- 
izes that by the time the new farm act 
goes into effect, the farmers will not need 
any exemption, because they will not 
have any income with which to pay a tax. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is probably true, 
but I do not wish to discuss that subject. 

The provision to which I referred a 
moment ago is helpful to the farmers. 
I voted for it. I would have gone some- 
what further. Is that not a marvelous 
provision? Just think of the marvelous 
tax bill we have passed. It increased the 
personal exemption of the beneficiaries 
under public retirement systems. It in- 
creased the personal exemption of all 
recipients of dividends. 

We have done something for the 
farmer. I was about to forget that. We 
increased, in effect, the personal exemp- 
tion of the poor woman who has to work 
for the amount of money she pays out 
to a babysitter while she is away from 
home earning the bread of the family, 
provided she does not pay out more than 
$600. We increased her exemption by 
only $600. 

Is that not a marvelous record for a 
tax bill of a thousand pages? I am not 
talking about any of the other features 
of the bill, many of which I believe are 
good. I am not saying that the features 
to which I have called attention are not 
good. However, they are nothing to 
boast about. 
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I cannot understand why my friends 
on the other side of the aisle or why the 
good President has been misled into be- 
lieving that this tax bill is a permanent 
contribution to the economy of this 
country. 

I repeat what I said before, that the 
only way in which we can maintain a 
sound and advancing economy, when we 
are producing less than our capacity and 
looking for markets and purchasers for 
the goods, is by increasing the per capita 
buying power of the great masses of the 
American people. 

Much as I appreciate the help I re- 
ceived in the 80th Congress by the dou- 
bling of my personal exemption, and 
much as I would appreciate having an 
increase in the exemption if I were to 
employ a babysitter—although unfortu- 
nately that day is long past—and much 
as I would appreciate having my per- 
sonal exemption increased by a dividend 
which I had received, and the benefit of 
a credit against my tax liability if I 
had received more money in dividends, 
the fact is that I have no dividends. I 
do not have one share of stock in any- 
thing except the Government of the 
United States. 

I never had many, but when I came to 
the Senate I said, “I shall get rid of 
those stocks.” ‘They were not nationally 
listed. They were not on the exchanges, 
but they were stocks, nevertheless, and 
I let them all go, some of them, in some 
instances, to my personal hurt; in other 
instances, possibly, to my advantage. 
The losses and gains were about equally 
balanced. I never figured that. So I 
receive no benefits except by being over 
65 years young. That is all right. I 
have often said I wish the time would 
come in America when we would say to 
every taxpayer, when he reached a cer- 
tain age, that he would not be liable 
for individual income taxes. But that 
is not the point I am discussing. I am 
discussing only one point. In effect, we 
have increased the personal exemption 
of the taxpayer in 3 or 4 or 5 categories, 
for which we claim great credit. 
Heaven knows, if we had increased the 
personal exemption for every taxpayer 
we would not have had to give an in- 
creased exemption to the woman who 
has to employ a babysitter. She would 
have had enough money left out of her 
exemption to take care of that account. 
We would not have had to increase 
other personal exemptions. We have 
gone at the problem in the wrong 
way. Fortunately, the depression has 
not run as deeply as many persons 
in the early months of this year thought 
it might run. But perhaps it is not over. 
Certainly, if it is over, it will come again 
under the economy we are now building 
up in this country, because the only 
answer to the economy of a great people 
who have vastly expanded their produc- 
tive capacity and who find themselves 
in a position of utilizing only 70 or 75 
percent of the capacity of the vast ma- 
chine which has been built up, aside from 
vastly expanding foreign markets, which 
is not in the cards at the moment, is to 
increase the purchasing power of the 
individual taxpayers, not by classes, not 
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by benefiting only those who, unfortu- 
nately, become sick and go to the hos- 
pital, not by benefiting only the class of 
people who must employ babysitters, 
not by benefiting the limited class of 
people who get an increase in personal 
exemption by virtue of the fact that 
they are receiving dividends from cor- 
porations. Oh, no. We are taking care 
of certain minor groups, but we are not 
increasing the per capita purchasing 
power of all the people. If we did that, 
we would not have to resort to the baby- 
sitting argument or to many other things 
which we placed in the bill, because hu- 
manitarian impulses called loudly for 
some help for our people. 

It is a perfectly ridiculous thing that 
in 1954, with a 50-, or 52-, or 53-percent 
dollar, we still say to every American 
taxpayer, “You can have only a $600 ex- 
emption when you compute your income 
taxes.” We say to a farmer, if he builds 
a fishpond, that he may deduct a few 
dollars. If one is relatively young and 
has to employ a babysitter, he can get 
as much as $600. If a person is sick and 
goes to the hospital, he can increase the 
amount of his deduction. 

Is that not marvelous? Is that not a 
marvelous record? Is that not a record 
of which this Congress ought to be 
proud? No doubt it will be proud. 

Consider what we did. We helped the 
farmer who wanted to build a swim- 
ming pool or a fishpond. We give to the 
recipient of dividends—and there are 
approximately 7 million of them out of 
77 million taxpayers—a $50 exclusion, 
equivalent to receiving a personal ex- 
emption of $50, and an additional credit 
of 4 percent of their dividends against 
their tax liability. 

That was not wrong. I am not saying 
it was wrong. That was all right, pro- 
vided we could give all the people a 
decent tax credit or a decent personal 
exemption. As it stands, we are giving 
them a personal exemption of approxi- 
mately $300 plus, with the dollar worth 
52 or 54 cents. 

It is all right to recognize that divi- 
dends, on which the full corporate rate 
has been paid, are entitled to some con- 
sideration. I have never protested 
against it. Such treatment travels in 
the direction of equity, as I have pre- 
viously said. It also tends to increase 
the incentive of the people to put more 
money into the equity capital of our cor- 
porations. But it should have come only 
when we could give every taxpayer an 
increase in his personal exemption. 

Madam President, I dislike to make 
these remarks, because I voted for the 
bill. I should be content, perhaps, with 
saying that having voted for the bill, I 
should let well enough alone and let the 
President, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, all the agencies of Government, 
and all my brethren on the floor of the 
Senate regard the tax bill as a great 
accomplishment. Madam President, I 
cannot like that kind of thing when I 
know what has been accomplished and 
what has not been accomplished. I 
think the American people should know 
the facts. That is my only excuse for 
making a statement at this time. 

Of course, the tax bill, to the extent 
that it reduced the enormous burden 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


upon all taxpayers, is a step in the right 
direction. The other tax reductions 
which have been made this year were 
not made necessarily by Republicans. 
Good Republicans joined in making 
them. But in the tax bill of 1951 we 
provided that the excess-profits tax 
should expire on June 30, 1953. The 
President and the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury—and they are both right said they 
could not spare the loss of that money, 
and asked to have it extended until the 
first of the year. That was done. This 
Congress carried out that provision of the 
tax bill passed in 1951. 

It was also provided in the bill that 
the last increase in the rates for indi- 
vidual taxpayers should be removed. The 
distinguished Representative who is now 
the able Chairman of the House Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means tried to ac- 
complish this a little earlier. He wanted 
to move up the date and remove the in- 
crease simultaneously with the removal 
of the excess-profits tax. But it was 
already written into law. All that was 
necessary was to wait, and the reduction 
would be made. 

In the same tax bill it was provided 
that the last billion dollars of excise 
taxes should be removed as of April 30 
of this year. That was written into the 
law. A billion dollar reduction was 
made in the excise taxes. I must say in 
fairness that that amount was not taken 
off the precise taxes which, when the 
law was written, it was provided should 
be reduced; but it was taken off. The 
reduction in the excise taxes undoubt- 
edly involved a Treasury loss of a billion 
dollars. There was a Treasury loss of 
$3 billion on the individual income taxes. 
There was a Treasury loss of $2 billion on 
the excess-profits taxes. 

This year’s bill, about which we are 
hearing so much, and which the Presi- 
dent today approved, has taken off an- 
other $1,500,000,000 immediately. The 
amount will probably continue to grow; 
but that much is being taken off now. 

Those are the tax reductions. Every 
one of them was made at a time when 
the Republican Party was not the ma- 
jority in this body, except the reductions 
in the tax bill which the President signed 
today. That is all there is to it. 

If it was good to take off the excess 
profits taxes, if it was good to reduce 
the rate on the individual taxpayers, and 
if it was good to reduce the excise taxes 
by $1 billion, the Democrats are entitled 
to a little credit for that. At least, they 
went along with the proposal, and went 
along with it again this year. . 

The present law, which was signed 
today, is the work of the Republican 
administration. I have said frankly 
that there are many good things in it. 
But there is not a good thing in every- 
thing that is being here extolled as a 
great virtue which would not have been 
immensely improved simply by raising 
the personal exemptions, and avoiding 
the necessity of writing into the tax laws 
one exception after another, which is 
the very bane of any sound tax system. 
That is all wrong. That is not the way 
to accomplish the purpose. That is the 
way to do it if it is desired to give relief 
only to a select few or a select group. 
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If it was desired to give relief, and to 
keep the exceptions out of the income- 
tax laws—exceptions which are only 
confusing and bad—then the way to 
have accomplished every good purpose in 
the bill, so far as the individual income 
taxpayer is concerned, was to have in- 
creased the personal exemption. That 
would have taken a number of people 
off the taxrolls. I have already said that 
7,500,000 went off the rolls in the 80th 
Congress, and the heavens did not fall; 
they did not even crack. 

I shall not discuss other features of 
the tax bill. I do not believe there is 
anything exceptionally wrong with many 
of the provisions contained in the bill. 
I have tried to make it perfectly plain 
that there is nothing wrong about recog- 
nizing essential equity in behalf of the 
recipient of a dividend which is taxed at 
the full corporate rate. I simply would 
have reversed the process; I would have 
given the benefit to all taxpayers, 
whether they received corporate divi- 
dends, or whether, in the sweat of their 
brow, they simply earned their income. 

When the time comes when we can 
recognize inequity and the strangling of 
incentive through exorbitantly high 
taxes which were imposed upon corpo- 
rate earnings, plus high taxes imposed 
upon dividends when they go to the 
individual, relief can then be provided. 

But so long as a program is followed 
of singling out little groups, powerful 
though they may be, and as strongly as 
they may be able to prevent inequity to 
themselves, and so long as exception 
after exception is made in the income- 
tax laws, it will always be necessary to 
make a shift in the taxes, and it will 
never be possible to join issue with the 
fundamental and basic proposal that for 
an expanding economy such as we have, 
and which we always hope to keep, it is 
necessary constantly to increase the per 
capita purchasing power of the great 
masses of the people, not of little groups 
here and there. 

I am not regretful that there are good 
things in the tax law. I thoroughly re- 
joice that they are present. But I do 
not believe the tax law should be blown 
up into a great accomplishment, when 
actually the philosophy back of it leads 
very definitely away from a constantly 
growing and expanding economy in the 
United States. I know that, or at least 
I think I know it; and I have been per- 
peony willing to take my stand upon that 

asis. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I, too, 
voted for the passage of the tax bill 
which the President signed today. I did 
so reluctantly. Like the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], whom I admire 
very much, I felt there was a great over- 
sight in the bill, because it provided 
little or nothing for the great majority 
of American families. 

It is true that the bill has provided 
a measure of relief for many persons, 
It provided relief for those who receive 
corporation dividends. It has provided 
some relief for a working mother, if she 
can afford to hire a baby sitter. It has 
provided some relief for those having 
retirement incomes, such as retired fire- 
men and policemen, and others in that 
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category. Some additional relief is pro- 
vided in the case of medical expenses. 

But I believe it will be found that the 
relief provided in the new law is directed 
in such a manner that about 80 percent 
of the relief will go to less than 20 per- 
cent of the people. 

It will be found further that in the 
new tax law more than 50 percent of 
the taxpaying families will receive no 
relief whatsoever. 

The third-year cost of the law is esti- 
mated to be $3,400,000,000. If that 
amount of relief had been spread evenly 
among all taxpaying families it would 
have meant $80 of tax relief for every 
taxpaying family. As it is, the bill will 
not provide 5 cents worth of tax relief 
for a majority of the families who pay 
taxes today. 

I was willing to vote for passage of the 
bill which included relief for corpora- 
tions on their dividends. I was willing 
to vote for proposals to give corporations 
an additional depletion allowance. I 
only regret that we were unable to pro- 
vide the type of relief which would make 
it possible for every American taxpayer 
to have some benefit from the bill. Such 
relief has not been provided, although an 
effort was made on the floor of the 
Senate to provide it. 

The Senator from Georgia IMr. 
GEORGE], on behalf of himself and sev- 
eral other Senators, including myself, 
offered an amendment which would have 
amounted to a reduction of about $20 
each year in taxes for every taxpayer, 
about $20 reduction in taxes additionally 
if he were married, and about $20 addi- 
tional reduction for every child in the 
family. For the average family that 
would have been about $80 of tax relief. 
That amendment was opposed on the 
Republican side of the aisle, the argu- 
ment being that such relief would be too 
expensive to provide. 

It would not be any more expensive 
than the bill which we had before us 
at the time, and yet from the Republican 
side of the aisle a motion was made to 
reduce by one-half the tax reductions 
proposed by the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Georgia. When that motion 
failed to carry, the Republican side of 
the aisle voted almost solidly against the 
proposal by the Senator from Georgia 
to reduce taxes on every American fam- 
ily. They succeeded in defeating that 
amendment. 

Hoping that the Republicans might be 
willing to vote for the sort of amendment 
we would have had if the Republican 
proposal to reduce the relief by half 
had prevailed, I then proceeded to offer 
an amendment to provide $20 relief for 
every taxpayer and $40 relief for every 
married couple. A single man could 
have had $20 tax reduction and a family 
could have had $40 tax reduction. 

Although it might have appeared that 
such a proposal would have great sup- 
port from the Republican side of the 
aisle, only 2 Senators on the other side 
of the aisle voted for that amendment. 
The result was that the amendment was 
defeated, although 30 Democrats voted 
for it. Mr. President, those were pro- 
posals which would have provided tax 
relief for everybody in this country, 
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Let us see what has happened since 
January 1, On January 1, the corpora- 
tion excess-profits tax expired. My best 
estimate is that the income from that 
tax was about $1,600,000,000 each year. 
Personal income taxes were reduced au- 
tomatically, as provided by a previous 
Congress, involving loss of revenue of 
another $3 billion, let us say. On the 
same day the social-security tax went up 
by one-half of 1 percent on the employer 
and one-half of 1 percent on the em- 
ployee, a total increase of about $1,600,- 
000,000. 

Applying that increase against the tax 
reduction, we had a net tax decrease of 
approximately $3 billion a year. 

What was the effect so far as the 
average man in America was concerned? 
An industrial worker, earning his living, 
with an income of approximately $3,500 
a year on January 1 would have had his 
income tax reduced by $16.50. On the 
same day his social-security tax would 
have been increased by $17.50, leaving 
him paying $1 a year more taxes on his 
income than he had been paying before. 

However, if he were so fortunate as 
to be one of those in the upper income- 
tax bracket, making $50,000 a year, 
although his social-security tax would 
have been increased $17.50, his personal 
income tax would have been reduced by 
$1,850, with the result that he would then 
have had a net tax reduction of approxi- 
mately $1,832.50 each year. That is a 
major reduction for a person in that 
income-tax bracket, compared to the $1 
a year increase which the average indus- 
trial worker suffered on January 1. 

Therefore, Mr. President, it would 
have seemed that in this subsequent tax 
bill we should have provided genuine tax 
relief for the average American family. 
It was not provided in this bill. Although 
many of us tried to provide it, we were 
unsuccessful. 

So far as some of us are concerned, we 
look upon this bill as something of a 
watermelon-splitting party. We have 
cut the watermelon—the watermelon of 
tax relief. The half which was properly 
to belong to the corporations, to those 
in the upper income-tax brackets, to 
those who receive corporation dividends, 
to those who wish to make gifts of insur- 
ance policies to their children, was prop- 
erly delivered to those individuals. 

Unfortunately, the half which should 
have gone to the average American citi- 
zen was left out. For my part I can only 
explain that that is about the best tax 
bill one can get under a Republican 
Congress. We tried to make it one that 
would have reduced income taxes on 
every American citizen. Unfortunately, 
less than half of them will be benefited 
by this bill. 


SURVIVOR BENEFITS FOR WIDOWS 
OF CHIEF JUSTICES AND ASSO- 
CIATE JUSTICES OF SUPREME 
COURT 
Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, from 

the Committee on the Judiciary, I re- 

port favorably, without amendment, the 
bill (S. 3873) to provide survivor bene- 
fits for widows of the Chief Justice and 
the Associate Justices of the Supreme 
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Court of the United States, which was 
introduced earlier today by the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. CLEMENTS]. I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Reserving the right 
to object—and I do not intend to ob- 
ject—is this the matter the Senator from 
Nevada discussed with the majority and 
minority leaders earlier, relative to pen- 
sions for widows of Justices of the Su- 
preme Court and widows of former 
Justices of the Supreme Court? 

Mr. McCARRAN. It is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Crrppa in the chair). The clerk will read 
the bill for the information of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Chief Clerk read the bill, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That chapter 17 of 
title 28, of the United States Code, as amend- 
ed, is amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following new section: 

“375. Annuities to widows of the Chief 
Justice and Associate Justices of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

“(a) The Director of the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts shall pay 
to the surviving widow, if any, of a Justice 
of the United States who has died or who dies 
while in regular active service, or who has 
died or who dies after having retired or re- 
signed under the provisions of this chapter, 
an annuity in the amount payable to the 
beneficiary under the act of January 14, 1937 
(50 Stat. 923, ch. 3). 

“(b) An annuity granted under the pro- 
visions of this section shall accrue monthly 
and shall be due and payable in monthly 
installments on the first business day of the 
month following the month for which the 
Annuity shall have accrued, Such annuity 
shall commence on the first day of the month 
in which any such Justice dies, or on the first 
day of the month in which this section is 
enacted, whichever is later, and shall termi- 
nate upon the death or remarriage of the an- 
nuitant.” 

Sec. 2. The analysis of chapter 17 of title 
28, of the United States Code, immediately 
preceding section 371, is amended by insert- 
ing at the end thereof the following: 

“375. Annuities to widows of the Chief 
Justice and Associate Justices of the Supreme 
Court of the United States.” 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
bill comes to the floor of the Senate by 
reason of a poll of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, All members of the Judiciary 
Committee, except the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY], who was not 
available, and two members who were out 
of the city, have signed the poll. I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be im- 
mediately considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(S. 3873) to provide survivor benefits for 
widows of the Chief Justice and the As- 
sociate Justices of the Supreme Court of 
the United States was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


EMERGENCY CREDIT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 3245) to 
provide emergency credit, which was, on 
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page 1, line 3, strike out “December 31, 
1954,” and insert “June 30, 1955.” 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, this bill 
has been taken up with both the ma- 
jority and minority leaders of the 
Senate, and they are agreeable to hav- 
ing the House amendment considered at 
this time. 

The bill passed the Senate on May 13 
and was considered by the House later. 
The House amendment simply provides 
for extending the time 6 months longer 
than the Senate bill did. I move that 
the Senate concur in the House amend- 
ment. 

The motion was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the follow- 
ing bills of the Senate: 


5.3189. An act providing for the convey- 
ance by the United States to the Monterey 
County Flood Control and Water Conserva- 
tion District, Monterey County, Calif., of 
certain lands in Camp Roberts Military 
Reservation, Calif., for use as a dam and 
reservoir site and for other purposes; 

S. 3595. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Army to convey certain property located 
in El Paso, Tex., and described as part of 
Fort Bliss, to the State of Texas; 

S. 3712. An act to authorize the Com- 
mander, Air University, to confer appro- 
priate degrees upon persons who meet all 
requirements for those degrees in the Resi- 
dent College of the United States Air Force 
Institute of Technology; 

S. 3750. An act to direct the Secretary of, 
the Air Force or his designee to convey cer- 
tain property located in proximity to San 
Antonio, Bexar County, Tex., to the State 
of Texas; and 

S. 3822. An act to authorize the convey- 
ance to the State of Texas of approximately 
nine acres of land in Houston, Tex., to be 
used for National Guard purposes, 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to each of the following bills 
of the House: 


H. R. 2948. An act to amend section 308 
(5) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended; 
and 

H.R.9910. An act to amend section 413 
(b) of the Foreign Service Act of 1946. 


The message further announced that 
the House had severally agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the follow- 
ing bills of the House: 


H. R. 6672. An act to increase the public 
debt limit; 

H. R. 7734. An act to amend section 47 of 
the National Defense Act concerning the re- 
quirement for bond covering certain prop- 
erty issued by the United States for use by 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps units main- 
tained at educational institutions; 

H. R. 8628. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to insure that crude silicon carbide 
imported into the United States will con- 
tinue to be exempt from duty; 

H. R. 8753. An act to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, to authorize the Admin- 
istrator of General Services to establish and 
operate motor vehicle pools and systems and 
to provide office furniture and furnishings 
when agencies are moved to new locations, 
to direct the Administrator to report the un- 
authorized use of Government motor ve- 
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hicles, and to authorize the United States 
Civil Service Commission to regulate op- 
erators of Government-owned motor ve- 
hicles, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 10009. An act to provide for the re- 
view of customs tariff schedules, to improve 
procedures for the tariff classification of un- 
enumerated articles, to repeal or amend 
obsolete provisions of the customs laws, and 
for other purposes. 


The message announced that the House 
had disagreed to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9366) to amend 
the Social Security Act and the Internal 
Revenue Code so as to extend coverage 
under the old-age and survivors insur- 
ance program, increase the benefits pay- 
ments thereunder, preserve the insur- 
ance rights of disabled individuals, and 
increase the amount of earnings per- 
mitted without loss of benefits, and for 
other purposes; agreed to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that Mr. REED of New York, Mr. JENKINS, 
Mr. Srmpson of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Cooper, and Mr. DINGELL were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House further disagreed to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9757) to amend the Atomic En- 
ergy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes; agreed to the further 
conference asked by the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. Cots of New York, 
Mr. HinsHaw, Mr. Van ZANDT, Mr. DUR- 
HAM, and Mr. Price were appointed man- 
agers on the part of the House at the 
further conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9924) to 
provide for family quarters for person- 
nel of the military departments of the 
Department of Defense and their de- 
pendents, and for other purposes; asked 
a conference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses there- 
on, and that Mr. Jounson of California, 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DEVEREUX, Mr. 
Brooks of Louisiana, and Mr. MILLER of 
California were appointed managers on 
the part of the House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
10051) making appropriations for mutual 
security for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1955, and for other purposes; agreed 
to the conference asked by the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and that Mr. Taser, Mr. 
WIGGLESWORTH, Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN, 
Mr. FENTON, Mr. Davis of Wisconsin, Mr. 
Ford, Mr. Gary, Mr. Rooney, Mr. Pass- 
MAN, and Mr. CaNNon were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 


CITATION OF CORLISS LAMONT FOR 
CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

eh Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
To 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the call of the 
roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
what is the pending question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on agreeing to Sen- 
ate Resolution 281, Calendar 1829, to cite 
Corliss Lamont for contempt of the Sen- 
ate. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. Lancer] wishes to be heard on this 
particular resolution. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President. 

Mr. McCARTHY. In the meantime, I 
am glad to yield to the Senator from 
Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
seek to obtain the floor in my own right. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Very well. 


THE ANTI-COMMUNIST BILL 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, has the 
Senator from Wisconsin finished the 
presentation of his case? 

Mr. McCARTHY. No; Mr. President, 
I have yielded the floor to the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ob- 
ject; I do not think the Senator from 
Wisconsin can yield the floor. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I shall simply take 
my seat. 

Mr, LEHMAN. I believe the pending 
question is on agreeing to the contempt 
citation resolution. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
there is no rule of germaneness in the 
Senate; and the Senator from Nevada 
has been recognized, 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
Ravo been recognized, and I have the 

oor. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I did 
not understand that a Senator could 
yield the floor, except for a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin took his seat, 
and the Chair recognized the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak for a brief time about the 
so-called anti-Communist bill which was 
passed by the Senate on August 12. 

The bill was passed under the number 
S. 3706; and there is some resemblance 
between the bill which was passed and 
Senate bill 3706. However, Senate bill 
3706, as it was reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, was a good bill; 
whereas the bill which was passed by the 
Senate under the number S. 3706 is a 
monstrosity. 

I voted for the bill, Mr. President, be- 
cause for a long time I have been eager 
to help obtain the enactment of legisla- 
tion to deal with the problem of Commu- 
nist infiltration of labor unions and other 
organizations. So I voted for the bill in 
the hope that it might be possible, in 
conference, to write a bill which would 
be effective, and which would not render 
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ineffective existing anti-Communist 
laws. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield for a ques- 
tion? 

* Mr. McCARRAN. I yield for a ques- 
on, 

Mr. MORSE. I think I understand 
the Senator’s attitude on the bill, but 
does the Senator from Nevada agree with 
me that the action which we took the 
other day at least had one very-much- 
to-be-desired effect, in that it served 
clear notice on the world that in the 
Senate there is no division of opinion 
among liberals, conservatives, and those 
in between when it comes to our utter 
detestation of the Communist conspir- 
acy and our united insistence that as a 
Senate we will fight the growth of the 
Communist conspiracy? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I believe that was 
made manifest by the vote of the Senate, 
but I desire to have something concrete 
which will be of value. 

If we are to hope to do that, Mr. Presi- 
dent, we must recognize that the bill 
which the Senate passed will not be ef- 
fective, if it becomes law; and that it 
will render ineffective anti-Communist 
laws which are now on the books. 

Deficiencies in the bill fall into three 
elasses. First, major deficiencies; sec- 
ond, minor deficiencies; and third, tech- 
nical deficiencies. I shall hope today to 
point out and discuss briefly the major 
deficiencies in this bill, the reasons why 
it must not become law in the form in 
which it passed the Senate, and some of 
the minor deficiencies. I shall not at- 
tempt to cover all the minor deficiencies 
of the measure, and I shall not bother 
the Senate with technical deficiencies. 

One major deficiency of this bill is the 
fact that, in the provisions purporting 
to outlaw the Communist Party, it is of 
very doubtful constitutionality. Sec- 
tion 3 of the bill provides a penalty for 
acts involving, among other things, be- 
coming or remaining a member of any 
organization having for one of its pur- 
poses or objectives the establishment, 
control, conduct, seizure, or overthrow of 
the Government of the United States, or 
the Government of any State or political 
subdivision thereof, by the use of force 
or violence. I question whether that is 
a sufficiently certain designation of the 
organizations to be affected. It is not 
clear what “purposes or objectives” 
means. It is not clear what is meant by 
an organization having for one of its 
purposes the establishment of the Gov- 
ment of the United States by the use of 
force or violence. It is not clear what is 
meant by having for one of its purposes 
the conduct of the Government of the 
United States by force or violence. I 
cannot say what organizations might or 
might not fall within that class. 

I will not bore the Senate now with a 
highly technical legal discussion; but I 
have gone carefully into the question of 
whether the Congress may by law out- 
law the Communist Party, as such, and 
I believe this may be done within the 
Constitution. But I gravely doubt that 
the provisions of section 3, in effect out- 
lawing numerous other unnamed organ- 
izations, will stand the test of consti- 
tutionality. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 
fs Mr. McCARRAN. I yield for a ques- 

on. i 

Mr. MORSE. As the Senator from 
Nevada knows, I have exceedingly high 
regard for his views on constitutional 
questions. I wish to be sure that I un- 
derstand the constitutional point the 
Senator is now raising. 

Am I correct in understanding that 
the Senator from Nevada is not saying 
that the bill would lack constitutional 
soundness simply because it seems to 
prohibit membership in some organi- 
zation; but the Senator from Nevada 
believes that the definitive terms in the 
bill are not sufficiently specific to enable 
the court with absolute certainty to 
identify the organization? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator from 
Oregon has expressed my views exactly. 

Mr. MORSE. For the purposes of 
clarity in the Recorp, will the Senator 
answer another question, based upon a 
hypothetical situation? 

The Senator from Nevada would 
agree with me, would he not, to use an 
absurd case to illustrate the point, that 
if we should find there was an organ- 
ization which we will call Murder In- 
corporated and the organization was 
limited in membership to assassins, and 
we passed a law which sought to impose 
criminal penalties upon membership in 
an organization called Murder Incor- 
porated, and defined it accurately 
enough so that the court would know 
to what organization the bill applied 
there would be no question about our 
constitutional power as a Congress to 
make it a criminal offense to belong to 
such an organization? 

Mr. McCARRAN. None whatever. 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield 
for one further question? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. It is obvious that we 
have a difference of opinion on this 
question, but assuming that we have 
adequately defined the Communist 
Party in the bill—which in my opinion 
is only another way of defining or nam- 
ing a Murder Incorporated, because I 
think that is what the Communist con- 
spiracy is—there is no question about 
our constitutional power to impose 
criminal penalties for membership in 
that kind of a defined Communist Party, 
is there? 

Mr. McCARRAN. If it is properly 
defined. 

Mr. President, another major defi- 
ciency of the bill is the fact that while 
it purports to outlaw the Communist 
Party, it probably does not accomplish 
anything more in this regard than 
statutes already on the books. A care- 
ful reading of section 3 will indicate 
that before any person could be con- 
victed thereunder, it would have to be 
shown that he committed an overt act 
designed to carry into effect a purpose 
involving the “establishment, control, 
conduct, seizure, or overthrow of the 
Government of the United States, or the 
government of any State or political 
subdivision thereof, by the use of force 
or violence, after having joined or re- 
mained a member of the Communist 
Party or a similar organization,” 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have great re- 
spect for the views of the Senator from 
Nevada on questions of constitutional 
law, and I shall listen very attentively to 
his dissertation. 

I do not believe the bill which we 
passed is necessarily a model of legis- 
lative craftsmanship, but I think its ob- 
jective is quite clear. 

The use of the words “overt act” has 
been mentioned in the press over the 
weekend, because of the amendment 
which was offered by the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. Cooper]; but I remind 
the Senate that the word “overt” was de- 
leted from the amendment. 

I also remind the Senate that under 
section 2 of the bill as it passed the 
Senate we no longer talk about the Com- 
munist Party as a party. It is not a 
party; it is a conspiracy. The word 
“party” is a misnomer. The Communist 
Party has no characteristics of a political 
party as we commonly understand politi- 
cal parties in the United States. Mem- 
bership in the conspiracy is the “act.” 

It seems to me that the bill as passed 
does not weaken the Smith Act. Once 
we have been able to prove that a per- 
son is a member of the Communist Party 
we have proved that he is a part of a 
conspiracy and has committed an act 
which is prohibited. 

I believe this point is very important 
in a legal discussion. Having established 
in section 2 that the Communist Party 
is not a party but is a conspiracy, which 
shall be subject to criminal penalties, 
we go to section 3, which outlines mem- 
bership in the conspiracy. Such mem- 
bership is the act which is the subject 
of criminal penalties. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one moment? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Does the distin- 
guished Senator from Nevada, who is now 
embarking upon discussion of a bill on 
which the Senate acted last week, which 
I think has troubled many of us, both as 
to constitutionality and practical en- 
forceability, as well as in many other 
aspects believe there can be any con- 
N whatever without some overt 
act? 

Mr. McCARRAN. A group may con- 
spire. However, if they never act, I am 
at a loss to know what they can be 
charged with. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN., I yield. 

Mr. HENNINGS. As all of us have 
understood since our law-school days and 
our study of what may be called horn- 
book law, there may be a conspiracy by 
all participants either actively aiding or 
abetting or otherwise participating, but 
none of the participants can be held 
guilty of conspiracy until one of the 
conspirators or one of the potential con- 
spirators commits an overt act. That is 
basic and elementary law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN., I yield. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
superior knowledge of the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri and of the senior 
Senator from Nevada. I also say that if 
Congress, by law, declares that an organ- 
ization or its membership are engaged 
in a conspiracy, it is a clear, present, and 
continuing conspiracy, and is a knowl- 
edgeable act. 

Mr. HENNINGS. To do what? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. To overthrow the 
Government of the United States. Such 
an organization can be made an illegal 
organization, as was the Nazi Bund, 
which was banned. We have banned 
other organizations engaged in illegal 
activities. If members of such an organ- 
ization are picked up, they can be made 
subject to the penalty of the law. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
views of the able Senator from Minne- 
sota are not exactly my views. The tech- 
nicality involved is not something on 
which I care to hold the attention of the 
Senate at this time. I am trying to 
draw the attention of the Senate, espe- 
cially the attention of the conferees, if 
conferees are to be appointed, to what 
should be written into the law in order 
to make it effective. 

It is already an offense, Mr. President, 
for any person to conspire to teach or 
advocate the overthrow of the Govern- 
ment of the United States by force or 
violence. That is under the Smith Act. 
Furthermore, it is already an offense— 
under section 4 of the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Act—for any person to com- 
bine, conspire, or agree with any other 
person to perform any act which would 
substantially contribute to the establish- 
ment within the United States of a to- 
talitarian dictatorship. 

Various other acts are also made ille- 
gal under section 4 of the Subversive 
Activities Control Act. My own conclu- 
sion, after studying the bill the Senate 
passed last Thursday, is that it would 
not be any more effective than the Smith 
Act and section 4 of the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act. I think that any 
imaginable conduct under which a man 
could be tried and convicted under the 
terms of section 3 of the bill passed by 
the Senate last Thursday, could also 
lead to trial and conviction under either 
the Smith Act or section 4 of the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act. So, with 
regard to outlawing the Communist 
Party, enactment of this bill will ac- 
complish exactly nothing. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I respectfully in- 
vite the attention of the Senator from 
Nevada to the fact that the difference 
between what we did on Thursday last 
and the Smith Act is rather significant. 
Under the Smith Act it is not only neces- 
sary to prove that a man is a member of 
the Communist Party, but it is necessary 
to prove also that as a member of the 
Communist Party he actually committed 
an overt act which led to the advocacy 
or the teaching of the overthrow of the 
Government of the United States. That 
is the existing law. 

We have changed that concept of the 
law by the bill we passed on Thursday. 
We provide that if we prove a man’s 
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membership in the Communist Party, 
ipso facto, we have proved an act of con- 
spiracy against the Government of the 
United States. In other words, to be 
realistic, the Communist Party today is 
not composed of social reformers, but is 
composed of a hard core of actionists, a 
hard core of militant, disciplined per- 
sons who are engaged in sabotage, sub- 
version, and similar activities. 

What the Senate bill does, and what 
the junior Senator from Minnesota had 
in mind, at least, in offering his substi- 
tute, was that membership in the Com- 
munist Party, as declared in section 2 
of the bill, in and of itself is sufficient 
evidence to justify punishment. That 
is the difference between the existing 
law and the bill the Senate passed on 
Thursday. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I am quite well 
aware of the intention behind the 
amendment. I have no doubt about the 
Senator’s good intention. I am drawing 
attention to the fact that, as I read the 
bill from the standpoint of statutory 
construction and future analysis in the 
light of the Constitution, I fear the re- 
sults. I do not want the bill which had 
been drafted by the Committee on the 
Judiciary and was brought to the Senate 
by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BUTLER] to fall under the ban, if the 
Court decides to hold it unconstitu- 
tional because of certain conditions 
which are attached to it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Did we not add 
a separability clause? 

Mr. McCARRAN. A separability clause 
was added, which is a saving clause to a 
certain extent. 

Enactment of the bill will accomplish 
a great deal, however, in the way of mak- 
ing a nullity out of anti-Communist leg- 
islation already on the statute books. 

As most Senators are aware, the sub- 
versive Activities Control Act, which is 
title I of the Internal Security Act, re- 
quires registration of Communist organ- 
izations, and provides for determination, 
by proceedings initially filed with the 
Subversive Activities Control Board, of 
the identity of Communist organizations. 
Pursuant to this act, the Communist 
Party of the United States of America 
has been found by the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Board to be a Communist- 
action organization, within the terms of 
the Subversive Activities Control Act. 
Within a year or less, it is to be expected 
there will be a final court determination 
on this point. When there is such a de- 
termination, it will be unlawful for any 
member of the Communist Party to hold 
any nonelective office or employment un- 
der the Government of the United States, 
or to engage in any employment in any 
defense facility. It will be unlawful for 
a member of the Communist Party to 
receive any information of a classified 
nature, or to seek to obtain or receive 
such information, directly or indirectly, 
from any officer or employee of the 
United States. Members of the Com- 
munist Party will not be able to get 
passports, or to use them. Members of 
the Communist Party will not be per- 
mitted to send propaganda through the 
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mail without marking it as disseminated 
by a Communist organization. Other 
important effects also will fiow from this 
final designation of the Communist 
Party of the United States as a Commu- 
nist-action organization under the sub- 
versive Activities Control Act; and re- 
member, that final determination is less 
than a year away, after 4 years of opera- 
tion under the act. We are proving, 
under this law, that we can take action 
against the world Communist conspiracy, 
within our borders, without throwing 
away any of our basic principles of due 
process. 

But all these results under the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act are based 
on the requirement that Communist or- 
ganizations shall register, and may be 
prosecuted for not registering. This pro- 
vision would not be constitutional if reg- 
istration were self-incrimination; that 
is, if by registering as a member of the 
Communist Party, an individual were 
incriminating himself. This result is 
avoided, under the Subversive Activities 
Control Act, by section 4 (f), which pro- 
vides that neither the holding of office 
nor membership in any Communist or- 
ganization by any person shall constitute 
per se a violation of any criminal statute. 
If we repeal that section, the Subversive 
Activities Control Act, in requiring reg- 
istration, might be held to be unconsti- 
tutional. If we pass a new law—as the 
Senate did last Thursday—which makes 
it an essential element of a criminal 
offense to belong to the Communist 
Party, then we are, in effect, exempting 
from the registration requirement of the 
Subversive Activities Control Act every 
person who wishes to plead his privilege 
against self-incrimination. By passing 
such a new statute, we shall be effec- 
tively, by necessary implication, repeal- 
ing the first sentence of section 4 (f) of 
the Subversive Activities Control Act, 
and thus rendering important portions 
of that act substantially a nullity. 

I do not say this result is intended, 
Mr. President. I am confident it was 
not intended. But it is the result which 
will flow inevitably from enactment into 
law of the bill S. 3706 in the form in 
which it passed the Senate last Thurs- 
day. 

Another very important deficiency in 
the bill which passed the Senate last 
Thursday is that the provisions concern- 
ing proceedings with respect to Com- 
munist-infiltrated organizations have 
been made virtually impossible of accom- 
plishment. Let me explain why that is 
so. 

As the bill was reported from com- 
mittee, it provided that in determining 
whether any organization is a Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organization, the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board shall 
take into consideration various matters. 
These various matters were set forth in 
seven numbered subparagraphs. As the 
bill passed the Senate, it provides that in 
determining whether any organization is 
a Communist-infiltrated organization, 
the Board shall be required to determine 
these various matters, set forth in the 
Same seven numbered subparagraphs. 

I shall not go down the list of all the 
numbered subparagraphs, and all the 
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things which the Board must determine; 
but I do wish to point out that the lan- 
guage of the bill as it passed the Senate 
makes these matters all cumulative, and 
lays a burden upon the board to deter- 
mine each of them, and all of them, 
before it can render a decision with re- 
spect to whether a particular organiza- 
tion is a Communist-infiltrated organi- 
zation. 

Look at just one of these seven num- 
bered subparagraphs—subparagraph 
seven. What the Board would have to 
determine under this subparagraph is 
“whether such organization or any of its 
members or managers are, or within 3 
years have been, knowingly engaged in 
any conduct punishable under section 4 
or 15 of this act or under chapter 37, 
105, or 115 of title 18 of the United States 
Code, or with intent to impair the mili- 
tary strength of the United States or its 
industrial capacity to furnish logistical 
or other support required by its Armed 
Forces, in any activity resulting in or 
contributing to any such impairment.” 

In other words, Mr. President, under 
this language of the bill the Senate 
passed on Thursday, before the Subver- 
sive Activities Control Board could find 
an organization to be Communist infil- 
trated, it would have to determine 
whether each member of that organiza- 
tion was guilty of any offense under a 
number of different laws, This would be 
an impossible burden. 

As it came from the committee, the bill 
laid down the list of matters which the 
Board was to take into consideration. 
That is proper. It is setting a congres- 
sional standard. But to change it so as 
to require the Board to determine all 
those matters, is to give the Board a task 
which cannot be fulfilled, or, at least, 
cannot be fulfilled within any reasonable 
time. 

Now let me mention quickly some of 
the minor deficiencies of the bill the Sen- 
ate passed last Thursday. Looking at 
the same section we have just been dis- 
cussing, relating to what the Board may 
consider or what the Board is required 
to determine in connection with deciding 
whether any organization is a Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organization, we find 
that whereas the bill as it came from 
committee used the phrase “the extent to 
which,” the bill as it passed the Senate 
uses the word “whether.” 

This could be extremely unfair to a de- 
fendant organization; because, under the 
committee language, it would be possible, 
and in fact, would be required, for the 
Board or a court to weigh the extent of 
engagement by the organization or its 
members in any particular Communist 
or pro-Communist activity; whereas un- 
der the standard fixed in the bill passed 
by the Senate, the criterion is not the 
extent, but “whether.” That is a much 
more arbitrary standard. It might be, 
Mr. President, that a court would find 
that language so arbitrary as to be un- 
reasonable, and so unreasonable as to be 
unconstitutional; in which case these 
provisions of the bill would fall. But if 
these standards should be upheld by the 
courts, the result would not be in accord- 
ance with the traditional American con- 
cept of due process, 
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Another change in the bill—for the 
worse—occurred when the provision of 
the committee bill prohibiting an or- 
ganization which had been determined 
to be a Communist-infiltrated organi- 
zation from petitioning, within 1 year 
thereafter, for a new determination, was 
changed, substituting a provision that 
such an organization might petition for 
a new determination immediately, “upon 
removing from the organization those 
persons determined by this section to be 
Communists.” 

Mr. President, that sounds like a plaus- 
ible provision the first time one reads 
it. But the fact is that there are no 
“persons determined by this section to 
be Communists.” There are not even 
any persons determined “pursuant” to 
this section to be Communists. There 
are not any persons determined under 
the bill to be Communists. Determina- 
tions are made with respect to organiza- 
tions, not with respect to individuals; 
and individuals are involved only as they 
are members of organizations. This 
provision, therefore, for “removing from 
the organization those persons deter- 
mined by this section to be Communists” 
simply does not make sense, would not 
be enforcible, and would not have any 
effect. The result might be that no or- 
ganization found to be Communist-in- 
filtrated could ever petition for a change 
in that finding; or the result might be 
that such an organization could renew 
litigation on the point by filing a new 
petition the day after the finding was 
handed down. Neither of those results 
would be desirable, Mr. President, and it 
is important that this new language, in- 
serted in the bill as it passed the Senate, 
be changed to something like the provi- 
sion which was in this section originally 
when the bill came from the committee. 

Another minor defect of the bill is a 
matter upon which I have already com- 
mented, namely, the so-called “Ives 
amendment.” This amendment pro- 
vides “That any labor organization 
which is an affiliate in good standing of a 
national federation or other labor 
organization whose policies and activi- 
ties have been directed to opposing Com- 
munist organizations, any Communist 
foreign government, or the world Com- 
munist movement, shall be presumed 
prima facie not to be a Communist- 
infiltrated organization.” That proviso 
violates the conception of innocence 
until guilt is proven. Furthermore, this 
language is very poorly drawn. That is 
to be expected, in view of the fact that it 
was written, as were numerous other 
portions of the bill, in the heat of debate 
on the floor of the Senate. That is no 
way to write highly technical legisla- 
tion; and, I assure my colleagues, anti- 
Communist legislation is highly tech- 
nical legislation, because in dealing with 
Communists and Communist lawyers, 
we are dealing with sharp legal brains, 
trained and instructed to use every pos- 
sible tactic, fair or unfair, to confuse 
and prolong and delay and frustrate. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. I am very happy to be 
able to tell the Senator from Nevada 
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that the House has just passed, by an 
overwhelming vote, Senate bill 3706, the 
so-called Butler-Velde bill. 

The first part of the bill proceeds upon 
the theory that the Communist Party 
is, in fact, a conspiracy which is dedi- 
cated to the overthrow of the United 
States Government by force and vio- 
lence and that, therefore, it should not 
enjoy or be entitled to any of the rights, 
privileges or immunities attendant upon 
legal bodies created under the jurisdic- 
tion of the laws of the United States. 

The remainder of the bill, which re- 
lates to Communist-infiltrated organ- 
izations, is as it was passed by the 
Senate. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Can the Senator 
tell us whether the bill as it passed the 
Senate has been passed by the House 
with the same language? 

Mr. BUTLER. No. The first part of 
the bill has been materially changed in 
the House; but the second part of the 
bill is substantially the bill as it passed 
the Senate. 

Mr. McCARRAN, I say that this sec- 
tion is very poorly drawn, and I will illus- 
trate that with oneexample. Under this 
proviso, in order to be presumed not to 
be a Communist-infiltrated organization, 
an organization needs to be an affiliate in 
good standing of a national labor organi- 
zation whose policies and activities have 
been directed to opposing Communist 
organizations or any Communist foreign 
government or the world Communist 
movement. I think a Russian trade 
union affiliated with a national Russian 
trade union, and opposed to the Commu- 
nist government of Yugoslavia, would 
meet that definition, and therefore nec- 
essarily be presumed not to be a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization. 

Another minor defect in the bill—and 
let me say that the defects which I am 
calling “minor” are not in themselves 
small; they are “minor” only by com- 
parison with the major defects which I 
have previously outlined—another minor 
defect in the bill, I say, is the fact that 
in section 6, in the body of the proposed 
new paragraph 4 (a) which it is pro- 
posed to add to section 3 of the Subver- 
sive Activities Control Act, the word 
“knowingly” has been inserted three 
times, in such a way as to make it vir- 
tually impossible to bring any organiza- 
tion within the definition “Communist- 
infiltrated organization.” 

The effort here, I am sure, was a wor- 
thy one, namely, to make scienter an 
element of the offense. But what was 
lost sight of is the fact that the ob- 
jective of this definition is to describe 
a particular kind of organization, not to 
convict any individual. When it is made 
necessary, in order to establish that an 
organization is Communist infiltrated, to 
establish also that the organization is 
substantially directed, dominated, or 
controlled by an individual or individuals 
who are or have been within 3 years 
knowingly giving aid or support to a 
Communist-action organization, a Com- 
munist foreign government, or the world 
Communist movement, then an element 
of proof has been intruded which will 
be almost impossible to meet. 

I will give an example more closely in 
point. Testimony before the Internal 
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Security Subcommittee established be- 
yond question that leaders of the Mine, 
Mill, and Smelter Workers Union were 
giving aid and support to the world 
Communist movement, and to various 
Communist objectives. But although 
this is an extremely flagrant case, I do 
not know whether it would be possible 
to prove that Maurice Travis and the 
others who made Mine, Mill a Commu- 
nist front knew, in particular instances, 
that their acts were aiding the world 
Communist conspiracy. I have no doubt 
they did know it, Mr. President; do not 
misunderstand me about that. But con- 
sider the objective standard of proof 
which would have to be met in order to 
establish that they did knowit. It would 
not be enough to show that what they 
did in fact helped the world Communist 
movement. It might not be enough even 
to show, in some particular instance, 
that any reasonable person would have 
known that the act would help the world 
Communist movement. The court might 
construe “knowingly” to mean “inten- 
tionally”; or it might construe the word 
to require proof of what was in a man’s 
mind; and the only way that can be 
proved is by what the man himself says, 
which would not leave us with much re- 
liable testimony available in the case of 
Maurice Travis and his fellows. 

Mr. President, I could talk at greater 
length about this bill; but I shall not do 
so. The objective of the bill is worthy. 
I feel sure that many of those who voted 
for it, as I did, are now worried by the 
possibility that the bill may become law 
in the form in which the Senate ap- 
proved it. I hope all Senators, and espe- 
cially those who may be appointed to the 
committee of conference on this bill, will 
do everything they can to see that the 
bill is rewritten in conference, if that 
can be accomplished. If that cannot be 
accomplished, then it is better—and I 
say this soberly, and after mature con- 
sideration over the weekend—it is better 
that this bill should die. 

Enactment of this bill in the form in 
which the Senate approved it will render 
completely inoperative important por- 
tions of the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Act. What is more, with respect to 
outlawing the Communist Party, this 
bill will not be effective in any area not 
already covered by either the Internal 
Security Act or the Smith Act; and in 
its provisions with respect to Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organizations, this bill 
which the Senate passed last Thursday 
is absolutely unworkable. On top of all 
that, the bill is of very doubtful consti- 
tutionality, as it stands, 

If we had a choice between effective 
provisions to outlaw the Communist 
Party, on the one hand, and on the other 
hand, the existing provisions of the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act, it might 
be that some would prefer the bill out- 
lawing the Communist Party. But when 
our choice is between the present law, 
which is constitutional, which is stand- 
ing the test, and which will be complete- 
ly effective within a year, and a pro- 
posed new law which is of very doubtful 
constitutionality, which cannot possibly 
be effective, which has unworkability 
built into it, then it is the old story of 
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trading a live horse for a dead rabbit— 
and we cannot afford the trade. 

There can be no doubt that the Com- 
munists and the Communist Party hate 
and fear the Internal Security Act, and 
the Subversive Activities Control Act. 
Their bitter fight against those laws, 
during the last 4 years, and their con- 
tinuing effort to secure amendment or 
repeal, are ample evidence of the fact. 
Whatever new legislation we are to en- 
act in our efforts to further combat the 
Communist menace, let us be careful 
that we do not tear down or destroy the 
bulwarks we have already erected. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the views 
of the Senator from Nevada are entitled 
to much more careful analysis than time 
has permitted me to subject them to, 
because the only time I have had has 
been while I have been present on the 
floor of the Senate, listening to the com- 
ments of the Senator from Nevada. As 
I said in an interruption of his speech 
earlier, I think so highly of his views 
on any legal question that I know they 
deserve very careful analysis. Neverthe- 
less, his speech is going out on the wires 
as of now, and I wish to state for the 
Recorp at this time that I do not share 
most of the fears which the Senator from 
Nevada has expressed in regard to the 
bill which was passed last Thursday. 

There is not a single word in the Sen- 
ator’s speech about the doctrine of sep- 
arability. On the floor of the Senate 
last Thursday we discussed the doctrine 
of separability. In the case of a bill 
involving as many sections as does this 
bill, with more than one objective, there 
is no question in my mind that, as a mat- 
ter of law, the doctrine of separability 
will apply to that bill. 

Assuming for the sake of argument 
that there may be some basis for the legal 
criticism of the bill by the Senator from 
Nevada, I am satisfied that most of the 
bill will stand because of the application 
of the doctrine of separability. 

Let me say this afternoon as a lawyer— 
although a much poorer lawyer than is 
the Senator from Nevada—that I am 
sufficiently familiar with legal practice 
to know that sometimes great members 
of the bar are mistaken in certain cases. 
I think an amateur, in comparison with 
the Senator from Nevada, has a right to 
say that one of our great lawyers is 
mistaken in this instance. 

Let us consider one or two of the Sen- 
ator’s arguments, although I stress the 
fact that, in my judgment, the point in 
regard to the doctrine of separability 
answers a large share of the Senator’s 
argument this afternoon. 

The Senator from Nevada seems to be 
very much concerned because the pas- 
sage of the bill makes the evidence of 
membership in the Communist Party the 
evidence for the court to consider as 
proving the act of conspiracy. In my 
judgment, that is all that it is necessary 
to put in the bill. I think I can hear the 
court saying, “We will even go so far as 
to take judicial notice of the conspiracy 
aspects of the Communist Party.” Once 
there is in the record satisfactory evi- 
dence of membership the act will have 
been proved. That is necessary in order 
to make the law stick, so far as criminal 
responsibility is concerned. In the col- 
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loquy between the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. Coorer] when the 
Senator from Kentucky had offered his 
amendment, which, in the first place, 
had the word “overt” in it, the Senator 
from Kentucky agreed to eliminate the 
word “overt” in order to meet some ob- 
jections which were made on the floor of 
the Senate. That having been done, I 
think another of the arguments of the 
Senator from Nevada falls, because the 
act which must be shown, under the 
terms of the bill which passed last 
Thursday, will be the membership which 
shows a connection with the conspiracy, 
and it is the conspiracy we seek to check. 

Let us consider another of the Sena- 
tor’s fears expressed this afternoon in 
his very able argument. He is afraid 
that the rather broad terms of the bill 
we passed last Thursday will put those 
persons who are members of Commu- 
nist-front organizations, and who under 
existing subversive control legislation 
must register their membership, in a 
position where they will no longer have 
to register their membership, because to 
do so might be a violation of the consti- 
tutional protection of the fifth amend- 
ment. I do not follow that argument at 
all, because in one instance we are talk- 
ing about membership in the Communist 
Party, and in the other instance we are 
talking about membership in a so-called 
front organization or a fellow-traveler 
organization—two quite separate and 
distinct things. 

I may also refer to the fact that we 
require gamblers to report their incomes 
for purposes of paying income taxes. 
They must make a record with the Gov- 
ernment of the sources of their income 
for income-tax purposes. They may 
not slide behind the fifth amendment 
and refuse to report their income be- 
cause reporting it might disclose some 
evidence which might incriminate them. 
Of course, we have used the reporting 
of sources of income as a pretty effec- 
tive legal provision to retire to at least 
the semiprivate confines of the peniten- 
tiaries such hoodlums as Al Capone. 
However, I never heard any argument 
made that they were entitled to the pro- 
tection of the fifth amendment and the 
right to refuse to disclose the source of 
their incomes simply because they were 
derived from illegal sources. I have diffi- 
culty in following that argument. 

If the bill is bad on constitutional 
grounds, as the Senator from Nevada 
seems to think it is, we shall not have 
to worry about its having any bad ef- 
fect. on the subversive control legisla- 
tion already on the books, because if the 
Court declares the law to be unconstitu- 
tional and knocks it down, that will not 
repeal the subversive control legislation 
already on the books. It will continue 
to stand. 

It is one thing to argue that the pas- 
sage of a law which is more direct and, 
in my judgment, more effective in its 
fight against the Communist conspiracy 
may result in forcing some administra- 
tive changes in carrying out the sub- 
versive control legislation on the books; 
but it is another thing to argue that if 
the proposed legislation is enacted, as- 
suming that it is unconstitutional, it will 
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therefore have a repealing effect upon 
the subversive control legislation al- 
ready on the books. 

I repeat, Mr. President, if it is as bad 
as the Senator from Nevada says it is, 
the courts will knock it out, and the sub- 
versive control legislation will still be on 
the books. 

I make my next-to-final argument on 
the Senator's speech by pointing out that 
what we really have done is to stop play- 
ing ducks and drakes with the Commu- 
nist organization in the United States. 
What we did last Thursday by a vote of 
85 to 0 on the floor of the Senate—and it 
was long overdue—was to unite in serv- 
ing notice on the world that we, as 
United States Senators, were saying to 
our Subversive Activities Control Board 
and our Department of Justice that the 
time has come to proceed to single out 
individuals who are participants in the 
conspiracy to destroy the free way of life 
in the United States, and bring them to 
the bar of criminal justice. We made 
their activity a crime. I have no inten- 
tion of going back on what we did last 
Thursday. If it can be shown in con- 
ference that the bill needs some modifi- 
cation in order to make it more effective 
in carrying out those objectives, I am 
perfectly willing to go along. 

I think we need a broader and more 
effective law than the subversive control 
laws already on the books. What this 
bill does is to add to them. It does not 
repeal them. 

The last point I wish to make—— 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
I am almost through, if that is what the 
Senator desires to know. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I wished to ask a 
question. 

Will the Senator agree with me that 
many of the anti-Communist bills are 
introduced solely for the purpose of 
cleaning the skirts of those who have 

Mr. McCARRAN. Will the Senator 
kindly raise his voice a little. I cannot 
hear him. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I wish to ask the 
Senator from Oregon whether it is true 
that in an election year, many of the so- 
called anti-Communist bills are spon- 
sored by Members—and I do not know 
who sponsored this particular bill 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], myself, and the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 


NEDY]. 
Mr. WILEY. The galloping horse- 
men. [Laughter.] 


Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator 
from Oregon agree with me that many 
of the anti-Communist bills are dropped 
into the hopper so that the Senator or 
Representative concerned can go back to 
his home State and say, “I am against 
communism. Look what I did. I intro- 
duced a bill to outlaw it.” 

I find at the same time—and the Sen- 
ator from Oregon knows that I have only 
the kindest feelings toward him—— 

Mr. MORSE. Iam glad to know that. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. McCARTHY. I find that at the 
same time those who are the most active 
in sponsoring general laws against com- 
munism are the loudest in their scream- 
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ing against those who pick up the in- 
dividual Communists by the scruff of 
their neck—which is an unpleasant 
job—and expose them to public view. 

I am not much impressed by some of 
our friends who oppose the activities 
and the methods, if you please, of those 
who dig out the individual Commu- 
nists—I refer to Members who in their 
whole lives have never dug out a single 
Communist—but who wish to make an 
anti-Communist record by sponsoring a 
law outlawing the Communist Party. I 
wonder whether the Senator would agree 
with me on that point. 

Mr. MORSE. I completely disagree 
with the Senator from Wisconsin on 
that point. I think there is not the 
slightest basis for questioning the united, 
patriotic motives of 85 Members of the 
Senate of the United States who, on last 
Thursday, joined, in long overdue unity 
in the Senate, in serving notice on the 
Communist segment of the world that 
we will not tolerate a Communist con- 
spiracy in this country. So we were con- 
sidering a piece of proposed legislation 
which, in my judgment, keeps faith with 
a system of government by law. We 
thereby have served notice on the United 
States Department of Justice and on the 
Subversive Activities Control Board that 
we expect them to do the job which, in 
my judgment, they have not been doing 
to the degree they should have been 
doing it. If they had been doing it, 
we would not have had the disunity 
which has been created in the Congress 
because of the fact that some commit- 
tees of the Congress and some Members 
of the Congress have taken on a job 
which I have always said ought to have 
been done by the Department of Justice 
and by the Subversive Activities Control 
Board. 

But let me make very clear that, to the 
extent the Board and the Department 
were not doing that job, they certainly 
should expect the Congress to proceed, 
by means of its investigative procedure, 
to do it. 

Let me make one more comment in re- 
gard to the Senator’s statement about 
method, rather than objective. There 
is no question about where I have stood 
concerning the objective. I have said 
consistently that I think the objective is 
a sound one. The Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. McCartuy] and I, as he well 
knows, professionally—and I think we 
have carried on our disagreements on a 
highly professional plane—have not 
agreed on some of the investigative tac- 
tics of Senate committees, including the 
Senator’s committee. But I have ex- 
pressed my point of view in regard to 
specific proposals, which I have made 
from time to time, for modifications in 
the rules of the Senate governing Senate 
investigations. That is why we have had 
pending before the Senate for the past 
few years the so-called Morse resolu- 
tion for a mandatory code of procedure, 
to be binding upon congressional com- 
mittees in their investigations, but it has 
had nothing to do with the objective the 
Senator from Wisconsin had in mind 
or the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER], or the objective of any other Sen- 
ate committees so far as concerns the 
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tightening of our Communist-control 
procedures. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Does not the Sena- 
tor from Oregon agree with me that, no 
matter what laws are passed, unless 
there are congressional committees to 
make sure those laws are enforced, un- 
less the executive enforces them, the 
passage of such laws is meaningless? 

Mr. MORSE. Laws are not self-exe- 
cuting. 

Mr. McCARTHY. May I finish my 
question? 

Mr. MORSE. I am sorry, I thought 
you had finished it. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I think of what 
happened when the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. JENNER] and Representa- 
tive VELDE took over as chairmen of their 
respective committees. Before they held 
a single hearing, before they heard a 
single witness, the same persons who 
now say, “We are against communism” 
were condemning the tactics and the 
methods of Representative VELDE and 
the Senator from Indiana—and also of 
the junior Senator from Wisconsin. 

I do not know whether the Senator 
has ever lived on a farm. I lived ona 
farm for quite some time. We lived next 
to a woods. The farm women used to 
raise chickens to get eggs to pay for 
their groceries and provide Christmas 
money and what-have-you. The skunks 
used to come from the woods and kill 
the baby chicks, steal the eggs, and in 
general disrupt the operation of the 
farm. 

A group of us used to have to dig out 
the skunks. It was a very unpleasant 
job. It could not be done by passing 
a resolution against skunks. The nice 
little boys could pass a resolution against 
the skunks, but the nice little boys did 
not help us dig them out. It was an 
unpleasant task; and sometimes after we 
got through, we were not too welcome 
sitting next to our friends in church. 

I am sure the Senator from Oregon 
will agree with me that the answer to 
the problem is not a resolution against 
skunks; it is not a law against skunks. 
It is our task to find the individuals who 
will do the actual skunk hunting. That 
is what we are doing in Washington now. 

I find that the nice little boys of the 
Senate object to our methods, but they 
do not have a single skunk pelt to show. 
They do not like to see the job done. 
They do not like the odor that goes with 
skunk hunting. 

I may say that I become a little ill 
when I see some of my colleagues rise 
on the Senate floor and say in one 
breath “We are going to prove that we 
are against Communists by submitting 
a resolution saying we do not like them,” 
but in the next breath they are ready 
to condemn anyone who does the dirty, 
unpleasant task—and it is a dirty and 
unpleasant task—of digging them out 
and exposing them publicly. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President 

Mr. MORSE. I shall not yield at this 
point. I wish to answer. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I want to get to a 
more pleasant subject. [Laughter.] 
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Mr. MORSE. I wish to conclude on 
this subject. 

I say to the Senator from Wisconsin 
that I have always marveled at his use 
of non sequitur arguments by analogy. 
He is a master at it, as will be disclosed 
by an analysis of the extent to which the 
Senator from Wisconsin uses non sequi- 
tur arguments by analogy, including 
some very interesting figures of speech 
which have no relevancy whatsoever to 
the particular issue that may be before 
the Senate at a given time. We have 
had a magnificent example of such a 
diversionary tactic in the remarks just 
made by the Senator from Wisconsin. 

What is the issue? I am going to hold 
the Senator from Wisconsin to the issue. 
He is not going to divert me from the 
issue, Mr. President. Let me say to the 
Senator from Wisconsin that there is 
nothing more sacred to every American 
citizen than the protection of his proce- 
dural rights. There was a time when 
the advocates of lynch law made the 
Same argument the Senator from Wis- 
consin has just made on the floor of the 
Senate. “String them up by the rope if 
you are going to stop horse stealing. 
String them up by the rope if you are 
going to stop cattle rustling. The end 
justifies the means.” 

But it soon became apparent on the 
great frontier that what was happening, 
with false accusations and false charges, 
was that innocent people were being 
strung up by the neck time and time 
again, and that lynch law was a form of 
blackmailing innocent people. People 
learned the hard way that the end never 
justifies the means. 

My objection to the procedures used by 
some of the Senate committees in their 
investigations is that in my judgment 
those procedures closely resemble lynch 
law. We cannot protect the rights and 
the freedoms of American people unless 
we apply procedures which are in keep- 
ing with the spirit and intent of the Bill 
of Rights. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I shall not yield for a 
moment. 

We cannot protect the procedural 
rights, freedoms, and personal liberties 
of the American people unless we have 
procedures at all times to which they can 
repair, which will guarantee to them pro- 
tection from trial by accusation, protec- 
tion from guilt by association, protection 
from one-man committee investigations, 
protection from being bulldozed in a con- 
gressional hearing. Those are some of 
the fundamental procedural rights which 
in my judgment must be protected. 

I will go along with any committee of 
the Congress which seeks to ferret out 
ccmmunism in this country and at the 
same time keeps faith with what I think 
are the procedural protections of the Bill 
of Rights. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I shall not yield at this 
moment. 

My objection to some of the procedural 
methods which have been used by con- 
gressional committees is that I have not 
been able to reconcile them with the fair 
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procedure to which every American citi- 
zen is entitled. 

I do not think that we can justify the 
use of a procedure which results in the 
kind of abuse which it seems to me has 
developed in some of the congressional 
investigations in the Senate and the 
House of Representatives, on the highly 
fallacious argument that it is necessary 
sometimes to use these methods to “dig 
out the skunks.” 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. We are told, “You can- 
not be a nice boy when you are dealing 
with the kind of human skunk that is 
involved in some of these hearings.” 

It happens to be our constitutional 
duty, in keeping faith with the oath of 
office which we took when we walked up 
to the Presiding Officer’s rostrum when 
we came to this body, to see to it that as 
United States Senators we insist upon 
the passage of laws which will guarantee 
the constitutional procedural rights to 
every American citizen. We should in- 
sist upon fair procedures binding upon 
all committees of the Senate for con- 
ducting investigations of alleged wrong- 
doing. 

I do not intend to be diverted from 
that course of action by all the very 
cleverly devised name-calling tech- 
niques which put one in the position 
of being one of the so-called nice boys 
against human skunk hunting if one 
fights, for example, for the kind of man- 
datory code of procedure for which I 
have been fighting in the Morse bill. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. Let me say to the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin that with the Morse 
bill enacted and with that kind of man- 
datory code of procedure, which would 
be binding upon his committee, if the 
Senator followed that kind of procedure 
in his committee he would be able to 
do a much more effective job than he is 
able to do when he keeps himself con- 
stantly in controversy and in conflict 
with the Senate over the so-called 
methods which he believes are justified, 
but about which many of us disagree 
with him. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. This is not a personal 
attack I made on the Senator from Wis- 
consin. This is an honest difference of 
opinion between two lawyers as to the 
kind of procedure we ought to have. 

In my judgment the bill which the 
Senate passed last Thursday—and I am 
perfectly willing to have it modified in 
conference to the extent that it can be 
modified and made a better bill—is a 
bill which really gives the Department 
of Justice and the Subversive Activities 
Control Board the procedure which they 
need, the direction they need, and the 
mandate which ought to be imposed upon 
those two bodies to get busy and go after 
the Communists in this country and 
1 them to the bar of criminal jus- 
ice. 

I now wish to say to the Senator from 
Wisconsin 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? He has made a per- 
sonal reference, 
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Mr. MORSE. To whatever extent his 
insistence over the years on his methods 
for approaching the problem of clearing 
out the Communists in this country may 
have had some influence in bringing 
forth a demand for a much fairer proce- 
dure, which I think is needed on the 
books, to that extent I pay tribute to 
him. I pay tribute to him for insisting 
that the Congress, as well as the execu- 
tive branch of Government, has a great 
responsibility in checking and remov- 
ing the Communist conspiracy from our 
country. I pay tribute to him to that 
extent, and to that extent only. But the 
Senator knows very well 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I will not go along with 
the procedure which I think has pre- 
vailed in his committee and in some of 
the other committees of the Congress. 

But he has had the right to follow 
his procedure until the Senate changes 
it. He has had the right to do that so 
long as the Senate has not lived up to 
its clear responsibility of adopting a 
code which will force upon the Senator's 
committee and other committees of the 
Senate the kind of procedure which is 
set forth in my bill. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I now yield to the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

SAN McCARTHY. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Ore- 
gon, with his brilliant control of lan- 
guage and his excellent voice, has made 
a very fine-sounding speech. He talked 
about lynch law. He talked about 
name-calling. The clear inference was 
that our committee was guilty of name- 
calling and lynch law. 

I have never seen by innuendo so much 
name-calling as the Senator from Ore- 
gon has engaged in. I should like to 
have the Senator from Oregon some- 
time, somewhere, in some forum when 
I am present, tell us what Communist 
we have abused. Some 623 witnesses 
have appeared before the committee. 
If we have indulged in lynch law or if 
we have indulged in name-calling 
against them, the Senator from Oregon 
should be willing to stand on the Sen- 
ate floor and say, “On such and such a 
day at such and such a place and time 
you abused one of the witnesses.” 

So far neither he nor anyone else has 
done that. 

The Senator, who was very happy to 
sponsor an anti-Communist bill—a reso- 
lution against skunks, if you please— 
a “I do not like the way you dig them 
out.” 

If we drown them out he does not like 
that. If we dig them out with a shovel 
he does not like that. 

I say to the Senator from Oregon that 
the most dishonest thing I have ever 
heard is the reference to lynch law, 
without telling us whom we have 
lynched. What Communist have we 
lynched so far? We call them before 
the committee. They receive every con- 
sideration in the world. Their testi- 
mony is taken down verbatim. We are 
trying to dig them out. We must dig 
them out if this Nation is to live. 
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I wonder if the Senator knows that 
the estimate is that there are more than 
20,000 Communists in this country, an 
army which has sworn to dedicate itself 
to the destruction of this Nation. 

I wonder whether the Senator knows 
that in April of 1917 the Kaiser sent only 
7 Communists into Russia, headed by 
Nikolai Lenin, and that within 100 days 
those 7 Communists had enslaved a na- 
tion of 180 million people. The Sen- 
ator may think that if someone could 
have stopped them, stopping them would 
have been the application of lynch law. 

The Senator objects most strenuously 
to what he calls a one-man committee. 
I am sure the Senator knows that the 
reason we have adopted the rule, which 
has been adopted and followed during 
the past several years, under which we 
have provided for one-man hearings, 
was pointed out in the Christoffel case. 
Christoffel was from Milwaukee, Wis. 
He was convicted. At that time com- 
mittees did not have the rule that one 
member might constitute a quorum. 
The court held that the committee had 
not proved that a majority of the mem- 
bers were present at all times when he 
was said to have been guilty of perjury 
or contempt—lI forget which it was. We 
could not prove that a quorum had been 
present at all times, because when a 
member leaves the room to get a drink 
of water, or answer a phone call, or to 
go to his own office, a quorum may not 
be left in the hearing. 

The Senator from Oregon knows that 
one thing the Communist Party is 
screaming about more than anything 
else is the rule which provides that a 
committee can hold an individual guilty 
of perjury or guilty of contempt, because 
we can always show that one member of 
the committee was present. 

I am sure the Senator knows—and he 
should not indulge in this name calling— 
that in every hearing I have ever con- 
ducted, even though I sat alone as a one- 
man committee at times, every Senator 
was informed about it. At no time did I 
ever hold a hearing when any Senator 
objected. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Munpt] conducted 1-man hearings on 
the loss of some $200 million through the 
Harry Dexter White inspired use of our 
money plates by Russia. The Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Potrer] did an ex- 
cellent job in conducting 1-man hear- 
ings on atrocities, mutilations, and mur- 
der of our soldiers in Korea. The Sena- 
tor from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen] has held 
1-man hearings. 

That does not mean that the Senator 
who holds the hearings should be con- 
demned. Other Senators are always 
welcome. If the Senator from Oregon 
cares to attend one of our hearings, he 
can attend whenever he desires to do so, 
That will make it at least a 2-man com- 
mittee. The Senator will be given the 
right to cross examine witnesses. He 
will be given the right to bring out any 
facts he may wish to bring out. 

Therefore, instead of condemning 
those of us who spend days—mornings, 
afternoons and evenings—trying to dig 
out people who would destroy this Na- 
tion, if the Senator from Oregon would 
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care to take a bit of his own time and 
help us with that job, I assure him that 
he should come right in; the water is 
fine. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, that was 
& very interesting speech, but it has 
about as much relationship to the issue 
raised by the statements I have made as 
the North Pole has to the South Pole. 
The Senator’s comments are just about 
as far apart in relevancy from the issue 
raised by my comments as the North 
Pole is from the South Pole. 

Let us take the last comment of the 
Senator from Wisconsin. He finds in 
my speech a criticism of one-man com- 
mittee hearings. I am certainly opposed 
to one-man committee hearings when a 
committee is sitting as a quasi-judicial 
tribunal. That is what the Senate in- 
vestigating committees are when they 
are considering charges of wrongdoing 
against a human being. At such times 
they are sitting as quasi-judicial tribu- 
nals. In my judgment, the precious 
procedural protections of the court room 
ought to prevail. 

The Senator suggests that I come to 
hearings of his committee and that I ask 
whatever questions I want to ask, and 
1 5 at least make it a two-man commit- 
Of course, if that statement went out 
over the wires without a statement of 
what the procedural fact is, the Ameri- 
can people might get the impression that 
all that is necessary in order to avoid 
having a one-man committee hearing is 
to have Senators who are not members 
of the committee come in as auditors. 

It is very nice to take a course by au- 
dition, Mr. President, but the fact is 
that unless a Senator has voting privi- 
leges on a committee, and unless he is 
an official member of a committee, his 
presence in the committee hearing has 
nothing to do with whether a person is 
being tried by a committee sitting with 
@ majority quorum present. 

In my judgment it is a great mistake 
for a committee to adopt a rule that, 
when sitting as a quasi-judicial tribu- 
nal, one member of the committee may 
constitute a quorum. In my judgment 
that does not give the substantive pro- 
tection to the people appearing before 
that committee that ought to be given. 

Let us not forget that Senators are a 
great check on each other. It is high- 
ly to be desired, when the Senate is 
conducting a Senate investigation, which 
is a quasi-judicial proceeding, that more 
than one member of the committee be 
present. I say that because if one Sen- 
ator should proceed to follow a course 
of action that is abusive or not in the 
best interest of fair procedure, other 
Senators can be expected to speak up 
against it. There is not a Member of 
this body who has not seen that happen 
month after month, as we check each 
other as members of a committee. 

Let me say to the Senator from Wis- 
consin that what I am insisting upon is 
the kind of procedural requirement 
which assures propriety in Government 
procedures, and it cannot be done by a 
one-man committee. 

I am not at all impressed by what I 
think is a misuse of the Cristoffel case 
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in this discussion. In that case the court 
found that a quorum was not present. 
However, it does not follow that if a 
committee is functioning properly the 
record cannot always be made clear that 
at all times a quorum is present. That 
is up to the chairman of the committee. 
When a member of the committee leaves 
the committee room and thus breaks the 
quorum, a recess ought to be taken until 
a quorum is restored. If a member of a 
committee leaves the room in such a 
situation, it ought to be done with the 
knowledge of the chairman, and the rec- 
ord ought to show that Senator So-and- 
so left the room, but that a quorum re- 
mained, It requires no more than a few 
seconds to make that fact clear on the 
record. 

When we are dealing with such pre- 
cious procedural rights, we should not 
worry about taking a few seconds on the 
record to show that a quorum remains 
present. That is what the Supreme 
Court said in effect in the Christoffel 
case. The record did not show that a 
quorum was present at all times. 

It is not necessary to go to the extreme 
of having a one-man committee rule 
in order to provide that a quorum is al- 
ways present. Any competent chairman 
can keep the record straight on this 
point and avoid the problem that de- 
veloped in the Christoffel case. 

The Senator from Wisconsin, when 
he makes that argument, is overlooking 
what he knows is a well-established pro- 
cedural device for making clear, when- 
ever there is a change in a committee 
function by reason of a member leaving 
the committee room, that a quorum is 
present. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I want to answer the 
Senator’s remarks first. Let us take an- 
other argument the Senator has made. 
He knows, and the Senate knows, that 
the objections to procedures that I have 
raised many, many times on the floor of 
the Senate are not directed at him per- 
sonally. 

I am sure the Senator and I are not 
interested in each other personally. We 
are mutually interested, I hope, in a 
procedure in the Senate for conducting 
Senate investigations which will keep his 
committee and other committees and 
the Senate itself free from justifiable 
criticism on the part of professional bar 
groups, which deplore the procedures 
which prevail in too many Senate inves- 
tigations. Many other groups in this 
country are very critical of Senate pro- 
cedures and the Senate should take ac- 
tion to remove the justification of those 
criticisms. 

That is the burden of my criticism. I 
used as an example the procedure of 
lynch law. The Senator from Wiscon- 
sin takes umbrage. He apparently 
thinks I am accusing him of being a 
lyncher. What I was trying to do was 
to point out the actual procedure de- 
veloped in this country as we moved from 
frontier days closer to a system of gov- 
ernment by law. As it became perfectly 
obvious to our pioneers that the vigi- 
lante approach to the enforcement of 
law, or the lynch law approach to it, 


14572 


resulted in grave abuses of the admin- 
istration of justice, what did they do? 
They abolished that approach. They 
made the lyncher himself a criminal. 
They held him criminally responsible for 
participating in such activities. They 
made the participant in lynch law sub- 
ject to criminal prosecution. They made 
it very clear in those days, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that we cannot have government 
by law unless we have a procedure which 
protects the substantive rights of every 
citizen called before a tribunal. 

I shall let the record of my speech 
speak for itself. I apply the analogy of 
lynch law to the issue, Mr. President; 
and in my judgment, it is not a non- 
sequitur analogy, but is in point. I ap- 
ply it to the kind of procedure which, 
in my judgment, has prevailed to too 
great an extent in too many Senate in- 
vestigations. 

Let me take the next argument of the 
Senator from Wisconsin. He wants me 
to name the individuals who have been 
subjected to wrong treatment before any 
of the Senate committees. Let me sug- 
gest to the Senator from Wisconsin that 
he keep in mind what fair procedure 
within the meaning of the American Bill 
of Rights was designed to do. It was 
designed to protect the guilty as well as 
the innocent, under fair procedure. The 
figure of Justice which stands in front 
of the United States Supreme Court 
Building, with the scales equally bal- 
anced, symbolizes the principle that in 
this country all should have. the same 
procedural protection—the guilty as well 
as the innocent—and that the burden 
rests upon the state to proceed to estab- 
lish beyond a reasonable doubt the guilt 
of the person accused. I think the same 
rules should prevail in Senate and House 
investigations when they function as 
quasi-judicial tribunals. 

So I answer the Senator's question by 
saying that, in my judgment, every wit- 
ness he has called when he has func- 
tioned as a one-man committee, and 
every witness he has called when he has 
applied many of the procedures which 
have prevailed in his committee, has 
been done an injustice. But it is not his 
fault as much as it is the fault of the 
Senate, because we have permitted such 
a situation to exist. We have not pro- 
ceeded to adopt a procedural code which 
would make it impossible for any com- 
mittee, the Senator’s committee or any 
other committee, to proceed as he has 
been proceeding too frequently in his 
committee. 

I understand that the Senator and I, 
in another forum, in the not too distant 
future, are to exchange some pleas- 
antries. I have a bill of particulars on 
file before the committee, and stand 
ready and willing to sustain that bill of 
particulars. If called upon by the com- 
mittee to do so I shall present to the 
committee, when I appear before it, the 
evidence which, in my judgment, shows 
that the bill of particulars can be sus- 
tained. 

I close by making 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. Let me finish my argu- 
214. first, and then I shall be glad to 
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I close, Mr. President, by saying that 
this should all be related to the issue be- 
fore the Senate. The issue was brought 
before the Senate by the Senator from 
Nevada in certain criticisms of the bill 
which we passed last Thursday. I say 
to the Senator from Wisconsin that I 
think it is always a mistake when we 
propose to bespeak the motives of others; 
that when the Senator stands on the 
floor of the Senate and implies that at 
least some of the proponents of the bill 
which was passed last Thursday were 
proponents because they wanted to make 
a so-called official political record 
against communism, he seeks to speak 
with the insight of the Deity. He had 
better leave to God Almighty the task 
of determining the motives of others, 
because if he does not, I respectfully 
suggest to him that he will find himself 
usually wrong, because he never was en- 
dowed with omniscience. 

I shall not stand on the floor of the 
Senate, and read motives into the actions 
of my colleagues. I leave their motives 
to them. 

Mr. President, I was thrilled last 
Thursday to see 85 of us rise to what I 
think was a great patriotic obligation by 
serving notice on the Communist seg- 
ment of the world that the greatest 
parliamentary body in the world has no 
intention of tolerating any Communist 
conspiracy in the United States. I think 
that is the meaning of the bill; and, in 
my judgment, it is a good bill. What- 
ever modifications can be made to better 
it in conference I think should be made 
before it goes on the statute books. 

That causes me to say—and I invite 
the attention of the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. Dax] to this point—that one of 
the arguments made by the Senator from 
Nevada was in relation to the so-called 
“extent to which” clause of the original 
Humphrey substitute amendment, which 
was changed to the so-called “whether” 
clause by an amendment offered by the 
Senator from Texas, which I think was 
a very sound amendment. It was one 
which I discussed with the Senator from 
Texas, as he can testify, in advance of 
its being offered. The Senator from 
Texas notified me that he was basing it 
pretty much upon an editorial which 
appeared in the Wall Street Journal 
which he showed me, a copy of which he 
has given me today. I ask unanimous 
consent to have it inserted in the REC- 
orp at this point. 

Mr. DANIEL. Also another editorial, 
from the New York Times. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Texas 
has also given me a second editorial, from 
the New York Times of July 15, 1954, en- 
titled “Industrial Infiltration.” 

I ask unanimous consent that both 
editorials be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

[From the Wall Street Journal of 
July 14, 1954 
THE LEGAL SCATTERGUNS 

Some of Attorney General Brownell’s bills 
to control subversion and to combat com- 
munism have caught a cold eye in Congress 
and, in our opinion, justly so. For there 
was the look of a scattergun about them, 
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Tt is true that his wiretap bill, which this 
newspaper opposes, probably will become law 
in some fashion or other. But it has been 
whittled down in both House and Senate, 
and in the conference committee perhaps 
even more restrictions will be placed on the 
use of wiretapping. 

Mr. Brownell’s bills to control subversion 
in private industry—such as powerplants and 
those engaged in defense contracts—and to 
allow the Subversive Activities Control Board, 
after court action, to dissolve any union or 
private business if it were Communist- 
infiltrated,” are dead for this session unless 
the House Judiciary Committee reverses it- 
self. 

The bills were written in language that 
was too sweeping. One of them allowed 
issuance of orders to bar people from em- 
ployment if there was reasonable ground to 
believe they might engage in sabotage, es- 
pionage, or other subversive activities. The 
orders could be issued not just when there 
was a national emergency but also in cases 
of “threatened disturbance of the interna- 
tional relationships” of this country, a state 
oA affairs we are hardly ever not in the midst 
of. 

Mr. Brownell’s companion measure went 
even further into determining guilt and met- 
ing punishment not for what people have 
done, or even on proof that they planned 
to do it, but on “the extent to which” they 
fit into patterns which could legally classify 
unions and businesses as “Communist-infil- 
trated.” But the patterns themselves are 
unclear, and the proposal did not attempt to 
set forth limits to the “extent to which” doc- 
trine. Indeed, it would have been impos- 
sible to do so; and while this doctrine, if 
adopted into law, doubtless would have 
gathered in some subversives and Commu- 
nists, many innocent people may also have 
been injured in the process. 

We recognize that it is difficult to pinpoint 
a law against a hidden conspiracy and a dedi- 
cated treason. But we do think that to pun- 
ish people by the “extent to which” they 
may be able to do some injury, or to author- 
ize the invasion of privacy by wiretapping is 
to use legal scatterguns better left to the 
police states most Americans oppose, 
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[From the New York Times of July 18, 1954. 
INDUSTRIAL INFILTRATION 


The House Judiciary Committee has acted 
with courage and wisdom in a field where 
both have been singularly lacking of late: 
How to deal with the internal threat of com- 
munism in the United States. 

Last May Attorney General Brownell, with 
“White House approval,” sent identical bills 
to the House and Senate which went so far as 
to authorize the actual “dissolution” and 
“liquidation” of labor unions, business firms 
and other organizations upon a finding by 
the Subversive Activities Control Board that 
they are “Communist infiltrated.” The bill 
attempted to define this well-worn phrase 
with as little success as might have been ex- 
pected—especially for those who might be 
charged with the administration of the law. 
On July 6 the Senate committee shelved the 
bill on the ground, among others, that even 
the Communist party itself has not been 
either liquidated or dissolved. The commit- 
tee approved a less drastic measure that 
would require an “infiltrated” organization 
to register under the Subversive Activities 
Control Act, with a loss, if it were a labor 
union, of collective bargaining rights and 
other protections afforded by the Govern- 
ment. 

Now the House Committee has turned 
down the Brownell proposal completely and 
approved a bill of Representative WALTER, of 
Pennsylvania, to set up a commission com- 
posed of 12 members, 4 each from industry 
and labor, and 4 representing the public, 
with 3 congressional advisers, to study the 
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whole problem of security in industry and to 
make recommendations for action to Con- 
gress. The President and the officers of Con- 
gress are authorized to make appointments 
to the commission, which would have to 
submit its report before January 15 of next 


We hope the committee will favorably re- 
port the Walter bill without delay, that the 
Senate will substitute a similar bill for the 
one now on its docket and that both houses 
will promptly pass it. The Brownell legisla- 
tion was more like that of a police state 
than of a free democracy, and would have 
been impossible to administer even had it 
been either wise or necessary. 


Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Texas 
substituted the so-called whether 
clause for the so-called extent to which 
clause, based upon observations in those 
editorials and also based upon a legal 
discussion which we had as to the effect 
of his amendment. I say, most respect- 
fully, that I do not think the effect of 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Texas will be what the Senator from 
Nevada says it will be. To the contrary, 
I think the Senator’s amendment will 
strengthen the bill and will really put 
the courts in a more effective position 
to enforce a drive against the commu- 
nistic conspiracy in this country. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator from Ore- 
gon, I think, should take note of the 
fact that the House followed the lan- 
guage in that portion of the bill which 
we know as the Butler bill. 

Mr. MORSE. I think it is a sound 
amendment, and I am glad to have the 
Senator’s contribution. 

Mr. President, I now yield to the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin, 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Oregon has talked about 
lynch law, and the implication was very 
clear that he was talking about my com- 
mittee. At least, I think that is the un- 
derstanding the press has of it. 

Mr. MORSE. I am sure the Senator 
is not affected by the press. 

Mr. McCARTHY. In common decency, 
would not the very able orator from 
Oregon tell us what guilty person or 
what innocent person was abused? It is 
very easy to rise on the floor of the Sen- 
ate and talk about lynch law. It is a good 
phrase. Ihave read that phrase perhaps 
a thousand times. 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to hear that. 

Mr. McCARTHY. At no time have I 
ever found those who talk about lynch 
law in the committee tell us who was 
lynched. I know the Senator does not 
mean actually lynched, but abused. 
There were some 623 witnesses; and this 
is all a matter of public record. Will 
the Senator state when and where one of 
them was abused? The Senator should 
be able to pick out 1 or 2 among 623. 
Otherwise he should not come to the 
floor of the Senate and make a wild 
statement about the use of lynch law in 
the committee. 

Second, I wish to ask the Senator two 
questions, if he will make a note of them. 

Mr. MORSE. Why not let us proceed 
with one at a time? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Very well. 
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Mr. MORSE. I am not one of those 
gullible persons who fall for the Senator’s 
diversionary tactics. 

Mr. McCARTHY. It is not diver- 
sionary. 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, it is quite diver- 
sionary. The Senator has taken lan- 
guage of mine, has placed his interpre- 
tation on it, and now wants to put that 
interpretation back on my lips. 

I gave the Senator my interpretation. 
I called his attention to the fact that 
one of the reasons we have insisted upon 
the development of government by law 
in this country, and the kind of proce- 
dure which prevails in the courts of the 
country, and which ought to prevail be- 
fore Senate committees, is that it is not 
possible to have a government by law if 
lynch law procedures are used. 

We find in the historic precedents that 
it was the custom to bring before so- 
called kangaroo courts of justice horse 
thieves and cattle rustlers, but we also 
know that those vigilante courts did not 
protect fair procedure in their tribunals 
and actions. 

I use that as a basis for my argument 
that if we are to have fair procedure, we 
must follow the guaranties of the Bill 
of Rights. In my judgment, those guar- 
anties do not prevail in the kind of pro- 
cedure which the junior Senator from 
Wisconsin uses. I do not intend, how- 
ever 

Mr. McCARTHY. Will not the Sena- 
tor 

Mr. MORSE. I am coming to the 
Senator’s question. Let him be patient. 

I do not intend to let the Senator from 
Wisconsin make his own application of 
my reference to lynch law, and then say 
that that is the application which the 
Senator from Oregon made, because that 
does not happen to be so. 

The junior Senator from Wisconsin 
said that he felt that what I was really 
saying was that witnesses were being 
abused. I repeat that, in broad outline, 
every witness is abused if he is not guar- 
anteed the kind of fair procedure for 
which I have been arguing. 

I do not intend to engage in an argu- 
ment with the Senator over specific 
cases that have come before his commit- 
tee when the issue is pending before the 
special committee of the Senate. If the 
Senator will read my bill of particulars, 
he will find that I made some reference 
in it to what I thought was an abusive 
result in one of his hearings with respect 
to an individual. But I am not, as a 
lawyer, going to try that charge here on 
the floor of the Senate. It is before 
another tribunal of the Senate at this 
time. I do not intend to be inveigled 
into an argument about it by the Senator 
from Wisconsin, when he knows very 
well as a lawyer, as I do, that the place 
for the trial of that case is before the 
court, to which the Senate has given 
jurisdiction over the subject matter, 
namely a special committee. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I still wish the 
Senator would name 1 of the 623 wit- 
nesses who have appeared before the 
committee in the last year who has been 
abused. All the testimony has been 


14573 


taken down, word for word. The Sena- 
tor from Oregon refers to lynch law. 
As I understand, that is a catch phrase. 
I think that must mean that I have been 
— 55 to those witnesses. Is that cor- 
rec 

Mr. MORSE. I do not think the Sen- 
ator’s procedure has been very fair. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Can the Senator 
give the name of a witness who has not 
been treated fairly? I hope the Senator 
will keep in mind, when he gives his an- 
swer, that the committee gives to a wit- 
ness who appears before it much more 
consideration than he would receive in a 
court of law or before a grand jury. For 
example, in a courtroom a lawyer may 
not sit beside the witness and coach him. 
But the committee allows the lawyer to 
do that. I am not sure that the com- 
mittee is not going too far in allowing 
such a practice to prevail, because it al- 
lows a Communist lawyer to sit beside a 
Communist witness and coach the wit- 
ness. We allow the witness to have a 
recess at any time he desires, so as to 
discuss matters with his counsel. That 
practice is not allowed in a court of law. 

I think the junior Senator from Ore- 
gon is guilty of the most fantastic, dis- 
honest name calling, even though I like 
the Senator personally, when he ac- 
cuses—— 

Mr. MORSE. I love these flattering 
kisses of death. 

Mr. McCARTHY. When he accuses me 
before newspaper men and before 160 
million people of being guilty of using 
lynch law, and then will not tell me 
whom I have lynched. Of 623 witnesses, 
I should like to know whom I haye 
lynched. 

Second—and I do not wish to prolong 
the discussion unduly—the Senator from 
Oregon has argued that a one-man com- 
mittee is an improper type of committee. 
The Senator from Oregon is a member 
of a number of committees. He knows 
that he must miss many sessions of those 
committees, as do all other Senators. 
That is no reflection upon the Senator 
from Oregon. All of us know that we 
cannot attend every committee session. 

When the Senator misses a session of 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare—and there is a record kept of the 
number we have attended and have 
missed—I wonder—— 

Mr. MORSE. I have missed a good 
many of them in the past 2 years since 
being kicked off the committee by the 
Republicans. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator agrees 
that he has missed a great number. If 
we were to follow the reasoning of the 
Senator from Oregon, since we agree 
that all Senators do not appear at all 
committee sessions, it would mean that 
committees could not hold hearings. It 
would mean that the work of the Senate 
would be brought to a standstill. 

I am not accusing the Senator from 
Oregon of improper conduct. I know 
that I must miss many committee hear- 
ings. We cannot attend all of them, be- 
cause we are members of many commit- 
tees and subcommittees. 

But if we were to follow the Senator’s 
argument, we would be giving to the 
Communist Party the greatest gift it has 
ever been given during the past 10, 15, 
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or 20 years. The Communist Daily 
Worker argues, day after day, against 
one-man committee hearings. They 
know, and the Senator from Oregon 
knows, that members of a committee 
cannot be forced to attend its hearings. 
When other Senators hold hearings— 
and other Senators of my committee 
have held one man hearings in the past 
two weeks—we have confidence in them, 
and we read the record later. 

The Senator from Oregon knows that 
if a rule were adopted to provide that 
the chairman could not hold a hearing 
on graft, corruption, or communism un- 
Jess more than half the members of the 
committee were present, the number of 
absentees would make it impossible ever 
to hold a hearing. As I have said, that 
would be the greatest boon which the 
Communist Party had received for many 

ears. 

* Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in reply, 
I desire to say that it is a most com- 
pletely unconvincing argument to say 
that the Senate cannot perform its 
quasi-judicial functions unless it does 
so with one-man committees. When a 
matter is so important as to require a 
judicial hearing before a Senate com- 
mittee, a majority of the members of 
that committee have a public trust 
which calls upon them to be present. In 
the interest of fair procedure they owe 
it to that trust to be present; and no 
hearing should be allowed to proceed 
without a majority of members present 
to perform that function. 

Second, I say to the Senator from Wis- 
consin that I realize that in the heat of 
debate, he is given to making personal 
reflections on persons from time to time. 
He certainly has done so toward me this 
afternoon. I should have been very 
much surprised if he had not, because 
that is his technique. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Will the Senator 
from Oregon tell me when I reflected 
upon him? 

Mr. MORSE. I do not yield at this 
point. But when the Senator from 
Wisconsin makes the comment about 
my making a dishonest statement on 
the floor of the Senate, I am perfectly 
willing to let the Recorp stand and to 
let the people judge me with respect 
to the veracity of anything I have said 
in the RECORD. 

I close by commenting on the other 
point which the Senator from Wisconsin 
has raised, for the fourth or fifth time 
in this very interesting colloquy I have 
had with him this afternoon, in which 
he has requested me to name the par- 
ticular individuals who I think have been 
abused before his committee. I thought 
I answered him when I said that, in my 
judgment, the procedure he has followed 
has resulted in unfairness to every wit- 
ness who has been called before his com- 
mittee under that procedure. 

I said I thought the responsibility for 
such action rested more on the Senate 
as a whole than on the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin as an individual, because 
he is the agent of the Senate. After all, 
he is the chairman of a committee which 
is responsible to the Senate. So long 
as his rules of procedure apply, I have 
said in many places that I do not think 
the junior Senator from Wisconsin de- 
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serves nearly as much criticism for those 
procedures as does the Senate as a whole 
for not having changed them. 

I now yield to the Senator from Ken- 
tucky. 

Mr. COOPER. I would rather speak 
on my own time. 

Mr. MORSE. I beg the Senator’s 
pardon. I thought the Senator from 
Kentucky had asked me to yield. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield so that I may place some 
matters in the RECORD? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Buss in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Oregon yield to the Senator from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. MORSE. No. I shall yield the 
floor very shortly. 

I merely wish to add that there are 
times in the Senate, even in debate on 
very important questions, when the dis- 
cussion comes to the point of being re- 
duced to an absurdity, and I think the 
colloquy between the Senator from Wis- 
consin and the Senator from Oregon has 
just about reached that point. 

I return to the issue which I rose in the 
first place to discuss. I hope we shall 
not backtrack on the action the Senate 
took last Thursday when we voted 85 to 0 
for a bill to outlaw the Communist Party. 
If in conference amendments can be of- 
fered that will improve the bill, I hope 
the conferees will improve the bill; but 
I think it is very important that we 
maintain the united front against com- 
munism which we so dramatically adopt- 
ed in the Senate last Thursday. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
wish to take about 30 seconds of the 
Senate’s time. The Senator from Ore- 
gon apparently felt that I was reflect- 
ing on him personally in my talk. I 
had no such intention when I said I felt 
it was dishonest to talk about lynch law, 
referring to my committee, and then not 
give one single instance of improper 
conduct in that committee, or one sin- 
gle instance of any mistreatment of a 
witness. Frankly, I felt that was not 
honest. I do not cast any reflection 
upon the intent or the attempt to be 
honest on the part of the Senator from 
Oregon. I know he feels that is honest. 
I feel it is highly improper. If anyone 
talks about lynch law or about methods, 
I want him to stand up and give us the 
time, the date, and the place where im- 
proper methods were used against Com- 
munists. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I should 
like to turn again for a moment to the 
discussion upon the amendment which 
was included in the Butler bill last 
Thursday and which has been referred 
to as a bill to outlaw the Communist 
Party. During the debate on last Thurs- 
day just before the debate came to its 
close and the bill was voted upon, I par- 
ticipated briefly and submitted an 
amendment which was agreed to. Since 
the passage of the bill—and during the 
debate—two aspects of the bill have in- 
terested me greatly. I have been in- 
terested also in the newspaper accounts 
and editorials regarding the effect of the 
bill. I do not speak in any way about 
the purposes of those who offered the 
amendment, but I do feel very strongly 
that the claims which have been made 
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about the far-reaching effect of the 
amendment toward outlawing the Com- 
munist Party do not bear any great va- 
lidity. 

It seems to me that a legislative meas- 
ure to outlaw the Communist Party, or 
one which is directed toward making 
the Communist Party illegal might take 
several forms. One form would be a 
measure which would declare the organ- 
ization and the maintenance and opera- 
tion of the party itself illegal. It would 
remove it directly from the field of elec- 
tions, from any status or chance to par- 
ticipate officially in our Government. 
The Humphrey amendment did not seek 
to do this. A second form which was the 
means sought by the amendment, would 
be to inflict a punishment upon those 
who became or remained members of 
the Communist Party. 

I now wish to discuss the bill which 
was finally passed with all amendments 
and to show that, in my opinion, it does 
not directly outlaw the Communist 
Party and is similar to other acts here- 
tofore enacted against the Communist 
Party. It is true that the amendment, 
like existing acts, would have the indi- 
rect effect of preventing open member- 
ship in the Communist Party, but, in my 
opinion, the bill does not have the effect 
of outlawing directly the Communist 
Party. 

I illustrate my contention in this way: 
Among the anti-Communist statutes and 
other anti-Communist measures, which 
are now law two come quickly to mind. 

The first, of course, is the Smith Act, 
which has been on the books since 1940, 
and held to be constitutional by the 
Supreme Court. Section 2 of the Smith 
Act details the conduct and the courses 
of action of an individual for which a 
penalty—a criminal punishment can be 
inflicted. The Smith Act is very broad 
in its scope, covering nearly every pos- 
sible course of action that an individual 
might take to overthrow the Government 
of the United States. 

The Subversive Activities Control Act 
of 1950 is much like the amendment 
which was adopted last Thursday. Sec- 
tion 2 of that act sets out long, detailed 
findings of fact. Section 4 of the act sets 
out in great detail subversive and crimi- 
nal acts which will subject an individual 
to a penalty. 

The Humphrey amendment which the 
Senate enacted the other day is made up 
of four sections. One is the title call- 
ing the bill “an act to outlaw the Com- 
munist Party” which to my mind is about 
the only part of the bill which gives any 
weight to the claim made for the bill 
that it outlaws directly the Communist 
Party. Section 2 sets out a long finding 
of fact very much like that in the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act, but more 
clearly finding the Communist Party to 
be a conspiracy against the United 
States. Section 3 as amended, penal- 
izes an individual, not the party, who 
being a member of the Communist Party 
or remaining a member or of a similar 
organization, permits an act which is 
designed to carry into effect the purposes 
of the party. 

I point out that the bill is directed 
against individuals, members of the 
party, not the party itself. I point out 
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that section 3, as amended, requires as 
the Smith Act and the Subversive Con- 
trol Act that some act or course of action 
by an individual is required before a 
penalty can be inflicted. 

I would like to say that the amendment 
represents an advance in this particular 
by reason of the fact that the bill, sec- 
tion 2, finds the Communist Party to be 
a conspiracy; it would probably be un- 
necessary to prove in a court the exist- 
ence of a conspiracy, as has been neces- 
sary in cases in which Communists have 
been tried. With the exception of this 
element of proof, I submit the bill does 
not differ, except in degree, from the 
Smith Act or the Subversive Activities 
Control Act, and that the claims that are 
made that the bill outlaws directly the 
Communist Party do not hold water and 
lack validity. I think that ought to be 
understood. 

As I have said, it represents an ad- 
vance, in that it makes it unnecessary to 
prove the existence of a Communist con- 
spiracy. 

A second aspect of the amendment as 
it was originally presented, which was 
very important, had little discussion dur- 
ing the debate, and though it is now 
water over the dam, attention should be 
called to it. In my short speech on the 
floor of the Senate the other day, I said 
that it was my belief that Congress had 
passed no bill except possibly for the 
Alien and Sedition Acts, or lately had 
seriously considered a bill which pro- 
ceeded to impose a penalty on an in- 
dividual without requiring some action 
on his part. Our theory of due process 
has required that there be a course of 
action on the part of an individual be- 
fore he could be penalized. 

The amendment I offered, and which 
was agreed to, placed the bill we passed 
last Thursday in line with the Smith Act 
and with the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Act. Before the amendment was 
adopted, the bill would have imposed a 
penalty upon an individual, even though 
he committed no act, or did not act ina 
conspiracy or participate in some way 
in a course of action directed toward 
carrying out the purposes of the organi- 
zation, That was a very remarkable de- 
parture from anything Congress has 
ever undertaken heretofore. I do not 
say that such legislation cannot be done 
constitutionally. When adequate provi- 
sion is made for proper procedure, I 
think such a bill, when properly written, 
can be enacted. There can be no doubt 
and the Supreme Court has said that 
the Government, of which the Congress 
is a part, has the power to protect and 
defend itself against overthrow by force 
or violence. The courts have said there 
is no question about the power of the 
Congress to provide the procedures, but 
it is the function of courts to determine 
if they provide for due process under the 
Constitution. The right and power of 
Congress to determine that the Commu- 
nist Party is a conspiracy to overthrow 
the Government of the United States, is 
not in my mind to be questioned, and its 
power to provide means for preventing 
the overthrow of the Government by 
force or violence is not in question, but 
the means thus provided must be in 
accord with the Constitution, particu- 
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larly the first amendment, and with due 
process. 

I must say that I was greatly surprised 
by the procedure followed by the Senate 
and by the attempts to write such an im- 
portant measure on the floor of the Sen- 
ate. In fact, it seemed to me that at this 
time it ought to have been given commit- 
tee consideration. We were not observ- 
ing the best practices which should be 
followed if we were to develop an anti- 
Communist bill that would be effective, 
1 than an ineffective bill with a big 
title. 

Again, Mr. President, I wish to make 
clear that I have no doubt that Congress 
has the power to declare the Communist 
movement to be a conspiracy, as is done 
in the amendment. The Congress can 
provide that certain acts.or conduct as- 
sociated with membership in the Com- 
munist Party shall be subject to penalty, 
as is provided after the adoption of my 
amendment. It may be possible that 
membership ia the party might be held a 
part of the conspiracy, as was suggested 
in the Humphrey amendment as pre- 
sented, but I suggest that to make that 
departure from everything heretofore 
adhered to by the Congress and by the 
other branches of the Government, in- 
cluding the courts, without careful con- 
sideration, and with the political impli- 
cations inherent, is not, in my view, a 
good way for Congress to legislate. 

Mr. President, what I have said is in 
a sense academic, because the Senate has 
already acted on that bill. I voted for 
the bill as amended. However, I have 
wished to stress the two points to which 
I have already referred which I did not 
think were emphasized in the debate: 
First, that the Humphrey amendment, 
as submitted, constituted a departure 
from the theory of due process to which 
Congress and the courts have heretofore 
subscribed. Second, that, as that meas- 
ure was amended, it provides a new and 
additional instrument, a new act, onto 
the Smith Act and the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Act, It marks an advance- 
ment in denouncing the Communist 
Party as a conspiracy. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I wish to 
say that if this bill, S. 3706, in its final 
form, is in line with the requirements 
which have been laid down over a period 
of years by our courts—requirements 
followed by our Government, the con- 
stitutional due process marked out in ex- 
tensive writings on this subject—then 
I shall vote for the bill, as I voted, the 
other day, for the anti-Communist 
bill when it was first before the Senate 
on last Thursday. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have been very much interested in the 
rather protracted and extended discus- 
sion which has taken place over the 
weekend, through the comments of 
leaders in both the House and the Sen- 
ate and representatives of the national 
administration, and now again in debate 
in the Senate over the bill S. 3706, which 
was passed by the Senate last Thursday. 
Mr. President, these are most amazing 
developments. 8 

The first comment I read was that 
of a high administration official who 
thought the bill was a bad one because 
it would outlaw the Communist Party. 
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That item was on the ticker last Friday, 
and it was entered by me in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD last Saturday evening. It 
was even reported that the President 
said the bill would outlaw the Commu- 
nist Party and might make martyrs out 
of Communists. 

Then it was said that the bill would 
vitiate the effectiveness or the power of 
the Smith Act or the Internal Security 
Act. And now we hear it said that the 
bill will not outlaw the Communist 
Party. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that a 
number of persons are not happy about 
the bill. Nevertheless, the bill passed 
the Senate by a vote of 85 to 0. The bill 
was debated in the Senate for 7 hours. 
Many a bill which has been passed by 
the Senate has been debated for less 
time than that. 

Mr. President, at this point let me 
state that there is nothing secret about 
the Communist Party or its member- 
ship, its activities, or its purposes. If 
any Member of the Senate needs to be 
educated about the nature or purposes 
or objectives of the Communist Party, 
then we are in a hopeless situation. 

I have listened to my friend the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky [Mr. Cooper] speak 
about the drastic action the Senate took. 
He has stated it is a departure from any 
action Congress has previously taken. 
Mr. President, certainly it is a depar- 
ture, and that is exactly what it was 
designed to be. It was designed to 
“come clean” on what we know to be 
one of the facts of life, rather than sim- 
ply dance around the bonfire and mael- 
strom of communism, clipping at the 
fringes and edges, clipping here and 
there by having investigations and get- 
ting after a group that is Communist- 
infiltrated or Communist-dominated or 
Communist-controlled. 

Now the Senate has voted to make the 
Communist Party illegal. Congress has 
previously required that Communist- 
front organizations register, and has 
made them subject to penalty under the 
law if they do not register. 

Mr. President, what is it that makes 
a Communist-dominated union out of 
bounds? It is communism. Why is it 
that we require Communist-dominated 
unions to register? It is communism. 

If they do not register, what is the 
reason for it? It is because if they are 
communistic, they will be subject to 
penalty. Communism is the central 
core of the crime. Under the Smith 
Act and under the Internal Security 
Act, that crime is subject to punishment 
by a sentence of 5 years in the peniten- 
tiary or by the imposition of a fine of 
$10,000. 

Communism, the advocacy of commu- 
nism, or the teaching of communism to 
overthrow this Government under the 
Smith Act is subject to heavy criminal 
penalties, involving both fines and im- 
prisonment. 

We have the Smith Act. We have the 
Internal Security Act. Innumerable 
bills have been enacted into public law, 
directed toward one thing—striking 
blows at the greatest menace of our time, 
the conspiratorial apparatus of com- 
munism and its work. 
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We passed this bill. What did the bill 
do? The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
Cooper] says it is a departure. I re- 
peat, indeed it is, and a long overdue 
one. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. COOPER. I do not think the bill 
as passed is any departure at all. I 
think the bill the Senator from Min- 
nesota submitted was a departure. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The bill as passed, 
I will say to the Senator from Kentucky, 
was a departure, in the light of his ex- 
planation, because the Senator thinks he 
added an amendment to the bill which 
would change the bill, but it materially 
did not. 

What did we do under the substitute 
for S. 3706? We did what should have 
been done. We said in section 2: 

The Congress hereby finds and declares 
that the Communist Party of the United 
States, although purportedly a political 
party, is in fact an instrumentality of a 


conspiracy to overthrow the Government of 
the United States. 


Mr. President, if an organization is a 
conspiracy designed for the purpose of 
overthrowing the Government of the 
United States, it is subject to penalty, 
for being engaged in espionage, treason, 
subversion, and all the other nefarious 
crimes such an organization would have 
as a part of its program. 

Finally, Mr. President, we proceeded 
in section 2 to describe the nature of the 
alleged political party. I wish my col- 
leagues would cleanse their minds of the 
fact that the Communist organization is 
a political party. It is not a political 
party. 

I remind my colleagues that in the 
1940’s the Communists dropped the name 
“party” and called themselves an asso- 
ciation. They dissolved the political 
party. They change their cloak any 
time it suits their purpose. It is not a 
political party in the terminology of 
representative government; and the 
sooner we make up our minds to that the 
better off we shall be. 

What section 2 does is to find and de- 
lare that the Communist Party is not a 
party, but rather is a conspiracy; stating 
the nature of the conspiracy and the 
purpose of the conspiracy, the discipline 
of the organization, and the objective of 
the organization, or of any other organ- 
ization which may take on any other 
name, and which has the same objective. 

This action is long overdue. Some 
folks are really taking count and saying, 
“Why did we not do this sooner?” We 
ought not to be apologizing for taking 
action last Thursday. What we should 
be apologizing for is not taking action 
sooner. The mistake which the Senate 
has made was not that we legislated 
wrong on Thursday. The mistake we 
have made was in waiting this long to 
come to grips with realities and facts. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. When we were 
writing the Internal Security Act the 
phrases which the Senate inserted into 
the bill last Thursday were given long 
and continued study. Very able Mem- 
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bers of the Senate—I remember the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] 
was one of them—concluded that we 
could not with security or safety put 
those provisions into the bill, because of 
the question of constitutionality 

The Senator from Minnesota offered 
nothing new last Thursday. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I agree. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator from 
Minnesota suggested things that have 
been studied for years by members of the 
Committee on the Judiciary and mem- 
bers of the Internal Security Subcom- 
mittee. We were dubious, and we still 
are dubious about the constitutionality 
of such provisions. We are trying only 
to get on secure ground. 

I doubt very much that we can say 
that a certain group is a conspiracy and 
have that group prosecuted as a venal 
thing. If it commits an overt act, or 
one of its members commits an overt act, 
we are in a different position. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
comment of the Senator from Nevada. 
I have never said that what was pro- 
posed on Thursday was new. Other 
Senators have introduced similar pro- 
posals. 

That is all the more reason why there 
should be little complaint about the ac- 
tion which took place. This question has 
been discussed in both Houses of Con- 
gress. Many an article has been written 
about the desirability or lack of desir- 
ability of outlawing the Communist 
Party. 

I wish to make clear, Mr. President, 
that not only did we outlaw the Com- 
munist Party, but the way we outlawed 
the party was by making membership 
in the party a criminal offense. This 
effect may be disputed, on the ground 
of constitutionality. I have heard con- 
stitutional arguments with respect to 
every bill of any consequence that has 
been enacted by Congress in 175 years. 
Each of us has a duty to uphold the 
Constitution as we see it. Final deter- 
mination as to the constitutionality of 
any legislation is a responsibility of the 
Supreme Court. 

I realize that possibly a number of 
Members of the Senate and of the other 
body feel that they are qualified to be 
judges, but I am of the opinion that we 
are legislators, and should let the courts 
be the final judge as to whether or not 
our legislation is constitutional, after we 
have made up our own minds, 

From what limited knowledge I have 
of the law, the Supreme Court has held 
again and again that when there is doubt 
as to constitutionality, when the state- 
ment of the Congress is precise, firm, and 
definite, that doubt is resolved in behalf 
of the legislative body. 

Mr. President, the arguments have 
been presented pro and con. The only 
thing I can say is that, regardless of 
how much misinterpretation there may 
be, how much uneasiness there may be, 
or how much argument there may be, 
we have made progress. Why have we 
made progress? I hold in my hand S. 
3706, passed by the House of Representa- 
tives with a vote, I believe, of 305 to 2. 
In that bill, as it passed the House, sec- 
tion 2 is identical with section 2 in the 
bill as passed by the Senate. 
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Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I have hurriedly 
read the mimeographed copy which the 
Senator has. The House did one thing 
which I advocated on the floor this after- 
noon. At least the House has inserted 
language to prevent destruction of the 
Internal Security Act, which might have 
been the result without such language. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say to my 
friend from Nevada that there was no 
design to destroy any legislation, but I 
am willing to face up to the facts. As 
yet not one Communist has been regis- 
tered under the Internal Security Act; 
and that act has been on the books for 
4 years. Not one Communist is regis- 
tered. They will not register. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will not yield at 
this moment. 

I will tell the Senate why they will not 
register. It is because another act which 
is on the books, and which we are talking 
about, has been ineffective in terms of 
curbing communism. The best way to 
curb communism is to put the matter of 
enforcement into the hands of the Jus- 
tice Department, the courts, and the 
trained agents of this Government, and 
make membership in the Communist 
Party a criminal offense. Why should we 
make it a criminal offense? Because the 
Communist Party and its membership 
are dedicated to the destruction of this 
country. 

Does any Member of this body doubt 
that? Does any Member of Congress be- 
lieve that the Communist Party is dedi- 
cated to anything but the destruction of 
this country and every other free coun- 
try? When I look up into the galleries 
I see people who have paid taxes until 
they cried. Millions and millions of dol- 
lars have been spent. Sons and daugh- 
ters have been lost. Why? Communism. 

I have studied many of the cases. I 
have studied the decision in the trial of 
the 11 Communists before the court of 
Judge Medina. It was proved that they 
were actively engaged in a conspiracy. 
Mr. President, no lawyer will ever have 
to prove that again before a court, be- 
cause under the terms of the bill as we 
passed it in the Senate, if it can be 
proved that a man or woman is a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party, ipso facto 
it is proved that he or she is engaged in 
a conspiracy. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, does 
the Senator care to yield at some point? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the 
Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator's ar- 
dor in this matter is to be admired, but 
his ardor is no greater today than was 
the ardor of some of us for the past 
many years. We were determined to 
do what the Senator is giving great 
preachment to now. We did not do it 
because we were cautious and careful to 
see that when we accomplished some- 
thing, it would meet the terms, stand- 
ards, conditions, and impositions of the 
organic law of this country. 

If this bill will not meet those stand- 
ards, it will fall by the wayside, and I 
fear that it may fall by the wayside be- 


1954 


cause it was written hurriedly on the 
floor of the Senate, without proper 
study or proper consideration. 

We are just as vehement, just as de- 
termined, and have been for years, as 
the Senator who now speaks with great 
vehemence on the floor of the Senate. 
He is not the first to advocate these 
things. Surely, this is an election year, 
and it is a very popular subject now. 
But I say to the Senator from Minne- 
sota that we have gone over this ground 
and plowed it for many years and many 
times. We are as determined to ac- 
complish something as is the Senator 
from Minnesota, namely, to put a stop 
to communism in America. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I thank the Sena- 
tor from Nevada. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall yield in a 
moment, 

I have never doubted the fact that 
the Senator from Nevada is an expert 
in this area. There is no monopoly in 
this field. Some persons feel that it is 
a special field for special individuals. 
Some of us fought communism long be- 
fore we came to the Senate, without 
congressional immunity, without staffs. 
I did not wait until I got to the Senate to 
start my crusade. That record is mani- 
festly clear for friend and foe alike to 
know. 

But there is no need to claim any 
special priority of authoriship. This bill 
was passed by a vote of 85 to nothing in 
the Senate, and I hope none of the 85 
will say he did not think it was a good 
bill. We have the right to vote against 
measures in the Senate when we believe 
they are not good legislation. I can only 
assume that it was good, and that 85 
Members, in their best judgment, said, 
“This is the best bill we can get, and we 
will vote for it.” 

The House may change it. The bill 
may go to conference. We shall try to 
improve it. I am of the opinion that in 
passing this bill, as the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse] said a short time 
ago, we have served warning upon every- 
one in this land and throughout the 
world that the Congress of the United 
States has taken a very definite and firm 
position on the issue of Communist in- 
filtration and Communist conspiracy. 

Such legislation is not new. We 
virtually outlawed the Nazi bund. Why? 
Because it was dedicated to the objec- 
tives and purposes of a foreign power. 

All we are trying to do, it seems to 
me, is to fortify the law which we have. 

The law we have today requires that 
before we can prosecute we must prove 
an overt act. The purpose of the bill 
of the junior Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. Humpnrey]—for which there were 
23 sponsors, and for which 85 Members 
of the Senate voted—was to clarify and 
make crystal clear that the so-called 
overt act to which the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. Coon] relates his argu- 
ment, was the act of membership, be- 
coming and remaining a member. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. That is not the way 
the Recorp now shows the amendment of 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, The word “overt” 
was stricken. 

Mr. FERGUSON. An act is the same 
thing. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is the word mean- 
ingful? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan feels that he knows what they 
mean. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota was the main sponsor of this 
measure, and I think I am accurate in 
saying that when we determine legisla- 
tive history and an amendment is ac- 
cepted, that legislative history is pretty 
well determined by how it is accepted by 
the person who was sponsoring the 
amendment, 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator must 
realize that the decisions of the courts 
are clear that, unless the act is ambigu- 
ous what we say on the Senate floor, as 
legislative history, amounts to nothing. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate that. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think if the Sena- 
tor will read it, he will find the overt act 
now refers 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is no such 
language as overt act. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is an act, which 
is the same thing as an overt act. There 
must be an act in carrying out—— 

Mr. HUMPHREY. While for 2 or 3 
days now the Senator from Michigan 
has attempted to justify certain posi- 
tions which he held, the fact still is the 
fact. What is said in the bill is that 
the one act which is subject to criminal 
penalties is the act of membership. 

Mr. FERGUSON. No. That is not 
what the bill says. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. There must be some 
specific act, such as advocating com- 
munism or teaching communism. The 
fact of membership alone in my opinion 
does not meet the requirements of law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was taught that 
in school, too, Mr. President. I taught 
courses in that subject—maybe poorly, 
but I taught them. 

What the Senator says was legal doc- 
trine up until Thursday of last week be- 
cause until then, the Congress had never 
passed a law which provided that mem- 
bership in an organization branded as a 
conspiracy was an act that came under 
the purview of our criminal laws. That 
is what we did. 

Let there be no mistake about it so 
far as this Senator is concerned: The 
act of membership in the Communist 
Party, a party, supposedly, only in name 
and not by purpose, an organization 
which is a conspiratorial apparatus; is 
in itself an act subject to the penalties 
of law. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. DANIEL. I have listened to all 
the arguments this afternoon on this 
subject. I listened with interest to the 
distinguished Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCarran] and to all the other 
Members who have spoken. I fear the 
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impression will be created from this 
argument that we are very far apart as 
to what should be done in this matter. 

As a matter of fact, I have compared 
the bill passed by the House with the bill 
passed by the Senate, and have listened 
to the arguments here. I have come to 
the conclusion that really we are not 
very far apart at all. 

a HUMPHREY. Indeed, we are 
not. 

Mr. DANIEL. Only one section of 
the bill passed by the Senate has been 
changed in any substantial manner by 
the House. It seems to me that we 
should have a moment in-which we 
emphasize the fact that we are all work- 
ing together to a great extent in con- 
nection with what was passed by the 
Senate and what has been passed by 
the House. It seems to me this one 
point of difference can be reconciled in 
conference. I would not want the de- 
bate on this subject to end this after- 
noon without calling the attention of 
the Senate to the fact that the bill 
passed by the House is substantially the 
same bill that was passed by the Senate, 
with only the changes made in section 3. 

I believe we are not too far apart. 
Certainly even if we come from confer- 
ence with the bill passed by the House 
with a few changes, we shall have a 
bill outlawing the Communist Party in 
this country. 

All the preambles to the bill passed 
by the House, in section 2, seem to be 
word for word what was offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum- 
PHREY] and adopted by the Senate. The 
same thing is true as to most of the other 
sections. They are practically word for 
word what has passed the Senate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the 
Senator from Texas. 

I think some of these arguments 
would not be offered if we changed par- 
entage. What has happened is that a 
number of our colleagues and a number 
of leaders throughout the country seem 
to be of the opinion that someone tried 
to “move in” on it. I am willing 
to yield all claims of authorship. We 
can call it the Butler-Ferguson bill, or 
give it any other name. I point out, as 
the Senator from Texas has pointed out, 
that, by and large, page for page, line 
for line, the House bill is almost identi- 
cal with the Senate bill. Section 3 has 
been changed. It is a little “soft” on 
communism the way it is now. I have 
served warning that I am not particu- 
larly happy with that section, because 
it seems to me it does not say much, but 
it takes a long time to say it. It reads 
as follows: 

The Communist Party of the United States, 
or any successors of such party regardless 
of the assumed name, whose object or pur- 
pose is to overthrow the Government of the 
United States, or the government of any 
State, Territory, District, or possession 
thereof, or the government of any political 
subdivision therein by force and violence, are 
not entitled to any of the rights, privileges, 
and immunities attendant upon legal bodies 
created under the jurisdiction of the laws 
of the United States or any political sub- 
division thereof; and whatever rights, priv- 
ileges, and immunities which have hereto- 
fore been granted to said party or any sub- 
sidiary organization by reason of the laws 
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of the United States or any political sub- 
division thereof, are hereby terminated. 


Section 3 of the House bill merely says 
that the Communist Party shall not be 
treated with respect, that it is no longer 
to have any legal rights. It is to have 
no rights, privileges, or immunities. 
That is a very mild penalty for a con- 
spiracy which is dedicated to the over- 
throw of this Government by violence or 
force. 

Basically, for the record, what the 
House bill does is to outlaw the Commu- 
nist Party. But what we have done in 
the Senate was not only to outlaw the 
party by saying we outlawed it, but to 
impose severe penalties upon member- 
ship in the party. The members of it 
are disciplined in subversion, espionage, 
and sabotage. Membership in a party 
which has as its main objective the over- 
throw of this Government should be sub- 
ject to criminal penalties, more so than 
those who have committed murder, those 
who are arsonists, or who are peddlers 
of dope and narcotics. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER. I think we are very 
close together. The bill effectually out- 
laws the Communist Party. In the opin- 
ion of the Attorney General, if we take 
the next step, it may seriously affect the 
pending cases under the Internal Secu- 
rity Act. We have made a good begin- 
ning. Why should we not accept the 
House version and go along slowly, and 
not do things which the Attorney Gen- 
eral tells us are or may be unconstitu- 
tional or may interfere with enforcement 
of existing law. I do not think any 
Senator who has taken an oath to uphold 
the Constitution should vote for some- 
thing which the Attorney General has 
said is unconstitutional. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have not heard 
him say it is unconstitutional. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator from 
Maryland really think we should allow 
the Attorney General to make that de- 
cision for us? 

Mr. BUTLER. No, I do not. 

Mr. DANIEL. And not vote for bills 
which the Attorney General says may be 
unconstitutional? 

Mr. BUTLER. No. 

Mr. DANIEL. I doubt that the Sen- 
ator from Maryland would want to be 
literally so interpreted. 

Mr. BUTLER. No, I would not want 
my remarks to be so interpreted, but we 
have sworn to uphold the Constitution of 
the United States, which oath we would 
violate if we should vote for unconstitu- 
tional legislation. My judgment would 
be very seriously swayed by an opinion 
of an astute Attorney General, which 
Mr. Brownell is. I think we must give 
weight to his opinion. I think especially 
is that the case when the Attorney Gen- 
eral has also told us,that to adopt the 
language of the Senate bill would very 
seriously affect or hamper the existing 
case brought under the Internal Security 
Act now in the circuit court of appeals. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 


happen to be a Member of the United 


States Senate. I have a telephone in my 
office, and I am delighted to talk to the 
Attorney General on these matters. He 
has not consulted with the junior Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. All I have heard 
from him is that possibly the measure I 
sponsored may not meet his standards 
for security. I want the Attorney Gen- 
eral to prove that to me, and I do not 
want to hear any more talk from any- 
one, after this attempt to be so soft on 
communism, about a party of treason. 

Mr. DANIEL, I agree with the Sen- 
ator from Maryland that we should go 
along with the Attorney General to the 
extent that we should attempt to get 
together on this small section of the 
bill, the only one about which there 
seems to be any argument. We should 
take into account the views of the At- 
torney General. I believe the bill can 
be so written as to meet the constitu- 
tional objections, without watering it 
down as much as it has been watered 
down in the House version. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is my desire. 
Has the Senator from Texas heard from 
the Attorney General? Did he consult 
with the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. DANIEL. I have not heard from 
the Attorney General; and, in all fair- 
ness, the Senator from Minnesota will 
remember that I accepted the Butler 
bill as an amendment to the substitute 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There were quite 
significant changes. 

. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER. I have not personally 
heard from the Attorney General of the 
United States. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. How does the Sen- 
ator know, then, that the Attorney Gen- 
eral is so much interested in the bill? 

Mr. BUTLER. I was so much inter- 
ested that I went to the House of Repre- 
sentatives this morning to hear the de- 
bate on the bill. I there heard Mem- 
bers of the House refer to the feelings 
of the Attorney General with reference 
to the bill. I am merely reciting here 
what I heard in debate in the House, 
I have no pipeline to the Attorney Gen- 
eral. Certainly, I do not think any of 
us could expect the Attorney General to 
call us up individually. He might come 
before a committee and say something 
about how he feels with relation to pro- 
posed legislation. I do not want any 
Member of the Senate to think that I 
have been talking to the Attorney Gen- 
eral and have information from him on 
the subject which they do not have. 
What I know on the subject was gained 
through listening to the debate in the 
House. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor, Someone heard that the Attorney 
General may have said that what we 
did might be unconstitutional. Iam un- 
willing to accept that kind of evidence 
to control my actions in the Senate. 

I have before me, from the Associated 
Press ticker, a statement of one of the 
leaders, Mr. HALLECK, to the effect that 
the House version would outlaw the Com- 
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munist movement as a political party 
but not as a conspiracy. 

I believe it would be unconstitutional 
to outlaw a political party, but to out- 
law a conspiracy is not unconstitutional. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota believes that to outlaw a con- 
spiracy is within the rights of the coun- 
try, but to outlaw a political party might 
be very dubious in its constitutional im- 
plications. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I happened to read 
in the U. S. News & World Report for 
August 20, 1954, on page 14, under the 
heading “Washington Whispers,” the 
following pertinent paragraph: 

RICHARD NIxon, Vice President, has noted 
that, in the countries where Communist ac- 
tivity is under effective control, the Com- 
munist Party is outlawed, making member- 
ship and association with it a crime. Gov- 
ernment lawyers in this country, however, 
argue that the direct approach to dealing 
with Communists is too simple. 


The direct approach is the way to deal 
with the Communists, and the junior 
Senator from Minnesota has hit upon a 
direct, simple approach. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am delighted to 
have this more recent testimony. On 
Saturday evening, the very able and dis- 
tinguished majority leader, the Senator 
from California [Mr. Know1anp], made 
it quite clear that he was for the bill 
as it was passed by the Senate. He put 
his personal convictions above any par- 
tisan considerations. 

Now we have the Vice President stat- 
ing that he feels that the best and most 
effective way to outlaw the party is to 
make membership in it a crime. 

If we can get the distinguished senior 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON], 
who is head of the policy committee, to 
be for us, then we shall have all three of 
the leaders of the Republican Party on 
our side. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The statement I 
read was from the current issue of U. S. 
News & World Report. I do not know 
how accurate it is; but, at least, accord- 
ing to this paragraph, the Vice President 
is supposed to have said today what 1 
read to the Senate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have been in the 
fight against communism for a long time. 
I recall the days when I was fighting for 
the internal security bill; and the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota, who now claims 
he is for all these things, was filibuster- 
ing against the internal security bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. So that the rec- 
ord will be straight, let me say that I 
voted for the internal security bill. 
After the President’s veto, when I 
learned what the President thought 
were its unconstitutional provisions, in 
the light of the doctrine outlined on the 
na I tried to uphold the Chief Execu- 

ve. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; and the Sena- 
tor voted against the bill. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. But the record 
made it very clear that, with respect to 
that measure, we were directing our ef- 
forts at the fringe groups, the Commu- 
nist-dominated groups, the Communist- 
front groups. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator would 
like to forget the past. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not at all. But 
let us talk about what is going on now. 
Let us talk about the opportunity we 
have now. If the United States is as 
badly infiltrated as I have heard it is; 
if the Communist menace is as serious 
a menace as it has been painted; let us 
go after them. 

What the bill proposes to do is to say 
that if a person is a member of the Com- 
munist Party, he is a member of a con- 
spiracy which has as its purpose the 
overthrow of the Government; and any- 
one who wishes to overthrow the United 
States Government should be subjected 
to penalties, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Congress passed 
the internal security law, which provides 
for the registration of Communist-front 
and Communist organizations, and a 
board was established. The Board found 
facts upon which it said that the Com- 
munist Party was a conspiracy. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Communist 
Party? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. Therefore, it 
was subject to registration. No one was 
so foolish as to think the Communists 
would not fight, as they always have 
fought—and they have a right to fight in 
the courts. It was known that they 
would attempt to delay action. It was 
known that Marcantonio would use every 
legal means to delay. It was known 
that the case would have to go through 
the courts. 

It has now gone through the lower 
court, and there has been a declaration 
by the Federal district court that the law 
passed by Congress is constitutional; that 
it is a legal way to attack this enemy 
of America. 

Briefs have now been on file in the Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals for 4 months. The 
case is ready for decision. Does the Sen- 
ator now want to have repealed all that 
was done in 1950 through the enact- 
ment of the internal security law? Ido 
not think we want to do that. I want 
to outlaw the party. Let me read what 
we did the other day. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Senator 
from Michigan permit me, in my time, 
since I occupy the floor, to make some 
comment? First of all, the action taken 
by the Senate does not call for a repeal 
of the Internal Security Act. 

- Mr. FERGUSON. That will be the 
effect of it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me pay tribute 
to the Senator from Michigan. He has 
worked, he says, to hunt down Com- 
munists. But I do not want the Sena- 
tor to think he is the only one to be 
hunting down Communists. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We welcome the 
Senator into the fold. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not want to 
be merely in the fold. I have been in the 
main arena. 

I shall conclude by saying that section 
3 of the House bill does not provide any- 
thing definite. To say that the party 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


is a conspiracy and that it is dedicated 
to the overthrow of the Government, 
and then to say that all that is to be 
done is to deny it the normal privileges 
and immunities is not much of a conse- 
quence. 


EXTENSION OF FEDERAL DECLARA- 
TORY JUDGMENTS ACT TO TER- 
RITORY OF ALASKA—CORREC- 
TION AND REENROLLMENT OF 
BILL 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to lay aside tem- 
porarily the unfinished business, if that 
be necessary, in order to take up Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 106 by unani- 
mous consent. I have conferred with 
the acting majority leader, who informs 
me that it is agreeable to him to do so. 
The concurrent resolution is as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the action of 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
in signing the enrolled bill (H. R. 1975) to 
amend section 2201 of title 28, United States 
Code, to extend the Federal Declaratory 
Judgments Act to the Territory of Alaska, be 
rescinded, and that the Clerk of the House 
be, and he is hereby authorized and directed, 
in the reenrollment of the bill, to make the 
following correction: 

On page 1, line 6 of the engrossed House 
bill, strike out the word “section”, and in 
lieu thereof insert the word “sentence.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada that the unfinished busi- 
ness temporarily be laid aside? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
is it not true that the Senate, in effect, 
has taken this action once this after- 
noon? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes, but it was 
found that action had been taken in the 
House, which necessitates the action I 
am here proposing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
Objection to the present consideration 
of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no ojection, the concur- 
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 106) was 
considered and agreed to. 


SENATOR LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 
OF TEXAS 


Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, at the 
polls in Texas last month the people of 
Texas showed their high regard and ap- 
preciation for the record and faithful 
work of the senior Senator from Texas, 
LYNDON JOHNSON. 

The final returns show that my col- 
league was renominated by an almost 
3-to-1 margin, with 883,264 votes, to 
354,188 for his opponent. This was over 
71 percent of the vote cast. 

As we near the closing hours of the 
session I want to express for myself, 
personally, and on behalf of my fellow 
Texans this word of appreciation for 
LYNDON JOHNSON’s services as the senior 
Senator from Texas and as the minority 
leader of the Senate. He has brought 
great distinction to our State. 

I thank him for the cooperation and 
assistance he has always given his jun- 
ior colleague. 
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The people of Texas thanked him for 
his accomplishments when they ex- 
pressed their approval by such a great 
majority in the Democratic primary. 

Many Texas newspaper editorials have 
commented on Senator JOHNSON’s vic- 
tory, and I ask unanimous consent that 
several of these be inserted at this point 
in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torials were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


[From the Beaumont Journal of 
July 28, 1954] 


TALL TEXAN 


Last Saturday Texans went to the polls to 
thank one of their most able public servants 
for a job well done. For LYNDON BAINES 
JOHNSON it was an expression of appreciation 
richly deserved in recognition of his out- 
standing work as the junior United States 
Senator from Texas. 

The overwhelming reelection of Senator 
JOHNSON need not necessarily reflect ad- 
versely on the candidacy of his defeated op- 
ponent, Dudley Dougherty, scion of a multi- 
millionaire oil and ranching family of Bee- 
ville. The attributes of Mr. Dougherty are 
many, but he was fighting a losing cause 
in seeking to displace a man with a service 
record such as that compiled by Senator 
JOHNSON. 

LYNDON JOHNSON has attained one of the 
most outstanding records of achievement 
for a freshman term in the history of the 
United States Senate. He is the Senate 
minority leader and may well be the ma- 
jority leader, if, and when, the Democrats 
regain control of the Senate. 

Senator JoHNsON’s public record is an 
open book in which all Texas can take pride. 
It is one of constructive conservatism, and 
one of fine balance among his duties to State, 
party and Nation, He has attempted to steer 
a middle course in national politics, espe- 
cially as Senate minority leader. He has 
shown an admirable tendency to cooperate 
with the Republican administration on mat- 
ters vital to the best interests of the country, 
but has not hesitated to oppose any propo- 
sal which he felt would be deterimental to 
those interests. 

His many Senate and party responsibilities 
have not lessened his close attention to 
Texas interests and opinions. Through his 
informative weekly newsletters from Wash- 
ington Senator JOHNSON keeps Texans 
abreast of legislative happenings and ex- 
presses his own candid opinions of these 
events. There is no doubt as to where 
LYNDON JOHNSON stands on all issues. 

Last Saturday Texans demonstrated that 
they believe LYNDON JOHNSON represents the 
majority will of Texas with an uncanny de- 
gree of accuracy. They like this tall Texan 
pie the manner in which he carries out his 

ut les. 


— 


[From the Port Arthur News] 
A TRIBUTE From VOTERS or TEXAS 


The voters’ verdict in the Democratic pri- 
mary was a measure of the stature of Texas’ 
senior United States Senator, LYNDON B. 
JOHNSON. 

It was a recognition of his service to Texas 
and to the Nation, an acknowledgment of 
the prestige he has gained by ability and 
arduous work in his post of public service. 

JOHNSON was a candidate for a second 
term. He had as his opponent a wealthy 
Texan of a long-established and well-known 
family. His opponent embraced a ticket of 
extreme nationalism and isolationism, whose 
overtones, of course, is a play to patriotism. 

Approximately 3 out of 4 of all Texas 
voters went to the polls and recorded their 
approval of LYNDON JOHNSON, their confi- 
dence in his leadership in Washington, their 
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desire that he continue to serve Texans in 
the Senate. 

This victory—Jounson received 72 percent 
of the votes and led his opponent by over 
508,000 votes—was even more impressive in 
that JoHNson did not leave his post of duty 
in Washington to make a political campaign. 
By reason of his ability and his energy, his 
devotion to the Democratic Party and the 
principles for which it stands, he had been 
elevated to the post of Senate Democratic 
leader. He is the youngest ever to hold 
that post. Congress has been in a session 
of extreme importance to the Nation and its 
future security, and to the future peace and 
security of the free world. 

The Senate is evenly divided between Re- 
publican and Democratic Members. Many 
measures relating to foreign affairs and 
America’s relation with the free nations and 
their common defense against Red aggres- 
sion were to be considered. JonNSsON dis- 
regarded the possible political consequences 
of ignoring his opponent. He stayed on the 
job in Washington. That, as well as his 
record over the past 6 years, obviously met 
with overwhelming approval of his con- 
stituents. 

JoHNSON will begin his second Senate term 
in January, strengthened and backed up by 
the overwhelming vote of confidence of the 
‘Texas citizenship. 

Two factors exemplify his statesmanship., 
One points back to his home State, the other 
reaches into the realm of world security. 

He has avoided being drawn into the deep 
and hurtful cleavage of the Democratic Party 
factionalism in Texas. His support and over- 
whelming majority of votes came obviously 
from all segments of the Texas electorate, 
He has been, and continues to be, the Senator 
of all Texas, not merely one side of an intra- 
party dispute. 

No major legislation could get through 
Congress without support of Democrats. 
Senator Jonnson is the recognized spokes- 
man of the Democrats in the Senate, His 
attitude has been that America’s future secu- 
rity and welfare is not a politically partisan 
matter. He has looked upon internal legis- 
lation as well as foreign affairs from the 
viewpoint of the Nation’s welfare, rather 
than a political party’s advantage. 

His Texas constituents told the Nation how 
highly they regard LYNDON JOHNSON by their 
vote, 


[From the El Paso Herald-Post] 
AN Easy VICTORY 

LynpoN JoHNSON was reelected to the 
United States Senate handsdown. He did 
no personal campaigning. His record and 
stature were such that the people of Texas 
automatically voted for him by about 2½ 
to 1. 

In El Paso County, we are proud to say, the 
vote for Lynpon was better than 6 to 1. 

His reelection was certain from the begin- 
ning. Anyway, we feel better about it now. 


THE NATURAL GAS ACT—CHAOS AND 
CONFUSION UNDER COURT AND 
COMMISSION RULINGS 


Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, on June 
7, 1954, the Supreme Court of the United 
States wrote an opinion which might 
result in making thousands of independ- 
ent producers of natural gas subject to 
regulation by the Federal Power Com- 
mission. 

In the case of Phillips Petroleum Com- 
pany v. Wisconsin, et al. (347 U. S. 
672), the Court, by a split of 5 to 3, held 
for the first time that the Natural Gas 
Act applies to persons engaged in the 
production of gas if they make sales 
which eventually end up in interstate 
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commerce. This, in spite of the fact that 
the Natural Gas Act specifically exempts 
producers and gatherers from the pro- 
visions of the act. 

Clearly, the Natural Gas Act (15 U. S. 
C. 717-717w), passed in 1938, was in- 
tended to regulate as natural-gas com- 
panies” only those persons or organi- 
zations engaged primarily in interstate 
transportation or primarily in sales in 
interstate commerce. Until recent 
years, no one was so bold as to contend 
that the act included the thousands of 
independent oil operators who produced 
gas along with their oil or to the inde- 
pendent gas producers who were en- 
gaged primarily in production and 
whose only relation to interstate com- 
merce or transportation was arm’s- 
length sales to natural-gas companies. 
Section 717 (b) provides that the Nat- 
ural Gas Act “shall not apply to any 
other transportation or sale of natural 
gas or to the local distribution of nat- 
ural gas or to the facilities used for such 
distribution or to the production or 
gathering of natural gas.” 

Ever since the law was enacted in 
1938, the Federal Power Commission has 
interpreted it as not applying to inde- 
pendent producers of oil and gas who 
merely sell the gas to other concerns 
which move it into interstate commerce, 
In fact, the Supreme Court’s decision 
overruled the Federal Power Commis- 
sion on this point in the Phillips case. 
The Commission itself said in its brief 
in the Phillips case, “The Commission 
has uniformly interpreted the act to ex- 
clude transportation and sales, such as 
those here involved.” 

Not only did the Supreme Court over- 
rule the long-established interpretation 
and numerous decisions of the Federal 
Power Commission, but it also ignored 
the clear congressional intent that these 
independent producers are exempt from 
the act. Justice Tom Clark said in a 
sharp dissent that the majority action 
was “contrary to the intention of Con- 
gress, the understanding of the States, 
and that of the FPC itself.” Justices 
Douglas and Burton also dissented. 

In addition to the specific words of the 
act itself, a majority in both Houses of 
Congress placed the same interpretation 
on the act in 1950 when they passed what 
was known as the Kerr bill, which was 
vetoed by President Truman. 

The court’s decision in the Phillips 
case attempts to make “naturai gas com- 
panies” out of about 4,000 independent 
oil and gas producers which are not now 
and never have been primarily engaged 
in the transportation or sale of natural 
gas in interstate commerce, and which 
are not even secondarily engaged in such 
actions except for sales to other con- 
cerns which are engaged in interstate 
transportation. 

As said by the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. Fercuson], who apparently agrees 
with the court’s decision: 

Prior to June 7 (the date of the decision) 
the Commission had considered producers 
and gatherers of natural gas as not within 
the purview of the Natural Gas Act, and the 
Commission had confined its regulation of 
the natural gas industry pretty largely to 
the pipeline companies. In its original budg- 
et estimate for the year ended June 30, 1955, 
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the Commission estimated that only 120 nat- 
ural gas companies were subject to its juris- 
diction under the Natural Gas Act. These 
120 companies were, on the whole, pipeline 
companies. 

It is now estimated that about 4,000 addi- 
tional natural gas companies, as defined in 
the Natural Gas Act, are subject to the Com- 
mission's regulatory authority. (CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, Aug. 3, 1954, p. 13091.) 


Again, the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. Fercuson] referred to these addi- 
tional persons and companies attempted 
to be brought under the act, as “new” 
natural gas companies. He said: 

The new natural-gas companies may seek 
changes in the rates by filing appropriate 
notices with the Commission. (CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, p. 13092.) 


The senior Senator from Michigan, 
arguing for an additional $300,000 ap- 
propriation for the Federal Power Com- 
mission to carry out its regulation of 
these new natural-gas companies, which 
appropriation was denied by the Senate, 
said that there would be great confusion 
and chaos in the industry if the Com- 
mission were not given the funds to carry 
out its newly found regulatory powers. 
Actually, chaos and confusion exist to- 
day among independent producers and 
will exist in the future among consum- 
ers, not because of any failure of Con- 
gress to appropriate money, but because 
of the Court’s decision and the fact that 
the Federal Power Commission has fol- 
lowed that decision by issuing its orders 
Nos. 174 and 174A freezing the wellhead 
price on natural gas and requiring cer- 
tificates by which these 4,000 independ- 
ent producers must qualify as natural- 
gas companies if they are to continue to 
sell gas which ends up in interstate com- 
merce. 

Mr. President, I know something about 
this chaos and confusion. I predicted 
it when as attorney general of Texas I 
represented our State, our conservation 
commission, and our school land board in 
the Phillips case when it was before the 
Federal Power Commission. The Com- 
mission decided in our favor, but it was 
overruled by the Supreme Court. Now, 
the Commission has made the error of 
entering this new field of regulation 
while a motion for rehearing is pending 
in the Supreme Court, and before the 
Congress of the United States has had 
an opportunity to decide whether to cor- 
rect the injustice or to appropriate funds 
to implement the decision. 

This action of the Commission, taken 
without a public hearing, has accen- 
tuated the chaos and confusion not only 
among independent producers of gas, 
but among State officials and regulatory. 
bodies whose jurisdictions are being ig- 
nored, and it will extend in due time to 
the consuming public. I say this be- 
cause most of these independent pro- 
ducers will shut off their sales rather 
than qualify as natural-gas companies 
and subject themselves to regulation of 
rates by the Federal Power Commission. 
They are not utilities. They are not 
natural-gas companies. They are 
searchers, developers, and producers of 
oil and gas who cannot operate under 
utility-type rate fixing. 

With all of the risk involved in search- 
ing for and producing oil and gas, inde- 
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pendent producers cannot exist on rates 
fixed as though they were utility com- 
panies and based solely upon their de- 
preciated investments. These do not 
take into account the losses from dry 
holes and other expenses of this nature. 
Many of these independent producers 
have automatic termination clauses in 
their sales contracts providing that the 
contracts shall end if the producers are 
ever subjected to regulation by the Fed- 
eral Power Commission. 

Iam sure that the order of the Federal 
Power Commission was distasteful to 
some of the Commissioners who signed 
it. It has been suggested that one of the 
purposes might have been to alert all 
concerned with the chaos and confusion 
which will result if the Commission is 
not relieved by the Congress from this 
added burden and responsibility—a re- 
sponsibility which the Commission had 
never thought was imposed upon it by 
the Natural Gas Act. Even so, orders 
174 and 174A were unfortunate. 

The present order, 174A, if enforced, 
would work untold hardships and injus- 
tices. Petitions are now pending before 
the Commission for rehearing and re- 
consideration. It is hoped that they will 
be granted and that the Commission will 
revoke its present order and set this en- 
tire matter down for a hearing. It 
should be set off until a date next year, 
when the Congress also will have had an 
opportunity to consider the entire mat- 
ter and to again declare the exemption 
of independent producers which was set 
forth in the original Natural Gas Act. 
In the meantime, there are numerous in- 
equities and injustices which the Com- 
mission can avoid on its own motion, 
even before full rehearing and recon- 
sideration of the present order. This 
should include recognition of rate in- 
creases provided by contract prior to the 
Court’s decision, many of which were to 
pay increased production taxes. 

This matter of increased production 
taxes is very important in the State of 
Texas, where, effective September 1, 
1954, the production tax will be in- 
creased from 5.72 percent to 9 percent 
of the market value of the gas produced. 
Practically all of the long-term sales 
contracts in our State provide that the 
purchaser will bear all or a very substan- 
tial part of any increase in the produc- 
tion tax. Unless the Commission 
amends its order, the producers and roy- 
alty owners will have to bear the in- 
crease in tax contrary to their sales con- 
tracts, or the purchasers will have to 
make the payments and thereby subject 
themselves to possible penalties for pay- 
ing the increased price. 

Mr. President, in order to avoid the 
chaos, confusion, inequities, and injus- 
tices implicit in this entire affair, it is 
hoped that the Federal Power Commis- 
sion will make appropriate amendments 
promptly and that it will finally set aside 
its order until a full and complete hear- 
ing can be held and until a further ex- 
pression of policy can be made by the 
Congress. Action by Congress is im- 
perative if sufficient natural gas is to be 
made available for transmission to non- 
producing States and if State conserva- 
tion laws and private rights of contract 
are to be preserved. 
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CITATION OF CORLISS LAMONT FOR 
CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the resolution (S. Res. 281) to cite 
Corliss Lamont for contempt of the Sen- 
ate. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Kuchl in the chair). The Senator will 
state it. 

Mr. LANGER. What is the pending 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to Senate Reso- 
lution 281, to cite Corliss Lamont for 
contempt of the Senate. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota has the 
floor. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I withhold the 
suggestion. 

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. MCCARTHY]. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
explained the case the other day. I 
would rather not take the time of the 
Senate again, unless there are ques- 
tions. If there are, I shall be happy to 
answer questions. I think the Senator 
from North Dakota has questions re- 
garding the case. Would the Senator 
prefer that I go over it briefly? 

Mr. LANGER. I would rather the 
Senator would do so. 

Mr. McCARTHY. This is the case of 
Corliss Lamont whom we ask to have 
cited for contempt of the Senate. The 
subcommittee voted unanimously, and I 
think the full committee voted unani- 
mously, to cite him for contempt. The 
Attorney General wrote us a letter—I 
read it this morning in regard to the 
other cases—in which he stated it ap- 
pears that a contempt proceeding would 
be in order. 

The reason why Lamont was called 
before the committee was that he had 
been doing some writing which was be- 
ing used to indoctrinate members of the 
military forces, and because he had in- 
formation about Communists who were 
writing for the Government. He re- 
fused to tell whether he admitted to 
Louis Budenz he was a Communist. 
Louis Budenz testified he had admitted 
over the phone he was one. He said 
he was not. He admitted he knew Clar- 
ence Hathaway, another well-known 
Communist. He refused to tell whether 
he worked for Hathaway in connection 
with penetration of various organiza- 
tions by the Communist Party. He re- 
fused to tell whether he was ever under 
instructions from the Communist Party 
or known Communists. He refused to 
tell whether he exercised any activities 
in behalf of the Communist Party. He 
refused to tell us whether he knew any 
of the Communists who edited U. S. S. R., 
a Concise Handbook, which was used by 
the military forces; whether they were 
members of the Communist Party, and 
whether he, Lamont, had contributed to 
the book; and so on down the line. He 
refused to answer a number of questions 
having to do with his Communist ac- 
tivities and the Communist activities of 
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others who wrote for the Communists. 
He did not invoke the fifth amendment. 
Therefore, the committee has voted to 
cite him for contempt. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi- 
eo will the Senator yield for a ques- 

on 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from North Dakota ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senator from 
Wisconsin may be permitted to yield to 
the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr, LANGER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may yield for that purpose, 
without my losing the floor. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I have 
before me the testimony in this case. On 
page 3 of the testimony Mr. Lamont 
makes a statement of his reasons for not 
answering the questions. As I read his 
statement, he raised a technical question 
as to whether the committee, of which 
the junior Senator from Wisconsin is 
chairman, had jurisdiction to ask the 
questions. There is no doubt of his hav- 
ing declined to answer. He raised the 
issue of the jurisdiction of the commit- 
tee. The contempt citation will test that 
question in the court. If he is asked to 
answer the question, and he declines to 
answer, he will be guilty of a real con- 
tempt. 

I wish to ask if the Senator is asking 
that Mr. Lamont be sent to jail or fined 
wecane he raised a jurisdictional ques- 

on 

Mr. McCARTHY. I have no interest 
in sending Lamont to jail. In view of the 
fact that he refused to answer, I believe 
if we do not cite him for contempt and 
have the matter handled in that way, it 
would mean that any other witness be- 
fore the committee could do likewise. 
Harvey O’Conner came before the com- 
mittee and was asked the same question. 
He has been indicted by the grand jury. 
I do not think he has been tried yet. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I have 
known Mr. Lamont since he was a young 
man, I have been greatly distressed by 
his Communist leanings, as all his friends 
have. I know his parents have been. 
They are friends of mine. I hesitate to 
vote for a contempt citation which might 
result in a fine or sending him to jail. 

When he simply raises the jurisdic- 
tional question of whether the commit- 
tee has the legal right to ask the ques- 
tions about the book, could that question 
not be settled without putting us in the 
position of citing a man for contempt 
when he may not have done anything 
wrong except raise the issue of juris- 
diction? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me say to the 
Senator from New Jersey, so he may not 
have any misapprehension, I wrote the 
Justice Department and asked for an 
opinion as to whether they thought he 
was in contempt. I asked whether they 
would conduct an investigation as to 
whether he should be tried for perjury. 
The perjury matter is not before the 
Senate. The contempt matter is. I have 
no idea what a judge might do if Lamont 
should be found guilty of contempt, or 
whether the judge might feel that he had 
been acting in good faith, and let him go 
so he might purge himself of the con- 
tempt, or whether the judge might send 
him to jail. That is a question raised in 
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the case of almost every witness who 
refuses to answer. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I agree 
with the Senator from Wisconsin that 
the question as to whether a committee 
of the House or the Senate has a right to 
ask these questions ought to be settled. 
This particular witness was not pleading 
the fifth amendment, which might im- 
ply some guilt. He had written a book, 
and he raised the question about the 
legal right of the committee to ask ques- 
tions about it. I take it the Senator 
from Wisconsin is asking the court to 
decide whether or not Lamont should be 
compelled to answer the questions. I 
am making the inquiry so that the situa- 
tion may be clear, if I have to go along 
with the contempt citation. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I think the Sen- 
ator has correctly stated the proposi- 
tion. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. . Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. McCARTHY. Could I yield to 
the Senator from New York? 

Mr. LANGER. I would rather pro- 
ceed at this time. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thought I had 
the floor. 

Mr. LANGER. No. I yielded to the 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. President, as chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, at various 
times complaints and petitions come to 
me. Under the first amendment to the 
Constitution, and in the Bill of Rights, 
there is a provision for the right of 
petition at any time. As a matter of 
fact, in the penitentiaries there is a 
notice in the cell blocks that any pris- 
oner can write a letter at any time to the 
Attorney General directly, without the 
warden having a right to interfere. 
Following that right of petition under 
the first amendment, Corliss Lamont 
wrote a letter to every Senator. I felt 
I should pay some attention to it, be- 
cause of the fact that I am chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, but 
every Senator received this letter, which 
was dated March 23, 1954. It reads: 

My Dear SENATOR: I have been informed 
that the Permanent Subcommittee on In- 
vestigations of the Senate Committee on 
Government Operations has voted to recom- 
mend that I be cited for contempt of the 
United States Senate. That decision taken 
by the subcommittee arises out of my ap- 
pearance pursuant to subpena before the 
subcommittee in executive session. That 
subcommittee consisted of one person, Sen- 
ator JOSEPH R. MCCARTHY. I was never called 
before the committee in public hearing, nor 
before the full committee. 

On the 22d day of September 1953 I was 
served with a subpena to appear before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Investigations on 
the 23d day of September 1953. 


That is to say, the next day. 
I read further: 


Pursuant to that subpena I appeared be- 
fore Senator JoserH R. McCarTny sitting as 
the committee in executive session. I had 
been informed that the matters then under 
investigation involved Communist infiltra- 
tion among Army personnel. Since I had no 
connection whatever with such activity, I had 
prepared for submission to the subcommittee 
a statement of my objections to the jurisdic- 
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tion of the subcommittee. My testimony ap- 
pears at pages 14337 et seq. of the steno- 
graphic transcript of the hearings, and the 
statement of my objections to the jurisdic- 
tion appears at pages 14341-14344. 

That testimony has been reproduced in 
printed form for use by the Committee on 
Government Operations. In the printed 
record my statement of objections to the 
jurisdiction of the subcommittee appears on 
pages 3 and 4. 

In my statement of objection to jurisdic- 
tion— 


That relates to the point raised a mo- 
ment ago by the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey— 


I said that I am not now and never have 
been a member of the Communist Party. 
At no time did I take advantage of or plead 
the fifth amendment in my defense. 

I further stated that I am a private citi- 
zen of the United States, that I hold no 
office of public honor or trust, that I am 
not employed in any governmental depart- 
ment, nor am I under salary or grant from 
any governmental department. 

My objection to the jurisdiction of the 
subcommittee was based upon the fact that 
it had no right to inquire into my political 
beliefs, personal and private affairs, my re- 
ligious beliefs, and my associational activi- 
ties as a private citizen. My objection was 
further based on the idea that the subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Government 
Operations was invading the power of the 
judiciary and the power of the Executive and 
thus violating the tripartite separation of 
powers as a doctrine of American Govern- 
ment. 

I am annexing hereto a copy of the state - 
ment of my objections to the jurisdiction 
of the subcommittee. 


I think I shall read that statement at 
this point, Mr. President: 


To the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations of the Senate Committee on 
Government Operations: 


1. I, Corliss Lamont, residing at 450 River- 
side Drive, in the Borough of Manhattan, 
city of New York, having been subpenaed 
before this committee by subpena dated the 
2ist day of September 1953, and signed by 
JosEPH R. MCCARTHY, as chairman, do hereby 
respectfully object to the power and juris- 
diction of this committee to inquire into (a) 
my political beliefs, (b) any other personal 
and private affairs, (c) my religious beliefs, 
(d) my associational activities. 

2. Let it be understood that I am a private 
citizen of the United States, that I hold no 
office of public honor or trust, and I am not 
employed in any governmental department, 
nor am I under salary or grant from any 
governmental department. 

3. To dispose of a question causing cur- 
rent apprehension, I am a loyal American, 
and I am not now, and never have been, a 
member of the Communist Party. 

4. The grounds of my objection are: 

(a) As stated in United States v. Rumely 
(97 L. Ed. 494), a case involving a refusai 
to give testimony before a committee of the 
House of Representatives, the Supreme 
Court of the United States said, in a con- 
curring opinion by Mr. Justice Douglas: 

“The power of investigation is also lim- 
ited. Inquiry into personal and private af- 
fairs is precluded.” 

(b) The Supreme Court of the United 
States has said in Jones v. Securities and 
Exchange Commission (298 U. S. 1), through 
Mr. Justice Sutherland: 

“The citizen when interrogated about his 
private affairs has a right before answering 
to know why the inquiry is made; and if 
the purpose disclosed is not a legitimate 
one, he is not required to answer.” 

(c) Under the first amendment to the 
Constitution the power of investigation by 
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Congress into matters involving freedom of 
speech and freedom of the press cannot be 
used in the absence of legislative intent or 
power. The Congress of the United States 
has no constitutional right to legislate with 
regard to prior restraint or utterance in 
either form, and that as to any books al- 
ready written or statements made, no ex 
post facto law could be passed determining 
innocence or criminality, and that there- 
fore any investigations into my writings is 
beyond the power of this committee. 

5. Under our Constitution our Government 
is a Government of limited powers, tripar- 
tite in form, consisting of the legislative, 
the judicial, and the executive; and any 
inquiry into personal conduct, personal be- 
liefs, or associational activity lies within 
the jurisdiction of the judicial department, 
and the exercise of this power by the leg- 
islature is an unconstitutional invasion of 
the power of the judiciary. 

The Supreme Court has held that this 
separation of powers is fundamental to the 
existence of our democracy, and that not 
even an emergency warrants an invasion of 
the powers of one department by the other. 
(Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer 
(343 U. S. 579).) 


That is the steel company seizure case, 
with which all of us are familiar. 
I read further: 


6. The jurisdiction of this committee is 
further limited by the statutes which con- 
stitute and set forth its functions and sphere 
of authority. Under the rules of the Senate 
and the statutes organizing the appoint- 
ment of this standing committee, this com- 
mittee has no authority to examine into the 
personal and private affairs of private citi- 
zens. Any action with regard to my books 
by officials of the Government was done 
without my prior knowledge or consultation 
with me. I took no part in any proceedings 
involving any governmental authority and 
therefore this committee is without power 
to examine me under the rules and statute 
governing it. 

7. This committee is not a competent tri- 
bunal. The resignation from this commit- 
tee of all members belonging to one of the 
major parties, i. e., the Democratic Party, 
has deprived this committee of its compe- 
tency to act until it has been properly con- 
stituted, 


Mr. Lamont continued, and this is of 
particular interest to me: 


At the conclusion of the executive session 
I was ordered to attend in Washington on 
Monday, 1 p. m., September 28, in room 318 
of the Senate Office Building, page 14377 of 
the stenographic minutes, page 18 of the 
printed record. 


I particularly call this to the attention 
of the distinguished Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. MCCARTHY]: 


On Friday afternoon, September 25, I re- 
ceived the following wire signed by “Jom 
McCarTuy, chairman”: 

“Your appearance before this subcom- 
mittee in Washington, D. C., on Monday, 
September 28, 1953, has been postponed. 
However, you are under continuing sub- 
pena, and both you and your counsel will 
be notified when your appearance is re- 
quired.” 

I, therefore, did not attend on Monday, 
September 28, 1953, and I was shocked to 
receive a telephone call from a newspaper- 
man on Monday morning, in which he told 
me that the chairman of the subcommittee 
had called the committee to order at 10 
o'clock in the morning and had there made 
the following statement: 

“The CHAIRMAN, The committee will come 
to order. We had announced last week that 
Mr. Corliss Lamont would be before the com- 
mittee today. Mr, Lamont has not been 
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subpenaed. He was notified that he could 
come today and purge himself of the con- 
tempt of failure to answer last week. Is Mr. 
Lamont here? 

“(There was no response.) 

“The CHAIRMAN. I will ask the staff to 
make the executive testimony in the Lamont 
case part of the public record at this point, 
so that the reason for the citation for con- 
tempt will be very clear.” 

The first paragraph of that statement 
obviously contained two statements at 
variance with fact. The telegram quoted 
above shows that the Senator knew that I 
was continued under subpena and that my 
appearance was postponed. Nevertheless, on 
the basis of this misstatement of fact the 
testimony taken in executive session was 
placed upon the public record. 

I thereupon wrote to Hon. JOSEPH R. Mc- 
CARTHY pointing out this inaccuracy in the 
record and the results that followed there- 
from by letter, dated October 2, 1953 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota permit 
an interruption at this point? 

Mr. LANGER. If the Senator from 
Wisconsin does not mind, I prefer to con- 
tinue the reading: 
by letter, dated October. 24, 1953, signed by 
Francis P. Carr, executive director, Senate 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations. 
I was informed that the paragraph on page 
14337 which begins “we had announced last 
week,” and so forth through “There was no 
response,” had been deleted. Nothing 
further was done to correct the record and 
the inclusion in the permanent record of 
the minutes taken at an executive session, 
which minutes had not yet been submitted 
to me for correction or completion as agreed 
upon, 

Immediately following my appearance be- 
fore the subcommittee in executive session 
its chairman had summoned the press be- 
fore him, and had in effect made public all 
that transpired at that executive session. 
Thereupon the press of the country rallied 
with a type of approval of my conduct which 
was heartening to me. Editorials appeared 
in leading newspapers throughout the 
United States. 

On September 25, the New York Times 
wrote a lead editorial and said: 

“The action of Corliss Lamont in defying 
the McCarthy committee on the ground that 
the latter is unconstitutionally violating 
the personal rights of private citizens raises 
again the interesting and important ques- 
tion of how far congressional committees can 
properly go.” 

The Washington Post in an editorial on 
September 29, said: 

“Corliss Lamont has challenged the juris- 
diction of Senator McCartHy'’s Government 
Operations Committee on substantial and 
significant grounds.” 

This was only the first sentence of a 
lengthy editorial. 

The St. Louis Post-Dispatch, on the same 
day, in an editorial said: 

“The Senate will want to think twice and 
a third time if necessary before it votes to 
cite Corliss Lamont for contempt because 
he refused to answer questions put to him 
in secret at a one-man subcommittee hear- 
ing,” and ended a lengthy editorial in the 
following language: 

“Until that is done, many Americans will 
applaud Corliss Lamont for having, in effect, 
spoken up for them and their rights to be 
secure in their thoughts and in their per- 
sonal lives.” 

From all over the country came editorial 
support: Providence Sunday Journal, No- 
vember 1, 1953; Pittsfield (Mass.) Berkshire 
Eagle, September 25, 1953; Montgomery 
(Ala.) Journal, September 30, 1953: Lynch- 
burg (Va.) News, September 29, 1953; Wa- 
terloo (Iowa) Courier, September 25, 1953. 
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And as far away as Dallas, the Dallas Morn- 
ing News of October 1, 1953, ended its edi- 
torial saying: 

“But he commands respect for his position 
before the committee. On the important 
question of membership in the Communist 
Party, he answered unequivocally under 
oath. Very few of those interrogated by 
Senator Joe McCartuy have had either the 
courage or the wisdom to do that.” 

Since then further editorial comment fav- 
orable to my position has been received. 

I have no wish as an American citizen to 
be in contempt of the Senate of the United 
States. It seems to me that the objections 
which I took to the jurisdiction of this sub- 
committee afford a basis for serious con- 
sideration and are not to be lightly dis- 
missed. It seems to me that the entire con- 
duct of the hearing at which I was called as 
a witness is a matter which merits serious 
consideration by the Senate. 

Grave legal problems arise out of the ap- 
propriate constitutional provisions and the 
interpretation thereof by the Supreme Court 
of the United States. Not every difference of 
opinion with regard thereto necessarily in- 
volves contempt. ; 

I respectfully ask, therefore, that there be 
no endorsement of the wishes of the subcom- 
mittee, but that you, as a Senator of the 
United States, give this matter its due 
weight and protect me from an indictment 
for a contempt which I neither feel nor have 
committed. 

Very respectfully submitted. 

CORLISS LAMONT. 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. In a moment. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Wis- 
consin was very kind today. I asked 
him for a copy of the hearings and also 
a copy of the letter he received from the 
Attorney General. I invite the attention 
of the Senator from Wisconsin to page 
13 of the hearings. I wish to say again 
that I am interested in this case as a 
matter of fair play. I do not care 
whether a man is rich or poor, black or 
white. No matter how humble a man 
may be or how wealthy he may be, the 
Senator from North Dakota feels he is 
entitled to a square deal on the floor of 
the Senate. 

Now, there was a hearing before a one- 
man subcommittee—— 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? í 

Mr. LANGER. In a minute. 

There was a hearing before the sub- 
committee, and after that Mr. Lamont 
was told to appear on Monday. Before 
he could appear on the 28th, he received 
a telegram, signed on the 25th, inform- 
ing him that he did not have to appear. 
He relied upon that. 

Mr. McCARTHY. May we clear up 


that question now? 


Mr. LANGER. Just one moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from North Dakota yield to the 
Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for 1 minute? 

Mr. LANGER, I should like to finish 
this thought. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I am sorry. 

Mr. LANGER. I wish to refer again 
to page 13, to show how important Mr. 
Lamont felt it was, and how he felt his 
rights were being infringed by the action 
which was taken by the subcommittee 
Monday afternoon. 
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Mr. McCARTHY. May I relate the 
story as to that matter? 

Mr. LANGER. Just one minute. At 
the time of the hearing, the chairman 
asked him this question: 

In other words, your answer is that as of 
this moment you do not ever recall having 
written for the Daily Worker but you are not 
sure; it will take further study before you 
can give us a specific, positive answer? 


And Mr. Lamont said: 


Yes; that is it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will order you 
to make that study and furnish the answer 
0 next time you appear before the com- 
mittee. 


Mr. Lamont thought he was going to 
appear on Monday. He was subpenaed 
to appear on Monday. He expected to 
appear on Monday. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator should 
yield, in all fairness. 

Mr. LANGER. He expected to be 
ready to answer. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator should 
be willing to yield, in fairness. The 
Senator is making misstatements. I 
should like to correct them. 

Mr. LANGER. I should be glad to 
have the Senator correct them. 

Mr. McCARTHY. If the Senator will 
yield, I shall correct the Senator. 

Mr. LANGER. In a moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota declines to 
yield. 

Mr. LANGER. On page 18, the chair- 
man [Mr. McCartuy] said: 


Yes; I will want him back Monday— 


Referring to Mr. Lamont. 


Yes; I will want him back Monday. 

We will want you back Monday, Mr. La- 
mont, in Washington, at 10 o’clock in the 
morning in room 318 of the Senate Office 
Building. You are ordered to be present at 
that time. 

Mr. WITTENEERG. May I have one moment, 
Mr. Senator? 

(Mr. Lamont confers with Mr. Witten- 
berg.) > 

Mr. WITTENBERG. It isn’t possible, in view 
of the fact you are going to want some ma- 
terial looked up— 

The real reason for my asking is that I 
have got a case out West I am about to leave 
for, and I could possibly by breaking one 
of my legs—I don't suppose a crutch mat- 
ters—get back Sunday night, but I do hate 
to break a leg, if I could avoid it. If it is 
possible to put it later in the week, could 
you do it? It is purely a question of—as I 
say, I am leaving tonight, if they have got 
that plane for me. The worst about it—I 
understand that Tuesday—— 

The CHAN AN. I will be absent starting 
Tuesday for some time. 

Mr. WITTENBERG. I tell you what, Senator, 
it would be a great convenience to me if you 
just said Monday afternoon instead of Mon- 
day morning. I am going to a small town, 
and making connections is bad. 

The CHAIRMAN. Make it 1 o’clock Monday 
afternoon, 


That is the time for which he was 
subpenaed for—1 o'clock Monday after- 
noon. 

Mr. WITTENBERG. Monday afternoon, 1 
o'clock. Yes, sir. Room 

The C HARMAN. I think it is 318. 

Mr. Carr. Check. 

Mr. WITTENBERG. Senate Office Building. 

The CHARMAN. Yes. If it is not there, you 
can easily check, 
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Mr. WITTENBERG. But in the Senate Office 
Building. 

The CHARMAN. Yes. 

Incidentally, 1 o'clock means 1 o'clock, not 
1:30, because I am going to be tied up all 
afternoon. 

Mr. WITTENBERG. I understand. 

May I ask whether it is the common prac- 
tice to provide us with a copy of the minutes. 

The CHARMAN, In executive sessions—if it 
is a public session, you have a perfect right 
to obtain a copy. In executive sessions we do 
not give out any copies of the record. How- 
ever, we provide that if—we do provide if 
you want to come down or if your client 
comes down, you can go over the record to 
make any corrections in what you think are 
stenographic errors, or if the 

Mr. WITTENBERG. We can’t order a copy at 
our expense for that purpose? 

The CHAmMAN. No. I tell you why you 
can't, because it is strictly executive 

Mr. Wrrrrenserc. I understand. If it is a 
rule 

The CHARMAN. The ruling is we don't 
hand any copies out to anybody at all. 

Mr. WITTENBERG. May we have the stenog- 
rapher instructed to inform us when a copy 
is available for our examination? 

The CHAIRMAN. Frank, will you do that? 

Mr. WITTENBERG. Thank you. 


We have Mr. Lamont giving testimony 
before this committee, and he had not 
had an opportunity to correct the record. 
He had not had an opportunity to go 
over the stenographic report, and he had 
been promised that if he would come 
down on Monday at 1 o’clock, he would 
have an opportunity to go over it. He 
had a continuing subpena, and then re- 
ceived a telegram 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator please let me give the facts? 
The Senator is misstating them. The 
Senator is grossly misstating them. 

Mr. LANGER. In simple justice to all 
Members of the Senate, before this cita- 
tion was voted, these facts should have 
been brought out by the chairman. I 
yield now to my friend the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the Sena- 
tor. I am sure he had no intention of 
misstating the facts. The facts have 
been grossly misstated. 

Mr. Lamont appeared before the com- 
mittee on Wednesday, the 23d. At that 
time he was ordered to return on the 
following Monday morning. He objected 
to that. We changed the date to the 
afternoon of that Monday. He was 
averse to that. Committee counsel was 
in touch with his lawyers. He had two 
lawyers. 

Incidentally, Mr. Lamont is a very 
wealthy man, not in his own right, but 
through inheritance. Committee coun- 
sel, Mr. Cohn, suggested Thursday, in 
view of the fact that Lamont’s lawyers 
had said it would be a great hardship for 
them to come on Monday. 

Therefore, as a courtesy to Mr. La- 
mont, a telegram was sent to him, stating 
that he would not be required to appear 
on Monday, because he had objected to 
appearing on Monday. 

He was then told by telephone that if 
he wanted to appear and purge himself 
of contempt, Monday would be the dead- 
line, or he would notify us by Monday. 

On that Monday, I called to see if he 
was in the room, knowing that he had 
been notified that he could purge him- 
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self of contempt on that day, if he wanted 
to do so, and that if he did not want to 
do so, his case citing him for contempt 
would be submitted to the Senate. 

No man could have been treated more 
fairly than this man Lamont. We ex- 
tended every courtesy and consideration 
to this man of great wealth, who has 
been one of the outstanding apologists 
for the Communist Party. We gave him 
the right to appear before the subcom- 
mittee and present certain information. 

The Senate may wish to know what 
kind of information we desired to obtain 
from him. We found that he had con- 
tributed a chapter to a book entitled 
“U. S. S. R.—A Concise Handbook,” 
which was being used by the military 
authorities of our country. Lamont 
wrote a chapter for that book. We 
wanted to find out whether the author of 
the book was a member of the Commu- 
nist Party. Lamont refused to tell us. 
He refused to give us any information 
about the Communist conspiracy. We 
knew—and I am sure the Senator from 
North Dakota also knows—that Lamont 
had been the head of the National Coun- 
cil of American Soviet Friendship, which 
has been cited by the Attorney General 
as an arm of the Communist Party. 

We were entitled to know why the 
Army was using the works of Communist 
writers in indoctrinating our troops. 

We also knew that he had written a 
chapter for the book entitled “Peoples of 
the Soviet Union.” He came before our 
committee, and refused to answer our 
questions. This was not the case of a 
man from the other side of the tracks, 
who did not know his legal rights, or who 
did not know that he had the right to 
engage counsel. 

Mr. Lamont is a man of great wealth. 
He was born with a silver spoon in his 
mouth. He has done more to damage 
this Nation than perhaps any other man 
in the country, with the possible excep- 
tion of Frederick Field. We asked him 
for some very simple information. We 
asked him whether he had told Louis 
Budenz, who had been the editor of the 
Daily Worker, and who had testified that 
Lamont was a member of the Commu- 
nist Party, whether he had ever told 
Louis Budenz that he was a member of 
the Communist Party. As I said, Bu- 
denz had so testified. 

We asked him whether he was ever 
under instruction from the Communist 
Party. He refused to answer. 

He did not invoke the fifth amend- 
ment. 

We asked him whether he had en- 
gaged in any activities on behalf of the 
Communist Party. We all knew he had. 
There is no question about the fact that 
he had engaged in such activities. He 
refused to answer our questions. 

He was asked whether Ernest Sim- 
mons, the author of the book entitled 
“Peoples of the Soviet Union,” was a 
member of the Communist Party. La- 
mont had contributed a chapter to that 
book. That book, incidentally, was be- 
ing used at the time of the investigation 
by the United States Army. He gave no 
answer. 

He was asked whether Ernest Sim- 
mons was a Communist. He refused to 
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answer. He was asked whether he had 
consulted with any members of the 
Communist Party when he wrote a 
chapter for the book Peoples of the 
Soviet Union. He was asked whether 
Vladimir Kazekavich, who wrote a chap- 
ter in a book which was also used by the 
United States Army, was a member of 
the Communist Party. 

He was asked whether he knew that 
Sergei Kournakoff, who produced works 
used by our Army, was a member of the 
Communist Party. He refused to an- 
swer. He was asked whether Henry 
Sigerist, who had written material used 
by the United States Army, was a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party. He was 
asked—I ask the Senator from North 
Dakota to listen to this—whether he had 
ever attended meetings where the 
espionage activities of members of the 
Communist Party were discussed. He 
refused to answer. 

Why this man, who was born with a 
silver spoon in his mouth and who had 
been given everything this Nation could 
possibly give an individual, should re- 
fuse to help to protect his nation against 
conspiracy, I do not know. 

I say to the Senator from North 
Dakota, that here is a test as to whether 
we can get information of this kind. I 
may say that Harvey O’Conner took the 
same position. He had written for 
the information program. O'’Connor’s 
claim has been disallowed by the grand 
jury which indicted him. 

Mr. LANGER. I say to the Senator 
from Wisconsin that the Senator from 
North Dakota is not in the slightest 
degree interested in whether Mr, Lamont 
is a wealthy man or a very poor man. I 
think it comes with ill grace from the 
Senator from Wisconsin to make such a 
statement. 

Only a few short months ago the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota saved a colored 
boy, who was absolutely broke and who 
did not have a dollar, from being elec- 
trocuted in the city of Washington. I 
deem it my duty to represent anyone who 
I believe is not getting justice, whether 
he be rich or poor. 

I for one resent the statement that 
Lamont was born with a silver spoon in 
his mouth. The first amendment to the 
Constitution states very clearly: 

Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof; or abridging the free- 
dom of speech, or of the press— 


That is involved in this case 


or the right of the people peaceably to as- 
semble and to petition the Government for 


à redress of grievances. 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield me 30 seconds? 

Mr. LANGER. Not at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Kucuet in the chair). 
clines to yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. Lamont received a 
telegram from the Senator’s committee 
on Friday afternoon, February 25, after 
he had appeared on Wednesday. On 
Wednesday he had been told that he 
would have to be present on Monday at 
1 o’clock in the afternoon, in room 318 
of the Senate Office Building. Then he 
received this telegram. I leave it to any 


(Mr. 
The Senator de- 
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Senator to say what he would think if he 
received such a telegram: 

Your appearance before this subcommittee 
in Washington, D. C., on Monday, Septem- 
ber 28, 1953, has been postponed. However, 
you are under continuing subpena and both 
you and your counsel will be notified when 
your appearance is required. 


The distinguished Senator said he tel- 
ephoned some lawyers here. Appar- 
ently Mr. Lamont was not notified. 

There is the further point that he was 
promised, when he came to the hearing 
on Monday, he would have an opportu- 
nity to correct the record and go over 
the stenographic report. 

Mr. McCARTHY. He could have 
done that. 

Mr. LANGER. That was never done. 
He was never given that opportunity. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Oh, yes; he has 
had that continuing opportunity. 

Mr. LANGER. Continuing opportu- 
nity, when he is in New York, and the 
report is in Washington? He was to be 
there on Monday at 1 o’clock. 

Mr. McCARTHY. He has had an op- 
portunity to examine the report. 

Mr. LANGER. The hearing was post- 
poned. The minutes show that his law- 
yer was to be gone until Monday. He 
had no opportunity to go over the steno- 
graphic report. The only thing in which 
the Senator from North Dakota is in- 
terested in is fair play to the witness. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dekota yield? 

Mr. LANGER. For a question. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Is the Senator 
aware of the fact that every witness who 
appears in executive session is told that 
he can come to room 101 and correct the 
record if he cares to do so, that is, as 
regards any stenographic mistakes 
which may have been made? We do 
not take the record up to New York. We 
do not send the record of an executive 
session to a witness, because it would no 
longer be executive. 

Mr. President, I should like to have 
the Senator’s attention. This man has 
had the opportunity ever since the 23d 
day of September either to offer to purge 
himself of the contempt and answer the 
questions or, if he felt that the record 
was incorrectly made, to return and cor- 
rect it. 

Mr. President, I say to the Senator 
that nothing would be gained by having 
him return Monday, because we had 
every reason to believe that his answers 
would be the same. Therefore, we made 
the executive session a public record and 
gave him a chance to correct it again. 

Mr. LANGER. I say to the Senator 
from Wisconsin that the testimony which 
I read to the Senate shows that it was 
agreeable for him to return at 1 o’clock 
on Monday. 

Mr. McCARTHY. It was. 

Mr. LANGER. His lawyer was to be 
away in the meantime. He said where 
he would be. He was to be in a small 
town, and he could not be present. The 
testimony had not been transcribed. It 
could not be gone over in New York. He 
would have to come to Washington on 
Monday and look over the testimony and 
make any necessary corrections. 

There is a letter here from the At- 
torney General. I ask the distinguished 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Senator from Wisconsin one question. 
In his letter to the Attorney General did 
the Senator say he would set the hear- 
ing for Mr. Lamont for Monday at 1 
o’clock and then send him that tele- 
gram? Is that in the Senator’s letter to 
the Attorney General? 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator ap- 
parently did not hear me. I told the 
Senator a few minutes ago that Mr. La- 
mont’s lawyers objected to his coming on 
Monday and that, because of that ob- 
jection, we postponed the hearing from 
the morning to the afternoon. Later, 
after Mr. Roy Cohn, our chief counsel, 
was in contact with his lawyer, he still 
objected to appearing on Monday. He 
was then sent a telegram and was told 
that he would not have to appear on 
Monday. He was told, however, that he 
would have the opportunity to purge 
himself of the contempt. 

The Senator has read from the letter 
and from the record—may I have the 
Senator’s attention—from which the 
Senator knows that this man objected 
to coming on Monday. As a courtesy 
to him, we told him he would not have 
to come. Ever since the 23d day of 
September he has had the opportunity 
to purge himself of the contempt. He 
could have come down at any time he 
desired. We could not run to him. We 
do not have the funds to-do that. It is 
unnecessary to pay his way from New 
York to Washington. If he wishes to 
come down, he has a trust fund of some 
sixty or seventy or eighty thousand dol- 


lars a year., He could come down him- 


self. I felt it was useless to subpena 
him and to pay his way down here, to 
have him repeat the same things he said 
in executive session. 

Let me repeat: He knew that he could 
come down and examine the record at 
any time. The Monday hearing was 
postponed as a courtesy to him, upon his 
request. Up to this time he has never 
attempted to correct the record. 

Mr. LANGER. The record does not 
bear out the statement of the Senator 
from Wisconsin. It is true that the 
Senator from Wisconsin gave Mr. La- 
mont time when he said he could not be 
here on Monday morning. The Sena- 
tor gave him until 1 o’clock in the after- 
noon to be here on that Monday. Then, 
not at his request when he was ready to 
come down, ready to go over the tran- 
seript, ready to correct it, he got a tele- 
gram from the Senator from Wisconsin 
dated the 25th, on Friday. He was 
ready to come down on Monday. 

Your appearance before this subcommittee 
in Washington on Monday, September 28, 
1953, has been postponed. However, you are 
under continuing subpena, and both you 
and your counsel will be notified when your 
appearance is required. 


What happened? He was not given 
Tuesday or Wednesday or any other time 
to come in, as the distinguished Senator 
now says. Oh, no. This took place on 
Monday, when he was not there, Monday 
when his appearance had been post- 
poned: 

The CHAIRMAN, The committee will come 
to order. We had announced last week that 


Mr. Corliss Lamont would be before the com- 
mittee today. Mr. Lamont has not been 


subpenaed, 
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He was under continuing subpena. 
The statement that he had not been 
subpenaed was not true. He was under 
a continuing subpena, and the Senator 
knows that. 

He was notified that he could come today 
and purge himself of the contempt of fail- 
as 97 answer last week. Is Mr. Lamont 

ere 


Mr. Lamont said the only notification 
he received was that telegram. I, for 
one, will never vote to cite a man for 
contempt when he has not had an oppor- 
tunity to be heard, or to correct the 
minutes. I do not believe the Senator 
from Wisconsin 

Mr. McCARTHY. I ask the Senator 
not to continue to misstate the facts. 

Mr. LANGER. I do not believe a man 
in the position of United States Senator 
from the great State of Wisconsin would 
want to deny any witness, I do not care 
how educated he is or how ignorant he 
is, a chance to go over the record and 
correct it. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. McCARTHY. As the Senator 
from North Dakota knows, I have a great 
deal of respect for him. I admire the 
way he fights for the underdog. I think 
it is a great—— 

Mr. LANGER. Whether he is rich or 
poor. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is right, 
whether he is rich or poor; wealth has 
nothing to do with it. I admire the 
Senator from North Dakota for doing 
that. I think that has been one of the 
outstanding traits of his whole life. He 
has always been willing to fight for the 
underdog. 

But, Mr. President, we do not have 
an underdog in this case. I do not men- 
tion his wealth because that has any- 
thing to do with his activities in behalf 
of the Communist Party. If a man was 
born on the other side of the tracks, born 
in poverty and brought up in poverty, 
one could find some excuse for his say- 
ing, This system is wrong. I will be a 
traitor to my country.” The reason I 
mention his wealth is that this man never 
has had to do a day's work in his life, 
and he is still willing to serve the cause 
of traitors. We do not know whether 
he himself is a member of the Commu- 
nist Party. We do know that he headed 
Communist fronts. I hope the very able 
Senator from North Dakota, whom I 
respect very much, does not make a mis- 
take and go off the deep end, thinking 
he is fighting for an underdog when he 
is really not fighting for an underdog at 
all. 

Mr. LANGER. I say to the Senator 
from Wisconsin that if ever I was fight- 
ing for an underdog in my life, I am 
fighting for him now. This man was 
brought in before a one-man committee. 
He said, “You have no jurisdiction.” He 
had a right to say that. He had a right 
to rely upon the advice of his attorney. 
Then he was asked questions, those that 
he wanted to answer and those that he 
did not answer, and he asked for the 
right to go over the record and correct 
the stenographic notes. 

Mr. McCARTHY. He has that right. 
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Mr. LANGER. The Senator from 


North Dakota has been on committees’ 


for 13 years. The right has always been 
given to a witness to go over the steno- 
graphic notes and to look at the ques- 
tions and answers. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
say to the Senator that he has had that 
right. 

Mr. LANGER. He was told he could 
go over the notes when he came down 
to Washington. On Monday he was 
coming down, and the Senator from 
Wisconsin very kindly favored him by 
not calling him at 10 o'clock in the 
morning, but 1 o’clock in the afternoon. 
Then he sent him the telegram which I 
have read 2 or 3 times, saying he did 
not have to come. 

When Mr. Lamont was not here, the 
record shows that the chairman said: 

The committee will come to order. We 
had announced last week that Mr. Corliss 
Lamont would be before the committee to- 
day. Mr. Lamont has not been subpenaed, 


That was not true. Here is a state- 
ment that simply is not true, because he 
was under a continuing subpena. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I show the Senator 
a document—— 

Mr. LANGER. I read this on the Sen- 
ate floor a few minutes ago. 

Mr. McCARTHY. May I ask the Sen- 
ator to yield for 30 seconds? 

Mr. President, I wish to make it clear 
to the Senator that this man has had an 
absolute right, as every witness has had, 
to come and examine the record at any 
time over the past 6 or 7 or 8 months, 
whatever the time is. The record will 
show that. If the Senator will look at 
the record he will find that Mr. Lamont 
was told that he could examine the rec- 
ord and correct it. We asked the official 
recorder when he could get the record 
out for him. We did not offer to pay the 
very, very wealthy individual his ex- 
penses to Washington. We felt he could 
pay them himself. But the Senator will 
know, by looking at the record that he 
has had the absolute right to come down 
here. 

Mr. LANGER. The exact opposite is 
true, as shown by the statement which I 
read into the record a moment ago. I 
read as follows: 

The CHammax. Make it 1 o'clock Monday 
afternoon. 

Mr. WITTENBERG. Monday afternoon, 1 
o'clock. Yes, sir. Room 

The CHAIRMAN. I think it is 318. 

Mr. Carr. Check. 

Mr. WITTENBERG. Senate Office Building. 

The CHARMAN. Yes. If it is not there, you 
can easily check. 

Mr. Wrrrenserc. But in the Senate Office 
Building. 

The CHamman. Yes. 

Incidentally, 1 o'clock means 1 o'clock, not 
1:30, because I am going to be tied up all 
afternoon. 

Mr. WITTENBERG. I understand. 

May I ask whether it is the common 
practice to provide us with a copy of the 
minutes. 

The CHARMAN. In executive sessions—if 
it is a public session you have a perfect 
right to obtain a copy. In executive ses- 
sions we do not give out any copies of the 
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record. However, we provide that if—we do 
provide if you want to come down— 


That means to come to Washington— 
it does not mean any other place in the 
world. 
if you want to come down or if your client 
comes down, you can go over the record to 
make any corrections in what you think are 
stenographic errors. 


What, in heaven’s name, could be 
plainer than that? 

Before Lamont came to Washington 
on Monday, he received a telegram tell- 
ing him not to come. Nevertheless, the 
committee met on Monday anyhow. 
As soon as the committee met on Mon- 
day, the chairman said: 

The committee will come to order. We 
had announced last week that Mr. Corliss 
Lamont would be before the committee to- 
day. Mr. Lamont has not been subpenaed. 
He was notified that he could come today 
and purge himself of the contempt of failure 
to answer last week. Is Mr. Lamont here? 


There was no showing that Mr. La- 
mont ever was notified. 

Then the chairman said: 

I will ask the staff to make the executive 
testimony in the Lamont case part of the 
public record at this point, so that the 
reason for the citation for contempt will be 
very clear. 


Mr. LEHMAN obtained the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield, so that 
I may suggest the absence of a quorum? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New York yield to the 
Senator from Oregon, for the purpose 
of allowing the Senator from Oregon to 
suggest the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon for the purpose of sug- 
gesting the absence of a quorum, with 
the understanding that I do not lose my 
right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. > 

Mr. MORSE. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
with the approval of the Senator from 
Oregon and the Senator from New York, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I am 
very sorry, indeed to note that the junior 
Senator from Wisconsin is not in the 
Chamber of the Senate as I speak. I 
always like to have him on the floor 
when I speak. 

As in the case of the two other per- 
sons who were cited for contempt today, 
I wish to state that, so far as I know, 
I am not acquainted with Mr. Corliss 
Lamont, although I may have met him 
casually over the years, as I have met a 
great many millions of people from my 
State during the long period when I 
was lieutenant governor and then gov- 
ernor of New York. 
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The request that the Senate cite Cor- 
liss Lamont for contempt of the Senate 
is based on the proceedings of the 
executive session of September 23 in 
New York City. I shall read a very few 
sentences from the report of the execu- 
tive session: 

TESTIMONY OP CORLISS LAMONT, ACCOMPANIED 
BY PHILIP AND IRVING LIKE, 
ATTORNEYS aT Law, New Tonk, N. Y. 

Mr. Lamont. Mr. Chairman, I have a state- 
ment I would like to read into the record 
objecting to the jurisdiction of the com- 
mittee. 

The CHAIRMAN— 


Who, of course, was the one-man com- 
mittee, the Senator from Wisconsin— 
Not until we have sworn you. 


Mr. Lamont. I would prefer to affirm, 
please. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pardon me? 

Mr. Lamont. I would prefer to affirm. 

The CHARMAN. In other words, you don’t 
want to be sworn; you want to affirm. 

Do you solemnly affirm to tell the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth 
in this matter now in hearing before this 
committee? 

Mr. Lamont. I do. 


Then the chairman stated: 


The CHARMAN. Your reason for not being 
sworn, not wanting to be sworn, is what? 


When Mr. Lamont took the stand in 
the investigation, he asked to read into 
the record a memorandum objecting to 
the jurisdiction of the committee. I do 
not know whether that memorandum 
was accepted by the committee or not. 
It does not show in this report. 

Mr. President, may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr, LEHMAN. It does not show in 
this report. Certainly it is not printed 
in the report. So no Member of the 
Senate knows— 

Mr. President, may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. LEHMAN. So we do not know 
what was contained in that memoran- 
dum. 

Mr. President, I wish to emphasize as 
strongly as I possibly can that the only 
record, the only thing we have before us 
as Senators, to help us determine what 
course of action we shall take in connec- 
tion with the resolution, or the citation 
on the ground of contempt of the Sen- 
ate, is the report itself, and that report, 
I maintain, is completely inadequate 
and incomplete. 

When Mr. Lamont stated that he 
wished to affirm rather than to swear, 
the chairman asked him: 


Your reason for not being sworn, not 
wanting to be sworn, is what? 


There is no question whatsoever that, 
under our Constitution and our laws, an 
affirmation has exactly the same weight 
and importance as an oath. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from New York is trying to make a 
statement in the best of faith and con- 
science. His demand is that there be 
order, and that those who are not Sen- 
ators, including the clerks and others, 
maintain order. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from New York yield to the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I do, for that purpose. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. For the purpose of de- 
manding order. I object to the clerks 
having more to say in the Senate than 
do Senators themselves. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from New Mexico for his 
courtesy, and I fully agree with him that, 
particularly in view of the fact that this 
is a matter of conscience on the part of 
the junior Senator from New York, as 
it is a matter of conscience on the part 
of the Senator from North Dakota, at- 
tention should be given to the remarks 
made on the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair intends to see that order is main- 
tained in the Senate Chamber. The 
Chair will appreciate it if those who are 
standing in the rear of the Chamber and 
talking, will leave the Chamber. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish to point out 
again, since there was disorder in the 
Chamber when I spoke on this matter a 
few moments ago, that an affirmation 
has the same force and effect as an 
oath, and that there was no justification 
whatsoever for the chairman of the com- 
mittee, who comprised the entire com- 
mittee, demanding that this witness, 
Mr. Corliss Lamont, give his reasons for 
refusing to be sworn, but, rather, wish- 
ing to make affirmation. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New York yield to the 
Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I believe the Sena- 
tor will agree with me that one who re- 
fuses to be sworn and desires to affirm 
should state to the court or to the chair- 
man of a committee the reason that he 
is refusing to be sworn. One need not 
tell what those reasons are, but he must 
be sworn unless he has some religious 
scruples against being sworn. If the 
Senator from New York will examine the 
record, he will note that I tried to hold 
out that opportunity to Mr. Lamont on 
four different occasions. I said, “I do 
not care what your religious beliefs are, 
but do you have religious scruples 
against being sworn?” 

He refused to tell me. Leaning over 
backward, I allowed him to take the af- 
firmation without being sworn. But the 
law is, as I understand, that no man can 
refuse to be sworn unless he has religious 
beliefs which make it difficult for him to 
be sworn. As I say, he would not state 
them. I nevertheless leaned over back- 
ward to allow him to affirm. 

Mr, LEHMAN. I do not know whether 
the Senator from Wisconsin leaned over 
backward or forward. I have no knowl- 
edge of that. This is the record on 
which I base my contention. There is 
no colloquy between the Senator from 
Wisconsin, who was then the one-man 
committee chairman, and the witness. 

Said the chairman; 

You are ordered to raise your right hand 
and be sworn. 
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Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator from 
New York is in error. I know he does 
not intend to be in error. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am quoting from 
page 3. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The printed hear- 
ings are on the Senator’s desk. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have the report of 
the proceedings. 

Mr. McCARTHY. There is a copy of 
the hearings on the Senator's desk, if he 
will look. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have not seen it on 
my desk, but I read from the committee 
report: 

The CHAIRMAN. You are ordered to raise 
your right hand and be sworn. 

Mr. Lamont. I decline to do so, Senator 
MCCARTHY. 


There was nothing carried in the re- 
port which is before the Senate to show 
the reasons for Mr. Lamont’s refusal to 
be sworn. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Iam sure the Sen- 
ator would not want to misinform the 
Senate. I am sure he is not doing it at 
all purposely. I know it is because he 
has not seen the record, but let me read 
very briefly from the record: 

Mr. Lamont. Mr. Chairman, I have a state- 
ment I would like to read into the record 
objecting to the jurisdiction of the com- 
mittee. 

The CHAMMAN. Not until we have sworn 

Ou. 
z Mr. Lamont. I would prefer to affirm, please. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pardon me? 

Mr. Lamont. I would prefer to affirm. 

The CHAMAN. In other words, you don't 
want to be sworn; you want to 


Then he was given the affirmation: 

Do you solemnly affirm to tell the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth 
in this matter now in hearing before this 
committee? 

Mr. Lamont. I do. 

The CHARMAN. Your reason for not being 
sworn, not wanting to be sworn, is what? 

Mr. Lamont. I want to read my statement 
objecting to the jurisdiction—— 

The CHAIRMAN. No. I asked why you want 
to affirm rather than be sworn. Is it because 
of religious scruples? 

Mr. Lamont. Can I answer? 


I gave him about four different oppor- 
tunities. That testimony is all on the 
Senator’s desk. We were not asking 
what his religious scruples were. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has the floor, 
To whom does the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. We were not con- 
cerned with what his religious scruples 
were. I was giving him an opportunity 
to give a valid reason for his refusal to 
be sworn. All he needed to say was, “I 
have religious scruples against it.” He 
refused to do that, even though given the 
opportunity on four different occasions. 

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I think 
I am just as religious as is the Senator 
from Wisconsin. Is it against the law 
to affirm, rather than to take an oath? 

Mr. McCARTHY. The law simply 
provides that if one refuses to take an 
oath he can affirm. But, as I understand 
the law, he must state that he is affirm- 
ing, rather than taking an oath, because 
of religious scruples, 
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eee CHAVEZ. As I understand the 
Ww 

Mr. McCARTHY. Please, please. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Then I will wait. 

Mr. . Mr. President, I yield- 
ed to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has the floor. 
Does he yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have yielded to the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico is recognized. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct, Mr. 
President. 

I am not discussing the merits of the 
position of the Senator from Wisconsin 
or the merits of the position of the Sen- 
ator from New York. But I was edu- 
cated in a Jesuit law school, and I never 
knew of any difference between taking 
an oath or affirming. So far as I was 
ever instructed, an affirmation is just as 
good as an oath. I should like to have 
any Member of this body who is a lawyer 
tell me otherwise, if he can. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from New York will yield to 
me, I shall explain the matter again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New York yield to the 
Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The rule, as I un- 
derstand it, and my legal staff have told 
me that this is so; furthermore, I was a 
judge for some time, and the rule in 
court is the same—is that one may re- 
fuse to take an oath, if he has religious 
scruples against taking an oath. There 
is no reflection upon a witness who re- 
fuses to take an oath because of religious 
scruples. However, he must state he has 
such scruples; he cannot merely say, “I 
refuse to be sworn.” 

What I did in this case, as will be 
found by examining the record, is I tried - 
to give Mr. Lamont an opportunity to 
tell us why he refused to be sworn. He 
is not being cited because of his refusal 
to be sworn. I allowed him to flout the 
committee, and affirm, rather than be 
sworn. I accepted his affirmation. The 
Attorney General has found that is suf- 
ficient. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, let me 
reply to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield to me at 
this point? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Let me say, in all kind- 
ness and with the best personal feeling 
toward the Senator from Wisconsin, that 
I disagree with the use by him of the 
word “I”—as, for instance, in connection 
with such statement as “I allowed him to 
do this.“ 

Either the witness was allowed to do 
what he did under the law, or he was 
not allowed to do it under the law; and 
it makes no difference whether the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin or the Senator from 
New Mexico or any other Senator was 
present and participating in the hearing. 
That is the only point of disagreement 
I have with the Senator from Wisconsin. 
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The point at issue is not our personal 
opinion of what is right or what is wrong. 
The question at issue is a question of 
law, and I hope it will continue to be 
such, rather than a question of the per- 
sonal feeling of any Senator or what he 
might think the law to be. The law it- 
self is what is controlling, rather than 
the personal views of any committee 
member. 

I thank the Senator from New York 
for yielding to me; and I have made this 
statement in all kindness. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, let me 
reply to the Senator from Wisconsin. 
So far as I know, in most jurisdictions— 
and I believe it is true in my own State 
of New York—it is not necessary to cb- 
ject to the taking of an oath, and instead, 
to affirm, on the plea of religious grounds. 
I am quite sure the Senator from Wis- 
consin will agree with me about this. I. 
myself, have met many men who, on 
ethical grounds, not on religious grounds, 
have refused to take an oath. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me say to the 
Senator from New York—— 

Mr. LEHMAN. May I finish? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Iam sorry. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have met many per- 
sons who, on ethical grounds, not on re- 
ligious grounds, have refused to take an 
oath because taking an oath—and I have 
administered oaths to many thousands 
of persons—involves the use of the name 
of the Divinity, and they do not wish to 
have that done. 

I happen to be a religious man, and it 
gives me pleasure and satisfaction to 
take an oath. But I know a great many 
men and women, of equally high moral- 
ity and of equally high spirituality, who 
feel that they do not wish to take an 
oath, but, instead, prefer to affirm. 

However, regardless of that, what Iam 
objecting to in this case is that the col- 
loquy in connection with that matter is 
not included in the report on Senate 
Resolution 281, Calendar No. 1829. Of 
course, that report is to accompany Sen- 
ate Resolution 281; and it is on the basis 
of the report that a great majority of 
Senators form their judgment. In the 
report there is no reference whatsoever 
to that incident. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield to me 
at this point? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Iam sure the Sen- 
ator from New York knows that when 
a committee makes a report, it does not 
include all the evidence. The cost 
would be prohibitive. 

If the Senator from New York will 
refer to page 3 of the hearings, he will 
find that the question as to whether Mr. 
Lamont was allowed to affirm or was 
willing to be sworn is completely moot, 
because on page 3 we find him saying: 

It is on conscientious scruples. 


I allowed him to affirm, and I told 
him then to proceed with his statement. 

I had tried to find out why he was 
refusing to take an oath. When he re- 
fused to tell us—and this appears on 
page 3, his lawyer, Mr. Wittenberg, said 
to him, “Say it is on conscientious 
scruples,” 
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And then I said: 
You may advise with counsel. Your 


counsel says it is your conscientious scruples 
you are standing on. 


Mr. Lamont replied: 
I am standing on my conscientious scru- 


ples, in preferring to affirm, rather than to 
be sworn, 


So I said to him: 


All right; go ahead and make your state- 
ment. 


So that question is a completely moot 
one, and we are not citing him on that 
ground. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I understand. But I 
object to the failure to include that part 
of the testimony in the report, inasmuch 
as the report is controlling in the case 
of the decision of a great majority of 
Senators. I believe the omission of that 
part of the testimony gives a very in- 
correct impression. 

The report, which I hold in my hand, 
relates to the proceedings held in execu- 
tive session on September 23, 1953, in 
New York City. 

Thereafter, on September 28, the com- 
mittee met, and decided to cite Mr. 
Lamont. Since then, nothing has hap- 
pened in this case, so far as I know. 

The resolution calling for citing him 
on the ground of contempt of the Sen- 
ate is now before this body for the first 
time, insofar as action on that resolu- 
tion is concerned; and today is August 
16, 1954, nearly 1 year later. 

In the report—and I point this out 
with great emphasis, because I believe 
it is of extreme importance—Mr. Lamont 
is shown to have testified. 


As I said in the statement— 


Which is not contained at all in the 
report— 


I am not and never have been a member of 
the Communist Party. 


In other words, he disassociated him- 
self completely from any previous mem- 
bership in the Communist Party or with 
present membership in the Communist 
Party. 

Furthermore, I wish to point out 
again, with all the emphasis at my 
command, that Mr. Lamont has not 
pleaded the fifth amendment. He has 
pleaded the first amendment; and,“ of 
course, the validity of the first amend- 
ment in connection with proceedings of 
this character, has not yet been decided 
by the Supreme Court of the United 
States. 

The Senator from Wisconsin comes 
before the Senate and makes a plea 
that we immediately proceed to cite Mr. 
Lamont. He may consider this proceed- 
ing as an unimportant one. I can assure 
the Senator from Wisconsin that I do 
not consider it to be unimportant. I 
consider it to be highly important. 

My friends frequently tell me that I 
take my responsibilities as a United 
States Senator or as a public official too 
seriously. Maybe I do, but I am glad I 
do. I am glad that during the 30 years 
in which I have served my State and my 
Nation I hope I have served them both 
with reasonable diligence and reason- 
able effectiveness—I have felt that the 
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civil rights and civil liberties of every 
man and woman in the country are of 
paramount importance. 

No one can claim, I believe, greater 
hatred and fear than I for what this 
criminal conspiracy is conspiring to do. 
No one, I think, has the right to claim 
more concern than I with respect to the 
external as well as the internal threat of 
communism. I will yield to no one in my 
desire to do everything I possibly can to 
bring this criminal conspiracy in this 
country under control, and to discourage 
or repel Communist aggression wherever 
it may exist in the world. 

I believe that my votes as well as my 
speeches—I think my votes probably 
show my intentions and my feelings more 
definitely than my speeches—certainly 
demonstrate that fact. 

I believe that important as it is to 
combat communism—mass communism 
from abroad, or individual efforts of 
Communists as members of a criminal 
conspiracy in this country—it is no less 
important that we protect and safeguard 
the individual rights of our citizens. 

After all, we have been and are a great 
Nation. We have been a great Nation, 
I believe, very largely because of the 
wisdom of the Founding Fathers who, by 
accepting and adopting a Constitution 
and a Bill of Rights, have given recog- 
nition to the demands of all men and 
women, for equal protection under the 
law, regardless of station, economic posi- 
tion, religion, creed, color, or national 
origin, and regardless of whether or not 
a man is born with a silver spoon in his 
mouth.” 

I regard a citation of this kind as being 
very serious. I think it is an infringe- 
ment of the rights of a man, unless the 
proof is there. I certainly see nothing 
to indicate that the proof is there; al- 
though I am not inclined to say that it 
will not develop that this man deserves 
to be cited for contempt, or possibly even 
deserves criminal prosecution. 

But I wish to emphasize again what I 
said earlier today—and I wish the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH] would 
listen—that there is pending in the 
Supreme Court of the United States, as 
outlined in a letter which the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. MCCARTHY] read 
earlier today, which I believe has a date 
of about February 15, 1954, the Emspak 
case, which, when decided, will determine 
whether or not a man can properly in 
a proceeding of this kind or otherwise, 
plead as a defense rights guaranteed by 
the first amendment. 

This resolution citing for contempt 
which is brought before the Senate to- 
day, August 16, was initiated on Sep- 
tember 23, 1953. As I have said, that is 
almost a year ago. 

There is this highly important case 
pending before the Supreme Court of the 
United States. It is fair to assume that 
a decision will be handed down as to that 
case within a reasonable number of 
months. Certainly, in view of the delay 
which has already ensued, and in view 
of the great uncertainty of this case, we 
can lose nothing by setting aside this 
proposed citation for a further few 
months, until we know what the Supreme 
Court decision will be, 
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When we have once cited a man for 
contempt of the Senate, that is not a 
slight reflection on him; that is enough 
to ruin a man’s life. Certainly we do not 
want to do an injustice to anyone, as I 
have said. 

I do not believe the Senator from Wis- 
consin wishes to do an injustice to Cor- 
liss Lamont, even though he was born 
with a silver spoon in his mouth. 

I maintain that we should set this pro- 
posed citation aside, for the many rea- 
sons I have given, but largely because 
the Emspak case is pending before the 
Supreme Court, which case is on all fours 
with this matter and is a case to deter- 
mine whether a man has a right to plead 
the defense of rights guaranteed by the 
first amendment. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Permit me to finish, 
please. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Certainly. 

Mr. LEHMAN. When we have that 
decision we will know in this case, and 
possibly other cases which may come be- 
fore the Senate, whether or not we are 
justified in citing the man. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I wonder, when the 
Senator talks about doing an injustice 
to Corliss Lamont 

Mr. LEHMAN. I did not understand 
the Senator. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Since the Senator 
mentioned an injustice to Corliss La- 
mont, I wonder if the Senator is aware 
of the fact that Mr. Lamont has not 
ceased his activities for the Communist 
cause? For exemple, in May of 1954 we 
find Mr. Lamont issuing basic pamphlet 
No. 8, all of which practically is devoted 
to attacking every committee that has 
ever exposed a Communist, from. the 
committee headed by MARTIN Dies down 
to date. 

There is nothing about this man which 
would indicate he has reformed. He is 
the same tool of the Communist con- 
spiracy. 

I may say, I have no knowledge of 
whether or not Mr. Lamont is himself 
a member of the Communist Party. We 
have testimony by Budenz that Mr. La- 
mont said he was. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish to say to the 
Senator from Wisconsin that I have no 
idea what Mr. Lamont has been doing 
since May of 1954. I see in the record 
of the hearing that he was questioned 
about a radio broadcast which he made 
in Moscow in 1938 attacking Governor 
Dewey, and his answer was: 

I believe I made a—I did broadcast in 
1938, as you state 


May I point out that was 16 years ago— 
over some radio station in Moscow, but I 
don't recall frankly whether I mentioned Mr. 
Dewey or not or what the exact subject or 
what—or indeed everything I covered in 
said speech. 


I wish to say to the Senator from Wis- 
consin I certainly would never have the 
slightest intention or expectation or 
willingness to mention Governor Dewey 
in a speech connecting him with com- 
munism, because I know that would be 
an unfair and untrue accusation. But 
I can say to the Senator from Wisconsin 
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that I have made a great many broad- 
casts from different parts of this coun- 
try—not from Moscow, but from differ- 
ent parts of this country—attacking 
Governor Dewey, and I do not think that 
would make me liable to either criti- 
cism or punishment by the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

Finally, the inquiry which was con- 
ducted had absolutely nothing whatever 
to do with the legitimate field of inquiry 
of a congressional committee. None of 
the questions. which Mr. Lamont was 
asked bear in the slightest degree on 
his participation in a conspiracy. 

Mr. President, I should like to suggest 
the absence of a quorum. It has been 
intimated that there will be a request for 
a yea-and-nay vote. I shall be very glad 
to have a yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I should like to obtain the floor in my 
own right for a few minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Does the Senator from 
Massachusetts wish me to suggest the 
absence of a quorum? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Not at this 
time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Will the Senator from 
Massachusetts suggest the absence of a 
quorum? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very happy to 
yield the floor: 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I wish to make a very brief statement. 
Then I should like to ask the Senator 
from Wisconsin two questions with ref- 
erence to this subject. 

I have known Corliss Lamont since he 
was approximately 10 years old, and per- 
haps for a longer time. I have known 
his brothers, I have known his sister, and 
I have known his father and mother for 
a long time. His older brother is a fine 
businessman. He is chairman of the 
board of trustees of Exeter Academy, a 
member of the governing board of Har- 
vard University, and a very fine citizen 
in every way. I should like to think that 
he is a friend of mine. 

The younger brother of Corliss La- 
mont is a distinguished research physi- 
cian at the University of Pennsylvania. 
His brother-in-law is a director of a 
museum in Hartford, Conn. They are 
all distinguished men. 

Corliss Lamont is different from his 
brothers. He is a man who has very 
firm opinions. I have argued with him 
on various occasions. I disagree whole- 
heartedly with him, and so do his broth- 
ers, and so do his family, so far as I 
know. 

There is no question in my mind that 
he has written the books to which ref- 
erence has been made. He has spoken 
from Moscow. At least he went to 
Moscow, to my knowledge. I am con- 
fident that he would not take measures 
to overthrow our Government. Whether 
he is a member of the Communist Party, 
I have no idea. If he says he is not a 
member of the Communist Party, I have 
every reason to believe him, because 
while I heartily disagree with his opin- 
ion, I do not think he is a liar. 

The case before the Senate raises 
some new questions, They are questions 
which have never been decided by the 
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Supreme Court. At least that is what 
I have been informed. Mr. Lamont 
came before the subcommittee headed 
by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc- 
CartHy], and he refused protection 
under the fifth amendment. 

He stands on his rights, as he claims, 
as a free American citizen. He questions 
the jurisdiction of the committee inso- 
far as he is concerned. 

He has written some books. He states 
that the Government has used quota- 
tions from his books without his permis- 
sion. On the basis of those quotations 
he is brought before the committee. 
He asserts that as a free American citizen 
he has a right to express himself in 
writing or vocally, as he sees fit, and he 
claims he should not be questioned for 
doing so. 

The question of the jurisdiction of a 
senatorial committee is raised. There is 
no question that he refused to answer the 
questions put to him, after he had taken 
an affirmation before the chairman of 
the committee, the Senator from Wis- 
consin. 

As I see it, one of three actions can 
be taken in this case, 

First, the Senate can this evening re- 
fuse to cite Lamont for contempt. That 
would raise the question of whether it 
will be more difficult for the subcommit- 
tee of which the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin is chairman, and for any other sub- 
committee or committee of Congress, to 
have witnesses testify before them when 
such witnesses say the committee does 
not have jurisdiction, and refuse to an- 
swer questions because of what they 
claim is the lack of jurisdiction on the 
part of a subcommittee or committee. 

The second course we can take this 
evening is to cite Corliss Lamont for 
contempt, and give him an opportunity 
to discuss the case with the Attorney 
General. The Attorney General can 
reach his own decision. He can bring 
the case to court. If the case is brought 
to court, the court can find Corliss La- 
mont guilty of contempt, but can give 
him an opportunity to purge himself of 
contempt by appearing before the com- 
mitte again. 

If he should again refuse to answer 
questions, an issue would be raised which 
could be taken to the Supreme Court. 
That issue would be whether a man who 
does not seek the protection of any 
amendment to the Constitution, but who 
questions the jurisdiction of a commit- 
tee under the circumstances in which 
Lamont has questioned them in this in- 
stance, should be adjudged guilty of con- 
tempt of the Senate. That issue could 
be taken to the Supreme Court, if La- 
mont wished to take it to the Supreme 
Court; otherwise he would have to serve 
his sentence, whatever it might be. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 
continue for a moment, or I will lose 
my train of thought. I shall be very 
glad to yield after I have concluded my 
remarks, if the Senator from Oregon will 
permit me to do so. 

I should like to ask two questions of 
the Senator from Wisconsin. Then I 
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shall be glad to try to answer any ques- 
tions that may be put to me. 

First, if we cite Corliss Lamont for 
contempt tonight, and the question is 
submitted to the court by the Attorney 
General, would the Senator from Wis- 
consin recommend that the court, in 
sentencing Lamont for contempt, if the 
court decided to do so, permit him to 
purge himself of the contempt? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I should think that 
would be a good procedure, not only in 
this case, but in the other cases as well 
because, after all, we are not concerned 
about whether these people are punished. 
In any case in which a man possesses 
valuable information, if I were the At- 
torney General, I would recommend to 
the court that. the man be given the 
right to purge himself of contempt by 
giving his information to the committee 
and to the FBI. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If Corliss La- 
mont came before the committee a 
second time and refused again to plead 
the protection afforded by the fifth 
amendment or the first amendment, and 
refused to answer questions for the same 
reason the record shows he gave before, 
namely, because he questions the juris- 
diction of the committee to go into the 
affairs of a private citizen of the United 
States, who has expressed himself in 
various ways, but who is not a part of 
the Government and has not tried to 
influence any part of the Government, 
would the Senator from Wisconsin be- 
lieve that it would be in the best interest 
of all concerned that a stay of execution 
should be entered in the case so long as 
the appeal was pending? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I think so, very 
definitely. Of course, I would have no 
influence upon the court. However, I 
assume that a judge would handle it in 
that fashion. In other words, I would 
assume that if the judge found Corliss 
Lamont guilty, he would impose sentence 
and then suspend the sentence in the 
case with the understanding that La- 
mont would purge himself of the con- 
tempt. Certainly he would be given an 
opportunity to put up bond, in lieu of 
going to jail, if he wanted to appeal the 
decision of the court. There is no ques- 
tion about his right to do so. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Of course, if 
on the citation for contempt he decided 
to go directly from the lower court to 
the Supreme Court, assuming that the 
Supreme Court would hear him, there 
would be a stay of execution. 

Mr. McCARTHY. There is no question 
about it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
personally, I think the most effective ac- 
tion the Senate could take in this case, 
about which I have thought a great deal, 
because, as I say, I have known this man 
since he was 10 years of age, and I have 
disagreed with him and have argued with 
him—indeed, I have actually had a phys- 
ical encounter with him in the past, and 
I know he believes in the position he is 
taking—would be to cite him for con- 
tempt and let the court decide on the 
issues and the facts as we have presented 
them tonight. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I yield. 
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Mr. MORSE. I think it is most prob- 
able that I did not correctly understand 
the Senator when he was listing the al- 
ternatives which he thought might be 
followed, but I thought I understood him 
to say that we could cite Mr. Lamont for 
contempt, and, in the citation, make a 
recommendation to the court as to what 
the court should do in regard to the cita- 
tion. Am I right or wrong in that under- 
standing? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If I did say that, 
Mr. President, I did not intend to say it, 
because the only thing we could do, as I 
understand, is to cite him for contempt. 
I tried to bring out that if that were 
done the court could, in its discretion, 
of course, recommend that the defendant 
be given an opportunity to purge himself 
from the charge of contempt. 

Mr. MORSE. All the Senator is say- 
ing is that the court could hand down a 
variety of decisions. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Exactly. 

Mr. MORSE. But I respectfully say 
that I think the second alternative which 
the Senator listed carries with it the 
meaning that in taking action on a con- 
tempt citation tonight we should in some 
way give some advice to the court as to 
what it should do, so that then we could 
get the case back before the Senate and, 
eventually, to the Supreme Court for a 
decision on the first-amendment issue 
which the Senator discussed. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I do not consider myself a teacher of 
law, as was the Senator from Oregon. 
This question, as I understand, raises a 
new issue which has never been decided 
directly by the Supreme Court of the 
United States, namely, the issue as to 
whether if the Senator or I should write 
a book or make a speech, and the Gov- 
ernment should use a paragraph from 
the speech or from the book with the 
idea of instructing the military or some 
other subdivision of the Government, we 
could then be subpenaed before a com- 
mittee and ordered to answer certain 
questions concerning our personal views. 
That, as I understand it, is the issue 
raised by Lamont in this instance. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator think 
that is a basis for citing for contempt? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I do. I be- 
lieve he should be cited in order that this 
issue can be decided, and to give him an 
opportunity to clear himself if the 
court decides he is in contempt; if, on 
the other hand, he does not want to do 
that, but wants to appeal the case di- 
rectly to the Supreme Court of the 
United States, he may do so. In that 
way this issue can be decided. I think 
it would be unfortunate to leave this 
case in such a posture that any one in- 
dividual could question the jurisdiction 
of a Senate committee and not be cited 
for contempt, because the issue would 
remain and others would be encouraged 
to do the same thing. Whether the 
committee has jurisdiction or does not 
have jurisdiction is a question which can 
properly be decided by the court. 

Mr. MORSE. I have no more ques- 
tions. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Wisconsin 
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a few questions, for information and 
clarification purposes, because several of 
us have had some discussions on the 
floor and in the cloakroom, trying to get 
clear in our minds just what the issue 
is as it has developed step by step. Will 
the Senator permit me to ask him a 
series of questions for information only? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Certainly. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in my un- 
derstanding that when the committee 
met in New York in executive session 
it asked Mr. Lamont to be sworn and 
he refused to be sworn and said he pre- 
ferred to take an affirmation? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in under- 
standing that it was at that point the 
chairman gave him the affirmation? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in under- 
standing that after the chairman gave 
him the affirmation the chairman then, 
for the first time, asked him to state his 
reasons why he asked for an affirmation 
rather than for the taking of an oath? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct, as is 
brought out in the transcript of the rec- 
ord which the chairman handed me, that 
after some colloquy between the witness 
and the chairman and between the at- 
torney and the chairman, the witness, 
by advice of his own counsel, said he was 
standing on conscientious scruples? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in saying 
that the witness, acting, apparently, 
upon advice of counsel, refused to discuss 
his insistence upon taking an affirma- 
tion, from the standpoint of any religious 
belief of his, and that as he put it in the 
record, at least, he was refusing to dis- 
cuss his religious belief on the basis of 
what he called the doctrine of separa- 
tion of church and state? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes. I may say 
for the Senator's benefit that as I un- 
derstand the law, a man can refuse to 
take the oath which says he must tell the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, “so help me God,” if he does 
not believe there is a God. A man can 
refuse to take the oath on the ground 
that his religious scruples prevent him 
from taking the oath, even if he believes 
in a God. 

Mr. MORSE. There are some cases in 
which the followers of certain religions 
are opposed to taking an oath, although 
the religions call for belief in God. 

Mr. McCARTHY. If I may correct 
the record on that point, even if they 
do believe in a God, they may refuse to 
take the oath because they have reli- 
gious scruples against it. I wanted to 
clear up the question of whether he was 
refusing because of religious scruples. 

Mr. MORSE. He did refuse to take 
the oath, and after the chairman had 
asked him to stand and raise his right 
hand and be sworn, even after he had 
taken the affirmation, he said, upon ad- 
vice of counsel, that he was resting on 
conscientious scruples. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Then the chairman, I 
judge from the record—this is my in- 
terpretation—apparently decided that 
when the witness placed his refusal to 
take the oath on the ground of con- 
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scientious scruples, he thereby at- 
tempted to justify taking an affirmation 
instead of an oath, and the chairman 
then proceeded to examine the witness 
on the basis of the affirmation. Am I 
correct about that? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes, with one 
slight correction. There was a serious 
question in my mind at the time, and at 
the time I wrote the Attorney General, 
as to whether having never taken the 
oath he could be held in contempt for 
refusing to answer. That question was 
submitted to the Attorney General, and 
his opinion was that under the present 
state of the law there was presented a 
foundation for prosecution. 

Mr. MORSE. I do not think there is 
any question about that. I think that 
when he took the affirmation and placed 
it on the ground of conscientious 
scruples, he met all the legal tests of 
which I know, because I think it will be 
found, when we go into the cases, that 
when a man insists upon taking an 
affirmation on the basis of conscientious 
scruples, he is dealing really with a mat- 
ter of religious faith, or lack of religious 
faith. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I think that is 
correct. 

Mr. MORSE. And whether he has a 
religious faith that causes him not to 
want to take an oath, or whether he does 
not have a religious faith at all that 
causes him not to take an oath, it does 
not make any difference. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is the reason- 
ing I followed, and that is why I allowed 
him to take the affirmation. 

Mr. MORSE. That is the conclusion 
I reached when I read the record—that 
when it got to the point that he based his 
refusal to take the oath on conscientious 
scruples, it was decided, apparently, that 
that ground met the test, and he was 
then allowed to proceed to make the 
record. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. The colloquy shows that 
differences developed, of course, but he 
made the record under an affirmation. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. With that fact clearly 
in mind, let me take the Senator to the 
discussion which has occurred on the 
floor of the Senate between the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCartuy], the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. LAN- 
GER], and the Senator from New York 
[Mr. Lenman] with regard to what hap- 
pened thereafter. 

On pages 17, 18, and 19 of the record— 
the material which the Senator from 
Wisconsin showed me earlier in this de- 
bate—we find that the witness and his 
counsel asked permission to obtain a copy 
of the transcript taken in executive 
session. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. The chairman of the 
committee advised the witness and his 
counsel that he did not supply tran- 
scripts of executive sessions. Counsel 
for the witness wanted to know if they 
could not purchase one at their own ex- 
pense, and the chairman advised him 
that he could not. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. However, he was advised 
that he could see it if he wanted to come 
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down to Washington, and he could cor- 
rect anything in the transcript which he 
believed was a stenographic error. I 
think that clearly implied what I under- 
stand is the rule of the Senator’s com- 
mittee and of all committees of the Sen- 
ate, that a man cannot proceed to 
change the meaning of an official record, 
but he can do justice to himself by hav- 
ing stenographic errors corrected; but 
that, in turn, really requires the approval 
of the committee if any issue is raised 
over it. 

The chairman notified him that he 
could come to Washington and examine 
the record and correct the record steno- 
graphically. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I say that is the 
rule we followed. Normally, we have 
three copies of the record made, and any 
witness, his counsel, or both, can come in 
and make corrections of stenographic 
errors. 

Mr. MORSE. So far as I know, that is 
the rule of every committee of the Sen- 
ate. It was the rule of the Armed 
Services Committee when I was a mem- 
ber of that committee. When we con- 
ducted hearings of a high security nature 
in executive session, we allowed wit- 
nesses to correct the record for steno- 
graphic mistakes, and in some instances 
we permitted them to qualify their testi- 
mony, but with the consent of the com- 
mittee and subject then, if the commit- 
tee desired to subject them to it, to fur- 
ther cross-examination. 

Now we are down to the point where 
the witness and his counsel wanted to ob- 
tain a copy of the transcript, and the 
Senator from Wisconsin, as chairman of 
the committee, said they could come 
down to Washington and examine the 
record and make any proper corrections. 

Counsel for the witness then said he 
had a case out on the west coast and he 
would have to break a leg if he made that 
case and got back in time to correct this 
record at the time the chairman had 
suggested. There was a little exchange 
between the chairman and counsel as to 
the time schedule. It had been sug- 
gested that counsel and the witness come 
down on a Monday at 10 o’clock. The 
chairman then modified that to 1 o’clock. 
That is true; is it not? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. By 1 o'clock, we mean 1 
o’clock and not 1:30. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. The counsel said he un- 
derstood that. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. That was the under- 
standing when the Senator left New 
York. It that true? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Is my understanding 
correct that after the Senator returned 
to Washington, a telegram was sent to 
the witness or his counsel, notifying 
them that they did not have to come 
down the next Monday at 1 o’clock, but 
that the chairman wanted them to un- 
derstand that the witness was under a 
continuing subpena? 

Mr. MCCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. And that they could 
correct the record. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes. The reason 
that telegram was sent is that Mr. Roy 
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Cohn, who was my chief counsel at that 
time, had been in touch with the lawyer, 
and Mr. Cohn advised me that he 
thought, first, it would be too great a 
hardship on the lawyer to make him 
come to Washington on Monday and, 
second, it would be only a waste of money 
because Lamont would give the same 
testimony in public session on Monday 
as he had given in executive session. So 
we resolved the matter by deciding to 
make the executive session testimony 
public. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me dwell a little 
longer on the last point Imade. Counsel 
for the witness, as well as the witness 
received a telegram which informed 
them that they did not need to come to 
Washington on the next Monday at 
1 o'clock. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Have those telegrams 
been put into the record of this debate? 

Mr. McCARTHY. No; but I think 
they should be placed in the Recorp. 

Mr. MORSE. I think they should be, 
also. In fact, they may be more relevant 
than some of us think. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I ask unanimous 
consent to have the telegrams inserted 
in the Recor at this point. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

Mr. PHILIP WITTENBERG, 
70 West 40th Street, 
New York, N. Y.: 

Confirming conversation with Mr. Like of 
your office, Corliss Lamont's appearance be- 
fore subcommittee in Washington, D. C., on 
Monday, September 28, 1953, postponed. Mr. 
Lamont is continued under subpena, how- 
ever, and you will be notified when his ap- 
pearance is required. 

JOE MCCARTHY, 
Chairman, Senate Permanent Sub- 
committee on Investigations of the 
Senate Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations. 


Mr. CoRrLISS LAMONT, 
New York, N. Y.: 

Pursuant to conversation with Mr. Like 
of Mr. Wittenberg's office this date, your ap- 
pearance before this subcommittee in Wash- 
ington, D. C., on Monday, September 28, 1953, 
has been postponed. However, you are un- 
der continuing subpena, and both you and 
your counsel will be notified when your ap- 
pearance is required. 

Jor MCCARTHY, 
Chairman, Senate Permanent Sub- 
committee on Investigations of the 
Senate Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations. 


Mr. MORSE, Did either of those tele- 
grams say anything about the witness 
being under continuing subpena? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I believe they did. 
All I know about it, frankly, is what I 
heard the Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. Lancer] read tome. My staff sent 
the witness a telegram notifying him 
that he did not have to appear. The 
witness and his counsel were instructed 
that Mr. Lamont could purge himself of 
the contempt. As I previously stated, 
he was advised that he could purge him- 
self of contempt by appearing on Mon- 
day. I do not think we gave him that 
deadline. I believe we told him he 
could purge himself of the contempt by 
appearing and answering the questions 
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within a reasonable time, but as to that 
I frankly could not take an oath. 

Mr. MORSE. I am only repeating 
what I heard. I have not seen these 
documents. 

After the telegram was sent to him, did 
Mr. Cohn, counsel for the committee, 
have any telephone conversation with 
the witness or his attorney rescinding the 
telegram? 

Mr. McCARTHY. No; the telegram 
was never rescinded, and he is not being 
cited for failing to appear on Monday. 

Mr. MORSE. I understand that. 

Mr. McCARTHY. He is being cited 
for refusing to answer the questions on 
Wednesday. 

Mr. MORSE. I understand that. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The telegram was 
never rescinded. 

Mr. MORSE. But there may be a 
point of view, let me say to the Sena- 
tor 

Mr. McCARTHY. It was never re- 
scinded, except in this respect: Roy 
Cohn spent much of his time in New 
York, and he had telephone conversa- 
tions with the attorney. ‘The attorney 
understood that he could come to Wash- 
ington if he so desired. The attorney 
did not wish to do so. He was busy; he 
was tied up. The telegram was sent as 
a courtesy to the lawyer. The witness 
knew he could appear at any time he de- 
sired and examine the record and decide 
to purge himself of the contempt. 

Mr. MORSE. But there is nothing 
officially in the record up to this point 
in the debate that shows that the tele- 
gram to the witness or his attorney was 
rescinded. I refer to the telegram which 
said he did not have to come to Wash- 
ington on the day and at the hour that 
had been previously agreed upon whén 
the executive session in New York was 
closed, namely, Monday at 1 o’clock. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Absolutely nothing 
whatsoever, and I consider it completely 
unimportant, because in executive ses- 
sion he was asked all the questions we 
would ask him in public session, and he 
refused to answer about his Communist 
activities, as to whether he was a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party, and about 
other people who were Communists. 
The only reason for calling him in pub- 
lic session was to perform the function 
of an investigating committee. It must 
inform the public as to what it has dis- 
covered. Instead of doing that by call- 
ing him in a public session, as a courtesy 
to his lawyer we merely made the execu- 
tive session testimony public. 

Let me make it very clear that he is 
not being cited even remotely for failure 
to appear on Monday. It is only because 
of his activities on Wednesday, all of 
which occurred before he was asked to 
appear on the following Monday. In 
other words, all the contemptuous activi- 
ties on his part occurred before he was 
asked to appear on Monday. 

Mr. MORSE. I am very frank with 
the Senator because I think we are now 
discussing the point which is causing 
some perplexity on the floor of the Sen- 
ate. Before I ask the next question— 
which to me is the key question—I say 
to the Senator from Wisconsin that I 
have never voted against a contempt 
citation resolution in the Senate. As I 
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have said in the past and repeat now, 
when a committee of the Senate, carry- 
ing out its investigation work, believes 
that it is being interfered with by con- 
temptuous witnesses, by witnesses who 
are seeking to defeat what I consider to 
be a constitutional prerogative of the 
Senate of the United States, namely, to 
conduct investigations on issues that are 
of public concern, and whenever I have 
been presented with a resolution which 
bears out that charge on a prima facie 
basis, I have voted for the resolution. I 
have done so irrespective of the fact that 
subsequently the Department of Justice 
may find there was not in fact a basis 
for the contempt citation—and there 
have been such cases, as the Senator 
well knows. 

Nevertheless, I think we, as Senators, 
owe it to our committees to support them 
when they come to the floor of the Senate 
and make a prima facie case in support 
of a contempt citation. 

I want the Senator to know that, be- 
cause I now put this question—and I 
think this is a question he ought to dis- 
cuss with the greatest of clarity, because 
I think this is where some confusion is 
being developed in this debate. 

I judge, from conversations I have had 
with some of my colleagues, that there 
is a feeling that this telegram is of more 
importance than the weight which the 
Senator from Wisconsin is giving to it, 
in that, on the basis of the record, the 
witness had the right to rely upon what 
he thought was the understanding that 
he would be allowed to come before the 
committee on Monday at 1 o’clock and go 
over the record, and not only correct 
stenographic mistakes, but purge him- 
self of the contempt. In other words, 
the Senator from Wisconsin was giving 
him a cooling-off period—and some- 
times witnesses need a cooling-off 
period—and was giving him time for re- 
flection and giving time for further con- 
sultation between lawyer and client, and 
the Senator from Wisconsin suggested 
that he come to Washington next Mon- 
day at 1 o’clock, and that was agreed to, 
I think the record shows. Then he re- 
ceived a telegram that he need not come 
to Washington at 1 o’clock, but the tele- 
gram made it clear to him that he was 
still under a continuing subpena, and 
that he still was in a position where he 
could come before the committee and 
purge himself of that contempt. We 
have had some discussion as to whether 
or not he should have paid his expenses 
to come to Washington or whether the 
committee should have done so. In my 
judgment, on this particular point, that 
is not material; but what is material is 
whether that telegram put him to sleep 
legally; whether or not it gave him cause 
to believe that he could come here and 
correct the stenographic errors, or, on 
second thought, if he wanted to do so, he 
could purge himself of the contempt 
which the Senator believes he put him- 
self in by his asking the questions and 
the witness refusal to answer, which 
placed him in contempt of the commit- 
tee, and therefore in contempt of the 
Senate. What the committee did on that 
Monday was to proceed in open session, 
if Iam correct, or at least it proceeded to 
make public the transcript of the New 
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York executive session, and proceeded 
then to move to cite him for contempt. 
Am I mistaken in that? 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator from 
Oregon is mistaken to some extent. 

Mr. MORSE. Let us make it clear. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The motion to cite 
him for contempt was not made until 
several months later. I took it up with 
the subcommittee. Some of the mem- 
bers thought the matter should be re- 
ferred to the Attorney General first. 
We referred it to the Attorney General. 
We received an opinion from him on 
April 16. The original testimony was on 
September 28. The citation for con- 
tempt was not until May 26. So he had 
8 or 9 months. 

Let me say to the Senator again that 
the contempt occurred before he was 
told to appear in public session. The 
contemptuous actions were all in the 
record, and at that point he was told to 
appear on Monday, and the record will 
show that his lawyer objected to that. 
I frankly was of the opinion that he 
should appear on Monday, because we 
had the hearing set for Monday; but 
we gave them until the afternoon on the 
recommendation of Mr. Cohn, who 
talked to his counsel. They did not 
want to appear 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator want 
my suspicion? Iam glad to agree—— 

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me complete 
my statement. I agreed that he be not 
forced to appear, because there was 
nothing to be gained by paying him 
roughly $50 or $60 to have him come 
here. Roy Cohn reported to me that his 
lawyer said he would take exactly the 
same attitude in a public session as he 
had taken in the private session. 

The Senator will find, by referring to 
page 19 of the hearings, that he was 
given a right to look at a copy of the 
transcript. He never even came here to 
look at the transcript, so far as I know. 
He may have done so. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to express a suS- 
picion. I am inclined to agree with the 
Senator from Wisconsin that if he had 
come to Washington he would not have 
purged himself of the contempt. He 
might have made some statement with 
regard to alleged stenographic errors in 
the transcript. 

I am almost through, but I put an- 
other question from another angle. 
There remains a doubt as to whether 
or not, when he was sent the telegram 
he did not have to come to Washington 
on Monday at 1 o'clock, there was 
thereby imposed upon the committee, by 
the committee itself, an obligation spe- 
cifically to notify him as to when the 
committee would hear him if he wanted 
to come before it and purge himself of 
the contempt, and that the failure to 
do so then would result in his being cited 
for contempt. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I may say to the 
able Senator that actually I would have 
no authority to give him the right to 
purge himself of contempt. I think if 
I had, the committee would have gone 
along with me; but I had no right to 
do so. He was in contempt of the com- 
mittee. He had refused to answer. He 
had no right to come before the com- 
mittee to change his testimony and 
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purge himself of contempt. I have 
taken the position that when witnesses 
have done so I then recommend to the 
committee that they not be held in con- 
tempt. So far as I was concerned, he 
was in contempt of the committee. He 
was told that. He was asked to come 
here on Monday. His lawyer said, “I 
cannot come.” As a courtesy to him, we 
told him, “You will not have to come, but 
consider yourself under subpena.” 

I had planned to call him later, 
frankly. So many things came up that 
we did not cali him. He had no right 
to purge himself of the contempt. He 
was in contempt already. It would be 
up to the court to allow him to purge 
himself of the contempt. I hope, if he 
is convicted, the court will allow him 
to purge himself of the contempt, and 
that he will be allowed to answer the 
questions. It is the information we want, 
not the jailing of individuals. Getting 
the information is much more impor- 
tant than sending individuals to jail. 

Mr. MORSE. Does not the Senator 
think, though, in the closing moment of 
the colloquy, he acted for the committee, 
as he had the right to act for the com- 
mittee, by making clear to him that he 
was being invited to come to Washing- 
ton, if he cared to take advantage of the 
invitation, and correct the errors in the 
transcript, if any, and purge himself of 
the contempt? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I do not believe we 
mentioned purging himself of the con- 
tempt. He was not told he could purge 
himself of the contempt. He was told he 
could examine the record. I read from 
page 18 of the hearings: 

Mr. WITTENBERG. I understand. 

May I ask whether it is the common prac- 
tice to provide us with a copy of the minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. In executive sessions—if it 
is a public session, you have a perfect right 
to obtain a copy. In executive sessions we do 
not give out any copies of the record. How- 
ever, we provide that if—we do provide if you 
want to come down or if your client comes 
down, you can go over the record to make 
any corrections in what you think are steno- 
graphic errors, or if the 

Mr, WITTENBERG. We can’t order a copy at 
our expense for that purpose? 

The CHAIRMAN. No. I tell you why you 
can't because it is strictly executive 

Mr. WITTENBERG. I understand. If it isa 
rule 

The CHAIRMAN. The ruling is we don't 
hand any copies out to anybody at all. 


The Senator will find he was told he 
could come to Washington and correct 
any stenographic errors. He was not 
told he could purge himself of contempt. 
I do think he was told, or his lawyer was 
told by Mr. Cohn, that if he wanted to 
change his mind, he could come before 
us and purge himself in that fashion. 
That is more or less hearsay from my 
chief counsel, but I am sure that is true. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
if the Senator will yield, I should like 
to ask if there were any contacts made 
between the time of the hearing in exec- 
utive session and the time the telegram 
was dispatched? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes; there were 
contacts with us—Mr. Cohn and his 
lawyer—who felt I was unreasonable in 
ordering him to come Monday. He said 
he had a case. I think the Senator from 
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North Dakota [Mr. Lancer] read about 
it from the record. He was supposed 
to try a case, and he felt I was unrea- 
sonable in demanding that he come to 
Washington on Monday. 

Mr. Cohn advised me of two things. 
He advised me of that, and he suggested 
that I not require him to come Monday, 
pointing out that nothing would be 
gained by it, because the lawyer had said 
he would take exactly the same position 
on Monday he had taken on Wednesday. 
As Roy said, there is no sense in paying 
his traveling expense. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. These contacts 
were by telephone? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Does the Sen- 
ator know how many there were? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I do not know. In 
my opinion, it is completely unimpor- 
tant, in that he was guilty of contempt 
before that time. If he wanted to con- 
tact us to purge himself of the contempt, 
he should have done so. He had no right 
in that respect, except by courtesy of 
the committee. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I have one more question to ask, if the 
Senator from Wisconsin will yield fur- 
ther. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Has the com- 
mittee or the staff, since the telegram 
was dispatched, made any contact either 
with the lawyer or with Mr. Lamont? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Carr informs 
me that Roy Cohn had considerable 
contact with Mr. Lamont’s lawyer. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Afterward? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I do not know 
about the date or the time. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Subsequent to 
the sending of the telegram? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes; Mr. Carr in- 
forms me that the answer is “Yes.” 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
pronior from Wisconsin yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Isit not true that the 
telegram we are discussing reads in part 
as follows: 

Your appearance before this subcommit- 
tee in Washington, D. C., on Monday, Sep- 
tember 28, 1953, has been postponed. How- 
ever, you are under continuing subpena, and 
both you and your counsel will be notified 
when your appearance is required, 


I should like to know what in heaven’s 
name could be plainer than that; and 
the man never was notified. He never 
was telephoned to. He knew nothing 
about this matter until he was cited for 
contempt. That is the record. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is not cor- 
rect. The Senator’s reading of the tele- 
gram undoubtedly is correct; I am sure 
he would not misread it. 

However, the point is that we had no 
use for him, unless he would come and 
give us the information. 

Mr. LANGER. I challenge the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin to produce the tele- 
gram. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Just a moment. 
The Senator from North Dakota asked 
a question, and I wish to reply to it. 
There was no reason why we should call 
Mr. Lamont to Washington, D. C., to do 
the same thing here that he did in New 
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York. We decided not to do it. There 
was no reason why we should waste the 
time of the committee and the money of 
the committee in doing that. He was 
never called. Senators will find he was 
notified he could look at the record, to 
correct it stenographically—period. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to Senate Reso- 
lution 281. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, on 
this question I ask for the yeas and nays, 
The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ob- 
ject. I think this is a very important 
matter. Is that all right? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is all right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The Secretary will con- 
tinue the call of the roll. 

The legislative clerk resumed and con- 
cluded the call of the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Senators answer to their names: 


Aiken Gore Mansfield 
Anderson Green Martin 
Barrett Hayden McCarran 
Beall Hendrickson McCarthy 
Bennett Hennings McClellan 
Bowring Hickenlooper Millikin 
Bricker Hill Monroney 
Bridges Holland Morse 
Burke Humphrey Mundt 
Bush Ives Murray 
Butler Jackson Neely 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Payne 
Case Johnson, Tex. Potter 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Purtell 
Clements Kefauver Robertson 
Cooper Kennedy Russell 
Cordon Kerr Saltonstall 
Crippa Knowland Schoeppel 
Dirksen Kuchel Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Langer Smith, N. J. 
Ellender Lehman Symington 
Ferguson Lennon Watkins 
Frear Long Williams 
George Magnuson Young 
Goldwater Malone 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GoLDWATER in the chair). A quorum is 


present. 

The question is on agreeing to Sen- 
ate Resolution 281. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask a question of the Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Certainly. 

Mr. LEHMAN. In the course of the 
Senator’s colloquy with the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCartuy] he 
made a statement to the effect that gen- 
erally speaking he would support a mo- 
tion to cite a person for contempt of the 
Senate. I realize that he has had much 
more experience in the Senate than I 
have had. This is only my sixth year in 
the Senate. Quite apart from the de- 
termination of the issue before us, what 
worries me is the following point: 

It seems to me that the mere fact that 
a witness refuses to answer questions 
addressed to him by a committee should 
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not in and of itself constitute ground for 
citation for contempt. 

I can very well understand that an 
inimical or unfriendly committee could 
ask a witness questions, which for many 
good reasons he could properly refuse to 
answer. Yet, if we agree with a com- 
mittee every time it asks us to cite a wit- 
ness for contempt of the Senate, without 
carefully scrutinizing the facts in the 
case, we would be laying ourselves open 
to a dangerous course of action, to which 
I would not be willing to subscribe. 

It seems to me that with respect to all 
requests for citations for contempt it is 
incumbent upon us to determine whether 
such a citation should be voted, and it is 
important for us to study the record, in 
order to make certain that there was full 
justification on the part of a witness to 
refuse to answer questions. I believe 
that should be the test, not the mere 
presentation of a resolution for citation 
for contempt. 

In this case I may have an opinion 
different from the opinion of the Sena- 
tor from Oregon. I believe the record 
itself does not justify a citation for con- 
tempt. The principle involved is the 
important consideration. I very much 
fear that very serious results may ensue 
if we permit the record to remain un- 
challenged and merely say that because 
a committee brings in a resolution of 
citation for contempt the Senate should, 
in the natural course of events, vote in 
favor of such resolution. I regard it as 
a very dangerous procedure. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like briefly to 
reply to the question of the Senator 
from New York, and I should like to 
have the attention of the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin, because I shall ask him 
certain questions after I have finished 
this brief discussion. It should be de- 
termined to the satisfaction of every Sen- 
ator whether a prima facie case has 
been made by the committee. 

I may say to the Senator from New 
York that my major thesis, as I stated 
it before, is that I think we would under- 
mine the investigative powers of the 
Senate if we were to refuse to support 
a resolution for contempt, provided the 
committee submitting it made out a 
prima facie case which justified a cita- 
tion. That is the principle. 

It also carries with it a duty that is 
imposed upon the committee which asks 
us to carry out that principle. 

If we should ever start compiling a 
record of not honoring a resolution of 
contempt when a prima facie case in 
support of it is made, we would put one 
investigating committee after another in 
an untenable position. 

With that major premise established, 
I now ask the following rhetorical ques- 
tions, and answer them myself. First. 
Did this committee of the Senate have 
the authority and jurisdiction to in- 
vestigate alleged subversive activities in 
the United States? There is no question 
about it. That is one of the purposes of 
the committee. 

Did it have the authority, under the 
rules of the Senate and under its own 
rules, to go to New York and call before 
it Mr. Lamont for the purpose of making 
inquiry of him concerning allegations 
which purported to connect him with 
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subversive activities in the United 
States? The answer is that there is no 
question about it; the committee did 
have that jurisdiction. 

The committee called him before it. 
As has been previously stated, an alter- 
cation ensued between the chairman of 
the subcommittee and the witness and 
his attorneys as to whether Mr. Lamont 
should be allowed to affirm rather than 
to take an oath. That question was 
finally settled by the chairman himself 
by allowing the witness to affirm. 

After he took the affirmation, he ob- 
jected to the jurisdiction of the com- 
mittee. In effect he said he would not 
answer any questions put to him by the 
committee, and that the questions had 
nothing to do with any alleged subver- 
sive activities. He said, “I challenge the 
right of the committee to ask me those 
questions under the first amendment to 
the Constitution.” 

The committee took the position that 
the first amendment did not justify his 
refusal to answer questions which re- 
lated to the allegations. 

I shall point out in a moment, on pages 
8 and 9 of the executive hearings, that 
the questions put to him did relate to the 
allegation of subversive activity. I do 
not think there is any question about it. 

The committee said, “We do not ac- 
cept your defense, that you have a right 
to refuse to answer questions about alle- 
gations purporting to connect you with 
subversive activity, on the ground of the 
first amendment.” 

“Oh,” he said, “but I think I have that 
right.” 

The committee said, “We reject that 
contention.” 

He persisted. The committee then 
proceeded to ask him questions against 
which he could have protected himself 
if he had used the fifth amendment. 
But he said, “No, I am not making any 
charge that these questions would in- 
criminate me.” He simply said, “You 
have no right, as a matter of jurisdiction, 
to ask the questions.” He kept referring 
to his so-called exhibit 1, which he 
bases on two cases, one of which is 
United States against Rumely; and also 
a Securities and Exchange Commission 
case, one case containing language by 
Justice Douglas and the other by Jus- 
tice Sutherland. In each instance the 
witness refused to answer the commit- 
tee’s questions on the ground of what he 
called exhibit 1. 

I think it should be kept clearly in 
mind what his contentions were as to 
exhibit 1. It will not take very long to 
read them. I shall read from page 3 of 
the transcript of the executive session. 
The witness said that he objected to the 
power and jurisdiction of the committee 
to inquire into: 

(a) My political beliefs; 

(b) Any other personal and private af- 
fairs; 

(c) My religious beliefs; 

(d) My associational activities. 

(2) Let it be understood that I am a pri- 
vate citizen of the United States. That I 
hold no office of public honor or trust and 
that I am not employed in any governmental 
department, nor am I under salary or grant 
from any governmental department. 

(3) To dispose of a question causing cur- 
rent apprehension, I am a loyal American 
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and I am not now and never have been a 
member of the Communist Party. 

(4) The grounds of my objection are: 

(a) As stated in United States v. Rumely 
(97 L. Ed. 494), a case involving a refusal to 
give testimony before a committee of the 
House of Representatives, the Supreme Court 
of the United States said, in a concurring 
opinion by Mr. Justice Douglas: 

“The power of investigation is also limited. 
Inquiry into personal and private affairs is 
precluded.” 

(b) The Supreme Court of the United 
States has said in Jones v. Securities and 
Exchange Commission (298 U. S. 1) through 
Mr. Justice Sutherland: 

“The citizen, when interrogated about his 
private affairs, has a right before answering 
to know why the inquiry is made; and if the 
purpose disclosed is not a legitimate one, he 
is not required to answer.” 

(c) Under the first amendment to the 
Constitution, the power of investigation by 
Congress into matters involving freedom of 
speech and freedom of the press cannot be 
used in the absence of legislative intent or 
power. The Congress of the United States 
has no constitutional right to legislate with 
regard to prior restraint or utterance in 
either form, that that as to any books already 
written or statements made, no ex post fac- 
to could be passed determining innocence or 
criminality, and that therefore an investiga- 
tion into my writings is beyond the power of 
this committee. 

(5) Under our Constitution, our Govern- 
ment is a government of limited powers, tri- 
partite in form, consisting of the legislative, 
the judicial, and the executive, and any in- 
quiry into personal conduct, personal be- 
liefs, associational activity lies within the 
jurisdiction of the judicial department, and 
the exercise of this power by the legisla- 
ture is an unconstitutional invasion of the 
power of the judiciary. 

The Supreme Court has held that this sep- 
aration of powers is fundamental to the 
existence of our democracy and that not 
even an emergency warrants an invasion of 
the powers of one department by the other. 
Youngstown Sheet and Tube Co. v. Sawyer 
(343 U. S. 579). 

(6) The jurisdiction of this committee is 
further limited by the statutes which con- 
stitute and set forth its function and sphere 
of authority. Under the rules of the Senate 
and the statutes organizing the appointment 
of this standing committee, this committee 
has no authority to examine into the per- 
sonal and private affairs of private citizens, 
Any action with regard to my books by of- 
ficials of the Government was done without 
any prior knowledge or consultation with 
me. I took no part in any proceedings in- 
volving any governmental authority and 
therefore this committee is without power 
to examine me under the rules and statute 
governing it. 

This committee is not a competent tri- 
bunal. The resignation from this committee 
of all members belong to one of the major 
parties, 1. e., the Democratic Party, has de- 
prived this committee of its competency to 
act until it has been properly constituted, 

That's all. 


Those are the reasons he gave for con- 
testing the jurisdiction of our commit- 
tee and it is our committee. It was on 
the basis of that case which he there- 
after called exhibit 1 that he rested all 
his refusals to answer questions. 

The committee rejected his explana- 
tion. The committee could have said, 
“We do not accept your reasons for re- 
fusing to answer questions“ and I para- 
phrase — in connection with the allega- 
tion that you are involved in subversive 
activity.” 
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Did our committee have the right to 
reject his explanation? Ithinkso. We 
may disagree as to the application of the 
first amendment. One Senator may say, 
“T think there is something in what Mr. 
Lamont said.” If so, that question will 
be tested when the courts pass on it. 

But our committee said, “We do not 
accept the first amendment excuse for 
not answering certain questions which 
we wish to put to you.” 

Let us go over to page 8 and take a look 
at a few of the questions the committee 
sought to put tohim. Do not forget that 
we are dealing with our own committee, 
for which we have appropriated a large 
sum of money to carry out the author- 
ization to investigate subversive activities 
in this country. A witness is charged 
with subversive activity. Senators may 
think he was wrongfully charged, but 
that question has no place in this debate, 
in my judgment. It was clearly with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee to 
hale him before the committee, and to 
ask him what kind of questions? · To ask 
him such questions as this—and I turn 
to page 8: 

The CHARMAN. Mr. Lamont, it appears 
from the sworn testimony that the United 
States Government purchased some of your 
works. That is the testimony at this point. 
One of the works purchased, which is appar- 
ently not technically your work but one in 
which you took part, is a book by a Mr. 
Simmons. 

Did you know that Mr. Simmons was a 
member of the Communist Party at the time 
you contributed the chapter to this book? 

Mr. Lamont. The question was that Mr. 
Simmons was—was the editor of the book? 
As editor of the book, as I recall it—— 

Mr. WITTENBERG. May I, sir—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The book is entitled “U. S. 
S. R., A Concise Handbook,” edited by Ernest 
J. Simmons. That is Ernest Joseph Sim- 
mons. Does that answer your question? 

Mr. Lamont. I decline to answer, Mr. 
Chairman, on the grounds of exhibit 1 and 
on the further ground that the book speaks 
for itself. 


Mr. President, we may disagree with 
our committee as to whether we think 
that is the most artful question which 
might have been asked Mr. Lamont, but 
was it a question relevant to the investi- 
gation by the committee? The commit- 
tee was trying to find out, for example, 
whether this man had associations with 
the Communists. I think it is a per- 
fectly proper kind of examination to find 
out whether an individual has close as- 
sociations with Communists. It is not 
conclusive evidence, from which we can 
draw many deductions, but it is relevant, 
and it is relative to an investigation of 
subversive activities on the part of Mr. 
X, Mr. Y, or Mr. Z. The witness refused 
to answer whether he had had knowl- 
edge, when he wrote a chapter in this 
book, that the editor of the book was a 
Communist, as alleged by the chairman 
of the committee. 

I do not know whether Le was or not, 
but the chairman has so alleged, and I 
assume that if the investigation had 
gone aiong within its proper scope and 
if there had not been a refusal to answer 
questions, the chairman would have 
brought out through other witnesses 
facts as to whether this man was or was 
not a Communist. The witness refused 
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to answer on the ground of the first 
amendment. 

Let me proceed to another question 
which the chairman asked him: 


The CHAIRMAN. Have you ever attended 
Communist Party meetings? 

Mr. Lamont. I decline to answer on the 
same grounds stated in exhibit 1. 


That is the first amendment ground. 
It is not the fifth amendment ground; it 
is the first amendment ground. 

Again, I ask the Senate, Was it rele- 
vant for our committee, which we had 
authorized, and for which we had ap- 
propriated money for the purpose of 
conducting hearings into subversive ac- 
tivities, to ask this witness whether or 
not he had attended Communist Party 
meetings? Of course it was relevant. 
Assume that a committee is investigating 
subversive activities, and it has before 
it someone against whom allegations or 
charges have been made that he has 
been participating in Communist activi- 
ties. The committee has witnesses wait- 
ing to be put on the stand, from whom it 
intends to elicit testimony to the effect 
that the person under investigation at- 
tended Communist meetings. It does 
not follow that merely because a wit- 
ness swears that a person did something, 
it is so, because every lawyer in the 
Chamber knows that the way a lawsuit 
is tried is to offer testimony on both 
sides of the controversial issue before 
the tribunal, and then a decision is 
reached. I ask, Was it relevant to ask 
Lamont whether or not he had attended 
Communist Party meetings? He refused 
to answer on the ground of the first 
amendment. 

We could go down the line and take 
up other questions. Let us consider the 
next question which the chairman put 
to Lamont, and which he refused to an- 
swer: 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you in 1941 sign a 
statement addressed to the President of the 
United States defending the Communist 
Party? 

Mr. WITTENBERG. Not unless it is shown to 
you for identification. 

The Cuamman. To refresh your recollec- 
tion, may I say the Daily Worker, on March 
5, 1941, page 2, carries an account of such a 
statement by you—signed by you. 

The question is: Did you sign such a 
statement? 

Mr. Lamont. Mr. Chairman, I would have 
to see some—see the statement. I can’t— 
that was how many years ago? A long time 
ago. I don’t even know what it was about 
from what you say. 

The CHARMAN. Is it your testimony that 
you do not remember having signed a state- 
ment addressed to the President of the 
United States defending the Communist 
Party? 

Mr. WITTENBERG. At this time you have no 
present recollection unless you can re- 
fresh— 

(Mr. Lamont confers with Mr. Wittenberg.) 

Mr. LAMONT. Mr. Chairman, I have no pres- 
ent recollection of signing such a statement, 
unless you can refresh my memory somehow 
or I can read such a statement; 1941? 

I just can’t recall all those details without 
checking in some manner. 


I think that was a perfectly responsive 
answer to a question asked by the chair- 
man. The chairman did not press the 
point, and the matter was dropped. 
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I continue to read: 

The CHARMAN. Let’s skip 11 years and 
come up to 1952. 

Did you sign an appeal to President Tru- 
man requesting amnesty for leaders of the 
Communist Party who were convicted under 
the Smith Act? 

(Mr. Lamont confers with Mr. Wittenberg.) 

Mr. Lamont. Can't could I see the—could 
I see the 

The CHAIRMAN. Could you see what? 

Mr. Lamont. Could I see the statement so 
I could identify it? 

The CHAIRMAN. I don't know. If you want 
to search for it you will find the Daily Work- 
er, December 10, 1952, apparently carries an 
account of it, page 4. I don’t have a copy 
of your statement, Mr. Lamont. You 
asked 

(Mr. Lamont confers with Mr. Wittenberg.) 

The CHAIRMAN. If I had a copy of your 
statement, you certainly could see it. I do 
not have a copy before me. My question is, 
Do you recall having signed such an appeal 
to President Truman? 


I may say, good naturedly, that I do 
not think that was very good examina- 
tion on the part of the chairman. If 
the chairman intended to push that kind 
of questioning, he should have had the 
document before him. But again, that 
is not for us to decide on the floor of 
the Senate today. 

The question for us to decide is wheth- 
er or not the chairman, acting for the 
Senate, was asking a line of questions 
which was relevant to the investigation 
of subversive activities. I have come to 
the conclusion that the chairman did 
ask enough questions which were directly 
related to the jurisdiction of the com- 
mittee, questions which were within the 
power of the committee to ask in carry- 
ing out its functions of investigating sub- 
versive activities, and which Mr. Lamont 
refused to answer on the basis of the 
first amendment, so that the Senate is 
justified in citing Lamont for contempt 
today, unless we now wish to take the 
position that the committee does not 
make a prima facie case for a resolution 
of contempt citation in any instance 
when a witness refuses to answer any 
questions which are directed to him in 
relation to allegations that he was in- 
volved in subversive activities, if he falls 
behind the first amendment. 

Iam not ready to take such a position, 
because I know of no court decision 
which holds that the first amendment is 
an adequate defense in such a situa- 
tion; and because I think the committee 
had the right to ask the questions which 
it asked, a duty was placed upon Lamont 
to answer the questions, unless he him- 
self wanted to go ahead and have the 
question determined as to whether or not 
the first amendment was protection for 
him in such situations as this. That is 
my answer to the distinguished junior 
Senator from New York. 

If Mr. Lamont wants to assume that 
responsibility, very well. Of course, 
there will be a stigma placed upon La- 
mont if he is cited for contempt. A 
stigma is placed upon any citizen if he is 
indicted by a grand jury. But, as I have 
been heard to say, that is one of the risks 
of living in a democracy. It is a risk 
which all of us ought to be perfectly 
willing to run. This man cannot eat his 
cake and have it, too. He cannot go be- 
fore the committee and refuse to answer 
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relevant questions—I am referring only 
to the relevant questions bearing upon 
the jurisdiction of the committee to in- 
vestigate subversive activities—and then 
be heard to say, “Now, having done that, 
you cannot cite me for contempt.” The 
investigatory function of the Senate 
would be destroyed if such a course were 
followed. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator from 
Oregon has clearly shown that a prima 
facie case of contempt has been made. 
Is it not true that when that has been 
done, the witness still is entitled to his 
day in a court of competent jurisdiction? 
If he can rebut the presumption of guilt, 
he will have an opportunity to do so, 
by letting the court try the issue. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Vir- 
ginia knows what will happen. I speak 
hypothetically. Assume that the Sen- 
ate adopts the resolution and that the 
case is referred to the Department of 
Justice. We know that it may die there, 
because if the Department of Justice 
does not press it, if it decides that the 
Senate is wrong, the case is likely to die 
in the Department. I do not think the 
Department should allow the case to 
die. Let us assume that the next step 
is taken, and that the Department takes 
the case to court. The court then will 
pass judgment on whether the Senate 
was right or wrong, whether Lamont was 
or was not in contempt. There may be 
other reasons for holding Lamont in 
contempt than the considerations I have 
discussed, but let us assume that the 
case is limited to the questions I have 
discussed. If the lower court finds La- 
mont guilty of contempt, he will still 
have the right of appeal to the Supreme 
Court of the United States for a deter- 
mination of the constitutional question 
he raises. 

I do not think he is injured, because 
if we are satisfied that the committee 
had a right to ask him the questions 
which it asked, and Lamont refused to 
answer them, and did so on the basis 
of his constitutional argument, he is al- 
lowed by the contempt citation to press 
his constitutional argument up to the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? á 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. In the first place, I 
believe that a citation of a person for 
contempt of the Senate is an extremely 
serious matter. I repeat that I do not 
know Lamont. Ihave no interest in this 
case. Lamont may be guilty or not 
guilty. Nevertheless, I feel it is a serious 
matter, and that we are called upon to 
decide a very important question. 

I do not for one moment question the 
power of the committee to hold in con- 
- tempt this man or any other witness who 
is called before the committee by sub- 
pena. I also realize fully the authority 
of the Senate to adopt a resolution for 
a citation of contempt or to refuse to 
do so. But I believe the question 
whether the answers on which a person 
is cited for contempt are sufficiently re- 
sponsive to the questions asked is a ques- 
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tion which the Senate alone can deter- 
mine after careful scrutiny. 

I believe we should not be satisfied 
with an ex parte action or a unilateral 
action. The decision should be con- 
trolled exclusively by the Members of the 
Senate after a careful examination of 
the facts in the record. 

I do not believe, therefore, that there 
should be any acceptance of the prin- 
ciple which was enunciated an hour or 
two ago by the junior Senator from Ore- 
gon that under general circumstances, 
or ordinary circumstances, generally 
speaking, he would accept the report and 
recommendations of a committee. 


Mr. MORSE. Only as prima facie 
evidence. 
Mr. LEHMAN. I think the question 


should be carefully studied. I do not 
believe this case has been carefully 
studied by the Members of the Senate. 
I believe that many other cases and 
many other resolutions which have been 
presented have not been carefully 
studied by the Senate. 

I think such action has been taken 
and probably will continue to be taken, 
but I am sufficiently a realist to under- 
stand the situation, based merely on the 
recommendation of a committee. I re- 
peat that in my opinion it is dangerous, 
because any committee can ask any 
questions it desires to ask, whether or 
not they be justified by the Constitution 
and the Bill of Rights, and then recom- 
mend a citation. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
almost finished. I wish to reply very 
briefly to the Senator from New York. 

I hope I made it clear that the report 
and resolution of the committee raise 
only a prima facie case so far as I am 
concerned. We have the duty to study 
the record to see whether or not the 
prima facie case holds up. 

I have tried to do so, and I have studied 
it sufficiently to satisfy myself that the 
committee was carrying out its jurisdic- 
tion. It asked questions which were 
relevant to its jurisdiction. The witness 
refused to answer those questions. He 
refused, not on the basis of the fifth 
amendment, but on the basis of the first 
amendment. In my judgment, under 
the existing law we have no justification 
for saying on the floor of the Senate 
that there is a legal right which has 
been determined by the courts justify- 
ing a man’s refusing to answer relevant 
questions within the jurisdiction of a 
Senate committee. 

On the basis of that analysis, subject 
to further argument, which may show 
that I am wrong, I shall resolve the 
doubts in favor of the resolution. 

Let me say good naturedly and face- 
tiously to the Senator from Wisconsin, 
in view of the very definite disagree- 
ment of opinion we had early this after- 
noon, that this is but another illustra- 
tion of the consistency of the Senator 
from Oregon in protecting procedural 
rights. On the floor of the Senate not 
so many nights ago I sought to protect 
the rights of the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin from the standpoint of procedure. 
As he well knows, I agreed with the 
objective of the resolution, but I insisted 
it should be amended by way of a bill 
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of particulars. To me, this principle 
leads us down the road on a straight 
course. It can be applied with com- 
plete consistency, and I apply it now in 
connection with this resolution. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. LANGER rose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to Senate Reso- 
lution 281. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

Mr. LANGER, Mr. President, I was 
on my feet. 

Mr. President, the argument of the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] is 
absolutely sound so far as it goes. Every 
single time one of these citations has 
come up I have voted for it. In this case 
we have a situation in which one Sena- 
tor held a secret meeting. There was 
one witness before him. It was a secret 
meeting, an executive session, but it was 
not finished. The witness and his 
lawyer were present, and the hearing 
was not completed. The witness said, 
“I want to look over the stenographic 
report.” He was told, “You can see it 
next Monday in Washington.” The 
lawyer said, “I am going out West. I 
cannot be there at 10 o’clock on Mon- 
day morning, but I will be there at 1 
o’clock.” The time was set definitely at 
1 o’clock, and the chairman said, “That 
means 1, and not 1:30. You be there at 
1 o’clock.” 

A few days later he sent a telegram: 

Your appearance before this subcommit- 
tee in Washington, D. C., on Monday, De- 
cember 28, 1953, has been postponed. How- 
ever you are under continuing subpena, and 
both you and your counsel will be notified 
when your appearance is required. 


That is the telegram, Mr. Lamont says 
they received. The Senator from Wis- 
consin says the telegram which was sent 
was as follows: 

Pursuant to conversation with Mr. Like 
of Mr. Wittenberg’s office this date, your 
appearance before this subcommittee in 
Washington, D. C., on Monday, September 
28, 1953, has been postponed. However, you 
are under continuing subpena, and both you 
and your counsel will be notified when your 
appearance is required. 


As I said before a witness before a 
committee of the Senate certainly should 
be able to trust a Senator of the United 
States when he says, “We are not 
through here. We are going to have a 
meeting on Monday at 1 o’clock. You be 
there”; and then telegraphs him and 
says, “The meeting has been postponed, 
and we will notify you when we want 
you.” When Monday comes and passes 
without a word to him, and the Senator 
hands out all the executive proceedings 
to the press and says the witness is cited 
for contempt, it seems to me that is a 
very strange way of doing business. I 
do not care whether the man is rich or 
poor—in this case he may be wealthy, 
and in the next case he may be poor, or 
absolutely broke. I say, Mr. President, 
that when a Senator gives his word, or 
a committee of the Senate gives its word 
and sets a time and then postpones it, 
and says that the Senator will notify 
the defendant when he wishes him to 
be present, his word ought to be good. 
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So far as the Senator from North Da- 
kota is concerned, he will not vote for 
this citation, because of the fact that 
that telegram was sent and no notice 
was given. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to Senate Reso- 
lution 281. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the senior Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. CAPEHART] and the Senator Idaho 
(Mr. WELKER] are absent on official busi- 
ness. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
Mr. Durr], the Senator from Vermont 
LMr. FLANDERS], the junior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. REYNOLDS], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. THYE}, the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. UPTON], 
and the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
Witey] are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the senior Sen- 
ator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], the junior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. REYNOLDS], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. THYE], the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. UPTON], 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr, 
WELKER] would each vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr, 
SPARKMAN] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douctas], 
the Senators from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND and Mr. STENNIS], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. KIL- 
GORE], the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. MAYBANK], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Pastore], and the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] are absent 
on official business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dovctas], the Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], 
and the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] would each vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 71, 
nays, 3, as follows: 


YEAS—71 
Aiken Frear Kuchel 
Anderson George Lennon 
Barrett Goldwater Long 
Beall Gore Magnuson 
Bennett Green Malone 
Bowring Hayden Mansfield 
Bricker Hendrickson Martin 
Bridges Hennings MeCarran 
Burke Hickenlooper McCarthy 
Bush Hill McClellan 
Butler Holland Millikin 
Carlson Humphrey Monroney 
Case Ives orse 
Clements Jackson Mundt 
Cooper Johnson, Colo. Murray 
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Crippa Johnston, S. C. Payne 
Dirksen Kefauver Potter 
Dworshak Kennedy Purtell 
Eliender Kerr Robertson 
Ferguson Knowland Russell 
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Saltonstall Smith, N. J, Wiliams 
Schoeppel Symington Young 
Smith, Maine ` Watkins 
NAYS—3 
Chavez Langer Lehman 
NOT VOTING—22 
yrd Fulbright Sparkman 
Capehart Gillette Stennis 
Daniel Jenner Thye 
Douglas Kilgore Upton 
Duff Maybank Welker 
Eastland Pastore Wiley 
Ervin Reynolds 
Flanders Smathers 


So the resolution (S. Res. 281) was 
agreed to, 


REVISION OF LAWS RELATING TO 
ESPIONAGE AND SABOTAGE 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of Calendar No. 1833, House 
bill 9580, the so-called espionage bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Cooper in the chair). The bill will be 
read by title for the information of the 
Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
9580) to revise and extend the laws re- 
lating to espionage and sabotage, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(H. R. 9580) to revise and extend the 
laws relating to espionage and sabotage, 
and for other purposes, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with amendments. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The first amendment of the committee 
will be stated. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from Michigan 
yield to me? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Let me ask 
the majority leader whether I correctly 
understand that he plans to request that 
the conference report on the atomic- 
energy bill be taken up as soon as it is 
available. My understanding is that as 
soon as copies of the conference report on 
the atomic-energy bill are available, the 
majority leader plans to ask that the 
measure now pending be temporarily laid 
aside, in order that that report may be 
considered, Is that correct? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. I 
plan to ask that whatever measure the 
Senate is then considering be laid aside, 
in order that the conference report on 
the atomic-energy bill may be consid- 
ered, inasmuch as a conference report is, 
of course, a privileged matter. Of course, 
I do not know what measure will be 
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before the Senate at that time; but 
whatever the measure may be, I shall 
move that it be laid aside, for that 


purpose. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I appreciate 
the optimism of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia. 

Let me ask him now late he expects 
to have today’s session last. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Until 10 or 10:30, 
or somewhere in that vicinity. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, in 
explanation of the bill I should first like 
to refer to the proposed amendments, as 
the bill is reported from the Judiciary 
Committee. 

As to the purpose of the amendments, 
I present the following statement: 

Title III, registration of persons 
trained in espionage and sabotage, sec- 
tion 302 of this bill provides that every 
person who has knowledge of, or has re- 
ceived instruction or assignment in, the 
espionage, counterespionage, or sabotage 
service or tactics of a government of a 
foreign country or of a foreign political 
party, shall register with the Attorney 
General. 

This bill as it was referred to this 
committee provided that the registration 
requirements of section 2 should not ap- 
ply to individuals in the following cate- 
gories: 

First. Persons whose knowledge or in- 
struction in espionage or sabotage is a 
matter of record in the files of any United 
States Government intelligence agency. 

It is clear, Mr. President, as to why 
that was inserted. If persons came over 
here and were helping the United States 
as counterespionage agents they would 
not be, and of course, should not be 
registered. 

Second. A duly accredited diplomatic 
or consular officer, a staff member or em- 
ployee of a duly accredited diplomatic or 
consular officer, or an official of a for- 
eign government recognized by the 
United States; 

Third. A person who is officially ac- 
knowledged and sponsored by a foreign 
government in the United States on an 
official mission; 

Fourth. A member of a force of a 
NATO country who lawfully enters the 
United States. 

Fifth. Civilian or military personnel 
of a foreign armed service invited to 
the United States for training purposes 
at the request of a military department 
of the United States; and 

Sixth. A designated representative of 
a foreign government to an interna- 
tional organization, or a member of the 
immediate family of, and residing with, 
such representative, officer, or employee. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
require individuals in the categories just 
set forth to register with the Attorney 
General of the United States if they have 
knowledge of, or have received instruc- 
tion or assignment in, the espionage, 
counterespionage, or sabotage service or 
tactics of a government of a foreign 
country or of a foreign political party. 

The purpose of the proposed legisla- 
tion, as amended, is to strengthen the 
internal security of the United States by 
amending statutes relative to espionage, 
sabotage, and the registration of foreign 
agents. 
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Attached to and made a part of Sen- 
ate report is certain correspondence con- 
tained in House Report No. 2017 to ac- 
company H. R. 9580 which sets forth in 
detail the facts available to the commit- 
tee in connection with this bill. 

Senators will find that in the Senate 
report. I wish to summarize this in- 
formation. 

This bill incorporates the provisions of 
three bills: H. R. 8749, H. R. 9021, and 
H. R. 9023. All three of these bills were 
designed to strengthen the internal se- 
curity of the United States by tightening 
up several provisions of title 18 of the 
United States Code relating to espionage 
and sabotage, and by amending the In- 
ternal Security Act of 1950 relative to the 
registration of persons trained in espio- 
nage and sabotage. Title I of H. R. 9580 
incorporates fully the provisions of H. R. 
8749. 

In view of the technological advances 
made in scientific research, the possibil- 
ities of sabotage by radioactive, biolog- 
ical, or chemical agents have been greatly 
increased. The sabotage statute as pres- 
ently worded is not geared to keep pace 
with these technological advances and 
therefore certain changes in definition 
are necessary. This bill seeks to make 
these changes, and may be explained 
as follows: 

Section 101 of title I adds to the defini- 
tions of “war material” and “national de- 
fense material” air and water, and in the 
definitions of “war utilities“ and “na- 
tional defense utilities” air has been 
added. Also, “war utilities” and “na- 
tional defense utilities” have been re- 
defined to include airfields, airlanes, and 
fixtures or appurtenances thereof. An- 
other change made necessary by the ad- 
vances in aviation is recognized and to 
effectuate the change section 101 broad- 
ens the applicability of “war utilities” 
and “national defense utilities” to apply 
not only within the “limits of the United 

-States or upon the high seas” as now 
provided, but also “elsewhere.” Na- 
tional defense material” is amended to 
conform with “war material” in that 
“forage, forest products, and standing 
timber” have been added to the definition 
of “national defense material.” 

Mr. President, it is clear that we should 
make that addition. 

Mr. President, section 102 provides for 
the applicability of section 2153 not only 
in times of war but also in times of na- 
tional emergency as declared by the 
President or by the Congress. Section 
102 also recognizes the possibility of bac- 
teriological warfare by including within 
its provisions the crimes of contaminat- 
ing or infecting “war material,’ “war 
premises” or “war utilities.” 

Section 103 of H. R. 9580 also makes 
the sabotage laws effective in times of 
national emergency. 

This is an important amendment to 
the bill. Section 2154 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by section 103 
to make a crime the construction in a 
defective manner of “war premises” or 
“war utilities” in addition to “war mate- 
rial.” Thus, it is proposed that it be a 
crime willfully to construct in a defective 
manner an airbase, 
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Section 104 adds conspiracy provisions 
to sections 2155 and 2156 of title 18, 
United States Code. 

Title II of H. R. 9580 incorporates the 
provisions of H. R. 9021 and is designed 
to increase the penalty for peacetime 
espionage and to correct a deficiency in 
the sentencing authority. 

It is proposed to make espionage a 
capital offense, irrespective of . when 
committed, in time of peace or war, thus 
bringing espionage in peacetime within 
the purview of 18 United States Code 
3281, which provides that an indictment 
for a capital offense may be found at any 
time without limitation. 

In other words, we remove the 10-year 
limitation and permit the indictment at 
any time after the commission of the 
crime. We eliminate the statute of lim- 
itations. At the present time, as I said, 
there is a statute of limitations of 10 
years applied to peacetime espionage. I 
think it is clear that there is a cold war 
going on at all times. Therefore, any 
espionage which may occur now is just 
as dangerous as if we were in actual war. 

Under the proposal the imposition of 
a sentence of “death, or imprisonment 
for any term of years or for life” would 
be authorized. 

The proposal provides for greater 
flexibility in the imposition of sentences 
than the present act, which contains 
only the authority to sentence “to death 
or imprisonment for not more than 30 
years” in the case of wartime espionage. 

Title III incorporates the provisions of 
H. R. 9023 and proposes to repeal sec- 
tion 20 (a) of the Internal Security Act 
of 1950 (sec. 1 (c) (5) of the Foreign 
Agents Registration Act of 1938, as 
amended) and substitute therefor a sep- 
arate registration statute unconnected 
with the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act and which will require the registra- 
tion of those persons who have knowl- 
edge of or have received an assignment 
in the espionage, counterespionage, or 
sabotage service or tactics of a foreign 
government or a foreign political party, 
without regard to any present agency 
status of such persons. 

In other words, any person who claims 
he has resigned as an agent of Russia 
and is no longer such an agent, although 
he had been an agent of Russia or of a 
Communist country or of a foreign po- 
litical party such as the Communist 
Party, would be required to register. 

The committee, after careful consider- 
ation of the data which the committee 
submits, and for the reasons I have 
stated, is of the opinion that the bill as 
amended is meritorious, and, therefore, 
recommends favorable action on it. 

Mr, President, I think that sums up 
the purposes of the bill. Its passage is 
essential if we are to guard the security 
of the United States. The act would 
be known as the Espionage and Sabotage 
Act of 1954. 

The penalty is severe in the case of 
espionage committed in time of peace as 
well as in time of war. However, Amer- 
ica must guard itself. For instance, the 
atomic energy law provides the death 
penalty. This proposed act prescribes 
penalties for sabotage and espionage 
committed by those who come into our 
country to commit acts of sabotage or 
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espionage. They should be severely pun- 
ished, but the court is given discretion 
with respect to the punishment to be 
imposed. It may be the death penalty, 
it may be imprisonment for life, or for 
a certain number of years. 

I believe that statement explains the 
bill. In my opinion, it should be passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendments of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The committee amendments were, on 
page 12, line 8, after the word “national”, 
to strike out “security; or“ and insert 
“security.”, and after line 8, to strike 
out: 


(d) whose knowledge of, or receipt of in- 
struction or assignment in, the espionage, 
counterespionage, or sabotage service or tac- 
tics of a government of a foreign country or 
of a foreign political party, is a matter of 
record in the files of an agency of the United 
States Government having responsibilities 
in the field of intelligence and concerning 
whom a written determination is made by 
the Attorney General or the Director of 
Central Intelligence, based on all information 
available, that registration would not be in 
the interest of national security; or 

(e) who is a duly accredited diplomatic or 
consular officer of a foreign government, who 
is so recognized by the Department of State, 
while said officer is engaged exclusively in 
activities which are recognized by the De- 
partment of State as being within the scope 
of the functions of such officer, and any 
member of the immediate family of such 
officer who resides with him; or 

(f) who is an official of a foreign govern- 
ment, if such government is recognized by 
the United States, whose name and status 
and the character of whose duties as such 
official are of record in the Department of 
State, and while said official is engaged ex- 
clusively in activities which are recognized 
by the Department of State as being within 
the scope of the functions of such official, 
and any member of the immediate family of 
such official who resides with him; or 

(g) who is a member of the staff of or 
employed by a duly accredited diplomatic or 
consular officer of a foreign government who 
is so recognized by the Department of State, 
and whose name and status and the charac- 
ter of whose duties as such member or em- 
ployee are a matter of record in the Depart- 
ment of State, while said member or em- 
ployee is engaged exclusively in the per- 
formance of activities which are recognized 
by the Department of State as being within 
the scope of the functions of such member 
or employee; or 

(h) who is an officially acknowledged and 
sponsored representative of a foreign gov- 
ernment and is in the United States on an 
official mission for the purpose of conferring 
or otherwise cooperating with United States 
intelligence or security personnel; or 

(i) who is a member of a force of a NATO 
country who enters the United States under 
the provisions of article III, paragraph (1) 
of the Agreement Regarding Status of Forces 
of Parties of the North Atlantic Treaty, or 
who is a civilian or one of the military per- 
sonnel of a foreign armed service who has 
been invited to the United States for train- 
ing purposes at the request of a military 
department of the United States; or 

(j) who is a person who has been desig- 
nated by a foreign government to serve as 
its representative in or to an international 
organization or is an officer or employee of 
such an organization or who is a member of 
the immediate family of, and resides with, 
such a representative, officer, or employee, 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. If 
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there be no further amendment to be 
proposed, the question is on the engross- 
ment of the amendments and third read- 
ing of the bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I shall 
vote against the pending bill, H. R. 
9580. There are some few portions of 
the bill to which I have no objection and 
which, in fact, are desirable. 

I would be and am in favor of strength- 
ening our espionage and sabotage laws. 

This is, however, another example of 
important legislation submitted to us in 
the waning hours of this session—legis- 
lation which should have careful and 
concentrated attention by all of us, but 
for which there has been no opportunity. 
Sitting in session from early morning 
until late at night we get little oppor- 
tunity to study the legislation next 
scheduled for consideration. 

So far as I know or have been able 
to determine, there is no great urgency 
in putting this bill on the statute books. 
I have been able to learn of no case of 
espionage or sabotage in recent years 
which has failed of prosecution in the 
courts because of the inadequacy of our 
laws, and during the past 15 years of 
cold and hot war I have not heard of a 
single proved case of sabotage in the 
United States. 

I should like to speak very briefly from 
my own experience. For some time I 
was governor of the greatest State of the 
Union from the standpoint of popula- 
tion. It has 15 million residents. 

Before we entered the Second World 
War, I heard dire threats and dire pre- 
dictions to the effect that as soon as war 
was declared or as soon as it was im- 
minent widespread and wholesale sabo- 
tage would be committed in our State by 
some of our citizens with the nationality 
background of a certain country which 
would be engaged in war against us. 

Every effort was made to bring pres- 
sure on the government of the State of 
New York, of which I was the head at 
the time, to take steps to safeguard our 
situation. We took certain steps, of 
course, through the State War Council 
and later through the State Council of 
Defense. However, we enacted no leg- 
islation of this kind; nor was it ever sug- 
gested that we do so. 

When war came there were virtually 
no cases of sabotage or treason or any 
efforts to hinder the war effort. The 
citizens of the nationality origin of the 
country with which we were engaged in 
war were as loyal as other citizens. 

I believe there were no exceptions in 
the State of New York, and no efforts 
were made to sabotage or hinder the war 
effort. 

I agree that the laws covering both 
espionage and sabotage should be strong 
and effective and if any changes are 
necessary they should be enacted, al- 
though not in the haste and under the 
pressure which we are expected to con- 
sider the pending bill. 

We now have laws dealing with es- 
pionage and sabotage and there have 
been a number of convictions under the 
Espionage Act. 

The proposed bill makes changes in 
the present law, some innocuous and 
even unobjectionable—so far as I can tell 
from a superficial study—and some un- 
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desirable and even dangerous. There 
are some changes such as the provision 
of the death penalty for violators of the 
espionage and sabotage laws which are, 
at least, highly controversial in terms of 
their effectiveness. 

There are some provisions in this bill, 
such as the provision requiring the reg- 
istration of persons termed foreign 
spies and saboteurs, which I con- 
sider not only impracticable but a little 
ridiculous and part of the current mania 
for compiling lists of potential or sus- 
pected subversives. 

But the really dangeous and unwise 
parts of the bill are on the surface ap- 
parently innocent. One of these is the 
insertion of the phrase “adapted to or 
suitable for” the use of the United States 
in connection with the national defense. 

By the insertion of this phrase, which 
appears at page 3 of the bill and at page 
6 of the report, any interference with 
the production, processing, movement, 
or storage of any product or material 
in the United States can be considered 
sabotage in time of war or of national 
emergency as declared by the President. 
These words give carte blanche to the 
officials of the Government to declare 
any strike or any picketing of any plant, 
transportation facility, or other process 
involving practically any article which 
enters into commerce an act of sabo- 
tage. There are no metes, bounds, or 
limits on the discretion of the execu- 
tive branch of the Government in this 
highly important matter. I do not be- 
lieve it wise to give this discretion to the 
officials of Government. I see no reason 
or justification for it. 

I agree that the Government must 
have the authority to guard against 
sabotage of defense plants and defense 
facilities, but I do not think that author- 
ity should be extended to any plant pro- 
ducing any article whatsoever, espe- 
cially since sabotage is so broadly inter- 
preted in the proposed bill as clearly to 
include strikes, picketing, or any inter- 
ference with production, processing, or 
transportation, regardless of the moti- 
vation. 

As I have said, Mr. President, it is un- 
doubtedly necessary to give the Govern- 
ment a wide grant of authority and a 
wide range of discretion in these mat- 
ters. The Nation must be protected 
against espionage and sabotage. Acts of 
espionage and sabotage must be pre- 
vented, and if committed must be se- 
verely punished. But that grant of dis- 
cretion should be no wider than is abso- 
lutely necessary. In my judgment, the 
pending bill expands that discretion to 
an unjustifiable extent. 

Any strike, any sabotage, or any 
slow-down which would affect any prod- 
uct made in this country, which could be 
designated by the President, in time of 
emergency, would be an act which would 
bring down on the offender the penalties 
of this bill. 

That being the case, it seems to me 
that the position of labor is highly jeop- 
ardized, as it was highly jeopardized 
when, 2 days ago, we passed, over my 
protest, a bill which was referred to as a 
bill to prevent the infiltration of Com- 
munists into labor unions. To my re- 
gret, I was the only Senator who voted 
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against it, I believe, although a great 
many of my colleagues favored the ap- 
pointment of a commission to survey and 
study the entire situation. 

Mr. President, that was a highly dan- 
gerous bill. The bill which is now be- 
fore us is a highly dangerous bill, also, 
and the next bill which we shall take up, 
I believe, if the distinguished majority 
leader calls it up for consideration, is 
equally dangerous, if not more danger- 
ous. 

For this reason, and because I think 
legislation of this kind should be given 
far more thought and study than the 
superficial study which we have been 
able to give it today, I shall vote against 
the bill. I wish to warn that the things 
we are now doing under the guise or ex- 
cuse of national defense may, and I be- 
lieve will, work a great hardship and 
do great harm to organized labor in this 
country. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, this 
bill is not intended in any way to affect 
labor. It provides: 

Whoever, when the United States is at war, 
or in times of national emergency as de- 
clared by the President or by the Congress, 
with intent to injure, interfere with, or ob- 
struct the United States or any associate 
nation in preparing for or carrying on the 
war or defense activities, or, with reason 
to believe that his act may injure, interfere 
with, or obstruct the United States or any 
associate nation in preparing for or carry- 
ing on the war or defense activities, will- 
fully injures, destroys, contaminates or in- 
fects, or attempts to so injure, destroy, con- 
taminate or infect any war material, war 
premises, or war utilities, shall be fined not 
more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more 
than 30 years, or both. 


Then there is a provision with refer- 
ence to conspiracy to commit the same 
act. The next section reads, in part, as 
follows: 

Whoever, when the United States is at 
war, or in times of national emergency as 
declared by the President or by the Congress, 
with inten“ to injure, interfere with, or ob- 
struct the United States— 


Then it provides that these acts must 
be committed knowingly. 

If we cannot enact a statute to pro- 
hibit sabotage when there is a willful in- 
tent to injure, knowingly, the United 
States and its defenses, what are we to 
do? Are we to allow our facilities to be 
destroyed? Are we to allow food to be 
contaminated? Is the American Gov- 
ernment so be impotent in a case such as 
that? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I shall 
not take up much of the time of the 
Senate. I wish to quote from the last 
paragraph of page 6 of the report, which 
reads as follows: 

The words “national-defense material” 
include arms, armament, ammunition, live- 
stock, forage, forest products, and standing 
timber, stores of clothing, air, water, food, 
foodstuffs, fuel, supplies, munitions, and all 
other articles of whatever description and 
any part or ingredient thereof, intended for, 
adapted to, or suitable for the use of the 
United States in connection with the national 
defense or for use in or in connection with 
the producing, manufacturing, repairing, 
storing, mining, extracting, distributing, 
loading, unloading, or transporting of any 
of the materials or other articles hereinbefore 
mentioned or any part or ingredient thereof. 
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When we speak of articles which are 
adapted to or suitable for the use of the 
United States, we include every article in 
every category of production with which 
we have any familiarity whatsoever. It 
gives unlimited power to the Executive 
to take such action as he or those who 
advise him may feel to be to the advan- 
tage of special groups—and I am not 
accusing our present President of such a 
thing at all. I have no suspicion what- 
soever that he would ever lend himself 
to such a thing. But it is dangerous to 
place such power in the hands of any 
man or of any group. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
be very brief in setting forth my objec- 
tions to this bill. I think it is a scare- 
crow bill. I do not think a bill in this 
form is needed to check espionage and 
sabotage in the United States. I think 
it is a part of a growing hysteria which 
is developing in this country and which 
is whipping our people into almost a 
frenzy on the issue of sabotage and es- 
pionage. I think it is designed to vest 
in the Attorney General of the United 
States an expansion of power which he 
should not possess. We have laws on 
the statute books at the present time 
which will do the job if the Department 
of Justice will get busy and do what it 
should under those laws, without trying 
to have legislation enacted which would 
greatly expand the power of the At- 
torney General. 

Among other amendments to the 
United States Code is included this sec- 
tion as an amendment to section 794, 
title 18: 

Whoever, with intent or reason to believe 
that it is to be used to the injury of the 
United States or to the advantage of a for- 
eign nation, communicates, delivers, or 
transmits, or attempts * * any docu- 
ment, writing, code book * * * relating to 
the national defense shall be punished by 
death or by imprisonment for any term of 
years or for life. 


This provides the death penalty for 
peacetime espionage. I think that the 
death penalty is justified only under 
very rare circumstances, if at all. By 
and large, I think that the soundest case 
which can be made for it is in time of 
war, when persons engage in treasonable 
acts which really place in jeopardy the 
lives of the people of our country, and 
when, unfortunately, mankind has come 
to the point of resorting to war as a 
jungle law for the settlement of disputes 
among nations. 

But I cannot sit here and vote for a 
law which seeks to take human life in 
peacetime. I do not think the need ex- 
ists, as it might be rationalized in time 
of war. Furthermore, I do not believe 
the death penalty is an effective deter- 
rent. I shall not delay the Senate with 
a long discussion of the conflict among 
the authorities with regard to the effi- 
cacy of the death sentence, but I am 
satisfied that the overwhelming majori- 
ty of criminologists share the generaliza- 
tion which I now express, namely, that 
the death penalty has not proved itself 
to be an effective deterrent to crimes of 
this type. 

I think we should consider why, ap- 
parently, the death penalty has been 
written into the bill. I think the reason 
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will be found, if we consider the discus- 
sions on the subject which occurred in 
the House. 

A proposal is made to make espionage 
a capital offense, irrespective of when 
committed, in time of peace or war, thus 
bringing espionage in peacetime within 
the purview of 18 United States Code 
3281, which provides that an indictment 
for a capital offense may be found at 
any time without limitation. 

At present, the 10-year statute of lim- 
itations applies to peacetime espionage. 

The report claims greater flexibility 
in the imposition of sentences. Present- 
ly the sentence for wartime espionage is 
death or imprisonment for not more than 
30 years. 

I do not think the statute of limita- 
tions should be extended to no limit 
at all. If 10 years is considered too 
short, and I am not sure that it is too 
short, then let us consider an amend- 
ment to make it 15 years. But I do not 
think that we should be asked to resort 
to the death penalty, when the real ob- 
jective is to extend the statute of limita- 
tions, or, as was suggested in the House 
debate, to make this a crime without 
limitation whatsoever, so far as the 
statute of limitations is concerned. 

So as to this part of my argument, I 
do not think there is any proven need 
for the extreme measures which are 
set forth in the bill. I do not believe 
we are justified in imposing the death 
sentence for peacetime espionage, and I 
do not think we can justify removing all 
the statute of limitations requirements 
from espionage and sabotage. 

The next major objection of the three 
I wish to make about the bill relates to 
title I. If I ever read a document con- 
taining redundancy, if I ever read a 
section of a bill which, in my opinion, is 
so broad and general in its terms, it is 
title I of the bill under consideration. To 
the definitions of “war material’ and 
“national defense material” is added 
“air.” Air and water are added to the 
definitions of “war utilities’ and “na- 
tional defense utilities.” War utilities” 
and “national defense utilities” are 
broadened to include airfields, airlanes, 
fixtures, and appurtenances. The ap- 
Plicability of “war utilities’ and na- 
tional defense utilities” is broadened to 
apply not only within the “limits of the 
United States or upon the high seas,” 
but also “elsewhere.” It includes forage, 
forest products, and standing timber to 
the definition of “national defense ma- 
terial.” That is all contained in sec- 
tion 101. 

The applicability of sabotage provi- 
sions is extended from times of war to 
include times of national emergency. 
That is found in section 103. 

Section 102 includes contamination in 
the definition of sabotage. 

Title III requires the registration of 
persons trained in espionage and sabo- 
tage by a foreign government or a for- 
eign political party. 

I do not know what is left out. Is 
that a justifiable objection to the bill? 
I think so, because when a statute is so 
broad and general as is provided in the 
bill, then it gives rise, I respectfully say, 
to a great many abuses in its admin- 
istration by administrative officers. 
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I do not believe the Senator from New 
York has been successfully answered in 
his comment upon the language that is 
to be found in section 2154, page 6. I 
do not think he has been successfully 
answered in his general criticism of the 
scope of activities which the Attorney 
General will have under the very broad 
definitions which have been added to the 
bill. Certainly everything is in it, in- 
cluding the kitchen sink, in this case. 

In my judgment, the Attorney Gen- 
eral will be placed in an almost dicta- 
torial position of determining, in a highly 
discretionary manner, whether the con- 
duct of American citizens in connection 
with any of the subject matters of title 
I might not give rise to a foundation, at 


‘least, for an indictment for sabotage or 


espionage. 
Consider the language on page 6 of 
the bill. 


(a) whoever, when the United States is at 
war, or in times of national emergency as 
declared by the President or by the Con- 
gress, with intent to injure, interfere with, 
or obstruct the United States or any asso- 
ciate nation in preparing for or carrying on 
the war or defense activities— 


The language does not stop there. 
There is no period at that point. It does 
not provide that it is necessary to show 
intent to injure or interfere with or ob- 
struct. The language contains a very 
interesting “or” clause, as follows: 
or, with reason to believe that his act may 
injure, interfere with, or obstruct the United 
States or any associate nation in preparing 
for or carrying on the war or defense activi- 
ties, willfully makes, constructs, or causes to 
be made or constructed in a defective man- 
ner, or attempts to make, construct, or cause 
to be made or constructed in a defective 
manner any war material, war premises, or 
war utilities, or any tool, implement, ma- 
chine, utensil, or receptacle used or em- 
ployed in making, producing, manufactur- 
ing, or repairing any such war material, war 
premises or war utilities, shall be fined not 
more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more 
than 30 years, or both. 


Let us consider for a moment the “or” 
clause. 

“Or, with reason to believe.” 

How does one establish that in the 
case of specific legislation? How does 
one show, for example, intent or knowl- 
edge, for that matter? One can show a 
certain act. 

Let me take Senators into a considera- 
tion of some labor disputes in time of 
emergency or in time of war. It was 
suggested at one time, as the congres- 
sional debates will show, during a threat- 
ened railroad strike, that such a strike 
would have been sabotage or treason. It 
was urged, in a great oratorical flurry 
on the floor of the Senate, that those per- 
sons should be tried for treason. 

In periods of emergency or War, 
everything is not always harmonious in 
the field of industrial relations. Good 
faith labor disputes arise in war plants 
or defense plants, and it is necessary to 
have a procedure for the determination 
of such disputes on the basis of the kind 
of judicial processes which we have used 
heretofore in war and emergency pe- 
riods. 

I think the Senator from New York 
is quite correct in expressing the fear 
tonight that this section, which is on 
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page 6, given an antilabor Attorney Gen- 
eral, could be used to break many of 
the legitimate claims of labor during de- 
fense and war periods. We would find 
that the effectiveness of labor’s claims 
would be practically broken once public 
opinion was poisoned by a charge made 
by the Attorney General that labor was 
guilty of sabotage or espionage. I can 
hear the argument which would be 
made They certainly had good reason 
for believing. They ought to have 
known.” I can hear the argument and 
the philosophy that there was some form 
of sabotage or espionage, with regard to 
the threatened strike in the gyroscope 
case during the war, in the International 
Harvester case, or in any of a legion 
of cases. That is tommyrot. Sometimes 
hardheaded men, and perhaps short- 
sighted men, on both sides of the indus- 
trial relations table are trying to place 
the national interest first and to agree 
to abide by some peaceful procedures for 
settling their disputes. When they do 
not abide by them, they are not sab- 
oteurs or guilty of espionage; and I do 
not propose to give to the Attorney Gen- 
eral any such broad power as the de- 
finitive terms of the pending bill would 
give him. 

This is a very poorly drafted piece of 
proposed legislation; it is redundant. It 
would broaden entirely too far beyond 
the national welfare the discretionary 
power of the Attorney General. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, recently the 
Committee on Armed Services held a 
hearing at which the Secretary of De- 
fense was present, in which representa- 
tives of the several branches or depart- 
ments within the Department of Defense 
were represented. The Committee on 
Armed Services asked the Secretary of 
Defense what he needed in the way of 
legislation, if any, in order to enable him 
to give the country and the Congress as- 
surance that the production of war ma- 
terial would be carried on without inter- 
ruption from sabotage, 

In connection with that appearance, 
the committee was given a report on 
the activities of the Defense Department. 
If my memory serves me correctly, the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
Mr. Cooper], who is now occupying the 
Chair, was present during much of that 
hearing. We were told that in general 
the work of eliminating espionage and 
sabotage was going forward, but that 
certain legislation was needed before the 
Defense Department could give us com- 
plete assurance of the elimination of 
sabotage and espionage in some of the 
war and defense activities. 

As I read the bill, particularly the sec- 
tions referred to on pages 6 and 7 of the 
report, I am struck by the fact that most 
of the proposals are already law, but the 
proposed legislation before us would 
bring the definitions in certain titles 
down to date. Many of the proposals 
are already in the present law, except 
that they apply only in time of war. 

Sections 2153 and 2154 of title 18 of 
the United States Code would be amend- 
ed primarily by insertion of the words 
“or in times of national emergency as 
declared by the President or by the Con- 
gress,” 
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On the face of it, it would appear to 
me that the intent of a great many of the 
provisions of the bill is to make applica- 
ble in times of national emergency the 
protection which would be available to 
the country in times of declared war. 

Anyone who is at all familiar with the 
defense effort now going forward must 
realize that the swiftness with which 
modern war can strike makes it as im- 
portant to be able to proceed in the pro- 
duction of defense or war material, 
without interruption or danger of sab- 
otage, as it would be if we were in a 
slower-moving era when we might have 
actually been engaged in war. It seems 
to me, therefore, that the proposal is 
merely to bring existing law down to 
date. 

That purpose is sought to be accom- 
plished in another way by the addition 
in existing law of certain words such as 
“forage, forest products, and standing 
timber, airfields, air lanes, and fixtures 
or appurtenances thereof” in our na- 
tional defense facilities. 

Those several terms are proposed to 
be added by the bill to existing law, but 
they are necessary in order to describe 
the various facilities and items which 
enter into preparation in these days. It 
seems to me that the proposal is one 
primarily to modernize our statute 
dealing with espinoage and sabotage. 
Therefore, I think the proposed legisla- 
tion is needed and should be enacted. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. I yield to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. It was the 
privilege of the Senator from New Jer- 
sey to be present when the Secretary 
of Defense made his statement. Does 
the Senator from South Dakota recall 
whether the Secretary of Defense com- 
mented on any specific legislation which 
was then pending before the Congress? 

Mr. CASE. He referred to some leg- 
islation pending before the Committee 
on the Judiciary. I assume that this 
bill probably was that proposed legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is the 
proposed legislation to which he re- 
ferred. It was called to his attention 
by the junior Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. CASE. That is correct. It was 
not a bill pending before the Armed 
Services Committee with respect to 
which he stated he lacked authority to 
deal with the problem. He described it 
as proposed legislation pending before 
the Committee on the Judiciary. Con- 
sequently, when I saw the proposed leg- 
islation before us today 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. If the Senator 
will yield, I should like to say that he 
was not able to comment on it at length. 

Mr. CASE. That is correct, because 
it was before another committee. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to have the attention of the 
Senator from Michigan for 1 or 2 ques- 
tions. My first question with reference 
to the pending bill is merely one of pro- 
cedure in the handling of proposed legis- 
lation. I notice that the report which 
accompanied the bill is dated July 19, 
1954. I notice that the House bill was 
introduced on July 9, 1954. Were hear- 
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ings held on the bill in the House of Rep- 
resentatives? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I cannot at the 
present moment advise the Senator, but 
Iam assuming that there were hearings. 
I should like to ask the Senator from 
New Jersey, if he was on the subcom- 
mittee, whether or not there were hear- 
ings on the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I was not on 
the subcommittee, I am sorry to say. 
At least, the Senator from New Jersey 
had no notice of a hearing, if he was on 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I notice that com- 
munications were directed to the Speaker 
of the House. Rather conspicuous by 
their absence are communications ad- 
dressed to any Member of the Senate. 
I have always been of the opinion that 
bills should go through the refining fire 
of whatever committee or subcommit- 
tees may be established for that purpose. 
The report is completely silent so far as 
any contact with the Senate is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator repeat his question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. My first question 
to the Senator from Michigan is, Does 
the Senator recall whether there were 
any hearings on this measure in the 
House? It is a House bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I cannot advise the 
Senator concerning that. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Did the Senator 
say he could not advise me as to that 
point? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 
The Senator from Michigan does not 
know. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator does 
not know? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Were there any 
hearings in the Senate? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am now advised 


by the Senator from Utah [Mr. War- 


KINS], who was on the committee, that 
the House committee did hold hearings. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The House com- 
mittee held hearings? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Were there any 
hearings in the Senate committee? 

Mr. FERGUSON. There were not, 
The Senate committee took the House 
hearings and the bill as previously 
written. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Can the Senator 
advise me how much time was spent in 
the Senate Judiciary Committee review- 
ing this very critical piece of legislation? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I cannot advise 
him. I know it is a very thorough com- 
mittee, having previously been a member 
of it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have the highest 
regard for it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The members are 
all lawyers or ex-judges. They are very 
careful in considering this kind of legis- 
lation. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I assume their 
competence. 

It is the usual procedure in the Senate 
when we consider an important bill to 
have on our desks a volume of hearings 
and testimony along with the committee 
report. I can recall several times in 
the Senate when bills have been sent 
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back to committee because they were 
not the end product of hearings and 
adequate testimony, or because the re- 
port on the hearings was based upon 
House hearings. I believe the RECORD 
will reveal such instances. Am I not 
correct? 

Mr. FERGUSON. As a rule, that is 
the correct analysis. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. So far as the gen- 
eral subject matter of the legislation is 
concerned, I spent a period of time Sat- 
urday afternoon in consultation on this 
proposed legislation with 1 or 2 Mem- 
bers of this body, and also took the time 
to read the report, as well as the biil. 
Basically its purpose is, of course, a very 
sound one; namely, to protect the pro- 
duction installations of our country, the 
service installations, the transportation 
installations, the food supply, the water 
supply, and all other supplies that may 
be essential in war or in the defense of 
our country. I have no criticism of the 
objective. My only point is that it is 
a most unusual procedure, one, I think, 
we ought at least scrutinize. Possibly 
we should express a note of disappoint- 
ment and condemnation because pro- 
posed legislation of this importance, 
which relates to the basic security of our 
country, has not received adequate con- 
sideration. I remind my colleagues, as 
I look over this Chamber, that this meas- 
ure relates to the security of our coun- 
try. It is directed toward espionage, 
toward sabotage. Legislation of this im- 
portance has not even been given the 
privilege of a hearing by the Senate. I 
want my colleagues to let that fact 
sink in. 

This is not a question of whether or 
not the likeness of Whistler's Mother is 
to appear on a postage stamp. This is 
not a question of whether or not we are 
to increase the size of the parcel-post 
package. We are considering basic leg- 
islation which pertains to the overall se- 
curity of the Government of the United 
States, in terms of military installations, 
defense installations, production, trans- 
portation, communication, health, wel- 
fare, food supply, fiber supply, and all 
that goes with them. 

Most of this bill is present law, so let 
the record be quite clear that we are 
not really legislating in a brandnew field. 
Most of it is on the books, but, as has 
been pointed out this evening, there are 
some very significant modifications. 

I remind my colleagues that they are 
up against the gun again; their backs are 
to the wall. This bill is of the utmost 
importance. A vote against the bill 
would be grossly misinterpreted. It 
would be interpreted in some quarters 
as though one were not for adequate 
protection of the installations for pro- 
duction, communication, transportation, 
and service of our country in a period 
of national emergency or war. 

As I previously stated, I shall vote for 
legislation which will protect the secu- 
rity of our country. Because of the sheer 
necessity of voting for this bill or no 
bill, most likely I shall be compelled to 
vote for this measure, but I say very 
frankly that this is a most unhappy situ- 
ation and it is bad legislative precedent. 
Those who bring this proposed legisla- 
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tion before us have some explaining 
to do. 

I am not convinced that we have not 
time in this body to hold hearings on 
proposed legislation which involves the 
security and protection of this Nation. 
I have known hearings to be held for 
months on bills of much less importance. 
The real truth is that this is a belated 
effort to make a legislative record and a 
so-called record of preventing sabotage, 
subversion, and espionage in the closing 
moments of this Congress, so that Mem- 
bers of Congress may be able to go to the 
country and say, “Look what we did.” 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Were hearings held on the 
amendment which the Senator offered 
the other night practically rewriting a 
bill? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Hearings have been 
held for years on that subject. 

Mr. CASE. On the legislation as of- 
fered by the Senator the other night? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Hearings have 
been held upon that very same language 
in both Chambers. The Senator from 
Montana (Mr. MANsFretp] will shortly 
present the same bill which the Senator 
from Minnesota introduced in 1951, 
1953, and 1954, as a matter of record. 
When a bill comes from a committee, it 
is at least the duty of the committee to 
process the legislation. We often amend 
proposed legislation on the floor. That 
is not unusual. We have a right to 
amend proposed legislation, but we hold 
our committees responsible for basic 
legislative policy. 

If we are to use that standard, the 
farm bill, which we passed, was amended 
on the floor. Many amendments were 
made on the floor, without consideration 
by the committee. But amendments are 
the normal legislative process. What is 
the purpose of this Chamber if it is not 
to consider amendments? We are not 
supposed to sit here and be rubber 
stamps. The purpose of a committee is 
to hold hearings and to give mature 
judgment as a result of those hearings. 

I, for one, am becoming a little weary 
of being compelled to vote on one bill 
after another which is rammed out at 
the last minute so that we may show a 
great composite record, particularly 
when this kind of legislation is presented. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, is it not true that the Con- 
gress must pass some such legislation as 
this? Is it not also true that until the 


last few days, the Congress has never. 


passed any legislation concerning com- 
munism? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I gather that that 
is the record. I recall that the Senator 
from South Carolina made an address 
in the Chamber on this very subject, if 
I am not mistaken, or at least he pre- 
sented material for the record. 

I would not deny any Member the 
right to develop legislation of the kind he 
wants, for that is the purpose of the 
Congress. I feel that we are not really 
doing our job when we engage in this 
kind of legislative process. I think it 
quite interesting that the Senator who is 
handling this bill did not know the an- 
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swer at first, when the junior Senator 
from Minnesota asked him if there were 
hearings in the House. I think it very 
significant that he did not know if there 
were hearings in the Senate, I think 
it quite significant that there are no 
hearings available on any Senator’s desk. 
It is more significant that in the report 
there is not a letter or a statement from 
an agency of Government which is di- 
rected to the Senate. Each and every 
statement is directed to the Speaker of 
the House. If the House of Representa- 
tives is to write all the legislation, we 
can save the taxpayers a great deal of 
money by abolishing the Senate. If the 
House of Representatives is to complete 
all legislation, we have violated the pur- 
poses of the Constitution, because some- 
where in the Federalist papers I read 
that when Washington was asked by 
Jefferson why there should be a 2-house 
Congress, Washington replied in a 
famous letter to Jefferson along these 
lines: It is like pouring hot tea into a 
saucer, The Senate is the Chamber 
where the legislative processes can cool, 
where the tempers of those who process 
legislation in the other Chamber might 
be cooled off a bit and be refined. This 
is the least cooled-off legislation I have 
seen. 

It was passed by the House on July 8. 
It was reported to the Senate on July 19. 
We are talking about an item of policy 
which is of such significance that the 
death penalty may be imposed. The 
very fact that the death sentence is in- 
volved in legislation should at least en- 
courage someone to want to think of the 
legislative process in the normal and 
orthodox manner. 

SEVERAL SenaTors. Vote! Vote! Vote! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Cooper in the chair). If there be no 
further amendments to be proposed, the 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments, and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H. R. 9580) was read the third 
time and passed. 


GUARDING OF STRATEGIC DEFENSE 
FACILITIES 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate now proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 1834, Sen- 
ate bill 3428, the so-called Defense Facil- 
ities Protection Act of 1954. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be read by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
3428) to authorize the Federal Govern- 
ment to guard strategic defense facilities 
against individuals believed to be dis- 
posed to commit acts of sabotage, espio- 
nage, or other subversion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Michigan. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to present an explanation of 


‘this bill. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I had understood that as soon as 
we completed action on House bill 9580 
we were to proceed to the consideration 
of the conference report on the atomic 
energy bill, since it is a privileged matter. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall be glad to 
have the unfinished business laid aside 
temporarily. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The report of 
the conference committee is now on the 
way from the conference room to the 
Senate Chamber. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not here now? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No. This is 
for the information of Senators. I had 
hoped it would arrive in 1 more minute. 

If I may, I should like to explain the 
report for a moment. I believe the offi- 
cial report will be here for submission 
very shortly. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator. In fact, I shall relin- 
quish the floor. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Let me say in 
brief that the conference committee has 
met again, in accordance with the in- 
structions of the Senate and the House, 
and I shall state what we have done in 
capsule form. 

We have stricken out the words “in- 
sofar as practicable” in the places those 
words appear in the bill, so far as pref- 
erence is concerned with relation to 
REA's and public bodies, as to the pur- 
chase of power from the Atomic Energy 
Commission, if it ever produces any 
power which can be sold. That leaves 
the preference for REA’s and public 
bodies unqualified by the words “insofar 
as practicable.” 

We have also stricken section 182 (d). 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the unfinished business be 
temporarily laid aside for the submission 
and consideration of the conference re- 
port on House bill 9757, the atomic- 
energy bill, together with the papers of 
the conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senate that this is a 
privileged matter. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall be glad to 
have it taken up. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I submit a re- 
port of the committee of conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H. R. 9757) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the present consideration of the 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 

(For conference report, see pp. 14852- 
14867 of House proceedings of today.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
this report has been signed by all the 
conferees of both Houses. As I said a 
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moment ago, the conferees have deleted 
the objectionable words “insofar as prac- 
ticable“ which referred to the prefer- 
ence clause. We have stricken the words 
“insofar as practicable’ from the pref- 
erence clauses affecting REA’s and pub- 
lic bodies, as to which words there was 
some objection raised. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The striking of the 
three words referred to relates to the 
provision which was inserted in the Sen- 
ate, known as the Gillette amendment, 
does it not? 

ar. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It relates to the sale 
of excess electrical power produced by 
the Atomic Energy Commission, if it ever 
produces any for its own use and has an 
excess amount beyond what it may need 
for its own use. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. For example, on page 12 of the 
first conference report, in section 44, the 
words “insofar as practicable” are elimi- 
nated, and the section reads: 

The Commission shall give preference and 
priority to public bodies and cooperatives or 
to privately owned utilities providing electric 
utility services to high cost areas 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield once more? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the omission of 
these three words in effect mean that 
the provisions of the so-called Gillette 
amendment as to the disposition of ex- 
cess power at Atomic Energy Commis- 
ons plants will remain in the conference 

8 HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

I shall have to add parenthetically 
that it does not change the preference 
clause one bit, in my own personal opin- 
ion. It merely eliminates the words 
which many people thought might have 
qualified the preference clause. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. Whatever may be the opin- 
ion of the distinguished deputy chair- 
man of the joint committee, the words 
“insofar as practicable” are entirely out 
of the bill now? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. HILL. So far as the preference 
clause is concerned. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct. They are stricken from the 
two places where they appeared. 

Mr. HILL. In other words, in the two 
places where those words appeared they 
are now stricken. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. HILL. The preference clause now 
in the bill is as it was inserted by the 
Senate at the time the bill was under 
consideration by the Senate. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Section 44 is 
as it was placed in the bill by the Senate. 
The other change removes the words “in- 
sofar as practicable” as the bill came 
from the committee. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. As a matter of fact, 
the language which is now in the bill 
fully meets the situation which was men- 
tioned by the able Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. Matone] the other day, and com- 
pletely preserves the preference clause 
originally suggested by him? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Without doubt 
it does. In my opinion it was preserved 
the other day. In my opinion the effect 
was not changed at all, but this wording 
gives aid and comfort to those who 
thought those words might have quali- 
fied the clause. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
Iowa will recall that I stated that I was 
quite sure that the conferees had not in- 
tended to do violence to the preference 
clause, but the language was question- 
able. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The point is that 
the bill as now agreed to by the confer- 
ence committee meets every point in 
which the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
MALONE] was interested in? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is right. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The two Senators 
from South Dakota were also interested 
in this matter. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. We have 
eliminated the words “insofar as prac- 
ticable.” 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
PREFERENCE MODIFICATION PHRASE “INSOFAR AS 
PRACTICABLE” ELIMINATED 

Mr. MALONE. I did not understand 
the Senator’s entire explanation of the 
elimination of the objectionable modifi- 
cation phrase for which it was returned 
to the House on Friday, August 13. At 
the risk of repeating, on page 12, of the 
report section 44, following the elimina- 
tion of the words “insofar as practica- 
ble,” now reads: 

In contracting for the disposal of such 
energy, the Commission shall give preference 
and priority to public bodies and coopera- 
tives or to privately owned utilities provid- 
ing electric utility services to high-cost 
areas not being served by public bodies or 
cooperatives. 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is the 
way the language reads, according to 
this conference report. 

Mr. MALONE. Would the distin- 
guished Senator from Iowa outline the 
second change which was made on page 
36, subsection (c) section 182? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The second 
change is on page 36 of the original con- 
ference report. I use that only because 
it is convenient for reference. 

In subsection (c) of what was section 
182, the words “insofar as practicable” 
appearing in the last sentence have been 
removed from this conference report. 

Mr. MALONE. It now reads: “where 
such conflicting applications resulting 
from limited opportunity for such license 
include those submitted by public or co- 
operative bodies such applications shall 
be given preferred consideration”? 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect; that is the way it reads. 

Mr. MALONE. I thank the Senator 
from Iowa, and appreciate his courtesy, 
including the debate on Friday, August 
13, when the bill was returned to the 
House for the express purpose of deleting 
the phrase “insofar as practicable.” 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Not to be redundant, but 
perhaps to understand the provision in 
terms of some correspondence which the 
Senator from South Dakota has had in 
this connection, does it accomplish 
exactly what was proposed to be accom- 
plished by the proposal suggested by the 
distinguished Senator from California, 
the majority leader, when he suggested 
that a separate resolution might be 
adopted following the conference report? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Exactly and 
completely. 

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It conforms 
to the proposed joint resolution which 
was suggested the other day. 

The other change is to strike out—I 
shall have to refer for convenience to 
the original conference report submitted 
earlier—subsection (d) of section 182, as 
found on page 36 of the original confer- 
ence report. 

I must use those references, because 
they are numbered. Subsection (d) is 
stricken. The language of the so-called 
Cole amendment of the House is re- 
tained. The language of the original 
section 152 of the bill, as it came to both 
Houses from the conference committee, 
is retained, with certain modifications 
representing suggestions and amend- 
ments by the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. Kerr. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question at that 
point? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have this 
position marked. I should like to com- 
plete my statement on it. 

Certain modifications are made, with 
the insertion in paragraph (2) under 
subsection (b) of what appears to be 
section 153 in the mimeographed sheet, 
of the word “nonexclusive” in the pat- 
ent section. 

That paragraph of subsection 153 (b) 
will then read: 

Any person may apply to the Commission 
for a nonexclusive patent license— 


That is in the old section 152 and in 
in the new section 153— 


to use the invention or discovery covered 
by such patent, and the Commission shall 
grant such patent license to the extent that 
it finds that the use of the invention or dis- 
covery is of primary importance to the con- 
duct of an activity by such person author- 
ized under this act. 


In subsection (e) (4), the general lan- 
guage and intent of the Kerr amendment 
is preserved, and the provision at the 
end of subsection (e) (4) will read as 
follows: 


The Commission shall license the applica- 
tion to use the invention or discovery cov- 
ered by the patent for the purposes stated 
in such application on terms deemed equita- 
ble by the Commission and generally not less 
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fair than those granted by the patentee or by 
the Commission to similar licensees for com- 
parable use. 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Would the Senator 
from Iowa agree with me that that lan- 
guage does not destroy the Kerr amend- 
ment as it was originally proposed? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It merely prevents 
it from being so inflexible that the Com- 
mission could not use it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
from Oklahoma is present on the floor. 
I believe it reaches the purpose the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma attempted to ac- 
complish. Yet it contains enough fiexi- 
bility so that injustices will not result 
from a requirement that the Commis- 
sion cannot use equitable judgment in 
determining these questions in the fu- 
ture. 

Mr. ANDERSON. In other words, the 
Senator from Oklahoma was trying to 
make sure that it would be impossible to 
license a patent at an exorbitant rate to 
one person and practically give it away 
to the next one? This meets the point 
he had in mind, without chaining it 
down absolutely tight, to the point where 
there would be no flexibility. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. However, I wish to call attention 
to the point which was made the other 
night on the floor of the Senate, that we 
did not want to tie the amendment down 
so that a patent holder could not give the 
use of his patent free of charge or for 
only $1 to a university, for research 
purposes, and then be forced to charge 
only $1 or give it free to an industrial 
concern. We wanted to provide some 
leeway in that connection. 

Mr. ANDERSON. In the discussion 
on the floor, the Senator from Okla- 
homa made it clear that he was in full 
agreement with that kind of provision. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe he 
made it abundantly clear. We have 
tried to leave a reasonable amount of 
sound discretion in the Atomic Energy 
Commission in deciding these questions. 

The remaining changes appearing on 
the first page of the mimeographed 
sheets, which have been placed on the 
desk of every Senator, refer only to the 
renumbering of the sections, which has 
become necessary because of the changes 
in section numbers. They are only me- 
chanical changes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. May I inquire what 
happened to the amendment offered by 
the distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado (Mr, Jonson], with reference to 
making some atomic power available for 
commercial uses? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That was not 
a question of serious dispute when we 
defeated the first conference report. 
The Senator from Colorado, I am sure, 
will say that the spirit and purpose of 
his amendment, which was to make it 
clear that the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion could build experimental reactors 
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of any size desired, provided it got the 
money from Congress, is preserved 
amply in the bill. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does not the last 
sentence of section 44 on page 12 
rather strike down the possibility of 
commercial use of atomic power? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Will the 
Senator restate the last part of his 
question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I refer to the last 
sentence of section 44 of the old report. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Oh, yes; it 
clearly states that the Atomic Energy 
Commission is not to go into the busi- 
ness of production of commercial power, 
That is clearly established. However, 
it is clearly set forth in the conference 
bill that the Commission may build 
various types and kinds of reactors ex- 
perimentally for the production of 
power, but is not to go into the business 
of commercially producing it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Was it not the will 
of the Senate that a limited amount of 
commercial power should be produced 
by reactors owned by the Government? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. For the pur- 
pose of research and development; yes. 
ante authority is amply preserved in the 


Mr. KEFAUVER. Where is it pre- 
served in the bill? 

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. In part the point 
being raised by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee was met by the change in lan- 
guage which made it possible for the 
Atomic Energy Commission to license 
other Government agencies by bringing 
them under the definition of person. 
Therefore, the TVA or the Bonneville 
Power Administration, if it got an ap- 
propriation from Congress, could do it. 
However, the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion, as such, was not to run around the 
country building commercial plants, 
which had not been contemplated in the 
original Johnson amendment. 

a HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Could not the 
Atomic Energy Commission build any 
type of reactor? - 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Indeed. 

Mr. ANDERSON. And carry it all the 
way through to learn if the production 
of power were commercially feasible? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That. is cor- 
rect. Under the bill the Atomic Energy 
Commission, if it could get the money 
from Congress, could build a reactor to 
produce a million kilowatts of power. 
There is no limitation as to what it could 
produce under the research and develop- 
ment sections. If it has excess power 
from that experimental plant, it can sell 
it, under preference, to public bodies and 
REA’s. 

Mr. ANDERSON. There is nothing in 
the last sentence of section 44 of the 
original conference report or in any 
other provision in the conference report 
which would prohibit the Atomic Energy 
Commission from selling, for commer- 
cial use, subject to priority or the prefer- 
ence clause, any excess power it may 
produce after its own needs are taken 
care of. Is that correct? 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In connection 
with the research and development ac- 
tivities. 'The Senator is correct. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
the conferees, I think, are very familiar 
with what we have done in this second 
conference report. It is unanimously 
agreed to. I shall be glad to attempt to 
answer any questions any Senator may 
desire to ask, and I am sure the other 
conferees will be glad to answer ques- 
tions. If there are no questions—— 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator 
permit me to say that I think he has 
done a very fine job in getting this very 
controversial bill through conference, 
and I wish to pay him a very decided 
compliment for what he has done. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thank the 
Senator from Arkansas for his gener- 
osity, and I only wish I deserved the 
full weight of his compliment. There 
are 5 conferees on the part of the Sen- 
ate, and the other 4 have probably been 
more tolerant of the situation at which 
we are trying to arrive than I have been, 
They have worked hard on the matter, 
and four times as much credit should 
go to the entire committee than any 
possible credit to me. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If I may say so, 
I think the Senate has retained more 
of the original Senate bill in this report 
than it has in most of the bills which 
have been passed at this session of the 
Congress. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. There has 
been a serious attempt to lay a basis for 
an approach to this subject in the future 
which will be one of encouragement. We 
attempted in the original bill to protect 
the rights of public bodies and of such 
private bodies as REA and any other pri- 
vate groups to enable them to get “into 
the swim,” and see what will happen 
when we turn American genius, either 
public or private, loose in this field. 

I think this bill probably gives pro- 
tection, safeguards, and opportunities as 
much as has any bill I have ever seen 
in a pioneering field. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I wish to say to the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa that I 
join the distinguished Senator from Ar- 
kansas in expressing my compliments to 
the Senator from Iowa and to all other 
members of the conference committee 
of the Senate. I think they have done 
a fine job. 

I wish to be sure that I understand 
the situation with reference to patents, 
because that was the only matter which 
gave me concern at the time we were 
considering the previous conference re- 
port. Would it be fair to say that under 
this conference report the situation is 
handled in such a manner that the 5 
years of nonexclusive time covered by 
the original Senate bill appears in the 
conference report? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Rather than the 10- 
year period which appeared is the bill as 
passed by the Senate? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. HOLLAND. But is it also correct, 
as I believe it to be, that the protective 
features in the field of patents written 
into the bill by the amendment offered 
by the distinguished senior Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] are retained in 
the conference report? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
is correct, in my view, and, I believe, ac- 
cording to the view of the Senator from 
Oklahoma. The control principles are 
protected and preserved in the present 
conference report. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That meets the only 
serious objection I had to the original 
conference report, and I certainly con- 
gratulate the conferees upon the work- 
ing out of the matter. 

Several Senators. Vote! Vote! Vote! 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Were any changes 
at all made in the international-activi- 
ties section as a result of the conference? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. None. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In other words, the 
language is the language contained in 
the Senate bill? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Les. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In reference to the 
power commission regulations, of which 
there was considerable discussion during 
the debate, were the basic purposes of 
that amendment included and con- 
tinued? : 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Exactly the 
same. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As it passed the 
Senate? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, if I 
may interrupt, the spirit, at least, is con- 
tained in the report. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. There may 
have been a grammatical rearrange- 
ment, such as “are” for “is,” or some- 
thing of that kind; but there is no fun- 
damental change init. It is not a mat- 
ter of dispute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say that 
after a very long discussion of this bill, 
which has been termed many things, I, 
too, wish to join my colleagues in com- 
mending the conference committee on 
working out a reasonable and, I hope, 
a very effective program of legislation 
in this field. While I joined in the de- 
bate and was rather critical of the Sen- 
ate bill, I also participated in getting a 
few amendments into the bill, and it is 
my intention to vote for the bill as it has 
been reported by the conference com- 
mittee, despite my misgivings about the 
Ferguson amendment. 

I understand the Gore amendment has 
been retained in the bill. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, in the 
judgment of the Senator from Okla- 
homa, the two questions at issue which 
went to conference following the vote 
of the Senate have been handled in a 
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manner which entitles the conference 
committee of the Senate to the con- 
gratulations and thanks of every Mem- 
ber of the Senate. I wish to express 
my appreciation for the able manner in 
which the two matters at issue are han- 
dled in the conference report. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thank the 
Senator from Oklahoma. He and I have 
not quite agreed on the verbiage of some 
of these passages, but he has been most 
cooperative and most willing to discuss 
the question. I think we have arrived at 
a period of mutual understanding and 
satisfaction as to the protective features 
of the bill. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the confer- 
ence report. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Anderson Gore Mansfield 
Barrett Green Martin 
Beall Hayden McCarran 
Bennett Hendrickson McCarthy 
Bowring Hennings McClellan 
Bricker Hickenlooper Millikin 
Bridges Hill Monroney 
Burke Holland Morse 
Bush Humphrey Mundt 
Butler ves Murray 
Carlson Jackson Neely 
Case Johnson, Colo. Payne 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Potter 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Purtell 
Cooper Kefauver Robertson 
Cordon Kennedy Russell 
Crippa Kerr Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kilgore Schoeppel 
Knowland Smathers 
Dworshak Kuchel Smith, Maine 
Ellender Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Ferguson Lennon Symington 
Frear Long Watkins 
Pulbright Magnuson Williams 
Goldwater Malone Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the con- 
ference report. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the senior Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. CAPEHART] and the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. WELKER] are absent on offi- 
cial business. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], the junior Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. JENNER], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. LANGER], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. REYNOLDS], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. THYE], the Sena- 
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. UPTON], 
and the Senator from Wisconsin IMr. 
WILEY] are necessarily absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] would vote 
“yea” and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SpaRKMAN] would note “nay.” If 
present and voting, the senior Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the junior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. REYNOLDs], 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE], 
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and the Senator from New Hampshire 
iMr. Upton] would each vote “yea.” 

On this vote the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. WELKER] is paired with the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Dovctas]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] would vote “yea” and the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dovcias] would 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
Sparkman] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS], 
the Senators from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND and Mr. STENNIS], the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Maysanxk], and the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Pastore] are absent on offi- 
cial business. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucrLAs! 
is paired with the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. WELKER]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Illinois would vote 
“nay,” and the Senator from Idaho 
would vote “yea.” 

I announce also that on this vote the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
is paired with the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERS]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Alabama would vote 
“nay,” and the Senator from Vermont 
would vote “yea.” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], the Senator from North Caro- 
line [Mr. Ervin], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], and the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PASTORE] would each vote yea.“ 

The result was announced—yeas 59, 
nays 17, as follows: 


YEAS—59 
Aiken Ferguson Martin 
Anderson Frear McCarran 
Barrett Fulbright McCarthy 
Beall Goldwater McClellan 
Bennett Green Millikin 
Bowring Hayden Mundt 
Bricker Hendrickson Neely 
Bridges Hickenlooper Payne 
Burke Holland Potter 
Bush Humphrey Purtell 
Butler Ives Robertson 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall 
Case Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel 
Cooper Kennedy Smathers 
Cordon Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Crippa Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Dirksen Kuchel Watkins 
Duff Lennon Williams 
Dworshak Long Young 
Ellender Malone 
NAYS—17 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Monroney 
Clements Kefauver Morse 
Gore Kerr Murray 
Hennings Lehman Russell 
Hill Magnuson Symington 
Jackson Mansfield 
NOT VOTING—20 

Byrd George Sparkman 
Capehart Gillette Stennis 
Daniel Jenner Thye 
Douglas Langer Upton 
Eastiand Maybank Welker 

n Pastore Wiley 
Flanders Reynolds 


So the conference report was agreed to. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I move that the vote by which the con- 
ference report was agreed to be recon- 
sidered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay on the table the motion of 
the Senator from Iowa. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Watson, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
passed the bill (S. 3706) to amend the 
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 
to provide for the determination of the 
identity of certain Communist-infil- 
trated organizations, and for other pur- 
poses, with amendments, in which it re- 
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 


AMENDMENT OF SUBVERSIVE AC- 
TIVITIES CONTROL ACT OF 1950 
RELATING TO DETERMINATION 
OF IDENTITY OF CERTAIN COM- 
MUNIST-INFILTRATED ORGANI- 
ZATIONS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 3706) to 
amend the Subversive Activities Control 
Act of 1950 to provide for the determina- 
tion of the identity of certain Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organizations, and for 
other purposes, which were to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 


That this act may be cited as the “Com- 
munist Control Act of 1954.” 


FINDINGS OF FACT 


Sec. 2. The Congress hereby finds and de- 
clares that the Communist Party of the 
United States, although purportedly a po- 
litical party, is in fact an instrumentality 
of a conspiracy to overthrow the Govern- 
ment of the United States. It constitutes an 
authoritarian dictatorship within a repub- 
lic, demanding for itself the rights and priv- 
ileges accorded to other political parties, but 
denying to all others the liberties guaran- 
teed by the Constitution. Unlike other po- 
litical parties, which evolve their policies 
and programs through public means, by the 
reconciliation of a wide variety of individual 
views, and submit those policies and pro- 
grams to the electorate at large for approval 
or disapproval, the policies and programs of 
the Communist Party are secretly prescribed 
for it by the foreign leaders of the world 
Communist movement. Its members have 
no part in determining its goals, and are not 
permitted to voice dissent to party objec- 
tives. Unlike members of other parties, 
members of the Communist Party are re- 
cruited for indoctrination with respect to its 
objectives and methods, and are organized, 
instructed, and disciplined to carry into 
action slavishly the assignments given them 
by their hierarchial chieftains. Unlike 
other political parties, the Communist Party 
acknowledges no constitutional or statutory 
limitations upon its conduct or upon that 
of its members. The Communist Party is 
relatively small numerically, and gives scant 
indication of capacity ever to attain its ends 
by lawful political means. The peril inherent 
in its operation arises not from its numbers, 
but from its failure to acknowledge any lim- 
itation as to the nature of its activities, and 
its dedication to the proposition that the 
present constitutional Government of the 
United States ultimately must be brought to 
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ruin by any available means, including re- 
sort to force and violence. Holding that 
doctrine, its role as the agency of a hostile 
foreign power renders its existence a clear 
present and continuing danger to the secu- 
rity of the United States. It is the means 
whereby individuals are seduced into the 
service of the world Communist movement, 
trained to do its bidding, and directed and 
controlled in the conspiratorial performance 
of their revolutionary services. Therefore, 
the Communist Party should be outlawed. 


PROSCRIBED ORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 3. The Communist Party of the United 
States, or any successor of such party regard- 
less of the assumed name, whose object or 
purpose is to overthrow the Government of 
the United States, or the government of any 
State, Territory, District, or possession there- 
of, or the government of any political sub- 
division therein by force and violence, are 
not entitled to any of the rights, privileges, 
and immunities attendant upon legal bodies 
created under the jurisdiction of the laws 
of the United States or any political sub- 
division thereof; and whatever rights, privi- 
leges, and immunities which have heretofore 
been granted to said party or any subsidiary 
organization by reason of the laws of the 
United States or any political subdivision 
thereof, are hereby terminated. Provided, 
however, That nothing in this section shall 
be construed as amending the Internal Secu- 
rity Act of 1950, as amended, 


SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL ACT AMENDMENT 


Src. 4. Subsection 5 (a) (1) of the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 
U. S. C. 784) is amended by striking out 
the period at the end thereof and inserting 
in lieu thereof a semicolon and the follow- 
ing: “or 

“(E) to hold office or enmployment with 
any labor organization, as that term is de- 
fined in section 2 (5) of the National Labor 
Relations Act (29 U. S. C. 152) or to repre- 
sent any employer in any matter or pro- 
ceeding arising or pending under that act.” 


COMMUNIST-INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 5. (a) Section 3 of the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 U. S. C. 
782) is amended by inserting, immediately 
after paragraph (4) thereof, the following 
new paragraph: 

“(4A) The term ‘Communist-infiltrated 
organization’ means any organization in the 
United States (other than a Communist- 
action organization or a Communist-front 
organization) which (A) is substantially di- 
rected, dominated, or controlled by an in- 
dividual or individuals who are, or who 
within 3 years have been actively engaged in, 
knowingly giving aid or support to a Com- 
munist-action organization, a Communist 
foreign government, or the world Communist 
movement referred to in section 2 of this 
title, and (B) is knowingly serving, or within 
3 years has knowingly served, as a means for 
(i) the giving of aid or support to any such 
organization, government, or movement, or 
(il) the impairment of the military strength 
of the United States or its industrial capac- 
ity to furnish logistical or other material 
support required by its Armed Forces: Pro- 
vided, however, That any labor organization 
which is an affiliate in good standing of a 
national federation or other labor organiza- 
tion whose policies and activities have been 
directed to opposing Communist organiza- 
tions, any Communist foreign government, or 
the world Communist movement, shall be 
presumed prima facie not to be a ‘Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organization’.” 

(b) Paragraph (5) of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(5) The term ‘Communist organization’ 
means any Communist-action organization, 
Communist-front organization, or Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organization.” 
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(c) Subsections 5 (c) and 6 (c) of such 
act are repealed. 

Src. 6. (a) Section 10 of such act (50 
U. S. C. 789) is amended by inserting, im- 
mediately after the words “final order of 
the Board requiring it to register under sec- 
tion 7”, the words “or determining that it is 
a Communist-infiltrated organization.” 

(b) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 
11 of such act (50 U. S. C. 790) are amended 
by inserting immediately preceding the 
period at the end of each such subsection, 
the following: “or determining that it is a 
Communist-infiltrated organization.” 

Src. 7. (a) Subsection 12 (e) of such act 
(50 U. S. C. 791) is amended by 

(1) striking out the period at the end 
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a semi- 
colon and the word “and”; and 

(2) inserting at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(3) upon any application made under 
subsection (a) or subsection (b) of section 
13A of this title, to determine whether any 
organization is a Communist-infiltrated or- 
ganization.” 

(b) The section caption to section 13 of 
such act (50 U. S. C. 792) is amended to read 
as follows: “REGISTRATION PROCEEDINGS BE- 
FORE THE BOARD,” 

Sec. 8. Such act is amended by inserting 
immediately after section 13 thereof, the fol- 
lowing new section: 


“PROCEEDINGS WITH RESPECT TO COMMUNIST- 
INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 


“Sec. 13A. (a) Whenever the Attorney 
General has reason to believe that any or- 
ganization is a Communist-infiltrated organ- 
ization, he may file with the Board and serve 
upon such organization a petition for a de- 
termination that such organization is a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization. In any pro- 
ceeding so instituted, two or more affiliated 
organizations may be named as joint re- 
spondents. Whenever any such petition is 
accompanied by a certificate of the Attorney 
General to the effect that the proceeding so 
instituted is one of exceptional public im- 
portance, such proceeding shall be set for 
hearing at the earliest possible time and all 
proceedings therein before the Board or any 
court shall be expedited to the greatest prac- 
ticable extent. 

“(b) Any organization which has been de- 
termined under this section to be a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization may file with 
the Board and serve upon the Attorney Gen- 
eral a petition for a determination that such 
organization no longer is a Communist-in- 
filtrated organization upon removing from 
the organization those persons determined 
by this section to be Communists. 

“(c) Each such petition shall be verified 
under oath, and shall contain a statement 
of the facts relied upon in support thereof. 
Upon the filing of any such petition, the 
Board shall serve upon each party to such 
proceeding a notice specifying the time and 
place for hearing upon such petition. No 
such hearing shall be conducted within 20 
days after the service of such notice. 

“(d) The provisions of subsections (c) and 
(d) of section 13 shall apply to hearings con- 
ducted under this section, except that upon 
the failure of any organization named as a 
party in any petition filed by or duly served 
upon it pursuant to this section to appear 
at any hearing upon such petition, the Board 
may conduct such hearing in the absence of 
such organization and may enter such order 
under this section as the Board shall deter- 
mine to be warranted by evidence presented 
at such hearing. 

“(e) In determining whether any organi- 
zation is a Communist-infiltrated organiza- 
tion, the Board shall be required to deter- 
mine— 

“(1) whether the effective management of 
the affairs of such organization is conducted 
by one or more individuals who are, or with- 
in 2 years have been, (A) members, agents, 
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or representatives of any Communist organ- 
ization, any Communist foreign government, 
or the world Communist movement referred 
to in section 2 of this title, with knowledge 
of the nature and purpose thereof, or (B) en- 
gaged in giving aid or support to any such 
organization, government, or movement with 
knowledge of the nature and purpose there- 
of; 

“(2) whether the policies of such organi- 
zation are, or within 3 years have been, for- 
mulated and carried out pursuant to the 
direction or advice of any member, agent, or 
representative of any such organization, gov- 
ernment, or movement; 

“(3) whether the personnel and resources 
of such organization are, or within 3 years 
have been, used to further or promote the 
objectives of any such Communist organiza- 
tion, government, or movement; 

“(4) whether such organization within 
3 years has receiyed from, or furnished 
to or for the use of, any such Communist or- 
ganization, government, or movement any 
funds or other material assistance; 

“(5) whether such organization is, or 
within 3 years has been, affiliated in any way 
with any such Communist organization, 
government, or movement; 

“(6) whether the affiliation of such organi- 
zation, or of any individual or individuals 
who are members thereof or who manage its 
affairs, with any such Communist organiza- 
tion, government, or movement is concealed 
from or is not disclosed to the membership 
of such organization; and 

“(7) whether such organization or any of 
its members or managers are, or within 3 
years have been, knowingly engaged 

“(A) in any conduct punishable under 
section 4 or 15 of this act or under chapter 
37, 105, or 115 of title 18 of the United States 
Code; or 

“(B) with intent to impair the military 
strength of the United States or its indus- 
trial capacity to furnish logistical or other 
support required by its Armed Forces, in any 
activity resulting in or contributing to any 
such impairment. 

“(f) After hearing upon any petition filed 
under this section, the Board shall (1) make 
a report in writing in which it shall state its 
findings as to the facts and its conclusions 
with respect to the issues presented by such 
petition, (2) enter its order granting or de- 
nying the determination sought by such 
petition, and (3) serve upon each party to 
the proceeding a copy of such order. Any 
order granting any determination on the 
question whether any organization is a 
Communist-infiltrated organization shall be- 
come final as provided in section 14 (b) of 
this act. 

“(g) When any order has been entered by 
the Board under this section with respect 
to any labor organization or employer (as 
these terms are defined by section 2 of the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended, 
and which are organizations within the 
meaning of section 3 of the Subversive Activ- 
ities Control Act of 1950), the Board shall 
serve a true and correct copy of such order 
upon the National Labor Relations Board 
and shall publish in the Federal Register a 
statement of the substance of such order and 
its effective date. 

“(h) When there is in effect a final order 
of the Board determining that any such labor 
organization is a Communist-action organi- 
zation, a Communist-front organization, or 
a Communist-infiltrated organization, such 
labor organization shall be ineligible to— 

“(1) act as representative of any employee 
within the meaning or for the purposes of 
section 7 of the National Labor Relations 
Act, as amended (29 U. S. C. 157); 

“(2) serve as an exclusive representative 
of employees of any bargaining unit under 
75 9 5 9 of such act, as amended (29 U. S. O. 
159); 
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“(3) make, or obtain any hearing upon, 
any charge under section 10 of such act 
(29 U. S. C. 160); or 

“(4) exercise any other right or privilege, 
or receive any other benefit, substantive or 
procedural, provided by such act for labor 
organizations. 

“(i) When an order of the Board deter- 
mining that any such labor organization is a 
Communist-infiltrated organization has be- 
come final, and such labor organization 
theretofore has been certified under the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act, as amended, as 
a representative of employees in any bar- 
gaining unit— 

“(1) a question of representation affecting 
commerce, within the meaning of section 9 
(c) of such act, shall be deemed to exist 
with respect to such bargaining unit; and 

“(2) the National Labor Relations Board, 
upon petition of not less than 20 percent of 
the employees in such bargaining unit or 
any person or persons acting in their behalf, 
shall under section 9 of such act (notwith- 
standing any limitation of time contained 
therein) direct elections in such bargaining 
unit or any subdivision thereof (A) for the 
selection of a representative thereof for col- 
lective-bargaining purposes, and (B) to de- 
termine whether the employees thereof desire 
to rescind any authority previously granted 
to such labor organization to enter into any 
agreement with their employer pursuant to 
section 8 (a) (3) (ii) of such act. 

“(j) When there is in effect a final order 
of the Board determining that any such 
employer is a Communist-infiltrated organi- 
zation, such employer shall be ineligible to— 

“(1) file any petition for an election under 
section 9 of the National Labor Relations 
Act, as amended (29 U. S. C. 157), or partici- 
pate in any proceeding under such section; or 

“(2) make or obtain any hearing upon any 
charge under section 10 of such act (29 
U. S. C. 160); or 

“(3) exercise any other right or privilege 
or receive any other benefit, substantive or 
procedural, provided by such act for em- 
ployers.” 

Sec, 9. Subsections (a) and (b) of section 
14 of such act (50 U. S. C. 793) are amended 
by inserting in each such subsection, im- 
mediately after the words “section 13", a 
comma and the following: “or subsection 
(f) of section 13A,”. 

Sec. 10. If any provision of this title or 
the application thereof to any person or cir- 
cumstances is held invalid, the remainder 
of the title, and the application of such pro- 
visions to other persons or circumstances, 
shall not be affected thereby. 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“An act to amend the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Act of 1950, to provide for the 
determination of the identity of certain 
Communist-infiltrated organizations, to 
outlaw the Communist Party, and for 
other purposes.” 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I shall, 
in a very few moments, propose some 
amendments to the House amendments 
to Senate bill 3706. The purpose of these 
amendments is to tighten the proposed 
law and make it more workable and 
easier to administer. In my opinion, the 
amendments are all noncontroversial. 
There are six amendments in the series. 
For parliamentary reasons it has been 
necessary to offer them en bloc, but I 
shall explain each one separately. 

The first of the amendments eliminates 
confusion respecting whether the Com- 
munist Party is a true political party. 
The whole purpose of the findings in 
this section is to make it clear that the 
Communist Party is not a true political 
party, but, unfortunately, the phrase 
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“other political party” has been used 
several times, which would give Com- 
munist lawyers an opportunity to argue 
this point. The proposed amendment 
eliminates this phrase, and thus draws 
a clear distinction between the Commu- 
nist Party and true political parties. 

The second amendment is a necessary 
technical amendment, so as to make the 
bill refer, properly, to the National La- 
bor Relations Act as amended. 

The third amendment eliminates 
words added to the definition of Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization” which 
have the effect of making it impossible 
to prove that any organization comes 
within the definition. It must be recog- 
nized that this section does not impose 
a criminal penalty or quasi-criminal 
penalty on any person; it seeks, rather, 
to assess the nature of an organization. 
To require that for this purpose there 
must be a showing of what was in the 
mind of an individual or individuals at 
a certain time, is to make an impossible 
requirement. Furthermore, to require a 
showing of what an organization, as 
such, knew at a certain time is another 
impossible requirement, because an or- 
ganization has no mind, and a showing 
of what was in a number of individual 
minds would be impossible, even if it 
could be determined what individual 
minds composed the organization. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does the Senator 
refer to House amendments or to amend- 
ments which the Senator from Maryland 
has proposed? 

Mr. BUTLER. These are amend- 
ments which will be proposed to the 
House amendments within the next few 
minutes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. May we have an 
opportunity to read them? Are they 
printed and available? 

Mr. BUTLER. If the Senator from 
Tennessee will let me finish my state- 
ment, I shall recite them. I shall state 
each one, and explain where each one 
occurs. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Are there no copies 
available? 

Mr. BUTLER. Iam sorry to say there 
are no copies available. 

The third amendment leaves the defi- 
nition based on acts which are per- 
formed, and can be shown by objective 
proof. 

The fourth of this series of six amend- 
ments eliminates an impossible condi- 
tion which the bill now requires before an 
organization found to be Communist- 
infiltrated can petition for a redetermi- 
nation of its status. Since this condi- 
tion could not be fulfilled, the effect of 
this requirement is to bar such an organ- 
ization from ever petitioning for a clari- 
fication of status. But the intent of 
both the Senate and the House was to 
permit such petitions. The amendment 
eliminates the impossible requirement, 
and substitutes instead a requirement 
that the organization found to be Com- 
munist must wait 6 months after such 
determination, before filing a petition 
for redetermination of its status, 
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The reason why the present require- 
ment is impossible is that it requires re- 
moval of “persons determined by this 
section to be Communists,” but no per- 
sons are or can be determined by this 
section to be Communists; and no per- 
sons can be determined, under or pursu- 
ant to this section, to be Communists, 
unless it is construed that this means 
persons determined to be members of 
the Communist-infiltrated organization, 
in which case the condition is still im- 
possible, because if the members of the 
organization are removed, no one is left 
to petition. 

The purpose of the fifth amendment is 
to eliminate a provision which places an 
impossible burden upon the Subversive 
Activities Control Board. This provi- 
sion is that the Board shall determine 
the facts with respect to seven categories 
of matters. As used in the bill, this lan- 
guage makes the burden cumulative; 
that is, the Board would have to make 
these determinations with respect to 
every category, and in full; as an in- 
stance, the Board would have to deter- 
mine with respect to every member of 
the particular organization whether that 
person ever violated any of a number of 
laws. When it is realized that the num- 
ber of members in such an organization 
may run into hundreds of thousands, it 
can be realized how impossible of per- 
formance this condition is. Further- 
more, while it is proper for the Board to 
consider such matters, it would not be 
proper for the Board to make a deter- 
mination respecting the guilt or inno- 
cence of any person under a criminal 
statute. 

The sixth and final amendment is 
designated to change the inflexible 
standard set by the word “whether” to a 
more flexible standard under which the 
Board can consider the extent and im- 
portance of any particular conduct 
which may be proved. Under the lan- 
guage as now written, everything is 
either black or white. But the Board 
must be able to consider shades of gray, 
in order to make a reasonable determi- 
nation. It would be unfair to labor 
unions, to give one example, to make 
them subject to a finding of being Com- 
munist-infiltrated because a very small 
and relatively unimportant segment of 
the membership had Communist lean- 
ings. But that result could come about 
under the language proposed to be 
amended. By the amendment, there is 
no implication at all that any undesira- 
ble acts, in any category, have taken 
place; but if such acts are found to have 
been performed, the Board will be 
allowed to weigh the importance of those 
acts, in the light of the whole record, be- 
fore making its determination. That is 
as it should be. 

There we have the sum total of these 
amendments. 

The amendments improve the bill. 
They make it workable, whereas now it 
is unworkable. They make it possible 
of administration, whereas now it is im- 
possible of administration. The amend- 
ments eliminate provisions which would 
call for endless wasting of time and ef- 
fort, without results. The amendments 
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eliminate provisions which would be un- 
fair to labor unions. 

To sum up, the amendments will carry 
into effect the intent of both Houses of 
Congress in passing this bill. 

Mr. President, I send to the desk the 
proposed amendments to the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives, 
and ask that they be reported. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Mary- 
land yield for a question? 

Mr. BUTLER. I am very happy to 
yield for a question. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I under- 
stood the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland to say that amendment No. 2 
had relation to the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, the Taft-Hartley Act. Of 
course, I am interested in such an 
amendment. 

Mr. BUTLER. The second amend- 
ment has to do only with adding the 
words “as amended,” after the words 
“National Labor Relations Act,” so it 
would be certain that the bill extends to 
the entire act, as amended. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Mary- 
land yield for another question? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, I am very glad to 
yield for a question. j 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Did the 
House and the conference committee re- 
tain the application of the act to both 
employers and employees, as was done 
by the Senate version of the bill? 

Mr. BUTLER. In the first place, we 
are not now dealing with a conference 
report. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I see, 
These amendments are to House amend- 
ments to the bill, are they? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, they are to House 
amendments to the bill as passed by the 
Senate. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
the Senator from Maryland. 

The: PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments to the amendments will be 
stated. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maryland yield to me? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, Iam glad to yield, 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Is it possible to 
have the House version of the bill before 
us, so we can see just what the House 
has done? 

Mr. BUTLER. We do not have copies 
of the House version here, except in 
mimeographed form. If the Senator 
from Tennessee wishes me to do so, I 
shall be very happy to share with him 
my copy. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
amendments are at the desk, are they 
not? Does not the clerk now have at 
the desk the House amendments to the 
bill? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, this 
is a matter of tremendous importance. 

First, I wish to ask the Senator from 
Maryland whether the matter can go 
over until tomorrow, so that we may 
have an opportunity to see just what 
the House has voted and also what the 
Senator from Maryland proposes to do 
at this time. I am sure it will be im- 
possible to legislate intelligently on this 
measure at this time, when we do not 
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have available to us copies of the House 
version of the bill or copies of the 
amendments proposed by the Senator 
from Maryland to the amendments of 
the House. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, let me 
say to the Senator from Tennessee that 
while the amendments may not prove to 
be completely satisfactory to him, I have 
consulted with the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. HumpHrey] about the amend- 
ments, and he approves of them. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, Mr. President, 
I ask the Senator to wait; no, no. 

Mr. BUTLER. Then, let me say that 
the Senator from Minnesota is willing to 
accept them. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No, no. I am un- 
happy about them, and I am going to 
have something to say about the latter 
amendments. 

A few minutes ago I told the Senator 
from Maryland that I considered the 
amendments to be far beyond the under- 
standing we had about proceeding with 
the House version of the bill, because the 
amendments fundamentally affect what 
was done, not by me, but by the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. Danteu], when the Sen- 
ate amended the so-called Butler bill, 
with certain definite modifications. 

Mr. BUTLER. Let me say to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota that I know the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. DANIEL] well 
enough to be sure that he would never 
be willing to have this bill enacted with- 
out the language embodied in the prin- 
cipal amendments that I discussed with 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM- 
PHREY], that is to say, the amendment 
which would strike out of the bill, on 
page 5 of the mimeographed copy, the 
words “be required to determine,” and 
would substitute in lieu thereof the word 
“consider”; and on page 6 of the bill, 
wherever the word “whether” appears, 
would insert in lieu thereof the words 
“to what extent, if any.” 

I know the Senator from Texas would 
never permit to remain in any law passed 
by the Congress a provision that if a man 
is indicted for manslaughter, it must be 
proved that he did not murder someone, 
and also must be proved that he did not 
rob a bank, and also must be proved 
that he did not run away with someone’s 
wife. 

But that is what this bill would do, 
unless we agree to the amendments 
which are suggested in order to make 
the bill workable. 

I say in all good conscience and spirit 
that these amendments are designed to 
make the bill—which, in my opinion, is 
the sense of the Congress—a workable 
piece of legislation. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maryland yield fur- 
ther to me? 

Mr. BUTLER. Les, I am glad to yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me ask whether 
this matter has been submitted to the 
Department of Justice or the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation; I refer to the 
amendments the Senator from Mary- 
land has been discussing. 

Mr. BUTLER. These amendments 
were first suggested by the eminent Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and 
he has consulted with the Department of 
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Justice on them. I know he will say, 
in his own right, that without these 
amendments, this bill will not be a work- 
able piece of legislation. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I yield 
now to the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, in 
answer to the query of the Senator from 
Tennessee, let me say that since I made 
my rerparks on the floor of the Senate 


this afternoon, and since the bill came to 


us from the House of Representatives, we 
have worked with representatives of the 
Department of Justice, and especially 
with the representative of the Depart- 
ment of Justice who has but recently 
been appointed to have control of the 
Subversive Activities Division of the De- 
partment; and these amendments are 
the result of the conference and of the 
work we have done this afternoon. 

Mr. BUTLER. And let me say to the 
Senator 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maryland yield further, 
so that I may ask a question of the Sen- 
ator from Nevada? 

Mr. BUTLER. Les, if I may do so. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me ask if the 
Department of Justice recommends the 
proposed amendments? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The representa- 
tives of the Department of Justice who 
worked with us the evening and this 
afternoon, I think I am at liberty to say, 
recommend these amendments. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me ask the Sen- 
ator if those representatives included 
Mr. Hoover, the Director of the FBI, or 
if they stated what Mr. Hoover's attitude 
about the amendments was? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Director of the 
FBI would not normally participate in 
such meetings, and he did not participate 
today. 

Mr. BUTLER. Let me say to the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee that I have, within 
the last 10 minutes, spoken with the 
Deputy Attorney General, and he has 
approved these amendments; and I 
know Mr. Brownell has approved them. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me ask at that 
point: Is the Deputy Attorney General 
now in favor of passage of this bill with 
these amendments, and is Mr. Brownell 
in favor of passage of this bill with 
these amendments? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, they are. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Could we not get a 
written opinion about this matter, so 
that we could legislate more intelli- 
gently? I do not doubt the word of the 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER. Let me ask a few sim- 
ple questions of the Senator. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am trying to ask 
the Senator from Maryland a few simple 
questions. 

Mr. BUTLER. Is it not desirable that 
we remove the confusion from this bill 
and make clear that the Communist 
Party is not a political party? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The thing I wish to 
point out to the Senator from Mary- 
land is that I, at least, am afraid we are 
going to legislate in confusion if we un- 
dertake to act without a copy of the 
House bill, without a copy of the Sena- 
tor’s amendments, and without a report 
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of the Department of Justice. I do not 
see how in those circumstances we can 
legislate on this matter with very much 
understanding. 

Mr. BUTLER. If the Senator from 
Tennessee will permit me to do so, if 
there is any amendment the Senator 
does not understand I shall be happy to 
explain it again. I have already ex- 
plained the amendments. 

These are clarifying amendments. 
These are amendments to make this bill 
workable. These are amendments 
which will prevent a Communist lawyer 
from coming into court and saying this 
is a political party the Congress is trying 
to outlaw, and saying that Congress did 
not intend to amend the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act, as amended, but 
only intended to amend the original act. 
These are amendments which are neces- 
sary in order to make this a work- 
able law. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BUTLER. I will yield to the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee and then to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator has 
given an explanation of his amend- 
ments, but we know we are dealing with 
a matter here where the use of a word or 
even a comma, or the placing of a para- 
graph, has tremendous importance. 
None of us has had the opportunity of 
seeing the amendments of the Senator 
from Maryland. We have not had an 
opportunity to read the House amend- 
ments. This is a very controversial 
matter, and the Senator from Maryland, 
who is a lawyer, knows the importance 
of the use of a single word, and how 
careful we must be. How the Senator 
can recommend at this time, under these 
conditions, that we take up a bill of this 
kind is beyond my understanding. 

Mr. BUTLER. I recommend consid- 
eration of the bill because I am con- 
vinced I can explain to the Senator from 
Tennessee and to the United States 
Senate the advisability of adopting every 
one of these amendments. They are 
amendments which are really noncon- 
troversial. They are designed to make 
a good bill from a bill which is not now 
workable. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada, and then to the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Iasked the Senator 
to yield in order that I might give an 
answer to the question of the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Not only were these 
amendments approved by the represent- 
atives of the Department of Justice, but 
Mr. Tompkins—recently confirmed by 
the Senate—who is to be in charge of the 
Subversive Activities Division in the De- 
partment of Justice, was one of the men 
who met with us this afternoon and 
helped to work this out. 

The explanation given by the Senator 
from Maryland a few minutes ago was 
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also approved by the representatives of 
the Department of Justice. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I now yield to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan, and then I will yield 
to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN- 
NINGS] and then to the Senator from New 
York (Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not true that 
the amendments of the Senator from 
Maryland are in the nature of perfecting 
amendments, or clarifications? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Or else they are 
amendments to make the law workable? 

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. For instance, let us 
consider the first amendment. If the 
Senator from Tennessee will look at the 
original of this document, which came 
from the House, it should be very easy 
for him to follow these amendments. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me say to the 
Senator that we are all entitled to copies 
of them. We ought to have a chance to 
study them. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is true; but 
I think the Senator from Maryland has 
explained these amendments very ably. 

Let us take the first amendment: 

The Congress hereby finds and declares 
that the Communist Party of the United 
States, although purportedly a political 
party, is in fact an instrumentality of a 
conspiracy to overthrow the Government of 
the United States. 


That is language which says in no un- 
certain words that the Communist Party 
is not a political party. 

However, further down in the bill it is 
stated: 

It constitutes an authoritarian dictator- 
ship within a republic, demanding for itself 
the rights and privileges accorded to other 
political parties. 


The word “other” is there. Since it is 
not a political party, we.certainly would 
not describe it in connection with “other 
political parties,” indicating that it is a 
political party. We merely strike out 
the word other.“ 

Mr. BUTLER. If the word “other” is 
not stricken out any lawyer would say 
“ejusdem generis,” and then it is a po- 
litical party. 

I yield to the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. Fercuson] and then to the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] and then 
to the Senator from New York (Mr. LEH- 
MAN]. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I must say the 
Senator from Michigan has not contrib- 
uted much toward clarifying the matter; 
if in one place it is not a political party, 
and then later it is stated it shall be 
treated as a political party. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am saying just 
the opposite. 

Mr, KEFAUVER. Is this not all the 
more reason that we should be able to 
read the material? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator had 
the paper. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I know; but I 
could not keep it long, because there is 
only one copy for 96 Senators, 
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Mr. HENNINGS. © Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am sure the Sen- 
ator from Maryland is fully aware of the 
respect and esteem I hold for him as a 
lawyer. I serve on the Committee on 
the Judiciary with him. I have found 
him to be competent, I have found him 
to be an excellent technical lawyer, and 


an ornament to the bar as a member of 


our committee. 

Mr. BUTLER. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Iam sure the Sen- 
ator does not approve of the manner in 
which the original bill was passed last 
week. Iam sure the Senator is entirely 
too sound in his law principles for that. 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator from 
Maryland was among the first to criti- 
cize the amendment when it was sug- 
gested. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Iam sure the Sen- 
ator from Maryland is too good a con- 
stitutional lawyer to suggest or have us 
believe for a moment that the Senate 
in his opinion voted for anything other 
than denunciation or disapproval of 
communism and its adherents. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is right. 

Mr. HENNINGS. May I ask my dis- 
tinguished colleague, are we in agree- 
ment on that matter? 

Mr. BUTLER. We are in agreement 
on that. If the Senator will recall, when 
the Humphrey amendment was offered 
my remarks about it were not too kind. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an inquiry right 
at this point, because it may solve the 
problem presented by the Senator from 
Tennessee? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wonder if under 
all the circumstances we might not be 
able to get a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment worked out, so that after 2 hours 
of debate tomorrow—1 hour to each side 
on the question of concurring in the 
House amendments with the amend- 
ments offered by the Senator from Mary- 
land—the Senate could vote on this mat- 
ter? This procedure would permit the 
amendments to be printed in the RECORD, 
and they would be available to all the 
Senators. 

We have had considerable debate on 
this bill. That part of the debate in the 
Senate tonight will be printed. We shall 
also have the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
the House proceedings before us on the 
amendment they adopted. The addi- 
tional amendments of the Senator from 
Maryland to the House amendments, 
which are clarifying and largely tech- 
nical in nature, would also then be avail- 
able to all Senators. 

Then, instead of carrying on the de- 
bate tonight, we would have that infor- 
mation, and perhaps the Senators would 
be satisfied when they have the infor- 
mation before them. 

I wonder if I could at this point ask 
unanimous consent that starting after 
the Senate resumes its session at 10 
o'clock in the morning we have the 
usual morning hour, under the 2-minute 
limitation, and then take up the matter 
of concurrence in the House amend- 
ments to the bill, plus the amendments 
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offered by the Senator from Maryland, 
with 2 hours of debate, equally divided; 
it being understood, of course, that if 
either side found it did not need the 
hour’s time and was prepared to waive 
any part of it that could be done, and 
that the matter would be voted on fol- 
lowing the debate? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, what does 
the Senator have in mind as to making 
some provision relative to proposed 
amendments to the Senate amend- 
ments? In other words, would the Sena- 
tor provide for 30 minutes for each 
amendment which might be proposed? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Thirty minutes 
equally divided on any additional 
amendments. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Reserving the right 
to object—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. And that the time 
would be controlled by the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] in favor of con- 
currence in the Butler amendment, and 
the minority leader or someone desig- 
nated by him. 

In the case of other amendments, the 
sponsor of the amendment would con- 
trol his portion of the time, and the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] would 
control the other portion of the time if 
he was in opposition to the amendment. 
If he was in favor of the amendment, 
the time would be controlled by the dis- 
tinguished minority leader. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Reserving the right 
to object, so possibly this may not be a 
matter for discussion and debate tomor- 
row, I ask the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland whether the administra- 
tion, meaning the Attorney General of 
the United States, the President’s repre- 
sentative, has seen this conference re- 
port and whether the administration 
now 

Mr. KNOWLAND. This is not a con- 
ference report. The matter before the 
Senate is the House amendments, and 
the question is on concurring in those 
amendments with the amendments 
offered by me. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I meant to say it 
was a question of concurring in the 
House amendments. My inquiry is 
whether the administration approves of 
the action proposed to be taken and of 
the amendments which have been sub- 
mitted here tonight. 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes. The Attorney 
General is cognizant of all these amend- 
ments and concurs in all of them. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Then he approves, 
too, I take it, the philosophy and the ob- 
jectives of this proposed legislation. 

Mr. BUTLER. I think I can safely 
say that the administration is certainly 
not opposed to this bill. Whether I can 
say it is for it or not, I do not know. Ican 
certainly tell the Senator it is not op- 
posed to it. This bill is acceptable. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Reserving the 
right to object, I merely wish to point 
out to the Senate that the amendments 
which have been offered now to the bill 
returned from the House were offered 
after the administration had, at least 
since last Thursday, an opportunity to 
look over the bill as passed by the Senate. 
I want it quite clear that administration 
officials were meeting with representa- 
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tives of the House prior to the House 
action. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is true. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. From what I have 
been able to ascertain, administration 
officials went over this bill very carefully. 
From what I am able to ascertain, they 
did not suggest the amendments which 
are now offered in the Senate. If they 
did suggest them, Iam sure Mr. HALLECK, 
who was handling the bill in the other 
Chamber, would have asked for them, 
loyal servant of the administration that 
he is. 

I want the record to be perfectly clear 
that, insofar as these amendments are 
concerned, except those which are tech- 
nical, the amendments which change the 
substance were not proposed in the House. 
The House did have the consultation of 
the representatives of the Department 
of Justice, at least according to the re- 
ports we have, and the bill as passed 
by the House did not meet with objec- 
tion on the part of the administration. 
In fact, the modifications of section 3 of 
the Senate bill, those modifications in 
the House amendment, were to meet the 
objections the administration had to the 
original section 3 of the Senate bill, and 
objections that related to the McCarran 
Act and the possibility of the action of 
the Senate jeopardizing the equity of the 
application of the Internal Security Act 
of 1950. 

I am sure we can do this job within 
the time limitation the majority leader 
has imposed. I wish to cooperate with 
him. I believe we can dispose of the 
pending legislation in that length of time. 
We have the understanding that on any 
other amendments 30 minutes will be 
allowed to each side. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, the proposed leg- 
islation which is now before the Senate is, 
in my opinion, the most important and 
most far-reaching that has come before 
the Congress in a great many years, be- 
cause it reverses and changes long-es- 
tablished policies and traditions of this 
country. 

Mr. President, even though I was one 
of those who voted for the bill last Thurs- 
day, I now deplore the haste with which 
we proceeded. I feel that the proposed 
legislation is so important that it should 
be scrutinized with the greatest of care. 

The bill which has come to us from the 
House is entirely different from that 
which was passed by the Senate. It may 
be better; it may be less good. Ihave not 
seen it. I have not seen any of the pro- 
posed amendments of the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. BUTLER]. I do not wish 
to be rushed into this thing again. 

I say again, even though I was one of 
those who voted for the bill, I deplore the 
haste with which we passed the bill last 
Thursday. Therefore, I respectfully re- 
quest the majority leader to agree to a 
debate of 2 hours to each side, not 1 hour 
to each side, on this bill, so we really 
know what we are voting on and whether 
it is sound and in the public interest, 
or whether it is contrary to the public 
interest. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Of course, we want 
to be cooperative and helpful in working 
out this problem. As the Senator knows, 
we have a fairly heavy legislative pro- 
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gram ahead of us. We will have tomor- 
row, I think, some time during the day, 
the farm bill conference report. We 
shall have the public works omnibus bill, 
in which a great many of the Senators 
on both sides are interested. We have 
the unemployment insurance legislation 
and the renegotiation act. 

I wonder if the Senator might be will- 
ing to compromise halfway on an hour 
and a half for each side, making 3 hours 
of general debate on the Butler amend- 
ments, and then half an hour on each 
additional amendment to be divided 
equally. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Reserving the right to 
object, of course I wish to cooperate to 
the fullest extent possible with the ma- 
jority leader. With the understanding 
that there will be half an hour allowed 
on each amendment, 15 minutes to each 
side, I am perfectly willing to agree to 
the 3 hours, 144 hours to each side. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, is it 
clear to the Senator from New York that 
the Butler amendments are to be consid- 
ered as one, in this first 3 hours? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Frankly, it is not pos- 
sible for me to answer, because I have 
not even seen the amendments. I have 
not seen the amendments which have 
come to us. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I did not hear the 
Senator state the usual requirement of 
germaneness. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would include 
that, because it is the regular procedure 
that all the amendments be germane 
to the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is very seldom 
that I disagree with my very beloved 
friend from New York. We stand pretty 
much shoulder to shoulder in the Senate. 
The proposal which came back from the 
House, with the exception of section 3, 
is identical to the bill which left the 
Senate. There is not any basic modi- 
fication or change in the legislation as 
it came back from the House, save for 
section 3, as I understand the House 
amendment. There are 2 or 3 amend- 
ments which relate to terminology, to 
clarify language, and those are good 
ones. I have gone over those, and I 
agree with those amendments, as I told 
the Senator. The other amendments 
which I feel ought to be discussed—and 
I thank the majority leader for this con- 
sideration—are amendments which re- 
late to substantive matters in the so- 
called Daniel substitute, or the Butler 
bill, to the combined measure that we 
voted on last Thursday. I do not want 
the record to be in any way misrepre- 
sented unintentionally, I am sure. What 
we got back from the House was not 
changed one bit save for section 3. 

I do not think section 3 contains all I 
want, but we debated it for 7½ hours, 
and we shall have an opportunity to de- 
bate it further. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I am 
not quite sure that I understand the sug- 
gestion of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. FERGUSON]. I was under the im- 
pression that there was to be 3 hours of 
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debate on the bill itself, and that any 
amendments proposed would be treated 
separately. 

Mr.KNOWLAND. Mr. President, that 
is correct. In other words, what is com- 
ing to us from the House is the Senate 
bill with House amendments, whereas, 
normally, probably 9 times out of 10, the 
procedure we follow is either to concur 
in the House amendments, or, in some 
cases, to insist on our position and send 
the bill to conference. But under this 
procedure, we are not taking either one 
of those steps in that form. What we 
are proposing is that the Senate con- 
cur in the House amendments, and the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] 
has proposed a number of amendments, 
most of which are technical, involving 
phraseology—some of which are perhaps 
more than that—a group of amendments 
to be considered together; that as to the 
amendments proposed by the Senator 
from Maryland, there be 3 hours equally 
divided, and that if there are any other 
amendments, there be half an hour of 
debate equally divided. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wanted the Members 
of the Senate to have ample time to 
debate the bill itself. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 
They will have that opportunity under 
the 3 hours assigned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
ne unanimous-consent request is agreed 


The unanimous-consent agreement as 
reduced to writing is as follows: 

Ordered, That on Tuesday, August 17, 1954, 
following the morning business, further de- 
bate on the amendments intended to be pro- 
posed by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BUTLER] and read, to House amendments to 
S. 3706, to prohibit members of Communist 
organizations from serving in certain repre- 
sentative capacities, and for other purposes, 
shall be limited to 3 hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled, respectively, by the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] and 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]: Pro- 
vided, That debate on each further amend- 
ment to the House amendments shall be 
limited to 30 minutes, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the mover of 
such amendment and the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. BUTLER] in the event he is op- 
posed to the amendment; otherwise, by the 
minority leader [Mr. JOHNSON] from Texas: 
And provided further, That all amendments 
must be germane to the subject matter of 
the said bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill which 
came from the House may be printed, 
and that it may also be printed in the 
ReEcorp as part of the record, so that 
Members of the Senate will have it before 
them earlier than is usual, and that the 
amendments be printed and lie on the 
table, and also be printed in the Recorp. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(For bill referred to see pp. 14606— 
14607 of the Senate proceedings in 
today's RECORD.) 

The amendments intended to be pro- 
posed by Mr. Butter to the amendments 
of the House were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

In section 2, strike out the word “other” 
where it appears in the second, third, fifth, 
and sixth sentences of such section, and in 
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the fifth sentence of such section insert in 
lieu of the word “other” the word “political.” 

In section 4, after the words “Labor Rela- 
tions Act”, add the words “as amended.” 

In section 5, strike out the word “know- 
ingly” each of the three times it appears 
therein. 

In section 8, in subsection (b) of the text 
of the proposed new section 13A, insert after 
the word “may” a comma and the words 
“within 6 months after such determina- 
tion,”; and strike out the last 14 words of 
such subsection. 

In section 8, in subsection (e) of the text 
of the proposed new subsection 13A, strike 
out “be required to determine” and insert 
in lieu thereof “consider.” 

In section 8, in each of subparagraphs (1), 
(2), (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7) of subsec- 
tion (e) of the text of the proposed new 
subsection 13A, strike out the word 
“whether” where it appears at the beginning 
of such subparagraph, and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “to what extent, if any.” 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am about to move that the Senate take a 
recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morn- 
ing, but I shall wait for insertions in 
the Recorp, if any. 

I now yield to the Senator from Mon- 
tana, 


OUTLAWING THE COMMUNIST 
PARTY 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank the majority leader and 
the minority leader for their considera- 
tion and their integrity in upholding the 
standards of the Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may insert at this point in 
the Recorp a copy of a speech which I 
made in the Senate at the time I intro- 
duced Senate bill 3191, a bill to outlaw 
the Communist Party and similar or- 
ganizations, copies of H. R. 5720 intro- 
duced by me in the House of Repre- 
sentatives on October 15, 1951, and S. 
3191, introduced by me in the Senate on 
March 25, 1954. 

I also ask unanimous consent that I 
be allowed to insert a copy of a letter 
which I wrote to the Library of Congress, 
the answer from the American Law Divi- 
sion of the Library of Congress, selected 
excerpts relative to outlawing the Com- 
munist Party, pro and con statements, 
and a paragraph from the Washington 
Whispers section of the U. S. News & 
World Report for August 20, 1954. i 

There being no objection, the matters 
were ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 


OUTLAWING THE COMMUNIST PARTY 


During past sessions of Congress many 
bills have been introduced into the House 
and Senate which would outlaw the Commu- 
nist Party and similar organizations in the 
United States. As yet none of these pro- 
posed bills have gone beyond the committee 
stage. 

Numerous events are today pointing to the 
outlawing of the Communist Party and such 
action should be taken during the 2d ses- 
sion of the 83d Congress. 

Outlawing the Communist Party would 
not be a violation of the fundamental right 
of people in the United States to organize 
and function through a political party as 
the Communist Party is not a legitimate po- 
litical organization, any more than a group 
of doctors operating an illegal narcotics ring 
would constitute a legitimate medical enter- 
prise. By its own declaration of aims and 
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purposes, the Communist Party is engaged 
in a criminal conspiracy and operation: The 
advocacy and projected overthrow of the 
American Government by force and violence. 

The outlawing of the party will destroy its 
false appearance of respectability as a po- 
litical party within the constitutional limi- 
tations. The passing of such legislation 
would be no different than when the Nazi 
Bund was outlawed here in the early 1940's. 

One of the main arguments, if not the 
main one, given by FBI Chief J. Edgar Hoover 
in his testimony before congressional com- 
mittees has been his assertion that to outlaw 
the Communist Party would drive it under- 
ground. In new testimony before the House 
Appropriations Committee this year, Mr. 
Hoover states, “The investigative burden in 
covering the Communist underground has 
been increased tremendously as is shown by 
the fact that where 1 agent was formerly 
needed for proper coverage, we now require 
as many as 9 or 10 by reason of their greater 
security consciousness in carrying out their 
conspirational activities.” 

He further states in the same testimony 
that “Today, there are two types of Com- 
munist Party leadership: Open leadership 
comprised of people like William Z. Foster 
and a select group of others; and an under- 
ground leadership which actually has been 
assuming more and more authority and con- 
trol to administer the entire party in the 
event it is no longer feasible to continue in 
the open.” 

These statements indicate to me that the 
Communist Party has gone underground; 
therefore the chief objection made by Mr. 
Hoover prior to this year is no longer valid. 
As to the extent of the conspiracy it might 
be well for us to note further testimony 
given by the Director of the FBI in which 
he says: 

“Through the perfection of the under- 
ground apparatus, the party aims to pre- 
serve intact a hard core of militant Com- 
munists to carry out the aims and objec- 
tives of the international Communist move- 
ment under all forms of adversity. 

“The security measures which the Com- 
munist Party have taken in order to thwart 
the efforts of the FBI have been many and 
detailed in character. No longer are Com- 
munist Party membership cards issued; 
maintenance of membership records are 
forbidden; contacts of rank-and-file mem- 
bers are limited to from 3 to 5—the basic 
club unit. Most of the local headquarters 
have been discontinued and party records 
have been destroyed. No evening meetings 
are permitted in headquarters without staff 
members present. Conventions and large 
meetings are held to the absolute minimum. 
The use of the telephone and telegraph is 
avoided. 

“No contact is had with families or 
friends; contacts between functionaries are 
arranged through frequently changed inter- 
mediaries; false drivers’ licenses have been 
obtained; assumed names have been 
adopted; modification of physical appear- 
ance has been effected, such as dyeing hair 
and eyebrows, as was done by a member of 
the national committee who was appre- 
hended by agents of the FBI in a hideout in 
the high Sierras in California last August. 


“They have removed conspicuous means of 
personal identification such as moles; they 
have affected a new manner of walking, 
have changed their dress standards, have 
avoided old habits and even have avoided 
old vices, and have avoided appearance in 
public places where their recognition would 
be probable. 

“They communicate through couriers and 
avoid the use of written communications, 
They have instituted loyalty tests for all 
prospective underground personnel. They 
rotate the underground personnel to avoid 
detection. The underground staff is usually 
recruited from trusted Communist Party 
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members, having at least 10 or 12 years’ 
experience. 

“They appear outside of hideouts only at 
night. They use different automobiles, and 
the cars frequently are registered in ficti- 
tious names and not names of party mem- 
bers; the license plates are frequently 
changed. 

“They have used extreme precautions in 
regard to surveillance, making rapid and 
frequent changes of conveyances, entering 
and leaving subways and buses just before 
the doors close, and doubling back on their 
course. 

“I cite these various security measures 
not only because they are of interest to the 
Committee but to show the stealth of the 
American Communists. It again shows the 
increased difficulty with which we are faced 
in trying to handle these investigations.” 

A group such as the Communists which 
is the servant of a foreign power and places 
the interests of a foreign power above those 
of our own country should be outlawed in 
the United States. Such a law would not 
outlaw ideas, it would not outlaw thoughts, 
it would make illegal organized conspiracy 
against this Nation. 

The bill which I have just introduced 
reads in part “whoever knowingly and will- 
fully becomes or remains a member of the 
Communist Party, or of any other organ- 
ization having for one of its purposes or 
aims the establishment, control, conduct, 
seizure, or overthrow of the Government of 
the United States, or the Government of 
any State or political subdivision thereof, by 
the use of force or violence, shall be fined 
not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not 
more than 10 years, or both.” 

The outlawing of the subversive groups is 
in line with the recommendations made by 
President Eisenhower in his state of the 
Union message. He said that any American 
convicted of conspiring to overthrow the 
Government by force and violence should be 
stripped of his citizenship. 

I submit that the Communist organiza- 
tion ae the United States should be out- 
lawe 


H. R. 5720 


A bill to outlaw the Communist Party and 
similar organizations 


Be it enacted, etc., That whoever know- 
ingly and willfully becomes or remains a 
member of the Communist Party, or of any 
other organization having for one of its 
purposes or aims the establishment, con- 
trol, conduct, seizure, or overthrow of the 
Government of the United States, or the 
Government of any State or political sub- 
division thereof, by the use of force or vio- 
lence, shall be fined not more than $10,000 
or imprisoned not more than 10 years, or 
both. For the purposes of this section, the 
term “Communist Party” means the polit- 
ical organization now known as the Com- 
munist Party of the United States of Amer- 
ica, whether or not any change is hereafter 
made in such name, 

Sec. 2. This act shall take effect on the first 
day of the third calendar month following 
the month in which it is enacted. 


8. 3191 


A bill to outlaw the Communist Party and 
similar organizations 

Be it enacted, etc., That whoever know- 
ingly and willfully becomes or remains a 
member of the Communist Party, or of any 
other organization having for one of its pur- 
poses or aims the establishment, control, 
conduct, seizure, or overthrow of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, or the gov- 
ernment of any State or political subdivision 
thereof, by the use of force or violence, shall 
be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned 
not more than 10 years, or both. For the 
purposes of this section, the term “Come 
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munist Party” means the political organiza- 
tion now known as the Communist Party of 
the United States of America, whether or not 
any change is hereafter made in such name. 

Sec. 2. This act shall take effect on the 
first day of the third calendar month follow- 
ing the month in which it is enacted, 


November 19, 1953. 
Dr. Ernest S. GRIFFITH, 
Director, Legislative Reference Service, 
Library of Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Dr, GRIFFITH: I am writing to you for 
information relative to a proposed reintro- 
duction of a measure to outlaw the Com- 
munist Party in the United States. Could 
you send me information relative to whether 
or not the Communist Party has been shown 
to be not a political party in the American 
sense but a conspiracy directed from 
Moscow. 

Also any information you may have as to 
why it is possible for a Communist to run 
for President of the United States, but under 
security regulations not possible for a Com- 
munist or a former Communist to serve in a 
Government capacity. 

Do you have any information as to testi- 
mony presented before congressional com- 
mittee by J. Edgar Hoover and others to the 
effect to outlaw the Communist Party would 
not be appropriate due to the possibility that 
such a measure might drive the Communist 
Party underground? 

I would appreciate also if with your reply 
to this letter you could send me any other 
information which might be considered 
pertinent to the introduction of a measure 
to outlaw the Communist Party in the 
United States. 

Must close now, but with best personal 
wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
MIKE MANSFIELD, 


THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
Washington, D. C., February 10, 1954. 
To: Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD. 


Subject: Legislation to outlaw the Commu- 
nist Party. 
In your letter of November 19, 1953, you 
have requested certain information perti- 
nent to the introduction of a measure to 
outlaw the Communist Party in the United 
States. This memorandum is an attempt 
to give you the desired information on the 
questions raised in your letter. 

First, whether or not the Communist Party 
has been shown to be not a political party 
in the American sense but a conspiracy di- 
rected from Moscow. 

The principal investigative committees of 
the Congress, as well as the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, the chief investigative 
agency of the executive department, have 
concluded that the Communist Party of the 
United States is an agency of or controlled 
by Soviet Russia through the Communist 
movement. On April 20, 1953, the Subver- 
sive Activities Control Board, after extensive 
hearings at which muc evidence was heard, 
concluded that the history and activities 
of the Communist Party of the United States 
over the period of its entire existence dis- 
closes that “from its inception in 1919, it 
has been a subsidiary and puppet of the 
Soviet Union.” The Board further con- 
cluded: 

“With consummate patience, the party 
strives for the establishment of a dictator- 
ship of the proletariat in the United States; 
a goal which would rob the American people 
of the freedoms they have forged. While 
using the cloak of the United States Consti- 
tution, it struggles unremittingly to syn- 
thesize from the complexities of our time a 
condition in this country which would en- 
able it to shackle our institutions and pre- 
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side over a Soviet America, under the hegem- 
ony of the Soviet Union. 

“Upon the overwhelming weight of the 
evidence in this proceeding, we find that re- 
spondent is substantially directed, dom- 
inated, and controlled by the Soviet Union, 
which controls the world Communist move- 
ment referred to in section 2 of the act; and 
that respondent operates primarily to ad- 
vance the objectives of such world Commu- 
nist movement. 

“Accordingly we find that the Communist 
Party of the United States is a Communist- 
action organization and required to register 
as such with the Attorney General of the 
United States under section 7 of the act. 
(U. S. Subversive Activities Control Board, 
Brownell v. Communist Party (printed as S. 
Doc. 41, 83d Cong., Ist sess., p. 132 (Apr. 
20, 1953) ).) 

This Board, created by the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act (being title I of the 
Internal Security Act of 1950), thus found 
that tho Communist Party of the United 
States is a Communist-action organization. 
Congress has defined Communist- action or- 
ganization” as follows: 

“(a) Any organization in the United 
States (other than a diplomatic representa- 
tive or mission of a foreign government ac- 
credited as such by the Department of State) 
which (i) is substantially directed, domi- 
nated, or controlled by the foreign govern- 
ment or foreign organization controlling the 
world Communist movement referred to in 
section 2 of this title, and (il) operates pri- 
marily to advance the objectives of such 
world Communist movement as referred to 
in section 2 of this title; and (b) any sec- 
tion, branch, fraction, or cell of any organi- 
zation defined in subparagraph (a) of this 
paragraph which has not complied with the 
registration requirements of this title” (sec. 
8 (8), title I, ch. 1024, 64 Stat. 987, 989). 

Various Communist Party and Comintern 
documents have been offered in evidence 
both at House and Senate committee hear- 
ings and hearings conducted by factfinding 
agencies of our Government. This docu- 
mentary evidence as well as testimony of 
witnesses have convinced the committees of 
Congress as well as the factfinding boards 
to reach only the conclusion, to wit, the 
Communist Party of the United States has 
been since its formation, and is now, an 
agent of a foreign power. 

A brief summary of the Communist Party 
of the United States showing it to be linked 
with Soviet Russia is given here as it has 
appeared in congressional documents and 
reports of agencies of the executive branch 
of the Federal Government. 

The first congress of the Communist Party 
of America was held on September 1, 1919, at 
Chicago. The party was then an under- 
ground movement and constituted itself a 
section of the Third International. The 
Third International was a new Third, or 
Communist International formed by the 
Bolsheviks when in 1903 they split with the 
modern Mensheviks. Prior to the split the 
combined groups were called the Russian 
Social-Democrats. The third congress of the 
Communist International was held in 1921, 
following the second, also held in 1921, and 
the first, held in 1919, This third congress 
of the international issued instructions to 
the Communist Party to form an open politi- 
cal body. An open political party, or, rather, 
what was supposed to be a legal political 
party, was desired by the international, so 
that the Communist Party would have some 
means of getting out into the open and hold 
meetings. Pursuant to instructions from 
the Comintern [Communist International], 
the Communist Party of America, on Decem- 
ber 23, 1921, established the American Labor 
Alliance as its open legal expression. (U. S. 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations; 
hearings on S. Res. 50, 68th Cong., Ist sess., 
Jan. 21-24, 1924, pp. 249-255; U. S. House 
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of Representatives; Committee on Un-Amer- 
ican Activities. The Communist Party of the 
United States as an agent of a Foreign Pow- 
er, H. Rept. No. 209, 80th Cong., Ist sess., 
Apr. 1, 1947, pp. 1, 15-17; 12 Fordham Law 
Review, 219-223 (1943) .) 

The organization of the American Labor 
Alliance, not being the type of political or- 
ganization desired by the Communist Inter- 
national, the central executive committee of 
the Communist International at once made 
plans and actually did change the various 
units of the American Labor Alliance into 
units of a political party to be known as the 
Workers’ Party of America. A convention 
was held for this purpose in New York City 
on December 23-26, 1921. Both the Commu- 
nist Party of America and the Workers’ Party 
of America sent delegates to the fourth con- 
gress of the Communist International held 
in Moscow, November 7-December 3, 1922. 
The two organizations or parties were merged 
into the Workers’ (Communist) Party in 
America at a convention held August 21-30, 
1925. 

At the sixth convention in New York City 
on March 1-10, 1928, the party assumed the 
name of the Communist Party of the United 
States, which was continued until the con- 
vention of May 20-22, 1944, at which time the 
organization transformed itself into the 
Communist Political Association. During 
this period the party formally disaffiliated 
itself from the Communist International on 
November 16, 1940, “for the specific purpose 
of removing itself from the terms of the so- 
called Voorhis Act,” requiring the registra- 
tion of foreign agents. The Communist In- 
ternational was itself formally dissolved on 
May 22, 1943, thus removing from the fleld 
of Russian relations with her wartime allies 
a source of considerable irritation (ibid.). 

These formal severances of international 
ties did not remove the American Commu- 
nists from foreign influence and direction. 
At a convention held on July 26-28, 1945, 
the Communist Party of the United States 
was reconstituted. 

The official party and Comintern docu- 
ments illustrative of the above summary 
of the history of the Communist Party of 
the United States and showing it to be an 
agent of a foreign power have been placed 
as evidence in a report of the House-Un- 
American Activities Committee and also in 
published hearings of the Senate Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations, the report and 
hearings being cited above. The documents 
are also set forth in volume I of the trans- 
cript of record (76-77, 134-347) of Docket 
No. 788, Bridges v. Wirson ((1945) 326 U. S. 
135). Neither the text of the documents nor 
excerpts therefrom are given in this memo- 
randum for the sake of brevity, in order to 
present herewith excerpts from court deci- 
sions, fact-finding boards, and a statement 
made by the Attorney General and a state- 
ment made under oath by the Director of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Mr. J. 
Edgar Hoover, before a congressional com- 
mittee to the effect that the Communist 
Party of the United States is an agent of a 
foreign power. The statements and decisions 
are as follows: 

1. Charles B. Sears, a retired judge of the 
New York court of appeals, who was appoint- 
ed an inspector in the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service of the Department of 
Justice (pursuant to 8 C. F. R. 150.6, 1941 
Supp.) to preside over the hearings, take 
testimony, and make recommendations with 
respect to the deportation charges brought 
against Harry Bridges, on September 26, 1941, 
transmitted to the Attorney General a memo- 
randum of decision in which he made the 
following proposed findings of fact: 

“1. That Harry Renton Bridges is an alien, 
to wit, a native and citizen of Australia; 

“2. That said alien entered the United 
States at the port of San Francisco, Calif., 
April 12, 1920, as a member of the crew of the 
barkentine Ysabel; 
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“3. That the Communist Party of the 
U. S. A., from the time of its inception in 
1919 to the present time, is an organization 
that believes in, advises, advocates, and 
teaches the overthrow by force and violence 
of the Government of the United States; 

“4. That the Communist Party of the 
U. S. A., from the time of its inception to 
the present time, is an organization that 
writes, circulates, distributes, prints, pub- 
lishes, and displays printed matter advising, 
advocating, or teaching the overthrow by 
force and violence of the Government of the 
United States; 

“5. That the Communist Party of the 
U. S. A., from the time of its inception to 
the present time, is an organization that 
causes to be written, circulated, distributed, 
printed, published, and displayed printed 
matter advising, advocating, and teaching the 
overthrow by force and violence of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States; 

“6. That the Communist Party of the 
U. S. A., from the time of its inception to 
the present time, is an organization that 
has in its possession for the purpose of cir- 
culation, distribution, publication, issue and 
display, printed matter advising, advocating, 
and teaching the overthrow by force and 
violence of the Government of the United 
States.” (Transcript of record, Supreme 
Court. October Term. 1944. No. 788, vol. I, 
pp. 337-338, Bridges v. Wiron (326 U. S. 135 
(1945)). This finding by Judge Sears was 
used by the Government in prosecuting 
Bridges. See Memorandum for the Re- 
spondent, p. 11 and Brief for the Respondent, 
p. 23, in No. 788, ibid.) 

2. Both Attorney General Francis Biddle 
and Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, have ex- 
pressed opinions officially that the Com- 
munist Party is acting in behalf of a for- 
eign power; Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, under oath 
before the House Un-American Activities 
Committee, testified on March 26, 1947: 

“The great god of the American Commu- 
nists, Comrade Lenin—whose writings are 
their bible—in various speeches and writ- 
ings urged the use of deceit and trickery and 
his converts live by his injunction: 

The strictest loyalty to the ideas of 
communism must be combined with the 
ability to make all necessary practical com- 
promises, to maneuver, to make agreements, 
zig-zags, retreats ard so on, so as to ac- 
celerate the coming to power.’ (Left-Wing 
Communism, An Infantile Disorder, pp. 75- 
76, V. I. Lenin, International Publishers Co., 
Inc., 1940.) 

“Lenin’s views were incorporated in the 
thesis on the fundamental tasks of the sec- 
ond congress of the Communist Interna- 
tional, and the following provision is fa- 
miliar to all American Communists: 

In all countries, even the freest, “legal 
and peaceful” in the sense that the class 
struggle is less acute in them, the time has 
fully matured when it is absolutely neces- 
sary for every Communist Party systemati- 
cally to combine legal with illegal work, 
legal with illegal organization. * * * It is 
necessary, immediately, for all legal Com- 
munist Parties to form illegal organizations. 
* * * Illegal work is particularly necessary 
in the Army, the Navy, and police.’ 

“Continuing, the thesis states: 

The absolute necessity in principle of 
combining illegal with legal work is deter- 
mined, not only by the sum total of the spe- 
cific features of the present period, the pe- 
riod of the eve of the proletarian dictator- 
ship, but also by the necessity of proving to 
the bourgeoisie that there is not, nor can 
there be, a sphere or field of work that can- 
not be won by the Communists.’ (Vol. X, Se- 
lected Works of Lenin, pp. 172-173; Interna- 
tional Publishers Co., Inc., 1943.) 

“The Communist movement in the United 
States began to manifest itself in 1919. 
Since then it has changed its name and its 
party line whenever expedient and tactical. 
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But always it comes back to fundamentals 
and bills itself as the party of Marxism- 
Leninism. As such, it stands for the de- 
struction of our American form of govern- 
ment; it stands for the destruction of Ameri- 
can democracy; it stands for the destruction 
of free enterprise; and it stands for the cre- 
ation of a ‘Soviet of the United States’ and 
ultimate world revolution.” (U. S. Con- 
gress, House of Representatives Committee 
on Un-American Activities; hearings on H. R. 
1884 and 2122, 80th Cong., Ist sess. p. 35.) 

Attorney General Francis Biddle in the de- 
portation case of Harry Bridges rendered an 
opinion on May 28, 1942 which declared: 

“That the Communist Party of the United 
States of America, from the time of its in- 
ception to the present time, is an organiza- 
tion that’ writes, circulates, distributes, 
prints, publishes, and displays printed mat- 
ter advising, advocating, or teaching the 
overthrow by force and violence of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States.” See Supreme 
Court and the Issue of Communism, pub- 
lished by United States Chamber of Com- 
merce and insert in record at hearings * * * 
on H, R. 1884 and 2122, April 9, 1947, House 
Committee on Un-American Activities, 80th 
Congress. 

The House Committee on Un-American 
Activities in reporting H. R. 9490 (the Inter- 
nal Security Act of 1950) on August 22, 1950, 
stated: 

“Over 10 years of investigation by the 
Committee on Un-American Activities and 
by its predecessor committee has established 
(1) that the Communist movement in the 
United States is foreign-controlled; (2) that 
its ultimate objective with respect to the 
United States is to overthrow our free 
American institutions in favor of a Commu- 
nist totalitarian dictatorship to be controlled 
from abroad; (3) that its activities are car- 
ried on by secret and conspiratorial methods; 
and (4) that its activities, both because of 
the alarming march of Communist forces 
abroad and because of the scope and nature 
of Communists activities here in the United 
States, constitute an immediate and power- 
ful threat to the security of the United States 
and to the American way of life. 

“The Communist program of conquest 
through treachery, deceit, infiltration, es- 
pionage, sabotage, corruption, and terrorism 
has been carried out in country after coun- 
try and is an ever-growing threat to the na- 
tional security of this and other countries. 
There is ample evidence that one of the pri- 
mary objectives of the world Communist 
movement, directed from within the most 
powerful existing Communist totalitarian 
dictatorship is to repeat this pattern in the 
United States. 

“There is incontrovertible evidence of the 
fact that the Communist Party of the United 
States is dominated by such totalitarian dic- 
tatorship and that it is one of the principal 
instrumentalities used by the world Com- 
munist movement in its ruthless and tire- 
less endeavor to advance the world march 
of communism” (H. Rept. No. 2980, 8ist 
Cong., 2d sess.). 

Second, why is it possible for a Communist 
to run for President of the United States, but 
under security regulations not possible for 
a Communist or a former Communist to serve 
in a Government capacity? 

The Constitution of the United States sets 
forth the qualifications for office of President 
and any person chosen or elected by the 
presidential electors for that office having 
those qualifications, is presumably eligible: 

“No person except a natural-born citizen, 
or a citizen of the United States at the time 
of the adoption of this Constitution, shall be 
eligible to the Office of President; neither 
shall any person be eligible to that office who 
shall not have attained to the age of 35 years, 
and been 14 years a resident within the 
United States.” (Constitution, art. II, sec. 
1, clause 5.) 
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The Constitution, article II, section 1, 
clause 8, further sets forth the oath of office 
which the President must take upon entering 
the duties of that office: 

“I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I 
will faithfully execute the Office of Presi- 
dent of the United States, and will to the 
best of my ability, preserve, protect, and de- 
fend the Constitution of the United States.” 

Any State statute or any act of Congress, 
for that matter, seeking to add to the above 
qualifications set forth in the Constitution 
for the Office of President, would be invalid 
and without effect. (Imbrie v. Marsh ((1950) 
3 N. J. 578, 71 A. 2d 352, 356); Shub v. Simp- 
son ((1950) 196 Md. 177, 196, 76 A. 2d 333, 
340-341) (both cases citing numerous cases; 
1 Story, Commentaries on the Constitution, 
sec. 625; Cooley on Constitutional Limita- 
tions, p. 140; Mechem on Public Offices and 
Officers, 1890 ed., p. 164) .) 

The argument has been advanced, how- 
ever, that a person who subscribes to the 
principles of the Communist Party cannot 
take the oath of office of President pre- 
scribed by the Constitution: 

“A person cannot truly swear and affirm an 
oath to support the Constitution of the 
United States * * * and believe in its over- 
throw by force or violence, without doing so 
with a mental reservation or a purpose of 
evasion. It is a principle of our constitu- 
tions that a change in the organization of 
our government is to be effected by the 
orderly procedures ordained by the constitu- 
tions and not by force or fraud.” (Dissent- 
ing opinion, Justice Oliphant, Imbrie v. 
Marsh ((1950) 3 N. J. 578, 71 A. 2d 352, 373), 
citing dissenting opinion, Chief Justice 
Stone, Schneiderman v. U. S. ((1943) 320 U. S. 
118, 181).) 

Under our system of electing a President, 
the idea of a person running for President 
or of a voter voting for a particular person 
for President is of course legal fiction. Ac- 
tually under the Constitution, article 1, sec- 
tion 1, clause 3, and amendment XII the 
President, as well as the Vice President, is 
elected by electors, constituting the elec- 
toral college. The States have exclusive 
power to decide the manner of choosing elec- 
tors (McPherson v: Blacker ((1892) 146 U. S. 
1)); and such electors in voting for Presi- 
dent and Vice President are acting as agents 
of the State rather than of the United States 
(In re Green ((1890) 134 U. S. 377); also see 
Ray v. Blair ((1952) 343 U. S. 214).) 

If of course we wish to exclude an elector, 
who is a Communist, from the ballot or 
wish to prohibit the Communist Party from 
nominating and having the names of its 
candidates for office of elector printed on 
the ballot, that presents a different question 
from the above one concerning disqualifica- 
tion of a Communist to hold the office of 
President. The Constitution does not fix 
the qualifications of electors except to 
specify that no United States Senator or 
Representative or person holding an office of 
trust or profit under the United States may 
be appointed an elector. The States with 
varying degrees of success have sought to 
exclude the Communist Party from the ballot 
either by legislative enactment or by refusal 
of the proper State official to certify such 
& group as a political party. Some of the 
State statutes exclude the Communist Party 
and its candidates from the ballot, actually 
naming the party, while other States do not 
use the word Communist in the statute but 
simply exclude all parties and candidates 
advocating the overthrow of the government 
of the State or of the United States. In 
both California and New York the State 
courts have held that neither the Commu- 
nist Party nor its candidates may be ex- 
cluded arbitrarily. (Communist Party v. 
Peek ((1942) 20 Cal. 2d 536, 127 P. 2d 889); 
Metzer v. Isaacs ((1948) 87 N. Y. S. 2d 18); 
but see Imbrie v. Marsh ((1950) 3 N. J. 
578, 71 A. 2d 352) and Shub v. Simpson 
((1950) 196 Md. 177, 76 A. 2d 333) .) 
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The United States Supreme Court in a per 
curiam decision has apparently given its 
approval to a State statute of the type that 
excludes from the ballot “a person who is 
engaged in one way or another in the at- 
tempt to overthrow the government by force 
or violence” and that he is knowingly a 
member of an organization engaged in such 
an attempt. (Gerende v. Board of Super- 
visors of Elections of Baltimore ((1951) 341 
U. S. 56) construing the Ober Act or Mary- 
land Subversive Activities Act, Acts of 1949, 
ch. 86.) On the other hand the United 
States Supreme Court has not had an op- 
portunity as of yet to construe a State 
statute of the type that names the Commu- 
nist Party and excludes both the party and 
its nominees from the ballot. Action has 
been filed in the circuit court for Wayne 
County seeking a declaratory judgment that 
such a statute (Michigan Acts 1952, No. 117) 
is unconstitutional. It is expected that fol- 
lowing construction of that statute by the 
Michigan courts that case will be appropri- 
ately before the United States Supreme 
Court, (Albertson and the Communist Party 
v. Millard (U. S. Supreme Court, October 
term, 1952, No. 384, Mar. 16, 1953, 21 L. W. 
4270 (1953) ).) 

You have asked why it is not possible 
under security regulations for a Communist 
or a former Communist to serve in a Gov- 
ernment capacity. Presently title I (the 
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950) 
of the Internal Security Act of 1950 (the 
McCarran Act) of September 23, 1950 (64 
Stat. 987), requires any Communist-action 
organization or Communist-front organiza- 
tion to register with the Attorney General 
(sec. 7) and provides for hearings before the 
Subversive Activities Control Board (secs. 12, 
13). Section 5 (a) (1) (B) of the 1950 act 
makes it unlawful for any member of a Com- 
munist organization registered or ordered to 
register by the Board pursuant to the act to 
hold any nonelective office or employment 
under the United States. On November 22, 
1950, the Attorney General, acting under sec- 
tion 13 (a) of the act, filed a petition with 
the Board for an order requiring the Commu- 
nist Party of the United States of America to 
register with the Attorney General as re- 
quired by sections 7 (a), (e), and (d) of 
the act. After lengthy hearings at which 
both the Attorney General and the Commu- 
nist Party submitted evidence and- were 
heard the Board on April 20, 1953, or- 
dered the party to register. This, of course, 
invoked those provisions of the act (sec. 5 
(a) (1) (B)) excluding Communists from 
Federal employment. The Communist Party 
has appealed from the order of the Board. 
(See U. S. Subversive Activities Control 
Board. (Brownell v. Communist Party (print- 
ed as S. Doc. No. 41, 83d Cong., Ist sess.) ; also 
see 21 L. W. 2530 (1953)).) The provisions 
of the act granting a hearing prior to a de- 
termination or order of the Board seemingly 
removed the constitutional objections which 
existed in proceeding under the President's 
employees loyalty program as set forth in 
President Truman's Executive Order No. 9835, 
issued March 27, 1947. (See Joint Anti- 
Fascist Refugee Committee v. McGrath 
((1951) 341 U. S. 123); also see S. Rept. No. 
2369 and H. Rept. 2980, 81st Cong., 2d sess.) 

Thus it will be seen that the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950, in the work 
cited, and the order of the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Board, issued pursuant to that 
act preclude persons presently belonging to 
the Communist Party from holding nonelec- 
tive Federal office or employment. As for 
those persons who have been, but are not 
now, members of the Communist Party, just 
how are they excluded from employment? 
In the executive department exclusion may 
be had for loyalty reasons under rule II of 
the Civil Service Regulations: 

“(a) An applicant may be denied examina- 
tion and an eligible may be denied appoint- 
ment for any of the following reasons: 
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“(7) Reasonable doubt as to the loyalty 
of the person involved to the Government of 
the United States.” (5 C. F. R. sec. 2.104, 
1952 Cum. Supp. p. 14, E. D. 10241, April 28, 
1951, 16 F. R. 3690, promulgated on authority 
of Rev. Stat. 1753, sec. 2, 22 Stat. 403; 5 
U. S. C., secs. 631, 633. E. O. 9830, Feb. 24, 
1947, 12 F. R. 1259, 3 C. F. R. 1947 Supp.) 

Under section 9.101, 5 Code of Federa] Reg- 
ulations, the employing agency may also re- 
move employees in the competitive civil serv- 
ice for the same reason as to loyalty as would 
disqualify an applicant under section 2.104. 

In addition to the above provisions relat- 
ing to exclusion and removal of Communists 
from Government employment the act of 
August 26, 1950 (64 Stat. 476 (5. U. S. C. 
22.1-22.3) ), in the interest of national secu- 
rity permits the heads of certain named 
agencies and departments in their “absolute 
discretion and when deemed necessary in 
the interest of national security, suspend 
without pay, any civilian officer or employee.” 
By Executive Order No. 10237 (16 F. R. 3627) 
issued by President Truman on April 26, 
1951, the act was made applicable to the 
Panama Canal and to the Panama Railroad 
Company. Later, by Executive Order No. 
10450 (18 F. R. 2439), President Eisenhower, 
on April 27, 1953, made the act apply to all 
departments and agencies of the Govern- 
ment. Under Executive Order No. 10450, as 
amended by Executive Order No. 10491 (18 
F. R. 6583), issued October 13, 1953, refusals 
to hire or dismissals may be had in the inter- 
est of national security for— 

“(5) Membership in, or affiliation or sym- 
pathetic association with, any foreign or 
domestic organization, association, move- 
ment, group, or combination of persons 
which is totalitarian, Fascist, Communist, 
or subversive, or which has adopted, or shows, 
a policy of advocating or approving the com- 
mission of acts of force or violence to deny 
other persons their rights under the Con- 
stitution of the United States, or which seeks 
to alter the form of government of the 
United States by unconstitutional means. 

* . * * . 


“(8) Refusal by the individual, upon the 
ground of constitutional privilege against 
self-incrimination, to testify before a con- 
gressional committee regarding charges of 
his alleged disloyalty or other misconduct” 
((8) added by E. O. 10491, October 13, 1953). 

The constitutionality of the various 
phases of refusals to hire and dismissals un- 
der the loyalty program are discussed in 
Bailey v. Richardson ((1950) 182 F. 2d 46, 
86 U. S. App. D. C. 248, affirmed April 30, 1951, 
per curiam by the Supreme Court, equally 
divided, 341 U. S. 918). 

Section 9A of the Hatch Act also provides: 

“(1) It shall be unlawful for any person 
employed in any capacity by any agency of 
the Federal Government, whose compensa- 
tion, or any part thereof, is paid from funds 
authorized or appropriated by any act of 
Congress, to have membership in any po- 
litical party or organization which advocates 
the overthrow of our constitutional form 
of government in the United States. 

“(2) Any person violating the provisions 
of this section shall be immediately removed 
from the position or office held by him, and 
thereafter no part of the funds appropriated 
by any act of Congress for such position or 
office shall be used to pay the compensation 
of such person” (53 Stat. 1148; 5 U. S. C., sec. 
111j). 

In addition it might be pointed out that 
exclusion of persons advocating overthrow of 
the Government from Federal employment 
(including the legislative branch) is further 
assured through so-called riders contained 
in many appropriation bills. An example of 
this type of legislation is that contained in 
the Deficiency Appropriation Act of June 
29, 1950: 

“Sec. 1202. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this act, or of the funds made 
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available for expenditure by any corporation 
included in this act, shall be used to pay the 
salary or wages of any person ho 
advocates or who is a member of an organ- 
ization that advocates the overthrow of the 
Government of the United States by force 
or violence: Provided, That for the purposes 
hereof an affidavit shall be considered prima 
facie evidence * * * that such person does 
not advocate, and is not a member of an 
organization that advocates, the overthrow 
of the Government of the United States by 
force or violence” (64 Stat. 275, 301). 

Third, information as to testimony pre- 
sented before congressional committee by 
J. Edgar Hoover and others to the effect to 
outlaw the Communist Party would not be 
appropriate due to the possibility that such 
a measure might drive the Communist Party 
underground. 

With specific reference to Mr. Hoover there 
is herewith presented the exact statement 
made by him in Washington during the after- 
noon of March 26, 1947, before the Commit- 
tee on Un-American Activities of the House 
of Representatives while under oath in an- 
swer to a question put to him by Representa- 
tive Richard B. Vail, of Ilinois: 

“Mr. VarL. You know that we are consid- 
ering here certain laws to outlaw commu- 
nism. I don’t believe in the course of our 
discussion today you have covered whether 
or not you favor such legislation. 

“Mr. Hoover. Well, Mr. Congressman, 
within the Department of Justice the ques- 
tion as to the desirability or the undesir- 
ability of legislation is strictly a function of 
the Attorney General. 

“I will say this, as regards to that point: 
I do think that before any such action is 
taken it ought to be given very, very serious 
consideration and study, because I would 
hate to see a group that does not deserve to 
be in the category of martyrs have the self- 
pity that they would at once invoke if they 
were made martyrs by some restrictive leg- 
islation that might later be declared un- 
constitutional. ; 

“I frankly feel that such laws as we have 
now should be vigorously enforced, and may- 
be some of them strengthened. 

“I think the activity of this committee to 
expose and to bring out into the spotlight 
the activity of these individuals can do far 
more good, at least at the present time, 
than any very restrictive legislation. 

“I wouldn't want to say that I am un- 
alterably opposed to it, but I have my grave 
doubts as to its wisdom.” (U. S. Congress, 
House Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties; hearings on H. R. 1884 and H. R. 2122 
(bills to outlaw the Communist Party), pt. 2, 
pp. 48-49, 80th Cong., ist sess., Mar. 26, 
1947.) 

Mr. Hoover was apparently of the same 
opinion several weeks later when he wrote: 

“We cannot hope successfully to meet the 
Communist menace unless there is a wide 
knowledge and understanding of its aims 
and designs. This knowledge outlaws the 
party in the hearts and minds of good citi- 
zens.” (J. Edgar Hoover, How To Fight Com- 
munism, in Newsweek, June 9, 1947, re- 
printed in 52 Case and Comment 21, 23 
(1947) .) 

On March 11, 1947, Secretary of Labor 
Lewis B. Schwellenbach, lawyer and former 
member of the Federal judiciary, told the 
House Committee on Education and Labor, 
the Communist Party should be outlawed. 
He testified that a 3-percent Communist 
minority usually dominates a labor union 
and that “theoretically” employers should 
have the right to fire Communists. An ex- 
cerpt from his testimony reads as follows: 

“Mr. LANDIs. I want to give the employer 
the right, in case he is a Communist, to fire 
him. Then I want to remove the right of 
the Wagner Act from the labor organization 
that elects these Communists or subversive 
officials. 
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“We have, I think, several cases where they “There is good precedent for that. We discreet, and conceivably even more effec- 
have Communist officials as the head of the did exactly that with the German Bund, as tive. It might give them a rallying cry, and 
- unions in America, and I think you can take you know, and deported from the United further solidify and cement them. It might 
the rights of that organization away from States, I have forgotten how many thousands make martyrs of the Communists and might 
them and force them to elect Americans to of German Bundists.” Mr. Bullitt further cause many persons to come to their rescue, 
lead their unions. suggested that under the election laws the The outlawing of the party might conceiy- 
“Secretary SCHWELLENBACH. My objection Communist Party be required to list allcon- ably give us a false sense of complacency 
to that is that you do not go far enough. tributors and dues-paying members, because knowing that we have passed a law. 


Why should we recognize the Communist payment of dues is a political contribution “If the party is not outlawed, it will op- 
Party in the United States? (Ibid, pp. 7-8). erate in the open, at least in part, where its 
“Mr. Landis. We should not. On March 24, 1947, Mr. James F. O'Neil, as offices, its officers, its literature, and its meet- 


“Secretary ScHWELLENBACH. Why should representative and spokesman for the Ameri- ings are known. Then it can be identified 
they be able to elect people to public office can Legion, being vice chairman of its Na- and combated. 
and theoretically at least elect Members of tional Americanism Commission, testified be- “For these reasons, the board of directors 
Congress, and why should we have an organi- fore the House Un-American Activities Com- of the Chamber of Commerce of the U. S. A. 
zation recognized which has as its purpose mittee asking the committee to implement questions the wisdom of outlawing the party 
the overthrow of the Government of the President Truman's Executive Order 9830 of at this time” (ibid., pp. 223-224), 


United States by force and violence? February 24, 1947, by enacting the following On March 26, 1947, California State Sena- 
<Mr. LANDIS. k agree with Tou. legislations tor Jack B. Tenney, chairman of the Cali- 
“Secretary SCHWELLENBACH. I cannot see “1. Outlaw the Communist Party; fornia Joint Legislative Fact-Finding Com- 

any reason why we should have that. “2. Ban the use of the mails to Communist mittee Investigating Un-American Activities 
“On the other hand, I do not see any rea- publications; told the House Un-American Activities Com- 

son why we should pick out labor unions and “3. Provide universal fingerprinting and mittee: 

say you cannot have them, but they can get identification; en s 

elected to Congress. They can get elected 4. Continue the registration of all aliens 6 cto ee e 5 e 

mayor and anything else. and check their movements and activities; e en s Bec! sh ema that one of 
“Mr. Landis, if Congress will outlaw the “5. Discontinue Federal aid to institutions th © 8 h I did not receive the bills 

Communist Party, you can do anything you of learning which refuse to purge their Sion we ‘one e ODDEN DAAA 

want to about that. faculties of Communists and fellow-travelers; W you rete tes at e eee 
“Mr, LANDIS. I am in favor of that.” “6. To deport all aliens advocating the because we le F 


(United States Congress, House Committee overthrow of the Government by force and aie = hacia 2 oe SN oA ounan 
on Education and Labor; hearings * * *on violence; and aed oa eae 3 11 2 
bills to amend and repeal the National Labor 7. Deny admission to the United States of a ure 2 „ eee 
Relations Act, and for other purposes, * * * all nationals from any country refusing to 1 = 28 soir atic’ Ste: poss — — 

Mar. 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 1947, 80th Cong. accept those ordered deported.” (U. S. Con- n 28 orgo: ore oe ieee bere pared yaron 
Ist sess., vol. 5, pp. 3041-3042.) gress, House Committee on Un-American Ac- e morgage va n 
Gov. Thomas E. Dewey, of New York, is tivities; hearings * * * on H. R. 1884 and Selec ty. oP 
quoted as saying on March 31, 1948, while a H. R. 2122 (bills to outlaw the Communist The bill was written in two sections, the 
candidate for the Republican nomination for Party), Mar. 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 1947, pp. 22- frst of which outlawed the party by name 
President: 23, 37.) and the second outlawed it by definition, 

“There is a lot of talk about outlawing the On March 25, 1947, Mr. William Green, In 1942 the Secretary of State of California 
Communists. I’m against it. We in the president of the American Federation of La- retused to certify the Communist Party to 
United States have been long trained in the bor, told the House Committee on Un-Amer- the ballot. The Communist Party brought 
traditions of free government and where we ican Activities: a writ of mandamus and me me a 
spot a Communist we know how to isolate “We are sympathetic with the motives tO by the attorney general. maa $ Suprema 
and defeat him. Down in New York City which have prompted the authors of H. R. Court held that the ay Shahar 5 
* * * they total about 100,000 votes out of 1884 and H. R. 2122 (bills to curb or outlaw Fonstitutional and remanded the pano tot? 
6 million in our State. We prefer to keep the Communist Party of the United States). lower court for bearing to d ee 1 

them on the ballot so we can know whom Nevertheless, upon careful consideration of real 2 eh a 2 asan Toa Com- 
they are supporting and let the people know the problems involved, the American Fed- a er ace 8 , a coo 3 
it.” (Washington Times-Herald, April 1, eration of Labor is compelled to enter its seca of yeuna aA te arty e e 
1948, quoting Governor Dewey from Albany.) opposition to these proposals as inconsistent type ll s ee cer 5 Pega nl sr bee 

On March 24, 1947, William C. Bullitt, who with the American Constitution and likely itical deals in eres merece ses UIDE 1 
had been Ambassador to Russia from 1933 to to defeat the very purpose they seek to That is exactly what happened, and thi ete 
1936, told the House Un-American Activities accomplish” (ibid., p. 49). has never 8 determination of that par- 
Committee while testifying concerning two On March 26, 1947, Dr. Emerson Schmidt, ticular point before any of our Courts in 
bills to outlaw the Communist Party in the secretary, committee on socialism and com- Le y 


California. 
United States: munism, Chamber of Commerce of ag 
“Here our Communist Party, like all other United States, told the House Committee on rapt CT 
Comratimist Part ties; is a to orders from Un-American Activities: 838 e e ater 
oscow e party , in the first “ 3 
place, an agency of the Soviet Government FCC tempt to outlaw the Communist Party, Our 


for the purpose of weakening the Unit “The proposal has been made that the committee has recommended again, in this 
States wy the ultimate n the a Communist Party be outlawed as an agent of report, which went over the desk on the 24th 
viet Government intends to make on the a foreign power and as an organization urging of this month, that we memorialize Con- 


United states. undemocratic, yiolent, and revolutionary gress to outlaw the Communist Party. We 
“Nevertheless, I should say that I am not methods from time to time. know and we have heard a lot of arguments 
at all sure that it is wise, in the interest of “A number of countries have taken this in reference to the advisability of such an 


the people of the United States, to declare. step and in no case, to our knowledge, has action. We think most of the argument is 

ii wcsincyed de"praeattine;to pany +i osp premate Canwunisracinities aan ~ IPT Sins: tox Daf oenfge bo outlarring tes: Jemen- 
the American Communist Party.” U. S. propaganda. In Canada it was during the munist Party. They say, ‘If you do this 
Congress, House Committee on Un-American period when the party was illegal that the you merely drive them underground.’ I sub- 
Activities; hearings on H. R. 1884 and H. R, fabulous espionage took place. The Amer- Mit to you, gentlemen, and I know that 
2122 (bills to outlaw the Communist Party), ican people and the United States Consti- those of you who have studied the thing as 
pt. 1, pp. 4-5, 80th Cong., Ist sess., Mar. 24, tution are devoted to the principles of free- We have, realize that the Communist Party 
1947.) dom of speech, of the press, and of assembly. is underground. 

Mr. Bullitt proceeded further to advise the We are strong believers in individualism. id be = kg 2 
committee that at the present time we are Democracy does not mean merely majority “Mr. Nixon. Now, you testified that inso- 
not equipped to face this issue by passing rule; it means certain rights for the minor- far as the bill which was passed by the Cali- 
legislation making it a crime to be a member ities. The outlawing of such a party, at fornia Legislature was concerned, that the 
of the Communist Party. * The last least in some degree, runs counter to our State supreme court held unconstitutional 
thing we want to do is to make martyrs of traditions and philosophy. Possibly such a the provision which outlawed the Commu- 
anybody.” Mr. Bullitt further stated that step would require a constitutional amend- nist Party by name? ý j 
since 60 percent of the members of the Com- ment. “Senator TENNEY. That is right. I was 
munist Party are of alien origin we should “Outlawing the party and similar organi- aware, or at least I felt at the time the bill 
“perhaps, make membership in the Commu- zations as does Mr. SHEPPARD’s bill (H. R. was drawn, that it wouldn't hold up. I didn't 
nist Party on the part of a naturalized citizen 2122) might call for a vast counterespionage see where we could outlaw a party by name. 
prima facie evidence that his citizenship staff to enforce the law. There is reason to That is why I added, after a discussion with 
was fraudulently acquired and that the im- believe that the outlawing of the party would the attorneys in the legislative counsel bu- 
migrant in taking the oath of allegiance to drive underground still further many of reau, I added the second section which out- 
support the Constitution of the United the Communist activities. It would make lawed them by definition. It is a matter 
States committed perjury. * * * the party functionaries more subtle, more which I think the committee here should 
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perhaps have in mind, that the language of 
such a statute must be very carefully drawn. 

“Mr. Nixon. You mean by defining what 
the party attempts to accomplish rather than 
defining it by name? 

“Senator TENNEY. That is right. The Su- 
preme Court stated in that case outlawing 
the party by name was a futile gesture be- 
cause it could change its name and repeal 
the law. I think there is quite a bit of legal 
logic in that” (ibid., pp. 248, 251). 

On March 26, 1947, Mrs. Julius V. Tal- 
madge, president general, Daughters of the 
American Revolution, in testifying before 
the House Un-American Activities Committee 
at hearings held on two bills (H. R. 1884 and 
H. R. 2122) designed to outlaw the Commu- 
nist Party said: 

“I have been asked by your chairman to 
express an opinion upon the various bills 
now pending before the Congress, which 
strike at communism and communistic 
activities. 

“I have studied three bills and I declare 
my support of all of them. Moreover, it is 
my intention as president general of the 
Daughters of the American Revolution to 
bring these measures before the members of 
our resolutions committee at the 56th con- 
tinental congress of our national society, 
which will convene in Constitution Hall 
in this city on May 19. It is my hope that 
our organization with over 156,000 members 
will wholeheartedly endorse this pending 
legislation and urge passage of the various 
bills. 

“The bill of Chairman THomas, H. R. 
2275, as I understand it, would create a 
Federal Loyalty Commission to ferret out 
disloyal Government employees and see to it 
that they are discharged from holding Gov- 
ernment employment. 

“It is my judgment that this legislation 
is necessary, because, as we all know, it is 
exceedingly difficult to prove that a person is 
a Communist. Few indeed will admit their 
true identity. We all know that Commu- 
nists work in secret. They are quick to 
deny their communistic affiliations. It is 
to their advantage to work under cover. 
Consequently, a commission set up with the 
power to investigate and secure proof 
against suspected Communists is needed if 
we are to keep Communists or those with 
communistic beliefs from spreading their 
poison as Government workers. 

“The bill of Representative Rankin, of 
Mississippi, whom I know well, merits solid 
DAR support. It is H. R. 1884. It is time 
to stop the spread. of communistic propa- 
ganda through the mails. It is time to stop 
the teaching of communistic doctrines no 
matter how subtle, in our public schools. 
It is time to prevent election of candidates 
to Federal or State office who are avowed 
enemies to our form of Government. 

“Likewise, the measure of Representative 
SHEPPARD, of California, H. R. 2122, is in ac- 
cord with DAR policies. This sweeping 
measure strikes directly at the Communist 
Party and the communistic organizations. 
It also strikes at organizations engaging in 
political activities which are affiliated with 
foreign governments or with foreign political 
parties. 

“I certainly believe legislation is needed to 
stop the subversive activities which are go- 
ing on around us. Communism should be 
outlawed in the United States, wholly and 
entirely” (ibid., p. 269). 

On March 28, 1947, Gov. Kim Sigler, of 
Michigan, testified before the House Un- 
American Activities Committee and urged 
that Congress enact legislation to make it 
unlawful for any group to try and deprive 
us of that reepublican form of government 
that is set forth specifically in the Consti- 
tution. He stated that in Michigan under 
a 1919 statute making criminal syndicalism 
a felony Federal and State agents were able 
to gather sufficient evidence to convict per- 
sons participating in the national conven- 
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tion of the Communist Party held in Michi- 
gan on the 20th day of August 1922. He 
quoted extensively from the Michigan Su- 
preme Court decision in that case, People v. 
Ruthenberg ((1924) 229 Mich. 315). He 
stated conviction of the Communists was 
possible in spite of a plea that the law was 
unconstitutional: 

“Now, they raised every conceivable ques- 
tion. The same questions of freedom of 
speech that we hear so much about today. 
I know that every member of this commit- 
tee believes, and I, for one, believe, to the 
bottom of my heart, in the principle of free 
speech, but it mee ns freedom of speech out 
on the county court steps. It means free- 
dom of speech at the city hall. It doesn't 
mean freedom of speech in a basement. Nor 
does it mean freedom of speech out in the 
woods, carrying on stealthily a design to 
overthrow this Government“ (ibid., pp. 309— 
326). 

On March 28, 1947, former Gov. George 
Earle, of Pennsylvania, told the House Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities that J. 
Edgar Hoover was the best man to advise the 
committee on legislation to curb the Com- 
munists and also was of the opinion that 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation should 
be more independent of the Attorney Gen- 
eral's office. He said: 

“There is not the slightest question in my 
mind that the Communists and their fel- 
low travelers in this country should be con- 
sidered as the agent of a ruthless enemy 
bent upon our destruction. They certainly 
are bent upon our destruction” (Ibid., pp. 
327-335). 

On March 28, 1947, Representative GORDON 
L. McDonoucH, Member of Congress, 15th 
District, California, testified before the 
House Un-American Activities Committee 
concerning his resolution (H. Res. 99, 80th 
Cong.) which defined communism. He re- 
ferred to a United States Circuit Court of 
Appeals case in Illinois wherein the court 
was unable to define communism. Repre- 
sentative McDonoucn’s definition of com- 
munism is (H. Res. 99): 

“Resolved, That communism be defined 
and declared to be not a political party, but 
an international conspiracy and an anti- 
Christian ideology which advocates and prac- 
tices deceit, confusion, subversion, revolu- 
tion, and the subordination of man to the 
state, and which has for its purpose and in- 
tention the overthrow of any democratic 
form of government by force and violence, 
if necessary; and be it further 

“Resolved, That any person, either citizen 
or alien, adhering to or expounding the 
purposes and intentions of communism 
should be exposed and revealed as an enemy 
of the United States and dealt with ac- 
cordingly” (ibid., p. 335). 

Representative McDonoucH further told 
the committee: 

“I maintain that communism is not a 
political party. It is an anti- and un- 
American ideology. In my definition I said 
‘anti-Christian’ and I would agree to an 
amendment to the resolution to read that 
it is antireligious in its character, and not 
confined alone to the Christian religion” 
(ibid., p. 338). 

On July 21, 1947, Mr. Walter Steele, chair- 
man, national security committee of the 
American Coalition of Patriotic, Civic, and 
Fraternal Societies, told the House Un- 
American Activities Committee: 

“The societies represented at this confer- 
ence have continued over a period of years 
to request that the Congress of the United 
States deprive the Communist Party, as well 
as any and all other subversive movements 
of its legal status. The following resolution 
was adopted by the American Coalition at 
its January 1947 convention: 

“Whereas it is demonstrable that the doc- 
trines of Marxian socialism, which constitute 
the creed of the Communist Party, contem- 
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plate the creation of a dictatorship by vio- 
lence if necessary; and 

“ ‘Whereas dictatorship under any form or 
under any name is utterly repugnant to the 
ideals of the American people: Be it 

“Resolved, That the American Coalition, 
in annual convention assembled, urges Con- 
gress to take appropriate steps to deprive the 
Communist Party of legal status, or any 
party which directly or indirectly suggests 
the use of violence for attainment of power; 
and be it further 

“ ‘Resolved, That the Congress be urged to 
take appropriate steps to deprive of civil 
rights any citizen who acts as the agent of a 
foreign power or political party seeking the 
overthrow of the Government of the United 
States.’ 

“I wish to submit a copy of this resolution, 
please. 

“Mr. STRIPLING. It will be received as ex- 
hibit No. 2.” 

(Exhibit No. 2 was received.) 

“Mr. STEELE. I have carefully studied all 
the resolutions dealing with the Communist 
menace that have been presented to this 
Congress, and any one and all of them can 
be endorsed, since the intent of each is the 
same. A. R. 2122 and H. R. 1884, now under 
consideration, had not been introduced at 
the time of the January convention of the 
American Coalition, and they were not, of 
course, discussed at that time. However, I 
feel that they are in line with the resolu- 
tion adopted at the convention and the 
sentiments expressed by the delegates on the 
subject. H. R. 2122 deals with the Com- 
munist Party, and it supports a law which, 
in effect, would at least cripple its solidarity 
activities. H. R. 1884 deals with party ac- 
tivities and its fronts, its penetration in our 
schools, and its propaganda sent through the 
mails. 

“I wish to take this opportunity to pre- 
sent to this committee evidence of the all- 
inclusive ramifications of the movement 
these and other resolutions are intended to 
either control or to outlaw entirely. These 
ramifications are so extensive that, while the 
two resolutions referred to above and others 
have been presented to this Congress pre- 
viously are definite steps toward the elimi- 
nation of the menace, much broader legisla- 
tion must be passed. State legislatures will 
have to pass much of the legislation con- 
trolling the activities of subversive forces. 

“Although the Communist Party has al- 
ready been outlawed as such in 12 States 
which have barred it from the ballot, it con- 
tinues to operate in those States. It has 
apparently found no trouble in circumvent- 
ing laws by nominating candidates as in- 
dependents without party label or in forcing 
its candidates on legitimate party tickets. 
In California where the party is barred 
from the ballot, Communists maintain their 
second largest section. They ran a Com- 
munist as an independent in the last State 
election, and they freely nominate them for 
local office. Communists in Indiana have 
even changed the emblem of the party, 
originally the hammer and sickle. 

“The CHAIRMAN. May I interrupt there? 

“Then it is your opinion that if the Con- 
gress should approve one of these bills and 
enact it into law, to outlaw the Communist 
Party, that the Communist Party would cir- 
cumvent the law and nothing would be 
gained? 

“Mr. STEELE. I think that you would set a 
precedent for the States, but under the elec- 
tion laws, I believe, you will find that the 
States control the ballot, and for that rea- 
son I don’t think that a law by Congress it- 
self would be sufficient. Each State would 
have to follow suit. 

“In most States they continue to run their 
own candidates in elections for local posts. 
They are now pushing for a coalition of 
leftists, with the expectation of forming a 
major third party. 
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“You understand, of course, that the Com- 
munist Party is set up on a National, State, 
and local organizational basis. There is an 
over-all national organization, under which 
are district organizations. These, in turn, 
supervise State organizations. Under them 
come the section organizations and, finally, 
the local unit organization” (ibid., pp. 5-6, 
of hearings of July 21, 1947). 

On August 8, 1950, while the 81st Con- 
gress was considering the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act and the Internal Secur- 
ity Act, President Truman sent a message 
to Congress on this legislation, saying: 

“Legislation is now pending before the 
Congress which is so broad and vague in its 
terms as to endanger the freedoms of speech, 
press, and assembly protected by the first 
amendment. Some of the proposed meas- 
ures would, in effect, impose severe penalties 
for normal political activities on the part of 
certain groups, including Communists and 
Communist Party-line followers. This kind 
of legislation is unnecessary, ineffective, and 
dangerous. 

“It is unnecessary because groups such as 
the Communists cannot accomplish their 
evil purposes in this country through normal 
political activity. They will be repudiated 
by the people as they have always been. 

“It is ineffective because it does not get 
at the real dangers from the Communists in 
this country. These dangers come, not 
from normal political activity, but from 
espionage, sabotage, and the building up of 
an organization dedicated to the destruction 
of our Government by violent means— 
against all of which we already have laws. 

“This kind of proposed legislation is dan- 
gerous because, in attempting to proscribe 
for groups such as the Communists, certain 
activities that are perfectly proper for every- 
one else, such legislation would spread a 
legal dragnet sufficiently broad to permit the 
prosecution of people who are entirely inno- 
cent or merely misguided. As far as the real 
conspirators against our institutions are con- 
cerned, such legislation would merely have 
the effect of driving them further under- 
ground and making it more difficult to reach 
them. Furthermore, if such legislation were 
held unconstitutional, as it well might be, 
it would make martyrs out of our worst ene- 
mies and create public sympathy for them. 

“Extreme proposals of this type reflect the 
widespread public concern about commu- 
nism which most of our people feel today. 
In some communities, this concern has re- 
sulted in the enactment of unnecessary or 
unconstitutional laws or ordinances designed 
to suppress subversive activity. 

“We must not be swept away by a wave of 
hysteria.” (S. Rept. No. 2369, pt. 2, fist 
Cong., 2d sess., p. 4.) 

Fourth, other information which might be 
considered pertinent to the introduction of 
a measure to outlaw the Communist Party 
in the United States. 

Although no attempt has been made in 
this memorandum to give an opinion on 
the constitutionality of an act of Congress 
to outlaw the Communist Party, some ref- 
erence to that issue has been made. It would 
seem appropriate therefore to call your at- 
tention to the fact that the Subcommittee on 
Legislation of the House Committe on Un- 
American Activities during the 80th Con- 
gress reported that barring the Communist 
Party from the ballot by Act of Congress 
would be unconstitutional: 

“Several bills before the committee attempt 
to approach the problem by outlawing the 
Communist movement as a political party. 
The subcommittee has found it necessary to 
reject this approach on several grounds. 
Barring the Communist Party from the ballot 
by Federal law would in the opinion of the 
subcommittee, be unconstitutional, in that 
the States have the power to declare what 
parties and individuals may qualify for ap- 
pearance on the election ballots. This opin- 
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-ion was shared by a majority of the witnesses 


before the subcommittee. 

“The subcommittee also finds it advisable 
not to report the McDonough bill. The com- 
mittee, however, believes that that portion 
of the McDonough bill which seeks to de- 
fine communism presents a salutary recom- 
mendation, and the bill which the committee 
is recommending contains such a definition.” 
(U. S. Congress, House Committee on Un- 
American Activities; report of the Subcom- 
mittee on Legislation, Apr. 10, 1948 (com- 
mittee print), 80th Cong. 2d sess., p. 4.) 

Also during the 8lst Congress, the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities in re- 
porting H. R. 9490 (the Internal Security Act 
of 1950) on August 22, 1950, said: 

“The committee gave serious consideration 
to the many well-intentioned proposals 
which were before it which attempted to meet 
the problem of outlawing the Communist 
Party. Proponents of this approach differed 
as to what they desired. Some wanted to 
bar the Communist Party from the ballot in 
elections. Others would have made member- 
ship in the Communist Party illegal per se. 

“The committee believes that there are 
sevaral compelling arguments against the 
outlawing approach. There are grave consti- 
tional questions involved in attempting to 
interfere with the rights of the States to 
declare what parties and individuals may 
qualify for appearance on the ballot. To 
make membership in a specifically designated 
existing organization illegal per se would 
run the risk of being held unconstitutional 
on the ground that such an action was leg- 
islative fiat. 

“This legislation does not constitute a fiat. 
The Communist organization of the United 
States is not made guilty of any offense by 
reason of the enactment of the provisions of 
this act. If, however, the Communist or- 
ganization of the United States or any other 
organization now in existence or to be formed 
operates in such a way that it comes within 
the definitions and performs activities which 
are proscribed under the act then the legis- 
lation will apply to it. If such organization 
changes its characteristics, then the objec- 
tives sought by the committee will have been 
accomplished." (H. Rept. 2980, 81st Cong., 
2d sess.) 


SELECTED EXCERPTS RELATIVE TO OUTLAWING 
THE COMMUNIST Party—Pro AND CON 
STATEMENTS 

AFFIRMATIVE 
Harold E. Stassen, former Governor of 

Minnesota.t 
“In facing up to the problem, we must 

maintain complete constitutional rights and 


liberties in America. The right of free 


speech, of free press, of freedom of con- 
science, and freedom of religion must be 
kept inviolate. It must always be open to 
any individual in this country to protest, 
to object, to dissent. But there is no con- 
stitutional right to carry on organizations 
above ground or below ground directed by 
the rulers of, the foreign power with the 
purpose of overthrowing the Government of 
the United States and taking away the lib- 
erties of its people. 

“I, therefore, have urged for some months 


that we need a new law to directly outlaw 


these Communist organizations. * It 
should directly make it illegal after its pass- 
age to carry on any organization, either 
above ground or below ground, which is di- 
rected by the rulers of a foreign power for 
the purpose of overthrowing the Govern- 
ment of the United States, destroying the 
liberties of its people, and bringing this 
country under the domination of the rulers 


1Taken from Vital Speeches of the Day, 
New York, June 1, 1948, pp. 482-489. (De- 


‘bate over radio from Portland, Oreg., May 


17, 1948.) 
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of a foreign power. Such a law would not 
outlaw ideas, it would not outlaw thoughts, 
it would make illegal organized conspiracy 
of fifth columns. Such a law is constitu- 
tional under article 4, section 4, of the United 
States Constitution. * * * 

“The report of the committee that investi- 
gated the Communist activities specifically 
found that the Communist organization was 
an organization whose basic aim, whether 
open or concealed, is the abolition of our 
present economic system and democratic 
form of government and the establishment 
of a Soviet dictatorship in its place. * * * 

“I further believe that [outlawing the 
Communist Party] * * * will be a prece- 
dent for similar action by the other free 
countries of the world and that effective 
means will be developed to safeguard against 
the fifth-column infiltration of the Com- 
munists. * * + 

“Consider these facts: There are now 11 
countries of the world under the domination 
of the Communist leaders in Moscow. They 
are Russia, Poland, Czechoslavakia, Hungary, 
Yugoslavia, Rumania, Bulgaria, Albania, 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. In none of 
these 11 did the Communists ever receive 
majority support of the people in a free 
election. The last three were taken over by 
force during the war and held ever since. In 
every one of the remaining eight, the Com- 
munists used the legal recognition of Com- 
munist organizations as an underground 
nerve center and recruiting station for their 
underground movements, until they had 
seized power and brought the nation under 
the dictation of the Communist Politburo. 

“Russia was the first Communist-dom- 
inated nation. It came under this dictator- 
ship through a combination of two main 
reasons: First, the bad government of the 
ezar. Second, the organization developed by 
the legalized Bolshevik Party, which formed 
throughout Russia and elected six members 
to the Russian Parliament in the last elec- 
tion held in that country before the Com- 
munists came to power. 

“There seems to have been some mistaken 
idea that the Communists were outlawed in 
Russia. This is not correct. The Bolshevik 
Party was active in Russia right up to the 
first war with Germany. The Communists 
carried on a nationwide election campaign 
in Russia in 1912 and elected six members 
to the Parliament or Duma. 

“They used this means of developing their 
revolutionary organization, and when they 
were caught in the attempted revolution 
and in various sabotage, in train wrecKing 
and bombings, they were severely punished, 
but they were not outlawed as an organiza- 
tion. When this present Communist Party 
did come into power in Russia, they prompt- 
ly wiped out all other political parties and 
took the whole peoples under a firm and dic- 
tatorial grip. In each of the other coun- 
tries—Poland, Hungary, Yugoslavia, Ru- 
mania, Bulgaria, Albania, and finally 
Czechoslovakia—the Communists used the 
blessing of legality as an aid to organizing 
an underground movement, and finally be- 
trayed the liberties of the people and 
brought them under the domination of the 
Kremlin in Moscow. * * + 

“Another mistaken impression is the claim 
that if we outlaw the Communist organiza- 
tion, we thereby endanger the liberties and 
civil rights of other people. This is not true. 
In Canada the party was outlawed for years 
and the people lost none of their liberties. 
In fact, the Communists were permitted to 
operate legally again under the name of the 
Labor Progressive Party in 1943, and soon 
afterwards, in less than 3 years, it was found 
that the Communists were working directly 
with the Russian Embassy at Ottawa in a 
spy ring. * * * 

“I submit that the Communist organiza- 
tion in America and in the freedom-loving 
countries of the world should be outlawed.” 
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Congressman Frank B. Keefe, of Wiscon- 
sin:? 

“Despite the efforts of an international 
gang of conspirators to shield their treason- 
able activities under the sham of political 
action and under the fraudulent guise of 
calling themselves a political party, the so- 
called Communist Party cannot be desig- 
nated as anything more than a criminal con- 
spiracy. 

“No one in his right mind will deny that 
this political conspiracy, worldwide in 
scope, has for its objective the overthrow 
and destruction not only of our constitu- 
tional system of government but of free 
governments everywhere in the world. 

“The American people are unalterably com- 
mitted to a program of protecting and de- 
fending our free institutions. It is unthink- 
able that we should continue to permit this 
Moscow-dominated conspiracy to rise to the 
dignity of a political party entitling it to a 
place on an American ballot. 

“The proposal to outlaw the Communist 
Party, which has already been adopted by 
12 States of this Union, in no way abridges 
freedom of speech, freedom of the press, or 
freedom of assembly. While our Constitu- 
tion guarantees certain inalienable rights to 
citizens who seek peacefully to accomplish 
orderly changes in our social, economic, or 
political system, it is not intended to be used 
as a cloak and a mask for the protection of 
a treasonable group whose avowed objective 
is the overthrow of free governments through 
practices of deceit, trickery, violence, and 
force.” 

Edward Arthur Hayes, national commander 
of the American Legion: * 

“I believe the Communist Party should be 
outlawed in the United States. It is the 
servant of a foreign power. It accepts the 
doctrines of dictatorship as practiced in 
Russia. Any so-called party which places 
the interests of a foreign power above those 
of our own country, whether Communist, 
Fascist, or Nazi, should be outlawed in the 
United States. 

“Western civilization faces the greatest 
crisis of its history. Communism, its enemy, 
is no longer a mere conspiracy. It is a world 
power, with an immense material base. Its 
aim is the moral and military defeat of the 
United States. 

“In its essence, communism conducts 
ruthless war against our capitalist society, 
The belief that we can work out a compro- 
mise and live peacefully side by side with 
communism is the most dangerous delusion 
of our age. We must either resist or capitu- 
late. © * + 

“Before we entered the last war the Com- 
munists were allied with Hitler. At that 
time we saw Communists marching on 
Washington, protesting against selective 
service, shouting The Yanks are not com- 

„ 


They picketed the White House until the 
day before the Nazis marched into Russia. 
After that, within a month, they changed 
the name of the American Peace Mobiliza- 
tion, whose members had done the picketing 
before the White House, and thereafter they 
called it the American People’s Mobilization, 
and started their chant for the second front, 

“It is crystal-clear that the Communists in 
this country followed the party line, dictated 
from Russia, from 1939 to 1941, and as soon 
as the fate of the Axis was assured the Soviet 
Union commenced an all-out diplomatic, eco- 
nomic, and ideological attack upon the 
United States. 

“One of the instruments of that attack is 
the American Communist Party. That party 
supports the foreign policy of the Soviet 


From the American Forum of the Air, 
Washington, D. C., December 16, 1947. 

é From Town Meeting, New York, April 3, 
1947, 
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Union in the international Communist war 
against American society. 

“What can we do about it? 

“We can start an all-out diplomatic, eco- 
nomic, and political counteroffensive. The 
first step should be legal action—outlawing 
the Communist Party. By this I mean a 
Federal law forbidding under penalties 
membership in any political party which is 
the instrumentality of a foreign power. 

“But, it will be said, that outlawing the 
Communist Party will drive it underground. 
Well, the answer to this is that nine-tenths 
of it is already underground. The part that 
is above ground today is the administrative 
and organizational nerve center of the party. 

“I would deprive the party of legal exist- 
ence because to do so would complicate their 
attempts to coordinate their various under- 
ground activities. It would confuse their 
followers and strike down their various or- 
gans of propaganda. Thus I would carry the 
offensive to the enemy. In warfare, the most 
effective tactics are offensive tactics. 

“Finally, outlawing the party will forever 
destroy its false appearance of respectability 
as a political party operating within the con- 
stitutional limitations. No one wants to 
suppress liberal thought. The test of illegal- 
ity here is not advocacy of socialistic revo- 
lution. * * * 

“The party should be outlawed because it 
seryes here as the fifth column of the Soviet 
Union. Citizens of this great Republic who 
are Communists, seeking to destroy our coun- 
try in the interests of the Soviet Union, are 
not worthy of the name American. Aliens 
who are Communists should be shown the 
door immediately.” 

Senator JoserpH R. McCarrHy, of Wiscon- 
sin: “ 

“I realize full well that merely outlawing 
the Communist Party and wiping the name 
‘Communist’ from the ballot is but one of 
the many actions to be taken. * * * 

“The Department of Justice should rule 
that the Communist Party is an agency of a 
foreign power and subject to the Voorhis Act 
and the Logan Act which laws concern them- 
selves with conspiracy against the Nation 
and action on the part of foreign agents. 

“The FBI should be empowered and di- 
rected to publish the names of all the Com- 
munist-front organizations such as Youth 
for Democracy, Progressive Citizens of Amer- 
ica, and on down the line. 

“All Communist aliens should be forced to 
leave the country. 

“Communists being the agents of foreign 
powers should be barred from representing 
clients or groups before labor and other 
boards, 

“Communists and members of Commu- 
nist-front organizations should be required 
to register with a Federal agency and be 
fingerprinted. 

“In short, we must shift from a negative 
policy to a positive policy.” 

Col. John Thomas Taylor, director of the 
national legislative committee of the Amer- 
ican Legion: * 

“I advocate the enactment of legislation 
embracing a seven-point domestic security 
plan designed to: 

“1, Outlaw the Communist Party in the 
United States. 

“2. Ban the use of mails to Communist 
publications. 

“3, Provide universal fingerprinting and 
identification. 

“4. Continue the registration of all aliens 
and authorize a check of their activities. 

“5. Deport all aliens advocating overthrow 
of the Government by force. 

“6, Deny admission to the United States of 
nationals from any country refusing to re- 


From Town Meeting, New York, April 3, 
1947. 

The Sign, national Catholic magazine, 
May 1947, pp. 25-27. 
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ceive those aliens ordered deported from the 
United States. 

“7, Discontinue Federal aid to institutions 
of learning which refuse to purge their 
faculties of Communists and fellow travelers. 

“Communists in the United States, ex- 
clusive of sympathizers and fellow travelers, 
number at least 100,000. Here are cadres for 
10 foreign divisions already on American 
soil. To them this country is but a theater 
of operations with the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, their motherland. They 
are agents of a foreign power; their al- 
legiance is to a country other than Amer- 
ica. „„ „ 

“Steps should be taken immediately to 
outlaw the Communist Party in the United 
States through the enactment of legislation. 
Unless this is done, America will again be 
living in a fool’s paradise, the awakening 
from which will again cost millions of Ameri- 
can lives and again cost billions of American 
dollars. If ever invasion comes to our 
shores, our cherished liberties will be its 
first victim. The rights of free speech, free 
press, public assembly, and freedom of 
worship as conscience dictates, will disap- 
pear under an enemy invader’s hobnailed 
force, and the same thing will happen here 
as happened overseas in World War II. In- 
dustries, homes, and churches will be 
battered into heaps of dust and rubble, and 
ministers of the gospel and teachers of 
religion will be tortured and slain, for reli- 
gion, which is the mainstay of a free democ- 
racy, is anathema to those who would destroy 
it as a primary step toward conquest.” 

Raymond Moley, author of column en- 
titled “Perspective’’:* 

“Much of what needs to be done lies with- 
in the province of Congress. But under the 
Constitution there should be supplementary 
action by the States mainly concerned. 
Abundant evidence is in the record. Legis- 
lation is now in order. Mere exposure is not 
enough. Continuous exposure and intermin- 
able publicity beget hysteria, and hysterla 
leads to persecution, injustice, and private 
vengeance, When specific definition and 
clear law are lacking, Judge Lynch-law 
mounts his sinister bench. If everybody can 
make his own definition of communism al- 
most everybody will use the term to define 
anything he does not like. 

“What do we want to do about commu- 
nism? First, we want no legalized party, 
organization, or activity which advocates the 
overthrow of our institutions, now or at 
any other time, by sabotage, calculated de- 
ceit, or any form of violence. Second, we 
want no political party which is directed or 
materially supported by a foreign govern- 
ment or by any agency of a foreign govern- 
ment. Let us use either or both of these 
criteria in defining illegal or criminal activ- 
ity. Organizations or parties which fall with- 
in this definition should be outlawed. 

“Besides, persons who subscribe to the 
views expressed above and are subject to 
foreign direction should be excluded from 
office or membership in organizations oper- 
ating under the law. For example, labor 
unions should be required to purge them- 
selves of Communists or be subject to puni- 
tive proceedings under the law. It goes 
without saying that no Communist should 
hold public office or position, 

“There are those who object to outlawing 
the Communist Party because, they say, we 
would merely drive it underground. But the 
Communist Party is in part underground 
now. Its widespread connections are hid- 
den, and its public professions are false. To 
give it legal status does not make it honest,” 


Outlaw American Communism, News- 
week, April 14, 1947, p. 108. 
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George A. Blasser (article inserted in the 
CONGRESSIONAL Record by Congressman WIL- 
LIAM C. Cote of Missouri): “ 

“The Communist Party should be outlawed 
and its activities systematically suppressed, 
since it is committed to the criminal pur- 

of the destruction of American con- 
stitutional government by force and vio- 
lence, 9 * > 

“In the first place, some have asked the 
question: Would this not be a violation of 
the fundamental right of people in America 
to organize and function through a political 
party? The answer is, “No.” The Commu- 
nist Party is not a legitimate political or- 
ganization—any more than a group of doc- 
tors operating an illegal narcotics ring would 
constitute a legitimate medical enterprise, 

“By its own declaration of aims and pur- 
poses, the Communist Party is engaged in a 
criminal conspiracy and operation: the ad- 
vocacy and projected overthrow of the Amer- 
ican Government by force and violence. The 
Attorney General of the United States has 
abundantly demonstrated that this is the 
true objective of the Communist Party as 
has the National Republic and as have 
various congressional committees. 

“The policy of the Communist Party is 
simply this: even though it loses at the bal- 
lot box, it proposes “when the time is ripe” 
to unlawfully seize control of the Govern- 
ment by armed insurrection. For the pro- 
tection of “ballot-box government”—the rule 
of the majority—any political organization 
committed to the use of bullets instead 
of ballots should and must be outlawed and 
rigorously suppressed, just as gangsterism 
is outlawed and suppressed. 

“By committing itself to the criminal pur- 
pose of bloody revolution, the Communist 
Party has made itself an outlaw organiza- 
tion. By serving as an arm of a foreign 
enemy it is also an outlaw force. The only 
question for the American people to decide, 
through their elected representatives, is this: 
Shall we regard the Communist Party as a 
criminal organization? Shall we deal with 
it—as we would with any other criminal 
organization and foreign espionage organi- 
zation bent upon attaining its end by blood- 
shed and violence? Or shall we permit the 
masquerade to continue—whereby at election 
time the Reds pose as representing a legiti- 
mate political party? 

“The argument has been advanced that 
the outlawing of the Communist Party 
would drive the organization underground. 
Outlawing the dope traffic, gambling, and 
bank robbery probably drives these criminal 
gangs underground also. Is it not better 
to force the criminal Communist conspira- 
tors underground than to permit them to 
operate in the legitimate political arena, 
masquerading as an American political or- 
ganization? Furthermore, the Reds are al- 
ready busily working underground. 

“The fact of the matter is that the Com- 
munist Party always maintains an under- 
ground organization, even when it is per- 
mitted to pose as a respectable organiza- 
tion. As the American wing of the Red 
International, the Communist Party has al- 
Ways been directed by underground connec- 
tions from Moscow. Communist Party 
literature directs its members to maintain 
the vitality and integrity of their under- 
ground organization. * * * 

“The argument has been offered that out- 
lawing the Communist Party would really 
help the organization—by making martyrs 
of Reds and by forcing them underground. 
This claim is completely upset by the atti- 
tude of the Reds themselves. If it would 
help them to be outlawed, they certainly 
would not be fighting with all their re- 
sources against this proposal. They know 
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Rxconp, daily edition, December 15, 1947, 
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that if they are made illegal they can be 
seized without awaiting their violation of 
some other law and they know that if driven 
underground they cannot reach the masses 
and their “fronts” will be shattered. 

“The simple fact is that the Reds in Amer- 
ica fear nothing more than the outlawing 
of their party. When Congress was consid- 
ering this legislation, the Commuist Party 
purchased full-page advertisements in lead- 
ing newspapers to carry on bitter protests 
against such action aimed at their organi- 
zation. The Reds well know that to be de- 
prived of legal status would deprive them of 
prestige, cripple their propaganda machine, 
and seriously interfere with their whole pro- 
gram for deceiving and misleading their mil- 
lions of fellow travelers throughout the 
Nation. 

“It has been suggested that, by permitting 
the Communist Party to operate in the open, 
we can keep a closer eye on it and know what 
it is up to. But this is fallacious reasoning. 
The real plans of the Reds are always kept 
as closely guarded secrets in the inner coun- 
cil of the underground conspirators and their 
membership lists and financial records are 
always hidden. In its electioneering, in its 
above-ground political activity, the Com- 
munist Party spreads only propaganda in- 
tended to deceive and agitate the people for 
the purpose of creating class and racial 
hatred and to undermine our Government. 
In the legitimate political arena, the Reds 
always pose as champions of the worker, 
friends of civil liberty, and advocates of 
higher wages, larger old-age pensions, and 
racial freedom. In reality, the Communist 
Party plans a world-wide dictatorship under 
which all peoples will be pauperized, all 
liberty will be destroyed, all workers will be 
made slaves of the Soviet state, all elderly 
people will be turned out to starve. 

“In outlawing the Communist Party, we 
would simply be denying it a propaganda 
forum through which it could continue to 
deceive multitudes of our people. Through 
false and deceptive propaganda, the Reds 
have been able to recruit millions of pinkish 
liberals and fellow travelers to the banner 
of sovietism. * * * 

“Every true lover of free speech will favor 
the suppression of all groups intent upon 
destroying free speech under Red dictator- 
ship. Every believer in government by the 
ballot box will be vigilant to suppress move- 
ments which would substitute bullets for 
ballots. 

“It would be dumb stupidity to permit 
the sworn enemies of free speech to use it 
for the destruction of free speech. It would 
be absurd to permit the enemies of free 
government to use the institutions of free 
government for its own destruction. * * * 

“So long as the Communist Party is per- 
mitted to function as a legal organization, 
its agents will be enabled to work as ter- 
mites, undermining the very temple of Amer- 
ican free institutions.” 

Omar B. Ketchum, national legislative di- 
rector for the Veterans of Foreign Wars (as 
reported by C. P. Trussell in the New York 
Times): 

“The Communist Party in the United 
States“ * represents a conspiracy to over- 
throw, by force and violence, our Govern- 
ment the lawyer’s rejoinder is that 
an overt act is an essential element to con- 
spiracy. An overt act may be committed 
by a word, by the teaching and spread of a 
criminal doctrine, by a joining of hands in 
a common effort to propagate a doctrine or 
terror. Surely that fits the pattern of op- 
eration of the Communist Party. * * * 

“It is contended that the Congress in out- 
lawing the Communist Party would be mak- 
ing a ‘finding of fact’ that membership in 
the party was membership in a criminal 


*Outlawing of Reds Is Urged by VFW, 
New York Times, March 23, 1950, p. 11. 


August 16 


conspiracy. Our only answer is that it's 
about time. Eastern Europe and China have 
learned the bitter lesson of trying to ration- 
alize their acquiescence of communism as 
the mere acceptance of agrarian or social 
reform,” 

NEGATIVE 


Thomas E. Dewey, Governor of New York: * 

“My interest is in preserving this country 
from being destroyed by the development of 
an underground organization which would 
grow so closely in strength, were it outlawed, 
that it might easily destroy Our country and 
cause us to draft all of the young men in 
the Nation. 

“I believe in keeping the Communist Party 
everlastingly out in the open so we Can de- 
feat it and all it stands for. * * + 

“The Czars of Russia were the first people 
in the world to follow [the] * * * idea of 
outlawing the Communist Party. They 
whipped them and they drove them to Si- 
beria, they shot them, and they outlawed 
them. In the year 1917 Lenin and Trotsky 
were exiled. What was the result? This out- 
lawing gave them such colossal following, 
such enormous popularity, such great loy- 
alty on the part of the people, that they were 
able to seize control of all Russia with its 
180 million people, and the first nation to 
outlaw Communists became the first Com- 
munist nation. 

“That is what ? do not want to happen to 
the United States of America. For 25 years 
Mussolini outlawed communism, and they 
grew and flourished underground despite 
their punishment and their killing, and their 
shooting. As a result, 4 weeks ago the Com- 
munists and their allies polled more than 
30 percent of the vote in the recent Italian 
election. 

“In all of Nazi Europe the Communist were 
underground and they emerged at the end 
of the war so strong that they were so pop- 
ular the French Maquis and others almost 
seized power in the governments of Europe 
at the end of this war because of the enor- 
mous strength that came to them from the 
underground. 

And Czechoslovakia is another example. 
* * * For 7 years in Czechoslovakia the 
Communists were forced underground by 
the Nazi tyranny, and in those 7 years they 
developed such enormous strength that they 
were able shortly after the liberalization of 
Czechoslovakia, which we could have done, 
but our troops were pulled back and the Rus- 
sian troops were allowed to go into Prague, 
they were able, before long, to.take over 
the whole nation because they had flourished 
in the dark, underground. 

“Here is an issue of the highest moral 
principle. In the present issue the people 
in this country are being asked to outlaw 
communism. That means this: Shall we in 
America, in order to defeat the totalitarian 
system which we detest, voluntarily adopt 
the method of that system? * * * 

“I am against it because it is a violation of 
the Constitution of the United States and 
of the Bill of Rights, and clearly so. I am 
against it because it is immoral and nothing 
but totalitarianism itself. I am against it 
because I know from a great many years’ 
experience in the enforcement of the law 
that the proposal wouldn’t work, and instead 
it would rapidly advance the cause of com- 
munism in the United States and all over 
the world. * * * 

“To outlaw the Communist Party would be 
recognized every place on earth as a sur- 
render of the great United States to the 
methods of totalitarianism. Stripped to its 
naked essentials, this is nothing but the 
method of Hitler and Stalin. It is the con- 


* Taken from Vital Speeches of the Day, 
New York, June 1, 1948, pp. 482-489. (De- 
bate over radio from Portland, Oreg., May 17, 
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trol borrowed from the Japanese war leader- 
ship. It is an attempt to beat down ideas 
with a club, the surrender of everything we 
believe in. * * * 

“In Canada they tried [outlawing] it once 
and the Communist grew so powerful 
and dangerous that they repealed the law in 
1936, and in 1940 they tried it again and the 
Communist Party came right up with a 
dozen new false faces exactly as it would do 
of you passed the ludicrous law to outlaw 
them here. They would come up under 40 
new fronts, They would then say We are not 
Communists any more,’ exactly as they did 
in Canada—‘we are just good Canadians 
working to support our Government.’ And 
what happened? What happened in Canada 
is exactly what would happen here. They 
became so strong that during the war, in the 
face of a law which says it is illegal to be- 
long to the Communist Party, they developed 
the greatest atomic-bomb spy ring in history, 
and Canada had to repeal the law.” 

Senator Glen H. Taylor, of Idaho: * 

“The basic idea in American democracy is 
that the people have the right to hear all 
shades of opinion and then to make up their 
own minds. The framers of our Constitution 
had great faith in the common people, and 
they felt that if the people had an oppor- 
tunity to hear all sides, they would always 
make a wise choice. 

“I share that faith in the American people. 
I see no reason for us to abandon now the 
principle that has worked so successfully 
throughout our history. 

“Our great weapon against error is not 
suppression, but reason. We have laws mak- 
ing punishable overt acts against the Gov- 
ernment. If need be, we can strengthen laws 
against treasonable activity, but let’s legis- 
late against acts, not against names of par- 
ties. 

“To suppress the Communist Party is to 
confer undue importance on an extremely 
unimportant group, but that suppression 
would inflict great harm on something very 
important and very dear to all of us, the 
United States Constitution. We must not 
create a police state in order to escape a 
police state.” 

Leo Cherne, executive secretary of the Re- 
search Institute of America: * 

“I know that the Communist uses the 
right of speech and press and political ac- 
tion to destroy those freedoms. But the one 
thing about the Communists I do not fear 
is that he will win in the battle of ideas, or 
in the open political contest. 

“I believe in civil liberties because I know 
+ * that you cannot kill any idea, good or 
bad, by suppressing it. You only drive it 
further out of your reach. I wish there were 
some way of forcing the Communists into the 
spotlight. 

“That's why I fight a proposal that will 
merely push him further into the shadows. 

“This history of political suppression is a 
history of failure. Neither kings, nor em- 
perors, nor inquisitions, nor ruthless tortures 
have ever stifled an opposition. 

“It is no accident that Communists have 
made less headway in this country and in 
Great Britain, where our freedoms have given 
them their greatest opportunity, than they 
have in any other country in the world. 
When Canada outlawed the Communist 
Party it won representation in the Parlia- 
ment under a new name, the Labor Progres- 
sive Party, and acquired greater strength 
than it ever had in its legal days. 

“The Communist Party is an antidemo- 
cratic, conspiratorial group. We cannot meet 
that threat by pretending as some innocents 
urge that it doesn't exist. Nor by pretending, 
as many frightened men urge, that we can 
abolish it by law. 


u From the American Forum of the Air, 
Washington, D. C., December 16, 1947. 

1 From Town Meeting, New York, April 3, 
1947. 
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“We meet it by identifying the Commu- 
nists correctly, by using every democratic 
resource against him effectively. If he is an 
agent of a foreign power, * then we have 
a law today which requires that he register 
as such. 

“I recommend that we undress their dis- 
honesty, shine truth in the face of their lies, 
and prosecute the conspirators. To do these, 
we must force the Communist into the open, 
where he can be watched, exposed, and an- 
swered. 

“To outlaw the Communist is to make his 
present immorality moral and to protect his 
present illegality from ethical criticism and 
effective prosecution. I loathe him. There- 
fore, I want to keep an eye on him. He is 
my implacable enemy. Therefore, I would 
not disarm myself by pretending to abolish 
him.” 

Ellis Arnall, former governor of Georgia: * 

“Our enemy, communism, would rob indi- 
vidual mankind of liberty, dignity, and free- 
dom. We must defend freedom and de- 
mocracy against the assaults of communism. 

“But I cannot believe * * * that it’s nec- 
essary to outlaw a political party made up of 
crackpots and subversives in order to build 
up our defense against communism, 

“Because communism is a serious threat in 
the United States, it is imperative that we 
bring it out into the open instead of driving 
it underground. The imperative thing to do 
is not to pass a law against a disease, but 
first it is necessary to locate the disease and 
then undertake to effectuate a cure, 

“We need to know who the Communists 
are, and to that end, I submit that they 
should be required to be registered and iden- 
tified. 

“We should not drive them underground to 
meet in secret rendezvous, and to engage in 
conspiracies. Those actually engaged in con- 
spiracies now ought to be prosecuted. 

“The laws against perjury, against con- 
spiracies, against insurrection, against 
treason, should be enforced, and if need be, 
they may be made stronger. * * * 

“Registration of foreign agents should be 
required, as the law now provides. Such an 
approach would let the public know who the 
Communists are, and would deal with Com- 
munists as law violators if they violate the 
law. 

“Also there is a pressing need to require 
organizations affiliated with the Communist 
Party and running interference for it to 
identify themselves. * * * 

“But we cannot make laws to control the 
minds and the intelligence of men. I do not 
believe the time has come yet when we are 
ready for thought police on the Japanese 
model. Once started, there would be no 
stopping. 

“The right of a man to argue in defense of 
his intellectual position is an inalienable 
right. If he is a foreign agent, he should 
be dealt with under the laws relating 
thereto. 6 „ „ 

We cannot preserve freedom by the ex- 
ercise of tyranny. If there is anything 
wrong with our Government today, we need 
to correct it with a good dose of American 
democracy.” 

William Henry Chamberlin, foreign corre- 
spandent, author, and lecturer: * 

“I am keenly aware of the Communist 
threat to American security and the Ameri- 
can way of life. But I do not believe the 
outlawry of the American Communist Party 
would be an effective counter meas- 
ure. ef 

“(The threat] * * * is to be found in the 
fact that American Communists, like Com- 
muntsts in all countries, are the organized 
fifth column of a powerful foreign nation, 
the Soviet Union, whosc leaders are avow- 


* Ibid. 
“The Sign, national Catholic magazine, 
May 1947, pp. 25-27. 
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edly committed to a program of world 
domination through world revolution. The 
experience of our neighbor, Canada, shows 
that even a few Communists can do a good 
deal of harm as spies. 

“The infiltration of Communists into 
leading positions in certain trade unions and 
their skill in manipulating ‘front’ organiza- 
tions into which they entice numbers of 
credulous non-Communists are dangerous 
mainly because these activities are part of 
an international conspiracy, directed from 
Moscow. 

“Would it not, then, be a good idea to out- 
law these agents of a foreign power? My 
answer is in the negative because I think 
any bill making the Communist Party ille- 
gal would be very much like shooting off an 
old-fashioned blunderbuss in an attempt to 
kill a very agile mosquito. 

“Suppose the Communist Party was de- 
clared illegal by act of Congress, and that 
this act was upheld by the Supreme Court. 
Communists in every country are experts in 
protective camoufiage. They are specifically 
instructed to play a continual double game, 
to lie, to cheat, to deceive, to conceal their 
identity when circumstances require it. If 
they were forbidden to function as Com- 
munists they would quickly form another 
party, giving it some nice-sounding name 
like ‘Jefferson Democrats’ or ‘Lincoln Pro- 
gressives’.” 

J. Edgar Hoover, Director, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation: 1 

“The best antidote to communism is vigor- 
ous, intelligent, old-fashioned Americanism 
with eternal vigilance. I do not favor any 
course of action which would give the Com- 
munists cause to portray and pity themselves 
as martyrs. I do fayor unrelenting prose- 
cution wherever they are found to be violat- 
ing our country’s laws. * * * 

“As Americans, our most effective defense 
is a workable democracy that guarantees and 
preserves our cherished freedoms. 

“I would have no fears if more Americans 
possessed the zeal, the fervor, the persistence, 
and the industry to learn about this menace 
of Red fascism. I do fear for the liberal and 
progressive who has been hoodwinked and 
duped into joining hands with the Com- 
munists. * * * 

“The Communists have been, still are, and 
always will be a menace to freedom, to demo- 
cratic ideals, to the worship of God, and to 
America's way of life. 

“I feel that once public opinion is thor- 
oughly aroused as it is today, the fight 
against communism is well on its way. Vic- 
tory will be assured once Communists are 
identified and exposed, because the public 
will take the first step of quarantining them 
so they can do no harm. Communism, in 
reality, is not a political party. It is a way 
of life—an evil and malignant way of life. 
It reveals a condition akin to disease that 
spreads like an epidemic and like an epi- 
demic a quarantine is necessary to keep it 
from infecting the Nation. * * * 

“Congressman Varr. You know that we are 
considering here certain laws to outlaw com- 
munism. I don’t believe in the course of our 
discussion today you have covered whether 
or not you favor such legislation. 

“Mr. Hoover. Well, Mr. Congressman, 
within the Department of Justice the ques- 
tion as to the desirability or the undesir- 
ability of legislation is strictly a function for 
the Attorney General. 

“I will say this as regards that point: I 
do think that before any such action is 
taken it ought to be given very, very serious 
consideration and study, because I would 
hate to see a group that does not deserve 
to be in the category of martyrs have the 
self-pity that they would at once invoke if 


* U. S. Congress, House Committee on Un- 
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they were made martyrs, by some restrictive 
legislation that might later be declared un- 
constitutional. 

“I frankly feel that such laws as we have 
now should be vigorously enforced, and 
maybe some of them strengthened. 

“I think the activity of this committee to 

and to bring out into the spotlight 
the activity of these individuals can do far 
more good, at least at the present time, than 
any very restrictive legislation. 

“I wouldn't want to say that I am unal- 
terably opposed to it, but I have my grave 
doubts as to its wisdom.” 

Henry Steele Commager, noted historian: “ 

“What of the effectiveness of outlawing 
the Communist Party? Let us ask ourselves, 
what is the end to be attained here? It 
is not, clearly, to prevent Communists from 
capturing the presidency or the Congress, or 
the legislatures of any State, for there is 
not the faintest likelihood of that from a 
party which has not yet elected a single 
Congressman, or at most has polled 102,991 
votes. Outlawing the Communist Party will 
not change the political situation, since as 
far as communism is concerned there is no 
political situation to change. 

“Nor is it at all clear that any method 
which can be formulated for outlawing the 
Communist Party would be effective. Should 
we designate the party by name, as several 
States have done, and deny any party of 
that mame a place on the ballot? This is 
downright naive. It is seriously to underes- 
timate the resourcefulness of the Communist 
Party which can, and doubtless will, change 
its name, and submit itself to us, smilingly, 
as the Jeffersonian or the Abraham Lincoln 
party. 

“Many States, admitting the futility of 
outlawing communism merely by designat- 
ing that party by name, attempt to achieve 
the same end by a description of unlawful 
political purposes or activities, or by requir- 
ing from candidates and party officers an 
oath of loyalty to the American constitu- 
tional system. The very fact that this 
method is now invoked suggests its futility. 
For it is, after all, nothing new. The re- 
quirement of an oath of loyalty to the Con- 
stitution is as old as the Constitution itself, 
and as recently as 1940 the amended Hatch 
Act included a provision excluding from Fed- 
eral office those who advocated the use of 
force in politics. If guaranties of this kind 
were effective, they would not now be needed. 

But they are not effective, and in the na- 
ture of the case they cannot be. Why are 
they foredoomed to ineffectiveness? Because 
they will not in fact embrace the Commu- 
nists. For the Communist Party is not offi- 
cially committed to the use of force in 
politics. Quite the contrary. As far as offi- 
cial politics goes, Communists are as peace- 
able as Prohibitionists and vegetarians, The 
party is, according to its constitution, “a 
working-class party carrying forward the 
traditions of Jefferson, Paine, Jackson, and 
Lincoln“ —indistinguishable, in other words, 
from the Democratic or the Republican Par- 
ties. Not only this but the constitution of 
the party specifically abjures the use of force 
in politics. 

“Nor is it useful to insist that Communist 
advocacy of force is a matter of common 
knowledge. It may be common knowledge, 
but it is not the kind of knowledge upon 
which law-enforcement officers can act, or 
which, in the absence of specific acts, courts 
can take cognizance of. * * * 

“Under our constitutional system men 
have the right to organize politically, and to 
agitate for changes in our Government and 
economy; under our legal system men are in- 
nocent until proved guilty, guilt is personal, 
and is to be proved by unlawful acts, not by 


*Should We Outlaw the Communist 
Party? New York Times magazine, August 
22, 1948, p. 7. 
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unlawful thoughts. Our Constitution rejects 
the outlawing of any organization because 
of the program it advocates; our law. rejects 
the doctrine of guilt by association or by 
intention. 

“If Communists violate the law they are 
subject to arrest and punishment like any 
other lawbreakers, not because they hold 
certain beliefs but because they have com- 
mitted certain acts. No more than other 
nonconformists can they be . prosecuted for 
the ideas they entertain. 

We do not] or * * * nao’ bs es bask 06 

the twenties for evidence that the attempt 
to outlaw dissent, or to terrify it, involves 
us almost inevitably in abuse of power and 
in violation of constitutional guaranties. 
The evidence is before us in the record of 
many States today; it is before us in the 
shoddy record of the Dies, the Rankin, and 
the Thomas committees. * * * 
The outlawry of any party on mere 
grounds of belief or program strikes at our 
basic principles of free speech, press, peti- 
tion, and organization. It furnishes to any 
majority group a weapon potentially so dan- 
gerous that we have never heretofore been 
willing to use it. For what is done today 
to the Communist Party may be done to- 
morrow—again under the plea of patriotism, 
or of necessity—to other minority parties: 
the Socialist Party, or the Labor Party, or 
Mr. Wallace’s new Progressive Party or, in 
the South, to some party pledged to the vin- 
dication of the rights of Negroes. * * * 

“To outlaw a body of doctrine, however re- 
volting that doctrine may be, is to confess 
that we are not prepared to meet and refute 
its arguments. It is, to that extent, a con- 
fession either of weakness or of impatience, 
and neither has a place in a democratic sys- 
tem. We need not, in fact, fear Commu- 
nist doctrines so long as the channels of 
communication remain open, but we must 
be zealous to preserve the substance as well 
as the form of free trade in ideas. * * * 

“On all these grounds, then, it would seem 
unwise to outlaw the Communist Party or to 
punish those whose only crime is member- 
ship in that party. It is unwise because it 
will surely fail of its objective. It is unwise 
because it would be a grave departure from 
our traditions of law and of constitutional- 
ism. It is unwise because it would endanger 
the position of other nonconformist groups, 
prove an entering wedge to the suppression 
of freedom of speech and of thought, and 
open the gates to the kind of despotism 
that is most pernicious. It is unwise be- 
cause it would deny to our people and our 
Government the advantages of criticism 
which, whatever its animus, is essential to 
our health and prosperity.” 

Editorial from Plain Talk: * 

“The experience of Canada proves that 
the outlawing of the Communist Party would 
lead to (1) its reemergence under a new 
name, (2) its secret and espionage branches 
being driven deeper underground, (3) the 
establishment in America of a Gestapo or 
an OGPU to ferret out the armor-plated con- 
spiracy, and (4) the cry of martyrdom be- 
ing raised by the Communists which would 
rally to their support considerable groups 
of misguided citizens. Many are still labor- 
ing under the obsolete notion that the Com- 
munist Party, in reality an agency of a 
foreign power, is a normal political party 
and as such is entitled to the protection of 
the Bill of Rights and other constitutional 
provisions. * * 

“Pitiless exposure is the best remedy for 
the darkness in which the Communist Party 
operates. All conspirators know how to 
evade the law. Few of them can function in 
open daylight. 

“Passing a law outlawing the Communist 
Party would lull the country into a false 
sense of security and compel the outlaws to 
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construct a complete underground move- 
ment. Moreover, as William Green, Presi- 
dent of the American Federation of Lal 
put it, such legislation would be ‘tanta- 
mount to a declaration of voluntary bank- 
ruptcy of the ideas and ideals of American 
democracy.“ 


[From U. S. News & World Report of August 
20, 1954] 

RicHarp Nrxon, Vice President, has noted 
that, in the countries where Communist 
activity is under effective control, the Com- 
munist Party is outlawed, making member- 
ship and association with it a crime. Gov- 
ernment lawyers in this country, however, 
argue that the direct approach to dealing 
with Communists is too simple. 


THE NEED OF SCHOOLS FOR OUR 
CHILDREN 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in 
not too many more days the Members 
of this body will be hearing the wel- 
come ring of the bell noting the end of 
this long and hectic session of Congress. 
However, no matter how jubilantly we 
receive the sweet music of this bell, it 
will not ring loud enough to drown out 
the thousands of bells which will begin 
to ring in September to call 31 million 
children back to our public schools, 

Approximately 1 million of these 
children will be enrolling for the first 
time and taking the first steps of that 
12-year journey which ends with grad- 
uation from high school. Most of these 
1 million new school children were 
born during 1948 and 1949. Even be- 
fore they were born there were Members 
of this body, myself included, who were 
wondering how our school buildings 
were going to accommodate in the 1950’s 
the children of the 19408. 

It was with this prospect in mind that 
a subcommittee of the Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee held hearings in 
June 1949, on bills designed to give Fed- 
eral assistance for construction of public 
schools. I had the honor of being the 
chairman of that subcommittee and of 
having as my colleagues distinguished 
Members of the Senate who are happily 
still with us. I refer, of course, to the 
senior Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY], the senior Senator from Alabama 
LMr. HILL], the senior Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. AIKEN], and the junior Sena- 
tor from Oregon [Mr. Morse]. 

For 2 weeks the committee held hear- 
ings at which more than 30 witnesses ap- 
peared in person and many more placed 
statements in the record. Among the 
witnesses who appeared before the com- 
mittee were the then United States Com- 
missioner of Education, Dr. Earl J. Mc- 
Grath, several distinguished Members of 
Congress, representatives of major na- 
tional organizations interested in educa- 
tion, representatives of labor and of 
agriculture, and local school superin- 
tendents from many sections of the coun- 
try. I might add that a significant 
number of these superintendents were 
from areas now listed as federally af- 
fected areas to which assistance has been 
given under Public Laws 815 and 874 of 
the 81st Congress. 

What did we find in these hearings? 
First of all we discovered that the Fed- 
eral Government had been neglecting to 
remedy a situation arising from its own 
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activities. School districts located near 
defense installations and military posts 
were being required to enroll large num- 
bers of children whose parents were Fed- 
eral employees or who worked in defense 
plants. At the same time, the property 
on which these parents lived or worked 
was removed from the taxrolls of the 
locality. 

As a result, the 81st Congress enacted 
Public Laws 815 and 874, both of which 
measures were developed as a result of 
investigations by my subcommittee and 
by a subcommittee of the House Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor headed 
by Representative BarLey, of West Vir- 
ginia. 

Secondly, our subcommittee discov- 
ered that even our experts were unable 
to project accurately the national need 
for school buildings or to break down 
this need on a State basis. In his testi- 
mony to us, Dr. McGrath, the Commis- 
sioner of Education, estimated that the 
need for new school buildings between 
1949 and 1960 was in the neighborhood of 
400,000 classrooms to be built at a cost 
of between $8 and $11 billion. 

But Dr. McGrath went on to say, and 
I quote from his testimony: 

However, it should be pointed out that 
these are informal estimates only. No valid 
data on the total required will be available 
until carefully planned studies have been 
made in all States on some uniform basis 
to assure the comparability of data. 


In view of this statement, when it came 
time to write the bill that later became 
Public Law 815, our subcommittee in- 
corporated into it a provision of one of 
the school construction bills that I had 
earlier introduced authorizing $3 million 
to be allocated to the States for surveys 
of current and future school building 
needs. I hold here in my hand a copy 
of the report of the status phase of the 
school-facilities survey authorized by 
title I, Public Law 815 of the 81st Con- 
gress. This describes our current school 
building needs. I am informed by the 
United States Office of Education in the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, that a further report is being 
rushed to completion which will project 
until 1960 the needs of the States par- 
ticipating in the survey. The report 
which I have here presents detailed sta- 
tistics on the current needs as of Sep- 
tember 1952 for school buildings in 43 
States and Territories. I note here that 
a few States did not participate, either 
because they had just completed surveys 
or because of existing legislation which 
made it difficult for them to participate. 
Since the 43 States participating in this 
survey enrolled 79 percent of the chil- 
dren in our public schools, the Office of 
Education has felt justified in producing 
estimates projected on a national basis 
from the factual data supplied by the 
participating States who, in turn, col- 
lected them from the localities within 
their borders. 

What then in brief did the survey dis- 
close? Taking 1952-53 as the base year, 
the survey found that a third of our Na- 
tion’s public elementary and secondary 
schoolchildren were attending classes 
in buildings of questionable safety as far 
as fire was concerned. In fact, 18 per- 
cent of them were attending in build- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


ings that could not be considered fire- 
proof at all. 

The survey also found that 700,000 
public-school children were attending 
school in double shifts and, in some lo- 
calities, on triple shifts. You cannot re- 
alize the full meaning of this until you 
have actually seen, as I have seen, 
schools where as one school bus emptied 
its load of children coming to school a 
line of children was forming to get on 
the school bus to be taken home, and this 
was in the middle of the day. In short, 
children who should have been spend- 
ing a normal day in schools were turned 
out on the streets at noon. Perhaps they 
were fortunate enough to have a parent 
at home to keep an eye on them, or per- 
haps they were fortunate enough to 
have organized recreation available. 
And if they were not, what then? And 
what of the children on the so-called 
afternoon shift, which sometimes does 
not end until 6 p. m.? These children 
lose practically all opportunity for out- 
door playtime, their hours disrupt the 
normal family routine, and during the 
winter months these youngsters are 
forced to travel long blocks home in the 
dark night. The findings of the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON], 
Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency, 
tell that story more eloquently than I 
have time to do here. 

To return to the national school-facil- 
ities survey, the report of current needs 
in 1952-53 stated that more than 312,000 
classrooms should be built to relieve over- 
crowding and to replace obsolete build- 
ings. But that was in 1952. Since then 
enrollment has increased and more class- 
rooms have become obsolete. The need 
during the approaching school year 1954- 
55 will be 340,000 classrooms. 

As of 1952, it was estimated that the 
cost of building the 312,000 classrooms 
then needed was $10.7 billion. But now 
it is probably closer to $12 billion. Of 
course the primary responsibility of fi- 
nancing all this school construction lies 
with State and local governments, but 
the laws and methods for voting bond 
issues or raising assessments on prop- 
erty are such that our States and local 
school districts estimated that in 1952 
they could only raise $5.8 billion of the 
$10.7 billion needed then. This left a 
deficit of $4.9 billion. In my own State 
of Minnesota we reported to the Office of 
Education a need for $165,959,000 worth 
of school construction of which 90 per- 
cent was new construction rather than 
for remodeling or rehabilitation of ob- 
solete buildings. Even if every local 
school district and our State legislature 


had taxed and appropriated to its total 


legal capacity there still would have been 
a deficit of $46 million, or 27.8 percent of 
the total estimated need. 

One more national figure for consider- 
ation. Although in the fall of 1952 our 
States and localities estimated that there 
was $5.8 billion available for school con- 
struction within existing legal limita- 
tions, the fact is that the estimated 
amount of actual expenditure for school 
construction in the United States dur- 
ing 1952-53 was in the neighborhood of 
$1.5 billion. The estimates for the 
school year 1953-54 just ended are $1.8 
billion worth of construction, and dur- 
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ing the coming year we will probably 
build $2 billion worth of classroom fa- 
cilities, 

Before we accuse the States and lo- 
calities, however, of shirking their re- 
sponsibilities let us keep a few more facts 
in mind. The national figures for the 
value of school construction I have just 
cited are peak figures. The first time 
the people of the United States ever 
spent more than $1 billion on school 
construction was in 1950. Back in 1925 
we thought it was a record when we 
spent $434 million for that purpose. Not 
until 1948, 23 years later, did we again 
spend over $400 million to build schools. 
In 1934, because of the depression, and 
again in 1944, when labor and material 
shortages arose during wartime, the total 
expenditure for school construction sank 
below $60 million. The fact is that the 
magnitude of the task has far out- 
stripped the resources available to our 
States and local school districts. Even 
so, these same local school districts, aided 
in 26 States by State funds, are grad- 
ually trying to catch up with the back- 
log of construction which is a legacy of 
the depression and war years while at 
the same time keeping abreast of ever- 
mounting enrollments. I think it is re- 
markable and praiseworthy that in the 
4 years since 1950 we have nearly doubled 
the amount of expenditure for public 
school construction in the United States. 
But even this begins to look like “too lit- 
tle and too late.” 

As I pointed out at the beginning of 
my remarks, Mr. President, 31 million 
children will be going to school in little 
more than a month from now; and they 
will find that we are short not 312,000 
classrooms, because that was in Sep- 
tember 1952, and not 325,000 classrooms 
because that was last year, but 340,000 
classrooms. I might add that there is 
nothing we can do about this at all. And 
because we can do nothing about it and 
because we have done nothing about it 
so far, 1 child in 5 this year will go toa 
building that is a firetrap and 1 child 
in 10 will go to a building that is over 50 
years old and ought to be abandoned. I 
repeat, Mr. President, there is nothing 
we can do to remedy this situation be- 
fore the next school year begins, and 
the tragedy of it all is that we could have 
remedied it 6 years ago except for the 
fact that those of us who saw the impli- 
cations of the increasing national birth- 
rate were like voices crying in the wilder- 
ness. 

If it is too late to do much for the 
children of 1954-55 who have to attend 
crowded, unsafe, and unsanitary school 
buildings, the question for which we 
must seek an answer is: What can we 
do for the school children of 1957, 58, 
59, and 1960 and beyond? Only a few 
days ago, Mr. President, the Vice Presi- 
dent proposed to the Governors of our 
48 States a national highway plan in- 
volving the breath-taking expenditure 
of $50 billion over the next 10 years. 
The Vice President pointed out how 
necessary it was to expand our highways 
in order to meet the needs of a popula- 
tion of 200 million people by 1970 and 
cited many ways in which modernizing 
and expanding our highways would pro- 
mote the national welfare. 
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With all due respect for the regular 
presiding officer of the Senate, I say to 
him that it would be foolish in the ex- 
treme to plan for the highways of 1970 
without taking some thought for the 
schools of the 1950’s. The 5- and 6- 
year-olds who are entering school for 
the first time this year will drive on the 
highways proposed by the administra- 
tion. Can schools be any less important 
than highways? In his speech, the 
Vice President pointed out the cost of 
neglecting our highway system, a cost 
compounded of human lives lost or im- 
paired by accident. 

But what about the hidden costs of 
neglecting our schools? Are they not 
also measured in terms of human lives— 
the Selective Service rejectee, the ju- 
venile offender in prison or reformatory, 
the unskilled worker on relief? If we are 
shocked by the death toll on our high- 
ways should we not be equally shocked 
by the fact that since 1950 the Army has 
had to retrain 120,000 men because of 
educational deficiencies? This training 
was necessary in order to bring these 
men up to the reading level of a 5th- 
grader in elementary schools, otherwise 
the Army could not make effective use 
of these men as soldiers. Surely it would 
have been better for these trainees had 
they been properly taught when they 
were in school rather than to wait until 
they were soldiers before giving them the 
rudiments of literacy. And, I might add, 
it would have been less costly, since the 
soldiers receiving literacy training were 
also fed and clothed and housed at pub- 
lic expense while the school child is not 
so treated. 

If the administration is concerned with 
the thousands of miles of roads in need 
of repair should it not be equally con- 
cerned with the minds of 8 million per- 
sons who are functional illiterates ac- 
cording to reports recently issued by the 
United States Commissioner of Educa- 
tion? I am not advocating that we neg- 
lect highways in order to build schools; 
neither do I advocate the neglect of the 
minds of our school children while we 
build roads. I voted for an additional 
billion dollars of Federal money for high- 
way construction this year. By the same 
token I intend to vote for a program of 
Federal assistance to help our States and 
localities build the schools our children 
deserve. All that I advocate is that we 
balance one national need against an- 
other, the need for highways against the 
need for schools, and that we view both 
in their proper perspective and in their 
proper relationship to the national 
welfare. 

In the past several days I have heard 
many of my colleagues from the other 
side of the aisle speak in praise of the 
proposed $50 billion highway plan. As 
they have done so, I have been reminded 
of the cartoon by Herb Block of the 
Washington Post and Times Herald in 
which a little boy is pulling at the coat- 
tails of a man delivering an oration on 
the future of America and saying to him, 
“Here I am, Mister.” 

Mr. President, there is now pending 
on the calendar of the Senate, S. 2601, 
the emergency public school construction 
act of 1954. Over the next 2 years, this 
bill would authorize not $50 billion, not 
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$5 billion, but $500 million to assist the 
States and Territories in meeting their 
immediate and critical needs for public 
school buildings. I am pleased to note 
that S. 2601 was reported unanimously 
from the Senate Labor and Public Wel- 
fare Committee and that it is a biparti- 
san bill with 11 sponsors from both sides 
of the aisle. 

Although I was one of several Sena- 
tors who introduced a separate school 
construction bill, I am more than willing 
to support a bill like S. 2601, amended, 
in which a hard-working committee has 
endeavored to include the most desirable 
features of the many proposals before 
it. My own bill, S. 536, has several pro- 
visions in common with S. 2601, although 
it differs from it both in the amount of 
aid authorized and in the formula used 
for distribution. In my recorded testi- 
mony to the hearings before the Senator 
from Kentucky’s [Mr. Coorer] Subcom- 
mittee on Education, I pointed out to the 
subcommittee the need for school ‘con- 
struction and gave my reasons for think- 
ing my bill would help alleviate this need. 
I note from the printed copy of the hear- 
ings which I have received that many of 
my colleagues who had also introduced 
school construction bills presented simi- 
lar testimony for the record. 

As I glanced through the printed hear- 
ings on S. 2601 I saw many familiar 
names and read many familiar argu- 
ments. I say “familiar” because the 
case for Federal assistance for school 
construction is substantially the same in 
1954 as it was in 1949 except that we 
should have acted in 1949. One great 
difference is that the witnesses testify- 
ing before the Senate this year were 
equipped with the best available statis- 
tics that could be derived from the school 
facilities survey, which we did not have 
in 1949. I noted also that witnesses 
from several of the States were able to 
draw upon figures produced by surveys 
of State needs and resources for financ- 
ing new schools. In short, Mr. Presi- 
dent, we know more facts about the 
need for school buildings than we knew 
in 1949, but we still have not gotten 
around to facing these facts and acting 
on them. 

I was, of course, greatly disturbed that 
neither the present United States Com- 
missioner of Education, Dr. Samuel 
Brownell, nor Secretary Hobby of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare appeared in person before the 
subcommittee on education of the Labor 
and Public Welfare Committee. Both 
of these officials submitted statements 
for inclusion in the record. The sub- 


` stance of their testimony was that while 


it is true that we need school facilities, 
the only thing the Federal Government 
ought to do at this time is hold some 
conferences to talk about them. This 
is indeed a far cry from 1949 when both 
the Federal Security Administrator and 
the Commissioner of Education ap- 
peared before my subcommittee to urge 
strongly the passage of a Federal school 
construction law. 

In its present form, S. 2601 is a 2-year 
emergency bill designed to take care of 
the immediate needs of our public 
schools while the proposed State and 
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White House conferences on education 
advocated by Mrs. Hobby and Dr. 
Brownell are discussing a long-range 
program. As such, the bill is designed to 
meet the objections raised by Secretary 
Hobby that we have “no adequate and 
recognized criteria for determining what 
the actual resources and physical capac- 
ity of States and communities are, and 
no generally accepted criteria of what 
constitutes a reasonable effort on the 
part of States and communities in de- 
voting their available resources to meet 
school construction needs.” I do not 
know what the Secretary means by ade- 
quate and recognized criteria, but I have 
already cited numerous figures from re- 
ports on our school needs prepared in 
her own department at the request of 
Congress and in compliance with an Act 
of Congress. At least, Senator COOPER 
and his subcommittee have recognized 
these facts and have decided to act now 
rather than to wait on whatever further 
information some proposed conferences 
might develop. 

I do not see how by any stretch of the 
imagination S. 2601 could be called an 
extravagant measure. Certainly it is 
not extravagant when compared with the 
$50 billion highway program, nor is it 
extragavant by comparison to the $10 
billion need for school construction. My 
own State of Minnesota would receive a 
little less than $5 million for each of the 
2 years the bill is operative, or about 
$7.51 per child of 5 to 17. Under the 
terms of the Cooper bill, no more than 
40 percent of any one school-building 
project can be financed with Federal 
money, This means that the $10 million 
that will go to my State will finance $25 
million worth of schools, of which $15 
million must be raised by the State and 
its local school districts. Yet, as I point- 
ed out, the State of Minnesota in 1952- 
53 estimated that its resources would 
fall $40 million short of its needs and I 
am sure that the deficit of need over 
ability to pay is greater now than it was 
2 years ago. 

Nevertheless, S. 2601 is a significant 
step forward from doing nothing at all. 
For this reason, Mr. President, I think 
that the Senate of the United States has 
no more important unfinished business 
before it than this bill which will affect 
the welfare of hundreds of thousands of 
schoolchildren. I think it should pass, 
and pass quickly, and I should like to 
hope that the leadership of the Senate 
and of the House will do all that they can 
to get S. 2601 enacted before we go 
home. 

Finally, Mr. President, I should like to 
hope that the President of the United 
States will seize this opportunity for an 
act of creative leadership. How tragic 
it would be for this bill to fail of passage 
by Congress because of neglect or actual 
opposition by an administration whose 
leader is himself—at least nominally—a 
former educator. Surely the President 
meant what he said in his state of the 
Union message this year from which I 
quote these words: 

Youth—our greatest resource—is being 
seriously neglected in a vital respect. The 
Nation as a whole is not preparing teachers 
or building schools fast enough to keep up 
with the increase in our population. 
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The preparation of teachers, as, indeed, 
the control and direction of public education 
policy, is a State and local responsibility. 
However, the Federal Government should 
stand ready to assist States which demon- 
strably cannot provide sufficient school 
buildings. 


The President has stated that he is a 
liberal when it comes to human needs. 
If ever there was a human need, the wel- 
fare of American school children is one 
such need. I have already brought to 
the attention of the Senate a telegram 
sent to the President by 20 great national 
organizations, urging him to support 
favorable consideration by the Congress 
of the emergency public-school construc- 
tion bill before it adjourns. I should 
like to read the opening sentence of this 
telegram which says, “The people of the 
United States possess no more precious 
national treasure than the children en- 
rolled in our schools.” Mr. President, 
here is a resource we can unite in pro- 
tecting; no long debate is needed here. 
Nothing we can say or do will keep these 
American school children from going to 
school and from growing up to the re- 
sponsibilities of adult citizens. They 
will go to school, be it overcrowded or 
unsafe; and they will grow up and be- 
come yet another generation of Ameri- 
can voters. 

Our task then, is to act and act now to 
keep faith with this generation of school 
children, our precious treasure and irre- 
placeable national resource. That they 
will become citizens is beyond doubt; 
what sort of citizens they will be is for 
our generation to decide. We had this 
sort of vision when we aided the States 
to develop land-grant colleges of agri- 
culture and the mechanic arts. We had 
the vision and we kept faith with the 
generation to come when we established 
grants-in-aid to the States for vocational 
education. Shall we not once again meet 
a great national need—the shortage of 
school buildings—by an act of states- 
manship. I hope we shall and that S. 
2601 will pass before the 83d Congress 
becomes history. 


RECESS TO 10 A. M. TOMORROW 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 
there be no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I move that the Senate 
stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 10 
o’clock and 46 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until Tuesday, August 17, 
1954, at 10 o’clock a. m, 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate August 16 (legislative day of 
August 5), 1954: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Robert McClintock, of California, a For- 
eign Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassa- 
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Kingdom of 
Cambodia. 

Charles W. Yost, of New York, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Envoy Extraor- 
dinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of the 
2 States of America to the Kingdom 

aos. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FORCE 


Trevor Gardner, of California, to be Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Air Force, 


BOARD OF PAROLE 


Lewis J. Grout, of Kansas, to be a member 
of the Board of Parole for a term expiring 
September 30, 1959. 

John E. Henry, of Montana, to be a mem- 
ber of the Board of Parole for a term expiring 
September 30, 1956, vice Paul W. Tappan, 
resigned. 


UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGES 


Martin Donald Van Oosterhout, of Iowa, 
to be United States circuit judge, eighth cir- 
cuit, vice Seth Thomas, retired. 

Charles J. Vogel, of North Dakota, to be 
United States circuit judge, eighth circuit, 
vice Walter G. Riddick, deceased. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 


Henry L. Brooks, of Kentucky, to be United 
States district judge for the western district 
of Kentucky, to fll a new position, 


UNITED STATES MARSHAL 


Jay Neal, of Arkansas, to be United States 
marshal for the western district of Arkansas, 
vice Cooper Hudspeth, resigned. 


COMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS 


Russell E. Atkinson, of New Jersey, to be 
comptroller of customs with headquarters 
at Philadelphia, Pa., to fill an existing va- 
cancy. 

IN THE ARMY 

The officers named herein for appointment 
as Reserve commissioned officers of the Army 
under the provisions of the Armed Forces 
Reserve Act of 1952 (Public Law 476, 82d 
Cong.) : 

To be major generals 

Maj. Gen. Philip Charles Bettenburg, 
0171936, Minnesota National Guard, to date 
from May 10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Carl Otha DeBard, 0288794. 
Indiana National Guard, to date from May 
10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Heber Leutner Edwards, 0172673, 
North Dakota National Guard, to date from 
May 10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Rhodolph Leslie Esmay, 0165227, 
Wyoming National Guard, to date from July 
25, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Luis Raul Esteves, 0170507. 
Puerto Rico National Guard, to date from 
May 10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Walter Jones Hanna, O171549, 
Alabama National Guard, to date from May 
10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Roy Washington Kenny, 
0176730, Oklahoma National Guard, to date 
from May 10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Mark Walter Lance, 0243398, 
Florida National Guard, to date from May 
10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Gordon Alexander MacDonald, 
0193923, Michigan National Guard, to date 
from May 10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Joseph Evelyn Nelson, 0241830, 
Minnesota National Guard, to date from May 
10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Frederick Gates Reincke, 
0322850, Connecticut National Guard, to 
date from May 10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. Charles Gurdon Sage, 0171863, 
New Mexico National Guard, to date from 
May 10, 1954. 

Maj. Gen. John Edward Walsh, 0256059, 
Idaho National Guard, to date from May 10, 
1954. 

To be brigadier generals 


Brig. Gen. Wayne Carlos Bailey, 0281317, 
California National Guard, to date from May 
10, 1954. 

Brig. Gen. Richard Cook, 0107835, Minne- 
sota National Guard, to date from May 10, 
1954. 

Brig. Gen. Gerald Edward DuBois, 
0340176, Iowa National Guard, to date from 
May 10, 1954. 
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Brig. Gen. Joseph Clifford Hodgin, 
0120835, Illinois National Guard, to date 
from May 10, 1954. 

Brig. Gen. John Francis Homfeld, 0253221, 
Illinois National Guard, to date from May 
10, 1954. 

Brig. Gen. John Jacobson, Jr., 0102326, 
New Hampshire National Guard, to date 
from May 10, 1954. 

Brig. Gen. Cecil Joseph Kennedy, 0243189, 
Michigan National Guard, to date from May 
10, 1954. 

Brig. Gen. Harry Atkins Markle, Jr., 
0271409, Pennsylvania National Guard, to 
date from May 10, 1954. 

Brig. Gen. Loren Gregory Windom, 
0275591, Ohio National Guard, to date from 
May 10, 1954. 

In THE Navy 


The following-named officers of the staff 
corps of the Navy for temporary promotion to 
the grade of rear admiral, subject to qualifi- 
cation therefor as provided by law: 

MEDICAL CORPS 

Bruce E. Bradley 

Irwin L. V. Norman 

SUPPLY CORPS 

William L. Knickerbocker 

Thomas L. Becknell, Jr. 

James W. Boundy 

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS 

William Sihler 

Robert H. Meade 

DENTAL CORPS 
Ralph W. Taylor 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate August 16 (legislative day of 
August 5), 1954. 

SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT 

CORPORATION 

The following-named persons to be mem- 
bers of the Advisory Board of the Saint 
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation: 

John C. Beukema, of Michigan, 

Harry C. Brockel, of Wisconsin. 

Edward J. Noble, of Connecticut, 

Kenneth Merle Lloyd, of Ohio. 

Hugh Moore, of Pennsylvania. 

Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT 
E. George Siedle, of Pennsylvania, to be 
an Assistant Postmaster General, 
POSTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 
Emitt J. Stricklin, Bremen, 
ARIZONA 
Paul H. McEwen, McNary. 
Bertha Bernice Boggs, Waddell. 
ARKANSAS 

James A. Myover, Cotton Plant. 

John A. Fairly, Junction City. 

Irel C. Bellville, Little Rock. 

CALIFORNIA 

Albert S. Ricketts, Burbank. 

Hazel M. Bailey, Los Alamos. 

Harry S. Barr, Meridian. 

Myrtle D. Jennings, Mount Eden. 

Alden H. Stookey, Portola. 

Gladys K. Mohnike, Tecopa. 

Marion E. Underhill, Yuba City. 

COLORADO 
Lloyd R. Swedhin, Buena Vista. 
Maybelle M. Wright, Erie. 
FLORIDA 

William Dale Dunifon, Fort Lauderdale, 

Rudolph W. Long, Sebastian, 

Green J, McGriff, Jr., Starke. 

GEORGIA 


William C. Lovejoy, Jr., Decatur. 
Martha E. Priester, Grantville. 
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ILLINOIS 
Elmer W. Johnson, Cherry Valley. 
Salvator R. Forlenza, Park Forest. 
Enid I. Crotchett, Kane. 
Harold J. Fenwick, Malden, 
Robert F. Herzog, Peru. 


IOWA 


Buster Davenport, Anamosa, 
Edwin H. Curtis, Chariton. 


LOUISIANA 
Ruth T. Hingle, Pointe a la Hache. 
MAINE 


Helen I. Bennett, Charleston. 
Sewall L. Moody, Guilford. 
Donald T. Reilly, New Harbor. 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Anna M. Shea, Barrowsville. 
Donald F. Griffin, Lanesboro. 
Nils Sture Nelson, Norwood. 
Stacy P. Taylor, South Wellfleet. 
MICHIGAN 
Chester F. Lee, Armada. 
Lawrence A. Hahn, Au Gres. 
Robert J. Price, Baraga. 
Walter R. Cremeans, Elmira, 
Andrew R. Fuller, Fife Lake. 
Henry A. Torretti, Iron Mountain. 
Marjorie A. Hershiser, Lake Odessa. 
Marvin D. Cole, Middleton, 
Shirley E. McBean, Peck. 
Burnetta W. Lawitzke, Port Hope. 
Ralph G. Hartsig, Van Dyke. 
MINNESOTA 
Dale E. Matteson, Akeley. 
Walter J. Jacob, Anoka. 
Robert J. Talbert, Crystal Bay. 
Harold J. Mumme, Franklin. 
Vernon A. Temanson, Greenbush. 
Edward K. Tanner, Little Falls. 
Glenn B. Burbach, Rochester. 
Ruby S. Lynch, South International Falls. 
Bernard J. Rauen, Waconia, 


MISSOURI 
Weldon P. Coy, South St. Joseph. 


MONTANA 
Norman E. Blythe, Havre. 
Guy C. Rogers, Missoula. 
Joseph M. Tackes, Power. 
NEBRASKA 
Ivan E. Hiatt, Bristow. 


Charley L. Dickey III, Columbus. 
Clarence O. Rodine, Polk. 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Frank A. Fogg, Center Ossipee. 
NEW JERSEY 
Lester W. Schroeder, Franklin. 
Robert A. Cooper, Mount Arlington. 
Frank W. Murphy, Paterson, 
NEW MEXICO 
Lewis H. Moore, Farmington. 


NORTH CAROLINA 
Aretta S. Crumpton, Altamahaw. 
OHIO 
Paul R. Boyd, Barnesville. 
William L. Meder, Bellaire. 
Hobart A. Wehking, Cincinnati. 
Joseph S. Frantz, Cleveland. 
August J. Leagre, De Graff. 
Harry A. Titsworth, Fremont. 
Ellsworth C. Young, Middlebranch. 
Oril O. Miller, Mount Blanchard 
Sister Mary Annice Cushman, Mount St. 
Joseph. 
William C. Duff, New Concord. 
Edna T. Duncan, Perrysville. 
Frank R. Faires, Stockport. 
Earl W. Conner, Waynesville. 
George W. Rupp, Wellston. 


OREGON 


Friedrick W. Knieling, Marion. 
Albert M. Hodler, Portland. 
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PENNSYLVANIA 
Earl S. Cummings, Aliquippa. 
Charlotta F, Ferren, Allenport. 
Bruce Crumm, Altoona. 
Kelvin L. Bowman, Klingerstown. 
Harold V. Eichelberger, Lewisberry. 
George W. Gunia, Springdale. 
William W. Davis, Wilkes-Barre. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
Irwin B. Linstad, Eagle Butte. 
Delvin Meyer, Mission. 
TEXAS 
Frank T. Coffman, Bagwell. 
Douglas M. Pegues, Cleburne. 
Martin E. Franklin, Fort Hancock. 
Kenneth Whelply, Nederland. 
Nathan O. Jackson, Tolar. 
VIRGINIA 
Ellwood B. Groseclose, Ivanhoe. 
WASHINGTON 
Muriel June Kast, Elbe. 
WISCONSIN 
William D. Arnold, Lake Nebagamon. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monpay, Aucust 16, 1954 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, at the beginning of this 
new week, we are humbly and earnestly 
beseeching Thee that the whole course 
of our lives may be directed in true ac- 
cord with Thy divine will. 

Grant that in the welter of life’s many 
conflicting calls and claims we may be 
inspired by the assurance of Thy sus- 
taining presence to serve our generation 
faithfully. 

Help us to see more clearly that our 
human life has no defense against de- 
spair and defeatism unless we cultivate 
a greater faith in Thee, whose wisdom 
is infallible and whose strength is in- 
vincible. 

Emancipate our troubled and trem- 
bling spirits from fear and anxiety and 
may we put our hands in Thine and hear 
and heed Thy voice as Thou dost say un- 
to us, “This is the way, walk ye therein.” 

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
‘Thursday, August 12, 1954, was read and 
approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend- 
ment bills of the House of the following 
titles: 


H.R.3516. An act for the relief of Anna 
K. M s 


H. R. 8027. An act to amend the act of 
March 6, 1952 (66 Stat. 16), to extend the 
time during which the Secretary of the In- 
terior may enter into amendatory repayment 
contracts under the Federal reclamation laws, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9712. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to certain New England States to 
enter into a compact relating to higher edu- 
cation in the New England States and estab- 
lishing the New England Board of Higher 
Education; 

H. R. 9868. An act to amend the Merchant 
Ship Sales Act of 1946 to provide for the 
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charter of passenger ships in the domestic 
trade; and 

H. R. 9962. An act to increase by 5 percent 
the rates of pension payable to veterans and 
their dependents. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, bills of the House of the 
following titles: 


H. R. 1665. An act for the relief of Carl 
Piowaty and W. J. Piowaty; 

H. R. 1980. An act to authorize and direct 
the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia to construct a bridge over the Poto- 
mac River in the vicinity of Jones Point, 
Va., and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6290. An act to discontinue certain 
reports now required by law; 

H. R. 6672. An act to increase the public 
debt limit; 

E R. 7762. An act for the relief of M. M. 
ess; 

H. R. 8193. An act to amend the Refugee 
Relief Act of 1953; 

H. R. 8753. An act to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended, to authorize the Ad- 
ministrator of General Services to estab- 
lish and operate motor vehicle pools and 
systems and to provide office furniture and 
furnishings when agencies are moved to new 
locations, to direct the Administrator to re- 
port the unauthorized use of Government 
motor vehicles, and to authorize the United 
States Civil Service Commission to regulate 
operators of Government-owned motor ve- 
hicles, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9002. An act to provide for the re- 
tirement of certain officers of the Regular 
Army and the Regular Air Force at age 60, 
and for other purposes; 

H.R.9357. An act for the relief of S. H. 
Prather, Mrs. Florence Prather Penman, S. 
H. Prather, Jr.; 

H. R. 9910. An act to amend section 413 
(b) of the Foreign Service Act of 1946; and 

H. R. 10009. An act to provide for the re- 
view of customs tariff schedules, to improve 
procedures for the tariff classification of un- 
enumerated articles, to repeal or amend ob- 
solete provisions of the customs laws, and 
for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and a joint reso- 
lution of the following titles, in which 
the concurrence of the House is re- 
quested: 


S. 114. An act authorizing appropriations 
for the construction, operation, and main- 
tenance of the western land boundary fence 
project, and for other purposes; 

S. 417. An act conferring jurisdiction upon 
the United States District Court for the 
District of New Mexico, to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon certain claims 
arising as a result of the construction by the 
United States of Elephant Butte Dam on the 
Rio Grande; 

S. 1022. An act for the relief of Harold 
Swarthout and L. R. Swarthout; 

S. 2017. An act to revise the procedure in 
the district courts relating to the disposition 
of the wages and effects of deceased and 
deserting seamen, and for other purposes; 

S. 2083. An act for the relief of Lawrence 
F. Kramer; 

S.2980. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the United States District Court for 
the Southern District of New York to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon a 
claim of the Bunker Hill Development Corp.; 

S.3187. An act to authorize the United 
States of America to quitclaim all its right, 
title, and interest in and to certain lands in 
Arizona, except for mineral interests therein, 
and for other purposes; 
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5.3189. An act providing for the convey- 
ance by the United States to the Monterey 
County Flood Control and Water Conserva- 
tion District, Monterey County, Calif., of 
certain lands in Camp Roberts Military Res- 
ervation, Calif., for use as a dam and reser- 
voir site, and for other pur 

5.3316. An act to authorize and direct the 
conveyance of a certain tract of land in the 
State of Mississippi to Jonathan Jones; 

S. 3326. An act for the relief of P. H. Me- 
Connell; 

S. 3601. An act to provide that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is authorized to extend 
until not later than October 18, 1962, certain 
timber rights and necessary ingress and 
egress, and for other purposes; 

S. 3706. An act to outlaw the Communist 
Party, to prohibit members of Communist 
organizations from serving in certain repre- 
sentative capacities, and for other purposes; 

S. 3726. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to certain New England States to 
enter into a compact relating to higher edu- 
cation in the New England States and estab- 
lishing the New England Board of Higher 
Education; and 

8. J. Res. 158. Joint resolution to provide 
for a new third division of the Northern 
Judicial District of California. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol- 
lowing title: 

H. R. 9366. An act to amend the Social 
Security Act and the Internal Revenue Code 
so as to extend coverage under the old-age 
and survivors insurance program, increase 
the benefits payable thereunder, preserve the 
insurance rights of disabled individuals, and 
increase the amount of earnings permitted 
without loss of benefits, and for other pur- 
poses, 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill; requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. WILLIAMS, 
Mr. GEORGE, and Mr. BYRD to be the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol- 
lowing title: 

H. R. 10051. An act making appropriations 
for mutual security for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1955, and for other purposes, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill; requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. CORDON, 
Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. HAY- 
DEN, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. McCarran, and 
Mr. CuHavez to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to bills of the Senate of the fol- 
lowing titles: 


S. 22. An act to validate certain payments 
for accrued leave made to members of the 
Armed Forces who accepted discharges for 
the purpose of immediate reenlistment for 
an indefinite period; 

S. 2420. An act to amend section 32 of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act, as amended; 

S. 3233. An act to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, to provide permanent 
legislation for the transportation of a sub- 
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stantial portion of waterborne cargoes in 
United States-flag vessels; 

S. 3239. An act to authorize conveyance 
of land to the State of California for an 
inspection station; 

S. 3379. An act to amend the Flammable 
Fabrics Act, so as to exempt from its appli- 
cation fabrics and wearing apparel which 
are not highly flammable; and 

S. 3487. An act to authorize the Central 
Bank for Cooperatives and the regional 
banks for cooperatives to issue consolidated 
debentures, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had ordered that the House of 
Representatives be requested to return 
to the Senate the bill No. H. R. 8932, “An 
act to reclassify dictaphones in the Tariff 
Act of 1930,” and the message of the Sen- 
ate thereon. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H. R. 2263) entitled “An act to 
authorize the Postmaster General to re- 
adjust the compensation of holders of 
contracts for the performance of mail- 
messenger service,” disagreed to by the 
House; agrees to the conference asked 
by the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. CARLSON, Mr. Durr, and Mr. JOHN- 
ston of South Carolina to be the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9757) entitled “An act to amend 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as 
amended, and for other purposes.” 

The message also announced that the 
Senate further insists on its amendments 
to the above-entitled bill and asks a fur- 
ther conference with the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon and appoints Mr. HicKENLOOPER, 
Mr. Know .anp, Mr. Bricker, Mr. JOHN- 
son of Colorado, and Mr. ANDERSON to be 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9678) entitled “An act to promote the 
security and foreign policy of the United 
States by furnishing assistance to 
friendly nations, and for other purposes.” 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AND THE 
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 9366) 
to amend the Social Security Act and the 
Internal Revenue Code so as to extend 
coverage under the old-age and survivors 
insurance program, increase the bene- 
fits payable thereunder, preserve the in- 
surance rights of disabled individuals, 
and increase the amount of earnings per- 
mitted without loss of benefits, and for 
other purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend- 
ments, and agree to the conference asked 
by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? The Chair hears none, and ap- 
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points the following conferees: Messrs. 
REED of New York, JENKINS, SIMPSON of 
Pennsylvania, COOPER, and DINGELL. 


SECOND LIBERTY BOND ACT 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 
6672) to increase the public debt limit, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert “That during the period be- 
ginning on the date of enactment of this 
act and ending on June 30, 1955, the public 
debt limit set forth in the first sentence of 
section 21 of the Second Liberty Bond Act, 
as amended, shall be temporarily increased 
by $6 billion.” 


The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
COOPER]. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I intend 
to reserve the right to object for the 
purpose of making a brief statement. 
Itis my understanding that the. gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mutter] in- 
tends to object, so I shall withhold. the 
statement. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED]? 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, this bill origi- 
nally came before the House at the end 
of the last session of this Congress last 
year. It was requested by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury at that time on his 
representation to the House that it was 
needed in order to meet the debt limit; 
and that if the debt limit were not in- 
creased at that time, this Government 
of ours would not be able to meet its 
bills as they became due during the 
calendar year ending December 31 last. 

We have now gone almost 13 months 
since that request was made and the 
House passed the bill. Now I under- 
stand there has been a statement made 
to the other body, as a result of which 
the increase requested, instead of being 
$15 billion, is to be only $6 billion. I 
think before this House is asked to do 
anything more with this bill, the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury should report to 
this House and tell us why the differ- 
ence and why he can now get along with 
$6 billion increase when he reported to 
the House last year that he needed 
$15 billion before the calendar year 
was over, 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. As a matter of fact, 
the Secretary of the Treasury has made 
constant representations to all of us in 
respect to this matter. As far as the ac- 
tion taken by the House of Representa- 
tives is concerned, I am completely con- 
vinced that if the other body had gone 
along with us, money would have been 
saved to the Treasury of the United 
States. However, they did not. 

I rise at this time only to suggest to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER] 
that this matter must be disposed of. 


14628 


This course seems to be the desirable one 
and, may I say, the necessary one under 
all the circumstances. If the gentleman 
persists in his objection, then, of course, 
we would have no alternative except to 
move to suspend the rules to pass the bill 
because, as I have said, it is something 
that must be disposed of. I sincerely 
trust the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mutter], for whom I have the highest 
admiration, will not press his objection 
at this time in order that the matter may 
be disposed of. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, in order 
to make my position perfectly clear, 
when the matter was before us in the 
closing days of the last session of this 
Congress, I raised the objection that this 
matter was of sufficient importance to 
require hearings, to require that the tes- 
timony be printed and given to the Mem- 
bers before we were called upon to act. 
Almost 13 months have gone by. I under- 
stand there has been a statement made 
to the other body, but we do not have 
that statement here. There have been 
no hearings before the appropriate com- 
mittee of this House. I think until those 
hearings are held and we know where we 
are going and why we are going there, I 
must object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 


MUTUAL SECURITY APPROPRIA- 
TION ACT 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to take from the Speak- 
er's table the bill (H. R. 10051) making 
appropriations for mutual security for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and 
for other purposes, disagree to the Sen- 
ate amendments, and agree to the con- 
ference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. TABER]. 

Mr.CANNON. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to ask 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
Taser) if the legislative bill authorizing 
this appropriation has yet become a law? 

Mr. TABER. I think it has, but Iam 
not sure. The conference report has 
passed the Senate and the House, but 
whether or not the bill has been signed, 
I cannot say; but I think it has. 

Mr. CANNON. The House, then, has 
had no notification of approval by the 
President of the authorization bill? 

Mr. TABER. I have not heard of any. 

Mr. CANNON. Would that interfere 
in any way with this bill going to con- 
ference and with action in conference? 

Mr. TABER. I should not think so. 

Mr. CANNON. This is the last ap- 
propriation bill to go to conference this 
session? : 

Mr. TABER. I hope so. 

Mr. CANNON. And there is already 
one pending in conference? 

Mr. TABER. That is right. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I wonder 
if the gentleman could give us any in- 
formation as to when he expects to dis- 
pose of these two bills in conference? 

Mr. TABER. I hope that we may be 
able to have a conference report tonight 
upon the Supplemental bill. I would 
hope that perhaps we will be able to get 
to a conference on the Mutual Security 
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bill. sometime this afternoon, although 
it may be a little difficult to do that. It 
would be very much better if we could 
get it over with, I hope with good results. 

Mr. CANNON. I withdraw my reser- 
vation of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. GROSS. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I understand that 
this request is to appoint conferees on 
the appropriation for the so-called for- 
eign aid? 

Mr. TABER. That is it. 

Mr. GROSS. The other body put $9 
million into this bill for so-called tech- 
nical assistance to the United Nations. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. TABER. That is correct. 

Mr. GROSS. What will be the atti- 
tude of the House conferees toward that? 

Mr. TABER. I would say that the 
House conferees did not like that idea 
when they made up the bill. They left 
it out of the bill because they felt that 
it was more damage than it was good. 

Mr. GROSS. The House appropriated 
not one penny for this purpose? 

Mr. TABER. We appropriated what 
we thought was right: nothing. 

Mr. GROSS. I hope the managers on 
the part of the House will stand by their 
refusal to appropriate money for this 
purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, as I under- 
stand the situation, the Senate appro- 
priated over all some $200 million less for 
foreign aid than the House appropriated. 

Mr. TABER. That is not correct. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. What is the 
difference? 

Mr. TABER. The difference is that 
the House was lower than the Senate by 
several hundred million dollars. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The House ap- 
propriation was lower than the Senate, 
not higher? 

Mr. TABER. Yes, much lower. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I certainly 
want to express the hope that the House 
conferees will stand by the House ver- 
sion of the bili and reduce this appro- 
priation to the very lowest possible 
amount. 

Mr. TABER. I think the gentleman 
can count on that. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. TABER, WIGGLESWORTH, 
H. CARL ANDERSEN, FENTON, Davis of Wis- 
consin, FORD, GARY, ROONEY, PASSMAN, 
and CANNON. 


PROCEEDINGS AGAINST HORACE 
CHANDLER DAVIS 


The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
announce that pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 704, 83d Congress, he did on today, 
August 16, 1954, certify to the United 
States attorney for the western dis- 
trict of Michigan the refusal of Horace 
Chandler Davis to answer questions be- 
fore the Committee on Un-American 
Activities of the House of Representa- 
tives, together with all of the facts in 
connection therewith. 
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FILING OF CONFERENCE REPORTS 
ON MUTUAL SECURITY AND 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 
BILLS 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask that 
the Committee on Appropriations may 
have until midnight tonight to file con- 
ference reports on the mutual security 
appropriation bill and the supplemental 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. CANNON. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, does the request 
include filing conference reports on both 
the foreign aid and the supplemental 
appropriation bills? 

Mr. TABER. It does. 

Mr. PATMAN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, is this the sup- 
plemental appropriation bill that car- 
ries the appropriation for the Hoover 
Commission? 

Mr. TABER. Itis. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 


Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 9757) 
to amend the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, 
as amended, and for other purposes, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, insist on 
disagreement to the Senate amendment, 
and agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none, and appoints the following con- 
ferees: Messrs. COLE of New York, HIN- 
SHAW, VAN ZANDT, DURHAM, and PRICE. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
managers on the part of the House on 
the bill H. R. 9757 may have until mid- 
night tonight to file a conference report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] One hundred sixty- 
three Members are present, not a 
quorum. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 141] 


Adair Buckley Davis, Tenn. 
Angell Busbey Deane 
Ayres Campbell Dempsey 
Baker Canfield D’Ewart 
Barden Carrigg Dingell 
Beamer Chatham Dollinger 
Bender Clevenger Dolliver 
Bentley Colmer Donovan 
Bentsen Condon Dorn, S. C 
Blatnik Cotton Doyle 
Boland Coudert Durham 
Bolling Curtis, Mo. Ellsworth 
Bowler Davis, Ga. Engle 
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Fine Lyle 
Fino McCarthy Riley 
Golden McCormack Rivers 
Gordon McCulloch Robsion, Ky. 
Gubser Mack, III. Rogers, Mass. 
Haley Mack, Wash. Roosevel 
Hand Madden Scrivner 
Harrison, Wyo. Martin, Iowa Secrest 

n Shafer 
Hébert Miller, N. Y. Sheehan 
Hess Mollo; Sikes 
Hillelson Morgan Smith, Wis. 
Hoffman, Ill. Morrison Stringfellow 
Holifielad Moulder Taylor 
Holt Nelson Teague 
Hosmer Norblad Thompson, La. 
Hruska O’Brien, Il. Tollefson 
James O'Brien, Mich. Utt 
Jonas, III. ers Van Pelt 
Kearney Patten Vinson 
Keogh Patterson Vursell 
Kilburn Pelly Wainwright 
Klein Pillion Weichel 
K Powell Wheeler 
Landrum Preston Widnall 
Lantaff Prouty Wilson, Calif. 
LeCompte Rabaut Willson, Tex. 
Lipscomb Radwan Yates 
Lucas Rains Yorty 


The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 293 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


SECTION 308 (5) OF THE TARIFF ACT 
OF 1930 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 9248) 
to amend section 308 (5) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, after line 8, insert: 

“Sec.2. (a) Paragraph 1631 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended, is amended by 
inserting ‘bookbinding or cover’ after ‘book.’ 

“(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall be effective as to articles entered for 
consumption or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption on or after the 10th day 
following the date of this act and prior to 
September 1, 1956.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks on this bill 
following the remarks of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. REED]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, the purpose of the Senate 
amendment to H. R. 9248 is to allow 
a period for the renewal of bookbinding 
and the importation of book covers for 
foreign books by the institutions or for 
the purposes specified in paragraph 
1631 of the Tariff Act. These institu- 
tions are societies or institutions for re- 
ligious, philosophical, educational, sci- 
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entific, or literary in nature. It is not 
anticipated that any domestic book- 
binding or book-cover industry would be 
affected by the amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, as H. R. 
9248 passed the House it provided for the 
temporary exemption of racing vehicles 
and craft which are imported into the 
United States for racing events, where 
no money purse is involved, from the re- 
quirement of filing a bond. 

The Senate added an amendment per- 
mitting certain religious, educational, 
and similar institutions to import free 
of duty until September 1, 1956, book- 
bindings and covers. I urge that the 
Senate amendment be adopted. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


TARIFF ACT OF 1930 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 8628) 
to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 to insure 
that crude silicon carbide imported into 
the United States will continue to be 
exempt from duty, with a Senate amend- 
ment thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

After line 5, insert: 

“Sec. 2. (a) Paragraph 720 of title I of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 
19, sec. 1001, par. 720), is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following subpara- 


graph: 

“(d) Fish sticks and similar products of 
any size or shape, fillets, or other portions of 
fish, if breaded, coated with batter, or simi- 
larly prepared, but not packed in oil or in oil 
and other substances, whether in bulk or in 
containers of any size or kind, and whether 
or not described or provided for elsewhere in 
this act, if uncooked, 20 percent ad valorem; 
cooked in any degree, 30 percent ad valorem.” 

“(b) The foregoing amendment shall enter 
into effect as soon as practicable on a date to 
be specified by the President in a notice to 
the Secretary of the Treasury following such 
negotiations as may be necessary to effect a 
modification or a termination of the inter- 
national obligations of the United States 
with which the amendment would be in 
conflict.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to 
amend the Tariff Act of 1930 to insure that 
crude silicon carbide imported into the 
United States will continue to be exempt 
from duty, and with respect to the duties 
applicable to certain prepared fish.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks on this 
bill following the remarks of the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. REED]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
the Senate amendment to H. R. 8628 re- 
moves an anomaly in the existing duties 
on certain prepared fish by fish 
sticks not containing any added oil duti- 
able at rates which are higher than those 
applicable to the raw fish from which 
they have been processed. The amend- 
ment also provides that the new rates of 
duty shall enter into effect as soon as 
practicable after the President has taken 
action to modify or withdraw any inter- 
national obligations which may be af- 
fected by the proposed legislation. It is 
my understanding that this amendment 
avoids the possible conflict with interna- 
tional obligations to which the executive 
departments previously raised objections, 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, as H. R. 
8628 passed the House it provided for the 
continued importation of crude silicon 
carbide free of duty. 

The Senate added an amendment 
which would permit a readjustment in 
the rates of duties on fish sticks and 
similar products, amounting to an in- 
crease in these duties. This increase will 
be made only after the President has had 
time to modify concessions on them in 
our trade agreements. 

It is my understanding that the inter- 
ested departments are agreeable to this 
amendment. I urge that the Senate 
amendment be adopted. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, the purpose 
of the amendment under discussion is to 
place a duty of 20 percent ad valorem on 
uncooked fish sticks and 30 percent on 
the cooked, with a view of providing 
fairer competition between foreign and 
domestic fish sticks in the event that 
foreign nations decide to send these fish 
sticks into the United States. 

The 20-percent tariff on uncooked fish 
sticks represents an increase in the tariff 
to carry out the general policy that 
higher tariffs will be established for each 
successive stage of processing of any 
particular article. Under the existing 
law, the tariff on prepared fish sticks is 
lower than on raw fish. 

I have held conferences with repre- 
sentatives of the various departments 
and this proposed legislation meets with 
general approval, and I am confident 
that the White House will endorse fa- 
vorable action by this body. Dr. Gabriel 
Hauge, administrative assistant to the 
President, has already stated that “the 
goal of your bill, which we all agree, is a 
good one.” 

The domestic-fishing industry is mak- 
ing every effort to help itself in main- 
taining high standards, provide employ- 
ment, and encourage industry, but it 
needs help and protection from competi- 
tive imports. The proposed amendment 
will alleviate some of the strain on the 
industry, and I urge its passage. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


REVIEW OF CUSTOMS TARIFF 
SCHEDULES 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 10009) 
to provide for the review of customs 
tariff schedules, to improve procedures 
for the tariff classification of unenu- 
merated articles, to repeal or amend ob- 
solete provisions of the customs laws, 
and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 


Page 2, lines 1 and 2, strike out “for the 
purpose of determining the applicable rate 
of duty or exemption from duty” and insert 
“for tariff purposes.” 

Page 2, line 3, strike out “certain” and 
insert “related.” 

Page 2, line 11, strike out “Established” 
and insert “Establish.” 

Page 2, line 20, strike out all after “classi- 
fications” over to and including “calculated” 
in line 25 on page 4. 

Page 4, after line 25, insert: 

“(b) The Commission shall seek to ac- 
complish the purposes of subsection (a) 
without suggesting changes in any rate or 
rates of duty on individual products, whether 
those rates are applied by statute or by 
Presidential proclamation. Where, how- 
ever, in the judgment of the Commission, 
the purposes of subsection (a) cannot be 
accomplished without such changes, the 
Commission shall specify each incidental 
change in rates which in its judgment would 
accomplish such purposes, and shall ac- 
company it with a summary of all the data 
on which such suggested change was based, 
together with a statement of the probable 
effect of such suggested change on any in- 
dustry in the United States. Before sug- 
gesting any changes in rates of duty, the 
Commission shall give public notice of its 
intention to do so and shall afford reason- 
able opportunity for parties interested to be 
present, to produce evidence, and to be 
heard at public hearings with respect to the 
probable effect of such suggested changes on 
any industry in the United States.” 

Page 5, line 1, strike out “(d)” and in- 
sert: (c) 

Page 5, line 3, after “data”, insert “and 
statements.” 

Page 5, line 7, strike out (e)“ and insert 
“(a).” 

Page 5, after line 16, insert: 

“(e) The Commission may invoke all the 
powers granted to it under part II, title III, 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and is 
authorized to make reasonable rules and reg- 
ulations, for the purpose of carrying out its 
functions under this title.” 

Page 5, after line 16, insert: 

“(f) The Commission may procure tempo- 
rary and intermittent services in accordance 
with section 15 of the act of August 2, 1946 
(5 U. S. C., sec. 55a), but at rates not to 
exceed $75 per diem for individuals. The 
Commission may reimburse employees, ex- 
perts, and consultants for travel, subsistence, 
and other necessary expenses incurred by 
them in the performance of their official 
duties, and make reasonable advances to 
such persons for such purposes. Service by 
@ person pursuant to the first sentence of 
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this subsection shall not be considered as 
service or employment bringing such person 
within the provisions of section 281, 283, 284, 
or 1914 of title 18 of the United States Code, 
or section 512 of the Mutual Security Act 
of 1954, or section 190 of the Revised Statutes 
(5 U. S. C., sec. 99).” 

Page 5, line 17, strike out “(f)” and in- 
sert „(g) ** 

Page 5, line 21, strike out “tariff classi- 
fication of.” 

Page 5, line 22, after “articles”, insert 
American goods returned.“ 

Page 6, after line 20, insert: 


“CERTAIN METAL ARTICLES RETURNED TO UNITED 
STATES 


“Sec. 202. Paragraph 1615 (g) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended (U. S. C., 1952 edi- 
tion, title 19, sec. 1201, par. 1615 (g)), is 
further amended to read as follows: 

“'(g) (1) Any article exported from the 
United States for repairs or alterations may 
be returned upon the payment of a duty 
upon the value of the repairs or alterations 
at the rate or rates which would apply to 
the article itself in its repaired or altered 
condition if not within the purview of this 
subparagraph (g). 

“ (2) Ti 

„A) any article of metal (except precious 
metal) manufactured in the United States 
or subjected to a process of manufacture in 
the United States is exported for further 
processing; and 

„B) the exported article as processed 
outside the United States, or the article 
which results from the processing outside 
the United States, as the case may be, is re- 
turned to the United States for further 
processing, 
then such article may be returned upon the 
payment of a duty upon the value of such 
processing outside the United States at the 
rate or rates which would apply to such 
article itself if it were not within the pur- 
view of this subparagraph (g). 

3) This subparagraph (g) shall not 
apply to any article exported— 

„A) from bonded warehouse or from 
continuous customs custody elsewhere than 
bonded warehouse with remission, abate- 
ment, or refund of duty; 

„B) with benefit of drawback through 
substitution or otherwise; or 

“*(C) for the purpose of complying with 
any law of the United States or regulation 
of any Federal agency requiring exportation. 

“*(4) For the purposes of this subpara- 
graph (g), the value of repairs, alterations, 
or processing outside the United States shall 
be considered to be— 

A) the cost to the importer of such 
repairs, alterations, or processing; or 

„B) if no charge is made, the value of 
such repairs, alterations, or processing, 
as set out in the invoice and entry papers; 
except that, if the Secretary of the Treasury 
concludes that the amount so set out does 
not represent a reasonable cost or fair value, 
as the case may be, then the value of the 
repairs, alterations, or processing shall be 
determined in accordance with section 402 
of this act. No appraisement of the im- 
ported article in its repaired, altered, or proc- 
essed condition shall be required unless nec- 
essary to a determination of the rate or rates 
of duty applicable to such article.’” 

Page 7, line 22, after “from”, insert “the 
invoice or other papers or from.” 

Page 7, line 22, after “him”, insert “or to 
any person to whom authority under this 
section has been delegated.” 

Page 7, line 23, strike out sale“ and insert 
“sales.” 

Page 8, line 4, strike out “sixty” and insert 
“one hundred and twenty.” 

Page 8, line 4, after “been”, insert “raised 
by or.” 

Page 8, line 5, after “him”, insert “or any 
person to whom authority under this section 
has been delegated.” 


August 16 


Page 8, line 15, strike out “sixty” and insert 


wone hundred and twenty.“ 


Page 8, line 16, after “was”, insert “raised 
by or.“ 

Page 8, lines 16 and 17, after “Secretary”, 
insert “or any person to whom authority un- 
der section 201 has been delegated.” 

Page 8, line 19, strike out “sale” and insert 
“sales.” 

Page 10, line 13, strike out all after “(a)” 
down to and including “follows” in line 15 
and insert “Section 28 (d) of the Revised 
Organic Act of the Virgin Islands, approved 
July 22, 1954, is amended to read as follows.” 

Page 10, line 16, strike out “Src. 3.” and 
insert (d).“ 

Page 10, line 20, strike out “3350” and in- 
sert 7652 (b).“ 

Page 10, line 20, after Code“, insert of 
1954.“ 

Page 11, strike out all after line 2 over to 
and including line 19 on page 14. 

Page 14, line 20, strike out VI“ and insert 
. 

f Page 14, line 22, strike out “601” and insert 
501.“ 

Page 15, line 17, strike out “602” and in- 
sert “502.” 

Page 16, line 2, strike out “Every” and in- 
sert “Except as specified in the proviso to 
section 594 of this act, every.” 

Page 16, line 17, strike out 603“ and in- 
sert “503.” 

Page 17, line 17, strike out “604” and insert 
“504.” 

Page 18, line 4, strike cut 605“ and insert 
“505.” 

Page 18, line 17, strike out “606” and in- 
sert “506.” 

Page 18, line 22, strike out “607” and in- 
sert “507.” 

Page 19, line 3, strike out “VII” and in- 
sert “VI.” 

Page 19, line 4, strike out “701” and insert 
“601.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to 
provide for the review of customs tariff 
schedules, to improve procedures for the 
tariff classification of unenumerated articles, 
and for other purposes.” 


Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the 
Record on this bill immediately follow- 
ing the remarks of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. REED]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the Recor at this point an explanation 
of the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
H. R. 10009, as passed by this House, di- 
rected the Tariff Commission to institute 
a thorough study of tariff classification 
problems and to transmit copies of its 
recommendations for reclassification to 
the President and to the chairmen of the 
committees of the Congress which have 
jurisdiction over tariff matters. The 
House bill anticipated that these recom- 
mendations would include rate changes 
as the result of reclassification. The 
Senate amendment directs the Tariff 
Commission to seek to accomplish the 
purposes of the study without suggesting 
changes in rates of duty on individual 
products, unless, in the judgment of the 
Commission, the purposes of the study 
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cannot be accomplished without such 
rate changes. The amendment also pro- 


vides that, before suggesting any such 
changes in rate, the Tariff Commission 
shall give public notice of its intention 
to do so and shall afford reasonable op- 
portunity for interested parties to be 
heard. In addition, the Senate amend- 
ments provide certain authority for the 
Tariff Commission, such as the exercise 
of the subpena power and the right to 
procure temporary assistance, as is nec- 
essary to carry out the study which it is 
directed to make. These authorizations 
are the usual ones in such cases. 

The Senate amended title II of the 
House bill to add a provision which will 
permit manufacturers of any article of 
metal—except precious metal—proc- 
essed in the United States to export such 
articles for further processing and at the 
time of reimportation to pay duty on the 
cost of the processing done in the for- 
eign country. This provision passed the 
House unanimously last session. 

The Senate also amended title III of 
the House bill, relating to the imposition 
of antidumping duties. Under present 
law, an antidumping duty may be im- 
posed against any importation subject 
to, and unappraised at the time of, a 
finding of dumping. In some cases, im- 
portations which have not been ap- 
praised for a number of years because of 
difficulties entirely unrelated to the ques- 
tion of dumping are nevertheless subject 
to the dumping duty. This retroactive 
feature of the present law would have 
been corrected by the House bill which 
provided that duty would be applicable 
only to unappraised entries which had 
been entered within 60 days before the 
question of dumping was first raised by 
or presented to the Secretary of the 
Treasury. The Senate amendment pro- 
vides for the retroactive application of 
dumping duties for a 120-day period in- 
stead of 60 days, as in the House bill. 

Finally, the Senate eliminated title V 
of the House bill which would have re- 
pealed certain obsolete, inoperative, and 
unnecessary statutes and provisions 
thereof relating to the duties, functions, 
and operations of certain officers and 
employees of the customs service. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, it will 
be recalled that the primary purpose of 
H. R. 10009, as it was passed by the 
House, was to provide for a study looking 
toward a simplification of classifications 
under our Tariff Act. The Senate 
amended the House bill and while still 
directing that such a study be made by 
the Tariff Commission, the Senate 
amendments eliminate the provisions of 
the House bill which specified to some 
extent the methods and standards to be 
used in the study, as well as some of the 
results which were to be achieved. The 
effect of this, the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee felt, would be to broaden to some 
extent the study of the Tariff Commis- 
sion. 

Another Senate amendment provided 
that there should be no change in rates 
recommended by the Tariff Commission 
unless such changes are necessary in or- 
der to accomplish simplification of tariff 
classifications. The Senate would also 
require that no such rate changes shall 
be recommended until after adequate 
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public hearings are held to determine the 
possible effects of the rate changes pro- 


posed. 

Under the House bill retroactivity in 
antidumping cases was limited to 60 
days. The Senate changed this to 120 
days. 

The Senate also added an amendment 
which would permit manufacturers of 
metal articles which are processed in the 
United States to be exported for further 
processing abroad without having to pay 
a duty on the articles when they are re- 
imported, except on the cost of the proc- 
essing which was done in the foreign 
country. 

The House bill eliminated certain ob- 
solete provisions from the tariff laws. 
The Senate struck these provisions from 
the House bill. 

I urge that the Senate amendments 
be agreed to. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949 


Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(H. R. 8753) to amend the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, to authorize the Ad- 
ministrator of General Services to estab- 
lish and operate motor vehicle pools and 
systems and to provide office furniture 
and furnishings when agencies are 
moved to new locations, to direct the 
Administrator to report the unauthor- 
ized use of Government motor vehicles, 
and to authorize the United States Civil 
Service Commission to regulate opera- 
tors of Government-owned motor vehi- 
cles, and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 5, line 5, strike out all after “ac- 
counting.” down to and including line 7. 

Page 7, line 8, strike out “to” and insert 
“by.” 

Page 7, line 13, preceding “personnel”, in- 
sert “civilian.” 

Page 10, line 21, strike out “when” and 
insert “When.” 

Page 11, line 14, strike out “and” and in- 
sert “or.” 

Page 11, line 17, after “depot”, insert “and 
any vehicle regularly used by an agency in 
the performance of investigative, law en- 
forcement, or intelligence duties if the head 
of such agency determines that exclusive 
control of such vehicle is essential to the 
effective performance of such duties.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


INCREASING THE DEBT LIMIT 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and agree to 
House Resolution 705. 
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, etc., That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution the bill H. R. 
6672, with the Senate amendment thereto, 
be, and the same hereby is, taken from the 
Speaker's table, to the end that the Senate 
amendment be, and the same is hereby, 
agreed to. 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a second. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a 
second will be considered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
H. R. 6672, passed by the House at the 
last session, would have provided a $15 
billion increase in the present statutory 
debt limit of $275 billion. 

The Senate amendments eliminate this 
permanent increase in the debt limit and 
substitute a temporary $6 billion in- 
crease. The increase so provided will 
take effect on the date of the enactment 
of the bill and will terminate on June 
30, 1955. 

I have been assured that the tem- 
porary increase will permit the Federal 
Government to carry out its fiscal oper- 
ations this year. We will be able to 
review the fiscal situation next year to 
determine the need for further legisla- 
tion in this area. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. That means that if 
we do unfortunately find, as we approach 
June of next year, that it is necessary 
to continue the increased debt limit, the 
Congress will have to take affirmative 
action in order to do so at that time? 

Mr. REED of New York. That is 
right. 

Mr. KEATING. And the debt limit 
automatically goes back to the present 
figure as of June 30, unless we take that 
affirmative action; is that correct? 

Mr. REED of New York. That is 
correct. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield. 

Mr. JENKINS. I will ask the gentle- 
man if it is not true that in these inves- 
tigations that he has had made, as 
chairman of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, this matter was taken up with 
Senator Byrp, and also with the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and other capable 
persons, and that the conclusion seems 
to be quite general the proper figure 
should be six billion. 

Mr. REED of New York. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. Has the gentleman's 
committee had any communication dur- 
ing this session from the Secretary of 
the Treasury on this subject? 

Mr. REED of New York. Absolutely, 
sir; it is well understood that this is 
satisfactory. 

Mr. MULTER. Does the gentleman 
mean satisfactory to the Department? 

Mr. REED of New York. It certainly 
is; and to the Congress, 
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Mr. MULTER. Has that communica- 
tion been made a part of the record of 
this House, either the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record or in committee hearings? 

Mr. REED of New York. Iam making 
it now. 

Mr. MULTER. It comes from the 
Secretary? 

Mr. REED of New York. I say J am 
making it now. 

Mr. MULTER. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Suppose the tempo- 
rary increase of $6 billion goes through, 
and I assume it will, and next June 30 our 
national debt is $281 billion. The gen- 
tleman said this is a temporary increase. 
How are you going to reduce it to $275 
billion? 

Mr. REED of New York. This is a 
temporary increase which will serve un- 
til the collections from the corporations 
come in. 

Mr. PATMAN. It contemplates that 
if securities are issued and sold aggre- 
gating $6 billion in addition to the $275 
billion, the present limit, they will re- 
main out and intact, and there will be 
no effort to reduce them to $275 billion 
next June 30? 

Mr. REED of New York. We plan to 
get down to at least $275 billion by the 
end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. PATMAN. How will you do that 
if these are sold as securities? That is 
the point that is confusing me. How will 
they do that? 

Mr. REED of New York. They would 
have to redeem them. What is more, 
the tax revenues will be sufficient by 
the close of this fiscal year under pres- 
ent estimates. 

Mr. PATMAN. Suppose they are not 
sufficient? 

Mr. REED of New York. We are not 
assuming that. We are assuming that 
they will be sufficient. 

Mr. PATMAN. There will be no way 
to force them down if they are out and 
you do not have the money to pay for 
them. 

Mr. REED of New York. I say we will 
have the money. 

Mr. Speaker, last session the admin- 
istration requested and the House ap- 
proved, a permanent $15 billion increase 
in the national debt ceiling. Since that 
time the administration has been making 
every effort to reduce our expenditures 
to the extent consistent with the de- 
mands of our national defense. The 
splendid and dedicated work of the ap- 
propriations committees have greatly as- 
sisted these efforts. The result is that 
instead of the permanent $15 billion in- 
crease in the debt ceiling, which was be- 
lieved to be necessary last year, only a 
temporary $6 billion increase is now re- 
quired. The Secretary of the Treasury 
has given me his assurance that the Fed- 
eral Government will be able to meet its 
obligations during this fiscal year if this 
temporary increase is provided, assuming 
that present estimates of receipts and 
ae remain substantially cor- 
rect. 

Lower than this temporary $6 billion 
Increase, we cannot go. This fact is 
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demonstrateble by simple arithmetic. 
The total debt on August 2, 1954, was 
$274.1 billion and the cash on hand was 
$5.9 billion. The Treasury estimates that 
expenditures between now and January 
15, 1955, will exceed receipts by nearly 
$9 billion. This means that without any 
change in the debt limit we would, by 
January 15, have no cash balance and 
would still have more than $2 billion 
of bills unpaid. These, of course, are 
only estimates and may be wrong to the 
extent of $3 billion one way or the other. 
Unless we adopt the temporary $6 billion 
increase in the national debt ceiling it is 
likely that the Treasury would not be in 
a position to pay the bills of the United 
States Government between now and 
next June 30. 

We have a duty to protect the credit 
of the United States. It is because we 
must protect this credit that we must 
approve H. R. 6672. However, in ap- 
proving only this temporary and limited 
increase, we will give evidence of our 
great concern over the continuance of 
deficit financing and of our desire to 
bring spending under control. 

The temporary character of the in- 
crease requested means that at the next 
session of Congress we will have an op- 
portunity to review the entire expendi- 
ture picture in the light of the then 
existing international conditions so as 
to insure that proper action can be taken 
to protect the interests of the Nation and 
its citizens. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that I owe it to 
the House as well as to myself to make 
a clear, brief statement about this bill. 

While I have not checked the RECORD, 
I believe it is fair to say that during the 
last year, the first year of the present 
Eisenhower administration, I think I 
supported the President more consist- 
ently than most members of his own 
party in this House. I believe I sup- 
ported him more consistently than some 
of the most prominent members of his 
own party here in this House. I felt 
that he was entitled to that support. 
Of course, most of the measures recom- 
mended by him were continuations of 
previous measures that had been passed 
by Democratic administrations. 

It was my privilege to have been called 
to the White House, invited there for a 
breakfast, during the closing days of the 
last session of Congress. It will be re- 
membered that the leadership on both 
sides of the aisle of the House and the 
Senate, and the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means and of the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee were invited to that 
conference at the White House to dis- 
cuss the question of the increase in the 
debt limit. It is not my intention to 
undertake to quote the President or the 
Secretary of the Treasury or any of 
those who participated in that White 
House conference, but I do feel that it 
is only fair for me to state to this House 
in substance and in effect the informa- 
tion that was given us on that occasion. 
As I said a moment ago, I believe in fair- 
ness to the House I should make this 
clear, brief statement. Information 
was given us there by the Secretary of 
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the Treasury that the debt limit had-to 
be increased, and he urged a permanent 
increase of $15 billion. He stated that 
there were very important refinancing 
operations which had to be made during 
October and November of last year along 
with a dropoff in corporation tax collec- 
tions, and that he had to have this in- 
crease in the debt limit. He stated that 
if the situation should develop that a bill 
against the Federal Government should 
not be paid when it was presented to the 
pay window, that information would go 
out like an electric flash to the financial 
institutions of this country, and to the 
world, for that matter, and would result 
in a panic. That was in substance the 
information that was given us as a basis 
for the insistence that the debt limit 
should be permanently increased $15 bil- 
lion. The President told us that if leg- 
islation was not passed before the close 
of the last session of Congress, he would 
call a special session about September 
because it would have to be acted upon. 
I thought the Secretary of the Treasury 
knew what he was talking about. I 
thought the President of the United 
States meant what he said. They are 
primarily responsible for the fiscal af- 
fairs of our Government. I accepted 
their information and yielded to their 
pleas and I came back here and sup- 
ported the bill in the Committee on 
Ways and Means. I spoke for the pas- 
sage of the bill here in the House. The 
House passed the bill, as requested by 
the President and the administration. 
It went to the other body, and now it is 
finally back here amended—it has not 
become law yet. More than a year has 
passed. They got along without the in- 
crease over the present debt limit. We 
did not have the panic which was pre- 
dicted, and the President did not call 
a special session of Congress. That is 
the situation which now causes me con- 
siderable doubt. I have the doubt in my 
mind as to whether they know more 
about what they are talking this year 
than they did a year ago. That was the 
situation which was presented to us then. 
Now the request is made that we concur 
in the Senate amendment, which is to 
increase the debt limit temporarily by $6 
billion instead of the permanent in- 
crease of $15 billion, which we were told 
a year ago was needed to take care of the 
situation. 

I do not feel like assuming the re- 
sponsibility of objecting to this request 
or opposing this increase of the debt 
limit because, frankly, I do not know 
what may happen. The predictions 
which were made a year ago might possi- 
bly materialize this year, and I would 
not want to assume any part of the 
responsibility for anything of that kind 
happening. But I do feel, in view of 
the experience that we have had with 
this measure, there is a justifiable 
ground for considerable doubt. But, I 
shall not oppose this motion to suspend 
the rules and pass this resolution. I feel 
that we probably have no other choice 
as responsible legislators in face of the 
request and urgings of those responsible 
for our fiscal affairs. 

Mr.RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 


1954 


Mr. RAYBURN. Talk about confu- 
sion—to say this is a temporary increase 
in the debt limit—what does “tempo- 
rary” mean? If it means increasing the 
debt limit for a year, that is one thing. 
But suppose the one year passes? What 
is going to happen then? Are we auto- 
matically going back to the $275-billion 
debt limit? What is going to be the sit- 
uation? 

Mr. COOPER. I think the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Parman] asked a very appropriate ques- 
tion along that line of the chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 
Suppose the debt limit has reached $280 
billion by June 30, 1955, which is the 
time for which this extension applies, 
suppose that is the amount of the pub- 
lic debt on June 30, 1955; it is contem- 
plated under this that the public debt 
will have gone back down below the 
present ceiling of $275 billion. But sup- 
pose that has not happened, then what 
is to occur? There is the debt. Under 
this limitation there would not be any 
authority to support that amount of 
public debt. There is a question, I think, 
that was very properly asked, and of 
course the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means sim- 
ply said that the debt will be back below 
that figure by that time. It is my guess 
that we will find that this increase will 
become a permanent one. 

Mr. RAYBURN. That might be any- 
body’s guess. 

Mr. COOPER. Certainly. 

Mr. RAYBURN. It is bound to be a 
guess, 

Mr. COOPER. Then, in response to 
a question asked by the distinguished 
gentleman from New York, (Mr, MUL- 
TER], as to the consideration given to 
this resolution that is now presented 
here, on which a motion to suspend the 
rules and pass it has been made, it has 
not even been considered by the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. Not only 
have no hearings been held, no infor- 
mation been given the committee, but 
the committee had not even met to con- 
sider this resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr, COOPER. I reserve the remain- 
der of my time, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all I want to express my appreciation for 
the attitude of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Cooper], as just expressed. 
I was present when those statements 
were made to us. I cannot agree with 
him, however, in his apparent finding 
that there has been a serious miscar- 
riage of the predictions that were made, 
The fact of the matter is, this has not 
been political, at least not until recently, 
and not too political then, and I do not 
want to make it that way. We took 
over, and we had a situation that con- 
fronted us, with our obligations bouncing 
up against the debt ceiling. In view of 
that circumstance we were asked to in- 
crease the debt ceiling. I did what I 
could to bring that about and, as the 
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gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. COOPER] 
said, he assisted us, and we enacted an 
increase in the limit at that time. A 
number of things have transpired since. 
As far as I am concerned, I think every- 
body acted in good faith. I think at 
times no one can tell what the situation 
will be next June or July, and no one 
could be absolutely sure at that time, but 
several things have happened, and they 
might well be pointed out. 

In the first place, the Secretary of the 
Treasury has said a number of times 
that the failure in the other body to go 
along with the increase in the debt limit 
necessitated certain different operations 
in the Treasury with respect to financing 
and refinancing that cost us money; op- 
erations that could have been carried on 
more economically if the Treasury had 
not been operating under the $275 billion 
limit. Certainly I think it is to be said 
to the credit of everyone here who has 
sought to hold down the expenditures of 
the Government that we have been able 
to keep the expenditures down more 
than some people thought we might be 
able to keep them down. Those econo- 
mies, of course, result in a better situa- 
ation as far as the overall Federal na- 
tional public debt is concerned. Today 
it is a practical matter which confronts 
us. Without mentioning names of any- 
one in the other body, certainly we have 
all read the papers enough to know that 
there were certain objections made over 
there to an increase in the debt ceiling. 
Everyone wants to keep down the debt 
limit if we can, and everyone wants to 
stay within that limit if we can, but at 
the same time there is no magic in that 
limit, because when the time comes that 
the Federal Government has to pay bills, 
even out of borrowed money, it has got to 
pay them. I am happy that a panic did 
not come about. I am happy that we 
were able to meet our bills without any 
trouble. We have got to meet them 
through the coming fiscal year. In my 
opinion, the fact that the other body has 
sent to us this amendment for an in- 
crease justifies the action that was taken 
in the House of Representatives last year. 

I think it clearly indicates the neces- 
sity of our conforming to that action 
and meeting the responsibility which is 
ours to see to it that our Government's 
fiscal situation is stable and sound. 
Certainly I would not want to take the 
responsibility for going along with any- 
thing different from that. 

I hope this increase can be temporary. 
I hope the revenues can be brought into 
line with expenditures, may I say to the 
gentleman from New York, as he ex- 
pressed the hope, so that this will in 
fact be temporary. But if at the time 
it would expire the obligations of the 
Federal Government for whatever rea- 
son—and it might be a very serious one— 
were to be above the limit as here fixed, 
then, of course, the Congress of the 
United States would have no alternative 
but to continue that increase in the 
debt limit. So I sincerely hope that this 
amendment will be concurred in. It is 
true that hearings have not been held, 
but we are all familiar with the situa- 
tion and I think we are in position to 
vote on this motion, 
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PATMAN]. 

NATIONAL DEBT LIMIT 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I op- 
posed increasing the debt limit from $275 
billion to $290 billion when the question 
was up about a year ago. I opposed it 
because the Government had about $9 
billion idle and unused in the commer- 
cial banks. 

I am not opposed to the commercial 
banks; I am in favor of our privately 
owned commercial banking system. In 
addition to that, I want that system to 
be a profitable system, to make money, 
because we must have a good banking 
system. Our capitalistic economy which 
we believe is the best in the world could 
not function without a good banking 
system. Banks are indispensable. I do 
not want to do anything that will harm 
our present system, but I do believe some 
improvements can be made in the in- 
terest of the country and the banks. I 
am not advocating any change that 
would prohibit the banks from operating 
at a fair profit. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Should not the gen- 
tleman say that the highest the Govern- 
ment has had in the commercial banks 
is $9 billion, not the average? 

Mr. PATMAN. Les; that is the high- 
est in 1953. It so happened that the 
day the question came up the report I 
received was $9 billion. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The average is 
something like $6 billion. 

Mr. PATMAN. At this time it is 
about $4,500,000,000. 

That is all right if it is absolutely nec- 
essary to have that much in private 
banks but I prefer to help the banks in 
another way if it is necessary to help 
them, The people should not be re- 
quired to pay up to 3% percent interest 
on money deposited in banks that is idle 
and unused. That money is not even 
subject to check under present practices 
of the United States Treasury; it is not 
within reach of the United States 
‘Treasury. 

It is contended that the banks should 
have these deposits to offset expenses 
incurred in tax collections and bond 
selling campaigns for the Federal Gov- 
ernment, I am impressed with this ar- 
gument but I believe the banks should be 
aided for these services by adequate 
compensation being paid by the Gov- 
ernment rather than through this 
uncertain, haphazard, unbusinesslike 
method. Banks can get money from 
the Federal Reserve banks to tide them 
over a tight period during tax collections 
and bond sales at a very low—almost an 
insignificant—rate of interest for the 
time the money is needed. Usually a 
short time. So why allow billions of 
dollars to remain idle and unused in 
these banks over long periods of time— 
in fact continuously—when the taxpay- 
ers are forced to pay 2, 242, or 3% per- 
cent interest on it. 

In practice when that money is needed 
by the Government the banks are called 
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on to deposit a certain percentage of it 
in the nearest Federal Reserve bank and 
the Federal Reserve bank is checked on; 
so why keep this money idle and unused 
in more than 11,000 commercial banks 
of the country just to help the banks? 
Particularly when it is very expensive to 
the Government. 

I am not opposing helping the banks; 
it is all right to help the banks, but I 
want to do it in another way if it is 
necessary to help them. We should not 
do it in this manner. This is not the 
right way to do it. We have gone ahead 
the past year and we have not had to 
raise this debt limit. We have gotten 
by because part of that money that was 
idle and unused in the commercial banks 
has been used. There is at least $44 
billion in the same banks today. I am 
not so sure that it would be necessary to 
raise the debt limit now if that money 
were to be used. If it is contemplated 
by the Secretary of the Treasury to keep 
84% or $5 billion in the banks then it 
is necessary to raise this debt limit, but 
I want to say that it will be more ex- 
pensive to the taxpayer by the interest 
he will have to pay on obligations that 
are caused by increasing this national 
debt. 

The truth is the debt should be in- 
creased if necessary. I do not object to 
that. It would be dishonest, at least 
intellectually dishonest, for a Member of 
Congress to vote for appropriations that 
when paid will increase the amount of 
money that will be allowed under the 
national-debt limit, and then not vote 
to raise the national-debt limit. I think 
we are obligated to vote to increase the 
debt limit when it is necessary and I 
shall be very glad to do that; but I do 
not intend to vote to increase it when it 
is not necessary. I want to be shown 
that it is necessary. Let us find out. Is 
it contemplated here that the Secretary 
of the Treasury wants to keep a balance 
of $4% or $5 billion in the commercial 
banks, upon which he does not check at 
all, which is not used at all? If it is 
necessary to raise the debt limit to do 
that I am opposed to such action. For 
that reason I will vote against this bill. 

I would like to know what the facts 
are. We do not know what the facts 
are. I hope this bill goes to conference 
or goes to the committee and considera- 
tion is given to that part of it. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may require, 

Mr. Speaker, I have listened with a 
great deal of interest to the comments 
that have been made here with reference 
to this matter. I want to say what you 
all know—that we represent the greatest 
Government in the world. Weare carry- 
ing on the greatest fiscal affairs of any 
country in the world. We know the 
present heavy burden that is being 
carried in this country because of past 
wars and the present unsettled world 
conditions. 

What we have to do is to take the word 
of the people who come to us and testify. 
‘That is what we did last year. It was not 
for an individual such as myself or, so 
far as I know, any individual on this 
floor, to take the responsibility of en- 
dangering the credit of this country by 
not agreeing with this temporary in- 
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crease in the debt limit on the ground 
that the full, permanent increase re- 
quested last year has not proven com- 
pletely necessary. That request last year 
was based upon the facts as honest men 
saw them at that time. We took the 
right action last year and I think we 
should take the right action today. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think the Recor should remain silent at 
this point on the great contribution in 
this field which has been rendered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. REED]. 
We are all very proud of the work he 
has done. 

Mr. REED of New York. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Mutter). 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, we all 
respect the distinguished chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee and 
each and every member thereof. No 
disrespect is intended if we take a posi- 
tion contrary to that which they recom- 
mend when they make a recommenda- 
tion under circumstances that prevail 
here this morning. 

On July 31, 1953 we had this same bill 
brought before us. At that time the only 
thing the committee had done was to 
conduct an executive session of the com- 
mittee. There was an attempt to create 
an aura of secrecy about what transpired 
there, only to find out that the very in- 
formation given to the committee in 
executive session was released to the 
newspapers that same day by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury. 

At that time I asked four distinct ques- 
tions. Time does not permit me to re- 
peat them now but they are in the Rxo- 
orp. I concluded my remarks at that 
time by saying, “Without a direct and 
complete answer to each of these ques- 
tions no Member of this House should be 
requested to vote for this bill.” 

None of those questions have been 
answered and no hearings have been held 
with a view to acquiring the answers. 
The bill now comes back here, again in 
the closing hours of the session, and 
you are told: Please pass the bill, we 
need it. 

That is not the way for responsible 
legislators to act. If there is any real 
need for this bill, let us have a hearing. 
Let the Secretary of the Treasury in 
public hearing, as has been done in every 
previous instance when we raised the 
public debt limit, tell the committee and 
the Membership of the House precisely 
why we need the increase. Let us have 
all the pertinent and necessary questions 
answered. Then let us act deliberately, 
knowing what we are doing. You are 
now being asked to follow blindly what 
the Secretary of the Treasury has said, 
and even that is not told to you in any 
written communication or in any House 
committee report. You are simply told: 
The administration says it needs this bill, 
so please pass it. 

That is not the way for a deliberative 
body to act. 
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Thirteen months ago this administra- 
tion told this Congress that if we did 
not increase the debt limit by $15 bil- 
lion a financial panic could be expected 
before the calendar year was out. The 
calendar year expired without such a 
panic. In fact the entire fiscal year has 
expired and we have started upon a new 
fiscal year without any panic. 

I can understand how embarrassing 
it might be for the Secretary of the 
Treasury to come before this Congress 
and explain why his dire prediction did 
not come true when the Congress failed 
to follow his advice. 

But after such a poor prognostication 
this Congress has no right to act upon 
this bill without a full and complete ex- 
planation. Without a full and factual 
disclosure of the fiscal affairs of our 
Government with ample time to digest 
and deliberate upon them, we have no 
right to enact this bill. 

Those of our colleagues who were 
scared $15 billion worth 13 months ago, 
only to find their fears were ground- 
less, ought not to be scared $6 billion 
worth now. 

The bait that this is only temporary is 
a complete illusion. If the national debt 
is increased to $281 billion no amount of 
words can make that debt temporary. 
Only payment can wipe it out or re- 
duce it. 

To the four unanswered questions I 
asked last year I add this question: Is 
the Secretary of the Treasury afraid to 
appear before a congressional committee 
because he cannot tell this Congress that 
an increase in the debt limit can be re- 
duced? Before I vote for this bill. I 
want my questions answered. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members de- 
siring to do so may extend their remarks 
in the Recorp prior to the vote on the 
pending motion. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of the time on this side to 
the gentleman from Arkansas IMr. 
MILLS]. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, you will re- 
call last year when we were called upon 
to consider the question of permanently 
raising the debt ceiling that I voted 
against the bill as it passed the House 
at that time. You perhaps will also re- 
call that just prior to the vote on final 
passage I offered a motion to recom- 
mit the bill with instructions to provide 
for a $15 billion temporary increase in 
the debt ceiling. At that time I was im- 
pressed, as was my colleague, the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. Cooper], 
and others, with the necessity of retain- 
ing the fiscal solvency of the Federal 
Government and avoiding the possibility 
of a panic caused by failure of the Gov- 
ernment to pay its obligations as they 
were presented. I was convinced at that 
time, however, that the present admin- 
istration was sincere in what it had said 
it hoped to do, and that was to bring 
about a reduction in the public debt 
within the 2-year period covered in my 
motion to recommit. This is an end 
which we all have been seeking. On 
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the basis of this I thought enough of 
the idea of a temporary increase that 
I discussed it with some of the leader- 
ship on the other side. The idea was 
not acceptable to the Secretary of the 
‘Treasury. It was not acceptable to some 
Members of the other body with whom 
I discussed it. They said that the idea 
that any temporary increase in the pub- 
lic debt could be made was really a fig- 
ment of the imagination—that at any 
time we raised the ceiling and permitted 
the Federal Government to issue obliga- 
tions under a temporary increase, that 
we might as well recognize that that in- 
crease would become a permanent one. 

Now, today I am going to vote for the 
Senate amendment. I am not going to 
vote for it, however, Mr. Speaker, with 
the thought in mind that the public 
debt will not, on June 30, 1955, be in ex- 
cess of $275 billion. I am going to vote 
for it even though I know that the debt 
on June 30, 1955, or I can be almost cer- 
tain that the debt on that date will be in 
excess of $275 billion, for the reason that 
prompted the gentleman from Tennes- 
see [Mr. Cooper], the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. RAYBURN], and others to vote 
for the $15 billion increase last year— 
the fiscal solvency of our Government, 

Now, why do I say that? If we are 
spending more money in this fiscal year 
than we are taking in in revenue, even 
the fact that we will get much more 
taxes in March and June from corpora- 
tions than we get in the last half of the 
year will not save us from the necessity 
of a permanent debt increase. We may 
be able to get by without a permanent 
debt increase for this present fiscal year, 
but when we begin to operate in the com- 
ing fiscal year we might as well recog- 
nize now that the debt will have to be 
in excess of $275 billion on a perma- 
nent basis unless we do better than we 
have done. And I give aid to my friends 
on the Committee on Appropriations for 
the effort they have made in this fiscal 
year. 

I am going to vote for the Senate 
amendment even though I realize full 
well that we may be creating a situa- 
tion for a permanent debt increase later; 
that this may not be just a temporary 
debt increase. I am now convinced that 
those with whom I discussed the matter 
@ year ago were right and that there is 
really no such thing as a temporary in- 
crease in the debt ceiling. I am going 
to do it because I am fearful and I think 
the Members of the House are likewise 
fearful of the consequences of not raising 
the ceiling with the debt at its present 
level and with the balances on hand at 
the level they now are. I am not urging 
the Members to vote for the temporary 
increase, but I urge you to seriously con- 
sider what the consequences might be 
if we do not increase the debt ceiling, 
and remind you of the conditions and 
possibilities that the Secretary of the 
Treasury described over a year ago which 
might arise. 

THE GIMMICK ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
present administration has been far 
from successful in carrying out the mul- 
titude of campaign promises which 
helped elect it. 
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The “dynamic progressive” foreign 
policy of the Republicans has failed to 
stop the Communists, while apparently 
succeeding in creating disunity and con- 
fusion among our allies. Food prices 
paid by the housewife have risen steadily 
and remain near an all-time high despite 
a sharp decline in prices received by the 
farmer. The Republicans have given 
away billions in national assets to spe- 
cial interests, but failed to balance the 
budget and increased the national debt 
instead of reducing it. 

In the fact of such a record of broken 
promises, it is not surprising that this 
administration has become the all-time 
champion in the art of using public re- 
lations gimmicks and doctored figures 
to confuse the people and cover up their 
own failures. 

Postmaster General Summerfield is 
one of the outstanding practitioners of 
the new profession of governmental 
doubletalk. A good example is his 
boast of saving the taxpayer a “million 
dollars every working day” in fiscal 1954 
through “economy and modern business 
techniques.” He bases this claim on a 
supposed reduction of the postal deficit 
to $437 million instead of the $746 mil- 
lion estimated deficit in former Postmas- 
ter General Donaldson’s preliminary 
figures, a difference of $309 million. Mr. 
Summerfield conveniently neglects to 
mention, however, that $78 million was 
saved by President Truman’s decision 
not to restore two deliveries a day. 
Since Mr. Summerfield also benefited 
by $240 million in increased rates and 
transfer of airmail subsidies, he should 
have been able to reduce the deficit by 
$318 million instead of only $309 million. 
If Mr. Summerfield’s estimates had been 
correct, his “savings” would have cost 
the taxpayers only $9 million, but the 
Treasury Department now reports that 
he underestimated his deficit by $25 mil- 
lion. So it appears that Mr. Summer- 
field’s much publicized “economy and 
modern business technique” actually 
cost the taxpayers an extra $34 million 
last year. 

Not to be outdone by the Postmaster 
General, some of the other “idea” men in 
the Eisenhower administration have fig- 
ured out an equally clever way to reduce 
the national debt by $12 billion, by a 
simple bookkeeping gimmick. Actually, 
the Federal deficit is $18 billion more 
than when Harry S. Truman was Pres- 
ident. 

In spite of all the bookkeeping jug- 
gling we now have to increase the na- 
tional debt limit an additional $6 billion. 
This certainly is an indication that the 
budget has not been balanced and that 
the outgo from the Federal Treasury 
is so much greater than the income. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, let the 
Record show that I am opposed to this 
proposed increase in the debt limit. And 
let the Record further show that I am 
one of those who tried to obtain a roll- 
call vote on this important issue. 

Mr. Speaker, it is childish for anyone 
to argue.in behalf of this proposal on 
the grounds that it is only temporary. 
Once the limitation is raised, the Fed- 
eral debt will go higher, stay higher, and 
the next Congress will be asked to con- 
firm it. 
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Soon to come before the House will be 
the conference report on the foreign- 
spending bill which will make available 
some $13 billion in further handouts to 
foreigners. I opposed the authorization 
bill for this purpose and I opposed the 
appropriations knowing full well that 
here was one of the most logical places 
to cut billions of dollars and avert a fur- 
ther increase in the debt. 

I am disappointed beyond measure 
that this administration does not make 
a serious attempt to bring spending into 
balance with income and stop these 
deficits and increases in the Federal 
debt. I regret that this administration 
takes the easy way out by simply lifting 
the lid and authorizing the borrowing 
of more money. It is the road to dis- 
aster. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, 
Shall the rules be suspended and the 
resolution be agreed to? 

The question was taken: and the 
Speaker announced that two-thirds had 
voted in favor of the resolution. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
on that question I demand the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I object to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Two hundred and 
fifty-seven Members are present, a 
quorum. 

The question is, Shall the rules be 
55 and the resolution be agreed 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Gross) there 
were—ayes 193, noes 31. 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the resolution was agreed to. 

In accordance with the terms of the 
resolution, the bill (H. R. 6672) was taken 
from the Speaker’s table, and the follow- 
ing Senate amendment was concurred 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert “That during the period beginning 
on the date of enactment of this act and 
ending on June 30, 1955, the public debt 
limit set forth in the first sentence of section 
21 of the Second Liberty Bond Act, as 
amended, shall be temporarily increased by 
$6 billion.” 


A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of the bill (S. 3627) to 
amend the Civil Service Retirement Act, 
as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. ; 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 5 of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
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as amended, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

“Notwithstanding any provision of law to 
the contrary, title to annuity payable from 
the civil-service retirement and disability 
fund shall not arise from any separation un- 
less the officer or employee so separated has, 
within the 2-year period immediately pre- 
ceding such separation, completed at least 
1 year of creditable civilian service during 
which he was subject to this act. Any annu- 
ity rights based on a separation which (a) 
terminated service meeting this requirement, 
or (b) occurred prior to this amendment, 
shall be restored upon separation from sub- 
sequent service which fails to meet said 
requirement. 

“No credit shall be allowed for any service 
subsequent to the date of the separation on 
which title to annuity is based. Any 
amounts deducted from salary for retirement 
purposes during such service shall upon sepa- 
ration be refunded to such officer or em- 
ployee without interest, and shall be subject 
to redeposit as provided in section 12 (b) 
(2) of this act. Any such amount not so 
refunded to the officer or employee before his 
death shall be paid in the order of prece- 
dence prescribed in section 12 (e).” 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as fol- 
lows: 


On page 2, after the period in line 5, in- 
sert the following: “Any officer or employee 
who shall have given notice of his desire to 
come within the purview of this act pursu- 
ant to the last paragraph of section 3 (a) of 
this act shall be deemed for the purposes of 
this requirement to have been subject to 
the provisions of this act during any period 
of service or part thereof ending not later 
than September 30, 1954, with respect to 
which there shall have been deposited the 
amounts specified in section 9.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


PERFORMANCE OF MAIL-MESSEN- 
GER SERVICE 

Mr. REES of Kansas, Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to have until 
midnight tonight to file a conference re- 
port on the bill (H. R. 2263) to author- 
ize the Postmaster General to readjust 
the compensation of holders of contracts 
for the performance of mail-messenger 
service. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN SERVICE 
ACT OF 1946 


Mr. VORYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 9910) to 
amend section 413 (b) of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Line 9, after “appointed”, insert “from the 


Classified civil service or the Foreign Service 
reserve or Foreign Service staff.” 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

Mr. GROSS. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, may we have a brief 
explanation of this bill? 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Speaker, H. R. 9910, 
to amend section 413 (b) of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946, would provide for 
lateral entry into the Foreign Service 
from the Foreign Service reserve or 
Foreign Service staff or from the civil 
service by persons who had had 4 years 
of service in the Government if they were 
under 31 or 4 years if over 31. The 
Senate put in the words “from the classi- 
fied civil service or the Foreign Service 
reserve or Foreign Service staff.” 

The word “classified” would bar cer- 
tain persons who are under civil service 
in the Department of State known as 
the ABC classes and also incumbent in- 
definite civil-service employees. Not all 
of these are dual-service employees who 
might be eligible for transfer to the 
Foreign Service. While the State De- 
partment would prefer the bill as it 
passed the House, I am informed that 
those who are seeking this legislation are 
willing to concur in the Senate amend- 
ment. 

Mr. GROSS. Then this is the bill that 
provides the first step toward increasing 
the Foreign Service officer corps from 
about 1,300 as it now exists, to 3,900? 

Mr. VORYS. It is a bill to increase 
the Foreign Service by bringing in new 
blood through lateral entry. There are 
a number of other administrative and 
statutory provisions recommended which 
would result in a very substantial in- 
crease in the Foreign Service, but this 
bill alone would not do it. The numbers 
under this bill are limited to 500, and it 
is in effect only until March 31, next. 

Mr. GROSS. I simply want the Mem- 
bers of the House to know what is here 
being done. This is the first step toward 
practically tripling the number of For- 
eign Service officers, that is, those who 
would serve in the Foreign Service officer 
corps in the State Department. I am 
opposed to the bill, and I want to be on 
record as opposed to it for the reason 
that this Government ought to be cutting 
down on employees in the Foreign Serv- 
ice in the interests of economy. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


PROVIDING FAMILY QUARTERS FOR 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 


Mr.SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to take from the Speak- 
er’s table the bill (H. R. 9924) to provide 
for family quarters for personnel of the 
military departments of the Department 
of Defense and their dependents, and for 
other purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend- 
ments, and agree to the conference asked 
by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. SHORT]? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none and appoints the 
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following conferees: Messrs. JOHNSON: of 
California, CUNNINGHAM, DEVEREUX, 
Brooks of Louisiana, and MILLER of Cal- 
ifornia. 


ROTC UNITS AT EDUCATIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS 


Mr.SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to take from the Speak- 
er’s desk the bill (H. R. 7734) to amend 
section 47 of the National Defense Act 
concerning the requirement for bond 
covering certain property issued by the 
United States for use by Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps units maintained at edu- 
cational institutions, with Senate amend- 
ments thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Line 9, strike out “appropriate” and insert 
“adequate, but in no event less than $5,000.” 

Line 12, after “instruction.”, insert “A bond 
without surety thereon may be accepted by 
the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of 
the Air Force, provided the institution to 
which the property is issued furnishes to 
the Secretary concerned satisfactory evidence 
of its financial responsibility.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SHORT]? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

ACCEPTANCE OF SENATE AMENDMENTS TO 

H. R. 7734 


Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, the pur- 
pose of H. R. 7734 is to amend the Na- 
tional Defense Act concerning the re- 
quirement for bond covering Federal 
property issued by the Government for 
use by ROTC units maintained at educa- 
tional institutions. 

Under present law the Secretary must 
require a bond to be furnished in the 
amount of the total value of the property 
issued. This is requiring educational in- 
stitutions to furnish large bonds—which 
result in large premiums—far in excess 
of what is necessary to cover probable 
losses. 

The House bill merely provides that 
the Secretary may require a bond in such 
amount as he considers appropriate. 
The Senate amended the bill so as to 
require the bond to be in an amount not 
less than $5,000. The Senate further 
amended the bill so as to provide that 
an institution could furnish a bond with- 
out surety if satisfactory evidence is pre- 
sented to the Secretary concerned of its 
financial responsibility, 


AUTHORIZING COMMANDER, AIR 
UNIVERSITY, TO CONFER APPRO- 
PRIATE DEGREES 
Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 

consideration of the bill (S. 3712) to au- 
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thorize the commander, Air University, 
to confer appropriate degrees upon per- 
sons who meet all requirements for those 
degrees in the resident college of the 
United States Air Force Institute of 
Technology. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SHORT]? 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, the pur- 
pose of this proposed legislation is to 
provide that under regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of the Air Force 
the commander of the Air University 
may confer appropriate degrees upon 
persons who meet all the requirements 
for those degrees in the resident college 
of the United States Air Force Institute 
of Technology. The commander may 
confer the degrees, however, only after 
the Institute of Technology has received 
accreditation by a nationally recognized 
accreditation association or authority. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 


The United States Air Force Institute 
of Technology, which is a part of the Air 
University, is located at Wright-Patter- 
son Air Force Base, Ohio. The Insti- 
tute offers a variety of courses in the 
engineering field with special emphasis 
on aeronautical engineering. Its cur- 
riculum is specifically geared to afford 
its students maximum use of one of the 
world’s finest aviation laboratories, the 
Wright Air Development Center. The 
Institute has been in operation for some 
years, being the modern outgrowth of 
the Air Service Engineering School which 
began in 1919, which, at that time, was 
one of the world’s first schools devoted 
to instruction in aeronautical engineer- 
ing 


Persons who receive training at the 
Institute are selected Air Force officers 
who are trained in the field of aeronau- 
tical engineering and related areas. 

DESIRABILITY OF THE LEGISLATION 


At the present time there is no legal 
authority for the commander of the Air 
University to confer degrees on the stu- 
dents who successfully complete the 
courses at the resident college. In civil- 
ian institutions of higher learning au- 
thority to grant degrees must be author- 
ized by State law. In federally oper- 
ated schools Congress must provide the 
authority. This bill will permit the stu- 
dents who successfully complete the pre- 
scribed course of instruction to receive 
the appropriate degree, after the Insti- 
tute has received the appropriate accred- 
itation. : 

ACCREDITATION NECESSARY BEFORE GRANTING OF 
DEGREES 

It should be emphasized that this bill 
in itself does not authorize the confer- 
ring of degrees by the United States Air 
Force Institute of Technology. It au- 
thorizes such authority only after this 
institution has been accredited by a na- 
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tionally recognized accrediting associa- 
tion or authority. 

An institution cannot be recognized 
for accreditation unless it has degree- 
granting authority. This bill will pro- 
vide the means by which the Institute 
may be eligible for accreditation. The 
committee assumes that the accrediting 
authority will make certain that the In- 
stitute fully meets the academic stand- 
ards, which make an institution eligible 
to confer an appropriate degree. 

LEGISLATIVE PRECEDENT FOR THE BILL 


It may be noted that Federal author- 
ity to confer degrees is in effect for the 
United States Military, Naval, Coast 
Guard, and Merchant Marine Academies. 
The Air Force Academy will possess such 
authority as a result of Public Law 325, 
83d Congress. 

The Navy counterpart to the United 
States Air Force Institute of Technology, 
the United States Naval Postgraduate 
School at Monterery, Calif., was author- 
ized the degree-granting authority as a 
result of Public Law 303, 80th Congress. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with pardonable pride that I call to the 
attention of my colleagues here in the 
House that the United States Air Force 
Institute of Technology is located in the 
Third District of Ohio, which I have the 
great honor to represent here in the 
Congress of the United States. 

This Institute was founded many years 
ago, in 1919, I believe, when it was then 
known as the Air Service Training 
School, and I am certain that it was one 
of the first schools in the world which 
specialized in teaching aeronautical en- 
gineering. The name of the Air Service 
Training School was changed some years 
ago to the United States Air Force Insti- 
tute of Technology and is a part of the 
Air University. Its curriculum was 
broadened, additional members of the 
faculty were selected with great care, 
and the Institute continues to operate at 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base adja- 
cent to Dayton, Ohio. Students in the 
Institute are carefully selected Air Force 
officers whose increased ability and 
training will be of additional and impor- 
tant service to our United States Air 
Force. 

Technical and scientific improvements 
which are constantly being made in air- 
craft point up the need for the special- 
ized training given by the Air Force In- 
stitute of Technology and which is not 
available elsewhere. It is of great im- 
portance for the defense of our Nation 
that the officers and men of our Air 
Force be the best informed and trained 
men of any air force in the entire world. 
We have pointed with great pride to the 
accomplishments of our Air Force in the 
past and the quality of our personnel. 
This legislation gives proper recognition 
to the need for continued improvement. 

It is a well-known principle and prac- 
tice that before any educational insti- 
tute can confer degrees indicating the 
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proficiency of its students and for these 
degrees to be properly recognized, the 
educational institution must have been 
accredited by a nationally recognized 
accrediting association or authority. 
However before such accrediting associa- 
tion can grant such recognition the 
school must first be properly authorized 
to do so under whatever State or Fed- 
eral authority under which it was estab- 
lished. Since the Air Force Institute of 
Technology is authorized by Congress to 
operate it is right and proper that we 
here today consider S. 3712 and I sin- 
cerely hope it is approved by the House. 

It is assumed, Mr. Speaker, that the 
national accrediting association under 
whose rules and regulations authority 
will be granted, under this legislation, to 
the Air Force Institute of Technology to 
confer various degrees will make certain 
proper requirements as to faculty, cur- 
riculum, facilities, equipment, and other 
proper matters. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that the United States Military, Naval, 
Coast Guard, and Merchant Marine 
Academies already have the authority to 
confer degrees. The Air Force Academy 
recently established by Congress will also 
have such authority under Public Law 
325, 83d Congress. I am also informed, 
Mr. Speaker, the similar Navy school, the 
United States Naval Postgraduate School 
at Monterey, Calif., was granted the 
authority to confer proper degrees as the 
result of Public Law 303 of the 80th Con- 
gress. 

S. 3712, which we are considering here 
at this time, Mr. Speaker, will grant this 
similar and very necessary authority to 
the United States Air Force Institute of 
Technology to confer proper degrees. 
It is understood, Mr. Speaker, that the 
Secretary of the Air Force will prescribe 
the necessary rules and regulations. 

This will be very helpful legislation, 
Mr. Speaker, and is a right and proper 
privilege to be extended to the Air Force 
Institute of Technology. It is my sincere 
hope that it will receive unanimous 
approval. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. SHORT]? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That under regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary of the Air 
Force, the Commander, Air University, may, 
upon accreditation of the United States Air 
Force Institute of Technology by a nationally 
recognized accreditation association or au- 
thority, confer appropriate degrees upon per- 
sons who meet all requirements for those 
degrees in the Resident College of the United 
States Air Force Institute of Technology. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


DIRECTING SECRETARY OF THE 
ARMY TO CONVEY CERTAIN PROP- 
ERTY IN EL PASO, TEX. 
Mr.SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 

imous consent for the immediate con- 

sideration of the bill (S. 3595) to direct 
the Secretary of the Army to convey 
certain property located in El Paso, Tex., 
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and described as part of Fort Bliss, to 
the State of Texas. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. SHORT]? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Army is authorized and directed to con- 
vey by quitclaim deed, without considera- 
tion, to the State of Texas all right, title, and 
interest of the United States, except as re- 
tained in this act, in and to a parcel of land 
within Fort Bliss Military Reservation uch 
parcel consisting of a portion of N El 
Paso Addition and a portion of Morningside 
Heights Addition, El Paso, Tex., and being 
more particularly described by metes and 
bounds as follows: 

Beginning at a point which is the inter- 
section of the east right-of-way line of Pol- 
lard Street and the south right-of-way line 
of Hayes Avenue; thence south no degrees 
fourteen and ninety one-hundredths min- 
‘utes west along the east right-of-way line 
of Pollard Street a distance of nine hundred 
two and six-tenths feet; thence south 
eighty-nine degrees forty-five and ten one- 
hundredths minutes east a distance of one 
thousand forty-two and thirty-nine one- 
hundredths feet to the west right-of-way 
line of the Southern Pacific Railroad (for- 
merly the E. P. & S. W. R. R.); thence north 
thirteen degrees forty-five and two one-hun- 
dredths minutes east a distance of eight 
hundred forty-five and seventy-three one- 
hundredths feet along the Southern Pacific 
Railroad right-of-way line, to a point; 
thence north one degree fifteen and sixty- 
two one-hundredths minutes west a distance 
of one hundred twelve and five one-hun- 
dredths feet, to a point in the south right- 
of-way line of Hayes Avenue; thence south 
eighty-eight degrees forty-six minutes west 
a distance of one thousand two hundred 
thirty-seven and three-tenths feet along the 
south right-of-way line of Hayes Avenue, to 
the point of beginning, containing in all 
twenty-four and twenty-five one-hun- 
dredths acres of land, more or less. 

Sec. 2. All mineral rights, including gas 
and oil, in the lands authorized to be con- 
veyed by this act shall be reserved to the 
United States. 

Sec. 3. There shall be further reserved to 
the United States in the conveyance of the 
above-described lands, rights of ingress and 
egress over roads in the above-described 
lands serving buildings or other works op- 
erated by the United States or its successors 
or assigns in connection with Fort Bliss, 
rights-of-way for water lines, sewer lines, 
telephone and telegraph lines, power lines, 
and such other utilities which now exist, or 
which may become necessary to the opera- 
tion of the said Fort Bliss. 

Sec. 4. The conveyance of the property 
authorized by this act shall be upon con- 
dition that such property shall be used pri- 
marily for training of the National Guard 
and for other military purposes, and that 
if the State of Texas shall cease to use the 
property so conveyed for the purposes in- 
tended, then title thereto shall immediately 
revert to the United States, and in addition, 
all improvements made by the State of Texas 
during its occupancy shall vest in the United 
States without payment of compensation 
therefor. 

Sec. 5. The conveyance of the property 
authorized by this act shall be upon the 
further provision that whenever the Con- 
gress of the United States declares a state 
of war or other national emergency, or the 
President declares a state of emergency, and 
upon the determination by the Secretary of 
Defense that the property conveyed under 
this act is useful or necessary for military, 
air, or naval purposes, or in the interest of 
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national defense, the United States shall 
have the right, without obligation to make 
payment of any kind, to reenter upon the 
property and use the same or any part there- 
of, including any and all improvements 
made thereon by the State of Texas, for the 
duration of such state of war or of such 
emergency. Upon the termination of such 
state of war or of such emergency plus 6 
months such property shall revert to the 
State of Texas, together with all appurte- 
nances and utilities belonging or appertain- 
ing thereto. 

Sec. 6. In executing the deed of convey- 
ance authorized by this act, the Secretary 
of the Army shall include specific provisions 
covering the reservations and conditions 
contained in sections 2, 3, 4, and 5, of this 
act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF 
THE AIR FORCE TO CONVEY CER- 
TAIN PROPERTY IN PROXIMITY 
TO SAN ANTONIO, TEX. 


Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 3750) to 
direct the Secretary of the Air Force or 
his designee to convey certain property 
located in proximity to San Antonio, 
Bexar County, Tex., to the State of 
‘Texas. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Air Force or his designee is authorized 
and directed to convey by quitclaim deed, 
without consideration, to the State of Texas 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States, except as retained in this act, in and 
to the following described land in proximity 
to San Antonio, Bexar County, Tex., to- 
gether with all buildings, improvements 
thereon, and all appurtenances and utilities 
belonging or appertaining thereto, such land 
including approximately two hundred 
eighteen and fifty-six one-hundredths acres 
and formerly designated as Martindale Aux- 
iliary Field, as shown on maps on file with 
the Office of the Chief of Engineers: 

Beginning at a point on the south right- 
of-way line of United States Highway No. 
90, at the northwest corner of the Emil F. 
Gambler tract, said corner being also the 
northeast corner of the Virginia M. Johnson 
tract: 

Station 1-2, bearing north sixty-nine de- 
grees forty-five minutes twenty seconds east, 
a distance of forty-two and six-tenths feet; 

Station 2-3, bearing south no degrees 
twelve minutes forty seconds east, a dis- 
tance of eight hundred one and seven-tenths 
feet; 

Station 3-4, bearing north eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-six minutes twenty seconds 
east, a distance of two thousand two hundred 
thirty-three and one one-hundredth feet; 

Station 4-5, bearing north three degrees 
twenty-three minutes forty seconds west, a 
distance of five hundred forty and five- 
tenths feet; 

Station 5-6, bearing north eighty-six de- 
grees thirty-six minutes twenty seconds 
east, a distance of twenty feet; 

Station 6-7, bearing south three degrees 
twenty-three minutes forty seconds east, a 
distance of five hundred forty-one and five- 
tenths feet; 
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Station 7-8, bearing north eighty-nine de- 
grees thirty-six minutes twenty seconds east, 
a distance of two hundred seventy-eight and 
fifty-four one-hundredths feet; N 

Station 8-9, bearing south no degrees 
twenty-two minutes no seconds east, a 
distance of two thousand eight hundred 
fourteen and twenty-three one-hundredths 
feet; 

Station 9-10, bearing south eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-eight minutes thirty seconds 
west, a distance of four hundred feet; 

Station 10-11, bearing south no degrees 
twenty-one minutes forty-five seconds east, 
a distance of three hundred eighty and 
twenty-three one-hundredths feet; 

Station 11-12, bearing north eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-eight minutes fifteen seconds 
east, a distance of four hundred and eighty- 
five feet; 

Station 12-13, bearing south no degrees 
twenty-one minutes forty-five seconds east, 
a distance of two hundred and twenty-five 
feet; 

Station 13-14, bearing south eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-eight minutes fifteen seconds 
west, a distance of three hundred eighteen 
and ninety-six one-hundredths feet; 

Station 14-15, bearing south forty-six de- 
grees thirty-eight minutes forty-five seconds 
west, a distance of one hundred one and 
sixty-seven one-hundredths feet; 

Station 15-16, bearing south eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-eight. minutes forty-five sec- 
onds west, a distance of six hundred thirty- 
eight and two-tenths feet; 

Station 16-17, bearing south forty-four 
degrees forty-three minutes twenty seconds 
west, a distance of twenty-three and fifteen 
one-hundredths feet; 

Station 17-18, bearing north no degrees six 
minutes twenty seconds west, a distance of 
forty-six and thirty-five one-hundredths 
feet; 

Station 18-19, bearing south eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-eight minutes forty-five sec- 
onds west, a distance of eight hundred 
thirty-seven and seventy-seven one-hun- 
dredths feet; 

Station 19-20, bearing north no degrees 
twenty-one minutes thirty seconds west, a 
distance of six hundred and forty-five feet; 

Station 20-21, bearing south eighty-nine 
degrees thirty-nine minutes no seconds west, 
a distance of one thousand one hundred 
ninety-nine’ and ninety-eight one-hun- 
dredths feet; 

Station 21-22, bearing north no degrees 
twenty-one minutes thirty seconds west, a 
distance of two thousand eight hundred and 
twelve feet; 

Station 22-23, bearing north eighty-nine 
degrees twenty-six minutes twenty seconds 
east, a distance of five hundred thirty-one 
and two-tenths feet; 

Station 23-1, bearing north no degrees 
twelve minutes forty seconds west, a distance 
of seven hundred eighty-seven and two- 
tenths feet. 

Sec. 2. All mineral rights, including gas 
and oil, in the lands authorized to be con- 
veyed by this act shall be reserved to the 
United States. 

Sec. 3. There shall be further reserved to 
the United States in the conveyance of the 
above-described lands, rights of ingress and 
egress over roads in the above-described 
lands serving buildings or other works oper- 
ated by the United States or its successors or 
assigns in connection with Martindale Aux- 
iliary Field, rights-of-way for water lines, 
sewer lines, telephone and telegraph lines, 
power lines, and such other utilities which 
now exist, or which may become necessary 
to the operation of the said Martindale 
Auxiliary Field. 

Sec. 4. The conveyance of the property au- 
thorized by this act shall be upon condition 
that such property shall be used primarily 
for training of the National Guard and the 
Air National Guard and for other military 
purposes, and that if the State of Texas 
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shall cease to use the property so conveyed 
for the purposes intended, then title there- 
to shall immediately revert to the United 
States, and in addition, all improvements 
made by the State of Texas during its oc- 
cupancy shall yest in the United States with- 
out payment of compensation therefor. 

Sec. 5. The conveyance of the property au- 
thorized by this act shall be upon the 
further provision that whenever the Con- 
gress of the United States declares a state of 
war or other national emergency, or the 
President declares a state of emergency, and 
upon the determination by the Secretary of 
Defense that the property conveyed under 
this act is useful or necessary for military, 
air, or naval purposes, or in the interest of 
national defense, the United States shall 
have the right, without obligation to make 
payment of any kind, to reenter upon the 
property and use the same or any part there- 
of, including any and all improvements 
made thereon by the State of Texas, for the 
duration of such state of war or of such 
emergency. Upon the termination of such 
state of war or of such emergency plus 6 
months such property shall revert to the 
State of Texas, together with all appurte- 
nances and utilities belonging or appertain- 
ing thereto. 

Sec. 6. In executing the deed of con- 
veyance authorized by this act, the Secretary 
of the Air Force or his designee shall in- 
clude specific provisions covering the reser- 
vations and conditions contained in sections 
2, 3, 4, and 5 of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


AUTHORIZING CONVEYANCE TO 
STATE OF TEXAS OF LAND IN 
HOUSTON, TEX, TO BE USED FOR 
NATIONAL GUARD PURPOSES 


Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 3822) to au- 
thorize the conveyance to the State of 
Texas of approximately 9 acres of land 
in Houston, Tex., to be used for National 
Guard purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. SHORT]? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Army is authorized and directed to con- 
vey to the State of Texas, without compensa- 
tion therefor, all the right, title, and interest 
of the United States in and to approximately 
nine and three-tenths acres of land in Hous- 
ton, Harris County, Tex., and all improve- 
ments thereon, said property comprising that 
portion of the former Hughes Strut Plant 
now being occupied by the Texas National 
Guard under a license issued by the Secretary 
of the Army. 

Sec. 2, The deed of conveyance authorized 
under the provisions of this Act shall— 

(1) provide that the property conveyed 
shall not be alienated in whole or in part by 
the State of Texas and shall be used pri- 
marily for training National Guard and Air 
National Guard personnel and for other mili- 
tary purposes, and if such provision is vio- 
lated title to such property (including all im- 
provements by the State of Texas) shall 
revert to the United States; 

(2) reserve to the United States all min- 
erals (including oil and gas) in the lands 
conveyed; 

(3) provide that during any state of war or 
national emergency and for 6 months there- 
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after, if the Secretary of Defense determines 
that the property conveyed is useful or nec- 
essary for national defense purposes, the 
United States may, without payment there- 
for, reenter such property and use all or any 
part of it (including improvements by the 
State of Texas) but upon the termination of 
such use such property shall revert to the 
State of Texas; and 

(4) contain such additional terms, condi- 
tions, reservations, and restrictions as may 
be determined by the Secretary of the Army 
to be necessary to protect the interests of 
the United States. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


CONVEYANCE OF LANDS IN CAMP 
ROBERTS MILITARY RESERVA- 
TION FOR USE AS A DAM AND 
RESERVOIR SITE 


Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 3189) pro- 
viding for the conveyance by the United 
States to the Monterey County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation Dis- 
trict, Monterey County, Calif., of certain 
lands in Camp Roberts Military Reser- 
vation, Calif., for use as a dam and res- 
ervoir site and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. SHORT]? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the Secretary 
of the Army is authorized to convey by 
quitclaim deed, to the Monterey County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation Dis- 
trict of Monterey County, Calif., for the pur- 
pose of constructing, operating, and main- 
taining thereon a dam and reservoir area for 
its El Nacimiento Reservoir project, all right, 
title, and interest of the United States, ex- 
cept as reserved herein, in and to so much 
of the following described lands within the 
boundaries of Camp Roberts Military Res- 
ervation, Calif., as the Secretary of the 
Army, or his designee, and the Monterey 
County Flood Control and Water Conserva- 
tion District shall determine to be necessary 
as a dam site and reservoir area for the El 
Nacimiento project: 

The east half of the southeast quarter of 
section 11; the southwest quarter of section 
12; the west half of section 13; and the east 
half of the east half of section 14, all lying 
in township 25 south, range 10 east, Mount 
Diablo base meridian. 

(b) The deed conveying the lands deter- 
mined to be necessary for the dam site and 
reservoir area for the El Nacimiento project 
shall provide (1) for the reservation by the 
United States of all mineral rights, includ- 
ing oil and gas, in and underlying the lands 
conveyed, (2) that the lands conveyed shall 
be used solely for the purpose of construct- 
ing, maintaining, and operating a dam and 
reservoir project thereon, and in the event 
such dam has not been constructed thereon 
within 10 years after the enactment of this 
act, or in the event the lands conveyed shall 
at any time after construction of the dam 
cease to be used for the sole purpose of 
maintaining and operating a dam and res- 
ervoir thereon, all right, title, and interest 
in and to such lands shall revert to the 
United States, (3) that in the event the 
existing water supply at Camp Roberts shall 
be diminished or adversely affected in any 
manner by the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the dam and reservoir proj- 
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ect, the grantee, its successors, and assigns, 
shall provide to the United States without 
additional cost substitute or supplementary 
water supply necessary to equal the existing 
supply at Camp Roberts, (4) the Armed 
Forces of the United States shall be granted 
for recreational and training purposes the 
use of the lands conveyed, to the extent that 
such use does not adversely affect the oper- 
ation and maintenance of the dam and res- 
ervoir, and the use of the remaining portion 
of the reservoir area, to the extent provided 
in the regulations of the Monterey County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation Dis- 
trict generally applicable to the reservoir 
àrea, and (5) the grantee shall remove, re- 
locate, and reconstruct, at its own cost and 
expense all structures, roads, and fences at 
Camp Roberts affected by the proposed con- 
veyance. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Army is au- 
thorized to issue to the Monterey County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation Dis- 
trict, without compensation therefor, and on 
such terms and conditions as he deems ap- 
propriate, a license to use and occupy any 
lands in the area described in section 1 not 
conveyed pursuant to the authorization con- 
tained therein, as may be required for the 
excavation of borrow materials and any other 
purposes related to the construction of the 
El Nacimiento project. 

Sec. 3. The conveyance herein authorized 
shall be made for a monetary consideration 
determined by the Secretary of the Army or 
his authorized representative, after appraisal, 
to represent the appraised fair market value 
of the estate conveyed. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


COMMUNIST CONTROL ACT OF 1954 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (S. 
3706), the Communist Control Act of 
1954, with an amendment, which I send 
to the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the bill, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out all after enacting clause and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: “That this 
act may be cited as the ‘Communist Control 
Act of 1954.“ 


“FINDINGS OF FACT 


“Sec. 2. The Congress hereby finds and de- 
clares that the Communist Party of the 
United States, although purportedly a politi- 
cal party, is in fact an instrumentality of a 
conspiracy to overthrow the Government of 
the United States. It constitutes an au- 
thoritarian dictatorship within a republic, 
demanding for itself the rights and privileges 
accorded to other political parties, but deny- 
ing to all others the liberties guaranteed by 
the Constitution. Unlike other political par- 
ties, which evolve their policies and pro- 
grams through public means, by the recon- 
ciliation of a wide variety of individual views, 
and submit those policies and programs to 
the electorate at large for approval or disap- 
proval, the policies and programs of the Com- 
munist Party are secretly prescribed for it by 
the foreign leaders of the world Communist 
movement. Its members have no part in de- 
termining its goals, and are not permitted 
to voice dissent to party objectives. Unlike 
members of other parties, members of the 
Communist Party are recruited for indoc- 
trination with respect to its objectives and 
methods, and are organized, instructed, and 
disciplined to carry into action slavishly the 
assignments given them by their hierarchial 
chieftains. Unlike other political parties, the 
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Communist Party acknowledges no constitu- 
tional or statutory limitations upon its con- 
duct or upon that of its members. The Com- 
munist Party is relatively small numerically, 
and gives scant indication of capacity ever to 
attain its ends by lawful political means, 
The peril inherent in its operation arises 
not from its numbers, but from its failure to 
acknowledge any limitation as to the nature 
of its activities, and its dedication to the 
proposition that the present constitutional 
Government of the United States ultimately 
must be brought to ruin by any available 
means, including resort to force and violence, 
Holding that doctrine, its role as the agency 
of a hostile foreign power renders its exist- 
ence a clear present and continuing danger 
to the security of the United States. It is 
the means whereby individuals are seduced 
into the service of the world Communist 
movement, trained to do its bidding, and di- 
rected and controlled in the conspiratorial 
performance of their revolutionary services, 
Therefore, the Communist Party should be 
outlawed. 


“PROSCRIBED ORGANIZATIONS 


“Sec. 3. The Communist Party of the 
United States, or any successors of such 
party regardless of the assumed name whose 
object or purpose is to overthrow the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, or the gov- 
ernment of any State, Territory, District, or 
possession thereof, or the government of any 
political subdivision therein by force and 
violence, are not entitled to any of the 
rights, privileges, and immunities attendant 
upon legal bodies created under the juris- 
diction of the laws of the United States or 
any political subdivision thereof; and what- 
ever rights, privileges, and immunities 
which have heretofore been granted to said 
party or any subsidiary organization by 
reason of the laws of the United States or 
any political subdivision thereof, are hereby 
terminated: Provided, however, that nothing 
in this section shall be construed as amend- 
ing the Internal Security Act of 1950, as 
amended. 


“SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL ACT 
AMENDMENT 


“Sec. 4. Subsection 5 (a) (1) of the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 
U. S. C. 784) is amended by striking out the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in 
lieu thereof a semicolon and the following: 
‘or 

„(E) to hold office or employment with 
any labor organization, as that term is de- 
fined in section 2 (5) of the National Labor 
Relations Act (29 U. S. C. 152) or to repre- 
sent any employer in any matter or pro- 
ceeding arising or pending under that act.’ 


“COMMUNIST-INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 


“Sec. 5 (a) Section 3 of the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 U. S. C. 782) 
is amended by inserting, immediately after 
paragraph (4) thereof, the following new 
paragraph: 

“*(4A) The term “Communist-infiltrated 
organization“ means any organization in the 
United States (other than a Communist- 
action organization or a Communist-front 
organization) which (A) is substantially di- 
rected, dominated, or controlled by an indi- 
vidual or individuals who are, or who within 
3 years have been actively engaged in, know- 
ingly giving aid or support to a Communist- 
action organization, a Communist foreign 
government, or the world Communist move- 
ment referred to in section 2 of this title, and 
(B) is knowingly serving, or within 3 years 
has knowingly served, as a means for (i) the 
giving of aid or support to any such organiza- 
tion, government, or movement, or (ii) the 
impairment of the military strength of the 
United States or its industrial capacity to 
furnish logistical or other material support 
required by its Armed Forces: Provided, 
however, That any labor organization which 
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18 an affiliate in good standing of a national 
federation or other labor organization whose 
policies and activities have been directed to 
opposing Communist organizations, any 
Communist foreign government, or the world 
Communist movement, shall be presumed 
prima facie not to be a “Communist-infil- 
trated organization" ' 

“(b) Paragraph (5) of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 

“*(5) The term “Communist organiza- 
tion” means any Communist-action organ- 
ization, Communist-front organization, or 
Communist-infiltrated organization.’ 

“(c) Subsections 5 (c) and 6 (c) of such 
act are repealed. 

“Sec. 6 (a) Section 10 of such act (50 
U. S. O. 789) is amended by inserting, im- 
mediately after the words ‘final order of the 
Board requiring it to register under section 
7’, the words ‘or determining that it is a 
Communist-~infiltrated organization.’ 

“(b) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 11 
of such act (50 U. S. C. 790) are amended 
by inserting immediately preceding the pe- 
riod at the end of each such subsection, the 
following: ‘or determining that it is a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization.’ 

“Sec. 7 (a) Subsection 12 (e) of such act 
(50 U. S. C. 791) is amended by 

“(1) striking out the period at the end 
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a semi- 
colon and the word ‘and’; and 

“(2) inserting at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

3) upon any application made under 
subsection (a) or subsection (b) of section 
13A of this title, to determine whether any 
organization is a Communist-infiltrated or- 
ganization.’ 

“(b) The section caption to section 13 of 
such act (50 U. S. C. 792) is amended to read 
as follows: ‘Registration proceedings before 
the Board.’ 

“Src. 8. Such act is amended by inserting, 
immediately after section 13 thereof, the fol- 
lowing new section: 


“ ‘PROCEEDINGS WITH RESPECT TO COMMUNIST- 
INFILTRATED ORGANIZATIONS 


“Sec. 13A. (a) Whenever the Attorney 
General has reason to believe that any or- 
ganization is a Communist-infiltrated organ- 
ization, he may file with the Board and serve 
upon such organization a petition for a de- 
termination that such organization is a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization. In any pro- 
ceeding so instituted, two or more affiliated 
organizations may be named as joint respond- 
ents. Whenever any such petition is ac- 
companied by a certificate of the Attorney 
General to the effect that the proceedings so 
instituted is one of exceptional public im- 
portance, such proceeding shall be set for 
hearing at the earliest possible time and all 
proceedings therein before the Board or any 
court shall be expedited to the greatest prac- 
ticable extent. 

„b) Any organization which has been 
determined under this section to be a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization may file with 
the Board and serve upon the Attorney Gen- 
eral a petition for a determination that such 
organization no longer is a Communist-in- 
filtrated organization upon removing from 
the organization those persons determined 
by this section to be Communists. 

„e) Each such petition shall be verified 
under oath, and shall contain a statement 
of the facts relied upon in support thereof. 
Upon the filing of any such petition, the 
Board shall serve upon each party to such 
proceeding a notice specifying the time and 
place for hearing upon such petition. No 
such hearing shall be conducted within 20 
days after the service of such notice. 

„d) The provisions of subsections (c) 
and (d) of section 13 shall apply to hear- 
ings conducted under this section, ex- 
cept that upon the failure of any organiza- 
tion named as a party in any petition filed 
by or duly served upon it pursuant to this 
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section to appear at any hearing upon such 
petition, the Board may conduct such hear- 
ing in the absence of such organization and 
may enter such order under this section as 
the Board shall determine to be warranted 
by evidence presented at such hearing. 

e) In determining whether any organ- 
ization is a Communist-infiltrated organ- 
ization, the Board shall be required to de- 
termine— 

“(1) whether the effective management 
of the affairs of such organization is con- 
ducted by one or more individuals who are, 
c: within 3 years have been, (A) members, 
agents, or representatives of any Communist 
organization, any Communist foreign gov- 
ernment, or the world Communist move- 
ment referred to in section 2 of this title, 
with knowledge of the nature and purpose 
thereof, or (B) engaged in giving aid or sup- 
port to any such organization, government, 
or movement with knowledge of the nature 
and purpose thereof; 

“*(2) whether the policies of such organ- 
ization are, or within 3 years have been, 
formulated and carried out pursuant to the 
direction or advice of any member, agent, 
or representative of any such organization, 
government, or movement; 

“*(3) whether the personnel and resources 
of such organization are, or within 3 years 
have been, used to further or promote the 
objectives of any such Communist organi- 
zation, government, or movement; 

“*(4) whether such organization within 
8 years has received from, or furnished to or 
for the use of, any such Communist organi- 
zation, government, or movement any funds 
or other material assistance; 

(65) whether such organization is, or 
within 3 years has been, affiliated in any 
other way with any such Communist organ- 
ization, government, or movement; 

“*(6) whether the affiliation of such or- 
ganization, or of any individual or individ- 
uals who are members thereof or who man- 
age its affairs, with any such Communist 
organization, government, or movement is 
concealed from or is not disclosed to the 
membership of such organization; and 

7) whether such organization or any 
of its members or managers are, or within 
3 years haye been, knowingly engaged— 

“*(A) in any conduct punishable under 
section 4 or 15 of this act or under chap- 
ter 37, 105, or 115 of title 18 of the United 
States Code; or 

“*(B) with intent to impair the military 
strength of the United States or its in- 
dustrial capacity to furnish logistical or 
other support required by its Armed Forces, 
in any activity resulting in or contributing 
to any such impairment. 

„) After hearing upon any petition filed 
under this section, the Board shall (1) make 
a report in writing in which it shall state its 
findings as to the fact and its conclusions 
with respect to the issues presented by such 
petition, (2) enter its order granting or 
denying the determination sought by such 
petition, and (3) serve upon each party to 
the proceeding a copy of such order. Any 
order granting any determination on the 
question whether any organization is a Com- 
munist-infiltrated organization shall be- 
come final as provided in section 14 (b) of 
this act. 

„g) When any order has been entered by 
the Board under this section with respect to 
any labor organization or employer (as these 
terms are defined by section 2 of the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act, as amended, and 
which are organizations within the mean- 
ing of section 3 of the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950), the Board shall serve 
a true and correct copy of such order upon 
the National Labor Relations Board and 
shall publish in the Federal Register a 
statement of the substance of such order 
and its effective date. 

“*(h) When there is in effect a final order 
of the Board determining that any such labor 
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organization is a Communist-action organi- 
gation, a Communist-front organization, or 
a Communist-infiltrated organization, such 
labor organization shall be ineligible to— 

(1) act as representative of any em- 
ployee within the meaning or for the pur- 
poses of section 7 of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, as amended (29 U. S. C. 157); 

(2) serve as an exclusive representa- 
tive of employees of any bargaining unit 
under section 9 of such act, as amended 
(29 U. S. C. 159); 

“*(3) make, or obtain any hearing upon, 
any charge under section 10 of such act 
(29 U. S. C. 160); or 

“*(4) exercise any other right or privi- 
lege, or receive any other benefit, substan- 
tive or procedural, provided by such act for 
labor organizations. 

(1) When an order of the Board deter- 
mining that any such labor organization isa 
Communist-infiltrated organization has be- 
come final, and such labor organization 
theretofore has been certified under the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended, 
as a representative of employees in any bar- 
gaining unit— 

“*(1) a question of representation affect- 
ing commerce, within the meaning of sec- 
tion 9 (c) of such act, shall be deemed to 
exist with respect to such bargaining unit; 
and 

2) the National Labor Relations Board, 
upon petition of not less than 20 percent of 
the employees in such bargaining unit or any 
person or persons acting in their behalf, shall 
under section 9 of such act (notwithstand- 
ing any limitation of time contained therein) 
direct elections in such bargaining unit or 
any subdivision thereof (A) for the selec- 
tion of a representative thereof for collec- 
tive-bargaining purposes, and (B) to deter- 
mine whether the employees thereof desire 
to rescind any authority previously granted 
to such labor organization to enter into any 
agreement with their employer pursuant to 
section 8 (a) (3) (ii) of such act. 

“*(j) When there is in effect a final order 
of the Board determining that any such em- 
ployer is a Communist-infiltrated organiza- 
tion, such employer shall be ineligible to— 

“*(1) file any petition for an election un- 
der section 9 of the National Labor Relations 
Act, as amended (29 U. S. C. 157), or partic- 
ipate in any proceeding under such section; 
or 


“*(2) make or obtain any hearing upon 
any charge under section 10 of such Act (29 
U. S. C. 160); or 

68) exercise any other right or privilege 
or receive any other benefit, substantive or 
procedural, provided by such act for em- 
ployers.” 

“Sec. 9. Subsections (a) and (b) of sec- 
tion 14 of such act (50 U. S. C. 793) are 
amended by inserting in each such subsec- 
tion, immediately after the words ‘section 
13,’ a comma and the following: or subsec- 
tion (f) of section 13A.“ 

“Sec. 10. If any provision of this title or 
the application thereof to any person or 
circumstances is held invalid, the remainder 
of the title, and the application of such 
provisions to other persons or circumstances, 
shall not be affected thereby.” 

Amend the title to read as follows: “To 
amend the Subversive Activities Control Act 
of 1950, to provide for the determination of 
the identity of certain Communist-infiltrated 
organizations, to outlaw the Communist 
Party, and for other purposes.” 


Mr. HARDY (interrupting the read- 
ing). Mr. Speaker, the Clerk is not 
reading the amendment word for word. 
I thought it was to be read in its entirety. 
If it is going to be read this way I would 
just as soon not have it read at all. 

N CELLER. Mr. Speaker, a point of 
order. w 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. CELLER. We were handed a 
mimeographed copy of S. 3706. Is that 
the copy that is being read now by the 
reading clerk? What is before the 
House? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes; 
minor exceptions. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that it is the same with several minor 
exceptions. 

The Clerk will continue the reading. 

(The Clerk concluded the reading of 
the amendment.) 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, do I un- 
derstand that there is no printed or type- 
written copy of the bill for the member- 
ship other than the one at the desk in 
the exact form it was read? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania can answer that question. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, if I may 
answer, the bill is exactly as the mimeo- 
graphed copies are presently here for 
anyone’s inspection, except a comma is 
changed in section 3 and these words are 
added at the end of the findings of fact 
which were contained in the bill coming 
from the other body: “therefore the 
Communist Party should be outlawed.” 

Then there is added a proviso at the 
end of section 3 which reads as follows: 

Provided, however, That nothing in this 
section shall be construed as amending the 
Internal Security Act of 1950, as amended. 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, do I un- 


with three 


derstand that we have neither hearings. 


on this bill nor a printed report on the 
bill? 

The SPEAKER. That is another mat- 
ter that the Chair is not able to answer 
but the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
may be able to answer it. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, hear- 
ings were held on March 10, April 5, 6, 
7, 8, 12, June 2, 23, 25, and 30, 1954. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, those 
hearings were held on a series of bills 
but not on the particular bill before us? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is correct, but 
on the same subject matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a second. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that asecond be con- 
sidered as ordered. ; 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, may I 
repeat my inquiry that has not been an- 
swered: Do we have any report from the 
committee on this bill? 

The SPEAKER. That was answered 
in debate. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Granam] is recognized for 20 min- 
utes, and the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. CELLER] is recognized for 20 
minutes. 
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Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. VELDE]. 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, this bill is 
really in two important parts. The first 
part that should be considered probably 
is the part that was introduced by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania of the 
Committee on the Judiciary; that part 
outlawing the Communist Party. The 
second part is very largely a copy of 
H. R. 9838, a bill which was passed by 
the Committee on Un-American Activ- 
ities last August 9 and reported to the 
floor. That part of this combined bill 
deals with the great problem of Com- 
munist-infiltrated labor organizations. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask your indulgence 
while I give some of the background and 
make some comments on the hearings 
that have been held by the Committee 
on Un-American Activities into that 
phase. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Digs] first headed the Committee on Un- 
American Activities in 1938 when it was 
a temporary committee. I am sure that 
the gentleman from Texas contributed a 
great deal to the pronouncement and the 
ascertainment of the fact that the Com- 
munist Party of the United States and 
world communism has long endeavored 
to control our great labor organizations 
in this country. It was as a result of 
the hearings held by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Dres] that, back as far as 
1938 and continuing up to the very pres- 
ent time, we were able to show the two 
great national labor organizations, the 
CIO and the AFL, that there were cer- 
tain unions within their jurisdiction that 
were Communist infiltrated and domi- 
nated. Those hearings largely produced 
a very desirable result when the CIO in 
1949 and 1950 expelled 10 unions from 
their parent organization. One of the 
first to be expelled was the United Elec- 
trical, Radio & Machine Workers Union 
and later, in 1950, the ILWU, the Harry 
Bridges union, was expelled as the result 
of the hearings up until that time show- 
ing Communist infiltration into labor 
organizations. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VELDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I would like to call 
the attention of the membership to the 
fact that on the 8th page of this mimeo- 
graphed copy it appears that this bill 
applies also to a Communist-dominated 
employer organization. It is not limited 
to a labor organization. It applies, as 
it should, to any and all organizations. 
Certainly labor organizations should not 
be singled out. 

Mr. VELDE. That is exactly right. 
When a union is finally determined by 
the Subversive Activities Control Board 
to be Communist dominated, it has no 
rights before the NLRB; neither does the 
Communist-infiltrated employer have 
any rights before the NLRB, which is 
in accord with traditional American fair- 
ness and justice. 

As to the recommendation for specific 
legislation, in the annual report of the 
Committee on Un-American Activities in 
1952 it was recommended that some such 
legislation as this bill, H. R. 9838, be 
enacted by the Congress. Bills dealing 
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with the subject introduced by various 
Members of the House include a bill in- 
troduced by the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. RHopes], a bill by the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. MILLER], and finally 
my first bill on this matter, H. R. 7487, 
which was introduced last January 25. 
This bill was brought to the attention of 
the Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties last January 28. At that time the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary were 
having hearings on a similar bill. Our 
staff members attended those hearings to 
determine what action the Senate Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary would take. 
Later, after the Senate Committee on 
the Judiciary did act, they reported out 
the bill we are considering today, S. 
3706. At that time I introduced a bill, 
part of which is now on the Clerk’s desk, 
H. R. 9838. H. R. 9838 was voted out of 
the Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties August 9 by a vote of 5 “ayes,” 1 
“no,” and 1 “present.” 

The gentleman asked a while ago if 
any hearings were held on this bill. We 
have had a great number of hearings on 
Communist infiltration into labor organ- 
izations. 

I would like to call to your attention 
an incident which, while it was not in 
a hearing, points up the necessity for 
this legislation. In December of 1953, 
your Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties held hearings in San Francisco, 
Calif., and, while this is a beautiful city, 
it is blighted by the presence of Harry 
Bridges and his International Longshore- 
men’s and Warehousemen’s Union. 
Bridges was so aroused at the imminence 
of hearings dealing with communism 
that he threatened to call a strike if the 
hearings were held. 

When the hearings did proceed as 
scheduled, Bridges carried out his threat 
and for one day, shipping in the great 
port of San Francisco was at a standstill. 
This mind you, only because a committee 
of the Congress was holding hearings to 
ascertain subversive activities. There 
may arise, at some future date, an emer- 
gency much greater than a congressional 
investigation, and unless we take steps 
now, Bridges will be able to deal a crip- 
pling blow to this Nation. 

The legislation reported out by your 
Committee on Un-American Activities, 
H. R. 9838 would deal with such individ- 
uals and the labor unions they control. 

This is generally how the Butler-Velde 
bill on control of Communist-infiltrated 
organizations would operate: First of all 
the bill provides various criteria to be 
used by the Subversive Control Board be- 
fore determining what a communist- 
infiltrated organization is. 

Secondly, as to the operation of this 
act, may I assume a hypothetical case, 
that of the International Longshore- 
men’s and Warehousemen’s Union, 
known as the Harry Bridges union. 

Section 8 of the bill before you 
provides that the Attorney General 
upon securing evidence of Communist 
infiltration may file a petition with 
the Subversive Activities Control Board 
asking for a hearing to determine 
whether or not that union is actu- 
ally Communist infiltrated. After due 
notice to the parties involved, the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board would 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


hold a hearing and evidence, of course, 
would be introduced as to such Commu- 
nist infiltration. After proper hearings 
if the Subversive Activities Control 
Board finds in fact that the Bridges 
union has been infiltrated, it would be 
required to certify that finding to the 
National Labor Relations Board and also 
cause same to be published in the Federal 
Register. Then, after final determina- 
tion, which would probably be a decision 
by the Supreme Court, the National La- 
bor Relations Board would be required 
to deny privileges and benefits of such 
Communist-infiltrated union which it 
hitherto had enjoyed under the provi- 
sions of the National Labor Manage- 
ments Relation Act of 1947, as amended. 

This bill seems the only logical way of 
striking a death blow to communism in 
labor organizations. 

The portion of the bill dealing with 
Communist-infiltrated labor organiza- 
tions was amended in the Senate in 
several respects. One of the amend- 
ments which passed the Senate and was 
forwarded to the House was introduced 
in the Senate by Senator Ives. It pro- 
vides as follows: 

Provided, however, That any labor organ- 
ization which is an affiliate in good standing 
of a national federation or other labor or- 
ganization whose policies and activities 
have been directed to opposing Communist 
organizations, any Communist foreign gov- 
ernment, or world Communist movement, 
shall be presumed prima facie not to be a 
“Communist-infiltrated organization.” 


This amendment is entirely acceptable 
to me and I am sure would be to the 
other Members of the Un-American Ac- 
tivities Committee. It recognizes that 
the two principal national labor or- 
ganizations, the CIO and the A. F. of L. 
have stood side by side with anticom- 
munist organizations and anticommu- 
nist individuals in fighting that menace 
within organized labor. Yet the Ives 
amendment would not preclude immedi- 
ate action by the Subversive Activities 
Control Board against such organiza- 
tions as the Bridges union or the United 
Electrical-Farm Equipment Union 
which have been ousted from the juris- 
diction of the CIO. 

The bill is a good bill and has had the 
ample consideration which characterizes 
other good legislation which has been 
reported by the House Committee on 
Un-American Activities and passed by 
this 83d Congress. I am happy to say 
it has the approval of both the White 
House and the Department of Justice. I 
hope it passes by an overwhelming ma- 
jority. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. WALTER]. 

Mr. WALTER, Mr. Speaker, the bill 
under consideration is palatable. Just 
palatable. It is far from being perfect. 
However, in the few moments that I have 
had it in my hand I have not been able 
to find all of the bugs that are in it, 
However, these mimeographed sheets 
very closely resemble a bill which was 
adequately described by the distinguished 
Senator from Nevada, Senator McCar- 
RAN, as “so loosely drawn that it rattles.” 


August 16 


TI should like to correct one thing that 
the chairman of the Committee on Un- 
American Activities said, namely: That 
the second part of this bill is largely 
H. R. 9838, a bill which I voted against 
in that committee, after the most fla- 
grant attempt to jam legislation down 
the throats of the committee was made, 
that I have ever seen in the 22 years that 
Ihave been a Member of this body. For- 
tunately, this bill is not largely H. R. 
9838. 

Of course, I realize the reason for try- 
ing to jam the bill down our throats in 
the Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties, but there was no excuse for it. This 
proposal does not even remotely resem- 
ble H. R. 9838, because this bill contains 
now the Ives amendment, an amend- 
ment which I unsuccessfully attempted 
to have inserted in the bill that the chair- 
man of the Committee on Un-American 
Activities mentioned, a bill which was 
not even read in that committee. There 
was not a word of testimony adduced on 
that measure. 

A subcommittee of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, under the very able leader- 
ship of Mr. GRAHAM, reported a recom- 
mendation in House Joint Resolution 
527 that a commisison be appointed to 
make a study of this matter so that we 
would not be placed in the position in 
which we found the Senate on Thursday 
night. Contrary to press reports, that 
Senate bill did not outlaw the Communist 
Party. I repeat, it did not outlaw the 
Communist Party. But it did repeal the 
Internal Security Act. Certainly nobody 
intended that those two things should 
happen. Now we have here the work of 
people who for the last 72 hours have 
been trying to salvage something out of 
a very nasty situation. 

I want to pay my respects to the legal 
staffs of both the Committee on Un- 
American Activities and the Committee 
on the Judiciary, and to the Attorney 
General. But, as I said at the outset, 
this is not good legislation. 

I think that outlawing the Communist 
Party is a proper thing to do. A great 
American, John Trevor, of New York, 
sent me a telegram this morning in 
which I think he adequately summed up 
this whole situation: 

A substantial number of private letters ex- 
changed between leaders of the Communist 
movement in 1919, which were picked up by 
agents of the New York State Joint Legisla- 
tive Committee To Investigate Seditious Ac- 
tivities, which were brought to me as a 
special deputy attorney general of the State, 
expressed the convictions that if the party 
was outlawed and forced underground they 
would lose the audiences necessary to build 
up membership and support from liberals. 


In the time I have been a member of 
this Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties I have always been impressed by the 
ease with which people, engaged in this 
unlawful conspiracy, were able to enlist 
gullible, unsuspecting followers. 

Some time ago there was an automo- 
bile accident in the city of Pittsburgh, 
in my own State. Among the papers 
found in an automobile that was in- 
volved in the accident, an automobile be- 
longing to a Communist, was a list of 
eighty-odd clergymen, every one of whom 
could be relied upon to front in a par- 
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ticular type of movement. It seems to 
me that if we have outlawed the Com- 
munist Party through this legislation 
which is before us, then those well- 
meaning eggheads will not get into the 
bad company they have been in hereto- 
fore. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York? 

Mr, JAVITS. Is it not a fact that this 
bill has but 2 salient differences, 1 on 
the labor provision, which the gentleman 
mentioned, which would cover every 
union in the CIO, the AFL, and the rail- 
road brotherhoods, the United Mine 
Workers and similar national labor fed- 
erations; and as to the outlawing of the 
Communist Party, it does not make mem- 
bership in it a crime but it exercises 
legislative control over the type of or- 
ganization which can function as a po- 
litical party, which the Congress has a 
right to do. 

Mr. WALTER. Precisely. I think we 
should have done this a long while ago, 
if only for the effect outlawing the party 
would have on some of the people who 
are engaged in the hot phase of this war 
against communism. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
-5 minutes ta the distinguished chairman 
of our committee, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I support the bill, S. 3706, which with 
the Graham amendment amends the 
Internal Security Act of 1950, and out- 
laws the Communist Party. My col- 
league, the gentleman from Illinois, has 
adequately covered the provisions of the 
bill dealing with Communist-infiltrated 
organizations and, therefore, I shall limit 
my remarks to section 3 of the bill be- 
fore us, which actually outlaws the Com- 
munist Party. This bill, as it passed the 
Senate, statements in the press to the 
contrary notwithstanding, did not, in 
truth, outlaw the Communist Party. 
Section 3 of the bill, as it passed the 
Senate, merely provided that one who 
remained, or became a member of the 
Communist Party, or any organization 
advocating the overthrow of the Gov- 
ernment, by force or violence, with 
knowledge of that purpose, and who 
committed an overt act in furtherance 
of those objectives was subject to crimi- 
nal penalty. 

That provision, as it passed the Sen- 
ate, destroyed the very effective Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950, 
which specifically provided that mem- 
bership in the Communist organization 
was not per se a violation of any crimi- 
nal statute. Such provision was written 
into the law in order that the registra- 
tion and filing requirements operate ef- 
fectively to control these Communist 
groups. Otherwise, they could have 
pleaded their privilege against self- 
incrimination and thereby avoid the re- 
quirements of the statute. The Senate 
version would have destroyed the very 
effective requirements of the Internal 
Security Act and would thus have de- 
feated the very purpose for which it was 
written. Moreover, the proof required 
under the Senate version would have 
placed a greater burden upon the prose- 
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nee in trying violations of the Smith 
ct. 

The Congress and the Supreme Court, 
over a period of several years, have 
stated time and time again that this 
international conspiracy is, indeed, a 
clear and present danger to the security 
of the United States. Several laws have 
been enacted, designed to control and to 
eliminate that danger. The records of 
the Department of Justice and of the 
Subversive Activities Board reflect not 
only the danger, but the effective means 
whereby it is currently being combated. 


Just last Friday, the day following Sen- 


ate approval of this legislation, nino 
Communist leaders were convicted in 
Philadelphia for violating the Smith Act. 
These effective statutes, bulwarked by 
court decisions, must not be destroyed. 
On the other hand, I am convinced that 
the Communist Party, as a legal entity, 
should and must be outlawed once and 
for all. 

Many fallacious arguments have been 
advanced by bleeding hearts that we 
should never outlaw the Communist 
Party. Such arguments are mere smoke 
screens to divert or block the enactment 
of legislation such as this, which strikes 
at the very heart of the Communist con- 
spiracies. Let us have no truck with 
such dilatory tactics. The longer we 
wait and delay, the more vulnerable we 
become to these traitors and foreign 
agents. Why should we bestow upon 
our sworn enemies the benefits which 
fiow from the Government they hate, 
and seek to abolish? 

The one argument advanced against 
the outlawing of the Communist Party 
is that it would, in effect, drive the Com- 
munist movement underground. I be- 
lieve that while that argument was true 
some time ago, it is no longer so today. 
As recently as the spring of this year, the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation, Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, stated 
that the Communist Party was going un- 
derground and if that is so, why worry 
about the effect of this bill. 

All of us, here, know that the most 
dangerous Communist agents are not the 
Fosters or the Browders, but rather, the 
Dexter Whites, the Alger Hisses, and the 
Judy Coplons. Those traitors operate 
secretly and insidiously. 

During this Congress, the House has 
passed legislation to permit wiretapping 
in National Security cases; to grant im- 
munity in such cases; we have seen fit to 
take away the nationality of a person 
convicted of subversion. We have ex- 
tended the statute of limitations in cer- 
tain subversion prosecutions and we have 
increased the penalties on the convic- 
tion of such cases. Since we have done 
all these things, let us take the final step, 
the one necessary step to squelch once 
and for all the international menace of 
godless communism. Let us deny to the 
Communist Party and its subsidiary or- 
ganizations the legal protection afforded 
by the very laws they seek to destroy. 
Let us enact this bill and outlaw the 
Communist Party once and for all in the 
United States of America. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 7 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a most unusual 
bil—brought up in a most unusual 
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manner. Consider its history—the con- 
fusion, the turmoil, the excitement, the 
haste and the celerity with which it is 
being considered now at this fag end of 
the session, I am reminded of an old 
adage, “He gets there too late who gets 
there too fast.” In other words, the 
more haste the less speed. We only 
have a mimeographed copy of this bill 
which is now before us, and that copy is 
not complete. There are amendments 
attached thereto. 

It is replete with and bristles with 
constitutional questions. They cannot 
10 be resolved in a 40-minute debate. The 
Judiciary Committee never saw the in- 

stant bill. It was cooked up over the 

weekend. It was cut and recut, fur- 
bished and refurbished, shuffled and re- 
shuffied. It is indeed a hodgepodge. 

The Committee on the Judiciary 
tabled similar bills some time ago and 
reported a bill providing for a commis- 
sion to make adequate study of this very 
difficult and cumbersome problem. 

Now, we are, in a way, buying a pig in 
a poke. What does this bill really en- 
tail? Nobody really knows. Of this 

. bill’s import and that of similar bills the 

New York Times recently said: 

The Brownell legislation was more like 
that of a police state than of a free democ- 
racy, and would have been impossible to 
administer even had it been either wise or 
necessary. 


I am not a bleeding heart. I have 
no use for commies or for their party. 
I am a hardheaded, two-fisted lawyer, 
and a liberal Member of this House, of 
course, but I believe when you seek to 
outlaw the Communist Party, to use the 
language of the President, you are 
“shooting from the hip.” The President 
opposed its outlawing. If we can outlaw 
the Communist Party, there is no reason 
why, if the Republicans are in control, 
they could not outlaw the Democratic 
Party. And, vice versa, if the Democrats 
were in control, they could outlaw the 
Republican Party. I don't like that part 
of the bill which outlaws the party. It is 
palpably unconstitutional. Also, the 
States, not the Federal Government, 
control conditions affecting political 
parties. Much as I dislike some portions 
of the bill, however, I favor other por- 
tions. On balance the evil is outweighed 
by the good. I shall vote for the bill. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. I think the gentle- 
man should certainly understand that 
the very language contained in the bill 
indicates that the Communist Party is 
not a political party. It is an interna- 
tional conspiracy to destroy your party 
and mine. 

Mr. CELLER. Yes, but you hold the 
trump cards—you who are in power. 
You can declare the party to be any- 
thing you wish. You do that by a mere 
declaration—by fiat. You could do the 
same with the Democratic Party. 
You could say that any party that op- 
poses high tariffs or believes in deficit 
spending is subversive. You could 
order that the factors making up the 
Democratic Party are factors of destruc- 
tion. You could say, therefore, by the 
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snme token, the Democratic Party should 
be taboo. You say this Communist 
Party, because it is guilty of certain acts 
and certain attitudes and potentialities, 
shall be outlawed. There is nothing to 
prevent the Democrats, when in power, 
from saying that certain things the Re- 
publicans are doing ruffle the feelings of 
the Democrats and go against demo- 
cratic principles, and therefore the Re- 
publican Party should be outlawed. I 
just point out to you the danger you are 
running. The language used, too, is very 
indefinite. It is going to take years be- 
fore you get these questions judicially 
settled. 

You are unduly interfering with the 
splendid activities of the FBI in run- 
ning down, fencing in, and convicting 
Communists. Over 125, I believe, known 
Communists have been indicted. There 
are more to be indicted. Scores 
have been convicted. You are going to 
set the clock backward many years. 
That is the clock of efficient enforce- 
ment of present statutes, notably the 
Smith Act, by Mr. Hoover and his FBI, 
and the administration. It will take a 
long time before we get exact judicial 
definitions of what this bill entails. The 
precipitate action taken today will come 
back to plague us. The uncertainties of 
the bill will become handlts used to 
strafe us in the courts. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. It seems to me the 
gentleman’s remarks are directed more 
to the bill as it passed the other body 
rather than to this measure which is be- 
fore us today. 

Mr. CELLER. No, not at all. 

Mr. KEATING. Specifically section 3. 

Mr. CELLER. Not at all. For exam- 
ple, you say in this bill in effect that the 
Communist Party cannot appear on the 
ballot, can have no legal standing, can- 
not appear in any elections; but there are 
no sanctions mentioned. In fact, for 
example, an individual could be elected 
even if he were a Communist, although 
he might run on a good neighbor party 
ticket or he might run on a welfare 
party ticket or for a party of some 
other name. He could enter the legisla- 
tive body although really a Communist, 
albeit he had a different party label. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 2 additional minutes. He gets 
into this House and he is a Communist. 
In other words, you invoke no sanctions 
against an individual. You invoke no 
sanctions against the party. Hence the 
bill may lose its effectiveness. I really 
do not know. There has been so little 
time for consideration. It is hard to 
fathom this bill—on the run. I believe, 
you allow a person to do individually 
what you prevent that person from doing 
collectively. Any person could run for 
office even if he were a Communist, pro- 
vided he used a different political label, 
but a number of such persons banning 
together could not maintain the Com- 
munist Party name and put it on the 
ballot. 

That gives you some of the difficulties 
that a court will be confronted with 
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when it has before it cases arising out 
of this statute. Now you have other 
matters here which should be pointed 
out. 

One is on page 3 of the mimeographed 
copy. You have a specific section which 
is the nub of the coconut as far as I am 
concerned. It is as follows: 

Provided, however, That any labor organ- 
ization which is an affiliate in good stand- 
ing of a national federation or other labor 
organization whose policies and activities 
have been directed to opposing Communist 
organizations, any Communist foreign gov- 
ernment, or the world Communist move- 
ment, shall be presumed prima facie not to 
be a “Communist-infiltrated organization.” 


I take it from that language which 
was drawn rather hastily and rather 
loosely in the last 48 hours, that it is 
meant that the American Federation of 
Labor, United Mine Workers, and the 
CIO, and the Railroad Brotherhoods are 
exempt from the operation, of this act. 
I do not know, I am not too sure about 
that, but I believe that in the Senate 
when it was debated, that that particular 
section seemed to strike the Senators as 
exempting those organizations that I 


` have mentioned. 


But there may be additional organiza- 
tions. Those organizations that have so 
effectively struck at Communists should 
be thus favored. Itis this provision that 
causes me to vote for the bill. I do not 
favor most of the other provisions but 
this one is the saving grace. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 

Mr. WIER. I want to point out to the 
gentleman an inconsistency. There are 
a lot of labor organizations throughout 
these United States that I know of who 
may have 1, 2, or 3 Communist mem- 
bers or Communist sympathizers in the 
organizations. Those unions have tried 
during 

Mr. CELLER. I am not vielding for 
a speech. Forgive me, I do not yield 
further. 

I agree that the gentleman does point 
his finger at some of the difficulties. The 
section in question is not drawn in per- 
fect manner. It may do some injustice 
to some unions, I hope not. We have 
no power of amendment under suspen- 
sion of rules. It is take it or leave it. I 
take it—but reluctantly. 

There is another question which agi- 
tates me. I am dubious about it. This 
bill seeks to punish for potential acts, 
for things that may occur in the future. 
I do not know whether the Congress has 
the power to punish for potential acts. 
It says if you are a member of the Com- 
munist Party insofar as the party is pun- 
ished you are punished—not for what 
you personally do but for what the party 
may do as well as for what the party 
has done. For instance, the Wall Street 
Journal, when a similar bill was before 
the Committee on the Judiciary, had this 
to say: 

As we see it, the trouble with Mr. Brown- 
ell’s bill is that he here seeks not to expose 
organizations or to punish people for what 
they have done, but to punish people for 
what they might be in a position to do. Mr. 
Brownell’s bill contains no safeguard. In- 
deed, it would have been most difficult to 
make reference to the Bill of Rights and 
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then attempt to do what this measure 
suggests. 

We recognize the trying task the Attorney 
General and his law officers face in combat- 
ing the secret and sinister Communist in- 
trigue. But it is not the part of wisdom 
ourselves to chip away at the very rights 
we seek to save from this menace. 


I will say that this bill, so hastily con- 
ceived, should not have been brought 
before us at the end of the session. We 
are attempting to write a bill on the floor 
of this House. Whenever we do that we 
seem to have our labor for our pains. 
We get into insuperable difficulties. For 
that reason I have voiced my objections 
to portions of the bill. I repeat: I do 
not like the outlawing of the Communist 
Party—much as I loathe that party. I 
favor the exemption from sanctions of 
reputable organizations like the CIO, 
A. F. of L., railroad brotherhoods, and 
the like. Unions which have been tainted 
of communism and dominated of Com- 
munists should be brought to book. 

On balance, I must vote for the bill. 

However, we are curiously told that the 
administration favors the bill with the 
outlawry of the Communist Party. But 
President Eisenhower said heretofore 
that he opposed such outlawry, What 
will he do now? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield. 
such time as he may desire to the gentle- 
man from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK]. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, I desire 
to insert my remarks following the state- 
ment made by the gentleman from New 
York. He spoke against the bill, but he 
is for it, so I do not think his argument 
counts. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate has passed a 
bill outlawing communism, but the ques- 
tion remains will the House approve it; 
and if so, will it outlaw communism? 
Congress is treading on dangerous ground 
by making unlawful what a man may 
think. Thomas Jefferson realized this 
when he said: 

I have sworn on the altar of God eternal 
hostility against any form of tyranny over 
the mind of man. I am for freedom of 
speech and freedom of the press. I am 
opposed to silence by fear instead of reason, 
any complaint or criticism, just or unjust, 
by the people against the Government, 


Unless a man does some act to indicate 
that he proposes to destroy the United 
States or any of its institutions, I do not 
see any authority in written or unwrit- 
ten law to do so. 

Besides this, a negative command does 
not negate. In the days of prohibition 
it was unlawful to sell liquor, but it was 
sold in tremendous volumes. When peo- 
ple realized it was unlawful to sell liquor, 
then many people, who had never used 
liquor before, wanted it and they abetted 
the sale of it by being purchasers. No 
bootlegger could make a sale of a single 
pint of liquor unless there was a buyer. 
Applying this reasoning to communism, 
it will no doubt follow that people who 
never thought of being a Communist will 
want to venture into it because there is 
a ban against it. 

I think the Senate and the whole Con- 
gress do not understand the background 
of communism. Communism springs 
from want and dire distress, and it is 
embraced by many as the only light they 
see to relieve them of this distress. In 
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the United States if we make the Decla- 
ration of Independence mean what it 
says, that particular ism will not gain 
much headway. I am speaking from 
experience. In the dark depression days 
in North Dakota, when foreclosures and 
dispossession were rampant and whole 
families were being ejected out on the 
highways, because they were helpless; 
when wheat was selling for 26 cents per 
bushel and good steers selling for less 
than 2 cents per pound, and the purchas- 
ing power of the farmers had disap- 
peared, men who were caught in this 
dilemma and had families to support 
would embrace any kind of an ism that 
they thought might relieve them from 
this dire need, want, and suffering. In 
that period the Communists had a State 
ticket in the field and attracted many 
good people to it. 

When times changed and the buying 
power was put back in the Farm Belt; 
when foreclosures and dispossessions 
ceased, and the farmers—and through 
them every business concern in the 
State—regained their purchasing power, 
the Communist tickets disappeared en- 
tirely. 

My record is absolutely against com- 
munism, as many people know, but Iam 
of the firm opinion that you cannot 
change men’s minds, under given cir- 
cumstances, by any act of Congress. If 
this law is enacted by Congress it will 
make the work of ferreting out Commu- 
nists and removing them from the public 
payrolls much more difficult, because 
their actions will not be in the open, but 
underground. On this measure I agree 
with the Attorney General and J. Edgar 
Hoover, whose business it is to oust Com- 
munists from the public payrolls. 

Keep Communists out of the Govern- 
ment service and so conduct our Govern- 
ment that no class is in penury and want, 
and we will have no trouble about com- 
munism. 

The proponents say that the original 
bill has been amended providing that 
there must be some overt act done by the 
person believing in communism before a 
prosecution will be begun. If that 
amendment is finally contained in the 
bill it will be perfectly useless, because 
that is the law today. Just what the 
purpose of this bill is, with this amend- 
ment in it, is not clear, unless it is a 
political sop to show the people that we 
have buckled up our armor and gone out 
barehanded and dispatched the Commu- 
nists’ dragon. It may win votes, but, in 
the long run, it will reflect upon our good 
sense. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle- 
man from Maryland (Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, in our con- 
sideration of legislation to outlaw the 
Communist Party, many of us are seized 
with a conflict of emotions. A conflict 
between our desire to preserve our con- 
stitutional freedoms and our desire to 
protect our country from those who 
would destroy those freedoms. 

We must ever bear in mind the rea- 
son for the action we are taking here 
today. 

We hold certain truths to be self- 
evident. Most important of which is 
that governments are established to pre- 
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serve life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness. Therefore, any organization 
which would seek to inflict upon us by 
force and violence a form of government 
which denies those truths and which in 
fact has as its purpose the destruction 
of life and liberty, has no right to the 
privileges of a legal organization in this 
country. 

It must be made abundantly clear that 
we are not denying to anyone the right 
to peaceably advocate any political 
theory or any form of legislation. In 
fact this Congress has passed legislation 
which in form and substance is the same 
as advocated by Communists and Social- 
ists. For example: The graduated in- 
come tax, social security, and unemploy- 
ment insurance. 

We have come to the point where we 
must take a stand on certain eternal 
truths. We cannot permit the forces of 
evil to thrust us back into the Dark Ages. 
The Communist Party has by its own 
declarations declared that to be its pur- 
pose. We can no longer permit it to 
have legal existence in our Nation. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have leave to extend their remarks 
at this point in the Recor on the pend- 
ing bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. C . Mr. Speaker, the 
Communist infiltration of our economy 
represents a strategic and vital threat 
to the Nation. The infiltration of cer- 
tain organizations constitutes one of the 
deeply ingrained phases of the menace 
of communism in the United States. 
The great labor unions of our country, 
the CIO and the A. F. of L., have dealt 
with the menace vigorously to the limit 
of their capacity to do so. The CIO in 
1949 and 1950 expelled 10 unions because 
of their Communist domination. We 
now have the opportunity through H. R. 
9838, to crack down on Communist in- 
filtration from the Government level. 
This brings about the highest and the 
most effective form of cooperation be- 
tween the Federal Government and the 
respected organizations of American 
labor. 

This bill has been carefully considered 
in relation to anti-Communist legisla- 
tion that already exists, in relation to 
the scope and the nature of the Com- 
munist menace, and was evolved slowly 
and thoughtfully out of congressional 
knowledge and experience. H. R. 9838 
gives the people of the United States a 
weapon in law. It enables our Govern- 
ment to deal with Communist infiltrated 
labor unions. The rule of Communist 
labor leaders over these unions is des- 
potic and absolute. The notorious Harry 
Bridges’ tyranny over his International 
Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s 
Union is a case in point. 

But in creating this proposed legisla- 
tion the American tradition of justice 
and fair play was not thrown to the 
winds. The bill calls for substantial 
criteria that must be presented to the 
Subversive Activities Control Board be- 
fore it can determine that a labor or- 
ganization is Communist infiltrated. 
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Under the bill—section 8—the Attorney 
General files a petition with the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board on the 
basis of evidence he has secured of Com- 
munist infiltration. The petition asks 
for a hearing to determine whether or 
not that union is in fact a victim of 
Communist infiltration. There is due 
notice to all concerned before the hear- 
ing. If the evidence proves infiltration 
to the satisfaction of the Subversive 
Activities Control Board their findings 
are certified to the National Labor Re- 
lations Board and are published in the 
Federal Register. 

The effect is to deny to the guilty 
union the benefits of the services of the 
National Labor Relations Board under 
the National Labor Management Rela- 
tions Act of 1947, as amended. The bill 
operates in precisely the same way to- 
ward the Communist infiltrated em- 
ployer. 

As I see it this is the judicial, the 
American, the correct way to take the 
Communist infiltrated labor union and 
Communist infiltrated employer out of 
America’s economic and political life. 
The result of this bill—H. R. 9838—is 
to strangle Communist infiltration 
through due process and in the best 
American tradition of lawful self- 
defense ag t the enemies of our coun- 
try and to drastically discourage such 
infiltration. I believe the measure to be 
an answer to the Communist problem 
on the economic and the labor front and 
I wish to give it my wholehearted 
endorsement. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr, 
Speaker, I am supporting this bill out- 
lawing the Communist Party because it 
calls a spade a spade. There was never 
any reason to consider that the activities 
of the Communist Party were within the 
law. They are beyond and against the 
law. They are essentially criminal ac- 
tivities. 

The evidence now being received by 
our Committee on Communist Aggres- 
sion regarding the activities of the Com- 
munist Party in Guatemala shows very 
clearly the brutal murders and tortures 
officialy perpetrated by the Arbenz 
Communist-controlled government in 
that country. When a Communist gov- 
ernment takes over and goes into opera- 
tion, law, justice, and morality go out 
the window. This was the case in 
Guatemala. s 

The operation of the Communist con- 
spiracy in Central America is also a 
violation of international law. It was 
the Moscow-controlled government in- 
terfering in the internal affairs of the 
Western Hemisphere. Evidence before 
our committee shows that within the 
year preceding the downfall of the Red 
regime last June, over 150 Guatemalan 
ofñcials traveled to countries behind the 
Iron, Curtain and that many of those 
trips were financed by a bank in Com- 
munist-dominated Czechoslovakia. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks at this point 
in the Recorp, I wish to say that now 
it seems that practically all of the 
leading lawyers on the Committee on 
the Judiciary have agreed on what 
should be done with reference to curtail- 
ing the activities of the Communists, I 
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wish to approve their action and shall 
vote with them. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleague, Mr. HESS, 
of Ohio, who is absent on committee 
business wants me to say that if he were 
here he would vote in favor of the pend- 
ing legislation. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
have consistently given my whole- 
hearted support to every measure 
brought before the House that would aid 
in the investigation of the Communist 
movement in the United States, and un- 
cover and discredit its agents. Whether 
the purpose of the Communist is to act 
as a spy for the Kremlin, sabotage our 
military services and our defense indus- 
tries, or pervert the minds and morals 
of our people, he is equally dangerous 
to the survival of our Nation. I welcome 
this opportunity to vote on outlawing 
the Communist Party. I vigorously sup- 
port S. 3706, the bill before us for con- 
sideration. 

The Communist movement in the 
United States should be wiped out com- 
pletely. And every active Communist 
in this country should be ferreted out, 
identified, exposed. Only by such 
drastic action can his potential danger 
to our national security be neutralized. 

Most important of all, I concur with 
our senior Senator from California, 
Senator WILLIAM KNOWLAND, that we 
must formulate law to outlaw the Com- 
munist Party as a legal political party in 
our Nation, and make it a crime punish- 
able by law to engage in Communist ac- 
tivities whether such acts are treason- 
able or merely the spread of the insidi- 
ous poison which is Communist propa- 
ganda. 

In the 80th Congress in 1947 I intro- 
duced a resolution to define communism. 
At that time, I recognized the urgent 
need for a clear understanding of just 
what the Communist movement and the 
Communist Party were in the United 
States so that effective legislative meas- 
ures could be taken to curb and combat 
communism. 

I pointed out in my resolution that 
communism is not a political party, but 
is an international conspiracy which ad- 
vocates and practices deceit, confusion, 
subversion, revolution, and the subordi- 
nation of man to the state, and which 
has for its purpose and intention the 
overthrow of any democratic form of 
government by force and violence, if 
necessary. 

My resolution further declared that 
“any person, either citizen or alien, ad- 
hering to or expounding the purposes 
and intentions of communism, should 
be exposed and revealed as an enemy 
of the United States and dealt with ac- 
cordingly.” 

I believe communism is treasonable 
and inimical to the people of the United 
States. 

If there is any doubt as to the true 
purpose of the Communist movement, 
and the active aims of the international 
Communists, a look at their own state- 
ments reveals their true goal, the de- 
struction of democracy and individual 
liberty. 

The following comes from Lenin: 

The principal task of the Communist 
parties at present is to unite the scattered 
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Communist forces, to form in every country 
a united Communist Party (or to reinforce 
or revive already existing parties) in order 
to increase tenfold the work of preparing 
the proletariat for the conquest of political 
power, the conquest of power precisely in the 
form of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 

If we have a strongly organized party, a 
single strike may grow into a political 
demonstration, into a political victory over 
the government. If we have a strongly or- 
ganized party, a rebellion in a single locality 
may fiare into a victorious revolution. We 
must bear in mind that the fight against 
the government for certain demands, the 
gain of certain concessions, are merely slight 
skirmishes with the enemy, slight skirmishes 
of outposts, but that the decisive battle still 
lies ahead. 


And from Stalin: 


Is it not true that the history of the revo- 
lutionary movement shows that the parlia- 
mentary struggle is only a school and an aid 
in the organization of the extraparliamen- 
tary struggle of the proletariat, that the basic 
questions of the workers’ movements under 
capitalism are decided by force and by the 
direct action (general strikes and insurrec- 
tion) of the proletarian masses? 


And from Pravda: 


For Communists there is nothing above 
the interests of the party. 


If more proof of the aims of the inter- 
national Communist movement are 
needed, a look at the classic statement 
of goals and procedures of communism 
issued by Karl Marx in the Communist 
manifesto should convince the most 
skeptical: 

The Communists disdain to conceal their 
views and aims. They openly declare that 
their ends can be attained only by the forci- 


ble overthrow of all existing social condi- 
tions. 


In a report by the Special Committee 
of the House To Investigate Communist 
Activities in the United States in 1931, 
the following was given as a definition of 
communism: 

A worldwide political organization advo- 
cating: (1) Hatred of God and all forms of 
religion; (2) destruction of private property 
and inheritance; (3) absolute social equal- 
ity; promotion of class hatred; (4) revolu- 
tionary propaganda through the Communist 
International, stirring up Communist ac- 
tivities in foreign countries in order to cause 
strikes, riots, sabotage, bloodshed, and civil 
war; (5) destruction of all forms of repre- 
sentative or democratic governments, includ- 
ing civil liberties, such as freedom of speech, 
of the press, of assembly, and trial by jury; 
(6) the ultimate and final objective is by 
means of world revolution to establish the 
dictatorship of the so-called proletariat into 
one world union of soviet socialist republics, 
with the capital at Moscow. 


The Communist Party in the United 
States today is a part of the world Com- 
munist movement. It is a part of an 
active vicious force which recognizes no 
territorial boundaries. It denies all re- 
ligion, all spiritual values, and, therefore, 
it has no soul, no moral sense, no de- 
cency. 

As long as the Communist Party is free 
to operate unhampered by legal restric- 
tion in the United States, it will continue 
to recruit new followers among our 
young people with its lies and deceptions. 
It will continue to infiltrate our land 
with spies and saboteurs bent upon our 
destruction as a free nation. It will use 
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every means to spread vice and crime to 
demoralize our citizenry. f 

It is high time we recognize the Com- 
munist Party in America for what it is 
and take the necessary steps to enact 
Federal law to destroy the Communist 
Party and make it illegal for any person 
in the United States to act as ah agent of 
any Communist organization, whether 
national or international in scope, which 
advocates the overthrow of our Govern- 
ment by force and violence. 

Again, I say, I vigorously support S. 
3706. Such a law will finally give our 
law enforcement agencies the means to 
drive communism out of America. And 
we should pass this necessary legislation 
now. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, for some time it has been ap- 
parent that the Communist-inspired fic- 
tion implying it is just another political 
party is a complete myth. The fact of 
the matter is that it is a conspiratorial 
organization designed to serve the ends 
of a foreign power in undermining Amer- 
ican constitutional system of Govern- 
ment. Members of the Communist or- 
ganizations also hope some day to sub- 
vert the American Government to the 
will of the Soviet Union by means of 
force and violence. 

Since this fact has been known, there 
has been great confusion in how to han- 
dle the problem it presents. The hys- 
terical methods employed by scme self- 
serving politicians have done great dam- 
age to the entire free climate in the 
United States; and have frequently in- 
fringed on the civil liberties of the inno- 
cent. The proposed legislation would 
leave to the courts the determination 
of fact as to whether a specific indi- 
vidual is a member of the conspiracy. 
The judicious way of handling the prob- 
lem is far better since it will punish the 
guilty while giving ample protection to 
the innocent. This method is much more 
in accord with our traditions of civil 
liberty than the various hysterical meth- 
ods which have been used in the past 
several years. Senator HUMPHREY and 
his associates in the other body are to 
be commended for their leadership in 
this matter. 

While I have thought for a long time 
on the proposition that outlawing the 
party could have the effect of driving it 
underground, my study has indicated 
that many elements of the party are al- 
ready underground and this legislation 
would permit the FBI to expose those 
underground activities in courts of law 
and to handle it in the American tra- 
dition. 

Another problem this legislation would 
solve is the chaotic confusion which has 
occurred with respect to Communists in 
the Army or in other sensitive positions 
in our society. Since it has been legal 
to be a Communist, we have been moy- 
ing in the direction of private police 
forces in the agencies of Government 
as well as in private industries. This is 
a very dangerous trend since each little 
private investigative system can employ 
its own rules and systems of determin- 
ing guilt or innocence. The proposed 
legislation would eliminate the neces- 
sity for this and put the question in the 


1954 


hands of courts of law where fair pro- 
cedures are assured. 

I hope that the House will act on this 
bill, so as to put the problem of Com- 
munist sabotage and subversion into the 
effective but fair hands of the courts. 
As a lawyer, I must say that I am in 
full agreement with this legislation be- 
cause it permits the due processes of law 
to work against the guilty and in favor 
of the innocent. It should also go a 
long way toward uniting our country in 
the American constitutional way to meet 
the question of internal subversion. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, once again 
I believe it necessary to object to the 
procedure under which we are consider- 
ing and about to pass a most important 
piece of legislation. In this instance we 
are asked to suspend the rules in order 
to outlaw the Communist Party in the 
United States. 

There has been ample time in the past 
several months for this House to consider 
this grave problem with adequate pro- 
vision for debate and deliberation. Sev- 
eral bills to outlaw the Communist Party 
have been introduced in this session of 
Congress. Yet once again, we are to be 
allowed only 40 minutes to discuss legis- 
lation which involves serious constitu- 
tional questions. This is bad legislative 
procedure. 

I shall vote for the bill now before the 
House only because it appears to be the 
best that we can get at this hour and 
under all the circumstances. 

For many years, I have been urging 
that the United States outlaw the Com- 
munist Party. 

I introduced a bill to outlaw the Com- 
munist Party, H. R. 8948, in this session 
of Congress. 

Several years ago, I appeared before 
the judiciary committee of the Connecti- 
cut Legislature and urged that body to 
make the Communist Party illegal in 
Connecticut. 

On many occasions I have engaged in 
public debate on behalf of this proposi- 
tion. 

Until very recently, those of us who 
advocated the outlawing of the Commu- 
nist Party received very little attention 
and very little help from the Federal 
Government or from several State gov- 
ernments. 

It is encouraging to have this legisla- 
tion before us today even though under 
a repugnant procedural rule for it is an 
indication that at long last the Govern- 
ment of the United States is ready to 
face up to the situation. 

For a long time we have been putting 
the cart before the horse. 

To illustrate this point, permit me to 
cite some facts. 

It is the law of the United States that 
no alien Communist Party member is 
admissible to the United States for pur- 
poses of permanent entry. 

It is further the law of the United 
States, and there are many cases in the 
books upholding the law, that any alien 
Communist Party member, who by con- 
cealment of his membership, obtains ad- 
mission to the United States for perma- 
nent entry is a deportable person, 

The National Labor Relations Act 
withholds the privileges and rights of 
the labor law of the land to any labor 
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organization, the leadership of which 
does not affirm and avow under oath that 
it does not hold membership in the Com- 
munist Party; and the Supreme Court 
has held in the case of American Com- 
munications Association, CIO et al. 
against Charles T. Douds, that this re- 
striction in the law squares with the 
Constitution of the United States. 

At the same time, the right to public 
employment by the United States is de- 
nied to a member of the Communist 
Party. 

And finally the courts of the United 
States have held that so infamous is the 
mere term communism that one falsely 
charging another with being a Commu- 
nist entitles the person falsely accused 
to collect damages from his accuser in 
the courts of the United States. 

Add to these the Internal Security 
Act of 1950, the Smith Act of 1940, the 
act requiring registration of printing 
presses, the immunity bills, and we have 
some of the political sanctions that have 
been visited upon the members of the 
Communist Party in the United States. 

As a matter of moral and legal order- 
liness the Communist Party should have 
been outlawed before any of the above 
steps were taken. For if the Communist 
Party is a legal political institution in 
the United States, standing on all fours 
with our traditional political parties, 
then none of the above steps should have 
been taken against the members of the 
Communist Party. 

By the passage of this legislation to- 
day, we will at least have begun to put 
our own house in order. Thereafter, we 
will give greater meaning to our leader- 
ship in the world against the Communist 
conspiracy, and we will have begun to 
clarify the confusion in the minds of our 
own people with respect to this problem. 

The first responsibility of government 
is to protect and preserve itself. 

Article IV of the Constitution of the 
United States guarantees a republican 
form of government to every State in 
this Union. 

But as a matter of law and of fact the 
Communist Party seeks to destroy our 
guaranteed republican form of govern- 
ment. 

Therefore, it is impossible under our 
Constitution to recognize as a valid po- 
litical organization the Communist Par- 
ty, which has as a primary purpose the 
destruction of our republican form of 
government. 

We are a people dedicated and devoted 
to liberty and freedom, and we shrink 
from restrictions on liberty and free- 
dom. The Communists have taken ad- 
vantage of this deep-seated sense of fair 
play in order to destroy us. 

All of us want the United States to 
remain broadminded. But it is not nec- 
essary that we become flatheaded in or- 
der to remain broadminded. 

Mr. Speaker, while objecting to the 
procedures, I shall vote for the passage 
of this legislation. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, as the bill 
stands now in the House it represents 
in effect a declaration against Commu- 
nist infiltration and subversion in the 
United States, direct or indirect. It has 
already been pointed out that the bill is 
loosely drawn and has many defects and 
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raises many serious legal questions, and 
so it does. But method and implementa- 
tion can be worked out in the courts. 
As I see it now the vote is one expressing 
the overwhelming sentiment of our peo- 
ple against an instrument—the Commu- 
nist Party—posing as a political party 
but being spurious, designed only to en- 


‘trap and deceive and using our laws to 


attempt to achieve an unlawful purpose, 
the overthrow of constitutional govern- 
ment. 

I have heretofore voted against leg- 
islation making it a crime or imposing 
material personal disabilities as a pen- 
alty for belonging to a particular or- 
ganization even if defined as a Commu- 
nist-action or Communist-front organi- 
zation. I consider it fundamental to our 
freedoms that crimes be defined as such 
on the basis of acts or conspiracies by 
an individual and be not defined by asso- 
ciation. I have pointed out as the dan- 
ger of this course; in sustaining my nega- 
tive votes, that it can be applied to 
many organizations with international 
implications now considered perfectly 
lawful, in fact exemplary in their ob- 
jectives. Ihave also voted against S. 16, 
to compel witnesses to testify despite 
the plea of self-incrimination under a 
grant of immunity in Communist in- 
vestigations because of my deep concern 
that there should be no abridgment of 
the constitutional safeguards for the in- 
dividual and that the genuine deep con- 
cern of our people to prevent Commu- 
nists from disabling us at home should 
not be used as a cover to reduce the equal 
protection of the Constitution for all. 

But the bill before us does not make 
it a crime to belong to the Communist 
Party, or its successors, but only deprives 
an organization spuriously purporting to 
be a political party of whatever rights, 
privileges, or immunities it may have 
enjoyed as such under the protection of 
our laws. I believe it to be fully within 
the province of a legislature, in this case 
the Congress, to regulate and control po- 
litical organizations, as is, indeed, done 
in every State. 

The same observations apply to that 
part of the bill which are amendments 
to the Subversive Activities Control Act. 
That act is on the books now and though 
I voted against it originally it is entitled 
to be amended to meet changing condi- 
tions. The proviso inserted at the in- 
stance of my colleague, the senior Mem- 
ber of the other body from New York, 
prevents its being used vexatiously for 
it provides that affiliates of national 
labor federations like the CIO, AFL, 
railroad brotherhoods, United Mine 
Workers, and similar organizations 
whose policies and activities have been 
directed to opposing Communist organi- 
zations shall be without further proof 
presumed not to be Communist-infil- 
trated. It must be noted that this pro- 
viso being in both the House and Sen- 
ate bills, will not be subject to confer- 
ence and must remain in any final law. 

The bill before us radically differs in 
its essential provisions from the bill that 
was before the other body. It is these 
fundamental differences which are de- 
terminative as far as I am concerned in 
view of the overriding pronouncement 
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against Communist subversion and in- 
filtration which the bill expresses. 

Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to speak in behalf of the House 
amendment to S. 3706 which is before 
the House of Representatives today. 

Legal advice from the Justice De- 
partment is to the effect that the Senate 
amendment does not outlaw the Com- 
munist Party. The House amendment 
is intended to strengthen the existing 
security laws and is acceptable to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and the 
Office of the Attorney General, and at 
the same time, does in fact outlaw the 
Communist Party. 

Under the existing Security Act, just 
last Friday nine Communists were con- 
victed in Philadelphia. This law is work- 
ing and I am happy to give my support 
to any legislation that would make it 
even more effective. My record will 
prove that I have been outspoken 
against the Communist Party and other 
subversive organizations and I always 
have supported legislation aimed at out- 
lawing any organization that advocates 
the violent overthrow of our great coun- 
try. 5 
Mr. EVINS. Mr.Speaker, the pending 
bill, S. 3706, although late in reaching 
the floor of the House during this ses- 
sion certainly is deserving of approval 
by the Congress. The great Committee 
on the Judiciary has for several years 
been studying the overall question of 
whether or not the Communist Party as 
such should be outlawed. In the past 
deference has been given to the fact that 
the Communist Party was considered in 
fact a political party. We know today, 
or should know, that it is not in fact a 
political party but rather an instrumen- 
tality of an enemy foreign government 
designed through a conspiracy to over- 
throw the Government of the United 
States. Under such circumstances there 
should be no hesitancy or reservation 
about outlawing an instrumentality and 
a conspiracy designed to overthrow the 
Government of this Nation. 

Some have said that the pending bill 
goes too far and others have indicated 
that the bill does not go far enough. 
Individual liberties can, should be, and 
will be preserved for the citizens of our 
country, under our Government and our 
systems of laws and judicial procedures; 
but an organization such as the Com- 
munist conspiracy designed to overthrow 
the Government deserves the most strin- 
gent and firm action that this Congress 
and our Government can take with re- 
spect to it. 

I happen to be among those who be- 
lieve that this bill could be strengthened 
and improved. In the event time dic- 
tates the necessity for change or amend- 
ment, the Congress can take appropriate 
action to amend the law. The pending 
act not only outlaws the Communist 
Party, but preserves intact the so-called 
Smith Act, the Internal Security Act, 
and other security legislation. It is a 
step that should be taken, and as I have 
indicated this act should have been 
passed earlier. 

Mr. Speaker, I refer to proceedings 
and debates of the 81st Congress, 2d 
session, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Volume 
96, part 10, page 13731, at which time 
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the House had under consideration sim- 
ilar internal security legislation. At 
that time I indicated in a colloquy with 
the then Representatives Case and 
Nrxon, who are now Member of the Sen- 
ate and Vice President, respectively, an 
expression of views with reference to 
outlawing of the Communist Party at 
that time. I cite this reference, Mr. 
Speaker, to indicate what I have just 
said, that I feel the House has already 
been too slow and deliberate enough in 
passing this long-needed legislation. I 
shall support it and in the event the bill, 
which some charge has been hastily 
drawn, needs amending we can amend it 
and correct the legislation as time and 
circumstances dictate as needed and 
necessary. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, when it 
comes to the question of outlawing com- 
munism there just is no argument against 
such proposals although some of the 
Members of this House may have mis- 
givings that a bill might go too far. I 
choose to resolve that fear by placing my 
trust in court decisions which would rec- 
tify any error which the Congress might 
make. 

In connection with such legislation we 
always hear one of the standard argu- 
ments about driving communism under- 
ground, and even the President and the 
Attorney General have expressed them- 
selves in similar manner. I remember 
back to 1948 when Governor Dewey, as 
a presidential candidate, in his debate 
with Harold Stassen, stated that we had 
a score or more of Federal laws on the 
statute books against communism and 
its pernicious tactics especially against 
the overthrow of the Government of the 
United States by force and violence. He 
said he did not believe we should do 
anything further along that line; and 
that the people and the Government 
were all protected. Somehow the weasly 
Communists seemed to get by all the pro- 
tective laws and went on with their ne- 
farious dirty work. So I always choose 
the course where the Communist is con- 
cerned that it is better to have one super- 
ficial or extra law than to be delayed in 
bringing the Communists to bay. 

I believe President Eisenhower ex- 
pressed only recently, if I recall cor- 
rectly, the opinion that he feared the 
Communists would be driven under- 
ground. I hope that is true. I have 
often wished that the whole Communist 
movement and each and every individual 
Communist would be driven under- 
ground about 6 feet, for the only kind 
of Communist that is any good is a dead 
one. If we can exterminate them by a 
sufficient ground covering the world and 
humanity will be far better off. I op- 
posed communism long before many 
people awakened to its real meaning and 
I have fought this curse upon humanity 
every inch of the way with all my 
strength and with every device that was 
available to me. Certainly my record 
from the earliest days of my service in 
Congress indicates my hatred and oppo- 
sition to the godless philosophy which 
without a doubt is rooted in hell and is 
nurtured by the Devil. 

A Communist should have no rights 
in the United States of America, and such 
rights as he might have acquired as a 
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citizen should be nullified by law under 
the Constitution which the Communist 
would trample and destroy. Along with 
any such law as would outlaw commu- 
nism there should also be a provision 
which would give any individual who 
prefers communism to Americanism a 
one-way ticket to Russia, that paradise 
which we hear praised so loudly, but 
which seemingly does not attract the 
spellbinders who would mislead the gul- 
lible among our people. There are many 
examples of American Communists who 
jumped bail in the United States and 
went to Russia, and who long before 
they died in this self-imposed exile ex- 
pressed their willingness to return to the 
United States to die in prison rather 
than live under the form of government 
they sought to impose upon the people 
of the United States. It is admitted, Mr. 
Speaker, that the living standard of the 
average Russian under the Communist 
system is less by far than that enjoyed 
by the convicts in America. I assume 
that the vote on this bill will be unan- 
imous, 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the passage of S. 3706, an act 
cited as the Communist Control Act 
of 1954. 

Today, the members of both major 
parties, Democrats and Republicans, by 
their actions here are in agreement that 
communism is our common enemy. I 
am in full accord with the finding of 
facts in S. 3706, that the Communist 
Party is an instrumentality of con- 
spiracy to overthrow the Government of 
the United States by force. It is a 
dictatorship within a republic. The 
discipline of the Communist Party is like 
that of an army, and in no way re- 
sembles a political party. 

By our actions today we are showing 
the world we consider this organization 
as a ruthless and tenacious foe whose 
one thought is that of world empire. 
This Congress has been remiss in its 
duty for not having acted before this to 
outlaw that party where members are 
plotting the overthrow of our free Con- 
stitution. The more stringent the law, 
the safer and the happier the people of 
the United States will be. 

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, I am 
emphatically in favor of this bill as 
amended. I introduced H. R. 10237 to 
outlaw the Communist Party and to 
deny the rights and privileges under the 
Taft-Hartley law for Communist-in- 
fested or controlled labor unions. 

My bill was substantially the same as 
the Senate bill, S. 3706. Our first com- 
mittee amendment clarifies and makes 
crystal clear the object of the bill to out- 
law the Communist Party as such. It is 
an improvement. It leaves no doubt as 
to the object of the bill. 

The chief objection of the Attorney 
General and the head of the FBI was 
that outlawing the Communist Party 
might tend to weaken the laws under 
which they had been successfully attack- 
ing the Communist conspiracy. Cer- 
tainly we do not want to do that. So 
the second committee amendment, pro- 
viding that nothing in section 3 shall be 
construed as amending the Internal Se- 
curity Act of 1950, the statute upon 
which the Department of Justice and 


1954 


the FBI have been attacking the Com- 
munists, takes away the only objection 
to the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of the United 
States are clamoring for this legislation. 
As amended, the administration has no 
objection. I see no reason whatever 
why we should hesitate to pass this bill 
unanimously in order that the managers 
for the House and Senate may go into 
conference immediately. I urge the 
passage of the bill. 

Mr. SCOTT, Mr. Speaker, I will vote 
for the passage of S. 3706, as amended, 
known as the Communist Control Act of 
1954. This is a much better bill than the 
original act passed by the other body and 
should provide effective judicial control 
of that part of the international con- 
spiracy which we know as internal com- 
munism. 

We are advised that this House bill is 
acceptable to the administration and, if 
passed, becomes a part of its program. 
The promises of the Eisenhower program 
have been kept as the record of the 83d 
Congress will amply demonstrate. 

The Republican Party in keeping its 
promises to the people of this country 
has earned much praise from impartial 
commentators such as Roscoe Drum- 
mond, formerly with the Christian 
Science Monitor and now with the New 
York Herald Tribune whose article of 
August 13, 1954, makes such interesting 
reading that I have included it here: 

CONGRESS RECORD SHOWS EISENHOWER 

PHILOSOPHY 
(By Roscoe Drummond) 

At this point the Nation's voters can be- 
gin to weigh the proposition which President 
Eisenhower put to them a few months ago. 
The proposition was that the Republican 
Party deserved to win the congressional elec- 
tions this fall only if it enacted a solid and 
progressive legislative program. 

The 83d Congress is poised to adjourn— 
or to recess—and the record is now almost 
entirely on the books. There is little to be 
added. It is a record which most Republi- 
cans will soon be describing as impeccably 
good: and which most Democrats will be 
condemning as woefully inadequate. 

Before partisan debate begins, it should 
be possible to look at the Eisenhower-Re- 
publican record with some detachment. I 
believe that most Washington correspond- 
ents whose purpose is to get at the facts as 
well as they can, agree that these conclusions 
about the 83d Congress are supported by what 
has happened. 

1, This has been an extraordinarily pro- 
ductive Congress. As much significant legis- 
lation has been put on the statute books dur- 
ing this session of Congress as during any 
comparable 2-year period in recent years and 
more than most. The -nearly balanced 
strength of the two parties has often in the 
past stalemated Congress into inaction, into 
something near a “do nothing” record. It 
didn't this year. 

2. Despite some serious setbacks, the Presi- 
dent won a very substantial part of his leg- 
islative program. This Congress has been 
more responsive to the President’s requests 
on domestic matters than any previous 
Congress since the first 2 years of the New 
Deal. 

3. Important parts of the administration 
record concretely reflect the President's 
stated philosophy of government—a philoso- 
phy of economic conservatism with humani- 
tarian overtones. This is true of the tax 
bill. This is true of the farm program. This 
is true of the wide-ranging extension of 
social-welfare measures. 
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4. The administration suffered critical 
losses on the legislative front. It had to 
take only a 1-year extension of the Recip- 
rocal Trade Act, and it lost nearly all of the 
related measures to improve and expand for- 
eign trade. It was unable to meet its prom- 
ise to revise the Taft-Hartley law. It was 
unable to honor its platform promise to 
give statehood to Hawaii. But it had more 
victories than it had defeats and is pledged 
to return to do battle on all these issues 
when the new Congress convenes next Jan- 
uary. 

What makes much of the legislation of the 
83d Republican Congress significant is that 
it represents alternative political philosophy 
to that of the Roosevelt-Truman administra- 
tions. 

These are the aspects of the Eisenhower- 
Republican record which, in light of the vot- 
ing record of the opposition, could only have 
come into being with a Republican victory 
2 years ago: 

Tax policy: The major changes in the vast 
new tax bill—which represents a rewriting 
of the tax code for the first time since 1876— 
are in the direction of providing tax incen- 
tives to spur greater investment and business 
expansion. These changes in the tax struc- 
ture rest on the conviction that the key to 
prosperity is not first with helping the con- 
sumer to buy through reduced taxes, but first 
with inducing the investor to invest in order 
that expanded business may itself finance 
consumption. A mostly opposite tax philos- 
ophy had prevailed under the Democratic 
administration. 

Farm policy: Here again the administra- 
tion's views have prevailed in Congress over 
the opposition of a coalition of Democratic 
and Republican farm bloc Senators. Sup- 
port for the gradual introduction of flexible 
price supports was substantially Republican; 
support for continued high-rigid price sup- 
ports was substantially Democratic. 

Power policy: The Eisenhower administra- 
tion has veered away from putting Federal 
funds behind the expansion of public power. 
It favors a partnership with private industry 
in which the Federal Government pays the 
costs of dam development from which it de- 
rives irrigation and flood control while pri- 
vate industry pays the whole cost of power 
production. This doesn’t necessarily mean 
less power development; it can mean more 
because, while Mr. Truman flooded Congress 
with public power requests, it got few of 
them passed during the last 5 years. 

Social welfare policy: The expansion of 
social security, unemployment insurance, 
and related social measures by the 83d Con- 
gress does not reflect any break from previous 
administrations. It does reflect a break in 
Republican policy in that it alines the Re- 
publican Party behind social-welfare meas- 
ures against which a majority of Republicans 
have voted many times. It carries out one of 
Mr. Eisenhower's major campaign commit- 
ments. 

It will be seen, I think, that much of the 
Republican record reflects alternative polit- 
ical philosophy. It reveals basic areas of 
difference between the two parties which did 
not emerge so sharply while the Republicans 
were only the source of opposition. It gives 
the voters a clearer opportunity to choose 
as they will have the opportunity to choose 
this November—whether to endorse or to 
reject the Eisenhower Republicans. 


Mr. BONIN. Mr. Speaker, I am in 
support of S. 3706, known as the Com- 
munist Control Act of 1954. As a mem- 
ber of the Select Committee of the House 
of Representatives To Investigate Com- 
munist Aggression, I had the privilege of 
hearing over 112 witnesses tell about 
methods, pians, and subversive activi- 
ties of all Communist Party members. 
The general consensus of opinion in 
Congress, and throughout the United 
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States, is that the Communist Party is 
an instrumentality of a foreign govern- 
ment created to overthrow the Govern- 
ment of the United States and all other 
free governments in the world. 

The members of this subversive moye- 
ment accept the rights and privileges 
offered under the Constitution of the 
United States but, on the other hand, 
seek to destroy the same law that grants 
them these rights and privileges. 

I am fully aware of the fact that this 
secret conspiracy, controlled and direct- 
ed from the Kremlin, has but one objec- 
tive and that is world domination. The 
members of the Communist Party have 
no part in determining its goal and have 
no freedom to express their opposition 
to any of the objectives of this organiza- 
tion. In the United States, the Com- 
munist Party has about 25,000 active 
members, This number does not really 
indicate the strength of the organiza- 
tion, which is willing to sell the United 
States Government down the river. 

Ever since coming to Congress, I be- 
lieved the Communist Party should be 
outlawed. I am confident that the 
amendments offered by the committee 
to S. 3706 will be acceptable to the mem- 
bership of this House. It is imperative 
on our part to demonstrate that we are 
firmly opposed to all Communists and 
their sympathizers who are destroying 
faith in civilization. By our action here, 
it will give faith, hope, and confidence 
to the people of the United States that 
we are performing our duties for, and on 
their behalf, and thereby strengthening 
the Constitution by which we live. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise to speak with reference 
to the provisions of this bill which pro- 
fess to outlaw the Communist Party. I 
am disappointed that these provisions 
do not include punitive provisions to be 
applied to the individual who joins or 
remains in the Communist Party after 
acquiring a knowledge of its conspira- 
torial and subversive nature through the 
process of indoctrination which is im- 
plied in acceptance into the party. I 
think that we have been dealing too long 
with this question in indirect fashion 
and that this bill is only another halfway 
approach to the real problem which is 
of concern both to American conserva- 
tives and American liberals. I much 
prefer the legislation introduced by my- 
self, Congressman Ke, Congressman 
Dies, Congressman WALTER, and others. 

It is pretty generally conceded that 
the Communist Party is not a political 
organization. It is conceded to be an 
organization bent on upholding the sov- 
ereignty of the U. S. S. R. to the detri- 
ment of all other nations including the 
United States of America which we dear- 
ly love and seek to protect not only from 
internal subversion but also from out- 
side aggression which feeds in many in- 
stances upon internal subversion. All 
good Americans agree on these premises 
but apparently there is some disagree- 
ment, motivated by politics or other con- 
siderations, about the proper remedies 
for combating our internal and external 
enemies. 

Consider the situation of the Com- 
munist Party in this country with its 
Many disguises and the many people 
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who range from the gullible to the vi- 
cious who are part of its apparatus. In 
the days of the 1929 depression and the 
slow recovery therefrom there were 
many people in this country who be- 
cause of personal disappointment sought 
radical solutions to our economic and 
social problems. The revolutionary 
experiment in Russia was somewhat 
in its infancy and had not assumed the 
terrifying aspect of its adulthood. Its 
conspiratorial and dictatorial aspects 
were not starkly and widely revealed 
and many persons in this country were 
de’uded into believing it was a brave 
new world and that the doctrines it 
preached were the doctrines it prac- 
ticed and that such doctrines had 
some validity and relevancy to main- 
taining a system of social and economic 
justice in the United States. This was 
the time of tolerance of communist ac- 
tivities in this country and the time of 
rapid growth of such activites. Also, 
because the Communists were part of a 
disciplined, conspiratorial movement, 
they were able to sell the idea to many 
gullible people who were confused by 
poverty and economic injustice that 
they were not revolutionary—that they 
were democratic—that they were the 
only element in this country which had 
the drive to correct the evils of unem- 
ployment and other evils which were ad- 
mitted to exist. However, the disillu- 
sionment was not long in setting in with 
respect to wholesale numbers of their 
followers. The Moscow trials were fol- 
lowed by the pact with Hitler and the 
invasion of Finland and the twists and 
turns and lame explanations of the 
communist propagandists of these 
events in attempting to square them 
with the aforesaid concept of a brave 
new world marked the beginning of the 
end of the overt successes of the com- 
munist party in this country. More- 
over the success of Democratic adminis- 
trations in finding American answers to 
American problems left the radicals with 
the neccssity of cultivating new issues— 
issues which were often fictitious—and 
methods of approach which demon- 
strated that the communist party had 
no humanitarian concern for the wel- 
fare of any segment of the population 
of this country. 

These changes and revelations put the 
Communist Party on the run. They 
were augmented by the activities of com- 
mittees of Congress, the FBI, an awak- 
ening in the labor movement to the Com- 
munist threat and various other factors 
and it could truthfully be said that to- 
day the Communist iceberg is almost 
entirely concealed and greatly dimin- 
ished in size. Why then have any con- 
cern about driving it underground—it 
is already there. 

Today it is possible to punish active 
Communists under the Smith Act suc- 
cessfully. Very shortly Communist or- 
ganizations will be required to register 
the identity of their members as the 
Federal statute now says they shall. 
Individual party members can be haled 
before congressional committees and 
forced to confess or be labeled by failure 
to answer committee questions. Many 
limbs have been cut off the tree. Why 
not tear it out by the roots? Proposals 
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have been made to deprive Communists 
of their citizenship—to remove their 
eligibility for certain types of jobs—the 
committee hearings aforementioned 
mean virtual banishment from our so- 
ciety. Why quibble over the last and 
necessary step of declaring such mem- 
bership and Communist activity illegal 
with the test being knowledgeable mem- 
bership in a conspiracy? Only in this 
fashion can we guarantee that Commu- 
nist intervention will no longer pervert 
valid causes. Only thus can we elim- 
inate demagogic exploitations of the 
Communist issue for partisan and often 
un-American purposes. Only thus can 
we eliminate the filthy Communist press. 

It is only in this fashion that we can 
protect the gullible who are so obsessed 
with a cause such as peace or elimination 
of racial discrimination or other valid 
issue that they are willing to collaborate 
with any organization legally permitted 
to exist through its membership and 
often proceed from collaboration to sub- 
servience or indoctrination. With the 
party outlawed and the doctrine of per- 
sonal guilt established this question of 
personal guilt will be a question of crimi- 
nal guilt triable in the courts according 
to standards of jurisprudence which ob- 
tain in our courts. This, my friends, will 
be a major advance. 

In my opinion this legislation is satis- 
factory but not satisfactory enough and 
you may be assured that I intend to pur- 
sue the subject of legislation properly 
dealing with this problem in subsequent 
sessions of the Congress. In this legis- 
lation we are saying, by way of analogy, 
we will not punish narcotic addicts but 
we disapprove of a narcotic addicts so- 
ciety and will deny it the right to sue in 
court and various other minor aspects of 
its viability. We should say it is illegal 
for anyone to belong to a narcotic addicts 
society knowing it to be such a society 
dedicated to promoting the use of nar- 
cotics. I believe that this legislation does 
nothing to the Communist press. It does 
not say that it is illegal and prohibited 
from distorting issues and telling lies un- 
der penalty of imprisonment for the edi- 
tors and writers who must necessarily be 
identified as Communists. It does not say 
that and in failing to say it it lends itself 
to a perpetuation of the situation where 
vital public issues are often decided by 
the negative aspect of expressed Com- 
munist approval or disapproval. I am 
truly fearful of the day when there may 
be no middle ground in this country be- 
tween the demagogues of the extreme 
right and the extreme left and the con- 
tinued existence of a legal Communist 
apparatus engaged in propaganda tends 
toward the arrival at such a situation. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, we 
need additional legal restraints on Com- 
munist activities beyond that which al- 
ready exist. 

The proposed legislation now under 
consideration seeks to provide stronger 
and more useful ways of combating this 
menace within our borders. Commu- 
nism works from within in an insidious 
and secretive manner. This makes it 
hard to ferret out. As to the best means 
to deal with it we are learning by experi- 
ence. This requires changes in our ap- 
proach, The present bill differs from 
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that passed by the Senate a few days 
ago. It may or may not be the best 
means, However, it can be said to have 
the endorsement of the Attorney Gen- 
eral, who is the legal adviser to the Presi- 
dent, and a member of his Cabinet. He 
is presumed to know best as to what is 
necessary to bring communism and its 
agents to justice. Therefore, I will give 
my support to the present bill in order 
that at least we do something worth- 
while to curb the menace of communism. 
It is not claimed that this is the last 
word, or the only remedy. The passage 
of this bill may cause the necessity of a 
conference between the Senate and 
House to resolve the differences between 
the bills passed by the respective bodies. 
But in any event it will mean progress 
toward providing more adequate means 
of dealing with communism in our 
country. 

I regret that this bill comes before the 
House under a procedure that precludes 
as full debate, and opportunity of 
amendment, that a bill of this impor- 
tance should have. I believe it could 
have been made even better if such had 
not been the procedure adopted. A 
matter of this kind is so vital to our wel- 
fare that it should be given every oppor- 
tunity to be strengthened that is pos- 
sible. However, I have no doubt that 
it can and will be an improvement upon 
present law. 

The bill sets forth in sections 2 and 3 
of the proposed amendment as fine a 
statement as to the purposes, and aims 
of communism, together with the way 
in which it works and imposes itself 
upon the body politic, and, the most 
effective means of controlling it, as has 
come to my attention at any time. It 
reads as follows: 
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Szc. 2. The Congress hereby finds and de- 
clares that the Communist Party of the 
United States, although purportedly a 
political party, is in fact an instrumentality 
of a conspiracy to overthrow the Govern- 
ment of the United States. It constitutes an 
authoritarian dictatorship within a repub- 
lic, demanding for itself the rights and 
privileges accorded to other political parties, 
but denying to all others the liberties guar- 
anteed by the Constiution. Unlike other 
political parties, which evolve their policies 
and programs through public means, by the 
reconciliation of a wide variety of indi- 
vidual views, and submit those policies and 
programs to the electorate at large for ap- 
proval or disapproval, the policies and pro- 
grams of the Communist Party are secretly 
prescribed for it by the foreign leaders of 
the world Communist movement. Its mem- 
bers have no part in determining its goals, 
and are not permitted to voice dissent to 
party objectives. Unlike members of other 
parties, members of the Communist Party 
are recruited for indoctrination with respect 
to its objectives and methods, and are 
organized, instructed, and disciplined to 
carry into action slavishly the assignments 
given them by their hierarchial chieftains, 
Unlike other political parties, the Commu- 
nist Party acknowledges no constitutional 
or statutory limitations upon its conduct 
or upon that of its members. The Com- 
munist Party is relatively small numerically, 
and gives scant indication of capacity ever 
to attain its ends by lawful political means. 
The peril inherent in its operation arises 
not from its numbers, but from its failure 
to acknowledge any limitation as to the na- 
ture of its activities, and its dedication to 
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the proposition that the present constitu- 
tional Government of the United States 
ultimately must be brought to ruin by any 
available means, including resort to force 
and violence. Holding that doctrine, its 
role as the agency of a hostile foreign power 
renders its existence a clear present and 
continuing danger to the security of the 
United States, It is the means whereby in- 
dividuals are seduced into the service of 
the world Communist movement, trained 
to do its bidding, and directed and con- 
trolled in the conspiratorial performance of 
their revolutionary services. 
PROSCRIBED ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec. 3. The Communist Party of the United 
States, or any successors of such party re- 
gardless of the assumed name, whose object 
or purpose is to overthrow the Government of 
the United States, or the government of any 
State, Territory, district, or possession there- 
of, or the government of any political sub- 
division therein by force and violence, are 
not entitled to any of the rights, privileges, 
and immunities attendant upon legal bodies 
created under the jurisdiction of the laws of 
the United States or any political subdivision 
thereof; and whatever rights, privileges, and 
immunities which have heretofore been 
granted to said party or any subsidiary or- 
ganization by reason of the laws of the United 
States or any political subdivision thereof, 
are hereby terminated. 


Mr. Speaker, in dealing with com- 
munism we must not overlook the neces- 
sity of attacking it from all sides and 
from every angle, communism directs its 
attack against Americans of both parties. 
The sooner we understand this fact the 
better it will be for all of us. No group of 
Americans is the special target of com- 
munism and none should claim a monop- 
oly of anticommunism. Although, we 
Americans may disagree among ourselves 
on other issues, we should never lose sight 
of the fact that communism is a common 
enemy and that we must stand united in 
our fight against it. 

I include as part of my remarks an 
editorial appearing in the Courier-Post, 
published at Camden, N. J., issue of Au- 
gust 14, 1954, reading as follows: 


SENATE PASSAGE OF BILL To BAN COMMUNIST 
PARTY 


Has the Senate acted wisely, or with due 
deliberation, in passing the bill outlawing 
the Communist party? r 

The fact that it voted 85 to 0 to do so is 
a fair measure of the Communists’ general 
popularity both in the Senate and in the Na- 
tion at large. From that standpoint its ac- 
tion is not open to challenge. 

But the action, initiated by 19 Democrats, 
is nevertheless unexpected and surprising. 

The Administration has been asking, 
among a dozen or so other bills aimed at 
communism, one which would bar any Com- 
munist from holding office with or being em- 
ployed by a labor union. This was the bill 
under debate Thursday when, accepting the 
Democrats' proposal, the Senate voted to 
combine the two and declare the Communist. 
party to be in fact an instrumentality of a 
conspiracy to overthrow the Government of 
the United States” and to make the party 
illegal. The legislation would provide penal- 
ties of 5 years in jail and a $10,000 fine for 
persons remaining in or willfully joining the 
party or committing any act designed to 
carry out Communist purposes. 

The vote was taken amid a welter of par- 
llamentary maneuvers, with a number of 
Senators, perhaps, not knowing exactly what 
was going on. Although legislation to out- 
law the Communist Party has been under 
discussion for years, this vote to do so was 
taken almost as an afterthought and with- 
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out reflection. It was taken in a confused 
parliamentary situation, with the titular Re- 
publican leader, Senator KNOWLAND, of Cali- 
fornia, once more deserting the administra- 
tion’s position on important legislation and 
using his influence against the administra- 
tion. 

For the fact is that this administration, 
which certainly no one accuses of coddling 
communism, does not want the Communist 
Party outlawed, or at least has not up to 
now. 

President Eisenhower and Attorney Gen- 
eral Brownell have asked for and backed 
the House-passed bill to decitizenize Reds, 
and the Attorney General’s other anti-Com- 
munist bills, which are in various stages of 
the legislative process. 

But Brownell has repeatedly objected to 
outlawing the party on the ground that it 
would undermine present internal-security 
laws. 

J. Edgar Hoover has repeatedly objected 
to outlawing the party lest it would serve 
to drive the Reds farther underground and 
make the task of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation in ferreting them out far more 
difficult. 

It is a little hard to escape the belief that 
the Senate’s action Thursday night was, as 
Senator LEHMAN, Democrat, of New York, 
put it, “blunderbuss, scattershot” business 
or motivated by little more than a desire, 
for vote-getting purposes, “to do something— 
anything—about Communist influences in 
the United States,” as he said previously in 
connection with other anti-Red legislation. 

The bill now goes to the House,where it 
seems unlikely to receive concurrence. Mem- 
bers of the House appear to be as startled 
as some Members of the Senate itself at the 
Senate’s action. 

Should the administration reverse itself 
and now give the green light to the bill, the 
chances are the House will pass it. Other- 
wise not, 

But unless new reasons for such a change 
of mind now exist, it is safe to assume that 
J. Edgar Hoover, for instance, will not change 
his opinion about the bill. 

And on a subject of this nature, so far 
as the Courier-Post is concerned, and most 
other Americans as well, J. Edgar Hoover’s 
opinion is good enough for us. 


Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
Iam availing myself of the general leave 
to extend remarks at this point for the 
sole purpose of explaining what is here 
transpiring to those who in later days 
and years will be reading this RECORD. 

The 83d Congress is near the close of a 
long session. Many Members, most of 
whom were punctilious in their attend- 
ance, already have left for home with 
the understanding, general among the 
Membership, that there would be no fur- 
ther legislation of major importance not 
already cleared by the Rules Committee 
or otherwise scheduled. A point of quo- 
rum raised earlier in the day resulted in 
a rollcall-No. 141—showing 140 absen- 
tees. From this it is fair to conclude that 
approximately one-third of this body 
already had left under the assurance 
that the work of the session was com- 
pleted. 

In this situation a measure requiring 
the most careful study and particularity 
to keep our legislative actions, in serving 
a worthy end, still within the limitations 
of the Constitution, is brought before us 
under suspension of the rules. That 
means that there can be only 40 minutes 
of debate, which of course is inadequate 
for proper presentment by ranking 
Members and denies to others any op- 
portunity of participation. The general 
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leave to extend remarks will permit those 
who wish to do so to put into the Recorp 
what they might have said in fact and 
prior to the voting had this important 
legislation been before us in the usual 
manner with the House sitting as Com- 
mittee of the Whole and every Member 
ae to participate under the 5-minute 
e. 

Moreover, there is no printed copy of 
the bill available. There is no commit- 
tee report. No one seems to know exact- 
ly what is in the measure. The distin- 
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALTER] a ranking member of the 
Judiciary Committee and a lawyer of 
recognized preeminence, says that it is 
“so loosely drawn that it rattles,” and 
that in the few minutes he has had to 
examine it he has only started finding 
the bugs hidden in it. The distin- 
guished former chairman of the Judi- 
ciary Committee, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER], says that it 
will take a long time to get from the 
courts exact judicial definitions of what 
the bill entails. 

We have been in session since January. 
All that time the United States has been 
engaged in a continuing cold war with 
the communist world. It is beyond my 
understanding why this legislation, 
effectively to confine communism, was 
not brought before us long ago and in the 
regular order. Why this waiting until a 
third of the Members had gone home? 
Why this coming in with a bill unprinted 
and which may or may not be constitu- 
tional, may or may not be more harmful 
than helpful to the purpose we seek? No 
one knows. 

Despite my objection to this manner of 
legislating, and the confusion as to the 
real meaning of the provisions of this 
bill, I am voting for it. Whenever there 
is doubt, I resolve the doubt in favor of 
my country. I have lived by this rule. 
I am sure that the same holds true with 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle. 

This is not a normal time. Itis a pe- 
riod of continuing emergency that re- 
quires military service of our youth, 
makes great demands upon our re- 
sources, torments us with the constant 
fear of a civilization-destroying atomic 
war. Soviet Russia and her communis- 
tic satellites have forced that upon us. 

Communism as a political philosophy 
ceases to exist when communism be- 
comes the instrument of Godless tyrants 
to subdue the free will of men every- 
where. We must distinguish between 
that which by a label is a philosophy and 
that which in reality is a conspiracy to 
destroy our way of life. 

I have voted consistently against leg- 
islation which I thought unwise because 
any temporary advantage that might at- 
tend its enactment I foresaw would be 
offset by the permanent injury to con- 
stitutional foundations supporting the 
rights we cherish. Ina time of passions 
natural to an emergency, and popular in- 
dignation over the abuse of the Bill of 
Rights, I consistently have sought to 
hold my head and keep my feet on the 
ground. 

As I see it, and as the issue is here pre- 
sented on voting for this bill, imperfectly 
drawn though it be and of uncertain le- 
gal validity, we are putting the Congress 
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of the United States definitely on record 
against communism both openly organ- 
ized and subversively operated. That is 
ground upon which all Americans can 
stand, conservatives and liberals, Demo- 
crats, Republicans, and Independents. 
The issue then is one of confession of 
faith. The imperfections in a hastily 
drawn and scantily considered bill we 
must leave to experience and to the 
courts. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4% minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DIES]. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, as has been 
stated, the Senate bill fails to outlaw the 
Communist Party, although I am sure 
they intended to do so. Actually what 
they did was to provide that anyone 
who becomes or remains a member of 
the Communist Party and commits some 
act in furtherance of the objectives of 
the Communist Party is guilty of a 
crime. That, in substance, is the Smith 
Act. The House bill is a considerable 
improvement over the Senate bill. Sec- 
tion 3 of the House bill, which outlaws 
the Communist Party, was taken from 
H. R. 8912, a bill which I introduced and 
which was later introduced by my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Granam], and which was written 
largely by Justice Musmanno as an emi- 
nent authority on this question. Justice 
Musmanno spent a great deal of time 
and he prepared what I conceived to be 
an effective bill. It is my regret that the 
entire provisions of H. R. 8912 were not 
included in this bill. i 

Here is the situation: You outlaw the 
Communist Party; you terminate its 
rights and its privileges and its immu- 
nities. But you have no provision in 
the bill to enforce it. Under my bill and 
under Mr. GraHam’s bill—that is, the bill 
which Justice Musmanno prepared—you 
had an enforcement provision. You pro- 
vide that anyone who becomes a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party, would be 
guilty of acrime. You define 15 factual 
situations that would constitute mem- 
bership. 

The administration was opposed to 
that bill. Mr. Brownell, the Attorney 
General, would not agree to it. I re- 
cently debated the question with the 
Assistant Attorney General. Their ar- 
gument is that if you have that provision 
it would nullify the Smith Act. Of 
course, they are absolutely mistaken. 

The Smith Act provides for an overt 
act. It is not sufficient to be a member 
of the Communist Party to be guilty, un- 
der the Smith Act. You have to commit 
some overt act in order to be convicted. 
There is nothing in my bill or in Mr. 
Granam’s bill which would nullify the 
Registration Act. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIES. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr, CELLER. Was not the decision 
to the effect that it need not be an overt 
act? Judge Medina ruled that way. 

Mr. DIES. The theory and the pur- 
pose of the Smith Act is to provide for 
overt acts; that is, speaking, advocating, 
doing something in connection with your 
membership in the Communist Party. 
That constitutes an overt act. 
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Under the theory of the bill which 
Justice Musmanno prepared and which 
I enlarge in some respects there was 
provided that the party is outlawed in 
the same language that you will find in 
this bill. But we went further and we 
said anyone who becomes a member or 
remains a member of the party will be 
guilty of a crime, and we then define 
about 15 factual situations that consti- 
tute membership in the Communist 
Party. 

Those who put this bill together left 
out section 3 of my bill. They simply 
put in section 2. So while you are out- 
lawing the Communist Party—and cer- 
tainly that is a very desirable thing to 
do—yet the bill does not contain ade- 
quate enforcement provisions. I am 
hoping that when the conferees meet 
they will call Justice Musmanno before 
the committee and get him to help them 
write a more workable bill. 

Of course, this bill represents a great 
victory for those of us who have been 
urging that the Communist conspiracy 
be outlawed in the United States. It is 
a frank and realtistic recognition of the 
criminal and treasonable nature and 
purpose of Communist organizations. 
Why do we want to keep fooling with 
this thing? I read to the House the 
agreement which President Roosevelt 
made with Litvinov in 1933. In that 
agreement they agreed to outlaw the 
Communist Party and all Communist 
organizations. That was a solemn com- 
mitment on the part of the Soviet Union, 
and all that my bill proposes to do is to 
carry into effect the agreement of the 
Soviet Government. $ 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIES. I yield. 

Mr. CELLER. The Senate bill pro- 
vided for individual sanctions. This bill 
does not provide for such sanctions; and, 
if the Senate bill provides for individual 
sanctions, then if one under the Smith 
Act is asked whether he is a Communist 
or a member of the Communist Party, 
he ipso facto gets into the toils of this 
statute and convicts himself. 

Mr.DIES. Here is the answer to that: 
This statute will not become effective 
until passed. It will only apply in the 
future. It will not apply in the past. 
You can prosecute a man under the 
Smith Act for what he has done or failed 
to do in the past. You can prosecute 
him for failure to register in the past, 
and at the same time you can prosecute 
him under the terms of my act in the 
future just because he belongs to the 
Communist Party or he is a member of 
the Communist Party. 

Furthermore, my bill included not 
only the Communist Party but the fron- 
tal organizations—subsidiary or auxil- 
jary organizations. I want to deprive 
the entire Communist machinery in the 
United States of its legal status. I think 
the time has come when we ought to end 
this question. Now, the Dies committee 
recommended it unanimously in 1941— 
5 Democrats and 2 Republicans—and we 
have been talking about it for years. 
There is no reason today that we should 
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not act effectively and adequately to 
accomplish what the people of this coun- 
try want. In every poll that has been 
conducted 98 percent of the people are 
in favor of outlawing the Communist 
Party. One million people signed peti- 
tions in favor of my bill. 

Let me urge the Republican leadership, 
my good friend the gentleman from In- 
diana (Mr. HALLECK], and our distin- 
guished Speaker, that when you go into 
conference to write this bill remember 
it is a tremendously important bill, not 
only for the effect it will have in the 
United States but the psychological ef- 
fect throughout the world. Our weak- 
ness has always been that while we de- 
nounce communism, we recognize it as 
a legal entity in the United States. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana, 

Mr. HALLECK. I want to say, first of 
all, that I am quite sure that the first 
section of the bill subsequently intro- 
duced by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania IMr. GraHAM] does outlaw the 
Communist Party. The other section 
makes it a felony to belong to the party. 
That position has been avoided in the 
past. Take the registration act. A 
mar. is required to register, and then to 
belong to the organization per se is a 
felony. You ask him to incriminate 
himself. In other words, what we want 
to do is to outlaw the Communist Party, 
which we do here and which the bill 
from the other body did not do, and to 
preserve intact the Internal Security Act 
and the Smith Act, which have been 
serving very well. 

Mr. DIES. In the first place, take 
your registration act. It was a foolish 
piece of legislation. The very idea of 
saying “Here is a criminal, here is a 
conspirator, here is a man who wants to 
overthrow the Government. We will let 
him have legal protection by simply 
registering.” I hope that when this 
goes to conference we will include all of 
the provisions of this bill that was in- 
troduced by me as well as the bill intro- 
duced by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. GRAHAM]. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
one-half minute to the gentlewoman 
from Idaho [Mrs. Prost]. 

Mrs. PFOST. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
second to none in my opposition to and 
hatred of communism, I am anxious 
to do everything in my power to prevent 
its insidious spread in this country and 
to oust from our shores all foreign agents 
who seek to overthrow this great democ- 
racy of ours. 

Since coming to Congress it has given 
me great satisfaction to suppori legisla- 
tion making espionage equally heinous 
in peacetime as in war. 

I have been disturbed, however, by the 
piecemeal, patchwork approach we are 
making to the very great problem of 
safeguarding our national security. One 
day we pass a law which strikes at one 
illegal activity of the Communist Party, 
and the next day we pass another law 
which strikes at a separate activity. In- 
evitably, some of them overlap. Others 
are ineffective. Still others are unclear, 
or have loopholes through which Com- 
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munists slip easily to escape punishment. 
If we continue to use this hit-or-miss 
approach, we will continue to be faced 
with a constant stream of bills on com- 
munism, 

Why not strike directly at the problem 
by clearly and unequivocally outlawing 
the Communist Party? 

We all know what the Communist 
Party is. We know it is not a party but 
a revolutionary conspiracy, inspired and 
directed by Moscow. We know it is 
working 24 hours a day with one objec- 
tive—the destruction of our democratic 
form of government and the establish- 
ment of a Communist dictatorship. We 
have masses of documentary evidence 
proving that Communists will resort to 
any illegal or unethical conduct to 
achieve their objective. Deceit, perjury, 
infiltration, espionage, sabotage, and 
terrorism are the basic ingredients in the 
Communist recipe. And these basic 
operations have always been conducted 
in secrecy, while a few Communists above 
ground carry on a poor pretense that the 
Communist Party is a political organ- 
ization not too different from Democrats 
and Republicans. 

This conspiracy has been operating 
under the guise of the Communist Party 
in the United States since 1919. By 1928, 
the party had grown in prestige to the 
extent that 48,770 American citizens 
voted for William Z. Foster, later head 
of the Communist Party, for president. 
That year, you will remember, the Com- 
munists ran under the label of the 
“Workers Party.” 

By 1932, the number of Communists 
had nearly doubled, and in that election 
almost 103,000 persons voted the Com- 
munist ticket for president. By 1936 the 
Communist vote was slightly over 80,000. 
By 1940 it had dropped to 48,597. 

In February 1953, FBI Chief J. Edgar 
Hoover testified that the number of 
Communists in this country totaled only 
24,796—or only one-fourth of the num- 
ber that voted in 1932. I am confident 
the facts will show that from 1932 to 
1952 the United States Government had 
the most successful record of any free 
country in the world in crushing the ef- 
fectiveness of the Communist apparatus. 

But, as J. Edgar Hoover has warned, 
the smaller figure represents hard-core 
fanatics. And we all know that a hand- 
ful of Communists can do massive harm. 

Much of the Communist success in 
this country is due to the freedom of 
the organized and trained minority to 
work on and manipulate non-Commu- 
nists. There is no doubt that loyal 
Americans are only manipulated when 
they are confused. And our present se- 
curity legislation has unquestionably 
contributed to that confusion. 

For example, it is certainly confusing 
to see Communist Party leaders listed on 
our ballots—their right to run even for 
the Presidency unchallenged—while at 
the same time other Communist leaders 
are being led off to jail for conspiracy to 
advocate the overthrow of this govern- 
ment by force and violence. Such a par- 
adox is perplexing to even the clearest 
thinking person—let alone one muddled 
by Communist indoctrination. 

It seems to me that if we sincerely be- 
lieve that the Communist Party is dedi- 
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cated to the destruction of our form of 
Government, we owe our Government 
and our people legislation that faces the 
problem squarely. We need to outlaw 
the Communist Party, and provide crim- 
inal penalties for anyone who partici- 
pates in its activities with knowledge of 
its revolutionary objective and purpose. 

I know that the bill accomplishing this 
will be passed. I am very happy over 
the part I have been privileged to play 
in the war against this foreign-con- 
trolled conspiracy. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York such time 
as I have remaining. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, obviously 
I am in the majority here, or it seems 
to me the majority, who agree that this 
is a very bad bill and that this is the 
wrong way to bring before the House a 
bill of such tremendous importance. 
Just as obviously, I am going to be a 
very small minority of one in voting 
against the bill. 

I am opposed to outlawing any party. 
No one can say that I have not opposed 
communism or that I shall not continue 
to oppose it as vigorously as any Ameri- 
can can. 

Let me quote very briefly from a state- 
ment made yesterday by a truly great 
American, one of the greatest jurists 
of our day, United States District Judge 
Harold R. Medina. He said, in voic- 
ing his opposition to outlawing the Com- 
munist Party: 

I take this position only as a citizen on a 
question of national policy. Such a blanket 
act is an utterly un-American procedure. If 
we let our passions of the moment whittle 
away our hard-won concepts of justice, it 
will be a sorry day for us. 


It will, indeed, be a sorry day for us 
if we pass this bill of attainder, as the 
House is inclined to do at this moment. 

Our Federal Government has been in- 
dicting, trying, convicting, and sending 
to jail persons who have been advocat- 
ing the overthrow of this Government by 
force and violence. 

We do not need this bill to accomplish 
that worthy objective. 

President Eisenhower and his Attorney 
General have said this bill is unnecessary 
and bad. 

But if it is good, if it can withstand 
analysis, if it can stand up under the 
light of day, then bring it before us in 
the regular way. 

Certainly we should have hearings on 
it with a report from the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. We not only do not have that, 
we do not even have a copy of the bill 
we are being urged to enact. I doubt 
whether as many as three Members of 
this House have had an opportunity to 
read the mimeographed copy of what we 
are told is the bill except for “minor 
changes.” 

What is the burning rush about this? 
Why must it be done today in the clos- 
ing hours of this session, with 40 minutes 
of debate and no opportunity to amend 
it? 

No one has suggested that any pos- 
sible harm can come from waiting until 
next January to pass this bill. 

Permit me to suggest that your action 
here today borders on hysteria, born of 
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fear that you cannot prove you are a 100- 
percent American. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
for a unanimous consent request to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COLE]. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks in the Record at this point and 
to include a speech I made on this sub- 
ject back in the 80th Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
under date of November 17, 1947, I in- 
troduced in the House the first bill to 
have for its purpose the outlawing of the 
Communist Party in the United States. 
That bill was known as H. R. 4482 of the 
80th Congress. Thereafter, on Decem- 
ber 15, 1947, I spoke at length on the 
need for this legislation and the con- 
Stitutionality thereof. There was a 
pressing need for this legislation then, 
and, had it been enacted, our Nation 
would no doubt by now be comparatively 
free of the Communist threat that pres- 
ently confronts our Nation from within. 

Mr. Speaker, there is still a pressing 
need to outlaw the Communist Party in 
these United States, and I am whole- 
heartedly in favor of the legislation now 
under consideration even though it does 
not go as far as my bill, H. R. 1576, 
introduced January 13, 1953. In order 
to overcome the arguments of some as 
to the constitutionality of this legisla- 
tion, under unanimous consent, I ask 
rd eh gl that I made on Decem- 

r 15, printed in full a 
point in the RECORD; i 


Mr. Speaker, this special session of Con- 
gress was convened primarily to deal with 
the threat of communism that now con- 
fronts our national security, Earlier today 
this House voted to authorize the expendi- 
ture of approximately $600 million to pre- 
vent the spread of communism in Europe. 
Our national leaders are much concerned 
over the situation in Europe, and, in that 
deep concern, they have apparently over- 
looked the activities of the Communists here 
at home. Evidently they cannot see the 
forest for the trees. The earlier we wipe out 
every vestige of this venomous activity with- 
in our own borders, the stronger we shall 
keep ourselves to withstand its attacks from 
other sources. The threat to our national 
security is so great that immediate and 
drastic action must be taken. 

There are those that will contend that my 
bill is unconstitutional. They will cry about’ 
civil liberties, free speech, and invasion of 
States rights. To them I have this to say: 

The Fourding Fathers of our great Repub- 
lic did not contemplate in their guaranty of 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness 
that such pursuit should permit anyone to 
take away our liberty and destroy our hap- 
piness through the overthrow of our repub- 
lican form of government by subversive 
means. There is more constitutionality in a 
move to prevent destruction of what we 
hold dear than there is in the unfettered 
right of communistically inspired lunatics to 
take it away from us. There is more plain 
commonsense in the theory back of what I 
propose than there is in the whole ideology 
of the Soviet Republic, and particularly those 
who reside within our borders and adhere to 
those ideologies; but let us take a look at 
the Constitution of the United States. Let 
us see whether or not its provisions are such 
as to prohibit the legislation I propose. We 
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have only to turn to article 4, section 4, 
which provides: 

“The United States shall guarantee to 
every State in this Union a republican form 
of government and shall protect each of 
them against invasion.” 

Now let us determine what the framers of 
our Constitution intended a republican form 
of government as here guaranteed to be. 
James Madison defined a republican form of 
government as “a government which derives 
all its powers directly or indirectly from the 
great body of the people and is administered 
by persons holding their offices during pleas- 
ure, for a limited period, or during good 
behavior.” It is reported in the Federalist, 
No. 43, that James Madison, during the de- 
bate on the adoption of our Constitution, 
had this to say concerning the scope and 
intent of article 4, section 4: 

“It may possibly be asked, what need 
there could be of such a precaution, and 
whether it may not become a pretext for 
alterations in the State governments, with- 
out the concurrence of the States them- 
selves. These questions admit of ready 
enswers. If the interposition of the General 
Government should not be needed, the pro- 
vision for such an event will be a harmless 
superfluity only in the Constitution. But 
who can say, what experiments may be pro- 
duced by the caprice of particular States, 
by the ambition of enterprising leaders, or 
by the intrigues and influence of foreign 
powers? To the second question it may be 
answered, that if the general governments 
should interpose by virtue of this constitu- 
tional authority, it will be, of course, bound 
to pursue the authority. But the authority 
extends no farther than to a guaranty of a 
republican form of government, which sup- 
poses a preexisting government of the form 
which is to be guaranteed. As long, there- 
fore, as the existing republican forms are 
continued by the States, they are guaranteed 
by the Federal Constitution. Whenever the 
States may choose to substitute other repub- 
lican forms, they have a right to do so, 
and to claim the Federal guaranty for the 
latter. The only restriction imposed on them 
is, that they shall not exchange republican 
for anti-republican constitutions; a restric- 
tion which, it is presumed will hardly be 
considered as a grievance.” 

A more recent interpretation of this con- 
stitutional provision is found in one Wil- 
loughby, opere citato, supra, pages 214- 
216, where it is said: 

“In form, the first clause of this section 
would appear to be for the benefit of the 
States and to impose a duty upon the Fed- 
eral Government, and such undoubtedly 
would be its effect should a foreign power 
attempt to impose a government of any sort 
whatever upon the people of one of the 
States against their will; or should a do- 
mestic revolution result in the establish- 
ment of a government not sanctioned by 
law or not freely agreed to by the electorate. 
In fact, however, as is elsewhere described, 
and as will presently be more particularly 
spoken of, this clause was so interpreted 
during reconstruction times as to give to the 
Federal Government for several years an al- 
most unlimited power of control of the do- 
mestic affairs of those States that had been 
in rebellion against its authority. 

“It will be noticed that the Constitution 
does not itself define the term ‘republican 
form of government.’ It has, however, al- 
Ways been an accepted rule of construction 
that the technical and special terms used 
in the Constitution are to be given that 
meaning which they had at the time that 
instrument was framed. This is but reason- 
able, for, in default of anything to the con- 
trary, those who drafted the Constitution 
are to be presumed to have intended the 
words which they used to have that meaning 
they knew them to have. For a definition, 
then, of ‘republican government,’ we must 
discover what, in 1787, such a political form 
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was considered to be. Certainly we may 
say that the Government of the 13 Original 
States as they existed at the time the Con- 
stitution was drafted must have been con- 
sidered as illustrating the republican type. 
Furthermore, the constitutions of all those 
States which have been admitted to the 
Union since 1787 must be regarded as having 
been impliedly considered republican by 
Congress at the time of the giving of its 
assent to their entrance into the Union.” 

In the case of Duncan v. McCall (139 U. S. 
461), Chief Justice Fuller had this to say: 

“By the Constitution a republican form 
of government is guaranteed to every State 
in the Union, and the distinguishing feature 
of that form is the right of the people to 
choose their own officers for goyernmental 
administration, and pass their own laws in 
virtue of the legislative power reposed in 
representative bodies, whose legitimate acts 
may be said to be those of the people them- 
selves; but, while the people are thus the 
source of political power, their governments, 
Nation and State, have been limited by writ- 
ten constitutions, and they have themselves 
thereby set bounds to their own power, as 
against the sudden impluses of mere 
majorities.” 

Now, let us determine the type of govern- 
ment that the Communists propose. Last 
March, J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation, had this to say 
regarding the Communist Party: 

“It stands for the destruction of our Amer- 
ican form of government; it stands for the 
destruction of American democracy; it stands 
for the destruction of free enterprise, and it 
stands for the creation of a ‘Soviet of the 
United States’ and ultimate world revolu- 
tion. * * * The Communist Party of the 
United States is a fifth column if there ever 
was one.” 

In speaking before a group of American 
Communist leaders, Dictator Joseph Stalin 
made the following comments: 

“I consider that the Communist Party of 
the United States is one of the few Com- 
munist Parties to which history has given 
decisive tasks from the point of view of the 
world revolutionary movement. The revolu- 
tionary crisis has not yet reached the United 
States, but we already have knowledge of 
numerous facts which suggest that it is ap- 
proaching. It is necessary that the American 
Communist Party should be capable of meet- 
ing the moment of crisis, fully equipped to 
take direction of future class wars in the 
United States. You must prepare for that, 
comrades, with all your strength and by every 
means. You must forge real revolutionary 
cadres and leaders of the proletariat who will 
be capable of leading the millions of Amer- 
ican workers toward the revolutionary class 
wars.” 

This address of Dictator Joseph Stalin was 
published by the Communist Party of the 
United States in a work entitled “Stalin’s 
Speeches on the American Party.” 

When the United States Government tried 
unsuccessfully to deport Harry Bridges be- 
cause of his Communist activities, the De- 
partment of Justice, in rendering a legal 
opinion on the matter, said: 

“The Communist Party of the United 
States, a section of the so-called Third 
International, was founded in 1919; and after 
its mame was changed several times finally 
became the Communist Party of the United 
States of America. 

“The Third International advocated the 
class struggle, which was described as enter- 
ing the phase of civil war in America. Illegal 
methods were also advocated, where neces- 
sary, to carry on its work—systematic agita- 
tion in the Army, the renouncing of patriot- 
ism, and the revolutionary overthrow of 
capitalism. 

“The American section adopted a program 
declaring: ‘The Communist Party will sys- 
tematically and persistently propagate the 
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idea of the inevitability and necessity for 
violent revolution and will prepare the work- 
ers for armed insurrection as the only means 
of overthrowing the capitalistic state.’ 

“The Communist Party teaches the violent 
overthrow of existing governments including 
the United States. The concept reaches back 
to the famous manifesto of Marx and Engels 
of 1848, which declares, ‘The Communists 
openly declare that their ends can be at- 
tained only by the overthrow of all existing 
social conditions.’ 

“In the theses and statutes of the Third 
International (1920) this doctrine is ex- 
panded. This and other documentary evi- 
dence established that it is an organization 
that advises, advocates, and teaches the 
overthrow by force and violence of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States.” 

Karl Marx, in his Manifesto of the Com- 
munist Party, clearly defines the aim of 
communism to destroy the American concept 
of right to individual property. He said: 

“The theory of communism may be 
summed up in one sentence: Abolish all 
private property.” 

He added: 

“We know very well that capitalism cannot 
be abolished without the use of force.” 

The following quotes are on the general 
subject of Communist threat to American 
security: 

“Over the years the American Communists 
have developed a propaganda machine and 
a nefarious and elaborate school system of 
their own * * * and even in the chameleon 
cloak with which they have now enshrouded 
themselves, the American Communists still 
proclaim their loyalty to Marxism, the an- 
tithesis of American democracy. 

„The mere association of the names 
‘American’ and ‘democracy’ with the Com- 
munist youth movement does not make the 
organization either American or democratic. 
(Source: J. Edgar Hoover, in an address at 
commencement exercises at Holy Cross Col- 
lege on June 29, 1945.) 

“These forces,” the forces of communism 
“bend their efforts not to ameliorate the 
conditions of the American worker within 
the framework of our institutions, but to 
destroy our American system by creating 
dissatisfaction, discontent, and disillusion- 
ment., 

“The propaganda of communism is cleverly 
and subtly administered to our people, so 
that they are unintentionally seduced by it. 
(Source: The report of the committee on 
American citizenship of the New York State 
Bar Association, issued on January 21, 1938.)” 

“Recently the American press has talked 
less and less about the Communist danger. 
Yet that danger has never been greater than 
it is today. As one who worked 20 years 
under the Communist dictatorship in close 
association with Soviet leaders, I feel it is 
my duty to warn the American people against 
this insidiously growing menace to their free 
institutions. (Source: Article in the Read- 
er’s Digest of October 1944, by Alexander 
Barmine, one-time brigadier general in the 
Red army.)” 

Lewis G. Hines, national legislative repre- 
sentative of the American Federation of La- 
bor, said in a statement issued on October 
4, 1945: 

“Communism is a social philosophy dedi- 
cated to the overthrow of our American way 
of life. A Communist cannot be a good 
union man because while he would in all 
outward appearances carry out the principles 
of the trade-union movement he would be 
prepared at any moment to destroy the trade- 
union movement in the furtherance of the 
program of communism, and this goes for 
all of our American institutions, including 
the church, the school, or anything that 
would interfere with the final consummation 
of the Communist program.” 

M. J. Olgin, Communist Party leader and 
editor of the Morning Freiheit, describes the 
Communist plan for the overthrow of the 
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American Government in his pamphlet en- 
titled “Why Communism”: 

“Workers stop work; many of them seize 
arms by attacking arsenals. Many have 
armed themselves before as the struggle 
sharpened. Street fights become frequent. 
Under the leadership of the Communist 
Party, the workers organize revolutionary 
committees to be in command of the upris- 
ing. There are battles in the principal cities. 
Barricades are built and defended. The 
workers fighting has a decisive influence with 
the soldiers, the workers, and the marines. 

“The movement among the soldiers and 
marines spreads. Capitalism is losing its 
strongest weapon—the army. The police as 
a rule continue fighting, but they are soon 
silenced and made to fiee by the united revo- 
lutionary forces of workers and soldiers. The 
revolution is victorious. 

“Armed workers and soldiers and marines 
seize the principal government Offices, invade 
the residence of the President and his Cabi- 
net members, arrest them, declare the old 
regime abolished, establish their own power, 
the power of the workers and the farmers.” 

Herbert Morrison, British Labor Party 
leader and Home Secretary of the wartime 
Churchill cabinet, declared in a speech in 
June 1943: 

“The Communists still believe in revolu- 
tion by violence. They still believe that 
bloodshed is necessary. You cannot mix our 
policy of government by persuasion with a 
party which fights in elections and prepares 
for violent revolution at the same time.” 

William C. Bullitt, former United States 
Ambassador to Russia, in his book, The Great 
Globe Itself, stated: 

“The aims of the Soviet Government, we 
hoped, were not those expressed in the of- 
ficial Communist doctrine taught in the 
Soviet Union. We knew that according to 
the Lenin-Stalin version of the Communist 
creed, the supreme moral goal of mankind 
was the establishment of communism in all 
nations, We knew that Lenin himself had 
considered this end as justifying the use 
of all means for its attainment; that he had 
written in chapter 6 of his pamphlet, The 
Infantile Sickness of Leftism In Commu- 
nism, first published in 1920: ‘It is neces- 
sary * * * to use any ruse, cunning, un- 
lawful methods, evasion, concealment of 
truth,’ and that he looked forward to wars 
with non-Communist states like the United 
States, which he called either bourgeois or 
imperialist, before the ultimate world tri- 
umph of communism. He had stated his 
views frankly: ‘We are living not merely in 
a state, but in a system of states, and it is 
inconceivable that the Soviet Republic 
should continue for a long period side by 
side with imperialist states. Ultimately one 
or the other must conquer. Meanwhile a 
number of terrible clashes between the 
Soviet Republic and the buorgeois states is 
inevitable’.” 

Mr. Bull'tt continued: 

“The Soviet Government believes in a 
Communist creed, which it teaches to all 
its children, for which it prepares them to 
live, and, if need be, to die. That is the 
Marx-Lenin-Stalin creed which denies God 
and claims to be based on scientific fact; but 
is based on the improbable assumption that 
the establishment of Communist dictator- 
ship throughout the earth and the abolition 
of private ownership of the means of pro- 
duction will end all war, civil and interna- 
tional, and so improve the nature of all men 
in all nations that, in Lenin’s phrase, ‘the 
state will wither away’ and all men will live 
without a state in perfect freedom and hap- 
piness. As Engels, the collaborator of Marx, 
envisioning a Communist world, wrote ‘the 
machine of the state is put into the museum 
of antiquities, alongside of the spinning 
wheel and the bronze ax.’ 

“Lenin * * * believed that the state, 
whether in his hands or in the hands of a 
‘burgeois government,’ was an instrument 
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of violence; but that, while living under 
Communist dictatorship, men could be pre- 
pared for perfect freedom. ‘While there is a 
state,’ he said, ‘there is no freedom. When 
there is freedom there will be no state.’ 

The Communist true-believer of- 
fers his life as gallantly as an early Chris- 
tian. He believes that he is fighting for the 
emancipation of all humanity from all evil. 
He thinks he serves eternal truth. The 
Communist Party, to him, is a union of the 
faithful. His old testament is the bocks of 
Marx and Engels; his new testament, the 
works of Lenin and Stalin. * * * 

“Since the highest moral goal, according 
to the Communist creed, is to achieve the 
destruction of the state, following the estab- 
lishment of Communist dictatorship 
throughout the earth, the highest moral 
duty of man is to serve to promote such dic- 
tatorship. This supreme moral end, the 
Communict believes, justifies all means 
for its achievement, including war, murder, 
character assassination, the pledged word 
given and broken. * * * 

“Four short statements of Lenin and 
Stalin contain the fundamental theses on 
which Soviet foreign policy is based: 

1. We are living not merely in a state, but 
in a system of states; and it is inconceivable 
that the Soviet Republic should continue for 
a long period side by side with imperialist 
states. Ultimately one or the other must 
conquer. Meanwhile a number of terrible 
clashes between the Soviet Republic and 
the bourgeois states is inevitable. (Lenin, 
Collected Works, vol. XXIV, p. 122, Russian 
Edition. Quoted with approval by Stalin in 
his book Problems of Leninism.) 

“2. From the time a Socialist government 
is established in any one country, questions 
must be determined * * * solely from 
the point of view of what is best for the 
development and the consolidation of the 
Socialist revolution which has already be- 
gun. The question whether it is possible to 
undertake at once a revolutionary war must 
be answered solely from the point of view of 
actual conditions and the interest of the 
Socialist revolution which has already be- 
gun. (Lenin, Twenty-one Theses, January 
20, 1918.) 

“3. It is necessary * to use any ruse, 
cunning, unlawful method, evasion, conceal- 
ment of truth. (Lenin, the Infantile Sick- 
ness of Leftism in Communism, 920.) 

“4, The comintern is the holy of holies 
of the working class, (Stalin, speech on the 
American Communist Party, May 6, 1929.) 

“The Soviet Government knows what it 
intends, and, therefore, believes that wars 
are inevitable between the Soviet Union and 
the non-Communist states which it calls 
bourgeois or capitalist or imperialist—that 
is to say, states like the United States.” 

Referring to the American Communist 
Party, Mr. Bullitt said: 

“Since the control of the Soviet Union by 
the Communist dictatorship is the chief 
source of strength of world communism, the 
interests of national Communist parties 
outside the Soviet Union are subordinated to 
the interests of the Soviet Union. They are 
often ordered to change their strategy and 
tactics and to take positions which render 
them ridiculous—just as a battalion of an 
army is often ordered to sacrifice itself for 
the benefit of the army as a whole. 

“The American Communist Party, for ex- 
ample, has been obliged to turn intellectual 
somersaults so often in following faithfully 
the strategic and tactical changes in Soviet 
foreign policy that only those who are igno- 
rant of its actions can regard it as anything 
but a Soviet fifth column, the members of 
which are loyal to the Soviet Union, not to 
the United States, and are prepared to sup- 
port the Soviet Union against the United 
States even in case of war. The American 
Communists are potential traitors, and would 
be ashamed if they were not. Their somer- 
saults from July 1939 to October 1945 are 
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recorded in their official organ, the Daily 
Worker, of New York, excerpts from which 
follow: 

“September 19, 1939—Declaration of the 
National Committee, Communist Party, 
United States of America: ‘The war that has 
broken out in Europe is the second imperial- 
ist war. * * * This war, therefore, cannot 
be supported by the workers. It is not a 
Wer against fascism * * * not a war with 
any of the character of a just war, not a 
war that workers can or should support. 
It is a war between rival imperialisms for 
world domination. The workers must be 
against this war. * * * 

„Ve must keep two guiding 
thoughts in mind: First, allow no single 
measure to be taken for purposes of giving 
American help to either side of the imperial- 
ist conflict; second, find the most effective 
means of keeping out of the war.. 
These two guiding thoughts are inseparable.’ 

“December 6, 1939—Foster: The Commu- 
nist Party opposes the administration’s plan 
to spend $3 billion next year to strengthen 
the Navy, Army, and Air Forces. The reason 
for this opposition is that the present Gov- 
ernment is following the policy of territorial 
aggrandizement which leads straight toward 
war, with all the attendant misery, poverty, 
enslavement, and death for the workers and 
other toilers.’ 

“May 21, 1940—Foster, speech in Philadel- 
phia on May 17: ‘If British-French-Ameri- 
can imperialism should win the present war, 
the results would be even more reactionary. 
* * * The Allied cause is not a lesser evil in 
comparison to Hitler's. * * Nor would 
entry of the United States into the war 
democratize it and make it a real fight for 
freedom. * * * Its real war aims would be 
to grab off all possible territories for itself 
+ * * to transform the imperialist war into 
a general war against the Soviet Union.’ 

“January 23, 1941—Statement of the Na- 
tional Committee of the Communist Party: 

“Defeat F. D. R.'s war-powers bill. Get 
out and stay out of the war. Here are the 
facts: This bill * * * would give the Presi- 
dent unlimited authority to enter into for- 
eign entanglements and secret alliances, 
* + + This bill would cancel the Bill of 
Rights and the Constitution. This 
bill would saddle an unbearable burden of 
new taxes on the backs of America’s workers, 
farmers, professionals, and small business 

le.’ 

“April 29, 1941—Manifesto of the National 
Committee of the Communist Party: 

„The imperialists have made the war; 
we, the people, must make the peace. Get 
out and keep out of the imperialist war; no 
convoys, no AEF; the Yanks are not coming; 
dissolve the Anglo-American war alliance; 
for a people's peace with no indemnities and 
no annexations; against the militarization 
of the United States under the false pretense 
of national defense.’ 

“June 23, 1941—Statement of the Commu- 
nist Party (signed by Foster and Minor) : 

„„The Soviet Government is now waging 
* + + a just struggle for the cause of the 
freedom of all nations and peoples. * * * 
The American people * * * will see in the 
cause of the Soviet Union the cause of all 
advanced and progressive mankind.’ 

“June 30, 1941—Manifesto of the National 
Committee of the Communist Party: 

“The people of America are beginning to 
realize that to defend the Soviet Union 
means to defend the United States. 

% * * The chief guaranty for the suc- 
cessful realization of this program is the 
struggle for the united front of the working 
class and the unity of the American people 
in a genuine people's front. Such a united 
and people’s front would be broad enough 
to embrace in fraternal collaboration all hon- 
est opponents of Hitlerism, both here and 
abroad. * * * We, on our part, speaking in 
the name of the Communist Party of the 
United States, pledge our all to work and 
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struggle as a part of the American people for 
the realization of this program. * * * 

“s + + Stop all Government attacks on 
the Communist Party.’ 

“August 5, 1945—Sunday Worker; Foster, 
the Communist Party convention: 

A few of the more important aspects of 
the party’s new policy are as follows: (a) 
Recognition of the aggressive role of Ameri- 
can imperialism on a world scale, which Brow- 
der’s policy tried to hide; (b) a realization 
that a progressive collaboration among the 
Big Three powers will depend primarily upon 
the role of labor and all other democratic 
forces in the world, instead of upon the 
good will or intelligence of the American big 
bourgeois; (c) a Marxian analysis of the war 
against Japan which differentiated between 
the imperialist aims of American big capital 
in the war and the democratic aims of the 
peoples of Asia and the United States to 
maintain the national liberation character 
of the war in the Pacific.“ 

In a speech opening the presidential nom- 
inating convention of the Communist Party 
in Chicago on May 28, 1932, Earl Browder, 
general secretary of the Communist Party 
of the United States, made the following 
statement: 

“The Communist Party is the only party 
which organizes the workers and farmrers to 
create a revolutionary government which 
will confiscate the industries, banks, rail- 
roads, etc., from the parasite capitalists, who 
have proved they do not know how to run 
them, and to put the industrial machinery 
to work for the benefit of the masses of 
workers and farmers.” 

The present head of the American Com- 
munist Party, William Z. Foster, has frankly 
characterized the political plans of the Com- 
munists as follows: 

“At the Eighth Congress of Soviets, in 1920, 
Lenin declared that ‘Communism is the 
Soviet power plus the electrification of the 
country.’ In the United States the prob- 
lem of the American working class in achiev- 
ing socialism may be summed up, as Brow- 
der has put it, as the present American 
incustrial technique plus soviets.” 

In the hearings before the House investi- 
gating committee in 1930, Foster was even 
more outspoken. This is a quotation from 
his testimony taken down by an expert ste- 
nographer: 

“The CHAIRMAN. Now, are the Communists 
in this country opposed to our republican 
form of government? 

“Mr. Foster. The capitalist democracy— 
most assuredly. We stand for a workers’ and 
farmers’ government; a government of pro- 
ducers, not a government of exploiters. The 
American capitalist government is built and 
controlled in the interests of those who own 
the industries, and we say that the govern- 
ment must be built and controlled by those 
who work in the industries and who produce. 

“The CHAIRMAN. They are opposed to our 
republican form of government? 

Mr. Foster. Most assuredly. 

“The CHAIRMAN. That is, what you adyo- 
cate is a change of our republican form of 
government and the substituting of the 
soviet form of government? 

“Mr. FOSTER. I have stated that a number 
of times.” 

That the American Communists have not 
given up the plan of reaching their goal by 
the use of force and violence was recently 
once more admitted by Earl Browder in his 
book What Is Communisnr? He wrote: 

“We believe that the needs of the masses 
would be best served by such a party; that 
is why we are fighting for it. Because 
they are as yet not ready to accept our full 
program, we proposed a program which they 
themselves are beginning to voice. This does 
not mean that we Communists are abandon- 
ing the idea of the revolution. We believe 
that such a farmer-labor movement would 
give a revolutionary education to the 
masses,” 
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In 1932, William Z. Foster, at that time 
candidate for President on the Communist 
ticket, said the following: 

“We Comnrunists are unscrupulous in our 
choice of weapons. We allow no considera- 
tion of legality, religion, patriotism, honor, 
duty, etc., to stand in our way to the adop- 
tion of cffective weapons. We propose to de- 
velop, and are developing, regardless of a 
capitalistic conception of legality, fairness, 
right, etc., a greater power and then wrest 
from them, by force, the industries. (Source: 
hearings before the House Un-American Ac- 
112 Committee, 75th Cong., 3d sess., p. 
172.) 

During the same 1932 campaign, Mr. Fos- 
ter wrote Toward Soviet America, in which 
he stated: 

“Engels * * * states in his 1888 preface 
to the Communist manifesto: ‘One es- 
pecially was proved by the (Paris) commune, 
viz, that the working class cannot simply 
lay hold of the readymade state machinery 
and wield it for its own purpose.’ The 
capitalistic state must be broken down and 
the workers’ state built from the ground up 
on different principles, and this was done 
in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
(p. 135). 

“To put an end to the capitalist system 
will a consciously revolutionary act 
by the great toiling masses, led by the Com- 
munist Party; that is, the conquest of the 
state power, the destruction of the state 
machine created by the ruling class, and 
the organization of the proletarian dictator- 
ship. The lessons of history allow no other 
conclusions (p. 213). 

“s + + the history of the American capi- 
talistic class offers ample evidence that the 
toilers can defeat the ruling class only in 
an open struggle (p. 216).” 

The leaders of the Communist Party, 
United States of America, would have you 
believe that there is no connection between 
their party and the recently reestablished 
Comintern of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Republic, but do not be fooled. Let 
us look at the record again. The very first 
sentence in the preamble to the Communist 
constitution adopted in New York July 26-28, 
1945, states: 

“The Communist Party, United States of 
America, is the political party of the Ameri- 
can working class, basing itself upon the 
principles of scientific socialism, Marxism- 
Leninism.” 

Marxism-Leninism to the American Com- 
munists is whatever Joe Stalin decrees it 
to be. J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation, has testified 
under oath that he has evidence from within 
the Communist organization dated within 
the past year that the Communist leaders 
are on record as saying: 

“In the event of war between the United 
States of America and Russia, the Commu- 
nist Party, United States of America, would 
be with Russia and make no mistake about 
that.” 

I have heretofore referred to the princi- 
ples of Karl Marx and Nikolai Lenin, but in 
order to make clear just what the Commu- 
nist Party, United States of America, in- 
tended by adopting the principles of Marx 
and Lenin, I would like to touch briefly on 
this again: 

In 1841 Karl Marx, in the preface to his 
doctoral thesis, openly declared: “I hate all 
the gods.” Nine years later, in an address 
before the League of the Communists, he 
said: 

“It may be taken for granted that bloody 
conflicts are coming. * * * The arming of 
the workers with rifles and ammunition 
must be carried out at once and steps taken 
to prevent the rising of the army which 
would be directed against the worker s. 
If the small middle class propose to pur- 
chase the railways and the factories, the 
workers must demand that such railways and 
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factories, being the property of the reaction- 
aries, shall be confiscated by the state with- 
out compensation. * * * The workers need 
not be misled by democratic platitudes about 
freedom. * * * Their battle cry must be ‘the 
revolution in permanence.’ ” 

Nikolai Lenin said: 

“A morality taken from outside of human 
society does not exist for us; it is a fraud. 
For us, morality is subordinated to the in- 
terests of the workers’ class struggle. (Re- 
ligion, New York edition, 195.)” 

In The Infantile Sickness of Leftism in 
Communism, Lenin further said: 

“It is necessary * * * to use any ruse, 
cunning, unlawful method, evasion, conceal- 
ment of the truth.” 

And in Problems of Leninism, Generalis- 
simo Stalin said approvingly: 

“Dictatorship means nothing more or less 
than the power which directly rests on 
violence, which is not limited by any laws or 
restricted by any absolute rules.” 

In 1945 we had been warned by 10 Catholic 
bishops and archbishops to be constantly on 
guard against the dangers of Marxian totali- 
tarianism on which Russian communism is 
based. We were told: 

“To reckon with the active, cleverly or- 
ganized and directed opposition of Marxian 
totalitarianism to genuine democracy. This 
system herds the masses under dictatorial 
leadership, insults their intelligence with its 
propaganda and controlled press, and tyran- 
nically violates innate human rights. 
Against it, democracy must be constantly on 
guard, quick to detect and penetrate its 
camouflage.“ 

Several months later, Louis F. Budenz, who 
left the Communist Party of America in 
which he was a leader, to rejoin the Roman 
Catholic Church, said that communism de- 
stroyed the “thinking and integrity of the 
individual,” that it was “irrevocably set up 
for the ending of religion,” and that it had 
cultivated “lust for power.” He said, Com- 
munist arrogance, with which the world is 
now familiar, arises out of this destructive 
viewpoint.” 

In a radio address on February 2, 1947, 
Right Rev. Msgr. Fulton J. Sheen said: 

“It may very well be * * * that unless 
there is a moral revival in our Western World, 
a fulfillment of the pledges of the Atlantic 
Charter, a rebirth of family life, communism 
will be the instrument for the liquidation 
of a bourgeois civilization that has forgotten 
God. Communism is not to be feared just 
because it is antigod, but because we are 
godless; not because it is strong, but because 
we are weak; for if we were under God, then 
who could conquer us?” 

So for us: 

To fight communism is to recognize the 
eternal struggle between the doctrines of 
God's moral law and the materialistic con- 
cept of man as a biologic creature condi- 
tioned ethically by his environment. (These 
Days, by George E. Solkolsky, Washington 
Times-Herald, Mar. 18, 1947.) 

Mr. Speaker, the place to fight communism 
is here at home. The time to fight it is now. 
Let us remember the advice of Abraham Lin- 
coln that if this Nation is ever destroyed it 
will not be from without but from within. 
If President Lincoln were alive today, I be- 
lieve he would say as General Washington 
said: “Put none but Americans on guard 
tonight.” 

Let us heed the warning expressed years 
ago by Edwin Markham: 

“I fear the vermin that shall undermine sen- 
ate and school and citadel and shrine. 

I fear the worm of fraud, the fatted worm of 
ease, and all the crawling progeny of 
these. 

I fear the vermin that shall honeycomb the 
walls and towers of state in unsuspecting 
hours.” 


1954 


Because, Mr. Speaker— 


“No man escapes 
When freedom fails, 
The best men rot 
In filthy jails; 
And they who cried, 
‘Appease, appease,’ 
Are hanged by men 
They tried to please. 
—Mann.” 
CONSTITUTIONALITY OF THE DIES BILL 


Mr. GRAHAM. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas for a unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to insert at this point in 
the Recorp an article prepared by Jus- 
tice Michael A. Musmanno on the con- 
stitutionality of the Dies bill. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


CONSTITUTIONALITY OF THE Dies BILL, 
H. R. 8912 


(Submitted by Pennsylvania Supreme Court 
Justice Michael A. Musmanno) 


As recently as May 24, 1954, the Supreme 
Court of the United States reaffirmed prin- 
ciples of constitutional law which assure us 
of the constitutionality of the Dies bill (H. R. 
8912), outlawing the Communist Party and 
providing punishment for membership in 
the Communist Party. 

In the case of Robert Norbert Galvan, Pe- 
titioner, v. U. L. Press, Officer in Charge, Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, etc. 
(407 October Term, 1953), reference was 
made to the decision in Harisiades v. 
Shaughnessy (342 U. S. 580), which sus- 
tained the constitutionality of the Alien 
Registration Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 670). 
“Under the 1940 act,” the Supreme Court 
said, “it was necessary to prove in each case, 
where membership in the Communist Party 
was made the basis of deportation, that the 
party did, in fact, advocate the violent over- 
throw of the Government.” But the Internal 
Security Act of 1950, the Supreme Court 
pointed out, “dispensed with the need for 
such proof.” It went on to specify: “On the 
basis of extensive investigation Congress 
made many findings, including that in sec- 
tion 2 (1) of the act that the ‘Communist 
movement * * * is a worldwide revolution- 
ary movement whose purpose it is, by treach- 
ery, deceit, infiltration into other groups 
(governmental and otherwise), espionage, 
sabotage, terrorism, and any other means 
deemed necessary, to establish a Communist 
totalitarian dictatorship,’ and made present 
or former membership in the Communist 
Party, in and of itself, a ground for deporta- 
tion, Certainly we cannot say that this 
classification by Congress is so baseless as 
to be violative of due process and therefore 
beyond the power of Congress.” 

Thus it will be seen that with passage of 
the Dies bill the only thing needed to pro- 
duce at a trial would be evidence as to 
whether the defendant is actually a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party. Under the 
Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 (66 
‘Stat. 163, 205; 8 U. S. C. sec, 1251 (af (6) 
(C)), deportation proceedings are brought 
against “aliens who are members of or affili- 
ated with (i) the Communist Party of the 
United States.” (Sec. 22, Internal Security 
Act of 1950.) 

It is enough to deport an alien, under this 
legislation, if it is shown, the Supreme Court 
points out in the Galvan v. Press case, supra, 
that “the alien joined the party, aware that 
he was joining an organization known as the 
Communist Party which operates as a dis- 
tinct and active political organization, and 
that he did so of his own free will.” 
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If, under present law, we may deport an 
alien on the showing that he is a member of 
the Communist Party, why cannot Congress 
provide for penal punishment for members 
of the Communist Party who remain here? 
Deportation, perhaps, in many ways is even 
a more severe punishment than imprison- 
ment. The Supreme Court of the United 
States said in the case of Ng Fung Ho v. 
White (259 U. S. 276, 284), that to deport a 
man is to deprive him “of all that makes life 
worth living.” In Fong Haw Tan v. Phelan 
(333 U. S. 6, 10), the Supreme Court said 
that “deportation is a drastic measure and 
at times the equivalent of banishment or 
exile.” We have had dramatic proof recently 
of how Communists themselves feel about 
deportation. In several instances where 
convictions were had under the Smith Act 
(notably in the last trial in New York), the 
presiding judge offered the convicted de- 
fendants freedom from jail if they would 
agree to be sent to another country. They 
preferred jail, that is, jail in the United 
States. 

There can be no constitutional doubt that 
membership in an organization proved to be 
inimical to the best interests of the State or 
Nation can be punished in one form or an- 
other through legislation. We have seen 
how deportation can ipso facto follow upon 
proof of membership in the Communist 
Party. Justice Frankfurter, concurring in 
the Dennis case (341 U. S. 494, E51), pointed 
out how “The Hatch Act prohibits employ- 
ment by any Government agency of members 
of organizations advocating overthrow of 
‘our constitutional form of government’. 
The Taft-Hartley Act contains a section de- 
signed to exclude Communists from posi- 
tions of leadership in labor organizations.” 
Membership in the Communist Party is 
enough to exclude one from the teacher's 
profession. Passing upon the Feinberg Law 
of New York, the Supreme Court of the 
United States, speaking through Mr. Justice 
Minton said; “Membership in a listed organ- 
ization found to be within the statute and 
known by the member to be within the sta- 
tute is a legislative finding that the member 
by his membership supports the thing the 
organization stands for, namely, the over- 
throw of government by unlawful means. 
We cannot say that such a finding is con- 
trary to fact or that ‘generality of experience’ 
points to a different conclusion. Disqualifi- 
cation follov;s therefore as a reasonable pre- 
sumption from such membership and sup- 
port.” (Adler v. Board of Education (342 
U. S. 485, 494).) 

Certainly no one at this late hour of the 
legislative day will advance the stale argu- 
ment that the Communist Party is a political 
party and that its members are merely exer- 
cising their political rights under the Con- 
stitution. In the decisive and landmark 
case of Communications Ass’r, v. Douds (339 
U. S. 382, 431), Justice Jackson said in his 
concurring opinion that “Every member of 
the Communist Party is an agent to execute 
the Communist program.” 

What is the program of the Communist 
Party? Every department of the United 
States Government: the Judicial, Executive, 
and Legislative, has declared this program to 
be the overthrowing of the Government of 
the United States by force and violence. 
There is scarcely a member of this distin- 
guished committee that has not participated 
in the enactment of some legislation based 
on the established premise that the Com- 
munist Party is committed to destroying the 
present form of Government of the United 
States. The Communist Party is the enemy 
of the United States. Can anyone seriously 
contend that an enemy organization may not 
be prohibited by Congress from using 
against the United States “rights, privileges, 
and immunities attendant upon legal 
bodies“? 
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Every member of the Communist Party 
owes allegiance to the program of the Com- 
munist Party. In the same Douds case, 
Justice Jackson said: “There is certainly 
sufficient evidence that all members owe 
allegiance to every detail of the Communist 
Party program and have assumed a duty 
actively to help execute it, so that Congress 
could, on familiar conspiracy principles, 
charge each member with responsibility for 
the goals and means of the party. Such then 
is the background which Congress could 
reasonably find as a basis for exerting its 
constitutional powers, and which the judi- 
ciary cannot disregard in testing them.” To 
those who may have some doubts as to 
constitutionality of legislation such as that 
proposed in the Dies bill, let me repeat 
what Justice Jackson said: “Congress could, 
on familiar conspiracy principles, charge 
each member with responsibility for the 
goals and means of the [Communist] Party.” 

It is no longer questioned that Congress 
has the right to protect interstate commerce. 
Has it less power to protect the Nation's 
existence? In the Dennis case, Justice Jack- 
son quoted from Justice Holmes: “ ‘Coming 
next to the objection that no overt act is 
laid, the answer is that the Sherman Act 
punishes the conspiracies at which it is 
aimed on the common law footing—that 
is to say, it does not make the doing of an 
act other than the act of conspiring a con- 
dition of liability.’ (Nash v. United States 
(229 U. S. 373, 378). Reiterated, United 
States v. Socony-Vacuum Oil Co. (310 U. 8. 
150, 252).) It is not to be supposed that the 
power of Congress to protect the Nation's 
existence is more limited than its power to 
protect interstate commerce.” 

Further “it [the law of criminal conspira- 
cy] has an established place in our system of 
law, and no reason appears for applying it 
to concerted action claimed to disturb in- 
terstate commerce and withholding it from 
those claimed to undermine our whole Gov- 
ernment” (p. 572). 

After the many authoritative expressions 
by the Supreme Court of the United States, 
the President of the United States, and the 
Congress of the United States that member- 
ship in the Communist Party is member- 
ship in an organization committed to the 
wrecking of our whole system of Govern- 
ment, visiting death, destruction, and misery 
on the whole American people, it is simply 
unthinkable to say that Congress does not 
have the power to declare that that type of 
membership is criminal. As stated by the 
late Chief Justice in the case of Dennis v. 
United States (supra (p. 501)): “We reject 
any principle of governmental helplessness 
in the face of preparation for revolution, 
which principle, carried to its logical con- 
clusion, must lead to anarchy. No one 
could conceive that it is not within the 
power of Congress to prohibit acts intended 
to overthrow the Government by force and 
violence.” 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of our time to the dis- 
tinguished majority leader [Mr. Hat- 
LECK]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman who just preceded me spoke 
concerning this type of action. Let me 
say that there was some rather precipi- 
tate action taken in the other body. I 
would not undertake to characterize it 
except to say that it was precipitate. 
As a result of that, it became obvious 
that we had a problem over here with 
which we had to deal. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield. 

Mr. DIES. As a matter of fact, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania I[Mr. 
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GraHAM] conducted the most careful and 
the fairest hearings I have ever heard in 
this House on this subject. 

Mr. HALLECK. I appreciate that. 
There is a broad background for this 
bill. Let us understand that there have 
been hearings and careful study. In 
any event, after that action was taken 
by the other body some of us became 
quite disturbed as to the implications 
of certain parts of that legislation. As 
a result, I took it upon myself, together 
with some of the members of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary and their staff, 
as well as members of the Committee on 
Un-American Activities and their staff, 
representatives of the Department of 
Justice and some administration repre- 
sentatives, to see what we could do that 
would be proper, that would be right, 
and that would finally become law. This 
is what we have devised. 

I have been asked to explain the ad- 
ministration’s position. I can say to 
the House that the administration is not 
opposed to this bill. If it is enacted 
by the Congress of the United States, 
it will become law. 

Some think we go too far. Others 
think we do not go far enough. Let me 
point out that in the other body they 
did some other things and the bill passed 
by a vote of 85 to 0. There are differ- 
ences. There has been reference here 
to the two parts of the bill. There is 
the first part which has to do with out- 
lawing the Communist Party. As has 
been pointed out, the action taken in 
the other body did not outlaw the Com- 
munist Party. It undertook to make a 
felony of the bare fact that one belonged 
to the Communist Party, coupled with 
some overt act that such a person com- 
mitted. That might destroy the party 
ultimately, although I seriously doubt it. 
But certainly such a provision does not 
outlaw the party. The section which 
we have included does outlaw the party. 
That is what the people of this country 
want. That is the reason we ought to 
support this bill. It picks up the so- 
called Butler-Velde bill that had been 
reported in the Senate and by our Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities of the 
House. But let me point out again that 
it takes the provisions of the bill as 
amended in the Senate; not the bill as 
originally introduced here, but as pre- 
sented in the Senate. 

If I may say to my good friend from 
Texas and to others, we have the In- 
ternal Security Act of 1950, which was 
worked out after the most careful con- 
sideration, the Registration Act, and the 
-Smith Act, under which we have had 
more than 100 indictments and sixty- 
some convictions, all of Communist 
leaders, already an effective weapon 
against the Communist conspiracy. 
Those acts we have on the books. The 
gentleman from Texas may think they 
are not good, or that something else 
is better, but let me just say to him that 
they have established themselves. 

There is now pending in the Circuit 
Court of Appeals a case to determine 
the constitutionality of the Internal Se- 
curity Act. I am convinced that if the 
measure passed by the other body and 
the second-section provisions of the Dies 
bill were here enacted into law, they 


would destroy that appeal immediately. 
The simple reason for that is found in 
these words in the Attorney General’s 
statement before the committee. Speak- 
ing of the Internal Security Act, he said: 

Essential to the validity of this careful 
plan, however, is the provision of section 
4 (f) of the act, that the holding of office 
or membership in any Communist organiza- 
tion shall not constitute in itself a viola- 
tion of that act or any other criminal 
statute. 


Then he points out with these very 
powerful words a thing that cannot be 
denied by anyone who has studied the 
law: 

It is apparent that the enactment of legis- 
lation making membership in the Communist 
Party per se a crime would be in direct 
conflict with these provisions of the Internal 
Security Act. If membership alone is made 
criminal, to require a member to declare his 
membership is to require him to give self- 
incriminating evidence. By nullifying this 
porton of the act, its entire operation would 

unless there is added a grant 
— immunity so broad as to vitiate wholly 
the legislation now proposed. 


In other words, what we are doing per- 
mits outlawing the Communist Party, 
and maintaining the Internal Security 
Act, the Smith Act, and all the other 
acts by which we deal realistically with 
the Communist conspiracy. Isay that it 
is a job that has been carefully done. We 
did the best we could to get the informa- 
tion here for you with these mimeo- 
graphed copies. It has all been before 
committees. Isay, let us pass this over- 
whelmingly so that the people of the 
world and of the country shall know 
what we think about the Communist 
Party. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Shall 
the rules be suspended and the bill be 
passed, as amended? 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 305, nays 2, not voting 125, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 142] 
YEAS—305 
Abbitt Bosch Cretella 
Abernethy Bow Crosser 
Addonizio Boykin Crumpscker 
bert Bramblett Cunningham 
Alexander Bray 
Allen, Calif Brooks, La Curtis, Nebr. 
Allen, III. Brooks, Tex. Dague 
Andersen, Brown, Ga Davis, Wis. 
H. Carl Brown,Ohio Dawson, Utah 
Andresen, Brownson Delaney 
August H. Broyhill 
Andrews Buchanan Devereux 
Arends Budge Dies 
Ashmore Burleson Dodd 
Aspinall Bush Dondero 
Auchincloss Byra Donohue 
Bailey Byrne, Pa Dorn, N. Y. 
Barrett Byrnes, Wis. Dowdy 
Bates Cannon Eberharter 
Battle Carlyle Edmondson 
Becker C Elliott 
Belcher Cederberg Evins 
Bennett, Fla. Celler Fallon 
Bennett, Mich. Chelf Feighan 
Chenoweth Fenton 
Betts Chiperfield Fernandez 
Bishop chudoff Fisher 
Church Fogarty 
Boland Clardy Forand 
Bolton, Cole, Mo. Ford 
Frances P. Cole, N. Y. Forrester 
Bolton, ley Fountain 
Oliver P. Coon Frazier 
Bonin Cooper Frelinghuysen 
Bonner Corbett Friedel 
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Fulton Krueger Rodino 
Gamble Laird Rogers, Colo, 
Garmatz Lane Rogers, Fia. 
Gary Lanham Rogers, Tex. 
Gathings Latham Rooney 
Gavin Lesinski Sadlak 
Gentry Long St. George 
George Lovre Saylor 
Goodwin McConnell Schenck 
Graham McDonough Scherer 
Granahan McGregor Scott 
Grant McIntire Scudder 
Green McMillan Seely-Brown 
Gregory McVey Selden 
Gross Machrowicz Shelley 
Gwinn Mack, Wash, Sheppard 
Hagen, Calif. Magnuson Short 
Hagen, Minn. Mahon Shuford 

e Mailliard Sieminsk! 
Halleck Marshall Simpson, II 
Harden Matthews Simpson, 
Hardy Meader 5: 
Harris Merrill Smith, Kans. 
Harrison, Nebr. Merrow Smith, Miss, 
Harrison, Va. Miller, Calif. Smith, Va. 
Hart Miller, Md. Spence 
Hays, Ark. Miller, Nebr. Springer 
Hays, Ohio Mills Staggers 
Herlong Morano Stauffer 
Heselton Moss Steed 
Hiestand Mumma Sullivan 
Hill Murray Sutton 
Hillings Natcher Taber 
Hinshaw Neal Talle 
Hoeven Nicholson Thomas 
Hoffman, Mich, Norrell Thompson, 
Holmes Oakman Mich. 
Holtzman O'Brien, N. Y. Thompson, Tex. 
Hope O'Hara, III. Thornberry 
Horan O’Hara, Minn. Trimble 
Howell O'Konski Tuck 
Hunter O'Neill Van Zandt 
Hyde Ostertag Velde 
Ikard Passman Vorys 
Jackson Patman Wainwright 
Jarman Perkins Walter, 
Javits Pfost Wampler 
Jenkins Philbin Warburton 
Jensen Phillips Watts 
Johnson, Calif. Pilcher Westland 
Johnson, Wis. Poage Wharton 
Jonas, N. C Poff Whitten 
Jones, Ala. Polk Wickersham 
Jones, Mo. Price Wier 
Jones, N. C. Priest Wigglesworth 
Judd Prouty Williams, Miss, 
Karsten, Mo Ray Williams, N. J. 
Kean Rayburn Williams, N. Y. 
Kearns Reams Willis 
Keating Reece, Tenn Wilson, Ind. 
Kee Reed, instead 
Kelley, Pa. Reed, N. Y. Withrow 
Kelly, N. Y. Rees, Kans Wolcott 
Kersten, Wis. Rhodes, Ariz. Wolverton 
Kilday Rhodes, Pa. Young 
King, Calif Richards Younger 
King, Pa. Riehlman Zablocki 
Kirwan berts 
Knox Robeson, Va. 

NAYS—2 
Burdick Multer 
NOT VOTING—125 

Adair Dollinger Kluczynski 
Angell Dolliver Landrum 
Ayres Donovan Lantaff 
Baker Dorn, S. C LeCompte 
Barden Doyle Lipscomb 
Beamer Durham Lucas 
Bender Ellsworth Lyle 
Bentley Engle McCarthy 
Bentsen Fine McCormack 
Blatnik Fino McCulloch 
Bolling Golden Mack, III 
Bowler Gordon Madden 
Buckley Gubser Martin, Iowa 
Busbey Haley Mason 
Campbell Hand Metcalf 
Canfield Harrison, Wyo. Miller, Kans, 
Carrigg Harvey ilter, N. Y. 
Chatham Hébert Mollohan 
Clevenger Hess rgan 
Colmer Hillelson Morrison 
Condon Hoffman, Ill Moulder 
Cotton Holifield Nelson 
Coudert Holt Norblad 
Curtis, Mo. Hosmer O'Brien, Ill. 
Davis, Ga Hruska O'Brien, Mich. 
Davis, Tenn. James Osmers 
Dawson, III. Jonas, Ill Patten 
Deane Kearney Patterson 
Dempsey Keogh Pelly 
D’Ewart Kilburn Pillion 
Dingell Klein Powell 
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Preston Secrest Van Pelt 
Rabaut Shafer 

Radwan Sheehan — 

Rains Kess 

Regan Smith, Wis. Wheeler 
Riley Stringfellow Widnall 
Rivers Taylor Wilson, Calif. 
Robsion, Ky. Teague Wilson, Tex. 
Rogers, Mass. Thompson, La. Yates 
Roosevelt ‘Tollefson Yorty 
Scrivner Utt 


So (two-thirds having voteđ in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Canfield with Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. Smith of Wisconsin with Mr. Fine, 

Mr. Widnall with Mr. Colmer. 

Mr. Beamer with Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Bender with Mr. Davis ọf Georgia. 

Mr. Bentley with Mr. Campbell. 

Mrs. Rogers of Massachusetts with Mr. 
Mollohan. 

Utt with Mr. Dorn of South Carolina. 
Taylor with Mr. Yorty. 

Wilson of California with Mr. Moulder, 
Hand with Mr. Dollinger. 

Hillelson with Mr. Rabaut. 

Hess with Mr. Rains. 

Busbey with Mr. Regan. 

Coudert with Mr. Dempsey. 

Fino with Mr. McCarthy. 

Ellsworth with Mr. Madden. 

Harrison of Wyoming with Mr. Barden. 
Martin of Iowa with Mr. Bowler. 
Jonas of Illinois with Mr. Chatham. 
McCulloch with Mr. Sikes. 

Carrigg with Mr. Keogh. 

Adair with Mr. Yates. 

Curtis of Missouri with Mr. Dingell, 
Holt with Mr. Mack of Illinois. 
Hosmer with Mr. Wheeler. 

Hoffman of Illinois with Mr. Klein, 
Sheehan with Mr. Engle. 

Shafer with Mr. Roosevelt. 

Robsion of Kentucky with Mr. Teague. 
Tollefson with Mr. Vinson. 
Stringfellow with Mr. Gordon. 
Weichel with Mr. Doyle. 

Pillion with Mr. Hébert. 

Osmers with Mr. Bolling. 

Norblad with Mr. Thompson of Louisi- 


LeCompte with Mr. Deane. 

Mason with Mr. Holifield, 

Kilburn with Mr, Durham. 
Clevenger with Mr. Kluczynski. 
Patterson with Mr. Blatnik. 

Cotton with Mr. Rivers. 

D’Ewart with Mr. Preston. 

Kearney with Mr. Morgan. 

Nelson with Mr. Landrum. 

Radwan with Mr. Buckley. 

Scrivner with Mr. Metcalf. 

Vursell with Mr. Condon. 

Miller of New York with Mr. Dawson 
linois. 

Dolliver with Mr. O’Brien of Michigan. 
Harvey with Mr. Riley. 

James with Mr. Davis of Tennessee, 
Ayres with Mr. O’Brien of Illinois. 
Hruska with Mr. Miller of Kansas. 
Baker with Mr. Patten. 

Van Pelt with Mr. Lyle. 

Pelley with Mr. Morrison. 

Gubser with Mr. Bentsen. 

Angell with Mr. Lucas, 

Golden with Mr. Lantaff. 

Lipscomb with Mr. Wilson of Texas. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. VELDE, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD, 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, due to the 
fact that the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. WALTER] refused to yield to 
me today, during the debate on S. 3706, 
in order that I might answer his remarks 
against me, I am taking this opportunity 
to extend my remarks in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL ReEcorpD, in answer to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Today, during the course of the debate 
on the floor of the House of Representa- 
tives on S. 3706, Representative Francis 
E. WALTER, ranking minority member of 
the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities, made certain statements that 
were grossly unfair to me and other 
members of the committee. In listen- 
ing to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Watter], it was impossible to de- 
termine whether he is against commu- 
nism, or the work that is being per- 
formed by the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities, of which he has 
claimed he was an “unwilling” and “un- 
fortunately” a member. 

I wish the record to show that in Jan- 
uary of 1954, when this legislation was 
first considered by the committee, I 
consulted with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER], who ad- 
vised me that he was certain that no 
formal legislative hearings were neces- 
sary, because of the voluminous hearings 
the committee had held over the past 
years dealing with the subject of 
Communist-dominated labor unions. 
Why the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. WALTER] changed his tune at a later 
date is unknown to me. However, he 
might well have seen the advantages of 
such legislation and had hopes that by 
putting it over until next year, his party 
could take credit for it should they gain 
control of the House. 

In his reference to the meeting that 
the committee held to vote out H. R. 
9838, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. WALTER] left the false impression 
that this action was taken hastily. I 
wish the record to show that the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] 
as were all the members of the commit- 
tee, given notice of this meeting and its 
purpose 5 days prior to the date the 
meeting was held. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] not only 
failed to raise any amendments as he 
said, but in the minority report that fol- 
lowed, he left the false impression that 
the vote on reporting out the bill was 
4 to 1, while in reality it was 5 to 1, and 
one member voting present. It was fur- 
ther pointed out to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] that this 
legislation was considered to be of the 
utmost importance to the President of 
the United States and the Attorney Gen- 
eral, whose duty it will be to enforce it. 

I am further heartened by the fact 
that the House of Representatives has 
seen fit to support this legislation by the 
overwhelming majority of 305 to 2. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 
A further message from the Senate, 
by Mr. Carrell, one of its clerks, an- 
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nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment bills of the House 
of the following titles: 


H. R. 697. An act for the relief of Demet- 
rios Christos Mataraggiotis, and Zoi Demetre 
Mataraggiotis, his wife, and Christos Matar- 
aggiotis and Constantinos Mataraggiotis, 
their minor sons; 

H. R. 717. An act for the relief of Henriette 
Matter; 

H. R. 822. An act for the relief of Sister 
Giuseppina Giaccone; 

H. R. 832. An act for the relief of Kath- 
arine Balsamo; 

H. R. 834, An act for the relief of Arthur J. 
Boucher; 

H. R. 839. An act for the relief of Sister 
Mary Gertrude (Mary Gertrude Kelly); 

H. R. 877. An act for the relief of Nasser 
Esphahanian; 

H. R. 1622. An act for the relief of Agus- 
tin Mondreal; 

H. R. 1627. An act for the relief of Johann 
Groben; 

H. R. 1904, An act for the relief of Patricia 
A. Pembroke; 

H. R. 2061. An act for the relief of Regine 
du Planty; 

H. R. 2154. An act authorizing the issu- 
ance of a patent in fee to Leona Hungry; 

H. R. 2393. An act for the relief of Brother 
Eugene Cumerlato; 

H. R. 2480. An act for the relief of Char- 
lotte Margarita Schmidt; 

H. R. 2483. An act for the relief of Gia- 
como Bartolo Vanadia; 

H. R. 2500. An act for the relief of Stanis- 
law Majzner (alias Stanley Malsner): 

H. R. 2794. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Claire Godreau Daigle; 

H. R. 3024, An act for the relief of Sergio 
Emeric; 

H. R. 3388. An act for the relief of Louie 
Ella Attaway; 

H. R. 3447. An act for the relief of Maria 
Paccione Pica; 

H. R. 3507. An act for the relief of Maj. 
Elias M. Tsousgranis; 

H. R. 3520. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Erna Rosita Pont (formerly Erna Rosita 
Michel); 

H. R. 3566. An act for the relief of Pimen 
Maximovitch Sofronov. 

H. R. 3665. An act for the relief of Marko 
Ribic; 

H. R. 3750. An act for the relief of Inge 
Beckmann; 

H. R. 3869. An act for the relief of Gilbert 
Elkanah Richards, Adelaide Gertrude Rich- 
ards, and Anthony Gilbert Richards; 

H. R. 3874. An act for the relief of Roberto 
Johnson; 

H. R. 4015. An act for the relief of Josef, 
Paula, and Kurt Friedberg. 

H. R. 4054. An act for the relief of Jorge 
Sole Massana and Montserrat Thomas- 
Sanchez Massana; 

H. R. 4426. An act for the relief of Andrea 
Paulette Quatrehomme and her child; 

H. R. 4427. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Helena Piasecka; 

H. R. 4437. An act for the relief of Louise 
Rank; 

H. R. 4522. An act for the relief of Petrus 
Van Keer; 

H. R. 4815. An act for the relief of Alex- 
ander Petsche; 

H. R. 4908. An act for the relief of Pietro 
Petralia; 

H. R.4969. An act for the relief of Basilios 
Xarhoulacos; 

H. R. 5119. An act for the relief of Augusta 
Oppacher Bialek; 

H. R. 5194. An act for the relief of Pauline 
Katzmann; 

H. R. 5319. An act for the relief of Henry 
(also known as Heinrich) Schor, Sally (also 
known as Sali) Schor, and Gita (also known 
as Gitta Aviva) Schor; 

H. R. 5344. An act for the relief of Bob 
Kan and Fourere Kan; 
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H. R. 5459. An act for the relief of Takeko 
Ishiki; 

H. R. 5553. An act for the relief of Dr. Lu 
Jen-lung; 

H. R.5718. An act to limit the period for 
collection by the United States of compen- 
sation received by officers and employees in 
violation of the dual compensation laws; 

H. R. 5749. An act for the relief of Maria 
Teresa Lubiato; 

H. R. 6266. An act for the relief of Frank 
Robert Gage; 

H. R. 6355. An act for the relief of Elena 
Scarpetti Savelli; 

H. R. 6442. An act for the relief of Tamiko 
Fujiwara; 

H. R. 6492. An act for the relief of Rodolfo 
Navarro; 

H. R. 6498. An act for the relief of Elfriede 
Lina Avitable, nee Roser; 

H. R. 6752. An act for the relief 
Maria Giuseppa De Lisa Quagliano; 

H. R. 6762. An act for the relief 
Irmgard (Chrapko) Broughman; 

H. R. 6858. An act for the relief 
Efthemia Soteralis; 

H. R. 7031. An act for the relief 
George A. Meffan; 

H. R. 7033. An act for the relief 
Anna J. Weigle; 

H. R. 7151. An act for the relief of Mazal 
Kolman; 

H. R. 7217. An act for the relief of Astor 
Vergata; 

H. R. 7229. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance to T. M. Pratt and Annita C. Pratt 
of certain real property in Stevens County, 
Wash.; 

H. R. 7581. An act for the relief of Gaetano 
Conti; 

H. R. 7813. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to adjust or cancel cer- 
tain charges on the Milk River project; 

H.R. 7828. An act for the relief of Mariana 
George Loizos Kellis; 

H. R. 7829. An act for the relief of Shim- 
asoi Michiko; 

H. R. 7834. An act for the relief of Erika 
Schneider Buonasera; 

H. R. 7885. An act for the relief of Sohan 
Singh Rai and Jogindar Kaur Rai; 

H. R. 7938. An act for the relief of Miss 
Martha Heuschele; 

H. R. 7947. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Erika (Hohenleitner) Stapleton; 

H. R. 8065. An act for the relief of Carlos 
Francisco, Manriqueta Mina, and Roberto 
Mina Ver; 

H. R. 8183. An act for the relief of Elfriede 
Ida Geissler; 

H. R. 8205. An act to authorize the con- 
veyance by the Secretary of the Interior to 
Virginia Electric & Power Co. of a perpetual 
easement of right-of-way for electric trans- 
mission line purposes across lands of the 
Richmond National Battlefield Park, Va., 
such easement to be granted in exchange for, 
and in consideration of, the conveyance for 
park purposes of approximately 6 acres of 
land adjoining the park; 

H. R. 8244. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Dorothy Nell Woolgar Allen; 

H. R. 8375. An act for the relief of Ilse 
Radler Hughes; 

H. R. 8424. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Else Johnson; 

H. R. 8554. An act for the relief of Maria 
M. Khoe; 

H. R. 8557. An act for the relief of Ezio 
Bertoni; 

H. R. 8859. An act to convey the rever- 
sionary interest of the United States in cer- 
tain lands to the city of Pawnee, Okla.; 

H. R. 8936. An act for the relief of Dana 
Evanovich; 

H. R. 9029. An act for the relief of Paul 
James Patrie; 

H. R. 9496. An act for the relief of Elisa- 
beth Hoeft; 

H. R. 9512. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Franziska (Han) Rigau; 
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H. R. 9790. An act to amend the act of 
June 30, 1948, so as to extend for 1 year the 
authority of the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue patents for certain public lands in 
Monroe County, Mich., held under color of 
title; and 

H. R. 9953. An act for the relief of Mr. Fu- 
Ho Chan, Mrs. Fu-Ho Chan, and their child, 
Richard Chan. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S.3873. An act to provide survivor benefits 
for widows of Chief Justices and Associate 
pin of the Supreme Court of the United 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to a bill and a joint resolution of 
the Senate of the following titles: 

S. 599. An act for the relief of Cpl. Robert 
D. MeMillan; and 

S. J. Res. 147. Joint resolution to establish 
the Woodrow Wilson Centennial Celebration 
Commission, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H. R. 7886) entitled “An act 
for the relief of Mrs. Cecil Norton Broy,” 
disagreed to by the House; agrees to the 
conference asked by the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. LANGER, Mr. 
WILEY, and Mr. McCarran to be the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had ordered that the Senate re- 
quest the return of the message asking 
the House of Representatives to return 
to the Senate the bill (H. R. 8932) en- 
titled “An Act to reclassify dictaphones 
in the Tariff Act of 1930.” 


AMENDMENT TO REFUGEE RELIEF 
ACT OF 1953 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 8193) to 
amend the Refugee Relief Act of 1953, 
with Senate amendments thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 10, strike out “Subdivision” 
and insert “Subsection.” 

Page 2, line 10, strike out “birth, nation- 
ality, and last residence” and insert “birth, 
or nationality, or last residence.” 

Page 2, after line 16, insert: 

“Sec. 4. That subsection (a) of section 7 
be amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: ‘No visa shall be issued under 
the allotment of 45,000 visas heretofore made 
by paragraph 5) of subsection 4 (a) of this 
act to refugees in Italy, or under the allot- 
ment of 15,000 visas heretofore made by 
paragraph (7) of subsection 4 (a) of this act 
to refugees in Greece, or under the allotment 
of 15,000 visas heretofore made by paragraph 
(9) of subsection 4 (a) of this act to refugees 
in the Netherlands, to an alien who qualifies 
under the preferences specified in paragraph 
(2), (8), or (4) of section 203 (a) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, until sat- 
isfactory evidence is presented to the respon- 
sible consular officer to establish that the 
alien in question will have suitable employ- 
ment and housing, without displacing any 
other person therefrom, after arrival in the 
United States. Verification of such availa- 
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ble employment and housing shall be made 
in accordance with such regulations as the 
Administrator may, in his discretion, pre- 
scribe for the administration of the act, 
including job order clearances by the United 
States Employment Service and its affiliated 
State employment services, and a certifica- 
tion by local housing authorities wherever 
they exist and are authorized and prepared 
to make such certifications.’ ” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, do we understand this 
is the bill which deals with the difficulties 
encountered in the administration of the 
Refugee Relief Act of 1953? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Thatiscorrect. This 
is the bill the House passed last year, 
and it has come back to the House 
with the amendments which we are 
agreeing to. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the gentleman put 
an explanation of this bill in the Rrc- 
orD? I think it is extremely important 
and will help greatly in making the 
Refugee Act perform its service. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the bill introduced by myself to amend 
the Refugee Relief Act of 1953 so as to 
make immigrant-visa allocations mutu- 
ally available to either refugees or close 
relatives of United States citizens who 
are natives of Italy, Greece, or the 
Netherlands. 

The Senate has added one provision to 
the bill, under which United States citi- 
zens who want to sponsor the immigra- 
tion of their close relatives from Italy, 
Greece, and the Netherlands would be 
required to submit assurances that such 
immigrants would have housing and em- 
ployment available for them. 

It is believed that that amendment is 
sound and therefore concurrence is rec- 
ommended. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


GRANTING STATUS OF PERMANENT 
RESIDENCE TO CERTAIN ALIENS 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the resolution (H. Con, 
Res. 227) favoring the granting of the 
status of permanent residence to cer- 
tain aliens, with Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the con- 
current resolution. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 29, after line 4, insert: 

“A-6682832, Abraham, Joseph Heskel. 

“A-7187216, Rosenberger, Menasche. 

“A-7182351, Fulop, Bertha.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 30 
minutes on tomorrow and Wednesday, 
following any special orders heretofore 
entered, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. PRICE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 30 min- 
utes on tomorrow, following any special 
orders heretofore entered. 

Mr. POLK asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 30 min- 
utes on Wednesday next, following any 
special orders heretofore entered. 

Mr. CELLER asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 15 min- 
utes on tomorrow, following any special 
orders heretofore entered. 


FEDERAL SUPERVISION OVER THE 
PROPERTY OF CERTAIN TRIBES 


Mr. DAWSON of Utah submitted a 
conference report and statement on the 
bill (S. 2670) to provide for the termina- 
tion of Federal supervision over the 
property of certain tribes, bands, and 
colonies of Indians in the State of Utah 
and the individual members thereof, and 


for other purposes. 


NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE CONGRESS 


Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Speaker, on June 2 
on this floor I exposed the Trojan-horse 
tactics of Americans for Democratic Ac- 
tion—ADA. I carefully documented the 
charge that this outfit, while loudly 
proclaiming itself anti-Communist, in 
reality, has embraced much of the Com- 
munist Party line. It propagandizes the 
idea that the Communist Party is a 
genuine political party rather than the 
subversive and traitorous organization 
that we know it to be. It is selling the 
idea that Communists are really not bad 
fellows—that they should be allowed to 
teach our youth and be on public pay- 
rolls. They oppose outlawing this sub- 
versive organization. They weep salt 
tears over the imagined wrongs inflicted 
on individual Communists: by congres- 
sional committees and call for an end to 
congressional investigations and expo- 
sures. They continually attackandsmear 
all of us engaged in the serious business 
of ferreting out and exposing Commu- 
nists, Communist fronts and their 
stooges and dupes. 

This outfit accuses congressional com- 
mittees of throttling free speech—of try- 
ing to compel conformity of thought— 
and convicting without evidence of trial. 
Their heart bleeds continually for the 
enemies of our country—but never for 
those who must brave the left-wing 
smears in trying to protect our Nation. 
It is headed up by a group of left- 
wingers. 

About 6 years ago the same master- 
minds that direct ADA formed another 
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leftist organization called the National 
Committee for an Effective Congress. 
Like the Communists, whose technique 
they thus imitate, this bunch of leftists 
found it expedient to invent a new high- 
sounding name under which they could 
carry on their work without alerting an 
unsuspecting nation to the fact that it 
was the same old crowd merely doing 
business under a new brand name. 
Fund solicitation would be helped and 
the appealing sound of the new name 
was counted on to bring fresh recruits. 

Of course, this group of leftists are 
entitled to their own opinions. But the 
public has a still greater interest and 
right—the public has the right to know 
who it is putting out their propaganda 
and it has a right to know the names of 
those financing and pushing this effort. 

This group has invaded State after 
State with money from outside sources. 
They have and are seeking to impose 
upon the electorate of the several dis- 
tricts and States the kind of thinking 
and the kind of candidate these alien 
“angels” desire. If they have their way, 
they will impose a one-party govern- 
ment—and that party will be socialist 
and eventually Communist. 

Since this group is well organized, well 
financed and provided with numerous 
press, radio and television mouthpieces, 
it represents a grave threat whose true 
nature and exact extent can only be 
determined after lengthy hearings and 
exhaustive investigation. 

I have today introduced a resolution 
calling for the creation of a special House 
Committee to investigate the back- 
ground, work, and nature of this organi- 
zation. I strongly suspect it of having 
violated the laws relating to lobbying— 
as well as other statutes. Having 
watched its operations as closely as its 
secret methods permit I think there is 
much that needs thorough investigation. 
While its leaders loudly accuse our com- 
mittees of stifling free speech and 
thought this gang has been expending 
large sums to remove from Congress 
every member who dares differ with their 
left-wing philosophy. 

Talk about thought control—this band 
of leftists are spending unlimited 
amounts to throttle every congressional 
voice raised in defense of the American 
system of free economy. Secretly they 
have invaded district after district and 
through smear campaigns have sought 
to destroy all who oppose socialism. 
They are at work right now running a 
well-heeled campaign from headquar- 
ters here on the HiH. Who may be on 
their slaughter list only they know for 
certain—but for reasons of my own I 
suspect it will be a long one this year. 

Usually they operate in the dark— 
supplying left-wing candidates with 
money and propaganda, but never let- 
ting the people know about this dirty 
work until they can crow over success. 
Since the leaders of Americans for Dem- 
ocratic Action are the same as those 
heading this “front”’—and since their 
line is the same all I have had to say 
about ADA applies with equal force to 
this outfit. 

On August 11 this year at page 14101 
of the Recorp will be found a lengthy 
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statement inserted by Senator FLANDERS 
dealing with this outfit. It would ap- 
pear to be a self-serving document put 
out by this National Committee for an 
Effective Congress. The facts therein 
set out are themselves sufficient to raise 
grave suspicion about their motives, their 
fund-raising activities, and the lobbying 
they have undoubtedly engaged in. 
That statement alone warrants and 
justifies the investigation I am seeking, 

I believe they have violated the law— 
I believe they are doing so right at this 
moment. There should be an immediate 
commencement of an investigation into 
all the ramifications of this group and 
its activities. The committee should in- 
vestigate its background and that of its 
Sponsors. It should find out exactly 
where every dime comes from—how it is 
spent—where its propaganda origi- 
nates—what members of press, radio, 
and television are conspiring with 
them—the nature and extent of its lob- 
bying work—and in general all there is 
to know about it. For it is my opinion 
that there is much more than meets the 
eye, that the public should know. What 
hidden forces are behind this group’s 
campaign to suppress the opinions and 
efforts of those who are fighting socialism 
and communism? 

There may be a subversive angle that 
could bring this within the jurisdiction 
of the Un-American Activities Commit- 
tee—but that remains to be seen—and 
it may be that time will prevent action 
on this resolution before adjournment, 
But, if so, I shall present it again when 
the next session starts. Of course, if 
that becomes necessary, we will only 
learn about things after the dirty work 
has been done. That is why I urge im- 
mediate consideration and passage of 
my resolution. The left-wingers running 
ADA and this organization furnish a link 
that needs examination. The very many 
similarities between ADA’s program and 
that of the Communist Party suggests 
yet other angles. Put all these things 
together and it is evident there is a 
pressing need for the creation of a spe- 
cial committee right now. I urge im- 
mediate passage of this resolution. 

A companion resolution providing for 
an appropriation of $25,000 is also being 
introduced. 


DR. BERNARD BRASKAMP, 
CHAPLAIN 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, I could not leave for home with 
warm and affectionate memories of the 
83d Congress without mention of my 
debt and that of my colleagues to our 
deeply esteemed Chaplain, Dr. Bernard 
Braskamp. His prayers at the opening 
of our daily deliberations have given us 
spiritual strength as guide in the dis- 
charge of grave responsibilities. The 
warmth of his personality, his cordiality 
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and his genuine interest in us he has 
shown in the associations on the floor 
of this Chamber that we shall always 
remember. 

For the people of Chicago, who are 
looking forward to his visit to our city, 
I extend our heartiest greetings. The 
happy occasion that takes him to Chi- 
cago on August 28 is the marriage of his 
son, the father performing the service. 

The son bears the proud name of his 
father, Bernard Braskamp, Jr. He has 
recently been graduated from Trinity 
College and shortly after the marriage 
ceremony he will leave for service as a 
flying officer in the service of his coun- 


try. 

It will interest my colleagues to know 
that the charming young woman to 
whom Bernard Braskamp, Jr., will 
plight his vows only recently won the 
world’s woman swimming champion- 
ship, 100 yards free style. Miss “Jody” 
Alderson, also holder of two other 
American swimming records, was a 
member of the Olympic swimming 
team in 1952. 

I feel, too, Mr. Speaker, that it would 
be base ingratitude to leave Washing- 
ton at the close of this Congress without 
a word of recognition for the prompt, 
efficient, and scholarly service of the 
Legislative Reference Branch of the 
Congressional Library. No assignment 
is too difficult for them; while the cheer- 
ful promptness with which they fill de- 
mand orders will ever be the marvel of 
the members of my staff and of me. Dr. 
Griffiths and his staff do a splendid work 
in assisting Members of Congress with 
the research necessary in their legisla- 
tive work. I wish them to know the 
deep appreciation of my office. 


REV. CHARLES V. ROSSINI 


Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2259) for the 
relief of Rev. Charies V. Rossini. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, S. 2259 
for the relief of Rev. Charles V. Rossini 
is a bill which I can recommend heartily 
to Congress for passage. This bill is for 
the purpose of correcting the tragic loss 
of United States citizenship of Father 
Rossini, choir director of St. Paul’s Ca- 
thedral of the Catholic Church in the 
diocese of Pittsburgh, Pa. 

We in Pittsburgh are proud of the fine 
work of Father Rossini in the church and 
our good community. He is not only an 
excellent choir director, but is a com- 
poser of fine church music, and has been 
responsible for many of the best choir 
arrangements of church music in our 
day. 

Father Rossini became a permanent 
resident of the United States in July 
1921, as a priest in the Pious Society of 
St. Charles. He came to the diocese of 
Pittsburgh in 1923 and became a natural- 
ized citizen of the United States in 1929. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


Under the United States Naturaliza- 
tion Act of 1940 any person who is a 
United States naturalized citizen and 
who returns to the country of his birth 
for a continuous period in excess of 3 
years, loses his United States citizenship 
under the provisions of 404 (c). Unfor- 
tunately, although Father Rossini was 
actually out of the United States less 
than a period of 3 years, he was noti- 
fied by the State Department of the loss 
of his United States citizenship under a 
technicality of the law. Three months 
during this period which he actually 
spent in the United States, were not 
subtracted from the legal 3-year period 
in calculating the time for loss of citi- 
zenship while abroad. 

Father Rossini was invited by the 
Vatican Secretariat of State through the 
late Bishop Boyle, of Pittsburgh, to go 
to Rome to reorganize the St. Cecilia 
Society of Church Musicians and to take 
part in the preparation of musical pro- 
grams for the holy year 1950. Because 
of his good work in Rome Father Rossini 
was presented, through Bishop Boyle, the 
Pope's golden medal benemerenti. Fa- 
ther Rossini finished the musical pro- 
gram for the Marian year and his work 
with the St. Cecilia Society early in 
April 1952. The Pious Society of St. 
Charles requested his assignment in 
Rome for a temporary teaching position 
at the college in Rome, the position ter- 
minating September 15, 1952. 

Unfortunately, under the technical 
provisions of the Naturalization Act, 
Father Rossini was notified in Rome in 
August 1952 that his United States citi- 
zenship had been canceled because he 
had been on church duty abroad for 
more than a 3-year period. This was the 
case although Father Rossini had actu- 
ally returned to the United States for 
rest for a period of 3 months from June 
18, 1951, through September 18, 1951. 
On October 7, 1952, Father Rossini re- 
turned to the United States on a tempo- 
rary visa, and further extensions of this 
visa are now coming to an end so that 
he might be subjected to deportation to 
Italy on order. 

The fine congregation of St. Paul's 
Cathedral, and many members and 
clergy of the Pittsburgh diocese, have 
called this injustice to my attention and 
asked for my support of this measure. 
I am glad to heartily endorse and urge 
the passage of this bill for the relief of 
Father Rossini in order to restore him to 
full United States citizenship, upon tak- 
ing the oath of allegiance to the United 
States within 1 year after effective date 
of this act. 

With a person of Father Rossini’s 
standing, ability, and genius, the citi- 
zens of Pittsburgh, the members of the 
congregation of St. Paul’s Cathedral, and 
the members of the Pittsburgh diocese, 
will suffer a great loss without his loyal 
service and musical ability. 

I urge that Congress give favorable 
consideration to this bill and pass it 
forthwith as I believe it merits our full 
confidence and support. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 
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Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, this bill is one of 187 
Senate bills all of which are meritorious. 
I shall not object to this bill, but I want 
to state now that I shall object to any bill 
that is brought up in this fashion here- 
after. It seems to me that the Subcom- 
mittee on Immigration should be given 
time to call the calendar in order to dis- 
pose of this large number of bills. 

1 I withdraw my reservation of objec- 
on. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection, the Clerk read 
the bill as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Rev. Charles V. 
Rossini, who lost United States citizenship 
under the provisions of section 404 (c) of 
the Nationality Act of 1940, may be natural- 
ized by taking prior to 1 year after the effec- 
tive date of this act, before any court referred 
to in subsection (a) of section 310 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act or before 
any diplomatic or consular officer of the 
United States abroad, the oaths prescribed by 
section 337 of the said act. From and after 
naturalization under this act, the said Rev. 
Charles V. Rossini shall have the same citi- 
zenship status as that which existed imme- 
diately prior to its loss. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


AMENDING TARIFF ACT OF 1930 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Senate: 

Ordered, That the Senate request the re- 
turn of the message asking the House of 
Representatives to return to the Senate the 
bill (H. R. 8932) entitled An act to reclassi- 
fy dictophones in the Tariff Act of 1930.” 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the request of the Senate will be granted. 
There was no objection. 


AMENDING TARIFF ACT OF 1930, 
AS AMENDED 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 8932) 
to amend the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended, to reclassify dictaphones, with 
Senate amendments and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments as follows: 

Page 2, line 11, after “The” insert “fore- 
going.” 

Page 2, after line 13, insert: 

“Src. 5. Section 201 of title II of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended, is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new para- 
graph to read as follows: 

Pan. 1818. Furfural.’” 

Page 2, after line 13, insert: 

“Sec. 6. The Secretary of the Treasury is 
hereby directed to admit free of duty black 
granite, in whatever form, imported prior 
to January 1, 1955, for use in any statue, 
monument, or memorial authorized by law 
to be erected on Federal property.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED]? 
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Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, I do so in 
order to make inquiry of the distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means whether this bill re- 
lieves the payment of import duties on 
granite for the purpose of building the 
Iwo Jima Monument in Arlington 
Cemetery? 

Mr. REED of New York. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MARSHALL. It affects only that 
one monument? 

Mr. REED of New York. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, the 
Senate amendment to the bill (H. R. 
6932) directs the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to admit free of duty black granite 
imported prior to January 1, 1955, if the 
black granite is to be used in a monu- 
ment erected on Federal property. 

When this amendment was first called 
to my attention, it did not include à cut- 
off date and I therefore felt it necessary 
to oppose the bill as reported in the other 
body. To exempt individual products 
from duty in piecemeal fashion is bad 
legislative practice and discriminates 
against certain industries without regard 
to the tariff laws of this country. 

Quality black granite is found in sev- 
eral States, including Minnesota, and 
there is no valid reason for permitting 
duty-free importation of this product 
contrary to the provisions of the Tariff 
Act of 1930. 

It is my understanding that the whole 
intent of this amendment is to remove 
the duty owed on black granite already 
imported for the base of the Iwo Jima 
monument to be erected in Arlington Na- 
tional Cemetery by the Marine Corps 
veterans of the United States, 

The explanation given to me is that 
domestic granite was declared unsuitable 
for the purposes of this monument and 
Minnesota black granite in particular 
was rejected because of a purplish tinge 
in sunlight. This is a question, of course, 
to be determined by the sponsors of the 
monument and I am in no position to 
quarrel with their artistic judgment. 

I would, however, point out that the 
base of the Jefferson Memorial here in 
the Nation’s Capital is constructed of 
Minnesota black granite and all of us are 
proud of this magnificent structure hon- 
oring a great American. 

I am sure that everyone who visits 
this national shrine will agree that the 
black granite base upor which the tower- 
ing figure of Jefferson rests enhances 
rather than detracts from the artistic 
beauty of the monument. 

However, if imported black granite is 
felt essential to the completion of the 
Marine Corps monument by its spon- 
sors, I will not object to the bill in its 
present form since the language serves 
to limit the duty-free status of the Iwo 
Jima Monument, 
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Furthermore, I am told that the black 
granite is already in the United States 
and that the sponsors are unable to pay 
the $7,000 duty since funds for the 
monument were raised by popular sub- 
scription among Marine Corps veterans. 
I have no intention, therefore, of delay- 
ing erection of the monument. 

I would have preferred if the amend- 
ment adopted by the other body would 
have declared specifically that the duty- 
free import is intended for the Iwo Jima 
monument but am told that the Treasury 
Department and the Tariff Commission 
objected to such language on the grounds 
that a precedent would be established 
which might prompt special legislation 
every time a statue, memorial, or monu- 
ment is being erected, 

I agree that this would be unwise 
legislative practice and accept it in the 
present instance only because of the 
hardship which might result inasmuch 
as the granite is already in the United 
States. We are assured that the cut-off 
date of January 1, 1955 will limit im- 
portation to the present monument be- 
cause there are no other laws in effect 
authorizing Federal monuments on Fed- 
eral property before that date. 

It frankly strikes me as somewhat 
incongruous that American granite is 
unfit for a monument to the courage of 
American marines but that is not a deci- 
sion to be made by the House of 
Representatives. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
Recorp at this point an explanation of 
the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, the first Senate amendment to H. R. 
8932 provides for the free entry of 
furfural. Furfural is a chemical com- 
pound made from cellulosic raw ma- 
terials such as corncobs, oat hulls, and 
similar waste materials. It is a colorless 
liquid, light in weight, and with a boiling 
point of 161.7° centigrade. The pri- 
mary use is in the production of syn- 
thetic rubber, synthetic resins, nylon, 
and in the refining of petroleum. 

The increased use of furfural and the 
necessity for centrally located large 
quantities of raw materials for its pro- 
duction has promoted considerable re- 
search and study on the part of pro- 
ducers and consumers. A plant for the 
production of furfural on an efficient 
basis must have ready access to 100,000 
tons or more of raw material. 

Furfural was a commodity little 
known when the Tariff Act of 1930 was 
adopted, and it is not separately men- 
tioned in any tariff paragraph. If im- 
ported, it would be entered under para- 
graph 5 of the Tariff Act as a chemical 
compound not specially provided for 
dutiable at 1244 percent ad valorem, re- 
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oe by trade agreement from 25 per- 
cent. 

There are three plants in the United 
States producing furfural, all operated 
by one manufacturer. Total domestic 
production is about 110 million pounds 
per year. Because of the demand it is 
not anticipated that free importation of 
furfural will affect domestic output and 
it will be of distinct economic aid to one 
or more of our neighboring countries. 
Furfural production requires large 
amounts of sulfuric acid and the export 
of this material from the United States 
might thus be stimulated. 

The second Senate amendment pro- 
vides for the importation, free of duty, 
of black granite when it is to be used in 
monuments or memorials authorized by 
law to be built on Federal property. The 
free entry of this material will terminate 
under the amendment on January 1, 
1955. 

Black granite is not available in the 
United States. It is my understanding 
that the purpose of the free importation 
provided by this amendment is to make 
a sufficient supply of black granite avail- 
able for the construction of the Iwo Jima 
memorial now being erected on Govern- 
ment property near Arlington National 
Cemetery. 


POSTPONING EFFECTIVE DATE OF 
ABSORPTION REQUIREMENT IN 
PUBLIC LAW 874 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr, Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 3629) to 
postpone the effective date of the 3 per- 
cent absorption requirement in Public 
Law 874, 81st Congress, for 1 year. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 3 (c) (1) of Public 
Law 874, 8lst Congress, as amended, the 
amounts payable to a local educational 
agency for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1955, with respect to the number of chil- 
dren determined under subsection (a) or 
(b) of section 3 thereof shall be computed 
on the same basis as was used during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, under sub- 
sections (a), (b), (c), and (d) of section 
3 of said law. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp at this point on 
S. 3629. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Rhode Island? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, the 
amendment made to Public Law 874 by 
the Ist session of the 83d Congress, 
through the passage of Public Law 248, 
provides that a school district must ab- 
sorb a number of children equal to 3 per- 
cent of its non-Federal school enroll- 
menr without payment from Federal 

unds. 
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The Federal children countable under 
this law are in 2 categories, 3A and one- 
half of 3B. At least 10 children are 
needed to qualify. A number equal to 3 
percent of the non-Federal children is 
subtracted from the total of 3A plus one- 
half of 3B children. A school district is 
eligible for payment for the number of 
children remaining. 

The number subtracted is the so-called 
absorption feature. 

When the Department of Education 
was testifying before the House Commit- 
tee on Education and Labor last year it 
estimated that this provision would 
eliminate from payment about 10 per- 
cent of the districts and reduce pay- 
ments to the remainder about 25 percent 
each. On basis of more recent date this 
absorption feature proved to be much 
more severe than originally anticipated. 

The Appropriations Committee of the 
Senate, in reporting out appropriations 
for the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare for 1955 fiscal year, 
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indicated that the absorption provision 
eliminated 600 school districts from any 
entitlement, although they had received 
payments for the previous year. This 
is nearly 24 percent of the total school 
districts that have previously been eligi- 
ble for payment. Nearly 200 additional 
districts would lose from 75 percent to 
100 percent of entitlement, and 324 more 
districts would lose from 50 percent to 
75 percent. 

I repeat, this reduction is far more 
drastic than originally intended; fur- 
thermore, the school districts suffering 
most are the small districts which can 
afford it least. 

In my own State of Rhode Island it 
means the loss of $112,000 of the approx- 
imately $588,000 received by the 10 
school districts eligible for payment dur- 
ing 1954. Two of the ten districts in 
Rhode Island lose their entire entitle- 
ments; 1 district would lose 96 percent, 
one 74 percent, two 15 percent, and the 
others less than 10 percent. 


Public Law 874, as amended—List of applicant school districts and estimated entitlements, 
fiscal year 1954 and fiscal year 1955 (showing effects of 3 percent absorption on entitlement 
and total expenditures of districts) Stale of Rhode Island 


Estimated secs. 


P Percent | Percent 
Proj- 2 Serpa ©) | reduc- uo. 
ect Applicant district tion in tion in 
No. entitle- | school 
1954 1955 ment budget 

1 | Newport City School Committee $249, 601 | $225, 641 9.6 2.2 

2| Middletown Town Schoo! Committee. 83, 524 78, 304 6.3 2.1 

3 | Tiverton Town Schoo! Committee 2, 321 73.7 2.4 

4 | East Greenwich Town School Department 9, 848 29.1 1.3 

5 | North Kingstown Town School Department, Wickford. 119, 866 5.0 1.7 

6 | Portsmouth Town School Committee. 28. 175 15.3 2.1 

7 | Jamestown Town School Committee... 10, 215 15.1 1.8 

8 | Coventry School Department 7,4209 100.0 2.7 

9 | Warwick School Committee 2, 037 95.9 2.2 

601 | Schoo! committee, town of Westerly__...-..-.-...-------.----.] 3,724 100.0 * 

502 | School committee, town ol Charlesto wn ð( 99 4 nee eee 

ra, Aa TEE SR EI E eaters 588, 492 | 476, 407 19. 1 2.3 


1 Not processed. 


Losses in several other States are as 
follows: 

First. Massachusetts has 29 districts 
of which 12, or 41.4 percent, would be 
ineligible. 

Second. New York, with 97 districts, 
would have 60 districts that woulc com- 
pletely lose entitlements. 

Third. West Virginia would lose 91.5 
percent of its entitlement. 

Fourth. New Hampshire would lose 9 
of 27 districts. 

Fifth. Kansas would lose 64 of 178 
districts, or 36 percent. 

Sixth. Wyoming, with 11 districts now 
qualifying, would lose 5, or 45.5 percent. 

Seventh. Iowa, with 17 districts, would 
lose 6, or 35.3 percent. 

Eighth. Pennsylvania would lose 35.4 
percent of entitlements, or about $500,- 
000. 

Ninth. North Carolina would lose 40.3 
percent of its entitlement, or approxi- 
mately $125,000. 

Losses are severe throughout the Na- 
tion. There is no question that the 
amendment means that the Federal Gov- 
ernment is failing to meet its responsi- 
i to federally impacted communi- 
ies. 

Mr. POLK. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
urge passage by the House of the bill 
S. 3629 to amend Public Law 874 of the 


81st Congress, so as to eliminate the 3 
percent absorption requirement. While 
this bill, S. 3629, only postpones the ef- 
fective date of the 3-percent require- 
ment for 1 year, I strongly urge its 
passage. It is my firm conviction that 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare made a grave mistake in 
recommending last year that the 3 per- 
cent absorption clause be incorporated 
in the provisions of Public Law 874, as 
amended, at that time. I believe the 3 
percent absorption idea is not based upon 
a sound and realistic understanding of 
the practical application of Public Law 
874 as it affects federally impacted areas. 
Statistics prove that in Ohio the 3 per- 
cent absorption provision in last year’s 
amendments to Public Law 874 would 
cause great hardship to many school dis- 
tricts in federally impacted areas in 
Ohio. For this reason and because I be- 
lieve the 3 percent absorption clause is 
fundamentally unsound, I urge the 
House to vote favorably on this bill, S. 
3629. 

In order to explain more fully my 
reasons for supporting this legislation, I 
wish to quote briefly from the Senate re- 
port on the bill, as follows: 

Public Law 874 provides financial assistance 
for the maintenance and operation of schools 
in areas affected by Federal activities. As 
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originally enacted this law would have ex- 
pired on June 30 of this year. Last year, 
however, the Congress enacted Public Law 
248 which extended the original law for an 
additional 2 years with some modifications. 

Public Law 874, 81st Congress, provides for 
financial aid to local school districts for 
maintenance and operation of their schools 
with. respect to three categories of federally 
connected children: 

(a) Children who reside on Federal prop- 
erty with a parent employed on Federal prop- 
erty (sec. 3 (a)); 

(b) Children who reside on Federal prop- 
erty or reside on non-Federal property with 
a parent employed on Federal property (sec. 
3 (b)); 

(c) Children whose school attendance is 
attributable to activities of the United States 
(sec. 4). 

(The bill here reported affects only the 
provisions relating to the (a) and (b) cate- 
gory children.) 

Under the provisions of the original law, 
each local educational agency was, after 
meeting the eligibility conditions specified 
therein, entitled to payment of the local 
share of the per-pupil cost of school main- 
tenance and operation (the local contribu- 
tion rate) with respect to each federally con- 
nected child in category (a) in attendance 
during the year for which the application is 
made. In the case of federally connected 
children in category (b), the payment, if the 
local agency met the eligibility conditions, 
was one-half of the local share of the cost. 
The eligibility conditions under the original 
law were that the number of federally con- 
nected children in the category must num- 
ber 10 and must also be equal to 3 percent 
of the total children in attendance at the 
schools of the applicant during the year for 
which the application is made. 

Under the amendments included in Public 
Law 248 of this Congress, which became ef- 
fective July 1, 1954 (a few amendments be- 
came effective immediately), the children in 
the two categories during the preceding year 
(instead of the year for which the application 
is made, as under the original law) are to be 
considered together, with the number in 
category (a) and one-half the number in 
category (b) being combined. If this totals 
10 or more, the local agency is entitled to 
the local contribution rate multiplied by the 
number of (a) children plus one-half the 
number of (b) children, minus 3 percent of 
the total number of nonfederally connected 
children in attendance at the schools of the 
applicant during the preceding year. The 
last-mentioned figure is the so-called absorp- 
tion requirement to which the bill is ad- 
dressed. 

This absorption requirement was among 
the changes in the original Public Law 874 
recommended by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and included in 
Public Law 248. It was thought that only 
a small percentage of the applicant school 
districts would be affected substantially by 
this change. It now appears that a much 
larger percentage than was first envisioned 
will be so affected. 

In view of this unforeseen effect of the 
amendment and the undue hardship it will 
impose on a number of local school districts, 
the committee is recommending a suspen- 
sion of the absorption requirement for an 
additional year in order to provide an oppor- 
tunity for further review and consideration 
of the problem to which this legislation is 
directed. 

ANALYSIS OF THE BILL 


The bill would provide that notwithstand- 
ing the provisions of section 3 (c) (1) of 
Public Law 874, as amended—the provisions 
which include the 3 percent absorption re- 
quirement—the amount payable to a local 
educational agency for the current fiscal year 
with respect to the number of federally con- 
nected children determined under subsection 
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(a) or subsection (b) of section 3 of such 
law (as amended) shall be computed on the 
same basis as was used during the preceding 
fiscal year under subsections (a), (b), (c). 
and (d) of section 3 of the law. 

Under the bill the number of eligible chil- 
dren would be determined under subsections 
(a) and (b) of section 3 of Public Law 874, 
as amended by Public Law 248. This would 
include basing eligibility on the number of 
federally connected children during the pre- 
ceding fiscal year instead of the current fiscal 

ear, 

7 However, while the number of children 
used in determining eligibility would be de- 
termined under the amended section 3 (a) 
and (b), the eligibility requirements for aid 
during the current fiscal year would, under 
the bill, be those contained in section 3 (d) 
(1) of the original law; that is, in each cate- 
gory for which aid is requested by the appli- 
cant local educational agency there would 
have to be 10 or more children as well as a 
number of children equal to 3 percent of 
the total number of children in average daily 
attendance at the schools of the applicant 
during the preceding fiscal year. (It should 
be noted that somewhat different eligibility 
and payment provisions apply, as indicated 
below, to larger school districts.) 

Under the bill the amount payable to an 
applicant would be equal to the number of 
children in the (a) category in school at- 
tendance during the preceding fiscal year 
multiplied by the local contribution rate (de- 
termined under sec. 3 (c) of the original 
Public Law 874) and the number of children 
in the (b) category in school attendance 
during such year multiplied by one-half the 
local contribution rate. 

Other effects of the bill would be: 

(1) The 6 percent eligibility requirement 
and 3 percent absorption requirement with 
respect to the large school districts which 
were contained in section 3 (d) (2) of the 
original law, but eliminated by Public Law 
248, would be reinstated for this year. 

(2) The authority of the Commissioner of 
Education under section 3 (d) (1) of the 
original law to waive the 3 percent eligibil- 
ity requirement would be reinstated. His 
authority under the amended law to waive 
the requirement of 10 children in the cate- 
gory would be suspended along with the 3 
percent absorption requirement. 

(3) The provisions of subsections (e) and 
(f) of section 3 of the original law would not 
be reinstated since these provisions would 
be inappropriate when the payments are 
based on the number of federally connected 
children in the preceding fiscal year, instead 
of the current fiscal year as under the orig- 
inal Public Law 874. 

(4) The local contribution rate would be 
determined, as under section 3 (c) of the 
original law, on the basis of expenditures in 
the second preceding year in the most nearly 
comparable school districts in the State. 

(5) In other respects, the amendments 
made by Public Law 248, which were to be- 
come effective on July 1 of this year, would 
be permitted to do so. This would include 
the provisions of the new section 3 (c) (2) 
which permits additional payments in the 
case of certain local school districts with 
very substantial proportions of federally 
connected children. 


PROGRAM OF ASSISTANCE FOR 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 3628) to 
amend Public Law 815, 81st Congress, 
in order to extend for 3 additional years 
the program of assistance for school con- 
struction under title III of that act. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the last sentence 
of section 301 of the act of September 23, 
1950 (Public Law 815, 81st Cong.), as amend- 
ed, is amended to read as follows: “There 
are hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, and 
for the four succeeding fiscal years, such 
sums as the Congress may determine to be 
necessary for such purpose.” 

Sec. 2. The first sentence of section 303 
of such act is amended by striking out 
“1954” and inserting in lieu thereof 1957.“ 

Sec. 3. The first sentence of section 304 
of such act is amended by striking out “the 
regular school year 1953-1954” and inserting 
in lieu thereof “the current school year.” 

Sec. 4. Section 305 (a) of such act is 
amended by striking out “the regular school 
year 1953-1954” and inserting in lieu there- 
of “the current school year.” 

Sec. 5. Section 305 (d) of such act is 
amended (1) by striking out “the regular 
school year 1953-1954" and inserting in lieu 
thereof “the current school year” and (2) 
by striking out “the school years 1951-1952 
and 1953-1954” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“the school year 1951-1952 and the current 
school year.” 

Sec. 6. Section 305 of such act is further 
amended by inserting at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 

“(f) The determination of any increase in 
children for the purpose of any application 
under the provisions of this act shall be 
made without regard to any increase in chil- 
dren for which payment has been or will 
be made on the basis of a previous appli- 
cation under the provisions of this act.” 

Sec. 7. The first sentence of section 310 
of such act is amended by inserting after 
“June 30, 1954” the following: “, June 30, 
1955, June 30, 1956, or June 30, 1957.” 

Sec. 8. Title III of such act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 

“Sec, 312. For the purposes of this title, 
the term ‘current school year’ means (1) 
with respect to an application filed before 
July 1, 1954, the regular school year 1953 
1954; (2) with respect to an application filed 
after June 30, 1954, and before July 1, 1955, 
the regular school year 1954-1955; (3) with 
respect to an application filed after June 
30, 1955, and before July 1, 1956, the regular 
school year 1955-1956; and (4) with respect 
to an application filed after June 30, 1956, 
the regular school year 1956-1957.” 

Src. 9. Section 209 (e) of such act is 
amended by striking out “June 30, 1955” and 
inserting in lieu thereof June 30, 1958.” 


Mr. McCONNELL.. Mr. Speaker, I of- 
fer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. MCCONNELL: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: “That the last sentence 
of section 301 of the act of September 23, 
1950 (Public Law 815, 8lst Cong.), as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 
‘There are hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1954, and for the three succeeding fiscal 
years, such sums as the Congress may deter- 
mine to be necessary for such purpose’. 

“Sec. 2. The first sentence of section 303 
of such act is amended by striking out 1954 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘1956’. 

“Sec. 3. The first sentence of section 304 
of such act is amended by striking out ‘regu- 
lar school year 1953-54" and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘regular school year 1955-56’. 

“Sec. 4. Section 305 of such act is amended 
(1) by striking out ‘regular school year 
1953-54’ wherever appearing in such section 
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and inserting in lieu thereof ‘regular school 
year 1955-56"; and (2) by striking out ‘regu- 
lar school year 1951-52’ wherever appearing 
in such section and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘regular school year 1953-54’, 

“Sec. 5. Section 305 (d) of such act is 
amended by striking out ‘school years 1951- 
52 and 1953-54’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘school years 1953-54 and 1955-56", 

“Sec. 6. The first sentence of section 310 of 
such act is amended by striking out ‘1954’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘1956’, 

“Sec. 7. Section 209 (e) of such act is 
amended by striking out ‘1955’ and inserting 
in Heu thereof ‘1957’. 

“Sec. 8. The amendments made by this 
act shall not apply with respect to any appli- 
cation filed, or any funds appropriated, be- 
fore the enactment of this act.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks on the bills S. 3628 
and S. 3629. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Rhode 
Island? 

There was no objection. 


AUTHORIZING UNITED STATES TO 
QUITCLAIM ITS RIGHT TO CER- 
TAIN LANDS IN ARIZONA 


Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent for the im- 
mediate consideration of the bill 
(S. 3187) to authorize the United States 
of America to quitclaim all its right, 
title, and interest in and to certain lands 
in Arizona, except for mineral interests 
therein, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ari- 
zona? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, subject to the 
reservations set out in section 4 of this act, 
the United States of America hereby quit- 
claims all of its right, title, and interest in 
and to the land described in that certain deed 
executed by Salt River Valley Water Users’ 
Association, an Arizona corporation, dated 
May 20, 1941, and recorded May 20, 1941, in 
the office of the county recorder, Maricopa 
County, State of Arizona, in book 360 of deeds 
at page 81, to the persons named as grantees 
therein or to the persons who succeeded to 
and now hold the possessory interests con- 
veyed by said deed; and in addition thereto, 
the United States of America hereby quit- 
claims to the State of Arizona all its right, 
title, and interest in and to all that portion 
of the land lying within the right-of-way 
of the State highway designated on the plat 
of Victory Tract as the Apache Trail, said 
plat being recorded in the office of the county 
recorder of Maricopa County in book 31 of 
maps, page 6 thereof. 

Sec. 2. Subject to the reservations set out 
in section 4 of this act, the United States 
of America hereby quitclaims all of its right, 
title, and interest in and to the lands de- 
scribed in those certain instruments exe- 
cuted by Salt River Valley Water Users’ As- 
sociation, an Arizona corporation, and re- 
corded in the office of the county recorder, 
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Maricopa County, 
follows: 

Deed dated June 1, 1931, and recorded 
June 19, 1931, in book 257 of deeds at page 
182; 

Deed dated January 24, 1935, and recorded 
August 17, 1935, in book 294 of deeds at page 
159; 

Deed dated April 9, 1934, and recorded 
April 16, 1945, in book 432 of deeds at pages 
289 and 290; 

Deed dated October 13, 1947, also executed 
by Salt River Project Agricultural Improve- 
ment and Power District, a municipal cor- 
poration of Arizona, and recorded December 
17, 1947, in docket 105 at pages 67 and 68; 

Deed dated July 5, 1930, and recorded 
January 28, 1931, in book 250 of deeds at page 
510; 

Deed dated January 20, 1939, and recorded 
June 22, 1939, in book 334 of deeds at pages 
243 and 244 subject to the rights-of-way, 
reservations and covenants as set forth in 
said deed; 

Deed dated August 1, 1927, and recorded 
April 12, 1928, in book 220 of deeds at page 
161; 

Deed dated April 16, 1930, and recorded May 
10, 1930, in book 247 of deeds at pages 17 and 
18; 

Deed dated January 10, 1935, and recorded 
February 13, 1935, in book 289 of deeds at 
pages 95 and 96; 

Deed dated September 24, 1930, and re- 
corded October 4, 1930, in book 248 of deeds 
at pages 378 and 379; 

Deed dated March 19, 1928, and recorded 
May 4, 1928, in book 220 of deeds at pages 
364 and 365; 

Deed dated April 6, 1953, also executed by 
said Salt River Project Agricultural Improve- 
ment and Power District, and recorded April 
15, 1953, in docket 1117 at page 174; 

Deed dated December 2, 1929, and recorded 
June 20, 1930, in book 247 of deeds at pages 
352 and 353; 

Deed dated October 30, 1953, also executed 
by said Salt River Project Agricultural Im- 
provement and Power District, and recorded 
November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 at pages 
166 and 167; 

Deed dated April 6, 1953, also executed 
by said Salt River Project Agricultural Im- 
provement and Power District, and recorded 
April 17, 1953, in docket 1119 at pages 70, 71, 
and 72; 

Deed dated November 3, 1952, and recorded 
November 5, 1952, in docket 1019 at pages 
491 and 492; 

Deed dated November 13, 1953, and re- 
corded November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 at 
pages 170 and 171; 

General release of easement dated May 2, 
1932, and recorded May 2, 1932, in book 45 of 
miscellaneous at page 500; 

Deed dated November 13, 1953, and re- 
corded November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 at 
pages 160 and 161; 

Deed dated October 5, 1936, and recorded 
October 19, 1953, in docket 1219 at pages 513 
and 514; 

Deed dated November 16, 1953, also exe- 
cuted by said Salt River Project Agricultural 
Improvement and Power District, and re- 
corded November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 
at pages 162 and 163; 

Deed dated May 5, 1938, and recorded May 
11, 1938, in book 321 of deeds at page 486; 

Deed dated November 13, 1953, and re- 
corded November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 at 
pages 168 and 169; 

Deed dated July 18, 1923, and recorded 
August 18, 1923, in book 177 of deeds at 
pages 447 and 448, as well as in deed from 
Arthur D. Neuhard to the United States of 
America, dated December 13, 1922, and re- 
corded December 14, 1922, in book 171 of 
deeds at pages 298 and 299; 

Deed dated July 18, 1931, and recorded 
August 8, 1931, in book 257 of deeds at pages 
510 and 511; and 
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Deed dated November 3, 1953, and re- 
corded November 17, 1953, in docket 1234 at 
pages 164 and 165, subject to the rights-of- 
way set forth in said deed; 
to the persons named as grantees or releasee 
therein or, if such persons no longer hold 
the possessory interests conveyed by said 
deeds or released by said general release of 
easement, then to the persons who succeeded 
to and now hold such possessory interests. 

Sec. 3. Subject to the reservation set out 
in section 4 of this act, the United States 
of America hereby quitclaims to the abutting 
property owners of record on either side of 
the rights-of-way of the hereinafter de- 
scribed canals to the center lines thereof 
all of its right, title, and interest in and to 
the following described property: 

All that certain canal right-of-way known 
as the Maricopa Canal, which takes its head 
out of the Salt River jointly with that of 
the Salt River Valley Canal on the north side 
thereof in section 8, township 1 north, range 
4 east, Gila and Salt River base and meridian, 
and running thence in a northwesterly di- 
rection to its terminus in section 27, town- 
ship 2 north, range 1 east, Gila and Salt River 
base and meridian, Maricopa County, Ari- 
zona, except those portions of said right-of- 
way through, over, and across the following 
lands: 

North half of the south half section 8, 
township 1 north, range 4 east. 

North half of the south half section 7, 
township 1 north, range 4 east. 

North half of the south half section 12, 
township 1 north, range 3 east. 

Southwest quarter section 1, township 1 
north, range 3 east. 

Southeast quarter section 2, township 1 
north, range 3 east. 

Southwest quarter section 25, township 2 
north, range 2 east. 

Northwest quarter of the northwest quar- 
ter of section 36, township 2 north, range 2 
east. 

North half of the north half of section 34, 
township 2 north, range 2 east. 

Northwest quarter of the northwest quarter 
of the northeast quarter of section 33, town- 
ship 2 north, range 2 east. 

All that certain canal right-of-way known 
as the Salt River Valley Canal, which takes 
its head out of the Salt River jointly with 
that of the Maricopa Canal, on the north 
side of said river, in section 8, township 1 
north, range 4 east, Gila and Salt River base 
and meridian, and running thence in a west- 
erly direction to its terminus in section 12, 
township 1 north, range 1 west, Maricopa 
County, Ariz., except those portions of 
said right-of-way through, over, and across 
the following lands: 

North half of the south half of section 8, 
township 1 north, range 4 east. 

North half of the south half of section 7, 
township 1 north, range 4 east. 

North half of the south half of section 12, 
township 1 north, range 3 east. 

North half of the northwest quarter of 
section 12, township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 11, 
township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 10, 
township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 9, 
township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 8, 
township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 7, 
township 1 north, range 2 east. 

North half of the north half of section 12, 
township 1 north, range 1 east. 

North half of the north half of section 11, 
township 1 north, range 1 east. 

North half of the northeast quarter of the 
northeast quarter of section 10, township 1 
north, range 1 east. 

Northwest quarter of the northeast quarter 
of section 10, township 1 north, range 1 east. 

North half of the north half of section 9, 
township 1 north, range 1 east. 
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Northeast quarter of the northwest quarter 
of section 8, township 1 north, range 1 east. 

North half of the north half of section 7, 
township 1 north, range 1 east. 

North half of the northeast quarter of 
section 12, township 1 north, range 1 west. 

Sec. 4. With respect to all of the lands 
quitclaimed by this act, all minerals are 
hereby reserved to the United States, to- 
gether with the right of the United States, 
its lessees, permittees, and licensees to enter 
upon the land to prospect for, drill for, mine, 
treat, store, transport, and remove such min- 
erals and to use so much of the surface and 
subsurface as may be reasonably necessary 
for the foregoing purposes. 

Sec, 5. For the purposes of this act, the 
deeds from the Salt River Valley Water Users’ 
Association referred to in sections 1 and 2 of 
this act shall be deemed, insofar as the 
United States is concerned, to have created 
possessory interests in the grantees therein 
named, and the general release of easement 
referred to in section 2 of this act shall be 
deemed, insofar as the United States is con- 
cerned, to have released possessory interests 
to the release therein named. 

Src. 6. Nothing contained in this act shall 
be deemed to create or recognize any obliga- 
tion or liability whatsoever on the part of 
the United States. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


AMENDING THE DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA UNEMPLOYMENT COM- 
PENSATION ACT 


Mr. TALLE. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (S. 
3482) to amend the District of Columbia 
Unemployment Compensation Act, and 
for other purposes, and ask unanimous 
consent that the statement of the man- 
agers on the part of the House be read in 
lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 


There was no objection. 


The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE Report (H. Repr. No. 2657) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 
3482) to amend the District of Columbia 
Unemployment Compensation Act, and for 
other purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the House amendment insert the 
following: 

“That the District of Columbia Unemploy- 
ment Compensation Act, approved August 
28, 1935 (49 Stat. 946), as amended (title 
46, ch. 3, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), is further 
amended as follows: 

“Section 1 (b) (2) (B) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

Service shall be deemed to be localized 
within a State if— 

„%) the service is performed entirely 
within such State; or 

“ (ii) the service is performed both within 
and without such State, but the service per- 
formed without such State is incidental to 
the individual's service within the State, for 
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example, is temporary or transitory in nature 
or consists of isolated transactions.’ 

“Section 1 (b) (4) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“‘(4) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sions of this subsection, the term employ- 
ment shall also include all service performed 
after the effective date of this amendment 
by an officer or member of the crew of an 
American vessel on or in connection with 
such vessel, provided that the operating office, 
from which the operations of such vessel 
operating on navigable waters within or 
within and without the United States are 
ordinarily and regularly supervised, managed, 
directed, and controlled, is within the Dis- 
trict.’ 

“Section 1 (b) (5) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following subsec- 
tions! 

“*(Q) service performed on or in connec- 
tion with a vessel not an American vessel 
by an individual if he performed service 
on and in connection with such vessel when 
outside the United States; 

R) service performed by an individual 
in (or as an officer or member of the crew 
of a vessel while it is engaged in) the catch- 
ing, taking, harvesting, cultivating, or farm- 
ing of any kind of fish, shellfish, crustacea, 
sponges, seaweeds, or other aquatic forms 
of animal and vegetable life (including 
service performed by any such individual 
as an ordinary incident to any such activity), 
except (A) service performed in connec- 
tion with the catching or taking of salmon 
or halibut, for commercial purposes, and 
(B) service performed on or in connection 
with a vessel of more than ten net tons (de- 
termined in the manner provided for de- 
termining the register tonnage of merchant 
vessels under the laws of the United States).“ 

“Section 1 (b) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following subsections: 

„%) Notwithstanding any of the provi- 
sions of subsection 1 (b) (5) of this Act, 
services shall be deemed to be in employ- 
ment if with respect to such services a tax 
is required to be paid under any Federal 
law imposing a tax against which credit 
may be taken for contributions required to 
be paid into a State unemployment com- 
pensation fund. 

“*(8) (i) Any service performed for an 
employing unit, which is excluded under 
the definition of employment in section 1 
(b) (5) and with respect to which no pay- 
ments are required under the employment 
security law of another State or of the Fed- 
eral Government may be deemed to con- 
stitute employment for all purposes of this 
Act: That the Board has approved 
a written election to that effect filed by the 
employing unit for which the service is 
performed, as of the date stated in such 
approval. No election shall be approved 
by the Board unless it (A) includes all the 
service of the type specified in each estab- 
lishment or place of business for which the 
election is made, and (B) is made for not 
less than two calendar years. 

“*(ii) Any service which, because of an 
election by an employing unit under section 
1 (b) (8) (i), is employment subject to this 
Act shall cease to be employment subject 
to the Act as of January 1 of any calendar 
year subsequent to the two calendar years 
of the election, only if not later than March 
15 of such year, either such employing unit 
has filed with the Board a written notice to 
that effect, or the Board on its own motion 
has given notice of termination of such 
coverage.” 

“Section 1 (c) is amended by repealing 
subsection (1) and renumbering subsection 
(2) to be subsection (1) and subsection (3) 
to be subsection (2) and subsection (4) to 
be subsection (3). 

“Section 1 (h) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“*(h) “Benefit year“ with respect to any 
individual means the fifty-two consecutive- 
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week period beginning with the first day of 
the first week with respect to which the 
individual first files a valid claim for bene- 
fits, and thereafter the fifty-two consecu- 
tive-week period with the first 
day of the first week with respect to which 
the individual next files, a valid claim for 
benefits after the termination of his last 
preceding benefit year. Any claim for bene- 
fits made in accordance with section 11 of 
this Act shall be deemed to be a “valid 
claim” for the p of this subsection 
if the individual has during his base period 
been paid wages for employment by em- 
ployers as required by the provisions of sec- 
tion 7 of the Act. 

“Section 1 (m) is amended to read as 
follows: 

m) “Employment office” means a free 
public employment office or branch thereof 
operated by this or any other State as a part 
of a State-controlled system of public em- 
ployment offices or by a Federal agency or 
any agency of a foreign government charged 
with the administration of an unemploy- 
ment-insurance program or free public em- 
ployment offices.” 

“Section 1 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following subsections: 

„t) The term “American vessel“ means 
any vessel documented or numbered under 
the laws of the United States; and includes 
any vessel which is neither documented or 
numbered under the laws of the United 
States nor documented under the laws of 
any foreign country, if its crew performs 
service solely for one or more citizens or 
residents of the United States or corpora- 
tions organized under the laws of the United 
States or of any State. 

„u) The term “principal base period 
employer” means the employer that paid 
a claimant the greatest amount of wages 
used in the computation of his claim. In 
the event two or more employers paid the 
claimant identical amounts, the employer in 
such group for whom the claimant most 
recently worked shall be the principal base 
period employer.’ 

“Section 3 (c) (1) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

Hach year the Board shall credit to each 
of such accounts having a positive reserve 
on the computation date, the interest earned 
by such accounts from the Federal Govern- 
ment. This shall be done by averaging the 
interest rate paid for the four quarters end- 
ing on the computation date and crediting 
to each such account the amount which the 
reserve on such computation date would 
earn at such average rate of interest.’ 

“Section 3 (c) (2) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

“ ‘The principal base period employer shall 
be notified of each payment of benefits to a 
claimant at the time of such payment.’ 

“Section 3 (c) (7) (a) is amended to read 
as follows: 

„a) If 25 per centum or more of the 
business of any employer is transferred, the 
transferee shall be determined a successor 
for the purposes of this section. 

„) If the Board is unable to get in- 
formation upon which to determine whether 
or not 25 per centum of the business has 
been transferred, it may, in its discretion, 
make such determination based upon the 
quarterly payrolls of the employers involved 
for the last complete calendar quarter prior 
to the transfer and the first complete calen- 
dar quarter after such transfer. 

„) In the event of a transfer of 25 
per centum or more of the assets of a cov- 
ered employer's business by any means what- 
ever, otherwise than in the ordinary course 
of trade, such transfer shall be deemed a 
transfer of business and shall constitute the 
transferee a successor hereunder, unless the 
Board, on its own motion or on application 


14667 


of an interested party, finds that all of 
the following conditions exist: 

“*(1) The transferee has not assumed any 
of the transferor’s obligations; 

2) The transferee has not continued or 
resumed transferor’s goodwill; 

“*(3) The transferee has not continued 
or resumed the business of the transferor, 
either in the same establishment or else- 
where; and 

“*(4) The transferee has not employed 
substantially the same employees as those 
the transferor had employed in connection 
with the assets transferred.’ 

“Section 3 (e) (7) (c) is amended to read 
as follows: 

„e) The successor shall take over and 
continue the employer's account, including 
its reserve and all other aspects of its expe- 
rience under this section, in proportion to 
the payroll assignable to the transferred 
business as determined for the purposes of 
this section by the Board. However, his 
successor shall take over only the reserve ac- 
tually credited to the account of the trans- 
feror or for which the transferor has filed a 
claim with the Board at the date of trans- 
fer. The successor shall be secondarily li- 
able for any amounts owed by the em- 
ployer to the fund at the time of such 
transfer; but such liability shall be propor- 
tioned to the extent of the transfer of busi- 
ness and shall not exceed the value of the 
assets transferred.’ 

“Section 3 (c) (7) (d) is amended to read 
as follows: 

d) The benefit chargeability of a suc- 
cessor’s account under section 3 (c), if not 
accrued before the transfer date, shall begin 
to accrue on the transfer date in case the 
transferor’s benefit chargeability was then 
accruing; or shall begin to accrue on the 
date otherwise applicable to the successor, 
or on the date otherwise applicable to the 
transferor, whichever is earlier, in case the 
transferor’s benefit chargeability was not ac- 
cruing on the transfer date. Similarly, ben- 
efits from a successor’s account, if not 
chargeable before the transfer date, shall 
become chargeable on the transfer date, in 
case the transferor was then chargeable for 
benefit payments; or shall become charge- 
able on the date otherwise applicable to the 
successor or on the date otherwise applicable 
to the transferor, whichever is earlier, in case 
the transferor was chargeable for benefit pay- 
ments on the transfer date.’ 

“Section 3 (c) (7) (f) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sions of this section, if the successor employ- 
er was an employer subject to this Act prior 
to the date of transfer, his rate of contribu- 
tions the remainder of the calendar year shall 
be his rate with respect to the period imme- 
diately preceding his date of acquisition. If 
the successor was not an employer prior to 
the date of transfer, his rate shall be the rate 
applicable to the transferor or transferors 
with respect to the period immediately pre- 
ceding the date of transfer: Provided, That 
there was only one transferor or there were 
only transferors with identical rates; if the 
transferor rates were not identical, the suc- 
cessor’s rate shall be the highest rate appli- 
cable to any of the transferors with respect 
to the period immediately preceding the 
date of transfer. The rate of the transferor, 
if still subject to the Act, will not be redeter- 
mined and shall remain the rate with respect 
to the period immediately preceding the date 
of transfer. 

“‘For future years, for the purposes of 
section 3 (c), the Board shall determine the 
“experience under this section” of the suc- 
cessor employer’s account and of the trans- 
ferring employer’s account by allocating to 
the successor employer’s account for each 
period in question the respective proportions 
of the transferring employer’s payroll, con- 
tributions, and the benefit charges which 
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the Board determines to be properly assign- 
able to the business transferred 

“Section 3 (c) (7) (g) is hereby repealed. 

“Section 3 (c) (8) (i) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“‘(1) If as of the computation date the 
total of all contributions credited to any 
employer's account, with respect to employ- 
ment since May 31, 1939, is in excess of the 
total benefits paid after June 30, 1939, then 
chargeable or charged to his account, such 
excess shall be known as the employer’s re- 
serve, and his contribution rate for the ensu- 
ing calendar year or part thereof shall be— 

„(A) 2.7 per centum if such reserve is 
less than 0.9 per centum of his average an- 
nual payroll; 

„(B) 2 per centum if such reserve equals 
or exceeds 0.9 per centum but is less than 
1.4 per centum of his average annual pay- 
roll; 

“*(C) 1.5 per centum if such reserve 
equals or exceeds 1.4 per centum but is less 
than 1.9 per centum of his average annual 
payroll; 

D) 1 per centum if such reserve equals 
or exceeds 1.9 per centum but is less than 
2.9 per centum of his average annual pay- 
roll; 

„(E) 0.5 per centum if such reserve 
equals or exceeds 2.9 per centum but is less 
than 3.4 per centum of his average annual 
payroll; 

„F) 0.1 per centum if such reserve 
equals or exceeds 3.4 per centum of his aver- 
age annual payroll.’ 

“Section 3 (c) (10) is amended by sub- 
stituting the word ‘thirty’ for the word ‘fif- 
teen’ in the second and seventh sentences 
thereof. 

“Section 3 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsections: 

e) From December 31, 1939, to Janu- 
ary 1, 1955, wages, for the purpose of sec- 
tion 3, shall not include any amount in ex- 
cess of $3,000 paid by an employer to any 
person arising out of his or her employment 
during any calendar year. After December 
31, 1954, wages shall not include any amount 
in excess of $3,000 (or in excess of the limi- 
tation on the amount of taxable wages fixed 
by the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (26 
U. S. C. 1600, 1607), whichever is greater) 
actually paid by an employer to any person 
during any calendar year. After December 
31. 1954, the term “employment” for the 
purpose of this subsection shall include serv- 
ices constituting employment under any em- 
ployment security law of another State or of 
the Federal Government, 

„ff) In the event the District of Colum- 
bia should elect to cover employees under 
this Act under the provisions of section 1 
(b) (8) (i) in lieu of contributions required 
of employers under this Act, the District of 
Columbia shall pay into the fund an amount 
equivalent to the amount of benefits paid to 
individuals based on wages paid by the Dis- 
trict. If benefits paid an individual are 
based on wages paid by both the District of 
Columbia and one or more other employers, 
the amount payable by the District to the 
fund shall bear the same ratio to total bene- 
fits paid to the individual as the base-period 

paid to the individual by the District 
of Columbia bears to the total amount of the 
base-period wages paid to the individual by 
all of his base-period employers. 

“*The amount of payment required under 
this section shall be ascertained by the Board 
quarterly and shall be paid from the general 
funds of the District at such time and in 
such manner as the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia may prescribe except 
that to the extent that benefits are paid on 
Wages paid by the District from special ad- 
ministrative funds, the payment by the Dis- 
trict into the unemployment fund shall be 
made from such special funds, 
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„g) Contributions due under this Act 
with respect to wages for insured work shall, 
for the purpose of this section, be deemed 
to have been paid to the fund as of the date 
payment was made as contributions therefor 
under another State or Federal employment 
security law if payment into the fund of 
such contributions is made on such terms 
as the director finds will be fair and reason- 
able as to all affected interests. Payments 
to the fund under this subsection shall be 
deemed to be contributions for purposes of 
section 3.’ 

“Section 4 (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“*(c) (1) If contributions are not paid 
when due, there shall be added, as part of 
the contributions, interest at the rate of 
one-half of 1 per centum per month or frac- 
tion thereof from the date the contributions 
became due until paid. 

“*(2) If contributions or wage reports are 
not filed when due or contributions are not 
paid when due, there shall be added as part 
of the contributions a penalty of 10 per 
centum of the contributions, but such pen- 
alty shall not be less than $5 nor more than 
$25 and for good cause such penalty may be 
waived by the Board with the approval of 
the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia.’ 

“Section 4 (d) is amended to read as 
follows: 

„d) In the event of the death, dissolu- 
tion, insolvency, receivership, bankruptcy, 
composition, or assignment for benefit of 
creditors of any employer, contributions 
then or thereafter due from such employer 
under this section shall have priority over 
all other claims, except taxes due the United 
States or the District, and wages (not ex- 
ceeding $600 with respect to any individual) 
due for services performed within the three 
months preceding such event.“ 

“Section 4 (j) is amended by substituting 
the following: 

“*(j) The Board in its discretion, when- 
ever it may deem it administratively advis- 
able, may charge off of its books any unpaid 
account due the Board or any credit due an 
employer who has been out of business for 
a period of more than three years. When- 
ever an account is charged off by the Board, 
there shall be placed in the minutes of the 
Board a reason for such action.’ 

“Section 4 (1) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 

here is hereby established in the 
Treasury of the United States a special 
escrow account into which the Board shall 
deposit all funds received in connection with 
an offer of compromise. Such funds shall 
be kept in such escrow account until final 
action is had upon the offer of compromise 
and shall not be subject to offset for any 
indebtedness whatsoever. In the event the 
compromise is approved, the funds shall be 
transferred to the District Unemployment 
Compensation Fund. In the event the com- 
promise is disapproved, the funds shall be 
immediately returned to the individual who 
made the offer of compromise.’ 

“Section 7 is amended to read as follows: 


“ ‘AMOUNT AND DURATION OF BENEFITS 


“ ‘Sec. 7. (a) On and after January 1, 1938, 
benefits shall become payable from the ben- 
efit account of the District unemployment 
fund. All benefits shall be paid through 
employment offices, in accordance with such 
regulations as the Board may prescribe. 

„b) Except as provided in section 7 (c), 
an individual’s weekly benefit amount shall 
be the amount in column (B) of the table 
in this subsection on the line on which, in 
column (A), there appears his total wages 
for employment paid to such individual by 
employers during that quarter of his base 
period in which such wages were the highest. 
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Fable A 


$368. 01 to $391.. 586 
$391.01 to $414.. 62¹ 
$414.01 to 8437 655 
$437.01 to $460.. 690 
$460.01 to $483. 724 
$483.01 to $506. 22 759 
$506.01 to 8520 23 793 
$529.01 to $552. 24 828 
$552.01 to $575.. 25 862 
$575.01 to $598.. 26 897 
$598.01 to $621.. 27 931 
$621.01 to $644.. 28 66 
$644.01 to 8667. 29 1,000 
$667.01 and over 30 1, 035 


e) To qualify for benefits an individual 
must have been paid wages for employment 
in his base period totaling not less than 
the amount in column (C) of the table in 
section 7 (b) on the line on which, in 
column (B), there appears his weekly bene- 
fit amount, and such wages must have been 
in at least two calendar quarters in his base 
period: Provided, That if an individual dur- 
ing his base period has not been paid such 
an amount, but has been paid wages in more 
than one calendar quarter totaling not less 
than the amount appearing on one of the 
lines in column (C) above, he can qualify 
for benefits and his weekly benefit amount 
shall be the amount appearing in column 
(B) on the line for which the individual 
qualifies for benefits in column (C). 

„d) Any otherwise eligible individual 
shall be entitled during any benefit year 
to a total amount of benefits equal to 
twenty-six times his weekly benefit amount 
or thirty-three and one-third per centum 
of the wages for employment paid to such 
individual by employers during his base pe- 
riod, whichever is the lesser: Provided, That 
such total amount of benefits, if not a mul- 
tiple of $1, shall be computed to the next 
higher multiple of $1. 

e) Any individual who is unemployed 
in any week as defined in section 1 (e) and 
who meets the conditions of eligibility for 
benefits of section 9 and is not disqualified 
under the provisions of section 10 shall be 
paid with respect to such week an amount 
equal to his weekly benefit amount, less 
the earnings (if any) payable to him with 
respect to such week, For the purpose of 
this subsection, the term “earnings” shall 
include only that part of the remuneration 
payable to him for such week which is in 
excess of 40 per centum of his weekly bene- 
fit amount for any week. Such benefits, 
if not a multiple of $1, shall be computed 
to the next higher multiple of $1.’ 

“*(f) Dependent’s allowance: In addition 
to the benefits payable under the foregoing 
subsections of this section, each eligible in- 
dividual who is unemployed in any week 
shall be paid with respect to such week $1 
for each dependent relative, but not more 
than $3 shall be paid to an individual as 
dependent's allowance with respect to any 
one week of unemployment nor shall any 
weekly benefit which includes a dependent's 
allowance be paid in the amount of more 
than $30. An individual’s number of de- 
pendents shall be determined as of the day 
with respect to which he first files a valid 
claim for benefits in any benefit year, and 
shall be fixed for the duration of such bene- 
fit year. The dependent’s allowance is not 
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to be taken into consideration in calculat- 
ing the claimant’s total amount of benefits 
in subsection (d) of this section.’ 

“Section 10 (a) is amended to read as 
follows: 

„a) An individual who has left his most 
recent work voluntarily without good cause, 
as determined by the Board under regula- 
tions prescribed by it, shall not be eligible 
for benefits with respect to the week in 
which such leaving occurred and with re- 
spect to not less than four nor more than 
nine consecutive weeks of unemployment 
which immediately follow such week, as de- 
termined by the Board in such case accord- 
ing to the seriousness of the case. In addi- 
tion such individual’s total benefit amount 
shall be reduced in a sum equal to the num- 
ber of weeks of disqualification multiplied 
by the weekly benefit amount.’ 

“Section 10 (b) is amended to read as 
follows: 

„b) An individual who has been dis- 
charged for misconduct occurring in the 
course of his most recent work proved to 
the satisfaction of the Board shall not be 
eligible for benefits with respect to the week 
in which such discharge occurred and for 
not less than four nor more than nine weeks 
of consecutive unemployment immediately 
following such week, as determined by the 
Board in such case according to the serious- 
ness of the misconduct. In addition such 
individual's total benefit amount shall be 
reduced in a sum equal to the number of 
weeks of disqualification multiplied by his 
weekly benefit amount.’ 

“Section 10 (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

e) If an individual otherwise eligible 
for benefits fails, without good cause as de- 
termined by the Board under regulations 
prescribed by it, either to apply for new work 
found by the Board to be suitable when no- 
tified by any employment office or to accept 
any suitable work when offered to him by 
any employment office, his union hiring 
hall, or any employer direct, he shall not be 
eligible for benefits with respect to the week 
in which such failure occurred and with re- 
spect to not less than four nor more than 
nine consecutive weeks of unemployment 
which immediately follow such week, as de- 
termined by the Board in such case accord- 
ing to the seriousness of the refusal. In ad- 
dition such individual's total benefit amount 
shall be reduced in a sum equal to the num- 
ber of weeks of disqualification multiplied by 
the weekly benefit amount. In determining 
whether or not work is suitable within the 
meaning of this subsection the Board shall 
consider (1) the physical fitness and prior 
training, experience and earnings of the 
individual, (2) the distance of the place of 
work from the indivicual’s place of residence, 
and (3) the risk involved as to health, 
safety, or morals.’ 

“Section 10 (f) is amended to read as 
follows: 

„) An individual shall not be eligible 
for benefits with respect to any week if it 
has been found by the Board that such indi- 
vidual is unemployed in such week as a direct 
result of a labor dispute still in active prog- 
ress in the establishment where he is or 
was last employed: Provided, That this sub- 
section shall not apply if it is shown to the 
satisfaction of the Board that— 

“*(1) he is not participating in or directly 
interested in the labor dispute which caused 
his unemployment; and 

2) he does not belong to a grade or 
class of workers of which, immediately before 
the commencement of the dispute, there 
were members employed at the premises at 
which the dispute occurs, any of whom are 
participating in or directly interested in the 
dispute: Provided, That if in any case sepa- 
rate branches of work which are commonly 
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conducted as separate businesses in separate 
premises are conducted in separate depart- 
ments of the same premises, each such de- 
partment shall, for the purposes of this sub- 
section, be deemed to be a separate factory, 
establishment, or other premises.’ 

“Section 10 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following subsection: 

“*(h) An individual shall not be eligible 
for benefits for any week within the six weeks 
prior to the expected date of such indi- 
vidual’s childbirth and within the six weeks 
after the date of such childbirth. In deter- 
mining the expected date of childbirth the 
Board in its discretion may rely solely upon 
a doctor's certificate.’ 

“Section 13 (c) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

„(e) The Board shall each year, not later 
than May 1, submit to Congress a report 
covering the administration and operation 
of this Act during the preceding calendar 
year, and containing such recommendations 
as the Board wishes to make,’ 

“Section 14 is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“Sec. 14. All moneys received by the 
Board from the United States under title 
III of the Social Security Act or from other 
sources for administering this Act shall, im- 
mediately upon such receipt, be deposited 
in the Treasury of the United States as a 
special deposit to be used solely to pay such 
administrative expenses (including expendi- 
tures for rent, for suitable office space in 
the District of Columbia, and for lawbooks, 
books of reference, and periodicals), travel- 
ing expenses when authorized by the Board, 
premiums on the bonds of its employees, and 
allowances to investigators for furnishing 
privately owned motor vehicles in the per- 
formance of official duties at rates not to 
exceed $40 per month. All such payments 
of expenses shall be made by checks drawn 
by the Board and shall be subject to audit 
by the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia in the same manner as are payments 
of other expenses of the District. Notwith- 
standing the provisions of this section and 
the provisions of sections 2 and 8 of this 
Act, the Board is authorized to requisition 
and receive from its account in the Unem- 
ployment Trust Fund in the Treasury of the 
United States of America, in the manner 
permitted by Federal law, such moneys 
standing to the District’s credit in such 
fund, as are permitted by Federal law to be 
used for expenses incurred by the Board 
for the administration of this Act and to 
expend such moneys for such purposes. 
Moneys so received shall, immediately upon 
such receipt, be deposited in the Treasury of 
the United States in the same special ac- 
count as are all other moneys received for 
the administration of this Act. All moneys 
received by the Board pursuant to section 
302 of the Social Security Act shall be ex- 
pended solely for the purposes and in the 
amounts found necessary by the Department 
of Labor for the proper and efficient admin- 
istration of this Act. In lieu of incorpora- 
tion in this Act of the provision described 
in section 303 (a) (9) of the Social Security 
Act, the Board shall include in its annual 
report to Congress, provided in section 13 
(c) of this Act, a report of any moneys re- 
ceived after July 1, 1941, from the Depart- 
ment of Labor under title III of the Social 
Security Act, and any unencumbered bal- 
ances in the unemployment compensation 
administration fund as of that date, which 
the Department of Labor finds have, because 
oi any action or contingency, been lost or 
have been expended for purposes other than, 
or in amounts in excess of, those found nec- 
esary by the Department of Labor for the 
proper administration of this Act.’ 
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“Section 15 (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“*(c) The Commissioners of the District 
shall serve on the Board without additional 
compensation, but the representatives of 
employees and employers, respectively, shall 
be paid $25 for each day of active service. 
For the purposes of this subsection, a part 
of a day shall be construed as an entire 
day.’ 

“Section 19 (a) is amended to read as 
follows: 

„a) Whoever makes a false statement or 
representation knowing it to be false, or 
knowingly fails to disclose a material fact, to 
obtain or increase any benefit or other pay- 
ment provided for in this Act or under an 
employment security law of any other State, 
of the Federal Government, or a foreign gov- 
ernment for himself or any other individual, 
shall, for each such offense, be fined not 
more than $100 or imprisoned not more than 
sixty days, or both.’ 

“Section 19 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following subsection: 

“*(e) Any person who the Board finds has 
made a false statement or representation 
knowing it to be false, or who knowingly 
fails to disclose a material fact, to obtain 
or increase any benefit or any other payment 
under this Act may be required by the Board 
to repay to it for the fund a sum equal to 
the amount of all benefits received by him 
for weeks subsequent to the date of the 
offense and falling within the benefit year 
current at the time of the offense. Such 
claimant may also be disqualified for benefits 
for all or part of the remainder of such 
benefit year and for a period of not more 
than one year commencing with the end of 
such benefit year and thereafter while any 
sum payable to the Board for the fund under 
this subsection is still due and unpaid, unless 
the Board in its discretion shall decide, after 
the disqualification imposed has been served, 
to allow the claimant to file a claim for 
benefits and recoup from such benefits the 
amount still payable to the Board. 

All findings under this subsection shall 
be made by an appeals tribunal of the Board 
which shall afford the claimant a reasonable 
opportunity for a fair hearing in accordance 
with the provisions of section 11 of this Act 
and such findings shall be subject to review 
in the same manner as all other disqualifi- 
cations decided by an appeals tribunal of the 
Board.’ 

“There shall be added after section 26 the 
following: 

“ ‘Sec. 27. (a) Wherever this Act pre- 
scribes the performance of a duty by any 
official or agency of the District of Colum- 
bia, such duty shall be performed by the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
or such officer, employee, or agency as the 
Commissioners may delegate to perform the 
duty for them. 

„b) Where any provision of this Act, or 
any amendment made by this Act, refers to 
an office or agency abolished by or under 
the authority of Reorganization Plan Num- 
bered 5 of 1952, such reference shall be 
deemed to be to the office, agency, or officer 
exercising the functions of the Office or 
agency so abolished.’ 

“TRANSITION PROVISIONS 

“Sec. 2. (a) As used in this section, unless 
the context clearly requires otherwise— 

“(1) ‘old law’ means the unemployment 
compensation law prior to its amendment 
by this Act; 

“(2) ‘new law’ means the unemployment 
compensation law as amended by this Act; 
and 

“(3) ‘effective date’ means the date upon 
which the new law becomes effective. 

“(b) The benefit rights of any individual 
having a benefit year current on or after the 
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effective date shall be redetermined and 
benefits for calendar weeks ending subse- 
quent to the effective date shall be paid in 
accordance with the new law: Provided, 
That no claimant shall have his benefits re- 
duced or denied by redetermination result- 
ing from the application of this provision. 
All initial and continued claims for benefits 
for weeks occurring within a benefit year 
which commences on or after the effective 
date shall be computed and paid in accord- 
ance with the new law. 


“EFFECTIVE DATE 
“Sec. 3. This Act shall take effect on Jan- 
uary 1, 1955.” 

And the House agree to the same. 
Henry O. TALLE, 
CARROLL D. KEARNS, 
OLIN E. TEAGUE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 


J. GLENN BEALL, 

FREDERICK G. PAYNE, 

MIKE MANSFIELD, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate, 


STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of 
the House to the bill (S. 3482) to amend 
the District of Columbia Unemployment 
Compensation Act, and for other purposes, 
submit the following statement in explana- 
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon 
by the conferees and recommended in the 
accompanying conference report: 

The House amendment struck out all of 
the Senate bill after the enacting clause 
and inserting new provisions which differ 
in some particulars from the Senate bill. 

Except for differences discussed below in 
detail, and minor clerical and technical dif- 
ferences, the conference substitute adopts 
the provisions of the House amendment. 

Under the existing District of Columbia 
Unemployment Compensation Act an indi- 
vidual, otherwise eligible for benefits under 
the act, is entitled during any benefit year 
to a total amount of benefits equal to 20 
times his weekly benefit amount or one-half 
the wages for employment paid him during 
his base period, whichever is the lesser. 

Under the Senate bill the individual would 
have been entitled to 26 times his weekly 
benefit amount or 38 percent of his wages 
for employment paid him during his base 
period, whichever is the lesser. The House 
amendment changed the figure to 22 times 
the weekly benefit amount. 

The conference substitute provides that 
the total amount of benefits shall be equal 
to 26 times the weekly benefit amount or 
3314 percent of the wages for the base period, 
whichever is the lesser. 

The Senate bill contained a provision re- 
lating to payment of benefits during labor 
disputes which was the same as existing law 
except that where the existing law, in giving 
examples of types of labor disputes, says 
“such as a strike, lockout, or jurisdictional 
labor dispute” the Senate bill said only 
“such as a strike or jurisdictional labor dis- 
pute.” The House amendment left this pro- 
vision of existing law untouched. 

The conference substitute would amend 
existing law by striking out all of the matter 
quoted above. 

Henry O. TALLE, 

CARROLL D. KEARNS, 

OLIN E. TEAGUE, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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CONVENING DATE OF 84TH 
CONGRESS 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 585) and ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the 84th Congress shall 
assemble at noon on Wednesday, January 5, 
1955. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, and, of course, I 
shall not object, if the date was put over 
until the next day, that is, the 6th of 
January, it would be a much more im- 
portant date, but I will not object to the 
5th of January. 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, we all 
realize that the 6th of January is the 
birthday of the gentleman from Texas, 
and we will all be here to help him cele- 
brate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed, and a 
moa to reconsider was laid on the 

e. 


AUTHORIZING CONSIDERATION OF 
CONFERENCE REPORTS 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be in 
order for the House to consider confer- 
ence reports at any time during this 
week, notwithstanding the provisions of 
clause 2 of rule XXVIII. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 


S. H. PRATHER ET AL. 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 9357) 
for the relief of S. H. Prather, Mrs. Flor- 
ence Prather Penman, S. H. Prather, Jr., 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, lines 22 and 23, strike out “in ex- 
cess of 10 percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


M. M. HESS 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 7762) for 
the relief of M. M. Hess, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment, 
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The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Line 8, strike out all after “claim” down 
to and including “$1,000” in line 16 and 
insert: 

“Sec. 2. No part of any credit or refund 
that may be allowed by reason of the enact- 
ment of this act shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with obtaining such credit or refund, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this section shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concur- 
red in, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING IN- 
VESTIGATION BY ATTORNEY GEN- 
ERAL INTO CERTAIN OFFENSES 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimoust consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (S. 2308) to au- 
thorize and direct the investigation by 
the Attorney General of certain offenses, 
and for other purposes, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, may we have an ex- 
planation of this bill? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
gives the FBI concurrent jurisdiction 
over violations of title 18 of the United 
States Code by Government officers and 
employees with other governmental 
agencies. It was thoroughly discussed 
and was passed by the Committee on the 
Judiciary and is now offered for the con- 
sideration of the House. 

Mr. CELLER. Do I understand the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania to say 
that the Post Office is included in the 
departments which may be investigated 
by the FBI? Is not the gentleman mis- 
taken about that? Was not the Post 
Office excluded from the operation of the 
act? 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING, There is a provision 
written in in the form of an amendment 
that this bill shall not limit in any way 
the primary authority of the Postmaster 
General to investigate postal offenses, 
but it does permit the FBI to, one might 
say, parallel the action of the Postmaster 
General in his own department. 

Mr. CELLER. That language is very 
vague: And is there not also an excep- 
tion with reference to the Department 
of Defense? 

Mr. KEATING. Yes, there is a pro- 
vision with reference to the Department 
of Defense that this bill shall not, in any 
way, interfere with the jurisdiction 
which the Department of Defense has 
under the Uniform Code of Military 
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Justice. That is with reference to Army 
personnel, for instance. They would not 
want the FBI to handle investigations 
with reference to them, so long as they 
were being prosecuted under the regular 
Code of Military Justice. 

Mr. CELLER. Does that mean the 
Department of Defense could determine 
for itself what should be their exclusive 
jurisdiction, and thereby exclude the 
FBI from operating in the Department 
of Defense? Lou see, this bill is replete 
with considerable ambiguity. I wonder 
whether or not a bill of this character, 
so sweeping, should be considered by 
unanimous consent. This gives the FBI 
inordinate powers to go into any branch 
of the Government. While I am of the 
opinion in general that the FBI should 
have the right to ferret out crime wher- 
ever it exists, heretofore it never has 
had such power. It never had such 
power because each department was 
jealous of its prerogatives and did not 
want the FBI or Department of Justice 
poaching on its preserves. The various 
departments, presided over by Cabinet 
officials, can now make their own in- 
vestigations. Here you have the De- 
partment of Justice given carte blanche 
to go into any department of the Gov- 
ernment. You have the Postmaster 
General coming in to the Judiciary 
Committee and complaining about that 
widespread jurisdiction. He says he 
should be exempt. The Department of 
Defense say they should be exempt. 
What about the other branches of Gov- 
ernment? 

Mr. GRAHAM. The committee 
amendments take care of what the 
gentleman is discussing. It does not 
disturb the jurisdiction of these various 
departments. The FBI, after they have 
finished their investigations, can step in. 

Mr. CELLER. I beg to differ with the 
gentleman. I feel the interpretation 
placed upon the words by the gentleman, 
which may be in disagreement with my 
interpretation, is the wrong interpreta- 
tion. 

Mr. GRAHAM. All departments have 
agreed to this. Every one of them. 

Mr. CELLER. That may be—well, 
have they all agreed? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. CELLER, I yield to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. HALLECK. My understanding is 
that as the bill has been amended it 
meets with the approval of the various 
departments of the Government. I ap- 
preciate the gentleman’s reservation and 
the questions he has raised. I might say 
to him that this is a measure that many 
feel should be passed. It has been the 
subject of rather vigorous editorials in 
one of the newspapers just today. I 
think there is a general agreement that 
the legislation should be passed. Of 
course, whatever is done with respect to 
the amendments will go to conference. 
This procedure will simply eliminate the 
necessity of suspending the rules with a 
motion to pass the bill. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 


will 
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Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. In what 
respect will this bill amend the uniform 
code of military justice. 

Mr. GRAHAM. It does not amend it 
in any way. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. It does 
give jurisdiction to the FBI for the in- 
vestigation of purely military offenses? 

Mr. GRAHAM. May I suggest to the 
gentleman that he wait until the amend- 
ments are read, and they will clear up 
the whole matter. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Then 
may I suggest it will be too late to ask 
these questions. Would this give to the 
FBI authority to investigate the offense 
of AWOL, for instance? 

Mr. GRAHAM. No, no. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. It would 
not interfere in any way with court- 
martial proceedings? 

Mr. GRAHAM. No. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, what is the FBI going 
to do in the Post Office Department? 
What is there that the Post Office De- 
partment cannot handle with respect to 
investigations of its own? 

Mr. GRAHAM. We do not disturb 
that in any way. All the various depart- 
ments have made their investigations, 
and they will continue to do so. After 
they have made their investigations, and 
they need further investigation, the FBI 
can step in. It does not disturb the pres- 
ent situation at all. 

Mr. GROSS. What is there that the 
present inspection division of the Post 
Office Department cannot do today? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Nothing. 

Mr. GROSS. Then why bring in the 
FBI? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Because the FBI has 
jurisdiction over all these departments, 
or should have, inasmuch as if the in- 
vestigation by the Department would fail 
to clear up something, then the FBI can 
step in. 

Mr. GROSS. I am not necessarily 
opposed to this bill, but I want to be in- 
formed as to what is proposed. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. At the request 
of the Department. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I would like to 
say only that the thought is that the in- 
vestigating agencies in each Depart- 
ment, such as in the inspection service of 
the Post Office Department, is not apt 
to investigate its top men such as the 
Postmaster General or his immediate 
staff; they are not apt to be investigated 
by their own investigative agencies. The 
idea here is to put the FBI in position 
where they can check on some of these 
officials who are not apt to be investi- 
gated. 

Mr. GROSS. I appreciate that ex- 
pression of the gentleman from Indiana, 
Now we are beginning to get somewhere, 
but I had not understood that there was 
any particular scandal in the inspection 
service of the Post Office Department 
necessitating use of the FBI or any other 
investigative agency. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. There is none. 
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Mr. GROSS. Then I cannot under- 
stand why the Post Office Department 
should be included, 

Mr. KEATING. I think this may help 
to clear it up in the gentleman’s mind. 
This bill is general in its application to 
all Government departments. The Post- 
master General came in and asked that 
this amendment with reference to his 
Department be written into the bill, 
which states that the provisions of this 
section shall not in any way interfere 
with the primary authority of the Post- 
master General to investigate postal of- 
fenses. It means, therefore, that he 
will continue as he is doing now to have 
primary authority and would only call 
upon the FBI to come in, in a case where 
he thought it would be helpful to have 
them there. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, and without lim- 
iting the authority to investigate any mat- 
ter which may have been or may hereafter 
be conferred upon them, or upon any other 
department or agency of the Government, 
the Attorney General and the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation shall have authority 
to investigate any violation of title 18, 
United States Code (including without limi- 
tation bribery or attempted bribery, extor- 
tion or conspiracy, embezzlement, fraud 
against the Government, or other crimes 
against the United States), involving Goy- 
ernment officers and employees. Any infor- 
mation, allegation, or complaint received in 
any department or agency of the executive 
branch of the Government relating to said 
violations involving Government officers and 
employees shall be expeditiously reported to 
the Attorney General by the head of such 
department or agency, unless the responsi- 
bility to perform an investigation with re- 
spect thereto is specifically otherwise as- 
signed by another provision of law, or un- 
less the Attorney General otherwise directs 
with respect, as to any department or agen- 
cy of the Government, to any specified class 
of information, allegation, or complaint, 

Sec. 2. Section 3056 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out the 
following: “detect and arrest any person vio- 
lating any laws of the United States directly 
concerning official matters administered by 
and under the direct control of the Treasury 
Department;“. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 9, after the word “Code”, 
strike out “(including without limitation 
bribery or attempted bribery, extortion or 
conspiracy, embezzlement, fraud against the 
Government, or other crimes against the“; 
and page 2, line 1, strike out “United States.” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: Page 2, line 12, 
after “complaint”, insert the following: 
“Provided, That the provisions of this sec- 
tion shall not apply to any person or offense 
over which the Armed Forces have exclu- 
sive jurisdiction under the Uniform Code of 
Military Justice except as hereafter express- 
ly agreed by regulations between the Secre- 
tary of Defense and the Attorney General: 
Provided further, That the provisions of this 
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section shall not limit, in any way, the pri- 
mary authority of the Postmaster General to 
investigate postal offenses.” 


Mr.GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GRAHAM to the 
committee amendment: On page 2, line 12, 
strike out the first proviso beginning on line 
12 and ending on line 17, and substitute in 
lieu thereof the following: “The provisions 
of this section shall not limit, in any way, 
the existing authority of the military de- 
partments to investigate persons or offenses 
over which the Armed Forces have jurisdic- 
tion under the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice.” 


The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

The committee amendment as amend- 
ed was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


BUNKER HILL DEVELOPMENT CORP. 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of the bill (S. 2980) 
conferring jurisdiction upon the United 
States District Court for the Southern 
District of New York to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon a claim of 
the Bunker Hill Development Corp. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the jurisdiction 
conferred upon the United States District 
Court for the Southern District of New York 
by subsection (b) of section 1346, title 28, 
United States Code, is hereby extended to a 
civil action, which may be commenced not 
later than 1 year after the date of the enact- 
ment of this act, asserting any claim or 
claims of Bunker Hill Development Corp., 
of Newburgh, N. Y., against the United States 
for alleged damages arising out of the con- 
struction of Stewart Field, a United States 
Air Force base located at Newburgh, N. Y. 
in such a manner as to allegedly damage its 
golf course and buildings as a result of weed- 
laden soil dust and cement dust blowing 
over its properties in 1942 and 1943, and to 
destroy a proposed housing development of 
said corporation, and for alleged damages to 
the property of said corporation by reason of 
the alleged failure of the Government to 
provide and maintain proper drainage from 
said Stewart Field, which resulted and suc- 
cessively results in the storm-flooding of the 
property of the corporation, Any such civil 
action may be joined for trial with any pend- 
ing action between the Bunker Hill Develop- 
ment Corp. and the United States relative to 
damages in the construction of Stewart 
Field. Except as otherwise provided in this 
act, all provisions of law applicable in and 
to such subsection, and applicable to judg- 
ments therein and appeals therefrom, are 
made equally applicable in respect of the civil 
actions authorized by this act. Nothing in 
this act shall constitute an admission of 
liability on the part of the United States. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 


passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 
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FARM BILL 


Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the committee of con- 
ference on the bill (H. R. 9680) may 
have until midnight to file a report. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Kan- 
sas? : 

There was no objection. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming (at the re- 
quest of Mr. HALLECK), for August 16, 
17, and 18, on account of official business. 

Mr. Wipnatt (at the request of Mr. 
u , indefinitely, on account of 

ess. 


SURVIVOR BENEFITS FOR WIDOWS 
OF CHIEF JUSTICE AND ASSO- 
CIATE JUSTICES OF THE SU- 
PREME COURT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 3873) to pro- 
vide survivor benefits for widows of Chief 
Justice and Associate Justices of the Su- 
preme Court of the United States. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That chapter 17 of title 
28 of the United States Code, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

“375. Annuities to widows of the Chief 
Justice and Associate Justices of the Su- 
preme Court of the United States. 

“(a) The Director of the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts shall pay 
to the surviving widows, if any, of a Justice 
of the United States who has died or who 
dies while in regular active service, or who 
has died or who dies after having retired or 
resigned under the provisions of this chap- 
ter, an annuity in the amount payable to 
the beneficiary under the Act of January 14, 
1937 (50 Stat. 923, ch. 3). 

“(b) An annuity granted under the provi- 
sions of this section shall accrue monthly 
and shall be due and payable in monthly 
installments on the first busines day of the 
month following the month for which the 
annuity shall have accrued. Such annuity 
shall commence on the first day of the month 
in which any such Justice dies, or on the 
first day of the month in which this section 
is enacted, whichever is later, and shall ter- 
minate upon the death or remarriage of the 
annuitant.” 

Sec. 2. The analysis of chapter 17 of title 
28, of the United States Code, immediately 
preceding section 371, is amended by insert- 
ing at the end thereof the following: 

“375. Annuities to widows of the Chief 
Justice and Associate Justices of the Su- 
preme Court of the United States.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 


passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


August 16 


EIGHTY-THIRD CONGRESS, 
SESSION—FINAL REPORT 


The SPEAKER. Under special re- 
quest heretofore entered, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Javits] is recog- 
nized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, here is the 
record as finally completed of this Con- 
gress, There will be much controversy 
as to the sufficiency of the accomplish- 
ments of this Congress. I believe that 
on the whole it has done many worth- 
while things which needed doing, but 
there is much that is undone or only 
partly done. Progress toward peace, se- 
curity, and higher standards of living 
is heavily dominated by world events and 
more strongly influenced by sections in 
the aaa States than by party aline- 
ment. 
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PEACE 


The two dominant recent considera- 
tions have been accentuated understand- 
ing by the free world, of the mortal peril 
inherent in A-bomb and H-bomb war, 
and free discussion of the idea of coexist- 
ence with the Communist bloc. The ac- 
centuation of the danger from the 
A-bomb and H-bomb is likely to prove 
a benefit to the free world which nor- 
mally moves more slowly than it should 
in reaction to peril and the peril is the 
possible elimination of all civilization in 
such a war. The hope of coexistence 
may be a pleasing illusion to the British 
or any other people, who we understand 
are so much closer to the dread night- 
mare of a sudden Communist attack with 
A-bombs and H-bombs of which dic- 
tators like those in the Kremlin are al- 
ways capable, but it is certainly not the 
stuff of which policies for world peace 
can be made. The fundamental dynam- 
ics of the Communist system, which are 
the same for any totalitarian system, 
for Hitler as well as Malenkov and com- 
pany is such that it must constantly ex- 
pand for it is unsuccessful in getting 
the cooperation of its own people and 
in doing an effective internal job. Its 
only hope for survival, therefore, is to 
continually scare its own people with 
the fact that they are being threatened 
by external enemies, to continually ex- 
pand by infiltration, aggression, or any 
other means no matter how immoral 
and, if possible, to overwhelm all oppo- 
sition and to rule the whole world as 
one totalitarian system. Coexistence is 
an acceptance of conquests already made 
and presumes that we will not protest 
the Communist Chinese ill-gotten gains 
in North Korea and northern Vietnam, 
or the Soviet Union's ill-gotten gains in 
East Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, Rumania, and Albania. It 
would be the height of folly in terms of 
policy and immoral as well to concede 
the legality or permanence of the fruits 
of these aggressions. But it is entirely 
practicable to take this attitude without 
going to the other extreme of inviting 
a preventive war. I am convinced that 
the Congress and the American people 
will not tolerate any such eventuality. 

The program which appears best for 
us in the quest for world peace is to 
place even greater reliance on the col- 
lective action that can be attained in 
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the United Nations, even though the 
Russian veto and other delaying tactics 
may prove very nettling and disrupting 
at times. Second, that we should have 
a formula to deal with colonialism and 
the tens of millions of people who need 
to be brought to independence and self- 
government, and who have heretofore 
been non-self-governing. Regional or- 
ganization is the best way to inspire con- 
fidence in former colonial areas and to 
give them the greatest amount of in- 
ternal strength during the formative 
period of self-government. 

If we are to avoid world war III, the 
competition between the free and the 
Communist world will be ultimately re- 
solved by attracting from behind the 
Iron Curtain many of the peoples and 
states now enslaved there. With our 
genius for production and our mag- 
nificent traditions to advance the dig- 
nity of the individual we should at 
once undertake with vigor the offensive 
in the economic, social, education, and 
and information fields. I believe also 
that in this way we can be successful in 
attracting from behind the Iron Curtain 
many of the peoples and states now en- 
slaved there. 


ASIA AND THE PACIFIC 


There is no question that the free 
world suffered a serious reverse when 
the Red River Delta of Indochina fell 
into Communist hands. The Commu- 
nists have gotten a foothold in south 
and southeast Asia from which they can 
now threaten Thailand, Malaya, south 
Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia, Indonesia 
and Burma, India, Pakistan, and Ceylon 
and have also a new window on the Pa- 
cific. Anyone who had the idea that the 
Communist aggression in Indochina was 
some kind of an effort by Indochinese 
nationalists to drive out the French will 
soon see that the Communists will do 
nothing but enslave the population of 
northern Vietnam. Under these circum- 
stances, the action of our Government 
in not recognizing the armistice agree- 
ment between France and the Commu- 
nist forces in Indochina insofar as it 
titioned the country but stating that 
force would not be used to undo the 
armistice agreement seems exactly ap- 
propriate. 

We have suffered in Indochina from 
the failure to organize the region of 
southeast Asia for its own security and 
to sponsor self-government and inde- 
pendence for non-self-governing peoples 
there, and see now that such regional 
organization cannot be improvised when 
aggression comes despite the fact that 
we have mutual security arrangements 
with Japan, the Philippines, New Zea- 
land, and Australia. 

I joined in assisting in the adoption 
of resolutions first refusing to recognize 
any conquests by Communist aggression 
in this area of the world. This was the 
proposal of British Foreign Secretary 
Anthony Eden for a Locarno pact for 
this area. Also, the Congress reaffirmed 
its strong opposition to the admission of 
Communist China as the representative 
of China in the United Nations, empha- 
sizing its conviction that brigandage and 
aggression should not be a way to get into 
the United Nations. The policy of our 
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Government must now be to strive to 
establish the Southeast Asia Treaty Or- 
ganization (SEATO), thereby parallel- 
ing the situation in Europe where we 
have a North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion, NATO, of 14 nations organized 
for their own security and cooperation. 
In southeast Asia there should be heavy 
emphasis also upon regional economic 
cooperation through such an organiza- 
tion and in addition remaining problems 
of independence and self-government in 
that area can be dealt with most effec- 
tively through the intermediation of such 
a regional organization. 
MUTUAL SECURITY ACT 


The Congress has passed the mutual 
security program for 1954. This em- 
bodies the foreign policy of the United 
States. The bill provides for overall 
foreign aid of about $3 billion of which 
85 percent is directly and indirectly for 
military assistance to our allies and to 
regional security organizations of which 
we are members and 15 percent is for 
technical and economic assistance. 
Other interesting features of the bill re- 
quired that 50 percent of United States 
aid material be transported in Ameri- 
can-flag vessels. About $700 million is 
provided for assistance against Commu- 
nist aggression in the area of Indochina 
in order to deal with the situation which 
now faces us as a result of the cession, 
in effect, of North Vietnam to the Com- 
munists. Another important provision 
is one to stimulate overseas travel by 
United States citizens and by foreigners 
in the United States following generally 
the lines of a bill which I introduced. 
and which received widespread support 
in the Congress and the country. About 
$70 million is to be provided for spe- 
cial economic aid to India in its 4-year 
development plan, $115 million is pro- 
vided for special economic aid in Is- 
rael and the Near East, and $9 million 
for special economic aid in South Amer- 
ica. About $110 million is provided for 
the technical-assistance programs in 
countries of the free world and a United 
States contribution to the U. N. multi- 
lateral Technical Assistance Program of 
about $9 million adequate to December 
31, 1954, is also provided. About 828 ½ 
million is provided for other humanita- 
rian programs like the United Nations 
Children’s Fund, the Intergovernmental 
Committee on European Migrants, 
transportation overseas of relief pack- 
ages, and others. Two hundred million 
dollars is provided for relief and recon- 
struction in the Republic of Korea and 
$30 million is authorized for the support 
and resettlement of the Palestine-Arab 
refugees. 

The mutual security program marks 
the continuance, in 1954-55, of the pol- 
icy of erecting a shield of military secu- 
rity of regional organizations, alliances, 
and bases throughout the free world; 
behind this shield we pursue programs of 
economic and technical assistance and 
cooperation with these same allies and 
carry on the interchange of students, 
professors, trade unionists, businessmen, 
and civic leaders among the countries 
of the free world and explain the posi- 
tion of our country through the media 
of the United States Information Agen- 


14673 


cy. The policy is sound but needs to 
be pursued with greater resources, vigor, 
and initiative than we have yet shown 
to meet the magnitude of the Communist 
challenge and competition with which 
we are faced in the free world. 

FOREIGN ECONOMIC POLICY 

An enlightened economic policy is es- 
sential to our country’s free world lead- 
ership for peace. The report of the 
Presidential Commission on Foreign Eco- 
nomic Policy early this year urgently 
recommended extension of the Recipro- 
cal Trade Agreements Act for 3 years 
with certain liberalizing features. This 
I supported, but the Congress has refused 
it and extended the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act only for 1 year with the 
present restrictive clauses still contained 
init. There are also grave signs of a re- 
turn to protectionism in the country. 
This is against our interests in terms of 
foreign policy and also against the in- 
terest of consumers in our country. So 
for example, a great effort is being made 
to put a tariff on lead and zinc in order 
to favor uneconomic production of some 
lead and zinc mines in this country which 
could better be put on a standby basis 
with some Government help. Also the 
President materially increased the tariff 
on Swiss watch movements, and a drive 
is being made in the Congress to double 
the tariff on hardboard with a resultant 
material increase in cost to the con- 
sumer of this important building and 
packaging material though domestic 
competition is flourishing and only one 
company produces 70 percent of the do- 
mestic output. 

There has been considerable discus- 
sion about East-West trade in nonstra- 
tegic goods—strategic goods directly use- 
ful for war are under generally successful 
controls—with constant appeals to the 
emotions that it should be completely 
embargoed. This trade today amounts 
to less than 2 percent of the whole ex- 
ternal trade of the free world which gets 
more out of it than it gives to the Com- 
munist world, because it enables the na- 
tions of Western Europe to get foodstuffs 
and raw materials which they urgently 
require. Should we embargo this trade 
the United States would have to make 
up the difference of some $234 billion 
a year in some kind of aid. There may 
be very sound military reasons for such 
an embargo even on nonstrategic goods, 
but we cannot ask for an embargo on the 
ground that this is a good way to addi- 
tionally implement the cold war unless 
we are ready to pay the cost, and from 
all indications in the Congress, we are 
not. 

In late November, there will be an eco- 
nomic conference of the American States 
at Rio. Our country has a great oppor- 
tunity there to present an enlightened, 
cooperative, and forward looking eco- 
nomic policy for raising standards of liy- 
ing, improving the flow of capital invest- 
ment funds, both public and private, and 
expanding technical assistance and the 
interchange of peoples, skills and ideas 
with the Latin American countries. Itis 
essential that we make the greatest use 
of this opportunity especially in view of 
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the serious Communist threat which we 
have just faced in Guatemala, 


GUATEMALA 


What the dire threat of Communist in- 
filtration means right on our doorstep 
was shown by the suspension of constitu- 
tional guaranties by the Communist in- 
filtrated government of Guatemala, 
This was almost immediately followed by 
a revolution against the Communist dom- 
inated government which ended quickly 
with its decisive defeat as it obviously 
did not have the support of the people of 
Guatemala. Our problems there now are 
to insure recognition for the broad social 
and economic development of Guatemala 
and for the firm establishment of con- 
stitutional guaranties and free institu- 
tions there. In attaining these absolutely 
vital objectives, the collective action of 
the American states is essential and it is 
a great challenge to us as the leader in 
this hemisphere to be sure the Organiza- 
tion of American States fully measures 
up to its responsibilities. 


GERMANY AND FRANCE 


With France's disengagement from the 
-year-old conflict in Indochina, and the 
continued lag in its National Assembly 
ratifying the treaty for the European 
Defense Community, the question of 
Germany comes strongly to the fore 
again. The EDCis the best means which 
has been devised for utilizing the defense 
potential of Western Germany without 
incurring the danger of a renewal of Ger- 
man militarism. This project has been 
approved by West Germany, Belgium, 
Holland, and Luxembourg and looks in 
a fair way to be approved by Italy. The 
principal sticking point is France which 
is fearful of German dominance in the 
EDC, and has now set many conditions 
reducing the effectiveness of EDC as a 
means to integrate free Europe, as the 
condition to even considering EDC. 
Pressure upon our Government to turn 
the German Federal Republic loose in 
terms of rearmament must be sternly re- 
sisted. The danger of some new German- 
Soviet approachment must be constantly 
borne in mind especially while the So- 
viet has the absolute power to hold out 
the bait of re-unification upon Commu- 
nist terms of West and East Germany. 
The government of the German Federal 
Republic and the German people have so 
far shown themselves on the side of the 
free world. It would be most unwise to 
expose them to Soviet blandishments by 
a surrender to the pressures for complete 
sovereignty and rearmament for West 
Germany at this time. The policy in- 
dicated by our Government may neces- 
sitate a grant of further sovereignty to 
the German Federal Republic but with 
the continued maintenance of United 
States, British, and French troops there 
for the defense of Western Germany and 
without allowing West Germany to rearm 
a national force. This is an unhappy 
compromise but one forced upon us by 
the situation. It may be necessary to do 
without the utilization of the West Ger- 
man military potential for a time (until 
we can work out EDC) rather than to in- 
cur the grave dangers of a renewed Ger- 
man national military establishment. 
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NEAR EAST AND ISRAEL 

The situation there still remains tense. 
It is constantly aggravated by serious 
border incursions, ambushes, and clashes 
engendered by continued Arab hostility 
against Israel. The fundamental policy 
of our Government must continue to be 
strict adherence to and implementation 
of the Three Power Pact between the 
United States, United Kingdom, and 
France guaranteeing against aggression 
in that area while at the same time we 
make a regional effort at economic co- 
operation and development and resettle- 
ment of the Palestine-Arab refugees. It 
is for this reason that it is so important 
that Israel continue to participate in the 
mutual security program in generally 
the same magnitude in which she has 
participated in it for the last 3 years. 
Provision in the just enacted mutual 
security program for $115 million for 
economic development for Israel and the 
Arab States. 

In no case, however, is it consistent 
with the policy of our Government to 
give arms aid to the Arab States. I 
joined with others in the Congress to 
protest against supplying arms to the 
Arab States at a time when such supply 
was first contemplated to Iraq as it is 
now said to be contemplated to Egypt. 
I successfully urged an amendment in 
the Mutual Security Act which provides 
that no arms may be furnished in any 
case which could be utilized for major 
external military operations to any coun- 
try unless earned by it as a member of a 
regional security organization. This 
provision will very considerably moder- 
ate the situation. If arms are to buttress 
the regional security of the Near East, 
Israel with tough and effective fighting 
forces and a fine strategic position must 
be considered on high priority. 

The recent settlement of the Suez 
questions between Egypt and the United 
Kingdom providing for the evacuation of 
British forces from the Suez under cer- 
tain conditions will contribute to the 
pacification of this area but I have joined 
with others in the Congress to insist that 
the United States see that Egypt as a 
result of this arrangement no longer con- 
tinues to violate the resolution of the 
United Nations Security Council of Sep- 
tember 1, 1951, to refrain from an inter- 
ference with shipping to Israel through 
the Suez Canal. Such a blockade by 
Egypt has been causing grave economic 
difficulties to Israel which it and the free 
world cannot afford in view of its own 
efforts to settle immigrants and refugees. 

Considerable progress has been re- 
ported on the possibility of working out 
the Jordan River Valley development 
scheme for which President Eisenhower 
sent Ambassador Eric Johnston into the 
Near East. It is certainly to be desired 
that an economic bridge be found which 
could lead toward some peaceful rela- 
tionships toward Israel and the Arab 
States as the diplomatic bridge seems 
impossible at this time. 


OTHER FOREIGN POLICY DEVELOPMENTS 
Efforts are being made in the Congress 
to bring about a return of German and 
Japanese property of private individuals 
and corporations seized during World 
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War II in the United States by the Alien 
Property Custodian and which by law 
had been earmarked to be devoted to the 
claims of Americans who were prisoners 
of war and for injuries done to them. It 
is opposed by the President and the De- 
partment of Justice. It is argued by 
others that this would be a good public 
relations move. I opposed the return of 
German property very strongly upon the 
ground that the German Government 
had already undertaken by treaty—Bonn 
Agreement—to pay damages for the 
property of its nationals which was seized 
during the war in the United States, that 
much of the property or its proceeds had 
already been utilized for war claims, that 
United States taxpayers should not be 
called upon to reimburse for property in 
view of what Nazi Germany was guilty of 
in outrages against the world in World 
War II and that there are some thou- 
sands of claims pending by persecutees 
of Nazi Germany now residents and citi- 
zens of the United States, against these 
very assets which in all morality and 
decency were entitled to first and highest 
priority and should not be relegated to 
the German forum. The legislation is 
unlikely to pass in this Congress though 
it is likely that the drive for it will be 
renewed in the next Congress, 

An amendment to the War Claims Act 
was passed this session which extended 
the period for filing claims for compen- 
sation by World War II prisoners of war 
to August 1, 1954. 

I introduced a resolution protesting 
the kidnaping by the Communists in 
East Germany of people and officials 
from West Berlin. This is barbarism— 
not civilized conduct—and deserves the 
condemnation of the world. 

I introduced a resolution hailing the 
new governments of the Gold Coast and 
East Nigeria in West Africa, formerly 
colonial areas of the British and now 
gradually emerging into self-government 
and independence. This resolution was 
enacted by the House of Representatives 
and the Senate, and will be signed by the 
President of the United States. I con- 
sider it vital that we strongly support 
local independence movements which are 
attained through the utilization of free 
institutions and where the capability is 
shown for protecting and safeguarding 
such independence against some new 
Communist imperialism. Through such 
a policy we can show a leadership and 
statesmanship in Africa which is mov- 
ing rapidly toward self-determination 
and avoid the mistakes for which the 
free world paid so heavily in China and 
Indochina. 

ATOMIC ENERGY 

This was the first time that legislation 
upon this momentous subject came be- 
fore the Congress since the original 
Atomic Energy Act passed in 1946 which 
gave the Government full control over all 
atomic materials and developed both for 
weapons and civilian uses. The purpose 
of the legislation was to permit our 
country to share atomic information 
more widely with its allies, to permit 
greater private-enterprise participation 
in the development of atomic energy for 
electric power and to make provisions for 
patents in respect to atomic energy for 
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civilian uses. There was no dispute about 
the sharing of limited atomic informa- 
tion with our allies—on the use and 
characteristics of weapons and civilian 
uses—but there was very great dispute 
about the electric power and patent 
phases of the law. The law as finally 
enacted will undoubtedly permit the 
Government, if necessary on a yardstick 
basis, to go into the atomic power gener- 
ating field, but will give the priority in 
the development of atomic energy for 
power to private enterprise, provided it 
meets the conditions established by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. This is 
certainly a conservative compromise. 
When the bill was in the House, I voted 
against keeping the Atomic Energy 
Commission entirely out of the generat- 
ing of electric power from atomic energy. 
Also, I voted to require the compulsory 
licensing of patents with proper com- 
pensation to inventors, as this atomic 
field is altogether too new to give an op- 
portunity to some few peoples or com- 
panies to get a monopoly on new pat- 
ents. A momentous step will have been 
taken in the enactment of a new Atomic 
Energy Act heralding a new revolution 
in the world of production when the 
atom is available for generating electric 
power. This, too, is a great competition 
between the free and slave Communist 
worlds in which it is essential that our 
country lead. 
ECONOMIC SITUATION 


Since my last report, the employment 
situation has stabilized with a reduction 
of about 400,000, bringing the figure of 
unemployed to 3,347,000 at June 30, 
1954; and with over 62 million Americans 
gainfully employed. Other reassuring 
factors in the economic situation are the 
relative stability of consumer prices 
which has continued quite consistently 
now since the summer of 1953 and the 
material reduction of inventories in the 
hands of manufacturers since the sum- 
mer of 1953. The latter is a helpful sign 
for the future as it shows that the con- 
sumption is keeping up and that one of 
the major indicators which gave the 
greatest fear of recession early this year 
is gradually coming into better adjust- 
ment. The purchasing power of the 
dollar has varied by only ½ percent in 
the last year and a half—gross national 
product. 

The aggregate productive power of our 
economy is running at the rate of about 
$356 billion a year which, though not as 
high as it was in 1953, when it reached 
an all-time high, or up to our potential 
at full employment, is still well above the 
figure for any year other than 1953. 
New housing construction which repre- 
sents such an important part of our eco- 
nomic base is continuing at a relatively 
high rate with about a million two hun- 
dred thousand units indicated for 1954, 
but this is still a half million starts per 
year less than we ought to have consid- 
ering our housing needs and our eco- 
nomic capabilities. 

A national health program failed of 
enactment but Federal aid to hospital 
construction, nursing homes, and so 
forth, aggregating $96 million was on the 
modest basis, and only meager progress 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


was made toward urgently needed Fed- 
eral aid to education and school con- 
struction. There was enacted a $96 mil- 
lion Federal-aid-to-road- construction 
program which is being implemented. 
By enacting an improved social 
security law, effecting some improve- 
ment in the unemployment insurance 
system and keeping consumers’ prices 
stable, the Federal Government has 
sought to put some concrete base under 
the economy. On the whole, the picture 
though not what it ought to be shows 
elements of great strength and there is 
a real feeling that we have gotten over 
the worst of our recession anxieties. 


International uncertainties being what ~ 


they are, of course, these must always be 
borne in mind in appraising the eco- 
nomic situation. So, too, must the need 
for dynamic planning and initiative es- 
pecially in foreign trade opportunities, 
use of leisure time and attaining of full 
employment be constrantly before us. 


COST OF LIVING 


Farm price policy has loomed very 
large in this a tration’s program 
in view of its determination to give some 
attention to the consumer by insisting 
upon a system of flexible farm price sup- 
ports rather than the high fixed farm 
price supports which have been in effect 
now since the war. Under high fixed 
farm supports, the consumer is made to 
pay in two ways. One in higher food 
prices and second in taxes to sustain the 
Government price support program. 
The United States now has over $7 bil- 
lion tied up in agricultural surpluses and 
commitments undertaken with respect 
to them, is paying for commodities on 
hand alone about $500,000 a day in 
storage charges and has very recently 
had to increase borrowing power for ab- 
sorbing farm price surpluses to $10 bil- 
lion. All of this despite the fact that the 
farmer’s income has fallen by 13 percent 
in the last 2 years and that his export 
markets though at the moment showing 
some recovery, have fallen by almost 
twice that during the same period of 
time. I have fought hard here for flex- 
ible price supports and also have opposed 
increases in borrowing power to maintain 
the high farm price parity program. 
The effect of such a program was seen 
when on April 1, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture cut the support price on butter to 
75 percent of parity and brought about 
a price reduction in butter available to 
consumers by about 10 cents a pound. 
Meanwhile, the Agriculture Trade De- 
velopment and Assistance Act providing 
$700 million for the sale of agricultural 
surpluses to cooperating nations for local 
currency plus authorization to utilize 
$450 million of such surplus under the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954, represents 
an effort to dispose of some of the 
enormous surpluses created by the Fed- 
eral Government's high fixed farm price 
support operations, 

Investigations are continuing into the 
rapid rise in the price of coffee. The 
latest is a report from the Federal Trade 
Commission on monopoly controls. This 
should be pursued as we must assure 
that American consumers are treated 
fairly in this the greatest single import 
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item—other than international travel— 
of our country. 
CIVIL RIGHTS AND CIVIL LIBERTIES 


The historic unanimous decision of the 
Supreme Court holding segregation on 
grounds of race, creed, or color, in public 
education and in public housing to be 
contrary to the Constitution is a historic 
event in our national history. It is the 
greatest single action in decades to dem- 
onstrate the determination of our people 
that all shall be citizens of the same 
class. This decision now needs to be 
effectively implemented and extended 
into other fields where there is still seri- 
ous discrimination and segregation. It 
should result in a renewal of the drive to 
eliminate segregation in railroads, 
buses, and other means of interstate 
transportation. I testified in favor of 
the Heselton bill which was reported fa- 
vorably by the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce but was caught 
in the closing logjam and in a renewed 
drive for a Federal Fair Employment 
Practices Act with enforcement powers. 

I took up the fight to insure fair treat- 
ment in the investigation by the Special 
Committee To Investigate Tax-Exempt 
Foundations. The activities of this spe- 
cial committee in cutting off public hear- 
ings before the foundations could be 
heard threatened serious injustice to 
many foundations which have done 
much for our people and our country. 
My resolution sought a review of the 
work of this special committee by the 
House Rules Committee as it is my con- 
viction with respect to all congressional 
investigations that there must be some 
way of maintaining control over them on 
the part of the authorizing House so that 
they deal justly both with individuals 
and the matters which they are investi- 
gating. 

I testified before the Senate Rules 
Committee in favor of my bill to estab- 
lish a Joint Committee on Internal Se- 
curity to replace existing committees in 
this field—the House Un-American Ac- 
tivities Committee, the Senate Subcom- 
mittee on Investigations—McCartuy 
and the Senate Subcommittee on Inter- 
nal Security—and also to establish rules 
of fair procedure and means for en- 
forcing those rules. I believe that the 
hearings before the Senate Rules Com- 
mittee made it very clear that such a 
plan as this would enable such congres- 
sional investigations to be effective in 
pursuing the effort to expose commu- 
nism in key places without engaging in 
excesses doing violence to our national 
security, higher learning, religion, or the 
morale of Government employees and 
Armed Forces or to affect adversely our 
foreign policy. Excesses in these con- 
gressional investigations harmful to our 
national interests have shown that re- 
forms are essential. I shall continue 
to fight for these reforms. 

I called for an investigation and for 
furnishing of information on the anti- 
religious, anti-Catholic, anti-Protestant, 
and anti-Jewish hate propaganda which 
is going through the mails exploiting 
the anti-Communist feelings of our peo- 
ple in a fraudulent effort to seek the 
cover of the internal anti-Communist 
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campaign. I named specifically 10 such 
hate publications purportedly of general 
circulation which were violations of the 
spirit of our laws and Constitution, The 
Postmaster General in response advised 
that much as the distribution of hate 
propaganda through the mails is depre- 
cated the law as it is at present cannot 
reach them. I am convinced that new 
law is needed for this purpose and shall 
do everything that I can to see that the 
Federal Government is enabled to meet 
this grave aspersion on our free in- 
stitutions. 


BUDGET AND TAXATION 


In the fiscal year ending July 31, 1954, 
the deficit was somewhat over $3 billion 
instead of an anticipated $9 billion. This 
was brought about through a $7 billion 
reduction in expenditures. Budget re- 
ceipts remained fairly constant at about 
$64,600,000,000. Tax cuts of $74 billion 
were achieved in this fiscal year includ- 
ing a reduction estimated at about $4 
billion per year in taxes payable by in- 
dividuals through the maintenance of 
the 10 percent personal income tax cut 
which took effect on January 1, 1954, a 
cut of about a billion dollars in various 
excise taxes which generally were paid 
by consumers and favorable provisions 
for medical expenses, working mothers, 
those who draw retirement compensa- 
tion, parents with children at college, 
and others estimated at $827 million. 

The most important development in 
the field of taxation was in the enact- 
ment of the tax revision bill, the first 
full codification of Federal tax laws for 
75 years. In addition to rewriting and 
simplifying the tax law the purposes of 
the bill were to continue the corporate 
income tax at 52 percent and to deal with 
tax inequities which concerned individ- 
uals. Primary among the individual 
benefits are allowed deducton of medical 
expenses above 3 percent of taxable in- 
come instead of 5 percent as at present, 
exemption of the first $1,200 of retire- 
ment income annually from taxable in- 
come after attaining the age of 65 or for 
retired government employees before 
that age, reductions of taxable income 
up to $600 annually for expenditure for 
child care by single working mothers or 
those with an incapacitated husband or 
wife if the family’s income is less than 
$5,100 a year, and deduction for a child 
as a dependent even if the child is earn- 
ing more than $600 a year provided the 
taxpayer is responsible for more than 
half of the child’s support or the child 
is attending college. Other improve- 
ments include nontaxability of income 
from health or accident plans or death 
benefits, right to report as the head of 
the household for and to receive the 
benefit of income splitting 2 years after 
the death of a spouse and to half the 
benefit if single and maintaining a home 
for a dependent parent, increase in al- 
lowable deductions of charitable contri- 
butions and similar benefits. The new 
tax law provides that the first $50, plus 
4 percent of dividend income, may be 
deducted from taxable income but not in 
excess of 4 percent of such income. As 
noted in my previous district report, I 
opposed at one and the same time addi- 
tional exemptions for individuals over 
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and above the tax reductions already 
made on the ground that they were en- 
tirely political in nature and not war- 
ranted by our financial situation and 
also credits for dividend income on the 
ground that this was unfair to wage and 
salary earners who would not receive at 
this time any increase in exemptions. I 
voted accordingly in the various stages 
of the tax revision bill. 


HOUSING, HEALTH, WELFARE, AND EDUCATION 


Forecasts are that new housing con- 
struction is running at the annual rate of 
1,206,000 units per year, a high since 
1950, but the problem is that a balanced 
national housing program is made even 
more difficult by the failure to include 
adequate public housing in the housing 
bill which was recently enacted and by 
the continuing failure to find a solution 
for the problem of middle income hous- 
ing. The whole situation has been fur- 
ther troubled by the Senate investiga- 
tion of “windfalls” defined as the excess 
of FHA guaranteed mortgages over the 
cost to build middle income rental prop- 
erty and the fact that the mortgage 
principal rather than the cost of con- 
struction is reflected in the established 
rents. 

I fought hard for the President’s min- 
imal program of 140,000 federally aided 
low rent housing units to be constructed 
in 4 years but this failed of enactment. 
The only result of the struggle was an 
authorization of 35,000 new public hous- 
ing units for 1 year but with such restric- 
tions as to its being utilized only for ur- 
ban redevelopment as to make it unlikely 
that many more than 10,000 to 15,000 of 
the public housing units will actually be 
started. New York City will probably 
do better than most places in respect of 
the authorization of 35,000 getting an 
estimated 15 percent of all units so au- 
thorized, but the country’s housing needs 
cannot be justly met on this minimal 
and truncated program. The housing 
bill also liberalized mortgage credit for 
single family homes making it possible 
now even for nonveterans to acquire a 
$10,000 home with an FHA mortgage for 
a downpayment before closing expenses 
of $750. Also FHA mortgages are made 
available for the first time on existing 
housing. 

A strong effort was made to begin to 
establish some responsibility in the Fed- 
eral Government for the people’s health 
through an administration bill for a 
$25 million fund for the reinsurance of 
voluntary health plans like Blue Cross 
and Blue Shield in order to enable them 
to establish broader coverage and in- 
crease their benefits. The bill failed be- 
cause some thought it did too little and 
others were not willing to do anything. 
I supported at least the effort on the 
ground that it was a beginning in accept- 
ing the national responsibility for the 
people's health. I continue as the spon- 
sor of the comprehensive national health 
program for substantial Federal-State 
aid to voluntary health programs and 
this is now being hailed as the most 
logical solution by important trade 
union and other civic union organiza- 
tions. It is unfortunate that a reverse 
has been suffered in the first instance 
but a national health program is vital 
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to our country and the Federal Govern- 
ment must come to it. 

A bill was enacted into law which I 
supported authorizing Federal spending 
of $30 million a year for 3 years to aid 
State and local communities in ex- 
panding hospital and clinical facilities 
for the chronically ill, aged and physi- 
cally disabled. This aids further the re- 
markably successful Federal hospital 
construction—Hill-Burton—program. 

A bill was passed which I strongly sup- 
ported extending greater Federal aid to 
State rehabilitation programs for the 
crippled and handicapped. A great 
many people—estimated at approxi- 
mately 2 million—require vocational re- 
habilitation in this country each year. 
We have heretofore been able to help by 
rehabilitation only 60,000 annually. By 
the terms of the new 5-year comprehen- 
sive vocational rehabilitation program, 
the Federal Government will ultimately 
aid the States in the rehabilitation of 
over 200,000 of the handicapped per year. 
It is estimated that for each dollar spent 
in Federal aid under this program, ap- 
proximately $10 will be returned in taxes 
from the productive work of the handi- 
capped person rehabilitated under this 
program. 

Three resolutions were adopted re- 
garding the participation of the Federal 
Government in education. First, to 
establish a National Advisory Commit- 
tee on Education, second, to assist co- 
operative research in educational prob- 
lems, and third, and most important, to 
authorize a White House conference on 
education to analyze the problems of 
Federal aid to education and school con- 
struction and see what the Federal Gov- 
ernment can do to help meet it. These 
are but mild steps toward affirmative 
Federal aid to meet the very serious class- 
room shortage, shortage in- funds for 
teaching, and similar school expenses 
and other educational problems in the 
country. I supported these moves, how- 
ever, as at least some effort in the right 
direction. The measure which has the 
best chance in the Congress is Federal 
aid to school construction, I am sup- 
porting a bill to provide $500 million for 
this purpose over a 2-year period. A bill 
has also been authoritatively introduced 
to provide Federal participation of $5 
billion, which is estimated to be about 
one-half of the aggregate requirement 
of $10 billion for school construction for 
the Nation. I shall give most earnest 
support to these efforts which I believe 
to be vital to the future of our country. 
SOCIAL SECURITY, UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE, 

LABOR 


The most signal achievement of this 
administration is the expansion and 
improvement of the social security law. 
An estimated additional 10 million are 
expected to be covered by the Social 
Security System, including farm work- 
ers, various groups of professional men 
with the notable exception of doctors— 
including lawyers, dentists, and minis- 
ters; employees of State and local gov- 
ernments on an optional basis; employees 
of the Federal Government not covered 
by retirement systems; United States 
citizens employed outside the United 
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States and certain persons employed in 
fishing and other activities. 

One of the very important provisions is 
to raise the ceiling of allowable earnings 
for social security beneficiaries to $1,000 
a year with one monthly benefit check 
withheld for each additional $80 or frac- 
tion of $80 earned from any type of em- 
ployment, This is the principle for 
which I have contended for a long time. 
Efforts must continue to afford even 
greater relief as older people should be 
encouraged to work and to supplement 
what they receive under the Social Secu- 
rity System rather than be discouraged 
from doing so. The wage base for the 
payment of the 4-percent social-security 
tax divided equally between the employee 
and the employer is raised from $3,600 
to $4,200 a year. Benefits were increased 
on an average of about $6 a month per 
beneficiary. 

The minimum benefit is increased to 
$32.50 from $27.50 and the maximum 
benefit is increase from $85 to $108.50 a 
month for single persons and from 
$127.50 to $162.50 for married persons, 

Approval was given to extending un- 
employment compensation coverage to 
employers of 4 or more workers, the 
previous standard having been 8 work- 
ers under the Federal law and also 
bringing Federal employees in States 
under unemployment compensation into 
the system. I supported a more liberal 
unemployment compensation bill seeking 
to provide coverage for all employers of 
1 or more employees, to establish mini- 
mum benefits payments of 26 weeks and 
to make the maximum weekly benefit not 
less than two-thirds of average weekly 
earnings. This was defeated, though I 
introduced legislation for it and with 
others, fought for it. 

Social security, unemployment com- 
pensation and a national health program 
are the fundamental concrete base for 
all American working people and self- 
employed, dependent upon their earnings 
and every effort must be made to build 
them up, strengthen them and make 
them comprehensive. 

Efforts to enact amendments to the 
Taft-Hartley law, even those which were 
generally agreed upon as vital, failed in 
both houses when the Senate turned 
down its own amendments bill. I have 
joined with others of my colleagues here 
in sponsoring legislation in consultation 
with the great national labor federations 
of amendments urgently required to 
maintain the integrity of labor-manage- 
ment collective bargaining and I have 
also opposed efforts to have government 
by injunction, or to otherwise, coerce this 
typically American process of adjusting 
relations between management and la- 
bor. Also it proved impossible to get 
consideration of an increase in the mini- 
mum wage, now 75 cents per hour, under 
the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act, 
which should be realistically $1.25 per 
hour. 

Some concrete gains were made, how- 
ever, in this important area of national 
life, notably the passage of improvements 
to the Railroad Retirement Act. This 
measure was strongly backed by all the 
railroad unions, and provided for an 
increase in retirement annuities, a re- 
duction of the eligibility age for various 
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benefits, increases in unemployment ben- 
efits and other changes urgently required 
to bring the railroad retirement system 
more nearly in line with present condi- 
tions and costs of living. Of equal sig- 
nificance was the passage of an act im- 
plementing the Railroad Retirement Act 
by permitting individuals to receive ben- 
efits under both the Railroad Retirement 
Act and the Social Security Act. I sup- 
ported and worked for both these meas- 
ures, 

I opposed, however, the so-called wet- 
back bill to admit Mexican workers for 
seasonal work on farms in the South- 
west on the ground that there is no 
adequate supervision or enforcement 
contained in this legislation for those 
from Mexico entering the United States 
for temporary farm work and because it 
tended to embarrass our relations with 
Mexico. 


VETERANS AND ARMED FORCES 


It has been necessary to be eternally 
vigilant in respect of veterans’ benefits, 
veterans’ compensation, veterans’ hos- 
pitalization and veterans’ rights gener- 
ally. Korean veterans were given an 
additional 1 year to take advantage 
of the GI education benefits. The 
principal measure passed with respect to 
veterans was an increase by 5 percent in 
the monthly benefits payable to veterans 
with service-connected disabilities, their 
widows, survivors, and beneficiaries. A 
similar increase was granted to veterans 
entitled to benefits under the program 
for those over 65 or permanently and 
totally disabled but not service con- 
nected. In addition, an act was passed 
extending the direct loan program of 
the Veterans’ Administration with an 
appropriation of $100 million to aid vet- 
erans in the financing of home mort- 
gages; a law was enacted providing for 
the quick naturalization of aliens who 
had served in the United States Armed 
Forces from June 24, 1950, to July 1, 
1955; while social-security wage credits 
for military service were extended for 18 
months, 

Other veterans’ measures remain 
urgent but that is all that it was possible 
to accomplish despite an outstandingly 
brilliant effort by the chairman and 
members of the Veterans’ Affairs Com- 
mittee in this Congress. 


POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE 


There has been a classic struggle going 
on here regarding pay increases for post 
office and classified civil-service em- 
ployees. There is no question about the 
fact that a raise is urgently required 
by existing costs of living. The difficulty 
has been in the economy drive and the 
Post Office’s effort to reduce its deficit by 
further increases in rates. After fight- 
ing for the Withrow bill, I supported 
the Corbett bill to give the post office 
workers a 7 percent across the board 
increase with a minimum of $240 and 
a maximum of $480. The opportunity 
was given to vote for a 5 percent pay 


raise with a minimum of $180 and with- 


out a maximum, tied to a bill to in- 
crease mail rates. I supported this 
measure also, upon the ground that it 
was essential to make provision for a 
postal pay increase through willingness 
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to be realistic in the matter of postal 
rates. 

A pay raise, which is essential to Fed- 
eral classified employees, will stem di- 
rectly from a pay raise for the postal 
workers, and therefore a fight for one is 
a fight for the other. 

Desirable legislation is being en- 
acted for “fringe benefits,” such as group 
insurance to Federal employees, a re- 
peal of the Whitten rider which I op- 
posed from the very beginning, which 
has blocked promotions and an adequate 
personnel system, revisions in annual 
leave and sick leave practices and similar 
matters. In every way it is essential 
that personnel relations be considered 
by the Government on the highest pri- 
ority. Ours is a government of laws not 
men, but it is the men who administer 
the laws and the Federal Government 
must show its sense of justice to those 
who work for it. 


MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES 


We have had submitted a number of 
bills labeled anti-Communist. It has 
been necessary not to be taken in by the 
labels but to carefully analyze each bill 
to be sure that it constitutes a material 
factor in the anti-Communist struggle 
and that we were not paying too high a 
price for it in terms of American free- 
doms, I supported bills depriving of 
citizenship those convicted under the 
Smith Act of seeking to overthrow our 
Government by force; establishing con- 
dign punishment for peacetime espio- 
nage; ruling out the Communist as a 
political party and various contempt 
citations putting up to the courts the 
issues of witnesses’ refusals to answer 
legitimate questions of congressional in- 
vestigating committees. I also sup- 
ported a bill to allow congressional com- 
mittees to take such cases into court at 
once so as to get the maximum number 
of answers to their questions and to 
make punishment for contempt assured 
for failure to answer, and I supported 
the move to amend the wiretapping bill 
by requiring a court order first. On the 
other hand, I opposed a bill giving con- 
gressional committees the power to grant 
immunity, and thereupon to require tes- 
timony of a witness pleading self-in- 
crimination on the ground that this 
would not advance the anti-Communist 
struggle but would, on the contrary, rep- 
resent an invasion of one of the funda- 
mental historic freedoms of all the 
American people and one of a very spe- 
cial significance to minorities of religion 
or race, while putting into the political 
arena a power to let rogues go free and 
to punish innocent men. 

There have been a great many bills be- 
fore us to establish dams to produce 
power and aid navigation as well as rec- 
lamation and irrigation projects involv- 
ing substantial extensions of credit by 
the United States. I have proceeded 
generally upon the basis that we must 
help in the development of our country 
according to established patterns, pre- 
serving and improving our natural re- 
sources for the public interest, being 
careful that our national parks and our 
national monuments are not compro- 
mised or invaded, and guarding against 
“windfalls” to a few. 
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There has been a greatly renewed in- 
terest in the problems of youth and ju- 
venile delinquency in our dangerous 
world. I have been working hard for 
the National Youth Assistance Act to 
develop a $50 million national youth 
program. I also endeavored to bring 
about an appropriation of $165,000 for 
the Children’s Bureau of the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
for the purpose of coordinating the ac- 
tivities of State and local youth com- 
missions throughout the country. 

I have made every effort to get con- 
sideration of the essential revision of our 
immigration laws to make them accord 
with wise United States leadership of the 
free world. I have joined with others of 
my colleagues in seeking hearings on a 
bill which I sponsored entitled “The Im- 
migration and Nationality Act Amend- 
ments of 1954” to liberalize the immigra- 
tion laws. I have also continued my 
work to see that there is effective im- 
plementation of the Refugee Relief Act 
of 1953 and am glad to say that better 
progress is being made with 7,287 visas 
visas granted under this act as of July 30, 
1954, and with the enactment of legis- 
lation which will pool the aggregate 
209,000 quota numbers available for 
refugees and escapees from behind the 
Iron Curtain and those for preference 
immigrants from Italy, Greece, Holland 
and West Germany. The authorization 
to continue United States participation 
in the intergovernmental committee for 
European migration is expected to re- 
settle several hundred thousand of the 
excess working population of free Eu- 
rope in this fiscal year. I believe, how- 
ever, that we must declare the rewrit- 
ing of the basic immigration law, the 
McCarran Act, to be a primary objective 
of our foreign policy. 

A constitutional amendment giving 18- 
year-olds the right to vote failed in the 
Senate. I hope that it will be brought 
up again as I favor it. It may be trite, 
but it is true that those old enough to 
defend our country with their lives, 
should have something to say about how 
it is run. 

Interest continues in my resolution for 
the unification of Ireland. 

I testified in support of a bill with 
others of my colleagues for a United 
States Arts Foundation to assist college, 
cooperative, and voluntary nonprofit 
efforts in the fields of theater, music, and 
art. This is an area in which we are 
far behind practically all the other coun- 
tries of the free world. Such activities 
are essential to us as our time for recrea- 
tional and cultural enjoyment increases 
and as our world leadership becomes es- 
sential in these fields, too. 

Grants of statehood to Hawaii and 
Alaska got lost in the legislative logjam 
with contrary bills coming out of the 
House and Senate. This is a must for 
our country and I have and will con- 
stantly and actively support statehood 
for both. 

I have also sponsored and worked for 
a United States Travel Commission to 
develop for all our people including those 
in the moderate income level—$3,500 to 
$5,000 a year—the opportunity for over- 
seas travel which I believe is entirely 
feasible, 
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I have introduced legislation and 
worked to enable members of the Armed 
Forces to vote for candidates for Con- 
gress in national elections without regard 
to State laws relating to registration and 
without payment of any poll tax and to 
recommend to the States a better and 
more effective absentee voting procedure 
for civilians who are necessarily serving 
abroad. The broadest possible franchise 
for all our people is vital in our national 
interest, 

CONCLUSION 

This completes the record of the 83d 
Congress. As is always true, much has 
been done, not always adequately and 
a good deal of what is essential has been 
left undone. On the whole it is not an 
untypical American congressional record 
of achievements and shortcomings. The 
people will judge as to whether a dy- 
namic and progressive program, to use 
the words of President Eisenhower has 
been enacted. It is vital to us in public 
office to be sure that they have all the 
facts upon which to judge. This I con- 
sider to be my highest duty and this I 
have sought to accomplish to the best 
of my ability. 


PROGRAM OF ASSISTANCE FOR 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to change the figure 
in the title of the bill to conform with 
the measure just passed in connection 
with the extension for 2 years of aid to 
construction work in impacted school 
districts. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to 
amend Public Law 815, 81st Congress, in 
order to extend for 2 additional years the 
program of assistance for school construc- 
tion under title 3 of that act.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 


ANTI-COMMUNIST BILL 


Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, during 
the debate on the Communist bill this 
afternoon, S. 3706, the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Urt, who is away on 
committee business, the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Hosmer, who is away on 
committee business, and the gentleman 
from California, Mr. Witson, who is 
away on committee business, all wanted 
to vote in favor of the bill or to be paired, 
and they were included as general pairs. 
May I make the statement that they 
would have voted “aye” but were com- 
pelled to be paired? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that that would be contrary to the rules 
of the House. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. May the Recorp show 
that they stand as specific pairs instead 
of general pairs? 

The SPEAKER. That statement will 
stand in the RECORD. 


SENATE BILLS, JOINT RESOLUTIONS, 
AND CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 
Bills, joint resolutions, and a concur- 

rent resolution of the Senate of the fol- 
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lowing titles were taken from the Speak- 
er’s table and, under the rule, referred 
as follows: 


S. 17. An act to provide general rules of 
practice and procedure before Federal agen- 
cies; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 19. An act to suspend the running of the 
statutes of limitations applicable to offenses 
involving performance of official duties by 
Government officers and employees during 
periods of Government service of the officer 
or employee concerned; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 47. An act for the relief of Joseph An- 
drew Wright; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 101. An act for the relief of Phed Vos- 
niacos; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 114. An act authorizing appropriations 
for the construction, operation, and maintė- 
nance of the western land boundary fence 
project, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

S. 209. An act for the relief of Irene C. 
Karl; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

5.221. An act to amend subsection (a) of 
section 6 of the War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended, to include claims of certain Ameri- 
can citizens who served in the armed forces 
of any government allied with the United 
States during World War II and who were 
taken prisoners of war; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 264. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain lands in the State of Mary- 
land to the Disney-Bell Post 66 of the Ameri- 
can Legion, Bowie, Md., to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

S. 346. An act for the relief of Alick Bhark; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 377. An act for the relief of the State of 
Oklahoma; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 417. An act conferring jurisdiction upon 
the United States District Court for the Dis- 
trict of New Mexico, to hear, determine, and 
render judgment upon certain claims arising 
as a result of the construction by the United 
States of Elephant Butte Dam on the Rio 
Grande; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 547. An act for the relief of Hava Shpak, 
A. A. Shpak, and Sympcha Shpak; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 575. An act for the relief of Moniek Lem- 
berger, Frida Lemberger, and Peysach Lem- 
berger; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 675. An act to amend sections 2311, 2312, 
and 2313 of title 18, United States Code, so 
as to extend the punishment for the trans- 
portation of stolen motor vehicles in inter- 
state or foreign commerce to tractors, com- 
mercial truck trailers, and truck semitrail- 
ers, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

S. 831. An act for the relief of Pietro Me- 
duri; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1022. An act for the relief of Harold 
Swarthout and L. S. Swarthout; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1061. An act for the relief of Norman F. 
George; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1083. An act for the relief of Kurt Gla- 
ser; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1291. An act for the relief of Sharalam- 
pos Socrates Iossifoglu, Nora Iossifoglu, Hel- 
en Iossifoglu, and Efrossini Iossifoglu; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1336. An .act for the relief of Euline 
Saliba Sihwel (Eveline Saliba Suhweil); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1338. An act for the relief of Nabiha 
Elias Audi; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S.1341. An act for the relief of Salamy 
Khouri; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1417. An act for the relief of Gerard 
Lucien Dandurand; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1445. An act for the relief of Evelyn 
Harry Waters; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 


1954 


S. 1601. An act for the relief of Jeremy 
Allen Clore; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 1604. An act for the relief of Margot 
Herta Matulewitz; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1605. An act for the relief of James Ar- 
thur Cimino and Joan Cimino; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1622. An act for the relief of Constan- 
tinos Pantermalis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1625. An act for the relief of Milan K. 
Jovanovic; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

8. 1687. An act for the relief of T. C. Elliott; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

5.1692. An act for the relief of Francis 
C. Pollard; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ci $ 
8.1720. An act for the relief of Capt. 
George Gafos, Eugenia Gafos, and Adaman- 
tios George Gafos; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 1838. An act for the relief of Azzam 
Isaac Rafidi; to the Committee on the Judi- 
clary. 

8.1862 An act for the relief of Juan An- 
tonio Gorrono Lajarzabulo and Jesus Maria 
Ojenalo Guernica; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1871. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Fopp; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1873. An act for the relief of Ursula 
Wilke and Mike Mario Wilke; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1887. An act to amend sections 3182 
and 3183 of title 18 of the United States Code 
so as to authorize the use of an information 
filed by a public prosecuting officer for mak- 
ing demands for fugitives of justice; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1890. An act for the relief of Olivia Mary 
Orciuch; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1893. An act for the relief of Andreas 
George Vlastos (Andreas Georges Vlasto); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1898. An act for the relief of Walter H. 
Berry; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1978. An act for the relief of Dr. Chang 
Ho Cho; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2010. An act for the relief of Alexy W. 
Katyll and Ioanna Katyll; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 2017. An act to revise the procedure in 
the district courts relating to the disposition 
of the wages and effects of deceased and 
deserting seamen, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2056. An act for the relief of Deborah 
Jordan Williams (Grace Yoko Watanabe); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2064. An act for the relief of Aniceto 
Sparagna; to the Committee on the Judici- 


ary. 

S. 2083. An act for the relief of Lawrence 
F. Kramer; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

S. 2109. An act for the relief of Claire 
Heiszler; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2216. An act for the relief of Vasilios 
Demetriou Kretsos and his wife Chryssa 
Thomaidou Kretsos; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 2316. An act for the relief of Birming- 
ham Iron Works, Inc.; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 2329. An act for the relier of Garabed 
Papazian; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

S. 2452. An act for the relief of David Wei- 
Dao Lea and Julia An-Fong Wang Lea; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2486. An act authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to transfer certain property 
of the United States Government (in the 
Wyoming National Guard Camp Guernsey 
target and maneuver area, Platte County, 
Wyo.) to the State of Wyoming; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
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S. 2496. An act for the relief of Harvey 
Schwartz; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 
S. 2525. An act for the relief of Lupe M. 
Gonzalez; to the Committee on the Judici- 


ary. 

S. 2532. An act for the relief of Giuseppina 
Latina Mozzicato and Giovanni Mozzicato 
(John Mozzicato); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2536. An act for the relief of Ellen 
Henriette Buch; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2540. An act to amend the act entitled 
“An act to provide for the registration and 
protection of trade-marks used in com- 
merce, to carry out the provisions of inter- 
national conventions, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved July 5, 1946; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2613. An act for the relief of Dr. Luci- 
ano A. Legiardi-Laura; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 2632. An act for the relief of Epes 
Transportation Corp.; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 2633. An act for the relief of Stanislavas 
Racinskas (Stacys Racinskas); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2634. An act for the relief of Mrs. Wil- 
liam A. Curran; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2636. An act for the relief of Arturo 
Rodriguez Diaz; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2640. An act for the relief of Esther 
Joanne Potter; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2646. An act for the relief of Victoriana 
Areitio Berincua; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2649. An act for the relief of Chaya 
Frangles; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2669. An act for the relief of Andree M. 
Doyle; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

S. 2674. An act for the relief of Moxon J. 
van den Abeele; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2678. An act for the relief of Liselotte 
Warmbrand; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 2679. An act for the relief of Ahti Jo- 
hannes Ruuskanen; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 2682. An act for the relief of Maria 
Bertagnolli Pancheri; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 2695. An act for the relief of Francoise 
O. McMahon; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 2709. An act for the relief of Peter 
Haberl; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2731. An act for the relief of Jean Can- 
talini; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2768. An act for the relief of Lydia 
Tischler; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2789. An act for the relief of Gianni 
Bernardis; to the Committee on the Judici- 


ary. 

S. 2791. An act for the relief of Ernesto 
DeLeon; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2801. An act for the relief of Graphic 
Arts Corp., of Ohio; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2830. An act for the relief of Christos 
Paul Zolotas; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 2840. An act for the relief of Jonas 
Dercautan; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2841. An act for the relief of Vittoria 
Alberghetti, Daniele Alberghetti, Anna 
Maria Alberghetti, Carla Alberghetti, and 
Paolo Alberghetti; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. È 

S. 2843. An act for the relief of Ursula Else 
Boysen; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2849. An act for the relief of Elisa-Pom- 
pea Roppo (Elisa-Pompea Cardone); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
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S. 2877. An act for the relief of Philopimin 
Michalacopoulos (Mihalakopoulos); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2879. An act for the relief of Peter 
Julian Newbery and Prudence Ellen New- 
bery; tò the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2884. An act for the relief of Sister Anna 
Scrinzi, Sister Giuliana Paladini, Sister 
Iolanda Mazzocchi, and Sister Giuseppina 
Zanchetts; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2885. An act for the relief of Sandra 
Lea McMullin; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 2887. An act for the relief of Hon Cheun 
Kwan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2904. An act for the relief of Jan Haj- 
dukiewicz; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2921. An act for the relief of Ervin 
Fuchs; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2922. An act for the relief of Robert A. 
Borromeo; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2925. An act for the relief of Evantiyl 
Yorgiyadis; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2936. An act for the relief of Elisa 
Palumbo Castaldo; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2941. An act for the relief of Kim 
Kwang Suk and Kim Woo Shik; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2945. An act for the relief of Eulalio 
Rodriguez Vargas; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2950. An act for the relief of Domenico 
Scaramuzzino; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 2954. An act for the relief of Christine 
Thum; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2968. An act for the relief of Franciszek 
Janicki and Stefania Janicki; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2973. An act for the relief of Henry 
Duncan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2984. An act for the relief of Roger 
Ouellette; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2993. An act for the relief of Ruch 
Wehrhan; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 2994. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Edward H. Hon; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 2996. An act for the relief of Sister Ra- 
mona Maria (Ramona E. Tombo); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3017. An act for the relief of Thomas 
Barron; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3024. An act for the relief of Malbina 
Rouphael David, nee Gebrael; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3029. An act for the relief of Miroslav 
Slovak; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3031. An act for the relief of Antonin 
Volejnicek; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 3032. An act for the relief of Bohumil 
Suran; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3033. An act to authorize the Secretary 

of Commerce, acting through the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey, to assist the States of 
Maryland and Delaware to reestablish their 
common boundary; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
. 8.3043. An act to authorize the leasing of 
restricted Indian lands in the State of 
Arizona, other than those of the Navaho or 
Hopi Indians, for public, religious, educa- 
tional, recreational, residential, business, 
and other purposes requiring the grant of 
long-term leases; to the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 3045. An act for the relief of Margaret 
Isabel Byers; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 3046. An act for the relief of Nejibe El- 
Sousse Slyman; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 
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5.3047. An act for the relief of Luzia Cox; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3054. An act for the relief of Rosita A. 
Jocson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3055. An act for the relief of Jan R. 
Cwiklinski; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

8.3086. An act for the relief of S. Sgt. Sil- 
vestre E. Castillo; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 3058. An act for the relief of certain na- 
tionals of Italy; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 3065. An act for the relief of Ernest 
Ludwig Bamford and Mrs. Nadine Bamford; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

5.3071. An act to amend the act author- 
izing agricultural entries under the nonmin- 
eral land laws of certain mineral lands in 
order to increase the limitation with respect 
to desert entries made under such act to 320 
acres; to the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs. 

S. 3078. An act to provide for the reim- 
bursement of Meadow School District No. 29, 
Upham, N. Dak., for loss of revenue result- 
ing from the acquisition of certain lands 
within such school district by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 3084. An act for the relief of Elsa Le- 
derer; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3087. An act for the relief of Peter 
Charles Bethel (Peter Charles Peters); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3094. An act for the relief of Christa 
Harkrader; to the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 

S. 3101. An act to amend section 490 of 
title 14, United States Code, entitled “Coast 
Guard,” and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

S. 3104. An act for the relief of Theodore 
J. Harris; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3105. An act for the relief of Stanley 
Rydzon and Alexander F. Anderson; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

5.3110. An act for the relief of the Ports- 
mouth Sand & Gravel Co.; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 3112. An act for the relief of Emiko 

Watanabe; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 
S. 3116. An act to amend section 1073 of 
title 18 of the United States Code to pro- 
vide for the punishment of any individual 
who travels in interstate or foreign com- 
merce to avoid prosecution or punishment 
for indecent molestation of a minor; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3138. An act for the relief of Wakako 
Niimi and her minor child, Katherine; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3148. An act for the relief of Francesco 
Pugliese; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 8150. An act for the relief of Zanthi 
Georges Komporozou; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 3158. An act for the relief of Slavoljub 
Djurovic and Goran Djurovic; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3160. An act for the relief of Irene Ju- 
lienne Givens; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 3163. An act for the relief of Myung Sik 
Hong; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3164. An act for the relief of Rosario 
Estevez de Aponte (nee Frias), otherwise 
known as Rosario Estevez Aponte; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

5.3187. An act to authorize the United 
States of America to quitclaim all its right, 
title, and interest in and to certain lands in 
Arizona, except for mineral interests there- 
in, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 3200. An act to amend section 3 of the 
Travel Expense Act of 1949, as amended, to 
provide an increased maximum per diem al- 
lowance for subsistence and travel expenses; 
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to the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions. 

S. 3218. An act for the relief of Maria Elena 
Venegas and Sarah Lucia Venegas; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3221. An act for the relief of Ingeborg 
Otto; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3234. An act for the relief of Aron Klein 
and Zita Klein (nee Spielman); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3251. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain mineral rights to Mrs. Pearl 
O. Marr, of Crossroads, N. Mex.; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 3273. An act for the relief of Cirino Lan- 
zafame; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3276. An act for the relief of Cleophat 
Robert Joseph Caron; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 3293. An act for the relief of Lt. P. B. 
Sampson; to the Committee on the Judi- 
c 


S. 3304. Conferring jurisdiction upon the 
Court of Claims of the United States to con- 
sider and render judgment on the claim of 
the Cuban-American Sugar Co. against the 
United States; to the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 

S. 3316. An act to authorize and direct the 
conveyance of a certain tract of land in the 
State of Mississippi to Jonathan Jones; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 3322. An act for the relief of Ali Has- 
san Waffa; to the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 

S. 3326. An act for the relief of P. H. Mc- 
Connell; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3327. An act for the relief of Rev. Lo- 
renzo Rodriguez Bianco and Rev. Alejandro 
Negredo Lazaro; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 3341. An act to provide punishment for 
certain confidence game swindles; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3343. An act for the relief of Babette 
Bayer Trisler; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 3392. An act for the relief of Anna C. 
Giese; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3404. An act for the relief of Anni 
Stroee Jacobsen; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S.3413. An act for the relief of Shigeko 
Nakamura Bulmer; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 3415. An act for the relief of June Rose 
McHenry; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 3424. An act for the relief of Anneliese 
Hofmann; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 3429. An act to authorize the assess- 
ment of costs and reasonable attorneys’ fees 
against the United States in certain appel- 
late proceedings; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 3436. An act for the relief of Laurie Dea 
Holley and the legal guardian of Karmen 
Lael Holley, minor child; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 3485. An act fcr the relief of Liselotta 
Kunze; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3494. An act for the relief of the Cen- 
tral Railroad Co. of New Jersey; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3562. An act for the relief of the Mc- 
Mahon Co., Inc.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 3569. An act for the relief of Mrs. Lisa 
Lear; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3577. An act for the relief of Milos 
Enezevich; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

S. 3582. An act for the relief of Col. David 
W. Stonecliffe; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 3585. An act to amend the Strategic and 
Critical Materials Stockpiling Act (60 Stat. 
596); to the Committee on Armed Services. 

S. 3586. An act for the relief of Mrs. Hil- 
degard Simon Walley; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
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S. 3598— An act for the relief of Elonore 
Schmucker and her child; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 3601. An act to provide that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is authorized to extend 
until not later than October 18, 1962, cer- 
tain timber rights and necessary ingress and 

, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

S. 3622. An act to provide for the prepara- 
tion of plans and specifications for a mu- 
seum building for the Smithsonian Insti- 
tution; to the Committee on Public Works. 

S. 3625. An act for the relief of Mrs. Juana 
Padilla de Caballero (Mrs. Juana Padilla de 
Ontiveros); to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

5.3652. An act for the relief of Francis 
Timothy Mary Hodgson (formerly Victor 
Charles Joyce); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 3668. An act for the relief of Mary Pal- 
anuk; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3688. An act for the relief of Helga 
Schart Coulson; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

8.3689. An act for the relief of Gisela 
Nagel (nee Maireder); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 3744. An act to change the name of 
Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins Point 
Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

S. 3756. An act for the relief of Howard 
Carl Kaiser; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

S. 3773. An act to authorize reciprocal fire 
protection agreements between departments 
and agencies of the United States and public 
or private organizations engaged in fire- 
fighting activities, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions. 

S. 3774. An act to extend the benefits of 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act to Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and 
the Virgin Islands; to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

S. J. Res. 158. Joint resolution to provide 
for a new third division of the Northern Ju- 
dicial District of California; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

S. Con. Res. 104. To print additional copies 
of part 4 of the hearings held before a sub- 
committee of the Commitee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs relative to stockpile and ac- 
cessibility of strategic and critical materials 
to the United States in time of war; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 


Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills and joint resolutions 
of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H. R. 669. An act for the relief of George 
D. Kyminas; 3 

H. R. 787. An act for the relief of Israel 
Ratsprecher and Maryse Ratsprecher; 

H. R. 803. An act for the relief of Chris- 
takis Modinos; 

H. R. 804. An act for the relief of Enri- 
chetta F. C. Meda-Novara; 

H. R. 818. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Emma Martha Staack; > 

H. R. 868. An act for the relief of Ciriaco 
Catino; 

H. R. 905. An act for the relief of Franci- 
szek Wolczek; 

H. R. 950. An act for the relief of Panoula 
Panagopoulos; 

H.R.970. An act for the relief of George 
Economos; 

H.R.977. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Aimee Dutour Royzar; 
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H.R.1171. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Wai-Jan Low Fong; 

H. R. 1324. An act for the relief of Geor- 
gina Chinn; 

H. R. 1463. An act for the relief of Ilona 
Elizabeth Carrier; 

H. R. 1646. An act for the relief of Arthur 
Neustadt and Mrs. Emma Neustadt; 

H.R.1697. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Katharina Batke; 

H. R. 1843. An act to increase the retired 
pay of certain members of the former Light- 
house Service; 

H.R.1897. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Betty E. Le May; 

H. R. 1974. An act to amend the third 
paragraph of section 4, chapter 1, title I, of 
the act entitled “An act making further pro- 
vision for a civil government for Alaska, and 
for other purposes,” approved June 6, 1900 
(31 Stat. 322; 48 U. S. C., sec. 101), as 
amended; 

H. R. 1975. An act to amend section 2201 
of title 28, United States Code, to extend the 
Federal Declaratory Judgments Act to the 
Territory of Alaska; 

H. R. 1976. An act to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to permit the registration of 
judgments in or from the District Court of 
the Territory of Alaska; 

H. R. 2051. An act for the relief of Ivo 
Markulin; 

H. R. 2224. An act to amend the Army- 
Navy Medical Services Corps Act of 1947 (61 
Stat. 734), as amended, so as to authorize the 
appointment of a Chief of the Medical Serv- 
ice Corps of the Navy, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 2358. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Vehram Uluhogian; 

H. R. 2359. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Veich, also known as Giuseppe Veic; 

H. R.2635. An act for the relief of Olga 
Abitia; 

H. R. 2654. An act for the relief of Sisters 
Linda Salerno, Luigiana C. Cairo, Antonietta 
Impieri, Anna Impieri, Rosina Scariato, 
Iolanda Gaglianone, Maria Assunta Scara- 
muzzo, Franceshina Cauterucci, and Filo- 
mena Lupinacci; 

H. R. 2793, An act for the relief of Miyoko 
Nagare; 

H. R. 2843. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to investigate and report 
to the Congress on the conservation, develop- 
ment, and utilization of the irrigation and 
reclamation resources of the Waimanalo, 
Oahu; Waimea, Island of Hawaii; and Mo- 
lokai projects, T. H.;: 

H. R. 2874. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of 
Mary K. Reynolds, as successor in interest to 
the Colonial Realty Co.; 

H. R. 2879. An act to stay deportation pro- 
ceedings on Juan Onativia; 

H. R. 2901. An act for the relief of Tokuko 
Kobayashi, and her minor son; 

H. R. 3116. An act for the relief of Dimitra 
Makhavitzki; 

H. R. 3125. An act for the relief of Alex- 
ander Hahn and Suzanne Hahn; 

H. R. 3144. An act for the relief of Elias Y. 
Richa; 

H. R. 3238. An act for the relief of Danica 
Maria Vavrova; 

H. R. 3344. An act for the relief of Carmen 
Salvador and her daughter, Ruby Salvador; 

H.R.3419. An act to authorize a $50 per 
capita payment to members of the Red Lake 
Band of Chippewa Indians from the proceeds 
of the sale of timber and lumber on the Red 
Lake Reservation; 

H. R. 3444. An act for the relief of Toki 
Yaeko; 

H.R.3616. An act for the relief of Nico- 
letta Di Donato; 

H. R. 3677. An act for the relief of Sister 
Paolina (Angela Di Franco); 

H. R. 3759. An act for the relief of Babette 
Mueller Esposito; 

H. R. 3855. An act for the relief of Sister 
Agrippina (Agrippina Palermo), Sister Bat- 
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tistina (Franceschina Serpa), Sister Romana 
(Angela Iolanda Morelli), Sister Frances- 
china (Maria Caruso), and Sister Bruna 
(Giuseppina De Caro); 

H. R. 4092. An act for the relief of Mira 
Tellini Napoleone; 

H. R. 4213. An act to authorize works for 
development and furnishing of water sup- 
plies for waterfowl management, Central 
Valley project, California, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 4371. An act for the relief of June 
Ann Sakurai; 

H. R. 4620. An act for the relief of Natale 
Joseph John Ratti; 

H. R. 4690. An act to provide for the erec- 
tion of appropriate markers in national 
cemeteries to honor the memory of mem- 
bers of the Armed Forces missing in action; 

H. R. 4721. An act to provide that the ex- 
cess-land provisions of the Federal reclama- 
tion laws shall not apply to lands in the 
Owl Creek unit of the Missouri Basin 
project; 

H. R. 4740. An act for the relief of Kaoru 
Yoshioka; 

H. R. 4881. An act to amend the Canal 
Zone Code in reference to the survival of 
things in action; 

H. R. 4959. An act for the relief of Muhit- 
tin Schuer; 

H. R. 4998. An act for the relief of Paul 
Frkovich; 

H. R. 5072. An act for the relief of Car- 
men D'ottavio, also known as Cameron 
D'Ottavio; 

H. R. 5077. An act for the relief of Sophia 
Nassopoulos; 

H. R. 5314. An act to extend the coverage 
of the Servicemen's Indemnity Act to mem- 
bers of the Reserve Officer Training Corps 
when ordered to active training duty for 
periods in excess of 14 days; 

H. R. 5340. An act for the relief of Tibor, 
Szuzsa (Susanne) and Judith Sauer; 

H. R. 5354. An act for the relief of Liborio 
Guido Rutildo; 

H. R. 5443. An act for the relief of Eva 
Lowinger; 

H. R. 5639. An act for the relief of Edel- 
traud Kamberg; 

H. R. 5816. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Caridad Rosa Avila Leyva de Ernest; 

H. R. 5822. An act for the relief of Evan- 
thia Demetrios Makrozonari; 

H. R. 5832. An act to authorize the Com- 
missioner of Public Lands of the Territory 
of Hawaii to sell public lands to certain 
lessees, permittees, and others; 

H. R. 5944. An act for the relief of Al- 
berto Ugo Landry; 

H. R. 5997. An act to enable the Legisla- 
ture of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize 
the issuance of general obligation bonds, 
the proceeds thereof to be used for veterans’ 
mortgages; 

H. R. 6026. An act for the relief of Ger- 
trud O. Heinz; 

H. R. 6113. An act to amend title 28 of the 
United States Code, so as to increase the 
penalties applicable to the smuggling of 
goods into the United States; 

H. R. 6127. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to create a Board for the 
Condemnation of Insanitary Buildings in 
the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved May 1, 1906; 

H. R. 6223. An act to amend section 87 of 
the National Defense Act of June 3, 1916, 
as amended (32 U. S. C. 47), to relieve the 
States from accountability and pecuniary 
liability for property lost, damaged or de- 
stroyed except in cases where it shall appear 
that the loss, damage, or destruction of the 
property was due to carelessness or negli- 
gence or could have been avoided by the 
exercise of reasonable care; 

H. R. 6253. An act to amend Public Law 
410, 78th Congress, with regard to compen- 
sation for overtime, Sunday, and holiday 
work of employees of the United States 
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Public Health Service, Foreign Quarantine 
Division; 

H. R. 6280. An act to extend temporarily 
the rights of priority of nationals of Japan 
and certain nationals of Germany, with re- 
spect to applications for patents; 

H. R. 6367. An act for the relief of Nobu 
Nogawa Nitta; 

H. R. 6393. An act granting the consent 
and approval of Congress to an interstate 
forest fire protection compact; 

H. R. 6414. An act for the relief of Bar- 
bara Pator Allen; 

H. R. 6553. An act for the relief of Esterina 
Pella Bellucci; 

H. R. 6658. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain lands by the United States 
to the county of Cumberland, State of North 
Carolina, without remuneration; 

H. R. 6855. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Elisabeth Metzing Rink; 

H. R. 6885. An act to amend section 1 of 
Joint Resolution 12 enacted by the 25th Leg- 
islature of the Territory of Hawaii, in the 
regular session of 1949 and approved by the 
81st Congress of the United States of Amer- 
ica at the 2d session (Public Law 1746, ch. 
833). 

H. R. 6886. An act to ratify and confirm 
sections 5 and 6 of Act 254 and Act 280 of 
the session laws of Hawaii, 1953, and to au- 
thorize the issuance of certain public-im- 
provement bonds by the Territory of Ha- 
wail; 

H. R. 6955. An act for the relief of Margers 
Nulle-Siecenieks, 

H. R. 6982. An act for the relief of Maria 
Elizabeth Sanchez Y Moreno. 

H. R. 6987. An act for the relief of Gene 
C. Szutu and Florence C. Szutu. 

H. R. 7041. An act for the relief of Waltru- 
ade Elsa Solleder. 

H.R.7051. An act for the relief of Mary 
George Solomon. 

H. R. 7088. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Cazzato. 

H. R. 7131. An act to repeal a limitation on 
pay of certain officers of the Navy; 

H. R. 7138. An act for the relief of Rosa 
Marie Adelheid Herok; 

H.R.7140. An act for the relief of Robert 
A. Duval; 

H. R. 7145. An act for the relief of An- 
neliese Catalino; 

H. R. 7150. An act for the relief of Thora 
June Grumbles; 

H. R. 7152. An act for the relief of Jozef 
Van den Broeck; 

H. R. 7221. An act for the relief of Anders 
Taranger; 

H. R. 7251. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to transfer to Vernon 
F. Parry, the right, title, and interest of 
the United States, in foreign countries, in 
and to a certain invention; 

H, R.7334. An act to authorize certain 
property transactions in Cocoli, C. Z., and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 7398. An act to repeal the require- 
ment of section 3921 of the Revised Statutes 
that postmasters report to the Postmaster 
General failure to cancel postage stamps; 

H. R. 7399. An act to authorize the sale of 
postage-due stamps for philatelic purposes. 

H. R. 7411. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Esterlee Hutzler Weinhoeppel; 

H. R. 7451. An act for the relief of Erika 
Jette Lavery; 

H. R. 7460. An act to pay Warren P. Hoover 
for services rendered the Army of the United 
States; 

H. R. 7486. An act to amend section 1071 
of title 18, United States Code, relating to 
the concealing of persons from arrest, so 
as to increase the penalties therein pro- 
vided; 

H. R. 7494. An act for the relief of Eliza- 
beth Forster Austin; 

H. R. 7508. An act for the relief of James 
Dore, Jr.; 

H. R. 7517. An act to enable the Legisla- 
ture of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize 
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the city and county of Honolulu, a munici- 
pal corporation, to issue public-improvement 
bonds; 

H. R.7518. An act to enable the Legisla- 
ture of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize 
the city and county of Honolulu, a munici- 
pal corporation, to issue public-improvement 
bonds; 

H. R. 7568. An act to authorize and direct 
the Farm Loan Board of Hawali to convey 
certain land and to ratify and confirm cer- 
tain acts of said Farm Loan Board. 

H. R. 7569. An act to authorize the re- 
moval of a restrictive covenant on land pat- 
ent No. 9628, issued to the board of the 
Hawaiian Evangelical Association on Jan- 
uary 18, 1929, and covering lots 5 and 6 of 
Waimea town lots, situated in the County of 
Kauai, T. H. 

H. R.7584. An act for the relief of An- 
gele Marie Boyer (nee Pieniazcek) ; 

H. R. 7593. An act for the relief of Theresia 
Probst Uhl; 

H. R. 7606. An act for the relief of Michael 
Henry LaFleur; 

H. R. 7612. An act for the relief of Enrico 
Intravaia; 

H. R. 7628. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Adriana M. Truyers Aretz; 

H. R. 7629. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ruth Gruschka Krug; 

H. R.7635. An act for the relief of Martti 
Iimari Timonen, Maj-Lis Timonen, and Mar- 
ja Timonen; 

H. R. 7761. An act for the relief of John 
Lewis Pyles, Jr.; 

H. R. 7807. An act for the relief of Heinz 
Gerhard Rolappe; 

H. R. 7924. An act for the relief of Giu- 
seppi Clementi; 

H. R. 7925. An act for the 
Dina Mianulli (nee Kratzer); 

H. R. 7945. An act for the relief of Bart 
Blaak (formerly Johannes J. M. Gijsbers); 

H. R. 7987. An act for the relief of Roger 
Feghall; 

H. R. 8006. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue patents for cer- 
tain lands in Wisconsin bordering upon in- 
land lakes or rivers; 

H. R. 8034. An act for the incorporation 
of the Sons of Union Veterans of the Civil 
War; 

H. R. 8038. An act to authorize the con- 
veyance to the Hot Springs School District 
and to Garland County, Ark., for school and 
for other public purposes, of certain land 
originally donated to the United States and 
situated in Hot Springs National Park, Ark., 
and for other purposes; 

H.R. 8041, An act to provide benefits under 
the laws administered by the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration based upon service in the 
Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps under certain 
conditions; 

H. R. 8066. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Gertrud Eckerl Strickland; 

H. R. 8146. An act for the relief of Pal- 
mina Smarrelli (nee Lattanzio); 

H. R. 8115. An act for the relief of Tan- 
nous Estephan; 

H. R. 8155. An act to continue until the 
close of June 30, 1955, the suspension of 
duties and import taxes on metal scrap, and 
for other p 

H. R. 8180. An ast to increase the amount 
of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes 
for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, 
and airmen of the United States; 

H. R. 8239. An act for the relief of Fung 
Ping Wah and others; 

H. R. 8334. An act for the relief of Helmut 
Cermak and Hana Cermak; 

H.R. 8365. An act to confirm the authority 
of the Secretary of the Interior to issue pat- 
ents in fee to allotments of lands of the Mis- 
sion Indians in the State of California prior 
to the expiration of the trust period specified 
in the act of January 12, 1891, as amended; 

H. R. 8384. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
and maintain the Talent division of the 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


Rogue River Basin reclamation project, Ore- 
on; 

ek oe An act to amend section 2382 

of the Revised Statutes, in order to make 
the size of townlots conform in size to local 
standards; 

H. R. 8501. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain land in Sumter County, 
Ga., to the Americus and Sumter County 
Chamber of Commerce; 

H. R. 8520. An act to provide for the in- 
clusion of the Ainsworth, Lavaca Flats, Mi- 
rage Flats extension, and O'Neill irrigation 
developments in the Missouri River Basin 

project; 

Pe R. 8570. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to dispose of certain un- 
completed naval vessels, and for other pur- 


Pony H. R. 8634. An act to amend section 22 of 
the Organic Act of Guam; 

H. R. 8658. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide for the punishment 
of persons who jump bail; 

H. R. 8736. An act to authorize the issu- 
ance of a land patent to certain public lands, 
situate in the county of Kauai, T. H., for 
school purposes; 

H. R. 8821. An act to authorize the ex- 
change of lands acquired by the United States 
for the Catoctin recreational demonstration 
area, Frederick County, Md., for the purpose 
of consolidating Federal holdings therein; 

H. R. 8897. An act to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to transfer 40 
acres of land in the Northern Cheyenne In- 
dian Reservation, Mont., to School District 
No. 6, Rosebud County, Mont.; 

H. R. 8921. An act to establish the rate 
of compensation for the position of the 
General Counsel of the Department of Com- 
merce; 

H. R. 9000. An act to integrate the Judge 
Advocate’s promotion list with that of the 
Army, to restore lost seniority and grade, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 9020. An act to provide increases in 
the monthly rates of compensation payable 
to certain veterans and their dependents; 

H. R. 9194. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certair. land owned by the Federal 
Government near Vicksburg, Miss., to Vicks- 
burg, Miss.; 

H. R. 9236. An act to amend the Federal 
Credit Union Act, as amended; 

H. R. 9302. An act to permit retired mem- 
bers of the uniformed services to revoke elec- 
tions made under the Uniformed Services 
Contingency Option Act of 1953 in certain 
eases where the elections were made because 
of mathematical errors or misinformation; 

H. R. 93386. An act for the relief of Mari- 
anne Geymeier; 

H. R. 9390. An act to extend certain civil- 
ian-internee and prisoner-of-war benefits un- 
der the War Claims Act of 1948, as amended, 
to civilian internees and American prisoners 
of war captured and held during the hostili- 
ties in Korea; 

H. R. 9406. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain real property to the town 
of Beaufort, N. C.; 

H. R.9582. An act to provide for the dis- 
position of surplus personal property to the 
Territorial government of Alaska; 

H. R. 9584. An act to protect the rights of 
vessels of the United States on the high seas 
and in territorial waters of foreign coun- 
tries; 

H. R. 9630. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to execute an amendatory 
contract with the Black Canyon Irrigation 
District, Idaho, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9671. An act for the relief of Dr. Liang 
Nun Wang and his wife and child, Fa-chi Ling 
Wang and Eileen Wang; 

H. R. 9678. An act to promote the security 
and foreign policy of the United States by 
furnishing ee to friendly nations, and 
for other p 

H. R. 9814. An pes: for the relief of Alfio 
Capizzi; 
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H. R. 9821. An act to amend titles 18 and 
28 of the United States Code; 

H. R. 9882. An act to in te the 
Foundation of the Federal Bar Association; 

H.R. 9888. An act to amend the laws grant- 
ing education and training benefits to cer- 
tain veterans to extend the period during 
which such benefits may be offered; 

H. R. 9889. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to execute an amendatory 
contract with American Falls Reservoir Dis- 
trict No. 2, Idaho, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9996. An act for the relief of Susan 
Ellen Heiney; 

H. J. Res. 257. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to invite the States of the 
Union and foreign countries to participate in 
the First International Instrument Congress 
and Exposition to be held in Philadelphia, 
Pa., from September 13 to 25, 1954; 

H. J. Res. 356. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection of a memorial gift from the 
people of the Netherlands; 

H. J. Res. 359. Joint resolution designating 
the period from October 11 to October 16, 
inclusive, 1954, as National Nurse Week. 

H. J. Res. 560. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia to promulgate special regulations 
for the period of the American Legion Na- 
tional Convention of 1954, to authorize the 
granting of certain permits to the American 
Legion 1954 Convention Corp. on the occa- 
sion of such convention, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. J. Res. 561. Joint resolution to authorize 
the quartering in public buildings in the 
District of Columbia of troops participating 
in activities related to the American Legion 
National Convention of 1954; 


The SPEAKER announced his sig- 
nature to enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
tions of the Senate of the following 
titles: 


S. 16. An act to permit the compelling of 
testimony under certain conditions and to 
grant immunity from prosecution in connec- 
tion therewith; 

S. 22. An act to validate certain payments 
for accrued leave made to members of the 
Armed Forces who accepted discharges for 
the purpose of immediate reenlistment for 
an indefinite period; 

S. 154. An act for the relief of George 
Pantelas; 

S. 232. An act for the relief of Hugo Kern; 

S. 546. An act to authorize payment for 
losses sustained by owners of wells in the 
vicinity of Cold Brook Dam by reason of the 
lowering of the level of water in such wells 
as a result of the construction of Cold Brook 


5.1184. An act to authorize relief of au- 
thorized certifying officers from exceptions 
taken to payments pertaining to terminated 
war agencies in liquidation by the Depart- 
men; of State; 

S. 1225. An act for the relief of Brunhide 
Walburga Golomb Hartsworm; 

S. 1308. An act for the relief of Leonard 
Hungerford; 

S. 1706. An act to provide for taxation by 
the State of Wyoming of certain property 
located within the confines of Grand Teton 
National Park, and for other purposes; 

S. 1748. An act to incorporate the Na- 
tional Fund for Medical Education; 

S.1845. An act for the relief of Dr. Ian 
Young-cheng Hu; 

S. 1904. An act for the relief of Ottilie 
Theresa Workmann; 

S. 1959. An act for the relief of Mrs. Anne- 
marie Namias; 

S. 2420. An act to amend section 32 of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act, as amended; 

5.2456. An act for the relief of Martin 
Genuth; 

S. 2461. An act for the relief of Berta 
Hellmich; 

S. 2744. An act to provide for the termi- 
nation of Federal supervision over the prop- 
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erty of the Alabama and Coushatta Tribes of 
Indians of Texas, and the individual mem- 
bers thereof; and for other purposes; 

S. 2958. An act for the relief of Ida Reiss- 
muller and Johnny Damon Eugene Reiss- 
muller; 

S. 3028. An act to require the Postmaster 
General to reimburse postmasters of discon- 
tinued post offices for equipment owned by 
the postmaster; 

S. 3085. An act for the relief of Mrs. Helen 
Stryk; 

8.5233. An act to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, to provide permanent 
legislation for the transportation of a sub- 
stantial portion of waterborne cargoes in 
United States flag-vessels; 

S. 3902. An act granting to the Las Vegas 
Valley Water District, a public corporation 
organized under the laws of the State of 
Nevada, certain public lands of the United 
States in the State of Nevada; 

S. 3239. An act to authorize conveyance of 
land to the State of California for an in- 
spection station; 

S. 3303. An act granting to Basic Manage- 
ment, Inc., a private corporation organized 
under the laws of the State of Nevada, cer- 
tain public lands of the United States in 
the State of Nevada; 

S. 3379. An act to amend section 4 of the 
Flammable Fabrics Act, with respect to 
standards of flammability in the case of 
certain textiles; 

S. 3393. An act authorizing the Admin- 
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs to convey certain 
property to Milwaukee County, Wis.; 

S. 3487. An act to authorize the Central 
Bank for Cooperatives and the regional 
banks for cooperatives to issue consolidated 
debentures, and for other purposes; 

S. 3532. An act to provide for the partition 
and distribution of the assets of the Ute 
Tribe of Uintah and Ouray Reservation in 
Utah between the mixed-blood and full- 
blood members thereof; and for the termina- 
tion of Federal supervision over the prop- 
erty of the mixed-blood members of said 
tribe; to provide a development program for 
the full-blood members of said tribe; and 
for other purposes; 

S. 3546. An act to provide an immediate 
program for the modernization and improve- 
ment of such merchant-type vessels in the 
reserve fleet as are necessary for national 
defense; 

8.3769. An act to amend section 709 of 
title 18, United States Code, so as to protect 
the name of the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion from commercial exploitation; 7 

S. 3816. An act to authorize the replace- 
ment of certain Government-owned utility 
facilities at Glacier National Park, Mont., and 
Grand Canyon National Park, Ariz.; 

S. J. Res. 140. Joint resolution to establish 
a commission for the celebration of the 200th 
anniversary of the birth of Alexander Hamil- 
ton; and i 

S. J. Res. 183. Joint resolution to extend 
greetings to the Gold Coast and Nigeria. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on August 12, 1954, 
present to the President, for his ap- 
proval, bills of the House of the following 
titles: 

H. R. 686. An act for the relief of Mrs. Erna 
Grownowski; 

H. R. 795. An act for the relief of Jean 
Hollis Vock; 

H. R. 692. An act for the relief of Nina 
Makeef, also known as Nina Berberova; 

H. R. 1462. An act for the relief of Fontini 
X. Parisis; 

H. R. 1337. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Franca Gatti Ohta; 
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H. R. 1768. An act for the relief of Claire 
Louise Carey and Vincent F, Carey; 

H. R. 1788. An act for the relief of Wanda 
Luceri, also known as Sister Cecelia; Maria 
De Padova, also known as Sister Rosanna; 
Anna Santoro, also known as Sister Natalina; 
Valentina Ruffoni, also known as Sister 
Severina; Cosima Russo, also known as Sis- 
ter Carmelina; 

H. R. 2028. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Antonietta Palmieri; 

H. R. 2188. An act for the relief of Karoline 
Diekmeyer; 

H. R. 2371. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria M. Broix; 

H. R. 2403. An act for the relief of Laszlo 
Varga and Nike Varga; 

H. R. 2440, An act for the relief of Lidija 
Cimze; 

H. R. 2499. An act for the relief of Adolfo 
L. Kalb, and his wife, Mrs. Eugenia G. Kalb; 

H. R. 2619. An act for the relief of Sister 
Aurelia Yanguas Teres and Sister Matilde 
Cuevas San Martin; 

H.R. 2627. For the relief of Cecilia Lucy 
Boyack; 

H. R. 2650. 
Anna Ettl; 

H. R. 3017. 
Petrover; 

H. R. 3675. An act for the relief of Herre 
van der Veen, Mrs. Marie van der Veen, Helen 
Winifred van der Veen, and Jan Herre van 
der Veen; 

H. R. 3743. An act for the relief of Chaim 
Szemaja Segal and Icek Hersz Segal; 

H. R. 4248. An act for the relief of Albertas 
Bauras; 

H. R. 8152. An act to extend to June 30, 
1955, the direct home and farmhouse loan 
authority of the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs under title III of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, to 
make additional funds available therefor, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 8694. An act for the relief of Suzanne 
L'Heureux. 


An act for the relief of Sister 
An act for the relief of Felix 


ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 


Mr. COLE of New York, from the com- 
mittee of conference, submitted a con- 
ference report and statement on the bill 
(H. R. 9757) to amend the Atomic En- 
ergy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, 
1953 


Mr. TABER submitted a conference 
report and statement on the bill (H. R. 
9936) making supplemental appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1955, and for other purposes. 


FRINGE EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 
FOR EMPLOYEES OF THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT 
Mr. REES of Kansas submitted a con- 

ference report and statement on the bill 

(H. R. 2263) to authorize the Postmaster 

General to readjust the compensation of 

holders of contracts for the performance 

of mail-messenger service, and for other 
purposes. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Recorp, or to re- 
vise and extend remarks, was granted to: 

Mr. Hunter and to include extraneous 
matter. 


14683 


Mr. Hacen of Minnesota in three in- 
ences and to include extraneous mat- 
er. 

Mr. WarInwricut and to include ex- 
traneous matter. 

Mr. DONOHUE. 

Mr. JoHNson of Wisconsin. 

Mr. Boccs in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. ASPINALL. 

Mr. Hour (at the request of Mr. 
HUNTER), 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 3 o’clock and 31 minutes p. m.), the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, August 17, 1954, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


1818. A letter from the President, Board of 
Commissioners, District of Columbia, trans- 
mitting a draft of a bill entitled “A bill to 
amend the District of Columbia Teachers’ 
Salary Act of 1947, as amended”; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

1819. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a report showing the special 
assistants employed during the period from 
January 1, 1954, to June 30, 1954, pursuant to 
section 202, general provisions, Department 
of Justice Appropriation Act for the fiscal 
year 1954, approved August 5, 1953; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

1820. A letter from the Acting Comptroller 
General of the United States, transmitting 
a copy of the General Accounting Office re- 
port on the audit of Alaska Road Commis- 
sion, an agency in the Department of the In- 
terior, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1953, 
pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Act, 
1921 (31 U. S. C. 53), and the Accounting 
and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U. S. C. 67); 
to the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions. 

1821. A letter from the Acting Comptroller 
General of the United States, transmitting 
à copy of the General Accounting Office re- 
port on the audit of the Puerto Rico Recon- 
struction Administration, an agency in the 
Department of the Interior, for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1953, pursuant to the 
Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U. S. C. 
53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act 
of 1950 (31 U. S. C. 67); to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

1822. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a copy of a bill 
passed by the Municipal Council of St. 
Thomas and St. John, V. I., pursuant to sec- 
tion 16 of the Organic Act of the Virgin 
Islands of the United States, approved June 
22, 1936; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

1823. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a proposed 
award of a concession permit to Mr. Hjalmar 
A. Mattson which will, when approved by the 
regional director, region No. 2, National Park 
Service, authorize him to operate the 
Windigo Inn at Washington Harbor, Isle 
Royale National Park, Mich., for a period of 
5 years from January 1, 1954, pursuant to 
the act of July 31, 1953 (67 Stat. 271): to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs. 

1824, A letter from the Governor, Canal 
Zone government, Canal Zone, transmitting 
a report of claims paid by the Canal Zone 
government for the period July 1, 1953, to 
June 30, 1954, pursuant to section 2673 of 
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title 28, United States Code; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

1825. A letter from the Commissioner, Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, De- 
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of 
orders entered in the cases of certain aliens 
who have been found admissible into the 
United States, pursuant to section 212 (a) 
(28) (I) (ii) of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act; to the Committee on the qu- 
diciary. 

1826. A letter from the Commissioner, Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, De- 
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of 
orders granting the applications for perma- 
nent residence filed by the subjects, pursuant 
to section 6 of the Refugee Relief Act of 
1953; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1827. A letter from the Commissioner, Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, De- 
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of 
orders entered in the cases where the au- 
thority contained in section 212 (d) (3) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act was 
exercised in behalf of such altens, pursuant 
to section 212 (d) (6) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

1828. A letter from the secretary-treasurer, 
Military Chaplains Association of the United 
States of America, transmitting the annual 
report of the proceedings, including financial 
report of the Military Chaplains Association 
of the United States of America pursuant to 
Public Law 792, 81st Congress; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB- 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Public 
Works. Senate Joint Resolution 170. Joint 
resolution to approve the conveyance by 
the Tennessee Valley Authority of certain 
public-use terminal properties now owned 
by the United States; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2659). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. COLE of New York: Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. H. R. 10203. An act to 
provide rewards for information concern- 
ing the illegal introduction into the United 
States, or the illegal manufacture or acquisi- 
tion in the United States, of special nuclear 
material and atomic weapons; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2660). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. DAWSON of Utah: Committee of con- 
ference. S. 2670. An act to provide for the 
termination of Federal supervision over the 
property of certain tribes, lands, and colonies 
of Indians in the State of Utah and the in- 
dividual numbers thereof, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. No. 2661). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. S. 2862. An act to provide relief for 
the sheep-raising industry by making spe- 
cial nonquota immigrant visas available to 
certain skilled alien sheepherders; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2662). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. TABER: Committee of conference. 
H. R. 9936. A bill making supplemental ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1955, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
2663). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HOPE: Committee of conference. 
H. R. 9680. A bill to provide for continued 
price support for agricultural products; to 
augment the marketing and disposal of such 
products; to provide for greater stability 
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in the products of agriculture; and for other 
purposes. (Rept. No. 2664). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. REES of Kansas: Committee of con- 
ference. H. R. 2263. A bill to authorize the 
Postmaster General to readjust the compen- 
sation of holders of contracts for the per- 
formance of mail-messenger service (Rept. 
No. 2665). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. COLE of New York: Committee of con- 
ference. H. R. 9757. A bill to amend the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 2666). 
Ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI- 
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judicl- 
ary. S. 2074. An act for the relief of certain 
Basque sheepherders; with amendment 
(Rept. No, 2658). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House, 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. HIESTAND: 

H. R. 10237. A bill to outlaw the Commu- 
nist Party, to prohibit members of Com- 
munist organizations from serving in cer- 
tain representative capacities, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BERRY: 

H. R. 10238. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to exchange certain lands 
in Pennington County, S. Dak.; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr, DONOHUE: 

H. R. 10239. A bill to amend section 201 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, so 
as to provide that all quota numbers not 
used in any year shall be made available to 
immigrants in oversubscribed areas in the 
following year, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JENKINS: 

H. R. 10240. A bill to authorize Federal 
payments to enable the States to expand 
their school construction programs; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 

By Mr. KEATING: 

H. R. 10241, A bill to prescribe penalties 
applicable to present and former officers and 
employees of the United States who refuse 
to testify concerning matters relating to 
their public office or employment; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. METCALF: 

H. R. 10242. A bill to provide that the 
amount in the Federal aid to wildlife-resto- 
ration fund shall be available for use by the 
States during the fiscal year beginning July 
1, 1955, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. THORNBERRY: 

H. R. 10248. A bill authorizing the trans- 
fer of a portion of the Camp Mabry militia 
rifle range tract in the city of Austin, Tex., 
comprising 189.11 acres, to the State of 
Texas; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey: 

H. R. 10244. A bill Communist Control Act 

of 1954; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 

H. Con. Res. 269. Concurrent resolution to 
effect a Federal Power Commission survey 
of electric energy including energy derived 
from nuclear fission, and legislative recom- 
mendations relating thereto; to the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 
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By Mr. PRICE: 

H. Con. Res. 270. Concurrent resolution to 
effect a Federal Power Commission survey 
of electric energy including energy derived 
from nuclear fission, and legislative recom- 
mendations relating thereto; to the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. CLARDY: 

H. Res. 706. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation and 
study of the Committee for an Effective 
Congress; to the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 707. Resolution to provide funds 
for the expenses of the investigation and 
study authorized by House Resolution 706; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ADDONIZIO: 

H. R. 10245. A bill for the relief of Buon- 
aventura Giannone; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 10246. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Margarete Gick Scordas; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: 

H. R. 10247. A bill to provide for the issu- 
ance of an unrestricted deed to Mrs. Edith 
Hollyday of Sitka, Alaska; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mrs. FARRINGTON: 

H. R. 10248. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Shizuko Hashimoto Miyashiro; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FORD: 

H. R. 10249. A bill for the relief of Theo- 
doros Symeonidis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FRIEDEL: 

H. R. 10250. A bill for the relief of Ioannis 
(John) Kritikos; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GATHINGS: 

H. R. 10251. A bill for the relief of Sing 
Fong York; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. GROSS: 

H. R. 10252. A bill for the relief of Miss 
Else Widdel; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 

H. R. 10253. A bill for the relief of Adelaido 
Jimenez-Solorio; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

. By Mrs. KELLY of New York: 

H. R. 10254. A bill for the relief of Pearl 
Abrams, Christina Agatha Brown, Roslyn 
Ashley, Lucille Daley, Ida Grey, Mary Eu- 
genie Smith, Hazel Steward, Inez Thomas 
Sharp, Lena Osborn, Ruby Amelia Walters, 
and Isola Mamby Lindo; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAILLIARD: 

H. R. 10255. A bill for the relief of Kane- 
kichi Kumasaki; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'NEILL: 

H. R. 10256. A bill for the relief of Giuseppi 
Borelli; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. REED of New York: . 

H. R. 10257. A bill for the relief of John 
A. Balkits (also known as Janis Alberts Bal- 
kitis) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. YOUNGER: 

H.R. 10258. A bill for the relief of Eosin, 
Linda, Walter, and Hsien King; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers-were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

1141. By Mr. NEAL: Petition of Mrs. H. B. 
Tallman and other members of the Vienna, 
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W. Va., Woman's Christian Temperance 
Union, expressing approval of H. R. 1227, the 
Bryson bill; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, 

1142. By Mr. PHILBIN: Petition of Miss 
Estella M. Marshall of Leominster, Mass., and 
others, in favor of legislation to prohibit 
alcoholic beverage advertising over the radio 


and television and in newspapers and maga- 
zines; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

1143. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Mrs. 
Rosemary Wiegand, the Marion Guild, Dear- 
born,, Mich., requesting that every true 
American help promote clean literature, 
thereby helping to uplift the morale of our 
people; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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1144. Also, petition of the Secretary, Lib- 
eral Religious Youth, Boston, Mass., relative 
to going on record as being opposed to the 
trend as demonstrated in adding the words 
“under God” to the pledge of allegiance to 
the flag, and the proposed so-called “Jesus 
Christ Amendment” to the Constitution of 
the United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Report to the People of the Ninth Wis- 
consin Congressional District 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. LESTER JOHNSON 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, the final curtain is being drawn 
on the 83d Congress. It has been my 
privilege to serve in the second session of 
this Congress, I was elected last October 
to fill out the unexpired term of the late 
Congressman MERLIN HULL, who repre- 
sented the Ninth District so ably from 
1934 until his death in May of 1953. 

When I was a candidate last year in 
the special election, I pledged the citizens 
of the Ninth District I would follow—as 
closely as my own convictions and phi- 
losophy permitted—in the footsteps of 
my illustrious predecessor on all legisla- 
tive matters affecting the average or 
commonman. Ihave endeavored—since 
I was sworn in on January 7, 1954, to 
keep that pledge. In all sincerity, I say 
that I believe I have kept faith with the 
people of the Ninth District. My voting 
record sustains this belief. 

At this time I should like to place in 
the Recor a brief summary of my votes 
and position on some of the major issues 
that came up during the 2nd session of 
the 83d Congress. 

One of the major questions considered 
by Congress in this last session was the 
tax revision bill. Taxes are always of 
concern to the people who must pay 
them. For this reason, I wish to make 
it clear why I could not support the ad- 
ministration’s position on the need for 
certain giveaway provisions in the tax 
revision bill. In particular, I was very 
much opposed to the provision granting 
extremely favorable tax exemption to 
income derived from corporation stock 
dividends, 

Frankly speaking, I cannot subscribe 
to the administration’s “trickle-down” 
philosophy on the need for special divi- 
dend income tax exemption. Only a few 
people in the United States will reap the 
benefits from this exemption. At vari- 
ous times the administration has played 
up to the public on its desire to achieve 
a balanced budget. I also believe in a 
balanced budget. Apparently the ad- 
ministration conveniently forgot about 
balancing the budget when it espoused 
the cause of the coupon clippers. 

It was—and still is—my contention 
that if tax relief is in order, then the 


people in the lower income brackets 
should receive an increase of at least 
$100 a year in exempted income. I 
know that farmers, workers, small-busi- 
ness men, and others in my district could 
use an additional $100 a year of exemp- 
tion on income. 

There is definitely a need for some 
spending at the bottom of the Nation's 
economic ladder. I supported the pro- 
posal to increase personal income tax 
exemption. The proposal was opposed 
by the administration. The opposition 
of the administration, I presume, was 
based on the need for a balanced budget. 

The administration is certainly aware 
of the fact that the automatic 10 percent 
tax cut which went into effect on Janu- 
ary 1, 1954, was approved by the Demo- 
cratic 82d Congress. The bill approved 
by the 83d Congress gives very little re- 
lief to the average taxpayer. 

What did the 1954 Republican tax cut 
do? Well, 80 percent of the people in 
the United States earn less than $5,000 
a year. The great majority of people 
will receive a $311 million tax reduction. 
This figures out to about 9 percent of 
the total relief provided for in the 1954 
GOP bill. Ninety-one percent of the 
tax relief in the $3.3 billion GOP tax bill 
will go to individuals and corporations 
earning over $5,000 a year. 

For the purpose of the record, I wish 
to say I did not oppose every adminis- 
tration program. I supported the Presi- 
dent and administration when I thought 
they were right. For example, I sup- 
ported the President on all of his re- 
quests for appropriations pertaining to 
domestic, foreign, and military programs 
needed to strengthen our Nation against 
the encroachments of imperialistic com- 
munism. As a matter of fact, I suspect 
I and most of my Democratic colleagues 
supported the President on some of his 
programs much better than some mem- 
bers of his own party. 

There are people in the United States 
who are very vocal in their opposition to 
communism. Some of the vocal bat- 
tlers are not so consistent when it comes 
to supporting the struggle against com- 
munism with cash to inaugurate sound 
economic programs for winning the al- 
legiance of people in other lands. 

Perhaps it is possible to defeat com- 
munism with hard words and sensa- 
tional newspaper headlines. I doubt it, 
and that is why I voted for the aid and 
military programs. 

Turning back to domestic problems, 
I wish to say I supported every sound 
proposal to increase social-security ben- 
efits and extend coverage under the pro- 
gram. I hope the final bill will be the 
one we first passed in the House. 


As a member of the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee, I took a keen interest in leg- 
islation affecting veterans and their de- 
pendents. I attended every meeting of 
the committee. On the House floor I 
supported committee-sponsored bills to 
the best of my ability. The record will 
show that I consistently voted in the in- 
terest of veterans. 

Along with other people in this coun- 
try, I believe a strong educational sys- 
tem is one of the foundation stones of 
our republican form of government. A 
well-informed citizenry is essential to 
preserve and extend our democratic way 
of life in this critical period of world 
history. I agree with the philosophy 
that education is the first line of de- 
fense in a democracy. In keeping with 
this conviction, I voted for all bills to 
aid our educational system. 

During this session of Congress I was 
very much interested in conservation 
legislation. There were good and bad 
bills on conservation up for considera- 
tion by the House. I opposed the bills 
which I thought were bad and supported 
those which were good for conservation. 
I was strongly opposed to one bill that 
would have given away piecemeal our 
national parks and forest lands to pri- 
vate interests. 

The great majority of people in the 
Ninth District are dairy farmers. Thou- 
sands of people living in smaller com- 
munities of the district are dependent 
to a large degree on the financial sta- 
bility of dairy farmers. For this reason 
I was as much concerned about agricul- 
tural legislation as I was about taxes, 
Farmers and people who depend on 
farmers must have incomes to pay taxes. 

Therefore I opposed very vigorously 
cut in dairy prices ordered early in the 
year by Secretary of Agriculture Ezra 
Benson. I received hundreds of letters 
from farmers in the district on Benson’s 
action. I can say without fear of refu- 
tation almost 100 percent of the farmers 
did not favor Benson’s cut. 

Later in the session, when the general 
farm bill was up for consideration, I at- 
tempted to amend the bill to increase 
dairy price supports above the 80 percent 
provision contained in the bill. I also 
supported other amendments for the 
same purpose. 

Percentagewise the Ninth District 
probably has more farmers in REA co- 
ops than any district in the country. At 
one time, when I was farming, I belonged 
to the Jackson Electric Cooperative. I 
supported all legislation to increase REA 
loan authorizations because I know from 
firsthand observation what this pro- 
gram has done since 1935 to make rural 
America a better place in which to live. 
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‘When the Atomic Energy Act was con- 
sidered by the House, I opposed all of 
the provisions to give away the people’s 
equity in this program. The people of 
the United States have over $12 billion 
invested in the atomic-energy program. 
I voted to protect this investment, and 
I shall continue to do so. 

In closing, I wish to say that at all 
times I tried to vote in the interests of 
people—regardless of whether those 
people are farmers, workers, veterans, 
Federal employees, old people, profes- 
sional people, or small-business men, 


Almond Growers Deserve Protection 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. OAKLEY HUNTER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, since 
1950, the domestic almond industry has 
operated under a Federal marketing- 
agreement program, whereby a certain 
percentage of the crop is salable in nor- 
mal trade channels, and a certain per- 
centage is declared surplus and must be 
disposed of in noncompetitive outlets, 
Under such an arrangement, the domes- 
tic industry is endeavoring to work out its 
own salvation without Government sub- 
sidy or price support. Coincidental to 
such a program, hearings are held before 
the Tariff Commission under section 22 
of the Agriculture Adjustment Act look- 
ing to restrictions whereby imports of 
foreign-produced almonds are not per- 
mitted to adversely affect the marketing 
program and dissipate the industry’s 
efforts. 

On September 1, 1953, the Tariff Com- 
mission, as a result of formal hearings, 
recommended establishment of a quota 
fee of 5 cents per pound on the first 
7 million pounds of shelled almonds im- 
ported into the United States, with 10 
cents per pound added for importations 
in excess of said 7 million pounds. This 
recommendation was for the crop year 
October 1, 1953, to September 30, 1954, 
and to continue until changed by recom- 
mendation of the Tariff Commission. As 
of September 29, 1953, the recommen- 
dation was approved by Presidential 
proclamation with the proviso that the 
same was to continue for the crop year 
only. 

3 Notwithstanding this action, imports 

were relatively heavy and packers’ 
carryover at the end of the 1953-54 
season will be substantial, and somewhat 
more than at the beginning of the season. 
A record large production is forecast for 
the 1954 crop. 

Presently, a hearing has been set by 
the Tariff Commission for August 24, 
1954, to consider appropriate action for 
the coming crop year. 

In view of the situation, as outlined, 
the American almond industry is hoping 
for a more favorable quota than was 
established last year and that the quota 
will be on a continuing basis. 
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This matter was made the subject of 
a meeting of the California Delegation 
Committee on Agriculture on July 14. 
It was unanimously agreed at that meet- 
ing that the case presented by the 
American almond industry was a meri- 
torious one and that its request for con- 
tinuing and more adequate protection 
should be acted upon favorably by the 
Tariff Commission and the President. 
Accordingly, as chairman of the com- 
mittee, I was authorized to inform the 
President of the committee’s views. 

Mr. Speaker, following are some per- 
tinent facts concerning the domestic 
almond industry which I believe will be 
of interest and value to Members of 
Congress: 


United States almond production and 
California production are synonymous— 
there are no commercial plantings of al- 
monds in the United States other than in 
California. 

One hundred and five thousand acres are 
devoted to the production of almonds in 
California, (California Crop Reporting 
Service.) 

California almond production for 1954 is 
estimated at 52,500,000 pounds, shelled basis; 
1953 production was 40 million pounds, 
shelled basis. 

Farm value of the 1953 crop was approxi- 
mately $19 million. 

Processing and packing by California ship- 
pers increased the farm value by approxi- 
mately $5 million. 

Persons in California wholly or partially 
dependent upon the California almond in- 
dustry for a livelihood total approximately 
50,000. 

United States tariff on almonds established 
under the Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act of 1930: 
Unshelled, 5½ cents per pound; shelled, 1614 
cents per pound; blanched and otherwise 
prepared, 18% cents per pound. 

Almonds were listed or considered in early 
trade agreements with Spain, France, Italy. 
and Iran, but were not listed in the more 
recent negotiations at Annecy, Torquay, and 
Geneva. 

United States production of almonds has 
increased approximately 300 percent in the 
last 20 years and is now capable of supplying 
the entire United States demand. 


California production 


Crop year: meat basis 
TTA 16. 230, 000 
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United States almond consumption 1950- 
53 crop years averaged approximately 42,700,- 
000 pounds, shelled basis. 

For 8 of the last 16 years imports aver- 
aged 2,340,000 pounds, shelled basis. How- 
ever, in certain years during this period 
imports of 22 million, 18 million, 13 million, 
and 12 million shelled pounds were expe- 
rienced. 

The production of almonds in countries 
other than the United States is approximate- 
ly 168 million pounds, shelled basis. Italy 
and Spain account for approximately two- 
thirds of these supplies. 

Imports of almonds into the United States 
have represented but a fraction of the world’s 
supplies. There is not a world surplus of 
almonds and the principal producing coun- 
tries outside the United States are not de- 
pendent upon this market for disposal of 
their supplies. 

Almond plantings in both Spain and Italy 
are currently subsidized by the Spanish and 
Italian Governments. 

Almond imports in all principal producing 
countries outside the United States, includ- 
ing Spain and Italy, are embargoed. 


August 16 


Approximately 35 to 40 percent of the cost 
of producing almonds in California is hand 
labor, for which the domestic producer pays 
from $1 to $1.25 an hour. By comparison, 
in Spain and Italy, the 2 principal sources 
of competition, labor rates for identical work 
are but a fraction of those paid in the United 
aay (approximately $1.25 for an 8-hour 

ay). 

In addition to increased labor rates, do- 
mestie producers are experiencing greatly in- 
creased costs in the form of expenses for 
fertilizers, spray materials, machinery, taxes, 
etc. These increased costs have made the 
need for additional tariff protection all the 
more acute. 


My Record in the 83d Congress 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, 
throughout my public life, of over 20 
years of municipal and Federal Govern- 
ment, I have consistently respected and 
complied with the Biblical mandate to 
“render an account of thy stewardship.” 

Since becoming a Member of Con- 
gress, I have, at the end of each term 
of office, compiled, published, and dis- 
tributed to the people of my district a 
concise report of my congressional 
activities. 

This current report is, then, simply a 
continuation of my established custom 
in recognition of the moral obligation 
resting upon every individual privileged 
to hold a responsible public office. 

THE TRUTH IS IN THE RECORD 


Mr. Speaker, the desire for truth is 
ever present in the human mind and 
heart. In the inevitable confusion and 
bewilderment overshadowing our great 
country’s destiny today there is, natu- 
rally, a heightened longing in each 
American citizen to find the truth. 
There has, perhaps, never been a time in 
our national history when it was more 
seriously important for the American 
voters and citizens to know the truth 
about the action and philosophy of those 
of us to whom they have entrusted the 
guidance of their Government for lead- 
ership in a troubled world. The founda- 
tion source of fact on the deeds and 
words of men serving in this United 
States House of Representatives is the 
official journal, called the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, required by law to publish the 
proceedings of each legislative day in 
the Congress. 

The main body of this personal re- 
port with some accompanying com- 
ments, will reveal the exact words I spoke 
and actions initiated during particular 
legislative discussions and debates. It 
is, of course, obviously impossible to in- 
clude herein my every word and action, 
in detail, during the brief time allowed. 
However, I desire to clearly outline my 
personal convictions upon certain ma- 
jor issues that achieved a particular 
measure of public prominence and in- 
terest. I shall do that by presenting 
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pertinent extracts from the speeches and 
remarks I made during this Congress and 
which are wholly contained in the pages 
of the official CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

THE WORCESTER TORNADO A DISTRICT TRAGEDY 


Mr. Speaker, late in the afternoon of 
Tuesday, June 9, 1953, the city of 
Worcester and surrounding communities 
of central Massachusetts were suddenly 
struck by the most vicious tornado in 
our history, leaving widespread death 
and property damage in its wake. 

Word of the disaster reached me by 
telephone to my office here at 7 p. m. 
I immediately made arrangements to 
return to Worcester, my home city, and 
the next day made a complete inspection 
of the destruction, which was, indeed, 
awe-inspiring in its ferocity. 

On Thursday morning, June 11, I flew 
back to Washington, and as soon as the 
House assembled at 12 noon, I intro- 
duced House Resolution 276 and asked 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. The substance of the res- 
olution was that it should be the sense 
of the House of Representatives that the 
devastated tornado-stricken sections of 
Worcester and central Massachusetts 
should be declared a major disaster area 
and at the earliest opportunity all pos- 
sible Federal aid should be given such 
area. 

The resolution was promptly approved 
by my sympathetic colleagues and on the 
same day the President officially de- 
clared that unfortunate part of our 
great Commonwealth a major disaster 
area within the provisions of Public Law 
875 of the 81st Congress. 

Following the resolution’s approval, 
I immediately brought this House ac- 
tion to the attention of officials of the 
Civilian Defense Administration, the 
then Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion, the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, and the Farmers’ Home Admin- 
istration, These are the agencies em- 
powered under existing legislation to 
render prescribed assistance, through 
State and local governments, to disaster 
areas when they have been so designated 
by the President. These agencies, to- 
gether with the American Red Cross, 
promptly went into action to assist our 
people in every possible way. 

A great many of the tornado victims 
lost their complete household furnish- 
ings in the disaster and, unfortunately, 
too few of them had any insurance cov- 
erage. In order to help them in trying to 
set up temporary housekeeping, and keep 
family units together, I asked the Fed- 
eral agencies to permit them to use, out 
of Government surplus property, such 
articles as chairs, tables, mattresses, and 
so forth, which I found were stored use- 
lessly in warehouses. It was a shock to 
me to learn that Government officials 
interpreted existing laws as preventing 
them from aiding our own American 
citizens in that manner. 

To correct this legal deficiency and 
remove all doubt from official minds, I 
introduced in the House on June 18, 1953, 
H. R. 5826, a bill to authorize the Pres- 
ident to donate surplus Federal property 
to individuals in a major disaster area. 
Thereafter, I requested our two Massa- 
chusetts Senators to introduce similar 
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bills in the Senate and by working to- 
gether my original proposal was placed 
on the statute books with the Presiden- 
tial signature on July 17, 1953 and is now 
known as Public Law 134, 83d Congress. 
It proved to be of immeasurable assist- 
ance to the disaster victims. 

When Worcester city officials informed 
me they felt greater Federal financial 
assistance was needed, I drew up a peti- 
tion to the President, signed by every 
member of the Massachusetts delega- 
tion, and forwarded it to the White 
House, under date of June 29, 1953, urg- 
ing his approval of additional funds. 

I remained in continuing contact with 
local city officials and the heads of the 
Federal agencies here until the emer- 
gency care and housing were over and 
recovery operations were proceeding in 
normal fashion. 

I have in my files official letters from 
the mayor of Worcester expressing 
thanks and praise for my cooperative 
efforts. 

I have had to summarize this account, 
Mr. Speaker, because of space limitation. 
However, the chronological history of 
my cooperative actions on behalf of my 
people in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol- 
ume 99, part 5, pages 6431, 6432, 6433, 
and 6434 of June 11, 1953, and pages 
6928 and 6929 of June 19, 1953, and in 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 99, part 
11, pages A3787 and A3788. 

I am pleased to be able to relate that 
through the wonderfully coordinated ac- 
tivities of local, State, and Federal gov- 
ernmental units, civic organizations, 
church and community leaders, the 
physical properties of the disaster area 
are either well on the way or fully re- 
stored. No words can portray the per- 
severing courage, fortitude, industry, 
sacrifice, and initiative of the tornado 
victims who lost family members as well 
as their entire homes and furnishings. 
The example our brave people demon- 
strated in this time of tragedy will stand 
forever as their inspiring monument in 
the annals of American history. 


FORESTALLING COMMUNISM 


Mr. Speaker, it has, for some time now, 
been apparent to every loyal United 
States citizen that the gravest threat 
to survival this country and the free 
world has ever faced is the scourge of 
atheistic communism. It is obvious, 
therefore, that the time has come for this 
Nation to take every reasonable precau- 
tion to protect ourselves against their 
devilish aggression, both from within and 
without. 

I supported aid to Greece and Turkey, 
the so-called Marshall plan, a sound 
foreign aid program, and alliances with 
friendly allies, all designed to stop the 
advance of Communist tyranny and per- 
secution abroad; of course, I have con- 
sistently voted for strong American mili- 
tary preparedness. 

However, it has long seemed to me, 
and a great many other Members of 
Congress, that in the general concern 
with foreign and domestic military plans, 
the real dangers of Communist infiltra- 
tion and subversion from within our 
own beloved country had been some- 
what overlooked, We deeply felt the day 
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had come, and legislative duty required 
us to erect safeguards to prevent us from 
unconsciously falling victim to the same 
insidious type of Kremlin-directed ma- 
chinations that overthrew other Chris- 
tian democratic nations before they 
really knew what happened. 

With that conviction, and in that pa- 
triotic spirit, measures were presented 
in this Congress permitting a Federal 
judge to grant immunity to any con- 
gressional witness giving testimony of 
Communist conspiracy, forfeiting citi- 
zenship of any person convicted of con- 
spiring the overthrow of the United 
States by force and violence, making 
peacetime espionage a capital offense 
with the death penalty, and outlawing 
the Communist Party. I supported all 
of these bills, 

My thoughts on the grave danger of 
domestic Communist activity are ex- 
pressed below. 

House speech, July 21, 1954: 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, I am, of 
course, mindful of the basic constitutional 
guaranties of free speech and peaceful as- 
sembly. We, and all other officers and 
agencies of government, are and should be 
vitally concerned in the preservation of these 
great democratic liberties for our individual 
citizens, Our entire judicial system and 
procedure is set up precisely to protect the 
innocent and prevent any prejudgment of 
the accused until proved guilty beyond 
reasonable doubt after trial by jury. These 
are among the traditional blessings of this 
great and free country, and God forbid us 
from ever abandoning them, 

However the grant of a personal right does 
not carry with it the unlimited privilege of 
abuse, and perversion leading to the contra- 
diction and repudiation of the original pur- 
pose of the right. That is the morality, as 
well as the patriotism, involved in this legis- 
lation. 

We have documentary evidence that the 
Communist doctrine is pledged to the ac- 
complishment of the subjugation of all free 
peoples and it is openly stated they will 
conspire to overthrow any government by 
force or violence if that becomes necessary to 
their objective. 

The proof of this fanatical and immoral 
Communist determination to gradually en- 
slave the free world through infiltration, 
false propaganda, fear, persecution, all types 
of devilish deception, and finally, by force, is 
terribly clear on the face of the world to- 
day. Slowly and fiercely deliberate, they have 
stamped their tyrannical heel upon nation 
after nation all over the globe, suffocating 
the free spirit of ever-increasing millions of 
peoples. 

America is the last and grandest prize in 
their plans. It has been too long obvious 
their intention and hope is to achieve our 
enslavement by the perverted use of the very 
freedoms and liberties we so proudly acclaim, 
How foolish we would be to continue to lend 
our assistance to their aims in that fashion. 

The time has come to publicly and legally 
recognize the Communist scourge for what it 
really is, a menacing threat and persistent 
thrust at the heart of American freedom, 
The hour has come to impress upon the 
dreamers, the hesitators, the doubters, and 
the intentional enemies within, that we 
recognize the serious nature of this contest 
for survival. 

Let us, in this critical time, be extremely 
vigilant in safeguarding our security rather 
than permit, through misguided leniency, 
traitors to take destructive advantage of our 
democratic blessings. In that patriotic spirit 
let us enact this preserving legislation with- 
out further delay. 
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THE POWER TO TAX IS THE POWER TO DESTROY 


Mr. Speaker, I cannot be counted 
among those who accepted and ap- 
plauded the perhaps hasty and unthink- 
ing statements made by the present head 
of probably the most important execu- 
tive department before a congressional 
committee when he said: “What is good 
for General Motors is good for the coun- 


I must confess that I prefer instead, 
the earnest exhortation of the President 
himself when he proclaimed that the 
yardstick of measurement of his own 
personal actions would be, “Is this good 
for all Americans?” I accept the Presi- 
dent’s implied request to me and all other 
Members of Congress and conscienti- 
ously applied it to my own legislative 
actions. Accordingly, I deeply believe 
the traditional principles of equality of 
sacrifice and ability to pay must remain 
as the cornerstone of American tax 
policy, if this Nation is to long endure. 

It is in conformity with those prin- 
ciples and the Christian philosophy be- 
hind them that I have consistently cast 
my votes on tax legislation since becom- 
ing a Member of Congress. That is why, 
during the discussion of the 1954 rev- 
enue bill, I first voted with a great many 
of my colleagues for recommittal so that 
a greater measure of tax relief through 
higher personal exemption could be af- 
forded the people in our middle- and 
lower-income brackets who, I was con- 
vinced, needed it the most. Our efforts 
in this manner to equally distribute tax- 
ation hardships were repulsed by a very 
narrow margin. 

When the Revenue Act of 1951 was 
being debated, I spoke as follows: 

I would feel derelict in my obligation if 
I did not briefly speak once again on the 
deficiencies of our overall antiquated tax 
system. Since becoming a Member of Con- 
gress I have continually urged that a non- 
partisan committee be appointed to thor- 
oughly study and recommend elimination of 
the existing injustices and overlapping of 
our spread-eagling, topsy-turvy tax structure 
which is fast demoralizing the American 
people. Noted tax experts and authorities 
have supported my stand in this respect. 


Because the current tax measure was 
the first real recodification of our laws 
in almost a century, because it contained 
some few measures of relief to struggling 
American families, because the Govern- 
ment, of course, must have revenue to 
operate and because there was no alter- 
native, we supported the measure on final 
action with the hope of helping to enact 
a more equitable law in the next Con- 
gress. 

My convictions as expressed during the 
debate on the Internal Revenue Code 
revision of 1954 are contained below. 

House speech, March 18, 1954: 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, as my col- 
leagues here well know, I have, for the past 
7 years, repeatedly urged the vital necessity 
of complete revision and recodification of our 
entire Internal Revenue Code. In three suc- 
cessive Congresses, I have introduced bills 
whose purpose was to accomplish that ob- 
jective. We all fully realize that our present 
internal revenue laws are jumbled, compli- 
cated, often contradictory, little understood 
by the average person, and filled with obso- 
lete regulations, imposing multitudinous in- 
equities, irritations, and too often great 
hardships upon the American taxpayer. 
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The tax measure before us today is the first 
attempt in nearly half a century to revise and 
simplify the Internal Revenue Code. 

It serves to forcefully remind us that the 
time is long overdue for a complete and 
thorough revision of our tax system in the 
public interest. I earnestly wish this pres- 
ent bill was a more generally equitable one. 

When we scrutinize this bill carefully. it 
becomes forcefully apparent that in its en- 
tirety, and in its particular provisions to 
extend special tax relief on dividend income 
and through changes in depreciation calcula- 
tion, it would, should it become law, give in- 
vestors and business 12 times as much relief 
as individuals. 

The average individual would get $6 in tax 
relief, $250 million divided by 39 million tax 
returns showing taxable income, while the 
average dividend recipient would ultimately 
get $200, $1.2 billion divided by 6 million 
stockholders, or 33 times as much. The dis- 
crimination is still understated, since the 
less than 4 percent of the taxpayers receiving 
dividends, those with income over $10,000, 
get more than three-fourths of all taxable 
dividends. If we consider families rather 
than tax returns, we find that less than 1 


percent of the American families own 80 


percent of all publicly held stocks. An ex- 
amination of those authoritative figures and 
percentages certainly indicates that the 
major tax relief offered in this measure is 
being granted to those who need it least and 
is a contradiction of our traditional principle 
that taxes should be apportioned on the fair 
basis of ability to pay. 

While the inequitable disproportion of tax 
relief presented in this measure would be 
open to conscientious questioning at any 
time, it is the more striking now because of 
the definite and increasing unemployment 
situation throughout the country which the 
President himself has publicly recognized. 

No reasonable person doubts that we are 
in a recession, and no true American desires 
the economic decline to go any further. The 
United States Census Bureau has estimated 
there are more than 3 million unemployed 
people in this country today and, unfortu- 
nately, that figure is slowly but steadily ad- 
vancing. I believe that all of us are aware 
of the grave problem inherent in this in- 
creasing unemployment, and I know we are 
all patriotically united in our determination 
to take all possible steps to prevent the 
present recession from growing into a dan- 
gerous depression. 

It, therefore, seems but simple logic to 
conclude that the best and most immedi- 
ately effective way to strengthen business 
incentive and our declining economic trend 
is to place additional spendable income in 
the hands of American consumers. The 
same sound logic, not to mention the moral 
responsibility of legislating in justice to all, 
moves us to the conviction that any addi- 
tional income, granted from tax reduction, 
should be at least proportionately distrib- 
uted to families in the lower half of the 
income scale. Statistical evidence of long 
standing demonstrates that these families 
are required to spend practically all of what 
they have and get, while the same statistics 
show that most of the saving is confined to 
the upper brackets of the income scale. 

In my opinion, these facts are strong ar- 
guments on firm economic grounds, demon- 
strating the necessity as well as the justice 
in granting increases of personal exemption 
for the low-income taxpayer when we are 
proposing to grant substantial relief to pros- 
perous business and high-income groups. 
The lessons of history show that it is far 
easier to stop a mild decline than to halt 
a galloping depression. The country as a 
whole, business, consumers, and the Treas- 
ury Department all have much more to lose 
by a further reduction in national income 
than by the loss of revenue through raising 
such exemptions, for action of that kind 
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would promptly add billions to the slow- 
ing stream of general purchasing power. 
Reluctant as I am to disagree with the 
President's program, I nevertheless very 
deeply feel he has accepted questionable ad- 
vice from his economic counselors. While 
the bill contains many desirable changes in 
our outmoded tax system, there is obviously 
grave doubt existing in the minds of a great 
many Members here of its substantial merit. 


EMERGENCY EXCISE TAXES 
House speech, March 10, 1954: 


Mr. DONOHUE, Mr, Chairman, I am sup- 
porting this measure because it is at least 
partially keeping faith with the people on 
the promise of the Congress to remove these 
so-called temporary and emergency excise 
and luxury taxes when vital need of them no 
longer exists. My reluctance in favoring the 
measure is because of my belief it does not 
go far enough, and it discriminates 
many other items that should not be still 
considered luxuries and equitably ought to 
be afforded proportionate reductions. 

One of the most compelling and forceful 
reasons for supporting this measure, inade- 
quate as it is, arises out of the alarming cur- 
rent unemployment trend throughout the 
country. We all, I know, earnestly and sin- 
cerely hope this trend is short lived and will 
be eliminated when the administration read- 
justment policies and programs are com- 
pleted. Nevertheless, and without any parti- 
sanship, we would indeed be lax in our duty 
if we pretended that dangerous unemploy- 
ment did not now exist. It is, therefore, 
imperative and timely that some effort must 
be made to increase consumer purchasing 
power, thereby stimulating production and 
helping to reverse the rising unemployment 
rate. It is fundamental in the American 
system that our tax policy should, to the 
fullest possible extent, encourage a constant 
expanding economy. I greatly hope the 
Members of this body will remember that 
fundamental tax principle when we are 
called upon to consider higher tax exemp- 
tions on individual incomes next week. 

Let us plan now, barring any national or 
world emergency, to expand this program of 
excise-tax reduction and elimination so that 
the entire American purchasing public and 
all affected industries will be treated alike 
with fairness and justice. 

We have abundantly fulfilled all our 
pledges to our foreign allies and friends; 
let us keep faith with our own people who 
have suffered too long from too much 
taxation. 


SOCIAL SECURITY COMBATS COMMUNIST 
PROPAGANDA 

Mr. Speaker, I have long maintained 
that if we cannot afford to give a con- 
crete demonstration of the ability of this 
blessed country to reasonably provide 
for security of our older citizens’ enjoy- 
ment of abundant American life, then 
we have no right to tell Communist fol- 
lowers that our democratic process is 
more inherently Christian than their 
pagan godless state of servility. 

Ever since becoming a Member of Con- 
gress in 1947, I have consistently voted 
in favor of wisely expanding and reason- 
ably liberalizing the provisions and bene- 
fits of our social-security law because 
social security was originally founded 
and continues to operate upon humane, 
progressive principles calculated to 
strengthen our democratic free-enter- 
prise system and demonstrate to the 
world our Christian concern for human 
life. 

Again in this Congress I was privileged 
to support such legislation as revealed 
below in the remarks taken from my 
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speech in the House when current 
amendments were being debated. 

House speech, June 1, 1954: 

Mr. Donoxve. Mr. Chairman, I am very 
glad to speak once again in support of the 
expansion of our present social-security leg- 
islation. 

In my firm judgment, adequate social- 
security legislation is a sound barrier against 
the advancing scourge of communistic prop- 
aganda and philosophy which is challenging 
us this very hour and is forcing us to fight 
for our very survival. 

There are still a great many technical in- 
equities in this measure that I hope will be 
adjusted in future consideration but since it 
is this bill or no bill I urge my colleagues to 
approve it without further delay. In sub- 
stance it is a real step forward for those of 
us who have persistently advocated increased 
coverage and more liberal benefits. 

In the overall analysis this bill strives to 
correct numerous inequalities that have been 
demonstrated from the testing ground of 
experience. It is a healthy indication that 
as time goes on this Congress will more and 
more recognize the obligation we have to our 
older citizens to remove, in a Christian spirit, 
the haunting and despairing darkness of fear 
of want that comes in,the sunset of life to so 
many Americans through no fault of their 
own, other than generosity to their own 
families. 

How much stronger, how much more re- 
sistant to Communist entreatment and 
intrigue this Nation will be when its citizens 
are assured that our great business system 
and our Government, working harmoniously 
together, have established a dignified, hu- 
mane financial operation making them eligi- 
ble to receive what every worthy working 
American deserves, namely, reasonable secu- 
rity in time of adversity and dire need. 

Let us, therefore, enact this measure now 
and diligently work to improve it in the 
future, 


LABOR, AND WELFARE 


EDUCATION, 
DEPARTMENTS 

Outside of morale and spiritual 
strength, no attributes are more vital to 
national progress and security than the 
promotion of good health, the advance- 
ment of sound education, and the en- 
couragement of peaceful labor-manage- 
ment relations in this Nation. 

It is my firm opinion, founded on sub- 
stantial evidence, that the Federal De- 
partments of Labor and Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare have proved to be na- 
tional assets. The Department of Labor 
is charged generally with administering 
and enforcing Federal statutes designed 
to advance the public interest by pro- 
moting the welfare of the wage earners 
of the United States, improving their 
working conditions, and advancing their 
opportunities for profitable employment. 

The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare was established for the pur- 
pose of improving the administration of 
those agencies of the Government whose 
major responsibilities are to advance the 
general welfare in the fields of health, 
education, and economic security. 

Periodic attempts have been made, by 
advocates of drastic appropriation re- 
ductions, to negate the legally estab- 
lished purposes of these departments 
and make it impossible for them to carry 
out the responsibilities imposed upon 
them by Congress through the original 
laws creating them. 

While the record will show my con- 
sistent support of all reasonable economy 
proposals, these misguided efforts to save 
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a sovereign at the expense of almost life 
itself appear to me a contradiction to 
American tradition and national inten- 
tion, as well as being against the Presi- 
dent’s exhortation to legislate “for the 
good of all America.” I am pleased to 
state the Congress eventually granted 
sufficient funds to permit these depart- 
ments to reasonably fulfill their public 
duties. 
House speech, May 25, 1953: 


Mr. Dononve. Mr. Chairman, whatever 
other differences may exist among us, no one 
will deny that the functions and services of 
the Labor, and Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare Departments directly affect the funda- 
mental resources of the people of this coun- 
try. 

When we speak of “forcing” economies in 
connection with such obviously important 
subjects and services, it is eminently wise to 
approach the task with the understanding 
mind and sympathetic heart of the skilled 
surgeon who knows he has life and destiny 
in his hands. Let me remind you that in 
acting upon the appropriations for these es- 
sential departments of Government, we are 
dealing with the lives of our people and the 
destiny of this country in a most delicate 
sense. 

You Members here know I have been and 
am now a consistent advocate of Federal ex- 
penditure reductions, and yoted accordingly, 
whenever the absolute need of requested 
appropriations could not be demonstrated by 
the various department officials. Careful 
and prudent elimination of Federal waste, 
extravagance and nonessential spending is 
the objective of us all. God knows, and, 
without any irreverence, may I say we know 
our overburdened taxpayers and harassed 
businesses can stand that. However, let me 
exhort you not to let the mere cry of econ- 
omy become a catchword instead of a pa- 
triotic watchword, 

HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION 

Is it good for all America to practically 
eliminate further construction authorized 
under the Hill-Burton hospital program? 
These funds are used to help States and 
communities defray part of the costs to erect 
hospitals and public-health centers; they are 
granted on the basis of population and eco- 
nomic need. These projects are adding 96,- 
500 hospital beds and over 330 public-health 
centers to the Nation’s health resources. 
Under this program, 430 communities now 
have hospitals for the first time. One hun- 
dred and fifty-one other communities now 
have hospitals where their previous facilities 
were substandard and unacceptable under 
the minimum laws of fire and life safety. 
If there is any Federal program that has 
proved its worth to the American people, it 
surely is the hospital-construction program, 

Other impractical reductions set forth in 
this bill would disastrously impair such es- 
sential public-health services as pure food 
and drug enforcement, control of communi- 
cable diseases, and cancer and polio research, 
to mention only a few. Is that good for all 
Americans? 

EDUCATION 


In the areas of education, the proposed 
cuts would seriously disrupt Federal assist- 
ance to the State activities and agencies car- 
rying out vocational guidance in teaching 
distributive occupations, giving aid to schools 
in crowded defense localities, and extending 
vocational rehabilitation to disabled vet- 
erans and the physically handicapped. The 
admittedly competent Federal Commissioner 
of Education resigned rather than attempt to 
fulfill the obligations of his office, which 
would be virtually impossible with the ridic- 
ulous budget offered him. He questioned 
the wisdom of saving “such small sums while 
we continue as a Nation to spend billions for 
other purposes.” 
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LABOR 

In the Labor Department and the inde- 
pendent labor agencies, the reductions advo- 
cated in this measure would paralyze the 
proper functioning of such important Gov- 
ernment divisions as the National Labor Re- 
lations Board, the Federal Mediation and 
Conciliation Service and the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board; divisions which have splendid 
records of achievement in public service and 
promoting harmonious management-labor 
relations. Other agencies whose vital work 
in the public interest and welfare would be 
practically destroyed if these cuts stand ap- 
proved are the Women’s Bureau to protect 
women from exploitation, the Bureau of Vet- 
erans Reemployment Rights, Bureau of La- 
bor Statistics, Bureau of Employment Secu- 
rity, Workmen's Compensation Bureau, and 
the Wage and Hour Division of Labor. 

INTELLIGENT ECONOMY 

Mr. Chairman, at a time when we are gen- 
erously granting billions of dollars to aid 
our foreign allies, is it wise to neglect our 
own citizens? Ata time when we are boast- 
ing to the world of our better way of life, 
as opposed to the Communist state, is it 
intelligent to dangerously retract so many 
public services whose contributions to na- 
tional progress have been acknowledged? At 
a time when we are engaged in a bitter strug- 
gle for national survival, is it practical to dis- 
rupt the morale of our own people? I sub- 
mit it is not. 

In the spirit and admonition of the Presi- 
dent, let us continue to legislate and appro- 
priate for the good of all America, 


THE VETERAN AND OUR MORAL OBLIGATION 


Mr. Speaker, it will be a dark and tragic 
day in our history if this Nation ever 
neglects the moral obligation we owe to 
the veteran and his dependents. 

It was my privilege to serve on the 
House Veterans’ Affairs Committee in 
both the 80th and 81st Congresses. My 
activities on behalf of our veterans, their 
families and dependents are well known 
and have been publicly recognized. I 
have been accorded personal commenda- 
tions by the Disabled American Veterans, 
the Military Order of the Purple Heart, 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and the 
American Legion, as well as several other 
veterans’ organizations. 

My cooperative committee efforts in 
helping to formulate sound veterans’ 
legislation have been publicly com- 
mended by the beloved and distinguished 
current head of the present House Vet- 
erans’ Affairs Committee, my colleague 
from Massachusetts, the Honorable EDITH 
Nourse ROGERS: 

Under her inspiring and experienced 
direction, the committee considered and 
reported a great many measures designed 
to preserve and promote veterans’ in- 
terests, but unfortunately, a major por- 
tion of them was rejected, against her 
wishes, by the leadership. 

Nevertheless, she did succeed, against 
certain powerful opposition, but with the 
help of myself and many other Members 
of both sides, in obtaining congressional 
approval of a few bills of importance to 
our veterans. 

Among them were measures to pre- 
serve the eligibility of certain veterans 
to dental outpatient care and dental ap- 
pliances; to authorize veterans’ benefits 
for individuals disabled in connection 
with reporting for service induction; to 
provide for the automatic renewal 
of expiring 5-year-level-premium-term 
policies of United States Government 
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and national service life insurance; to 
extend for World War II veterans a fur- 
ther presumption of service-connection 
for tuberculosis, other than pulmonary; 
to prohibit reduction of any rating of 
total disability for compensation, pen- 
sion, or insurance purposes which has 
been in effect for 20 or more years; to 
extend the time for direct home loans 
under the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act, with provision for additional funds; 
to extend for another year Korean GI 
educational and training eligibility. I 
supported all of these measures. X 

Of course, the most prominent bills 
enacted were H. R. 9020 and H. R. 9962 
providing increased compensation and 
pension rates for all disabled veterans 
and their dependents. My statements 
on these measures are outlined below. 

House speech, July 21, 1954: 

Mr. DoNoHvE. Mr. Speaker, I am deeply 
disappointed that this bill, as amended, is 
being presented now to this body for a vote 
rather than H. R. 9020 as it was first re- 
ported by the House Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. 

We are prevented from acting on the origi- 
nal bill by the Rules Committee under the 
leadership instruction, which refused to re- 
port it for action by the House. I was one 
of those who gladly signed a discharge pe- 
tition to bring this bill to the floor for a 
vote. 

I felt then, and I feel now, that the Vet- 
erans’ Affairs Committee recommendation 
providing a reasonable cost-of-living rate 
increase to all our disabled veterans, both 
service and nonservice connected, for their 
widows, and children, and dependent parents 
was merely the recognition of justice. 

Unfortunately these increased rates, rec- 
ommended by committee members of their 
own party, were not acceptable to the leader- 
ship here and they have forced out this 
compromise amendment which sharply and 
inequitably reduces the compensation in- 
creases on the plea of necessary economy. 
They did this despite the implied pledge of 
President Eisenhower as a candidate in 1952 
when he said, and I quote: 

“No program of economy should overlook 
the legitimate rights and needs of disabled 
veterans.” 

By the standards on which this Congress 
generously appropriates money for assist- 
ance to questionable allies and subsidiza- 
tion of big business, the amount of money 
that this increased pittance would have 
meant is infinitesimal. 

Nevertheless, this compromise measure, al- 
though leaving out so many needy veterans, 
and widows and dependents, grants some 
small relief, and since we shall have no other 
choice, I shall vote for it. 

However, I shall not relax my efforts, and 
I urge you all to rally to the veterans’ de- 
serving cause to bring to the floor, before ad- 
journment, another bill which will accom- 
plish all the just and rightful objectives of 
H. R. 9020, as originally reported. 


FOREIGN AID AND NATIONAL SECURITY 


Mr. Speaker, I have consistently been 
in favor of the basic principle involved 
in mutual security defense aid and that 
is to prevent the necessity for American 
fathers and sons to fight all over the 
world under treaty commitments that 
have been made. 

House speech, June 30, 1954: 

Mr, DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I think we 
can ali agree that the primary objective of 
this legislation is to promote the peace and 
security of the United States. Inherent in 
that objective must be recognition of the 
gravest problem of United States foreign 
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policy, which is the protection of the United 
States from the Soviet threat. 

It is obviously sensible to reasonably assist 
our friendly allies both militarily and eco- 
nomically, thereby encouraging them to re- 
ject communistic overtures and appeals, 
By such assistance, we are certainly promot- 
ing our own security and protecting our- 
selves from the Kremlin menace. 

However, before we go headlong ahead, 
motivated by the accepted objective, with 
enthusiastic and unbridled appropriation, I 
feel that patriotic wisdom compels us to 
stop for a few moments to reexamine, re- 
study, reappraise, in summary, this whole 
foreign-aid program. 

Now when we put all the figures together 
we discover that in principal and interest 
on these foreign-aid programs, continuing 
since 1940, they have cost the people of the 
United States the fabulous sum of over 
$131 billions, 

I have listed these facts and circumstances 
to reemphasize what I regard to be our ab- 
solute obligation to the American people to 
take the greatest care of their money and 
exercise the highest vigilance over the man- 
ner in which it is spent. We can promote 
the fullest rehabilitation of friendly foreign 
nations, and it will avail us nothing if we 
thereby foolishly destroy the morale of our 
own people here at home. 

In that connection, let us remind some of 
the impractical geniuses in our State Depart- 
ment, as well as our Defense Department 
experts, that we are not appropriating money 
here for the purpose of destroying American 
industries and eliminating employment op- 
portunities for our own people. The placing 
of American Government contracts abroad 
at a time when unemployment in this coun- 
try presents a currently serious economic 
problem is, to say the least, of very ques- 
tionable wisdom. It is indeed the more fool- 
hardy when we realize that some defense 
items and essential parts of industrial ma- 
chinery are being manufactured abroad in 
places where the danger of Communist in- 
filtration and sabotage is a high and recog- 
nized threat. Such promiscuous spending, 
in the guise of promoting friendly foreign 
relations, will not be tolerated by the Ameri- 
can taxpayers, and this Congress should be 
and must be extremely restrictive of their 
authorization and approval. We can, per- 
haps, give some of the American people's 
money away discriminately with their sanc- 
tion, but we can never expect them to stand 
loyally by while we give their jobs away. 

As I indicated at the start, I am not op- 
posed to the fundamental objectives of this 
measure. I believe it is practically wise to 
continue to reasonably furnish aid to those 
allied countries demonstrating their willing- 
ness to fight in the common cause against 
Communist oppression. I believe that we 
can enact a prudent foreign-aid program of 
substantial continuing value to ourselves and 
the free world. 

In conclusion, let me exhort you not to 
rush this legislation. It is deserving of 
our prolonged study and debate. It is a 
program in keeping with our Christian demo- 
cratic philosophy and is basically good for 
ourselves and the free world. 

However, let us also be mindful that our 
watchword on all appropriation measures 
should be “the American taxpayer and our 
own economic stability come first.” 


HOUSING FOR THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 


The basic unit of this Nation is the 
American family, and the first necessity 
for Christian family life is a decent place 
to live. 

Having entered the Congress in 1947 
with the heartfelt conviction, based on 
prolonged study and experience, that the 
critical shortage of adequate housing fa- 
cilities for the American people was a 
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dominant domestic problem, I have con- 
tinuously supported Federal legislation 
for reasonable housing construction. 
Since that time, there has been steady 
improvement in the situation but, by the 
evidence of unquestioned authority, there 
still remain some sections of the coun- 
try where housing and slum clearance 
are desperately required. This was rec- 
ognized by the President himself, who 
favored the appropriation of money for 
the building of 35,000 units of public 
housing this year, together with a 4-year 
development program. Unfortunately, 
the President's appeal on this occasion 
was eventually denied, although many of 
us vigorously fought the losing battle 
with him. K 

Below is an exact excerpt from the 
speech I made in the House at the time 
this proposal was being discussed. 

House speech, April 22, 1953: 

Mr. DONOHUE, Mr. Chairman, I very deeply 
regret that this bill as presented to us by 
the committee ignores the recommendations 
of President Eisenhower and his Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator, who favor the 
inclusion of sufficient funds to build 35,000 
units of public housing. Unfortunately, the 
bill, as it stands before us, would termi- 
nate the public-housing program and, in ef- 
fect, slum-clearance and redevelopment, im- 
mediately. Therefore, I am opposed to the 
bill in its present form and urge the approval 
of amendments to authorize continuation of 
@ reasonable public-housing construction 
and slum-clearance program so vitally need- 
ed in so many communities in the country. 

In that respect, Iam very happy to approve 
and join the sentiments of the President as 
expressed in a statement he made last Oc- 
tober as a candidate: 

“We must have better housing for those 
Americans who are now forced to live in 
slums and substandard dwellings.” 

The federally assisted low-rent housing 
program is a Christian solution to the hous- 
ing needs of a great many desperate families 
as well as being a major factor in vitally 
urgent community slum clearance and rede- 
velopment. It is imperative that the bare 
minimum of 35,000 dwelling units be re- 
stored in this bill, the same number agreed 
upon and approved last year. I earnestly 
hope and urge this House to take such rea- 
sonable and wise action to continue this 
minimum housing program until the whole 
housing situation can be surveyed and defi- 
nite national needs determined. 


PERMANENT SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 


It has always been an unquestioned 
American tradition that this Govern- 
ment shall aid, counsel, assist, and pro- 
tect the interests of small business in 
order to preserve our democratic system 
of free competitive enterprise. 

With the dissolution and absorption of 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
and the Small Defense Plants Adminis- 
tration, a great number of Congressmen, 
including myself, favored legislation to 
create a new permanent independent 
Small Business Administration, with the 
paramount duty of encouraging and as- 
sisting small enterprises in peacetime as 
well as in any emergency period. 

Recognizing the importance of our 
small businesses in defense-production 
efforts and the national economy, I have 
consistently urged reasonable Federal 
assistance and guidance to them 
throughout my congressional service. 
My convictions on this subject are pre- 
sented in the following extract from my 
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remarks in the Chamber when this legis- 
lation was under consideration. 

House speech, June 5, 1953: 

Mr. Doxokux. Mr. Chairman, I consider it 
a conscientious duty to speak here this after- 
noon in support of the small-business people 
of my own district and the Nation. The only 
voice they have in the enactment of Federal 
legislation is yours and mine, and we would 
be neglecting our obligation if we failed to 
truly represent this solid segment of our na- 
tional and area economy. 

I am heartily in favor of the principle of 
this legislation to establish a permanent, in- 
dependent Small Business Administration. 
In modern times, Government assistance has 
become more vitally important to insure that 
a fair proportion of the total purchases and 
contracts for military supplies and services 
shall be placed with small business enter- 
prises and to maintain and strengthen the 
overall national economy. 

With the scheduled end on June 30 of the 
Small Defense Plants Administration it is 
imperative to the survival of small business 
to have a Government agency to direct and 
assist them in obtaining appropriate Gov- 
ernment contracts and also advise them on 
applying for necessary financial loans. 

Our small-business firms have a substan- 
tial employment figure. By granting reason- 
able help to keep these firms going we are 
taking safety steps in the prevention of 
threatening unemployment which is unques- 
tionably uneconomic in these dangerous days 
when every m and every resource of 
the Nation should be brought into this fight- 
ing struggle against Communist aggression. 

EMERGENCY IMMIGRATION FOR QUALIFIED 

REFUGEES 

One of the proudest of our American 
traditions arises from the historical fact 
that this country originally gave harbor 
to the victims of religious and political 
persecution. We cannot forget that this 
Nation itself was founded almost alto- 
gether by displaced persons. 

In advancing our position of world 
leadership in these perilous days, we can 
speak more convincingly for freedom 
everywhere when we have done our 
Christian utmost to give real freedom 
to those now faced with Communist ex- 
tinction. Security screened and quali- 
fied refugees are the kind of people in 
whose behalf the original American 
tradition of asylum was established and 
whose immigration to these shores has 
enriched our country from its earliest 
days right up to this hour. 

I have, therefore, been continually 
sympathetic with reasonable legislation 
to grant permanent residence to immi- 
grants who can meet the very high 
standards and qualifications that must 
be set up to protect our own security. 
It has seemed to me we should imple- 
ment as fully as we can the clear inten- 
tion of the Almighty that brothers and 
sisters, mothers and fathers of one fam- 
ily should be together in 1 land under 
1 roof. 

The substance of my remarks on this 
legislation are set forth below. 

House speech, July 28, 1953: 

Mr. DoNonvE. Mr. Speaker, I am support- 
ing and voting for this emergency refugee 
immigration measure, and I hope the ma- 
jority of my colleagues will also, because it 
is in the true spirit of our Christian democ- 
racy and a concrete gesture of the moral 
leadership we must demonstrate if the 
United States is to successfully guide a be- 
wildered world away from atomic destruc- 
tion, 
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I have spent the most of my life as the 
friend and neighbor of immigrant fathers 
and their families. The contributions of 
these people to community, State, and Na- 
tional betterment present a glorious rec- 
ord. God knows the sons, and, yes, the 
daughters, of these families have fully par- 
ticipated in our national defense efforts and 
are doing so right now on the tragic fields of 
Korea. 

In the administrative operation of this bill 
the established security regulations will not 
be relaxed. The provisions for screening 
and checking against the possibility of sub- 
versives slipping through will be completely 
carried out. 

Mr. Speaker, a good many of us very deeply 
feel and have advocated the necessity for 
making substantial changes in the present 
immigration law. The outmoded quota sys- 
tem in that law together with several other 
discriminatory provisions should be and I 
hope will be eliminated in the near future. 
Meanwhile we have a chance here by passage 
of this emergency measure to correct some 
of the prevailing injustices. 

In these circumstances I am in full agree- 
ment with the President that we must as- 
sume our just share of the responsibility of 
providing asylum for these desperate men, 
women, and children who face certain ani- 
hilation if they again fall into the hands of 
the enemy barbarians. 

As a nation of immigrants and the sons 
of immigrants passage of this measure is in 
accord with the best traditions and ideals 
of this blessed United States. 


AID TO THE PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 


To continue to ignore the problems of 
medical attention, vocational training, 
education and employment placement of 
the physically handicapped would be a 
grave mistake that no Christian progres- 
sive government can afford to make, 
especially in these times of Communist 
challenge. 

As a result of the persistent pleas of 
myself, and many other Members of 
Congress, a measure, now Public Law 
565, of the 83d Congress, was adopted. 
The purposes of this law are to assist in 
the extension and improvement of voca- 
tional rehabilitation services, provide for 
a more effective use of available Federal 
funds and facilitate the application of 
legal provisions already established. 
While this law does not, in the opinion 
of many of us, completely encompass 
the whole problem, it is a promising step 
in the forward direction. My thoughts 
on this important subject are revealed 
below. 

House speech, July 31, 1953: 

Mr. Donouve. Mr. Speaker, as my col- 
leagues know, I have, since becoming a Mem- 
ber of Congress, been urging the enactment 
of legislation to establish a Federal agency 
to aid and assist the physically handicapped 
to take their right and proper place in 
American life. 

For that purpose, I introduced in the last 
Congress, H. R. 8549, and in March of this 
Congress introduced H. R. 4262, to establish 
a Federal Commission for the Physically 
Handicapped. The objectives of this bill 
are to increase defense manpower, provide 
for the general welfare, promote rehabilita- 
tion and employment of handicapped in- 
dividuals, and help preserve our Nation by 
setting up a Federal agency for handicapped. 
Authoritative figures show that there are 
approximately 30 million Americans who 
suffer physical handicaps, and it should be 
obvious that the Federal Government can 
no longer afford to delay in trying to solve 
a problem involving nearly one-fifth of all 
our citizens. 
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The very nature of the problem, the great 
number directly affected, and the scope of 
any solution demands the continuing par- 
ticipation and assistance of an appropriate 

of the Federal Government, acting 
under comprehensive legislation, 
ATOMIC-ENERGY BILL 

House speech, July 22, 1954: 

Mr. DonouvE. Mr. Speaker, it is said here- 
abouts that the atomic energy bill will soon 
be considered in the House and that only 2 
days will be allowed for debate and discus- 
sion, 

The bill is compiled of some 107 pages of 
technical provisions and complex phrase- 
ology. It affects a $12-billion investment of 
the American taxpayers, and whatever final 
law we enact will reach into the destiny of 
many generations to come. 

It is, therefore, my earnest hope and plea 
that the leadership will insure that no re- 
striction of time be placed upon discussion 
of perhaps the most vital subject yet to be 
presented to this Congress or indeed any 
other Congress. 

As the bill now reads, it is objectionable 
to me, and I think a great many others, pri- 
marily because it negatives the nonpartisan 
public power policy of this country that has 
been developed since 1902, That occurs be- 
cause of the current absence in the measure 
of any reliable safeguard against exploitation 
of atomic power by private utilities. It prac- 
tically forbids the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion to operate in the commercial power field 
which simply means that the taxpayers will 
have to pay for further ntation, 
from which the private utilities will ulti- 
mately benefit. 

There are many deficiencies in the bill as 
it now stands but, in the public interest and 
recognition of the tremendous amount of 
money that has come out of the average 
taxpayer’s pocket, two major improvements 
must be inserted in the act before, in my 
judgment, it should be approved. 

The present patent provision must be Cor- 
rected to insure that no atomic development 
monopoly can be established by those few 
firms privileged to carry out the original 
atomic energy research under Government 
contract and subsidy. 

The provision restricting the Atomic 
Energy Commission from producing atomic 
power for Government-operated plant uses 
and also making it available for public con- 
sumption through rural electric cooperatives 
and municipal agencies must also be removed 
in deference to the power-consuming public 
and protection against unjust profiteering. 

I sincerely remind the Members of this 
House that a heavy moral obligation rests 
upon us with respect to this particular legis- 
lation. Let us give this vitally important 
subject the long and careful and serious con- 
sideration it warrants. We can do no less 
to merit the continuing trust and confidence 
of the people who sent us here to legislate for 
the general welfare. 


CONTINUING GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 

It is an axiom of Christian progress in 
civilized society that the least govern- 
ment is the best government. Among 
the highest duties of any legislative body 
is eternal vigilance to insure the govern- 
mental system does not collapse upon 
itself from overweight and smother the 
personal liberties it is intended to pro- 
mote. 

In this historical period of tendency 
and temptation to solve all problems by 
passing a law, many of us have, for 
years, been deeply disturbed by the octo- 
pus growth of National Government. 
We recognized the danger and necessity 
of taking proper measures to meet it. 
It was, therefore, a pleasant duty for me, 
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as a Member of the 80th Congress in 
1947, to support and vote for the bill 
which became Public Law 162 of that 
Congress. It provided for a Commission 
on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government which after- 
wards became known as the Hoover 
Commission. No one needs to be re- 
minded of the enormous good that 
Commission accomplished. 

In order that that good work might 
be continued another such Commission 
was established in this present Congress 
through the enactment of Public Law 
108 and has the same purposes and 
duties of the previous Hoover Commis- 
sion. 

Mr. Speaker, many of us, with con- 
tinuing legislative responsibilities, also 
realized the unhealthy trend toward 
government duplication and friction at 
National, State, city, and town levels, 
which has steadily advanced during 
these turbulent years of global unrest. 

In dozens of competing fields, there 
are competing activities between and 
among all these various governmental 
units throughout what is supposed to be 
the United States. To finance this pro- 
fusion of governmental activities and 
agencies, there is a correspondingly con- 
fusing and stifling array of taxes. 

Obviously, too much such Government 
means reckless extravagance, waste and 
duplication from top to bottom. It 
places unbearable and oppressive tax 
burdens upon private business and the 
ordinary working man and his family. 
Such evil conditions develop the dis- 
couraged and disheartened citizenry 
characteristic of a deteriorating nation. 
A dispirited people and a disordered 
Government are just what the Kremlin 
leaders are trying to promote here in 
America. God forbid that their devilish 
designs be unwittingly and uncon- 
sciously forwarded by our own lassitude 
or negligence. 

In an attempt to prevent such a ca- 
lamity, I introduced H. R. 8714, in the 
8ist Congress, H. R. 8560 in the 82d Con- 
gress and H. R. 3603 in this Congress. 
All of these bills had for their purpose 
to provide for the establishment of a 
Commission to investigate and make rec- 
ommendations with respect to the dis- 
tribution of governmental functions and 
sources of revenue within the framework 
of our Federal, State, and local systems 
of government. 

Iam happy to state this objective was 
finally accomplished in this Congress by 
the adoption of Public Law 109. 

The following is an extract from my 
remarks in the House on the subject. 

House speech, August 1, 1953: 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, having intro- 
duced bills to provide for such a commission 
in three successive Congresses, I am proud 
of the part I had in promoting final action 
on the establishment of this Commission to 


study relationships among Federal, State, 
and local governments. 

The primary purpose of this Commission 
is to investigate and make recommendations 
fo“ the correction of the fantastic duplica- 
tion and overlapping that currently exist in 
our complex network of separate government 
units at all levels. 

The staggering cost to the taxpayer in 
supporting all these units, not to mention 
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the morale-straining irritation imposed by 
them on individual citizens, comes close to 
being a national disaster. 

I am sure that all Members of Congress 
and all our citizens will join in supporting 
the efforts of the Commission to bring re- 
freshing relief to the smothering American 
taxpayers and good order in place of the vast 
confusion that threatens the collapse of our 
traditional government operations. 

FEDERAL AND POSTAL EMPLOYEES’ PAY 

House speech, August 9, 1954; 

Mr. Dononve. Mr. Chairman, I am happy 
to rise in support of and to urge prompt 
approval of this measure to increase the 
rates of basic compensation of all postal em- 
ployees and thus attempt to somewhat bring 
them into line with positions of comparable 
responsibilities and service in private in- 
dustry. 

It has been my privilege to repeatedly ap- 
pear before the House and Senate commit- 
tees, during these past few years, to testify 
on the various bills to eliminate the salary 
injustices prevailing among the Postal De- 
partment's employees, as well as all Federal 
employees, whose wage scales have so seri- 
ously lagged behind the advances granted 
in the comparable fields of industry. 

I was among the first signers of the dis- 
charge petition because I deeply believed 
the request of the postal employees for an 
equitable salary readjustment should have 
the particular sympathy of all of us. They 
form a large group of our most reliable 
public servants. The service they render is 
fundamental and essential to the Nation. 
The security they enjoy is paid for by them- 
selves. There are no more loyal people in 
our Government than those working in the 
Postal Department. 

May I also remind you that the best in- 
surance against any misguided reception of 
false Communist propaganda by our Gov- 
ernment employees is to wisely and prac- 
tically extend them adequate salary com- 
pensation. 

It is only ordinary commonsense and rec- 
ognition of the facts of life that if our 
Government employees are sufficiently com- 
pensated to enable them to meet their per- 
sonal and family obligations with confidence 
and a high morale, then there will be no 
doubt of their loyalty as good Americans and 
their repudiation of Communist ideas. 

I urge you, therefore, in simple justice, 
to promptly and favorably approve this 
measure. 


ADJOURNMENT VERSUS LEGISLATIVE DUTY 
House speech, July 27, 1954: 


Mr. Dononve. Mr. Speaker, there appears 
to be a well-founded rumor around here 
that the leadership is planning to offer a 
resolution to adjourn sine die at the end of 
this month. If the rumor is true and the 
proposal is presented to the House, I intend 
to vote against it. 

Every one of us knows there are many 
grave domestic problems, upon most of which 
the President himself has requested our ac- 
tion, that have not yet been accorded any 
consideration. Also, no one can predict 
what emergency may suddenly erupt on an 
international front. The new atomic-energy 
bill, the foreign-aid measure, the postal and 
Federal employees’ pay revision, and the 
question of raising the public debt limit are 
matters of such serious national consequence 
that they should not be given hasty and 
peremptory treatment just to meet a politi- 
cally expedient closing date. 

These, and other major issues ought to be 
accorded the long, careful, thorough debate, 
and discussion necessary for the full under- 
standing essential to patriotic and intelli- 
gent action. Any other course practically 
amounts to a denial of our responsibilities. 
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The people who sent us here have a right 
to expect us to place legislative duty and the 
national interest above any personal con- 
venience or political expediency. I, for one— 
and I deeply feel there are a great many 
others who agree with me—am willing to 
stay on the job until our full duty is con- 
scientiously discharged. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 


Mr. Speaker, this summary would be 
highly inadequate if I did not list, in 
part, some of the bills I introduced in 
the 83d Congress. They follow: 

H. R. 3369, to carry out the recom- 
mendations of United States Tariff 
Commission with respect to duty con- 
cessions on Swiss watch movements. 

H. R. 3603, to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a commission to investigate 
and make recommendations with re- 
spect to the distribution of govern- 
mental functions and sources of revenue 
within the framework of our Federal, 
State, and local systems of Government. 

H. R. 4261, to idemnify drivers of mo- 
tor vehicles of the postal service against 
liability for damages arising out of the 
operation of such vehicles in the per- 
formance of official duties. 

H. R. 4262, to establish a Federal 
Commission for the Physically Handi- 
capped. 

H. R. 5139, to incorporate Wounded 
Combat Veterans, now known as The 
Military Order of the Purple Heart. 

H. R. 5826, to authorize the President 
to donate surplus Federal property to 
individuals in a major disaster area. 

H. R. 8484, to amend tariff Act to in- 
sure that crude silicon carbide imported 
into the United States will continue to 
be exempt from duty. 

H. R. 8574, to amend the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944 so as to re- 
duce from 4% percent to 4 percent the 
maximum interest rate on home loans 
Lavage guaranteed, or insured under that 
act. 

H. R. 9840, to provide for programs of 
public facilities construction which will 
stimulate employment in areas having 
a substantial surplus of labor, and for 
other purposes. 

H. R. 9965, to provide for loans to en- 
able needy and scholastically qualified 
students to continue post-high-school 
education. 

H. R. 10003, granting the consent of 
Congress to certain New England States 
to enter into a compact relating to higher 
education in the New England States 
and establishing the New England Board 
of Higher Education. 

H. R. 10004, to provide for emergency 
Federal assistance to the States and Ter- 
ritories in the construction of public ele- 
mentary and secondary school facilities 
urgently needed because of overcrowd- 
ing, and to encourage full and efficient 
use of State and local resources in meet- 
ing school construction needs, and for 
other purposes. 

H. R. 10064, to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a VA center for domiciliary 
and chronic care at the Cushing VA Hos- 
pital at Framingham. 

H. R. 10095, to provide assistance to 
communities, industries, business enter- 
prises, and individuals to facilitate ad- 
justments made necessary by the trade 
policy of the United States. 
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H. R. 10096, to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a United States Foreign 
Service Academy. 

Cosponsor of H. R. 9430, to provide for 
unemployment reinsurance grants to the 
States, to revise, extend, and improve the 
unemployment insurance program, and 
for other purposes. 

H. R. 10239, to amend section 201 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, so as 
to provide that all quota numbers not 
used in any year shall be made available 
to immigrants in oversubscribed areas 
in the following year, and for other pur- 
poses. 

A NECESSARY PERSONAL NOTE 


Mr. Speaker, 8 years ago, following my 
release from active military service, I 
presented my qualifications to the voters 
of the Fourth Congressional District in 
Massachusetts for the honor and privi- 
lege of representing them in the United 
States Congress. They accepted me in 
November of 1946 and reelected me in 
1948, 1950 and 1952. 

No man could help but be deeply in- 
spired and gratified by the confidence 
the people of my district demonstrated 
in electing me as their national repre- 
sentative to the 80th, 81st, 82d and 83d 
Congresses. 

Since the day of assuming the respon- 
sibilities of Congressman, I have con- 
scientiously worked to justify that confi- 
dence and trust. The full facilities of 
my office have been energetically and 
courteously extended, at all times, for 
personal service to my constituents. I 
have cooperated, on every occasion, with 
the community agencies, social, fra- 
ternal, and racial organizations of my 
district in the promotion of their various 
objectives. 

The expressed wishes of the majority 
of the people I represent, and a thorough 
study of the issues involved, have been 
the foundation for my judgment and ac- 
tion on legislation to advance the best 
interests of my district and the Nation. 

Iam happy to present this summary of 
my voting record on domestic and for- 
eign legislative measures to my people. 

CONCLUSION—~TIMELY COUNSEL FROM A GREAT 
AMERICAN 

Mr. Speaker, the words of wise au- 
thority remain forever as comforting 
beacons of guidance in troubled, distress- 
ing hours. A counseling message to all 
Americans is contained in the following 
extract from a speech given at Harvard 
University graduation exercises on June 
30, 1910, by the late great Chief Justice 
Charles Evans Hughes: 

‘The most important agencies of democracy 
are, after all, not the organs of government, 
but the influences that shape public opin- 
ion. * * * Democracy must prize its public 
life. It has stripped it almost altogether of 
ceremonial and of meaningless and absurd 
forms. It has placed the public officer in a 
position of power, to be used for serv- 
ice. * * * Having surrounded him with 
none of the pomp which makes appeal to the 
thoughtless and ignorant, it must invest him 
with the higher honor which should be the 
reward of fidelity. Those who cultivate the 
true democratic spirit will be as earnest in 
their support of faithful officers as they are 
unsparing in their condemnation of the 
faithless, 
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A Report to My District 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. STUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
feel that the people of my district should 
have a full report of my accomplish- 
ments for them in the Congress during 
the 2d session of the 83d Congress. 
Therefore, I submit the following: 

A Congressman is an employee of the 
people. As your employee this is the 
second annual report. Government, 
which has grown enormously in recent 
years, should, I believe, be brought closer 
to the people. In order to help my 
neighbors, friends, and constituents have 
a greater understanding of the hap- 
penings in Washington, I have written 
a weekly column for the newspapers, 
engaged in weekly broadcasts, mailed 
out special legislative reports, and spoken 
at as many gatherings, of every descrip- 
tion, as physically possible. 

This session of the 83d Congress is 
over. I am proud to say that I had at 
least a small part in its accomplish- 
ments. But what are its accomplish- 
ments? It would be far too long a re- 
port, were one to list the hundreds of 
votes cast so I intend to touch on only 
eight of the many issues. All were part 
of the President’s program and all were 
vigorously supported by me. In addi-. 
tion to this I shall report to you the 
supplemental work, done exclusively for 
your benefit locally. 

On the national scene: 

First. The Truman budget, fiscal 1954, 
was reduced 61 percent. Seven billion 
one hundred million dollars less than 
former President Truman predicted for 
this year, fiscal 1955. 

Second. A tax bill was passed granting 
cut in income and excise taxes, amount- 
ing to $7.5 billion. 

Third. The States were given title to 
and control of the submerged oil lands 
as opposed to Federal ownership and 
control. 

Fourth. A flexible farm bill was passed. 

Fifth. Economic controls were voted 
out the window; no depression has come 
as predicted by the prophets of doom 
and gloom, but, rather, the reverse is 
true—we have genuine prosperity. 

Sixth. The St. Lawrence Seaway pro- 
gram was enacted after 30 years of fail- 
ure in prior Congresses. 

Seventh. A new Social Security bill 
was passed, giving coverage to 10 mil- 
lion additional people, as well as raising 
the amount of the individual benefits. 

Eighth. The Congress enacted new 
stringent anti-Communist internal se- 
curity laws, and the party itself was 
outlawed. 

In addition to these specific measures, 
President Eisenhower fulfilled the spe- 
cial campaign pledge to take us out of 
war. For the very first time in 15 years 
our Nation is operating on a full peace- 
time economy—capacity employment 
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exists, and jobs are safe—business is ex- 
cellent. 
As the President said several days ago: 
We have halted inflation. The purchasing 
power of the dollar has varied only one-half 
of 1 percent in the past 8 months. 


Because of this one who is usually an 
arch opponent of the Republican Party, 
Columnist Doris Fleeson, had this to say 
several weeks ago: 

Democrats who a few months ago were 
supremely confident that they would romp 
home in the House and win narrow control 
in the Senate are today full of misgivings. 
They are banking on the economic recession 
and slipping farm prices. Now the admin- 
istration’s attitude of confidence in both 
areas has infected them. Eisenhower's 
spokesmen are not merely talking confi- 
dence; they are betting it. 


These important national policies 
have had their direct effect on the peo- 
ple of Long Island, who are now more 
numerous and more prosperous than 
ever before. For example, I predict in 
the building field alone we will have 
greater expansion, hard as it may be to 
believe, than any prior time. 

But what of the local and personal is- 
sues presented, supported and under- 
taken by your Congressman? The fol- 
lowing 22 points outline the work ac- 
complished for you on the local front: 

First. Promised funds for the mainte- 
nance of Fire Island Inlet. The Depart- 
ment of the Army has scheduled an en- 
gineer dredge for the inlet by mid-Sep- 
tember. 

Second, Promised a fight to the end 
for the establishment on a permanent 
basis of the Kings Point Merchant Ma- 
rine Academy in Nassau County. The 
bill passed the Merchant Marine Com- 
mittee, of which I am a member, cleared 
the all-powerful Rules Committee, and 
then passed the House on July 30. The 
bill has been bottled up in the Senate. 

Third. Obtained approval for the es- 
tablishment of new post offices in the 
First Congressional District, as well as 
the installation of city delivery and the 
establishment of new R. F, D. routes in 
many towns and villages. This repre- 
sents the first such effective changes in 
10 years. 

Fourth. Sponsored what became 
known as the Wainwright bill (H. R. 
8647). It passed the House on June 7, 
1954, and the Senate on August 16, 1954. 
This measure stopped seizure of small 
craft by Customs when boat owners add 
safety features to their vessels at Coast 
Guard’s request. This bill is part of a 
complete revision of all Coast Guard 
regulations to provide greater safety at 
sea. 

Fifth. Obtained first class status for 
the Suffolk County Air Base at West- 
hampton, including a permanent hous- 
ing program which passed the House on 
July 29, 1954. 

Sixth. Reduced danger and firing 
hazard at Montauk Point from the 
United States Army AA battery stationed 
there. Public hearings on this subject 
held at Montauk in the winter of 
1954, 

Seventh. Reviewed the Government’s 
choice of Calverton as an airfield site. 
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This investigation perpetuated a change 
in site checking methods by the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

Eighth. Halted runway extension con- 
struction at MacArthur Air Field in the 
Lake Ronkonkoma area based on the 
petition of local residents. Hearings in- 
dicated there would be no substantial 
benefit to national defense by this ex- 
pensive construction program. 

Ninth. Succeeded in having four pri- 
vate immigration bills passed by both 
Houses of Congress and signed by the 
President in behalf of Mrs. Nathalie Illi- 
ine, of Halesite; Miss Dorothy Sonya 
Goldschmidt, of East Northport; Theo- 
dora Sammartino, adopted daughter of 
Mr. and Mrs. Vincent Sammartino, of 
Islip; Alexander Petsche, the husband of 
Mrs. Frieda Petsche of Northport. The 
passage of these four bills makes it pos- 
sible for these fine families, heretofore 
separated because of a technicality in the 
immigration laws to be reunited in these 
United States. 

Tenth. Obtained special funds for 
Golden Nematode research. Interceded 
continually with Secretary of Agriculture 
so that potato farmers would be taken 
out of competition with subsidized farm- 
ers of the South and West using diverted 
acreage. Stopped Cuban embargo on 
Long Island potatoes. 

Eleventh. Have been successful in ob- 
taining visas for admission to the United 
States and in expediting issuance of pass- 
ports for over 380 people. 

Twelfth. Obtained 10 appointments 
to United States Military Academy, and 
the United States Naval Academy. This 
is the greatest number in the history of 
the First Congressional District. 

Thirteenth. Made weekly reports to 
the people by radio and through the 
press. Many leaders in Government have 
been guests on my radio program. Mem- 
bers of the Cabinet and executive branch 
will write a number of my weekly articles 
in the months ahead. 

Fourteenth. Obtained, by intercession 
with the Secretary of Interior and in con- 
junction with the New York State Con- 
servation Commissioner, a separate wild- 
fowl shooting season for Long Island. 
Local hunters have been striving for a 
Long Island season ever since the event 
of hunting laws. 

Fifteenth. Insisted on special safety 
precautions for the Plum Island Animal 
Research Laboratory; conducted a safety 
inspection with the former Surgeon Gen- 
eral of the United States Army and other 
qualified officials. 

Sixteenth. Presented, with Congress- 
man Martin Diss, of Texas, and Con- 
gressman CHARLES KERSTEN, of Wiscon- 
sin, an anti-Communist information 
series. 

Seventeenth. Made 2 overseas mis- 
sions for our Government; 1 to the 
Orient in 1953, and another as a con- 
gressional representative at the inau- 
guration of the Governor of the Virgin 
Islands. 

Eighteenth. Presented to the Suffolk 
County Board of Supervisors a histor- 
ical American flag that flew from the 
dome of the Capitol on the day of the 
inauguration of Dwight D. Eisenhower 
as President of the United States, 
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Nineteenth. Sponsored a district-wide 
Americanism essay contest, offering as 
a prize a parchment copy of the new 
oath of allegiance, personally signed by 
President Eisenhower. 

Twentieth. Met with the President of 
the United States and the Prime Min- 
ister of Great Britain, Sir Winston 
Churchill, at the White House on Friday, 
June 25, 1954. 

Twenty-first. Polled, at my own ex- 
pense, the voters of the First District in 
order to obtain their views on the great 
issues of the day. Only by report such 
as this, of administration and individual 
action, may the people exercise intelli- 
gently their precious vote. 

Twenty-second. Worked in conjunc- 
tion with the Suffolk and Nassau officials 
on the rehabilitation program for the 
Long Island Railroad. 

My office in Washington, D. C., will 
remain open, in competent hands, for 
the use of those having problems in the 
Capital. Also, I shall have an office in 
Huntington and Wainscott, Long Island, 
where I can be reached by those wish- 
ing to see me on any matter. It has been 
a pleasure to serve you, and it is certain 
that you as my employer are entitled 
to pass judgment on these activities. 


Penalties for Membership in the 
Communist Party 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HALE BOGGS 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, the 208 
Members of the House of Represent- 
atives who voted on yesterday to provide 
penalties for membership in the Com- 
munist Party recognized that the time 
has come to really face the issue of this 
foreign conspiracy in our country. 

Every intelligent American has recog- 
nized for many years that a Communist 
is an agent for a foreign power. The 
Communist Party is not now and never 
has been a political organization. 

During the years that I have been a 
member of this body I have consistently 
voted against the Communists. I be- 
lieve that the vote on yesterday is tre- 
mendously significant and indicates that 
the American people have decided to 
strike out once and for all against these 
agents of the Kremlin. 

The idea that our vote will be inef- 
fectual and drive the party underground 
is, of course, ridiculous. It is simply 
saying that you cannot do anything 
about a conspiracy in your midst. I 
know that we can. This bill will be ef- 
fective. 

I believe that the 14 criteria included 
in the Senate amendment are adequate 
and will cover any type of subterfuge 
8 the Communist Party might resort 


I hope that this bill is enacted into law 
and that it is signed by the President of 
the United States, 
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It is very significant indeed that the 
Senate of the United States voted 85-0 
on this measure and the House of Rep- 
resentatives voted 208-100, which well 
reflects the sentiment of all of the people 
of the United States. 


World’s Most Modern Beet-Sugar Plant 
Opens—Hon. Harold C. Hagen, of 
Minnesota, Urges More Sugar-Beet 
Acreage, New Sugar-Processing Plants 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HAROLD C. HAGEN 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, a $10 million up-to-the-minute 
modern sugar-beet plant has been opened 
at Crookston, Polk County, Minn., my 
home city. 

It was my privilege to participate in 
the dedication exercises of this sugar 
factory, which means so much to the Red 
River Valley of the North. 

The plant was built by the American 
Crystal Sugar Co., which also has fine 
sugar-processing plants at East Grand 
Forks and Moorhead, also in the Red 
River Valley, and in the Ninth Minne- 
sota Congressional District. 

This new Crookston plant will pro- 
duce 100 million pounds of sugar a year, 
will employ about 400 people, with an an- 
nual payroll of $800,000. This means a 
great deal, not only to the many farmers 
who raise sugar beets, but also means 
employment for these 400 people in the 
late fall and winter months, when, ordi- 
narily, jobs are scarce. This payroll and 
the approximately $4 million that will 
go to the sugar-beet farmers also means 
much to every business and professional 
man in the upper Red River Valley, be- 
cause this is cash, which can be and will 
be put in circulation or in savings by 
the thousands of persons affected by this 
wonderful new industrial enterprise in 
our area, 

The sugar plants at Crookston, Moor- 
head, East Grand Forks, and Chaska, 
Minn., all owned by the American Crystal 
Sugar Co., means a $3 million payroll to 
workers in these 4 areas and approxi- 
mately $17 million per year in beet pay- 
ments to the farmers of our State. 

Before giving details of this wonderful 
dedication, I want to say that the United 
States Department of Agriculture is con- 
sidering a proposal to cut sugar-beet 
acreage in Minnesota next year by ap- 
proximately 5,000 to 7,000 acres. This 
sounds like the old Democratic policy. 

This certainly should not be done and 
is a wrong policy. I shall strongly op- 
pose this effort, and I believe we will 
defeat such a move. 

There are about 7,000 babies per day 
born in these United States. Our popu- 
lation is growing by leaps and bounds. 
These 7,000 new Americans per day, plus 
the other thousands who come in from 
foreign nations, must be fed, and sugar 
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is not only an important food but a 
vitally necessary staff of life. 


ACREAGE SHOULD BE RAISED 


Instead of planning to cut the sugar 
acreage in Minnesota next year, the Ag- 
riculture Department should substan- 
tially raise the acreage so that at least 
seven or eight thousand more acres in 
the Red River Valley can be used in the 
production of sugar beets. 

We need more sugar-processing plants 
in the Red River Valley, and I believe 
that important places where these may 
be placed would be Breckenridge, Hal- 
stad, Ada, Oslo, Warren, Hallock, and 
other places in the Ninth Congressional 
District. Research by soil scientists has 
revealed that the Red River Valley soil 
comprises one of the two important parts 
of these United States, where sugar beets 
can be produced at less cost than in other 
parts of the Nation. The other economi- 
cal beet-producing area is in the State 
of Washington, some 2,000 miles from 
the Red River Valley, and offers no eco- 
nomic interference with our activities in 
the Ninth Congressional District. 

If the voters of 15 counties, comprising 
the Minnesota Ninth Congressional Dis- 
trict, honor me on November 2, 1954, with 
my seventh election as their Congress- 
man, I pledge to the farmers of this area, 
to the workers in these sugar beet fac- 
tories, and to the thousands of business 
and professional persons and workers 
who profit from these activities, that I 
shall immediately take steps, as your 
Congressman, to show the Department 
of Agriculture that thousands more 
acres should be allotted in northwestern 
Minnesota to sugar beet production. 

Those of you who are familiar with 
procedures in Congress realize that a 
Congressman who would have 7 terms, 
and the seniority and the power that 
goes with 14 years of service, who has 
made many friends and acquaintances 
in official Washington, D. C., can be of 
tremendous value and help, far more 
than some newcomer who must spend 
many years in reaching the same relative 
position in the House of Representatives 
that I now have. 

It must be kept in mind that the Dem- 
ocrats for a century have traditionally 
favored free trade and low tariffs. The 
Democrats also passed and have main- 
tained as law the reciprocal trade treaty 
lew, which permits the importation of 
sugar, farm products and other commod- 
ities into these United States, either free 
of any duty whatsoever, or with a tariff 
cut by at least 50 percent. 

Those of you who live near the Cana- 
dian border know about the bringing in 
of products from our neighbor to the 
north. But possibly you do not realize 
that sugar produced in the Philippine 
Islands or Puerto Rico, or Cuba, is pro- 
duced by labor which draws wages of less 
than 75 cents per day in American money 
and in the Philippines the wages of some 
of these workers runs about 30 cents per 
day. 

I am proud to say that I never have 
voted for extension of the present recip- 
rocal trade treaty law, because I feel that 
American producers should receive first 
consideration from their Congressmen 
instead of the coolies and low-paid work- 
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ers of other lands. And my viewpoint 
applies not only to sugar, but to the im- 
portation of all farm products and indus- 
trial products that would weaken our 
American way of life. 

FINE DEDICATION PROGRAM 


The dedication program of this new 
sugar processing plant at Crookston was 
an event attended not only by thousands 
of persons from the Red River Valley, 
but by newspapermen, radio commenta- 
tors, and television operators. The wide 
publicity given to this splendidly planned 
dedication will do much to help create a 
market for Red River Valley products 
and especially for the fine sugar pro- 
duced in the three great sugar factories 
at Crookston, East Grand Forks, and 
Moorhead. There were some splendid 
addresses made and it was my privilege 
to be on the platform with the distin- 
guished speakers and guests and to be 
introduced to the thousands who in- 
spected this plant and attended these 
ceremonies. 

In the space I have it will be impossible 
to report to you all of the fine speeches 
that were made at the Crookston plant’s 
dedication programs. However, I am 
going to offer you, in part, or in their en- 
tirety, four of the oustanding addresses. 

John M. Budd, president of the Great 
Northern Railroad, reviewed the part 
that James J. Hill and the Great North- 
ern had in helping to develop the Red 
River Valley from a wilderness, just one 
long life ago, into its present outstand- 
ing position in American economy. Mr. 
Budd said: 

It gives me much pleasure to be here today 
and on behalf of the Great Northern Railroad 
to take part in the formal opening of the 
new Crookston plant of the American Crystal 
Sugar Co. This is the third such plant to 
be built in this area, and the-second one to 
go into production since World War II ended. 

I am sure you people of Crookston take as 
much pride in this plant as the people in 
Moorhead and East Grand Forks do in theirs. 
I hope that you have all enjoyed as I did 
the inspection of this magnificent plant. 
Mr. Summerton doubtless will have many 
volunteers for management of the affairs of 
the American Crystal Sugar Co. in Crookston, 
since we all now know exactly how sugar is 
extracted from beets and made ready for 
marketing; what becomes of the byproducts 
and all of the other details necessary to run 
the plant. 

One cannot make even a brief trip through 
the new refinery without realizing that here 
is an investment of very substantial magni- 
tude, for it is obvious that millions of dollars 
have been spent in creating this modern, 
up to the second, magnificent installation. 
My own experience assures me that sums of 
this size are not idly spent on expansion, 
but only after very thoughtful study and 
definite proof of the soundness of the in- 
vestment, Planning for every phase of the 
operation must be incorporated into the fa- 
cilities, and all of the mistakes that went 
into other plants must be eliminated from 
this one. This plant is here for a long, long 
time, and must remain efficient and modern 
for years to come. 

From the time the plans for the construc- 
tion of this refinery were announced, I have 
speculated on the reasons why the American 
Crystal Sugar Co. has staked so much of its 
future in the Red River Valley. Naturally 
the soil conditions and climate must be 
favorable for beet culture. 

Bill Duncan, director of Great Northern's 
agricultural development department, tells 
mie the Red River Valley is one of the two 
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regions in the United States in which sugar 
beets can be grown at the lowest cost. The 
other is the Columbia Basin in the State of 
Washington. However, where agriculture in 
the Columbia Basin is dependent on irriga- 
tion, the normal rainfall in the Red River 
Valley assures abundant production, 

But I am confident that this was not the 
only consideration of Mr. Summerton and 
his associates in their decision to build this 
new plant in Crookston. I feel sure that 
another decisive aspect is the human fac- 
tor—the character of the people in the val- 
ley. In the background thought of those 
who built this new industry there obviously 
was great consideration of the quality of the 
valley’s men and women—their intelligence 
on the science of agriculture and proven 
ability to make the soil produce so abun- 
dantly. These great human qualities will 
continue to justify the faith of the company 
in the years ahead. 

Farming, it seems to me, is a satisfying 
kind of industry because of the continuing 
productivity of wealth from the soil. Your 
neighboring State, which also has an im- 
portant agricultural economy, has developed 
in recent years an oil industry of consider- 
able consequence and promise. North Da- 
kota also has a lignite development in sev- 
eral places, and Minnesota has an iron-min- 
ing activity second to none in the Nation. 
Yet, in the petroleum and mining industries 
there are definite limits to the supplies, and 
once oil and ore are taken from the ground 
the harvest has been forever concluded. In 
farming another crop always is ahead. In 
farming, value keeps flowing from the 
ground. It is true that timber grows, is cut, 
and grows again; but the process is slow and 
tedious, demanding infinite patience—and 
you can't eat wood. Farm products, on the 
other hand, constitute one of the most basic 
needs of man: food. Farm crops also pro- 
vide food for animals, and animals, in turn, 
provide foor for humans, 

This valley has been producing food for 
at least 75 years; and those years have been 
dramatic ones. What in the early seventies 
was little more than raw wilderness now 
is a prosperous, well-populated region of 
tremendous economic importance to our 
Nation. In the wake of those who traversed 
the valley en route north to the Selkirk 
colony and Pembina, to the fur-trapping and 
trading posts beyond those settlements, came 
a great man and significant changes in the 
order of things in this part of the country. 

James J. Hill went to St. Paul as a young 
man in 1856, and settled there by accident 
rather than by choice. His interest in trans- 
portation started early when he became 
agent for a steamship line on the Missis- 
sippi River. His second interest was in fuel, 
the result of contract to supply wood to 
steamboats. His third interest, farming, 
was a natural heritage, but really was awak- 
ened in him when he saw the fertile lands 
of Minnesota, particularly in the Red River 
Valley. He envisioned the tremendous pos- 
sibilities of the productivity of Minnesota 
farmlands combined with cheap transpor- 
tation to markets. 

Transportation facilities for people and 
goods were crude in this part of the country 
at that time. The famed Red River oxcart 
was the principal means of overland trans- 
portation between St. Paul and settlements 
to the north, and there was some movement 
of freight and travelers by river craft. 

In 1862 a railway with the modest name 
of St. Paul & Pacific began the first rail 
transportation in Minnesota and the North- 
west. The railway extended from St. Paul 
and not to the Pacific but to Minneapolis, a 
distance of 10 miles, 

By 1878, the year Mr. Hill and three 
courageous associates acquired the St. Paul 
& Pacific, the rails of the pioneer railway had 
moved gradually in a northwesterly direc- 
tion. Crookston became a station on the 
railway in 1872, when the line was extended 
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from Barnesville to Warren. The next line 
that helped make Crookston a growing com- 
munity was built in 1875. It ran from 
Crookston to Fisher’s Landing on the Red 
Lake River. The building company was the 
Red River Valley Railroad, owned by Mr. 
Hill and Norman W. Kittson, who were 
associated in steamboat transportation on 
the Red River. This 10½-mile line between 
Crookston and Fisher's Landing was, in 
reality, Mr. Hill's first railroad. 

The trail of the iron horse expanded 
rapidly under Mr. Hill's impetus throughout 
this region after he and his associates ac- 
quired the St. Paul & Pacific in 1878 and 
created the St. Paul, Minneapolis & Mani- 
toba Co. The Red River Valley became 
laced with a network of rails, with lines on 
each side of the Red River extending from 
Breckenridge to the Canadian border. Lines 
also were built to the East and West, and 
by 1896 the Manitoba had completed the 
basic network, of which Crookston is the 
hub, 

With an outlet to markets, the Red River 
Valley was soon settled by people from 
other parts of the country and from Europe. 
Mr. Hill encouraged settlers by selling at 
low prices lands acquired from the State by 
grants. He was steadfast in the belief that 
his railroad could prosper only as the peo- 
ple along it prospered. It is significant that 
freight rates went down steadily for several 
years after Mr. Hill took control. 

But, Mr. Hill reasoned that settlement of 
land and availability of railway services were 
not enough. He supported his confidence in 
the fertility of Red River Valley land and his 
faith in the ambition of those who settled 
on it by showing farmers how to improve 
their methods. He preached crop diversifica- 
tion, imported purebred livestock, created an 
agricultural development department for his 
railway, established experimental farms of 
his own and helped to institute schools for 
the teaching of agriculture. 

Among the many living evidences of Mr. 
Hill's interest in agriculture is the Northwest 
School and Experiment Station. In the 
early 1890's he offered the State a plot of 
land near Crookston for use as an experimen- 
tal farm. In 1895 Minnesota Legislature 
created 2 of these farms, one at the Crooks- 
ton location. The Hill gift was formally 
conveyed to the State a year later, and the 
Northwest Experiment Station was created. 

In 1908, just 8 years before his death, Mr. 
Hill was principal speaker at the dedication 
of Stephens Hall at the Crookston School of 
Agriculture. In his address he said: 

“I need hardly say to you how much 
pleasure it gives me to see evidences of prog- 
ress that I see here today. * * * These 450 
acres upon which your college is now about 
to be opened, lying close to Crookston, I had 
reserved for another purpose * * * but I 
felt that it would be of greater value as the 
starting point of an agricultural farm in the 
Red River Valley. * * * Now the years have 
rolled by and many changes have occurred.” 

The progress of agriculture in this region 
in the 46 years since Mr. Hill made those 
observations would have been highly pleas- 
ing to him; but, I feel that he would not have 
been surprised had he lived to see what has 
been accomplished in the Red River Valley. 
Mr. Hill had a tremendous vision for the 
future. He invested great confidence in the 
soundness of his doctrine for better agri- 
culture, and in the desire of farmers to bene- 
fit from his ideas. It is noteworthy, I believe, 
that Mr. Hill’s faith in the principle of crop 
rotation not only is generally practiced to- 
day, but also is regarded as a principal con- 
tributor to the continuing productivity of 
Red River Valley farmland. 

Those who have succeeded Mr. Hill in 
the leadership of the Great Northern have 
continued his principles and program of en- 
couragement of and assistance to the man on 
the land. 
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This is a basic policy of the railway’s 
management. 

Evidence of the fruit of vision is abundant 
everywhere in the vast Red River Valley, and 
the newest manifestation of agricultural and 
industrial progress is this modern refinery 
for the processing of a crop so suitable to 
this land—the sugar beet. 

The dedication of this new plant brings 
into perspective conditions governing the 
production of beet sugar. I am aware of the 
fact that under existing laws the sugar in- 
dustry is a controlled economy, and that 
national prices normally are maintained 
somewhat above the world market price 
structure. When the Sugar Act formula was 
developed allotments were made to beet and 
cane producers on a national basis. Offshore 
quotas were established in relation to the 
production capabilities and the need for sup- 
plementing the various economies affected. 

The Great Northern is entirely sympathetic 
with the proposal that domestic producers 
be permitted to increase production at least 
in direct relation to increases in this coun- 
try's population. This position we take not 
solely for the interest we might have in the 
production of more sugar in our territory. 
Our interest is far broader than that. 

A contracted crop strengthens the sta- 
bility of a community because many eco- 
nomic benefits accrue to an area in which 
sugar beets are grown and processed. But 
even more important to an agricultural com- 
munity and to a railway interested in the 
prosperity of the country it serves is the im- 
provement in farming methods—hbetter use 
of soil capabilities with improved yields and 
equality in all production, made possible 
through a sugar-beet program. 

The great Northern understandably is 
pleased to share with Crookston and its farm- 
ing community in welcoming the establish- 
ment of the third American Crystal sugar 
plant in the Red River Valley. This plant 
is a new fruit cf vision and a symbol of 
faith in tomorrow. 


MR, SUMMERTON SPEAKS 


Another outstanding address was 
made by J. Summerton, president of 


‘the American Crystal Sugar Co., with 


headquarters in Denver, Colo. Mr. Sum- 
merton has had 36 years of service with 
the company, starting as the voucher 
clerk and working up through smaller 
positions to become vice president and 
in 1952 president of the company. 

This is what he had to say at the dedi- 
cation: 


This is a memorable day for all of us. 
For the many who have spent countless 
hours in the planning and construction of 
this, the company’s 10th plant, it marks a 
day of accomplishment. The fulfillment of 
a vision—a dream come true. The griefs 
and disappointments that are encountered in 
an undertaking such as this are now forgot- 
ten. Instead, there is the pride of achieve- 
ment—the satisfaction that comes from a 
task well done. 

Yet as this day marks the end of one pe- 
riod, it more dramatically marks the begin- 
ning of another. The beginning of a period 
which will contribute materially to the hap- 
piness and prosperity of a far greater number 
than have benefited to date. The beet 
growers, the local merchants, the profes- 
sional men, and the plant employees who 
will come from this area, all will benefit for 
years to come from the completion of this 
beet sugar plant which we are dedicating 
here today. 

Speaking on behalf of our company, may 
I say that we are happy to have led in the 
development of the beet sugar industry in 
the Red River Valley. Each of you here 
honors us with your presence. I wish to 
personally thank Congressman HAROLD 
Hacen, Senator THYE, and other notables, 
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and also members of the press, radio, and 
television representatives for taking time to 
come here today. Many of you have come 
long distances to attend the dedication and 
to inspect the plant. I wish to express our 
sincere appreciation for the interest shown. 

Our experience in its construction has 
been most pleasant. The many courtesies 
and the cooperation we have received from 
the good people here in Crookston and in 
the surrounding area are deeply appreciated. 
We hope that we will continue to merit your 
goodwill. 

To Mayor Thomforde, may I say—we are 
glad to be located here near your progressive 
city, and to have a part in the future growth 
of this community. On this occasion we 
wish to give assurance that we look forward 
to serving and to becoming an active partner 
in the growth and prosperity of the area, 
We trust our presence will be welcomed over 
the many years that lie ahead of us, and 
that the hopes we all share here today will be 
fulfilled in a greater future for the Red River 
Valley. 

SENATOR THYE GIVES FINE TALK 


Senator Ep THYE, of Minnesota, needs 
little introduction to you voters of the 
Ninth Congressional District. Himself 
a farmer, and former commissioner of 
the Minnesota Department of Agricul- 
ture, he long has fought the good fight 
of the producers and the Nation. Sen- 
ator THYE showed in his splendid ad- 
dress where the American system of pri- 
vate initiative is so far superior to com- 
munism, socialism, or Democratic New 
Dealism that I am placing his talk in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD so all Ameri- 
cans may be able to read and analyze it: 
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We are gathered to welcome an important 
addition to Minnesota’s facilities for process- 
ing farm products. We are gathered to con- 
gratulate you, Mr. Summerton, upon Ameri- 
can Crystal Sugar’s farseeing plans and your 
completion of this project. And to con- 
gratulate you, Mayor Thomforde and Judge 
Sylvester, upon your city’s and the sur- 
rounding farm community's receiving this 
addition to your economic stability. 

My friend, Congressman HAROLD HAGEN, 
and I, as representatives of the State of 
Minnesota, are proud to welcome a new 
source of industrial and agricultural wealth 
within our borders. We are, all of us, happy 
to see additional crop dollars and the payroll 
dollars flowing into this area of Minnesota 
and North Dakota. 

But when we've congratulated ourselves, 
as Minnesotans and Dakotans, as business- 
men and farmers and workers, let’s take an- 
other look. Is there something else here, 
too—something with far wider implications 
for us and for the Nation? 

As representatives of Minnesota, but also 
as small cogs with responsibility for our 
National Government, and with the same 
concern and responsibility for our welfare 
as every good citizen carries, Congressman 
HaROLD HAGEN and I say, “Yes; there is some- 
thing else here we should look for, and note, 
and pay honor to.” 

We should here honor the basic principle 
of American Government and free enterprise 
that makes it possible for the friendly, profit- 
able cooperation we see here between the 
men who raise the goods and the men who 
process the goods. Here we have a close look 
at free enterprise at work in logical and 
harmonious surroundings. 

This is decentralization of industry at its 
best. Processing on the spot where the crops 
are grown—here where the sugar beet fields 
extend almost to the doors of the plant. 
This is sound business, sound agriculture, 
sound American progress. 

And on this spot and for this occasion, I 
think we should pay honor here to the two 
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parties who. have made this enterprise pos- 
sible: The farmers of the Red River Valley 
who raise the sugar beets and the company 
that processes their beets, the American 
Crystal Sugar Co, 

Over the years these two mutually de- 
pendent groups have learned to live with and 
respect each other. Surely not completely 
without friction, but in a remarkable spirit 
of good will. They’ve learned that basic 
business lesson and human lesson that no 
bargain is truly profitable unless it’s profit- 
able for both sides. They’ve learned to work 
together—to respect each other—to make the 
contribution to the growth and life of our 
upper Midwest and indeed of the entire 
country. 

Here—it seems to HanOrT U HAGEN and me 
is a good example of the Golden Rule in 
practical action. Here are men who realize 
that neither can get along as well without 
the other—yet neither party is taking ad- 
vantage of it. They are interdependent—de- 
pendent upon each other for their prosperity. 

And there is this important thing about 
interdependence—unless we fully recognize 
it—our dependence, one upon another—we 
in America are going to have trouble keep- 
ing our independence, 

Yes, here in this valley of the Red River 
is a living and successful example that all 
America can well note. Interdependence 
helps make independence, 

Let us look for a moment at each member 
of this remarkable interdependent duo. 

First, the beet growers who are so well 
represented here today: 

All honor, we say, is due these sturdy, self- 
reliant people who inhabit the Red River 
Valley. They are bred in a sturdy individ- 
ualism—in a strength to match their rich 
valley’s vigorous weather. They've stood up 
under dry years, under devastating floods. 
They are smart farmers, good citizens, worthy 
directors of their own destiny. 

We see more opportunity and more secu- 
rity opening for you beet growers with the 
opening of the gates of this factory. I know 
you will meet this opportunity with the same 
composure and the same calm good judgment 
as you have met trials and difficulties in 
the past. 

I predict that some day you folks of the 
Fed River Valley who are gathered here will 
find that you or some of your children will 
grow into an important and leading part 
with this company that is so intertwined in 
your lives and in your destinies. I welcome 
this opportunity for you. I welcome your 
capacity and your ingenuity which also has 
made it possible. 

Yes; honor the men who raise the 
sugar beets. 

And what about the processors? The men 
who change the raw beets into a white crys- 
tal stream of sweetness that flows to all 
America—that brightens our breakfast table, 
that sweetens our drinks, that pampers our 
sweet tooth? ‘ 

Yes; let’s take a long look at this fellow— 
the processor. Where does he fit into our 
economy? 

Well, let's start with this figure. I looked 
it up—and it surprised me—and maybe it'll 
surprise you, too. Who eats up our farm 
crops—where do they go? Well, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture figures tell me that 
three-fourths of all our farm crops are eaten 
up by processors—creative processors, if you 
will—who take these products and process 
them in some way, change their form, make 
them ready for human consumption. Only 
one-fourth of our farm crops are actually 
eaten by animals on the farm or by the 
farmers themselves. That's an amazing fig- 
ure, isn't it? 

Down around Northfield where I live, we 
raise a lot of corn and soybeans. Of course 
we know most of our corn is fed to live- 
stock. But at the same time I note that 
each year on the average 600 million bushels 
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of corn go to processors who make every- 
thing from paste and corn meal to alcohol, 
teed, and desserts. 

Soybeans, as you know, are practically all 
handled by processors before they can be- 
come of use to mankind. In the hands of 
the processor they become cooking oil, plas- 
tics, paints, feed ingredients and 50 other 
useful items. 

Everywhere you city folks go—in every 
store—you see processed farm products—in 
the grocery store, in the hardware, in the 
clothing store. First somebody had to raise 
the farm products. Then somebody had to 
provide the scientific research, the know- 
how, the factory (like this building), the 
warehouse and the money to process those 
farm products into forms usable for our civi- 
lization. 

The processor—and fortunately more and 
more often he is becoming a creative proc- 
essor—has, to my mind, two functions: 

1. He creates new markets for more and 
more farm products. 

2. He creates new products to make our 
farm life better and more profitable than be- 
fore. 

As an example of the first kind of crea- 
tive processing, take this whole sugar beet 
industry. The first struggling sugar beet 
processors fought with planting and grow- 
ing problems, processing problems, public 
indifference * * * to create a new product 
from a farm product. But in finally suc- 
ceeding, they created a new market for farm 
products—sugar beets now the key crop on 
tens of thousands of acres of Red River Val- 
ley land alone. 

We have to go no further for an example 
of the second kind of creative processing— 
the processing that creates new products to 
make our farm life better. Through the 
work of Dr. Hass and his Sugar Research 
Foundation (and many of the individual 
companies), the residue, the sugar beet pulp 
from the refining process, has been made 
into a nourishing low-cost animal feed in- 
gredient that has improved and lowered the 
cost of feeding beef and pork. 

We're seeing here today with our own eyes 
what it means to be a processor, what it 
means in plant and machinery, what it 
means in the ingenuity of plant and engi- 
neering design, what it means in invest- 
ment in refined product that must be stored 
unsold for as long as 9 months. 

Mr. Summerton, your company is to be 
congratulated on the ways it has accepted 
its responsibility as a processor—a creative 
processor, may I say—of farm products. And 
further, you are to be congratulated upon the 
Way you have accepted the responsibility in 
dealing with those equal partners of yours— 
the.men whose effort and toil raises the sugar 
beets upon which your plants depend. 

And so we do honor to both of you here 
today: the men who raise the beets and 
the men who process them, 

This blending of interests and effort is a 
wonderful example. 

Certainly one of my guiding principles and 
what should be the guiding principles of 
truly American administration should be to 
see that the conditions under which this 
fine working partnership can exist are never 
destroyed. Rather they should be strength- 
ened and encouraged that free men working 
together can make this sort of a dream of 
steel and bricks and concrete come true. 

They tell me that in Russia it takes two 
farm families working full time to provide 
their food plus the food and other farm 
products for one family living off the farm, 
In America, 1 farm family provides enough 
for more than 5 families living off the farm. 

What’s the difference? Better mechaniza- 
tion, yes, certainly. Better farming meth- 
ods—surely. But beyond all these and stand- 
ing with them is the peculiarly American 
relationship of the man who raises the crops 
and the man who processes them. The man 
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who processes the crops must pay a fair 
price for them or the farmer will not raise 
them—not over a series of years. The man 
who processes the crop must process it 
attractively, effectively, and at a low enough 
cost that it can be resold in the markets 
of the city and in the markets of the world. 
Otherwise he ceases to be in business. The 
tremendous appetite of Americans’ agricul- 
tural processing plants like this sugar re- 
finery is a more powerful prop under farm 
prices than any the Government can de- 
vise by itself. That appetite that eats up 
three-fourths of our farm-produced items 
is something we must nourish and encour- 
age in every way we can. 

I am glad to note that there are repre- 
sentatives of the press, radio, and television 
here today not only from the immediate 
area, but from all of the upper Midwest. 
Because this is not just a local thing that 
affects only Crookston or only Polk County. 
And I am glad also to see on the platform 
here Representative HAROLD HAGEN, your fine 
and able Congressman. 

It is important, too, in Grand Forks and 
Fargo, in St. Cloud, and Northfield, and in 
Twin Citles—important for all the upper 
Midwest. 

The dollars for cash crops—the dollars for 
payrolls—multiply themselves many times as 
they pass from hand to hand. Each dollar 
becomes $10 or $20 in total business as it 
moves along. 

Mr. Budd will tell you. His railroad knows. 
They like the direct traffic that comes from 
a plant like this. But they also know that 
the payroll dollars and the crop dollars mean 
more total business for the community, and 
indirectly, but just as surely more total 
goods to be hauled by a railroad. 

Take a simple example: Beet farmer Eng- 
berg buys a tractor for his farm, The tractor 
had to be hauled in by railroad. Part of the 
dollars that pay for the tractor pay for the 
hauling. Part of those hauling dollars go 
into the wages of switchman Peterson at 
Great Northern’s division point at Grand 
Forks. Peterson buys bread for his family. 
The baker profits, and also buys flour from 
one of our great Twin City mills, who pay 
salaries and buy wheat, and so it goes, on 
and on, even throughout the Nation. The 
single dollar paid for raising sugar beets has 
been multiplied many times in the business 
volume of our State. 

Now, I'm not starting a one-man crusade 
to have us buy only products made in Min- 
nesota, We are far too interdependent with 
our sister States to do that. I'm not even 
making a slogan out of “buy Minnesota,” or 
“buy upper Midwest.” But I do feel this: 

These people—the growers, and the work- 
ers, and the company—have a right to say to 
their fellow Minnesotans and Dakotans, from 
the Red River Valley to the Twin Cities, and 
south to the very borders of the State—they 
have a right to say: 

“Don't forget where the Crystal sugar origi- 
nates. Don’t forget some of the dollars are 
flowing back to your pocket too—however in- 
directly. Let’s encourage more closely knit 
farming and processing in Minnesota. Let's 
give our Minnesota-grown-and-processed 
sugar a break.” 

To you people of the upper Midwest, some 
of your sweetest things in life are going to 
be coming from this plant—in your jelly, 
cakes, candy, in your soda pop, coffee, break- 
fast. The effect upon our economy can be 
just as sweet, if a little less noticeable. 

I am glad to be with you today. It was a 
pleasure and a privilege to talk to you. 
Goodby to you all. 

THIRD DEDICATION SPEECH 


A very interesting personage at this 
dedication was Mr. H. E. Zitkowski, gen- 
eral consultant for the American Crystal 
Sugar Co., at Denver, Colo. He is called 
the dean of the sugar industry because 
he entered it 60 years ago at Norfolk, 
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Nebr., and he has had the unusual priv- 
lege of attending the dedication of the 
three plants in the Red River Valley at 
Crookston, East Grand Forks, and Moor- 
head. He served the company from 
waterboy, chief chemist, general super- 
intendent, vice president, then general 
manager. Virtually everybody in the 
sugar industry knows this great figure, 
and this was his statement at the dedi- 
cation: 


This is the third time I have had the oppor- 
tunity and the plesaure to meet with you 
good people of the Red River Valley on an 
occasion of this nature. In 1926 when the 
pioneer sugar-beet processing plant in the 
Red River Valley was placed into operation; 
again in 1948 when the Moorhead, Minn., 
plant was dedicated; and now this plant at 
Crookston. It also gives me great pleasure 
to note that quite a number of persons are 
in the audience who were present on the 
two former occasions. 

Thirty years ago last month, I first scouted 
the Red River Valley as to its potential sugar- 
beet growing possibilities for my company, 
then known as the American Beet Sugar Co. 
I was favorably impressed and so reported to 
my company. In my report I recommended 
that steps be taken to acquire the Northern 
Sugar Corp.’s plant at Mason City, Iowa, and 
the Minnesota Sugar Co.’s plant at Chaska, 
Minn. Both of these companies had trial 
plantings of sugar beets in the valley which 
trial plantings were quite encouraging. I 
also recommended that steps be taken to 
build a sugar beet processing plant in the 
Red River Valley at the earliest possible 
moment. Such a plant was placed into 
operation in 1926 at East Grand Forks, Minn. 
We then envisioned that additional sugar- 
beet processing plants would be established 
in the Red River Valley in the not too dis- 
tant future. However, we had to learn 
many things and adjust ourselves to a new 
set of agricultural and climatic conditions to 
produce sugar beets in this northern area. 
It was not until the early 1930’s that sugar 
beets were produced in quantities to give the 
East Grand Forks plant capacity operations. 
Then, as many of you will recall, the drought 
conditions of the 1930's dealt a severe blow 
to the Middle West including this valley and 
seriously reduced sugar beet production. 
These drought conditions were broken by 
1939 and 1940, but the outbreak of World 
War II in 1939 in which this country also 
became involved, prohibited construction of 
new processing plants in order to fulfill the 
war demands. 

Immediately after the cessation of hos- 
tilities, plans were designed and authoriza- 
tion was obtained from the directing heads 
of the by then American Crystal Sugar Co. 
to proceed with the construction of a second 
sugar beet processing plant. And now we 
are about to add another link in the chain 
of prosperity in the Red River Valley here at 
Crookston. Much thought, toil, and sweat 
has gone into the project and I want to com- 
mend the efforts and assistance given to this 
project by the engineering and purchasing 
departments of our company, the general 
‘contractors, and the various subcontractors; 
our own local construction people and the 
many craft workers who made this the new- 
est and most modern plant of its kind a 
possibility. 

To one who has been associated with the 
beet sugar industry of this country these 
many years, and who can well recall the 
cost of construction of sugar beet processing 
plants 30 or 40 years ago, this plant cost an 
unconscionable sum of money. It has taken 
a lot of courage and confidence in the future 
of our country and of the Red River Valley 
for the board of the American Crystal Sugar 
Co. to authorize so huge an investment; but 
we believe such confidence will prove to have 
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been justified. You have seen, or will see, 
the magnitude of this plant, Unfortunately, 
it is not in operation, but an invitation is 
extended to you to view this plant when in 
operation after it has passed through its 
initial shakedown period—say after October 
15. 

In closing, let me repeat the statement by 
Mr. Benson, Secretary of Agriculture, on 
April 1, 1954, at Grand Forks, N. Dak.: “The 
sugar program has operated successfully in 
the past. We would maintain it on the same 
basis. Here in the Red River Valley, you 
have built a thriving sugar-beet industry. 
I am confident that it will continue to 
prosper.” 

To you, Elmer Lindquist, as superintend- 
ent of the Crookston plant, I turn over the 
golden key of this new plant and may the 
results be likewise. And now the Crookston 
sugar beet processing plant is dedicated to 
the welfare and prosperity of the Red River 
Valley, the State, and the Nation. 


I feel it my duty to repeat that if I am 
returned to Congress on November 2, 
that my first order of business will be 
to show the United States Department 
of Agriculture that there should be a 
greatly increased acreage for sugar beets 
in the Red River Valley. As I said be- 
fore, the experts have proven that beets 
could be raised at a lower cost on the 
wonderful soil of our area than in any 
other part of the Nation except one area 
in the State of Washington on the 
Pacific coast, which is about equal to 
ours. 

The Red River Valley farmers want 
more acreage. The workers in these 
villages and cities want more jobs and 
the business and professional persons in 
the Red River Valley want to see this 
extra money in circulation. To all of 
you, I pledge my full efforts toward build- 
ing the sugar-beet industry and sugar- 
beet production in the Ninth Congres- 
sional District of Minnesota. 


The Upper Colorado River Storage and 
Development Project 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WAYNE N. ASPINALL 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, as the 
2d session of the 83d Congress draws to a 
close, I must confess that at times during 
the session I have been somewhat irri- 
tated and angered by the activities of 
some of my colleagues, especially those 
from the southern part of the great State 
of California. It has been impossible to 
thumb through the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
orp during these last months without 
finding some article which is unjustly 
critical of the upper Colorado River 
storage and development project, espe- 
cially as to the Echo Park Dam unit 
which, after all, is but one related single 
entity of the overall development pro- 
gram. A creat number of these inser- 
tions have been without foundation or 
fact. 

For over a quarter of a century I not 
only have had knowledge of, but I have 
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also been called upon to take part in the 
controversy between the upper basin and 
the lower basin over the waters of the 
Colorado River. At this time I would 
question the motives of the vociferous 
Members of the vanguard operating for 
the well oiled and carefully prepared 
propaganda barrage of the lower basin. 
I hate to see the presently proposed nec- 
essary and vital program of the upper 
basin of the Colorado River kicked 
hither and yon for political personal 
gain by ambitious politicians. Also, I 
hate to see this well developed and ra- 
tional program undercut and destroyed 
by the union of forces from areas which 
must profit because of its failure. 

I have gone from day to day, week to 
week, and month to month during this 
session without attempting to make an- 
swer to this floodtide of commentary by 
lower-basin representatives. I have had 
neither the time nor the resources to fur- 
nish to my colleagues factual informa- 
tion which is available to answer these 
screaming tirades of the low landers. 
I have no trained lobbyists, no well- 
heeled specialized groups grinding out 
propaganda for my use. I must rely upon 
the advice of able men of my own State, 
most of whom are all too busy with nec- 
essary personal activities other than the 
controversy between the lower and upper 
basins of the Colorado River. I must de- 
pend to a great extent upon the practical 
suggestions of my country cousins, who 
have acquired a wealth of information 
about the Colorado River by living on 
and with it for many years, but who 
also are limited in the time which they 
can give to the solution of its problems, 
I must also put credence in the findings 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, which has 
spent years of study on the problems and 
questions arising out of the controversy 
along this great river. If and when the 
the Bureau representatives and those 
working with them make mistakes—and 
for that matter all men and groups of 
men do sometimes make mistakes—then 
I must learn of such mistakes the hard 
way, for I have no battery of trained en- 
gineers and specialists at my disposal. 
Nevertheless, I have a determination, not 
only to find out the facts which are in- 
volved in all matters pertaining to the 
upper Colorado River storage and devel- 
opment program, but also to see to it, as 
far as possible, that my colleagues in 
Congress have access to such facts in 
order that they, themselves, may base 
their final decisions upon the facts and 
not upon prejudices and emotional ap- 
peals. 

Water, it is wisely said, in the West as 
well as elsewhere, is the life blood of our 
very existence. It is especially true that 
it may not be wasted in the West. The 
volume of usable water determines the 
limits of all facets of civilization. What 
happens to the last waterhole deter- 
mines the life and death of the area in- 
volved. This is a most serious game of 
life. It is well that all who are interested 
know all of the rules and all of the facts 
surrounding the game. 

We of the upper Colorado Basin are 
painfully aware that we are now and al- 
ways have been in the great minority. 
We have no great metropolitan areas. 
Neither do we have great centers of in- 
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dustrialization. Inequitable and unfair 
conflicts; that is, the overly strong an- 
tagonist against the less strong, are not 
popular in this country of ours. The de- 
serving underdog usually can depend 
upon obtaining public sympathy by the 
very need of his case. I hope that this 
truism will hold for the interests of the 
upper basin area of the Colorado River. 
If it does not, then we shall have seen 
the mighty crush the weak—a situation 
contrary to American tradition. We 
shall have seen superior political power 
used to squeeze legitimate benefits from 
people of a deserving area so that the 
greedy can hog the public trough. 

It is time for honesty and clarity to be 
used in the consideration of this whole 
matter. We have had quite enough of 
bombast and braying. The whole sub- 
ject has been most thoroughly and quite 
fairly studied in the Committees on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs of both Houses. 
The hearings are printed and available. 
The reports of the committees, with a 
minority report from the committee of 
the House, which approved this program 
are available. Truly we have no need for 
the daily harangues and self-serving 
statements which are being placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, not to educate 
but to demonstrate—to the folks back 
home in southern California—how this 
or that office seeker is slaying the dragon. 
Let such office seekers run on some rec- 
ord of factual interest to their own dis- 
trict rather than of emotional interest 
engendered because of its past relation- 
ship to an area a thousand miles away. 
There is no disposition on the part of any 
individual or group of individuals in the 
upper Colorado River Basin to despoil or 
lessen the rights which the people of the 
lower basin have in the Colorado River. 
It is not fair that these self-seeking po- 
litical ambitious representatives should 
endeavor to advance politically over the 
imagined dragons of the upper Colorado 
River Basin for, in fact, there are no 
dragons, only a people in hopeless mi- 
nority—a people, however, who are very 
much aware of their opposition and who 
are determined, if it is at all possible, not 
to become victims of a program of, or of 
a group of people having uncontrolled 
selfishness as a basic claim for attention. 

I feel certain that the real issues which 
are present in the upper Colorado River 
storage and development program are 
not clear to many Members of the House. 
May I state further that it is my opinion 
that this lack of clarity—this confu- 
sion—is a part of the program of those 
seeking to delay or destroy the ultimate 
potential development of our area. 
What is not understood, it is reasoned, is 
more easily maligned and more easily de- 
feated. One rational insertion in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and there have 
been a few among the barrage of emo- 
tional appeals, was placed in the July 
15 daily Recorp at page A5128, by the 
Honorable A. L. MILLER, of Nebraska, 
the present chairman of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. Such 
insertion is aptly entitled “Echo Park 
Dam: Too Much Heat and Not Enough 
Light.” If, after studying such inser- 
tions as that by Dr. MILLER, additional 

_informative material is desired I shall 
be glad to try and supply it. On the 
C—925 
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other hand, if one-sided propaganda is 
wished, it can be found by easy reference 
to the insertions made by the opponents 
from the lower river. 

Almost a third of a century ago it was 
decided by solemn and binding compact 
among the States of the Colorado River 
Basin, with the Federal Government in 
agreement therewith, that an equitable 
part of the waters of the Colorado River 
are to be used in the upper basin of the 
river—in that part of the basin where 
the waters arise. The waters come from 
the snow-capped mountains and forested 
slopes of the upper basin. Ours is the 
area of origin, a principal which seems 
to mean so much to the people of the 
great State of California when consid- 
ering the use of waters which rise and 
flow entirely within the confines of its 
own borders. However, their applica- 
tion or friendliness to such a principal 
stops at their own State lines. They 


know full well that the law of gravity ap- 


plies to flowing water more readily and 
more effectively than to any other ele- 
ment or combination of elements. They 
know that no matter what means are 
applied in keeping the water from use 
in the upper basin—if it remains unused, 
it must naturally flow down to the lower 
basin without any further effort on their 
part to capture it or possess it. 

How do you boil down so great and in- 
volved a controversy into “20 quick 
lines”—making it clear so that those who 
wish can understand it? Perhaps such 
cannot be done, but here at least is a try. 

The headwaters of the main stems of 
the Colorado River are mostly in the 
States of Wyoming and Colorado, with 
far the greater portion being in Colo- 
rado. The Continental Divide splits 
Colorado almost in half, the Western 
part being the area where the Colorado 
River and most of its tributaries lie. All 
in all this one-half of the State con- 
tributes slightly over 70 percent of the 
entire flow of the Colorado River. The 
balance of the flow: that is, not quite 
30 percent comes from the other upper 
basin States, Wyoming, Utah, New Mex- 
ico, and Arizona. Lower down; that is, 
below Lee Ferry, the water evaporates 
far faster than any water runsin. Cali- 
fornia and Nevada contribute nothing 
in the form of water to this river. I 
make only slight reference about the 
origin of the hot air which causes the 
evaporation. The upper basin of the 
Colorado River is all of the natural 
drainage above Lee Ferry which is lo- 
cated near the Arizona-Utah border. It 
includes the States I have mentioned. 
The lower basin includes California, Ne- 
vada, most of Arizona, and a small part 
of Utah. Recent history records the fact 
that it is the States of California, Ne- 
vada and Arizona which find it impos- 
sible to agree on who gets what from 
the river. This is true even though the 
powerful State of California, in its ordi- 
nary legislative procedure, passed, signed 
and proclaimed a “self limitation stat- 
ute” on how she is to use her share 
and permit others to use their share as 
decided among themselves. If at this 
time you are of the opinion that this 
legal status should be binding enough 
to end the matter—and most assuredly 
it should be—please just continue to give 
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to me your attention. There is more. 
Once again, I call to your mind the fact 
that back in the 1920’s the duly author- 
ized representatives of all of the States 
involved got together in Santa Fe, N. 
Mex., and in their sovereign capacities 
divided the waters of the Colorado River. 
Without going into the carefully worded 
language, the division agreed upon at 
that time simply means that on the basis 
of what was thought then to be the aver- 
age flow of water in the Colorado River, 
one-half of such flow was to go to the 
upper basin from which virtually every 
drop comes and the other one-half to 
the lower basin, meaning mostly, of 
course, the State of California which con- 
tributes only a matchless thirst. These 
divisions were to be made subject to an 
expected treaty entitlement to the United 
States of Mexico the total amount of 
which was to be determined later. This 
treaty priority on the river has since 
been found by treaty agreement to be 
1½ million acre-feet per year. It now 
appears that a most important mistake 
was made at Santa Fe. It had to do 
with the amount of water for division— 
the crux, of course, of the whole prob- 
lem. The delegates had good reason to 
think that the erratic and muddy old 
lady averaged about 16 million acre- 
feet in a year. This thinking was re- 
sponsible for the figures which were 
used; again roughly speaking 742 mil- 
lion acre-feet to each basin per annum. 
However, since that memorable year of 
1922, the muddy and erratic old river 
has reneged. The river has been averag- 
ing, as nearly as can be determined, 
slightly over 12 million acre-feet in the 
average year since the date of the com- 
pact. 

Primary arithmetic indicates that this 
complicates the situation—a division of 
waters which are not in existence. Yet, 
never once has anyone in the upper ba- 
sin ever suggested directly or impliedly 
that under the conditions of scarcity the 
people of the lower basin were not en- 
titled to their annual priority claim on 
the river. Present interbasin consump- 
tive uses in the upper basin amount to 
somewhere around 2 million acre-feet. 
Present transbasin consumptive uses 
amount to 440,000 acre-feet. No matter 
how one figures or how long he sticks 
with the problem, there just has not been 
sufficient water in the river in the aver- 
age year since the date of the Santa Fe 
compact to supply the upper basin enti- 
tlement under such compact agreement 
if the upper-basin States were in posi- 
tion to put their share to beneficial use. 

The sovereign State of California has 
received more benefits from Federal ex- 
penditures for reclamation than any 
other State in the reclamation West. 
Many of her projects were depression 
built and present replacement cost would 
be phenomenal. Southern California, 
including ‘her great shining cities, lives 
in her greatness because she is largely 
watered by the Colorado River. The 
great breadbasket in the Imperial Val- 
ley is almost entirely watered by the 
Colorado River. Farther north, her 
great Central Valley is watered and 
blessed by the huge Central Valley proj- 
ect. Only the State of Washington with 
its monolithic Grand Coulee project can 
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compare with California for Federal as- 
sistance received while growing great 
and mighty. 

Now this self-same State, awash in the 
ever-expanding benefits of basic water 
development, has the temerity and the 
gall to rise up in opposition to the legiti- 
mate development of the upper basin. 
Thus far, she has her sister State of Ari- 
zona tied up in the Federal courts and 
has petitioned the court to blanket all 
of the other Colorado Basin States into 
her linen-washing expedition. She con- 
tinues her “half-century-old” death- 
dealing tactics to put the heat on Colo- 
rado and Wyoming and Utah and New 
Mexico—up the river where the water 
rises. I am not sure but that perhaps it 
is this California-generated heat which 
has brought to us in 1954 the driest year 
that we have had since 1934—perhaps 
even. dryer than heretofore. The old 
munificent division of 15 million acre- 
feet, plus Mexico, rings just ever so 
slightly hollow this year because the 
mighty Colorado will trickle down to Lee 
Ferry the stupendous total of just under 
5 million acre-feet. That is just about 
the whole of the mythical “self-limita- 
tion” amount of 4.4 million agreed to by 
California and which she has been said 
to be using for years. 

We of the upper basin, in full under- 
standing of our commitments to the 
lower basin, and in complete sympathy 
with the needs of one another, have en- 
tered into a mutual compaet and have 
divided among ourselves our share of the 
waters of the Colorado River—that part 
that is left for our use after lower-basin 
entitlements have been delivered at Lee 
Ferry. Relying upon the promises ex- 
pressed and implied at Santa Fe and in 
the years since the signing of that mem- 
orable compact agreement, we now 
propose, in harmony with all of such 
agreements, to have constructed the 
large holdover storage dams in our 
basin for the dual purpose of permitting 
us to make our contract deliveries to the 
lower basin and to permit the uses of 
our water in the upper reaches of the 
Colorado River tributaries. The pro- 
gram contemplates the storage of water 
when it is in plentiful supply to save 
it up against the hour of need for lower- 
basin deliveries during the years of 
scarcity. Competent engineers have ad- 
vised us that some 48 million acre-feet 
of live storage is necessary for us to 
discharge our responsibilities. As stated 
hereinbefore, this storage program will 
not only make it possible to make de- 
liveries to the lower basin but it will 
also permit use by us, especially in years 
of scarcity, of our own legal share of 
the Colorado River waters. We cannot 
do this now. As a matter of fact, we 
are able presently to put to beneficial 
use only about 58 percent of our legal 
allocation—mind you I said allocation, 
not water—for the water is not there and 
has not been there during the average 
year since 1922. In fact, up to the pres- 
ent we have been able to put to bene- 
ficial use in the upper basin only about 
one-third of the compact allocation. 

Let me repeat just once more for the 
sake of clarity that we of the upper- 
basin area—that is, Colorado, New Mexi- 
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co, Utah, and Wyoming, and a small part 
of Arizona—are presently trying to piece 
together a well-planned and coordinated 
system of holdover storage systems so 
that we can meet commitments to areas 
in the lower reaches of the river and 
at the same time develop our own re- 
sources in the interests of the local and 
national economy and security. That 
being the case, one would naturally as- 
sume that the lower-basin areas would 
be working hand in hand with us in 
order to further such a development pro- 
gram. Such is emphatically not the 
case. Quite the contrary is true and 
it is true with a vengeance. There is 
a reason. The lower basin apparently 
is not yet ready, in spite of legal agree- 
ment and sacred promises to the con- 
trary, to help limit their own potential 
possibilities just as long as water must 
flow downhill. 

Western river law or “water law” pro- 
vides that he who—and that includes a 
State—first puts water to use and con- 
tinues it to beneficial use, has perpetual 
priority to that amount of water neces- 
sary to such use. Perhaps the real issue 
is clearer now to all. Self-limitation 
statutes be made and disregarded as self- 
ish interests dictate. The hungry horde 
in the lower basin wants every possible 
drop and they want to get this clamp 
of first beneficial use on it. That ex- 
plains this proclivity to take one’s near 
neighbors to court, to oppose by all avail- 
able means one’s neighbors’ develop- 
ment—and at the same time fatten one’s 
own political nest irrespective of party 
so that one can move on to a smaller 
and possibly more select body—and the 
proclivity to hide as much of this as 
possible behind the cleanest possible 
skirts that can be prostituted for this 
end. We in the upper basin are reach- 
ing the limit of our endurance of such 
machinations. 


The Late Honorable Sidney A. Camp 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HALE BOGGS 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, it was with 
sorrow and grief that I received the 
news of the passing of our beloved col- 
league, Sidney Camp. Duties in my 
district prevented my being here to eulo- 
gize him at the time of his passing, and 
now as I rise to pay tribute to my late 
departed friend, there is little that I can 
add to the splendid eulogies spoken by 
other Members. It has been my privi- 
lege to serve with him on the Committee 
on Ways and Means. He was a valuable 
member of the committee and had an 
unfailing sense of devotion to duty. All 
who knew him loved him and he will be 
sorely missed both in the committee and 
in the House. Sid Camp has left a host 
of warm friends and the Nation has suf- 
fered a great loss. My deepest sympa- 
thy goes to the members of his family, 
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More Than 100 Laws for Veterans 
Voted For and Supported By Harold 
C. Hagen - 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HAROLD C. HAGEN 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, my service in the House of 
Representatives began in January 1943, 
during World War II. 

In the 12 years that I have served the 
citizens of the Ninth Congressional Dis- 
trict, which comprises 15 counties in 
northwestern Minnesota, I have voted 
for more than 100 laws favored by the 
veterans and their great organizations. 

The 80th Congress, which was in ses- 
sion in 1947 and 1948, and was controlled 
by the Republicans, passed 188 different 
bills and measures for the benefit of the 
veteran, his family, or other dependents. 

In the past year Representative HAGEN 
has favored a 15-percent increase for 
the disabled veterans; but since all legis- 
lation in Congress is a compromise, only 
a 5-percent increase in benefits to dis- 
abled veterans and their widows was 
voted. However, if I am reelected for 
my seventh term on November 2, 1954, 
I shall advocate more compensation for 
the men who have suffered and the de- 
pendents and widows whose husbands 
have died in our various wars. 

One of the things that I did help gain 
for Minnesota and the Ninth Congres- 
sional District was an enlargement of the 
veterans’ hospital in Minneapolis. I also 
have been helpful in getting increased. 
facilities and personnel at the veterans’ 
hospital at Fargo, N. Dak. This is the 
hospital for Ninth District veterans, 

There are more than 422,000 men and 
women in Minnesota who have served 
their Nation in all wars. It is my con- 
sidered judgment that those who have 
suffered because of the call to arms, 
whether it be in the Air Force, in the 
Army, in the Navy, Marines, in the Coast; 
Guard, or in some of the auxiliary organ- 
izations, should be given serious con- 
sideration by those of us who make the 
laws and pass the appropriations in 
Congress. 

Among the laws I have favored: 

Raise burial and funeral expenses for 
veterans from $100 to $150. 

Give widows and wives of disabled vet- 
erans preference for Government jobs. 

Provide higher pay for the doctors and 
other professionally trained persons in 
the Veterans Bureau. 

As a result we now have some very able 
physicians and surgeons taking care of 
the injured and sick service men and 
women, Š 

We have passed a law providing 
psychiatric care for what formerly was 
called shellshock cases. 

As your Representative in the Ninth 
Minnesota District HAROLD HAGEN sup- 
ported the $10,000 insurance law; com- 
pensation ranging up from $300 a month 
for injured men; automobiles for ampu- 
tees, artificial arms and legs for those 
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who lost theirs in the war; terminal leave 
pay; pensions to widows and dependents 
of veterans; to pay $50 per month to a 
wife; $30 for the first child, and $20 for 
each additional child for fathers in 
World War II, or $37 per month to a 
parent. 

Where the pay of servicemen used to 
begin at $13 per month, later $30 to $33 
per month, now the minimum pay of 
men or women in the services runs from 
$75 a month up. 

Hacen supported mustering-out pay; 
the payments of $75 to $120 per month, 
together with tuition and books, for those 
exservice men nd women who wanted to 
get an education. 

He supported a law giving seeing-eye 
dogs for the blind, relief from lawsuits 
and foreclosures, so service men and 
women could not be bothered while serv- 
ing their country; he favored giving alien 
veterans their citizenship and several 
times has voted for veterans preference 
on housing. 

He voted extra pay for aviators and 
the 20 percent extra for foreign service; 
he supported laws to give veterans first 
chance at buying surplus property after 
World War II. 

He also supported laws giving veterans 
first right to land entry and the filing 
on claims; he fought for the right of 
overseas veterans to vote in all elections 
since 1942; he helped pass the law for 
vocational rehabilitation which has per- 
mitted thousands of veterans to learn 
trades and professions and to study farm- 
ing; he voted for a new court-martial 
law to give the ordinary GI an even 
chance with officers when being tried for 
offenses. 

He has done everything within his 
power to make the American service man 
and woman the best fed, best equipped, 
and best armed, services in all the 
world's history. 

During the first session of the 83d Con- 
gress, the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs reported favorably to the House a 
total of the 17 bills and in every case, 
I was happy to vote “Aye,” which is the 
official word for voting yes, and assist in 
making them law. Some of these pertain 
to giving the veterans of the Korean war 
many of the same privileges which were 
accorded to veterans of World War II. 
After all, in spite of the fact that the 
Democrats said this was not a war, the 
United States did have more than 140,000 
killed, wounded, and missing, and that 
is war in any person’s language. 

I voted that the men and women in 
this so-called Truman episode were 
entitled to the same privileges and rights 
as those of World War II because a bul- 
let or a bomb would kill a man or woman 
just as fast in Korea as in Germany, Oki- 
nawa, Guadalcanal, or any place else 
on earth. 

I need not enumerate all the laws I 
supported for the Korean veterans or the 
World War veterans because officers of 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, officers of 
the American Legion, officers of the Dis- 
abled American Veterans, or any other 
organization of veterans can certify as 
to my record on veteran legislation. 

I was against the law which provided 
that American veterans should be tried 
under the law of foreign countries in 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


which our troops were quartered. I do 
not think our former enemies could give 
a fair deal to American servicemen, and 
therefore opposed this obnoxious leg- 
islation. 

I voted for the law which would give 
the enlisted serviceman the same rights 
and privileges in courts-martial as it 
would to officers and give all soldiers and 
sailors, and other service men and wom- 
en, a fair deal on this type of proceeding. 

There will be issued by the House Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs a pamphlet 
detailing the legislation which was con- 
sidered by that committee through 1953 
and 1954. Any interested veteran who 
wants a copy of this may write me at 
Crookston, Minn., and if I am furnished 
enough of these by the committee, I shall 
be happy to send one to you. The supply, 
however, may be limited, so I suggest 
that those who want this pamphlet write 
me at the earliest possible time. 

In my 12 years in Congress I have 
promised very little, I have made few so- 
called campaign promises, because the 
voter, man or woman, is a little bit dubi- 
ous and skeptical about election prom- 
ises. The only pledge I make to the men 
and women who served in our Armed 
Forces in any war is: That I shall con- 
tinue to do just as I have done since 
January 1943. 

And that is, in case of any doubt what- 
soever, to give the man or woman who 
sacrificed his or her time or physical 
ability in fighting for this Nation better 
than an even break. 

That is the least that you veterans are 
entitled to and that is the pledge of 
HaROTD C. Hacen, your United States 
Representative in Congress, 


Report to the People on the 83d Congress 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JOSEPH F. HOLT 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I should like 
to take this opportunity to report to the 
folks of the 22d Congressional District 
of California, which I represent in Con- 
gress, on the accomplishments—both 
locally and nationally—of the 83d Con- 
gress. This report is being made in 
order to assist my friends and neighbors 
to have a greater understanding of the 
happenings in Washington. 

As the first Congressman for this 
fast-growing area consisting of Holly- 
wood and the San Fernando Valley, I 
have published weekly Report From 
Washington news columns in all news- 
papers, and haye mailed special bi- 
monthly legislative reports to a mailing 
list of over 10,000 constituents. Inci- 
dentally, I have shouldered the expenses 
of these reports myself. 

Now that the 83d Congress has ended, 
I believe it is vital that each American 
knows exactly what we have accom- 
plished. Right off the bat, I want to say 
that I am proud to have played a part in 
the accomplishments of the 83d Con- 
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gress. I should like to start off with a 
report on legislation of special local 
interest to my district. 


BIRMINGHAM STORY 


Conversion of the old Birmingham 
General Hospital site to the permanent 
Birmingham educational center has 
been my No. 1 project for my district 
since I first became the elected Repre- 
sentative from the 22d Congressional 
District. Happily, I can announce that 
our city schools received the deed to the 
Birmingham property. Because of its 
historical significance and the part it 
played in World War II, I feel that the 
Birmingham story should be made a 
matter of official record for the folks of 
my community. Inasmuch as I grew up 
in my congressional district and received 
my own elementary, junior high, and 
high school education there, I have fol- 
lowed the Birmingham story closely. My 
personal investigation proved to me that 
for the good of our community, the 
Birmingham site should be immediately 
made available for an educational center. 


BIRMINGHAM GENERAL ARMY HOSPITAL 


On what used to be a farm belonging to 
a pioneer valley family, the Birming- 
ham General Hospital site was born. It 
was chosen for its location, beautiful 
landscape, and marvelous weather con- 
ditions. Actual breaking of the ground 
began on June 18, 1943, in the center of 
a lima bean and carrot patch. The prop- 
erty is comprised of 117.31 acres owned 
outright by the Government and 14.12 
acres leased by the Government. The 
land owned outright by the Government 
was originally composed of three tracts. 
These three tracts were acquired by the 
Government in the United States district 
court. The hospital was activated dur- 
ing the construction stage as an un- 
named general hospital. The War De- 
partment on August 24, 1943, gave the 
hospital its present name, Birmingham 
General Hospital, in honor of Brig. Gen. 
Henry Patrick Birmingham, of the Med- 
ical Corps of the United States Army. 
Shortly after original activation orders 
were received, duty personnel began to 
arrive, and civilian personnel were em- 
ployed on a small scale. 

BIRMINGHAM VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 

HOSPITAL 

Birmingham General Army Hospital 
was transferred to the jurisdiction of the 
Veterans’ Administration on April 1, 
1946, and was known as the Veterans’ 
Administration hospital at Van Nuys, 
Calif., although many still referred to it 
as Birmingham Veterans’ Administra- 
tion Hospital. Under the operation of 
the Veterans’ Administration, Birming- 
ham Hospital was a 1,500-bed hospital. 

BIRMINGHAM EDUCATIONAL CENTER 

We have an exceptional number of 
children per family unit in our valley. 
This is because the area is populated by 
a young group of parents with large 
families. As the only Californian serv- 
ing on the Education and Labor Com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives, 
I have had an opportunity to get the 
overall picture of the tremendous edu- 
cational problem before our country. 
Our children must receive the very best 
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of education in the most modern facili- 
ties, with every opportunity to prepare 
themselves for the trying times ahead. 
The new Birmingham educational cen- 
ter will consist of an elementary school, 
a junior high school, and in all proba- 
bility, a senior high school. A school for 
physically handicapped high-school stu- 
dents is needed right now and the ther- 
apy facilities now at Birmingham can 
be put to good use for this program. For 
each of these schools, space for agricul- 
ture and horticulture training is avail- 
able in the total acreage. As these 
youngsters progress through school and 
the enormous growth continues in the 
San Fernando Valley, there is no ques- 
tion that a technical training or trade 
school will be needed to serve the com- 
munity and training needs of business 
and industry. 

I should like to take this opportunity to 
extend my sincere thanks and apprecia- 
tion to the many folks who have assisted 
me in my negotiations to obtain the Bir- 
mingham Hospital free of charge for an 
educational center. 


FLOOD CONTROL FOR YOU 


As your Congressman, I am proud to 
report that the Los Angeles River flood- 
control project is being completed to the 
extreme west end of the San Fernando 
Valley. At the present time, as you can 
observe daily, the United States Army 
Engineers are completing construction 
on the project from Sepulveda Boulevard 
to Reseda Boulevard. The county of Los 
Angeles is the coordinating authority un- 
der the Los Angeles County Flood Con- 
trol District. The city and county have 
the responsibility of building drains that 
carry the water from our streets into the 
Los Angeles River where it is carried 
away in the event of flood. The next step 
of the project to be undertaken in the 
overall plan is that portion from Reseda 
Boulevard to Corbin Avenue. 


HIGHWAYS FOR YOU 


The record breaking $965 million a 
year highway program for the next 2 
fiscal years—1956-57—under the new 
Federal-Aid Road Act of 1954 will be of 
help to our community. The traffic situa- 
tion is rapidly becoming impossible with- 
in our community and I have pledged my 
assistance to local public officials who 
are in charge of the program. I favor 
toll roads if local and State funds are not 
available. 


EDUCATION FOR YOU 


As the only Californian of either party 
serving on the Education and Labor 
Committee of the House, I have been able 
to work for our community, State, and 
Nation. My legislation calling for a 
White House Conference on Education 
has just been signed into law by Presi- 
dent Eisenhower. It will be held in the 
fall of 1955 in Washington, D. C. Prior 
to the National Conference, the various 
States will hold statewide conferences to 
determine the educational needs of their 
respective States. There will be a con- 
ference held locally where the parent- 
teacher associations in our community 
and other interested parents and citizens 
will participate. The future of America 
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depends on our children, and we must 
face facts immediately and solve the 
shortages of teachers and classrooms 
throughout our country. 

I was fortunate in serving on the Sub- 
committee on Education which wrote 
Public Laws 815 and 874 to assist in the 
construction and maintenance of schools 
in critical defense areas. 


WELFARE FUNDS 


While in recess, I am participating as 
a member of the Special Labor Subcom- 
mittee to recommend legislation to pro- 
tect the welfare funds of union members. 
At the present time unions and employ- 
ers agree that regulation is needed to 
protect the individual's money and that 
a financial accounting should be made to 
a responsible agency. 

Also during the recess, I am making a 
4-week tour of Asia combining a 2-week 
tour of active duty as a captain in the 
United States Marine Corps Reserve 
with an additional 2 weeks’ personal sur- 
vey at my own expense. 


OUTSTANDING PROGRAM ENACTED 


The 83d Congress will go down as one 
of the best in America’s history as it was 
responsible for many notable achieve- 
ments. In two busy, exacting sessions, 
the 83d Congress has carried through to 
enactment an outstanding program of 
constructive legislation. 

We ended the fighting and sacrifices of 
American lives in Korea; kept the United 
States out of the war in Indochina; 
strengthened the free nations; and con- 
fronted Russian imperialism and Com- 
munist aggression with the firm deter- 
mination to safeguard freedom and at- 
tain genuine peace. We successfully 
bridged the difficult transition from war 
to peace and maintained prosperity at 
the highest level in the Nation’s history. 
Price, wage, and rent controls were 
ended, freeing American enterprise from 
undue Government interference. The 
national economy was stabilized and the 
value of the dollar strengthened, ending 
the cheating of our people by inflation 
and avoiding the distress of deflation, 
while employment, production, wages, 
and earnings remained high. 

POSITIVE FOREIGN POLICY 


By placing American interest fore- 
most and with firm, realistic policies, the 
following was accomplished: The ex- 
change of Korean prisoners was secured 
and the peaceful reconstruction of that 
war-torn country began. Several Amer- 
ican divisions were brought home as a 
result of the strengthening of the Ko- 
rean troops. The initiative was taken 
against communism in all parts of the 
world as follows: 

By exposing Communist hypocrisy, de- 
signs, and tactics at Berlin and Geneva 
Conferences. 

By a congressional resolution support- 
ing a united Germany. 

By a resolution condemning the Soviet 
mistreatment of minorities and its cal- 
lous disregard of human rights. 

By reaffirming official policy denying 
Red China’s admission to the United 
Nations, 
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By leading American states at Caracas 
in the adoption of a resolution declaring 
communism to be a threat to freedom 
and peace in the Americas and pledging 
full consultation in the event of any 
aggression. 

By negotiating arms pacts to strength- 
en Central American countries against 
Communist subversion. 

By taking appropriate steps to oust 
Americans in the United Nations who 
serve the Communist cause and by in- 
stituting an FBI check on the fitness 
of Americans for loyal service. 

By undertaking to share information 
on atomic weapons with allies in the 
common defense against Communist 
aggression. 

And by proposing an international 
pool of atomic energy for peace. 

At the same time, the defenses of the 
free world were reinforced. Training 
and building up of the NATO forces and 
equipping them with planes, guided mis- 
siles, atomic weapons and other mate- 
riel was continued. New airbases were 
acquired in Spain and the bases else- 
where improved. European recovery and 
security are now so well advanced that 
American aid may be steadily and safely 
reduced. Military aid was given to Paki- 
stan and aid to Nationalist China con- 
tinued. 

STRONG NATIONAL DEFENSE 


By department reorganization, better 
management, and a thorough overhaul 
of the entire national-defense program, 
a highly flexible, mobile Army, Navy, and 
Air Force capable of handling anything 
short of a major international war re- 
quiring all-out mobilization has been 
built. Should an all-out war occur, this 
program would and could be rapidly en- 
larged. Most significant are the actions, 
first, to maintain a large, well-rounded, 
highly trained and equipped military 
force for the indefinite future; second, 
to incorporate atomic and other new 
weapons into the regular military arse- 
nal for strategic and tactical use; third, 
to establish an Air Force Academy com- 
parable to West Point and Annapolis; 
and fourth, to gear our military program 
to our foreign policies and commitments. 
These are history-making decisions. 
They result from a fresh appraisal of 
our defense program by a new team of 
military and civilian officials following 
the end of fighting in Korea. 


NATION IS PROSPEROUS 


The depression predicted by calamity 
howlers and partisan critics did not ma- 
terialize. Prosperity was not an acci- 
dent, however. The Congress and the 
administration took positive steps to in- 
still public confidence, to spur peacetime 
activity to supplant declining war de- 
mands. 


COST OF LIVING STABILIZED 


The cost of living was stabilized. In 
contrast to the 6 percent average an- 
nual increase in living costs under the 
past administration, the cost of living 
has been held down to only slightly 
more than 1 percent. Likewise the value 
of the dollar has varied only one-half 
cent in the past 18 months. 
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CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ENCOURAGED— 
SMALL BUSINESS AIDED 
Congress enacted a great number of 
laws to help maintain a healthy, grow- 
ing economy. In the construction field 
alone, this Congress compiled a notable 
record. It voted funds and encouraged 
building, Small business already is ben- 
efiting from the Small Business Adminis- 
tration, created by the 83d Congress to 
make loans, sublet prime contracts, and 
otherwise strengthen the backbone of 
America. All business will be stimulated 
and more jobs created as a result of the 
new tax laws. 
ATOMIC ENERGY ACT 


More impetus than ever before has 
been given to the development of atomic 
energy for peacetime use by our people. 
The Congress passed legislation bringing 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 up to 
date. The act permits limited exchange 
with United States allies of information 
about atomic developments by private 
industry. The Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion is permitted to dispose of electric 
energy it produces in the course of its 
own operations, but not to produce elec- 
tricity for commercial purposes unless 
authorized by Congress. Private indus- 
try will be permitted to use atomic reac- 
tors and related facilities under a licens- 
ing system. 

ACTION ON COMMUNIST ISSUE 


Action has been vigorous and results 
tangible in the 83d Congress on the Com- 
munist issue. With the threat of Com- 
munist domination hanging over the en- 
tire world, Americans must be alerted to 
the danger of communism at home and 
abroad. A series of measures was 
passed by both Houses of Congress and 
sent to the President strengthening the 
hand of the Executive in combating the 
Communist conspiracy in this country. 
These measures include: 

First. Legislation which outlaws the 
Communist Party and provides for the 
determination of the identity of certain 
Communist-infiltrated organizations. 

Second. Legislation to gain facts by 
the granting of immunity to witnesses 
testifying before congressional commit- 
tees. 

Third, Legislation which imposes heav- 
ier penalties for concealing persons from 
arrest, 

Fourth. Legislation which imposes 
heavier penalties on bail jumpers. 

Fifth. Legislation known as the Alger 
Hiss bill, which denies a Government 
pension or retirement benefits to any 
Government employee convicted of a 
felony. 

Sixth. Legislation approved by the 
President July 29, 1954, amended the 
Internal Security Act by requiring that 
all printing presses owned or controlled 
by Communists must be registered with 
the Attorney General. 

Seventh. In addition to the various 
types of legislation enumerated above, 
some 2,400 security risks were weeded 
out from Federal employment between 
January 1953 and June 30, 1954. As of 
August 16, 1954, 105 alien subversives 
had been deported since January 1953 
and, in addition, 355 new deportation 
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proceedings and warrants for arrest had 
been issued against alien subversives. 
NEW HOUSING ACT 


The 83d Congress has made it possible 
to help fulfill the fundamental desire of 
American families to have good homes 
of their own. 


LOWER DOWNPAYMENTS, LONGER PERIODS 
TO REPAY 


The new housing law permits lower 
downpayments, lower monthly pay- 
ments, longer payment terms of up to 30 
years, and increased mortgage limits of 
up to $20,000. More money is made 
available for home loans by the merger of 
all FHA mortgage insurance activities 
into one authorization which was in- 
creased by $1.5 billion. Under the new 
FHA-insured mortgage program, it is 
possible, for example, to buy a $12,000 
home for $1,200 down, instead of $2,400, 
with monthly payments of less than $60. 
Home buyers also are protected by guar- 
anties required from builders or sellers 
using FHA-insured mortgages. 

AID TO VETERANS 


This Congress insisted that the human 
approach rather than the cold casework 
approach be made toward veterans and 
their problems. This resulted in a reor- 
ganization of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion along functional lines, giving veter- 
ans and their dependents faster, better 
service at less overhead cost. Among the 
more important specific benefits given to 
our veterans was the increase in com- 
pensation payments to those with serv- 
ice-connected disabilities as well as an 
increase in the monthly payments to 
widows and dependent parents of vet- 
erans. Non-service-connected disability 
pensions were also increased. 

The 83d Congress extended to July 1, 
1955, the act providing for Federal con- 
tributions of dependency allotments for 
more than 1 million enlisted personnel. 
Over 11,000 Korean war prisoners and 
soldiers missing in action were benefited 
for a period well beyond the truce by 
extension of the Missing Persons Act to 
July 1, 1955, which provides for a con- 
tinuance of pay checks and family allot- 
ments. Privileges of soldiers overseas to 
send home gifts duty free and bring back 
their personal possessions free of duty 
were extended for another 2 years. 

The Congress increased by $100 mil- 
lion the revolving fund to finance direct 
Veterans’ Administration loans to war 
veterans unable to finance home and 
farmhouse loans through private lending 
sources. 

Under the old-age and survivors in- 
surance system, military personnel un- 
der certain circumstances are provided 
wage credits for active duty without pay- 
ment to the OASI fund. 

Congress simplified the handling of 
veterans’ life insurance policies giving 
better protection for the insured veteran 
as well as realizing savings of about 
$600,000 a year through less paperwork. 

A law was passed which provides that 
all types of tuberculosis among veterans 
causing 10-percent disability within 3 
years of discharge is presumed to be serv- 
ice connected. 
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Korean war veterans were granted the 
same preferences as World War I vet- 
erans in war housing, civil-service ap- 
pointments, and free postage service. 
Time has been extended for Korean vet- 
erans to initiate training under the GI 
bill of rights. 

To take care of the ever-increasing 
load of hospitalized veterans and to pro- 
vide them with adequate facilities, the 
Congress enacted the largest appropri- 
ation ever provided for the highest num- 
ber the VA feels it can use and staff 
properly. 

NEW LANDMARK IN CIVIL AND POLITICAL RIGHTS 


In 1953-54 the frontier of progress in 
basic civil and political rights moved for- 
ward. 

A Government Contract Committee 
has been established to promote equal 
job opportunities on all Government 
work done by private industries. This 
is a direct effort to prevent discrimina- 
tion among employees of those indus- 
tries engaged in Government work. 
Forthright action was taken to eliminate 
segregation in the Armed Forces. 


HEALTH 


To safeguard the Nation’s health, the 
Hill-Burton Act was extended to 1957 and 
expanded for hospital facilities for the 
aged, chronically ill, and physically dis- 
abled. A broader program of vocational 
rehabilitation has been established to 
increase State financing and activities, 
and to encourage closer Federal-State- 
local cooperation. It includes the train- 
ing of doctors, physical therapists, oc- 
eupational therapists, rehabilitation 
counselors, and psychologists. Increased 
emphasis is placed on improvement of 
rehabilitation techniques and special fa- 
cilities such as community workshops. 
Increased grants were made for research 
on cancer, heart, mental health, and 
arthritis. As a health protective meas- 
ure, Congress passed a law specifically 
giving the Food and Drug Administration 
power to inspect factories where phar- 
maceutical and food products’ are manu- 
factured. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 


A social security act was passed bring- 
ing some 7 million more persons into the 
Federal retirement system and increas- 
ing the benefits of the 5 million already 
retired. Under this act, social security 
beneficiaries now have the advantage of 
a much more liberalized program. They 
may now earn as much as $1,200 a year 
from covered work without loss of bene- 
fits. In addition, the new formula makes 
it possible for beneficiaries to earn more 
than $100 in any one month without 
losing all 12 months’ benefits. The age 
of beneficiaries for earning unlimited 
amounts without losing their benefits 
has been lowered from 75 to 72 years. 
Those under the railroad retirement sys- 
tem have benefited by a change in the 
law which increases the benefits of some 
36,000 an average of $24 a month, retro- 
active to October 30, 1951. 

ACHIEVEMENTS BENEFIT WORKERS 


Without fanfare, and without the aid 
of a lot of new laws, the administration 
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and Congress set a record of sub- 
stantial achievements benefiting work- 
ers throughout the Nation. Foremost 
among these was the successful transi- 
tion from a war to peace economy. Ex- 
tremes of inflation and deflation which 
are most harmful to wage earners were 
avoided by Government policies. Where 
employment difficulties arose, as in scat- 
tered pockets of labor-surplus areas, the 
administration moved swiftly to meet 
them with a corrective program. Special 
“set asides” in defense procurement were 
held open for firms having idle capacity 
and surplus labor. 
SENSIBLE AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM 


The President recommended and Con- 
gress adopted flexible, rather than rigid, 
price supports, for the basic commodities, 
with adjustment to the flexible program 
to be accomplished gradually in the in- 
terest of both the farmers and the Na- 
tion’s economy as a whole. 

GOVERNMENTAL EFFICIENCY AND ECONOMY 

PRACTICED 

Through reorganization of executive 
departments and agencies, reduction of 
Federal personnel and large-scale paring 
of appropriations and expenditures, the 
83d Congress made the Government 
more efficient and economical. We have 
come over two-thirds of the way toward 
balancing the budget and, remember, 
this was done while putting into effect a 
tax program which will return nearly 
$744 billion to the people. 

Over 200,000 unnecessary persons were 
removed from the Federal civilian pay- 
roll. Congress approved all 12 of Presi- 
dent Eisenhower’s Government reorgan- 
ization plans. These plans included cre- 
ation of the Department of Health, Ed- 
ucation, and Welfare and authorized 
departments and agencies to operate on 
a sounder, more businesslike basis. Con- 
gress also established two commissions, 
the Commission on Organization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government— 
called the Hoover Commission—and the 
Commission on Intergovernmental Re- 
lations. The Hoover Commission has a 
mandate to survey all Federal functions 
and recommend changes to promote 
economy and efficiency, including aboli- 
tion of any functions found no longer to 
be of value to the American people. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE TAX REVISION BILL 

This is the first comprehensive revi- 
sion of the internal-revenue laws since 
before the turn of the century and the 
enactment of the income tax. 

Approximately a half a million man- 
hours of work have gone into this gi- 
gantic achievement. 

Over 3,000 changes in the revenue laws 
are contained in the tax revision meas- 
ure. In general, the purpose of these 
changes has been to remove inequities, 
to end harassment of the taxpayer, and 
to reduce tax barriers to future expan- 
sion of production and employment. 

The new law closes over 50 loopholes 
through which taxpayers today can 
avoid paying their fair share of taxes, 
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Without attempting to give a technical 
interpretation, the following represents 
some of the highlights of the new tax 
law. These changes in general are ef- 
fective last January 1 so that the tax- 
payers will receive the benefit from them 
this year. 

DEPENDENTS 

First. A parent can claim a deduction 
of $600 for each child regardless of the 
child’s earnings if the child is under 19 
and the parent continues to furnish 
more than half the child’s support. 

Second. A parent can also claim the 
$600 dependency deduction for a child 
over 18 regardless of the child’s earnings 
if the child is attending school or col- 
lege, or receiving on-the-farm training, 
and the parent continues to furnish more 
than half the child’s support. 

Third. An aged parent or other de- 
pendent cared for by several members 
of a family can be claimed as a deduc- 
tion by one of the members of the family. 

Fourth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a foster child. 

Fifth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a child await- 
ing adoption. 

Sixth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for any other per- 
son, regardless of relationship, if the tax- 
payer supports that person in his home. 

Seventh. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a cousin who 
is institutionalized because of physical 
or mental disability. 

Savings to taxpayers, $85 million. 

CHILD-CARE EXPENSES 


First. Single working parents, such as 
a widow, are allowed a deduction up to 
$600 for the expense of child-care for 
children up to 12 years of age. 

Second, The same deduction is allowed 
for a married woman who must work 
because her husband is incapacitated. 

Third. The same deduction is allowed 
with respect to any dependent, regard- 
less of age, who is mentally or physically 
incapable of caring for himself. 

Fourth. A similar deduction is allowed 
a married woman if the combined in- 
come of her husband and herself does 
not exceed $5,100. 

Savings to taxpayers, $130 million. 

MEDICAL EXPENSES 

First. Medical expenses can be de- 
ducted when they exceed 3 percent of 
income, instead of 5 percent as under 
present law. 

Second. Example: A family with $3,000 
gross income and medical expenses of 
$150 will be able to deduct $60. The 
same family can deduct nothing today. 

Third. The bill doubles the present 
maximum limit on the amount that can 
be deducted. 

Savings to taxpayers, $80 million. 


HEAD OF FAMILY 


First. A single taxpayer who has a de- 
pendent son or daughter will be entitled 
during the first 2 years after the death 
of his spouse to the same income-split- 
ting privilege as is accorded married 
couples, 
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Second. A single individual can receive 
half the benefits of income splitting if 
he has a dependent parent and if the 
taxpayer maintains a household for the 
father or mother. 

Savings to taxpayers, $11 million, 

RETIREMENT INCOME CREDIT 

First. All retired people 65 and over, 
including schoolteachers, firemen, po- 
licemen, and civil servants, will in effect 
be exempi on all retirement income up 
to $1,200. This will mean a tax reduc- 
tion for these retired people of up to $240 
a year. 

Second, Example: A retired single in- 
dividual over 65 who has a total retire- 
ment income of $3,000 today pays about 
$300 in income tax. Under the bill, his 
tax is reduced to $60—a saving of $240. 

Third. The same exemption will ex- 
tend to individuals under 65 if they re- 
ceive a pension from a public retirement 
system, such as do teachers. 

Savings to taxpayers, $141 million. 

CREDIT PURCHASES 


The bill allows a deduction for interest 

up to 6 percent on installment purchases. 

Total saving to taxpayers, $10 million. 
CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS 

The bill increases from 20 to 30 per- 
cent the allowable deduction for chari- 
table contributions to churches, hospi- 
tals, and educational institutions. 

Total saving to taxpayers, $25 million. 

SICKNESS AND ACCIDENT PLANS 

First. Premiums paid by employers to 
health and accident plans will not be 
taxable to their employees. 

Second. All accident and health bene- 
fits paid as reimbursement for actual 
medical expenses to employees, their 
wives, or children, are completely ex- 
empted from tax. 

Third. Payments to employees for loss 
of wages due to injury or illness are ex- 
empted up to $100 a week. 

DEATH BENEFITS 


The bill exempts all death benefits up 
to $5,000 paid by an employer to the 
widow or other beneficiary of an 
employee. 

PENSIONS AND ANNUITIES 


The bill also provides a simpler meth- 
od for taxation of pensions and annuities. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 

DIVIDEND CREDIT 

First. Excludes first $50 in dividends 
from taxation and provides a credit 
against tax equal to 4 percent of the 
balance. 

Second. Example: An individual with 
$50 or less in dividends from his savings 
will be entirely exempt from tax on that 
amount. 

Third. Example: An individual with 
$250 in dividends from his savings will 
exclude the first $50 entirely, and then 
reduce his total tax by $8—4 percent of 
the balance of $200. 

Savings to taxpayers, $204 million. 

DEPRECIATION 

The bill will permit the more liberal 

writeoff of the cost of new equipment. 
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Savings to taxpayers, $375 million, of 
which $75 million represents savings to 
individuals such as farmers, shopkeep- 
ers, and salesmen. 

DECLARATIONS OF ESTIMATED TAX 

The requirements are eased for filing 

declarations of estimated tax. 
FILING TAX RETURNS 


Tax returns will be due April 15 in- 
stead of March 15. 
ACTION FOR TAXPAYERS 


The 10 percent reduction in Federal 
income taxes which went into effect last 
January 1 saves individual taxpayers a 
total of $3 billion annually. 

The excise-tax reduction law saves 
taxpayers an additional $1 billion. 

The tax revision act will save tax- 
payers $1,400,000,000. 

A total of $827 million of this tax sav- 
ing is for individuals. The remainder, 
$536 million, is tax relief for business. 

The overall tax-cut program will save 
$7,400,000,000. Of this amount, indi- 
viduals receive an overall total tax sav- 
ing of $4,700,000,000. The tax savings so 
far surpass any previous total in the 
history of Congress. 


United States Representative Harold C. 
Hagen Always Has Supported REA 
and RTA 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 


HON. HAROLD C. HAGEN 


OF MINNESOTA 
` IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, August 16, 1954 


Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, several years ago one of the 
weekly newspaper editors in my Ninth 
Congressional District of Minnesota 
falsely attacked my voting record on 
supporting the Rural Electrification Ad- 
ministration. It has been reported to 
me that he may do so again. However, 
I personally doubt it because this editor 
now knows the facts and he is a man of 
good judgment and integrity. 

There are approximately 60 weekly 
and daily newspapers in the Ninth Con- 
gressional District and none of them 
would reprint or give any recognition to 
the false and malicious statements 
made. A great majority of the editors 
at that time, as this year, are supporting 
me for reelection to Congress. 

In this 1954 campaign, for Repre- 
sentative in Congress, from the Ninth 
District of Minnesota, comprising 15 
counties in northwestern Minnesota, I 
have some overzealous, misguided, and 
misinformed Democrat-Farmer-Labor 
opponents, who are misrepresenting my 
position just as maliciously and as ig- 
norantly as was done several years ago. 

To those who have read my campaign 
newspapers over the years, to those who 
read the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and to 
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those who know the facts, it is no sur- 
prise that I always favored 100-percent 
parity for farm produce and have never 
voted for anything less than 90-percent 
parity. 

However, I want to confine my re- 
marks today to rural electrification and 
the rural-telephone program. 

Since I first came to Congress in Jan- 
uary 1943, it has been my pleasure to 
know that power and light has been 
turned on in more than 15,000 farm 
homes of Minnesota’s Ninth Congres- 
sional District as a result of the REA 
appropriations, for which I have voted 
in every instance. In some cases, the 
Ninth District has been given more than 
its proportionate share of Minnesota’s 
allocation of REA money. Up to 1948, 
I helped REA co-ops to secure money 
from Congress to build 5,092 additional 
miles of lines serving 4,640 additional 
farms in my district. 

I am very happy to say that as of 1954 
that 9 out of 10 farms in America have 
electricity, and that almost every farmer 
in the Ninth Minnesota District who 
wants power and electricity has it today. 
REA should be extended to help some 
additional hundreds of farmers get this 
electric service and power. 


HAGEN SUPPORTS REA 


Due to my support of the telephone 
program, many more farmers in these 
15 northwestern Minnesota counties have 
a telephone, or can have or will have, 
within the next 2 years. 

I voted for every REA appropriation 
and for the telephone funds which soon 
will connect most farms, who want that 
service with every part of the Nation 
and of the world of the future. In case 
anyone again starts misrepresenting my 
farm record or my REA record, I want 
to review briefly some of my votes on 
REA. 

Let it be done by former editor of the 
Bemidji (Minn.) Daily Pioneer, H. Z. 
Mitchell, who has a reputation all over 
the upper Midwest as a fine, truthful 
newspaperman who looks at the record 
of Congressmen and other officials in an 
objective and factual way. 

When my record was misrepresented 
and misquoted, Editor Mitchell, of Be- 
midji, wrote in part: 

In every case, Congressman HAROLD HAGEN 
has vigorously supported REA since he first 
became Congressman in January 1943. 


Mitchell goes on to write that the first 


recorded vote on REA, which Hacen had 


an opportunity to cast, was on June 23, 
1943, as shown in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcorD, volume 89, part 5, page 6361. 

This was a rollcall, during the war year, 
raising REA money from 20 million to 30 mil- 
lion, and this page shows that HAGEN voted 
in favor of the increase, 

The 79th Congress— 


Mitchell said 


met during 1945 and 1946 and HAGEN sup- 
ported all REA appropriations during that 
time. 

The 80th Congress met January 3, 1947, 
and recessed June 19, 1948. 
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On July 18, 1947, the House considered 
H. R. 3601 the Department of Agriculture 
appropriation bill for 1948. 

On that day, Representative Rankin made 
a motion that the House increase REA funds 
from $225 to $250 million. 

The rolicall is shown in the CONGRESSIONAL 
ReEcorD, volume 93, part 7, page 9302, and 
shows that Hacen voted for this increase. 

On February 24, 1948, the same Repre- 
sentative Rankin moved that rural electrifi- 
cation be provided with $300 million extra, 
His reason for that amount was that there 
was virtually no copper wire or other sup- 
plies available to REA during the war years, 
or immediately after and, as a result, there 
was a huge backlog of applications for loans 
to electrify farms, 

MONEY TO REA ARE LOANS 


Incidentally, every voter in the Ninth 
Minnesota District should know that any 
moneys voted to REA is not a gift from 
Uncle Sam. Every penny of this money 
is paid back with interest to the Federal 
Treasury, through the charges for power 
and light to the farms and customers in 
the areas served by REA. 

Hacen voted on April 1, 1948, to raise 
the REA appropriation from $300 million 
to $400 million for 1949, and this carried, 

Every year since 1949, when REA or 
farm appropriations have been voted 
upon by the House of Representatives, 
Hacen has voted with the farmers of his 
Ninth Minnesota District and the farm- 
ers of America generally. 

Any poppycock, gossip, rumors, or dec- 
larations to the contrary, spread by any- 
one running for United States Repre- 
sentative in the Ninth Minnesota Dis- 
trict should be discounted 100 percent. 

There is no other candidate for this 
office on any ticket who has more con- 
sistently supported the farm programs, 
rural electrification, the farm telephone 
program, the bringing in of extra elec- 
tric power from the great Missouri River 
dams in North Dakota and other re- 
gions, or any other legislation or laws 
which would help the farmers and the 
villagers and the townspeople of north- 
western Minnesota than Harotp C. 
Hacen, who has been your Representa- 
tive since January 1943. 

This statement is borne out by the 
hundreds of newspaper clippings and ar- 
ticles showing HacEn’s activities in every 
field of endeavor. These clippings and 
letters received tell the situation in this 
manner: 

At least 20,000 letters a year have come 
into HAGEN’s office from the people of the 


‘ninth district since 1943, asking help and 


service on hundreds of different matters 
and problems, of an official Federal nature, 

You can hunt all through the 15 north- 
western counties and you will find that in 
virtually every case, Representative HAGEN 
has answered his mail the day it was re- 
ceived and has given prompt and efficient 
service to all concerned, regardless of party, 
creed, race, religion, or anything else. 

His record is unsurpassed in the history 
of the ninth district and if you want a con- 
tinuation of this fair, impartial, and non- 
political service, Harotp C. HAGEN should be 
returned as the United States Representative 
in Congress from the Ninth Minnesota Dis- 
trict. 
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SENATE 


Tuespay, Aucust 17, 1954 
(Legislative day of Thursday, August 5, 
1954) : 


The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m., 
on the expiration of the recess, 

Rev, F. Norman Van Brunt, associate 
pastor, Foundry Methodist Church, 
Washington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty and eternal God, who dost 
bring forth Thy righteousness as the 
light and Thy judgments as the noon- 
day, in the presence of ageless realities 
we pause in reverence and, with a deep- 
ening sense of obligation, pray for cour- 
age to attempt, power to achieve, and 
patience to endure. 

Grant that with these virtues we, 
who hold the birthright of democratic 
traditions, may meet the crisis of our 
time with avowed faith in them, praying 
as we work: 

Faith of our fathers, we will strive 

To win all nations unto Thee, 

And through the truth that comes from 
God 


Mankind shall then be truly free. 

Faith of our fathers, holy faith. 

We will be true to Thee till death. 
In Thy name we pray. Amen. 


DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI- 
DENT PRO TEMPORE 


The legislative clerk read the following 
letter: 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, D. C., August 17, 1954. 
To the Senate: 
Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. FREDERICK G. PAYNE, & Sena- 
tor from the State of Maine, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 
STYLES BRIDGES, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. PAYNE thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. Know 1anp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
August 16, 1954, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the follow- 
ing bills of the Senate: 


S. 2259. An act for the relief of Rev. 
Charles V. Rossini; 

S. 2980. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of New York to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon a claim of 
the Bunker Hill Development Corp.; 

S. 3187. An act to authorize the United 
States of America to quitclaim all its right, 
title, and interest in and to certain lands in 
Arizona, except for mineral interests therein, 
and for other purposes; and 

S. 3629. An act to postpone the effective 
Gate of the 3-percent “absorption” require- 


‘roll. 
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ment in Public Law 874, 81st Congress, for 
1 year, 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 2303) to 
authorize and direct the investigation by 
the Attorney General of certain offenses, 
and for other purposes, with amend- 
ments, in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the bill (S. 3627) 
to amend the Civil Service Retirement 
Act, as amended, with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 
3482) to amend the District of Columbia 
Compensation Act, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9357) for 
the relief of S. H. Prather, Mrs. Florence 
Prather Penman, and S. H. Prather, Jr. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the following bills of the 
House: 

H. R. 8193. An act to amend the Refugee 
Relief Act of 1953» and 

H. R. 8932. An act to reclassify dicto- 
phones in the Tariff Act of 1930. 


The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the concurrent resolu- 
tion (H. Con. Res. 227) favoring the 
granting of the status of permanent res- 
idence to certain aliens. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 585) fixing the time of as- 
sembly of the 84th Congress, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the Sen- 
ate. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On his own request, and by unani- 
mous consent, Mr. GILLETTE was excused 
from attendance on the sessions of the 
Senate commencing tomorrow for the 
remainder of the week, 


ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immediate- 
ly following the quorum call there may 
be the customary morning hour for the 
transaction of routine business, under 
the usual 2-minute limitation on 
speeches. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Secretary will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded, 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Morning business is now in order. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore laid before the Senate the follow- 
ing letters, which were referred as in- 
dicated: 


REAL ESTATE AND CONSTRUCTION LOANS BY 
NATIONAL BANKS 


A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to permit national banks to make 
20-year real estate loans and 9-month con- 
struction loans (with accompanying papers) ; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 


Som SURVEY AND LAND CLASSIFICATION OF 
LANDS BENEFITED BY EDEN PROJECT, Wro- 
MING 


A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, certifying, pursuant to law, that 
an adequate soil survey and land classifica- 
tion has been made of the lands to be 
served by the Eden project, Wyoming, under 
the change in development plan, and that 
the lands to be irrigated are susceptible to 
the production of agricultural crops by 
means of irrigation (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 

Three letters from the Commissioner, Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, De- 
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, copies of orders suspending deporta- 
tion of certain aliens, together with a state- 
ment of the facts and pertinent provisions 
of law as to each alien, and the reasons for 
ordering such suspension (with accompany- 
ing papers); to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 


GRANTING OF APPLICATIONS FOR PERMANENT 
RESIDENCE FILED BY CERTAIN ALIENS 


A letter from the Commissioner, Immi- 
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart- 
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, copies of orders granting the applica- 
tions for permanent residence filed by cer- 
tain aliens, together with a statement of the 
facts and pertinent provisions of law as to 
each alien, and the reasons for granting such 
applications (with accompanying papers); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


MEMORIAL 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore laid before the Senate a resolution 
adopted by the Republican Women’s 
Club of Madison County, Mont., at Vir- 
ginia City, Mont., protesting against the 
admission of Red China into the United 
Nations, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. WATKINS, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend- 
ments: 

H. R. 2233. A bill to provide for the acqui- 
sition of lands by the United States required 
for the reservoir created by the construction 
of Oahe Dam on the Missouri River and for 
rehabilitation of the Indians of the Cheyenne 
River Sioux Reservation, S. Dak., and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 2489). 
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By Mr. BRICKER, from the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, without 
amendment: 

H. R. 9115. A bill to provide that contri- 
butions received under Public Law 485, 80th 
Congress, for the construction of a merchant 
marine chapel shall be invested in Govern- 
ment obligations pending their use for such 
construction (Rept. No. 2490). 

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. 3840. A bill for the relief of Klyce 
Motors, Inc. (Rept. No. 2491). 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO- 
LUTIONS. PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, August 17, 1954, he pre- 
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills and 
joint resolutions: 


S. 16. An act to permit the compelling of 
testimony under certain conditions and to 
grant immunity from prosecution in connec- 
tion therewith; 

S. 22. An act to validate certain payments 
for accrued leave made to members of the 
Armed Forces who accepted discharges for 
the purpose of immediate reenlistment for 
an indefinite period; 

S. 154. An act for the relief of George 
Pantelas; 

S. 232. An act for the relief of Hugo Kern; 

S. 546. An act to authorize payment for 
losses sustained by owners of wells in the 
vicinity of Cold Brook Dam by reason of the 
lowering of the level of water in such wells 
as a result of the construction of Cold Brook 
Dam; 

S. 1184. An act to authorize relief of au- 
thorized certifying officers from exceptions 
taken to payments pertaining to terminated 
war agencies in liquidation by the Depart- 
ment of State; 

S. 1225. An act for the relief of Brunhilde 
Walburga Golomb Hartsworm; 

S. 1308. An act for the relief of Leonard 
Hungerford; 

S. 1706. An act to provide for taxation by 
the State of Wyoming of certain property 
located within the confines of Grand Teton 
National Park, and for other purposes; 

S. 1748. An act to incorporate the National 
Fund for Medical Education; 

S. 1845, An act for the relief of Dr, Ian 
Yung-cheng Hu; 

8.1904. An act for the relief of Ottilie 
Theresa Workmann; 

S. 1959. An act for the relief of Mrs. Anne- 
marie Namias; 

S. 2420. An act to amend section 32 of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act; 

S. 2456. An act for the relief of Martin 
Genuth; 

8. 2461. An act for the relief of Berta Hell- 
mich; 

S. 2744. An act to provide for the termina- 
tion of Federal supervision over the property 
of the Alabama and Coushatta Tribes of In- 
dians of Texas, and the individual members 
thereof, and for other purposes; 

S. 2958. An act for the relief of Ida Reiss- 
muller and Johnny Damon Eugene Reiss- 
muller; 

S. 3028. An act to require the Postmaster 
General to reimburse postmasters of discon- 
tinued post offices for equipment owned by 
the postmaster; 

S. 3085. An act for the relief of Mrs. Helen 
Stryk; 

S. 3233. An act to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, to provide permanent leg- 
islation for the transportation of a substan- 
tial portion of waterborne cargoes in United 
States-flag vessels; 

S. 3239. An act to authorize conveyance 
of land to the State of California for an in- 
spection station; 
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S. 3302. An act granting to the Las Vegas 
Valley Water District, a public corporation 
organized under the laws of the State of 
Nevada, certain public lands of the United 
States in the State of Nevada; 

S. 3303. An act granting to Basic Manage- 
ment, Inc., a private corporation organized 
under the laws of the State of Nevada, cer- 
tain public lands of the United States in 
the State of Nevada; 

S. 3379. An act to amend section 4 of the 
Flammable Fabrics Act, with respect to the 
standards of flammability in the case of 
certain textiles; 

S. 3393. An act authorizing the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs to convey certain 
property to Milwaukee County, Wis.; 

S. 3487. An act to authorize the Central 
Bank for Cooperatives and the regional banks 
for cooperatives to issue consolidated deben- 
tures, and for other purposes; 

S. 3532. An act to provide for the partition 
and distribution of the assets of the Ute 
Indian Tribe of Uintah and Ouray Reserva- 
tion in Utah between the mixedblood and 
fullblood members thereof; and for the ter- 
mination of Federal supervision over the 
property of the mixedblood members of said 
tribe; to provide a development program for 
the fullblood members of said tribe; and for 
other purposes; 

S. 3546. An act to provide an immediate 
program for the modernization and improve- 
ment of such merchant-type vessels in the 
reserve fleet as are necessary for national 
defense; 

S. 3769. An act to amend section 709 of 
title 18, United States Code, so as to pro- 
tect the name of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation from commercial exploitation; 

S. 3816. An act to authorize the replace- 
ment of certain Government-owned utility 
facilities at Glacier National Park, Mont., and 
Grand Canyon National Park, Ariz.; 

S. J. Res. 140. Joint resolution to establish 
a commission for the celebration of the 200th 
anniversary of the birth of Alexander Ham- 
ilton; and 

S. J. Res. 183. Joint resolution to extend 
greetings to the Gold Coast and Nigeria. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


By Mr. GILLETTE: 

S. 3877. A bill to accelerate establishment 
of comprehensive soil- and water-conserving 
works on private and public property through 
provision of appropriate credit for conserva- 
tion, reforestation, and water-control work; 
to the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry. 

(See the remarks of Mr. GILLETTE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un- 
der a separate heading.) 
By Mr. MORSE (for himself, Mr. NEELY, 
Mr. BEALL, Mr. MaNnsrre.p, and Mr. 
PAYNE): 

S. 3878. A bill to amend the District of 
Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act; 
to the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Morse when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. LONG: 

S. 3879. A bill to amend the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act of 1938 in order to require in 
certain cases that air carriers provide trans- 
portation for additional baggage at air- 
freight rates; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 3880. A bill for the relief of Seiji Naya; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HENDRICKSON: 

S. 3881. A bill for the relief of Mari Fara- 

bullini and Alla F. Farabullini; and 
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S. 3882. A bill for the relief of Renato Noe 
and Angela Noe; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 

S. 3883. A bill to amend section $7 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 so as to re- 
move the discrimination against retired 
members of the Armed Forces of the United 
States; to the Committee on Finance. 


LOANS FOR CONSERVATION, RE- 
FORESTATION, AND WATER-CON- 
TROL WORKS 


Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I in- 
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to accelerate establishment of compre- 
hensive soil- and water-conserving 
works on private and public property 
through provision of appropriate credit 
for conservation, reforestation, and 
water-control work. I do not expect to 
have the bill enacted at this session of 
Congress, but for introduction and study 
in the interim between the Congresses. 

The present speed of establishment of 
conservation practices on our farms is 
not adequate. The chief bottleneck is 
long-term, low-cost credit. This bill is 
an effort to tailor credit for conservation 
programs. 

Times are going to be harder for the 
farmer in months ahead. The rural 
work which would be done by the funds 
loaned under this bill's authority would 
have a beneficial effect in agricultural 
areas in this period of falling farm in- 
come. 

Some idea of the magnitude of the 
conservation job still to be done in this 
country may be gained by looking at 
these figures: 

Through the year 1952 soil conserva- 
tion plans had been prepared for only 
1,214,000 out of 5,100,000 farms in the 
United States, covering 350 million acres 
out of 1,100,000,000 acres of farmland. In 
Iowa, through December 31, 1952, plans 
had been prepared for only 37,235 out of 
our more than 200,000 farms, covering 
only 6,760,000 of our more than 34 mil- 
lion acres. A tremendous job remains to 
be done. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The bill will be received and ap- 
propriately referred. 

The bill (S. 3877) to accelerate estab- 
lishment of comprehensive soil- and 
water-conserving works on private and 
public property through provision of ap- 
propriate credit for conservation, refor- 
estation and water-control work, intro- 
duced by Mr. GILLETTE, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


INCENTIVE AWARDS TO OFFICERS 
AND EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED 
STATES—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. KNOWLAND submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (H. R. 7774) to establish a 
uniform system for the granting of in- 
centive awards to officers and employees 
of the United States, and for other pur- 
poses, which were ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 
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FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1954— 
AMENDMENTS 


Mr. MAGNUSON submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 9859) authorizing the con- 
struction, repair, and preservation of 
certain public works on rivers and har- 
bors for navigation, flood control, and 
for other purposes, which were ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
as in executive session, from the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, I report favor- 
ably a group of nominations of flag and 
general rank in the Army and Navy, and 
ask that they be placed on the Executive 
Calendar. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The nominations will be received 
and placed on the Executive Calendar. 

The nominations ordered to be placed 
on the Executive Calendar are as fol- 
lows: . 

Maj. Gen. Henry Irving Hodes, United 
States Army, for appointment as command- 
ing general, VII Corps, with the rank of lieu- 
tenant general and as lieutenant general in 
the Army of the United States; 

Maj. Gen. John Howell Collier, United 
States Army, for appointment as command- 
ing general I Corps, with the rank of lieu- 
tenant general and as lieutenant general in 
the Army of the United States; 

Maj. Gen. Charles Edward Hart, United 
States Army, for appointment as command- 
ing general, V Corps, with the rank of lieu- 
tenant general and as lieutenant general in 
the Army of the United States; 

Lt. Gen. John Ernest Dahlquist, Army of 
the United States (major general, U. S. 
Army), for appointment as Chief, Army Field 
Forces, with the rank of general and as gen- 
eral in the Army of the United States; 

Col, Elmer William Young, Veterinary 
Corps, United States Army, for appointment 
as brigadier general, Veterinary Corps, in the 
Regular Army of the United States; 

Brig. Gen. James Holden Phillips and sun- 
dry other officers for temporary appointment 
in the Army of the United States; 

Maj. Gen. Philip Charles Bettenburg and 
sundry other officers for appointment as Re- 
serve commissioned officers of the Army; 

Bruce E. Bradley and sundry other officers 
of the Staff Corps of the Navy for temporary 
appointment; and 

George W. Anderson, Jr., and sundry other 
officers for temporary promotion in the line 
of the Navy. 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
also report favorably from the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services the following 
nominations, and ask that they also be 
placed on the Executive Calendar: 

Frank H. Higgins, of New York, to be As- 
sistant Secretary of the Army; 

Charles C. Finucane, of the State of Wash- 
ington, to be Assistant Secretary of the Army; 

William Birrell Franke, of New York, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of the Navy; ‘ 

Trevor Gardner, of California, to be As- 
sistant Secretary of the Air Force; and 

Lyle S. Garlock, of Minnesota, to be Assist- 


ant Secretary of the Air Force, vice H. Lee 
White, resigned. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The nominations will be received 
and placed on the Executive Calendar. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In addition to 
the above, I also report favorably from 
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the Committee on Armed Services a 
group of 8,408 routine nominations in 
the Navy in the grade of commander and 
below. In order to save the expense of 
printing in the Executive Calendar of 
this large number of names, which have 
already appeared once in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, I request that these nomi- 
nations be ordered to lie on the Vice 
President’s desk for the information of 
any Senator. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The nominations will be received 
and will lie on the desk, as requested by 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 


FAMILY QUARTERS FOR PERSON- 
NEL OF MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore laid before the Senate a message 
from the House of Representatives an- 
nouncing its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9924) to provide for family quar- 
ters for personnel of the military de- 
partments of the Department of De- 
fense and their dependents, and for 
other purposes, and requesting a con- 
ference with the Senate on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I move that the 
Senate insist upon its amendment, agree 
to the request of the House for a con- 
ference, and that the Chair appoint 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Acting President pro tempore appointed 
Mr. Case, Mr. Durr, and Mr. STENNIS 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 


ACCUSATION OF FAVORITISM 
AGAINST THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, my 
attention has been called to an article 
which appeared in the morning news- 
papers. The particular newspaper I 
have in mind is the Baltimore Sun of 
this morning, in which Mr. Mitchell, 
chairman of the Democratic National 
Committee, is reported to have cast some 
reflections, I believe, upon the President 
of the United States. 

I think the Members of the Senate 
know that I have not been a bitter or 
narrow partisan in my responsibilities 
in the Senate. I have expressed appre- 
ciation, and I express it again, for the 
cooperation we have received from the 
official leadership of the Democratic 
Party in the Senate, and from Senators 
on the other side of the aisle, in the 
handling of the very heavy and burden- 
some legislative program which we have 
been facing. 

I regret very much when a statement 
is made which, in these troublous times, 
appears to me to cast reflection upon the 
President of the United States, and to 
tend to break down the confidence of 
the country in a man who has been 
called to the high responsibilities of the 
Presidency, and who has been elected 
to that office by an overwhelming vote of 
the American people. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that if 
Mr. Stephen Mitchell has any informa- 
tion which indicates in any way that the 
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contract in question is either illegal, that 
undue infiuence has been used, or that 
any personal relationship between the 
President of the United States and any 
friend and neighbor, as he puts it, might 
have played a part, he owes it to the 
country, to his own party, and to a sense 
of responsibility to furnish any such 
facts to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy or to the Department of Justice. 

I regret very much that in the heat of 
what seems to be a growing political cam- 
paign, it cannot be kept on a level other 
than one of attacking the personal mo- 
tives of the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I heard 
with interest the comments which have 
been made by the distinguished majority 
leader. The Members of the Senate will 
recall that when the Dixon-Yates con- 
tract to which the article referred was 
being debated in the Senate in connec- 
tion with the AEC bill I opposed vigor- 
ously, with all the strength at my com- 
mand, the amendment which in effect 
approved the contract. I oppose now 
the conclusion of the contract. I still 
hold to the position I held then, when I 
said that I regretted that the contract 
had been made. 

Yet, Mr. President, when I read the 
statement of Mr. Mitchell in the news- 
paper this morning, I had the same reac- 
tion which has been expressed by the dis- 
tinguished majority leader. While I was 
very much opposed to the contract, yet 
there was never any question in my 
mind—and I so stated upon the floor of 
the Senate, that the President of the 
United States acted as he thought best 
and with sincerity to meet a power need 
which had been claimed by TVA as ex- 
isting in the Memphis area. 

I have no confidence in, and I do not 
believe in any degree or in any way, the 
statement impugning the President 
which has been made by the chairman 
of the Democratic National Committee, 
Mr. Mitchell. I do not believe there is 
any truth at all in his statement. The 
era of favoritism and of deals ended 
with the last administration. The peo- 
ple of the United States know the in- 
tegrity of President Eisenhower. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, in 
line with the remarks which have been 
made by the distinguished majority 
leader, let me say that doubtless there 
will be much more in the press in re- 
gard to the so-called Dixon-Yates con- 
tract. During the debate on the bill, 
there was much criticism of the con- 
tract, in regard to the policy of awarding 
a contract before the plant was built. 
That policy was severely critized. 

I think that somewhere along the line 
the Recorp should show that that policy 
is not a new one, but is a long-estab- 
lished policy of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, particularly in respect to the 
TVA’s purchases of coal. On more than 
one occasion the TVA has awarded coal 
contracts to persons who had no more 
of a coal mine than we have in this 
Chamber; yet, on the basis of such a con- 
tract, they financed a new mine. I point 
that out because the poiicy is not a new 
one; it is an established policy of the 
TVA. In my opinion so far as coal is 
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concerned the result of the policy has 
been anything but good; it has been 
very detrimental to the coal industry, 
and has been of no benefit to the con- 
sumers of TVA, and has cost the United 
States Treasury untold thousands of dol- 
lars in tax funds. 

The purpose of my remarks is simply 
to point out that the policy which was 
invoked in the awarding of the Dixon- 
Yates contract is not a new policy inso- 
far as the Tennessee Valley Authority 
is concerned. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there further morning busi- 
ness? 

If not, morning business is closed. 


AMENDMENT OF SUBVERSIVE AC- 
TIVITIES CONTROL ACT OF 1950 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 3706) to 
amend the Subversive Activities Control 
Act of 1950 to provide for the determina- 
tion of the identity of certain Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organizations, and for 
other purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will state the unani- 
mous-consent agreement, for the infor- 
mation of the Members of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, That on Tuesday, August 17, 1954, 
following the morning business, further de- 
bate on the amendments intended to be pro- 
posed by the Senator from Maryland IMr. 
Butter], and read, to House amendments to 
S. 3706, to prohibit members of Communist 
organizations from serving in certain repre- 
sentative capacities, and for other purposes, 
shall be limited to 3 hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled, respectively, by the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] and 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON]: 
Provided, That debate on each further 
amendment to the House amendments shall 
be limited to 30 minutes, to be equally 
divided and controlled, respectively, by the 
mover of such amendment and the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] in the event he 
is opposed to the amendment; otherwise, by 
the minority leader [Mr. JOHNSON of Texas]; 
And provided further, That all amendments 
must be germane to the subject matter of 
the said bill. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Texas will 
state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the sug- 
gestion of the absence of a quorum were 
to be made at this time, would it be cov- 
ered by the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment which has been entered? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Chair is advised that a quo- 
rum can be had at this time only by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Then, Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may suggest the absence of a quorum, 
without having the time required there- 
for charged to either side under the 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered; and the clerk 
will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena- 
tor from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] has of- 
fered amendments. Are those amend- 
ments pending? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. They have not yet been called up. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does the 
Senator from Maryland propose to call 
up his amendments? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, I do. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. May I ask 
the Senator from Maryland if he pro- 
poses to take further time on those 
amendments? 

Mr. BUTLER. As I understand, we 
have one and a half hours on each side. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. My under- 
standing is that 15 minutes is allowed to 
each side on an amendment. 

Mr. BUTLER, I have already ex- 
plained the amendments. I think there 
can be absolutely no question as to 3 and 
possibly 4 of the amendments. I had 
not proposed to take additional time, 
unless I felt time was required to answer 
the opponents. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, what is the parliamentary situa- 
tion? The Senator’s amendments 8-16 
54-A” have been printed. Does the Sen- 
ator from Maryland propose to call those 
up at this time? If the Senator does call 
them up, then will there not be 15 min- 
utes available for each side? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Chair will state that the 
amendments of the Senator from Mary- 
land en bloc are entitled to 3 hours of 
debate, divided between the mover of the 
amendments, the Senator from Mary- 
land, and the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
JOHNSON]. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Does the situation 
not come down to this: So far as the 
amendments of the Senator from Mary- 
land are concerned, they are to the 
amendments of the House of Representa- 
tives to Senate bill 3706. ‘The normal 
motion would be to concur in the House 
amendments. The motion of the Senator 
from Maryland would ultimately be first 
to amend the House amendments and 


‘then to concur in them as amended. On 


the amendments of the Senator from 
Maryland there would normally be 15 
minutes to a side, but on the question of 
concurrence itself there would be 3 hours. 
I assume, as under our normal unani- 
mous-consent agreements, it would not 
make very much difference how the time 
was used, because the time could be used 
on the question of concurrence in the 
amendments, if it were necessary. 

I think as I actually worded the unan- 
imous-consent agreement, the amend- 
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ments offered by the Senator from Mary- 
land were included en bloc in connection 
with general concurrence. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. That is correct. 

Mr, BUTLER. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. BUTLER. If I should move that 
the Senate concur in the House amend- 
ments with the amendments I intend to 
offer, what would be the effect of such 
a motion? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. If the Senate should agree to the 
motion, that would be conclusive action 
on the bill. 

Mr. BUTLER. Would the bill then be 
open to further amendment? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Not if the Senator moved to con- 
cur, with his amendments, and the mo- 
tion were agreed to. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, let 
me ask the Senator from Maryland not 
to move to concur, but rather that he 
offer his amendments, so that the offer- 
ing of any other amendments, if there 
are any to be offered, will not be fore- 
closed. I think that was the spirit of 
the unanimous consent agreement; that 
after a night of study of further amend- 
ments, if amendments were to be offered, 
they might be offered under a 15-minute 
limitation to a side. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, in con- 
sonance with the unanimous consent 
agreement, I now offer my amendments 
designated “8—-1§-54—A.” 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will state the amend- 
ments. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In section 2, 
it is proposed to strike out the word 
“other” where it appears in the second, 
third, fifth, and sixth sentences of such 
section, and in the fifth sentence of such 
section insert in lieu of the word “other” 
the word “political.” 

In section 4, after the words ‘Labor 
Relations Act“, add the words “as 
amended.” 

In section 5, strike out the word 
“knowingly” each of the three times it 
appears therein. 

In section 8, in subsection (b) of the 
text of the proposed new section 13A, 
insert after the word “may” a comma 
and the words “within six months after 
such determination,”; and strike out the 
last fourteen words of such subsection. 

In section 8, subsection (e) of the text 
of the proposed new subsection 13A, 
strike out “be required to determine” 
and insert in lieu thereof “consider.” 

In section 8, in each of subparagraphs 
(1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7) of 
subsection (e) of the text of the pro- 
posed new subsection 13A, strike out the 
word “whether” where is appears at the 
beginning of such subparagraph, and 
insert in lieu thereof the words “to what 
extent, if any.” 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Do Sena- 
tors have 30 minutes on these specific 
amendments, or 3 hours? 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. On the motion of the Senator 
from Maryland to concur—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am not asking about the motion. 
I am merely asking about the amend- 
ments the Senator from Maryland has 
offered. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. They are part of the question in- 
volving the concurrence with the House 
amendments, and action upon the 
amendments en bloc. The total time is 
covered under the 3-hour limitation. 

After action is taken on this matter, 
any amendment which is offered to the 
amendments of the Senator from Mary- 
land will be governed by the 30-minute 
limitation. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The ruling 
is that there is available to each side for 
debate on the pending amendments 142 
hours? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. That is correct; and on the mo- 
tion to concur. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. BUTLER. Does the debate of 3 
hours on the question of concurrence 
and the question of agreeing to the 
amendments submitted by the Senator 
from Maryland foreclose the offering of 
any other amendment to the bill? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. If the Senator withholds his mo- 
tion to concur and offers his amend- 
ments, amendments then will be in or- 
der to the Senator’s amendments and 
also to the bill, after the Senator's 
amendments are disposed of. 

Mr. BUTLER. The bill would then be 
open to further amendment, after the 
pending amendments are disposed of? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The House amendments would 
be; yes. 

Does the Senator from Maryland de- 
sire that the amendments which he has 
offered be considered en bloc? 

Mr. BUTLER. I have so requested, 
Mr. President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

4 Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
en 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am pre- 
pared to yield to any Senator desiring 
time to oppose the pending amendments 
such time as he may desire, or as may be 
reasonable. 

Mr. LEHMAN. A parliamentary in- 


quiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Am I correct in as- 
suming that the vote on concurrence will 
not be had at this time? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Maryland has 
merely offered his amendments to the 
House amendments. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I just wished to make 
sure. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield to the distinguished Senator 
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from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] 10 
minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. President, I shall 
not speak on the subject of concurrence 
at this time. It is quite probable I shall 
wish to do so later in the morning. 

I desire to address myself at this par- 
ticular time to a discussion of section 8 
of the pending bill, which is described as 
“Proceedings with respect to Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organizations.” My col- 
leagues will recall that when this bill, in 
its original form, was before the Senate 
last week I strongly opposed it. Later, 
when the provisions now in question were 
offered by Senator DANIEL as an amend- 
ment to the Humphrey substitute, I voted 
against it. I believe I was the only Mem- 
ber of the Senate who did so. 

I voted against it because I felt that 
these provisions are so dangerous to the 
rights of organized labor, and possibly 
other organizations—but mainly to the 
rights of organized labor—that they 
should not be adopted. I was a cospon- 
sor of an amendment offered as a sub- 
stitute by the senior Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Macnuson], asking that a 
commission be appointed to study and 
carefully consider this entire subject, and 
to report back to the Senate by January 
15, 1955. 

The Commission, it will be recalled, 
was to be appointed by the President of 
the United States, and was to consist of 
12 persons, chosen in equal numbers 
from labor, industry, and the public. 


That would have been the sane and 


sensible thing todo. But the Magnuson 
substitute was defeated, and the Butler 
bill provisions were approved. 

The bill in section 8 provides that 
whenever the Attorney General has rea- 
son to believe that any organization is 
Communist-infiltrated, he may file with 
the Subversive Activities Control Board 
and serve upon such organization a peti- 
tion for determination that such organi- 
zation is a Communist-infiltrated 
organization. 

Thereupon, if the Subversive Activities 
Control Board decides that in its opinion 
the organization—the labor union—is 
Communist-infiltrated, the members of 
such union lose their rights to access to 
the National Labor Relations Board, 
which was created, as we know, for the 
purpose of conserving the rights of both 
labor and industry. 

I believe these provisions place in the 
hands of the Attorney General and of 
the Subversive Activities Control Board 
powers far too great to give to any indi- 
vidual or board. I do not raise any 
question with regard to the good faith 
and integrity and fairness of the present 
Attorney General. But we do not know 
how long he will be in office. 

The provisions in question unquestion- 
ably give to an Attorney General who 
might be unfriendly to labor, a broad 
grant of authority which could be used 
in the future for the destruction of good 
non-Communist labor unions, the crip- 
pling of the rights of organized labor, 
and the right of labor to organize in 
areas in which it has not yet organized 
or in which its standing is not very 
secure. 
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I believe these provisions affect every 
man and woman in the organized labor 
movement. I do not know of any case 
where equivalent powers have been given 
to any one official of government. 

All this is being done on the ground 
that there may be a certain number of 
Communists in the labor movement. If 
the bill were confined to the purpose 
of eliminating these individuals from 
the labor movement, I would have no 
objection. Of course, I agree fully that 
the Communist Party in this country is 
a conspiracy against our security and 
that it proposes and seeks to overthrow 
the Government of the United States by 
force, if necessary. 

But this bill, in its present form, does 
not eliminate Communists from labor 
unions. It eliminates the labor unions. 

The bill gives arbitrary powers to the 
Attorney General. I think this bill is 
useless, from a practical viewpoint, in 
achieving its avowed objectives, because 
of the time it will take to force a final 
decision. The bill gives the right to any 
union charged with being Communist- 
infiltrated to seek redress in the courts. 
We know what great delay that means. 

It is right, of course, that a labor 
union or any other body should have 
redress by appeal to the courts. How- 
ever, the delay which will ensue will 
completely prevent any successful effort 
on the part of the Government to clean 
the house of the labor movement. It can 
only hurt unions. It cannot cleanse 
them of Communist influence. 

When I spoke on the floor of the Sen- 
ate a few days ago, I pointed out that 
when the Internal Security Act was 
passed in 1950, I predicted it would take 
at least 2 years to force a decision against 
the Communist Party. I was far too 
conservative when I predicted a delay 
of 2 years. We are now about to go 
into 1955. Nearly 444 years have elapsed, 
and a final decision has not yet been 
reached with regard to whether the 
Communist Party itself is a subversive 
organization. 

Mr. FERGUSON. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. My time is limited. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator says 
no decision has been reached. Is he 
familiar with the fact that a Federal 
district court has held 

Mr. LEHMAN. I was coming to that 
in a minute. No final decision has been 
reached. I am informed that the case 
has not even been considered by the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 
Of course, until it is heard by the Su- 
preme Court there can be no final de- 
cision. That delay of 5 or 6 years will 
be duplicated in hundreds of cases, be- 
cause in every one of the cases an appeal 
will be taken. In the meantime the arm 
of the Government and the power of the 
unions themselves will be completely 
paralyzed. 

The great national unions have done 
a good job in cleaning house. The CIO 
expelled 9 of its affiliated unions because 
they were Communist infiltrated. Of 
the million or more men and women who 
belonged to these unions, more than 
three-fourths have now joined unions in 
which there is no Communist influence. 


Mr. President, 
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I believe we would proceed far more 
rapidly and far more effectively 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The time of the Senator has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. LEHMAN, May I have 2 more 
minutes? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield the distinguished Senator 
from New York 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I believe we would 
proceed far more effectively and far more 
rapidly if we continued, as we have to 
date, to strengthen and to help the labor 
unions to clean house, rather than to 
impede them, rather than to make it im- 
possible for them to take effective action. 
In the meantime, Mr. President, we are 
subjecting every labor union in this 
country to the threat of interference and 
of crippling action by the Government 
as represented by an Attorney General, 
who, as I have said, may be inimical or 
unfriendly to organized labor. 

I believe that this amendment, section 
13A, will work against the efforts of the 
country to rid the labor movement of 
the infiltration of Communists, and it 
will do absolutely no good. It will con- 
tinue so long as it may remain on the 
statute books, to be a real threat against 
125 welfare and the rights of organized 
abor. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
passed without amendment the bill (S. 
3873) to provide survivor benefits for 
widows of the Chief Justice and the As- 
sociate Justices of the Supreme Court of 
the United States. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 3628) to 
amend Public Law 815, 81st Congress, in 
order to extend for 3 additional years the 
program and assistance for school con- 
struction under title III of that act, with 
amendments, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the Acting Fresident pro 
tempore: 

H. R. 8753. An act to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, to authorize the Admin- 
istrator of General Services to establish and 
operate motor-vehicle pools and systems and 
to provide office furniture and -furnishings 
when agencies are moved to new locations, 
to direct the Administrator to report the 
unauthorized use of Government motor ve- 
hicles, and to authorize the United States 
Civil Service Commission to regulate opera- 
tors of Government-owned motor vehicles, 
and for other purpose; and 

H. R. 9962. An act to increase by 5 percent 
the rates of pension payable to veterans and 
their dependents. 


AMENDMENT OF SUBVERSIVE AC- 
TIVITIES CONTROL ACT OF 1950 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the amendments of the House of 
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Representatives to the bill (S. 3706) to 
amend the Subversive Activities Control 
Act of 1950 to provide for the determi- 
nation of the identity of certain Com- 
munist-infiltrated organizations, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I should like to ask the Senator 
from Tennessee if he desires time. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, I do. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Has the 
Senator from New York concluded? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have concluded. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. How much 
time does the Senator from Tennessee 
desire? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Ten minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 10 
minutes to the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. At this time I wish 
particularly to ask the distinguished 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] 
a few questions about what his amend- 
ments will do, and about what will hap- 
pen under the House bill with reference 
to the Internal Security Act, and also 
the Smith Act. 

In the first place, as I read the amend- 
ments of the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland, they are largely clarifying 
amendments, and do not materially 
change the basic provisions of the House 
bill. Is that substantially correct? 

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. After studying the 
amendments of the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Maryland, I feel they are well 
considered, improve the terminology, 
make clear the meaning, and set forth 
what is intended to be done by the House 
bill. I think the amendments are good, 
will make the proposed legislation more 
understandable, and will clarify some 
possible legal objections which might be 
raised against the bill. 

So that we may know the exact sit- 
uation which confronts us, I may say 
that some think this bill will outlaw the 
Communist Party; others hold the opin- 
ion that it will make membership in the 
Communist Party a crimé; others have 
expressed the fear, as I had the fear 
concerning the original Senate bill, that 
it would take the underpinning from the 
Internal Security Act, and would prob- 
ably also hamper the administration of 
the Smith Act. 

The bill, as it is presently written, does 
not actually make the Communist Party 
illegal. Is that not correct? 

Mr. BUTLER. In my opinion, the bill 
outlaws the Communist Party and makes 
it illegal. It strips the Communist Party 
of all its rights, privileges, and immuni- 
ties under the Constitution of the United 
States and all laws of the United States. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me at that point? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I have one other 
question I should like to ask and then I 
will yield. If the Senator from Mary- 
land correctly states the situation, then 
what effect will the bill have upon sec- 
tion 7 of the Internal Security Act, which 
requires any Communist organization to 
register with the Attorney General? 
Will not the privilege of the fifth amend- 
ment be available to an organization as 
well as to an individual? 
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Mr. BUTLER. The privilege against 
self-incrimination is an individual privi- 
lege. It does not apply in any manner 
to an organization. My amendments do 
not deal with members at all. They strip 
the Communist Party of all its legal 
rights, privileges, and immunities. They 
unmask the Community Party for what 
it is—a conspiracy to overthrow the 
Government of the United States by 
force and violence. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I inferred from one 
of the amendments that the Senator was 
trying to describe the Communist Party 
not as being a party, but as being a to- 
talitarian or Communist conspiracy. 
Under the House bill, is the Communist 
Party a party, or is it something else? 

Mr. BUTLER. The first amendment 1 
offered goes to that point, and that point 
alone. If the Senator will read the pre- 
amble to section 3, he will find that it 
refers to the Communist Party and then 
to other parties. We delete the word 
“other” to clearly show that the Commu- 
nist Party is not a political party. That 
is the purpose of the first amendment. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. What is the motive 
of the Senator’s amendment in striking 
out the word “other”? 

Mr, BUTLER. Let me read the lan- 
guage of section 2: 

The Congress hereby finds and declares 
that the Communist Party of the United 
States, although purportedly a political party, 
is in fact an instrumentality of a conspiracy 
to overthrow the Government of the United 
States. It constitutes an authoritarian dic- 
tatorship within a republic, demanding for 
itself the rights and privileges accorded to 
other political parties— 


We would strike out the word “other” 
because we do not want to denominate 
the Communist Party as a political party 
when it is in fact a conspiracy. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In fact, then, the 
bill, with the Senator’s amendment, does 
not outlaw any party. It outlaws a con- 
spiracy. 

Mr.BUTLER. Thatiscorrect. Wedo 
not want to call the Communist Party a 
political party, and we do not outlaw it 
as such. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. So no party, as such, 
is outlawed by the House bill with the 
Senator's amendment. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It outlaws a con- 
spiracy. 

I should like to return to the question 
of what effect this will have on section 
7 of the Internal Security Act. I have 
here the Internal Security Act, section 7 
of which reads in part: 

(a) Each Communist-action organization 
(including any organization required, by a 
final order of the Board, to register as a Com- 
munist-action organization) shall, within 
the time specified in subsection (c) of this 
section, register with the Attorney General, 
on a form prescribed by him by regula- 
tions— 


In other words, under the Internal 
Security Act, the Communist Party must 
register. I have had many misgivings 
about this. No convictions have been 
obtained so far. I understand the Gov- 
ernment hopes to win this case in the 
court of appeals and get a final decision 
on it in the Supreme Court and since the 
Internal Security Act is the law of the 
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land I would like to see it given a fair 
trial. I hope it may be effective in deal- 
ing with the Communist problem. 

My question is: Is the Senator abso- 
lutely certain that by making illegal the 
so-called Communist conspiracy, wheth- 
er it is called a party or something else, 
we are not giving those who would be 
called on to register under the Internal 
Security Act, a constitutional immunity 
which would protect them in not doing 
so? 

Mr. BUTLER. I think I can say to the 
Senator positively that such will not be 
the case. Furthermore, in order to make 
assurance double sure, if the Senator 
will refer to the proviso on page 16, at 
line 16, he will see that it is expressly 
stated in the House amendment: 

Provided, however, That nothing in this 
section shall be construed as amending the 
Internal Security Act of 1950, as amended. 


Mr. KEFAUVER. Of course, I have 
read that provision, but one or the other 
of two things must be true. Either it will 
undermine the Internal Security Act, or 
it will not do so, by the substance of what 
it does rather than by some provision 
that is added. 

If the bill outlawed a person, which I 
understand it does not do, in other words, 
if it related to a person—then, undoubt- 
edly, such person could refuse to register 
with the Attorney General under the In- 
ternal Security Act, because he would be 
protected in not doing so by the fifth 
amendment. Is that not correct? 

Mr. BUTLER. I think that is correct. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Then the Senator 
must make a differentiation, within the 
terms of the fifth amendment, between 
an organization and a person. Is that 
correct? s 

Mr. BUTLER. I am of the opinion 
the fifth-amendment privilege is a per- 
sonal privilege and does not apply to an 
organization. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Frankly, since the 
matter came up last night, I have not 
had an opportunity to do research on 
the question. Does the Senator have 
any Supreme Court decisions holding 
that the privilege of the fifth amend- 
ment is not available to an organiza- 
tion, even though it be a voluntary 
organization of many people and not 
incorporated? 

I know the Senator from Maryland is 
correct in saying that the privilege 
would not be available to a corporation, 
but I am not certain about its applica- 
tion to a voluntary association which 
calls itself a party, a league, or some- 
thing of that sort, and which must act 
through persons. 

Mr. BUTLER. Such a voluntary asso- 
ciation, under the laws of most of the 
States, when it consists of seyen or more 
members, is, in fact, an entity, and can 
be sued as such. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Tennessee 
has expired. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield me 10 
additional minutes? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 10 
additional minutes to the Senator from 
Tennessee, 
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Mr, BUTLER. While I do not have 
at my fingertips the Supreme Court opin- 
ions, there are opinions which hold that 
the fifth-amendment privilege is a per- 
sonal privilege and is not available to a 
corporate body or other organization. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think the Senator 
from Maryland is correct with respect 
to a corporate body; but a voluntary 
association or a partnership or associa- 
tion exists only by virtue of the indi- 
viduals who compose it. As the Senator 
well knows, when one sues a partner- 
ship, he sues A, B, and C, doing business 
under a firm name. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Or if one sues an 
association, he must name the individual 
members of the association in order to 
attach personal liability against them. 

So I ask whether we are, by what is 
proposed to be done by the amendment, 
picking out the substance of the regis- 
tration provision of the Internal Secu- 
rity Act, which is one of the main provi- 
sions of the act. 

Has the Senator any Supreme Court 
case, or has he briefed the question as 
to whether or not that would be the 
effect? 

Mr. BUTLER. I have briefed the 
question, and there are cases. I do not 
have them available, but I may say again 
that the privilege under the fifth amend- 
ment runs only to a natural person, not 
to a corporation and not to an asso- 
ciation. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Political parties, or 
some of them, ordinarily may be in- 
corporated, but they need not be in- 
corporated, as I understand the law. I 
do not know whether the Communist 
Party of the United States is or is not 
incorporated. Does the Senator from 
Maryland know? 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not know. 

Mr, KEFAUVER. Assuming the Com- 
munist Party of the United States is 
not incorporated, would not the officers 
and members of that party be able 
to avail themselves of the fifth amend- 
ment, so far as the Internal Security 
Act is concerned? 

Mr. BUTLER. Only with respect to 
themselves; not with respect to the or- 
ganization. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Then the Commu- 
nist Party would exist only by virtue of 
individuals, if it is not a corporation. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate may dispose of a bill which is at 
the desk, and also appoint conferees on 
the military housing bill, without the 
time being charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 


_it is so ordered, 


RECESS APPOINTMENT OF COMP- 
TROLLER GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES—AUTHORIZA- 
TION OF PAYMENT OF SALARY 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 

unfinished business be temporarily laid 


August 17 


aside, and that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Senate bill 3868. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the clerk will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
3868) authorizing the payment of salary 
to any individual given a recess appoint- 
ment as Comptroller General of the 
United States before the beginning of 
the 84th Congress. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask for the immediate considera- 
tion of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
section 1761, as amended, of the Revised 
Statutes, any individual appointed by the 
President to the office of Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States before the begin- 
ning of the first regular session of the 84th 
Congress may be paid the salary for such 
office as provided by law. 

SEC, 2. This act shall cease to be in effect 
upon the 4lst day following the beginning 
of the first regular session of the 84th Con- 
gress unless prior to such day the President 
shall have submitted to the Senate a nom- 
ination to fill such office. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, as I understand, the time taken 
for the consideration of S. 3868 was not 
charged to the time of the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was 
not. 


AMENDMENTS OF SUBVERSIVE AC- 
TIVITIES CONTROL ACT OF 1950 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the amendments of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to the bill (S. 3706) to 
amend the Subversive Activities Control 
Act of 1950 to provide for the determina- 
tion of the identity of certain Commu- 
nist-infiltrated organizations, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I understand the 
Department of Justice would much 
rather have the information and the 
control it can have under what it hopes 
will be its right by virtue of the regis- 
tration provisions of the Internal Se- 
curity Act, rather than to have the party 
as such outlawed, because that would re- 
sult in making it impossible to get the 
organization or its individual members 
to register. 

In other words, if the amendment is 
designed to give those who otherwise 
would be required to register, the right 
not to do so, the Department of Jus- 
tice and Mr. J. Edgar Hoover think it 
would be a very bad policy, because they 
are very anxious to drive out subver- 
sive persons, and they feel they will be 
making the most substantial progress 
possible under the registration provi- 
sions of the Internal Security Act. 

So, if the Senator from Maryland is 
wrong in the assumption that these per- 
sons, or the association or club, or what- 
ever it might be called, would not be en- 
titled to the protection of the fifth 
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amendment, that would present a very 
serious problem. 

Mr. BUTLER. It is my firm convic- 
tion that such is correct. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does the Senator 
from Maryland feel absolutely certain 
that the fifth amendment will not be 
made available to any person, group, or 
association by virtue of the passage of 
the House bill and the Butler amend- 
ment? 

Mr. BUTLER. I can assure the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee that the Department 
of Justice and the persons who are inter- 
ested in the bill are satisfied on that 
point. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I had understood 
that the Department of Justice was sat- 
isfied on the theory that the House bill, 
even with the Butler amendments, does 
not actually outlaw the Communist 
Party; and on the theory that the bill 
does not outlaw the Communist Party, 
the Department feels that it can still 
force registration under the Internal 
Security Act. But the legislative intent 
now being stated by the Senator from 
Maryland might be to the effect that the 
bill outlaws and declares illegal the Com- 
munist Party. 

Mr. BUTLER. The legislative history 
being made here is of no importance un- 
less the bill itself is ambiguous; and cer- 
tainly the bill is not ambiguous. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I understand. That 
is the reason why I wish to make the in- 
tent very clear, because I am certain 
that the courts will pay a great deal of 
attention to the interpretation placed 
upon the bill by the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Maryland. 

Has the Senator from Maryland seen 
the editorial relating to this subject in 
the Washington Post and Times Herald 
this morning? 

Mr. BUTLER. Iam sorry, I have not. 
I was up quite late last night, and up 
early again this morning, working on 
other matters, so I have not had oppor- 
tunity to read the newspapers. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. For the purpose of 
the discussion, it might be well not sim- 
ply to have the editorial included in the 
Recorp, but to read the editorial now, 
because it might throw light on the ques- 
tion. 

Mr. BUTLER. I should very much 
like to have the Senator from Tennes- 
see read, it, because I have not done so. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is the leading 
editorial in the Washington Post and 
Times Herald for today, August 17, 1954, 
and is as follows: 

ANTI-COMMUNIST BILLS 

The administration’s backing away from 
the Senate bill to outlaw the Communist 
Party does not reflect any softness toward 
communism. The reverse seems to be true. 
Department of Justice officials are fearful 
that if the bill passed by the Senate last 
week should become law the result might be 
a breakdown of its present efforts to bring 
subversive activities under tighter control. 
It was that belief which led to the passage 
of a less drastic and also less reckless outlaw 
bill by the House yesterday. 

For nearly 4 years the Department has been 
working to compel the Communist Party to 
register, to submit a list of its officers and 


members, and to make a public accounting 
for its funds. The findings of the Subver- 


sive Activities Control Board that the Com- 
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munist Party is a Soviet-dominated organi- 
zation which must submit to these require- 
ments of the present law are now before the 
court of appeals. If those findings are up- 
held, the Communist Party will presumably 
outlaw itself by refusing to obey the orders 
of the Board. 

The bill passed by the Senate would cut 
the ground from beneath the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act of 1950 by directly con- 
demning the Communist Party and making 
membership in it (plus an overt act) a crime. 
Could the courts force an organization so 
outlawed to register and comply with the 
law? That is at least very doubtful. Some 
eminent lawyers believe that the only sig- 
nificant effect of the Senate bill would be to 
repeal the central provisions of the Subver- 
sive Activities Control Act. In any event, 
enforcement of the present law would be 
seriously confused, and several years would 
be required before the new law could be 
tested in the courts and made effective. 

We have previously noted the amorphous 
character of the Senate bill. As amended, 
it would make membership in the Commu- 
nist Party criminal only if it were combined 
with “any act designed to carry into effect 
the purposes of such Communist Party or- 
ganization.” This was an obvious attempt 
to give the bill better constitutional under- 
pinning. But what does it mean? Would 
paying party dues be sufficient to show that 
a member was acting to carry out the sub- 
versive purposes of the organization, or 
would this require an attempt to overthrow 
the Government? In any event, it would be 
more difficult to convict a Communist under 
this formula than under the Smith Act. It 
is easy to see why the administration does 
not want to jump from the present law to 
anything so spongy as the Senate bill. 

The measure accepted by the House is de- 
signed to avoid the weaknesses in the Senate 
bill by simply denying the Communist Party 
a place on the ballot and withdrawing other 
rights and privileges, while leaving penalties 
to be applied under the Smith Act and the 
Subversive Activities Control Act. All ques- 
tion about upsetting the latter act was re- 
moved by a provision saying specifically that 
the bill should not be construed as being in 
conflict with the SACA. This is a major 
improvement. 

The objective to be sought is effective 
control over the Communist conspiracy. In 
our opinion, it is more likely to be attained 
under the House proposal. The House bill 
serves to eliminate whatever confusion may 
remain because of the Communists’ claim 
to be just another political party. Yet it 
seems to stop short of undermining the 
basis on which leaders of the Communist 
conspiracy are now being brought to book. 


Of course, I do not know with whom 
the able editor of the Post talked in writ- 
ing the editorial, but it is a well written 
and, I take it, well-thought-out editorial. 

Mr. BUTLER. I may say to the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee, in all good nature, 
that I do not have to have the Washing- 
ton Post tell me how the Attorney Gen- 
eral and the administration feel about 
this bill. I have been in close contact 
with them, and I know the administra- 
tion, the Attorney General, the Depart- 
ment of Justice, the legislative counsel, 
and the Legislative Reference Service of 
the Library of Congress, all concur that 
the sections pointed to by the Senator 
will not have any effect on the Internal 
Security Act. 

I also point out to the Senator that 
the editorial is incorrect in one respect 
at least. The bill does not outlaw the 
Communist Party by making its activ- 
ities criminal. It makes the Commu- 
nist Party impossible. It destroys all of 
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its rights, privileges, and immunities, and 
Strips it of all legal rights under the 
Constitution and the laws of the United 
States. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is not what 
the Senator said a few minutes ago. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is precisely what 
the Senator from Maryland said a few 
minutes ago. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator said a 
few minutes ago that it completely out- 
laws the Communist Party. 

Mr. BUTLER. It does. The Senator 
from Tennessee is equivocating with 
words. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am not equivocat- 
ing with words. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REYNOLDs in the chair). The time of 
the Senator from Tennessese has 
expired, 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
have too much time of the minority. Will 
the Senator from Maryland yield fur- 
further time, so that we can discuss this 
matter? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does the 
Senator from Tennessee desire more 
time? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield the distinguished Senator 
from Tennessee 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. As I understand 
from the Washington Post editorial and 
from what the Senator from Maryland 
is now saying, it would be legally pos- 
sible to have a Communist Party, but the 
Communist Party would have no rights, 
privileges, or immunities. In other 
words, it could not be placed on the 
ballot, it could not be sued, it could 
not sue; it could not enjoy the privileges 
the other parties enjoy. Is that correct? 

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct. The 
Smith Act controls what may be done as 
to the individual members, as does the 
Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I take it the Sena- 
tor now comes down to the point of 
view 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator from 
Maryland does not come down to any- 
thing; the Senator from Maryland has 
been there right along. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me see where 
the Senator is. The Senator feels, any- 
way, that the bill takes away the rights, 
privileges, and immunities of the Com- 
munist Party, but does not actually out- 
law it. Is that correct? 

Mr. BUTLER. I think any time the 
rights, privileges, and immunities are 
taken away from any organization and 
it is stripped of rights under the law 
which other organizations enjoy, in ef- 
fect, it is outlawed. If the Senator 
wants to equivocate with words, all 
right. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am not arguing 
this question in a facetious manner. 

Mr. BUTLER. I realize that. I am 
not taking it in that vein. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I hope the Senator 
will take it in a serious vein. All of us 
want to do the most effective thing 
against the conspiracy of communism. 

Mr. BUTLER. I am taking it seri- 
ously. I think the Senator from Ten- 
nessee is bringing out in this colloquy 
some constructive questions, 
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Mr. KEFAUVER. That is my inten- 
tion, because I think this is an important 
discussion. 

As I understand, then, the bill does not 
place any burden upon the individual 
who is a member of this conspiracy, or 
party, or whatever one may want to call 
it. Is that correct? 

Mr. BUTLER. No, it does not. That 
is the difference between the House 
amendments and the Senate bill. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not want to 
vote for anything which will void the 
registration provision of the Internal Se- 
curity Act. I want it given an oppor- 
tunity. So a person could be a member, 
and he would still have to register under 
the Internal Security Act? 

Mr. BUTLER. That is true. He 
would be subject to the Smith Act if he 
actively advocated or taught commu- 
nism. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. By what legal con- 
ception could a person be a member of 
something which legally could not exist? 

Mr. BUTLER. I did not hear the 
question. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. How can one be a 
member of an organization which by law 
cannot exist? 

Mr. BUTLER. I assure the Senator I 
am not going to worry about that. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If there can be no 
entity such as the Communist Party, how 
can a person be a member of an organ- 
ization which by law does not exist? 

Mr. BUTLER. If after the passage of 
the bill a person nevertheless is willing 
to become a member of what is known as 
the Communist Party, and register un- 
der the terms of the Internal Security 
Act, I assure the Senator from Tennes- 
see that the Senator from Maryland is 
not going to worry about him. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think these ques- 
tions are going to be asked somewhere 
along the line, and I think it might be 
well to ask them now. Does the Sen- 
ator now say that the Department of 
Justice believes—and I suppose its opin- 
ion would reflect Mr. Hoover’s view— 
that the bill, if enacted into law, would 
not relieve any individual of the obliga- 
tion of registering under the Internal 
Security Act? 

Mr. BUTLER. There are persons who 
are today members of an illegal con- 
spiracy. The only penalty they can be 
made to suffer is that provided by law. 
The same situation would apply if the 
pending bill were enacted into law. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The reason why I 
ask the question is that the Internal Se- 
curity Act recognizes that there can be 
a legal entity, but that its members nev- 
ertheless must register and its members 
must do certain things. I do not by our 
action here today want to give any Com- 
munist or any association of Commu- 
nists the right to refuse to register on 
the basis that to require them to do so 
would take away their rights under the 
fifth amendment. But the Senator is 
satisfied on that point, is he not? 

Mr. BUTLER. We are hoping that 
the bill, when enacted into law, will dis- 
courage persons from becoming mem- 
bers of the conspiracy, but I do not know 
that I can say any more than I have said 
to convince the Senator that the bill will 
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not interfere with the registration pro- 
visions of the Internal Security Act 
of 1950. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I hope that will be 
the case. I must say that I think the 
bill raises many very complicated legal 
questions which are going to keep the 
courts busy for some time to come. I 
hope that getting the legal controversies 
into the courts will not interfere with 
the progress being made in the appeals 
of decisions in the courts of appeals in 
cases which were brought to court under 
the Internal Security Act. I feel that 
the Senator’s amendments improve the 
House bill. In view of the Senator’s 
opinion, which I share, that this will not 
interfer with prosecutions under the 
Smith Act or with the registration of 
Communists under the Internal Security 
Act I shall support the House bill with 
the Senator’s amendments. This I be- 
lieve to be the position of the Attorney 
General and of Mr. J. Edgar Hoover. 
However, if any amendment is added 
which will emasculate the Internal Secu- 
rity Act, until it has been given a fair 
chance to operate, I shall have to oppose 
the entire measure. I have confidence 
in Mr. Hoover as knowing more about 
handling the Communist problem than 
any of us and I think his position must 
be given great weight in these matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Tennessee has 
expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield 1 additional minute to the 
Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. BUTLER. What the Senator has 
stated is exactly the reason why the 
amendments were made in the House. 
It was for exactly that reason. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me ask one 
other question. Many of us are con- 
cerned about the precedent of outlawing 
a particular group. Perhaps next year 
Congress will not like some other group. 
Perhaps 10 years from now Congress 
may not like another group. In the his- 
tory of this Nation, is this a new ap- 
proach to the problem? Have we ever 
outlawed any group before in the history 
of the United States? In the history of 
our Nation, has any group ever been out- 
lawed or condemned as illegal by legis- 
lative enactment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad- 
ditional minute granted the Senator 
from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield an additional minute to the 
Senator from Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee is recognized 
for an additional minute. 

Mr. BUTLER. In reply, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I would say to the Senator from 
Tennessee that if the Communist Party 
is an illegal conspiracy, there is no rea- 
son why it should not be outlawed. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I want the Con- 
gress to take the most effective action to 
combat and fight communism. I wish 
to be certain that we are using the most 
effective means, and that we are not set- 
ting precedents which will plague us in 
the years to come. Does the Senator 
from Maryland know of any group which 
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previously has been declared illegal, by 
act of Congress? 

Mr. BUTLER. No, I do not. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does the Senator 
from Maryland know the time in which 
such groups or persons will have an 
opportunity to present an appeal? I 
take it they will come before the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board. Sup- 
pose the Attorney General decides that a 
certain group comes under the provisions 
of the House version of the bill? What 
right of appeal and judicial determina- 
tion will such a person or organization 
have? 

Mr. BUTLER. I cannot hear the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Suppose the Attor- 
ney General decides that a certain or- 
ganization is Communist-infiltrated or 
Communist-dominated, and that it 
comes within the provisions of the House 
version of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
additional minute granted the Senator 
from Tennessee has expired. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, let me 
say—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Maryland yield some of the 
time under his control to the Senator 
from Tennessee? 

Mr. BUTLER. I shall be happy to do 
so; I do not think we need to proceed 
for more than 2 minutes further. So I 
yield an additional 2 minutes to the 
Senator from Tennessee, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee is recognized for 
2 minutes more. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maryland explain the 
right of appeal and judicial review which 
such an organization or group might 
have? 

Mr. BUTLER. As I understand, if the 
Attorney General believes that a certain 
organization comes within the proscrip- 
tion of this act, he will file a petition be- 
fore the Subversive Activities Control 
Board, and a hearing will be held before 
that Board. If the Board finds the or- 
ganization is Communist-infiltrated, cer- 
tain sanctions will be invoked against it; 
and if it is a labor organization or an 
employer of labor, it will lose any rights 
it would otherwise have under the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act. It will have 
all rights of appeal to the courts, and it 
can probably avail itself of the Adminis- 
trative Procedure Act. 

Mr. President, let me say, in further 
response to the question asked by the 
Senator from Tennessee, that those 
rights are provided by the Internal Se- 
curity Act of 1950 and the Administrative 
Procedures Act. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Under which of 
those acts would such a person or group 
take an appeal? Would it be under the 
Internal Security Act? 

Mr, BUTLER. Yes, the appeal would 
be taken under the Internal Security 
Act. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. How about the Ad- 
ministrative Procedures Act? 

Mr. BUTLER. No; such a person 
could not take an appeal under the Ad- 
ministrative Procedures Act, but he may 
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be able to avail himself of the provisions 
of the act. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In other words, in- 
sofar as counsel and a record would be 
concerned? 

Mr. BUTLER. Perhaps he could take 
advantage of the provisions of the Ad- 
ministrative Procedures Act; I am not 
positive about that. But he would take 
his appeal under the Internal Security 
Act. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
certainly thank the Senator from Mary- 
land. I shall support his amendments, 
and since there is a finding based on 
many years of experience that the Com- 
munist Party is an international con- 
spiracy, I feel justified in supporting 
the House bill. However, while I did not 
vote for the internal security bill, I now 
feel it may do some good and should at 
least be given the support of Congress 
and I hope that nothing will be put into 
the present bill which will destroy the 3 
years of labor of the Department of Jus- 
tice in trying to make an effective instru- 
ment out of the internal security bill. 
I believe the internal security bill and 
the Smith Act plus a section 2 of the 
House bill offer the best program of 
ridding the country of communism and 
this is the goal of all of us. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I do not 
want any more of my time to be used at 
this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Tennessee has 
expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield 15 minutes to the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to direct my attention to the bill, 
section by section. 

First of all section 2 of the bill which 
now is on the desk of Senators, on page 
14 contains what are called Findings of 
Fact. The amendments the Senator 
from Maryland has submitted to section 
2 are technical in nature; they are in the 
nature of clarifications, so there can be 
no doubt whatsoever that the Commu- 
nist Party, which is alleged to be a party, 
does not have the same functions, the 
same purposes, or the same activities 
that an ordinary legitimate political 
party has. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is the purpose of 
the amendments. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think those 
amendments are desirable. They would 
improve what we might call the gram- 
matical text of section 2. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Section 2 estab- 
lishes on the part of Congress a finding 
to the effect that the Communist Party 
is, in fact, an instrumentality of a con- 
spiracy to overthrow the Government 
of the United States. There can be no 
doubt as to the power of Congress to out- 
law this, Mr. President. 

In the case of Communications Asso- 
ciation v. Douds (339 U. S. 382, 431), Mr. 
Justice Jackson made the following com- 
ment: 

Every member of the Communist Party is 
an agent to execute the Communist program. 
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There is certainly sufficient evidence that 
all members owe allegiance to every detail 
of the Communist Party program and have 
assumed a duty actively to help execute it, 
so that Congress could, on familiar con- 
spiracy principles, charge each member with 
responsibiilty for the goals and means of the 
party. 

Such then is the background which Con- 
gress could reasonably find as a basis for 
exerting its constitutional powers, and which 
the judiciary cannot disregard in testing 
them. 


That is the end of the citation from 
the case of Communications Association 
v. Douds (339 U. S. 382, 431), with Mr. 
Justice Jackson speaking for the Court. 

Mr. President, I would have the REC- 
orp note that Mr. Justice Jackson in 
that case, when speaking for the Court, 
pointed out that while the Communist 
Party is within itself a conspiracy— 

Congress could, on familiar conspiracy 
principles, charge each member with respon- 
sibility for the goals and means of the party. 


That is a very significant passage, and 
it has already become law in the United 
States, in the sense that court law is 
controlling law. 

What the Court said in that case— 
and it has not previously been brought 
out in this connection—is that not only 
is the Communist Party a conspiracy, 
but that Congress has within its con- 
stitutional powers—and I wish my law- 
yer friends to listen—the right to cite 
each member of the Communist Party 
as a part of the conspiracy—each mem- 
ber, as the decision of the Court reads, 
“with responsibility for the goals and 
means of the party.” 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. Was not that the purport 
and effect of the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, submitted by the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct, 
because I believe, first of all, that it is 
within the constitutional power of the 
Government of the United States to out- 
law the Communist Party as a conspir- 
acy. If we make the declaration or find- 
ing that it is a conspiracy, we can then 
outlaw that conspiracy. I say to some 
of my good friends that one of the real 
problems we have is to cleanse our minds 
of the legal doctrine which applies to 
normal political parties. If we get clear- 
ly in mind that in this case we are not 
dealing with a normal political party, we 
shall be able more clearly to see the pur- 
poses and objectives of the congressional 
enactment in this field. We will then 
also see this is no precedent or threat to 
any minority party operating within the 
democratic framework. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield further 
to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr.GORE. Was it not the further in- 
tent and effect of the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute which was offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota to estab- 
lish in law as a felony the act of par- 
ticipation in a conspiracy to overthrow 
the Government of the United States by 
force of violence? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
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Let me point now to another case 
which relates to this matter. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to 
me? 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield to me for 
a moment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask Senators to 
wait, please. I wish to have continuity 
of presentation in connection with my 
reply to the interrogation of the junior 
Senator from Tennessee. 

Let me now refer to the case of Dennis 
v. United States (341 U. S. 494, 501). At 
this point let us keep in mind that in 
the case of the Communications Associa- 
tion against Douds, Mr. Justice Jackson, 
speaking for the Court, made perfectly 
clear the nature of the Communist 
Party—namely, a conspiratorial appara- 
tus—and then said that each member 
was carrying out the goals and means of 
that party, and that it was within the 
constitutional power of the Government 
of the United States to take remedial ac- 
tion to protect itself in this area. What 
did the Court say in the case of Dennis v. 
United States (341 U. S. 494,501)? The 
Court, speaking through the late Chief 
Justice Vinson, had this to say: 

We reject any principle of governmental 
helplessness in the face of preparation for 
revolution, which principle, carried to its 
logical conclusion, must lead to anarchy. 
No one could conceive— 


And these are the critical words— 
that it is not within the power of Congress 


to prohibit acts intended to overthrow the 
Government by force and violence. 


The one word that stands out there 
is “acts.” The only question is one of 
definition. Is the act of membership, 
the act of joining into a conspiratorial 
force or apparatus, an act of member- 
ship which carries with it the slavish re- 
sponsibility and duty to follow to the 
last iota, to the last detail, the dictates 
of the hierarchy of that apparatus? Is 
that act of membership today an act 
within the terms of what we might call 
the legai precedents of our bill? 

I say that it is, because once the 
conspiratorial nature of such a political 
organization has been established, and 
once the court has made it crystal clear 
that it is within the power of Congress 
to control the membership, or to take 
action upon the membership, of such a 
conspiratorial organization, then, fol- 
lowing the case of Dennis against the 
United States, it becomes quite obvious 
that the act of membership is the act 
of conspiracy, the willingness to join 
a conspiracy whose avowed purpose is 
to overthrow the Government of the 
United States by force and violence. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. n 

Mr. GORE. I have noticed certain 
references in the press to the Senator’s 
amendment as þeing something which 
was a momentary effort, prematurely de- 
livered. Is it not a fact that the Senator 
from Minnesota was chairman of a sub- 
committee which conducted long hear- 
ings into this field? Was not the late 
distinguished Senator from Ohio, Mr. 
Taft, on that subcommittee? In fact, 
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did not the Senator from Minnesota 
bring forth his suggestion as the result 
of long and diligent study and care? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota was a member of that sub- 
committee, and, in fact, was its chair- 
man. The committee did produce ad- 
ministrative suggestions for the adminis- 
tration and it did produce legislative pro- 
posals which were introduced in the Sen- 
ate, but which were never even so much 
as given the courtesy of a hearing before 
the appropriate committee of the Senate. 
Nevertheless, the proposals which were 
presented were designed to enable ef- 
fective action to be taken in the field of 
Communist infiltration in certain trade 
unions. 

Let me point out further that the sub- 
ject of the so-called outlawing—or 
whatever word one desires to use—of the 
Communist Party is not a new subject. 
The distinguished Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD] placed in the 
Recor last night a long study he had 
made concerning this legislative pro- 
posal, going back to the time he served 
in the House of Representatives. 

There are other Members of the Sen- 
ate who have introduced bills to ac- 
complish the so-called illegalizing of the 
Communist movement. It is not that 
we are outlawing a party. The prob- 
lem here is one of semantics. We are 
not outlawing a party at all. We are 
outlawing a conspiracy, and that fact 
must be crystal clear in our minds. 

I listened to the comments of the senior 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 
for whom I have the highest respect and 
the greatest affection. I know of the 
Senator’s dedication to the protection of 
civil liberties. Let.me say to my friend, 
the senior Senator from Tennessee, we 
are not outlawing now the Women’s 
League, the Democrats, the Republicans, 
the Non-Partisan League, the Progres- 
sive, the Socialists, the Farmer-Laborites, 
or any other party we can think of. 
Those are parties which follow the tradi- 
tions of the established pattern of legal 
conduct in America. They are parties 
which are voluntary associations; they 
are parties which arrive at decisions 
through their membership; they are 
parties which arrive at decisions through 
their conventions; they are parties which 
elect their own officers and whose officers 
make their own decisions. There is no 
foreign control involved in those parties. 
There is no hierarchial setup which de- 
termines what will be the discipline of 
the members of those parties. They op- 
erate within the legal democratic frame- 
work, 

I say it is almost academic to argue 
about the nature of the Communist 
Party. The Communist Party has been 
branded — and properly so — and 
termed—and properly so—in court and 
in administrative decisions of the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board, under 
the Internal Security Act, as a conspir- 
acy with the avowed purpose of over- 
throwing the Government of the United 
States through the use of subversion, 
force, and violence. 

Section 2 of the bill, as it was passed 
by the Senate, was identical with sec- 
tion 2 of the bill as it came from the 
House, and attempted to establish by 
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statutory law the fact—the acknowl- 
edged, the known, the visible, the ascer- 
tainable fact—that the Communist Party 
is not a political party, but in fact is a 
conspiratorial force which has as its 
avowed purpose the destruction of free 
government. 

Once we have established that. fact, 
the next question is, how best to deal 
with this menace? That is a logical 
question to be asked. The Senate bill 
provides that the best way to deal with 
this menace is to go to the point of mem- 
bership. I worry about the House 
amendments to our bill pertaining to 
section 3. The House amendments in 
section 3 revise and tend to change the 
purposes and objectives of section 3 of 
the Senate bill. 

What did the Senate bill provide? The 
Senate bill in section 3, with some slight 
modification, as the junior Senator from 
Minnesota offered his amendment to it, 
provided that— 

Whoever knowingly, willfully, and inten- 
tionally becomes or remains a member of the 
Communist Party or any other organization 
having for one of its purposes or objectives 
the establishment, control, conduct, seizure, 
or overthrow of the Government of the 
United States, or the government of any 
State or political subdivision thereof, by the 
use of force or violence, with knowledge of 
the purpose or objective of such organiza- 
tion, designed to carry into effect the pur- 
poses of such Communist Party organization, 
shall upon conviction be punished as pro- 
vided by the penalty provisions of section 
15 of the Subversive Activities Control Act 
of 1950 (50 U. S. C. 794). 


What did that provide? It uses the 
words “knowingly and willfully” becomes 
a member. So these are matters for the 
court to determine, because all of these 
would be jury trials or court cases. The 
court is to determine if one is a mem- 
ber knowingly and willfully. But if 
knowingly and willfully, and understand- 
ing the purposes of the conspiracy, he 
becomes a member of said conspiracy, 
he has committed a crime, and the pen- 
alty for that crime is the penalty as out- 
lined in the Internal Security Act, section 
15, which means not more than 5 years 
imprisonment and/or a fine of not more 
than $10,000. That does not mean the 
maximum, necessarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s 15 minutes have expired. Does 
the Senator desire an extra 5 minutes? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield myself the 
extra 5 minutes. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. Is not the proposal to 
which the Senator has just referred in 
context with the decision of the court in 
the Dennis case? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In my opinion it is. 
That is why I quoted the decision of the 
court in the Dennis case. There is no 
need to labor the subject further. I be- 
lieve that the bill as passed by the Sen- 
ate was a sound bill. I believe the pen- 
alties in the bill as passed by the Senate 
were appropriate and constitutional. 
The only question is, Does it interfere 
with other acts on the books, namely, the 
Smith Act and the Internal Security Act? 

Let us look at the Smith Act. The 
Smith Act does not even refer to the 
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Communist Party. The Smith Act re- 
fers to certain types of action and cer- 
tain acts which would lead to the over- 
throw of our Government, or would 
jeopardize the security of our Govern- 
ment. 

The fear that the bill which was passed 
by the Senate would in any way jeopard- 
ize the security of the Nation by affect- 
ing either the Smith Act or the Internal 
Security Act is an unjustified fear. They 
are separate and distinct measures. 

Let us consider, for example, the Smith 
Act. Under the Smith Act it is unlaw- 
ful for any person to advocate or teach 
the overthrow of our Government by 
force or violence, or to organize or help 
organize or become a member of any 
organization which teaches the over- 
throw of our Government by force or 
violence. The Smith Act does not even 
mention the Communist Party. 

The Smith Act is aimed at the generic 
crime of teaching and advocating the 
overthrow of our Government by force 
or violence. There may be other acts 
threatening our security which cannot 
be reached by the Smith Act. By the 
same token, there are many acts which 
cannot be reached even by the bill we 
have before us. 

Let us move now to the Internal Se- 
curity Act. Section 4 (f) reads, in part, 
as follows: 

Neither the holding of office nor member- 
ship in any Communist organization by any 
person shall constitute, per se, a violation 
of subsection 2 or subsection (c) of this sec- 
tion or any other criminal statute. 


A kind of immunity is here attempted 
to be granted. We passed such an im- 
munity bill in the Senate a short time 
ago. It provides that anyone who testi- 
fies against himself need not be held 
liable for his testimony. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad- 
ditional 5 minutes of the Senator from 
Minnesota have expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield myself an 
additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time is controlled. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, how 
much time does the minority have re- 
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 
minutes. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield 5 minutes 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. A short time ago 
we provided immunity to certain wit- 
nesses under certain conditions, so that 
they may not incriminate themselves. 
That was done so that the Government 
may obtain certain information, with the 
understanding that a person so testifying 
will not be prosecuted on the basis of his 
testimony. 

The McCarran Internal Security Act 
contains a similar provision in effect and 
applies to any criminal statute, as it 
relates to the Communists or members 
of an organization whose purpose is the 
overthrow of our Government. 

However, let us assume that there is 
a conflict between the provisions of the 
bill as passed by the Senate and the 
Internal Security Act. How does the 
Internal Security Act operate insofar as 
members of the Communist Party are 
concerned? It requires them to register. 
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If they do not register, they are subject 
to the same penalties that are proposed 
in Senate bill 3706. The same penalty 
clause is contained in both. However, the 
Communist Party officers have not reg- 
istered. For 4 years now they have re- 
fused to register, What kind of remedy 
is available to the Government? 

What would the proposal of the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota and his many as- 
sociates do? It would declare that mem- 
bership in this conspiracy by itself is a 
violation of the law. Obviously the men 
and women belonging to the Commu- 
nist apparatus would not give themselves 
up. The Justice Department would have 
to seek them out, just as it seeks them 
out under the McCarran Act. It would 
have to find them and prosecute them 
in a court of law. 

What is the advantage of the bill as 
passed by the Senate? The advantage 
of that bill is that under it it is not neces- 
sary to prove that the Communist Party 
is a conspiracy, and it is not necessary 
to prove anything more than member- 
ship in the Communist Party. We know 
that the membership is conspiratorial. 

I say the bill would not weaken the 
internal-security laws of our country, as 
has been alleged in the hurly-burly of 
debate and in the effort to find some- 
thing wrong with the bill as passed by 
the Senate. All kinds of contradictory 
statements have been made. It is 
claimed one minute that it is too severe, 
and in the next that it does not do any- 
thing, and there have been all kinds of 
roarings through the respective cham- 
bers in an effort to prove that what we 
did was wrong. 

The administration does not oppose 
branding the Communist Party a con- 
spiracy. The administration apparently 
accedes to the denial to the Communist 
Party of any so-called privileges and im- 
munities, whatever they may be. 

Does Congress believe that it will have 
any control over what party goes on the 
ballot? That is in the hands of the 
respective States. Section 3 of the 
House bill contains a very mild penalty 
for being a part of a conspiracy to over- 
throw the Government of the United 
States. I say it will prove to be rather 
ineffective. All that it means is that 
Congress goes on record as declaring the 
Communist Party a conspiracy. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. First, I wish to con- 
gratulate the Senator on what he is say- 
ing. I was very happy to support his 
amendment the other day. I should 
now like to ask him to explain to me, if 
he can, the logic of saying, as I under- 
stand the House bill does, that the Com- 
munist Party is unlawful and illegal, but 
that the men who get together to organ- 
ize the party and direct the party, and 
have control of the party, are not guilty, 
although what they do and what they 
organize is illegal. Does that seem to 
the Senator to be a logical position to 
take? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Surely it is not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired, 
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Mr. SMATHERS. I yield another 5 
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
what I am trying to point out to my col- 
leagues is that the action of the House 
of Representatives went only so far as 
to make it clear and unmistakable that 
the Communist Party, insofar as the 
apparatus is concerned, has no legal 
standing in any area of American life. 
That is an inadequate provision, in terms 
of the nature of its activities, for a crime 
such as is charged. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Is it not plain to 
the Senator that we might have a law, 
as recommended by the House, in which 
it is provided that it is illegal and im- 
proper for Communists jointly to do 
something, we will say, to start a pro- 
gram, and yet, if they as individuals be- 
lieve in the overthrow of the United 
States, and do not act in concert on a 
particular issue, they would not, as in- 
dividuals, be called to account? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
One of the purposes of the proposal of 
the Senators who advanced the amend- 
ment on Thursday last was to get at 
the core of the problem. There is bill 
after bill coming before the Senate deal- 
ing with the fringes of Communist-dom- 
inated unions, Communist-dominated 
women’s clubs, Communist-action 
groups. The only reason we pass any 
legislation against any of these groups 
is because of the factor of communism. 
The purpose I have in mind is to get at 
that factor of communism and place 
the control of it in the proper legal offi- 
cials. If we could pass the bill as it 
was presented in the Senate, much of 
the so-called committee action which 
takes place would be unnecessary. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Is there anything in 
the House version of the bill now that 
makes it possible for the United States 
Department of Justice to proceed to 
prosecute an individual for belonging to 
the Communist conspiracy, as a member 
of the Communist Party? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is not one 
word that permits that kind of pro- 
cedure. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota agree that when he first pre- 
sented this matter to a very small group 
of us—in fact, a group of three, at first, 
including the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. KENNEDY], myself, and the 
Senator from Minnesota—we agreed 
that the time had come for us to get at 
the core of the problem, as the Senator 
has used the phrase, by passing a law 
which would make it a criminal offense 
to belong to the Communist conspiracy, 
which meant that we should have a law 
which would place upon the Department 
of Justice the duty of proceeding by way 
of prosecution against an individual 
Communist? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
absolutely correct. That was the pur- 
pose in mind. 
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Mr. President, the argument which has 
been used against the proposal passed by 
the Senate by a vote of 85 to 0—I want 
that record vote to stand—is that it 
would drive the Communist Party under- 
ground. The Communist Party is so far 
underground that in comparison coal 
mines look as if they are in the sky. The 
Communist Party has gone down to the 
bottom of the cavern, to the third layer 
of geological formation. What the bill 
would do is to give to the courts, to 
United States attorneys, and to law- 
enforcement officials, a clear mandate 
from Congress that if membership in the 
party can be proved, it can be proved 
that the members are part of a con- 
spiracy and are subject to criminal 
penalty. 

Mr, MORSE. Has the Senator heard 
a great deal of discussion in America in 
recent months about digging out human 
skunks? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not true that we 
offer in the Senate version of the bill 
@ measure which makes it a criminal 
offense for a person to belong to the 
Communist conspiracy in this country, 
and that the House has watered it down 
by throwing the whole thing into the 
administrative process of the Subversive 
Activities Control Board, but the House 
bill does not make it a criminal act in 
the United States to belong to the Com- 
munist conspiracy, or place an obliga- 
tion on the Department of Justice to 
proceed to prosecute as a criminal that 
kind of a conspirator? Is not that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator has 
put his finger upon the weakness in the 
House amendments as they have come 
to the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
again expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the minority leader yield us additional 
time to complete this colloquy? 

Mr. SMATHERS. How much time? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope to get 
through in 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have been in 
rather good spirits with reference to the 
tone of newspaper editorials in regard to 
outlawing the Communist Party. I think 
the Senator from Oregon and other Sen- 
ators have pointed out that what we are 
carrying out is some sort of warfare 
against the fringes, whereas the only way 
to meet this menace—and it is a men- 
ace—is to meet it headon and to outlaw 
the Communist Party and attach pen- 
alties for membership. 

The Senator from Minnesota and his 
cosponsors gave some of us who over 
the past 4 or 5 years have been intro- 
ducing bills to outlaw the Communist 
Party the first opportunity we have had 
in any Congress to stand up and be 
counted and to discuss the outlawing 
of the Communist Party as a subversive 
organization under the control of inter- 
national communism... I, for one, am 
grateful to the Senator from Minnesota 
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for showing enough statesmanship to 
introduce this particular proposal and 
have it considered at this time, because 
for 5 years I have been waiting for this 
opportunity. I repeat, that this is the 
first chance I have had in either the 
House of Representatives or the Senate, 
in all that time, to face up to the issue 
squarely. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Montana. 

I merely wish to say, Mr. President, 
with reference to the action taken by 
the Senate, by a vote of 85 to 0—most 
of the Members of the Senate being 
lawyers and competent in the field of 
legislation—that any comment to the 
effect that the Senate bill harms the 
Internal Security Act is a comment not 
based upon fact, and one which is made 
only for the purpose of trying to distract 
us from what we are trying to do, or to 
divert us from the objectives of the par- 
ticular bill now pending. I repeat that 
the Communist Party will be driven no 
farther underground than it is. With 
the bill we have passed, instead of try- 
ing to get them out from underground 
with a hand shovel, we will have a 
pneumatic drill and will be able to get 
them out. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield further? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not true that 
espionage, sabotage, and other conspir- 
acies have always been carried on under- 
ground? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course. The 
only activities above ground are soap- 
box activities. 

Mr. MORSE, Propaganda activities. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Testimony which has been given to 
committees of the Congress points out 
the dual nature of the Communist Party. 
On one level we find the propagandists 


who get their names into the news- 


papers. They are not the dangerous 
ones, The men and women in the Com- 
munist apparatus who are a threat to 
the security of this country are not the 
ones who talk or send out pamphlets, 
but those who are found in agencies of 
the Government and are willing to wait 
for 20 years to get one bit of informa- 
tion, and men and women who chart 
every factory, every pipeline, every trans- 
portation system, to turn over to the 
enemy. They are saboteurs who would 
wait for the hour of attack. 

It is very strange that in the Senate 
of the United States, with all the 
speeches we have heard on communism, 
and all the addresses which my col- 
leagues have made to American Legion 
posts, Veterans of Foreign Wars, and on 
radio and television shows, when the 
chance is given to do something com- 
pletely, we start backing away from it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield 
further? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not a fact 
that the Veterans of Foreign Wars and 
the American Legion have gone on rec- 
ord as favoring outlawing the Commu- 
nist Party? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. I 
spoke recently at the Statler Hotel about 
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the matter. I said the great mistake 
of the liberal movement of America is 
that some liberals, conscientious as they 
may be, have been unwilling to come to 
grips head-on with the menace of com- 
munism. This should be the essence of 
a liberal’s platform—as it is mine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s 5 minutes have expired. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, how 
much more time have we? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen 
minutes. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield the Senator 
an additional 3 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Only for the pur- 
pose of the question of the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse]. 

Mr. MORSE. Speaking about driving 
Communists underground, is it not true 
that every criminal element in this coun- 
try works underground? Whether we are 
dealing with gamblers, burglars, kid- 
napers, or any other criminal element, 
they always work underground. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is, of 
course, correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Has the Senator ever 
heard the Department of Justice or J. 
Edgar Hoover deplore the fact that we 
have a criminal code which places upon 
the Department of Justice the duty to 
prosecute the underground element in 
this country? The Senator has never 
heard them object to that, has he? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not remarkable 
that now Brownell, Hoover and, appar- 
ently, the White House itself, are de- 
ploring the fact that the Senate has 
come to grips frankly and openly with 
this criminal conspiracy and has said, 
“We ought to have a law which makes 
it a crime to be a member of that con- 
spiracy, and the Department of Justice 
and the FBI should get busy and proceed 
to prosecute that criminal element as 
they prosecute the other criminal ele- 
ments in this country?” Is that not the 
issue we are drawing on the floor of the 
Senate today? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Let the public under- 
stand who is trying to save the Com- 
munists in this country from prosecu- 
tion, individual by individual, for the 
conspiracy to which they belong. It now 
appears that the White House thinks the 
Senator from Minnesota {Mr. HUM- 
PHREY] is a little too harsh on the Com- 
munists. 

Mr, KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. As J understand the 
Senator's statement, in the final analysis 
all the House bill does is take away the 
privileges, rights, and immunities from 
the so-called Communist Party. In the 
first place, they do not particularly have 
any or try to exercise any. So it 
amounts only to making a speech against 
the Communist Party. Is that not sub- 
stantially what the House bill does? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it goes fur- 
ther than that, but it does not do very 
much more than that. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does the Senator 
have in mind, so we may know where we 
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are, offering an amendment to that pro- 
vision? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I have in 
mind offering an amendment to restore 
the Senate language, with further detail 
as to the nature of membership in the 
Communist Party. y 

I ask my colleagues to come to grips 
with this problem and try to do what we 
set out to do last Thursday. 

Mr. BUTLER. Is the 
amendment at the desk? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It will be very 
shortly. 

Mr. BUTLER. May I have a copy? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The amendment is 
in the bill as passed by the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s additional 3 minutes have ex- 
pired. 

The question is on agreeing en bloc to 
the amendments offered by the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] to the 
House amendments. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Michigan such time 
as he may desire. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, there 
has been considerable debate on the 
pending bill as it has come back from 
the House. I think the difficulty is that 
we are not mindful of certain words 
which are being used and what their 
legal significance is. 

There is considerable argument about 
the word “outlaw.” I am afraid there is 
a misunderstanding of what the word 
“outlaw” really means. 

I wish to read from Callaghan’s Cyclo- 
pedic Law Dictionary, third edition: 

Outlaw. In English law. One who is put 
out of the protection or aid of the law. 


That is what the House of Representa- 
tives was trying by its amendment. 
What the Senate did on last Thursday 
was not to outlaw the Communist Party 
at all. It is true that the headlines in 
the newspapers used the expression that 
we were outlawing the Communist Party. 
We were doing no such thing. We were 
making a certain act a crime. We were 
passing a criminal statute which pro- 
vided that if any man belonged to the 
Communist Party and—in the terms of 
the Cooper amendment, committed an 
overt act or an act—it makes no dif- 
ference whether it reads “overt act” or 
an “‘act”—he would be guilty of a crime. 

That is what we were doing. We were 
not outlawing the party. 

The House quite properly reasoned 
that we have other statutes. What we 
were trying to do yesterday and are try- 
ing to do today, as in some other bills we 
have passed at this session, was to create 
under our law a situation which would 
enable us to cope with the Communist 
Party. That is all we were really trying 
to do. 

From the arguments made this morn- 
ing, I am fearful that some forget what 
we have already done. There has been 
talk about the Communist Party being 
a conspiracy. There is no doubt in my 
mind that the Communist Party is a 
conspiracy, but the United States has 
never adopted the common law defini- 
tion of a conspiracy. A conspiracy un- 
der the common law was a combination 
of two or more persons to do an unlawful 
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act or to do a lawful act unlawfully. 
That last term would require much ex- 
planation, but I shall not explain it here, 
because I do not think it is material to 
this debate. 

The Internal Security Act, in section 
4, prohibited certain things. When a 
criminal statute is enacted, the doing of 
some act is prohibited as a crime under 
the pains and penalties of punishment. 
That is what we did last Thursday when 
we passed this bill. 

When the bill was brought to the floor, 
it did not have even a semblance of a 
definition of membership in the party or 
what one belonging to it would be. We 
tried to remedy that situation. 

Let me go back to what we did under 
the internal-security law in 1950. This 
made a certain thing a crime: 


Sec. 4. (a) It shall be unlawful for any 
person knowingly to combine, conspire, or 
agree with any other person to perform any 
act which would substantially contribute to 
the establishment within the United States 
of a totalitarian dictatorship, as defined in 
paragraph (15) of section 3 of this title, the 
direction and control of which is to be vested 
in, or exercised by or under the domination or 
control of, any foreign government, foreign 
organization, or foreign individual: Provided, 
however— 


I well remember the debates on this 
subject. We put this in at the end: 


Provided, however, That this subsection shall 
not apply to the proposal of a constitutional 
amendment. 


In other words, one could propose a 
constitutional amendment to establish 
a dictatorial power in America, even 
though it might be connected with a 
foreign power. 

Then we continued in subsection (b) 
of this act: 


(b) It shall be unlawful for any officer or 
employee of the United States or of any de- 
partment or agency thereof, or of any corpor- 
ation the stock of which is owned in whole 
or in major part by the United States or any 
department or agency thereof, to communi- 
cate in any manner or by any means, to any 
other person whom such officer or employee 
knows or has reason to believe to be an agent 
or representative of any foreign government 
or an Officer or member of any Communist 
organization as defined in paragraph (5) of 
section 3 of this title, any information of a 
kind which shall have been classified by the 
President (or by the head of any such de- 
partment, agency, or corporation with the 
approval of the President) as affecting the 
security of the United States, knowing or 
having reason to know that such information 
has been so classified, unless such officer or 
employee shall have been specifically author- 
ized by the President, or by the head of the 
department, agency, or corporation by which 
this officer or employee is employed, to make 
such disclosure of such information. 


I wish to return to the word “out- 
law,” the meaning of which is, “One who 
is put out of the protection or aid of the 
law.” 

Mr. President, that remedy is used, 
in a sense, when a corporation which is 
required by law to file its annual report 
fails to file it. When a certain number 
of days or months go by after its failure 
to file the report, the corporation may no 
longer sue. In effect, it is outlawed. It 
has no right to use the courts, because 
it has failed to comply with the law. So 
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in this instance the House of Representa- 
tives has passed a bill which would take 
away all legal rights of the Communist 
organization. 

This morning it was said in the Senate 
that the Communist Party does not want 
to use the courts. In my own State the 
Communist Party does use the courts. 
The party did it when it was prohibited 
from putting its name on a ballot as the 
Communist Party. The Communist Par- 
ty intervened in the case, and carried it 
to the Supreme Court; and I understand 
the case is pending at the present time in 
the Supreme Court. I think the House 
of Representatives is right in wanting to 
do what it has tried to do, which is to 
take away all the legal rights of this 
conspiracy which is called the Commu- 
nist Party, which is called by the Com- 
munists a political party, but which is 
not a political party, because its aim is 
to destroy, not to foster, the Govern- 
ment of the United States under the 
present Constitution. Its aim is to de- 
stroy the constitutional governments, not 
only of the Federal Government, but of 
all the States. 

So it should be realized that while the 
headlines have stated that the Commu- 
nist Party was outlawed by the bill, no 
such thing was done. It was merely 
made a crime to belong to the Commu- 
nist Party, and to carry out any act in 
furtherance of the desires or the real 
aims of the Communist Party. 

Mr. President, we are doing the only 
thing that should be done. This is a 
real outlawing, because we shall be tak- 
ing away from the party all its rights, 
privileges, and immunities. That is a 
real outlawing of the party within the 
meaning of the ancient British law, The 
bill will not conflict with the Internal 
Security Act. We shall not be indirect- 
ly repealing that act. We shall have a 
law which will provide that a conspiracy 
to contribute to the establishment in the 
United States of a totalitarian dictator- 
ship is a crime. That is already covered 
by a criminal statute. 

The Smith Act covers the teaching or 
advocating of the overthrow of the 
United States Government, and about 
64 persons have been convicted under 
that act. 

The bill does not change the Smith 
Act. An overt act is not required. The 
bill which we passed last week did re- 
peal the Smith Act in an indirect way. 
It is desired that the existing laws re- 
main in effect. The purpose is to enact 
a law with relation to infiltration. 

It is rather amusing, but everyone has 
forgotten the bill which was originally 
reported by the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, which had to do with the pene- 
tration of labor organizations and other 
organizations by the Communists. As 
was said by the CIO, Communists had 
taken over and were destroying the labor 
union movement in America. We have 
all forgotten about that, and now we are 
talking about whether it ought to be a 
crime merely to belong to a conspiracy. 

In my State, which is a common-law 
State and one which adopted the old 
rule of conspiracy, it is a crime to be in a 
conspiracy, even though one does not 
commit an overt act, if he knowingly 
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joins the conspiracy. As a rule, in other 
States it is required that some overt act 
or knowledge of an overt act be proven 
on the part of one or more in the act of 
carrying out the conspiracy. 

What the bill really does is put the 
Communist Party, which is a conspiracy, 
outside the pale of the law, where it 
should be. The party would not be able 
to make any leases or hire people under 
contract. It would not be able to enter 
into any contractual relations, because 
the party would have no legal rights 
within the United States. 

Mr. President, I think that is what 
we really should do, and then we 
should pass the other sections of the bill 
and really try to cope with the situation, 
under our Constitution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing en bloc to the 
amendments of the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Butter] to the amendments 
of the House to Senate bill 3706. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I shall 
suggest the absence of a quorum, unless 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN- 
NINGS] desires to address a question to 
me. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I should like to 
make a few remarks on my own time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may suggest the absence of a quorum 
bee the time being charged to either 
side. 

Mr. BUTLER. I shall be happy to 
yield time to the Senator from Missouri, 
if he does not have enough time avail- 
able to him. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Maryland. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from Texas? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield 10 minutes to the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. HENNINGS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Missouri is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve the Senate today stands upon the 
threshold of determining whether we 
are to make a frontal and direct assault 
upon the Communist conspiracy, or 
whether we are to be content, by means 
of various fringe efforts and forays and 
by other legislative enactments to con- 
tinue only to submit alleged violations 
of law to various boards and commissions. 

I must confess that when we were first 
presented with the question of outlawing 
the Communist Party and bringing the 
force of law to bear upon the individuals 
related to the general conspiratorial 
characteristics of that party, as defined 
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by the Humphrey amendment, I believed 
that appropriate committees of the Sen- 
ate had not given the subject sufficient 
consideration. This I still believe, and I 
believe it is unfortunate we should have. 

Since this question was first presented 
to the Senate, I, together with other 
Members of this body, have given it fur- 
ther thought and further study. I have 
come to the conclusion that this direct, 
frontal assault, not upon the organiza- 
tion of the party, but upon individual 
membership in it—joining the party and 
membership in the party as constituting 
an overt act—is sufficient under any 
Anglo-Saxon concept of justice under law 
relating to conspiracy to constitute a 
predicate for the conviction of anyone 
who knowingly and wilfully associates 
himself with any organization, and who, 
in so doing, takes an active part in any 
degree whatsoever in the furtherance 
of the conspiracy which we know today 
to be a clear and present danger to the 
safety and security of the United States. 

Everyone—Communist or non-Com- 
munist, Fascist or non-Fascist—is en- 
titled to his day in court. With all 
respect to the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Board, whose functions are to de- 
termine which of certain organizations 
do in fact constitute a part of the Com- 
munist movement and, in turn, the Com- 
munist conspiracy in this country, this 
Board and other similar boards have 
been attacking this problem obliquely 
and not directly. 

It seems to me that, as in the case 
of murder, armed robbery, or any other 
offense against the safety and security 
of the citizens of this country, member- 
ship in this unlawful conspiracy should 
be denounced and denominated a crime, 
with punishment as provided by law. 

With all respect to the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan, I cannot sub- 
scribe to his notion that, as he says, 
placing anyone outside the protection 
of the laws is sufficient. I believe that 
everyone is entitled to the protection of 
the laws, whether he be a Communist 


or a non-Communist, or whether he be 


a citizen who is not tainted in any 
respect by activity in the Communist 
conspiracy. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield to me? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to 
yield to the able junior Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Is it in fact within the 
power of the Congress to deny to any 
citizen the protection of law? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Let me say to my 
friend from Tennessee that not only is 
it not within the power of Congress un- 
der our Constitution to deny any citizen 
the benefit of equal protection of the 
laws, but we have no right to deny any 
alien, any noncitizen within our borders 
under our jurisdiction, this same equal 
protection of law. 

We know that the Communist con- 
spiracy is but the sum total of the indi- 
viduals who comprise it, and that the 
movements and activities of this con- 
spiracy endanger the safety of this 
country. This force and threat to our 
freedom are the result of the concerted 
acts of its members. 
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There is no question about it; if we 
want to stop all the excessive examina- 
tions of individuals by committees— 
there have been great excesses, in my 
judgment, and great infringements upon 
the basic rights of citizens of this coun- 
try by some of the committees of the 
Congress, even though we have an 
agency such as the Department of Jus- 
tice with its Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation, which is charged with the en- 
forcement of laws against subversion 
and discovery of subversives, including 
the Communist conspiracy—we must 
meet the question head-on and call the 
conspiracy by its right name? Why not 
call this conspiracy a crime, as it is and 
designate those who by their overt acts 
become part and parcel of it, active and 
participating members in this conspir- 
acy, criminals under the law? Give 
them their day in court, in accordance 
with the best traditions of Anglo-Saxon 
jurisprudence and justice. Give them 
an opportunity for a jury trial. Let us 
really settle this issue and say that there 
are agencies of the Government whose 
duty and function it is to take cogni- 
zance of these things, which have the 
authority to prosecute these offenses, 
and which have men possessing the 
training, equipment, and understanding 
to enable them to do so. Let them be 
held responsible for the enforcement of 
this act. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that 
this subject rises far above any partisan 
consideration. The war against the 
Communist conspiracy at home and 
abroad is neither a Republican nor a 
Democratic war. The business of im- 
pugning the motives, purposes, and in- 
tent of individuals and political parties 
has gone far enough. Indeed, too far 
for too long. 

The bill offered by the majority and 
the House amendments subscribed to by 
the majority in both the House and the 
Senate happen to be supported by the 
majority party, by and large. I will not 
stultify myself nor undertake to make a 
false issue of the loyalty of the members 
of the Republican Party, now the major- 
ity party in both the House and the 
Senate, which brought this bill before us, 
and which supports it. I would not for 
a minute say that the majority party, 
because it supports a weaker measure 
than the Humphrey amendment, is soft 
on communism. 

But I say that the Humphrey amend- 
ment and the Senate bill proclaim that 
at long last the Senate is coming to grips 
with this problem directly, and not by a 
multiplicity of measures, politically in- 
spired, some of which transgress the 
basic rights of good and loyal citizens. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Iam glad to yield to 
the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is a 
very distinguished lawyer, for whom I 
have great respect. 

Can the Senator from Missouri tell me 
how the House bill really does anything 
to thwart the Communist conspiracy? 
I ask that question because, when we 
finally get down to the end, apparently 
all that is claimed for the bill is that it 
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takes away the rights, privileges, and 
immunities of an organization. Wheth- 
er that organization is to be on the bal- 
lot or not is a question which depends 
upon State law. They are not trying to 
sue anybody. I wonder what the Sena- 
tor from Missouri thinks the House bill 
really does. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
shall be glad to try to answer that 
question. 

I know the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee has given this question a 
great deal of thought. I think the 
House bill, as has been suggested here- 
tofore, is only a gesture. I think it came 
to us as an expedient, and that it was 
politically motivated. 

I was unable last night to elicit a defi- 
nite answer from the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] as to 
whether or not the administration, or 
the Attorney General of the United 
States, approves the House version of 
this bill. 5 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s 10 minutes have expired. 

Mr. HENNINGS. The best answer we 
can get is that they do not oppose it. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, how 
much time does the Senator desire? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Will the Senator 
yield an additional 2 or 3 minutes to me? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield an additional 5 
minutes to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator for his generosity, and I 
in turn shall undertake to yield to him, 
if he so desires, or to any other Senator 
who may wish to expand this discussion. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
House version, singularly enough, though 
not having the blessing of the Attorney 
General of the United States and the 
administration, at least does not have 
its opposition. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER. The amendment has 
the absolute approval of the Attorney 
General. 

Mr. HENNINGS. What disturbs me 
in that connection is this: Many of us 
have for a long time been trying to 
evolve some sort of formula whereby a 
court of law will determine these ques- ` 
tions—not boards, with all respect to the 
individuals comprising them—and not 
administrative agencies, but courts. Of 
course, it is conceivable that we lawyers 
sometimes place too much faith in the 
courts; but I do not think so. My faith 
in the jury system continues to increase, 
not to diminish. Until someone devises 
a better one, I believe our jury system 
and our Anglo-Saxon administration of 
justice, under law, stand as a shield and 
a bulwark against tyranny and oppres- 
sion and insure the safety and security 
of every man and woman in our do- 
main—as much as any manmade tri- 
bunal can do so. 

We have heard for a long time that 
Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, in whom we all 
have such faith and confidence, has 
suggested that the Communist Party 
might be driven underground by this 
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action and that the Communist Party 
perhaps should not be declared illegal 
nor prohibited from a place on the bal- 
lot. Many of us, having faith in the 
high degree of expertness and profes- 
sional competence, and of course, in the 
high-minded dedication and patriotism 
of Mr. Hoover—have, for many years, in 
deference to his judgment, forborne tak- 
ing any action or even presenting to the 
Senate any legislation which might out- 
law the Communist Party—or drive it 
underground. 

In addition, many lawyers have had 
misgivings as to the possible infringe- 
ment upon the first amendment to the 
Constitution—the right to free speech, 
free press, and other liberties which are 
granted every citizen under the Con- 
stitution. We have now come to the 
issue of attempting to take some affirm- 
ative and definitive action about the 
Communist Party. Now that we have 
undertaken to denounce the Communist 
Party as a party as an illegal apparatus 
or instrumentality, it would seem only 
logical to me, since the administration 
does not disapprove the House bill—and 
I assume that the Attorney General has 
conferred with Mr. J. Edgar Hoover— 
that if we go one step further and reach 
for the individual that would not be 
likely to do anything more toward driv- 
ing the Communist Party underground, 

As we all well know, the “soap box” ac- 
tivities of the Communist Party are, by 
and large, participated in by people who 
are not carrying on the real work of 
sabotage and espionage, the damaging 
and destructive work of this conspiracy 
within the confines of the United States. 
These people are only the front, the 
propaganda part of the conspiracy. 

I would suggest that we should adopt 
section 3, known as the Humphrey 
amendment, so that certain criteria may 
be established for the guidance of a court 
and jury. We should, today, go on rec- 
ord in the Senate and stand by the 
original Senate bill. Communism has 
all too long been a political football. 
We should, by our affirmative action here, 
through the regularly ordained proc- 
esses of justice and the administration 
of our law, give not only those charge- 
able as members of this conspiracy their 
day in court, but give all of the people 
of the United States theirs, in a court of 
law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to 
yield. However, before yielding, I 
should like to compliment the Senator 
from Minnesota on his great contribu- 
tion to our efforts in this field of ac- 
tivity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad- 
ditional time of the Senator from 
Missouri has expired. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I believe we are em- 
barking on a straightforward case, 
which I am sure will lead to action 
which we shall not regret in the future. 
I thank the Senator from Maryland for 
yielding me additional time. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, all of 
us know the leading part which the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nevada [Mr, 
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McCarran] has played in this field. 
Without his valued aid and assistance, 
most certainly the Senator from Mary- 
land would be quite inadequate at this 
very moment. I ask unanimous con- 
sent, if unanimous consent is necessary, 
to associate the Senator from Nevada 
with the amendments of the Senator 
from Maryland now lying on the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing en bloc 
to the amendment offered by the Sena- 
tor from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] to the 
House amendments to Senate bill 3706. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The senior Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. CAPEHART] and the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. WELKER] are absent on of- 
ficial business. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], the junior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNER], and the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Upton] are 
necessarily absent. 

On this vote the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. WELKER] is paired with the Sena- 
tor from Illinois [Mr. Douctas]. If pres- 
ent and voting the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. WELKER] would vote “yea” and 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS] 
would vote “nay.” 

If present and voting, the senior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], the junior Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. JENNER], and the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. Upron] would 
each vote yea.“ 

Mr, CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] are necessarily absent, 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dovctas], the Senator from Mississippi 
Mr. EastLanp], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Lone], and the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] are 
absent on official business. 

I announce further that the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] is paired on 
this vote with the Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. Lone]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Texas would vote yea“ 
and the Senator from Louisiana would 
vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douc- 
Las] is paired on this vote with the Sen- 


The 


-ator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]. If pres- 


ent and voting, the Senator from Illinois 
would vote “nay” and the Senator from 
Idaho would vote “yea.” 

I also announce that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ] and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin] would each 
vote yea.“ 
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The result was announced—yeas 62, 
nays 19, as follows: 


YEAS—62 
Aiken Frear McCarran 
Barrett George McCarthy 
Beall Gillette McClellan 
Bennett Goldwater Millikin 
Bowring Green Mundt 
Bricker Hayden Pastore 
Bridges Hendrickson Payne 
Burke Hickenlooper Potter 
Bush Holland Purtell 
Butler Ives Reynolds 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Case Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Cooper Kefauver Schoeppel 
Cordon Kerr Smith, Maine 
Crippa Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Dirksen Kuchel Thye 
Duff Lennon Watkins 
Dworshak Malone Williams 
Ellender Mansfield Young 
Ferguson Martin 

NAYS—19 
Anderson Kennedy Murray 
Fulbright Kilgore Neely 
Gore Langer Smathers 
Hennings Lehman Stennis 
Hill uson Symington 
Humphrey Monroney 
Jackson Morse 

NOT VOTING—15 

Byrd Eastland Maybank 
Capehart Ervin Sparkman 
Chavez Flanders Upton 
Daniel Jenner Welker 
Douglas Long Wiley 


So Mr. BUTLER’s amendments to the 
amendments of the House to Senate bill 
3706 were agreed to. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay the motion of the Senator 
from Maryland on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from California to lay 
on the table the motion of the Senator 
from Maryland. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
House amendments are open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, T 
send to the desk an amendment and ask 
that it be read by the clerk. ` 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
after section 3, in the House amend- 
ments, it is proposed to insert new sec- 
tions, as follows: 

Sec. 4. Whoever knowingly and willfully 
becomes or remains a member of (1) the 
Communist Party, or (2) any other organi- 
zation having for one of its purposes or ob- 
jectives the establishment, control, conduct, 
seizure, or overthrow of the Government of 
the United States, or the government of any 
State or political subdivision thereof, by the 
use of force or violence, with knowledge of 
the purpose or objective of such organiza- 
tion, shall upon conviction be punished as 
provided by section 15 of the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 U. S. C. 
794). 

(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
term “Communist Party” means the organi- 
zation now known as the Communist Party 
of the United States of America, the Com- 
munist Party of any State or subdivision 
thereof, and any unit or subdivision of any 
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such organization, whether or not any change 
is hereafter made in the name thereof. 

Sec. 5. In determining membership or par- 
ticipation in the Communist Party or any 
other organization defined in this act, the 
jury, under instructions from the court, shall 
consider evidence, if presented, as to whether 
the accused person: 

(1) Has been listed to his knowledge as a 
member in any book or any of the lists, rec- 
ords, correspondence, or any other document 
of the organization; 

(2) Has made financial contribution to the 
organization in dues, assessments, loans, or 
in any other form; 

(3) Has made himself subject to the dis- 
cipline of the organization in any form what- 
soever; 

(4) Has executed orders, plans, or direc- 
tives of any kind of the organization; 

(5) Has acted as an agent, courier, mes- 
senger, correspondent, organizer, or in any 
other capacity in behalf of the organiza- 
tion; 

(6) Has conferred with officers or other 
members of the organization in behalf of 
any plan or enterprise of the organization; 

(7) Has been accepted to his knowledge 
us an officer or member of the organization 
or as one to be called upon for services by 
other officers or members of the organiza- 
tion; 

(8) Has written, spoken, or in any other 
way communicated by signal, semaphore, 
sign, or in any other form of communica- 
tion orders, directives, or plans of the or- 
ganization; 

(9) Has prepared documents, pamphlets, 
leaflets, books, or any other type of publica- 
tion in behalf of the objectives and purposes 
of the organization; 

(10) Has mailed, shipped, circulated, dis- 
tributed, delivered, or in any other way sent 
or delivered to others material or propa- 
ganda of any kind in behalf of the organ- 
ization; 

(11) Has advised, counseled, or in any 
other way imparted information, sugges- 
tions, recommendations to officers or mem- 
bers of the organization or to anyone else 
in behalf of the objectives of the organiza- 
tion; 

(12) Has indicated by word, action, con- 
duct, writing, or in any other way a will- 
ingness to carry out in any manner and to 
any degree the plans, designs, objectives, or 
purposes of the organization; 

(18) Has in any other way participated in 
the activities; planning, actions, objectives, 
or purposes of the organization. 

(14) The enumeration of the above sub- 
jects of evidence on membership or par- 
ticipation in the Communist Party or any 
other organization as above defined, shall 
not limit the inquiry into and consideration 
of any other subject of evidence on mem- 
bership and participation as herein stated. 


It is proposed to amend the title so 
as to read: “An act to outlaw the Com- 
munist Party, to prohibit members of 
Communist organizations from serving 
in certain representative capacities, and 
for other purposes.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. HUMPHREY] to the House amend- 
ments. The time is under control. The 
junior Senator from Minnesota has 15 
minutes, and the Senator from Mary- 
land has 15 minutes. 

Will the Senator from Minnesota ad- 
vise the Chair how much time he yields 
to himself? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield myself 5 
minutes. 

Mr. President, in order to simplify the 
explanation, the amendment is designed 
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to accomplish the following: It leaves 
intact the House bill as amended by the 
House. It leaves section 3, as the House 
substituted it for section 3 of the Senate 
bill, still in the bill. Section 3 of the 
House amendments refers to the privi- 
leges and immunities of the Communist 
Party being denied, because the Commu- 
nist Party is a conspiracy, as declared 
by the bill. 

I desire my colleagues to know that 
what the House bill does is only to refer 
to the Communist Party as such, taking 
away from the instrument known as the 
party its privileges and immunities, with- 
out in any way getting at the member- 
ship of the party. The difference be- 
tween the House bill and the Senate bill 
is the matter of getting at the under- 
pinning of the party. In other words, 
membership in a political party or mem- 
bership in a conspiracy is like the piling 
holding the edifice or structure. The 
House bill does not touch membership. 
The Senate bill, which was passed by 
a vote of 85 to 0, contained section 3, 
which, under my amendment, would be- 
come section 4, and would read: 

Whoever knowingly and willfully be- 
comes or remains a member of (1) the Com- 
munist Party, (2) or any other organiza- 
tion having for one of its purposes the es- 
tablishment, control, conduct, seizure, or 
overthrow of the Government of the United 
States, or the government of any State or 
political subdivision thereof, by use of force 
or violence, with knowledge of the purpose 
or objective or such organization, shall upon 
conviction be punished as provided by sec- 
tion 15 of the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Act of 1950. 


That provision, which goes to the core 
of the problem, was eliminated by the 
House. What the House substituted was 
mild language. In other words, all the 
House did was to say that communism is 
a conspiracy, a man-eating bear. But 
when it got ready to deal with it, it went 
forth with a powderpuff and touched the 
bear on the nose. 

What the Senate did was to say that 
communism is a man-eating bear; and it 
provided a bear gun to get the bear. It 
is the difference between a powderpuff 
approach and the approach with the use 
of a legal weapon which will do the job 
of punishment for affiliating with or 
being a part of and participating in a 
conspiracy. 

When we shall have adopted section 2 
of the House amendment, which will be 
before the Senate shortly for concur- 
rence, we shall have said in section 2, as 
we said in the Senate bill in section 2, 
that the Communist party is not a party 
but a conspiracy. It is dedicated to the 
overthrow of the Government of the 
United States by subversion, force, and 
violence. If we make that statement, 
and if it is a declaration of a finding of 
fact as to the nature of the Communist 
Party, its purpose, and its objective, I 
ask, in all good conscience, if we as Mem- 
bers of the Senate say to the American 
people and to the world that the Com- 
munist movement is a conspiratorial ap- 
paratus with its prime objective that of 
the destruction of the free institutions 
of government by subversion, force, and 
violence, is the only proper remedy to 
deny the Communist Party the right to 
sue in court? The Communist Party 
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does not sue. I doubt whether the Con- 
gress can determine the right of the 
Communist Party to be on the ballot. I 
am of the opinion that State law de- 
termines who shall be on the ballot. 

The purpose of the new section which 
I propose to add to the House amendment 
is to establish certain criteria by which 
the court can hear evidence so as to de- 
termine effective membership, because 
obviously one of the most difficult jobs of 
the court and of the prosecutor is to de- 
termine what constitutes membership, 
and to be able really to pinpoint the fact 
of participating membership in the Com- 
munist conspiracy. 

I have listed 14 criteria. I wish to 
make it clear that they are not ex- 
clusive. They are criteria, however 
which the court shall instruct the jury 
to consider, in its deliberations upon the 
evidence, as being relevant to the as- 
certainment or establishment of mem- 
bership. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield myself 1 
additional minute. 

I conclude by saying that by restoring 
to the bill the provisions which originally 
passed in the Senate, plus the list of 
criteria for the ascertainment of mem- 
bership, the measure will have been 
strengthened; we shall have done what 
we set out to do; namely, not only to 
deny to a political instrumentality priv- 
iliges and immunities, but to subject 
those who are members of the conspir- 
ied to the penalties for such member- 
ship. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma for a question. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Are the penalties 
provided in the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota in addition to the 
penalties now provided for in the Smith 
Act and in other anti-Communist legis- 
lation? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MONRONEY. There is no sub- 
stitution of the Senator’s amendment for 
the provisions of any act heretofore 
passed? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Only additional 
enforcement mechanism is added. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
additional minute of the Senator from 
Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to speak briefly, but first I ask the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] 
ag desires to have me yield time to 

Mr. McCARRAN. Will the Senator 
from Maryland yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. BUTLER. I shall yield as much 
time as the Senator from Nevada desires; 
but first I should like to address the 
Senate for a moment. 

I could not disagree more with the 
argument of the Senator from Minne- 
sota. We all know that the Communist 
conspiracy is a dangerous conspiracy. 
All of us want to fight it with all our 
energy, skill, and ability. I say we are 
doing that. We are not hitting the 
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Communist conspiracy on the nose with 
a powder puff. 

If the House amendments now before 
the Senate become law, the Communist 
party will have been proscribed. Under 
the Smith Act we have reached the mem- 
bers of the Communist Party who teach 
or advocate communism. 

Under the Internal Security Act, if the 
Senate will refer to section 4, it will be 
found that the prohibited acts begin with 
section 4 (a), as follows: 

Sec. 4. (a) It shall be unlawful for any 
person knowingly to combine, conspire, or 
agree with any other person to perform any 
act which would substantially contribute to 
the establishment within the United States 
of a totalitarian dictatorship, as defined in 
paragraph (15) of secion 3 of this title, the 
direction and control of which is to be 
vested in, or exercised by or under the domi- 
nation or control of, any foreign government, 
foreign organization, or foreign individual: 
Provided, however, That this subsection shall 
not apply to the proposal of a constitutional 
amendment. 

(b) It shall be unlawful for any officer or 
employee of the United States or of any de- 
partment or agency thereof, or of any corpo- 
ration the stock of which is owned in whole 
or in major part by the United States or 
any department or agency thereof, to com- 
municate in any manner or by any means, to 
any other person whom such officer or em- 
ployee knows or has reason to believe to be an 
agent or representative of any foreign gov- 
ernment, 


And so forth. I say to the Senate that 
under the existing law all the acts which 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
Humpnurey] would proscribe in his 
amendment are already proscribed. 

Why should we muddy the waters and 
take a chance of destroying the integ- 
rity of the Internal Security Act of 1950, 
which is now only beginning to bear 
fruit? Why should we cloud any pro- 
ceeding under that act when we can do 
everything we desire to do by passing the 
House amendment, as amended, and let 
it go at that? 

Madam President, what remaining 
time have I? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
Smrr of Maine in the chair). The Sen- 
ator has used 3 minutes of his time. 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield equal time to 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
RAN] and the Senator from Michigan 
Mr. Fercuson], if they so desire. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I shall take only a 
minute. 

Madam President, if this amendment 
is adopted, it will destroy the full efficacy 
of this proposed law. The Department 
of Justice and every agency we could 
bring to our command have worked to 
draft a bill which would be really and 
truly workable. This amendment, if 
adopted, will do no more than the law 
which is today and has been for a num- 
ber of years on the statute books. Fur- 
thermore, it will destroy the registration 
feature of the present act. 

Madam President, if we want an ef- 
fective law—and I want such a law as 
much as anyone else in the world—we 
should vote down this amendment. If 
we vote this amendment into the bill, we 
are likely to do one of two things: either 
it will be stalled in the House and we 
shall never get a bill through, or it will 
become an ineffective provision in the 
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law. I hope the amendment will not 
prevail. - 
Mr. Butler. Madam President, I 


yield to the Senator from Michigan such 
time as he may desire. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam President, 
I take a few minutes to speak on the bill 
because I was greatly interested when we 
passed the Internal Security Act of 1950. 

We find ourselves today in the posi- 
tion of having before us a substitute for a 
bill which has real meaning and a real 
place in our legislation. The bill which 
the Judiciary Committee reported to the 
Senate, one of the administration bills 
would have made it possible for labor 
unions to cope with the situation of being 
penetrated by Communists. I read into 
the Recorp the other day a resolution by 
the CIO stating how they felt about the 
penetration of labor unions by Commu- 
nists. We desired to give them help and 
assistance in ridding labor unions of the 
evil of being penetrated by Communists. 

We have lost all sight of the real bill 
which was before us, and we now find 
ourselves in the unique position of at- 
tempting to enact a piece of legislation 
which would destroy and repeal the reg- 
istration section of the Internal Security 
Act. 

Madam President, the Judiciary Com- 
mittee of the Senate, of which I was a 
member at the time, devoted months try- 
ing to perfect a bill to cope with Com- 
munists. We knew the bill would be at- 
tacked in every way. We knew it would 
suffer a filibuster on the floor of the 
United States Senate. In fact, one Sen- 
ator exhausted himself in discussing the 
bill and had to be carried from the floor 
of the Senate. We had reason to believe 
the President of the United States would 
veto it, and we had reason to believe that 
some Members of the Senate would vote 
to sustain the veto. 

It seems rather strange that those who 
voted to sustain the veto and wanted 
that bill vetoed, are now advocating this 
bill. 

By this amendment we would destroy 
the registration feature of the present 
law, which I say to the Senate is a fine 
piece of legislation. It requires registra- 
tion, it requires the members to be 
known, it requires them to mark their 
literature, it requires them to disclose 
where they obtain their money. 

The United States Government has 
now spent almost 4 years in hearing the 
case, Those who were interested in 
communism delayed it in every possible 
way, but a decision was obtained in the 
lower district court which held the act 
to be constitutional. The case has now 
been in the circuit court of appeals for 
a period of 4 months. 

Today we are asked to repeal that 
law. No Member of the Senate can 
truthfully say that the proposed amend- 
ment would outlaw the Communist 
Party. The House outlawed the party. 
As I read the definition of the word “out- 
law,” an “outlaw” is merely one who is 
put out of the protection or aid of the 
law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. In a moment. I 
have only a few minutes, 
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Here we are creating a new crime, the 
crime of knowingly and willfully becom- 
ing or remaining a member of the Com- 
munist Party or an organization which is 
described in the bill. The section con- 
tinues and defines what a member is. 

I submit to the Senate this plain 
question: Does the Senate desire at this 
time to repeal the Internal Security Law 
which was passed in 1950, which was 
vetoed by the President of the United 
States, and which was passed over the 
veto of the President of the United 
States in the House of Representatives 
and in the Senate? Do we desire today, 
by this vote, to repeal the real keystone 
of the arch in that legislation? If we 
do, then we should vote for this amend- 
ment. 

If we vote for this amendment, we 
cannot have registration of Communists, 
because to require a man to testify 
against himself by registration would be 
violating the Constitution of the United 
States. There is no law of the land 
which would require a man to violate 
that provision of the Constitution and 
register, if there was a law making it a 
felony, as is sought to do by this amend- 
ment, to be a member or knowingly to 
remain a member of the Communist or- 
ganization. 

There is no such thing, really, as a 
member of the Communist Party. We 
struck at the acts and conduct of Com- 
munists. We did not try to cover the 
question of membership, which they 
would all deny. They no longer carry 
cards. They would not have to be mem- 
bers in order to carry on the party ac- 
tivities. 

Madam President, we should handle 
this situation by proceeding under the 
Smith Act, which strikes at conduct, and 
under the Internal Security Act, which 
strikes at conduct, rather than mere 
imaginary membership. 

Mr. BUTLER. Madam President, be- 
fore we vote I should like to reemphasize 
and reiterate that this bill would in no 
way relieve the Communist Party or any 
subversive organization of the require- 
ment of complying with any final order 
of the Subversive Activities Control 
Board. If the Communist Party or any 
subversive organization were ordered to 
register by the Subversive Activities 
Control Board, nothing in this bill would 
relieve them of that requirement. 

This bill preserves any rights under 
section 4 (f) of the Internal Security 
Act of 1950, and accordingly those rights 
remain in effect. 

Furthermore, there is nothing in the 
bill which is intended to affect or which 
would affect either the Government of 
the United States or the Communist 
Party in prosecuting the present pro- 
ceeding involving the Communist Party, 
pending in the Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
how much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] 
has 2 minutes remaining; and the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] 
has 9 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
we are prepared to use some of our 
time, First, I yield 4 minutes to the 
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distinguished junior Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico is recognized 
for 4 minutes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, I 
was very happy to join with the able 
junior Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] 
and the able junior Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. Humpurey!] in trying, the 
other day, to have the Senate pass a 
bill which would actually strike at this 
question by outlawing the Communist 
Party. That bill passed and went to the 
House. 

Now we have before us the House 
amendments, one of which says that 
communism is a conspiracy against this 
Government, but that those guilty of 
participating in that conspiracy shall 
not feel the weight of our clenched fist, 
but shall see instead, only an admonitory 
finger. 

Madam President, not only are we in- 
terested in taking vigorous and decisive 
action—a knockout blow—against the 
conspiracy as the House amendment does 
against the party, but we wish also to 
take a hard swing at the card-carrying 
Communists, the membership of the 
party. However, some persons do not 
seem to wish to do that. 

This morning I talked with MARTIN 
Dies. When I was a Member of the 
House of Representatives, day after day 
Martin Dies would speak in the well of 
the House of Representatives about 
what to do about Communists and com- 
munism. Today Martin Dies told me 
that unless the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota is adopted, we might 
as well throw away the bill. The amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota is 
the way to get at communism, Martin 
Dies says. He says we must use the 15 
tests he has outlined, and the Senator 
from Minnesota has therefore included 
them in his amendment to the bill. 

Madam President, what is the proper 
punishment for participation in a Com- 
munist conspiracy to overthrow this 
Government by force and violence? 
Shall we say only that one who partici- 
pates in that conspiracy cannot be a jus- 
tice of the peace? That is what the 
House says, for the House says that such 
a person cannot hold office. Or shall 
we say merely that such a person cannot 
prosecute a case in court? That is what 
the House says, for the House says that 
such a person cannot sue in court. 

But the amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota says that such a person 
is guilty of a felony, if he conspires 
against this Government, and he ought 
to be so held. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
will the Senator from New Mexico yield 
to me? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Madam President, 
I have but 4 minutes, but I am glad to 
yield to the Senator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Does the Senator 
from New Mexico realize that the pro- 
visions of the Internal Security Act and 
the provisions of the Smith Act are still 
in force? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Oh, yes, indeed; 
they are still in force, and I realize that. 
I also realize that the Internal Security 
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Act requires the registration of Com- 
munists. But will some Senator please 
rise and state how many Communists 
have registered under the provisions of 
that act? Not one. Some persons tell 
us that if the bill with the Humphrey 
amendment is enacted, it will absolutely 
paralyze the registration of Communists 
under the Internal Security Act. Again 
I ask, will any Senator rise and tell us 
us how many Communists have regis- 
tered under that act and how we can 
stop what never has started? The fact 
is that none has registered under that 
act, so far; and no one is going to reg- 
ister. All we are supposed to do is cam- 
paign against Communists; but when we 
actually get a chance to strike at Com- 
munists, oh, Madam President, we get 
suggestions to be careful not to do a 
thing against them, whatever we do. 

Madam President, what was the 
meaning of the vote of 85 to 0, taken in 
the Senate the other day? I thought it 
meant that the Congress of the United 
States finally did something about Com- 
munists and outlawed that party. Ireal- 
ize that the able senior Senator from 
Maine [Mrs. Smrrx], who now is presid- 
ing over this body, had for a long time 
tried to have the committee report her 
bill which strikes at communism and 
outlaws it. But she could not get it out 
of committee. Finally, it reached the 
floor by accident, and 85 Senators voted 
for it. But immediately many people be- 
gan running for cover and began saying, 
“You must not do that. If you do, what 
you will do will be to destroy the registra- 
tion of Communists.” 

Madam President, I believe that the 
85 Senators who voted in favor of that 
bill meant to have Congress take action 
against the Communist Party. If any of 
those Senators did not wish to have that 
done, they should have voted the other 
way. 

Of course, the Communists will go 
under cover. That will be only natural. 
After all, what happens in the case of 
murderers and thieves and thugs? Do 
not they go under cover, and are not 
they called the underworld? 

Madam President, in the Talmud there 
is a wonderful passage that tells about 
what should be done when a man is 
found to have been murdered. Does the 
Talmud say that in that situation all 
known thieves and murderers should be 
rounded up? No, Madam President; it 
says that in such a situation the people 
of the community should gather to- 
gether, and the elders should be lined 
up, and each elder should be required 
to stand and say, “My hand has not 
shed this blood,” because it is the respon- 
sibility of the good people of the com- 
munity to see that the laws are obeyed. 
It is the duty of the good people in this 
Senate to strike at communism. 

All of us recognize that communism 
can go underground; but I say we had 
better stand by the vote cast the other 
day in outlawing the Communist Party 
and vote for the Humphrey amendment 
to do that job again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PurTELL in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from New Mexico has expired, 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 1 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Missouri is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
shall be very brief, but I think it most 
important to point out that on page 13 
of the Humphrey version of the House 
bill, the following appears in line 17: 

Nothing in this section shall be construed 


as amending the Internal Security Act of 
1950, as amended. 


Of course, this means clearly that 
nothing is to be taken away from, or in 
anywise construed as diminishing the 
force and effect of, the Internal Security 
Act of 1950. 

As the Senator from New Mexico has 
pointed out, we have certainly, insofar 
as we may have been told during the 
debate, or as it may have been indicated 
by any of the proponents of the other 
version, yet to hear or to learn of any 
Communist organization which ever has 
registered under the act. Much is made 
of the point that the Communist organ- 
ization, the subversive conspiratorial 
force, will go underground. Mr. Presi- 
dent, has not it been underground these 
many years? Is not the Department of 
Justice charged with the responsibility 
of enforcing the Federal statutes against 
this conspiracy? And would not we all 
expect it to go underground as law vio- 
lators have always had a way of doing? 

I must say, Mr. President, in fairness 
to this entire subject of discussion, that 
it would certainly have been preferable 
had hearings been held in committee 
on this measure or any related ones— 
such as the original Butler bill. I think 
it would have been much better if the 
whole field of this problem had been 
thoroughly discussed in committee after 
full hearings, and if the membership of 
the Senate had been given some time to 
refiect upon the alternatives. But now 
that we have before us a measure which 
undertakes to strike at communism, 
through the members of that con- 
spiracy—which, as we know, is certainly 
not a political party within our under- 
standing of that term, we should meet 
the issue head on, by striking at the in- 
dividuals, the conspirators themselves 
who knowingly and willfully make up 
this movement, give it its life and being, 
and who are the mortal enemies of our 
country. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, let me 
say to my good friend, the Senator from 
Missouri—and he is my good friend— 
that the provision beginning in line 16, 
on page 16, does not have quite the effect 
the Senator from Missouri says it has. 
The Congress of the United States may 
not by such language disavow the plain 
intent of legislation passed by it. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota makes membership in the 
Communist Party the essential element 
of a criminal offense. If adopting such a 
provision, we shall have destroyed the 
Internal Security Act, because that act 
provides that Communists must regis- 
ter. But under the fifth amendment a 
man cannot be forced to testify against 
himself. So in that way we shall have 
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simply destroyed the Internal Security 
Act. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maryland yield for a 
question? 

Mr. BUTLER. I am very happy to 
yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. In the judgment 
of the Senator from Maryland, would 
not this amendment at this stage of the 
legislative procedure kill the bill? 

Mr. BUTLER. I can confidently say 
to our distinguished majority leader 
that it would kill this bill just as dead 
as a dodo. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will 


the Senator yield? 

Mr. B Mr. President, do I 
have any time remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is the Senator 
from Maryland familiar with section 4 
(f) of the Internal Security Act? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes. I have it in front 
of me. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator 
read the provision of that section? 

Mr. BUTLER. Without that provi- 
sion in the law we would have been in 
a great deal of trouble. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator 
read the provision of that section to the 
Senate? 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator will have 
to read it to the Senate on his own time, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does that section 
not give a kind of immunity in the mat- 
ter of administration? 

Mr. BUTLER. No. I have made my 
point. I say we cannot legislate that 
way. 

If we are going to say that the essen- 
tial element of a criminal offense is to 
be a member of a proscribed organiza- 
tion, we cannot, in another act, say that 
members of that organization must reg- 
ister, because that would be forcing a 
man to testify against himself. 

Mr. HENNINGS. We can give them 
immunity. 

Mr. BUTLER. When the Senator 
from Minnesota first offered his original 
amendment to my bill, I told the Senator 
his proposal was completely unworkable 
for one cardinal reason, namely, there 
is no such thing as membership in the 
Communist Party. If that be true, as it 
is, and we prescribe rules with relation 
to membership, what do they do? They 
do exactly as they did under section 
9 (h) of the Taft-Hartley law; they re- 
sign, sign the oath, and then the next 
day they rejoin the organization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 2 minutes. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield 1 minute to 


the Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH]. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
in spite of all the legalistic and technical 
arguments which have been made, the 
question here is very simple and direct. 
Either we are for outlawing the Commu- 
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nist Party or we are against doing so. 
Either we are completely, not qualifiedly, 
against the Communist Party, or we are 
not. Either we are for this amendment 
or we are against it. 

I am in favor of outlawing the Com- 
munist Party, Mr. President. I am in 
favor of doing it the real and honest 
way; not in a half-hearted way. There- 
fore, I shall vote for the amendment. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. During the 6 years I have 
had the privilege of serving as a Member 
of the Senate I have heard many people 
talk about doing something about the 
Communist Party. They have said that 
we should make Communists register, or 
decree they could not practice before the 
courts, or that they could not appeal a 
case before the National Labor Relations 
Board. 

Mr. President, I am opposed to com- 
munism. I believe that if Russia ever 
decided to strike against this Nation, 
every Communist in America would be 
capable of carrying a suitcase with an 
atom bomb in it to the nearest defense 
base, destroy it, and in the end destroy 
our country. 

So far as I am concerned, if I have a 
choice between making Communists reg- 
ister and putting them in jail, I want 
them to be put in jail. Therefore, I 
shall vote for the Humphrey amend- 
ment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will yield what- 
ever time I have remaining to the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 20 seconds remaining. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I merely wish to say 
that I fully concur with the remarks of 
the Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH]. 
She has already expressed my senti- 
ments in full. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota to the amendments of the House. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays, Mr. President. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Eastland Johnson, Tex. 
Anderson Ellender Johnston, S. C. 
Barrett Ferguson Kefauver 
Beall Frear Kennedy 
Bennett Fulbright Kerr 
Bowring George Kilgore 
Bricker Gillette Knowland 
Burke Goldwater Kuchel 

Bush Gore Langer 
Butler Green Lehman 
Carlson Hayden Lennon 

Case Hendrickson Long 

Chavez Hennings Magnuson 
Clements Hickenlooper Malone 
Cooper Hill Mansfield 
Cordon Holland Martin 
Crippa Humphrey McCarran 
Dirksen Ives McCarthy 
Duff Jackson McClellan 
Dworshak Johnson, Colo. Millikin 


Monroney Purtell Smith, N. J. 

Morse Reynolds Stennis 

Mundt Robertson 

Murray Russell Thye 

Neely Saltonstall Watkins 

Pastore Schoeppel Williams 

Payne Smathers Young 
Smith, Maine 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Minne- 
sota (Mr. HUMPHREY] to the House 
amendments to Senate bill 3706. On 
this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, may we 
have the amendment read? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, af- 
ter section 3, in the House amendments 
it is proposed to insert new sections, as 
follows: 


Sec. 4. Whoever knowingly and willfully 
becomes or remains a member of (1) the 
Communist Party, or (2) any other organi- 
zation having for one of its purposes or ob- 
jectives the establishment, control, conduct, 
seizure, or overthrow of the Government of 
the United States, or the government of any 
State or political subdivision thereof, by the 
use of force or violence, with knowledge 
of the purpose or objective of such organiza- 
tion, shall upon conviction be punished as 
provided by section 15 of the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 U. S. C. 
794). 

(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
term “Communist Party” means the organi- 
zation now known as the Communist Party 
of the United States of America, the Commu- 
nist Party of any State or subdivision there- 
of, and any unit or subdivision of any such 
organization, whether or not any change is 
hereafter made in the name thereof. 

Sec. 5. In determining membership or par- 
ticipation in the Communist Party or any 
other organization defined in this act, the 
jury, under instructions from the court, 
shall consider evidence, if presented, as to 
whether the accused person: 

(1) Has been listed to his knowledge as a 
member in any book or any of the lists, 
records, correspondence, or any other docu- 
ment of the organization; 

(2) Has made financial contribution to the 
organization in dues, assessments, loans, or 
in any other form; 

(3) Has made himself subject to the dis- 
cipline of the organization in any form what- 
soever; 

(4) Has executed orders, plans, or direc- 
tions of any kind of the organization; 

(5) Has acted as an agent, courier, mes- 
senger, correspondent, organizer, or in any 
other capacity in behalf of the organization; 

(6) Has conferred with officers or other 
members of the organization in behalf of any 
plan or enterprise of the organization; 

(7) Has been accepted to his knowledge as 
an officer or member of the organization or 
as one to be called upon for services by 
other officers or members of the organiza- 
tion; 

(8) Has written, spoken or in any other 
way communicated by signal, semaphore, 
sign, or in any other form of communication 
orders, directives, or plans of the organiza- 
tion; 

(9) Has prepared documents, pamphlets, 
leaflets, books, or any other type of publica- 
tion in behalf of the objectives and purposes 
of the organization; 

(10) Has mailed, shipped, circulated, dis- 
tributed, delivered, or in any other way sent 
or delivered to others material or propaganda 
of any kind in behalf of the organization; 
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(11) Has advised, counseled, or in any 
other way imparted information, sugges- 
tions, recommendations to officers or mem- 
bers of the organization or to anyone else 
in behalf of the objectives of the organiza- 
tion; 

(12) Has indicated by word, action, con- 
duct, writing, or in any other way a willing- 
ness to carry out in any manner and to any 
degree the plans, designs, objectives, or pur- 
poses of the organization; 

(18) Has in any other way participated in 
the activities, planning, actions, objectives, 
or purposes of the organization. 

(14) The enumeration of the above sub- 
jects of evidence on membership or partici- 
pation in the Communist Party or any other 
organization as above defined, shall not limit 
the inquiry into and consideration of any 
other subject of evidence on membership and 
participation as herein stated. 


Amend the title so as to read: “An 
act to outlaw the Communist Party, to 
prohibit members of Communist organi- 
zations from serving in certain repre- 
sentative capacities, and for other pur- 
poses.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur- 
TELL in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum- 
PHREY] to the amendments of the House 
to Senate bill 3706. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the Secretary will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. KEFAUVER (after having voted 
in the negative). On this vote I have 
a pair with the senior Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. Doucras]. If he were present 
and voting, he would vote “yea.” If I 
were permitted to vote, I would vote 
“nay.” I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. LENNON (after having voted in 
the negative). I have a pair with the 
junior Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL]. 
If he were present and voting he would 


vote “yea.” If I were permitted to vote, 
I would vote “nay.” I therefore with- 
draw my vote. 


Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Wey] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. WELKER] are absent on official busi- 
ness. 

The senior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Brinces], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the junior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], 
and the junior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Upton] are necessarily absent. 

On this vote the senior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] is paired 
with the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. MAYBANK], the senior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] is paired with 
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Ervin], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is paired with the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. Sparkman], and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] is 
paired with the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EasTLAN DI. If present and voting, 
the senior Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES], the senior Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] would 
each vote “nay” while the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], 
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the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN], and the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EasTLanp] would each vote “yea.” 
If present and voting, the junior Sena- 
tor from Indiana [Mr. JENNER] and the 
junior Senator from New Hampshire 
Mr. Uprron] would each vote “nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovctas], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. Ervin], and the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] are absent on 
official business. 

I announce further that the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND] is 
paired on this vote with the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Mississippi 
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from 
Idaho would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Ervin] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
North Carolina would vote “yea,” and 
the Senator from Indiana would vote 
“nay.” 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brinces]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from South Carolina would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
Sparkman] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. FLANDERS]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Alabama would vote “yea,” and the Sen- 
ator from Vermont would vote “nay.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
how am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
Smitu of Maine in the chair). The Sen- 
ator is recorded as having voted in the 
negative. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam President, 
how am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recorded as having voted in 
the negative. 

Mr. CORDON. Madam President, 
how am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recorded as having voted in 
the negative. 

Mr. PURTELL. Madam President, 
how am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recorded as having voted in 
the negative. 

Mr. MUNDT. Madam President, how 
am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recorded as voting in the 
negative. 

Mr. THYE. Madam President, how 
am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recorded as having voted in 
the negative. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Madam Presi- 
dent, how am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recorded as having voted in 
the negative. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I ask for the regular order. 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 39, as follows: 


YEAS—41 
Anderson Holland Mansfield 
Burke Humphrey McClellan 
Chavez Jackson Monroney 
Clements Johnson, Colo. Morse 
Ellender Johnson, Tex. Murray 
Frear Johnston, S. C. Neely 
Fulbright Kennedy Pastore 
George Kerr Robertson 
Gillette Kilgore Russell 
Gore Kuchel Smathers 
Green Langer Smith, Maine 
Hayden Lehman Stennis 
Hennings Long Symington 
Hill Magnuson 

NAYS—39 
Aiken Dirksen Millikin 
Barrett Duff Mundt 
Beall Dworshak Payne 
Bennett Ferguson Potter 
Bowring Goldwater Purtell 
Bricker Hendrickson Reynolds 
Bush Hickenlooper Saltonstall 
Butler Ives ‘Schoeppel 
Carlson Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Case Malone Thye 
Cooper Martin Watkins 
Cordon McCarran Williams 
Crippa McCarthy Young 

NOT VOTING—16 

Bridges Ervin Sparkman 
Byrd Flanders Upton 
Capehart Jenner Welker 
Daniel Kefauver Wiley 
Douglas Lennon 
Eastland Maybank 


So Mr. HumpuHreY’s amendment to the 
amendments of the House was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I move that the vote by which 
the Humphrey amendment was agreed 
to be reconsidered. 

Mr. GORE. Madam President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays on the mo- 
tion to lay on the table. : 5 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the senior Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. WI EVI is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The senior Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. CAPEHART] and the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. WELKER] are absent on 
official business. 

The senior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Brinces], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the junior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], 
and the junior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Upton] are necessarily ab- 
sent. 

On this vote the senior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] is paired 
with the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. MAYBANK], the senior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] is paired with 
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Ervin], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is paired with the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. Sparkman], the 
junior Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER] is paired with the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the junior 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. UP- 
TON] is paired with the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. DANIEL], and the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] is paired with 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS]. 
If present and voting, the senior Senator 
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from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], 
the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART], the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. FLANDERS], the junior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the junior Sena- 
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. UPTON], 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] would each vote “nay,” while 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK], the Senator from North Car- 
olina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], and 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLAs! 
would each vote yea.“ 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovetas], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senator from North Carolina 
Mr. Ervin], and the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] are absent on 
official business. 

I announce further that the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] is paired 
on this vote with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Upton]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Texas would 
vote “yea,” and the Senator from New 
Hampshire would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douc- 
LAS] is paired on this vote with the Sen- 
ator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]. If pres- 
ent and voting, the Senator from Illinois 
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from 
Idaho would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND] is paired on this vote with 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Mississippi would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Indiana would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
Ervin] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
North Carolina would vote “yea,” and 
the Senator from Indiana would vote 
“nay.” 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK] is paired on this vote with 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brinvces]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from South Carolina would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] is paired on this vote with 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS]. If present and voting, the Sen- 
ator from Alabama would vote “yea,” 
and the Senator from Vermont would 
vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 43, 
nays 39, as follows: 


YEAS—43 
Anderson Hayden Kerr 
Burke Hennings Kilgore 
Chavez 11 Kuchel 
Clements Holland Langer 
Ellender Humphrey Lehman 
Frear Jackson Lennon 
Fulbright Johnson, Colo. Long 
George Johnson, Tex. Magnuson 
Gillette Johnston, S.C. Mansfield 
Gore Kefauver McClellan 
Green Kennedy Monroney 
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Morse Robertson Stennis 
Murray Russell Symington 
Neely Smathers 
Pastore Smith, Maine 
NAYS—39 

Aiken Dirksen Millikin 
Barrett Duff Mundt 

1 Dworshak Payne 
Bennett F n Potter 
Bowring Goldwater Purtell 
Bricker Hendrickson Reynolds 
Bush Hickenlooper Saltonstall 
Butler Ives Schoeppel 
Carlson Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Case Malone Thye 
Cooper Martin Watkins 
Cordon McCarran Wiliams 
Crippa McCarthy Young 

NOT VOTING—14 

Bridges Eastland Sparkman 
Byrd Ervin Upton 
Capehart Flanders Welker 
Daniel Jenner Wiley 
Douglas Maybank 


So Mr. Gore’s motion to lay on the 
table the motion of Mr. JOHNSON of 
Texas was agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the clerks 
be authorized to change the section num- 
bers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the title 
may be amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, I of- 
fer an amendment, which I ask to have 
read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 16, it is 
proposed to strike out sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8, 9, and 10. 

Amend the title by striking out all 
after “to outlaw the Communist Party.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from New York advise the Chair 
how much time he yields to himself? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield myself 15 min- 
utes. 

Madam President, my amendment pro- 
poses to delete from the bill the so-called 
Butler amendment, which was attached 
to the Humphrey substitute some days 
ago. I have studied this question many 
times before, and, in my opinion, the 
Butler amendment is very dangerous, in- 
deed. It gives to the Attorney General 
and the Subversive Activities Control 
Board power over labor unions which, 
under no circumstances, should be lodged 
in any governmental agency. 

I would not place this deadly anti- 
union weapon in the hands of any ad- 
ministration, even one of my own po- 
litical persuasion. I do not think it be- 
longs in the hands of government. It 
certainly does not belong in the hands of 
the Attorney General and the Subver- 
sive Activities Control Board, who have 
neither experience nor any sense of re- 
sponsibility for the preservation of the 
labor movement in this country. 

Here is the real crux of the matter. 
The pending bill, as I have indicated, and 
as I shall further demonstrate in a mo- 
ment will be completely ineffective in 
its avowed purposes while it holds under 
its terms, promise of grave and almost 


14727 


incalculable danger to the proper, legiti- 
mate, and responsible labor movement in 
America. 

This is why the two leading labor or- 
ganizations in this country, the CIO and 
A. F. of L., are strongly opposed to this 
measure. Were it otherwise, they would 
be among its prime supporters. The CIO 
has been devoting a major share of its 
efforts—undertaking with sweat, blood, 
and tears to destroy the Communist in- 
fluence in the labor movement. It ex- 
pelled nine unions believed to be under 
Communist influence. It has been en- 
gaged in an all-out effort to win the 
loyal members away from those unions 
and, as I have already indicated, suc- 
ceeded in a remarkable degree. 

The A. F. of L., as far as I know, has 
had no great Communist problem. There 
is no international union in the A. F. of L. 
which, as far as I know, reflects a Com- 
munist influence. But the A. F. of L., too, 
has been participating with all its might 
and main in the fight against commu- 
nism in the labor union movement, in 
the country as a whole, and, indeed, in 
the world labor movement. 

Would it not be logical if this legisla- 
tion had any promise of being successful 
in its avowed objective for these unions 
to support this bill? 

But they are opposing it. They are op- 
posing it strongly. They see in it a threat 
not to Communist-dominated unions but 
to the entire American labor movement. 

It is worth noting that the views of 
these two labor unions which have most 
of the knowledge and experience that 
there is about Communist-dominated 
unions, were not even heard in the public 
hearings on this legislation. Their views 
were subsequently filed with the commit- 
tee, in the form of written statements. 

As far as the way in which this legis- 
lation would operate is concerned, it 
would penalize not the Communists who 
have—to use the term established in this 
bill—“infiltrated” the labor movement, 
but rather to penalize the labor unions 
themselves. 

The standards and criteria set forth 
ir. this bill are so vague and indefinite 
that no labor union has any assurance 
that it will not be brought before the 
Subversive Activities Control Board on 
the charge of being Communist infil- 
trated. The definition of a Communist- 
infiltrated organization is a union which 
is dominated by an individual or individ- 
uals actively engaged in a Communist 
organization. What is meant by “ac- 
tively engaged in”? Is it confined to 
membership, or does it include associ- 
ation with Communists, or subscription 
to the Daily Worker, or contributions to 
an organization subsequently labeled as 
a Communist-front organization? 

Under the terms of the bill, a union 
can be proscribed if its “effective man- 
agement” was conducted by one or more 
individuals who are, or within 3 years 
have been, members, agents, or repre- 
sentatives of any Communist organiza- 
tions or any Communist foreign govern- 
ment or the world Communist movement 
“with knowledge of the nature and pur- 
pose thereof.” What does “effective 
management” mean in this context? 
What dangers to legitimate labor or- 
ganizations might be involved in this 
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proscription of unions whose “effective 
management” resides in the hands of an 
individual or individuals who as long as 
3 years before were members or repre- 
sentatives of “any Communist organ- 
ization?” 

What does the bill mean in defining 
Communist infiltration as a situation in 
which the policies of a union have been 
carried out “pursuant to the direction or 
advice of any member, agent, or repre- 
sentative” of a Communist organization? 
Is a showing of mere coincidence of poli- 
cies sufficient? 

There is a third standard which refers 
to the furtherance or promotion of the 
objectives of Communist organizations. 
It is not only possible, but inevitable, that 
labor unions as well as other organiza- 
tions will support some causes which are 
also hypocritically espoused by the Com- 
munist Party. Is this a ground for con- 
demnation of such a labor union as a 
Communist-infiltrated organization? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
from New York explain exactly how the 
particular series of amendments which 
he proposes in the form of one amend- 
ment would be applicable to cases before 
the National Labor Relations Board? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Under the bill as pres- 
ently framed, without my amendment, I 
think almost certainly labor unions, on 
complaint of the Attorney General and 
action by the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Board, could be completely deprived 
of the services and the use of the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board, thus 
penalizing hundreds of thousands, if not 
millions, of hard-working, loyal, patri- 
otic men and women in organized labor. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator 
yield further? 

Mr. LEHMAN. TI yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that the amendments which 
the Senator from New York is offering 
encompass a great deal of territory, and 
should be given serious consideration. 
How does the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New York affect the 
amendment previously offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota and agreed to? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The fact that we have 
again affirmed the Humphrey amend- 
ment and turned back the completely 
innocuous and ineffective House amend- 
ment certainly very greatly helps the 
situation. As is recorded in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, I have felt that if the 
Humphrey amendment were agreed to 
it would not be necessary to enact a great 
many “fringe” provisions, and that their 
effectiveness, if agreed to, would be 
greatly lessened, because action would be 
taken under the Humphrey amendment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is the Senator 
from New York responsible for bringing 
in at this particular time the many vol- 
umes of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD which 
are piled on the desk near him? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not even know 
what they are. 

Mr. NEELY. Madam President, if the 
Senator will yield to me, I will assure 
him that I will refer to the mountain of 
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Recorps on the desk in a manner that 
will dispel the prevailing fog. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not yield at this 
time. 

Madam President, I have stated my 
views on the very dangerous issue of the 
Butler amendment, and I need add noth- 
ing further. I withdraw my amend- 
ment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam President, 
Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have withdrawn my 
amendment. : 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have withdrawn my 
amendment. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Michigan can speak on his own time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sen- 
ator from New York has withdrawn his 
amendment. 

Mr, BUTLER. Madam President, a 
parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Has the 
Senator from New York any time re- 
maining once he has withdrawn his 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has 
not. 

The House amendments are open to 
further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments, as amended. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Is it correct 
that under the unanimous-consent 
agreement, if the yeas and nays are or- 
dered, immediately following a quorum 
call the Senate will vote on the motion of 
the Senator from Minnesota? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Has all the 
remaining time expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I ask for the yeas and nays on 
the motion of the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas will have to ask 
unanimous consent to have the yeas and 
nays ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the yeas and nays be ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will continue with the call of the 
roll. 

The Chief Clerk resumed and con- 
cluded the call of the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Gore McCarthy 
Anderson Green McClellan 
Barrett Hayden Millikin 
Beall n  Monroney 
Bennett Hennings Morse 
Bowring Hickenlooper Mundt 
Bricker il Murray 
Burke Holland Neely 
Bush Humphrey Pastore 
Butler Jackson Payne 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Potter 
Case Johnson, Tex. Purtell 
Chavez Jnhnston, S. C. Reynolds 
Clements Kefauver Robertson 
Cooper Kennedy Russell 
Cordon Kerr Saltonstall 
Crippa Kilgore Schoeppel 
Dirksen Knowland Smathers 
Duff Kuchel Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Langer Smith, N. J. 
Ellender Lehman Stennis 
Ervin Lennon Symington 
Ferguson Long Thye 
Frear Magnuson Watkins 
Fulbright Malone Williams 
George Mansfield Young 
Gillette Martin 

Goldwater McCarran 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. HUMPHREY] that the Senate concur 
in the amendments of the House, as 
amended. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] and the Senator from Idaho 
{Mr. WELKER] are absent on official busi- 
ness. 

The senior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. Ives], the junior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], and 
the junior Senator from New Hampshire 
Mr. Upton] are necessarily absent. 

If present and voting the senior Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], 
the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CapEHART], the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. FLANDERS], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. Ives], the junior Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the junior 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. UP- 
TON], and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] would each vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. DAN- 
IEL], the Senator from Mlinois [Mr. 
Dovctas], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EASTLAND], and the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] are ab- 
sent on official business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dovuctas], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EAsTLAND], the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. MAYBANK], and the Sen- 
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ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
would each vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 81, 
nays 1, as follows: 


YEAS—81 
Aiken Goldwater McCarran 
Anderson Gore McCarthy 
Barrett Green McClellan, 
Beall Hayden Millikin 
Bennett Hendrickson Monroney 
Bowring Hennings Morse 
Bricker Hickenlooper Mundt 
Burke Hill Murray 
Bush Holland Neely 
Butler Humphrey Pastore 
Carlson Jackson Payne 
Case Johnson, Colo. Potter 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Purtell 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Reynolds 
Cooper Kennedy Robertson 
Cordon Kerr Russell 
Crippa Kilgore Saltonstall 
Dirksen Knowland Schoeppel 
Duff Kuchel Smathers 
Dworshak Langer Smith, Maine 
Ellender Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Ervin Lennon Stennis 
Ferguson Long Symington 

Magnuson Thye 

Fulbright Malone Watkins 
George Mansfield Williams 
Gillette Martin Young 

NAYS—1 

Kefauver 

NOT VOTING—14 

Bridges Eastland Sparkman 
Byrd Flanders Upton 
Capehart Ives Welker 
Daniel Jenner Wiley 
Douglas Maybank 


So Mr. HumpHreEy’s motion to concur 
in the House amendments, to the Senate 
bill 3706, as amended, was agreed to. 

The title was amended so as to read 
“An act to outlaw the Communist Party, 
to prohibit members of Communist or- 
ganizations from serving in certain rep- 
resentative capacities, and for other 
purposes.” 

Mr. BUTLER. Madam President, I 
hope the Senate will note—and I ask 
the press particularly to note—what we 
have done. As I have previously stated, 
the bill, as amended by the Humphrey 
amendment is substantially the same as 
the provisions in the Smith Act. I read 
section 2 of the Smith Act. 

Sec. 2. (a) It shall be unlawful for any 
person— 

(1) to knowingly or willfully advocate, 
abet, advise, or teach the duty, necessity, de- 
sirability, or propriety of overthrowing or 
destroying any government in the United 
States by force or violence, or by the assassi- 
nation of any officer of any such govern- 
ment— 


I shall skip paragraph (2) and read 
paragraph (3)— 

(3) to organize or help to organize any 
society, group, or assembly of persons who 
teach, advocate, or encourage the overthrow 
or destruction of any government in the 
United States by force or violence; or to be or 
become a member of, or affiliate with, any 
such society, group, or assembly of persons, 
knowing the purposes thereof. 


I insist that the only thing we have 
done here today is to emasculate a good 
piece of legislation. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Was the 
Senator a party to that emasculation? I 
observe the yea-and-nay vote; and un- 
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less there is some error the Senator from 
Maryland voted with the “yeas.” 

Mr. BUTLER. I voted to save what 
little I could, knowing that this proposed 
legislation carries a separability clause. 
I think the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum- 
PHREY] will be knocked out by the Su- 
preme Court if it remains in the law. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. But the Sen- 
ator from Maryland voted to concur in 
the House amendments, as amended? 

Mr. BUTLER. I voted to save what I 
could of this legislation. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the 
Senator. 


FIXING THE TIME OF ASSEMBLY OF 
THE 84TH CONGRESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the Chair lay before the Senate 
House Joint Resolution 585. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 585) to fix the time of assembly of 
the 84th Congress, which was read the 
first time by its title and the second time 
at length, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the 84th Congress shall 
assemble at noon on Wednesday, January 5, 
1955. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the joint resolu- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


PROTECTION OF STRATEGIC DE- 
FENSE FACILITIES AGAINST ACTS 
OF SABOTAGE, ETC. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. What is the unfin- 
ished business before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The un- 
finished business is Senate bill 3428, a 
bill to authorize the Federal Government 
to guard strategic defense facilities 
against acts of sabotage. 


AMENDMENT OF DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA UNEMPLOYMENT COM- 
PENSATION ACT— CONFERENCE 
REPORT 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
there are two conference reports, the 
consideration of which I do not believe 
will take more than 1 or 2 minutes each, 

The Senator from Maryland IMr. 
BEALL] has a conference report to sub- 
mit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BEALL] is 
recognized. 

Mr. BEALL. Madam President, I sub- 
mit a report of the committee of con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 3482) to amend the 
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District of Columbia Unemployment 
Compensation Act, and for other pur- 
poses. I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
report will be read for the information 
of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of August 16, 1954, pp. 14666- 
14670, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask the Senator from Maryland if this 
is the conference report the Senator from 
Maryland discussed with the majority 
leader and minority leader. 

Mr. BEALL, It is. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Dealing with the 
District of Columbia? 

Mr. BEALL. Yes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Senator 
please give a brief explanation? 

Mr. BEALL. Madam President, I wish 
to read a statement signed by the Sen- 
ate conferees. It is as follows: 

The conferees on the part of the Senate 
on this bill favored its enactment in the 
form in which it passed the Senate. 

It was evident, however, that insistence 
upon all of the Senate language would re- 
sult in a deadlock, preventing the passage 
of any legislation whatever. 

The present District of Columbia unem- 
ployment compensation law has benefits 
equal to the lowest benefits of any State 
in the Union, equaled by only 3 or 4 States. 
The Senate conferees believed that it would 
be preferable to obtain the considerable gains 
that the bill, as reported from conference, 
affords rather than to hold out for more 
and achieve nothing. 

As reported from conference, the bill pro- 
vides benefits of up to $30 a week, as con- 
trasted with the present $20. It provides 
for 26 weeks of payment, or 3344 percent 
of the base-period earnings, whichever is 
lesser, as contrasted with 20 weeks, or 50 
percent of base-period earnings, whichever 
is lesser, provided in present law. 

The bill as reported from conference pro- 
vides for unlimited stepback in calculating 
benefits, which is more beneficial to low- 
income workers than the bill originally 
passed by the Senate. 

The Senate conferees believe that the Con- 
gress in its next session should continue to 
build on these gains. Your conferees intend 
to propose further amendments to the law 
in the next Congress designed to liberalize 
some of the stringent disqualification pro- 
visions contained in the conference bill and 
thereby extend unemployment benefits more 
widely than provided for in the bill as 
reported. 

Your conferees believe that the present 
proposal is a step forward, however, and 
brings the District substantially into line 
with many States in this fleld. With certain 
further improvements, the law of the District 
can become a model for the country, as your 
conferees believe it should be. 


This statement is signed by me, by 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. Payne], 
and the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD]. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BEALL. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
we have several more items to consider. 

Mr. MORSE. I desire to speak on this 
particular conference report, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am sorry. I did 
not understand that. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, when 
this bill passed the Senate it carried an 
amendment offered by the junior Senator 
from Oregon which was accepted by the 
chairman of the Senate District Com- 
mittee. This amendment, in my judg- 
ment, was important to thousands of 
workers who from time to time are forced 
to depend upon unemployment compen- 
sation benefits. 

I am disturbed, therefore, to discover 
that the bill as it passed the House and 
as it has now come out of conference 
does not carry my amendment. 

I appreciate the statement of the Sen- 
ator from Maryland (Mr. BEALL] on be- 
half of himself and the other distin- 
guished Senate conferees that they tried 
to bring back from conference the bill 
as it passed the Senate. I accept their 
judgment that this was not possible and 
that to have persisted, in the present cir- 
cumstances, would have meant no legis- 
lation whatever. 

I happen to believe that it would be 
better not to enact any legislation on 
this subject until the next session of 
Congress. If this report is approved, 
however, a bill which I intend to offer at 
the conclusion of my remarks should be 
considered in the next session by the ap- 
propriate committees of Congress. 

Madam President, honest men can dif- 
fer as to the proper procedure. I shall 
vote against the conference report, not 
because I do not have the highest regard 
for the Senate conferees and not because 
I do not appreciate the situation in 
which they found themselves in confer- 
ence. I think they had a duty to the 
Senate to bring from conference the best 
bill they could obtain, and I think they 
have done so. However, when Senate 
conferees have done that, it does not au- 
tomatically follow that we should ap- 
prove the bill they bring back to the Sen- 
ate. I do not consider the rejection of 
a conference report any reflection on 
the Senate conferees. It merely means 
that the conferees did the best they 
could, but that the Senate decides, in 
the overall public interest, that it is bet- 
ter to have no bill at all than agree to 
such a conference report. That is my 
personal judgment in this case. I do 
not think we can close the books on the 
question; nor do I propose to do so by 
accepting the conference report. 

The amendment which I offered when 
this bill passed the Senate, and which 
was approved by the Senate, would have 
moderated what I believe are excessively 
severe penalty provisions of this bill. 
These penalties apply to three groups of 
workers: Those who leave a job without 
adequate cause, those who refuse to take 
work for which they are qualified, and 
those who lose their jobs for misconduct. 

As passed by the Senate, with my 
amendment, the bill would have denied 
all unemployment benefits to such work- 
ers for 6 weeks. Thereafter, they would 
be eligible for full benefits until again 
employed. This seemed to many of us 
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to be a fully adequate penalty for the 
type of “offense” involved—if we may so 
describe acts of this kind which can be 
judged only subjectively, at best. 

The bill as it comes from conference, 
unfortunately, raises this penalty wait- 
ing period to a variable 4 to 9 weeks, at 
the discretion of the Unemployment 
Compensation Board. But worse, it then 
deducts that waiting period from the 
total benefit eligibility. 

What this means, Mr. President, is 
that an employee conceivably under this 
conference bill could obtain not 26 weeks 
but only 17 weeks of benefits. Whereas 
under present law, employees—whether 
they fall into 1 of the penalty classes or 
not—are eligible for 20 weeks. In other 
words, for some workers, the bill could 
be a net loss in their total benefit period. 

I am glad for the gains over present 
law in this bill, sorry that we cannot 
achieve more. I congratulate the con- 
ferees on their intention to seek further 
legislative action in the next Congress. 
I realize it is too late for that in this 
session. 

Madam President, I am proud to have 
as cosponsors with me on the bill which 
I shall introduce when I finish my brief 
remarks, the Senate conferees, who, I 
am satisfied, are completely accurate 
when they say they brought back from 
conference the very best bill they could. 
It is simply not good enough, and should 
not be agreed to. 

I believe we should have something 
concrete before our committees and the 
appropriate agencies of the executive 
branch during the fall which can be 
studied and readied for early action in 
the new Congress. 

Accordingly, I am introducing for ap- 
propriate reference a bill to further 
amend the Unemployment Compensation 
Act of the District to lessen these exces- 
sive penalties. I hope that it will have 
thorough study this fall and early action 
in the 84th Congress, if this conference 
report is adopted. 

Disqualification provisions, properly 
applied, should define the boundaries of 
the program in terms of its objectives, 
and should not be used as penalties 
against claimants or to regiment their 
conduct, as would be the case under the 
proposed amendments to the District of 
Columbia law. The basic purpose of dis- 
qualifications is to assure that benefits 
are payable only to those whose current 
unemployment is involuntary, and who 
are able and willing to work. It is not to 
set an administrative agency up in judg- 
ment upon an individual’s character or 
conduct. 

One of the strengths of our free econ- 
omy lies in the high mobility of labor. 
Unemployment insurance should not in- 
terfere with this mobility, through any 
provision which tends to chain a free 
American worker to a particular em- 
ployer. Disqualifications which cancel 
or reduce a claimant’s benefit rights 


when they leave one job have just such 


a tendency. 

Furthermore, the reduction in benefit 
rights or cancellation of wage credits 
reduces the protection a worker may 
need should he again become involun- 
tarily unemployed. Wage credits should 
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be a measure of attachment to the labor 
market, not a reward for good service. 

Madam President, I should also like 
respectfully to suggest that we should 
not overlook one of the major social 
purposes of unemployment benefit in- 
surance, namely, the welfare of the chil- 
dren and the family. 

We may not completely approve of a 
certain course of action which a worker 
may take in regard to a job allocated by 
an unemployment insurance commis- 
sioner. Very frequently we find prob- 
lems of human relationships, and cases 
in which an unemployment insurance 
commissioner says in effect, “There is a 
job for you; you take that job,” al- 
though the worker has a very good rea- 
son for insisting that he should not be 
required to take the particular job. Let 
us not overlook the fact that what we 
are seeking is a social objective in un- 
employment insurance benefits, namely, 
to protect the family, and to make cer- 
tain that the children will get some food 
and that means will be afforded with 
which to support the wife and family. 

That is why I say it is easy for us to 
direct our attention to the worker and 
take the position that we ought to give 
wide discretionary power to an unem- 
ployment insurance commissioner, and 
permit him to dictate, direct, and order 
the unemployed workers around as he 
pleases. 

Madam President, in my judgment we 
should keep in mind the fact that when 
benefit rights are reduced or wage 
credits canceled, this can operate arbi- 
trarily and inequitably, since the severity 
of the disqualification depends mainly 
on the length of previous employment 
and the presence or absence of any other 
wage credits, 

Furthermore, it is undesirable to im- 
pose indeterminate and variable dis- 
qualification periods as a consequence of 
a disqualifying act. Denials of benefits 
in the duration of the unemployment 
may have consequences which are much 
more serious than the disqualifying act 
should warrant. Periods which depend 
upon the discretion of the agency are 
difficult to administer, since they in- 
volve judgment and discretion on the 
part of administrative personnel, in an 
area where they are no proper or objec- 
tive standards to govern such a judg- 
ment—as in making a decision, such as 
would be required under this bill, as to 
the relative seriousness of a case in 
which a man exercises his right as a free 
American to quit his job. 

It is doubtful, moreover, whether one 


. type of disqualification deserves a longer 


disqualification period than another 
type. Such disqualifications are puni- 
tive and vindictive in nature and have 
no place in a social-insurance program. 

I do not believe that punitive power 
should be vested in an unemployment 
imsurance commissioner. 

The duration of a disqualification pe- 
riod should be fixed and uniform and 
should not exceed the time required by 
the average individual to find work in a 
year when business is good. If a claim- 
ant is unemployed beyond that time in 
spite of the fact that he is seeking work, 
it is reasonable to conclude that his un— 
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employment is due to bad economic con- 
ditions against which the unemploy- 
ment-insurance program professes to, 
and should, insure him. 

Therefore, Madam President, for those 
reasons I am introducing for appropriate 
reference a bill to amend further the 
Unemployment Compensation Act of the 
District of Columbia in order to lessen 
the severe penalties. I hope it will be 
fully studied this fall and receive early 
action in the 84th Congress if the con- 
ference report is agreed to. 

I am very proud to introduce the bill 
with the cosponsors whose names ap- 
pear on it. I introduce the bill on be- 
half of myself, the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. NEELY], and the three 
Senate conferees on the bill now before 
the Senate, the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. BEALL], the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. MANSFIELD], and the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. Payne]. 

I assure the three conferees that not 
a word I have uttered in my remarks 
is intended as the slightest criticism of 
what I believe was a remarkable job on 
their part under the circumstances. 

They were up against adamant House 
conferees, who apparently favor the 
punitive approach to the subject of un- 
employment insurance, and in respect 
to the issue that is set forth in the 
remarks I have just made on the floor 
of the Senate. 

I express only my personal view when 
I say that no great harm will be done 
if we do not change the law at all be- 
tween now and the time Congress con- 
venes in January. 

The bill (S. 3878) to amend the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Unemployment Com- 
pensation Act, introduced by Mr. MORSE 
(for himself, Mr. Neety, Mr. BEALL, Mr. 
MANSFIELD, and Mr. Payne), was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

Mr. BEALL. Madam President, on be- 
half of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
PAYNE], the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD], and the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELY], I should like to 
say that we are very happy and are 
very grateful to the Senator from Ore- 
gon for permitting us to join with him 
in cosponsoring his bill. We think it 
will eliminate some of the difficulties in 
the conference proposal, if approved. 

I may say to the Senator from Oregon, 
however, that though there is room for 
improvement in this measure, if the con- 
ference report is approved, it will be 
among the most liberal unemployment 
compensation acts in the country. 

It provides maximum weekly benefits 
of $30, compared with a national average 
of $26. 

It provides 26 weeks of benefits, com- 
pared with a national average among the 
States of 23 weeks. 

It provides maximum benefits of $780, 
9 with a national average of 
8625. 

In general, this proposal would put the 
District near the top of the country in 
respect to benefits and duration of bene- 
fits, and about at midpoint among the 
States in respect to the stringency of its 
disqualification provisions, Some 15 
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States have more stringent disqualifica- 
tion rules than are provided in this bill 
as reported from the conference. 

Mr. CASE. Madam President, will the 
Senator from Maryland yield? 

Mr. BEALL. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Madam President, as 
chairman of the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, I wish to express my 
appreciation to the members of the sub- 
committee who worked on this bill and 
conducted hearings, to the conferees, 
and to all the members of the committee 
who have been associated with this effort. 
As a matter of fact, it is a piece of legis- 
lation which was about to go “down the 
drain” because of the difficulties ahead 
of us in trying to do anything about it at 
all, but we were persuaded to try to get 
something done by a statement which 
was made to the committee by the Under 
Secretary of Labor. At the conclusion 
of his remarks he said to the committee: 

I would like to emphasize that if the max- 
imum amount of benefits is increased to $30 
and a uniform duration of 26 weeks is estab- 
lished, a big step forward will have been 
taken in providing an adequate system of 
unemployment compensation for District of 
Columbia workers. 


The conferees were not able to main- 
tain the complete position of the Senate, 
but, as the Senator from Oregon has said, 
they did do a good job. They have come 
back with a bill which does increase ben- 
efits to $30 and provides for 26 weeks 
duration as a maximum, and it is a very 
important step forward. I trust that our 
labors and efforts will enable this much 
to be nailed down so that we can make 
this much progress, at least, and then we 
can proceed with the consideration of 
the bill which the Senator from Oregon 
and his associates have introduced. 

I move the adoption of the conference 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I am 
not going to object to the conference re- 
port in the sense of calling for a vote on 
it, but I wish the Recorp to show that 
I am not in favor of its adoption. 

Mr. NEELY. Madam President, re- 
ferring to the address delivered by the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse] and to the remarks made by the 
distinguished Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. BEALL], I state for the Record that 
if there were a yea-and-nay vote on the 
conference report before the Senate I 
would not vote for its approval. I am a 
cosponsor with the Senator from Oregon 
of his substitute bill, but I could not sup- 
port the conference report in its present 
form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 


TRANSFER OF CERTAIN PROPERTY 
IN KLAMATH COUNTY, OREG.. TO 
STATE OF OREGON—CORRECTION 
IN ENROLLMENT OF BILL 
Mr. CORDON. Madam President, I 


submit a concurrent resolution to correct 
an error in the enrollment of the bill 
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(H. R. 8020) authorizing the transfer of 
certain property of the United States 
Government (in Klamath County, Oreg.) 
to the State of Oregon. I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
the concurrent resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
concurrent resolution will be read for 
the information of the Senate. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con, 
Res. 107) was read, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives, in the en- 
rollment of the bill (H. R. 8020), entitled 
“An act authorizing the transfer of certain 
property of the United States Government 
(in Klamath County, Oreg.) to the State of 
Oregon,” is authorized and directed to make 
the following correction: In the matter added 
by the Senate amendment, strike out see- 
tion 203 (d) (2) (D)“ and insert in lieu 
thereof “section 203 (k) (2) (D).” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. CORDON. Madam President, in 
the printing of the amendment of the 
Senate to House bill 8020 an error was 
made in the language describing a prior 
act which was being amended. The 
purpose of the concurrent resolution is 
to authorize a correction of the printer's 
error before the bill is enrolled and is 
sent to the President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the concur- 
rent resolution. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 107) was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN- 
ROLLED BILL SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the Speaker had 
affixed his signature to the enrolled bill 
(S. 3873) to provide survivor benefits 
for widows of the Chief Justice and the 
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court 
of the United States, and it was signed 
by the Acting President pro tempore. 


ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, August 17, 1954, he pre- 
sented to the President of the United 
States the enrolled bill (S. 3873) to pro- 
vide survivor benefits for widows of the 
Chief Justice and the Associate Justices 
of the Supreme Court of the United 
States. 


COMIC BOOKS—PRIZE-WINNING ES- 
SAY IN CONTEST CONDUCTED BY 
DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHU- 
SETTS JEWISH WAR VETERANS 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Madam Presi- 
dent, recently I met a young man, Roger 
H. Allen, a resident of New Bedford, 
Mass., who wrote the prize-winning essay 
in a contest conducted by the Depart- 
ment of Massachusetts, Jewish War Vet- 
erans of the United States of America. 
This outstanding essay is entitled “Is 
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There Anything Wrong With Comic 
Books?” 

I commend the young man and pre- 
dict a great future for him. Because 
of the excellence of his work, and þe- 
cause it relates to a vital issue pending 
before a subcommittee of the Senate, I 
ask unanimous consent that this essay 
be printed in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the essay 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


“Is there anything wrong with comic 
books?” My answer to this much debated 
question is definitely “Yes.” Perhaps you 
are wondering just what is wrong with them. 
Well, I'll tell you. Comic books actually de- 
stroy a child’s mind by lowering his men- 
tality. 

First of all, there are three groups or 
classifications of comic books, funnies, 
crime, and horror. Let me take each of 
these categories and show you how they cor- 
rupt the minds of youngsters. 

Funnies are the least harmful of the 
three. They seem to offer a sort of silly 
humor which I suppose entertains most 
children. But just think of what reading 
too many of these books can do. They will 
become habit forming, and the child will 
find it hard to get used to reading the 
higher leveled literature when he gets to 
junior or senior high school. At high school 
age if a child hasn’t got over the “comic 
book stage” he really faces a problem; not 
only with scholastic achievement but with 
society. ; 

Crime magazines are something which 
we all know should be done away with. 
Even those that claim to be crime preven- 
tion magazines. What they claim to do is 
to show children ways in which criminals 
get caught. “Oh,” you say, “isn't that help- 
ing to prevent crime?” The real answer to 
that question is “No.” They merely show 
children ways in which to avoid being 
caught. A child thinks that because a man 
in a magazine did such and such a thing he 
was caught; so if they avoid that they won't 
be caught. Thus they venture to seek a way 
of finding out whether or not it will work, 
and the only way they can find out is by 
resorting to crime. Surely now, you know 
as well as I that this is one of the basic 
elements in encouraging juvenile delin- 
quency, 

Horror comics are of course out of the 
question. They contain wicked and terrible 
pictures of monsters which really never 
existed and never will. These things cause 
a child to be kept awake nights with fright 
and nightmares. The next day the child 
cannot do his schoolwork. He is tired due 
to lack of sleep, and his brain does not func- 
tion properly. Truthfully now—doesn’t 
this cause a reduction in alertness and 
ability to keep up with scholastic studies? 

Now you may say, “If comics are so bad, 
why don’t parents prevent their children 
from reading them?” This problem is 
neither the fault of the parents nor the 
teachers nor the children themselves, but 
of the people who print such obnoxious 
literature. A child’s mind is curious and 
easily swayed. Naturally if these magazines 
are on the market children will buy them 
to see what they are about. Therefore, they 
should be taken off the market completely, 

So in conclusion I should like to briefly 
sum up my reasons for answering Tes“ to 
the question: “Is there anything wrong with 
comic books?” They are a menace to the 
well-being of the modern-day child because 
they destroy his morals and ideals with 
useless, uneducational trash, which never 
Was and never will be of any value to the 
American schoolchild. 

Thank you, 
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PROTECTION OF STRATEGIC DE- 
FENSE FACILITIES FROM ACTS 
OF SABOTAGE, ETC, 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3428) to authorize the 
Federal Government to guard strategic 
defense facilities against individuals be- 
lieved to be disposed to commit acts of 
sabotage, espionage, or other subver- 
sion, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
after consulting with the minority lead- 
er [Mr. Jounson of Texas], I send to 
the desk a proposed unanimous-consent 
agreement, with the understanding that 
it will take effect at the conclusion of the 
remarks of the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. MALONE]. I understand he has a 
speech which will take approximately 
half an hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the proposed unanimous- 
consent request. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, That during the further consider- 
ation of Calendar No. 1834, S. 3428, a bill to 
authorize the Federal Government to guard 
strategic defense facilities against individuals 
believed to be disposed to commit acts of 
sabotage, espionage, or other subversion, de- 
bate on any amendment or motion (includ- 
ing appeals) shall be limited to not exceeding 
1 hour to be equally divided and controlled, 
respectively, by the mover of any such 
amendment or motion and the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] in the event he is 
opposed to any such amendment or motion; 
otherwise by the mover and the minority 
leader: Provided, That no amendment that 
is not germane to the subject matter of the 
said bill shall be received: And provided 
jurther, That debate upon the bill itself shall 
be limited to not exceeding 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled, respectively, 
by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LANGER] and the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
JOHNSON]. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
as I previously pointed out, the request 
is meant to take effect at the conclusion 
of the remarks of the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
President, I was at the rear of the Cham- 
ber and did not hear all the majority 
leader said. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. This is the unani- 
mous-consent request about which I 
spoke to the Senator from Texas, with 
reference to defense facilities. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have no 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Chair hears none, and the unani- 
mous-consent request is agreed to. 


EUROPE'S TRADE WITH RUSSIA— 
“COMRADE CLEM” — OPERATION 
RATHOLE 
Mr. MALONE. Madam President, 

“Comrade Clem” is the title of an edi- 

torial published in the August 7, 1954, 

issue of the Washington Daily News. 
The “Comrade Clem” referred to in 

the editorial is, of course, Clement 

Attlee, Britain’s Prime Minister from 
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July 1945 to October 1951, and now the 
leader of Britain’s second major party. 

Attlee and a bevy of British Socialists 
are now on a mission to Soviet Russia 
and Red China. 

They traveled in Russia in a Soviet 
plane, kowtowing to Communist offi- 
cials, thus providing the red world with 
propaganda ammunition to use against 
the United States. 

Accompanying “Comrade Clem” is 
“Comrade” Aneurin Bevan, the pro- 
Communist, anti-American boss of the 
most radical wing of Mr. Attlee’s party. 

Mr. Attlee and Mr. Bevan are antici- 
pating an early return to power as heads 
of the British Government. 

ATTLEE-BEVAN RED JUNKET LINKED WITH 

BRITISH POLITICS 


They hope to succeed the aging Sir 
Winston Churchill, and this mission to 
Red Russia and Communist China is 
part of their big campaign buildup. 

I mention these facts in connection 
with the excellent editorial “Comrade 
Clem” which I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COMRADE CLEM 

Nine Socialist members of the British 
Parliament are en route to Moscow, They 
will spend 2 days before proceeding to Pei- 
ping, where they will be the guests of the 
Government of Red China. 

It is altogether appropriate that this dele- 
gation should be headed by Clement Attlee, 
who was Prime Minister of Britain under 
the last Labor government. 

Mr. Attlee’s government joined with ours 
to repel the invasion of Korea from the 
north. But he lost all stomach for the fight 
after the intervention of Red China. In- 
deed, from that moment, his sympathies 
appeared to be on the other side. 

It was Mr. Attlee who convinced Presi- 
dent Truman that it would be dangerous to 
let American bombers cross the Yalu River. 
He also successfully opposed any counter- 
attacks against the Chinese mainland, where 
the Reds had their supply bases. Members 
of his party credited him with having 
brought about the recall of General Mac- 
Arthur, an accomplishment which he did not 
deny. 

The subsequent stalemate settlement in 
Korea—which left the Reds entrenched in 
their old positions—was an almost inevi- 
table result of his policies. 

Since that time Mr. Attlee has been a 
leading advocate of seating Red China in 
the United Nations. When he arrives in 
Peiping Mr. Attlee can be hailed as a friend, 
for few men have contributed more to the 
success of that outlaw regime. Moreover, 
he should be doubly welcome in Red China, 
for no man ever received more considera- 
tion from the United States or gave less in 
return for it. That, to the Communists, 
should be at least par for the course. 

ATTLEE PARTY AND CHURCHILL REGIME BOTH 

FAVORED RECOGNIZING RED CHINA 

Mr. MALONE. Madam President, it 
is not clear at the moment exactly what 
difference there is between the govern- 
ment represented before 1951 by Clement 
Attlee and the government represented 
at the moment by Mr. Churchill, because 
both governments favored the further 
recognition of Communist China. That 
nation has already been officially recog- 
nized. The leaders of both parties favor 
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further trade agreements with Commu- 
nist China, Russia, and the Iron Curtain 
countries. - 

Only recently Mr. Churchill and Mr. 
Eden visited the United States and made 
a proposal that the United States enter 
into some kind of coexistence pact, what- 
ever that may mean—some kind of 
mutual security pact or nonaggression 
pact with Russia. The proposal was 
made at that time, and is still being 
pursued by Mr. Churchill and Mr. Eden, 
because they would both sell the United 
States down the river, and themselves 
along with it, in order to keep Hong Kong 
and the Malayan States 1 more year. 

“COMRADE CLEM” HAD POWERFUL VOICE IN 

TRUMAN ADMINISTRATION 

Madam President, the editorial which 
has just been placed in the Record ably 
points out the powerful influence exerted 
by “Comrade Clem” over the Truman 
administration in its conduct of the 
Korean war. 

It brings out that if was Mr. Attlee 
whose advice was followed when Presi- 
dent Truman prohibited the American 
Air Force from bombing Red China terri- 
tory and supply bases at the height of 
that conflict. 

Further, the editorial offers the strong 
supposition that “Comrade Clem” had a 
decisive role in bringing about the recall 
of Gen. Douglas A. MacArthur, a recall 
that prevented Red China from facing 
an inevitable defeat. 

The editorial also notes that Mr. Attlee 
has been and is a leading advocate of 
seating Red China in the United Nations. 

In other words, “Comrade Clem,” 
whose voice carried such great weight 
with the previous administration, has 
consistently given aid and comfort to our 
enemy. He seeks to expand that aid to 
Moscow and Peiping, and to date he has 
been very successful. 


REDS SPREAD FEAST FOR BRITISH SOCIALISTS 


The saga of “Comrade Clem” and his 
Socialist crew is continued in a Reuters’ 
dispatch from Peiping, Red China’s 
capital, published on page 1 of the 
August 16 issue of the New York Times. 

Reuters, a British news agency, re- 
ports what it describes as a “feast” given 
by the Chinese Communist Premier Chou 
En-Lai to “Comrade Clem” and com- 
pany. 

The dispatch presents such interest- 
ing details as that Attlee and his fellow 
Britains dined on lotus roots, bamboo 
shoots, shark fins, and mo-tai, a color- 
less, fiery liqueur. 

In fact throughout the Attlee junket 
the party has been handsomely liquored. 
In Moscow where he was wined and 
dined it was vodka with which “Comrade 
com and his Soviet hosts exchanged 22 

asts. 


TRADE STRONG STIMULANT TO STIMULATE TRADE 


In Peiping it is mo-tai which, perhaps, 
is equally potent. 

The pretext for this grand tour by 
Britain’s former Prime Minister is that 
Comrade Clem hopes to stimulate Brit- 
ish-Communist trade; and in stimulat- 
ing trade, the guests and hosts are now 
trading stimulants. 

Possibly in the course of his so-called 
trade mission Mr. Attlee will arrange for 
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stimulating imports of Russian vodka 
and mo-tai from Peiping into Scotland 
in exchange for machine tools and other 
war goods. 

The Scotch are great free enterprisers, 
and Mr. Attlee no doubt would welcome 
an opportunity to help curb Scotch free 
enterprise. 


REDS HIT UNITED STATES POLICY DURING ATTLEE~ 
BEVAN VISIT 


The New York Times article, headed 
“Chou En-lai Fetes Attlee Group—Trade 
Is Major Luncheon Topic,” reports other 
interesting details of the British Social- 
ist excursion, and is appropriately fol- 
lowed by a short dispatch from Hong 
Kong, headed “United States Policy At- 
tacked.” 

I ask unanimous consent that both 
these dispatches be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BENNETT in the chair). Is there objec- 
tion? 

There being no objection, the dis- 
patches were ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorp, as follows: 


CHOU EN-LAI FETES ATTLEE Group—TRaDE 
Is MAJOR LUNCHEON Torre 


Perrine, August 15.—Clement R. Attlee and 
his British Labor Party delegation were 
guests today at a feast given by Chou En-lai, 
Chinese Communist Premier. 

The menu included lotus roots, soybean 
soup, bamboo shoots, shark fins and mo-tal, 
a colorless, fiery liqueur. The Chinese hosts 
provided western knives and forks for the 
guests instead of chopsticks. 

Later the Britons spent 5 hours discussing 
East-West trade with Mr. Chou and other 
Government leaders in the beautiful pavil- 
ions of the former Chung Nan Hai imperial 
palace. 

The eight-member British delegation ar- 
rived here yesterday after a visit to Moscow. 
They were officially welcomed at a cocktail 
party given by the Government. 

They expect to meet Mao Tse-tung, the 
head of state, some time next week. 

Morgan Phillips, the Labor Party secretary 
and spokesman for the good-will mission 
here, said the Britons also discussed British- 
Chinese relations and the new constitution 
that will soon be introduced by the Chinese 
regime. 

The delegation asked specific questions 
about the constitution and these were “an- 
swered on the spot,” he added. 

Details of the delegation's itinerary, dis- 
closed tonight, show that the Britons will 
spend 5 days here and then tour Manchuria 
for several days. They will fly back to Pei- 
ping from Mukden. 

The meeting with Mr. Mao will come dur- 
ing the mission's 3-day pause here before it 
leaves for Shanghai and other Chinese cities 
on the way to Hong Kong and eventually 
home. 

Tomorrow Mr. Attlee and his party will 
attend a Government dinner in their honor 
and on Wednesday an official luncheon. The 
Government has told the Britons and an- 
nounced in the official newspaper, People’s 
Daily, that they can see whatever they like. 

This week’s program includes visits to a 
prison, hospitals, schools, textile factories, 
railways, and a coal mine. 

Today’s People’s Daily reported the mis- 
slon's visit on its front page, with pictures, 
articles, and an editorial welcoming the mis- 
sion. 

It said many things had been changed in 
China in the last 5 years, and many things 
in the old China had needed changing. The 
country welcomed the guidance of friends, it 
added. 
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The newspaper said Chinese-British trade 
was an important factor in relations between 
the two countries. } 

It said this trade had a long history and 
that the Chinese people had laid emphasis 
on its development and extension, based on 
equality and mutual benefit. 

It added that two snags were the United 
States’ embargo policy and its naval control 
of Far Eastern waters, allowing Chiang Kai- 
shek's traitors to interfere with normal ship- 
ping. : 

In a day of hot sunshine and heavy hu- 
midity, capped by a tropical storm in the 
evening, the first seven British reporters to 
come to China since 1949, kept touch with 
the delegation in a convoy of “pedicabs,” 
one-seat bicycle ricKshaws, pedaled by 
colorfully dressed Chinese, 


UNITED STATES POLICY ATTACKED 

Hone Kone, August 15—Communist China 
lashed out today anew against United States 
policy in the Far East and accused United 
States leaders of endangering world peace 
and of trying to start a new war in Asia. 

The Peiping radio quoted an editorial from 
the People’s Daily welcoming the British 
Laborites. The editorial referred to alleged 
efforts by the United States to put obstacles 
in the course of trade between Britain and 
China. It also declared that the United 
States was disturbing peace in the Far East 
by aiding Chiang Kai-shek and trying to 
build an “aggressive bloc.” It said this pol- 
icy was “detrimental to the principles of 
peaceful coexistence between all peoples of 
Asia and the world,” as well as the “cause for 
an increasingly grave threat to the peace 
and security of Asia and the world.” 

ATTLEE FOE OF FREE ENTERPRISE 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I do 
not believe that Attlee knows any more 
about trade or cares any more about 
trade than he does about horseshoe 
pitching. Mr. Attlee’s real purpose in 
life is to destroy the free-enterprise 
system, an aim in which he was rather 
successful while he was Prime Minister 
of Great Britain. The United States 
is the citadel of the free-enterprise 
system, and it is not beyond the imagina- 
tion of some Americans that Mr. Attlee 
would like to destroy the United States. 
BRITAIN’S MAJOR INDUSTRIES SOCIALIZED UNDER 

ATTLEE REGIME 

As Great Britain’s Prime Minister 
from July 1945, until November 1951, 
Mr. Attlee was successful in nation- 
alizing or socializing eight major Brit- 
ish enterprises. Those enterprises, to- 
gether with the dates when they were 
taken-over by the British Government, 
are as follows: 

The Bank of England, March 1946. 

Civil aviation, August 1946. 

Coal, January 1947. 

Telecommunications, January 1947. 

Inland transport, January 1948. 

Electricity, April 1948. 

Coal gas, May 1949. 

Iron and steel, February 1951. 

Subsequent to “Comrade Clem’s” So- 
cialist regime acts were passed by Parlia- 
ment desocializing iron and steel and 
road haulage, but the other industries 
and enterprises listed above remain na- 
tionalized just as similar industries are 
nationalized in Soviet Russia and Red 
China. 

COMRADES CLEM, MALENKOv, AND CHOU EN-LAI 
IDEOLOGICALLY MATED 

It can therefore be seen that when 

“Comrade Clem” and Malenkov, or 
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“Comrade Clem” and Chou En-lai ex- 
change toasts in vodka or mo-tai, the 
colorless, fiery liqueur, their thoughts 
behind their words may be “Here’s to the 
worldwide destruction of free enterprise.” 

Attlee, Malenkov, and Chou En-lai 
are, in fact, ideological blood brothers. 

That the British Socialist mission to 
Russia and Red China has grave impli- 
cations there can be no doubt. 


MOSCOW “LOVE FEAST” INTERPRETED BY 
DISTINGUISHED COLUMNIST 


Mr. Constantine Brown, the authori- 
tative columnist on military and inter- 
national subjects, today touches on these 
in his column published in the Washing- 
ton Star. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Brown’s column, headed “Odd Love Feast 
in Moscow,” be printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the news 
column was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Opp Love Feast IN Moscow— WORLD PUZZLES 
AT SPECTACLE OF HIGH BRITISH POLITICIANS 
PARTYING WITH RED LEADERS DURING COLD 
War 

(By Constantine Brown) 


While the imposing delegation of leaders 
of the British Labor Party sat swapping sen- 
timental toasts with Malenkov, Kruschchev, 
and company in Moscow, the people of the 
free world wonder to what end all this cam- 
eraderie will lead. 

Former Prime Minister Clement Attlee and 
his party of Laborites, including the stormy 
leftist leader Aneurin Bevan, stopped off in 
the Soviet capital en route to keep a date 
with Mao Tse-tung, Chou En-lai and the 
other top men of Red China. The Kremlin 
rolled out the red—or should we say white— 
carpet for the visiting Britishers. 

From the warm and most cordial character 
of the Soviet welcome for the party, it was 
obvious that every effort was being made to 
add to the prestige of the British delegation 
by the most painstaking attention to detail. 
Moscow even reported that the great Malen- 
kov himself personally picked a bouquet for 
Edith Summerskill, the only woman member 
of the party. This is a strange Malenkov. 
Indeed, this is an unlooked for Communist, 
indulging in such gross bourgeois flattery. 

The dinners and parties were all arranged 
in a manner of intimacy. Little conver- 
sational groups gathered around the chief 
Russian bigwigs to have, we suppose, heart- 
to-heart talks about the state of the world 
and the Soviet desire for peace with co- 
existence. 

Out of these cozy tete-a-tetes came reports 
of earnest agreement on the peaceful in- 
tentions of the Kremlin. Wilfrid Burke, 
chairman of the Labor Party, found Malen- 
kov very friendly, he said, and very anxious 
to establish peaceful relations with the West. 

The Muscovites broke precedent, even, to 
attend a dinner at the British Embassy. The 
Embassy must also have broken precedent: 
borscht was served, and no one dressed for 
dinner. No one said whether or not the 
ghosts of Kipling, Clive, Rhodes, or Victoria 
sent a delegation in protest, or picketed the 
place. But Peter the Great and Boris Godou- 
nov were certainly present in spirit. All 
hands drank a toast to Queen Elizabeth. 

As if to underline the significance of the 
Moscow visit, the British Foreign Office, not 
at present under the wing of the Labor Party, 
announced that the Soviet Government has 
invited a delegation of British members of 
Parliament to visit Moscow this fall. The 
invitation, from the Presidium of the Su- 
preme Soviet—the Red version of a parlia- 
ment—was addressed to Lord Simonds, 
head of the House of Lords, and to Speaker 
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Morrison of the House of Commons, The 
invitation has been accepted. 

Thus the Communist leaders, by inviting 
Officially the visit of an all-party delegation 
from Britain’s Parliament, rather adeptly 
spike the guns of those scoffers who have 

off the significance of the Attlee 
delegation’s visit with the “oh, they're just 
a bunch of Socialists anyway” type of com- 
ment. 

And the Kremlin propaganda strategists 
pat themselves on the back and award them- 
selves a few medals for a master coup. For 
the world looks at the spectacle of the staid 
and dignified British visitors in their friendly 
visit to the lair of the Red chieftains, and 
somehow the picture of Communist aggres- 
sion becomes blurred and unreal. That, of 
course, is the Red design, and it is a clever 
one. 

Although technically there is nothing 
amiss at all in these friendly visits between 
nations having formal diplomatic ties, as is 
the case in both the Russian and Chinese 
journeys of the Attlee party, much could be 
said on the question of the British taste in 
choosing this particular time for the visit. 

British troops, under the banner of the 
United Nations, have hardly stopped fighting 
and dying in Korea against the Chinese Red 
hordes. And there is no peace in Korea, 
even yet, beyond the mockery of the “truce” 
agreement entered into last year. The guns 
have not yet had time to cool in Indochina, 
where the West abjectly settled a war on 
Communist terms and called it a peace. 

The British are past masters at the art of 
diplomacy, and are very much aware that the 
Russian intentions in all this show of cordi- 
ality are primarily to place the United States, 
the acknowledged leader of the free world 
forces, in an embarrassing position. 

“Coexistence,” in the British view, would 
appear to be a considerably different proce- 
dure from any the term implies in the United 
States. 

While it could never be said of Americans 
that they spurn the hand of friendship with 
any nation, it has always been something of 
an American characteristic to expect that the 
hand will be sincerely proferred. 

It has been the consistent stand of our 
policymakers that, in the case of the Soviet, 
actions speak louder than words—or toasts. 


UNITED STATES PAYS FOR BRITISH-RUSSIAN-RED 
CHINA HONEYMOON 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, Mr. 
Brown quite properly includes the en- 
tire British leadership and the British 
Foreign Office in the plot to bed down 
with Communist Russia and Red China 
while Uncle Sam pays for this bigamous 
Bonoan with more billions in foreign 
aid. 

The Baltimore Sun, in its editions of 
Monday, August 16, banners Reuters 
dispatches from Moscow and Peiping on 
page 1 with “Red China To Send Chargé 
d'Affaires to London—Peiping Sees Ge- 
neva Talk as a Reason—Says Parley 
Brought Improvement in Sino-British 
Relations.” 

AMERICAN NEWSMEN EXCLUDED FROM BRITISH 
SOCIALIST JUNKET 


Reuters, may I emphasize again, is a 
British news agency, and the British 
carefully excluded any representative 
from an American news service from ac- 
companying the Attlee-Bevan party. 

In contrast, British reporters in 
America, like the reporters of Tass, the 
Soviet news agency, are accorded the 
same privileges as American newsmen, 
which is appropriate in a free country. 

Soviet Russia has long restricted news 
coverage by Americans, and now Britain 
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has followed suit, an indication of how 
close Britain, whom we have supported 
before, during and after three world 
wars, is to Communist methods, if not 
actual communism., 


COMMUNISM AND SOCIALISM SEEK SAME 
OBJECTIVES 


Mr. President, as the junior Senator 
from Nevada has often said, there is no 
difference between the objectives of so- 
cialism and those of communism; only 
the approach is different. The objec- 
tives of both are government ownership, 
with the individual owning nothing. 
The sole difference between them is that 
a Communist will shoot to gain his ends, 
and a Socialist will spend a country into 
them. The latter is about what Britain 
has been doing with our money, coupled 
with some of her own. So, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the difference is very slight. 


COMMUNISTS IMPATIENT SOCIALISTS 


The objectives are the same. In other 
words, a Communist is only an impa- 
tient socialist. 


We are compelled to rely on Reuters 
and its favored journalists for full ac- 
counts of the Attlee-Bevan mission in 
Red China. 


Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Reuters dispatches referred to 
above be printed in the Recorp at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the news dis- 
patches were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


PEIPING SEES GENEVA TALK AS A REASON— 
Says PARLEY BROUGHT IMPROVEMENT IN 
Srno-BritisH RELATIONS 


Moscow, August 15—W. S. Morrison, 
Speaker of the British House of Commons, 
and Lord Simonds, Chancellor of the House 
of Lords, have accepted an invitation to visit 
Russia next month, the Soviet Communist 
Party newspaper Pravda reported today. 


PerrinG, August 15.—The Communist Chi- 
nese Government has decided to send a 
chargé d'affaires to London, the Peiping Peo- 
ple’s Daily, quoted by the Communist New 
China News Agency, reported today. 

The paper disclosed that the decision was 
the outcome of “an improvement brought 
about in Sino-British relations at the Geneva 
Conference, thanks to the efforts of both 
China and Britain.” 

Britain is represented by a chargé d'affaires 
in Peiping, but until this time, Communist 
China had not reciprocated. 

The People’s Daily, mouthpiece of the 
Chinese Communist Party, added today: 

“The British Government has also dis- 
played a positive attitude to the question of 
improving Sino-British relations. 

“MUTUAL BENEFIT 

“One of the salient principles of our for- 
eign policy is to establish and develop diplo- 
matic relations with all countries on the 
basis of the principles of equality, mutual 
benefit, and mutual respect of each other's 
territorial integrity and sovereignty. This 
principle is naturally applicable to the rela- 
tions between China and Britain.” 

The British Government decided to recog- 
nize the Chinese Communist Government in 
January 1950 and has been represented in 
Peipin since by a chargé d'affaires, 

In June this year, Communist China and 
Britain agreed that China should send a 
chargeé d’affaires to London with the same 
rank and duties as the British chargé d'af- 
faires in Peiping. 
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FIRST MISSION 

The Chinese diplomatic mission will be 
the first to represent the Chinese Commu- 
nist Government in Britain since it came to 
power in 1949. 

When Britain decided to recognize the 
Chinese Communist regime in January 1950, 
a British diplomatic mission was sent 
promptly to negotiate the resumption of full 
diplomatic relations and the exchange of 
ambassadors. 

But the negotiations, which failed to make 
progress, stalled completely in June 1950. 
No further talks on representation took place 
until the recent Geneya Conference. 

EMBASSY CLOSED 

During the 4-year interval, no attempt 
was made by the Chinese. Government to 
exercise its right to send to London a mission 
of comparable status with the British mis- 
sion in Peiping. During the whole of this 
period, the Chinese Embassy has been closed. 

The People’s Daily said, “Both China and 
Britain play a vital role in international af- 
fairs and exert a powerful influence on 
them.” 

“The development of relations between 
China and Britain on the basis of the prin- 
ciple of peaceful coexistence is naturally 
beneficial to collective peace in Asia and the 
rest of the world.” 


BRITAIN’S GOVERNMENT LEADERS AND SOCIALIST 
CHIEFS CLOSELY LINKED 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
heading cf the Reuter's dispatch from 
Moscow reads: 

W. S. Morrison, speaker of the British 
House of Commons, and Lord Simonds, 
Chancellor of the House of Lords, have ac- 
cepted an invitation to visit Russia next 
month, the Soviet Communist party news- 
paper Pravda reported today. 


That is how close the Socialist Clement 
Attlee is to the Morrisons, the Church- 
ills, and the Edens. 

Mr. President, whatever the pretended 
purpose of the Attlee mission, Britain's 
Red trade aims already are on a long 
way toward accomplishment. 

TRADE WITH REDS SPEEDED BY GREAT BRITAIN 


Early editions of the Washington Daily 
News Monday front-paged a dispatch 
from London, headed, “Trade With Reds 
Eased for Britons.” 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar- 
ticle be printed in the Record at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

TRADE WITH Reps EASED FOR BRITONS 

Lonpon, August 16.—Britain eased con- 
trols today on trade with Russia and Com- 
munist European satellite governments. 

Orders totaling $120 million already have 
poured into Britain and Soviet bids to buy 
$28 million worth of steel rolling plants are 
being studied. 

The relaxation of restriction on Iron Cur- 
tain trade, agreed to by the United States 
and other North Atlantic treaty powers after 
long conferences in Washington and Paris, 
went into effect in Britain today. 

The new ruling will enable Britain to pro- 
ceed immediately with orders received from 
Moscow eerlier this year, although not all 
of them will be sanctioned by the Board of 
Trade. 

In relaxing restrictions, the West has short- 
ened its list of embargoed goods from a to- 
tal of 400 items to about 250. 

Strategic items still are barred from ex- 
port to the Communist bloc, but the inter- 
— of what is strategic has been re- 

ax 
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Stricken off the strategic list were textile 
machinery, some types of machine tools and 
certain agricultural machinery. 

Western experts have cautioned against 
pitfalls of such Red proposals, arguing the 
Communist bloc does not have enough to 
offer in exchange because of shortages which 
now have affected even its agriculture. 

Officials estimate that total West Euro- 
pean trade with the Soviet and East Euro- 
pean satellites has risen from $738 million 
in 1952 to $789 million in 1953. European 
imports from the Soviet bloc fell during the 
same period from $990 million to $918 mil- 
lion. 

RUSSIAN BID TO BUY STEEL ROLLING PLANTS 
FROM ENGLAND “STUDIED” 


Mr.MALONE. Mr. President, the first 
paragraph of the dispatch, which is a 
United Press dispatch from London, 
dated August 16, 1954, reads: 

Britain eased controls today on trade with 
Russia and Communist European satellite 
governments. 


The timing of this announcement 
with Mr. Attlee’s visit to Moscow and 
Peiping is very interesting. 

I continue to read from the dispatch: 

Orders totaling $120,000,000 already have 
poured into Britain, and Soviet bids to buy 
$28,000,000 worth of steel rolling plants are 
being studied, 


There surely could be nothing critical 
about a steel-rolling plant. That could 
not be used to make war on the United 
States. At least, that is the argument 
the United Nations made, and the argu- 
ment, of course, that our own east-west 
trade proponents probably will make 
when confronted with such a transac- 
tion. 

RED TRADE PLAN AGREED TO DURING STASSEN 

VISIT TO ENGLAND 


Mr. President, it will be noted that 
Britain’s action is in conformance with 
an agreement made last spring by Britain 
with United States officials and those of 
other North Atlantic treaty powers. In 
other words, the agreement preceded the 
Attlee mission. 

It is, in fact, an aftermath of a visit 
Mr. Harold Stassen paid to Britain sev- 
eral months ago, and to which I shall 
have occasion to refer later in my re- 
marks. 

The junior Senator from Nevada has 
long considered it unfortunate that 
among our gifts to Britain we did not 
tender to them Mr. Stassen. 

This could have been done preferably 
under some sort of a lend-lease arrange- 
ment, which would have assured us that 
we would not get Mr. Stassen back. 

Such an arrangement could possibly 
save the taxpayers of this Nation more 
billions of dollars. 

NEW GIVEAWAY SCHEMES PLOTTED BY FOREIGN 
AID SPENDERS OF $59 BILLION 

These taxpayers since the war have 
been tapped for $59 billion to support 
various global giveaway schemes, and 
Mr. Stassen and his handout crew are 
now thinking up new ways to squander 
new billions of taxpayers’ money in new 
schemes to shower American wealth on 
foreign peoples throughout the world, 
and to promote more schemes of the 
Clement Attlee-and-party type. 

The Wall Street Journal today carries 
a rather comprehensive report of the 
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goings-on in Mr. Stassen's bailiwick 
under the page one heading “President’s 
Advisors Mull a Costly New Foreign- 
Help Program—Scheme: Plow in Dol- 
lars, Shore Up Economies in Red- 
Threatened Areas—Asia Would Be First 
Target.” 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be printed in the Recorp at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


PRESIDENT’s ApDyIsORS MULL A Costty New 
ForrIGN-HELP ProcRAM—SCHEME: PLOW IN 
DOLLARS, SHORE-Up ECONOMIES IN RED- 
THREATENED AREAS—ASIA WoULD Be FIRST 
TARGET 

(By Ray Cromley) 

Wasnincton.—The Red triumph in Indo- 
china, and the short-lived success of the Red 
regime in Guatemala, may cost you a pretty 
penny. 

You may find yourself, through the United 
States Government, subsidizing more roads, 
dams, and reclamation projects in Guate- 
mala, in Burma, South Vietnam, Pakistan, 
and in other trouble spots around the globe. 

You may find yourself, through the United 
States Government, loaning or giving money 
to Japan or England or France, or Belgium, 
or West Germany, if they will in turn furnish 
world danger areas with road-building equip- 
ment, electric generators, or cement-produc- 
ing machinery, or textile plants. 

You may find that foreign aid, running at 
around $3 billion a year now, will stay that 
high, or almost that high, for many years 
to come. 

ECONOMIC AID BILLIONS 


For as a result of Guatemala and Indo- 
china, President Eisenhower's advisors are 
already hard at work on grandiose plans for 
new billions in economic aid. They will 
be superimposed on our plans for rearm- 
ing the free nations against the Commu- 
nists. And where military spending goes 
down, as in Indochina as a result of the 
armistice, these moneys will be diverted to 
“economic defense.” 

A key part of the new Eisenhower eco- 
nomic aid program will be a drive to cut 
tariffs in the free world, and stimulate 
trade. The idea is to use all kinds of eco- 
nomic weapons—not just United States 
cash—in an integrated global effort to help 
underdeveloped areas resist Communist 
blandishments. 

So another likely result of the current 
planning would be more competition from 
abroad for some United States businessmen, 
and cheaper foreign wares for United States 
shoppers. The State Department not only 
wants to stimulate trade with the United 
States but also to use United States tariff 
concessions as a lever to encourage freer 
trade between our allies. Thus we might 
agree to lower trade barriers against British 
or French imports to the United States if 
those countries would cut tariffs on Japanese 
textiles or on Thai or Formosan exports. 

The men drafting the plans want to push 
more “planning” by underdeveloped coun- 
tries and would send more engineer-advisor 
teams around the world; they would start 
sending more point 4 technicians and pub- 
lic health experts and would help start 
more technical schools in backward coun- 
tries. But above all, the planners would try 
to get the countries of the free world to get 
together to do more planning on how to help 
each other so that United States aid for one 
would snowball into aid from the helped 
countries to other countries. 


CONGRESS MAY BE COOL 


The idea is, says one planner, we'll tell 
these people, We'll help you if you agree to 
help someone else.” 
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Much of this planning, of course, will have 
to be O. K.’d by Congress before it can be 
carried out. At this session, the lawmakers 
indicated considerable coolness toward con- 
tinued heavy spending abroad. The Eisen- 
hower forces asked $3.4 billion for foreign aid 
for the current fiscal year, but Congress is 
likely to provide little more than $2.8 billion 
despite a last-minute appeal from Ike. Con- 
gress was also cold to the Administration’s 
“freer trade” schemes, and the President 
had to settle for a 1-year extension of the 
Reciprocal Trade Act, instead of the progres- 
sive tariff reductions he favored. 

But President Eisenhower will argue next 
year that Indochina has proved that military 
aid and military alliances alone will not stop 
the Communists. His advisors are convinced 
on this point. 

“Look at the several billions for arms we 
poured into Indochina,” says one diplomat 
wryly. 

Says another: “We could have a strong 
military alliance of the southeast Asiatic 
nations, well armed and well prepared, and 
they could still go Red.” 

Southeast Asiatic diplomats have told Sec- 
retary of State Dulles and his aides that they 
don't fear an out-and-out Red Chinese in- 
vaslon. But they do fear subversion, infil- 
tration, and coups d'etat. They worry about 
the Red underground. Our diplomats say 
they're right. 

CRUX OF PROBLEM 


“The problem is economic and political 
unrest; that gives the Reds a chance to make 
hay,” says one Dulles aide. “Look at what 
happened in Guatemala; and the Reds 
couldn't have won in Indochina except for 
native dissatisfaction with their government 
and with their economic plight.” 

The planners say their program will aim 
at building enough economic stability to 
prevent people from turning to communism 
as a desperate hope. “But that will cost a 
lot,” says one planner, “and a lot of the cost 
will have to come from the United States 
taxpayer.” 

In some ways, the planners admit, this 
isn't a new concept. It was the idea of the 
Marshall plan for Europe. It's the basic 
idea of the smalier point 4 plan to help 
people to help themselves. But the trend 
the past few years has been to depend more 
and more on military alliances and military 
aid to stop the Reds and to cut back on eco- 
nomic aid. In a way, this is an attempt to 
reapply the basic premise of the Marshall 
plan to critical spots around the globe. 

The first of these big new economic plans 
will be for that part of Asia which hasn't 
yet fallen to the Communists. Planners are 
already at work, though they're still only 
at the start of their planning. “We have 
dozens of plans,” says one diplomat, “and 
we've got to take all these ideas and make 
one workable program out of it all.” “But 
this oriental plan will have worldwide over- 
tones, for the planners have already decided 
you can’t help one country or one area effi- 
ciently without tying this aid in with aid 
plans for many other countries. 

Asia is being picked as the first target 
because Dulles diplomats figure it's the 
prime danger spot. Diplomats worry that 
Japan’s ailing export trade will lure the Jap- 
anese Communist markets in Russia and 
China. There’s an underground Red war 
going on in Malaya now. The present ad- 
ministration in Indonesia already has a par- 
liamentary alliance with the local Red party 
and depends on Red votes to stay in power; 
fluctuations in the world tin and rubber 
markets keep Indonesia’s economy unset- 
tied. The Reds have set up in Communist 
China an ex-premier of Thailand as head of 
a Red Thai movement; there’s still a Red 
army in Burma fighting the Burmese Gov- 
ernment. The Reds have shown unexpected 
= strength in some sections of Pak- 
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Like the original Marshall plan, the new 
Asiatic aid program will try to get away from 
helping countries one by one; instead it will 
aim at helping each country in a way that 
will enable that country’s production to help 
other countries. 

An official gives this example of how the 
plan would work: Japan is short of iron ore; 
she finds it difficult to sell in Southeast Asia 
because these lands are often short of foreign 
exchange. Malaya has iron ore. If these 
Malayan mines were expanded, Malaya 
would earn more of the foreign exchange 
she needs and be able to buy more of what 
Japan and other countries sell. (And the 
developing of these mines would give Japan 
a market for mining machinery and mining 
equipment.) 

Indonesia wants to develop a cotton tex- 
tile industry to meet domestic textile needs. 
She can’t afford to import the machinery to 
start it. Japan has cotton textile machinery 
to export; she can't find enough buyers to 
sell the machinery to. If some way can be 
found to finance this deal, then Indonesia 
will save foreign exchange—because she 
won't have to import so many textiles. Japan 
will have a growing market for industrial 
goods. 

Burma could earn more foreign exchange 
if she developed her lumbering industry. To 
do that she needs better roads leading to for- 
ests in the interior. Probable best market 
for her specialized lumber would be the 
United States. So the planners see a three- 
way deal. Loan or grant Burma the funds 
she needs to build the roads. She'll prob- 
ably buy her road building equipment from 
Japan and sell her lumber to the United 
States. Then Japan would take the funds 
she earned from selling equipment to Burma, 
and buy the goods she has to have from the 
United States. 

But the basic idea of the program would 
be to develop in each country industries such 
as mining, textile-making and agriculture 
(through dams and irrigation projects and 
fertilizer plants) that would help the coun- 
try to pay its own way, raise the standard 
of living, and provide exchange. 

Because most of Asia is underdeveloped 
and Japan the only well-developed country 
in the area, Japan would be a focus of a lot 
of these two-way or three-way trade and de- 
velopment deals. But a lot of the programs 
would provide for increasing trade and in- 
vestment between a country in Asia and 
some European or African or South Amer- 
ican area. 

In fact, the further the planners go in 
planning for Asia the less they think of it as 
a single trade area like Europe, and more 
as an area where each country will want to 
trade more and more with the rest of the 
world. 

So the planners at the State Department, 
the Foreign Operations Administration and 
the Commerce Department are thinking in 
global terms. The plans they'll come up 
with, if adopted by Congress, would make 
foreign economic aid a big item in the Fed- 
eral budget for the “duration” of the cold 
war. 


MACHINE-TOOL GIVEAWAY TO BRITAIN COSTLY TO 
TAXPAYER AND INDUSTRY 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, one of 
the schemes advanced by the State De- 
partment foreign-aid giveaway clique in 
recent years was to provide foreign na- 
tions with machine tools of advanced 
American design. 

Millions of dollars in machine tools 
were given to Great Britain, and it is 
interesting to note that in British dis- 
patches reporting steps to increase Brit- 
ain’s trade with Communists machine 
tools are prominently mentioned. 

It would be interesting to learn, Mr. 
President, if some of the machine tools 
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that we gave Britain after the war are 
among the machine tools that Britain 
now proposes to send on to Soviet Russia 
and Red China. 

They are excellent tools, Mr. President, 
useful in manufacturing war planes and 
jet engines, and no doubt would be 
greatly welcomed by all of our Commu- 
nist enemies. 


GIFT MACHINE TOOLS TO BRITAIN MISSING 


Some of these machine tools we gave 
to Great Britain already have been mis- 
laid or disappeared. In any event, the 
investigations division of the Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee has been unable 
to trace them since their arrival in Great 
Britain, and in this regard have had no 
help from Mr. Stassen’s agency. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the portion of the investiga- 
tions division’s report titled “The Ma- 
chine Tool Grant” be printed at this 
point in the Recorp, as a part of my 
remarks. 


There being no objection, the excerpt 
from the report was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


THE MACHINE-TOOL GRANT 


Included in the United States grant-aid 
to the British aircraft industry was the gift 
of a large quantity of expensive and special- 
ized American machine tools that were in 
short supply in the United States and not 
available to American industry without 
priority ratings. 

These tools were authorized at the end of 
& fiscal year without adequate screening; 
some proved to be unnecessary, others were 
not well adapted to their proposed use and 
a number are still in reserve. MSA and 
FOA have failed to make full end use checks 
and the United States does not participate in 
the revenue derived from the rental of the 
tools by the British Ministry of Supply. 

Although this transaction was initiated 
and the funds committed by ECA more than 
3 years ago, the details are still so highly 
classified by the Foreign Operations Adminis- 
tration, the successor of ECA and MSA, that, 
unfortunately, they cannot be fully dis- 
cussed herein. At the request of the Division 
of Investigation, the General Accounting 
Office made a study of the machine-tool grant 
in April 1954 and prepared a report for the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations. FOA 
was asked to release the report for general 
publication. This request was refused, 
However, a summary of the available data 
may disclose a clue to the motives for a con- 
tinuation of the highly restricted classifica- 
tions. 

In 1951 the United States agreed to supply 
the British Government through grant aid 
with several thousand machine tools to fur- 
ther defense production in the United King- 
dom at a total cost of $126 million. The 
funds were duly committed and deliveries 
were made over a long-lead-time period, the 
last tools according to our information hay- 
ing been delivered in March 1954. These 
tools were consigned to the British Minis- 
try of Supply which in turn distributed 
them to various manufacturers engaged in 
defense production under terms and condi- 
tions which FOA does not permit us to de- 
scribe but which have considerable interest 
to the Congress and the American taxpayer. 
There is no indication that the British Min- 
istry of Supply is in any way responsible for 
this restriction on vital information. 

Curiously enough, while it is not per- 
mitted to mention the total number of ma- 
chine tools procured and delivered to the 
British Ministry of Supply, there is no re- 
striction upon stating that 3,838 of these 
tools were allocated by the Ministry of Sup- 
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ply to the British aircraft industry. This 
distribution was as follows: 


For engines coat SPL a 2, 426 


These tools are estimated to have had an 
average value of something slightly in ex- 
cess of $20,000 each, making the total cost 
for the tools allocated to the aircraft indus- 
try approximately $76 million. 

The machine tools allocated to the aircraft 
industry are dispersed among the following 
users: 


Engines: 
Armstrong Siddeley Motors 437 
Non Roe 484 
Napier (English Electric) 442 
Standard Motor Co_...--.--------- 323 
DeHavilland Engine Co. (includes 
4 factories, and subcontractors: 
Jos. Sankey, Ltd.; Wayburn En- 
gine Co.: S. E. Opperman; B. S. A. 
LO A EE O T 395 
Bristol Airplane Co. (includes sub- 
contractors: Wellworthy Piston 
Ring Co., Ltd.; Balfour Marine 
Engine Co.; R. T. Shelley & Co., 
Ltd.; Enfield Tool Mfg. Co.; Engi- 
neering Productions, Ltd.; Singer 
Motors, Ltd.; Bros. Ltd. 317 
Miscellaneous users........-----.. 28 
PEN aa a ers —. 426 
= 
Airframes: 
Hawker Aircraft Co. (2 factories)... 118 
Armstrong Whitworth * 35 
Vickers Armstrong (includes sub- 
contractors: Sauders-Rowe; All 
%% „ 56 
DeHavilland Aircraft Co. 58 
Gloster Aircraft Co. — 51 
English Electric . >. 41 
Miscellaneous users 41 
— atone PRU eee 400 
— — 
Components: 
Blade Research and Development 
%% 111 
Rotax (starter) „ 84 
Rotol (gear box and undercarriage). 89 
British Thompson Houston (turbo 
(ente) 103 
Dowty Equipment Co. (undercar- 
CC 60 
Geo. Godfrey & Partners (cold- air 
c le lene 58 
Dunlop Rim & Wheel Con on 18 
E. M. I. Development Co. as 12 
Farranti, Ltd. . 37 
Folland Aircraft Co. 11 
J. Garrington & Sons ——.— 19 
Lockheed Hydraulic Brake Co = 21 
0 51 
Royal Aeronautical Establishment, 
Parnborough +. EE EN A TE ARA 17 
Miscellaneous users 321 
OCR aca cn mia u ackehse meses cients 1,012 


1 Inspections by FOA—U. K. have never 
been made of these companies, It is not 
known whether subcontracting companies 
are involved with them, because inspections 
were the only means used to gain informa- 
tion of subcontractors involved. 


It is hoped by FOA that an agreement will 
be reached under which the British Ministry 
of Supply will submit to the United States 
a detailed inventory by location of the ma- 
chine tools. When and if this inventory is 
submitted, a clear picture of the status of 
the machine tools will be available. It is 
of interest to note that several of the above 
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companies are also engaged in the manu- 
facture of civil, Government-subsidized air- 
craft. It has not been possible to determine 
from available records that United States 
financed machine tools are used solely for 
the manufacture of military aircraft. On 
the contrary, representatives of the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations have seen at 
least one large American tool engaged in the 
production of door and window frames for 
one of the new British jet transports. 

Most of the aircraft companies above 
mentioned are engaged in the production of 
both civilian and military aircraft, engines 
or components. It is apparent that the 
American tools are not set aside and reserved 
for purely military production. It would be 
unreasonable to assume, or insist upon, any 
such restrictive arrangement in plants that 
do not have a single assembly line and are 
concerned with simultaneous production of 
both military and civilian end items. 


LACK OF SCREENING 


At the time the machine tool grant was 
approved and the funds committed, no satis- 
factory screening as to possible end use 
and utilization was made by ECA. An ade- 
quate screening check would have made it 
difficult to obligate these funds before the 
close of the fiscal year. Actually over 90 
percent of the money committed for the 
procurement of the machine tools was obli- 
gated on May 31, 1951, 1 month prior to the 
close of the fiscal year. 

The details of what happened to all the 
tools is also highly restricted, thus prevent- 
ing a public evaluation of the manner in 
which this program was conceived, nego- 
tiated, and administered by ECA, MSA, and 
FOA. However, it may be stated that: (1) 
when the tools were delivered in the United 
Kingdom, it was found that there was a sur- 
plus, (2) some tools were not well adapted 
to the proposed use, (3) in at least one case 
tools valued at several million dollars could 
not be used because the plant for which 
they were intended had not been completed, 
(4) as of recent date a substantial number 
of the tools are in reserve and are not needed 
for defense purposes, (5) MSA and FOA have 
not made full end use checks of the tools 
in operation, (6) the United States does not 
share in any revenue that may be received 
by the Ministry of Supply from manufac- 
turers for the use of the machine tools allo- 
cated to them, (7) notwithstanding indica- 
tions of improper and nonutilization of the 
machine tools, no concerted corrective action 
was taken by FOA until the middle of 1953, 
(8) as of May 1, 1954, no final agreement 
with the British regarding the use and dis- 
position of the machine tools had been 
executed, (9) the agreement which has ap- 
parently been approved by both sides and 
is awaiting execution is open to question 
from the standpoint of protecting the best 
interests of the American taxpayer, (10) at 
the time this transaction was originated, it 
was regarded largely as a device for putting 
dollars into the British economy by picking 
up the checks for something the British had 
already ordered, and (11) since the opera- 
tion was treated essentially as a form of 
balance of payment assistance, only a limited 
amount of time or attention was given by 
MSA and FOA to the allocation, use, and 
disposition of the tools once they had en- 
tered into the British economy, 


OPERATION RATHOLE 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
above excerpt from the Appropriations 
Committee investigation division’s re- 
port is but one example of what the 
Omaha World-Herald in a recent edi- 
torial referred to as Operation Rathole. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial from the Omaha World-Herald, of 
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‘August 2, 1954, be printed at this point 
in the RECORD, as a part of my remarks. 
There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ONLY SEVEN VOTED YES 


Last Friday Republican Senator MALONE, 
of Nevada, moved to kill the foreign-aid pro- 
gram entirely. 

He said, let’s take the money that has 
accumulated in that fund and spend it on 
the American Air Force. He said, let’s use 
it to buy a couple of thousand heavy jet 
bombers for General LeMay, and maybe 3,000 
jet interceptors for the defense of America. 

Can any rational American doubt that 
the money, if so invested, would buy vastly 
more national defense than if dribbled away 
in some 60-odd foreign lands? 

The truth would seem to be self-evident. 

Yet, when the roll was called, how many 
Senators of the United States voted with 
Senator MALONE? 

Just six, 

Bricker, of Ohio; JENNER, of Indiana; 
LANGER and Younsc, of North Dakota; Mc- 
CarTuy, of Wisconsin; and WELKER, of Idaho. 

That's all. The others present voted no. 

Oh, sure, the defenders of the aid program 
offered gilt-edged reasons, They said a great 
deal of the money now on hand has been 
committed. They said many billions of dol- 
lars worth of weapons ordered for other 
countries under the military-aid program are 
now being made, and will have to be paid 
for. 

To many well-meaning Senators, no doubt 
those arguments were most persuasive. 

But haven't you, dear reader, heard them 
all before? 

Whenever any moye is made to curb or 
end foreign aid, apologists for the great 
giveaway say, oh, no; we can’t do it; we are 
committed; we have made pledges; we must 
keep our sacred promises to our dear allies. 

The upshot is that the American people, 
who are all but unanimously opposed to 
foreign aid, are saddled with it year after 
year after year. 

And there is no relief in sight. 

Time and again the Senators and Repre- 
sentatives who say they are opposed to for- 
eign aid (most of whom are probably sin- 
cere in that stand) allow themselves to be 
outmaneuvered, outthought, and outfought 
by the international spenders. 

In the past 8 years this foreign-aid non- 
sense has cost the American people about 
$60 billion. 

And only seven Senators of the United 
States voted to put a stop to it. 

Why is it so difficult for the people of 
free, democratic America to get what they 
want from their own Congress? 

Senator MaLone has an answer to that 
one. He says the wishes of the people 
have been frustrated by a coalition of “the 
internationally minded press, the pseudo- 
liberal writers and commentators, the pinkos 
and near-Reds, and those large concerns 
here in America which are harvesting the 
profits of the prodigality and senselessness 
of these programs.” 

That just about calls the roll. Among 
them all, those forces generally manage to 
control the national conventions of both 
parties, and their contributions are a potent 
factor in the campaigns in which Senators 
and Representatives are chosen—even here 
in the Midwest. 

Will there then be no end to this Opera- 
tion Rathole? = 

Not, we surmise, until the American people 
wrathfully make their convictions known at 
the polling place. So long as they elect offi- 
cials who talk against foreign aid at cam- 
paign time but vote for it later, the wealth 
of the United States—and the national secu- 
rity—will continue to go down the drain. 
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DOLES TO 60 FOREIGN NATIONS PREFERRED TO 
STRENGTHENED AIR FORCE 
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I wish 
to read a few excerpts from the editorial, 
as follows: 


Can any rational American doubt that the 
money— 


That is to say, the $13 billion, which 
was voted by the Senate as recently as 
last Saturday evening, to be expended in 
those countries— 
if so invested— 


Meaning invested in American air- 
power— 
would buy vastly more national defense than 
if dribbled away in some sixty-odd foreign 
lands? 


Mr. President, the editorial is apropos 
the amendment offered by me to the 
foreign operations administration bill, 
proposing that the $13 billion be trans- 
ferred to the Air Force, to build up-to- 
date defense planes. 

I read further from the editorial: 

Oh, sure, the defenders of the aid program 
offered gilt-edged reasons. They said a 
great deal of the money now on hand has 
been committed. They said many billions 
of dollars’ worth of weapons ordered for other 
countries under the military-aid program 
are now being made, and will have to be 
paid for, 


Mr. President, who commits the 
money of the United States of America, 
before it is appropriated? It seems to 
be about time that the administrative of- 
ficals of the Government be taught a 
lesson, and that the United States Con- 
gress regain its prerogative of appropri- 
ating the taxpayers’ money and of 
knowing where the money goes. 

Mr. President, stories have been told 
about commitments made by the Foreign 
Operations Administration and about 
contracts let—for all of which we must 
pay. However, everyone of those con- 
tracts contains a cancellation clause, 
and every one of the contracts could be 
cancelled at much less than its total cost. 

Furthermore, there is grave suspicion 
that approximately 75 percent of the ma- 
terials to be manufactured and sent to 
Europe and placed in warehouses will be 
obsolete when they “hit the ground.” 

GREAT BRITAIN BIGGEST BENEFICIARY IN 

OPERATION RATHOLE 

Mr. President, Operation Rathole, as 
it is described in the editorial to which 
I have just referred, to date has cost 
the taxpayers of the Nation fifty-nine 
thousand million dollars. 

Great Britain has been the greatest 
recipient of this gift money, much of it 
advanced to her during Mr. Attlee’s re- 
gime to help him socialize British in- 
dustry. 

Mr. Attlee also may well be the future 
Prime Minister of Great Britain, utiliz- 
ing and expending American aid either 
in the interest of Britain or the interest 
of the favorite allies of British Socialists, 
Soviet Russia, and Red China. 

Great Britain, as we all know, has a 
habit of rotating Prime Ministers, and 
Sir Winston in recent years has aged 
rapidly. 

ATTLEE PROMOTED FIRST POSTWAR AID TO BRITAIN 


Mr. Attlee, we remember, did succeed 
Mr. Churchill at the conclusion of World 
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War IL Then, in October 1951, Mr. 
Churchill succeeded Mr. Attlee. In due 
course it may be “Comrade Clem’s” turn 
again, with more millions of United 
States dollars to play the big brother 
act to Communist Russia and Red China, 
This would certainly set no precedent. 

It was during Mr. Attlee’s regime as 
Britain’s Prime Minister that the initial 
billions for foreign aid were granted to 
England by the United States. Part of 
this aid money was used to finance the 
British aircraft industry, as I have pre- 
viously stated. The British aircraft in- 
dustry, bolstered by American aid, then 
built a very efficient jet engine, which 
it sold to Soviet Russia. The junior 
Senator from Nevada disclosed this to 
the Senate at the time, but the sale 
by Britain to Russia of jet engines was 
not checked. Mr. Attlee, or “Comrade 
Clem,” as the News calls him, was Prime 
Minister of Great Britain during this 
period, and Mr. Attlee’s friends were in 
the White House and the State Depart- 
ment. 


BRITISH JET-ENGINE SALES TO RUSSIA IN 1948 
EXPOSED IN SENATE 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, on 
this floor in 1948, when we were debating 
the Marshall plan, the successor to 
UNRRA, I said that Great Britain had 
shipped jet engines to Russia. That was 
denied; it was denied by the then Sec- 
retary of the Army. But within a few 
months from that date everyone knew 
England had shipped jet engines to Rus- 
sia. Of course, it is necessary to ship 
only one engine of each type to the Rus- 
sians or the Japanese or to any other 
group, in order for that group to make 
all of such engines they may need. 

Communist jet warplanes- MIG 
15’s—manned by enemy pilots and 
equipped with these British-type jets, 
were employed by Red China in the Ko- 
rean war, and succeeded in shooting 
down some of our American boys. 

The junior Senator from Nevada does 
not know whether Mr. Attlee and his 
Socialist comrades on their mission to 
Moscow and Peiping will be awarded for 
this contribution to Communist air- 
power. He does not know whether in 
the course of their arrangements for in- 
creased trade they will arrange to supply 
Russia or China with more jet engines 
or other war goods. 

REDS GAIN VITAL UNITED STATES SECRETS 
THROUGH TRADE AND TRAITORS 

Of course, Mr. President, we have a 
habit of imparting to our potential ene- 
mies our secrets regarding the atom 
bomb, atomic energy, jet engines, and 
airplanes. We have two ways of doing 
‘that. One is by means of desertions 
from our ranks or traitors in our ranks; 
the other is by giving the equipment to 
European nations who are trading with 
and have traded with Russia and her 
satellites, and have done so without 
stint ever since World War II. 

What the junior Senator from Nevada 
does know is that “Comrade Clem’s” 
sympathies are with the Reds, and 
against the interests of the United States. 

For this reason, Mr. President, the 
Congress of the United States assumes 
great risks in conferring further aid on 
Great Britain at this time. 
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FOREIGN AID RISKS EXPOSED IN SENATE STAFF 
REPORT 


Mr. President, the investigations divi- 
sion of the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee in its report came to some very 
pertinent conclusions about this aid 
given by the United States Government 
to the socialized British aircraft industry. 

It likewise made some interesting rec- 
ommendations, 

I ask unanimous consent that that 
portion of the report subtitled Conclu- 
sions and Recommendations” be printed 
in the Record at this point in my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the portion 
of the report was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


I. Foreign aid is being used to build up 
and fortify the productive facilities of other 
countries to the detriment of United States 
strategic industries. Specifically, United 
States taxpayers’ money is being used to 
support, directly or indirectly, the British 
aircraft industry which is heavily subsidized 
by the British Government. 

The preeminence which the United States 
has enjoyed in international civil aviation 
is based upon the initiative and competition 
generated by the free enterprise system. 
This position of preeminence and the stabil- 
ity of the aviation industry are of paramount 
importance to this country. They should 
not be imperiled by contributing to the sup- 
port of the British aircraft industry. 

II. The United States aircraft industry is 
made up of three component parts, all in- 
terdependent upon each other: 

1. The engine makers. 

2. The airframe builders. 

3. The domestic and international airlines. 

A program which endangers any one of 
these elements threatens the well-being of 
the entire integrated industry. The fact 
should not be overlooked that thousands of 
small component manufacturers have a vital 
interest in the continued stability, prosper- 
ity, and expansion of the United States air- 
craft industry operating within the frame- 
work of the free enterprise system. 

III. If the United States desires to main- 
tain close relations of mutual esteem and 
respect with valued allies, we should recog- 
nize the imperative need for frank, realistic, 
and hard trading in the extension of our 
foreign aid. Any concept that the United 
States can only exercise world leadership 
and hold allies by providing money on terms 
laid down by the recipient nation is un- 
sound and contrary to the best interests of 
the United States. 

IV. The effect of the grants-in-aid to the 
Royal Air Force was to release British budg- 
etary funds for the continued subsidization 
of the commercial jet development program. 

V. A great nation capable of embarking 
upon a long-range and costly program 
largely financed by government to obtain 
mastery of the air in commercial transporta- 
tion should be able to produce without for- 
eign aid the military aircraft necessary for 
its national defense and the fulfillment of 
its obligations to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization. This is especially true since 
large quantities of dollar foreign exchange 
are not essential to the production of British 
aircraft. 

VI. The administrative Judgment exercised 
by ECA, MSA, and FOA is open to serious 
question in connection with: 

1. The obligation of funds at the end of 
the fiscal year for the procurement of several 
thousand expensive machine tools without 
proper screening or end-use checks. 

2. A failure to keep track of the distri- 
bution, use, and ultimate disposition of the 
tools for a long period of time after they 
were delivered to the Ministry of Supply. 
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3. A failure to inspect the tools at the 
British factories to which they were allo- 
cated. 

4. A failure to negotiate any agreement 
with the British Ministry of Supply regulat- 
ing the use and distribution of the tools for 
a matter of nearly 3 years. 

5. A commitment to finance the procure- 
ment of British military aircraft that have 
not been evaluated or approved by the 
United States Air Force and some of which 
will be obsolescent when delivered. 

6. A commitment to finance substantial 
quantities of a British military aircraft that 
will have only 12 to 18 months front-line 
service after delivery before it is scheduled 
for retirement from the front lines. 

7. A commitment to enter into offshore 
procurement contracts for two British mili- 
tary aircraft with the British Ministry of 
Supply instead of the manufacturers, thus 
making it impossible to control costs and to 
impose other essential conditions of produc- 
tion normally required in defense procure- 
ment contracts, 

VII. The programing, procurement, and 
financing of all aircraft required by the mu- 
tual security program should be decided and 
managed by the United States Air Force. 
The appropriations, if any, for foreign air- 
craft financing should be included in the 
funds allocated to military aid and should 
not be divided between the Department of 
Defense and Foreign Operations Administra- 
tion. The present procedure which permits 
the Foreign Operations Administration to 
get into the business of programing and 
financing British aircraft, independently of 
the United States Air Force lends itself to 
the distortion of military aid by civilian 
policymakers in an effort to attain political 
and econome objectives through the use of 
defense support or direct forces support 
funds. 

VIII. The British fighters being financed 
with United States grant aid as part of the 
Royal Air Force modernization program are 
still in the experimental stage and are not yet 
in full production. None can fiy at super- 
sonic or transonic speeds in level flight ac- 
cording to United States Air Force standards. 

IX. The executive agreement reached at 
Paris in April 1953 regarding future support 
for the modernization plan of the Royal Air 
Force should have been fully disclosed to the 
Congress when the first appropriations were 
requested. The formula adopted for seeking 
the necessary funds was misleading and the 
manner in which the formula was later car- 
ried out was contrary to the intent of Con- 
gress to limit the amount of economic aid 
to the United Kingdom. It has led to con- 
fusion, undesirable division of administra- 
tive responsibility and decisions, the wis- 
dom of which are open to serious question. 

X. It is assumed that when the British 
Government spokesmen advocate “trade not 
aid” they mean the interplay of free com- 
petitive forces and not a method of obtain- 
ing a privileged position through the use of 
Government subsidies indirectly financed by 
the United States taxpayers. 

XI. If cy decrees that United 
States grant aid should be continued in sup- 
port of the British military air budget, it 
would be desirable to explore with the ap- 
propriate technicians and policymakers the 
possibilities of supplying the British Govern- 
ment with the airframes of our latest types 
of fighters in which British-make engines 
could be readily installed. This formula, if 
feasible, would appear to be preferable to the 
present program for the following reasons: 
(1) The combination of United States air- 
frames and British engines should result in 
truly supersonic fighters far superior to the 
Javelin, Hawker, Hunter, and Swift. (2) 
United States grant aid would not be used 
to build up production lines in the United 
Kingdom to turn out planes that are not 
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comparable to the suggested United States- 
British combination versions. (3) United 
States taxpayers’ money would be used to 
strengthen our own aircraft industry and 
make jobs for American workers instead of 
contributing to the British program for civil 
jet expansion. 

FURTHER AID FUNDS TO BRITAIN SHOULD AWAIT 

ATTLEE-BEVAN REPORT 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, in view 
of the above recommendations, the jun- 
ior Senator from Nevada would consider 
it a better part of wisdom if foreign-aid 
disbursements to Great Britain were de- 
ferred until at least Mr. Attlee and Mr. 
Bevan return to England and report on 
their conferences with the leaders of 
Communist Russia and Red China. 

The junior Senator from Nevada con- 
siders this a very constructive proposal 
and he earnestly hopes that Mr. Stassen 
will give it his earnest consideration 
when he gets these new billions of tax- 
payers’ dollars in his eager hands. 

He could tie up a reasonable portion 
in a neat bundle for Britain and store the 
bundle in some safe place temporarily, 
or until such time as we know what Brit- 
ain proposes to do with it, or with the 
aircraft, jet engines, munitions, and oth- 
er war goods that it will enable British 
industry to produce. 

If Britain proposes to use it to provide 
for its own or for Western Europe’s de- 
fense, then, under the terms of the act, 
the money would be turned over to it. 


BEWARE OF BLANK CHECKS TO BRITAIN 


But a blank check to Britain at this 
time could wind up endorsed by Molotov 
or Chou En-Lai, Red China’s Foreign 
Minister. 

Mr. President, let me say at this point 
it is not certain but that much of this 
money, in goods and in manufactured 
materials, may wind up in Red China 
and Communist Russia even under Mr. 
Churchill and Mr. Eden. 

The contention may be made that Mr. 
Attlee and Mr. Bevan do not, at this mo- 
ment at least, represent the British Gov- 
ernment. 

Technically, that is true. They hold 
no Official posts, although the Attlee- 
Bevan party does include several mem- 
bers of the British Parliament. 

But the British Government operates 
a bit differently than we do in America. 
ATTLEE SHARED IN WORLD WAR II ROOSEVELT- 

CHURCHILL SECRETS 

Mr. Attlee was very active in the 
Churchill Cabinet during World War II. 
He was Lord Privy Seal and served as 
Deputy Prime Minister during Winston 
Churchill’s trips to the United States and 
other areas of the world to consult with 
President Roosevelt or with Stalin. 

He shared Churchill’s confidences and 
in Churchillian-Roosevelt secrets that 
the American public were not permitted 
to share in. And, of course, as I stated 
before, Mr. Attlee was advanced to Brit- 
ain’s No. 1 man about the time that Mr. 
Truman took office. 

Tomorrow he may be back in power 
again with Comrade Bevan as his For- 
eign Secretary. 

Such a thin line divides the Govern- 
ment in Britain today that there is little 
difference in policy, regardless of which 
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group is in power. No attempt has ever 
been made by either to reverse the rec- 
ognition of Red China. 

Mr. President, the editorial, previous- 
ly referred to, which was published in the 
Washington Daily News, dealt only with 
“Comrade Clem’s” operations in connec- 
tion with the Korean war, and with the 
errors and mistakes made by the pre- 
vious United States administration in 
following his counsels. 

Other errors and mistakes prior to the 
Korean war were made by the previous 
administration while Mr. Attlee repre- 
poet Great Britain as its Prime Min- 

r. 

The British loan was inspired during 
“Comrade Clem’s” ministry over Britain 
during which he exerted his baneful 
influence over the then President of the 
United States and Secretary of State. 

Foreign aid was born under Attlee. 

GATT, the giant international trade 
giveaway was born under Attlee. 

UNITED STATES OFFICIALS AIDED ATTLEE IN 

POSTWAR SCHEMES 

Socialized trade and socialized aid 
all were inaugurated in Britain while 
“Comrade Clem” was its Prime Minister. 
And he had willing aids in our own Gov- 
ernment. 

It was not many months after Mr. 
Attlee’s rise to power that the adminis- 
tration came up with its proposals for 
expansion of world trade and employ- 
ment. 

The United States Treasury Depart- 
ment was represented in this by Harry 
Dexter White and V. Frank Coe, and the 
proposals were sent to 14 countries in- 
cluding Soviet Russia, Czechoslovakia, 
and the United Kingdom. 

HARRY DEXTER WHITE'S ROLE IN $3,750,000,000 
LOAN TO BRITAIN 

Then came the so-called Anglo-Amer- 
ican financial and commercial agree- 
ments with the Attlee government and 
our own Treasury and State Depart- 
ments handling the negotiations. 

That is the agreement, we all remem- 
ber, that resulted in the $3,750,000,000 
loan to Mr. Attlee’s government, the 
lend-lease settlement so favorable to 
Britain, and the agreement to shift from 
bilateral to multilateral trade agree- 
ments through what is now known as 
GATT, the general agreement on tariffs 
and trade, which is so little understood 
in this country that it is scary even to 
think about it. 

Here we find Harry Dexter White and 
V. Frank Coe again representing the 
United States in harmony with Mr. Att- 
lee, and their names appear again high 
on the list of those who prepared the 
charter for the International Trade Or- 
ganization, or ITO, along with that of 
another individual whose name may be 
familiar to congressional investigators— 
Victor Perlo. 

Mr. President, the junior Senator from 
Nevada recalls that as long ago as April 
1947, I discussed on the floor of the Sen- 
ate the activities of Mr. Harry Dexter 
White in connection with the $3,750,000,- 
000 British loan which we were then 
debating. That was in 1947, 8 years ago. 
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HOW WHITE RELAYED BRITAIN’S UNKEPT PLEDGES 


I quoted Mr. White as testifying be- 
fore the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. Mr. White had told the com- 
mittee: 

L She— 


Meaning Britain— 
is willing to commit herself to our program 
of fair currency and trade practices in order 
to encourage an expansion of world trade. 


Think of that—a sovereign nation 
willing to commit herself to fair cur- 
rency and trade practices if she is paid 
for it. 

Of co Britain, then under the min- 
istry of “Comrade Clem” never lived up 
to these assurances by Mr. White. 

No steps have been taken even at this 
late date to inaugurate a system of fair 
currency, and Britain’s Chancellor of 
the Exchequer Mr. R. A. Butler warned 
less than a month ago that Britain has 
no intention of backing a fair currency 
unless the United States pledges “freer 
trade and massive dollar backing.” 


BRITAIN’S ULTIMATUM TO UNITED STATES ON 
FAIR CURRENCY 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Mr. Butler's ultimatum, as 
published in the New York Journal of 
Commerce on July 19, 1954, be printed 
in the Record at this point in my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


CONVERTIBILITY LINK STRESSED—SEEK UNITED 
STATES GUARANTY OF FREER TRADE, DOLLAR 
SUPPORT 


Lonpon, July 18.—Non-Communist Europe 
served notice over the weekend it intends 
seeking new American guaranties of freer 
trade and massive dollar backing before 
making its currencies convertible. 

Britain’s Chancellor of the Exchequer R. A. 
Butler told reporters on behalf of a confer- 
ence of 12 European nations: 

1. Pace of Europe’s haul toward convert- 
ibility “must depend upon action taken 
within the dollar area” to widen world trade. 
That, in practice, means the United States 
will be urged to cut tariffs, liberalize cus- 
toms regulations and generally buy more 
from Europe. 

2. The International Monetary Fund with 
lending powers of $3.2 billion, must be a 
“principal source of credit” for its European 
members after convertibility. The United 
States is about the biggest single investor 
in IMF. 

Mr. Butler did not say so but other in- 
formants reported the European nations dis- 
cussed the possibility of approaching the 
American Federal Reserve System for stand- 
by backing in any currency emergency that 
might come in the wake of convertibility. 

Mr. Butler had presided over a 2-day par- 
ley of finance ministers that ended Friday. 

They came here, under auspices of the 
Organization for European Economic Co- 
operation, to plan one of the biggest finan- 
cial gambles since the war. All agreed they 
would be taking a giant step toward free 
trade by making their pounds, francs, lire, 
marks, kroner, and other moneys convert- 
ible. 

A strong American delegation under For- 
eign Operations Administrator Harold E. 
Stassen took part in an observer role. Can- 
ada, Portugal, Eire, Turkey, and Austria also 
sent observers. 

The ministers did not issue a communique 
but Mr. Butler spoke for them all as chair- 
man, 
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He said of the American observers that 
they were “of the greatest possible help” and 
he added: “I have no doubt they would wish 
to see American policies develop in as liberal 
a method as possible following upon the re- 
port of the Randall Commission, But there 
is a great more to be done... before we 
can be satisfied.” 

HAS ASSIGNED DEPUTIES 

Mr. Butler said deputies have been as- 
signed to: 

1. Formulate a new world trade code em- 
bodying the idea of ever-widening the free 
flow of . 

2. Study ways ot setting up a new multi- 
million-dollar European credit fund on 
which all will be able to draw in times of 
trouble—whether they free their currencies 
or not. 

Britain already has lined about all the 
Commonwealth and empire countries be- 
hind her in the march to convertibility. 

That is important. They make up the 
stearling area. About half of the world’s 
trade is transacted with sterling. 

Mr. Butler said the next stage will come 
when European and Commonwealth finance 
ministers meet in Washington for the an- 
nual IMF parley in September. It seems 
clear the Commonwealth and European na- 
tions then will begin to discuss concrete pro- 
posals with American leaders on all the is- 
sues involved. 

British officials said they believe a new 
world trade and finance parley will emerge 
from these discussions, 

BRITAIN LONG ON PLEDGES—SHORT ON 
PERFORMANCE 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, Mr. 
Harry Dexter White, back in 1947, gave 
assurances of British action in the event 
that we advanced Mr. Attlee's govern- 
ment $3,750,000,000 American tax dol- 
lars. That was not all the British 
pledged, Mr. President. They pledged 
that that would be the end of it. That 
was to be the last. This followed lend- 
lease, UNRRA, and many other subter- 
fuges. 

Mr. White stated that in return for 
this huge loan Britain would “be willing 
to assume the risk of selling her prod- 
ucts in fair competition with the ex- 
porters of other countries.” 

Imagine, Mr. President, that for a little 
less than $4 billion a nation would be 
willing to assume the risk of selling her 
products in fair competition with the 
exporters of our own Nation. 

Of course, she never has done that and 
never will. 

COULD WHITE HAVE BEEN AGENT FOR BOTH REDS 
AND BRITAIN’S SOCIALISTS? 


It would be interesting to learn, Mr. 
President, if Mr. Harry Dexter White, 
whom we now know to have been an 
agent for the Soviet Government, also 
had authority from Britain’s Socialist 
government to act as its agent in pro- 
moting the fantastic and unnecessary 
$3,750,000,000 British loan. 

Britain’s Prime Minister at that time, 
as I stated before, was Mr. Clement Att- 
lee, the same Attlee who is currently 
leading a Socialist delegation in Red 
China with a view to warming up still 
closer to the Communists. 

Mr. President, the current mission of 
Attlee and Bevan to Moscow and Pei- 
ping should come as no surprise. The 
New York Times on May 26, 1954, pub- 
lished a special dispatch from London 
headed “Attlee and Bevan To Visit Red 
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China.” I ask unanimous consent that 
this dispatch be printed in the RECORD 
at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the dispatch 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD.. 
as follows: 

ATTLEE AND Bevan To Vistr Rep CHINA— 
LABORITE LEADER AND Key For WILL HEAD 
Parry DELEGATION—FAvVOR CLOSER RELA- 
TIONS 
Lonpon, May 26.—Former Prime Minister 

Clement R. Attlee and Aneurin Bevan, his 

principal foe in the Labor Party, will lead 

a Laborite delegation to Communist China 

this summer, 

The national executive committee of the 
Labor Party, at a meeting here today, decided 
to accept an invitation from the Chinese 
People’s Institute of Foreign Affairs to visit 
China in August and September. It will be 
the first Laborite visit to China since the 
Communist regime was established, In 1946 
the party sent an official delegation to the 
Soviet Union. 

Officially the party has supported a British- 
United States agreement to examine the pos- 
sibility of collective defense in southeast 
Asia to check aggression by Communist 
China or its satellites. But both Mr. Attlee 
and Mr. Bevan are strong supporters of a 
policy of establishing closer ties with the 
Communist regime. 

Other members of the delegation will in- 
clude Wilfrid Burke and Dr. Edith Summer- 
skill, members of Parliament, and Morgan 
Phillips, general secretary of the party. 
There also will be three trade-union rep- 
resentatives. 

The first move for a visit to China was 
made at the party conference at Margate last 
September. The agenda included a com- 
posite resolution urging that goodwill mis- 
sions be sent to the Soviet Union and China 
as a step toward more friendly relations 
between East and West, 


MOSCOW URGES BRITAIN TO SCUTTLE NATO 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, by a 
remarkable bit of timing Moscow, on the 
very same day as the Attlee-Bevan an- 
nouncement, came out with proposals to 
Britain that it scuttle the North Atlantic 
Treaty and enter into trade ties with 
the Soviet Union. 

The New York Times likewise reported 
this in a dispatch from Moscow headed, 
“Soviet Overtures to Britain Pushed.” 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be printed in the Recorp at this 
point in my remarks, 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: ' 


SOVIET OVERTURES TO BRITAIN PusHED—Mos- 
cow Bips LONDON Break WIr NATO AND 
ABANDON UNITED STATES TRADE RESTRICTIONS 

(By Harrison E. Salisbury) 

Moscow, May 26.—Moscow proposed today 
that Britain break with her policy of support 
for the North Atlantic Treaty, abandon 
United States-inspired trade restrictions and 
join the Soviet Union in a common effort for 
peace, security, and profitable business con- 
tracts. 

The Soviet bid was made in connection 
with the anniversary of the Anglo-Soviet al- 
liance signed 12 years ago today in London 
by Anthony Eden, Foreign Secretary, and 
Vyacheslay M. Molotov, Soviet Foreign Min- 
ister. 

The government newspaper Izvestia, noting 
the long-term nature of the 20-year al- 
liance, took the occasion to emphasize that 
under one of its provisions the treaty might 
be renewed. 

The fact that the government newspaper 
took particular notice of the proviso of the 
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treaty whereby it might be extended at- 
tracted particular interest since Britain has 
on several occasions 8 d to Moscow 
that she might find it desirable to extend the 
treaty to a 50-year term. 

TRADE LINK DISCUSSED 

One of the strongest features of the com- 
mentary in Pravda, the Communist organ, 
was its open bid to Britain to throw off her 
restrictions originating with the United 
States Battle Act and enter into broader trade 
relations with the Soviet Union. The Battle 
Act is designed to halt shipment of strategic 
materials to the Soviet bloc by denying 
United States aid to nations that engage in 
such commerce. 

The Soviet statement suggested that Brit- 
ain could be certain of large contracts and a 
big increase in business if she was willing 
to disregard the Battle Act provisions. At 
the same time the Soviet entered into a gen- 
eral argument directed against Britain’s as- 
sociation with the North Atlantic Treaty Or- 
ganization in its present form and against 
British association with the European De- 
fense Community. 

The Soviet proposed as an alternative that 
Britain and the Soviet, on the basis of the 
existing alliance, enter into joint search for 
security measures for Europe on the basis of 
the Soviet proposals made at Berlin. 

Pravda declared that collaboration of 
Britain and the Soviet Union had special sig- 
nificance at this time and strongly argued 
that the present direction of North Atlantic 
Treaty arrangements was not in British in- 
terests and in fact had produced a threat to 
British sovereignty. 


LAWRENCE COMMENTS ON ATTLEE’S JOURNEY 
‘TO RED CHINA 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, on June 
", shortly after the Attlee-Bevan an- 
nouncement and the Moscow proposals, 
Dayid Lawrence wrote a very fine column 
discussing the impending Attlee-Bevan 
mission, which, as I have stated, is now 
taking place. The Washington Star was 
among newspapers of the Nation pub- 
lishing Mr. Lawrence’s column and I 
ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Lawrence’s comment, headed Attlee's 
Journey to Red China,” be printed in the 
Recorp at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


ATTLEE’s JOURNEY TO RED CHINA—BLUNT AN- 
NOUNCEMENT MADE OF TRIP BY LABOR PARTY 
LEADERS; BrrrsH Don’r REALIZE How 
DEEPLY AMERICANS WILL RESENT IT 


(By David Lawrence) 


Lonpon, June 7.—How readily the rela- 
tions between Great Britain and the United 
States can be subjected to acute irritation 
when all the facts are not put in perspective 
is well illustrated by the blunt announce- 
ment that eight members of the British 
Labor Party in Parliament, headed by former 
Prime Minister Attlee, have decided to go 
for a visit to Red China this summer. 

If some of the minority leaders in Congress 
had suddenly decided during the summer of 
1940, after Britain had been bombed, to go on 
a visit to Adolf Hitler, it can easily be 
imagined what the reaction inside Great 
Britain would have been. Furthermore, if 
today some of the Democratic Party leaders 
had decided to visit the Kremlin without 
haying consulted the United States Depart- 
ment of State in advance and if the an- 
nouncement had said that the purpose was 
to discuss public policies with the Moscow 
government, the British press would prop- 
erly have hailed it as an unwarranted inter- 
ference with the prerogatives of the Ameri- 
can Chief Executive. There would be even 
more criticism than there was a few months 
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ago when Senator McCartHy undertook to 
persuade Greek shipowners to carry out the 
spirit of the American embargo on trade with 
Red China. 

But while the announcement of Mr. 
Attlee’s proposed visit has been adversely 
commented upon in some of the British 
newspapers, and while the Foreign Office has 
denied that it was consulted or that it ap- 
proved of the mission, the fact remains that 
the British people as a whole are not at all 
exercised about the episode and few persons 
really know how deeply the Attlee mission 
can wound the sensibilities of the American 
people. 

Why, it may be asked, is there such in- 
difference? The answer is that the sacrifices 
made by the American people—the 140,000 
casualties in Korea—are not now and never 
have been impressed upon the British people 
by most of the newspapers here. There is 
a sort of “it’s all in the day’s work” attitude 
in Britain which seems to say, “well, we have 
had many killed in little wars for the last 
hundred years.” This is but another way 
of brushing off the Korean war itself, which 
seems never to have been convincingly pre- 
sented in Britain as a war for an ideal! 
the repelling of aggression 8,000 miles away 
from home primarily by the forces of a 
country with no colonies in the Far East and 
with no commercial interests to defend. 
There is no other logical explanation for the 
tendency in the British Parliament to for- 
get so soon that Red China was declared an 
aggessor by formal resolution of the United 
Nations in February 1951 and that she has 
done nothing since to atone for her sins 
before the world. Americans cannot under- 
stand the British willingness to take the 
blood-covered hand of the Red China gov- 
ernment. 

But it would be a mistake to say that the 
British Government, and particularly its 
Foreign Office, is unaware of the American 
attitude. Had the Attlee mission come be- 
fore the cabinet for permission, which ap- 
parently it does not need to obtain, the 
answer would have been, “not at this time.” 

Also there are plenty of members of Par- 
liament who say privately that the Attlee 
mission is a grave mistake and they hope 
America will understand it is not a policy 
of the British Government or of the ma- 
jority in Parliament. For after all, Mr. 
Attlee and his associates—among them the 
firey Aneurin Bevan—do not represent Brit- 
ain, but only themselves. 

Clement Attlee himself has a deep preju- 
dice on the matter of American policy in the 
Far, East. He thinks the United States 
should have abandoned Formosa to the Reds, 
Mr. Bevan believes America caused the ag- 
gression by the North Koreans and the Red 
Chinese. Both men are mature enough to 
know the comfort that the Communists will 
derive from their journey. Mr. Attlee de- 
fends his course in an interview published 
in the London News Chronicle: 

“Our politicians are too ignorant of the 
China of today. We want to make an honest 
report about the changes taking place in 
this vast country whose civilization is 
thousands of years old. We want, if we 
can, to see how we can make friends in this 
great community and to gain the good will 
of its leaders, I cannot see how anything 
but good can come of such a visit.” 

There is something naive about a man of 
the experience of Mr. Attlee who believes that 
he will be able to get an honest look at any- 
thing behind the Iron Curtain or that the 
hand of friendship should be extended to a 
government which holds in prison many 
American citizens captured in the Korean 
war and never returned as the armistice 
agreement required. 

Prime Minister Churchill, moreover, has 
just told the House of Commons that the 
government of Red China has snubbed for 
4 years a British offer to exchange am- 
bassadors. 
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Is it, therefore, the function of a group of 
minority members of the national legis- 
lature to conduct the foreign policy of the 
British Government, and decide for them- 
selves whether or not it is opportune to start 
their own conversations with Chou En-lai, 
the foreign minister of Red China, who can- 
not but feel he is dealing with the British 
Labor Party and possibly with the men who 
will head up the next British Government? 
The American people may confidently ex- 
pect that all this will be clarified before 
long. For never in the heyday of his asser- 
tion of congressional powers in inquiring 
into international policy has even a certain 
Wisconsin Senator ever suggested that he 
or his associates go abroad to deal directly 
with a foreign government, especially when 
his own Government, as well as the United 
Nations, are still in a technical state of war 
with that aggressor government. 


RED CHINA SEEKS TRADE PACT WITH BRITAIN 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, some 
might say that Mr. Attlee and Mr. Bevan 
do not shape Britain’s foreign policy or 
trade policy, but whatever the case may 
be, the Attlee-Bevan policy and the of- 
ficial policy of Britain have marked 
similarities. 

The Washington Post and Times Her- 
ald on June 4, 1954, carried an interest- 
ing dispatch from London headed “Pei- 
ping plans trade pact with Britain.” I 
ask unanimous consent that this dis- 
patch be printed in the Recorp at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the dispatch 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


PEIPING PLANS TRADE Pacr WITH BRITAIN 


Lonpon, June 3.—Red China has accepted 
an unofficial British invitation to send a 
mission here soon to negotiate a big trade 
pact. 

This was announced today by five of the 
nation’s main industrial and commercial 
groups. They said also the Chinese have 
offered to receive a team of British business- 
men in Peiping to conclude contracts and 
generally boost trade between the two 
countries, 

Spokesmen for the British groups told a 
news conference arrangements for nonstra- 
tegic business with the Chinese have been 
carried out “with the full knowledge and 
blessing of the British Government.” 

The information came out after the For- 
eign Office disclosed the Chinese Commu- 
nists had promised to lift some restrictions 
on activities of British businessmen in their 
territory and to review the case of Robert 
Ford, a British radio operator seized when 
the Chinese overran Tibet in 1950. 

A Foreign Office spokesman refused to say 
whether the Chinese had agreed to a long- 
time British request for exchange of am- 
bassadors, but the steps taken represented 
the most conciliatory gestures the Chinese 
Reds have taken since Britain recognized 
the Peiping regime more than 4 years ago. 

The Foreign Office said the Chinese dele- 
gation at the Geneva Conference informed 
Humphrey Trevelyan, head of the British 
diplomatic mission in Peiping, that they will 
grant exit permits to British businessmen on 
the Chinese mainland who for some years 
have not been allowed to leave. 

They will also allow the firms these busi- 
nessmen represent to send in men to replace 
those who leave, and investigate difficulties 
which have been placed in the way of British 
firms which want to wind up their opera- 
tions in China. 

H. J. Collar, secretary of the China Asso- 
ciation, which speaks for British firms with 
interests in China, said later nearly 20 exit 
permits had been granted to Britons in the 
past month or 80. 
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FOREIGN AID BILLIONS PILE UP NEW GOVERN- 
MENT DEBT 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MALONE. I am happy to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Is it not true that since 
World War II we have given away $45 
billion to countries overseas on the 
theory that we were incapable of defend- 
ing our own Nation alone if we were 
attacked? 

Mr. MALONE. That must have been 
the assumption, however, starting with 
World War I in 1917 we entered into 
Europe’s interminable wars on the theory 
that if Germany whipped Europe we 
would be next—and that we must defend 
Africa, Europe, and Asia to secure the 
critical materials we must have in peace 
and in war. Neither is true. Including 
our committed money, the amount we 
have expended since World War II is now 
$59 billion. No one knows, of course, how 
much a billion dollars is. But, when we 
get down to a few dollars taken from our 
taxpayers who are making a living the 
hard way, taxpayers in the Senator’s 
State of Louisiana and in the State of 
Nevada, they can understand what a few 
dollars amount to. Probably one of the 
reasons it is difficult to understand the 
$59 billion is because it has been piled 
up into an additional debt. The $275 
billion debt is just so many figures. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. MALONE. I am very happy to 
yield. 

Mr. LONG. Did the Senator see an 
article which appeared in the New York 
Times recently, to the effect that Euro- 
peans have received $4 billion more than 
they even expected? Somewhere there 
was a slip, we gave them $4 billion more 
economic aid than they were expecting, 
and more than we thought we were go- 
ing to deliver to them. 

Mr. MALONE. Iam not surprised. I 
note that Mr. Stassen is having consid- 
erable trouble now with the Middle East. 
Some of the nations seem to be fed up 
with him and do not want any more of 
his fooling around out there, and have 
told him politely to stay away. He is 
now engaged in that argument, how to 
force them to take the money. 

It seems that we are having more and 
more trouble disposing of money. One 
of our chief exports, of course, is money, 
and apparently we think we have to con- 
tinue exporting it for some reason not 

entirely clear to the junior Senator from 
Nevada. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. MALONE. I am very happy to 
yield. 

Mr. LONG. Does the Senator recall 
that one of the main arguments made 
for economic aid to the countries of 
Europe was that those countries needed 
American dollars in order to buy from 
us? The whole idea of the economic aid 
was to get the dollars in their hands. 

Mr. MALONE. I remember that very 
thoroughly, and I remember from our 
prior debates in the Senate we were so 
anxious to give them dollars, we gave 
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them cash, and then we also paid in dol- 
lars full price for their materials. 

Mr. LONG. Is the Senator familiar 
with the fact that there are almost one- 
half million American servicemen and 
their families stationed in Europe today, 
and that all those people are being paid 
in dollars? Those people spend those 
dollars, and the result is many billions 
of dollars of economic aid in Europe that 
no one ever thought about when the pro- 
posal to send additional American troops 
to Europe was first considered. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I should 
like to say to the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana that many believe that 
is the reason why we are keeping the 
troops in foreign nations. Certainly 
they cannot defend themselves. Quoting 
outstanding military strategists, if a war 
came tomorrow, we could not put on a 
decent Dunkerque in Europe. We could 
not feed our soldiers and we could not 
evacuate them. They would be on the 
way to salt mines, or dead, in a week. 
They are there to spend money in lieu of 
additional Marshall plan aid. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. MALONE. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. LONG. I wonder if it ever oc- 
curred to the Senator how foolish our 
foreign policy has been in some respects, 
particularly insofar as England is con- 
cerned. Historically, for more than 300 
years, England has been compelled by 
force of her position to contain Russia 
and keep Russia from taking the re- 
mainder of Europe. Britain successfully 
maintained that foreign policy for hun- 
dreds of years. Finally that policy be- 
came a tremendous burden. She ma- 
neuvered the United States into assum- 
ing that burden; and once we assumed 
it and assumed treaty obligations pro- 
viding that we would not permit Russia 
to expand, Britain seems to be moving 
toward neutrality. Now she is prepared 
to let us take over the responsibility of 
containing Russia. 

Mr. MALONE. Iam about to say that 
the nations of Europe—Britain and 
France being the 2 leaders—have 2 hats. 
One of them is a United States hat and 
one is a Russian hat. It is little known, 
at least apparently little known—al- 
though the junior Senator from Nevada 
has placed the facts in the Recorp here 
3 or 4 different times—that Britain and 
France each have an independent mu- 
tual-security pact with Russia. There 
is a paragraph in each one of the pacts 
reading almost exactly like the North 
Atlantic Treaty Pact. So they are signed 
up with both Russia and the United 
States. It is like a ballplayer signed up 
with the Yankees and the Giants, which- 
ever wins the pennant they are in the 
money. 

Mr. LONG. They are signed up with 
both teams. 

Mr. MALONE. That is correct. It 
would be funny if it were not a tragedy. 
There is nothing that Senators can do 
about it if we continue to vote billions of 
dollars of taxpayers’ money for Europe 
and they continue to pour them into 
Russia and into Communist China 
through exports. Reporters are writing 
about it every day. We can pick up any 
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newspaper—for instance, here is the 
Baltimore Sun of August 17, which is 
today. It is headed “Attlee China Visit 
Viewed as Welding Ties to Britain.” It 
reads, in part, as follows: 

PEIPING, CHINA, August 16.—Chou En-lal, 
Chinese Premier and Foreign Minister, to- 
night gave an elaborate banquet in honor 
of the British Labor Party delegation. 


It goes on to say that the dinner was 
held in the Hall of Magnanimity, a for- 
mer royal palace, and that the dinner 
was attended by members of government 
diplomatic corps in Peiping. 

Mr. President, I should like to say to 
the distinguished Senator from Louisi- 
ana that I was in the capital of China, 
Nanking, in 1948, and our Ambassador, 
Mr. Stewart, and the Generalissimo 
Chiang Kai-shek, tried to prevail on me 
not to go to Peiping because the Com- 
munists were supposed to be only 8 miles 
outside the city limits. 

I said “I did not come 12,000 miles to 
fail to see the city of Peiping and the 
great northern general.” 

We landed in Peiping at night, with- 
out lights, and we found a car waiting 
without lights. We were driven to the 
great northern general’s camp. He told 
us exactly what we both know, that 
China was being sold. down the river to 
the Communists. It took him about 3 
hours, through an interpreter, to tell us 
about it. 

I say to the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana that we have deliberately 
brought about the condition we now 
face in China, the Far East, and Africa. 

How anyone can read the current 
newspaper reports and vote continually 
to pay the taxes and industrial produc- 
tion expenses of the European nations 
is more than I can understand. 

This newspaper article describes the 
dinner to which I have referred. It was 
a great dinner, undoubtedly. Then it 
goes on to say: 

It is the desire of the Chinese people to 
strengthen further friendly relations be- 
tween the peoples of the two countries. 


The Chinese Premier urged cultural 
interchange. I read further: 

“Cultural interchange should also be ex- 
tended,” he said. “This will have an im- 
portant bearing upon consolidating and de- 
veloping friendship and increasing mutual 
understanding. 

“Strengthening of Chinese-British peace- 
ful cooperation not only will prove to the 
whole world that it is possible for two 
countries of different systems to coexist 
peacefully, but will make it possible to facil- 
itate the application of this principle of 


peaceful coexistence to relations between 
other countries.” 


The speech was delivered in three lan- 
guages, in Russian as well as in English 
and Chinese. 

I would say to the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Louisiana that we must be 
punch drunk, because these things have 
no effect upon us. We have no idea ap- 
parently of what a billion dollars means 
to our hard-pressed taxpayers, not to 
mention $17 billion, which was the 
amount of the first appropriation under 
the Marshall plan in 1948. It was to 
have covered 4 years. But by now we 
have built this assistance up to the $48 
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billion mentioned by the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana and to the $59 
billion which includes the billions we 
have appropriated but which these for- 
eign countries have not yet got around 
to collecting. 

Twenty-five years ago a man would 
have been put into an insane asylum if 
he mentioned such a sum to be paid to 
foreign nations with no return. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. MALONE. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. - Did it ever occur to the 
Senator that for the sum which we have 
given away we could have built 2,000 
modern airports in this Nation, with ade- 
quate fuel to maintain a going war for a 
considerable period of time. We could 
have built enough aircraft to give us the 
ability to strike Russia with a complete 
atomic attack from this country and to 
disperse our strength over 2,000 airbases 
instead of over about 100 airbases? 

Mr. MALONE. I will say to the Sen- 
ator that if he will examine—and I know 
he has examined—the report made by 
the Subcommittee on Minerals, Mate- 
rials, and Fuels Economics, of which I 
happen to be chairman, it will be found 
that some of our greatest former gener- 
als have testified that we can defend 
the Western Hemisphere. They have 
testified that not only can we defend it, 
but we can defend it from North Amer- 
ica. The only way we can defend any 
other part of the world is from here, by 
building long-range sonic-speed bomb- 
ers and fighters, guided missiles, and ra- 
dar, and by spending our money in de- 
fending the only area which can be de- 
fended in the first go-around in an all- 
out war, the New World—the Western 
Hemisphere. 

The committee depended upon the well 
known military strategists to define the 
area we could defend, but I know every 
engineer in the United States; by repu- 
tation, who has accomplished anything; 
I know every contractor, every producer 
who has accomplished anything, and I 
know the engineers and economists in 
the Government who have gained the 
necessary experience to know what they 
are doing. 

I can tell them from the hand-raised 
economists who have inhabited the wings 
of the White House since 1932 and who 
have gained their knowledge about the 
economy of this Nation by reading the 
books which they themselves wrote. 

We heard these engineers, producers, 
and experienced Government employees. 

The Western Hemisphere can be made 
self-sufficient in the production of the 
critical materials we need to fight a war 
or livein peace. It could have been done 
with much less than the $48 billion or 
the $59 billion to which we have referred, 
and this Nation made safe from depend- 
ence upon foreign nations. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. MALONE. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator's argument 
is not an isolationist argument. It is 
based upon a careful appraisal of what 
our potential enemy has and what it 
would be able to do under the circum- 
stances, if the circumstances might be- 
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come worse. It seems to me that this 
Nation should adopt a defense policy 
which would tell the world that no mat- 
ter what happens in Europe or in Asia, 
we are fully capable of defending this 
Nation and this hemisphere, and we ex- 
pect to do so. 

Mr. MALONE. I will say to the Sen- 
ator that my argument is the opposite 
of an isolationist policy, because we can- 
not possibly defend Europe, Africa, and 
Asia with foot soldiers stationed in those 
areas—we can only defend the Western 
Hemisphere and any other areas we elect 
to defend from this area. 

The testimony to which I have re- 
ferred is public testimony. The only way 
we can protect parts of Europe, Africa, 
or Asia is by operating from North 
America with the planes which I have 
described, with submarines, guided mis- 
siles and radar. If this is true—and it 
is true—it is time we reassayed our for- 
eign policy and our domestic policy. We 
should reassay these policies when we 
are asked to divide the markets of this 
Nation with all the other nations of the 
world and to station foot soldiers in the 
nations throughout the world. 

ONLY UNITED STATES WILL OR CAN PROTECT 
WESTERN HEMISPHERE 


The United States is the only power 
which can protect the nations of the 
Western Hemisphere. We need to re- 
vive the spirit of the Monroe Doctrine 
and encourage increased cooperation be- 
tween the nations of the New World. 

Our ancestors came to the New World 
100, 200, 300, or 400 years ago. Why? 
Because they could not make a living in 
the Old World, and the situation has not 
changed. 

Four hundred years ago Britain, 
France, and Spain began to explore to 
locate new sources of food to keep their 
populations alive. They discovered and 
explored South America, North America, 
the Far East, the Middle East, and Africa. 
As they discovered new countries, they 
made colonies of them—colonial slaves 
in effect. No question was raised about 
the rights of the discovered people—only 
the rights of the nations which were 
seeking to discover new sources of food 
and new sources of trade were con- 
sidered. 


WESTERN POWERS DISCOVERED, THEN DIVIDED 


The Encyclopaedia Britannica will tell 
anyone who cares to read it what hap- 
pened. Representatives of those nations 
often boldly divided the areas which they 
had mutually discovered to avoid trouble 
among themselves. 

For more than 400 years the colonial 
system has been building. 


OLD WORLD COLONIAL SYSTEMS SHATTERED IN 
TWO WARS 


There were developed the French col- 
onial system called the Union, the British 
colonial system now known as the Ster- 
ling bloc, the Belgian colonial system, 
and the colonial system of the Nether- 
lands. 

I say to the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Lone] that the First 
World War shook the system. That was 
my war. Iserved in France and England 
in 1918. The Second World War de- 
stroyed the colonial system utterly, 
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UNITED STATES GUARANTEES COLONIAL SYSTEM 
IN NATO PACT 


Then what happened? Following the 
Second World War, the North Atlantic 
Treaty was proposed on the floor of the 
Senate in 1948. What is the North At- 
lantic Pact? It is nothing more than 
a mutual guaranty by the United 
States of the integrity of the colonial 
systems throughout the world. 

The debate between the junior Sena- 
tor from Nevada and the late Senator 
Vandenberg of Michigan is in the REC- 
orp. When Senator Vandenberg pro- 
posed the North Atlantic Treaty, I said, 
“We are guaranteeing by this treaty the 
integrity of the colonial system through- 
out the world.” He said, “Oh, no.” 

I then said, This is the way it is being 
done. We are guaranteeing to go to war 
when those nations are in war. We will 
have no control of how the nations of 
Europe—Britain, France, the Nether- 
lands, and Belgium—get into war. How 
will they get themselves into war? 
Through the defense of their colonial 
systems.” 

The Senator from Louisiana can read 
about those developments in any local 
newspaper. They appear in the news 
every day. We are attempting to de- 
fend the colonial systems, and the sys- 
tems are deader than Julius Caesar. 
Nobody can defend them. We are at- 
tempting to do the impossible. It can- 
not be done. Russia knows it; we 
should know it, 

It is time the United States reassessed 
its foreign policy and got its feet on the 
ground. We do not want isolationism as 
such; we do not want internationalism 
as such. We want to preserve our own 
integrity in the new world—we want to 
trade with all of the nations of the 
world on the basis of fair and reasonable 
competition—and become self-sufficient 
in the production of the critical material 
within the area we can defend—the new 
world—the Western Hemisphere. We 
need to revive the spirit of the Monroe 
Doctrine or an extended Eisenhower 
doctrine. 

BRITISH ADVISERS HAVE LONG URGED TRADE 

WITH REDS 


There is no mystery about Britain's 
policy toward Soviet Russia and Red 
China, whether the Prime Minister be 
“Comrade Clem” or Sir Winston Church- 
ill. The policy is the same, the policy is 
trade. 

Britain’s trade romance with Com- 
munist nations as been of long duration, 
and it has been half sold to some of our 
own policymakers. 

As early as last December 31, 1953, the 
Associated Press carried a dispatch from 
London headed “British Manufacturers 
3 To Increase Trade With Red 
Bloc.” 

I ask unanimous consent that the dis- 
patch be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the dispatch 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BRITISH MANUFACTURERS ADVISED TO INCREASE 
TRADE WITH RED BLOC 

Lonpon, December 31.—A British industry 
advisory group has urged Britain’s manufac- 
turers to make vigorous efforts to increase 
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their trade in nonstrategic items with Com- 
munist China and the Soviet bloc. 

But the group, a special panel of the Fed- 
eration of British Industries cautioned yes- 
terday that trade with the Communists could 
no longer account for even a comparatively 
modest proportion of Britain’s total com- 
mercial flow. The Reds, they explained, don’t 
have the agricultural exports Britain needs 
and have regarded their economy to gain in- 
dependence of the West. 

The panel said East-West trade should re- 
ceive consideration uninhibited by political 
preconceptions. It asserted any feeling 
that such dealings are unpatriotic should 
be emphatically dispelled. 

The report said the federation also should 
keep under review present controls on trade 
with Red China so the British Government 
could be asked to relax them if peace comes 
in Korea. 

Present controls forbid trade in goods des- 
ignated as having strategic value. 

The report cited these factors limiting 
British trade with the Reds: 

1. Trade between Russia and her satellites 
has been stepped up tenfold since the end of 
World War II. 

2. All the satellites have been geared to the 
Soviet economic system in the hope of 
achieving independence of imports from be- 
yond the Iron Curtain. 

3. Because of wide industrial expansion, 
the Soviet bloc countries no longer have 
surpluses of the agricultural products which 
were the mainstay of their former commer- 
cial dealings with the West and which Brit- 
ain chiefly wants from them. 

The panel expressed doubt, for example, 
that China could sustain an annual trading 
program with Britain of 75 to 100 million 
pounds ($210 to $280 million) “which inter- 
ested propaganda claims as possible.” 


RANDALL REPORT ECHOED BRITAIN’S EAST-WEST 
TRADE PLEA 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, support 
by some Americans for Britain’s plans to 
increase her trade with Communist na- 
tions was not long in developing. We are 
all familiar with the Randall report, rec- 
ommending that: 

The United States acquiesce in more trade 
in peaceful goods between western Europe 
and the Soviet bloc. 


What are peaceful goods when a na- 
tion is preparing for war? Shirt but- 
‘tons are war goods when a country is 
preparing for war. Food is war goods. 
Textiles are war goods. Anything which 
allows a nation to maintain its standard 
of living when it is preparing for war is 
war goods. 

If Japan during the closing days of 
World War II could have received the 
goods which European nations now are 
shipping to Russia and Red China, the 
United States might still be in the war, 
unless, of course we could utterly have 
destroyed Japan from the air, which we 
probably could have done. 

A London dispatch of January 26 noted 
that a group of British industrialists, fol- 
lowing the British advice above stated 
had left for Moscow. 

I ask unanimous consent that this dis- 
patch, headed “U. K. Industrialists Leave 
for Russia,” be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the dispatch 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U. K. INDUSTRIALISTS LEAVE FOR RUSSIA 


Lonpon, January 26.—Thirty-three British 
industrialists took off for Moscow today on 
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a private mission to drum up trade. A 
spokesman said business “running to many 
millions” is going begging in the Soviet 
Union. 

Members of the party represented 26 firms 
from Britain's major industries, including 
automobiles, electrical, toolmaking, and 
woodworking machinery manufacturers. 

“We are going out there to show the 
Russians just what we have to offer,” J. B. 
Scott, spokesman of the group told a press 
conference, “In a country half again as big 
as the whole of Europe there are great pos- 
sibilities for private trade.” 

Scott said everything the party has to offer 
the Russians was cleared by the British Gov- 
ernment as nonstrategic. 

The group represents a revamped version 
of a trade mission organized last year by 
the British Council for the Promotion of 
International Trade. Arrangements for that 
trip broke down when Foreign Secretary 
Anthony Eden denounced the council as a 
“Communist-front organization concerned 
mainly with spreading Communist propa- 
ganda.” 

UNITED STATES FINANCES TRADE: BRITAIN GETS IT 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
first paragraph of the London dispatch 
of January 26, 1954, reads: 

Thirty-three British industrialists took 
off for Moscow today on a private mission 
to drum up trade. A spokesman said busi- 
ness “running to many millions” is going 
begging in the Soviet Union. 


I have no doubt that it was going beg- 
ging; but not for long. Not if the United 
States could finance the trade, and 
Britain could get it. 

The British drive for increased trade 
with the Red bloc won early sympathy 
from Mr. Stassen, according to later 
dispatches. 

The Wall Street Journal in February 
published a front page article headed 
“Free World To Relax Curbs; United 
States Exporters May Get New Outlets— 
Stassen and Allies Secretly Agree To 
Study Freeing of Machines, Metals, 
Ships—From a Driblet to a Trickle?” 

I ask unanimous consent that opening 
paragraphs of this article be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
from the article were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Free Wortp To RELAX CURBS; UNITED STATES 
EXPORTERS May Ger New OUTLETS—STASSEN 
AND ALLIEs SECRETLY Acree To STUDY FREE- 
ING OF MACHINES, METALS, SHIPS—FROM A 
DRIBLET TO A TRICKLE? 

(By George E. Cruikshank) 

WASHINGTON.—Freer trade across the Iron 
Curtain is on the way. What will it mean 
for the American businessman? 

Answer: Possible new export outlets for a 
limited list of United States goods, mostly 
production machinery and some raw mate- 
rials, that up to now have been ruled too 
“strategic” for shipment to Russia. Also, 
some slight competition from Soviet bloc 
wares, such as furs and food products. 

Precisely what goods will be dropped from 
the list of “strategic” items now banned from 
shipment to Iron Curtain countries won't be 
decided until later this month. At that time, 
a little-known international body set up to 
police western trade with the Reds will meet 
in Paris to revamp its current embargo list. 
Called the Consultative Group, it’s made up 
of the United States and 14 of its allies; the 
group’s trade policies are actually hammered 
out in detail by a coordinating committee, 
known informally as COCOM. 
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STASSEN AND THE ALLIES 


The western allies don’t see eye to eye on 
just what goods can be safely traded with 
the “enemy”; for example, Britain and 
France, desperate for new export markets, 
favor a lot looser East-West trading than 
does the United States. Because the trade 
talks late this month will involve touchy 
negotiations, United States officials are chary 
with public comment on exactly what 
COCOM might come up with. 

But United States foreign aid boss Stassen, 
just back from high-policy talks with Brit- 
ish and French officials, is promising sub- 
stantial easing of East-West trade restraints. 
That much was agreed to by Mr. Stassen 
in his talks with the British and French. 

Moreover, it's understood that the 3 coun- 
tries secretly agreed on 10 broad categories 
of items that might be dropped from the 
present strategic list, leaving it to COCOM 
to decide just which items, of the hundreds 
in each group, will actually be freed of East- 
West trade shackles, 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. Stassen and the 
allies agree, Mr. President. It is a won- 
derful thing when a free-lance negoti- 
ator can go out and commit us to divide 
trade with the world and divide our tax- 
payers’ money with the world. It cer- 
tainly saves a lot of work for an over- 
worked Congress, provided Congress fol- 
lows the commitment through and 
makes good, as it has done for 22 years, 

U. N. REPORTS RED CHINA TRADE GAINS 


Mr. President, even without Mr. Stas- 
sen’s help, or that of Mr. Randall, trade 
with Red China had been increasing. 

The Washington Star carried a report 
from the United Nations showing this 
increase in its issue of February 7, 1954, 
under the heading, “1953 Trade With 
Red China Rose Sharply, U. N. Reports.” 

I ask unanimous consent that the news 
report be printed in the Recorp at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the news re- 
port was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


1953 TRADE WrrR RED CHINA ROSE SHARPLY, 
U. N. REPORTS 


UNITED NATIONS, NEw YORK., February 6.— 
Red China's trade with the non-Communist 
world rose sharply during the first half of 
1953, a U. N. survey showed today. 

The U.N. figures, published in the monthly 
bulletin of statistics, disclosed: 

1. Communist China’s exports to the non- 
Communist nations increased from $151 mil- 
lion in the first 6 months of 1952 to $205 
million for the corresponding period last 

ear. 
4 2. Her imports from non-Communist 
countries zoomed from $112 million in the 
first half of 1952 to $163 million for the first 
half of 1953. 

8. Countries increasing their trade with 
the Peiping regime included Britain, France, 
Belgium, Western Germany, the Netherlands, 
the Scandinavian countries, Italy, Austria 
and Japan. 

4. While Communist China’s trade with 
non-Communist areas was increasing, the 
trend of Russia's trade and that of her 
European satellites was just the opposite. 
There actually was a drop in the total trade 
between Communist and non-Communist 
countries in Europe. 

As usual the U. N. tables were made up of 
figures supplied by the non-Communist 
countries and contained no information on 
trade among the Communist countries them- 
selves. 

Although the total dollar increase in Red 
China's trade was not very substantial when 
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compared with the total volume of world 
trade, there was a percentage increase of 
approximately one-third in both imports and 
exports. 

The United States and India were the only 
major countries to have reduced their trade 
with the Chinese Communists substantially. 
The table listed Red China's exports to the 
‘United States for the first half of 1952 at 
$22.5 million and those for the first half of 
1953 at $4 million. Exports from the United 
States to Communist China were listed at 
zero for both periods. 

The U. N. report did not say what goods 
were exported to the United States, but a 
Census Bureau spokesman said in Washing- 
ton last November 25 the United States 
bought about $27.5 million in goods from 
Communist China and Outer Mongolia in 
1952, consisting in large part of Chinese 
bristles, considered a strategic material. 
Since then the supply has been declared ade- 
quate and the imports ceased, he added. 

The spokesman said imports for the first 
quarter of 1953 amounted to $2 million, all 
irom Outer Mongolia, where United States 
dollar purchases are not forbidden. 

No figures were published on India’s ex- 
ports to the Chinese Reds, but the chart 
showed India’s imports from the Peiping 
regime dwindled from $5.1 million in the 
first 6 months of 1952 to $2.1 million during 
the corresponding period last year. 

Britain’s imports from Red China rose 
from $4.5 million to $10.9 million and those 
of other British overseas territories increased 
from $89.7 million to $120.3 million. West- 
ern Europe’s total imports from Communist 
China increased from $26.4 million to $55.4 
million. This was not broken down country 
by country, but the U. N. report contained 
figures in the exports of some Western 
European countries to the Peiping Govern- 
ment. 

These include: France’s exports rose from 
$900,000 to $9.6 million; Belgium’s from 
$7.4 million to $16.8 million; the Nether- 
lands from zero to $2.6 million; Western 
Germany from $100,000 to $13.7 million; Den- 
mark, Norway, and Sweden from $100,000 
to $3.3 million; Austria and Italy (lumped 
together) from $1.9 million to $3.8 million. 

Britain’s exports to Red China increased 
from $1.8 million to $8.7 million. Japan’s 
exports to the Chinese Communists jumped 
from $300,000 to $2.2 million and her im- 
ports from Red China from $5 million to 
$11.4 million. Hong Kong's exports to Red 
Chima rose from $29 million to $63.7 million. 

There was no breakdown on individual 
Latin-American countries, but the chart 
showed the group as a whole increased their 
imports from Red China from $600,000 to 
$1.3 million. No exports from Latin Amer- 
ica to China were shown. 

STASSEN AGREEMENT WITH FRENCH, BRITISH 

AMPLIFIED 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, a de- 
tailed account of plans to increase trade 
with Communist nations, headed, West- 
ern Big 3 Agree To Relax Ban on Trade 
With Communists” was carried by the 
Christian Science Monitor in its issue of 
April 1, 1954, mentioning Mr. Stassen, 
Prime Minister Churchill, British Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer R. A. Butler, and 
British Board of Trade President Peter 
Thorneycroft, but not Clement Attlee or 
Mr. Bevan. 

In passing, I wish to say, do not over- 
look this Mr. Butler. Apparently he has 
brains. He is the one who invented the 
slogan “Trade, not aid,” which has been 
adopted by many individuals in this 
country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article be printed in the 
Recorp at this point in my remarks. 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


WESTERN Bic THREE AGREE To RELAX BAN ON 
TRADE WITH COMMUNISTS. 
(By Carlyle Morgan) 

Lonpon.—American desire to preserve the 
closest possible unity among the Western 
Allies has played a major part here in win- 
ning agreement in principle between the 
United States, Great Britain, and France for 
a relaxation of bans against East-West trade. 

While certain European viewpoints about 
this trade carried much weight in the three- 
power discussions now drawing to a close 
here, these views were less convincing to 
American negotiators than the fact that a 
rigid American attitude against East-West 
trade would do more harm than good in 
Europe's present political and economic cli- 
mate. 5 

So United States Foreign Operations Ad- 
ministrator Harold E. Stassen, British Presi- 
dent of the Board of Trade Peter Thorney- 
croft, and French Under Secretary Maurice 
Schumann have agreed: 

1. To permit trade with the Soviet Union 
and its’ European satellites not only in 
peacetime consumer goods but in some items 
heretofore listed as “strategic.” 

2. To keep the present bans on East-West 
trade with Communist China and North 
Korea intact until a settlement of the Indo- 
chinese and Korean wars can be reached. 

European arguments for increased East- 
West trade included the points that this 
trade is likely to be diplomatically useful; 
that it develops western contacts with 
traders inside the Iron Curtain; that it 
should help to relax political tension between 
East and West; that it helps raise living 
standards and so reduces the appeal of com- 
munism, 

Some of these arguments have already been 
put forward by Britain’s Prime Minister Sir 
Winston Churchill in the House of Com- 
mons. Many Britons are convinced of their 
validity quite aside from any consideration 
of Britain’s growing need for export mar- 
kets. 

They were recognized in the agreement 
reached here to permit trade in goods that 
would contribute to food, shelter, health, 
etc., of the European peoples behind the 
Iron Curtain. This should at least prevent 
Soviet propaganda from effectively charging 
the West with withholding needed things 
which the Communist regimes stood ready 
to buy for their peoples, it was felt. 

The agreement reached here is only the 
beginning of a task likely to take 3 or 4 
months and involving 15 non-Communist 
countries. These now must work out de- 
tailed agreements as to what goods shall be 
labeled strategic and nonstrategic under the 
new arrangements. The countries are all 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization mem- 
bers except Iceland, plus West Germany and 
Japan. 

What is clear now is that the list of 
strategic goods will be considerably shorter 
than it has been. The shorter list, besides 
meaning enlarged trade opportunities for Eu- 
rope, will have the advantage from an Amer- 
ican as well as British point of view of being 
easier to police effectively. 

In addition to the American desire to main- 
tain maximum allied cohesion, another im- 
portant reason for relaxing East-West trade 
bans has appeared in recent months. This 
is the changed outlook for the course of the 
East-West struggle. 

The United States as well as its European 
allies now are preparing for a long pull 
rather than an immediate explosion in the 
cold war. The long pull calls for more em- 
phasis on diplomacy and other methods of 
relaxing East-West tensions and somewhat 
less on purely military preparations against 
attack, 
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The demand for bigger East-West trade 
opportunities has seemed justified in many 
European eyes by the fact that the United 
States does not itself seem likely to open 
up much bigger markets for the products of 
its allies. Some of these allies have their 
own problems with communism at home, 
problems which become more difficult if 
their exports fall and unemployment in- 
creases. 

Before leaving London for Washington, Mr. 
Stassen will discuss with British Chancellor 
of the Exchequer R. A. Butler questions of 
American aid to Britain during the coming 
year and very likely also the effect which 
the new American policy of resuming stock- 
piling may have on British exports. 

So far the announcement of this new poli- 
cy has served only to reassure Britons that 
American raw materials will not be dumped 
in European markets. 

Mr. Stassen and Mr. Butler also are ex- 
pected to discuss the American recession— 
a development which many Europeans see 
as a warning that they must seek increased 
markets elsewhere than in the United 
States—including markets which have here- 
tofore been restricted by bans on East-West 
trade. 


BRITISH PRESS GIVES BRITISH VERSION OF RED 
TRADE DRIVE 


Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, Mr. 
Stassen’s policy of increased trade with 
Communists, as detailed in the Chris- 
tian Science Monitor issue of April 1, 
1954, ties in neatly with the British 
program as told in the March 25 issue 
of the London Daily Express, published 
in London, England. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar- 
ticle from the London Daily Express, 
headed “Open Up, Friends—There’s 
Gold Here,” be printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Rzcorp, 
as follows: 

OPEN Up, FrRIENDS—-THERE’s GOLD HERE 

(By William Barkley) 

Britain is making definite proposals to the 
United States and other allies to cut down 
the barred list of goods for trade with Soviet 
Russia. 

Sir Winston Churchill is, therefore, press- 
ing his views that the more trade there is 
through the Iron Curtain the better for the 
chances of peaceful relations. 

Sir Winston laid down in the Commons 
a month ago that there would be no trade 
in military equipment. 

But he recommended “a substantial relax- 
ation of the restriction of manufactured 
goods, raw materials, and shipping.” 

All these, and many more items, are on 
the list governed by “strategic controls,” and 
are barred. 

NONSENSE 

Yesterday M. P.'s on both sides said it was 
nonsense to regard them as involving se- 
curity. 

And Mr. Peter Thorneycroft, president of 
the board of trade, was able to assure them 
that Britain is taking the initiative in this. 

He emphasized that the discussions ex- 
cluded China and said “We believe it is pos- 
sible to combine an enforceable list of con- 
trols on goods where security is important 
with a relaxation of controls on other goods. 

“We intend to press on with this initia- 
tive.” 

And he added that the Geneva conference, 
starting on April 20, will give an opportunity 
for pressing on. 

Mr. Harold Wilson (Socialist, Huyton), for- 
mer president of the board of trade, was 
scornful of his successor’s deeds to date. “All 
we have had is words, words, words, Let 
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us have some action.” 
action: 

1. Streamlining of the control list until 
it includes only such items as jet aircraft, 
guided missiles, and atomic weapons; 

2. A formal trade agreement with Russia, 
and 

8. Reopening of trade with China on the 
same basis. 


His recommended 


AFRAID? 


“American and Japanese businessmen are 
already getting active in the China market,” 
he said. “We feel the Government is afraid 
to move an inch in case it gets into trouble 
with some American Senators.” 

Mr. Wilson said that America is schizo- 
phrenic in these matters It's Government 
preaches virtue, while its businessmen go in 
for sin in a big way. And, if you complain, 
the United States Government says: “These 
are private businessmen.’ ” 

He told how Western European manufac- 
turers get around the restrictions which our 
manufacturers observe. 

Russia wants uninsulated copper wire, but 
this is barred. So one firm supplied insula- 
tion which can be stripped off with a kind 
of zip-fastener. 

Trade with Russia, said Mr. Wilson, has 
become respectable since the mission of the 
33 British businessmen went to Moscow and 
now he added, the seal has been set upon 
it by Sir Winston's speech. 

Britain's gold and dollar reserve was main- 
tained last quarter by the arrival of £35 
million worth of Soviet gold. 

Mr. Wilson added: “Mr. Butler, the Chan- 
cellor, agrees that even Russian gold is worth 
its weight in dollars (laughter) even if it 
has to be melted down to remove the ham- 
mer and sickle before exporting it to the 
United States.” 

Did Mr. Wilson see a new look when he 
visited Moscow last September? 

GREAT DESIRE 

His report was: “It became clear to me 
that there was a great desire in the Soviet 
Union to expand imports and exports and 
that the increasing need for consumer goods 
gave an entirely new aspect to the domestic 
economy. 

“Sir Winston Churchill's foray has stimu- 
lated the board of trade. He is the only 
member of the Government big enough to 
stand up to certain transatlantic pressures.” 

Capt. Henry Kerby (Tory, Arundel and 
Shoreham) revealed in a maiden speech that 
he is a first-class interpreter in the Russian 
language, who spent some years on what 
be called the borderlands of that great em- 
pire. He agreed if goods do not cross fron- 
tiers armies will sooner or later. 

China note: Asked about trade with China 
at question time before the debate Mr. An- 
thony Nutting, Foreign Under Secretary, 
said he hoped the Geneva conference would 
open the way “for reconsideration of the 
strategic embargo on trade with China.” 

Sir Winston, in his foreign affairs speech 
made it clear he was thinking only of 
Russia. 

We could not, he said, relax restriction 
on trade with China until the Korean peace 
is established. 

“BILLIONS TO BRITAIN” INVOLVES RISKS TO 

UNITED STATES 

Mr. MALONE, Mr. President, there is 
much behind this current mission of 
Mr, Attlee and Mr. Bevan and their com- 
rades to Moscow and to Communist 
China. 


It has all the semblance of a well-laid 
pattern—perhaps the word “conspiracy” 
might be too strong. 

Missions of other Britons to Moscow 
have preceded it. High officials in the 
Churchill government, including the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, have been 
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singing the same sweet theme song— 
friendly coexistence with the Commu- 
nists and, above all, trade. 

I submit, Mr. President, that our own 
Government at this time will be assum- 
ing grave risks if we advance further 
millions or billions of new aid to Britain 
without a firm understanding of what it 
is to be spent on, who it is to be spent for, 
and who will direct the spending. 


TIME TO STOP APPEASING 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there be printed in the RECORD 
at this point in my remarks a final edi- 
torial connected with Mr. Attlee, titled, 
“Were Still Appeasing.” 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


[From the Washington Daily News of August 
11, 1954 


We're STILL APPEASING 


If the United States “had taken courageous 
action“ and won a military victory in Korea, 
“we would not have been confronted with 
the unhappy situation in Indochina,” in the 
opinion of Gen. Mark Clark. 

The four-star general, who retired last 
year, after commanding our forces in Austria 
and in Korea, told a congressional commit- 
tee yesterday that the Korean truce left the 
Communist enemy “ready and arrogant” on 
the 38th parallel, 

“We trained him how to fight,” he said. 

General Clark also said we need “more 
red blood” in our State Department, with 
which most Americans will agree. 

He related that in 1947 President Truman 
told him personally to keep possession of 
thousands of Danube River barges in Aus- 
tria. But this decision was overridden in 
a few weeks by the State Department and 
the barges were turned over to the Russians. 

The general said that when he was not 
permitted to send his bombers beyond the 
Yalu River into Manchuria, he felt that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed with him. But 
he said he “had a feeling that the signals 
were being called by the State Department 
or someone higher.” 

Former British Prime Minister Clement 
Attlee, now being toasted at Moscow, where 
he has stopped off en route to Peiping to be 
the guest of the Chinese Reds, has boasted 
that he was that “someone higher.” Mr. 
Attlee also has accepted credit for “getting” 
Gen. Douglas MacArthur, who has said al- 
most exactly the same things General Clark 
is saying now. 

But Mr. Attlee, the British Socialist leader, 
was by no means the only influence respon- 
sible for our weak approach to communism. 
As General Clark declared yesterday, “We 
have confronted the Soviets with one ap- 
peasement and concession after another.” 
And most of those decisions were made in 
the State Department, where the purge 
promised by the present administration 
probably hasn’t more than skimmed the 
surface. 

General Clark, who had daily dealings with 
the Russians in Austria, does not believe 
bombing Red Chinese territory during the 
Korean conflict would have “triggered world 
war III.” He said he did not think “you can 
drag the Soviet Union into a world war“ 
“because they are doing so well in the cold 
war.” 

But we are inviting excesses by the Red 
satellites by our very timidity. 

Right now, in drafting the so-called 
Southeast Asian Defense Treaty, we are try- 
ing to lure neutrals like India into the or- 
ganization by barring anti-Communist gov- 
ernments like South Korea and Nationalist 
China. That is appeasement of the worst 
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kind because it demonstrates to the enemy 
that we do not have the courage of our con- 
victions, 

Moreover, our Government is publicly ex- 
cluding Nationalist China from this proposed 
pact at the very moment when Red China is 
threatening to invade Formosa. It is the 
next thing to telling the Reds to go ahead 
because we are looking the other way. 

RED TRADE PACTS WITH MARSHALL PLAN BENE- 
FICIARIES RECALLED 

Mr. MALONE. Mr, President, it might 
be remembered that the junior Senator 
from Nevada put in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record in 1948, 86 trade treaties made 
between Russia or her Iron Curtain 
satellites, and the 17 Marshall plan 
countries of Europe. 

In 1949 the junior Senator from 
Nevada inserted in the Recorp 96 trade 
treaties made by the same European 
countries with Communist Russia and 
her satellites agreeing to ship to those 
countries tool steel, engines, electrical 
equipment, ball bearings—in fact, every 
conceivable material that Russia or 
China might need to make war upon the 
United States of America. 


BRITAIN SIGNS SECURITY PACT WITH RUSSIA 


In 1949 the junior Senator from Ne- 
vada also placed in the Recorp a copy of 
the mutual security pact that England 
had 3 with Russia. One paragraph 
reads: 


Each high contracting party undertakes 
not to conclude any alliance and not to take 
part in any coalition directed against the 
other high contracting party. 


I wish to point out that that pact is 
still in existence. No notice has ever 
been served by either country, Russia or 
England, of cancellation, and not even 
any nervousness has been shown about 
it. As a matter of fact, I pointed out 
that they are now carrying out the very 
pledge they made in that pact, assisting 
Russia economically. 

BRITAIN, FRANCE WEAR TWO HATS 


Yet, Mr. President, on April 4, 1949, 
England signed the Atlantic Pact with 
the United States of America, including, 
in effect, the same identical provision. 

France also signed the same mutual 
security pact with Russia, and then 
signed the Atlantic Pact with this Nation. 
Those pacts with Russia have approxi- 
mately 10 more years to run. 

The two nations of England and 
France have two hats, a United States 
hat and a Russian hat. 


“COMRADE CLEM” DONS RUSSIAN HAT 


Mr. Attlee, in his recent visits to Mos- 
cow, Russia, and to Peiping, China, was 
simply wearing his Russian hat, while 
they arranged for additional trade agree- 
ments with Communist Russia and Red 
China. 

England was in the forefront of the 
nations which recognized Red China. 

Mr. President the Atlantic Pact was 
“stillborn.” The only life it has ever 
had injected into it was American blood 
and money. 

Mr. President, on Saturday the Senate 
voted approximately $3 billion, in addi- 
tion to an unexpended balance of about 
$9 billion. This is to be disbursed largely 
in Europe and Asia. To develop what? 
Industrial enterprises and production to 
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fulfill the trade treaties between our 

so-called allies and Russia and China. 
Mr. President, since the European 

countries seem to be donning Russian 

hats, it behooves the United States of 

America to reappraise its foreign policy 

now in the interest of her own survival. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


PROTECTION OF STRATEGIC DE- 
FENSE FACILITIES FROM ACTS OF 
SABOTAGE, ETC. 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3428) to authorize the 
Federal Government to guard strategic 
defense facilities against individuals be- 
lieved to be disposed to commit acts of 
sabotage, espionage, or other subver- 
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the unanimous-consent agreement, dur- 
ing the further consideration of Senate 
bill 3428, debate on any amendment or 
motion, including appeals, is limited to 
not exceeding 1 hour, to be equally di- 
vided and controlled; and debate on the 
bill itself is limited to not exceeding 1 
hour, to be similarly divided and con- 
trolled. 

The bill is open to amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In view 
of the fact that the time on the bill is 
controlled, under the unanimous- 
consent agreement, the absence of a 
quorum can be suggested at this time 
only by unanimous consent. 

Mr. MARTIN. Then, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum, without 
the time required for the call of the roll 
being charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I believe the Sen- 
ate is now operating under the unani- 
mous-consent agreement. Will the 
Chair have it stated at this point for the 
information of the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent agreement will be 
read, 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, That during the further con- 
sideration of Calendar No. 1834, S. 3428, a 
bill to authorize the Federal Government to 
guard strategic defense facilities against in- 
dividuals believed to be disposed to commit 
acts of sabotage, espionage, or other subver- 
sion, debate on any amendment or motion 
(including appeals) shall be limited to not 
exceeding 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled, respectively, by the mover of any 
such amendment or motion and the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], in the 
event he is opposed to any such amend- 
ment or motion; otherwise, by the mover 
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and the minority leader: Provided, That no 
amendment that is not germane to the sub- 
ject matter of the said bill shall be received: 
And provided further, That debate upon the 
bill itself shall be limited to not exceeding 1 
hour, to be equally divided and controlled, 
respectively, by the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Lancer] and the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, act- 
ing on behalf of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Lancer], I yield 20 minutes 
of the time on our side to the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan is recognized for 
20 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from Michigan 
yield to me at this time? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I shall be 
absent from the Chamber for a few 
minutes. I ask that the Chair recognize 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY], for the purpose of enabling 
him to yield such time as I would other- 
wise be called upon to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
out objection, that will be done. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the 
Senator from Michigan for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
shall make a brief explanation of the bill. 

The purpose of Senate bill 3428 is to 
provide the Federal Government with 
new authority to guard strategic de- 
fense facilities by barring from them 
that limited number of individuals who 
are subversive and may be reasonably be- 
lieved to be disposed to commit acts of 
sabotage, espionage, or other subversion. 
It is understood that a definite number of 
such individuals has already been iden- 
tified. Some of these individuals are 
known to be employed in facilities where 
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‘sabotage in time of war or emergency 


would seriously impair the military ef- 
fectiveness of the United States. 

It is understood that a definite number 
of such individuals have already been 
identified; that is, those who can be ex- 
pected to commit sabotage and espio- 
nage and subversion. Some of those in- 
dividuals are known to be employed in 
facilities where sabotage in time of war 
or emergency would seriously—and I 
underscore the word seriously“ —im- 
pair the military effectivness of the 
United States. 

The facilities involved are privately 
owned and are primarily engaged in 
what is regarded as normal civilian pro- 


-duction. Although there is authority for 


barring subversive individuals from fa- 
cilities directly engaged in the perform- 
ance of defense contracts, there is no 
similar authority with respect to these 
facilities, although, as in the case of a 
powerplant or a producer of other basic 
materials or supplies required by a de- 
fense contractor, sabotage or interrup- 
tion of production by these facilities 
could very materially curtail defense pro- 
duction. Espionage is also an important 
consideration. 

The Magnuson Act (50 U. S. C. 191), 
relating to vessels, piers, and waterfront 
facilities, has served as a model for the 
proposed bill, 


14747 


What was provided in the Magnuson 
bill is not included in this bill, but is 
specifically exempt. The Magnuson bill 
applied to vessels, piers, and waterfront 
facilities. We wish to extend the law so 
as to cover other facilities, as proposed 
in the pending bill. 

Although the bill has a potentially 
broader coverage than the Magnuson 
Act, by reason of the procedures pro- 
vided by the bill its operations will in 
fact be confined to the screening of a 
relatively small number of persons, 

Section 1 provides a short title for the 
proposed enactment, the “Defense Facili- 
ties Protection Act of 1954.” 

Section 2 is a statement of legislative 
findings as to the basic considerations 
applicable to this legislation, reciting the 
dependence of the Nation in time of war 
upon its production economy, and the 
fact that injury or impairment of such 
economy and capacity has become a 
major objective of aggressor nations; the 
existence in the United States of a small 
number of subversive individuals reason- 
ably believed to be disposed to engage in 
sabotage or espionage at the strategic 
time; and the necessity of barring them 
from access to those facilities where they 
could seriously impair the Nation's power 
and ability to meet internal or external 
threats. 

Section 3 authorizes the President, 
whenever he finds and proclaims that 
the security of this country is threatened, 
to protect defense facilities from sabo- 
tage and espionage within a framework 
satisfying requirements of due process 
and with as little inconvenience to both 
employers and employees as the circum= 
stances permit. 

Subsection (a) authorizes the Presi- 
dent, upon finding of enumerated emer- 
gency conditions, to prescribe rules and 
regulations to prevent access to defense 
facilities by those likely to commit sabo- 
tage, espionage, or other subversive acts. 
It is anticipated that the act will be put 
into effect by the issuance of an Execu- 
tive order reciting the conditions men- 
tioned above and naming an official or 
officials who shall take the necessary 
steps to accomplish its objectives. These 
steps would include the issuance of rules 
and regulations consistent with the limi- 
tations of subsections (b) and (c) of 
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Subsection (b) provides that, except 
for the summary procedures authorized 
in subsection (c), no measure, rule, or 
regulation shall operate to bar an indi- 
vidual from access to a defense facility 
(as later defined) under this bill unless 
he shall have first been notified of the 
charges against him and given an oppor- 
tunity to defend himself against such 
charges. He is to be granted an expedi- 
tious hearing if he requests it, and any 
charges made must be sufficiently specific 
to permit him to respond to them. How- 
ever, no hearings under the act will re- 
quire that any Government investigative 
organization disclose its informants or 
other information if in its judgment dis- 
closure would endanger its investigatory 
activity. 

Mr. President, that is not an unusual 
provision. If it were necessary to give 
the names of informants or agents of the 
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United States Government, and if the 
disclosure of those names or that infor- 
mation would endanger our investigatory 
activities in this field, naturally they 
would not have to be given. But the law 
does require that charges be specific 
enough to enable a defense to be made, 
despite the provision for protection of 
security information. In other words, if 
the Government does not wish to give 
the names or information which would 
lead to disclosure of the names, it must 
nevertheless give information specific 
enough so that the accused may be given 
an opportunity to answer. It would ap- 
pear, on the basis of recent decisions in- 
volving the Magnuson Act, which was 
taken to the upper court, that this would 
meet the requirements of due process. 

I cite the cases of United States v. Gray 
(207 F. (2d) 237, 241-242 (C. A. 9th, 
1953)); Parker v. Lester (112 F. Supp. 
433, 443-444 (N. D. Calif., 1953)); see 
also United States v. Nugent (346 U. S. 
1), involving hearing procedures under 
the Selective Service Act. 

The necessity of expeditious action and 
of protecting security information makes 
appropriate the provisions of section 3 
(b) that the Administrative Procedure 
Act shall not be applicable to proceedings 
under the bill. 

Section 3 (c) authorizes summary sus- 
pension under certain circumstances. 
The individual involved would be entitled 
to a hearing, but under certain regulated 
circumstances there could be a suspen- 
sion in the beginning. I shall describe 
those circumstances. 

Section 3 (c) authorizes summary 
suspension of individuals from access to 
defense facilities without prior charges 
or hearing. However, if such a proce- 
dure is followed the individual involved 
must be notified of the charges against 
him within 15 days and, if he requests it, 
must be granted a hearing within 30 days 
from the time he is barred. In other 
words, he must get the information in 
15 days, and within 30 days he is en- 
titled to a hearing. 

A determination must be made and 
transmitted to him within 30 days from 
the date of termination of the hearing 
or, if no hearing is requested, of the 
individual’s submission of his defense to 
the charges. The subsection provides 
that any administrative appellate pro- 
ceedings shall be determined promptly. 
No such administrative appeal proceed- 
ings would be constitutionally required. 

The requirement of specific charges 
and hearings either before an employee 
is barred—subsection (b)—or, if sum- 
marily barred, immediately thereafter— 
subsection (c)—is intended to prevent 
any procedure involving the screening 
of the general body of civilian employees 
or placing a burden upon them to prove 
treir loyalty. The procedure provided 
is, however, adequate to eliminate the 
known subversives expeditiously. 

Finally, subsection (c) provides for 
compensation by the United States for 
the loss of earnings in or in connection 
with the defense facility during the pe- 
riod he is barred without a prior hear- 
ing, if he is thereafter cleared. The in- 
herent fairness of such a provision and 
its desirability from the standpoint of 
due process are self-evident. 
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Therefore, the bill provides for due 
compensation in case a person is not 
found to be guilty. The inherent fair- 
ness of such a provision and its desira- 
bility from the standpoint of due process 
are self-evident. The bill affords to the 
respondent due process of law. 

Subsection (d) provides that the term 
“defense facility” shall have the same 
meaning as it has in title I of the In- 
ternal Security Act of 1950. Section 3 
(7) of title I of that act—title 50 United 
States Code, section 782 (7)—defines the 
term “facility” broadly, and the term 
“defense facility” as a facility designated 
and proclaimed by the Secretary of De- 
fense pursuant to section 5 (b) of title 
I—title 50, United States Code, section 
784 (b)—and included on the list pub- 
lished and currently in effect thereunder. 
Section 5 (b) directs the Secretary of 
Defense to designate and proclaim a list 
of “defense facilities’ with respect to 
which he finds and determines that the 
security of the United States requires the 
exclusion of members of Communist or- 
ganizations; such list must be published 
in the Federal Register and the man- 
agement of any listed facility notified. 
The management must post notice of 
designation in such manner as to give 
reasonable notice thereof to all employ- 
ees and applicants for employment, 

Section 4 authorizes the imposition of 
penal sanctions for willful violations of 
any regulation, rule, or order issued pur- 
suant to the act or for knowing obstruc- 
tions or interference with the exercise of 
any power conferred by the act. Such 
offenses are made punishable by a fine 
of not more than $10,000 or by imprison- 
ment for not more than 5 years or both. 
It is believed that such penalties are 
adequate punishment for violation of the 
proposed act. 

That is the same penalty which is 
provided for certain acts under the In- 
ternal Security Act of 1950. 

Section 5 provides that nothing in the 
proposed enactment will deprive any 
person of the rights or benefits he may 
enjoy under the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, as amended. 

Mr. President, that is my explanation 
of the bill, I believe its enactment is 
essential to our security. Even though a 
plant may not be engaged in manu- 
facturing goods for the United States 
military services—for example, a power- 
plant, water plant, electric light plant, or 
some other type of plant—it may still 
be as vital to our security as a plant 
which manufactures munitions, because 
it is impossible to operate one without 
the other. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
New York [Mr, LEHMAN] on the bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, of 
course, I fully recognize the fact that in 
time of real emergency the Nation must 
have the power to protect itself. I yield 
to no one in my desire to grant adequate 
powers to our Government to protect the 
Nation. 

It seems to me, however, that the so- 
called antisubversive bills which we have 
been passing during the past few days 
go very far afield, and do not protect the 
Nation but threaten the civil liberties of 
our people and the rights of labor. 
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As my colleagues know, earlier today 
I voted for the bill which had been intro- 
duced originally by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. Humpurey], placing 
very heavy sanctions against those who 
belong to the Communist Party or who 
believe in the principles of the Commu- 
nist Party, or who act in accordance with 
the orders of the Communist Party. I 
was glad to do so, because I believe firmly 
that the Communist Party is not a politi- 
cal party, but is a conspiracy to over- 
throw the Government of the United 
States by force or violence at such time 
as suits its purpose. I believe it is a 
very real threat. 

However, in our desire to control the 
activities of members of the Communist 
Party, I believe we are going a long way 
on the road toward abridging the civil 
liberties of our people. I read a part of 
the explanation of the pending bill as 
follows: 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the 
Federal Government to guard strategic de- 
fense facilities against individuals believed 
to be disposed to commit active sabotage, 
espionage, or other subversion. 

The facilities involved are privately owned 
and are primarily engaged in what is re- 
garded as normal civilian production. 
Although there is authority for barring sub- 
versive individuals from facilities directly 
engaged in the performance of defense con- 
tracts, there is no similar authority with 
respect to these facilities, although, as in the 
case of a power plant or a producer of other 
basic materials or supplies required by a de- 
fense contractor, sabotage or interruption of 
production by these facilities could very ma- 
terially curtail defense production. 


Mr. President, I would have no objec- 
tion to giving wide powers to the Presi- 
dent in case of war and in the case of 
plants engaged in the production of gen- 
uine defense materiel—in other words, 
what we know as real defense plants. 
However, the bill goes far beyond that. 
The bill does not deal with defense plants 
alone. We are dealing with all plants. 
We are dealing with privately owned fa- 
cilities which are primarily engaged in 
what is regarded as normal civilian pro- 
duction. 

There is absolutely no limit to what 
could be done in connection with the op- 
eration of such plants and in connection 
with the employment or discharge of em- 
ployees of plants which are privately 
owned and privately operated, and not 
used for defense purposes at all. There 
is nothing to stop the Government from 
going into a pants factory, a civilian au- 
tomobile factory, a washing machine 
factory, a refrigerator plant, a television 
plant, an ice cream plant, or any other 
kind of plant, and saying: “We are not 
going to allow particular people to come 
into the plant or to work in the plant.” 

The Government could bar them from 
employment, and exclude them from the 
operations of the plant and from their 
means of a livelihood. 

I have lived a long time, and I have 
seen many things happen, Mr. President. 
I am acquainted with the efforts that 
have frequently been made by industry 
to break strikes and to control the activ- 
ities of organized labor or of labor gen- 
erally. I believe this bill, just as the so- 
called Butler bill, which I voted against 
and spoke against, poses serious threat 
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to the freedom of action that should be 
the right of legitimate, decent labor in 
this country. 

Under this bill anybody could be ex- 
cluded from a plant, even plants en- 
gaged in civilian production. I am 
amazed at the boldness of the bill and 
the frankness of the report, because in 
describing what the bill does, it says: 

The facilities involved are privately owned 
and are primarily engaged in what is re- 
garded as normal civilian production. 


Why should anybody have the right 
to say who can or cannot work in such 
plants, unless there is proof that those 
excluded are guilty of disloyalty or trea- 
son or attempts at espionage? 

Mr. President, I think we are depart- 
ing a long way from the principles which 
we have followed for so many decades, of 
protecting the rights of labor to organ- 
ize and to work without unnecessary gov- 
ernmental interference. 

We established the National Labor Re- 
lations Board and we have established 
many other boards for the protection of 
labor, so as to assure that justice is done 
to labor, to employer, and to the con- 
sumer, because, after all, if we do not do 
justice to labor, we are not doing justice 
to industry or to the consumer since I 
believe their interests are usually closely 
related. 

In this bill we say very frankly that at 
any time the President feels there may be 
some emergency—and there is no bind- 
ing description of what constitutes an 
emergency—he may say to John Smith or 
Jim Brown, or to 10,000 John Smiths or 
10,000 Jim Browns, “You cannot work 
here. We do not want you. There is a 
strike on which we believe is subversive. 
We believe that strike may possibly be 
antagonistic to the interests of this 
country.” Therefore, they are excluded 
from the plant. 

I cannot conceive of any better device 
to break a strike than that which is af- 
forded by this bill. I think it is a highly 
dangerous bill. I think it is a bill which 
should be defeated overwhelmingly in the 
Congress, but I am frank to say I do not 
believe it will be defeated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bar- 
RETT in the chair). ‘The time of the Sen- 
ator has expired. 

Mr. LEHMAN. May I have 3 minutes 
more, please? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator an additional 3 minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not believe the 
bill will be defeated, because I know the 
temper of the Senate at this time. We 
are off on a rampage by indirect means 
to give the Attorney General of the 
United States, and the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Board, the right to con- 
trol labor. Iam not accusing the present 
Attorney General of unfair tactics or of 
any mean motives, but I am convinced 
that in the past few days, in connection 
with these so-called antisubversive bills, 
which are not antisubversive bills at all 
but are antilabor bills, we are seriously 
interfering with the rights of labor, the 
dignity of labor, and the ability of labor 
to fight for its rights and its liberties. 
We are passing a number of bills which 
put chains around the necks of the work- 
ers, chains they cannot break. We are 
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putting ourselves in the hands of a few 
officials of the Government who will be 
able to dictate the policies of labor and 
the policies of the country. 

I am not a laboring man. I do not 
make my living by the sweat of my brow 
or with my hands. But I believe that or- 
ganized labor is of the utmost importance 
tc all of the people of this country, and it 
is of the utmost importance that justice 
be done to labor, and unless we protect 
the rights of organized labor, we shall 
harm not only labor, but the entire 
Nation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr, KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do both 
sides yield back all their remaining time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. We yield back our 
time, and ask unanimous consent that 
each side may keep 5 minutes at the end 
of the quorum call. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Each side reserves 
5 minutes? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, how 
much time is left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen 
minutes to each side. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. We shall reserve 
10 minutes for each side and yield back 
the balance of the time. I suggest the 
absence of a quorum, not to come out 
of the time of either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent agreement is that 
each side have 10 minutes after the 
quorum call, that the time consumed in 
making the quorum call not be taken out 
of the time of either side, and that the 
remaining time is yielded back. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from New York 
[Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I do not 
know whether it will be possible to have 
a yea-and-nay vote on the bill. I be- 
lieve the bill is a bad, dangerous bill— 
dangerous not only to labor, but to all 
the people of the country. If there is not 
to be a yea-and-nay vote, I desire, never- 
theless, to be recorded in the negative 
on the bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

This is not an antilabor bill. It does 
not apply solely to workers. It applies 
to management as well, because the bill 
contains a provision that if management 
were barred from a plant illegally or 
wrongfully, it could recover damages be- 
cause of inability to use the plant. 

Only two kinds of persons would be 
in a plant -management and labor. The 
bill is not an antilabor bill. It is de- 
signed to protect America from sabotage 
and espionage. In the present cold war, 
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with conditions as they are, America 
must be placed in a position to defend 
herself. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I may be mistaken, 
but I do not think I am. I have not 
found anything in the bill which in- 
cludes management in its scope. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It includes any per- 
son in a plant. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Any worker in a plant. 

Mr. FERGUSON. A member of man- 
agement is a worker. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me a half a minute? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 30 
seconds to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I join in 
the point of view expressed by the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN]. I 
think this is an exceedingly bad bill. I 
think it could be used very arbitrarily, 
to the great injury of American free 
labor. Instead of calling it an espio- 
nage and sabotage bill, it would be bet- 
ter to call it a police state bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to amendment. If there be 
no amendment to be proposed, the ques- 
tion is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the “Defense Facilities Protection 
Act of 1954." 

Src, 2. The Congress hereby finds that 

(1) The history of modern warfare has 
established that the defense of any country 
is greatly dependent upon the effective and 
continued operation of its industrial econ- 
omy and the full utilization of its produc- 
tive capabilities. In time of war or of prepa- 
ration for defense from attack by a potential 
aggressor, injury to the industrial economy 
or impairment of the productive capabil- 
ities of a country may severely curtail its 
military effectiveness, and such injury or 
impairment has become a major objective 
of aggressor nations in their preparation for 
and prosecution of war. 

(2) There exists in the United States a 
limited number of individuals as to whom 
there is reasonable ground to believe they 
may engage in sabotage of the industrial 
economy and productive capabilities of the 
United States, espionage, or other subversive 
acts in order to weaken the power and ability 
of the United States to cope with actual or 
threatened war, invasion, insurrection, sub- 
versive activity, disturbance, or threatened 
disturbance of international relations. 

(3) In such circumstances it is essential 
that, without impairing the rights or priv- 
ileges of the great bulk of loyal United 
States citizens, such individuals be barred 
from access to facilities injury to which 
would be harmful to the industrial economy 
and productive capabilities of the United 
States, and, therefore, to its military effec- 
tiveness. 

Szc. 3. (a) Whenever the President finds 
by proclamation or Executive order that the 
security of the United States is endangered 
by reason of actual or threatened war, or 
invasion, or insurrection, or subversive ac- 
tivity, or of disturbance or threatened dis- 
turbance of the international relations of 
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the United States, the President is author- 
ized to institute such measures and issue 
such rules and regulations as may be neces- 
sary to bar from access to any defense facil- 
ity or facilities individuals as to whom there 
is reasonable ground to believe they may 
engage in sabotage, espionage, or other sub- 
versive acts. The President may perform 
any function vested in him by this act 
through or with the aid of such officers or 
agencies as he may designate. 

(b) Except as provided in subsection (c) 
of this section, no measure instituted, or rule 
or regulation issued, pursuant to subsection 
(a) of this section shall operate to deprive 
any individual of access to any defense fa- 
cility or facilities unless such individual 
shall first have been notified of the charges 
against him and given an adequate oppor- 
tunity to defend himself against the charges. 
Such charges shall be sufficiently specific to 
permit the individual to respond to them, 
and such opportunity shall, if the individual 
so desires, include a hearing. The Admin- 
istrative Procedure Act shall not be applica- 
ble to proceedings under this act. Nothing 
contained in this act shall be deemed to 
require any investigatory organization of 
the United States Government to disclose its 
informants or other information which in 
its judgment would endanger its investi- 
gatory activity: Provided, however, That in 
the event that such information is not dis- 
closed the individual charged shall be fur- 
nished with a fair summary of the informa- 
tion in support of the charges against him. 

(c) The measures instituted, or rules or 
regulations issued, pursuant to subsection 
(a) hereof may operate to bar summarily any 
individual from access to any defense facility 
or facilities provided that such individual 
shall be notified in writing of the charges 
against him within 15 days from the time he 
is so barred and given an adequate oppor- 
tunity to defend himself against such 
charges, including, if he so requests, a hear- 
ing within 30 days of the date of such re- 
quest. Reasonable continuances may, how- 
ever, be permitted if consistent with expedi- 
tious disposition of the matter. A determi- 
nation shall be made and transmitted to the 
individual affected within 30 days from the 
date of the termination of the hearing or, if 
no hearing is requested, of the submission 
of the individual's defense to the charges, 
and if administrative proceedings are pro- 
vided by the rules or regulations for review 
of any such determination they shall be 
promptly determined. In the event that the 
summary bar against such individual is re- 
moved as a result of any proceeding, the in- 
dividual shall be compensated by the United 
States solely for his loss of earnings in or 
in connection with any defense facility dur- 
ing the period he was so barred. 

(d) As used in this act the term “defense 
facility” shall have the same meaning as it 
has in title I of the Internal Security Act of 
1950, as amended, but shall not include ves- 
sels, piers, or waterfront facilities. 

Sec. 4. Whoever willfully violates any rule, 
regulation, or order issued pursuant to the 
provisions of this act, or knowingly obstructs 
or interferes with the exercise of any power 
conferred by this act shall, upon conviction 
thereof, be punished by a fine of not more 
than $10,000 or by imprisonment for not 
more than 5 years, or both. 

Sxc. 5. Nothing contained in this act shall 
be construed to deprive any individual of any 
rights or benefits conferred upon him by the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended 
18 pae Labor Management Relations Act, 

47. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
disagreed to the amendments of the Sen- 
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ate to the bill (H. R. 9580) to revise and 
extend the laws relating to espionage 
and sabotage, and for other purposes; 
asked a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. GRAHAM, Miss 
THOMPSON, Mr. HYDE, Mr. CELLER, and 
Mr. WALTER were appointed managers 
on the part of the House at the confer- 
ence. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8647) to 
amend Revised Statutes 4426. 


FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1954 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 2026, H. 
R. 9859, the omnibus public-works bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
9859) authorizing the construction, re- 
pair, and preservation of certain public 
works on rivers and harbors for naviga- 
tion, flood control, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California [Mr. KNOW- 
LAND]. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Public Works with amend- 
ments. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I have a proposed unanimous- 
consent agreement, which has been 
formulated after consultation with the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Martin], chairman of the 
Committee on Public Works, who is in 
charge of the bill. I have consulted with 
the majority leader and with other Sen- 
ators on goth sides of the aisle. I sub- 
mit the proposed unanimous-consent 
agreement on behalf of the majority 
leader and myself, and ask that it be 
read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the proposed unanimous- 
consent agreement. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, That during the further con- 
sideration of Calendar No. 2026, H. R. 9859, 
an act authorizing the construction, repair, 
and preservation of certain public works on 
rivers and harbors, debate on any amend- 
ment or motion (including appeals) shall 
be limited to not exceeding 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled, respectively, 
by the mover of any such amendment or 
motion and the Senator from Pennsylvania 
Mr. Martin], in the event he is opposed to 
any such amendment or motion; otherwise, 
by the mover and the minority leader: Pro- 
vided, That no amendment that is not ger- 
mane to the subject matter of the said bill 
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shall be received: And provided further, That 
debate upon the bill itself shall be limited to 
not exceeding 1 hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Martin] and the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the proposed unanimous- 
consent agreement? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. A 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be agreed to en bloc, with 
the understanding that as we go through 
the bill they can be amended. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, reserving the right to object, I 
should like to ask the Senator from 
Florida if that is agreeable. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is perfectly 
agreeable. 

Mr. MARTIN. Is that agreeable to 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes, that is agreeable. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, is it 
my understanding that the bill will be re- 
garded as a clean bill, so that amend- 
ments may be made as if the bill were 
being considered anew? 

Mr. MARTIN. The Senator from 
Florida is entirely correct. That is my 
purpose. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Pennsylvania is asking 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be considered en bloc, but 
amendments may be offered from the 
fioor. Is that not correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Without objection, the committee 
amendments are agreed to en bloc. 

The committee amendments agreed to 
en bloc are as follows: 


On page 4, after line 9, to insert: 

“Delaware River, Pa., N. J., and Del.: 
In accordance with the recommendations 
of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har- 
bors in House Document No. 358, 83d Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $91,389,000.” 

At the top of page 7, to insert: 

“The existing modified project for Wil- 
mington Harbor, N. C., authorized by 
the River and Harbor Act approved May 
17, 1950, in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 87, 8ist Congress, is 
hereby further modified to provide that the 
Secretary of the Army shall reimburse local 
interests for such work as they may have 
done upon widening of the transition chan- 
nel at the lower end of the anchorage basin, 
subsequent to May 17, 1950, insofar as the 
same shall be approved by the Chief of Engi- 
neers and found to have been done in ac- 
cordance with the project modification 
adopted in said act, provided that such pay- 
ment shall not exceed the sum of $65,000.” 

After line 13, to insert: 

“Charleston Harbor, S. C.: Senate Docu- 
ment No. 136, 83d Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $200,000.” 

On page 8, after line 2, to insert: 

“Carabelle Harbor, Fla.: House Document 
No. 451, 83d Congress (maintenance of exist- 
ing channel).” 

After line 20, to insert: 

Pascagoula Harbor, Miss.: Modification of 
existing project in accordance with plans on 
file in the Office of the Chief of Engineers, 
at an estimated cost of $877,000.” 
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On page 9, after line 19, to insert: 

“Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, 
Tex.: In accordance with the report of the 
Chief of Engineers, dated May 24, 1954, at an 
estimated cost of $180,000.” 

On page 11, after line 16, to insert: 

“Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio: In accordance 
with the report of the Chief of Engineers, 
dated June 29, 1954, at an estimated cost 
of $4,900,000.” 

On page 13, after line 5, to insert: 

“Richmond Harbor, Calif.: House Docu- 
ment No. 395, 88d Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $2,086,000.” 

After line 14, to insert: 

“Tillamook Bay and Bar, Oreg.: Senate 
Document No. 128, 88d Congress, at an esti- 
mated cost of $1,500,000.” á 

On page 14, line 7, after the name “Wash- 
ington”, to strike out “House Document No. 

, 83d Congress” and insert “in accordance 
with the report of the Chief of Engineers, 
dated May 27, 1954“ 

At the top of page 15, to insert: 

“Tacoma Harbor, Wash.: Modification of 
existing project to provide for 30-foot chan- 
nel in Port Industrial (Wapato) Waterway, 
in accordance with plans on file in the Office 
of the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated 
cost of $634,200.” 

After line 14, to insert: 

“Sitka Harbor, Alaska: House Document 
No. 414, 83d Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $41,500.” 

After line 16, to insert: 

“Dry Pass, Alaska: House Document No. 
414, 83d Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$1,419,800.” 

After line 18, to insert: 

“Neva Strait, Alaska: House Document 
No, 414, 88d Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $224,400.” 

After line 24, to insert: 

“Kodiak Harbor, Alaska: House Document 
No. 465, 83d Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $1,685,000” 

On page 16, after line 5, to insert: 

Nawillwiu and Port Allen Harbors, T. H.: 
House Document No. 453, 83d Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $1,166,400.” 

On page 18, line 7, to strike out “$1,176,- 
400” and insert “$1,180,400.” 

On page 19, after line 20, to strike out: 

“Sec. 103. The Secretary of the Army is 
hereby authorized and directed to cause a 
preliminary examination and survey to be 
made to determine the need for a channel 
from the Gulf of Mexico into Choctawatchee 
Bay, Fla., in the vicinity of Point Washing- 
ton, subject to all applicable provisions of 
section 110 of the River and Harbor Act of 
1950.” 

And in lieu thereof to insert: 

“Sec. 103. The Secretary of the Army is 
hereby authorized and directed to cause pre- 
liminary examinations and surveys to be 
made at the following-named localities, and 
subject to all applicable provisions of sec- 
tion 110 of the River and Harbor Act of 1950: 

“Eastern River, at and in the vicinity of 
Orland, Maine; 

“Southwest Harbor, Maine; 

“Vicinity of Wells Beach and Drakes Is- 
land, Maine; 

“Channel from the Gulf of Mexico into 
Choctawatchee Bay, Fla. in the vicinity of 
Point Washington; 

“Lake Tarpon (formerly Lake Butler), Fla., 
to determine the cause of salt water intru- 
sion and corrective measures with respect 
thereto; and 

“Chipola River, Fla., for measures to main- 
tain satisfactory water levels in the Dead 
Lakes.” 

On page 21, after line 9, to insert: 

“Sec. 105. The authorization of the im- 
provement of the Intracoastal Waterway 
from the Caloosatchee River to the Anclote 
River (H. Doc. No. 371, 75th Cong.) author- 
ized in the River and Harbor Act of 1945 
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and modified by the River and Harbor Act 
of 1948 and the River and Harbor Act of 1950 
is further modified so as to authorize the 
use of alternate route C-1 in the Venice and 
Lemon Bay, Fla., area, as designated in plans 
of the Corps of Engineers. 

“The Chief of Engineers is directed to re- 
port to the Congress prior to request for ap- 
propriation to construct this part of the 
project his recommendation as to the fair 
amount of local contribution in the light of 
the changed condition. Provisions as to lo- 
cal contribution based on these recom- 
mendations shall become effective when ap- 
proved by the Public Works Committees of 
the Senate and the House of Represent- 
atives.” 

On page 22, after line 2, to insert the 
following new section: 

“Sec. 106. That the requirement, that local 
interests provide the ferries and bridges re- 
quired for land traffic across the lateral and 
terminal canals, with respect to the river 
and harbor project authorized by the act of 
August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1028), on the Pearl 
River, Miss., below Jackson, shall hereafter 
be ineffective: Provided, That local interests 
furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secre- 
tary of the Army that they will hold and 
save the United States free from any claim 
for damage which might result from depri- 
vation of access to the area.” 

In line 13, to change the section number 
from “105” to 107.“ 

On page 25, after line 20, to insert: 

“The plan for flood protection on the 
West Branch of the Susquehanna River, Pa. 
and N. Y., is hereby authorized substan- 
tially in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers in his report 
dated June 25, 1954, and there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$25,000,000 for partial accomplishment of 
that plan.” 

On page 27, line 15, after the numerals 
1954, to strike out “as concurred in by“ 
and insert “and”; in line 16, after the word 
“Engineers”, to strike out “dated April 8, 
1954” and insert “in House Document No. 
478, 83d Congress.” 

On page 29, after line 2, to insert: 

“(e) The plan for flood control in the 
Reelfoot Lake Area, Tenn. and Ky., is sub- 
stantially in accordance with the recommen- 
dation of the Chief of Engineers in his re- 
port dated June 17, 1954, at an estimated 
cost of $748,100.” 

After line 22, to insert: 

“The project for the Belton Reservoir, 
Leon River, Tex., authorized by the Flood 
Control Act of 1946, is hereby modified to 
provide for the reservation, without reim- 
bursement, of 12,000 acre-feet of conserva- 
tion storage to be used as a permanent 
source of water supply for Fort Hood and 
adjacent military installations.” 

On page 32, line 25, after the word “in- 
terests“, to strike out “under section 2.“ 

On page 33, after line 14, to insert: 


“PECOS RIVER BASIN 


“The project for flood protection on the 
Pecos River, Tex., and N. Mex., is hereby au- 
thorized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, dated March 26, 
1954, at an estimated cost of $9,540,000: 
Provided, That no appropriations shall be 
made for construction of Los Esteros Reser- 
voir until satisfactory arrangements have 
been made by the State of New Mexico for 
the transfer of irrigation storage from the 
Alamagordo Reservoir.” 

On page 35, after line 3, to insert: 

“The project for flood protection on the 
Arkansas River, Conway County Drainage 
and Levee District No. 1, Arkansas, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi- 
neers in House Document No. 167, 82d Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $230,600.” 
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After line 9, to insert: 

“The project for flood protection on the 
Arkansas River, Holla Bend Bottom, Ark., 
is hereby authorized substantially in ac- 
cordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
No. 157, 82d Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $312,000,” 

After line 21, to insert: 

“The project for flood protection on Bear 
Creek at Hannibal, Mo., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 435, 83d Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $3,326,000.” 

At the top of page 39, to insert: 

“The project for flood protection on the 
Big Sioux River and tributaries at Sioux 
Falls, S. Dak., is hereby authorized substan- 
tially in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors in its report dated March 15, 
1954, at an estimated cost of $3,430,000.” 

After line 12, to insert: 

“The Secretary of the Army, through the 
Chief of Engineers, is authorized and di- 
rected to compensate the owners of water 
wells in the vicinity of Cold Brook Dam in 
South Dakota for losses determined by him 
to have been sustained by reason of the 
lowering of the level of water in such wells 
as a result, wholly or partially, of the con- 
struction and operation of Cold Brook Dam: 
Provided, That claims for losses compensa- 
ble under this section shall be submitted not 
later than 2 years after the date of enact- 
ment of this act, or not later than 2 years 
after the lowering of the level of water which 
z the basis for the claim, whichever is the 
ater.” 

After line 24, to insert: 

“The general comprehensive plans for 
flood control and other purposes in the Mis- 
souri River Basin set forth in House Docu- 
ment No. 475 and Senate Document No. 191, 
as revised and coordinated by Senate Docu- 
ment No. 247, 78th Congress, 2d session, 
approved in the Flood Control Act of De- 
cember 22, 1944, are hereby modified to 
include the payment by the Corps of Engi- 
neers for construction or provision of ade- 
quate water supply and sewage facilities in 
the new relocated municipality of Pollock, 
S. Dak., at a cost not to exceed $200,000, 
which is to compensate for the acquisition of 
and to replace facilities in the town which 
are located within areas which have been or 
will be acquired by the United States be- 
cause of the construction of the Oahe Dam 
and Reservoir project in the basin.” 

On page ^9, after line 20, to insert: 

“The project for flood protection on the 
Lower Heart River in the vicinity of Man- 
dan, N. Dak., authorized by the Flood 
Control Act of 1946, and modified by the 
Flood Control Act of 1950, is further modi- 
fied substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in his report dated July 27, 1954, at an esti- 
mated cost of $1,727,000." 

On page 41, line 18, after the word “in”, 
to strike out “House Document No. 5 
83d Congress” and insert “his report dated 
June 23, 1954.” 

On page 42, line 2, after the word “in”, to 
strike out “House Document No. 383d 
Congress” and insert “said document.” 

At the top of page 43, to insert: 


“SANTA MARIA RIVER BASIN 


“The project for flood protection on Santa 
Maria River and tributaries, California, is 
hereby authorized substantially in accord- 
ance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document No. 400, 
83d Congress, at an estimated cost of $10,- 
182,000 for levees and channel improvements 
to be prosecuted under the direction of the 
Secretary of the Army and supervision of the 
Chief of Engineers.” 
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After line 9, to insert: 

“SAN LORENZO RIVER BASIN 

“The project for flood protection on San 
Lorenzo River, Calif., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 447, 83d Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $2,665,000.” 

On page 44, after line 9, to insert: 

“SAN LORENZO CREEK BASIN 

“The project for flood protection on San 
Lorenzo Creek, Alameda County, Calif., is 
hereby authorized sustantially in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document No. 452, 83d 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $3,790,000.” 

After line 15, to insert: 

“TRUCKEE RIVER BASIN 

“The project for flood protection on 
Truckee River and tributaries, California 
and Nevada, is hereby authorized substan- 
tially in accordance with the recommen- 
dations of the Chief of Engineers in his re- 
port dated April 15, 1954, at an estimated 
cost of $791,000: Provided, That the authori- 
zation for improvement for flood control on 
Truckee River, Calif. and Nev., contained 
herein shall not become effective unless and 
until the Washoe reclamation project on the 
Truckee and Carson Rivers, Calif. and Nev., 
shall have been authorized pursuant to law.” 

On page 45, after line 17, to insert: 

“The project for flood protection on Ama- 
von Creek at Eugene and vicinity, Oregon, 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1946, 
and modified by the Flood Control Act of 
1950, is further modified substantially in 
accordance with the Chief of Engineers, in 
Senate Document No. 131, 83d Congress, at 
and estimated cost of $893,600.” 

On page 47, line 6, after the word “or” to 
strike out “harbor” and insert “stream”; 
in line 7, after the word “this”, to strike 
out “title” and insert “section”; after line 
10, to insert: 

“Ash and Pine Creeks, Fairfield and vicin- 
ity, Connecticut.” 

After line 15, to insert: 

“Devils River and tributaries, Texas.” 

After line 16, to insert: 

“Rio Hondo and tributaries, New Mexico.” 

On page 50, line 7, to change the section 
number from 210“ to “209.” 

On page 52, line 10, to change the section 
number from “211” to “210.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 minutes in order to make an 
explanation of the bill. 

First, Mr. President, I suggest that the 
Chair ascertain whether there are any 
further amendments to be offered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
further amendments? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, are we to have an explanation of 
the bill? Many amendments may be 
offered after the bill is explained. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania has the floor. 
How much time does he yield to himself? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield myself 15 min- 
utes in order that I may explain the bill. 

Mr. President, House bill 9859 is an 
omnibus bill providing authorizations for 
river and harbor and flood-control proj- 
ects. It is the first general authoriza- 
tion bill considered by the Congress since 
the act of May 17, 1950. All of the proj- 
ects proposed in the bill have been con- 
sidered in extensive hearings held by 
the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives and by the 
Committee on Public Works of the Sen- 
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ate. The representatives of the Corps 
of Engineers, which prepared the re- 
ports and submitted recommendations 
on these projects, as requested by the 
Congress, were heard by both commit- 
tees. They have furnished full infor- 
mation on the works proposed and the 
justifications for their accomplishment. 
Local interests which would be affected 
by the proposed projects were given full 
opportunity to present their views either 
for or against the proposed projects. 

I should like to take this opportunity 
to remind the Senate very briefly of the 
procedures by which these projects are 
started and developed. In the first 
place, examinations and surveys of pro- 
posed projects must be specifically au- 
thorized by Congress. No survey can be 
undertaken by the Corps of Engineers 
without such specific authorization. 
Survey authorizations are provided by 
the Congress after receiving requests 
from the local people who are interested 
in securing improvements for flood-con- 
trol or navigation purposes. After local 
requests are enacted by Congress into 
authorizations for surveys, the Corps of 
Engineers then proceeds to carry forward 
the surveys as rapidly as funds are made 
available. During the course of the 
surveys, public hearings are held by the 
Corps of Engineers in the localities which 
would be affected by the work under 
study, and the surveys are coordinated 
with all public agencies which may have 
some direct interest in the proposed im- 
provements. After the surveys are com- 
pleted they are then referred to the gov- 
ernors of the States in which the pro- 
posed work is located, and to interested 
Federal agencies. The comments of the 
governors and Federal agencies are all 
submitted to Congress with the report 
of the Corps of Engineers. 

The proposed projects have, therefore, 
been carefully worked up by the tech- 
nical staff of the Corps of Engineers, 
and have been fully scrutinized by local 
interests, State governors, and Federal 
agencies. 

All members of the Committee on Pub- 
lic Works have taken part in the con- 
sideration of this bill, and it is reported 
to the Senate with the unanimous ap- 
proval of the committee. The projects 
included in the bill as passed by the 
House are described in detail in the 
House Report No. 2247. The additional 
projects which were considered by the 
committee and incorporated in the bill 
are described in Senate Report No. 2007. 
A complete list of the projects, both 
those originally approved by the House 
and the ones added by the Senate com- 
mittee, are shown in lists on pages 5, 19, 
and 22 of the Senate report. The com- 
mittee has approved the projects con- 
tained in the bill as passed by the House, 
and we have recommended additional 
projects which were proposed for con- 
sideration subsequent to the close of the 
House hearings. Most of the projects 
considered by the Senate committee were 
found to be fully justified, and are thus 
recommended for inclusion in the bill. 

A few projects were passed over with- 
out prejudice for the reason that they 
had not been processed to the point 
where adequate data could be made 
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available for the consideration of the 
committee. 

The bill as passed by the House con- 
tained a total of 147 projects, with a 
total estimated cost of $890 million. The 
Senate committee recommends the addi- 
tion of 31 fully justified projects at a 
total estimated cost of $169 million. The 
bill as reported to the Senate, therefore, 
includes a grand total of 178 projects, at 
a total estimated cost of $1,059,000,000. 

By comparison with previous author- 
izations, the total in this bill is smaller 
than the last 3 bills, which ranged be- 
tween $1,290,000,000 and $1,450,000,000. 

I call attention to the fact that the 
bill is purely an authorization bill. It 
does not provide any appropriations, and 
action to carry forward any of the proj- 
ects proposed in this bill will be sub- 
ject to the further review by the Appro- 
priations Committees, and action by 
those committees and by the Congress 
itself on future appropriation bills. 

A rather extensive explanation of the 
river and harbor fiood-control programs 
is printed in the Senate report. I hope 
Members of the Senate will have the 
opportunity to examine the entire report, 
because I think they will find much val- 
uable information therein with respect 
to these very important programs, 

I should like to mention very briefly 
one of the more important factors which 
is considered in passing upon the justi- 
fication for these projects. That is the 
ratio of benefits to cost. Under existing 
law, Congress has laid down the policy 
of participation in these projects when- 
ever the benefits exceed the cost. The 
practical way of using these criteria is 
to convert all the costs of construction 
and maintenance to an annual basis, and 
compare the result with the average an- 
nual benefits which would accrue from 
the completed project. Therefore, un- 
der existing law if there is $1 of benefit 
for each $1 of cost, the project is con- 
sidered economically justified within the 
letter of the law. 

The projects in the bill all meet that 
test, and most of them are well above 
the minimum requirement. The highest 
benefit-cost ratio in the bill is for a beach 
erosion control project, in which the 
benefits would amount to $17.9 for each 
dollar of cost. Many of the projects 
have better than a 2-to-1 ratio. More 
than two-thirds of the projects have a 
ration of 1.5 to 1, or better. Overall, 
the estimated benefits from all projects 
in the bill will exceed the cost by a very 
substantial margin. 

I wish to express my deep apprecia- 
tion to the members of the Committee 
on Public Works for the splendid coop- 
eration in taking up the bill upon rather 
short notice, and at a time when our 
workload is at its peak. I want to com- 
mend the chairman of the subcommit- 
tee, the distinguished Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. Buss], and all other mem- 
bers of the subcommittee, for their ex- 
cellent and efficient work on the bill. 

I also wish to commend the repre- 
sentatives of the Corps of Engineers who 
assisted the committee, and so ably sup- 
plied the technical data needed by the 
committee in its consideration of these 
projects. Their cooperation is greatly 
appreciated. 
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Mr. President, I also wish to thank the 
members of the staff for their coopera- 
tion and fine, intelligent work in the 
preparation of the bill. 

I think the Committee on Public Works 
has one of the best records in the Senate 
for bipartisan action. The unanimous 
committee approval of the bill is further 
evidence of that record. The committee 
also is one of the most representative 
committees from the standpoint of the 
areas served by its members. The New 
England area is very ably represented by 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BusH] and the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Urron]. From the Middle At- 
lantic area we have the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BEALL], and I am happy to 
be able to share in the representation of 
that section. The South Atlantic area 
has one member on the committee, the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND], 
who is a most capable representative of 
that part of our country. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
Stennis] and the Senator from Tennes- 
see [Mr. Gore] furnish very competent 
service for the central southern and 
lower Mississippi areas. The Great 
Lakes area is well represented by the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burke]. The 
Southwest has two very eminent repre- 
sentatives, the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHavez] and the Senator from 
Oklahoma IMr. Kerr]. The Great 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Northern Plains area has but one repre- 
sentative, the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Case], but I know it could 
not be more effectively served, even if 
it had several members on the commit- 
tee. The Pacific Slope area is very ef- 
ficiently represented in the southern por- 
tion by the Senator from California [Mr. 
KucHEL], and in the northern portion 
by the Senator from Oregon IMr. 
Morse]. This gives us rather complete 
coverage of the principal geographical 
regions of the country. 

I believe we have a good bill. We are 
recommending a number of very merito- 
rious public-works projects that will pro- 
duce much needed benefits. They are all 
economically justified. 

They will form a necessary part of the 
expanding economy, and they will be 
available for development, as appropria- 
tions are provided and as economic con- 
ditions warrant. 

Mr. President, I request unanimous 
consent to have printed at the end of my 
remarks a short summary of the projects, 
showing the number of projects and their 
total cost. 

There being no objection, the summary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A breakdown of these projects among the 
categories of flood control, rivers and har- 
bors, and beach erosion control, is as fol- 
lows: 


Added by Senate 


Passed by House committee Total 
Number] Amount Number] Amount Number] Amount 
Rivers and harbors ..----»>-..-------- $212, 915, 100 15 | $106, 303, 300 100 | $319, 218, 400 
Beach-erosion control 14, 007, 664 0 0 22 14, 007, 664 
Flood control 663, 352, 750 16 | 62,850,300 56 | 720, 203, 050 
T 890, 275, 514 | 31¹ 169, 153, 600 178 | 1,059, 429, 114 


Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Pennsylvania yield to me? 

Mr. MARTIN. It is a pleasure for me 
to yield to the distinguished senior Sena- 
tor from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I wish 
to take this opportunity to congratulate 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin], the chairman of the Committee 
on Public Works, for presenting his state- 
ment on the bill. I know this is one bill 
which does not have any political impli- 
cations. All of those of us who serve on 
the Committee on Public Works, under 
the leadership of the able chairman, the 
senior Senator from Pennsylvania, have 
tried to report a bill which will be of 
service and benefit to the entire country. 
As the chairman of the committee has 
stated, the entire area of the Nation is 
taken care of, not with the idea of having 
a pork-barrel bill but with the idea of 
having a beneficial measure. 

So I congratulate the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. I, for one, who heretofore 
had been chairman of the committee, 
commend the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania for the fine work which has been 
done by him; and I know that equally 
efficient and successful work has been 
done by the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BusH], the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. HOLLAND], and the other members 


of the committee. No politics whatso- 
ever were involved; all members of the 
committee tried to do a good job. 

So I desire to pay a warm and well- 
deserved tribute to the senior Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I cer- 
tainly appreciate greatly the remarks of 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
New Mexico. All of us know that he is 
the senior member of the Committee on 
Public Works, and he has been most co- 
operative and helpful. 

Mr. President, at this time I offer and 
send to the desk two perfecting amend- 
ments, for which I request immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Crippa in the chair). The amendments 
submitted by the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 9, in 
lines 20 to 22, it is proposed to strike out 
“In accordance with the report of the 
Chief of Engineers, dated May 24, 1954,” 
and to insert in lieu thereof “House Doc- 
ument No. 487, 83d Congress.” 

On page 11, in lines 17 and 18, it is pro- 
posed to strike out “In accordance with 
the report of the Chief of Engineers, 
dated June 29, 1954,” and insert in lieu 
thereof “House Document No. 486, 83d 
Congress.” 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments of the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
chairman of the committee yield to me? 

Mr. MARTIN. Let me inquire how 
much time the Senator from Connecticut 
wishes to have me yield to him. 

Mr. BUSH. Will the chairman of the 
committee be so kind as to yield 5 min- 
utes to me? 

Mr. MARTIN. Certainly, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I yield 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, first, I wish 
to endorse the remarks of my distin- 
guished friend, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CRHAvxZ I. I thoroughly 
agree with all he has said. 

I also desire to pay my tribute to him, 
as the ranking minority member of the 
committee, for his full cooperation in 
connection with the preparation of the 
bill; and I may say the same of all other 
members of the committee on his side of 
the aisle. I did not think we could pos- 
sibly have reported so good a bill as we 
have, and so carefully prepared a bill, 
without the very expert help of the Sen- 
ator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] and the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], 
in particular, who have devoted more 
time than have other members of the 
committee on that side of the aisle, in 
connection with the hearings and the 
preparation of the bill. 

I also desire to pay my tribute to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit- 
tee, the senior Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Martin], who has given this 
matter a great deal of careful attention; 
and because of his wide and extensive 
experience in these matters, he has 
guided the bill very carefully to the floor 
of the Senate. 

I think all of us can feel very happy 
about the bill. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Connecticut yield to me? 

Mr. BUSH. I yield to the Senator 
from California for a question. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I desire to pay my re- 
spects to and extend my congratulations 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
committee, the senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTIN]; and also to 
my friend, the senior Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. BusH]; and, indeed, to all 
the other members of the Committee on 
Public Works, which held hearings over 
a long period of weeks and months, and 
has produced, today, on the floor of the 
Senate, a bill which literally will build 
America and will make America’s econ- 
omy stronger. 

Mr. President, let me repeat that I pay 
my sincere respects and extend my con- 
gratulations to them; and I desire to 
state that I was delighted and thrilled 
to be able to participate in the discus- 
sions in the committee and subcommit- 
tee meetings. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Califor- 
nia for his generous remarks. 
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In view of all the nice things we have 
said about each other, I hope we shall be 
able to pass the bill. 

Mr. President, at this time I wish to 
make a brief statement, if the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee will 
be so kind as to yield me an additional 
5 minutes. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I yield 
an additional 5 minutes to the senior 
Senator from Connectitcut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut is recognized 
for 5 minutes more. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, this bill 
continues a program of development of 
our rivers and harbors which had its 
beginning as a Federal Government ac- 
tivity over 125 years ago. Over this 
span of years, our Nation has grown 
from a group of small frontier settle- 
ments to a position of world leadership 
in economic development. Our trans- 
portation systems have played a vital 
part in this phenomenal development. 
Water transportation has always been 
the mainstay of these systems for the 
movement of bulk commodities and 
heavy gocds. Over the past 125 years, 
we have developed almost 300 commer- 
cial harbors, 28,000 miles of improved 
waterways and about 500 locks and dams. 
These improvements have facilitated 
the growth of trade with other nations, 
developed commerce among the States 
and contributed to the security and con- 
tinued growth of the Nation. 

The latest available figures show that 
in 1952 the waterborne commerce of the 
United States totaled about 890 million 
tons, of which 660 million were domestic 
and 230 million were foreign. This rep- 
resents an increase of 50 percent over 
the pre-war peak in 1929. On the in- 
land waterways, the commerce reached 
a total of 168 billion ton-miles in 1952, 
which is an increase of 42 percent since 
1940 when the total amounted to 118 bil- 
lion ton-miles. 

The improvement of these waterways 
for a growing peacetime economy has 
also given us a valuable asset in time of 
war. They have been used to provide 
access to inland shipyards and they have 
made possible a widespread geograph- 
ical diffusion of manufacturing processes 
which otherwise would have been forced 
into congested or more exposed coastal 
areas. 

The bill provides for many projects to 
deepen and widen existing channels and 
harbors. This is necessitated by the in- 
creasing use of larger and more eco- 
nomic vessels which will result in lower 
transportation costs and lower prices to 
the consumers. The progressive devel- 
opment of waterborne transportation has 
consistently brought economies in the 
cost of production of the many goods 
that provide us with the highest living 
standards of any Nation on the earth to- 
day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes more to the Senator from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, the bill in- 
cludes a number of projects for the con- 
trol of beach erosion. Under the basic 
law establishing the policy for this pro- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


gram the Federal participation is 
limited to not to exceed one-third of 
the total estimated cost of the proposed 
remedial work. The remaining two- 
thirds of the total cost must be borne 
by local interests. The basic law also 
limits Federal participation to publicly- 
owned beach areas. No Federal financ- 
ing is permitted for any privately- 
owned beaches. The beach erosion con- 
trol projects included in this bill have 
been shown by the studies presented to 
Congress to have a high degree of 
economic justification. 

The bill further continues the Federal 
flood control program which had its 
initial beginning in 1879 when interest 
first developed in the problems of the 
great Lower Mississippi River Basin. 
This initial interest was followed by the 
adoption of a Federal project for flood 
control on the lower Mississippi, and 
also on the Sacramento River in Cali- 
fornia, where another great flood prob- 
lem had become evident. In 1936 the 
Congress adopted flood control as a Na- 
tional policy with the declaration that 
floods constituted a menace to National 
welfare and that flood control is a 
proper activity of the Federal Govern- 
ment in cooperation with States and lo- 
cal interests where the benefits are in 
excess of the estimated costs and if the 
lives and social security of the people 
are otherwise adversely affected. From 
that beginning there has grown the im- 
portant flood control program under- 
taken by the United States. 

The flood control program under- 
taken by the Federal Government has 
already brought large returns, It is es- 
timated that if no Federal flood control 
measures had been undertaken the total 
average flood damages in the United 
States would be in excess of $800 million 
a year. The Federal flood control works 
now in operation prevent flood losses 
estimated at more than $300 million a 
year, and a considerable amount of flood 
damage is prevented by works con- 
structed by local interests. The re- 
maining average annual flood damage 
actually experienced in this country 
totals, therefore, about $500 million a 
year under the present state of develop- 
ment. 

I am impressed with the thoroughness 
with which these projects have been 
studied and presented to the Congress by 
the Corps of Engineers in accordance 
with specific authorization by Congress. 
Detailed project reports have been sub- 
mitted and printed as public documents 
so that all of the data explaining and 
supporting the proposed work are avail- 
able as public information. These 
projects have been carefully considered 
by the Committees on Public Works of 
the House and of the Senate. It is the 
feeling of the committee that they will 
contribute to the national economy and 
welfare. We believe that there is ade- 
quate justification for the Federal par- 
ticipation in these improvements and we 
wholeheartedly recommend approval of 
the bill. 

I yield back the remainder of my time, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I of- 
fer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 11, after 
line 14, it is proposed to insert: 

Saginaw River, Mich.: In accordance with 
the report of the Chief of Engineers, dated 
June 7, 1954, at an estimated cost of 
$4,496,800. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

This amendment would authorize a 
navigation project for the deepening of 
the Saginaw River in Michigan. The 
Saginaw River is an important artery of 
commerce leading from the industrial 
cities of Saginaw and Bay City, Mich., 
into Lake Huron. In the 10-year period 
1941 through 1950, commerce on the 
river averaged 2,771,829 tons a year, and 
I believe it has increased since then. 

The project was submitted to Congress 
on August 2, after the Committee on 
Public Works had reported H. R. 9859. 
There were no adverse comments on this 
navigation project. 

The project would cost $4,496,800 in 
Federal costs, plus $713,300 in local costs. 
The benefit-cost ratio is 1.41 to 1. Local 
interests would be responsible for pro- 
viding certain land and rights of way, as 
well as protecting the existing bridges 
across the river. 

Because the project came to Congress 
after the Committee had acted on the 
bill, I feel clearly justified in offering it 
on the floor and in asking the Committee 
and the Senate to approve the amend- 
ment so that it may be taken to con- 
ference. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, this 
project came in a little too late for the 
committee to consider it before we fin- 
ished work on the bill. However, as the 
Senator from Michigan states, every- 
thing had been properly cleared. 

I will say to Members of the Senate 
that, owing to the lateness of the date, 
I do not know just what can be done in 
conference. I have discussed what is in 
the bill at the present time with Mem- 
bers of the House. I believe this amend- 
ment has great merit. At a later ses- 
sion the committee approved it. I am 
willing to take the amendment to confer- 
ence. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The junior 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] and I 
are presented with a very similar situa- 
tion. We received from the Bureau of 
the Budget and from the Chief of Engi- 
neers a report after the committee had 
acted on the bill. I believe the Senator 
is familiar with the Navarro Mills Dam 
on Richland Creek. Is this project some- 
what similar to that? 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, what 
the senior Senator from Texas says is 
absolutely correct. The project to which 
he refers has received consideration by 
our staff, but the request was received 
too late for us to make the item a part 
pr the bill. We have not yet acted on 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I offer the amendment which I 
send to the desk and ask to have stated. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 29, after 
line 6, it is proposed to insert: 

TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TEX. 

The project for the Navarro Mills Reser- 
voir on Richland Creek, Tex., is hereby au- 
thorized substantially in accordance with 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in his report dated May 28, 1954, at an es- 
timated cost of $4,969,000. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
JOHNSON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
offer another amendment which I send 
to the desk. I wish to ask some ques- 
tions about it. I ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 42, be- 
tween lines 18 and 19, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

WEST SHORE OF LAKE ERIE 


The projects for flood protection along the 
shores of Lake Erie are hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers, in 
House Document No. 424, 83d Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $1,900,000. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to have inserted in the REC- 
orp at this point a statement I have pre- 
pared with regard to this project. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR FERGUSON 


I direct the attention of the Senate to two 
badly needed flood-control projects in the 
State of Michigan, which were not included 
in its version of the omnibus public works 
bill. 

Both these projects are on the west shore 
of Lake Erie, in Monroe County. They are 
located at communities known as Lakewood - 
Luna Pier and Detroit Beach- Woodland 
Beach, each of which comprises approxi- 
mately 500 homes. Their protection from 
flood damage has been estimated by the 
Corps of Engineers to cost $1,900,000. 

In March 1952, those communities were 
devastated by floods caused by the high level 
of Lake Erie and strong northeasterly winds. 
Damage at both points exceeded a half mil- 
lion dollars. 

Committees on Public Works in both the 
House and the Senate failed to include the 
projects in their respective omnibus public- 
works bills because of a legal technicality. 
The Corps of Engineers recommended both 
projects as meritorious and deserving of con- 
struction. The Public Works Committees of 
the House and Senate did not disagree with 
the engineers on the merits. 

The technicality was raised by the Bureau 
of the Budget in a letter to the Secretary 
of the Army, dated May 10, 1954. The point 
raised by the Bureau was simply this: 

That Federal flood-control legislation does 
not specifically—I repeat, specifically—cover 
inundation of property aggravated by or due 
to wind or tidal effects. It suggested that 
underlying legislation be revised so as to 
clarify congressional intent with respect to 
such projects as set forth for Monroe County 
by the Corps of Engineers, 

The cost is estimated as follows: 

At Detroit Beach-Woodland Beach, the 
Government's share would amount to $508,- 
000, that contributed by local interests, some 
$70,000, with a cost-benefit ratio of 1.47. At 
Lakewood-Luna Pier, the Federal cost would 
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be approximately $977,000 with local interests 
to contribute $122,500. The cost-benefit 
ratio at that point amounts to 1.24. At Point 
Place, Ohio, Federal funds totaling $339,000 
have been asked, backed by local contribu- 
tions totaling $52,000 with a cost-benefit 
ratio of 1.26. 

I particularly want to emphasize the cost- 
benefit ratios cited for each project. All ex- 
ceed the basic ratio of 1 for 1. 

Despite the doubt raised by the Budget 
Bureau, there is precedent for the type of 
project I ask to be included in the public 
works bill. Such construction already has 
been authorized and completed in Lucas 
County, Ohio, along the shores of the same 
lake, Lake Erie, known as the Reno Beach. 

Howard Farms project contained in the 
1948 act. Another precedent was a project 
for flood control along Lake Ponchartrain in 
Jefferson Parish, La., in the 1946 act at a total 
cost of $1,230,000. 

The flood of 1952, to which I referred 
earlier, caused extensive damage at Estral 
Beach, Mich., also in Monroe County. In- 
stead of ducking the issue, the Corps of Engi- 
neers immediately allocated over $250,000 
from its emergency fund to repair dikes 
already in existence. 

After the flood which I mentioned, in 
March 1952, the Public Works Committee of 
the House adopted a resolution on June 26, 
1952, in which it instructed the Corps of 
Engineers to make a study of the high levels 
of the Great Lakes. 

Included in that resolution and in other 
acts of Congress—and this is of extreme im- 
portance to me—was this language: This 
study by the Corps of Engineers should be 
undertaken “with a view to determining the 
property damage resulting from changes in 
levels of the Great Lakes and the feasibility 
of measures to prevent the recurrence of 
damage.” Similar language was used in the 
1946 Flood Control Act and I believe that 
in adopting this language, the Congress was 
indicating its intent that flood-control 
measures could and should be undertaken 
in areas where the flood is caused or aggra- 
vated by wind or tidal effect, such as is the 
case with these projects. 

The Corps of Army Engineers is of the 
opinion that the Monroe County, Mich., 
flood-control projects are authorized by 
existing law. They so testified before the 
Public Works Committees of the House and 
Senate pointing out that Flood Control Acts 
from 1944 on authorized surveys of damage 
from wind or tidal effects. 

I might add that when the Monroe County 
projects were recommended by the Corps of 
Engineers, the St. Lawrence Seaway had not 
yet become law. The seaway, now about to 
become a reality, makes the construction of 
the dikes in Monroe County even more neces- 
sary. 

Their cost will be offset against the re- 
duced necessity for dredging in the chan- 
nel connecting Lake Erie with the Detroit 
River. Higher levels in lake harbors and 
channels will permit the passage of deep- 
draft vessels without threat of further dam- 
age to low riparian areas. They also result 
in saving operating costs to bulk, commercial 
shippers, normally using the lakes on which 
to carry ore, coal, and wheat. 

As long ago as 1925, testimony during the 
Chicago drainage canal controversy pro- 
duced figures by the Lake Carriers’ Associa- 
tion showing that freight savings or losses 
amounted to $500,000 annually for each inch 
of increase or decrease in depth of naviga- 
tion channels. 

The reason simply is that ships can carry 
heavier cargoes in deeper channels, 

The people of Monroe County have waited 
patiently for 2½ years for action by the Fed- 
eral Government. Now we are at the point 
where relief can be granted on the basis of 
a careful study by the Corps of Engineers who 
have recommended these two projects. 
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I hope the 83d Congress will not become 
history without having taken the first basic 
step of enacting authorizing legislation for 
this construction work which is so badly 
needed. 


I urge my colleagues to vote favorably on 
the amendment I have offered. 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, this 
project was not turned down because it 
lacked merit. However, it is not in ac- 
cordance with the law. This project, to 
be approved, would require further au- 
thorization. 

I shall be glad to attempt to answer 
any questions the Senator from Michi- 
gan wishes to ask. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan, as well as the Representative 
from the Second District of Michigan, 
appeared before the committee, where 
the question was considered, and the 
committee was sympathetic as concerns 
the merits of the proposal. However, 
we were informed that it was the opin- 
ion of the committee that this project 
was not legally authorized. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, that is 
correct. The project was not turned 
down because it lacked merit. 

Mr. President, I hope I have made it 
entirely clear that the project was not 
turned down because it did not have 
merit. The committee felt that the proj- 
ect did not comply with the law. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is, it was not 
legally covered as an authorized project? 

Mr.MARTIN. That was the feeling of 
the committee. It was not that the 
project did not have merit. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Under the circum- 
stances, the Senator from Michigan will 
not press his amendment as a part of 
this bill. I feel that the Senator from 
Michigan and Mr. Meraner, the Repre- 
sentative from that district, should pre- 
sent this project to be legally authorized 
in the next session. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I think 
that is a very proper way to proceed, and 
I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Michigan withdraw his 
amendment? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I withdraw the 
amendment. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield to me? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. BUSH. The Senator from Michi- 
gan and the Representative from Michi- 
gan who appeared before the committee 
gave a very thorough and adequate ex- 
planation of this project. The commit- 
tee was very much impressed with the 
manner in which they presented the 
project. As the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania has said, if the law were such as 
to permit it, the committee would have 
been in favor of the project. Nothing 
more could have been done to convince 
the committee that it was a good project 
than was done by the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and my junior colleague 
[Mr. Cooper] I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk and ask to have 
it stated. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ives 
in the chair). The secretary will state 
the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 10, line 17, 
after the semicolon, it is proposed to 
insert: 

Provided, That such authorization shall in- 
clude the acquisition of lands necessary for 
wildlife purposes as outlined in said Senate 
Document 81. 


Mr. CLEMENTS. The amendment 
would not add any cost to the bill. It 
would merely grant authority to the 
Corps of Army Engineers to acquire such 
land as may be needed in replacement. 
The Engineers question whether they 
have the authority to do it without such 
authorization. I discussed the question 
with the chairman of the committee, 
and, at his request, with the ranking 
minority member of the committee. I 
hope the chairman will take the amend- 
ment to conference. 

Mr. MARTIN. The distinguished 
senior Senator from Kentucky and the 
distinguished junior Senator from Ken- 
tucky have discussed this subject with 
me. We are unable to say anything 
about the merits of the proposal, and 
we are not sure what can be done. If 
the amendment is taken to conference, 
we are not sure whether anything can 
be done with it, without further study 
and consideration. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I should like to 
make some legislative history in con- 
nection with the amendment. 

The Kentucky Woodlands National 
Wildlife Refuge, containing approxi- 
mately 60,000 acres, is located between 
the Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers. 
About 6,000 acres of that wildlife refuge 
will be taken in the construction of the 
high dam there. It might be said that 
6,000 acres is a small percentage of more 
than 60,000 acres in the wildlife preserve. 
However, these 6,000 acres constitute 
the only productive land within that 
preserve. They provide feed for the 
geese and wild turkeys which abound in 
that wildlife preserve. Unless some re- 
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placement is made for that land, the re- 
mainder of the land will be of no further 
value as a wildlife preserve. 

As I said a short time ago, the amend- 
ment would not add anything to the cost 
of the bill. It would merely give to the 
Engineers the authority to acquire this 
land when they acquire all the other 
land which is needed in connection with 
the construction of the dam, instead of 
having the Department of the Interior 
called upon to provide the machinery to 
acquire the land. 

The Engineers could do it, provided 
definite authority was included in the 
bill to permit them to do it. I ask the 
chairman if that is a fair statement of 
the facts. 

Mr. MARTIN. I believe the Senator 
has stated the facts very clearly. How- 
ever, we are not sure about it. We have 
done some work on the program, but 
we are not sure about the authorization. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I can assure the 
chairman of the committee that I have 
been advised by the Engineers that un- 
less such language is added to the bill 
they will not be authorized to acquire 
the land. 

Mr. MARTIN. I have consulted with 
the chairman of the subcommittee which 
handled this bill and also with the rank- 
ing minority member of the committee, 
and I shall be glad to take the amend- 
ment to conference, with the explana- 
tion I have made. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I hope the chair- 
man will not only take the amendment 
to conference, but will endeavor to “sell” 
the House on the importance of the 
amendment being retained in the bill. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I should 
like to join my colleague, the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Kentucky 
in urging the conferees to give their most 
careful attention to the amendment, 
which has been so ably presented by my 
distinguished colleague from Kentucky. 

My colleague lives in the section of 
Kentucky where the improvement will 
be made. He was once governor of Ken- 
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tucky, and he is very familiar with the 
wildlife refuge. I hope very earnestly 
that the conferees on the part of the 
Senate will press the request made by my 
senior colleague and myself. I know 
that the Senators who will represent this 
body on the conference committee are 
familiar with the authority of the Corps 
in such a field. In analogy, I remember 
that when the Wolf Creek Dam was 
built on the Cumberland River the town 
of Burnside was inundated. In that in- 
stance the Engineers not only provided 
relief from the serious damage suffered 
by businesses and industries which had 
to move from the inundated areas, but 
also made arrangements to restore the 
town to the same comparable condition 
in which it was before the inundation. 

That situation may not be an exact 
analogy with what my colleague has said, 
is needed in this case, but it is true that 
the situation cannot be handled except 
in the way in which my colleague has 
described. I urge that the conferees give 
very serious consideration to our request. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kentucky yield me 5 
minutes? 

Mr. COOPER. I am glad to yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I wish to supplement 
what has been stated with respect to this 
bill by the distinguished chairman of 
the committee and by other members 
of the committee. However, certain 
facts in connection with the bill should 
be included in the Recorp, and I ask 
unanimous consent that they be includ- 
ed in the Recorp at this point, as a part 
of my remarks. 

The first of two tables found at pages 
5 and 6 of the committee report, covers 
rivers and harbor projects contained in 
the House bill. It shows a total of $212,- 
915,100. 

I ask unanimous consent that the table 
be printed in the Recorp at this point as 
a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


Projects in title I of bill as passed by House—Sec. 101 
Federal cost x Federal cost 
Projects Document No.t otoku werk Projects Document No.t of new work 
Lubec Channel, Maine S. 243, Sist Cong $74,000 || Pocomoke River, Md I. 486, Sist Cong $678, 300 
8 ae ied and Piscataqua River, | H. 556, 82d Cong 952, 000 irre City Harbor and Inlet, Sinepuxent Bay, | H. 444, 82d Cong 704, 000 
aine and N, H. 

Lynn Harbor, Mass H. 568, Sist Cong. 65,000 || Parrotts Creek, va H. 46, 82d Cong 38, 700 

Weymouth Fore River, Mass H. 555, 82d Cong. 4, 400,000 || Norfolk Harbor fer Thimble Shoal Channel, | S. 122, 83d Cong 6, 138, 700 
‘own River, Quincy, Mass . 108, 88d Cong 525, 000 Va. 

Scituate Harbor, Mass H. A1, 83d Cong 375, 000 Deep Creek, Accomack County, Va -| H. 477, Sist Cong.. 95, 000 
‘all River Harbor, Mass . 405, 83d Cong 694,000 || Oyster Channel, Va S. 40, $34 C ‘ong... 75, 200 
ullocks Point magi R. 242, 83d Cong 166, 400 allace Channel, Pamlico Sound, N. II. 483, Sist Cong 108, 000 

Sakonnet ena 3 . 436, 82d Cong. $55, 400 || Smiths Creek, N. G H. 170, 83d Cong 102, 000 

Patchogue River, C. 8 104, 83d 8 135,000 Channel from Hatteras * to Hatteras, and | H. 411, 83d Cong. 175, 000 

Westport Harbor and ee River, Conn . 488, Sist Cong. 112, 500 Rollinson Channel, N. C 

Westchester Creek, N. K I. 92, 82d Cong 32,200 || Peltier Creek, N. C., to Intracoastal Waterway. H. 379, 81st Cong 43, 200 

Hudson River, N. 8 228, 83d Cong 31, 928,000 || Channel Port Royal cane to Beaufort, S. C. H. 469, Sist Cong 765, 000 

Shoal Harbor and Compton Creek, N -| H. 89, 82d Cong. 138, 000 || Savannah Harbor, Ga II. 110, 83d Cong 414, 900 

Hackensack River, N. JJ. BM fe: 252, 82d Cong. 1, 973, 900 || Rice Creek, Putnam ‘County, Fla. -| H. 446, Sad Cong. 82, 200 

Mispillion River, =o ie aera a PRR RERUN S. 229, 81st Cong 469, 400 || Hillsboro River, Fla -| H. 567, Sist Cong. 16, 600 
Jand waterway from Delaware River to Ches- | S. 123, 834 Cong 101, 000,000 || Apalachicola Bay, Fla H. 156, 82d Cong 98, 000 
apeake Bay, Del. -< as Apalachicola Bay, Fla. H. 557, 82d Cong 635, 700 

Queenstown Harbor, Md... H. 718, Sist Cong. 31, 900 George Island. 

Little Creek, Kent sland, Queen Annes | H. 715, Sist Cong 23,000 || St. Joesph Bay, Fla H. 595, sist Cong 1, 312, 000 
County, Md. Mobile Harbor, Ala H. 74. 83d Cong 5, 778, 000 

Anchorage at Lowes Wharf, Talbot County, | H. 90, 82d Cong 29,000 || Dauphin Island Bay, É H. 394, 82d 8 70. 000 

Bayou Segnette W. Paseo La. H. 413, 83d Cong 520, 000 

Nanticoke River, Bivalv: e, Wicomico County, | H. 91, 82d Cong 192, 600 || Sabine Neches Waterway, Te S. 80, on g 6, 875, 000 
Md. 5 River at Seadrift, Fe. H. 478, 81st Cong 74, 300 

Webster Cove, Somerset County, Md H. 619, Sist Cong 20,300 || Aransas Pass, Tex., in connection with the Gulf | H. 376, 83d Cong 30, 700 

Crisfield Harbor, Md. H. 435, Sist Cong. 101, 750 Intracoastal Waterway. 

Rhodes Point to Tylerton, Somerset County, | H. 51, 82d Cong „ 10 r LEE- aaaeei aaas H. 654, Sist Cong. 40, 000 
Md. Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex...| H. 89, 83d Cong 829, 100 


1 H. indicates House document; S. indicates Senate document, 
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Projects in title I of bill as passed by House—Sec. 101—Continued 


83 
2 


ve River at Louisiana, Mo.. 
e BiT River at Chester, III. 
cis h Harbor, hye Minn 
8 iver, Ky. and Tenn. 
Green and Barren River, K La SRLS 
Knife River Harbor, Minn .... 
88 . WIS. 


—— — bor, Wis. 
and H acer: 9 
Booed ot sp Rivers, Mich... 


Toledo a age Ri hio... 
Erie Habr, PA eee 
Black Rock — and Tonawanda Harbor, 


N. V. 
* at oan Island, Niagara Falls, 
Oswego Harbor, N. T.. 


Wi ‘ington. 

Columbia River between Chinook, Wash., and | S. 8, 83d Cong 
the head of Sand Island, 

pi River and Harbor and Naselle River, 


GMAT Harbor and Chehalis River, Wass 
Grays Harbor and Chehalis River (Westhaven | H. —, 83d Cong. 


Ee 
888 


È 


BE 


— 
= 
AS 


5 


BES 


bor, 
Shilshole Bay, "Seattle Wash. 
Port Angeles Harbor, Wasn. 
Everett Harbor and Snohomish 
gurni Ri N I. 579, Sist Cong 


s 


7 Ae 
A 
£ 


Los Angeles and pine Beach Harbor, Calif___-- H. 182, 83d Cong 
Llaya del Rey Inlet and Harbor, Venice, Calif. Valdez Harbor, O SS a ee 
Port Pune; TTT TT —— Honolulu Harbor, T. H 


Rogue River, Tarbe at Gold Beach, Oreg. 
Umpqua Harbor and River, Schofield River at 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the rivers and harbors projects placed in the There being no objection, the table 
second table I ask to have included in bill by the Senate committee. The total was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
the Recor at this point appears at page is $106,303,300. as follows: 

6 of the committee report. It shows the | 


Amendments—Projects recommended by Senate committee Items added (sec. 101) 


Projects Document No.! of Dew. work Projects 
Delaware River, Pa., N: = and Del H. 358, 83d Cong ] $91,389,000 || Tacoma Harbor, Wash 
Wilmington Harbor, N. O. Geimbursemient) - 0 || Sitka Harbor, Alaska 
Charleston Harbor, 8. FF = aoe 7 Cong. — 2 Hid Pass, Alaska —— a. SERRE 
arbor, . (maintenan: only; — s Cong.. —— eva p ne, Se Ä DOSE , Sa 
. Mig eens d 877, Kodiak Harbor, Alaska- Song 


H. H. 48. 83d 83d Cong 


-..| 5. 128, 83d Cong. 


1 H. denotes House document; 8, denotes Senate document. SESS 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the only is concerned—and the Federal por- There being no objection, the table 

third list covers the projects in the field tion generally is one-third of the total was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

of beach erosion control. The table is cost—is $14,003,664. I ask unanimous as follows: 

found at page 19 of the report. The consent that that table be included in 

total cost, so far as the Federal portion the Recorp at this point in my remarks. 


Beach erosion control—Projects in bill as passed by House 


Federal cost 


Federal cost 
of new work 


of new work 


$140,000 |] Ocean City, N.J............<-...-- 55-5 -- oe H. 184, 834 Cong $105, 000 

189,000 || Cold Spring 8 eave. May Harbor), N H. 206, 834 Cong 200, 000 

vere Beach, Mass 402,900 || Virgin — H. 186, 83d Cong 525, 514 

pce Shore Beach, Mass 409,000 || Pinellas Goonts Mig H. 380, 83d Cong 34, 300 

South Shore, | State of Rhode Islan H. 166,550 Illinois Shore o! Lake Michigan. -ccnn H. 28, 83d Cong 1, 176, 400 

5 River to East River (area 2), . 474, 81st Cong Vermillion to oe Lake Village, Ohio 2 A Lyn EIN 185, 000 
3 ng 


Cleveland and Lakewood, Ohio 
te Park 


‘Waromonassett CCC K 166, 600 [ Edgewater Park 
gS A RS —— ̃ ee E 20, 400 
New Haven Harbor to Housatonle River (area . 203, 83d Cong Erle, Fa. H. 231, 
Conn. Selkirk Sho -| H. 343, 
— i naen —. occ Sl, H. 277, 
42, H. 349, 83d Cong 


1 
8888 


— et 


si 1 8 tae 
Seaside Park. e e A yas 
Atlantic di N. 2, 044, 000 


1H. indicates House document, 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the showing those projects is found at pages thorizations as approved by the House, 
flood-control projects covered by the bill 22 and 23 of the committee report. The are $368,500,000. I ask unanimous con- 
fall into two categories. The first cate- table shows new flood-control projects sent that the table be printed in the 
gory covers the projects which are in- in amount of $294,852,750. The total Recor at this point, as a part of my re- 
cluded in the House bill. The table increases in earlier fiood-control au- marks. 
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There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 
Projects in title II of bill as passed by House—Sec. 203 


Project 
Connecticut River Basin: 
Modification of pro! to pro- 
F Reservoir, 
Modification of plan for West 
River Basin, Vt. 


Susquehanna River, yar of Endi- 
088 Johnson City, and Vestal, 


N. Y. 
Central and southern Florida (modi- 
fication of project). 
Lower Mississippi i River: 
Control of Old and Atchafalaya 
Rivers and lock for navigation. 
Channel in Old and Atchafalaya 
Rivers to Morgan City, La. 
Modification of project for the 
Vicksburg-Yazoo area. 
Modification of project ‘for New 
Madrid floodway. 
Buffalo Bayou Basin, flood protec- 
tion at Houston, Tex. 
Brazos River and tributaries, Oyster 
Creek and Jones Creek, Tex. 
8 and San Antonio Rivers, 


N River, Tex. (modification 

regs roject = copie Dam). 

Rio Grande Basin: 

At Albuquerque, N „N. Mex. 
At Roswell Mex., on Rio 
Hondo River. 

White River Basin: Modification of 
plan for Greers Ferry Reservoir, 
Ark., and authorization of Beaver 
Reservoir, Ark. 

Arkansas River and tributaries, at 

Upper Wie ippi Ri 

T issippi River: 
kban areas at Alton, III 
gS Yeo a Iowa, to Hamburg 


Bay, III. 

Fish Lake Drainage and Levee 
District, No. 8, Monroe 
County, III. 


® 


00 


H. 500, Sist Cong 


H. 643, Soth Cong 


H. 183, 83d Cong 
H. 250, 83d Cong 
H. 535, Sist Cong 
H. 344, 83d Cong 


H. 464, 83d Cong 
H. 436, 83d Cong 


H. 185, 88d Cong 


H. 397, 83d Cong 
H. 281, 83d Cong 


H. 306, 83d Cong 


Sny Island 
age District, 


Little Sioux River, Io 


Paint Rock River, A 
Kalamazoo River, — 
Little Calumet River, In 


Ballona Creek, Calif. 
Sacramento 8 Basin: 


Lower San Joaquin 
— a tion of project to include 
velopment at Cougar 


Oreg., 


Wailoa Stream and its 
island of Hawaii, T. H. 


authorized. 


Cig eee Ee aa 


Upper lowa Se, — 
Missouri. River Basin authorization..|.......".-...........-|..----..---- $144, 000, 000 
K: River and tributaries, 

2 Nebraska, and Kan- 


Osage River and tributaries, 
M d fi- 


Little Missouri River and tribu- 
taries at Marmarth, N. Dak. 
Coal Creek and tributaries, Tenn 
Ohio River Basin: Sandy Lick Creek, 
vicinity of acy Maan, Pa. 


Los Angeles-San Gabriel Basin and 


Columbia River Basin: Modifica- 


on South Fork of McKenzie River, 
Ore and Green Peter Reservoir 
on Middle Fork of Santiam River, 
including White Bridge re 
regulating reserveir on 
Fork of Santiam River, Oreg. 
Gold Creek and tributaries, Alaska 


Department of Agriculture, sec. 205, 
prosecution of works heretofore 


Increases in 
authoriza- 
tions for 


H. 247, 83d Cong 
H. 375, 88d Cong 


H. 642, Sist Cong 


„ $7, 000, 000 uri an „ m 
cation 8 B H. 640, Aist Om A — 
Kansas C Kans. and Mo., 
akne den of project. 
Chariton River, Iowa and Mo. . H. 561, Sist Cong. 19, 612, 00 


S. 127, 8d Cong 


134, Sist Cong. 


8. 
H. 154, 82d Cong 
H. 7 716, 8ist Cong 


H. —, 83d Cong 
8. 98, 83d Cong 
H. 153, Sad Cong 


H. 367, sist Cong 
H. 367, sist Cong 


H. 531, 81st Cong 


wer de- 
eservoir 


iddle 


H. 54, 82d Cong 


butaries, | H. 529, Sist Cong 


1 H. indicates House document; S. indicates Senate document. 


2 Report of the Chief of Engineers dated Apr. 8, 1954. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, my 
last request covers the amendments 
placed in the bill by the Senate commit- 
tee in the field of flood control, totaling 


$62,850,300, as shown in the table found 
on page 23 of the committee report. I 
ask unanimous consent that the table 
showing these amendments be printed 


Report of the Chief of Engineers dated Feb. 19, 1954. 


in the Recor» at this point, as a part of 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 


Amendments—Projects recommended by Senate committee—Items added (sec. 203) 


Projects 


West Branch of Susquehanna River, Pa......--|--------- 


Reelfoot Lake area, Kentucky and Tennessee 
Belton Reservoir, Tex. (reservation of water 
supply for Fort Hood). 
cos River, N. Mex. and Tex 
Conway Ce County Drainage and Levee District, 


Holla Bend Bottom, Ark 

Bear Creek. Mo — 

Big Sioux River and tributaries, Iowa and 
South Dakota. 


Cold Brook Dam, S. Da nsa aiina 


Document No.! 


H. 167, 82d Cong 


8 Projects Document No! | Estimated 
. 28 gens 5 S. Dak., facilities at Pollock, $200, 000 
0 east River PO eee eee 727, 
Santa Maria River and tributaries, California.. 10, 182, 000 
EREE ES. 9, 540,000 || San Lorenzo River, Calif. E „ 665, 
230, 600 || San Lorenzo Creek, Calif. 3, 700, 000 
Truckee River and tribu , California and 791, 000 
312, 000 Nevada. 
3, 820, 000 || Amazon Creek, Oreg S. 131, 83d Cong. 893, 600 
— — 3, 480, 000 — er mo 
TP 62, 850, 500 
— SE 15, 000 


1 H. indicates House document; 8. indicates Senate document. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
total of these 5 tables as inserted in 
the Recor will be found to be approxi- 
mately $1,050,000,000 of authorizations, 
as mentioned by the distinguished chair- 
man of the committee, the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTIN] in his open- 
ing remarks. 

Notwithstanding the fact that it has 
been more than 4 years since a bill of this 
kind has been passed, it is the smallest 
bill in this field that has been considered 


by Congress for many years. That fact 
indicates a conservative approach, and 
indicates also that there is a large back- 
log of earlier authorizations, which have 
not been reached and which have added 
to the complexities of the situation. 

I have asked that these items be in- 
cluded in the Recor» for the information 
of all who may read the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ives 
in the chair). The question is on agree- 


ing to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CLEMENTS], 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk and 
ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from South Dakota. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out on page 39, lines 13 to 24, 
inclusive. 
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Mr. CASE. Mr. President, this amend- 
ment is a little unique. It proposes to 
make the amount in the bill a wee bit 
smaller. The reason for it is that the 
item has been taken care of by a bill 
which passed on the Consent Calendar 
some time ago, and which has been 
passed by the House of Representatives 
since this bill was reported. Conse- 
quently, there is no need of this language 
in the bill, and it might as well be de- 
leted from the bill. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Dakota is very much in conformity with 
his very careful legislative work. I do 
not think I have ever been associated 
with anyone who is so careful as is the 
Senator from South Dakota. It will be 
a great pleasure to accept his amend- 
ment and take it to conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. Case]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Washington. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 15, 
between lines 20 and 21, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

At Petersburg Harbor, Alaska: In accord- 
ance with che report of the Chief of Engi- 
neers, dated April 8, 1954, at an estimated 
cost of $40,000; 

Pelican Harbor, Alaska: In accordance with 

the report of tae Chief of Engineers, dated 
April 8, 1954, at an estimated cost of $270,- 
000; 
Ketchikan Harbor, Alaska: In accordance 
with the report of the Chief of Engineers, 
dated April 8, 1954, at an estimated cost of 
$2,947,900; 

Rocky Pass, in the Keku Strait, Alaska: In 
accordance with the report of the Chief of 
Engineers, dated April 8, 1954, at an esti- 
mated cost of $214,000. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to place in the 
Recorp at this point an explanation of 
these items. They have been approved 
not only by the Corps of Engineers but 
by the Bureau of the Budget. Like sey- 
eral other amendments which have been 
accepted today, they came in too late for 
the House to consider them, and I hope 
the Senate conferees will take them to 
conference. 

There being no objection, the explana- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

HARBORS OF SOUTHEASTERN ALASKA (REPORT 
OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, DATED APRIL 8, 
1954) 

LOCATION 

That portion of the Territory known as 
the Panhandle area, consisting of a narrow 
strip of mountainous mainlands, together 
with the islands of the Alexander Archipela- 
go lying immediately offshore. 


REPORT AUTHORIZED BY 

Flood Control Act of June 30, 1948; river 
and harbor acts of July 24, 1946, and May 
17, 1950; and resolutions of the House Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors dated Octo- 
ber 30, 1945, and July 13, 1949. 

Existing project: 15 projects in south- 
east Alaska have been adopted to fa- 
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cilitate navigation. Petersburg: Dredging 
approaches to the wharves 24 feet deep, a 
small-boat basin 834 acres in extent, 11 feet 
deep, and a short channel 8 feet deep and 
40 feet wide to the south of the Forest Sery- 
ice float. Ketchikan: Stone breakwater with 
concrete cap 940 feet long and a small- boat 
basin 10 feet deep. 


PLAN OF RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENT 


Petersburg: Modification of existing proj- 
ect to provide for dredging the outer one- 
third of the small-boat basin to a depth of 
15 feet. Pelican: Construction of a small- 
boat basin 12 feet deep and protected by a 
breakwater 1,000 feet long. Ketchikan: 
Modification of the existing project to pro- 
vide a small-boat basin at Bar Point dredged 
to a depth of 15 feet or to rock, and pro- 
tected by two stone breakwaters 700 feet 
and 1,550 feet long. Keku Strait at Rocky 
Pass: Improvement of Rocky Pass in Keku 
Strait by removing rock hazards to provide 
a channel with a minimum depth of 5 feet 
and a width of 150 feet at the Summit and 
200 feet at Devils Elbow. 


Estimated cost (report 1952 prices) 


Non- 


Federal | Federal] Total 
Petersburg Harbor $40, 00 , 000 
Pelican Harbor 270, $20, 000 290, 000 
Ketchikan Harbor 2, 947, 900 | 127,000 | 3,074, 
Rocky Pass in Keku 
A 214, 000 214, 000 
ye a 3, 471, 900 | 147,000 | 3, 618, 900 


Local cooperation: Furnish lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way, including quarry 
rights and spoil-disposal areas; construct, 
maintain, and operate mooring facilities and 
public landing; and hold and save the United 
States free from damages. 


Project economics 


Peters-| Peli- | Ketchi- | Rocky 
burg | can kan Pass 
Annual charges: 
Interest and amor- 
tization. <<........ $1, 560 811. 960 115, 000 | $8, 700 
Maintenance 1,200 | 12,000 | 2,300 
ove eS 1, 560 | 13,160 | 127,000 | 11,000 
=] pa 
Annual benefits: 
Prevention of dam- 
age or loss . 3, 500 4,450 138, 000 — 
Transportation sav- 
NgS.............-.].......-] 4, 800] 18,000 | 18,000 
Increased fish caten 6, ABO | ea 
o 3, 500 | 14,650 | 156,000 | 18,000 
Benefit-cost ratio 2.24 11 1.23 1. 63 
REMARKS 


The economy of this section of Alaska, 
with its many islands, sparse population, and 
widely scattered settlements, is dependent 
on water transportation. There are several 
thousand boats using the harbors and water- 
ways of the area. These projects are needed 
to protect fishing craft and other vessels 
from damage, decrease transportation costs 
to the fishing grounds and timber areas, and 
result in an increased value of the fish catch. 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, in ac- 
cordance with the statements which I 
have made with reference to other 
amendments, this amendment has been 
cleared with the Bureau of the Budget, 
but it did come in too late, and I do not 
know what the House conferees may do. 
We shall make every effort to press for 
its adoption. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I appreciate the 
a of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. MAGNUSON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to place in the 
body of the Record at this point cor- 
respondence with reference to the Taco- 
ma Harbor dredging project. 

There being no objection, the cor- 
respondence was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 


OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D. C., July 22, 1954. 
Re Tacoma Harbor dredging project (port 
industrial waterway) 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR MaGNusoN: In further ref- 
erence to my letter of June 7, 1954, the Pa- 
cific Oil & Refining Co. advised me, under 
date of July 13, 1954, that it has requested 
the Office of Defense Mobilization to amend 
its presently existing Certificate of Necessity 
TA-NC-24054 to include an alkylation unit 
in the interests of national defense. 

We are pleased with this development 
since, as indicated in my previous letter to 
you, the Department of Defense is vitally 
interested in the construction of alkylation 
facilities in the Pacific Northwest area. 

It is hoped that the necessary arrange- 
ments can be made in connection with the 
Tacoma Harbor dredging project which, if 
completed, will enable the Pacific Oil & 
Refining Co. to proceed with the construc- 
tion of their refinery. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. W. WHITE, 
Brigadier General, USAF, 
Staff Director, Petroleum Logistics Division. 
May 26, 1954. 
Re Tacoma Harbor dredging project (Port 
industrial waterway) 
Col. W. W. WHITE, 
Office, Secretary of Defense, 
Supply and Logistics, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran CoLone, Wuire: Recently the Chief 
of Engineers has received a very favorable 
report from the Seattle district engineers ap- 
proving the above-named project. The re- 
port recommends a Federal investment of 
$634,000 to complete this waterway. To 
date the local interests have spent in ex- 
cess of $2 million. The project is sorely 
needed to provide new deep water frontage 
for the port of Tacoma. This calls for 
dredging a %4-mile waterway 30 feet in depth 
and about 800 feet wide. 

One of the industries which intends to lo- 
cate on this waterway involves an oil re- 
finery. The refinery group intends to be- 
gin construction as soon as dredging of the 
waterway is assured and as soon as suffi- 
cient dredging has been accomplished, to 
provide a fill where storage tanks, etc., will 
be located. 

The Washington Processing Co. is a par- 
ticipant in the refinery syndicate group and 
is currently acting as agent and spokesman 
for the larger organization. Recently this 
company advised the Tacoma Port Commis- 
sion that in addition to the installation of 
modern type catalytic thermal reforming 
units, capable of producing 100-octane gaso- 
line, it is planned to include an alkylation 
unit which will then make possible produc- 
tion of aviation gasoline. I am enclosing a 
copy of a letter which Mr. W. G. French, 
of Washington Processing Co., Inc., recently 
sent to the Tacoma Port Commissioners 
stating this intent. 

As I understand it, there is still a con- 
siderable shortage of production facilities 
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for aviation gasoline. In addition, there are 
mo such facilities located in the Pacific 
Northwest. Such a facility in the area 
would be of great value to the Defense De- 
partment in supplying installations in the 
Paclfic Northwest and Alaska. 

The oil refinery and alkylation facilities 
have been granted a tax amortization cer- 
tificate. Their location in Tacoma is de- 
pendent upon early authorization and com- 
pletion of the Port Industrial Waterway. 

I am wondering if you would be willing to 
check into this matter from defense point 
of view and let me know what interest, if 
any, your department would have in the 
location of a refinery and alkylation unit in 
Tacoma. Since the waterway and these 
facilities are dependent one upon the other, 
the national defense importance of the in- 
stallation will have some bearing on the 
speed with which we can get the waterway 
project through the Congress. 

For your further information, legislative 
action is being correlated as much as pos- 
sible with the procedures of the Corps of 
Engineers. I and other members of the 
Washington State delegation are trying to 
achieve authorization of the waterway in 
this session of Congress. If the project is 
approved for inclusion in the Omnibus 
Rivers and Harbors bill, we will seek an ap- 
propriation before adjournment. The time, 
therefore, is short. Your statement regard- 
ing the importance of the project for the 
national defense in terms of the oil refinery 
and aviation gasoline installation depend- 
ent upon the waterway completion will be 
most helpful. 

I'll appreciate hearing from you at your 
earliest convenience, Best regards. 

Sincerely, 
Warren G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senator. 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment at the desk which 
I should like to have the clerk read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, 
line 14, after “$91,389,000”, it is proposed 
to insert a colon and the following: 

Provided, That the incremental depth 
from 35 feet to 40 feet shall be provided by 
the Federal Government subject to the con- 
dition that local interests contribute one- 
half of the cost of such incremental depth in 
accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in such document. 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if I 
may have the attention of the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Martin], I 
should like to say that on page 4 of the 
bill there is an authorization for the 
Delaware River of $91,389,000. The sum 
of $36 million of the $91 million is for 
dredging the Delaware River from the 
Philadelphia Navy Yard to the United 
States Steel Works, at a cost of $36 mil- 
lion. Because only the United States 
Steel Co. is going to benefit from this 
dredging to 40 feet, the Chief of Engi- 
neers, the Secretary of the Army, and 
the Bureau of the Budget, all of them, 
have recommended that the United 
States Steel Co. should pay half the 
cost. Unfortunately, the committee did 
not choose to follow the recommenda- 
tions of the Bureau of the Budget, the 
Corps of Engineers, and the Secretary of 
the Army. Therefore, the entire $36 
million will be paid by the taxpayers of 
the United States. I think it is most 
regrettable. While I recognize that this 
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is an authorization, nevertheless, I be- 
lieve the Senate should go on record and 
request the United States Steel Co., 
which is the only local interest to bene- 
fit from the dredging to 40 feet, to pay 
half the cost. 

The Chief of Engineers, in a report to 
the Senate dated November 18, 1953, 
said: 

All evidence indicates that the use of 
depths greater than 35 feet now or in the 
foreseeable future will be confined to a single 
company and, in accordance with established 
policy, the greater depth required by this 
single company warrants a substantial cash 
contribution to the incremental cost of the 
greater depth. I believe, therefore, that the 
incremental depth from 35 to 40 feet should 
be provided by the Federal Government sub- 
ject to the condition that the United States 
Steel Co., or other local interests, contribute 
one-half of the cost of the incremental 
depth, this half being presently estimated 
at about $18 million. 


Secretary of the Army Stevens, on 
March 19, 1954, said: 

I do not believe that any evidence now 
available indicates that prospective general 
commerce on the river, other than iron-ore 
receipts, will require more than a 35-foot 
depth. It appears true that additional eco- 
nomic benefits will accrue directly to the 
United States Steel Corp., from a 40-foot 
channel, and there seems every reason for 
the beneficiary to participate in the project. 

Finally, Mr. President, the Budget Di- 
rector, Mr. Hughes, said, on February 
25, 1954: 

We believe that no exception should be 
made to the long-established principle and 
practice in such cases of requiring local par- 
ticipation in the cost and that the amount 
of the cash contribution proposed by the 
Chief of Engineers in this case is reason- 
able. 


There is no reason why the United 
States Steel Co., which is the only com- 
pany which could possibly benefit from 
dredging the river from 35 feet to 40 feet, 
should not pay half the cost. The com- 
pany is having iron ore carriers built in 
Japan to carry ore from Venezuela. Yet, 
Mr. President, it is the taxpayers who 
will have to pay the other half of the 
cost of deepening this channel. In view 
of the statements by the Bureau of the 
Budget, the Chief of Engineers, and Sec- 
retary Stevens, I see no justification for 
the United States Steel Co. not paying 
half the cost. It is a local company 
which is going to benefit from the proj- 
ect. It is for that reason that the Sena- 
tor from Illinois [Mr. Douctas], who is 
absent, and I have offered this amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], for himself 
and the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dovetas]. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

I should like to say to my distinguished 
friend from Massachusetts that I cannot 
give the name of the concern, but 2,500 
acres of land have been optioned on the 
New Jersey side of the river, opposite 
the Fairless steel plant for the construc- 
tion of another steel plant in the Dela- 
ware Valley. 
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Mr. DUFF. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield. 

Mr. DUFF. I believe it is the National 
Steel Co., which is one of the largest 
steel companies, ranking very close to the 
United States Steel Co., which has 
acquired this land and which expects to 
make another installation at the point 
which the Senator has mentioned. 

Mr. MARTIN. I appreciate what my 
distinguished colleague has stated. 

I should like the Senate to have this 
information. The port of Philadelphia 
is one of the oldest ports of our Nation. 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
the city of Philadelphia, and the rail- 
roads have spent on that port one-third 
of a billion dollars. The population is 
increasing very rapidly in Bucks County, 
which is on the Pennsylvania side of the 
river. There are 8,000 industries in the 
Philadelphia area, in the States of Dela- 
ware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. 

During the war there was probably 
more critical war production in this val- 
ley than in any other place in the United 
States. From the standpoint of defense 
alone, this project should be approved. 

I am fearful that if we permitted the 
United States Steel Co. to make an ap- 
propriation of $18 million, it would be a 
bad precedent. I feel that the water- 
ways of our country ought to be free and 
without any possible understanding that 
any individual or any corporation has 
priority in their use. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Martin] 
agree with me that the committee con- 
sidered this question very carefully, and 
that it was pointed out to us that there 
is no precedent for the type of suggestion 
which the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] makes for himself and on 
behalf of the Senator from Illinois. 
There is no precedent for such contri- 
butions where general commerce is in- 
volved. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUSH. I do not have the floor. 

Mr. MARTIN. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it not a fact that 
Colonel Milne was asked that question 
before the Senator's committee on May 
13, and that he stated for the Corps of 
Engineers: 

There have been a number of examples, 
Mr. Chairman, where the Corps of Engineers 
has recommended a local cash contribution 
and such contribution has been approved by 


the Congress and has been made by those 
interests. 


He then proceeded to give the Senator 
4 or 5 examples. 

Mr. BUSH. Does the Senator have the 
examples before him? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have. Colonel Milne 
stated: 

Some specific examples that come to my 


mind: In the New England area, in Town 
River, Mass.— 


He went on to say that the people of 
Town River, Mass., contributed 25 per- 
cent. 


In the case of Houston ship channel—— 


Mr. BUSH. From what page is the 
Senator reading? 
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Mr, KENNEDY. Page 42 of the Sena- 
tor’s committee hearings. 

Mr. BUSH. Of the hearings? 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is correct. 
Colonel Milne talks about the Stockton 
deepwater channel in California, where 
the local interests paid one-half the 
cost. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania has the floor. 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield. 

Mr. BUSH. We are trying to get at 
the facts. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I am 
very anxious that the Senate and the 
people of America have all possible in- 
formation relative to the development of 
the Delaware Valley. I do not know 
whether Senators realize it or not, but 
using Philadelphia as the center, within 
100 miles we have 1 percent of the area 
of the United States, but 14 percent of 
the population. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s 5 minutes have expired. Does 
the Senator wish to yield himself addi- 


tional time? 

Mr. BUSH. Will the other side yield 
2 minutes? 

Mr. KENNEDY. How much more 


time have we left on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twen- 
ty-five minutes remain to the Senator's 
side. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 5 minutes. 

Mr. BUSH. The point I should like 
to make is this: There is no precedent 
for this kind of contribution where gen- 
eral commerce is involved. That is my 
position, and I believe it to be accurate. 
The examples which the Senator was 
reading, I believe, are not similar ex- 
amples. Sometimes local contributions 
are obtained. That has been true not 
infrequently where land enhancement 
was involved. But when there is in- 
volved the deepening of a channel for 
the improvement of general commerce 
and the general service of the area, I 
submit that my information is that 
there is no precedent for this kind of 
contribution. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUSH. I should also like to em- 
phasize, if the Senator will permit me, 
that this improvement should not be re- 
garded solely as a benefit to the United 
States Steel Corp. The United States 
Steel Corp. is a very important element 
in the entire economy of this area, as 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] has pointed out. There are 
other industrial organizations there 
which will benefit by this improvement. 
I think the Senate should not be given 
the impression that we are doing a favor 
to the United States Steel Corp. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUSH. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I think the Senator 
should understand that increasing the 
depth from 35 to 40 feet is not for the 
general industrial development of the 
area. I would not object to that at all. 
The fact is that the only company which 
can possibly need the additional depth 
from 35 to 40 feet, is the United States 
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Steel Corp. I quote from the report of 
the Senate Committee on Public Works: 

Extension to Trenton is necessary due to 
the recent construction of a large modern 
steel plant by the United States Steel Corp. 
below Morrisville, Pa. This plant will re- 
ceive high iron content ores from Venezuela 
and other foreign sources directly by water 
and is vital to national defense and national 
welfare. 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I ask the 
Senator from Massachusetts whether or 
not he thinks it would be of great bene- 
fit to that whole area if the company 
installed such a plant. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator from 
Massachusetts.is stating that the indus- 
trial benefit is to the United States Steel 
Corp. Is that not the fact? 

Mr. BUSH. I say the benefit is to the 
whole area. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Because it benefits 
the United States Steel? 

Mr. BUSH. If the Senator will have it 
that way. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The point is that, as 
the Corps of Engineers stated, the reason 
for dredging to 40 feet is the construction 
by United States Steel in Japan of extra 
large carriers. For the general com- 
merce of the river, dredging to a depth 
of 35 feet is sufficient. 

I would support that statement. The 
Corps of Engineers stated that if the 
depth were to be increased to 40 feet the 
local interests which would be directly 
benefited should bear one-half the cost. 

Mr. BUSH. The committee felt, on 
the other hand that the dredging of the 
additional depth would so improve com- 
merce that it would better the situation 
for the entire area, and not solely for 
the United States Steel Corp. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator may re- 
call that it was stated before his com- 
mittee that United States Steel was the 
only company which would need dredg- 
ing to that depth; that all other com- 
merce or the interests of the area could 
be served by dredging to 35 feet. It was 
because of the extra large ore vessels 
that it was necessary to dredge to 40 
feet. 

Mr. BUSH. The committee did not 
feel that there was anything particular- 
ly evil about that. The committee was 
thinking about the improvement of nav- 
igation in order to benefit the whole in- 
dustrial and economic situation in that 
area. Someone has to take the leader- 
ship in these things. There is no par- 
ticular disgrace in having the United 
States Steel Corp. do it. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I won- 
der if the two Senators will yield for a 
moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is this 
time to be charged to the time of the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY]? 

Mr. MARTIN. No; it can be taken 
out of my time. 

I should like to give the Senate this 
information: 

The number of people employed by 
the United States Steel Co. in that area 
is 6,180. One other concern in the lo- 
cality is the Kaiser Metal Products Co., 
which employs 9,032. 

As my distinguished colleague from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. Durr] stated a mo- 
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ment ago, I know that options are taken 
on an area opposite the Fairless plant on 
the Jersey side; and he gave the name 
of the steel company which intends to 
erect a plant there. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I quote the Chief of 
Engineers, General Sturgis. He states: 

All evidence indicates that the use of 
depths greater than 35 feet now or in the 
foreseeable future will be confined to a 
single company. 


There is no indication that the com- 
pany which the Senator has just named 
has any need for a channel more than 
35 feet deep. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, there is 
nothing unusual about that situation. 
It is true that that statement is in the 
report and in the hearings, but the same 
situation arises in Texas. I am sorry the 
Senators from Texas are not present to 
hear me. One of the projects was the 
deepening of a channel in a particular 
waterway in Texas so that oil tankers 
could get in there. They needed more 
depth. It was not done for the particu- 
lar benefit of the Humble Oil Co., or the 
Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey. It was 
done for the benefit of commerce gen- 
erally in the area. 

That is why all these things are done. 
The fact that the United States Steel 
Corp. happens to be the particular 
agency which will use the waterway first, 
and at the present time is the only one 
that may use it at that depth, is not an 
argument against the project. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The only reason—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Whose 
time is this on? 

Mr. KENNEDY. This is on my time, 
and then I shall conclude. 

The only reason I argue the point is 
that it is the position taken by the Corps 
of Engineers, by the Bureau of the 
Budget, and by the Secretary of the 
Army. For the Congress of the United 
States to authorize the expenditure of 
$36 million for the benefit of one com- 
pany, however important the company 
may be, seems to me to be establishing a 
most dangerous precedent. Therefore, 
the amendment which we have offered is 
in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Fairless, speaking in Georgia on 
October 30, 1952, stated: 

But real economy can never be achieved 
in Washington by the effort of Congress 
alone. It cannot be accomplished by hack- 
ing splinters at the edges of an executive 
budget that is wasteful to the core; for real 
economy is not merely a legislative act—it 
is a state of mind. 


It seems to me we have an opportunity, 
in accordance with the recommendations 
of the administration—and I think they 
are 100 percent right—to ask that the 
local interests pay one-half the cost. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I should 
like to make 1 or 2 additional observa- 
tions. 

The Senator’s figure of $36 million is 
the gross figure, and I believe the amend- 
ment proposes that half of that cost be 
borne by the company, not all of it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is in accord- 
ance with the amendment—one-half. 

Mr. BUSH. So that we are talking 
about $18 million, and not $36 million. 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is correct. 
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Mr. BUSH. It is still a great deal of 
money. I agree with the Senator about 
that, but I think the Senate should stand 
on its precedents, and there is no prece- 
dent for this kind of a split in this kind 
of a project where general commerce is 
involved. There have been many cases 
in which local contributions have been 
made, but not in this kind of case. I 
wish the Recorp to show that is the rea- 
son why the committee acted unani- 
mously, as it did in connection with the 
report. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I wish to say that 
the House did not have a chance to con- 
sider this matter. Therefore, there 
were no House hearings held, and the 
House bill did not contain this amend- 
ment. Therefore, if the Senate passes 
the bill and it goes to conference, this 
will be the only action Congress will 
have taken in approving or disapprov- 
ing the amendment. Therefore, on my 
amendment I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Por- 
TER in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Kennepy] for himself and the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS]. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point in my re- 
marks 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Pennsylvania desire 
to have something printed in the RECORD 
that pertains to the amendment? 

Mr. MARTIN. Yes. I yield myself 
1 minute. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Record a telegram from 
the Governor of New Jersey, a telegram 
from the Governor of Pennsylvania, a 
telegram from the mayor of Philadel- 
phia, a telegram from the mayor of 
Camden, N. J., and a telegram from the 
mayor of the city of Trenton. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

TRENTON, N. J., August 12, 1954. 
Hon. EDWARD MARTIN, 
United States Senator: 

Deepening of Delaware River Channel 
from Philadelphia to Trenton vitally im- 
portant to future development of Delaware 
Valley, United States of America. Urge im- 
mediate passage pending legislation. 

ROBERT B. MEYNER, 
Governor of New Jersey. 
HARRISBURG, PA., August 11, 1954. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I understand that the Senate will start 
debate on the Delaware Channel deepening 
proposal today. Over the past several 
months you and I have frequently discussed 
the importance of action in this field. I 
want to reaffirm my position on the vital 
necessity for this action at the Federal level. 
Properly and traditionally channels are the 
responsibility of the Federal Government. 
This channel is vital to the interest of our 
3-State area in the further industrial expan- 
sion along its 30-mile river front. Call upon 
the Commonwealth for any possible help we 
can afford you in the furtherance of this pro- 
gram. 

JOHN S. FINE. 
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PHILADELPHIA, Pa., August 5, 1954. 
Senator EDWARD MARTIN, 
Senate Office Building: 

I have today sent the following telegram 
to the members of the House Public Works 
Committee: “Request your support of full 
authorization for channel dredging from 
Philadelphia to Trenton. Local contribu- 
tion scheme proposed to finance part of this 
project is unprecedented in scope and would 
only delay or prevent completion of this es- 
sential improvement. The project, involv- 
ing the regular Federal responsibility for nav- 
igable waters, is vital to the continued devel- 
opment of the Philadelphia area. The re- 
sulting productive capacity will be a big 
factor in national security.” 

Josxyn S. CLARK, Jr., 
Mayor of Philadelphia. 
PHILADELPHIA, Pa., August 5, 1954. 
EDWARD MARTIN, 
Senate Office Building: 

I hope the Senate will endorse the full au- 
thorization for Delaware River Channel 
dredging from Philadelphia to Trenton. The 
local contribution formula put forward as a 
way to finance this project is unprecedented 
in scope and cannot be relied upon for this 
essential improvement. This project fits in 
with the regular Federal responsibility for 
navigable waters and is very important in 
the continued development of productive ca- 
pacity which will benefit not only the Phila- 
delphia area but the entire Nation. 

JOSEPH S. CLARK, Jr., 
Mayor. 
CAMDEN, N. J., August 11, 1954. 
Hon. EDWARD MARTIN, 
Senate Office Building: 

Forty-foot channel in Delaware River im- 
portant to States of New Jersey and Pennsyl- 
vania. Request your full support on this 
matter. 

GEORGE E. BRUNNER, 
Mayor, City of Camden. 


TRENTON, N. J., August, 11, 1954. 
Senator EDWARD MARTIN : 

The Delaware Valley is one of the most im- 
portant manufacturing marketing and serv- 
ice areas of the world. Within a radius of 
250 miles, 50 million people live, including 
approximately 14,300,000 families with an 
effective annual buying income estimated 
at more than $70 billion. There is prob- 
ably no better, more concentrated, or richer 
market in the world. Trenton may be con- 
sidered as being in the center of this im- 
portant business and industrial territory. 
As mayor of this city of Trenton, may I ad- 
vise you that all the people of this area, re- 
gardless of political affiliation, feel that a 
deep water channel in the Delaware River 
between Trenton and Philadelphia is essen- 
tial for their continuance and prosperity. 

DONALD J. CONNELLY, 
Mayor of the City of Trenton. 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to my colleague from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. DUFF. Mr. President, I feel that 
the objection to the expenditure mini- 
mizes the importance of the great Port 
of Philadelphia. I have before me a 
map showing the course of the Delaware 
River from the Bay up to Trenton, near 
which the steel plant is located. From 
the course of the argument, it would 
seem that between Philadelphia and 
Trenton there was practically no de- 
velopment except that of the United 
States Steel Corporation. An analysis 
of the map will show that the distance 
from Philadelphia to where the United 
States Steel plant is located is almost 
half the distance along the Delaware 
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River from Philadelphia all the way 
down to the bay. It so happens that in 
this immediate area, in the neighbor- 
hood of the Port of Philadelphia, there 
are already 8,000 manufacturing plants 
of every description. Furthermore, 
there are underway plans for the con- 
struction of further large installations 
in addition to those of the steel plants. 

As everyone who is familiar with the 
steel industry in this country knows, 
the National Steel Co. is one of the great 
producers of steel in America. As the 
senior Senator from Pennsylvania has 
pointed out, that company has already 
taken an option on 2,500 acres in the 
general area of where the United States 
Steel plant is located, unquestionably 
for the same reasons for which the 
United States Steel Corp. located there, 
namely, the accessibility of that area to 
the great fresh-water port of Phil- 
adelphia. 

I am sure that any person acquainted 
with the terrain from Philadelphia to 
Trenton and from Philadelphia to the 
bay is aware of the fact that the terri- 
tory from Philadelphia to the bay is one 
of the greatest industrial areas in all 
America. There is no reason whatever, 
except for the shallowness of the channel 
from Philadelphia to Trenton, why that 
upper area of the river which is almost 
half as great in extent as the area I 
have described, will not equal in every 
way in importance, from an industrial 
point of view, the area along the lower 
stretch of the river. 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
in recognition of the importance of the 
port, during the 8-year period when my 
distinguished colleague was Governor 
and when I followed him as Governor, 
expended almost $30 million in State 
funds so that one of the tributaries of 
the Delaware would not silt into the 
Delaware and interfere with navigation 
to the great port of Philadelphia. 

If our State was willing to expend $30 
million of its own funds for that pur- 
pose, that fact alone ought to show the 
appraisal that the people of Pennsylvania 
attach to the importance of the port of 
Philadelphia. 

If the United States Steel Co. were 
to be the only company that ever would 
have an installation in that great area 
from Philadelphia to Trenton there 
might be some point to the argument 
that they ought to contribute. However, 
by virtue of the very character of the 
area, its importance to the defense of 
this country and the magnificent devel- 
opment that has already taken place be- 
low Philadelphia, which positively will 
repeat itself in the upper river area, the 
argument loses persuasiveness, because 
the depth of the channel is the only thing 
that has so far inhibited the upper river 
from great development. Based merely 
on a dollars-and-cents viewpoint, consid- 
ering the new income which would be 
available to the Government in the way 
of taxes as a result of the development 
that would take place in the upper river, 
such as has taken place in the lower river, 
it would be one of the best investments 
the Government could make. 

I am sure a visual view of the area 
in question, below and above Philadel- 
phia, would convince anyone of the fact 
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that the channel alone is the one thing 
which has prevented the upper river 
from being developed in the manner in 
which the lower river has and the lower 
river is one of the greatest industrial 
areas of the world. Therefore, the 
United States Steel Co. should not be 
penalized for having the foresight to 
appreciate the value of this location in 
an area which, as my colleague pointed 
out, has within 100 miles 14 percent of 
the population of America, and within 
a radius of 300 miles, one-third of the 
whole population of America. By reason 
of fresh water facilities, location, and 
proximity to facilities and markets, and 
the fact that other factories will come 
into that area, as happened in the lower 
river, there is every reason to believe an 
equal amount of industry will come to 
the upper river once the channel is 
deepened. 

Therefore, it would seem to me that, 
unless we were going to look only as far 
as the end of our noses, and if we are 
willing to take a look at the future, we 
must appreciate that this area in the 
region between Philadelphia and Tren- 
ton is bound to be one of the greatest 
industrial areas of America. The im- 
provement under discussion will imme- 
diately contribute to that result and 


speed that day. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy] for 
himself and the Senator from Illinois 
LMr. Dovctas]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on 
this question, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the senior Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. Wmey] is absent by leave of 
the Senate. 

The senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. WELKER] are absent on official busi- 
ness, 

The senior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the junior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Jenner], the 
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc- 
Cartuy], and the junior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Upton] are neces- 
sarily absent. 

On this vote, the junior Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. McCartuy] is paired 
with the Senator from [Illinois [Mr. 
Dovctas!. If present and voting, the 
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mo- 
Cartuy] would vote “nay” and the Sen- 
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ator from Illinois [Mr. Douctas] would 
vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burke], the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLAs!, 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. 
Gore], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. MAYBANK], and the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] are ab- 
sent on official business. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] are necessarily absent. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovctas] 
is paired with the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. McCartny]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Illinois would 
vote “yea,” and the Senator from Wis- 
consin would vote “nay.” 

I announce also that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DantEL] would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 21, 
nays 56, as follows: 


YEAS—21 
Anderson Jackson Mansfield 
Pulbright Johnson, Tex. Monroney 
Goldwater Johnston, S. C. Murray 
Green Kefauver Pastore 
Hennings Kennedy Russell 
Hill Kilgore Smathers 
Humphrey Magnuson Symington 
NAYS—56 

Aiken Ferguson Millikin 
Barrett Frear Morse 
Beall George Mundt 
Bennett Gillette Neely 
Bowring Hendrickson Payne 
Bricker Hickenlooper Potter 
Bush Holland Purtell 
Butler Ives Reynolds 
Car Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Case Kerr Saltonstall 
Clements Knowland Schoeppel 
Cooper Kuchel Smith, Maine 
Cordon Langer Smith, N. J. 
Crippa Lehman Stennis 
Dirksen Lennon Thye 

Long Watkins 
Dworshak Malone Williams 
Ellender Martin Young 
Ervin McClellan 

NOT VOTING—19 

Bridges Eastland McCarthy 
Burke Flanders Sparkman 
Byrd Gore Upton 
Capehart Hayden Welker 
Chavez Jenner Wiley 
Daniel Maybank 
Douglas McCarran 


So the amendment offered by Mr. 
KENNEDY (for himself and Mr. DOUGLAS) 
was rejected. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
was rejected be reconsidered. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I move to 
lay on the table the motion to recon- 
sider. i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the final passage 
of the bill. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, 
Porrer in the chair). The bill is open 
to further amendment. 
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Mr. THYE. Mr. President, because 
the time was controlled I was unable 
to present the statement I had intended 
to make on the pending bill, House bill 
9859. Because of my interest in the 
particular amendment which has just 
been rejected, and because of my inter- 
est in the entire overall development of 
rivers and harbors, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a statement which I have pre- 
pared be printed in the body of the REC- 
orp asa part of my remarks. This state- 
ment clearly sets forth my convictions 
on the amendment which has just been 
rejected. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRrD, as follows: 


STATEMENT By SENATOR THYE 


Two of the largest items in the bill (H. R. 
9859) now pending to authorize construc- 
tion, repair, and preservation of certain pub- 
lic works on rivers and harbors for naviga- 
tion and flood control, are the authorizations 
of $101 million for the inland waterway from 
the Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, which 
was approved by the House of Representa- 
tives, and an item of $91 million for en- 
larged channel improvements in the Dela- 
ware River between Philadelphia and Tren- 
ton, which is embodied in an amendment 
proposed by the Senate Committee on Pub- 
lic Works following the extensive hearings 
which that committee held with reference 
to all of these projects. 

I intend to support the recommendations 
of the Public Works Committee with refer- 
ence to these large authorizations because 
I believe that they are justified and the 
larger economic needs of the area to be 
served, and thus of the Nation as a whole, 
are such as to warrant this action, 

It has been my feeling that we should con- 
sider these matters on the basis of the justi- 
fication for them and the advantages and 
benefits that will result from such improve- 
ments. 

It is only natural that the States immedi- 
ately affected by such a large scale improve- 
ment program would have a primary inter- 
est in their development, but that interest 
is also the national interest. 

Minnesota and the other upper Midwestern 
States have a primary interest in another 
important waterway development which is 
closely related to the St. Lawrence Seaway 
development project already authorized by 
Congress and approved by the President. 

It is extremely important that in connec- 
tion with the St. Lawrence Seaway there 
should be early authorization of the neces- 
sary public works to improve and deepen the 
upper channels of the Great Lakes for the 
full potential of this great development can 
only be realized if the project is carried out 
as a whole. 

It is my hope that when the report of the 
Army engineers relative to the present sur- 
vey being made as to the cost of the connect- 
ing channel in the upper Great Lakes is 
presented to Congress in the next session this 
improvement likewise will be authorized. 

The Army engineers have advised me that 
the present study concerning the connect- 
ing channels in the upper Great Lakes will 
be completed by the district and division 
engineers about November 1, after which 
their recommendations will be submitted to 
the Board for Rivers and Harbors and sub- 
sequently to the Public Works Committees 
of Congress. 

As a member of the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations, I was glad to have had a 
part last year in the recommendation of that 
committee that approximately $150,000 be 
made available to the Corps of Engineers for 
the present survey of the connecting chan- 
nels. 
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Although no information has been made 
available by the Army engineers relative to 
their reappraisal of the proposed 27-foot 
channel in the Great Lakes, it is anticipated 
that the cost will be approximately $125 mil- 
lion for these improvements. 

When the bill was introduced early last 
year to establish the St. Lawrence Seaway 
Development Corporation, I proposed an 
amendment to authorize an appropriation 
for such improvements as may be necessary 
to provide a deep waterway for navigation 
requiring a controlling channel depth of 27 
feet through the Great Lakes connecting 
channels above Lake Erie, including the De- 
troit River, Lake St. Clair, St. Clair River, 
the Straits of Mackinac, and the St. Mary's 
River. 

The proposed authorization of funds in 
this amendment was approximately the same 
as the estimate which had been made on the 
earlier survey of these channels. 

It was proposed to spread the appropria- 
tion over a 5-year period as the engineers 
contemplated that it would require at least 
that length of time for the necessary plan- 
ning, dredging, and construction. 

It has always been my considered judg- 
ment that if the canal at the International 
Rapids section is built and the construction 
of the connecting channels in the upper 
Great Lakes is delayed or sidetracked this 
would result in injury to vital areas which 
have a great stake in this entire waterway 
and would retard and diminish the economic 
returns for a large segment of our people. 

In supporting the St. Lawrence Seaway 
Development Corporation enactment, I did 
not press for the adoption of my amend- 
ment relating to the upper Great Lakes chan- 
nels partly because I felt the bill then under 
consideration should be decided on its merits 
and also because I felt that Congress could 
act with greater understanding of the need 
if we had a new survey of the channel needs 
and a reappraisal of the specific requirements 
for that improvement. 

I have always felt that even if no other 
part of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Sea- 
Way were ever undertaken, the deepening 
of the connecting channels in the upper 
Great Lakes would be essential and should 
be implemented at the earliest possible time 
for the full utilization of our greatest in- 
land waterway. 

It is obvious that to give lake ports on 
Huron, Superior, and Michigan the full 
benefit of the St. Lawrence Seaway, which 
we know now is assured, the present pro- 
gram must be supplemented by deepening 
the channels that connect those lakes. 

Under present plans the seaway is to pro- 
vide a depth of 27 feet, and the upper lake 
channels must be brought to at least that 
future seaway depth both because failure 
to do so would prevent the greatest poten- 
tial use of the entire waterway and also 
because the many new vessels which have 
been added to the Great Lakes fleet have 
drafts which require the deepening of these 
connecting channels, 

In other words, interlake traffic alone 
would require a deepening of these channels 
to 27 feet. 

Iron ore, limestone, coal, petroleum, and 
grain are the chief commodities moved on 
the Great Lakes. 

It has been estimated that the tonnage 
on the Great Lakes approximates our total 
foreign waterborne commerce. 

On a ton-mileage basis, it exceeds that 
on our inland waterways by 3.3 times and 
that by our motortrucks by 1.6 times. 

Larger ships now operating on the Great 
Lakes or being planned for construction are 
designed to handle some 24,000 tons of ore, 
which is equivalent to a freight train of 
480 cars, with each car loaded to 50 tons. 

I think it is interesting to note that in 
the historic consideration of the Great Lakes 
and St. Lawrence Seaway project, the Great 
Lakes system has always included the five 
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great Lakes of Superior, Michigan, Huron, 
Erie, and Ontario, and the connecting wa- 
ters, including Lake St. Clair. 

Deep waterway has been defined in all 
the agreements between the United States 
and Canada as meaning a controlling chan- 
nel depth of 27 feet from the head of the 
Great Lakes to Montreal Harbor via the Great 
Lakes system and St. Lawrence River. 

The upper channels have been considered 
essential links in the deep waterway. 

What is involved so far as the national 
interest in this entire matter is concerned, 
is primarily the requirements in the ship- 
ment of iron ore. 

Other important aspects involve ship- 
ments of grain, development of other low- 
cost freight shipment, and the working out 
of a balanced transportation system. 

Improvement of the Great Lakes water- 
way system is an economic necessity for 
the future of the upper midwest areas and 
will be a resultant benefit to the entire 
country. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment which is at the desk, pro- 
posed by the senior Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. JoHnson] and the junior Sen- 
ator from Colorado, and ask to have it 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 34, be- 
tween lines 21 and 22, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

The project for flood control and other 
purposes, on the Purgatoire (Picketwire) 
River, Colo., is hereby authorized substan- 
tially in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers in his report 
dated July 22, 1954, at an estimated cost 
of $17 million: Provided, That repayment 
of the first cost allocated to irrigation shall 
be made under the applicable Federal recla- 
mation law. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment proposed by the senior Sen- 
ator from Colorado and myself to H. 
R. 9859 would authorize the Purgatoire 
River project substantially in accordance 
with the recommendations made by the 
Chief of Engineers, Department of the 
Army, in his report dated July 22, 1954. 

The project contemplates the con- 
struction of a multiple-purpose reser- 
voir about 4 miles above the city of 
Trinidad on the Purgatoire River. This 
project has been jointly planned by the 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation, Department of Interior. 

An earth-filled dam about 208 feet in 
height would be constructed. The reser- 
voir would have a total storage capacity 
of 140,700 acre-feet of water appor- 
tioned as follows: Flood control, 46,700 
acre-feet; conservation, 55,000 acre- 
feet; and sediment retention, 39,000 
acre-feet. 

The Purgatoire River project will pro- 
vide flood protection for Trinidad, Colo., 
and nearby areas. I call attention to 
the serious floods which inundate large 
areas because there is not adequate con- 
trol of the river at this time. 

On July 23, 1954, the Purgatoire River 
overran its banks, endangering life and 
property. The river rose from 1.34 feet 
to 16 feet during the rainstorm and 
sheriff officers warned ranchers along the 
river south of La Junta and Las Animas 
to evacuate their homes. 

I shall not read these newspaper clip- 
pings, but I ask unanimous consent that 
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they be inserted at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the news- 
paper clippings were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


[From the Denver Post of July 24, 1954] 


Ur to 5 INCHES oF RAIN FLOODS SOUTHEAST 
AREAS 


Parts of southeast Colorado along the 
Purgatoire River were digging out Saturday 
after cloudbursts in the preceding 48 hours 
dumped as much as 5 inches of rain in some 
locations. 

Isolated for a time was Trinchera, 35 miles 
southeast of Trinidad, when floodwaters from 
the swollen Purgatoire washed out bridges 
along State Highway 55 both east and west 
of the small cattle community. 

The swirling waters washed out sections 
of Colorado & Southern Railroad tracks in 
the region and work trains from Trinidad 
and Texline worked late Friday to repair 
the damage. 

Heavy runoff flooded many homes in 
Trinchera and about 3 feet of water flowed 
through the railroad yard. Power lines and 
telephone service were disrupted for hours. 


MILD FOR WEEKEND 


All tributaries of the Arkansas River were 
reported running high, and some out of their 
banks, as flash floods followed cloudbursts 
late Friday. Many sections of low-lying 
highway were covered for a time, but all 
were reported back in service in that region 
by Saturday morning. 

Weathermen in Denver forecast mild week- 
end temperatures and partly cloudy skies. 
The 5-day forecast for the metropolitan 
area calls for high temperatures around 90 
degrees and a few aftenoon or evening 
thundershowers through Wednesday. Nights 
will be comfortable at 55 to 60 degrees, the 
weather bureau said. 

Colorado during the same period is ex- 
pected to have temperatures near seasonal 
or slightly warmer, and scattered showers 
and thunderstorms. 


— 


[From the Fort Morgan Times of July 23, 
1954] 


PURGATOIRE RIVER OUT or ITs BANKS 


The Purgatoire River was running out of 
its banks Friday, endangering ranch proper- 
ties and livestock, after cloudbursts swept 
over southern Colorado late Thursday. The 
storms centered in the Trinidad area. 

Sheriff officers warned ranchers along the 
Purgatoire, also known as the Picketwire, 
south of La Junta and Las Animas to evacu- 
ate their houses and move their livestock to 
higher ground. 

At Las Animas the Purgatoire was carry- 
ing 18,000 second feet of water with a higher 
crest expected late Friday. The river rose 
from 1.34 feet to 16 feet early Friday. Be- 
tween Trinidad and Higbee, where the great- 
est danger to livestock occurred, the river 
was carrying 57,000 second feet of water. 

The river measuring device at Higbee 
was washed downstream by the flood. 

More rain was reported falling Friday east 
of Higbee and Caddoa Creek. All tributaries 
to the Arkansas River in the area are high. 
More than 2 inches fell at Holly, near the 
Kansas line. Eads, 35 miles north, received 
only a drizzle. 

The flood waters from the Purgatoire River 
will be impounded in the John Martin Reser- 
voir, below Las Animas. The reservoir is dry 
at present. 

The highway department reported the 
rains temporarily blocked several stretches 
of roads, but all were open Friday. 

The storm damage centered at Trinchera, 
35 miles southeast of here, several hundred 
yards of the Colorado & Southern Railway 
right-of-way were washed and trains were 
held at Trinidad and at points south of 
Trinchera until the tracks could be repaired, 


1954 


Trinchera Creek overflowed its banks, 
inundating state 55 and the railroad tracks. 
At one time the water was 2 feet deep in the 
Trinchera depot. 

Ranches in Frisco Canyon were reported 
damaged by heavy rainfall and overflowing 
creeks. 

Rainfall at Trinidad totaled 1.42 inches, 
The recently dedicated Pinon Canyon Dam 
northwest of the city prevented damage to 
the northwest sections by controlling run- 
off. The Purgatoire River, which runs 
through Trinidad flowed within 2 feet of 
the top of its channel but there was no 
damage from it. 

The rains brought small landslides onto 
the million-dollar highway—U. S. 550—be- 
tween Ouray and the New Mexico border, 
closing the road briefly, the report said. It 
added it was still raining Friday in the area 
but the road was reopened. 

U. S. 160 between Beshoar Junction and 
Kim, Colo., has up to 1 foot of water cover- 
ing the road in several sections, the depart- 
ment said, although the road is still open. 

Heavy rains washed out shoulders along 
State 61 north of Otis and State 51 north 
of Wray, with traffic moving slowing on both 
roads. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. I am informed that 
on past occasions—and during this 
storm, too flood damage has disrupted 
rail transportation when a rush of wa- 
ter has inundated or washed out sections 
of mainline tracks belonging to the 
Colorado & Southern Railway and the 
Santa Fe. These important western 
railroads connect Denver, Colo., and 
points within the State of Texas. Ineed 
not tell Senators what such a condition 
would mean during a period of emer- 
gency. There would be great disruption 
and delay of rail movements between the 
South and the Rocky Mountain area. 

Construction of this project would re- 
sult in benefits to the area through 
flood control and would make available 
an additional supply of irrigation water 
for thousands of acres within the project 
area. The need for irrigation water is 
keenly felt by those persons residing in 
areas with insufficient water. Water is 
the basic need of the agricultural econ- 
omy of the area. This project, when 
completed, will supply the needed water, 
which will result in an expanded agri- 
cultural industrial community. I em- 
phasize that existing storage and regula- 
tory facilities on the Purgatoire River 
are inadequate for complete regulation 
of the available water supply to permit 
maximum crop utilization within the 
area. 

The total first cost of the project is 
estimated to be $17 million, with $8,268,- 
000 of this amount allocated to fiood con- 
trol, and $8,732,000 allocated to irriga- 
tion. The cost of this project is small 
by comparison to the value of human life 
and property. I understand that each 
year the estimated cost of damage caused 
by floods in this area is $226,700. 

Local residents of the project area are 
interested in this project. They want 
the Trinidad Reservoir. They will re- 
pay to the Federal Government that por- 
tion of the estimated cost which is 
chargeable to irrigation. Their share 
will be $8,732,000 of the total estimated 
first cost of $17 million. 

I ask for favorable consideration of 
this project, and for approval of this 
amendment. 
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Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. BUSH. My recollection on this 
point is that the project which the Sen- 
ator proposes has a favorable cost-to- 
benefit ratio, but at the time the com- 
mittee acted it did not have a report 
from the Bureau of the Budget or the 
Army engineers. For that reason the 
committee did not take action on the 
project. The committee thought the 
Senator from Colorado made an excel- 
lent argument in favor of the project. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator for the very friendly 
consideration which was given the proj- 
ect. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Colorado yield to the Sen- 
ator from Kansas? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. I wish to ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Colorado if the 
Purgatoire River is not a tributary of 
the Arkansas River, which flows through 
our State? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Purgatoire River 
is a tributary of the Arkansas River, 
which flows through our two States and 
is subject to a compact between the 
States of Colorado and Kansas. The 
compact prohibits any violation of its 
terms, and its terms would not be vio- 
lated by the proposed action. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I should like to assure 
him that we do not oppose the project, 
but I wish the record to show that Kan- 
sas has a direct interest in the proposed 
project. In view of the statement made 
by the Senator from Colorado, that the 
compact between the States of Colorado 
and Kansas will prevail, and that we 
shall be given consideration in connec- 
tion with the amount of water to be 
stored in the reservoir, I shall not object. 
However, I think the Record should show 
that the Governor of Kansas was asked 
for his views on the project by the Corps 
of Army engineers, and in a letter to 
the engineers he opposed the project. 
If the distinguished Senator will permit 
me to do so, I should like to read an ex- 
cerpt from the Governor's letter. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly. 

Mr. CARLSON. I shall read only the 
concluding paragraph of the letter writ- 
ten by Governor Arn concerning the 
Purgatoire River project. 

Even the most conservative estimate in- 
dicates an increased depletion of Purgatoire 
River water. It is our conclusion that the 
operation of this project would, at times, 
materially deplete the water supply which 
would otherwise be available to Kansas water 
users through the John Martin Reservoir. 
Under these conditions, the State of Kansas 
at this time is opposed to the project as 
proposed. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve my colleague will consent to the 
modification of the amendment so as to 
make it clear that the project will not 
be operated in any way which would in- 
terfere with the compact. I do not think 
such an amendment is necessary, be- 
cause the language is already clear, to 
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the effect that the compact must be 
complied with. 

Mr. CARLSON. I am pleased to ac- 
cept the statement of the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado. However, the 
people of Kansas might feel a little less 
uneasy if such an amendment were 
added to the bill. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk a modification of the pend- 
ing amendment and ask that it be stated. 
I offer the amendment on behalf of my- 
self and my colleague as a modification 
of the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the end of line 
7 of the original amendment it is pro- 
posed to add the following: 

In the operation and maintenance of the 
facilities of this project authorized by this 
act, under the jurisdiction and supervision 
of the Secretary of the Army and the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, in the Purgatoire River 
Basin, such officers are directed to comply 
with the applicable provisions of the Ar- 
kansas River compact (63 Stat. 145). 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator modify his amendment ac- 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s amendment is modified ac- 
cordingly. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator from 
Colorado tell us whether the proposed 
reservoir would cover up any places 
where dinosaurs once walked? If that 
were so, of course we should not approve 
the project. 

Mr. . Unhappily the dino- 
saurs did not leave any of their bones 
around there. 

Mr. AIKEN. Can the Senator assure 
us that dinosaurs did not walk through 
that part of his State? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not know of any 
evidence to that effect. 

Mr. AIKEN. If the Senator states 
that all kinds of animal life wandered 
through there in prehistoric times, he 
may be prejudicing his case. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No claim is made 
that any dinosaurs or brontosaurs or any 
similar animals ever wandered through 
that part of Colorado. I would have to 
look up the facts before I could accu- 
rately answer the Senator's question, but 
I am perfectly willing to let my troubles 
rest as they are. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Ihave some telegrams in 
my hand, and I wonder whether they 
refer to the pending amendment or to 
the pending legislative proposal. The 
first telegram reads: 

Sr. PAUL, MINN., August 16, 1954. 
Senator Epwarp J. THYE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Minnesota Conservation Federation urges 

blocking of move to add upper Colorado 
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storage project as rider to omnibus flood- 
control bill. This project highly controver- 
sial from economic and national park inva- 
sion standpoint. Needs extension hearings 
and revision. We urge holding it for next 
Congress for adequate discussion on its own 
merits. 
CLIFF SAKRY, 
Executive Secretary, Minnesota 
Conservation Federation, 


Mr. THYE. The other telegram reads 

as follows: 
Sr. PAUL, MINN., August 16, 1954 
Senator Enwarp J. THYE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Am advised upper Colorado storage proj- 
ect may become rider to omnibus flood-con- 
trol bill. Sincerely hope you can block such 
move. Features of upper Colorado project 
too controversial from economic standpoint 
alone to be authorized in this manner. 
Needs extensive hearings and modifications 
to make it sound, 

THOMAS R. Evans. 


Mr. THYE. Do those telegrams refer 
to the question before the Senate? 

Mr. MIULIKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator not to have those telegrams 
placed in the Record. The project under 
consideration has nothing to do with the 
Upper Colorado River. The telegrams 
refer to a matter on the other side of the 
Continental Divide, and to an entirely 
different stream system. We are con- 
cerned with the Arkansas River Basin. 
The two stream systems are divided by 
the Continental Divide. I suggest that 
the Senator not put those telegrams in 
the Record, because they would reflect 
on our geographical knowledge of the 
State of Colorado. 

Mr. THYE. We in Minnesota are not 
acquainted with all the Rocky Moun- 
tains. In order that the Recorp may be 
clear, and in order that I may not be 
derelict in my responsibilities and duties, 
I ask whether the matters referred to in 
the telegrams refer to the project in 
question. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Not in the slightest, 
remotest, or microscopic degree. 

Mr. THYE. Then the question has 
been answered, and the telegrams have 
been answered. That is all I wanted to 
know. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I urge the distin- 
guished Senator from Minnesota to ask 
his constituents to take a look at the 
geography of Colorado and to spend some 
part of the summer out there, where they 
can learn about this river system. 

Mr. THYE. I would not encourage 
them to do so. If they are to spend any 
time away from home, I should prefer to 
have them spend it in northern Minne- 
sota. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not blame them 
for that at all. I have been there myself. 

Colorado is 1 mile nearer to heaven 
than most of the rest of the country. 
Some sinners—not around here, of 
course—will need that extra mile. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. If the Senator will yield 
further, I am happy to have brought up 
the question, because my question was 
answered properly. On the other hand, 
I regret having brought it up, because it 
produced a chamber of commerce speech 
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by the distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
Minnesota ought to hear a real chamber 
of commerce man from Colorado. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to 
ask the distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado if there is anything in the report on 
this question? Is there any indication 
as to how much water would be diverted 
from the Arkansas River by this project? 
Is it any considerable amount? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I believe the project 
can be operated so that no water will be 
diverted from the Arkansas River. We 
have changed our amendment specifi- 
cally—— 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I appreciate that, 
but I was wondering if there was any- 
thing in the report with reference to it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
should like to yield a moment or two to 
my neighbor from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ). 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I agree 
with my neighbor from the State of Col- 
orado. I think the project which he has 
in mind has a great deal of merit. 

What I wish to emphasize is that 
many people do not know the history of 
Colorado and New Mexico. Four hun- 
dred years ago, in the home State of the 
Senator from Colorado, around Pueblo, 
there was a land grant by Philip II of 
Spain involving a large piece of real 
estate. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. History was being 
made there many years ago. It is not 
realized that in Colorado, New Mexico, 
Nevada, or Arizona, a small amount of 
water means much to us. In the East 
people want to get rid of water. Out 
West we want to save what little there is. 
Whether the water be in Colorado or 
anywhere else out there, I think 
we should all realize that it is the life- 
ee of the people of the West. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I appreciate the 
Senator’s contribution. 

Mr. President, I should like to yield 
at this time to the distinguished senior 
Senator from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time is controlled by the junior Senator 
from Colorado and the senior Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield 
some time to the senior Senator from 
Colorado? 

Mr. MARTIN. Does not the junior 
Senator from Colorado have time re- 
maining? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have no time left. 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE]. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I think 
it would be a great mistake to adopt this 
amendment in the race for adjournment. 
The problem was before the Public Works 
Committee where it was given very fair 
consideration, and the proposal was 
turned down. The cost-to-benefit ratio 
is exceedingly high. The project has not 
been fully cleared by all the departments 
involved. 
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I think a remarkably fine job has been 
done by the Public Works Committee in 
bringing the bill before the Senate, I 
think it is a very fair bill, and I think 
great credit is due the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTIN], the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BusH], the sub- 
committee, and the full committee, under 
their respective chairmanships. I think 
the project can well go over until Janu- 
ary, when the Senators from Colorado 
and other interested Senators can try to 
convince the committee. 

I hope the Senate will support the Pub- 
lic Works Committee and not approve 
this amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HOLLAND]. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I op- 
pose this project with great regret. My 
first reason for opposing it is this: This 
is a substitute project for one which was 
already authorized, which had a large 
public benefit-to-cost ratio and which 
would have cost only about a million 
dollars. The present estimated cost is 
something over $2 million. It is a flood- 
control project channelized through the 
city of Trinidad, Colo. The substitution 
of the $17 million project itself offers a 
serious problem. 

The second reason is that the com- 
mittee requested the opinion of the 
Budget Bureau and was unable to get an 
approving opinion. One of the reasons 
was that the Bureau of the Budget had 
not received an answer from the Gov- 
ernor of Kansas which State was in- 
volved in the compact with Colorado. 

The third reason is that when the Gov- 
ernor of Kansas acted, he acted unfavor- 
ably to the project. 

I am completely willing to reconsider 
the matter on later hearings, and I hope 
we can get it into such shape that we 
can approve it at a later date. It was 
with regret that I felt I could not ap- 
prove it when it was before our com- 
mittee. 

It seems to me that if we are going 
to proceed in an orderly fashion, when 
the committee finds itself confronted 
with almost insuperable obstacles, as it 
did, and turns the project down with 
great regret after having a most able 
exposition of the situation by the distin- 
guished Senators from Colorado, the 
committee should stand its ground, be- 
cause otherwise we are likely to be ac- 
cused of having passed pork-barrel leg- 
islation. 

I hope, for the three reasons I have 
indicated, and for the additional rea- 
son that the benefit-to-cost ratio is only 
1.07, that we will allow this matter to 
be further studied by a sympathetic 
committee which hopes it can act fayor- 
ably on it at some future date. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, a point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state his point of order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The 
junior Senator from Colorado offered 
two amendments. Does he not have 
time on each of those amendments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will my colleague yield me 5 
minutes? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
yield the senior Senator from Colorado 
5 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, the project which we have pro- 
posed tonight is one which has been 
studied very carefully by the Army Engi- 
neers and by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
There was some argument about improv- 
ing the channel of the river through the 
city of Trinidad. That would have cost 
less money, but, Mr. President, as the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] 
has pointed out, water is very precious in 
that arid part of the West and in the 
area about which we are speaking to- 
night. We cannot afford to widen the 
channel and let that water go on down 
the river. We want to conserve it to the 
greatest possible extent. 

Half of this project is for flood control, 
and half of it is for reclamation. Half of 
the cost will be repaid to the Treasury 
of the United States, and half of it, of 
course, is dedicated to flood control. 

The Army engineers reported the 
project on July 22, and, strangely 
enough, a flood occurred on July 23, the 
day following their report. There have 
been many floods in the past; in fact, 
they occur possibly two or three times a 
year, and some of those floods have cost 
a considerable amount of money because 
they do great damage to the city of 
Trinidad. 

This is not pork-barrel legislation; it is 
an investment in America. America is 
worthy of that kind of investment, 
America is what she is today because of 
such investments. This project would be 
an investment in America. Half of the 
investment would be repaid in different 
ways by citizens of Colorado, who are 
subject to the floods. 

The question was asked by the Sena- 
tor from Kansas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL] 
whether any water would be diverted 
from the Arkansas River Basin by the 
project. The answer is that not one 
drop would be diverted from the Ar- 
kansas Basin. The rights of Kansas are 
protected, as my colleague has said, by 
the compact which has been entered 
into between Kansas and Colorado and 
ratified by Congress. Congress has no 
power or authority to pass any laws to 
take, use, or allocate any of that water 
which are not in accord with that very 
sacred treaty—which is what it is—be- 
tween the States of Kansas and Colo- 
rado. That matter has been taken care 
of by the amendment which has been 
proposed and which, I understand, was 
accepted as a perfecting amendment to 
the original amendment which was 
offered. 

I sincerely hope the very able chair- 
man of the committee, the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Mar- 
TIN] will find it possible to take the pro- 
posed amendment to conference, be- 
cause this proposal is one of very great 
merit. I doubt whether there are any 
projects in the whole bill which equal 
this project so far as merit is concerned. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. Horn- 
LAND] said that to adopt this amend- 
ment would cause the Senate to be ac- 
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cused of pork barrel legislation. I have 
glanced through the bill and have no- 
ticed that 37 States of the Union and 
2 Territories are receiving projects 
and benefits in the bill. That is not 
pork barrel legislation. I believe that 
every one of the projects in the 37 States 
and 2 Territories is an investment in the 
United States of America. They are all 
good investments, which will repay to 
the Treasury many times their cost. 

I hope the Senators in charge of the 
bill will find it within their hearts and 
consciences to take the amendment to 
conference. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Pennsylvania yield me 3 
minutes? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. There is no one to 
whom I am more devoted or whom I 
admire more than I do the two Senators 
from Colorado. Notwithstanding his 
Republicanism, I still have the greatest 
respect for the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN]. I 
know of the devotion of the distinguished 
senior Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN- 
son] to the people of his State. 

If there is one particular area that I 
know about, next to New Mexico, it is 
the area around Trinidad, about which 
the Senators from Colorado have been 
speaking. But, after all, we owe a duty 
to the chairmen of our committees. I 
think the amendment has much merit, 
but it should not be included in this bill. 
I believe it should be discussed further. 
The committee went through the list of 
public works, in order, after 4 years, to 
try to draft a good bill. It is true that 
the bill contains projects for 37 States. 
Why not? Why not have projects in 
Massachusetts, Oregon, Colorado, or New 
Mexico? But I think we are duty bound 
to be fair with the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works, who worked 
hard and patiently for many months in 
order to report a good bill, and we should 
support him. 

I should like to join with my two col- 
leagues from Colorado, because I know 
the river. I walked that river probably 
before they were even in Colorado. The 
project which they are seeking has much 
merit, but it does not belong in this bill. 
I want to help them. If they will intro- 
duce a bill making this a separate proj- 
ect, and hearings are held on it, I believe 
the necessity of constructing it can be 
proved to Congress. But in this par- 
ticular instance, I think the Committee 
on Public Works should be sustained. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield 1 minute to me? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Perhaps I should 
have said more about the conditions 
in the particular area of the project. 
Trinidad once was a great coal-produc- 
ing region. The coal business has dis- 
appeared there. People are out of work. 
The community is in a poor condition. 
Floods recur from time to time, and 
the industry is unable to function. The 
floods are tearing up the town and tear- 
ing up the good land outside of the town. 

There is not time to make a long study. 
This is not a new project. Various 
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phases of the project have been before 
Congress for a long time. 

The people in that region are being 
afflicted with floods. The basic indus- 
try of the region is demoralized, and the 
land is being washed out as a result of 
floods. The people cannot wait. Let 
us help them by getting the project 
a while there is time to do some 
8 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 2 minutes to me? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Connecicut. 

Mr. BUSH. I feel very unhappy about 
this situation, because the two highly 
distinguished Senators from Colorado 
have made such a strong appeal for the 
adoption of their amendment. I have 
no doubt in my mind that they speak 
with the greatest sincerity when they 
say that the improvement is needed by 
the people in that region. 

But I am bound to support the com- 
ments of the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAvxz] and the distin- 
guished Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL- 
LAND]. I am the one who proposed to 
the committee that the bill should in- 
clude projects with respect to which the 
committee did not have favorable re- 
ports from the Corps of Army Engineers 
and the Bureau of the Budget. We do 
not have such reports yet on this partic- 
ular project. As chairman of the sub- 
committee, having asked the committee 
to adopt such a policy, I find myself in 
a most unenviable position—neverthe- 
less, one in which I must recommend 
that the amendment not be adopted. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUSH. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Did not 
an Army officer attend the hearings on 
the bill, and did he not indicate that the 
Corps of Engineers had approved the 
project? As I recall, an Army engineer 
appeared and testified with respect to 
the bill. He testified at length and an- 
swered all the questions of the com- 
mittee. 

I am certain the Army engineers have 
recommended the project. The Army 
sent its recommendations to the com- 
mittee on July 22. Therefore, I am cer- 
tain that, at long last, the project has 
been recommended. 

Mr. BUSH. The comment of the 
Senator is that an Army engineer told 
him that a report had been filed by the 
Bureau of the Budget. We do not have 
the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the modified 
amendment offered by the junior Sen- 
ator from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] for 
himself and the senior Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Jounson]. [Putting 
the question.] 

Mr. Mr. President, I ask 
for a division. 

On a division, the amendment, as mod- 
ified, was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUMPHREY in the chair). The bill is 
open to further amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment, which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 20, 
after line 19, it is proposed to insert: 


Big Sandy River and Tug and Levisa Forks 
in Kentucky, West Virginia, and Virginia. 


Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Recorp a statement which I have pre- 
pared. ; 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RecorD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR COOPER 


The purpose of the amendment which I 
offer for myself and my colleague, Senator 
CLEMENTS, is to direct the Corps of Engi- 
neers to make an examination and survey of 
the Big Sandy River and its Tug and Levisa 
Forks in Kentucky and West Virginia and 
Virginia, and to review its latest report dated 
March 15, 1950, with a view to revising the 
estimated costs and benefits contained in the 
report, to reflect present conditions. It is 
our desire that the Corps of Engineers will 
not be required to restrict itself to its recom- 
mendation contained in this latest report for 
the development of these rivers, but will seek 
such a plan of development as will be appro- 
priate for navigation, flood control, and 
power development as will meet the demands 
of the area and be economically feasible. 

On January 9, 1953, I introduced for my- 
self and my colleague, Senator CLEMENTS, & 
bill (S. 279) to authorize the construction 
of public works for navigation, flood control 
and power development on the Big Sandy 
and its tributaries. It would have effectively 
canalized the Big Sandy River. 

In 1953, hearings were held by a subcom- 
mittee of the Senate Committee on Public 
Works, under the chairmanship of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Connecticut, Sen- 
ator Buss. Many people representing busi- 
ness, agriculture and labor of the area testi- 
fied before the committee in favor of the 
approval of S. 279. At the hearing the repre- 
sentatives of the Corps of Engineers testified 
that their last report dated March 15, 1950, 
showed that the benefits that would be de- 
rived from the improvements on the Big 
Sandy would not equal the costs of its de- 
velopment and that under their policy they 
recommended against the construction of 
locks and dams on the rivers. 

Later, Senator CLEMENTS and I appeared 
before the Senate Committee on Public Works 
and asked that our bill be approved by the 
committee and that the authorization of the 
new locks and dams on the Big Sandy and its 
forks be included in H. R. 9859, which is now 
before us. The committee gave us a very full 
hearing, but stated that because of the un- 
favorable report of the Corps of Engineers 
they could not under their policy include it 
in the pending bill. The committee sug- 
gested that an authorization should be ob- 
tained to direct the Corps of Engineers to 
make a new examination to see if new fac- 
tors and conditions had changed the cost- 
benefit ratio. That is the purpose of our 
amendment. 

I point out to the Senate that in 1948 the 
Corps of Engineers reported that the benefits 
from this project would exceed the cost, but 
in 1952 the cost of the project had increased 
from approximately $85 million to over $161 
million. We submit that this increase in 
cost arose chiefiy from the inflationary price 
advances caused by the Korean war. 

We suggest that the following factors, 
among others, ought to be considered now 
by the Corps of Engineers: 

1. That a reduction in cost of materials 
and other factors connected with construc- 
tion, has occurred since the close of the 
Korean war, 

2. There may be a reduction of cost in the 
project due to the approved construction of 
a high-level dam on the Ohio River near 
Greenup, Ky. The Congress has just ap- 
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propriated funds to begin the construction 
of this dam, This dam will back water up 
the Big Sandy almost to the second lock and 
dam and will thus begin its canalization. 
This should reduce the total cost of the Big 
Sandy project. 

8. Additional benefits have occurred since 
the submission of the last report to the Con- 
gress. Among them I name the following: 

Several steam plants are now in construc- 
tion along the Ohio River to supply the 
atomic energy plants at Paducah, Ky., and 
Piketon, Ohio. This will undoubtedly pro- 
vide a larger market for coal from the Big 
Sandy Valley. 

Also, rail fréight rates have increased 
measurably in the last several years and the 
cheaper water transportation should be con- 
sidered in the estimates of benefits. 

There are other factors, of course, to be 
considered, but I name these as examples. 
Previously, at my request, the Corps of Engi- 
neers has been directed to make a survey of 
reservoir sites on the Big Sandy and its 
tributaries for the purpose of selecting a site 
which is economically feasible. Authoriza- 
tions for reservoirs had been made under the 
act of 1938 and later, but had been found 
by the Corps of Engineers to have an un- 
favorable cost-benefit ratio, and nothing had 
been done to survey other sites. Now the 
Corps of Engineers has been directed to re- 
view, for the purpose of determining a site 
which will be justified under the cost-benefit 
ratio rule, so that we may go ahead with 
requests for appropriations for reservoirs. 

The Big Sandy Valley holds a store of great 
resources in coal, timber, gas and oil, and 
other products unmatched in the Nation. 
These products cannot flow to the market as 
they should without cheaper transportation. 
The development and canalization of the 
Big Sandy Valley will provide cheaper naviga- 
tion, flood control, reservoirs, and volume of 
water in the river for industry and recrea- 
tion. My colleague, Senator CLEMENTs, and 
I submit this amendment so that the Corps 
of Engineers will immediately make this 
survey in order that my colleague and I may 
present these new factors which I have men- 
tioned to the Senate at an early date, so that 
this great project may be favorably con- 
sidered and approved. I move the adoption 
of our amendment. 


Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand the Senator from Pennsylvania 
is willing to accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
COOPER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
aoe ee 

e. 

The bill was read the third time. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill having been read the third 
time, the question is, Shall it pass? On 
this question the yeas and nays have 
be ordered, and the clerk will call the 


The legislative clerk called the roll. 


August 17 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the senior Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. WitEy] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. WELKER] are absent on official busi- 
ness. 

The senior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. FLANDERS], the junior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the 
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartuy], and the junior Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Upton] are 
necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the senior 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Bripces], the senior Senator from Indi- 
ana (Mr. CAPEHART], the Senator from 
Vermont IMr. FLANDERS], the junior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the 
junior Senator from Wisconsin IMr. 
McCartuy], the junior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Upton], and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] would 
each vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BURKE], the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. DANIEL], the 
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Dovsctas], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
Gore], and the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from Virginia IMr. 
ByrD] and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] are necessarily absent. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
BURKE], the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], and the Sena- 
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] would 
each vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 177, 
nays 2, as follows: 


YEAS—77 
Aiken Goldwater Martin 
Anderson Green McCarran 
Barrett Hendrickson McClellan 
Beall Hennings Millikin 
Bennett Hickenlooper Monroney 
Bowring Morse 
Bricker Holland Mundt 
Bush Humphrey Murray 
Butler Ives Neely 
Carlson Jackson Pastore 
Case Johnson, Colo. Payne 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Potter 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Purtell 
Cooper Kefauver Reynolds 
Cordon Kennedy Saltonstall 
Crippa Kerr Schoeppel 
Dirksen gore Smathers 
Knowland Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Kuchel Smith, N. J. 
Ellender Langer Stennis 
Ervin Lehman Symington 
Ferguson Lennon Thye 
Frear Long Watkins 
Fulbright Magnuson Wiliams 
George Malone Young 
Gillette a 
NAYS—2 
Robertson Russell 
NOT VOTING—17 
Bridges Eastland McCarthy 
Burke Flanders Sparkman 
Byrd Gore Upton 
Capehart Hayden Welker 
ei Jenner Wiley 
Douglas Maybank 


So the bill (H. R. 9859) was passed. 


1954 


Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments, request a conference thereon with 
the House of Representatives, and that 
the Chair appoint the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer (Mr. HUMPHREY in the 
chair) appointed Mr. MARTIN, Mr. CASE, 
Mr. Busu, Mr. CHAVEZ, and Mr. HOLLAND 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed with the Senate amendments 
numbered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that the clerks 
be authorized to make any technical and 
typographical corrections which may be 
found necessary in the bill, as passed, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 


On request of Mr. GOLDWATER, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Foreign Relations was authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate this 
evening, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr, Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
disagreed to the amendments of the Sen- 
ate to the amendments of the House to 
the bill (S. 3706) to outlaw the Com- 
munist Party, to prohibit members of 
Communist organizations from serving 
in certain representative capacities, and 
for other purposes; asked a conference 
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
ReeEp of Illinois, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. HYDE, 
Mr. CELLER, and Mr. WALTER were ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9680) to provide for the con- 
tinued price support for agricultural 
products; to augment the marketing and 
disposal of such products; to provide 
for greater stability in agriculture; and 
for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9936) making supplemental ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1955, and for other purposes; 
that the House receded from its dis- 
agreement to the amendments of the 
Senate numbered 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 21, 34, 54, 55, 59, 72, 73, 93, 103, 105, 
113, 114, 126, 152, 159, and 169 to the 
bill, and concurred therein; that the 
House receded from its disagreement to 
the amendments of the Senate numbered 
27, 30, 31, 38, 39, 40, 46, 49, 52, 56, 61, 
62, 7144, 74, 79, 85, 86, 88, 89, 91, 99, 100, 
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104, 110, 115, 116, 119, 122, 127, 128, 129, 
132, 134, 136, 147, 148, 151, 154, 155, 164, 
168, and 187 to the bill, and concurred 
therein severally with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate, and that the House insisted 
on its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 60, 71, and 130. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting a 
nomination was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
taries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the Pres- 
ident of the United States submitting 
the nomination of Herbert Hoover, Jr., 
of California, to be Under Secretary of 
State, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 


FRINGE EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 
FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
CARLSON] has ready for submission a 
conference report which I understand 
has been agreed to by all the conferees. 
The distinguished ranking minority 
member of the committee is present at 
this time. The presentation of this mat- 
ter has been postponed until now, in 
order that both those Senators might be 
present. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit a report of the committee of con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 2263) to au- 
thorize the Postmaster General to re- 
adjust the compensation of holders of 
contracts for the performance of mail- 
messenger service. I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration 
of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of August 18, 1954, pp. 15029- 
15033, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, this 
conference report is on what is known 
as the fringe employment benefits bill. 
The conference report is a unanimous 
report on the part of all the conferees, 
and it is signed by all the conferees for 
both the House and the Senate. 

The report makes only a few changes. 
Generally speaking, the Senate version of 
the bill is approved. On 2 or 3 occasions 
the Senate voted for repeal of the so- 
called Whitten rider. The conferees 
agreed to a rewriting of the Whitten 
rider. It was rewritten on a basis that 
had at least the consent and approval of 
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the Civil Service Commission. In other 
words, the Commission had not changed 
its view that it wished the rider repealed, 
but said it could live under the provisions 
the conferees adopted. 

The conference report makes 1 or 2 
changes in the provisions regarding over- 
time pay. It provides for full time and 
one-half through the minimum rate for 
grade 9. 

Mr. President, let me say by way of 
summary of the conference report that 
the Senate version of the bil! provided 
for full time and one-half overtime pay 
up through the maximum rate for grade 
9. The conference agreement provides 
for full time and one-half through the 
minimum rate for grade 9. 

The Senate version provided that over- 
time pay could not be less than straight 
time. The conference agreement omits 
this provision. 

The Senate version excluded fire fight- 
ers from the category of employees who 
may be paid 25-percent premium com- 
pensation in lieu of overtime pay for 
irregular overtime. The conference 
agreement eliminates this exclusion. 

The Senate version contained no limit 
on incentive awards payable under the 
bill. The conferees added a $5,000 limit 
generally, with a provision under which 
awards up to $25,000 could be made with 
the approval of the Civil Service Com- 
mission in special cases. 

The Senate version provided that up 
to $100 per annum could be paid to em- 
ployees required to wear uniforms, to 
assist in defraying the cost of acquisi- 
tion or upkeep of their uniforms. The 
conference agreement eliminates refer- 
ence to upkeep; and also provides that 
the head of the department may furnish 
uniforms in lieu of paying the uniform 
allowance. 

The Senate version repealed the Whit- 
ten rider. The conference agreement 
modifies, but does not repeal, this pro- 
vision. Under the modification, perma- 
nent appointments could be made up to 
10 percent above the total number of 
employees employed on September 1, 
1950. In addition, it authorizes perma- 
nent reinstatements and promotions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 


FAMILY QUARTERS FOR PERSON- 
NEL OF MILITARY DEPART- 
MENTS—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Case] 
is prepared to submit the conference 
report on House bill 9924, relating to 
military family housing. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I submit 
a report of the committee of confer- 
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Sen- 
ate to the bill (H. R. 9924) to provide 
for family quarters for personnel of the 
military departments of the Department 
of Defense and their dependents, and 
for other purposes. I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
the report. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of August 18, 1954.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Dakota yield 
to me? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The conference 
report is signed by all the conferees; is 
it not? 

Mr. CASE. Yes; the report is signed 
by all the conferees on behalf of both 
the House and the Senate. 

There was only one principal item of 
controversy or discussion in the confer- 
ence, and it related to the amount of for- 
eign currencies which might be used in 
the acquisition of housing overseas. In 
the conference report, the amount of 
foreign currencies which may be used 
for the procurement of military housing 
overseas is reduced from $75 million to 
$25 million. Some of the conferees felt 
that since this was an experimental pro- 
gram or at least a new departure, the 
smaller amount should be used initially. 

Furthermore, the language agreed to 
by the conferees authorizes the transfer 
of unexpended balances of appropria- 
tions for quarters allowances to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation in an 
amount equivalent to the dollar value 
of foreign currencies used in any fiscal 


r. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a statement I have prepared 
on the conference report be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT By SENATOR CASE 


H. R. 9924 TO PROVIDE FOR FAMILY QUARTERS FOR 
MILITARY PERSONNEL AND THEIR DEPENDENTS 


The principal item on which the Houses 
disagreed was the Senate provision author- 
izing the Secretary of Defense to procure 
family housing in foreign countries in the 
amount of $75 million by using foreign cur- 
rencies acquired through the sale of surplus 
agricultural commodities as authorized by 
the Agricultural Trade Development and As- 
sistance Act of 1954 (Public Law 480, 83d 
Cong). 

Paragraph 3 of section 407 of the Senate 
bill provided that appropriations for quar- 
ters allowances for personnel occupying 
family housing procured in this manner 
would be available for reimbursement to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation in an amount 
equivalent to the dollar value of the foreign 
currencies used. This provision contem- 
plated an annual transfer of appropriations 
that otherwise would be available for the 
payment of quarters allowances to personnel 
occupying the housing until the Commodity 
Credit Corporation had received full reim- 
bursement for the currencies that had been 
acquired by the sale of surplus agricultural 
commodities from the stocks of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. 

The House position was that there should 
be authority for the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration to be reimbursed within the pe- 
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riod of the fiscal year in which the foreign 
currencies were used for the procurement 
of housing in an amount equivalent to the 
total dollar value of the currencies used. 

The language agreed to in conference au- 
thorizes the transfer of unexpended bal- 
ances of appropriations for quarters allow- 
ances to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
in an amount equivalent to the dollar value 
of foreign currencies used in any fiscal year. 
The extent of the authority for the procure- 
ment of family housing in foreign countries 
through the use of funds acquired by the 
sale of surplus agricultural commodities was 
reduced from $75 million to $25 million. 

The compromise language relative to the 
reimbursement of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation presupposes the existence of 
unexpended balances of appropriations for 
quarters allowances. Since the extent of the 
monetary authorization for this purpose was 
reduced to $25 million, the conferees have 
reason to believe that unexpended balances 
in this amount will be available for the pur- 
pose of reimbursement in full to the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. 

If this method of procuring family housing 
in foreign countries proves feasible, and the 
Congress in future years should decide to 
expand this authority, the subject of re- 
imbursing the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion for commodities used in generating for- 
eign currencies can be reexamined at that 
time. 

I should like to say that the Senate con- 
ferees are no less desirous than their coun- 
terparts in the House that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall not be unfairly 
charged with the cost of military housing. 
I believe that the language agreed to by the 
conferees is a satisfactory solution of the 
problem of Commodity Credit Corporation 
reimbursement, at least for the authority 
contained in this act, and I move the adop- 
tion of the conference report. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I move the 
adoption of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 


INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN OF- 
FENSES BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2308) to authorize and direct the investi- 
gation by the Attorney General of cer- 
tain offenses, and for other purposes, 
which were, on page 1, line 9, strike out 
all after “Code”, over through States)“ 
in line 1, page 2, and on page 2, line 12, 
after complaint“, insert Provided, 
That, the provisions of this section shall 
not limit, in any way, the existing au- 
thority of the military departments to in- 
vestigate persons or offenses over which 
the Armed Forces have jurisdiction un- 
der the Uniform Code of Military Justice: 
Provided further, That the provisions of 
this section shall not limit, in any way, 
the primary authority of the Postmaster 
General to investigate postal offenses.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, this 
bill was amended by the House of Repre- 
sentatives in order to take care of a ques- 
tion raised by the Department of the 
Army in order to safeguard its right to 
have certain investigations made in the 
Defense Department. The amendment 
has been cleared with the Department 
of Justice, and is in complete agreement 
with the spirit of the bill, as introduced. 
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Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
concur in the amendments of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Delaware that the 
Senate concur in the amendments of the 
House of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 


EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT OF 
RENEGOTIATION ACT OF 1951 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 644, 
House bill 6287, to extend and amend 
the Renegotiation Act of 1951. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be read by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
6287) to extend and amend the Rene- 
gotiation Act of 1951. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(H. R. 6287) to extend and amend the 
Renegotiation Act of 1951, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Finance with amendments, and on which 
additional amendments had been re- 
ported by the Finance Committee on 
May 18, 1954. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I submit and send to the desk, on 
behalf of the majority leader and my- 
self, a proposed unanimous-consent 
agreement regarding the time available 
for the consideration of this bill and the 
amendments thereto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
proposed unanimous-consent agreement 
will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, That during the further consid- 
eration of Calendar No. 644, House bill 6287, 
an act to extend and amend the Renego- 
tiation Act of 1951, debate on any amend- 
ment or motion (including appeals) shall 
be limited to not exceeding one-half hour, 
to be equally divided and controlled, respec- 
tively, by the mover of any such amendment 
or motion and the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. MILLIKIN] in the event he is opposed 
to any such amendment or motion; other- 
wise, by the mover and the minority leader: 
Provided, That no amendment that is not 
germane to the subject matter of the said 
bill shall be received: And provided further, 
That debate upon the bill itself shall be 
limited to not exceeding one hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled, respectively, 
by the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN | 
and the Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the proposed unanimous- 
consent agreement? Without objection, 
it is agreed to. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Colorado. Will the Senator from 
Colorado state how much time he desires 
to yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I shall now present 
my opening statement. We have not 
reached the question of amendments. 
What time have I? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is a time limit on the bill. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield myself 10 
minutes on the bill. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator may have whatever time he 
wishes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. On May 19, 1954, the 
Committee on Finance reported addi- 
tional amendments to the bill (H. R. 
6287) to extend and amend the Renego- 
tiation Act of 1951. I move that the pre- 
vious committee amendments and the 
additional amendments be agreed to en 
bloc and made a part of the bill, as 
though it were a clean copy, and that 
the bill then be subject to further 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the committee amend- 
ments will be agreed to en bloc. 

The committee amendments agreed to 
en bloc are as follows: 


On page 1, after line 5, to insert: 

“Src, 2. (a) Section 105 (f) (1) of such act 
is amended by striking out ‘$250,000’ wher- 
ever it appears therein and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: ‘$250,000, in the 
case of a fiscal year ending before June 30, 
1953, or #500,000 in the case of a fiscal year 
ending on or after June 30, 1953.’ 

“(b) Section 105 (f) (3) of such act is 
amended by inserting in the second sen- 
tence thereof, after ‘the $250,000 amount’ 
the following: ‘, the $500,000 amount,'.” 

On page 2, line 3, to change the section 
number from “2” to “3”; in line 24, to change 
the section number from “3” to “4.” 

On page 3, after line 14, to strike out: 

“Sec. 4. Section 106 (d) of such act is 
hereby amended by striking out the period 
at the end of paragraph (5) and inserting 
in lieu thereof a semicolon, and by inserting 
after paragraph (5) the following new para- 
graph: 

“*(6) any contract or subcontract for the 
making or furnishing of a standard commer- 
cial article, if, in the opinion of the Board, 
competitive conditions affecting the sale of 
such article are such as will reasonably pro- 
tect the Government against excessive 
prices.’ ” 

And insert: 

“Sec. 5. (a) Section 106 (a) of such act 
is hereby amended by striking out the period 
at the end of paragraph (7) and inserting in 
lieu thereof a semicolon, and by inserting 
after paragraph (7) the following new para- 
graph: 

8) any contract or subcontract for the 
making or furnishing of a standard com- 
mercial article, unless the Board makes a 
specific finding that competitive conditions 
affecting the sale of such article are such as 
will not reasonably protect the Government 
from excessive prices. For the purpose of 
this paragraph— 

„A The term “article” includes any 
material, part, assembly, machinery, equip- 
ment, or other personal property; and 

„%) The term “standard commercial 
article” means an article— 

“*(1) which is substantially identical in 
every material respect with an article which 
was manufactured and sold, and in general 
civilian, industrial, or commercial use, prior 
to June 1, 1950, or 

“*(2) which is substantially identical in 
every material respect with an article which 
is manufactured and sold, as a competitive 
product, by more than one manufacturer, or 
which is an article of the same kind and 
having the same use or uses as an article 
manufactured and sold, as a competitive 
product, by more than one manufacturer, 
or 

“*(3) which is the subject of any prime 
contract entered into pursuant to competi- 
tive bidding. 

An article made in whole or in part of sub- 
stitute materials but otherwise identical in 
every material respect with the article with 
which it is compared under clause (1) or 
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(2) shall be considered as identical in every 
material respect with such article with which 
it is so compared.’ 

“(b) The amendment made by this sec- 
tion shall apply only with respect to fiscal 
years (as defined in section 103 (h) of the 
Renegotiation Act of 1951) ending on or 
after June 30, 1953.” 

On page 5, line 13, to change the sec- 
tion number from “5” to “6.” 


The additional amendments reported 
by Mr. MILLIKIN, from the Committee on 
Finance on May 19, 1954, and agreed 
to en bloc, are as follows: 

On page 3, after line 2, insert the follow- 


g: 

“(b) Paragraph (1) of section 106 (e) of 
such act is further amended by inserting 
*(A)’ after the word ‘except’ and by adding 
before the period at the end of such para- 
graph the following: ‘and (B) to receipts 
and accruals from contracts for new du- 
rable productive equipment in cases in which 
the Board finds that the new durable pro- 
ductive equipment covered by such contracts 
cannot be adapted, converted, or retooled 
for commercial use'.“ 

On page 3, line 3, strike out “(b)” and in- 
sert (c).“ 

On page 3, line 11, strike out “(c)” and 
insert “(d).” 

On page 3, lines 11 and 12, strike out 
“subsections (a) and (b)” and insert “sub- 
sections (a), (b), and (c).” 

Beginning on page 3, line 24, strike out 
all through line 12 on page 5 and insert the 
following: 

“Sec. 5. (a) Section 106 (a) of such act 
is hereby amended— 

“(1) by striking out, in paragraph (7), 
‘by reason of this subsection.’ and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘by reason of any paragraph, 
other than paragraph (8), of this subsection; 
or’; and 

“(2) by adding at the end of such section 
the following: 

“*(8) any contract or subcontract for the 
making or furnishing of a standard commer- 
cial article, unless the Board makes a specific 
finding that competitive conditions affect- 
ing the sale of such article are such as will 
not reasonably prevent excessive profits. 
This paragraph shall apply to any such con- 
tract or subcontract only if (1) the contrac- 
tor or subcontractor files, at such time and 
in such form and detail as the Board shall 
by regulations prescribe, such information 
and data as may be required by the Board 
under its regulations for the purpose of en- 
abling it to reach a decision with respect 
to the making of a specific finding under 
this paragraph, and (2) within a period of 
6 months after the date of filing of such 
information and data, the Board fails to 
make a specific finding that competitive con- 
ditions affecting the sale of such article are 
such as will not reasonably prevent exces- 
sive profits, or (3) within such 6-month 
period, the Board makes a specific finding 
that competitive conditions affecting the 
sale of such article are such as will reason- 
ably prevent excessive profits. Any con- 
tractor or subcontractor may waive the ex- 
emption provided in this paragraph with 
respect to receipts or accruals in any fiscal 
year by including a statement to such effect 
in the financial statement filed by such con- 
tractor or subcontractor for such fiscal year 
pursuant to section 105 (e) (1). Any spe- 
cific finding of the Board under this para- 
graph shall not be reviewed or redetermined 
by any court or agency other than by the 
Tax Court of the United States in a pro- 
ceeding for a redetermination of the amount 
of excessive profits determined by an order 
of the Board. For the purpose of this 
paragraph 

“*(A) the term “article” includes any ma- 
terial, part, component, assembly, machin- 
ery, equipment, or other personal property; 
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„B) the term “standard commercial 
article” means an article— 

“*(1) which, in the normal course of busi- 
ness, is customarily manufactured for stock, 
and is customarily maintained in stock by 
the manufacturer or any dealer, distributor, 
or other commercial agency for the market- 
ing of such article; or 

“*(2) which is manufactured and sold by 
more than two persons for general civilian 
industrial or commercial use, or which is 
identical in every material respect with an 
article so manufactured and sold; 

„) the term “identical in every ma- 
terial respect” means of the same kind, 
manufactured of the same or substitute ma- 
terials, and having the same industrial or 
commercial use or uses, without necessarily 
being of identical specifications; and 

„% D) the term “persons” does not in- 
clude any person under control of, or con- 
trolling, or under common control with any 
other person considered for the purposes of 
subparagraph (B) (2) of this paragraph.’ 

“(b) The amendments made by subsec- 
tion (a) shall apply to contracts with the 
Departments and subcontracts only to the 
extent of the amounts received or accrued 
by a contractor or subcontractor after De- 
cember $1, 1953.” 

On page 5, after line 12, insert the following 
new section: 

“Sec. 6. (a) Section 106 (a) (4) of such 
act is hereby amended by striking out ‘; or’ 
at the end thereof and inserting the follow- 
ing: ‘and to such furnishing or sale in any 
case in which the Board finds the regulatory 
aspects of rates for such furnishing or sale, 
or the type and nature of the contract for 
such furnishing or sale, are such as to indi- 
cate, in the opinion of the Board, that exces- 
sive profits are improbable; or.’ 

“(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall apply only with respect to fiscal 
years (as defined in sec. 103 (h) of the 
Renegotiation Act of 1951) ending on or after 
December 31, 1953.” 

On page 5, after line 12, insert the following 
new section: 

“Sec. 7. (a) Section 105 (d) of such act 
is hereby amended by striking out the period 
at the end of the last sentence thereof and 
inserting the following: ‘, and shall also 
have the power to set aside and declare null 
and void any such agreement if, upon a 
request made to the Board within 3 years 
from the date of such agreement, the Board 
finds as a fact that the aggregate of the 
amounts received or accrued by the other 
party to such agreement during the fiscal 
year covered by such agreement was not more 
than the minimum amounts subject to rene- 
gotiation specified in section 105 (f) for such 
fiscal year.’ 

“(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall be effective as if it were a part 
of the Renegotiation Act of 1951 on the date 
of its enactment.” 

On page 5, strike out lines 13 through 15 
and insert the following: 

“Src. 8. Section 201 (h) of such act is 
hereby amended by striking out ‘2 years’ 
and inserting in Meu thereof ‘4 years’, and 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: ‘If any such case has been 
dismissed by any court for failure to sub- 
stitute for the War Contracts Price Adjust- 
ment Board prior to the effective date of this 
sentence, such case is hereby revived and 
reinstated in such court as if it had not been 
dismissed.’ ” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
as now amended is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. This bill was dis- 
cussed by me in the Senate on July 29, 
1953, but was withdrawn pending further 
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study by the committee. Your com- 
mittee, after hearing the full Renegotia- 
tion Board, has reported certain addi- 
tional amendments. Because of the 
lapse of time since the matter was be- 
fore the Senate, my discussion is in- 
tended to cover a detailed explanation of 
the bill in its entirety. 

Section 1 of the bill extends the re- 
negotiation authority for 1 year, to 
December 31, 1954. Unless the Renego- 
tiation Act is extended, amounts received 
or accrued by defense contractors and 
subcontractors during 1954 will not be 
subject to renegotiation and the Govern- 
ment will not be adequately protected 
against payment of excessive prices in 
the execution of the national defense 
program. Under the bill renegotiation 
will not be applicable to receipts or 
accruals attributable to -performance 
after December 31, 1954. 

Section 2 of the bill is the same as 
that contained in the bill reported by 
our committee last year. This section 
raises the minimum amount subject to 
renegotiation from $250,000 to $500,000 
with respect to fiscal years ending on 
-and after June 30, 1953. This amend- 
ment has the approval of the Board, 
since it will permit the Board to con- 
centrate on the larger cases, and there- 
fore facilitate administration of the act. 
The number of filings has been about 
40,000 for each of the calendar years 
1951 and 1952. Filings for 1953, nor- 
Mally due on April 1, 1954, were post- 
poned by the Board due to pending leg- 
islation. 

Section 3 of the bill remains un- 
changed. This section amends section 
106 (a) (6) of the act, relating to man- 
datory exemptions. The amendment 
makes it clear that there should be ex- 
empt from renegotiation contracts with 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
for materials and services to be used in 
the manufacture and sale of synthetic 
rubber to the extent that such materials 
or services are required for the manu- 
facture of synthetic rubber for sale 
thereof to a private person or private 
persons for nondefense purposes. The 
Board concurs in the desirability of this 
provision and has already caused a di- 
rective to be issued to that effect. 

Section 4 of the bill relates to the relief 
provided for in section 106 (c) of the act 
for durable productive equipment. Un- 
der the existing law certain special relief 
was granted for new durable productive 
equipment with respect to subcontracts. 
The House bill extends this relief to con- 
tracts direct with the Government. For 
example, under the House bill, if the 
Government purchases for its own ac- 
count a $100,000 machine tool having an 
estimated useful life of 20 years, the por- 
tion of the profits subject to renegotia- 
tion will be the proportion which 5 years 
bears to the estimated life, which is one- 
fourth. The committee amendment de- 
nies this relief in the case of contracts 
with the Government in cases where the 
Board finds that the new durable pro- 
ductive equipment covered by such con- 
tract cannot be adapted, converted, or 
retooled for commercial use. The Board 
has approved of this amendment. 
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Section 5 of the reported bill provided 
a mandatory exemption for standard 
commercial articles unless the Board 
made a specific finding that competitive 
conditions affecting the sale of such arti- 
cle were such as will not reasonably pro- 
tect the Government from excessive 
prices, Your committee has reconsid- 
ered this amendment particularly be- 
cause it was felt that the Board did not 
have a sufficient investigative staff to 
make such a determination in the first 
instance. Under the changed version, 
which the Board states is administra- 
tively feasible, it is required, first, that 
the specific finding be made as to ex- 
cessive profits” instead of “excessive 
prices”; second, that the contractor or 
subcontractor file information with the 
Board containing sufficient data to en- 
able the Board to make such a finding; 
and third, that if within 6 months after 
the date such information is filed the 
Board does not make a specific finding 
that competitive conditions affecting the 
sale of such article are such as will not 
reasonably prevent excessive profits, the 
exemption willapply. Under the amend- 
ment the Board may make a specific 
finding without waiting for the expira- 
tion of such 6 months’ period. The 
amendment applies only to amounts re- 
ceived or accrued by a contractor or sub- 
contractor after December 31, 1953. The 
definition of standard commercial arti- 
cles has also been rewritten to make it 
easier for the Board to determine 
whether an article should be classed as 
a standard commercial article, 

At this point I should like to read a 
letter from George C. McConnaughey, 
Chairman of the Renegotiation Board, 
addressed to me as chairman of the Sen- 
ate Committee on Finance. The letter 
is dated August 13, 1954, and reads as 
follows: 

My Dran Mr. CHARMAN: TI understand 
that H. R. 6287, the bill to extend and amend 
the Renegotiation Act of 1951, together with 
amendments recommended by your commit- 
tee, will be presented to the Senate in the 
immediate future. 

As previously indicated to you and your 
committee, the Renegotiation Board has 
been consistently in favor of the extension 
of the Renegotiation Act with amendments. 

With respect to the proposed amendment 
affecting new durable productive equipment, 
the Renegotiation Board takes no position 
inasmuch as it believes the matter presents 
no administrative problems and is purely a 
subject for congressional consideration on 
the question of the extent of exemption 
which the peculiar problems of that indus- 
try require. 

The Renegotiation Board has been pri- 
marily concerned with the administrative 
problem presented by the proposed amend- 
ment for standard commercial articles. The 
Renegotiation Board has discussed this prob- 
lem thoroughly with the staff of your com- 
mittee and has coordinated the language 
which your committee proposes to recom- 
mend as a substitute for the standard com- 
mercial article exemption passed by the 
House of Representatives. 

In the opinion of the Renegotiation Board, 
the standard commercial article exemption, 
as now recommended by the Senate Finance 
Committee, presents, through the definitions 
therein contained, a clearer legislative intent 
than that passed by the House. Moreover, 
the exemption as recommended by your 
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committee gives greater guidance for the im- 
plementation of such exemption and is sus- 
ceptible of fairer and more equitable admin- 
istration. 
Respectfully yours, 
GEORGE C. MCCONNAUGHEY, 
Chairman. 


Section 6 gives the Renegotiation 
Board discretionary authority to exempt 
from renegotiation contracts for space or 
commodity transportation on ships if the 
Board finds that the regulatory aspects 
of the rates charged are such as to indi- 
cate in the opinion of the Board that 
excessive profits are improbable. This 
amendment applies only to fiscal years 
ending on or after December 31, 1953. 

Section 7 gives the Board authority to 
set aside and declare null and void any 
renegotiation agreement if, upon a re- 
quest made to the Board within 3 years 
from the date of such agreement, the 
Board finds as a fact that the aggregate 
of the amounts received or accrued by 
the other party to such agreement during 
the fiscal year covered by such agree- 
ment was not more than the minimum 
amount subject to renegotiation for such 
year. Thus, if the Board had renegoti- 
ated amounts below the $250,000 mini- 
mum limit now in the law, such renego- 
tiation could be set aside. 

Section 8 extends until March 23, 1955, 
the time within which the United States 
can be substituted for the World War II 
Contract Price Adjustment Board in 
suits before the Tax Court. It further 
provides that if any such case has been 
dismissed by any court for failure to sub- 
stitute the War Contracts Price Adjust- 
ment Board prior to the effective date of 
this sentence, such case is hereby re- 
vived and reinstated in such court as if it 
had not been dismissed. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As the Senator 
knows, in 1951, when the 1951 act was 
being debated, the late Senator Butler of 
Nebraska and several other Senators 
offered an amendment with relation to 
scoured wool. That amendment was 
taken to conference, but did not come out 
of conference, and was not included as 
an exemption in the renegotiation bill. 
I should like to ask the chairman of 
the Committee on Finance if the com- 
mittee, in considering these amendments 
at this time, considered the subject of 
scoured wool, and whether it should not 
be exempted as being, like other agri- 
cultural products, in the first state, 
rather than in a processed state. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. In the first place, I 
should say that it is not my memory that 
the committee specifically considered 
that question. In the second place, I be- 
lieve there is a rather wide field of specu- 
lation over the proper placing of scoured 
wool, I do not believe we would be war- 
ranted in taking an amendment to con- 
ference for decision of that question. 

It might be better added to another 
bill. There will be one or two bills, I 
hope—of course I cannot guarantee it— 
on which such an amendment would be 
8 55 appropriate than on the pending 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. In other words, 
the position of the Senator is that there 
will be another bill this year? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am hoping that 
there will be another bill this year. 
However, all I can do is take what I 
believe are the signs and indications. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In other words, 
what the Senator from Colorado believes 
is that if the question should be raised by 
me—of course he knows there are many 
people in Massachusetts interested in 
wool and that there is a great market 
there for wool—it should not be raised in 
connection with this bill, but, instead, 
another bill, either this year or next 
year? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I believe it should be 
raised this year, and if it is not raised 
this year, I can assure the Senator it will 
receive the careful attention of the com- 
mittee next year. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the Sen- 
ator. Ishould like to ask one more ques- 
tion. I listened to the Senator’s exposi- 
tion of the bill, in which he said the limit 
had been raised from $250,000 to $500,- 
000. Does that mean that any contract 
under $500,000 would not be subject to 
renegotiation in any event? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Houmpurey in the chair), The Senator’s 
time has expired. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield myself an ad- 
ditional 5 minutes. 

After June 30, 1953, any contract 
which involved less than $500,000 is not 
renegotiable. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. A wool contract 
would have to be a very substantial con- 
tract, as I understand, to be subject to 
renegotiation, in any event. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It would, indeed. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the Sen- 
ator for his answers to my questions, be- 
cause, as I say, this is a matter of con- 
siderable importance to a number of cit- 
izens in Massachusetts. I shall take the 
Senator’s advice and not press my 
amendment to this bill, but be prepared 
to offer it to another bill. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Iappreciate the Sen- 
ator’s attitude. I may say, as chairman 
of the Committee on Finance, I am well 
aware of the extreme importance of vari- 
ous aspects of the wool business to the 
citizens of Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I appreciate the 
Senator’s statement. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I do not know 
whether I understood exactly what the 
Senator said with respect to June 30, 
1953. Do I correctly understand that 
after June 30, 1953, any contract above 
$500,000 would be subject to renegotia- 
tion, or did he say below $500,000? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. For exemption, it 
would have to be less than $500,000 after 
that date. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Any contract made 
after June 30, 1953, for less than $500,000 
would be exempt from action by the Re- 
negotiation Board. Is that correct? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 

Mr. SMATHERS. As I understand, 
the bill contemplates extending the Re- 
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negotiation Board and its actions for 1 


9 year. 
MILLIKIN, To the end of the 
arent year. 

Mr. SMATHERS. To- the end of the 
current year? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to ask 
the Senator one more question. It has 
to do with section 6, on page 5, of the 
additional amendments. Is section 6 
limited to contracted space for the trans- 
portation of commodities? In other 
words, is it limited to a transportation 
matter? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think it is a little 
bit broader than what the Senator has 
in mind. The exact language reads: 

Sec. 6. (a) Section 106 (a) (4) of such act 
is hereby amended by striking out “; or” 
at the end thereof and inserting the follow- 
ing: “and to such furnishing or sale in any 
case in which the Board finds that the regu- 
latory aspects of rates for such furnishing or 
sale, or the type and nature of the contract 
for such furnishing or sale, are such as to 
indicate, in the opinion of the Board, that 
excessive profits are improbable; or.” 


Mr. SMATHERS. Will the Senator 
give me a little more elucidation on that 
point? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I believe the Board 
would have the discretionary power to 
determine whether that is true. 

Mr. SMATHERS. If it appeared to 
the Board that a contract negotiated be- 
tween the Government and a private 
contractor would lead them to believe 
that excessive profits were improbable, 
they would not, obviously, investigate it. 

Mr. That is absolutely 
correct, I think that through the act 
runs the idea that if some regulatory 
power had as a part of its normal busi- 
ness the determination of the question 
whether fair rates have been applied, 
the Board would be directed to take the 
judgment of the body which had proper 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Is it the Senator’s 
feeling that we should continue the Re- 
negotiation Board somewhat indefinite- 
ly, as we do, year after year, when we find 
that the Korean war has now come to 
an end—and I hope that we do not get 
into a similar small war—and is it not 
the Senator’s feeling that we should fi- 
nally get back to the basis of competitive 
bidding, with people who enter into con- 
tracts through competitive business hav- 
ing a right to rely on contracts, without 
having hanging over their heads the fear 
that the contracts will be renegotiated? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have that feeling 
very strongly. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Apropos of the question 
which has been asked by the Senator 
from Florida, the junior Senator from 
South Dakota observes that when we 
first established renegotiation as a means 
of controlling excessive profits, early in 
World War II, we did not have the ex- 
cess-profits tax; nor did we have the de- 
velopment of the various tax methods 
of reaching war profits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s time has expired. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 15 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I yield myself 5 more 
minutes. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, of course 
we also had the problem of facilities 
loaned or financed by the Government, 
and the normal percentage of tax, a tax 
based upon a percentage of volume which 
did not reach profits made possible by 
facilities loaned by the Government, but 
I share in the opinion expressed by the 
Senator from Colorado that we should 
not consider the renegotiation proposed 
as something to be used in normal times 
and under normal conditions. 

I will say for the Recorp that when 
Maurice Karker, the first head of the 
Price Adjustment Board, was testifying 
before the House Committee on Appro- 
priations for the War Department, he 
made that point very definitely. I think 
that was the first pronouncement by any 
head of the Price Adjustment Board that 
we should not have renegotiation under 
normal conditions. But I note that the 
amendment proposed by the Senate 
Committee on Finance uses the follow- 
5 language in setting forth the exemp- 

on: 

Any contract or subcontract for the making 
or fur nishing of a standard commercial arti- 
cle, unless the board makes a specific find- 
ing that competitive conditions affecting the 
sale of such article are such as will not rea- 
sonably protect the Government from ex- 
cessive prices. 


5 very glad that language has been 
used. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am delighted that 
the Senator is pleased with it. 

Mr. CASE. I think it means that the 
committee is saying that when we are 
operating under competitive conditions, 
we do not need renegotiation—— 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The article is then 
exempt. 

Mr. CASE. And we do not need the 
renegotiation concept. 

I applaud the committee’s discern- 
ment. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield on that 
point? 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thoroughly agree 
with what the able Senator from South 
Dakota has said. The only present ob- 
jection I have relates to the narrow 
definition of what are called standard 
articles. As I understand, the definition 
does not include too wide a range of 
articles. Today many small companies 
have entered into a competitive situa- 
tion and have finally received a con- 
tract from the Government. They do 
not have much money or much by way of 
reserves. Yet, they must keep all the 
money they make in the bank; they can- 
not use it for fear the contract may be 
renegotiated a year or two in the future, 
and then they will have to make good to 
the Government. 

So I say again that I appreciate the 
able chairman’s views that since a com- 
petitive situation now exists the law 
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should come to an end as quickly as it 
may be possible to bring it to an end. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I thank the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. President, I now yield to the Sena- 
tor from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, is it in 
order to offer an amendment at this 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAR- 
RETT in the chair). It is in order to offer 
an amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN. I offer my amendment 
designated “8-13-54-A.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
line 14, it is proposed to strike out “June 
30, 1953” and insert “June 30, 1952.” 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify my amend- 
ment by inserting the date March 23, 
1951. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has a right to modify his own 
amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN. I desire to modify the 
amendment to read “March 23, 1951.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are two dates in the Senator’s amend- 
ment. To which one does the Senator 
refer? 

Mr. MARTIN. On page 3, line 14, 
strike out “June 30, 1953” and insert 
“March 23, 1951.“ That is the date of 
the enactment of the law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania, as modified. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
line 14, it is proposed to strike out “June 
30, 1953” and insert “March 23, 1951.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania, as modified. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, amendment “A,” which 
I have called up, would make section 4 of 
the bill, as amended by the additional 
committee amendments, retroactive to 
March 23, 1951. 

As the committee amendment reads, 
section 4 would apply only to fiscal years 
ending on or after June 30, 1953. 

As has been so ably presented by the 
distinguished chairman of the Senate 
Finance Committee, the purpose of sec- 
tion 4 of the pending bill, is to eliminate 
the discriminatory and unjust provisions 
of the Renegotiation Act of 1951. 

I hope that with equal clarity I may 

be able to point out why it is desirable 
not only to remove the discrimination 
for fiscal years ending on or after June 
30, 1953, but to make section 4 applica- 
ble retroactively to March 23, 1951. 

The unfair conditions which existed 
with respect to 1953, and which will ex- 
ist in the future, are even more true 
with respect to the years 1951 and 1952. 
In actual fact, the discrimination was 
probably more intense and more severe 
in 1951 and 1952 than in 1953. 

This is true because the concentra- 
tion of productive equipment procure- 
ment was greater in 1951 and 1952 than 
in subsequent years. It is in the early 
part of an emergency, while plants are 
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being retooled for emergency produc- 
tion, that heavy Government buying of 
machine tools and other productive 
equipment would occur. 

So far as I know, there has been only 
one objection to a retroactive amend- 
ment that would cover the entire period 
of renegotiation, back to the effective 
date of the act, January 1, 1951. That 
objection is that retroactivity would 
place undue administrative burdens 
upon the Renegotiation Board. By ad- 
ministrative burdens is meant, so far as 
I can determine, that the Board might 
be required to go back and refigure on 
the basis of the new section 4, contracts 
which have already been determined. 

When H. R. 6287 was being considered 
last year, such a retroactive provision 
would not have imposed much of a bur- 
den, in that the Renegotiation Board had 
at that time acted upon only a few cases. 
Now, it is my understanding, the Board 
has progressed considerably with cases 
filed in 1951. 

I venture to predict that if section 4 
of the bill is made retroactive so as to 
apply on or after March 23, 1951, the 
Board will actually face less, rather than 
more, of an administrative problem. 
This is true because some of the most dif- 
ficult cases are those in which the con- 
tractor knows that he is being unfairly 
treated under the discriminatory fea- 
tures of the existing law. It is only nat- 
ural that he should resist at every step, 
and these controversies are increasing. 
Unless we write a fair law, I believe they 
will soon clog the docket of the tax court. 

Mr. President, we must remember that 
when we faced the recent emergency and 
looked at the machine tool industry to 
produce the necessary tools and equip- 
ment, our Government went to the best 
companies in the business to get the job 
done. Our leading machine tool manu- 
facturers became the prime contrac- 
tors—and in most cases devoted all of 
their production to Government con- 
tracts. Why should they not be given 
at least the same consideration and 
treatment as those companies which sup- 
plied tools and machines as subcontrac- 
tors. That is what section 4 proposes to 
correct—and my amendment would make 
that correction retroactive to years on 
or after March 31, 1951. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I may say to the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania that the Board has already finished 
many of the 1951 ͤ and 1952 cases. I am 
afraid the Senator’s amendment would 
open up the whole subject and cause 
endless confusion by going back into 
those years. 

If the bill be studied, I think it will 
be found that the machine-tool compa- 
nies have been pretty well treated. I 
read a part of the mechanism for han- 
dling machine tools. It gives a good 
example of how they have been treated 
in the bill. I think it would be a mis- 
take to put something in the bill which 
would have a retroactive effect with 
respect to opening up 1951 and 1952 
cases, as to which determination already 
has been made. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the distin- 
fates Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
BusH]. 
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Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, the ma- 
chine-tool industry is one of the more 
important employers of labor in my 
State. It is a very important part of 
our economy and, therefore, is some- 
thing in which we are very much in- 
terested. The feast-or-famine nature 
of the machine-tool industry has been 
such over the years that, I believe, it 
deserves some special consideration, such 
as the committee of which the distin- 
guished Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is chairman is prepared to ac- 
cord it. 

I speak in support of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania. I have in my hand the commit- 
tee report. On page 3, in the paragraph 
entitled “Prime Contracts for Machine 
Tools,” I read the following: 

The fact that many Government purchases 
of machine tools at the present are for 
stockpiling purposes makes this amendment 
essential. By making sales of this type to 
the Government, the industry is, in effect, 
destroying the future market for its products 
because the eventual release of the Govern- 
ment stockpile will serve to satisfy normal 
demand. Thus, the amendment merely re- 
quires recognition of the fact that defense 
use can be expected to represent only a por- 
tion of the useful life of the equipment 
soid under prime contracts. 


One of my constituents, who is active 
in this industry has written me as fol- 
lows. This may be directly in point 
with what the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado has said: 

We do not believe that there can be any 
objection of substance to the full retroactive 
application of the recommended change in 
partial mandatory exemption. Any objection 
based upon workload or administrative diffi- 
culty should yield to the equity and justice 
of the complete application of the principle 
involved in such change. Contractors who 
are involved, if they see fit, should have an 
opportunity to assume the workload which 
falls primarily on them. 


The question I wish to ask the Senator 
from Colorado is this: If this kind of 
amendment, this kind of concession, is 
good for 1 year, why is it not good all the 
way back? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Every problem of tax- 
ation involves the same question. As- 
suming we are progressive with our tax 
laws, a taxpayer can easily say, “If this 
is right now, why has it not been right 
during the past 20 years?” Following 
that theory, one would never reach a 
point of repose in the taxation statutes. 

Mr. BUSH. I certainly agree with the 
Senator that speaking particularly in 
connection with matters of tax law, the 
tax laws change from time to time. But 
we say that it was right in 1952, and on 
this particular point it was right in 1952. 
It seems to me they are exactly the 
same. I do not see why the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado will not take this 
excellent amendment under his wing. 

Mr. . The reports for 1953 
are not yet available. The time was ex- 
tended until September 1, in order to ac- 
commodate those making such reports, 

Mr. BUSH. All we wanted to get was 
special treatment for the machine tool 
companies, and to extend the time back 
to that date. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I hope the Senator 
from Connecticut will not press the 
amendment at this time, because the 
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Committee on Finance has much busi- 
ness yet to consider with the House Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. Confer- 
ences are being held now on other bills, 
and we are not reaching agreements 
very fast. We shall be sending many 
bills to conference, and they will cer- 
tainly be killed if we include a number 
of amendments such as this. I hope the 
Senator will not press the amendment. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Colorado object 
to an amendment on page 4, line 10, to 
include a definition of “standard com- 
mercial articles’? The amendment 
would be, after the semicolon, to insert 
“or” and between lines 10 and 11 to in- 
sert the following: = 

3. Which is the subject of any competitive 
bid contract designed to modernize, repair, 
and/or increase the United States merchant 
marine fleet. 


To be perfectly frank with the Sen- 
ator, there are in Florida a number of 
small shipyards which have entered into 
competitive bidding for contracts with 
the Government, and which have re- 
ceived contracts after competitive bid- 
ding. From the contracts in each in- 
stance they have realized profits, which 
have not been large. Nonetheless, the 
contracts are subject to renegotiation, 
and the companies do not know what 
they can do so far as future reinvestment 
is concerned. They feel, and I share 
their feeling, that they are not proper 
subjects for renegotiation of contracts, 
and possibly one way in which they could 
be helped would be by the adoption of 
such an amendment as I have suggested. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It has been sug- 
gested that contractors such as the Sen- 
ator has in mind could get assistance 
under the discretionary powers of the 
Board. 

The Senator is a distinguished mem- 
ber of the Finance Committee. Let him 
bring such a situation to our attention. 
I do not believe objection will be made. 
I should dislike very much to include 
anything in the bill which would be 
likely to prevent an agreement in con- 
ference. I am afraid that by agreeing 
to this amendment we would have an- 
other point upon which we could not 
agree. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I appreciate the po- 
sition of the distinguished Senator as to 
the inadvisability of writing a technical 
bill on the floor. For that reason, I cer- 
tainly shall not press the amendment. 
However, I appreciate the distinguished 
Senator’s statement that, in his opinion, 
he does not believe the Renegotiation 
Board would be justified in renegotiating 
the contract of a small contractor which 
was obtained on a purely competitive 
basis, and who has obviously not made 
an excessive profit. Nevertheless, he 
must stand in readiness, with what little 
profit he has, in the event the Renego- 
tiation Board might find against him and 
take a part of his profit away from him. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not wish to 
pass judgment on a case as to which I 
do not know all the facts; but, as I have 
said, the distinguished Senator from 
Florida is a member of the Committee 
on Finance; and if the Renegotiation 
Board should not use its discretionary 
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powers with wisdom, I hope the Senator 
will let us know about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MARTIN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MARTIN. In connection with 
section 5 of the bill, I wish to ask the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Finance a question. Before doing 
so, I desire to ask if he has had an oppor- 
tunity to read a brief excerpt from the 
committee hearings on H. R. 6287, which 
I placed in his hands. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I shall 
be completely candid. Probably I did. 
But when I go from the Chamber to my 
office, or from my office to the Chamber, 
it almost always happens that someone 
pushes papers into my hand. Usually I 
read them. But I would not be com- 
pletely candid if I were to say with cer- 
tainty that I had read what the Senator 
from Pennsylvania handed me. 

Mr. MARTIN. The distinguished 
Senator from Colorado is entirely too 
young a man to forget such things. 
When one is my age, it is a little dif- 
ferent. 

The excerpt is taken from the printed 
hearings, pages 31 and 32, and is a col- 
loquy between the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Finance and Frank L. Roberts, 
one of the members of the Renegotiation 
Board. It demonstrates the point I wish 
to bring out. 

My question concerns whether or not 
excessive profits can result from sales 
made to the Government when those 
sales are made under published, com- 
petitive prices. I believe it is the view 
of the chairman of the Senate Finance 
Committee, and it is my view, that profits 
made as a result of sales to the Govern- 
ment are not excessive when they are 
made in a completely competitive 
market. 

The Renegotiation Board has taken 
the position in some instances that ex- 
cessive profits may result merely from 
volume of business. I do not believe that 
was intended by the Renegotiation Act. 
I coficede that the Renegotiation Board 
has a right to review the sales of any 
company in order to establish the valid- 
ity of the competitive conditions. I 
deny that the Board may find profits ex- 
cessive on the basis of volume of busi- 
ness, when fully competitive prices 
prevail. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. In most cases I do 
not see how the Renegotiation Board 
could possibly make a finding of exces- 
sive profits where complete, full compet- 
itive conditions prevailed. If one wants 
to use his imagination, he can say that 
war produces a necessity for buying all 
sorts of materials when there is no time 
to figure out the right designs, no ex- 
perience of buying that type of article, or 
the volume is such that the unit cost 
shrinks below the cost which was pro- 
jected. Perhaps something could be 
made of that argument, but I think the 
Renegotiation Board should go very slow 
with that kind of reasoning. 

Mr. MARTIN. I appreciate the very 
fine statement of the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee. 
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Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
at this point in my remarks an excerpt 
from the hearings on H. R. 6287, held on 
February 25, 1954, as found on pages 
31 and 32. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


The CHAIRMAN. Let us assume complete 
fairness of competition. Let us assume that 
there is competition, that there is lively 
competition. Is it your contention that if 
what you consider to be an inordinate profit 
develops out of that kind of a field, that it is 
subject to renegotiation? 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to answer that by saying that I do feel that 
it is subject to renegotiation, but that does 
not imply that there will be a reduction in 
the price through a refund in renegotiation. 

The CHARMAN. What, then, does that 
mean? 

Mr. Roserts. It means that the Govern- 
ment has a right to review or renegotiate 
profits from the Government business in that 
instance. 

The CHARMAN. Let me ask you this again. 
Assuming that there is full and free com- 
petition and a profit is made which you con- 
sider to be a comparatively large profit, do 
you consider that to be subject to renego- 
tiation? 

Mr. Roserts. Again, I say it is subject to 
renegotiation, but I do not wish to imply that 
under those conditions the Board would find 
that it had to make finding of excessive 
profits. ’ 

The CHatrman. Then, you do not quarrel 
with the contention that if the article is in 
free competition, genuine free competition, 
that it should be renegotiated? 

Mr. Roserts. I do not, not since I under- 
stand you to mean being renegotiated, mean 
to have a refund exacted. 

The CHamMAN. I am assuming that out of 
an article in free competition, someone makes 
a large profit. Do you believe that that 
should he renegotiated? 

Mr. Roserts. No, sir; not in the sense that 
I understand you to mean it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is that the feeling of the 
Board? 

Mr. Roserts. I believe so, sir. 

The CHAMMAN,. Then, we come back again 
to the proposition that what you are really 
fussing about is that you want the con- 
tractor to submit the data from which you 
can take a look at the picture and deter- 
mine whether there has been free competi- 
tion and other factors that you take into 
consideration? 

Is that correct? 

Mr. Roserts. That is correct. 

Senator FLANDERS. Mr, Chairman, may I 
pursue this just a little further? It seems 
to me this raises a question as to whether 
any profit under free competition, if it hap- 
pened to be large, is inordinate. That is a 
fundamental question. With free compe- 
tition and a large profit, is that profit inor- 
dinate? Is it socially inordinate or is it 
inordinate from the Government's stand- 
point? Certainly it is there, and if the 
Government can reach its hand into it and 
bring some of it back, is that a good thing, 
when private purchasers are well content to 
pay the price under free competition whien 
gives the so-called inordinate profit? 

The CHAIRMAN. As I have understood the 
witness, in that case, assuming free com- 
petition, they would not be interested in 
renegotiating profits. That would be as- 
suming free competition. Am I correct in 
that? 

Mr. Roserts. You are, sir. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendments to be pro- 
posed, the question is on the engross- 
ment of the amendments and the third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H. R. 6287) was read the 
third time and passed. 


IMPROVEMENT OF UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION PROGRAM 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of H. R. 9709. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Barrett in the chair). Is there objec- 
tion to the unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I wonder if 
there has been an agreement to suggest 
the absence of a quorum. There was no 
request on this side. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. 
quest, but 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bill by title. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 9709) 
to extend and improve the unemploy- 
ment compensation program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 9709) to extend and improve the 
unemployment compensation program. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

— 75 Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, H. R. 
9709 would extend the unemployment 
insurance system to 4 million additional 
workers. The bill would make the fol- 
lowing four important improvements in 
the system: 

First. It will enable some 1.3 million 
workers throughout the country to gain 
the right to unemployment insurance 
benefits from which they are now ex- 
cluded, by making the Federa] unem- 
ployment tax applicable to firms employ- 
ing 4 or more workers in each of 20 
weeks. Present law limits the incidence 
of the Federal tax to employers with 8 
or more workers in the same period. 

Second. Some 2.5 million Federal 
workers who, up to this time, have never 
had any protection against layoff or job 
suspension, will be covered by the bill. 
Thus, for the first time the Federal Gov- 
ernment would provide for its own em- 
ployees, the same right to unemploy- 
ment benefits which it now requires pri- 
vate employers to provide. 

Third, A revision of the experience 
rating factor will make it possible for the 
States to encourage the development of 
new business enterprises. Such new en- 
terprises are now placed at a competi- 
tive disadvantage over established em- 


I have had no re- 
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ployers in the amount of their tax be- 
cause present law sets a waiting period 
of 3 years before permitting new busi- 
nesses the “experience rating” tax re- 
ductions. H. R. 9709 would permit 
States to lower this waiting period to 1 
year, thus helping to equalize the burden 
of the employer tax. 

COVERAGE OF FIRMS EMPLOYING FOUR OR MORE 

INDIVIDUALS 


The extension of coverage of the sys- 
tem to additional workers is in line with 
the recommendations of President Eisen- 
hower. In his Economic Report of Jan- 
uary 1954, he called upon the Congress to 
“amend the present law to cover em- 
ployees of businesses with fewer than 8 
employees, on the ground that such 
workers need protection no less than 
those of larger, and often more stable, 
enterprises“ Economie Report of the 
President, January 1954, page 97. 

The case for a further extension of 
unemployment insurance to uncovered 
groups is really a very simple one. If 
unemployment insurance is a good thing 
for two-thirds of the workers in this 
country who now are covered, certainly it 
is a good thing for as many more workers 
as can be covered without creating ex- 
cessive administrative problems. It has 
been clear for some time that it would 
be practical, administratively, to broaden 
the coverage by Federal action to firms 
employing four or more individuals. The 
majority of State systems have already 
had experience with coverage of small 
firms. In 17 States, employers hiring 
1 or more workers are covered. Two 
States cover firms employing 3 or more, 
8 States—New York, New Jersey, Rhode 
Island, Connecticut, Louisiana, Ken- 
tucky, New Hampshire, and Oregon— 
now have coverage of firms hiring 4 or 
more employees, as provided in this bill. 

Federal responsibility for determining 
the minimum number of employees per 
firm subject to the Federal-State unem- 
ployment insurance system was clearly 
established at the time of enactment of 
the Social Security Act. By requiring 
coverage of firms employing 4 or more 
individuals instead of 8 or more, as is 
provided in present law, the eral 
Government would be continuing to ex- 
ercise the role assigned to it when the 
program was enacted in 1935. Now that 
we are assured that the States have the 
administrative know-how to cover 
smaller firms we can proceed to give un- 
employment insurance protection to 
workers who have been excluded from 
the system because of administrative dif- 
ficulties. 

The tragedy of unemployment is no 
less severe for a man or woman because 
he or she happens to work for a small 
firm instead of a large firm with thou- 
sands of workers. This is the vital 
human consideration which calls for 
prompt enactment of H. R. 9709. 

COVERAGE OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

The second major contribution this bill 
would make is its provision for the cover- 
age of 2.5 million Federal workers under 
the unemployment insurance system. 
In his Economic Report for 1954, the 
President said: 


A worker laid off by a Government agency 
gets no insurance benefits despite the fact 
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that in many types of Federal jobs he is as 
vulnerable to layoff or dismissal as the fac- 
tory worker. It is recommended that Con- 
gress include in the imsurance system the 2.5 
million Federal civilian employees under 
conditions set by the States in which they 
last worked, and that it provide for Federal 
reimbursement to the State of the amount 
of the cost, estimated to be about $25 mil- 
lion for the fiscal year ending in 1955. 


H. R. 9709 would put this recommen- 
dation into effect. It provides unem- 
ployment insurance for Federal civilian 
workers who are employed in the United 
States, including Puerto Rico or the Vir- 
gin Islands, and elsewhere, if citizens 
of the United States. Unemployment 
compensation will be payable to such 
Federal workers who are unemployed 
after December 31, 1954. A Federal 
worker’s right to benefit is to be de- 
termined under the unemployment-com- 
pensation law of the State to which his 
Federal services and wages are assigned. 
Usually, this will be the State in which 
the worker had his official station when 
he became unemployed, or, if he has 
been in Foreign Service, the State in 
which he resides when he files his claim. 
Compensation will not be paid for the 
period with respect to which accrued 
annual leave is paid upon separation. 

The Secretary of Labor is authorized 
to enter into agreements with each 
State, under which the State unemploy- 
ment compensation agency will make 
benefit payments as agent for the United 
States and will be reimbursed by the 
United States for any additional costs of 
such payments. If a State does not have 
such an agreement, the Secretary will 
make the unemployment-compensation 
payments and will apply the benefit 
standards and other provisions of the 
law of such State. Unemployed workers 
filing a claim in Puerto Rico or the Vir- 
gin Islands will be paid according to 
the benefit standards and other provi- 
sions of the unemployment-compensa- 
tion law of the District of Columbia. 

Now let us look at some of the spe- 
cial conditions of their employment 
which call for unemployment insurance 
for Federal workers. Federal civilian 
employees face the risk of unemploy- 
ment on about the same degree as do 
non-Government workers in the same 
kind of employment. 

In this connection, it is important to 
note that approximately one-fourth of 
all Federal employees are so-called 
wage-board, or blue-collar, workers, 
such as mechanics, helpers, and other 
such employees in navy yards, arsenals, 
air installations, and other Government 
facilities. Moreover, the separation rate 
for wage-board employees is higher than 
that for all Federal employees. In 1953 
it averaged 2.9 percent per month, as 
compared with 2.2 percent for all Fed- 
eral employees. Unless we act prompily 
to extend coverage to Federal employees, 
we are asking these blue-collar workers 
performing jobs vital to national defense 
to surrender their right to unemploy- 
ment benefits for any period during 
which they work for the Federal Govern- 
ment. This is not wise, it is not fair, and 
it is not just. H. R. 9709 would correct 
this inequity. 

Because there has been no experience 
with .an unemployment-compensation 
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system for Federal workers, cost esti- 

mates are necessarily rough. Tentative 
estimates of the Department of Labor 
put the annual cost at $35 million. 

The enactment of H. R. 9709 would 
mark a major step forward in the work- 
ing conditions of some 2.5 million Gov- 
ernment workers. May I remind the 
Senate that the bulk of this protection 
would not be limited to Washington, as 
only about 10 percent of Federal em- 
ployees live in the District of Columbia 
metropolitan area. The other 90 percent 
are distributed throughout all of the 
States in the Union. 

I am convinced that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should provide unemployment- 
insurance protection for its employees 
which is at least comparable to that 
available for employees in private indus- 
try. 

y EXPERIENCE RATING 

The third section of the bill which 
makes a long-needed improvement in 
the unemployment insurance system is 
the one which reduces the cost of the 
Federal Unemployment Tax Act for new 
employers by authorizing the States to 
extend experience-rating tax reductions 
to new and newly covered employers 
after they have had at least 1 year of ex- 
perience under the State law, instead of 
requiring them to wait 3 years as is re- 
quired today. This section of the bill 
would carry out the recommendation of 
the President in his Economic Report of 
January 28, 1954, that “Congress allow 
the shortening, from 3 years to 1, of the 
period required to qualify for a rate re- 
duction.” In simple language, this 
amendment will permit States to base 
the rate for an employer with 1 year’s 
experience on that single year, and to 
base the rate for an employer with 2 
years of experience on those 2 years. 

At least four types of employers may 
benefit from this provision: First, em- 
ployers newly covered by an extension 
of the coverage of the State law as a 
result of the enactment of H. R. 9709; 
second, employers establishing a new 
business; third, out-of-State employers 
establishing new branches in a State, and 
fourth, veterans who are reestablishing 
their businesses when they return from 
military services. 

ANNUAL PAYMENT OF TAX 


Another improvement made by the bill 
in the administration of the program 
deserves our consideration. This is the 
provision which eliminates the right to 
pay the Federal unemployment insur- 
ance tax on a quarterly basis. The elim- 


ination of quarterly payments would not . 


alter the present practice for most tax- 
payers. Some 85 percent of total taxes 
collected under the Federal law are now 
paid annually, rather than on a quar- 
terly basis. Under the bill the practice 
which is followed on the part of most 
taxpayers would be made uniform and 
result in more efficient and more eco- 
nomical administration. 

Mr. President, I urge the passage of 
H. R. 9709, and thus we would implement 
the recommendations of President Eisen- 
hower to which I have referred and 
which are contained in his Economic 
Report of January 1954, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I offer 
a series of amendments, which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendments. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, are 
these the technical amendments? 

Mr, MILLIKIN. No. This amend- 
ment follows a suggestion made to me, 
as chairman of the committee, by 
Arthur Larson, Under Secretary of 
Labor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator desire the amendment read? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendments be waived and that the 
Senator from Colorado be asked to ex- 
plain them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments will be print- 
ed in the Record without reading. 

There being no objection, the amend- 
ments offered by Mr. MILLIKIN were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

On page 1, in lines 4 and 5, strike out 
“section 1607 (a) of the Internal Revenue 
Code” and insert the following: “section 
8306 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954.“ 

On page 1. in line 6, strike out four“ 
and insert 4.“ 

On page 1, in lines 8 and 9, strike out 
“section 1602 (a) of the Internal Revenue 
Code” and insert the following: ‘sec- 
tion 3303 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954.“ 

On page 2, in lines 3 and 4, strike out 
“three-year” and insert “3-year.” 

On page 2, in line 8, strike out “one” 
and insert “1.” 

On page 2, strike out lines 10 through 19 
and insert the following: 

“Src. 3. Effective with respect to the tax- 
able year 1955 and succeeding taxable years, 
section 6152 (a) (3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 is hereby repealed.” 

On page 3, in line 20, after “Code” in- 
sert “of 1939.“ 

On page 4, in line 19, strike out “or.” 

On page 5, in line 2, strike out States.“ 
and insert “States; or.” 

On page 5, after line 2, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“(13) by an officer or a member of the 
crew on or in connection with an American 
vessel (A) owned by or bareboat chartered 
to the United States and (B) whose business 
is conducted by a general agent of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce, if contributions on ac- 
count of such service are required to be 
made to an unemployment fund under a 
State unemployment compensation law pur- 
suant to section 1606 (g) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939 or section 3305 (g) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.” 

On page 16, in line 18, after Code“, insert 
“of 1939.” 8 

On page 16, after line 20, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“(c) Effective with respect to services per- 
formed after December 31, 1954, section 3305 
(e) and section 3306 (1) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1954 are hereby repealed.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendments offered 
by the Senator from Colorado will be 
considered en bloc. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation? 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. I am perfectly will- 
ing to make an explanation. 

Mr. THYE. The amendments will ap- 
pear in the Recorp, but we have no ex- 
planation. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me read the let- 
ter from Under Secretary Larson. It 
will explain the amendments, I think. 
This is a letter dated July 20, 1954, ad- 
dressed to me by Arthur Larson, Under 
Secretary of Labor: 

Dear SENATOR MILLIKIN: Upon reexamin- 
ing the provisions of House bill 9709 relating 
to unemployment compensation for Federal 
workers, we discovered the need for a minor 
amendment to avoid the possibility of dupli- 
cation in Federal and State coverage of cer- 
tain seamen. Last year Public Law 196 was 
enacted to add section 1606 (g) to the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code to permit the States to 
cover under their unemployment insurance 
laws services performed by seamen who are 
employed on ships operated by general agents 
of the Secretary of Commerce. The Depart- 
ment of Commerce reimburses the general 
agents for their contributions paid to the 
States on behalf of these workers. All of the 
States concerned have taken action to cover 
these seamen. Since these seamen are Fed- 
eral employees, it is necessary to amend H. R. 
9709 to exclude these seamen from its cover- 
age. Otherwise, there will be duplicate cov- 
erage of these seamen. Since these seamen 
constantly transfer between Government 
and private ships, it would seem more de- 
sirable not to disturb their coverage under 
State law. 

I would, therefore, appreciate your intro- 
ducing the attached amendment when H. R. 
9709 comes up for consideration by the Sen- 
ate. I am informed that Mr. REED, chair- 
man of the Committee on Ways and Means 
of the House, will accept this amendment 
without requesting a conference on the bill. 

Yours very truly, 
ARTHUR LARSON, 
Under Secretary of Labor. 


The amendments would also conform 
to the provisions of the bill to the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1954. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments en bloc offered by the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I desire to offer an amendment to 
the bill at page 1, line 4, to strike out 
“1954” and insert in lieu thereof “1956.” 

Mr. President, this is an important 
amendment, and it is one which is neces- 
sary. Unless we extend the time some- 
what we shall catch many employers off 
base, without knowledge that this change 
has been made. 

Under the present law any employer 
of eight or more people must report his 
employment and must pay a tax on his 
employment. That original provision 
was placed in the law by the States 
themselves. 

I recall when the State of Colorado 
voted to have the formula fixed at 8 or 
more employees. I think all the State 
adopted that formula in the beginning. 

There may be some very good reason 
for changing it to 4 or more employees 
instead of 8 or more. However, my con- 
tention is that employers have not had 
sufficient notice that this change was to 
be made. 

I talked with the senior Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] today about this 
whole subject, and he told me he was 
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very much opposed to suddenly chang- 
ing the formula from 8 or more to 4 or 
more. 

The effect of my amendment would be 
to postpone the effective date for 2 years. 
I think that is reasonable; I think it is 
fair; I think it is equitable; and I think 
it is absolutely necessary, unless we ex- 
pect to have a great deal of disappoint- 
ment on the part of many employers who 
will feel aggrieved that they have had 
no notice of this very important change. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. May I ask the Sena- 
tor to what page and line his amendment 
applies? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Page 1, 
line 4, strike out 1954 and insert in 
lieu thereof 1956.“ Such an amend- 
ment would postpone the action chang- 
ing the formula from 8 or more to 4 or 
more for 2 years, and would give em- 
ployers an opportunity to know that this 
change is contemplated rather than slip- 
ping up on them on their blind side.” 

Furthermore, the legislatures of the 
various States would be given an oppor- 
tunity to change their laws. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am 
happy to yield to the Senator from Kan- 
sas 


Mr. CARLSON. The distinguished 
Senator from Colorado has served as 
governor of the great State of Colorado, 
and I held a similar office as governor of 
Kansas. I believe his amendment may 
have some merit, I wonder whether 2 
years is not a longer period than is nec- 
essary. I should like to have the act 
become effective as soon as possible. I 
know that various States must act 
through their legislatures in order to 
have the act go into operation within 
their States. However, I think 2 years is 
a little too far to carry it forward. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course the legislatures ought to have 
an opportunity to act on the question, 
and they ought to have a right to make 
the determination. I invite the Sena- 
tor’s attention to the general statement 
in the report at page 2: 

It may be appropriate that unemployment 


protection be extended into this fringe 
area— 


That refers to the difference between 
8 and 4— 
but your committee believes that such ex- 
tension should be left to State determination 
in the light of local variations in employ- 
ment patterns, 


That is what I am contending. That 
is why I believe the States ought to have 
an opportunity to act on the proposed 
change. 

Of course the Senator from Georgia 
may have been mistaken, but he said to 
me that the Senate committee has not 
held hearings on this particular point, 
and it would be a grave error for the 
Senate to change that particular pro- 
vision without employers throughout the 
Nation having notice of it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN 


$ . Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Does not the Senator 
feel that the suggestion of the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], to provide 
a l-year postponement, instead of a 
2-year postponement, is better? The 
Federal tax would not become due until 
early in 1956, as the bill now stands. 
There would be sufficient time for em- 
ployers to acquaint themselves with the 
system, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I wish to 
give the States an opportunity not only 
to acquaint themselves with the system, 
but to determine whether the system is 
right or wrong. Of course, the bill 
would have to go to conference, Prob- 
ably the first thing that would happen 
in conference would be the suggestion 
that the period be changed from 2 years 
to 1 year. Probably that is what would 
come out of conference. If we go into 
conference with provision for a period of 
2 years, perhaps it will be changed to 
1 year in conference. If we go into con- 
ference with 1 year, perhaps it will be 
said, “What difference does it make, 
We might as well make it effective on 
December 31, 1954.” 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There is 
a great deal of merit in the position 
taken by the senior Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. Grorce]. He is not able to 
be present this evening, and I regret that 
he is not here, because I know he is very 
much concerned with this proposed 
change in the law. He has spoken to me 
several times about it. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. I was wondering 
whether the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado would not agree, if we should 
accept an extension until the year 1955, 
that it might not be necessary to have a 
conference. In other words, the bill 
might go back to the House and the 
House might accept the 1-year exten- 
sion, whereas a 2-year extension might 
require a conference. 

I believe 1 year would be sufficient. 
Most legislatures mect at the beginning 
of 1955. It seems to me that would be 
sufficient time for legislatures to make 
necessary provisions and for employers 
to make provision. I sincerely hope the 
Senator will agree to that modification. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course, 1 year would be of great help. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. I believe the Senator from 
Kansas has made an excellent sugges- 
tion, because if we should provide for an 
extension of 1 year the legislatures which 
meet in 1955 would have an opportunity 
to amend their laws and adjust them- 
selves to whatever change the Federal 
law may require of them. That is all 
that should be necessary. They would 
be alerted. They would be in a position 
to take care of themselves. I am sure 1 
year would be sufficient. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course, I should be glad to bow to the 
judgment of my colleagues. They think 
that 1 year would be about right. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

Mr.. MILLIKIN. I believe the case 
that has been made for a 1-year exten- 
sion is a very persuasive one. The House 
might accept it. I feel confident that 
it would not accept an extension of 2 
years. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Very 
well. I shall bow to the judgment of 
my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Colorado modify his 
amendment? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I modify my amendment so 
as to make it read “1955.” I move to 
strike out “1954” and insert in lieu 
thereof “1955.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator modifies his amendment ac- 
cordingly. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. Jonnson], as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING CFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
5 and the bill to be read a third 
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The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, communicated to the Senate the 
intelligence of the death of Hon. PauL 
W. SHAFER, late a Representative from 
the State of Michigan, and transmitted 
the resolutions of the House thereon. 

The message announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the following bills of the Senate: 

S. 417. An act conferring jurisdiction upon 
the United States District Court for the 
District of New Mexico, to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon certain claims 
arising as a result of the construction by the 
United States of Elephant Butte Dam on the 
Rio Grande; 

S. 2083. An act for the relief of Lawrence 
F. Kramer; 

8. 2496. An act for the relief of Harvey 
Schwartz; 

S. 2632. An act for the relief of the Epes 
Transportation Corp.; 

S. 2801. An act for the relief of Graphic 
Arts Corp. of Ohio; 

S. 3110. An act for the relief of the Ports- 
mouth Sand & Gravel Co.; 

5.3251. An act to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain mineral rights to Mrs. Pearl 
O. Marr, of Crossroads, N. Mex.; and 

S. 3562. An act for the relief of the Mc- 
Mahon Co., Inc, 


The message also announced that the 
House had severally agreed to the 
amendment of the Senate to the follow- 
ing bills of the House: 

H. R. 1461. An act for the relief of Kenneth 
McRight; 

H. R. 2781. An act for the relief of Nicholas 
Matook; 

H.R.3014. An act for the relief of Dr, 
Alfred L. Smith; 
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H. R. 3232. An act for the relief of Dennis 
F. Guthrie; 

H. R. 3446. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Emily Wilhelm; 

H. R. 6290. An act to discontinue certain 
reports now required by law; and 

H. R. 6529. An act for the relief of Raleigh 
Hill. 


The message further announced that 
the House had severally agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the fol- 
lowing bills of the House: 

H. R. 1980. An act to authorize and direct 
the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia to construct a bridge over the Potomac 
River in the vicinity of Jones Point, Va., and 


for other purposes; 
H. R. 3384. An act for the relief of John B. 


Daniel, Inc.; and 

H. R. 7853. An act to permit retired police- 
men, firemen, and teachers of the District 
of Columbia to waive all or part of their 
annuities, relief, or retirement compensation. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 
2670) to provide for the termination of 
Federal supervision over the property of 
certain tribes, bands, and colonies of In- 
dians in the State of Utah and the in- 
dividual members thereof, and for other 
purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9757) to amend the Atomic En- 
ergy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the following con- 
current resolutions of the Senate: 

S. Con. Res. 106. Concurrent resolution to 
correct an error in the enrollment of H. R. 
1975, to amend section 2201 of title 28, United 
States Code, to extend the Federal Declara- 
tory Judgments Act to the Territory of 
Alaska; and 

S. Con. Res. 107. Concurrent resolution to 
correct an error in the enrollment of H. R. 
8020, authorizing the transfer of certain 
property of the United States Government 
(in Klamath County, Oreg.) to the State of 
Oregon. 


PERMANENT CARGO PREFERENCE 
BILL—RELEASE ISSUED BY COM- 
MITTEE OF AMERICAN STEAM- 
SHIP LINES 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted in 
the body of the Recorp a release issued 
by the Committee of American Steam- 
ship Lines with reference to the passage 
by the Congress of the permanent cargo 
preference bill. 

There being no objection, the release 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Passage Thursday by the House of Repre- 
sentatives of permanent 50-50 legislation for 
American shipping will have a healthy effect 
on employment of merchant ships, seafar- 
ing and shoreside labor, and major ports in 
the country, C. C. Mallory, chairman of 
the Committee of American Steamship Lines, 
said today upon receiving word of the House 
action. 

“This is excellent news for shipping, but 
also for all United States industry, depend- 
ing as it does upon American-flag ships for 
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export and import trade,” he declared. “It 
is a major development in augmenting in- 
dividual steamship lines’ efforts to insure 
sufficient cargoes and expanded world trade 
in the months ahead.” 

He paid special tribute to what he termed 
the public-interest statesmanship of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Water Transporta- 
tion, chairmanned by Senator JoHN M. Bur- 
LER, Republican, of Maryland, and the House 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
headed by Congressman THOR C. TOLLEFSON, 
Republican, of Washington, for passage of 
the legislation through both Houses of Con- 
gress during this session. 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I was 
especially pleased by the action of the 
House of Representatives last week in 
passing the cargo preference bill, S. 
3233, which I introduced some time ago. 
Having as its purpose the mandatory re- 
quirement that at least 50 percent of all 
United States Government cargoes be 
transported in American vessels, this leg- 
islation crystallizes a long standing feel- 
ing of growing substance and momentum 
that it is only reasonable for us to allo- 
cate this minimum portion of our cargoes 
to our privately owned vessels and that 
we would indeed be naive in not adhering 
to such a policy. 

‘These opinions are not shared by many 
of our friends abroad, however, and as a 
typical illustration, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the body of the 
Recorp at this point an editorial entitled 
“The Other Butler,” which appeared in 
the July 8, 1954, edition of the British 
publication Shipbuilding and Shipping 
Record. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


‘Tue OTHER BUTLER 


On each side of the Atlantic there is a 
Butler. Here, he is Chancellor of the Ex- 
chequer now kindly disposed towards 
shipping—finding in it some useful meta- 
phors for his speeches, and helping it to the 
limited extent he deems possible in present 
circumstances. In America he is a Senator, 
chairman of the Senate Water Transporta- 
tion Subcommittee and a “staunch advocate 
of a strong American merchant marine.” 
The Senator has just got through the Sen- 
ate a bill which, if enacted, will perpetuate 
the 50-50 rule as applied to American Gov- 
ernment-aid cargoes. Like the poor, it will 
always be with us. In fact, the principle 
has already been with us for a long time. 
It may not be generally appreciated that as 
far back as 1934 Congress passed a resolu- 
tion (Public Resolution 17) that all ex- 
ports financed through the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation should be carried ex- 
clusively in United States flagships if avail- 
able. The principle of this legislation was 
given a certain degree of legislative force by 
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, which de- 
creed that “a substantial portion of Amer- 
ican cargoes should be carried in American 
bottoms.” 

When Marshall aid was given to the war- 
torn countries of Europe, the cargoes were 
sent in American ships. No one could cavil 
at that; it would have been churlish to ob- 
ject to the “postfree” gift, even if, privately, 
some doubts were entertained as to its ef- 
fects. In some quarters it was felt that the 
dollars which had to be spent on freights 
might have been more usefully employed in 
helping the countries concerned to get back 
on their feet. Then followed the succession 
of Mutual Security Aid, stockpiling and Goy- 
ernment-financed cargoes, and the applica- 
tion of the 50-50 provision in every case. 
The necessary authority to insure this had 
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to be written into every measure. Senator 
Burter’s bill seeks to make this provision 
a permanent part of all American legisla- 
tion which has to do with Government- 
financed cargoes. It is known that the 
United States administration is opposed to 
the idea and, of course, it does not follow 
that every bill introduced into the Ameri- 
can legislature emerges as an act. 

In this country it is not always easy to 
know which is the “official” and which the 
“business” voice of America. The recom- 
mendations of the maritime subsidy policy 
report issued by the Department of Com- 
merce includes one that Government efforts 
should be continued to minimize the effect 
of discriminatory practices of foreign na- 
tions against United States flag shipping. 
That is a proposal which every maritime na- 
tion opposed to flag discrimination could 
heartily support as applied to itself, as well 
as to America. But then we have Mr. James 
Stuart, president of the American Tramp 
Shipowners’ Association, saying that the 
only hope for the survival of the tramp fleet 
is to have certain cargoes restricted to Amer- 
ican-flag vessels in accordance with the terms 
of the Butler legislation. It is difficult to 
see what makes discrimination improper 
when directed against American ships, and 
proper when it is exercised in favor of them, 

Across the Atlantic there is a readily un- 
derstood desire not to have to depend on 
foreign ships if another war should unhap- 
pily break out. But when that is linked 
with a recommendation that, to quote the 
report referred to above, “all Government 
assistance in providing cargo and protection 
against unfair foreign competition should 
be provided” for the United States merchant 
fleet, all kinds of questions arise. Who is to 
define “unfair competition”? What is a 
“high-cost” country? (The United Kingdom, 
for example, is a “low-cost” country vis-a-vis 
America, but a “high-cost” country as com- 
pared with some of its foreign competitors.) 
If every maritime country demanded, and 
obtained, such help from its own govern- 
ment as this Commerce Department report 
suggests, chaos would result. Government 
intervention in normal commercial opera- 
tions is rarely successful. 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, while 
I am honored to be compared with the 
distinguished Chancellor of the Excheq- 
uer of the United Kingdom, I would re- 
mind our British friends that recom- 
mendation No. 15, contained on page 120 
of the Maritime Subsidy Policy Report 
of this Government, stipulated that “The 
cargo preference provision of existing 
law should be continued as a part of our 
national maritime policy.” 

Also, Under Secretary of Commerce 
Robert B. Murray, Jr., in testifying be- 
fore the Senate Water Transportation 
Subcommittee on May 3, 1954 emphat- 
ically stated: “Cargo preference legisla- 
tion has been of substantial assistance 
in providing a firm backlog for the 
United States overseas fleet. This type 
of aid should be continued as a part of 
our national shipping policy.” 

By way of further rebuttal, I would 
direct the attention of our allies to 
another editorial published by the Balti- 
more Sunday American on August 8, 
1954, entitled “Why Not All?” which, Mr. 
President, I ask to be printed in the 
Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Way Nor ALL? 

The President of the United States has 
been asked by the heads of two of the lead- 
ing maritime organizations of the country, 
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the Merchant Marine Institute of New York 
and the American Steamship Association, to 
do what he can to break the legislative log 
jam now preventing approval of a bill vitally 
important to the American merchant ma- 
rine. 

The bill, unanimously passed by the United 
States Senate and already having the unani- 
mous approval of the Merchant Marine Com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives, is 
now unaccountably being held up by the 
House Rules Committee. 

Its purpose is to require that at least half 
of the cargoes shipped under the foreign-as- 
sistance program paid for by the American 
Government be carried in American ships. 

It is urgent that this be done, because the 
foreign-assistance cargoes comprise a great 
part of the total maritime traffic; and with 
foreign ships carrying most of it there is 
nothing left for American shipping lines to 
do but lay up their idle vessels—which is 
exactly what has happened to 171 ships very 
recently. 

It would be a very reasonable requirement, 
and certainly a sound one, that American 
ships should get at least half of the mari- 
time business for which the American peo- 
ple put up the money. 

In fact, it would be an entirely proper re- 
quirement that all such cargoes be carried 
in American ships, since it seems rather 
silly that America should try to improve 
the prosperity cf other countries and de- 
liberately impair its own prosperity in the 
process. 


Mr. BUTLER. Long did the British 
rule the seas and if left to them this 
domination would continue—at our ex- 
pense. The announced policy of cargo 
preference, as now ratified by the Con- 
gress of the United States, offers a rea- 
sonable and essential protection for the 
preservation of the great American mer- 
chant marine. 


PROHIBITION AGAINST PAYMENT 
OF GOVERNMENT RETIREMENT 
BENEFITS TO PERSONS CONVICT- 
ED OF CERTAIN OFFENSES 


Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I have been 
informed by the majority leader that 
the next order of business would be Cal- 
endar No. 2261, Senate bill 2631, known 
as the Williams bill. I move that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Senate bill 2631. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
2631) to prohibit the payment of Gov- 
ernment retirement benefits to persons 
convicted of certain offenses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE]. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 
2631) to prohibit the payment of Gov- 
ernment retirement benefits to persons 
convicted of certain offenses, which had 
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been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with amendments. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
pending business is now Senate bill 2631. 
However, House bill 9909 is before the 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee, 
which bill is the same in substance as 
the Senate bill. Therefore, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service be dis- 
charged from the further consideration 
of House bill 9909, and that it be now 
considered in lieu of Senate bill 2631. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, is 
the House bill a companion bill to the 
Senate bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is. The House 
bill was introduced by Representative 
CRETELLA; and in order to expedite the 
legislation, I should like to have the 
Senate consider the House bill, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service is discharged from the 
further consideration of House bill 9909. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the House bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
9909) to prohibit payment of annuities 
to officers and employees of the United 
States convicted of certain offenses, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this bill is to bar, after its 
enactment, the payment of annuity or 
retired pay based on service performed 
by any individual under any retirement 
system applying to civilian officers and 
employees of any branch of the Federal 
or District of Columbia Governments, 
and officers or enlisted members of the 
Armed Forces of the United States, to 
any person who prior or subsequent to 
the enactment of the bill was or is con- 
victed of any criminal offense. 

Under the existing law, there is no 
provision which will prevent employees 
of the Federal Government who have 
been convicted of crimes involving dis- 
loyalty to the United States or corrup- 
tion and dishonesty in the execution of 
their authority from being paid full re- 
tirement pensions upon reaching the 
statutory retirement age. 

For example, one former State De- 
partment employee who was convicted of 
perjury for denying that he had given 
highly classified secrets to an agent of a 
foreign power, will, under the present 
law, be eligible to receive regular retire- 
ment benefits upon reaching the age 
of 62. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. S. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. I presume the Senator 
from Delaware is referring to Mr. Alger 
Hiss, who is at present incarcerated in a 
Federal penitentiary. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 
The Senator from South Dakota and I 
have had bills pending for several 
months before the Senate committee. 
As he knows, in a discussion of the sub- 
ject, we agreed to accept the House bill 
in order to expedite the legislation. 

Mr. MUNDT. The bills introduced 
by the senior Senator from Delaware and 
the senior Senator from South Dakota 
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have been before the Senate committee 
for considerably more than a year. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 

Mr. MUNDT. In consultation with 
the distinguished Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. Cartson], chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
we were advised that a similar bill was 
moving through the House. I quite 
agree with the Senator from Delaware 
that the best approach is to have our 
bills set aside and to pass the House 
bill, which incorporates exactly what we 
desire to have included in our bills. 
This makes a very closely drawn, clear- 
cut legal instrument for depriving Alger 
Hiss, and others like him, from receiv- 
ing their pensions, while at the same 
time recognizing the contractual un- 
derstanding by returning to them, with 
interest, whatever money they have in- 
vested in the pension fund. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. The Senator from 
South Dakota mentioned that some of 
the bills had been before the Senate 
committee for a considerable length of 
time. 

Senate bill 2361, which was reported, 
and which was considered as we opened 
the discussion of this subject a few min- 
utes ago, has now been replaced by the 
House bill, which has been before the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice for only 2 or 3 weeks, it having been 
previously before the Committee on the 
Judiciary for many months. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is true. How- 
ever, as the Senator from South Dakota 
has pointed out, in view of the fact that 
the House decided first to hold hearings, 
it was agreed that the Senate should wait 
until the House had acted, in order that 
there might not be overlapping in con- 
nection with the proposed legislation. 

I am glad that action is now being 
taken before this Congress adjourns. 

Mr. MUNDT. There was no implied 
criticism in the statement which I made. 
I merely pointed out a fact. More than 
a year ago the Senator from Delaware 
and I had both introduced bills on this 
subject, and we were quite insistent that 
before this Congress adjourned one of 
those bills should be passed. 

It is entirely proper that the House 
bill, which was passed first, should have 
priority. I am perfectly willing to waive 
consideration of our bills and have the 
House bill passed, because any 1 of the 
3 bills would achieve the desired re- 
sult, namely, to deny to Alger Hiss, who 
will be eligible for parole sometime in the 
next 60 or 90 days, the opportunity to live 
the rest of his life on the taxpayers of 
America, as a result of having been pen- 
sioned before he committed perjury and 
before his espionage activities had come 
to public attention. 

Mr.CARLSON. Mr. President, I com- 
mend the Senator from Delaware and 
the Senator from South Dakota for their 
interest in the subject. I am pleased 
that the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service unanimously reported the 
bill. The committee had under con- 
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sideration both the House bill and the 
Senate bill. I think the proper course 
has been followed by substituting the 
House bill for the Senate bill, in order 
that there may be prompt action. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, there 
are also two cases in which former Mem- 
bers of Congress have been convicted by 
the courts of corrupt practices while in 
public office. In one of these cases the 
individual is now receiving a pension 
from the United States Government, 
while the other individual will be eligible 
for his pension upon reaching the age of 
62. 
During the past 2 years many high 
public officials, a large percentage of 
whom were employed in the Treasury 
Department, likewise have been con- 
victed in the courts of such crimes as 
bribery, embezzlement, and the like. In 
each of these cases, unless the retire- 
ment laws are amended, the convicted 
officials will upon reaching the statutory 
retirement age be eligible for all the re- 
tirement benefits which are now extend- 
ed to honest public officials. That is 
wrong. No public official who has been 
convicted by the courts of having un- 
lawfully used his position to enrich his 
own personal fortune or who willfully 
betrays his country to a foreign power 
should be pensioned at the expense of the 
American taxpayers. 

Our retirement laws were enacted to 
provide some degree of security for faith- 
ful Government employees who, after 
spending many years in Government 
service, reach the age of retirement. 

The bill would accomplish the follow- 
ing purposes: 3 

First. It would prohibit the payment 
of a retirement annuity to any Member 
of Congress, public official, or member 
of the armed services who has been con- 
victed of accepting bribes or other of- 
fenses involving the improper use of au- 
thority or power derived from his office, 
or to persons convicted of certain crimes 
involving disloyalty to the United States. 

Second. It would provide for the re- 
fund to the convicted employees of their 
contributions to the retirement fund. 

The refund of the retirement pay- 
ments in cases in which the benefits are 
rescinded is only fair, since to confiscate 
those funds would, in effect, be a fine 
in addition to that imposed by the courts. 

The bill would apply to all Federal 
employees, including Members of Con- 
gress. 

Mr. President, for myself and on be- 
half of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
ScHOEpPPEL] and the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Fercuson] I offer an amend- 
ment which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end 
of the bill it is proposed to add the fol- 
lowing new section: 

Src. 7. (a) Section 3282 of title 18 of the 
United States Code is amended by striking 
out three“ and inserting in lieu thereof 
“five.” 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall be effective with respect to offenses 
(1) committed on or after the date of enact- 
ment of this act, or (2) committed prior 
to such date, if on such date prosecution 
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therefor is not barred by provisions of law 
in effect prior to such date. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS] for himsel? and on 
behalf of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL] and the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment is to extend 
from 3 to 5 years the statute of limita- 
tions with respect to a certain list of 
crimes, The same amendment was pre- 
viously agreed to by the Senate and at- 
tached to the tax bill, H. R. 8300. How- 
ever, the amendment was not retained in 
conference, 

The amendment is very important. I 
think it is appropriate to include it in 
this bill which has already passed the 
House. By so doing we can expedite the 
consideration of both legislative ques- 
tions before Congress adjourns. There- 
fore, I ask that the Senate agree to the 
amendment. 

The Department of Justice has urgent- 
ly requested that the amendment be ac- 
cepted. In recent weeks the great need 
of this amendment has been pointed out 
in connection with cases involving for- 
mer Government officials. Cases have 
been referred to the Department only to 
be returned with the notation that the 
statute of limitations had expired. As 
a result certain corrupt public officials 
will go unpunished. 

Congress would be negligent in meet- 
ing its responsibilities if it did not make 
certain that both these measures were 
enacted before we adjourn. 

In discussing the need of extending 
the statute of limitations from 3 years 
to 5 years it must be remembered that 
ofttimes the corrupt act of the public 
official will go undetected months or per- 
haps even years. Therefore the need of 
a greater length of time than the exist- 
ing 3-year limit is apparent. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Will the Senator 
from Delaware comment upon the 
effect of the bill in increasing the pen- 
alty imposed upon a person who had 
been convicted at a prior time? Would 
not the penalty be increased because of 
the enactment of the bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That portion of the 
bill to which the Senator is directing his 
remarks provides for the refund to the 
employee of all his contributions to the 
retirement fund, plus accumulated in- 
terest, in exactly the same manner as if 
the person had voluntarily withdrawn 
his money. 

The committee decided, in reporting 
the bill, that it would be unfair to con- 
fiscate the contributions of the former 
employee, because to do so would, in ef- 
fect, represent a fine in addition to that 
imposed by the court. The bill merely 
provides that if a person is convicted— 
and he must have been convicted of a 
crime which is among those specified and 
which relates to the official conduct of 
his office—such individual shall have no 
further rights under the retirement sys- 
tem of the Government. 
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Mr. GILLETTE. Would not the ef- 
fect be that the individual would have 
no choice in the matter? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 

Mr. GILLETTE. The amount he has 
paid, with the accumulation of interest, 
will be refunded; but, in effect, a person 
who has been convicted and sentenced at 
a prior time will now have an additional 
penalty imposed upon him by being in- 
voluntarily placed in a position in which 
he will be deprived of vested rights. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 
He cannot avoid that; although in cases 
in which an individual has not been on 
retirement and has not collected the full 
amount of retirement contributions, the 
individual will automatically receive an 
additional check. If he has been on 
retirement and has collected more, the 
bill would not provide that he should 
make a refund but that payments would 
automatically stop with conviction. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Would the bill in- 
volve cases other than the so-called 
Hiss case? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, the bill would 
involve the case of any employee of the 
Government who had betrayed his trust 
or used his position to enrich his own 
personal fortune by accepting bribes or 
selling his influence and for which he 
had been convicted in the courts. 

Mr. ANDERSON. A Member of the 
House was convicted some time ago. His 
crime was not too well established; but 
apparently he had been guilty of a tech- 
nical violation of the law. He is now 
out of Congress. Would the bill include 
him, as well? I have no objection to in- 
cluding the Hiss case. 

There are several people that I can 
recall who have got into difficulties. 
While I do not wish to go back and retry 
their cases, I thought some of them were 
pretty decent sort of public servants. I 
am just wondering if the bill includes 
them all, or whether it hits directly at 
the Hiss case. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The bill takes in all 
Government employees who are con- 
victed by the courts of crimes committed 
while in office. It does not attempt to 
spell out or pass upon the merits or de- 
merits of the crime but recognizes that 
crime only after they are convicted in the 
courts of some act which was in relation 
to their official duties. 

Mr. CARLSON. I should like to add 
that it must be a criminal offense. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I was thinking of a 
former Representative from the State of 
Kentucky, one from the State of Ohio, 
and one from the State of New Jersey. 
Those three cases come to my mind. 
Apparently they were found guilty. 
Personally I never thought they were too 
evil characters. I wondered what the 
situation would be. Would they all be 
covered by the bill? I think there is a 
difference between a man who makes a 
mistake, probably a serious mistake, and 
a man who has been charged with sell- 
ing his country down the river, as has 
been charged in the Hiss case. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Unquestionably 
there is a difference in cases. That dif- 
ference would be taken into considera- 
tion at the time the court sentenced the 
man. We cannot pass on that. All we 
are passing upon is the right of a Gov- 
ernment employee who has misused his 
office or who has betrayed his country 
to be carried on the retirement rolls. 
That is the question with which we are 
confronted. Personally, as one individ- 
ual, and as the sponsor of proposed 
legislation, it was and is my contention 
that such persons should forfeit their 
rights to retirement benefits. 

The bill does provide for the complete 
refund, with interest, of all the contribu- 
tions which such individuals might have 
made prior to the time of their convic- 
tion. 

This bill would also cancel the retire- 
ment benefits of any Government em- 
ployee who claims the fifth amendment 
as the basis of refusal to give testimony 
regarding the official conduct of his Gov- 
ernment office. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS, I yield to the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. Is 
it not true that a Government employee 
enters into a contract with the Govern- 
ment in which he says, “You take so 
much out of my pay every month, and 
when I reach a certain age I shall receive 
a certain amount of annuity”? Does not 
a Government employee enter into such 
a contract? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is true in one sense 
of the word that he enters into a con- 
tract, but it is also true that he must 
become a Government employee before 
he is entitled to retirement benefits, and 
when he becomes a Government em- 
ployee he signs an oath that he will dis- 
charge his duties in a lawful manner 
and that he will be loyal to the United 
States Government. It is only after he 
violates his oath of office, or his contract, 
that the forfeit goes into effect. There- 
after all contracts with the Government 
are void. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Is this not a proposal to put an additional 
penalty on a man which was not con- 
templated at the time he entered into a 
contract with the Government? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No. We will be tak- 
ing from him only a privilege. In the 
one Department alone to which reference 
has been made, there have been 214 in- 
dictments in the last 18 months, and 
there have been over 100 convictions. I 
do not think the American people will 
want to keep on the permanent retire- 
ment rolls persons who have forgotten 
that they accepted a public office and a 
public trust. I repeat again, the terms 
of the bill would not apply in the cases 
where men are merely charged or in- 
dicted; they would apply only in cases 
where there have been convictions by 
the courts for criminal action. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I dislike to men- 
tion names and cases and drag them 
into the debate, but I see no other way 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


out. There was a Member of the House 
of Representatives from the State of 


Kentucky, Representative May, who was 


chairman of the Military Affairs Com- 
mittee when I was in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. We all thought pretty 
highly of him. We thought he was a 
patriotic, energetic person. 

There was no question of loyalty in- 
volved. He became mixed up in some 
sort of controversy. I have forgotten 
exactly what it was that he was con- 
victed of. Will the bill change the terms 
of the conviction? I am also thinking 
of the case of Representative Parnell 
Thomas, who was of an opposite polit- 
ical faith of mine, and who was very 
active in the Un-American Activities 
Committee. I did not approve of what 
he did. I did not like the way he ran 
the committee. However, he was mighty 
nice to me when I used to speak to him 
on the floor. He ran afoul of the law 
and was convicted. Would the bill 
change the terms of that conviction and 
the terms of the contract having to do 
with his pension? I am only asking 
that question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. First, I should like 
to emphasize that the bill would cover 
all Government employees as well as 
the two individuals mentioned, but since 
those two have been mentioned, let us 
deal with them. In both of those in- 
stances, those men were serving in the 
Congress prior to the time that any re- 
tirement system was established for 
Members of Congress. They were elect- 
ed to serve, and they served their terms 
of office not expecting any retirement 
benefits. After they left Congress, re- 
tirement benefits were provided. In the 
case of the Representative from Ken- 
tucky, at the time he was convicted and 
sentenced to jail no retirement benefits 
were in effect as far as Members of Con- 
gress were concerned, because the con- 
gressional retirement system went into 
effect in 1946. Congress retroactively 
gave Members of Congress the right to 
make back payments and thereby be- 
come eligible. As far as the Congress- 
man from Kentucky is concerned, when 
he was elected to Congress and when he 
signed his oath of office, he did not know 
there was going to be any retirement 
benefits, nor were there any deductions 
made from his pay for such retirement 
benefits. 

By no stretch of imagination could it 
Ls said we are taking anything from 

im. 

Mr. ANDERSON. He did make pay- 
ments and entered into a contract. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. ‘The Representative 
from Kentucky, or any other Member of 
Congress, after the retirement law went 
into effect, could qualify under the law 
but surely that law was never intended 
to protect crooks or in Alger Hiss’ case, 
a traitor. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. We certainly would not 
be taking away any right. They have 
certain privileges as Members of Con- 
gress, if they desire to pay in a part of 
their salaries in order to contribute to 
the retirement fund. That law was en- 
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acted comparatively recently, starting in 
about 1948. If there are Members of 
the Senate or of the House who want to 
insist that the American taxpayers 
should be taxed to pay pensions to 
chiselers and crooks, we ought to take a 
yea and nay vote and find out just who 
want to tax the homefolks so the Gov- 
ernment can pay pensions to jailbirds. 
This is a little astonishing to me. If 
that is going to be done, we should have 
a yea and nay vote. In my opinion, the 
bill should be passed unanimously. The 
proposal is to take away from the faith- 
less people nothing but a privilege, and 
they will be returned every dime that 
they contributed, as well as interest. I 
do not think we should ask the taxpayers 
to contribute to pensions to faithless 
officeholders or chiselers. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. The question I wish to 
ask is that before such persons would be 
deprived of the rights of any retirement 
funds which have been accumulated to 
their credit, they would have to be con- 
victed in a court. Is that correct? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct, and 
then they will get all their contributions 
plus interest back. Surely that is as 
much as they have any right to expect. 

Mr. THYE. Before any benefits would 
be taken from a Federal employee, the 
courts of the United States must have 
found him guilty of a violation, and then 
and then only would the retirement ben- 
efits be taken away from him. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right. The 
bill does not propose to stop a pension 
because a man would be charged with 
something on the floor of the Senate or 
even because a man might be indicted 
by a grand jury. He must be convicted 
by the courts. After he has been con- 
victed by the court, the provisions of the 
bill would go into effect. 

Mr. MUNDT. The issue is very clear. 
It is whether Members of Congress de- 
sire to have people back home pay taxes 
which will go toward the payment of 
pensions to jailbirds or not. They have 
to be a jailbird before pensions are 
stopped. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I was a sponsor, I 
believe, of the original Senate bill in re- 
gard to these pensions. When I intro- 
duced the bill, I thought Government 
officers and employees convicted of such 
offenses were entitled to have their pay- 
ments returned, with interest. I always 
thought that was a fair way to deal with 
the situation. 

The House has passed House bill 9909. 
I hope the Senate will pass the House 
bill, as a proper way to deal with Gov- 
ernment officers and employees who have 
been unfaithful to the trust reposed in 
them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I certainly agree; 
and I hope the Senate will also adopt the 
amendment to give the Department of 
Justice 2 more years to catch these in- 
dividuals, 


1954 


Mr. FERGUSON. Ishould like to join 
the Senator from Delaware in sponsor- 
ing that amendment, if he is agreeable 
to having me do so. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am glad to have 
the Senator from Michigan join in both 
proposals. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I feel that the Stat- 
ute of Limitations should be extended 
for that purpose. The new administra- 
tion has taken over, and is investigat- 
ing these cases. It would be sad if, while 
the administration is investigating the 
cases, the Statute of Limitations were 
to expire and these persons were per- 
mitted to go scot free. 

As to those with respect to whom the 
Statute of Limitations has not run on 
the day we pass the bill, the statute 
should be extended. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
if the Senator from Delaware will yield 
to me, I was about to request that this 
bill be temporarily laid aside, so that the 
Senate might proceed to consider the 
conference report on the farm bill, a 
privileged matter. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I believe the Senate 
can take final action on this measure in 
a moment or two, if the Senator from 
New Jersey will withhold his request. 
It is important that this bill be passed 
tonight in order that the House can act 
before adjournment. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Very well. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, there is 
no question about the power of Congress 
to legislate prospectively. I wish to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Delaware 
whether he considered the question of 
whether Congress can legislate so as to 
have the effect of abolishing contracts 
which have been entered into before the 
enactment of this bill. I am not trying 
to argue on the merits of the bill or 
whether the bill should be passed or 
should not be passed. I think all of us 
agree that no one who is a traitor to his 
country should be rewarded by his coun- 
try. On the other hand, there is a prob- 
lem which cannot be answered in that 
way. 

Did the committee consider whether 
Congress can legislate retrospectively to 
dissolve or abrogate a contract? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That question was 
considered by both the House commit- 
tee and the Senate committee. I know 
the Senate committee was unanimous in 
its decision in regard to that question, 
and I believe that the House committee 
was likewise unanimous in holding that 
Congress had a right to repeal these re- 
tirement benefits for convicted employees 
as well as the right to extend the statute 
of limitations from 3 to 5 years in order 
to have adequate time to catch corrupt 
officials. The Department of Justice 
has been pleading for this authority, 

As the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. Muxpri has pointed out, we do 
not owe these persons anything. It is a 
privilege to come under the Government 
retirement system, and the Government 
makes contributions to that system. 
This bill provides that all the money such 
persons have contributed to the retire- 
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ment system shall be repaid to them, 
with interest. 

The Attorney General, the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Fercuson], who is 
an able lawyer, and many other mem- 
bers of the committee have agreed that 
the Government could not extend the 
statute of limitations retroactively. This 
measure applies only to cases in which 
the statute would not have run on the 
date of enactment of the bill. The 
amendment does not apply retroactively 
to extend the 2-year statute of limita- 
tions in regard to a case which expired 
yesterday. 

The Attorney General advised that to 
make the bill retroactive would be un- 
constitutional, and that was the decision 
of the members of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee as well. 

Mr, COOPER. I am not speaking of 
the amendment relating to the statute 
of limitations. My question relates to 
the contract. 

Mr. MORSE. But let me point out 
that is not a right. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. When these persons 
accepted public office, they signed or 
took an oath that they would live up 
to the laws of the United States and 
would be loyal to our country. Once 
they violate that oath of office, the Gov- 
ernment has a right to terminate any 
contract it may have with them. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from 
Delaware stated, I believe, that the At- 
torney General rendered an opinion re- 
lating to the statute of limitations. 
Does the committee have from the At- 
torney General an opinion on the ques- 
tion of whether payments could be cut 
off in connection with contract arrange- 
ments entered into before the enactment 
of the bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not know 
whether or not the chairman of the 
committee had such an opinion on the 
retirement question. Congress does not 
usually request the Attorney General 
to state whether Congress can raise or 
lower the civil-service-retirement bene- 
fits. The Senator from Kentucky knows 
that on many occasions Congress has 
voted to increase benefits under the sys- 
tem. Congress has full authority in that 
respect. After all, Congress enacted the 
law providing such benefits. 

In this case we are not proposing to 
affect any honest employee or loyal citi- 
zen. Surely at no time was it ever in- 
tended that we should protect and give 
financial security to a crook, a jailbird, 
or a traitor to his country. 

Mr. COOPER. I am not discussing 
the merits of the situation; I am discuss- 
ing the right of Congress. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
for a vote on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on the engrossment of 
the amendment and the third reading 
of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill having been read the third time, 
the question is, Shall it pass? 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, on this 
question, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I re- 
quest the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, as I 
understand, an agreement has been 
reached between the majority leader and 
the minority leader that there will be 
no yea-and-nay votes at this time. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON, That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Then we should re- 
spect the agreement. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I 
wish to ask a question of the distin- 
guished Senator from Delaware. In 
view of the agreement between the ma- 
jority leader and the minority leader, 
does the Senator from Delaware wish to 
request a yea-and-nay vote at this time? 
Instead, why not defer final action on 
the bill until tomorrow? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
that was what I had in mind—namely, 
to lay aside this bill, and have the Sen- 
ate proceed to consider the conference 
report on the farm bill. The Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. Armen] has been 
waiting all afternoon to have the con- 
ference report on the farm bill taken 


up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on 
the question of the final passage of House 
bill 9909, I request a division. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask for a division. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, why 
should the Senate be governed by what 
the majority leader and the minority 
leader say? ‘This is still the Senate of 
the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. House 
bill 9909 having been read the third time, 
the question is, Shall it pass? 

The yeas and nays have been re- 
quested, but there was not a sufficient 
second. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on 
this question, I ask for a division. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
join in the request for a division. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
question a division is requested. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

are Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. . 

House bill 9909 having been read the 
third time, the question is, Shall it pass? 

On this question a division has been 
requested. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, Mr. President; 
I have requested a division on this ques- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A divi- 
sion is requested, and the Senate will 
proceed to divide. 


14784 


On a division, the bill (H. R. 9909) was 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, Senate bill 2631 will be 
indefinitely postponed. 


ORDER FOR RECESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate recesses tonight, it recess until 
10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. . 


INCREASE IN BORROWING POWER 
OF COMMODITY CREDIT COR- 
PORATION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate now proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 2499, H. R. 
9756, a bill to increase the borrowing 
power of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
REYNOLDS in the Chair) The bill will 
be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The CHEF CLERK. A bil (H. R. 
9756) to increase the borrowing power 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
there is a privileged matter at the desk, 
namely, the conference report on the 
farm bill. 


AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I submit 
a report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 9680) to provide for 
the continued price support for agri- 
cultural products, to augment the 
marketing and disposal of such products, 
to provide for greater stability in agri- 
culture; and for other purposes. I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of Aug. 17, 1954, pp. 14827- 
14834, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, at this 
time of the night I am sure the Senate 
does not wish to have me review the 
contents of the entire bill, so I shall state 
the differences between the Senate 
amendment to H. R. 9680, or the Senate 
version of the bill, and the bill as it comes 
from the conference. The conference 
substitute differs from the Senate amend- 
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ment to H. R. 9680 in the following re- 
spects: 

First. The commodity set-aside is to 
be made “as rapidly as the Secretary of 


Agriculture shall determine to be prac- 


ticable.” Transfer of set-aside com- 
modities for foreign aid purposes is to be 
restricted to disposition for disaster or 
other relief purposes, subject to the 
limitation of title II of the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954. The method provided by title I 
of the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954 is specified as 
a method of sale or barter of such com- 
modities. Commodities transferred from 
the set-aside to the national stockpile es- 
tablished by the act of June 7, 1939, are 
to be included in the computation of total 
supplies for allotment and quota pur- 
poses. 

Second. The Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration is specifically authorized to use 
any method determined necessary by the 
Secretary to dispose of surplus dairy 
products and to expend up to $50 million 
annually between September 1, 1954, and 
June 30, 1956, to increase the consump- 
tion of fluid milk by children in non- 
profit schools of high school grade and 
under. 

Third. The conference substitute con- 
tains a statement of legislative policy 
with respect to dairy products; directs 
the Secretary to utilize existing authority 
for dairy products disposal programs; 
authorizes the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration to make dairy products avail- 
able to the Armed Services and to hos- 
pitals under the jurisdiction of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration or the Department 
of Defense in excess of normal require- 
ments; authorizes the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to transfer up to $15 million 
annually for 2 years to the brucellosis 
eradication program (the Commodity 
Corporation to be reimbursed through 
appropriation); and directs the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to make a study of the 
various methods of production control 
and price supports for dairy products. 

Fourth. The conference substitute 
leaves the Secretary of Agriculture's au- 
thority to undertake diverted acreage 
programs permissive, rather than requir- 
ing him to undertake such programs; 
and provides that in a disaster area un- 
der Public Law 875, 81st Congress, such 
programs shall be administered in such 
manner as will most quickly restore the 
normal pattern of its agriculture. 

Fifth. The conference substitute re- 
quires the Secretary to obtain assurances, 
to the extent practicable, that producers 
receive the maximum benefits from any 
price support or surplus removal opera- 
tion carried out through purchases from 
or loans or payments to processors. 

Sixth. The conference substitute pro- 
vides for proclaiming the wheat acreage 
allotment by May 15, rather than July 
15, each year and for proclaiming wheat 
marketing quotas by May 15, rather than 
July 1, each year. 

Seventh. In lieu of the commercial 
wheat area provision of the Senate 
amendment, which would have excluded 
from the commercial area States nor- 
mally planting 150,000 acres or less to 
wheat, the conference substitute would 
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exclude States receiving an allotment of 
25,000 acres or less. 

Eighth. The conference substitute in- 
cludes a provision authorizing county 
committees which elect to make cotton 
farm acreage allotments on a historic 
basis (a) to make adjustments for ab- 
normal conditions affecting planting; 
(b) to make provision for small farm 
allotments in the manner prescribed by 
section 344 (f) (1) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938; and (c) to limit 
farm allotments to 50 percent of the 
cropland. 

Ninth. The conference substitute in- 
cludes a provision making permanent the 
provisions for voluntary surrender of 
cotton acreage allotments heretofore ap- 
plicable only to 1954 and 1955 allotments. 

Tenth. Under the conference substi- 
tute the provision of the Senate amend- 
ment rendering violators of acreage al- 
lotments on basic commodities ineligible 
for soil conservation payments would be 
(a) effective beginning with the 1955 
crops, and (b) applicable only to persons 
harvesting a basic commodity after it 
had been determined by the Secretary to 
be in excess of his allotment—rather 
than to all persons planting in excess 
of their allotments. A provision now 
applicable to cotton would be enlarged 
to permit the producer of any basic ag- 
ricultural commodity to adjust his acre- 
age prior to harvesting to bring it within 
the allotment. 

Eleventh. The provision in the Senate 
amendment giving acreage allotment 
relief to wheat farms in the summer fal- 
low areas would not, under the confer- 
ence substitute, be limited to farms 
planting less than 640 acres to the 1952 
and 1953 crops. In lieu of this limita- 
tion, the conference substitute provides 
that the relief afforded by this provision 
will be given only on the first 640 acres 
of the adjusted base acreage for the 
farm. 

Twelfth. The conference substitute 
directs the Secretary of Agriculture to 
make a study of various two-price sys- 
tems for rice. 

Thirteenth. The provision of the Sen- 
ate amendment prohibiting imports of 
certain commodities which do not com- 
ply as to grade, size, quality, or maturity 
with marketing orders applicable to do- 
mestic production would be extended by 
the conference substitute to include 
green peppers, cucumbers, and egg- 
plants. Under the conference substitute 
if there is more than one order applica- 
ble to domestic production, the imports 
would be required to comply only with 
the order applicable in the production 
area with which the imported commod- 
ity is in most direct competition. 

Fourteenth. The wool price-support 
provisions were restricted to wool mar- 
keted between April 1, 1955, and March 
31, 1959. The maximum price-support 
level for shorn wool was fixed at 110 
percent of parity, and the support level 
for mohair was fixed at a level within 
15 percent of the percentage of parity 
at which shorn wool is supported. 
Amounts necessary to reimburse Com- 
modity Credit Corporation in connection 
with payments are appropriated annu- 
ally by the conference substitute in an 
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amount not exceeding 70 percent of the 
customs receipts on wool and wool prod- 
ucts. 

Fifteenth. The provision of the Senate 
amendment denying acreage allotments 
to lands leased from the United States 
has been omitted from the conference 
substitute. 

Sixteenth. The provisions of the Sen- 
ate amendment relating to national 
forest administration have been omitted 
from the conference substitute. 

Seventeenth. The title would be amend- 
ed to read as follows: “An act to pro- 
vide for greater flexibility in agricul- 
ture; to augment the marketing and dis- 
posal of agricultural products; and for 
other purposes.” 

Those are the differences between the 
bill as it left the Senate and the bill 
arrived at in conference, which I am 
now reporting. 

Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
agree to the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. What became of the 
Senate amendment dealing with the 
election of county committees? 

Mr. AIKEN. That provision remains 
in the bill. 

Mr. LANGER. Is that provision in 
the conference report? 

Mr. AIKEN. It is. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President—— 

Mr. AIKEN. I have not mentioned 
the provisions which were in the bill as 
it left the Senate and which remained 
as they were in the Senate version of the 
bill. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from North Dakota expects to 
vote against the conference report. He 
makes that announcement because of 
the fact that it is expected to have a 
voice vote, not a yea and nay vote. I 
am against the bill, and I desire the 
Recorp so to show. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, there are 
many provisions in this farm price-sup- 
port legislation which are very desir- 
able and will be helpful to farmers. 
They are in the best interest of the Na- 
tion as a whole. However, I am opposed 
to so many provisions contained in the 
bill or conference report, that I feel I 
must vote against it. 

First. It sets a precedent for lower 
support levels at a time when farmers 
can least afford to take them. I think 
lower support prices are not in the best 
interest of either the farmers or the 
consumers. 

Second. This bill provides more rigid 
controls and more regimentation than 
we have ever had before. I think this 
is entirely uncalled for, particularly at 
a time when the farmers of the Nation 
have complied admirably with all the 
requests of the Government for rigid 
controls, marketing quotas, and every- 
thing else. 

Mr. President, I know the hour is late, 
but I had prepared some remarks, hop- 
ing that the conference report would 
come before the Senate earlier in the 
day. These remarks require only about 
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10 minutes, and I hope the Senate will 
bear with me while I make these few 
comments, 

Mr. President. I have repeatedly 
pointed out to the Senate of the United 
States that the Benson farm plan of 
lowering price supports to farmers would 
do great injury to the farm economy— 
without reducing prices to the con- 
sumers. The lowering of farm commod- 
ity prices for many months now has 
been of little or no benefit to the con- 
sumers. 

When the major bread bakers of the 
United States were assured the Benson 
plan of lower price supports for wheat 
would go into effect, they immediately 
announced—not a reduction of bread 
prices to consumers—but an increase. 
There was a similar increase of one cent 
a loaf a year ago when wheat prices 
dropped to the lowest level for the year. 
This was just before the farmers voted 
on wheat quotas. 

The average price received by farmers 
for wheat has decreased from $2.81 a 
bushel in 1948 to the present average 
farm price of $1.91 a bushel. During 
exactly this same period of declining 
wheat prices, the average price of a 1l- 
pound loaf of bread has increased from 
13.8 cents to 18 cents a loaf. Now we 
may add a cent a loaf to the 18 cents 
average price which consumers were 
Paying up to a few days ago. The pres- 
ent farm value of wheat in a 1-pound 
loaf of bread is only 2% cents. 

Mr. President, the New York Times 
of Saturday, August 14, 1954, carried a 
news story entitled “Price Rise Likely for 
White Bread”; and the subhead is: “Ma- 
jor Brands May Follow Dark Loaves— 
Higher Costs Include Durum Wheat.” 
The article states that leading brands 
of white bread produced by the coun- 
try’s biggest commercial bakers are like- 
ly to increase in price following a trend 
already set by two concerns. 

The breadmakers are increasing the 
cost of bread at almost precisely the same 
time that the Benson farm plan, lower- 
ing price supports for wheat producers 
next year by approximately 18 cents a 
bushel, is approved by Congress. The 
Benson plan would reduce the minimum 
support price next year to 75 percent of 
parity, and, following that, a switch-over 
to the so-called modernized parity form- 
ula. In all, this would mean a reduction 
in wheat support prices of approximately 
70 cents a bushel. 

According to the New York Times 
article, the bakers cite the “drastic in- 
crease in the cost of flour” and the fact 
that the price of hard wheat—the kind 
used for bread—is high as reasons for 
raising the price of bread.’ They claim 
there is a shortage of hard wheat. Actu- 
ally, there is no shortage of good hard 
wheat. Most of the better grades of 
hard wheat—and this is particularly true 
with respect to this year’s spring wheat 
crop—have a higher protein content 
than last year’s crop. 

Unfortunately, more than half of the 
741,654,000 bushels of wheat now being 
held by the CCC is either feed wheat or 
wheat of a very poor baking quality. It 
is also true that a very high percentage 
of the wheat now being produced is of 
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very poor baking quality, and practically 
its only use is for feed purposes. Flex- 
ible price supports will not remedy this 
situation, The answer lies in providing 
a lower support price for high per acre 
yielding feed wheat—and a higher price 
support for the lower yielding high qual- 
ity baking wheats. 

Mr. President, at this point I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted as 
a part of my remarks a table prepared 
by the Department of Agriculture indi- 
cating average per acre yields of wheat 
in a few of the principal producing 
States. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Average harvested yield per acre for wheat, 
1949 through 1953 


5-year 
1949 | 1950 | 1951 | 1952 | 1953| aver- 
age 


20, 5} 20. 5 19.8 
23.0 27.0 22.3 
25. 5| 29. 5 26. 5 
21.00 12. 5 14.4 
14. 7| 16. 2 16.3 
10, 2} 10. 3 11.8 


Mr. YOUNG. It will be noted that 


the States producing the high-protein 
hard wheats—such as Kansas, Minne- 
sota, and North Dakota—have much 
lower per acre yields than the soft wheat 
producing States of Maryland, Illinois, 
and Michigan. This is not to say that 
the producers of wheat in the spring 
wheat and hard winter wheat areas 
could not attain high per acre yields if 
that were their only objective. For a 
long period of years the farmers of this 
area have only planted wheats of very 
high baking quality. Unfortunately, the 
quality types of wheat are invariably less 
resistant to rust and other diseases, and 
are much poorer yielders. 

If the Department of Agriculture con- 
tinues to make available higher support 
prices for the poorer qualities of wheat, 
then there is great danger that the 
farmers producing the high quality 
wheats will turn to types of wheat that 
will yield higher but will have poorer 
baking qualities. The Secretary of Ag- 
riculture has wide discretionary au- 
thority to provide these necessary price 
differentials. Actually, Mr. President, 
by the action of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture on July 23, 1954, the support 
price for low quality wheat used mostly 
for feed purposes was increased, and the 
support prices for the good baking qual- 
ity wheats were reduced. 

The excuse for such unwise action by 
the Secretary of Agriculture was indeed 
a weak one. I doubt if there is an agri- 
culture authority in the whole United 
States who would support this unwise 
move. This action by the Secretary will 
tend to further increase the production 
of wheat in some areas of the United 
States where the economy undoubtedly 
would be better suited to other types of 
agriculture. 

This action by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture will do great injury to the wheat- 
producing States of the Midwest—those 
that produce the high quality baking 
wheat such as North Dakota, Montana, 
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South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, and 
many others. Secretary Benson has 
claimed on many occasions that the pres- 
ent price-support program for wheat has 
failed because the cash price in the past 
year has ranged considerably below sup- 
port levels. This contention has been 
echoed by many of his flexible price-sup- 
port followers in and out of the Congress 
of the United States. 

In many States there is considerable 
spread between the actual cash prices 
paid in the marketplace for feed wheat 
and the United States Government sup- 
port price. This disparity will be in- 
creased further, as I pointed out, by Sec- 
retary Benson’s order of July 23. In 
Maryland the support price is $2.46 a 
bushel. On August 6, 1954, the cash price 
in Baltimore, as determined by the De- 
partment of Agriculture, was only $1.99 
abushel. This is the market where most 
of the wheat produced in Maryland is 
marketed. You will note from this that 
the cash price of this wheat, used mostly 
for feed purposes, is 47 cents a bushel 
below support prices. 

We find a quite similar situation in 
Illinois where the support price is $2.37 
a bushel and the cash price on August 6 
was only $2.0834 per bushel. Again, this 
disparity of 29 cents a bushel between the 
cash price and support price is due al- 
most entirely to the type of wheat pro- 
duced in that area. 

The cash price for wheat in the Min- 
neapolis market for the past 2 years or 
more has averaged about 30 cents a 
bushel above the cash prices received in 
the Chicago market. As of August 6, the 
cash price in the Minneapolis market, for 
example, was 82.41 % as compared to the 
Chicago cash price on that day of $2.0834 
a bushel. 

The cash price received in the Kansas 
City and Minneapolis areas has averaged 
much closer to the support level. The 
Minneapolis cash price for several years 
has been above support levels for wheat 
in the Minnesota, North Dakota, Mon- 
tana, and South Dakota areas, from 
which Minneapolis derives most of its 
wheat shipments. 

May I emphasize again that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture has wide discretion- 
ary authority under the present law to 
provide more equitable differential prices 
between the producers of high quality 
baking wheat and the producers of feed 
wheat. The wide disparity between the 
cash prices received by farmers for feed 
wheat and the support price can be 
charged almost entirely to the failure of 
the Department of Agriculture, for many 
years, to provide the necessary equitable 
popport prices for quality wheat produc- 

n. 


May I point out to the Members of the 
Senate that when farmers receive wheat 
price-support loans they have 10 cents a 
bushel advance storage costs deducted 
from that loan by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. Other costs are also de- 
ducted from the price-support loan a 
farmer receives. Thus, many farmers 
elect to sell their grain on the cash mar- 
ket when it is possible to secure within 
12 or 15 cents of the price they would 
receive under the price-support program. 

The New York Times story quotes the 
bakers as claiming the shortage of durum 
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wheat is largely responsible for the in- 
creased cost of flour and resultant price 
rises for bread. This is a bit far fetched. 
Durum wheat is used almost exclusively 
as an ingredient of macaroni products. 
More than 90 percent of all the United 
States supplies of durum wheat are pro- 
duced in North Dakota. The shortage 
of durum wheat—and there is one—is 
due entirely to the failure of our great 
plant breeders to develop new types of 
durum wheat which would be more re- 
sistant to the new devastating strain of 
rust known as 15-B. 

We have been far too niggardly in the 
past in providing research funds to help 
our plant breeders. We must not let this 
happen again. As a result, both the 
producers of durum wheat and the mil- 
lions of consumers of macaroni products 
are now not only paying a higher price 
for this fine food, but are receiving a 
poorer quality. 

For the past year, because of the ex- 
treme shortage of durum wheat, the pro- 
ducers of macaroni products have had to 
substitute a very high percentage of 
other wheats, mostly of the high protein 
hard spring wheat. Quite naturally, this 
has resulted in somewhat poorer quality 
macaroni products. 

I sincerely hope that the Secretary of 
Agriculture will reverse the action he 
took on July 23, which, in effect, in- 
creased the support level for wheats used 
almost exclusively for feed purposes and 
lowered the support levels for the high 
quality baking wheats. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
placed in the Recorp as a part of my re- 
marks the article referred to which ap- 
peared in the New York Times under 
date of August 14, 1954, entitled “Price 
Rise Likely for White Bread.” 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Price RISE LIKELY FOR WHITE Breap—Masor 
Branps May FoLLOW DARK LOAVES— HIGHER 
Costs INCLUDE DURUM WHEAT 


Leading brands of white bread, produced 
by the country’s big commercial bakers, are 
likely to increase in price, following a trend 
already set by two concerns, 

S. B. Thomas, Inc., announced yesterday 
that it had raised the wholesale cost of its 
dark bread a penny a loaf. On Monday the 
Ward Baking Co. will charge an additional 
cent at wholesale for its protein loaf. These 
increases probably will be passed on to con- 
sumers by retailers. 

George L, Morrison, president of General 
Baking Co., maker of Bond bread, said re- 
cently that “a price increase is the only logi- 
cal move in view of the constant cost pres- 
sures from diverse factors.” 

These factors included a drastic increase 
in the cost of fiour and higher prices for 
shortening and for labor. Mr. Morrison did 
not say exactly when the price rise would 
go into effect. 

A spokesman for the Continental Baking 
Co., producer of Wonder bread, would not 
comment on the possibility of a price in- 
crease here. He did say, however, that the 
company had recently raised its bread a 
cent a loaf on the west coast and in Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Bakers note that though there is a surplus 
of soft wheat, the price of hard wheat—the 
kind used for bread—is higher. But there 
is no shortage of hard wheat. The Wheat 
Flour Institute of Chicago, representing the 
Nation’s wheat growers, reported yesterday 
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that the hard wheat crops, both spring and 
winter, were ample to meet domestic de- 
mands. 

The troublemaker is durum wheat, an espe- 
cially hard variety of hard wheat that is the 
principal ingredient in macaroni products. 
For the last two years disease and adverse 
weather have reduced this crop and this year 
Federal reports indicate that supplies will 
be scarcer than ever. 

Macaroni manufacturers, many of whom 
formerly used only durum for their products 
now must turn to other hard wheats entirely 
or in combination with whatever durum they 
can get. It is the demand from this quarter 
that has increased the cost of the hard 
wheats that bread makers must use. 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. I congratulate my col- 
league from North Dakota on his very 
adequate and helpful discussion of the 
bill as it comes from the conference com- 
mittee. I shall have to oppose the adop- 
tion of the conference report, because, 
while it has some very fine qualities—the 
wool section for example—the adoption 
of the program carrying the possible 
support level to 82% percent is a hazard 
for the farmers which I will not endorse 
or underwrite. 

I congratulate my colleague for the job 
he did in the conference. I talked with 
him several times during the course of 
the conference, and I know he was out- 
numbered, but he was not outmaneu- 
vered. He was outvoted. He put up a 
strong case. He represented the position 
of a majority of us on the Senate Agri- 
culture Committee but he represented the 
minority point of view of the Senate as a 
whole, unfortunately. 

I should like to say further to my col- 
league from North Dakota that, like him, 
I have some doubts about the high hopes 
held by the advocates of this proposed 
legislation when they say it is a step 
toward greater agricultural prosperity. 
We all want the farmer to prosper and 
succeed; but I fear, as I say, that the 
present bill will not lead to agricultural 
prosperity, and I shall vote against the 
conference report in the hope that if we 
send it back to conference they can im- 
prove it. 

After voting against the sliding price 
support amendment last week substitut- 
ing 82% percent to 90 percent price sup- 
ports for our committee bill to continue 
straight 90 percent supports, I then voted 
for the Senate version of the farm bill 
on final passage since to have defeated 
it at that time would have caused us to 
revert to the Anderson bill of 1949 with 
its drastic version of flexible price sup- 
ports ranging from 90 percent all the 
way down to 75 percent. However, we 
now face quite a different situation on 
this conference report. Instead of im- 
proving the Senate version in my opinion 
the conferees have weakened it and by 
defeating the conference report at this 
time we can send the bill back to confer- 
ence where perhaps dairy supports could 
be raised at least to 77% percent—per- 
haps to the House version of 80 percent 
and other correctives could be added. 

At least we now run no risk of getting 
the 75 percent to 90 percent sliding sup- 
ports because a vote against this confer- 
ence report sends the whole bill back 
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to conference—it does not kill the legis- 
lation as would have been the case had 
the Senate version of the bill been de- 
feated on final passage by our votes of 
last week. I urge that the conference 
report be defeated and that the farm bill 
be sent back to conference for further 
revision in the same manner that the 
atomic energy bill was slowly but surely 
corrected by sending it back to confer- 
ence. A vote against the conference re- 
port is now our best means to register 
a protest against dropping price supports 
below 90 percent and our best hope to 
force the conference committee to bring 
back a better bill for the American 
farmer. 

Mr. YOUNG. I thank my distin- 
guished friend from South Dakota for 
his great interest in agriculture. Ever 
since I have been associated with him 
as a Member of the Senate, the Senator 
from South Dakota has always been 
greatly concerned about agricultural 
problems and more particularly good 
farm prices. I think many Members of 
the Senate would be more than happy 
to adopt another kind of plan or none 
at all if we believed farmers could be 
assured of fair and adequate prices for 
their commodities. 

Mr. MUNDT. Precisely. I think we 
all recognize that the farm problem is 
an economic problem, not a political 
issue. It so happens that the producers 
of the kind of products involved in this 
bill lacked the necessary votes; a switch 
of three votes would have given us vic- 
tory for 90 percent price supports in 
the vote last week. 

Mr.CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I, too, 
thank the Senator from North Dakota 
for his presentation. I hope my col- 
leagues in the Senate who have heard 
his statement will take the opportunity 
to read and reread it in the Recorp. 
He has set forth clearly a fact which 
should have more consideration in the 
United States, namely, that wheat serves 
dual markets—the market for human 
consumption and the market for feed for 
stock. It is perfectly logical and eco- 
nomically necessary that there be two 
prices to meet the two needs. In the 
months to come, I hope that fact will 
be more fully understood by the Ameri- 
can people, because I believe that around 
it we can build a sounder economy in this 
particular field of agriculture. I know 
that the committee gave careful consid- 
eration to that fact. I am sure that 
many Members of the Senate have un- 
derstood fully for the first time that 
there is a basic division in the use of 
wheat which, better understood, will re- 
sult in a sounder approach to the mar- 
keting of wheat and will in the end, 
benefit the American farmer and bene- 
fit the American taxpayer. 

I intend to vote for the conference re- 
port. I shall vote for it not because I 
am wholly satisfied with it, for I am 
not, but because only in that way can we 
save the wool industry in the United 
States; only in that way can we improve 
upon the law which will take effect if 
we do not have the provisions which are 
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in the conference report. We cannot 
hope to improve upon it at this session; 
and, as between the two alternatives, in 
my judgment, the best thing to do is to 
adopt the report which is before us. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank my good friend from Oregon for 
his comments. He has always been a 
good friend of those engaged in agricul- 
tural production. We certainly cannot 
let the present situation, in which we 
actually provide a higher support price 
for feed wheat than we do for high pro- 
tein wheat, continue much longer. 

The two-price system which my 
friend the Senator from Oregon strongly 
believes in would be one method of cor- 
recting the situation. It is one way in 
which this problem of giving recognition 
to quality wheat production could be 
solved. Somehow, in some way, it will 
be necessary to correct the present situ- 
ation, or have the whole wheat price 
support program greatly in danger of 
collapsing. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I commend 
the Senator from North Dakota for his 
clear and understandable statement on 
the agricultural question. As he has 
served as a member of the committee of 
conference, he knew very well what he 
was faced with and the concessions 
which he was compelled to make. 

It was most disturbing to me again to 
receive a verification of fact which I was 
endeavoring to have cleared up. I 
thought it was a fact, but I had not been 
able to obtain the figures until today. I 
have received them from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. The figures show 
that the producer is receiving only 42 
cents of the consumer’s food basket dol- 
lar. That figure is lower than any which 
I stated on the floor during the debate 
on the bill. The figures which I have 
today been able to confirm indicate that 
the producer has lost 13 cents of the 
consumer’s food dollar since the calen- 
dar year 1946. Any loss which the pro- 
ducer has suffered has not been a gain 
to the consumer. Let us bear that in 
mind. If ever there was a time for Con- 
gress to settle down and try to find an 
answer to the problem which faces the 
American farmer, that time is now. 

I returned from Minnesota to the 
Washington Airport at 6 o’clock this 
morning. While I was in Minnesota I 
talked with a number of producers, re- 
liable, substantial farmers whom I have 
known for the past 30 years. They told 
me that they are faced with selling hens 
at from 9 to 11 cents a pound, and that 
the price of eggs had dropped to a low of 
20 cents a dozen. The dairy prices to 
the farmer have gone down consistently 
during this calendar year, although there 
are rumors to the effect that they might 
go up somewhat in the month of August. 

Despite the consistent drop in the 
price which the producer receives, every 
report which we read in the newspapers 
is to the effect that the price of milk 
to the consumer will be increased. These 
are facts which cannot in any sense be 
debated out of existence, because they 
are economic facts. We need only re- 
fer to the situation in the country to 
know what the facts are. 

Therefore, as I examine the action 
of the committee of conference, I find 
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some accomplishments which are com- 
mendable. I note that the conferees 
agreed to a provision in the House bill 
relative to dairy product disposals, in- 
cluding making dairy products available 
for the school lunch program and to 
servicemen, and the veterans’ hospitals. 
All this is commendable. I endeavored to 
have such provisions included in the Sen- 
ate bill during the debate on the floor. I 
am glad the conferees yielded to the 
House on this item. But the House had 
to yield to the Senate conferees on the 
question of the 80-percent support price 
for dairy products. So the dairy pro- 
ducer lost the 5 percent which the House 
had succeeded in giving the dairy pro- 
ducer when it acted on the farm bill. 

As I have examined the facts as I 
find them in the conference report, it 
disturbs me no end to find that I ar- 
rive at a conviction with which I can- 
not live, or at least I cannot live with 
my convictions, if I vote in support of 
the conference report. If there be a 
yea-and-nay vote, I shall vote against 
the report. If there is not a yea-and- 
nay vote, I record myself as being op- 
posed to the conference report. 

Between now and the convening of the 
84th Congress serious thought must be 
given to what kind of study shall be 
made to develop a farm support program 
and a farm bill which will restore agri- 
culture to a basis of parity with the other 
segments of the Nation’s economy, be- 
cause there is neither justice nor ex- 
planation for the high degree of employ- 
ment in industrial productivity, while 
agriculture has taken a decided drop 
month after month. 

The farmer is at such a low point at 
present that he is compelled to incur an 
increase in his real estate mortgage obli- 
gations, as well as in his short term loans, 
which have doubled in only a few years, 

I wish to bring my thoughts to a focal 
point. If any of us can consider the 
statistical facts in the records of the 
Department of Agriculture and still say 
that the farmer is doing all right, he 
must be more clear in his thinking than 
I have been able to be in mine, as I 
have examined the statistics in the De- 
partment. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. THYE. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree with the 
opinion of the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota with reference to the 
conference report. Does not the Senator 
think that a proposal for an investiga- 
tion, such as was made by the distin- 
guished Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], to investigate the disparity be- 
tween consumer prices and the drop in 
prices of farm products, a proposal which 
was rejected some time ago, would be a 
good idea for the Senate to take up as 
an order of business early in the next 
Congress? 

Mr. THYE. I endeavored to make 
clear what my thinking was when I said 
that Congress needed to give serious 
thought, not only when it convenes in 
January, but also between now and the 
beginning of the next Congress, to what 
shall be done to try to bring agriculture 
into parity with other segments of our 
Nation’s economy, I care not what type 
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of study is made, but some plan must 
be initiated which would restore agri- 
culture to balance, Otherwise the Na- 
tion is headed for a recession. ‘There 
can be no question about that, because 
history proves it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. THYE. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. As I remember, the 
Senator from Minnesota supported the 
resolution of the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa, which provided for an in- 
vestigation of the reason why farm prices 
have dropped, while the prices of things 
which the farmer buys have remained 
at a high level or have even gone higher 
and higher. Does not the Senator feel 
that such an inquiry, which unfortu- 
nately was opposed by the administra- 
tion, would be of benefit to the consumer 
and to farmer, as well? 

Mr. THYE. Several approaches must 
be made to the question, if the farmer 
is ever to be brought back on the road 
to parity in the Nation’s economy. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THYE. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator from Ten- 
nessee has made a very good point, with 
which I agree, namely, that much study 
and analysis must be made of the price 
spread between the consumer and the 
farmer. 

For the information of the Senator 
from Tennessee—and I have just con- 
firmed the fact with the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry—the staff of the committee has 
been ordered, during the recess, to make 
precisely the kind of study and investi- 
gation about which the Senator from 
Tennessee has spoken, by calling upon 
technicians from the Department of 
Agriculture and the Library of Congress. 

There is already under way, to a con- 
siderable degree, a pilot study of a dairy- 
products plant in Wisconsin, to deter- 
mine why the producer receives too little 
and the consumer pays so much. As 
that study is brought to a conclusion, 
similar studies will be carried into other 
areas of farm production. 

Mr. THYE. I was somewhat encour- 
aged last spring when the chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry stated that he was contin- 
uing in the employment of the Senate 
one of the staff members who had done 
an excellent job of investigational work 
on the importation of damaged Cana- 
dian wheat, of which some had gone 
into milling channels. When that as- 
signment was completed, the staff mem- 
ber was requested to do investigational 
work, as I understand, in the field of 
high costs and the price spread between 
what the producer receives and what the 
consumer pays. 

That study has been in progress since 
some time last spring. I have not seen 
any fruit harvested from that particu- 
lar vine or tree. For that reason I am 
wondering whether there will be an eco- 
nomic benefit to producers by reason of 
a further committee study between now 
and the next session of Congress. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 
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Mr. THYE. I yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. First I wish to com- 
pliment the Senator from Minnesota 
for his fine analysis and appraisal of 
the conference report. I agree with the 
judgment he has expressed tonight on 
the conference report and its effect on 
agriculture. I should like to ask my 
friend the Senator from Minnesota, 
when he suggests that a study be made 
between now and the first of January, if 
he has forgotten that the bill may well 
be considered the result of a study which 
has been in progress for 18 months 
within the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. THYE. I did not have in mind 
that a committee be named. I more or 
less charged myself and other Senators 
who are here assembled with the re- 
sponsibility of studying this question 
quite thoroughly between now and the 
convening of the 84th Congress. I hope 
I am wrong, but I am fearful that unless 
in some manner we check the trend, 
great harm will be done. If one gets 
away from the metropolitan centers, he 
can see the losses which the farmer has 
suffered. Those who live in metro- 
politan centers merely see the high 
prices charged, and every time they 
make a complaint about the high 
charges they are informed that they are 
caused by the terrible farm support 
prices. 

It is natural for the average person 
to believe that, because in the last 4 
or 5 months he has read nothing else 
in the newspapers, listened to nothing 
else over the radio, and learned nothing 
else by other means of communications. 
So it is perfectly natural that the aver- 
age consumer should have that idea. 
When the housewife complains to the 
cashier in the store about the high 
prices of groceries, she is told by the 
clerk what causes the high prices. I had 
such an experience last winter. I was in 
a store with my wife, and we mentioned 
to the clerk that the prices were very 
high. Without blinking an eye, that 
young chap said that the terrible farm 
support program had brought prices to 
such a high level. I asked him about 
potatoes. He told me all about the sup- 
ports on potatoes. On that day potatoes 
were selling at 5 cents a pound in the 
bin. I had heard producers say they 
could not get a dollar a hundred pounds 
for grade 1 potatoes. 

I refer to my experience as an example 
of the widespread misinformation con- 
cerning what the producer receives and 
why the consumer pays such high 
prices. I hope each one us will appoint 
himself a committee of one to study the 
question of what should be recommend- 
ed when Congress reconvenes, in order 
that we may get down to bedrock in con- 
nection with the farm economic ques- 
tion, in an attempt to restore agricul- 
ture to a position in which it can enjoy 
some of the fruits of the present pros- 
perous national economy. The farmers 
are not enjoying their share of it. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Does not the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota agree that the farm 
bill was the result of more than a year’s 
study by a committee or commission 
which worked with the Department of 
Agriculture, and that we would not de- 
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sire to have such a committee or com- 
mission look after the future of the 
farmers? 

Mr. THYE. I can answer that ques- 
tion without any equivocation whatso- 
ever. In the course of that study sup- 
port prices on dairy products have 
dropped from 90 to 75 percent. Prices 
of eggs to the producer have fallen more 
than 25 percent. The prices of hens 
have gone to such a low that those in 
the statistical offices are in a quandary 
in trying to ascertain what has influ- 
enced the poultry and egg market. The 
market is far out of line with what it 
should be when the increase in the pro- 
duction of poultry and eggs is considered. 

I am citing facts which anyone can 
gather by reading the statistical records. 
I am not referring to statistics which I 
have not seen in the records; I am citing 
facts from statistical reports. As a re- 
sult of studies by an advisory committee, 
we find that supports on basic commodi- 
ties have dropped to 8214 percent, and 
have dropped to 75 percent on dairy 
products. We are, so to speak, hanging 
on to the eave troughs by our finger- 
nails. I have referred to inescapeable 
facts. I cannot return to my constitu- 
ents and say that I voted for the con- 
ference report because I fully supported 
it. I shall be able to say only that I am 
in favor of the portion of the bill which 
relates to the eradication of brucellosis 
in dairy cows, because that will take a 
few cows out of the milk barns. 

I shall also be able to say that I sup- 
ported expansion of the school-lunch 
program, and that I supported the pro- 
posal that boys in military camps be 
given all the dairy products they can 
consume. I shall be able to say that I 
am more or less in support of the provi- 
sion looking toward an equitable solution 
of the wheat problem. I can absolutely 
commend the conferees on all those as- 
pects of the bill. 

However, when we consider price sup- 
ports for basic commodities, it will be 
seen that the underpinnings which kept 
commodity prices up have been whittled 
away on the ground that the huge sur- 
pluses have had a depressing effect on 
the market. When support prices on 
commodities were reduced to 82% per- 
cent, that did not help the producer. 
It merely meant that supports went from 
90 percent to 82½ percent. So prices 
receded. When dairy supports were re- 
duced from 90 to 75 percent, that did not 
help the producer. 

I may be able to say that we were 
promised that with proper administrative 
effort there is a hope that we can get rid 
of the surpluses and get back to a normal 
place in the market. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. THYE. I yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. The items which the 
Senator from Minnesota has selected 
from the conference report are the ones 
with respect to which I should like to` 
join with him. That is about the extent 
of the approval I can give to the confer- 
ence report. Therefore, if there is a 
yea-and-nay vote, I shall vote against 
the conference report. If there is not a 


1954 


yea-and-nay vote, I want my objection 
recorded. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do 
not expect to discuss now the facts which 
have been for months the subject matter 
of this long and difficult debate. I merely 
wish to say that I have never known a 
subject matter with respect to which I 
have seen convictions run so deep, and 
in connection with which I have seen, 
nevertheless, courtesy and kindness dis- 
played to such a great extent as that 
which has prevailed throughout this 
debate. 

So I end the debate with the utmost 
of respect and devotion for every mem- 
ber of the committee. I have found 
them fighting for the rights of the 
farmers, as they believed they could best 
serve those rights; and I have the utmost 
of respect for each and all of them. 

Mr. President, there are two important 
points which I wish to discuss briefly with 
respect to this legislation. First, with 
reference to price supports on basics; 
of course this measure in no way affects 
the permanent 90-percent support pro- 
gram for tobacco. The conference re- 
port, as applied to existing law, perma- 
nently provides, after 1955, for price sup- 
ports on the five basic agricultural com- 
modities, other than tobacco, at from 75 
to 90 percent of parity. The 82% to 
90 percent of parity provided in the leg- 
islation is for 1955, and for that one year 
only. This is a temporary bridge to the 
permanent provisions of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, the Anderson Act. This 
measure reflects the intention of Con- 
gress to gradually shift from high, rigid 
supports to flexible supports. This phi- 
losophy is further carried out by retain- 
ing the provision for modernized parity 
to go into effect in 1956 on the basic com- 
modities. As the Senate knows, the 
transition to the new parity is on a 
gradual basis that shifts parity for com- 
modities on the basis of the last 10-year 
average price for each commodity, rather 
than to continue indefinitely to use an 
unrealistic parity built upon price levels 
in the years from 1910 to 1914. 

Second, with reference to production 
controls. This legislation, together with 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
and the Agricultural Acts of 1948 and 
1949, fully expresses the intention of 
Congress to control production as a 
necessary part of price support. 

The support of prices above what buy- 
ers would otherwise pay has the effect of 
increasing production, which, in turn, 
has the effect of causing supply to ex- 
ceed demand and thereby forcing the 
lowering of prices. Accordingly, in order 
to assist in supporting prices Congress 
has established the policy of keeping 
supplies in line with demand, not only 
by providing for lower price supports, 
when surpluses mount, but by provid- 
ing authority and direction to the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to control produc- 
tion by the use of acreage allotments and 
marketing quotas, and by the limitation 
of the use of diverted acres. Unfortu- 
nately, the large surpluses carried over 
from past programs when production 
was not properly controlled will make it 
necessary, for the time being, to continue 
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controls along with the lower level of 
price support. 

The support of prices is the part of the 
farm program that many farmers view 
with pleasure. On the other hand, they 
frequently look upon the control of pro- 
duction as the disagreeable part of the 
program. Nevertheless, most of the 
farmers receiving price support are re- 
alistic and they know that it is impos- 
sible to continue to support prices and 
not at the same time effectively control 
production. It is generally recognized 
by farmers that it is unfair to that large 
majority of agricultural producers who 
produce nonsupported crops to subject 
them to Government-subsidized compe- 
tition by the unlimited use of diverted 
acres. 

We have made it clear that we fully 
expect the Secretary of Agriculture to 
operate the price-support program in a 
manner that will keep supplies in line 
with demand and that, of course, in- 
cludes effective control of production. 
The Congress fully recognizes that rigid 
controls are the inevitable result of high, 
rigid price supports. 

This legislation provides, among other 
things, that beginning with 1955, any 
person who knowingly harvests any basic 
agricultural commodity on his farm in 
excess of the farm acreage allotment 
shall be ineligible for agricultural con- 
servation payments. While this has the 
effect of depriving a farmer of his ACP 
payment if he actually harvests more 
than his acreage allotment, neverthe- 
less, it should be fully understood that, 
for purposes of acreage allotments, mar- 
keting quotas, and diverted acreage reg- 
ulation, a farm is out of compliance if 
acreage is planted thereon in excess of 
the quantity specified. It was our inten- 
tion, as stated in the conference report, 
that a farmer should not be penalized by 
losing his ACP payment unless he know- 
ingly harvested more than his allotment. 
This is a separate matter, entirely, from 
his eligibility for price support and is 
not intended to lessen in any way the 
contro! of his diverted acreage. 

Mr. President, in closing, since there 
is in the conference report and in the 
bill as passed by the Senate a paragraph 
which provides that under grapefruit 
marketing contracts, that part of the 
fruit which goes into cans may be in- 
cluded and controlled along with that 
which is marketed in fresh fruit chan- 
nels, provided the conditions imposed 
by the law are met, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have included at this point, in 
the Record as a part of my remarks 
an article from a recent issue of the 
Lakeland Ledger, of Lakeland, Fla., 
based on the latest United States De- 
partment of Agriculture statistics show- 
ing the returns to the Florida grapefruit 
growers from their crops in the past 2 
years. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

FLORIDA GRAPEFRUIT GROWER'S NET AVERAGES 
$21 AN ACRE 
(By George Knight) 

The average Florida grapefruit grower who 

marketed his fruit between October 1, 1953, 


and June 30, 1954, netted approximately $21 
per acre. This compares to about $97 he 
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netted during the 1952-53 season, and with 
$158 per acre the average orange grower made 
last season, 

The $21 was his net before he deducted 
taxes and depreciation, according to calcula- 
tions computed by the Ledger from figures 
supplied by authoritative industry sources. 
No citrus agencies have issued official cost 
summaries covering grapefruit grown last 
season. 

This means that the Florida grapefruit 
grower netted (before taxes and deprecia- 
tion) about 6 cents per box last season com- 
pared to about 30 cents for the 1952-53 
season, 

During the October-to-June period, ap- 
proximately 39,500,000 boxes of grapefruit 
were utilized, compared to 31,340,000 boxes 
utilized the previous season. 

In spite of the fact that more grapefruit 
was marketed, it is estimated that the total 
gross on-tree sales yalue of Florida grape- 
fruit for that period the past season was only 
$18,170,000, compared to $24,703,000 the pre- 
vious season, 

The grapefruit grower grossed 46 cents a 
box (on-tree) for all methods of sale during 
the period of October to June. However, the 
grower who sold most of his fruit fresh did 
much better than the one who was forced to 
sell most of his fruit to the cannery. The 
46 cents is an average of United States De- 
partment of Agriculture on-tree prices. The 
USDA figures revealed that a simple average 
of fresh-fruit prices was 86 cents on-tree but 
the grower selling to the cannery grossed only 
6 cents per box on-tree during the period. 

On-tree averages for the 1952-53 season 
were 76 cents for all methods of sale; $1.08 
for fruit sold fresh, and 40 cents for grape- 
fruit sold to processing plants. 

An authoritative United States Department 
of Agriculture source revealed that there 
were about 112,000 acres of bearing grape- 
fruit trees in the State last season, compared 
to about 104,000 the previous season. The 
cost of production is figured to be about 
$140 per acre, or about the same as for the 
1952-53 season. 

This shows that the average Florida grape- 
fruit grower grossed only $161 per acre 
(on-tree) the past season, compared to $237 
for the 1952-53 season. And he netted $21 
per acre compared to $97 the previous 
season. 

Production per acre for October to June 
is estimated to be 352 boxes per acre, com- 
pared to 312 boxes per acre the previous 
season. 

The figures in this summary are intended 
to be only statistical averages, and certainly 
do not represent the case of every Florida 
grapefruit grower. 

Some grapefruit growers—those with high- 
quality seedless, pinks and reds which sold 
readily in the fresh market, made substan- 
tial profits. Other growers, with a predomi- 
nance of seeded grapefruit which moved to 
the cannery, took a substantial loss. 

Figures for 1952-53 used in this article 
were taken from annual summaries of the 
Florida and United States Departments of 
Agriculture, 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
strongly hope that the conference report 
may be approved. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I am op- 
posed to the conference report. I shall 
vote against it, if given the opportunity. 
If not, I wish the Recorp to show not 
only that I am opposed to the confer- 
ence report, but that in my judgment it 
is the most unfortunate and damaging 
piece of proposed legislation that the 
Congress of the United States has passed 
in my lifetime. 

In a recent issue of the Washington 
Sunday Star, I saw the following head- 
line: “Eisenhower Scores Farm Victory.” 
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Mr. President, since then I have been 
thinking a great deal about the victor 
and the vanquished. The press of the 
country for the past several days has 
declared, in bold headlines, that the 
present national Republican administra- 
tion has won its greatest victory. 

Mr. President, who is the vanquished? 
There cannot be a victor without there 
also being one who is defeated. It may 
be that Eisenhower does not know who 
the vanquished are, but the vanquished 
know. 

A few days ago I saw in the Washing- 
ton News a story about Mr. Ezra Taft 
Benson. The headline read: Strong 
Man in the Cabinet—Denounced and 
Mocked, Benson Is Now a Hero.” 

Mr. President, what made him a hero? 
The impoverishment of American farm- 
ers? The stripping from them of the 
limited farm program they had? The 
weakening of the economic structure 
that was theirs, and upon which they 
were dependent? 

I read from the article: 

They mocked him and called him stupid 
and denounced him as the worst Agriculture 
Secretary of history, and demanded that 
President Eisenhower fire him. But Ezra 
Taft Benson stood his ground. Today he 
has emerged as hero of the biggest legisla- 
tive victory the Eisenhower administration 
has had. 


Mr. President, I remember a story of 
ancient Rome, when the Emperor re- 
ceived word from one of his generals 
that he had won a great victory, but 
after the casualties were known, the 
emperor became very much aware that 
while he had won the battle it had prob- 
ably cost him the war. And throughout 
the days ahead, when his heart was 
troubled and his mind was ridden with 
fear he was heard often to say “Varus, 
Varus, give me back my legions’—be- 
cause while a victory had been won, the 
legions had been sacrificed, and the em- 
peror knew that the empire had been 
endangered. 

I see the chairman of the Agricultural 
Committee, a distinguished Senator and 
an effective leader, in this victory. If 
Eisenhower is the general and if Benson 
is the chief of staff, the senior Senator 
from Vermont has been the commander 
of the shock troops, and they have been 
victorious. They have ridden rough- 
shod, Mr. President, over millions of 
American farmers who tonight, if they 
were aware of the detail of history, might 
be thinking of what was in the minds of 
the gladiators in ancient Rome when 
forced into the arena whence there was 
no escape except in death, who looked 
upon the face of their emperor and gave 
voice to the sad and terrible words, 
“Morituri te salutant’: “We who are 
about to die salute you.” 

I hope there is that within the heart 
of the American farmer tonight, Mr. 
President, which can give him that cour- 
age, because the millions of them who 
are the victims of this bill, if not aware 
tonight, will be aware as the inexorable 
march of the days and the weeks and 
the months ahead disclose the tragedy to 
them. They who are yet alive will be 
Saying, “We who are about to die salute 
you,” 
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I wish to read to the Senate, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the testimony of one of the casual- 
ties of this greatest legislative victory 
the Eisenhower administration has had. 

Mr. President, if this administration 
had launched its mighty power against 
the embedded forces of wealth and 
budged them from their position for the 
benefit of citizens, it would be entitled to 
the paeans of praise and tributes for 
victory. But against whom did the ad- 
ministration launch this victorious at- 
tack? Was it against the entrenched 
private power lobby in this city? No, 
sir. They are more powerful tonight 
than ever in the history, and are con- 
gratulating themselves, Mr. President, 
upon the amazing successes they have 
achieved. 

I remember when the President and 
the Secretary of the Treasury spoke to 
the National Bankers’ Association in this 
city and told them of the fiscal policies of 
this administration, Mr. President, and 
that crowd of bankers cheered until the 
rafters rang. When the good President 
and his Secretary of the Treasury left 
there, they were congratulating each 
other on the belief that they had the 
bankers of the country in their pockets. 
But, Mr. President, the bankers were 
congratulating themselves, that they had 
the President and the Secretary of the 
Treasury in their pockets. 

No, the victory was not against the 
bankers, Mr. President, the victory was 
against that group who, as the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia the other 
day advised us, are at the bottom of the 
economic totem pole in this country, of 
whom one-third have an annual income 
of less than $1,009. So, in this instance, 
when the General marched his forces 
and when Chief of Staff Benson gave the 
orders and when the Senator from Ver- 
mont led those shock troops, they over- 
whelmed that group of American citi- 
zens. I wish to read the plaintive wail 
from one of them, which I hold in my 
hand: 

CHICKASHA, OKLA., August 13, 1954. 
Hon. Bos Kerr, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Kerr: As the wife of a small 
dairy farmer I listen with interest personally 
every morning to the news as to what has 
been done about the farm program in Wash- 
ington the day before. 


Mr. President, by the millions small 
farm families across the Nation had 
tuned their ears to Washington. They 
listened to the radio. They read the 
newspapers. They were seeking, long- 
ing, hoping for a word of relief and a 
word of cheer. 


Mr. Kerr I honestly wonder if Mr. Benson 
and his associates can really understand 
the condition of we small farmers and dairy- 
men. I have no doubt that he wants to do 
what is best for our interest, but does he 
understand? 


What graciousness, Mr. President. 
“We who are about to die salute you.” 
Last year when the drought came we were 


told over and over, cull your herds and feed 
for better production. 


Do Senators hear those words ema- 
nating from the Department of Agricul- 
ture? 
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When yoi are drowning you will try any- 
thing. I have sales and purchase slips to 
show that we did just that. We culled five 
head of dairy cows and shipped to Oklahoma 
City Stock Yards. We had given $1,197 for 
them, or an average price of $239 per head. 
We received a check from the National Live- 
stock Commission for $330.16, or an average 
price of $66 per head. Then we paid the 
trucker $10 for hauling them. Mr. KERR (ac- 
cording to our sales slip), Armour & Co, 
bought the cows. In less than 1 month from 
that time, according to reports from the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, the packers were to be 
reimbursed for cattle purchased. I ask you, 
why reimburse them, we had already taken 
the loss, not the packers. Why couldn’t we 
have been reimbursed for our loss, in ac- 
cordance with our sales slips direct, or the 
packers instructed to reimburse the farmers 
according to their purchases from the 
farmer. 

Now we are in the depth of another 
drought, and again we are told, cull for bet- 
ter production. Yesterday we took one cull 
dairy cow to Oklahoma City Stock Yards. We 
had given $225 for this 995-pound cow, and, 
Mr. Kerr, we received 7 cents per pound, or 
$69.65. Again, Armour & Co. bought the cow, 
We have got to cull more cows, due to pas- 
ture and feed, and I'm sure you know we are 
going to have to take the same kind of price, 
5 to 7 cents per pound, as that is the class all 
dairy cattle are placed in. Can you explain 
to Mr. Benson that we small dairymen that 
have to sacrifice these dairy cattle just can’t 
go on like this; that we just have to have a 
better program of some kind, 


“We who are about to die, salute you.” 
What else can there be in that wail? 

We are losing money on these cattle, de- 
pleting our herds. When this drought is 
over, there will be no money, no cattle. 
Please try once more to show that man just 
what he’s doing to we small dairymen, when 
hə lowers the parity on milk until we can’t 
afford to produce milk, and have to sacri- 
fice our dairy cows at 5 cents per pound. 
We come up with no production, no price, 
no feed, no money—then where to? Does 
he have an answer? 

Yours for a better farm program, I am. 


Then she gives me her name and her 
address. 

Ah, Mr. President, at what price does 
Benson win the greatest legislative vic- 
tory of this administration? At the 
price of human suffering and poverty. 
That is the price. I say to the Senate 
that is the price that Americans will 
have to pay for this farm bill. We are 
making them pay it, we who were sent 
here to represent the people and to help 
them receive equity and justice from 
their Government, the greatest Gov- 
ernment on this earth. We have 
stripped hope from their hearts as if 
it were something vile, something to 
which Americans are not entitled. We 
are taking it from them with the cold, 
ruthless hand of law. 

Oh, we will put another palm leaf on 
the Croix de Guerre for the Secretary 
of Agriculture and for the chairman of 
the committee. He will be decorated 
for bravery in action for leading the 
shock troops which marched across the 
Senate of the United States and the 
economic graves of millions of American 
farmers. 

I say it is a tarnished medal. I say 
it is not a reward for service to Amer- 
ican citizens. It is recognition for what 
he has done to them. Eisenhower 
scored a farm victory, Benson is a hero, 
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and millions of American farm families 
are the losers. There will be reverbera- 
tions echoing across the length and 
breadth of this land. 

“We who are about to die, salute you.” 

They who live will right this wrong. 
They who live will send representatives 
here to restore justice and do equity, 
and make sure that when farm legisla- 
tion is passed by Congress the people 
will score a victory, not someone who 
knows not what he has won. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, we have caught ourselves 
in another tangle here this evening. 

I remember, almost 2 years ago, at the 
beginning of 1953, when Benson came 
before the committee, the first question 
I asked him was, “Are you in favor of 
a sliding scale?” 

He hedged, and he said that he would 
have to do a lot of studying and investi- 
gating. Senators will remember that he 
has been investigating ever since 1953. 

Let us not blame the conferees this 
time. Let us not blame them for this 
bill. Let us remember that this bill was 
Benson-drawn in the House and Benson- 
drafted through the Senate. We were 
boxed in, so to speak. Therefore, we 
are in an awful fix. This is the best 
that could be brought back to us by the 
conference committee. I did not sign 
the conference report, and I am glad 
to say that the junior Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Youne] refused to sign it. 

One of the main reasons for my refus- 
ing to sign the conference report was 
not because of the disagreement in con- 
ference, but because I am not in favor 
of flexible price supports. I believe the 
purpose of price supports is to protect 
the farmer when he is in need. Any 
Senator who travels among farmers 
knows they are in need. I remember 
when I was a small boy, just growing 
up, I was told that the farmer is the 
man who feeds us all, and that is a 
true statement. I know, Mr. President, 
that every recession has started with the 
farmer, and that every depression has 
started with the farmer. 

No one can tell me that the farmer is 


not in a depressed condition today, when 


everything he must buy is still priced 
high—it has not come down—and the 
price of everything the farmer sells has 
gone down. 

I believe we should protect the farmer. 
Ch, yes, we have been caught again. I 
know that. I know that a great many 
members of the committee knew that we 
would be caught like this. 

There is on the books the 1949 act, and 
we were told, “If you do not pass a new 
bill, you will get the 1949 act.” Do Sen- 
ators know what we would have under 
the 1949 act? The support program 
would range from 75 percent to 90 per- 
cent. That is what we were faced with 
all the way. The bill was held up until 
the very end of the session, so we could 
be told, “Take it, or leave it.” 

I am one who feels that two wrongs 
do not make one right. The act of 1949 
is wrong, and this bill is wrong. The 
only way I can tell the farmers of my 
State and the farmers of the Nation, that 
Iam against it is by refusing to sign the 
conference report and to vote against 
its adoption. 

We have been fenced in, that is true. 
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This bill will become law, and if the 
same representatives in Congress return 
next year—I do not believe they will 
this law will be amended, and then Mr. 
Benson will get everything he wants. 
No; he did not get this year all he wanted. 
Let no one tell me that he got every- 
thing he wanted. No one can tell me 
that Benson has been the victor all the 
way. He wanted 75 percent of parity 
to be the minimum. He got 824% per- 
cent. Do not let him fool us in this bill 
in regard to the setaside. Next year 
and the year after, the farmer will be 
caught again. The setaside in the bill 
does nothing to help in connection with 
the amount of the acreage. Under this 
bill the acreage will be cut, and also 
parities will be cut in the future. 

The setaside holds up the parity for a 
short while, but so far as parities and 
prices are concerned, everyone knows 
how much surplus we have and the set- 
aside in this bill will be taken into con- 
sideration. This bill will become known 
in the future as the Aiken-Hope bill. 
Thank God for some “hope.” We have 
some hope in the future. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. We have a great 
deal of “Aiken,” too. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Hope is being held out for the future. 
I, for one, hope that in the future this 
measure will be amended, not as Mr. 
Benson wants it amended, but as it ought 
to be amended in order to care for the 
farmers of the Nation. 

The farmers will feel the effects of this 
bill. They will ache from this bill, and 
finally they will suffer from the bill, be- 
cause parities on the basic commodities 
of agriculture cannot be lowered with- 
out their feeling it. 

Tobacco is in the bill for the next 2 
years, it is said. No, tobacco is not in 
this bill at all. Thank God, it is not in 
this bill. Tobacco has been supported 
at 90 percent of parity, and has been 
under strict controls. That is what all 
the farmers of the Nation want. Give 
the farmers that, and the surplus will be 
reduced, but the surplus cannot be re- 
duced by setting aside and then trying. 
to fool the farmers in regard to parity. 
I cannot support this kind of legislation. 
I feel that the farmers of the Nation 
need help at this time more than do 
any other class of people. 

We have the wage-and-hour law, and 
I am glad we have it, but it involves 
competition with farm labor, and at the 
same time it does not protect farm 
labor. I think both should be protected. 

Administration supporters will hail 
Mr. Benson as a great victor. He can 
have such praise so far as I am con- 
cerned. I do not want to have anything 
to do with it. I feel that the farmers 
of the Nation will be displeased with this 
legislation, and that it will cause suffer- 
ing. For that reason I intend to vote 
against the conference report if there is 
to be a yea-and-nay vote. If not, I am 
telling the Nation that the junior Sena- 
tor from South Carolina does not ap- 
prove this kind of legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Busu in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the conference report. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
shall not detain the Senate long. I wish 
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to record my opposition to the con- 
ference report. 

When the bill came up in the Senate, 
because of 2 breakdowns on the Eastern 
Airlines plane on which I was riding, over 
which I had no control, I was about 4 
hours late returning to Washington, 
which prevented my voting against the 
sliding scale which was adopted. Had I 
been present, I would have voted for 90 
percent of parity as the support pro- 
gram. I take this opportunity to explain 
my position in that connection. 

In the first place, Mr. President, I am 
fearful the administration, and partic- 
ularly the Secretary of Agriculture, is 
not aware of what is going on in the 
Nation today. There is considerable un- 
employment, and more is indicated. The 
national production has been cut twenty 
or twenty-five billion dollars in the face 
pling fact that the population is increas- 


Mr. President, the distress that exists 
today is nothing compared with what it 
will be in the months and years to come, 
largely because of lack of foresight in 
dealing with the farm program. 

Farmers today undoubtedly are suf- 
fering greatly as a result of reduced 
prices. They are not able to paint their 
barns; they cannot buy the tractors and 
the manufactured products which they 
need. There is resulting unemployment 
in factories. Only in the building trades 
industry is employment holding up in the 
Nation today. 

It seems to me that Mr. Benson and 
the administration do not realize the 
economic facts of life. While we pro- 
vide a protective tariff for certain indus- 
tries in our Nation today which are en- 
titled to some protection in order to en- 
able them to compete with industries in 
other nations, while we give protection 
to working men and women, with floors 
under wages and with collective-bar- 
gaining agreements which are sanc- 
tioned by acts of the Congress—while we 
protect these two segments of our econ- 
omy, yet we virtually throw the farmer 
to the four winds. That is what is being 
done by the proposed farm legislation. 

The farmers of America constitute the 
one segment of our population which has 
been suffering from reduced income in 
the face of increasing prices for that 
which they must purchase. 

The trend or cycle which has been in- 
augurated by the Benson farm policy 
and which will increase in intensity as a 
result of the proposed legislation which 
is now before the Senate, will cause 
many of those who support this proposal 
to rue the day when they gave the 
farmer the bad deal that is being dealt to 
him tonight. 

After all, the present farm-support 
program has cost us comparatively very 
little, compared with what-we have put 
into Indonesia in 1 year, which now 
proves to have been of little avail. On 
the average over many, many years the 
farm program has not cost very much, 

When we consider the cost of unem- 
ployment, the fact that we must ap- 
propriate larger amounts for unemploy- 
ment compensation insurance, that busi- 
ness is off in many sections of the Na- 
tion, that we are not moving ahead, and 
that we are reducing the national pro- 
duction, it all points to the fact that the 
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program of cutting down the income of 
the farmer which we are following here 
tonight is ill-advised. 

The treatment which has been given 
the American farmer, and the refusal 
of the administration adequately to de- 
velop the natural resources of the Na- 
tion, are largely responsible for the bad 
plight in which we are in today and the 
increasingly worse one with which we 
shall be faced in the days to come. 

Mr. President, it is not only in the 
price-support program that the admin- 
istration has failed to meet the test of a 
sound legislative program. In other as- 
pects the administration is doubling or 
trebling the catastrophe which we shall 
meet in the days to come. 

The administration talks about farm 
surpluses. One way to dispose of farm 
surpluses would be in connection with 
the school-lunch program, for which 
Congress has provided in the bill to the 
extent of $50 million. I am sorry that 
the conferees agreed to the House ver- 
sion and would not leave in the bill the 
larger sum provided by the Senate. That 
would have been most helpful. 

Next, we must realize that if there 
could be full employment, as is required 
by the act of 1946, and people would have 
sufficient income with which to buy the 
food they need to eat, there would not 
be the farm surpluses which exist today. 
In a progressive nation, which seeks to 
have forward-looking programs for its 
people, it is not logical to reduce the 
volume of commodities which can be pro- 
duced on our farms. If we had followed 
the full employment program, as set 
forth in the bill with which the distin- 
guished Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] had much to do, and which I 
supported in the House of Representa- 
tives, there would not be farm surpluses, 


Furthermore, lack of fortitude on the 
part of administration leaders in the 
Senate and the House today is responsi- 
ble in a large part for the plight facing 
the American farmers. The lack of cour- 
age evidenced by the failure to proceed 
with the President’s program in connec- 
tion with reciprocal trade agreements 
will rise to plague American farmers in 
the years to come. The sad fact today 
is that one-third of the people of the 
world are hungry. In many nations of 
the world our food products could be a 
wonderful instrumentality in the interest 
of better international relations, and 
perhaps for peace in the world. Many 
foreign nations produce uranium, rub- 
ber, manganese, chrome, and other prod- 
ucts which we need, and of which we are 
in short supply. Other nations of the 
world would be very happy to have our 
food products in exchange for those ma- 
terials. 


The President of the United States 
recognized that a real extension of the 
reciprocal trade agreements program 
was not only a necessary step in the in- 
terest of better foreign relations, but 
would be a very important step in the 
interest of our own domestic economy. 
He recommended a gradual lowering of 
tariffs and suggested that the reciprocal 
trade agreements program be extended 
for 3 years. This would have given the 
American farmers, particularly the cot- 
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ton and tobacco farmers, needed relief 
to a large degree, 

After the subject had been investi- 
gated for a year by the Randall Com- 
mission, I offered an amendment last 
year to extend the reciprocal trade 
agreements program for 3 years. My 
amendment was rejected, and the state- 
ment was made that an investigation 
would be made. The investigation was 
made, and the working people, manu- 
facturers, business, industry, and agri- 
culture recommended that, in the in- 
terest of our domestic economy and the 
farmers of America, there should be a 
gradual lowering of tariffs and a real 
extension of the reciprocal trade agree- 
ments program, so that our friends 
abroad would know that they could trade 
with us under favorable terms for years 
to come. But the administration did 
not furnish leadership in Congress so 
that the President’s own recommenda- 
tions could be made effective. The 
President let the farmers of America 
down by settling for only a l-year ex- 
tension. 

My distinguished colleague, the junior 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gore], and 
other Senators, led the fight for the 
President’s reciprocal trade agreement 
program, which would have done much 
to alleviate the distress from the sur- 
pluses which are bothering us today. 

On a long-range basis, the farmers of 
America are not being adequately con- 
sidered. Even where trade agreements 
have been entered into, we find Presiden- 
tial approval of the raising of tariffs, 
as in the case of Swiss watches. Un- 
doubtedly that action will cut off a great 
many tobacco and cotton sales to the 
Swiss Republic. Other impediments are 
being placed in the way of freer world 
trade, which would enable us to dispose 
of our agricultural surpluses. 

I was very much interested in the 
remarks of the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Minnesota (Mr. THYE] in 
opposition to the conference report. He 
said he could not face the farmers of 
Minnesota if he voted to let them down 
in the manner they would be let down 
if the conference report were agreed to. 
I can understand why the Senator from 
Minnesota expresses such sentiments. 
First, he is a thoughtful man, who un- 
derstands the agricultural program. He 
knows that the bill before the Senate 
is not in the best interests of the farm- 
ers of America. 

Perhaps there is another reason why 
the Senator from Minnesota feels some 
embarrassment about the question. As 
I recall, at Kasson, Minn., the President 
of the United States told the American 
farmers that they could expect, and he 
would pledge them, a continuation of 
the 90 percent support price program, 
and 100 percent in the market place. 
This bill is far removed from the pledge 
made at Kasson, Minn., as a result of 
which many of the farmers of America 
voted for the administration, without 
having any intimation that the admin- 
istration intended to abandon the 90 per- 
cent support program which had been 
promised to them at Kasson, and that 
it was planned to put the farmers on a 
program of sliding scale supports, which 
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means lower and lower prices for the 
products which the farmer sells. 

I say to the Senator from Minnesota 
that not only are the farmers of Minne- 
sota bewildered by the broken promises 
of the administration, but farmers all 
over America are likewise concerned. I 
have been in Tennessee recently, where 
I talked with many farmers, who said, 
“Were we not promised a continuation of 
the 90-percent program?” They have 
read the Recorp and the statement of the 
President. Of course, they were prom- 
ised that program. The thing furthest 
from their minds was that the promise 
would be abandoned, and that they 
would be given a sliding scale, which has 
made heroes out of Mr. Benson and other 
members of the administration today. 

Finally, I have heard much talk about 
the making of an interim investigation 
by the staff of the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry or an investigation 
by the Department of Agriculture as to 
what has happened to our economy, 
which has resulted in the farmers getting 
less for their products day by day, while 
almost everything which the farmers buy 
has been staying at 100 percent of parity, 
or even going a little higher. Everyone 
recognizes that to be true. 

It is unquestioned that there has not 
been any substantial lowering of the 
prices which the consumers pay. Every- 
one bemoans the fact that that condition 
exists. 

Many Senators on the other side of 
the aisle are talking about having an in- 
vestigation made by the Committee on 
Agriculture or some other committee. 
The administration was offered a clear- 
cut opportunity to give the American 
people the facts in this connection some 
time ago, when the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], togther 
with more than 28 other sponsors sub- 
mitted a resolution asking for the ap- 
pointment of a special committee for 
the purpose of investigating the ques- 
tion of why farm prices have been 
going down, while what the farmer must 
buy continues to rise in price, and while 
the prices which the consumer must pay 
for his products remain at the same high 
level or have decreased only a very little. 

The Senator from Iowa is present. I 
know his resolution was vigorously pre- 
sented to the Senate Committee on Rules 
and Administration. The Senator’s res- 
olution provided for a real investigation 
by a committee which could have ob- 
tained the facts for the farmers and con- 
sumers of America. It could have point- 
ed out to the farmers why their products 
were selling at high prices to the con- 
sumers. But the resolution of the Sen- 
ator from Iowa was never given favorable 
consideration, even though almost one- 
third of the Members of the Senate asked 
for such an investigation. So I do not 
think very much will be accomplished 
by an investigation conducted by the De- 
partment of Agriculture. It seems to 
me that if the administration really 
wanted the people of America to know 
why it is the consumer is being squeezed, 
why the farmer has to continue to pay 
high prices, and why he is getting low 
prices for his products in the meantime, 
it would have got behind the resolution 
of the distinguished Senator from Iowa 
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and enabled the people of the United 
States to have this information. 

Mr. President, in conclusion I wish to 
point out again, as has been so well 
stated by the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] and the distin- 
guished Senator from South Carolina 
{Mr. JoHNnsTon] that the history of all 
recessions or depressions has been pre- 
ceded by drastic drops in the purchasing 
power of the farmer. 

There is not any reason why we should 
have a depression at this time, but if the 
farmer’s purchasing power is going to 
be cut and cut, as will happen as a result 
of the bill recommended in the confer- 
ence report, then I am afraid that there 
may be a repetition. At least I wish to 
point out that this is not what the people 
of America were promised. They were 
promised something entirely different. 
They have been let down. The agree- 
ments made with the people have been 
abandoned. 

Tat least want the Recor to show that 
many of us on this side of the aisle, and 
some Senators on the other side of the 
aisle, realize the catastrophe that is 
about to be visited upon the American 
farmer by the legislation proposed in the 
conference report. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may have a 
matter printed in the Recorp? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT, I yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the body of 
the Recorp at this point in my remarks 
the vote in the Senate in 1949 relative to 
flexible price supports. 

There being no objection, the vote was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

[81st Cong., Ist sess.] 

Vorn No. 226 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 95, pt. 11, p. 
15008) 

SUBJECT: FARM PRICE SUPPORT (H. R. 5345) 

Synopsis: Vote on motion to agree to the 
conference report on the Anderson farm bill. 
The report was a compromise between the 
high-support schedule of the House bill and 
the sliding scale of supports passed by the 
Senate. It embodied the principle of flexibil- 
ity as a long-range peacetime policy, but as- 
sured high prices for basic commodities dur- 
ing a 4-year transitory period. Note: Those 
opposing the report contended that it would 
mean higher prices for the consumer and 
higher governmental costs in carrying out its 
objectives. 

Action: Agreed to. 

Excerpts from the Congressional Record 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the Senator from Oklahoma | Mr. Thomas] 
I submit a conference report on House bill 
5345, to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, and for other pur- 
poses, and I ask unanimous consent for its 
present consideration. 

(Conference report with statement of man- 
agers is attached hereto.) 

The Vice PRESIDENT. Is there objection 
to the present consideration of the confer- 
ence report? 

There being no objection, the Senate pro- 
ceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. Ives. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 
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The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Vice Present. The question is on 
agreeing to the conference report. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. Ives (when Mr. Dulles’ name was 
called). The junior Senator from New York 
Mr. Dulles] has a pair with the senior Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. Ture]. If the 
junior Senator from New York were present, 
he would vote “nay.” If the senior Senator 
from Minnesota were present, he would vote 
“vea.” 

Mr. McCartHy (when his name was 
called). I have a pair with the senior Sena- 
tor from Ohio [Mr. Taft]. If he were pres- 
ent and voting, he would vote “nay,” and if 
I were permitted to vote, I would vote 
“yea.” 

The rollcall was concluded. 

Mr. Lucas. The Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. Byrp], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. JOHNSTON], and the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson] are detained 
on official business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
FREAR], the Senator from South Carolina 
Mr. MAYBANK], the Senator from Nevada 
Mr. McCarran], the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. MCCLELLAN], the Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Rosertson], the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], and the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. Tydings] are absent by 
leave of the Senate on official business. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN- 
DER], the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, 
Green], and the Senator from Oklahoma 
{Mr. Thomas] are absent on official com- 
mittee business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE] is 
absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovctas], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. East- 
LAND], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. Hunt], the Senator from Tennessee 
Mr. Keravuver], the Senator from Montana 
Mr. Murray], the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Myers], the Senator from Idaho 
Mr. Taylor], and the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Withers] are absent on public 
business, 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez}], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DovcLas], the Senators from Mississippi | Mr. 
EASTLAND and Mr. STENNIs], the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Green], the Senator from 
Minnesota Mr. HUMPHREY |], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Hunt], the Senators from 
South Carolina [Mr. JoHNnson and Mr. Mar- 
BANK], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER], the Senator from Washington 
Mr. Macnuson], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. MCCLELLAN], the Senator from Montana 
| Mr. Murray], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
Mr. Myers], the Senator from Alabama Mr. 
SPARKMAN], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Taylor}, the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Thomas], and the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. Tydings] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker], the Senator 
from Nebraska | Mr. Butler], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], and the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] are absent on 
official business with leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HEN- 
DRICKSON], the Senator from Kansas Mr. 
Reed], and the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Vandenberg] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Frercu- 
SON], who is absent on official committee 
business, is paired with the Senator from 
Indiana |Mr. CAPEHART], who is absent on 
Official business. If present and voting, the 
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Senator from Michigan would vote “nay” and 
the Senator from Indiana would vote yea.“ 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY ] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. Dulles], 
who is absent by leave of the Senate, is 
paired with the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. THYE], who is absent on official com- 
mittee business. Their pair has been previ- 
ously announced by the senior Senator from 
New York [Mr. Ives]. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Monpt] is absent on official business with 
leave of the Senate. If present and voting, 
the Senator from South Dakota would vote 
“yea.” 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Taft] is 
necessarily absent and his pair has been 
previously announced by the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr, MCCARTHY]. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. Jenner] 
is absent on official committee business. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. Cain] 
and the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] are detained on official business. 

The result was announced—yeas 46, nays 
7, as follows: 

Yeas—46: Aiken, Anderson, Brewster, 
Chapman, Connally, Cordon, Donnell, Dow- 
ney, Dworshak, Ecton, Fulbright, George, 
Graham, Gurney, Hayden, Hickenlooper, Hill, 
Hoey, Holland, Johnson of Colorado, John- 
son of Texas, Kem, Kerr, Kilgore, Knowland, 
Langer, Leahy, Long, Lucas, McFarland, Mc- 
Kellar, McMahon, Malone, Millikin, Morse, 
Neely, O'Conor, O'Mahoney, Pepper, Russell, 
Schoeppel, Smith of Maine, Thomas of Utah, 
Watkins, Wherry, Young. 

Nays—7: Baldwin, Bridges, Ives, Lodge, 
Saltonstall, Tobey, Williams. 

Not voting—43: Bricker, Butler, Byrd, 
Cain, Capehart, Chavez, Douglas, Dulles, 
Eastland, Ellender, Ferguson, Flanders, 
Prear, Gillette, Green, Hendrickson, Humph- 
rey, Hunt, Jenner, Johnston of S. C., Ke- 
fauver, McCarran, McCarthy, McClellan, 
Magnuson, Martin, Maybank, Mundt, Mur- 
ray, Myers, Reed, Robertson, Smith of N. 
J., Sparkman, Stennis, Taft, Taylor, Thye, 
Thomas of Okla,, Tydings, Vandenberg, 
Wiley, Withers. 

So the conference report was agreed to. 


Analysis of vote 


Repub- Demo- 

licans crats 
T „ 27 
o 9 © 0 
Not voting (43222 18 25 


Positions of Senators not vot- 


Not paired, position “yea”... 1 519 
Not paired, no position 411 6 
r — 44 52 


1 Capehart, McCarthy, Thye. 

Dulles, Ferguson, Taft. 

Mundt. 

* Bricker, Butler, Cain, Flanders, Hendrick- 
son, Jenner, Martin, Reed, Smith (N. J.), 
Vandenberg, Wiley. 

*Chavez, Douglas, Eastland, Ellender, 
Green, Humphrey, Hunt, Johnston (S. C.), 
Kefauver, Magnuson, Maybank, McClellan, 
Murray, Myers, Sparkman, Stennis, Taylor, 
Thomas (Okla.), Tydings. 

Byrd, Frear, Gillette, McCarran, Robert- 
son, Withers, 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
shall not detain the Senate long. I 
merely wish to make my position clear 
for the Recorp, because I understand, 
at least, there is some doubt as to wheth- 
er there may be a record vote on the 
conference report. I voted against the 
principle of flexible supports during the 
consideration of the bill itself, and I shall 
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vote against the acceptance of the con- 
ference report. 

It seems to me extremely unfortunate 
that at this particular time we should 
pass a bill which threatens the future 
of the farmers, as I believe this bill does. 
In my own State we are suffering from 
one of the worst droughts in our history. 
This is really the fourth year of a severe 
drought. 

I particularly wish to commend the 
statement of the Senator from Okla- 
homa with regard to this conference re- 
port and I associate myself with his 
statement. His State is suffering from 
a very similar drought. As a matter of 
fact, the reality is that the decrease in 
prices of dairy products in particular is 
already adding to the misery of the farm- 
ers in my State, and of farmers of that 
entire area as a whole. 

I also should like to associate myself 
with what has been said with regard to 
the effect of the increase in tariffs at the 
same time supports on agricultural prod- 
ucts are being decreased. 

While I recognize the promise that was 
made by the present occupant of the 
White House, and I think that is an im- 
portant matter, my principal criticism 
is on another basis. I simply think it is 
extremely unwise for the welfare, not 
only of the farmers, but of the people 
of the country as a whole, because the 
bill will throw our economy out of bal- 
ance. As has been so well stated, it 
will put the farmer at a disadvantage in 
comparison with the other economic 
groups. It has been well stated that 
all these years farmers have been at 
the lowest economic level for a large 
segment of our economy, but the bill will 
further increase the disparity that ex- 
ists between the farmers and the vari- 
ous other economic groups of the coun- 
try. That is all I feel it is necessary to 
say at this moment. 


THREAT OF INVASION OF FORMOSA 


I wish to make a brief statement about 
another matter, about which I am re- 
minded, I think it is appropriate þe- 
cause of the statement made about the 
difference between the promises made at 
the last election with regard to price 
supports and the characterization by the 
President of another matter in his 
speech on the state of the Union on Feb- 
ruary 2, 1953. This has nothing to do, 
I may say, with the conference report, 
but it is very short and I should like to 
read it. I have in my hand a statement 
appearing on the ticker tape. I should 
like to read the few paragraphs it con- 
tains. It is with regard to the Pres- 
ident’s press conference today. 

The President’s discussion of the war dan- 
gers involving Formosa was terse and to the 
point. 

He was asked what would happen if Chi- 
nese Communist forces, reported massed on 
the mainland preparatory to an attack of the 
national stronghold, suddenly invaded For- 
mosa in force. 

He referred back to his order of January 
1953, instructing the Seventh Fleet to con- 
tinue to protect Formosa, but not strangle 
the movement of national forces, This or- 
der, he said, was still in force. 

Then to the particular point of what might 
happen in this Far Eastern tension area, the 
President said any invasion of Formosa 
would have to run over the Seventh Fleet. 
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Asked whether he was prepared to use any 
other forms of American strength to combat 
a Formosan invasion, the President said he 
had not had a military discussion on this 
point. 

As for the legislation to outlaw the Com- 
munist Party, Mr. Eisenhower said things 
were happening so fast that many people 
were confused. He declined to discuss the 
action in the Senate which this afternoon 
approved an amendment making member- 
ship in the Communist Party a crime. 


The point I particularly wanted to 
bring to the attention of the Senate was 
with regard to Formosa and the Presi- 
dent’s order. 

In contrast to that, I wish to read two 
paragraphs from the President's speech 
to the Congress on February 2, 1953, 
appearing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 99, part 1, page 749. This is the 
President speaking: 


In June 1950, following the aggressive 
attack on the Republic of Korea, the United 
States Seventh Fleet was instructed both to 
prevent attack upon Formosa and also to 
insure that Formosa should not be used as 
a base of operations against the Chinese 
Communist mainland. 

This has meant, in effect, that the United 
States Navy was required to serve as a 
defensive arm of Communist China, Re- 
gardless of the situation in 1950, since the 
date of that order the Chinese Communists 
have invaded Korea to attack the United 
Nations forces there. They have consistently 
rejected the proposals of the United Nations 
command for an armistice. They recently 
joined with Soviet Russia in rejecting the 
armistice proposal sponsored in the United 
Nations by the Government of India. This 
proposal had been accepted by the United 
States and 53 other rations. 

Consequently there is no longer any logic 
or sense in a condition that required the 
United States Navy to assume defensive 
responsibilities on behalf of the Chinese 
Communists, [Applause.] 


I well recall the speech, and the great- 
est applause in the whole speech was on 
the very statements I have just read, as 
the Recorp shows. 


This permitted those Communists, with 
greater impunity, to kill our soldiers and 
those of our United Nations allies, in Korea. 

I am, therefore, issuing instructions that 
the Seventh Fleet no longer be employed to 
shield Communist China. [Applause.] 


Applause again shown in the RECORD. 

Permit me to make crystal clear, this order 
implies no aggressive intent on our part. 
But we certainly have no obligation to pro- 
tect a nation fighting us in Korea. [Ap- 
plause.] 


Mr. President, I again emphasize that 
this is the President of the United States 
speaking: 

I am, therefore, issuing instructions that 
the fleet no longer be employed to shield 
Communist China, 


Today, continuing the statement that 
I started to read a moment ago, this is 
what the President said: 


Mr. Eisenhower told his news conference 
in unequivocal terms that 1950 orders to the 
fleet to protect Formosa are still in force, 

There have been reports of a tremendous 
military buildup by Red China on the 
mainland area opposite the Nationalist-held 
island of Formosa. There have been ac- 
companying statements by top Communist 
Chinese leaders about conquering Formosa. 


Mr. President, we have been told that 
Chiang Kai-shek has 600,000 troops on 
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Formosa; and there the Chinese Com- 
munists are building up a force of 100,000 
troops. I should say that the 600,000 
could hold their own against the 100,000. 
But be that as it may, I read further 
from the ticker tape: 


The President was asked what would hap- 


pen if the Chinese Reds launched an attack 
in force. 

He recalled that orders went to the fleet 
in early 1953 regarding the defense of For- 
mosa. He said these orders merely reaffirmed 
the fleet’s instructions in effect since 1950, 
when the Korean war began, to guard For- 
mosa against attack. 


Mr. President, contrast that with what 
he said in his speech to the Congress. 

I read further: 

Those orders are still in force, the Presi- 
dent said. 


Any invasion of Formosa would have to 
run over the 7th Fleet, he added. 


And so on, as I stated a moment ago. 

Mr. President, as a junior member of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, I must 
say that such doubletalk completely con- 
fuses me. I cannot tell what the Presi- 
dent really meant. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arkansas yield to me? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am glad to yield 
for an explanation. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I have been trying 
to follow as closely as possible the re- 
marks of the Senator from Arkansas, 
with whom I serve on the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee. But I have not been 
quite able to understand his point. I 
see nothing inconsistent between the 
President's speech before the joint ses- 
sion of the two Houses of Congress, when 
he said that the United States fleet would 
no longer be used to prevent the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of China from 
moving against the Chinese Communist 
mainland, and the President’s statement 
at this time that the policy which 
the Government has followed since 
1950—the policy of not permitting the 
Chinese Communists to move against 
Formosa—will be continued. In other 
words, he is continuing half of the policy, 
but he has abandoned the other half of 
the policy. 

So I do not quite understand the point 
the Senator from Arkansas is making. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I shall refer to the 
speech the President made on February 
2, just after he had been inaugurated. 
At that time he said—and I was present, 
and I clearly understood the intention, 
and I think this language interprets it 
quite correctly: 

I am therefore issuing instructions that 
the 7th Fleet no longer be employed to shield 
Communist China, 


The President had only one purpose 
in mind, and that was to leave with Con- 
gress and with the entire country the 
impression that the previous adminis- 
tration—the Democratic administra- 
tion—had been using our Tth Fleet only 
to protect the Communists from Chiang 
Kai-shek. 

The Senator from California will re- 
member that the common expression in 
the Senate and in the country at that 
time was that President Eisenhower had 
“unleashed Chiang Kai-shek,” so that 
he could then attack the Chinese main- 
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land. That entire speech can be subject 
to no other interpretation. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arkansas yield fur- 
ther to me? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not think the 
President of the United States can be 
held responsible for what newspaper 
headlines may be or for how his speech 
may be interpreted. However, I think it 
was very clear that the part of the policy 
which was to prevent the Government of 
the Republic of China from operating 
against the Communist mainland would 
no longer be in force, but that the part 
of the policy of the previous administra- 
tion which recognized that the loss of 
Formosa would be a strategic loss to the 
Government and the people of the 
United States and to the rest of the free 
world would continue to be in force. 
That is a perfectly consistent policy, be- 
cause under the prior administration 
the Department of State itself made clear 
in a written document that the most 
strategic location in the Far East was the 
Island of Formosa, from which the Japa- 
nese launched their attacks against 
southeast Asia and the Philippines. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it is quite 
clear that what I read was not a head- 
line, but was the language of the speech 
the President himself made to Congress. 

But in the President’s statement to- 
day, as I have read the statement to the 
Senate, he takes an entirely different 
position on the whole matter. 

If the Senator from California wishes 
to ignore the clear implications and 
clear meaning of the language the Presi- 
dent used in his address to Congress in 
February, of course the Senator from 
California has a right to do so. But I 
think any fair-minded person would 
say that the President has completely 
reversed his position in regard to that 
fleet; and I think that indicates—it 
does to me, at least—that in the field of 
foreign relations he is staying no closer 
to his position in 1953 than he is in his 
agricultural policy. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
‘Senator from Arkansas yield to me? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to say respect- 
fully, and, I hope, as a fair-minded per- 
son, that I think the Senator from Cali- 
fornia is completely correct in the in- 
terpretation he makes of the President’s 
state of the Union speech. The Presi- 
dent did not say, either by specific terms 
or, in my judgment, by implication, that 
we were going to give up American in- 
terests in Formosa. 

What the President did say—and I 
think that is what produced the applause 
on that occasion—was that no longer 
would we prevent the Generalissimo 
from invading the mainland of China. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
from Oregon really think there was any 
reality to such a supposed threat? Does 
the Senator from Oregon think Chiang 
Kai-shek was then prepared to invade 
the mainland of China, or that he is now 
prepared to do so? 

Mr. MORSE. Personally, I have 
never thought he was capable of con- 
ducting much of a raid on the mainland 
of China. But I am not sure that the 
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President, when he made his state of 
the Union speech, was fully informed as 
to what the status of the Generalissimo’s 
troops was. 

But from the language the Senator 
from Arkansas has read, I do not think 
we can read into the President’s lan- 
guage the meaning that America would 
give up her interests in Formosa if the 
Chinese Reds should invade Formosa. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of course he did 
not mean that; and that is not what I 
said. 

His main, clear purpose was to leave 
the impression that the preceding ad- 
ministration was soft toward com- 
munism. That was the purpose. It 
had nothing to do, in my opinion, with 
the military realities of the situation. 

The Senator would not for a moment 
tell the Senate that he thinks there was 
the slightest danger of an invasion by 
Chiang Kai-shek of the mainland of 
China in February 1953, or now, or at 
any other time since the Chiang Kai- 
shek left the mainland of China. That 
statement was clearly for a political 
purpose. 

Mr. MORSE. No; I do not take the 
position of the Senator from Arkansas 
at all. Up to that time, I was a mem- 
ber of the Armed Services Committee, 
and there appeared before us in the 
committee military officials who led us 
to believe that such an invasion of the 
mainland might take place. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But such state- 
ments cannot be relied upon to any par- 
ticular extent, because in the committee 
we had a high military official of the Gov- 
ernment—only a month before Dien Bien 
Phu—assure us that there was not the 
slightest thing to worry about in connec- 
tion with Indochina. That is a matter of 
record, Both Admiral Radford and the 
Secretary of State assured us of that. 

Of course it is extremely difficult for 
the State Department to obtain accurate 
information from the Foreign Service, 
because the Foreign Service has been so 
mistreated by the Senate, that I think it 
is very difficult for the State Department 
to get accurate information from the 
Foreign Service at this time; and I at- 
tribute the misleading statements made 
by State Department officials partly to 
that, at least, because they are unable to 
obtain accurate information from our 
Officials abroad. 

But this is a matter of record. I was 
present at the meeting, and there was 
great enthusiasm. It was not enthusi- 
asm because they thought that at last 
Formosa would be safe from the Com- 
munists, but it was enthusiasm at the 
very clever dig made at the Democrats, 
on the theory that they had been soft to- 
ward communism, and that we had sent 
the Seventh Fleet there for no purpose 
other than to protect Red China from an 
invasion by Chiang Kai-shek. That was 
the clear reason for it and the meaning 
and understanding that we got from it 
when the President made that statement. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arkansas yield to me? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Let me ask the 
distinguished junior Senator from 
Arkansas if it is not a fact that con- 
stantly, day after day after day after 
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day, during the campaign, through Sep- 
tember, October, and early November 
1952, the Nation was told by those who 
were speaking for the Republican Party 
that, once their party came into power, 
it would remove the 7th Fleet from pro- 
tecting the flank of the Communists in 
that sea, and that all the campaign 
propaganda was directed to the fact that 
President Truman was using the 7th 
Fleet as an instrumentality to protect 
the flank of the troops of Red China. 

In today’s announcement, which the 
distinguished junior Senator from 
Arkansas has read to the Senate, the 
President tells the press and the world 
that he was reissuing—in 1953—the 
orders which were standing since 1950. 

Those were the orders which President 
Truman gave to the Seventh Fleet, and 
today the President tells us that he re- 
issued in 1953 the orders putting the 
Seventh Fleet where it was stationed by 
President Truman in 1950. 

Mr, FULBRIGHT. That is exactly 
true. The Senator from California says 
he did not see the point. The ticker 
statement says: 

He recalled that orders went to the fleet in 
early 1953 regarding the defense of Formosa, 
He said these orders merely reaffirmed the 
fleet’s instructions in effect since 1950, when 
the Korean war began, to guard Formosa 
against attack. 


That is what the ticker tape says, 
which is a very different thing from what 
the President said to the Congress in Feb- 
ruary 1953. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. What is the pend- 
ing question before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on agreeing to the 
conference report on the farm bill. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote! 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
make a brief comment on the foreign 
policy observation of the Senator from 
Arkansas, [Mr. Fu.pricntT] because I do 
not think we should conclude the session 
tonight, after hearing the Senator's in- 
terpretation of the President’s statement, 
without at least someone expressing a 
different point of view, if such is his 
conviction. 

I think it is pretty well known in the 
Senate that I have many differences with 
the President on both foreign and do- 
mestic policy. I recall very well the 
President’s state of the Union speech, 
and I think the language which the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas has read is subject 
to the very clear interpretation that what 
the President said in the state of the 
Union speech on that occasion was that 
no longer would the 7th Fleet be used 
to prevent an invasion of the mainland 
of China by the Generalissimo’s troops. 
I think that is all he said. Ido not think 
there is a single word in the statement 
the President made in his state of the 
Union message which would justify the 
inference that if the Red Chinese should 
mass on the mainland across from For- 
mosa and seek to invade Formosa we 
would not do anything about protecting 
American interests in Formosa. 
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We have taken the position for some 
years, Mr. President, that as a matter of 
American foreign policy in the Pacific 
we felt Formosa was vital to American 
interests in the Pacific, at least for now. 

I think all the President said in his 
state of the Union message was that if 
the generalissimo wanted to carry on 
war with the Red Chinese on the main- 
land we no longer were going to do what 
we could, by using the Seventh Fleet, to 
prevent that conflict from taking place 
in that part of Asia. But I do not think 
the President engaged, on that occasion, 
at least, in any doubletalk; and I do not 
think that there was any implication 
that we would let the Red Chinese pro- 
ceed to take over Formosa if they could 
defeat the Nationalist Chinese. 

We learned some weeks later some- 
thing of which the President should have 
notified us in his speech. We learned, 
as a result of a press release, that there 
was a definite understanding between 
this administration and the generalis- 
simo that if he planned an invasion of 
the mainland of China, there would be 
first a so-called clearance with the White 
House. 

But I wish to say with respect to the 
President’s statement today, which the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] 
has read from the ticker, that when the 
President refers to the policy of the 
United States in Formosa he refers to 
a policy that was in existence long be- 
fore 1950. Prior to 1950 the military 
witnesses from the Pentagon Building 
were testifying before the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee that we had no inten- 
tion of standing by and letting Red China 
take over Formosa. That was the Amer- 
ican military policy prior to 1950. 

There is going to come a time, Mr. 
President, after there is some chance of 
peace in the world, when I think the 
Formosa issue is going to be settled in 
an international judicial tribunal, and 
not by force of arms. I do not know how 
many years away that is—maybe 50, 75, 
or 100 years. In that judicial tribunal 
the determination will be made as to 
who, under international law, has the 
right to exercise territorial and govern- 
mental jurisdiction over Formosa. 

I wish to say—and I say it with the 
highest of respect for the foreign policy 
views of my friend from Arkansas [Mr. 
FULBRIGHT]—that I do not think the 
President’s press statement on this mat- 
ter today and the President’s state of the 
Union message in 1953 are subject to the 
interpretations which the Senator has 
given to them tonight. 

While I am on my feet, Mr. President, 
I wish to make a very brief statement 
with respect to the conference report on 
the farm bill. I am opposed to the con- 
ference report, as I was opposed to the 
farm bill when it was before the Senate. 
I am opposed to it, Mr. President, be- 
cause in my judgment the program of 
flexible supports let down the American 
farmer, and presents the danger that the 
American farmer will be taken into a 
recession. 

I think the so-called subsidy paid by 
American taxpayers for the 90 percent 
of parity prices for farmers is a very 
cheap premium on an insurance policy 
for prosperity for the American farmer. 
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I have heard no successful rebuttal to 
the statement which I first heard from 
the lips of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HILL] early this year, when he 
presented the figures on the cost of the 
parity program to the American tax- 
payer. 

I understand the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] has introduced 
into the Recorp tonight supporting testi- 
mony bearing out the cost figures first 
offered by the Senator from Alabama 
LMr. HILL]. 

During the course of the debate on the 
bill itself, I believe the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. THYE] presented similar 
evidence which supports the figure that 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL] 
first used here on the floor of the Senate; 
namely, that the total cost of the so- 
called farm-subsidy program is about 35 
cents per person per year. 

I wish to say, Mr. President, that pay- 
ment is a cheap premium for the Ameri- 
can people to pay for farm prosperity. 
As was brought out by the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL] and the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] and 
others during the course of the debate. 
it does not even equal, Mr. President, the 
subsidies which are given to magazine 
publishers in this country, who are doing 
their best editorially to impose upon the 
American farmer this flexible support 
program. 

I shall be very proud tonight, on the 
basis of my farm record here in the Sen- 
ate, to join with those who will vote 
against this conference report, because 
when we do, in my judgment, we are 
voting for the interests of the American 
farmer. 

I ask, Mr. President, for the yeas and 
nays on the question of agreeing to the 
conference report. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California withhold 
his suggestion for a very brief discus- 
sion? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I withhold my re- 
quest. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, there 
is one phase of this bill which has not 
been given very much attention in the 
debate. I should like to have the atten- 
tion of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN]. 

That phase is the question of diverted 
acres. There is a provision in the final 
draft of the bill with reference to di- 
verted acres which is different from the 
provision on the same subject when the 
bill passed the Senate. 

Mr. President, I wish to read very 
briefly what the report says about the 
three points involved with reference to 
diverted acres. 

The report reads: 

The substitute— 


Meaning the bill as it is now before 
us— 


has modified the Senate provision substan- 
tially and provides (1) that, in administer- 
ing any programs for diverted acres, the Sec- 
retary may make his regulations applicable 
on an appropriate geographical basis. 
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The question I wish to propound to 
the Senator from Vermont is this. As 
I understand, the program can be ap- 
plied on a geographical basis, depend- 
ing on conditions. However, is it the 
idea of the Senator from Vermont that 
the program of controlling diverted acres 
should immediately apply to all the di- 
verted acres, or should it be put into 
effect gradually; that is, a reasonable 
percent the first year, and perhaps a 
greater percent the next year? 

Mr. AIKEN. It is perfectly obvious 
that the Secretary of Agriculture would 
have to apply controls to the diverted 
acres geographically, and take into con- 
sideration the condition of the areas. 
The conference report contains a proviso 
that it shall be handled in such a way in 
areas where there has been a disaster 
of any kind so as to restore normal prac- 
tices as rapidly as possible. 

Mr. STENNIS. That point is covered 
in the report. That is the point with 
respect to semiarid areas. However, will 
the diverted-acreage program go into 
effect all of a sudden on a 100-percent 
basis, or will it be put into effect grad- 
ually and developed? Farmers are not 
prepared forit. It is something that has 
not been required heretofore. To imme- 
diately force this program with respect 
to all diverted acres would have a very 
severe result. 

Mr. AIKEN. In my opinion, we would 
have to have some experience before we 
could apply it on a general scale. That 
is my opinion. There may be those who 
differ with me. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator has in 
mind that for the first year a relatively 
small percent would be applied, and the 
next year perhaps a larger percent, and 
the farmer could adjust himself to the 
change? 

Mr. AIKEN. I believe the Senator 
from Mississippi can safely assume it. 
This year there has been no control at 
all with reference to the acres that were 
supposed to have been diverted. We have 
an increase of around 56 percent in the 
planting of barley, and I believe 51 per- 
cent on sorghum and other crops. I. 
think some experience will be helpful 
and necessary before we can get a proper 
application of control. The Senator 
from Mississippi can safely assume that 
it will be handled in such a way as to 
bring about as little hardship as possible 
on anyone. 

Mr. STENNIS. In other words, it 
would be a program of moderation, with 
time to prepare from year to year? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is my opinion. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President—— 


Mr. STENNIS. I understood the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi had the floor. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I have the floor. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator withheld 
his request for a quorum. It is all right 
with me, but 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I did not know 
that I had yielded the floor. I rose to 
suggest the absence of a quorum. I have 
just talked with the acting minority 
leader, and I was about to move that the 
Senate stand in recess until 10 o'clock 
tomorrow morning. 
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Mr. STENNIS. I will take only 1 
minute. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield further to the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator from New Mexico one 
question? 

Mr. THYE. All I wanted to say—— 

Mr. STENNIS. May I ask this ques- 
tion of the Senator from New Mexico? I 
discussed this point with the Senator 
from New Mexico earlier today, and I 
should like to address this question to 
him. With respect to the program on 
diverted acres, I should like to ask him 
whether it will be a program of modera- 
tion in the beginning. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I would say to the 
Senator from Mississippi that the only 
answer the Secretary of Agriculture can 
give is contained*in the proposed legisla- 
tion itself. In developing this program 
the Secretary of Agriculture would nat- 
urally make it as moderate as he could 
in the beginning. If there was not a 
proper response on the part of farmers, 
he would naturally have to tighten up. 
Surely in the beginning he would make 
it a moderate program. 

Secondly, I think he would have to 
judge a little by what was going to be 
done with the land. If, for example, the 
land was to be moved from cotton into 
a crop that was itself in a very critical 
condition, he would have to be stronger 
in his control than if it were being moved 
into a crop that was not in a critical 
condition. 

Therefore, I believe the Secretary of 
Agriculture, as this language contem- 
plates, has complete authority to work 
out a program which I hope will be a 
moderate program, and that is what is 
suggested to him. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator therefore 
understands that it will be a program of 
moderation and gradual development, 
Is that right? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much. I would be glad to yield now 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will be in order. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota, 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the reason 
I sought recognition was that while I was 
acting as majority leader this afternoon 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Lancer] asked me specifically whether 
there would be a record vote this evening. 
I told the Senator from North Dakota it 
was my information that there would not 
be a record vote. Therefore the Senator 
left the floor. If we were to have a 
record vote, I would feel that I had 
erred greatly, that I had misinformed 
one of my colleagues, and that there 
would have been committed an error that 
should not have been committed. 

Mr.STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished majority leader for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, before 
the vote on this conference report is 
taken, I want the Recorp to show that I 
regard the action of this Republican 
Congress with respect to America’s 
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farmers as a direct and complete viola- 
tion of the pledge made to the American 
people by the Republican candidate for 
the Presidency in 1952. The farm peo- 
ple of America, the merchants and busi- 
nessmen of rural America, in fact, the 
big-business men, industrialists, and the 
workers of our great urban centers were 
led to believe in 1952 that the Repub- 
lican Party had finally and belatedly re- 
alized that the prosperity of every seg- 
ment of America’s economy is directly 
dependent upon the continued prosper- 
ity of America’s farmers. 

The action taken by this Republican 
Congress with respect to parity prices 
makes it crystal clear that in an obvious 
bid for votes the Republican leaders 
were willing in the 1952 campaign to 
pretend that which they did not believe. 

I refuse to vote for this measure, Mr. 
President. I refuse to vote for it be- 
cause there is no question in my mind 
but that this so-called flexible parity 
plan, if allowed to continue, will be ruin- 
ous not only to American agriculture but 
American business and industry as well. 
The ruin of America’s farm family life 
under the last Republican administra- 
tion in the 1920’s heralded the collapse 
and ruin of our entire economic life at 
the close of that decade. This confer- 
ence report represents the first step to- 
ward a repetition of that desperate eco- 
nomic experience. However, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I must say that while this action 
of Congress represents a devastating 
blow to the immediate welfare of our 
farm families, I am equally convinced 
that it will not have the same tragic ef- 
fect on our entire economy as did the 
sell-out of the farmers in the 1920’s. It 
will not have that effect, Mr. President, 
for just one reason: That reason is that 
the farmers, the workers, and the busi- 
nessmen of America have well learned 
the economic facts of life, and as a result 
of this defalcation of Republican prom- 
ises, I am convinced that they will go to 
the polls this November to return the 
Democratic Party to control and that the 
Democratic Party early in 1955 will do 
what the Republican Party failed to do. 
We will restore full parity prices. We 
will stop this onslaught on the farm fam- 
ilies of America, and by so doing we will 
protect and reestablish the basic condi- 
tions of prosperity throughout the 
country. 

Mr. KNOWLAND and Mr. RUSSELL 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California has the floor. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do 
not understand how this floor is farmed 
out, without any other Senator being 
recognized. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
have tried to be courteous to Senators 
on both sides of the aisle. The hour is 
now a quarter to twelve. Inasmuch as 
there had been indications on both sides 
of the aisle that there would not be a 
yea-and-nay vote this evening, a num- 
ber of Senators have departed for their 
homes. 

I feel that if a yea-and-nay vote were 
ordered—and it has been ordered—it 
would be my responsibility to suggest the 
absence of a quorum so as to give Sena- 
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tors who are not present, who have gone 
home, an opportunity to return to the 
Senate. I think it is not unreasonable, 
under those circumstances, for the ma- 
jority leader, at this hour of the night, 
to suggest, under all the circumstances, 
that the Senate stand in recess until 10 
o’clock tomorrow. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. RUSSELL. This has been a very 
remarkable proceeding. The majority 
leader has kept 70 Senators sitting here 
since about 8 o’clock, ready to vote, and 
then it is revealed, after we have sat here 
for 4 hours, that there has been some 
agreement that we shall not be per- 
mitted to have a vote tonight. I have 
never before seen anything of that 
nature. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from California 
yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, although the minority leader did 
not ask for a yea-and-nay vote on this 
question, he asked the majority leader if 
he planned to have a vote. The majority 
leader did not give me his assurance that 
there would be a yea-and-nay vote. 
The majority leader wanted to bring the 
conference report up tonight. I con- 
ferred with interested Senators on the 
minority side, and after conferring with 
them I assured the majority leader that 
we were ready to proceed with the con- 
ference report. But it never occurred to 
me that we would have to consider it 
until a quarter of 12 and then go home 
without a vote. There has been no as- 
surance that there would be no yea-and- 
nay vote. The majority leader did not 
give me any such assurance. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Perhaps the ma- 
jority leader is mistaken. This is the 
first time, I think, that I have misunder- 
stood what I thought was the under- 
standing across the aisle; and I move 
that the Senate stand in recess until 
10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KERR. Was there not an under- 
standing that when the Senate had com- 
pleted its business for the day it would 
stand in recess? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KERR. Does not that unanimous 
consent agreement have some signifi- 
cance with reference to the present situ- 
ation? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
distinguished Senator that that is the 
customary agreement that is entered 
into. Sometimes it is entered into in 
the middle of debate on a bill, sometimes 
at the completion of the debate, and 
sometimes after a day of discussion. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the motion to 
recess. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state—— 

Mr. RUSSELL. Does the Chair rule 
that a Senator has no right to request 
the yeas and nays? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California has moved that the 
Senate take a recess, and that is the 
question before the Senate. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have 
requested the yeas and nays; and I have 
that right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has not questioned the Senator's 
right. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Chair was very 
slow about indicating that I had any 
rights of any kind. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to take a recess until 10 o’clock tomor- 
row morning. On this question the 
yeas and nays have been requested, 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hayden McCarran 
Anderson Hendrickson McCarthy 
Barrett Hennings McClellan 
Beall Hickenlooper Millikin 
Bennett Hill Monroney 
Bowring Holland orse 
Bricker Humphrey Mundt 
Bush Ives Murray 
Carlson Jackson Neely 
Case Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Payne 
Cooper Johnston, S. C. Potter 
Cordon Kefauver, Purtell 
Crippa Kennedy Reynolds 
Duff Kerr t Russell 
Dworshak Kilgore Saltonstall 
Ellender Knowland Schoeppel 
Kuchel Smathers 
Ferguson Lennon Smith, Maine 
Frear Long Stennis 
Fulbright Magnuson Symington 
Gillette Malone e 
Goldwater Mansfield Williams 
Green in Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

(At this point, on the request of Mr. 
FERGUSON, the Presiding Officer laid be- 
fore the Senate resolutions of the House 
of Representatives on the death of 
Representative PAUL W. SHAFER, of Mich- 
igan, and Mr. Fercuson submitted a 
resolution, the proceedings and remarks 
incident to which appear at the end of 
today’s Senate proceedings.) 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I de- 
mand the regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from California renew his mo- 
tion to recess? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered on the motion to re- 
cess. The Senator from California can- 
not withdraw his motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California withheld his 
motion to enable the Senator from Mich- 
igan to make a unanimous-consent re- 
quest. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The yeas and nays 
had been ordered on the motion to recess, 
and the Senator from California had no 
right to withdraw his motion. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
Michigan was speaking to a resolution 
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concerning a deceased Member of the 
House. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I did not object to 
that. But I observe the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] and other Senators 
seeking recognition. It seems to me that 
instead of my being out of order on this 
matter, the majority leader and the Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] 
might be seeking a little undue advan- 
tage from the parliamentary situation 
due to the death of a very great Ameri- 
can. I did not know he was dead until 
now. I deeply regret to hear of his 
passing. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The yeas and nays 
were ordered on the motion to recess, 
were they not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Under the circum- 
stances, a request to withdraw the mo- 
tion to recess is not in order on the point 
of order made by the Senator from Geor- 
gia [Mr. RUSSELL]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Only by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The motion can be 
withdrawn only by unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has so stated. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to withdraw the motion to 
recess at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there 
objection? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Reserving 
the right to object, Mr. President, earlier 
in the evening I had some conferences 
with the majority leader. At that time, 
as I stated to the Senate a moment ago, 
I asked the majority leader if we would 
have a record vote, as we have had on a 
number of other matters, on the confer- 
ence report on the farm bill, if it were 
taken up. He said he would not ask for 
a record vote. I said I would not ask 
for a record vote. 

In light of that conversation—and 
that is the way I remember it—I wish to 
ask the majority leader this question: 
Did the majority leader understand me 
to say that there would be no record vote 
this evening? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I did not under- 
stand the minority leader or his repre- 
sentative to guarantee me urder blood 
bond that a sufficient number of Sena- 
tors would not raise their hands to de- 
mand a record vote, but there was what 
I thought was a general understanding 
on both sides of the aisle that there 
would be no record vote this evening. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Did the Sen- 
ator from Texas give to the Senator 
from California any assurance that there 
would be no record vote, other than his 
own assurance that he was not in favor 
of a record vote? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No; but I felt un- 
der all the circumstances and from the 
conversations that went on, some while 
the Senator was here and some while 

he was not, that there would not be a 
record vote this evening. I am not 
blaming the Senator, because he was 
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not even present when this “hassle” 
finally developed. 

Under the circumstances, as majority 
leader of the Senate, with the under- 
standing which at least I had in good 
faith, I felt that I was perfectly justi- 
fied in moving to recess the Senate until 
10 o’clock tomorrow morning, because a 
number of Senators would want to be 
recorded if there were going to be a 
record vote. 

If the leadership of the Senate is to 
be taken away under those circum- 
stances, of course the votes may be avail- 
able to do it, but I felt that in discharg- 
ing my responsibility under what I 
thought was an understanding, I was 
amply justified in taking the course of 
action I did. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the last thing I would ever want 
to happen would be for the majority 
leader ever to feel that he could not 
depend upon everything the Senator 
from Texas said to him. The majority 
leader said to me that one reason he 
wanted the conference report to come 
up this evening was in order that Sena- 
tors such as the Senator from Iowa might 
have an opportunity to vote on it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator spoke 
to me earlier in the day. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Some Sen- 
ators expressed to me the desire that 
there not be a record vote, and I assured 
them that the minority leader would 
not ask for a record vote. I have no 
control over what 10 Senators may do. 

The acting minority leader called me 
in my office on the telephone while I was 
in a very important conference, about 
which the Senator from California 
knows, and he told me that some Sen- 
ators wanted a record vote. I told him 
that I had assured the majority leader 
that, so far as I was concerned, I would 
not ask for a record vote, and I hoped 
he would attempt to prevail on them 
not to have a record vote. But once a 
record vote is ordered, realizing the situ- 
ation of the Senator from Iowa and other 
Senators as related to me by the majority 
leader, I know of no reason why we 
should keep them here until 12 o’clock 
and then recess the Senate, only to have 
them miss the vote on an important piece 
of legislation. 

For that reason, I attempted to pre- 
vail upon the majority leader—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
distinguished minority leader that per- 
haps we should not let those outside the 
lodge in on all the lodge proceedings, but 
when I had that understanding, I went 
among the Members on this side of the 
aisle and suggested that because of the 
understanding I had entered into, I 
hoped they would not raise their hands, 
and, so far as I know, with the exception 
of the distinguished Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Morse], who is the Independ- 
ent Party, over which I do not pretend 
to exercise even a minimum influence, 
I think there were very few hands raised 
over on this side. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to 
say to the majority leader that I was op- 
erating somewhat by remote control, but 
I said to the acting minority leader that 
I hoped he would go among Senators on 
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this side of the aisle and attempt to pre- 
vail on them not to ask for a record vote. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Evidently 
we did not have any more influence over 
some of the Members on this side of the 
aisle than the majority leader has over 
the Independent Party, and we are con- 
fronted with a reality instead of a 
theory. We have a larger attendance in 
the Senate now than I have seen all 
evening. I do not know if there are 
Members who are not present who were 
given assurance, but I know the minor- 
ity leader did not give any Member as- 
surance that there would not be a vote 
tonight, because we expected a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the unanimous-consent 
request of the Senator from California 
[Mr. KNowLanp] to withdraw his motion 


to recess. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I am very 
happy—— 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky has a reservation. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I am very happy 
that the minority leader and the ma- 
jority leader have both made the state- 
ments they have made in the last few 
minutes, because I think it justifies the 
observation which was made in the col- 
loquy with the Senator from Michigan 
and the Senator from South Dakota by 
myself earlier in the evening when I 
suggested what they have outlined at 
this time. That colloquy brought about 
a voice vote on a bill on which some 
Members on the other side had desired 
to have a yea-and-nay vote. 

I wish to add to what the minority 
leader said, that no individual Senator 
has control over any vote but his own. 
Certainly when I made that observa- 
tion, I made it in the light of the state- 
ments which have been made by the 
minority and majority leader, and I 
think it was justified at that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from California? 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object—although cer- 
tainly I shall not object—I simply wish 
to confirm the statement made by my 
good friend, the acting minority lead- 
er, about the fact that around 9 o’clock 
this evening, in connection with a bill on 
which the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WittiAms] and I were endeavoring to 
obtain a yea-and-nay vote—it was a bill 
to deny the payment of pensions to Al- 
ger Hiss and other unfaithful former 
Government employees—when we asked 
for yeas and nays there was a gratifying 
display of hands which looked like a 
forest on the great South Dakota land- 
scape; but in the middle of that display 
of hands, the acting majority leader 
rose and said, “We have given our word 
that there will be no yea-and-nay votes, 
and some of the Members have left with 
that understanding.” 

Being persuaded by that, I withdraw 
my request for a yea-and-nay vote on 
the question of the passage of that bill. 

I mention that because it seems to me 
that a number of our colleagues left the 
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Chamber with those words ringing in 
ears; and if they are not here at this 
time, to vote on the question of adop- 
tion of the conference report on the 
farm bill, certainly there are a great 
many extenuating circumstances, in 
view of the fact that they were so ad- 
vised at that time. 

It seems to me that the fair thing to 
do, insofar as the Senators now absent 
are concerned, is, consequently, to sup- 
port the motion of the majority leader 
that the Senate take a recess until to- 
morrow, and on tomorrow to have the 
Senate vote on the question of agreeing 
to the conference report. 

So far as I am concerned, I am here, 
and can vote at any time. But after 
other Senators had been assured there 
would be no yea-and-nay votes this 
evening, it seems to me it would be verg- 
ing on sharp practice if suddenly a yea- 
and-nay vote were taken in the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from California for unanimous consent 
to withdraw his motion? 

The Chair hears none. 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The question now is on agreeing to the 
conference report. 

Mr. CASE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
insert in the Recorp prior to the vote on 
the conference report, a statement set- 
ting forth the reasons why I voted for 
the adoption of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 
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With the consent of the Senate, I state 
these reasons for voting for adoption of the 
conference report on the farm bill. 

1. If the conference report is rejected we 
are likely to have no bill since the House of 
Representatives has already voted for it and 
many of its Members have now left Washing- 
ton and have gone home or abroad, 

2. If we have no bill, the 1949 act comes 
into force with a 75 to 90 percent sliding 
scale instead of the 8214 to 90 percent price 
support provided in this bill. 

3. If we have no new law, the agriculture 
conservation program expires and that $250 
million program ends on the last day of this 
year, 1954. This means the end of soil-con- 
servation payments which has done so much 
for soil and water conservation in South 
Dakota. 

4. If we reject this bill now, we lose the 
set-aside of 62 ½ billion worth of farm prod- 
ucts which is necessary to avoid further 
cruel cuts in acreage next year. This cut 
in acres and a 75-percent price support could 
spell complete disaster to incomes. 

5. If we reject this bill now we lose its 
authorization for use of $50 million for pur- 
chase of milk and milk products for the 
school-lunch program, This will further in- 
jure milk producers. 

6. If we reject this bill at this stage of 
proceedings, we lose the program it provides 
for the wool grower and that domestic in- 
dustry will almost disappear. 

7. If we reject this bill now, we reject the 
give and take of the legislative process 
which has been in progress for many months. 

This bill represents the best upon which 
agreement could be had by a majority of 
the Congress. I shall not vote to throw it 
away at this stage of the proceedings in our 
democratic processes, 


Without ob- 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CaPEHART] and the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. WELKER] are absent on official 
business. 

The senior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Brinces], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], the Sena- 
tor from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the 
junior Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER], the Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. Lancer], the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH], the junior Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. UPTON], and 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. WATKINS] 
are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the senior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] is paired with 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK], and the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 
If present and voting, the senior Senator 
from Indiana (Mr. CAPEHART] and the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. FLANDERS] 
would each vote “yea,” and the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN] would each vote “nay.” 

If present and voting, the senior Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuT- 
LER], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN], the junior Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. JENNER], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH], the junior 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Ur- 
ton], the Senator from Utah [Mr. WAT- 
KINS], and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] would each vote “yea.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BURKE], 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHA- 
vez], the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dove.as], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EastLanp], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. Georce], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. Gore], the Senator from 
New York (Mr. LEHMAN], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], 
and the Senator from Virginia {Mr, 
Rosertson] are absent on official busi- 
ness. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrd] and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] are necessarily absent. 

I announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EastLanp] is paired with 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Mississippi would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Texas would vote “nay.” 

I announce further that the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] is 
paired with the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. Capenart]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from South Carolina would 
vote “nay,” and the Senator from In- 
diana would vote “yea.” 
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T announce also that the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. Sparkman] is paired on 
this vote with the Senator from Ver- 
mont {Mr. FLANDERS]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Alabama would 
vote “nay,” and the Senator from Ver- 
mont would vote “yea.” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
Dovetas] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, how am 
I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland is recorded as hav- 
ing voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. CRIPPA. Mr. President, how am I 
recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming is recorded as hav- 
ing voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. DUFF. Mr. President, how am I 
recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania is recorded as 
having voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, how am I 
recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine is recorded as having 
voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
how am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona is recorded as having 
voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, how am 
I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota is recorded as 
having voted in the negative. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, how am 
I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California is recorded as hav- 
ing voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, how 
am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin is recorded as 
having voted in the negative. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, how am I 
recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont is recorded as hav- 
ing voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, how 
am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah is recorded as having 
voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. PURTELL. Mr, President, how 
am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Connecticut is recorded as 
having voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, how am 
I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan is recorded as 
having voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
how am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey is recorded as 
having voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, 
how am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas is recorded as hav- 
ing voted in the affirmative. 
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Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, how 
am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming is recorded as 
having voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, a point 
of order: The Senate is not in order. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, how is the 
junior Senator from South Dakota re- 
corded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota is recorded 
as having voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President, 
how am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will recapitulate the vote. 

The Chief Clerk recapitulated the vote. 

Mr, IVES. Mr. President, I did not 
hear my name called. How am I re- 
corded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recorded as 
having voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. IVES. I thank the Chair very 
much, indeed, 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota will state it. 

Mr. CASE. Is it in order, before the 
result of the vote is announced, for a 
Member to state his reasons for voting 
as he does? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator from South 
Dakota that during the rollcall proceed- 
ings, debate is not in order. Therefore, 
the answer to the inquiry of the Senator 
from South Dakota is “No.” 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, is a unani- 
mous-consent request in order, in order 
to ask permission 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator from 
South Dakota that during the rollcall 
proceedings, business cannot be trans- 
acted. So the answer is “No.” 

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, is a 
request for the regular order in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A Sena- 
tor may request the regular order. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I re- 
quest the regular order. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
regular order requires the announce- 
ment of the result of the vote, and the 
Chair will announce the result of the 
vote. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, be- 
fore the Chair announces the result of 
the vote—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For 
what purpose does the Senator from 
Wisconsin rise? 

Mr. McCARTHY. In view of the fact 
that the Senate is not in order, I did not 
hear the recapitulation of the vote. May 
I ask for a recapitulation of the vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin may make his 
request after the Chair has announced 
the result of the vote. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
did not hear how I was recorded. May 
I have that stated? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
regular order has been requested, and 
the Chair will announce the result of 
the vote. 
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The result was announced—yeas 44, 
nays 28, as follows: 


YEAS—44 
Aiken Ferguson McCarran 
Anderson Frear Millikin 
Barrett Gillette Neely 
Beall Goldwater Pastore 
Bennett Green Payne 
Bowring Hayden Potter 
Bricker Hendrickson Purtell 
Bush Hickenlooper Reynolds 
Carlson Holland Saltonstall 
Case Ives Schoeppel 
Cordon Kennedy Smathers 
Crippa Knowland Smith, Maine 
Duff Kuchel Stennis 
Dworshak Malone Williams 
Ellender Martin 

NAYS—28 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Monroney 
Cooper Kefauver Morse 
Ervin Kerr Mundt 
Fulbright Kilgore Murray 
Hennings Lennon Russell 
Hilt Long Symington 
Humphrey Magnuson Thye 
Jackson Mansfield Young 
Johnson, Colo. McCarthy 
Johnson, Tex. McClellan 

NOT VOTING—24 

Bridges Douglas Maybank 
Burke Eastland Robertson 
Butler Flanders Smith, N. J. 
Byrd George Sparkman 
Capehart Gore Upton 
Chavez Jenner Watkins 
Daniel Langer Welker 
Dirksen Lehman Wiley 


So the report was agreed to, 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote whereby the conference 
report was agreed to be reconsidered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay the motion of the Senator 
from Vermont on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from California to lay 
the motion of the Senator from Vermont 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to violate any rules of the 
Senate. I am about to move to recess; 
but I shall, as a matter of courtesy to 
both sides of the aisle, be glad to yield 
for insertions in the RECORD. 


SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVES- 
TIGATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS— 
PERMISSION TO FILE REPORT 
WITH THE SECRETARY OF THE 
SENATE 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I rise 
to propound a unanimous-consent re- 
quest. I ask unanimous consent that 
the Special Subcommittee on Investiga- 
tions of the Committee on Government 
Operations be authorized to file a report 
with the Secretary of the Senate during 
its recess, on behalf of the Committee on 
Government Operations, on the special 
Senate investigation on charges and 
countercharges involving Secretary of 
the Army Robert T. Stevens, John G. 
Adams, H. Struve Hensel, Senator Joe 
McCarthy, Roy M. Cohn, and Francis 
P. Carr, with the approval, by letter or 
otherwise, of a majority of the full Com- 
mittee on Government Operations. 
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That full approval has been secured, 
and we very much hope to be able to file 
the report before the Senate recesses, 
However, sometimes Congress has the 
habit of recessing somewhat spontane- 
ously. In order to fortify the privilege, I 
ask this unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


AMENDMENT OF TRADING WITH 
THE ENEMY ACT—AMENDMENTS 


Mr, KILGORE submitted amendments 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill 
(S. 3423) to amend the Trading With the 
Enemy Act, which were ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 


ADDITIONAL EXECUTIVE REPORTS 
OF COMMITTEES 


As in executive session, 
The following additional favorable re- 
ports of nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Jay Neal, of Arkansas, to be United States 
marshal for the western district of Arkansas, 
vice Cooper Hudspeth, resigned; 

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

Henry L. Brooks, of Kentucky, to be United 
States district judge for the western district 
of Kentucky; 

Charles J. Vogel, of North Dakota, to be 
United States circuit judge, eighth circuit, 
vice Walter G. Riddick, deceased; and 

William C. Littlefield, of Georgia, to be 
United States marshall for the northern dis- 
trict of Georgia, vice Joe B. Harrison, re- 
signing. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, from the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

Herbert Hoover, Jr., of California, to be 
Under Secretary of State; 

Robert McClintock, of California, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to the 
Kingdom of Cambodia; and 

Charles W. Yost, of New York, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Envoy Extraor- 
dinary and Minister Plenipotentiary to the 
Kingdom of Laos. 


MUTUAL SECURITY APPROPRI- 
ATIONS 


Mr. THYE. Mr. President, on Satur- 
day, August 14, I took leave of the Sen- 
ate by unanimous consent immediately 
following the roll call vote on Senator 
MAYBANK’s amendment to the mutual 
security appropriations bill, H. R. 10051. 

Having read the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
for the remaincer of that day’s session, 
I find the statement by the junior Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. McCartuy] 
concerning the Director of the Foreign 
Operations Administration, Mr. Harold 
E. Stassen. 

I have also noted the reply of the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], who 
was acting chairman of the Appropria- 
tions Committee during the hearings at 
which Mr. Stassen testified. 

The Senator from Illinois was most 
emphatically correct in his statement as 
I have read it in the Recor of Saturday. 

Mr. President, Harold Stassen is one 
of the eminent citizens of Minnesota. 
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It has been my good fortune to have 
been acquainted with him for quite a 
number of years. 

I first became acquainted with him 
when he was elected county attorney of 
Dakota County, Minn. 

I admired Harold Stassen as county 
attorney for his forthrightness and hon- 
esty in that public office. 

He was three times elected Governor 
of Minnesota. 

His record as governor was out- 
standing. 

The reorganization of State govern- 
ment under his leadership has proven 
administratively sound and has been 
highly beneficial to the State of Minne- 
sota. 

He cleaned up the graft, mismanage- 
ment, and misuse of public trust that had 
existed in the State government prior to 
his administration. 

In all of the administrative functions 
in the public offices that Harold Stassen 
held, his honesty, frankness, and forth- 
rightness were what won him the respect 
and the confidence, not only of his asso- 
ciates but of the public whom he served. 

Harold Stassen has the courage of his 
convictions. 

Mr. President, I want to commend the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] for 
his positive statement to be found in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on page 14512, 
wherein he said: “I must reaffirm my 
statement that Governor Stassen was a 
forthright and a complete witness. 

“I would do him a disservice if I said 
otherwise.” 

Mr. President, I was present at all of 
the Appropriations Committee hearings 
when Mr, Stassen testified on the ap- 
propriations for Mutual Security and 
the Foreign Operations Administration. 

Therefore, I want to take this oppor- 
tunity to commend the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], for having made 
that positive statement. 

I, Mr. President, have every confidence 
that the Director of the Foreign Opera- 
tions Administration, Mr. Stassen, would 
give nothing but a factual and positive 
statement on any question. 


DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE PAUL 
W. SHAFER, OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate reso- 
lutions coming over from the House of 
Representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the resolutions of the 
House of Representatives, which were 
read, as follows: 

In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U, S, 
August 17, 1954. 

Resolved, That the House has heard with 
profound sorrow of the death of Hon. PAUL 
W. SHAFER, a Representative from the State 
of Michigan. 

Resolved, That a committee of 25 Members 
of the House with such Members of the Sen- 
ate as may be joined be appointed to attend 
the funeral. 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the 
House be authorized and directed to take 
such steps as may be necessary for carrying 
out the provisions of these resolutions and 
that the necessary expenses in connection 
therewith be paid out of the contingent fund 
of the House, 
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Resolved, That the Clerk communicate 
these resolutions to the Senate and transmit 
& copy thereof to the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of 
respect the House do now adjourn. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, on 
behalf of my colleague [Mr. Porter] and 
myself, I send to the desk a resolution, 
which I ask to have read, and for which 
I ask present consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be read. 

The resolution (S. Res. 316) was read, 
considered by unanimous consent, and 
unanimously agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 
profound sorrow the announcement of the 
death of Hon. Pau. W. SHAFER, late a Repre- 
sentative from the State of Michigan. 

Resolved, That a committee of two Sena- 
tors be appointed by the Presiding Officer to 
join the committee appointed on the part 
of the House of Representatives to attend 
the funeral of the deceased Representative. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate 
these resolutions to the House of Representa- 
tives and transmit a copy thereof to the fam- 
ily of the deceased. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair announces that pursuant to the 
second resolving clause of the resolu- 
tion, the Chair appoints the two Sen- 
ators from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON 
and Mr. Potter] as the committee on 
the part of the Senate to attend the 
funeral for the late Representative 
SHAFER. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, as a 
further mark of respect to the memory 
of the late distinguished Representative 
from Michigan, PAUL SHAFER, I move 
that the Senate stand in recess until 
10 o’clock a. m. today. 

The motion was unanimously agreed 
to; and (at 12 o’clock and 31 minutes 
a. m., August 18, 1954) the Senate took 
a recess, the recess being, under the order 
previously entered, until 10 o’clock a. m. 
the same day. 


NOMINATION 


Executive nomination received by the 
Senate August 17 (legislative day of 
August 5), 1954: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Herbert Hoover, Jr., of California, to be 

Under Secretary of State. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuespay, Auaust 17, 1954 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 


O Thou who art the source of every 
good and perfect gift, we thank Thee for 
this noon hour when we are again privi- 
leged to assemble in the fellowship of 
prayer. 

Inspire our baffled minds and burdened 
hearts with vision and valor, and may we 
daily go forth on our quest of the true, 
the beautiful, and the good as crusaders, 
courageously following the Captain of 
our salvation. 

Help us to look upon life as a glorious 
enterprise and constrain us to give our- 
selves resolutely to the arduous task of 
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building the kingdom of righteousness 
and justice, of love and good will among 
men and nations. 

Grant that in our plans and labors we 
may always seek the guidance of Thy 
spirit, for we are so frequently in doubt 
as to what we ought to do and how to 
accomplish that which is needful. 

Hear us in the name of the Christ. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Ast, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed, with amendments 
in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, bills of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

H.R.1461. An act for the relief of Ken- 
neth McRight; 

H. R. 2781. An act for the relief of Nicholas 
Matook; 

H. R. 3014. An act for the relief of Dr. Al- 
fred L. Smith: 

H. R. 3232. An act for the relief of Dennis 
F. Guthrie: 

H. R. 3884. An act for the relief of John B. 
Daniel, Inc.: 

H. R. 3446. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Emily Wilhelm; 

H. R. 6529. An act for the relief of Raleigh 
Hill; 

H. R. 8498. An act authorizing construc- 
tion of works to reestablish for the Palo 
Verde Irrigation District, California, a means 
of diversion of its irrigation water supply 
from the Colorado River, and for other pur- 
poses; and 

H. R. 9580. An act to revise and extend the 
laws relating to espionage and sabotage, and 
for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and a concur- 
rent resolution of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 239. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Frank Goto; 

S. 684. An act for the relief of Ernest B. 
Sanders; 

S. 1042. An act to abolish the Commission 
for the Enlarging of the Capitol Grounds; 

S. 1342. An act for the relief of Irfan Ka- 
war; 

S. 1343. An act for the relief of George 
Harb; 

S. 1345. An act for the relief of certain 
Palestinian Arab refugees; 

S. 1504. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Rev. Pang Wha Il; 

S. 1892. An act for the relief of Hildegarde 
Hiller; 

S. 2115. An act for the relief of Gertraut 
Hildegarde Marie Hubinger and Franz Hu- 
binger; 

S. 2203. An act for the relief of Andraous 
Jad Suidan and Leonora Yenovkian; 

S. 2692. An act for the relief of Hedwig 
Marie Zaunmuller; 

S. 2694. An act for the relief of Francis 
Bertram Brennan; 

S. 3108. An act to modify the act of Oc- 
tober 8, 1940 (54 Stat. 1020) and the act of 
July 24, 1947 (61 Stat, 418) with respect to 
the recoupment of certain public school 
construction costs in Minnesota; 

S. 3238. An act for the relief of Johanna 
Schmid; 


S. 3362. An act for the relief of Oskar 
Aszmoneit; and x 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


S. Con. Res. 106. Concurrent resolution to 
correct an error in the enrollment of H, R. 
1975. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to bills of the Senate of the fol- 
lowing titles: 


S. 45. An act for the relief of Mrs. Merle 
Cappeller Weyel; 

5.46. An act for the relief of E. S. Berney; 

S. 555. An act for the relief of Charles W. 
Gallagher; 

S. 820. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Carlos M. Cochran; 

S. 1183. An act for the relief of John L. 
de Montigny; 

S. 1203. An act for the relief of Lt. Col. 
Rollins S. Emmerich; 

S. 2070. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Givens Christian; 

S. 2147, An act for the relief of Terrence 
Waller; 

S. 2156. An act for the relief of John 
Enepekides, his wife Anna, and his son 
George; 

S. 2266. An act for the relief of Walter P. 
Sylvester; 

S. 2553. An act for the relief of Joseph V. 
Crimi, father of the minor child, Joseph 
Crimi; 

S. 2693. An act for the relief of Robert 
Lee Williams; and 

S. 3064. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Mary Beaton Denninger, deceased. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9757) entitled “An act to amend the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, 
and for other purposes.” 


SIXTH PAN-AMERICAN HIGHWAY 
CONGRESS 


Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, as a 
delegate to the Sixth Pan-American 
Highway Congress it was my privilege 
to meet and become acquainted with 
many capable and highly interesting 
people. In my opinion the represent- 
ative of each and every government was 
honest and outstanding in his chosen 
field, all sincerely endeavoring to ex- 
emplify friendliness and cooperation. 
Of course we learned to know some more 
than others. One of these was Romulo 
O'Farrill, Sr., of Mexico, whose outstand- 
ing work in behalf of the Pan-American 
Highway deserves special recognition 
from all of us. 

Romulo O'Farrill, Sr., is a typical Mex- 
ican businessman of the new era, in love 
with his country, and with a keen busi- 
ness eye. 

Quiet, unassuming, he does not make 
very much noise when all goes well, but 
his Irish ancestry shows up in times of 
trouble or when launching a new idea. 
He is one of those men who can enjoy 
work around the clock. 

O'Farrill was discovered as a good road 
Samaritan by the International Road 
Federation and was later elected as pres- 
ident of the Mexican Highway Associa- 
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tion. This is a civic organization spon- 
sored by Mexican business and with the 
blessings of the Mexican Government. 
In 5 years it has created many State 
branches and has organized a National 
Commission for Rural Highways, which 
is building rural highways at the rate of 
more than 1,000 miles per year. The 
Mexican Highway Association has an 
A-1 standing among the national high- 
way associations in the world. 

O’Farrill brought first to Caracas for 
the Sixth Pan-American Highway Con- 
gress a top team of engineers and fellow 
businessmen and came with a fine report 
on the results of many months of active 
pursuit on matters related to the high- 
way movement in this Western Hemi- 
sphere. In his customary suave and 
cheerful manner it took him no time to 
convince all of the other national dele- 
gations that it was high time to stop 
academic discussions in these congresses 
and get down to brass tacks. This hit 
the spot and was the keynote of the last 
highway meeting held at Caracas. As a 
result of this, Don Romulo, as everyone 
calls him, brought home to his native 
country, Mexico, the chairmanship of the 
permanent committee of the Pan-Amer- 
ican Highway Congress and a portfolio 
full of metters to be attended to. Among 
these are the conclusion of the Pan- 
American Highway through Central 
America; new formulas for financing 
highways with external and internal 
funds in each country; the integration of 
the Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean high- 
way-ferry circuits; and the exploration 
of the jungles at Darien, to find out if 
this last tough obstacle can be overcome 
for highway communication between 
Central and South America. 

O'Farrill is a good citizen of Mexico 
and a pan-American at heart; therefore, 
a good friend of the United States. His 
many businesses—manufacturing, radio, 
newspapers, real estate, and financing— 
can well be representative of the Ameri- 
can way of doing business, or, better still, 
of the new pan-American way of doing 
things; a combination of the aggressive- 
ness of the American pioneer and the 
good manners of the Latins. 

It was a real privilege to become ac- 
quainted with Romulo O’Farrill and his 
colleagues. 


LOTUS FLOWER OFFERED TO 
BRITISH DELEGATION IN CHINA 


Mr. HALE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Maine? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. Speaker, I was par- 
ticularly edified to read in yesterday 
morning’s paper that the roots of the 
lotus flower were eaten by British labor 
delegates at a lunch given by Premier 
Chou En-lai the day previous. I hope 
that the lotus flower will have the same 
effect on the British labor delegation 
that it did on the companions of 
Odysseus in Homer's great epic, so that 
they will be satisfied to remain indefi- 
nitely in Communist China. I salute 
Clem Att-lee and Ny Bev-an, 
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POSTAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the REcorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, 
during the past 3 weeks, I have received 
many letters and telegrams regarding 
the proposed curtailment of railway 
post office service in New England. 
Knowing how vital distribution en route 
is to efficient postal service, I am greatly 
concerned about the Post Office Depart- 
ment’s plans for the future of the postal 
transportation service. 

I first learned of the proposed cur- 
tailment on July 16, when I received a 
telegram from the National Postal 
Transport Association, advising me that 
the Post Office Department planned to 
drastically curtail railway post office 
service in New England. Upon making 
inquiry at the Post Office Department, 
I was advised by Assistant Postmaster 
General John C. Allen that the general 
superintendent at Boston had been di- 
rected to make a survey of certain lines 
in his division that provide dual service 
with a view to effecting consolidations 
where it is possible to do so without im- 
pairment of the postal service. Mem- 
bers of Congress were advised that they 
would be notified before any curtailment 
action was taken. 

I was, therefore, shocked to receive 
information from the National Postal 
Transport Association that the superin- 
tendent of district 3, postal transporta- 

tion service, issued the following order 
on August 3: 

Effective August 1, 1954, railway post-office 
service was discontinued on Rockport and 
Boston trains 2501, 2510, 2525, and 2536, and 
superseded by closed-pouch service. All 
mails formerly dispatched to Rockport and 
Boston RPO trains will be labeled to North 
Terminal, PTS, Boston. 


This discontinuance of distribution en 
route on the four railway post-office 
trains running between Rockport and 
Boston will result in mails being held 
back and accumulated at the north ter- 
minal with consequent impairment of 
service for postal patrons on the North 
Shore and Cape Ann. The Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts has invested 
large sums of money cultivating tourist 
trade for the communities along the 
north shore of Massachusetts. It is 
ironic that at the height of the tourist 
season all railway post-office service on 
the Rockport & Boston has been discon- 
tinued. Efficient mail service is essential 
to any growing community or industry, 
and those catering to the tourist trade 
on the north shore will be handicapped 
by this curtailment of distribution en 
route. This false economy shows a dis- 
regard for the Commonwealth of Mas- 
sachusetts and for the welfare of postal 
patrons who depend, in part, for their 
livelihood upon an efficient postal serv- 
ice. 

It has also been brought to my atten- 
tion that the Post Office Department 
plans to curtail distribution en route be- 
tween Bangor, Maine, and Boston, Mass.; 
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Portland and Boston; White River Junc- 
tion, Vermont, and Boston; White River 
Junction and Springfield, Mass.; Bos- 
ton and Albany; Boston and New York; 
Boston and Springfield; Springfield and 
New York: Bridgeport and Waterbury, 
Conn.; and Boston and Hartford. 

Despite the assurances of the Post 
Office Department that there would be 
no impairment of postal service, it is 
inconceivable to me that curtailment of 
distribution en route on all the railway 
post-office trains I have just mentioned 
can result in anything but drastic im- 
pairment of service in New England. 

Not only will postal service be im- 
paired, but as a result of loss of revenue, 
rail service will be affected. Railroads 
in New England have recently invested 
huge sums of money in modern railway 
post-office equipment which can be used 
for no other purpose than distribution 
en route. Through the withdrawal of 
railway postal service, it is inevitable 
that railroads consider curtailing some 
of their passenger trains. 

What the people of New England de- 
sire is a stable mail service; that is, re- 
ceiving their mail at the time it should 
be delivered according to post office mail 
routes. They do not care whether mail 
trucks are painted red, white, and blue or 
olive drab; nor are they jubilant about 
snorkel mail boxes. They are con- 
cerned, however, about letters which are 
postmarked 8 p. m., July 30 in Wash- 
ington and are not received in Connecti- 
cut until 10:45 a. m. on August 3. 
Window dressing and the businessman’s 
approach will not suffice; what the peo- 
ple of New England want is dependable 
mail service. 

Distribution en route by highly skilled 
distributors in moving railway post office 
cars is the most expeditious method of 
moving first-class mail and newspapers. 
It provides swift, stable, dependable 
postal service. This kind of service 
should be expanded rather than cur- 
tailed. 

The public has the right, and Congress 
has the duty, to insist that an efficient 
postal service be maintained. The cur- 
tailment of distribution en route 
throughout New England will result in 
sporadic postal service that will not be 
tolerated by either business or the public. 


OUTLAWING OF COMMUNIST 
PARTY 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, had I 
been present yesterday I would have 
voted in support of S. 3706. 

I favor the passage of the bill out- 
lawing the Communist Party. The Com- 
munist Party cannot claim the protec- 
tion and privileges given to other politi- 
cal parties because of its international 
conspiratorial character and because of 
its continued and determined use of the 
methods of deception, falsehood, and 
subversion. 
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Two practical arguments can be made 
against this bill. One, that it is dan- 
gerous to suppress any political party, 
and that the Communist Party should 
be tolerated as a concession to the tra- 
ditional American recognition of free- 
dom of thought and expression. It seems 
clear enough that the Communist Party 
gives lipservice to freedom, only to ex- 
ploit and abuse it. It seems clear enough 
that the Communist Party is different 
not only in degree, but in its essential 
qualities, from other extreme political 
movements which either exist today in 
America or have existed in the past. 

The second argument against the bill 
is that which has been made by the Jus- 
tice Department to the effect that this 
legislation would force the Communist 
Party to go underground. It seems rea- 
sonable to me to conclude that the Com- 
munist Party would long ago have gone 
underground if such action were advan- 
tageous to the party. If this law forces 
the party to adopt that course of action, 
it will have the effect of bringing the 
party to take an action which it has not 
freely taken in the past, and which, I 
think we can safely assume will not be 
advantageous to the party. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. FEIGHAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 10 
minutes today, following the legislative 
program and any special orders hereto- 
fore entered. 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 20 minutes today, following any 
special orders heretofore entered. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 10 minutes today, following 
any special orders heretofore entered. 

Mr. EBERHARTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 30 minutes tomorrow, following the 
legislative program and any special or- 
ders heretofore entered. 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 
BILL, 1955 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (H. R. 
9936) making supplemental appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1955, and for other purposes, and ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
of the managers on the part of the 
House be read in lieu of the report. 

Mr. CANNON. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gen- 
tleman from New York if the hour will 
be equally divided between that side and 
this side? 

Mr. TABER. That is all right. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2663) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
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9936) “making supplemental appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and 
for other purposes,” having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 23, 24, 41, 42, 44, 50, 58, 
107, 153, 158, 161, 163, and 175. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 26, 28, 
29, 36, 37, 45, 47, 48, 53, 76, 80, 81, 87, 90, 92, 
97, 101, 102, 106, 109, 111, 112, 117, 118, 125, 
133, 135, 187, 140, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 149, 
150, 156, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 176, 177, 178, 
179, 180, 181, 182, 183, and 184, and agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree to 
the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$15,000”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 25: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 25, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 

“Senate Office Building: For an additional 
amount for ‘Senate Office Building’, $4,100.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 32: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 32, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$300,000”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 33, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert $450,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 35: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 35, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named In said amendment 
insert “$430,000”; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 43: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 43, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In leu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 


“REIMBURSEMENT TO DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


“For reimbursement to the Highway Fund, 
District of Columbia, for part cost of con- 
struction of highway-railroad grade separa- 
tion structure in the District of Columbia on 
New York Avenue in the vicinity of South 
Dakota Avenue Northeast, $290,000." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 51: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 51, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$87,500”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 57: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 57, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$175,000”; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 63: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 63, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


“Training and traineeships 


“For training and traineeships, $900,000, 
of which $500,000 shall be available for grants 
pursuant to section 4 of the Vocational Re- 
habilitation Act, as amended, and $400,000 
shall be for carrying out the training func- 
tions provided for in section 7 of said Act: 
Provided, That not more than two dollars of 
the funds herein appropriated, granted pur- 
suant to section 4 of said Act, shall be ex- 
pended for each dollar that such grantee, or 
the State and the grantee, expends for the 
training of the same individuals.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 64: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 64, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 


“Salaries and expenses 


“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries 
and expenses’, $200,000.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 65: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 65, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert 821,000,000“; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 66: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 66, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert $6,500,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 67: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 67, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert 66.500, 000“ and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 68: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 68, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert 64,000, 000“; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 69: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 69, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$4,000,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 70: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 70, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In Heu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert "$250,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 75: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 75, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert “$75,000”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 77: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 77, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 


“Salaries and expenses, Office of the 
Secretary 

“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries 
and expenses, Office of the Secretary’, $50,000, 
of which $35,000 shall be available only for 
administrative and operational studies.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 78: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 78, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
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follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by 
said amendment insert: 


“NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 


“For expenses necessary for the National 
Advisory Committee on Education, as au- 
thorized by the Act of July 26, 1954 (Public 
Law 532, $25,000.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 82: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 82, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert “$250,000”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 83: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 83, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert “$505,000”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 84: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 84, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 


“SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
“Watershed protection 


“For an additional amount for “Water- 
shed protection”, to remain available until 
expended, $1,750,000, of which not to ex- 
ceed $40,000 shall be transferred to and 
made a part of the appropriation “Office of 
the Solicitor’, 1955: Provided, That funds 
appropriated under this head shall be avail- 
able for carrying out the purposes of the 
Act of August 4, 1954 (Public Law 566, 
Eighty-third Congress) .” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 94: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 94, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert “$50,000”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 95: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 95, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert “$400,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 96: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 96, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$7,120,000”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 98: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 98, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert $3,500,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 108: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 108, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$653,150”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 120: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 120, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert $500,000"; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 121: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 121, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$1,500,000”; and the Senate agree to 
the same, 
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Amendment numbered 123: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 123, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In Heu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$1,000,000"; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 124: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 124, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert “$400,000”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 131: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 131, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert 82,000,000“; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 138: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 138, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said 


amendment insert “$3,750,000”; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 139: That the 


House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 139, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by 
said amendment insert 898, 000, 000“; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 141: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 141, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by 
said amendment insert ‘$630,000,000"; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 157: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 157, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by 
said amendment insert 842,500“; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 160: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 160, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert 8150, 000“; and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 162: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 162, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert 88,000, 000“; and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 165: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 165, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said 


amendment insert 810,025,000“; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 166: That the 


House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 166, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by 
said amendment insert 812,000, 000“; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 167: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 167, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert “$26,000,000”; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 185: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 185, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment amended to read as follows: 
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“Sec. 1311. (a) After the date of enact- 
ment hereof no amount shall be recorded 
as an obligation of the Government of the 
United States unless it is supported by docu- 
mentary evidence of— 

“(1) a binding agreement in writing be- 
tween the parties thereto, including govern- 
ment agencies, in a manner and form and 
for a purpose authorized by law, executed 
before the expiration of the period of avail- 
ability for obligation of the appropriation 
or fund concerned for specific goods to be 
delivered, real property to be purchased or 
leased, or work or services to be performed; 
or 

“(2) a valid loan agreement, showing 
the amount of the loan to be made and the 
terms of repayment thereof; or 

“(3) an order required by law to be placed 
with a Government agency; or 

“(4) an order issued pursuant to a law 
authorizing purchases without advertising 
when necessitated by public exigency or for 
perishable subsistence supplies or within spe- 
cific monetary limitations; or 

“(5) a grant or subsidy payable (i) from 
appropriations made for payment of or con- 
tributions toward, sums required to be paid 
in specific amounts fixed by law or in accord 
with formulae prescribed by law, or (ii) pur- 
suant to agreement authorized by, or plans 
approved in accord with and authorized by, 
law; or 

“(6) a liability which may result from 
pending litigation brought under authority 
of law; or 

“(7) employment or services of persons or 
expenses of travel in accord with law, and 
services performed by public utilities; or 

“(8) any other legal liability of the United 
States against an appropriation or fund 
legally available therefore. 

“(b) Not later than September 30 of each 
year, the head of each Federal agency shall 
report, as to each appropriation or fund 
under the control of such agency, the amount 
thereof remaining obligated but unexpended 
and the amount thereof remaining unobli- 
gated on June 30 of such year and copies of 
such report shall be forwarded by him to the 
chairman of the Committees on Appropria- 
tions of the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives, to the Comptroller General of the 
United States, and to the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget: Provided, That such 
report for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1954, shall be made not later than December 
$1, 1954, and shall include only such obliga- 
tions as could have been recorded under the 
provisions of subsection (a) hereof. 

“(c) Each report made pursuant to sub- 
section (b) shail be supported by certifica- 
tions of the officials designated by the head 
of the agency, and such certifications shall 
be supported by records evidencing the 
amounts which are reported therein as hay- 
ing been obligated. Such certifications and 
records shall be retained in the agency in 
such form as to facilitate audit and recon- 
ciliation for such period as may be necessary 
for such purposes. The officials designated 
by the head of the agency to make certifica- 
tions may not redelegate the responsibility. 

“(d) No appropriation or fund which is 
limited for obligation purposes to a definite 
period of time shall be available for expendi- 
ture after the expiration of such period ex- 
cept for liquidation of amounts obligated 
in accord with subsection (a) hereof; but no 
such appropriation or fund shall remain 
available for expenditure for any period be- 
yond that otherwise authorized by law. 

“(e) Any statement of obligation of funds 
furnished by any agency of the Government 
to the Congress or any committee thereof 
shall include only such amounts as may be 
valid obligations as defined in subsection (a) 
hereof.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 186; That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
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amendment of the Senate numbered 186, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: In lieu of the number proposed 
by said amendment insert 1312“; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in 
disagreement amendments numbered 5, 6, 
9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 21, 27, 30, 31, 34, 
38, 39, 40, 46, 49, 52, 54, 55, 56, 59, 60, 61, 62, 
71, 714%, 72, 73, 74, 79, 85, 86, 88, 89, 91, 93, 
99, 100, 103, 104, 105, 110, 113, 114, 115, 116, 
119, 122, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 132, 134, 136, 
147, 148, 151, 152, 154, 155, 159, 164, 168, 169, 
and 187. 

JOHN TABER, 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
As to chapters 1, 2, 4, 11, 12, and 13: 
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH, 
H. CARL ANDERSEN, 
J. VAUGHAN GARY, 
As to chapter 3: 
; CLIFF CLEVENGER, 
FRANK T. Bow, 
JOHN J. ROONEY, 
As to chapter 5: 


A. M. FERNANDEZ, 
As to chapter 6: 
H. CARL ANDERSEN, 
OAKLEY HUNTER, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
As to chapter 7: 
BEN F. JENSEN, 
Ivor D. FENTON, 
W. F. NORRELL, 
As to chapter 8: 
JOHN PHILLIPS, 
CHARLES R. JONAS, 
As to chapters 9 and 10: 
GLENN R. Davis, 
E. A. CEDERBERG, 
Louis C. RABAUT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
STYLES BRIDGES, 
HOMER FERGUSON, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL (except 
151), 
Guy Cordon (except 
as to amendment No. 151), 
CARL HAYDEN, 
PAT MCCARRAN, 
RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9936) making sup- 
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1955, and for other purposes, 
submit the following statement in explana- 
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon 
and recommended in the accompanying con- 
ference report as to each of such amend- 
ments, namely: 


CHAPTER I 
District of Columbia 


Amendment No.1: Inserts chapter heading. 

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $15,000 
for “Regulatory agencies”, for carrying out 
the provisions of the District of Columbia 
Business Corporation Act (Public Law 389, 
83d Cong.), instead of $30,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 3: Appropriates $13,967 
for “Settlement of claims and suits” as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 4: Appropriates $15,132 
for the payment of judgments as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Amendment No. 5: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No, 6: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

CHAPTER II 
Legislative—Judiciary 


Amendments Nos. 7 and 8: Change chap- 
ter number and insert title. 
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Amendments Nos. 9-15: Reported in dis- 
agreement. 

Amendments Nos. 16-20: Authorize funds 
for various items inserted by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 21: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 22: Eliminates appropria- 
tions to implement H. R. 9413 for “United 
States Capitol Police Force”, as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Amendment No. 23: Eliminates funds and 
language inserted by the Senate for salaries 
under the Architect of the Capitol. 

Amendment No. 24: Eliminates language 
inserted by the Senate relative to super- 
vision of the “Legislative Garage.“ 

Amendment No. 25: Appropriates $4,100 
for operation of the “Senate Office Building” 
as proposed by the Senate, and eliminates 
proviso inserted by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 26: Appropriates $6,000,- 
000 for “Construction and equipment of ad- 
ditional Senate Office Building” as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 27: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 28: Authorizes $18,500 
for “Salaries of referees” as proposed by the 
Senate. 

CHAPTER IT 
Department of State 


Amendment No. 29: Changes chapter 
number as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 30: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 31: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Department of Justice 

Amendment No. 32: Appropriates $300,000 
for “Salaries and expenses, general legal ac- 
tivities,” instead of $275,000 as proposed by 
the House and $350,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 33: Appropriates #450,000 
for “Salaries and expenses, United States 
attorneys and marshals,” instead of #400,000 
as proposed by the House and $525,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 


Department of Commerce 


Amendment No. 34: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 35: Appropriates $430,000 
for “Salaries and expenses, Civil Aeronautics 
Administration,” instead of $860,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. The additional amount 
to provide the aeronautical services by the 
CAA at Cold Bay, Alaska, and Balboa, Pan- 
ama Canal Zone, is to be absorbed from the 
regular annual appropriation for “Salaries 
and expenses” without affecting in any way 
safety in aviation. 

Amendments Nos. 36 and 37. Appropriate 
$1,350,000 for “Maintenance and operation, 
Washington National Airport,” as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 38: 
ment. 

Amendment No. 39: 
ment. 

Amendment No. 40: 
ment. 

Amendment No. 41: Strikes out the Sen- 
ate proposal to appropriate $600,000 for 
“Salaries and expenses, Business and Defense 
Services Administration.” 

Amendment No. 42: Appropriates $4,750,- 
000 for the “Inter-American Highway” as 
proposed by the House instead of $5 million 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 43: Appropriates $290,000 
for reimbursement to the highway fund, Dis- 
trict of Columbia, for part cost of construc- 
tion of highway-railroad grade separation 
structure as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 44: Strikes out the Sen- 
ate proposal to appropriate $175,000 for Sal- 
aries and expenses, Weather Bureau.” 


Reported in disagree- 
Reported in disagree- 


Reported in disagree- 
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CHAPTER IV 
Treasury Department 

Amendment No. 45: Changes chapter 
number. 

Amendment No. 46: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 47: Appropriates $7,750,- 
000 for “Salaries and expenses, Internal Rev- 
enue Service,” as proposed by the Senate 
instead of 88,750, 0 as proposed by the 
House. 

CHAPTER V 


Department of Labor 


Amendment No. 48: Changes chapter 
number as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No, 49: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No, 50: Strikes appropriation 
of $100,000 for “Salaries and expenses, Bu- 
reau of Veterans Reemployment Rights,” 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 51: Appropriates an ad- 
ditional amount of $87,500 for “Salaries and 
expenses, Bureau of Employment Security,” 
instead of $145,000 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate. The amount agreed upon includes $20,- 
000 for additional work in connection with 
the file-control unit for the program of un- 
employment compensation for veterans and 
$25,000 for work aimed at minimizing the 
incidence of fraudulent and improper claims, 

Amendment No. 52: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 53: Appropriates an addi- 
tional amount of $70,400,000 for Unemploy- 
ment compensation for veterans” as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $88,400,000 as pro- 
posed by the House. 

Amendment No: 54: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 55: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 56: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 57: Appropriates an addi- 
tional amount of $175,000 for “Salaries and 
expenses, Mexican farm labor program”, in- 
stead of $350,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The amount agreed upon, includes the full 
amount of $159,220 requested for the activity 
“Supplying foreign labor requirements” and 
includes no funds for the Washington office. 

Amendment No, 58: Strikes appropriation 
of $110,000 for “Salaries and expenses, Bu- 
reau of Labor Statistics”, proposed by the 
Senate, 


Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare 

Amendment No. 59: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendments Nos. 60 and 61: Reported in 
disagreement. 

Amendment No. 62: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 63: Appropriates $900,000 
for Training and traineeships, Office of Vo- 
cational Rehabilitation”, instead of $1,831,- 
000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 64: Appropriates $200,000 
for “Salaries and expenses, Office of Voca- 
tional Rehabilitation”, instead of $400,000 as 
proposed by the Senate, and strikes special 
language proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 65, 66, 67, 68, and 69: 
Appropriate $21,000,000 for “Grants for hos- 
pital construction, Public Health Service”, 
instead of $15,700,000 as proposed by the 
House and $35,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate, and establish the following limita- 
tions: For diagnostic or treatment centers, 
$6,500,000 instead of $5,225,000 as proposed 
by the House and $10,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate; for hospitals for the chronically 
ill and impaired, $6,500,000 instead of $5,225,- 
000 as proposed by the House and $10,000,- 
000 as proposed by the Senate; for rehabili- 
tation facilities, $4,000,000 instead of $2,625,- 
000 as proposed by the House and $10,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate; and for nursing 
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homes, $4,000,000 instead of $2,625,000 as 
proposed by the House and $5,000,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 70: Appropriates $250,000 
for “Salaries and expenses, hospital construc- 
tion services“, instead of $200,000 as proposed 
by the House and $300,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 71, 7144, 72, 73, and 74: 
Reported in disagreement, 

Amendment No. 75: Appropriates an ad- 
ditional amount of $75,000 for “Salaries and 
expenses, Children’s Bureau, Social Security 
Administration”, instead of $165,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 76: Inserts heading as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 77: Appropriates an ad- 
ditional amount of $50,000 for “Salaries and 
expenses, Office of the Secretary”, of which 
$35,000 shall be available only for adminis- 
trative and operational studies, instead of 
$75,000 of which $52,000 was to have been 
available only for administrative and opera- 
tional studies, as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 78: Appropriates $25,000 
for the “National Advisory Committee on 
Education” instead of $100,000 as proposed 
by the Senate, and deletes Senate language 
relating to conduct of studies. 

Amendment No. 79: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

CHAPTER vr 
Department of Agriculture 

Amendments Nos. 80 and 81: 
chapter number and insert title. 

Amendment No, 82: Appropriates $250,000 
for “Salaries and expenses, Forest Service”, 
for national forest protection and manage- 
ment instead of $375,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 83: Appropriates $505,000 
for “Salaries and expenses, Forest Service”, 
for forest research instead of $515,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. In view of the action 
of the conferees, the $10,000 provided in the 
regular Department of Agriculture Act for 
1955 should be used for this purpose rather 
than for the special study authorized, 

Amendment No. 84: Appropriates $1,750,- 
000 for “Watershed protection” instead of 
$2,425,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 85: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 86: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 87: Inserts title. 

Amendment No. 88: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 89: Reported in disagree- 
ment, 


Change 


CHAPTER VII 
Department of the Interior 


Amendment No. 90: Changes chapter num- 
ber. 
Amendment Nc. 91: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 92: Appropriates $6,931,000 
for “Construction, Bureau of Indian Affairs”, 
as proposed by the Senate instead of $3,900,- 
000 as proposed by the House. Of the amount 
agreed upon $3,000,000 is to provide finan- 
cial assistance to public-school districts for 
the construction and equipment of public- 
school facilities for Navajo Indian children. 
This program is authorized under the Navajo- 
Hopi Rehabilitation Act (25 U. S. C. 631) 
which was enacted to meet a special situa- 
tion due to the large number of Navajo chil- 
dren for which no school facilities have been 
provided in accordance with the treaties 
made with these tribes. No statutory author- 
ity exists for this type of program for Indians 
other than Navajo and Hopi Tribes, therefore 
no precedent is established by this action. 

Amendment No. 93: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 94: Appropriates $50,000 
for “Relocation of the Yankton Sioux Tribe” 
instead of $106,500 as proposed by the Senate. 


1954 


Amendment No. 95: Appropriates $400,000 
for “General investigations, Bureau of Recla- 
mation”, instead of $500,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 96 and 97: Appropriate 
$7,120,000 for “Construction and rehabilita- 
tion, Bureau of Reclamation”, instead of 
$1,707,000 as proposed by the House and $8,- 
120,000 as proposed by the Senate, and pro- 
vide that of this amount $2,320,000 shall be 
derived from the reclamation fund. Of the 
amount agreed upon $1,000,000 is for the 
Glendo Unit. 

Amendment No. 98: Increases the personal 
services limitation in the Interior Depart- 
ment Appropriation Act, 1955, under the 
heading “Construction and rehabilitation, 
Bureau of Reclamation,” by $3,500,000 instead 
of $2,500,000 as proposed by the House and 
$4,840,968 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 99: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 100: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 101: Strikes out House 
language appropriating $47,000 for “Admin- 
istration of Territories” as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No, 102: Inserts heading. 

Amendment No. 103: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 104: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 105: Reported in disagree- 
ment, 

CHAPTER VIII 
Independent Offices 

Amendment No. 106: Changes chapter 
number, 

Amendment No. 107: Strikes out Senate 
proposal to appropriate $125,000 for Com- 
mission on Governmental Use of Interna- 
tional Telecommunications.” 

Amendments Nos. 108 and 109: Appropriate 
$653,150 for “Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government” 
instead of $497,835 as proposed by the House 
and $753,150 as proposed by the Senate, and 
increase the limitation on the amount avail- 
able for expenses of travel by $137,700 as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $62,700 as 
proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 110: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendments Nos. 111 and 112: Appropri- 
ate $2,970,600 for “Additional court facil- 
ities” as proposed by the Senate, instead of 
$2,820,600 as proposed by the House, and 
strike the House proviso as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 113: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No, 114: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 115: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 116: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendments Nos. 117 and 118: Insert 
headings. 

Amendment No. 119: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 120: Inserts language for 
“Reimbursement to Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation” as proposed by the Senate, and ap- 
propriates $500,000 instead of $560,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 121: Inserts language for 
“Reserve of planned public works” as pro- 
posed by the Senate, and appropriates $1,500,- 
000 instead of $5,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 122: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 123: Inserts language for 
“Urban planning grants” as proposed by the 
Senate, and appropriates $1,000,000 instead 
of $2,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
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Amendment No. 124: Inserts language for 
“Public Housing Administration, Adminis- 
trative expenses” as proposed by the Senate, 
and appropriates $400,000 instead of $800,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No, 125: Inserts heading. 

Amendment No. 126: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 
ment. 

Amendment No. 
ment. 

Amendment No. 
ment. 

Amendment No. 
ment. 

Amendment No. 131: Appropriates $2,000,- 
000 for National Science Foundation, Inter- 
national Geophysical Year”, instead of 
$1,500,000 as proposed by the House and 
$2,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 132: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 


127: Reported in disagree- 


: Reported in disagree- 
: Reported in disagree- 


130: Reported in disagree- 


CHAPTER IX 


Military construction—Department of 
Defense 

Amendment No. 133: 
number. 

Amendment No. 134: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 135: Inserts number and 
date of public law as proposed by the Senate 
instead of number of bill as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 136: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No 137: Inserts number and 
date of public law as proposed by the Senate 
instead of number of bill as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 138: Makes $3,750,000 
available for “Advance planning, Navy”, in- 
stead of $2,500,000 as proposed by the House 
and $5,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 139: Appropriates $98,- 
000,000 for “Public works, Navy”, instead of 
$73,517,000 as proposed by the House and 
$114,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
managers on the part of the House and the 
Senate are in agreement that the public- 
works program for the Navy shall include 
those projects approved by the House and 
the following projects approved by the 
Senate: 


Naval Shipyard, Mare Island, 
Calif.: Acquisition of San Fran- 
cisco & Napa Valley RR 

Naval Shipyard, San Francisco, 
Calif.: Pipefitters’ shop- 

Recruit depot, Parris Island, S. C.: 
Classroom buildings = 

Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md.: 
e eee 

Naval Air Facility, Cubi Point, 
Philippine Islands: Ammuni- 
tion storage 

Naval Air Station, Iwakuni, 
Japan: Ammunition storage... 540, 000 


The managers are in complete agreement 
that the $4,082,000 allocated for the Naval 
Academy gymnasium shall be for the com- 
plete facility including collateral equipment. 

Amendment No. 140: Inserts number and 
date of public law as proposed by the Senate 
instead of number of bill as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 141: Appropriates $630,- 
000,000 for “Acquisition and construction of 
real property, Department of the Air Force,” 
instead of $484,080,000 as proposed by the 
House and $796,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The managers on the part of the 
House and the Senate are in agreement that 
the military-construction program for the 
Air Force shall include those projects ap- 


Changes chapter 


$225, 000 
1, 000, 000 
288, 000 
4, 082, 000 


848, 000 
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proved by the House and the following proj- 
ects approved by the Senate: 


Kinross Air Force Base, Mich., 


nete — 2 874, 000 
Dover Air Force Base, Del - 3,337,000 
Dow Air Force Base, Maine 11, 501, 000 
Stead Air Force Base, Nev., gym- 

part 1 Gaye aN. Sore ee ee 180, 000 
Hickam Air Force Base, T. H., re- 

construction, airmen’s dormi- 

KK AAA a T SA 748, 000 
Keflavik Air Base, Iceland 17, 493, 000 
Columbus Air Force Base, Miss 105, 000 


Amendment No. 142: 
number, 

Amendment No. 143: Inserts number and 
date of public law as proposed by the Senate 
instead of number of bill as proposed by 
the House. The managers on the part of 
the House and the Senate are in agreement 
that the military construction program of 
the Department of the Army shall include 
those projects approved by the House and 
the following projects approved by the 
Senate: 


White Sands Proving Ground, 


Changes section 


N. Mex.: Gymnasium $369, 000 
Sacramento Signal Depot, Calif.: 
Post exchange 95, 000 


Fort Belvoir, Va.: Addition to offi- 


cers’ open mess 117, 000 
Fort Campbell, Ky.: Main post ex- 

changes. 541, 000 
Camp Carson, Colo.: Main post 

exchange. ~ 2 nen san noe sas ae 558, 000 
Ladd Air Force Base, Alaska: 2 en- 

listed men’s barracks with mess 

e eee 1, 200, 000 


Amendments Nos. 144, 145, and 146: Change 
section numbers. 
Amendment No. 147: Reported in dis- 
agreement. 
Amendment No. 148: Reported in dis- 
agreement. 
CHAPTER X 


Department of the Army—Rivers and harbors 
and flood control 


Amendment No. 149: Inserts chapter 
heading. 

Amendment No. 150: Adds appropriation 
title. 

Amendment No. 151: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 152: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 153: Strikes out Senate 
language modifying project for bank protec- 
tion on the Missouri River from Kenslers 
Bend, Nebraska, to Sioux City, Iowa, to in- 
clude dredging of McCook Lake. 

Amendment No. 154: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 155: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

CHAPTER XI 
Emergency programs and activities 

Amendment No. 156: Changes chapter 
number. 

Amendment No. 157: Provides not to 
exceed $42,500 for representation allowances 
for “Government in occupied areas” instead 
of $35,000 as proposed by the House and 
$50,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 158: Appropriates $14,- 
000,000 for “Government in occupied areas” 
as proposed by the House instead of $14,- 
500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 159: Reported in dis- 
agreement. 

Amendment No. 160: Provides not to ex- 
ceed $150,000 for expenses of a confidential 
nature for “Refugee relief“ instead of $80,- 
000 as proposed by the House and $174,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 161: Provides not to ex- 
ceed $600,000 for capital for the making 
of loans for “Refugee relief” as proposed by 
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the House instead of $1,500,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 162: Appropriates $8,- 
000,000 for “Refugee relief” instead of $7,- 
000,000 as proposed by the House and $9,025,- 
000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 163: Eliminates language 
proposed by the Senate authorizing appor- 
tionment of entire amount for use during the 
first 9 months of the fiscal year. 

Amendment No. 164: Reported in dis- 
agreement. 

Amendment No. 165: Appropriates $10,- 
025,000 for “Operation, Federal Civil Defense 
Administration”, instead of $8,525,000 as pro- 
posed by the House and $11,000,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. It is understood that 
from available funds headquarters may be 
moved from Washington, District of Colum- 
bia, to Battle Creek, Michigan. 


Amendment No. 166: Appropriates $12,- ' 


000,000 for “Federal contributions, Federal 
Civil Defense Administration”, instead of 
$10,500,000 as proposed by the House and 
$14,750,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 167: Appropriates $26,- 
000,000 for “Emergency supplies and equip- 
ment, Federal Civil Defense Administration”, 
instead of $25,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $32,100,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 168: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 169: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 

CHAPTER XII 


Claims for damages, audited claims, and 
judgments 
Amendment No. 170: Changes thapter 
number. 
Amendment No. 171: Inserts Senate docu- 
ment numbers as proposed by the Senate. 
Amendment No. 172: Appropriates $11,472,- 
202 for “Claims for damages, audited claims, 
and judgments” as proposed by the Senate 
instead of $9,296,561 as proposed by the 
House. 
CHAPTER XII 


General provisions 


Amendment No. 173: Changes chapter 
number. 

Amendment No. 174: Changes section 
number. 

Amendment No. 175: Strikes out Senate 

e. 

Amendments Nos. 176-184: 
tion numbers. 

Amendment No. 185: Reinserts with minor 
changes the House proposed section on defi- 
nition and reporting of obligations. 

Section 1311 (a) (1) precludes the record- 
ing of an obligation unless it is supported 
by documentary evidence of a binding agree- 
ment between the parties as specified therein. 
It is not necessary, however, that this bind- 
ing agreement be the final formal contract 
on any specified form. The primary pur- 
pose is to require that there be an offer 
and an acceptance imposing liability on both 
parties, For example, an authorized order 
by one agency on another agency of the Gov- 
ernment, if accepted by the latter and meet- 
ing the requirement of specificity, etc., is 
sufficient. Likewise, a letter of intent ac- 
cepted by a contractor, if sufficiently specific 
and definitive to show the purposes and scope 
of the contract finally to be executed, would 
constitute the binding agreement required. 

As to subsection (c) it is the intention of 
the committee of conference that the officials 
designated by the head of agency to make 
certifications of obligations shall be those 
officials having overall responsibility for the 
recording of obligations as distinguished 
from those engaged in detailed recording op- 
erations and in no event should the desig- 
nation be below the level of the chief ac- 
counting officer of a major bureau, service, or 
constituent organizational unit. 


Change sec- 
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Amendment No. 186: Changes section 
number. 
Amendment No. 187: Reported in disagree- 
ment. 
JOHN TABER, 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
eae 2, 4, 11, 12, and 13: 
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH, 
H. CARL ANDERSEN, 
J. VAUGHAN GARY, 
As to chapter 3: 
CLIFF CLEVENGER, 
Frank T. Bow, 
JOHN J. ROONEY, 
As to chapter 5 
Hamer H. Bunce, 
BEN F. JENSEN, 
A. M. FERNANDEZ, 
As to chapter 6: 
H. CARL ANDERSEN, 
OAKLEY HUNTER, 
Jamie L. WHITTEN, 
As to chapter 7: 
BEN F. JENSEN, 
Ivor D. FENTON, 
W. F. NORRELL, 
As to chapter 8: 
JOHN PHILLIPS, 
CHARLES R. JONAS, 
As to chapters 9 and 10: 
GLENN R. Davis, 
E. A. CEDERBERG, 
Lovrs C. RABAUT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 14 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, we are presenting the 
conference report on the supplemental 
appropriation bill. We have been in 
conference for about 4 or 5 days and 
have finally reached an agreement. The 
bill as it passed the House called for 
$1,303,000,000 in appropriations. As it 
passed the Senate it called for $2,034,- 
000,000, and the conference report which 
we are bringing to you now calls for 
$1,659,000,000, an increase of $355 mil- 
lion above the House figure and a de- 
crease of $375 million below what it was 
when it passed the Senate. That is 
almost an even split, but there were so 
many items involved it just happened 
that way. There will be approximately 
15 amendments in disagreement. Some 
of them are in technical disagreement 
because the range of the conference was 
not broad enough to permit us to agree 
to anything which had any legislation 
involved in it. 

A great many of these amendments 
I hope we will be able to consider en bloc 
and get rid of them quickly. The others 
I will try to dispose of as rapidly as 
possible. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. I note an appropriation 
of $6 million for the construction of an 
office building. I take it that is simply 
the foot in the door. Is that not correct? 

Mr. TABER. As I understand it, that 
is an office building in connection with 
the Baltimore picture. 

Mr. GROSS. No. I call attention to 
amendment No. 26 on page 10. 

Mr. ROONEY. A proposed new Sen- 
ate Office Building. 

Mr. TABER. Oh, that is the Senate 
Office Building. That was placed in by 
the Senate. We have a rule and a prac- 
tice, and have had for many years, that 
the other body puts in what they must 
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have, and we have always gone along 
with what they have put in for their own 
personal housekeeping. 

Mr. GROSS. What is the estimated 
total cost of the structure that is pro- 
posed to be built? 

Mr. TABER. I would not be able to 
tell the gentleman, but I imagine it will 
be about $22 or $23 million. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman will 
agree with me that yesterday the House 
voted—I did not—to raise the debt limit 
by $6 billion. 

Mr. TABER. I think they did. 

Mr, ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. ROONEY. Is it not the fact that 
the procedure usually followed is to per- 
mit the other body to direct the expendi- 
ture of funds for their own housekeep- 
ing, and that if they want this new build- 
ing, with or without a swimming pool, 
it is entirely within their discretion? 

Mr. TABER. That is correct. That 
is the practice that has always been fol- 
lowed. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, if the gentleman 
will yield, of course, after all, we do vote 
in the House, and therefore share the 
responsibility for this kind of spending. 

Mr. TABER. That is correct. After 
we are through with the conference re- 
port we will take up as rapidly as possible 
the amendments that have been brought 
back in disagreement. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr.SHEPPARD. Having worked with 
the gentleman a great many years, Iam 
wondering if I might intrude upon him 
to this extent: Is the gentleman person- 
ally quite happy with this bill as now 
presented? 

Mr. TABER. I have never yet seen an 
appropriation bill that I did not think 
was too big. Maybe that is a peculiar 
disposition, but it is there. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I judge from the 
gentleman’s remarks that he is quite 
dissatisfied with this pork-barrel bill, 
because literally that is what it is. 

Mr. TABER. Well, it is a great deal 
larger than I wanted to see presented, 
but you know we have to get together 
on a bill and bring it back for the con- 
sideration of the House or we would 
never be through. 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. GARY. It is also true that the 
chairman of this committee and all 
members of the committee fought very 
diligently to have the amounts in the 
bill reduced, and we got just about the 
best settlement that was possible, under 
the circumstances. 

Mr. TABER. I think we did very well, 
everything considered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. Can the gentleman tell 
us what happened to those major items 
in controversy in the House, like the ap- 
propriation for nursing homes and other 
hospital construction and maritime fa- 


1954 


cilities? We have to know that before 
we vote on the conference report itself. 

Mr. TABER. I have those figures. 
The item for the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration was accepted. 

The item for payments to school dis- 
tricts was brought back in disagreement; 
and as a bill providing for the same thing 
with this language has passed both 
bodies, a motion to further insist upon 
the amendment.will be made. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. BAILEY. Speaking of the funds 
for the impacted school districts, is it the 
intention of the committee to move to 
recede and concur in the Senate amend- 
ments? 

Mr. TABER. It is the intention of the 
committee to move to further insist upon 
the disagreement with the amendment of 
the Senate because a bill providing for 
the same thing this amendment provides 
for has passed both bodies, 

Mr. BAILEY. That passed the House 
yesterday, but it was only the authoriza- 
tion. This is the means of getting the 
funds. 

-Mr. TABER. No; this is not the 
means of getting the funds, it is just leg- 
islation. 

For the White House Conference on 
Education we provided $900,000. 

For the Office of Vocational Rehabili- 
tation, $4 million was provided: $1,500,- 
000 under section 2, and the same 
amount under section 3, and $1 million 
on a 2-for-1 matching basis. 

For the training and traineeships we 
provided $500,000 to be matched and 
$400,000 of direct appropriations; for 
salaries and expenses we provided $200,- 
000 additional for this setup. 

For grants to hospital construction we 
provided $21 million, and that is clearly 
way beyond what can properly, effective, 
and efficiently be obligated during the 
year. 

For hospital construction services we 
provided $250,000. We brought in other 
items in that particular category. 

Mr. JAVITS. What about the mari- 
time funds? 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. ROONEY. Perhaps the gentle- 
man should point out that the bill as it 
comes back to the House in this confer- 
ence report contains the amount of 
$82,600,000 for maritime activities, ship 
construction, which amendment was pre- 
viously adopted here on the floor of the 
House; and $22 million voted here in the 
House in connection with the Federal- 
aid airport program, Federal Airport 
Act. It might also be pointed out that 
the other body inserted the amount of 
$8,430,000 for the Bureau of the Census, 
of business, manufactures, and mineral 
industries. The matter of these census- 
es is now before the House in this con- 
ference report for approval in that 
amount. 

Mr. JAVITS. So the gentleman would 
say that the will of the House has been 
carried out to attain the objectives sub- 
stantially as voted on these separate 
items when the bill was here. 
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Mr. ROONEY. Insofar as the Fed- 
eral-aid airport program is concerned 
and insofar as ship construction, mari- 
time activities, is concerned. 

Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to comment a little 
on amendment No. 84. I understand the 
House conferees have agreed to $1,750,- 
000 for the watershed protection pro- 
gram which means the protection of 
our soil, the saving of soil, the preven- 
tion of floods by keeping the waters 
back up in the hinterland or the upper 
streams of the rivers and streams. I 
hope that it is the gentleman’s intention 
and that of the committee to agree to 
that amount for this much-needed pro- 
gram? 

Mr. TABER. There will be a motion 
made to recede and concur with an 
amendment to that section. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York, 

Mr. ROONEY. It might be pointed 
out to the distinguished gentleman from 
Minnesota that the proposed amend- 
ment with regard thereto appears at 
page 5 of the conference report on this 
bill. 

Mr. HAGEN. Yes, I know. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Will the gentleman 
explain what was done with reference 
to this celebration, what allowance was 
made for that? 

Mr. TABER. There was $100,000 al- 
lowed for that. 

Mr. KEATING. I think that is ex- 
tremely unfortunate. 

Mr. TABER. The amendment, as I 
understand it, is in disagreement. 

Mr. KEATING. That will come be- 
fore us at a later time? 

Mr. TABER. Yes. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. I am inter- 
ested in one item. There was in the 
original bill or in testimony before the 
gentleman's committee a reference to 
bringing certain top people in the Wel- 
fare Department to Washington for the 
convenience of the Secretary of the 
Treasury in the operation of the social- 
security law. What happened to that? 
I noticed that they have to come here 
from Baltimore on the train, and I refer 
to these top people, wasting day after 
day after day in hearings. It is a waste 
of time and money. If they were lo- 
cated here it would be better. 

Mr. TABER. Well, there are some of 
these people who will be brought into 
Washington. As I understand it, about 
400 have been or are being brought in, 
but the major part of the crew is ex- 
pected to stay in Baltimore. 

Mr. REED of New York. That is true 
and I am glad to know that the 400 are 
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to be brought in because they are top 
level people and they have to run back 
and forth to carry on the work. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
What is in there for the veterans in the 
way of appropriations? 

Mr. TABER. There are so many items 
involved that it is absolutely impossible 
for me to tell without looking at this. 
There is an item for $3 million for in- 
patient care. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
asked about appropriations for the Vet- 
erans Administration. 

Mr. TABER. There is an item of $3 
million which was placed in the House 
bill and which was not amended by the 
Senate, so that is all that we had before 
the conferees. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon] 
with the understanding that he may yield 
time as he wishes. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
a distinct sense of disappointment that 
I see this report brought to the floor. 

At a time when the fiscal condition of 
the country is in the worst situation in 
which it has ever been in the fiscal his- 
tory of the country; at a time when we 
have just passed a resolution raising the 
statutory ceiling on the national debt; 
at a time when we are in the red and 
continuing in the red, with no prospect 
of getting out of the red either this year 
or the next fiscal year, we are bringing 
to the House, in the closing days of the 
session, one of the biggest, one of the 
juiciest pork-barrel, logrolling, politically 
prompted, election-conscious bills that 
has ever been brought to this floor. 

Oh, we took great credit to ourselves 
here just a short time back that we were 
concluding the fiscal year with a deficit 
of a mere $3 billion. It was touted as 
a great achievement. Of course we had 
promised to balance the budget, but 
since we had not balanced it, we were 
taking credit to ourselves that we were 
getting the deficit down to a mere baga- 
telle of $3 billion. It is true we had 
promised to balance the budget and stop 
deficit spending, but what was a mere 
$3 billion between friends. 

And now we bring in a bili which, with 
amendments by the other body aggre- 
gated in excess of $2 billion. Even with 
reductions made in conference the bill 
still approximates in round figures 
$1,700,000,000. And the deficit ap- 
proaches $5 billion instead of $3 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, the whole theory of a 
deficiency bill is bad. It means either 
that the departments have not stayed 
within the limits established for them 
by Congress, or that the committee 
and the Congress have erred in fixing 
the limits. Or that the national reve- 
nues are dropping unexpectedly. Or 
that other unforeseen conditions have 
developed which indicate a confused and 
unwholesome legislative or executive 
administration or both. 

When we adopted the one-package 
bill we agreed in committee that we 
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would dispense with supplemental and 
deficiency bills except those involving 
matters which could not have been pre- 
viously brought to the attention of the 
House. And the departments were no- 
tified that they must submit one budget 
and when approved by Congress must 
live within it. Deficit and supplemental 
appropriations were to be discouraged. 

Only in exceptional instances are de- 
ficiency or supplemental appropriations 
warranted or justified. And few, if any, 
of the items in this huge bill fall within 
that category. 

Why is this huge, nondescript, catch- 
all, omnibus, conglomeration of appro- 
priations—some of them for stupendous 
sums—thrown helter-skelter into the 
laps of the committee and the Congress 
in the dying days of the session? Why 
weren’t they included in the original 
budget? Why were they not submitted to 
the House and Senate committees in 
time for both Houses to hold hearings 
and make the routine investigations and 
have time and opportunity to secure 
information on which we could proceed 
with some assurance in taking money 
out of a National Treasury, in the bottom 
of which has already been scraped clean? 

Now, the most reprehensible items in 
this bill as it came from the other body 
could have been brought in here at the 
time the regular budget was brought be- 
fore us. Why were they not brought in 
with the regular budget? Well, there 
were two possible reasons. 

In the first place, it affords opportu- 
nity to leave the impression that we are 
making a great record; that we are clos- 
ing the fiscal year with a deficit of barely 
$3 billion, when the intention is, as ex- 
pressed in the amendments coming over 
from the other body, to create a deficit 
of approximately $5 billion. 

In the second place, many of these 
items, if not most of them, are for proj- 
ects which would not appear to advan- 
tage under close scrutiny. It is not 
advisable to examine them too closely or 
too carefully. The idea is to bring them 
in here in the last week of the Congress, 
when everybody is impatient to get away, 
when there is no time to make an ex- 
haustive investigation or to hold hearings 
or to examine with any detail into their 
merits—and especially their demerits. 
They are to be rushed through in the 
twilight hours cf the session when every- 
body is impatient to get away. 

What should be the criteria by which 
we judge proposals to appropriate money 
from the United States Treasury? Some 
of us here can remember when the pub- 
lic debt was small and United States 
bonds were selling at par. In those 
halcyon days when an estimate for an 
appropriation was considered by the 
committee on appropriations, the one 
issue was, “Will money appropriated for 
the purpose be well invested?” And if 
the answer was in the affirmative, we 
made the appropriation. 

But, Mr. Speaker, the time has long 
gone by when we can make appropria- 
tions under any such carefree formula. 
The country is broke. We are bankrupt. 
We are carrying a debt so stupendous as 
to stagger the finite mind of man. With 
chronic deficit spending—living con- 
tinuously beyond our means—at the rate 
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demanded by this bill we are heading 
rapidly toward a day when the national 
debt must either be repudiated or wiped 
out by an inflation which will leave the 
Nation destitute. 

Under such conditions the only ques- 
tion which can be entertained by the 
committee in passing on proposals to 
spend public money is: “Can we get along 
without it?” If the answer is in the af- 
firmative, if the country can possibly get 
along without the expenditure, then we 
ought to refuse to make the appropria- 
tion. And this bill is loaded with ap- 
propriations of that ilk. 

Mr. Speaker, we have endeavored to 
eliminate, or at least reduce, some of the 
worst proposals considered in the com- 
mittee and in the conference. How poor- 
ly we have succeeded in that respect is 
indicated by the statement of the chair- 
man, the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TABER] in his opening statement. The 
bill is replete with appropriations out of 
line and out of step with assurances we 
gave the country 2 years ago. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to commend our very able and dis- 
tinguished chairman, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER], on the very 
fine and effective work he has done not 
only on this particular bill, but on every 
appropriation bill that has been before 
his committee this year. He certainly is 
a great chairman, and a hard worker. 
As he said a while ago, perhaps no ap- 
propriation bill that has ever gone 
through this Congress has exactly suited 
him, because they are usually too large. 

In this particular bill the other body 
raised the House $730 million on a bill 
that carried when it left the House $1.2 
billion. 

On our side I want to commend our 
own able chairman—we still call him 
that—the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Cannon]. He certainly has worked hard. 
He knows what it is all about. When he 
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TABER] get together, they get together 
and iron out their differences in a most 
effective manner. 

May I point out in this bill here 
amendment No. 130. Why the other 
body goes out of its way to put item 
after item in here calling for useless and 
unnecessary expenditures of funds is be- 
yond me, other than the explanation the 
gentleman from Missouri so effectively 
gave a while ago. 

Here is a little piece of land over in 
Virginia. My own able chairman, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PHIL- 
tips] turned it down. They asked the 
Congress to appropriate $120,000 for a 
little finger of land in the State of Vir- 
ginia for the use of the National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission. It 
figures out at $10 a square foot, and 
there is no Virginian over on the other 
side who would pay $10,000 or $12,000 for 
that piece of land. It is terrible, I say 
to my colleagues. It is. 

My chairman was called back to the 
Senate yesterday against his own wishes 
after this item had been left out, and 
somehow or other you will find there will 
be a motion made to pay $70,000. This 
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piece of land had a mortgage on it of 
$50,000 or $60,000, and had been delin- 
quent in principal and interest for 7 
long years. It was foreclosed on after 
Mr. PHILLIPS’ subcommittee got after 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
only day before yesterday. 

I want to commend our two able chair- 
men and the members of the committee 
on doing a fine job, but when amend- 
ment No. 130 comes up, just disagree 
with the Senate and send it back to 
them. Are you going to give this gentle- 
man $120,000? I have lots of people 
down in my part of the country who 
would settle for just giving them $1,000 
apiece. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. PATMAN]. 

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATIVE WORK FARMED OUT TO PRIVATE 
GROUPS 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the sup- 
plemental appropriations bill for 1955 
contained a total of $497,835 for the 
Commission on Organization of the Ex- 
ecutive Branch of Government. This 
sum for the second Hoover Commission 
was in addition to $1,931,909 that had 
been previously appropriated making 
the total for Mr. Hoover’s second Com- 
mission $2,429,744. The amount auth- 
orized by the House was $55,000 less than 
the Commission had requested. The 
House subcommittee noted in reporting 
the supplemental appropriation bill 
that— 

There has been appropriated for the pres- 
ent Commission $2,429,744. The first Hoover 
Commission was able to complete its work 
with a total appropriation of $1,938,600, and 
the committee is of the opinion maximum 
results can be obtained by this Commis- 
sion within the amount provided. 


The Senate Committee on Appropria- 
tions saw fit to restore what the House 
cut and to add $200,000 for additional 
duties assigned to the Commission. 

Mr. Speaker, I am aware of the popu- 
larity of the Hoover Commission. Every- 
body believes in economy. I note that 
the House subcommittee apparently felt 
Mr. Hoover could practice a little econ- 
omy in his own backyard. It pointed out 
for example that “economies can be ac- 
complished and efforts made to coordi- 
nate the studies of this Commission and 
other agencies and committees to the 
extent of the reduction indicated.” 

I have every confidence that drawing 
upon his great executive and engineering 
talents Mr. Hoover can effectively co- 
ordinate the studies of his Commission 
in the interests of eliminating any possi- 
ble duplication or wasteful expenditures. 
I believe the judgment of our subcom- 
mittee should be sustained by the mem 
bers and that the original amount auth- 
orized by the House be approved. It is 
the biggest lobby in the country. The 
oe provides the money to pressure 
itself. 
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ADJUNCTS TO LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
draw the attention of the House and I 
believe this is something that all Mem- 
bers will be interested in, to the recent 
mushroom growth of these commissions, 
study groups, and so-called advisory 
bodies. When we hear so much talk 
about economy, I should think we would 
want to scrutinize every penny carefully 
before we approve expenditure. Does 
any Member of this body know what we 
are spending on these newly created ad- 
juncts to the legislative branch of the 
Government? 

NOT ELECTED BY PEOPLE 


How much money will the taxpayers 
ultimately have to pay to inflate the 
egos of self-proclaimed experts who have 
either been unsuccessful or are unwilling 
to submit to the scrutiny of their fellow 
citizens in a contest for public office. 
Some have been turned down by the peo- 
ple who are now occupying prominent 
places in this “new legislative look.” Mr. 
Speaker, the growth of these fourth arms 
of government, some with unprecedented 
broad grants of power, is an unconcealed 
refiection—yes; an unconcealed reflec- 
tion on and lack of confidence in the 
ability of Members of this body to carry 
out the duties of their office. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. ROONEY. The gentleman used 
the word “government” in his last sen- 
tence or two. Should he not have used 
the word “supergovernment’’? 

Mr. PATMAN. That word very well 
could be used. 


OVER 50 SUCH GROUPS 


According to a rough tabulation made, 
there have been established over 50 of 
these adjuncts of Congress. We have 
study groups and commissions and com- 
missions on policy and administration. 
We have a group advising the depart- 
ments, independent offices, and commis- 
sions. We even have three groups advis- 
ing the Congress on how to run itself. 
How much this is going to cost the tax- 
payers, apparently no one knows nor do 
many Members seem to care anything 
about it. 


REFLECTION ON CONGRESS 


Mr. Speaker, more important than the 
cost of these supralegislative bodies is 
the implication that we cannot legislate 
intelligently nor are we competent to re- 
view the administration of the programs 
we have authorized and the enforce- 
ment of the laws we have enacted. Mr. 
Speaker, let us take a look at some of 
these bodies and see what they have ac- 
complished. There is a Committee on 
Intragovernmental Relations that has 
had an appropriation of $1 million. 

We have the Randall Commission. 
This group was supposed to come up with 
a recommendation on our foreign eco- 
nomic policies. It did, but the Congress 
has not looked too favorably upon them. 
This group spent $300,000. 

ANTITRUST 

We also have a study group preparing 
a report on our antitrust laws. The co- 
chairman of this group, a Mr. Oppen- 
heim, of the University of Michigan, has 
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written critically of our antitrust policy. 


He has no doubt observed the recent re- 


newal of the great merger movement in 
autos, chemicals, textiles and rumors of 
mergers in steel. Perhaps, it is only 
accidental that this acceleration of mer- 
gers, replacing a lot of little firms with 
a few big ones, to stabilize prices, pro- 
duction and profits should take place 
after the creation of this study group 
which is to recommend changes in our 
antitrust laws. 
OLD “HE” OF THE BUNCH 


The Hoover Commission, of course, is 
the great granddaddy of them all. We 
are now in the second Hoover Commis- 
sion era. This body has created a vast 
array of task forces who travel around 
the country at public expense, holding 
public hearings and having the power of 
subpena, and are boomed by the scores 
of little Hoover Commissions wherever 
they go. These task forces are supposed 
to represent changes in the executive 
branch’s organization, and tell us what. 
activities the Federal Government should 
or should not carry on. I recognize, 
of course, it would be silly to think Mem- 
bers of this body could be expected to 
have ideas on these difficult and com- 
plex subjects. Here, for the last several 
months, very little committee work has 
Leen done by many Members of the 
House. Yet we have these junkets for 
the Congress, holding hearings and do- 
ing the studies for us. 

USE MONEY FOR BETTER PURPOSE 


Mr. Speaker, on a number of occasions 
I have noted how handicapped we in- 
dividual Members are in comparison to 
the facilities that are at the disposal 
of the Members of the other body. I 
again want to suggest that the money we 
are spending for these advisory bodies 
and study groups might be better spent 
in providing each Member with an aide 
trained in Government administration 
and in economics. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. I hope the gentleman 
will not end his excellent discourse on 
the spending of money on questionable 
enterprises without mentioning some of 
the trips or junkets taken to foreign 
countries. The Interparliamentary 
Union is about to hold a meeting in 
Vienna, Austria. Somewhere along the 
line several thousand dollars for that 
junket were slipped into an appropria- 
tion bill and the stage is now set for a 
number of Members of Congress and 
their wives to take this trip. I find now 
they are going to hold in Vienna, Aus- 
tria, come a couple of weeks, a “soiree 
de gala.” I wonder if the gentleman 
could include some comments on that. 

Mr. PATMAN. I will listen with in- 
terest to the gentleman when he gets 
time to discuss that, but I do not have 
the time nor the information to discuss 
it at this time. If the gentleman has 
the information, I am sure he will have 
no trouble getting the time. 

It does look ridiculous to me for Mem- 
bers of the House to be here qualified 
to do this work, and would do a much 
better job farming it out to others whom 
the people have not chosen. Many Mem- 
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bers have special qualifications along 
these lines. We have these groups out 
making these studies at Government ex- 
pense, with the power of subpena, and 
with the power of preparing their own 
records, like they want to prepare those 
records, to submit to Congress, and then 
submit them to Congress for their guid- 
ance. I think all these Commissions, 
more than 50 of them, should absolutely 
be stopped, and all of this work done 
by Members of Congress. They have 
been elected by the people. They are 
responsible to the people. In the event 
they do not perform their duties prop- 
erly, they could even be impeached. 
Furthermore, they could be defeated 
when they run for office. Contrast that 
situation with those who are on these 
task forces, who are going all over the 
country and all over the world, at pub- 
lic expense, holding hearings in the 
name of Congress, with the power to 
administer oaths, with the power of sub- 
pena, with the power to bring in the 
testimony they want brought in, and to 
fix the record like they want it fixed 
and then deliver it to the Congress. I 
do not think it should be done that way. 
I think these advisory groups, and all 
of these helpful groups, should be com- 
posed of Members of Congress of the 
United States. That can be insisted 
upon because the Members have the time 
to do it if they are provided with the as- 
sistance these groups are provided with. 
I know there are many bills that have 
passed this House which the Members 
of Congress did not have the proper fa- 
cilities to acquaint themselves with the 
language in the bill. For instance, take 
the 990-page tax bill. How many Mem- 
bers of Congress knew what was in that 
bill? Very few, if any, knew everything 
that was in it. We do not have the 
assistants to properly help us to go into 
it. In the other body they do have ad- 
ministrative assistants and they can go 
into those things. That is what we 
should do here. These studies should 
be made by Members of Congress. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Downy]. 

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
commend the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. Cannon] for his observations. 
Some of the items included in this bill 
make the following applicable: 

There was much said earlier this ses- 
sion to the effect that the fiscal condition 
of this Government was such as to jus- 
tify considerable tax relief; and based 
upon that assurance, Congress passed a 
tax-relief bill. 

On yesterday, warning came from 
those same people, including the es- 
teemed majority leader, that the fiscal 
condition of this Government is such 
that the public debt limit must be in- 
creased by $6 billion. 

It is confusing, and too serious, to be 
amusing. By a coincidence that cer- 
tainly would not have been planned by 
the administration; both of these mat- 
ters are news articles in this morning’s 
paper, as each was acted on yesterday, 
Each merited the front page. 
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One article reveals that President 
Eisenhower signed the tax bill, with the 
statement that it provides tax cuts total- 
ing $7,400,000,000 since January 1 of this 
year. 

The other article tells of the action of 
the House in clearing and sending to the 
President the bill increasing the debt 
limit by $6 billion, in partial compliance 
with the administration’s request for 
borrowing power to meet its obligations. 

My question is, Does this add up to the 
fiscal responsibility we have so often 
heard mentioned here on the House 
floor? 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. SHEPPARD], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I will 
try not to take all the time, but as I un- 
derstand the present situation from a 
total accumulation of mathematics, the 
bill, H. R. 9936, when it passed the House, 
went to the other body carrying $1,703,- 
334,638, or approximately that amount. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. TABER. It is, sir. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Then there was 
added by the Senate the sum of $731,- 
179,061, or approximately that sum, 

Mr. TABER. That is correct. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The addition of the 
sum referred to, $731 million, would make 
the total $2,034,513,699. 

That figure was reduced by the con- 
ferees’ activities by $365,276,820. Is that 
about right? 

Mr. TABER. That is just about as 
near as it could be. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I wonder, and I do 
not want to be unduly facetious at all, 
because I want to compliment the House 
conferees on the wonderful job they have 
done under the difficulties that con- 
fronted them; however, I am wondering 
if there was any possibility in the dis- 
cussions—if they were not off the record 
to the point that they cannot be talked 
about—if the gentlemen of the Senate 
are going to effect any congressional and 
judicial pay raise bill? Is there any in- 
dication that that might be hidden in 
the $731 million increase? 

Mr. TABER. There has been no dis- 
cussion of pay raises except for a few 
employees of the Senate and they were 
all adjusted by the Civil Service Commis- 
sion so that there was no need for us to 
do anything. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I frankly under- 
stand, of course, that the Senate has the 
right, and invariably applies it, to take 
care of their own housekeeping financial 
needs. But it would seem to me that 
when they were in such a tremendous in- 
creasing attitude that they might do at 
least something for Members of Con- 
gress—including themselves, of course; 
I would not leave them out of any such 
participation—but as the gentleman says 
there is nothing in the bill so far as he 
knows in connection with that possibility. 

Mr. TABER. Nothing that I know of 
in those figures. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I thank the gentle- 
man very much and yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 
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Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the conference re- 
port. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 
the first amendment in disagreement. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
point I ask unanimous consent to con- 
sider en bloc amendments of the Senate 
numbered 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
21, 34, 54, 55, 59, 72, 73, 93, 103, 105, 113, 
114, 126, 152, 159, and 169. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr.CANNON. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, as I understand it 
these are all purely technical amend- 
ments which under the rules we must 
bring back to the House. There are none 
of them on which the conferees of the 
two Houses failed to reach an agree- 
ment? 

Mr. TABER. That is correct. A great 
many of them are minor, like changing 
section numbers. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 5: On page 2, line 

23, insert: 
“Audited claims 

“For an additional amount for the pay- 
ment of claims, certified to be due by the 
accounting officers of the District of Colum- 
bia, under appropriations the balances of 
which have been exhausted or credited to 
the general fund of the District of Colum- 
bia as provided by law (D. C. Code, title 47, 
sec. 130a), being for the service of the fiscal 
year 1952 and prior fiscal years, as set forth 
in Senate Document No. 145 (83d Cong.), 
$14,624, together with such further sums as 
may be necessary to pay the interest on 
audited claims for refunds at not exceeding 
4 per centum per annum as provided by law 
(act of July 10, 1952, 66 Stat. 546, sec. 14d).” 

Senate amendment No. 6: Page 3, line 11, 
insert: 

“Division of expenses 


“The sums appropriated in this Act for the 
District of Columbia shall, unless otherwise 
specifically provided for, be paid out of the 
general fund of the District of Columbia, 
as defined in the District of Columbia Ap- 
propriation Acts for the fiscal years in- 
volved.” 

Senate amendment No. 9: Page 3, line 20, 
insert: 

“For payment to the estate of Hugh But- 
ler, late a Senator from the State of Nebraska, 
812.500.“ 

Senate amendment No, 10: Page 3, line 22, 
insert: 

“For payment to Clyde Roark Hoey, Jr., 
and Charles Aycock Hoey, sons, and Isabel 
Hoey Paul, daughter of Clyde R. Hoey, late a 
Senator from the State of North Carolina, 
$12,500.” 

Senate amendment No. 11: Page 3, line 1, 
insert: 

“For payment to Emily Nathelle Hunt, 
widow of Lester C. Hunt, late a Senator from 
the State of Wyoming, $12,500.” 

Senate amendment No. 12; Page 4, line 4, 
insert: 


“SALARIES, OFFICERS, AND EMPLOYEES, OFFICE 
OF THE SECRETARY 


“Office of the Secretary: For an additional 
amount for fiscal year 1955, $11,725: Pro- 


August 17 


vided, That effective August 1, 1954 the basic 
annual compensation of the following posi- 
tions shall be: Financial clerk, $7,320 in lieu 
of $7,000; printing clerk $5,400 in lieu of 
$5,160; executive clerk $4,380 in lieu of 
$4,100; assistant to the majority and as- 
sistant to the minority at $8,000 each in lieu 
of assistant to the minority at $8,000.” 

Senate amendment No. 13: Page 4, line 14, 
insert: 


“OFFICE OF THE SERGEANT AT ARMS AND 
DOORKEEPER 


“Office of the Sergeant at Arms and Door- 
keeper: For an additional amount for fiscal 
year 1955, $21,925: Provided, That effective 
August 1, 1954, the basic annual compensa- 
tion of the following positions shall be: As- 
sistant doorkeeper $3,420 in lieu of $3,040; 
messenger at card door $3,420 in lieu of 
$3,040; messenger acting as assistant door- 
keeper $2,760 and two messengers acting as 
assistant doorkeepers at $2,580 each in lieu 
of three messengers acting as assistant door- 
keepers at $2,580 each; clerk, press gallery, 
$1,800; chief janitor, $3,540 in lieu of $3,200; 
assistant chief janitor $2,400 in lieu of 
$2,220; foreman of duplicating department 
$2,520 in lieu of clerk $2,280; three cabinet- 
makers at $2,520 each in lieu of two cabinet- 
makers at $2,520 each and one cabinetmaker 
at $2,460; file clerk, $1,980; three offset press 
operators at $2,220 each, four clerks at $2,160 
each and 12 machine operators at $1,740 
each in lieu of 5 clerks at $2,160 each and 13 
machine operators at $1,740 each; 2 mime- 
ograph operators at $1,800 each and 29 la- 
borers at $1,620 each in lieu of 30 laborers at 
$1,620 each; repairman $2,460; chief ma- 
chine operator, $2,700 in lieu of chief ma- 
chine operator at $2,460; assistant superin- 
tendent, service department, $2,760 in lieu 
of assistant superintendent, service depart- 
ment, $2,460; foreman of warehouse, service 
department, $2,580 in lieu of clerk $2,580." 

Senate amendment No. 14: Page 5, line 16, 
insert: 


“OFFICES OF THE SECRETARIES FOR THE MAJORITY 
AND THE MINORITY 


“Offices of the secretary for the majority 
and the secretary for the minority: For an 
additional amount, $1,405: Provided, That 
effective August 1, 1954, the basic annual 
compensation of the clerk to the secretary 
for the majority and the clerk to the secre- 
tary for the minority shall be at a rate to be 
fixed by the respective secretaries, but not 
exceeding $3,480 each.“ 

Senate amendment No. 15: Page 6, line 1, 
insert: 


“OFFICES OF THE MAJORITY AND MINORITY 
WHIPS 

“For two clerical assistants, one for the 
majority whip and one for the minority 
whip, at $2,520 basic each, $9,140.” 

Senate amendment No, 21: Page 6, line 19, 
insert: 

“For payment to Sarah F. Camp, widow of 
Albert S. Camp, late a Representative from 
the State of Georgia, $12,500.” 

Senate amendment No. 34: Page 13, line 6, 
insert: 

“BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 


“Censuses of business, manufactures, and 
mineral industries 

“For expenses necessary for taking, com- 
piling, and publishing the censuses of busi- 
ness, manufactures, and mineral industries 
as authorized by law, including personal sery- 
ices by contract or otherwise at rates to be 
fixed by the Secretary of Commerce without 
regard to the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended; and additional compensation of 
Federal employees temporarily detailed for 
field work under this appropriation; $8,430,- 
000, to remain available until December 31, 
1957.” 


1954 


Senate amendment No. 54: Page 22, line 1, 
insert: 


“Unemployment compensation for Federal 
employees 

“For payments to unemployed Federal em- 
ployees, either directly or through payments 
to States, as authorized by title XV of the 
Social Security Act, as amended, $10 million, 
to remain available until expended.” 

Senate amendment No. 55: Page 22, line 7, 
insert: 
“Unemployment compensation for Federal 

employees, next succeeding fiscal year 

“For making, after May 31 of the current 
fiscal year, payments to States, as authorized 
by title XV of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, such amounts as may be required 
for payment to unemployed Federal em- 
picyees for the first quarter of the next suc- 
ceeding fiscal year, and the obligations and 
expenditures thereunder shall be charged to 
the appropriation therefor for that fiscal 
year.” 

Senate amendment No. 59: Page 23, line 
11, insert: 


“FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 


“Salaries and expenses, certification and 

inspection services 

“The paragraph under this head in the 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare Appropriation Act, 1955, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“Salaries and expenses, certification and 
inspection services: For expenses necessary 
for the certification or inspection of certain 
products in accordance with sections 406, 
408, 504, 506, 507, 604, 702A, and 706 of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
amended (21 U. S. C. 346, 348, 354, 356, 357, 
364, 372a, and 375), the aggregate of the ad- 
vance deposits during the current fiscal year 
to cover payments of fees by applicants 
for certification or inspection of such prod- 
ucts, to remain available until expended. 
The total amount herein appropriated shall 
be available for personal services; purchase 
of chemicals, apparatus, and scientific equip- 
ment; expenses of advisory committees; and 
the refund of advance deposits for which no 
s rvice has been rendered'.“ 

Senate amendment No. 72: Page 27, line 
22, insert: 


“Advances to States, next succeeding fiscal 
year 


“For making, after May 31 of the current 
fiscal year, advances to States under section 
221 (e) of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, for the first quarter of the next 
succeeding fiscal year, such sums as may be 
necessary from the above authorization may 
be expended from the Federal old-age and 
survivors insurance trust fund.” 

Senate amendment No. 73: Page 28, line 5, 
insert: 

“The two immediately preceding para- 
graphs under the head ‘Bureau of Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance’ in this act shall 
be effective only upon enactment into law 
of H. R. 9366 or similar legislation of the 
83d Congress.” 

Senate amendment No. 93: Page 33, strike 
out lines 4, 5, and 6 and insert “: Provided, 
That $3 million of the foregoing amount 
shall be available to provide financial as- 
sistance to public school districts for the 
construction and equipment of public 
school facilities for Navaho Indian chil- 
dren from reservation areas not included in 
such districts; and $31,000 shall be for the 
payment of the excess value of land, water 
rights, and irrigation structures to be re- 
ceived by the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe of 
Indians of the Pyramid Lake Indian Reser- 
vation in exchange for tribal lands of said 
tribe located in the State of Nevada: Pro- 
vided, That title to the land to be acquired 
for said tribe described as southeast quarter 
of section 22, township 21 north, range 24 
east, Mount Diablo base and meridian, con- 
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taining 160 acres, more or less, and structures 
shall be taken in the name of the United 
States in trust for said tribe: Provided jur- 
ther, That the prohibition against the use of 
funds appropriated under this heading in 
the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 
1955, for the acquisition of land or water 
rights within the State of Nevada, either 
inside or outside the boundaries of existing 
reservations shall not apply to this trans- 
action: Provided further, That the limitation 
under this heading in the Interior Depart- 
ment Appropriation Act, 1955, on the amount 
available for personal services is increased 
by $1 million.” 

Senate amendment No. 103: Page 36, line 
6, insert: 

“Sec. 702. Limitations on amounts to be 
expended for personal services under appro- 
priations in the Interior Department Appro- 
priation Act, 1955 (Public Law 465, 83d 
Cong.), shall not apply to lump-sum leave 
payments pursuant to the act of December 
21, 1944 (5 U. S. C. 61b-d).“ 

Senate amendment No. 105: Page 36, line 
17, insert: 

“Sec. 704. Funds appropriated under the 
heading, ‘Administration of Territories’ in 
the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 
1955 (Public Law No. 465, 83d Cong.) shall 
be available to carry out the provisions of 
the Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands 
(Public Law No. 517, 83d Cong.).” 

Senate amendment No. 113; Page 39, line 
8, insert: 


“Plans and specifications, lease-purchase 
contracts 


“The unobligated balances of the funds 
made available by section 1 (a) of the Act of 
June 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 257), the Second Sup- 
plemental Appropriation Act, 1950, and the 
General Appropriation Act, 1951, for the ac- 
quisition of sites and the preparation of 
drawings and specifications for Federal public 
building projects outside the District of Co- 
lumbia, as authorized by title I of the Act of 
June 16, 1949 (63 Stat. 176), as amended, and 
by the Act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 630), as 
amended, shall be available also for expenses 
of preparation of drawings and specifications, 
by contract or otherwise, and administrative 
expenses, for carrying out the purposes of 
the Public Buildings Purchase Contract Act 
of 1954 (Public Law 519, 83d Cong.), ap- 
proved July 22, 1954.“ 

Senate amendment No. 114: Page 40, line 
1, insert: 


“Hospital facilities in the District of 
Columbia 


“The appropriation item under the head- 
ing ‘General Services Administration, hos- 
pital facilities in the District of Columbia’ 
contained in the act approved July 15, 
1952 (66 Stat. 637), as amended, is hereby 
amended by inserting after the word ‘Asylum’ 
at the end of the first proviso, as amended, 
and before the colon, the phrase ‘and George- 
town University Hospital’.” 

Senate amendment No. 126: Page 43, line 
23, insert: 

“Federal National Mortgage Association: 
The limitation on the amount available for 
administrative expenses under this head in 
title II of the Independent Offices Appropria- 
tion Act, 1955 (Public Law 428), shall be ex- 
clusive of expenses (including expenses for 
fiscal agency services performed on a con- 
tract or fee basis) in connection with the 
issuance and servicing of obligations as au- 
thorized by title II of the Housing Act of 
1954.” 

Senate amendment No. 152; Page 55, line 
23, insert: 

“For contribution to the city of Muskogee, 
toward the construction of a water supply 
pipeline from the existing city water supply 
intake on the Grand River near its junction 

with the Arkansas River to Fort Gibson Dam, 
in settlement for all damages to the water 
supply of the city of Muskogee, on account 
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of the construction and operation of Fort 
Gibson Reservoir, $200,000 out of funds previ- 
ously appropriated.” 

Senate amendment No. 159: Page 60, line 
15, insert: 

“Emergency fund for international affairs 

“For expenses necessary to enable the 
President to take such measures as he deems 
appropriate to meet extraordinary or un- 
usual circumstances arising in the interna- 
tional affairs of the Government, $5 miilion, 
to remain available until expended, for use 
in the President’s discretion and without re- 
gard to such provisions of law as he may 
specify: Provided, That the President shall 
transmit to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions of the Senate and of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, not less often than quarterly, 
a full report of expenditures under this 
appropriation.” 

Senate amendment No. 169: Page 67, line 
21, insert: 

“ALEXANDER HAMILTON BICENTENNIAL 
COMMISSION 

“For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of Senate Joint Resolution No. 
140, $10,000: Provided, That this paragraph 
shall become effective only upon the enact- 
ment of Senate Joint Resolution 140 of the 
83d Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taper moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 21, 34, 54, 55, 59, 72, 73, 93, 103, 105, 113, 
114, 126, 152, 159, and 169, and concur therein, 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the first amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 27: Page 10, line 
13, insert: 

“SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

“Automobile for the Chief Justice: For pur- 
chase, exchange, lease, driving, maintenance, 
and operation of an automobile for the Chief 
Justice of the United States Supreme Court, 
$5,835." 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 27, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment in- 
sert: 

“SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

“Automobile for the Chief Justice: For 
purchase, exchange, lease, driving, mainte- 
nance, and operation of an automobile for 
the Chief Justice of the United States, 
$5,835." 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 30: Page 11, line 11, 
insert: 

“International educational exchange 
activities 


“For an additional amount for Interna- 
national Educational Exchange Activities’, 
$900,000.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House recede and concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment with an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 30, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment 
insert: 


“International educational exchange 
activities 

“For an additional amount for ‘Interna- 
tional Educational Exchange Activities’, 
$300,000: Provided, That not less than $1,674,- 
652 shall be used for Educational Exchange 
Activities related to the ‘American Repub- 
lies“ from the total available to this appro- 
priation for fiscal year 1955.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 31: Page 11, line 19, 
insert: 
“PAYMENT TO FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

“For payment to the Federal Republic of 
Germany for the acquisition or construction 
of an Embassy in the District of Columbia, 
$300,000: Provided, That this appropriation 
shall be eftective only upon enactment of 
legislation set forth in either H. R. 9988 or 
S. 1573, 83d Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House recede and concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 31, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment 
insert: 

“PAYMENT TO FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

“For payment to the Federal Republic of 
Germany for the acquisition or construction 
of an Embassy in the District of Columbia, 
$300,000, to be paid out of any funds or other 
property or interest vested or transferred to 
the Attorney General pursuant to or with 
respect to the Trading With the Enemy Act 
of October 1917, as amended: Provided, That 
this appropriation shall be effective only 
upon enactment of legislation set forth in 
either H. R. 9988 or S. 1573, 83d Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Rooney]. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
merely for the purpose of asking the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER], 
to explain the last amendment since it 
was not previously before the House. 

Mr. TABER. This was an amend- 
ment that was presented to the Budget 
by the State Department calling for 
$900,000. It was in the Senate bill, and 
in the conference we agreed that there 
should be $300,000 of new money and 
enough out of the previous appropria- 
tion added to what had theretofore been 
allocated to South America to cover the 
needs of persons exchanged between the 
United States and South and Central 
American republics. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 38: Page 15, line 
18, insert: 

“Construction, Washington National Air- 
port: For an additional amount for ‘Con- 
struction, Washington National Airport’, in- 
cluding additional loading gate positions 
and related paving; and expansion of gaso- 
line and baggage facilities; $635,000, to re- 
main available until expended.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 38, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 

“Construction, Washington National Air- 
port: For an additional amount for ‘Con- 
struction, Washington National Airport’, in- 
cluding additional loading gate positions 
and related paving; 340,000, to remain 
available until expended.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 39: Page 16, line 
13, after the figure, insert “to remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That trans- 
fers may be made to the appropriation for 
the current fiscal year for ‘Salaries and ex- 
penses’ for administrative expenses (not to 
exceed $500,000) and for reserve fleet ex- 
penses and such amounts as may be re- 
quired, and any such transfers shall be with- 
out regard to the limitations under that 
appropriation on the amounts available for 
such expenses.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 39, and céncur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter proposed by said amendment 
insert “, to remain available until expend- 
ed: Provided, That transfers may be made to 
the appropriation for the current fiscal year 
for ‘Salaries and expenses’ for administrative 
expenses (not to exceed $400,000) and for re- 
serve fleet expenses in such amounts as may 
be required, and any such transfers shall be 
without regard to the limitations under that 
appropriation on the amounts available for 
such expenses: Provided further.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 40: Page 17, line 

13, insert: 
“DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
“Maritime activities 
“Repair of Reserve Fleet Vessels 

“(Liquidation of contract authorization) 

“For the payment of obligations incurred 
pursuant to authority granted under the 
‘Emergency Ship Repair Act of 1954,’ $18,- 
000,000, to remain available until December 
31, 1956: Provided, That advances may be 
made from this appropriation to ‘Salaries 
and expenses, Maritime Activities’, for ad- 
ministrative expenses (not to exceed $500,- 
000), and for reserve fleet expenses (in such 
amounts as may be required), and such 
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advances shall be in addition to amounts 
otherwise made available for such expenses: 
Provided further, That this paragraph shall 
be effective only upon enactment into law 
during the 83d Congress of S. 3546.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 40, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter proposed by said amendment 


“Repair of Reserve Fleet Vessels 
“(Liquidation of contract authorization) 
“For the payment of obligations incurred 

pursuant to authority granted under the 
‘Emergency Ship Repair Act of 1954,’ $12,- 
000,000: Provided, That advances may be 
made from this appropriation to ‘Salaries 
and expenses, Maritime Activities,’ for ad- 
ministrative expenses (not to exceed $150,- 
000), and for reserve fleet expenses (in 
such amounts as may be required), and 
such advances shall be in addition to 
amounts otherwise made available for such 
expenses: Provided further, That this para- 
graph shall be effective only upon enact- 
wae, into law during the 83d Congress of 
. 3546.” 


The motion was agreed to. 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 46: Page 19, line 3, 
insert: 
“BUREAU OF ACCOUNTS 
“Salaries and expenses, division of 
disbursement 
“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries 
and expenses,’ $500,000: Provided, That this 
paragraph shall be effective only upon enact- 
ment into law of H. R. 9366 or similar legis- 
lation of the 83d Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 46, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum named in said amendment insert 
“$350,000.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 49: Page 20, line 
17, insert: 

“BUREAU OF LABOR STANDARDS 
“Salaries and expenses 

“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries 
and expenses,’ $25,000; and the amount made 
available under this head in the Department 
of Labor Appropriation Act, 1955, for the 
work of the President’s Committee on Na- 
tional Employ the Physically Handicapped 
Week, is increased from $75,000 to $100,000: 
Provided, That this paragraph shall be ef- 
fective only upon the enactment during the 
83d Congress of legislation increasing the 
authorization for appropriations for such 
purpose.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 49, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter proposed by said amendment 
insert: 

“BUREAU OF LABOR STANDARDS 
“Salaries and expenses 

“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries 
and expenses,’ $12,500; and the amount made 
available under this head in the Department 
of Labor Appropriation Act, 1955, for the 
work of the President’s Committee on Na- 
tional Employ the Physically Handicapped 
Week, is increased from $75,000 to $87,500.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 52: Page 21, line 
15, strike out “$4,600,000” and insert ‘$30,- 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 52, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In leu of 
the sum proposed by said amendment in- 
sert ‘$13,100,000, of which $2,000,000 shall 
be available only upon enactment into law 
of H. R. 9709, 83d Congress.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, I think 
that some explanation of the conference 
action on amendment No. 52 concerning 
grants to States for unemployment com- 
pensation and employment security ad- 
ministration, should be made. j 

The Department of Labor Appropria- 
tion Act, 1955, contains $216,400,000 of 
which $200 million was based on the as- 
sumption that the 1955 workload wouid 
be the same as 1954. The remaining 
$16,400,000 was appropriated as a con- 
tingency fund to be available for work- 
load increases, above the 1954 level, 
should such increases occur. 

After the regular bill was passed, the 
Department requested an additional $43 
million of which $4,600,000 was for the 
contingency fund and the remainder was 
primarily for increased workload esti- 
mated on the basis of experience since 
the regular 1955 budget was prepared. 
The House allowed the requested increase 
in the contingency fund but made no 
change in the base appropriation of $200 
million which, as I stated a moment ago, 
was based on a workload equal to that 
experienced in fiscal year 1954. 

After the House acted on the supple- 
mental appropriation bill for 1955, the 
Department sent to the Senate an addi- 
tional request for supplemental funds in 
the amount of $3,756,000 for additional 
workloads, not included in the calcula- 
tion of previous requests, estimated to 
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result from the establishment of a pro- 
gram of unemployment-compensation 
benefits for Federal employees, extension 
of unemployment insurance coverage to 
employers of four or more, and expan- 
sion of the vocational rehabilitation pro- 
gram. 

The Senate approved the increase of 
$4,600,000 in the contingency fund and, 
in addition, provided $25,400,000 for the 
other purposes for which supplemental 
funds were requested. 

In my opinion the House took the more 
practical approach to this matter in bas- 
ing the appropriation on the previous 
year’s workload rather than attempting 
to guess at what will develop during the 
next year. However, due to the neces- 
sity of coming to some agreement on 
the appropriation, the House receded 
from this position and the Senate agreed 
to a somewhat smaller appropriation. 
The result of this compromise is that 
this motion will have the effect of ap- 
propriating an additional amount of $13,- 
100,000 of which $4,600,000 will be for 
an increase in the contingency fund; 
$2 million will be for activities in con- 
nection with the expansion of the pro- 
gram under the legislation resulting from 
the passage of H. R. 9709; and $6,500,000 
will be for the greater workload, under 
the regular program and the recently 
enacted amendments to the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act, estimated by the De- 
partment in connection with the budget 
requests for supplemental funds. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 56: Page 22, line 
16, insert: 

“The two immediately preceding para- 
graphs in this act under the head ‘Bureau 
of Employment Security’ shall be effective 
only upon enactment into law of H. R. 9709, 
83d Congress, except that $896,000 of the 
appropriation for ‘Grants to States for Un- 
employment Compensation and Employ- 
ment Service Administration’ shall be effec- 
tive only upon enactment into law of H. R. 
9640 or S. 2759, 88d Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate No. 56, and concur therein with 
an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed by said amendment insert: 

“The two immediately preceding para- 
graphs in this act under the head ‘Bureau 
of Employment Security’ shall be effective 
only upon enactment into law of H. R. 9709, 
83d Congress.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 60: Page 24, line 
8, insert: 

“OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
“Payments to school districts 

“Notwithstanding the provisions of section 
3 (c) (1) of Public Law 874, 81st Congress, 
as amended, the amount payable to a local 
educational agency for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1955, with respect to the number 
of children determined under subsection (a) 
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or (b) of section 3 thereof shall be com- 
puted on the same basis as was used during 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, under 
subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d) of section 
3 of said law.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House insist on its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 60. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 61: Page 24, line 18, 
insert: 

“White House Conference on Education 

“Salaries, expenses, and grants: For carry- 
ing out the act of July 26, 1954 (Public Law 
530), including services as authorized by sec- 
tion 15 of the act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. S. C. 
55a), $1,250,000, of which $1 million shall 
be for grants to the States in accordance 
with section 2 of such act: Provided, That 
a Conference Director may be appointed 
by the Secretary at a salary of $15,000 per 
annum.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
amendment of the Senate with an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 61, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment in- 
sert: 

“White House Conference on Education 

“Salaries, expenses, and grants: For carry- 
ing out the act of July 26, 1954 (Public Law 
530), including services as authorized by sec- 
tion 15 of the act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. S. C. 
55a), $900,000, of which $700,000 shall be for 
grants to the States in accordance with sec- 
tion 2 of such act, except that the Commis- 
sioner of Education may establish the 
amount to be allotted to each State without 
regard to the limitation established by said 
section 2, but no State shall receive less than 
$5,000: Provided, That none of the funds 
granted to any State may be used to com- 
pensate any person for their personal serv- 
ices: Provided further, That a Conference 
Director may be appointed by the Secretary 
at a salary of not to exceed $12,500 per 
annum,” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 62: Page 25, line 3, 

insert: 
“OFFICE OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
“Grants to States and other agencies 

“For grants to States and other agencies 
in accordance with the Vocational Rehabili- 
tation Act, as amended, $6 million, of which 
$1,500,000 is for vocational rehabilitation 
services under section 2 of said act; $1,500,- 
000 is for extension and improvement proj- 
ects under section 3 of said act; and $3 mil- 
lion is for special projects under section 4 
of said act: Provided, That the amounts 
appropriated for the Office of Vocational Re- 
habilitation under the heads ‘Payments to 
States’ in the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare Appropriation Act, 1955, 
shall be available, without regard to the lim- 
itations set forth therein, for the purposes 
of section 2 of the Vocational Rehabilita- 
tion Act, as amended: Provided further, 
That the paragraphs under the head ‘Office 
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of Vocational Rehabilitation’ in this act shall 
be effective only upon enactment into law 
of H. R. 9640 or S. 2759, 83d Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House recede and concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 62, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment in- 
sert: 

“OFFICE OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
“Grants to States and other agencies 

“For grants to States and other agencies 
in accordance with the Vocational Rehabili- 
tation Act, as amended, $4 million, of which 
$1,500,000 is for vocational rehabilitation 
services under section 2 of said act; $1,500,000 
is for extension and improvement projects 
under section 3 of said act; and $1 million is 
for special projects under section 4 of said 
act: Provided, That the amounts appropri- 
ated for the Office of Vocational Rehabilita- 
tion under the head ‘Payments to States’ in 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare Appropriation Act, 1955, shall be 
available, without regard to the limitations 
set forth therein, for the purposes of section 
2 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, as 
amended: Provided further, That not more 
than $2 of the funds made available for spe- 
cial projects under section 4 of said act shall 
be expended for any project for each $1 that 
the grantee, or the grantee and the State, 
expends for the same purpose.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 71: Page 27, line 
11, strike out all of lines 11, 12, 13, 14, and 
15. 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House insist on its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 
71. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Jupp moves that the House recede and 
concur in Senate amendment No. 71. 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr. Jupp]. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, this item was 
called to my attention by Mr. Victor 
Christgau who is the Director of the 
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Bu- 
reau, and who for years was in charge 
of the corresponding agency in our State 
government in Minnesota. 

The amendment which my preferen- 
tial motion would strike out, was put in 
here on the floor, not by the Committee 
on Appropriations. It would prevent 
moving about 450 of the top administra- 
tive personnel of OASI back to Wash- 
ington from Baltimore where the Bureau 
was transferred in 1942. The main argu- 
ment in favor of the amendment was 
that it would mean a reduction of the 
number of employees in Baltimore, not 
that it would be a mistake to bring 450 
of the top staff people of the agency to 
Washington. 

The recent passage of the Social Secu- 
rity Act amendments and the resulting 
extension of social-security benefits to 
many more millions of people will add 
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somewhere between 550 and 850 new em- 
ployees who will be in Baltimore. So it 
will not hurt Baltimore to allow the Sec- 
retary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare to organize her own Department so 
as to have here her key people, who do 
the planning and the top staff work and 
the direction of the 14,000 employees in 
the Bureau. Only 4,500 are in Baltimore, 
whereas 9,000 are in offices all over the 
United States; 3,000 in 512 district offices, 
and 6,000 in 6 area offices. From the 
standpoint of good administration, I 
think anyone will recognize that the Sec- 
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
ought to be entitled to have her key peo- 
ple here in Washington where she can 
deal with them directly, immediately, 
and conveniently. It will not injure 
Baltimore. There will be more people 
in Baltimore than at present. 

It seems to me that this rider put in 
on the spur of the moment in the House 
and struck out by the Senate was an un- 
wise piece of legislation on an appro- 
priation bill. From the standpoint of 
efficiency and, in the long run, economy, 
it is obviously advantageous to have all 
the top people who operate an agency of 
this size, the largest in the whole Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
here together in Washington under the 
Secretary’s immediate direction and ob- 
servation. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. I wonder if the distin- 
guished gentleman realizes that the pur- 
pose of the rider conceived by the gentle- 
man from Maryland (Mr. FRIEDEL] and 
passed by the House was to save some of 
the taxpayers’ money, and that it was 
overwhelmingly adopted by the House 
at the time this bill was originally con- 
sidered, after an intelligent discussion 
with regard to it. 

Mr. JUDD. It was a very brief dis- 
cussion. I have a copy of it here. It is 
less than a page of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

It will cost, it was estimated, $130,000 
to move those people back here. They 
were moved to Baltimore in 1942 when 
there was a great shortage of office space 
in Washington. That was the only rea- 
son. Now, as we know, there has been 
a substantial cutting down of Federal 
personnel in Washington. There is ade- 
quate housing and office space here. 
Other departments carry out reorgan- 
izations and transfers of personnel with 
opening and closing of district or area 
or regional offices all the time. Thou- 
sands of employees are moved here and 
there at Government expense. On what 
theory and for what reason do we in an 
appropriation bill forbid this Department 
to carry a relatively small and inexpen- 
sive transfer that is considered by its 
pee to be essential to its efficient opera- 

on? 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentieman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I concur with my 
colleague from Minnesota. This pro- 
posal that was made on the floor of the 
House and was stricken out by the Sen- 
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ate certainly is not in the interest of 
economy. It is inconceivable to me that 
we should pick out one department of 
the Government and impose this regu- 
lation on it. I support the gentleman’s 
motion. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
(Mr. BUDGE]. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker. this 
amendment was adopted on the floor of 
the House as the result of an amendment 
offered on the floor by the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. FRIEDEL]. I may 
say, however, speaking as one member 
of the committee, that I had no objection 
to the amendment. 

These people have been in Baltimore 
for almost 13 years. When all the people 
who are doing the work of paying the 
claims of the old-age and survivors’ fund 
are doing that work in the city of Balti- 
more, and have been doing it there for 
almost 13 years, it seems to me as a mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee 
that the supervisory personnel should re- 
main where they have been for the last 
13 years, namely, in Baltimore. The 
proposal of the Department is to bring 
450 of the supervisory people down here 
to Washington. I would prefer, and I 
think it would result in a more economic 
operation, that the supervisory people 
remain in Baltimore where the super- 
visory work is actually being done rather 
than being moved here to Washington. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. As I understand, 
aside from bringing those people down 
here there would be the additional cost 
of moving them from Baltimore here. In 
other words, the Government would have 
to defray that moving expense. 

Mr. BUDGE. The Department even 
asked that the Government pay a per 
diem of $9 per day for each employee, 
plus $6 per day for each dependent of 
each employee. The Appropriations 
Committee deleted that, I believe wisely. 

Mr.SHEPPARD. Aside from the cost, 
you have the housing situation which, I 
assume, is already acceptable, having 
served for 13 years in Baltimore. I 
would assume that has adequately been 
taken care of. Now they come here and 
you have another problem of trying to 
house these people, aside from the ex- 
pense of moving them here; is that not 
true? 

Mr. BUDGE. Yes; and, of course, we 
are not too sure where they are to be 
housed from a working standpoint here 
in Washington. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield. 

Mr. JUDD. Iam advised that space is 
available in Washington and has already 
been allocated for these 450 individuals 
who are to be moved back. The decision 
was made by the Secretary in May and 
most of the affected persons in Baltimore 
thinking, of course, that it would go 
through, until this rider was put in, made 
arrangements and have rented houses 
and some have bought houses here in 
Washington to move to. I think I ought 
also to say that they are not so much 
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supervisory personnel as they are admin- 
istrative personnel. They are the people 
who plan the policies and direct the 
operations of OASI. It is for that rea- 
son that the Secretary properly feels she 
ought to have her own general staff right 
here where the basic decisions for this 
gigantic operation are made. 

Mr. BUDGE. In answer to that, I 
would say to the gentleman—the top 
people are already in Washington. The 
administrator and his top staff are al- 
ready here. 

Mr. JUDD. No. 

Mr. BUDGE. This brings an addi- 
tional 450 people from Baltimore. I am 
also advised that the lease on space 
where they have the people now in Balti- 
more has another year to run. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, would it 
not be a very simple matter for the head 
of the department who is expressing such 
great concern for this, and to have this 
as a unit, to travel from Washington to 
Baltimore, which is all of 40 miles away, 
and carry out the wishes of the commit- 
tee? 

Mr. BUDGE. That is actually what 
is being done now. ‘The administrator is 
here in Washington and in the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education and Welfare 
downtown. These are an additional 450 
people who are not the top administra- 
tive people. 

Mr. JUDD. I am advised that much 
of the time of the administrator has to 
be spent in Baltimore with his staff that 
ought to be in Washington and he com- 
mutes back and forth. That is the basic 
reason for the request because so much 
time and inconvenience are required 
commuting back and forth. 

Mr. BUDGE. The only reason to com- 
mute then would be to confer. The 
gentleman’s statement then would be 
that the 450 people are not the ones who 
are actually doing all of the mechanical 
work there, and I would think it would 
be much more convenient to have the 
administrator here in Washington, where 
he now is, and the top supervisory people 
of the 450 remain in Baltimore where 
they are now, and where the work is 
actually being done. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. DEVEREUX]. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Is it not true that 
these people have been living in Balti- 
more for many, many years? ‘They also 
have commitments over there, as far as 
housing and that sort of thing is con- 
cerned, 

Mr. JUDD. That is true. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. You say there is 
rental space here to take care of them 
in Washington. But you realize that 
we have provided for a big building in 
Baltimore, and it happens to be in my 
district. However, we know that there 
would be ample space to take care of the 
people over there. Is that not true? 

Mr. JUDD. Yes. It is not a question 
of space. The question is efficiency 
and economy in the operation of one of 
the largest departments in the Govern- 
ment. There is plenty of space in both 
cities. 
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Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Rooney]. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, it must 
be apparent that the administrator of 
this agency is a very popular gentleman 
from the State of Minnesota, because up 
to now there have been but three speak- 
ers against this money-saving Friedel 
amendment heretofore adopted in the 
House, the gentleman from Minnesota, 
Mr. Jupp; the gentleman from Minne- 
sota, Mr. ANDERSEN; and the gentle- 
man from Minnesota, Mr. MARSHALL. 
But I am going to follow my chairman, 


the distinguished gentleman from New 


York, Mr. TABER, in an effort to save 
some of the taxpayers’ money. I am 
not interested in whether it is Wash- 
ington or Baltimore or Minnesota, or 
what have you. I am interested in savy- 
ing some of the taxpayers’ money. I 
am going to vote against the motion to 
recede and concur, and I shall vote for 
the motion of the gentleman from New 
York to insist on our disagreement with 
the other body. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. FERNANDEZ]. 

Mr, FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, my 
understanding about this amendment is 
that it does not prohibit moving these 
people to Washington. It merely pro- 
hibits paying the expenses of their 
moving. My belief is they will be moved 
in any event. All we do, if we keep this 
House rider in this bill, is to penalize 
the men who are going to move to Wash- 
ington. I think the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp] 
should be agreed to. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 1 minute. 

The thing that disturbs me about this 
proposal is that it involves something 
like four or five hundred administrative 
personnel. How are they going to take 
four or five hundred administrative per- 
sonnel out of Baltimore and have any 
administrative personnel left in Balti- 
more on the social-security job, is be- 
yond me. If they were going to move 
a dozen or so of the key personnel who 
have to do with the overall policy of the 
thing down here, that would be another 
story; but four or five hundred bothers 
me. 

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to commend the distinguished chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, Mr. 
Taper, and the House conferees, for in- 
sisting that my amendment to H. R. 
9936 remain in the bill and that the 
House not concur in the Senate amend- 
ment which deleted it. 

I am unalterably opposed to the Judd 
amendment. I am opposed to it for two 
reasons: 

First. Because it will cost the taxpay- 
ers more money, about one-half mil- 
lion dollars more—noi just $59,000—as 
stated. 
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Second. It would affect the welfare 
and morale of 400 out of the 450 em- 
ployees to be transferred. 

The great majority of these employees 
have been working and living in Balti- 
more for the past 12 or 13 years, and last 
August 11, 1953, there was an official de- 
partmental memorandum issued inform- 
ing the employees that there would be 
ample space for all employees of the Bu- 
reau of Old-Age and Survivors Insur- 
ance in Baltimore, this space to be pro- 
vided in the new $25-million Social Se- 
curity Building to be erected near Balti- 
more. 

On the basis of this memorandum 
many of the employees bought homes 
in Baltimore and quite a few have large 
mortgages outstanding. While it is true 
that a few may be benefited by the Judd 
amendment—most of the 400 families 
would be adversely affected. 

Therefore, I urge the membership to 
defeat the pending motion of the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the preferential motion of the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp]. 

The motion was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question recurs 
on the motion of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Taser]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 7114: Page 27, line 
16, insert: 

“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries 
and expenses,’ $6,000,000, to be derived by 
transfer from the Federal old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance trust fund, of which not 
more than $59,300 may be transferred to 
‘Salaries and expenses, offices of field serv- 
ices,’ for expenses of activities relating to 
the old-age and survivors insurance pro- 
gram.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 7114, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter proposed by said amendment 
insert: “For an additional amount for ‘Sala- 
ries and expenses,’ $5,000,000, to be derived 
by transfer from the Federal old-age and 
survivors insurance trust fund.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 74: Page 28, line 
10, insert: 
“Construction, Bureau of Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance 


For construction of an office building and 
appurtenant facilities for the Bureau of Oid- 
Age and Survivors Insurance, including 
equipment, acquisition of land (including 
donations thereof), and preparation of plans 
and specifications, $22,290,000, to be derived 
from the Federal old-age and survivors in- 
surance trust fund and to remain available 
until expended.” 
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Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 74, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the sum named in said amendment insert 
$20,000,000.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 79: Page 39, line 
14, insert: 


“Civil Defense activities 


“For expenses necessary to enable the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to carry out functions delegated to it pur- 
suant to the Federal Civil Defense Act of 
1950, as amended, including expenses of at- 
tendance at meetings concerned with the 
purposes of this appropriation, $1,800,000.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 79, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum named in said amendment insert 
$1,000,000.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 85: Page 30, line 
34, insert: 


“FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 


“For an additional amount for ‘Foreign 
Agricultural Service’, including not to exceed 
$15,000 for representation allowances, 
$1,500,000, of which $1,000,000 shall be de- 
rived from such appropriation or appropria- 
tions available to the Department of State as 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
may determine: Provided, That transfers 
shall be made under this authorization in 
lieu of any similar transfers which may be 
authorized under the Agricultural Act of 
1954 (H. R. 9680, 83d Cong.): Provided fur- 
ther, That this paragraph shall be effective 
only upon the enactment into law of H. R. 
9680, 83d Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taber. moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 85, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment in- 
sert: 

“FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 


“For an additional amount for ‘Foreign 
Agricultural Service’, including not to exceed 
$15,000 for representation allowances, 
$1,400,000, which shall be derived from the 
‘Salaries and Expenses’ appropriation avail- 
able to the Department of State: Provided, 
That transfers shall be made under this au- 
thorization in lieu of any similar transfers 
which may be authorized under the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1954 (H. R. 9680, 88d Cong.): 
Provided further, That this paragraph shall 
be effective only upon the enactment into 
law of H. R. 9680, 83d Congress.” 


The motion was agreed to. 
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Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may extend my remarks on amend- 
ments Nos. 84 and 85. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min- 
nesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, in connection with the amend- 
ment just adopted, I wish to make the 
record clear that the conferees have 
agreed that services from counterpart 
funds or other sources heretofore made 
available to this service while under 
State Department supervision shall con- 
tinue to be available to this service on 
the same basis as heretofore. 

Furthermore, may I express my ap- 
preciation to my fellow conferees for 
agreeing to the sum of $1,750,000 for 
watershed protection in the prior 
amendment, No. 84, which was not in 
disagreement. This is further evidence 
of the popularity of the Andersen- 
Hope watershed protection program, 
first actually implemented by funds in 
my subcommittee on appropriations for 
agriculture for fiscal year 1954. This 
additional money will help with both 
planning and construction and is very 
much needed in a very worthwhile pro- 
gram. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 86: Page 31, line 
10, insert: 


“COMMODITY EXCHANGE AUTHORITY 

“For an additional amount for ‘Commodity 
Exchange Authority’, $93,000: Provided, That 
$39,000 of this appropriation shall be effec- 
tive only upon enactment of legislation which 
would add ‘coffee’ under the definition of 
the word ‘commodities’ as defined in section 
2 (a) of the Commodity Exchange Act, as 
amended (7 U. S. C. 1-17a); $34,000 shall be 
effective only upon enactment into law of 
H. R. 6435, 83d Congress; and $20,000 shall 
be effective only upon enactment into law of 
S. 2313, 83d Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 86, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: “In the last 
line, eliminate the reference to S. 2313’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘Section 710 (a) of 
H. R. 9680“.“ 


The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
an inquiry? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. On page 
30 of H. R. 9936, Senate amendment No. 
84, Soil Conservation Service, watershed 
protection, there is a reference to H. R. 
6788, and the possibility of this measure 
becoming a law. Why do you not say 
that the bill is a law? It is now Public 
Law 566, approved by the President on 
August 4. Let us clarify this. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I may say 
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
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Hacen] that that was corrected by the 
amendment previously offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Taser]. 

Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. In other 
words, in the conference report we 
acknowledge the fact that this bill has 
become law. 

Mr. TABER. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 88: Page 31, line 21, 
insert: 

“Loan authorizations 

“For loans under the act of August 28, 
1937, as amended, $5,000,000: Provided, That 
not to exceed the foregoing amount shall be 
borrowed from the Secretary of the Treasury 
in the manner authorized under this head 
in the Department of Agriculture and Farm 
Credit Administration Appropriation Act, 
1955: Provided further, That this appropria- 
tion shall be effective only upon enactment 
into law of either H. R. 8386 or S. 3137, 83d 
Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Tann moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 88, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: “In the sec- 
ond proviso of said amendment strike out 
the word ‘appropriation’ and insert in lieu 
thereof the word ‘authorization’.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 89: Page 32, line 5, 
insert: 


“Office of the Solicitor 
“For an additional amount for ‘Office of 
the Solicitor’, $54,000: Provided, That $40,000 
shall be effective only upon enactment into 
law of either H. R. 8386 or S. 3187, 88d Con- 
gress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. TasErR moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 89, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment in- 
sert: 

“Office of the Solicitor 

“For an additional amount for ‘Office of 
the Solicitor’, $45,000: Provided, That $35,000 
shall be effective only upon enactment into 
law of either H. R. 8386 or S. 3137, 83d Con- 
gress.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 91: Page 32, line 21, 
insert “Provided, That hereafter hearing 
officers appointed for Indian probate work 
need not be appointed pursuant to the 
Administrative Procedure Act (60 Stat. 237), 
as amended.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 


that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taper moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 91, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment in- 
sert : Provided, That hearing officers ap- 
pointed for Indian probate work need not be 
appointed pursuant to the Administrative 
Procedure Act (60 Stat. 237), as amended.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. FRIEDEL]. 

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remarks 
which I was permitted to extend a while 
ago may be inserted immediately preced- 
ing the vote on the so-called Judd motion 
to recede and concur. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mary- 
land? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

The motion was agreed to. 

TheSPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 99: Page 35, line 4. 
insert “: Provided further, That $375,000 of 
the unobligated funds heretofore appro- 
priated for the Missouri River Basin project 
shall be available for additional investi- 
gations on the Garrison diversion unit, in- 
cluding the Sheyenne Farm and the Oakes 
Development tract in North Dakota, and for 
the White River and for emergency rehabili- 
tation of the Willow Creek Dam in South 
Dakota.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 99, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter proposed by said amendment 
insert “: Provided further, That $250,000 of 
the unobligated funds heretofore appro- 
priated for the Missouri River Basin project 
shall be available for additional investiga- 
tions on the Garrison diversion unit, the 
White River, and for emergency rehabilita- 
tion of the Willow Creek Dam in South Da- 
kota.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 100: Page 35, line 


13, strike out “$5,000,000” and insert 86, 
000,000.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 100, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: “After 
the comma following the sum named in said 
amendment insert: ‘of which not more than 
pss <i shall be available for personal serv- 

ices’,” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
3 next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 104: Page 36, line 
12, insert: 

“Sec. 703. The limitation for personal 
services under the heading ‘Construction, 
Bonneville Power Administration,’ contained 
in the Interior Department Appropriation 
Act, 1955 (Public Law 465, 83d Cong.), is 
hereby increased from $6,250,000 to $7,450,- 
000.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr, Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 104, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: “Strike 
the sum which precedes the period in said 
amendment and insert in lieu thereof 
‘$6,750,000".” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 110: Page 38, line 
9, insert: 

“FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT COMMISSION OF 
THE UNITED STATES 
“Administrative expenses (Korean claims) 

“For expenses necessary to enable the For- 
eign Claims Settlement Commission to carry 
out the provisions of the amendments of 
1954 to the War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended (50 U. S. C. App. 2004), including 
services as authorized by section 15 of the 
act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. S. C. 55a), and 
expenses of attendance at meetings con- 
cerned with the purposes of this appropria- 
tion, $100,000: Provided, That this para- 
graph shall be effective only upon the enact- 
ment into law of H. R. 9390, 83d Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House recede and concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 110, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the sum named in said amendment insert: 
“the Commission is authorized to use not 
to exceed $100,000 of funds made available 
for administrative expenses of the War 
Claims Commission.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 115: Page 40, line 
22, after “proceeds”, strike out “shall be 
covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts” and insert “credited to the fund 
from which rental payments are made.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 115, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter stricken out and inserted by 
said amendment insert “credited to the fund 
from which rental payments are made dur- 
ing fiscal year 1955.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 116: Page 41, line 
1, insert: 


“Survey of Government records, records man- 
agement, and disposal practices 

“For m expenses, including not to 
exceed $25,000 for administrative expenses, 
in connection with conducting surveys of 
Government records, and records creation, 
maintenance, management and disposal 
practices in Federal agencies, pursuant to 
sections 505 and 506 of the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended, $500,000: Provided, That not- 
withstanding any other provision of said act, 
the Administrator shall have final authority 
in all matters involving the conduct of 
surveys and the implementation of recom- 
mendations based on such surveys: Provided 
further, That the General Services Admin- 
istration is authorized to procure services 
in accordance with section 15 of the act of 
August 2, 1946 (5 U. S. C. 55a): Provided 
further, That a detailed quarterly report on 
the progress of each survey conducted here- 
under shall be made to the Appropriations 
Committees of the Congress.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 116, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In line 9 
of said amendment, in lieu of the sum 
named insert $300,000.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 119: Page 42, line 

3, insert: 
“Salaries and expenses 

“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries 
and expenses’, $1,350,000; and the limita- 
tion under this head in the Independent 
Offices Appropriation Act, 1955, on the 
amount available for expenses of travel, is 
increased from ‘$169,325’ to ‘$260,825’: Pro- 
vided, That the authority contained under 
this head in the Third Supplemental Ap- 
propriation Act, 1954 (Public Law 357) for 
transfer of funds to this appropriation is 
continued through December 31, 1954, but 
additional amounts transferred pursuant to 
this extension shall not exceed $250,000, in- 
cluding not to exceed $25,000 for expenses 
of travel.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taper moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 119, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In line 3 
of said amendment, in lieu of the sum 
named insert “$1,100,000.” 


The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 122: Page 43, line 1, 

insert: 
“Public facility loans 

“Public facility loans, payments to re- 
volving fund: For any payment ot the re- 
volving fund pursuant to section 108 of 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
Liquidation Act as amended (40 U. S. C. 
459) $18,000,000: Provided, That the pro- 
visions of the first proviso under the head 
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of ‘Office of the Administrator, Salaries and 
expenses’ in the Independent Offices Appro- 
priation Act, 1955 (Public Law 428) with re- 
spect to expenses of inspections and of pro- 
viding representatives at project sites shall 
apply to projects or facilities financed by 
loans from the revolving fund hereby estab- 
lished, and the limitation on such nonad- 
ministrative expenses in said proviso is in- 
creased from ‘$500,000’ to ‘$525,000.”” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 122, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In line 5 of 
said amendment, in lieu of the sum named 
insert “$2,000,000.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 127: Page 44, line 7, 
insert: 

“Office of the Administrator, public facility 
loans: Not to exceed $210,000 of funds in the 
revolving fund established pursuant to sec- 
tion 108 of the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration Liquidation Act, as amended (40 
U. S. C. 459), shall be available for adminis- 
trative expenses, but this amount shall be ex- 
clusive of payment for services and facilities 
of the Federal Reserve banks or any member 
thereof, the Federal home-loan banks, and 
any insured bank within the meaning of the 
act creating the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation (Act of August 23, 1935, as 
amended, 12 U. S. C. 264) which has been 
designated by the Secretary of the Treasury 
as a depository of public money of the United 
States.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taner moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 127, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In line 2 
of said amendment, in lieu of the sum named 
insert “$75,000,” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 128: Page 44, line 
20, insert: 

“Federal Housing Administration: The 
amount made available under this head in 
title II of the Independent Offices Appropria- 
tion Act, 1955 (Public Law 428), for adminis- 
trative expenses, is increased from ‘$5,150,- 
000’ to ‘$6,500,000’ and the limitation on the 
amount available for expenses of travel is 
increased from ‘$175,000’ to ‘$355,000’: Pro- 
vided, That the limitation under said head 
on the amount available for certain nonad- 
ministrative expenses of said Administration 
is increased from ‘$25,000,000’ to ‘$28,- 
000,000,’ ” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 128, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum of “$6,500,000” named in line 5 of 
said amendment, insert “$5,500,000”; and in 
lieu of the sum of “$355,000” named in lines 
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6 and 7 of said amendment, insert “$250,000”; 
and in lieu of the sum of “$28,000,000” named 
in line 10 of said amendment, insert 
“$26,250,000.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 129: Page 45, line 
5, insert: 

“Public Housing Administration: The 
amount made available under this head in 
title II of the Independent Offices Appropri- 
ation Act, 1955 (Public Law 428), for admin- 
istrative expenses of the Public Housing Ad- 
ministration in carrying out duties imposed 
by law, is increased from ‘$6,950,000’ to ‘$7,- 
750,000’; and the limitation under said head 
on the amount available for expenses of 
travel is increased from 8500, 000 to ‘$580,- 
000.“ 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House recede and concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 129, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the sum of “$7,750,000” named in line 6 of 
said amendment, insert “$7,350,000"; and in 
lieu of the sum of “$580,000” named in line 
8 of said amendment, insert “$540,000.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 130: Page 45, line 
13, insert: 

“NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
“Land acquisition, National Capital park, 
parkway, and playground system 

“For an additional amount for ‘Land ac- 
quisition, National Capital park, parkway, 
and playground system,’ $60,000, to remain 
available until expended, to be used for 
carrying out the provisions of section 1 (a) 
of the act of May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482), as 
amended.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House recede and concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 130, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the sum named in said amendment insert 
“$35,000.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. THoMas moves that the House insist 
on its disagreement. 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that that motion cannot be offered until 
the other one is voted down. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire of our distinguished chairman 
what was the amount finally inserted? 
Thirty-five thousand dollars? 

Mr. TABER. That is correct. 

Mr. THOMAS. That means that the 
price of the land has been reduced from 
$120,000 to $70,000. 

Let me detain the House briefly for 
2 or 3 minutes and give you the history 
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of this proposition. It was submitted 
to the Subcommittee on Independent 
Offices, and through its able chairman, 
the gentleman from California, and the 
other members, this item was left out 
of the bill entirely. It went to the other 
body, and the other body inserted a Fed- 
eral contribution of $60,000, which 
meant that the purchase price of the 
land, which is a little finger of land 56 
feet wide by about 225 or 30 or 40 feet 
long, was put back in the bill. We went 
to conference. It was agreed to, at least 
so I thought, that the Senate would re- 
cede from its position. I am advised 
that the other body called some of our 
conferees together rather late yesterday. 
I was notified, but unfortunately I was 
not able to attend. In any event, now 
they come in with the figure of the Fed- 
eral contribution of $35,000. 

Mr. Speaker, the land is not worth 
$10,000. It has had an RFC loan on it 
for years and years, about 7 or 8 years, 
which has been delinquent in principal 
and interest. I think the RFC loan was 
for perhaps some $40,000. They had an 
oil-rectifying plant there in which they 
used to take old motor oil and treat it, 
to put it in shape for reuse. They have 
had a couple of fires there. The last 
time the plant burned almost to the 
ground. I am further advised that the 
junkmen want $15,000 or $20,000 to 
clear the land. 

What this amounts to is abating a 
nuisance. I imagine all of us have nui- 
sances in our own communities. But 
why should the Federal Government pay 
at the rate of $10 a square foot for land 
that is not worth $2 a square foot to 
abate a local nuisance? We would be 
setting a precedent here, Mr. Speaker, 
that would be extremely bad. 

In the first place, I do not understand 
why the RFC permitted the loan to be- 
come delinquent in principal and inter- 
est for 7 years. I do not understand 
how it got into the Senate bill. Some- 
body has been doing some rather active 
footwork, I think. It would be a safe, 
sound thing to do to reject this amend- 
ment and then adopt the amendment 
which will be offered immediately after 
which insists on the House position, 
namely, to give them not a penny. 

We do not need the land. Why should 
we pay this money for it? If the Na- 
tional Capital Planning Commission 
were to buy every little finger of land 
that it wants, there is not enough money 
in the Treasury to pay for it. 

I hope the amendment is voted down. 
It would be good, common horsesense 
to do so. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Is not this the same 
property where they had some difficulty 
because of an overflow of some oil onto 
the lawn? It is on the right bank as 
you drive out on the highway. It was 
a cracking-plant operation. 

Mr. THOMAS. I believe the gentle- 
man is right. They had a small recti- 
fying plant there where they tried to 
repurify some used lubricating oil. 
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Mr. SHEPPARD. A recovery plant, I 
believe it is called. 

Mr, THOMAS. That is right. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. PHILLIPS]. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. THOMAS] is cor- 
rect, that this item came before our sub- 
committee. At that time the amount 
requested was $60,000. This would have 
made a total possible payment—not 
necessarily, but possible—of over $100,- 
000. We did not feel that the question 
was properly before us at that time for 
the reasons which the gentleman has 
stated: that the RFC had a loan which 
was past due, and a bank in Virginia 
had a loan which was past due. We 
felt it should not come before us while 
those matters were undecided. So we 
did nothing. We did nothing in favor 
and nothing against it. We did not act 
upon it. The bill went over to the 
Senate without the section in it and was 
returned by the Senate in the belief that 
there would necessarily have to be money 
in the bill even if the Park Commission 
were to start condemnation proceedings. 
So I make one very slight correction to 
my distinguished friend’s statement, in 
that the $35,000 is not necessarily the 
price, it is the maximum amount the 
Federal Government will pay, to be 
equalled by payments from Virginia and 
Arlington, I think my point is a very 
minor point, because I have an idea that 
this will be approximately the amount 
paid if we get the property. As a matter 
of fact, the total debt against the prop- 
erty is more than the amount indicated 
here, and about the amount of the total 
we are discussing. 

The question therefore arises, Should 
we buy the property or should we not, 
and that is a matter for the Park Com- 
mission, with the approval of Congress. 
It is in the park system. It is an eye- 
sore. It is presently cracking oil. The 
oil flows frequently into the Potomac 
River and pollutes the river. It is the 
belief, shared by a great many Members 
of the Congress, that if this can be 
obtained by the Park Commission at a 
reasonable price without condemnation 
proceedings the Park Commission should 
take advantage of it. i 

We could not go to condemnation pro- 
ceedings without money being written 
into the bill for that purpose. It must 
be remembered that while the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation had a loan 
plus interest against the property, total- 
ing about $45,000 as of the moment, at 
the sale the other day $51,250 was bid 
on the property, and that appraisals of 
the property ky the County of Arlington 
kave run as high as $80,000, which is 
more than could be paid, under the 
amendment of the gentleman from New 
York. 

As to the land, my friend from Texas 
is perfectly right. That land alone is 
not worth that sum, but the land alone 
plus the improvements on it, plus the 
desirability of the property, and plus the 
elimination of a threat to pollution of the 
river, makes it up. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Can the gentleman tell 
us who owns this land? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. An oil company, the 
Worthington Oil Co., a small more or 
less a one-person company which, 
through the war years, and now, is 
taking old oil, cleaning it, and reselling it. 

Mr. GROSS. Does not the State of 
Virginia have the authority to abate the 
pollution of the Potomac River which 
he mentioned a few minutes ago? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. No. I am glad the 
gentleman brought that up. It is one 
of the major problems. This oil com- 
pany was here before the zoning law was 
passed which would have permitted the 
State or county to do anything about 
it. It could never again happen, but it 
has happened now. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. THOMAS. In order that the 
record may be complete here, the gentle- 
man will recall, and I am sure there is 
no disagreement, that on the tax rolls 
in Arlington the property is carried in its 
entirety, not the land by itself but all the 
junk that is on it, at $19,000. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Twenty-one thou- 
sand dollars. Arlington assesses such 
property at about a quarter of its value. 

Mr. THOMAS. At the sale there was 
only one bidder, and that was the owner, 
who bid $51,000. Instead of putting up 
the $51,000 he put up $7,000 or $8,000 
cash, and the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation gave him 30 days to put up 
the other, and at the end of the 30 days 
he had a reversal. 

Mr.PHILLIPS. He put up $7,500, and 
he has 15 days to make up the rest. 

Mr. THOMAS. As far as the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation is con- 
cerned, it has not got its money out of 
it, and I venture to say it will not. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman is 
correct, that the RFC does not, as yet, 
have the $45,000. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. I want to make sure 
that I correctly understand the situation 
with regard to the action of the House 
conferees and the Senate conferees, Is 
it not the fact that the House conferees 
with regard to chapter VIII of this bill 
and the Senate conferees reached an 
agreement to delete this item from the 
bill, and that that agreement was upset 
along about 8 o’clock last night during 
the sitting of the conferees on the mutual 
security appropriation bill? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. No, but the gentle- 
man is not very far wrong. He does 
omit an important fact. 

Mr. ROONEY. Will the gentleman 
tell me how far from right I am? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. It was yesterday aft- 
ernoon, not yesterday evening. The 
oro also omits a very important 

act, 

Mr. ROONEY. I will say this to the 
gentleman. I was not over in the other 
body yesterday afternoon, but I was 
there last night beginning at 7:30 and I 
did not get my information from a birdie. 
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Mr. PHILLIPS. I was called over 
there in the afternoon, and I got in 
touch with other members of my sub- 
committee and went over and discussed 
it. This is what the gentleman omits 
or overlooks: Between the time the Sen- 
ate inserted this, and yesterday, a sale 
had been held by the RFC and a com- 
pletely different situation developed. 
Our committee felt that the RFC would 
get the property as a result of the sale 
or might get the property, and it was not 
our function to step in before the sale 
had taken place. The sale took place. 
The RFC did not get the property. They 
got a bid of $51,250 with a downpay- 
ment $7,500 and the Senate, on the so- 
licitation of the Park Service and people 
who are interested in the property, then 
raised the question again and we said 
if we were to go into it at all, the limit 
would have to be $35,000. I shall vote 
for the amendment, which the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Taser] has 
offered. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Why does this have to be taken care 
of now? You have this foreclosure still 
standing which has just been consum- 
mated. You do not even know whether 
the person who made the bid is actually 
going to come through with the money 
to buy it. Should not the matter be left 
over until at least next year to see what 
the result of the foreclosure proceedings 
will be? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman’s 
point would be well taken if this were 
actually an expenditure of money. 
This is an appropriation of money to the 
Park Commission so that if the commis- 
sion has an opportunity to do anything 
between now and the time Congress 
again convenes, it can do it. Otherwise, 
the Commission’s hands will be tied no 
matter what happens, even if we should 
have an excellent opportunity to buy it. 
We are not buying the property in this 
bill—we are merely giving $35,000 to the 
Park Service as a maximum with which 
they may negotiate. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Why 
would it not be better to see what hap- 
pens so far as these foreclosure proceed- 
ings are concerned? It might be that 
the RFC would get title to the property 
and then they could just turn it over 
to the Planning Board and we would not 
have all this worry at this time. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Then the RFC would 
probably want us to pay it off and pay 
other debts. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TABER]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Rooney) there 
were—ayes 41, noes 71. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. THomas of Texas moves that the House 
insist on its disagreement to Senate amend- 
ment No. 130. 


The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 132: Page 47, line 3, 
insert: 


“SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
“Salaries and expenses 


“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries 
and expenses’, $350,000.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House recede and concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 132, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum named in said amendment insert 
“$200,000: Provided, That not to exceed $2,- 
500 of the funds made available for adminis- 
trative expenses in this act under the head 
‘Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Cor- 
poration’ may be used for emergencies and 
extraordinary expenses to be expended upon 
the approval or authority of the adminis- 
trator.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment 134, page 48, line 14, insert: 
“Family housing 


“For family housing authorized by the 
enactment into law of H. R. 9924, 83d Con- 
gress, not to exceed $175 million to be made 
available to the respective military depart- 
ments in such amounts as may be determined 
by the Secretary of Defense, to remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That funds 
appropriated under this heading shall not be 
used for family housing unless the Secretary 
of Defense certifies that (1) it is imprac- 
ticable to construct family housing under 
the provisions of title VIII of the National 
Housing Act, and (2) that adequate housing 
at reasonable rental rates is not available in 
the immediate vicinity of the military in- 
stallation, and (3) it is impracticable to ac- 
quire suitable housing under other existing 
provisons of law: Provded further, That the 
provisions of section 708 of Public Law 458, 
approved June 30, 1954 (68 Stat. 350), shall 
not apply to 250 units of family housing 
provided for by this act but the individual 
cost of such units shall in no event exceed 
$20,000 per unit.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recede and concur with an 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 134, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$75,000,000"; and before the period 
insert “: Provided further, That the construc- 
tion authorized by the act of April 1, 1954 
(Public Law 325, 83d Cong.) may be accom- 
plished prior to approval of title to under- 
lying land, as provided by section 355, as 
amended, of the Revised Statutes.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 136, page 49, line 21, in- 
sert: 

“Army National Guard 

“The Secretary of the Army may transfer 
not to exceed $3,000,000 to the appropriation 
‘Army National Guard, 1955’ for additional 
State National Guard civilian employees from 
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any appropriation available to the Depart- 
ment of the Army when such transfers are 
determined by the Secretary of the Army to 
be in the national interest.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
recede and concur in the Senate amend- 
ment with an amendment, which I send 
to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 136, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the sum named in said amendment in- 
sert “$1,500,000.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion. . 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 147, on page 53, line 7, 
insert: 

“Sec. 906. (a) The Department of Defense 
is authorized to acquire by purchase, or by 
lease or otherwise for a period not to exceed 
seven years, not to exceed 6 vessels capable 
of transporting, loading, and unloading rail- 
road rolling stock, on rails by the roll-on, 
roll-off method, as well as, wheeled and 
tracked military equipment to be loaded and 
discharged under their own -power. 

“(b) Any appropriation of the Department 
of Defense shall be available for the purposes 
of this act.” 


Mr. TABER. Myr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recede and concur with an 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. TABER moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 147, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows; In 
lieu of the matter proposed as paragraph 
(b) of said amendment insert: 

“(b) Funds are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the purpose of carrying out 
the provisions of this section.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 148, page 53, line 16, in- 
sert: 

“Sec. 907. The Secretary of the Army is 
authorized to convey, subject to such terms, 
conditions, and restrictions as are required 
by this act and the public interest, to the 
Los Angeles City High School District of 
Los Angeles County, Calif., all right, title, 
and interest of the United States to the Bir- 
mingham General Hospital tract (consisting 
of 117 32/100 acres of land, more or less, and 
all improvements thereon) located at Van 
Nuys, Calif. In addition to other consid- 
eration required by this section for the con- 
veyance authorized hereunder, such school 
district shall be required to pay to the Sec- 
retary of the Army the sum of $500,000. 
Upon receipt by the Secretary of the Army 
such sum shall be credited to the appro- 
priation Military Construction, Army’, and 
shall be available for (1) the construction 
and other costs involved in moving to a 
suitable Government-owned site the build- 
ings to be reconveyed to the Secretary under 
the provisions of this section, and (2) the 
construction of additional supporting facil- 
ities at such site as may be required for 
authorized defense construction. 

“In addition to other terms, conditions, 
and restrictions contained in the deed 
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whereby the Birmingham General Hospital 
is conveyed to such school district, the school 
district shall agree, as a part of the consid- 
eration for the conveyance, (1) to reconvey 
to the Secretary of the Army, immediately 
upon acceptance of the deed, and without 
consideration, title to the buildings which 
are located at the Birmingham General Hos- 
pital and which are occupied by troops on 
the date of enactment of this act, and (2) 
to permit such buildings to remain in place 
for continued occupancy by troops until 
substitute facilities are constructed by the 
Secretary of the Army, and such buildings 
are removed.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recede and concur with an 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. TaseER moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 148, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed in said amend- 
ment insert: 

“Sec. 907. The Secretary of the Army is au- 
thorized to receive the sum of $500,000 in 
partial consideration for the conveyance by 
the Secretary of Health, Education and Wel- 
fare for educational purposes pursuant to 
the provisions of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to the 
Los Angeles City High School District of 
Los Angeles County, Calif., of all right, title, 
and interest of the United States to that por- 
tion of the Birmingham General Hospital 
tract now occupied by troops (consisting of 
40 acres of land, more or less, and improve- 
ments thereon) located at Van Nuys, Calif., 
provided such sum is received by the Secre- 
tary of the Army on or before July 1, 1956. 
Upon receipt by the Secretary of the Army 
such sum shall be credited to the appro- 
priation, “Military Construction, Army,” and 
shall be available for (1) the construction 
and other costs involved in moving to a suit- 
able Government owned site not more than 
eight buildings to be selected by the Secre- 
tary of the Army to be excluded from the 
conveyance by the Secretary of Health, Edu- 
cation and Welfare, and (2) the construction 
of additional supporting facilities at such 
site as may be required for authorized de- 
fense construction, at a total cost of not to 
exceed $500,000. 

“In addition to other terms, conditions, 
and restrictions contained in the deed where- 
by the Birmingham General Hospital is con- 
veyed to such school district, the school dis- 
trict shall agree, as a part of the considera- 
tion for the conveyance to permit any build- 
ings required by the Secretary of the Army 
to remain in place for continued occupancy 
by troops for a period of not to exceed 9 
months after the date of conveyance of said 
property to the school district.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 151, on page 55, line 6, 
insert: 

“For an additional amount for Construe- 
tion, General’, $8,415,000 to remain avail- 
able until expended, of which $1,600,000 
shall be available for advanced engineering 
and design by the Corps of Engineers for 
projects which have been authorized for de- 
velopment with participation hy State, local 
government or private groups and for au- 
thorized projects which are under consid- 
eration for participation by such agencies: 
Provided, That $140,000 of this appropria- 
tion shall be available only for the prosecu- 
tion of the project for beach erosion con- 
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trol at Hampton Beach, N. H., as authorized 
by law: Provided further, That not to ex- 
ceed $2,000,000 of unexpended funds appro- 
priated for the current or any previous fiscal 
year to the Department of the Army for 
‘Construction, general, rivers and harbors,’ 
shall be available until expended for use on 
such authorized river and harbor projects 
as may be determined by the Secretary of 
Defense to be essential to the national de- 
fense program.” 


Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, the 
$1,200,000 for debris dams in this bill 
should be regarded as matching funds 
since the county of Los Angeles con- 
tributes very largely to this total. This 
item is urgent, almost tragically so. The 
amount could not be included in the 
original budget for this purpose because 
the disastrous fire on the south side of 
the mountains occurred in December and 
January after the budget had been ap- 
proved and sent to the Congress. 

This fire completely denuding the 
front side of the mountains above the 


towns of Monrovia, Sierra Madre, and- 


Arcadia in Los Angeles National Forest 
created thus from Federal lands, a dis- 
astrous hazard. We must realize that 
when a wall of water suddenly rushes 
down these fire-denuded canyons, it is 
not only a wall of water but a wall of 
rocks and boulders, many as large as 
automobiles. When they hit a town, 
they take houses, buildings, and lives 
before them. This is suddenly the situ- 
ation these towns face due to this terrible 
forest fire. 

The debris dams recommended in this 
bill Bailey, Auburn, and Carter Can- 
yons above Sierra Madre and Sawpit 
Canyon above Morovia can be installed 
this summer and can save these towns 
from almost certain disaster. Passage 
of this amendment is highly recom- 
mended. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recede and concur with an 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 151, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment in- 
sert: 

“For an additional amount for ‘Construc- 
tion, General’, $5,985,000 to remain available 
until expended, of which $600,000 shall be 
available for advanced engineering and de- 
sign by the Corps of Engineers for projects 
which have been authorized for development 
with participation by State, local govern- 
ment, or private groups and for authorized 
projects which are under consideration for 
participation by such agencies.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I think I 
should make a statement at this point. 

This item presently includes the Mark- 
ham Ferry Reservoir, Okla., $100,000; 

Priest Rapids Reservoir, Wash., $350,- 
000; 

Cougar Reservoir, Oreg., $150,000; or 
a total of $600,000 for planning. 

It also includes for construction: 

Stockton Harbor, Calif., $335,000; 

Greenup lock and dam, Kentucky and 
Ohio, $2 million; 

San Diego River and Mission Bay, 
Calif., $750,000; 

Buffalo Harbor, N. Y., $1,100,000; 
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Los Angeles County drainage area, 
$1,200,000. 

The other items which the Senate in- 
cluded were left out, some of them be- 
cause there was no authorization, and 
others because it was not deemed that 
it was the proper time or the proper place 
to proceed. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to permission to ex- 
tend my remarks, I am taking the liberty 
of expressing the feelings of the vast 
majority of people of the city of Buffalo, 
N. Y., and the Niagara frontier regarding 
appropriations for Buffalo Harbor, river, 
and ship canal. 

We were all very grateful to President 
Eisenhower when he and his administra- 
tion saw fit to recommend $1,100,000 for 
fiscal 1955 to continue the deepening of 
Buffalo Harbor. When the Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations favorably rec- 
ommended the badly needed additional 
funds and the Senate of the United 
States approved the President's and 
Senate committee’s recommendations 
the news was received with renewed 
enthusiasm by all of us. It was indeed 
gratifying to learn that this administra- 
tion and the upper body could foresee 
that it would be false economy not to 
continue the deepening of this important 
port. 

Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of my 
colleagues who are not familiar with 
this project I would briefly like to point 
out that it is not a new one. It is of 
vital importance to the defense and com- 
merce of the Niagara frontier and the 
Congress through previous authoriza- 
tions and appropriations has given due 
recognition to the economic importance 
of this major harbor. 

It is, indeed, a sad commentary when 
I am forced to point out that, tonnage- 
wise, the port of Buffalo has dropped 
from second to sixth port in the Great 
Lakes in a relatively short span of years. 
At the present time it is ranked 15th in 
tonnage in the entire Nation, and the 
previous year it was ranked 12th, yet its 
waterborne commerce still averages in 
excess of 20 million tons annually. It is 
the biggest inland port in the United 
States in dollar value of commerce han- 
dled. Our waterborne commerce has 
made Buffalo the largest flour-milling 
and feed-mixing center in the world, the 
third largest steel plant in the United 
States which relies upon lake transpor- 
tation for most of its raw materials is 
located there. Coal goes by lake and 
river to the second largest steam gener- 
ating electric plant in the United States 
located on the Niagara River in the port 
of Buffalo. The contribution to the na- 
tional economy and defense of these and 
other industries at this port is hard to 
parallel at any other port. 

The United States Army Corps of En- 
gineers years ago recognized the neces- 
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sity of improving this port. Congress 
authorized the recommended improve- 
ments in 1935 and 1945 but has since 
been negligent in providing the neces- 
sary funds to do this work. 

Mr. Speaker, I would further like to 
take this opportunity to express the 
gratitude of the people I represent to the 
President, Senator Irvine M. Ives, and 
the entire Senate of the United States 
for endorsing this worthy project and 
hope you may join with them and our 
colleagues on the House Committee on 
Appropriations in support of the con- 
tinued development of this major port. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
gret exceedingly that the conference 
committee did not agree to accept the 
recommendations of the Bureau of the 
Budget for funds for the continuation 
of the flood-control project at North 
Adams, Mass., which the other body ap- 
proved. : 

Testimony by the Corps of Engineers 
last year included the following by Colo- 
nel Hiatt: 

It will provide a useful unit of the project 
extending from Marshall Street on the North 
Branch and Johnson Dam on the South 
Branch, downstream to the existing dam of 
the North Adams Manufacturing Co. 


He also said: 

We feel the whole project, the whole unit, 
should be completed and carried on. 

The Corps of Engineers also testified 
before the committee in the other body 
this year that it had recommended the 
continuation of this project. 

The average annual benefits are 
$829,000. 

The cost-benefit ratio is 1.13. 

Upon completion, the project will pro- 
tect 13 major industries, 570 commercial 
establishments, 580 residences, 7 public 
buildings, public roads and bridges, pub- 
lic utilities and services, and an unknown 
number of human beings, whose lives 
and livelihoods are of vital importance 
to this community of 21,567. The pro- 
tection would extend to about 85 percent 
of the industrial area and to about 25 
percent of the residential area. 

In North Adams there are 33 industrial 
establishments, employing over 12,000 
people, with an annual payroll of $13,- 
244,000 and manufacturing products 
annually valued at more than $61 
million. 

The record is clear that the commu- 
nity has attempted to meet its full re- 
sponsibility in repairing and trying to 
prevent losses. Local expenditures in 
connection with the four major floods, 
exclusive of industry and private ex- 
penditures, exceeded $1,886,000. 

This project met the rigid test applied 
in 1950 under Public Law 759, 8ist Con- 
gress. I would like to quote the perti- 
nent sentence from General Pike’s state- 
ment at the time the program was an- 
nounced: 

It has been screened to include the projects 
which, as directed by the President, directly 
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contribute to national defense or to civilian 
requirements essential to the changed inter- 
national situation, and it complies in all 
aspects with the criteria directed by the 
Congress. 

Then I would like to include a copy of 
a letter dated October 12, 1950, from 
Col. W. E. Potter, covering this de- 
termination: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, October 12, 1950. 
Hon. Jon W. HESELTON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. HESELTON: Please refer to your 
recent letters relative to the local flood pro- 
tection projects for Adams and North Adams, 
Mass. 

The General Appropriation Act, 1951 (Pub- 
lic Law 759, 8ist Cong.), provides for a re- 
duction of over $75 million in the amount 
recommended by the Senate for our civil 
works program. It also calls for an overall 
reduction in Government expenditures for 
nondefense purposes of $550 million, a por- 
tion of which has been applied to our civil 
works program. 

In view of these reductions in funds and 
also the criteria set forth in the conference 
report. on the 1951 General Appropriation 
Act requiring a reexamination of the civil 
works program with a view to conserving re- 
sources of men, materials, and equipment, 
this Office has reviewed all projects which 
are eligible for appropriation under Public 
Law 759; and we have given careful con- 
sideration to all data furnished in support 
of those projects in the development of our 
recommended civil works program for the 
present fiscal year. 

I am pleased to say it has been determined 
that the Adams and North Adams projects 
meet the above requirements and that funds 
in the amounts of $245,000 and $350,000, re- 
spectively, are available for their construc- 
tion from our appropriation for the current 
fiscal year. You may be assured that the 
work will proceed as expeditiously as prac- 
ticable. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. E. POTTER, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
Acting Assistant Chief of Engineers 
for Civil Works. 


The Federal Government has appro- 
priated $1,183,000 to date for this proj- 
ect and the full amount has been obli- 
gated. I am sure that you will under- 
stand that the people concerned feel 
they had every right to expect that their 
Federal Government was undertaking 
what it had determined to be a justifiable 
project and would proceed to complete 
it at the earliest practical date. Fur- 
ther, I am certain you will agree that 
they had a right tc make their decisions 
and plans with this in mind. 

They do not ask and do not expect 
favored treatment. But in the face of 
all the undisputed facts, including the 
initiation of the project, the Federal in- 
vestment to date and the favorable rec- 
ommendations last year by the Bureau 
of the Budget under both the Truman 
and the Eisenhower administrations, 
they consider a complete cessation of 
work without explanation a great deal 
ne what they were entitled to ex- 
pect. 

I submit that there is full and com- 
plete justification for finding that this 
project is a sound Federal investment 
which should no longer be deferred. 

I hope and believe that the Corps of 
Engineers, the Zureau of the Budget, the 
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respective committees in Congress will 
approve the continuation of this project 
during the next fiscal year. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, with 
reference to the proposed construction 
of the Greenup Dam as set out in title 
10 of the report made to accompany 
H. R. 9936, I am glad that the conference 
report now under discussion has recom- 
mended the construction of the Greenup 
Dam which will be a dam across the Ohio 
River just below the city of Ironton, 
Ohio, which is my hometown. 

I wish to thank Mr. Jonn Taser, the 
chairman of the committee, and other 
members of the committee, who favored 
the construction of this big dam that 
will be of such a great benefit to the 


shippers on the mighty Ohio River and - 


to the cities along the river that will 
benefit in many ways from a goodly sup- 
ply of water. 

Mr. Speaker, when as a young law- 
yer I began to practice law in Ironton, 
Ohio, I realized that the most important 
thing in the Ohio Valley is the Ohio 
River. Ever since that time I have taken 
advantage of every opportunity to make 
the Ohio River more and more im- 
portant. 

Many years ago Congress passed legis- 
lation that provided for the construc- 
tion of 52 small dams in the Ohio in 
order to establish a 9-foot stage from 
Pittsburgh to Cairo. That is a distance 
of probably 600 miles. It took several 
years to construct this large number of 
small dams. Some of them began to 
deteriorate before the last one was con- 
structed. I remember that when the 
last one was constructed there was held 
a dedicatory celebration. There was a 
sort of a river caravan organized and 
the proper authorities induced Mr. Her- 
bert Hoover, who was the President at 
that time, to take part in this ceremony. 
I went on this trip with Mr. Hoover 
and others. At the celebration Mr. 
Hoover made a speech. That was on 
October 18, 1929. The celebration was 
held under the auspices of the Ohio Val- 
ley Improvement Association. I was 
present at these ceremonies and heard 
President Hoover speak. 

This following is a copy of one para- 
graph of his speech: 

While I am proud to be the President who 
witnesses the apparent completion of its 
improvement, I have the belief that some 
day new inventions and new pressures of 
population will require its further develop- 
ment. In some generation to come they will 
perhaps look back at our triumph in build- 
ing a channel nine feet in depth in the same 
way that we look at the triumph of our 
forefathers when, having cleared the snags 
and bars, they announced that a boat draw- 
ing two feet of water could pass safely from 
Pittsburgh to New Orleans. Yet, for their 
times and means they, too, accomplished 
a great task. It is the river that is perma- 
nent; it is one of God's gifts to man, and 
with each succeeding generation we will ad- 
vance in our appreciation and use of it. 
And with each generation it will grow in 
the history and tradition of our Nation, 
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Mr. Speaker, about 15 years ago I 
arranged to hold a public hearing on 
the proposal to construct one of the high 
modern dams at the proper place be- 
tween Ironton, Ohio and Portsmouth, 
Ohio. Many river men and prominent 
shippers on the Ohio attended that meet- 
ing. The meeting was attended by the 
United States Army Engineers. At that 
meeting arrangements were made for 
the holding of another meeting which 
was held in due course. At the last 
meeting the Army engineers were en- 
couraged to make a report and recom- 
mendations to the Chief of Engineers 
and other Government officials. 

This report by the district engineers 
was favorable. But about that time the 
war clouds were commencing to hover 
and it was decided that we should not 
press the matter. The Second World 
War did come along and it was not wise 
to ask the Government to spend this 
money at this time. 

But gradually the traffic on the Ohio 
has increased until now the statistics 
show that the traffic on the Ohio River 
from Parkersburg, W. Va., to Cin- 
cinnati is the heaviest river traffic any- 
where in the United States. 

Just yesterday I saw a report to the 
effect that the traffic emanating from 
the vicinity of Huntington, W. Va., had 
for the past few weeks been the greatest 
of any traffic in any river in our great 
country. 

At any rate these facts that I cite will 
prove that the $2 million that I have 
asked for in my bill will be justified. We 
only ask for this amount now for this 
will be enough to commence the work. 
It will as I understand be necessary to 
appropriate about $60 million altogether 
and that will come later. 

But, Mr. Speaker, when this money 
shall have been spent the country will 
have the constant use of a great dam 
for a hundred years to come. 

I am proud of my efforts in furthering 
this great project to a successful start, 
and I am sure that future generations 
will rise up and bless us all who have 
helped in advancing this great project. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the 
peopie living in southern Ohio and 
northern Kentucky and northern West 
Virginia I thank every one who helped 
us toward the construction of this great 
national improvement. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. Is the item for Buffalo 
Harbor an aftermath of the St. Law- 
rence Seaway? 

Mr. TABER. No. It had to come 
anyway. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. Will the gentleman in- 
form me as to what amount is provided 
for the commencement of construction 
of the Greenup Dam in the Ohio River 
at Greenup, Kentucky? 

Mr. TABER. For the Greenup Dam, 
$2 million, and it is to begin construction 
upon the dam. That was the budget 
estimate. 
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Mr. SPENCE. That is provided in the 
amendment? 

Mr. TABER. Yes, and that was the 
amount carried in the Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from New 
York. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 154: Page 56, line 
13, insert: 

“Operation and maintenance, general 

“For an additional amount for ‘Operation 
and maintenance, general’, $840,000, to re- 
main available until expended.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 154, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed by said amendment in- 
sert: 

“Operation and maintenance, general 

“Not to exceed $600,000 of funds previously 
appropriated under this head shall be avail- 
able until expended for repairs to the north 
jetty at Yaquina Bay Harbor, Oreg.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No, 155: Page 56, line 
17, insert: 

“Flood control, Mississippi River and 
tributaries 

“For an additional amount for ‘Flood con- 
trol, Mississippi River and tributaries’, 

.. $1,000,000 to remain available until ex- 
pended.” 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 155, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Before the 
period in said amendment insert “, to be 
derived by transfer from ‘Operation and 
maintenance, general’,” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Davis]. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to insert at 
this point a brief explanatory statement 
with reference to this amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak- 
er, this amendment allocates $1 million 
for flood control, Mississippi River and 
tributaries, to be derived by transfer 
from previously appropriated funds for 
operation and maintenance, general. It 
is the desire of the conferees on the part 
of the House and the Senate that these 
funds be transferred from the emergency 
fund available to the Corps of Engineers 
for flood-control works. 
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Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. May I ask the gen- 
tleman exactly what this amendment is? 

Mr. TABER. This is the appropria- 
tion of $1 million to overcome a mistake 
which the engineers made in plugging 
up a drainage channel down in Louisi- 
ana. Instead of having it come directly 
out of the Treasury the committee 
thought it was better that it come out 
of funds that had previously been appro- 
priated. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Do I understand 
we are just covering up some million- 
dollar appropriation that the committee 
or someone in Louisiana had made a mis- 
take on? 

Mr. TABER. No. The Army engi- 
neers made the mistake. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from New 
York. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 164: Page 62, line 
3, insert: 

“Construction of tankers 

“For construction of tankers as author- 
ized by the act of 1954, Public Law 
—, $37,500,000 to remain available until ex- 
pended: Provided, That this appropriation 
may be transferred to such appropriation 
as the President may designate.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 164, and concur there- 
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter proposed by said amendment 
insert: 


“Construction of tankers 
“For construction of tankers as authorized 
by the act of August 10, 1954, Public Law 
575, $30,000,000 to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That this appropriation 
may be transferred to such appropriation 
as the President may designate.’ 


The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 168: Page 67, line 
18, insert “purchase of not to exceed two 
passenger motor vehicles; and entertain- 
ment; $170,000.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taper moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 168, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as foilows: In 
lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert $100,000.” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, it is not 
my disposition to offer a motion at this 
point because I realize how difficult the 
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task of the conferees has been, and I 
commend them for reducing by $70,000 
the figure as it originally appeared in 
the Senate bill. But I do feel that the 
attention of the Congress should be 
called to the danger inherent in appro- 
priating too large sums for such projects 
as this. 

This is an important historical cele- 
bration. It is entirely in keeping that it 
should be held and perhaps a modest ap- 
propriation would be in order. The 
membership will recall that when the 
bill was before us our distinguished col- 
league from Ohio [Mr. McCuLtocu] of- 
fered an amendment to reduce the figure 
of $170,000 to $25,000, which was car- 
ried by a substantial vote. We come 
back here now with the figure raised to 
$100,000. 

The Committee on the Judiciary is 
confronted every year with a difficult 
task when these various bills for cele- 
brations are presented to it. Many 
Members introduce such bills in good 
faith and with earnest intent and com- 
mendable desire to serve the interests 
of their constituents. It will militate 
against the favorable consideration of 
these measures unless the Congress is 
very conservative in the amount which 
it appropriates for such purposes. It is 
simply not responsible for us to vote 
large sums of the taxpayers’ funds for 
such celebrations, significant as they 
may be. 

I feel it is desirable at this point to 
make that a matter of record. I know 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap- 
propriations Committee and the House 
conferees have done all that they pos- 
sibly could to keep these amounts down. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 187: Page 81, line 
8, insert: 

“SEC. 1312. The appropriations, authoriza- 
tions, and authority’ with respect thereto in 
this act shall be available from July 1, 1954, 
for the purposes provided in such appropri- 
ations, authorizations, and authority. All 
obligations incurred during the period þe- 
tween June 30, 1954, and the date of enact- 
ment of this act in anticipation of such ap- 
propriations, authorizations, and authority 
are hereby ratified and confirmed if in ac- 
cordance with the terms hereof and the 
terms of Public Law 475, 83d Congress,” 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House recede and concur in 
the Senate amendment with an amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Taser moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 187, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the section number named in said 
amendment insert “1313.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the votes by 
which action was taken on the several 
motions was laid on the table. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
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who have spoken may have permission 
to revise and extend their remarks. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 
There was no objection. 


FOREIGN AID 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the conferees 
on the bill H. R, 10051, the foreign-aid 
bill, may have until midnight tonight to 
file a conference report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, is that 
the foreign-aid appropriation bill? 

Mr. TABER. That is the foreign-aid 
bill; yes. 

Mr. CANNON. Does the gentleman 
expect to have a conference this after- 
noon? 

Mr. TABER. Yes. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, if my distin- 
tinguished and able friend the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Taser] would 
put a muzzle on a certain party, we might 
get that conference report filed by mid- 
night tonight. 

Mr. TABER. I wish we could. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 


LAWS RELATING TO ESPIONAGE 
AND SABOTAGE 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 9580) to 
revise and extend the laws relating to 
espionage and sabotage, and for other 
purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend- 
ments, and agree to the conference 
asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the* gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? The Chair hears none, 
and appoints the following conferees: 
Mr. GRAHAM, Miss THOMPSON of Michi- 
gan, Mr. HYDE, Mr. CELLER, and Mr. 
‘WALTER. 


REVISED STATUTES 4426 


Mr. ALLEN of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 
8647) to amend Revised Statutes 4426, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Line 8, after “the”, insert “inspection.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 
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RED COLONIALISM EXPOSED 


Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks and include an address I deliv- 
ered in Munich on July 3 of this year. 

The SPEAI-ER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, on July 
3, 1954, I was in Munich, Germany, as 
a member of the Select Committee To 
Investigate Communist Aggression. Our 
committee had just completed its Munich 
hearings and was preparing to leave for 
Berlin to resume hearings when I was 
invited to make a statement over the 
Voice of America to the millions of en- 
slaved people behind the Iron Curtain. 
Since this was the day before the an- 
niversary of our Independence Day, I felt 
it would be appropriate to send a mes- 
sage to people behind the Iron Curtain 
which would be truly representative of 
the spirit of the Founding Fathers of 
America. I felt it would be an excellent 
occasion for me to tell the people behind 
the Iron Curtain that we, the American 
people, will never give up our eternal 
fight for freedom, and that we shall never 
desert the moral and political principles 
enunciated in the American Declaration 
of Independence which have, for over 150 
years, stood as an inspiration to all man- 
kind. 

I felt this would be a most fitting op- 
portunity for me to speak to the people 
of the enslaved non-Russian nations of 
the U. S. S. R. The American Declara- 
tion of Independence established the po- 
litical doctrine of “separatism,” that is, 
not only the right but the duty of any 
people who are subjected to tyranny, to 
completely break all the bonds that have 
united them to that tyranny. It was in 
this spirit that I prepared my remarks to 
be carried over the Voice of America as 
a special feature program on our na- 
tional Independence Day, July 4, 1954. I 
would like to congratulate the Voice of 
America for the effort it is making to 
break through the Iron Curtain and to 
bring the truth to the millions of people 
who are enslaved by Russian commu- 
nism. I refer to those members of the 
staff of the Voice of America in Munich 
with whom I had the pleasure of working 
and who are dedicated to their work, and 
in my judgment, are exemplary Amer- 
icans. Mr. Robert C. Benedict, acting 
director of the Voice of America activi- 
ties in Munich, is doing a real job in 
his all-out effort to bring the truth about 
America to the people behind the Iron 
Curtain. 

Mr. Speaker, the address I delivered 
in Munich is as follows: 

During the time I have been in Munich, 
the House Committee on Communist Aggres- 
sion has devoted 8 days to taking testimony 
on Communist aggression. Although I have 
made a study of communism, its methods, 
tactics, and objectives, some of the evidence 
produced during these hearings was startling 
in that it unmasked the terrible brutalities 
and unbelievable inhumanities committed by 
the leaders and followers of communism. 
There can be no doubt but that communism 
is an international conspiracy which we must 


either destroy or it will engulf the entire 
world. 
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The committee heard eyewitnesses to the 
most terrible crimes ever committed against 
mankind. These crimes committed by the 
Russian Communists ranged from the devil- 
ish torture of individuals to the brutal and 
heartless mass destruction of entire nations 
of people. Other witnesses bore testimony 
on the manner in which the Communists 
desecrate and destroy all those things that 
mankind has labored and died for up through 
the centuries. In particular, we heard about 
the tactics the Communists used to violate 
the integrity of the family and the sanctity 
of the home, to destroy all the temples of 
God regardless of the particular belief, the 
destruction of all laws upon which the order 
of civilization is based, the gross perversion 
of historical truths and facts and the climate 
of fear which the elite leaders of the con- 
spiracy provoke in order to control the people. 

All of these crimes when put together pre- 
sent a picture which is the blackest ever 
known to mankind. 

I was particularly impressed with the evi- 
dence presented by the spokesmen for the 
enslaved people of the non-Russian nations 
of the U. S. S. R. This testimony was sup- 
ported by documents and hard facts and eye- 
witness testimony of the tactics used by the 
Bolsheviks during the period of 1917 through 
1921 to destroy the national independence 
of some 15 non-Russian nations. For a great 
many years Communist propaganda has been 
seeking to becloud the issue with respect 
to the national aspirations of the people of 
these non-Russian nations. The testimony 
we have received will serve as a death blow 
to this evil propaganda because it will expose 
the Soviet Union for what it is—the prison 
of nations and the ruthless enslaver of all 
the people under its control. It is my fervent 
hope that from the testimony taken here in 
Munich and elsewhere it will be possible 
for the United States to develop a positive 
policy, calling for the liberation of all the 
nations and people enslaved by communism 
by our firm advocacy of those moral and poli- 
tical principles upon which the American 
way of life is based. Those moral and poli- 
tical principles are far more powerful in the 
cause of freedom and justice than are all 
the armies and destructive weapons known 
to mankind. But before we can fully use 
this arsenal for true peace and freedom we 
must totally discard the morally bankrupt 
policy of containment and all its advocates. 

This is the task that lies ahead for all 
liberty loving people. I sincerely believe 
that the testimony our committee has been 
receiving from witnesses who know best what 
communism means and what must be done 
to defeat it, will make our historic task, as 
Americans, much easier. 

The basic policy of the United States, since 
the days of its inception has been based upon 
the political belief that all nations, large and 
small, have not only the right but also the 
duty to separate themselves from any tyran- 
nical oppressor. In more recent years we 
have expressed this policy by our unwavering 
support of the principle of national self- 
determination. 

This should stand as a beacon of hope to 
all the enslaved nations of the Communist 
empire. 

Irefer particularly to the people of Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, East Germany, 
Czechia, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bul- 
garia, Byelorussia, Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia, 
Adzerbaidzahn, Turkestani, Idel-Ural, Cos- 
sackia, North Caucasia, and Russia, 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 
A further message from the Senate, 


by Mr. Ast, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
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amendment joint resolution of the House 
of the following title: 


H. J. Res. 585. Joint resolution fixing the 
time of assembly of the 84th Congress. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a concurrent resolu- 
tion of the following title, in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested: 

S. Con. Res. 107. Concurrent resolution to 
correct an error in the enrollment of H. R. 
8020. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House with amendments to a bill of the 
Senate of the following title: 


8.3706. An act to outlaw the Communist 
Party, to prohibit members of Communist 
organizations from serving in certain repre- 
sentative capacities, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill (H. R. 9924) entitled “An act to 
provide for family quarters for personnel 
of the military departments of the De- 
partment of Defense and their depen- 
dents, and for other purposes,” disagreed 
to by the House; agrees to the confer- 
ence asked by the House on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. Casx, Mr. Durr, and Mr. 
STENNIS to be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the House to the bill (S. 3482) 
entitled “An act to amend the District 
of Columbia Unemployment Compensa- 
tion Act, and for other purposes.” 


AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954 


Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I call up the 
conference report on the bill (H. R. 9680) 
to provide for the continued price sup- 
port for agricultural products; to aug- 
ment the marketing and disposal of such 
products; to provide for greater stability 
in agriculture; and for other purposes, 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of the managers on the part 
of the House be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NÖ. 2664) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9680) to provide for the continued price sup- 
port for agricultural products; to augment 
the marketing and disposal of such products; 
to provide for greater stability in agriculture; 
and for other purposes, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
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be inserted by the Senate amendment insert 
the following: 


“TITLE I—SET ASIDE OF AGRICULTURAL COM- 
MODITIES 


“Sec. 101. The Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion shall, as rapidly as the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall determine to be practicable, 
set aside within its inventories not more 
than the following maximum quantities and 
not less than the following minimum quan- 
tities of agricultural commodities or prod- 
ucts thereof heretofore or hereafter acquired 
by it from 1954 and prior years’ crops and 
production in connection with its price sup- 
port operations: 


Maximum | Minimum 
quantity 


cy 
‘Commodity quantity 


000 0 

Butter (pounds 0 
Nonfat dry milk solids 

8 Ee ieee 300, 000, 000 0 

Cheese (pounds) 150, 000, 000 0 


“Such quantities shall be known as the 
‘commodity set-aside’. 

“Sec. 102. Quantities of commodities shall 
not be included in the commodity set-aside 
which have an aggregate value in excess of 
$2,500,000,000. The value of the commodi- 
ties placed in the commodity set-aside, for 
the purpose of this section, shall be the 
Corporation's investment in such commodi- 
ties as of the date they are included in the 
commodity set-aside, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

“Sec. 103. (a) Such commodity set-aside 
shall be reduced by disposals made in ac- 
cordance with the directions of the Presi- 
dent as follows: 

“(1) Donation, sale, or other disposition 
for disaster or other relief purposes outside 
the United States pursuant to and subject 
to the limitations of title II of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954; 

“(2) Sale or barter (including barter for 
strategic materials) to develop new or ex- 
panded markets for American agricultural 
commodities, including but not limited to 
disposition pursuant to and subject to the 
limitations of title I of the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954; 

“(3) Donation to school-lunch programs; 

“(4) Transfer to the national stockpile es- 
tablished pursuant to the Act of June 7, 
1939, as amended (50 U. S. C. 98-98h), with- 
out reimbursement from funds appropriated 
for the purposes of that Act; 

“(5) Donation, sale, or other disposition 
for research, experimental, or educational 
purposes; 

“(6) Donation, sale, or other disposition 
for disaster relief purposes in the United 
States or to meet any national emergency 
declared by the President; and 

“(7) Sale for unrestricted use to meet a 
need for increased supplies at not less than 
105 per centum of the parity price in the 
case of agricultural commodities and a price 
reflecting 105 per centum of the parity price 
of the agricultural commodity in the case 
of products of agricultural commodities. 

“The President shall prescribe such terms 
and conditions for the disposal of commod- 
ities in the commodity set-aside as he deter- 
mines will provide adequate safeguards 

interference with normal marketings 
of the supplies of such commodities outside 
the commodity set-aside. Strategic mate- 
rials acquired by the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration under paragraph (2) of this subsec- 
tion shall be transferred to the national 
stockpile established pursuant to the Act of 
June 7, 1939, as amended, and the Commod- 
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ity Credit Corporation shall be reimbursed 
for the value of the commodities bartered for 
such strategic materials from funds appro- 
priated pursuant to section 8 of such Act of 
June 7, 1939, as amended. For the purpose 
of such reimbursement, the value of any 
commodity so bartered shall be the lower of 
the domestic market price or the Commodity 
Credit Corporation’s investment therein as 
of the date of such barter, as determined by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

“(b) The quantity of any commodity in 
the commodity set-aside shall be reduced to 
the extent that the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration inventory of such commodity is 
reduced, by natural or other cause beyond 
the control of the Corporation, below the 
quantity then charged to the commodity 
set-aside. 

“Sec. 104. (a) The Corporation shall have 
authority to sell, without regard to section 
103 (a) (7) hereof, any commodity covered 
by the commodity set-aside for the purpose 
of rotating stocks or consolidating inven- 
tories, any such sale to be offset by purchase 
of the same commodity in a substantially 
equivalent quantity or of a substantially 
equivalent value. 

“(b) Dispositions pursuant to this title 
shall not be subject to the pricing limita- 
tions of section 407 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, as amended. 

“Sec. 105. The quantity of any commodity 
in the commodity set-aside or transferred 
from the set-aside to the national stockpile 
established pursuant to the Act of June 7, 
1939, as amended (50 U. S. C. 98-98h) shall 
be excluded from the computation of ‘carry- 
over’ for the purpose of determining the price 
support level for such commodity under the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and 
related legislation, but shall be included in 
the computation of total supplies for pur- 
poses of acreage allotments and marketing 
quotas under the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, and related legisla- 
tion. Until such time as the commodity set- 
aside has been completed, such quantity of 
the commodity as the Secretary shall deter- 
mine between the maximum and minimum 
quantities specified in section 101 of this Act 
shall be excluded from the computations of 
‘earryover’ for the purpose of determining 
the price support level, but shall be included 
in the computation of total supplies for pur- 
poses of acreage allotments and marketing 
quotas, for the 1955 crop of the commodity, 
notwithstanding that the quantity so ex- 
cluded may not have been acquired by the 
Corporation and included in the commodity 
set-aside. 

“Sec. 106. The Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration shall keep such records and accounts 
as may be necessary to show, for each com- 
modity set-aside, the initial and current 
composition, value (in accordance with sec- 
tion 102), current investment, quantity dis- 
posed of, method of disposition, and amounts 
received on disposition. 

“Src. 107. In order to make payment to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation for any com- 
modities transferred to the national stock- 
pile pursuant to section 103 (a) (4) of this 
Act, there are hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated amounts equal to the value of 
any commodities so transferred. The value 
of any commodity so transferred, for the pur- 
pose of this section, shall be the lower of the 
domestic market price or the Commodity 
Credit Corporation’s investment therein as 
of the date of transfer to the stockpile, as 
determined by the Secretary of Agriculture. 


“TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO AGRICULTURAL ACT 
OF 1949, AS AMENDED, AND RELATED LEGISLA- 
TION 
“Sec. 201. (a) Section 101 (d) (6) of the 

Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended to read 

as follows: 

“*(6) Except as provided in subsection 

(c) and section 402, the level of support to 


14828 


cooperators shall be not more than 90 per 
centum and not less than 8244 per centum 
of the parity price for the 1955 crop of any 
basic agricultural commodity with respect 
to which producers have not disapproved 
marketing quotas; within such limits, the 
minimum level of supports shall be fixed as 
provided in subsections (a) and (b) of this 
section.’ 

“(b) Section 101 (d) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 (7 U. S. C., sec. 1441 (d)) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

“*(7) Where a State is designated under 
section 335 (e) of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, as amended, as outside the 
commercial wheat-producing area for any 
crop of wheat, the level of price support for 
wheat to cooperators in such State for such 
crop of wheat shall be 75 per centum of the 
level of price support to cooperators in the 
commercial wheat-producing area.’ 

“Sec. 202. Section 101 (f) of the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by 
deleting in the first sentence thereof every- 
thing following the word ‘except’ and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the following: ‘that, not- 
withstanding any of the foregoing provisions 
of section 101 of this Act, the level of sup- 
port to cooperators for the 1955 and each 
subsequent crop of extra long staple cotton, 
if producers have not disapproved marketing 
quotas therefor, shall be the minimum level 
specified in section 101 (b) of this Act for 
the supply percentage for extra long staple 
cotton as of the beginning of the marketing 
year for the crop.’ 

“Src. 203. (a) Section 201 of the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949 (7 U. S. C. 1446), as amend- 
ed, is amended (1) by deleting ‘Irish pota- 
toes,’ from the first sentence thereof, and (2) 
by deleting from subsection (b) thereof 
‘tung nuts, honey, and early, intermediate 
and late Irish potatoes’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘tung nuts and honey.’ 

“(b) Section 5 of the Act of March 31, 1950 
(7 U. S. C. 1450), as amended by section 5 (a) 
of Public Law 290, Eighty-third Congress, is 
repealed. 

“Sec. 204. (a) The production and use of 
abundant supplies of high quality milk and 
dairy products are essential to the health and 
general welfare of the Nation; a dependable 
domestic source of supply of these foods in 
the form of high grade dairy herds and 
modern, sanitary dairy equipment is im- 
portant to the national defense; and an 
economically sound dairy industry affects 
beneficially the economy of the country as a 
whole. It is the policy of Congress to assure 
a stabilized annual production of adequate 
supplies of milk and dairy products; to pro- 
mote the increased use of these essential 
foods; to improve the domestic source of 
supply of milk and butterfat by encouraging 
dairy farmers to develop efficient production 
units consisting of high-grade, disease-free 
cattle and modern sanitary equipment; and 
to stabilize the economy of dairy farmers at 
a level which will provide a fair return for 
their labor and investment when compared 
with the cost of things that farmers buy. 

“(b) Section 201 (c) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

“*(c) The price of whole milk, butterfat, 
and the products of such commodities, re- 
spectively, shall be supported at such level 
not in excess of 90 per centum nor less than 
75 per centum of the parity price therefor 
as the Secretary determines necessary in 
order to assure an adequate supply. Such 
price support shall be provided through 
loans on, or purchases of, milk and the prod- 
ucts of milk and batterfat, and for the period 
ending March 31, 1956, surplus stocks of dairy 
products owned by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation may be disposed of by any 
methods determined necessary by the Secre- 
tary. Beginning September 1, 1954, and end- 
ing June 30, 1956, not to exceed $50,000,000 
annually of funds of the Commodity Credit 
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Corporation shall be used to increase the 
consumption of fluid milk by children in 
non-profit schools of high school grade and 
under.’ 

(e) In order to prevent the accumulation 
of excessive inventories of dairy products the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall undertake do- 
mestic disposal programs under authorities 
granted in the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 and the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, or as otherwise authorized by law. 

“(d) Title If of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 

“ ‘Sec. 202. As a means of increasing the 
utilization of dairy products, (including for 
purposes of this section, milk) upon the cer- 
tification by the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs or by the Secretary of the Army, act- 
ing for the military departments under the 
Department of Defense's Single Service Pur- 
chase Assignment for Subsistence, or their 
duly authorized representatives that the 
usual quantities of dairy products have been 
purchased in the normal channels of trade— 

„a) The Commodity Credit Corporation 
until December 31, 1956, shall make available 
to the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs at 
warehouses where dairy products are stored, 
such dairy products acquired under price- 
support programs as the Administrator cer- 
tifles that he requires in order to provide 
butter and cheese and other dairy products 
as a part of the ration in hospitals under his 
jurisdiction. The Administrator shall re- 
port monthly to the Committees on Agri- 
culture of the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives and the Secretary of Agriculture 
the amount of dairy products used under 
this subsection. 

) The Commodity Credit Corporation 
until December 31, 1956, shall make avail- 
able to the Secretary of the Army, at ware- 
houses where dairy products are stored, such 
dairy products acquired under price-support 
programs as the Secretary of the Army or his 
duly authorized representative certifies can 
be utilized in order to provide additional 
butter and cheese and other dairy products 
as a part of the ration of the Army, Navy, 
or Air Force, and as a part of the ration in 


hospitals under the jurisdiction of the De- 


partment of Defense. The Secretary of the 
Army shall report every six months to the 
Committees on Agriculture of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives and the 
Secretary of Agriculture the amount of dairy 
products used under this subsection. 

e) Dairy products made available un- 
der this section shall be made available 
without charge, except that the Secretary 
of the Army or the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs shall pay the Commodity 
Credit Corporation the costs of packaging 
incurred in making such products so avail- 
able, 

„d) The obligation of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to make dairy products 
available pursuant to the above shall be 
limited to dairy products acquired by the 
Corporation through price-support opera- 
tions and not disposed of under provisions 
(1) and (2) of section 416 of this Act, as 
amended.” 

“(e) As a means of stabilizing the dairy 
industry and further suppressing and eradi- 
cating brucellosis in cattle the Secretary is 
authorized to transfer not to exceed $15,- 
000,000 annually for a period of two years 
from funds available to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to the appropriation 
item ‘Plant and Animal Disease and Pest 
Control’ in the Department of Agriculture 
Appropriation Act, 1955, for the purpose of 
accelerating the brucellosis eradication pro- 
gram, for the purpose of increasing to not 
to exceed $50 per head of cattle the amount 
of the indemnities paid by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for cattle destroyed because of 
brucellosis in connection with cooperative 
control and eradication programs for such 
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disease in cattle entered into by the Secre- 
tary under the authority of the Act of May 
29, 1884, as amended, for the purpose of in- 
creasing the number of such indemnities, 
and for the purpose of defraying any addi- 
tional administrative expenses in connec- 
tion therewith. There is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated annually such sums as 
may be necessary to reimburse the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation for expenditures 
pursuant to this section. 

“(f) The Secretary of Agriculture is di- 
rected to make a study of the various 
methods of production control and of the 
various methods of price support which 
could be made applicable to milk and but- 
terfat and their products, including pro- 
grams to be operated and financed by dairy- 
men; and to submit to Congress on or be- 
fore the 3d day of January 1955, a detailed 
report thereof showing among other things 
the probable costs and effects of each type 
of operation studied and the legislation, if 
any, needed to put it into effect. The pur- 
pose of the study and report is to develop 
basic material which can be used by Con- 
gress in formulating an improved agricul- 
tural program for milk and butterfat and 
their products. Alternative programs are to 
be submitted for consideration by Congress 
and for possible submission to a referendum 
of dairy farmers. The Secretary may con- 
duct such hearings and receive such state- 
ments and briefs in connection with such 
study as he deems appropriate. 

“Sec. 206. Section 401 (c) of the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949, as amended (7 U. S. C. 
1421), is amended by adding, at the end 
thereof, the following: ‘In administering any 
program for diverted acres the Secretary may 
make his regulations applicable on an appro- 
priate geographical basis. Such regulations 
shall be administered (1) in semiarid or 
other areas where good husbandry requires 
maintenance of a prudent feed reserve in 
such manner as to permit, to the extent 
so required by good husbandry, the produc- 
tion of forage crops for storage and subse- 
quent use either on the farm or in feeding 
operations of the farm operator, and (2) in 
areas declared to be disaster areas by the 
President under Public Law 875, Eighty-first 
Congress, in such manner as will most 
quickly restore the normal pattern of their 
agriculture.’ 

“Sec. 207. Section 401 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by add- 
ing thereto the following new subsection: 

“*(e) Whenever any price support or sur- 
plus removal operation for any agricultural 
commodity is carried out through purchases 
from or loans or payments to processors, the 
Secretary shall, to the extent practicable, 
obtain from the processors such assurances 
as he deems adequate that the producers of 
the agricultural commodity involved have 
received or will receive maximum benefits 
from the price support or surplus removal 
operation.’ 

“Sec. 208. Notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, or of any other law, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation is authorized 
until March 1, 1955, to sell at the point of 
storage any feed grain owned by the Corpora- 
tion at 10 per centum above the current 
support price for the commodity. 

“Src. 209. Section 408 (b) of the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949 (7 U. S. C., sec. 1428 (b)) 
is amended by inserting ‘or wheat’ after 
‘corn’, and by inserting ‘or wheat-producing’ 
after ‘corn-producing’. 


“TITLE I1I—AMENDMENTS TO AGRICULTURAL AD- 
JUSTMENT ACT OF 1938, AND RELATED LEGIS- 
LATION 
“Sec. 301. Section 301 (a) (1) (E) of the 

Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 

amended (U. S. C., 1952 edition, title 7, sec. 

1301 (a) (1) (E)), is amended as follows: 
“Sec. 301 (a) (1) (E). Notwithstanding 

the provisions of subparagraph (A), the tran- 
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sitional parity price for any agricultural com- 
modity, computed as provided in this sub- 
paragraph, shall be used as the parity price 
for such commodity until such date after 
January 1, 1950, as such transitional parity 
price may be lower than the parity price, 
computed as provided in subparagraph (A), 
for such commodity. The transitional parity 
price for any agricultural commodity as of 
any date shall be— 

„ ) its parity price determined in the 
manner used prior to the effective date of 
the Agricultural Act of 1948, less 

“ (ii) 5 per centum of the parity price so 
determined multiplied by the number of full 
calendar years which, as of such date, have 
elapsed after January 1, 1949, in the case of 
nonbasic agricultural commodities, and after 
January 1, 1955, in the case of the basic 
agricultural commodities.’ 

“Sec. 302. Section 301 (b) of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 
U. S. C. 1301 (b)), is amended: 

“(a) By striking out in paragraph 10 (A) 
the language ‘10 per centum in the case of 
corn’ and ‘15 per centum in the case of 
wheat’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘15 per 
centum in the case of corn’ and ‘20 per 
centum in the case of wheat’, respectively; 

“(b) By amending paragraph (13) (A) to 
read as follows: 

“*(A) “Normal yield” for any county, in 
the case of corn or wheat, shall be the average 
yield per acre of corn or wheat for the county 
during the ten calendar years in the case 
of wheat, or the five calendar years in the 
case of corn, immediately preceding the year 
in which such normal yield is determined, 
adjusted for abnormal weather conditions 
and, in the case of wheat, for trends in 
yields. Such normal yield per acre for any 
county need be redetermined only when the 
actual average yield for the ten calendar 
years in the case of wheat, or the five calen- 
dar years in the case of corn, immediately 
preceding the calendar year in which such 
yield is being reconsidered differs by at least 
5 per centum from the actual average yield 
for the ten years in the case of wheat, or the 
five years in the case of corn, upon which the 
existing normal yield per acre for the county 
was based.’; and 

“(c) By amending the first sentence of 
paragraph (13) (E) to read as follows: Nor- 
mal yield” for any farm, in the case of corn, 
wheat, cotton, or peanuts, shall be the aver- 
age yield per acre of corn, wheat, cotton, 
or peanuts, as the case may be, for the farm, 
adjusted for abnormal weather conditions 
and, in the case of wheat, but not in the 
case of corn, cotton, or peanuts, for trends 
in yields, during the ten calendar years in 
the case of wheat, and five calendar years 
in the case of corn, cotton, or peanuts, im- 
mediately preceding the year in which such 
normal yield is determined.’ 

“Sec. 303. Part II of subtitle B of title 
III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended (7 U. S. C., ch. 35, subch. 
II, subtitle B, pt. II), is amended by striking 
out the designation ‘MARKETING QUOTAS— 
corn’ and inserting in lieu thereof the words 
‘ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS—CORN.” 

“SEC. 304. Sections 322 to 325, inclusive (7 
U. S. C. 1322 to 1325), and section 326 (7 
U. S. C. 1326), insofar as it is applicable to 
corn, of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended, are hereby repealed, and 
section 327 thereof (7 U. S. C. 1327), is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 


“Proclamation of commercial 
corn-producing area 


“‘Sec, 327. Not later than February 1 of 
each calendar year, the Secretary shall ascer- 
tain and proclaim the commercial corn-pro- 
ducing area,’ 

“Sec. 305. The first sentence of section 328 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended (7 U. S. C. 1328), is amended 
by striking out the word ‘ten’ and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘five’, by striking out the 
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language ‘and trends in yield’, and by strik- 
ing out the word ‘or’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘and corn’, 

“Sec. 306. Section 329 (a) of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended 
(7 U. S. C. 1329), is amended by striking out 
the word ‘ten’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘five’. 

“Sec. 307. Section 332 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 332. Not later than May 15 of each 
calendar year the Secretary shall ascertain 
and proclaim the national acreage allotment 
for the crop of wheat produced in the next 
suceeding calendar year.’ 

“Sec. 308. Section 334 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
subsection as follows: 

“*(f) Any part of any 1955 farm wheat 
acreage allotment on which wheat will not 
be planted and which is voluntarily surren- 
dered to the county committee shall be de- 
ducted from the allotment to such farm and 
may be reapportioned by the county com- 
mittee to other farms in the same county re- 
ceiving allotments in amounts determined 
by the county committee to be fair and rea- 
sonable on the basis of past acreage of wheat 
tillable acres, crop rotation practices, type 
of soil, and topography. If all of the allotted 
acreage voluntarily surrendered is not 
needed in the county, the county committee 
may surrender the excess acreage to the State 
committee to be used for the same purposes 
as the State acreage reserve under subsec- 
tion (c) of this section. Any allotment 
transferred under this provision shall be re- 
garded for the purposes of subsection (c) of 
this section as having been planted on the 
farm from which transferred rather than on 
the farm to which transferred, except that 
this shall not operate to make the farm from 
which the allotment was transferred eligible 
for an allotment as having wheat planted 
thereon during the three-year base period: 
Provided, That notwithstanding any other 
provisions of law, any part of any 1955 farm 
acreage allotment may be permanently re- 
leased in writing to the county committee by 
the owner and operator of the farm, and re- 
apportioned as provided herein., Acreage 
surrendered, reapportioned under this sub- 
section, and planted shall be credited to the 
State and county in determining future acre- 
age allotments.’ 

“Sec. 309. Section 335 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended— 

“(a) by striking out of subsection (a) 
‘July 1’ following the words ‘not later than’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘May 15’; and 

“(b) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

„e) If, for any marketing year, the acre- 
age allotment for wheat for any State is 
twenty-five thousand acres or less, the Sec- 
retary, in order to promote efficient adminis- 
tration of this Act and the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, may designate such State as outside 
the commercial wheat-producing area for 
such marketing year. No farm marketing 
quota or acreage allotment with respect to 
wheat under this title shall be applicable in 
such marketing year to any farm in any 
State so designated; and no acreage allot- 
ment in any other State shall be increased 
by reason of such designation. Notice of any 
such designation shall be published in the 
Federal Register.” 

“Sec. 310. (a) Section 344 (f) (6) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, is amended by changing the first 
sentence to read as follows: 

“*(6) Notwithstanding the foregoing pro- 
visions of this subsection except paragraph 
(3), if the county committee recommends 
such action and the Secretary determines 
that such action will result in a more equita- 
ble distribution of the county allotment 
among farms in the county, the county acre- 
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age allotment, less the acreage reserved under 
paragraph (3) of this subsection, shall be 
apportioned to farms on which cotton has 
been planted in any one of the three years 
immediately preceding the year for which 
such allotment is determined, on the basis 
of the acreage planted to cotton on the farm 
during such three-year period, adjusted as 
may be necessary for abnormal conditions 
affecting plantings during such three-year 
period: Provided, That the county commit- 
tee may in its discretion (A) apportion such 
county allotment by first establishing mini- 
mum allotments in accordance with para- 
graph (1) of this subsection and by allot- 
ing the remaining acreage to farms other 
than those receiving an allotment under 
paragraph (1) (B) in accordance with the 
foregoing provisions of this paragraph and 
(B) limit any farm acreage allotment estab- 
lished under the provisions of this paragraph 
for any year to an acreage not in excess of 
50 per centum of the cropland on the 
farm, as determined pursuant to the pro- 
visions of paragraph (2) of this sub- 
section: Provided jurther, That any part of 
the county acreage allotment not appor- 
tioned under this paragraph by reason of the 
initial application of such 50 per centum 
limitation shall be added to the county 
acreage reserve under paragraph (3) of this 
subsection and shall be available for the pur- 
poses specified therein. 

“(b) Section 344 (m) (2) of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is amended by striking out ‘1954 or 1955’ 
wherever they appear therein. d 

“Sec. 311. (a) Section 348 of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amend- 
ed, is amended effective with the 1955 crops 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 348. (a) Any person who know- 
ingly harvests any basic agricultural com- 
modity on his farm which has been deter- 
mined by the Secretary to be in excess of 
the farm acreage allotment for such com- 
modity for the farm for such year under this 
title shall not be eligible for any payment 
for such year under the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended. 

„b) Persons applying for any payment 
of money under the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, shall 
file with the application a statement of facts 
showing eligibility under this section.’ 

“(b) Section 374 of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended, is amend- 
ed by striking out the last sentence of sub- 
section (b) thereof and adding the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

„e) If the acreage determined to be 
planted to any basic agricultural commodity 
on the farm is in excess of the farm acreage 
allotment, the Secretary shall by appropri- 
ate regulations provide for a reasonable time 
prior to harvest within which such planted 
acreage may be adjusted to the farm acre- 
age allotment.’ 

“Sec. 312. Section 371 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 
U. S. C. 1371), is hereby amended: 

“(a) By amending subsection (b) to read 
as follows: 

“‘(b) If the Secretary has reason to be- 
lieve that, because of a national emergency 
or because of a material increase in export 
demand, any national acreage allotment for 
corn or any national marketing quota or 
acreage allotment for wheat, cotton, rice, 
peanuts, or tobacco should be increased or 
terminated, he shall cause an immediate in- 
vestigation to be made to determine whether 
the increase or termination is necessary in 
order to effect the declared policy of this Act 
or to meet such emergency or increase in 
export demand. If, on the basis of such 
investigation, the Secretary finds that such 
increase or termination is necessary, he shall 
immediately proclaim such finding (and if 
he finds an increase is necessary, the amount 
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of the increase found by him to be neces- 
sary) and thereupon such quota or allot- 
ment shall be increased, or shall terminate, 
as the case may be.“ 

“(b) By adding in subsection (c) after 
the words ‘marketing quota’, wherever they 
appear therein, the words ‘or acreage allot- 
ment’, and 

“(c) By deleting subsection (d) there- 
from. 


“Sec. 313. Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh 
Congress (7 U. S. C. 1330, 1340), as amended, 
shall not be applicable to corn. 

“Sec. 314. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, in areas where a summer fallow 
crop rotation of wheat is a common practice 


the 1955 wheat acreage allotment for any. 


farm on which such rotation was practiced 
with respect to the 1952 and 1953 crops of 
wheat shall not be less than 50 per centum 
of (1) the average acreage planted for the 
production of wheat for the calendar years 
1952 and 1953 plus (2) the average of the 
acreage summer fallowed during the calendar 
year 1951 for the seeding of wheat for 1952 
and the acreage summer fallowed during the 
calendar year of 1952 for the seeding of 
wheat for 1953, adjusted in the same ratio 
as the national average seedings for the pro- 
duction of wheat during the calendar years 
1952 and 1953 bears to the national acreage 
allotment for wheat for the 1955 crop, taking 
into consideration the adjustments made for 
crop rotation practices pursuant to the regu- 
lations pertaining to farm acreage allot- 
ments for the 1955 crop of wheat issued by 
the Secretary: Provided, That, except for 
farms on which at least 90 per centum of the 
acreage seeded for the production of wheat 
for the calendar years 1952 and 1953 was 
seeded on land which was summer fallowed 
during the years 1951 and 1952, respectively, 
and for which a definite and regular alter- 
nate wheat and summer fallow crop rota- 
tion practice has been determined under the 
aforesaid regulations, the acreage determined 
under this section to which the national ad- 
justment factor is applied shall not exceed 
50 per centum of the cropland on the farm 
well suited for the production of wheat: 
Provided further, That no acreage shall be 
included under (1) or (2) which the Sec- 
retary, by appropriate regulations, determines 
will become an undue erosion hazard under 
continued farming: Provided further, That 
the acreage determined under this section 
to which the national adjustment factor is 
applied shall not exceed 640 acres, with the 
acres in excess of 640 acres, if any, to be 
adjusted by the adjustment factor for the 
county. To the extent that the allotment 
to any county is insufficient to provide for 
such minimum farm allotments, the Secre- 
tary shall allot such county such additional 
acreage (which shall be in addition to the 
county, State, and National acreage allot- 
ments otherwise provided for under the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended) as may be necessary in order to 
provide for such minimum farm allotments. 

“Sec. 315. The Secretary of Agriculture is 
directed to make a study of the various two- 
price systems of price support and market- 
ing which could be made applicable to rice 
and to submit to Congress on or before March 
1, 1955, a detailed report thereon. The Sec- 
retary may conduct such hearings and re- 
ceive such statements and briefs in connec- 
tion with such study as he deems appro- 
priate. 


“TITLE IV—AMENDMENTS TO AGRICULTURAL 
MARKETING AGREEMENT ACT OF 1937 


“Sec. 401. The Agricultural Adjustment 
Act (of 1933), as amended, and as reenacted 
and amended by the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, is fur- 
ther amended as follows: 

“(a) Section 2, as amended (7 U. S. C. 
602), is amended by adding the following 
new subsection: 

„%) Through the exercise of the powers 
conferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture 
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under this title, to establish and maintain 
such orderly marketing conditions for any 
agricultural commodity enumerated in sec- 
tion 8c (2) as will provide, in the interests 
of producers and consumers, an orderly flow 
of the supply thereof to market throughout 
its normal marketing season to avoid un- 
reasonable fluctuations in supplies and 
Prices.“ 

“(b) Section 8c (2), as amended (7 U. S. C. 
608c (2)), is amended to read as follows: 

“*(2) Orders issued pursuant to this sec- 
tion shall be applicable only to the following 
agricultural commodities and the products 
thereof (except canned or frozen grapefruit, 
the products of naval stores, and the prod- 
ucts of honeybees), or to any regional, or 
market classification of any such commodity 
or product: Milk, fruits (including filberts, 
almonds, pecans and walnuts but not in- 
cluding apples, other than apples produced 
in the States of Washington, Oregon, and 
Idaho, and not including fruits, other than 
Olives and grapefruit, for canning or freez- 
ing), tobacco, vegetables (not including vege- 
tables, other than asparagus, for canning or 
freezing), soybeans, hops, honeybees and 
naval stores as included in the Naval Stores 
Act and standards established thereunder 
(including refined or partially refined oleo- 
resin): Provided, That no order issued pur- 
suant to this section shall be effective as to 
any grapefruit for canning or freezing unless 
the Secretary of Agriculture determines, in 
addition to other findings and determina- 
tions required by this Act, that the issuance 
of such order is approved or favored by the 
processors who, during a representative pe- 
riod determined by the Secretary, have been 
engaged in canning or freezing such com- 
modity for market and have canned or frozen 
for market more than 50 per centum of the 
total volume of such commodity canned or 
frozen for market during such representative 
period.’ 

“(c) Section 8c (6), as amended (7 U. S. C. 
608c (6)), is amended: 

“(1) By deleting the provisions immedi- 
ately preceding paragraph (A) thereof and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

6) In the case of the agricultural com- 
modities and the products thereof, other 
than milk and its products, specified in sub- 
section (2) orders issued pursuant to this 
section shall contain one or more of the fol- 
lowing terms and conditions, and (except as 
provided in subsection (7)), no others:’ 

“(2) By adding the following new para- 
graphs at the end thereof: 

„H) providing a method for fixing the 
size, capacity, weight, dimensions, or pack 
of the container, or containers, which may be 
used in the packaging, transportation, sale, 
shipment, or handling of any fresh or dried 
fruits, vegetables, or tree nuts: Provided, 
however, That no action taken hereunder 
shall conflict with the Standard Containers 
Act of 1916 (15 U. S. C. 251-256) and the 
Standard Containers Act of 1928 (15 U. S. C. 
257-2571) ; 

(I) establishing or providing for the 
establishment of marketing research and 
development projects designed to assist, im- 
prove, or promote the marketing, distribu- 
tion, and consumption of any such commod- 
ity or product, the expense of such projects to 
be paid from funds collected pursuant to 
the marketing order.’ 

“(d) Section 8c (7) (C), is amended by 
adding at the end thereof: ‘There shall be 
included in the membership of any agency 
selected to administer a marketing order 
applicable to grapefruit for canning or freez- 
ing one or more representatives of processors 
of the commodity specified in such order.’ 

“(e) Section 8 as amended, is further 
amended hy adding a new section 8e reading 
as follows: 

“ ‘8e. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, whenever a marketing order issued by 
the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant to sec- 
tion 8c of this Act contains any terms or 
conditions regulating the grade, size, quality, 
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or maturity of tomatoes, avocados, limes, 
grapefruit, green peppers, Irish potatoes, cu- 
cumbers, or eggplants produced in the United 
States the importation into the United 
States of any such commodity during the 
period of time such order is in effect shall be 
prohibited unless it complies with the grade, 
size, quality, and maturity provisions of 
such order or comparable restrictions pro- 
mulgated hereunder: Provided, That this 
prohibition shall not apply to such com- 
modities when shipped into continental 
United States from the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico or any Territory or possession of 
the United States where this Act has force 
and effect: Provided further, That whenever 
two or more such marketing orders regulat- 
ing the same agricultural commodity pro- 
duced in different areas of the United States 
are concurrently in effect, the importation 
into the United States of any such com- 
modity shall be prohibited unless it complies 
with the grade, size, quality, and maturity 
provisions of the order which, as determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, regulates 
the commodity produced in the area with 
which the imported commodity is in most 
direct competition. Such prohibition shall 
not become effective until after the giving 
of such notice as the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines reasonable, which shall not he 
less than three days. In determining the 
amount of notice that is reasonable in the 
case of tomatoes the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall give due consideration to the time re- 
quired for their transportation and entry 
into the United States after picking. When- 
ever the Secretary of Agriculture finds that 
the application of the restrictions under a 
marketing order to an imported commodity 
is not practicable because of variations in 
characteristics between the domestic and im- 
ported commodity he shall establish with 
respect to the imported commodity such 
grade, size, quality, and maturity restrictions 
by varieties, types, or other classifications as 
he finds will be equivalent or comparable to 
those imposed upon the domestic commodity 
under such order. The Secretary of Agri- 
culture may promulgate such rules and regu- 
lations as he deems necessary, to carry out 
the provisions of this section. Any person 
who violates any provision of this section 
or of any rule, regulation, or order promul- 
gated hereunder shall be subject to a for- 
feiture in the amount prescribed in section 
8a (5) or, upon conviction, a penalty in the 
amount prescribed in section 8c (14) of the 
Act, or to both such forfeiture and penalty.’ 


“TITLE V—AMENDMENTS TO SOIL CONSERVATION 
AND DOMESTIC ALLOTMENT ACT 


“Sec. 501. Section 8 of the Soil Conserva- 
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended 
(16 U. S. C. 590h), is amended: 

“(a) By striking out of subsection (a) 
‘January 1, 1955“ and ‘December 31, 1954’, 
wherever they appear therein, and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘January 1, 1957“ and De- 
cember 31, 1956’, respectively; 

“(b) By adding at the end of subsection 
(a) the following: 

During the period prior to January 1, 
1957, the Secretary shall carry out the pur- 
poses specified in section 7 (a) through State 
action as rapidly as adequate State laws are 
enacted and satisfactory State plans are 
submitted. Notwithstanding the foregoing 
provisions of this section and section 7, the 
provisions of this section with respect to 
the State, county, and local committees of 
farmers shall continue in full force and effect 
for purposes other than the administration 
of State plans.’; 

“(c) By striking out of the second para- 
graph of subsection (b) the language ‘at 
not to exceed a fair price fixed in accordance 
with regulations to be prescribed by the 
Secretary’ and by adding at the end of 
such paragraph the following new sentence: 
The price at which purchase orders for any 
conservation materials or services are filled 
may be limited to a fair price fixed in accord- 
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ance with regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary.’ 

“Sec. 502. Section 15 of the Soil Conserva- 
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended 
(16 U. S. C. 5900), is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

“ ‘Notwithstanding the foregoing provi- 
sions of this section and the provisions of sec- 
tion 7 (g), programs of soil building practices 
and soil- and water-conserving practices shall 
be based on a distribution of the funds avail- 
able for payments and grants among the 
several States in accordance with their con- 
servation needs, as determined by the Secre- 
tary, except that the proportion allocated 
to any State shall not be reduced by more 
than 15 per centum from the distribution of 
such funds for the next preceding program 
year. In carrying out such programs, the 
Secretary shall give particular consideration 
to conservation problems on farm lands di- 
verted from crops under acreage allotment 
programs and to the maintenance of a proper 
balance between soil conserving and soil 
depleting crops on the farm.’ 

“Sec. 503. Nothing contained in section 8 
(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended, or in any other 
provision of law, shall be construed to au- 
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to im- 
pose any limitations upon the number of 
terms for which members of county com- 
mittees established under such section may 
be reelected. 


“TITLE VI—AGRICULTURAL ATTACHES 


“Sxc. 601. For the purpose of encouraging 
and promoting the marketing of agricultural 
products of the United States and assisting 
American farmers, processors, distributors, 
and exporters to adjust their operations and 
practices to meet world conditions, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture shall acquire informa- 
tion regarding the competition and demand 
for United States agricultural products, the 
marketing and distribution of said products 
in foreign countries and shall be responsible 
for the interpretation and dissemination of 
such information in the United States and 
shall make investigations abroad regarding 
the factors affecting and influencing the ex- 
port of United States agricultural products, 
and shall conduct abroad any other activities 
including the demonstration of standards 
of quality for American agricultural prod- 
ucts for which the Department of Agricul- 
ture now has or in the future may have such 
standards, as he deems necessary. Nothing 
contained herein shall be construed as pro- 
hibiting the Department of Agriculture from 
conducting abroad any activity for which 
authority now exists. 

“Sec, 602. (a) To effectuate the carrying 
out of the purposes of this title, the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is authorized to appoint 
such personnel as he determines to be neces- 
sary and, with the concurrence of the Secre- 
tary of State, to assign such personnel to 
service abroad, and the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture may place not to exceed eight positions 
in grade 16 and two in grade 17 of the Gen- 
eral Schedule of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, in accordance with the 
standards and procedures of that Act and 
such positions shall be in addition to the 
number authorized in section 505 of that 
Act. 

“(b) Officers or employees assigned or ap- 
pointed to a post abroad pursuant to this 
title shall have the designation of Agricul- 
tural Attaché or other titles or designations, 
which shall be jointly agreed to by the Secre- 
tary of State and the Secretary of Agriculture. 

“(c) Upon the request of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Secretary of State shall 
regularly and officially attach the officers or 
employees of the United States Department 
of Agriculture to the diplomatic mission of 
the United States in the country in which 
such officers or employees are to be assigned 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, and shall 
obtain for them diplomatic privileges and 
immunities equivalent to those enjoyed by 
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Foreign Service personnel of comparable rank 
and salary. 

d) The President shall prescribe regula- 
tions to insure that the official activities of 
persons assigned abroad under this title are 
carried on (1) consonant with United States 
foreign policy objectives as defined by the 
Secretary of State; (2) in accordance with in- 
structions of the Secretary of Agriculture 
with respect to agricultural matters; and (3) 
in coordination with other representatives of 
the United States Government in each coun- 
try, under the leadership of the Chief of the 
United States Diplomatic Mission. 

“Sec. 603. The Secretary of Agriculture 
may, under such rules and regulations as may 
be prescribed by the President or his desig- 
nee, provide to personnel appointed or as- 
signed by the Secretary of Agriculture under 
this title or other authority allowances and 
benefits similar to those provided by title IX 
of the Foreign Service Act of 1946. Leaves 
of absence for personnel under this title 
shall be on the same basis as is provided for 
the Foreign Service of the United States by 
the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951 (5) 
U. S. C. 2061). 

“Sec. 604. (a) The reports and dispatches 
prepared by the officers appointed or assigned 
under this title shall be made available to the 
Department of State, and may be made avail- 
able to other interested agencies of the Gov- 
ernment, and the agricultural reports and 
dispatches and related information pro- 
duced by officers of the Foreign Service shall 
be available to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

“(b) The Secretary of State is authorized 
upon request of the Secretary of Agriculture 
to provide office space, equipment, facilities, 
and such other administrative and clerical 
services as may be required for the personnel 
affected by this title. The Secretary of Agri- 
culture is authorized to reimburse or ad- 
vance funds to the Secretary of State for 
such services. 

“Sec. 605. Provisions in annual appropri- 
ation Acts of the Department of State facili- 
tating the work of the Foreign Service of the 
United States shall be applicable under rules 
and regulations prescribed by the President 
or his designee to activities pursuant to this 
title. 

“Sec. 606. The Secretary of Agriculture 
may make rules and regulations necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this title and 
may cooperate with any Department or agen- 
cy of the United States Government, State, 
Territory, or possession or any organization 
or person. In any foreign country where cus- 
tom or practice requires payment in advance 
for rent or other service, such payment may 
be authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

“Sec. 607. (a) For the fiscal year 1955 so 
much of the Department of State and De- 
partment of Agriculture unexpended balances 
of appropriations, allocations, and other 
funds employed, held, used, available, or to 
be made available, in connection with the 
functions covered by this title as the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget or the Congress 
by appropriation or other law shall determine 
shall be transferred to or established in ac- 
counts under the control of the Department 
of Agriculture, and there are hereby author- 
ized to be established such additional ac- 
counts as may be necessary for this purpose. 

“(b) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Department of Agricul- 
ture such amounts as may be necessary for 
the purpose of this title. 

e) For the fiscal year 1955 funds which 
become available for the purposes of this 
title may be expended under the provisions 
of law, including current appropriation Acts, 
applicable to the Department of State; Pro- 
vided, That the provisions of section 571 (d) 
of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as 
amended, with respect to the source of pay- 
ment for Foreign Service officers and em- 
ployees shall not apply to personnel employed 
under this title. Obligations incurred by the 
Department of State prior to September 1, 
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1954, with respect to functions affected by 
this Act, shall be paid from appropriations 
available to the Department of State. 

“Sec. 608. Nothing in this title shall be 
construed to affect personnel employed by 
or funds available to the Foreigr Operations 
Administration or programs conducted under 
its authorities. 


“TITLE VII—NATIONAL WOOL ACT OF 1954 


“Sec, 701. This title may be cited as the 
‘National Wool Act of 1954.’ 

“Sec. 702. It is hereby recognized that wool 
is an essential and strategic commodity 
which is not produced in quantities and 
grades in the United States to meet the 
domestic needs and that the desired domes- 
tic production of wool is impaired by the 
depressing effects of wide fluctuations in the 
price of wool in the world markets. It is 
hereby declared to be the policy of Congress, 
as a measure of national security and in pro- 
motion of the general economic welfare, to 
encourage the annual domestic production 
of approximately three hundred million 
pounds of shorn wool, grease basis, at prices 
fair to both producers and consumers in a 
manner which will have the least adverse 
effects upon foreign trade. 

"SEC. 703. The Secretary of Agriculture shall, 
through the Commodity Credit Corporation, 
support the prices of wool and mohair, re- 
spectively, to the producers thereof by means 
of loans, purchases, payments, or other oper- 
ations. Such price support shall be limited 
to wool and mohair marketed during the pe- 
riod beginning April 1, 1955, and ending 
March 31, 1959. The support price for shorn 
wool shall be at such incentive level as the 
Secretary, after consultation with producer 
representatives, and after taking into con- 
sideration prices paid and other cost condi- 
tions affecting sheep production, determines 
to be necessary in order to encourage an an- 
nual production consistent with the declared 
policy of this title: Provided, That the sup- 
port price for shorn wool shall not exceed 
110 per centum of the parity price therefor. 
If the support price so determined does not 
exceed 90 per centum of the parity price for 
shorn wool, the support price for shorn wool 
shall be at such level, not in excess of 90 
per centum nor less than 60 per centum of 
the parity price therefor, as the Secretary 
determines necessary in order to encourage 
an annual production of approximately three 
hundred and sixty million pounds of shorn 
wool. The support prices for pulled wool and 
for mohair shall be established at such levels, 
in relationship to the support price for shorn 
wool, as the Secretary determines will main- 
tain normal marketing practices for pulled 
wool, and as the Secretary shall determine is 
necessary to maintain approximately the 
same percentage of parity for mohair as for 
shorn wool. The deviation of mohair support 
prices shall not be calculated so as to cause 
it to rise or fall more than 15 per centum 
above or below the comparable percentage 
of parity at which shorn wool is supported. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, no price sup- 
port shall be made ayailable, other than. 
through payments, at a level in excess of 90 
per centum of the parity price for the com- 
modity. The Secretary shall, to the extent 
practicable, announce the support price levels 
for wool and mohair sufficiently in advance 
of each marketing year as will permit pro- 
ducers to plan their production for such 
marketing year. 

“Sec. 704. If payments are utilized as a 
means of price support, the payments shall 
be such as the Secretary of Agriculture de- 
termines to be sufficient, when added to the 
national average price received by producers, 
to give producers a national average return 
for the commodity equal to the support price 
level therefor: Provided, That the total of 
all such payments made under this Act shall 
not at any time exceed an amount equal to 
70 per centum of the accumulated totals. as 
of the same date, of the gross receipts from 
specific duties (whether or not such specific 
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duties are parts of compound rates) col- 
lected on and after January 1, 1953, on all 
articles subject to duty under schedule 11 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended. The 
payments shall be made upon wool and mo- 
hair marketed by the producers thereof, but 
any wool or mohair produced prior to Jan- 
uary 1, 1955, shall not be the subject of pay- 
ments. The payments shall be at such rates 
for the marketing year or periods thereof as 
the Secretary determines will give producers 
the support price level as herein provided. 
Payments to any producer need not be made 
if the Secretary determines that the amount 
of the payment to the producer or all pro- 
ducers is too small to justify the cost of 
making such payments. The Secretary may 
make the payment to producers through the 
marketing agency to or through whom the 
producer marketed his wool or mohair: Pro- 
vided, That such marketing agency agrees 
to receive and promptly distribute the pay- 
ments on behalf of such producers. In case 
any person who is entitled to any such pay- 
ment dies, becomes incompetent, or disap- 
pears before receiving such payment, or is 
succeeded by another who renders or com- 
pletes the required performance, the pay- 
ment shall, without regard to any other 
provisions of law, be made as the Secretary 
may determine to be fair and reasonable in 
all the circumstances and provided by regu- 
lation, 

“Sec. 705. For the purpose of reimbursing 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for any 
expenditures made by it in connection with 
payments to producers under this title, there 
is hereby appropriated for each fiscal year 
beginning with the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1956, an amount equal to the total of 
expenditures made by the Corporation dur- 
ing the preceding fiscal year and to any 
amounts expended in prior fiscal years not 
previously reimbursed: Provided, however, 
That such amounts appropriated for any 
fiscal year shall not exceed 70 per centum of 
the gross receipts from specific duties 
(whether or not such specific duties are 
parts of compound rates) collected during 
the period January 1 to December 31, both 
inclusive, preceding the beginning of each 
such fiscal year on all articles subject to 
duty under schedule 11 of the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended. For the p of the 
appraisal under the Act of March 8, 1938, 
as amended (15 U. S. C. 713a-1), the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation shall establish 
on its books an account receivable in an 
amount equal to any amount expended by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation in con- 
nection with payments pursuant to this 
title which has not been reimbursed from 
appropriations made hereunder. 

“Sec. 706. Except as otherwise provided in 
this title, the amounts, terms, and conditions 
of the price support operations and the ex- 
tent to which such operations are carried 
out shall be determined or approved by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. The Secretary 
may, in determining support prices and rates 
of payment, make adjustments in such prices 
or rates for differences in grade, quality, 
type, location, and other factors to the ex- 
tent he deems practicable and desirable. 
Determinations by the Secretary under this 
title shall be final and conclusive. The facts 
constituting the basis for any operation, 
payment, or amount thereof when officially 
determined in conformity with applicable 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary shall 
be final and conclusive and shall not be 
reviewable by any other officer or agency 
of the Government. 

“Sec. 707. The term ‘marketing year’ as 
used in this title means the twelve-month 
period beginning April 1 of each calendar 
year or, for either wool or mohair, such other 
period, or periods for prescribed areas, as the 
Secretary may determine to be desirable to 
effectuate the purpose of this title. 

“Sec. 708. The Secretary of Agriculture is 
authorized to enter into agreements with, 
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or to approve agreements entered into be- 
tween, marketing cooperatives, trade asso- 
ciations, or others engaged or whose members 
are engaged in the handling of wool, mohair, 
sheep, or goats or the products thereof for 
the purpose of developing and conducting 
on a National, State, or regional basis adver- 
tising and sales promotion programs for wool, 
mohair, sheep, or goats or the products 
thereof. Provision may be made in such 
agreement to obtain the funds necessary to 
defray the expenses incurred thereunder 
through pro rata deductions from the pay- 
ments made under section 704 of this title 
to producers within the production area he 
determines will be benefited by the agree- 
ment and for the assignment and transfer 
of the amounts so deducted to the person 
or agency designated in the agreement to 
receive such amounts for expenditure in 
accordance with the terms and conditions 
of the agreement. No agreement containing 
such a provision for defraying expenses 
through deductions shall become effective 
until the Secretary determines that at least 
two-thirds of the producers who, during a 
representative period determined by the Sec- 
retary, have been engaged, within the pro- 
duction area he determines will be benefited 
by the agreement, in the production for mar- 
ket of the commodity specified therein ap- 
prove or favor such agreement or that pro- 
ducers who, during such representative pe- 
riod have produced at least two-thirds of the 
volume of such commodity produced within 
the area which will be benefited by such 
agreement, approve or favor such agreement. 
Approval or disapproval by cooperative asso- 
ciations shall be considered as approval or 
disapproval by the producers who are mem- 
bers of, stockholders in, or under contract 
with such cooperative association of pro- 
ducers, The Secretary may conduct a refer- 
endum among producers to ascertain their 
approval or favor. The requirements of ap- 
proval or favor shall be held to be complied 
with if two-thirds of the total number of 
producers, or two-thirds of the total volume 
of production, as the case may be, repre- 
sented in such referendum, indicate their 
approval or favor. 

“Sec. 709. Section 201 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 (7 U. S. C., sec, 1446) is amended 
effective April 1, 1955, (i) by deleting from 
the first sentence thereof the phrase ‘wool 
(including mohair),’ and (ii) by deleting 
subsection (a) thereof relating to the sup- 
port of wool and mohair. 

“Src, 710. (a) The third sentence of section 
2 (a) of the Commodity Exchange Act, as 
amended, is amended by inserting ‘wool,’ 
after the comma following ‘(Irish potatoes)’. 

“(b) The amendment made by this sec- 
tion shall become effective sixty days after 
the date of enactment of this Act.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
title of the bill, and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: Amend the title 
so as to read: “An Act to provide for greater 
stability in agriculture; to augment the mar- 
keting and disposal of agricultural products; 
and for other purposes”. 


Managers on the Part of the Senate, 


STATEMENT 
The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of 
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the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9680) to pro- 
vide for the continued price support for 
agricultural products; to augment the mar- 
keting and disposal of such products; to pro- 
vide for greater stability in agriculture; and 
for other purposes, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon and recommended in the 
accompanying conference report as to the 
amendment: 

The amendment of the Senate struck out 
all after the enacting clause of the House 
bill and substituted the language of the 
Senate bill, S. 3052. The conferees have 
agreed to the Senate amendment with an 
amendment which is in the nature of a 
substitute. With the exception of minor and 
clarifying changes, following are the differ- 
ences between the conference substitute and 
the bill passed by the House. 

Price supports: With the exception of milk 
and wool, no change is made in the price 
support provisions of the House bill other 
than the inclusion of a section relating to 
extra long staple cotton. Price supports on 
the basic commodities, with the exception of 
tobacco, are to be on a flexible scale with a 
floor of 8244 percent for the 1955 crop. The 
support level for tobacco remains at 90 per- 
cent of parity. Mandatory price supports 
are continued on tung nuts and honey at 
from 60 to 90 percent of parity and Irish 
potatoes are made eligible for support along 
with all other nonmandatory commodities 
at zero to 90 percent of parity. The Senate 
provision relating to extra long staple cotton 
will establish price support for 1955 and 
subsequent years at the minimum level pro- 
vided by the Agricultural Act of 1949. The 
support programs for milk and wool are 
discussed separately in this statement. 

Transitional parity: No change is made in 
the transitional parity provision, which will 
begin operation on January 1, 1956. 

Diverted acres: The House bill contained 
no provision relating to diverted acres. The 
Senate amendment contained a provision re- 
quiring certain action on the part of the 
Secretary of Agriculture whenever he deter- 
mined that conditions were such that limita- 
tions on the use of diverted acres were nec- 
essary. The substitute has modified the 
Senate provision substantially and provides 
(1) That in administering any programs for 
diverted acres, the Secretary may make his 
regulations applicable on an appropriate geo- 
graphical basis; (2) that in semiarid or other 
areas where good husbandry requires mainte- 
nance of a prudent feed reserve, regulations 
relating to diverted acres shall be adminis- 
tered in such a manner as to permit the 
production of forage crops for storage and 
subsequent use in the farm feeding opera- 
tions; (3) that in areas declared to be dis- 
aster areas under Public Law 875, 81st Con- 
gress, the regulations shall be administered 
in such a manner as will most quickly re- 
store the normal pattern of the agriculture 
of such areas. 

Support through processors: The substi- 
tute contains, with a slight modification, the 
provision of the House bill that whenever 
price support or surplus removal operations 
are carried out through purchases from, 
loans to, or payments to, processors the Sec- 
retary shall obtain assurances that the pro- 
ducers of the agricultural commodities in- 
volved will receive the maximum benefits 
from the price support or surplus removal 
operation. 

Sale of CCC feed grains: The Senate in- 
cluded in its amendment the provision of 
H. J. Res. 563, approved by the House, pro- 
viding that until March 1, 1955, the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation may sell feed 
grains owned by it at the point of storage 
at the current support price plus 10 percent. 

Set-aside of agricultural commodities: The 
provisions relating to the set-aside are sub- 
stantially those of the House bill, with the 
following major exceptions: (1) Corn has 
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been eliminated from the list of commodities 
included in the set-aside. The Senate 
amendment did not include corn and the 
recent crop report showing a substantial de- 
crease in the corn crop estimate for 1954 
appears to affect substantially the need for 
including this commodity in the set-aside. 
(2) The House language was adopted for 
subsections 103 (a) (1) and 103 (a) (2). 
(3) The House language was adopted in sec- 
tion 105 with the addition of language mak- 
ing it clear that only those commodities in 
the national stockpile which are transferred 
from the set-aside are to be included in com- 
putation of total supplies for purposes of 
acreage allotment and marketing quotas. 
(4) In section 107 the conference accepted 
the Senate provision authorizing appropria- 
tions to cover transfers from the set-aside to 
the national stockpile, instead of direct can- 
cellation of notes by the Treasury Depart- 
ment, as provided in the House bill. 

Wheat “two-price system”: The committee 
of conference eliminated from the substitute 
amendment the provisions of the House bill 
authorizing a “two-price system” for wheat, 
and requiring that wheat producers be given 
an opportunity to vote on the adoption of 
such a program at the time they vote on 
quotas for the 1956 crop, Rejection of the 
House provision by the conference commit- 
tee was not primarily on the merits of the 
two-price plan as opposed to other methods 
of carrying out a wheat support program, 
but was rather because the Senate conferees 
felt that the Senate had not had an ade- 
quate opportunity to study the plan. 

While yielding to the Senate on the matter 
of including this legislative provision in the 
present bill, the House conferees look upon 
the two-price system as being a definite im- 
provement over any other existing method 
of providing price supports for wheat pro- 
ducers, They also regard the two-price sys- 
tem as providing the most equitable solu- 
tion to the problems of many small wheat 
producers and those who produce wheat pri- 
marily for use as feed on their own farms. 
The provisions establishing a commercial 
and noncommercial wheat area, which are 
included in the substitute amendment, will 
be some solution to the problems of the 
small, noncommercial wheat producer in the 
States that are declared to be out of the 
commercial area, but will, of course, be no 
help to those in the commercial wheat States. 
The committee intends to continue the study 
of the problems of the small and noncom- 
mercial wheat farmer along with its con- 
tinued study of the two-price plan. 

Commercial wheat-producing area: Both 
the House bill and the Senate amendment 
contained provisions relating to the estab- 
lishment of a commercial wheat-producing 
area. The principle of this provision is that 
producers in the commercial wheat area 
would be subject to acreage allotments and 
marketing quotas when required by law, 
while producers in the noncommercial area 
would not be subject to these limitations 
and would receive only 75 percent of the 
level of support accorded producers in the 
commercial areas. 

The House provision eliminated from the 
commercial wheat-producing area States 
which had an acreage allotment of 2,500 
acres or less. This would have eliminated 
from the commercial area, on the basis of 
1954 allotments, the States of Connecticut, 
Florida, Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Ver- 
mont. The Senate provision would have es- 
tablished the commercial wheat area on the 
basis of both State and county acreages and 
would have eliminated in toto all States 
having an annual average of less than 150,000 
acres. In addition, many counties in other 
States would have been outside the com- 
mercial area. This provision had never been 
proposed in the House and the conferees 
on the part of the House, while not disagree- 
ing in principle with the objectives of the 
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Senate provision, felt that it was too far 
reaching to be adopted without careful study. 

The conferees agreed, therefore, on the 
basic wording of the House provision relat- 
ing to the commercial wheat area, but in- 
creased to 25,000 acres the dividing point 
between States which will be in or outside 
of the commercial area. According to best 
information available to the committee, this 
will place in the noncommercial area the 
eight States included under the House pro- 
vision and, in addition, Alabama, Mississippi, 
Arizona, and Nevada. There is no postpone- 
ment of the effective date of this provision 
and the committee understands that the 
Department of Agriculture will probably be 
able to put it into effect in connection with 
the 1955 crop. 

Date of wheat-marketing quota and acre- 
age-allotment proclamation: The House bill 
had changed the date on which the Secre- 
tary must proclaim wheat-marketing quotas 
and acreage allotments from July 15 to April 
15. The Senate bill set the date at July 1. 
The substitute establishes the date for pro- 
claiming marketing quotas and acreage al- 
lotments on wheat at May 15. 

Summer fallow acreage adjustments: The 
House bill contained a provision making ad- 
justments in the 1955 wheat-acreage allot- 
ment for farms which practice summer fal- 
low rotation of wheat. The Senate amend- 
ment contained a similar provision but with 
a different formula for making the adjust- 
ment. The substitute has followed the for- 
mula of the Senate amendment with an 
amendment which makes it clear that the 
adjustment is to be applied to not more 
than 640 acres of wheat history on any farm. 
Under the provision as agreed to, any farm- 
er with a base of less than 640 acres of wheat 
for purposes of the adjustment section would 
receive an adjustment on his full-base acre- 
age. A farmer with a base larger than 640 
acres would receive a summer fallow adjust- 
ment for only 640 acres. Thus, if a farmer 
with a 2,000-acre farm had been planting 
half of it to wheat each year, he would re- 
ceive his normal allotment on the 1,000- 
acre base. On 640 acres of his base he would 
be entitled to the summer fallow adjust- 
ment in 1955 and would receive the addi- 
tional acres resulting from that adjustment 
in addition to his base allotment. 

“Normal supply” of cotton: The substi- 
tute amendment agreed to by the conferees 
makes no change in the definition of normal 
supply for cotton. The House bill had con- 
tained a provision changing the definition 
of normal supply from 130 percent to 120 
percent of domestic consumption plus ex- 
ports. The conference accepted a House pro- 
vision giving county committees wider dis- 
cretion in allocating cotton acreage on a 
history basis. 

Peanuts: The House bill contained sev- 
eral provisions relating to marketing quotas 
and marketing penalties on peanuts. These 
provisions have all been eliminated from 
the conference substitute. 

Voluntary surrender of cotton and wheat 
allotments: The substitute amendment 
makes permanent the provision for volun- 
tary surrender by a farmer of his cotton al- 
lotment and includes for 1955 a similar pro- 
vision as to wheat. 

“Normal supply” of corn and wheat: The 
conference agreed to a Senate provision in- 
creasing the allowance for carryover from 10 
percent of domestic consumption plus ex- 
ports in the case of corn and 15 percent in 
the case of wheat to 15 and 20 percent re- 
spectively. 

Normal yield for corn: The conference 
agreed to Senate provisions which will 
change the base period for determining nor- 
mal yield for corn for counties and for farms 
from 10 years to 5 years. 

Wool: The substitute provisions relating 
to a wool price-support program are similar 
to the House language with the following 
major exceptions: (1) The effective date of 


14833 


the authorized wool-support program is for 
the 4 years starting April 1, 1955, instead of 
for 2 years starting April 1, 1954; (2) the 
deviation between wool and mohair support 
levels is placed at not to exceed 15 percent, 
instead of 10 percent as in the House bill; 
and (3) price supports may not be made 
available, other than through payments, at 
a level in excess of 90 percent of parity. 

Wool futures: The conference accepted 
the Senate provision making trading in wool 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Commodity 
Exchange Authority. 

Dairy price supports: The substitute 
amendment has eliminated: (1) The provi- 
sion of the House bill establishing dairy 
supports at 80 percent of parity for the 
period September 1, 1954, to March 31, 1955; 
(2) the new formula for computing milk 
price-support levels; and (3) the require- 
ment that the Secretary continue to use the 
existing formula for computing the parity 
equivalent for manufacturing milk. The 
substitute amendment retained the House 
provision authorizing the use of not to ex- 
ceed $50,000,000 annually of Commodity 
Credit Corporation funds for the next 2 years 
to increase the consumption of fluid milk by 
school children and the inclusion of “milk” 
along with “the products of milk and butter- 
fat” as eligible for price support loans or 
purchases. The amendment makes no other 
change in the method of price supports but 
provides that until March 31, 1956, the Sec- 
retary may use “any method” he determines 
to be necessary to dispose of surplus stocks 
of dairy products owned by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

Other dairy provisions: The conference 
substitute for the Senate amendment con- 
tains also the following dairy. provisions of 
the House bill: (1) the legislative findings, 
the direction to use existing law to dispose of 
accumulated dairy surpluses, and the direc- 
tion to the Secretary to make a study and 
report to Congress on various dairy support 
and production and control methods—all 
three without substantial change; (2) the 
authority for use of surplus dairy products 
by the Armed Services and in Veterans Hos- 
pitals, with the inclusion of milx for pur- 
poses of this program and with a termina- 
tion date of December 31, 1956, on this dis- 
posal authority; and (3) authority for an 
accelerated brucellosis program during the 
next 2 years with the addition of authority 
for annual appropriations to reimburse the 
Commodity Credit Corporation for funds ex- 
pended in the program. The substitute 
eliminates from the bill the House provision 
authorizing Commodity Credit Corporation 
to make contracts for as long as 5 years in 
order to encourage establishment in foreign 
countries of recombining plants to provide 
new markets for American dairy products. 

Rice: The substitute amendment contains 
the House provision directing the Secretary 
of Agriculture to make a study and report 
to Congress on the various proposals for ap- 
plying a two-price support program to rice. 

Eligibility for ACP payments: The substi- 
tute amendment contains the Senate pro- 
vision making compliance with acreage al- 
lotments on basic crops a requirement for 
eligibility for ACP payments, with amend- 
ments making the following changes in the 
Senate language: (1) making the provision 
apply only to farmers who “knowingly har- 
vest” crops in excess of their allotment, after 
a determination by the Secretary that the 
farmer’s plantings are in excess of his allot- 
ment; and, (2) requiring that the Secretary 
give farmers a reasonable opportunity to get 
into compliance on plantings of basic crops 
after they are found to be in excess of the 
allotment. Although the application of this 
general provision to the ACP program will 
not be possible in the current year, it is the 
intention of the Committee that the provi- 
sion relating to permitting farmers an op- 
portunity to adjust their basic crops so as 
to comply with the acreage allotments will 
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be effective for the 1954 crop on those crops 
which have not yet reached the harvest stage, 

Production on land leased from the Gov- 
ernment: The conference committee elimi- 
nated from the bill the Senate provision pro- 
hibiting allotment of any acreage for pro- 
duction of an allotted crop on land leased 
from the Government. While agreeing that 
this is probably a subject on which some ac- 
tion should be taken, the committee felt that 
it was a matter of such importance to the 
persons involved that further study should 
be made of it. Chairmen of both the House 
and Senate managers stated their intention 
of calling upon the various Departments of 
Government leasing land for agricultural 
production to report on the quantity of land 
involved and the nature of such production. 

ACP program: The substitute amendment 
contains a Senate provision relating to the 
transfer of the ACP program to the States 
upon enactment of adequate State laws and 
the approval of satisfactory State plans and 
providing for the continuation in such event 
of State, county, and local farmer commit- 
tees to carry on other functions. It also 
contains a Senate provision making per- 
missive, rather than mandatory, the fixing 
of a fair price by the Secretary of Agriculture 
for conservation materials and services. 

Terms of county committeemen: The 
conferees agreed to include a Senate provi- 
sion prohibiting the Secretary of Agriculture 
from imposing any limitation upon the num- 
ber of terms for which members of county 
committees may be reelected. 

Agricultural attachés: The substitute 
amendment includes numerous relatively 
minor changes made by the Senate in the 
House language of the provisions relating to 
agricultural attachés. These do not affect 
the purposes or the policies of the provisions 
and are in general perfecting language 
which has been agreed to by the executive 
departments concerned. 

Marketing agreements and orders: The 
substitute amendment contains two provi- 
sions relating to marketing agreements and 
orders which were not in the House bill: 
(1) authorizing marketing orders to con- 
tinue in operation during periods when the 
price of the regulated commodity is at or 
above parity; and (2) including grapefruit 
for canning or freezing in those commodities 
for which marketing orders may be issued 
and providing special qualifications for the 
issuance and operation of orders applicable 
to grapefruit for canning and freezing. 

Regulation of imported fruits and vege- 
tables: This section follows generally the 
wording of the House bill but adds the pro- 
vision that the prohibition shall not apply 
to shipments into continental United States 
from Puerto Rico or any Territory or pos- 
session where the Marketing Agreement Act 
has force and effect and also a provision 
that if the Secretary finds that the terms 
and provisions of a domestic marketing 
agreement or order are not applicable to 
similar imported fruits or vegetables, he 
shall establish regulations for such imports 
which are comparable or equivalent to those 
imposed on the domestic commodity. 

Regulation of grazing in national forests: 
The substitute amendment agreed to by the 
committee of the conference eliminates the 
amendment of the Senate relating to the 
regulation of grazing on the national for- 
ests. The language of the Senate amend- 
ment on this subject was similar to the bill, 
S. 2548, which has passed the Senate and 
been referred to the House Committee on 
Agriculture, but it has not been reported 
by that committee. 

CLIFFORD R. HOPE, 
WILLIAM S. HILL, 
HAROLD D. COOLEY, 
W. R. Poace, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I shall take 
a little time to discuss the provisions of 
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the conference report and shall be glad 
to yield for such questions as the Mem- 
bers may desire to ask. 

I shall first go through the report in a 
general way and point out just what it 
contains. Before doing that let me 
refer to two matters which have been 
eliminated. There was one provision in 
the Senate bill which was quite contro- 
versial. I know a great many Members 
received telegrams and letters on it. 
That was so-called grazing bill provision 
which was added to the bill on the floor 
of the other body. That provision is out. 

There was a provision in the House 
bill relating to a two-price system for 
wheat. That provision was eliminated 
in conference. 

The provisions with respect to the level 
of price supports on the basic commodi- 
ties for the year 1955 were the same in 
both bills. Hence those provisions were 
not in conference. 

The wool provisions, which were in- 
cluded in both bills but with some dif- 
ference in detail, were reconciled. Under 
the provisions as they now stand in the 
conference report, that part of the bill 
will be in effect from April 1, 1955, until 
March 31, 1959; in other words, for 4 
years. 

There is a provision which says that 
in the case of mohair, the price sup- 
port as far as percentage is concerned 
shall not vary more than 15 percent from 
the price support on wool. The provi- 
sion which put a ceiling of 110 percent 
upon the support price of wool remains 
in the bill. 

With respect to the provisions in the 
two bills which relate to agricultural at- 
tachés, I shall simply say that the pro- 
visions in the conference report are iden- 
tical with those in the Senate bill. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 

Mr. BAILEY. I should like to ask the 
distinguished gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. Hope] if there were any major 
changes made in the manner of selecting 
members of the county agricultural 
committees in the ACP and the PMA 
programs. 

Mr. HOPE. With respect to that mat- 
ter, the conference report includes the 
so-called Humphrey amendment which 
was placed in the bill in the Senate. 

Mr. BAILEY. Would the gentleman 
please explain that briefiy? 

Mr. HOPE. The Humphrey amend- 
ment simply provides that the provisions 
of law which relate to the election of 
county ASC committeemen shall not 
be construed to give the Secretary of 
Agriculture power to limit the terms 
which those committeemen may serve. 
In other words, there is no limitation on 
the time which they may serve as mem- 
bers of the county committee. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. It seems to me the con- 
ferees have culminated a rather historic 
move in this bill. We are making a new 
development in at last trying some flex- 
ible parity. I worked for it because I 
thought it was in the interest of the 
consumer, I think the administration 
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has to realize it has to use initiative and 
ingenuity both in the interest of the 
farmers and the consumers in the ad- 
ministration of this program. It can 
develop this one, in dealing with the 
surplus, as to which the commitee has 
also sponsored a wise bill which can 
result in the disposition of well over a 
billion dollars of agricultural surpluses 
for foreign currencies and aid United 
States trade and foreign policy; also that 
considerable attention be paid by the 
administration to efficiency on the farm 
and the utilization of farm products for 
commercial and other new uses, with the 
idea that out of initiative and dynamism 
may be attained the kind of stability and 
flourishing development for farmers 
which we all want. I thank the gentle- 
man for this time. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. McGREGOR. I simply want to 
thank the chairman of the committee in 
behalf of some Members I contacted, the 
gentlemen from Ohio, Mr. BETTS, Mr. 
Bow, Mr. McCuttocu, and myself, rela- 
tive to the participation of the noncom- 
mercial farmers. I note from the report 
on page 20 that the committee intends 
to continue the study of the problems of 
the small and noncommercial wheat 
farmer. It is my understanding you are 
going to continue that study and you 
recognize that is a real problem among 
the agricultural group. 

Mr. HOPE. Yes. I am glad the gen- 
tleman from Ohio brought that matter 
up. I know his great interest in it and 
the interest of his colleagues from Ohio 
in it. I can say to the gentleman the 
committee is going to continues its study 
of that matter. There are two ap- 
proaches, I think, that might be made to 
the situation in which the gentleman is 
interested. One of them the House com- 
mittee made this year in its provision 
setting up a two-price system. That 
would have taken care of the situation 
the gentleman has in mind. Another 
approach is a noncommercial wheat 
area, which I believe would very largely 
take care of that situation. In this con- 
ference report we have made a small be- 
ginning in the way of a noncommercial 
wheat area. However, we have not gone 
far enough to include a State like Ohio, 
which is a large wheat producer, but 
which has many counties in it which I 
think could quite properly be put in a 
noncommercial area. The committee 
will give further consideration to that. 

Mr. McGREGOR, I thank the gen- 
tleman very kindly. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. May I 
say to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr, Javits] that I agree that this bill 
directs us away from the continuation of 
rigid price supports, but he must realize 
that this is only a short step in the other 
direction; therefore, he cannot be too 
serious with his warning that the ad- 
ministration must make it work, because 
actually if high price supports do not 
work this is not going to work wonders, 
either; 82.5 to 90 is just simply less evil 
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than straight 90. This will not very 
rapidly return agriculture to a free-en- 
terprise economy. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a very brief observa- 
tion on that? 

Mr. HOPE. Yes, I yield for a brief ob- 
servation. 

Mr. JAVITS. My thought was that 
this was a beginning in the right direc- 
tion. We want to encourage further 
progress along that line. That is what 
I was urging upon the administration to 
have very much in mind. 

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 

Mr. BETTS. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Kansas, chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture for assur- 
ing us that there will be some consid- 
eration given to the right of the farmers 
to vote on allotments under 15 acres, 
which matter is causing, as the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. McGrecor] noted, 
considerable concern in our district. I 
know the farmers there will be happy to 
know of this assurance that the chair- 
man of the committee has given us. 

Mr. HOPE. I appreciate the state- 
ment of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Betts]. He has been greatly interested 
in the matter and partly because of the 
interest he has shown, the committee is 
going to go ahead and pursue its studies 
along that line in trying to meet the 
situation of which he has spoken. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Could the gen- 
tleman tell us if there is anything in this 
bill which would be of benefit to the 
poultry farmers. I am greatly interested 
in that as it affects our poultry farmers 
in New Jersey. 

Mr. HOPE. I know the gentleman 
from New Jersey has been very greatly 
interested in that situation. At the 
present time, of course, poultry produc- 
ers are in some distress due to the low 
price of chickens and eggs. There is 
nothing in the bill which directly affects 
poultry, I will say to my distinguished 
friend from New Jersey, but there are 
provisions in the bill which we think 
will bring about improved marketing 
when taken in connection with other 
legislation. Also, under the provisions 
of this bill, there will be some reduction 
in the price of feed grain owned by the 
CCC and that will be a direct benefit, of 
course, to poultry producers. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, in my opinion, this legislation 
can only result in the further decline of 
agricultural commodity prices. There 
are, of course, some good provisions in 
this conference report but I could never 
agree that it is wise or fair to push the 
dairy farmer’s price level down to 75 per- 
cent of parity or to push the price level of 
the basic commodity producers of this 
Nation down to 824% percent of parity. 
I want to make it crystal clear here 
today, Mr. Speaker, that I will not place 
my stamp of approval on the sliding- 
scale theory any more than I would apply 
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such a theory to the wages of the work- 
ing people of this Nation. I cannot vote 
for this conference report. I have never 
voted for flexible price supports in my 
16 years in Congress, and I will not do 
so today. In 1948, when the Hope-Aiken 
bill conference report was before the 
House, I said: 

There is no commitment on the part of 
this Congress now that we must continue 
in effect past next year these two titles (III 
and IV, price-support provisions) to which 
we have reference. Personally, I do not 
care to agree to any program which would 
guarantee less than 90 percent of parity 
on our basic commodities (CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, vol. 94, pt. 7, p. 9344). 


During the debate on the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, to which this program will 
revert unfortunately if this conference 
report is not agreed to now, I said: 

In my estimation its provision for a sliding 
scale of supports on farm commodities is an 
invitation to an agricultural depression. 
The farmer will not be able to operate on 75 
percent of parity in 1952 as provided in this 
legislation any more than he could do so 
today. Congress would show just as much 
logic if it passed a bill calling for a 25 percent 
reduction, over a 3-year period, in the wages 
of everyone working for hire in the Nation. 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 95, pt. 11, p. 
15068.) 


I repeat, Mr. Speaker, it will be un- 
fortunate if the House adopts this con- 
ference report today. This legislation is 
not good for agriculture or any other 
portion of our economy. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have discussed this matter with some of 
the members of the conference commit- 
tee on the part of the House. I appreci- 
ate the fact that this bill is, as it comes 
back to us in this conference report, a 
compromise measure which probably 
does not please the conferees much more 
than it pleases some of the rest of us. I 
feel like the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. ANDERSEN] that there is a great deal 
in this measure which could be criticized. 
I rise, particularly, however, to ask a 
question about acreage allotments. 
There was some new language written in, 
as I understand, in this compromise 
measure as to penalties affecting those 
who violate acreage allotments for wheat 
and other grains. What can the gentle- 
man tell us about that? 

Mr. HOPE. There is a provision in 
the conference report which is a very 
much watered down and modified form 
of a provision, which is contained in the 
Senate bill and upon which the Senate 
conferees insisted. As originally con- 
tained in the Senate bill that provision 
was that anyone who exceeded his acre- 
age allotment on any basic commodity 
would not be eligible to receive agricul- 
tural conservation payments. As finally 
agreed upon in conference, the bill now 
provides that any person who knowingly 
harvests any basic agricultural commod- 
ity on which it has been determined by 
the Secretary, he is in excess of his farm 
acreage allotment will not be eligible for 
any payments. It is a quite different 
provision than the original in that it 
gives the individual an opportunity to get 
into compliance if he has unwittingly 
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overplanted and he could not be penal- 
ized until after the Government has 
measured his land and advised him that 
he has overplanted. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
tleman yield further? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I would like 
to point out that the farmers of Ohio 
who participated in the recent wheat 
referendum voted 2 to 1 against acre- 
age allotments. There have been some 
rather peculiar interpretations of the 
present law giving power to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to allot acreage, and 
some of the acreage allotments which 
have been made under that power. I 
predict now to the Members of this 
House that the time will come when the 
House of Representatives and the Con- 
gress will find that the farmers of Amer- 
ica are very, very much dissatisfied with 
the acreage-allotment arrangement and 
the cost-compliance arrangements, the 
legal authority for which Iam very much 
in doubt. I question whether the De- 
partment has any legal authority to in- 
voke cost-compliance arrangements. I 
predict again that the day will come 
when we will have to do something about 
this matter. 

I congratulate the members of the con- 
ference committee for the fight they 
have made for a sensible farm bill. I 
am sorry they did not have their way in 
all matters. 

Mr. HOPE. I thank the gentleman 
for the statement he has made. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. : 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to make a short comment. We all 
know the fight that the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Hope] and other Members 
have made, in which I took some part, 
in trying to change the House bill. 
There were many things in the Senate 
and House bills which did not meet with 
the approval of our country. However, 
the conferees were limited to what was 
in the two bills in this conference report. 

The thing I deeply regret goes much 
further than the 82 ½ percent or the 90 
percent support level for basic commod- 
ities. It does represent a failure on our 
part to convince the American people 
that the cure does not lie in our present 
farm problems with changed percent- 
ages of supports on basic commodities. 
I deplore the fact that the majority does 
not see that the cure lies with moving 
American farm commodities into world 
trade at competitive prices. This con- 
ference report is based on the belief that 
we can cure present surpluses by reduc- 
ing the support level. The cause and 
cure for that lies in seeing that our com- 
modities go back into world trade on a 
competitive basis, as they are now au- 
thorized to do by law. I regret that 
the gentleman's provision on wheat was 
eliminated from this report. It is in 
line with the intent of the present law. 
It is in line with any cure we will have 
in the future; that is, the support of 
American farm commodities for the 
benefit of the American people. But it 
was never intended to take his commod- 
ities out of world trade. 

I want to commend the gentleman for 
his fight for that principle. I think the 
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conferees have done just about as well 
as they could. But we had no oppor- 
tunity to rewrite the farm program, as 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HOPE] 
would have written, and as I would like 
to have seen him write it. 

Mr. HOPE. I thank the gentleman 
from Mississippi for his very pertinent 
remarks. I would like to call to his at- 
tention something that I am sure he 
already knows, and that is that there 
is one title in this bill that will help 
with the expansion of our export mar- 
kets. That is the provision relating to 
agricultural attachés, in which the gen- 
tleman has been very much interested, 
and a subject on which he has intro- 
duced legislation. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle- 
man for his reference there. 

May I say we had a meeting on the 
supplemental appropriatior bill in con- 
nection with how much money we should 
provide for agricultural attachés in re- 
gard to promoting foreign markets. My 
statement then was and my statement 
now is that I am for giving them ade- 
quate funds to pay our salesmen on the 
road. But the only real cure is to give 
the salesmen something to sell, and un- 
til we can break down this governmental 
policy of holding our commodities off 
the world markets on a competitive ba- 
sis, put the salesmen on the road with 
the price not right, it simply will not 
work. That is one of the difficult situa- 
tions we have got to break down, other- 
wise we cannot solve the problem. 

Mr. HOPE. I am sure there are no 
differences between the gentleman from 
Mississippi and myself on that point. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. I just want to make 
inquiry as to the allocation of the time 
and ask the chairman of the committee 
if he contemplates yielding time to us on 
this side? 

Mr. HOPE. I certainly do. Mr. 
Speaker, may I inquire as to how much 
time has been consumed? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Kansas has consumed 20 minutes. 

Mr. HOPE. I will conclude in just a 
minute and then I will yield such time 
as he may desire to the gentleman from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield briefly to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN], a mem- 
ber of the committee. 

Mr. HOEVEN. On page 22 of the con- 
ference report under the heading “Dairy 
Price Supports” I find that the Secre- 
tary may use any method—with em- 
phasis placed on the words “any 
method”—he determines to be necessary 
to dispose of surplus supplies of dairy 
products owned by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

Will the chairman or the conferees 
interpret the words “any method”? Does 
it include subsidy payments to producers 
and processors? 

Mr. HOPE. It is a broad term but I 
do not believe that it could be inter- 
preted to mean subsidy payments to 
producers. However, I think it could 
be interpreted to mean subsidy pay- 
ments to processors in connection with 
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the disposition of stocks that are al- 
ready in their hands, something along 
the line of the plant payment plan that 
has been previously discussed and with 
which the gentleman is familiar. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Then it might apply to 
the plant payment proposal. 

Mr. HOPE, Yes; I am sure it would 
give that authority. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most impor- 
tant provisions in the conference report 
is that of extending the agricultural con- 
servation payment program for 2 years. 

I shall not make any further reference 
to the provisions of the conference re- 
port dealing with dairy products because 
I am going to yield some time to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST 


H. ANDRESEN], chairman of the Dairy. 


Subcommittee of the Committee on Agri- 
culture, to discuss that matter. I will 
yield to him a little later. 

I shall also yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. HILL], a little later 
to discuss the wool provisions or any 
other provisions of the bill he may desire 
to discuss at that time. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Coo.ey]. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I com- 
pliment and commend the very distin- 
guished gentleman from Kansas, the 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Agriculture, and my friend of many 
years, CLIFFORD Hope; the distinguished 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST 
H. ANDRESEN], the ranking majority 
member of that committee, and the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Colorado, 
our friend, BILL HILL, upon the splendid 
manner in which they have championed 
the cause of agriculture, not only dur- 
ing the current session of Congress, but 
in many former sessions. They are tried 
and trusted friends of agriculture and I 
am proud to have served with them on 
the conference committee. Another 
real friend of agriculture, Bos POAGE, of 
Texas, who for many years has labored 
in Congress in the interest of the welfare 
of farmers, also served with us in the 
many important conferences which were 
concluded only yesterday. 

Another Congress will convene before 
another crop is planted and when that 
Congress convenes CLIFF Hope will be 
here; AUGUST ANDRESEN will be here; BILL 
HILL. will be here and the fight for the 
farmers of America will go on. 

Some people refer to this bill as the 
agricultural bill of 1954. Actually, Mr. 
Speaker, it is the antiagricultural bill of 
all times. Administration forces have 
referred to it as a great and sweeping 
victory. Perhaps it is some sort of a 
victory. I believe all of us know that 
it is a hollow and only a temporary vic- 
tory. With the coming of the spring, 
farmers will regain some of the things 
that are being taken away from them 
here today. If Mr. Benson is the victor, 
and certainly now he appears tempo- 
rarily to be the victor, then who will 
be the victims? Who will be the van- 
quished? What enemy has been routed? 
What dragon has been slain? Adminis- 
tration forces seem to regard the farmers 
of America as some sort of public enemy 
and they seem to be proud of the fact 
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that they have defeated the farmers and 
have won a great and sweeping victory 
in the vicious and unrelenting campaign 
which has been waged against those who 
till the soil. Divide and conquer seems 
to be the technique which has success- 
fully been employed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture and his associates. He has 
tried diligently to turn the consumer 
against the producer and he has not 
served well the cause of agriculture. 

This bill adds still another burden to 
the already bending backs of our farm- 
ers, and it will cost them hundreds of 
millions of dollars and might very well 
bring the entire Nation to great grief 
and sorrow. Not only will this bill cost 
the farmers of America, but it will like- 
wise cost the taxpayers of the Nation 
hundreds of millions of dollars. This 
one act, which is being forced through 
this Congress by desperate pressure and 
ingenious and insidious propaganda, will 
devalue the inventories of basic agricul- 
tural commodities now owned by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to the 
extent of at least 7% percent. It will 
devalue every bale of cotton and every 
bushel of wheat and every bushel of corn 
and every ton of peanuts now held in 
the inventories of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. Yes, this bill will devalue 
the crops that are now being harvested 
by the farmers of the Nation. In the 
springtime, when they were sowing the 
seed and planting the crops, they were 
inspired by the hope that those now in 
office would honor and execute their 
solemn campaign pledges, but now the 
farmers of the Nation must harvest in 
despair. This bill not only devalues the 
inventories of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, it not only devalues the 
crops now being harvested, but it also 
devalues all of the basic commodities 
now in Government loans, and further 
than that, it will devalue all of the in- 
ventories of the processors of basic agri- 
cultural commodities, 

This will subject the basic commodities 
to the floor of the sliding scale. The 
losses which will be sustained by the 
farmers and by the taxpayers of our 
country for the 1 good year of our Lord 
1954 will amount to $1,517,894,880. This 
is the great and sweeping victory won by 
the forces of the administration now in 
office. 

I seem to hear soft, sad music—the 
kind that is heard at high mass for the 
departed—a requiem—not for the death 
of mandatory price supports on basic 
commodities, but for the loss of another 
great battle which will be fought on the 
hustings in the nearing month of No- 
vember. ‘The issues here involved will 
be weighed in the balance and the people 
of America will make the great decision. 

This one bill will cost the American 
farmers and taxpayers about a half bil- 
lion dollars more than all the total losses 
sustained through 22 long years on all 
price-support programs of every kind 
and description which have been under- 
taken by the Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration. I have the facts and figures. 
When the full force of the impact of this 
measure strikes at the heart of agricul- 
ture and devalues the commodities I 
have mentioned, the total loss will 
amount to more than 1½ billions of dol- 
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lars. Only slightly more than $1 billion 
has been lost on all the price-support 
programs carried on by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation from the beginning 
to the end, including all commodities, 
basic and nonbasic, perishable and non- 
perishable. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. 
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. And that is only one- 
half.as much as the President wanted 
us to devalue them. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is right. 
He calls it a victory when you know it 
is an outrageous compromise. It was 
offered on the floor by our distinguished 
majority leader when he came to the well 
of the House to support the Harrison 
amendment and said that this is a good 
compromise; yet the White House says 
a sweeping and great victory. The Pres- 
ident only got one-half of what he said 
he wanted. If it is a victory, surely it 
is only a partial victory. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. This selling the farmer 
down the river will not result in lower 
prices to the consumers, will it? 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly not. There 
is not one consumer in America who will 
9 75 the effect of this bill on his grocery 

III. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. May Task 
the gentleman, would he be glad to see 
the Government get rid of its present 
surpluses? 

Mr. COOLEY. I will answer the gen- 
tleman’s question. I do not want this 
Government to sell 1 bale of cotton and 
lose $1 or 1 dime, and if you will leave 
us alone, we will sell at a profit. We 
made $268 million on the cotton program 
when it was in operation. Now you com- 
plain because we have an abundance of 
cotton. The Secretary of Agriculture 
begged us to grow it, and now the gen- 
tleman says it is a great curse on our 
economy. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. You 
would not want to make good on your 
wild predictions. 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 
million profit. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. And you 
tried every other way to give it away. 

Mr. COOLEY. No, sir. I am not in 
favor of giving 1 bale of this cotton 
away. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. And you 
paid $1 million for storing it. 

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman 
show me one provision in this bill that 
even contemplated the saving of one dol- 
lar of storage costs? The administra- 
tion brings out all these fallacious and 
foolish arguments, which are a diabolic 
scheme to mislead the people of Amer- 
ica into believing that we do not own 
this $2.5 billion of food and fiber which 
is so essential to our economy. Do you 
not agree that this is a fraud? 
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Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. At 8214 
and 90 the Government will keep on 
piling up surpluses, however. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does not the gentle- 
man realize that the cotton farmer and 
the wheat farmer this year are doing ex- 
actly what your Secretary Benson asked 
him to do? You embrace him; you like 
him; you praise him. I admire the man, 
but I do not praise his program. I be- 
lieve he is a Christian gentleman, but he 
is far more pious than he is prudent. 
When he comes to the question of agri- 
culture, Mr. Benson does not know what 
it is all about. He is a Boy Scout in the 
field of agriculture. He does not under- 
stand the philosophy of the program for 
cotton or wheat or other basic com- 
modities. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. I would 
hate to be the one saying that of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. COOLEY. Well, I will say it not 
only to you but to him, and I think I 
can prove it. I can take the record of 
our committee hearings, and I will prove 
that he does not know what he is talk- 
ing about. Yes, this is a great, sweep- 
ing victory. The gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania always likes to count costs. I 
challenged Mr. Benson, when the bill 
was here before, to point out one inac- 
curacy in the figures I submitted. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Will the 
gentleman allow me to point out the in- 
accuracy? 

Mr. COOLEY. No, because I know 
exactly what the gentleman is going to 
say; he is going to be inaccurate in point- 
ing out my inaccuracies. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Every in- 
dividual in this Congress knows that 
every time the CCC loses a million dol- 
lars that it is reimbursed for it. You 
want to argue that the balance sheet of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
represents the cost of this program. 

Mr. COOLEY. Ask Mr. Benson. We 
asked him in our committee room to give 
us the figures, and he never could give 
the correct figure. He had no idea what 
his proposal would cost the farmers and 
the taxpayers of the country. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. $7.5 bil- 
lion, not counting 1 cent of loss on the 
$7.5 billion we now own. 

Mr. COOLEY. I cannot yield further. 
The total loss on all the support pro- 
grams is $1,3'75,000,000, and if you relate 
that to the accumulated farm income of 
this Nation, for the same period you re- 
late it to $294 billion, and if you further 
relate it to the overall national income, 
you relate it to $3,115,000,000,000. That 
will prove how inconsequential losses 
have been. 

Now, let us be fair about this bill. I 
have done the best I could. I know that 
Brit HILL and AUGUST ANDRESEN and 
CLIFF Hore and Bos Poace have done the 
best they could. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, a point of order. The gentle- 
man is transgressing the rules of the 
House by pointing out our friends over 
here in that manner, 

Mr. COOLEY. I will refer to them as 
my distinguished and beloved friends. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
proceed in order. 
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Mr. COOLEY. I will refer to them as 
the great statesmen from Kansas, Min- 
nesota, Colorado, and Texas. I appre- 
ciate the gentleman’s correcting me. 
But we have done the best we could, and 
we have taken a licking; there is no 
doubt about that. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlemen yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. The people who have 
taken the worst licking are the dairy 
farmers of this country, and after this 
House voted to increase parity from 75 
to 8244 percent, now you are going to 
lower it back to 75. That will liqui- 
date many of the big herds through- 
out this country. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to say to 
my friend that when our committee re- 
ported the 80 percent support for dairy 
products our great President approved 
of it, and he said that the way to ap- 
proach this reduction was to approach 
it gradually. If, indeed, the President 
did approve 80 percent, why should he 
now lower the boom and say he wants 
75 percent? I will say to my distin- 
guished friend from Michigan [Mr. 
HorrmMan] that the President wrote a 
letter to the conferees and said, “Dear 
CLIFF,” “Dear GEORGE,” won't you please 
do this—do that? And don’t do this and 
don’t do that. 

Maybe that is not an invasion of the 
conference room by the Chief Execu- 
tive, but that is what happened. I am 
frank to say that I do not believe it in- 
fluenced anybody’s decision in a single 
particular. 

We brought in the best bill that we 
could. It is true that it provides 82.5 
percent of parity on the basics and it is 
true that it provides 75-percent supports 
for dairy products. It is going to be a 
very bitter pill for some of my Repub- 
lican friends to have to swallow the 
Brannan plan, but we have wrapped it 
up in a sweet package and made it as 
palatable as possible. I am sure you will 
take it and like it, because Benson wants 
you to have it. No one on earth knows 
what it will cost, but Benson wanted to 
support the price of wool without limi- 
tation. Under his proposal he would lift 
the price of wool to 100 percent of parity 
or to 140 percent of parity, or to any 
other level he might decide to fix. Even 
under this proposal wool will be sup- 
ported at 110 percent of parity, while 
dairy products are supported at only 75 
percent of parity and basic commodities 
at only 824% percent of parity. I repeat, 
wool at 110 percent and cotton at 82% 
percent of parity. But this is what Ben- 
son wants, and this is what Benson will 
have until Congress convenes next year. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. Does the gentleman ac- 
cept the theory that no branch of agri- 
culture should receive preferential treat- 
ment over another branch of agricul- 
ture? 

Mr. COOLEY. I certainly do. I have 
never advocated and I never shall advo- 
cate high support levels on perishable 
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commodities unless those commodities 
will lend themselves to production con- 
trols. 

Mr. SHORT. And is it not obviously 
unfair to force the dairy farmer to pay 
high prices for his grain and feed, which 
are supported by a high 90-percent fixed 
parity price, and then compel him to sell 
his dairy products—milk, butter, and 
cheese—on a lower, sliding scale of 
parity? 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly the produc- 
ers of all commodities should be treated 
fairly and equitably, but unfortunately 
the producers of certain commodities 
cannot possibly control production so 
as to keep production in line with rea- 
sonable consumer demand. Every time 
we have undertaken to support at high 
levels perishable commodities we have 
sustained great losses. 

The Apostle of Freedom, who screamed 
about controlling and regimentating and 
goose-stepping the American farmer 
now, by his owa edict and order, has 
made himself the great Regimentator, 
the Czar, and the lord of all he surveys 
in the agricultural areas of our country. 
The production of all basic commodities 
he now has under his control and yet 
he is not satisfied. He has taken by a 
distorted interpretation of the law com- 
plete control of all the farms of Amer- 
ica. He speaks of diverted acres and 
yet he has no definition for the words 
“diverted acre.” What is a diverted 
acre? Do you know? Did you or I have 
diverted acres in cotton and wheat and 
corn in 1952, 1953? Do we have diverted 
acres in 1954? Are diverted acres to be 
accumulated over one or more years? 
Can the farmers of the Nation afford to 
permit millions upon millions of acres 
to remain idle? When farmers voted in 
favor of acreage allotments and market- 
ing quotas and indicated their willing- 
ness to reduce the production of basic 
commodities, were they told then or did 
they know, or did they have any way of 
knowing that Blustering Benson would 
take complete charge and control of the 
acreage retired from the production of 
the basic commodities? This is the 
heavy cross of cross compliance and this 
is really the big double cross. Another 
Secretary of Agriculture flirted with the 
idea in 1949. He said he thought he had 
authority to put the multiple compliance 
program into operation, but after he 
conferred with members of the House 
Committee on Agriculture he abandoned 
the idea. The “Bold Mr. Benson” is more 
daring and audacious. He comes out 
with twitches, hobbles, yokes, shackles 
and all, and puts the American farmer 
in his own custom-made straitjacket, 
He will tell the farmer “This is a di- 
verted acre, sir. If, on this acre you 
plant alfalfa and your cows perchance 
should graze upon it, and if perchance 
you sell a quart of milk taken from Old 
Bossy, you will lose all your price-sup- 
port programs and you cannot put any 
of your commodities under loan.“ 

If a farmer should plant clover, and 
if on that farm he should produce honey 
and the busy little bees go there to for- 
age, the price-support program would be 
denied, not only on honey, but on all the 
other commodities produced on the farm. 
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Maybe this is right, but I think it is 
ridiculous. 

Through the decades our agricultural 
leaders, agricultural colleges, the exten- 
sion service, the experiment stations 
and all of our research laboratories have 
been trying to aid our farmers and to 
bring about a well-rounded, diversified 
farm program for each farmer; but Mr. 
Benson is not willing for the farmers of 
North Carolina to have an opportunity 
to use the diverted acres as they might 
be advised to use them by the agricul- 
tural experts and leaders of my State. 
Oh, no, they must do just what Mr. Ben- 
son wants them to do—this and nothing 
more. We have had controls, acreage 
allotments and marketing quotas 
through the years but up until now. 
farmers have been permitted to run the 
rest of their farms just as they pleased 
to run them. Perhaps all of this is the 
big change we have heard so much 
about. Perhaps this is the great, dy- 
namic, forward-looking program we 
have heard so much about. 

I realize, of course, that the producers 
of basic commodities will drastically re- 
duce their acreage this year and will no 
doubt be required to reduce acreage fur- 
ther next year. Why are these pro- 
ducers willing to bear the burden of the 
law and the programs in the hope that 
they might enjoy some of the blessings? 
They certainly should not be denied the 
right to use diverted acres in an effort 
to bring about a diversified program 
with the advice of the agricultural ex- 
perts and in their own communities. 

This “set aside” is nothing but a de- 
vice and a delusion—a fallacy and a 
fraud which has been deliberately de- 
vised for the purpose of misleading and 
deceiving the consumers of the Nation. 

In this bill the Congress of the United 
States has completely repudiated Secre- 
tary Benson. In this bill we will invali- 
date, set aside, and declare to be null and 
void his order which would prevent local 
committeemen who have served through 
the years, faithfully and well, on the AAA 
committees, the PMA committees, and 
the ASC committees, from being eligible 
for reelection. Benson by this order 
sought to prevent the farmers of the 
country from electing the men of their 
choice to serve on these important com- 
mittees. He has advocated more farmer 
participation and more democratic proc- 
esses but here is a demonstration of his 
disbelief in the fundamental principles 
of democracy. So it takes an act of Con- 
gress to force Mr. Benson to let the farm- 
ers make their own choice of the com- 
mitteemen at the local level. 

The Congress will by this bill repudiate 
another order issued by the great Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, who sought to pre- 
vent corn farmers from bringing their 
acreages into compliance. If a farmer 
should comply with all the rules and 
regulations and all the acreage allot- 
ments and marketing quotas, but should 
unintentionally or inadvertently over- 
plant his corn acreage, Mr. Benson would 
not permit him to chop down the over- 
planted portion, to adjust his acreage, 
and to bring himself into compliance, but 
would force him to lose all price supports 
and other benefits and advantages. By 
this act the corn farmers will be accorded 
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the same privileges which have hereto- 
fore been accorded to cotton farmers, to 
tobacco farmers, to peanut farmers, and 
to the other producers of basic commod- 
ities. Why would Mr. Benson want to 
do this? It makes no difference now 
why he wanted to do it. From now on 
he just will not be able to do it. 

I repeat, this is an antiagriculture bill, 
but we must make the most of it. Ben- 
son has advocated more righteous things 
and has done more wrong things than 
any Secretary of Agriculture who has 
ever occupied that high office. 

Under the pressure of administration 
forces, notwithstanding the fact that the 
House of Representatives had approved 
the provisions we reported which would 
have permitted the wheat farmers of the 
Nation to decide for themselves, in a 
referendum duly conducted, whether 
they favored a two-price system for 
wheat, we were forced to abandon the 
project. Administration forces were not 
even willing to permit us to submit, with- 
out strings or obligations, the simple 
question to wheat farmers of America: 
Do you or do you not favor a two-price 
system wheat program?” This adminis- 
tration apparently just does not want to 
know what farmers think about any- 
thing. Apparently the administration is 
not interested in the farmers or in the 
wishes of the farmers. So here again 
free expression at the grassroots is 
denied. 

Oh, yes, Mr. Benson and the adminis- 
tration forces wanted, for all intents 
and purposes, to give away the grazing 
lands in the National Forests—a ridi- 
culous proposal. Our committee, after 
extended hearings, refused to approve 
any part of it; and yet the powers that 
be insisted. Fortunately, we forced the 
advocates to surrender, so the grazing 
lands of the forests have been protected, 
at least for the time being. The details 
of this program and proposal I shall not 
attempt to discuss at this time. Why 
should this administration feel so obli- 
gated to the cattlemen who have used 
and who have abused the vast grazing 
lands and mountain meadows in our Na- 
tional Parks, which, after all, belong to 
all the people? All the conservation- 
ists, wildlife people, and sportsmen of 
the country have a right to roam and 
to use and to enjoy these great and valu- 
able areas of our public domain. The 
administration wanted to let certain in- 
dividuals have the exclusive use of and 
to allow them to build barbed-wire 
fences around the thousands of acres of 
our National Forests and to permit them 
to enjoy these lands and to abuse them, 
for a nominal fee and free from taxes. 

To sum it up: This administration is 
trying to give away, hide away, and slide 
away the assets and properties of all the 
people of our country. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN]. 

Mr. KRUEGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Dakota. 
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Mr. KRUEGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the Recorp following the re- 
marks of the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN]. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I was a member of the confer- 
ence committee who found himself un- 
able to sign the conference report, and 
therefore I feel I should make some ex- 
planation of the position I took. The 
chairman has assigned to me the task of 
discussing the dairy provisions of the 
bill, which are of great interest to all 
sections of the country. I think it is 
one of the most important parts of the 
bill as the dairy industry is one of our 
most important industries, being the 
largest segment in American agricul- 
ture. 

I want to express my appreciation and 
gratitude to my conferees from the 
House for the way they stood together 
in our deliberations. I have served 
on a good many conference committees 
during my service in Congress, but I have 
never served on a conference committee 
which has functioned such as this con- 
ference has undergone during its seven 
sessions. My fellow conferees from the 
House will understand what I am talk- 
ing about. It was not an easy task to 
secure a satisfactory agreement in the 
conference, but the House conferees did 
the best that they could considering the 
situation which confronted them. 

After seven difficult and trying ses- 
sions of the conference committee, the 
managers on the part of the House pre- 
sent the report before you today. Al- 
though I am not satisfied with the re- 
port in certain respects, it is better in 
many ways than the act of 1949 to which 
we would revert in the event that an 
agreement was not reached by the con- 
ferees. The act of 1949 provides for 
flexible parity support prices between 
75 percent and 90 percent of parity. 
This conference report definitely estab- 
lishes a floor support price of 82.5 per- 
cent of parity for all basic commodities. 
As to dairy products, which have never 
been under rigid supports, the support 
price fixed by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture on April 1 at 75 percent of parity is 
continued. For several sessions of the 
conference committee, the House con- 
ferees unanimously fought for a mini- 
mum support price of 80 percent which 
was approved in the House bill by a 
vote of 3 to 1. This effort failed due to 
the strong opposition of the other con- 
ferees. I would like to give you a little 
history of the price-support program for 
dairy products. 

On April 1, 1953, the present Secre- 
tary of Agriculture fixed a support price 
of 90 percent of parity for dairy prod- 
ucts. This support figure remained in 
effect until April 1, 1954. In March of 
this year the Secretary announced that 
he would drop the support price on dairy 
products by 15 points, from 90 percent to 
75 percent of parity. That is what I 
objected to and one of the reasons why 
I have not signed the conference re- 
port. This drastic cut in the support 
price of dairy products meant a reduc- 
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tion of from 15 percent to 20 percent in 
the income of around 4 million dairy 
farmers in the United States. I felt 
then, as I do now, that such a large re- 
duction in the purchasing power of dairy 
farmers would ultimately have its effect 
upon the entire economy of our country. 

I would not have objected to a small 
reduction in the support price should 
such action be found necessary because 
of the large surpluses of dairy products 
in the hands of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. However, I took the same 
position as the President did when he 
said that any adjustment in the price- 
support program should be gradual. I 
felt that the President took the correct 
position and I believe that I am sound 
in my conclusion and action as a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Agriculture and 
also as a conferee on this bill. 

When the farm bill was considered by 
our Committee on Agriculture I offered 
a motion to make the support price 85 
percent of parity for dairy products. 
This motion was defeated in the com- 
mittee; whereupon I offered the motion 
to increase the support price beginning 
September 1 from 75 percent to 80 per- 
cent of parity. This motion prevailed by 
a large majority, and the figure of 80- 
percent support for dairy products was 
a part of the farm bill considered by the 
House. It was approved in the House 
by a vote of 3 to 1. All of the House con- 
ferees dia their utmost to have this fig- 
ure adopted in the conference commit- 
tee but without success. 

Iam very proud of my fellow conferees 
from the House who stood with the dairy 
farmers of this country and by my posi- 
tion until the conference broke up over 
this issue on Saturday, August 14. The 
responsibility for continuing the support 
price at 75 percent does not lie upon the 
shoulders of the House conferees. I 
want to make this very clear. Our very 
able chairman, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Hore], the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. HILL], the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEy], and 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. POAGE] 
stood with me and the dairy farmers of 
the United States until all hope was lost 
to maintain the position of the House. 
I am proud to be associated with them 
and also with the members of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture who fought with 
me to protect the integrity of American 
dairy farmers. 

I had figured that if we could have a 
gradual adjustment in our economy it 
would not have done a great deal of 
harm, because a slight adjustment of 5 
percent one way or the other would not 
have hurt the dairy farmers as much as 
the drastic 15-percent cut that went into 
operation on April 1 and which is con- 
tinued by this conference report. The 
proposal which I made of a 5-percent 
reduction in the support price was in line 
with what many of us thought the Presi- 
dent advocated when he said that the re- 
duction in the support price should be 
gradual. 

Due to the limitation of time, I want 
to briefly discuss the dairy sections of 
this conference report. Most of these 
sections, with a few changes, were con- 
tained in the House bill. Each section 
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was contested in the conference com- 
mittee. 

As I have stated, the price support for 
dairy products was left at 75 percent to 
90 percent of parity. That is according 
to existing law, and that is where the 
Secretary of Agriculture fixed it as of 
April 1, 1954. The floor support for dairy 
products will stay at 75 percent of parity 
until such time as the Secretary of Agri- 
culture establishes an increased figure. 
He can do this at any time, but the law 
permits him to wait until April 1, 1955, 
before making any change upward of the 
support price. He cannot go below 75 
percent of parity but he can increase the 
support price up to 90 percent of parity. 

The Agricultural Act of 1949 and this 
conference report provide that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture shall support the 
price of milk, butterfat, and the prod- 
ucts of milk through loans on, or pur- 
chases of, milk and the products of milk 
and butterfat, and for the period ending 
March 31, 1956, surplus stocks of dairy 
products owned by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation may be disposed of 
by any methods determined necessary 
by the Secretary. Also, beginning Sep- 
tember 1, 1954, and ending June 30, 1956, 
not to exceed $50 million annually of 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion shall be used to increase the con- 
sumption of fluid milk by children in 
nonprofit schools of high-school grade 
and under. 

You will note that the Secretary has 
been given blanket authority to use any 
method devised by him to dispose of but- 
ter, cheese, and other dairy products 
owned by the Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration. 

The reason that the Secretary was 
given blanket authority to dispose of 
Government stocks of dairy products was 
largely due to the failure of the Depart- 
ment to devise or put into operation 
any program whatsoever to dispose of 
Government stocks under authority of 
existing law. Beginning as early as Feb- 
ruary of this year, the Secretary an- 
nounced that he would put a dynamic 
disposal program into operation and 
such announcements were frequently 
made until in May, when the Secretary 
advised the committee that he did not 
have any program. We were anxiously 
awaiting his plan and repeatedly re- 
quested him to submit his disposal plans 
to the House Committee on Agriculture. 
We also requested him to submit his 
recommendations for legislation to 
handle the dairy problem. He failed to 
do so. I want the Secretary to have full 
latitude in devising and putting into exe- 
cution promptly a surplus disposal pro- 
gram for dairy products. There is a sec- 
tion in the conference report requiring 
him to undertake such a program under 
authority provided by existing law and 
in this conference report. I recommend 
all provisions of the dairy section of this 
report to the Secretary. I want to give 
him a chance; I want to give him au- 
thority for the next 18 months to dispose 
of Government stocks of butter, cheese, 
and milk powder. He knows, and I also 
believe, that if Government surplus dairy 
products are disposed of, it will go far 
in solving our complicated dairy problem. 
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Mr. OHARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. OHARA of Minnesota. Would 
the gentleman agree the result of 75 per- 
cent of parity to the dairy farmer is 
going to guarantee less income to the 
dairy farmer and it is not going to mean 
even a 1 cent reduction in price to the 
consumer, and it is not going to dispose 
of these surpluses that we hear about all 
the time? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. There 
is only one exception to that, and that 
is in the price of butter. The price of 
butter was reduced about 8 cents a 
pound when supports were lowered from 
90 percent to 75 percent. But on the 
other commodities, and on all of the 
price support commodities, the price to 
the consumer has not been reduced one 
iota even though the farmers are get- 
ting 15 percent or 25 percent less for 
their commodities. In the case of milk, 
in the milk marketing areas, the price 
of milk is going up instead of down, and 
the farmers are receiving less than they 
did a year ago for their milk. Dairy 
farmers living outside of the milk sheds 
are receiving as much as 25 percent un- 
der the price received a year ago. 

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. JENSEN. Just how is the sup- 
port price between 70 percent and 90 
percent on dairy products and between 
82 ½ percent and 90 percent on the six 
basic storable products going to be de- 
termined? Is there any yardstick that 
the Secretary must use in order to de- 
termine just at what percent of parity he 
is going to support these commodities? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Of 
course, as the gentleman knows, that is 
in the parity formula where he is re- 
quired to take all factors into considera- 
tion in determining the parity price and 
the support prices. 

Mr. JENSEN. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If the 
gentleman will permit me to conclude 
my statement, I do not have much time 
remaining. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am 
sorry, I want to conclude this explana- 
tion, if the gentleman will permit me, 

Here is one good thing that came into 
the bill. It has been complained that 
the farmers are producing too much 
milk, I will not go into the reasons why 
they are producing too much milk except 
to state that, in fact, it is largely on ac- 
count of butter consumption. People 
are going to yellow-colored oleomarga- 
rine. You cannot get away from that. 
Yellow-colored oleomargarine has taken 
over about one-half of the butter market 
in the country so we have a surplus of 
butter. Here we are producing too much 
milk. We have provided here to dispose 
of surpluses. If the Secretary of Agri- 
culture administers this conference re- 
port the way we have intended, he is 
going to materially aid the farmers of 
the country and dispose of surplus farm 
Lata in dairy products which we 

ve, 
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In addition to using $100 million dur- 
ing the next 2 years for the purchases 
of milk for school lunches, we have also 
provided that Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration shall make available butter, 
cheese, and milk powder from Govern- 
ment stocks of dairy products for use by 
men in the armed services, the veter- 
ans, and military hospitals, over and 
above the amounts that are purchased 
in normal channels of trade. Under this 
report, the Secretary could also provide 
milk for these American citizens as well 
as to supply them with adequate 
amounts of butter and cheese. Most of 
the enlisted men in the Army have been 
fed oleomargarine instead of butter. 
These commodities are to be provided 
without cost, excepting the cost of pack- 
aging and transportation. I ask you 
why Government-owned stocks of dairy 
products, paid for by American taxpay- 
ers, should not be given to American 
citizens in our armed services and 
wounded veterans in hospitals? 

As a further means of stabilizing the 
dairy industry and providing consumers 
with good milk from disease-free cows, 
the conference report contains a section 
providing for the acceleration of the 
brucellosis eradication of reactor cattle 
and authorizes the use of $15 million 
annually for the next 2 years as indemni- 
ties up to $50 per head when reactors 
are disposed of. Brucellosis reactors are 
mostly milch cows, and it is estimated 
that there are more than 1,500,000 re- 
actors in the country which should be 
disposed of. 

It is estimated that if the brucellosis 
program is promptly and efficiently ad- 
ministered between 800,000 and 900,000 
reactors can be disposed of in the next 
2 years. In my opinion, effective admin- 
istration of this section will reduce milk 
production by approximately 3 billion 
pounds annually at the end of the 2-year 
period. 

We have also directed that the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture and his staff give 
careful study to the various self-help 
and other programs presented to him 
and Congress by several dairy-industry 
groups. He is required to make a report 
to Congress by January 3, 1955, giving 
his opinion and recommendations for 
the enactment of legislation. The Sec- 
retary is also directed to present alter- 
nate proposals for the consideration of 
Congress and for possible submission to 
a referendum vote of dairy farmers. 

I regret that time will not permit me 
to go into details on the various pro- 
posals which are contained in the con- 
ference report or to further discuss the 
dairy problem. It is very complicated 
and we need the best experienced minds 
in the country to solve it. Let me say 
in conclusion that there is no more im- 
portant industry in this country than 
we find in the dairy industry. It is the 
largest section of our economy and the 
most vital. No branch of our economy 
contributes more to the general welfare 
than do the dairy farmers. Their pur- 
chasing power contributes much to busi- 
ness, manufacturing, and labor, and 
therefore, I again strongly urge the adop- 
tion of a policy that will encourage 
abundant production of milk and other 
dairy products to be sold to consumers at 
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reasonable prices and assure a fair and 
adequate return to producers. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman from Minnesota has 
expired. 

NO AID TO CONSUMER BUT PENALTY FOR 

PRODUCERS 


Mr. KRUEGER. Mr. Speaker, for a 
long time there was a pretty stubborn 
bunch of legislators who stuck together 
when farm legislation came up. They 
were well united, but judging from the 
vote on the farm bill, they have been 
pretty well split up. They wavered in 
their support of high-parity legislation 
last week and now the farmer's economic 
situation is due to slip still further. 

It seems strange that while all other 
segments of our population are getting 
more for their efforts, for their products, 
the farmer is being pushed still further 
down the ladder. He is caught in a real 
squeeze. 

All the way along the income scale, 
workers have more money, better pur- 
chasing power than they did in 1948. 
The farmer is down two billions in net 
income in the past 2 years but his costs 
are still going up. 

Much has been made of the terrific 
surpluses that have been piled up during 
recent years by the program that pro- 
vided high loans for farm products. Sure 
the granaries are full and terminals are 
overflowing. There are millions of 
pounds of food stored away in re- 
serve. That seems a terrible thing to 
those who feel that we must either have 
a war or a famine to keep our farm econ- 
omy on a stable basis. The cost, some- 
thing like $6 billion, is held up as a ter- 
rible waste of the taxpayers’ money. But 
the same fellows who cry about this ex- 
penditure are the ones who would like 
to see us pour still more billions overseas 
in these foreign aid projects that have 
lost us allies instead of building strength 
against the Communists. 

And now with the further reduction 
in farm income to follow the adoption of 
this whittled-down farm bill, the farmer 
is supposed to be pleased and happy. 

The consumer will gain little for the 
farmer’s share of the consumer dollar 
is mighty small. Too many profits have 
to be taken out by transportation, by la- 
bor, by distributors, by taxes before the 
consumer gets his share. They all get 
more and the farmer gets less. Flexible 
price supports will not mean anything 
to the householder in the matter of feed- 
ing a family, but they are going to mean 
a major upset to the farmer who supplies 
that food. 

In January 1948 the average price for 
wheat was $2.81 per bushel. Bread was 
13.8 cents for a pound loaf. Today the 
average market price of wheat is $1.91, 
but the price of bread has increased to 
17 cents for the same loaf. Does it look 
as though a lower price for wheat is go- 
ing to help the consumer? 

Never before in history has the average 
hourly wage of the industrial worker 
bought as much food as today. In 1914, 
1 hour’s pay would buy 3.5 pounds of 
bread, 0.9 of a pound of round steak, 0.6 
of a pound of butter. Today an hour's 
pay will buy 10.7 pounds of bread, 1.9 
poroda of round steak, and 2.2 pounds of 

utter. 


1954 


Everyone else is doing nicely but the 
farmer, and he gets it in the neck again. 

Just recently Congress approved a 
measure that put up $45 million to help 
our shipowners put modern steamships 
into operation. This handout was on the 
theory that if war broke out we would 
have the shipping we need. But food has 
been one of our greatest weapons, and 
now we are doing our best to cut back our 
supplies because they are surplus and 
costing the taxpayers too much money. 

We had our share of food rationing 
during the war. Only a few months ago 
the English saw the end of rationing in 
that country. Here some of our leaders 
are discouraged and depressed because 
we have too much. We want to keep the 
country strong, to maintain our re- 
sources, and yet Congress has to further 
reduce the income of our farmers in a 
hope that it will reduce production. 

It all sort of sums up into the proposi- 
tion that no one will particularly benefit. 
But we have those who are determined to 
get back on the track that a scarcity in 
food is a desirable thing. If we have to 
pour billions overseas to keep friends 
there, if we have to subsidize the news- 
papers and magazines, the shipowners, 
the railroads, and the airlines, then we 
should not be niggardly with the folks 
that produce our food, and we should be 
glad that they can produce so much, 
Thank God we have an abundance in- 
stead of a scarcity. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Byrnes] such time as he may require. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unaninious consent to ex- 
tend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of tke gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, anyone who is concerned over 
the problems facing the dairy farmer 
cannot help but be extremely disap- 
pointed in this conference report. The 
bill as it passed the House was a good 
bill. Nobody would contend that the 
dairy sections of that bill were perfect 
or that they provided the answers to all 
of the problems facing-the dairy indus- 
try. On the other hand, they did pro- 
vide the basic and needed authority for 
constructive action to assist this very 
sick industry and to put our dairy pro- 
gram on a sound basis. The Secretary 
of Agriculture has consistently excused 
his failure to take constructive action 
to alleviate the dairy problem by plead- 
ing lack of authority. He has tried to 
put the blame for his inaction or inap- 
propriate action on the law and on Con- 
gress. When it became clear that this 
was going to be the attitude of the Sec- 
retary, I introduced bill H. R. 8687. The 
general objective of this bill was to give 
the Secretary ample authority for dis- 
posal of the large Government-held 
dairy stocks presently depressing the 
market, ample authority to avoid future 
accumulation of unmanageable stocks, 
and ample authority to provide a sound 
dairy price-support program. The House 
Agriculture Committee included the 
major provisions of this bill and other 
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advisable dairy sections in reporting the 
bill that is now before us to the House. 
The House passed these provisions with- 
out change. As this bill comes to us 
from conference, most of these impor- 
tant provisions are missing. The dairy 
sections have been gutted. Under this 
bill in its present form we can expect the 
Secretary to continue to blame any fail- 
ures in the support program upon a lack 
of authority in the law. 

It is true the bill does give the Secre- 
tary much needed disposal authority, but 
that is only part of the job that needs 
to be done. By eliminating the author- 
ity and discretion of the Secretary to 
conduct other price-support operations 
in addition to purchases, the conferees 
have set the stage for continuing accu- 
mulation of surpluses. By eliminating 
the revised criteria for establishing the 
support level for dairy products, the 
bill continues the present unrealistic 
formula. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not blaming our 
conferees. It is appreciated that they 
faced an unyielding group from the other 
body who have been encouraged in their 
position by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
I want to state quite frankly, however, 
that I cannot approve of the provisions 
of this conference report as they relate 
to the dairy program. I feel most sin- 
cerely that as the bill comes to us from 
conference it is woefully inadequate in 
providing the authority needed to meet 
not only the present but also the long- 
range needs of the dairy farmers and the 
dairy industry. I must vote against this 
conference report. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may desire to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Knox]. 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD: 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. Speaker, I am op- 
posed to the conference committee's re- 
port on the farm bill, as recommended 
by the conferees for the approval of the 
House of Representatives. 

I can see no real justification for pref- 
erential treatment of the five basic com- 
modities over the dairy industry. 

I am convinced that the dairy farmers 
of the Nation would be willing to go 
along on the proposal of 75 percent to 
90 percent of parity if the other five 
basic commodities were on the same 
level. 

The great objection is, the dairy 
farmer must pay a higher parity price 
for the dairy rations to feed their 
cattle, and then find themselves selling 
dairy products at a much lower price 
range than those who produce the five 
basics, some of which are used as a base 
in the manufacture of dairy rations. 

Further, at this time, I am unable to 
determine whether there will be a roll 
call on the conference committee re- 
port. If there is no roll call I want to 
be recorded as objecting to the con- 
ference committee report. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may desire to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. LAIRD]. 
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Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
pay my respects to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN]. 
He has rendered great service to the 
dairy industry and has made a valiant 
fight for a sound dairy section in this 
agricultural legislation. I concur with 
him in the position he has taken and 
cannot accept the conference report on 
this legislation as it completely rejects 
several sound and needed provisions 
which the House approved in its dairy 
section, 

The elimination of the permissive di- 
rect payment provision to plant or milk 
producers is, indeed, a real blow to any 
effective dairy disposal program. The 
elimination of the new criteria, which 
was to become effective April 1, 1955, and 
would have taken into consideration feed 
prices in determining the parity level for 
dairy products, is even a greater blow. 

The dairy section of the new agricul- 
tural bill as it passed the House of Rep- 
resentatives was, indeed, a real improve- 
ment over the present law under which 
we have operated for 4 years. This new 
legislation provided that on September 
1, 1954, to April 1, 1955, dairy products 
would be supported from a minimum of 
80 percent of parity to a maximum of 
90 percent of parity. Beginning on April 
1, 1955, and continuing for 2 years, the 
Secretary of Agriculture would establish 
the dairy-support level not in excess of 
$0 percent of parity nor less than 75 
percent of parity after taking into con- 
sideration: 

First. The estimated supply of milk 
and dairy products for the marketing 
year; 

Second. The estimated demand for 
milk and dairy products for the market- 
ing year; 

Third. The price level of feed crops 
which affect the cost of milk production; 

Fourth. The estimated cost of pro- 
ducing, processing, and marketing milk 
and dairy products; 

Fifth. The estimated returns to farm- 
ers from alternative crops and commodi- 
ties; and 

Sixth. Other economic conditions 
which affect the market supply and de- 
mand for milk and dairy products. 

The importance of this criteria which 
was written into the legislation as it 
passed the House of Representatives can- 
not be overestimated. Under the pres- 
ent law the only criteria which the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture can use in an- 
nouncing the support level for dairy 
products is the supply of milk and dairy 
products which are necessary for the 
marketing year. Under the Senate ver- 
sion of this bill, and the conference re- 
port we are now acting on, this same 
provision of the present law is reenacted. 

In addition to this new criteria, pro- 
visions were made in the bill as it passed 
the House for: 

First. Authority for the Secretary of 
Agriculture to use the widest possible 
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authority to develop domestic and for- 
eign disposal programs for existing and 
future Government stocks of dairy prod- 
ucts. This authority included direct 
payments to plants or milk producers 
as a means of price support in an effort 
to move dairy products into consump- 
tion rather than into storage. These 
payments could be used to make up the 
difference between the price paid in the 
market place and the support level. 

Second. Authority for the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to use up to $50 mil- 
lion annually, to make reimbursement 
payments to schools for a 2-year period 
so that they may serve more milk to 
children at reduced prices. This was 
in addition to the provisions of the 
Agricultural Appropriations Act of 1955 
which provides for the use of section 32 
funds—tariff receipts—for butter and 
cheese in the school-lunch program. 

Third. Provided authority for the De- 
fense Department and Veterans’ Admin- 
istration to secure from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation surplus stocks of 
dairy products over and above their nor- 
mal purchases through the usual mar- 
ket channels. My amendment provided 
that these executive agencies must re- 
port monthly to the Congress the 
amounts of milk, cheese, and butter that 
have actually been used under this di- 
rective from the Congress. 

Fourth. The bill provided that up to 
$15 million of Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration funds may be used annually 
for a 2-year period for an augmented 
and accelerated brucellosis campaign 
through an expanded dairy-culling pro- 
gram which the industry is expected to 
push vigorously. These funds would be 
used to increase the Federal indemnity 
payments from $9 for grades and $18 
for purebreds to $25 and $50 respec- 
tively in addition to the funds which are 
presently being paid in indemnity pro- 
grams by the several States. 

Fifth. The Secretary of Agriculture 
was directed to study the suggested self- 
help dairy plans and to report on Jan- 
uary 3, 1955, to the Congress on these 
proposals. 

The Senate eliminated the payment 
provisions and rejected the new criteria. 
The Senate let the dairy industry down 
by this action. 

I urge the membership of the House 
to recommit this bill to the conference 
committee with instructions to the con- 
ferees that they not recede from the 
position as originally expressed by the 
House. I cannot vote for this confer- 
ence report unless it is amended to in- 
clude the House provisions. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the 
5 from California [Mr. JOHN- 
SON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the committee may have until midnight 
tonight to file a conference report on the 
bill H. R. 9924. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may desire to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis]. 


Is there 
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Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin: Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Mr. Speak- 
er, this conference report puts those of 
us who come from the great dairy area of 
the Nation in a most difficult position. 

On the one hand, we have seen the 
dairy provisions inserted by the House 
when this measure was before us, very 
largely eliminated in the conference with 
the other body. This in no way detracts 
from the efforts which I know the House 
conferees made to retain them. This is 
particularly true of our friend from Min- 
nesota [Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN] who 
labored mightily in the cause of the 
Nation’s dairymen. 

On the other hand, there are a great 
many favorable provisions in this con- 
ference report from the standpoint of 
agriculture generally and the interests 
of the country as a whole. 

If the parliamentary situation at the 
time will permit, I hope it will be possible 
to return this measure to the conference 
committee, in the hope that our con- 
ferees, backed up by a mandate from the 
House, will be able to prevail on the 
Senate conferees to restore several of the 
key dairy provisions of the House bill. 
If that effort fails, then I shall deem it 
my responsibility to vote for the confer- 
ence report, because certainly the enact- 
ment of this measure, as it now stands, 
is better than no legislation at all in 
this important field. 

I am not happy with the situation as 
it now exists. I want to express my ap- 
preciation to those who have stood on 
our side in this struggle on behalf of 
Wisconsin’s dairymen. I regret that we 
have been so outnumbered for the 
present. 

I am hopeful that in the next session 
a thorough study of this complex prob- 
lem will be made. 

Dairymen cannot continue as de- 
pendents of Federal Government. A 
workable self-help plan must be devel- 
oped and put into operation. I am sat- 
isfied that the plan submitted by my 
distinguished constituent, Bill Knox, 
editor of Hoard’s Dairymen—inciden- 
tally, Bill is the son of our Michigan 
colleague, Victor Knox—is the best sug- 
gestion made thus far. I trust the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture and the Agricul- 
ture Committee will give the proposal 
careful, thorough study as a prelude to 
implementing legislation next year. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Poace]. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
associate myself with my colleagues 
from Minnesota on both sides of the 
aisle regarding the fate of the rigid 
price supports for the dairy farmers. I 
am keenly disappointed at what has 
happened. I know it will have a disas- 
trous effect on the economy of the State 
of Minnesota, I still hope to express my 
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position of being for the 90 percent on 
all dairy products. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
the exhibition we have had of unanimity 
on the part of the House conferees should 
be an inspiration to the agricultural peo- 
ple of the United States. These con- 
ferees, regardless of political affiliations 
have done their best for agriculture. I 
want to express my appreciation of the 
work and the cooperation of everyone of 
my colleagues on the conference com- 
mittee. 

For the last 18 months we have had a 
tragic exhibition of trying to divide the 
people of the United States into seg- 
ments; of trying to array consumers 
against producers. This effort has, un- 
fortunately, been accompanied by con- 
siderable success. The Secretary of 
Agriculture has met with wonderful 
success in leading the consumers to be- 
lieve that the people who feed and clothe 
them are their mortal enemies. That is 
not true, but the Secretary has convinced 
a lot of people that it is a fact. He has 
likewise been quite successful in array- 
ing the various segments of agriculture, 
one against the other. 

I can recall for many years when most 
of us in this body believed, as I believe 
today, that the welfare of America, that 
our national prosperity, depends upon 
maintaining a solvent agriculture. Ican 
recall when all of those engaged in agri- 
culture recognized the truism of the fact 
that each segment of agriculture is de- 
pendent upon all the other segments. 
Most of our people for a great many 
years recognized that you could not be 
prosperous in the growing of corn if the 
people who were feeding that corn to 
their hogs and cattle were not prosper- 
ous. Most of us recognized that cotton 
farmers could not long remain prosper- 
ous if the wheat farmers were not pros- 
perous. Most of us recognized that 
agriculture was an integrated undertak- 
ing in which everybody in America was 
interested, and we worked in that way to 
build a sound and solvent America. 

For nearly 20 years we have had the 
most prosperous agriculture that the 
world has ever known. I want to re- 
peat that: We have had the most pros- 
perous agriculture not only that Ameri- 
ca has ever known but the most pros- 
perous agriculture that any nation in 
the history of the world has ever known. 
Oh, yes, way back there in the days of 
the Pharaohs the man who produced 
the food and the fiber for the people 
lived a hard life, and so it had been in 
every country in every age. It was not 
until Franklin D. Roosevelt became 
President of the United States that the 
farmer thought he had a right to share 
in the good things of life. It was only 
then that he became a real partner in 
the economic life of America. 

Now in 18 short months all that has 
vanished; that hard-won approach to 
parity has crumbled under the hand of 
a Secretary of Agriculture who frankly 
advocates lower farm prices—and I must 
reluctantly say that in this he has been 
supported by the President of the Unit- 
ed States, who has apparently changed 
his views since he went over this coun- 
try and told the American people that 
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he was not only for 90 percent of parity 
but for full parity, with a guarantee of 
90 percent of parity. Remember what 
he said at Brookings, S. Dak.? Some- 
thing has caused the President to change 
his views since that speech. I suppose 
it has been the persuasive power of his 
Secretary of Agriculture, who, so far as 
I know, has always advocated low sup- 
port prices. Again, the Secretary has 
been quite successful. The farm in- 
come of this Nation has sunk, sunk, 
ever since he took office; it has steadily 
gone down to lower levels, down on the 
critical level; and if it goes much farther, 
you and I know that all the rest of the 
American economy is going with it. 

So now we are faced with the question: 
Are you going to make any effort to try 
to raise that income to where it is ade- 
quate? Or to even try to hold it where 
it is? 

I want to call your attention to the 
fact that we are again trying to effect a 
holding operation. Back in 1948 I think 
it was, we had a Republican Congress. 
At that time the present chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture in the Senate 
occupied his present position. His 
philosophy was enacted into law, and 
since he had a firm majority his bill 
provided then a support of only 60 to 
90 percent. We were only able to delay 
the effective date of the bill. The next 
year another party was in control of the 
destinies of the Government, but un- 
fortunately by that time we had a dis- 
tinguished Democratic member of an- 
other body who subscribed to at least a 
portion of that poisonous “aching” phi- 
losophy which filled that bill at that time. 
They brought out a new bill which pro- 
vided 75 to 90 percent of parity. Again 
we postponed the effective date. From 
that day down to this moment we have 
been fighting a retreating battle trying 
to postpone, trying to put off the effec- 
tive date of that program. One year we 
failed, but at that time we had a man 
who was Secretary of Agriculture who 
wanted to help the farmers and who did 
help the farmers, and who kept the price 
of the basic commodities with the ex- 
ception of peanuts up to 90 percent of 
parity. 

Since that time we have had to make 
the fight each year or each 2 years. We 
have repeatedly postponed, but we have 
never been able to repeal this “aching” 
bill. Now our bones are aching; now we 
are trying once more to postpone the full 
effect of that attack on our farm income. 
In voting for the conference report 
which is now before the House it means 
that we are still trying to hide away or 
forget about some of the “aching” provi- 


sions. This conference report is going - 


to give us 90 percent support on cotton, 
so the Secretary of Agriculture has prom- 
ised us; it is going to give us 87 percent 
of parity on peanuts. It is not going to 
give us what the President promised at 
Brookings, but for 1 more year, at least, 
it is going to give us something better 
than the Aiken philosophy. 

I believe in taking all the support I 
can get for the producers of basic com- 
modities, who, in good faith, have re- 
duced their production; and this is our 
only chance to get anything more than 
82 % percent of parity. This bill is only 
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a temporary measure. It is based on an 
utterly unsound and absurd idea that we 
can assume that 4 million bales of cotton 
and 500 million bushels of wheat do not 
exist—but Secretary Benson has serious- 
ly stated to our committee on at least 
2 occasions that if we will let him play 
these children’s games he will support 
our basic crops for 1 more year. The only 
alternative is to accept the 75-percent 
supports of the Aiken bill. Much as I 
would like to express my personal con- 
tempt for this kind of sleight-of-hand 
dealing, I cannot in good conscience 
deny the little farmer of central Texas 
the money which may pay for his chil- 
dren’s shoes this winter. I cannot bur- 
den the American taxpayer with the 
losses which my former chairman, the 
distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina, described. I cannot take the 
chance of inviting a nationwide depres- 
sion. 

Nor would I suggest that we should 
give up the very considerable gains for 
the dairy industry which the gentleman 
from Minnesota has described. It is true 
that I voted, as did a majority of the 
Members of this body, for substantially 
greater supports for dairy producers, but 
again this bill contains some very help- 
ful provisions. If we reject them as in- 
adequate, and I think they are, we can 
get nothing in their stead. I do not pro- 
pose to trade something for nothing. 

The bill does contain a very effective 
provision for the support of the wool in- 
dustry. True, it is the Brannan plan, 
which many of you rejected a few years 
ago, but it will undoubtedly put new life 
in a very sick segment of agriculture. 
The wool section of the report also makes 
just provision for similar treatment for 
mohair, Although the President sent a 
personal letter to the conferees asking 
that the support of mohair be eliminated, 
I had the unwavering support of our con- 
ferees and was able to save this provi- 
sion with only a minor concession. This 
will mean much to the sheep and goat 
regions of southwest Texas. It is one 
more reason why I prefer to vote for this 
report and to hope with Horx, than to 
vote this down and to ache with AIKEN. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
while, of course, this bill as represented 
by the conference report, does not reflect 
my thinking, I want to compliment the 
members of the conference committee, 
particularly those representing the 
House on the fine job which they have 
done in compromising the differences 
between the two bodies. 

Nothing could be done to raise the level 
of supports, since both the House—in 
spite of my opposition—and the Senate 
agreed to a slippery sliding scale of from 
82 ½ to 90 percent of parity. 

I think it is significant that the con- 
ferees have retained an amendment 
adopted in the Senate which provides 
that— 

No * * shall be construed to au- 
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to im- 
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pose any limitations upon the number of 
terms for which members of county com- 
mittees * * may be reelected. 


On the basis of the adoption of this 
amendment by the Senate and the likeli- 
hood that the House would concur in 
this amendment I suggested to the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture on August 12 that 
he would be justified in postponing the 
county elections which were to have been 
held in Missouri on August 14. When I 
received no reply to that telegram, I 
wired the chairman of the State ASC 
Committee in Missouri calling his atten- 
tion to the action which had been taken 
in the Senate and suggesting that this 
action would be confirmed by the House, 
requested that the elections in Missouri 
be postponed. I understand the elec- 
tions have been postponed and I sup- 
pose that the Secretary’s office will advise 
the farmers in Missouri that the limita- 
tions on the number of terms which 
members of county committees can serve, 
has been removed. 

The telegram sent by my colleague Mr. 
Cannon and myself to the Secretary of 
Agriculture on August 12, and the tele- 
gram sent by myself to Mr. Murray Col- 
bert, chairman of the State ACS com- 
mittee at Columbia on August 13, follow: 


The Honorable Ezra Tarr Benson, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Whereas the Senate through adoption of 

amendment has voiced its opposition to lim- 
iting terms of members of county ASC com- 
mittees and whereas House conferees are 
likely to accept this amendment, we respect- 
fully suggest Secretary of Agriculture would 
be acting in conformity with precedents in 
postponing county elections called for August 
14 until Secretary regulations could be 
brought into conformity with congressional 
action. Contemplated action of your Depart- 
ment in withholding filing of suits based 
upon action of House Committee of Agricul- 
ture in reporting H. R. 6878 which everyone 
knows will not be acted upon at this session 
offers comparable precedent in rescinding 
regulations restricting terms of county com- 
mittee members. 

Paul. C. Jones, 

Member of Congress. 
CLARENCE CAN NON, 
Member of Congress. 


Mr. Murray COLBERT, 
Chairman, Agricultural Stabilization 
and Conservation Committee, 
Columbia, Mo.: 

Respectfully suggest that in view of Senate 
action in adopting amendment removing lim- 
itation on number of terms for which mem- 
bers of county committees may be reelected 
and likelihood that House conferees will ac- 
cept. this amendment, that your committee 
is justified in postponing all county elections 
scheduled for August 14, pending final de- 
cision of Congress. To prevent reelection of 
some of most competent experienced officials 
of your organization in face of action already 
taken by Congress will be in effect imposing 
a dictatorship on the farmers of Missouri. 
Other States where elections are being held 
at later date will not be hampered by arbi- 
trary regulation promulgated by Secretary 
of Agriculture without consultation with 
either congressional or farm leaders. You 
have the power to fix dates for this election 
and also have power to change dates of such 
election. 

PauL C. Jones, 
Member of Congress, 


I think the Secretary of Agriculture 
should take a cue from this action of 
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Congress in stripping him of the arbi- 
trary authority which he had assumed. 
The Secretary should not need to be 
reminded that ours is a government of 
laws, and not men. In promulgating his 
orders and regulations he should be 
guided by the intent of Congress in pass- 
ing laws affecting agriculture and 
farmers of America. He should not have 
to be embarrassed by having his hand 
called when he tried to impose on the 
farmers of this great Nation regulations 
which remind one of those of a dictator. 
The Secretary of Agriculture should not 
need to be reminded that he, too, like 
Members of Congress, is a servant of the 
people, and his responsibility is the ad- 
ministering of laws and programs en- 
acted by Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that a letter which 
I received only this week from a farmer 
living in the Tenth Congressional Dis- 
trict of Missouri contains some very fine 
advice which the Secretary should take 
to heart. Since the Secretary does not 
answer letters written by Members of 
Congress, I am not taking the time to 
direct this to his attention in a personal 
letter, but I do know that someone in 
the Department of Agriculture will call 
it to his attention and in all probability 
it will appear in the Daily Congressional 
Digest circulated within the Department 
of Agriculture. 

Here is the letter referred to above, 
from Mr. J. I. Burlison, a successful 
farmer of near Wardell, in Pemiscot 
County, Mo.: 

WARDELL, Mo., August 13, 1954. 
Congressman PAUL C. JONES, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I will write you a few 
lines to let you know how we are getting 
along here in Pemiscot County. We are 
needing rain very badly. The farmers in this 
section of southeast Missouri are dissatis- 
fied with the way the Agricultural Depart- 
ment had the committee election held to 
elect the township committeemen. We have 
been told in the past that this was a farm 
program administered by the farmers. This 
year the Agricultural Department brought 
the farm extension agent, the soil-conserva- 
tion supervisor, the farm home administra- 
tor, and the president of the Farm Bureau 
to make up a county election board. We 
farmers do not believe that those Govern- 
ment-paid officials and the Farm Bureau has 
any business running the farmers’ election 
and we want to enter a protest. 

The farmers in our section are dissatisfied 
with the flexible-price support program, but 
we feel like that if it hadn’t been for the help 
of people like you that the program would 
have been a lot worse than it is. We appre- 
ciate the effort you made in our behalf, 

Yours very truly, 
J. I. Burutson, 
Burlison Farms. 


It is unfortunate, Mr. Speaker, that 
the Committees on Agriculture in draft- 
ing legislation dealing with the agricul- 
tural program, which affects the lives 
of millions of farm families, is faced 
with the necessity of spelling out every 
little detail of the law to insure that it 
will be carried out as Congress intended. 

I would remind other Members of 
Congress, Mr. Speaker, that within the 
past several weeks, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture has announced that under the 
existing law he has authority to re- 
strict the use of diverted acres to an 
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extent that had not heretofore been 
contemplated by any Secretary of Agri- 
culture. It is known that at the present 
time the Secretary of Agriculture is 
working on new regulations governing 
the use of these diverted acres. If the 
Secretary should by any stretch of the 
imagination go as far as he has an- 
nounced he can go, and should he at- 
tempt to exercise the full extent of the 
authority which he contends that he 
has, he will bring not only unwarranted 
suffering to millions of farmers in Amer- 
ica but will throw many into bank- 
ruptey. 

With other Members of Congress I 
have discussed some of these problems 
with representatives of the Department 
of Agriculture, and only today, Mr. 
Speaker, I was at the Department of 
Agriculture with the gentlemen from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. ABER- 
NETHY, and Mr. Smiru], and the gentle- 
man from Arkansas [Mr. GATHINGS] con- 
ferring with those officials who have been 
assigned the important task of formulat- 
ing regulations which will soften the 
impact of the Secretary’s originally an- 
nounced intentions. I am happy to re- 
port, Mr. Speaker, that our delegation 
received a courteous reception and I am 
inclined to believe that the committee 
with which we discussed our problems 
will give sympathetic consideration 
thereto. If, however, it develops that 
our farmers are confronted with un- 
realistic or unbearable regulations with 
which it is impossible to live, Congress 
will, when it reconvenes in January, have 
to make such corrections as are neces- 
sary. 

Particularly would I impress the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture with the desir- 
ability, if not the necessity of making 
any changes gradual in order that our 
farmers can make a smooth transition 
into the new changes. 

The concern of the farmers of south- 
east Missouri is reflected in the following 
telegram from Mr. George U. Shelby, one 
of my farmer friends in Mississippi 
County, Mo., who points out some of the 
hardships facing our people if drastic 
regulations are put into effect. While 
the problems will not be the same in each 
area, I think the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture must be realistic enough in his ap- 
proach to recognize the problems of the 
different areas, and to permit enough 
flexibility in the administration of the 
regulations, and particularly to permit a 
practical administration by local com- 
mittees who are familiar with local prob- 
lems. Mr. Shelby's telegram follows: 

CHARLESTON, Mo. 
Hon. PAUL C. Jones, 
House Office Building: 

Farmers in southeast Missouri caught in 
acreage allotment squeeze on corn, cotton, 
and wheat. 

Though actually in neither belt and fur- 
ther menaced by successive droughts ask 
your assistance in urging Department of 
Agriculture establish minimum quota of 25 
percent of cultivated acres on each of these 
crops on farms where such crops are nor- 
mally grown. Our hopes for future lie in 
ability to diversify with equitable quotas al- 
lowed on principal cash crops if we are to 
survive. The 25 percent formula would cause 
negligible change in crop production na- 
tionally. Your help appreciated. 

GEORGE U. SHELBY. 


August 17 


Mr. Speaker, in voting to approve this 
conference report, I am expressing my 
preference for the lesser of 2 evils, and 
I am accepting the higher level of 2 
sliding-scale formulas, because I believe 
the conferees have done the best job pos- 
sible with the material they had to work 
with, and nothing would be accomplished 
either by rejecting the report or sending 
the bill back to conference. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Montana (Mr. D’Ewart) may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to register the strongest possible objec- 
tion to the treatment that has been ac- 
corded the woolgrowers of the United 
States by the committee of conference 
on the agricultural bill. 

The postponement of the effective date 
of this program until next April is with- 
out justification. It is not a part of the 
legislation passed by either House, it is 
entirely new, and I do not believe it could 
stand up against a point of order. The 
possibility that further conference would 
defeat this entire legislation restrains the 
friends of the wool industry from making 
that point of order. 

The wool program is good legislation. 
It is justified because we have to main- 
tain a sound and prosperous wool indus- 
try in this country. It is justified now— 
not a year from now. The postponement 
of the effective date may cost woolgrow- 
ers as much as $25 million on this year’s 
crop, 10 to 12 cents per pound at the 
ranch, and that may well be the differ- 
ence between survival and disaster for 
thousands of small ranchers who have 
been hanging on in anticipation of the 
support offered in the Benson wool pro- 
gram, 

I cannot find any justification for the 
action of the conferees. The limitation 
on parity and the 4-year limit on the 
program are also entirely unnecessary 
and unduly restrictive. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have the privilege of extending 
their remarks at this point in the Recorp 
on the subject now under discussion. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Speaker, I am sup- 
porting this farm bill because it marks a 
turning point, I hope, in the philosophy 
and practice of farm legislation that has 
brought American agriculture to its 
present precarious state. We have been 
operating too long on the basis of rigid 
agricultural price supports so high that 
they result in price fixing above world 
market prices with the result that we 
must have acreage controls, and must 
subsidize our exportable surplus, or let 
it rot. 

The claimed costs of our farm pro- 
grams made by advocates during this 
debate have been fantastically low. 
Here are the costs as I obtained them 
from the hearings, pages 41 to 44, on in- 
creasing the borrowing authority of the 
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Commodity Credit Corporation last 
March. 
Here is the heading of the table: 
REALIZED COST OF AGRICULTURAL AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS, BY FUNCTION AND PURPOSE, 
FiscaL Years 1932-53 
For activities financed from appropriated 
funds the expenditures less receipts arising 
from the activities so financed— 


Note that the cost is not $1.3 billion 
but $37,380,700,000. Here are the items 
in this total: 


For stabilization of prices 


and farm income $7, 510, 400, 000 


Conservation programs... 4, 589, 100, 000 
Credit and related pro- 

. cheats 1, 756, 300, 000 
Research and education 1, 189, 700, 000 
School lunches, marketing 

services, sto. 1, 531, 300, 000 
Wartime defense and spe- 

. pees esi erp osetia 344, 200, 000 


Total of above items. 16, 921, 000, 000 


Consumer subsidies........ 4, 245, 000, 000 
Agricultural commodities 
for foreign-aid pro- 

a A RE NEA 16, 214, 700, 000 

Grand total 37,380, 700, 000 


Mr. Speaker, note that over $16 billion 
have gone for agricultural commodities 
for foreign-aid programs. Postwar for- 
eign aid alone accounted for $8,530,100,- 
000 of this. Now this foreign aid did a 
great deal of good in our foreign policy; 
but it was, among other things, a bonan- 
za for our farmers, an effective $16 bil- 
lion subsidy to our agriculture, getting 
rid of crops they did not have to sell. 
The big crops are all export crops. Wool 
and sugar are special problems because 
they are net import crops. There may 
be other crops requiring special han- 
dling. But about 40 million acres in our 
country raise crops for export. 

We are cutting down on foreign aid. 
That kind of indirect subsidy for agri- 
culture is winding up. We have Mem- 
bers who are advocating a new kind of 
agricultural export subsidy, by a two- 
price system for farm exports. I hope 
that our farm experts here on the floor 
will devote their efforts to programs that 
will not always involve gigantic Federal 
subsidies and Federal controls for agri- 
culture. 

We need basic protective laws for la- 
bor, commerce, industry, and agricul- 
ture, and I will support such laws, but I 
hope we will get around to agricultural 
programs that cost the taxpayer-con- 
sumer less, and that give the farmer 
more freedom and more money. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
at this time to compliment the members 
of the conference committee who deleted 
the grazing bill rider from the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1954. 

Legislation affecting the public inter- 
est in the administration of more than 
200 million acres of national forest and 
Bankhead-Jones lands is far too impor- 
tant to be slipped through as a rider on 
nongermane legislation. 

All concerned realize that such legis- 
lation should stand on its merits, if such 
there be, and should be considered com- 
pletely in both Houses of Congress. 

Iam glad that members of the confer- 
ence committee in their wisdom dropped 
this section from the farm bill. 
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Mrs. PFOST. Mr. Speaker, I wish the 
people of Idaho could sit in the House 
gallery for this debate on the new farm 
bill. Its full implications should be 
known to farmers, businessmen, and 
consumers alike. 

What I have to say, therefore, is di- 
rected not only to Members of the House, 
but to the people I represent in Congress 
as well. I believe these people are en- 
titled to all of the facts—and that it is 
my responsibility to get the facts to 
them. 

COSTS OF SLIDING SCALE WILL BE HUGE 


The Government will lose many times 
more putting farmers on 75 percent to 
90 percent of parity sliding scale price 
supports than it has cost to support the 
6 basic crops for 21 years. 

It will not reduce surpluses. 

It will not aid consumers. 

It will bankrupt thousands of farmers 
and deflate our whole economy. 

Under the administration farm act; 
we have an 8244 percent to 90 percent 
sliding scale on 1955 crops and 75 percent 
to 90 percent of parity sliding scale 
thereafter. 

It has cost the Government only $53.1 
million to support corn, wheat, rice, pea- 
nuts, cotton, and tobacco over the last 
21 years. 

In the changeover to sliding scale, the 
Government will have to devalue its 
stocks on hand to the new levels, taking 
huge losses. 

DAIRY PRODUCTS 


Last April 1 when Secretary Benson 
dropped dairy price supports from 90 
percent to 75 percent of parity, there 
was 364 million pounds of butter, 483 
million pounds of cheese, and 598 mil- 
lion pounds of dried milk in Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks. This was 
devalued $67,700,000 by the Secretary’s 
price support reduction. Actually Sec- 
retary Benson subsequently sold nearly 
500 million pounds of the dried milk for 
feed at a loss of an additional $40 mil- 
lion. 

WHEAT 

The Government has 878,620,000 
bushels of wheat to be devalued. The 
Federal loss will be $390,241,000 when 
the full slide from 90-percent to 75-per- 
cent parity value has been taken. That 
does not include $326,400,000 loss to 
farmers themselves. 

CORN 


The Government holds 803,617,000 
bushels of corn. It would lose $232,- 
447,000 on a 90 percent to 75 percent of 
parity devaluation. Farmers stand to 
lose $794 million on a year's crop. 

COTTON 


A 90 percent to 75 percent of parity 
devaluation of cotton would amount to 
$23.50 per bale or $169,905,000 on the 
Government’s holdings of 7,230,000 bales. 
It would mean a $451,580,000 loss to 
farmers if applied to the current cotton 


crop. 
PEANUTS AND RICE 


On rice the Government would lose 
$1,215,000, and on peanuts $3,517,000 de- 
valuing its holdings. Farmers would lose 
$46,052,000 and $44,837,000, respectively, 
on a year’s crop. 
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CHANGEOVER LOSS TOTALS HUGE 


The loss to the Government alone on 
these 5 basics could total $793,325,000, 
or nearly 16 times our 21-year losses in 
supporting the price of the basic com- 
modities. 

SOME TRUE COST FIGURES 


There has been so much distortion of 
the cost of price supports that the Re- 
publicans and Democrats in the House 
Agriculture Committee ordered a special 
study of the actual costs. Here is what 
the gains and losses on the 6 basics have 
been between October 17, 1933, and 
November 30, 1953—21 years: 


[In millions of dollars] 


Gains 
Gorton, upud Esanen $237.9 
TORON eraan nn 1 .* 
Total gains. 239.6 
Losses 
SG R(¶(¶( ( AA 104. 2 
r ae EE TENCE 87.6 
CCT — 99.4 
Tf. cae tse rasa nee a ceca 1.5 
Total 108866 „c „%7 292. 7 
Net 1066 es „ 53.1 


Looking at the overall cost of price 
supports through their whole history, we 
find that nearly 90 percent of losses have 
been on 4 items—dairy products, pota- 
toes, eggs, and wool. Here is what all 
price supports have cost, with these items 
taken out: 


Grand total losses $1, 374, 825, 203 

Losses on: — eT 
Fotos. 478, 134, 189 
Dairy products (butter, 


cheese, and milk) 203, 096, 107 
— 189, 621, 226 
W 92, 156, 532 
Total of 4 Items 963, 008, 054 
Reduced 10686 411, 817, 149 
Less profits on sugar pro- 
CCC edge n NNE PASE SOORT 309, 000, 000 
Total reduced loss on 
price-support pro- 
grams, basics and 
nonbasics 102, 817, 149 


BUSINESS GETS BIGGER SUBSIDIES 


Much bigger subsidies are appropriated 
to business every year than to agricul- 
ture. The 1955 budget contains $609 
million for business and only $549 million 
for all agricultural aids. The business 
subsidy is actually bigger, for the figure 
above assumed a postal-rate increase not 
actually made. 

Newspapers and magazines get a sub- 
sidy, through below-cost postal rates, 
amounting to more than $300 million per 
year or—six times more in a single year 
than farm price supports have cost in 
21 years. 

Life magazine—a single publication— 
got a postal subsidy of $2,150,000 in the 
last quarter of 1952. That means more 
than $8 million per year, compared to an 
average annual cost of $24 million for 
farm price supports in 21 years. The 
one magazine gets 3 times as much sub- 
sidy as all of the farmers of the Nation. 

From 1949 through 1955, appropriated 
subsidies to business total $5.8 billion. 

All agricultural aids have totaled $2.1 
billion less in this period. 
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If the Government lost several bil- 
lion dollars helping farmers adjust from 
high wartime production to peacetime 
levels, it would still be comparatively 
tiny—but as we all know, such expendi- 
tures are not being made. 

We have paid out for business recon- 
version from war, including accelerated 
tax amortization, $49,787,864,000. 

FOOD STOCKPILES ARE SMALL 

Food helps to win wars. Our stock- 
piles were an enormous asset in World 
War II. 

What is the real size of our food stocks 
now, compared to other defense mate- 
rials? The bipartisan House Agricul- 
ture Committee supplies us with these 
figures: 

Federal investment in— 


Military material $129, 000, 000, 000 


National stockpile of 

minerals, eto 5, 700, 000, 000 
Food and fiber (CCC in- 

ventory) 2 2, 687, 103, 365 


Despite these supplies, a drought could 
wipe out our food surpluses in 2 years. 
A great war would clean out surpluses 
even faster. 

Neither drought nor war is a certainty, 
but both threaten the Nation today. 

WHO BENEFITS FROM THE FARMERS’ LOSSES AND 
DISTRESS? 

Consumers will not benefit from de- 
stroying the farmers’ firm price supports. 

Farm prices have come down 20 points 
since their peak in 1951. 

Food prices are not off 1 percent from 
their peak. 

The bipartisan House Agriculture 
Committee tells us in its study, Farm 
Prices and the Cost of Food: 

Farm prices advanced 29 percent between 
1946 and their peak in 1951, 5 years later. 
The advance in food prices was even greater 
(45 percent) between 1946 and their postwar 
peak in 1953. 

Since 1951, peak prices received by farmers 
have fallen 20 points or almost back to their 
1946 level. In contrast, retail food prices 
now hold within a fraction (of 1 percent) of 
their 1952 peak. 

In June 1954, farm prices declined 4 per- 
cent; retail food prices advanced 0.5 percent. 

Thus far, almost none of the lower prices 
received by farmers since 1951 has been 
passed on to consumers in the form of lower 
retail food prices. 

Further declines in farm prices are ex- 
pected as more livestock and livestock 
products come to market and price-support 
levels are lowered. Consumers can expect 
little benefit, however, from these lower farm 
prices unless recent tendencies to increase 
marketing and processing charges are curbed. 


The bipartisan study shows distribu- 
tors have gobbled all the farmers have 
lost. Distributors who once got 46 cents 
out of every retail food dollar now take 
58 cents. The farmers’ share has 
dropped from 54 cents in 1945 to 42 cents 
in June 1954. 

There is only 2% cents’ worth of 
wheat in a 17-cent loaf of bread. There 
is only 30 cents’ worth of cotton in a 
$3.95 shirt. If these tiny items are re- 
duced 10 or 15 percent by lowering price 
supports, the amount per shirt or loaf of 
bread will be so small the processors will 
again swallow it up. 

Consumers will not gain a penny from 
the farmers’ losses. 
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WHAT'S BEHIND THE DRIVE TO DEFLATE THE 
FARMERS? 

Farmers will be hurt. 

Consumers will not benefit. 

Only the processors and distributors 
stand to profit. 

And it is an interesting fact that proc- 
essors and distributors have placed more 
people in. the Department of Agricul- 
ture under Secretary Benson in the last 
2 years than in all the Democratic ad- 
ministrations preceding him for 20 years. 

Deflating farmers will hurt all of us 
except the administration’s favored busi- 
ness friends—those who farm—the 
farmers. 

Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, as it has been said here today 
there may be some good features in this 
farm bill. However, the fundamental 
and basic features are bad and com- 
pletely wrong. However, it will be ap- 
proved. So there is a big job ahead of 
us and we must continue our efforts to 
get at least 90 percent of parity as a 
basic program for our main farm crops 
and produce. 

This measure will result in a reduced 
general level of farm income. Because 
of this basic fact and truth, as time will 
prove me to be right, I will never agree 
to such a compromise as this. This bill 
means that the dairy industry of our 
country will get 75 percent of parity 
supports. 

The bill provides for basic supports 
of 82% percent to 90 percent of parity 
on basic crops next year. This means, of 
course, that these crops will generally be 
supported at lower levels. 

In my opinion anything less than 90- 
percent parity will be disastrous to the 
American farmers and furthermore, it 
will be detrimental to all of America. A 
farm income based on less than 90 per- 
cent of parity will eventually, if not in 
the immediate future, bring more unem- 
ployment, more people on relief, more 
distress, less business for all and espe- 
cially poor business for the small-town 
merchants of our country. The main 
sufferer and the unhappy victim of this 
drastic new program will be the farmer 
himself and the members of his family. 

With time so limited, according to the 
rules, to discuss this important farm 
bill, I can only ask to extend my re- 
marks, and to say I will stand up and 
oppose the passage of this so-called farm 
bill. 

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I certainly would like to express 
my appreciation for the tremendous 
amount of work which the Committee on 
Agriculture has done on this very com- 
plex and very difficult problem dealing 
with farm legislation. 

I do not think there is any one prob- 
lem of the many problems that have 
faced us in the last year to which I per- 
sonally have given more thought and 
consideration. I confess at this hour it 
is still a very difficult problem. 

Last fall I announced to people who 
asked me, privately or publicly, that I 
felt that this was a time when we should 
continue our present farm program for 
at least 1 year. I realize there are those 
who differ in that view, some of them 
farmers in my own district, but I think 
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that economically the farmer has been 
in a very, very difficult squeeze. 

I am supporting this bill and the great 
Committee on Agriculture in the posi- 
tion they have taken. I think to do 
otherwise would not be right. 

It is unfortunate, in the consideration 
of this bill, that over the past months a 
concerted drive has been on in this coun- 
try to line up the consumer against the 
farmer. That does not work either for 
the welfare of our country or our econ- 
omy. 

Agriculture is the Nation's basic in- 
dustry and the prosperity of the entire 
country depends upon the prosperity of 
the farmer and the dairyman. Some 
people may say that other segments of 
our economy are just as important as 
agriculture; there may be some justi- 
fication for their position, However, 
when the Lord made man and placed him 
on the earth He provided food for him, 
and man consumed that food so that he 
could work. Whether it is the worker 
in the machine shop or the factory, or 
the miner in the bowels of the earth, he 
could not survive nor perform his labors 
without food. 

Whether in war or in peace, one of 
the first important considerations which 
must be given by the military is what 
food do we have for our troops, and it 
matters not that our Armed Forces are 
on the land, in the air, on the sea, or un- 
der the sea. Food must be available for 
them in order that they may survive and 
accomplish whatever their mission may 
be. That is why agriculture is so dif- 
ferent from other segments of our econ- 
omy. 

FARM INCOME 

The net farm income has declined 
over the past 3 years. It has declined 
some 13 percent in the last 2 years and 
some 25 percent since 1947. At the 
same time other segments of our econ- 
omy have reached new heights as far as 
net income is concerned. In other 
words, the farmer has been confronted 
with getting less in the market place 
for what he has to sell and has been 
compelled to pay more and more for 
that which he has to buy. 

Unfortunately, many people fail to 
understand that whenever the farmer's 
income declines, his purchasing power 
declines, and it is felt by business and 
industry all over the country—and 
almost immediately. It must not be for- 
gotten that an equitable price for farm 
products is absolutely essential if we are 
to generate income which will maintain 
employment and prosperity. It stands 
to reason that when the farmer's in- 
come diminishes he will purchase less 
consumer goods. In fact, he is likely to 
buy only those things which he actually 
needs to carry on his farm operations 
and to support his family. 

In my particular section of the coun- 
try, the very minute farm income de- 
clines it is felt in every store on Main 
Street. It is felt in the stockyards in 
South St. Paul—the second largest 
stockyards in the country, and it is re- 
flected in other markets all over the 
country. 

A little over a year ago I happened to 
be visiting with a couple of banker 
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friends in my district. They came from 
different parts of my district but both 
were from excellent farming communi- 
ties with heavy dairy production, com- 
paring with any of the mixed production 
that we have in southern Minnesota, 
Without mentioning any names or dis- 
closing any confidences, I can relate this 
incident. I asked, “What would you 
estimate has been the drop in deposits 
of your farm depositors for the last 2 
years?” That would be 3 years now 
altogether. They said very frankly, 
both of them, that they felt that the 
deposits of their farm depositors had 
dropped at least 25 percent. 

COST-PRICE SQUEEZE 


The farmer is in a unique position 
in our economy. He has nothing to say 
about the cost of things he has to buy. 
Someone else always sets the price for 
his tractor, plow, or combine, his car 
and his wearing apparel. Oftentimes 
someone else fixes the wages that he is 
required to pay his hired help because 
the wages of his hired man is usually 
fixed by competition of high wages in 
the city. Someone else fixes the farmer's 
taxes, determines the cost of his insur- 
ance and the cost of his transportation. 
Someone else tells him what he has to 
pay for his cattle and other livestock 
which is not raised on the farm. In 
short, the farmer usually pays what 
the seller demands. 

On the other side of the picture, the 
farmer has very little, if anything, to 
say about the price of the things he has 
to sell. When he takes his cattle to the 
livestock market at South St. Paul, or to 
some other market, he takes what the 
buyers offer him. If he does not like the 
price, his alternative is to take his cattle 
back to the farm. The same is true of 
his milk and the eggs which the house- 
wife sells. The farmer is confronted 
with the fact that when his cattle or 
hogs are ready for market he must sell 
them. The same is true of his milk. His 
milk and cream must be sold fresh. In 
other words, the farmer must sell as the 
products of the farm are produced. 

When the farmer hauls his grain to 
the country elevator he takes what the 
operator of that elevator offers him. If 
he does not like the price, he has the 
privilege of taking the grain back to the 
farm. Generally speaking, he does not 
have the opportunity of selecting the 
best time nor the best market for the 
things he has to sell. 

THE FARMER AND THE CONSUMER 


Consumers of the country have the 
impression that the farmer is responsible 
for the high cost of food and no one is 
doing much to dispel that idea. I would 
like to point out that food is the biggest 
bargain of the year 1954. Fewer hours 
of work buy more food now, and better 
food, than ever before. The world 
should know, and certainly the consumer 
should be advised, that out of each dollar 
the consumer receives as his income, only 
26 cents is used for food. The other 74 
cents can be used for other things. Of 
the $1 the consumer spends for food 
farmers get only 45 cents. Thus, less 
than 12 percent of consumer income 
reaches the farmer, 
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If farmers gave away their wheat the 
price of bread would only fall less than 
3 cents a loaf. Not only do consumers 
now get more food for an hour's wage 
but they get more convenience, wider se- 
lections, and better quality. The con- 
sumer has a wide selection of farm prod- 
ucts. He can buy breasts of chicken or 
he can buy only chicken legs or livers. 
He can select his vegetables and meats 
wrapped in individual transparent pack- 
ages. He can buy his milk in paper 
cartons with no bottles to return. Few 
farmers, however, get any of the money 
that these extra services cost. 

Only a part of the food sold over the 
grocery counter comes from supported 
farm crops. Much publicity is given to 
farm subsidies. Some people like to 
magnify the situation and take great de- 
light in giving misleading information 
to the country about the cost of our farm 
programs. Farmers are by no means 
the only group who have received Fed- 
eral support at taxpayers’ expense. Let 
us not forget the subsidies to business, 
the railroads, the airlines, the shipping 
industry, and the subsidy granted to 
labor by providing a minimum wage. 

Consumers can depend on it that their 
jobs will disappear if farm returns for 
foodstuffs fall to nonprofit levels. Agri- 
culture’s purchasing power creates high 
employment as sure as general prosperity 
helps agricultural sales. 

Farmers today produce so abundantly 
that 85 percent of our population can 
choose other kinds of jobs. If farmers 
were not so efficient, a lot more people 
would have to go to work on the farm. 
This is an efficiency that since before 
the war has increased farm output by 
40 percent, doing the job with 17 per- 
cent less labor. There should be a bet- 
ter understanding between the farmer 
and consumer. In the last analysis we 
are all farmers because we are all so 
dependent upon the fruits of the soil. 

PRICE SUPPORTS 


If it had not been for price supports, 
surplus removal, and marketing agree- 
ments, the farmer’s net income last year 
would have been $3 billion less than it 
is now, or 25 percent less, according to 
some of our most eminent economists. 
Had it not been for price supports we 
might well today have a general eco- 
nomic recession. 

Our present program of price supports, 
surplus removal, and marketing agree- 
ments covered 70 percent of the value of 
all crops produced, livestock, and live- 
stock products last year. About 90 to 
95 percent of our farmers producing 
crops and livestock for market were di- 
rectly or indirectly benefited by existing 
stablization and marketing agreement 
programs, thus preventing further im- 
pairment of agricultural income. 

Farmers have already voluntarily lim- 
ited the acreage of major crops in order 
to bring production into balance with 
consumption. Under cross-compliance 
provisions of basic law already being en- 
forced by the Secretary of Agriculture 
for wheat, the farmers will have less 
acres than ever before. All this means 
less income. If it applies to wheat it 
can be applied to corn and to other com- 
modities. 
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In substance, therefore, the opponents 
of the continuation of the 90-percent- 
rigid support program are saying, “Look, 
Mr. Farmer, even though farm income is 
going down, and even though things 
you have to buy are still very high, and 
even though you are in a price squeeze, 
and even though you have taken out 
of production voluntarily and through 
cross-compliance regulations many of 
your tillable acres, and even though all 
of this will make it very difficult for you 
to maintain your normal income, still we 
want to assure you, Mr. Farmer, in spite 
of all these handicaps we want to guar- 
anty you less income than you had be- 
fore.” That quoted statement simply 
does not make common sense nor fair 


dealing. 
FARM PRODUCTION 


The farmer is being called upon to pro- 
vide the food and fiber, not only for the 
people of the United States, but for many 
other areas of the world. The American 
farmer is today feeding over 160 million 
people in the United States alone, and by 
1960 it is estimated, at the present rate 
of our increase in population, we will 
have 175 million people in the United 
States. 

It has been said that the world's popu- 
lation is increasing more rapidly than 
the world food supply. We have, there- 
fore, a hungry world on our hands, 
These facts should cause us to stop, look 
and listen when we discuss the problems 
of farm surpluses, for the growth of our 
own Nation and of the population of the 
world means that if people are to be fed 
the farmers must produce more agricul- 
tural products, rather than less, in the 
years that lie ahead. 

With few exceptions we have already 
reached the saturation point as far as 
new farmland is concerned, so if we are 
to expand production to meet an expand- 
ing population we will have to increase 
the productivity of the land. 

Of course, no matter how good a farm 
bill we may write, Congress cannot legis- 
late what the weather will be. That is 
something on which every farmer has 
to gamble. He never knows whether he 
will be facing a drought or flooded acres; 
when he plants his crops in the spring he 
does not know whether he will have a 
bountiful crop, a medium crop or prac- 
tically no crop at all. However, I think 
we ought to get down on our knees every 
night and thank the good Lord that he 
has been so good to us for the production 
we have had. 

FARM SURPLUSES 


We hear much these days about farm 
surpluses. Frankly I admit they are an 
aggravating problem in some instances, 
but by and large I would rather have an 
economy of abundance than an economy 
of scarcity. It is not the fault of the 
farmer that we have these present sur- 
pluses. During the war he was asked and 
implored to produce and produce and 
produce and produce—and he did. 

Many of the so-called surplus prob- 
lems have been over-emphasized and 
over-magnified. For example, take the 
corn situation. It is estimated that we 
will have on October 1, 1954, a carry- 
over of some 900 million bushels, which 
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only constitutes about a 3 months’ sup- 
ply with which we must feed the entire 
livestock population of this country. 
Corn is no problem. I do not know of a 
single informed expert, including the 
Secretary of Agriculture, who claims that 
corn constituted a surplus problem. 
Our supply of corn has already proved 
a blessing in disguise in those areas 
where crops have been blighted by 
droughts. 

Corn has been the foundation of our 
livestock industry. Approximately 80 
percent of the corn produced in the 
United States is fed on the farm, and 
cheap corn inevitably means cheap live- 
stock. The higher the price for corn the 
higher the livestock price. 

Although corn has been supported at 
90 percent of parity since 1944, without 
any controls whatever, except acreage 
allotments, there has never been, and 
does not exist today, a burdensome sur- 
plus of this commodity. Not only has 
it helped the feeder by providing a de- 
pendable supply, but it has served the 
consumer by providing a better and more 
stable supply of food from livestock 
sources. By stabilizing the price of corn 
a floor has been placed under the live- 
stock industry. Further, we must not 
forget that the price-support program 
for corn has served to place a floor under 
competitive crops within the commercial 
corn areas. 

It has been charged that the present 
farm program has encouraged farmers to 
produce corn and wheat for storage 
rather than for meat, eggs, and other 
livestock products. However, the 1953 
spring crop in the South Central States 
was 32 percent below 1952. Hog produc- 
tion has gone up, not down, in this period 
when so-called high price supports were 
in effect. Meat production in 1953 ex- 
ceeded that of any peacetime year. Con- 
sumption of red meat per person, at 154 
pounds, was the highest since 1908. 
What I want to emphasize is that price 
supports at present levels have not made 
the farmer quit raising hogs, and hogs 
eat corn, lots of it, as everyone knows. 
Neither have price supports cut national 
production of meat and livestock prod- 
ucts. 

THE DAIRY SITUATION 

In 1950 Minnesota had 147,509 farms 
which owned cows. As of January 1, 
1954, there were 1,542,000 milk cows on 
these farms. On a nationwide basis, 
milk-cow numbers reached 25.6 million 
head in 1944, and thereafter declined to 
a low of 21.6 million head in 1951 and 
1952. Milk-cow numbers increased 
again, however, in 1953 to 22.3 million 
head, and current reports indicate that 
they are slightly higher today than they 
were a year ago. 

DAIRY SURPLUSES 


As with farm commodities, one of the 
much-discussed bugaboos has been the 
surplus of dairy products. I take the 
position that if the Secretary of Agri- 
culture will move the supplies now in the 
hands of the Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration into the hands of the consuming 
public, the storage charges and the cost 
of handling these commodities will be 
eliminated. It is up to him. 
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I do not wish to appear critical of Mr. 
Benson, but I do say that during the past 
months he has said he is going to do 
something and that he has a program 
to move butter out into the hands of 
the consumers of the United States. Up 
to the present time, however, I do not 
know of anything he has done to dis- 
pose of these surpluses. I do hope the 
Secretary of Agriculture will work out a 
program and put it into effect during the 
2-year period allowed by this bill so that 
these surpluses may be disposed of. 

I do believe that within 2 or 3 years 
we will have the surplus dairy problem 
licked. It is estimated that in 1954 there 
will be 4 million babies born in this 
country that should have a quart of milk 
each day. The present farm bill pro- 
vides that we are going to furnish addi- 
tional milk for school lunches. There 
are 23 million children in the United 
States going to schools that do not have 
milk or do not have the school-lunch 
program. We have provided in this bill 
$50 million a year for the next 2 years 
to supplement the milk program from 
Commodity Credit Corporation funds. 
We want all of these children to have at 
least a pint of milk a day. We also want 
the men in the armed services who are on 
rations to have at least a pint of milk 
a day. In fact, we would not have 
enough cows producing enough milk in 
the United States if we were to take 
care of the boys and girls, and men in 
the armed services, and in veterans’ hos- 
pitals, to say nothing of the other people 
in this country who want to drink milk. 

The dairy industry can do a great deal 
on its own accord to promote the in- 
creased consumption of dairy products. 
It might be well for the industry to take 
a look at some of the modern TV ad- 
vertising of certain beverages and to use 
more modern radio and newspaper ad- 
vertising. 

Mr. Speaker, during my entire serv- 
ice in Congress I have spoken, supported, 
and voted for sound farm legislation. 
I will therefore vote for a continuation 
of the 90-percent price-support program. 
I will also vote in favor of a sound sup- 
port program for dairy products, for I 
feel that we must give to the farmer and 
to the dairyman of our country a sound 
farm program. To do otherwise would 
render an injustice not only to the 
farmer and the dairyman but would re- 
sult in the serious impairment of the 
economy of our entire Nation. 

The farm problem is a tremendous 
challenge to all of us who are close to 
agriculture. Sometimes it seems as if 
the questions presented cannot be solved. 
However, in these times of crises we must 
work together. The Congress alone 
cannot solve the problems presented to 
us. Our free-enterprise system is still 
the greatest in all the world. I have 
great faith in our system and am con- 
vinced that we will, in time, solve the 
farm problem as we have heretofore 
solved economic problems which some- 
times seemed insurmountable, but which 
in the end were solved through persever- 
ance and a determination to come up 
with a solution. 
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
remainder of the time on this side to the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. HILL]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to commend the gentleman and his col- 
leagues on the conference committee for 
the good job they have done. It has 
been from the beginning a difficult mat- 
ter. Istated a long time ago that work- 
ing out a good farm program would be 
one of the toughest jobs we would have 
to do. This is a good job. I have had 
some information that there might be 
an effort made to recommit this bill. I 
think it should be pointed out that if 
such motion to recommit should carry, 
the whole matter will go back to con- 
ference again. There have been certain 
suggestions from the other body that if 
that should happen it might well mean 
the end of this legislation, good legisla- 
tion which certainly should be enacted 
into law. The alternative is to have no 
law atall. I rise only to express the hope 
that having arrived at this point in con- 
sidering this vital business as we come 
to the end of the session, this measure 
should not be recommitted. The con- 
ference report should be adopted as it 
has been presented to us by the con- 
ferees. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I shall go 
along with the remarks that have been 
made concerning the Committee on Ag- 
riculture of the House. I not only refer 
to the committee on conference but to 
the entire committee. I am very frank 
to confess to every Member of the House 
that our committee could not have 
worked any harder, neither could we 
have prevailed upon the other body to 
accept any other type of bill. 

Had we the power we probably would 
have changed many things in the bill. 
However, at this time I am going to 
change, shall I say the musical key, 
that this discussion has been taking this 
afternoon and will mention only a few 
of the high points so far as the good 
parts of the bill are concerned. 

The first thing I would like to say to 
the ranking minority member is that the 
product of his State has received the 
kindest and the most appreciative con- 
sideration by our committee of any com- 
modity. That is tobacco. It is now get- 
ting 90 percent and will continue to re- 
ceive this without any change. We are 
glad to see that because, as has been 
stated before, we want all types and 
kinds of agriculture to be prosperous. 
That is the wish and the desire of every 
Member of this House regardless of poli- 
tics. 

Mr. Speaker, I have always felt, hoped, 
and prayed that someday we would be 
able to see the Members of this House 
discuss agriculture when absolutely none 
of us would mention politics or partisan- 
ship. We would not discuss this matter 
from the standpoint of politics. Agricul- 
ture touches the life of every one of us, 
from the cradle to the grave. Nothing is 
more important. We must have food 
and fiber and in abundance. 
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There are just a few things I want to 
mention quickly, and I shall not discuss 
them at length. First of all, let me refer 
to wool. I do not like the way we 
handled the wool situation. I am sur- 
prised it has not been referred to as a 
purely 100 percent Brannan plan. But 
that is not so, although the wool pro- 
gram might resemble in certain aspects 
the Brannan plan. I might also say to 
my good friend from Pennsylvania that 
it does not resemble the sugar pro- 
gram either. This bill tries to protect 
wool for the next 4 years. I was in the 
hopes there would be no end in the law 
so far as wool is concerned. That is the 
change we made which I did not ap- 
prove. Parity, of course, will be from 90 
percent to 110 percent. 

Another thing I should like to men- 
tion is rice. Now this suggestion might 
accomplish the very thing that will help 
us solve our agricultural problem. It 
says that the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall study and make a report to this 
Congress of the effect of a two-price sys- 
tem on rice. That was in our bill as it 
also referred to a two-price system for 
wheat. 

Now, another thing I would like to 
mention on the good side, the plus side, 
is that we have a very important sec- 
tion in this bill. And, as our leader, the 
gentleman from Indiana, said a while 
ago, let us not jeopardize this bill by 
supporting a motion to recommit. We 
have the agricultural attachés of State 
Department attached to the Department 
of Agriculture, through a nice program 
that will give agriculture an opportuni- 
ty to approve these attachés when they 
are appointed to foreign service. Then 
it seems to me they would attend to the 
agricultural business of the United 
States. This is one thing in this bill 
every Member should be very happy to 
support. Do not vote against this bill and 
send it back to the committee and take 
a chance of losing it. It will be worth 
all the effort we make, in voting for this 
conference report, just to have the agri- 
cultural attachés of the State Depart- 
ment placed under the Department of 
Agriculture, which will give us an op- 
portunity to get proper assistance in dis- 
posing of surplus agricultural products 
in foreign markets. Then it makes 
changes in the marketing agreement or- 
ders which are necessary. It regulates 
the importation of fruits and vegetables, 
And, there are a lot of other good things 
in this bill that should deter us from 
sending it back to conference. I feel 
sure the many useful and necessary 
changes that are made in present agri- 
cultural legislation and new legislation 
that seems necessary makes this con- 
ference report worthy of your united 
support. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Two hundred 
and four Members have answered to 
their names, not a quorum. 
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Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 143] 

Adair Fine Morrison 
Angell Fino Nelson 
Ayres Fisher Norblad 
Baker Golden O'Brien, Ill. 
Barden Gordon O'Brien, Mich. 
Beamer Gubser Osmers 
Bentley Haley Patten, Ariz. 
Bentsen Hand Patterson 
Blatnik Hardy Pelly 
Bolling Harrison, Wyo. Powell 
Bolton, Harvey Preston 

Frances P. Hébert Rabaut 

h ess Radwan 

Bowler Hillelson Rains 
Buckley Hoffman, Ill Regan 
Busbey Holifield Riley 
Canfield Holt Robsion, Ky. 
Carrigg Hosmer St. George 
Chatham Howell Scott 
Clardy ruska Scrivner 
Clevenger Kearney Secrest 
Colmer Kelly, N. Y. Shafer 
Condon Keogh Sheehan 
Cotton Kersten, Wis. Shelley 
Coudert Kilburn Sikes 
Curtis, Mo. Klein Smith, Wis 
Curtis, Nebr. Kluczynski Stringfellow 
Davis, Ga Landrum Taylor 
Davis, Tenn Lantaff Tuck 
Dawson, III Latham Van Pelt 
Deane LeCompte Vinson 
Dempsey Lipscomb Vursell 
D'Ew Lucas Weichel 
Dodd Lyle Wheeler 
Dollinger McCormack Widnall 
Dolliver McCulloch Willis 
Donovan McDonough Wilson, Calif. 
Dorn, S. C. Mack, Il. Wilson, Tex. 
Doyle Madden Tates 
Eberharter Mason Forty 
Ellsworth Miller, Kans. 
Engle Morgan 


The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 309 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum is present. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with, 


COMMUNIST CONTROL ACT OF 1954 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (S. 3706) to out- 
law the Communist Party, to prohibit 
members of Communist organizations 
from serving in certain representative 
capacities, and for other purposes, with 
a Senate amendment to the House 
amendment, disagree to the Senate 
amendment, and ask for a conference. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection? 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
privileged motion. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Dres moves that the managers on the 
part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
bill S. 3706 be instructed to agree to the 
Senate amendment to the House amendment. 


Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to proceed for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, the Senate 
added sections 3 and 4 of my bill and 
the bill of the distinguished gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM]. That 
bill was reported favorably by a subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. All that it does is to say that 
membership in the Communist Party is 
a crime, and makes it punishable as 
such. It defines membership by setting 
forth 15 different factual situations that 
constitute membership. 

The issue is therefore clearly before 
this House. There was only one Mem- 
ber of the other body who voted against 
this bill on final passage. The bill is an 
effective and adequate answer to the 
Communist threat. For 15 years we 
have been trying to secure legislation 
that will destroy the Communist con- 
spiracy, once and for all, in the United 
States. A vast majority of the Ameri- 
can people favor this legislation as it is 
now before the House. Why should it 
go to conference when it has already 
been considered by the Committee on 
the Judiciary, when it has already been 
favorably recommended by a subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary? The time has come for action. 
Too long we have vacillated on the ques- 
tion. Too long we have found excuses 
for effectual and adequate action against 
Communist traitors. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, legis- 
lation to completely outlaw the Com- 
munist Party, in my considered judg- 
ment, will become a document next in 
importance only to the Declaration of 
Independence and the Emancipation 
Proclamation because, with it, we an- 
nounce to the world that America, the 
home of the free, will no longer tolerate 
the Communist scourge which would 
destroy country, home, and all that we 
have gained throughout the glorious his- 
tory of our country. 

I disagree that the acceptance of the 
Senate amendment will nullify the Smith 
Act and the Internal Security Act of 
1950. The Smith Act does not mention 
the Communist Party at all, and the 
Internal Security Act of 1950 will remain 
untouched. 

That part of S. 3706 which puts an end 
to the Communist Party in America is 
largely the language of Pennsylvania 
Supreme Court Justice Michael A. Mus- 
manno, who assisted in the writing of 
the Dies bill, H. R. 8912, from which 
S. 3706 took its component parts. Yes- 
terday the House extracted from the Dies 
bill that section which outlaws the Com- 
munist Party and today the Senate in- 
serted that part which defines member- 
ship and punishes Communist member- 
ship. Justice Musmanno appeared be- 
fore our committee on four different 
occasions. He presented several briefs 
on the constitutionality of all bills before 
us on the subject of communism, Our 
subcommittee chairman, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM], was 
so impressed with Justice Musmanno’s 
work that he said: 

Justice Musmanno has made a lifelong 
study of this subject and, in my humble 
judgment, he is probably one of the best in- 
formed men on this subject. He has de- 
voted his whole life to it. No man comes 
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before us better qualified, better equipped 
than he, and as a consequence we are only 
too glad to have him available and we do ap- 
preciate the work he has done. 


The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Digs], 
as the original chairman of the House 
Un-American Activities Committee, ex- 
posed the Communist Party and all its 
malignant planning. Had Congress 
listened to him in 1941, when he recom- 
mended the outlawing of the Communist 
Party, I believe that the Communist 
world would not have reached the fright- 
ful proportions of today. 

Justice Musmanno is entitled to the 
gratitude of the whole American Nation 
for his untiring efforts. I would like to 
repeat what I said when he testified be- 
fore the Judiciary Committee: 

You have made it factually clear what is 
the ultimate goal of the international Com- 
munist conspiracy of which the Communist 
Party in this country is only a small part. 
It is unrelenting in its objective which is the 
enslavement of all mankind. I myself feel 
that you deserve the undying gratitude, 
not only of the people of this country, but of 
all the people who are interested in human 
freedom—of liberty throughout the world— 
for the time, effort, and sacrifice you have 
given to this all-engrossing problem, and I 
wish to congratulate you. 


I will vote for this motion and urge 
every Member to support it. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALTER. I should like to point 
out the fact that in the bill the gentle- 
man is now discussing, the bill intro- 
duced by himself and the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania IMr. 
GRAHAM], the yardsticks are the causes 
and grounds for deportation of aliens, 
every one of which has been passed 
upon by the Court. If this language is 
adopted, it will obviate the necessity of 
long court tests in order to determine 
the validity of the language. 

Mr. DIES. And let me say this: That 
in the House bill you have outlawed the 
Communist conspiracy. You have out- 
lawed it by terminating its rights, privi- 
leges, and immunities, but when the 
House failed to include in the bill the 
enforcement provision that is in my bill, 
when it failed to make it operative, you 
have this ridiculous situation: You have 
the Congress saying on the one hand 
that the Communist Party is illegal, but 
you permit people to belong to the Com- 
munist Party. 

Now, let us be consistent about this. 
I place the issue squarely before the 
House, before Democrats and Republi- 
cans. This is a nonpartisan question; we 
have so treated it. You have had exten- 
sive hearings for 25 years, you have in- 
vestigated every phase and every angle 
of the Communist conspiracy. 

The time has come now to act, and we 
can act by adopting the motion which I 
now present to the House and end this 
controversy once and for all and declare 
to the people of our country and the 
world that we in America believe that 
communism is a menace, a treasonable 
conspiracy, and we will not permit it to 
enjoy a legal status in the United States. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
for recognition on the motion, 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I have 
had but a very brief time to examine the 
amendment that has been added by the 
other body. I must say I am a bit sur- 
prised at the attitude taken by the gen- 
tleman from Texas. He, of course, has 
also urged language that would make 
membership in the Communist Party per 
se a felony. 

I have as quickly as I could and as well 
as I could examined the language of this 
amendment. As I read it, it does under- 
take to make membership in the Com- 
munist Party a felony per se. 

When we had the matter before us it 
was urged, and I think urged success- 
fully, that if such language were in- 
cluded it would effectively destroy the 
Internal Security Act of 1950 and seri- 
ously interfere with the operations of the 
Smith Act. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield. 

Mr. DIES. The bill as passed by the 
other body specifically provides that it 
shall not repeal the Smith Act or the 
Internal Security Act nor affect it in any 
respect. 

Mr. HALLECK. The one that we 
passed did do that, but it did not contain 
language making membership in the 
Communist Party per se a felony. This 
language does. 

Let me point out to you again that un- 
less you want to destroy the Internal 
Security Act that has been doing a mag- 
nificent job of bringing the Communist 
threat in this country under control, and 
unless you want to seriously hamper the 
enforcement of the Smith Act which 
likewise has done much to protect us 
from this Communist conspiracy, then I 
say, vote down the motion of the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield. 

Mr. WALTER. I would like to call 
the gentleman’s attention to the fact 
that Senator McCarran himself sup- 
ported this particular language. 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, I am not 
going to refer to the Senator over there 
by name, because we have a rule about 
that; but I understand that he opposed 
this amendment. Whether or not that 
is true I do not know. 

But I am talking to you on my respon- 
sibility. We have played enough politics 
with this already; now, let us get down to 
the real issue that is involved. 

Again may I point out, as I and others 
pointed out yesterday, that if you make 
membership in the Communist Party per 
se a felony, then to require them to reg- 
ister, which is the requirement of the 
Internal Security Act, would require 
them to provide evidence incriminating 
themselves, and thus necessarily would 
excuse them from compliance with the 
act. The appeal that is pending now in 
the circuit court of appeals to deter- 
mine the validity of the Internal Security 
Act of 1950 would be immediately written 
off. They will be in there with a petition 
to remand the case and it will be re- 
manded. Do not scoff at that. That is 
the exact fact. That is the position 
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taken by the Attorney General, by the 
Director of the FBI, J. Edgar Hoover, 
and by the lawyers who have studied the 
matter. 

May I say again that if you want leg- 
islation which will be effective then we 
ought to send this measure to confer- 
ence. If there is any question about 
the language or if there is any part of 
it that is useful it may be adopted by 
the conferees. But to undertake at this 
juncture to tell the conferees to take lan- 
guage that no Member here has had a 
chance to see, I say is bad legislative 
practice and very likely will result in the 
complete termination of this whole effort. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. The gentleman under- 
took to express the view of the Presi- 
dent and the Attorney General the other 
day. What does the gentleman say 
about their view upon the motion now 
before us? Can the gentleman possibly 
imply it from his conversations with 
the executive department? 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, I have had 
only a few minutes to examine the lan- 
guage, but my opinion is that if the 
Senate amendment were to pass the bill 
would never become law. 

I thought all of us were convinced 
that the Internal Security Act is doing 
an effective job and that the Smith Act 
is doing an effective job. Indictments 
have been obtained, convictions have 
been obtained, and Communist conspir- 
ators have been put in jail. Now, then, 
if you want to destroy those acts you 
take the responsibility, I am not going 
to take it. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. What is wrong with 
going to conference in the usual way? 
Do we not trust our own conferees? If 
the Senate amendment, which none of 
us has had a chance even to read, is 
all right, they will accept it; if it is not 
all right, the conferees may improve 
it or advise us to reject it or return in 
disagreement. In any case, we will have 
another chance to vote on the matter. 
Is it not saner and sounder to go to 
conference? 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, it is. This 
motion is in order, as everyone under- 
stands. I do not think it should have 
been made. Certainly when this matter 
goes to conference if there is any lan- 
guage that has been added in the other 
body that would help in what we are try- 
ing to do, then the conferees will accept 
it and bring the conference report back 
here to be acted upon. This procedure 
would not be binding on the conferees, 
as I understand the parliamentary 
situation. 

So I ask in all earnestness that the 
motion be voted down and that the 
measure go on to conference to be dis- 
posed of in the regular and orderly way. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, the 
time to do something is when you have 
the opportunity, if we mean what we 
say. If we are really for outlawing the 
Communist Party and making people 
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fearful of belonging to it, we have the 
opportunity here and now and that is 
to vote for the motion offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DIES]. 

I have been informed by good law- 
yers, men who have followed this mat- 
ter closely, that there is not one thing 
in this bill that would destroy the In- 
ternal Security Act or the Smith Act. 
It is specifically said in the Senate 
amendment that nothing in this act 
shall repeal or interfere with the en- 
forcement of those acts. 

I agree that politics has been played 
enough in connection with this issue 
by many politicians in the United States. 
Now is the time to do what everybody 
says they want to do, and maybe take 
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it out of politics. 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move 


the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 


from Texas [Mr. Dries]. 


Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, on that 1 


demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 


The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 208, nays 100, not voting 124, 


as follows: 
[Roll No. 144] 
YEAS—208 

Abbitt Durham Magnuson 
Abernethy Edmondson Mahon 
Addonizio Elliott Marshall 
Albert Evins Martin, Iowa 
Alexander Fallon Matthews 
Andersen, Feighan Merrow 

H. Carl ton Metcalf 
Andresen, Fernandez Miller, Calif, 

August H. Fisher Miller, Nebr, 
Andrews Fogarty Mills 
Ashmore Forand Mollohan 
Aspinall Forrester Moss 
Auchincloss Fountain Moulder 
Bailey Frazier Murray 
Barrett Friedel Natcher 
Battle Fulton Norrell 
Becker Garmatz O'Brien, N. Y. 
Belcher O'Hara, III. 
Bender Gathings O'Konski 
Bennett, Fla, Gavin O'Neill 
Bennett, Mich. Gentry Passman 
Betts George Patman 
Bishop Granahan Perkins 
Boggs Grant Pfost 
Boland Green Philbin 
Bonin ` Gregory Pilcher 
Bonner Gross Pillion 
Bow Hagen, Calif, Poage 
Boykin Hagen, Minn. Poff 
Bramblett Harris Polk 
Bray Harrison, Va, Price 
Brooks, La, Hart Priest 
Brooks, Tex. Hays, Ark Ray 
Brown, Ga Hays, Ohio Rayburn 
Brown, Ohio Herlong 
Brownson Hoeven Reece, Tenn, 
Broyhill Holtzman Rees, Kans. 
Buchanan Ikard Rhodes, Pa. 
Budge James Richards 
Burleson Jarman Rivers 
Byrd Johnson, Wis. Roberts 
Byrne, Pa. Jonas, N. C. Robeson, Va. 
Campbell Jones, Ala, Rodino 
Cannon Jones, Mo. Rogers, Colo. 
Carlyle Jones, N. C. Rogers, Fla 
Carnahan Karsten, Mo, Rogers, Tex. 
Celler Kee Rooney 
Chelf Kelley, Pa Roosevelt 
Chiperfield Kersten, Wis, Sadlak 
Chudoff Kilday Saylor 
Cooley King, Calif. Schenck 
Cooper Kirwan Seely-Brown 
Corbett Knox Selden 
Cretella Krueger Shuford 

r Lane Sieminski 

Cunningham Lanham Smith, Kans. 
Delaney Lesinski Smith, Miss, 
Dies Long Smith, Va, 
Dingell McCarth Spence 
Donohue McMillan Springer 
Dorn, N. Y. Machrowicz Staggers 
Dowdy Mack, Wash, Steed 


Sullivan Trimble Wier 
Sutton Tuck W > 
Talle Van Zandt Williams, N. J. 
Teague Walter Williams, N, Y. 
Thomas Wampler Winstead 
Thompson, La. Watts Withrow 
Thompson, Tex. Whitten Wolverton 
‘Thornberry Wickersham Zablocki 
NAYS—100 

Allen, Calif, Hiestand Mumma 
Allen, III. Hill Neal 
Arends Hillings Nicholson 
Bates Hinshaw Oakman 
Berry Hoffman, Mich, O'Hara, Minn. 
Bolton, Holmes Ostertag 

Oliver P, Hope Phillips 
Burdick Horan Prouty 
Bush Hunter Reed, III. 
Byrnes, Wis. Hyde Reed, N. Y. 
Cederberg Jackson Rhodes, Ariz, 
Chenoweth Javits Riehiman 
Church Jenkins Rogers, Mass. 
Cole, Mo. Jensen Scherer 
Cole, N. Y. Johnson, Calif. Scudder 
Coon Jonas, Short 
Crumpacker Juda Simpson, Il. 
Curtis, Mass. Kean Simpson, 

ue Kearns Small 
Davis, Wis. Keating Stauffer 
Dawson, Utah King, Pa. Taber 
Derounian Laird Thompson, 
Devereux Lovre ich. 
Dondero McConnell Tollefson 
Ford McGregor Velde 
Frelinghuysen McIntire Vorys 
Gamble McVey Warburton 
Goodwin Mailliard Westland 
Graham Meader Wharton 
Hale Merrill Wigglesworth 
Halleck Miller, Md. Wilson, Ind, 
Harden Miller, N. Y. Wolcott 
Harrison, Nebr. Morano Young 
Heselton Multer Younger 
NOT VOTING—124 

Adair Fine Nelson 
Angell Fino Norblad 
Ayres Golden O'Brien, II. 
Baker Gordon O'Brien, Mich. 
Barden Gubser Osmers 
Beamer Gwinn Patten 
Bentley Haley Patterson 
Bentsen da Pelly 
Blatnik Hardy Powell 
Bolling Harrison, Wyo. Preston 
Bolton, Harvey Rabaut 

Frances P, Hébert Radwan 
Bosch Hess Rains 
Bowler Hillelson Regan 
Buckley Hoffman, Hl. Riley 
Busbey Holifield Robsion, Ky. 
Canfield Holt St. e 
Carrigg Hosmer Scott 
Chatham Howell Scrivner 
Clardy Hruska 
Clevenger Kearney Shafer 
Colmer Kelly, N. Y. Sheehan 
Condon Keogh Shelley 
Cotton Kilburn Sheppard 
Coudert Klein kes 
Curtis, Mo. Kluczynski Smith, Wis. 
Curtis, Nebr. Landrum Stringfellow 
Davis, Ga Lanteff Taylor 
Davis, Tenn, Latham Utt 
Dawson, Ill. LeCompte Van Pelt 
Deane Lipscomb Vinson 
Dempsey Lucas Vursell 
D'Ewart le Wainwright 
Dodd McCormack Weichel 
Dollinger McCulloch Wheeler 
Dolliver McDonough Widnall 
Donovan Mack, III. Willis 
Dorn, S. C. Madden Wilson, Calif. 
Doyle n Wilson, Tex. 
Eberharter Miller, Kans. Yates 
Ellsworth Morgan Yorty 
Engle Morrison 


So the motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 


pairs: 


Mr. Canfield with Mr. McCormack. 


PRRERRERES 


. Kearney with Mr. Fine. 
. Smith of Wisconsin with Mr. Colmer. 
Hoffman of Illinois with Mr, Sikes, 
Adair with Mr. Gordon. 

Beamer with Mr. Engle. 

. Ellsworth with Mr. Bentsen. 

LeCompe with Mr, Yorty. 

Scott with Mr. Barden. 
. Fino with Mr. Lyle. 


Mr. Norblad with Mr. Buckley. 
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Mr. Clardy with Mr. Klu , 

Mr. Stringfellow with Mr. Bowler. 

Mr. Bosch with Mr. Lucas. 

Mr. Curtis of.Nebraska with Mr, Vinson. 
Mr. Mason with Mr. Landrum, 

Mr. Widnall with Mr. Preston. 

Mrs. Frances P. Bolton with Mr. Wheeler. 
Mr. Holt with Mr. Davis of Georgia. 

Mr. Utt with Mr. Hébert. 

Mr. Wilson of California with Mr. Morrison, 
D'Ewart with Mr. Bolling. 

Hess with Mr. Yates. 

Taylor with Mr. Blatnik. 

Busbey with Mr. Mack of Illinois. 
Nelson with Mr. Chatham. 

Curtis of Missouri with Mr. Shelley. 
Weichel with Mr. Haley. 

Coudert with Mr. Eberharter. 
McDonough with Mr. Hardy. 

Carrigg with Mr, Davis of Tennessee, 
Shafer with Mr. O’Brien of Illinois. 
Baker with Mr. Deane. 

Van Pelt with Mr. Morgan. 

Bentley with Mr. Howell. 

Vursell with Mr. Keogh. 

Hruska with Mr. Riley. 

Ayres with Mrs. Kelly of New York. 
Osmers with Mr. Dorn of South Caro- 
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Gubser with Mr. Wilson of Texas. 

Mr. Patterson with Mr. Holifield. 

Mr. Hand with Mr. Dollinger. 

Mrs. St. George with Mr. Willis. 

Cotton with Mr. Patten. 

Wainwright with Mr. Dempsey. 
Sheehan with Mr. Miller of Kansas. 
Gwinn with Mr. O’Brien of Michigan. 
Scrivner with Mr. Dawson of Illinois. 
Dolliver with Mr. Condon, 

Harvey with Mr. Dodd. 

Radwan with Mr. Madden. 

Kilburn with Mr. Donovan. 
3 of Wyoming with Mr, 
aut. 

Pelly with Mr, Sheppard. 

McCulloch with Mr. Klein. 

Robsion of Kentucky with Mr. Doyle. 
Latham with Mr. Regan. 

Hillelson with Mr. Powell, 

Hosmer with Mr. Rains. 

Lipscomb with Mr. Lantaff. 

Angell with Mr. Secrest. 


Mr. BISHOP changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
the following conferees: Mr. REED of Il- 
linois, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. HYDE, Mr, CEL- 
LER, and Mr. WALTER. 
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AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954 


Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the conference re- 
port. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. SUTTON. I am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman qual- 
ifies, and the Clerk will report the mo- 
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Surron moves to recommit the con- 
ference report on the bill H. R. 9680 to the 
committee of conference. 


Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD, 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no object‘on. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I op- 
pose 75 percent parity for dairy products 
for the following reasons: 

First. Since April 1 when the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture reduced dairy 
supports to 75 percent of parity, the 
dairy farmer has received a constantly 
lower price for his milk and yet the con- 
sumer, except in the case of butter, is 
paying as much, if not more, for milk 
and other dairy products. Lower parity 
does not mean lower prices to the con- 
sumer but it does mean slow bankruptcy 
to the dairy farmer. 

Second. The grains which the dairy 
farmer must buy to feed his cows are 
supported at 8242 percent to 90 percent 
of parity, and so the dairy farmer must 
buy high and sell low under this Repub- 
lican farm program. 

Third. And yet in this same bill we 
find that Secretary Benson, the Presi- 
dent, and the Republican leadership have 
adopted the Brannan plan for wool and 
have set wool parity at 110 percent. 
While I believe in the prosperity of the 
woolgrowers of America as I do in the 
prosperity of all farmers, I cannot un- 
derstand why the Republican Party gives 
wool 110 percent of parity and lowers 
dairy products to 75 percent. What pos- 
sible reason can explain this 35 percent 
difference? I agree that wool is impor- 
tant for our national defense but I in- 
sist that milk is not only important for 
our national defense but is vital to the 
health of all Americans. 

For these reasons I intended to offer a 
motion to recommit the conference bill 
to the House-Senate conferees with in- 
structions to the House Members that 
they insist that milk supports be raised 
to 80 percent of parity as originally 
passed by the House of Representatives. 
I felt that the dairy farmers of America 
and my own State of New York were en- 
titled to know how their Representa- 
tives stood on their economic equality 
with the rest of American agriculture. 
But obviously the Republican leadership 
did not want this difficult issue to come to 
a rollcall vote and so the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Sutton] as a member of 
the Agriculture Committee, was recog- 
nized to offer a simple motion to recom- 
mit without instructions which everyone 
knew would fail of support. 

Through this parliamentary device I 
was deprived of the right to have the 
House vote on equality for dairy farm- 
ers. However, I will continue to fight 
for the prosperity of American agricul- 
ture, as well as all segments of the Amer- 
ican economy. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken and the mo- 
tion to recommit was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 
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The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. WHITTEN)) 
there were—ayes 208, noes 47. f 

So the conference report was agreed 
to, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 


Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I call up the conference report on the 
bill (H. R. 9757) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes, and ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statement of the managers 
on the part of the House be read in lieu 
of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE Report (H. REPT. No. 2666) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9757) to amend the Atomic Energy Act of 
1946, as amended, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: “That the Atomic Energy Act of 
1946, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 


“ ‘ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 


` “Chapter I. Declaration, Findings, and 
Purpose 
„Sec. 1. Declaration. 
“ ‘Sec. 2. Findings. 
Sec. 3. Purpose. 
“‘Chapter 2. Definitions 
Sec. 11. Definitions. 
Chapter 3. Organization 


“ ‘Sec. 21. Atomic Energy Commission. 

“ ‘Sec, 22. Members. 

“ ‘Sec. 23. Office. 

Sec. 24. General Manager. 

“ ‘Sec. 25. Divisions and Offices. 

Sec. 26. General Advisory Committee. 

“ ‘Sec. 27. Military Liaison Committee. 

“ ‘Sec. 28. Appointment of Army, Navy, or Air 
Force Officers. 


“Chapter 4. Research 


“ ‘Sec. 31. Research Assistance. 
“ ‘Sec. 32. Research by the Commission. 
“ ‘Sec. 33. Research for Others. 


“Chapter 5. Production of special nuclear 
material 


“Sec. 41. Ownership and Operation of Pro- 
duction Facilities. 

“ ‘Sec. 42. Irradiation of Materials. 

“ ‘Sec. 43. Acquisition of Production Fa- 
cilities. 

Sec. 44. Disposition of Energy. 


Chapter 6. Special nuclear material 
“ ‘Sec. 51. Special Nuclear Material. 
Sec. 52. Government Ownership of All 
Special Nuclear Material. 
Domestic Distribution of Special 
Nuclear Material. 
Sec. 54. Foreign Distribution of Special 
Nuclear Material. 
Sec. 55. Acquisition. 
Sec. 56. Fair Price. 
“ ‘Sec. 57. Prohibition, 


Sec. 53. 
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“Chapter 7. Source material 

“ ‘Sec. 61. Source Material. 

“ ‘Sec. 62. License for Transfers Required. 

“ ‘Sec. 63. Domestic Distribution of Source 
Material. 

Foreign Distribution of Source 
Material. 

Reporting. 

Acquisition. 

67. Operations on Lands Belonging to 

the United States. 
“ ‘Sec. 68. Public Lands, 
Sec. 69. Prohibition. 


chapter 8. Byproduct material 
Sec. 81. Domestic Distribution. 


“ ‘Sec. 82. Foreign Distribution of Byproduct 
Material. 


chapter 9. Military application of 
atomic energy 
“ ‘Sec. 91. Authority. 
Sec. 92. Prohibition. 


“ ‘Chapter 10. Atomic energy licenses 


“Sec. 101. License Required. 

“ ‘Sec. 102. Finding of Practical Value. 

Sec. 103. Commercial Licenses. 

“ ‘Sec. 104. Medical Therapy and Research 
and Development. 

Antitrust Provisions, 

Classes of Facilities, 

Operators’ Licenses. 

War or National Emergency. 

“ ‘Sec. 109. Component Parts of Facilities. 

Sec. 110. Exclusions. 


Chapter II. International activities 


“ ‘Sec. 121. Effect of International Arrange- 
ments. 

Sec. 122. Policies Contained in Interna- 
tional Arrangements. 

“ ‘Sec. 123. Cooperation With Other Nations. 

Sec. 124. International Atomic Pool. 


“Chapter 12. Control of information 


“ Sec. 141. Policy. 

“ ‘Sec. 142. Classification and Declassifica- 
tion of Restricted Data. 

Department of Defense Partici- 

pation. 

International Cooperation. 

“ “Sec. 145. Restrictions. 

“ ‘Sec. 146. General Provisions. 


chapter 13. Patents and inventions 


Sec. 151. Military Utilization. 

Sec. 152. Inventions Conceived During 
Commission Contracts. 

Nonmilitary Utilization. 

Injunctions. 

Prior Art. 

Commission Patent Licenses. 

Compensation, Awards, and Roy- 
alties. 

Monopolistic Use of Patents. 

Sec. 159. Federally Financed Research. 

“ ‘Sec. 160. Saving Clause. 


chapter 14. General authority 
“ ‘Sec. 161. General Provisions. 
Sec. 162. Contracts. 
Sec. 163. Advisory Committees. 
Sec. 164. Electric Utility Contracts. 
“ ‘Sec. 165. Contract Practices. 
Sec. 166. Comptroller General Audit. 
“ ‘Sec. 167. Claim Settlements. 
“ ‘Sec. 168. Payments in Lieu of Taxes. 
Sec. 169. No Subsidy. 


chapter 15. Compensation for private 
property acquired 

171. Just Compensation. 

172. Condemnation of Real Property. 

173. Patent Application Disclosures. 

174. Attorney General Approval of 
Title. 


16. Judicial review and adminis- 
trative procedure 

Sec. 181. General. - 

“ ‘Sec. 182. License Applications. 

“ ‘Sec. 183. Terms of Licenses. 

“ ‘Sec, 184. Inalienability of Licenses. 


“ ‘Sec. 64. 


Sec. 65. 
“ Sec. 66. 
“ Sec. 


“ Sec. 105. 
“ ‘Sec. 106. 
“ ‘Sec. 107. 
“ ‘Sec. 108. 


“ Sec. 143. 
“Sec. 144. 


“ ‘Sec. 153. 
Sec. 154. 
“ ‘Sec. 155. 
Sec. 156. 
“ ‘Sec. 157. 


„Sec. 158. 


“ Sec. 
“ ‘Sec. 
“Sec, 
“ Sec. 


“Chapter 
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“Sec. 185. Construction Permits. 

„Sec. 186. Revocation. 

“ ‘Sec. 187. Modification of License. 

“ ‘Sec, 188. Continued Operation of Facili- 
ties. 

“ ‘Sec, 189. Hearings and Judicial Review. 


“Chapter 17. Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy 

. Membership. 

Authority and Duty. 

. Chairman. 

“ ‘Sec. . Powers. 

“Sec. 205. Staff and Assistance. 

See. . Classification of Information. 

Sec. Records. 


“Chapter 18. Enforcement 


221. General Provisions. 

222. Violation of Specific Sections. 

223. Violation of Sections Generally. 

224. Communication of Restricted 
Data. 

Receipt of Restricted Data. 

Tampering with Restricted Data. 

Sec. 227. Disclosure of Restricted Data. 

“ ‘Sec, 228. Statute of Limitations. 

229. Other Laws. 

230. Injunction Proceedings. 

. 231. Contempt Proceedings. 


“Chapter 19. Miscellaneous 


. 241. Transfer of Property. 

. 251. Report to Congress. 

. 261. Appropriations. 

Sec. 271. Agency Jurisdiction. 

“ ‘Sec. 272. Applicability of Federal Power 


“ Sec. 
“Sec. 
Sec. 


“ ‘Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
“ Sec. 


225. 
226. 


Seo. 
„Sec. 


Act. 
„Sec. 273. Licensing of Government Agen- 
cles. 
“ ‘Sec. 281. Separability. 
Sec. 291. Short Title. 
“CHAPTER 1. DECLARATION, FINDINGS, AND 
PURPOSES 


“ ‘SECTION 1. DecLaration.—Atomic energy 
is capable of application for peaceful as well 
as military purposes. It is therefore de- 
clared to be the policy of the United States 
that— 

“a. the development, use, and control of 
atomic energy shall be directed so as to make 
the maximum contribution to the general 
welfare, subject at all times to the para- 
mount objective of making the maximum 
contribution to the common defense and se- 
curity; and 

“b, the development, use, and control of 
atomic energy shall be directed so as to pro- 
mote world peace, improve the general wel- 
fare, increase the standard of living, and 
strengthen free competition in private en- 
terprise. 

“‘Szc. 2. FINDIN GS. — The Congress of the 
United States hereby makes the following 
findings concerning the development, use, 
and control of atomic energy: 

“a. The development, utilization, and 
control of atomic energy for military and for 
all other purposes are vital to the common 
defense and security. 

„eb. In permitting the property of the 
United States to be used by others, such use 
must be regulated in the national interest 
and in order to provide for the common de- 
fense and security and to protect the health 
and safety of the public. 

e. The processing and utilization of 
source, byproduct, and special nuclear ma- 
terial affect interstate and foreign commerce 
and must be regulated in the national in- 
terest. 

“‘d. The processing and utilization of 
source, byproduct, and special nuclear ma- 
terial must be regulated in the national in- 
terest and in order to provide for the com- 
mon defense and security and to protect 
the health and safety of the public. 

“ʻe. Source and special nuclear material, 
production facilities, and utilization facili- 
ties are affected with the public interest, and 
regulation by the United States of the pro- 
duction and utilization of atomic energy and 
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of the facilities used in connection there- 
with is necessary in the national interest to 
assure the common defense and security and 
to protect the health and safety of the pub- 


lic. 

„. The necessity for protection against 
possible interstate damage occurring from 
the operation of facilities for the produc- 
tion or utilization of source or special nu- 
clear material places the operation of those 
facilities in interstate commerce for the 
purposes of this Act. 

g. Funds of the United States may be 
provided for the development and use of 
atomic energy under conditions which will 
provide for the common defense and security 
and promote the general welfare. 

B. It is essential to the common defense 
and security that title to all special nuclear 
material be in the United States while such 
special nuclear material is within the United 
States. 

“ ‘Sec. 3. Purpose.—It is the purpose of this 
Act to effectuate the policies set forth above 
by providing for— 

“ʻa. a program of conducting, assisting, 
and fostering research and development in 
order to encourage maximum scientific and 
industrial progress; i 

b. a program for the dissemination of 
unclassified scientific and technical informa- 
tion and for the control, dissemination, and 
declassification of Restricted Data, subject 
to appropriate safeguards, so as to encourage 
scientific and industrial progress; 

e. a program for Government control of 
the possession, use, and production of atomic 
energy and special nuclear material so di- 
rected as to make the maximum contribution 
to the common defense and security and the 
national welfare; 

d. a program to encourage widespread 
participation in the development and utiliza- 
tion of atomic energy for peaceful purposes 
to the maximum extent consistent with the 
common defense and security and with the 
health and safety of the public; 

“ʻe. a program of international cooperation 
to promote the common defense and security 
and to make available to cooperating nations 
the benefits of peaceful applications of atom- 
ic energy as widely as expanding technology 
and considerations of the common defense 
and security will permit; and 

4. a program of administration which will 
be consistent with the foregoing policies and 
programs, with international arrangements, 
and with agreements for cooperation, which 
will enable the Congress to be currently in- 
formed so as to take further legislative ac- 
tion as may be appropriate. 

“ ‘CHAPTER 2. DEFINITIONS 

“Sec. 11. Dertnrrions.—The intent of 
Congress in the definitions as given in this 
section should be construed from the words 
or phrases used in the definitions. As used 
in this Act: 

„a. The term “agency of the United 
States” means the executive branch of the 
United States, or any Government agency, 
or the legislative branch of the United States, 
or any agency, committee, commission, office, 
or other establishment in the legislative 
branch, or the judicial branch of the United 
States, or any office, agency, committee, com- 
mission, or other establishment in the judi- 
cial branch. 

"b. The term “agreement for cooperation” 
means any agreement with another nation or 
regional defense organization, authorized or 
permitted by sections 54, 57, 64, 82, 103, 104, 
or 144, and made pursuant to section 123, 

e. The term “atomic energy“ means all 
forms of energy released in the course of 
nuclear fission or nuclear transformation. 

d. The term “atomic weapon“ means any 
device utilizing atomic energy, exclusive of 
the means for transporting or propelling the 
device (where such means is a separable and 
divisible part of the device), the principal 
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purpose of which is for use as, or for devel- 
opment of, a weapon, a weapon prototype, or 
a weapon test device. 

“ʻe. The term “byproduct material” means 
any radioactive material (except special nu- 
clear material) yielded in or made radio- 
active by exposure to the radiation incident 
to the process of producing or utilizing spe- 
cial nuclear material. 

H. The term Commission“ means the 
Atomic Energy Commission, 

“'g. The term “common defense and secu- 
rity” means the common defense and security 
of the United States. 

“th. The term “defense information” 
means any information in any category de- 
termined by any Government agency author- 
ized to classify information, as being infor- 
mation respecting, relating to, or affecting 
the national defense. 

“'i. The term design“ means (1) specifi- 
cations, plans, drawings, blueprints, and 
other items of like nature; (2) the informa- 
tion contained therein; or (3) the research 
and development data pertinent to the in- 
formation contained therein. 

. The term “Government agency” means 
any executive department, commission, in- 
dependent establishment, corporation, wholly 
or partly owned by the United States of 
America which is an instrumentality of the 
United States, or any board, bureau, division, 
service, office, officer, authority, administra- 
tion, or other establishment in the executive 
branch of the Government, 

Kk. The term “international arrange- 
ment” means any international agreement 
hereafter approved by the Congress or any 
treaty during the time such agreement or 
treaty is in full force and effect, but does not 
include any agreement for cooperation. 

1. The term “Joint Committee“ means 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

m. The term “operator” means any indi- 
vidual who manipulates the controls of a 
utilization or production facility. 

“n. The term person“ means (1) any 
individual, corporation, partnership, firm, 
association, trust, estate, public or private 
institution, group, Government agency other 
than the Commission, any State or any polit- 
ical subdivision of, or any political entity 
within a State, any foreign government or 
nation or any political subdivision of any 
such government or nation, or other entity; 
and (2) any legal successor, representative, 
agent, or agency of the foregoing. 

. The term produce“, when used in 
relation to special nuclear material, means 
(1) to manufacture, make, produce, or refine 
special nuclear material; (2) to separate spe- 
cial nuclear material from other substances 
in which such material may be contained; or 
(3) to make or to produce new special 
nuclear material. 

pP. The term “production facility” means 
(1) any equipment or device determined by 
rule of the Commission to be capable of the 
production of special nuclear material in 
such quantity as to be of significance to the 
common defense and security, or in such 
manner as to affect the health and safety 
of the public; or (2) any important com- 
ponent part especially designed for such 
equipment or device as determined by the 
Commission. 

g. The term “research and development” 
means (1) theoretical analysis, exploration, 
or experimentation; or (2) the extension of 
investigative findings and theories of a 
scientific or technical nature into practical 
application for experimental and demonstra- 
tion purposes, including the experimental 
production and testing of models, devices, 
equipment, materials, and processes. 

r. The term “Restricted Data” means all 
data concerning (1) design, manufacture, or 
utilization of atomic weapons; (2) the pro- 
duction of special nuclear material; or (3) 
the use of special nuclear material in the 
production of energy, but shall not include 
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data declassified or removed from the Re- 
stricted Data category pursuant to section 
142. 

8. The term “source material” means (1) 
uranium, thorium, or any other material 
which is determined by the Commission pur- 
suant to the provisions of section 61 to be 
source material; or (2) ores containing one 
or more of the foregoing materials, in such 
concentration as the Commission may by 
regulation determine from time to time. 

et. The term “special nuclear material” 
means (1) plutonium, uranium enriched in 
the isotope 233 or in the isotope 235, and any 
other material which the Commission, pur- 
suant to the provisions of section 51, deter- 
mines to be special nuclear material, but does 
include source material; or (2) any material 
artifically enriched by any of the foregoing, 
but does not include source material. 

“ya. The term “United States,” when used 
in a geographical sense, includes all Terri- 
tories and possessions of the United States, 
and the Canal Zone. 

„ev. The term “utilization facility“ means 
(1) any equipment or device, except an 
atomic weapon, determined by rule of the 
Commission to be capable of making use of 
special nuclear material in such quantity as 
to be of significance to the common defense 
and security, or in such manner as to affect 
the health and safety of the public, or 
peculiarly adapted for making use of atomic 
energy in such quantity as to be of signifi- 
cance to the common defense and security, 
or in such manner as to affect the health and 
safety of the public; or (2) any important 
component part especially designed for such 
equipment or device as determined by the 
Commission. 


“CHAPTER 3. ORGANIZATION 


“Sec. 21. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION.— 
There is hereby established an Atomic Energy 
Commission, which shall be composed of five 
members, each of whom shall be a citizen of 
the United States. The President shall des- 
ignate one member of the Commission as 
Chairman thereof to serve as such during the 
pleasure of the President. The Chairman 
may from time to time designate any other 
member of the Commission as Acting Chair- 
man to act in the place and stead of the 
Chairman during his absence. The Chair- 
man (or the Acting Chairman in the absence 
of the Chairman) shall preside at all meet- 
ings of the Commission and a quorum for 
the transaction of business shall consist of at 
least three members present. Each member 
of the Commission, including the Chairman, 
shall have equal responsibility and authority 
in all decisions and actions of the Commis- 
sion and shall have one vote. Action of the 
Commission shall be determined by a major- 
ity vote of the members present. The Chair- 
man (or Acting Chairman in the absence of 
the Chairman) shall be the official spokes- 
man of the Commission in its relations with 
the Congress, Government agencies, persons, 
or the public, and, on behalf of the Commis- 
sion, shall see to the faithful execution of 
the policies and decisions of the Commission, 
and shall report thereon to the Commission 
from time to time or as the Commission may 
direct. The Commission shall have an offi- 
cial seal which shall be judicially noticed. 

“ ‘Sec. 22. MEMBERS.— 

“ʻa, Members of the Commission shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. In sub- 
mitting any nomination to the Senate, the 
President shall set forth the experience and 
qualifications of the nominee. The term of 
office of each member of the Commission 
taking office after June 30, 19£0, shall be five 
years, except that (1) the terms of office of 
the members first taking office after June 30, 
1950, shall expire, as designated by the Presi- 
dent at the time of the appointment, one at 
the end of one year, one at the end of two 
years, one at the end of three years, one at 
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the end of four years, and one at the end of 
five years, after June 30, 1950; and (2) any 
member appointed to fill a vacancy occurring 
prior to the expiration of the term for which 
his predecessor was appointed, shall be ap- 
pointed for the remainder of such term. 
Any member of the Commission may be re- 
moved by the President for inefficiency, neg- 
lect of duty, or malfeasance in office. Each 
member, except the Chairman, shall receive 
compensation at the rate of $18,000 per 
annum; and the member designated as Chair- 
man shall receive compensation at the rate 
of $20,000 Her annum. 

b. No member of the Commission shall 
engage in any business, vocation, or employ- 
ment other than that of serving as a member 
of the Commission. 

“Sec. 23. Orrice.—The principal office of 
the Commission shall be in or near the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, but the Commission or any 
duly authorized representative may exercise 
any or all of its powers in any place; however, 
the Commission shall maintain an office for 
the service of process and papers within the 
District of Columbia. 

Sr. 24. GENERAL MANAGER.—There is 
hereby established within the Commission 
a General Manager, who shall discharge such 
of the administrative and executive func- 
tions of the Commission as the Commission 
may direct. The General Manager shall be 
appointed by the Commission, shall serve at 
the pleasure of the Commission, shall be re- 
movable by the Commission, and shall re- 
ceive compensation at a rate determined by 
the Commission, but not in excess of $20,000 
per annum. 

“ ‘Sec. 25, DIVISIONS AND Orrices.—There is 
hereby established within the Commission — 

a. a Division of Military Application and 
such other program divisions (not to exceed 
ten in number) as the Commission may de- 
termine to be necessary to the discharge of 
its responsibilities, including a division or 
divisions the primary responsibilities of 
which include the development and appli- 
cation of civilian uses of atomic energy. 
Each such division shall be under the direc- 
tion of a Director who shall be appointed by 
the Commission and shall receive compensa- 
tion at a rate determined by the Commis- 
sion, but not in excess of $16,000 per annum. 
The Director of the Division of Military Ap- 
plication shall be an active member of the 
Armed Forces, The Commission shall re- 
quire each such division to exercise such of 
the Commission’s administrative and execu- 
tive powers as the Commission may deter- 
mine; 

“bh. an Office of the General Counsel un- 
der the direction of the General Counsel 
who shall be appointed by the Commission 
and shall receive compensation at a rate de- 
termined by the Commission, but not in ex- 
cess of $16,000 per annum; and 

e. an Inspection Division under the di- 
rection of a Director who shall be appointed 
by the Commission and shall receive com- 
pensation at a rate determined by the Com- 
mission, but not in excess of $16,000 per 
annum, The Inspection Division shall be 
responsible for gathering information to show 
whether or not the contractors, licensees, and 
officers and employees of the Commission are 
complying with the provisions of this Act 
(except those provisions for which the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation is respon- 
sible) and the appropriate rules and regula- 
tions of the Commission. 

“ (SEC. 26. GENERAL ADVISORY CoMMITTEE.— 
There shall be a General Advisory Commit- 
tee to advise the Commission on scientific 
and technical matters relating to materials, 
production, and research and development, 
to be composed of nine members, who shall 
be appointed from civilian life by the Presi- 
dent. Each member shall hold office for a 
term of six years, except that (a) any mem- 
ber appointed to fill a vacancy occurring 
prior to the expiration of the term for which 
his predecessor was appointed, shall be ap- 
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pointed for the remainder of such term; 
and (b) the terms of office of the members 
first taking office after August 1, 1946, shall 
expire, as designated by the President at 
the time of appointment, three at the end 
of two years, three at the end of four years, 
and three at the end of six years, after 
August 1, 1946. The Committee shall desig- 
nate one of its own members as Chairman. 
The Committee shall meet at least four 
times in every calendar year. The members 
of the Committee shall receive a per diem 
compensation for each day spent in meetings 
or conferences, and all members shall re- 
ceive their necessary traveling or other ex- 
penses while engaged in the work of the 
Committee. 

“ ‘Sec. 27. MILITARY LIAISON COMMITTEE.— 
There is hereby established a Military Liaison 
Committee consisting of— 

„a) a Chairman, who shall be the head 
thereof and who shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate, who shall serve at the 
pleasure of the President, and who shall 
receive compensation at the rate prescribed 
for an Assistant Secretary of Defense; and 

b. a representative or representatives 
from each of the Departments of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force, in equal numbers, as 
determined by the Secretary of Defense, to 
be assigned from each Department by the 
Secretary thereof, and who will serve with- 
out additional compensation. 


The Chairman of the Committee may desig- 
nate one of the members of the Committee 
as Acting Chairman to act during his ab- 
sence. The Commission shall advise and 
consult with the Department of Defense, 
through the Committee, on all atomic 
energy matters which the Department of 
Defense deems to relate to military applica- 
tions of atomic weapons or atomic energy 
including the development, manufacture, 
use, and storage of atomic weapons, the allo- 
cation of special nuclear material for mili- 
tary research, and the control of informa- 
tion relating to the manufacture or utiliza- 
tion of atomic weapons; and shall keep the 
Department of Defense, through the Com- 
mittee, fully and currently informed of all 
such matters before the Commission. The 
Department of Defense, through the Com- 
mittee, shall keep the Commission fully and 
currently informed on all matters within the 
Department of Defense which the Commis- 
sion deems to relate to the development or 
application of atomic energy. The Depart- 
ment of Defense, through the Committee, 
shall have the authority to make written 
recommendations to the Commission from 
time to time on matters relating to military 
applications of atomic energy as the Depart- 
ment of Defense may deem appropriate. If 
the Department of Defense at any time con- 
cludes that any request, action, proposed ac- 
tion, or failure to act on the part of the 
Commission is adverse to the responsibilities 
of the Department of Defense, the Secretary 
of Defense shall refer the matter to the 
President whose decision shall be final. 

“ ‘SEC. 28, APPOINTMENT OF ARMY, Navy, or 
AIR Force OrFicers.—Notwithstanding the 
provisions of any other law, any active officer 
of the Army, Navy, or Air Force may serve 
as Director of the Division of Military Ap- 
plication without prejudice to his commis- 
sioned status as such officer. Any such offi- 
cer serving as Director of the Division of 
Military Application shall receive in addi- 
tion to his pay and allowances, including 
special and incentive pays, an amount 
equal to the difference between such pay 
and allowances, including special and incen- 
tive pays, and the compensation prescribed 
in section 25. Notwithstanding the provi- 
sions of any other law, any active or retired 
officer of the Army, Navy, or Air Force may 
serve as Chairman of the Military Liaison 
Committee without prejudice to his active 
or retired status as such officer. Any such 
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officer serving as Chairman cf the Military 
Liaison Committee shall receive, in addition 
to his pay and allowances, including spe- 
cial and incentive pays, or in addition to his 
retired pay, an amount equal to the differ- 
ence between such pay and allowances, in- 
cluding special and incentive pays, or be- 
tween his retired pay, and the compensation 
prescribed for the Chairman of the Military 
Liaison Committee. 


“CHAPTER 4, RESEARCH 


“Sec, 31. RESEARCH ASSISTANCE.— 

„a. The Commission is directed to exer- 
cise its powers in such manner as to in- 
sure the continued conduct of research and 
development activities in the fields specified 
below, by private or public institutions or 
persons, and to assist in the acquisition of 
an ever-expanding fund of theoretical and 
practical knowledge in such fields. To this 
end the Commission is authorized and di- 
rected to make arrangements (including con- 
tracts, agreements, and loans) for the con- 
duct of research and development activities 
relating to— 

1) nuclear processes; 

„) the theory and production of 
atomic energy, including processes, mate- 
rials, and devices related to such production; 

“*(3) utilization of special nuclear ma- 
terial and radioactive material for medical, 
biological, agricultural, health, or military 
purposes; 

(4) utilization of special nuclear ma- 
terial, atomic energy, and radioactive ma- 
terial and processes entailed in the utiliza- 
tion or production of atomic energy or such 
material for all other purposes, including 
industrial uses, the generation of usable 
energy, and the demonstration of the prac- 
tical value of utilization or production fa- 
cilities for industrial or commercial pur- 
poses; and 

“*(5) the protection of health and the 
promotion of safety during research and 
production activities. 

„b. The Commission may (1) make ar- 
rangements pursuant to this section, with- 
out regard to the provisions of section 3709 
of the Revised Statutes, as amended, upon 
certification by the Commission that such 
action is necessary in the interest of the 
common defense and security, or upon a 
showing by the Commission that advertising 
is not reasonably practicable; (2) make 
partial and advance payments under such 
arrangements; and (3) make available for 
use in connection therewith such of its 
equipment and facilities as it may deem de- 
sirable. 

“c, The arrangements made pursuant to 
this section shall contain such provisions 
(1) to protect health, (2) to minimize dan- 
ger to life or property, and (3) to require 
the reporting and to permit the inspection 
of work performed thereunder, as the Com- 
mission may determine. No such arrange- 
ment shall contain any provisions or con- 
ditions which prevent the dissemination of 
scientific or technical information, except 
to the extent such dissemination is pro- 
hibited by law. 

“SEC. 32. RESEARCH BY THE COMMIsSSION.— 
The Commission is authorized and directed 
to conduct, through its own facilities, ac- 
tivities and studies of the types specified in 
section 31. 

“ ‘Sec. 33. RESEARCH FOR OTHERS.—Where 
the Commission finds private facilities or 
laboratories are inadequate to the purpose, 
it is authorized to conduct for other persons, 
through its own facilities, such of those ac- 
tivities and studies of the types specified in 
section 31 as it deems appropriate to the de- 
velopment of atomic energy. The Commis- 
sion is authorized to determine and make 
such charges as in its discretion may be de- 
sirable for the conduct of such activities 
and studies, 
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“ ‘CHAPTER 5, PRODUCTION OF SPECIAL NUCLEAR 
MATERIAL 


“‘Sec. 41, OWNERSHIP AND OPERATION OF 
PRODUCTION FAaci.ities.— 

. OWNERSHIP OF PRODUCTION FACILI<- 
TIEs.—The Commission, as agent of and on 
behalf of the United States, shall be the ex- 
clusive owner of all production facilities 
other than facilities which (1) are useful in 
the conduct of research and development 
activities in the fields specified in section 31, 
and do not, in the opinion of the Commis- 
sion, have a potential production rate ade- 
quate to enable the user of such facilities to 
produce within a reasonable period of time a 
sufficient quantity of special nuclear mate- 
rial to produce an atomic weapon; or (2) 
are licensed by the Commission pursuant to 
section 103 or 104. 

“'b, OPERATION OF THE COMMISSION'S PRO- 
DUCTION FACILITIES——The Commission is au- 
thorized and directed to produce or to pro- 
vide for the production of special nuclear 
material in its own production facilities. 
To the extent deemed necessary, the Com- 
mission is authorized to make, or to con- 
tinue in effect, contracts with persons obli- 
gating them to produce special nuclear ma- 
terial in facilities owned by the Commission. 
The Commission is also authorized to enter 
into research and development contracts au- 
thorizing the contractor to produce special 
nuclear material in facilities owned by the 
Commission to the extent that the produc- 
tion of such special nuclear material may be 
incident to the conduct of research and de- 
velopment activities under such contracts, 
Any contract entered into under this sec- 
tion shall contain provisions (1) prohibiting 
the contractor from subcontracting any 
part of the work he is obligated to perform 
under the contract, except as authorized by 
the Commission; and (2) obligating the 
contractor (A) to make such reports per- 
taining to activities under the contract to 
the Commission as the Commission may re- 
quire, (B) to submit to inspection by em- 
ployees of the Commission of all such activ- 
ities, and (C) to comply with all safety and 
security regulations which may be pre- 
scribed by the Commission. Any contract 
made under the provisions of this para- 
graph may be made without regard to the 
provisions of section 3709 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended, upon certification by 
the Commission that such action is neces- 
sary in the interest of the common defense 
and security, or upon a showing by the Com- 
mission that advertising is not reasonably 
practicable. Partial and advance payments 
may be made under such contracts. The 
President shall determine in writing at least 
once each year the quantities of special nu- 
clear material to be produced under this 
section and shall specify in such determina- 
tion the quantities of special nuclear mate- 
rial to be available for distribution by the 
Commission pursuant to section 53 or 54. 

. OPERATION OF OTHER PRODUCTION FACILI- 
Tirs.—Special nuclear material may be pro- 
duced in the facilities which under this 
section are not required to be owned by the 
Commission. 

“ ‘SEC. 42. IRRADIATION OF MATERIALS.—The 
Commission and persons lawfully producing 
or utilizing special nuclear material are au- 
thorized to expose materials of any kind to 
the radiation incident to the processes of 
producing or utilizing special nuclear ma- 
terial. 

“ ‘SEC, 43. ACQUISITION OF PRODUCTION FA- 
CILITIES.—The Commission is authorized to 
purchase any interest in facilities for the 
production of special nuclear materials, or 
in real property on which such facilities 
are located, without regard to the provisions 
of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended, upon certification by the Commis- 
sion that such action is necessary in the 
interest of the common defense and security, 
or upon a showing by the Commission that 
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advertising is not reasonably practicable, 
Partial and advance payments may be made 
under contracts for such purposes. The 
Commission is further authorized to requi- 
sition, condemn, or otherwise acquire any 
interest in such production facilities, or 
to condemn or otherwise acquire such real 
property, and just compensation shall be 
made therefor, 

“Sec, 44. DISPOSITION or ENERGY.—If en- 
ergy is produced at production facilities 
of the Commission or is produced in ex- 
perimental utilization facilities of the Com- 
mission, such energy may be used by the 
Commission, or transferred to other Gov- 
ernment agencies, or sold to publicly, co- 
operatively, or privately owned utilities or 
users at reasonable and nondiscriminatory 
prices. If the energy produced is electric 
energy, the price shall be subject to regu- 
lation by the appropriate agency having ju- 
risdiction. In contracting for the disposal 
of such energy, the Commission shall give 
preference and priority to public bodies and 
cooperatives or to privately owned utilities 
providing electric utility services to high 
cost areas not being served by public bodies 
or cooperatives. Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to authorize the Commission 
to engage in the sale or distribution of 
energy for commercial use except such en- 
ergy as may be produced by the Commission 
incident to the operation of research and 
development facilities of the Commission, or 
of production facilities of the Commission, 


“CHAPTER 6. SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIAL 


“ ‘Src, 51. SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIAL.—The 
Commission may determine from time to 
time that other material is special nuclear 
material in addition to that specified in the 
definition as special nuclear material. Before 
making any such determination, the Com- 
mission must find that such material is capa- 
ble of releasing substantial quantities of 
atomic energy and must find that the deter- 
mination that such material is special nu- 
clear material is in the interest of the com- 
mon defense and security, and the President 
must have expressly assented in writing to 
the determination. The Commission’s de- 
termination, together with the assent of the 
President, shall be submitted to the Joint 
Committee and a period of thirty days shall 
elapse while Congress is in session (in com- 
puting such thirty days, there shall be ex- 
cluded the days on which either House is 
not in session because of an adjournment for 
more than three days) before the determina- 
tion of the Commission may become effect- 
ive: Provided, however, That the Joint Com- 
mittee, after having received such determi- 
nation, may by resolution in writing, waive 
the conditions of or all or any portion of such 
thirty-day period. 

“ ‘Sec, 52. GOVERNMENT OWNERSHIP OF ALL 
SPECIAL NUCLEAR Marertat.—All rights, title, 
and interest in or to any special nuclear ma- 
terial within or under the jurisdiction of the 
United States, now or hereafter produced, 
shall be the property of the United States and 
shall be administered and controlled by the 
Commission as agent of and on behalf of the 
United States by virtue of this Act, Any 
person owning any interest in any special 
nuclear material at the time when such ma- 
terial is hereafter determined to be a special 
nuclear material shall be paid just compen- 
sation therefor. Any person who lawfully 
produces any special nuclear material, ex- 
cept pursuant to a contract with the Com- 
mission under the provisions of section 31 or 
41, shall be paid a fair price, determined pur- 
suant to section 56, for producing such ma- 
terial. 

“ ‘Sec. 53. Domestic DISTRIBUTION oF SPE- 
CIAL NUCLEAR MATERIAL.— 

„(aa) The Commission is authorized to 
issue licenses for the possession of, to make 
available for the period of the license, and to 
distribute special nuclear material within 
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the United States to qualified applicants re- 
questing such material— 

“*(1) for the conduct of research and de- 
velopment activities of the types specified in 
section 31; 

“*(2) for use in the conduct of research 
and development activities or in medical 
therapy under a license issued pursuant to 
section 104; or 

(3) for use under a license issued pursu- 
ant to section 103. 

„b. The Commission shall establish, by 
rule, minimum criteria for the issuance of 
specific or general licenses for the distribu- 
tion of special nuclear material depending 
upon the degree of importance to the com- 
mon defense and security or to the health 
and safety of the public of— 

“(1) the physical characteristics of the 
special nuclear material to be distributed; 

“*(2) the quantities of special nuclear 
material to be distributed; and 

“*(3) the intended use of the special 
nuclear material to be distributed. 

“c. The Commission may make a reason- 
able charge, determined pursuant to this 
section, for the use of special nuclear ma- 
terial licensed and distributed under subsec- 
tion 53 a. (1) or subsection 53 a. (2) and 
shall make a reasonable charge determined 
pursuant to this section for the use of spe- 
cial nuclear material licensed and distrib- 
uted under subsection 53 a. (3). The Com- 
mission shall establish criteria in writing for 
the determination of whether a charge will 
be made for the use of special nuclear mate- 
Tial licensed and distributed under subsec- 
tion 53 a. (1) or subsection 53 a. (2), con- 
sidering, among other things, whether the 
licensee is a nonprofit or eleemosynary in- 
stitution and the purposes for which the 
special nuclear material will be used. 

“‘d, In determining the reasonable charge 
to be made by the Commission for the use 
of special nuclear material distributed to 
licensees of utilization or production facili- 
ties licensed pursuant to section 103 or 104, 
in addition to consideration of the cost 
thereof, the Commission shall take into con- 
sideration— 

“*(1) the use to be made of the special 
nuclear material; 

“*(2) the extent to which the use of the 
special nuclear material will advance the 
development of the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy; 

“*(3) the energy value of the special nu- 
clear material in the particular use for which 
the license is issued; 

“*(4) whether the special nuclear material 
is to be used in facilities licensed pursuant 
to section 103 or 104. In this respect, the 
Commission shall, insofar as practicable, 
make uniform, nondiscriminatory charges for 
the use of special nuclear material distrib- 
uted to facilities licensed pursuant to section 
103; and 

“*(5) with respect to special nuclear mate- 
rial consumed in a facility licensed pursuant 
to section 103, the Commission shall make a 
further charge based on the cost to the Com- 
mission, as estimated by the Commission, or 
the average fair price paid for the production 
of such special nuclear material as deter- 
mined by section 56, whichever is lower. 

e. Each license issued pursuant to this 
section shall contain and be subject to the 
following conditions— 

(1) title to all special nuclear material 
shall at all times be in the United States; 

“*(2) no right to the special nuclear mate- 
rial shall be conferred by the license except 
as defined by the license; 

“*(3) neither the license nor any right 
under the license shall be assigned or other- 
wise transferred in violation of the provisions 
of this Act; 

“*(4) all special nuclear material shall be 
subject to the right of recapture or control 
reserved by section 108 and to all other pro- 
visions of this Act; 
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“*(5) no special nuclear material may be 

used in any utilization or production facility 
except in accordance with the provisions of 
this Act; 
_ “*(6) special nuclear material shall be 
distributed only on terms, as may be estab- 
lished by rule of the Commission, such that 
no user will be permitted to construct an 
atomic weapon; 

„%) special nuclear material shall be 
distributed only pursuant to such safety 
standards as may be established by rule of 
the Commission to protect health and to 
minimize danger to life or property; and 

“*(8) the licensee will hold the United 
States and the Commission harmless from 
any damages resulting from the use or 
possession of special nuclear material by the 
licensee. 

Hf. The Commission is directed to dis- 
tribute within the United States sufficient 
special nuclear material to permit the con- 
duct of widespread independent research 
and development activities to the maximum 
extent practicable and within the limita- 
tions set by the President pursuant to sec- 
tion 41. In the event that applications for 
special nuclear material exceed the amount 
available for distribution, preference shall 
be given to those activities which are most 
likely, in the opinion of the Commission, to 
contribute to basic research, to the develop- 
ment of peacetime uses of atomic energy, or 
to the economic and military strength of 
the Nation. 

“‘Sec. 54. FOREIGN DISTRIBUTION OF SPE- 
CIAL NUCLEAR MATERIAL.—The Commission is 
authorized to cooperate with any nation by 
distributing special nuclear material and to 
distribute such special nuclear material, 
pursuant to the terms of an agreement for 
cooperation to which such nation is a party 
and which is made in accordance with sec- 
tion 123. 

“Sec, 55. Acquistrion.—The Commission 
is authorized to purchase or otherwise ac- 
quire any special nuclear material or any 
interest therein outside the United States 
without regard to the provisions of section 
3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, 
upon certification by the Commission that 
such action is necessary in the interest of 
the common defense and security, or upon 
a showing by the Commission that advertis- 
ing is not reasonably practicable. Partial 
and advance payments may be made under 
contracts for such purposes. 

“ ‘Sec. 56. Fam Price.—In determining the 
fair price to be paid by the Commission pur- 
suant to section 52 for the production of 
any special nuclear material, the Commission 
shall take into consideration the value of 
the special nuclear material for its intended 
use by the United States and may give such 
weight to the actual cost of producing that 
material as the Commission finds to be 
equitable. The fair price, as may be deter- 
mined by the Commission, shall apply to all 
licensed producers of the same material: 
Provided, however, That the Commission 
may establish guaranteed fair prices for all 
special nuclear material delivered to the 
Commission for such period of time as it may 
deem necessary but not to exceed seven 
years. 

“Sec. 57. PROHIBITION.—* 

“ʻa, It shall be unlawful for any person 


(1) possess or transfer any special nu- 
clear material which is the property of the 
United States except as authorized by the 
Commission pursuant to subsection 53 a.; 

“*(2) transfer or receive any special nu- 
clear material in interstate commerce except 
as authorized by the Commission pursuant 
to subsection 53 a., or export from or import 
into the United States any special nuclear 
material; and 

“*(3) directly or indirectly engage in the 
production of any special nuclear material 
outside of the United States except (A) un- 
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der an agreement for cooperation made pur- 
suant to section 123, or (B) upon author- 
ization by the Commission after a determina- 
tion that such activity will not be inimical 
to the interest of the United States. 

“bh, The Commission shall not distribute 
any special nuclear material— 

“*(1) to any person for a use which is 
not under the jurisdiction of the United 
States except pursuant to the provisions of 
section 54; or 

2) to any person within the United 
States, if the Commission finds that the dis- 
tribution of such special nuclear material 
to such person would be inimical to the 
common defense and security. 


“ ‘CHAPTER 7, SOURCE MATERIAL 


“ ‘Sec. 61. Source MaTertat.—The Commis- 
sion may determine from time to time that 
other material is source material in addition 
to those specified in the definition of source 
material. Before making such determina- 
tion, the Commission must find that such 
material is essential to the production of 
special nuclear material and must find that 
the determination that such material is 
source material is in the interest of the com- 
mon defense and security, and the President 
must have expressly assented in writing to 
the determination. The Commission’s de- 
termination, together with the assent of the 
President, shall be submitted to the Joint 
Committee and a period of thirty days shall 
elapse while Congress is in session (in com- 
puting such thirty days, there shall be ex- 
cluded the days on which either House is not 
in session because of an adjournment of more 
than three days) before the determination of 
the Commission may become effective: Pro- 
vided, however, That the Joint Committee, 
after having received such determination, 
may by resolution in writing waive the con- 
ditions of or all or any portion of such thirty- 
day period. 

“ ‘Sec. 62. LICENSE For TRANSFERS RE- 
QURED.—Unless authorized by a general or 
specific license issued by the Commission, 
which the Commission is hereby authorized 
to issue, no person may transfer or receive in 
interstate commerce, transfer, deliver, re- 
ceive possession of or title to, or import into 
or export from the United States any source 
material after removal from its place of de- 
posit in nature, except that licenses shall 
not be required for quantities of source ma- 
terial which, in the opinion of the Commis- 
sion, are unimportant. 

“Sec. 63. Domestic DISTRIBUTION OF 
Source MATERIAL.— 

a. The Commission is authorized to 
issue licenses for and to distribute source 
material within the United States to quali- 
fied applicants requesting such material— 

“*(1) for the conduct of research and de- 
velopment activities of the types specified in 
section 31; 

“*(2) for use in the conduct of research 
and development activities or in medical 
therapy under a license issued pursuant to 
section 104; 

63) for use under a license issued pur- 
suant to section 103; or 

““(4) for any other use approved by the 
Commission as an aid to science or industry. 

b. The Commission shall establish, by 
rule, minimum criteria for the issuance of 
specific or general licenses for the distribu- 
tion of source material depending upon the 
degree of importance to the common defense 
and security or to the health and safety of 
the public of— 

“*(1) the physical characteristics of the 
source material to be distributed; 

“*(2) the quantities of source material 
to be distributed; and 

3) the intended use of the source ma- 
terial to be distributed. 

e. The Commission may make a reason- 
able charge determined pursuant to sub- 
section 161 m. for the source material li- 
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censed and distributed under subsection 
63 a. (1), subsection 63 a, (2), or subsec- 
tion 63 a. (4), and shall make a reasonable 
charge determined pursuant to subsection 
161 m., for the source material licensed 
and distributed under subsection 63 a. (3). 
The Commission shall establish criteria in 
writing for the determination of whether 
a charge will be made for the source mate- 
rial licensed and distributed under subsec- 
tion 63 a. (1), subsection 63 a, (2), or sub- 
section 63 a. (4), considering, among other 
things, whether the licensee is a nonprofit or 
eleemosynary institution and the purposes 
for which the source material will be used. 

“ ‘Sec, 64. FOREIGN DISTRIBUTION OF SOURCE 
MaArTERIAL.—The Commission is authorized to 
cooperate with any nation by distributing 
source material and to distribute source ma- 
terial pursuant to the terms of an agree- 
ment for cooperation to which such nation 
is a party and which is made in accordance 
with section 123. The Commission is also 
authorized to distribute source material out- 
side of the United States upon a determi- 
nation by the Commission that such activity 
will not be inimical to the interests of the 
United States. 

“ ‘Sec. 65. REPORTING.—The Commission is 
authorized to issue such rules, regulations, or 
orders requiring reports of ownership, pos- 
session, extraction, refining, shipment, or 
other handling of source material as it may 
deem necessary, except that such reports 
shall not be required with respect to (a) any 
source material prior to removal from its 
place of deposit in nature, or (b) quantities 
of source material which in the opinion of 
the Commission are unimportant or the re- 
porting of which will discourage independent 
prospecting for new deposits. 

Sr. 66. AcquistrIon.—The Commission 
is authorized and directed, to the extent it 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions 
of this Act— 

„aA. to purchase, take, requisition, con- 
demn, or otherwise acquire supplies of source 
material; 

b. to purchase, condemn, or otherwise 
acquire any interest in real property contain- 
ing deposits of source material; and 

“tc. to purchase, condemn, or otherwise 
acquire rights to enter upon any real prop- 
erty deemed by the Commission to have pos- 
sibilities of containing deposits of source 
material in order to conduct prospecting and 
exploratory operations for such deposits. 


Any purchase made under this section may 
be made without regard to the provisions of 
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended, upon certification by the Commis- 
sion that such action is necessary in the 
interest of the common defense and security, 
or upon a showing by the Commission that 
advertising is not reasonably practicable. 
Partial and advanced payments may be made 
under contracts for such purposes. The 
Commission may establish guaranteed prices 
for all source material delivered to it within 
a specified time. Just compensation shall be 
made for any right, property, or interest in 
property taken, requisitioned, condemned, or 
otherwise acquired under this section. 

“ ‘SEC. 67. OPERATIONS ON LANDS BELONGING 
TO THE UNITED StaTes.—The Commission is 
authorized, to the extent it deems necessary 
to effectuate the provisions of this Act, to 
issue leases or permits for prospecting for, 
exploration for, mining of, or removal of de- 
posits of source material in lands belonging 
to the United States: Provided, however, 
That notwithstanding any other provisions 
of law, such leases or permits may be issued 
for lands administered for national park, 
monument, and wildlife purposes only when 
the President by Executive Order declares 
that the requirements of the common de- 
tense and security make such action neces- 
sary. 

“ ‘Sec. 68. PUBLIC Lanps.— 
“ʻa. No individual, corporation, partner- 
ship, or association, which had any part, di- 
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rectly or indirectly, in the development of 
the atomic energy program, may benefit by 
any location, entry, or settlement upon the 
public domain made after such individual, 
corporation, partnership, or association took 
part in such project, if such individual, cor- 
poration, partnership, or association, by rea- 
son of having had such part in the develop- 
ment of the atomic energy program, acquired 
confidential official information as to the 
existence of deposits of such uranium, 
thorium, or other materials in the specific 
lands upon which such location, entry, or 
settlement is made, and subsequent to the 
date of the enactment of this Act made 
such location, entry, or settlement or caused 
the same to be made for his, or its, or their 
benefit. 

ep. In cases where any patent, convey- 
ance, lease, permit, or other authorization 
has been issued, which reserved to the United 
States source--materials and the right to 
enter upon the land and prospect for, mine, 
and remove the same, the head of the Gov- 
ernment agency which issued the patent, 
conveyance, lease, permit, or other authori- 
zation shall, on application of the holder 
thereof, issue a new or supplemental patent, 
conveyance, lease, permit, or other authori- 
zation without such reservation. If any 
rights have been granted by the United 
States pursuant to any such reservation then 
such patent shall be made subject to those 
rights, but the patentee shall be subrogated 
to the rights of the United States. 

%. Notwithstanding the provisions of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and 
particularly section 5 (b) (7) thereof, or the 
provisions of the Act of August 12, 1953 (67 
Stat. 539), and particularly section 3 thereof, 
any mining claim, heretofore located under 
the mining laws of the United States, for or 
based upon a discovery of a mineral deposit 
which is a source material and which, except 
for the possible contrary construction of 
said Atomic Energy Act, would have been 
locatable under such mining laws, shall, in- 
sofar as adversely affected by such possible 
contrary construction, be valid and effective, 
in all respects to the same extent as if said 
mineral deposit were a locatable mineral de- 
posit other than a source material. 

“ ‘Sec. 69. PROHIBITION.—The Commission 
shall not license any person to transfer or 
deliver, receive possession of or title to, 
or import into or export from the United 
States any source material if, in the opinion 
of the Commission, the issuance of a license 
to such person for such purpose would be in- 
imical to the common defense and security or 
the health and safety of the public, 


“ ‘CHAPTER 8. BYPRODUCT MATERIAL 


“ ‘Sec. 81. DOMESTIC DisTRIsuTION.—No per- 
son may transfer or receive in interstate 
commerce, manufacture, produce, transfer, 
acquire, own, possess, import, or export any 
byproduct material, except to the extent au- 
thorized by this section or by section 82, 
The Commission is authorized to issue gen- 
eral or specific licenses to applicants seeking 
to use byproduct material for research or 
development purposes, for medical therapy, 
industrial uses, agricultural uses, or such 
other useful applications as may be de- 
veloped. The Commission may distribute, 
sell, loan, or lease such byproduct material 
as it owns to licensees with or without 
charge: Provided, however, That, for byprod- 
uct material to be distributed by the Com- 
mission for a charge, the Commission shall 
establish prices on such equitable basis as, 
in the opinion of the Commission, (a) will 
provide reasonable compensation to the Gov- 
ernment for such material, (b) will not dis- 
courage the use of such material or the 
development of sources of supply of such 
material independent of the Commission, 
and (c) will encourage research and de- 
velopment. In distributing such material, 
the Commission shall give preference to 
applicants proposing to use such material 
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elther in the conduct of research and de- 
velopment or in medical therapy. Licensees 
of the Commission may distribute byprod- 
uct material only to applicants therefor who 
are licensed by the Commission to receive 
such byproduct material. The Commission 
shall not permit the distribution of any 
byproduct material to any licensee, and shall 
recall or order the recall of any distributed 
material from any licensee, who is not 
equipped to observe or who fails to observe 
such safety standards to protect health as 
may be established by the Commission or 
who uses such material in violation of law 
or regulation of the Commission or in a 
manner other than as disclosed in the appli- 
cation therefor or approved by the Com- 
mission. The Commission is authorized to 
establish classes of byproduct material and 
to exempt certain classes or quantities of 
material or kinds of uses or users from the 
requirements for a license set forth in this 
section when it makes a finding that the 
exemption of such classes or quantities of 
such material or such kinds of uses or users 
will not constitute an unreasonable risk to 
the common defense and security and to the 
health and safety of the public. 

“ ‘Sec. 82. FOREIGN DISTRIBUTION OF BY- 
PRODUCT MATERIAL. — 

a. The Commission is authorized to co- 
operate with any nation by distributing by- 
product material, and to distribute by- 
product material, pursuant to the terms of 
an agreement for cooperation to which such 
nation is party and which is made in ac- 
cordance with section 123. 

b. The Commission is also authorized 
to distribute byproduct material to any per- 
son outside the United States upon applica- 
tion therefor by such person and demand 
such charge for such material as would be 
charged for the material if it were dis- 
tributed within the United States: Provided, 
however, That the Commission shall not 
distribute any such material to any person 
under this section if, in its opinion, such 
distribution would be inimical to the com- 
mon defense and security: And provided 
further, That the Commission may require 
such reports regarding the use of material 
distributed pursuant to the provisions of 
this section as it deems necessary. 

%. The Commission is authorized to li- 
cense others to distribute byproducts ma- 
terial to any person outside the United States 
under the same conditions, except as to 
charges, as would be applicable if the ma- 
terial were distributed by the Commission. 


“CHAPTER O. MILITARY APPLICATION OF 
ATOMIC ENERGY 

“‘Sec. 91. AUTHORITY — 

“ʻa. The Commission is authorized to— 

“*(1) conduct experiments and do re- 
search and development work in the mili- 
tary application of atomic energy; and 

“*(2) engage in the production of atomic 
weapons, or atomic weapon parts, except that 
such activities shall be carried on only to 
the extent that the express consent and di- 
rection of the President of the United States 
has been obtained, which consent and di- 
rection shall be obtained at least once each 
year. 

“'b. The President from time to time may 
direct the Commission (1) to deliver such 
quantities of special nuclear material or 
atomic weapons to the Department of De- 
fense for such use as he deems necessary in 
the interest of national defense, or (2) to 
authorize the Department of Defense to man- 
ufacture, produce, or acquire any atomic 
weapon or utilization facility for military 
purposes: Provided, however, That such au- 
thorization shall not extend to the produc- 
tion of special nuclear material other than 
that incidental to the operation of such 
utilization facilities. 

“Sec. 92. Prowieirion.—It shall be un- 
lawful for any person to transfer or receive 
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in interstate commerce, manufacture, pro- 
duce, transfer, acquire, possess, import, or 
export any atomic weapon, except as may be 
authorized by the Commission pursuant to 
the provisions of section 91. Nothing in 
this section shall be deemed to modify the 
provisions of subsection 31 a. or section 101, 


““CHAPTER 10. ATOMIC ENERGY LICENSES 


“Sec. 101. License Requirep.—It shall be 
unlawful, except as provided in section 91, 
for any person within the United States to 
transfer or receive in interstate commerce, 
manufacture, produce, transfer, acquire, pos- 
sess, import, or export any utilization or pro- 
duction facility except under and in ac- 
cordance with a license issued by the Com- 
mission pursuant to section 103 or 104. 

“Sac. 102. FINDING OF PRACTICAL VALUE.— 
Whenever the Commission has made a find- 
ing in writing that any type of utilization 
or production facility has been sufficiently 
developed to be of practical value for indus- 
trial or commercial purposes, the Commis- 
sion may thereafter issue licenses for such 
type of facility pursuant to section 103. 

“Sec. 103. COMMERCIAL LICENSES.— 

„a. Subsequent to a finding by the Com- 
mission as required in section 102, the Com- 
mission may issue licenses to transfer or 
receive in interstate commerce, manufac- 
ture, produce, transfer, acquire, possess, im- 
port, or export under the terms of an agree- 
ment for cooperation arranged pursuant to 
section 123, such type of utilization or pro- 
duction facility. Such licenses shall be is- 
sued in accordance with the provisions of 
chapter 16 and subject to such conditions 
as the Commission may by rule or regula- 
tion establish to effectuate the purposes and 
provisions of this Act. 

„b. The Commission shall issue such li- 
censes on a nonexclusive basis to persons 
applying therefor (1) whose proposed ac- 
tivities will serve a useful purpose propor- 
tionate to the quantities of special nuclear 
material or source material to be utilized; 
(2) who are equipped to observe and who 
agree to observe such safety standards to 
protect health and to minimize danger to 
life or property as the Commission may by 
rule establish; and (3) who agree to make 
available to the Commission such technical 
information and data concerning activities 
under such licenses as the Commission may 
determine necessary to promote the common 
defense and security and to protect the 
health and safety of the public. All such 
information may be used by the Commission 
only for the purposes of the common defense 
and security and to protect the health and 
safety of the public. 

e. Each such license shall be issued for 
a specified period, as determined by the Com- 
mission, depending on the type of activity to 
be licensed, but not exceeding forty years, 
and may be renewed upon the expiration of 
such period. 

d. No license under this section may be 
given to any person for activities which are 
not under or within the jurisdiction of the 
United States, except for the export of pro- 
duction or utilization facilities under terms 
of an agreement for cooperation arranged 
pursuant to section 123, or except under the 
provisions of section 109. No license may 
be issued to any corporation or other entity 
if the Commission knows or has reason to 
believe it is owned, controlled, or dominated 
by an alien, a foreign corporation, or a for- 
eign government. In any event, no license 
may be issued to any person within the 
United States if, in the opinion of the Com- 
mission, the issuance of a license to such 
person would be inimical to the common de- 
fense and security or to the health and safety 
of the public. 

~ ‘Sec. 104. MEDICAL THERAPY AND RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT.— 

“ ‘a. The Commission is authorized to issue 
licenses to persons applying therefor for uti- 
lization facilities for use in medical therapy. 
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In issuing such licenses the Commission is 
directed to permit the widest amount of ef- 
fective medical therapy possible with the 
amount of special nuclear material available 
for such purposes and to impose the min- 
imum amount of regulation consistent with 
its obligations under this Act to promote 
the common defense and security and to 
protect the health and safety of the public. 

“'b. The Commission is authorized to is- 
sue licenses to persons applying therefor for 
utilization and preduction facilities involved 
in the conduct of research and development 
activities leading to the demonstration of 
the practical value of such facilities for in- 
dustrial or commercial purposes. In issuing 
licenses under this subsection, the Commis- 
sion shall impose the minimum amount of 
such regulations and terms of license as will 
permit the Commission to fulfill its obliga- 
tions under this Act to promote the common 
defense and security and to protect the 
health and safety of the public and will be 
compatible with the regulations and terms 
of license which would apply in the event 
that a commercial license were later to be 
issued pursuant to section 103 for that type 
of facility. In issuing such licenses, priority 
shall be given to those activities which will, 
in the opinion of the Commission, lead to 
major advances in the application of atomic 
energy for industrial or commercial purposes. 

%. The Commission is authorized to issue 
licenses to persons applying therefor for util- 
ization and production facilities useful in 
the conduct of research and development 
activities of the types specified in section 31 
and which are not facilities of the type speci- 
fied in subsection 104 b. The Commission is 
directed to impose only such minimum 
amount of regulation of the licensee as the 
Commission finds will permit the Commis- 
sion to fulfill its obligations under this Act 
to promote the common defense and security 
and to protect the health and safety of the 
public and will it the conduct of wide- 
spread and diverse research and development. 

d. No license under this section may be 
given to any person for activities which are 
not under or within the jurisdiction of the 
United States, except for the export of pro- 
duction or utilization facilities under terms 
of an agreement for cooperation arranged 
pursuant to section 123 or except under the 
provisions of section 109. No license may be 
issued to any corporation or other entity if 
the Commission knows or has reason to be- 
lieve it is owned, controlled, or dominated 
by an alien, a foreign corporation, or a for- 
eign government. In any event, no license 
may be issued to any person within the 
United States if, in the opinion of the Com- 
mission, the issuance of a license to such 
person would be inimical to the common 
defense and security or to the health and 
safety of the public. 

“ ‘Sec. 105. ANTITRUST PROVISIONS.— 

a. Nothing contained in this Act, includ- 
ing the provisions which vest title to all spe- 
cial nuclear material in the United States, 
shall relieve any person from the operation 
of the following Acts, as amended, “An Act 
to protect trade and commerce against un- 
lawful restraints and monopolies,” approved 
July second, eighteen hundred and ninety; 
sections seventy-three to seventy-seven, in- 
clusive, of an Act entitled “An Act to reduce 
taxation, to provide revenue for the Govern- 
ment, and for other purposes” approved Au- 
gust twenty-seven, eighteen hundred and 
ninety-four; “An Act to supplement existing 
laws against unlawful restraints and monop- 
olies, and for other purposes” approved Oc- 
tober fifteen, nineteen hundred and fourteen; 
and “An Act to create a Federal Trade Com- 
mission, to define its powers and duties, and 
for other purposes” approved September 
twenty-six, nineteen hundred and fourteen. 
In the event a licensee is found by a court of 
competent jurisdiction, either in an original 
action in that court or in a proceeding to 
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enforce or review the findings or orders of 
any Government agency having jurisdiction 
under the laws cited above, to have violated 
any of the provisions of such laws in the con- 
duct of the licensed activity, the Commis- 
sion may suspend, revoke, or take such other 
action as it may deem necessary with respect 
to any license issued by the Commission 
under the provisions of this Act. 

b. The Commission shall report 
promptly to the Attorney General any in- 
formation it may have with respect to any 
utilization of special nuclear material or 
atomic energy which appears to violate or 
to tend toward the violation of any of the 
foregoing Acts, or to restrict free competi- 
tion in private enterprise. 

e. Whenever the Commission proposes 
to issue any license to any person under sec- 
tion 103, it shall notify the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the proposed license and the pro- 
posed terms and conditions thereof, except 
such classes or types of licenses, as the Com- 
mission, with the approval of the Attorney 
General, may determine would not signifi- 
cantly affect the licensee’s activities under 
the antitrust laws as specified in subsection 
105 a. Within a reasonable time, in no 
event to exceed 90 days after receiving such 
notification, the Attorney General shall ad- 
vise the Commission whether, insofar as he 
can determine, the proposed license would 
tend to create or maintain a situation in- 
consistent with the antitrust laws, and such 
advice shall be published in the Federal 
Register. Upon the request of the Attorney 
General, the Commission shall furnish or 
cause to be furnished such information as 
the Attorney General determines to be ap- 
propriate or necessary to enable him to give 
the advice called for by this section. 

“Sec. 106. CLASSES or Facitrries—The 
Commission may— 

a. group the facilities licensed either 
under section 103 or under section 104 into 
classes which may include either production 
or utilization facilities or both, upon the 
basis of the similarity of operating and tech- 
nical characteristics of the facilities: 

bp. define the various activities to be 
carried on at each such class of facility; and 

e. designate the amounts of special nu- 
clear material available for use by each such 
facility. 

“Sec. 107. OPERATORS’ 
Commission shall— 

a. prescribe uniform conditions for li- 
censing individuals as operators of any of 
the various classes of production and utili- 
zation facilities licensed in this Act; 

bp. determine the qualifications of such 
individuals; 

e. issue licenses to such individuals in 
such form as the Commission may pre- 
scribe; and 

“'d. suspend such licenses for violations 
of any provision of this Act or any rule or 
regulation issued thereunder whenever the 
Commission deems such action desirable, 

“ ‘SEC. 108. WAR OR NATIONAL EMERGENCY — 
Whenever the Congress declares that a state 
of war or national emergency exists, the 
Commission is authorized to suspend any 
licenses granted under this Act if in its 
judgment such action is necessary to the 
common defense and security. The Com- 
mission is authorized during such period, 
if the Commission finds it necessary to the 
common defense and security, to order the 
recapture of any special nuclear material 
distributed under the provisions of sub- 
section 53 a., or to order the operation of 
any facility licensed under section 103 or 
104, and is authorized to order the entry 
into any plant or facility in order to re- 
capture such material, or to operate such 
facility. Just compensation shall be paid 
for any damages caused by the recapture of 
any special nuclear material or by the opera- 
tion of any such facility. 
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“Sec. 109. COMPONENT PARTS OF FACIL- 
ITIES.—With respect to those utilization and 
production facilities which are so determined 
by the Commission pursuant to subsection 
11 p. (2) or 11 v. (2) the Commission may 
(a) issue general licenses for activities re- 
quired to be licensed under section 101, if 
the Commission determines in writing that 
such general licensing will not constitute an 
unreasonable risk to the common defense 
and security, and (b) issue licenses for the 
export of such facilities, if the Commission 
determines in writing that each export will 
not constitute an unreasonable risk to the 
common defense and security. 

“ ‘Sec. 110. Exc.tustons—Nothing in this 
chapter shall be deemed— 

a. to require a license for (1) the proc- 
essing, fabricating, or refining of special 
nuclear material, or the separation of special 
nuclear material, or the separation of special 
nuclear material from other substances, 
under contract with and for the account 
of the Commission; or (2) the construction 
or operation of facilities under contract with 
and for the account of the Commission; or 

b. to require a license for the manufac- 
ture, production, or acquisition by the De- 
partment of Defense of any utilization facil- 
ity authorized pursuant to section 91, or 
for the use of such facility by the Depart- 
ment of Defense or a contractor thereof. 


“CHAPTER 11, INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 


“Sec, 121. EFFECT or INTERNATIONAL An- 
RANGEMENTsS.—Any provision of this Act or 
any action of the Commission to the extent 
and during the time that it conflicts with 
the provisions of any international arrange- 
ment made after the date of enactment of 
this Act shall be deemed to be of no force or 
effect. 

“ ‘Sec. 122. POLICIES CONTAINED IN INTER- 
NATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS.—In the perform- 
ance of its functions under this Act, the 
Commission shall give maximum effect to 
the policies contained in any international 
arrangement made after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 

“Sec, 123. COOPERATION WITH OTHER NA- 
TIONS.—No cooperation with any nation or 
regional defense organization pursuant to 
sections 54, 57, 64, 82, 103, 104, or 144 shall 
be undertaken until— 

„a. the Commission or, in the case of 
those agreements for cooperation arranged 
pursuant to subsection 144 b., the Depart- 
ment of Defense has submitted to the Pres- 
ident the proposed agreement for coopera- 
tion, together with its recommendation 
thereon, which proposed agreement shall in- 
clude (1) the terms, conditions, duration, 
nature, and scope of the cooperation; (2) 
a guaranty by the cooperating party that 
security safeguards and standards as set forth 
in the agreement for cooperation will be 
maintained; (3) a guaranty by the cooperat- 
ing party that any material to be trans- 
ferred pursuant to such agreement will not 
be used for atomic weapons, or for research 
on or development of atomic weapons, or 
for any other military purpose; and (4) a 
guaranty by the cooperating party that any 
material or any Restricted Data to be trans- 
ferred pursuant to the agreement for co- 
operation will not be transferred to unau- 
thorized persons or beyond the jurisdiction 
of the cooperating party, except as specified 
in the agreement for cooperation; 

b. the President has approved and au- 
thorized the execution of the proposed agree- 
ment for cooperation, and has made a 
determination in writing that the perform- 
ance of the proposed agreement will promote 
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk 
to the common defense and security; and 

. the proposed agreement for coopera- 
tion, together with the approyal and the 
determination of the President, has been 
submitted to the Joint Committee and a 
period of thirty days has elapsed while Con- 
gress is in session (in computing such thirty 
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days, there shall be excluded the days on 
which either House is not in session because 
of an adjournment of more than three days). 

“ ‘Sec. 124. INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC PooL— 
The President is authorized to enter into an 
international arrangement with a group of 
nations providing for international coopera- 
tion in the nonmilitary applications of 
atomic energy and he may thereafter cooper- 
ate with that group of nations pursuant to 
sections 54, 57, 64, 82, 103, 104, or 144a.: 
Provided, however, That the cooperation is 
undertaken pursuant to an agreement for 
cooperation entered into in accordance with 
section 123. 


“ ‘CHAPTER 12, CONTROL OF INFORMATION 


“ ‘Sec. 141. Porrcy.—It shall be the policy 
of the Commission to control the dissemina- 
tion and declassification of Restricted Data 
in such a manner as to assure the common 
defense and security. Consistent with such 
policy, the Commission shall be guided by 
the following principles: 

“ʻa. Until effective and enforceable inter- 
national safeguards against the use of atom- 
ic energy for destructive purposes have been 
established by an international arrangement, 
there shall be no exchange of Restricted 
Data with other nations except as authorized 
by section 144; and 

“bh. The dissemination of scientific and 
technical information relating to atomic en- 
ergy should be permitted and encouraged so 
as to provide that free interchange of ideas 
and criticism which is essential to scientific 
and industrial progress and public under- 
standing and to enlarge the fund of tech- 
nical information. 

‘Sec. 142. CLASSIFICATION AND DECLASSIFI- 
CATION OF RESTRICTED DaTA.— 

„a. The Commission shall from time to 
time determine the data, within the defini- 
tion of Restricted Data, which can be pub- 
lished without undue risk to the common 
defense and security and shall thereupon 
cause such data to be declassified and re- 
moved from the category of Restricted Data. 

„eb. The Commission shall maintain a 
continuous review of Restricted Data and of 
any Classification Guides issued for the 
guidance of those in the atomic energy pro- 
gram with respect to the areas of Restricted 
Data which have been declassified in order 
to determine which information may be de- 
classified and removed from the category of 
Restricted Data without undue risk to the 
common defense and security. 

e. In the case of Restricted Data which 
the Commission and the Department of De- 
fense jointly determine to relate primarily to 
the military utilization of atomic weapons, 
the determination that such data may be 
published without constituting an unreason- 
able risk to the common defense and security 
shall be made by the Commission and the 
Department of Defense jointly, and if the 
Commission and the Department of Defense 
do not agree, the determination shall be 
made by the President. 

“'d. The Commission shall remove from 
the Restricted Data category such data as the 
Commission and the Department of Defense 
jointly determine relates primarily to the 
military utilization of atomic weapons and 
which the Commission and Department 
of Defense jointly determine can be ade- 
quately safeguarded as defense information: 
Provided, however, That no such data so re- 
moved from the Restricted Data category 
shall be transmitted or otherwise made avail- 
able to any nation or regional defense organi- 
zation, while such data remains defense in- 
formation, except pursuant to an agreement 
for cooperation entered into in accordance 
with subsection 144 b. 

de. The Commission shall remove from 
the Restricted Data category such informa- 
tion concerning the atomic energy programs 
of other nations as the Commission and the 
Director of Central Intelligence jointly deter- 
mine to be necessary to carry out the pro- 
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visions of section 102 (d) of the National 
Security Act of 1947, as amended, and can be 
adequately safeguarded as defense informa- 
tion. 

“ ‘Sec, 143. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PAR- 
TICIPATION.—The Commission may authorize 
any of its employees, or employees of any 
contractor, prospective contractor, licensee 
or prospective licensee of the Commission to 
permit any employee of an agency of the 
Department of Defense or of its contractors, 
or any member of the Armed Forces to have 
access to Restricted Data required in the 
performance of his duties and so certified 
by the head of the appropriate agency of 
the Department of Defense or his designee: 
Provided, however, That the head of the ap- 
propriate agency of the Department of De- 
fense or his designee has determined, in ac- 
cordance with the established personnel se- 
curity procedures and standards of such 
agency, that permitting the member or em- 
ployee to have access to such Restricted 
Data will not endanger the common defense 
and security: And provided further, That the 
Secretary of Defense finds that the estab- 
lished personnel and other security pro- 
cedures and standards of such agency are 
adequate and in reasonable conformity to 
the standards established by the Commission 
under section 145. 

“ ‘SEC. 144. INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION.— 

„a. The President may authorize the 
Commission to cooperate with another na- 
tion and to communicate to that nation Re- 
stricted Data on— 

1) refining, purification, and subse- 
quent treatment of source material; 

“*(2) reactor development; 

“*(3) production of special nuclear mate- 


4) health and safety; 

“*(5) industrial and other applications of 
atomic energy for peaceful purposes; and _ 

6) research and development relating 
to the foregoing. 
Provided, however, That no such coopera- 
tion shall involve the communication of Re- 
stricted Data relating to the design or fabri- 
cation of atomic weapons: And provided fur- 
ther, That the cooperation is undertaken 
pursuant to an agreement for cooperation 
entered into in accordance with section 123, 
or is undertaken pursuant to an agreement 
existing on the effective date of this Act. 

bp. The President may authorize the De- 

partment of Defense, with the assistance of 
the Commission, to cooperate with another 
nation or with a regional defense organiza- 
tion to which the United States is a party, 
and to communicate to that nation or or- 
ganization such Restricted Data as is neces- 
sary to— 

1) the development of defense plans; 

2) the training of personnel in the em- 
ployment of and defense against atomic 
weapons; and 

“*(3) the evaluation of the capabilities of 
potential enemies in the employment of 
atomic weapons, 


while such other nation or organization is 
participating with the United States pursu- 
ant to an international arrangement by sub- 
stantial and material contributions to the 
mutual defense and security: Provided, 
however, That no such cooperation shall in- 
volve communication of Restricted Data re- 
lating to the design or fabrication of atomic 
weapons except with regard to external char- 
acteristics, including size, weight, and shape, 
yields and effects, and systems employed in 
the delivery or use thereof but not including 
any data in these categories unless in the 
joint judgment of the Commission and the 
Department of Defense such data will not 
reveal important information concerning the 
design or fabrication of the nuclear compo- 
nents of an atomic weapon: And provided 
further, That the cooperation is undertaken 
pursuant to an agreement entered into in 
accordance with section 123, 
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“Sec, 145. RESTRICTIONS.— 

„a. No arrangement shall be made under 
section 31, no contract shall be made or con- 
tinued in effect under section 41, and no 
license shall be issued under section 103 or 
104, unless the person with whom such ar- 
rangement is made, the contractor or pros- 
pective contractor, or the prospective licensee 
agrees in writing not to permit any individ- 
ual to have access to Restricted Data until 
the Civil Service Commission shall have made 
an investigation and report to the Commis- 
sion on the character, associations, and loy- 
alty of such individual, and the Commission 
shall have determined that permitting such 
person to have access to Restricted Data will 
not endanger the common defense and se- 
curity. 

p. Except as authorized by the Com- 
mission or the General Manager upon a de- 
termination by the Commission or General 
Manager that such action is clearly consist- 
ent with the national interest, no individual 
shall be employed by the Commission nor 
shall the Commission permit any individual 
to have access to Restricted Data until the 
Civil Service Commission shall have made an 
investigation and report to the Commission 
on the character, associations, and loyalty of 
such individual, and the Commission shall 
have determined that permitting such per- 
son to have access to Restricted Data will not 
endanger the common defense and security. 

“c, In the event an investigation made 
pursuant to subsections a. and b. of this 
section develops any data refiecting that the 
individual who is the subject of the investi- 
gation is of questionable loyalty, the Civil 
Service Commission shall refer the matter 
to the Federal Bureau of Investigation for 
the conduct of a full field investigation, the 
results of which shall be furnished to the 
Civil Service Commission for its information 
and appropriate action. 

d. If the President deems it to be in the 
national interest, he may from time to time 
cause investigations of any group or class 
which are required by subsections a. and 
b. of this section to be made by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation instead of by the 
Civil Service Commission. 

“ʻe, Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsections a. and b. of this section, a ma- 
jority of the members of the Commission 
shall certify those specific positions which 
are of a high degree of importance or sen- 
sitivity and upon such certification the in- 
vestigation and reports required by such pro- 
visions shall be made by the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation instead of by the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission. 

“T. The Commission shall establish 
standards and specifications in writing as 
to the scope and extent of investigations to 
be made by the Civil Service Commission 
pursuant to subsections a. and b. of this sec- 
tion. Such standards and specifications shall 
be based on the location and class or kind of 
work to be done, and shall, among other con- 
siderations, take into account the degree of 
importance to the common defense and se- 
curity of the Restricted Data to which access 
will be permitted. 

“Sec. 146. GENERAL PROVISIONS.— 

a. Sections 141 to 145, inclusive, shall 
not exclude the applicable provisions of 
any other laws, except that no Government 
agency shall take any action under such 
other laws inconsistent with the provisions 
of those sections. 

b. The Commission shall have no power 
to control or restrict the dissemination of 
information other than as granted by this 
or any other law. 


“ ‘CHAPTER 13. PATENTS AND INVENTIONS 

“ ‘SEC, 151. MILITARY UTILIzaTION.— 

a. No patent shall hereafter be granted 
for any inyention or discovery which is use- 
ful solely in the utilization of special nuclear 
material or atomic energy in an atomic 
weapon, Any patent granted for any such 
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invention or discovery is hereby revoked, and 
just compensation shall be made therefor. 

“‘b. No patent hereafter granted shall 
confer any rights with respect to any inven- 
tion or discovery to the extent that such 
invention or discovery is used in the utiliza- 
tion of special nuclear material or atomic 
energy in atomic weapons. Any rights con- 
ferred by any patent heretofore granted for 
any invention or discovery are hereby re- 
voked to the extent that such invention or 
discovery is so used, and just compensation 
shail be made therefor. 

%. Any person who has made or here- 
after makes any invention or discovery use- 
ful (1) in the production or utilization of 
special nuclear material or atomic energy; 
(2) in the utilization of special nuclear ma- 
terial in an atomic weapon; or (3) in the 
utilization of atomic energy in an atomic 
weapon, shall file with the Commission a 
report containing a complete description 
thereof unless such invention or discovery is 
described in an application for a patent filed 
with the Commissioner of Patents by such 
person within the time required for the filing 
of such report. The report covering any such 
invention or discovery shall be filed on or 
before whichever of the following is the later: 
either the ninetieth day after completion of 
such invention or discovery; or the ninetieth 
day after such person first discovers or first 
has reason to believe that such invention or 
discovery is useful in such production or 
utilization. 

“‘d. The Commissioner of Patents shall 
notify the Commission of all applications for 
patents heretofore or hereafter filed which, 
in his opinion, disclose inventions or dis- 
coveries required to be reported under sub- 
section 151 c., and shall provide the Com- 
mission access to all such applications. 

“Sec. 152, INVENTIONS CONCEIVED DURING 
CoMMISSION ConTRACTS.—Any invention or 
discovery, useful in the production or utili- 
zation of special nuclear material or atomic 
energy, made or conceived under any con- 
tract, subcontract, arrangement, or other re- 
lationship with the Commission, regardless 
of whether the contract or arrangement in- 
volved the expenditure of funds by the Com- 
mission, shall be deemed to have been made 
or conceived by the Commission, except that 
the Commission may waive its claim to any 
such invention or discovery if made or con- 
ceived by any person at or in connection with 
any laboratory under the jurisdiction of the 
Commission as provided in section 33, or un- 
der such other circumstances as the Com- 
mission may deem appropriate. No patent 
for any invention or discovery useful in the 
production or utilization of special nuclear 
material or atomic energy, shall be issued 
unless the applicant files with the applica- 
tion, or within 30 days after request therefor 
by the Commissioner of Patents, a statement 
under oath setting forth the full facts sur- 
rounding the making or conception of the 
invention or discovery described in the ap- 
plication and whether the invention or dis- 
covery was made or conceived in the course 
of, in connection with, or under the terms 
of any contract, subcontract, arrangement, 
or other relationship with the Commission, 
regardless of whether the contract or arrange- 
ment involyed the expenditure of funds by 
the Commission. The Commissioner of Pat- 
ents shall forthwith forward copies of the 
application and the statement to the Com- 
mission. 

The Commissioner of Patents may pro- 
ceed with the application and issue the pat- 
ent to the applicant (if the invention or dis- 
covery is otherwise patentable) unless the 
Commission, within 90 days after receipt of 
copies of the application and statement, di- 
rects the Commissioner of Patents to issue 
the patent to the Commission (if the inven- 
tion or discovery is otherwise patentable) to 
be held by the Commission as the agent of 
and on behalf of the United States. 
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At the Commission files such a direction 
with the Commissioner of Patents, and if the 
applicant’s statement claims, and the appli- 
cant still believes, that the invention or dis- 
covery was not made or conceived in the 
course of, in connection with, or under the 
terms of any contract, subcontract, arrange- 
ment, or other relationship with the Com- 
mission entitling the Commission to take 
title to the application or the patent, the 
applicant may, within 30 days after notifica- 
tion of the filing of such a direction, request 
a hearing before a Board of Patent Interfer- 
ences. The Board shall have the power to 
hear and determine whether the Commission 
was entitled to the direction filed with the 
Commissioner of Patents. The Board shall 
follow the rules and procedures established 
for interference cases and an appeal may be 
taken by either the applicant or the Commis- 
sion from the final order of the Board to the 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals in 
accordance with the procedures governing 
the appeals from the Board of Patent Inter- 
ferences. 

“If the statement filed by the applicant 
should thereafter be found to contain false 
material statements any notification by the 
Commission that it has no objections to the 
issuance of a patent to the applicant shall 
not be deemed in any respect to constitute 
a waiver of the provisions of this section or 
of any applicable civil or criminal statute, 
and the Commission may have the title to 
the patent transferred to the Commission on 
the records of the Commissioner of Patents 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
section. 

“ ‘Sec. 153, NONMILITARY UTILIZATION — 

“ʻa. The Commission may, after giving 
the patent owner an opportunity for a hear- 
ing, declare any patent to be affected with the 
public interest if (1) the invention or dis- 
covery covered by the patent is of primary 
importance in the production or utilization 
of special nuclear material or atomic energy; 
and (2) the licensing of such invention or 
discovery under this section is of primary im- 
portance to effectuate the policies and pur- 
poses of this Act. 

b. Whenever any patent has been de- 
clared affected with the public interest, pur- 
suant to subsection 153 a— - 

“*(1) the Commission is hereby licensed 
to use the invention or discovery covered by 
such patent in performing any of its powers 
under this Act; and 

“*(2) any person may apply to the com- 
mission for a nonexclusive patent license to 
use the invention or discovery covered by 
such patent, and the Commission shall grant 
such patent license to the extent that it finds 
that the use of the invention or discovery 
is of primary importance to the conduct of an 
teed by such person authorized under this 

ct. 

e. Any person— 

“*(1) who has made application to the 
Commission for a license under sections 53, 
62, 63, 81, 103, or 104, or a permit or lease 
under section 67; 

“*(2) to whom such license, permit, or 
lease has been issued by the Commission; 

“*(3) who is authorized to conduct such 
activities as such applicant is conducting or 
proposes to conduct under a general license 
issued by the Commission under sections 62 
or 81; or 

“*(4) whose activities or proposed activ- 
ities are authorized under section 31, 
may at any time make application to the 
Commission for a patent license for the use of 
an invention or discovery useful in the pro- 
duction or utilization of special nuclear ma- 
terial or atomic energy covered by a patent. 
Each such application shall set forth the 
nature and purpose of the use which the ap- 
plicant intends to make of the patent license, 
the steps taken by the applicant to obtain a 
patent license from the owner of the patent, 
and a statement of the effects, as estimated 


1954 


by the applicant, on the authorized activ- 
ities which will result from failure to obtain 
such patent license and which will result 
from the granting of such patent license. 

„d. Whenever any person has made an 
application to the Commission for a patent 
license pursuant to subsection 153 c.— 

“*(1) the Commission, within 30 days 
after the filing of such application, shall 
make available to the owner of the patent 
all of the information contained in such ap- 
plication, and shall notify the owner of the 
patent of the time and place at which a 
hearing will be held by the Commission; 

(2) the Commission shall hold a hear- 
ing within 60 days after the filing of such 
application at a time and place designated 
by the Commission; and 

(3) in the event an applicant applies 
for two or more patent licenses, the Com- 
mission may, in its discretion, order the con- 
solidation of such applications, and if the 
patents are owned by more than one owner, 
such owners may be made parties to one 
hearing. 

“te. If, after any hearing conducted pur- 
suant to suosection 153 d., the Commission 
find that— 

(1) the invention or discovery covered 
by the patent is of primary importance in 
the production or utilization of special nu- 
clear material or atomic energy; 

(2) the licensing of such invention or 
discovery is of primary importance to the 
conduct of the activities of the applicant; 

3) the activities to which the patent 
license are proposed to be applied by such ap- 
plicant are of primary importance to the 
furtherance of policies and purposes of this 
Act; and 

“(4) such applicant cannot otherwise 
obtain a patent license from the owner of 
the patent on terms which the Commission 
deems to be reasonable for the intended use 
of the patent to be made by such applicant, 


the Commission shall license the applicant 
to use the invention or discovery covered by 
the patent for the purposes stated in such 
application on terms deemed equitable by 
the Commission and generally not less fair 
than those granted by the patentee or by the 
Commission to similar licensees for com- 
parable use. 

H. The Commission shall not grant any 
patent license pursuant to subsection 153 e. 
for any other purpose than that stated in 
the application. Nor shall the Commission 
grant any patent license to any other appli- 
cant for a patent license on the same patent 
without an application being made by such 
applicant pursuant to subsection 153 c., and 
without separate notification and hearing 
as provided in subsection 153 d., and without 
a separate finding as provided in subsection 
153 e. 

“g, The owner of the patent affected by 
a declaration or a finding made by the Com- 
mission pursuant to subsection 153 b. or 
153 e. shall be entitled to a reasonable royal- 
ty fee from the licensee for any use of an 
invention or discovery licensed by this sec- 
tion. Such royalty fee may be agreed upon 
by such owner and the patent licensee, or 
in the absence of such agreement shall be 
determined for each patent license by the 
Commission pursuant to subsection 157 c. 

„h. The provisions of this section shall 
apply to any patent the application for 
which shall have been filed before September 
1, 1959. 

“ ‘Sec. 154. INJUNCTIONS.—No court shall 
have jurisdiction of power to stay, restrain, 
or otherwise enjoin the use of any invention 
or discovery by a patent licensee, to the 
extent that such use is licensed by sub- 
section 153 b. or 153 e. If, in any action 
against such patent licensee, the court shall 
determine that the defendant is exercising 
such license, the measure of damages shall 
be the royalty fee determined pursuant to 
subsection 157 c., together with such costs, 
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interest, and reasonable attorney's fees as 
may be fixed by the court. If no royalty 
fee has been determined, the court shall 
stay the proceeding until the royalty fee 
is determined pursuant to subsection 157 c. 
If any such patent licensee shall fail to 
pay such royalty fee, the patentee may 
bring an action in any court of competent 
jurisdiction for such royalty fee, together 
with such costs, interest, and reasonable 
attorney’s fees as may be fixed by the court. 

“ ‘Sec. 155. Prior Arr.—In connection with 
applications for patents covered by this 
Chapter, the fact that the invention or dis- 
covery was known or used before shall be a 
bar to the patenting of such invention or 
discovery even though such prior knowledge 
or use was under secrecy within the atomic 
energy program of the United States. 

“ ‘Sec. 156. COMMISSION PATENT LICENSES.— 
The Commission shall establish standard 
specifications upon which it may grant a 
patent license to use any patent held by the 
Commission or declared to be affected with 
the public interest pursuant to subsection 
163 a. Such a patent license shall not waive 
any of the other provisions of this Act. 

“‘Sec. 157. COMPENSATION, AWARDS, AND 
RoyALtTies.— 

“ta, PATENT COMPENSATION BoanD.— The 
Commission shall designate a Patent Com- 
pensation Board to consider applications 
under this section. The members of the 
Board shall receive.a per diem compensa- 
tion for each day spent in meetings or con- 
ferences, and all members shall receive their 
necessary traveling or other expenses while 
engaged in the work of the Board. The 
members of the Board may serve as such 
without regard to the provisions of sections 
281, 283, or 284 of Title 18 of the United 
States Code, except in so far as such sec- 
tions may prohibit any such member from 
receiving compensation in respect of any 
particular matter which directly involves 
the Commission or in which the Commission 
is directly interested. 

“b, ELIGIBILITY .— 

“*(1) Any owner of a patent licensed under 
section 158 or subsections 153 b. or 153 e., 
or any patent licensee thereunder may make 
application to the Commission for the deter- 
mination of a reasonable royalty fee in ac- 
cordance with such procedures as the Com- 
mission by regulation may establish. 

“*(2) Any person seeking to obtain the 
just compensation provided in section 151 
shall make application therefor to the Com- 
mission in accordance with such procedures 
as the Commission may by regulation estab- 
lish. 

“*(3) Any person making any invention 
or discovery useful in the production or 
utilization of special nuclear material or 
atomic energy, who is not entitled to com- 
pensation or a royalty therefor under this 
Act and who has complied with the provi- 
sions of section 151 c. hereof may make 
application to the Commission for, and the 
Commission may grant, an award. The 
Commission may also, upon the recom- 
mendation of the General Advisory Com- 
mittee, and with the approval of the Presi- 
dent, grant an award for any especially 
meritorious contribution to the develop- 
ment, use, or control of atomic energy. 

e. STANDARDS.— 

“*(1) In determining a reasonable royalty 
fee as provided for in subsections 153 b. or 
153 e., the Commission shall take into con- 
sideration (A) the advice of the Patent Com- 
pensation Board; (B) any defense, general 
or special, that might be pleaded by a de- 
fendant in an action for infringement; (C) 
the extent to which, if any, such patent was 
developed through federally financed re- 
search; and (D) the degree of utility, 
novelty, and importance of the invention or 
discovery, and may consider the cost to the 
owner of the patent of developing such in- 
vention or discovery or acquiring such 
patent. 
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“*(2) In determining what constitutes 
just compensation as provided for in sec- 
tion 151, or in determining the amount of 
any award under subsection 157 b. (3), the 
Commission shall take into account the con- 
siderations set forth in subsection 157 c. (1) 
and the actual use of such invention or dis- 
covery. Such compensation may be paid by 
the Commission in periodic payments or in 
a lump sum. 

“ ‘Sec. 158. MONOPOLISTIC USE OF PATENTS.— 
Whenever the owner of any patent hereafter 
granted for any invention or discovery of pri- 
mary use in the utilization or production of 
special nuclear material or atomic energy 
is found by a court of competent jurisdiction 
to have intentionally used such patent in a 
manner so as to violate any of the antitrust 
laws specified in subsection 105 a., there may 
be included in the judgment of the court, 
in its discretion and in addition to any other 
lawful sanctions, a requirement that such 
owner license such patent to any other li- 
censee of the Commission who demonstrates 
a need therefor, Such licensee shall pay a 
reasonable royalty fee, to be determined in 
accordance with section 157, to the owner 
of the patent. 

“ ‘Sec. 159. FEDERALLY FINANCED RESEARCH.— 
Nothing in this Act shall affect the right 
of the Commission to require that patents 
granted on inventions, made or conceived 
during the course of federally financed re- 
search or operations, be assigned to the 
United States. 

Spo. 160. Savinc Ciavuse.—Any patent 
application on which a patent was denied 
by the United States Patent Office under 
sections 11 (a) (1), 11 (a) (2), or 11 (b) of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, and which 
is not prohibited by section 151 or section 
155 of this Act may be reinstated upon ap- 
plication to the Commissioner of Patents 
within one year after enactment of this 
Act and shall then be deemed to have been 
continuously pending since its original filing 
date: Provided, however, That no patent is- 
sued upon any patent application so rein- 
stated shall in any way furnish a basis of 
8 against the Government of the United 

tes. 


“ “CHAPTER 14. GENERAL AUTHORITY 


“Sec. 161. GENERAL Provisions.—In the 
performance of its functions the Commission 
is authorized to— 

a. establish advisory boards to advise 
with and make recommendations to the Com- 
mission on legislation, policies, administra- 
tion, research, and other matters, provided 
that the Commission issues regulations set- 
ting forth the scope, procedure, and limita- 
tions of the authority of each such board; 

bp. establish by rule, regulation, or order, 
such standards and instructions to govern 
the possession and use of special nuclear ma- 
terial, source material, and byproduct mate- 
rial as the Conimission may deem necessary 
or desirable to promote the common defense 
and security or to protect health or to mini- 
mize danger to life or property; 

“ʻe, make such studies and investigations, 
obtain such information, and hold such 
meetings or hearings as the Commission may 
deem necessary or proper to assist it in exer- 
cising any authority provided in this Act, or 
in the administration or enforcement of this 
Act, or any regulations or orders issued there- 
under. For such purposes the Commission 
is authorized to administer oaths and affir- 
mations, and by subpena to require any per- 
son to appear and testify, or to appear and 
produce documents, or both, at any desig- 
nated place. No person shall be excused from 
complying with any requirements under this 
paragraph because of his privilege against 
self-incrimination, but the immunity pro- 
visions of the Compulsory Testimony Act of 
February 11, 1893, shall apply with respect 
to any individual who specifically claims such 
privilege. Witnesses subpenaed under this 
subsection shall be paid the same fees and 
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mileage as are paid witnesses in the district 
courts of the United States; 

d. appoint and fix the compensation of 
such officers and employees as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the functions of the Com- 
mission. Such officers and employees shall 
be appointed in accordance with the civil 
service laws and their compensation fixed in 
accordance with the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, except that, to the extent 
the Commission deems such action neces- 
sary to the discharge of its responsibilities, 
personnel may be employed and their com- 
pensation fixed without regard to such laws: 
Provided, however, That no officer or em- 
ployee (except such officers and employees 
whose compensation is fixed by law, and 
scientific and technical personnel) whose po- 
sition would be subject to the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, if such Act were 
applicable to such position, shall be paid a 
salary at a rate in excess of the rate payable 
under such Act for positions of equivalent 
difficulty or responsibility. The Commission 
shall make adequate provision for adminis- 
trative review of any determination to dis- 
miss any employee; 

“ʻe, acquire such material, property, 
equipment, and facilities, establish or con- 
struct such buildings and facilities, and 
modify such buildings and facilities from 
time to time, as it may deem necessary, and 
construct, acquire, provide, or arrange for 
such facilities and services (at project sites 
where such facilities and services are not 
available) for the housing, health, safety, 
welfare, and recreation of personnelemployed 
by the Commission as it may deem necessary, 
subject to the provisions of section 174; 

“‘f, with the consent of the agency con- 
cerned, utilize or employ the services or per- 
sonnel of any Government agency or any 
State or local government, or voluntary or 
uncompensated personnel, to perform such 
functions on its behalf as may appear de- 
sirable; 

g. acquire, purchase, lease, and hold real 
and personal property, including patents, as 
agent of and on behalf of the United States, 
subject to the provisions of section 174, and 
to sell, lease, grant, and dispose of such real 
and personal property as provided in this 
Act; 

„h. consider in a single application one 
or more of the activities for which a license 
is required by this Act, combine in a single 
license one or more of such activities, and 
permit the applicant or licensee to in- 
corporate by reference pertinent informa- 
tion already filed with the Commission; 

“i, prescribe such regulations or orders 
as it may deem necessary (1) to protect Re- 
stricted Data received by any person in 
connection with any activity authorized pur- 
suant to this Act, (2) to guard against 
the loss or diversion of any special nuclear 
material acquired by any person pursuant 
to section 53 or produced by any person in 
connection with any activity authorized pur- 
suant to this Act, and to prevent any use 
or disposition thereof which the Commission 
may determine to be inimical to the com- 
mon defense and security, and (3) to govern 
any activity authorized pursuant to this Act, 
including standards and restrictions govern- 
Ing the design, location, and operation of 
facilities used in the conduct of such activi- 
ty, in order to protect health and to mini- 
mize danger to life or property; 

J. without regard to the provisions of 
the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, except sec- 
tion 207 of that Act, or any other law, make 
such disposition as it may deem desirable of 
(1) radioactive materials, and (2) any other 
property, the special disposition of which is, 
in the opinion of the Commission, in the 
interest of the national security: Provided, 
however, That the property furnished to 
licensees in accordance with the provisions 
of subsection 161 m. shall not be deemed 
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property disposed of by the Commission 
pursuant to this subsection; 

. authorize such of its members, offi- 
cers, and employees as it deems necessary 
in the interest of the common defense and 


security to carry firearms while in the dis- ` 


charge of their official duties. The Commis- 
sion may also authorize such of those em- 
ployees of its contractors engaged in the pro- 
tection of property owned by the United 
States and located at facilities owned by or 
contracted to the United States as it deems 
necessary in the interests of the common 
defense and security to carry firearms while 
in the discharge of their official duties; 

J. secure the admittance of duty into 
the United States of purchases made abroad 
of source materials, upon certification to the 
Secretary of the Treasury that such entry 
is necessary in the interest of the common de- 
fense and security; 

m. enter into agreements with persons 
licensed under section 103 or 104 for such 
periods of time as the Commission may deem 
necessary or desirable (1) to provide for the 
processing, fabricating, separating, or refin- 
ing in facilities owned by the Commission of 
source, byproduct, or other material or spe- 
cial nuclear material owned by or made 
available to such licensees and which is 
utilized or produced in the conduct of the 
licensed activity, and (2) to sell, lease, or 
otherwise make available to such licensees 
such quantities of source or byproduct ma- 
terial, and other material not defined as 
special nuclear material pursuant to this 
Act, as may be necessary for the conduct of 
the licensed activity: Provided, however, 
That any such agreement may be canceled 
by the licensee at any time upon payment of 
such reasonable cancellation charges as may 
be agreed upon by the licensee and the 
Commission: And provided further, That the 
Commission shall establish prices to be paid 
by licensees for material or services to be 
furnished by the Commission pursuant to 
this subsection, which prices shall be estab- 
lished on such a nondiscriminatory basis as, 
in the opinion of the Commission, will pro- 
vide reasonable compensation to the Govern- 
ment for such material or services and will 
not discourage the development of sources 
of supply independent of the Commission; 

un. assign scientific, technical, profes- 
sional, and administrative employees for in- 
struction, education, or training by public 
or private agencies, institutions of learning, 
laboratories, or industrial or commercial or- 
ganizations and to pay the whole or any part 
of the salaries of such employees, costs of 
their transportation and per diem in lieu of 
subsistence in accordance with applicable 
laws and regulations, and training charges 
incident to their assignments (including tui- 
tion and other related fees): Provided, how- 
ever, That (1) not more that one per centum 
of the eligible employees shall be so assigned 
during any fiscal year, and (2) any such as- 
signment shall be approved in advance by 
the Commission or shall be in accordance 
with a training program previously approved 
by the Commission: And provided further, 
That appropriations or other funds available 
to the Commission for salaries or expenses 
shall be available for the purposes of this 
subsection; 

“ʻo. delegate to the General Manager or 
other officers of the Commission any of those 
functions assigned to it under this Act ex- 
cept those specified in sections 51, 57 a. (3), 
61, 102 (with respect to the finding of prac- 
tical value), 108, 123, 145 b. (with respect 
to the determination of those persons to 
whom the Commission may reveal Restricted 
Data in the national interest), 145 e., and 
161 a.; 

Pp. require by rule, regulation, or order, 
such reports, and the keeping of such records 
with respect to, and to provide for such in- 
spections of, activities and studies of types 
specified in section 31 and of activities under 
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licenses issued pursuant to sections 53, 63, 
81, 103, and 104, as may be necessary to 
effectuate the purposes of this Act, including 
section 105; and 

d. make, promulgate, issue, rescind, and 
amend such rules and regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
Act. 

“ ‘Sec. 162. Conrracts.—The President may, 
in advance, exempt any specific action of 
the Commission in a particular matter from 
the provisions of law relating to contracts 
whenever he determines that such action is 
essential in the interest of the common de- 
fense and security. 

“‘Sec. 163. ADVISORY ComMITTee.—The 
members of the General Advisory Committee 
established pursuant to section 26 and the 
members of advisory boards established pur- 
suant to section 161 a. may serve as such 
without regard to the provisions of sections 
281, 283, or 284 of Title 18 of the United 
States Code, except insofar as such sections 
may prohibit any such member from receiv- 
ing compensation in respect of any particu- 
lar matter which directly involves the Com- 
mission or in which the Commission is 
directly interested. 

“ ‘Sec. 164. ELECTRIC UTILITY CONTRACTS.— 
The Commission is authorized in connection 
with the construction or operation of the 
Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Portsmouth instal- 
lations of the Commission, without regard 
to section 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended, to enter into new contracts or 
modify or confirm existing contracts to pro- 
vide for electric utility services for periods 
not exceeding twenty-five years, and such 
contracts shall be subject to termination by 
the Commission upon payment of cancella- 
tion costs as provided in such contracts, and 
any appropriation presently or hereafter 
made available to the Commission shall be 
available for the payment of such cancella- 
tion costs. Any such cancellation payments 
shall be taken into consideration in determi- 
nation of the rate to be charged in the event 
the Commission or any other agency of the 
Federal Government shall purchase electric 
utility services from the contractor subse- 
quent to the cancellation and during the life 
of the original contract. The authority of 
the Commission under this section to enter 
into new contracts or modify or confirm ex- 
isting contracts to provide for electric utility 
services includes, in case such electric utility 
services are to be furnished to the Com- 
mission by the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
authority to contract with any person to fur- 
nish electric utility services to the Tennessee 
Valley Authority in replacement thereof, 
Any contract hereafter entered into by the 
Commission pursuant to this section shall be 
submitted to the Joint Committee and a 
period of thirty days shall elapse while Con- 
gress is in session (in computing such thirty 
days, there shall be excluded the days on 
which either House is not in session, because 
of adjournment for more than three days) 
before the contract of the Commission shall 
become effective: Provided, however, That 
the Joint Committee, after having received 
the proposed contract, may by resolution in 
writing, waive the conditions of or all or any 
portion of such thirty-day period. 

“ ‘Sec. 165. CONTRACT PracTices.— 

“ʻa. In carrying out the purposes of this 
Act the Commission shall not use the cost- 
3 system of contract- 
ng. 

“'b. No contract entered into under the 
authority of this Act shall provide, and no 
contract entered into under the authority of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, 
shall be modified or amended after the date 
of enactment of this Act to provide, for di- 
rect payment or direct reimbursement by the 
Commission of any Federal income taxes on 
behalf of any contractor performing such 
contract for profit. 
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“Spec, 166. COMPTROLLER GENERAL AUDIT.— 
No moneys appropriated for the purposes of 
this Act shall be available for payments 
under any contract with the Commission, 
negotiated without advertising, except con- 
tracts with any foreign government or any 
agency thereof and contracts with foreign 
producers, unless such contract includes a 
clause to the effect that the Comptroller 
General of the United States or any of his 
duly authorized representatives shall, until 
the expiration of three years after final pay- 
ment, have access to and the right to examine 
any directly pertinent books, documents, 
papers, and records of the contractor or any 
of his subcontractors engaged in the per- 
formance of, and involving transactions re- 
lated to such contracts or subcontracts: 
Provided, however, That no moneys so ap- 
propriated shall be available for payment 
under such contract which includes any 
provision precluding an audit by the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office of any transaction 
under such contract. 

“ ‘Sec. 167. CLAIM SETTLEMENTS.—The Com- 
mission, acting on behalf of the United 
States, is authorized to consider, ascertain, 
adjust, determine, settle, and pay, any claim 
for money damage of $5,000 or less against 
the United States for bodily injury, death, 
or damage to or loss of real or personal prop- 
erty resulting from any detonation, ex- 
plosion, or radiation produced in the con- 
duct of the Commission’s program for testing 
atomic weapons, where such claim is pre- 
sented to the Commission in writing within 
one year after the accident or incident out 
of which the claim arises: Provided, how- 
ever, That the damage to or loss of property 
or bodily injury or death, shall not have been 
caused in whole or in part by any negligence 
or wrongful act on the part of the claimant, 
his agents, or employees. Any such settle- 
ment under the authority of this section 
shall be final and conclusive for all pur- 
poses, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law to the contrary. 

“ ‘Sec, 168. PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES.— 
In order to render financial assistance to 
those States and localities in which the ac- 
tivities of the Commission are carried on, 
and in which the Commission has acquired 
property previously subject to State and local 
taxation, the Commission is authorized to 
make payments to State and local govern- 
ments in lieu of property taxes. Such pay- 
ments may be in the amounts, at the times, 
and upon the terms the Commission deems 
appropriate, but the Commission shall be 
guided by the policy of not making pay- 
ments in excess of the taxes which would 
have been payable for such property in the 
condition in which it was acquired, except 
in cases where special burdens have been 
cast upon the State or local government by 
activities of the Commission, the Manhattan 
Engineer District or their agents. In any 
such case, any benefit accruing to the State 
or local government by reason of such activi- 
ties shall be considered in determining the 
amount of the payment. 

“ ‘Sec. 169. No Susstipy—No funds of the 
Commission shall be employed in the con- 
struction or operation of facilities licensed 
under section 103 or 104 except under con- 
tract or other arrangement entered into pur- 
suant to section 31. 


“CHAPTER 15. COMPENSATION FOR PRIVATE 
PROPERTY ACQUIRED 

“Sec. 171. Just ComprensaTion.—The 
United States shall make just compensation 
for any property or interests therein taken 
or requisitioned pursuant to sections 43, 52 
(with respect to the material for which the 
United States is required to pay just com- 
pensation), 66, and 108. Except in case of 
real property or any interest therein, the 
Commission shall determine and pay such 
just compensation. If the compensation so 
determined is unsatisfactory to the person 
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entitled thereto, such person shall be paid 
75 per centum of the amount so determined, 
and shall be entitled to sue the United States 
in the Court of Claims or in any district 
court of the United States for the district 
in which such claimant is a resident in the 
manner provided by section 1346 of Title 28 
of the United States Code to recover such 
further sum as added to said 75 per centum 
will constitute just compensation. 

“ ‘Src. 172, CONDEMNATION OF REAL PROP- 
ERTY.—Proceedings for condemnation shall 
be instituted pursuant to the provisions of 
the Act approved August 1, 1888, as amended, 
and section 1403 of Title 28 of the United 
States Code. The Act approved February 26, 
1931, as amended, shall be applicable to any 
such proceedings. 

“ ‘Sec. 173. PATENT APPLICATION DISCLO- 
sureEs.—In the event that the Commission 
communicates to any nation any Restricted 
Data based on any patent application not 
belonging to the United States, just com- 
pensation shall be paid by the United States 
to the owner of the patent application. The 
Commission shall determine such compensa- 
tion. If the compensation so determined is 
unsatisfactory to the person entitled thereto, 
such person shall be paid 75 per centum of 
the amount so determined, and shall be en- 
titled to sue the United States in the Court 
of Claims or in any district court of the 
United States for the district in which such 
claimant is a resident in a manner provided 
by section 1346 of Title 28 of the United 
States Code to recover such further sum as 
added to such 75 per centum will constitute 
just compensation. 

“ ‘Sec, 174. ATTORNEY GENERAL APPROVAL OF 
Trrte—All real property acquired under this 
Act shall be subject to the provisions of sec- 
tion 355 of the Revised Statutes, as amended: 
Provided, however, That real property ac- 
quired by purchase or donation, or other 
means of transfer may also be occupied, used, 
and improved for the purposes of this Act 
prior to approval of title by the Attorney 
General in those cases where the President 
determines that such action is required in 
the interest of the common defense and 
security. 


“ ‘CHAPTER 16. JUDICIAL REVIEW AND ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE PROCEDURE 


“Sre, 181. GENERAL.—The provisions of 
the Administrative Procedure Act (Public 
Law 404, Seventy-ninth Congress, approved 
June 11, 1946) shall apply to all agency ac- 
tion taken under this Act, and the terms 
“agency” and “agency action” shall have the 
meaning specified in the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act: Provided, however, That in the 
case of agency proceedings or actions which 
involve Restricted Data or defense informa- 
tion, the Commission shall provide by regu- 
lation for such parallel procedures as will 
effectively safeguard and prevent disclosure 
of Restricted Data or defense information to 
unauthorized persons with minimum im- 
pairment of the procedural rights which 
would be available if Restricted Data or de- 
fense information were not involved. 

“Src. 182. LICENSE APPLICATIONS.— 

„a. Each application for a license here- 
under shall be in writing and shall specifi- 
cally state such information as the Commis- 
sion, by rule or regulation, may determine to 
be necessary to decide such of the technical 
and financial qualifications of the applicant, 
the character of the applicant, the citizen- 
ship of the applicant, or any other qualifica- 
tions of the applicant as the Commission 
may deem appropriate for the license. In 
connection with applications for licenses to 
operate production or utilization facilities, 
the applicant shall state such technical spec- 
ifications, including information of the 
amount, kind, and source of special nuclear 
material required, the place of the use, the 
specific characteristics of the facility, and 
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such other information as the Commission 
may, by rule or registration, deem necessary 
in order to enable it to find that the utiliza- 
tion or production of special nuclear mate- 
rial will be in accord with the common de- 
fense and security and will provide adequate 
protection to the health and safety of the 
public. Such technical specifications shall 
be a part of any license issued. The Com- 
mission may at any time after the filing of 
the original application, and before the ex- 
piration of the license, require further writ- 
ten statements in order to enable the Com- 
mission to determine whether the applica- 
tion should be granted or denied or whether 
a license should be modified or revoked. 
All applications and statements shall be 
signed by the applicant or licensee under 
oath or affirmation. 

“tb, The Commission shall not issue any 
license for a utilization or production facil- 
ity for the generation of commercial power 
under section 103, until it has given notice 
in writing to such regulatory agency as may 
have jurisdiction over the rates and services 
of the proposed activity, to municipalities, 
private utilities, public bodies, and cooper- 
atives within transmission distance author- 
ized to engage in the distribution of electric 
energy and until it has published notice of 
such application once each week for four 
consecutive weeks in the Federal Register, 
and until four weeks after the last notice. 

%. The Commission, in issuing any 
license for a utilization or production facil- 
ity for the generation of commercial power 
under section 103, shall give preferred con- 
sideration to applications for such facilities 
which will be located in high cost power 
areas in the United States if there are con- 
flicting applications for a limited opportu- 
nity for such license. Where such con- 
flicting applications resulting from limited 
opportunity for such license include those 
submitted by public or cooperative bodies 
such applications shall be given preferred 
consideration. 

„SEC. 183. TERMS OF LICENSES.—Each li- 
cense shall be in such form and contain such 
terms and conditions as the Commission 
may, by rule or regulation, prescribe to ef- 
fectuate the provisions of this Act, includ- 
ing the following provisions: 

„. Title to all special nuclear material 
utilized or produced by facilities pursuant to 
the license, shall at all times be in the 
United States. 

„b. No right to the special nuclear ma- 
terial shall be conferred by the license ex- 
cept as defined by the license. 

“ʻe, Neither the license nor any right un- 
der the license shall be assigned or other- 
wise transferred in violation of the provi- 
sions of this Act. 

„d. Every license issued under this Act 
shall be subject to the right of recapture 
or control reserved by section 108, and to all 
of the other provisions of this Act, now or 
hereafter in effect and to all valid rules and 
regulations of the Commission. 

“ ‘Sec. 184. INALIENABILITY OF LICENSES.— 
No license granted hereunder and no right 
to utilize or produce special nuclear mate- 
rial granted hereby shall be transferred, as- 
signed or in any manner disposed of, either 
voluntarily or involuntarily, directly or in- 
directly, through transfer of control of any 
license to any person, unless the Commis- 
sion shall, after securing full information, 
find that the transfer is in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act, and shall give its 
consent in writing. The Commission may 
give such consent to the creation of a mort- 
gage, pledge, or other lien upon any facility 
owned or thereafter acquired by a licensee, 
or upon any leasehold or other interest in 
such property, and the rights of the creditors 
so secured may thereafter be enforced by 
any court subject to rules and regulations 
established by the Commission to protect 
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public health and safety and promote the 
common defense and security. 

“‘Sec. 185. CONSTRUCTION PERMITS.—AIl 
applicants for licenses to construct or modi- 
fy production or utilization facilities shall, 
if the application is otherwise acceptable to 
the Commission, be initially granted a con- 
struction permit. The construction permit 
shall state the earliest and latest dates 
for the completion of the construction or 
modification. Unless the construction or 
modification of the facility is completed 
by the completion date, the construction 
permit shall expire, and all rights there- 
under be forfeited, unless upon good 
cause shown, the Commission extends the 
completion date. Upon the completion of 
the construction or modification of the fa- 
cility, upon the filing of any additional in- 
formation needed to bring the original ap- 
plication up to date, and upon finding that 
the facility authorized has been constructed 
and will operate in conformity with the ap- 
plication as amended and in conformity with 
the provisions of this Act and of the rules 
and regulations of the Commission, and in 
the absence of any good cause being shown 
to the Commission why the granting of a 
license would not be in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act, the Commission shall 
thereupon issue a license to the applicant. 
For all other purposes of this Act, a con- 
struction permit is deemed to be a “license”, 

“ ‘Sec. 186. REVOCATION :— 

“*a. Any license may be revoked for any 
material false statement in the application 
or any statement of fact required under sec- 
tion 182, or because of conditions revealed by 
such application or statement of fact or any 
report, record, or inspection, or other means 
which would warrant the Commission to re- 
fuse to grant a license on an original appli- 
cation, or for failure to construct or operate 
a facility in accordance with the terms of 
the construction permit or license or the 
technical specifications in the application, 
or for violation of, or failure to observe any 
of the terms and provisions of this Act or 
of any regulation of the Commission. 

“b, The Commission shall follow the 
provisions of section 9 (b) of the Adminis- 
trative Procedure Act in revoking any license. 

e. Upon revocation of the license, the 
Commission may immediately retake posses- 
sion of all special nuclear material held by 
the licensee. In cases found by the Com- 
mission to be of extreme importance to the 
national defense and security or to the health 
and safety of the public, the Commission 
may recapture any special nuclear material 
held by the licensee or may enter upon and 
operate the facility prior to any of the pro- 
cedures provided under the Administrative 
Procedure Act. Just compensation shall be 
paid for the use of the facility. 

“Sec. 187. MODIFICATION or LiceENsE.—The 
terms and conditions of all licenses shall be 
subject to amendment, revision, or modi- 
fication, by reason of amendments of this Act 
or by reason of rules and regulations issued 
in accordance with the terms of this Act. 

“ ‘Sec. 188. CONTINUED OPERATION OF FACIL- 
rrres.— Whenever the Commission finds that 
the public convenience and necessity or the 
production program of the Commission re- 
quires continued operation of a production 
facility or utilization facility the license for 
which has been revoked pursuant to section 
186, the Commission may, after consultation 
with the appropriate regulatory agency, State 
or Federal, having jurisdiction, order that 
possession be taken of and such facility be 
operated for such period of time as the pub- 
lic convenience and necessity or the produc- 
tion program of the Commission may, in the 
judgment of the Commission, require, or 
until a license for the operation of the 
facility shall become effective. Just com- 
pensation shall be paid for the use of the 
facility. 
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“ "Sec. 189. HEARINGS AND JUDICIAL ReviEw.— 


and in any 
modification of rules and regulations deal- 
ing with the activities of licensees, and in 
any proceeding for the payment of compen- 
sation, an award or royalties under sections 
153, 157, 186 c., or 188, the Commission shall 
grant a hearing upon the request of any 
person whose interest may be affected by the 
proceeding, and shall admit any such person 
as a party to such proceeding. 

b. Any final order entered in any pro- 
ceeding of the kind specified in subsection a. 
above shall be subject to judicial review in 
the manner prescribed in the act of December 
29, 1950, as amended (ch. 1189, 64 Stat. 1129), 
and to the provisions of section 10 of the 
Administrative Procedure Act, as amended. 


“CHAPTER 17. JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC 
ENERGY 

* ‘Sec. 201. MEMBERSHIP.— There is hereby 
etablished a Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy to be composed of nine Members of 
the Senate to be appointed by the President 
of the Senate, and nine Members of the 
House of Representatives to be appointed by 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
In each instance not more than five Members 
shall be members of the same political party. 

So. 202. AvurHoriry AND Duty.—The 
Joint Committee shall make continuing 
studies of the activities of the Atomic Energy 
Commission and of problems relating to the 
development, use, and control of atomic 
energy. During the first sixty days of each 
session of the Congress, the Joint Committee 
shall conduct hearings in either open or 
executive session for the purpose of receiving 
information concerning the development, 
growth, and state of the atomic energy in- 
dustry. The Commission shall keep the 
Joint Committee fully and currently in- 
formed with respect to all of the Commis- 
sion’s activities. The Department of Defense 
shall keep the Joint Committee fully and 
currently informed with respect to all mat- 
ters within the Department of Defense relat- 
ing to the development, utilization, or appli- 
cation of atomic energy. Any Government 
agency shall furnish any information re- 
quested by the Joint Committee with respect 
to the activities or responsibilities of that 
agency in the field of atomic energy. All 
bills, resolutions, and other matters in the 
Senate or the House of Representatives relat- 
ing primarily to the Commission or to the 
development, use, or control of atomic energy 
shall be referred to the Joint Committee. 
The members of the Joint Committee who 
are Members of the Senate shall from time 
to time report to the Senate, and the mem- 
bers of the Joint Committee who are Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives shall 
from time to time report to the House, by 
bill or otherwise, their recommendations with 
respect to matters within the jurisdiction of 
their respective Houses which are referred to 
the Joint Committee or otherwise within the 
jurisdiction of the Joint Committee. 

“Sec. 203. CHatrmaNn.—Vacancies in the 
membership of the Joint Committee shall 
not affect the power of the remaining mem- 
bers to execute the functions of the Joint 
Committee, and shall be filled in the same 
manner as in the case of the original selec- 
tion. The Joint Committee shall select a 
Chairman and a Vice Chairman from among 
its members at the beginning of each Con- 
gress. The Vice Chairman shall act in the 
place and stead of the Chairman in the 
absence of the Chairman. The Chairman- 
ship shall alternate between the Senate and 
the House of Representatives with each Con- 
gress, and the Chairman shall be selected by 
the Members from that House entitled to the 
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Chairmanship. The Vice Chairman shall be 
chosen from the House other than that of 
the Chairman by the Members from that 
House. 

“Sec. 204. Powrns.—In carrying out its 
duties under this Act, the Joint Committee, 
or any duly authorized subcommittee there- 
of, is authorized to hold such hearings or 
investigations, to sit and act at such places 
and times, to require, by subpena or other- 
wise, the attendance of such witnesses and 
the production of such books, papers, and 
documents, to administer such oaths, to take 
such testimony, to procure such printing 
and binding, and to make such expenditures 
as it deems advisable. The Joint Committee 
may make such rules respecting its organi- 
zation and procedures as it deems necessary: 
Provided, however, That no measure or rec- 
ommendation shall be reported from the 
Joint Committee unless a majority of the 
committee assent. Subpenas may be issued 
over the signature of the Chairman of the 
Joint Committee or by any member desig- 
nated by him or by the Joint Committee, 
and may be served by such person or persons 
as may be designated by such Chairman or 
member. The Chairman of the Joint Com- 
mittee or any member thereof may admin- 
ister oaths to witnesses. The Joint Com- 
mittee may use a committee seal. The pro- 
visions of sections 102 to 104, inclusive, of 
the Revised Statutes, as amended, shall 
apply in case of any failure of any witness 
to comply with a subpena or to testify when 
summoned under authority of this section. 
The expenses of the Joint Committee shall 
be paid from the contingent fund of the 
Senate from funds appropriated for the Joint 
Committee upon vouchers approved by the 
Chairman. The cost of stenographic service 
to report public hearings shall not be in 
excess of the amounts prescribed by law for 
reporting the hearings of standing commit- 
tees of the Senate. The cost of stenographic 
service to report executive hearings shall be 
fixed at an equitable rate by the Joint Com- 
mittee. Members of the Joint Committee, 
and its employees and consultants, while 
traveling on official business for the Joint 
Committee, may receive either the per diem 
allowance authorized to be paid to Members 
of Congress or its employees, or their actual 
and necessary expenses provided an itemized 
statement of such expenses is attached to the 
voucher. 

“‘Sec. 205. STAFF AND ASSISTANCE —The 
Joint Committee is empowered to appoint 
and fix the compensation of such experts, 
consultants, technicians, and staff employees 
as it deems necessary and advisable. The 
Joint Committee is authorized to utilize the 
services, information, facilities, and person- 
nel of the departments and establishments 
of the Government. The Joint Committee 
is authorized to permit such of its members, 
employees, and consultants as it deems neces- 
sary in the interest of common defense and 
security to carry firearms while in the dis- 
charge of their official duties for the com- 
mittee. 

“SEC. 206. CLASSIFICATION OF INFORMA- 
TION.—The Joint Committee may classify in- 
formation originating within the committee 
in accordance with standards used generally 
by the executive branch for classifying Re- 
stricted Data or defense information. 

“ ‘Sec, 207. Recorps.—The Joint Commit- 
tee shall keep a complete record of all com- 
mittee actions, including a record of the 
votes on any question on which a record yote 
is demanded. All committee records, data, 
charts, and files shall be the property of the 
Joint Committee and shall be kept in the 
offices of the Joint Committee or other places 
as the Joint Committee may direct under 
such security safeguards as the Joint Com- 
mittee shall determine in the interest of the 
common defense and security. 
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“ ‘CHAPTER 18. ENFORCEMENT 

“ ‘Sec. 221. GENERAL PROvVISIONS.— 

„. To protect against the unlawful dis- 
semination of Restricted Data and to safe- 
guard facilities, equipment, materials, and 
other property of the Commission, the Presi- 
dent shall have authority to utilize the serv- 
ices of any Government agency to the extent 
he may deem necessary or desirable. 

“b, The Federal Bureau of Investigation 
of the Department of Justice shall investigate 
all alleged or suspected criminal violations 
of this Act. 

“ʻe. No action shall be brought against any 
individual or person for any violation un- 
der this Act unless and until the Attorney 
General of the United States has advised 
the Commission with respect to such action 
and no such action shall be commenced ex- 
cept by the Attorney General of the United 
States: Provided, however, That no action 
shall be brought under sections 222, 223, 224, 
225 or 226 except by the express direction 
of the Attorney General. 

„„So. 222. VIOLATION or SPECIFIC SEC- 
TIONS.—Whoever willfully violates, attempts 
to violate, or conspires to violate, any pro- 
vision of sections 57, 92, or 101, or whoever 
unlawfully interferes, attempts to interfere, 
or conspires to interfere with any recapture 
or entry under section 108, shall, upon con- 
viction thereof, be punished by a fine of 
not more than $10,000 or by imprisonment 
for not more than five years, or both, except 
that whoever commits such an offense with 
intent to injure the United States or with 
intent to secure an advantage to any foreign 
nation shall, upon conviction thereof, be 
punished by death or imprisonment for life 
(but the penalty of death or imprisonment 
for life may be imposed only upon recom- 
mendation of the jury), or by a fine of not 
more than $20,000 or by imprisonment for 
not more than twenty years, or both. 

“ ‘Sec. 223. VIOLATION or SECTIONS GENERAL. 
Ly.—Whoever willfully violates, attempts to 
violate, or conspires to violate, any provision 
of this Act for which no penalty is specifical- 
ly provided or of any regulation or order 
prescribed or issued under section 65 or sub- 
sections 161 b., i., or p. shall, upon conviction 
thereof, be punished by a fine of not more 
than $5,000 or by imprisonment for not more 
than two years, or both, except that whoever 
commits such an offense with intent to in- 
jure the United States or with intent to 
secure an advantage to any foreign nation, 
shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished 
by a fine of not more than $20,000 or by im- 
prisonment for not more than twenty years, 
or both. 

SC. 224. COMMUNICATION OF RESTRICTED 
Data.—Whoever, lawfully or unlawfully, hav- 
ing possession of, access to, control over, or 
being entrusted with any document, writing, 
sketch, photograph, plan, model, instrument, 
appliance, note, or information involving or 
incorporating Restricted Data— 

a. communicates, transmits, or discloses 
the same to any individual or person, or at- 
tempts or conspires to do any of the fore- 
going, with intent to injure the United States 
or with intent to secure an advantage to any 
foreign nation, upon conviction thereof, 
shall be punished by death or imprisonment 
for life (but the penalty of death or im- 
prisonment for life may be imposed only 
upon recommendation of the jury), or by a 
fine of not more than $20,000 or imprison- 
ment for not more than twenty years, or 
both; 

p. communicates, transmits, or discloses 
the same to any individual or person, or 
attempts or conspires to do any of the fore- 
going, with reason to believe such data will 
be utilized to injure the United States or 
to secure an advantage to any foreign na- 
tion, shall, upon conviction, be punished by 
a fine of not more than $19,000 or imprison- 
ment for not more than ten years, or both. 
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“ ‘Sec. 225. RECEIPT OF RESTRICTED DATA.— 
Whoever, with intent to injure the United 
States or with intent to secure an advantage 
to any foreign nation, acquires, or attempts 
or conspires to acquire any document, writ- 
ing, sketch, photograph, plan, model, in- 
strument, appliance, note, or information 
involving or incorporating Restricted Data 
shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished 
by death or imprisonment for life (but the 
penalty of death or imprisonment for life 
may be imposed only upon recommendation 
of the jury), or by a fine of not more than 
$20,000 or imprisonment for not more than 
twenty years, or both. 

„Sr. 226. TAMPERING WITH RESTRICTED 
Data.—Whoever, with intent to injure the 
United Statés or with intent to secure an ad- 
vantage to any foreign nation, removes, con- 
ceals, tampers with, alters, mutilates, or 
destroys any document, writing, sketch, pho- 
tograph, plan, model, instrument, appliance, 
or note involving or incorporating Restricted 
Data and used by any individual or person 
in connection with the production of special 
nuclear material, or research or development 
relating to atomic energy, conducted by the 
United States, or financed in whole or in 
part by Federal funds, or conducted with the 
aid of special nuclear material, shall be pun- 
ished by death or imprisonment for life (but 
the penalty of death or imprisonment for life 
may be imposed only upon recommendation 
of the jury), or by a fine of not more than 
$20,000 or imprisonment for not more than 
twenty years, or both. 

“‘Sec. 227. DISCLOSURE OF RESTRICTED 
Data.—Whoever, being or having been an 
employee or member of the Commission, a 
member of the Armed Forces, an employee 
of any agency of the United States, or being 
or having been a contractor of the Commis- 
sion or of an agency of the United States, 
or being or having been an employee of a 
contractor of the Commission or of an agency 
of the United States, or being or having been 
a licensee of the Commission, or being or 
having been an employee of a licensee of the 
Commission, knowingly communicates, or 
whoever conspires to communicate or to re- 
ceive, any Restricted Data, knowing or hav- 
ing reason to believe that such data is Re- 
stricted Data, to any person not authorized 
to receive Restricted Data pursuant to the 
provisions of this Act or under rule or regu- 
lation of the Commission issued pursuant 
thereto, knowing or having reason to believe 
such person is not so authorized to receive 
Restricted Data shall, upon conviction there- 
of, be punishable by a fine of not more than 
$2,500. 

“ ‘Sec, 228. STATUTE or LIMIraTions.—Ex- 
cept for a capital offense, no individual or 
person shall be prosecuted, tried, or punished 
for any offense prescribed or defined in sec- 
tions 224 to 226, inclusive, of this Act un- 
less the indictment is found or the informa- 
tion is instituted within ten years next 
after such offense shall have been committed. 

“ ‘Sec. 229. OTHER Laws.—Sections 224 to 
228 shall not exclude the applicable provi- 
sions of any other laws. 

“ ‘SEC. 230. INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS.— 
Whenever in the judgment of the Commis- 
sion any person has engaged or is about to 
engage in any acts or practices which con- 
stitute or will constitute a violation of any 
provision of this Act, or any regulation or 
order issued thereunder, the Attorney Gen- 
eral on behalf of the United States may make 
application to the appropriate court for an 
order enjoining such acts or practices, or for 
an order enforcing compliance with such 
provision, and upon a showing by the Com- 
mission that such person has engaged or is 
about to engage in any such acts or prac- 
tices, a permanent or temporary injunction, 
restraining order, or other order may be 
granted. 
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“Sec. 231. CONTEMPT PROCEEDINGS.—In 
case of failure or refusal to obey a subpena 
served upon any person pursuant to subsec- 
tion 161 c., the district court for any dis- 
trict in which such person is found or re- 
sides or transacts business, upon applica- 
tion by the Attorney General on behalf of 
the United States, shall have jurisdiction to 
issue an order requiring such person to ap- 
pear and give testimony or to appear and 
produce documents, or both, in accordance 
with the subpena; and any failure to obey 
such order of the court may be punished by 
such court as a contempt thereof. 


“ ‘CHAPTER 19. MISCELLANEOUS 


“ ‘Sec. 241. TRANSFER oF PROPERTY.—Noth- 
ing in this Act shall be deemed to repeal, 
modify, amend, or alter the provisions of sec- 
tion 9 (a) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, 
as heretofore amended, 

“Sec. 251. Report TO ConcGress.—The 
Commission shall submit to the Congress, in 
January and July of each year, a report con- 
cerning the activities of the Commission. 
The Commission shall include in such re- 
port, and shall at such other times as it 
deems desirable submit to the Congress, such 
recommendations for additional legislation 
as the Commission deems necessary or desir- 
able. 

“Sec, 261. APPROPRIATIONS.—There are 
hereby authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary and appropriate 
to carry out the provisions and purposes of 
this Act except such as may be necessary for 
acquisition or condemnation of any real 
property or any facility or for plant or facility 
acquisition, construction, or expansion. The 
Acts appropriating such sums may appropri- 
ate specified portions thereof to be accounted 
for upon the certification of the Commission 
only. Funds appropriated to the Commis- 
sion shall, if obligated by contract during 
the fiscal year for which appropriated, re- 
main available for expenditure for four years 
following the expiration of the fiscal year for 
which appropriated. 

“ ‘Sec. 271. AGENCY Jurispiction.—Nothing 
in this Act shall be construed to affect the 
authority or regulations of any Federal, 
State, or local agency with respect to the 
generation, sale, or transmission of electric 
power, 

“ ‘Sec, 272. APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL POWER 
Acr.— Every licensee under this Act who holds 
a license from the Commission for a utiliza- 
tion or production facility for the generation 
of commercial electric energy under section 
103 and who transmits such electric energy 
in interstate commerce or sells it at whole- 
sale in interstate commerce shall be subject 
to the regulatory provisions of the Federal 
Power Act. 

“ ‘Seo, 273. LICENSING OF GOVERNMENT 
AGENcIes.—Nothing in this Act shall pre- 
clude any Government agency now or here- 
after authorized by law to engage in the 
production, marketing, or distribution of 
electric energy from obtaining a license un- 
der section 103, if qualified under the pro- 
visions of section 103, for the construction 
and operation of production or utilization 
facilities for the primary purpose of pro- 
ducing electric energy for disposition for 
ultimate public consumption. 

“Sec. 281. SEPARABILITY.—If any provi- 
sion of this Act or the application of such 
provision to any person or circumstances, is 
held invalid, the remainder of this Act or 
the application of such provision to persons 
or circumstances other than those as to 
which it is held invalid, shall not be affected 
thereby. 

“ ‘Sec, 291. SHORT TrrLe.—This Act may be 
cited as the “Atomic Energy Act of 1954“ 

“SEC. 2.— 

“a. Section 1 (d) of the Act of December 
29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1129), is amended by in- 
serting before the period at the end thereof a 
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semicolon and the following: ‘when stich 
order was entered by the Atomic Energy 
Commission, “agency” means that Commis- 
sion’. 

“b. Section 2 of the Act of December 29, 
1950 (64 Stat. 1129), is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end of the first 

aph thereof a comma and the follow- 
ing: ‘and (d) of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission made reviewable by section 189 of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.’ 

“Sec. 3. There is hereby retroceded to the 
State of New Mexico the exclusive jurisdic- 
tion heretofore acquired from the State of 
New Mexico by the United States of Amer- 
ica over the following land of the United 
States Atomic Energy Commission in Berna- 
lillo County and within the boundaries of 
the Sandia base, Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

“Beginning at the center quarter corner 
of section 30, township 10 north, range 4 
east, New Mexico principal meridian, Berna- 
lillo County, New Mexico, thence south no 
degrees twenty-three minutes thirty seconds 
west one thousand nine hundred forty-seven 
and twenty one-hundredths feet, thence 
north eighty-nine degrees thirty-six minutes 
forty-five seconds east two thousand sixty- 
eight and forty one-hundredths feet, thence 
north eighty-nine degrees three minutes 
fifteen seconds east five hundred forty-six 
feet, thence north no degrees thirty-nine 
minutes no seconds east two hundred thirty- 
two and seventy one-hundredths feet, thence 
north eighty-nine degrees twenty-one min- 
utes no seconds west eight hundred fifty-two 
and twenty one-hundredths feet, thence 
north no degrees thirty-nine minutes no 
seconds east five hundred and sixty one- 
hundredths feet, thence along the back of 
the south curb of West Sandia Drive, San- 
dia Base, Bernalillo County, New Mexico, 
eight hundred sixty-five and sixty one-hun- 
dredths feet, thence north no degrees thirty- 
nine minutes no seconds east one thousand 
three hundred thirty-five and three-tenths 
feet to a point south eighty-nine degrees 
twenty-seven minutes forty-five seconds west 
a distance of thirty feet from the quarter 
corner common to sections 30 and 29, town- 
ship 10 north, range 4 east, thence south 
eighty-nine degrees, twenty-seven minutes 
forty-five seconds west two thousand six 
hundred twenty-three and forty one-hun- 
dredths feet to the point of beginning. 

“This retrocession of jurisdiction shall take 
effect upon acceptance by the State of New 
Mexico.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

W. STERLING COLE, 

- CARL HINSHAW, 
James E. VAN ZANDT, 
Cart T. DURHAM, 
MELVIN PRICE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
BOURKE B. HICKENLOOPER, 
WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 

JoRN W. BRICKER, 

Ep C. JOHNSON, 

CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R..9757) to amend the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and 
for other purposes, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: 

The Senate struck out all of the House 
bill after the enacting clause and inserted a 
substitute amendment. The committee of 
conference has agreed to a substitute for 
both the House bill and the Senate amend- 
ment. Except for technical, clarifying, and 
conforming changes, the following state- 
ment explains the differences between the 
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House bill and the substitute agreed to in 
conference, 


DIVISIONS OF THE COMMISSION 


The House bill continued in effect the 
provision of existing law which establishes 
within the Atomic Energy Commission a 
Division of Military Application and such 
other program divisions, not exceeding 10, 
as the Commission may determine (subsec. 
25 a.). The Senate amendment added to 
the House bill a requirement that there be 
within the Commission “a division or di- 
visions the primary responsibilities of which 
include the application of civilian uses”, 
The conference substitute retains the sub- 
stance of the language added by the Senate 
amendment, - 


DISPOSITION OF ENERGY PRODUCED AT COMMIS- 
SION FACILITIES 


The House bill provided for the disposition 
of energy produced in the production of spe- 
cial nuclear material at production or ex- 
perimental utilization facilities owned by the 
United States (sec. 44). It also provided for 
a preference to public bodies and coopera- 
tives in the disposition of such energy, and 
prohibited the Commission from engaging in 
the sale or disposition of energy for com- 
mercial use except in the case of energy 
produced incidental to the operation of re- 
search and development or production facili- 
ties of the Commission. 

The Senate amendment retained the pro- 
visions relating to disposition of energy pro- 
duced by the Commission, but added a pref- 
erence for high-cost power areas and a new 
section 45 which would authorize the Com- 
mission to engage in the production of elec- 
tric power in its own facilities. It also would 
authorize other Federal agencies to be li- 
censees of the Commission. 

The committee of conference eliminated 
the Senate section 45 and revised section 44 
so as to make it applicable to the disposition 
of energy produced at facilities of the Com- 
mission. It retained the requirement that 
the Commission give preference to public 
bodies and cooperatives and to utilities in 
high-cost areas. It also retained the provi- 
sion prohibiting the Commission from en- 
gaging in the sale of energy for commercial 
use except in the case of energy produced by 
the Commission incident to the operation of 
research and development facilities of the 
Commission and of facilities of the Commis- 
sion for the production of special nuclear 
material. 

The committee of conference amended sec- 
tion 31 a. (4) so as to clarify the authority 
of the Commission to build or contract for 
the building of large-scale atomic energy 
utilization facilities for the purpose of dem- 
onstrating the practical value of such facili- 
ties in the generation of electric energy, or 
for other industrial or commercial purposes. 
The construction of such large-scale demon- 
stration facilities would require specific 
authorization by the Congress as provided in 
section 261. 

For the purpose of clarity, sections 103 and 
104 (which relate to the licensing of produc- 
tion and utilization facilities) were amended 
by the committee of conference so as to 
include the authority to issue licenses to 
“persons applying therefor” instead of to 
“applicants”. The effect of this amendment 
is to make it clear that Government agencies 
are on an equal footing with all others 
before the Commission with respect to ob- 
taining licenses from the Commission, since 
the definition of “persons” (subsec. 11 n.) 
specifically includes Government agencies 
(other than the Commission). In order to 
make this effect even more specific, a new 
section 273 was added to the bill to incor- 
porate the substance of the final sentence of 
section 45 as added by the Senate amend- 
ment. This new section states that nothing 
in the act shall preclude any Government 
agency authorized by law to engage in the 
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production, marketing, or distribution of 
electric energy from obtaining a license 
under section 103, if qualified under the pro- 
visions of section 103, for the construction 
and operation of production or utilization 
facilities for the primary purpose of pro- 
ducing electric energy for distribution for 
ultimate public consumption. 

Since there was no thought that the Com- 
mission, in carrying out its obligations under 
this act, should not be required to get con- 
gressional approval for its operations, the 
amendment made by the Senate to section 
261 which exempted the Commission from 
the necessity of obtaining congressional ap- 
proval for certain construction and acquisi- 
tion projects was deleted by the conference 
substitute. 

NOTICE OF LICENSES 


The House bill contained a provision re- 
quiring the Commission to give notice of 
proposed licenses under section 103 to those 
within transmission distance who might be 
engaged in the distribution of electricity. 
The Senate amendment required that notice 
be given to private utilities as well as to 
those persons included within the House pro- 
vision. The conference substitute retains 
the Senate language with a minor amend- 
ment. 

LICENSE PREFERENCES 


The House bill contained a provision re- 
quiring the Commission to give preferred 
consideration in issuing licenses under sec- 
tion 103 to facilities which will be located in 
high cost power areas where there is a limited 
opportunity for such licenses (sec. 182 c.). 
The Senate amendment added a provision re- 
quiring that in such situations applications 
submitted by public and cooperative bodies 
were also to be given preferred consideration. 
The conference substitute follows the Sen- 
ate amendment. 


APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL POWER ACT 


The Senate amendment added to the 
House bill a requirement that licensees un- 
der section 103 transmitting electric energy 
in interstate commerce or marketing such 
energy at wholesale in interstate commerce 
are to be subject to the Federal Power Act. 
The conference substitute retains the sub- 
stance of the provision added by the Senate 
amendment and makes it a new section (sec. 
272) in the bill. 


SOURCE MATERIALS 


In connection with the leasing of lands 
belonging to the United States for prospect- 
ing for or mining of deposits of source ma- 
terial, the House bill provided for the award 
of leases or permits on a competitive bidding 
basis after notice has been published in a 
newspaper in the county in which the lands 
are situated (sec. 67). The Senate amend- 
ment deleted this provision, and the con- 
ference substitute follows the Senate 
amendment. 

The problems involved in issuing leases 
on the basis of competitive bidding require 
further study. It was decided by the com- 
mittee of conference that this matter should 
be taken up in the next session of Congress 
if the Commission does not itself institute 
such methods of procedure after holding 
hearings specifically on the point. 


ADVICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL ON LICENSES 


In connection with the issuance of licenses 
for utilization and production facilities, the 
House bill provided certain requirements 
with respect to the antitrust laws (sec. 105). 
Among these was the requirement that the 
Commission obtain the advice of the At- 
torney General before issuing any such li- 
cense. The Senate amendment required 
that the Commission follow the advice of 
the Attorney General unless the President 
made a finding that the issuance of such a 
license was essential to the common defense 
and security and the finding was published 
in the Federal Register. This amendment 
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in effect made the advice of the Attorney 
General a decision binding upon the Com- 
mission and the applicant without hearing. 
The conference substitute deletes the portion 
Df the provision added by the Senate amend- 
ment which required that the advice of the 
Attorney General be followed, but requires 
that the advice of the Attorney General be 
published in the Federal Register. 


INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 


The House bill provided that agreements 
for cooperation (sec. 123) were to be sub- 
mitted to the President by the Commission 
or the Department of Defense, whichever 
was responsible for the initiation of the 
agreement. The Senate amendment required 
in addition that the Commission or the De- 
partment of Defense favorably recommend 
the agreement for cooperation. The corre- 
sponding provision in the conference substi- 
tute requires that the Commission or the 
Department of Defense submit the agree- 
ment for cooperation to the President to- 
gether with its recommendation concerning 
the agreement. 

The House bill provided for the termina- 
tion of agreements for cooperation by the 
President or by the Congress (sec. 123 (2) and 
(3)). A similar provision in section 54 of 
the House bill provided for the termination 
by the Congress of agreements for coopera- 
tion for the foreign distribution of special 
nuclear material. The Senate amendment 
eliminated these provisions, and the confer- 
ence substitute follows the Senate amend- 
ment. In view of the requirement in section 
123 that each proposed agreement shall in- 
clude “the terms, conditions, duration, 
* * * of the cooperation,” the committee of 
conference believed that the agreements 
themselyes would provide for termination 
conditions which would be most suitable un- 
der the special circumstances in each case. 


ELECTRIC UTILITY CONTRACTS 


The House bill contained an authorization 
for the Commission to enter into contracts 
for electric utility services in connection with 
the construction and operation of facilities at 
Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Portsmouth. The 
Senate amendment authorized the Commis- 
sion to enter into contracts to provide for re- 
placement to the Tennessee Valley Authority 
of electric utility services furnished by TVA 
to the Commission in accordance with the 
basic authority, and also required any con- 
tract hereafter entered into to be submitted 
to the Joint Committee for a period of 30 days 
before becoming effective. The conference 
substitute follows the Senate amendment. 


CONTRACT PRACTICES 

The Senate amendment added to the House 
bill a provision (sec. 170) prohibiting the 
Commission from entering into a contract 
providing for the direct payment by the Com- 
mission of Federal income taxes on behalf 
of any contractor or for any payment to such 
contractor as reimbursement for any Federal 
income taxes paid by such contractor. The 
conference substitute limited the prohibition 
to the direct payment or direct reimburse- 
ment by the Commission of any Federal in- 
come tax, and made the prohibition as so 
limited a part of section 165. It was the in- 
tention of the committee of conference to 
prohibit the direct payment of Federal in- 
come taxes to contractors of the Commission, 
but it was not the intention of the commit- 
tee of conference to bar inclusion of such 
taxes in the computation or adjustment of 
the base rate or cost structure of the Com- 
mission contract. 

PATENTS 

The House bill and the Senate amendment 
both provided, as does the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946, as amended, that there shall be 
no patents issued in the field of atomic 
weapons. With respect to other areas in the 
atomic energy field the House bill permitted 
normal patents. However, it required that 
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inventions or discoveries made under contract 
or other arrangement with the Commission 
shall be deemed to have been made by the 
Commission and patents therefor shall be the 
property of the Government unless the Com- 
mission either waives its claim or its claim 
is not held valid by the Board of Patent In- 
terferences. The House bill provided a pro- 
cedure for testing out the question of whether 
or not inventions were made or conceived un- 
der contract with the Commission, using the 
Board of Patent Interferences as the deciding 
tribunal. Each applicant for a patent in the 
atomic energy field would be required to file 
with the application for such patent a state- 
ment under oath setting forth the facts sur- 
rounding the making or conceiving of the 
invention. The Atomic Energy Commission 
would then be provided an opportunity to re- 
view the statement, and if it believed that 
the invention was made under a contract 
or other arrangement with the Commission, 
the Commission would be authorized to di- 
rect the Commissioner of Patents to issue the 
patent to the Commission. If the applicant 
should not concur, he would be given an op- 
portunity for a hearing before the Board of 
Patent Interferences. This Board would then 
have to decide when the invention was made 
and whether, under all the circumstances, 
the Commission’s claim was valid. The res- 
olution of any question of when an invention 
is made or conceived is, of course, a normal 
function of the Board of Patent Interferences. 

The Senate amendment did not have this 
protective device to insure that the Com- 
mission would receive all of the patents 
which properly belonged to it. Instead it 
authorized the Commission to require com- 
pulsory cross-licensing of inventions of pri- 
mary importance in the field. It also pro- 
vided for the use by others of patents found 
by the Government to have been used by 
their owners in violation of the antitrust 
laws. 

The conference substitute incorporates the 
provisions of both the House bill and the 
Senate amendment. It retains the House 
provision relating to inventions conceived 
during Commission contracts and it also 
provides for the compulsory licensing of 
patents in the atomic energy field if appli- 
cations thereon are filed within the next 
five years. 

Furthermore, the committee of confer- 
ence accepted the Senate amendment which 
would require those licenses given by pat- 
ent owners under the circumstances above 
to be nonexclusive. It also accepted the 
Senate amendment that the royalty deter- 
mined in connection with such licensing 
shall not be less favorable than royalties 
levied by the owner of the patent or by the 
Commission to similar licensees for compara- 
ble use. 

The committee of conference also retained 
the substance of the Senate amendment 
dealing with the use of any patents in the 
atomic field in a manner so as to violate 
the antitrust laws. 

The managers on the part of the House re- 
luctantly agreed to the inclusion of the pro- 
visions relating to compulsory licensing in 
the conference substitute. They thought 
that there was so much good in the balance 
of the provisions of the bill that the dispute 
over the patent provisions should not fur- 
ther delay passage in this session. The 
managers on the part of the House agreed 
to the conference substitute only because, 
as a condition precedent to their assent, 
they were assured that the patent problem 
would be fairly and fully studied at the next 
session of Congress. All of the members of 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, who 
were consulted, agreed that the patent prob- 
lem would be the first order of business to 
be taken up by the joint committee in the 
next session of Congress. With the assur- 
ance that this passage would not in any way 
foreclose further investigation of the patent 
features, the managers on the part of the 
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House felt that it was only proper to recede 
from their opposition to this one feature of 


the bill, 
W. STERLING COLE, 
CARL HINSHAW, 
JAMES E. VAN ZANDT, 


CARL T. DURHAM, 
MELVIN PRICE, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. COLE of New York, Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the read- 
a of the statement may be dispensed 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
it seems unnecessary to have read or ex- 
plained the statement of the managers 
on the part of the House on this confer- 
ence report. This is the same matter, 
substantially, that was before the House 
on Monday of last week when the man- 
agers reported to the House an agree- 
ment of the conferences in respect to the 
bill amending the atomic energy law. 

Mr. Speaker, you will recall that the 
House on that occasion adopted the 
House report. Subsequently the report 
was considered in the other body and 
was rejected. Apparently the basis for 
rejection by the other body was predi- 
cated on two principal points: One was 
with respect to the so-called preferential 
clause, giving preferential rights to pub- 
lic bodies and cooperatives in the distri- 
bution of whatever electric energy may 
be produced by the Commission. The 
other point of dispute was with respect 
to how patents in the atomic energy field 
having nothing whatever to do with 
atomic weapons would be treated. 

You will recall that when the bill was 
considered by the House an amendment 
was offered by the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. Jones] to require the Com- 
mission at all times—and I emphasize 
those words “at all times“ to give pref- 
erence to public bodies and cooperatives 
in the distribution of the electric energy. 
That was accepted by the committee and 
adopted by the House. A similar 
amendment was adopted by the Senate. 

The House conferees accepted the 
principle of preference, because we rec- 
ognized that that is the established pol- 
icy of the Government with respect to 
electric energy generated from water- 
power, and could see no reason why that 
same principle would not apply to elec- 
tric energy generated from atomic fission 
by the Atomic Energy Commission. 
However, the conferees were disturbed 
by the requirement that this preference 
should apply “at all times,” because it 
was conceivable that there might be in- 
stances where it would be impractical to 
grant the preference. The conferees 
therefore wrote in the expression that 
the preference clause should apply “in- 
sofar as practicable.” 

When the conference report was con- 
sidered by the other body that phrase 
“insofar as practicable” was considered 
by some Members of the other body as 
being some sort of threat to the prin- 
ciple of Federal preference to coopera- 
tives. They envisioned that it repre- 
sented a hidden ogre that was somehow 
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going to strangle and destroy the prefer- 
ential clause. Of course, there was 
nothing to that fearful fantasy; it was 
completely imaginary; it had no sub- 
stance to it at all. At any rate the Sen- 
ate rejected that phase of the conference 
report. 

The conferees have held a further 
conference and have agreed to the elim- 
ination of the expression “insofar as 
practicable.” 

I think it should be understood that 
in the elimination of those “three little 
words” it is not intended by any stretch 
of the imagination that the Atomic 
Energy Commission, in granting prefer- 
ence to a Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration cooperative or to any other pub- 
lic body, should grant that preference 
even though it is impracticable to do so. 
I think we recognize that our govern- 
mental agencies and governmental com- 
missions are expected to do the practi- 
cal, efficient, economic, proper thing; 
and so it should not be construed or con- 
sidered in the future that the elimina- 
tion of that expression authorizes or di- 
rects the Commission to do the impossi- 
ble, impracticable thing in granting a 
preference to public bodies. 

The other point in dispute was of 
much greater substance and far greater 
importance. That has to do with the 
question of how to deal with patents in 
this new field. You will recall that as 
the bill was reported by the joint com- 
mittee to the House it contained a pro- 
vision requiring the compulsory licens- 
ing of patents for a period of 5 years. 
That provided in substance that any 
person who may devise a new scheme 
or a new method of applying atomic 
energy in its many, many thousands of 
opportunities, the owner of the patent 
would be required to share the patent 
with anybody who may ask for it upon 
a royalty, fixed, not by the owner of the 
patent, but by the Government. 

When the matter was considered by 
the House an amendment was offered 
and adopted by the House eliminating 
the provision requiring the compulsory 
licensing of patents, and substituting in- 
stead an amendment which would de- 
clare to be public property any inven- 
tion in this field conceived during the 
course of any relationship with the Gov- 
ernment, whether it be as a direct em- 
ployee of the Government, as an em- 
ployee of a contractor of the Govern- 
ment or of a subcontractor. That was 
based on the theory that a principal 
acquires the benefits of his agent’s ef- 
forts. The effect of that amendment 
would have protected the public interest 
in all phases in this problem of prevent- 
ing undue enrichment of those concerns 
and those individuals who have been 
operating in this field under Govern- 
ment sponsorship for the past 10 years. 
In all other respects it would have left 
the patent opportunities in this field 
open to the normal processes of the 
patent laws. 

It is inconceivable, and without justi- 
fication, that the Government should 
have any claim whatever on the dis- 
covery of an invention made by an in- 
dividual who has no connection with 
the Government whatsoever. 
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The Senate and House conferees orig- 
inally accepted the elimination of the 
compulsory feature of the patent system 


and retained the amendment which was 


adopted by the House by a very substan- 
tial vote of 203 to 159, a majority of 44. 
When it was reported to the other body 
the conference report was rejected by a 
very, very narrow margin and they in- 
sisted upon the Senate amendment prin- 
cipally with respect to the patent fea- 
tures. 

The conferees were reappointed by the 
House on yesterday and we met with the 
Senate conferees yesterday afternoon. 
We were confronted with a very difficult, 
unpleasant, distasteful situation. It can 
be reported factually that a majority of 
the conferees, all of them Republicans, 
representing both bodies were willing to 
eliminate the provision for compulsory 
licensing; however, it was pointed out 
that there was in the other body a group 
of persistent and defiant individuals who 
threw out a warning that if the com- 
pulsory licensing feature was not re- 
stored there would be a renewal of what 
has been politely characterized in the 
other body as a “talkathon” or as a proc- 
ess of education. Having endured 
that performance in connection with this 
bill once, and now anticipating an im- 
minent adjournment, the conferees were 
faced with the choice of two alterna- 
tives, either of insisting on the principle 
which the majority of the conferees felt 
to be proper and thereby postponing 
the anticipated adjournment of the Con- 
gress, or of accepting the highly distaste- 
ful principle of compulsory licensing and 
thereby avoiding a threatened filibuster, 
speeding this bill to early enactment, 
and hastening the date of adjournment. 
It was with the greatest of reluctance 
that the majority of the House managers 
consented to yield. It is not pleasant to 
be forced to recede in a matter of prin- 
ciple because of expediency. The posi- 
tion of the House was yielded by your 
representatives finally only upon an un- 
derstanding and upon the express condi- 
tion, clearly accepted and understood by 
all of the conferees at that meeting—and 
all 10 of the conferees were there, that 
at the very earliest opportunity at the 
next session, the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy would give full, and com- 
plete study to the potent problem. On 
my own responsibility, if I am returned 
as a Member of this House, the very 
first bill that I shall introduce will be 
one to repeal what is now sections 153 
and 154, the Senate provisions with re- 
spect to patents. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. I just want to make 
an observation and ask a question of my 
distinguished friend from New York. 
We have been hearing and talking about 
profits and patents, about the uses of fis- 
sionable material, and the control of the 
atom. Now, of late I have been reading 
about the problem which, if true and 
unsolved, means anything up to destruc- 
tion of all humanity. In the control and 
disposition of the unspent force in the 
tailings of fissionable material of the 
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atom there remains a deadly danger. 
What provisions are we making or what 
are we going to do about the final dis- 
position of the unspent force of this fis- 
sionable material which remains? They 
tell me that the residue will plague us for 
a thousand years. It will pollute our 
streams; it will make radio-active food 
and fish and the animals on the ranges. 
Unless something is done, this matter 
concerning us now is the greatest menace 
that has ever been brought to the atten- 
tion of the people. Iam wondering what 
this great committee is going to do about 
that. 

Mr. COLE of New York. The gentle- 
man has not made himself completely 
clear because there are two types of dele- 
terious tailings, as the gentleman calls 
them, from atomic energy. 

Mr. DINGELL. I am not an expert. 

Mr. COLE of New York. When un- 
controlled nuclear reaction sets in, it de- 
velops deleterious and dangerous par- 
ticles in the air, and it was that conse- 
quence that caused the episode of the 
unfortunate damage to the Japanese 
fishermen. 

Mr. DINGELL. I am not talking 
about the Japanese fishermen. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Then there 
is also the possible danger to public 
health and safety in the refinement of 
raw uranium into plutonium and the 
process of nuclear reaction, fissionable 
reaction—that is, the controlled reac- 
tion. In addition, there are the radio- 
active wastes which are the unused end 
products of the controlled reaction, 
Ample provision is made in the bill for 
the Commission to protect the health 
and safety of the public. This, of course, 
includes adequate treatment of and con- 
trol of these wastes. 

The only thing I can assure the gen- 
tleman is that to date there have been no 
harmful consequences from this con- 
trolled reaction; and that is what the 
peacetime uses of atomic energy would 
involve. There have been no harmful 
effects. As a matter of fact, the health 
and safety record of the great atomic en- 
ergy works up at Hanford far exceed 
the best of the industrial records in this 
country. So we do have that as a prob- 
lem. It is something that is not in this 
bill and we cannot discuss it too much. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for one other brief 
question? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I yield. 

Mr. DINGELL. If these tailings are 
unspent and for that reason dangerous, 
is there not some means or method that 
should be found to spend them com- 
pletely so that they will become abso- 
lutely harmless? 

Mr. COLE of New York. Iam not sure 
that I understand what the gentleman 
has in mind when he speaks of tailings 
that are not completely spent. Material 
which has been exposed to radiation is 
not altogether consumed in that process. 
That material, that waste material, is 
stored underground and eventually re- 
worked. 

Mr. DINGELL. Yes, but that is the 
final disposition of it, is it not? 

Mr. COLE of New York. No; that is 
only temporary. Eventually it is re- 
worked, 


1954 


Mr. DINGELL. I think the American 
people are interested in that phase of the 
question, I will say to my distinguished 
friend. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I should like to say to 
the gentleman that it is my intention to 
support the conference report. I think 
the committee has done a commendable 
job. This is a very constructive piece of 
legislation, one of the most constructive 
it has ever been my privilege to vote for. 

However, I am greatly disturbed, as I 
am sure the gentleman is, too, about the 
constitutionality of any provisions for 
compulsory licensing. But there is, as I 
understand it, in this bill a severability 
clause. That would mean that if the 
courts should hold that that part of the 
bill was unconstitutional, that would not 
interfere at all with the other parts of the 
bill having to do with the setting up of 
this atomic stockpile and all of the other 
salutary parts of the bill. 

Mr. COLE of New York. The gentle- 
man is entirely correct. 

Mr. KEATING. It is only for that 
reason that I feel I can support the bill 
because I have such a strong feeling 
about the unconstitutionality of provid- 
ing for compulsory licensing. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I yield. 

Mr. WALTER. I, too, am concerned 
over one section of this bill, the com- 
pulsory licensing section, and I am won- 
dering whether or not the conferees did 
not have in mind the possibility some- 
time in the near future, of changing that 
provision so that the objections, the sub- 
stantial objections that have been made 
by so many people would be met? 

Mr. COLE of New York. That is ex- 
actly what the conferees had in mind 
when it was made a condition of the 
acceptance of this compulsory licensing 
that at the very earliest opportunity 
next year the committee will take up 
this question of compulsory licensing. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I yield. 

Mr. MEADER. When this bill was be- 
fore the House for consideration I sup- 
ported the amendment of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Cote] to the patent 
section and expressed my views to the 
House. I was pleased when the con- 
ferees originally accepted the provisions 
with respect to patents which had been 
adopted in the House by a substantial 
margin. I had hoped that the House 
provisions would prevail in the final 
legislation. But apparently Members of 
the other body who have the opposite 
view with respect to patent policy would 
be willing to block the passage of the bill 
rather than to yield to the House version 
of the patent section. 

Under these circumstances, although 
he fought valiantly for this important 
principle, the gentleman from New York 
could do little else than to make conces- 
sions to insure the passage of the legisla- 
tion. Icommend him and his colleagues 
on the conference committee for the hard 
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work and effective effort they have put 
forth in writing this historic statute. 

As a member of the Judiciary Commit- 
tee of the House, I have been somewhat 
disturbed about legislation dealing with 
patents emanating from other commit- 
tees. Patent lawyers and some of my 
colleagues on the Judiciary Committee 
have expressed grave doubts over the 
constitutionality of the Senate version of 
the patent section. They have likewise 
pointed out that compulsory licensing is 
a major departure from our longstand- 
ing patent policy. I believe it is in the 
interest of orderly processes and con- 
sistent legislation to have proposed 
legislation in the patent field referred to 
the Judiciary Committee, considered by 
that committee, and adopted by the 
parent body after thorough considera- 
tion of our national interests in the 
patent field. 

No one wants to write unconstitutional 
legislation and no one should want to 
make a rash change in a feature of our 
system of government which is so basic 
as the exclusive right of inventors to the 
use and discovery of their inventions 
contemplated by the Constitution. 

Because of the novelty and mystery 
surrounding nuclear fission, insofar as 
we laymen are concerned, there is a 
temptation to consider this field as 
something apart from other fields of 
legislation. I submit that this attitude 
is essentially unsound and if it prevails 
over a long period of time, will lead us 
to confusion and inconsistency. 

Even if compulsory patent licensing is 
constitutional, I think it is a grave mis- 
take as a matter of policy. The princi- 
ples of private ownership and individual 
freedom are closely allied to the principle 
that the imaginative inventor and the 
ingenious craftsman may derive benefits 
from the products of their discoveries. 
The new methods which have led to the 
mass production system in America, 
which is the foundation of our abund- 
ance, stem from these freedoms and 
these rights in individual citizens. 

Now we are on the threshold of a new 
field of human endeavor—the develop- 
ment and utilization of this wonderful 
new source of atemic energy for com- 
mercial and industrial purposes in peace- 
time. If we are to match the perform- 
ance of the American people in other 
fields of human endeavor, their in- 
genuity, their inventiveness, and their 
enterprise should be encouraged, not 
stifled. 

The House version of the patent sec- 
tion would have been adequate to pre- 
vent windfalls to firms who have enjoyed 
contracts with the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission. I am opposed to such wind- 
falls and I believe all of my colleagues 
are of like mind. But compulsory li- 
censing even though it be for a limited 
time, applies not only to firms and in- 
dividuals who have heretofore engaged 
in the atomic energy program financed 
with Federal funds, but to all inventors 
in the atomic energy field. 

I sincerely hope that the Congress in 
its next session will reexamine the semi- 
socialistic patent section of this legisla- 
tion and work out a method for 
stimulating and encouraging the de- 
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velopment of atomic energy for peace- 
time processes in line with our historic 
patent policy. 

Mr. COLE of New York. The gentle- 
man has made a very fine statement. I 
can assure him and you, Mr. Speaker, 
that had we not faced the prospect of 
imminent adjournment of this body your 
House conferees would have stayed in 
conference until the regions in the cen- 
ter of the earth were frozen. But this, 
we could not do. 

It should be known that this group 
of persistent persons represents a phi- 
losophy of government which is quite 
foreign to our normal system of Gov- 
ernment. There have been organiza- 
tions that have been bitterly opposed to 
this bill, no matter how it might have 
been amended. The CIO has been strong 
and bitter and vitriolic against this bill. 
The ADA has been opposed to it. The 
National Rural Electric Cooperative As- 
sociation, a reputable and respected or- 
ganization although in this instance mis- 
guided by the recommendations of its 
lobbyist, has been bitterly opposed to it. 
That lobbyist in open session said that 
this bill no matter how it might be 
amended would not be acceptable to his 
organization. The American Public 
Power Association has been opposed to 
it. Those persons who entertain the 
philosophy of public ownership, the ulti- 
mate of socialism, by advocating the 
principle of compulsory licensing of 
patents, are insistent upon a fatal step 
in the direction of socialism. 

The ironical part is that those per- 
sons who were so insistent upon the adop- 
tion of this initial step of compulsory 
licensing, even though we had yielded to 
them, on the record vote last evening 
over in the other body, in spite of the 
fact that they had everything they had 
asked for and demanded, still voted 
against the bill. That is very, very re- 
vealing. 

My apprehension, my criticism, my op- 
position to compulsory licensing is not 
based only on its doubtful legality. I 
am more concerned about its conse- 
quences. Here we are for the first time 
making available this new energy for 
the good of mankind, away from weap- 
ons, away from destruction, away from 
devastation, opening up the door to the 
opportunity of individuals and groups 
to apply their thoughts and their fi- 
nances and their resources and their 
energies to find new ways of putting 
this to work; and immediately the lid is 
put upon their efforts. What induce- 
ment is there for people to find new 
ways if the Government is going to con- 
fiscate their discoveries? To the extent 
that we apply the principle of com- 
pulsory licensing by even 5 years we de- 
lay the full opportunity of exploiting 
this new energy. Upon the shoulders of 
those persons who were so insistent upon 
compulsory licensing must rest the con- 
sequences of the delay of these 5 years 
in the full exploitation of this new force 
for nonmilitary purposes. 

It is my fervent hope that the Con- 
gress next year will be persuaded to re- 
peal this highly distasteful, highly un- 
American provision, which is so contrary 
to our tradition and which, if continued 
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in practice, will eventually spell the doom 
of our great industrial prosperity. 

Mr. Speaker, there have been many 
factors which have entered into the 
decision to get private enterprise into 
the atomic energy field. This country 
cannot continue to pay the kind of sums 
it has paid out of its public treasury 
for the development of atomic weapons. 
This is particularly true of the develop- 
ment of facilities which are not pri- 
marily weapons. Where this country 
has utilized private industry in the de- 
velopment of other arms such as in 
radar and in the airplane many ideas 
have come from the private companies 
which have been used not only in the 
weapons field but have been of great 
value in promoting the civilian progress 
of this country. Through having pri- 
vate industry participate, these ideas 
have been developed without the ex- 
penditure of Federal funds to the extent 
which would otherwise have been neces- 
sary. 

We have also had to keep our eyes 
upon the developments in other coun- 
tries. The Russians have brought in 
atomic weapons years before our ex- 
perts thought they would be able to. 
While some espionage played a part 
in this, native Russian skill was of great 
importance. Will the Russians be able 
to bring in peacetime reactors before we 
can? We cannot lose this race. Under 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 it is 
hoped that we will not. 

While the Government and the Com- 
mission will be able to make the expen- 
ditures for the same types of research 
and development that they have in the 
past, it is hoped that industry will be- 
come established and will make the 
normal contributions to private industry 
under the normal incentives. 

Of course we all know how far we 
are ahead of other countries in the de- 
velopment of many technological fields, 
radios, telephones, automobiles, electri- 
trical appliances and the chemical in- 
dustry, to name a few. These and many 
more have flourished and grown great 
under the normal American ways of 
promoting new ideas. The thing that I 
want to emphasize at this point is that 
in order to win the race for world peace, 
this country must have new ideas in 
the field of atomic energy. It must have 
the extremely important ideas which 
make the difference between economical 
and uneconomical atomic energy—the 
new ideas which make the difference 
between the ability to use many by- 
products in many new ways and in- 
dustries and in many new medical ways, 
and in having no progress in these fields. 

It is my position that each and all of 
these new ideas should be guarded and 
protected so that each may develop and 
flourish to the extent it deserves. This 
is the time for us to break the shackles 
on this new industry and to let it grow 
under the minimum of necessary control. 

I have already addressed myself to 
the constitutional problem so I need do 
no more than to refer to that. Let me 
then go on to discuss what a patent is. 
It is a right given by the Constitution— 
the exclusive right—given for a limited 
time for an invention or discovery. It is 
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a right granted by the United States as 
a reward and as an inducement to in- 
ventors. What is rewarded is not some- 
thing which is common or ordinary or 
easy to learn. In order to obtain a 
patent there must be something beyond 
ordinary skill to produce an invention. 
In the 1940’s the Supreme Court had 
gone to the extent of requiring that pat- 
ents be given only for “flashes of genius.“ 
Congress revised the standard of inven- 
tions needed for a patent in July of 1952 
when it reestablished the standard as 
being for those ideas which were above 
the knowledge of the persons skilled in 
the art. A patent then is issued for new 
ideas, new thoughts, inventions that this 
country has not had before. 

A patent is property and as such is 
treated as any other property, tangible 
or intangible, but then a property right 
in any other item is the right which is 
specified in the Constitution for patents, 
namely the exclusive right. When I buy 
a house or a farm I buy the right to ex- 
clude others from that house or farm. 
When I buy a car I buy the right to ex- 
clude others from that car. Under the 
principles of compulsory licensing the 
Government would permit anybody else 
to use my car, my house, and my farm 
on terms which would be prescribed by 
the Government. If I explored for and 
found an oil field, the principle of com- 
pulsory licensing would require me to 
permit others to drill in that oil field 
and extract the oil from it on terms that 
would be set by the Government. When 
you strip away the coverings of compul- 
sory licensing it is socialism in its barest 
form. It removes the very protection 
which is needed in the start of the period 
when new ideas are being formed. I 
would like to quote from the testimony 
of Mr. Frederick P. Fish when he spoke 
in 1913 before the Oldfield committee in 
opposition to a bill for compulsory 
licensing. 

He said: 

The whole history of industrial develop- 
ment shows that it is only through the 
prospect of special gain that men will de- 
vote attention to inventing or to inventions. 
Without adequate hope of unusual returns 
neither the man of inventive capacity nor 
the businessman and the capitalist can be 
induced to take the chances and go to the 
great trouble and expense necessary to work 
out inventions or to establish new indus- 
tries or reorganize industrial methods so as 
to utilize inventions. As a class, they are 
wise enough to recognize that the chances 
of success are not so great as to justify 
the risk, 

* . * * . 

Inventors, and businessmen who develop 
inventions and introduce them to the serv- 
ice of man, to exactly the same degree and 
for the same reasons are stimulated by the 
protection afforded by a patent, to efforts 
which they would never otherwise make. 
Each class would be helpless without the 
other. It is only when both are encouraged 
and protected, as they are by the grant of 
a patent, that the progress of the useful arts 
is promoted, 

— . . * s. 

When we consider the chances of failure 
that inventors, capitalists, manufacturers, 
and investors take and the trouble, expense, 
energy, and intelligence required to bring a 
new idea or even an improvement into com- 
mercial use, involving as is the case, extensive 
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experiments before and after the invention is 
made, the determination of the exact field 
for the invention, the overthrowing of habits, 
the education of the consumer, the discovery 
of how he can be induced to take up the 
new invention, and ultimately, in many in- 
stances, the scrapping of machinery and the 
modification of manufacturing methods, it 
would seem that the least encouragement 
adequate to keep men at such work would be 
an absolutely free hand for a short term of 
years, such as is given by the patent laws of 
the United States. 
* + . . . 

The encouragement of patent protection 
does not alone stimulate the inventor to in- 
tellectual effort; it excites to strenuous en- 
deavor a long line of intermediaries, capital- 
ists, investors, business administrators, li- 
censees, and users who work with or under 
the patent and whose cooperation is vitally 
necessary that the invention may not be con- 
fined to a paper description, but may actually 
be used. 


Instead of leading to harmful monopo- 
lies, patents in themselves form the basis 
for real competition since it is the new 
and difficult kind of competition which 
requires the competitor not to mimic 
what has already been done, but to go 
out and find new things to sell, new ways 
of doing things. 

In forcing the competitors to seek 
these new ideas it is as much benefit to 
the science and the useful arts as it is 
in the reward of royalties from the right 
to use patented inventions. The normal 
antitrust safeguards against unlawful 
use of patents have been built into the 
bill in provisions other than those deal- 
ing with compulsory licenses. These 
have been emphasized and strengthened 
so that there will be little chance of the 
vicious type of monopoly growing in this 
field. 

The Senate believes that compulsory 
licensing is needed because this, of all 
fields, has been born and raised with 
Federal funds. Mr. Speaker, I don’t 
think that this is a proper basis for 
selecting this field. If you single out this 
field for this requirement, then why have 
you not singled out the electronics fields? 
The automotive field—the airplane 
field—or the chemical fields? All of 
these have had tremendous sums spent 
on them by the Federal Government. 
Yet there is no compulsory licensing in 
those fields. If there were compulsory 
licensing in those fields, then why would 
not it be proper for other fields beyond 
them where the Federal expenditures 
shaded off. This is not right. While it 
is the popular opinion that this field 
arose solely because of the expenditure 
of Federal funds, I must point out the 
fact that there was a field of nuclear 
physics long before the Federal Govern- 
ment ever expended a cent in the field. 
Indeed, one of the basic patents, the 
Fermi patent, on which the owners 
agreed to accept a Government payment 
of $300,000 last fall, was conceived in the 
middle 1930's and patented in 1940. This 
patent is basic to the field and had not 
a single cent of Federal funds put into it 
before it was condemned by the Govern- 
ment for war purposes. 

Of course, I do not mean to minimize 
the importance of the expenditure of 
Federal funds, but there were many seeds 
in this field that were planted long before 
the first Federal funds were ever spent. 
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Now the Federal funds have been spent, 
I would like to progress a step further 
and point out to you that of the $12 
billion between a half billion and one 
billion is the amount that was spent for 
research and development. From this 
expenditure the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission is at this very moment, according 
to the report made by the Research and 
Development Subcommittee of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, planning 
to construct under contract five different 
types of peacetime reactors in order to 
test them—to try them out. All of the 
rights to those reactors now belong to 
the United States. There are five dif- 
ferent types, Mr. Speaker, that list has 
been read here before and I need not 
repeat it. What the types are does not 
matter as much as the fact that there are 
five different types already. ‘Those with 
intimate knowledge in the field who ap- 
peared before our committee when it was 
gathering information for H. R. 9757 
testified that in the present art there is 
room for many possible types of reactors. 
This is, then, not like the start of any 
other field. Mr. Speaker, this is a field 
in which there is already a broad base— 
in which already there are different 
kinds of facilities that can be built 
and which the Government is proceeding 
to build as fast as it can. How can any- 
body get a monopoly in this field with 
this as the starting point and with Gov- 
ernment funds promised for continuing 
research? 

It is said that there will be but few 
opportunities. Yet if that is so, why 
should the Federal Government force its 
views on the new field. It will combine 
the techniques of generating equipment 
manufacturers, of chemical plants, and 
of public utilities. Why should all be 
forced into the same economic mold when 
they are not so now? Some say that 
cross-licensing works in the automotive 
field, yet that is not yet parallel to this 
field. 

It has been said that there are but a 
limited number of big companies. This 
is not fully accurate. It is true that 
there are a limited number of big com- 
panies which have operated reactors, but 
these are not the only companies with 
which the Commission has dealt. It has 
had 1,500 prime contractors and 50,000 
subcontractors in the atomic energy field, 
drawing virtually on every industrial or- 
ganization in the country. Each one of 
these organizations has, to a very limited 
extent and under Government control, 
tried to apply its knowledge and infor- 
mation to the particular problems for 
which it was brought into the program. 
The program will flourish much better if 
they are given an opportunity to tackle 
the many thousands of problems which 
are present in the atomic field in the 
normal ways in which problems are ordi- 
narily solved in our modern world. It 
is only when many of these problems— 
each one small in itself—are cumulative- 
ly solved that the field will progress rap- 
idly and quickly. 

During the Senate debates on this bill, 
there has been much discussion about 
conserving our national resources, and 
promoting their use in the interest of all 
of the people. I believe that there is 
only one natural resource, and that is 
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the brains and ingenuity of our people. 
Without them we would not be turning 
falling water to electricity which can be 
transmitted many miles. Without the 
brains and ingenuity of our people we 
could not turn coal and fossil fuels to 
energy or to make rare chemicals from 
them. Since it is the brains and inge- 
nuity of our people which are of primary 
importance, let us foster them as na- 
tional resources, and encourage all new 
ideas in this field as in all other fields. 

Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding my ab- 
horrence of the compulsory licensing 
provisions of the conference report, I 
shall vote for its acceptance and I urge 
every Member of the House to do like- 
wise. 

I shall vote for the acceptance of the 
conference report because I believe the 
passage of this bill at this session is 
urgently necessary to our well-being as 
a Nation both in our domestic affairs 
and in our international activities. 

As I have said, I do not like the patent 
provisions of the conference report. I 
believe particularly sections 153 and 154, 
which require compulsory licensing of all 
patents of primary importance in the 
atomic-energy field that are conceived 
in the next 5 years, will be shown to be 
a serious deterrent to the widespread and 
vigorous attack on the problem of com- 
petitive atomic power by private indus- 
try—a basic objective of the bill. 

Yet, I am compelled today to urge my 
colleagues to support this conference re- 
port. The report contains vital correc- 
tive measures in our domestic-security 
programs. Ican assure you that day by 
day the need—the urgent need—for 
these measures becomes more apparent. 
The bill contains legislative mechanisms 
which will enable us to deal equitably in 
the peacetime application of atomic 
energy with our loyal friends overseas 
whose efforts, both during the war and 
afterwards, in the supplying of uranium 
to the common defense of the free world 
have meant the difference between peace 
and war. The bill contains provisions 
which enable us to tell our military 
allies information on the effects and 
utilization of atomic weapons so that we 
may, in our common effort, reflect pru- 
dent planning against an aggressor who 
may utilize such weapons in an attempt 
to overrun freedom’s borders and expand 
outward the sphere of influence of 
atheistic communism. 

The bill also provides the President 
with encouragement and legislative 
means of bringing to reality his plan for 
the international pooling of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes—the plan 
which has so dramatically captured the 
minds and given expression to the hopes 
of men everywhere. 

These objectives of the bill are, to me, 
of such transcendent importance as to 
outweigh my dislike—both on constitu- 
tional grounds and on the principle in- 
volved—of the compulsory licensing fea- 
tures in the patent section. 

I have noted that when H. R. 9757 was 
considered in the House the Members by 
record vote of 203 to 159 clearly stated 
their rejection of the principle of com- 
pulsory licensing. If it were possible to 
isolate this problem of compulsory li- 
censing from the larger issues which in- 
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volve our very national survival, I would 
urge the House to reject any compromise. 
But this is not possible. Recognizing 
that, your managers in reluctantly ac- 
cepting the insistence of the other body 
that compulsory licensing be included, 
made it a condition of their acceptance 
that the problem be reexamined at the 
beginning of the next session of Con- 
gress. 

In good conscience I sincerely urge my 
colleagues to support overwhelmingly, as 
a token of our recognition of these large 
and vital issues, the acceptance of the 
conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PRICE]. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, as one of 
the House conferees, I signed this report. 
We went into conference to resolve the 
differences between the other body and 
the House and in the second conference, 
I think, the managers on the part of the 
House and the managers on the part of 
the Senate satisfactorily resolved the 
issues and the points in dispute to the 
point where we have an opportunity this 
afternoon to consider a better bill than 
the one which went into conference. I 
would not impugn the motive of any 
Member of either body for whatever po- 
sition they took on this bill, whether they 
opposed it or favored it. I think it is a 
subject which requires considerable 
thought and study. Unfortunately, few 
Members of either body had the personal 
opportunity to give this the close study 
and thought required to fully understand 
its many provisions. I think the House 
should know that by accepting the posi- 
tion of the other body on the patent pro- 
vision, we are merely going back to the 
original patent provision which was in 
the bill which came to the floor of the 
House for our consideration just a little 
over a week ago. We are asked, today, 
to accept almost the identical language 
which came to the House from the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. True, it 
was amended in the House and it was 
amended on a rolicall vote, but this 
compulsory licensing provision was orig- 
inally approved by the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, by almost unanimous 
vote. It became the position of the other 
body, and I might say, it is also the posi- 
tion that was recommended in a message 
to the Congress from the President. I 
think anyone can support the position 
of the conferees in full justification. I 
can see no way in which this amendment 
could hold back the program. The 
President, himself, foresaw a period in 
which the participation would be so 
limited that a few companies might be 
in a position to set up a patent monopoly. 
He recommended safeguards, and I, per- 
sonally, have the feeling that the con- 
ferees, in this last action, have provided 
those safeguards which the President 
recommended. It is for that reason that 
I, as one of the managers on the part of 
the House, signed the conference report. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE. I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. I heard, with great in- 
terest, the gentleman from New York 
on the question of so-called compulsory 
licensing. But, is it not a fact that the 
courts, themselves, have, when they saw 
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a monopoly, enforced compulsory licens- 
ing, and if memory serves me, that is 
true in the field of radio tubes. There- 
fore, it is not such a horrible proposition, 
but it is used where they run into a situ- 
ation which is conducive to monopoly 
such as this one. 

Mr. PRICE. I might say in reply, that 
the Atomic Energy Act on the books to- 
day contains a compulsory licensing pro- 
vision, and certainly the constitution- 
ality of it has not been questioned, at 
least not in court. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself just a minute. 

Of course, the constitutionality of the 
provisions of the McMahon Act has not 
been in question for the reason that that 
very law prohibits anybody from getting 
a patent and nobody has been in a posi- 
tion to test the constitutionality of the 
law. As to the point raised by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Javits], it is 
true that the courts have required com- 
pulsory licensing, but only after it has 
been established in a court of law that 
the patent was used as a basis of a 
monopoly, and that provision is in the 
bill which was presented to the House 
and adopted by the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from North Carolina IMr. 
DURHAM]. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, it is late 
in the afternoon, but I want to say I 
think the chairman has given a very 
fine and explicit review of what the con- 
ferees adopted. Personally, I do not 
agree with it altogether, but I do urge 
this body this afternoon to adopt this 
report. I want personally to thank this 
body on this side of the Capitol for the 
patience and the kindness they have ex- 
hibited toward this committee who are 
trying to rewrite the Atomic Energy Act 
so that private enterprise would be able 
to enter this field and thus do what we 
have done so successfully in the past 175 
years in this country. That was our 
main effort. Unfortunately, some things 
crept into our deliberations which in my 
opinion should never have been brought 
in, because of the importance of this 
measure, because of the necessity for 
adopting some beginning, at least, in in- 
ternational cooperation; also, in regard 
to the coperation of our allies from a 
military and security standpoint in their 
own countries. I feel we have brought a 
measure to the House which every 
Member of the House can feel confident 
that at least we have made a beginning. 
If this committee will continue to do as 
it has in the past—and that has been 
the intent and purpose since the adop- 
tion of the first act—that the atoms 
should eventually be used for the benefit 
of humanity and not to destroy the whole 
world, as so many people talk and write 
about today, then great progress will be 
made. 

Of course we are apprised of the in- 
herent dangers involved in the release of 
this energy, if and when trouble begins. 
I think the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. DINGELL] was concerned with one 
of the problems that exists today in the 
control of radioactive material. Not 
only is the committee concerned about 
how we are going to control it, because 
it is absolutely necessary that we do 
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control it, because if and when it is re- 
leased it is more dangerous than atomic 
weapons. 

Speaking of course of what we ordi- 
narily refer to as “tailings” in the opera- 
tion we only recover a very small per- 
centage of the energy today from the 
material that is fissioned. If and when 
the time comes, and I believe it will 
come, when the scientists of this country 
will recover 95 percent of the energy in- 
stead of 4 or 5 percent, then the world 
can expect benefits to come to humanity 
which probably never have been heard 
of or dreamed of in the history of our 
country. 

Again I want to thank this body for 
allowing us to write a measure that 
we think will be a start in the proper 
direction. We have brought to you a 
conference report which will carry on 
and further develop our atomic program, 
as well as provide weapons for the secu- 
rity of this country. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURHAM. I yield. 

Mr. CROSSER. Has the committee 
given any consideration to the subject 
of controlling the natural resources to 
prevent a monopoly at the source? 

Mr. DURHAM. I can say to the gen- 
tleman—and I have a very high regard 
for him—that I believe that under pres- 
ent circumstances when the Federal 
Government, under this measure, will 
control every grain of material that fis- 
sions, we will not permit any individual 
under this law to buy 1 ounce of ura- 
nium, that there is no fear. Further 
to allay any fears of the gentleman from 
Ohio, we own and control completely 
730 basic patents which are the funda- 
mental patents of the whole process. I 
have never been worried much about 
the patent provision ‘creating a monop- 
oly because the Government owns and 
will continue to own and control the 
basic patents. 

Under the present law and under this 
act the Federal Government can con- 
fiscate any patent by any individual 
which has anything to do with the de- 
velopment of weapons under this pro- 
gram. 

In my opinion it is still a Government- 
controlled monopoly completely. 

Mr. CROSSER. I understand from the 
gentleman, then, that the country’s fis- 
sionable material itself is sufficiently in 
the hands of the Government. 

Mr. DURHAM. Yes, that is a correct 
statement. My chief objection to the 
bill is it does not let private enterprise 
come in and do the job as fully and 
freely as I would like it to be done. I 
am just as much concerned as anybody 
not to let private enterprise or any one 
come in and create a monopoly. It is 
necessary to put private enterprise into 
this program, unless we want to let the 
Government continue to hold a monop- 
oly from now on, since we must control 
the weapons production for our own and 
our allies security. Your committee will 
continue to study as we have since 1946 
the advancement of this program in all 
of its phases, that we may continue to 
lead the world as we have before. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask for the adoption 
of the conference report with confidence 
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that we will still lead and share with 
those of our allies that want to remain a 
free people. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HINSHAW]. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I think 
it is quite evident that the conferees on 
both sides of the table faced a condition 
and not a theory. This was a shotgun 
wedding. There was section 152; there 
was the Cole amendment; and there was 
section 153 which was the original bill. 
They are both in here, and if the original 
section as it was presented to the House 
is declared unconstitutional, then the 
Cole amendment remains in the bill as a 
backstop. 

I think that that is all that need be 
said except I want to say to my friend 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Javits] that if he will read section 158 
of the bill he will find that the matter 
he referred to is already taken care of, 
and it is already taken care of in exist- 
ing law. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to ap- 
prove the amendment. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. VAN ZANDT]. 

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, as a 
member of the joint committee, I have 
participated in the many days, weeks, 
even months of intense deliberation on 
this bill. It has received the most care- 
ful consideration. In fact the manner 
of preparing this bill and working out 
the problems it involved has to me been 
almost a model of the legislative process. 
I have been proud to be a member of the 
group which has seen this through. It 
was for this reason that the conference 
on the bill yesterday was all the more 
painful for me, as I know it was for my 
colleagues on this side of the aisle who 
were with me. 


Seldom has any piece of legislation 
come before the Congress which touches 
upon so many vital issues for our na- 
tional well-being. We have had no illu- 
sions that the product of our labors 
would prove to be perfect, but it was our 
best effort and a good one. The Mem- 
bers of the House showed their true 
understanding of the significance of this 
bill when they gave such careful con- 
sideration to the arguments presented 
here so ably by our esteemed chairman, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Corr], concerning patents. Your House 
managers were forced to compromise on 
this matter despite the conviction shown 
by the overwhelming House vote to re- 
ject compulsory licensing. That com- 
promise was made only after having 
been assured that the entire patent 
problem will be the first order of busi- 
ness in January before the joint com- 
mittee. 

I deeply regret that we were unable 
to convince our colleagues in the other 
body of the wisdom and necessity of the 
House version of the bill. We bring 
back to you the best compromise we 
have been able to obtain. The pace of 
atomic progress will not permit our law 
to go unrevised. I, therefore, recom- 
mend adoption of this conference re- 
port—and urge the House to have confi- 
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dence that future amendments on this 
bill can undo or relieve whatever proves 
to be unsound. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to revise and 
extend my remarks and that other 
Members who have spoken on the con- 
ference report may revise and extend 
their remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Speak- 
er, Iam much pleased that the conferees 
have agreed to removing the words “in- 
sofar as practicable.” I very reluctantly 
voted for the House bill upon the assur- 
ance that public and cooperative bodies 
were without question retaining their 
preference rights to public power. Our 
rural electrification associations are very 
much interested in the preference clause 
as has been law for many years. I con- 
gratulate the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Cote] and the other House con- 
ferees in accepting the Senate provisions 
and thereby insuring without question 
the prior rights of public bodies and 
REA’s to the power when it is available. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, much as I am opposed to this one 
phase of this conference report, it con- 
tains so many other elements of a highly 
desirable nature that I urge the adop- 
tion of the conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ATOMIC WEAPONS REWARDS ACT 
OF 1954 


Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 10203) to 
provide rewards for information con- 
cerning the illegal introduction into the 
United States, or the illegal manufac- 
ture or acqusition in the United States, 
of special nuclear material and atomic 
weapons. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the “Atomic Weapons Rewards Act 
of 1954." 

Sec. 2. Any person not an officer or an 
employee of the United States (1) who fur- 
nishes original information leading to the 
finding or other acquisition by the United 
States of any special nuclear material or 
atomic weapons which has been introduced 
into the United States, its Territories or 
possessions, or the District of Columbia, or 
which has been manufactured or acquired 
therein, contrary to the laws of the United 
States, or (2) who furnishes original infor- 
mation to the United States with respect to 
an attempted introduction into the United 
States, its Territories, or possessions, or the 
District of Columbia, or an attempted manu- 
facture or acquisition therein, of any spe- 
cial nuclear material or atomic weapon, con- 
trary to the laws of the United States, shall 
be rewarded by the payment of an amount 
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not to exceed $500,000. If such information 
has been furnished by an alien, the Attorney 
General and the Commissioner of Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization may determine that 
the entry of the particular alien into the 
United States for permanent residence is in 
the best interests of the United States and 
that such alien and his immediate family 
shall be permitted to enter the United States 
for permanent residence without regard to 
their inadmissibility under any other laws 
and regulations, or to their failure to comply 
with such laws and regulations pertaining to 
admissibility. 

Sec. 3. A Board consisting of the mem- 
bers of the Atomic Energy Commission, the 
Attorney General, and the Secretary of De- 
fense shall determine the amount of reward 
to be paid in each case pursuant to section 2 
of this act. Any such rewards shall be paid 
out of funds appropriated for the administra- 
tion of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. 

Sec. 4. Any officer or employee of the United 
States who directly or indirectly receives, 
accepts, or contracts for any portion of the 
reward money which may accrue to any per- 
son pursuant to this act, shall be guilty of a 
felony and upon conviction thereof shall be 
punished by a fine of not more than $1,000 
or by imprisonment for not more than 5 
years, or both, and shall, moreover, be there- 
after ineligible to hold any office, or place of 
honor, profit, or trust created by the Consti- 
tution or laws of the United States. If such 
officer or employee has received any portion 
of money paid as a reward he shall, in addi- 
tion to the foregoing, be fined the amount of 
money he has received. 

Serc. 5. As used in this act, the term “spe- 
cial nuclear material” means plutonium, 
or uranium enriched in the isotope 233 or in 
the isotope 235, or any other material which 
the Atomic Energy Commission determines 
to be special nuclear material for the pur- 
poses of this act. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

“That this act may be cited as the ‘Atomic 
Weapons Rewards Act of 1954.’ 

“Sec. 2. Any person who furnishes original 
information to the United States— 

“(a) leading to the finding or other ac- 
quisition by the United States of any special 
nuclear material or atomic weapon which 
has been introduced into the United States, 
or which has been manufactured or ac- 
quired therein contrary to the laws of the 
United States, or 

“(b) with respect to an attempted intro- 
duction into the United States or an at- 
tempted manufacture or acquistion therein 
of any special nuclear material or atomic 
weapon, contrary to the laws of the United 
States, 


shall be rewarded by the payment of an 
amount not to exceed $500,000. 

“Sec. 3. An Awards Boards consisting of 
the Secretary of the Treasury (who shall be 
the Chairman), the Secretary of Defense, 
the Attorney General, the Director of Cen- 
tral Intelligence, and of one member of the 
Atomic Energy Commission designated by 
that Commission, shall determine whether 
any person furnishing information to the 
United States is entitled to any award and 
the amount thereof to be paid pursuant to 
section 2. In determining whether any per- 
son furnishing information to the United 
States is entitled to an award and the 
amount of such award, the Board shall take 
into consideration— 

“(a) whether or not the information is of 
the type specified in section 2, and 

“(b) whether the person furnishing the in- 
formation was an officer or employee of the 
United States and, if so, whether the furnish- 
ing of such information was in the line of 
duty of that person. 
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Any reward of $50,000 or more shall be ap- 
proved by the President. 

“Sec. 4. If the information leading to an 
award under section 3 is furnished by an 
alien, the Secretary of State, the Attorney 
General, and the Director of Central Intelli- 
gence, acting jointly, may determine that 
the entry of such alien into the United 
States is in the public interest and, in that 
event, such alien and the members of his 
immediate family may receive immigrant 
visas and may be admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence, notwith- 
standing the requirements of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act. 

“Sec. 5. The Board established under sec- 
tion 3 is authorized to hold such hearings 
and make, promulgate, issue, rescind, and 
amend such rules and regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
act. 

“Sec. 6, Any words granted under section 
8 of this act shall be certified by the awards 
board and, together with the approval of 
the President in those cases where such 
approval is required, transmitted to the Di- 
rector of Central Intelligence for payment 
out of funds appropriated or available for 
the administration of the National Security 
Act of 1947, as amended. 

“Sec. 7. As used in this act— 

“(a) The term ‘atomic energy’ means all 
forms of energy released in the course of 
nuclear fission or nuclear transformation. 

“(b) The term ‘atomic weapon’ means 
any device utilizing atomic energy, exclu- 
sive of the means for transporting or pro- 
pelling the device (where such means is a 
separable and divisible part of the device), 
the principal purpose of which is for use 
as, or for development of, a weapon, a weap- 
on protoype, or a weapon test device. 

“(c) The term ‘special nuclear material’ 
means plutonium, or uranium enriched in 
the isotope 233 or in the isotope 235, or any 
other material which is found to be special 
nuclear material pursuant to the provisions 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

“(d) The term ‘United States’, when used 
in a geographical sense, includes all Terri- 
tories and possessions of the United States 
.and the Canal Zone; except that in section 
4, the term ‘United States’ when so used shall 
have the meaning given to it in the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act.” 


Mr. COLE of New York (interrupting 
the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to dispense with the read- 
ing of the committee amendment, but 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, if I may take just a moment so that 
the Members may have some idea of 
what this is about, first, let me assure 
you that it does not constitute an au- 
thorization for the expenditure of money 
which is not now presently authorized. 

It does not constitute a grant of au- 
thority for the grant of an award that 
is not now presently authorized. 

In substance it authorizes a reward of 
up to $500,000 to any person who may 
provide information or evidence lead- 
ing to the detection of an atomic weap- 
on which has been smuggled into this 
country or illegally manufactured in this 
country. 

It is unnecessary for me to call to the 
attention of the Members of the House 
the dire consequences of a weapon sur- 
reptitiously brought into this country. 
The reward of $500,000 is a pittance in 
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comparison with the value of the detec- 
tion of the existence of such a weapon. 

A board is created by this bill to pass 
upon the amount of the award and the 
entitlement to it. That board is com- 
posed of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
the Director of Central Intelligence, one 
member of the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion and the Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. How does this bill 
compare to the present Federal reward 
law that was enacted about 20 years 
ago? The gentleman will recall when 
we had public enemies in this country, 
the names of whom, of course, the gen- 
tleman is familiar with, there was a Fed- 
eral reward act passed by the Congress, 
in about 1934. In that act it was pro- 
vided that a reward up to $50,000 could 
be offered for the apprehension of any 
person who had been designated by the 
Attorney General as a public enemy. I 
wonder if this bill is comparable in some 
respects to that act? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I cannot say 
how comparable it is, but, certainly, the 
objective is the same. It is to offer an 
inducement to people to furnish evi- 
dence of an act which if completed would 
be extremely injurious to our country. 

Mr. PATMAN. Under that act a re- 
ward was offered for the apprehension 
of these public enemies and they were 
soon apprehended. No. 1 was Dillinger 
under that particular act. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
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time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 


sider was laid on the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my remarks re- 
lating to H. R. 9838, outlawing commu- 
nism, as passed by the House yesterday, 
be entered in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 


TERMINATION OF FEDERAL SUPER- 
VISION OVER THE PROPERTY OF 
CERTAIN TRIBES OF INDIANS IN 
THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
I call up the conference report on the bill 
(S. 2670) to provide for the termination 
of Federal supervision over the property 
of certain tribes, bands, and colonies of 
Indians in the State of Utah and the 
individual members thereof, and for 
other purposes, and ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statement of the managers 
on the part of the House be read in lieu 
of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 
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The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT No. 2661) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
2670) to provide for the termination of Fed- 
eral supervision over the property of certain 
tribes, bands, and colonies of Indians in the 
State of Utah and the individual members 
thereof, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the House and 
agree to the same. 

Wayne N. ASPINALL, 
WILLIAM A. DAWSON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


ARTHUR V. WATKINS, ~ 

HENRY C. DWORSHAK, 

CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The rs on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 2670) to provide for the 
termination of Federal supervision over the 
property of certain tribes, bands, and colo- 
nies of Indians in the State of Utah and the 
individual members thereof, and for other 
purposes, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon and recommended in the accompanying 
conference report as to such amendments, 
namely: 

At the time the House committee consid- 
ered the original bill, members were not en- 
tirely satisfied as to whether the Skull Valley 
and Washakie Bands fully met the basic cri- 
teria consistently applied by the committee 
in its consideration of terminal legislation. 
The House therefore deleted reference to 
these two groups to permit a full reexamina- 
tion of the record. 

Discussions in conference resulted in agree- 
ment that further effort should be made to 
contact members of these two bands for pur- 
poses of additional consultation on provisions 
incorporated in the final version of the legis- 
lation, meantime postponing terminal cover- 
age of the two groups. 

The Indians excepted from coverage of 
the bill at this time are primarily wage earn- 
ers or participants in non-reservation, non- 
Federal cooperative-farm enterprises, with 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs rendering virtu- 
ally no regular service to them. Since Bu- 
reau contact is thus intermittent, the record 
indicates that consultation with the widely 
scattered families has been difficult, with 
only limited interest expressed in the pro- 
gram of the Bureau. 

Opinions with respect to the proposed leg- 
islation expressed by some members of each 
of these two bands for the record strongly 
suggest that the operation and scope of the 
proposed legislation are not fully understood 
by them. Such expressions go primarily to 
effect of the legislation on treaty and statu- 
tory obligations of the United States to the 
Indians affected. Concern is evidenced, for 
example, that the legislation will operate in 
some manner to affect tribal claims presently 
pending before the Indian Claims Commis- 
sion, despite clear and unequivocal language 
in the bill saving and preserving any rights, 
privileges, or benefits granted by the Indian 
Claims Commission Act of 1946. 

It is not anticipated that there will al- 
ways be perfect agreement between the In- 
dians and their Government, nor is it antici- 
pated that consent of all concerned to all 
terms of proposed Indian legislation can be 
had; it is believed that Congress must satisfy 
itself that every effort has been made to ap- 
prise affected Indians of the provisions of 
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such legislation in its final form as is pro- 
posed here, in order to have the benefit of 
Indian opinion together with consideration 
of all other factors involved. 

In light of the foregoing, the conferees 
have concluded that postponement of termi- 
nal coverage of these two bands at this time 
will make possible renewed effort to achieve 
greater understanding of what is proposed. 

WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
WILLIAM A. DAWSON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


REPORT ON COMMUNIST AGGRES- 
SION BY THE SOVIET UNION 


Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Resolution 702, 
authorizing the printing of additional 
copies of the report on Communist ag- 
gression by the Soviet Union. 

The Clerk read the title of the reso- 
lution. 5 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, That there be printed for the use 
of the Select Committee on Communist 
Aggression 34,000 additional copies of the 
report on Communist aggression by the 
Soviet Union, made by the said committee 
under the authority and direction of House 
Resolution 346 and House Resolution 438, 
current Congress. 


The resolution was agreed to, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


AUTHORIZING TRANSFER OF CER- 
TAIN PROPERTY OF THE UNITED 
STATES GOVERNMENT IN KLAM- 
ATH COUNTY, OREG., TO THE 
STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 107. 

The Clerk read the Senate concur- 
rent resolution, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives, in the 
enrollment of the bill (H. R. 8020) entitled 
“An act authorizing the transfer of certain 
property of the United States Government 
(in Klamath County, Oreg.) to the State 
of Oregon,” is authorized and directed to 
make the following correction: In the 
matter added by the Senate amendment, 
strike out “section 203 (d) (2) (D)” and 
insert in lieu thereof “section 203 (k) (2) 
(D) Rd 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, will the gentleman 
explan what happened there? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, we sent a bill over to the other 
body, they changed it with reference 
to a subsection number, and made an 
error. Now we are trying to correct it. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Senate concurrent resolution. 
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The Senate concurrent resolution was 
agreed to, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


DISCONTINUING CERTAIN REPORTS 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's desk the bill 
Prd R. 6290) to discontinue certain re- 

ports now required by law, with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, strike out lines 10, 11, and 12. 

Page 2, line 1, strike out “2” and insert “1.” 

Page 2, line 6, strike out “3” and insert “2.” 

Page 2, line 13, strike out “4” and in- 
sert “3.” 

Page 2, line 17, strike out “5” and in- 
sert 4.“ 

Page 2, line 23, strike out 6“ and in- 
sert <>, 

Page 3, line 3, strike out “7” and insert 6.“ 

Page 3, line 6, strike out 8“ and insert 7.“ 

Page 3, line 12, strike out “9” and in- 
sert 8.“ 

Page 3, line 24, strike out “10" and in- 
sert “9.” 

Page 4, strike out lines 5 to 8, inclusive. 

Page 4, line 9, strike out 12“ and 
sert “10.” 

Page 4, 
sert 11.“ 

Page 4, 
sert 12.“ 

Page 4, 
sert “13.” 

Page 5, 
sert “14.” 

Page 5, 
sert “15.” 

Page 5, 
sert “16.” 

Page 6, 
sert “17.” 

Page 6, 
sert 18.“ 

Page 6, 
sert 19.“ 

Page 6, 
sert 20.“ 

Page 6, 
sert “21.” 

Page 7, 
sert “22.” 

Page 7, 
sert 23.“ 

Page 7, 
sert “24.” 


line 13, strike out “13” and 


line 18, strike out “14” and 


line 22, strike out “15” and 


line 2, strike out 16“ and 


line 9, strike out “17” and 


line 21, strike out “18” and 


line 5, strike out “19” and 


line 9, strike out “20” and 


line 13, strike out “21” and 


line 17, strike out “22” and 


line 21, strike out 23“ and 


line 2, strike out “24” and 


line 6, strike out “25” and 


line 11, strike out “26” and 


line 18, strike out 27“ and 


line 23, strike out 28“ and 


line 4, strike out “29” and 


line 9, strike out “30” and 


12, 
16, 


8, line strike out 31“ and 


strike out “32” and 


21, strike out 33“ and 
Page 8, line 23, strike out all after “ap- 
propriation” over to and including “interest” 
in line 4 on page 9. 
Page 9, line 5, strike out “34” and in- 


sert “32.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. : 
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FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 10187) to amend the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, to provide for the pay- 
ment of appraisers’, auctioneers’, and 
brokers’ fees from the proceeds of dis- 
posal of Government surplus real prop- 
erty, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 204 of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended as fol- 
lows: 

(a) Subsections (b), (c), (d), (e), and (f) 
are redesignated as subsections (c), (d), (e), 
(f), and (g), respectively. 

(b) A new subsection (b) is added, read- 
ing as follows: 

“(b) All the proceeds of such dispositions 
of surplus real and related personal property 
made by the Administrator of General Serv- 
ices shall be set aside in a separate fund in 
the Treasury. Not more than an amount to 
be determined quarterly by the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget may be obligated 
from such fund by the Administrator to 
pay the direct expenses incurred for the dis- 
positions of surplus property under this act 
for fees of appraisers, auctioneers, and realty 
brokers, and for advertising and surveying. 
Such payments from this fund may be used 
either to pay such expenses directly or to 
reimburse the fund or appropriation initially 
bearing such expenses. Fees paid to ap- 
praisers, auctioneers, and brokers shall be in 
accordance with the scale of fees customarily 
paid for such services in similar commercial 
transactions, and in no event shall more than 
12 percent of the proceeds of all dispositions 
within each fiscal year of surplus real and 
related personal property be paid out of such 
proceeds under this authorization to meet 
direct expenses incurred in connection with 
such dispositions. Periodically, but not less 
often than once each year, any excess funds 
beyond current operating needs shall be 
transferred from the fund to miscellaneous 
receipts: Provided, That a report of receipts, 
disbursements, and transfers to miscel- 
laneous receipts under this authorization 
shall be made annually in connection with 
the budget estimates to the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget and to the Congress.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


KENNETH McRIGHT 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 1461) 
for the relief of Kenneth McRight, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 1, line 12, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 


Illinois? 
There was no objection. 
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The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


NICHOLAS MATOOK 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 2781) 
for the relief of Nicholas Matook, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 1, line 11, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


DR. ALFRED L. SMITH 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 3014) 
for the relief of Dr. Alfred L. Smith, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 


Page 2, line 4, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the. request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


DENNIS F. GUTHRIE 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 3232) 
for the relief of Dennis F. Guthrie, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, line 1, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


MRS. EMILY WILHELM 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 3446) 
for the relief of Mrs. Emily Wilhelm, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 1, line 11, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


RALEIGH HILL 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 6529) 
for the relief of Raleigh Hill, with a Sen- 
ate amendment thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

Page 2, line 4, strike out “in excess of 10 
percent thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


JOHN B. DANIEL 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 3384) 
for the relief of John B. Daniel, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 


Page 1, line 4, after “Code”, insert “of 
1939.“ 

Page 2, after line 4. insert: 

“Sec. 2. No part of any drawback that may 
be allowed by reason of the enactment of 
this act shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with ob- 
taining such drawback, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this section shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


ELEPHANT BUTTE DAM 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (S. 417) 
conferring jurisdiction upon the United 
States District Court for the District of 
New Mexico, to hear, determine, and ren- 
der judgment upon certain claims aris- 
ing as a result of the construction by the 
United States of Elephant Butte Dam on 
the Rio Grande. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
any statute of limitations or lapse of time or 
any limitation upon the jurisdiction of the 
United States district courts to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment on claims against 
the United States, jurisdiction is hereby con- 
ferred upon the United States District Court 
for the District of New Mexico, to hear, de- 
termine, and render judgment upon any 
claim against the United States for compen- 
sation for the taking of or for damage to real 
or personal property as a result of the con- 
struction by the United States of Elephant 
Butte Dam on the Rio Grande. 

Sec. 2. Suit upon any such claim may be 
instituted by the owner of the property with 
respect to which the claim is made or by his 
heirs at any time within 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this act. Proceedings 
for the determination of any such claim 
and review thereof and payment of any 
judgment thereon shall be in accordance 
with the provisions of law applicable in the 
case of the taking by the United States of 
private property for public use, but nothing 
contained in this act shall be construed as 
an inference of liability on the part of the 
United States Government: Provided, That 
no judgment hereunder shall become the lia- 
bility of or chargeable to the Elephant Butte 
Irrigation District of New Mexico or the El 
Paso County Water Improvement District 
No. 1 of Texas, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


HARVEY SCHWARTZ 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (S. 2496) 
for the relief of Harvey Schwartz. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Harvey Schwartz, 
of Denver, Colo., an employee of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration, is relieved of all lia- 
bility to refund to the United States the 
sum of $600.82, representing overpayments 
in salary received by him during the period 
beginning April 14, 1952, the date he was 
erroneously appointed to a position in grade 
GS-7, and ending on the date he was de- 
moted to a position in grade GS-5 in com- 
pliance with the provisions of section 1310 
of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952. 

Sec, 2, That the Secretary of the Treasury 
be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed 
to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to the said Harvey 
Schwartz the sum of $250, which represents 
overpayments in salary received by him dur- 
ing the period beginning April 14, 1952, the 
date he was erroneously appointed to a posi- 
tion in grade GS-7, and ending on the date 
he was demoted to a position in grade GS-5 
in compliance with the provisions of section 


1310 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act 
of 1952. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GRAPHIC ARTS CORPORATION OF 
OHIO 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
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diate consideration of the bill (S. 2801) 
for the relief of Graphic Arts Corpora- 
tion of Ohio. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Graphic Arts Cor- 
poration of Ohio, Toledo, Ohio, the sum of 
$84,359.19. The payment of such sum shall 
be in full settlement of all claims of the 
said Graphic Arts Corporation of Ohio against 
the United States: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any per- 
son violating the provisions of this act shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PORTSMOUTH SAND & GRAVEL CO. 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of the bill (S. 3110) for 
the relief of the Portsmouth Sand & 
Gravel Co. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay. out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the Portsmouth 
Sand & Gravel Co., of Portsmouth, Ohio, the 
sum of $75,000. The payment of such sum 
shall be in full settlement of all claims of 
the said Portsmouth Sand & Gravel Co. 
against the United States for compensation 
for any and all damage occasioned by the 
location of the Scioto River by the United 
States Army (Corps of Engineers) in 1940 and 
1941: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or at- 
terney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


McMAHON CO., INC. 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (S. 3562) 
for the relief of the McMahon Co., Inc. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
aes oe of the gentleman from Illi- 
no 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the McMahon Co., 
Inc., of Rapid City, S. Dak., $518.44, in full 
satisfaction of the company’s claim against 
the Farmers Home Administration, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, for livestock feed fur- 
nished farmers during the emergency of the 
snow blockade created by the blizzards in 
January 1949: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EPES TRANSPORTATION CORP. 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the im- 
mediate consideration of the bill (S. 
2632) for the relief of the Epes Trans- 
portation Corp. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Il- 
linois? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to the Epes Transportation Corp. of Virginia, 
the sum of $6,537.95, in full satisfaction of 
all claims of such corporation against the 
United States, such sum representing taxes 
(with interest and penalty) paid to the 
United States by such corporation on ac- 
count of certain cigarettes and tobacco prod- 
ucts which were withdrawn from bonded 
warehouses in Winston-Salem, N. C., by such 
corporation for export to foreign consignees, 
but which were not exported due to the fact 
that such cigarettes and tobacco products 
were stolen from the trucks of such corpora- 
tion en route to the intended exportation 
point: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, and contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


TO CORRECT AN ERROR IN ENROLL- 
MENT OF H. R. 1975 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 

ate consideration of the Senate concur- 

rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 106) to cor- 

ces an error in the enrollment of H. R. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Il- 
linois? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the concurrent resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring) That the action 
of the Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives in signing the enrolled bill (H. R. 
1975) to amend section 2201 of title 28, 
United States Code, to extend the Federal 
Declaratory Judgments Act to the Territory 
of Alaska, be rescinded, and that the Clerk 
of the House be, and he is hereby authorized 
and directed, in the reenrollment of the bill, 
to make the following correction: 

On page 1, line 6 of the engrossed House 
bill, strike out the word “section” and in 
lieu thereof insert the word “sentence.” 


The resolution was agreed to, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


PALO VERDE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 8498) 
authorizing construction of works to re- 
establish for the Palo Verde Irrigation 
District, California, a means of diversion 
of its irrigation water supply from the 
Colorado River, and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendments thereto, dis- 
agree to the Senate amendments, and re- 
quest a conference with the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. SAYLOR, Dawson of 
Utah, ENGLE, and ASPINALL. 


LAWRENCE F. KRAMER 


Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of the bill (S. 2083) for 
the relief of Lawrence F. Kramer. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Lawrence F. 
Kramer, of 354 East 42d Street, Paterson, 
N. J., the sum of $67,500 in full satisfaction 
of his claim against the United States for 
(1) compensation for services rendered by 
him during the period from 1935 to 1952 in 
assisting and enabling the United States to 
prosecute successfully criminal proceedings 
against certain defendants who had de- 
frauded the Government in connection with 
fixing prices on Works Projects Administra- 
tion projects in the State of New Jersey, and 
(2) for reimbursement for expenses incurred 
by him in rendering such services: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 
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The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


CONVEYANCE OF MINERAL RIGHTS 
TO MRS. PEARL O. MARR, OF 
CROSSROADS, N. MEX, 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent for the im- 
mediate consideration of the bill (S. 
3251) to provide for the conveyance of 
certain mineral rights to Mrs. Pearl O, 
Marr, of Crossroads, N. Mex. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized and directed to 
convey by quitclaim deed and without com- 
pensation to Mrs. Pearl O. Marr, of Cross- 
roads, N. Mex,, all oil, gas, or other mineral 
rights which are held by the United States 
in the following-described lands situated in 
Lea County, N. Mex.: The east half of the 
southeast quarter of section 33; the south 
half of the south half of section 34; the 
southwest quarter of the southwest quarter 
of section 35, township 9, range 37 east, New 
Mexico principal meridian, containing 280 
acres, more or less. 

Sec. 2. Mrs. Pearl O. Marr shall succeed to 
the position of the United States as lessor 
at the time the Secretary of the Interior 
makes conveyance under this act. The 
United States shall not be liable for any 
rents or royalties accruing before the date 
of the conveyance, 


The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


WAIVER OF ANNUITIES, RELIEF, OR 
RETIREMENT COMPENSATION BY 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RE- 
TIRED POLICEMEN, FIREMEN, 
AND TEACHERS 


Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 7853) to 
permit retired policemen, firemen, and 
teachers of the District of Columbia to 
waive all or part of their annuities, re- 
lief, or retirement compensation, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert “That any person entitled to re- 
lief or retirement compensation pursuant to 
the provisions of section 12 of the act ap- 
proved September 1, 1916 (39 Stat. 718), as 
amended (title 4, ch. 5, D. C. Code, 1951 
edition), may decline to accept all or any 
part of such relief or retirement compen- 
sation by a waiver signed and filed with 
the Commissicners of the District of Co- 
lumbia or their designated agent. Such 
waiver may be revoked in writing at any 
time, but no payment of the relief or re- 
tirement compensation waived shall be made 
covering the period during which such 
waiver was in effect.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act 
to permit retired policemen and firemen of 
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the District of Columbia to waive all or part 
of their relief or retirement compensation.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


CONSTRUCTION OF BRIDGES OVER 
POTOMAC RIVER 


Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 1980) to 
authorize and direct the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia to construct 
a bridge over the Potomac River in the 
vicinity of Jones Point, Va., and for other 
purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
ainendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 


“TITLE I—BRIDGE IN VICINITY OF CONSTITUTION 
AVENUE 


“That (a) the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia are authorized and directed 
to construct, maintain, and operate a low- 
level bridge over the Potomac River, from 
the vicinity of Constitution Avenue in the 
District of Columbia to the Virginia side of 
the Potomac River, such bridge to be con- 
structed north of the Memorial Bridge and 
south of the southern portion of Theodore 
Roosevelt Island sometimes referred to as 
“Small Island”, together with bridge ap- 
proaches and roads connecting such bridge 
and approaches with streets and park roads 
in the District of Columbia and with streets 
and park roads on the Virginia side of the 
Potomac River: Provided, That in planning 
such bridge approaches and connecting 
roads, the Commissioners shall consult with 
the National Capitol Planning Commission. 

“(b) The Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia are authorized to construct and 
maintain a structure to provide pedestrian 
access from the low-level bridge referred to 
in subsection (a) of this section to the afore- 
said “Small Island“: Provided, That before 
entering into any contract for such structure 
providing pedestrian access the plans there- 
for shall be approved by the Theodore Roose- 
velt Association. 

(e) The Secretary of the Interior is here- 
by authorized to construct, maintain, and 
operate a structure connecting the main 
body of Theodore Roosevelt Island and the 
aforesaid portion thereof referred to as 
“Small Island” to provide pedestrian access 
between such islands: Provided, That the 
plans for such structure connecting such 
islands shall be subject to the approval of 
the Theodore Roosevelt Association. 

“(d) The plans for any bridge or other 
structure authorized by this title shall be 
submitted to the Commission of Fine Arts 
for advice with respect to the architectural 
features of any such bridge or structure, and 
no contract for the construction thereof may 
be entered into until this subsection shall 
have been complied with: Provided, That 
upon failure of the Commission of Fine Arts 
to report its advice within ninety days of 
submission of plans to it, the requirements 
of this subsection shall be deemed to have 
been met. 

“(e) Appropriations for construction of 
the bridge and other structures authorized 
by this title, payable from the highway fund 
of the District of Columbia, in amounts not 
exceeding $24,500,000 are hereby authorized. 
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“Sec. 102. The Federal agencies having 
control and jurisdiction over the lands at 
and adjacent to the ends of the bridge shall 
transfer to the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, upon their request, the 
areas to be occupied by said bridge, ap- 
proaches, and connecting roads, all as shown 
more particularly on plans of such bridge, 
approaches, and connecting roads, to be pre- 
pared and approved by the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia and the Bureau 
of Public Roads, Department of Commerce. 

“Sec. 103. The Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia are authorized to enter 
into an agreement or agreements with the 
State Highway Commission of Virginia, act- 
ing for and on behalf of the Commonwealth 
of Virginia, for the purpose of providing for 
cooperation by the State Highway Commis- 
sion of Virginia, to such extent as the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia shall 
deem necessary, in the construction of said 
bridge, approaches, and connecting roads, ac- 
quisition of land for rights-of-way, con- 
tributions toward costs, temporary or perma- 
nent closing of existing roads, and any other 
matters relating to the construction of said 
bridge which the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia may consider appropriate. 

“Sec. 104. The Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia are authorized to make 
such use of federally owned and controlled 
lands at and adjacent to the bridge as may 
be necessary for making borings, performing 
other preliminary work, routing and rerout- 
ing traffic, constructing said bridge, ap- 
proaches, and connecting roads, and storing 
of materials incident to such preliminary 
work and to actual construction. 

“Sec. 105. The Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia are authorized and di- 
rected to route and reroute and to cause the 
routing and rerouting of traffic on, and to 
close or cause to be closed, park roads, 
streets, and highways under the jurisdiction 
of the United States, and to negotiate for 
the closing of roads by agreement with Vir- 
ginia authorities, where necessary in con- 
nection with the preparation of plans for, 
and during the actual construction of, said 
bridge, approaches, and connecting roads, 
The Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia are further authorized to prepare plans 
for such changes in park roads as they deem 
necessary to provide maximum efficiency in 
handling traffic to and from said bridge, and 
when such plans are approved by the Bureau 
of Public Roads, to construct roads in con- 
formity with such approved plans. 

“Sec. 106. (a) The National Park Service is 
authorized and directed to remove or trans- 
plant to other locations any and all planting 
materials within the area to be used for the 
bridge, approaches, and connecting roads or 
for construction purposes, when requested by 
the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia. The Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia are authorized and directed to re- 
grade the areas involved in the construction 
of the bridge, approaches, and connecting 
roads so as to conform with the plans to be 
approved by them and the Bureau of Public 
Roads 


“(b) Upon completion of said bridge, ap- 
proaches, and connecting roads and the re- 
grading of the areas, or prior thereto, when 
authorized by the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia and when such opera- 
tion or operations will not interfere with the 
construction of said bridge, approaches, and 
connecting roads, the National Park Service 
is directed to landscape such areas in accord- 
ance with the plans of the National Park 
Service as may be approved by the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia and the 
Bureau of Public Roads, the cost of said 
landscaping to be paid out of funds made 
available for the purposes of this title. 

“Sec. 107. The cost of construction, recon- 
struction, and repair of all roads which are 
changed or made necessary as an incident 
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to the construction of said bridge, ap- 
proaches, and connecting roads, when ap- 
proved by the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia and the Bureau of Public Roads, 
shall be paid out of funds made available for 
construction of said bridge, approaches, and 
connecting roads. 

“Sec. 108. The right to alter, amend, or 
repeal this title is hereby expressly reserved. 


“TITLE II—BRIDGE IN VICINITY OF JONES POINT 


“Sec. 201. (a) The Secretary of the Interior 
(referred to hereinafter as the Secretary“) 
is authorized and directed to construct, 
maintain, and operate a six-lane bridge over 
the Potomac River, from a point at or near 
Jones Point, Va., across a certain portion of 
the District of Columbia, to a point in Mary- 
land, together with bridge approaches on 
property owned by the United States in the 
State of Virginia. 

“(b) The bridge shall be of deck girder 
structure with a swing span having a 150- 
foot horizontal clearance on each side of the 
pivot pier and a 70-foot vertical clearance 
above mean low water, and shall be con- 
structed in accordance with the provisions 
of subsection (b) of section 502 of the Gen- 
eral Bridge Act of 1946,’ approved August 2, 
1946 (60 Stat. 847), as amended, and subject 
to the conditions and limitations in this 
title. 

“(c) The Secretary shall request recom- 
mendations and suggestions of the National 
Capital Planning Commission relative to the 
design of such bridge and approaches. 

“Sec. 202. (a) Any Federal agency and the 
District of Columbia having control and 
jurisdiction over any land at or near the site 
of the bridge shall transfer to the Secretary, 
upon his request, any such lands to be occu- 
pied by the bridge or approaches thereto. 

“(b) The Secretary may acquire by pur- 
chase or by condemnation any land in the 
State of Maryland, not under Federal or 
District jurisdiction or control, needed for 
the construction of such bridge, title to such 
land to be taken directly to and in the name 
of the United States. In case a price satis- 
factory to the Secretary cannot be agreed 
upon for the purchase of such land or in case 
the title cannot be made satisfactory to the 
Attorney General of the United States, then 
the latter is directed to procure such land by 
condemnation, and the expenses of procur- 
ing evidence of title, or condemnation, or 
both, shall be paid from funds made avail- 
able for the purposes of this title. 

“Sec. 203. (a) The Secretary may make 
such use of lands owned or controlled by the 
United States, at or adjacent to the site of 
the bridge, as may be necessary for making 
borings, performing other preliminary work, 
routing and rerouting traffic, constructing 
such bridge, approaches, and connecting 
roads, and storing materials incident to such 
preliminary work and to actual construction, 

“(b) The Secretary may route and reroute 
and cause the routing and rerouting of traffic 
on, and close or cause to be closed, streets, 
roads, and highways under the jurisdiction 
of the United States, and negotiate for the 
closing of streets, roads, and highways by 
contact with Virginia, Maryland, and District 
authorities, when necessary in connection 
with the preparation of plans for, and during 
the actual construction of, the bridge. 

“Sec. 204. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this title, the Secretary shall not 
begin construction of the bridge above re- 
ferred to until the State of Virginia and 
the State of Maryland have taken such steps 
as the Secretary deems adequate to give 
assurances that there will be constructed and 
maintained, by and in such States, such 
approaches to such bridge as will be reason- 
ably adequate to make possible the full and 
efficient utilization of such bridge. 

“Sec. 205. The sum of $14,925,000 is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated out of any 
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
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priated, to carry out the provisions of this 
title. 

“Sec. 206. The right to alter, amend, or 
repeal this title is hereby expressly reserved.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to 
authorize and direct the construction of 
bridges over the Potomac River, and for other 
purposes.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. MILLER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 20 minutes on tomorrow, fol- 
lowing any special orders heretofore 
entered. 


OUR CRY AND GOD’S ANSWER 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 15 minutes and to revise and 
extend my remarks and include a ser- 
mon, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES of Kansas Mr. Speaker, 
on August 8 I had the privilege of listen- 
ing to a sermon delivered by Rev. Louis 
Evans at the National Presbyterian 
Church in Washington. Dr. Evans is 
one of the Nation’s great ministers. He 
is former pastor of the Hollywood 
(Calif.) Presbyterian Church. I under- 
stand it is one of the biggest Presby- 
terian congregations in the United 
States. He presently represents the 
Presbyterian Church on a nationwide 
basis. The title of his sermon is “Our 
Cry and God’s Answer.” 

I am sure Members of Congress and 
others who read the Recorp will be in- 
terested in reading this splendid mes- 
sage: 

Our Cry AND Gop’s ANSWER 

Our subject this morning is Our Cry and 
God’s Answer. I call your attention to the 
words of the Apostle Paul in Ephesians the 
2d chapter and the 15th verse: “Having 
abolished in His flesh the enmity * * * 
for to make in himself of twain one new 
man, thus bringing peace.“ “Having abol- 
ished the enmity”—dear God, how we de- 
sire that. We are tired of the crushing and 
mauling of war. Making in himself of 
twain one“ —how we hunger for oneness and 
togetherness: one world, one family, one 
love. “Thus making peace“ —how many have 
fought for it, how many have died for it, 
and how many today are courageously liv- 
ing for it. This is our cry: God give us 
peace. But I am not sure that we shall be 
satisfied with the mode by which we come 
upon them, because they rather run athwart 
of the human pattern of our thinking. We 
can only find and conquer these things as 
we ourselves have been conquered by Christ. 

Paul was a man of conviction. He had 
become the convict of Jesus Christ, and 
was powerless save to follow Him in any- 
thing, anywhere, any time, and any place. 
Paul said, “I am doulos, I am a slave.” Yet 
no man has preached greater freedom, other 
than the Nazarene, than Paul—no one has 
given us greater courage, or unity than he; 
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but Paul came upon this unity in himself; 
had conquered this schizophrenia that had 
warred inside him, through Jesus Christ. 
And Paul contends, “If I can achieve this 
unity, then you can have it, too, individually 
and collectively.” 

Now let's look at some of our collective 
and personal problems today, in the light 
of this possible union. 

First of all, Paul came upon a sense of 
racial oneness or brotherhood in Christ. You 
see Paul was both a Jew and a gentile, being 
a Roman and free born; and these two peo- 
ple were fighting within his soul. In the 
Old Testament the Jew had conquered the 
gentile—that spelled chaos. In the New Tes- 
tament era of the first century, the gentile 
or the Roman had conquered the Jew and 
that was New-Testament turmoil. Now 
Christ conquered the Jew in Paul. He con- 
quered the gentile or the Roman in Paul, 
When He had conquered these, He had made 
of Paul one new man out of these two races, 
and that was peace. From that moment on, 
Paul became a united man without the 
prejudices that were other than of God. He 
said, “Now I know that in Christ there is 
neither Greek nor Jew, barbarian, Scythian, 
bond nor free. We are one in Him.” 

That's our problem today—bringing about 
this brotherhood of man in Jesus Christ. 
Now I think America is doing fairly well in 
making progress toward brotherhood. My 
mother was born in Norway. When she came 
over to America as a girl of 14, she fell 
in love with this country and never again 
would she put the ocean between her and 
her adopted land. She forgot how to sing 
Sonner of Norge and learned the Star-Span- 
gled Banner. My father came over from 
England to the United States at 19 years 
of age and this great Nation put her arms 
around him. I never could mention Amer- 
ica to my father without his eyes puddling 
up with tears. He forgot how to sing God 
Save the King and he learned how to sing 
My Country 'Tis of Thee. As Stephen Benet 
said: 


“They tried to fit you with an English song 
And clipped your speech into the English 
tale; 
But even from the first the words were 
wrong 
And the catbird pecked away the night- 
ingale; 
And homesick men begot high-cheek-boned 
things 
Whose wit whittled a different sound; 
And the Thames and all the rivers of the 
king 
into the Mississippi 
drowned.” 


It’s wonderful how our differences can be 
united in this dear flag. But we have some 
problems ahead of us. 

We're making some progress, true, through 
education in our universities and colleges. 

A judge some time ago handed me an 
excerpt from his college bulletin—he was an 
alumnus of Harvard—and it read like this: 
“Harvard is becoming typically American” it 
said. “Three separate Harvard committees 
without any interlapping or conferring with 
each other did three things this year: one 
committee elected a president of Harvard 
who was a westerner and had no Browning 
connections; the second committee elected 
as dean of the faculty of arts and sciences a 
man who graduated from Yale.” Imagine 
that. “And the third committee appointed 
as president of the board of overseers a man 
who was of Jewish blood. Thus,“ he said, 
“Harvard showed its utter indifference to ir- 
revelant differences.” 

Are such differences irrevelant to you and 
to me? Or do they count so much? Of 
course, the university has its problems, but 
every university does. You remember when 
those pistol shots rang out in congressional 
Halls and five of our Congressmen fell to the 
floor wounded? What caused that? That 
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wasn't the true heart of Puerto Rico; it was 
an abortion. But where was this terror 
born? Let one of our veteran missionaries 
of Puerto Rico explain: He said “The leader 
of the Puerto Rican terrorists was a college- 
educated native of Puerto Rico who attended 
Harvard for 4 years. His dark skin and fea- 
tures caused him to be looked down upon by 
his fellow students. He was scorned socially 
and became tremendously embittered. He 
decided he would spend his whole life making 
Americans realize the inequities which they 
had forced upon him—he has devoted his life 
to hatred.” 

Would you think for a single moment that 
Congress could be so disturbed by pistol 
shots because a group of varsity men forgot 
something? The brotherhood of man and 
the fatherhood of God—we're all personally 
responsible for the chaos or unity of this 
world. 

Now that's our task. We shall only rise 
to this oneness theologically, by realizing 
that when one man comes to God through 
Christ, he becomes a son of God. Another 
man does the same thing. These two men 
standing close to God naturally stand close 
to each other. Thus the fatherhood of God 
forces us to the brotherhood of man. 

I was safaring in the African jungles 2 
years ago with my two sons. We were ac- 
costed by some Africans who said this (in 
meaning): “Unless you practice the brother- 
hood of man in America, don't come over 
here teaching us the fatherhood of God in 
Africa! —and they had us. I realized then 
what one meant who said: “No one ever 
played great harmony on a piano leaving out 
the black keys.” We can never have harmony 
throughout the world until we bring in the 
colored keys of the brotherhood of man. But 
this will be accomplished in the human 
heart in the “realm of the unenforceable,” 
Until we see that down deep is the obligation 
of the Fatherhood of God, we shall never 
practice the brotherhood of man. On the 
human level we will contend that “blood is 
thicker than water“ but on God's redeemed 
level we will cry, “But love is thicker than 
blood.” 

The same thing is true in our homes. 
There was one divorce out of every 500 mar- 
riages in our early colonial days. Now there 
is 1 divorce out of every 3 marriages in the 
United States of America. That will destroy 
a nation. It goes to pieces bit by bit and 
unit by unit. Can God help us here? Can 
Christ come in to “make of twain one per- 
son” in marriage? Yes. 

Now there are three plans by which our 
American homes are run. People take their 
choice, 

Plan No. 1: The husband conquers the 
wife or the wife conquers the husband. Now 
and then you do see a husband conquering 
his wife, It is not as easy to do, I might say, 
as you might think it is. If he succeeds in 
doing this, he becomes arrogant, bumptious, 
obnoxious. The wife becomes timid, mousey, 
and shrinking in her personality. If, on the 
other hand, a wife succeeds in conquering 
her husband, then she becomes arrogant, 
hard and as masculine as the dear Army 
sergeant. The husband becomes shrinking 
and loses all his social dynamics. Husband 
and wife were not made to conquer each 
other. God must conquer the husband; God 
must conquer the wife; and they become 
one in His will. 

Plan No. 2: The very opposite: each defy- 
ing the other. Now the thing that holds 
this solar universe together is that a fixed 
sun is at the center, Put anything less than 
that there and the solar universe flies to 
pieces. A man may take his wife and put 
her at the center of the home and say, “You 
are my sunshine, my only sunshine,” and 
then he finds out that she has some weak- 
nesses; what becomes of his goddess? Every- 
thing goes to pieces. He has built the home 
around a person. Or the wife defies her 
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husband, and puts him in the center; her 
whole home revolves around him. And then 
she discovers he has feet of clay—we all 
have. Then it happens: 


“Because I believed God brought him to me 
And because I believed him gifted of God 
With honor, truth, and love of the right 
I believed in God and I worshipped God. 
But when I found he was just a thief of love, 
When I found he was full of treason and 
prejudices, 

All for money and worldly pride: 

The wreck of him was the wreck of God 

And I fainted amid the ruin of plaster and 
sticks 

And sat in the stillness that followed 

The broken bust of God.” 


That can happen when we worship each 
other. We love each other, but we worship 
only God. 

That leads us to domestic plan three: 
God conquers the husband; God conquers 
the wife. These two unite in marriage, not 
for each other but to serve God, who stands 
head and shoulders above them both. They 
save their home by a spiritual design—The 
will of God for both. 

When the husband comes close to God in 
prayer, the wife stands close to God in 
prayer, both being close to God are close to 
each other. You can’t give me the name 
and address of a single couple that went to 
a divorce court who prayed together on their 
knees—I sald together—a week before they 
went, can you? There is a tremendous ad- 
hesive about prayer. When they both bow 
their knees to God, they are likely to kneel 
more closely together, for generally speak- 
ing, “the family that prays together stays 
together.” God has conquered both and 
“out of twain he has made one.” That is 
why there is only 1 divorce for every 60 
church marriages, though 1 for every 3 
secular marriages. 

It is true in capital and labor. I wonder 
what would happen if labor took Ephesians 
6 and said, “I am conquered by this spiritual 
aim in which Paul said, ‘And ye servants— 
or employees—serve your employers with 

y fear,’ not fearing they may hurt you 
but that you may hurt them by letting 
down their high estimate of what you can 
do. ‘Not with eye-service as men-pleasers, 
but * * * doing the will of God from the 
heart’ Do not clench that nail, do not mix 
that cement, do not do that paint job well 
just because a foreman is watching you. 
God is watching you. You are a servant of 
God, and that is why you are doing your 
best every moment of the working day—not 
working merely for wages on Friday night, 
but working for God and a world and a 
Kingdom, That would change labor, 
wouldn't it? 

And suppose capital heard these words of 
Paul: “And ye masters—or employers—do 
the same unto them, forbearing threaten- 
ings;” do not use your position as a cudgel 
to frighten people. Treat them as you 
would have God treat you, “for your Master 
is in heaven.” That would mean the best 
possible wages, the best possible hours, 
working under the safest conditions. If 
capital would stop trying to conquer labor 
and labor would stop trying to conquer 
capital, then they would both bow and say, 
“Lord, Thy will be done.” God would make 
“one new man’’—an American servant—out 
of two persons. The carpenter and the 
king; the laboring man and the teacher and 
preacher were made one in the person of 
Christ. 

Now that has happened. One day a New 
England employer said, Well, I used to say, 
‘Good morning’ to the help, no sincerity in 
it, but it paid good dividends and was 
good business. My brother had twice the 
IQ I had, but I paid him only half my salary. 
I said ‘no drinking and no late hours,“ 
that was for the employees, but not for the 
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management. I put on the pressure—and 
our factory was full of problems.” “Then,” 
he said, “God came in. I got a new sense 
of partnership. Now the pressure is off, and 
the problems are gone.” Certainly. A 
labor-leader in Detroit said, “Sometime ago 
I used to be willing to start a revolution in 
my factory to get what I wanted, I would 
have skinned my employer alive. I went 
there every morning to get all I could and 
give as little as I could. And then, one day, 
Christ captured me. I realize now that the 
man at the polished desk has his problems, 
too. I no longer go to my factory merely 
for what I can get. I go for what I can 
give. Now I know that capital and labor 
are alternate beats of the same great heart.” 
Do you see what happened? Capital was 
conquered by the will of Christ. Labor was 
conquered by the will of Christ. Each be- 
longed to God; so they belonged to each 
other. That is our only hope. 

It is true, too, in the church. It must be. 
I suppose when the World Council meets 
that the press will have a great deal to say 
about the pugilistics of ecclesiastics and the 
differences of the denominations, but very 
little to say about that deeper sense of part- 
nership that we all own. Not all men realize 
what we mean by unity. By unity we mean 
that the denominations, like different fin- 
gers, aren't all grown together like a mitten. 
I’m not sure my hand would do better work 
if you joined all my fingers together, and I’m 
not sure the church would do the best work 
if all its denominations were grown together, 
trying to regiment everyone into one way and 
one technique. My hand isn't a union; it is 
a unity, though, when all these fingers work 
together in obedience to one mind. That is 
the church of God. 

Now, of course, we ministers have our sins. 
You have discovered that. Everybody has. 
It reminds me of a minister who came out 
and found his car outside of a New York 
church tagged with an illegal parking ticket. 
When in the traffic court his case came up 
and his name was called, he stood before the 
Judge, and the judge said, Have you any- 
thing to say, sir?“ The clergyman said, “Yes, 
one thing, Your Honor, ‘Blessed are the 
merciful, for they shall obtain merey.“ “ And 
after the uproar had quieted down in the 
court, the judge said to the clergyman, “You 
know, I've waited a long time for this mo- 
ment, when I could say to a parson, ‘Go thy 
way and sin no more.’” 

I suppose one of our sins is that of de- 
nominational conceit. It is hard for “Yale 
to steal Harvard’s yell.” But we are making 
progress. We are no longer calling down fire 
from heaven, like John did, because certain 
people do not cast out devils as we do. We 
realize now, as Protestants, that there are a 
lot of different ways of casting out devils: 
The Congregationalists reason them out, the 
Episcopalians and the Catholics chant them 
out, the Pentecostals shake them out, the 
Methodists sing them out, the Baptists 
drown them out, and we Presbyterians freeze 
them out. Well, just get rid of them. We 
do not care how you do it. While we might 
disagree on the technique, the teleology is to 
get rid of the devils, That is our common 
task. 

An outstanding clergyman once said, “The 
idea that one denomination is the sole chan- 
nel of God's grace is as dead as Queen Anne. 
God killed it. God uses persons not because 
of where they are denominationally located, 
but because of the depth of their surrender 
to Him and their grasp on truth. God can 
work through the denomination. Sometimes 
He works in spite of them. But never ex- 
clusively in any one of them. If this hurts 
our denominational pride, it may help our 
spiritual humility.” We have come to the 
place now where we realize that whenever 
a church says that it is the church, it ceases 
to be a church and has deteriorated into 
a sect—too proud and blind to sense the 
oneness we have in Jesus Christ. 
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Now as to government. Moffatt, in his 
translation, makes our text read like this: 
“Making in Himself one new man out of two 
parties.” Can we have unity of government 
with existing parties? Certainly. 

When a man enters politics or statecraft, 
he does not give the supreme aim of every 
man’s higher life; he does not cease to pray 
this prayer, “Thy kingdom come” explained 
in the next phrase, “Thy will be done on 
earth as it is in heaven.” In the Hall of 
Congress and everywhere this can ever be 
supreme to him—the will of God. 

Of course our party system has its hazards 
of the kingdom of God. If there is anything 
as well as its assets. The danger is that we 
may put idolatry of party above the ideals 
that frightens Mr, and Mrs. John Doe, Mr, 
Average American, it is the way some politi- 
cal leaders can “turn the binoculars around.” 
When they look at their own party's virtues 
and achievements, these look large, magni- 
fied and close up. But when they look at the 
opposition, so-called, they turn the binoc- 
ulars around and all their virtues are ac- 
complishments seem insignificant and far 
away. May God take the binoculars from our 
hands and make us act and see as brothers. 
We Americans are pleasantly shocked when 
one leader will say something decent and 
nice and Christian about a man of the other 
party. What has gotten hold of us? Must 
we slay our Nation by fratricidal war? We 
are one in God. That does not mean that 
we cannot have two parties. They may exist 
as two hands of the same body but both 
working for the same aim—the good of the 
whole and the glory of God. 

There have been times in American his- 
tory when we have evidenced this higher 
unity. Stephen Douglas was once Abraham 
Lincoln’s Democratic opponent for the Pres- 
idency. But when the threat of disunion 
struck at our Republic he rushed to Lin- 
coln’s side in hearty support. In defense of 
his standing by Lincoln, and in answer to 
narrow party colleagues, he said, “I trust 
the time will never come when I shall not 
be willing to make any needful sacrifice of 
personal feeling and party policy for the 
honor and integrity of my country. * * * 
The moment an enemy arose in the midst 
plotting the destruction of the Government, 
the voice of party strife was hushed in pa- 
triotic silence.” There is a time when the 
partisan is lost in the patriot. This is the 
higher loyalty. God has made of twain“ 
two partisans, “one new man“ —the patriot. 

We saw it again in the First World War. 
For years an industrial North had been try- 
ing to conquer an agricultural South, and 
vice versa. Slavery seemed only a side is- 
sue, if you searched deeply enough. A 
threat came to this dear flag in the form of 
Germany going wild; then it happened. We 
who were twain were made suddenly one. 
The man from the North marched away to 
France singing: 


„Here's to the blue of the windswept North 
When we meet on the fields of France; 
May the spirit of Grant be with us all 
As the sons of the North advance.” 


The southern boys sang: 


“Here’s to the gray of the sun-kissed South 
When we meet on the fields of France; 
May the spirit of Lee be with us all 
As the sons of the South advance.” 


Then they sang together: 


Here's to the blue and the gray as one 
When we meet on the fields of France; 
May the spirit of God be with us all 
As the sons of the flag advance.” 


They were one in God. “The twain were 
made one new man.” That would do it, 
wouldn't it? Then the clergyman could also 
say of Government: “The idea that one polit- 
ical party is the exclusive channel of God’s 
grace is as dead as Queen Anne. God killed 
it. God uses politicians not because of 
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where they are politically located, but be- 
cause of the depth of their surrender to 
God and to the truth. That may be hard on 
our party pride, but it will be good for our 
patriotic humility.” There is one chance 
for unity; all conquered by the will of God, 

Of course, this takes the surrender of the 
will to the Kingdom of God. 

General Jackson, the great Confederate 
general, sent a letter home to his pastor 
during the Civil War. The parishioners 
gathered on the church steps expecting the 
missive would carry some word of Mission- 
ary Ridge or Lookout Mountain; but there 
was not a mention of matters military. It 
read, “Dear Pastor: I remember that this is 
Foreign Missionary Sunday. Enclosed find 
my contribution to the same. May this war 
soon be over, and may the right side win, 
that we may go back to our main task of 
saving men and the Kingdom of God.“ Not 
until a man has been conquered by the 
supreme aim of “The Kingdom of God and 
saving men” could he ever subordinate his 
military and personal reputation by saying, 
“May the right side win.” 

This surrender of us all to the common 
aim is our sole hope of true unity. The boy 
was having a bad time putting together the 
jigsaw map of the United States, being ig- 
norant of its rivers, capitals and States. His 
father kindly advised: “Thought I'd tell 
you, son, that on the back of that puzzle 
is the face of George Washington.” Now 
every boy knows the face of Washington 
and putting that together he turned the 
puzzle over and America was together. If 
somehow, in the midst of our ignorance of 
national affairs and problems, we could all 
keep our eyes upon the face of Christ above 
the multicolored faces of races; if husband 
and wife could look past each other to the 
greater loyalty and love; if above our denom- 
inational spires we could see the Father of 
the Church Universal; if above our party 
flags we could see the ensign of the King- 
dom and its plan; we should be on our way 
to national unity. 

“E pluribus unum"”—out of many one—it 
is possible only when we turn the coin over 
and read the other side, “In God We Trust.” 
It was natural to add to our pledge of 
allegiance, “One nation, under God, indi- 
visible” for only as a nation stands under 
the will of God is it ever indivisible. 

But we might contend that those who 
surrender to the will of God sometimes differ, 
This is true—but not as true as we pretend. 
There is something cleansing and uniting 
about prayer and it will bring us together 
on the teleology and aim of our hearts if 
not on the technique of carrying it out. If 
our minds differed, our hearts would always 
be one. 

But not all those with whom we work in 
family, in city, in business, in Nation, and 
in the world surrender to or are conquered 
by the will of God. What then? Then see 
to it that you are. One man and God have 
often been a majority. One lion can lead 
a thousand sheep. A mother has changed 
the spiritual tone of a whole family; one 
college man has shaped a whole fraternity; 
one private soldier catching up a flag has 
stopped an ignominious retreat; Luther 
alone saved a church; the courage of Dis- 
raeli’s wife, Ann, helped him to change a 
parliament. 

You cannot do everything but you can do 
something. Surrender to the will of God 
and throw your weight, large or small, into 
the scales of destiny. The rest is up to God. 

Our President has lately said, “What is our 
battle against Soviet communism if it is not 
a fight between anti-God and a belief in the 
Almighty?” But remember that your “god” 
is whatever or whoever comes first in your 
consideration and affection. Is it yourself, 
wealth, health, position, popularity, power, 
or the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ? A 
poll says that 96 percent of all Americans 
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“believe in God.” 
Him “first?” 

Believe means to be“ —to be; in lief“ — 
in life—what we say we believe. But as 
someone has said, “some who believe in God, 
when they die, will leave nothing more than 
a bag of money, an asphalt road, and a 
thousand lost golf balls;“ sleeping in on 
Sunday morning, thus contradicting the 
primacy of God in their lives. 

This is our hope for unity. Let us cease 
trying to conquer each other. Let God con- 
quer us all, making of us “twain, one.” Our 
security lies in our surrender. 


Do that percentage put 


HARD-MONEY, HIGH-INTEREST 
POLICY OF 1953 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Patman] is recognized for 30 
minutes, 

Mr.PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
discuss the hard-money, high-interest 
policy of 1953. 

This chart was prepared by the Presi- 
dent’s Council of Economic Advisers, It 
correctly reflects the trend of interest 
rates in 1953 and 1954. It will be noticed 
from this chart that United States Gov- 
ernment bonds long-term, corporate 
triple-A bonds—Moody’s—and Treas- 
ury bills go right along together with 
the monetary policy of the United States 
Government. 

The Government, through its agent or 
servant, the Open Market Committee of 
the Federal Reserve System, has the 
power to make money easy or to make 
money hard, to make interest rates low 
or to make interest rates high. The 
Government exercised that power in the 
early part of 1953, and by reason of that, 
it will be noticed that interest rates com- 
menced going up in the first month of 
1953, and they went up until about the 
middle of May, and for a reason now 
known commenced going down about 
May 11 and have been going down ever 
since. That is the easy-money policy. 
MONEY MANAGERS TOOK AN ABOUT FACE MAY 

11,1953 

What I want to discuss with you is 
what happened on May 11, 1953. One 
week before May 11, 1953, or May 4, no- 
tice was given that on the next Monday, 
May 11, 1953, a resolution would be in- 
troduced by Members of the House and 
Members of the Senate calling on the 
Federal Reserve Open Market Commit- 
tee to support Government bonds at par, 
The reason interest rates went up was 
because there was no support under Gov- 
ernment bonds. That support had been 
taken out. Therefore, this resolution 
was prepared and was introduced by me, 
but for the Democratic leaders in the 
House of Representatives, including the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN], 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCormack], and a majority of the 
Democratic members of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. In the Sen- 
ate, a similar resolution was introduced. 
So on that day, May 11, 1953, the Gov- 
ernment’s money masters took an about 
race and changed their policy entirely 
and commenced going the other way. 
This has been admitted. In the exten- 
sion of my remarks, I expect to show that 
by the highest authority in the United 
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States, Mr. Martin, who is Chairman of 
the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve system, these bonds were al- 
lowed to go down. 


OPEN MARKET COMMITTEE CALLED UPON TO 
SUPPORT GOVERNMENT SECURITIES AT PAR 


I am inserting herewith a copy of a 
statement I made in the House of Rep- 
resentatives, May 11, 1953; also a copy of 
a resolution that was introduced in the 
House and Senate, asking the Open 
Market Committee to support the prices 
of Government securities at par, and a 
joint statement that was given out by 
the sponsors of the resolution in the 
House and Senate. It is as follows: 


FEDERAL RESERVE CALLED UPON TO SUPPORT 
GOVERNMENT BONDS AT PAR 


Mr. ParmaN. Mr. Speaker, I am intro- 
ducing today for the joint sponsors a reso- 
lution calling on the Federal Reserve Board 
and the Open Market Committee of the 
Federal Reserve System to support United 
States Government securities at par. In the 
resolution the phrase “should support,” and 
so forth, is used; the reason the word “di- 
rect” is not used is because the Federal Re- 
serve System is an agency of Congress, and 
its officials will certainly carry out any ex- 
pressed will of Congress. 

In the House, although a bill or resolution 
can only bear the name of one Member, I 
have introduced the resolution, but the 
other cosponsors of it are Representatives 
RAYBURN, MCCORMACK, SPENCE, MULTER, 
Rains, DEANE, O'Hara of Illinois, ADDONIZIO, 
DINGELL, EBERHARTER, BAILEY, PRICE, PERKINS, 
and Rocers of Colorado. 

Mr. Speaker, it was the traditional policy 
of this Government through the Open 
Market Committee of the Federal Reserve 
Board System for more than 15 years to sup- 
port United States Government securities at 
par. That policy commenced prior to World 
War II, it was in effect all during World 
War II, and it was not until March 1951 
that the Federal Reserve Board refused 
through the Open Market Committee to 
further support Government securities. As 
a result of that, long-term Government 
bonds have gone down to 97, 96, 95, 92, and 
finally to 91. 

-The new policy is breaking faith with the 
people of this country who have a reason 
to believe and who had a reason to rely upon 
the traditional policy of the Federal Reserve 
System in the support of those bonds. It 
has broken that good faith. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is offered for 
the purpose of restoring that traditional 
policy. I hope that there will be an early 
hearing and a favorable report and that the 
resolution will be adopted. It is not in the 
form of a bill, because a bill is unnecessary. 
The Federal Reserve System is an agency of 
the Congress. Anything that the Congress 
says that the Federal Reserve System should 
do, that System must do. It is supposed 
to represent the will of this body and the 
Senate. The resolution expresses that will 
for the purpose of getting those bonds sup- 
ported again as they were traditionally be- 
fore March 1951. 

In the Senate the resolution is cospon- 
sored, in addition to Senator Murray, by 
Senators LONG, GREEN, KILGORE, MAGNUSON, 
MANSFIELD, and HUMPHREY. 

The text of the resolution is as follows: 


“Concurrent resolution to provide for sup- 
port of the credit of the United States of 
America by the Federal Reserve System 
“Whereas millions of loyal and patriotic 

American citizens supported their Govern- 

ment during World War II by buying Gov- 

ernment bonds and have continued to do so 

since the end of World War II; 
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“Whereas the Federal Reserve System has 
been pursuing a policy of refusing to do its 
part in supporting the credit of the United 
States of America by buying its proper share 
of Government bonds and other Government 
securities; 

“Whereas the credit of the United States 
of America has been impaired thereby; 

“Whereas as a consequence, Government 
securities have fallen below par and the cap- 
ital position of those with investments in 
previously issued Government securities has 
been seriously impaired; 

“Whereas this policy of the Federal Reserve 
System has made it easier for banks, insur- 
ance companies, corporations, and private in- 
vestors to obtain higher interest rates, and 
thus higher profits, on money loaned to the 
Government; 

“Whereas the increased interest rates on 
Government securities will result in vast ad- 
ditional expenditures by the Federal Govern- 
ment and a substantial and unnecessary in- 
crease in the national debt; 

“Whereas this policy of the Federal Reserve 
System has increased interest rates not only 
on funds borrowed by the Federal Govern- 
ment, but has also helped to bring about a 
dangerous rise in interest rates on funds 
borrowed by (1) farmers, (2) foreign pur- 
chasers of American agricultural products, 
(3) home builders, (4) veterans who are 
buying homes and all other home buyers, 
(5) businessmen (particularly small-busi- 
ness men), and (6) local governments for the 
construction of schools, roads, water supply 
and sewage systems, and other essential pub- 
lic facilities; 

“Whereas this policy of the Federal Reserve 
System may tend, in combination with other 
factors, to bring on a decline in business ac- 
tivity throughout the economy and to ac- 
centuate the deflationary trend in American 
agriculture; 

“Whereas this policy of the Federal Reserve 
System is an ineffective and inappropriate 
substitute for soundly conceived measures 
to control the supply and use of credit and 
to maintain the value of the American 
dollar; 

“Whereas whatever flexibility is needed in 
the prices of Government bonds should take 
place above par under the alternative pol- 
icy of Federal Reserve System support of 
Government bonds at par; 

“Whereas this policy of the Federal Reserve 
System undermines the ability of the United 
States of America to meet the financial prob- 
lems that would inevitably result from a 
new international emergency; 

“Whereas this policy of the Federal Reserve 
System violates the purposes of the Congress 
in the creation of the Federal Reserve 
System; 

“Whereas this policy of the Federal Reserve 
System is inconsistent with the maintenance 
of maximum employment, production, and 
purchasing power as called for in the Em- 
ployment Act of 1946; 

“Whereas a policy of supporting United 
States Government securities at par will not 
only cost the taxpayers nothing, but will 
also result in a saving to the taxpayers and 
a profit to the Treasury: Now, therefore, 
be it 

“Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board and the Open Market 
Committee of the Federal Reserve System 
should support the price of United States 
Government securities at par, but not ex- 
ceeding par, as was done before the so- 
called ‘Treasury-Federal Reserve accord 
which was announced March 4, 1951.” 

The joint statement that was prepared 
by the sponsors and released today was as 
follows: 

“A group of Senators and Representatives 
announced their intention to introduce in 
both Houses today a resolution to help stop 
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the rapid and reckless interest rate increases 
resulting from the policies of the Federal 
Reserve System and the Treasury Depart- 
ment. 

“The resolution would require the Fed- 
eral Reserve System to support United States 
Government securities at par, thereby ena- 
bling the Government to borrow at lower 
interest rates. This in turn would permit 
low rates for farmers, businessmen, home 
buyers, local governments, and other bor- 
rowers. 

“Speaking on behalf of the group, Repre- 
sentatives WRIGHT Parman, Democrat, Texas, 
and Senator James E. Murray, Democrat, 
Montana, charged that in the brief 3-month 
period from December 1952, to March of this 
year, while the Government had to borrow 
large sums of money, the Federal Reserve 
System dumped about $900 million worth 
of Government securities. The Federal Re- 
serve System also refrained from buying any 
new Government securities. As a result, the 
price of long-term Government bonds has 
hit a new historic low. 

The refusal of the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem to support the credit of the United 
States,’ stated Representative Parman and 
Senator Murray, ‘would be bad enough if it 
resulted only in additional billions of dol- 
lars in Government expenditures and the 
national debt. 

“But it has also led to a dangerous spiral 
of interest-rate increases for private bor- 
rowers. 

First, there was an increase in the in- 
terest on support loans to farmers and on 
Export-Import Bank loans for the purchase 
abroad of American cotton. Then came an 
increase in the commercial-bank rate on 
prime-business loans. This was followed by 
a rise in rates on consumer-installment 
loans. Over the last weekend the interest 
rate on VA- and FHA-insured home mort- 
gages was boosted. All of this is happening 
at a time when there is a serious decline 
in agricultural prices and a growing danger 
that the agricultural price decline may spread 
to the rest of the economy. 

The adoption of our resolution will help 
protect American farmers, veterans, home 
buyers, and small-business men against the 
harmful effects of further interest-rate 
boosts and of undue tightening in the sup- 
ply of credit. The adoption of our resolu- 
tion will also provide invaluable insurance 

the threat of future depressions, 
foreclosures, bankruptcies, and unemploy- 
ment.’ 

“In past years Representative Par Max and 
Senator Murray have coauthored many im- 
portant legislatiye measures, including the 
Employment Act of 1946, the legislation 
which established the Smaller War Plants 
Corporation, and other statutes protecting 
American small-business enterprise.” 


DEMOCRATS FORCED REVERSAL OF HARD-MONEY 
POLICY 

President Eisenhower recently claimed 
credit for the fact that the decline in 
business activity had leveled off. Apart 
from the fact that this year’s recession 
need not have happened at all, if the 
decline has not been too large, the credit 
for that is rightfully ours rather than 
the Republicans. 

Few would dispute that the adminis- 
tration’s policy of hard money and in- 
creased interest rates choked off the 
boom of 1953 and brought on the 1954 
recession. This policy took the form of 
refusing to support the Government bond 
market, issuing new bonds at higher in- 
terest rates and thereby depressing the 
price of outstanding Government secu- 
rities below par. This policy was carried 
out despite the vigorous protests of Dem- 
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ocratic Members of Congress. Under 
this policy, the Federal Reserve sold 
Government securities instead of buying 
them to support their price. Under this 
policy, as the President acknowledged in 
his January 1954 Economic Report, lend- 
ers became confused and did not know 
what to expect. Mortgage money to fi- 
nance new homes virtually disappeared 
from view. 

The hard-money policy was, of course, 
drastically reversed. The easing of 
credit sparked home building, which in 
turn has helped to keep the 1954 business 
recession in check. The facts about the 
reversal are not too widely known. 
Briefly, the reversal actually took place 
some time before the effects became visi- 
ble. The record will show that prior to 
May 11, 1953, the date of the resolution 
sponsored by Democratic leaders calling 
upon the Federal Reserve to resume pur- 
chases of Government securities and 
support the price of Government bonds 
at par, the Federal Reserve had been re- 
ducing its Government holdings. Imme- 
diately upon the introduction of the reso- 
lution of May 11, 1953, the Federal Re- 
serve Open Market Committee resumed 
open market purchases. By the end of 
May 1953, Federal Reserve weekly pur- 
chases exceeded $100 million. The de- 
cline in the price of Government securi- 
ties was halted in early June 1953. Asa 
result of Democratic pressure, the mar- 
ket price of the Treasury 244s has risen 
from a low of 89 to a premium over par. 
These bonds were selling at 89.20 June 
1, 1953. The 3%’s, which have gone to 
111 in a year, provide clear evidence that 
the interest-rate policy pursued in early 
1953 was much too high. These bonds 
were selling for 98.20 June 1, 1953, and 
110.8 on June 1, 1954. A discreet in- 
vestment by one who could read the 
signs could, and many probably did, 
make 1514 percent in 1 year’s time on a 
riskless investment in these 3%4-percent 
bonds. 

As a result of Democratic opposition to 
the hard-money policy and pressure on 
the Federal Reserve to reverse its policy 
of abandoning support of the Govern- 
ment bond market, money and credit 
have become abundant and interest 
rates have declined. To the extent that 
this reversal has caused the economic 
decline to be checked and made the out- 
look seem promising to the President, 
the credit for this quite properly belongs 
to the Democrats who opposed the hard- 
money policy of the President and his 
administration and forced its abandon- 
ment. 

Recovery of the economy after the ad- 
ministration reversed its hard-money, 
high-interest policy has been greatly re- 
tarded by the lack of assurance from the 
administration that this ill-fated policy 
wil! not be repeated. 

May 26, 1954, Mr. William McC. Mar- 
tin, Jr., Chairman of the Board of Gov- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System 
testified before the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee of the House as fol- 
lows: 

Mr. Parman. In 1952, before the end of 
the year, what were your instructions to the 
one in charge of open-market operations in 
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the New York bank? What was he supposed 
to do during the month of December 1952? 

Mr. Martin. I have no idea offhand. We 
have a meeting of the executive committee 
every 2 weeks. There have been very few 
exceptions to that, and we change our in- 
structions every 2 weeks. 

Mr. ParMan. You change your instructions 
every 2 weeks. But generally, you were not 
buying bonds in 1952, in December, were 
you? You were not buying bonds? 

Mr. MARTIN. At the tail end of 1952? 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Martin. I don’t think we were. 

Mr. Parman. What were your instructions 
in 1953, in the early part of the year? Were 
your instructions to tighten up, or to loosen 
up, on money? 

Mr. Martin. In the early part of 1953, as 
you well know, our policy was one of gen- 
eral restraint. 


It will be noticed that Mr. Martin ad- 
vocates putting on the brakes and pur- 
suing a policy of general restraint in 
early 1953. This was the commence- 
ment of the hard money, high-interest 
policy. 

Mr. ParmMan. Why did you do that? Why 
were you putting on the brakes so? 

Mr. Martin. At that particular time? 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes. 

Mr. MARTIN. Because we feared, as I have 
testified repeatedly, a bubble on top of a 
boom, and we felt that the money supply 
should be permitted 

Mr. ParMaN. Well, in December 1952, you 
said the danger of inflation was over. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. PaTMAN, you are not 
quoting me correctly. 

Mr. Parman. Well, the papers misquoted 
you, then. 

Mr. Martin. Well, the papers frequently 
misquote people. Not that I am attacking 
the papers, but 

Mr. Parman. Well, that was verified by 
your action in February reducing the mar- 
gin requirement on stock-market transac- 
tions. If that is not in the direction of fight- 
ing deflation, I would like to know what it 
would be. 

Mr. Martin. The speech to which you re- 
fer, Mr. PATMAN, in 1952, was an address 
which I gave to the Investment Bankers 
Association. 

Mr. Patman. That is right. 

Mr. Martin. Without benefit of manu- 
script. 

Mr. Parman. Well, I am just quoting what 
the papers said, and I haven’t seen it de- 
nied. 


Mr. Martin. Well, I am not denying all of 
the implications of this, but I believe that 
the danger of drastic inflation was coming 
to a halt at the end of 1952, but it would 
have been—could have been—a very serious 
matter for us if the bubble that developed, 
the resurgence of business enthusiasm, if I 
may term it such, following President Eisen- 
hower's election, in 1952, had been permit- 
ted to run itself into a speculative fever, and 
therefore, we permitted interest rates to 
reflect the force of supply and demand. 

Mr. Parman. For how long did you do that, 
how many months? 

Mr. Martin. We did that roughly until the 
early part of May. 

Mr. Patman. May 11? 

Mr. Martin. Well, May 6 the Open Market 
Committee had its meeting and decided that 
we would reverse ourselves. 


The about face on the hard-money 
policy was not put into effect until May 
11 when the Open Market Committee 
went into the market and bought the 
first Government securities they had 
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bought in months in order to start on 
the easy-money policy. 
VETERANS HARD HIT BY HIGH-INTEREST MOVE 


I am inserting herewith most of an 
article that appeared in the Washington 
Sunday Star, May 3, 1953: 

INTEREST RATES RAISED ON UNITED STATES 
Homes Loans, ENDING LONG DISPUTE 
(By Robert J. Lewis) 

The Government yesterday raised interest 
rates on home loans in another move in its 
unmistakable tighter-money policy. 

The administration acted to raise interest 
rates on Government-aided housing by from 
one-quarter of 1 percent to one-half of 
1 percent. 

Climaxing a series of Treasury-sponsored 
moves supporting higher interest rates, the 
action was reported to have been decided on 
by the White House itself to settle a long- 
drawn-out controversy over whether or not 
home loan rates should be raised. 


GI MORTGAGE RATES 

Veterans’ Administration rates on GI 
mortgages were raised one-half of 1 per- 
cent across the board to bring them up from 
4 percent to 4% percent. 

Federal Housing Administration rates were 
raised one-quarter of 1 percent. Since FHA 
in the past has had a number of different 
rates, the one-quarter of 1 percent increase 
means that in the future some FHA loans 
will be at a rate of 4½ percent, some at 414 
percent, and others will remain at 4 per- 
cent. 

In general, however, both FHA and GI 
rates for single-family homes, will now be 
equal at 4%½ percent. Previously on such 
loans, the GI rate was 4 percent and the 
FHA rate was 4144. Rates for apartment con- 
struction in the future will be 4½ percent. 
Rates for military, defense, and cooperative 
housing will remain at 4 percent. 

The increase will cost a veteran borrow- 
ing $10,000 on a GI mortgage an additional 
$840 over a 25-year loan period. The loss 
would be greater if interest on this amount 
were to be figured in. 

ACTION IS RELUCTANT 

Two leading housing officials said the in- 
creases were authorized reluctantly. 

Veterans’ Administrator Carl R. Gray, Jr., 
said the action was taken “only as a last 
resort and after extended consultation with 
cther Government agencies concerned with 
housing and fiscal policies.” 


Several questions occur to me in read- 
ing this article. First, why was the 
Treasury pressuring for higher interest 
rates on housing loans, including veter- 
ans’ loans, just a week before the Treas- 
ury evidently knew the hard-money pol- 
icy was going to be changed completely? 
In other words, within 1 week from that 
time, the monetary policy would be eased 
and the very argument that was used to 
support a higher interest rate, May 3, 
would not be persuasive at all after the 
policy was changed. Furthermore, the 
interest rates that were put into effect, 1 
week before the hard-money policy was 
reversed have remained in effect, which 
gives a windfall to those receiving the 
increased interest rates. The rates 
that were announced on May 3, 1953, 
should have been canceled the next week 
when the monetary policy was changed. 
These rates have remained in effect and 
have not been reduced, which is very 
unfair to veterans and others who are 
required to pay these rates, which were 
based upon the continuance of the hard- 
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money policy. It will be noticed that 
the article states that the increase will 
cost each veteran borrowing $10,000 on 
his GI mortgage an additional $840 over 
a 25-year loan period. 

It would be interesting to know how 
many veterans the past year have been 
required to sign up to pay $840 addi- 
tions on their $10,000 mortgages because 
of the unnecessay increase in interest 
rates. 

Commencing in March 1951, when the 
Board of Governors declared their in- 
dependence from the Executive over the 
objection of the President at that time, 
who was Mr. Truman, the Board defied 
Mr. Truman. They went ahead, al- 
though they had promised Mr. Truman, 
as President of the United States, that 
they would continue to support Govern- 
ment bonds, as they had in the past, and 
Government bonds had not up until that 
time for over 10 years been allowed to go 
below par. The Board in conference 
with the President promised to continue 
that policy, but after they got out of the 
meeting and they met with the repre- 
sentatives of the private banks, they de- 
cided they would not go along with the 
President and they would take the sup- 
port out from under the Government 
bonds. That was March 4, 1951. 


DEMOCRATIC ADMINISTRATION UNDER PRESIDENT 
TRUMAN OPPOSED CHANGING WORLD WAR It 
PATTERN OF INTEREST RATES ON THE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


First. Mr. Eccles, as Chairman of the 
Board of Governors, caused the first 
break in wartime rates in July 1947, by 
permitting the three-eighths percent re- 
turn on Treasury bills and the seven- 
eighths percent rate on certificates to be 
discontinued. This permitted these 
rates to go up and up, agricultural 
prices commencing to go down imme- 
diately. 

Second. President Truman evidently 
did not like this, and when the time 
came, in February 1948, Mr. Eccles was 
not reappointed Chairman of the Board, 
although Mr. Eccles claimed that the re- 
appointment had been promised him by 
President Truman. Mr. Eccles was noti- 
fied 2 months before the time for the 
appointment by Dr. Steelman that he 
would not be reappointed. Mr. Eccles’ 
friends wanted him to be vice chairman, 
but President Truman refused to appoint 
a vice chairman. Notwithstanding this, 
he remained on the Board. 

Third. President Truman had the en- 
tire Board in his office, January 30, 1951, 
and received a promise from the Board 
in the public interest that they would 
continue to support long-term Govern- 
ment bonds at par. This, the Open 
Market Committee, which has on it five 
representatives of the private banks, re- 
fused to go along with the promise, and 
permitted bonds to go down below par. 
President Truman tried everything with- 
in his power to prevent it from being 
done, but the Board went back on him, 
defied him, and did it anyway. 

From that time on, in defiance of the 
President, the price of Government bonds 
commenced to slip, and until the present 
administration came in, they had gone 
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down to 95.20 which, as bad as it was, kept on going down, and they went down f I am inserting herewith the following 
was not destructive. But then the to 89. Iam referring to long-term Gov- tables showing the prices of the long- 
present administration came in and they ernment bonds. term 2½ s and the newly issued 3 s: 


—— 


Treasur bond price movement 


2% PERCENTS ISSUED OCT. 20, 1941—1947—-54 


[Price decimals are 32ds of $1] 
1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 
Mean Change Mean Change] Mean | Change | Mean [Change] Mean Change] Mean Change] Bid Change] Bid [Change 

—0.09 | 101.01 0 102.18 | -+0.20 | 105.04 | —0.28 | 103.30 | +0.12 | 97.02 
+.01 | 101.10 | +,09 | 102.28 +.10 105.05 | +.01 | 102.31 —.31 97. 00 

0 101. 14 +.04 | 103. 14 +. 18 105. 02 —. 03 | 101.04 | —1.27 | 97.28 
—.19 | 101.22 | . 08 103,12 —.02 105.05 | +.03 | 100.08 —.28 | 99.10 
+.05 | 102.30 | +1.08 | 103.11 — 0l 105.09 | +.04 | 99.12 | —.28 | 98.26 
—.03 | 101.27 | —1.03 | 104. 2714| +1. 1634) 104. 26 —.15 | 98.17 —.27 98.20 
+.14 | 101.13 | —.14 | 105.01 +.05 105.06 | ＋. 12 99.23 | +1.06 | 98.07 

+. 22 | 101.07 —.06 | 105.31 +.30 | 105, 04 —.02 | 100.16 | . 25 97.10 
—.22 101. 05 —.02 | 105. 21 —.10 104, 05 —.31 99. 17 —.31 95.27 

—. 20 | 101,01 —.04 | 105. 21 0 103. 15 —.22 99. 12 —.05 | 97.01 

—2. 01 101.19 | +.18 | 105.21 0 103. 18 +.03 | 97.25 | —1.19 | 96.22 
—2.07 | 101.30 | -+-.11 | 106.00 ＋. 11 103, 18 0 96. 31 —.26 | 95.20 


1 As of Aug, 16, 1954. 


Nore.—Price range since first trade: High 199.18 on Apr. 6, 1946; low 89.30 on June 


1, 1953. 


31 PERCENTS DATED MAY 1, 1953 
[Price decimals are 32ds of $1) 


1953 


Prices shown are the m. 


bill and I hope the gentleman pursues it. 
It is a good way to force the Open Mar- 
ket Committee to support the market and 
confine all the crap-shooting in the Gov- 
ernment bond market to be above par. 
May 4, 1953, I made the following 
statement on high interest: 
WHAT HIGH INTEREST Is DOING TO THE PEOPLE 


It is causing the Federal Government, 
States, counties, cities, to pay more interest 


ean of closing bid and ask quotations until April 1953. Be- 


ginning April 1953, prices are closing bid quotations in the over-the-counter market 
for the last day of the month, 


permit these bonds to go below 100 cents 
on the dollar again. Itis a terrible thing. 
It is ruinous to the country. It is ruinous 
to the economy. Ordinarily it would not 
be necessary to call it to their attention, 
because we have seen the destruction it 
would cause. But we are told that this 
retreat—and it is a retreat—is a tempo- 
rary retreat, and they are going back. 
I am inserting in my remarks state- 


0.2 for increases in budgets which also increases ments from Secretary Snyder and Chair- 

+.16 taxes. It causes all public utilities—including man SPENCE of the Committee on Bank- 

Ey electricity, gas, water, telephone, transpor- ing and Currency and the assistant 

+1.30 tation—to pay more interest, which causes chairman of that committee, Mr. BROWN, 

+1.20 an increase of rates. In the end, the landlord apout why Government bonds should be 
8 8 4 having to pay all these increases, must have supported at par. 


1 As of Aug. 16, 1954, 


Nore.—Price range since first traded: High 111.28 on 
Aug. 3, 1954; low 98.20 on June 1, 1953, 

Prices are closing bid quotations in the over-the-coun- 
ter market for the last day of the month, 


Source; Treasury Bulletin. 
CRAP GAME 


It will be observed that during elec- 
tion years, 1948, 1950, and 1952, the 
market was more stable than during the 
off years, 1947, 1949, 1951, and 1953. I 
repeat my charge that the Government 
bond market is being used as a crap 
game. Investors who can read the signs 
or should happen to be in the “know” 
can clear big profits quickly through 
such manipulations. 

Recently the rate paid by the banks— 
most of them sold to New York City 
banks—for United States bills has been 
increasing each week. Why is that, 
when the money supply is so plentiful? 
The law of supply and demand is cer- 
tainly not working. I hope it is not a 
forerunner to another hard-money high- 
interest policy. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. The gentle- 
man will recall at that time I introduced 
a resolution providing that all Govern- 
ment bonds should be acceptable at par 
in payment of income taxes. 

Mr. PATMAN, Yes, sir; that is a fine 
thing. They should be acceptable at par 
and accrued interest. That is a good 


an increase in rents. The wage earner is put 
in a squeeze, having to spend so much of his 
income for rent increases caused by interest 
increases. The same thing applies to the 
farmer. The result is purchasing power of 
both farmer and wage earner is reduced, 
which retards the economy and will eventu- 
ally lead to a depression. The result of 
interest increases is low wages and lower 
farm prices which are the makings of a real 
depression, 


Remember these are Government 
bonds that went down: Any bank can 
buy these bonds and if they want to bor- 
row money on them they get 100 cents 
on the dollar, new money, on these 89- 
cent bonds. They are worth 100 cents 
on the dollar. Yet the Government’s 
money masters—the Open Market Com- 
mittee of the Federal Reserve System— 
allowed these bonds to go down to 89 
cents on the dollar. But when they 
found out they had made this terrible 
mistake—we Democrats showed it in this 
resolution that was introduced—they 
took an about-face and bonds began to 
goup. As the price of bonds goes up the 
interest rates go down. They are now 
over 100. If the hard-money policy had 
continued, we would have been in a seri- 
ous depression in a short time. We were 
in a recession on May 11, 1953. 

MUST WATCH GOVERNMENT BONDS 


I took this time to ask the Members 
to keep in mind the fact that these bonds 
must at all times remain above par. We 
must be on the alert to do what is nec- 
essary to bring to the attention of the 
authorities the fact that they must not 


I am also inserting excerpts from the 
testimony before a Senate committee, 
when Mr. McCabe, former Chairman of 
the Board of Governors, was being inter- 
rogated on the question of his confirma- 
tion for the post, in which he said that 
bonds should continue to be supported 
at par. 

I am going to insert in the RECORD 
statements from other people like Mar- 
riner S. Eccles, who was Governor of the 
Federal Reserve Board longer than any 
other person, living or dead. He said 
they should always be supported at par. 

In addition to that, I am inserting a 
statement from other prominent people, 
showing the importance of supporting 
these bonds at par. Notwithstanding 
this overwhelming testimony, convinc- 
ing testimony that bonds should be sup- 
ported at par, the Board of Governors, 
through the Open Market Committee, 
permitted them to go below par. I hope 
it is never done again. 


SUPPORT GOVERNMENT BOND PRICES: SECRETARY 
SNYDER AND CONGRESSMEN SPENCE AND 
BROWN 


Inflation control hearing before the 
House Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, Senate Joint Resolution 157, July 
and August 1948, page 252: 

Mr. Spence. Mr. Snyder, when we had 214- 
percent bonds the debt of the Nation was $21 
billion to $23 billion. When those bonds 
went to 80 percent, where do you think 
these 2\4-percent bonds, which are taxable 
as against the others which were nontaxable, 
if not supported by the Federal Reserve, 
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would go to now when the national debt is 
$250 billion? 

Secretary SNYDER, I would be greatly con- 
cerned as to what would happen if we just 
turned loose the support of the bond market. 

Mr. Spence. Does the support of the bond 
market not have a psychological effect upon 
the holders of the bond very similar to the 
effect of the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration on depositors in banks? It gives 
them a confidence which makes them retain 
their bonds. Otherwise they would prob- 
ably put them on the market, and nobody 
can tell how low they would go; is that not 
true? 

Secretary Snyper. I think that is true; 
yes, sir. There would be constant doubt as 
to just what the level would be. 

Mr. Spence. How essential is it to main- 
taining the credit of the Government? 

Secretary SNYDER. From my point of view 
it is the most essential thing to do right now, 
to maintain confidence in the Government's 
monetary operations. 

Mr. Spence. If that confidence were de- 
stroyed the inflationary conditions would 
certainly be very much worse and one can 
hardly foresee what would happen. I think 
that is the very basis of the whole thing. 
Whether the support of the bond market is 
inflationary or not, it must be continued. 

Mr. Brown. I think by all means we should 
hold these bonds at par. Any suggestion 
you have to make to this committee in order 
to help you do that I think this committee 
would like to have, because I think that is 
the most important thing. We should hold 
these bonds at least at par. I think you are 
doing a good job on this line. 


CHAIRMAN M’CABE FOR SUPPORTING GOVERNMENT 
BOND PRICES 


Excerpts from confirmation of Thomas 
B. McCabe hearings before the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency, United 
States Senate, 80th Congress, 2d session, 
March 3, 1948—pages 156-157: 


Mr. McCase. I would like to say that I am 
thoroughly in accord with the current pro- 
gram of the Federal Reserve in supporting 
the Government bond program, 

The CHamman (Senator Tobey). I take it 
that events indicate what is in my own mind; 
that you feel the bonds should be maintained 
at par for an indefinite period. 

Mr. McCase. Well, the support program, as 
you know, follows a pattern on the Govern- 
ment bonds, and my own feeling is that that 
pattern, certainly as far as I can ascertain 
today, is a right one. 

The CHARMAN. You approve of the proce- 
dure the Federal Reserve followed in Decem- 
ber, when it dropped the price down to make 
it more uniform? 

Mr. McCase. I thought that was a very 
constructive move, 

* . . * . 


The CHAIRMAN. Then it comes down to this 
question: I think we are in accord with the 
theory that we should maintain a uniform 
pattern, and that we should maintain these 
at par for an indefinite period; the alterna- 
tive being, if we reduced the price of the 
bonds, the evil that would ensue at once in 
the ruining of so many of our savings insti- 
tutions that are loaded to the muzzle with 
Government bonds. How do you feel about 
that situation? 


ETHICAL DUTY TO BOND PURCHASERS 


Mr. McCase. Well, in the general support 
program, I feel this: There are three para- 
mount considerations. 

First, there is the refunding, or refinanc- 
ing, problem of the Treasury. 

The second is that I feel we have an ethical 
responsibility to the people who have pur- 
chased Government bonds. Our present Fed- 
eral debt is a very large one. In fact, it is 
one and one-half times all the rest of the 
debt of the United States put together; the 
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total, that is, of private and corporate debt 
of all kinds, 

And the third consideration, I think, is 
that it is very helpful to commerce and in- 
dustry and agriculture to know that there is 
a reasonable range in interest rates, and they 
can reasonably count on that in refinancing 
of businesses, business enterprises generally. 

The CHAIRMAN. You would share my ap- 
prehension, would you, to be perfectly frank, 
as to the danger of price decline below par, 
and the consequent effect upon savings in- 
stitutions in the country? 

Mr. McCase. Well, when you talk about 
the absolute support price, I think, sir, that 
that has to be reviewed from time to time 
to ascertain what that level should be. 

My own feeling is that I am in full support 
of the action that has been taken to date 
in supporting the program. 

The CHAIRMAN. And as you look ahead, you 
have nothing in the back of your mind that 
would lend you at this time to a mental 
commitment, or reservation, that would hap- 
pen in the future, as far as you can see: 
that reduction below par? 

Mr. McCase,. In the “foreseeable future“ 
I think those are the words. 


Page 172: 

Senator FULBRIGHT. The fact is that the 
necessity for supporting Government bond 
prices, which everyone seems to agree on, 
has almost nullified the principal owner to 
control credit. 

Mr. McCase. It has been a very strong 
factor. 

Senator FULBRIGHT. That was the main 
tool, and it is practically nullified by these 
conditions. 

8 Mr. McCase. To my mind that must be 
one. 


FEDERAL RESERVE MADE PUBLIC COMMITMENT TO 
SUPPORT PRICE OF GOVERNMENT BONDS 


McCabe, testifying before the Banking 
and Currency Committee on supporting 
Government bonds at par, stated on Au- 
gust 2, 1948—page 89, hearings, on Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 157: 


It is my view that the System is obligated 
to maintain a market for Government se- 
curities and to insure orderly conditions in 
that market * * * because of the wide- 
spread repercussions that would issue 
throughout the economy if the vast holdings 
of the public debt were felt to be of unstable 
value. 


Page 88: 

In order to keep the prices of Government 
securities from declining, the Federal Re- 
serve System has continued to carry out its 
wartime responsibility of supporting the 
market by buying at relatively stable prices 
securities offered for sale and not purchased 
by others. 


Mr. McCabe testified as follows—page 
95: 

As you know, the System has made a pub- 
lic commitment to support the 244-percent 
yield level on long-term Government bonds 
for the foreseeable future. I gave my rea- 
sons for subscribing to that commitment 
when my confirmation was under consider- 
ation by the Senate Committee on Banking 
and Currency. Although that commitment 
substantially limits our freedom of action, 
I believe there is a better way to operate 
against credit expansion than now to aban- 
don that commitment, 


It will be noticed that Mr. McCabe 
says there is a better way to prevent in- 
flation than to abandon support of Gov- 
ernment bonds at par. 

Page 101, McCabe stated: 

I have a very strong conviction that it is 


vitally necessary to support the 2½ percent 
bonds, 
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This was in answer to a question of 
Chairman Worcorr, in which he asked: 
Do you think that we have to continue 
to support Government bond prices at par? 


Mr. McCabe further stated—page 101: 

The thing that we have to consider is 
the colossal magnitude of this debt—$250 
billion. It is 1½ times all the rest of the 
debt in the United States put together. 


Further—page 101—he says: 
If we directly stabilize a portion of this debt 


so that it cannot be monetized, that is the 
answer. 


In other words, Mr. McCabe says it is 
not necessary to take the peg from under 
the support prices—that a portion of 
the debt can be sterilized and that will 
be the answer. 


FEDERAL RESERVE CHAIRMAN SAYS BONDS SHOULD 
BE SUPPORTED UNTIL CONGRESS SAYS OTH An- 
WISE 


Page 108 of the same hearings, the 
chairman asked, and Mr. McCabe an- 
swered as follows: 


The CHamman, Well, there have been or- 
thodox ways of controlling it heretofore. 
Ever since 1914 we have controlled the 
volume of credit by the manipulation of re- 
serve requirements and rediscount rates. I 
do not know why we have to supplement 
those with consumer credit controls at the 
present time, any more than we did before. 

Mr. McCase. I say to you, sir, if it is the 
wisdom of this Congress that the Federal 
Reserve Board should not support the Gov- 
ernment bond market, then I think Con- 
gress should so direct the Federal Reserve, 


Page 135, I stated: 

Mr. Patman. I thoroughly agree with you, 
That is the reason I voted against the tax- 
reduction bill, I wanted to keep that money 
in the Treasury and pay it on the national 
debt. 


Page 171, Marriner S. Eccles, Governor 
of the Federal Reserve Board, stated on 
August 3, 1948, in referring to the 
Board of Governors: 

The chairman is the liaison and of neces- 
sity the administration must have a liaison 
with such an organization as the Federal 
Reserve System. 


Of course, the President appoints all 
the members of the Board, and he desig- 
nates who shall be Chairman and who 
shall be Vice Chairman. 

Page 180, Mr. Eccles admitted that the 
Federal Reserve Banks raised the re- 
serve requirements 100 percent in 1 year. 
The raises commenced just before the 
payment to the soldiers on June 15, 1936. 
It was the first time in 20 years reserve 
requirements had been raised. 

Mr. Eccles stated—page 182—as fol- 
lows: 

I feel—and I know the Federal Reserve 
people as a whole feel—that we must, so far 
as we can see it at the present time, and I 
can give you reasons, if you want them, con- 
tinue to support the 2½ percent rate. 


Page 182: 

Mr. Par ax. The only reason is that it 
would break every bank in the country if 
the bonds went much below par, is it not? 

Mr. Eccues. Well, I do not think it would do 
that. 

Mr. Patman. It would be possible, however? 

Mr. Eccuss. If they had to sell the bonds 
while they were down, it would certainly 
impair some of them. But I will mention 
it in just a minute, if I can, Mr. Congress- 
man, but to try to peg the short-term rate, 
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and hold that down below the point at which 
it would rormally go in a free market in 
relationship to the 244-percent rate does not 
to my way of thinking make very much sense 
in the present situation. I would certainly 
feel that if Congress should give to the 
Board the authority to increase the reserve 
requirements, as has been proposed by Chair- 
man McCabe when he appeared before this 
committee yesterday, that they would also 
favor, as the Federal Reserve does, and I 
would also hope that the Treasury would 
favor, permitting the adjustment in the 
short-term rate to a market rate. Then we 
would let the discount rate go up. 

Now, there may be some people who think 
that that would create such uncertainty that 
that will tend to slow up borrowing. I do 
not think any such thing. I think that the 
raising of the short-term rate is minor in- 
sofar as its monetary effect is concerned, but 
it is an important part of the overall credit- 
control mechanism, and I feel that it would 
not be logical or sensible to increase the 
reserve requirements of all banks and keep 
the discount rate down to 114, which would 
have to be done, and force the short-term 
rate and continue to hold the short-term 
rate down to 1%. 

Now, aside from its monetary and credit 
effect, there is a serious question of bank 
earnings. Especially is that true of the 
banks in the central Reserve cities and in 
the Reserve cities. I do not say that that 
is major, but it is certainly a factor, because 
all of the commercial paper and business 
rates are related to that short-term rate. 

Their costs have gone up, just like other 
costs, due to the inflation, very rapidly, and 
their earnings have dropped very, very fast 
during the past year. To increase the re- 
serve requirements by 10 percent, which 
would force them to dispose of 10 percent 
of their earning assets—their bonds, would 
affect their earnings quite seriously, and that 
really is where some of your formidable ob- 
jections to this bill come in. I feel that as a 
part of this control, if it is going to be made 
effective, the short-term rate should be per- 
mitted to rise. Failing to permit it to rise, 
and increasing the reserve requirements and 
diminishing their reserve assets would put 
the banks under pressure to go out and seek 
loans at as high rates as they were able to 
find, maybe longer-term loans, even though 
it did impair some of their liquidity. We 
feel that if you should increase this reserve 
requirement, take away from them that 
much of their earning assets, that that 
should be partly overcome by permitting the 
short-term rate to rise. We would not force 
it up. It will automatically rise. It cannot 
go very high if you support the 2½-percent 
rate. It is not going to create very much un- 
certainty, so long as you hold the 21⁄4 -percent 
rate, because the range with which the short- 
term rate can rise would be within its present 
1% and I would say possibly 1½ percent. 
That in itself is not a very great rise. 

So I do not agree with those who say that 
is all that is necessary, because it creates so 
much uncertainty. It cannot create uncer- 
tainty so long as you hold the 2\4-percent 
rate. But if that rate rises, our discount 
rate rises, in the trend of a credit tightening, 
and that, in turn, will reflect itself on all 
other loans and investments. If your dollar 
is diminishing in price, then, certainly the 
cost of interest should go up some. The 
owner of money, the savers, the insurance 
people, and the investors generally certainly 
should not be the only ones to suffer to the 
extent that they have suffered, by holding 
down the interest rate beyond what seems 
to be necessary. 

Now, getting to the 214-percent rate, peo- 
ple say, “Well, why do you not let the 21%- 
percent rate go up, so that it will reflect the 
demand for savings and for investment, so 
that more people will save and not spend 
so much? If you let the rate go up, it would 
be a very important anti-inflationary factor.” 
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Well, to let the 2%4-percent rate go up 
raises some very, very serious problems, and 
these are some of the problems that it 
raises: 

In the first place, it would unstabilize the 
entire Government bond market, and when 
the public debt represents 60 percent of the 
entire debt, you are not playing with any 
small and minor item. ‘You are playing with 
$250 billion of a total debt structure of 
around $400 billion. That is not the tail 
of the dog. That is the dog. If you are 
going to have stabilization in the Govern- 
ment market, you cannot have the public in 
a position of complete uncertainty as to how 
far the price of securities—Government 
bonds, and, of course other bonds and mort- 
gages—would reflect the price—municipals; 
they would all reflect the price of a drop 
the uncertainty as to what the market value 
of their assets as well as what the cost of 
interest was going to be. That is especially 
true for the reason that the Government has 
falling due in the next 12 months $49 billion 
of debt—-$49 billion in 12 months. Another 
$46 billion within the next 5 years. There 
is close to a hundred billion dollars in 5 
years, with $49 billion in 1 year. 

The job of refunding that much debt is no 
simple and easy task in a market that is un- 
supported and unsecured and unstable. 
How do you price the issues each week and 
each month that you have to offer to the 
public? Who is going to buy the issues, 
and at what price, when they do not know 
what the price may be after they have 
bought them? How can you finance long- 
term or short-term municipals, and corpo- 
rate and other securities that are falling due 
every day and every week, and when new 
money is being raised, when there is no basis 
upon which to price them? 


ALL FAVOR HOLDING LONG-TERM RATE 


Mr. Eccles stated further—page 185: 


Now, it is true, I suppose, that legally the 
Open Market Committee could say to the 
Treasury, “You must price your securities at 
such and such a price. We will not support 
the market at the prices that have been out- 
standing.” But, as I brought forth before 
this committee, the Open Market Committee 
and the Federal Reserve Board are in favor, 
with the Treasury—and I think with the 
great majority of bankers and the public 
generally—of holding the long-term rate. 


Page 196, Mr. Eccles replied, in an- 
swer to the question of Mr. SPENCE, 
“What was the bonded indebtedness of 
the United States at the time the bonds 
went to 82?” 


Something around 24 to 25 billion dollars. 
I might ask this question: If Government 
bonds, totally tax exempt, yielding a rate 
of 4% percent, without any support by the 
Federal Reserve System, could go to 82 or 
83, then when our national debt was $25 
billion only, the query is, where would a 
2% percent fully taxed bond, taxable bond 
go, if the Federal Reserve withdrew from 
its support, when there was a debt of $250 
billion? 


In a colloquy between Mr. Mutter and 
Mr. Eccles, the following—pages 215- 
216: 


Mr. Mutter. I think you might have made 
some comment about what would happen to 
the E, F, and G bonds if Government sup- 
port of the bond market were withdrawn. 

Mr. Eccies. Well, I am glad you mentioned 
that, because we do have a demand liability 
in the form of E, F, and G bonds of some- 
think like $53 billion. Certainly any sale 
of E, F, and G bonds would stop while the 
long-term interest rate was unsettled and 
uncertain, and there might be a large cash- 
ing in of those securities, because if the in- 
terest rate on market securities should go up, 
which it would if the prices go down, there 
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would be no reason why holders of E, F, and 
G bonds would not want to either shift to 
the market bonds—which, of course, in it- 
self, might stabilize the price, except that 
the Government would have to borrow money 
to pay off the E, F, and G bonds, in some 
form—but the holders of E, F, and G bonds 
might very well cash in their securities and 
hold idle cash waiting to see what to do with 
that money, or they might cash in the bonds 
and try to spend the money for an auto- 
mobile or for stocks or any number of things. 
It would be most unfortunate if the holders 
of those large savings bonds should start 
cashing them in on a large scale, which 
could very well eventuate if you withdrew 
support from the long-term market bonds. 
I am glad you reminded me of that, be- 
cause that is just another argument sup- 
porting the arguments that I have already 
made for maintaining the present rate of 244 
percent on long-term Government bonds. 


SECRETARY SNYDER SUGGESTS CONGRESS SHOULD 
DIRECT IF SUPPORTS ON GOVERNMENT BONDS 
TO BE REMOVED 


On page 233, Secretary Snyder an- 
swered.a question, “If it is necessary to 
support the long-term rate, we have 
adopted a policy of that sort, yes.” Page 
248, Secretary Snyder stated: 


If the Congress wants to direct us to re- 
move our support prices from the bonds, it 
is within their scope to do it. 


On page 249, Secretary Snyder and Mr, 
Smith: 


Mr. Smirx. Mr. Snyder, the question was 
asked you of Mr. Monroney, if you would let 
bond prices drop, whether that would not be 
inflationary. You answered the question by 
saying it would be disastrous. Would you 
answer the question directly, whether that 
would be inflationary or deflationary? 

Secretary SNYDER. Well, there is no ques- 
tion but what it could be inflationary. 

Mr. SmirnH. Would be which? 

Secretary SNYDER. The immediate step 
might be inflationary but the end result 
would be a disastrous deflation. 

Mr. SmiruH. Why do you say the immediate 
effect would be inflation? 

Secretary Snyper. It would build up prices 
in other fields. 

Mr. Smirn. Well, explain that. 

Secretary SNYDER. Well, the people would 
liberate their money from Government bonds. 
If they take their money out of Government 
bonds and put it in other things, they would 
be building up prices of other things. 

Mr. Smirx. But generally there would be a 
drop; is that not true? 

Secretary SNYDER. Over the long range 
there would be a disastrous drop; yes, sir. 
We are just as interested, Congressman, in 
avoiding a disastrous deflation as we are in 
not creating inflation. We have the double 
problem always before us. It is not a clear- 
cut problem. Right now the inflationary 
pressures are greater so we are having to 
address ourselves to that angle. At the same 
time we have to bear in mind the effect that 
defiation would haye, or what deflation could 
do to us. 


PROMISE TO PURCHASERS OF GOVERNMENT BONDS 


Page 258, while Secretary Snyder was a 
witness, I stated: 


Mr. Parman. I am sorry; I was not here. 
The reason I am asking you the question is 
that I know there is a lot of sentiment in this 
Congress to do away with support prices on 
Government bonds and to let them seek 
their level. I think it would be one of the 
most disastrous things which could possibly 
face our country—for the same reason that 
we had such a condition after the other war, 
when bonds went down to 75 cents, as you 
well recall. 

This time it was contemplated that we 
would not permit bonds to go down. I know 
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when the Ways and Means Committee was 
considering war financing, before the war, 
I appeared before the committee in support 
of a program that would prevent that very 
thing, and I was assured by the members of 
the committee that that committee—the 
Ways and Means Committee—would do 
everything within their power to prevent 
that disaster occurring again. 

It was going to be the policy of the Govern- 
ment always to keep those bonds above par, 
and to assure the people that they would be 
above par—and so far they have done that. 

Now, if we go back on that—what we might 
call an implied promise and a recognized 
promise by congressional leaders of that 
time—after people bought bonds on the 
strength of that fact, and if the word were 
to get out that support prices are likely to 
be done away with, I do not know what might 
happen in this country, because the people 
would begin to run to the banks, run to the 
Treasury, and they would begin to cash their 
bonds. 

I can see in that one of the most disastrous 
things, or possibly the most disastrous thing, 
that is proposed in this whole program. 


CRIMES OF 1920'S TO BE PREVENTED 


Hearing on the debt limit of the United 
States, H. R. 1470, January and February 
1943, commencing at page 10, I stated as 
a witness before the Committee on Ways 
and Means: 


The CHAIRMAN. Suppose the Federal Re- 
serve banks balk? 

Mr. Parman. They can’t balk. They are 
an agency of the Congress. They have to 
do what Congress says. 

The CHARMAN. These bonds can’t all be 
held by the Federal Reserve banks; they have 
to be scattered throughout the country. 

Mr. Parman. I am afraid we are talkng 
about different things. I am afraid you are 
talkng about the usual industrial or com- 
mercial transaction, and I am talking about 
the Government finances. 

The CHARMAN. I beg your pardon. 
sorry; I ddn’t follow you. 

Mr. Disney. As I understand it, these 
banks are heavily loaded with Government 
bonds, so heavily loaded that a sharp de- 
crease in the value of Government bonds 
would wipe out their capital stock. 

Mr. PaTMAN. Two or three points decrease 
would wipe out their capital stock, but there 
is no danger of that. 

Mr. Disney. Suppose there was a sharp de- 
crease in the value of Government bonds, 
that would have a tendency to wipe out a 
part of the capital stock of the banks, or 
some of them, and if any sizable number of 
them should get in that position, they would 
be liable to be in trouble and go broke and 
take the rest of the banks with them. How 
could we prevent that? 

Mr. Parman. That is already provided for, 
Mr. Disney. The open market committee, 
which, by the way, has been moved from 
Washington to New York, has already ar- 
ranged that any bank in dstress can get a 
hundred cents on the dollar on its bonds any 
time. There is where the Government's 
credit comes into play again. They just issue 
more Federal Reserve notes to buy those 
bonds, and they are not going to let the 
banks suffer. They have already told them 
they will not let them suffer. There is no 
danger of that at all. 

Mr. Disney. No danger of Government 
bonds 

Mr. ParxAN. Declining; absolutely not. It 
is, in effect, guaranteed by the United States, 
and there is no danger in the world. In fact, 
I think it is a good thing, although it is the 
Government’s credit being used again, free. 
It is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Knutson. Right at that point, why did 
Government bonds drop to 82, along in the 
fall of 1921? 


Iam 
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Mr. PATMAN. Because of a situation you 
gentlemen had vision enough to guard 
against when this war started. In 1914, 
when the war started in Europe, and in 1917, 
when we became engaged in the war, we did 
not make any provision to protect the people 
who bought United States Government 
bonds, They had to sell them in the open 
market. Consequently, when the war was 
over, and everyone wanted to sell their 
bonds, naturally the market went down and 
down, and some of them sold as low as 75 
cents on the dollar. It was the crime of the 
age to permit that to be done. Men in the 
armed services had paid for their bonds a few 
dollars a month over a period of time. And 
when they came out of the service they saw 
these bond manipulators force the price 
down to 75. It was absolutely acrime. But 
you gentlemen provided—and if you will re- 
member, I appeared before this committee 
in connection with that and invited your 
attention to it, and asked you, for God's 
sake, to prevent any such thing happening in 
the future. Not necessarily because of my 
testimony did you do it, but you provided, 
anyway, that now they can get their money 
100 cents on the dollar, and the people of 
this Nation should appreciate what this com- 
mittee did to initiate that type of legisla- 
tion which will protect them against that 
awful crime that happened after the other 
war. 


Page 15: 
FEDERAL RESERVE CREATES MONEY 


Mr. Parman. Let me read a little more of 
the testimony of Mr. Eccles, in answer to 
questions asked him by Mr. Dewey. I have 
had an awful time getting these things, Mr. 
Chairman. The witnesses have shown irri- 
tation, sometimes, in being compelled to an- 
swer questions, but over a period of years I 
have gotten the Secretary of the Treasury, 
Mr. Morgenthau, the Under Secretary, Mr. 
Bell, and Mr. Eccles and other high officials 
of the Government to prove every statement 
that I make concerning this. I mean not my 
own opinions or conclusions, but statements 
of fact, I have other testimony to prove it. 
Let me read Mr. Eccles' testimony when he 
was interrogated by Mr. Dewey on June 17, 
1942 [reading]: 

“Mr. Eccrrs. No; the Federal Reserve would 
buy in the open market. If the Federal Re- 
serve then bought a billion dollars of securi- 
ties in the open market that would be new 
Treasury issues. The banks would still hold 
them, and the Federal Reserve would put 
into the banks another billion of excess 
reserves. If they used that billion they could 
buy 5 billion more of Governments, and you 
could keep the price up. For every billion 
of the Federal Reserve banks put in the open 
market operations, the private banks could 
buy 5 million. 

“Mr. Dewey. That comes pretty close to 
some other ideas I have heard. 

“Mr. EccLes, I mean they could buy 10 bil- 
lion. I mean the Federal Reserve when it 
carries out an open market operation, that is, 
if it purchases Government securities in the 
open market, it puts new money into the 
banks which creates idle deposits. 

“Mr. Dewey. There are no excess reserves 
to use for this purpose. 

“Mr. Ecctes. Whenever the Federal Reserve 
System buys Government securities in the 
open market or buys them direct from the 
‘Treasury, either one, that is what it does 

“Mr. Dewey. What are you going to use to 
buy them with? 

“Mr. Eccies. What is who going to use? 

“Mr. Dewey. The Federal Reserve to make 
these purchases? 

“Mr. Eccites. What do they always use? 

“Mr. Dewey. You are going to create 
credit? : 

“Mr. Eccres. That is all we have ever done, 
That is the way the Federal Reserve System 
operates. The Federal Reserve System cre- 
ates money. It is a bank of issue.” 
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Page 18: 


FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS PROVIDE MONEY FOR 
COMMERCIAL BANKS 


Mr. Eccles testified before the Banking and 
Currency Committee June 17, 1942, on a bill 
to amend the Federal Reserve Act. His tes- 
timony which appears at page 15 of the hear- 
ings discloses that commercial banks can 
buy all the bonds they desire to buy and if 
they are called on for money to pay their 
depositors the nearest Federal Reserve bank 
can always furnish them the money they 
need. His testimony is as follows: 

“Mr. Patman. Is it not a fact that you did 
send out letters to the banks which made 
the statement that the Federal open market 
committee was ready to buy all the bonds at 
par? 

“Mr. EccLES, No, sir; not buy, but we adopt- 
ed a policy, each bank did, that would loan 
par on them. 

“Mr. Patman. That would loan par on 
Government securities? 

“Mr. Eccxxs. Les. 

“Mr. PatmMan. Do you charge the interest 
rate that is effective in that particular Fed- 
eral Reserve district? 

“Mr. Eccies. One percent. 

“Mr. Patman. One percent? 

“Mr, Eccies. Yes. 5 

“Mr. Par ax. Have you ever told all the 
banks that you stand ready to make loans 
at par at a 1-percent interest rate? 

“Mr. Eccies. Each Federal Reserve bank 
has done that.” 


Page 20: 


FEDERAL RESERVE USES GOVERNMENT OBLIGATIONS 
(CURRENCY) TO BUY GOVERNMENT OBLIGATIONS 
INTEREST BEARING— KEEP BONDS AND DRAW 
THE INTEREST 


On the same day Mr. Eccles testified, at 
page 25 of the hearings: 

“Mr. Parman. Mr. Eccles, the day before 
yesterday, I had gotten down to the point 
where, if we needed more money, one way to 
give the banks extra reserves to purchase 
Government bonds would be for the Open 
Market Committee to buy Government bonds 
in the open market, and I suggested if you 
bought for the Federal Reserve bank one 
billion dollars’ worth of bonds, that would 
automatically create a billion dollars of re- 
serves in the banks, and, after the reserves 
had been reduced to 50 percent, the maxi- 
mum that would enable the banks to pur- 
chase $50,000,000,000 worth of bonds. Now, 
let us assume that has happened 

“Mr. Eccies. $10,000,000,000 worth by the 
purchase of a billion dollars’ worth of bonds 
in the market? 

“Mr. Patman. I got the two mixed up. 
The purchase of a billion dollars’ worth of 
bonds in the market, after the excess reserves 
had been reduced, will enable the banks to 
buy ten billion? 

“Mr. Ecctes. That is right. 

“Mr. Parman. Where the fifty billion came 
in was if you would automatically reduce the 
reseryes now, which you have a right to do, 
that would give them $5,000,000,000 of excess 
reserves, which they could use to purchase 
$50,000,000,000 worth of bonds, 

“Mr. Ecctes. That is right. 

“Mr. Patman. Now let us assume that we 
not increase the reserves in the banks, and 
you go into the market and buy a billion 
dollars worth of bonds; you buy them with 
Federal Reserve money, do you not? 

“Mr. Eccies. Well, we buy them with Fed- 
eral Reserve credit. 

“Mr. Parax. I know; but suppose the 
banks call for the money, you issue Federal 
Reserve notes, do you not? 

“Mr. Ecctes. What we do, if we purchase 
Government securities in the market, is, we 
credit the account of the bank that turns 
them in. They usually come through the 
banks. 

“Mr. PatmMan. That is right. 
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“Mr. Eccies. Even though they may be 
individuals who are selling the securities; 
and we debit the bond purchase account, 
showing that the Federal Reserve has a lia- 
bility to the banks to the extent of $1,000,- 
000,000, which represents their reserves on 
the one hand, and that they own $1,000,000,- 
000 of bonds in what we call the portfolio, on 
the other hand. 

“Mr. Parman. I know in practice that is 
exactly the way it is done, Mr. Eccles, but 
suppose the banks want the billion dollars 
in currency, you would pay it in Federal 
Reserve notes, would you not? 

“Mr. Eccies. That is right. 

“Mr. Parman. Those Federal Reserve notes, 
as we have often discussed, are obligations of 
the United States Government? 

“Mr. Eccies. That is right. 

“Mr. Parman. Then you use those Govern- 
ment obligations to buy interest-bearing 
Government obligations and you place them 
with the Federal Reserve banks—12 of them? 

“Mr. Eccies. That is right. 

“Mr. Parman. And they would continue to 
receive interest on those Government obliga- 
tions as long as they were outstanding? 

“Mr. Eccixs. That is right.“ 


Page 21: 


On June 17, before the same committee, at 
page 21 of the hearings on the bill to amend 
the Federal Reserve Act, Mr. Eccles testified: 

“Mr. Ecctes. No; the Federal Reserve would 
buy in the open market, If the Federal Re- 
serve then bought a billion dollars of securi- 
ties in the open market that would be new 
Treasury issues. The banks would still hold 
them, and the Federal Reserve vculd put into 
the banks another billion of excess reserves. 
If they used that billion they could buy five 
billion more of Governments, and you could 
keep the price up. For every billion of the 
Federal Reserve banks put in the open mar- 
ket operations, the private banks could buy 
five billion.” 


Page 22: 


AMOUNT OF MONEY FEDERAL RESERVE BANK 
COULD ISSUE 

When Dr. E. A. Goldenweiser, Director of 
Research and Statistics for the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 
testified before the Banking and Currency 
Committee of the House on October 1, on 
the price-control bill, the following ques- 
tions were asked and the following answers 
given, page 1538, volume 2, of the hearings. 

“Dr, GOLDENWEISER. The total reserves of 
the Federal Reserve are about 20% billion, 
not 23 billion. 

“Mr. Parman. I am talking about the total 
gold supply that is either owned by the 
United States Government or claimed by the 
Federal Reserve banks through the 

“Mr, GOLDENWEISER. The amount of the 
stabilization fund is not available to the 
Federal Reserve. 

“Mr. Patman. No; but I am presuming 
that it will be available. That will be 23 
billions? 

“Dr. GOLDENWEISER. All right. 

“Mr. PatMan. That leaves 16 billions un- 
attached? 

“Dr. GOLDENWEISER. Yes. 

“Mr. Parman. How much bonds could the 
Federal Reserve Open Market Committee 
buy in the United States, Government 
bonds, based upon that? 

Dr. GOLDENWEIsER. It depends on how 
much of it will be in deposits and how much 
in notes. But, roughly speaking, about 
three to three and a half times. 

“Mr. PaTMAN. Three and a half times? 

“Dr. GOLDENWEISER. No; not three and a 
half times. From two and a half to three 
times, 
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“Mr. Patman. That would be about $40 
billion? 

“Dr. GOLDENWEISER. That is right. 

“Mr, Parzzax. When that money is paid 
out, suppose they pay it to the commercial 
banks, they could expand about five to seven 
times to one on that, couldn’t they? 

“Dr. GOLDENWEISER. If they paid that 
much assessment? 

“Mr. Patman. Yes; they would have the 
power to under the existing law? 

“Dr. GoLpENWEIsER. That is right. 

“Mr, Patman. That means that, say, an 
average of six times—that is about right 
now, isn't it—about six? 

“Dr. GOLDENWEISER. Approximately. 

“Mr. ParmaNn. That means that they could 
inflate about $240 billion more? 

“Dr. GOLDENWEISER. That is right.” 

It will be noted that the Federal Reserve 
banks and the commercial banks could ex- 
pand their deposits sufficiently to purchase 
$240 billion worth of Government bonds 
at the time Dr. Goldenweiser testified. When 
the reserves are reduced to the limit that 
they can be reduced, these banks may pur- 
chase as much as $480 billion of Govern- 
ment bonds without having any more cap- 
ital stock or assets than they now have ex- 
cept, of course, as Mr. Eccles always adds, 
that they will have the Government bonds. 


Page 3, how money is created by 
privately owned banking system: 


During the first week in December, Gov. 
Marriner S. Eccles, Chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board, stated in a letter to all 
banks: 


“Continuing the policy which was an- 
nounced following the outbreak of war in 
Europe, Federal Reserve banks stand ready 
to advance funds on United States Govern- 
ment securities at par to all banks,” 


Page 10-11: 


LEON HENDERSON’S TESTIMONY ON NO DEBTS, 
NO MONEY 


In the hearings before the House Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee on the price- 
control bill, the following questions were 
asked by me and the following answers given 
by Mr. Leon Henderson (pp. 981-982): 

“Mr. PATMAN. * * * You stated yesterday 
that everybody should take advantage of 
this period of rising prices to pay their debts. 
You really don’t believe everybody should 
pay their debts, do you? If you mean that, 
what we do for money, since our money is 
based on debt? 

“Mr. HENDERSON. I have been through 
that, the same as you have, and I don’t be- 
lieve our economy would come to a halt if 
people paid their debts. 

“Mr. PATMAN, If everybody paid their 
debts? 

“Mr. HENDERSON. If you are going to say 
that I have discounted the trade acceptances 
which the Federal Reserve has created by a 
couple of bookkeepers, that is not the con- 
notation debt has for me. 

“Mr. Patman. You had in mind individual 
debts, personal debts? 

“Mr. HENDERSON. Yes. 

“Mr. Patrman. And if the policy is good 
for individuals, why isn’t it good for cor- 
porations? 

“Mr. HENDERSON. I think it is. 

“Mr. PATMAN. All right. If everybody paid 
their debts, where would you get money to 
carry on business? 

“Mr. HENDERSON. You would get into debt 
and come out again. I assume the healthy 
process of credit is that you do liquidate 
debt as you do the trade acceptances.” 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Henderson’s very clever 
reply was, in effect, that it is all right to pay 
the debts, but you should get right back 
into debt again in order for the country to 
have this circulating medium. 
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NO DEBTS, NO MONEY (ECCLES)—-CHAIRMAN 
MARRINER S. ECCLES’ TESTIMONY ON NO 
DEBTS, NO MONEY, IN HIS TESTIMONY ON THE 
PRICE-CONTROL BILL BEFORE THE BANKING 
AND CURRENCY COMMITTEE 


Chairman Eccles, of the Federal Reserve 
Board, testified as follows, page 1338 of the 
hearings, September 30, 1941: 

“Mr. PATMAN. * * * You made the state- 
ment that people should get out of debt 
instead of spending their money. You recall 
that statement, I presume? 

“Mr. EccLes. That was in connection with 
installment credit. 

“Mr. Parman. Do you believe that people 
should pay their debts generally when they 
can? 

“Mr, Eccies. I think that depends a good 
deal upon the individual; but, of course, if 
there were no debt in our money system 

“Mr. Parman. That is the point I wanted to 
ask you about. 

“Mr. Ecctes. There wouldn't be any money. 

“Mr. PATMAN. Suppose everybody paid their 
debts, would we have any money to do busi- 
ness on? 

“Mr. Eccies. That is correct. 

“Mr. PaTMAN. In other words, our system is 
based entirely on debt.” 

Mr. Speaker, there can be no dispute about 
the statement that our system is based en- 
tirely upon debt, and if a person and cor- 
poration paid their debts, we would not have 
sufficient money to do business on. 
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CREATE MONEY, BUY BONDS, AND COLLECT 
INTEREST 
When the Honorable Marriner S. Eccles, 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, was 
before the Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee of the House, of which I am a member, 
on Tuesday, September 30, 1941, I inter- 
rogated him about how he obtained for the 
12 Federal Reserve banks the $2,000,000,000 
in Government bonds, which the system is 
now holding and charging the Government 
interest thereon. The questions and answers 
appear in the printed testimony, volume 2, 
page 1342, and is as follows: 

“Mr. PATMAN. * * * How did you get the 
money to buy those $2,000,000,000 of Govern- 
ment securities? 

Mr. Eccies. We created it. 

“Mr. PATMAN. Out of what? 

“Mr. Ecctes, Out of the right to issue 
credit, money. 

“Mr. Patman. And there is nothing behind 
it, is there, except the Government's credit? 

“Mr. Eccrs. We have the Government 
bonds. 

“Mr. Parman. That's right; the Govern- 
ment’s credit.” 


BANKERS SHOULD NOT BE ON BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS 

The truth is the Board of Governors 
should not be composed of bankers. 
There is a difference between the science 
of money and the use of money. Bank- 
ers use money, and they are clever. 
They are professionals. They are quali- 
fied to use it, and they serve a very useful 
and constructiye purpose in our country. 
We could not get along without the com- 
mercial banking system. We must have 
it. We want it to remain privately 
owned; we want it to make a profit. be- 
cause we want a good system. If it 
were within my power, I would encour- 
age every person who has enough money 
to check on to have an account in a 
bank, even if the banks had to be helped 
with public funds to pay the cost of the 
banks carrying unprofitable accounts. 
It would be in the public interest. It 
would be so helpful in many ways. But 
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the banking system as such should be 
separated from the science of money and 
the use of money and credit to maintain 
an expanding economy to provide ade- 
quate production and maximum employ- 
ment. As it is now, the Government 
manufactures money, but it is done 
through the Federal Reserve System, 
created through the Federal Reserve 
System. The Federal Reserve System 
will take a million dollars’ worth of new 
money that is made over at the Bureau 
of Engraving and Printing and trade that 
million dollars in the open market for 
Government bonds of a similar amount, 
that are drawing interest. Then they 
keep the bonds, they use this Govern- 
ment obligation, which cost them noth- 
ing, because they are a Government 
agency, and they trade that new money 
for Government bonds. They hold the 
bonds and draw the interest. 

WARTIME INTEREST RATE PATTERN FOR LONG- 
TERM GOVERNMENT SECURITIES BROKEN MAY 
1, 1953 
The Treasury broke the pattern for 

interest rates on our World War II war 

debt on May 1, 1953, when a bond issue 
was sold which provided a 3%-percent 
interest rate. This was three-fourths of 

a percent higher than any other mar- 

ketable long-term Government bond 

that has been issued in 20 years. 

There was a good reason for fixing the 
interest rates on Government bonds low. 
Most of the money that was used for 
war financing was not genuine money in 
the sense that actual money was bor- 
rowed by the Government on Govern- 
ment bonds, but it was syntletic money 
that was created on the books of the 
commercial banks or the books of the 12 
Federal Reserve banks. However, the 
money created was just as good as the 
other money. In fact, it all comes off 
the same printing press or created with 
the same ink on the same paper and 
carries the same United States Govern- 
ment guaranty. 

But there is a difference in the money 
insofar as the lender is concerned. In 
on? case, the lender is a bona fide citizen 
who has actually worked and earned the 
money. It is his money, and if he parts 
with it by letting the Government use it 
to finance the war, he is entitled to a fair 
rate of interest on the money. 

In the other case, where the money is 
created by the banks, and that is where 
most of our money comes from—created 
money—the taxpayers are really paying 
through the nose in having to pay enor- 
mous annual interest charges every year 
for this synthetic money. The real bad 
thing about it is that a Government bond 
never seems to be paid off. It is always 
refunded. So as bad as it is for a tax- 
payer to pay interest on synthetic money 
for i year, the bad effect is multiplied 
by the payment each year for 25 years, 
50 years, or 100 years. This type money 
should be paid as quickly as possible and 
the interest burden removed. 

It is all right to pay interest on all 
money borrowed by the Government re- 
gardless of the kind of money—real or 
created—so it all has the same purchas- 
ing power but bank-purchased bonds 
ware ereated money should be paid off 

rst. 
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I do not oppose banks creating money 
under our fractional reserve system. I 
am only opposed to the abuse of the 
privilege. I oppose banks putting them- 
selves into a position of security with 
adequate earnings in this way to the ex- 
tent that they will fail to take care of 
local needs. 

TRADING PRINTED MONEY FOR GOVERNMENT 

BONDS 

When the Federal Reserve banks ob- 
tain from the Bureau of Engraving and 
Printing here in Washington printed 
currency, they can trade this money for 
United States Government bonds, which 
carry an interest charge. The former is 
currency and the latter is a Government 
bond. They both represent the Govern- 
ment’s credit. They are really one and 
the same thing. Behind each is the Gov- 
ernment’s promise to pay. 

The Federai Reserve banks, after trad- 
ing non-interest-bearing currency for 
interest-bearing securities, retain the 
interest-bearing securities and collect the 
interest when due from the United 
States Treasury. This is the way the 
banks get their income. After their ex- 
penses are paid and 10 percent is set 
aside for surplus in each of the 12 banks, 
the remainder—90 percent—goes back 
into the United States Treasury. 

The Federal Reserve banks have $25 
billion of these bonds today acquired in 
that way, and they are collecting five or 
six hundred million dollars in interest 
annually from the taxpayers. Normally, 
your agent, acting for you, if he were 
negotiating with someone that you owed 
a promissory note, and that agent gave a 
check for a thousand dollars on you to 
pay that note, you would expect to get 
that note back, canceled. Naturally you 
would. But in this case, contrary to that 
businesslike way and supported by logic 
and reasoning, this agency of our Goy- 
ernment takes this Government obliga- 
tion which draws no interest, Federal 
Reserve notes, which you use as currency 
every day, and they trade that currency 
for interest-bearing obligations and the 
interest-bearing obligations are not can- 
celed, although it is a Government agen- 
cy using it. They are retained in their 
vaults and in their portfolios, and the 
interest is collected, which is comparable 
to you permitting your agent to keep 
that $1,000 promissory note and requir- 
ing you to pay him interest every year as 
the interest is due. That would be a com- 
parable situation. That is exactly what 
is going on today through the Federal 
Reserve System. 

The banks have permitted themselves 
to do a lot of things that normally they 
would not do if they had any opposition, 
but they have not had any opposition 
in this country for 40 years and they 
have been allowed to do anything they 
wanted to do, and the Board of Gover- 
nors has been composed largely of bank- 
ers, people who naturally have the 
bankers’ viewpoint. They are permit- 
ting the banks to do a lot of things that 
are not in the interest of the banks them- 
selves over the long run or in the interest 
of the country. So I think the Federal 
Reserve Board should be changed; the 
bankers should be taken off the Board 
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of Governors and the Open Market Com- 
mittee entirely, divorced wholly from 
the banking system, and let this Board 
and Committee operate in the interest 
of the people and in the interest of the 
Government. It is just as ridiculous as it 
would be if we permitted the railroad 
owners to be appointed on the ICC to 
fix freight and passenger rates. 

Since the Federal Reserve Board was 
orgar-ized we have in this country what is 
known as the Maximum Employment 
Act of 1946 that sets up a duty and obli- 
gation of the Government agencies to 
perform in keeping this country on an 
even keel, to keep it prosperous and 
under maximum employment. This 
Board should do certain things, and they 
should look at it from the standpoint of 
the country and not from the standpoint 
of the banks. This is a new duty the 
money masters have that they did not 
have before 1946. 

I am inserting in connection with my 
remarks statements from the different 
Chairmen of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System and of the 
different Secretaries of State about the 
Employment Act of 1946, and its impor- 
tance. 

IMPORTANCE OF THE MAXIMUM EMPLOYMENT 
ACT OF 1946 


Comments on the applicability of the 
Employment Act of 1946 before the Sub- 
committee on General Credit Control 
and Debt Management 1952, of the Joint 
Committee on Economic Report: 

Reply by John W. Snyder, Secretary 
of the Treasury, compendium, page 2: 


The Employment Act of 1946 now repre- 
sents the basic policy directive bearing upon 
economic objectives for the Treasury, as well 
as for other Government departments and 
agencies, 


Reply by William McC. Martin, Chair- 
man of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, compendium, 
page 209: 

Employment Act of 1946: Applicable to 
the Board of Governors as well as to other 
Government agencies is the following decla- 
ration of policy contained in the Employ- 
ment Act of 1946. 


Reply by Chairman Martin, compen- 
dium, page 212: 

This statement of purpose in layman's 
language applies to the credit and monetary 
sphere the principles set forth in the con- 
gressional declaration of policy in the Em- 
ployment Act of 1946. 


-Joint answer of the Federal Reserve 
banks, compendium, page 651: 

While the Employment Act of 1946 con- 
tains no explicit directive to the Federal 
Reserve banks, the stated objectives of that 
act guide the consideration of Federal Re- 
serve policy, 5 

Statement of Secretary Snyder, hear- 
ings, page 9: 

It is a primary goal of both Treasury and 
Federal Reserve policy, and an important 
part of public economic policy in general, 
as expressed in the Employment Act of 
1946. 

Statement of Chairman Martin, hear- 
ings, page 78: 


The Federal Reserve Board is subject to 
the Employment Act of 1946. 
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Statement of Chairman Martin, hear- 
ings, page 81: 

And I am accepting the Employment Act 
of 1946 as national policy and being appli- 
cable to the Federal Reserve System. 


Testimony of W. L. Hemingway, Amer- 
ican Bankers Associations, hearings, 
page 336: 

Representative Parman. Of course, they 
would always have over them this threat that 
if there should develop a poor economic sit- 
uation in our country with lots of unem- 
ployed and lots of distress, and there was 
need to do something to bring the country 
back, and the Employment Act of 1946 was 
not carried out as the President and the 
Congress thought it should be carried out, in 
cooperation with the Federal Reserve Board, 
the Congress by a majority vote could change 
that. If we happened to have an obstinate, 
contrary board, that just would not do what 
was necessary to help the country come back, 
why then something could be done about 
the Board. 

Mr. Hemincway. That is right. 


Testimony of Malcolm Bryan, presi- 
dent, Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, 
hearings, page 430: 

There may be an implication of built-in 
inflationary bias, as we have interpreted the 
act or tended to interpret the act up to now, 
but I want to make very clear that I approve 
or it as a statement of policy of our Govern- 
ment of all branches. 


Testimony of Allan Sproul, president, 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York, 
hearings, page 537: 

Mr. Sprovt. In the answer of the presidents 
of the Federal Reserve banks, I think we ex- 

ed that opinion, and certainly it is my 
opinion that principles and policies set forth 
in the Employment Act of 1946 are a guide 
to us in our actions with respect to credit 
policy. 

Representative Parman. And you recognize 
it as a congressional policy? 

Mr. SPROUL. Yes. 

Representative Parman. And I believe you 
stated that you recognize, too, that the Fed- 
eral Reserve System is an agency of the 
Government? 

Mr. SPROUL. Yes. 


Testimony of E. A. Goldenweiser, 
member, Institute for Advanced Study, 
Princeton, University, hearings, page 
765: 


I think the general mandate in the Em- 
ployment Act and in phrases in the Federal 
Reserve Act, together with the public under- 
standing and the legislative and congres- 
sional history of the Federal Reserve, has now 
made its mandate reasonably clear. 


Testimony of Jacob Viner, professor 
of economics, Princeton University, heap- 
ings, page 794: 

The text of the mandate they have now 
has just been handed to me [Employment 
Act of 1946], and I want to read what that 
mandate is, for the special benefit of those 
who think that the Federal Reserve has a 
sufficient mandate now. 

In the declaration of policy in the Em- 
ployment Act, the last words are “to promote 
maximum employment, production, and 
purchasing power.” 


Statement of the United States Cham- 
ber of Commerce, hearings, page 804: 

As an instrumentality of Congress, the 
Federal Reserve is presumably bound by this 
declaration of policy. Moreover, since mone- 
tary policy is an important means of achiev- 
ing and maintaining a maximum level of 
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business activity and employment, the Fed- 
eral Reserve cannot evade or ignore this con- 
gressional declaration of policy. 


Statement of Murray D. Lincoln, pres- 
ident, Farm Bureau Insurance Com- 
panies, Columbus, Ohio, hearings, page 
816: 

The Federal Reserve System is one of the 
principal means of achieving the purposes 
of the Employment Act; in fact, it would be 
practically impossible to attain them with- 
out extensive use of monetary policy. 


Statement of Donald E. Montgomery, 
director of Washington office, Interna- 
tional Union, UAW-CIO, hearings, page 
819: 

The only policy directive cited to you by 
the Board as giving it responsibility with 
respect to stabilizing the economy is the 
Employment Act of 1946. But that act con- 
templates no independent action by any part 
of the Government. On the contrary, it calls 
for coordination of all the relevant powers 
of Government under the direction and re- 
sponsibility of the President. How can the 
Federal Reserve Board pretend to draw au- 
thority from that act while proclaiming its 
independence of the Executive? 

NO DEBTS, NO MONEY 


A lot has been said here about the 
payment of the national debt. I believe 
in paying debts, and I believe in indi- 
viduals and other people paying their 
debts; but in connection with our na- 
tional debt, the Board of Governors must 
keep in mind under the Employment Act 
of 1946 that they must have sufficient 
money and credit to buy the goods and 
services that are available. Keeping that 
in mind there must be debts. There is 
one thing I want in particular to invite 
your attention to. Do not be afraid any- 
body will dispute it, they will not, it 
cannot be disputed; these people who 
talk about paying the national debt en- 
tirely and other debts entirely, pay off 
all debts, do not, I am afraid, take every- 
thing into consideration. 

Under our capitalistic system if they 
have thought this thing through—we 
have a capitalistic system; that is the 
finest and best system in the world; it 
is the private-enterprise system. I would 
not change it at all, I would not change 
our banking system; I would leave it all 
just like itis. There are certain changes 
I would make, such as the Board of Gov- 
ernors and certain changes in the Fed- 
eral Reserve banks, but that does not 
go to the changing of the commercial 
banking system. I would leave it just 
as it is under our capitalistic system. If 
any changes should seem expedient they 
should be made gradually and in a help- 
ful way without endangering our pri- 
vately owned, profitably operated com- 
mercial banking system consisting of 
about 15,000 establishments. 

Keep this in mind that where there 
are no debts there is no money. You 
know you cannot have money without 
debts. If it were possible for us to levy 
income taxes and pay off our national 
debt in 10 years or 20 years it would 
cause the most devastating and destruc- 
tive panic we have ever had on earth; 
you could not stand it; it would be can- 
celing too much money. 

So in our country with 161 million 
people, every year in order to have pros- 
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perity we must have the economy going 
up about 4 percent, that is our gross na- 
tional product, for the purpose of taking 
care of the new workers that come in 
every year, and to take care of those who 
have been displaced during the year by 
labor-saving devices and machinery. 
There are about a million new workers 
every year. There are almost a million 
people who are replaced by new labor- 
saving machinery every year. So there 
are 2 million people that have to be 
taken care of every year in our economy. 
If we keep on an even keel that is not 
enough. We would soon have a backlog 
of unemployment. In order to take care 
of these new workers and these displaced 
workers, we must have our economy in- 
creasing at the rate of about 4 percent 
a year. That means in our gross na- 
tional production. In order for the gross 
national production to increase we have 
to increase our money supply. The only 
way we can increase our money supply 
is through debts. That is the only way 
in the world in our present capitalistic, 
private enterprise money system. Today 
we have debts, public and private, of 
about $640 billion. That includes our 
national debt of $275 billion, our States, 
counties and cities, installment debts 
and be other debts—about $640 billion 
in all. 


REASON FOR PROSPERITY 


Of course, people talk about having to 
pay these debts off. If you paid them all 
off you would not have any money. We 
would be reduced to barter. For a time 
in one section of the United States the 
people were absolutely dependent upon 
barter, using axe handles, hickory nuts, 
skunk hides, and things like that for legal 
tender. The reason our people are pros- 
perous is because we have money and 
credit available to purchase the goods 
and services that are available for sale, 
We must continue to have it available. 

DR. BURGESS’ VIEWS 


I am going to insert in the RECORD 
statements from people who will cor- 
roborate, at ‘east they have said what I 
am saying here, and I refer to witness 
No. 1, Dr. Randolph Burgess, who is the 
architect of the present administration’s 
monetary policy, of National City Bank 
fame, one of the greatest experts in our 
country. I do not agree with him all 
the time, but I recognize him as a great 
man and as a great expert in his line. 

He appeared before our Committee on 
Banking and Currency recently. They 
talk about paying off the national debt 
rapidly. Naturally, I favor paying off 
the national debt when we can without 
disrupting our economy. But do you not 
agree it is something that shouid not be 
done quickly and suddenly over a period 
of 10 or 20 years? Iam going to put his 
testimony in the Record. At that time 
I asked him a question along this line. 

Dr. B , if we were to pay all of our 
debts, is it not a fact we would have no 
money to do business with? 


He finally said that that is the fact. 
He hedged on it at first. He said: “We 
would find a way.” Then he had to 
admit that it would be a different way 
from what we have now. Under our 
capitalistic system as it exists today, 
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there is no way to have adequate money 
and credit without debt. If all debts 
were paid there would be no money. 

Statement of W. Randolph Burgess, 
Deputy to the Secretary of the Treasury, 
before Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency of the House of Representatives, 
May 27, 1954: 

Mr. Patman. Alexander Hamilton is 
credited with saying that a national debt is 
a national blessing, and Andrew Jackson is 
credited with saying that a national debt is 
a curse to the Republic. 

Do you agree with either one of those 
statements and, if so, which one? 

Mr. Burcess. Well, I think it is rather aca- 
demic. We will have a national debt for a 
long time to come. I wouldn’t worry about 
our situation, if we didn’t have any; I think 
we would get along pretty well. 

Mr. Parman. Suppose we were to issue a 
capital levy and pay off the national debt 
over a period of 10 years. What would be 
the effect on our economy? 

Mr. Burcess. I think that would be very 
destructive of people's initiative and incen- 
tive, to feel that we felt it was right to take 
away people’s capital. That is going pretty 
far. 


Mr. Patman. Of course, I was just using 
that—that is a rather brutal way of doing 
it—but suppose we raised income taxes and 
paid it off over a period of 10 years, or 15 
years. Don’t you think it would be in the 
direction of a severe deflation? 

Mr. Burcess. I agree with you, yes. 


Notice what Dr. Burgess says about 
paying off national debt too rapidly. 


Mr. PATMAN. And isn’t it a fact, Dr. Bur- 
gess, that our capitalistic system being as 
it is, that we might as well be realistic and 
recognize that without debt we cannot have 
prosperity? 

Mr. Burcess. Well, I wouldn't make as 
broad a statement as that, but I think I 
would say, from where we are now, we can- 
not undertake to pay off this debt in 10 
years or any such period, because it would 
be too much of a shock. 

Mr. Patman. In fact, if we didn’t have 
debts we wouldn't have any money. 

Mr. Burcess. No, I wouldn’t—you mean if 
there weren’t any debts, public or private? 

Mr. Parman. That is right. 

Mr. Burcess. Well, we would find some 
other way to do it. 

Mr. PaTMAN, We would be reduced to bar- 
ter? 

Mr. Burcess. I think we could still have a 
money system. 

Mr. Patman. We would have to change our 
system. What I am talking about is our 
present capitalistic system, which we are all 
in favor of—I am in favor of it, you are in 
favor of it—yet under that system, without 
debts, we could not expand our economy. 

Mr. Burcess. Well, without getting into 
great flights of imagination, I quite agree, 
that under our system as it works if we 
are going to have progress and move along, 
people have to borrow to go ahead and do 
things. 

Mr. Parman. And then if the people don't 
borrow money, and the banks do not lend 
money, and the local governments do not 
borrow money, it might be that the Federal 
Government would have to have deficit 
financing for the purpose of creating debts 
to expand our economy; is that right? 

Mr. Burcess. That is possible. 

Mr. Patman. In other words, somebody has 
got to create debts, either public or private. 


Dr. Burgess knows we cannot have 
sufficient money and credit without debt 
and therefore has admitted the time 
might come when the Federal Govern- 
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ment may be compelled to create debts 
in order to provide our economy with 
money. 

In addition to that I am going to in- 
sert statements from the Chairman of 
13 Board of Governors along the same 

e. 

Before the Banking and Currency 
Committee of the House of Representa- 
tives, May 26, 1954, the following testi- 
mony was recorded: 


Mr. PATMAN. About the reserves: If you 
reduce the reserve requirements—the banks 
have no excess reserves now—and you re- 
duce the reserve requirements, say, one point, 
how much excess reserve would that make 
available? 

Mr. Martin. I would have to check one 
point. I would say it is about 7 or 8 hun- 
dred million dollars. Perhaps about a bil- 
lion dollars. 

Mr. Parman. About a billion dollars? 

Mr. MARTIN. Yes. 

Mr. Parman. What is the difference in you 
gaying that all the banks of the country, 
without putting up an extra dime of capital, 
without putting up anything in the way of 
security at all, you can just create a bil- 
lion dollars more money, and on that you 
can create about $6 billion—what is the dif- 
ference between that and printing press 
money? 

Mr. Martin. The forces of the market are 
at play. 

Mr. Parztax. I know, but it is the creation 
of money, is it not? 

Mr. Martin. We have the power to create 
money. That is the strength of the Federal 
Reserve System. 

Mr. Parman. Well, the private banks have 
it, too, don’t they? 

Mr. Martin. Not in that sense. 

Mr. Parman. On their reserves don’t they 
create it on an average of 6 to 1 now? 

Mr. Manrrix. If they lend the money, or 
create the loans or investments, they can 
do that. 

Mr. Parman. That is right. But under 
your capitalistic system, which I believe in, 
and which we all believe in, we think it is 
the finest and best system on earth, you can- 
not do business in this country unless peo- 
ple go into debt, can you? 

Mr. Manrrx. I think it is possible to do 
business without going into debt. 

Mr. Parman. Under our system? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; I think it is possible. 

Mr. Parman. How would you do it? Sup- 
pose everybody paid their debts, what would 
you do for money? 

Mr. Martin. Well, now debt is an impor- 
tant part, I don’t want to debate that. Debt 
is an important part of our business. 

Mr. Patman. Of our economy. Could we do 
business without debt? 

Mr. Marrin. Well, theoretically, I think 
you could. You would have to change the 
system. 


Mr. Martin thereby admits that we 
cannot have sufficient money under our 
present capitalistic system without debts 
and the only way we can provide our- 
selves with money without debt would 
be by changing the present system. 

Mr. PaTMan. Well, you would have to pay 
out money into circulation, instead of bor- 
rowing it into circulation? 

Mr. MARTIN. You would have to change 
your system. 

Mr. PaTmaNn. You would have to change 
from your capitalistic system entirely. But 
under a system as we have now. if everybody 
paid their debts, all the money you would 
have left would be the $346 million Lincoln 
greenbacks, and the silver certificates, and 
the — and the copper coins; is that 
righ 
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Mr. MARTIN. Well, I don't know your fig- 
ures, but 

Mr. PaTMaNn. Well, I am just giving them 
from memory. But your memory on that is 
better than mine. 

Mr. MARTIN. You would have gold. 

Mr. Parman. But it is not in circulation, 

If everybody paid their debts, we would 
not have money to do business on, and we 
would be reduced to barter, wouldn't we? 

Mr. Martin. Well, we could certainly go 
back to the stone age and engage in barter, 

BANKS LARGE HOLDING OF GOVERNMENTS 


Iam inserting herewith a report of the 
condition of a bank in a western State, as 
of June 30, 1954. The statement dis- 
closes loans and discounts of less than 
$15 million and holdings of United States 
Government securities of more than $58 
million. 

I hope the banks will pursue a policy of 
making all local loans possible and invest 
less and less in United States Govern- 
ment securities. I am apprehensive that 
if the trend continues as is indicated by 
many bank statements, the banks will 
rely more and more upon riskless Gov- 
ernment securities and become less anx- 
ious to take the time and trouble of deal- 
ing with applications for local small 
loans. 

LOANS OFF BILLION PAST YEAR 

A recent statement of the condition of 
all the banks discloses that loans and dis- 
counts are off over a billion dollars the 
past year, but the investment in United 
States Government securities is up con- 
siderably. After all, accommodations 
and services to local people come first. I 
am sure that bankers generally recognize 
this as bankers are among our finest citi- 
zens and are always anxious to be help- 
ful to the communities and cities they 
serve. 

What I am afraid of is that our gov- 
ernmental policies are making it too 
attractive for banks to invest in riskless 
securities. Bankers are expected to look 
at the situation from a standpoint of the 
bank's interest, and I believe it is possible 
under present circumstances for many 
banks to be persuaded that it is in their 
interest to get away from local loans in 
order to enjoy absolute security and 
reasonable earnings from investments in 
riskless securities. 

The statement that I am inserting is 
not typical of all banks; I think it is an 
exceptional case, but since it is a state- 
ment of a bank that is principally owned 
and operated by a former President of 
the American Bankers Association, I 
thought it would be of interest to show 
the trend in this particular bank. It is 
as follows: 

Report Or CONDITION OF NATIONAL 

BANK oF WESTERN STATE AS OF 

JUNE 30, 1954 


RESOURCES 


Cash and due from banks 
United States securities 


$28, 714, 729. 97 


(par value or less) - 58, 738, 194. 05 
Municipal obligations 5. 989, 466. 79 
Total liquid assets... 93, 442, 390. 81 
Loans and discounts 14, 873, 093. 26 
80, 100. 00 

Banking house 1.00 
Furniture and fiætures 1.00 
Other asset 13, 412. 87 


Total 108, 408, 998. 94 
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REPORT OF CONDITION OF NATIONAL 
BANK OF WESTERN STATE AS OF 
June 30, 1954—Continued 

LIABILITIES 
Demand deposits $96, 836, 640. 81 
Time deposits 7. 242, 608. 75 


Total deposits 104, 129, 249. 56 


Capital stock, common 750, 000. 00 

C 1. 500, 000. 00 
Undivided profits and re- 

SOP VON ——— 2, 029, 749. 38 
Total capital invest- 

8 ie ero 4, 279, 749, 38 

NO RN cas cicero vs 108, 408, 998. 94 


Suppose all banks adopted the policy 
of having such a large percentage of 
their investments in Government secu- 
rities and such a small percentage in 
loans. Who would create the debts 
necessary to sustain an expanding econ- 
omy? Would the banks be in the posi- 
tion where they would not only object to 
Government securities being paid off but 
also in the position of demanding that 
more Government securities be made 
available for them to purchase? It will 
not be long until the trust funds that 
support the different old-age and re- 
tirement systems will probably be able 
to buy all the Government securities 
available. I hope the banks never get 
into the position where it is in their 
interest to oppose the continuance and 
establishment of such funds. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I want to be 
sure that I understood the gentleman 
correctly, and I think I did. According 
‘to the gentleman’s theory, if we are to 
have prosperity we should go further 
and further into debt? 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes. You have got to 
do that. There is no way else to do it 
under our capitalistic system. Does the 
gentleman know of any other way to do 
it? I do not. Dr. Burgess does not, 
Chairman Martin, of the Board of Gov- 
ernors, Federal Reserve System, does not, 
Mr. Eccles does not. I asked Leon Hen- 
derson a question along that line years 
ago. Leon Henderson said all debts 
ought to be paid. I asked what we would 
do for money then? He said that we 
would have to go right back into debt 
again. That is the fact. With no debts 
we have no money. As foolish as that 
sounds right off it is the truth under our 
capitalistic system. Certainly we should 
not expect any debt to be permanent but 
the aggregate amount of debt must in- 
crease in order to expand our economy. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Florida. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Did the 
gentleman oppose increasing the limit of 
our national debt? 

Mr. PATMAN. I did. A year ago I 
voted against it because they had plenty 
of money in the banks to take care of the 
Government’s needs for the next year. 
They had $9 billion in the banks on the 
day I spoke, which is a large amount. 
Normally they have from four to six bil- 
lion dollars in the banks all the time, 
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which gives opportunity for great favor- 
itism, in addition to destroying the use 
of it for the Government's purposes. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. How does 
the gentleman explain the fact that it 
takes debt to create prosperity although 
it would not be a good thing to increase 
the national debt? 

Mr. PATMAN. Well, I want the pri- 
vate-enterprise system to work by local 
people going into debt through the local 
banks and other financial institutions. 
The Government should stay out of debt 
as much as possible. Like local and 
State governments, they should stay out 
of it, and only to be used at a time of 
emergency. But, Dr. Burgess admitted, 
in questioning him, that the time could 
come—and I am putting his testimony 
in the Recorp—that we would have to 
increase our national debt in order to 
have enough money and credit to do 
business on. 

Now, if it got to that point, I would 
increase it just for that purpose, but I 
am not going to increase it if it is not 
needed for that purpose. I would rather 
use this idle and unused money in the 
banks that the Government is not re- 
ceiving any interest on at all; nothing; 
idle; four to five billion dollars. It is 
serving no useful purpose for the Gov- 
ernment. It is just helpful to the banks. 
I do not object to helping the banks, but 
I do not want to help them that way. 
Why should the Government borrow 
money and pay interest when it has bil- 
lions of dollars in private banks idle and 
unused? The banks have a side to the 
question. Iam impressed with the argu- 
ments they made. I want them treated 
right. It can be adjusted and the banks 
treated fairly without the Government 
giving up the use of these deposits. 


INCREASING NATIONAL DEBT 


The only reason I voted against in- 
creasing the national debt a year ago 
was because they had $9 billion idle and 
unused in the banks which, if they used, 
they would not have to increase the debt 
limit. And, the debt limit was not in- 
creased during this past year and it 
did not exceed the limit because they 
had to dip in and use some of these idle 
and unused funds. On yesterday I did 
not vote to increase it because they still 
have between four and one-half to five 
billion dollars in the banks, and I want 
the Government to use that idle money 
before we increase the debt limit. But, 
whenever it is necessary to increase it, I 
am for increasing it. I think it is intel- 
lectually dishonest for a Member of Con- 
gress to vote for appropriations which, 
when paid, will exceed the debt limit and 
then fail to vote to raise the debt limit 
to take care of them. I think it is just 
as wrong and dishonest as a Member of 
Congress voting for all appropriation 
bills and against all tax bills. It is the 
same thing. So, the time might come 
in this country when we will have to 
increase the national debt just for the 
purpose of creating sufficient money and 
credit. I hope that time never comes, 
but it is possible. 

So, again, in conclusion, I invite your 
attention to the fact that we should all 
remain on the alert, to persuade the au- 
thorities against permitting the Govern- 
ment bonds to go below par. It should 
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never be permitted again. If such a 
policy is started again, Congress should 
do something about it without delay. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to vacate the 
special order she had for today and that 
it be set for tomorrow. 


CELLER ASKS DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE TO VETO PROPOSED 
MERGER OF BETHLEHEM STEEL 
CO. AND YOUNGSTOWN SHEET & 
TUBE 


The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER] is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the hunting season for big mergers. 
The catch is huge. Each day records 
bigger and better mergers. First it was 
autos, drugs, chemicals, machinery, 
hotels. Now it is steel. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. PATMAN. Why are they permit- 
ted to merge as they have been in the 
recent past in view of the act of Congress 
that was passed preventing mergers? 

Mr. CELLER. I played a rather im- 
portant part in what is known as the 
Celler Antimerger Act. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is what I am 
speaking of. 

Mr. CELLER. I think the Depart- 
ment of Justice may have been a little 
lax in failing to enforce properly that 
act. That is what I am addressing my- 
self to. 

Mr. PATMAN. I should be very inter- 
ested in what the gentleman has to say 
because I know he has given great 
thought and study to that subject. I 
feel it very important and timely. 

Mr. CELLER. The Government seems 
friendly. It offers little or no protest 
to this steady growth of power and privi- 
lege. We witnessed Olin Industries 
combine with Mathieson Chemical Corp. 
with resultant assets of $584 million. 
W. R. Grace & Co. united with Davidson 
Chemical to produce a combination of 
$384 million. Burlington Mills unites 
with Pacific Mills and Goodall-Sanford 
to yield $428 million. Packard Motors 
combines with Studebaker to produce 
$258 million. Hilton Hotels unite with 
Statler Hotels, and there have been many 
bank mergers. 

The biggest merger now in process is 
Bethlehem Steel Corp. and Youngstown 
Sheet & Tube Co. A gargantuan firm 
of $2.3 billion would result, with plants 
spread halfway across the Nation, plus 
some west-coast operations. Bethlehem 
would have Youngstown’s advantageous 
position in the Chicago market and 
Youngstown would have Bethlehem’s 
priority position in the East. Youngs- 
town would have Bethlehem’s easy ac- 
cess to domestic and Canadian ores. 

Climax Molybdenum Co. may be in- 
cluded in the deal. That would give the 
merged firms the greatest and most lu- 
crative source of molybdenum, used in 
steel alloys. 
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As former chairman of the Antimo- 
nopoly Subcommittee of the House Ju- 
diciary Committee, which probed the 
iron and steel industry, and as author 
of the Celler Antimerger Act, I am 
gravely concerned about this new merg- 
er. It bodes ill to the steel industry. 
It would be against the national in- 
terest. It would result in injurious con- 
centration of production and have a 
deadly affect upon competition within 
the steel industry. It should be scotched 
by the Department of Justice as tending 
to violate the antitrust laws, particularly 
the Celler Antimerger Act. 

Presently United States Steel Corp. 
has a net-tonnage capacity of 38,715,000 
tons, or 31.14 percent of the entire in- 
dustry. The new combination would 
mean a capacity of 24 million tons, or 
19.3 percent of the entire industry. 
United States Steel plus the merged 
Bethlehem and Youngstown, would rep- 
r2sent a total of 62,715,000 tons, or 50.44 
percent, or over one-half of the coun- 
try’s steel-producing capacity. The re- 
sult would be a two-company potential 
domination in the Nation’s basic in- 
dustry. 

There is conscious parallelism of price, 
or what is called price leadership, in 
steel today. This conclusion was devel- 
oped in the monopoly hearings. All 
companies, small and large, follow the 
great leader, United States Steel, as to 
price. 

Referring to the report of the monop- 
oly subcommittee I draw attention to 
some quotations on pages 64, 65, and 66 
which indicate this price leadership. I 
read from page 64 of that report: 

Each of the economists who were called 
upon to give independent testimony main- 
tained that there was a substantial degree 
of price leadership within the steel indus- 
try. They agreed that there was no sig- 
nificant evidence of widespread collusion or 
explicit agreement on price among the large 
steel companies. However, as Arthur Robert 
Burns, of Columbia University expressed it— 


And incidentally Mr. Burns is Chief 

of the Economic Advisers of the Presi- 
dent— 
“The most important single question affect- 
ing the making of prices in the steel indus- 
try is the leadership of the United States 
Steel Corp.” 


George Stocking, professor of eco- 
nomics at Vanderbilt University, pre- 
sented the general setting in which steel- 
price operations may take place: 

Most economists recognize that where a 
few large sellers dominate a market both 
logic and experience may teach them that 
price competition does not pay. Price lead- 
ers are apt to appear in such industries. The 
price leader is generally the biggest firm. 
Its rivals, frequently without an overt agree- 
ment, may accept its lead. 


With U. S. Steel and the new combine 
in positions of vantage, prices would be- 
come more rigid. Prices can more 
easily be fixed by 2 companies than by 
many, especially if those 2 constitute a 
steel oligopoly with more than 50 per- 
cent of the country’s output. 

Then consider the resulting inter- 
company imbalance. U. S. Steel has 
31.14 percent. The new merger of Beth- 
lehem and Youngstown would have 19.3 
percent, The next largest company, Re- 
public, would have 8.25 percent. No 
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other company below Republic would 
have more than 5 percent. Most of the 
companies would have under 2 percent, 

These two top companies with facili- 
ties spread over the Nation, together 
with diversification of products and 
sales, and their vast resources of raw 
materials, would inescapably reduce 
competition to such a degree as to build 
up a highly dangerous medium for 
monopolistic power. 

In self-defense the other smaller com- 
panies would be compelled to merge one 
with the other. Some companies are 
already seriously discussing possible 
mergers. They see the handwriting on 
the wall. They dare not wait. The end 
result would be a few steel giants. The 
little fellow would be grist to their mill. 
More and more fabricators and manu- 
facturers of end products would fold up. 
They would be compelled to buy their 
raw material from their competitors— 
these same giants who are gradually 
controlling fabrication. It would be: 
“Everyone for himself,’ said the ele- 
phant, as he danced among the 
chickens.” 

The proposed merger has already pro- 
duced queer stock changes. There has 
been widespread speculation in the 
stocks of these companies, Bethlehem 
and Youngstown. Since the news leaked 
Bethlehem stock has risen from 72 to 
815g and Youngstown 475% to 6344. 

The first rumor of the merger was 
July 15 when Bethlehem was 72 and 
Youngstown 4754. On July 29 when Mr. 
Eugene Grace, chairman of the board 
of Bethlehem, confirmed the proposed 
combine, Youngstown jumped to 50%. 
On August 3, Bethlehem reached 815, 
and Youngstown reached 634%. Upon 
announcement that the rumor of merger 
was quite uncertain the Bethlehem stock 
declined to 7744 and Youngstown went 
down to 5934, where they are today. 

It would be interesting to follow and 
check on these stock gyrations and dis- 
cover who was buying and who was sell- 
ing and when and for whom and who 
were the insiders and what were their 
advantages. 

No comparable increase in market val- 
ue occurred in any other steel stock dur- 
ing the same period. The volume turn- 
over of Bethlehem and Youngstown 
stocks during the time in question has 
been abnormally high. 

If the merger is not consummated 
many innocent purchasers would suffer 
serious losses, 

I think the SEC might well sink its 
teeth into this manipulation of stock. 

The Department of Justice is now con- 
sidering this merger. It should veto it 
out of hand. It violates the Celler Anti- 
merger Act, 

The Government has been encourag- 
ing the existing companies to expand 
their productive facilities to meet de- 
fense requirements by giving them ac- 
celerated amortization of new facilities 
constructed for defense, but it has also 
encouraged the creation of new enter- 
prises to enter the steel industry in order 
to promote a greater decentralization of 
production and in plant locations for de- 
fense diversification and to increase 
sources of supply. Government finan- 
cial aid has even been provided therefor. 
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This policy was dictated by the de- 
mands of national defense and to stimu- 
late a vigorous and viable competition. 

Now to encourage the initiation of a 
series of mergers between existing major 
companies could be a reversal of this 
policy, defeat its objectives, and be 
against the national interest. 

Furthermore, there is no financial or 
economic necessity to justify a concen- 
tration in a few hands. The existing 
companies in the industry as presently 
set up are now all financially sound and 
healthily competitive and are not con- 
fronted with the problems of the auto- 
motive and other industries where nu- 
merous mergers were made necessary to 
avert bankruptcy. 

Finally I warn, that if this merger is 
consummated, and if control of the Con- 
gress changes, and I become chairman 
of the House Judiciary Committee once 
more, I shall make it my studied purpose 
to check most thoroughly into all phases 
of this merger and report to Congress. 
I anticipate an interesting assignment. 
However, I hope the Department of Jus- 
tice will deprive me of that fascinating 
job and say to Bethlehem and Youngs- 
town—“no soap.” 

I am addressing the House under this 
special order and in my extension of re- 
marks I shall explain at greater length 
and detail my opposition to this measure. 
I shall likewise ask the Federal Trade 
Commission to investigate this proposed 
combine. 


UNITED STATES-BRITISH UNITY ON 
FORMERLY SOVEREIGN STATES 
NOW IN BONDAGE 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. FercHan] is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to raise a question which is creat- 
ing confusion and anxiety in the minds 
of our best friends, and which through 
a certain precision on the part of our 
administration could become instead, a 
source of encouragement and hope. I 
am referring to one particular passage in 
the official communique, issued at the 
end of the conference between President 
Eisenhower and Britain’s Prime Minis- 
ter Churchill issued June 29. It runs 
as follows: 

As regards formerly sovereign states now 
in bondage, we will not be a party to any 
arrangement or treaty which would confirm 
or prolong their unwilling subordination. 


Apparently this statement should not 
have been a subject of controversy, for 
Russian communism has forcibly occu- 
pied many sovereign nations since 1939, 
and this is known to every schoolboy 
in America. I refer to Poland, Czecho- 
slovakia, Rumania, Hungary, Bulgaria, 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Albania and 
Yugoslavia. There is no possibility of 
controversy with regard to those uni- 
yersally known facts. The only question 
which might have occurred to the reader 
of the communique was whether Eisen- 
hower and Churchill did not have in 
their minds also the rights of the once 
free and independent non-Russian na- 
tions of the U. S. S. R. I have in mind 
the nations of Ukraine, Byelorussia, 
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‘Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, North 
Caucasia, Idel-Ural, Cossackia, Turke- 
stan and several others. All these na- 
tions were enslaved by the Russian Em- 
pire and they declared their national 
independence in the period 1917-18. 
Many of them held their independence 
until 1921 or 1922 before they were sub- 
verted and overrun by the Russian Com- 
munists. However, a few days after the 
communique was delivered, the British 
prime minister was asked in the House 
of Commons to identify the countries to 
which the passage in the communique 
was intended to refer. The answer of 
Churchill instead of clarifying, greatly 
confused the issue and has, in addition, 
some disturbing complications. The fol- 
lowing is an excerpt of the report on the 
debate of July 7 in the House of Com- 
mons, published by the New York Times, 
issue of July 8, 1954, page 6, under the 
caption “United States-British Unity on 
‘Bondage’ Seen—Churchill Tells Com- 
mons Firm Ties Will Prevent a Rift Over 
Enslaved Nations”: 

Members of the Laborite opposition, many 
representatives of which have visited the So- 
viet satellite states in East Europe, wanted 
to know exactly what states the Prime Min- 
ister and the President had in mind. 

Sir Winston jocularly told W. N. Warbey, a 
Laborite, that when the list had been drawn 
up he and President Eisenhower were aware 
that some nations would be offended by be- 
ing included in the list and some by being 
excluded, 

In a similar vein he added that when he 
Was a young officer in the Army he had been 
taught the maxim: “No names, no pack 
drill.” (Pack drill is a form of field punish- 
ment in the British Army.) The reply pro- 
duced laughter but not quiet. Mr. Warbey 
returned to the theme, asking if the decla- 
ration meant, for example, that Britain could 
not make a treaty with the Soviet Union be- 
cause the United States refused to recognize 
the incorporation of the Baltic States into 
the Soviet Union? 

The Prime Minister replied that this ques- 
tion illustrated the undesirability of picking 
and choosing. He and the President did no 
more than “express a general opinion,” he 
added. 

Kenneth Younger, another Labor member, 
then asked whether this “rather vague 
phrase” represented a real agreement be- 
tween the two nations and whether it would 
not be another occasion when, through 
“using some loose formula,” the United 
States would give one interpretation and 
the British Government another. 

“I do not think so,” the Prime Minister re- 
plied, “We are both so firmly based on fun- 
damental principles.” 


Leaving aside the jocular mood of the 
British Prime Minister which appears so 
incongruous as seen against the tragic 
background of enslavement, Churchill’s 
reference to a list which has been drawn 
up at the White House conference and 
which—as the Prime Minister points 
out—excludes certain nations, raises a 
grave problem. It would appear from 
the wording of Churchill’s answer, a 
choice has been made among the “for- 
merly sovereign states now in bondage,” 
with regard to their status in the pres- 
ent Anglo-American orbit of political in- 
terest. This would appear that for cer- 
tain unavowed reasons the United States 
and Great Britain intend to convey to 
the Soviet Union their willingness to 
make a gain out of the enslavement of 
nations a subject for bargaining, 
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First of all, I feel Mr. Churchill should 
be required to explain just what he 
meant when he stated some nations 
would be offended if their names ap- 
peared on a list of those nations which 
wanted their national independence and 
he and Eisenhower were willing to sup- 
port in that noble aspiration. Is he sug- 
gesting that any of the nations in the 
Red colonial empire do not want their 
freedom and independence? Is he sug- 
gesting that he and Mr. Eisenhower have 
devised some new formula or criteria to 
determine which of the enslaved nations 
are to be allowed to fight for their free- 
dom and independence and thus remain 
allies of the United States? Is he tell- 
ing us that another power decision has 
been taken by two men sitting around a 
conference table—a decision bearing 
upon the life or death or a nation, with- 
out allowing the people to express their 
will on such a vital question? Had the 
European statesmen followed the prin- 
ciples laid down by President Woodrow 
Wilson, particularly that relating to the 
right of nations to self-determination, 
we would not have the tremendous power 
block of communism which confronts 
the free world today, and in all proba- 
bility, we would have escaped the horrors 
of World War II. I cannot believe that 
President Eisenhower could have arrived 
at any agreements with Churchill which 
failed to recognize the right of all na- 
tions to self-determination. I cannot 
drive myself to believe that President 
Eisenhower would lend our great Nation 
to any deal in which one nation hopes 
to protect itself by selling out the free- 
dom and independence of other nations. 

This is such a serious matter that I 
believe our press should raise these ques- 
tions with the President at his next news 
conference. This would allow President 
Eisenhower the opportunity to tell the 
American people and the world the truth 
about the decisions—made at their con- 
ference—so that the people may judge 
whether Churchill was speaking only for 
himself and certainly was inaccurate 
when he stated that a firm agreement 
had been reached on this matter, which 
could not be broken because “‘we are both 
so firmly based on fundamental prin- 
ciples.” I do not know what Churchill 
meant by “fundamental principles.” I 
hope he was not referring to the kind of 
principles which permit the British to 
sell steel and steel rolling mills to the 
Russian Communists, as announced yes- 
terday, so they can better prepare in 
their announced intention to destroy the 
United States. 


UNITED STATES AIRPOWER 


Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, a distin- 
guished spokesman for the administra- 
tion spoke last week on the state of the 
Air Force. He carefully disavowed part- 
isanship as something untenable in a 
discussion of national defense. There 
was however in the tone of his remarks, 
in the timing of their delivery, and in 
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the very title he gave his address a qual- 
ity that must seem to the impartial 
listener bordering on partisanship. The 
title the spokesman used was “An Ap- 
praisal of the Nation’s Airpower Pro- 
gram,” but there is little reason at this 
time for anyone to have made an ap- 
praisal except in defense, and no occa- 
sion for a defense except in justification 
of what the present administration has 
done to the Air Force. 

History alone will make the appraisal 
that will be final. History alone will be 
able to say whether America’s airpower 
in 1954 was adequate. What the admin- 
istration spokesman has done has been 
merely to assert, as the 83d Congress 
draws to a close and the present admin- 
istration reaches the halfway mark, that 
all is well in national defense. This 
avowal was made calmly, with a but- 
tressing of statistics, with a minimum of 
criticism of the past administration, and 
with an air of conviction that is subtly 
persuasive. But the remarks were based 
on two false assumptions, and from these 
false assumptions he drew a major false 
conclusion. One false assumption was 
that there is no real disagreement in 
this country as to our airpower objec- 
tives. The other false assumption is 
that because the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff has stated unequivocally 
that our national airpower is superior 
to that of any other nation, it must be 
so. I do not agree, Mr. Speaker, with 
either assertion. Nor do I agree with 
the conclusion that because of actions 
taken in the last year, the successful 
accomplishment of the 137-wing Air 
Force goal is assured, that the airpower 
we now have is adequate for national 
defense. 

This is not the place to engage in a 
discussion of tactical versus strategic 
airpower, or to reopen the old discussion 
of land-based versus carrier-based air- 
power. There is, however, a consider- 
able area of disagreement as to our air- 
power objectives, and no appraisal of our 
airpower program that overlooks it can 
be just and fair. The Army is today 
creating a tactical Air Force, the Navy 
a strategic Air Force. When the spokes- 
man speaks of airpower he sometimes 
means the United States Air Force and 
sometimes the Air Forces of the several 
services, but he never speaks for the 
United States Air Force which holds by 
the basic doctrine that the greatest op- 
portunity for decisive action is in deal- 
ing immediately and directly with the 
enemy’s war-making capacity—both in 
being and potential. This doctrine re- 
quires the neutralization or destruction 
of the enemy’s industrial capacity, con- 
trol mechanisms, and forces presenting 
unacceptable threats by the only means 
we presently have for reaching such tar- 
gets—long-range strategic bombing. 
There is no disagreement in the Air 
Force on that. I would like to think 
there is full agreement elsewhere with 
that doctrine. 

The second false assumption on which 
the spokesman bases his appraisal is the 
assumption that because the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has spoken, 
his words are not to be questioned. 
There are many well informed students 
of airpower and of national defense who 
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do question the infallibility of the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
there is considerable evidence that our 
national airpower is not superior to that 
of Soviet Russia. In fact, there is no 
agreement in the Defense Department 
that our airpower is superior to Russia's. 
Recently, between the swimming pool 
and the golf course, the barbecues and 
the steaks at Quantico, the Secretary of 
Defense spoke in soothing words of the 
superiority of our technology, but he was 
followed by his Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Research and Development 
who spoke of the diminishing advantage 
we hold over the Soviets. The Scripps- 
Howard Washington Daily News assert- 
ed editorially that something did not jell 
at Quantico, and that something has not 
jelled in Washington. 

Despite his disavowal of partisanship, 
the theme of the spokesman’s argument 
is really that because there is a Republi- 
can administration in Washington all is 
well with national defense, and well with 
the airpower program. He asserted 
without qualifying his remark that “The 
Air Force program, by the end of 1952, 
was sadly out of balance.” It requires 
no reference to the calendar to translate 
this statement as meaning in his mind 
that the Air Force program was out of 
balance under the Democrats, or to 
translate the following sentence to mean 
that “major strides have been made 
within the last year“ —by the Republi- 
cans—“ to bring the Air Force program 
back into balance.“ I regret the neces- 
sity of bringing personalities into my re- 
marks, but I must do so to point out that 
the program that was out of balance 
throughout the Democratie administra- 
tion and is in balance under a Republi- 
can administration are essentially the 
same program administered by the same 
Chief of Staff. 

The Air Force has never retreated 
from its position that its goal of 155 
wings—supported by Finletter and Van- 
denberg—was a realistic one, and its goal 
of 143 wings by 1955 only a compromise 
goal, accepted as the absolute minimum 
necessary for national defense. The 
137-wing program by 1957 does not re- 
state either goal or the compromise goal, 
but alters the schedule for achieving the 
latter. Last year we heard a great deal 
about more defense for less money. 
This year we are being exposed to the 
thesis that economical defense can be 
achieved more effectively by a deceler- 
ated program aimed toward a postponed 
date. 

The Air Force goal, Mr. Speaker, is for 
adequate airpower when it is needed— 
and it will be an enemy, bent on aggres- 
sion rather than anyone in the United 
States who will tell us when it is needed. 
But the Chief of Staff who tells us today 
how much airpower is needed and how it 
should be employed to preserve peace to- 
day and to win war if it comes tomorrow, 
is the Chief of Staff who was for 3 years 
the right-hand man of Gen. Hoyt S. 
Vandenberg, who was chosen by General 
Vandenberg as his successor, and who 
was acting Chief of Staff for over 6 
months while General Vandenberg lay 
stricken in Walter Reed Hospital. No 
man in this House has greater admira- 
tion than I for Gen. Nathan F. Twining, 
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and I assert that it shows scant respect 
for his able performance of his arduous 
duties to infer, as has been inferred, that 
this able, conscientious, devoted general, 
of unquestioned and unquestionable in- 
tegrity, directed an out-of-balance pro- 
gram throughout 1952, but has directed 
a balanced program since January 1953, 
just because in January 1953 there was 
a change of administration. 

General Twining is a good airman, 
which is in this air age the same as 
saying that he is a good soldier; and 
General Twining has gone along with 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secre- 
tary of Defense in working for the orderly 
attainment of the compromise 137-wing 
Air Force program. But General Twin- 
ing has called that program somewhat 
optimistic, and reminded us that it is 
based on the hope that the Reds would 
not continue the intensive buildup of 
their air atomic threat against us. “In 
the event they do,” he said, “we may have 
to revise our own plans for airpower.” 
General Twining has accepted the 137- 
wing program, as General Vandenberg 
accepted the 143-wing program, as a 
minimum program, And both programs 
were set forth before the full testing of 
the American H-bomb, with its frightful 
revelation of the possibilities of destruc- 
tion, had been followed by the revelation 
that the Russians also have an H-bomb 
and are building a strategic air force 
that can deliver it. 

Mr. Speaker, I deeply regret the intro- 
duction of anything partisan into my 
own remarks, but I owe it to General 
Twining and owe it to the memory of his 
great predecessor, General Vandenberg, 
to defend them and the Air Force of their 
creation from the false accusation that 
everything was wrong before January 
1953, just because the present admin- 
istration has done many things dif- 
ferently since that time. 

The administration has indeed done 
many things differently. One of the 
first things it did was to place arbitrary 
restrictions on the program of base con- 
struction and on the personnel strength 
of the Air Force. These actions so 
greatly delayed the orderly buildup of 
the Air Force program—143 wings or 137 
wings—that the early date set for 
achievement was impossible of attain- 
ment. The administration has juggled 
the figures of procurement until it is 
difficult to tell whether or not there has 
been change in the rate of production. 
But the buildup of an Air Force must be 
orderly: personnel, bases, and aircraft 
goals must be phased together. What 
this administration did personnelwise 
was alone sufficient to throw the inte- 
grated program off schedule. Ask any 
of the thousands of men who were arbi- 
trarily dropped from the Air Force last 
year in a furious effort to reduce the 
overall personnel strength; ask any of 
the thousands of college Air ROTC grad- 
uates of last June who were denied the 
commissions they had been promised and 
for which they had been working for 4 
years; ask any of the men who are get- 
ting out of the Air Force today, because 
they have lost faith in the authority 
that sets policies and executes them. 

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, if there is truth 
in anything the administration spokes- 
man said in his appraisal of the Nation’s 
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airpower program, it is in his admission 
that the Air Force faces a very difficult 
recruiting problem, in building its 
strength back up to the 970,000 men it 
had before it was arbitrarily required to 
lose 20,000 men in 1953. Today the Air 
Force has a total of about 950,000 offi- 
cers and airmen, but it must find many 
times more than 20,000 new men to reach 
the new goal a year from now. The 
spokesman himself has stated that— 

Because of the very high number of sepa- 
rations expect in fiscal year 1955, this net 
gain of 20,000 cannot be assured without a 
major recruiting effort. 


The Air Force estimates that 200,000 
enlistments or reenlistments are needed 
to achieve a net gain of 20,000. That 
means, Mr. Speaker, an intensive effort 
to persuade the people of this Nation 
that all is indeed right with our Air 
Force, and that an adequate Air Force 
is essential to this Nation’s security. 

Mr. Speaker, in view of that effort, 
which must be made, which the achieve- 
ment of even the 137-wing program re- 
quires, which the defense of this Nation 
requires, isn’t it time to drop recrimina- 
tions, to forget all partisanship, and to 
go earnestly, seriously, and quickly about 
the task of giving the United States the 
airpower it so greatly requires. Isn't 
it time to stop paying lip service to air- 
power, to stop talking about New Looks 
and new emphasis, and to get about the 
job of creating national strength based, 
in the President’s own words on the cre- 
ation, maintenance, and full exploitation 
of modern airpower. 

Because the full potentialities of air- 
power were discovered under a Demo- 
cratic administration, because the 155- 
wing goal was advanced by the Air Force 
and the 143-wing compromise accepted 
by the Air Force under a Democratic ad- 
ministration, is no reason to condemn 
the Air Force that General Arnold con- 
ceived and Generals Spaatz and Vanden- 
berg brought into being. But because 
the Air Force today represents the care- 
ful planning, the wise direction and con- 
scientious administration of countless 
loyal and devoted officers who have 
worked for the buildup of American air- 
power and for the fullest employment 
of airpower in achieving national se- 
curity, there is every reason to support 
them in their efforts to give this Na- 
tion the airpower it requires. The 
spokesman says “The people of this 
country have every reason to feel secure 
in the knowledge that our Nation’s de- 
fense is in good hands.” Ifor one would 
be happier if he could say, and if we 
could all say, that we have every reason 
to feel secure in the knowledge that this 
Nation’s defense is based on adequate 
airpower, and airpower of the quality, 
the quantity, and the availability de- 
manded by those leaders in whose good 
hands rests the responsibility of em- 
ploying American airpower whenever 
and wherever it is needed. 


SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATION 
LAWS OF 83D CONGRESS, 1ST SES- 
SION 
Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to extend my 

remarks at this point in the RECORD. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I am taking this opportunity of making 
available to my colleagues a summary of 
the appropriation laws of the 83d Con- 
gress, Ist session, prepared for my con- 
stituents in the Second District of Illi- 
nois. The figures have been checked 
carefully and are accurate. 

It is my practice to report to the men 
and women who honored me to election 
to this body on all legislation enacted by 
us. So far my reports, mailed to all re- 
questing them and reaching approxi- 
mately 10,000 constituents, have covered 
530 laws. Necessarily a prodigious 
amount of work has gone into the prep- 
aration and distribution of reports ana- 
lyzing and summarizing laws that will 
total, before we adjourn, between 600 and 
700. Much of the work naturally had to 
be done at night, on weekends, and on 
holidays, because of the pressure of my 
other congressional duties. 

I am happy that good health and 
fortune enabled me meanwhile to main- 
tain a perfect attendance record in both 
the House and my committee, Banking 
and Currency. In both sessions of the 
83d Congress this good fortune made it 
possible for me to answer all rollcalls, 
including quorum calls. As most of my 
constituents have to respect the clock 
of an employer I thought they would 
wish me, who represent them in this 
body, to respect the same rule. I re- 
gard ours as a relationship of principal 
and agent. My constituents are the 
principal, I the agent, and as such I feel 
the obligation to report to them, that is 
my conception of representative govern- 
ment in its functioning. 

That my colleagues, if they desired, 
might have for reference a compendium 
of our legislation, I, from time to time, 
have inserted my current reports in the 
Recorp. The following table gives the 
dates and page numbers: 


Congressional 


Public Laws Record Page 
c July 13,1953 A4313 
46 to 76... July 16, 1953 A4417 
77 to 100. July 30,1953 A4795 
101 to 124 Aug. 26,1953 45220 
125 to 169. Aug. 28, 1953 A5265 
170 to 201 0 45381 
eee e eee 9 5399 
243 to 288. Jan. 25,1954 
289 to 295 Feb. 16. 1954 1871 
296 to 300. Mar. 9,1954 2959 
c 8 
307 to 311. Apr. 14, 1954 5190 
312 to 322. -5 ay 6,1954 6182 
323 to 334. May 10, 1954 6322 
. T ask Ci aha 6325 
341 to 351 May 19,1954 6881 
352 to 358 May 26,1954 7195 
359 to 364. June 3,1954 7654 
365 to 373. EET NORR 7655 
374 to 383. June 7,1954 7800 
384 to 388_ June 17, 1954 8491 
Fal ak op aa ˙ Ed eet irean 8492 
. C o TESSE B 8493 
404 to 423. July 15,1954 10662 
e 3 10665 
437 to 450. July 23, 1954 11775 
451 to 480. 8 75 28, 1954 12484 

0. 


In the case of appropriation laws I 
have withheld detail report until time 
would permit a study and analysis suf- 
ficient to give to my constituents a com- 
plete picture of the use made of the 
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Federal funds, including their own tax 
payments. My report on the 16 appro- 
priation laws of the first session, 83d 
Congress, now completed, follows: 
PUBLIC LAW 11—H. R. 3053, SECOND SUPPLE- 
MENTAL APPROPRIATION, 1953 
A. Appropriates $943,298,728 to supply sup- 
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1953. Continues antistrike 
provisions. 
B. Items: 
Appropriations 
CHAPTER I. LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
Senate: 
Payment to the widow of late 
Senator Brien McMahon of 


the State of Connecticut $12, 500 
Joint Committee on Print- 

S777 555 
Vice President's automobile. 980 
Inquiries and investigation. 500, 000 

Total, Senate 514, 035 
House of Representatives: 
Beneficiaries of deceased 

» 37. 500 
Office of the Clerk 3. 835 
Contingent expenses of the 

House: 
e pa ee eee 58, 750 
Special and select commit- 
A 500, 000 
Stationery (revolving 
8 800 
Total, House of Repre- 
sentatives 600, 885 
Capitol Police: Capitol Police 
BG Sas (aS «ole SERRE SA AN EL SS 
Education of Senate and 
House pages: Education of 
Senate, House, and Supreme 
Court pages 2,570 
Architect of the Capitol, 
Capitol Buildings and 
Grounds: 
Capitol Bulldings - 800 
Senate restaurant 1. 600 
Senate Office Bullding - 54, 000 
Total, Architect of the 
„ 56, 400 
Total, legislative branch. 1. 173, 890 
The judiclary—Other courts 
and services: 
Supreme Court, preparation 

of rules for civil proce- 

e e E heen: - 11, 500 
Fees of commissioners... =- 107, 000 
Fees of jurors ap 200, 000 
Miscellaneous salaries... - 20, 600 
Salaries of court reporters 15, 700 
Salaries of referees (special 

accounté)c.-~ = ose (134, 000) 

Total, the judiciary... 354, 800 
Total, chapter 1 1, 528, 690 
CHAPTER II . 
Department of State 
Salaries and expenses 5 
International Boundary and 
Water Commission, United 
States and Mexico: Con- 
struction aae aaea 1, 500, 000 
Department of Commerce 
Civil Aeronautics Administra- 

tration: 

Establishment of air-navi- 

gation facilities 2, 500, 000 
Federal-aid airport program, 

Federal Airport Act 3, 500, 000 

Patent Office: Salaries and ex- 
S = 130, 000 


August 17 
Appropriations—Continued 
Bureau of Public Roads: 
Federal-aid highways $185, 000, 000 
Access roads (act of Sept. 
U e A ee EE te 13, 000, 000 
Total, Department of 
Commerce 204, 130, 000 
m 
Total, chapter II. 205, 630, 000 
a — 


CHAPTER III. TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Bureau of the Public Debt 750, 000 


SS———————3 
CHAPTER IV. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Bureau of Employment Se- 


curity: 
Salaries and expenses . 80, 000 
Grants to States for unem- 
ployment compensation 
and employment service 
administration 6. 750, 000 
Unemployment compensa- 
tion for veterans 27, 200, 000 
Total, Department of 
bern 34, 030, 000 


Federal Security Agency, Office 
of Education: 
Salaries and expenses 
Payments to school districts. 20, 500, 000 
Public Health Service: Hospi- 
tals and medical care....... .......... on 
Social Security Administration: 
Salaries and expenses, Bu- 
reau of Old-Age and Sur- 


vivors Insurance (trust 
fund limitation) Pv (2, 000, 000) 

Grants to States for public 
assistance 340, 000, 000 

Total, Federal Security 
3 360, 500, 000 
Total, chapter IV 394, 530, 000 


CHAPTER VI. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Office of Secretary: Research 
in the utilization of saline 


AM 50, 000 
Bureau of Land Management: 
Management of lands and re- 
—— 8 60, 000 
Bureau of Mines: Health and 
— — aS 266, 000 
Total, Department of the 
Be ae el 376, 000 
Federal Coal Mine Safety Board 
of Review: Salaries and ex- 
PONS osasia 20, 000 
Total, chapter VI 396, 000 


CHAPTER VII. EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
The White House Once 
Emergency fund for the Presi- 

dent (national defense) 250, 000 


Total, Executive Office of 
the President 


Independent offices, Veterans’ 
Administration: 
Administration, medical, hos- 
pital, and domiciliary serv- 
10, 000, 000 
Compensation and pensions. 237, 573, 000 


Readjustment benefits 75, 000, 000 
Servicemen’s indemnities._... 2,000, 000 
Veterans’ miscellaneous ben- 
— — — 1. 361, 000 
Grants to the Republic of 
the Philippines 1, 000, 000 
Total, Veterans’ Admin- 
istration 326, 934, 000 


Total, chapter VI 327, 234, 000 
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Appropriations—Continued 
CHAPTER VIII. CIVIL FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE ARMY 
Panama Canal Company (ad- 
ministrative expense limita- 


r een ($255, 200) 
CHAPTER IX. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Military functions._....--.-.. ---------- > 
CHAPTER X. JUDGMENTS AND AUTHORIZED CLAIMS 

Judgments and authorized 
claims, chapter & 13. 230, 038 
(a 
Grand total.....------- 943, 298, 728 


PUBLIC LAW 59—H. R. 4664, THIRD SUPPLE- 
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 
A. Appropriates $5,441,875 to supply sup- 
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1953. Continues antistrike 
provisions. 
B. Items: 
Appropriations 
CHAPTER I, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
(Out of revenues of the District of 


Columbia) 
Fiscal service, salaries and ex- 
aT AA—T—5³—b ee ($100, 000) 
District government em- 
ployees’ compensation fund_ (41, 500) 
Office of Administrator of Rent 
Control. sae noeennsannes~ (17, 000) 
Public schools: General ad- 
ministration, supervision, 
and instruction (60, 000) 
Veterans’ services (4, 500) 
Office of Civil Defense (60, 000) 
United States courts, 1951 (4, 764) 
St. Elizabeths Hospital (824, 243) 
Claims and suits (45, 014) 
Judgments-__.---------------- (527) 
Audited claims, 1950 an 
Prei ananman eee (175, 600) 
Total, chapter 1. (1, 333, 148) 
CHAPTER II, LEGISLATIVE BRANCH AND THE 
JUDICIARY 
Senate: 
Miscellaneous items 55, 000 
Postage stamps ~-.--------- 175 
House of Representatives: 
Beneficiary of deceased 
e 12, 500 
Architect of the capsal 1 
Capitol Building an 
grounds 15, 000 
Senate Office Building = 9, 200 
The judiciary: Fees of jurors — 350, 000 
Total, chapter II. 441, 875 


CHAPTER III, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA- 
TION AND WELFARE 

Office of Education: Salaries 

and expenses (32, 000) 
CHAPTER IV. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Production and Marketing Ad- 
ministration, agricultural pro- 


duction programs (3, 150, 000) 
Forest Service, forest roads and 

... Rape 5, 000, 000 

Total, chapter IV 5, 000, 000 


CHAPTER V. INDEPENDENT OFFICES 


Economic Stabilization Agency: 
Salaries and expenses, Office 


of Rent Stabilization......-. (385, 000) 
Veterans’ Administration: Serv- 

icemen’s indemnities (650, 000) 

Grand total 5, 441, 875 


PUBLIC LAW 73—H. R. 5174, TREASURY AND 
POST OFFICE APPROPRIATIONS, 1954 
A. Appropriates $3,444,145,000 for the 
Treasury and Post Office Departments for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, Con- 
tinues anti-strike provisions. 
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B. Items: 
Appropriations 
TITLE T. TREASURY DEPARTMENT r 
Office of the Secretary: Sal- 


aries and expenses $2, 400, 000 
Bureau of Accounts: 
Salaries and expenses 1. 800, 000 
Division of Disbursement, 
salaries and expenses 11, 000, 000 
Total, Bureau of Ac- 
COMM TB rare act ie este 2 12, 800, 000 


Bureau of Public Debt: Ad- 


ministering the public debt 850, 000,000 


Office of the Treasurer: 


Salaries and expenses 17, 000, 000 
Contingent expenses, public 
wenne noe eee 350, 000 
Total, Office of the 
Treasurer... 17, 350, 000 
Bureau of Customs: Salaries 
and expenses 40, 500, 000 
Bureau of Internal Revenue: 
Salaries and expenses 266, 000, 000 
Bureau of Narcotics: Salaries 
and expenses 2, 790, 090 
oo 
U. S. Secret Service: 
Salaries and expenses 2, 500, 000 
Salaries and expenses, 
White House Police 530, 000 
Salaries and expenses, guard 
6 * 375, 000 
Total, U. S. Secret Serv- 
ee 3, 505, 000 
Bureau of the Mint: Salaries 
and expenses 4, 700, 000 
— —— 
Coast Guard: 
Operating expenses - 1388. 250, 000 
Acquisition, construction, 
and improvements 2, 500, 009 
Retired pay — 18, 600, 000 
Reserve training = 2, 500, 009 


Total, Coast Guard... 211, 850, 000 


Total title I, Treasury 


Department, regular 
annual appropria- 
— 611, 895, 000 


TITLE H. POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


General administration — 22, 000, 000 
Postal operations 2, 229, 450, 000 
Transportation of mails_._.. 573, 620, 090 
CTT > 7, 180, 000 
Total, title IT, Post Office 
Department 2, 832, 250, 909 


Grand total, titles I and 
II, Treasury and Post 
Office Departments 3, 444, 145, 000 


PUBLIC LAW 91 


House Joint Resolution 287 makes tem- 
porary appropriations for operation of Fed- 
eral Government after July 1, 1953: 

The fiscal year 1954 of the Federal Gov- 
ernment started on July 1, 1953, with the 
1954 appropriation bills (with the exception 
of Treasury and Post Office) still pending. 
To keep the departments and agencies of 
Government in operation during July of 
1953 it was necessary to follow the usual 
practice in similar situations of passing a 
joint resolution. Unless this continuing 
resolution had been passed by both Houses 
by midnight of June 30 the wheels of Fed- 
eral Government certainly would have been 
clogged. Public Law 91 (the continuing 
joint resolution in the stereotype form al- 
ways used) provides for the month of July 
1953 appropriations in the measure of (a) the 
lower amount adopted by either body where 
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there is a difference and both Houses have 
passed the bill, or (b) where a bill has passed 
only one body (or neither) the lower of the 
amount in the House bill or that in the 
budget estimate. Public Law 91 further pro- 
hibits the various departments and agencies 
from embarking on new projects during 
July unless appropriations for such are in- 
cluded in both Senate and House bills. 

The delay in getting the 1954 appropri- 
ations bills acted on in good season was occa- 
sioned by the slowness of the Bureau of the 
Budget in setting up the required estimates, 
this stemming, of course, from the change 
in administration. The Eisenhower. admin- 
istration naturally would want to make its 
own budget study. 


PUBLIC LAW 149—H. R. 5690, SECOND INDEPEND- 
ENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS, 1954 
A. Authorizes $5,253,177,664 for sundry 


independent executive bureaus, boards, com- 
missions, corporations, agencies, and offices 


for fiscal year ending June 30, 1954. Con- 
tinues antistrike provisions. 

B. Items: 

Appropriations 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
Operating expenses. $891, 781, 000 
Plant equipment 166, 000, 000 
Total, Atomic Energy 
Commission 1, 057, 781, 000 
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM 
Salaries and expenses 29, 882, 400 
= 
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY = 
Salaries, expenses, and con- 
r S A 188, 371, 000 
Resource development 175, 000 
Total, Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority 188, 546,000 
. 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 
Administration, medical, 

hospital, and domiciliary 

ee v 
General operating expenses.. 193, 531, 000 
Medical administration and 

miscellaneous operating 

Senses... oe 14. 870, 400 
Maintenance and operation 

of hospitals - 548, 000, 000 
Contract hospitalization 20, 583, 100 
Maintenance and operation 

of domiciliary facilities.. 24, 248, 200 
Outpatient care 92, 677, 900 
Maintenance and operation 

of supply depots 1, 800, 000 
Compensation and pensions. 2, 246, 291, 000 
Readjustment benefits - 664,311,000 
Military and naval insurance_ 1, 496, 000 
Hospital and domiciliary 

Weites... 17, 500, 000 
Hospital and domiciliary fa- 

cilities (liquidation of con- 

tract authorization) ...___ 21, 185, 664 
National service life insur- 

Pe eee a — 75, 000, 000 
Servicemen's indemnities 18, 000, 000 
Veterans’ miscellaneous 

FFC 35, 743, 000 
Grants to the Republic of the 

irn Se ace 1, 731, 000 

Total, Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration 3, 976, 968, 264 
Á- 

Total, Second Inde- 


pendent Offices Ap- 
propriation Act, 1954. 5, 253, 177, 664 


PUBLIC LAW 153—H. R. 5376, CIVIL FUNCTIONS 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1954 

A. Appropriates $440,093,600 for civil func- 

tions administered by the Department of the 

Army and for other purposes for the fiscal 
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year ending June 30, 1954. Allows the em- 
ployment on the Canal Zone of certain per- 
sons not citizens of the United States; pro- 
vides for the employment of experts in an 
amount not exceeding $15,000 or $100 per 
diem for individuals. Contains anti-strike 


provision. 
B. Items: 
Appropriations 
Cemeterial expenses $5, 107, 000 
RIVERS AND HARBORS AND FLOOD CONTROL 
General investigations --- 2. 867. 500 
Construction, general 278, 670, 000 
Operation and maintenance, 
Seer!!! 000. 000 
General expenses 9, 716, 000 
Flood control, Mississippi River 
and tributaries --- 51. 433, 000 
Niagara Power Development— 
Revolving fund --------.----- 100 
Total, rivers and harbors 
and flood control 421, 686, 600 


U. S. SOLDIERS’ HOME 


Maintenance and operation 
(trust funds) (4, 655, 000) 
CANAL ZONE GOVERNMENT 
Operating expenses 13, 300, 000 


Panama Canal Company (cor- 


porate fund limitation) (3, 684, 000) 


Total, regular appropria- 
tions, Department of 
the Army civil func- 
ons 440, 093, 600 


PUBLIC LAW 156—H. R. 5227, DEPARTMENT OF 
e AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1954 


A. Appropriates $718,395,398 for the De- 
partment of Agriculture for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1954. Allows the employ- 
ment of aliens, otherwise prohibited by law, 
under certain circumstances. Prohibits the 
use of appropriations hereunder in the pur- 
chase of twine manufactured from com- 
modities or materials produced outside the 
United States except for use in research or 
experimental work where domestic twine is 
not available. Contains antistrike provi- 
sion. 

B. Items: 

Appropriations 


Agricultural Marketing Act $5, 500, 000 


BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS 


Economic investigations 2, 246, 000 

Crop and livestock estimates. 3, 158, 000 
Total, Bureau of Agri- 

cultural Economics... 5, 404, 000 


AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH ADMINISTRATION 


Office of Administrator 341, 677 
Office of Experiment Stations: 
Payments to States, etc__.. 13, 453, 708 
Salaries and expenses 380, 000 
Virgin Islands agricultural 
inf pF — 100, 000 
Research on agricultural 
problems of Alaska — 270, 000 
Total, Office of Experi- 
ment Stations 14, 203, 708 
Bureau of Human Nutrition 
and Home Economics 1, 404,500 
Bureau of Animal Industry: 
Animal research 4, 049, 500 
Animal disease control and 
eradication ~.......-..... 8, 480, 500 
Meat inspection............. 14, 160, 000 
Total, Bureau of Animal 
. 26, 690, 000 
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Appropriations—Continued 
Bureau of Dairy Industry. $1, 659, 500 
Bureau of Agricultural and In- 
dustrial Chemistry 7. 725, 000 
Bureau of Plant Industry, Soils, 
and Agricultural Engineer- 
ing: 
Plant, soil, and engineering 
reseunren 12, 074, 000 
National Arboretum S 174, 000 
Total, Bureau of Plant 
Industry 12, 248, 000 
Bureau of Entomology and 
Plant Quarantine: 
Insect investigations 3, 982, 830 
Insect and plant disease 
8 nn nc ek nie 5, 487, 000 
Plant quarantines - 2,675,000 
Emergency outbreaks 600, 000 
Total, Bureau of En- 
Tones, 12, 744, 830 
Total, Agricultural Re- 
search Administration. 177,017,215 


CONTROL OF FOREST PESTS 


Forest Pest Control Act 2,300,000 
White pine blister rust 3, 000, 000 
Total, control of forest 
TOT id ernie ce es ees 5, 300, 000 
FOREST SERVICE 
Salaries and expenses: 
National forest protection 
and management 29. 715. 700 
Fighting forest flres 6, 000, 000 
Forest research 5, 350, 000 
Total, salaries and ex- 
DOANE oe nn 41, 065, 700 
Forest roads and trailsz 14, 500, 000 
Acquisition of lands for na- 
tional forests: Weeks Act 75, 000 
State and private forestry co- 
SSP E E E 10, 792, 708 
Cooperative range improve- 
ments (special account) -= (531, 000) 
Total, Forest Service. 66, 433, 408 
Flood prevention 7, 000, 000 
Watershed protection 5, 000, 000 


SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
60, 944, 014 


685, 000 


Agricultural conservation pro- 
211, 982, 000 


PRODUCTION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION 
Agricultural adjustment pro- 


E A E tm id PE ake clas 38, 500, 000 

Bugger. Aate Eanan nnii 59, 645, 000 

School lunch — — 83,365,000 

Marketing services --- 11,496,000 
Repayment to Commodity 

Credit Corporation 768, 505 
Total, Production and 
Marketing Administra- 

pe efit: Se Ee 193, 774, 505 

C 
Commodity Exchange Author- 

T — 700, 000 
Federal Crop Insurance Cor- 
poration (administrative ex- 

bens? - 7. 350, 000 
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Appropriations—Continued 
Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration (administrative ex- 


pe) I EARE ere NORIO Me Sota $7, 775, 000 
Farmers Home Administration 
(administrative expenses)... 27, 600, 000 
Farm Credit Administration 
(direct appropriation) 410, 000 
EXTENSION SERVICE 
Payments to States, etc_...... 27, 165, 956 
Salaries and expenses 920, 000 
Total, Extension Service. 28, 085, 956 
Office of the Secretary 2, 188, 000 
Office of the Solicitor - 2,300,000 
Foreign Agriculture Service 673, 000 
Office of Information 1, 160, 000 
% 673, 800 
Total, title I, regular SS 
activities..........<<= 


'717, 955, 898 


(Corporate funds limitations) 


Commodity Credit Corporation. (17, 100, 000) 
Federal Farm Mortgage Cor- 


rr (750, 000) 
Federal intermediate eredit 
—ͤ ‚— ——x—x—˙rð. a (1, 690, 000) 
Production credit corporations. (1, 465, 000) 
Total, title II, corporate 
administrative limita- 
CC (21, 005, 000) 
Research on strategic and crit- 
ical materials 439, 500 
Total appropriations, De- 
partment of Agricul- 
SUPO 200 r ous 718, 395, 398 


PUBLIC LAW 170—H. R. 2546, DEPARTMENTS OF 
LAEOR, AND HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
A. Appropriates $2,009,993,261 for the De- 
partments of Labor, and Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and related independent agen- 
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954. 
Continues anti-strike provisions. 
B. Items: 
Appropriations 
TITLE I. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Office of the Secretary: Sal- 


aries and expenses $1, 350, 000 
Office of the Solicitor: Sal- 
aries and expenses 1, 475, 000 
Bureau of Labor Standards: 
Salaries and expenses 700, 000 
Bureau of Veterans’ Reem- 
ployment Rights: Salaries 
and expenses 300, 000 
Bureau of Apprenticeship: 
Salaries and expenses 3, 230, 000 
Bureau of Employment Se- 
curity: 
Salaries and expenses 5, 300, 000 
Grants to States 192, 205, 000 
Unemployment compensa- 
tion for veterans..____. 38, 500, 000 
Mexican farm-labor pro- 
EES tee e OA 1, 250, 000 
Total, Bureau of Em- 
ployment Security.. 237, 255, 000 
Bureau of Employees’ Com- 
pensation: Salaries and 
expenses „„ 2, 000, 000 
Bureau of Labor Statistics: 
Salaries and expenses 5, 345, 000 
Women’s Bureau: Salaries 
and expenses 350, 000 
Wage and Hour Division: 
Salaries and expenses 6, 250, 000 


Á- 
Total, title I, Depart- 


ment of Labor = 258, 255, 000 
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Appropriations—Continued 


TITLE H. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, 


AND WELFARE 


American Printing House for 
the Blind: Education of 


6 $175, 000 
Columbia Institution for the 
Deaf: 
Salaries and expenses 410, 000 
Construction of buildings. 41,000 
Total, Columbia Insti- 
tution for the Deaf 451, 000 
Food and Drug Administra- 
tion: Salaries and expenses 
(ners) 5, 200, 000 
Freedmen's Hospital: Sala- 
ries and expenses 3, 104. 000 
= 
Howard University: 
Salaries and expenses 2, 535, 000 
Construction of build- 
1 20, 000 
Total, Howard Uni- 
S ncec on 2, 555, 000 
m —ͤ 
Office of Education: 
Promotion and further 
development of voca- 
tional education — 18, 673, 261 
Further endowment of 
colleges of agriculture 
and mechanics arts 2, 501, 500 
Salaries and expenses 2, 800, 000 
Payments to school dis- 
tricts (maintenance 
and operations) 66, 500, 000 
Total, Office of Edu- 
Sato eae 90, 474, 761 
Office of Vocational Re- 
habilitation: 
Payments to States - 23, 000, 000 
Salaries and expenses 655, 500 
Total, Office of Voca- 
tional Rehabilita- 
— — 23, 655, 500 
E 
Public Health Service: 
Venereal diseases. 5, 000, 000 
Tuberculosis .------=---- 6, 000, 000 
Assistance to States, gen- 
F 13, 250, 000 
Communicable diseases 5, 000, 000 
Engineering, sanitation, 
and industrial hy- 
— eee ee 3, 162, 500 
Disease and sanitation 
investigations and con- 
trol, Territory of 
— oS 1, 082, 000 
Hospital construction: 
Grants to States 65, 000, 000 
Grants to States (liqui- 
dation of contract 
authorization) _..... 19, 700, 000 
Salaries and expenses.. 875, 000 
Hospitals and medical 
T n es I Re PS 33, 100, 000 
Foreign quarantine serv- 
MOG A > 2, 900, 000 
National Institutes of 
Health: 
Operating expenses 4, 675, 000 
National Cancer Insti- 
C 20, 237, 000 
Mental health activi- 
— S 12, 095, 000 
National Heart Insti- 
SINGS r ae cee 15, 168, 000 
Dental health activ- 
— — 1, 740, 000 


Arthritis and metabolic 
disease activities.... 


7, 000, 000 


Appropriations—Continued 
Public Health Service—Con. 
Natic 1 Institutes of 
Health—Continued 
Microbiology activities... 
Neurology and blindness 
activities 


$5, 738, 000 
4, 500, 000 


Total, National Insti- 


tutes of Health 71, 153, 000 


Construction of research 
facilities (liquidation of 
contract authorization) — 

Retired pay of commis- 


2, 500, 000 


St. Elizabeths Hospital: 
Salaries and expenses 
Major repairs and preser- 

vation of buildings and 
ies. 


St. Elizabeths 


2, 417, 000 


399, 500 


Total, 
2, 816, 500 


Social Security Administra- 
tion: 
Bureau of Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance: 
Salaries and expenses 
(trust fund limita- 
tion) 
Construction, Bureau of 
Old-Age and Survivors 
Insurance (trust fund 
limitation) ~...-----. 
Bureau of Public Assist- 
ance: 
Grants to States for 
public assistance 1, 340, 000, 000 


(62, 750, 000) 


(1, 500, 000) 


Salaries and expenses 1, 550, 000 
Children’s Bureau: 
Salaries and expenses... 1, 525, 000 
Grants to States for ma- 
ternal and child wel- 
So a TA SSSR SS So 30, 000, 000 
Office of Commissioner, 
salaries and expenses: 
Appropriation 173, 000 
Transfer from OASI 
A a (123, 500) 
Bureau of Federal Credit 
Unions: Operating fund. 250, 000 


Total, Social Security 
Administration 1,373, 498, 000 


Office of the Secretary: 
Salaries and expenses, Of- 
fice of the Secretary: 


Appropriation ~...---.. 1, 150, 000 
Transfer from OASI. (171, 000) 
Salaries and expenses, Of- 
fice of Field Services: 
Appropriation ~..-..... 1, 835, 000 
Transfer from OASI (375, 000) 
Salaries and expenses, Of- 
fice of the General 
Counsel: 
Appropriation ~.....-.. 350, 000 
Transfers (OASI and 
Food and Drug) (387, 500) 
Surplus property disposal. 255, 000 
Total, Office of the 
Secretary 3, 590, 000 


Total, title II, Depart- 


ment of Health, 
Education, and Wel- 
— 1. 738, 389, 261 


TITLE II. NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
Salaries and expenses 9, 125, 000 


Appropriations—Continued 
TITLE IV. NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD 
Salaries and expenses — $429, 000 
Arbitration and emergency 
866 —— 138, 000 
National Railroad Adjust- 
ment Board, salaries and 
— — —— — 497, 000 
Total, title IV. Na- 
tional Mediation 
r 1, 064, 000 


TITLE V. RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 
Salaries and expenses (trans- 
fer from railroad retire- 


ment trust fund) (6, 207, 000) 


TITLE VI. FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION 


SERVICE 
Salaries and expenses 3, 200, 000 
Boards of inquiry 10, 000 
Total, title VI, Fed- 
eral Mediation and 
Conciliation Service. 3, 210, 000 


Grand total, all titles. 2, 009, 993, 261 


PUBLIC LAW 172—H. R. 4828, INTERIOR DEPART- 
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT 

A. Appropriates $433,561,550 for the De- 
partment of the Interior for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1954. Continues antistrike 
provisions. 

B. Items: 

Appropriations 
TITLE I. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Office of the Secretary: 

Connally Hot Ou Act, en- 


forcement o $150, 000 
Southeastern Power Admin- 
istration: 
Construction — - 
Operation and mainte- 
DANCE. ENSE E EE EEE - 1,130,000 
Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration: 
Construction E = 
Operation and mainte- 
— — — 1.600, 000 
Continuing fund (financed 
from power receipts)... (1, 200, 000) 
Research in utilization of 
saline water 400, 000 
Total, Office of the Sec- 
8 3, 280, 000 
Commission of Fine Arts: Sal- 
aries and expenses 21, 200 
Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion: 
Construction 38, 866, 000 
Operation and maintenance. 6. 004, 000 
Total, Bonneville Power 
Administration 44, 870, 000 
—— 
Bureau of Land Management: 
Management of lands and 
a AAN NEOUS 11, 483, 009 
Construction 2, 000, 000 
Total, Bureau of Land 
Management 13, 483, 000 
Bureau of Indian Affairs: 
Health, education, and wel- 
fare services 52, 000, 000 
Resources management 13, 253, 760 
Construction 15, 869, 000 
General administrative ex- 
6— aeons 3, 000, 000 
Revolving funds for loan —— 
Total, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, exclusive of 
tribal funds 84,122,760 
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Appropriations—Continued 
Bureau of Indian Affairs—Con. 


Tribal funds (in addition to 
funds otherwise made 
available . ($3,040, 000) 


Bureau of Reclamation: 
General investigations - 
Construction and rehabilita- 

333 
Operation and maintenance. 
General administrative ex- 


3, 000, 000 


116, 269, 660 
19, 500, 000 


Total, Bureau of Recla- 
Won 
Geological Survey: Surveys, in- 


143, 669, 660 


vestigations, and research... 27,'750, 000 
—S — 
Bureau of Mines: 
Conservation and develop- 
ment of mineral resources. 15,928, 180 
Health and safety_---------. 5, 060, 000 
OGonstruction 425, 000 
General administrative ex- 
%%% nana 1, 300, 000 
Total, Bureau of Mines.. 22, 713, 180 
——!J 
National Park Service: 
Management and protection. 8, 786, 550 
Maintenance and rehabilita- 
tion of physical facilities... 8. 300, 000 
Construction 13, 916, 300 
Construction (liquidation of 
contract authorization) .. 1,500, 000 
General administrative ex- 
penses-......-...-------= 1, 268, 000 
Total, Nationale Park 
MOTVIOS . 26. nbscunca~ 33, 770, 850 
— — 
Fish and Wildlife Service: 
Management of resources... 7. 000, 000 
Investigations of resources.. 4, 460, 000 
Construction 435, 600 
General administrative ex- 
DONIA onc een monnene= je 775, 000 
Total, Fish and Wildlife 
„6 12, 670, 600 
— — 
Office of Territories: 
Administration of Terri- 
a Ae ͤ—— — 3. 782, 300 
Trust Territory of the Pacific 
TLE | goa ie, PE oan ae 4, 000, 000 
Alaska public works 12, 000, 000 
Construction of roads, 
LA ae ee 14, 600, 000 
Operation and maintenance 
of roads, Alaska 3, 000, 000 
Construction, Alaska Rail- 
— ( 4. 215, 000 
Virgin Islands public works. 1,100,000 
Total, Office of Terri- 
— 5 42, 697. 300 
Administration, Department of 
the Interior: Salaries and 
V 2. 325, 000 
Total, title I. Depart- 


ment of the Interior 431,373, 550 
TITLE II. VIRGIN ISLANDS CORPORATION 


Revolving fund - 1,028,000 
HAN Sa ———ů wonton 1, 080, 000 
Administrative expenses (cor- 
porate funds limitation) (130, 000) 
Total, title II. Virgin 
Islands Corporation.. 2,108,000 


TITLE III. FEDERAL COAL MINE SAFETY BOARD 


OF REVIEW 
Salaries and expenses 80, 000 
Grand total, titles I, II, 
Se ee es 433, 561, 550 
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PUBLIC LAW 173—H. R. 5471, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS ACT 

A. Appropriates $147,740,693 for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1954. Continues antistrike pro- 
visions and provides for employment of ex- 
perts. Prohibits the use of funds for the 
installation of meters in taxicabs. 

B. Items: 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 


Appropriations 
Executive Omce ($418, 161) 
Department of General Ad- 
ministration.............. (2, 775, 000) 
Ceremony expenses (10, 000) 
Office of the Corporation 
Gun E E ASE (360, 000) 
Total, general adminis- 
%% (3. 563, 161) 
COMPENSATION AND RETIREMENT FUND 
EXPENSES 
Employees’ compensation 
fun — (223, 000) 
Workingmen's compensation, 
administrative expenses (175, 000) 
Retirement and relief funds.. (8, 823, 000) 
Total, compensation 
and retirement fund 
(9, 221, 000) 
(500, 000) 
(1, 230, 000) 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Operating expenses: 
General administration, su- 
pervision, and instruc- 
Ee eS SS (19, 730, 000) 
Vocation education, George- 
Barden program (268, 400) 
Operation and maintenance 
of buildings, grounds, 
and equipment - (5,025, 000) 
Total, operating ex- 
ee (25, 023, 400) 
Capital outlay: 
Construction, sites, and 
equipment (3, 189, 000) 
Permanent improvement of 
school bulldings 5 (124, 000) 
Total, capital outlay.. (3, 313, 000) 
DDr . — 
Total, public schools. (28, 336, 400) 
— —k— — 
PUBLIC LIBRARY 
Operating expenses... — (1,535,000) 
Capital outlay 2 (43, 000) 
Total, Public Library.. (1, 578, 000) 
RECREATION DEPARTMENT 
Operating expenses - (1,589, 650) 
Capital outlay — (200, 000) 
Total, recreation de- 
partment. (1, 789,650) 
METROPOLITAN POLICE 
Salaries and expenses ==- (10, 760, 000) 
————ĩ5i 0 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 
Salaries and expenses - 65. 307. 841) 
Capital outlay — (240, 000) 
Total, Fire Depart- 
ON. a eee (5, 547, 841) 


VETERANS’ SERVICES 


Veterans’ services (90, 000) 
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OFFICE OF CIVIL DEFENSE 
Salaries and expenses ($90, 000) 
jü— ͥꝓ— — — 
COURTS 
District of Columbia courts. (1, 200, 000) 
United States courts........ (1, 780, 000) 
Total, courts_......... (2, 980, 000) 


——— 


HEALTH DEPARTMENT 


General administration - (2,900, 000) 
Glenn Dale Tuberculosis 
Sanatorium: 
Operating expenses (2, 579, 411) 
Capital outlay_....._____ — (20, 000) 
Gallinger Municipal Hos- 
pital: 
Operating expenses - (5,835, 000) 
Capital outlay (75, 700) 
Medical charities (770, 000) 
Freedmen's Hospital (300, 000) 


(12, 480, 111) 


DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 


Operating expenses (4, 169, 353) 
Capital outlay (135, 000) 
Total, Department of 
Corrections (4, 304, 353) 
PUBLIC WELFARE 
General administration (99, 724) 
Agency services - (4,610, 000) 


Protective institutions: 
Operating expenses =- (3,465, 000) 


Capital outlay (4, 024, 000) 
St. Elizabeths Hospital (9, 480, 000) 
Total, public welfare.. (21, 678, 724) 
PUBLIC WORKS 
Office of Municipal Archi- 
P (112, 769) 
Office of Superintendent of 
District Bulldings (1, 528, 610) 


Surveyor’s once 5 (149, 624) 


Department of Inspections__. (882, 900) 
Electrical Division: 
Operating expenses (1, 786, 193) 
Capital outlay (220, 000) 
Central garage (135, 262) 
Street and Bridge Divisions: 
Operating expenses (2, 775, 000) 
Capital outlay (7, 706, 000) 
Department of Vehicles and 
＋— a e (1, 248, 213) 
Trees and Parking Division.. (362, 575) 
Motor vehicle parking 
a A ASO E S D (130, 406) 
Sanitation Division: 
Operating expenses (4. 574, 933) 
Capital outlay (liquidation 
of contract authoriza- z 
— Ie - (1,500, 000) 
Sewer Division: 
Operating expenses (1, 605, 458) 
Capital outlay (5, 675, 000) 
Water Division: 
Operating expenses (2, 485, 000) 
Capital outlay (1, 565, 000) 
Total, public works. (34, 437,953) 
S — — 
WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT 
Operating expenses (2, 000, 000) 
Capital outla y (4, 300, 000) 
Total Washington Aque- 
(6, 300, 000) 
(115, 000) 
(2, 078, 500) 


— 
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NATIONAL ZOOLOGICAL PARK 


Operating expenses — ($625, 000) 
Capital outlay__------.-.--_- (35,000) 


— (660, 000) 


— — 


Total, District of Colum- 


— — (147, 740, 693) 
Amount payable from U. S. 
piao i penn aia cen nc erin - 12,000,000 


PUBLIC LAW 176—H. R. 4663, FIRST INDEPENDENT 
OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS ACT 

A. Appropriates $447,364,499 for the Ex- 
ecutive Office and sundry independent execu- 
tive bureaus, boards, commissions, corpo- 
rations, agencies, and offices, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1954. Continues anti- 
strike provisions. 

B. Items: 

Appropriations 


TITLE I. INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 


Executive Offices of the Presi- 
dent: 


Compensation of the Presi- 
— — 8150, 000 
The White House Office... 1, 800. 000 
Emergency fund for the 
President (national de- 
8 300, 000 
Executive Mansion 
PROUD see nw 356, 184 
Bureau of the Budget. 3, 412, 000 
Total, Executive Office of 
the President 6, 018, 184 


a 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES 
American Battle Monuments 


Commission: 
Salaries and expenses 750, 000 
Construction of memorials 

and cemeteries 8, 500, 000 


Total, American Battle 
Monuments Commis- 


Civil Service Commission: 
Salaries and expenses 
Annuities, Panama Canal 

construction employees 
and Lighthouse Service 


17, 000, 000 


2. 500, 000 
Payment to civil-service re- 

tirement and disability 

fund for increase in an- 


ee ee eee 31. 397, 000 


50, 897, 000 
Federal Communications Com- 
mission: Salaries and ex- 
7, 400, 000 
Federal Power Commission: 
Salaries and expenses 
Federal Trade Commission: 
Salaries and expenses 
General Accounting Office: Sal- 
31, 931, 000 


4, 300, 000 
4, 053, 800 
aries and expenses 


General Services Administra- 
tion: 
Operating expenses, Public 
98, 826, 070 


20, 000, 000 
Repair, improvement, and 
equipment of federally 
owned buildings outside 
the District of Columbia.. 14, 000, 000 
Buildings management fund. 3 
Remodeling the Congress 
Street Post Office, Chicago, 


2 — Ä— 576. 200 
Operating expenses, Federal 
Supply Service = 2,605,000 
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General Services Adm.—Con. 
general supply 
petits Dee Ss a a $13, 924, 500 


Archives and Records 
0 — O 5, 625, 000 
Administrative operations.. 4, 200, 000 
Refunds under Renegotia- 
ER Abain 9, 000, 000 
Total, General Services 
Administration . 171, 756, 770 
Housing and Home Firance 
ency: 
Office of the Administrator: 
Salaries and expenses 3, 215, 550 
Capital grants for slum 
clearance and urban re- 
development 20, 000, 000 
Total, Office of the Ad- 
ministrator 23, 215, 550 
Public Housing Administra- 
tion: 
Administrative expenses — 6, 950, 000 
Annual contributions 32, 500, 000 
Total, Public Housing 
Administration 39, 450, 000 
Total, Housing and 
Home Finance Agency. 62, 665, 550 
Indian Claims Commission: 
Salaries and expenses 117, 020 
Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion: 
General expenses 9, 620, 000 
Railroad safety 974, 500 
Locomotive inspection 709, 500 
Total, Interstate Com- 
merce Commission... 11, 284. 000 
Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin: Contri- 
bution to Interstate Commis- 
sion on the Potomac River 
— eae ee eae 5, 000 
National Advisory Committee 
for Aeronautics: 
Salaries and expenses 51, 000, 000 
Construction and equip- 
WGI AE eee 7. 239, 000 
Construction and equipment 
(liquidation of contract 
authorization) -.......... 4,200, 000 
Total, National Advisory 
Committee for Aero- 
1 62, 439, 000 
National Capital Housing Au- 
thority: Maintenance and 
operation of properties 43, 000 
National Capital Planning 
Commission: 
Salaries and expenses 125, 000 


Land acquisition 100, 000 


Total, National Capital 
Planning Commission 225, 000 
National Science Foundation: 


Salaries and expenses 8, 000,000 
Renegotiation Board: Salaries 
and expenses 5, 192, 800 
Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission: Salaries and ex- 
penses.......--.----------= 5. 000,000 
Smithsonian Institution: 
Salaries and expenses 3, 000, 000 
National Gallery of Art, sal- 
aries and expenses 1, 275, 000 
Total, Smithsonian In- 
stitution —— 4.275. 000 
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Subversive Activities Control 
Board: Salaries and ex- 
$200, 000 


1, 291, 375 
The Tax Court of the United 

States: Salaries and ex- 
970, 000 


Total, title I, Executive 
Office of the President 
and independent of- 


TITLE II. CORPORATIONS 
(Corporate funds limitations) 
Housing and Home Finance 


Agency: 
Federal National Mortgage 
Association (3. 250, 000) 
Housing loan programs (525, 625) 
Home Loan Bank Board- (775, 000) 
Federal Savings and Loan In- 
surance Corporation (455, 000) 
Federal Housing Administra- 
5 r Se ele Reena (5, 322, 800) 
Public Housing Administra- 
CCC (10, 975, 000) 
7 (21, 303, 425) 


Total, First Independent 
Offices Appropriations 
Act, 1954. 447, 364, 499 


PUBLIC LAW 178—H, R. 5805, LEGISLATIVE- 
JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS ACT 


A. Appropriates $96,187,351 for the legis- 
lative branch and judiciary branch for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1954. Requires 
Capitol Police appointees to meet standards 
prescribed by the Capitol Police Board, Con- 
tinues antistrike provisions. 


B. Items: 
Appropriations 
TITLE I. LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Senate: 
Salaries, mileage and ex- 
penses of Senators and 
Vice President: 
Compensation of Senators. $1, 200, 000 
Expense allowance of Sen- 


— —— 240, 000 
Mileage of President of 

Senate and Senators 51. 000 
Compensation of the Vice 

CCC A 80, 000 
Expense allowance of Vice 

President 10, 000 

Total, salaries, mileage, 

and expenses of Sena- 
tors and Vice President. 1,531,000 
Salaries, officers and employ- 
ees: 
Office of the Vice President: 

Clerical assistance 5 55, 410 
Senn... = 2,946 
Office of the Secretary 442, 555 
Committee employees 1, 737, 045 
Conference committees: 

Majority, clerical salaries. 33, 310 

Minority, clerical salaries_ 33, 310 
Administrative and clerical 

assistants to Senators... 6, 207, 625 
Office of Sergeant at Arms 

and Doorkeeper, salaries. 1, 250, 520 
Office of secretaries for the 

majority and minority, 

BRIATIOS Sgn aa a 62, 165 

Total, salaries, officers 

and employees 9, 824, 886 
Contingent expenses of the 

Senate: 

Legislative reorganization. 100, 000 
Senate policy committees. 129, 340 
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Senate—Continued House of Representatives—Con. Gov. Printing Office—Con, 
Contingent expenses of the Contingent expenses—Con. Office of Superintendent of 
Senate—Continued Office of the Coordinator of Documents, salaries and ex- 
Joint Committee on the Information a $73, 750 Po Ree eee $2, 800, 000 
Economic Report $133, 275 Telegraph and telephone.. 700, 000 Total, Government Print- 
Joint Committee on Atomic Stationery (revolving e 13, 900, 000 
CT a S 188, 060 a y nnn E 350, 400 E 
Joint Committee on Print- Total, title I, Legislative 
ee 47, 585 8,985 Branch ................. 70, 007, 631 
Vice President's automo- 57,975 = 
C 5, 835 110, 000 
Automobile for the Presi- 13, 700 TITLE IT. THE JUDICIARY 
dent pro tempore 5, 835 Speaker's automobile 11, 000 Supreme Court of the United 
Automobiles for majority Automobile for the major- States: 
and minority leaders 11, 670 ity lesder S 5, 835 ——— — pane r. - 1,021,800 
Reporting Senate proceed- Automobile for the minor- Printing and binding Su- 
dd sae = 135, 785 8 —2—2 2 5. 835 preme Court records 91. 200 
Furniture: Miscellaneous expenses 48, 950 
For services in cleaning. Total, contingent ex- Care of the building and 
PP 3, 190 penses AA 3, 889, 980 Found... 174, 100 
Materials, repairs, etc.. 19, 000 — 
Inquiries and investiga- Total, House of Repre- Total, Supreme Court 1,336, 050 
(a a” i pt ete he RR S 1, 224, 120 sentatives _.......... 24,989, 110 —_ 
Folding documents 27, 000 ä —j— Court of Customs and Patent 
Materials for folding 1. 500 Capitol Police: Appeals: Salaries and ex- 
Fuel, ste. 2, 000 General S 17, 900 Den 204, 500 
e 5 8 8 — Capitol Police Board, addi- Customs Court: Salaries and 
otor vehicles , tional tection ie pense 5 
Miscellaneous items 869, 537 pro ea? n 4507000 
Packing boxen -- 3, 000 Total, Capitol Police 87,010 court of Claims: 
Raa ana apoian, rere Gone Salaries and expenses... 618, 000 
sel: Salaries and expenses... 239, 000 Repairs and improvements 15, 600 
Joint Committee on Reduction . N 
of Nonessential Federal Ex- Total, Court of Claims — 683, 600 
Ä A 20, 000 
Education of House and Senate Courts of appeals, district 
Pages -- 43, 900 courts, and other judicial 
Miscellaneous: Statement of services: 
approprlationss 6, 000 Salaries of judges 5, 240, 000 
— Salaries of supporting per- 
House of Representatives: Architect of the Capitol: sonne 12, 369, 970 
Salaries, mileage and ex- Office of the Architect of the Fees of jurors and commis- 
penses of Members: Capitol, salaries 144, 000 SONSTS.......-- 2 nn noe 3, 675, 000 
Compensation of Members, Capitol buildings and Travel and miscellaneous 
Delegates and Resident grounds: res.... 1, 644, 400 
Commissioner 5, 492, 500 Capitol buildings --------- 745, 600 Administrative Office of the 
Mileage and expense allow- Terraces of Capitol Build- United States Courts 588, 000 
PPP 1, 273, 500 Cc 837, 000 Salaries of referees (special 
Capitol Grounds 2 250, 000 account) (1, 058, 750) 
Total, salaries, mileage Legislative garage — 34, 200 Expenses of referees (special 
and expenses of Mem- Subway transportation... 3, 500 gocount)’ ! (1, 236, 150) 
T 6, 766, 000 Senate Office Building 779, 600 SSS 
SS House Office Building._.... 972, 000 Total, other courts and 
Salaries, officers and em- Capitol Power Plant 1, 330, 600 redes 23, 517, 370 
ployees: Changes and improvements, —— —„—[— 
Office of the Speaker 47, 285 Total, title II, the judi- 
The Speaker’s table 43, 885 G 26. 179, 520 
Office of the Chaplain 2, 950 Library buildings and = 
Committee employees. 1, 796, 720 grounds: Grand total, all titles. 96, 187,351 
once 5 e at N S 1 450,000 PUBLIC LAW 179—H. R. 5969, DEPARTMENT OF 
CO wh ee ee 384, 045 Furniture and furnishings- 50, 000 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT 
Office of the Doorkeeper_- 652, 260 ns sare Ke ni ah ae ae wo 
Special and minority em- , alloca ependent Agencies, 
ermal (several items) 191, 075 „ 6,600,750 8769.550.000 to the Department of Defense, 
Office of the Postmaster 177, 230 Botanic Garden: Salaries and $12,995,406,000 to the Department of the 
Official Reporters of De- exp 221, 000 Army, $9,438,310,000, to the Department of 
— a 124, 435 2. á the Navy, and $11,168,000,000 to the Depart- 
Ofcial reporters of com- ment of the Air Force, for fiscal 1954. Di- 
C 125,415 Library of Congress: rects the Secretary of Defense to give small 
Appropriations Committee, Salaries and expenses-------- 4,810,272 business an opportunity to participate in the 
studies and examina- Copyright Office, salaries and furnishing of commodities and services fi- 
CT ance i ES PS 450, 000 expenses 1, 100, 00 nanced with funds appropriated hereunder. 
Clerk hire, Members and Legislative Reference Service, Prohibits, with certain exceptions, the pur- 
Delegates -.-....-.----- 9, 653, 565 salaries and expenses 901,721 chase of nondomestic food, clothing, cotton, 
—̃ —»— Distribution of catalog cards, or wool. Contains antistrike provisions, 
Total salaries, officers salaries and expenses. 1,264,800 allows the employment of aliens, and pre- 
and employees 14, 333, 130 Increase of the Library: scribes a maximum of $50 a day for payment 
General- 279,000 to certain experts. 
Contingent expenses: Law Library 90, 000 B. Items: 
Cy ly) a ea 220, 500 Books for Supreme Court.. 22, 500 Appropriations 
Miscellaneous items 745, 000 Books for the blind, salaries I e 
Reporting hearings 125, 000 and expenses 1, 000, 000 5 NDE TAG 
Special and select commit- — National Security Council.. 8220, 000 
FFP 1, 250, 000 Total, Library of Con- National Security Training 
Joint Committee on Inter- gress_------~---------- 9, 459, 293 Commission 1 _.-2....05-- 55, 000 
nal Revenue Taxation.. 192, 000 
Joint Committee on Immi- Government Printing Office: Total, title I, inde- 
gration and Nationality Printing and binding 10, 100, 000 pendent agencies.. 275, GOO 
—— ͤ— 20, 000 Revolving fund 1, 000, 000 
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TITLE II. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary of De- 


fense: 
Salaries and expenses $12, 800, 000 
CTC 6, 000, 000 
Retired pay = 365, 000, 000 
Contingencies - = 75, 000, 000 
Emergency fund—— 60, 000, 000 
Office of Public Information. 450, 000 
Court of Military Appeals 300, 000 
Reserve tools and facilities 250, 000, 000 


Total, title II, Depart- 


ment of Defense 769, 550, 000 


TITLE III. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Military personnel 4, 708, 859, 000 
Maintenance and operations. 4, 343, 000, 000 
Procurement and produc- 

De 8 3, 224, 633, 000 
Military construction, Army 

civilian components 9, 094, 000 
Reserve personnel require- 

ment.. eee 85, 500, 000 
Army National Guard > 210, 035, 000 
Research and development 345, 000, 000 
National Board for the Pro- 

motion of Rifle Practice 100, 000 
Alaska communication sys- 

tem: Operation and main- 

tenance ...._-.......----= 11, 185, 000 
Civilian relief in Korea 58, 000, 000 


Total, title III, Depart- 
ment of the Army 12, 995, 406, 000 


TITLE IV, DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
Military personnel: 


INO is faa O RAI REAN 2, 541, 000, 000 

Naval Reserve 63, 300, 000 
Navy personnel, general ex- 

a ices cete eek 83, 000, 000 
Military personnel, Marine 

6 738, 000, 000 
Military personnel, Marine 

Corps Reserve 13, 800, 000 
Marine Corps, troops and 

((( „. 195, 000, 000 
Marine Corps procurement.. 151, 127, 000 
Aircraft and facilities 943, 000, 000 
Aircraft and related procure- 

JV 1, 379, 000, 000 
Ships and facilities - 896, 400, 000 
Construction of ships (1948 

51 programs) 56, 700, 000 
Liquidation of contract au- 

thoriszation 70, 454, 000 
Shipbuilding and conversion 

(1952-54 programs) 720, 000, 000 
Ordnance and facilities 804, 000, 000 
Ordnance for new construc- 

tion (liquidation of con- 

tract authorization) 10, 000, 000 
Medical care- -rain 83, 429, C00 
Civil engineering 115, 000, 009 
Military construction, Navy 

civilian components 30, 000, 099 
ß 58. 600, 000 
Servicewide supply and fi- 

7 382, 500, 000 
Servicewide operations 104, 000, 000 
Naval petroleum reservess—-—-.. 


Total, title IV, Depart- 
ment of the Navy... 9,433,310, 000 


TITLE V. DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
Aircraft and related procure- 


CCT 3, 495, 000, 000 
Major procurement other 

than aircraft. 600, 000, 000 
Maintenance and opera- 

VODA eaa Ra H 3, 155, 000, 000 
Military personnel require- 

F 3, 285, 000, 000 
Research and development.. 440, 000, 000 
Reserve personnel require- 

88S ie 14, 900, 000 
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Air National Guard $147, 100, 000 
Contingencies. 31, 000, 000 


Total, title V, Depart- 
ment of the Air 
11, 168, 000, 000 


Total, all titles, regu- 
lar annual appropri- 
ALIONS:. ne mn 34, 371, 541, 000 


PUBLIC LAW 195.—H. R. 4974, DEPARTMENTS OF 
STATE, JUSTICE, AND COMMERCE APPROFPRIA- 
TIONS ACT 
A. Appropriates $1,086,645,601 for the De- 

partments of State, Justice, and Commerce 

for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954. De- 
clares it to be the sense of Congress that the 

Communist Chinese government should not 

be admitted to membership in the United 

Nations as the representative of China. Pro- 

vides for employment of experts. Continues 

antistrike provisions. 


B. Items: 
Appropriations 
TITLE I. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Salaries and expenses $50, 000, 000 
Representation allowances... 500, 000 
Foreign Service retirement 
and disability fund (inter- 
A ORANET ES ES ae ee 
Emergencies in the diplo- 
matic and consular service_ 1, 000, 000 
Contributions to interna- 
tional organizations 29, 614, 787 
Payment to the Republic of 
0 430, 000 
Missions to international or- 
ganizations mu m =-=- === 1, 100, 000 
International contingencies. 1, 000, 000 
International Boundary and 
Water Commission, Unit- 
ed States and Mexico: 
Salaries and expenses 500, 000 
Construction 6, 600, 000 
Operation and mainte- 
r a a 900, 000 
American sections, interna- 
tional commissions._...-~ 543, 889 
Total, title I, Depart- 
ment of State 92, 188, 676 


TITLE II. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Legal activities and general 


administration: 
General administration, 
salaries and expenses 2, 495, 000 
General legal activities, 
salaries and expenses 10, 160, 000 
Antitrust Division, salaries 
and expenses 3, 500, 000 
United States attorneys 
and marshals, salaries 
and expenses 14, 000, 000 
Fees and expenses of wit- 
a Soe em er 1, 200, 000 
Claims of persons of Japa- 
nese ancestry, salaries 
and expenses 225, 000 
Total, legal activities and 
general administra- 
SIGH pae a r Da 31, 580, 000 
Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion: Salaries and ex- 
ooo ( 77, 000, 000 
Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion Service: Salaries and 
Wenne 42, 250, 000 
Federal prison system: 
Bureau of Prisons, salaries 
and expenses 25, 385, 000 
Buildings and facilities 190, 000 
Support of United States 
C 2, 475, 000 
Total, Federal prison 
system peti pai = 28, 050, 000 


14903 


Appropriations—Continued 
Office of Alien Property: Sal- 
aries and expenses (trust 


ana (82, 500, 000) 
Total, title II. Depart- 
ment of Justice 


178, 880, 000 


TITLE III. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Office of the Secretary: 


Salaries and expenses 1, 750, 000 
Technical and scientific 

6 200, 000 
Total, Office of the 


Bureau of the Census: 


Salaries and expenses 6, 770, 000 
Census of business, manu- 
factures and agriculture_ 1, 500, 000 
Census of business, trans- 
portation, manufactures, 
and mineral industries 
Census of agriculture..... ------------- 
Total, Bureau of the 
Census =<... 8, 270, 000 
Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
tration: 
Salaries and expenses 105, 000, 000 
Air navigation facilities, 
establishment o 7. 000, 000 
Technical development 
and evaluation 750, 000 
Washington National Air- 
port: 
Maintenance and opera- 
So micas mee 1. 350, 000 
Construction 400, 000 
Federal- aid airport pro- 
gram (liquidation of 
contract authorization). 22, 700, 000 
Alaska airports, mainte- 
nance and operation 500, 000 
Air navigation develop- 
Mr ( 1. 085. 000 
Total, Civil Aeronau- 
tics Administration. 138, 785,000 
Civil Aeronautics Board: 
Salaries and expenses 3, 750, 000 
Coast and Geodetic Survey: 
Salaries and expenses 12, 000, 000 
Construction and equip- 
ment of geomagnetic 
ili! E eo 750. 000 
Total, Coast and Geo- 
detic Survey 12, 750, 000 
Bureau of Foreign and Do- 
mestic Commerce: 
Departmental salaries and 
8 2, 650, 000 
Field office service 1, 650, 000 
Total, Bureau of For- 
eign and Domestic 
Commerce 4, 300, 009 
Maritime activities: 
Ship construction (liqui- 
dation of contract au- 
thorization) 59, 000, 000 
Operating differential sub- 
Ac 20, 000, 000 
Salaries and expenses 15, 500, 000 
Maritime training 3, 480, 000 
State marine schools 890, 000 
Total, maritime activi- 
CCG 98, 870, 000 
Patent Office: Salaries and 
pen ee = 12, 000, 000 
Bureau of Public Roads: 
Federal-aid highways_---. 475, 000, 000 
Forest highways = 15, 000, 000 
Inter-American Highway- 1, 000, 000 
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Bureau of Public Roads— 
Continued 
Access roads (act of Sept. 
6 85, 500, 000 


Public lands highways 
(liquidation of contract 


authorization) 1. 750, 000 
Elimination of grade 

crossings (liquidation of 

contact authorization). 2, 211, 925 
Rama Road, Nicaragua 1, 000, 000 

Total, Bureau of Pub- 
lic Roads 501, 461, 925 
F 
National Bureau of Stand- 
ards: 
Operation and adminis- 

(oS OCAS 1, 000, 000 
Research and testing 3, 000, 000 
Radio propagation and 

standards 2, 000, 000 
Construction of labora- 

So O TE ee eee, 440, 000 

Total, National Bu- 
reau of Standards... 6, 440, 000 
Weather Bureau: Salaries 
and expenses 27, 000, 000 
Total title III, Depart- 
ment of Commerce. 815,576,925 
TITLE IV. CORPORATIONS 
Federal Prison Industries, 

Incorporated: 

Administrative expenses 

(corporate funds limita- 

a A (377, 000) 
Vocational training of 

prisoners (corporate 

funds limitation) (438, 000) 

Inland Waterways Corpora- 
tion: Administrative ex- 
penses (corporate funds 
limitation) -------------- ($480, 000) 
Total, title IV, cor- 
porate funds limita- 
. (1. 295, 000) 
— — 
Grand total appro- 
priations, all titles, 
Departments of 
State, Justice, and 
Commerce 1, 086, 645, 601 


PUBLIC LAW 207—H. R. 6200, SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1954 

A. Appropriates $615,989,964 to supply 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1954. 

B. Items: 

Appropriations 
CHAPTER I. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
(Out of revenues of the District of 
Columbia) 

Public Welfare: St. Elizabeths 


Hospital, 1952 ($51, 457) 

Settlement of claims and 
C = (24, 234) 

Audited claims, 1951 and prior. (55, 801) 


Total, chapter 1 (131, 492) 


CHAPTER Il. LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Senate: 
Beneficiaries of deceased 
oe 37, 500 
Contingent expenses of the 
Senate, 1953_............ 50, 000 
Total, Senate 87, 500 
House of Representatives: 
Beneficiary of deceased Mem- 
LU ae ee = 25, 000 
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House of Representatives Con. 


Contingent expenses of the 
House: Stationery (revolv- 


C — 8800 
Total, House of Repre- 
sentatives 25, 800 
e Union for 
ey) T ENEE 150, 000 
tal, chapter II 263, 300 
CHAPTER II. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
International information and 
educational activities 75, 000, 000 
Acquisition and construction 
of radio facilities___........ ........... 
International Claims Commis 
2 ee EE ee ee 220, 000 
Total, Department of 
PP 75, 220, 000 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Legal activities and general ad- 
ministration: Salaries and 
expenses, claims of persons 
of Japanese ancestry: 
11717ͥ̃ ͥ 0ST SI SESE EES 4, 172, 696 
223... —? ! 98.909,00 


Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion Service: Salaries and 
expenses, 1946 and prior 14, 54€ 

Federal Prison System: Sup- 
port of United States pris- 
oners, 1051___.-............ 


Total, Department of 

A 8. 098. 242 

E 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Bureau of Foreign and Domes- 
tic Commerce; Export con- 
‘ee T SSN 
Maritime Activities: Operating 

differential subsidies 35, 000, 000 


Total, Department of 
Commerce 39, 000, 000 


CHAPTER IV. TREASURY DEPARTMENT 


Bureau of Internal Revenue: 
Additional income tax on 


railroads in Alaska, 1953____ 1, 088 
U. S. Secret Service: White 
House Police, salaries and 

en 100, 000 
Total, Treasury Depart- 

CT is RE — 101,088 

Government corporations: 

Export-Import Bank of 
Washington (corporate 

funds limitation) (1, 116, 000) 
Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration (corporate funds 

Umitation) (9, 500, 000) 

= — 

Total, chapter IV — 101, 088 

aSSaa_——— 


CHAPTER IV-A 


Department of Labor, Bureau 
of Employment Security: 
Salaries and expenses, Mexi- 
can farm labor progr: 

Department of Health, Educa- 

tion, and Welfare, Office of 

Education: 
Salaries and expenses Š 100, 000 
Assistance for school con- 


Total, Department of 
Health, Education, 
and Welfare 70,100,000 


Total, chapter IV-A_--. 70, 100, 000 
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CHAPTER V. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Production and Marketing Ad- 
ministration: Agricultural 
adjustment programs 


CHAPTER VI, DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 
National Park Service: Man- 


agement and protection 83, 000 
Office of Territories: 
Administration of Terri- 
89 = (a eee 239, 000 
Trust Territory of the Pa- 
cific Islands = 300, 000 
Total, chapter VI 622, 000 


CHAPTER VII. EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE 
PRESIDENT 
Funds appropriated to the 
President: Expenses of man- 


agement improvement: 500, 000 
Council of Economic Advisers_ 275, 000 
Committee on Retirement 

Policy for Federal Personnel_ 225, 000 
Relief and rehabilitation in 

a yw geen eee „ 
Emergency migration 3. 000, 000 

Total. Executive Office 
of the President 4,000, 000 
Independent offices: 
Civil Service Commission: 
Investigations of United 
States citizens for employ- 
ment by international or- 
ganizations 1. 200, 000 
Commission on Foreign Eco- 
nomic Policy, salaries and 
expenses 300, 000 
Commission on Intergovern- 
mental Relations, salaries 
and expenses 500, 000 
Commission on Organization 
of the Executive Branch of 
the Government, salaries 
and expenses 500, 000 
Small Business Administra- 
tion: 
Salaries and expenses 2, 200, 000 
Revolving fund 55, 000, 000 
Subversive Activities Control 
Board: Salaries and ex- 
Denne 150, 
Total, chapter VII 63, 850, 000 
— — 


CHAPTER VIII. MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
Department of Defense: 
Department of the Navy 
Department of the Air Force: 
Acquisition and construc- 


tion of real property 240, 776, 000 
Total, chapter VIII 240, 776, 000 


CHAPTER IX. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Department of the Army, civil 
functions: Niagara remedial 


CHAPTER X. OCCUPATION PROGRAMS 


Department of the Army, civil 
functions: Government and 


relief in occupied areas 3, 100,000 
Department of State: Govern- 
ment in occupied areas 40, 438, 000 


Total, chapter X 43, 538, 000 


CHAPTER XI. EMERGENCY AGENCIES 


Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent: Office of Defense Mo- 
bilization, salaries and ex- 
2, 750, 000 
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Independent offices: 
Defense transport activities, 
salaries and expe 
Economic Stabilization Agen- 
cy, salaries and expenses.. 
General Services Administra- 
tion: Emergency operating 


$425, 000 
1, 200, 000 


200, 000 
Department of Commerce: 
Office of the Secretary, sal- 
aries and expenses, defense 
production activities 
Department of the Interior: 
Office of the Secretary, sal- 
aries and expenses, defense 
production activities 500, 000 


4, 200, 000 


Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
tration: 
Operations 
Federal contributions 
Emergency supplies 
equipment 


8. 525. 000 
10, 500, 000 


Total, Federal Civil De- 
fense Administration. 46, 525, 000 


Total, chapter x 55, 800, 00 


CHAPTER XII. CLAIMS, AUDITED CLAIMS AND 
JUDGMENTS 


Claims and judgments___.._- 12, 121, 334 


— 


Grand total 615, 989, 964 


PUBLIC LAW 218—H. R. 6391, MUTUAL SECURITY 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT 


A. Appropriates $4,531,507,000 for mutual 
security for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1954. Requires payments to any 1 engi- 
neering firm on any 1 project in excess of 
$25,000 be reported to the Committees on 
Appropriations at least twice annually. Pro- 
hibits the use of funds appropriated here- 
under for payments on any debt of any for- 
eign government or on any loan made to 
such government by any other foreign gov- 
ernment; prescribes condition of payments 
to European Payments Union. Directs that 
at least 50 percent of domestic commodities 
procured hereunder be transported on do- 
mestic-flag vessels to the extent such vessels 
are available at market rates, Continues 
antistrike provisions, 

B. Items: 


Appropriations 
MUTUAL SECURITY 


Military assistance, Europe. $1, 860, 000, 000 
Military assistance, Near 


East and Africa 270, 000, 090 
Military and other assist- 

ance, Asia and the Pacific. 1, 035, 000, 000 
Military assistance, Ameri- 

can Republics...-..--.--. *, 15, 000, 000 
Mutual defense financing, 

ä 220. 000, 000 
Mutual defense financing, 

Formosa and Indochina.. 84, 000, 000 
Mutual defense financing, 

manufacturing in France. 85, 000, 000 
Mutual defense financing, 

manufacturing in United 

Auge 85, 000, 000 
Mutual defense financing, 

for equipment, etc., in In- 

. 400, 000, 000 
Mutual special weapons 

planning 50, 000, 000 
Economic and technical as- 

sistance, Near East and 

AAA = 33, 792, 500 
Economic and technical as- 

sistance, defense support, 

Asia and the Pacific__.__. 51, 278, 001 
Technical assistance, Amer- 

ican Republics._..-..--_. 22, 342, 000 
Basic materials development 19, 000, 000 
Special economic assistance, 

Near East and Africa 147, 000, 000 
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Special economic assistance, 
India and Pakistan a $75, 000. 000 


Movement of migrants..... 
Multilateral technical coop- 


c 9, 500, 000 
International children's wel- 
— eee ete 9, 814, 333 


Ocean freight, voluntary re- 
lief shipments 
Contributions to United Na- 
tions Korean Reconstruc- 


1, 580, 166 


tion Agency. 50, 700, 000 
Total, Mutual Secu- 
— 4. 531. 507, 000 


MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING 


Mr. JOHNSON of California, from the 
committee of conference, submitted a 
conference report on the bill (H. R. 9924) 
to provide for family quarters for per- 
sonnel of the military departments of the 
Department of Defense and their de- 
pendents, and for other purposes. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Recorp, or to re- 
vise and extend remarks, was granted to: 

Mr. Hunter in two instances. 

Mr. Berry and to include his letter 
covering the new tax bill. 

Mr. GRANAHAN. 

Mr. Knox. 

Mr. HILL to extend his remarks and in- 
clude a report on how the drought pro- 
gram is being handled by the Agriculture 
Department. 

Mr. Porr. 

Mr. WOLVERTON in two instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. Ciarpy (at the 
request of Mr. CEDERBERG), for Tuesday, 
August 17, 1954 and Wednesday, August 
18, 1954, on account of official business. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's ta- 
ble and, under the rule, referred as fol- 
lows: 


S. 239. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Frank Goto; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 684. An act for the relief of Ernest B. 
Sanders; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1042. An act to abolish the Commission 
for the Enlarging of the Capitol Ground; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

S. 1342. An act for the relief of Irfan Ka- 
war, to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1343. An act for the relief of George 
Harb; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1345. An act for the relief of certain 
Palestinian Arab refugees; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 1504. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Rev. Pang Wha II; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 1892. An act for the relief of Hildegarde 
Hiller; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2115. An act for the relief of Gertraut 
Hildegarde Marie Hubinger and Franz Hu- 
binger; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2203. An act for the relief of Andraous 
Jad Suidan and Leonora Yenovkian; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
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S. 2692. An act for the relief of Hedwig 
Marie Zaunmuller; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2694. An act for the relief of Francis 
Bertram Brennan; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 3108. An act to modify the act of Octo- 
ber 8, 1940 (54 Stat. 1020) and the act of 
July 24, 1947 (61 Stat. 418), with respect to 
the recoupment of certain public school con- 
struction costs in Minnesota; to the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 3238. An act for the relief of Johanna 
Schmid; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3362. An act for the relief of Oskar Asz- 
moneit; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3400. An act to authorize the issuance 
of commemorative medals to certain societies 
oi which Benjamin Franklin was a member 
in observance of the 250th anniversary of his 
birth; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 8753. An act to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, to authorize the Admin- 
istrator of General Services to establish and 
operate motor-vehicle pools and systems 
and to provide office furniture and furnish- 
ings when agencies are moved to new loca- 
tions, to direct the Administrator to report 
the unauthorized use of Government motor 
vehicles, and to authorize the United States 
Civil Service Commission to regulate opera- 
tors of Government-owned motor vehicles, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 9962. An act to increase by 5 percent 
the rates of pension payable to veterans and 
their dependents. 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 3873. An act to provide survivor bene- 
fits for widows of the Chief Justice and the 
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court of 
the United States. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, bills 
and joint resolutions of the House of the 
following titles: 


H. R. 669. An act for the relief of George D. 
Kyminas; 

H. R. 787. An act for the relief of Israel 
Ratsprecher and Maryse Ratsprecher; 

H. R. 803. An act for the relief of Christ- 
akis Modinos; 

H.804. An act for the relief of Enrichetta 
F. C. Meda-Novara; 

H. R. 818. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Emma Martha Staack; 

H. R. 868. An act for the relief of Ciriaco 
Catino; 

H. R. 905. An act for the relief of Francis- 
zek Wolezek; 

H. R. 950. An act for the relief of Panoula 
Panagopoulos; 

H. R. 970. An act for the relief of George 
Economos; 

H.R.977. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Aimee Dutour Rovzar; 

H. R. 1171. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Wai-Jan Low Fong; 
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H. R. 1324. An act for the relief of Georgina 
Chinn; . 

H. R. 1463. An act for the relief of Ilona 
Elizabeth Carrier: 

H. R. 1646. An act for the relief of Arthur 
Neustadt and Mrs. Emma Neustadt: 

H. R. 1697. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Katharina Batke; 

H.R. 1843. An act to increase the retired 
pay of certain members of the former Light- 
house Service; 

H. R. 1897. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Betty E. LaMay; 

H. R. 1974. An act to amend the third par- 
agraph of section 4, chapter 1, title I, of the 
act entitled “An act making further provision 
for a civil government for Alaska, and for 
other purposes,” approved June 6, 1900 (31 
Stat. 322; 48 U. S. C., sec. 101), as amended; 

H. R. 1976. An act to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to permit the registration of 
judgments in or from the District Court for 
the Territory of Alaska; 

H. R. 2051. An act for the relief of Ivo 
Markulin; 

H. R. 2224. An act to amend the Army- 
Navy Medical Services Corps Act of 1947 (61 
Stat. 734), as amended, so as to authorize 
the appointment of a Chief of the Medical 
Service Corps of the Navy, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 2358. An act for the relief of Dr. Vah- 
ram Uluhogian; 

H. R. 2359. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Veich, also known as Guiseppe Veic; 

H. R. 2635. An act for the relief of Olga 
Abitia; 

H. R.2654. An act for the relief of Sisters 
Linda Salerno, Luigiana C. Cairo, Antonietta 
Impieri, Anna Impieri, Rosina Scariato, Io- 
landa Gaglianone, Maria Assunta Scaramuz- 
zo, Franceschina Cauterucci, and Filomena 
Lupinacci; 

H. R. 2793. An act for the relief of Miyoko 
Nagare; 

H. R. 2843. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to investigate and re- 
port to the Congress on the conservation, de- 
velopment, and utilization of the irrigation 
and reclamation resources of the Waimanalo, 
Oahu; Waimea, Island of Hawali, and Molo- 
kai projects, Territory of Hawaii; 

H. R. 2874. An act to confer jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon the claim 
of Mary K. Reynolds, as successor in interest 
to the Colonial Realty Co.; 

H. R. 2879..An act to stay deportation pro- 
ceedings on Juan Onativia; 

H. R. 2901. An act for the relief of Tokuko 
Kobayashi, and her minor son; 

H. R.3116. An act for the relief of Dimi- 
tra Makhavitzki; 

H. R. 3125. An act for the relief of Alex- 
ander Hahn and Suzanne Hahn; 

H. R. 3144. An act for the relief of Elias Y. 
Richa; 

H. R. 3238. An act for the relief of Danica 
Maria Vavrova; 

H. R. 3344. An act for the relief of Carmen 
Salvador and her daughter, Ruby Salvador; 

H. R. 3419. An act to authorize a $50 per 
capita payment to members of the Red Lake 
band of Chippewa Indians from the proceeds 
of the sale of timber and lumber on the Red 
Lake Reservation; 

H. R. 3444. An act for the relief of Toki 
Yaeko; 

H. R. 3616. An act for the relief of Nico- 
letta Di Donato; 

H. R. 3677. An act for the relief of Sister 
Paolina (Angela Di Franco); 

H. R.3759. An act for the relief of Babette 
Mueller Esposito; 

H. R. 3855. An act for the relief of Sister 
Agrippina (Agrippina Palermo), Sister Bat- 
tistina (Franceschina Serpa), Sister Romana 
(Angela Iolanda Morelli), Sister Frances- 
china (Maria Caruso), and Sister Bruna 
(Giuseppina De Caro); 
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H.R. 4092. An act for the relief of Mira 
Tellini Napoleone; 

H.R. 4213. An act to authorize works for 
development and furnishing of water sup- 
plies for waterfowl management, Central Val- 
ley project, California, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 4330. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Orlando Artuso and family; 

H. R. 4371. An act for the relief of June 
Ann Sakurai; 

H. R. 4620. An act for the relief of Natale 
Joseph John Ratti; 

H. R. 4690. An act to provide for the erec- 
tion of appropriate markers in national 
cemeteries to honor the memory of members 
of the Armed Forces missing in action; 

H. R. 4721. An act to provide that the ex- 
cess-land provisions of the Federal reclama- 
tion laws shall not apply to lands in the 
Owl Creek unit of the Missouri Basin project; 

H. R. 4740. An act for the relief of Kaoru 
Yoshioka; 

H. R. 4881. An act to amend the Canal Zone 
Code in reference to the survival of things 
in action; 

H. R. 4959. An act for the relief of Muhittin 
Schuer; 

H. R. 4998. An act for the relief of Paul 
Frkovich; 

H. R. 5072. An act for the relief of Carmen 
D'Ottavio, also known as Cameron D'Ottavio; 

H. R. 5077. An act for the relief of Sophia 
Nassopoulos; 

H. R. 5314. An act to extend the coverage 
of the Servicemen’s Indemnity Act to mem- 
bers of the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps 
when ordered to active training duty for 
periods in excess of 14 days; 

H. R. 5340. An act for the rellef of Tibor, 
Szuzsa (Susanne), and Judith Sauer; 

H. R. 5354, An act for the relief of Liborio 
Guido Rutillo; 

H. R. 5443. An act for the relief of Eva 
Lowinger; 

H. R. 5689. An act for the relief of Edel- 
traud Kamberg Douglass; 

H. R. 5816. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Caridad Rosa Avila Leyva de Ernest; 

H. R. 5822. An act for the relief of Evan- 
thia Demetrios Makrozonari; 

H. R. 5832. An act to authorize the com- 
missioner of public lands of the Territory of 
Hawali to sell public lands to certain lessees, 
permittees, and others; 

H. R. 5944. An act for the relief of Alberto 
Ugo Landry; 

H. R. 5997. An act to enable the Legisla- 
ture of the Territory of Hawali to authorize 
the issuance of general-obligation bonds, 
the proceeds thereof to be used for veterans’ 
mortgages; 

H. R. 6026. An act for the relief of Ger- 
trude O, Heinz; 

H. R. 6113. An act to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code, so as to increase the 
penalties applicable to the smuggling of 
goods into the United States; 

H. R. 6127. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to create a Board for the 
Condemnation of Insanitary Buildings in 
the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved May 1, 1906, as amended, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6223. An act to amend section 87 
of the National Defense Act of June 3, 
1916, as amended (32 U. S. C. 47), to relieve 
the States from accountability and pecuni- 
ary liability for property lost, damaged, or 
destroyed except in cases where it shall 
appear that the loss, damage, or destruction 
of the property was due to carelessness or 
negligence or could have been avoided by 
the exercise of reasonable care; 

H. R. 6253. An act to amend Public Law 
410, 78th Congress, with regard to compen- 
sation for overtime, Sunday, and holiday 
work of employees of the United States Pub- 
i Health Service, Foreign Quarantine Divi- 

n; 
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H. R. 6280. An act to extend temporarily 
the rights of priority of nationals of Japan 
and certain nationals of Germany with re- 
spect to application for patents; 

H. R. 6367. An act for the relief of Nobu 
Nogava Nitta; 

H.R. 6393. An act granting the consent 
and approval of Congress to an interstate 
forest fire protection compact; 

H. R. 6414. An act for the relief of Barbara 
Pator Allen; 

H. R. 6553. An act for the relief of Esterina 
Pella Bellucci; 

H.R. 6658. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain lands by the United 
States to the county of Cumberland, State 
of North Carolina, without remuneration; 

H. R. 6855. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Elisabeth Metzing Rink; 

H. R. 6885. An act to amend section 1 of 
Joint Resolution 12 enacted by the 25th Leg- 
islature of the Territory of Hawaii, in the 
regular session of 1949, and approved by the 
81st Congress of the United States of Ameri- 
ca at the second session (Public Law 746, 
ch. 833); 

H. R. 6886. An act to ratify and confirm 
sections 5 and 6 of Act 254 and Act 280 of 
the Session Laws of Hawaii, 1953, and to au- 
thorize the issuance of certain public im- 
provement bonds by the Territory of Hawaii; 

H. R. 6982. An act for the relief of Maria 
Elizabeth Sanchez Y. Moreno; 

H. R. 6955. An act for the rellef of Margers 
Nulle-Siecenieks; 

H. R. 6987. An act for the relief of Gene 
C. Szutu and Florence C. Szutu; 

H. R. 7041. An act for the relief of Wal- 
truade Elsa Solleder: 

H. R.7051. An act for the relief of Mary 
George Solomon; 

H. R. 7088. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Cazzato; 

H. R. 7131. An act to repeal a limitation on 
pay of certain officers of the Navy; 

H. R. 7138. An act for the relief of Rosa 
Marie Adelheid Herok; 

H. R. 7140. An act for the relief of Robert 
A. Duval; 

H. R. 7145. An act for the relief of Anne- 
liese Catalino; 

H. R. 7150. An act for the relief of Thora 
June Grumbles; 

H. R. 7152. An act for the relief of Jozef 
Van den broeck; 

H. R. 7221. An act for the relief of Anders 
Taranger; 

H. R. 7251. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to transfer to Vernon F. 
Parry, the right, title, and interest of the 
United States, in foreign countries, in and to 
a certain invention; 

H. R. 7334. An act to authorize certain 
property transactions in Cocoli, C. Z., and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 7398. An act to repeal the require- 
ment of section 3921 of the Revised Statutes 
that postmasters report to the Postmaster 
General failure to cancel postage stamps; 

H. R. 7399. An act to authorize the sale of 
postage-due stamps for philatelic purposes; 

H. R. 7411. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Esterlee Hutzler Weinhoeppel; 

H. R. 7451. An act for the relief of Erika 
Jette Lavery; 

H. R. 7460. An act to pay Warren P. Hoover 
for services rendered the Army of the United 
States; 

H. R. 7486. An act to amend section 1071 
of title 18, United States Code, relating to 
the concealing of persons from arrest, so as 
to increase the penalties therein provided; 

H. R. 7494. An act for the relief of Eliza- 
beth Forster Austin; 

H. R. 7508. An act for the relief of James 
Dore, Jr.; 

H. R. 7517. An act to enable the Legislature 
of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize the 
city and county of Honolulu, a municipal 


‘corporation, to issue public improvement 


bonds; 
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H. R. 7518. An act to enable the Legislature 
of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize the 
city and county of Honolulu, a municipal 
corporation, to issue public improvement 
bonds; 

H. R. 7568. An act to authorize and direct 
the Farm Loan Board of Hawaii to convey 
certain land and to ratify and confirm cer- 
tain acts of said Farm Loan Board; 

H. R. 7569. An act to authorize the removal 
of a restrictive covenant on land patent 
No. 9628, issued to the board of the Ha- 
walian Evangelical Association on January 
18, 1929, and covering lots 5 and 6 of Waimea 
town lots, situated in the county of Kauai, 
T. H; 

H. R. 7584. An act for the relief of Angele 
Marie Boyer (nee Pieniazeck) ; 

H. R. 7593. An act for the relief of Theresia 
Probst Uhl; 

H. R. 7606. An act for the relief of Michael 
Henry La Fleur; 

H. R. 7012. An act for the relief of Enrico 
Intravaia; ` 

H. R. 7628. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Adriana M. Truyers Aretz; 

H. R. 7629. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ruth Gruschka Krug; 

H. R. 7635. An act for the relief of Martti 
Iimari Timonen, Maj-Lis Timonen, and Marja 
Timonen; 

H. R. 7761. An act for the relief of John 
Lewis Pyles, Jr.; 

H. R. 7807. An act for the relief of Heinz 
Gerhard Rolappe; 

H. R. 7924. An act for the relief of Giuseppi 
Clementi; 

H: R. 7925. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Dina Mianulli (nee Kratzer); 

H. R. 7945. An act for the relief of Bart 
Blaak (formerly Johannes J. M. Gijsbers); 

H. R. 7987. An act for the relief of Roger 
Feghall; 

H. R. 8006. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue patents for cer- 
tain lands in Wisconsin bordering upon in- 
land lakes or rivers; 

H. R. 8034. An act for the incorporation of 
the Sons of Union Veterans of the Civil War; 

H. R. 8038. An act to authorize the convey- 
ance to the Hot Springs School District 
and to Garland County, Ark., for school and 
for other public purposes, of certain land 
originally donated to the United States and 
situated in Hot Springs National Park, 
Ark., and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8041. An act to provide benefits under 
the laws administered by the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration based upon service in the 
Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps under certain 
conditions; 

H. R. 8066. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Gertrud Eckerl Strickland; 

H. R. 8115. An act for the relief of Tannous 
Estephan; 

H. R. 8146. An act for the relief of Palmina 
Smarrelli (nee Lattanzio); 

H.R.8155. An act to continue until the 
close of June 30, 1955, the suspension of 
duties and import taxes on metal scrap, and 
for other puropses; 

H. R.8180. An act to increase the amount 
of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes 
for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, 
and airmen of the United States; 

H. R. 8239. An act for the relief of Fung 
Ping Wah (also known as Reginald Ping Wah 
Fung) and his wife, Fung Wai-Yin Li (also 
known as Doris Fung); 

H. R. 8334. An act for the relief of Helmut 
Cermak and Hana Cermak; 

H. R. 8365. An act to confirm the authority 
of the Secretary of the Interior to issue 
patents in fee to allotments of lands of the 
Mission Indians in the State of California 
prior to the expiration of the trust period 
specified in the act of January 12, 1891, as 
amended; 

H. R. 8384. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to construct, operate, 
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‘and maintain the Talent division of the 


Rogue River Basin reclamation project, 


H. R. 8385. An act to amend section 2382 
of the Revised Statutes, in order to make 
the size of townlots conform in size to 
local standards; 

H. R. 8501. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain land in Sumter County, 
Ga., to the Americus and Sumter County 
Chamber of Commerce; 

H. R. 8520. An act to provide for the in- 
clusion of the Ainsworth, Lavaca Flats, 
Mirage Flats extension, and O'Neill irriga- 
tion developments in the Missouri River 
Basin project; 

H. R. 8570. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to dispose of certain un- 
completed naval vessels, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H. R. 8634. An act to amend section 22 
of the Organic Act of Guam; 

H. R. 8658. An act to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to provide for the pun- 
ishment of persons who jump bail; 

H. R. 8736. An act to authorize the is- 
suance of a land patent to certain public 
lands, situate in the county of Kauai, T. H., 
for school purposes; 

H. R. 8821. An act to authorize the ex- 
change of lands acquired by the United 
States for the Catoctin recreational demon- 
stration area, Frederick County, Md., for 
the purpose of consolidating Federal hold- 
ings therein; 

H. R. 8897. An act to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to transfer 40 
acres of land in the Northern Cheyenne 
Indian Reservation, Mont., to School District 
No. 6, Rosebud County, Mont.; 

H. R. 8921. An act to establish the rate of 
compensation for the position of the General 
Counsel of the Department of Commerce; 

H. R. 9000. An act to integrate the Judge 
Advocate’s promotion list with that of the 
Army to restore lost seniority and grade, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9020. An act to provide increases 
in the monthly rates of compensation pay- 


able to certain veterans and their depend- 


ents; 

H. R. 9194. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain land owned by the Fed- 
eral Government near Vicksburg, Miss., to 
Vicksburg, Miss.; 

H. R. 9236. An act to amend the Federal 
Credit Union Act, as amended; 

H. R. 9302. An act to permit retired mem- 
bers of the uniformed services to revoke 
elections made under the Uniformed Serv- 
ices Contingency Option Act of 1953 in 
certain cases where the elections were made 
because of mathematical errors or misin- 
formation; 

H. R. 9336. An act for the rellef of Mari- 
anne Geymeier; 

H. R. 9390. An act to extend certain civil- 
jan-internee and prisoner-of-war benefits 
under the War Claims Act of 1948, as amend- 
ed, to civilian internees and American pris- 


oners of war captured and held during the 


hostilities in Korea; 

H. R. 9406. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance of certain real property to the town 
of Beaufort, N. C.; 

H. R. 9582. An act to provide for the dispo- 
sition of surplus personal property to the 
Territorial government of Alaska; 

H. R. 9584. An act to protect the rights of 
vessels of the United States on the high seas 
and in territorial waters of foreign countries; 

H. R. 9630. An act to authorize the Secre- 


‘tary of the Interior to execute an amenda- 


tory contract with the Black Canyon Irriga- 
tion District, Idaho, and for other purposes; 
H. R. 9671. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Liang Nun Wang and his wife and child, 
Fa-chi Ling Wang and Eileen Wang. 
H. R. 9678. An act to promote the security 
and foreign policy of the United States by 
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furnishing assistance to friendly nations, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 9814. An act for the relief of Alfio 
Capizzi; 

H. R. 9821. An act to amend titles 18 and 
28 of the United States Code; 

- H.R.9882, An act to incorporate the Foun- 
dation of the Federal Bar Association; 

H. R. 9888. An act to amend the laws grant- 
ing education and training benefits to cer- 
tain veterans to extend the period during 
which such benefits may be offered; 

H. R. 9889. An act to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to execute an amenda- 
tory contract with American Falls Reservoir 
District No. 2, Idaho, and for other purposes; 

H. J. Res. 257. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to invite the States of the 
Union and foreign countries to participate 
in the First International Instrument Con- 
gress and Exposition to be held in Philadel- 
phia, Pa., from September 13 to September 
25, 1954; 

H. J. Res. 356. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection of a memorial gift from the peo- 
ple of the Netherlands; 

H. J. Res, 560. Joint resolution to authorize 
the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia to promulgate special regulations for the 
period of the American Legion National Con- 
vention of 1954, to authorize the granting of 
certain permits to the American Legion 1954 
Convention Corp. on the occasion of such 
convention and for other purposes; 

H. J. Res. 561. Joint resolution to authorize 
the quartering in public buildings in the 
District of Columbia of troops participating 


‘in activities related to the American Legion 


National Convention of 1954; and 
H. J. Res, 359. Joint resolution designating 
the period from October 11 to October 16, in- 
clusive, 1954, as National Nurse Week. 
On August 17: 
H. R. 9962. An act to increase by 5 percent 
the rates of pension payable to veterans and 


their dependents; and 


H. R.9996. An act for the relief of Susan 
Ellen Hainey. 


THE LATE HONORABLE PAUL W. 
SHAFER, REPRESENTATIVE FROM 
THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, 
Wotcotr]. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, it comes 
my sad duty to announce to the House 
of Representatives and to the country the 
passing of a very dear friend and col- 
league, Hon. PauL W. SHAFER, a Member 
of Congress from Michigan, from Battle 
Creek. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand a great 
many Members will want to speak on the 
life and attainments of our late col- 
league, and I understand that eulogies 
will be conducted tomorrow. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I offer a 
resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution (H. Res. 
708), as follows: 

Resolved, That the House has heard with 
88 sorrow of the death of Hon. PAuL 

. SHAFER, a Representative from the State 
— Michigan. 

Resolved, That a committee of 25 Members 
of the House with such Members of the 
Senate as may be joined be appointed to 
attend the funeral. 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the 
House be authorized and directed to take 
such steps as may be necessary for carrying 
out the provisions of these resolutions and 
that the necessary expenses in connection 
therewith be paid out of the contingent fund 
of the House. 
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Resolved, That the Clerk communicate 
these resolutions to the Senate and transmit 
a copy thereof to the family of the deceased. 


The resolution was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will an- 
nounce the Members of the funeral com- 
mittee tomorrow. 

The Clerk will report the remainder 
of the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That as a further mark of re- 
spect, the House do now adjourn. 


The resolution was agreed to. 


ADJOURNMENT 
Accordingly (at 6 o’clock and 3 min- 
utes p. m.) the House adjourned until 
tomorrow, Wednesday, August 18, 1954, 
at 12 o’clock noon, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 

1829. A letter from the Director, Foreign 
Operations Administration, transmitting the 
10th report to the Congress of the United 
States on the administration of the Yugo- 
slay emergency relief assistance program, 
pursuant to section 6 of Public Law 897, 
8lst Congress (the Yugoslav Emergency Re- 
Hef Assistance Act of 1950) (H. Doc. No. 
493); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed. 

1830. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a report certi- 
fying that an adequate soil survey and land 
classification has been made of the lands to 
be served by the Eden project, Wyoming, 
under the change in development plan, and 
that the lands to be irrigated are susceptible 
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to the production of agricultural crops by 
means of irrigation, pursuant to Public Law 
172, 83d Congress; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

1831. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of the Treasury, transmitting a draft of a 
proposed bill entitled “A bill to permit na- 
tional banks to make 20-year real-estate 
loans and 9-month construction loans”; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

1832. A letter from the Commissioner, Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, De- 
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of 
orders granting the applications for perma- 
nent residence filed by the subjects, pursu- 
ant to section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act 
of 1948, as amended; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

1833. A letter from the Commissioner, Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, De- 
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of 
orders suspending deportation as well as 
a list of the persons involved, pursuant to 
Public Law 863, 80th Congress, amending 
subsection (c) of section 19 of the Immi- 
gration Act of February 5, 1917, as amended 
(8 U. S. C. 155 (c)); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

1834. A letter from the Commissioner, Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, De- 
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of 
orders suspending deportation as well as a 
list of the persons involved, pursuant to 
section 244 (a) (1) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act of 1952 (8 U. S. C. 1254 (a) 
(1)); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1835. A letter from the Commissioner, Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, De- 
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of 
orders suspending deportation as well as a 
list of the persons involved, pursuant to 
section 244 (a) (5) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act of 1952 (8 U. S. C. 1254 (a) 
(5)); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB- 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
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Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 


Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Public 
Works. S. 3744. An act to change the name 
of Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins 
Point Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2667). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. SCHENCK: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. House Resolution 702. Reso- 
lution authorizing the printing of additional 
copies of the report on Communist aggres- 
sion by the Soviet Unior; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2668). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California: Committee 
of conference. H. R. 9924. A bill to provide 
family quarters for personnel of the mili- 
tary departments of the Department of De- 
fense and their dependents and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 2669). Ordered to be 
printed. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BRAY: 

H. R. 10259. A bill for the relief of Young 
Bae Kim and Susie H. Kim; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOLTZMAN (by request) : 

H.R. 10260. A bill for the relief of Andre 
Richardot; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

H. R. 10261. A bill for the relief of 
Zsuzsanna (Suzanne) Szekely; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 10262. A bill for the relief of Ezra 
Chitayat; his wife, Violet; and their daugh- 
ters, Georgette and Linda; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RHODES of Arizona (by re- 
quest) : 

H. R. 10263. A bill for the relief of Lee Fay 
Fan; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H. R. 10264. A bill for the relief of Paul 

Skuntz; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Congressman Hunter Reports on Farm 
Program 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. OAKLEY HUNTER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, August 17, 1954 


Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, with the 
ending of the second and last session of 
the 83d Congress, I am happy for this 
opportunity to present to the Members 
of the House and the people of my dis- 
trict, a summary of the accomplishments 
of this Congress and the administration 
in the field of agriculture and related 
matters, with special emphasis on such 
accomplishments as are of particular in- 
terest to the State of California. 

Representing, as I do, one of the most 
productive and diversified agricultural 
areas in the United States, I am vitally 
interested in the welfare of American 
farm families and in our Nation’s farm 
program. It is fortunate, indeed, that 
having such an interest, I have had the 


pleasure and honor of serving as chair- 
man of the California Delegation Agri- 
cultural Committee and serving also, as a 
member of the House Subcommittee on 
Agricultural Appropriations. 


APPROPRIATIONS 


The Department of Agriculture appro- 
priations bill for the fiscal year com- 
mencing July 1, 1954, and ending June 
30, 1955, includes direct annual appro- 
priations for regular activities of $723,- 
683,150—$5,287,752 more than last year 
and nearly $25 million more than re- 
quested by the Department of Agricul- 
ture. 

An additional $10 million was appro- 
priated for agricultural research pro- 
grams and State experiment stations. 
Funds for the Agricultural Extension 
Service were also increased by more than 
$8 million. I am proud to have spear- 
headed the move in the House to appro- 
priate more adequate funds for research 
and education. 

Congress also authorized an agricul- 
tural conservation program at a level of 
$250 million for the coming year. This 
is $55 million more than the preceding 
year. The additional $55 million is to be 


used for conservation payments on acre- 
age diverted from production of basic 
commodities because of acreage allot- 
ments. 

MOVES TO HALT PRICE DROPS 


When the 83d Congress convened in 
January 1953, and the Eisenhower ad- 
ministration took office, farm prices had 
been declining for 2 years. Prices re- 
ceived by farmers had dropped 15 per- 
cent between February 1951, and Jan- 
uary 1953. This sharp rate of decline 
has been stopped, and prices have leveled 
off and become relatively stable. 

Among moves to protect farmers’ in- 
comes were, first, the elimination of price 
controls imposed by the previous admin- 
istration, and, second, the inauguration 
of Federal programs to help farmers hold 
their products off the market while prices 
recovered from temporary slumps be- 
cause of oversupply. Included in this 
second category are such things as 
drought assistance, farm credit, stor- 
age facilities, disposal abroad of accumu- 
lated surpluses, price supports, and other 
programs. 

On January 23, 1953, just 3 days after 
President Eisenhower took the oath as 
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President, a House Agriculture Subcom- 
mittee began an investigation of livestock 
problems. The subcommittee reported 
that price controls on beef were injuring 
farmers by interfering with the orderly 
process of marketing. 

Between the time price controls on 
cattle were imposed in April 1951, until 
beef prices were decontrolled in Febru- 
ary 1953, cattle prices had dropped from 
$30.20 a hundred pounds to $19.70, a loss 
to farmers of $10.50 a hundred pounds, 

Acting on the subcommittee's recom- 
mendation, President Eisenhower issued 
an order on February 6, 1953, removing 
price controls from all meat products. 

INCREASED GOVERNMENT BEEF BUYING 


The new watershed, soil- and water- 
conservation law passed by the 83d Con- 
gress established a permanent long-term 
program to protect farmers’ investment 
in land and to prevent future price drops 
due to disorderly marketing practices in 
the wake of drought and flood. 

But let me get back to the emergency 
program to stabilize prices. As part of 
this program, President Eisenhower or- 
dered military procurement of beef to be 
stepped up until it reached 120 days’ sup- 
ply, the maximum allowed by law. The 
military buying program for beef began 
on February 17, 1953. Also, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture initiated a program 
to buy 250 million pounds of beef for 
the school-lunch program and for for- 
eign aid. 

GRAIN STORAGE 

One of the most important and effec- 
tive steps yet taken to protect farmers 
on prices is the grain-storage program 
enacted by the 83d Congress. 

A serious shortage of grain-storage 
facilities which was allowed to develop 
during the previous administration was 
threatening the whole farm price-sup- 
port program when the Government 
changed hands in January 1953. Stor- 
age bins with a capacity of 250 million 
bushels had been declared surplus and 
disposed of by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation between July 1943 and July 
1948. Since there could be no effective 
price-support program without adequate 
storage facilities, Congress and the new 
administration moved swiftly to put 
measures into effect to secure an enor- 
mous expansion of grain storage. These 
moves included: 

First. A program announced June 17, 
1953, for loans on wheat stored on the 
ground in states where regular storage 
facilities were not available and where 
it was feasible to store wheat on the 
ground or in temporary structures dur- 
ing the summer months. 

Second. Purchase of grain-storage 
structures with a total capacity of 196 
million bushels through the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

Third. Putting into effect on April 24, 
1953, a reseal program under which 
existing CCC loans on corn, wheat, and 
oats stored on farms would be extended 
for another year. 

Fourth, Securing the use of 305 ships 
of the reserve fleet as emergency stor- 
age space for surplus grain. Each ship 
will hold 225,000 bushels of wheat. 

Fifth. Granting l-year extension of 
programs providing loans to farmers for 
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purchase of new storage facilities and 
drying equipment. 

In addition to these emergency meas- 
ures taken by the Department of Agri- 
culture to meet the immediate needs of 
farmers for storage facilities, the Con- 
gress and the new administration estab- 
lished the first real program to provide 
storage space sufficient to meet the long- 
range needs of agriculture. This pro- 
gram provides: 

First. Federal income-tax concessions 
granted by Congress to persons who erect 
grain-storage facilities. The law enacted 
in 1953 permits tax deductions based on 
5-year amortization of construction 
costs. 

Second. Agreements by the Commod- 
ity Credit Corporation guaranteeing a 
minimum space rental in newly con- 
structed storage facilities. 


PRICE PROTECTION FOR FARMERS 


I think we all agree that Federal price 
supports, important as they are, cannot 
of themselves stabilize farm prices. A 
well-thought-out program covering the 
controlling economic factors which regu- 
late farm prices is necessary. Repub- 
licans in Congress, the President, Secre- 
tary of Agriculture Benson, and indeed 
most Democratic Congressmen from 
farm areas agreed on the major points of 
the new program. For example, virtu- 
ally all Republicans favored the surplus 
removal program—one of the major 
items of the administration's farm pro- 
gram. 

The constant threat that surplus stores 
of farm products acquired by the Gov- 
ernment would be thrown on the open 
market had a strongly depressing effect 
on farm prices. Disposing of these sur- 
plus stocks was an important part of the 
overall farm price stabilization program 
undertaken by the Congress and the new 
administration. To do this, a new and 
vigorous drive has been initiated to re- 
build export markets for farm products, 
and Government-owned stocks have 
been ordered insulated from the market 
by a so-called commodity set-aside. 

INCREASE EXPORTS OF FARM PRODUCTS 


The serious loss of foreign markets for 
American farm products was an impor- 
tant factor in the dangerous farm price 
slump in 1951 and 1952. It is plain that 
if we are to have good prices for farm 
products over the long pull, we have to 
recover the foreign markets that were 
lost, and we must develop new ones. One 
of the important points in President 
Eisenhower’s recommendations was a 
vigorous drive to rebuild export markets 
and to develop new ones. This part of 
the program was included in the Agricul- 
tural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954. 

This new law establishes a 3-year pro- 
gram for the sale and exportation of 
surplus farm commodities in such a way 
as to expand market demand abroad for 
United States farm products and to im- 
plement United States foreign policy. 
The Congress authorized the President 
to spend $1,300,000,000 of Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks to carry out 
the program, 

The foreign currencies obtained 
through sale of surplus farm products 
abroad are to be used for: First, develop- 
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ment of new markets for United States 
agricultural commodities; second, pur- 
chase of strategic and critical materials; 
third, procurement of military equip- 
ment and defense materials, facilities 
and services; fourth, financing the pur- 
chase of goods and services for other 
friendly nations; fifth, promotion of in- 
ternational economic development and 
trade; sixth, payment of United States 
obligations abroad; seventh, loans to 
promote multilateral trade and eco- 
nomic development; and eighth, financ- 
ing international educational exchange 
activities. 
REBUILDING EXPORT MARKETS 


Our program to dispose of surpluses 
and to rebuild export markets for farm 
products also included: 

First. Action by the Foreign Opera- 
tions Administration in disposing of 
surplus farm products in friendly for- 
eign countries under Section 550 of the 
Mutual Security Act enacted by the 83d 
Congress. 

Second. Three special trade missions 
organized by the Department of Agri- 
culture and sent abroad to explore possi- 
bilities of expanding United States agri- 
cultural trade. 

Third. Creation of a Foreign Agri- 
cultural Service in the Department of 
Agriculture to give greater emphasis to 
foreign market development. 

Fourth. Negotiation of a new Inter- 
national Wheat Agreement for 3 years 
with an average increase of 25 cents a 
bushel in minimum price. This higher 
price i£ important to American farmers 
because it requires wheat-importing 
countries to buy our wheat at a price 
ranging up to 50 cents a bushel above 
the prevailing world price in June 1954. 

Fifth. Expansion of a program to 
barter United States farm surpluses for 
needed raw materials, 

Sixth. Invitation of a program to sell 
agricultural surpluses for foreign cur- 
rency and use proceeds to pay United 
States obligations abroad. 

In another move to rebuild export 
markets for our farm products, the 83d 
Congress gave the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture responsibility for agricultural at- 
tachés in American embassies in for- 
eign countries. For a long time, there 
was no direct contact between these 
attachés @nd the Department of Agri- 
culture. All reports on foreign develop- 
ments affecting our farmers had been 
made to the State Department. I am 
proud to have been a coauthor of the 
legislation transferring the agricultural 
attachés from the State Department to 
the Department of Agriculture. 

In still another surplus removal op- 
eration which at the same time helped a 
country which has always stood beside 
the United States in United Nations 
General Assembly debates, the Republi- 
can Congress enacted a law on June 25, 
1953, transferring 1 million long tons of 
Government-owned wheat to Pakistan. 
In a second law enacted August 1, 1953, 
Congress authorized the CCC to make 
$100 million worth of surplus stocks of 
farm products available to the President 
to be used in meeting famine or other 
relief requirements of peoples friendly 
to the United States. 
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COMMODITY SET-ASIDE 


An important part of the new Ad- 
ministration’s program of price protec- 
tion for farmers is the commodity set- 
aside. The huge accumulations of Gov- 
ernment-owned surplus farm products 
held in storage were depressing farm 
prices. 

One of the important points in the 
farm program President Eisenhower 
submitted to Congress was a proposal to 
authorize CCC to set aside reserves of 
surplus commodities to a value up to 
$2,500,000,000. These stocks will be in- 
sulated from the commercial supplies 
and used in constructive ways, such as 
in school-lunch programs, disaster relief, 
aid to people of other countries, and 
stockpiled at home for use in a national 
emergency. 

The Republican 83d Congress included 
this proposal, without change, in the law 
it enacted. 

INCREASED BORROWING AUTHORITY 


In order to permit continuation of 
price-support operations on basic com- 
modities at 90 percent of parity through 
1954, President Eisenhower asked that 
the borrowing authority of the CCC 
should be increased by $1,750,000,000— 
from $6,750,000,000 to $8,500,000,000. 
This important part of the program to 
protect farm prices was enacted 
promptly by the Republican Congress. 

A second bill, H. R. 9756, increasing 
CCC borrowing authority to $10 billion 
was passed by the House July 29, 1954. 

PRICE SUPPORTS 

The President also recommended that 
Congress continue, without important 
change, the price-support program on 
such commodities as oats, barley, grain 
sorghums, soybeans, flax, meats, poultry 
and eggs, fresh fruits and vegetables. 
The Secretary of Agriculture has discre- 
tion to support prices on these commodi- 
ties up to 90 percent of parity. This 
recommendation was included in the 
new farm bill enacted by the Republican 
Congress. 


PRICE SUPPORTS FOR WOOL 


President Eisenhower also asked Con- 
gress to enact a completely new price- 
support program for wool. The pro- 
gram which had been in effect on wool 
for a number of years had proved ineffec- 
tive because foreign countries were ship- 
ping wool to United States markets at 
prices just below the price-support level 
of domestically produced wool. 

Imports of cheaper foreign wool had 
caused our output to shrink to a level 
where this country was producing only 
one-third of its own wool requirements. 
This level is dangerously low from a 
national defense standpoint. To remedy 
this situation, Congress enacted a new 
program under which the Secretary of 
Agriculture can support wool prices 
through loans, purchases, direct pay- 
ments to farmers, and other operations. 

Direct payments to wool growers are 
expected to be the principal method used. 
This part of President Eisenhower's 
farm-price-protection program was also 
included in the law enacted by the 83d 
Congress, 
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FLEXIBLE VERSUS FIXED SUPPORTS 


All farm leaders sought a method of 
protecting farmers on the price of basic 
commodities—corn, cotton, wheat, pea- 
nuts, tobacco, and rice. One group 
thought that the best method of doing 
this would be to continue mandatory 
price support at 90 percent of parity 
on these commodities. Another group, 
equally sincere about the farmers’ wel- 
fare, believed that a system of flexible 
price supports would produce a better 
balance between supply and demand, 
thereby increasing the price that farm- 
ers could secure for their products in the 
market place. 

The 83d Congress combined the better 
features of both of these suggestions by 
providing price supports on the basic 
commodities, ranging from 8214 percent 
to 90 percent of parity. 

If this Congress had not enacted this 
new law, price supports on the basic com- 
modities could have dropped as low as 
75 percent of parity. The price-support 
law finally adopted guarantees farmers 
substantial protection on prices. At the 
same time, it gives the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture some discretion in fixing the 
level of price supports to secure adjust- 
ments in production. 

Assuming normal yields and legal acre- 
ages, anticipated exports and domestic 
consumption, and a set-aside of 4 million 
bales, the 1955 support price for cotton 
will be 90 percent of parity. 

DROUGHT PROGRAMS 


In 1953 a drought which parched grass- 
lands and pasture in the southwestern 
part of the United States was forcing 
owners to ship hungry livestock to an 
already glutted market. The Congress 
and the President took quick action to 
help these ranchers and stockmen to 
keep their herds intact. On June 30, 
1953, $8 million was made available from 
the President’s emergency relief fund to 
send livestock feed rations at reduced 
prices to drought-stricken areas. 

Other emergency drought programs in 
1953 and 1954 included: First, designa- 
tion of approximately 800 counties in 18 
states and Hawaii as disaster areas 
where farmers could participate in 
emergency feed programs; second, sale 
of 2,117,500 tons of feed at below market 
price to eligible farmers; third, distribu- 
tion of 37,300 disaster loans totaling 
$53,398,000 to farmers in areas affected 
by drought; fourth, furnishing nearly $40 
million in special livestock loans to farm- 
ers to help maintain their basic herds; 
and fifth, initiation of a $15 million 
wind erosion control program applicable 
in Colorado, Kansas, Nebraska, Texas, 
New Mexico, and Oklahoma. 


WATER CONSERVATION 


In addition to these emergency drought 
relief measures, the 83d Congress passed 
two new permanent programs to protect 
farmers not only from temporary price 
slumps resulting from disorderly market- 
ing during droughts and floods, but also 
to guard them from loss of their capital 
investments in the land because of water 
scarcity, erosion, and floods. 

Under one of these bills, farmers in 
all States can obtain direct 20-year loans 
from the Government to build and main- 
tain water facilities, Formerly, such 
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loans were available only in 17 Western 
States. These loans from the Farmers’ 
Home Administration are to be secured 
by increased production resulting from 
supplemental irrigation derived from the 
newly constructed facilities. 

In addition to direct loans, the new 
law provides for Federal insurance on 
loans through private credit channels to 
farmers for construction and mainte- 
nance of water storage and utilization 
facilities. The bill authorizes the Farm- 
ers’ Home Administration to insure loans 
to individual farmers up to $25,000 and 
to corporations up to $250,000. The Sec- 
retary of Agriculture is also authorized 
to make direct loans and to insure loans 
to finance improvements of farm land 
by soil or water conservation or drain- 
age facilities, improvement of soil fer- 
tility, establishment of improvement of 
permanent pasture, sustained-yield af- 
forestation or reforestation, or other ero- 
sion preventatives and other related con- 
servation measures, 


WATERSHED PROGRAMS 


A second major program aimed at pro- 
tecting farmers from future losses such 
as they have experienced from drought 
and flood in the past 4 years was estab- 
lished by Public Law 566 of the 83d Con- 
gress. This legislation provides au- 
thority and direction for cooperative 
Federal-local action in attacking the 
problems of upstream soil and water con- 
servation and flood prevention. It es- 
tablishes a framework of policies and 
standards under which action in this 
field can be taken jointly by the Federal 
Government, states, counties, and other 
local government entities, soil conserva- 
tion or watershed districts, and local citi- 
zens’ groups. 

Based on the sound principle of pay- 
ment for value received, the law pro- 
vides that the cost of the programs and 
improvement shall be shared equitably 
between the participants in proportion 
to the benefit which each will receive. 

The program authorized by the new 
law will supplement existing programs 
for agricultural soil and water conserva- 
tion and programs for development and 
flood protection of major river valleys. 
It will bridge the gap that existed be- 
tween these two types of programs and 
greatly enhances the ultimate benefits 
of both. It also provides an additional 
means of aiding in the conservation of 
scarce water supplies. 

Under the policies established by this 
legislation, plans and projects will not 
be handed down from the top as part of 
some overall development plan, but can 
be initiated only by the people of the 
localities most intimately involved and 
can be carried into operation only with 
the fullest cooperation and initiative on 
the part of local groups and agencies. 

A $5 million appropriation in 1953 and 
another $5,500,000 appropriation in 1954 
as part of a $28 million program to con- 
struct 62 pilot watershed projects were 
also enacted by the 83d Congress as part 
of the watershed program which had 
been characterized by the New York 
Times as one which will “go down in 
history as one of the lasting and most 
beneficial legislative actions of the past 
decade.” 
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TAX CREDIT FOR CONSERVATION 


The 1954 tax revision bill gave special 
benefits to farmers who make invest- 
ments in conservation. Farmers may 
now deduct each year from Federal in- 
come-tax money spent for conservation 
up to 25 percent of their gross income. 
Until now, this expense had to be capi- 
talized and tax money could be recovered 
by the farmer only by depreciation or 
selling his farm. 

FARM CREDIT 


In addition to enacting these impor- 
tant new laws on Federal price supports 
and conservation, the 83d Congress has 
also passed new laws and has improved 
some old ones to help farmers in other 
ways. For example, new laws have been 
enacted improving and expanding farm 
credit. 

In order to help farmers who face 
emergency situations arising out of the 
drought, this Congress enacted a new 
disaster loan law. This law authorized 
the Secretary of Agriculture: First, to 
furnish feed for livestock and seeds for 
planting to farmers, ranchers, and stock- 
men in disaster areas; and second, to 
make direct loans to established live- 
stockmen who have a good record of op- 
erations but who are temporarily unable 
to get necessary immediate credit. 

The new administration has also ful- 
filled its campaign pledge to decentral- 
ize administration of the farm-credit 
system, shifting more control over 
credit policies away from Washington, 
where control had become concentrated, 
and vesting it largely in farmers them- 
selves. On August 1, 1953, Congress 
passed a bill which— 

First. Spells out the details of greater 
farmer ownership and control of credit 
agencies and lays the groundwork for 
systematically retiring Government cap- 
ital. 

Second. Decentralizes power by di- 
recting that the Farm Credit Adminis- 
tration delegate to various Federal land 
banks and other district credit agencies 
more duties and authority. The purpose 
is to move more authority from Wash- 
ington to places nearer the farmers. 

Third. Establishes a 13-member Fed- 
eral Farm Credit Board with full respon- 
sibility for policies of the Farm Credit 
Administration. 

The Department of Agriculture also 
announced new procedures to enable the 
Farmers’ Home Administration to pro- 
vide farmers quicker loan service and to 
save taxpayers an estimated $1,500,000 
annually through reduced administra- 
tive costs. About 70 forms, reports, files, 
procedures, and work routines estab- 
lished under the Truman administration 
are being eliminated to provide quicker 
action on farmers’ loan applications. 

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION 


Research and education are basic 
functions of the Department of Agricul- 
ture. They are indispensable if our 
farmers are to improve their produc- 
tivity and enlarge their markets. The 
additional funds appropriated by this 
Congress will make possible an expanded 
and improved research and education 
program. ‘This means, among other 
things, 28 new farm advisers for Cali- 
fornia. 
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Research enables farmers to become 
more efficient, to get higher yields from 
an acre of land, and more meat or other 
livestock products from an animal- 
breeding unit, and do it with less labor. 
Research makes possible improved trac- 
tors and machines, better crop varieties, 
improved fertilizers and practices, new 
ways of controlling insects and diseases, 
better methods of feeding livestock, im- 
proved cultural practices, and savings 
in handling and transportation of foods. 
This means a greater net income to 
farmers and at the same time a better 
life for all of us. 

STREAMLINING THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


In another move to give farmers bet- 
ter service and to cut down overhead 
so that a greater portion of Agriculture 
Department appropriations will go to 
direct farm benefits, the new adminis- 
tration reorganized the Department of 
Agriculture. Congress enacted legisla- 
tion which follows recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission and which was 
endorsed by the Grange, the Farm Bu- 
reau, and the National Council of 
Farmer Cooperatives. It created 2 more 
Assistant Secretariats for the Depart- 
ment and gave the Secretary authority 
to reorganize 6 agencies in the Depart- 
ment which previously had certain au- 
tonomous status independent of the 
Secretary. 

Twenty-two agencies in the Depart- 
ment were consolidated into six by ear- 
lier action of Secretary Benson soon 
after he took office. 

On October 13, 1953, Secretary Benson 
announced another streamlining opera- 
tion designed to provide better service to 
farmers through placing operations on a 
businesslike, efficient, and decentralized 
basis. The reorganization was made un- 
der authority of Reorganization Plan No. 
2, enacted in the first session of the 83d 
Congress. It puts all service agencies of 
the Department under four main groups: 
First, Federal-State relations; second, 
marketing and foreign agriculture; third, 
agricultural stabilization; and fourth, 
agricultural credit. 

BIPARTISAN NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMISSION 


In order to keep politics from interfer- 
ing with the administration of farm pro- 
grams, as has happened in the past, the 
new administration created a bipartisan 
agricultural commission to review the 
policies and administration of farm pro- 
grams. The new 18-member commis- 
sion, created by Executive order on July 
20, 1953, is made up of 9 Republicans and 
9 Democrats. A minimum of 12 mem- 
bers must be farmers. 

COTTON ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


A very large part of my time this year 
and last was spent in helping to bring 
about a change in the law with regard to 
cotton marketing quotas and acreage al- 
lotments. 

Because of the surplus of cotton, the 
Secretary of Agriculture, as required by 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
last year proclaimed a national acreage 
allotment for 1954. Under this law, the 
cotton acreage allotments for each State 
are based on plantings in that State dur- 
ing a base period. During the base pe- 
riod, however, cotton plantings in Cali- 
fornia were considerably less than they 
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were during the 3 most recent years, 
1951-53. The law was discriminatory in 
its application to States like California 
and Arizona, where cotton has been on 
the increase in recent years. It favored 
the South, where plantings have either 
remained relatively static or have actu- 
ally declined. For example, had there 
been no change made in the law, cotton 
acreage in California would have been 
cut back 51.5 percent from 1,400,000 acres 
in 1952 and 1953 to 695,000 acres in 1954. 
Southern States would have been cut 
considerably less. During the first ses- 
sion of the 83d Congress, Senators and 
Congressmen representing cotton-pro- 
ducing areas in the West, sought to 
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
so as to alleviate the economic distress 
and discrimination which would result 
from the imposition of acreage allot- 
ments for the 1954 cotton crop under the 
law as it then existed. As chairman of 
the California Congressional Delegation 
committee on agricultural problems and 
as the Representative of a major cotton- 
producing district, I naturally was very 
active in the move to change this law. 

At long last, in January of this year 
a bill was passed amending the law so 
as to provide that no State would be cut 
more than 34 percent. Under this new 
formula, California received an addi- 
tional 238,000 acres, or a total of 936,000. 
This gave California cotton farmers at 
least 65 percent of their average plant- 
ings during the period 1951-53 or 40 
percent of the highest acreage planted 
in any one of such years. 

During this session of Congress, I have 
been concerned lest provisions harmful 
to Western cotton growers be written 
into the omnibus agricultural bill. 
There were several Southern-sponsored 
changes which could have had adverse 
effects. Three such changes were par- 
ticularly objectionable. They were: 

First. Three-year referendum on the 
question of marketing quotas and acre- 
age allotments. This would have meant 
controls could be voted in for a period 
of 3 years rather than from year to year 
as provided under existing law. Cali- 
fornia having an expanding cotton econ- 
omy, controls are undesirable except for 
such period as is absolutely necessary. 

Second. National reserve for small 
farms made up of a percentage of each 
state’s allotment. This reserve, it is felt, 
would be used in a number of ways more 
beneficial to other areas with the result 
that California would contribute more 
to the reserve than would be returned. 

Third. Reduction of the carryover al- 
lowance from 30 to 20 percent in deter- 
mining the normal supply of cotton. 
This would increase the probability of 
permanent controls. Furthermore, ona 
permanent basis, 20 percent is not ade- 
quate to take care of our foreign and 
domestic marketing requirements. 

I am happy to report that the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1954, as finally passed, 
does not contain any of these objection- 
able provisions. 

In addition to the changes previously 
discussed, there were two other changes 
made in the law this year which I am 
confident will be of benefit to California 
cottongrowers. First, county commit- 
tees are given the option of allotting 
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acreage on the basis of the old county 
factor method or on the basis of indi- 
vidual farm history. Second, the 50- 
percent cropland limitation is optional 
with the county committees. 

With these changes, we can have a 
more flexible and more equitable distri- 
bution of the county allotment to the 
farm than we have had previously. 


SPOT COTTON MARKET 


The Department of Agriculture’s an- 
nouncement this summer that the Fresno 
cotton exchange has been added to the 
list of designated markets, crowned with 
success the efforts of over 2 years. The 
Fresno market was first formed in May 
1951, and in March 1952 it was recog- 
nized as a bona fide cotton spot market. 
Under that designation, however, quota- 
tions on the Fresno exchange were not 
used in the calculation of futures con- 
tracts. Coupled with this victory for 
Western cotton, was the announcement 
by Herman S. Kohlmeyer of the New 
Orleans cotton exchange that penalties 
heretofore applied on irrigated cotton 
will cease to exist and specifically that 
low middlings in cotton will be tender- 
able in the New Orleans exchange. This 
is deserved recognition for the Far 
Western grower who has had his cotton 
discriminated against but who through 
scientific development and better seed 
has now been able to produce cotton 
equal to rain-grown cotton. There are 
indications that the New York exchange 
will take the same step soon. 


DAIRY PRODUCTS 


The basic problem in the present milk- 
surplus situation is overproduction and/ 
or underconsumption. Nineteen hundred 
and fifty-four will be the biggest year 
ever in milk production. Per capita con- 
sumption, on the other hand, has fallen 
off. If the American people were drink- 
ing as much milk per capita as they were 
only a few years ago, there would be no 
dairy surpluses. Surpluses, of course, 
depress prices. Dairy industry leaders 
agree that an overall promotion program 
is needed to step up the consumption of 
milk. The various beverage makers 
spend millions of dollars each year plug- 
ging their products through every adver- 
tising device imaginable, and after they 
have created a demand they make cer- 
tain that the product is where and when 
the public wants it. 

While waiting for an overall promotion 
program to step up consumption of milk, 
the Department of Agriculture has been 
making an effort to meet some of the im- 
mediate problems and in recent weeks 
has: First, launched a nationwide edu- 
cation campaign to promote the culling 
of low-producing cows from dairy herds; 
second, offered to sell for export at world 
prices Government-owned stocks of but- 
ter, cheese, and dried milk; third, de- 
veloped a special program to facilitate 
the use of butter and nonfat dried milk 
solids for recombination and sale as 
fiuid milk in friendly countries; fourth, 
sold more than 400 million pounds of 
dried milk at greatly reduced prices for 
use in mixed animal and poultry feeds; 
and fifth, sought increased consumption 
of dairy products through school-lunch 
programs, donations for domestic and 
foreign relief and other outlets. 
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On the legislative side a number of 
changes and additions to the law were 
contained in the Agricultural Act of 1954, 
which will benefit dairymen. 

The Agricultural Act of 1949 required 
the Secretary of Agriculture to support 
dairy prices at between 75 and 90 percent 
of parity to assure an adequate supply of 
milk and other dairy products. During 
the current marketing year, the Secre- 
tary, acting in accordance with the law, 
reduced the support price to 75 percent 
of parity. He could not do otherwise in 
view of the surplus situation. 

The House this year approved a floor 
of 80 percent, but this was rejected by the 
Senate. Asa result, the law remains the 
same as it has since 1949. 

The dairy section of the Agricultural 
Act of 1954, is indeed, a real improve- 
ment over the present law. It contains 
the following provisions: 

First. Authorizes the use up to $50 mil- 
lion annually of Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration funds for the next 2 years to 
increase the consumption of fluid milk by 
schoolchildren. This is in addition to the 
provisions of the Agricultural Appropria- 
tions Act of 1955 which provides for the 
use of Section 32 funds for butter and 
cheese in the school-lunch program. 

Second. Provides that until March 31, 
1956, the Secretary may use any method 
he determines to be necessary to dispose 
of surplus stocks of dairy products owned 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Third. Authorizes the use of surplus 
dairy products, including milk, by the 
armed services and in veterans’ hospitals. 

Fourth. Authority for an accelerated 
brucellosis program during the next 2 
years. 

FRUITS AND VEGETABLES 


Mr. Speaker, I wish now to call atten- 
tion to certain selected activities relat- 
ing to California in the fruit and vege- 
table crops during the past fiscal year. 

Raisins: Section 32 export payment 
programs were operated for both the 
1952 and 1953 crops. The rates of ex- 
port payment under the 1952-53 pro- 
gram which was substantially completed 
prior to the beginning of the 1954 fiscal 
year were 2.5 cents per pound on natural 
Thompson seedless, Sultanas, Muscats— 
except soda-dipped or Valencia and 
layer Muscats—and Zante currants, and 
3 cents per pound on golden bleached 
Thompson seedless. The export pay- 
ment program for the 1953 crop was 
made effective on September 1, 1953, with 
a flat export payment rate of 2 cents 
per pound. During the fiscal year ex- 
port payments were made on nearly 
50,000 tons at an estimated expenditure 
of approximately $2 million. 

Amendments are being considered to 
the marketing agreement and order to 
include new provisions to give packers 
and exporters greater flexibility in ex- 
port markets. Exports of free tonnage 
raisins for the season through June 30, 
1954, were 61 percent below those of the 
preceding season to the same date. 

Tree fruits: The California tree fruit 
marketing agreement and order pro- 
grams cover Bartlett pears, plums, and 
Elberta peaches. The agreement and 
order were issued in May 1939 and have 
operated continuously since that date 


August 17 


although regulatory activities were sus- 
pended during the war years. 

Activities under this program during 
the current year included the appoint- 
ment of members of the control commit- 
tee, consisting of 13 growers and 12 
handlers, for the overall local adminis- 
tration of the program, and the ap- 
pointment of the three commodity 
committees, which have as their princi- 
pal function the recommendation, to the 
Secretary of Agriculture, of regulations 
governing the interstate shipment of the 
particular fruit for which the committee 
is concerned. Each of the commodity 
committees recommended regulations 
during the current season. Such regu- 
lations were issued and limited inter- 
state shipments to the grades and sizes 
specified in the regulatory order. 

This marketing agreement program 
provides that a referendum shall be held 
biennially during the months of Decem- 
ber or January, to ascertain whether 
growers favor the termination of the 
program. As the last referendum was 
held in January 1953, growers will be 
given an opportunity after the close of 
the current marketing season to vote on 
whether they want the program con- 
tinued. 

Almonds: With the 1953 crop slightly 
above average and a heavy carryover for 
1952-crop almonds in the hands of 
packers and shellers, supplies for the 
1953-54 season were such that a surplus 
of 15 percent was applied to the 1953 
production. Such surplus was disposed 
of in outlets outside of domestic com- 
mercial sale as almonds, principally in 
export with a lesser quantity being sold 
for the manufacture of almond butter. 
On September 29, 1953, an additional 
import fee of 5 cents per pound on the 
first 7 million pounds imported and 10 
cents per pound thereafter, was invoked 
by Presidential proclamation for the pe- 
riod October 1, 1953, to September 30, 
1954. However, imports were relatively 
heavy, amounting to about 7 million 
pounds, kernel weight, and packers’ 
carryout at the end of the 1953-54 season 
will be substantial, and somewhat more 
than that at the beginning of the season. 
A record large production is forecast for 
the 1954 crop and the industry may re- 
quest assistance from the Department in 
disposing of surplus supplies. 

Walnuts: On the basis of early esti- 
mates of the 1953 walnut crop, the sur- 
plus percentage under the marketing 
agreement and order was originally set 
at 20 percent. When it became evident 
that the crop was shorter than previously 
estimated, the surplus was reduced to 15 
percent. Under the agreement order as 
it existed prior to and during the 1953 
season, the surplus percentage applied 
only to shipments of walnuts for in-shell 
sale. In recognition, however, of the in- 
creasing importance of the sale of shelled 
walnuts in overall grower returns, and 
of the continuing upward trend in pro- 
duction, the agreement and order was 
amended in July 1954. As now effective, 
the agreement and order will continue to 
regulate the shipment of in-shell walnuts 
as heretofore and, in addition, provides 
for regulation of the shipment of shelled 
walnuts in years when the total produc- 
tion of walnuts exceeds the available out- 


1954 


lets—both in-shell and shelled—at rea- 
sonable prices. In-shell shipments were 
below average during the 1953 season 
due to an apparent shift in walnut con- 
sumption to the shelled product and the 
competitive effect of in-shell pecans. 

Figs: Establishment of a proposed 
Federal marketing agreement and order 
for California dried figs was considered 
at a public hearing held by the Depart- 
ment June 15-18, 1954, at Fresno, Calif. 
The hearing was held at the request of 
the California Fig Institute and the 
Dried Fig Advisory Board of the Cali- 
fornia marketing order for dried figs. 

A California State marketing order 
on dried figs is operated under the au- 
thority of the California Marketing Act 
of 1937, as amended. The proposed Fed- 
eral program would authorize both 
quality and volume regulation of the 
handling of dried figs and if put into 
effect the Federal and State regulation 
of the handling of dried figs would be 
complementary. 

The evidence presented at the hear- 
ing is now being reviewed by the Depart- 
ment and it is expected that a decision 
with respect to the industry’s proposal 
will be issued within a relatively short 
period of time. 

Apricots: The 1953 California apricot 
crop proved to be substantially greater 
than was estimated during the early 
months of the season. Also, a strike of 
cannery workers occurred during the 
latter stage of apricot harvest, tempo- 
rarily shutting off the most important 
utilization outlet for the crop. As a 
result, the dried pack greatly increased: 
15,530 tons as compared with an average 
of 9,975 tons during the three preceding 
seasons. Shipments from packers in- 
creased, but not enough to prevent a sub- 
stantial carryover into the following 
marketing season. An export payment 
program was made effective on April 28, 
1954, to encourage additional exporta- 
tion, Approximately 1,818 tons, mostly 
of medium and smaller sizes, were ex- 
ported under the program. The pro- 
gram was terminated on June 11, 1954, 
when it became apparent that the 1954 
crop would be small and that remaining 
1953 crop dried apricots could be mar- 
keted without program assistance during 
the 1954-55 season. The cost of the 
program approximated $272,765. 

The Department purchased 4 million 
pounds of dried apricots for distribution 
under the school-lunch program at an 
estimated commodity cost of $1,400,000. 

Canned fruits and vegetables: The De- 
partment purchased approximately 800,- 
000 cases of canned peaches from the 
1953 crop at an estimated commodity 
cost of $3,800,000. These canned peaches 
were purchased for distribution under 
the school-lunch program, On July 22, 
1954, the Department announced that it 
contemplated purchase of canned 
peaches of the 1954 pack for the national 
school lunch program. 

The Kadota Growers, Inc., of Merced, 
Calif., have requested a purchase pro- 
gram on canned figs. Their request is 
based primarily on the fact that the 
Quartermaster announced recently that 
they do not plan to buy any canned figs 
this year. This contrasts to require- 
ments of 77,000 cases for the Armed 
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Forces announced last January. Be- 
tween 1940 and 1953, the Quartermaster 
purchases have averaged 25 percent of 
all Kadota figs canned and in some years 
have been as high as 38 percent of a 
pack. This request is now under con- 
sideration by the Department. 

A total of 451,000 cases of canned to- 
matoes and 100,000 cases of canned to- 
mato paste at a commodity cost in ex- 
cess of $2 million were purchased from 
the 1953 packs of these products. These 
supplies were distributed through the 
national school lunch program. 

Citrus: A marketing agreement and 
order program was made effective in 
September 1953 providing for the regu- 
lation of the weekly volume of shipments 
and for limitation of the size of Navel 
oranges shipped. A similar order cover- 
ing Valencia oranges grown in California 
and Arizona was issued in March 1954. 
With the issuance of these two programs 
the California-Arizona orange industry 
has again adopted regulatory programs 
similar to that provided in Order No. 
66 under which it operated for about 10 
years. Order No. 66 was terminated in 
1952 after a referendum in which only a 
slight majority of the growers indicated 
they favored continuance of the pro- 
gram. The marketing agreement and 
order program on California-Arizona 
lemons was made effective in April 1941 
and has operated continuously since that 
time. Regulation limiting the volume of 
lemon shipments was made effective dur- 
ing each week of the 1953-54 fiscal year 
and an amendment to the program has 
been proposed by the four major lemon 
marketing organizations to add an addi- 
tional member on the Lemon Adminis- 
trative Committee, the agency estab- 
lished for the local administration of the 
program, and to provide handlers addi- 
tional flexibility of operation under the 
weekly allotments issued to them. 

Regulations covering the shipment of 
California-Arizona grapefruit were is- 
sued under that program which has been 
in effect since 1941. 

During the fiscal year export payment 
programs were in effect for oranges and 
grapefruit. The orange export subsidy 
program which was effective for the 
1953-54 crop was the sixth consecutive 
one that was operated. Considerable 
progress has been made in restoring 
orange exports to the pre-World War II 
level and exports have been subsidized 
at the rates which have been progres- 
sively reduced. The continuation of the 
export subsidy program for oranges not 
only has been instrumental in restoring 
export markets but has also resulted in 
the expenditure of much smaller 
amounts by the Department than would 
have been required to purchase outright 
sufficient quantities to relieve grower 
distress in the absence of subsidy pro- 
grams. The estimated expenditure for 
this program totaled more than $5,800,- 
000 covering the export of 6,260,000 boxes 
fresh equivalent of oranges and grape- 
fruit. 

A total of 500,600 gallons of orange 
juice at an estimated cost of $900,000 
were purchased with Section 6 funds for 
distribution to the national school lunch 
program. 
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Tokay grapes: Prior to the 1953 ship- 
ping season, volume regulations under 
this program were carried out through 
limiting the number of carloads of Tokay 
grapes released each day from railroad 
concentration points. Increasing move- 
ment by trucks had lessened the effec- 
tiveness of this type of regulation. 
Hence, the industry proposed the re- 
vision of the program to allocate among 
the handlers the quantity of Tokay 
grapes which may be shipped during 
3-day regulation periods. The public 
hearing on the proposed revisions was 
held in April 1953, and the amendments 
were made effective the following 
August. After the close of the market- 
ing season, a referendum was conducted 
to ascertain whether the Tokay grape 
growers desired the program continued, 
Of the growers voting in the referen- 
dum, 68 percent favored continuation of 
the program. 

Winter pears: The operation of the 
winter pear marketing agreement and 
order covering the States of California, 
Oregon, and Washington was continued 
during the fiscal year. In view of the 
large crop of winter pears an export 
payment program was made effective. 
Estimated expenditures under this pro- 
gram were nearly $300,000 with an ex- 
port payment rate of $1 per box. In ad- 
dition, 126,000 boxes of fresh pears were 
purchased at an estimated cost of $424,- 
000. These purchases were distributed 
to school lunch, welfare agencies, and 
eligible institutions. 


Let’s Complete Action on Railroad 
Retirement 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WILLIAM T. GRANAHAN 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 17, 1954 


Mr. GRANAHAN. Mr. Speaker, it 
has been noted here before that there 
seems to be some official reluctance about 
speeding action on the railroad retire- 
ment bill containing higher and broader 
benefits and which also increases the top 
unemployment compensation benefits 
available to railroaders. We all saw how 
the chairman of our committee, Mr. 
WOLVERTON, of New Jersey, practically 
had to issue an ultimatum to get it up for 
House action. 

This bill is now somewhat stalled over 
in the Senate and I urge that the ad- 
ministration get behind it and help us 
get it through Congress before adjourn- 
ment. 

As I said, there might appear to be 
some official reluctance about speeding 
action on this bill. Perhaps we are 
wrong in believing that. We now have 
the word of a high-ranking administra- 
tion official that the bill is, in fact, an 
important part of the President’s pro- 
gram. 

We were not so sure about that before 
today. The Budget Bureau report to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce when we were considering the 
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bill initially was, to say the least, very 
lukewarm and full of all sorts of worries 
about how it might set precedents for 
liberalizing social security. 

Now, however, the Solicitor of the 
Labor Department, in a speech today 
before the Wisconsin State Federation of 
Labor in which he extols the Eisenhower 
concern for the worker, definitely lists 
“increased benefits under the railroad 
retirement and railroad unemployment 
compensation programs” as among parts 
of the President’s program which the 
Labor Department Solicitor, Stuart 
Rothman, says: “have been enacted into 
law or soon will be.” 

It is good news to know that the Presi- 
dent supports this bill. Can we now 
count on some help in getting it through 
the Senate and into law? 


Tax Revision Law 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


oF 


HON. VICTOR A. KNOX 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 17, 1954 


Mr. KNOX. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks I wish to include 
some of the highlights of the new tax 
law, the changes in general which are 
effective last January 1. 

This is the first comprehensive re- 
vision of the internal revenue laws since 
before the turn of the century and the 
enactment of the income tax. 

Approximately a half a million man- 
hours of work have gone into this gi- 
gantic achievement. 

Over 3,000 changes in the revenue 
laws are contained in the tax revision 
measure. In general, the purpose of 
these changes has been to remove in- 
equities, to end harassment of the tax- 
payer, and to reduce tax barriers to fu- 
ture expansion of production and em- 
ployment. 

The new law closes over 50 loopholes 
through which taxpayers today can 
avoid paying their fair share of taxes. 

The new law contains $827 million re- 
lief for individuals and $536 million re- 
lief for business. In addition, the new 
law will extend the present 52 percent 
corporate income for 1 year which 
means an additional $1.2 billion tax on 
business. This increased tax on business 
practically pays for all of the tax relief 
granted so that the net cost to the 
revenue will be only $163 million. 

Without attempting to give a tech- 
nical interpretation, the following rep- 
resents some of the highlights of the 
new tax law. These changes in general 
are effective last January 1 so that the 
taxpayers will receive the benefit from 
them this year. 

DEPENDENTS 

First. A parent can claim a deduction 
of $600 for each child regardless of the 
child’s earnings if the child is under 19 
and the parent continues to furnish 
more than half the child’s support. 

Second. A parent can also claim the 
$600 dependency deduction for a child 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


over 18 regardless of the child’s earnings 
if the child is attending school or col- 
lege, or receiving on-the-farm training, 
and the parent continues to furnish 
more than half the child’s support. 

Third. An aged parent or other de- 
pendent cared for by several members 
of a family can be claimed as a deduc- 
tion by one of the members of the 
family. 

Fourth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a foster child. 

Fifth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a child await- 
ing adoption. . 

Sixth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for any other per- 
son, regardless of relationship, if the 
taxpayer supports that person in his 
home. 

Seventh. A taxpayer can claim a $600 
dependency deduction for a cousin who 
is institutionalized because of physical 
or mental disability. 

Savings to taxpayers, $85 million. 

CHILD-CARE EXPENSES 


First. Single working parents, such as 
a widow, are allowed a deduction up to 
$600 for the expense of child-care for 
children up to 12 years of age. 

Second. The same deduction is allowed 
for a married woman who must work 
because her husband is incapacitated. 

Third. The same deduction is allowed 
with respect to any dependent regard- 
less of age, who is mentally or physically 
incapable of caring for himself. 

Fourth. A similar deduction is allowed 
a married woman if the combined in- 
come of her husband and herself does 
not exceed $5,100. 

Savings to taxpayers, $130 million. 

MEDICAL EXPENSES 

First. Medical expenses can be de- 
ducted when they exceed 3 percent of 
income, instead of 5 percent as under 
present law. 

Second. Example: A family with 
$3,000 gross income and medical ex- 
penses of $150 will be able to deduct $60. 
pore same family can deduct nothing to- 


Third. The bill doubles the present 
maximum limit on the amount that can 
be deducted. 

Savings to taxpayers, $80 million. 

HEAD OF FAMILY 


First. A single taxpayer who has a 
dependent son or daughter will be en- 
titled during the first 2 years after the 
death of his spouse to the same income- 
splitting privilege as is accorded mar- 
ried couples. 

Second. A single individual can receive 
half the benefits of income splitting if 
he has a dependent parent and if the 
taxpayer maintains a household for the 
father or mother. 

Savings to taxpayers, $11 million. 


RETIREMENT INCOME CREDIT 


First. All retired people 65 and over 
including schoolteachers, firemen, police- 
men, and civil servants, will in effect be 
exempt on all retirement income up to 
$1,200. This will mean a tax reduction 
for these retired people of up to $240 a 
year. 

Second. Example: A retired single in- 
dividual over 65 who has a total retire- 
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ment income of $3,000 today pays about. 
$300 in income tax. Under the bill, his 
tax is reduced to $60—a saving of $240. 

Third. The same exemption will ex- 
tend to individuals under 65 if they re- 
ceive a pension from a public retirement 
system, such as do teachers. 

Savings to taxpayers, $141 million. 


CREDIT PURCHASES 


The bill allows a deduction for interest 

up to 6 percent on installment purchases. 

Total saving to taxpayers, $10 million. 
CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS 

The bill increases from 20 to 30 per- 
cent the allowable deduction for chari- 
table contributions to churches, hos- 
pitals, and educational institutions. 

Total savings to taxpayers, $25 million. 

AID TO FARMERS 

First. Deductions up to 25 percent of 
farm income are allowed for soil and 
water conservation. 

Second. The bill permits more rapid 
write-off of the expense of farm ma- 
chinery, equipment, and construction. 

Third. Removes tax on the proceeds 
of the sale of cattle when the sale is 
necessitated by disease. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 

SICKNESS AND ACCIDENT PLANS 

First. Premiums paid by employers to 
health and accident plans will not be 
taxable to their employees. 

Second. All accident and health bene- 
fits paid as reimbursement for actual 
medical expenses to employees, their 
wives, or children, are completely ex- 
empted from tax. 

Third. Payments to employees for loss 
of wages due to injury or illness are ex- 
empted up to $100 a week. 

Savings to taxpayers: No estimate 
possible. 

DEATH BENEFITS 

The bill exempts all death benefits up 
to $5,000 paid by an employer to the 
widow or other beneficiary of an em- 
ployee. 

Savings to taxpayers: No estimate 
possible. 

PENSIONS AND ANNUITIES 

In addition to the $1,200 exemption 
extended to retirement income, the bill 
also provides a simpler method for taxa- 
tion of pensions and annuities, ends an- 
nual 3-percent tax paid on annuities 
and provides instead a method of com- 
puting tax on basis of cost divided by 
years of life expectancy. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 

DIVIDEND CREDIT 

First. Excludes first $50 in dividends 
from taxation and provides a credit 
against tax equal to 4 percent of the 
balance. 

Second. Example: An individual with 
$50 or less in dividends from his savings 
will be entirely exempt from tax on that 
amount. 

Third. Example: An individual with 
$250 in dividends from his savings will 
exclude the first $50 entirely, and then 
reduce his total tax by $8—4 percent of 
the balance of $200. 

Savings to taxpayers, $204 million. 

DEPRECIATION 
The bill will permit the more liberal 


__ writeoff of the cost of new equipment. 
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For example, in the first year of life of 
new equipment, the taxpayer will be able 
to write off twice the amount now al- 
lowed. 

Savings to taxpayers, $375 million, of 
which $75 million represents savings to 
individuals such as farmers, shopkeep- 
ers, and salesmen. 

DECLARATIONS OF ESTIMATED TAX 


The requirements are eased for filing 
declarations of estimated tax. Upward 
of a million taxpayers will be relieved of 
the present requirement for filing. 

FILING TAX RETURNS 


Tax returns will be due April 15 in- 
stead of March 15, giving taxpayers 1 
additional month in which to prepare 
their final tax returns and make their 
final tax payments. 

RESEARCH AND EXPERIMENTATION 


The bill grants taxpayers an option to 
either deduct as an expense or to amor- 
tize research and experimental expend- 
itures. 

No revenue estimate possible. The 
provision is designed to encourage busi- 
ness research with the objective of cre- 
ating new products, new processes, and 
new jobs. 

METHODS OF ACCOUNTING 


The bill brings tax-accounting rules 
into harmony with business accounting, 
thereby eliminating to a great extent the 
necessity for taxpayers to maintain two 
sets of books. It provides realistic com- 
putation of net income for tax purposes 
in conformity with sound business prac- 
tices. 

Savings to taxpayers, $47 million. 

DEPLETION 

The bill increases the rate of percent- 
age depletion on a variety of critical and 
strategic minerals in order to encourage 
the development of domestic sources of 
supply. 

Savings to taxpayers, $34 million. 

PARTNERSHIPS 

First. The bill adopts comprehensive 
provisions concerning the tax treatment 
of partners and partnerships in order to 
remove confusion of existing law. Prin- 
cipal objectives are simplicity, flexibility, 
and equity between partners. 

Second. Certain proprietorships and 
partnerships are given the option to be 
taxed as corporations. 

Savings to taxpayers, $20 million. 

INVENTIONS 

The bill extends capital-gains treat- 
ment to proceeds realized by an inventor 
on the sale or exchange of a patent. 

No revenue estimate possible. The 
new provision is designed to encourage 
invention and thereby promote a healthy 
economy and an improving standard of 


living. 
NET OPERATING LOSS 

The bill extends the net operating loss 
carryback to 2 years and makes certain 
other adjustments. 

Savings to taxpayers, $120 million. 

LIFE INSURANCE 

The bill lessens the estate tax on the 
proceeds of certain life-insurance poli- 
cies. 

Savings to individual taxpayers, $25 
million, 
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CONSOLIDATED RETURNS 


The bill removes the 2 percent penalty 
tax with respect to consolidated returns 
filed by regulated public utilities. 

Savings to taxpayers, $35 million, 

IMPROPER ACCUMULATIONS 


The bill eases the penalty tax on cer- 
tain accumulated earnings in order that 
business, especially small businesses, may 
have greater freedom in retaining their 
funds for legitimate business purposes. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 

CORPORATION INCOME TAX 


The bill extends for 1 year the present 
52 percent corporation income tax. 

Total increase in revenue, $1.2 billion. 
REPUBLICAN ACTION FOR TAXPAYERS 


The 10 percent reduction in Federal 
income taxes which went into effect last 
January 1 saves individual taxpayers a 
total of $3 billion annually. This tax cut 
would not have been possible if the Con- 
gress and the administration had not cut 
the Truman budget for fiscal 1954 by $12 
billion. 

Nor would the $2 billion tax savings by 
elimination of the excess-profits tax have 
been possible without this budget cutting. 

The Republican excise-tax reduction 
law saves taxpayers an additional $1 
billion. 

The tax revision act will save taxpay- 
ers $1,400,000,000. 

A total of $827 million of this tax sav- 
ing is for individuals. The remainder, 
$536 million, is tax relief for business. 

The overall tax-cut program will save 
$7,400,000,000. Of this amount, indi- 
viduals receive an overall total tax sav- 
ing of $4,700,000,000. The tax savings so 
far surpass any previous total in the 
history of Congress. 


Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee Reports on Bryson Bill, H. R. 
1227 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 17, 1954 


Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Bryson bill—H. R. 1227—was the sub- 
ject of long and extended hearings by 
the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce of the House of Repre- 
sentatives. Because of the widespread 
interest in the bill I am herewith in- 
cluding, as part of my remarks, a copy 
of the report issued by the committee to- 
day, setting forth the views of the com- 
mittee with reference to the bill at this 
time. 

The report reads as follows: 

Report on H. R. 1227, Bryson BL 

The Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, to whom was referred the Bryson 
bill (H. R. 1227) to prohibit the transpor- 
tation in interstate commerce of advertise- 
ments of alcoholic beverages by mail, news- 
paper, periodical, newsreel, photographic 
film, or record for mechanical reproduction, 
and the broadcasting of such advertisements 
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by radio and television, having considered 
same, submits the following report: 

Extensive hearings were held on the bill 
by the entire committee on May 19, 20, 21, 
and 24, 1954, The record of the hearings 
covers almost 500 printed pages. Over 50 
witnesses appeared in person and were heard. 
An even greater number submitted state- 
ments for the record. Included among the 
representatives were various civic and re- 
ligious groups, publishers, representatives of 
labor unions, distillers, trade associations, 
the press, radio, and television broadcasters, 
and Members of Congress. In addition, 
numerous letters, telegrams, and petitions 
were received from all parts of the United 
States. 

The bill before the committee and the 
hearings held thereon raise many difficult 
issues, particularly those of a constitutional 
character resulting from the adoption of the 
21st amendment. These issues require fur- 
ther consideration and more detailed infor- 
mation. The questions in the main are as 
follows: 

1. To what extent, if any, from a consti- 
tutional standpoint is the 2ist amendment 
applicable? 

(a) Does it preclude Congress from adopt- 
ing legislation designed either to prevent, 

ate, or control advertising of alcoholic 
beverages? 

(b) Does Congress have the power to adopt 
legislation that would apply to the advertis- 
ing of intoxicating liquors in States, Terri- 
tories or possessions where the delivery or 
— Fi intoxicating liquors is prohibited by 

w 

2. Is there any constitutional prohibition 
against such proposed legislation because of 
curtailments of free speech— 

(a) as to radio and television? 

(b) as to newspapers, periodicals, etc.? 

(c) as to use of the mails? 

3. Does the second section of the 21st 
amendment give a State the right to pass 
legislation on this subject with reference 
to— 


(a) radio and television operating within 
the State, or, broadcasts from stations op- 
erating without the State? 

(b) newspapers and periodicals published 
and circulated within the State, or, circulated 
in the State although published outside of 
the State? 

4. If the second section of the 21st amend- 
ment gives protective rights to a State, how 
would such rights be made effective with 
respect to broadcasts originating in another 
State? 

5. Would Congress have the power to pro- 
hibit the movement in interstate commerce, 
by mail or otherwise, of advertisements of 
alcoholic beverages that originate outside the 
boundaries of the United States? 

6. Does the Federal Communications Com- 
mission have jurisdiction under present law 
that would enable it to carry out provisions 
contained in the proposed legislation without 
additional congressional action? 

7. Does existing law enable the Federal 
Trade Commission to proceed against ad- 
vertisements of alcoholic beverages when 
such advertisements are deemed misleading 
or deceptive with respect to the effect of 
alcoholic beverages on health and morals? 

In view of the many complaints received 
by this committee with regard to improper 
or excessive advertising of some alcoholic 
beverages on radio and television, the com- 
mittee is seeking information from the Fed- 
eral Communications Commission, the beer, 
wine, and broadcasting industries and their 
respective trade associations with regard to 
(a) extent of this advertising in dollar vol- 
ume in relation to other advertising, (b) 
the number, character, and length of pro- 
grams sponsored by wine and beer manu- 
facturers, and (e) the broadcast time con- 
sumed in the course of such programs and 
by spot announcements of beer and wine 


products. 
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In this connection, the committee takes 
cognizance of the fact that the distilling 
industry has adopted a policy of refraining 
from advertising its products over radio and 
television. This fact creates the thought 
that consideration could profitably be given 
by the beer and wine industries to the pos- 
sibility of eliminating or curtailing their ad- 
vertising over radio and television. 

The committee furthermore takes cogni- 
zance of the fact that the television code 
specifically prohibits the advertising of hard 
liquors on television while the code does 
permit the advertising of beer and wine with- 
out any restrictions. The committee, there- 
fore, raises the question whether radio and 
television broadcasters should not also adopt 
specific policies with regard to the adver- 
tising of beer and wine products with a 
view to eliminating or curtailing such ad- 
vertising. The advertising of alcoholic bev- 
erages on television is not in good taste if 
such advertisement includes a scene of a 
family or any person drinking, serving, or 
preparing drinks, or contains any representa- 
tion primarily appealing to children. 

The committee feels that the efforts of 
the broadcasting industry and particularly 
the television industry at self-regulation in 
this highly sensitive field of advertising and 
programing, have not been as successful as 
the committee might justifiably have - 
pected. The committee feels that it is in- 
cumbent upon the radio and television in- 
dustries, in their own enlightened interest, 
to give serious consideration to the wide- 
spread complaints with reference to the ad- 
vertising of alcoholic beverages over their 
mediums and to take immediate steps to 
meet these complaints. 

The committee, therefore, feels justified 
in requesting that the radio and television 
industries submit to this committee by Jan- 
uary 1, 1955, a report as to the steps already 
taken, and proposed to be taken, to cope 
with this problem. We expect the whole- 
hearted cooperation of all concerned in ar- 
riving at a satisfactory solution to these 
vital issues, 


The Drought Program—An Explanation 
of the Government’s Program, in Coop- 
eration With the States and Individual 
Farmers, To Combat the Effects of 
Drought 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


oF 


HON. WILLIAM S. HILL 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 17, 1954 


Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp, I 
include the following explanation of the 
drought program: 


STATEMENT OF ASSISTANCE AVAILABLE THROUGH 
THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE IN 
DROUGHT DESIGNATED AREAS 


In addition to the regular services avail- 
able to farmers and ranchers through the 
Department of Agriculture, the following 
special programs are available upon a proper 
showing of need: (1) hay and feed grain 
program in areas designated under Public 
Law 875, and (2) emergency loans through 
the Farmers’ Home Administration. 

HAY AND FEED GRAIN PROGRAM 

The hay and feed grain programs are only 
available in States that have been declared 
disaster areas by the President of the United 
States. A State USDA drought committee 
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is established in each State where drought 
conditions appear to constitute an emerg- 
ency. The USDA drought committee is com- 
posed of the chairman of the State agricul- 
tural stabilization committee as its chair- 
man, and with the following as additional 
members: State director of the Agriculture 
Extension Service, State director of the 
Farmers’ Home Administration, State direc- 
tor of civil defense, a prominent rancher or 
farmer, and a prominent banker. 

The State USDA drought committee is re- 
sponsible for obtaining and furnishing in- 
formation to the Secretary of Agriculture 
with respect to drought conditions in the 
State. Where the severity of drought condi- 
tions justify the Secretary of Agriculture will 
use the information submitted by the State 
USDA drought committee, together with 
other information available to him, as a basis 
for recommendation to the President for 
designation of a drought disaster area under 
Public Law 875. In addition to the recom- 
mendations from the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture provisions of Public Law 875 require the 
governor of the State to make a formal re- 
quest to the President setting forth the facts 
and conditions which constitute the emer- 
gency and how the State government is ren- 
dering assistance to meet the emergency. The 
request from the governor of the State and 
the recommendations from the Secretary of 
Agriculture constitute the basis upon which 
the President decides whether a state of 
emergency exists in any State pursuant to 
Public Law 875. 

In States that have been designated by the 
President as drought disaster areas under 
Public Law 875, the Secretary of Agriculture 
is authorized to designate the counties with- 
in the State in which the hay and feed grain 
programs will operate. The information 
submitted by the State USDA drought com- 
mittee and other information available to 
the Secretary is used as a basis for deter- 
mining the counties in which these programs 
will be made available. 

The hay program in these designated 
drought areas is conditioned upon the gov- 
ernor of the State signing a contract with 
the Department of Agriculture whereby the 
Department makes available to the governor 
such sum or sums of Federal funds as may be 
agreed upon in the contract for use by the 
governor in defraying the cost of the trans- 
portation of hay but not to exceed one-half 
of the actual cost of the transportation 
of hay or $10 whichever is the lesser. 
The State government is responsible under 
the contract for carrying out all phases 
of the distribution of hay to farmers and 
ranchers under the program and generally 
do that through trade channels. The re- 
sponsibility to the Federal Government under 
the hay program is to make available the 
Federal funds as outlined above to assist in 
defraying the cost of the transportation of 
hay in the drought-stricken areas and to 
determine the eligibility of farmers and 
ranchers for such assistance. 

The Department’s feed grain program 
which involves the distribution of Commod- 
ity Credit Corporation surplus grains is only 
available in disaster areas designated under 
Public Law 875. Under the policies that 
have been announced by the Department, 
farmers and ranchers who are in need of 
assistance to maintain their foundation 
herds of cattle, sheep, and goats may obtain 
applications for these surplus feed grains at 
either the local county office of the Farmers’ 
Home Administration or the local office of 
the Agricultural Stabilization Service. The 
completed applications may be filed at either 
of these local offices. The county commit- 
tee of the Farmers’ Home Administration 
has been designated to review all applica- 
tions for hay or feed grains to determine 
eligibility therefor under these programs. 
Farmers who receive approved applications 
for surplus feed grains will obtain such 
grains at a reduced cost of 60 cents per 100 
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pounds. Farmers or ranchers will purchase 
the grain through local trade channels. The 
local dealers who sell the grain to the farm- 
ers or ranchers will obtain from the local 
commodity credit office negotiable certifi- 
cates for the 60 cents per 100 pounds of grain 
sold to eligible farmers and ranchers. Com- 
modity Credit Corporation will pay off these 
certificates with grain from its surplus in- 
ventories. 


EMERGENCY LOAN PROGRAM 


The Department has available through 
the Farmers’ Home Administration emer- 
gency loans to assist farmers and ranchers 
in drought areas who are unable to obtain 
the credit they need from local private 
sources. 

Special livestock loans are available to 
farmers and ranchers who need credit to 
continue their cattle, sheep, or goat opera- 
tions. These loans are available in any 
State without regard to drought disaster 
designations, 

Production emergency loans under Public 
Law 38 may be made available in States upon 
a designation by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
The designations under this statute by the 
Secretary of Agriculture are separate from 
the designations under Public Law 875. 
Where drought conditions are such that pri- 
vate lenders are unable to meet the credit 
needs of farmers and ranchers, the county 
supervisors of the Farmers’ Home Adminis- 
tration in consultation with private credit 
sources or other agricultural leaders will sub- 
mit reports to the State director of the Farm- 
ers’ Home Administration requesting that the 
area be designated as a disaster area under 
Public Law 38. A report of the counties 
affected is submitted by the State director of 
the Farmers’ Home Administration to the 
Administrator of the Farmers Home Admin- 
istration in Washington. Where the facts 
justify, a report and recommendation is sub- 
mitted to the Secretary of Agriculture for the 
designation of certain county or counties in 
a State as a disaster area for emergency pro- 
duction loans under Public Law 38. The ac- 
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture on these 
recommendations is final. In addition to 
these production emergency loans as de- 
scribed above, the Secretary of Agriculture 
may also authorize the making of economic 
emergency loans, where he finds there is a 
need for emergency credit, in areas that have 
been designated as disaster areas under Pub- 
lic Law 875. Information concerning the 
conditions and terms of these emergency 
loans from the Farmers’ Home Administra- 
tion can be obtained from the local county 
office of the agency serving the area in which 
the applicant resides. 


SUMMARY 


1. How States may obtain designations under 
public Law 875 for hay and feed grain 
programs 
Step No. 1: The governor of the State must 

request the President to declare the State 

as a disaster area under Public Law 875. 
Step No. 2: The State USDA drought com- 

mittee must submit a report to the Secretary 
of Agriculture showing that a drought condi- 
tion of major proportions exists in the State 
and setting forth information of the condi- 
tions in each county in the area to be desig- 
nated. 

Step No. 3: The Secretary of Agriculture 
will submit recommendations to the Presi- 
dent concerning the designation of the area 
requested by the governor, 

Step No. 4: If a State is designated as a 
drought disaster area by the President in 
accordance with the governor's request, the 
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to des- 
ignate the counties or areas within the State 
in which the hay and feed grain program 
will be operated. Counties or parts of coun- 
ties will be added and deleted by the Secre- 
tary from the area as change in drought con- 
ditions warrant such action, 
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2. How does a farmer or rancher make appli- 
cation for and receive assistance under the 
hay program? 

Step No. 1: In drought-designated areas 
where the governor and the Department of 
Agriculture have entered into a contract for 
the hay program, farmers and ranchers may 
obtain application forms for hay at reduced 
transportation costs at the local office of the 
Farmers' Home Administration or the county 
‘office of the Agricultural Stabilization Serv- 
i 


ce. 

Step No. 2: All applications for hay at re- 
duced transportation costs must be ap- 
proved by the county committee of the 
Farmers’ Home Administration for the 
county in which the farmer and rancher re- 
side. Completed applications must be filed 
by the farmer or rancher at the county office 
of the Farmers’ Home Administration or at 
the county office of the Agricultural Stabili- 
zation Service. 

Step No. 3: After approval by the county 
FHA committee, the approved application 
for hay may be picked up by the farmer or 
rancher at the county agricultural stabiliza- 
tion office. 

Step No. 4; The farmer or rancher who has 
been certified for assistance under the hay 
program will deliver the approved applica- 
tion to the local dealer or person from whom 
he will purchase hay. The approved appli- 
cation will permit the farmer or rancher 
to purchase the hay from local sources at 
the reduced transportation costs. 


3. How does a farmer or rancher obtain as- 
sistance under the Department's feed grain 
program? 

Step No. 1: In areas that have been desig- 
nated as drought-disaster areas under Pub- 
lic Law 875, farmers or ranchers may obtain 
application forms for feed grain at reduced 
costs at either the county office of the Farm- 
ers’ Home Administration or the Agricultural 
Stabilization Service. 

Step No. 2: County committees of the 
Farmers’ Home Administration are respon- 
sible for determining eligibility of applicants 
for feed grain. Completed applications for 
feed grain must be filed at either the county 
office of the Farmers’ Home ‘Administration 
or the Agricultural Stabilization Service. 

Step No. 3: Farmers or ranchers whose 
applications have been approved will ob- 
tain purchase orders from the county office 
of the Agricultural Stabilization Service. 
The purchase orders will be used by farmer 
or rancher to purchase the feed grain 
through local trade channels at a reduced 
cost of 60 cents per hundred pounds. 

Step No. 4: The local feed dealers will ob- 
tain from the county office of the Agricul- 
tural Stabilization Service a negotiable cer- 
tificate in exchange for the purchase orders 
obtained from farmers or ranchers who have 
purchased grain from them. e negotiable 
certificates will be used by the local dealers 
to obtain surplus feed grains from the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. 


4. How do farmers and ranchers obtain emer- 
gency loans through the Farmers Home 
Administration? 


Step No. 1: Farmers and ranchers who are 
producers and feeders of cattle, sheep, and 
goats and who are unable to obtain credit 
from private credit sources to continue their 
operations may apply at local offices of the 
Farmers Home Administration for special 
livestock loans in all States without regard 
to any drought designations, 

Step No. 2: Where other types of emer- 
gency loans through the Farmers Home Ad- 
ministration are needed local interested citi- 
zens should request the county supervisor of 
the Farmers Home Administration to re- 
quest the designation of the area under 
Public Law 38. 

Step No. 3: The State director of the 
Farmers Home Administration will submit 
a report to the Administrator of the Farmers 
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Home Administration in Washington, D. C., 
supporting the need for emergency credit in 
the county or counties in the State(s) under 
his jurisdiction. 

Step No. 4: The Administrator of the 
Farmers Home Administration will make ap- 
propriate recommendations in justifiable 
instances to the Secretary of Agriculture 
requesting designation of areas for emer- 
gency loans. 

Step No. 5: The Secretary of Agriculture 
makes the final determination for designa- 
tions of areas for emergency loans, 

Step No. 6; In areas that have been desig- 
nated for emergency loans by the Secretary 
of Agriculture farmers and ranchers desiring 
such loans may obtain application forms and 
make such applications at the local county 
office of the Farmers Home Administration 
serving the area in which the farmer or 
rancher resides. 


Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. E. Y. BERRY 


OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 17, 1954 


Mr, BERRY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to permission to extend my remarks, it is 
a pleasure to present an explanation of 
H. R. 8300, now the tax revision law. 

The new tax revision bill, which Presi- 
dent Eisenhower signed into a law today, 
is the most monumental legislative un- 
dertaking in the history of the Congress, 
It is the first comprehensive revision of 
the internal revenue laws since before 
the turn of the century and the enact- 
ment of the income tax. 

Approximately a half a million man- 
hours of work have gone into this gigan- 
tic achievement. Over 3,000 changes in 
the revenue laws are contained in the 
revision measure. In general, the pur- 
pose of these changes has been to remove 
inequities, to end harassment of the tax- 
payer, and to reduce tax barriers to fu- 
ture expansion of production and em- 
ployment. 

The new law closes over 50 loopholes 
through which taxpayers today can 
avoid paying their fair share of taxes. 
It contains $827 million relief for indi- 
viduals and $536 million relief for busi- 
ness. In addition, the new law will ex- 
tend the present 52-percent corporate 
income for 1 year which means an addi- 
tional $1.2 billion tax on business. This 
increased tax on business practically 
pays for all the tax relief granted so 
that the net cost to the revenue will be 
only $163 million. 

Without attempting to give a technical 
interpretation, the following represents 
some of the highlights of the new tax 
law. These changes in general are effec- 
tive last January 1 so that the taxpayers 
will receive the benefit from them this 
year. : 

DEPENDENTS 

A parent can claim a deduction of $600 
if the parent furnishes more than half of 
the child’s support, if he is under 19, or if 
over 19, if attending school or college or 
receiving on-the-farm training. The 
same deduction can be claimed for a 
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foster child or one awaiting adoption. A 
taxpayer can claim $600 deduction for 
any person supported in his home or a 
relative institutionalized because of 
physical or mental disability. An aged 
parent or other dependent cared for by 
several members of the family can be 
claimed by one member of the family. 
Saving to taxpayers: $85 million. 
CHILD-CARE EXPENSES 


A widow or a single working parent 
is allowed a deduction of $600 for ex- 
penses of child care for children up to 
12 years of age. A married woman is 
allowed the same deduction if her hus- 
band is incapacitated or if the combined 
income of her husband and herself does 
not exceed $5,100. The same deduction 
is allowed with respect to any depend- 
ent regardless of age who is mentally 
or physically incapable to care for him- 
self. Saving to taxpayers: $130 million. 


MEDICAL EXPENSES 


Medical expenses can be deducted 
when they exceed 3 percent of income 
instead of 5 percent as under present 
law. For instance, a family with $3,000 
gross income and medical expenses of 
$150 will be able to deduct $60. They 
can deduct nothing today. The bill dou- 
bles the present maximum limit on the 
amount that can be deducted. Saving 
to taxpayers: $80 million. 


HEAD OF FAMILY 


A single taxpayer who has a depend- 
ent son or daughter will be entitled dur- 
ing the first 2 years after the death of 
his spouse to the same income-splitting 
privilege as is accorded married cou- 
ples. A single individual can receive 
half the benefits of income splitting if 
he has a dependent parent and if the 
taxpayer maintains a household for the 
father or mother. Saving to taxpayers: 
$11 million. 


RETIREMENT-INCOME CREDIT 


All retired people 65 and over includ- 
ing schoolteachers, firemen, policemen, 
and civil servants, will in effect be ex- 
empt on all retirement income up to 
$1,200. This means a tax reduction up 
to $240 per year. For example, a retired 
single individual over 65 who has a total 
retirement income of $3,000 today pays 
about $300 in income tax. Under the 
new law his tax is reduced to $60. The 
same exemption will extend to indi- 
viduals under 65 if they receive a pen- 
sion from a public retirement system, 
such as to teachers. Saving to taxpay- 
ers: $141 million. 

CREDIT PURCHASES 

The law allows a deduction for in- 
terest up to 6 percent on installment 
purchases. Savings to taxpayers: $10 
million. 

CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS 

The law increases from 20 to 30 
percent the allowable deductions to 
churches, hospitals, and educational in- 
stitutions. Saving to taxpayers: $25 
million. 

AID TO FARMERS 

Deductions up to 25 percent of farm 
income are allowed for soil and water 
conservation, and it permits more rapid 


write-off of the expense of farm ma- 
chinery, equipment, and construction. 
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It removes tax on proceeds of sale of 
cattle when sale is necessitated by dis- 
ease. Saving to taxpayers: $10 million. 


SICKNESS AND ACCIDENT PLANS 


Premiums paid by employers to health 
and accident plans will not be taxable to 
their employees. All accident and 
health benefits paid as reimbursement 
for actual medical expenses to employees, 
their wives and children, are completely 
exempt from tax. Payments to em- 
ployees for loss of wages due to injury or 
illness are exempt up to $100 a week. 
Saving to taxpayers: No estimate pos- 
sible. 

DEATH BENEFITS 

The law exempts all death benefits up 
to $5,000 paid by an employer to the 
widow or other beneficiary of an em- 
ployee. Saving to taxpayers: No esti- 
mate possible. 


PENSIONS AND ANNUITIES 


In addition to the $1,200 exemption ex- 
tended to retirement income, the law 
also provides a simpler method for taxa- 
tion of pensions and annuities, ends 
annual 3 percent tax paid on annuities 
and provides instead a method of com- 
puting tax on basis of cost divided by 
years of life expectancy. Saving to tax- 
payers: $10 million. 

DIVIDEND CREDIT 


Excludes first $50 in dividends from 
taxation and provides a credit against 
tax equal to 4 percent of the balance. 
For instance, an individual with $250 in 
dividends from his savings will exclude 
the first $50 entirely, and then reduce 
his total tax by $8—4 percent of the 
balance of $200. Saving to taxpayers: 
$204 million. 

DEPRECIATION 

The law permits the more liberal write- 
off of the cost of new equipment. For 
example, in the first year of life of new 
equipment, the taxpayer will be able to 
write off twice the amount now allowed. 
Saving to taxpayers: $375 million. 

DECLARATION OF ESTIMATED TAX 

The requirements are eased for filing 
declarations of estimated tax. Upward 
of a million taxpayers will be relieved of 
the present requirement for filing. Tax 
returns will be due April 15 instead of 
March 15. 

METHODS OF ACCOUNTING 


The law brings tax-accounting rules 
into harmony with business accounting, 
thereby eliminating to a great extent 
the necessity for taxpayers to maintain 
two sets of books. It provides realistic 
computation of net income for tax pur- 
poses in conformity with sound business 
practices, Saving to taxpayers: $47 mil- 
lion. 

NET OPERATING LOSS 

The law extends the net operating loss 
carryback to 2 years and makes certain 
other adjustments. Saving to taxpay- 
ers: $120 million. 

IMPROPER ACCUMULATIONS 

The law eases the penalty tax on cer- 
tain accumulated earnings in order that 
business, especially small businesses, may 
have greater freedom in retaining their 
funds for legitimate business purposes. 
Saving to taxpayers: $10 million. 
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CORPORATION INCOME TAX 


The law extends for 1 year the present 
52-percent corporation income tax. 
Total increase in revenue: $1.2 billion. 

The 10-percent reduction in Federal 
income taxes which went into effect last 
January 1 saves individual taxpayers a 
total of $3 billion annually. This tax 
cut would not have been possible if the 
Congress and the administration had 
not cut the Truman budget for fiscal 
1954 by $12 billion. Nor would the $2 
billion tax saving by elimination of the 
excess-profits tax have been possible 
without this budget cutting. The excise- 
tax reduction law saves taxpayers an 
additional $1 billion. The tax-revision 
act will save taxpayers $1,400,000,000. 

The overall tax-cut program will save 
$7,400,000,000. Of this amount, indi- 
viduals receive an overall total tax sav- 
ing of $4,700,000,000. The tax saving so 
far surpasses any previous total in the 
history of Congress. 


Railroad Retirement 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. RICHARD H. POFF 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, August 17, 1954 


Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, on July 30, 
1954, this House passed the bill H. R. 
7840, which makes some few meritorious 
changes in the Railroad Retirement Act, 
but which at the same time increases the 
monthly tax base, at the expense of both 
the employee and the company, from 
$300 to $350. By reason of a previous 
appointment with the chairman of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, I was not 
on the floor when this vote was cast, and 
I was very much surprised to learn from 
the ConGrEssionaL Recorp the next day 
that it was a unanimous vote of both 
Democrats and Republicans of 360 to 0. 

I have just returned from a brief visit 
to the Sixth District of Virginia, which 
I have the honor to represent, and while 
there I had an opportunity to talk at 
some length with several of my good 
friends among the railroad workers. 
Mr. Speaker, I can personally testify that 
they are bitterly disappointed at the 
action of Congress in sidetracking H. R. 
5269 for H. R. 7840. The chief com- 
plaints are: 

First. No provision was made to lower 
the retirement age from 65 to 60 after 
30 years’ service or to any age after 
35 years’ service. 

Second. No provision was made to 
install the “5 best years” rule. 

Third. H. R. 7840 provided only in- 
direct and incidental benefits—not to 
the worker himself but principally to his 
survivors. 

Fourth. H. R. 7840 does not provide 
any benefits for nearly 290,000 retired 
employees or 260,000 other beneficaries 
already on the retirement rolls. 

Fifth. H. R. 7840 does not increase 
the benefits of the 36 to 40 percent of 
railroad workers who are earning less 
than $300 per month. 
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Sixth. The increase in the taxable 
wage will cost the employee who earns 
as much as $350 an additional $37.50 a 
year, while his anuity will be increased 
by only 69 cents for the first year’s 
service. 

This great disappointment and dis- 
satisfaction of the individual railroad 
workers demonstrates once more the 
validity of the old adage, “Haste makes 
waste.” A review of the legislative 
record will disclose that this measure was 
hurriedly scheduled, debated, and passed 
by the House on July 30. It was referred 
to the Senate Labor Committee on July 
31. It was received by that committee 
on August 1. Without ever having been 
referred for consideration to the Sub- 
committee on Railroad Retirement, it 
was preemptorily and without deliberate 
debate ordered reported in the closing 
minutes of the executive closed-door 
session of the full Senate Labor Commit- 
tee on August 2. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not intend to infer 
that there has been a purposeful at- 
tempt to mislead the Congress or to 
stampede it into faulty legislation. We 
are in the closing hours of a long and 
busy session, and I choose to think that 
this haste has been the product of ad- 
journment confusion. But whatever the 
cause of the haste, I am persuaded that 
given more time for careful research and 
analytical debate, Congress could have 
written a bill which would have been 
more responsive to the will of the people 
who own the fund we administer as 
trustees. 


One Nation—Under God 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


O 


HON. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, August 17, 1954 


Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, it is 
always thrilling to hear the pledge of 
allegiance recited by an audience, par- 
ticularly when it is composed of young 
Americans. The sincerity and devotion 
that is depicted upon the face of even 
the young@t is inspiring. And now 
that the words “under God” have been 
made a part of the oath of allegiance to 
our country it has created a new and ad- 
ditional sacredness that makes our 
pledge more meaningful than ever 
before. 

The history of mankind through all 
the ages has demonstrated that the finest 
things and the greatest blessings in life 
come “under God.” This is particularly 
true in this country of ours, where from 
the earliest beginnings on these shores 
there has been a recognition of God. 
Thus it is most befitting to have added 
these significant words “under God” to 
our oath of allegiance. As these words 
are repeated, one Nation, under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for 
all,” we are reminded not only of our 
dependence upon God but likewise the 
assurance of security that can be ours 
through reliance upon God. 
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These words, “under God,” taken in 
conjunction with the words “in God we 
trust,” that we have stamped for many 
years upon our coins, can be taken as 
evidence of our faith in that divine 
source of strength that has meant and 
always will mean so much to us as a 
nation. 

The full significance of this acknowl- 
edgment of God, and what it means to 
us as a nation was well and appropri- 
ately expressed by President Eisenhower 
after he had signed the bill which Con- 
gress had passed adding the words “un- 
der God” to our oath of allegiance. 
Making it the law of our land, he said: 

From this day forward the millions of our 
schoolchildren will daily proclaim in every 
city and town, every village and rural school- 
house the dedication of our Nation and our 
people to the Almighty. 

To anyone who truly loves America noth- 
ing could be more inspiring than to contem- 
plate this rededication of our youth on each 
school morning to our country’s true 
meaning. 

Especially is this meaningful as we regard 
today’s world. 

Over the globe mankind has been cruelly 
torn by violence and brutality and, by the 
millions, deadened in mind and soul by the 
prospect of an atomic war. In this somber 
setting this law and its effects today have 
profound meaning. 

In this way we are reaffirming the tran- 
scendence of religious faith in America’s 
heritage and future. 

In this way we shall constantly strengthen 
those spiritual weapons which forever will 
be our country’s most powerful resource in 
peace or in war. 


These words of President Eisenhower 
might well be the answer of America in 
these tragic days to communism as it 
seeks to destroy all freedom loving, 
God-fearing nations. Let us never for- 
get that recognition of God by this and 
the other nations of the free world will 
mean victory and security against the 
forces of evil that deny God. May we, 
as a nation under God, ever recognize 
Him as the source of our refuge and 
strength. 


Congressman Hunter Reports Accom- 
plishments of the People’s Congress, 
the 83d 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. OAKLEY HUNTER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, August 17, 1954 


Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I wel- 
come this opportunity to submit to my 
colleagues in the Congress and to the 
people of my district a summary of the 
major accomplishments of the 83d Con- 
gress in the first 2 years of the new ad- 
ministration. It is a record of which the 
American people can well be proud, for 
it accomplished more for the average 
citizen than any Congress since the out- 
break of hostilities began World War II, 


PEACE 


As the fighting ended in Korea in the 
first year of the new administration and 
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an exchange of prisoners was secured, 
the Congress faced the gigantic task of 
legislating for an economy changing 
from a period of active hostilities to more 
peacetime production and still engaged 
in a worldwide cold war to contain com- 
munism. We succeeded in beginning 
peaceful reconstruction of war-torn Ko- 
rea and supported President Eisenhower 
in the strengthening of Korean troops 
so that several American divisions of 
men could be brought home. 
TAXES REDUCED 


Tax reductions totaling $7.4 billion an- 
nually have gone into effect. This is the 
biggest tax cut in history. Not only 
have taxes been cut, but the nation’s 
tax laws have been given their first major 
overhauling since 1890. Countless in- 
equities, harassments, duplications, and 
loopholes have been removed. 

Individual income tax rates were cut 
10 percent. Excise taxes were slashed 
on ladies’ handbags, telephone bills, ath- 
letic equipment, baby oils, cosmetics, and 
numerous other items. The 10 percent 
tax on home washing machines was 
eliminated entirely. 

Other changes include: First, bigger 
medical deductions for 8.5 million peo- 
ple; second, special tax relief for 2.1 
million working mothers; third, tax cuts 
on retirement income for 1.8 million old 
people; fourth, new tax savings for 1.6 
million installment buyers; fifth, bigger 
soil-conservation deductions for 500,000 
farmers; sixth, new rules on dependents 
for 1.3 million parents; seventh, easier 
depreciation rules for 10.2 million tax- 
payers. 

BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS 

Tax savings would not have been pos- 
sible if Congress and the administration 
had not cut the final proposed budget 
of the previous administration for fiscal 
1954 by more than $10 billion. Also, 
under the directives from Congress, the 
administration actually cut fiscal 1954 
spending by more than 86% billion un- 
der the amount spent in fiscal 1953. 
This reduction in spending resulted from 
a constant effort to improve the man- 
agement of Government activities and 
to find better and less expensive ways 
of doing the things which must be done 
by the Federal Government. For ex- 
ample, a quarter of a million unnecessary 
Federal jobs have been eliminated, and 
there are 7,055 fewer Government auto- 
mobiles in service today. Since January. 
1953, the General Services Administra- 
tion, the Government's housekeeping 
and supply agency, has saved $150 mil- 
lion. Small savings bring big results. 

COST OF LIVING STABILIZED 


The value of the dollar has varied only 
one-half cent in the past 18 months. 
This contrasts with the 6-percent annual 
increase in living costs under the previ- 
ous administration. The tragic loss of 
the purchasing power of the dollar—50 
percent between 1939 and 1952—has been 
stayed. This stabilization was accom- 
plished while ending Government con- 
trol on wages, prices, and rent. 

DEFENSE 

By departmental reorganization bet- 
ter management and a thorough over- 
haul of the entire national defense pro- 
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gram, the administration has built a 
highly flexible Army, Navy, and Air 
Force capable of handling anything short 
of major international war requiring all- 
out mobilization. Should an all-out war 
occur, this program can be readily and 
rapidly enlarged. Compared to previous 
years, the administration has achieved 
greater actual defense power at lower 
cost and with substantial savings to tax- 
payers, 
COMMUNISM 

A hard-hitting attack was launched 
on domestic Communists, pinks, and 
other security risks. During the first 
year of the administration 2,486 Govern- 
ment employees were separated for secu- 
rity reasons. This program was based 
on the principle that working for the 
Government is a high privilege—not a 
right. 

Congress has tightened and strength- 
ened the nation’s antisubversive laws. 
New legislative weapons include: First, 
S. 3076, which outlaws the Communist 
Party; second, S. 16, which makes pos- 
sible the granting of immunity to wit- 
nesses testifying before Congressional 
Committees—under this measure sub- 
versives will no longer find an easy ref- 
uge in the Fifth Amendment; third, 
H. R. 7486, which imposes heavier penal- 
ties for concealing persons from arrest; 
fourth, H. R. 8658, which imposes heavier 
penalties on bail jumpers; fifth, H. R. 
9909, known as the Alger Hiss bill. This 
measure denies a Government pension or 
retirement benefits to any Government 
employee convicted of felony. Another 
measure requires that all printing presses 
owned and controlled by Communists 
must be registered with the Attorney 
General. 

HOSPITALS AND HEALTH 

The 83d Congress has taken important 
and vigorous steps to promote and pro- 
tect the nation’s health. One of its first 
acts was to create a new executive De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare with Cabinet rank. 

Legislation has been passed to pro- 
vide Federal aid in the construction of 
public and nonprofit hospitals, diag- 
nostic and treatment centers, rehabilita- 
tion facilities, and nursing homes. Re- 
search into health problems was encour- 
aged through the National Heart In- 
stitute and the National Institute of 
Dental Research. Additional funds have 
been appropriated to expand the State- 
Federal vocational rehabilitation sys- 
tem, which is designed to help disabled 
persons to become economically inde- 
pendent. 

Congress has been working on but has 
not yet taken final action on legislation 
to encourage the establishment of ex- 
pansion of voluntary private health in- 
surance plans—permitting a broadening 
of their coverage in some cases, with in- 
creased protection, or lower rates in 
others. Approximately 92 million Amer- 
icans are already covered by private 
plans, but better protection is needed, 
particularly against long-term illness. 

SCHOOLS AND EDUCATION 


Congress has authorized an extension 
of the program of assistance in con- 
struction of schools in crowded defense 
centers and other areas which have 
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grown abnormally because of Federal 
activities. Congress has also granted 
similar assistance for school operating 
expenses. Legislation has been enacted 
to allow greatly expanded use of surplus 
foods in the school-lunch program. 


HOUSING 


The Housing Act of 1954 will raise 
housing standards, help more of our peo- 
ple to acquire homes, assist communi- 
ties in getting rid of slums and in im- 
proving older neighborhoods, and 
strengthen our mortgage credit system. 
In the future, the new law will also stim- 
ulate the nation’s entire economy, par- 
ticularly the construction industry. 

The new act makes it possible to buy 
both new and existing homes under 
FHA-insured loans with lower downpay- 
ments and more time to pay. 


HIGHWAYS 


A highway bill program second to 
none in history was adopted. This 
sorely needed program will provide 
nearly $2 billion for highway construc- 
tion in fiscal years 1956-57. It will allow 
about $875 million a year to the States— 
an amount approximating the money 
American motorists spend each year in 
Federal gasoline taxes. California will 
get a big share of these funds, so that 
its citizens can drive their cars with 
greater convenience and better safety. 


VETERANS 


The Veterans’ Administration has 
been reorganized along functional lines, 
giving veterans and their dependents 
faster, better service at less overhead 
cost. 

Among the more important specific 
benefits given to veterans was the in- 
creased compensation payments to those 
with service-connected disabilities as 
well as an increase in the monthly pay- 
ments to widows and dependent parents 
of veterans. Non - service - connected 
pensions were also increased. 

The Congress increased by $100 mil- 
lion the revolving fund to finance direct 
Veterans’ Administration loans to war 
veterans unable to finance home and 
farmhouse loans through private lend- 
ing sources. 

Korean war veterans were granted the 
same preferences as World War II vet- 
erans in war housing, in civil-service ap- 
pointment, and in free postal service. 
The time has been extended for Korean 
veterans to initiate training under the 
GI bill of rights. 

To take care of the ever-increasing 
load of hospitalized veterans and to pro- 
vide them with adequate facilities, Con- 
gress this year appropriated funds to 
cover 117,700 operating beds, the highest 
number the VA feels it can use and staff 
properly and a greater number of beds 
than in any other year. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT 


New legislation enacted by the House 
liberalized the provisions of the railroad 
retirement system by reducing the eligi- 
bility age of widows from 65 to 60, rais- 
ing maximum earnings from $75 to $100, 
increasing maximum creditable compen- 
sation from $300 to $350, and in many 
other ways. In the meantime, the un- 
employment insurance was raised from 
$7 to $8.50 a day. 
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SOCIAL SECURITY 


During the session just ended, Con- 
gress passed legislation establishing a 
record expansion of social security cov- 
erage and payments adding 10 million 
persons to the eligibility rolls and in- 
creasing monthly benefits for 600 mil- 
lion persons receiving payments. 

One of the most unfair restrictions 
concerned an earning limitation on re- 
tired persons under 75 years of age. 
Many lost part or most of their benefits 
because they sought work to supplement 
their retirement pay. Now retired work- 
ers can earn up to $1,200 a year without. 
loss of benefits. 

The new act also includes the disabil- 
ity freeze provision which guarantees 
that an individual who has no earnings 
for several years because of a disability 
does not suffer any reduction in his re- 
tirement pay thereby. 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 


Congress strengthened the Federal- 
State system of unemployment compen- 
sation by providing a $200 million re- 
serve out of unemployment tax revenues 
and earmarked these reserve loans to 
States. In the past, unemployment 
compensation did not cover firms with 
less than eight employees. Under legis- 
lation passed this year, all firms em- 
ploying four or more workers will be 
covered by the jobless benefit system. 


TAFT-HARTLEY ACT CHANGES 


The administration proposed and 
many of us worked for more than a 
score of carefully considered changes 
and improvements in the Taft-Hartley 
Act. The legislative action on this was 
not completed primarily due to action 
in the other body but the many weeks 
of work were not wasted as it will be one 
of the first matters before the 84th Con- 
gress, 

RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT 

Congress authorized construction of 
183 navigation, flood-control, and beach- 
erosion projects throughout the nation. 
It also authorized construction of many 
new irrigation, reclamation, and power 
projects. 

Approval of the St. Lawrence Seaway 
project settled a congressional issue of 
30 years’ standing. It set up a method 
of cooperation with Canada and opened 
the midcontinent of the United States 
to oceangoing commerce from all regions 
of the United States and from abroad. 
The economic advantage is to the nation 
as a whole. 

The Atomic Energy Act was modern- 
ized and brought up to date for the first 
time since its original enactment. The 
legislation is designed to speed up the 
development of nuclear energy for peace- 
time use through both public power de- 
velopment which was given preference 
in the bill and through private enter- 
prise development by establishing avail- 
ability of nuclear energy. 

It restored the tidelands to the States, 
keeping the Continental Shelf for the 
Federal Government. 

In my own district, this year marked 
the completion at long last of Pine Flat 
Dam and Reservoir, which will provide 
flood control and irrigation benefits to 
the San Joaquin Valley of California and 
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also make possible upstream generation 
of hydroelectric power. This year also 
saw the appropriation of sufficient funds 
to complete the Merced County Stream 
Group Project, a flood-prevention project 
of great importance to Merced County. 
Approximately $22 million has been ap- 
propriated for the Central Valley proj- 
ect, the major portion of which will be 
used to finance irrigation distribution 
systems and related works. 

There is much yet to be done, however. 
The continued growth in population, in- 
dustry, and agriculture in Merced Coun- 
ty will require further power develop- 
ment, water storage, and flood-control 
work on the Merced River. Irrigation 
and flood-control benefits can be gained 
from building dams on the Chowchilla 
and Fresno Rivers in Madera County. 

In the west side of the valley, the con- 
struction of the San Luis project will 
bring much-needed water to that area. 
The future prosperity and well-being of 
the people of my district are dependent 
upon successful prosecution of these and 
other projects. For that reason, I have 
given them, and shall continue to give 
them, my wholehearted support. The 
work we have accomplished in the 83d 
Congress on these matters should enable 
us to move rapidly on them when Con- 
gress reconvenes in January. 

FOREIGN AID 


Foreign aid has been continued, but at 
a reduced rate. Many changes and 
improvements have been made in han- 
dling the foreign-aid program. Con- 
tinuing its great humanitarian tradi- 
tion, the United States sent food to East 
Germany, wheat to Pakistan, and en- 
tered upon a comprehensive program for 
distributing farm surplus commodities 
for famine and distress relief. 

AGRICULTURE 


In policy and action, the 83d Congress 
and the Eisenhower Administration fully 
recognized the importance of farmers 
and farming to the national welfare. 
Month after month of hearings and 
many days of debate hammered out an 
impressive record of accomplishment 
for the benefit of agriculture. This sub- 
ject is so important that I went into it 
at great length in my remarks appear- 
ing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Au- 
gust 17, 1954, which I have advised the 
people of my district are available upon 
request. 

Thus, without going into detail at this 
time, it is sufficient to say that the revi- 
sion of the agricultural laws of the 
United States perform a distinct service 
to the farmers, the consumers and the 
general economy by bringing more into 
balance the agricultural economy with 
the needs of today. 

Mr. Speaker, in summation there was 
no segment of our people who were for- 
gotten by the 83d Congress. The bene- 
fits to the worker, the businessman, and 
the farmer can best be realized in the 
coming months and years ahead. The 
tools provided by this Congress will en- 
able the United States to use her posi- 
tion of world leadership to forge a 
strong and dynamic world peace and a 
prosperous economy for her citizens here 
athome. Certainly, this has been a peo- 
ple’s Congress. 


1954 
SENATE 


Wepnespay, Aucusr 18, 1954 


(Legislative day of Thursday, August 5, 
1954) 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a, m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

Rey. Warren E. Mace, associate rector, 
Church of the Epiphany, Washington, 
D. C., offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, creator of the universe, 
and father of all mankind, we render to 
Thee our humble praises for Thy many 
blessings to us as a nation and people. 
Especially in times of concern, help us 
tc realize these blessings. We would ask 
Thy guidance and direction of this body 
of government—leaders of the people. 
Through them and their deliberations 
may Thy purposes for mankind be ad- 
vanced, and may we as a nation thus be 
knit together in a closer unity—a unity 
which enables men to be strong and at 
the same time to serve their fellows. 
This our prayer we offer in Thy name 
and presence. Amen. 


DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI- 
DENT PRO TEMPORE 


The legislative clerk read the following 
letter: 
3 UNITED STATES SENATE, 

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, D. C., August 18, 1954. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. Eva BOWRING, a Senator from 
the State of Nebraska, to perform the duties 
of the Chair during my absence. 

STYLES BRIDGES, 
President pro tempore. 


Mrs. BOWRING thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. KNowLanp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
August 17, 1954, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
taries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
agreed to the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 9859) authorizing the 
construction, repair, and preservation 
of certain public works on rivers and 
harbors for navigation, flood control, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. R. 10187. An act to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended, to provide for the pay- 
ment of appraisers’, auctioneers’, and brok- 
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ers’ fees from the proceeds of disposal of 
Government surplus real property, and for 
other purposes; and 

H. R. 10203. An act to provide rewards for 
information concerning the illegal intro- 
duction into the United States, or the illegal 
manufacture or acquisition in the United 
States, of special nuclear material and 
atomic weapons. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO- 
LUTION SIGNED 


The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolution, and they were signed by the 
Vice President: 


H. R. 697. An act for the relief of Deme- 
trios Christos Mataraggiotis, and Zoi De- 
metre Mataraggiotis, his wife, and Christos 
Mataraggiotis and Constantinos Mataraggio- 
tis, their minor sons; 

H. R. 717. An act for the relief of Henriette 
Matter; 

H. R. 822. An act for the relief of Sister 
Giuseppina Giaccone; 

H. R. 832. An act for the relief of Kath- 
arine Balsamo; 

H. R. 834. An act for the relief of Arthur 
J. Boucher; 

H. R. 839. An act for the relief of Sister 
Mary Gertrude (Mary Gertrude Kelly); 

H. R. 877. An act for the relief of Nasser 
Esphahanian; 

H. R. 1622. An act for the relief of Agustin 
Mondreal; 

H. R. 1627. An act for the relief of Johann 
Groben; 

H. R. 1904. An act for the relief of Patri- 
cia A. Pembroke; 

H.R.1975. An act to amend section 2201 
of title 28, United States Code, to extend the 
Federal Declaratory Judgments Act to the 
Territory of Alaska; 

H. R. 2061. An act for the rehef of Regine 
du Planty; 

H. R. 2154. An act authorizing the issuance 
of a patent in fee to Leona Hungry; 

H.R. 2392. An act for the relief of Brother 
Eugene Cumerlato; 

H. R. 2480. An act for the relief of Char- 
lotte Margarita Schmidt; 

H. R. 2483. An act for the relief of Giacomo 
Bartolo Vanadia; 

H. R. 2500. An act for the relief of Stanis- 
law Majzner (alias Stanley Maisner); 

H. R. 2794. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Claire Godreau Daigle; 

H. R.3024. An act for the relief of Sergio 
Emeric; 

H. R. 3388. An act for the relief of Louie 
Ella Attaway; 

H. R. 3447. An act for the relief of Maria 
Paccione Pica; 

H.R.3507. An act for the relief of Maj. 
Elias M. Tsougranis; 

H. R.3520. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Erna Rosita Pont (formerly Erna Rosita 
Michel); 

H. R. 3566. An act for the relief of Pimen 
Maximovich Sofronov; 

H. R. 3665. An act for the relief of Marko 
Ribic; 

H. R.3750. An act for the relief of Inge 
Beckmann; 

H. R. 3869. An act for the relief of Gilbert 
Elkanah Richards, Adelaide Gertrude Rich- 
ards, and Anthony Gilbert Richards; 

H. R. 3874. An act for the relief of Roberto 
Johnson; 

H. R. 4015. An act for the relief of Josef, 
Paula, and Kurt Friedberg; 

H. R. 4054. An act for the relief of Jorge 
Sole Massana and Montserrat Thomasa- 
Sanchez Massana; 

H. R. 4426. An act for the relief of Andrea 
Paulette Quatrehomme and her child; 

H. R. 4427. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Helena Piasecka; 
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H. R. 4437. An act for the relief of Louise 


Rank; 

H. R. 4522. An act for the relief of Petrus 
Van Keer; 

H. R. 4815. An act for the relief of Alex- 
ander Petsche; 

H. R. 4908. An act for the relief of Pietro 
Petralia; 

H. R. 4969. An act for the relief of Basilios 
Xarhoulacos; 

H. R. 5119. An act for the relief of Augusta 
Oppacher Bialek; 

H. R. 5194. An act for the relief of Pauline 
Katzmann; 

H. R. 5319. An act for the relief of Henry 
(also known as Heinrich) Schor, Sally (also 
known as Sali) Schor, and Gita (also known 
as Gitta Aviva) Schor; 

H. R. 5344. An act for the relief of Bob 
Kan and Fourere Kan; 

H. R. 5459. An act for the relief of Takeko 
Ishiki; 

H. R. 5553. An act for the relief of Dr. Lu 
Jen-lung; 

H. R. 5718. An act-to limit the period for 
collection by the United States of compensa- 
tion received by officers and employees in 
violation of the dual compensation laws; 

H. R. 5749. An act for the relief of Maria 
Teresa Lubiato; 

H. R. 6266. An act for the relief of Frank 
Robert Gage; 

H. R. 6355. An act for the relief of Elena 
Scarpetti Savelli; 

H. R. 6442. An act for the relief of Tamiko 
Fujiwara; 

H. R. 6492. An act for the relief of Rodolfo 
Navarro; 

H. R. 6498. An act for tse relief of Elfriede 
Lina Avitable, nee Rose: 

H. R. 6672. An act to provide for a tempo- 
rary increase in the public debt limit; 

H. R. 6752. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria Giuseppa De Lisa Quagliano; 

H. R. 6762. An act for the relief 
Irmgard (Chrapko) Broughman; 

H. R. 6858. An act for the relief 
Efthemia Soteralis; 

H. R. 7031. An act for the relief 
George A. Meffan; 

H. R. 7033. An act for the relief 
Anna J. Weigle; 

H. R. 7151. An act for the relief of Mazal 
Kolman; 

H.R.7217. An act for the relief of Astor 
Vergata; 

H. R. 7229. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance to T. M. Pratt and Annita C. Pratt 
of certain real property in Stevens County, 
Wash.; 

H. R. 7581. An act for the relief of Gaetano 
Conti: 

H. R. 7734. An act to amend section 47 of 
the National Defense Act concerning the 
requirement for bond covering certain prop- 
erty issued by the United States for use by 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps units main- 
tained at educational institutions; 

H. R. 7762. An act for the relief of M. M. 
Hess; 

H. R. 7813. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to adjust or cancel cer- 
tain charges on the Milk River project; 

H. R. 7828. An act for the relief of Mariana 
George Loizos Kellis; 

H. R. 7829. An act for the relief of Shima- 
soi Michiko; 

H. R. 7834. An act for the relief of Erika 
Schneider Buonasera; 

H. R. 7885. An act for the relief of Sohan 
Singh Rai and Jogindar Kaur Rai; 

H. R. 7938. An act for the relief of Miss 
Martha Heuschele; 

H. R. 7947. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Erika (Hohenleitner) Stapleton; 

H. R. 8065. An act for the relief of Carlos 
Francisco, Manriqueta Mina, and Roberto 
Mina Ver; 

H. R. 8205. An act to authorize the con- 
veyance by the Secretary of the Interior to 
Virginia Electric & Power Co. of a perpetual 


of Mrs. 
of Mrs. 
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easement of right-of-way for electric trans- 
mission line purposes across lands of the 
Richmond National Battlefield Park, Va., 
such easement to be granted in exchange for, 
and in consideration of, the conveyance for 
park purposes of approximately 6 acres of 
land adjoining the park; 

H. R. 8244. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Dorothy Nell Woolgar Allen; 

H. R. 8375. An act for the relief of Ise 
Radler Hughes; 

H. R. 8424. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Else Johnson; 

H. R. 8554. An act for the relief of Maria M. 


Khoe; 

H. R. 8557. An act for the relief of Ezio 
Bertoni; 

H. R. 8628. An act to amend the Tarif Act 
of 1930 to insure that crude silicon carbide 
imported into the United States will continue 
to be exempt from duty, and with respect to 
the duties applicable to certain prepared 


fish; 

H. R. 8859. An act to convey the rever- 
sionary interest of the United States in cer- 
tain lands to the city of Pawnee, Okla.; 

H. R. 8932. An act to reclassify dictophones 
in the Tariff Act of 1930; 

H.R. 8936. An act for the relief of Dana 
Evanovich; 

H. R. 9029. An act for the relief of Paul 
James Patrie; 

H. R. 9248. An act to amend section 308 
(5) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended; 

H. R. 9496. An act for the relief of Elisa- 
beth Hoeft; 

H. R.9512. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Franziska (Han) Rigau; 

H. R. 9790. An act to amend the act of 
June 30, 1948, so as to extend for 1 year the 
authority of the Secretary of the Interior to 
issue patents for certain public lands in 
Monroe County, Mich., held under color of 
title; 

H. R.9953. An act for the relief of Mr. 
Fu-Ho Chan, Mrs. Fu-Ho Chan, and their 
ehild, Richard Chan; and 

H. J. Res. 585. Joint resolution fixing the 
time of assembly of the 84th Congress. 


ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that immedi- 
ately following the quorum call there 
may be the customary morning hour for 
the transaction of routine business, un- 
der the usual 2-minute limitation on 
speeches. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Secretary will call the roll. 
. hiet Clerk proceeded to call the 
r 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Morning business is in order. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore laid before the Senate the following 
letters, which were referred as indicated: 

REPORT oN EXPORT CONTROL 


A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to Iaw, a report on 
export control, dated June 1, 1954 (with 
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an — — report): to the Committee 

on Banking and Currency. 

PROPOSED AWARD or CONCESSION CONTRACT, 
Rocky MOUNTAIN NATIONAL PARK, COLO. 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 

the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 

a proposed award of a concession contract to 

operate a lodge and provide related services 

in Rocky Mountain National Park, Colo. 

(with accompanying papers) ; to the Commit- 

tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS OF MEMBERS OF CREEK 
Nation or INDIANS 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting a draft of 
legislation to provide for the distribution of 
funds belonging to the members of the Creek 
Nation of Indians, and for other purposes 
(With an accompanying paper); to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
REPORT ON MAINTENANCE OF GOVERNMENT- 

OWNED RUBBER-PRODUCING FACILITIES 

A letter from the Chairman, Rubber-Pro- 
ducing Facilities Disposal Commission, Wash- 
ington, D. C., transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report on the maintenance of the Govern- 
ment-owned rubber-producing facilities, for 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1954 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 


AUDIT REPORT on SMALL. DEFENSE PLANTS 
ADMINISTRATION 

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen- 
eral transmitting, pursuant to law, an audit 
report on the Small Defense Plants Admin- 
istration, for the period from July 31, 1951, 
through July 31, 1953 (with an accompany- 
ing report); to the Committee on Govern- 
ment. Operations. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. MARTIN, from the Committee on 
Public Works, without amendment: 

H. R.8651. A bill to provide for the adjust- 
ment of tolis to be charged by the Wayland 
Special Road District No. 1 of Clark County, 
Mo., m the maintenance and operation of 
a toll bridge across the Des Moines River at 
or near St. Francisville, Mo. (Rept. No. 2492). 

By Mr. BRICKER, from the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, with 
amendments: 

H. R. 9434. A bill to amend section 216 
(b) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as 
amended, to provide for the maintenance 
of the Merchant Marine Academy (Rept. No. 
2493). 

By Mr. CARLSON, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, without amend- 
ment: 

H. R. 1553. A bill to amend the Civil Serv- 
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, to provide for the inclusion in 
the computation of accredited service of cer- 
tain periods of service rendered States or 
instrumentalities of States, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 2494); and 

S. Con. Res. 105. Concurrent resolution to 


ing 

the afternoon of August 31, 1954, to attend 
the parade of the American Legion in the 
District of Columbia (Rept. No. 2495). 

By Mr. BUTLER, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with amendments: 

H. R.9728. A bilt to revise, codify, and 
enact into law, title 21 of the United States 
Code, entitled “Food, Drugs, and Cosmetics” 
(Rept. No. 2496) ; 

H. R. 9729. A bill to revise, codify, and 
enact into law, title 13 of the United States 
Code, entitled “Census” (Rept. No. 2497); 
and 

H. R. 9790. A bill to amend various stat- 
utes and certain titles of the United States 
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Code, for the purpose of correcting obsolete 
references, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
2498). 

By Mr. CARLSON, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, with amend- 
ments: 

H. R. 569. A bill to authorize the Postmas- 
ter General to impound mail in certain 
eases (Rept. No. 2499). 


BILL INTRODUCED 


A bill was introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. McCLELLAN: 

S. 3884. A bill for the relief of Sing Fong 

York; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


HOUSE BILLS PLACED ON CALENDAR 


The following bills were each read 
twice by their titles, and placed on the 
calendar: 


H. R. 10187. An act to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act ot 
1949, as amended, to provide for the pay- 
ment of appraisers’, auctioneers’, and brok- 
ers’ fees from the proceeds of disposal of | 
Government surplus real property, and for | 
other purposes; and 

H. R. 10203. An act to provide rewards for 
Information concerning the illegal intro- 
duction into the United States, or the illegal 
manufacture or acquisition in the United 
States, of special nuclear material and 
atomic weapons. 


SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND 
CURRENCY, 83D CONGRESS, 2D 
SESSION“ 


Mr. BRICKER. Madam President, 
since the senior Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. CaPEHART] became chairman of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, he 
has directed the professional staff of the 
committee to prepare a summary of the 
activities of the committee during each 
session of the Congress. 

This summary is in the nature of a 
report to the Congress and to the people 
of the legislative activities of the com- 
mittee. 

For the ist session of the 83d Con- 
gress, the document ran about 50 pages. 

The report for the second session is 
now in preparation. It will be compre- 
hensive, covering all activities since the 
beginning of the 2d session of the 
83d Congress. It will rum possibly 80 
pages. 

Inasmuch as it is not feasible to sub- 
mit the report prior to the adjournment 
of the Congress, I ask unanimous con- 
sent for and on behalf of the chairman 
of the committee, who is absent from 
the Senate on official business, to submit 
such report entitled “Summary of Activ- 
ities of Senate Committee on Banking 
and Currency, 83d Congress, 2d Session,” 
after adjournment of the Congress, and 
to have it printed as a Senate document. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Ohio? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


MISS IDA KLAUS 


Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, the 
city of New York is, at the present time, 
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organizing and expanding its labor de- 
partment, a development of which I very 
much approve, and on which Mayor 
Robert F. Wagner is to be highly com- 
mended. In the process of organizing 
and expanding this department, Miss 
Ida Klaus; who for the past 17 years has 
been employed by the National Labor 
Relations Board—for the past 6 years as 
solicitor—has been named as counsel to 
the New York City Department of Labor. 

Miss Klaus’ resignation from the NLRB 
was announced on August 13, to become 
effective on September 1. I was pleased 
to see in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a 
tribute to Miss Klaus by the distin- 
guished junior Senator from Oregon, 
[Mr. Morse] who inserted an exchange 
of correspondence between Miss Klaus 
and the chairman of the National La- 
bor Relations Board, Mr. Guy Farmer, 
and also a fine column summarizing Miss 
Klaus’ career in Government, written by 
Mr. John Herling. This column ap- 
peared in the Washington Daily News of 
August 10. 

I am glad that the Senator from 
Oregon saw fit to commend Miss Klaus, 
who was originally a New Yorker and 
now returns to New York to lend her 
talents to the department of labor of our 
great metropolis, to assist our Mayor 
Wagner in giving labor relations their 
due recognition in our city government. 

Although I have not had the op- 
portunity to know Miss Klaus personally, 
Ihave known of her work for many years. 
She has attained a unique status for her 
sex. Her legal skill has been widely ac- 
claimed. Her expertness in the field of 
labor law is generally recognized. 

I am sure she will continue to do 
outstanding work in the labor field and 
that she will add luster to the depart- 
ment of labor of New York City. 


LEGISLATIVE GAINS FOR SMALL 
BUSINESS 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak 
not more than 4 minutes on 2 matters. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. The Senator from Mass- 
achusetts may proceed. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Madam Presi- 
dent, there are about 4,200,000 business 
establishments in the United States. Of 
these, 96 percent are classed as small. 
New England, in particular, as I have 
frequently had occasion to say on the 
floor of the Senate, is a region which 
draws greatly for its strength upon the 
energy, resourcefulness, and imagination 
of its small-business firms. 

The 12 months just ended have been 
notable for the legislative gains to small 
business through action we have taken 
in the Senate. I should like to take this 
occasion to review these gains briefly. 

It was just over a year ago that we 
passed the bill which created the Small 
Business Administration. I was, I am 
glad to say, a cosponsor of that bill and 
testified in its support before the Senate 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 
During the year since the bill was en- 
acted, I have had the opportunity, both 
as chairman of the Appropriations Sub- 
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committee which reviews the Small Busi- 
ness Administration’s budget requests 
and as a member of the Committee on 
Small Business, to learn something about 
the job which the Small Business Ad- 
ministration has been doing. That has 
been a constantly improving job. It has 
been done more economically and with 
ever-increasing efficiency. 

Despite the enormous number of busi- 

ness enterprises which it serves, the 
Small Business Administration is a small 
agency with fewer than 600 employees. 
Its major functions fall under four head- 
ings. The first of these, and from our 
point of view in Massachusetts perhaps 
the most important, is to render assist- 
ance to small firms in getting a fair 
share of Government contracts, both 
military and civil. Experience has 
shown that unless special procedures are 
set up, designed to assure greater par- 
ticipation of small business in Govern- 
ment procuments, the long-run tend- 
ency is to concentrate the Government 
business more and more in large firms. 
The most effective means thus far 
worked out of combating this tendency 
is the so-called joint determination. 
Under this procedure, representatives of 
the Small Business Administration meet 
with purchasing representatives of other 
Government agencies to go over items 
to be procured and determine what types 
and what quantities can be efficiently 
and economically furnished by small 
firms. In this way, certain procure- 
ments and portions of procurements are 
selected as appropriate for small busi- 
nesses. These are set aside exclusively 
for bidding by them. The Government 
is thus assured the best possible prices 
and small business is assured participa- 
tion in Government purchases. 
In the year since the Small Business 
Administration has been administering 
set-asides for small business, Massachu- 
setts has received striking benefits. Our 
small firms bidding on set-asides have 
won contracts in 79 separate cases, with 
a total value of $4,185,563. I ask unani- 
mous consent, Madam President, to have 
inserted at this point in my remarks a 
list of these firms. It is, I think, an im- 
pressive list, including, as it does, firms 
scattered all over Massachusetts in every 
type of productive enterprise. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


TYPE OF PROCUREMENT, JANUARY-JUNE 1954 

Angier Sales Corp., Framingham, Mass., 
$80,729; barrier, wrapping, greaseproof. 

Associated Engineers, Inc., Springfield, $27,- 
619; preparation of standard inspection pro- 
cedure, 30 mm. automatic gun. 

Atkins & Merrill, Inc., South Sudbury, $13,- 
085; training aids and drawings. 

Atwood & Morrill Co., Salem, $6,321; hy- 
draulic globe valves. 

Braeburn Mfg. Co., Lowell, $41,781; coats, 
firemen. 

Baird & McGuire, Inc., Holbrook, $3,694; 
Wood, preservative. 

Charles Belsky, Holyoke, $10,500; cloths, 
wiping, reclaimed, all cotton, mixed colors, 
washed and sterilized, water and oil ab- 
sorbent. 

Bomac Laboratories, Inc., Beverly, $35,700; 
tube-type 1B 27, stock No. N 16—T-51227. 

Bomac Laboratories, Inc., Beverly, $41,250; 
electron tube-type 1B 27-TR-Tube stock No. 
N 16 T-51227. 
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Bomac Laboratories, Inc., Beverly, $140,- 
000; tube, hydrogen thratron-type 5C 22. 

J. G. Bowden & Son, Inc., Boston, $9,130; 
webbing, cotton and nylon, natural dyed and 
finished. 

Wm. D. Bright Industries, Waltham, $71,- 
816; panel. 

Cargocaire Engineering Corp., Amesbury, 
$6,470; floating bridge parts. 

Control Engineering Co., Norwood, $28,289; 
amplifiers, magnetic for position indicators, 
MK 8 and ME 9. 

Dempsey Industrial Furnace Co., Spring- 
field, $8,400; furnace, forge, heating, oil- 
fired. 

Charles Dowd Box Co., Inc., Worcester, $2,- 
157; boxes, corrugated. 

Doyle Shoe Co., Brockton, $292,105; shoes. 

Elnar Products, Inc., Lynn, $266,600; MK 3 
pallets. 

Everlastik, Inc., Chelsea, $71,825; webbing— 
nylon. 

Exclusive Rug Co., Inc., Chelsea, $27,440; 
cloths, wiping, reclaimed, all-cotton fabrics, 
mixed colors, washed and sterilized, water 
and oil absorbent. 

The Granet Corp., Pramingham, $1,557; 
gloves. 

Hoyt Wo Tanning Co., Haverhill, 
$15,324; chamois, sheepskin. 

International Braid Co., Inc., Fall River, 
$39,275; webbing, cotton and nylon, natural, 
dyed and finished. 

International Equipment Co., Boston, $9,- 
814; medical supplies. 

J & J Corrugated Box Corp., Fall River, 
$1,290; box, corrugated, fiberboard. 

R. H. Long Co., Inc., Framingham, $287,- 
332; shoes. 

J. R. Lyman Co., Springfield, $15,219; 
cloths, wiping, reclaimed, all-cotton fabrics, 
mixed colors, washed and sterilized, water 
and oil absorbent. 

T. Barry Kingman, Marine Construction 
Co., Cataumet, $66,600; 40-foot personnel 
boat. 

Massachusetts Electric Construction Co., 
Boston, $49,964; installation of prime-heat 
treating and auxiliary equipment in build- 
ing 39. 

Massachusetts Waste Supply Co., Chelsea, 
$24,366; cloth, wiping, cotton, class 2. 

Middlesex Paper Tube Co., Lowell, $2,057; 
VC 1 tubes. 

Moore & Cram Webbing Co., West Concord, 
$3,048; webbing, cotton and nylon, natural 
dyed and finished. 

Needham Manufacturing Co., Inc., Need- 
ham, $40,061; pendant chain, bridle chain, 
minesweeper gear. 

Palmer Electric & Manufacturing Co., 
Wakefield, $31,891; box, electric outlet. 

A. Pritzker & Son, Inc., Lawrence, $91,596; 
jackets, aviators, leather. 

Rockland Webbing Co., Rockland, $15,520; 
webbing, cotton and nylon, natural dyed and 
finished. 

Stevens Walden, Inc., Worcester, $19,320; 
handle, socket, one-quarter inch square 
drive, 21 inch diameter, close quarter, and 
handle, socket, wrench driver and extension, 
one-quarter inch square drive. 

Thos. Taylor & Sons, Hudson, $27,019; cord, 
elastic, for various aircraft. 

Traymore Manufacturing Co., Boston, $15,- 
520; webbing, cotton and nylon, natural 
dyed and finished. 

Ultrasonic Corp., Cambridge, $69,794; so- 
nar, testing sets. 

Utility Metal Products Co., Inc., Beverly, 
$18,310; locker, clothes, shipboard type. 

Van Brodie Milling Co., Clinton, $26,000; 
kit. fishing. 

Victory Plastics Co., Hudson, $155,560; M8 
Al, scabbard, bayonet, knife. 

Waltham Horological Corp., Lynn, $51,870; 
connector, plug. 

Roflan Co., Topsfield, $80,892; trailer, flood- 
light, with spare parts. 

Utility Metal Products Co., Inc., Beverly, 
$165,341; lockers, clothes, shipboard type. 
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Bomac Laboratories, Inc., Beverly, $16,125; 
TR tube, type 1B 58. 

John Addison, Marlboro, $164,808; shoes, 
service, black, high. 

Henschel Corp., Amesbury, $22,503; syncro, 
signal amplifiers. 

Sig-Trans, Inc., Amesbury, $93,000; ship 
control and steering control consoles for 
FY 54. 

Quincy Adams Yacht Yard, Inc.; Quincy, 
$421,476; aircraft rescue boats. 

Shield, Inc., Attleboro, $11,747; badges, 
clasp and button, lapel. 

John Addison Footwear Co., Marlboro, 
$196,914; boots, service, combat. 

R. H. Long Co., Inc., Framingham, $120,005; 
shoe, high, leather, black. 

Adell Corp., Orange, $9,616; reel for 16 mm. 
film. 

Marlboro Wire Goods Co., Marlboro, $32,- 
976; 3-732-100 splint, wire, ladder 3% inch 
by 31 inch. 

Market Forge Co., Everett, $18,626; truck, 
shelf, hand, 4 shelves, 12 meat. 

Keith & Keith & McCain, Inc., Rockland, 
$105,073; radio set cover, CW 329 G. 

Apco Mossberg Co., Attleboro, $9,405; 
wrench, socket. 

Baird & McGuire, Inc., Holbrook, $8,465; 
spray, 20-percent DDT. 

Astra Pharmaceutical Products, Inc., 
Worcester, $193,756; lidocaine hydrochloride 
with epinephrine injection cartridges. 

Potter Press, Waltham, $10,651; paper, 
recording teletype. 

French Mfg. Co., Worcester, $18,086; pon- 
cho, short. 

Berkshire Plastics Co., Inc., East Long- 
meadow, $31,807; wads, pyrelin, four 5-inch 
oblique line, 54 ammunition. 

Sirsteak Machinery, Inc., Concord, $2,015; 
various machine works. 

Sparling Bros. Machine Co., New Bedford, 
$323; various machine works. 

Cummings Machine Works, Boston, $1,975; 
various machine works. 

Lombard Governor Corp., Ashland, $11,647; 
various machine works. 

L. F. Fales Machine Co., Walpole, $3,328; 
various machine works. 

Cooperative Machine Co., Jamaica Plain, 
$852; various machine works. 

Pneumatic Drop Hammer Co., Braintree, 
$1,865; various machine works. 

Eugene Engineering Co., Hyde Park, $10,- 
149; various machine works. 

Boston Paper Board Co., Boston, $1,725; 
paper, duplicating, liquid process. 

Deerfield Glassine Co., Monroe Bridge, $33,- 
160; paper, tracing, overlay. 

A. E. Look, Inc., Boston, $4,669; suture, var- 
ious sizes. 

McGregor Instrument Co., Needham, $24,- 
381; needles, various sizes. 

John Addison Footwear, Inc., Marlboro, 
$41,440; shoes, leather. 

O. G. Kelley & Co., Dorchester, $15,091; 
tanks assembly, photographic mixing and 
storing. 

Hoyt & Worthen Training Corp., Haverhill, 
$38,462; chamois, sheepskin. 


Mr. SALTONSTALL, Madam Presi- 
dent, the second major function of the 
Small Business Administration is ren- 
dering financial assistance to small con- 
cerns, but never in competition with pri- 
vate lending agencies. It has approved 
several loans in Massachusetts to deserv- 
ing small concerns, either directly or in 
conjunction with banks. Even more 
important, perhaps, is its financial coun- 
selling service through which many 
owners and operators of small concerns 
have been able to get their financial 
houses in order without recourse to loans. 

In addition to making business loans, 
the Small Business Administration has 
the third function of making disaster 
loans to aid in the rehabilitation of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


homes and businesses damaged in wind- 
storms, fires, floods, and other catastro- 
phies. In Massachusetts, fishermen re- 
ceived such loans to assist them in re- 
covering from the devastating storms 
which swept the New England coast last 
fall, and more recently, citizens of Pea- 
body, Mass., flooded out by the bursting 
of a dam, received similar assistance. 

Fourth in the list of major functions 
is the rendering of managerial and tech- 
nical aid to managements which cannot 
afford to employ high-priced experts. 
Pamphlets and booklets are published, 
addressed to the specific problems of 
small business, written by experts in their 
line, and supplying the latest informa- 
tion on administrative and technical 
processes. More than a million of these 
publications have been distributed on a 
request basis and through reprints by 
trade associations. 

Madam President, in addition to es- 
tablishing the Small Business Adminis- 
tration, the 83d Congress has assisted 
small business by eliminating inequities 
in our tax laws which stifled its growth 
and expansion. In so doing, we have 
strengthened our entire economy to the 
benefit not only of those who manage 
and work in small business, but those 
who consume the goods and services 
which are produced. 

Last year the Senate Committee on 
Small Business conducted extensive 
hearings aimed at exposing the obstruc- 
tions and handicaps to small business 
which had crept into our tax laws over 
the years. The findings of our commit- 
tee were made available to the Treasury 
and the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation. Provisions designed 
to eliminate these obstructions and 
handicaps were accordingly incorpo- 
rated in the monumental tax revision 
bill submitted by the administration to 
Congress. With a number of additional 
improvements helpful to small business, 
it was recently passed by Congress. 

Here are some of the ways in which 
the new law—the first comprehensive 
revision of our tax structure in 75 years— 
will aid small concerns: 

Liberalized depreciation: This per- 
mits faster write-offs for depreciation on 
new property acquired in 1954 and later 
years. Its effect will be to permit tax- 
free recovery of about two-thirds of the 
cost in the first half of service life, thus 
aiding small businesses in the financing 
of their modernization and expansion. 

Treatment of surplus accumulations: 
This section provides that the burden of 
proof shall be on the Government to 
show that earnings accumulations by 
firms are unreasonable. It also exempts 
the first $60,000 of earnings accumula- 
tions from the penalty tax and takes 
only the accumulations which are un- 
reasonable in amount. 

Research and experimental expendi- 
tures: For the first time, a small busi- 
ness, lacking a regular research and ex- 
perimental budget, has a clear right to 
deduct its research outlays as current 
expenses or to amortize them over a 
5-year period. . 

Loss carryover: The new law increases 
the net loss carryback provision to two 
years, instead of one year previously al- 
lowed. This helps take care of busi- 
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nesses with irregular or spotty earnings, 
by permitting the offset of losses over a 
longer period. Any individual who sells 
his business or business assets will be 
permitted to use his loss on the sale as a 
net operating loss carryover. 

Relief from double taxation of divi- 
dends: Double taxation of corporate 
earnings has heretofore reduced the in- 
centive to invest, particularly in small 
new concerns, and has restricted the 
marketability of new equity shares. 
Under the new law, the taxpayer is al- 
lowed a credit against tax of 4 percent of 
dividends from domestic corporations, 
plus an exclusion of the first $50 re- 
ceived. This should stimulate the sup- 
ply of equity capital. 

Optional tax treatment for certain 
partnerships and corporations: Under 
the previous system there might be 
marked differences in tax liability of a 
business depending on whether it oper- 
ated as a partnership or a corporation. 
The new law provides clear, flexible, and 
equitable rules for handling partner- 
ship transactions. 

Changes in capital structure: The 
new law permits the issuance of pre- 
ferred stock dividends to holders of com- 
mon stock, without subjecting such dis- 
tribution to income tax at the time of 
distribution. This is calculated to re- 
move tax barriers to needed financial re- 
arrangements, so new financing may be 
had without the temptation by the own- 
ers of a small concern to sell out to a 
large concern. 

Redemption of stock to pay estate 
taxes: The new act broadens the pres- 
ent provisions which permit the tax-free 
redemption of stock in a corporation to 
pay estate taxes. Its purpose is to avoid 
the forced sale or liquidation of a busi- 
ness in order to pay Federal estate taxes, 

These tax savings for the individual 
restore freedom to the individual to 
spend more of his own money as he sees 
fit, and increase disposable personal in- 
come and thus purchasing power. For 
business, the savings will help to achieve 
healthy growth and thereby strengthen 
the national economy. 

Madam President, I believe that the 
83d Congress can properly take satisfac- 
tion in these achievements on behalf of 
small business. Certainly I for one take 
pride in my part in contributing to their 
fulfillment. 

Madam President, I have one other 
brief statement which I should like to 
make at this time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
has the floor. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL 
COMMITTEE FOR AN ADEQUATE 
OVERSEAS UNITED STATES IN- 
FORMATIONAL PROGRAM 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Madam Presi- 
dent, a group of prominent citizens, all 
professionally qualified in the field of 
communication technique, have volun- 
tarily formed a Committee for an Ade- 
quate Overseas Information Program. 
The committee will perform an impor- 
tant public service by adequately in- 
forming their fellow Americans of the 
true nature and extent of the vicious 
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campaign being currently waged by the 
Soviet against this country aimed at dis- 
crediting us in the eyes of the world. 

The cold war has reached a critical 
stage. It is more urgent than ever that 
the United States Government should 
have an aggressive and positive overseas 
information program. 

In this battle for men’s minds, the 
Communists are conducting an all-out 
local assault to depict the United States 
as a Nation of warmongers, as barbari- 
ans lacking in culture, who are holding 
the atomic bomb over the heads of 
everyone as a threat. ‘ 

We know this is untrue. We must let 
the world know it. And to do this effec- 
tively, it is imperative that our over- 
seas information program should be 
thoroughly understood by all Americans. 

The membership of the Committee for 
an Adequate Overeas Information Pro- 
gram has such weight that I am sure it 
will be most helpful in giving support 
to the task of the United States infor- 
mation agencies in countering the lies 
of the enemy and in establishing the 
truth about the policies of the United 
States. 

I wish the committee success in its 
most important undertaking. 


STOCKPILING OF MANGANESE 


Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may proceed for approximately 5 min- 
utes in the morning hour. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the Senator from Ari- 
zona may proceed. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, manganese is a very important 
metal to the future of this country, not 
only to its domestic needs, but to its 
needs in time of war. In view of this, 
a stockpile was established at Deming, 
N. Mex., because the Government owned 
stockpiling property and there was a 
sampling mill there during the war. 
Then a stockpile was established at 
Butte, Mont., because the Government 
was part owner of a mill there. Thena 
stockpile was established in my State 
of Arizona, at Wenden. 

The ultimate goal of this stockpile pro- 
gram for 1958 is 36 million units. How- 
ever, it does not appear that this objec- 
tive will be met. The stockpile in Ari- 
zona has apparently done the best of 
all. The buying station at Butte has 
not done too well. It is possible that the 
Wenden portion of the stockpile program 
will be exhausted about December of 
this year. 

Because we could see that coming, and 
because of the urgency of stockpiling 
manganese, we started, in January of 
this year, attempting to get some an- 
swers from the ODM. The purpose of 
my remarks this morning is to call the 
attention of the Senate to the difficulty 
the State of Arizona has experienced in 
getting even sensible, reasonable an- 
swers from the Office of Defense Mobili- 
zation. 

In January of this year, the Wenden 
station was just finishing its first year, 
and it expended more than $2 million for 
manganese ores. There were 55 regular 
shippers at the rate of about 3,000 tons 
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a week, the ore averaging about 19 per- 
cent and bringing, on the average, about 
$25 a ton. 

On February 2 of this year, a letter 
went to Dr. Flemming, signed by the 
entire Arizona congressional delegation, 
asking that the Wenden quota be raised 
by 6 million long-ton units of manga- 
nese, and stating that otherwise the sta- 
tion would have to close by April 1955. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that a copy of that letter be in- 
serted at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed ir the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FEBRUARY 2, 1954. 
Mr. ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization, 
Executive Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. FLEMMING: A survey made by the 
Arizona State Department of Mineral Re- 
sources discloses that at the present rate 
of intake the 6 million unit quota of man- 
ganese allotted to be purchased at the depot 
at Wenden, Ariz., will be exhausted by April 
1955. As you know, under the Malone-Aspin- 
all Act the program does not expire until 
June 30, 1958. 

The survey further shows that it will take 
an allotment of a further 6 million units of 
manganese to keep the depot running at its 
present rate to June 30, 1958. 

Due to the low price of zine and lead and 
the consequent closing of Arizona mines, the 
manganese industry in Arizona has assumed 
important economic proportions. Further- 
more, we believe that encouraging a domes- 
tic manganese industry is of great impor- 
tance to the country. 

We ask that you have a check made of the 
conditions cited in this letter, with the view 
of authorizing and directing the General 
Services Administration to allocate an ad- 
ditional 6 million units to be purchased at 
the Wenden depot under regulations not less 
favorable than those at present in force. 

Sincerely, 

Barry GOLDWATER, 

United States Senator. 

CARL HAYDEN, 

United States Senator. 

HAROLD A. PATTEN, 
Member of Congress. 

JoHN J, RHODES, 
Member of Congress. 


Mr. GOLDWATER. Later, Madam 
President, the estimate of April 1955 had 
to be moved up to December of this year. 

This letter also pointed out that man- 
ganese mines would take up some of the 
slack in the mine labor situation created 
by the lead-zine shutdown. 

Because of the indecision of ODM, and 
indecision with respect to the entire 
stockpile program, there is not a lead 
and zinc mine operating in the State of 
Arizona today. Yet this is a critical 
material. 

Then on February 19 I wrote a long 
letter to Dr. Flemming, giving more rea- 
sons for adding to the Wenden quota, 
and asking for an immediate decision. 
Madam President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that that letter be incorporated at 
this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 


as follows: 
FEBRUARY 19, 1954. 
Dr. ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization, 
Executive Office Building, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 
Dear MR. FLEMMING: The manganese buy- 
ing station at Wenden, Ariz., has been so suc- 
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cessful in developing a manganese industry 
in Arizona that its life has been shortened 
by the fact that deliveries to the station will 
catch up with allocations long before the 
Government manganese buying program has 
been completed. 

One only has to study the figures of the 
three manganese depots, each of which was 
allotted 6 million units, to ascertain the sit- 
uation in which the p now stands. 
Up to December 31, 1953, the unit tabulation 
stood as follows: 


Butte and Phillipsburg, Mont...... 428, 809 
— 789,618 
===- 2, 089, 283 


In addition to these figures, we must con- 
sider the fact that the nationwide carlot 
program was allotted 19 million units, of 
which only 557,252 units were delivered up 
to December 31, 1953. 

Under the Malone-Aspinall Act, the date 
on which this depot must be closed, unless 
Congress takes further action, will be June 
30, 1958. It is perfectly obvious, however, 
that the present quota of 6 million units for 
Wenden will be exhausted by April of 1955. 
I feel that it is urgently important that an 
additional authorization of 6 million units 
be made, because it would enable this depot 
to remain open until the end of the author- 
ized period. This is entirely within the 
province of your office to accomplish, be- 
cause it is obvious that two of the stations 
will have difficulty filling their allotted units, 
while it is, at the same time, obvious that 
the Wenden depot will fulfill its allotted 
units long before the expiration date of the 
act. The transfer of unused units from 
other stations would be a highly desirable 
thing to accomplish because it would en- 
courage further production of manganese 
in Arizona and would so establish this in- 
dustry that it would not require a Govern- 
ment buying program after the present re- 
quirements have been met. 

The men who, by their investments and 
their efforts, have accomplished the out- 
standing success of the Wenden depot are 
entitled to know just what is facing them. 
If a decison is delayed much longer on the 
further allocation of units to Wenden, it will 
seriously affect their financing and the 
proper planning for economic and profitable 
production by these 50-odd producers. 

If my office can be of any assistance to 
yours in the solution of this problem let me 
know, but I would like to have some indica- 
tion from you as soon as possible as to your 
intentions concerning Wenden. 

Sincerely, 
Barry GOLDWATER. 


Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, on March 26 the President an- 
nounced his new mineral policy to aid 
domestic producers, and mineral pro- 
ducers all over the West took heart be- 
cause they felt that finally the White 
House was cognizant of their dire situa- 
tion, and that something would be done 
to hurry up the process of making deci- 
sions. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that there may be printed in the 
Recor as a part of my remarks my let- 
ter addressed to Dr. Flemming, dated 
April 15, 1954, and his reply thereto, 
dated April 20, 1954. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp, 
as follows: 

APRIL 15, 1954. 
Mr. ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization, 
Executive Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. FLEMMING: On the 19th of Feb- 
ruary of this year I wrote to you concerning 
the allocation by the Government of an addi- 
tional 6 million units to the manganese depot 
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at Wenden, Ariz. To this hour I have re- 
ceived no acknowledgment or reply to that 
letter. 

Entirely apart from the urgency of the re- 
quest as set forth in the aforementioned let- 
ter, I think that I am at least entitled to the 
courtesy of a response thereto. I consider 
your negligence in this regard inexcusable, 
and I shall expect an immediate statement 
from you, not only in answer to my original 
communication but also in explanation of 
your tardiness in making that information 
available to me. 

Sincerely, 
Barry GOLDWATER. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 20, 1954. 
Hon. Barry GOLDWATER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: This is in reply 
to your letter of April 15, 1954, in which you 
point out our negligence in not replying to 
your letter of February 19 recommending the 
allocation by the Government of an addi- 
tional 6 million units to the manganese 
depot at Wenden, Ariz. 

You are quite right. Such delay in at least 
an acknowledgment cannot be justified, and 
you have our apologies. In fact, I am using 
this case to get across to ODM staff that such 
delays will not be tolerated in the future. 

In explanation, but not as an excuse, the 
proposal made by your letter has been com- 
plicated by a number of varying but related 
proposals for manganese depots and pro- 
grams. It proved difficult to decide one 
without deciding all. 

During the past 2 months we have been 
examining the supply-requirements situ- 
ation in manganese, which has changed con- 
siderably since current objectives were set. 
Interagency advice has been secured on some 
of the difficult issues involved. Finally, we 
are studying the implications for manga- 
nese of the policies recently announced by 
the President for long-term stockpile objec- 
tives. 

You may be sure I will let you know at once 
when a decision is made. In the meantime, 
I am going to ask one of my assistants to 
contact you within the next week in order 
to go over the entire picture with you. 
Again, my sincere regrets at our delay in 
acknowledgment. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 
Director. 


Mr. GOLDWATER. On April 23, 1954, 
I called a conference in my office, at 
which the senior Senator from Arizona 
(Mr, Haypen] was in attendance, along 
with other Members of Congress. It was 
a most unsatisfactory conference. Mem- 
bers of the ODM were there, and they 
informed us that the additional man- 
ganese could be bought in the open mar- 
ket at a savings of from $5 million to $6 
million; and, also, that ODM felt it might 
have enough manganese for both the 
short- and the long-term programs, but 
that they were making a study and would 
let us know. 

They apologized for not answering the 
various letters, for indeed we have had 
difficulty getting ODM to answer our 
letters, to say nothing of giving us some 
intelligent replies when they do answer. 
They apologized for this, and the March 
26 policy was discussed. 

On May 1 of this year the congres- 
sional delegation wrote a letter to Dr. 
Flemming, based on the above-men- 
tioned meeting, outlining a plan whereby 
the ODM could allot the additional units, 
and again asking that it be done. 
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Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that that letter be made a por- 
tion of my remarks at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

May 1, 1954, 
Mr. ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization, 
Ezecutive Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. FLEMMING: In our conference 
with Messrs. Weaver and Curtis on April 23d 
we were informed that the stockpile is over- 
bought on manganese and that both the 
short- and long-range objectives were met 
prior to the policy statement of March 26, 
1954. These calculations were said to in- 
clude such manganese under the domestic 
37 million long-ton units programs as it is 
expected will be produced by the expiration 
dates of those programs. 

We wish to call to your attention that the 
Congress, in passing the Malone-Aspinall bill 
extending the time limits on the domestic 
procurement programs, not only expected 
that the entire amounts would be purchased, 
but provided that the Government should 
not be limited in further extending the pro- 
grams, either in quantity or time. There is 
no implication that the amounts to be pro- 
cured should be restricted to any particular 
district or districts. The idea was to stimu- 
late domestic manganese production. 

Your representatives admitted that, as the 
program now is set up, it will not be com- 
pleted within the legal period as was con- 
templated by the Congress. 

We, therefore, renew our request that an 
additional 6 million units be allotted to Wen- 
den, for the reasons already advanced in 
other correspondence, and that you rely 
upon the fact that sufficient earmarked funds 
will be returned at the expiration of the 
programs to more than cover the Wenden 
commitment. This plan was discussed with 
Messrs. Weaver and Curtis. 

Sincerely, 

Barry GOLDWATER, 

United States Senator, 

Cari HAYDEN, 

United States Senator, 

HAROLD A. PATTEN, 
Member of Congress. 

JohN J. RHODES, 
Member of Congress. 


Mr. GOLDWATER. On April 28 of 
this year Representative Patren, of Ari- 
zona, introduced H. R. 8919, to direct 
the ODM to allot 6 million units to 
Wenden. This bill was not reported un- 
til August 9 of this year. 

On May 20 Dr. Flemming wrote a long 
letter to me in answer to the letter of 
May 1, the omnibus letter, in which he 
said practically nothing except that “As 
indicated in my April 26, 1954, letter, I 
hope to resolye the issue very shortly.” 

My senior colleague from Arizona [Mr. 
Hayven] also received a copy of this 
letter. 

Madam President. I ask unanimous 
consent that this letter may be printed 
in the Record as a part of my remarks 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION, 
Washington, D. C., May 20, 1954. 
Hon. Barry GOLDWATER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR GOLDWATER: I have your May 
1, 1954 letter, signed jointly by you, Senator 
HaypeN and Congressmen PATITEN and 
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Rxuopes in which you refer to your recent 
discussion with Messrs. Weaver and Curtis 
about the metallurgical manganese ore sit- 
uation and in which you again urge adoption 
of your February 2, 1954, proposal that the 
quota of six million long ton units of man- 
ganese ore allotted to the Wenden, Ariz. low- 
grade manganese ore purchase depot be 
doubled. In this respect you speak of the 
intent of the Malone-Aspinwall bill to bring 
about fulfillment of the domestic purchase 
depot and carload lot program without 
reference to production from specific districts 
and you suggest that financing an increased 
quota for Wenden could be made from funds 
earmarked for other purchases under the 
program which are unlikely to be made. We 
shall, of course, weigh these points carefully 
in the course of determining our policy re- 
garding the further acquisition of metallur- 
gical manganese ore. 

I would, however, like to comment on 
one remark in your letter. It cannot be said 
that both the short- and long-range stock- 
pile objectives have been met at this 
time. The present or “short range“ in- 
ventory objective will probably be reached 
early in 1955, according to presently 
scheduled shipments under existing con- 
tracts. The “long range” objective, however, 
has not yet been officially established and 
it will not be precisely known until the 
current interagency review of supply and 
requirements factors is completed, a task 
which may not be accomplished until the 
end of May or early in June. In saying that 
the long term objective was covered, I under- 
stand Mr. Weaver and Mr. Curtis qualified 
their statement with the comment it was 
based on a preliminary estimate of the ob- 
jective in relation to present inventories and 
existing contractual commitments under 
both stockpile and expansion program con- 
tracts. 

As indicated in my April 26, 1954 letter, 
I hope to resolve the issue very shortly. 
Meanwhile I am appreciative of your recom- 
mendations and suggestions in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 
Director. 


Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, not getting any results from Dr. 
Flemming, I wrote the distinguished 
Chairman of the Committee on Small 
Business [Mr. THYE] on June 9, 1954, 
outlining the whole Wenden situation 
in detail, and asking for investigation 
and action. I ask unanimous consent 
that this letter may be inserted in the 
Rcok- at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows; 

JUNE 9, 1954. 
Hon. EDWARD J. THYE, 
Chairman, Select Committee on Small 
Business, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR THYE: Attached hereto are 
copies of letters I have received from certain 
small mine operators in Arizona and Cali- 
fornia who ship manganese ore to the GSA 
purchase depot at Wenden, Ariz. Eighteen 
letters are attached, but some of them are 
signed by several operators. More are arriv- 
ing in the mail each day. I also enclose a 
letter from the Arizona State Department of 
Minerai Resources and a tabulation of re- 
ceipts of manganese at the various Govern- 
ment purchase stations, 

Although the attachments are nearly self- 
explanatory, a short sketch of the situation 
is in order. The original Government 
domestic purchase program for manganese 
called for the purchase of 37 million long- 
ton units. Eighteen million units were to 
be purchased at 3 GSA buying stations, each 
station being allotted arbitrarily 6 million 
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units without respect to the potential pro- 
duction of the areas. The remaining 19 
million units comprise the so-called nation- 
wide carlot program which limits shippers 
to 10,000 tons of eligible material each. 

For one reason or another the domestic 
programs clearly could not be completed in 
the time originally set by the GSA directive, 
and the Aspinall Act was passed extending 
the time to June 1958. An inspection of 
my memorandum of May 5, 1954, attached 
hereto, shows that only at the Wenden, 
Ariz., station is substantial production be- 
ing obtained. The overall program is less 
than 15 percent complete. Production in 
the Wenden area is rapidly expanding and it 
now appears that the 6 million long-ton 
unit allotment may be exhausted by the end 
of this year. 

The producers in the Wenden area have 
made substantial investments and the 
operations have absorbed.a number of lead 
and zinc miners who have been thrown out 
of work. It is essential that the quota at 
Wenden be raised to lengthen the life of the 
buying station there, and, as one can see by 
referring to my memo of May 5, the overall 
program is so far from being complete that 
there appears to be no reason why the 
Wenden quota should not be increased. 

I have not been able, after much negotia- 
tion with ODM, to obtain a satisfactory 
reply to my request, and I suggest that the 
Small Business Committee look into the 
matter in detail. At the same time the 
possibility of lifting the 10,000 ton limita- 
tion on the carlot program should be 
considered, 

Satisfactory explanations of the delay in 
the stockpile program at this small mine 
level have not been forthcoming from ODM. 
Attempts to. get satisfactory explanations 
have been in vain. If you see fit to direct 
the attention of the Small Business Com- 
mittee to this disturbing situation, the staff 
member who is assigned to this might call 
Bill Broadgate at Sterling 3-1100. Mr. Broad- 
gate will be happy to go over all the back- 
ground and details. He is representing the 
Arizona mine operators in this matter and 
has been working with me on the case, 

I feel sure this is a worthwhile project, 
as it bears upon the general problem of mak- 
ing us self-sufficient in strategic mineral 
production. 


Sincerely, "vE 


BARRY GOLDWATER. 


Mr. GOLDWATER. On June 25 the 
Senate Small Business Committee, of 
which I have the honor to be a mem- 
ber, held. a joint meeting, with the 
various members of the delegation, and 
also representatives from ODM and 
other interested agencies. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The time of the Senator has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may proceed for another 
4 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the Senator from Ari- 
zona may proceed. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. There was no 
record made, but notes were taken, be- 
cause this was merely a friendly get- 
together meeting to find what answer 
Dr. Flemming might be able to give to 
us, Nearly everyone of importance in 
the program from GSA and ODM, from 
Dr. Flemming on down, was there. 

This conference was as inconclusive 
as the one of April 23. Dr. Flemming 
stated he would have the necessary 
stockpile data in his hands early in 
July, and be able to make a decision 
about August 1, 1954. He also promised 
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to investigate expanding Wenden un- 
der the same authority under which it 
was originally set up, as the program 
had nothing directly to do with stock- 
piling. The talk of stockpiling seemed to 
be a red herring. Nothing whatever has 
been heard of this promise, either. 

Madam President, I wrote Dr. Flem- 
ming in July calling his attention to the 
fact that he had promised an answer on 
August 1. I ask unanimous consent that 
there may be inserted in the Recorp at 
this point my letter to Dr. Flemming of 
July 21, 1954, and the answer of Dr. 
Flemming dated August 2, 1954. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

JuLy 21, 1954. 
Dr. ARTHUR S, FLEMMING, 
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Dr. FLEMMING: You will recall that 
in our recent meeting you made the state- 
ment that the figures on which you would 
base your manganese determination would 
be available to you by the first part of July, 
and that certainly by the first of August 
some pronouncement would be coming from 
your office concerning the future of manga- 
nese stockpiling. 

Can I continue to be hopeful that this 
statement will be made within the very near 
future? 

Sincerely, 
Barry GOLDWATER. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION, 
Washington, D. C. August 2, 1954. 
Hon. Barry GOLDWATER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR GOLDWATER: I have your 
letter of July 21, 1954, in which you inquire 
if a decision with regard to the future of 
manganese stockpiling can be expected by 
the first of August. 

I will be getting in touch with you re- 
garding this matter within the next 10 days. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 
Director. 


Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, to date there has been no answer 
from ODM or Dr, Flemming or the ad- 
ministration as to what the plans are 
for the stockpiling of manganese, either 
in Arizona or in other parts of the coun- 
try. It is most difficult for a Senator 
and it is most difficult for a congres- 
sional delegation to attempt to work 
with a branch of Government which 
either has no power to make decisions, 
no heart for decisions, or no desire to 
come to any conclusions, 

It seems to me that the period from 
last January to the present day afforded 
sufficient time to enable Dr. Flemming 
of ODM to reply as to the future man- 
ganese stockpiling program. It has be- 
come a large industry in my State. 
People are there with money to invest 
in it. People are there who want to 
continue in the stockpiling program, 
But, Madam President, we can well un- 
derstand that people with money to in- 
vest in that kind of a project are not 
going to wait around day after day 
while some bureaucrat in Washington 
dawdles and dawdles and wastes his 
time. We either have a stockpiling pro- 
gram in this country or we do not have 
a stockpiling program. If we should ask 
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the miner in Arizona, he would say we 
do not have a stockpiling program. 

We in Arizona produce strategic 
metals. I wished to call this situation to 
the attention of the Senate in these 
closing days, because this is a matter 
of vast importance to the United States. 
It is of particular importance to the 
Southwest and western part of the 
United States, where the mining opera- 
tions of our country are carried on, and 
it is important to the future safety of 
the Nation to have adequate stockpiling. 
_ I do not believe that we should put 
American miners out of work to keep 
cheap labor at work in other countries 
of the world. There is not a mine 
operating in my State today which can 
produce lead and zinc, and if war were 
to come tomorrow it would take months 
and months to open those mines. While 
I do not like to go around channels. I 
hope my remarks today will wake up the 
head of the ODM, so that he will either 
tell us there will be no future program, 
or will say “Gentlemen, this is your 
program.” į 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business for 
action on the nominations on the 
calendar. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFE 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore laid before the Senate a message 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. BRICKER, from the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

James P. Randall, for permanent appoint- 
ment as ensign in the Coast and Geodetic 
Survey. 

By Mr. MILLIKIN, from the Committee 
on Finance: 

Russell E. Atkinson, of New Jersey, to be 
comptroller of customs, with headquarters 
at Philadephia, Pa. 

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

Lewis J. Grout, of Kansas, to be a member 
of the Board of Parole; and 

John E. Henry, of Montana, to be a mem- 
ber of the Board of Parole. 

By Mr. CARLSON, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service: 

Seventy-five postmasters. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. If there be no further reports of 


committees the clerk will state the nom- 
inations on the executive calendar, 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Herbert Hoover, Jr., to be Under 


Secretary of State. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Charles C. Finucane to be As- 
sistant Secretary of the Army. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Frank H. Higgins to be Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Army. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Lyle S. Garlock to be Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed. 


NOMINATION PASSED OVER 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Trevor Gardner to be Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask that this nomination be passed 
over. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore, The nomination will be passed 
over. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of William Birrell Franke to be 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed. 


DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Robert McClintock to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the 
Kingdom of Cambodia. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Charles W. Yost to be Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipoten- 
tiary of the United States of America to 
the Kingdom of Laos. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is confirmed. 


NOMINATIONS PASSED OVER 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
by request I ask that the nominations for 
United States circuit judge and United 
States district judge be passed over for 
the time being. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tions will be passed over. 


UNITED STATES MARSHALS 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Jay Neal to be United States mar- 
shal for the western district of Arkansas, 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomi- 
nation is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of William C. Littlefield to be United 
States marshal for the northern district 
of Georgia. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed, 


IN THE ARMY 


The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Lt. Gen. John Ernest Dahl- 
quist to be Chief, Army Field Forces, 
with the rank of general, and as general 
in the Army of the United States. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Maj. Gen. Henry Irving Hodes 
to be commanding general, VII Corps, 
with the rank of lieutenant general and 
as lieutenant general in the Army of the 
United States. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Maj. Gen. John Howell Col- 
lier to be commanding general, I Corps, 
with the rank of lieutenant general, and 
as lieutenant general in the Army of the 
United States. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Maj. Gen. Charles Edward Hart 
to be commanding general, V Corps, 
with the rank of lieutenant general, and 
as lieutenant general in the Army of the 
United States. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tion is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry other nominations in the Army. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the other 
nominations in the Army be confirmed 
en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the other nom- 
8 in the Army are confirmed en 

oc. 


IN THE NAVY 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations for temporary pro- 
motions in the Navy. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask that the nominations in the Navy 
be confirmed en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tions are confirmed en bloc. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations for promotion in the 
Navy, favorably reported on August 17, 
1954, but not printed on the calendar. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that these 
nominations be confirmed en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tions are confirmed en bloc. 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I ask that the President be immediately 
notified of all confirmations of today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the President 
will be notified forthwith. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I move that the Senate return to the 
consideration of the legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 


INCREASE OF BORROWING POWER 
OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPO- 
RATION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. What is the un- 
finished business before the Senate? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there further morning busi- 
ness? If there is no further morning 
business, the Chair lays before the Sen- 
ate the unfinished business. 

The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 9756), an act to 
increase the borrowing power of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 


PROGRAM FOR TODAY 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I should like to make a brief announce- 
ment to the Senate as to the program for 
the remainder of the day. There is the 
unfinished business, Calendar No. 2499, 
H. R. 9756, an act to increase the borrow- 
ing power of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration, to be handled by the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, the Senator from Vermont (Mr, 
AIKEN]. 

Following that will be the supple- 
mental appropriation bill conference re- 
port. The senior Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Fercuson], the ranking Repub- 
lican on the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, will handle that matter for the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brinces], the chairman of the commit- 
tee, who is temporarily absent. 

We will follow the consideration of 
that bill with a calendar call of bills to 
which there is no objection, starting at 
the beginning of the calendar and pro- 
ceeding to the point where the last calen- 
dar call was concluded; that is, begin- 
ning with Calendar No. 19, S. 242, and 
ending with Calendar No. 2519, S. 3851; 
to be followed by the consideration of 
measures which were placed at the foot 
of the calendar on the last call. A list 
of those measures is at the desk, for the 
information of Senators. 

Immediately after we have concluded 
the call of the calendar, there will be 
another meeting of the policy committee, 
and other measures will be recommended 
for consideration by the Senate, and for 
me to take up with the minority leader. 
Several other bills, which we have already 
scheduled, will be taken up between the 
conclusion of the call of the calendar 
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and the meeting of the policy committee. 
Those measures are: 

Calendar No. 2223, H. R. 7130, the im- 
migration and nationality bill. 

Calendar No. 2054, H. R. 9987, the 
merchant marine bill, together with ‘its 
companion bill, Calendar No. 1817, S. 
3219. Because of the time element in- 
volved, the Senate probably will take up 
the House bill. 

Calendar No. 2365, S. 3067, relating 
to executive agreements being made 
available to the Senate of the United 
States in the same way in which they are 
now being made available to the United 
Nations. 

When we have completed considera- 
tion of those bills, we shall have another 
list of proposed legislation, depending on 
what has been disposed of on the call of 
the calendar. 


INCREASE OF BORROWING POWER 
OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPO- 
RATION 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 9756) to increase the 
borrowing power of Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, it 
was with some reluctance that the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry re- 
ported the bill providing for an increase 
in the borrowing authority of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. When the 
borrowing authority of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation was raised to 88% 
billion early last spring, we hoped that 
that would be the last time we would 
have to increase its borrowing authority, 
for some years, at least. However, con- 
ditions which have developed pose a 
question as to whether the 88 ½ billion 
in borrowing authority will be adequate 
to carry the agency through with its 
commitments for the 1954 crop year. 

The latest figures I have are as of 
yesterday, August 17, 1954. I do not 
claim that they are accurate down to 
the last dollar. They were given to us 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
this morning. They show that maxi- 
mum borrowing authority available of 
the $8,500,000,000 approximately $6,793,- 
000,000 is now obligated. Last year, from 
August to January, about $244 billion was 
obligated. Therefore it is perfectly ob- 
vious that if the Corporation uses close 
to that amount this year, the 88 ½ billion 
may not be adequate. The Commodity 
Credit Corporation does not believe it will 
use all of the 88 ½ billion, but if economic 
conditions around the world should be 
such that commerce and trade is 
lessened, or if the crops of this country 
should pick up from the present antici- 
pated yield level, a maximum of $9,800,- 
000,000 may be required. 

We do not feel safe, therefore, in leav- 
ing the maximum borrowing authority at 
88 ½ billion, as it is now. It appears 
that close to that amount will be used, 
and it is possible that that amount may 
be exceeded, 

I might point out that the new agri- 
cultural bill which was passed yesterday 
contains an authorization for the use of 
$50 million a year for the purchase of 
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milk for the school-lunch programs, and 
also an authorization for the use of $15 
million a year for the next 2 years to be 
used in the brucellosis-eradication pro- 
gram. This $65 million, which can be 
used next year, was not taken into con- 
sideration when we determined how 


‘much borrowing authority the Commod- 


85 Credit Corporation would have to 
ave. 

For that reason, and for the other rea- 
sons I have given, the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry recommends 
this increase of 81½ billion in the bor- 
rowing authority of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. This amount will 
bring borrowing authority of the Cor- 
poration up to $10 billion. I believe 
that will probably be the maximum 
amount needed for some years to come 
under present prospects. We are hope- 
ful that supplies and production will 
come in line with demand as to several 
commodities in which we have a great 
investment at the present time. I be- 
lieve they will. I believe that if we raise 
the maximum borrowing authority to 
$10 billion that amount will be adequate 
for many years to come. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Is it not true that 
we are approaching this question with a 
margin of safety in mind? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is entirely correct. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Is it not true that 
there is a feeling on the part of many 
members of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation may not be required 
to use the $10 billion, but we wish to keep 
faith with the American farmers, who 
raise crops under the various programs, 
and we feel we must have that margin 
of safety? Is that a fair statement of 
the situation? 

Mr. AIKEN. Frankly, I do not believe 
all of the $10 billion will be used. How- 
ever, it is better to have a few hundred 
million dollars more than is required 
than to fall short by two or three hun- 
dred million dollars, and have to deny 
loans to farmers who under the law are 
entitled to such loans. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Is it not true that 
we have noted a very great acceleration 
in the amount which the Corporation 
was required to lend, and it is because 
of anticipation that we may have to 
hedge against that kind of recurrence 
that we ask for this safety factor of $10 
billion? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is true. I believe 
that conditions will become better in this 
field, although we have no way of guar- 
anteeing it. Therefore, we must make 
sure that we do not get caught without 
adequate funds to carry out our com- 
mitments, because otherwise we certainly 
would be in real trouble. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Madam President, I 
think that nothing better exemplifies 
the fact that the handling of the vital 
agricultural question in the committee 
is wholly bipartisan, and, likewise, that 
there is no difference between Senators 
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who favor the new agricultural law, 
passed last night, and those who do not 
favor that law, than the fact that all 
members of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry favored the enactment 
of the pending bill, as proposed, and left 
the matter in the hands of the distin- 
guished chairman and the ranking mi- 
nority member of the committee, to be 
presented and passed upon after the new 
farm bill was out of the way. 

I wish the Recorp to show that all 
members of the committee favor this bill. 

Madam President, I offer the amend- 
ment which I send to the desk and ask 
to have stated. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will state the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Florida. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill it is proposed to add the follow- 
ing new section: 

Sec. 3. (a) Section ge of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act (of 1933), as amended, and 
as reenacted and amended by the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as 
amended, is amended by inserting after 
“avocados” a comma and the word “man- 

es.” 

Eob) The amendment made by this section 
shall become effective upon the enactment 
of this act or upon the enactment of the 
Agricultural Act of 1954, whichever occurs 
later. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Madam President, to 
make a brief explanation of my amend- 
ment, the Senate will recall that in the 
bill passed last night there is a section 
relating to certain small crops produced 
in the southern part of the United States, 
principally in Florida, which meet for- 
eign competition. Those crops include 
tomatoes, avocados, and other products 
whiëh were specified in the bill which 
was passed last night. 

When we reached the conference we 
found that one of the small fruits which 
was supposed to be included in that par- 
ticular measure had not been included 
in either the House version or the Senate 
version. Therefore, it could not be in- 
cluded by the conference committee 
without risking the making of a point 
of order against the entire conference 
measure. The conferees were agreed 
that mangoes should be included, and 
it was agreed that the proper method 
to be followed would be that of present- 
ing an amendment at this particular 
time. So, Madam President, the matter 
has been discussed by the conferees of 
the House and the Senate, and unani- 
mously agreed to. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HOLLAND]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The bill is open to further amend- 
ment. If there be no further amend- 
ment, the question is on the engrossment 
of the amendment and the third reading 
of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 
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LOSS OF NATIONALITY BY PERSONS 
CONVICTED OF CERTAIN CRIMES 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Madam President, 
I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 2223 (H. 
R. 7130) to amend the Immigration and 
Nationality Act to provide for the loss 
of nationality of persons convicted of 
certain crimes. I wish to have it made 
the pending business before the Senate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will state the bill by 
title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H, R. 
7130) to amend the Immigration and 
Nationality Act to provide for the loss 
of nationality of persons convicted of 
certain crimes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(H. R. 7130) to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to provide for the 
loss of nationality of persons convicted 
of certain crimes. 


DANGER CONFRONTING OUR 
ECONOMIC SYSTEM 


Mr. GOLDWATER. Madam Presi- 
dent, much has been said during this ses- 
sion of the Congress about the give- 
away programs of the Republican ad- 
ministration. I think there is a give- 
away program in progress in this coun- 
try which is of far greater significance 
than is anything that has thus far been 
attributed to the Republican adminis- 
tration. I refer to the attempt to give 
away our economic system. 

Repeated remarks on the floor of the 
Senate indicate that this infection is 
penetrating these walls. There are in- 
dications that certain Senators either 
desire to do away with our free-enter- 
prise system and put the Government 
into business, or that they do not quite 
understand how the system operates. 
Because of that, a few days ago I made 
some remarks of a rather academic na- 
ture, trying to educate, where education 
was needed, and trying to encourage, 
where encouragement was needed. 

I am far more fearful of the effect of 
the “giveaway” of our free-enterprise 
system than I am of any indication that 
this administration may be attempting 
to give anything away. 

There has been sent to all Senators— 
I have received two copies—from the 
Joint Committee on the Economic Re- 
port a booklet entitled “Toward Full Em- 
ployment and Full Production,” which is 
issued by the Conference on Economic 
Progress. A group of very distinguished 
Americans have lent their names to this 
effort, and I should like particularly to 
call attention to one Leon H. Keyserling, 
former Chairman of the Economie Ad- 
visory Committee to the President. As 
a member of the Joint Committee on the 
Economic Report I do not subscribe to 
the kind of thinking set forth in this 
publication, and I, as one member of the 
committee, should like to invite the at- 
tention of the Senate to the fact that 
this booklet was not sent out with the 
approval of the full committee. If it 
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was sent out with anything in mind, I 
sincerely hope it was sent out merely to 
let the members of the committee know 
what is going on in the minds of this 
group calling themselves “The Confer- 
ence on Economic Progress.” 

Madam President, this formula puts 
the cart in front of the horse, and if we 
adopt such a formula, from henceforth 
the cart will pull the horse. 

I wish to read a few short statements 
from this booklet to illustrate what I 
mean. In the first place, it is said: 


Government initiative is essential. 


Madam President, what is wrong with 
private initiative in this country? Re- 
cently, the tax bill was criticized on the 
floor of the Senate by the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], and 
that criticism shocked me, because I 
have long had implicit faith in the Sen- 
ator’s adherence to the concept of free 
enterprise. We should put initiative 
back into private hands and take it out 
of the hands of the Government. That 
tax bill puts money where money is 
needed, into the hands of investors, so 
they can buy new tools and erect new 
buildings, so that jobs will be available 
in 2 or 3 years from now. It does not 
put the cart in front of the horse, as 
does this proposition. 

I continue to read from this booklet: 

As indicated by the above table, the annual 
rate of Federal outlays should be increased 
by about $3 billion above the rate in the 
first quarter of this year. This would still 
be about 62 ½ billion below the rate in the 
middle of 1953. If increases of this size in 
national security outlays are not needed 
(though they may well be), there are enor- 
mous backlogs of needs at home—for roads, 


schools, hospitals, and many other public 
works. 


Madam President, that is $3 billion 
more in deficits which this organization 
suggests. I am sorry to say that some 
of our brethren in the Senate agree that 
we should go into deficit spending. I 
admit that there are jobs that need to 
be done, schools that need to be built, 
roads that need to be constructed, 
bridges that need to be provided. I sug- 
gest that if the Federal Government 
would get out of private business and get 
out of the business of the counties, the 
cities, and the States, these lower 
echelons of government could well 
finance these projects themselves, and 
not send their money to Washington, in 
which case, instead of getting a hundred 
cents back, they get back only 50 cents 
or less. It is very easy to talk about $3 
billion when we do not have to find the 
tree on which that money grows, 

I read further: 


If the increase in the annual rate of Fed- 
eral outlays is kept within the general mag- 
nitude set forth above, the Federal Govern- 
ment should also reduce personal income 
taxes by about $41% billion, with as much of 
the reduction as feasible as far down in the 
income structure as feasible to promote 
current spending. 


Madam President, if the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s fiscal affairs were in such 
shape as to cut $7% billion off income 
taxes, I would say we should do so. But 
we cannot, willy-nilly, cut $7% billion. 
That, with the $3 billion deficit spend- 
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ing suggested in the booklet, makes it 
$10% billion. What they are trying to 
get at is that we should adopt this newly 
developed brainchild of one of these 
“eggheads,” which is the first indication 
that the cart is in front of the horse. 
Our products cannot be manufactured 
by the Government. They could be 
manufactured, perhaps, for a few years, 
and then inflation would be with us, and 
we would not have any national produc- 
tion or anything but economic chaos in 
this country. 

The tax bill has been criticized for 
not cutting taxes in the lower brackets. 
I wish it had been possible to cut all 
brackets of taxation, for certainly that 
would have indicated a more sensible, 
more stable, and a more healthy fiscal 
condition. 

But I ask this question: If the exemp- 
tion had been raised by $100, as was 
suggested, would it have been wise to do 
so, in view of the fact that it would have 
represented less than the national in- 
come of the country for 2 days? Even 
if we had taken the maximum, it would 
have been less than the total national 
income of the country for 1 week. It 
would have beer merely a pin prick upon 
the total annual economy of the country. 

If the exemptions had been raised this 
year, and if they had been made avail- 
able to the people of the country, with 
no relief to the corporations, with no 
relief to the man who has money to 
invest in tools, buildings, and jobs, might 
not the jobs have been vacant in a year 
from now or 2 years from now, since 
business cannot grow without the invest- 
ment of capital? I might add, rather 
facetiously, also, that for 21 years there 
was an opportunity to reduce taxes, but 
they were not cut. The only times taxes 
were cut were during the 80th Congress 
and the 83d Congress. 

I think the Nation is headed in the 
right direction, but I call attention to 
the fact that the soundest point in the 
President’s tax program is where he re- 
fers to the American people who have 
money to invest. Mind you, Madam 
President, that does not mean only the 
wealthy, because 55 percent of the stock- 
holders of the Nation have incomes of 
less than $5,000, so all of America is in- 
terested in our economy. It is not mere- 
ly the rich man; it is not simply the 
white-collar worker. All cf America is 
interested. I might even suggest that 
the union member today is the new 
capitalist of America. He is vitally in- 
terested in making certain that factories 
are built and jobs maintained. He is 
interested in being able to work a year, 2 
years, or 3 years from now. That is of 
more importance to the worker than a 
$40 or a $80 cut in taxes, or, I might even 
suggest, a reduction of $100 or $200. 
The American worker wants security in 
his job; and security in his job will come 
from an accelerated interest in the 
American economy from the private 
standpoint, not from the public stand- 
point. 

I continue with the suggestions to 
achieve a full economy. The booklet 
suggests: 

Measures to stabilize and in the long run 
to enlarge farm income, while absorbing sur- 
pluses should be undertaken, 
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Thatismagic. If that could have been 
done, it would have been done. I wanted 
to get into the colloquy last night to ask 
Senators on the other side of the aisle, 
who were talking about the disaster 
which was befalling the farm industry, 
what their slant really is. Ninety percent 
of parity is not working. It never has 
worked, except in time of war. Ido not 
believe there is a Member of the Senate 
or a person in the country who would ad- 
vocate that the Nation go to war to prove 
that 90 percent of parity works. It has 
not worked. 

Instead of standing on the floor and 
saying that if we take away 90 percent 
of parity, it will bankrupt the farmers of 
the Nation, why cannot we offer a pro- 
gram, if that is the trend, which will say 
that we will take care of the present 
economic plight, that we will go to 100 
percent of parity? Oh, yes; it would 
be only a few years before it would be 
necessary to go to 105 percent and then 
to 110 percent, because there is no magic 
solution to the farm problem except to 
get the farm products on the open mar- 
ket, where they can be regulated and 
controlled by the law of supply and de- 
mand. 

There is no magic way to get rid of the 
surpluses, unless, first, we let them lie 
where they are; or second, ship them to 
Europe in lieu of money, with the under- 
standing that we shall continue with the 
program simply in order to ship the sur- 
pluses away. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In the discussion 
last night I suggested three factors 
which might be considered in connection 
with eliminating some of the farm sur- 
pluses and preventing the accumulation 
of such large surpluses in the future. 

First, I suggested that if there could 
be fuller employment, so that our people 
could afford a better and a fuller diet, 
the surpluses would disappear. I think 
the facts bear out the theory that if the 
American people ate what they really 
need to eat, with respect to a better 
caloric diet, there would not be sur- 
pluses of farm products. 

Second, more should be done to im- 
prove the school-lunch program. Some- 
thing was done to that effect, although 
in a small way, in the conference re- 
port which was agreed to yesterday. 

Third, if we would really get behind 
the President’s program for a lowering 
of tariffs and a revival of world trade, a 
great many of our farm products could 
be sold and disposed of abroad. In that 
connection, it might be well to point out 
that, as the Senator from Arizona so 
well knows, from one-third to one-half 
of the people of the world are hungry. 
They live in countries whose products 
we could procure in return for the food 
which could be shipped to them, That 
is particularly true of cotton, in which 
both the Senator from Arizona and I are 
interested. Exports of cotton have 
dropped at least 50 percent. There are 
many other farm products which could 
be disposed of abroad, if the United 
States had the courage really to put into 
effect a gradual lowering of tariffs and 
an extension of the reciprocal trade 
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agreements program, which was recom- 
mended by the President and by the Ran- 
dall Commisison, and which was voted 
for by most of the Democrats in the 
Senate. 

I wonder if the Senator from Arizona 
does not believe that such programs 
might do some good? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I intend to cover 
those propositions; and if the Senator 
from Tennessee has the patience to wait, 
I propose to go into them more fully. 
Merely answering “Yes” or “No” would 
not suffice, because I have some definite 
suggestions; and the suggestions will 
come out of the little blue book. If I do 
not answer the Senator’s questions fully, 
I shall be happy to do so when I have 
completed my speech. 

I think the Eisenhower administration 
has taken a very courageous and long- 
needed step in the farm program. I 
think the farmers as a whole, instead of 
resenting it, are thankful that here is an 
administration which sees the answer. 
The answer has not been completed this 
year; but the answer is now in the cards, 
If the farmer can now be placed in the 
open market on a competitive basis, 
without his having to lean on a Govern- 
ment crutch, without creating surpluses, 
then the farmer will come into his own, 
as he should, under the free-enterprise 
system. 

It was suggested that the unemploy- 
ment compensation program should be 
expanded. I think that is wise. The 
President has approved it. It is a part 
of the President’s program. 

Also, it has been suggested that a 
higher minimum wage law is needed. 
In that instance, the issue of States’ 
rights becomes involved. Minimum 
wages cannot or should not be regu- 
lated from Washington. Working con- 
ditions in Tennessee do not compare 
with working conditions in the District 
of Columbia or in Arizona. The people 
of the respective States should have the 
right to set their own minimum wage. 
If the minimum wage is too low, then 
the States have the machinery by which 
the wages can be raised. 

I might cite an example in my own 
State of Arizona. Arizona has a law 
which provides that 20 persons in any 
industry can petition the Industrial 
Commission for a hearing. Only last 
month the retail trade raised the mini- 
mum wage by some $10 a week, through 
the process of going to the State gov- 
ernment. 

The Federal Government should not 
encroach. I consider the suggestion of 
the Conference on Economic Progress to 
be merely another step into the already 
open door to the destruction of the 10th 
amendment to the Constitution. 

It is suggested that a comprehensive, 
long-range housing program is needed. 
A housing program already exists in this 
country. It is one of the great accom- 
plishments of the past administration, 
and it is one of the great programs which 
the present administration is continu- 
ing. I hope that future administrations 
will continue in this field, but that they 
will keep out of public housing. Let 
the Government provide for the build- 
ing of houses in the lower price brackets, 
where the lower-income families can 
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buy them; but let the Government keep 
out of the dole system of housing, which 
the Government unfortunately entered. 

We now have a good housing program, 
and the new law which has been adopted 
in this administration is a good one, 
which will do much to stir up interest 
in the housing field. 

The next point will answer one of the 
questions about which the Senator from 
Tennessee asked. This organization rec- 
ommends that a liberalized international 
trade policy should be put into effect, 
and that some types of foreign aid 
should be enlarged, especially in under- 
developed areas. 

Madam President, some day we shall 
have to face up to the question of whether 
or not free trade is going to be a good 
thing for this country. The Senator 
from Tennessee mentioned cotton. Let 
us not fool ourselves about cotton. The 
foreign cotton market is gone, and we 
are not going to get it back with high 
subsidized prices. In the South, home 
of the Senator from Tennessee, it costs 
35 cents a pound to raise cotton in some 
areas. In the Far West we can raise it 
for 18% cents, 19 cents, and 20 cents a 
pound, but the price is kept high because 
we have to subsidize one part of the cot- 
ton economy. There are a million acres 
of land devoted to cotton in Chihuahua, 
Mexico, which cotton has taken over the 
market of France. That market has 
been taken away from the producers in 
this country and they have lost the in- 
come they used to obtain from that coun- 
try. Ido not stand here as an optimist 
and say we are going to recapture the 
markets of the world. Every time one of 
our brilliant scientists in General Elec- 
tric, Westinghouse, General Motors, or 
any other large concern makes a tech- 
nological advance, that advance goes 
into the jungles and into the backward 
lands of the world. I have seen peons 
make shotgun barrels on a Warner- 
Swayze lathe. All they have to do is 
push buttons. We invented that device. 
Now it is used in Mexico. Those people 
are making gun barrels for their own use, 
on a machine invented in this country. 
They are making them, not for export, 
but for their own use. 

Fifteen or twenty years ago persons 
could not live in certain parts of Mexico 
because of disease. Parke-Davis and the 
other great companies of this country 
developed medicines which made it pos- 
sible for persons to live in certain parts 
of countries which were not theretofore 
habitable. Our Department of Agricul- 
ture has developed methods of fertili- 
zation whereby the people of the world 
can improve their productivity. Every 
time we take a step forward in this coun- 
try we, in effect, take a whole step back- 
ward in our future standard of living, 
and I think we should consider that fact. 
Our foreign markets in many, many in- 
stances have been lost to us. There is a 
great question in my mind as to the value 
of an open market system in this coun- 
try. 

I can go into my State and find 3,000 
men out of work because zine and lead 
mines are closed. If the price of copper 
drops another 2 cents, thousands of 
copper miners will be thrown out of 
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work. All we have to do is stop stock- 
piling manganese, on the theory that we 
can bring it in from other countries, and 
thousands of workers will be out of work 
in this country. So I do not follow the 
argument that it is going to help us if 
we try to offset the imbalance in trade, 
when, by doing so, persons in a great 
many areas of this country will be 
thrown out of work. 

Ultimately, as we grow older, and as 
the economy of the world becomes 
united, not in our own lifetime, but in 
the dim future, the world may become 
a great market place, not by law or by 
edicts, but by the fact that people will 
slowly learn to live together. I do not 
think the suggestion of eliminating trade 
barriers at the present time would result 
in putting more people to work in this 
country. I do not think that would be a 
step toward fuller employment, but 
would be a step in the other direction. 

I hope that answers the question of 
the Senator from Tennessee, though I 
know that does not agree with his phi- 
losophy. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator from 
Arizona has stated his viewpoint, but so 
far as that being a statisfactory an- 
swer is concerned, I think the philoso- 
phy of the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona is not in keeping with, and is not 
going to lead to, the ultimate result he 
would like to see, which is an increase in 
world trade. I think the Senator should 
point out that during the time the re- 
ciprocal trade program had a real chance 
of working, it operated for the domestic 
benefit of the United States. Also, the 
Senator does not seem to realize that if 
we can assist in building up the standard 
of living in other nations, while they may 
produce more, they will nevertheless 
purchase more articles from the United 
States as they increase their purchas- 
ing power. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I should like to 
answer the statement of the Senator 
from Tenneessee by using Mexico as an 
example, because I am more familiar 
with Mexico than I am with any other 
foreign country. 

Up to 10 years ago Mexico was an im- 
porting country. Today, although it 
still is, it has made great advances in 
production. We used to make steel rails 
and other equipment for Mexico. To- 
day she makes her own. A very close 
friend of mine is president of the Sears, 
Roebuck Co. in Mexico. When he took 
the job 7 years ago, 93 percent of his 
merchandise was imported from the 
United States. I do not know what the 
percentage is today, but last year 85 per- 
cent of his merchandise was being pur- 
chased in Mexico, and comprised arti- 
cles manufactured in that country. 

We have contributed to that situation, 
and I am very proud of it. We are con- 
tributing to the uplifting of the standard 
of living of the world by our techno- 
logical and scientific advancement. 

My argument is that every time the 
Government hamstrings private enter- 
prise and activities, we hurt the standard 
of living of the rest of the world. We 
do not help it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. GOLDWATER, I yield. 
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Mr. KEFAUVER. I have not seen the 
figures, but, as I remember them the last 
time I saw them, there has been a gen- 
eral increase in the value of goods we 
have sold to Mexico. If that be true, 
would that fact not prove the philosophy 
I have been trying to discuss? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is the old 
problem of volume. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does not the Sen- 
ator admit that there has been a general 
increase in our sales to Mexico during 
the past 15 years? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. There has beena 
general increase in our sales to all coun- 
tries during the past 100 years, as well 
as during the past 5 years, but that fact 
does not answer the particular question 
I am discussing. As we develop new 
items, Mexico and the other countries 
of the world want them. Germany is 
also selling products to Mexico. So is 
the rest of the world. It is only natural 
that we would be selling more to Mexico. 
I think Mexico is selling more to us than 
she did 10 years ago. 

Mr, KEFAUVER. My statement was 
that as the standard of living in other 
countries is lifted, they are able to pro- 
duce more goods, their purchasing power 
is increased, and that helps our domestic 
situation. The Senator from Arizona 
used Mexico as an example. I think we 
might well use Mexico as an example. 
The standard of living in that country 
has been increased by virtue of techno- 
logical advances we have made and by 
virtue of products they have purchased 
from us. On the other hand, because of 
that increase in the standard of living, 
Mexico has been buying more and more 
products from the United States, which 
fact seems to repudiate the philosophy 
advanced by the Senator from Arizona 
that building up the standard of living 
in other nations does not help the United 
States. 

Mr.GOLDWATER. The Senator from 
Tennessee misinterpreted my remarks if 
he interpreted them to mean that in 
helping those countries we did not help 
ourselves. Every time we invent a new 
gimmick or gadget, that helps us as well 
as other people. Where we differ is in 
the philosophy that we should drop 
all trade barriers today on the theory 
that that will materially increase our 
employment. I doubt that it will. 
There has been nothing to indicate 
that it will. We have gone through 
a period of two wars in which demand 
has been exceptionally high. In my own 
business I imported alligator shoes from 
the Argentine so that my business could 
survive during the war. War makes very 
strange bedfellows. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Of course, no one is 
advocating that we drop all trade bar- 
riers, but almost everybody is advocating 
that there be a gradual working out, by 
negotiation, of trade barriers and an in- 
crease in our trade with other nations, I 
hope the Senator is in agreement with 
that philosophy, because I believe busi- 
ness, labor, and professional people, and 
almost everybody else favors that phi- 
losophy, but there have not been a suffi- 
cient number of Senators to put it over. 
They are in agreement with the phi- 
losophy of former President Roosevelt, 
Cordell Hull, the Randall Commission, 
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and other groups and persons who have 
given the matter real consideration. I 
think it was a very dark day in legislative 
history when Congress refused to go 
along with the President’s own program, 
even though the administration fought 
for that program. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I may be antici- 
pating the Senator from Tennessee a 
little, but I might say that earlier in my 
remarks I said we are tending toward 
free trade naturally. The time is going 
to come when there will be no trade bar- 
riers and no differences between the peo- 
ple of the world, but that is not going to 
be in the Senator’s lifetime or mine. 

Ihave about concluded referring to the 
little booklet which has been sent to all 
Senators; but I should like to read one 
more extract from it, to show the rather 
fallacious thinking of this little group 
who now propose to the Senate and to 
the country that we abandon completely 
the ideas and ideals of the free enter- 
prise system and “let the Government do 
it.” I read now from page 28: 

Similarly, a full-employment and full-pro- 
duction economy tends to promote a bal- 
anced Federal budget, except under condi- 
tions of total war or when defense outlays 
are rising rapidly toward abnormal peaks in 
a period of mobilization short of total war. 


We do not know whether that is true 
or not. All we know is that through a 
period of two wars, with full employ- 
ment and full production, our national 
debt rose to the highest level at which 
it has ever been in the entire history of 
our country. We know that today, with 
very high employment in the country, 
that debt continues to be added to; and 
only last week the Congress gave the 
Government authority to stretch its bor- 
rowing power by $6 billion. 

Madam President, I have been dis- 
turbed by the tax on the economy of the 
country. I am very fearful that it is 
the overriding issue which will arise in 
the coming campaign, or certainly in 
1956—the issue of whether the Govern- 
ment will be the dominant force in the 
daily business lives and family lives of 
our people, or whether the people of the 
United States will continue to be free 
in their enterprise and free in the full 
sense of the word, as our freedom has 
been handed down to us, under the Con- 
stitution. 

We hear in the Senate proposals to 
put the cart before the horse. I refer 
now to the remarks of the junior Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], who, 
I am sorry to say, is not on the floor 
at this time. We hear from him such 
proposals when he says: 

A group of us in Congress have been argu- 
ing for the past year and a half for stimu- 


lating consumption through increased pur- 
chasing power. 


Madam President, how are we going 
to increase the purchasing power? Let 
us say the Government can do it. Yes, 
Madam President, the Government can 
do it; all it has to do is print more money 
and bring on inflation. 

But there comes an end to that day, as 
occurred in Germany when a housewife 
who wished to buy a loaf of bread had 
to carry a bushel basket of reichmarks 
to the market. I do not think anyone 
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in the United States wishes to have that 
happen here. Yet, Madam President, as 
I talk to people on this subject, I am 
sorely afraid that too many Americans 
resort to the attitude, “Oh, it cannot 
happen in my lifetime. Let my children 
worry about it.” 

Madam President, where would we be 
now if our forefathers had said, “Let 
the Government print more money and 
run our lives“? If that had happened, 
we would not have a country today. 

I wonder how free our economy is to- 
day. How far have we gone down the 
path of Socialist thinking? Have we 
gone so far that the average American 
businessman has not the stomach to turn 
back? Have we gone so far that the 
average family has not the courage to 
say, “Wé will tighten our belts and we 
will get back on the path that creates 
real business enterprise in this country”? 

Madam President, much has been 
made of the fact that by the reduction 
of excise taxes in March, we now have 
a high income. But if we examine the 
condition of the firms whose excise taxes 
have been cut, we see there is a depres- 
sion in their field. There has not been 
a boom in the sale of refrigerators or in 
the sale of pots and pans, because, I 
imagine, that almost every housewife 
who sits in the gallery today has all the 
refrigerators and deep freezes she needs. 
Until there is a demand for new things, 
we do not feel that surge. 

Where can that demand come from in 
the free enterprise system? It can come 
as a result of better advertising or from 
creating a demand for such things. All 
of us can remember the day when there 
was one radio set in a house. Now the 
average house has three. Everyone can 
remember the day when there was one 
electric motor in the average house, 
whereas today there is an average of 
22. What is the next step? It is to 
have television sets in different rooms 
of each house. We laugh today at such 
a suggestion, because of the high price 
of television sets. However, I remem- 
ber that the first job I ever had was to 
build wireless sets, and we got $300 
apiece for them. Today, one can buy a 
much better set for $9.95. That is what 
happens under the free enterprise sys- 
tem. 

Because of the freedom that has been 
encouraged under the Eisenhower ad- 
ministration, we see some concrete evi- 
dences of the results; and I point this 
out to the “egg-heads” of the various 
organizations who say we must now 
change the horse in the middle of a very 
fine stream—and, I suggest, a very fine 
and strong horse. New construction in 
this country is at an all-time high. 
What does that mean? What does it 
do? What happens when General Mo- 
tors or Ford Motors puts $1 billion into 
a building program? That means jobs 


for the people who live in Detroit, Mich.; 


and it means jobs for years to come. 
Madam President, let us consider an- 
other part of our economy about which 
too little has been said. During the 
past year inventories have been ad- 
justed. In the past year they have come 
down from $80 billion to approximately 
$79 billion—a drop of $1 billion. There 
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is $1 billion that is available for pur- 
chases, and is now being used by the 
merchants to make purchases, as they 
ascertain their needs. 

Personal income in this country in 
June was running at the rate of $286,- 
400,000,000, as compared with $287,300,- 
000,000 a year ago in June; but when we 
consider the deductions made by taxes 
and the other levies on the income of 
the people, we find they still are left 
with more money to spend at this time 
than they had to spend a year ago. In 
the second quarter of this year, per 
capita disposable personal income was 
running at the rate of $252,900,000,000, 
whereas a year ago it was $250,400,- 
000,000. 

It is said that we have to increase 
consumption. Yes, Madam President, 
we do. We have to do it through the 
free enterprise system. 

I hear Senators speak on this floor 
about production for use. That is all 
our economy does; it produces for use. 
If we produced only for the fun of it, 
we would have conditions similar to one, 
in particular, which we observe over the 
Nation today, namely, used-car lots 
filled with new automobiles, because the 
automobile industry—unwisely, I feel— 
has loaded the dealers with too many 
automobiles, more than the people wish 
to buy. 

Madam President, in concluding my 
remarks today, I wish to refer very 
briefly to an argument I used earlier 
this year, but which I fear some Mem- 
bers of this body may not have heard. 
It has to do with what the Federal Gov- 
ernment can do in the event of a de- 
pression, either to prevent a depression 
or to pull us out of one, after we have 
gotten into it. I am a great believer 
in history. I think what has gone before 
can well tell us what will come in the 
future. 

In the period from 1933 to 1939, 51 
percent of the Federal budget went for 
props and crutches for the economy. 
Fifty-one percent of the total budget 
of that period was poured into the econ- 
omy of this country, in an effort to pull 
our economy out of the depression it had 
entered in 1929. But, Madam President, 
that did not pull the country out of the 
depression. We never got out of the de- 
pression of 1929 until a war came along. 
So, Madam President, the other day I 
was very much amused to read in a 
Washington newspaper an article by a 
very prominent columnist, who wrote 
about “the jubilant days in the 1930’s 
when people in Washington worked 
shoulder to shoulder, under President 
aap to pull us out of the depres- 

on.“ 

A war pulled us out of the depression. 
It was no economic magic of the New 
Deal, because for seven long years that 
system was tried and not one single 
index was brought up to the 1929 level. 

Had the Government stayed out of 
business and had the Government en- 
tered only into the fields where it right- 
ly should enter, the economy, being free, 
would have lifted this country out of 
that depression long before we went to 
war. I do not suggest war was employed 
to end the depression, but the depres- 
sion ended with a war. 
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The Second World War ended, and we 
immediately started going down, because 
the Government stayed in with its med- 
dling hands. Along came Korea and 
pulled us out again. So we had great 
prosperity. 

Then along came the Eisenhower ad- 
ministration, which said what nobody 
in Government had said for 20 years, 
“This economy had gotten great because 
of the freedom of men and because of the 
freedom of markets. The Eisenhower 
administration, the Republican admin- 
istration, is going to get Government out 
of the fields of commerce.” 

And they have done that. They have 
not gone the full extent, but if they go 
the full extent and if Government and 
industry and Government and business 
can become close partners in this enter- 
prise, with Government working to 
create a good social and legal climate 
in which industry and the economy can 
work, then this country will continue 
to enjoy prosperity. 

But, Madam President, I am not one 
who says we have suddenly discovered 
a magic formula that will end depres- 
sions, because we have not. We would 
first have to repeal the law of human 
nature and the law of supply and de- 
mand. If we can ever do that, then I 
think we can sit down with slide rules 
and barometers and a wet finger and 
figure out a way to level off this economy. 
But until we have those two essential 
things changed; the law of human nature 
and the law of supply and demand, we 
are not going to be able to stop the ups 
and downs in the economy. Some of 
them are going to be big, and some of 
them are going to be small. But let us 
remove the thought from the minds of 
the American people that the Federal 
Government can stop a depression. 

If such a program took 51 percent of 
a rather small total in the 1930’s, and 
after having spent that we experienced 
only failure, where are we going to get 
the money today to spend 51 percent of 
a budget which is now up close to $70 
billion? Oh, we can print money; we 
can inflate, but I do not think we want 
to inflate. 

I hope I have not burdened the Senate 
too long with my remarks. This matter 
has been on my heart for months and 
months. I am a businessman. I have 
lived with this intricate system of 
America all my life. I have seen the 
ups and downs. 

I have great faith in American busi- 
ness people, and I would have greater 
faith in them if they would show a little 
courage and throw the Government out 
of business, instead of asking it to get 
farther in. I admire particularly the 
cattle people of my State, who did not 
ask for high supports and who did not 
insist on drought relief, but who held 
their heads high, weathered their 
troubles, and are making money today 
because of the free enterprise system. 

It pains me to hear every segment of 
this economy come running to Wash- 
ington to say, “I am in bad shape. You 
have to appropriate a couple of million 
dollars for me.” 

What is the end result of that? It is 
socialism. 
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I say, Madam President, that we are 
farther down that road in these closing 
days of the session than any American 
knows. And when I can see material 
such as I have exhibited today printed 
and distributed by a committee func- 
tioning in connection with the Commit- 
tee on the Joint Economic Report, I 
think I have a right to be afraid. I think 
the American businessman has a right to 
be afraid, when Senators stand on this 
floor and talk about full employment and 
talk about pushing buttons and finding 
a tree with money on it to obtain full 
employment. There is only one answer 
and there is only one magic formula for 
the American free enterprise system, and 
that is hard work with lots of guts. 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION 
BILL, 1955—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. FERGUSON. I submit a report of 
the committee of conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the 
bill (H. R. 9936) making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1955, and for other purposes. 
I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the report. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The report will be read for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

(The legislative clerk read the report.) 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of August 17, 1954, pp. 14803- 
14808, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
conference report. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
what is the order of business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
conference report. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
I should like to ask a question or two 
before the final vote is taken. 

Mr. FERGUSON. May we proceed, so 
that we can take up the amendments? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
conference report. It is debatable. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I ask that the mes- 
sage from the House be read. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Chair advises the Senator 
that first the Senate should agree to the 
conference report. Debate is in order. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
I thought the first order would be the 
consideration of the report. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senate has agreed to con- 
sider the report. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Then, Madam 
President, will the Senator permit me to 
ask him a question? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Certainly. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is my under- 
standing that some language was put 
into the conference report authorizing 
money to be used for the purpose of mov- 
ing the Office of Civilian Defense from 
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Washington to Battle Creek, Mich.; is 
that correct? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Where does that 
language appear in the conference re- 
port? 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is a statement by 
the managers on the part of the House, 
It is on page 17, amendment No. 165. 
It appropriates $10,025,000 for “Opera- 
tion, Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tion,” instead of $8,525,000 as proposed 
by the House and $11 million as pro- 
posed by the Senate. There was a com- 
promise in arriving at the figure of $10,- 
025,000. It is understood that from 
available funds headquarters may be 
moved from Washington, D. C., to Bat- 
tle Creek, Mich. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. May I inquire of 
the Senator if this is a move which is to 
be made at an early date? 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is. They have 
partly moved now. The move was 
started prior to the time this matter 
came before the Senate. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I wished to make a 
short statement about that matter, 
either by way of a question or on my 
own time. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Whichever the Sen- 


ator desires to do will be all right. I. 


shall yield so that he may make the 
statement. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
I ask that the Senator yield in order 
that I may make a statement with ref- 
erence to this matter. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Does the Senator from Michigan 
yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield for that 
p 


urpose. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
I shall not oppose the conference report, 
but I wish to point out for the consid- 
eration of the Senate, and particularly 
the Committee on Armed Services, which 
had jurisdiction over the civil-defense 
bill, some matters in connection with 
this proposal which I think should be 
considered. 

When the civil-defense bill was orig- 
inally before the Senate I had the privi- 
lege of being chairman of the subcom- 
mittee which held the hearings on the 
bill and directing the bill on the floor 
of the Senate. 

One section of the civil defense bill, I 
think it is section 409, states that it is 
contemplated that in civil defense, exist- 
ing agencies and facilities of the Govern- 
ment shall be used. 

Since that time, Madam President, in 
my opinion, the Civil Defense Adminis- 
tration has been sadly neglected. In 
view of the necessity for protecting the 
country against any possible attack, I 
think we have not done our duty in 
providing for civil defense. I believe 
civil defense has not been given the con- 
sideration by the Congress and by the 
executive departments to which it is 
entitled. 

I particularly wish to point out the 
theory of the provision of the conference 
bill with reference to the proposal to 
move civil defense headquarters from 
the Washington area to Battle Creek. 
I wish to make it perfectly clear that I 
have a high regard for the people of 
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Michigan, and I should like to see them 
have any governmental agency in Michi- 
gan.’ It makes no difference to me, so far 
as Iam concerned, whether it is in Mary- 
land pr in Michigan. 

FERGUSON. It is not in Mary- 
land now. It is in the District of Colum- 
bia, located in an apartment house on 
Columbia Road. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. 
But there is a training school at Olney, 
Md. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The training school 
is not being moved. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. My understanding 
is that there was a proposal to move the 
headquarters of the Civil Defense Ad- 
ministration 25 or 30 miles from Wash- 
ington, and perhaps if the Government 
had purchased the training school as 
was proposed at one time, the entire 
civilian defense training establishment 
could be located at Olney. But I have 
no preference as between the people of 
Michigan and Maryland or Virginia, and 
I wish to make that clear to the Senator. 

Madam President, I believe that sec- 
tion 409 of the original Civil Defense Act 
provides that the Civil Defense Adminis- 
tration should do its principal work 
through existing agencies. As I under- 
stand, that is the main thing it is doing 
at the present time. 

As an example, the Civil Defense Ad- 
ministration, I suspect, would be in touch 
with and would carry on negotiations 
with the Department of Agriculture in 
order to make food available in areas 
to which people might be moved in the 
event of catastrophe, so there would be 
an ample supply of food in those areas. 

The Civil Defense Administration 
would also negotiate with the Public 
Health Service, with Mrs. Hobby's de- 
partment, so as to make medical supplies 
available at places to which people might 
be evacuated. 

Likewise, it would be very necessary 
to work out arrangements with the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission in re- 
gard to truck or bus transportation in 
order to get people out of congested 
areas, and with the Defense Transport 
Administration with reference to trains 
and other facilities of conveyance, so 
they could be moved out of New York or 
Chicago or Washington. 

It was also contemplated in this sec- 
tion of the Civil Defense Act that the 
administrators of civil defense would 
work in close cooperation with the De- 
partment of Commerce and with the 
Civil Aeronautics Board with reference 
to moving people by air transportation. 

Practically every department of Gov- 
ernment would play a part in civil de- 
fense activities in the event of a catas- 
trophe. 

In order to make plans to that end, 
Madam President, it seems to me to be 
highly desirable that the civil defense 
administrators should be able to work 
out face to face, in personal discussions 
with these administrators, the plans for 
the distribution of food, the distribution 
of medicine, the transportation facili- 
ties, radio activities with the Federal 
Communications Commission, and other 
things of that sort. 

I am heartily in favor of decentraliz- 
ing the agencies of the Federal Govern- 
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ment. I think the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission is making a good move in de- 
ciding to build its headquarters 25 or 30 
miles out from Washington. Other 
agencies might very well be placed some- 
where else away from Washington. 

Battle Creek, Mich., would undoubted- 
ly be a good location, and I understand 
there is a Government facility there 
which can be used. 

Mr. FERGUSON. There is a build- 
ing available at the present time. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is my under- 
standing that there is a building which 
is suitable for that purpose. 

Madam President, of all executive de- 
partments or agencies in the Nation’s 
Capital which it seems to me should be 
located in the vicinity of Washington, at 
least somewhere in this neighborhood, 
I should say that agency is the Civil De- 
fense Administration. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] will recall the discussion 
in the Armed Services Committee that 
the main job of civilian defense would 
be to work in consultation with, and to 
have representatives sit down with the 
heads of, various other Government de- 
partments to make plans for evacuating 
people, feeding them, treating them, and 
seeing that they have medical facilities 
and proper transportation. That can be 
done properly only on the basis of face- 
to-face discussion. 

I would much rather see some other 
agency move out to Battle Creek than 
this one agency, which is effective only 
by virtue of the fact that it does operate 
through other governmental agencies. 
It seems to me that the Civil Defense 
Administration has already been treated 
very badly and inadequately. But this 
move, to my mind, is going to finish the 
job and place it in such a situation that 
it cannot even do the limited work which 
it is carrying on at the present time. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Madam Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I wish to make 
just one statement, since the Senator 
was kind enough to mention my name. 

As I understand, the top administra- 
tive force would be in Washington; but 
the general headquarters would move 
out to Battle Creek. Much of the warn- 
ing system of the country is in the cen- 
tral part of the United States, and from 
the point of view of carrying on its work 
in conjunction with the National Gov- 
ernment in my opinion the headquarters 
of Civilian Defense they would be just 
as well off in Battle Creek as they would 
be here in Washington, provided the top 
administrative forces remain here in 
Washington. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I should be very 
happy if the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts, who has studied this 
matter so much, would review again the 
hearings held before our committee, in 
which it was set forth how the Civil De- 
fense Administration would operate. 

It was stated at that time that one of 
the principal things the agency would 
do would be to have its personal repre- 
sentatives in Washington so they could 
be in constant consultation with the De- 
partment of Agriculture, the Federal 
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Communications Commission, the De- 
partment of Health, and other agencies 
through which it could operate. It 
would seem to me to be making matters 
doubly worse to have a part of the staff 
at Battle Creek and a part of the staff 
here. 

The center of communications may be 
at Chicago or somewhere in the Middle 
West, but certainly the agency which 
directs and channels what will be done 
by the various media of communica- 
tion—telephone, telegraph, radio, and 
television—emanates from Washington. 

I should think that in the event of a 
catastrophe, the effort to coordinate 
what some part of the staff may be doing 
in Battle Creek with what another part 
of the staff may be doing in Washing- 
ton, would lead to utter confusion and 
would substantially cripple the handling 
of the civil-defense activities in the 
event of an emergency. 

Mr. PAYNE. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. PAYNE. The Senator from Ten- 
nessee is aware, is he not, of the fact that 
the entire success in the application of 
civil-defense activities depends upon 
channeling responsibilities and duties in 
the several organizations in the 48 States 
of the Union. That is where the respon- 
sibility actually rests, not for the broad, 
overall policy, but for determining the 
strategy, the methods, and the media by 
which the actual work will be under- 
taken in the event the call goes out for 
that work to be done. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think the Senator 
is partially correct. I might say for the 
information of the Senator that our 
Armed Services Committee held very ex- 
tensive hearings. At that time the late 
Senator McMahon was chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Committee. He was 
very much interested in civil defense, 
and his committee also held hearings. 

The division of authority would be 
something like this: General directives 
and suggestions as to how civil defense 
would be operated throughout the United 
States would be promulgated from the 
central offce. 

Mr. PAYNE. Of the Civil Defense Ad- 
ministration? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Of the Civil Defense 
Administration. Then those general di- 
rections would be carried out in the vari- 
ous States, as the Senator has suggested. 
But a very important part of the whole 
program would depend upon the activ- 
ities emanating from the executive 
agencies in Washington, and that would 
necessarily be true, even though the re- 
sponsibility for carrying them out would 
rest in the States. 

The distinguished Senator should bear 
in mind that one cannot tell what State 
might be the victim of attack or where it 
might come. So it seems to me to be 
necessary that there be the closest coop- 
eration with the central nerve center of 
the Federal Government, which is lo- 
cated in the agencies in Washington. 

Mr. PAYNE. If the Senator from 
Tennessee will further yield, Iam sure he 
is fully aware of the fact that those plans 
are all established. The nerve centers 
will be retained in their present status, 
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but the essential work will be accom- 
plished as a result of the directions which 
will go out from Washington and will 
eventually land in the centers in the re- 
spective States. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Let me answer that 
statement. Of course, plans have been 
made, and in the event of an attack it 
would for some time be very; very im- 
portant to have the top officials of the 
Civilian Defense Administration in 
Washington who could be in immediate 
consultation with agriculture, health, 
radio, television, and what not, to take 
care of the continuing emergencies which 
we cannot foresee in making long-range 
plans. 

It should also be observed that during 
a time of disaster, the power of the Civil 
Defense Administrator becomes very, 
very great. He practically has a right 
to take over the operation of a certain 
place. So, if he is to have that great 
power and is to be called upon to exer- 
cise it, it seems to me it is very impor- 
tant that he not only be in Washington, 
but have his main staff in this area 
where they could operate through the 
other agencies. 

Mr. PAYNE. Iam not speaking from 
a theoretical standpoint. It so happens 
that prior to the Korean outbreak I had 
the privilege of serving as one of three 
State governors on the National Civil 
Defense Board. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I remember 
the distinguished Senator served on that 
Board. 

Mr. PAYNE. So I had a pretty full 
opportunity, up to the time I became a 
Member of this body, to be in rather in- 
timate touch with the planning of the 
civil defense work. I can assure the 
Senator from Tennessee that in each 
State which has undertaken its respon- 
sibilities there is a complete inventory 
of transportation facilities, available 
trucks, all methods of conveyance, all 
hospitals, all stores of medical supplies, 
which are either available in the States 
or at central locations. They are known 
and the files are kept up to date. The 
ability to transfer firefighting equip- 
ment, communicatitons equipment, and 
all activities in that related field are all 
definitely pinpointed, are inventoried, 
and are contained on master charts 
which are available at headquarters. 
But I am sure the Senator would agree 
with me that in the event we should 
confront a real emergency situation, it 
would not be advisable to have all those 
charts and all that information, which 
has to be handled at a moment’s notice, 
here in what might be one of the first 
target areas the enemy might try to hit. 

Going back to 1950 and 1951, during 
the period I served on the council, we 
were then undertaking a survey of the 
country in order to determine the loca- 
tion which might be chosen to which 
administrative officers could be moved, 
but not the top key people who will have 
to maintain liaison between the Armed 
Forces and other activities in Washing- 
ton and those who will have to be called 
into action to relay the necessary in- 
formation at the flick of a finger in order 
to see that the machinery is put into 
motion, 
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Last year we made a very definite step 
forward in supporting the civil defense 
activities. It was the first real, honest 
approach we made to giving the Civil 
Defense Administration some definite 
help to enable it to do the job necessary 
in the defense of the civil population in 
the event of an emergency. This year 
we have done a little bit better than 
that. 

If the Senator will talk with those who 
were with the administration back in 
1950, 1951, and 1952, when we were 
struggling, fighting, working, and trying 
to arouse just a little bit of interest and 
to obtain a little bit of help in order to 
be able to carry out the necessary func- 
tions properly to bring about the train- 
ing and education of people in this field, 
I am sure the Senator would be very dis- 
couraged, as was the former Governor 
of Florida, Mr. Caldwell, who served as 
a civil defense administrator at that 
time, because no one would give him 
one little bit of hope or encouragement. 
There was some help indicated in the 
Congress, but I am sorry to say that 
nowhere else was there a bit of interest 
shown, the amount of funds given was 
a mere pittance, and the States were left 
on their own to carry out the program 
practically on a voluntary basis. 

But I am happy to say that under 
this administration there has been a real 
recognition of the great value of civil 
defense to the Nation, not in time of war, 
but in time of emergency, where civil 
defense has played an important part 
in matters pertaining to floods, fires, and 
other things which have threatened 
human life. 

It seems to me that the step being 
taken is a realistic one. It is one de- 
fined after a great deal of study and 
consideration being given to the ques- 
tion, and I firmly believe from what little 
I know of the situation through working 
with it, that it is a step which will lead 
to a more effective, better coordinated, 
and more perfect civil-defense structure 
in the interest of the Nation. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If I may answer 
briefly the Senator from Maine, I ap- 
preciate very much the contribution he 
has made to the discussion, and I agree 
with a great many things he has said. 

I should like to point out, in the first 
place, that Mr. Caldwell, for whom I 
have a very high respect and who tried 
to do a good job as Civil Defense Ad- 
ministrator, did have substantial back- 
ing during the time he was head of the 
Civil Defense Administration. He had 
substantial backing from almost every- 
one, but he did not receive sufficient 
funds from Congress to carry out his 
duties. I always did my utmost to try 
to enforce the effort of Governor Cald- 
well. I think the Civil Defense Admin- 
istration was granted entirely too small 
an amount of money during the time 
Mr. Caldwell was Administrator, and I 
think the present administration is not 
giving an adequate amount to civil 
defense. 

It was my understanding that last year 
approximately $46 million was appro- 
priated. It is my understanding that 
this year the appropriation has been in- 
creased to $48,025,000. This, to my 
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mind, is inadequate. Civil defense, if it 
is important, should be given more sub- 
stantial backing than that, by way of 
appropriations. 

Second, I understand that plans have 
been drafted as to what will be done in 
the various States and cities in the event 
of an attack. But I am certain the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Maine will 
agree with me that no amount of origi- 
nal planning, or whatever may have been 
done as of this time, even though there 
may be some stockpiling and storing of 
medical supplies, and whatnot, would be 
able to take care of the needs of the 
people in the event one of the larger 
cities suffered a real attack. What has 
been done is not adequate. So in the 
event of a real attack, there would be an 
absolute necessity for immediate con- 
sultation and action together by the top 
officials of the Civil Defense Administra- 
tion, the Department of Agriculture, the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, and various other agencies in 
Washington. 

Furthermore, under the bill it is envi- 
sioned that in such an emergency the 
Civil Defense Administrator will have the 
power, almost, of martial law or com- 
plete control over sections which may be 
thus afflicted. So it seems to me to be 
clumsy administration to have a part of 
the Civil Defense Administration in one 
place, at Battle Creek, and some of its 
liaison officers in Washington. The Civil 
Defense Administration needs to have 
more than liaison officers in the Wash- 
ington area. It needs to have personnel 
who can be in constant consultation with 
the heads of departments which are 
planning, working, and acting together 
in the event an emergency should come. 

I appreciate what the Senator from 
Maine has said to the effect that it would 
be undesirable to have the maps and 
plans concentrated in the city of Wash- 
ington, where they might be destroyed. 
But Battle Creek, too, is a strategic 
center. What I think should be done 
is to have the plans and the headquarters 
located some distance from Washington, 
but close enough to enable personal con- 
sultation between the officials of the Civil 
Defense Administration and the officials 
in Washington. That is a plan on which 
the Atomic Energy Commission is work- 
ing. The papers of the Civil Defense 
Administration would not be more valu- 
able or secret, or would not be more 
destructive of the Government if they 
should be destroyed, than would the 
papers, plans, and programs of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, if they were 
destroyed. 

It is my understanding that the Atomic 
Energy Commission has asked for 
$6,500,000 in order to build a head- 
quarters some 25 or 30 miles from the 
city of Washington. That is what I 
think should be done with the Civil 
Defense Administration. 

I wish to make it very clear to the 
Senator from Michigan that I have no 
objection to any agency being located 
at Battle Creek, but I think some other 
agencies could better be spared, agencies 
which operate on a more or less autono- 
mous basis, than to spare an agency 
which necessarily must operate through 
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other governmental agencies in order to 
be effective. 

I merely desired to bring up the matter 
for consideration, so as to make certain 
that all these questions have been con- 
sidered by the committee, and to let the 
public know at least another side of the 
question, so that there can be, perhaps, 
further consideration or discussion of the 
situation. I wanted to make certain 
that the Senator from Michigan and the 
other members of the committee had 
given full consideration to the matter 
before including the language in the 
conference report. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Madam President, I 
happen to be in a position to verify what 
the. distinguished Senator from Maine 
[Mr. Payne] has said in regard to the 
stepped-up activities of the Civil Defense 
Administration in the past year or two. 

I happen to be the Civil Defense Direc- 
tor in Omaha and Douglas County, and 
I have been for about 4 years. It is one 
of those no-pay jobs, and is probably 
one of the most frustrating jobs I have 
ever tackled. Probably there is no pro- 
gram of such national importance, con- 
cerning which there is so much apathy 
and indifference on the part of the peo- 
ple. But that is quite understandable. 
By analogy, I might point out that 
there are some very excellent accident- 
prevention programs in various sections 
of the country. Some of them have been 
very successful. But, I submit, who 
would be interested in an accident-pre- 
vention program if no one had ever had 
an automobile accident? Who would be 
interested in donating to a cancer-fund 
drive if no one had ever had cancer? 

No one in this country has ever ex- 
perienced a bombing attack, so the 
apathy and indifference on the part of 
the people is understandable. 

The civil-defense program can be ac- 
complished only on the local level, and 
on a voluntary basis. We in Omaha have 
had experience with such a program. 
The Omaha Civil Defense Agency is one 
of the few in the country which has had 
an opportunity to be put to work. A 
flood was threatened on the Missouri 
River in 1952. The Omaha civil-defense 
organization is given credit for whipping 
the flood. Omaha did not even get its 
feet wet, because of the planning and 
organization of the Civil Defense Agency, 
which afforded 3 or 4 days of needed 
time, without which the city would have 
been flooded. 

I mention this because the activity on 
the Federal level during the past year or 
two, since Governor Peterson has been 
Federal Civil Defense Director, has stim- 
ulated activities throughout the country 
to the point where there is not quite so 
much indifference or apathy. Civil-de- 
fense programs must be built on the local 
level; they must be purely on a volun- 
tary basis. 

We in Omaha did things during the 
flood that no Federal agency could have 
done. It would have been impossible for 
a Federal agency to have come into the 
disaster area and to do the things which 
needed to be done in the city at 3, 4, or 5 
o’clock in the morning, which the local 
citizens did. 

Of course, it is mecessary to have Fed- 
eral coordination, Federal rules, and 
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Federal aid. But the increased activity 
and the apparent increased interest on 
the part of the Congress—and that in- 
terest is still not what it should be—has 
stimulated, to some degree, the interest 
in civil defense in the field. If civil de- 
fense is to be perfected, Congress must 
show more interest in it. But I wish to 
bear out what the distinguished Senator 
from Maine has said in regard to the in- 
creased activity. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. REYNOLDS. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Would not the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska agree with me, how- 
ever, that in the event of an emergency, 
practically all the agencies of the Fed- 
eral Government would have to come 
into play in regard to transportation, 
food, communications, health, and many 
other factors, in order to provide very 
close consultation among the people in 
the distressed area and the agencies of 
the Government in Washington, through 
the Civil Defense Administration? 

Mr. REYNOLDS. I think the Senator 
is correct. I attended rather recently a 
civil defense conference in Washington. 
There has been far more cooperation on 
the part of all Government agencies 
within the past 6 months than there ever 
had been before. But the Department of 
Agriculture, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, and other Government 
agencies would not get into the picture 
until after the local organization was 
actually on the battleline. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. At any rate, there 
must be a close working relationship in 
order to make the program effective. 

Mr, REYNOLDS. There must be. 

Mr. KEFAUVER, Does not the Sena- 
tor feel that the necessity for close and 
immediate working relationship could 
better be handled if the headquarters of 
the organization were not in the District 
of Columbia, but were located somewhere 
in the vicinity, 25 or 30 miles away? In 
other words, it would lead to much con- 
fusion if the authorities in Omaha had 
to communicate with Battle Creek, and 
Battle Creek in turn had to get in touch 
with the Civil Defense Administration 
in Washington. In Omaha it would not 
be known whether to call Washington or 
Battle Creek. One confusion would lead 
to another. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Yes. We would 
know where to call. Civil Defense works 
through channels. There are regional 
offices. We would call Denver. Denver 
would call Federal headquarters, where- 
ever they might be. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. During times of 
emergency many calls are made. If one 
office is located in one place and another 
office in Washington, it seems to me that 
the efficiency of the working arrange- 
ments would be considerably lessened. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Any well-organized 
civil defense agency, whether local, State, 
or Federal, has to be organized in depth. 
No plan can be effectual unless there is a 
second plan ready. No headquarters is 
any good unless there is another head- 
quarters available. So no definite plan- 
ning can be made. We have 2 or 3 con- 
trol plans in Omaha. I think the Federal 
Government has to operate in the same 
way. 
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Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator from 
Nebraska has the floor. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Mr. PAYNE. Is it not true that in 
practically all the cases the Senator 
knows of, the various States have en- 
tered into compacts with one another? 

Mr. REYNOLDS. That is correct. 

Mr. PAYNE. In the event of an emer- 
gency in one particular State, the gover- 
nor of that State, because of compacts 
made with surrounding States, would 
automatically make contact. There is 
coordination with the Federal authori- 
ties, but the mechanics are already set 
up and ready to move in the event that 
conditions make it necessary. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. PAYNE. Referring to the flood 
which occurred in Nebraska, is it not 
true that the State authorities deter- 
mined what should be done and that the 
State groups went into action before the 
Federal agencies moved in? 

Mr. REYNOLDS. We went into ac- 
tion, and I do not know how Washing- 
ton found out. 

Mr. KEFAUVER subsequently said: 
Mr. President, a short time ago, in the 
colloquy in regard to civil defense, I re- 
ferred to a section of the original civil 
defense bill and the report from the 
Armed Services Committee, which I had 
the privilege of presenting to the Senate. 

I now ask unanimous consent that sec- 
tion 405 of the Civil Defense Act, togeth- 
er with three sections of the report to 
which I have referred, be printed in the 
Record immediately following the col- 
loquy in connection with the civil de- 
fense matters. I wish to have this in- 
sertion made following the statement 
by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr, 
REYNOLDS], I believe. The section 405, 
to which I have referred, is section 405 
of Public Law 920, of the 81st Congress, 
2d section; and the three paragraphs of 
the report are the ones I have marked in 
Report No. 2683 of the 81st Congress, 2d 
session, dated December 19, 1950. They 
are a part of the report submitted by the 
Armed Services Committee; and, as I 
have said, I myself made the report on 
behalf of the committee. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From Public Law 920, 8ist Cong., 2d sess.— 
H. R. 9798, an act to authorize a Federal 
civil defense program, and for other pur- 
poses] 

UTILIZATION OF EXISTING FACILITIES 

Sec. 405. In performing his duties, the Ad- 
ministrator shall (1) cooperate with the 
various departments and agencies of the 
Government; (2) utilize to the maximum 
extent the existing facilities and resources 
of the Federal Government, and, with their 
consent, the facilities and resources of the 
States and local political subdivisions there- 
of, and of other organizations and agencies; 
and (3) refrain from engaging in any form 
of activity which would duplicate or parallel 
activity of any other Federal department or 
agency unless the Administrator, with the 
written approval of the President, shall de- 
termine that such duplication is necessary 
to accomplish the purposes of this act. 


14937 


[From report No. 2683, 81st Congress, 2d 
session, on ,the Federal Civil Defense Act 
of 1950—to accompany S. 4268] 

The bill contemplates that the Adminis- 
trator of Civil Defense will utilize to the 
fullest possible extent existing governmental 
and private agencies. It provides that he 
may delegate certain of his responsibilities to 
appropriate departments and agencies of 
the Federal Government, but he must review 
and coordinate them one with the other 
and with the various States. 

The bill provides that the Administrator, 
through existing Government agencies, or 
through the establishment of means if none 
exists, will make appropriate provision for 
adequate warning communication installa- 
tions, health and sanitation measures, to 
control the effects of various types of attack; 
develop shelter designs, material and equip- 
ment for utilization in meeting the require- 
ments of the problem; train key State per- 
sonnel to supervise these activities in the 
various States; develop and disseminate 
educational material on the subject; encour- 
age and assist the States to negotiate civil 
defense compacts among themselves; pro- 
cure such materials, equipment, and facili- 
ties for civil defense as may be necessary 
to meet the requirements of the program; 
stockpile medical supplies and equipment, 
food, blood plasma, and other items which 
are necessary to meet the needs of civil 
defense, and through a carefully controlled 
program of financial contributions to assist 
the States in the procurement and construc- 
tion of the necessary materials and facilities 
to meet their local requirements. This fi- 
nancing program will cover such items as 
communal shelters, mobile organizational 
equipment, and other supplies which the 
States and communities normally do not 
require in meeting their governmental re- 
sponsibilities. This financing program will 
be explained in detail later in the report. 

While the bill, as introduced, required the 
Administrator to utilize to the maximum 
extent possible existing facilities of the Gov- 
ernment and private organizations, the com- 
mittee believed that this should be made 
much stricter. Accordingly, the bill now 
requires the Administrator not to establish 
duplicate Federal activities unless the Presi- 
dent approves such duplication in writing. 
It is believed that the many excellent organi- 
zations around the country, both govern- 
mental and private, will contribute their 
share and the Civil Defense Administration 
will remain a relatively small Federal agency. 
The committee has in mind such private or- 
ganizations as the American Red Cross, pub- 
lic Hbraries, and so forth. 

. > . . * 

The committee deleted from the bill cer- 
tain protection that was given to employees 
of the Federal Government in the event of 
disabling injury or death while performing 
civil defense functions. This is not to be 
construed as an indication that the com- 
mittee does not believe such individuals 
should not be covered. Rather, the commit- 
tee is of the opinion that through some 
type of war risk insurance, or other special 
compensation plan, all individuals engaged 
in civil defense activities should be uni- 
formly covered and that employees of the 
Federal Government be not singled out for 
preferred treatment. The committee has re- 
quested that prompt action be taken to sub- 
mit legislation which would meet the re- 
quirements of this particular need. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, Iam 
glad that the two distinguished Senators 


14938 


have discussed the question of civil de- 
fense, because there is nothing remain- 
ing for me to say except that the party 
responsible, the administration, has de- 
cided upon this as a necessary move to 
carry out the policy not to erect new 
buildings, but to occupy those which al- 
ready exist and to move certain offices 
to strategic areas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing 
its action on certain amendments of the 
Senate to House bill 9936, which was 
read, as follows: 


In THE HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES, U. S., 
August 17, 1954. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendments of the Sen- 
ate numbered 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
21, 34, 54, 55, 59, 72, 73, 93, 103, 105, 113, 114, 
126, 152, 159, and 169 to the bill (H. R. 9936) 
entitled “An act making supplemental ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1955, and for other purposes,” and con- 
cur therein; 7 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 27, and concur therein with an amend- 
ment, as follows: In lieu of the matter pro- 
posed by said amendment insert: 


“SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 


“Automobile for the Chief Justice: For 
purchase, exchange, lease, driving, main- 
tenance, and operation of an automobile 
for the Chief Justice of the United States, 
$5,835." 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 30, and concur therein with an amend- 
ment, as follows: In lieu of the matter pro- 
posed by said amendment insert: 


“INTERNATIONAL EDUCATIONAL EXCHANGE 
ACTIVITIES 


“For an additional amount for Interna- 
tional Educational Exchange Activities’, 
$300,000: Provided, That not less than 
$1,674,652 shall be used for Educational Ex- 
change Activities related to the ‘American 
Republics’ from the total available to this 
appropriation for fiscal year 1955.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment numbered 31, and 
concur therein with an amendment, as fol- 
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 


“PAYMENT TO FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 


“For payment to the Federal Republic of 
Germany for the acquisition or construction 
of an Embassy in the District of Columbia, 
$300,000, to be paid out of any funds or 
other property or interest vested or trans- 
ferred to the Attorney General pursuant to 
or with respect to the Trading With the 
Enemy Act of October 6, 1917, as amended: 
Provided, That this appropriation shall be 
effective only upon enactment of legislation 
set forth in either H. R. 9988 or S. 1573, 
Eighty-third Congress.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment numbered 38, and 
concur therein with an amendment, as fol- 
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 

“Construction, Washington National Alr- 

: For an additional amount for ‘Con- 
struction, Washington National Airport’, in- 
cluding additional loading gate positions 
and related paving; $340,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 39, and con- 
cur therein with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert “, to remain available 
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until expended: Provided, That transfers 
may be made to the appropriation for the 
current fiscal year for ‘Salaries and expenses’ 
for administrative expenses (not to exceed 
$400,000) and for reserve fleet expenses in 
such amounts as may be required, and any 
such transfers shall be without regard to 
the limitations under that appropriation on 
the amounts available for such expenses; 
Provided further.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 40, and concur therein with an 
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the mat- 
ter proposed by said amendment insert: 


“REPAIR OF RESERVE FLEET VESSELS (LIQUIDATION 
OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 


“For the payment of obligations incurred 
pursuant to authority granted under the 
‘Emergency Ship Repair Act of 1954’, $12,- 
000,000: Provided, That advances may be 
made from this appropriation to ‘Salaries 
and expenses, maritime activities’, for ad- 
ministrative expenses (not to exceed $150,- 
000), and for reserve fleet expenses (in such 
amounts as may be required), and such 
advances shall be in addition to amounts 
otherwise made available for such expenses: 
Provided further, That this paragraph shall 
be effective only upon enactment into law 
during the 83d Congress of 5. 3546.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 46, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$350,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment No. 49, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 


“BUREAU OF LABOR STANDARDS 
“Salaries and expenses 

“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries 
and expenses’, $12,500; and the amount made 
available under this head in the Department 
of Labor Appropriation Act, 1955, for the 
work of the President's Committee on Na- 
tional Employ the Physically Handicapped 
Week, is increased from $75,000 to $87,500.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 52, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: “$13,100,000, of which $2,000,000 
shall be available only upon enactment into 
law of H. R. 9709, 83d Congress.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 56, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 

“The two immediately preceding para- 
graphs in this act under the head ‘Bureau 
of Employment Security’ shall be effective 
only upon enactment into law of H. R. 9709, 
83d Congress.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 61, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 


“WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON EDUCATION 


“Salaries, expenses, and grants: For carry- 
ing out the act of July 26, 1954 (Public Law 
530), including services as authorized by sec- 
tion 15 of the act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. S.C. 
55a), $900,000, of which $700,000 shall be for 
grants to the States in accordance with sec- 
tion 2 of such act, except that the Commis- 
sioner of Education may establish the 
amount to be allotted to each State without 
regard to the limitation established by said 
section 2, but no State shall receive less than 
$5,000: Provided, That none of the funds 
granted to any State may be used to com- 
pensate any person for their personal serv- 
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ices: Provided further, That a Conference 
Director may be appointed by the Secretary 
at a salary of not to exceed $12,500 per 
annum.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 62, and concur 
therein with an amendment as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 


“OFFICE OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
“Grants to States and other agencies 


“For grants to States and other agencies 
in accordance with the Vocational Rehabili- 
tation Act, as amended, $4 million, of which 
$1,500,000 is for vocational rehabilitation 
services under section 2 of said act; $1,500,- 
000 is for extension and improvement proj- 
ects under section 3 of said act; and $1 mil- 
lion is for special projects under section 4 of 
said act: Provided, That the amounts appro- 
priated for the Office of Vocational Rehabili- 
tation under the head ‘Payments to States’ in 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare Appropriation Act, 1955, shall be 
available, without regard to the limitations 
set forth therein, for the purposes of section 
2 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, as 
amended: Provided further, That not more 
than $2 of the funds made available for spe- 
cial projects under section 4 of said act shall 
be expended for any project for each $1 that 
the grantee, or the grantee and the State, 
expends for the same purpose.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 7144, and concur- 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 

“For an additional amount-for ‘Salaries 
and expenses,’ $5 million, to be derived by 
transfer from the Federal old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance trust fund.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 74, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum named in said amendment, 
insert “$20,000,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 79, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum named in said amendment, 
insert “$1,000,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree. 
ment to amendment No. 85, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 


“FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 

“For an additional amount for ‘Foreign 
Agricultural Service’, including not to ex- 
ceed $15,000 for representation allowances, 
$1,400,000, which shall be derived from the 
‘Salaries and expenses’ appropriation avail- 
able to the Department of State: Provided, 
That transfers shall be made under this 
authorization in lieu of any similar trans- 
fers which may be authorized under the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1954 (H. R. 9680, 83d Cong.) : 
Provided further, That this paragraph shall 
be effective only upon the enactment into 
law of H. R. 9680, 83d Congress.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 86 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
the last line, eliminate the reference to 
“S, 2313” and insert in lieu thereof “section 
710 (a) of H. R. 9680." 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 88, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
the second proviso of said amendment strike 
out the word “appropriation” and insert in 
lieu thereof the word “authorization.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 89, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
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ment insert: 
“OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR 


“For an additional amount for ‘Office of 
the Solicitor’, $45,000: Provided, That $35,000 
shall be effective only upon enactment into 
law of either H. R. 8386 or S. 3137, 83d Con- 
gress.” 

The the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 91, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: Provided, That hearing of- 
ficers appointed for Indian probate work 
need not be appointed pursuant to the Ad- 
ministrative Procedure Act (60 Stat. 237), 
as amended.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 99, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “: Provided further, That $250,- 
000 of the unobligated funds heretofore ap- 
propriated for the Missouri River Basin 
project shall be available for additional in- 
vestigations on the Garrison diversion unit, 
the White River, and for emergency rehabil- 
itation of the Willow Creek Dam in South 
Dakota.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 100, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: 
After the comma following the sum named 
in said amendment insert “of which not 
more than $175,000 shall be available for 
personal services.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 104, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: 
Strike the sum which precedes the period in 
said amendment and insert in lieu thereof 
“$6,750,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 110, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “the Commission is authorized to use 
not to exceed $100,000 of funds made avail- 
able for administrative expenses of the War 
Claims Commission.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 115 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter stricken out and inserted 
by said amendment insert: “credited to the 
fund from which rental payments are made 
during fiscal year 1955.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 116 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
line 9 of said amendment, in lieu of the sum 
named insert “$300,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 119, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: 
In line 3 of said amendment, in lieu of the 
sum named insert “$1,100,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 122, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
line 5 of said amendment, in lieu of the 
sum named insert 62,000,000.“ 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 127, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
line 2 of said amendment, in lieu of the 
sum named insert “$75,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 128, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum of “$6,500,000” named in line 
5 of said amendment insert "$5,500,000" and 
in lieu of the sum of “$355,000” named in 
lines 6 and 7 of said amendment insert 
“$250,000” and in lieu of the sum of “$28,- 
000,000” named in line 10 of said amend- 
ment insert “$26,250,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 129 and concur 
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lieu of the matter proposed’ by said amend- ' 


therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum of “$7,750,000” named in line 
6 of said amendment, insert “$7,350,000” and 
in lieu of the sum of “$580,000” named in 
line 8 of said amendment, insert “$540,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 132 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
Heu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$200,000: Provided, That not to ex- 
ceed $2,500 of the funds made available for 
administrative expenses in this act under the 
head ‘St. Lawrence Seaway Development Cor- 
poration’ may be used for emergencies and 
extraordinary expenses to be expended upon 
the approval or authority of the Adminis- 
trator.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 134 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$75,000,000” and before the period 
insert “: Provided further, That the construc- 
tion authorized by the act of April 1, 1954 
(Public Law 325, 83d Cong.) may be ac- 
complished prior to approval of title to un- 
derlying land, as provided by section 355, as 
amended, of the Revised Statutes.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 136 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$1,500,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment No. 147 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed as paragraph (b) 
of said amendment insert: 

“(b) Funds are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the purpose of carrying out 
the provisions of this section.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment No. 148 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed in said amend- 
ment insert: 

“Src. 907. The Secretary of the Army is 
authorized to receive the sum of $500,000 in 
partial consideration for the conveyance by 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare for educational purposes pursuant to the 
provisions of the Federal Property and Ad- 
ministrative Services Act of 1949 to the Los 
Angeles City High School District of Los 
Angeles County, Calif., of all right, title, and 
interest of the United States to that portion 
of the Birmingham General Hospital tract 
now occupied by troops (consisting of 40.0 
acres of land, more or less, and improvements 
thereon) located at Van Nuys, Calif., provided 
such sum is received by the Secretary of the 
Army on or before July 1, 1956. Upon re- 
ceipt by the Secretary of the Army such sum 
shall be credited to the appropriation, ‘Mili- 
tary construction, Army,’ and shall be avail- 
able for (1) the construction and other costs 
involved in moving to a suitable Government 
owned site not more than eight buildings to 
be selected by the Secretary of the Army to 
be excluded from the conveyance by the Sec- 
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare, and 
(2) the construction of additional support- 
ing facilities at such site as may be required 
for authorized defense construction, at a to- 
tal cost of not to exceed $500,000. 

“In addition to other terms, conditions, 
and restrictions contained in the deed 
whereby the Birmingham General Hospital 
is conveyed to such school district, the school 
district shall agree, as a part of the con- 
sideration for the conveyance to permit any 
buildings required by the Secretary of the 
Army to remain in place for continued oc- 
cupancy by troops for a period of not to 
exceed 9 months after the date of convey- 
ance of said property to the school district.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 151 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
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Heu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 

“For an additional amount for ‘Construc- 
tion, general’, $5,985,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended, of which $600,000 shall 
be available for advanced engineering and 
design by the Corps of Engineers for proj- 
ects which have been authorized for de- 
velopment with participation by State, local 
government or private groups and for au- 
thorized projects which are under considera- 
tion for participation by such agencies.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 154 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 

“OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

“Not to exceed $600,000 of funds previ- 
ously appropriated under this head shall be 
available until expended for repairs to the 
north jetty at Yaquina Bay Harbor, Oreg.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 155 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: Be- 
fore the period in said amendment insert 
“, to be derived by transfer from ‘Operation 
and maintenance, general.’” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 164 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 

“CONSTRUCTION OF TANKERS 

“For construction of tankers as authorized 
by the act of August 10, 1954, Public Law 
575, $30 million to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That this appropriation 
may be transferred to such appropriation as 
the President may designate.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 168 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$100,000.” 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to amendment No. 187 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the section number named in said 
amendment insert “1313.” 

That the House insist upon its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 60, 71, and 130. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House to the amend- 
ments of the Senate with the exception 
of amendment No. 151, which will be 
considered separately. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendments of the 
House to the amendments of the Senate, 
with the exception of amendment No. 
151, are agreed to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp an explanation of the 
House amendments to the Senate 
amendments. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

No. 27. Supreme Court—auto for the Chief 
Justice: House action amends Senate provi- 
sion by referring to Chief Justice of the 
United States in lieu of Chief Justice of the 
United States Supreme Court. 

No, 30. International educational exchange 
activities: Appropriates $300,000 in lieu of 
$900,000; and provides that not less than 
$1,647,652 shall be used for educational ex- 
change activities related to the “American 
Republics” from the amount available for 


international educational exchange activ- 
ities. 
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No. 31. Payment to the Republic of Ger- 
many: Provides that the $300,000 be derived 
from funds of the Alien Property Custodian. 

No. 38, Construction, Washington National 
Airport: Allows $340,000 in lieu of $635,000 
and provides that funds shall be used for 
additional loading gate positions and related 
paving. No funds for gasoline and baggage 
facilities. 

No. 39. Ship construction: Provides $400,- 
000 for administrative expenses in lieu of 
$500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

No. 40. Repair of reserve fleet vessels: 
Allows $12 million in lieu of $18 million pro- 
posed by Senate. 

No. 42. Bureau of Accounts, Division of 
Disbursements: Proposed $350,000 in lieu of 
$500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

No. 49. Bureau of Labor Standards, Presi- 
dent’s Committee on National Employ the 
Handicapped Week: Proposes $12,500 in lieu 
of $25,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

No. 52. Grants to States for unemployment 
compensation: Provides $13,100,000 in lieu 
of $30 million proposed by the Senate; and 
$4,600,000 as originally proposed by the 
House. Also requires $2 million shall be 
available only upon the enactment of H. R. 
9700. 

No. 56. Unemployment compensation for 
Federal employees: Eliminates the language 
which makes $896,000 contingent upon en- 
actment of H. R. 9640 or S. 2759, since S. 2759 
is now Public Law No. 565. 

No. 61. White House Conference on Edu- 
cation: Makes an appropriation of $900,000 
in lieu of $1,250,000 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate. Of the total $700,000 shall be available 
for grants in lieu of $1 million as proposed 
by the Senate. Provides that none of the 
funds shall be used for compensation for 
personal services, and limits the salary of the 
Conference Director to $12,500, in lieu of 
$15,000 proposed by the Senate. 

No. 62. Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, 
grants to States and other agencies: Provides 
$4 million in lieu of $6 million proposed by 
the Senate, of which $1 million is for special 
projects in lieu of $3 million as proposed by 
the Senate; and provides that the $1 million 
shall be matched on a basis of not more 
than $2 of Federal funds shall be expended 
for each dollar that the grantee or grantee 
and State expend for the same purpose. 

No. 71. Social Security Administration, 
Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance: 
House insists on their disagreement to the 
Senate action in striking the language which 
prohibits the use of available funds to pay 
any costs of moving any group of employees 
from Baltimore to Washington, 

No. 7114. Salaries and expenses: Provides 
$5 million in lieu of $6 million as proposed 
by the Senate; and eliminates the authority 
to transfer $59,300 to “Salaries and expenses, 
Office of Field Services.” 

No. 74. Construction, Bureau of Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance: Provides $20 mil- 
lion in lieu of $22,290,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

No. 79. Civil defense activities (HEW): 
Provides $1 million in lieu of $1,800,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

No. 85. Foreign Agricultural Service: Pro- 
vides $1,400,000 in lieu of $1,500,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate and provides that the 
entire amount shall be derived from salaries 
and expenses available to Department of 
State in lieu of $1 million as proposed by the 
Senate. 

No. 86. Commodity Exchange Authority: 
Changes the citation for wool from S. 2313 
to the appropriate section of the farm bill, 
H. R. 9680. 

No. 88. Loan authorization: Perfecting 
amendment changing the word “appropria- 
tion” to “authorization.” 

No. 89. Office of the Solicitor: Provides 
$45,000 in lieu of $54,000 as proposed by the 
Senate and provides that $35,000 shall be 
available only upon enactment of H. R. 
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8386 or S. 3137 in lieu of $40,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

No. 91. Appointment of hearing officers 
for Indian probate work: Eliminates the 
word “hereafter” from the Senate amend- 
ment, 

No. 99. Bureau of Reclamation, Missouri 
River Basin: Provides that $250,000 shall be 
available for additional investigations on 
Garrison Diversion unit and White River, 
and for emergency rehabilitation of Willow 
Creek Dam in South Dakota in lieu of $375,- 
000 as proposed by the Senate and strikes 
the language pertaining to the Sheyenne 
farnr and the Oakes development tract, 

No. 100. Bureau of Mines: Adds a proviso 
“of which not more than $175,000 shall be 
available for personal services.” 

No. 104. Limitation on personal services, 
Bonneville Power Administration: Increases 
the limitation from $6,250,000 to $6,750,000 
in lieu of $7,450,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

No. 110. Foreign Claims Settlement Com- 
mission: Provides that the Commission is 
authorized to use not to exceed $100,000 
of funds made available for administrative 
expenses of the War Claims Commission., 

No. 115. General Services Administration, 
expenses, general supply fund: Limits the 
authority to credit the fund from which 
rental payments are made to the fiscal year 
1955. 

No. 116. Survey of Government records: 
Provides $300,000 in lieu of $500,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

No. 119. Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, salaries and expenses: Provides $1,- 
100,000 in lieu of $1,350,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

No. 122. Public facility loans: Provides $2 
million in lieu of $18 million as proposed by 
the Senate. 

No. 127. Office of the Administrator, Pub- 
lic Facility Loans: Provides $75,000 in lieu 
of $210,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

No. 128. Federal Housing Administration: 
Increases the limitation on administrative 
expenses from $5,150,000 to $5,500,000 in lieu 
of $6,500,000 as proposed by the Senate; in- 
creases the limitation of travel from $175,000 
to $250,000 in lieu of $355,000 as proposed by 
the Senate; increases the limitation on non- 
administrative expenses from $25 million to 
$26,250,000 in lieu of $28 million as proposed 
by the Senate. 

No. 129. Public Housing Administration: 
Increases the limitation of funds available 
for administrative expenses to $7,350,000 in 
lieu of the Senate increase to $7,750,000; and 
increases the limitation on travel to $540,000 
in lieu of the Senate increase to $580,000. 

No. 130. National Capital Planning Com- 
mission, land acquisition. 

No. 132. Small Business Administration, 
salaries and expenses: Allows $200,000 in lieu 
of $350,000 proposed by the Senate. Also 
inserts a provision authorizing the use of 
not to exceed $2,500 of the funds available 
to the St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation for administrative expenses, for 
emergencies and extraordinary expenses. 

No. 134. Family housing: Allows $75 mil- 
lion in lieu of $175 million proposed by the 
Senate. Inserts a provision to authorize 
construction of the Air Force Academy prior 
to the approval of the title to the land. 

No. 136. Army National Guard: Authorizes 
the transfer of $1,500,00 in lieu of the Senate 
amount of $3 million for additional State 
National Guard civilian employees. 

No, 147. Section 906, roll-on roll-off ves- 
sels: Inserts a paragraph authorizing appro- 
priations in lieu of the Senate paragraph au- 
thorizing the use of funds available to the 
Department of Defense for the purposes au- 
thorized in section 906. 

No. 148. Section 907, transfer of land to 
the Los Angeles County High School District: 
Inserts a new section in lieu of Senate sec- 
tion 907 for the purpose of clarifying the 
section, 
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No. 151. Construction, general: Provides 
$5,985,000 in lieu of $8,415,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 


Item Senate bill | Conference 


Priest Rapids „000 
Cougar Reservoir 150, 000 
Green Peter Reservoir“ 150, 000 

Total, planning 600, 000 

Construction: 

Stockton Harbor... 335, 000 
Hampton Beach 140, 000 
Greenup lock and dam. 2, 000, 000 
Oharleston Harbor „ 
San Diego River 4 750, 000 
North Adams ž ORU- pE 
Buffalo Harbor. ~ 1, 100, 000 
Los Angeles 1, 200, 000 

Total, construction...._. 5, 385, 000 

Grand total 5, 985, 000 


In addition, the language making up to 
$2 million of unexpended funds available 
for projects certified as essential to the 
national defense program was stricken from 
the bill. 

No. 154. Operation and maintenance: Pro- 
vides for the use of $600,000 of available funds 
for Yaquina Bay in lieu of an appropriation 
of $840,000 for Yaquina Bay, Block Island, 
and Great Salt Pond. 

No. 155. Mississippi River and tributaries: 
Provides for a transfer of $1 million from 
operation and maintenance in lieu of an 
appropriation as proposed by the Senate. 

No. 164. Construction of tankers: Allows 
$30 million in lieu of $37,500,000 proposed 
by the Senate. Completes the citation to 
the authorizing legislation, 

No. 168. Jamestown-Williamsburg-York- 
town Celebration Commission: Allows $100,- 
000 in lieu of $170,000 proposed by the Senate. 

No. 187. Section 1312, ratification section: 
Corrects section number. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the House to amendment of the 
Senate No. 151. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should simply 
like to say that I signed the conference 
report with the exception of amend- 
ment No. 151. That involved an ex- 
penditure for preventing floods in North 
Adams, Mass. I was grievously disap- 
pointed that the House would not accept 
that as well as the other items which 
were contained in the civil functions bill. 

In order not to take the time of the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent to file 
a brief statement at this point, together 
with a table showing what the Senate 
has done in the last 5 years on such 
projects. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment and table were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

Once again, the House of Representatives, 
in spite of the pleas by Congressman HESEL- 
TON, has refused to agree with the Senate to 
allow the flood-control project at North 
Adams to go ahead. They have once again 
taken lightly the safety of the people and 
the industries in this fine city in Berkshire 
County. I know the fear the citizens of 
North Adams have of a flash flood pouring 
down upon them from the steep hills above 
the city. 

So far as the Senate is concerned, I am 
glad to say that in 1950, at my urging, they 
recognized the need for flood control at 
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North Adams and voted $500,000 for this 
project. Every single year since 1950, the 
Senate has voted money for this project. 
Twice they have voted money for this proj- 
ect. First, after the House refused to do so, 
$640,000 was passed by the Senate in the 
regular bill carrying funds for flood control. 
But the House refused to concur. At my 
request, and that of Congressman HESELTON, 
in conjunction with requests from the Army 
Engineers, the President, in a supplemental 
budget, requested $940,000. This request 
came to the Senate and the Senate promptly 
agreed to this amount. The supplemental 
appropriation bill went to conference be- 
tween the House and Senate. Once again 
the House disregards the safety of North 
Adams and has just voted not to go along 
with the Senate on this amount or any 
amount. As a member of that conference, 
I protested vigorously and refused to recede 
on the amount which was passed by the 
Senate. 

I wish to thank my colleagues in the Sen- 
ate for supporting me as to the need for 
flood control in North Adams in every single 
year since the original appropriation in 1950 
and twice this year. I want my friends in 
North Adams to recognize that the Members 
of the Senate have their welfare at heart 
and I shall continue to strive for help for 
them in continuing this worthy project. In 
the words of the senior Senator from Ari- 
zona—the senior Democrat on the Appropria- 
tions Committee of the Senate There is no 
more worthy project in the United States.” 

So that the record can speak for itself, I 
ask to have printed following my remarks, 
a table showing appropriations by budget 
estimate, House action, Senate action, and 
conference action in each of the last 6 years 
for the North Adams flood-control project. 


Adams 


All projects reexamined in light of Korean conflict. 
Finally allocated $350,000 to Adams from fiscal 1951 
appropriation, 


North Adams 

Budget 8 
udge ast 

estimate] House Senate | of con- 


All projects reexamined in light of Kcrean conflict. 
Finally allocated $250,000 to North Adams from fiscal 
1051 appropriation. 

2 Not considered by House. 

3 Disagreed to in conference, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
agree with the Senator from Massachu- 
setts on this particular item, particu- 
larly in relation to the North Adams 
project. We had pictures and an an- 
alysis of that project. I think it was 
a worthy project which should have been 
included in the bill, but, after all, it is 
necessary at times to make compromises 
in these matters in order that a bill may 
be passed. 
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There are other items on which Sen- 
ators may want to speak. The RECORD 
should be made clear as to their view- 
points. Certain Senators felt they were 
right as to certain items. After long 
arguments and a thorough examination 
of each item, the Senate conferees had 
to recede in the case of some items, and 
the House had to recede in the case of 
other items. In my opinion, it is un- 
fortunate that we had to do what we did 
on amendment No. 151. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall yield to the 
Senator from Oregon, because he has 
great interest in one of these items. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, the 
items in planning and construction in- 
volved in the amendment now under 
consideration, amendment No. 151, were 
items for advance engineering and de- 
sign for the Sacramento deep-water 
channel in California, $150,000; and a 
series of multipurpose projects in vari- 
ous parts of the United States, where 
either there have been enacted into law 
provisions for partnership participation 
or with reference to which there is legis- 
lation pending looking toward that end. 

The projects which were included by 
the Senate are six: The Coosa River 
project, Alabama; Canyon River Reser- 
voir, Tex.; Markham Ferry Reservoir, 
Okla.; John Day Reservoir, in Washing- 
ton and Oregon, on the Columbia River; 
Priest Rapids Reservoir, Wash., also on 
the Columbia River; Cougar Reservoir, 
Oreg.; and Green Peter Reservoir, Oreg. 

Both of the last are on tributaries 
of the Willamette River in that State. 

The amounts as passed by the Senate 
were: Coosa, $100,000; Canyon Reser- 
voir, $50,000; Markham Ferry, $100,000; 
John Day Reservoir, $700,000; Priest 
Rapids, $350,000; Cougar, $150,000; 
Green Peter, $150,000. 

The total was $1,750,000 for the group, 
including the Sacramente Channel work. 

Very shortly after the conference 
opened, it was clear that the House had 
taken a very definite, firm, and fixed po- 
sition with respect to the engineering 
funds to be allowed for certain of the 
projects. They receded and agreed with 
the Senate with respect to the Markham 
Ferry Reservoir in Oklahoma and Priest 
Rapids Reservoir in Washington, these 
projects having been authorized for 
partnership development by bills passed 
at this session of Congress; and with re- 
spect to Cougar Reservoir in Oregon, leg- 
islation for which has passed the House 
and is now pending on the calendar in 
the Senate. 

The House refused to recede with re- 
spect to Coosa River; with respect to 
Canyon Reservoir; with respect to John 
Day Reservoir, and with respect to 
Green Peter Reservoir. 

The opposition of the House rested on 
two grounds. One was with respect to 
certain of the projects because of lack 
of authorization. Two of these projects 
are included in the omnibus bill which 
passed yesterday, but which we had 
not passed at the time of the conference. 

With respect to others, and particu- 
larly with respect to John Day Reser- 
voir, the objection rested upon the fact 
that the item had been included in the 


14941 


regular civil functions appropriation bill 
and in conference the House had refused 
to recede. It should be pointed out that 
there were other important items in con- 
ference at that time. From the stand- 
point of the Northwest, the items of 
overriding importance involved mainte- 
nance of the accelerated schedule of 
construction on our great multiple-pur- 
pose projects which are now under con- 
struction. The House conferees agreed 
to language accomplishing that objec- 
tive. Perhaps planning money for John 
Day could have been obtained if the 
Senate conferees had accepted a delay 
of a year in completion of the Dalles 
Dam and Chief Joseph Dam. It was 
one or the other and the Senate con- 
ferees agreed to the compromise which 
brought the greatest benefit to the 
Northwest. Therefore, they thought 
that was a closed book at this session 
of Congress. 

The Senate took the view that while 
that principle was sound, it was not ap- 
plicable in this instance, because here 
the request was for advance engineering 
funds for a series of projects, all predi- 
cated upon the partnership theory; all— 
if the partnership plan can be worked 
out—to be constructed only partly with 
Federal money, and at a very great sav- 
ing in Federal investment. 

The Senate took the position that in 
view of the attitude of this a ra- 
tion favoring the engineering funds for 
these specific projects and in view of the 
position of the Bureau of the Budget 
to the same point, all the items should be 
allowed. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CARLSON in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Oregon yield to his colleague? 

Mr. CORDON. Iam happy to yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not true that irre- 
spective of whether we go ahead witn 
the partnership principle or do not go 
ahead with the partnership principle in 
the case of these particular projects, 
these funds for planning would be 
needed, no matter who built the proj- 
ects—whether they were built under the 
combined partnership arrangement or 
whether they were built by the Federal 
Government alone? 

Mr. CORDON. My colleague is un- 
questionably correct in making that 
statement. The engineering must be 
done at some time or other. 

However, in placing the items in this 
supplemental appropriation bill, the Sen- 
ate took the view that changed condi- 
tions authorized a new consideration. 
That is the basis on which I submit the 
matter to the Senate. 

Although the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. SaLTONsTaLL] and I approved 
the conference report, we excepted from 
that approval of this particular amend- 
ment; and we feel that some statement 
on it should properly be made for the 
RECORD. 

Mr. President, I wish to say—because 
I think it should be said at this time— 
that I am in agreement on the basic 
proposition the House advanced; namely, 
that once projects have been considered 
in a general bill, they should not there- 
after come up for consideration in a 
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supplemental bill. However, I believe— 
as I argued at the conference meetings 
with all the force I had—that there will 
always be exceptions to that basic rule; 
that there are conditions in which sub- 
sequent requests are proper. I believe 
that condition existed and exists with 
respect to these projects. 

I also understand, Mr. President, that 
legislation is compromise. I understand 
that the House conferees have the same 
rights to their views as I have or as the 
other Senate conferees have to their 
views. I understand that a bill of the 
importance of this one—amounting to 
something in excess of $2 billion, and 
containing not only a great number of 
most important appropriation items in 
relation to civil functions, but also items 
for the District of Columbia; the legis- 
lative branch and the judiciary; the De- 
partments of State, Justice, and Com- 
merce; the Post Office Department; the 
Treasury Department; the Departments 
of Labor and Health, Education, and 
Welfare; the Department of Agriculture; 
the Department of the Interior; items 
for the Independent Offices; items for 
military construction; items for emer- 
gency programs and activities; items re- 
lating to claims and judgments, and so 
on—must pass; and I understand that 
there comes a time when a Member must 
use his judgment with respect to whether 
argument can longer be effective. 

This particular conference continued 
over a period of 10 days. At its con- 
clusion we had saved, out of this list, 
Markham Ferry Reservoir, in Oklahoma; 
Priest Rapids Dam, in Washington; and 
Cougar Reservoir, in Oregon. We lost 
the Green Peter Reservoir, in Oregon; 
John Day Reservoir, in Washington and 
Oregon; Canyon Reservoir, in Texas; 
and the Coosa River developments, in 
Alabama. 

I regret that we were unable to get to- 
gether. I have no criticism of those on 
the other side who differed with me and 
with my colleagues; and I join with my 
colleague, the Senator from Massachu- 
setts, in expressing my deep appreciation 
of the loyal support which was given to 
us and to these projects by every one of 
the Senate conferees. 

Mr. President, under the circum- 
stances, although I realize that I might 
now move that the Senate refuse to 
accept the House action on this matter, 
yet I feel that should not be done under 
the parliamentary situation in which we 
now find ourselves. 

So, much as I regret to do it, I shall 
support the conference report and the 
House action, in order that we may get 
the other legislation and appropriations 
necessary in this bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, in 
the case of amendment No. 151, the 
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Corpon] has very ably stated the case 
for the Senate conferees. All of us did 
our very best in that connection; but 
inasmuch as legislation is the art of 
compromise, the time came when we had 
to make this decision, and we made it. 

Therefore, I now move that the Senate 
agree to the amendment of the House to 
the amendment of the Senate No. 151. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Michigan. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
now move that the Senate recede from 
its amendment No. 60. I shall make an 
explanation in that connection. 

Amendment No. 60 is pure legislation 
in this appropriation bill. After we had 
proposed this item, the Senate and the 
House agreed upon such legislation in a 
legislative bill, and therefore amend- 
ment No. 60 is not necessary. 

I should like to give a brief explanation 
of amendment No. 71. This refers to 
language which was stricken out in rela- 
tion to the moving of employees from 
Baltimore, Md. to Washington, D. C. 
When that amendment was taken back 
in disagreement, the Representative from 
Minnesota [Mr. Jupp] moved that the 
House recede from its insistence on the 
amendment. That motion was defeated. 
Then the chairman of the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, Mr. TABER, 
took up the question of insisting upon 
the House amendment. That motion 
was carried by the House. So today we 
find ourselves in a position where we 
believe it is well to recede. Otherwise, 
we would have to take this amendment 
back in disagreement, and spend more 
days in conference on this question, I 
am convinced that the House, after vot- 
ing, would not recede. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, if the 
Senate recedes on this particular amend- 
ment, of course it will not be possible 
to pay compensation to the employees 
who have already moved from Balti- 
more to Washington, for their expenses 
of moving. Is that not right? 

Mr. FERGUSON. So far as this legis- 
lation is concerned, that is true. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. THYE. When Congress recon- 
venes, in the next session, the question 
could be taken up at the time of con- 
sideration of the appropriation bill, as 
we study it in 1955? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, it seems to 
be an injustice, when an executive or a 
department orders the transfer of cer- 
tain employees to a new location, for 
such employee to be denied the com- 
pensation which applicable laws pro- 
vide for such employee if he is re- 
quested to transfer from a certain lo- 
cation to another. Is that not correct? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 
But the law is also clear that no legis- 
lative act is binding upon the next legis- 
lature. A bill has been passed authoriz- 
ing certain acts, but if this Congress does 
not appropriate the money, there is no 
way to compel Congress to act. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield further, I have an- 
other question. It is always recognized 
that a Federal employee is to be com- 
pensated if a bureau or agency transfers 
him from one location to another, 
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Mr. FERGUSON. I understand that 
is the rule. 

Mr. THYE. That is the law. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is in the law. 

Mr. THYE. Yes; that is the law. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That law does not 
apply to legislative employees. 

Mr. THYE. It does not apply to legis- 
lative employees, but the matter under 
consideration does not deal with a legis- 
lative division. 

Mr. FERGUSON. No. 

Mr. THYE. This happens to relate to 
the Old Age and Survivors Insurance Di- 
vision. It refers to the personnel of the 
headquarters unit, consisting of about 
450 employees. 

My only concern is that this agency 
was transferred from the Washington, 
D. C., location to Baltimore at the out- 
set of World War II, to provide addi- 
tional office space and living quarters 
for the employees brought to the District 
of Columbia under the war emergency, 
with the specific understanding as I re- 
call, that when the emergency was over 
the headquarters unit would be moved 
back to the District of Columbia, for the 
reason that they are in constant con- 
tact and communication with the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare. It is an inconvenient and ineffi- 
cient method of administration if one 
agency is located in Baltimore, when its 
services are constantly in demand, so 
far as the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare is concerned, in con- 
nection with records, administrative 
policies, and other transactions which 
come under the administrative functions 
of the Old Age and Survivors Insurance 
Division. 

Therefore, I feel that Secretary Hobby 
is justified in making the transfer of 
this Division from Baltimore to Wash- 
ington. If we deny the funds, we place 
that agency in a very embarrassing posi- 
tion, from the standpoint of the em- 
ployees involved. 

My question is this: If we as Members 
of Congress deny by specific language 
in appropriation bills the right of the 
Secretary to compensate those em- 
ployees, we are in a sense nullifying a 
public law which is on the statute books 
relative to paying compensation of em- 
ployees ordered to be transferred from 
one location to another; are we not? 

I feel very strongly that we are not 
only placing the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, Mrs. Hobby, in 
an exceedingly embarrassing position, 
but we have placed the employees of the 
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Bu- 
reau—the headquarters unit, consisting 
of some 450 employees—in a most diffi- 
cult financial position, because they are 
directed to transfer from Baltimore to 
Washington, and are compelled to suffer 
the expense of transporting their house- 
hold goods and canceling contracts for 
living quarters and disposing of their 
homes, in order to come to the District, 
where they must either acquire apart- 
ments or rent homes. In some instances 
these employees have purchased homes 
in the District of Columbia. 

All this is now in a state of confusion, 
and financial hardship is being worked 
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on these employees, because there is lan- 
guage in the law which denies the Sec- 
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
the right to do what has been done in 
previous years, to compensate the em- 
ployees involved for the expenses in- 
curred. These employees were paid 
when they were ordered transferred 
from the District of Columbia to Balti- 
more. Now, when they are supposed to 
be transferred back, the law we are ex- 
amining here, in the form of this con- 
ference report, denies the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare the right 
to reimburse these employees, as pro- 
vided by law, for transportation and 
moving expenses incurred. That is the 
objection I have to this language. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I will say for the 
Recorp that this money would be taken 
out of the trust fund of this organiza- 
tion. 

Mr. THYE. Most certainly; but we 
have forbidden the Secretary to use the 
money in the trust fund to compensate 
these employees for this expense. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is what our 
action does. 

Mr. THYE. I believe it is absolutely 
indefensible, from the standpoint of 
Members of Congress. However, the 
House has absolutely refused to allow 
this payment, by a vote on the House 
floor. If we were to reject this amend- 
ment and send it back, such action 
would only involve us in many more 
hours, and possibly days, of further con- 
ference, with the end result the same. 
Therefore, I can only hope that we will 
give this question very careful consid- 
eration, and when we reconvene in the 
84th Congress I hope we shall make 
amends for the errors we have com- 
mitted in this particular supplemental 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I noted with great 
disappointment the action taken with 
regard to amendment No. 63. The bill 
now appropriates only $900,000 for the 
training and traineeship program of the 
Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, in- 
stead of the $1,831,000 proposed by the 
Senate. This represents a cut of more 
than one-half in the original appropri- 
ation. 

I believe every member of the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
which considered this bill, felt, as I did, 
that the question of training and 
traineeship was one of the most impor- 
tant parts of the bill, if not the most 
important part—really the heart of the 
bill. It is a source of very great dis- 
appointment and disturbance to me to 
observe that that highly important ap- 
propriation has been reduced by more 
than 50 percent, leaving only $900,000. 

I wonder whether the Senator from 
Michigan could present an explanation 
of that action. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I can only say that 
this subject was given long and serious 
consideration, 

The Senate conferees insisted upon 
the amount of $1,831,000. However, in 
order to have this item remain in the 
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bill if was necessary to compromise. 
The original amount was put in the bill 
in the Senate. No figure was provided 
in the House bill. Therefore, in con- 
ference, we were negotiating from 
nothing to $1,831,000. 

That was our difficulty. There was 
nothing in the House bill. Therefore 
we finally had to accept the $900,000. 
I have a note which states that the 
$500,000 appropriation was made on a 
matching basis of 6623-percent Federal 
to 33%4-percent State, and that the 
$400,000 was for transfer to the Public 
Health Service for the training of 
physicians, which would be provided by 
Federal funds. 

Therefore, when we are providing 
$500,000 on a 66%4-percent basis, the 
Federal Government will be putting up 
2 dollars for every dollar of State funds. 

The $400,000 is for starting a new 
program. Therefore, it was felt that 
$400,000 would be sufficient with which 
to start the program. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. We have in this coun- 
try today a backlog of at least 
2,000,000—— 

Mr. FERGUSON. Handicapped people. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Handicapped people. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. I 
have the greatest sympathy with the 
Senator’s stand on the subject, and I 
share his views. This was another in- 


. Stance where compromise was necessary. 


All legislation, of course, is the result of 
compromise. We had to recede on this 
item, as we had to recede on some 
other items, or get nothing. The House 
bill contained no figure. This is legisla- 
tion to carry out a new program. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Of course I realize we 
can either accept the conference report 
or reject it. I realize that is our only 
choice. š 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. At 
the same time we are trying to make a 
record of how we feel about it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I want to make the 
record, if I possibly can, by protesting 
as vehemently and as vigorously as I 
can against this reduction. As I have 
said, there are a minimum of 2 million 
handicapped people in the country to- 
day. That is the backlog as of today. 
That number is increasing by not less 
than 250,000 a year. The program will 
make a very small dent under any cir- 
cumstances. I am sure the distin- 
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
which handled the bill will bear me out 
when I say that all of us feel that the 
training and traineeship program is 
really the core and heart of the whole 
program. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Without it we can 
accomplish very little. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 
However, we must also realize that the 
House felt we were starting from 
scratch, and that with only 10 months 
remaining, the amount appropriated 


would be sufficient. There is the right, 
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of course, to come back for a deficiency 
appropriation on this kind of program, 
beginning on the 1st of January 1955. 
It was felt that the amount would be 
sufficient for the present. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to know 
that the Senator from Michigan is in 
sympathy with our views. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Certainly. 

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. PURTELL, I should like to join 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York in indicating what the effect will 
be on the training and traineeship pro- 
gram with respect to the comprehensive 
vocational rehabilitation program upon 
which we have embarked. It is not an 
entirely new program, I say to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan; it is a new phase 
of an old program. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. PURTELL. As the Senator from 
New York has stated, the tooling-up pe- 
riod is an essential part of the whole 
program. I understood that during the 
tooling-up period there would be money 
available for training and traineeships 
which would not be on a matching 
basis. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The $400,000 is not 
on that basis. 

Mr. PURTELL. But the $500,000 is 
tied up on a matching basis of 2 to 1. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. PURTELL. I should like to have 
the Rxconp show that I certainly hope 
next year the Senator from Michigan 
will join the Senator from New York 
and many other Senators to make sure 
that we permit the tooling-up period 
to proceed in connection with this very 
important rehabilitation program, with- 
out its being tied up on a 2-to-1 basis 
5 respect to the $500,000 appropria- 

on. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We will certainly 
let the conferees or anyone connected 
with this matter know our feeling and 
ask them to bear that point in mind. 
We did so this time, but the House was 
insistent. In order to get the $900,000, 
we had to put the $500,000 on a match- 
ing basis of 2 to 1. 

Mr. President, the next item is amend- 
ment No. 130. I merely wish to say that 
that was a question of appropriations for 
the purpose of buying a piece of land on 
one of the parkways in Virginia. It is 
an eyesore, because there is an oil re- 
finery on it at the present time, and 
there has been a fire on it. The Senate 
provided $60,000 as the Federal share. 
The State of Virginia and Arlington 
County were to pay a certain amount. 
When the bill was returned to the House, 
the House insisted that it would not pay 
any amount. Therefore, it was essential 
to strike that out. 

I understand the United States Gov- 
ernment has foreclosed a mortgage on 
the property. 

Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
recede from its amendments Nos. 60, 71, 
and 130. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Michigan. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
after consultation with the chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nomination 
of Trevor Gardner to be Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Air Force, be recommitted 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg- 
islative business. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am about to announce to the Senate that 
we will proceed to the call of the calen- 
dar for the consideration of bills to 
which there is no objection. First, how- 
ever, I shall suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 


PERSONAL STATEMENT BY SENA- 
TOR LANGER 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, last 
night when the conference report on the 
farm bill was under consideration, I an- 
nounced, as is shown at page 14785 of 
the RECORD: 

Mr. Lancer. Mr. President, the Senator 
from North Dakota expects to vote against 
the conference report. He makes that an- 
nouncement because of the fact that it is 
expected to have a voice vote, not a yea and 
nay vote. I am against the bill, and I desire 
the Recorp so to show. 


Some time later that evening the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. THYE] said: 

Mr. Ture. Mr. President, the reason I 
sought recognition was that while I was act- 
ing as majority leader this afternoon the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] 
asked me specifically whether there would be 
a record vote this evening. I told the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota it was my informa- 
tion that there would not be a record vote. 
Therefore the Senator left the floor. If we 
were to have a record vote, I would feel that 
I had erred greatly, that I had misinformed 
one of my colleagues, and that there would 
have been committed an error that should 
not have been committed. 


I ask unanimous consent that my vote 
“nay” should appear among the other 
“nay” votes in the RECORD. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
feel in this situation that the minority 
leader should be present. The distin- 
guished Senator from North Dakota has 
correctly outlined the situation. The 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. THYE] did make it clear that the 
Senator from North Dakota had spoken 
to him, 
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Both the rules and the precedents of 
the Senate are against changing the roll 
call once a yea-and-nay vote has been 
taken and announced. If the Senator 
has had the opportunity to read the 
Recorp, I think he will see that the ma- 
jority leader was trying to recess the 
Senate until 10 o’clock this morning, 
which would have prevented the difficulty 
which the Senator has had. 

It seems to me, under the circum- 
stances, that the Senator’s announce- 
ment as to his position, the statement 
made by the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. Taye], and the colloquy which fol- 
lowed, prior to the recess last night, give 
ample reasons why the Senator was not 
present. I know he has been very dil- 
igent in discharging his heavy respon- 
sibilities. 

I should like very much to be able to 
agree offhand, but I would have to ex- 
plore both the precedents and the rules, 
because there might be other occasions. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator. Ordinarily I remain 
in the Chamber until the Senate ad- 
journs or recesses no matter how late 
the hour, but as the Senator knows, 
there is very severe illness in my 
family. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I know that; and I 
know that no one having a knowledge 
of the facts and having read the RECORD 
and the statement of the Senator has 
any doubt as to the Senator’s very 
prompt and diligent attendance upon the 
duties of the Senate. There has been 
very serious illness in his family; and 
any Senator, in like circumstances, 
would have felt when he left last night 
that there would not be a yea-and-nay 
vote. I regret very much that the Sen- 
ator missed it, but I am sure that his 
position in opposition which he has so 
ably announced from time to time, 
leaves no doubt in the mind of anyone 
that, had he been present, he would have 
voted against the conference report. I 
think the REcorp can stand on that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that under rule XII a 
Member of the Senate would not be 
permitted to vote, even by unanimous 
consent, once the vote had been an- 
nounced. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I was not clear on 
that point. Frankly, I wanted a little 
time to explore the situation. 


ORDER FOR CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immediately 
following a quorum call we may have 
a calendar call for unobjected-to bills, 
beginning with No. 19 on the calendar, 
page 5, and running through to where 
we ended last time, which was No. 2392, 
following with the bills which were 
placed at the foot of the calendar, which 
will be taken up seriatim. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the unanimous-consent re- 
quest is granted. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Green McCarthy 
Anderson Hayden McClellan 
Barrett Hendrickson Millikin 
Hennings Monroney 
Bennett Hickenlooper Morse 
Bowring Mundt 
Bricker Holland Murray 
Bush Humphrey Neely 
Butler Ives Pastore 
Byrd Jackson Payne 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Potter 
Case Johnson, Tex. Purtell 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Reynolds 
Clements Kefauver Robertson 
Cooper Kennedy Russell 
Cordon Kerr Saltonstall 
Crippa Kilgore Schoeppel 
Dirksen Knowland Smathers 
Duff Kuchel Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Langer Smith, N. J. 
Ellender Lehman Stennis 
Ervin Lennon Symington 
Ferguson Lo ye 
Frear Magnuson Watkins 
Fulbright Malone 
George Mansfield Young 
Goldwater Martin 
Gore McCarran 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. WELKER] are absent on official 
business. 

The senior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the junior Sen- 
ator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], and the 
junior Senator from New Hampshire 


-[Mr. Upton] are necessarily absent. 


Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burke], the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovetas], the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], 
and the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. MAYBANK] are absent on official 
business, 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
Payne in the chair). 
present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will now proceed with the call of 
the calendar, in accordance with the 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

The clerk will state the first bill on 
the calendar. 


(Mr. 
A quorum is 


BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS PASSED 
OVER 


The bill (S. 242) to provide for the 
establishment of a Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration domiciliary facility at Fort 
Logan, Colo., was announced as first in 
order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 59) for the relief of Felix 
Kortschok was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 57) to amend 
rule XIII of the standing rules relative 
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to motions to reconsider was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr, SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1663) to increase the sal- 
aries of Members of Congress, judges of 
the United States courts, and United 
States attorneys, and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 20) amending 
the cloture rule with respect to the num- 
ber required for adoption of a cloture 
motion was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1857) to amend certain 
statutes providing expeditious judicial 
proceedings for the condemnation of 
lands for public purposes was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1396) to authorize the 
adoption of certain rules with respect to 
the broadcasting or telecasting of profes- 
sional baseball exhibitions in interstate 
commerce, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1806) to amend the Navy 
ration statute so as to provide for the 
serving of oleomargarine or margarine 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 848) to prescribe policy 
and procedure in connection with con- 
struction contracts made by executive 
agencies and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 281) to amend section 1 
(17) (a), section 13 (3), and section 13 
(4) of the Interstate Commerce Act in 
order to extend to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission power to prescribe 
the discontinuance of certain railroad 
services in intrastate commerce when 
found to be unreasonably discriminatory 
against or to constitute an undue burden 
on interstate commerce was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2413) to provide an elected 
mayor, city council, school board, and 
nonvoting Delegate to the House of Rep- 
resentatives, for the District of Colum- 
bia, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1243) to amend the War 
Contractors Relief Act with respect to 
the definition of a request for relief, to 
authorize consideration and settlement 
of certain claims of subcontractors, to 
provide reasonable compensation for the 
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services of partners and proprietors, and 
for other purposes, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6648) to amend sec- 
tion 205 of the Small Business Act of 
1953 was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2404) to authorize the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to require reason- 
able bonds from packers was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 3 

The bill (S. 49) to enable the people of 
Hawaii to form a constitution and State 
government and to be admitted into the 
Union on an equal footing with the orig- 
inal States was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 


will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 50) to provide for the ad- 
mission of Alaska into the Union was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2244) to provide for pro- 
motion by merit of employees in the 
postal services and to establish uniform 
procedures for examination and ap- 
pointment of candidates for promotion 
to supervisory positions was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 509) to confer jurisdiction 
upon the United States Court of Claims 
to hear, determine, and render judgment 
upon claims of customs officers and em- 
ployees to extra compensation for Sun- 
day, holiday, and overtime services per- 
formed after August 31, 1931, and not 
heretofore paid in accordance with ex- 
isting law was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. 207) requiring a 
yea and nay vote on the question of ad- 
vising and consenting to the ratification 
of treaties was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 42) to provide for attor- 
neys’ liens in proceedings before the 
courts or other departments and agen- 
cies of the United States was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
by request, I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 692) to prohibit discrim- 
ination in employment because of race, 
color, religion, national origin, or ances- 
try was announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 
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The bill (S. 2910) providing for the 
creation of certain United States judge- 
ships, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
this is clearly not calendar business. For 
that reason, I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 44) to provide for the ap- 
pointment of deputy United States mar- 
shals without regard to the provisions of 
the civil service laws and regulations was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2373) to limit in certain 
cases the power of a single justice or 
judge of the United States to grant a 
stay of execution or sentence in connec- 
tion with a habeas corpus proceeding or 
other proceeding collaterally attacking 
the conviction of any person was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. By request, over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2020) to amend section 433 
of title 18, United States Code, relating 
to exemptions with respect to certain 
contracts was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill 
will be passed over. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND IN 
ARKANSAS — BILL PLACED AT 
FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 4017) to provide for the 
conveyance of certain land and improve- 
ments to the England Special School Dis- 
trict of the State of Arkansas was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask for 
an explanation, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ex- 
planation has been requested. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
the chairman of the committee does not 
seem to be present on the floor. I there- 
fore ask unanimous consent that the bill 
go to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will go to the foot of 
the calendar. 


BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS PASSED 
OVER 


The bill (S. 23) to make it unlawful for 
a member of a Communist organization 
to hold an office or employment with any 
labor organization and to permit the dis- 
charge by employers of persons who are 
members of organizations designated as 
subversive by the Attorney General of 
the United States was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE, Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 3915) to permit the 
mining, development, and utilization of 
the mineral resources of all public lands 
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withdrawn or reserved for power devel- 
opment and for other purposes was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 144) requiring 
a yea and nay vote on the passage of 
joint resolutions proposing amendments 
to the Constitution was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3199) to authorize addi- 
tional use of Government motor vehicles 
at isolated Government installations, 
and for other purposes was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


LEO F. PINDER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2876) for the relief of Leo F. 
Pinder, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 7, after the 
word “act”, to strike out “in excess of 
10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 4104) for the relief of 
Frank St. Charles was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6033) for the relief of 
Albert Vincent, Sr., was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 5572) for the relief of 
Lt. Comdr. Cook Cleland was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3158) to eliminate cumu- 
lative voting of shares of stock in the 
election of directors of national bank- 
ing associates was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3190) to amend section 3 
of the act of January 2, 1951, prohibit- 
ing the transportation of gambling de- 
vices in interstate and foreign commerce 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over, by request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3542) to prohibit trans- 
mission of certain gambling informa- 
tion in interstate and foreign com- 
merce by communications facilities 
was announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3435) to amend the act 
relating to the administration of the 
Washington National Airport to in- 
corporate the Washington National Air- 
port Corp., and for other purposes was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 7395) to amend the 
definition of “airman” in the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1938, and for other 
purposes was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 7815) to provide for 
the construction, operation, and mainte- 
nance of the Cougar Dam and Reservoir 
on the South Fork McKenzie River, 
Oregon, with participation for power by 
the city of Eugene, Oreg., was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 880) to amend the license 
law of the District of Columbia was an- 
nounced as next in order, 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2601) to provide for Fed- 
eral financial assistance to the States 
and Territories in the construction of 
public elementary and secondary school 
facilities was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

Mr. COOPER subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate return to Calendar No. 1797, 
Senate bill 2601. If consent is granted, 
it is my purpose to request unanimous 
consent that the bill be placed at the 
foot of the calendar, because I should 
like to speak briefly on the bill, in the 
hope that the Senators who have ob- 
jected may withdraw their objections. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. Russet] entered objec- 
tion to the bill. The Chair does not see 
the Senator from Georgia on the floor 
at this time, but the Chair will ask 
whether there is objection to the unani- 
mous-consent request of the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, 
within the last 5 days, this is about the 
third time we have reached this bill on 
the calendar. Most Senators on this 
side of the aisle are very much in favor 
of the bill, and I think there are some on 
the other side of the aisle who are very 
much in favor of it. It is a matter of 
great importance to the school people all 
over the country. 

It seems to me that, rather than ag- 
gravate this matter—and I say this in 
all kindliness, nonetheless—for political 
purposes, the fact is that the bill can be 
scheduled for debate and passage at any 
time that the majority leader decides to 
have that done. 
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So far as I am concerned, we have had 
this bill up on three different occasions. 
If the Senator from Kentucky wishes to 
submit a statement for the Recorp, well 
and good; we have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kentucky has asked unan- 
imous consent that the Senate return to 
Calendar No. 1797, Senate bill 2601, to 
which the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] had entered objection. 

Mr. COOPER. My purpose is simply 
to request unanimous consent that the 
bill be placed at the foot of the calendar, 
not that it be debated at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object—— 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to having the Senator from 
Kentucky make any statement he may 
see fit to make, under the rules, at the 
present time, but I know of no reason 
why the bill should again go to the foot 
of the calendar. I believe it has already 
taken that course on at least two other 
occasions, and perhaps more. 

If the Senator from Kentucky wishes 
to make a further statement with respect 
to the bill, I have no objection to return- 
ing to the bill for that purpose; but I 
see no reason why the bill should be 
placed at the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, let me 
say to my good friend, the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, that I did not 
wish to interrupt the call of the calen- 
dar at this time in order to make a state- 
ment on the bill. 

However, the bill is important; and if it 
can be placed at the foot of the calendar, 
I should like to speak at that time to 
point out to the Senate why I believe the 
bill is important—and with the hope 
that the objection which has been made 
will be withdrawn, or that perhaps the 
bill will be placed on the schedule for 
passage at this session. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. In accordance 
with the very fair suggestion of the Sen- 
ator from Georgia—who, as I under- 
stand, has no objection to returning to 
the bill at this point, so that under the 
5-minute rule the Senator from Ken- 
tucky can make whatever explanation of 
the bill he wishes to make—then, I sup- 
pose, all Senators will be able to reserve 
judgment as to what statement of objec- 
tion or what other statement they may 
care to make. 

So I think we shall facilitate the han- 
dling of the matter if such consent is 
granted, so that the Senator from Ken- 
tucky may make his statement now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Kentucky? 

Without objection, the Senate will now 
return to Calendar No. 1797, Senate 
bill 2601. 

The question is, Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, as we 
near the close of the session, and inas- 
much as I feel very deeply about the im- 
portance of the bill, I wish to explain 
at this time the purpose of the bill, 
S. 2601, entitled the “Emergency Public 
School Construction Act of 1954.” 

The Senate will remember that 4 years 
ago the Congress directed that a sur- 
vey be made of school facilities in the 
United States, and particularly of the 
availability of classrooms for the school- 
children of the country. ‘The survey 
was made, and the results of the survey 
should address themselves to every Mem- 
ber of the Congress, The survey shows 
that in the United States there is a 
deficit of classrooms needed to properly 
house at least 7½ million children—a 
deficit of approximately 250,000 class- 
rooms. The survey further shows that 
the total cost of providing the needed 
classrooms would amount to approxi- 
mately $10 billion or $12 billion. The 
survey indicates that local governments 
and local school boards are able to pro- 
vide perhaps $5 billion or $6 billion of 
the $10 billion or $12 billion needed to 
make whole the deficit. 

President Eisenhower, in his message 
to the Congress on the state of the 
Union last year, stated as one of his 
recommendations that the Congress 
should take account of this need, one 
which relates directly to the educa- 
tion of the children of the Nation, and 
should make provision for assisting in the 
construction of school facilities. 

As a result of the President’s sugges- 
tion, several bills were introduced in the 
House of Representatives and in the 
Senate. I introduced Senate bill 2601. 
Hearings were held by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Labor and Education and 
Public Welfare; and after comprehen- 
sive hearings and discussion by the com- 
mittee, Senate bill 2601 was reported to 
the Senate by the unanimous vote of the 
members of the committee. I reported 
the bill, and there are joined as sponsors 
the distinguished chairman of our com- 
mittee, Senator SMITH of New Jersey, 
and Senators UPTON, BOWRING, Murray, 
HILL, NEELY, CLEMENTS, DOUGLAS, KEN- 
NEDY, and McCLELLAN. S. 2601 is an 
emergency bill. It authorizes for each 
of the next 2 fiscal years, ending July 1, 
1956, an appropriation of $250 million 
for each of the 2 years. The bill pro- 
vides that the money shall be appor- 
tioned to the States on the basis of a 
formula which is well known to the 
Senate; it is the Hill-Burton formula, 
used in the allocation of funds for hos- 
pital construction. One-half of the al- 
locations to the States will be based upon 
the Hill-Burton formula, which takes 
into consideration both school popula- 
tion, and the relative per capita income 
of the States. 

In order to be fair to all of the States, 
particularly those States in the North 
who believe the Hill-Burton formula too 
favorable to the lower-income States, 
one-half of the allocation takes into ac- 
count the school population and school 
age, 5 to 17 years in all the States. Con- 
trol is left entirely to the States. The 
States will submit to the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare a list of 
schools based on the priority of need for 
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assistance—listing the school districts in 
greatest need. Then if the programs 
are approved—and approval is prac- 
tically mandatory—40 percent of the 
cost would be supplied through use of 
Federal funds authorized by this act, and 
the remaining 60 percent would be paid 
by the local agencies. I will file later a 
complete statement showing the need 
for school rooms and the help that my 
bill would give to each State. 

I believe this is a bill of importance. 
It affects all the school children in the 
country. It would help a deficit in class- 
rooms and school facilities which has 
been ascertained by virtue of the report 
directed by the Congress itself. I have 
urged again and again that this bill be 
brought up for passage before the Con- 
gress adjourns. I ask that the Members 
of the Senate be given a chance to ex- 
press themselves on this important bill. 
It is a bill for the school children, for the 
youth of the Nation, and will strengthen 
this country. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. COOPER. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Florida for yield- 
ing to me for this statement. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Kentucky agree with me that this bill 
seeks to effectuate and implement the 
great educational tenet of one of the 
country’s greatest Democrats, Thomas 
Jefferson, who said that the strength of 
a democracy can be no greater than the 
enlightenment of its people? 

Mr. COOPER. I believe so. 

I might say also that a Senator who 
just recently served among us in this 
chamber—one considered to be a great 
American conservative, one who was also 
one of the great American liberals, in his 
concern for individual freedom, and op- 
portunity—the late Senator from Ohio, 
Robert A. Taft, again and again spon- 
sored bills such as this; and urged 
and secured, with the help of other Sen- 
ators, their passage by the Senate. I 
earnestly urge that we be given the 
chance to vote on this bill for the school 
children of America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator’s 5 minutes have expired. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, as chairman of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, I rise to 
endorse the statement made by the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky [Mr. COOPER]. 

The Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare considered a number of bills in 
this field. The distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. Cooper] was chair- 
man of a very able subcommittee, which 
examined all those bills. We had the 


-advice of the Department of Health, 


Education, and Welfare. 

While our committee is making an 
overall survey in connection with an- 
other bill with regard to the school needs 
of this country, we felt that it was im- 
perative this year for us to meet the 
immediate emergency needs. This 2- 
year bill was therefore first reported 
from the subcommittee to our full com- 
mittee, and then considered at length 
by the full committee. The formula was 
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worked out, and we unanimously re- 
ported the bill to the calendar. 

I am very hopeful that the desire of 
the Senator from Kentucky, who has 
been doing a yeoman’s job in this con- 
nection, can be achieved, and that the 
bill can be debated and passed before 
Congress adjourns. It is a very impor- 
tant bill. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am 
somewhat familiar with the history of 
legislation of this type. I have consid- 
erable sympathy with the objectives of 
this bill. 

Let me say that my position with re- 
gard to the bill is not an individual posi- 
tion. I think I can say with sincerity 
that my views coincide with the views 
of several Members of the Senate, when 
I suggest that this bill should not be 
passed on the call of the calendar. It 
involves many very complex questions, 
I am amazed to hear that the bill is 
brought here today as an emergency 
bill, which we should do something about 
immediately. 

As I understand, the Committee on 
Education and Labor in the House of 
Representatives has not reported any 
companion bill. We all know well 
enough that even if the authorization 
were passed, another supplemental ap- 
propriation bill would have to be passed 
before the matter could be dealt with as 
an emergency. If there is any inten- 
tion whatever of Congress adjourning at 
any time in the foreseeable future, it 
would be impossible to take any final 
action at this session of Congress. 

We might go out and campaign by 
saying that we voted for the bill, but as 
a practical matter, to deal with this as 
an emergency, we would have to wait 
until we had received an estimate from 
the Bureau of the Budget, and another 
appropriation bill would be necessary 
before we could benefit one single, soli- 
tary school district in the United 
States. 

A bill of this importance, Mr. Presi- 
dent, would, as I understand, require 
a still further increase in the public debt 
of around a half billion dollars, because 
we would have to borrow the money to 
do this. Even if we kept the Congress 
here for several weeks, in order to pass 
the authorization and get the budget 
estimates and pass the appropriation 
bill, this is too serious a matter to be 
considered in this way. I do not think 
the bill should pass on the call of the 
calendar. Therefore, not only for my- 
self, but for other Senators, I interpose 
an objection to further consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill will be passed 
over. 

The bill (H. R. 2235) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to construct the 
Santa Maria project, Southern Pacific 
Basin, Calif., was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN 
USES OF PUBLIC LANDS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 620) to provide authorization for 
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eertain uses of public lands, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs with amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 6, after the word 
“authorized”, to insert “under such rea- 
sonable terms and conditions as such 
head may determine”; and on page 2, 
after line 4, to insert: 

Sec. 2. The authority conferred by this act 
shall be in addition to, and not in derogation 
of, any authority heretofore conferred upon 
the head of any department or agency of the 
Government of the United States to grant 
permits, leases, easements, or rights-of-way. 


So as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the head of any 
department or agency of the Government 
of the United States having jurisdiction over 
public lands, national forests, and reserva- 
tions of the United States is hereby author- 
ized, under such reasonable terms and con- 
ditions as such head may determine, to grant 
permits, leases, or easements for a period 
not to exceed 50 years from the date of any 
such permit, lease, or easement to States, 
counties, cities, towns, townships, munic- 
ipal corporations, or other public agencies 
for the purpose of constructing and main- 
taining on such lands public buildings or 
other public works. In the event such lands 
cease to be used for the purpose for which 
such permit, lease, or easement was granted, 
the same shall thereupon terminate. 

Sec. 2. The authority conferred by this 
act shall be in addition to, and not in der- 
ogation of, any authority heretofore con- 
ferred upon the head of any department or 
agency of the Government of the United 
States to grant permits, leases, easements, 
or rights-of-way. 


Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I have 
two proposed amendments to Senate bill 
620 to offer at this time. The first one 
proposes, on the first page, beginning 
with line 5, to strike out all through the 
word “easements” in line 8, and insert 
certain language in lieu thereof. 

I call particular attention to the fol- 
lowing language in my amendment: 
to be fixed by such head of such department 
or agency through appraisal. 


The second amendment proposes to 
strike out the word “fifty” on the first 
page, line 8, and insert in lieu thereof 
“thirty.” That refers to the number of 
years which the bill presently providing 
a leasehold may extend. In lieu of 50 
years my amendment provides a maxi- 
mum of 30 years. I have discussed the 
bill and the proposed two amendments 
with the Senator from Oregon. I have 
been advised there is no objection to 
them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senate that there 
is a companion bill to the pending bill, 
Calendar No. 2234, House bill 1254, to 
provide authorization for certain uses 
of public lands. It differs in language 
from the Senate bill. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I had assumed that 
the parliamentary procedure would be 
that if the two amendments which I 
have offered to the Senate bill were 
agreed to, and there was no other objec- 
tion to the bill, I would move to substi- 
tute the language of the Senate bill for 
the House bill. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendments. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish 
to ask a question, but not on the com- 
mittee amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the first amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator from California. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On the first page, 
beginning with line 5, it is proposed to 
strike out all through “easements” in line 
8 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“lands and national forests except na- 
tional parks and monuments of the 
United States is hereby authorized to 
grant permits, leases, or easements, in re- 
turn for the payment of a price repre- 
senting the fair market value of such 
permit, lease, or easement, to be fixed by 
such head of such department or agency 
through appraisal.” 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I heart- 
ily support the amendment. I wish to 
express my very deep appreciation to the 
Senator from California, not only for his 
extreme fairness in regard to this matter, 
but for the fact that he went into it him- 
self and conferred with the Bureau of the 
Budget. He did not raise any criticism 
about the action of the Bureau of the 
Budget. I say to the Senator from Cali- 
fornia that I am glad we were able to get 
together on the amendment. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senator 
for his compliment. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I believe I understand 
the project involved as well as any other 
Senator, but I should like to ask the Sen- 
ator from California, so far as this par- 
ticular project is concerned, whether the 
water reserves for Pendleton Field, which 
belongs to the Marine Corps, are pro- 
tected. The Santa Maria furnishes the 
water for Pendleton Field, the Marine 
Corps field. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I can- 
not think of a case in which this bill 
would apply to the Marine Corps reserva- 
tion. The attorney general of the State 
of California has rendered an opinion 
that in the absence of a valid lease flow- 
ing to the State from the Federal Gov- 
ernment, the State government cannot 
make any expenditures of public funds 
with respect to any area in which it and 
the Federal Government are parties. 

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I apolo- 
gize to the Senator from California; I 
had in mind the Santa Margarita, in- 
stead of the Santa Maria. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Yes. p 

The -PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from California 
[Mr. KUCHEL], on page 1, beginning in 
line 5. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
next amendment submitted by the Sen- 
ator from California will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, in line 8, 
it is proposed to strike out “fifty” and 
insert in lieu thereof “thirty.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. KUCHEL.. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California will state it. 

Mr. KUCHEL. At what point will a 
motion be in order to consider the com- 
panion House bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Such a 
motion is in order at this time. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I now 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar 2234, House 
bill 1254. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(H. R. 1254) to provide authorization for 
certain uses of public lands. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that all after 
the enacting clause of House bill 1254 
be stricken out, and that there be in- 
serted, in lieu thereof, the text of Senate 
bill 620, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H. R. 1254) was read the third 
time and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Senate bill 620 is indefinitely 
postponed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3114) to improve the public 
health by encouraging more extensive 
use of the voluntary-prepayment method 
in the provision of personal-health serv- 
ices was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 904) to standardize rates 
on household goods shipped by the 
United States Government for its em- 
ployees was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3219) to amend certain 
provisions of title XI of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, to facilitate private 
financing of new ship construction was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 3300) to authorize the 
State of Illinois and the Sanitary Dis- 
trict of Chicago under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Army to help con- 
trol the lake level of Lake Michigan by 
diverting water from Lake Michigan into 
the Illinois Waterway, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. By request, I 
ask that this bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


BILL INDEFINITELY POSTPONED 


The bill (S. 2317) authorizing the 
modification of the existing project for 
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navigation on the Delaware River, Pa., 
N. J., and Del., was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
this bill should be indefinitely postponed. 
The project contemplated was taken 
care of in the public works bill passed 
yesterday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New Jersey ask that 
the bill be indefinitely postponed? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I make that 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


RADU FLORESCU AND NICOLE 
ELIZABETH MICHEL FLORESCU 
The bill (H. R. 4813) for the relief of 

Radu Florescu and Nicole Elizabeth Mi- 

chel Florescu was considered, ordered to 

a third reading, read the third time, and 

passed. 


CLAIM OF THE GEO. D. EMERY 
CO.—RESOLUTION INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONED 


The resolution (S. Res. 285) to refer 
S. 3730, a private bill to the court of 
claims for a report, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
this matter should be handled by means 
of a bill, in my opinion, instead of a 
resolution. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on the Judiciary 
be discharged from the further consid- 
eration of Senate bill 3730, a bill for the 
relief of the Geo. D. Emery Co. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I now ask that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Senate bill 3730. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of the 
bill (S. 3730) for the relief of the Geo. 
D. Emery Co., which was read, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the Geo. D. Emery 
Co., of New York, N. Y., the sum of $250,000. 
The payment of such sum shall be in full 
settlement of all claims of the said Geo. D. 
Emery Co. against the United States for re- 
imbursement and compensation due for 
services performed between 1950 and 1953, in 
cooperation with the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation and other Government agencies 
in connection with a project to establish for 
the Government an 8,000-acre abaca planta- 
tion in Ecuador: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in ex- 
cess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I move that all after the enacting clause 
be stricken out and that there be in- 
serted the amendment which I send to 
the desk. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and to insert the following: 

That jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon 
the Court of Claims, notwithstanding any 
statute of limitations or any lapse of time, 
to hear, determine, and render judgment 
upon the claim of the George D. Emery Co., 
of New York, N. Y., for expenses it has in- 
curred and for services it has performed alleg- 
edly at the instance of and on behalf of the 
Government in connection with a project to 
establish for the Government an 8,000-acre 
abaca plantation in Ecuador between Sep- 
tember 1950 and February 1953: Provided, 
That suit on such claim shall be brought 
within 6 months from the date of the enact- 
ment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask that Senate Resolution 285 be in- 
definitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the resolution is indefinitely postponed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2559) to amend title 17, 
United States Code, entitled Copy- 
rights,” was anuounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS, Over, 

Mr. McCARRAN. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 3557) for the relief of 
Capt. Walter C. Wolf was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


DOROTHY KILMER NICKERSON 


The bill (H. R. 3757) for the relief of 
Dorothy Kilmer Nickerson was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


RESOLUTION AND BILLS PASSED 
OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 286) referring 
S. 1613 for the relief of Tom Hellander 
Co., to the Court of Claims was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over, by re- 
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be over. 

The bill (S. 1737) for the relief of cer- 
tain former employees of the Inland 
Waterways Corp. was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over, by re- 
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3166) for the relief of the 
city of Sandpoint, Idaho, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Over, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S, 3214) for the relief of Mrs. 
Marie Monchen was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 1370) for the relief of 
Guy H. Davant was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill 
will be passed over. 


CLARENCE D. NEWLAND 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 2032) for the relief of Clar- 
ence D. Newland, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with an amendment, on page 2, 
line 16, after the word “act”, to strike 
out “in excess of 10 percent thereof.” 

The amendment was agreed to 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 3222) for the relief of 
Martin Luther Johnson was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


DAVID W. WALLACE 


The bill (H. R. 4638) for the relief of 
David W. Wallace was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, on 
page 1, line 9, after the word “act”, to 
strike out “in excess of 10 percent there- 
of.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, as I 
heard the bill read, did I correctly under- 
stand that attorneys’ fees are allowed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As 
amended, the bill provides for no attor- 
neys’ fees. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I thank the Presid- 
ing Officer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES 
CODE RELATING TO PATENTING 
OF PLANTS 
The bill (H. R. 5420) to amend section 

161, title 35, United States Code, relating 

to the patenting of plants was consid- 

ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


14950 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3305) to authorize pay- 
ment of certain war claims including 
payment of veterans’ claims arising out 
of the sequestration by the Imperial Jap- 
anese Government of credits of mem- 
bers of the military and naval forces of 
the United States and other United 
States nationals in the Philippines was 
annouced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


TRAVEL EXPENSES OF CIVILIAN 
EMPLOYEES STATIONED OVER- 
SEAS 


The bill (H. R. 179) to amend section 
7 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 
1946, as amended, was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3517) to amend section 
144 of title 28 of the United States Code 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


PAYMENT OF TAXES ON REAL PROP- 
ERTY TRANSFERRED FROM GOV- 
ERNMENT CORPORATIONS—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 5605) to amend the 
Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, to provide for pay- 
ment of taxes or payment in lieu of 
taxes with respect to real property 
transferred from Government corpora- 
tions to other agencies of the Federal 
Government was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, may we 
have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
broadly speaking, a very brief explana- 
tion of the bill is that when a plant is 
located in a city and is operated by a di- 
vision of the Department of Defense, 
such as the Department of the Air Force, 
the locality loses its right to taxes. 
There is such a plant in Everett, Mass., 
which is operated by the General Elec- 
trict Co. When it was operated by the 
RFC, the city of Everett collected taxes 
on it. The RFC gave up the plant, it 
was transferred to the Department of 
the Air Force, and it is now being op- 
erated by the General Electric Co. under 
contract with the Department of the 
Air Force. As a result of the transfer, 
the city has lost the right to tax the 
plant. 

I have for several years joined in in- 
troducing bills to cover such situations. 
It is my understanding that the Defense 
Department, the Treasury Department, 
and the Bureau of the Budget object to 
bills of this character. I am informed 
that there are 93 similar instances 
throughout the United States. 

I address a question to the distin- 
guished Senator from Tennessee. I ask 
him if his objection is based on the fact 
that the Department of Defense does not 
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like this type of bill and objects to the 
present method of dealing with such 
situations, which is a hardship on lo- 
calities? 

Mr. GORE. In reply to the able senior 
Senator from Massachusetts, I advise 
him that I believe the bill has a great 
deal of merit. I am not in sympathy 
with the situation which it seeks to re- 
lieve. I have no objection to the merits 
of the bill as such. I believe I would 
favor the passage of such a bill. How- 
ever, as the able Senator has stated, 
since there are 93 instances parallel to 
this situation, and since it is a matter of 
considerable importance, and as general 
legislation which is objected to by the 
Department of Defense, I have serious 
reservations as to the advisability of 
passing such a far-reaching and impor- 
tant bill on the call of the calendar, be- 
cause it is not possible to have adequate 
debate and consideration. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I concede the 
force of the distinguished Senator’s ob- 
jection. My only observation is that it 
is unfortunate that the bill should come 
up at such a late date in the session. 

Mr. GORE. I agree. The junior 
Senator from Massachusetts is likewise 
very much interested in the bill. I shall 
be glad to join the distinguished Sena- 
tors from Massachusetts in a request to 
the majority leader to schedule the bill 
for consideration. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. 
Senator. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am happy to 
yield, if I have the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the bill 
deserves considerable discussion on the 
floor of the Senate. We cannot possibly 
discuss the policy involved in this bill 
and all the implications of that policy in 
a short time on the floor of the Senate. 
I am open-minded about it, and if I can 
be convinced that this is a sound bill, I 
shall change my present position. 

However, what we would be doing 
would be to open the whole question of 
whether to give communities in which 
the Government locates defense and mil- 
itary installations the right to collect 
taxes from the Defense Department. 
That is what it amounts to. When I 
think of all the interest in Congress with 
respect to getting military installations 
located in various localities of the coun- 
try, I believe we would be adopting a very 
unsound public policy if we were to have 
the Government pay taxes for the priv- 
ilege of locating such an installation 
within a locality. 

I am sure that the city of Everett, 
Mass., has not lost so much as one cent 
by the location of this installation there. 
To the contrary, I believe the establish- 
ment has poured into the treasury of the 
city of Everett great sums of money 
which never would have gone into its 
treasury if the plant had not been lo- 
cated there. 

Unless we could have a thorough dis- 
cussion of the policy, which, as has al- 
ready been brought out by the Senator 
from Massachusetts, is opposed by the 
Bureau of the Budget, I certainly would 
not agree to have it passed on the call 
of the calendar; nor would I, under ter- 
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rific pressure for shortening debate in 
the dying days of the session, be willing 
to have such a bill considered under any 
agreement to limit debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon withhold his ob- 
jection for a moment? 

Mr. MORSE. I withhold it. 

Mr. BUSH. I wish to speak strongly 
in support of the statement of the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts with reference 
to this bill. In response to the observa- 
tions of the Senator from Oregon, I will 
say that in one town in my State cer- 
tain property is subject to taxation which 
amounts to $68 million, and the property 
exempt from taxation because it belongs 
to the Government amounts to more 
than $80 million. 

As I recall, this bill was introduced in 
the early part of 1953. I do not know 
what has happened to it. I testified on 
it last year in hearings held on it. I 
am greatly distressed that it is to be held 
up and not passed this year. It involves 
a very important matter, and it has been 
kicking around for a year and a half. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Connecticut yield? 

Mr. BUSH. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. I am advised that the 
senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Hen- 
NINGS] wishes to join in requesting the 
majority leader to schedule the bill for 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
withhold my objection for a moment. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I happen to 
live in one of the States which has a 
number of communities affected in the 
same way as the communities which 
have been referred to by the Senator 
from Massachusetts and the Senator 
from Connecticut. I should like very 
much to see the bill pass. I only hope 
we can have an opportunity to pass it 
before we adjourn. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Oregon withhold his ob- 
jection in order that the Senator from 
Minnesota may make a statement? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, dur- 
ing the time I have been a member of 
the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions it has been my privilege to partici- 
pate in some of the hearings held on this 
measure. Last year I served on the Pres- 
ident’s Commission on Intergovern- 
mental Relations. At the present time 
the Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations is giving very careful study to 
the entire subject of payments in lieu of 
taxes by the Federal Government to lo- 
calities and political subdivisions of 
States. This question will be the subject 
of discussion the coming weekend before 
that Commission. I happen to be in 
agreement with the statement of the 
necessity for action being taken with 
reference to this subject. There are lit- 
erally hundreds of communities in the 
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United States which today are seeing 
their tax base eaten away, so to speak, 
because of the immunity of the Federal 
Government from any local taxation or 
revenue-raising ordinances of States. 
While I realize that this is a question 
which requires considerable discussion, 
I think it should be crystal clear that 
for more than 5 years there have been 
bills on the calendar and before com- 
mittees to approach a solution of this 
very urgent and pressing problem. I join 
with Senators who think the bill should 
be brought up again at this session, be- 
cause we should take some action on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Morse] renews his 
objection. 

Mr. MORSE. I think it is very good 
policy, in the closing hours of the ses- 
sion, to take the stand which I have sug- 
gested. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not true that this bill 
would deal only with a segment of the 
problem, namely, property transferred 
from Government corporations, and 
would not reach the whole field of fed- 
erally owned real estate, much of which 
is acquired by purchase or condemna- 
tion? 

Mr. MORSE. The answer is that I do 
not know. That is one of the reasons 
why I think we should have a debate on 
the bill rather than try to handle the 
subject on a calendar call within 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. The Senator 
from Maine advises the Senator from 
South Dakota that he is correct in his 
explanation of the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


TRUST ASSOCIATION OF H. KEMP- 
NER—BILL PLACED AT FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 951) for the relief of 
the trust association of H. Kempner was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this bill be 
passed to the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection the bill will be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3423) to amend the Trad- 
ing With the Enemy Act was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1555) to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to construct, op- 
erate, and maintain the Colorado River 
storage project and participating proj- 
ects, and for other purposes was an- 
nounced as next in order, 
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Mr. HENDRICKSON, 
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


Over, by re- 


AVAILABILITY OF CERTAIN FUNDS 
TO THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN- 
MENT OPERATIONS—RESOLU- 
TION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 288) to make 
certain funds available to the Commit- 
tee on Government Operations, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Over. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada withhold his ob- 
jection for a moment? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, at the last 
call of the calendar I registered an ob- 
jection to this resolution by request. 

Personally, I am strongly in favor of 
appropriating sufficient funds for the 
committee to make its investigation. I 
want the Recorp to show that my previ- 
ous objection was upon request and in 
performance of my duty as a member 
of the calendar committee, and was not 
a reflection of my own position with 
respect thereto. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be passed over. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 5407) to amend sec. 
2879 (b) of the Internal Revenue Code 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
placed at the foot of the calendar. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I object. 
If the bill is to be considered, I have 
some substantial amendments to it 
which I should like to discuss. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


UNIFORM SYSTEM OF GRANT- 
ING INCENTIVE AWARDS—BILL 
PLACED AT FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 7774) to establish a 
uniform system for the granting of in- 
centive awards to officers and employees 
of the United States, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I have sent 
an amendment to the desk with refer- 
ence to this bill. Frankly, the amend- 
ment is rather substantial, and I think 
that Members of the Senate who are 
interested in the proposed legislation 
should haye an opportunity to examine 
it. Senators know that House bill 7774, 
the Government employees’ pay raise 
bill, was passed over at the last call of 
the calendar. I have a series of amend- 
ments which I have submitted to the bill. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. I have been requested to 
suggest the absence of a quorum before 
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the Senator makes any statement about 
his amendments. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Then, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I request that the bill be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the follow- 
ing bills and joint resolution of the Sen- 
ate: 

S. 1042. An act to abolish the Commission 
for the Enlarging of the Capitol Grounds; 

S. 3017. An act for the relief of Thomas 
Barron; 

S. 3304. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims of the United 
States to consider and render judgment on 
the claim of the Cuban-American Sugar Co. 
against the United States; 

S. 3494. An act for the relief of the Cen- 
tral Railroad Co. of New Jersey; 

S. 3744. An act to change the name of 
Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins Point 
Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake; and 

S. J. Res. 170. Joint resolution to approve 
the conveyance by the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority of certain public-use terminal prop- 
erties now owned by the United States. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to each of the following bills 
of the House: 

H. R. 8498. An act authorizing construc- 
tion of works to reestablish for the Palo Verde 
Irrigation District, California, a means of di- 
version of its irrigation water supply from 
the Colorado River, and for other purposes; 
and 

H. R. 9709. An act to extend and improve 
the unemployment compensation program. 


The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to each of the following 
bills of the House: 

H. R.9756. An act to increase the borrow- 
ing. power of Commodity Credit Corporation; 
an 


H. R. 9909. An act to prohibit payment of 
annuities to officers and employees of the 
United States convicted of certain offenses, 


The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 1665) for 
the relief of Carl Piowaty and W. J. 
Piowaty; asked a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Jonas 
of Illinois, Mr. Burpick, and Mr. FOR- 
RESTER were appointed managers on the 
part of the House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 2263) to authorize the Postmaster 
General to readjust the compensation of 
holders of contracts for the performance 
of mail-messenger service. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
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(H. R. 9924) to provide for family quar- 
ters for personnel of the military depart- 
ments of the Department of Defense and 
their dependents, and for other purposes. 


RESERVE COMPONENTS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


The bill (H. R. 6573) to provide for 
the promotion, precedence, constructive 
credit, distribution, retention, and elimi- 
nation of officers of the Reserve com- 
ponents of the Armed Forces of the 
United States and for other purposes, 
Was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, does 
it involve the amendment of the Senator 
from Maine [Mrs. SMITH]? 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the 
bill ? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Armed Services with amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first 
committee amendment will be stated. 

The first amendment of the committee 
was, on page 1, line 5, after the word “of”, 
to strike out “1953” and insert “1954”. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment of the committee 
was, on page 108, line 8, after the word 
“effective”, to strike out “on the first day 
of January or the first day of July next 
following the date of enactment of this 
act, whichever is later”, and insert “May 
3, 1955”. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, to this committee amendment, I 
offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Maine to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 108, line 10, 
it is proposed to strike out May 3, 1955” 
and insert in lieu thereof “July 1, 1955.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Maine [Mrs. SmirH] to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may have printed in the Recorp a state- 
ment with regard to my amendment. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT By SENATOR SMITH OF MAINE 

For many, many years I have been fighting 
for adequate and realistic measures for the 
Reservists of our country—for Reserve train- 
ing pay, for Reserve coverage on death and 
disability while training, for Reserve retire- 
ment benefits, for Reserve recognition for 
such services in the form of a Reserve Medal. 
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I have made this fight—an extremely dis- 
couraging fight during which time I have 
felt alone like a voice in the wilderness— 
because I have sincerely believed that the 
only way our country can maintain the 
necessary defense without bankruptcy is 
through the largest possible, best trained 
Reserve backing up a small Regular estab- 
lishment. 

I have found that I had to fight every 
inch of the way over Pentagon resistance. 
The Pentagon opposed my bill for inactive 
training pay—but finally agreed to the prin- 
ciple and had a bill of its own ultimately 
introduced and passed. The Pentagon op- 
posed my Reserve death and disability cov- 
erage bill but I finally got it passed over 
Pentagon opposition and it is now known 
as the Smith Act. The Pentagon opposed 
my bill for Reserve retirement but finally 
agreed to the principle and had a bill of its 
own ultimately introduced and passed. The 
Pentagon opposed my proposal that Army 
Reservists and Air Force Reservists be given 
Reserve medals for Reserve service just as 
Naval Reservists are—but finally agreed to 
the principle by creating an Armed Forces 
Reserve Medal. 

Over 5 years ago I introduced Senate Reso- 
lutions 60 and 61 calling for investigations 
by Congress of the Departments of the Army 
and Air Force on their failure to develop 
adequate and realistic Reserve programs and 
on their administration of the Reserves. 
Studies have been made since that time and 
considerable progress has been achieved on 
improving the Reserve p 2 

Now H. R. 6573 is my latest experience 
with the Pentagon in our differences on 
getting something done for reservists. 

The Congress and the leaders of the execu- 
tive branch of our Government have at long 
last come to my 8-year-old national defense 
thesis of a small Regular force backed by 
a large, well-trained Reserve and are agreed 
that the military strength of our country 
lies in a large and well-trained Reserve to 
support a relatively small but highly organ- 
ized Regular Military Establishment. His- 
tory records that we have won all the wars in 
which we have been engaged and that they 
have always been fought, in substantial part, 
by our civilian soldiers. 

There have been many efforts over the 
years to improve the structure of our Re- 
serve. A most significant step in that di- 
rection was the enactment of the Reserve 
Act of 1952 by the 82d Congress. This legis- 
lation established the base for the Reserves 
of the future and endeavored to solve many 
of the difficult problems encountered when 
the Reserves were mobilized for operations 
in Korea. 

Recent newspaper stories indicate that the 
executive branch of our Government is 
again studying the problems of the Reserves, 
and we are informed that sometime in the 
next session of Congress appropriate legis- 
lation will be recomemnded. It appears, 
however, that these studies are designed 
primarily to solve the problem of securing 
necessary Manpower in our Reserve struc- 
ture to meet our military requirements. We 
have struggled with this problem in the past 
under such titles as Universal Military Train- 
ing and Selective Service. They now call it 
the new look at the Reserves. 

The legislation which we are discussing 
today is designed not to alter the shape of 
the Reserve but to solve a problem with 
which the Congress has been confronted for 
several years: How can we encourage and 
improve the officer structure for the Reserve 
so that the leaders of our civilian soldiers 
will remain active in the program and be 
so screened and handled as to give us a 
younger, more active, and more efficient offi- 
cer personnel? One important part of this 
solution is, for the first time in the Army 
and the Air Force, to eliminate some of the 
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present undesirable practices which bring 
about overage-in-grade officers, officers with 
low morale, and officers whose interest in 
our Reserve program is steadily decreasing. 

Under the impetus of the Reserve Act of 
1952, and by specific direction of the chair- 
man of the Armed Services Committee of 
the House of Representatives, the Depart- 
ment of Defense drafted the legislation 
which we are considering today. The House 
Armed Services Committee conducted care- 
ful hearings for a period of 8 weeks, during 
which the services helped perfect the lan- 
guage which is now before you. 

In broad principle, this legislation writes 
into law those regulations developed as a 
result of the Reserve Act of 1952, which 
directed that promotion procedures for Re- 
serves should, insofar as is practicable, paral- 
lel those of the Regular services. The serv- 
ices have no objection to this part of the 
legislation. However, this bill has 1 or 
2 controversial points which would not 
exist but for the fact that the Army and 
the Air Force did not carry out fully the 
intentions of the 1952 act. Under present 
law and regulations, Reserve officers of the 
Army and the Air Force earn no credit for 
precedence or rank except while serving on 
active duty. The net result is that many of 
our excellent Reserve officers of the Army 
and the Air Force have seen themselves 
losing ground in relation to Regulars, and 
have therefore dropped out of the Reserve 
program. The morale of those officers who 
have remained has been adversely affected by 
this system. 

This bill does not promote anybody. t 
does, however, establish a system whereby 
officers will be given credit for precedence 
and rank purposes for each year of satis- 
factory service, and guarantees that periodi- 
cally Reserve officers will be considered for 
promotion. If qualified, they will be pro- 
moted. 

Another point that the Regular Air Force 
alone objects to is the requirement that Re- 
serve officers serving on active duty should 
serve in a grade no lower than their perma- 
nent Reserve rank. At the present time 
Reserve officers are serving on active duty 
in grades lower than their permanent 
Reserve ranks in both the Army and the 
Air Force. This bill, if enacted, will begin 
to solve that problem. In my opinion, it 
does not go as far as it should, but it is 
a significant step in the proper direction. 

Those portions of the bill that deal with 
the Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Coast 
Guard will merely write into law present 
regulations, with perhaps one or two minor 
and insignificant deviations. These services 
have complied fully with the intent of the 
Reserve Act of 1952. Significantly, we have 
had few, if any, complaints from Reserves in 
these services. Unfortunately, the reverse is 
true in the Army and the Air Force. 

Notwithstanding some of the objections 
from the Regular Establishment, I do not 
believe, Mr. President, that anyone can argue 
validly as to the need for the immediate en- 
actment of general personnel legislation of 
this type for the Reserves. It will, of course, 
apply to any organizational structure that is 
established for the Reserve. It is quite cus- 
tomary for Congress to enact general person- 
nel legislation for Federal employees. We 
certainly do not hold up such legislation be- 
cause we do not know what the ultimate or- 
ganization of the Federal departments will 
be. Furthermore, I recall quite well that in 
1947, when we enacted a similar personnel 
bill for the Regular Establishment, it was at 
a time when the Unification Act was being 
debated in the Congress. Nevertheless, we 
went right ahead and enacted the Officer 
Personnel Act for the Regular Establishment, 
even though we knew that the entire form 
and shape of the military structure was about 
to be changed, 
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Therefore, to me, the suggestion of the 
Department of Defense that this bill be de- 
layed has no substantive basis. They have 
based their arguments on such things as that 
the bill should not be passed until the New 
Look at the Reserves has been studied by the 
Congress. By innuendo, they have also tried 
to say that it is bad legislation. If it is bad 
legislation, Mr. President, then why did the 
services say in the House of Representatives 
that it was satisfactory to them? Yet all the 
services did so agree. 

If it is bad legislation why should the 
service representatives not have said so be- 
fore the Senate armed services on April 22, 
instead of arguing that it should be delayed 
pending the completion of the New Look at 
the Reserves? 

In fact, Mr. President, why was even that 
argument used by Dr. John Hannah, the re- 
cently departed Assistant Secretary of De- 
fense, who, having argued strongly that the 
bill should be delayed, stated in response to 
a question from me that the so-called “New 
Look at the Reserves” had nothing to do 
with promotion retirement, or pay? I 
would like to quote from the report of the 
hearings held before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee on July 20. Before the 
hearings were recessed, and with the ap- 
proval of the Chair, the following conversa- 
tion took place, and I quote: 

“Senator SMITH. Mr. Chairman, may I 
ask Dr. Hannah one question? 

“Senator SALTONSTALL., Yes. 

“Senator SMITH. Dr. Hannah, do I under- 
stand that the so-called New Look at the 
Reserves does not include anything as to re- 
tirement, pay, and promotion? 

“Dr. HANNAH. That is correct.” 

I personally believe that the reason why 
the Regulars are fighting this bill so hard is 
regrettably clear. They simply do not want 
officers with rank in the Reserves. It is a 
threat to their ability to accelerate the tem- 
porary promotion of Regular officers at a time 
of full mobilization, 

This bill has powerful support by compe- 
tent persons within the Department of De- 
fense. The Reserve Forces Policy Board, 
which is a statutory board consisting of the 
Assistant Secretaries from the various De- 
partments, Regular military personnel, and 
representatives from the Reserves, considered 
the bill presently before you, and recom- 
mended its adoption. Various policy boards 
that advise the Secretaries of the several 
services have also recommended substan- 
tially what is in this bill, 

In conclusion, I would like to repeat that 
we are merely confirming by this legislation, 
those regulations presently existing within 
the services, and trying to establish a 
method whereby qualified Reserve officers 
will be able to keep pace with their contem- 
poraries in the Regular military Establish- 
ment. In general, it writes into law for Re- 
serve officers the same type of legislation 
given Regular officers in the Officer Person- 
nel Act of 1947, 

I am sure that no Member of this body 
questions the absolute dependence on and 
need for our Reserve structure, or the need 
for qualified officers within that structure. 
Without this bill, we will continue to lose 
our Reserve officers from the Army and the 
Air Force at an alarming rate. The morale 
of the Armiy and the Air Force Reserves will 
continue to remain low. For them this legis- 
lation is vital. The other services will merely 
continue their present satisfactory systems. 

On balance, there can be no other decision 
by this body than to enact into law this bill, 
which is opposed by only a few within the 
regular establishment, which is supported by 
our civilian components, which has passed 
the House of Representatives unanimously 
over a year ago, and which has been unani- 
mously recommended to you by your Senate 
Armed Services Committee, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 
amendment of the committee will be 
stated. 

The next amendment of the committee 
was, on page 109, line 11, after the word 
“of”, to strike out “1953” and insert 
1954.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment of the committee 
Was, on page 110, line 2, after the word 
“of”, to strike out “1953” and insert 
“1954.” 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The next amendment of the committee 
was, on page 111, line 2, after the word 
“of”, to strike out “1953” and insert 
“1954.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendments to be pro- 
posed, the question is on the engrossment 
of the amendments and third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
raha and the bill to be read a third 

e. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. ‘ 

Mr. MORSE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, there has arrived at my desk 
a letter which was sent to me under date 
of August 17, 1954. I understand it 
reached my office a few minutes ago, and 
came to my desk after the bill in ques- 
tion had been disposed of on the calen- 
dar. The letter refers to the bill (H. R. 
6573), amending the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act. It is Calendar No. 2030. 
I ask unanimous consent that, without 
my taking the time to read it, the letter 
be printed in the Recorp at this point, 
together with attachments thereto. 

I think it is only fair to say to the 
writer of the letter, who is Lawrence L. 
Gourley, legal counsel for the American 
Osteopathic Association, that after his 
letter arrived at my desk, I checked and 
found that had I received it in time, and 
had I offered the amendment he pro- 
posed to have made in the bill, the bill 
would not have passed on this call of the 
calendar. 

The amendment which Mr. Gourley 
proposes to have made is on page 11, 
after line 21, to insert the following: 

(g) effective on the date of enactment of 
this act, section 201 of the Army-Navy-Pub- 
lic Health Service Medical Officer Procure- 
ment Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 777), is amended 
by inserting immediately after the word 
“medicine” wherever used therein, the words 
“or osteopathy.” 


I know the amendment would not have 
passed on the calendar call had I of- 
fered it, because I have been so advised 
in discussions on the floor of the Senate. 
But come January I shall offer it as a 
separate bill by way of amendment to 
the law which was enacted today. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and attachments were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., August 17, 1954. 
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Morse: Contrary to your 
and our opinion, section 201 of the Army- 
Navy-Public Health Service Medical Officer 
Procurement Act of 1947, for which you were 
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Senate floor manager, did vitiate section 41 
of the act of August 2, 1946, which author- 
ized appointment of osteopathic graduates 
as medical officers in the Navy. See en- 
closed excerpt from Senate debate on July 23, 
1947, and conflicting letter from Assistant 
Secretary of Defense, Dr. Frank B. Berry, to 
Dr. Kronisch. 

Osteopathic physicians are now being 
drafted and required to serve as privates, be- 
cause of the emasculating section 201, above 
mentioned. 

Therefore we fervently hope you will in- 
sert the following amendment in the pend- 
ing Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954, 
H. R. 6573, to wit: 

On page 111, after line 21, insert the 
following: 

“(g) Effective on the date of enactment of 
this act, section 201 of the Army-Navy-Pub- 
lic Health Service Medical Officer Procure- 
ment Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 777) is amended 
by inserting immediately after the word 
‘medicine’ wherever used therein, the words 
‘or osteopathy.““ 

As a result of the enclosed testimony on 
H. R. 4495 of the 83d Congress, the enclosed 
bill, H. R. 5017, which contains a similar 
amendment, was introduced by the chair- 
man of the House Armed Services Commit- 
tee, but has received no action. 

Gratefully yours, 
Lawrence L. GOURLEY, 
Legal Counsel, American Osteopathie 
Association. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D. C., February 1, 1954. 
Dr. Davīp H. KRONISCH, 
Young Men's Christian Association, 
Des Moines, Iowa. 

Dear Mr. KroniscH: I have been asked to 
reply to your letter to the President of Janu- 
ary 18, 1954, concerning your desire to be 
commissioned as a medical officer in the 
Navy. 

At the present time there is no legislative 
basis for the commissioning of doctors of 
osteopathy in the Army, Navy, or the Air 
Force. While the 76th Congress during 1946 
passed legislation authorizing the commis- 
sioning of doctors of osteopathy in the Navy, 
legislation was passed in 1947 wherein it was 
specifically stated that medical officers would 
be doctors of medicine. The title of the 
legislation enacted in 1947 is 34 U. S. C. 21 
(C). 

The matter of possible utilization of doc- 
tors of osteopathy as medical officers in the 
Armed Forces has been a subject of study by 
my office and the Surgeons General. Be- 
cause of the necessity for nationwide and 
worldwide acceptability of medical officers, 
changes in the existing policy regarding 
eligibility for commissioning of medical ofi- 
cers has not been considered advisable at 
this time. 

Your concern in this matter is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK B, BERRY. 

The legislative history of section 201 of 
the Medical Officer Procurement Act of 1947 
shows that it was passed under a misappre- 
hension that it would not vitiate the exist- 
ing legislation. The Senate proceedings of 
July 23, 1947, includes the following: 

“Mr. Murray. Does the Senator recognize 
that the bill in its present form would 
vitiate the act of Congress that was passed 
last year (section 41 of the act of August 2, 
1946, which expressly authorizes appoint- 
ment of osteopathic graduates in the Navy 
Medical Corps)? 

“Mr” Morse. No; I do not think it would 
vitiate it at all if we take into account the 
conditions. After all, this is a piece of emer- 
gency legislation to cover a particular pro- 
curement requirement.” 
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H. R. 5017 
A bill to amend the Army-Navy-Public 

Health Service Medical Officer Procure- 

ment Act of 1947, as amended, so as to 

provide for appointment of doctors of 
osteopathy in the Medical Corps of the 

Army and Navy 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 201 of the 
Army-Navy-Public Health Service Medical 
Officer Procurement Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 
777), as amended, is further amended by 
inserting immediately after the word “medi- 
cine” wherever used therein, the words “or 
osteopathy.” 

Src. 2. Section 201 of the Army-Navy- 
Public Health Service Medical Officer Pro- 
curement Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 777), as 
amended, is further amended by adding the 
following at the end thereof: 

“A doctor of osteopathy to be eligible for 
appointment in the Medical Corps of the 
Army and Navy must be a graduate of a 
college of osteopathy whose graduates are 
eligible for licensure to practice medicine or 
surgery in a majority of the States, and be 
licensed to practice medicine, surgery, or 
osteopathy in one of the States or Terri- 
tories of the United States or in the District 
of Columbia.” 


DOCTORS DRAFT ACT 


(Extract from hearings before the Committee 
on Armed Services, House of Representa- 
tives, 83d Cong., Ist sess., on H. R. 4495, 
to amend the Universal Military Training 
and Service Act, as amended, so as to pro- 
vide for special registration, classification, 
and induction of certain medical, dental, 
and allied specialist categories, and for 
other purposes, Saturday, April 25, 1953) 


STATEMENT OF L. L. GOURLEY, WASHINGTON, D. C., 
LEGAL COUNSEL, THE AMERICAN OSTEOPATHIC 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Gourtey. My name is L. L. Gourley, of 
Washington, D. C. I am legal counsel for 
the American Osteopathic Association. 

Personally and on behalf of the American 
Ostoepathic Association I wish to express our 
appreciation for the opportunity of present- 
ing our views on the pending bill, H. R. 4495. 

Although I am listed as the only witness 

‘representing the American Osteopathic As- 
sociation, I am accompanied by Dr. Chester 
D. Swope, who is the chairman of the Wash- 
ington office of the association, and Dr. Ralph 
F. Lindberg, superintendent of the Detroit 
Osteopathic Hospital. The three of us are 
available for answering any questions which 
May occur to you. 

This legislation which extends the Doctor 
Draft Act for an additional 2 years, is neces- 
sary in order to meet the needs of the armed 
services according to the Department of 
Defense. 

Congress has adopted two special expedi- 
ents to meet the needs of the Armed Forces 
for medical officers. The Army-Navy-Public 
Health Service Medical Officer Procurement 
Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 777) offered incentive 
of $100 per month additional pay (sec. 101; 
5-year period extended to July 1, 1953, by 66 
Stat. 156), and provided for original commis- 
sion grades commensurate with training and 

ce (sec. 201; permanent provision). 

The Universal Military Training and Service 
Act, including the so-called Doctor Draft Act 
of September 9, 1950, provides for a draft 
lability for physicians to age 51. 

In order to further effect the common pur- 
pose of these two laws, we respectfully pro- 
pose the following amendment to the pend- 
ing bill, H. R. 4495: 

“Section . (a) Section 201 of the Army- 
Navy-Public Health Service Medical Officer 
Procurement Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 777) is 
amended by inserting immediately after the 
word ‘medicine’ wherever used therein, the 
words ‘or osteopathy.’ 

“(b) Doctors of osteopathy who are H- 
censed to practice medicine or surgery in one 
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of the States of Territories of the United 
States or in the District of Columbia, when 
selected under the provisions of the Universal 
Military and Service Act, as amend- 
ed, in Meu of induction thereunder, may 
apply for and upon qualification shall be 
eligible to receive appointment in the Reserve 
of the Army and Navy as medical officers and 
in the Reserve of the Air Force for designa- 
tion as medical officers, and upon such ap- 
pointment shall be subject to call for active 
duty in like manner as others similarly 
situated. 

As amended by paragraph (a) of the 
above amendment, section 201 of the act of 
1947 would provide that medical appoint- 
ments shall be made from qualified civilian 
doctors of medicine or osteopathy who are 
citizens of the United States, and who shall 
have such other qualificatoins as the Secre- 
tary of the Army and the Secretary of the 
Navy may prescribe for their respective serv- 
cies. Copy of the section showing the pro- 
posed amendments in italic is inserted at 
this point, to wit: 

“Sec. 201. Subject to any limitation of 
the commissioned strength of the Army and 
Navy prescribed by law, the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, is hereby authorized to make origi- 
nal appointments to permanent commis- 
sioned grades, with rank not above that of 
colonel in the Medical and Dental Corps of 
the Army, and not above that of captain in 
the Medical and Dental Corps of the Navy 
in such numbers as the needs of the services 
may require. Such appointments shall be 
made only from qualified civilian doctors of 
medicine or osteopathy and dentists who 
are citizens of the United States, and who 
shall have such other qualifications as the 
Secretary of War and the Secretary of the 
Navy may prescribe for their respective 
services. The doctors of medicine or osteo- 
pathy and dentists so appointed in the 
Navy shall be carried as additional numbers 
in rank, but shall not increase the author- 
ized numbers of commissioned officers of the 
Medical and Dental Corps of the Regular 
Navy. The doctors of medicine or osteo- 
pathy and dentists so appointed in the Army 
shall be credited for purposes of promotion 
with the minimum number of years of serv- 
ice now or hereafter required for promotion 
of officers of the Medical and Dental Corps to 
the grade in which appointed.” 

That the enactment of paragraph (a) of 
the proposed amendments is imperative if 
the professional services of osteopathic 
physicians are to be utilized in the armed 
services is clearly manifested in a ruling 
by the Deputy Department Counselor of the 
Army on March 13, 1952, that: 

“The basic statute under which officers of 
the Army Medical Corps are commissioned is 
the Army-Navy-Public Health Service Medi- 
cal Officer Procurement Act of 1947. Section 
201 of title II provides that “Such appoint- 
ments shall be made only from qualified 
doctors of medicine.” * * * It would seem 
that the matter of commissioning of osteo- 
paths in the Armed Forces is now properly 
one for the cognizance of the Congress of 
the United States.” 

The adoption of paragraph (a) would 
make clear the congressional intent that 
qualified doctors of osteopathy shall be ap- 
pointed as medical officers in the Medical 
Corps of the armed services, and incidentally 
eliminate the legal impediments to full ex- 
ercise of authority previously granted by 
Congress for appointment of doctors of 
osteopathy as commissioned medical officers 
in the Navy (60 Stat. 858) and the employ- 
ment of Army interns (56 Stat. 314; 67 Stat. 
18). 

Paragraph (a) was passed by the House 
during the 82d Congress as an amendment 
to S. 2552, but the House receded from the 
amendment before final enactment. 

According to the conference report (H. 
Rept. 2169), House recession was due to two 
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principal contentions which formed the basis 
for opposition by the Department of Defense, 
namely: (1) That there cannot be two stand- 
ards of medical service in the Armed Forces, 
and (2) that doctors of osteopathy are not 
qualified in preventive medicine, neuro- 
psychiatry, the treatment and management 
of contagious diseases, the prescription and 
administration of therapeutic drugs and 
biologicals, operative surgery, and public 
health and sanitation. 

Those same objections were advanced by 
the Navy before this committee, and re- 
pudiated by this committee, at the time of 
enactment of osteopathic eligibility for medi- 
cal-officer commissions in the Navy in 1946 
(Public Law 604, 79th Cong., 60 Stat. 858). 
It may be of interest to the committee that 
shortly after the enactment of the 1946 act, 
the then Surgeon General of the Navy in- 
stituted preparations for commissioning 
osteopathic physicians pursuant to the act, 
but the project died aborning upon accession 
of a new Surgeon General. 

Since these same issues have been raised 
before this committee on previous occasions, 
it is not my purpose to belabor the commit- 
tee with an extensive recitation of the quali- 
fications of osteopathic graduates. However, 
for record purposes it does seem appropriate 
to deal briefly with the oppositions assigned 
in the conference report and to which I have 
referred. 

Opposition (1) asserts that two standards 
of medical service would result from appoint- 
ment of osteopathic graduates in the Medical 
Corps. A similar question was in con- 
nection with appointments in the Medical 
Service of the Veterans’ Administration, 
Congress had passed a law in 1946 providing 
that any person to be eligible for appoint- 
ment in the Medical Service of the Depart- 
ment of Medicine and S of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration must “hold the degree 
of doctor of medicine or of doctor of oste- 
opathy from a college or university approved 
by the Administrator, have completed an in- 
ternship satisfactory to the Administrator, 
and be licensed to practice medicine, surgery, 
or osteopathy in one of the States or Terri- 
tories of the United States or in the District 
of Columbia” (59 Stat. 676). 

When we called on Dr. Paul R. Hawley, 
then Chief Medical Director of the Veterans’ 
Administration, we were told that two 
standards of medical service in the Veterans’ 
Administration could not be sanctioned, and 
that he must be satisfied that the training 
accorded in osteopathic colleges and intern- 
training hospitals was equivalent to that 
furnished in medical colleges and hospitals, 
After independent investigation on his part 
and submission of supplementary data on 
our part, General Hawley was satisfied of the 
necessary equivalence of the training insti- 
tutions of the two schools of practice. He, 
thereupon, recommended for approval and 
the Veterans’ Administrator approved the 
AOA approved schools of osteopathy and 
AOA approved intern-training hospitals, and 
arranged for appointment of qualified osteo- 
pathic graduates in the Medical Service of 
the Department of Medicine and Surgery of 
the Veterans’ Administration, and they were 
and are being appointed and are so serving. 
In doing so, General Hawley conscientiously 
carried out the intent of Congress. 

It cannot be successfully contended that 
the Veterans’ Administration is less solicit- 
ous of the welfare of veterans in its charge 
or less exacting in requirements of its 
medical personnel than is the Depart- 
ment of Defense for service personnel, and 
when a man of the recognized caliber of 
General Hawley in his capacity as Chief 
Medical Director of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration found after investigation that 
the training furnished in medical and 
osteopathic institutions is so comparable 
that two standards of medical service would 
not result from appointment of osteopathic 
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graduates in the Veterans’ Administration 
Medical Service, this objection of the De- 
partment of Defense becomes unrealistic 
and without foundation. 

Two standards have not resulted from the 
appointment of allopaths and homeopaths 
in the Medical Corps of the service. In a 
number of the States osteopaths, homeo- 
paths, and allopaths take the exact same 
State examination, and receive the same or 
equivalent licenses to practice, which cer- 
tainly demonstrates the comparability of 
their professional training. 

The fact is that the Army is now commis- 
sioning medical officers from among doctors 
of medicine whose medical-college training 
would disqualify them from licensure to 
practice medicine in most, if not all, the 
States, whereas, medical commissions are 
now being denied physicians of the osteo- 
pathic school of medicine whose osteo- 
pathic-college training is acceptable for 
qualification for licensure to practice medi- 
cine or surgery in some three-fourths of 
the States. I refer to the commissioning of 
doctors of medicine who are graduates of 
AMA unapproved medical colleges. I am not 
suggesting that the doctors so appointed are 
professionally unqualified, but merely citing 
the apparent discrimination. 

Let us now pass to opposition (2), name- 
ly, that doctors of osteopathy are not profes- 
sionally qualified in various subjects, the 
sum total of which comprise the training of 
a physician. Among the subjects listed is 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


contagious diseases. The Commission on 
Licensure for the District of Columbia would 
hardly subscribe to that allegation, since for 
more than 20 years Dr. Chester D. Swope, as 
osteopathic member of the District of Co- 
lumbia Board of Examiners in Medicine and 
Osteopathy, has been the designated ex- 
aminer in the subject of diagnosis and pre- 
vention of communicable diseases in the 
case of doctors of medicine and doctors of 
osteopathy who are applicants for licensure 
in the District of Columbia. 

It is worthy of note that in enacting the 
Healing Arts Practice Act for the District of 
Columbia in 1929, Congress declared: 

“The degrees doctor of medicine and doctor 
of osteopathy shall be accorded the same 
rights and privileges under governmental 
regulations” (45 Stat. 1389). 

Opposition (2) also challenges osteopathic 
qualifications in the prescription and admin- 
istration of therapeutic drugs and biologi- 
cals. This subject is dealt with in medical 
and osteopathic colleges under the headings 
of pharmacology and materia medica. In 
this connection, a question raised and an- 
swered in an editorial which appeared in the 
January 26, 1952, issue of the Jackson County 
(Mo.) Medical Society Weekly Bulletin is in 
point, in part as follows: 

“Are osteopaths studying the right sub- 
jects and enough hours to be practicing med- 
icine and surgery (the same as M. D.’s) which 
they are doing right now? To answer this 
question we would like to quote the Wis- 
consin Medical Journal for December 1951. 
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Hours 
Kirksville College of Osteopathy, 
pharmacology and materia med- 
Se RA AO T 126 
Los Angeles School of Osteopathy, 
pharmacology and materia med- 
— . ———— 228 
Kansas City College of Osteopathy: 
Pharmaco-dynamics.__________ 120 
Materia medica and prescription 
Rp ite ee ee 3 ae 36 
Clinical pharmacology 28 
Applied pharmacology 54 
Chicago College of Osteopathy, phar- 
Woods,, —4 ONSE 190 
University of Wisconsin, materia 
medica: 
A 64 
EA a E S ERAS 48-112 
Philadelphia College, pharmacology 
and materia medica a 180” 


The editorial also asks: “What about the 
other subjects studied?” In that connection, 
it cites the comparable grades made by doc- 
tors of medicine and doctors of osteopathy 
in July 1951, before the Wisconsin State 
Board of Medical Examiners. The subject of, 
that examination included all the subjects 
enumerated in opposition (2). The general 
averages of the M. D.'s and the D. O.’s defi- 
nitely indicate the equivalence of their 
training in the various subjects. I ask that 
the report of the examination as excerpted 
from the editorial be inserted at this point. 


Wisconsin State Board of Medical Examiners’ report of examination at Milwaukee in July 1951 
MARKS OF FIRST 5 MEDICAL DOCTORS EXAMINED IN JULY 1951 


Bacteriology 


25 


Average, medical doctors 


80.0 


Average, osteopathic doctors.. 87.0 
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General averages for the 5 physicians were recalculated in the society's office and were found to be 85, 83, 85, 84, and 87, respectively. 


Last year the Office of the Surgeon Gen- 
eral of the Army conducted a survey of 
osteopathic training with the full coopera- 
tion of all the osteopathic colleges, intern 
training hospitals, and the American Osteo- 
pathic Association. In assessing the caliber 
of the teaching personnel in osteopathic 
colleges, the survey sought information as 
to any contributions made by faculty mem- 
bers to recognized scientific literature, ex- 
clusive of osteopathic publications, I have 
here a return made by the Kirksville College 
of Osteopathy and Surgery which shows that 
16 members of the faculty have contributed 
to nonosteopathic scientific literature. The 
scope of these contributions, I believe, 
would be of interest to the committee, and 
I ask that the report be included in the 
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record of the hearings at the end of my 
testimony. 

The survey also sought information re- 
garding the graduate training program of 
osteopathic physicians. A letter was ad- 
dressed to each of the teaching hospitals by 
Col. James Q. Simmons, Medical Corps, Per- 
sonnel Division, Office of the Surgeon Gen- 
eral, requesting the following information: 

“Would you please give me information as 
to the size of your hospital, the relative size 
of the medical, surgical, and obstetrical 
service, the average number of beds oc- 
cupied, and the annual patient load, both 
inpatient and outpatient? I would appre- 
ciate also information on the number of 
necropsies performed annually. Informa- 
tion as to the amount of material furnished 
to students under other items mentioned in 
the catalog will be appreciated.” 


As illustrative of the response made to 
that inquiry, I wish to insert at this point 
the report submitted by Dr. Lindberg for the 
Detroit Osteopathic Hospital. 


Statistics, 1951 


Total bed capacity: 
Adult and children — 
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Statistics, 1951—Continued 


Total deaths... 2-12... 5-52. Soa moe: 
Total necropsies_ — 143 
Autopsy percent =- 42, 74 
Total obstetrical admissions- — 4, 263 
Total live births — 3, 755 
TOGRI SONDERE eanna nnana 82 
Á. 
SURGERY 
Total minor surgery__--------------- 3, 378 
Total major surgery----------------- 2,879 
Total surgery 6, 257 
— 
Surgery by services: 
General surgery 1,608 
Gynecology 
T 
CN papon oe Epa a NO 
Urology 
Orthopedics 


Eye, ear, nose, throat, and tonsils... 1, 596 
Thoracic 83 


OUTPATIENT SERVICE 


We do not operate an outpatient dispen- 
sary as a formal service. Service to outpa- 
tients is given by the X-ray and clinical 
laboratories. Outpatients are also cared for 
by the orthopedic department. 

“Total outpatient, admissions to X-ray 
service was approximately 12,000 in 1951. 
This figure includes both diagnostic and 
therapy services. 

“Clinical laboratory gave service to approx- 
imately 7,500 outpatients in 1951. 

“Orthopedic outpatient admissions was 
1,348 in 1951.” 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that 
these statistics were submitted by Dr. Lind- 
berg, who is here now, and in view of the 
fact that they show the number of admis- 
sions in the Detroit Osteopathic Hospital, 
and show the surgery services, if it would 
please the committee I would like to have 
Dr. Lindberg say something about this re- 
port specifically as to what is included under 
surgery. 

Mr. SHAFER. He may state it briefly. Our 
time is running out on us here. We must 
hear several more witnesses before 12 o’clock. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH LINDBERG, D. O, 


Dr. LINDBERG. The total admissions for the 
year were 15,600, and they were reasonably 
divided between the various services of 
adults, pediatrics, obstetrical, and newborn. 
I think it is important to realize that all 
these patients are teaching patients for in- 
terns and residents in the hospital. The 
total autopsy percentage is given and the 
total number of major and minor surgery. 
The surgery by service is broken down into 
general surgery, surgery of the gastrointesti- 
nal tract, which includes the gallbladder, the 
thyroid, and so forth; gynecology, which is 
the surgery of the female tract; proctology, 
which is the surgery of the lower intestinal 
tract; urology, which is the surgery of the 
kidney, the bladder, and the prostate; ortho- 
pedic, which has to do with bone surgery and 
reconstruction orthopedic; ear, nose, throat 
and tonsils, and thoracic surgery, which is 
the lungs and the heart. 

The outpatient service, briefly, is primarily 
X-rays and clinical laboratory study. There 
is a large outpatient study. 

Mr. SHAFER. You do not have any special- 
ists in osteopathy, do you? 

Dr. LINDBERG. We have specialists in all or 
almost all the major specialties. They are 
certified by their respective boards. There 
are specialists in eye, ear, nose, and throat 
and plastic surgery and thoracic surgery. 
There are specialists in gynecology, anesthe- 
sia, X-ray, and so forth. 

Mr. Rivers. There are specialists in the list 

_that you just referred to? 
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Dr. LIND RAnd. The list that I referred to 

was the number of patients in those cate- 
ories. . 

8 Mr. Rivers, Do you have specialists in those 
categories? 

Mr. SHAFER. I think possibly you misun- 
derstood me. What I wanted to determine 
was, does every osteopath have to know all 
these subjects which you have spoken of 
here, or do they specialize in certain sub- 

ects? 

: Dr. LrypperG. Every osteopathic physician 
has had education, training, and experience 
in all these things. In our hospital service, 
the work in the various specialty fields is 
done directly by specialists; men confining 
their work to that special field. 

Mr. Rivers. Then there are specialists in 
those chosen fields? 

Dr. LINDBERG. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. What is the difference be- 
tween an osteopath and a medical doctor? 

Dr. IINDnEnd. I think that I can answer 
that very briefly. I will.attempt to. The 
osteopathi¢ physicians trained today, the 
ones that I have had experience with, have 
training in the broad general field of medi- 
cine; they have experience and skills in the 
broad general field of medicine, and in addi- 
tion to that they are given in their scholastic 
work, and it is amplified in the graduate 
work, the particular skill of manipulative 
therapy. 

Mr. BENNETT. They do not believe that you 
can cure contagious diseases by a manipula- 
tion of the spine, do they? 

Dr. LINDBERG. No. 

Mr. Dovre, What is the fact with reference 
to whether or not the osteopaths in, their 
practice, before they can begin to practice 
under licenses from the States, must take 
the State examination in order to get their 
license that the M. D.’s take? 

Dr. LINDBERG. That is correct. 

Mr. Doyte. They do, do they not? 

Dr. LINDBERG. In most States; yes. 

Mr. DoyLE. In my State of California, for 
instance, the doctors of osteopathy take the 
same examination as the doctors of medicine 
take. 

Dr. LINDBERG. Correct. 

Mr. Doyte. I wish to say for the benefit of 
the chairman who asked a question about 
specialists that I know for a fact in my State 
of California some of the outstanding special- 
ists in medicine are doctors of osteopathy. 

Mr. BLANDForRD. May I ask a question? Can 
an osteopath perform all types of medical 
services comparable to those performed by 
a physician in each State of the Union? 

Dr. LINDBERG. By law, no, sir. There are 
some States in which he is restricted. Now, 
if you are asking as far as ability is con- 
cerned—— 

Mr. BLANDFORD. I am asking about the re- 
strictions first of all. 

Dr. Linpserc. There are restrictions in some 
States. 

Mr. BLanprorp. You mention in the state- 
ment that there are some doctors of medi- 
cine who are being commissioned in the 
Army who would not pass the examinations 
for license in many States. Under existing 
law, can a doctor of medicine, who is com- 
missioned in the Army, practice medicine in 
any State in the Union if he is in an Army 
installation? 

Dr. Lunpperc. I do not know. 

Mr. BLANDFORD, It seems to me the problem 
which has been with us for a long time al- 
ways goes back to this: Can you take an 
osteopath, even though he is comparable to a 
physician, and assign him any place in the 
world and expect him to perform on a patient 
exactly the same type of medical work that a 
physician is qualified to perform? Is that 
not what the issue boils down to? 

Dr. LINDBERG. Yes, 

Mr. BLanprorp. Your contention is you took 
any osteopath who has graduated from any 
osteopathic college in the United States and 
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compare him to any physician who graduated 
from any medical college in the United 
States you could not tell the difference? 

Dr. LINDBERG. On the same comparative 
basis that is correct. 

Mr. BLANDFORD. An osteopath can perform 
exactly the same type of medical service that 
a physician can perform, and he might even 
go one step further. He may know more 
about the manipulation of bones than a 
physician. 

Dr. LINDBERG. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. With these exceptions as to 
specialties which you related, you are speak- 
ing now of the general knowledge of medi- 
cine? 

Dr. LINDBERG. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. I think it is pretty well recog- 
nized, Doctor, that the requirements of the 
modern osteopath are very high throughout 
the Nation. I think it is well recognized that 
you render a great service. 

Dr. LINDBERG. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. SHarer. I might recall for Mr. Bland- 
ford's benefit that we had in the service of 
the Government the Director of Medicine of 
the Department of Defense, who was dis- 
qualified from practicing in most of the 
States of the Union. 

Mr. Rivers. His practice was on doctors in- 
stead of practicing on people. 

Mr. SHAFER. Thank heaven we got rid of 
him. 


You may proceed, Mr. Gourley. 


STATEMENT OF L. L. GOURLEY—CONTINUED 


Mr. Gour.Ley. Sixty-nine to seventy percent 
of the matriculants in osteopathic colleges 
have baccalaureate degrees, and 93 to 94 per- 
cent have had 3 or more years of preprofes- 
sional college training before admission for 
professional training in colleges of osteopa- 
thy and surgery. No applicant is accepted 
with less than 2 years of preprofessional col- 
lege training. The professional college train- 
ing covers a period of 4 years. 

Following completion of the 4-year profes- 
sional course, the osteopathic graduate 
undertakes 1 or more years internship. 
Seventy-six hospitals are approved for intern 
training by the American Osteopathic Asso- 
ciation. In addition, residencies in the vari- 
ous specialties of surgery, obstetrics, pedi- 
atrics, radiology, neuropsychiatry, and so 
forth, are available in 37 hospitals approved 
for resident training by the American Osteo- 
pathic Association. After resident training 
and upon further qualification and exam- 
ination osteopathic graduates are certified by 
the respective American osteopathic specialty 
boards. 

Unlike the doctor of medicine who has 
spent a similar time of 7 to 10 years or more 
in preparation for the practice of his profes- 
sion, the osteopathic physician is denied the 
privilege of contributing his professional 
services in the Armed Forces, after which he 
could enjoy a modicum of security for the 
civilian practice of his profession without 
interruption—which brings us to considera- 
tion of paragraph (b) of our proposed 
amendment. 

It seems patent to observe that assuming 
that doctors of osteopathy are qualified for 
service in the Medical Corps as we have 
demonstrated, then they should have an cp- 
portunity to obtain medical commissions 
in like manner as doctors of medicine. That 
is the purpose of paragraph (b). We seek no 
privileges not accorded doctors of medicine. 

Under paragraph (b) of the amendment, if 
an osteopathic physician is selected for in- 
duction, he would have the privilege of appli- 
cation for, and, upon qualification, receipt 
of a commission for service in the Medical 
Corps. In addition to the ordinary mental, 
physical, and moral qualifications, he would 
be required to evidence licensure to practice 
medicine or surgery in one of the States or 
Territories of the United States or in the 
District of Columbia, 


1954 


In view of the fact that doctors of osteop- 
athy who are nonveterans will have received 
occupational deferment during their profes- 
sional training, they are liable for induction 
to age 35 under the basic law; or in the event 
of registration under the Doctor Draft Act 
their liability would extend to age 51. After 
the long and intensive training necessary to 
become an osteopathic physician, he ought 
neither to be required to have his profes- 
sional skill rust during a period of 2 years’ 
service as a private when he is equipped to 
render professional service needed by the 
armed services, nor required to practice his 
profession under a constant tension of im- 
pending induction as a private during such 
a long span of years when he is attempting 
to serve the civilian health in his occupation 
which is rated critical for civilian needs. 

We believe our amendment is in the public 
interest, and we earnestly petition this com- 
mittee for its enactment. 

Mr. Rivers. You said that the Navy started 
on a program of utilizing the skills of these 
osteopaths, and then during the transition 
from one Surgeon General to the other, the 
project died aborning. 

Mr. Gourtey. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. What happened during that 
period of gestation? 

Mr. GourLEY. We were called in just after 
Congress had passed the bill authorizing ad- 
missions for osteopathic graduates as medical 
officers in the Navy. It was because of that 
law we were called in, and we had a confer- 
ence and were told that preparations were 
being made and recommendations were be- 
ing studied, for commissioning doctors of 
osteopathy pursuant to the law. We were 
told, however, that we would probably be 
commissioned as assistant surgeons rather 
than acting assistant surgeons, the reason 
being that the acting assistant surgeon, 
which is the lowest grade, comes in as an 
intern, for intern training. They said they 
should not be taken in in that category be- 
cause that might affect the standing of the 
training hospitals involved. 

Mr. Rivers. To make a long story short, no 
osteopath got any commission? 

Mr. Govrtry. That is what happened. 

Mr. Rivers. In either branch of the sery- 
ice? 

Mr. Gourtry. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. And they still do not get them? 

Mr. Gourtey. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Despite the fact that you are 
licensed to practice medicine in many of the 
States? 

Mr. Gountxx. That is right. 

Mr. SHAFER. Have there been cases where 
these men haye been drafted into the Army 
as privates? 

Mr. GOURLEY. Yes. 

Mr. SHAFER. And then put to work right in 
the hospitals, and so forth? 

Mr. Gourtey. They have been put to work 
in places other than hospitals as privates. 

Mr. Price. I wonder if they could give us 
a list of the States that issue licenses for 
the practice of osteopathy. 

Mr. GourtrY. Doctors of osteopathy are 
licensed in all States. Paragraph (b) of this 
amendment, Mr. Price, says that they must 
be licensed to practice medicine or surgery. 
There are about nine States where they are 
licensed to practice medicine expressly. 
Then there are a number of States where 
they are licensed to practice osteopathy or 
osteopathic medicine and surgery. 

Mr. Price. I wonder if you could give us 
the identity of those States. 

Mr. Gourtsey. I will be very glad to put 
those in the record. There are 37 States 
where they are licensed to practice surgery, 
whether it be medicine and surgery or osteo- 
pathy and surgery. 

Mr. SHAFER. We will be glad to have that 
list in the record. 
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Mr. BLANDFORD. I would like to ask you to 
enlarge upon this statement that you made: 

“The fact is that the Army is now com- 
missioning medical officers from among doc- 
tors of medicine whose medical college train- 
ing would disqualify them from licensure 
to practice medicine in most, if not all, the 
States, whereas medical commisisons are 
being denied physicians of the osteopathic 
school of medicine.” 

Do you know of any specific cases in which 
doctors have been commissioned in the Army, 
the Armed Forces, who would be denied the 
right to practice medicine in the vast ma- 
jority of the States? 

Mr. Gour.tey. Yes; Ido. They are gradu- 
ates from unapproved medical schools, and 
since graduates from those unapproved med- 
ical schools could not be admitted to ex- 
amination in the various States, they could 
not be licensed in those States, but they 
are, nevertheless, commissioned as medical 
officers in the Army. 

Mr. BLANDFORD. I would lke to ask General 
Armstrong to comment on that, please. 

General ARMSTRONG. We require a license 
in the State. It may not mean that they 
have a license in many States, but they must 
have a license to practice in one State. In 
the specific reference to the question you 
pointed to Mr. Gourley, we have from time 
to time given commissions to individuals 
who are graduates originally of nonapproved 
schools of medicine, but who had sufficient 
graduate training approved by the Ameri- 
can Medical Association that they became 
eligible to practice in a State and obtained 
a license and thereby had the blessing of 
the American Medical Association as far as 
commission in the armed services is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. BLANDFORD. In other words, these doc- 
tors must meet two qualifications; they must 
not only be able to meet the requirements 
of the State in whick they obtain the license, 
but then when they apply for a commission 
they must receive the blessing of the Ameri- 
can Medical Association? 

General Armstrons. That is right, and 
each case is studied separately and we give 
credit to evidence they submit of postgradu- 
ate training in approved training institu- 
tions. 

Mr. Dorie. May I ask this question of the 
General: Why, if a college was not worthy 
enough to be approved, or have the blessing 
of the American Medical Association, would 
the American Medical Association bless a 
graduate of that college? 

General ARMSTRONG. You are dealing now 
with a very broad problem, Mr. Doyle. As a 
matter of fact, at the moment there are no 
unapproved schools of medicine in the coun- 
try. I think that is a correct statement. 
Therefore, you are dealing with some people 
who are practicing medicine in this country 
who originally graduated from schools which 
are no longer in existence, or which have be- 
come approved schools of medicine in the in- 
terim. And, as a general policy, the Ameri- 
can Medical Association, dealing with indi- 
vidual cases, gives these people who gradu- 
ated from the school at the time when it was 
not approved a certain amount of credit in 
individual cases if they received graduate 
and postgraduate training which would ap- 
pear to make them more or less equivalent of 
a graduate. 

Mr. DoyLe. I remember that our distin- 
guished chairman, Mr. SHORT, of Missouri, 
discussed briefly this same question with you 
the other day. I think he discussed with you 
the question of commissioning osteopaths 
when you were a witness before this com- 
mittee. 

May I ask you this: Why is it that licensed 
osteopaths, doctors of medicine and surgery, 
are not commissioned by the Army? You 
need commissioned men in that field. Why 
do you not commission more of them? 
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General ARMSTRONG. The Congressman re- 
fers to the question by the chairman, and I 
should like to answer your question by re- 
ferring to the same statement which Chair- 
man SHORT brought out on 2 successive days. 
He coupled, if you recall, optometrists and 
osteopaths. 

Mr. Dorie. That is right. 

General ARMSTRONG. We have the author- 
ity today to commission optometrists in the 
Medical Service Corps, and as a matter of 
fact, we have commissioned and have on ac- 
tive duty at the moment some 77 optome- 
trists. 

Mr. Dorie. Do you not have authority to 
commission licensed osteopaths? 

General ARMSTRONG, Not at this time. 

Mr. Dove. Congress has not given you 
that authority? 

General ARMSTRONG. That is correct, 

Mr. BLANDFORD. You can commission an 
osteopath in the Medical Service Corps; can 
you not? 

General ARMSTRONG. Yes; that is true. 

Mr. Rivers. If he brought you a license to 
practice in one of the respective States as a 
doctor of medicine and did not have the 
blessing of the American Medical Association, 
could you under this law give him a com- 
mission? 

General ARMSTRONG. We could. 

Mr. DOYLE. Would you? 

General ARMSTRONG. It would be dependent 
entirely upon the case. We go over very 
carefully every individual case and if we feel 
the basic qualifications are not met we have 
the authority to not tender that individual 
a commission. 

Mr. Dorte. What authority do you need 
from Congress, more than you have, to com- 
mission a licensed doctor of osteopathy? 

Mr. Rivers. Do you need authority or a 
directive? 

General ARMSTRONG. The authority could 
be put in very easily, Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Kitpay. I would like to get straight- 
ened out here. You are asking for an amend- 
ment to include osteopathy after the word 
“medicine” wherever it appears in this par- 
ticular section? 

Mr. GourLey. Yes. 

Mr. Kitpay, Then I take it that you recog- 
nize or feel at the present time doctors of 
osteopathy are not provided the same oppor- 
tunity for commissions as doctors of medi- 
cine? 

Mr. Gourtey. That is exactly so, sir. As 
was pointed out in the statement, the Deputy 
Counselor of the Army suggested they did 
not have the authority to appoint doctors of 
osteopathy unless that law be amended. 

Mr. Knax. Then there is no issue between 
you and General Armstrong as to his author- 
ity? You do not complain of the adminis- 
tration of the existing law by the Surgeon 
General of the service? 

Mr. GourRLEY. We are asking authority for 
it to be spelled out. We do not quarrel with 
him as to his authority. That is why we 
are asking for this amendment. 

Mr. Kitpay. That is the point. 
that would be necessarily true. 

Mr. GOURLEY. That is right. 

Mr. Knax. So the question here is not as 
to the administration of the law by the De- 
partment, but is a matter of legislative policy 
as to whether we should supplement existing 
law by the addition of the word, “osteop- 
athy”? 

Mr. Gourtry. That is exactly so. 

Mr. Rivers. I understood the counselor to 
say there was law existing as far as the Navy 
is concerned as far back as 1947. 

Mr. GourtEey. August 1946. It is still on 
the statute books, but the authority is emas- 
culated by this 1947 act that we want to 
amend. We want to straighten it out. 

Mr. SHAFER. We are glad that you have 
testified for the osteopaths. 


Logically, 
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RESOLUTION 304 


RECOGNIZE OSTEOPATHS FOR MILITARY 
COMMISSIONS 


(Submitted by department of Pennsylvania 
to Committee on National Security, Na- 
tional and Foreign Affairs) 


Whereas adequate provision for national 
security requires the fullest possible utili- 
zation of the Nation's critical manpower re- 
sources; and 

Whereas the Department of Labor, the De- 
partment of Defense, and the Selective Serv- 
ice System list osteopathy as a critical occu- 
pation; and 

Whereas the professional skills of osteo- 
pathic physicians are either wasted by failure 
to use them as military officer personnel, or 
diluted by constant tension of impending in- 
duction for service in nonprofessional capac- 
ities; and 

Whereas the Legislature of Pennsylvania 
has passed laws exacting comparable stand- 
ards and granting comparable privileges in 
the practice of the healing art, including 
major operative, surgery to graduate doctors 
of medicine and graduate doctors of osteop- 
athy, thus evidencing a similar standard of 
qualifications; and 

Whereas the chairman of the United States 
House of Representatives Committee on 
Armed Services, Mr. SHort, of Missouri, has 
introduced a bill, H. R. 5017, which has for 
its sole purpose the necessary authority and 
power for commissioning osteopathic physi- 
cians as medical officers in the armed serv- 
ices: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the 55th National Encamp- 
ment of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the United States, That the Armed Services 
Committees of the Senate and the House be 
respectfully petitioned to speedily effect the 
enactment of H. R. 5017. 

(Adopted in Philadelphia, Pa., at the Au- 
gust 1-6, 1954, National Encampment of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars.) 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9987) to amend cer- 
tain provisions of title 11 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to facili- 
tate private financing of new ship con- 
struction, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6440) to amend section 
345 of the Revenue Act of 1951 was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. BUSH. Over. 

Mr. McCARRAN rose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Nevada desire recognition? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Before the bill was 
objected to, I had intended to offer an 
amendment. But if the bill is objected 
to, I shall not offer the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 26) to amend chapter 19, 
title 5, of the United States Code, so as 
to prohibit the employment by any per- 
son of any member, official, attorney, or 
employee of a Government agency ex- 
cept under certain conditions, was an- 
nounced as next in order, 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 521) to amend title 18, 
United States Code, regarding published 
articles and broadcasts by foreign 
agents, was announced as next in order, 

Mr. GORE. Over. 


The 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1708) to amend section 11 
of the Administrative Procedure Act, and 
for other purposes, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 9804). to authorize the 
the appointment in a civilian position 
in the Department of Justice of Maj. 
Gen. Frank H. Partridge, United States 
Army, retired, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3040) to provide financial 
assistance to the Oakdale and South San 
Joaquin irrigation districts, California, 
in the construction of the Tri-Dam proj- 
ect, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6616) to amend title 
17, United States Code, entitled “Copy- 
rights” was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

Mr. MORSE. May I inquire what dis- 
position was made of Calendar No. 2234, 
House bill 1254? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill had previously been passed. It was 
a companion bill to a Senate bill on the 
calendar. 

The bill (S. 3708) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to sell and con- 
vey certain Parker Davis transmission 
facilities and related properties in the 
States of Arizona and California, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 7840) to amend the 
Railroad Retirement Act, the Railroad 
Retirement Tax Act, and the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask that the bill 
go over, because it is not calendar busi- 
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN UTAH 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3570) to authorize the sale of 
certain lands situated in Utah which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs with 
amendments, on page 2, line 4, after the 
word “as”, to strike out “Said Indians 
shall deem satisfactory” and insert “the 
Secretary of the Interior shall approve”; 
in line 13, after the word “Indians,” to 
insert “by majority vote”; and after line 
14, to strike out: 

Sec. 5. Any action taken by majority vote 
of the adult members of said Indians, wheth- 
er in public meeting or by referendum, but 
in either event, after such notice as may 
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be prescribed by the Secretary of the In- 
terior, shall be binding upon said Indians 
for all purposes of this act, 


So as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Indian Peak 
Paiute Indians of Utah are hereby author- 
ized, subject to the approval of the Secretary 
of the Interior, to sell and convey to any 
purchaser deemed satisfactory to them any 
of the lands of said Indians situated in the 
State of Utah, particularly described as 
follows: Sections 13, 14, 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, 
24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 33, 34, 35, and 36, township 
29 south, range 18 west, Salt Lake meridian. 

Sec. 2. Title shall be conveyed by issuance 
of patent in fee to the purchaser or pur- 
chasers reserving to said Indians the gas, oil, 
mineral, and all other subsurface rights. 

Sec. 3. All such sales shall be made upon 
such terms as the Secretary of the Interior 
shall approve, except as herein otherwise 
provided, and may be made pursuant to 
bids or at private sale. 

Sec. 4, All funds derived from such sales 
together with all income from said lands 
accrued before sale shall be deposited in 
the United States Treasury to the credit of 
the Indian Peak Paiute Indians pursuant 
to the act of May 17, 1926 (44 Stat. 560), 
and may be expended or advanced for such 
purposes, including per capita payments, 
as may be designated by said Indians by ma- 
jority vote and approved by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 


Mr. McCARRAN. May we have an 
explanation of the bill? 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, the 
bill was reported unanimously from the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee 
of the Senate, authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to sell some Indian lands 
belonging to a group of Indians in south- 
western Utah. 

The land is not used by the Indians. 
They have been leasing it for quite a 
while. They do not live on it. It has not 
been bringing them much income, and 
they felt they would be much better off 
if they were permitted to sell this par- 
ticular piece of land. It is largely at 
their request that it is being sold. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Is the land all in 
the State of Utah? 

Mr. WATKINS. I believe it is. Iam 
not sure about that, but I think all the 
land is in Utah. The Indians all live 
in the State of Utah, and I am now ad- 
vised that all of the land is in the State 
of Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


BILL PLACED AT FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 3534) to authorize the 
extension of patents covering inventions 
whose practice was prevented or cur- 
tailed during certain emergency periods 
by service of the patent owner in the 
Armed Forces or by production controls 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 
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- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON subsequently 
said: Mr. President, I was engaged in 
conversation at the desk when Calendar 
No. 2284, H. R. 3534, was called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gore] 
asked that the bill go over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Will the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee withdraw his ob- 
jection, so that I may ask to have the 
bill placed at the foot of the calendar? 

Mr. GORE. I gladly do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the bill will be placed at 
the foot of the calendar. 


NATIONAL SALVATION ARMY WEEK 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 173) to 
authorize the President to proclaim the 
week of November 28, 1954, through De- 
cember 4, 1954, as “National Salvation 
Army Week” was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Whereas in October of 1879 a lone woman 
Salvation Army officer, Lt. Eliza Shirley, en- 
couraged the formation of an official party, 
comprising seven women Officers and Com- 
missioner George Scott Railton, to extend the 
work of the Salvation Army in the United 
States; and 

Whereas today the Salvation Army has 
grown into a huge operation with its 3,996 
officers administering 6,400 centers of chari- 
table and religious work assisted by 34,687 
prominent citizens of all races and creeds 
who have formally associated themselyes in 
the close relationship of lay leadership; and 

Whereas the Salvation Army, acting under 
a charter issued by the State of New York 
in 1899, is an organization designed to operate 
as a religious and charitable organization 
with the following purposes: The spiritual, 
moral, and physical reformation of all who 
need it; the reclamation of the vicious, crim- 
inal, dissolute, and degraded; visitation 
among the poor and lonely and sick; the 
preaching of the Gospel and dissemination of 
Christian truth by means of open-air and 
indoor meetings: Therefore be it 

Resolved, etc., That the President of the 
United States is requested and authorized to 
officially proclaim the week beginning No- 
vember 28, 1954, through December 4, 1954, 
as “National Salvation Army Week.” 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 8898) to amend section 
401 (e) (2) of the Civil Aeronautics Act, 
as amended, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over by re- 


quest. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


COL. SAMUEL J. ADAMS, AND 
OTHERS 
The bill (H. R. 6808) for the relief of 
Col. Samuel J. Adams, and others, was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 
The bill (S. 345) for the relief of 
Samuel Chalut was announced as next 
in order. 
Mr. GORE. Over. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


GUBBINS & CO.—BILL PLACED AT 
FOOT OF CALENDAR 


The bill (S. 2564) to confer jurisdic- 
tion upon the Court of Claims to hear the 
claims of Gubbins & Co., of Lima, Peru, 
was announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California withhold his ob- 
jection for a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS] 
asked that the bill go over. 

Mr. MORSE. It was a natural mis- 
take on my part, because the two States 
claim some of the same assets of cli- 
mate. [Laughter.] 

Mr. President, as I understand the bill, 
it seeks to give to the Court of Claims 
jurisdiction to try issues which I think 
it is in a much better position to try than 
we in the Senate would be, provided a 
private claims bill should come before 
us. The proponents of the bill are to be 
commended because they have presented 
their case, not by way of a private claims 
bill, but by way of a bill which seeks to 
transfer to the Court of Claims juris- 
diction to try their case. 

I do not see how there could be any 
serious objection to that procedure. I 
wonder if the bill may go to the foot of 
the calendar in order that I may confer 
with the Senator from Florida in the 
meantime to see if there is substantial 
objection to the bill. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I shall be happy to 
follow that suggestion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will be placed at the 
foot of the calendar. 


BILLS AND RESOLUTION PASSED 
OVER 


The bill (S. 3057) for the relief of the 
Lacchi Construction Co. was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3375) for the relief of the 
Elkay Manufacturing Co., of Chicago, 
Ill., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3772) to amend the Fed- 
eral Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949, as amended, to provide 
for the payment of appraisers, auc- 
tioneers, and brokers fees from the pro- 
ceeds of disposal of Government surplus 
real property, and for other purposes 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 310) to investi- 
gate the marketing of new cars (auto 
bootlegging) was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Over, by re- 
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill 
will be passed over. 
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CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE 
OF MICHAUD FLATS PROJECT, 
IDAHO 


The bill (H. R. 5499) to provide for the 
construction, maintenance, and opera- 
tion of the Michaud Flats project for 
irrigation in the State of Idaho was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. May we have an expla- 
nation of the bill? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. The Michaud 
Flats project is located in Power County, 
Idaho, and provides for the development 
of 11,035 acres of irrigated lands on the 
loess-covered valley and benchlands of 
the Snake River in the vicinity of the 
American Falls Reservoir. About 2,000 
acres of these lands have been irrigated 
although water supplies, in some in- 
stances, have been inadequate. The re- 
maining area would be developed as 
new irrigated units providing for the 
establishment of 100 new farms. The 
Michaud division of the Fort Hall Indian 
project provides for the irrigation of 
21,000 acres within the Indian reserva- 
tion along the southeastern shore of the 
American Falls Reservoir east of the 
Michaud Flats project. 

There is intense local interest in and 
support for the Michaud Flats project 
and the Falls Irrigation District was or- 
ganized in 1949 for the purpose of con- 
tracting with the Government for con- 
struction of the irrigation facilities. 
The project is economically justified in 
that the expected benefits exceed esti- 
mated costs in the ratio of 2.83 to 1. 

It is estimated that the water users on 
the Michaud Flats project can be ex- 
pected to pay a total of $132,700 an- 
nually, or an average of slightly over $12 
per acre. Of this total $74,900 would be 
required for operation, maintenance, 
and replacement leaving $57,800 to 
apply as repayment of the irrigation 
costs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. DWORSHAK subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the body of the 
Recorp, immediately following the pas- 
sage of House bill 5499, a letter which 
has been received by me. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., August 11, 1954. 
Hon. Henry C. DworsHak, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR DWORSHAK: As you know, 
the Indians at Fort Hall have certain rights 
in the Snake River and its tributaries which 
were awarded under State law and some 
which were purchased from owners of 
awarded water rights. In addition, the In- 
dians have certain claims to water rights in 
streams adjoining the reservation under the 
doctrine of the case of Winters v. United 
States (207 U. S. 564 (1908)) which is that 
when the United States creates an Indian 
reservation it impliedly reserves all water 
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that might be necessary for the use of the 
Indians. 

The Indians are particularly anxious that 
certain water rights in the Blackfoot River, 
a tributary of the Snake River, which they 
own but are not entirely using at the present 
time will not be waived or lost by an errone- 
ous interpretation of the language of the 
bill. Also, they are concerned that the lan- 
guage of the bill might be construed to con- 
stitute a determination of whether or not 
they are entitled to pump water from the 
Fort Hall bottoms (adjacent to American 
Falls Reservoir) for the irrigation of about 
2,000 acres of pastureland there. 

It is my understanding that the bill would 
not waive any rights of the Indians in water 
but without going into the merits of certain 
conflicting claims to water or constituting a 
precedent in connection with those claims 
would require the Indians to make available 
from Palisades and American Falls Reservoirs 
131,600 acre-feet of storage capacity in return 
for the right to pump ground water from the 
Fort Hall bottoms in an amount not to 
exceed 22,400 acre-feet and an amount equal 
to that produced by the exchange of 131,600 
acre-feet. I believe this is clearly explained 
on pages 3 and 4 of Senate Report 2321. 

This bill would not affect the rights of 
the Indians in purchased or awarded water 
rights in the Snake River and its tributaries, 
including but not being limited to the water 
purchased from the Idaho Canal Co. by the 
United States for the Indians in 1908, the 
water rights of the Indians in Grays Lake, 
the water rights of the Indians in the Black- 
foot River and Reservoir, and water rights 
awarded the Indians under State law. 

ROBERT W. BARKER. 


‘INTERSTATE COMPACT FOR ALLO- 
CATION OF WATERS OF MISSOURI 
RIVER—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2821) granting the consent 
of Congress to the States of Colorado, 
Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Mon- 
tana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South 
Dakota, and Wyoming, to enter into a 
compact for the allocation of waters of 
the Missouri River was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold his objection? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold my objection. 

Mr. CASE. I do not know the basis 
for the Senator’s request to have the bill 
go over, but I point out that the bill has 
been requested by a committee of gover- 
nors of the several States in the Missouri 
River Basin. The bill is purely permis- 
sive, granting the consent of Congress 
for the States concerned to enter into the 
negotiation of a compact. The compact 
would have to be submitted to Congress 
before it could become effective. I won- 
der if the Senator who asked that the 
bill go over will accept this explanation 
and permit the bill to be passed. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Tennessee further 
withhold his objection, to permit the 
Senator from Minnesota to be recog- 
nized? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold my objection. 

Mr.THYE. Mr. President, I have been 
concerned about the bill under discus- 
sion for several calendar sessions, be- 
cause I think it is imperative that Con- 
gress act on the bill, not only for the 
reasons so ably stated by the Senator 
from South Dakota, but I have a letter 
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from Gov. C. Elmer Anderson, of the 
State of Minnesota. -The Governor sets 
forth very clearly in the letter the rea- 
sons why the bill should be considered 
at this session. With the indulgence of 
the Senate, I should like to read the let- 
ter, which is not a lengthy one: 

Dear Senator: At a recent meeting of the 
Missouri States Committee held in Yellow- 
stone Park, the 10 States there represented 
were unanimous in their support of the 
Butler bill now before the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. This bill 
authorizes the States in the Missouri Basin 
to work with a Federal representative in 
drafting a compact under which the Mis- 
souri Basin projects can be administered on 
a cooperative basis. 

It was agreed that such legislation should 
be enacted during the present session in 
order that the 1955 State legislatures could 
move in authorizing their States to par- 
ticipate in such compact formation. It was 
also the unanimous agreement of the group 
that such a compact, when and if drawn and 
agreed upon by the Federal and State au- 
thorities, was far preferable to anything in 
the way of an MVA based upon the TVA 
pattern. 

We believe that the position taken rep- 
resents your own point of view, and that 
you can and will lend leadership with the 
other Members of the Minnesota delegation 
so inclined to urge proper action during the 
closing weeks of the 1954 session of the Con- 
gress. 

Yours very truly, 
O. ANDERSON, 
Governor. 


This proposed legislation is permissive. 
If the bill were passed it would enable the 
States, when their respective legislatures 
convened, to give further consideration 
to the matter. Congress would have to 
act upon anything which might be agreed 
upon before the compact could take ef- 
fect, insofar as it relates to the Missouri 
River. I hope the objection to the bill 
will be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Tennessee withhold his ob- 
jection so the Senator from Wyoming 
can be recognized? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold my objection. 

Mr. BARRETT: Mr. President, the 
bill not only has the support of the Gov- 
ernors of the States in the Missouri 
Basin, but, in addition, it has the ap- 
proval of the Bureau of the Budget, 
which represents the executive arm of 
the Government. In addition, the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
has unanimously approved the bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question at that 
point? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am not sure 
whether the Senator from Wyoming is 
familiar with the fact, but this is one 
of the bills which I called to the atten- 
tion of the policy committee at the last 
meeting. I stated that, so far as the 
majority leader was concerned, if the bill 
did not pass on this calendar call—and 
I was hopeful it would be passed, for 
the reasons given by the various Sena- 
tors who explained the bill—it was a 
bill that I would strongly recommend 
be called upon on motion so it would be 
considered at this session. I hope it will 
be passed on a call of the calendar, but, 
if not, it will be called up on motion. 
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Mr. BARRETT. I thank the majority 
leader. I should like to point out that 
the bill provides that there shall be a 
Federal representative in negotiations 
looking toward execution of a compact 
between the States. After all, if a com- 
pact is agreed upon, it will still have to 
come back to the Congress for action. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. That is the point I rose 
to mention. I am glad the Senator from 
Wyoming mentioned it. What is pro- 
posed by the bill is not the giving up of 
the congressional right to review the 
matter. Congress simply would be au- 
thorizing the States to enter into a com- 
pact. This is the kind of partnership 
principle I highly endorse. It seems to 
me we ought to let the States work out 
their water differences, just as they have 
done in other State compacts. Unless 
they are extremely bad, I think such 
compacts should be approved. At least 
we ought to encourage the States to go 
ahead and negotiate compacts, as long 
as Congress has the final authority to 
pass judgment on them. I think it 
would be greatly discouraging to the 
States if Congress did not give to them 
authorization to negotiate. I do not 
know how we are going to be able to 
work out a workable partnership between 
the Federal Government and the States 
if we cannot adopt the principles of the 
bill under discussion. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is entire- 
ly correct. It seems to me that all those 
who profess to believe in the principle 
of States’ rights should be in accord with 
the proposed legislation. All it would 
do is give the States an opportunity to 
protect their interests in their own 
waters and agree as a community of 
States. 

Mr. CARLSON. I should like to say 
to the Senator from Tennessee that we 
of the Midwest and the West have had 
much experience in working out com- 
pacts between States. They have been 
very successful. We have come to Con- 
gress and received approval. I have 
helped in securing approval of certain 
compacts. I helped in getting approval 
of a compact between the States of Colo- 
rado, Missouri, and Kansas, and one be- 
tween Colorado and Kansas. Such 
compacts have worked out very well. I 
hope the Senator from Tennessee will 
not feel constrained to object. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, still re- 
serving the right to object, the entrea- 
ties of my colleagues have-been quite 
persuasive. In fact, if I had a personal 
objection to the bill, I would be inclined 
to be overwhelmed and yield. However, 
since I am not in a position to withdraw 
the request, I shall have to insist that 
the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PUBLIC 
LANDS IN UTAH 


The bill (H. R. 6451) to provide for 
the conveyance of certain public lands 
in Utah to the occupants of the land 
was announced as next in order, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, may 
we have an explanation of the bill? 

Mr, WATKINS. Mr. President, the 
bill was introduced in the House by my 
colleague, Representative STRINGFELLOW. 
Many years ago many of the pioneers 
who went into the area around great 
Salt Lake settled on the shores of the 
lake. As the waters were taken from 
the streams which fed the lake, the lake 
receded from some of the lands adjacent 
to the lake which were used as farms. 
A number of years ago an act was passed 
permitting the farmers to get the lands, 
which are known as accretion or relic- 
tion lands. A few farmers in and 
around Ogden, at the great Salt Lake, 
failed to take advantage of that op- 
portunity. They did not have the 
money available to pay the necessary 
fees and they let the opportunity pass 
by. The bill would provide that the 
farmers could obtain the land. The 
total value, along with the improvements 
the farmers put on the land, is about 
$3,500. As a matter of fact, there is 
grave doubt that the Federal Govern- 
ment ever had title to the land, because 
at one time the land was at the bottom 
of Great Salt Lake, which is not navi- 
gable. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I think 
there should also be stressed in connec- 
tion with the Senator’s statement that 
it would be most unfair to deny to this 
small group of farmers the land in ques- 
tion, because other farmers in the same 
area were in a better financial position 
to act when the Federal Government 
made the offer some time ago, and they 
were able to take advantage of the offer. 
These particular farmers put improve- 
ments on the land. I think the bill 
should be passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, Senate pro- 
ceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 6451) 
to provide for the conveyance of certain 
public lands in Utah to the occupants 
of the land, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs with an amendment, on 
page 2, line 16, after the word “Utah”, 
to strike out “If any of these lands are 
needed by the United States for the said 
project, the Secretary may declare the 
lands forfeited and return to the United 
States upon tender of payment for such 
lands of the amount paid by the occu- 
pant to the United States under this 
act plus the reasonable value of the im- 
provements in place at the time the land 
is patented.” and in lieu thereof to in- 
sert “Any patent issued under this act 
shall contain a reservation granting to 
the United States the right to repur- 
chase the patented land, if the Secretary 
should find that such land is needed by 
the United States and the Weber Basin 
project, upon tender of payment for 
such land of the amount paid by the 
patentee to the United States under this 
act plus the reasonable value of the im- 
provements thereon in place at the time 
the land is patented.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


CLAIMS ARISING FROM ACTS OF 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 


The bill (S. 3844) to provide for a 
reciprocal and more effective remedy 
for certain claims arising out of the acts 
of military personnel and to authorize 
the pro rata sharing of the cost of such 
claims with foreign nations, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, at 
this time the question is whether there 
is objection to the present consideration 
of the bill; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I have no objec- 
tion to consideration of the bill. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, in the absence of the senior Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. WIIEVYI, the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, as acting chairman I wish to 
make a brief statement with regard to 
this bill; and then, at the request of 
some of my colleagues, I shall offer very 
moderate amendments which I shall 
presently send to the desk. 

Mr. President, this bill will implement 
a number of treaties and other inter- 
national agreements which provide a re- 
ciprocal and pro-rata method of set- 
tling claims arising out of the line-of- 
duty acts of military personnel or civil- 
jan employees of the Armed Forces in a 
foreign country. The treaties and 
agreements in question provide that 
these claims are to be settled by the host 
government in the same way that it set- 
tles claims arising from line-of-duty 
acts of its own military personnel. The 
government of the state sending the 
forces abroad will then reimburse the 
host government for an agreed percent- 
age of the settlement. In most cases, the 
host government for an agreed percent- 
the cost; and the sending government, 
75 percent. 

For example, if an American soldier 
driving a jeep, and while on duty in 
France, injures a Frenchman, the claim 
will be settled by the French Govern- 
ment as though the injury had been in- 
flicted by a French soldier. The United 
States will reimburse the French Gov- 
ernment for 75 percent of the settle- 
ment. 

Conversely, if a French soldier driving 
a jeep, and while on duty in the United 
States, injures an American, the claim 
will be settled by the Defense Depart- 
ment as though the injury had been in- 
flicted by an American soldier. France 
will reimburse the United States for 75 
percent of the settlement. 

This bill simply authorizes the Sec- 
retary of Defense to participate in this 
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method of settling such claims. The 
bill authorizes the Secretary to make 
payments in reimbursement to foreign 
governments, and to settle claims aris- 
ing from line-of-duty acts of foreign 
military personnel in the United States. 

The bill should result in substantial 
savings to the United States, because 
previously we have been paying the full 
amount of this type of foreign claims, 
whereas under the bill we shall pay only 
75 percent to 85 percent. The bill should 
also provide a more effective remedy for 
American citizens who are damaged by 
line-of-duty acts of foreign military 
personnel in the United States. 

The bill has the approval of the De- 
fense Department and the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, and I urge favorable 
action by the Senate. 

Mr. President, the bill was originally 
objected to by the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Bricker] and by the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL]. I discussed the matter with 
both Senators, and the Senator from 
Ohio was entirely satisfied with the ex- 
planation of the bill, but suggested that 
there be some slight amendments by 
which, instead of using the word “settle,” 
we would use the word “adjudicate.” 
He did not want to have it implied that 
these claims would be settled arbitrarily 
and then we would be “stuck” with such 
an amount. So he made the suggestion 
that we insert the word “adjudicated” 
at certain places in the bill. I send to 
the desk the amendments, and ask that 
they be read by the clerk, so as to indi- 
cate where those slight changes will be 
made in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments submitted by the Senator 
from New Jersey will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, in line 
9, it is proposed to strike out “settled” 
and to insert in lieu thereof “adjudi- 
cated”; and in the same line to strike 
out “or adjudicated.” 

On page 2, in line 22, it is proposed to 
strike out “settled” and to insert in lieu 
thereof “adjudicated.” 

On page 2, in line 23, it is proposed to 
strike out “or adjudicated.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . With- 
out objection, the amendments submit- 
ted by the Senator from New Jersey 
will be considered en bloc. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments of the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill (S. 3844) was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, pursuant to the 
terms of those international agreements to 
which the United Sates is now or may here- 
after be a party which provide that certain 
claims against the United States arising out 
of acts or omissions in the performance of 
official duty in a foreign country of civilian 
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employees of the Armed Forces, or military 
personnel, of the United States may be ad- 
judicated by such foreign government in 
accordance with the laws and regulations of 
such foreign government, the Secretary of 
Defense is hereby authorized 

(a) to reimburse such foreign government 
for the agreed pro rata share of such sums 
as may be expended by such foreign govern- 
ment for the payment of such claims; or 

(b) to pay to such foreign government an 
agreed pro rata share of claims arising out of 
damage to the property of such foreign 
government, 
including costs of settlement or arbitration: 
Provided, That no claim arising out of any 
action by an enemy of the United States or 
resulting directly or indirectly from any act 
by the Armed Forces of the United States, 
or any member thereof, engaged in combat 
shall be considered or paid under this act. 

Sec. 2. Whenever the terms of an inter- 
national agreement to which the United 
States is now or may hereafter be a party 
provide that certain claims against a foreign 
government arising out of acts or omissions 
in the performance of official duty within 
the territory of the United States of civilian 
employees of the Armed Forces, or military 
personnel, of such foreign government, be 
adjudicated by the United States in accord- 
ance with the laws and regulations of the 
United States subject to an agreed pro rata 
reimbursement, such claims may be prose- 
cuted against the United States or settled by 
the United States under then existing laws 
and regulations as if such acts or omissions 
were performed by civilian employees of the 
Armed Forces or military personnel of the 
United States in performance of official duty. 

Src. 3. Whenever a dispute arises in the 
consideration, adjustment, settlement, com- 
promise, or adjudication of a claim asserted 
under section 2 of this act as to whether or 
not an act or omission of a civilian employee 
or military personnel of a foreign country 
was in the performance of official duty, or as 
to whether or not the use of any vehicle of 
the armed forces of such party was author- 
ized, such disputed question or questions 
shall be decided in accordance with the terms 
of the international agreement with such 
foreign country, and such decision shall be 
final and conclusive. The Secretary of De- 
fense is authorized to pay the United States 
portion of costs arising in connection with 
the securing of such a decision as provided 
by such international agreement. 

Sec. 4. Any pro rata reimbursement or pay- 
ment by the United States with respect to a 
settlement, award, or compromise made pur- 
suant to this act shall be made by the Secre- 
tary of Defense out of appropriations for 
that purpose, which appropriations are here- 
by authorized, and such appropriations may 
be used for the purchase of foreign currencies 
necessary for any such reimbursement. 


MEMBERSHIP OF UNITED STATES 
IN PAN AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF 
GEOGRAPHY AND HISTORY 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 565) 
to amend the joint resolution providing 
for the membership of the United States 
in the Pan American Institute of Geog- 
raphy and History, and authorizing ap- 
propriations therefor, was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


TRANSMITTAL OF INTERNATIONAL 
AGREEMENTS TO SENATE WITHIN 
30 DAYS AFTER EXECUTION—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3067) to require that in- 
ternational agreements other than 
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treaties, hereafter entered into by the 
United States, be transmitted to the 
Senate within 30 days after the execution 
thereof, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
bill is all right as far as it goes, but it 
does not go far enough. 

The way to deal with this situation 
respecting executive agreements is along 
the lines proposed jointly by the senior 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker] and 
the senior Senator from Nevada, in Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 2, which has been 
pending before the Committee on For- 
eign Relations since January 7 of 1953. 
After the Senator from Michigan intro- 
duced S. 3067, I renewed my request, 
previously made on a number of occa- 
sions, for consideration of Senate Joint 
Resolution 2 by the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. I do not know what 
consideration was given to Senate Joint 
Resolution 2. It is my intention, how- 
ever, to move amendment of S. 3067, 
Calendar No. 2365, by striking out all 
after the enacting clause and substitut- 
ing the text of Senate Joint Resolution 2. 

Senate Joint Resolution 2, the text of 
which I am now offering as an amend- 
ment, is based on the proposition that 
Congress now possesses power to limit 
the effectiveness of many types of execu- 
tive agreements; and that by invoking 
established principles of constitutional 
law, Congress can regulate their use by 
means of legislation. 

In support of the authority of Con- 
gress to take this action, I ask that there 
may be printed in the Recorp at this 
point a short memorandum prepared by 
Mr. Alfred J. Schweppe, of Seattle, one 
of the oustanding constitutional lawyers 
of the country. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


EXECUTIVE AGREEMENTS 


It is believed that Congress now has the 
power to regulate executive agreements. 
That is the effect of the Steel Seizure cases 
(343 U. S. 579, 588, 589), and of Ex parte 
Quirin (317 U. S. 1, 25-27, 29). (See also 
1953 Senate hearings on S. J. Res. 1, Propos- 
ing a Constitutional Amendment Relative to 
Treaties and Executive Agreements (pp. 67, 
1229-1230, 1244-1245).) At those Senate 
hearings Chief Judge John J. Parker of the 
fourth circuit agreed that executive agree- 
ments “are subject to control by Congress 
under present constitutional provisions” 
(pp. 711-712). Chief Judge Orie L. Phillips 
of the 10th circuit is of the same view (pp. 
995-996). 

The rule of United States v. Pink (315 U. S. 
203, 228) (Justices Jackson and Reed not 
participating, and Chief Justice Stone and 
Mr. Justice Roberts dissenting) is that an 
executive agreement made by the President 
alone, without the approval of the Senate, is, 
like a treaty, the supreme law of the land 
and supersedes the fifth amendment as well 
as the law of New York. This highly dan- 
gerous rule of the effect upon the laws of 
the country of agreements lying in the files 
of the White House or of the State Depart- 
ment can only be overcome by constitutional 
provision that executive agreements, as well 
as treaties, shall have no effect as domestic 
law within the United States unless imple- 
mented by act of Congress. 

In the Pink case the majority of the Court 
said, “The fifth amendment does not stand 
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in the way of giving full force and effect to 
the Litvinov assignment.” 

This holding was criticized by Dr. Philip 
Jessup in 36 American Journal of American 
Law, 282 (1942) in the following language: 
“From the point of view of our constitu- 
tional law, the decision may well mark one 
of the most far-reaching inroads upon the 
protection which it was supposed the fifth 
amendment accorded to private property. 

Thus, under the Pink case, President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, by his letter of ac- 
ceptance of the Litvinov assignment, set 
aside the fifth amendment, as well as the 
law of New York. 

By the same reasoning, the President by 
executive agreement could set aside an act 
of Congress. The contrary has been held by 
the Circuit Court of Appeals for the Fourth 
Circuit in U. S. v. Capps (204 F. (2d) 655 
(1953)). (Whether this view will ultimately 
prevail is of course not known.) 

The most comforting expression in this re- 

is Mr. Justice Jackson's statement in 
the Steel Seizure cases (343 U. S. 579, 636, 
footnote 2; also 637, 655). In footnote 2 
Mr. Justice Jackson said “It was intimated 
that the President might act in external af- 
fairs without congressional authority, but 
not that he might act contrary to an act of 
Congress.” The logic of both the Quirin 
case and the Steel Seizure cases support Mr, 
Justice Jackson's statement. 

Congress has, in fact, often exercised the 
power to authorize and regulate executive 
agreements. See reciprocal trade agree- 
ments which rest on congressional legisla- 
tion. 

ALFRED J. SCHWEPPE, 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield for a 
moment? 

Mr. MeCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I believe the Sen- 
ator may misunderstand the intent. 
The Senator from California was one of 
the joint authors of the bill, and, as the 
Senator may recall, I happen to be one 
of those who voted for Senate Joint Res- 
olution 2. 

It seems to me that by not passing this 
bill, we shall be foreclosing the Senate 
of the United States from having infor- 
mation which now is filed with the 
United Nations. All this bill is meant 
to do is to give to the Senate of the 
United States the information relative to 
the executive agreements within 60 days 
of time when the executive agreements 
are entered into, rather than for the 
Senate perhaps to have to wait a full 
year, until the agreements are published 
in the normal process. 

At the present time they are filed with 
the United Nations. It seems to me to 
be almost absurd that the law should 
not require that the Senate of the United 
States be given the information while it 
is still current. 

This bill is not intended to affect ad- 
versely, or one way or another, the so- 
called Bricker amendment or the Mc- 
Carran amendment or any of the others, 
The purpose of the bill is merely to get 
the facts for the Senate. It seems to me 
every Senator should at least want to get 
that information. 

Mr. SMATHERS, Mr. President, in 
order to save time, I may say that it is 
the opinion of the calendar committee 
on this side that this measure is of the 
type of legislation which, while it may 
be good, and certainly is very important, 
is controversial in nature, and should not 
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be passed during the call of the Consent 
Calendar. 

A moment ago I talked to the majority 
leader about this measure, and he ad- 
vised me that he thought he would try 
to have it brought up as the order of 
business later this afternoon, at which 
time the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Nevada would then be in 
order, and the whole matter could be 
gone into. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, if I 
may do so, by unanimous consent, I 
should like to be permitted to complete 
by statement; it will take me perhaps a 
minute and one-half to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada? Without objection, the 
Senator from Nevada may proceed. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
shall withhold any objection until the 
Senator from Nevada completes his state- 
ment. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
proposal contained in my amendment 
recognizes the sole power of the President 
to negotiate, and it leaves personal un- 
dertakings reached as an executive head 
of the Government to remain the per- 
sonal commitments of the incumbent. 

Adoption of this amendment would 
place all nations, as well as citizens of 
the United States, on notice not only 
with regard to congressional attitude and 
policy, but also with respect to congres- 
sional power to set aside or terminate 
the treaties and executive agreements 
other than in a few limited areas. 

Let me make it clear that the language 
which I proposed would accomplish these 
things: 

First. It would require all executive 
agreements to be published in full in the 
Federal Register, in order to be effective 
either as laws or as authorizations. 

Second. It would reaffirm the power of 
the Congress, in the exercise of its con- 
stitutional powers, to supersede an ex- 
ecutive agreement by legislative action. 

Third. It would make all executive 
agreements terminable not later than 6 
months after the end of the term of the 
President during whose term they were 
negotiated, unless extended by procla- 
mation of the succeeding President. The 
effect of this would be to force all long- 
term agreements, intended to bind this 
country through successive presidential 
terms, to be presented to the Senate as 
treaties, 

Fourth. It would require that secret 
agreements with foreign nations be 
either submitted to the Senate as treaties 
or be deemed the mere personal under- 
taking of the Chief Executive negotiating 
them. 

I now move, Mr. President, that the 
text of Senate Joint Resolution 2, begin- 
ning with line 3, on page 2, and continu- 
ing through line 8, on page 3, be substi- 
tuted for all the material now following 
the enacting clause in S. 3067. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair must advise the Senator from 
Nevada that amendments are not in 
order until the bill is under considera- 
tion. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 
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Mr. KENOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
understood that the Senator from Flor- 
ida (Mr. SmaTHers] made objection. 

Mr. McCARRAN, That is what I un- 
derstood. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion being heard, the bill will be passed 
over. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2975) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, relating to the Cus- 
toms Court was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1813) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, so as to extend the 
privilege of trial by jury to certain cases 
arising within the special maritime juris- 
diction of the United States was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3131) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, with respect to the 
United States Court of Customs and 
Patent Appeals was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 960) to amend sections 
1505 and 3486 of title 18 of the United 
States Code relating to congressional in- 
vestigations was anncunced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 


COMPENSATION FOR DAMAGES SUS- 
TAINED IN EXPLOSIONS AT TEXAS 
CITY, TEX. 


The bill (H. R. 9785) to provide a 
method for compensating claims for 
damages sustained as the result of the 
explosions at Texas City, Tex., was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
may we have an explanation of this bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this bill go to 
the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill will go to the foot of 
the calendar. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
wonder if the Senator will withhold his 
request? 
$ Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to 

o so. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I may not be able 
to be present later, and I should like to 
give the explanation now. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my request. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The explanation 
will require only 2 or 3 minutes. 

Mr. President, Calendar No. 2390, H. R. 
9785, is one of the largest private claims 
bills ever to come to the Senate. The 
Judiciary Committee was not scared off 
by the fact that a great deal of money 
is involved. I hope the Senate will not 
be scared off, either. This claim involves 
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the question of doing justice to a great 
many private individuals who suffered 
serious injuries and staggering losses, 
and many whose loved ones suffered 
death, as a result of the explosions and 
fires which occurred at Texas City, Tex., 
on April 16 and 17, 1947. 

The evidence seems clear, and the 
Judiciary Committee found, that the 
basic cause of this disaster was the re- 
sponsibility of the United States Gov- 
ernment. The Government was respon- 
sible, through its agents, for placing in 
commerce an inherently dangerous ar- 
ticle, without any marking or warning 
respecting its dangerous attributes. This 
was a powerful explosive, being handled 
in large quantities, which by Government 
order was packed in paper bags and 
marked simply as fertilizer. When it 
was loaded in the hold of a ship, and 
packed down by its own weight, and 
confined under pressures, the result was 
a spontaneous explosion which caused 
one of the greatest disasters in the his- 
tory of this country. 

The committee has amended this bill 
so as to eliminate all provision for pay- 
ment of the subrogated claims of insur- 
ance companies. Perhaps that is not 
fair; but it appeared that the bill could 
not be reported out, or passed, with such 
provisions included; and the committee 
wanted to move toward granting relief 
for the individuals concerned. The bill 
has also been amended to eliminate all 
provision for attorneys’ fees. Perhaps 
that, also, is unfair; but it is in line with 
the position taken by the committee and 
by the Senate in recent months. 

In one further important respect, the 
bill has been amended: as it comes from 
the Senate committee, it no longer au- 
thorizes the payment of claims by the 
Secretary of the Army, but instead 
merely directs the Secretary to bring 
back to the Congress a report on the 
amount due each claimant. It would 
then be up to the Congress to pass on 
the claims in the final analysis and enact 
such legislation as it might see fit to pay 
them. This is in line with the way the 
Congress handled the claims growing out 
of the Port Chicago disaster. 

It may be, Mr. President, that the 
amount eventually involved in these 
claims will exceed $50 million. That will 
be for the Secretary of the Army to de- 
termine, initially, under this bill, and for 
the Congress to determine, finally. How- 
ever, that figure should never be con- 
sidered standing alone; it should always 
be considered in connection with 2 
other figures: the figure 570, which rep- 
resents the approximate number of per- 
sons who were killed in this disaster; and 
the figure 3,500, which represents the 
approximate number of those who were 
injured. I cannot give the Senate a 
figure on the amount of private property 
damage; but under this bill, the Secre- 
tary of the Army will provide that figure 
also. 


Mr. President, this bill does not provide 
for hasty action; it does provide for 
getting before the Congress, as speedily 
as may be, the precise facts, carefully 
evaluated, with respect to each individual 
claim which is involved here. I think 
the Senate can do no less than approve 
this bill. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Is it not true 
that these claims were the basis for a 
trial in the district court of the United 
States? 

Mr. McCARRAN. All these claims 
were the basis for a trial in the district 
court of the United States. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Is it not true 
that the case finally went to the Su- 
preme Court of the United States? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The case finally 
went to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. And the claims 
were rejected? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The claims were 
rejected, but the reason for their rejec- 
tion was a technicality. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Is it true that 
the bill could, if enacted, cost the Gov- 
ernment of the United States consider- 
ably more than $50 million? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes, and it might 
be more, if we took into consideration 
the subrogation, but that is not in the 
bill as it comes before the Senate. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I preface my 
next question by saying that I know this 
bill was very carefully considered, first 
by the Subcommittee of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, and then by the full 
committee. There are great equities 
involved in the bill. Those equities 
were recognized by the subcommittee 
and by the full Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

I should like to say for the record 
that when the bill was considered by the 
full committee, I felt constrained to vote 
against the bill on the ground that I 
have consistently taken the position that 
the Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
must find another way to handle 
private claims bills, particularly money 
bills. This is a matter of principle with 
me, My vote was not directed particu- 
larly at the issue involved in this bill, 
but I feel that we must find some other 
way to solve these questions involving 
equities, when there is no remedy at 
law. 

I ask the Senator one question: Under 
all the circumstances, does the Senator 
feel that the Senate is justified today 
in passing the bill on the calendar call? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
amount involved is nothing as com- 
pared with the suffering and disaster 
which befell individuals in the terrific 
explosion which took place. There is 
no question in the mind of the Senator 
from Nevada that the fault lay with 
the Government of the United States. 
It was an unfortunate thing, but it did 
occur. Those who were left destitute 
by reason of the death of the relatives, 
providers, or heads of families, and those 
who were maimed and left maimed for 
life deserve reasonably expeditious con- 
sideration. The bill will not move very 
rapidly even now. The Army must make 
the appraisal and then bring it in to the 
Congress for final determination. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I understand that the distinguished ma- 
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jority leader had intended to call this 
bill up for consideration in any event. 
In the light of the equities and in the 
light of the statement made by the senior 
Senator from Nevada, the junior Senator 
from New Jersey, acting as a member of 
the Republican calendar committee, 
withholds any objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment, 
to strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: 


That the Secretary of the Army shall in- 
vestigate all claims against the United States 
for damages for property loss, death, and 
personal injuries proximately resulting from 
the disaster at Texas City, Tex., on April 16 
and 17, 1947, and report to the Congress 
recommended awards with respect thereto. 

Sec. 2. Claimants shall not be required to 
submit their claims to the Secretary of the 
Army, but the Secretary shall consider any 
such claim which was a part of a civil ac- 
tion filed against the United States in a 
United States district court prior to April 25, 
1950. 

Sec. 3. (a) It is the intention of the Con- 
gress that no attorneys’ or agents’ fees shall 
be allowed or paid out of any award rec- 
ommended pursuant hereto and hereafter 
authorized. 

(b) The Secretary shall not include in any 
recommended award any amount for reim- 
bursement to any insurance company or 
compensation insurance fund for any loss 
payment made by such company or fund. 

(c) The Secretary of the Army shall limit 
himself to the determination and recom- 
mendation of (1) the amount of award to 
be paid, and (2) the persons entitled to re- 
ceive the same. 

(d) Except as otherwise provided herein, 
in carrying out the provisions of this act, 
the Secretary of the Army shall be guided by 
the law of the State of Texas. 

Sec. 4. Awards based on death claims shall 
be recommended to be made only to persons 
or their legal representatives authorized to 
sue for wrongful death under the revised 
statutes of the State of Texas. No such 
award under this section shall be recom- 
mended by the Secretary of the Army in an 
amount in excess of $20,000. 

Sec.5. In determining the amounts of 
awards to be recommended for property loss, 
death claims, or personal injuries, the Sec- 
retary of the Army shall reduce any such 
amount by an amount equal to the total 
of insurance benefits previously paid with 
respect to such loss, death claim, or injuries. 

Sec. 6. The Secretary of the Army shall, 
within 3 years after the date of enactment 
of this act, transmit to the Congress a state- 
ment of each claim considered by him in ac- 
cordance with this act showing succinctly 
the nature of such claim, the amount 
claimed, and the amount of award recom- 
mended, if any. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

Mr. MORSE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I wish to take a moment to 
commend the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. HENDRICKSON] for the attitude he 
has taken with respect to House bill 
9785. We all know the view of the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey with respect to the 
desirability of having the Senate find a 
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better way of handling the so-called 
money-claim bills. He could have ob- 
jected, in keeping with his long-estab- 
lished point of view on that subject. 

What we have seen demonstrated is 
something highly commendable. He 
recognizes that, after all, the bill did not 
call for any grant of money at the pres- 
ent time, but merely for an opportunity 
for the Department of the Army to make 
an investigation for the Congress, so that 
it might know at some time in the future 
how much money is owed, if we are to 
do equity to the very unfortunate people 
who suffered, as the Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran] has pointed out, 
because of the fault of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

This display of statesmanship on the 
floor of the Senate is deserving of com- 
mendation, In my judgment the equities 
involved, justice to these people, and the 
humanitarian principles involved cer- 
tainly justify the bill, to permit the Army 
to prepare for us an accounting as to 
what the Federal Government owes, if 
we are to accept the obligation and re- 
sponsibility which the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran] has pointed 
out. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I cannot let the remarks of the distin- 
guished Senator from Oregon go un- 
noticed. I feel that I must make some 
comment. I deeply appreciate the trib- 
ute paid to me by the junior Senator 
from Oregon. I do not feel that I de- 
serve any tribute, because what I did was 
a clear matter of duty. 

Mr. LANGER subsequently said: Mr. 
President I also wish to say a word about 
the bill passed a few moments ago by the 
Senate. It is probably one of the largest 
money bills the Judiciary Committee has 
ever considered. I commend the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Texas [Mr. 
Jounson]. He came before our commit- 
tee and withheld nothing. The distin- 
guished Senator from Nevada IMr. 
McCarran], the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. WELKER], the distin- 
guished Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
HENDRICKSON], the distinguished Sena- 
tor from West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], 
and the rest of us went into this subject 
very thoroughly, with the greatest of 
care. We spent many hours in the con- 
sideration of it. Anyone who looks into 
the case will find that we eliminated the 
provision with respect to the insurance 
companies and the provision for attor- 
neys’ fees. I think it is one of the finest 
acts that has been performed on the 
floor of the Senate. 

I particularly appreciate the fact that 
the distinguished Senator from Texas 
{Mr. Jounson] at that time was in the 
midst of a campaign. He let his own 
personal affairs wait during his appear- 
ance before the subcommittee. We went 
into the case in the greatest detail. I 
think we ought to commend him for tak- 
ing care of the people of Texas City in 
connection with the great catastrophe 
that overtook them. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am deeply 
touched by the usual generosity of my 
friend from North Dakota. I am en- 
titled to very little credit, if-any, for the 
work that was done on the bill. I 
merely presented the case as I saw it, 
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Dakota, the distinguished Senator from - 


Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and my be- 
loved colleague, the junior Senator from 
Texas [Mr. DANIEL] spent many days on 
the case. If the bill finally comes to a 
good end and the suffering people of 
Texas City are remunerated for the 
losses they sustained, it will be due 
largely to the work of the chairman, the 
Senator from Nevada, and my junior 
colleague, who did so much work on the 
bill. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 29) to provide for the 
payment of lump-sum death benefits to 
the supervisors of certain employees or 
contractors with the United States dur- 
ing World War II, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

That concludes the call of the calen- 
dar. The Secretary will state the first 
bill placed at the foot of the calendar. 


J. A. VANCE CO. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 1107) for the relief of J. A. 
Vance Co. which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
with amendments, on page 1, line 6, 
after the word “of”, to strike out 
“$7,341.53” and insert 87,368.67“; and 
on page 3, line 4, after the word “act”, 
to strike out “in excess of 10 percent 
thereof”. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed, 


MR. AND MRS. THOMAS V. COMP- 
TON—BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 4281) for the relief of 
Mr. and Mrs. Thomas V. Compton was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the 
other day I filed an objection to this 
bill. Thereafter the junior Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON] made a 
very eloquent appeal in behalf of Mr. 
and Mrs. Compton. He told us about 
the equities in the case. I must say 
that I was very much impressed by what 
he said, and that he certainly gener- 
ated in me, as he wished to do, consid- 
erable sympathy for the people involved. 

However, a reading of the report on 
the bill makes clear that if we permit 
this bill to be passed it will set a prece- 
dent which will require, whenever the 
Federal Government sees fit to build a 
dam or to erect a highway, which, in 
some respects, leaves people who lived 
cn the highway out of the line of traf- 
fic and thereby causes them to suffer 
by reason of not having the business 
which they had previously, the Federal 
Government will have the responsibility 
of compensating such people for the loss 
of their business, even though the build- 
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ing of the dam or the erection of the 
highway may be in the general public 
interest. 

I filed an objection previously, and I 
still feel this is bad legislation, and that 
it should not be passed in this way. 
However, before I again file an objection, 
I should like to hear what the Senator 
from Colorado may have to say. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the Senator. In the West, where we 
build a great many reservoirs, allowances 
are usually made for moving railroads, 
telephone lines, and other utility prop- 
erties from land that is covered with 
water. 

In this particular case the store build- 
ing of these two old people, about whom 
the Senator from Virginia told us the 
other day, was not covered by water, 
but was surrounded by water. 

As a result, it was impossible for these 
two old people to use their store and 
their property. Six thousand dollars was 
allowed by the committee as against a 
claim for $18,000, to enable them to 
move out of the area inundated by the 
building of the dam. 

I do not think a new principle is es- 
tablished, because in many cases—and I 
could cite a great many cases in which 
reservoirs have been built under similar 
conditions—the Federal Government has 
taken care of moving railroads and other 
utilities out of a reservoir area. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The report on this 
particular case states: 

The highway was therefore relocated to 
avoid the water, although the old highway 
remained usable up to and beyond the 
Compton property, and a short connecting 
road was built to the new highway in order 
to provide continued access to the Compton 
and other properties. There is no indication 
that the Compton property was physically 
damaged in any way by the Government 
project. Whatever losses were suffered by 
claimants in this case would appear to have 
resulted solely from the relocation of High- 


way No. 15. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of 
course, I agree with the Senator that we 
can not compensate people for the moy- 
ing or changing of a highway. On the 
other hand, if their property was 
damaged, if the property of the little 
business which these old people had was 
damage by the reservoir, not by the 
removal of the highway, that involves 
another point. But it seems to me that 
they are entitled to some compensation. 
The Senator will recall that the Senator 
from Virginia stated that these are the 
only people in the reservoir area who 
were not compensated for their loss. 
The proposed compensation has been re- 
duced from $18,000 to $6,000, which 
would be sufficient to enable them to 
move their property out of the damaged 
area. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the able 
Senator from Colorado. This case might 
well inyolve a misunderstanding of fact. 
I am sure the Senator would agree that 
if the damage resulting to these people 
occurs only because of the relocation of 
the highway, it would be a bad precedent 
for the Government to compensate them 
because they happen not to be located on 
the new highway. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; 
that would be a very bad precedent, 
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Mr. SMATHERS. So it appears that 
the case involves a question of fact, as 
to whether the property is merely sur- 
rounded by water or whether the water 
has covered the property. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the bill go to the foot of the cal- 
endar. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, we have 
had a long discussion of the bill 

Mr. SMATHERS. I ask that it go to 
the foot of the calendar, and I shall be 
glad to discuss it further. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object 
to placing the bill at the foot of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon objects to the re- 
quest that the bill be placed at the foot 
of the calendar. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, the Depart- 
ment of the Army, while acknowledging 
that the claimants have been damaged, 
takes the position that such damages 
constitute a burden which must be 
borne by the property owner as one of 
the risks of ownership, and that such 
damages are in the same category, le- 
gally, as damages arising as the result 
of the construction of many types of 
Government projects with respect to 
which there is no actual physical taking 
by the Government of the property. 
That is fundamental law, Mr. President. 
Such damages are not compensable by 
the Government, as a matter of law. 
The Department of Justice takes exactly 
the same position. It is difficult for me 
to see how the Senate can continually 
overrule the departments when they are 
supported by law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be passed over. 


ALIEN SHEEPHERDERS 


The bill (S. 3813) for the relief of cer- 
tain alien sheepherders was announced 
as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object—and I shall 
not object—I assume the main qualifica- 
tion of a sheepherder is that he shall 
not desert his sheep but it matters not 
that he deserts the ship. 

The PRESIDING OFTICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
3813) was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Santiago Hormaechea, Jose Lecanda, Rufino 
Merino Jimenez, Panagiatis Demitreos Zeras, 
Fernando Macuaga Madariaga, Manuel Lopez 
Trabazo, Luis Uriarte Otaolea, and Antonio 
Yrigoyen Arrachea shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
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United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fees. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
aliens as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct the required num- 
bers from the appropriate quota or quotas for 
the first year that such quota or quotas are 
available. 


AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVE- 
NUE CODE PERMITTING ORAL 
PRESCRIPTIONS FOR CERTAIN 
DRUGS 


The bill (S. 3447) to amend the In- 
ternal Revenue Code to permit the fill- 
ing of oral prescriptions for certain 
drugs, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, may I 
inquire what happened to Order No. 
2481? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is proceeding with the call of 
bills which went to the foot of the cal- 
endar at the last calendar call. 

Mr. BUTLER. Will Calendar No. 2481 
be called in due course? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
bill did not go to the foot of the cal- 
endar. It was objected to, and was 
passed over. 

Mr. BUTLER. On this very call? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will 
not be called on this call of the calendar. 

Mr. BUTLER. Was that at the last 
previous call or on this calendar call? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
present call started with Calendar No. 
19, on the first page, going through to 
Calendar No. 2392, on page 16. Follow- 
ing the regular call of the calendar it 
was the order to proceed to the call of 
those items which went to the foot of 
the calendar at the previous calendar 
call, and we are now proceeding under 
that order. 

Is there objection to the consideration 
of Calendar No. 2500, Senate bill 3447? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3447) 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code to 
permit the filling of oral prescriptions 
for certain drugs, and for other pur- 
‘posse, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Finance, with amend- 
ments, on page 1, at the beginning of 
line 4, after the word “Code”, to insert 
“of 1939”; on page 2, line 11, after the 
word Code“, to insert “of 1939"; on 
page 4, line 23, after the word “Code”, 
to insert “of 1939“; on page 5, at the 
beginning of line 14, to insert “of 1939”; 
in line 19, after the word “Code”, to 
insert “of 1939”; on page 6, after line 
7, to insert: 

Sec. 6. Section 4705 (c) (1) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(1) Use of drugs in professional prac- 
tice: To the dispensing or distribution of 
narcotic drugs to a patient by a physician, 
dentist, veterinary surgeon, or other prac- 
titioner registered under section 4722, in 
the course of his professional practice only: 
Provided, That such physician, dentist, vet- 
erinary surgeon, or other practitioner shall 
keep a record of all such drugs dispensed or 
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distributed, showing the amount dispensed 
or distributed, the date, and the name and 
address of the patient to whom such drugs 
are dispensed or distributed, except such as 
may be dispensed or distributed to a patient 
upon whom such physician, dentist, veteri- 
mary surgeon, or other practitioner shall 
personally attend; and such record shall be 
kept for a period of 2 years from the date of 
dispensing or distributing such drugs, sub- 
ject to inspection, as provided in section 
4773." 


At the top of page 7 to insert: 


SEc. 7. Section 4705 (c) (2) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(2) Prescriptions: (A) To the sale, dis- 
pensing, or distribution of narcotic drugs by 
a dealer to a consumer under and in pur- 
suance of a written prescription issued by a 
physician, dentist, veterinary surgeon, or 
other practitioner registered under section 
4722: Provided, however, That (i) such pre- 
scription shall be dated as of the day on 
which signed and shall be signed by the 
physician, dentist, veterinary surgeon, or 
other practitioner who shall have issued 
the same; (ii) that such dealer shall pre- 
serve such prescription for a period of 2 
years from the day on which such prescrip- 
tion is filled in such a way as to be readily 
accessible to inspection by the officers, agents, 
employees, and officials mentioned in sec- 
tion 4773. 

„(B) In lieu of a written prescription for 
such narcotic drugs or compounds of a nar- 
cotic drug which the Secretary or his dele- 
gate, in his discretion (after considering any 
views expressed on the subject by the Sur- 
geon General, United States Public Health 
Service; the Commissioner, United States 
Food and Drug Administration; the respec- 
tive heads of State narcotic law enforce- 
ment agencies; and the respective secre- 
taries of national associations representing 
(i) narcotic drug manufacturers, (ii) physi- 
cians, and (iii) pharmacists), shall find and 
by regulation designate to possess relatively 
little or no addiction liability, the sale, dis- 
pensing, or distribution may be made by a 
dealer to a consumer upon oral prescription 
of a duly registered physician, dentist, vet- 
erinary surgeon, or other practitioner, which 
oral prescription is reduced promptly to 
writing, and the writing filed and preserved 
by the dealer for a period of 2 years from the 
date on which such prescription is filled in 
such a way as to be readily accessible to in- 
spection by the officers, agents, employees, 
and officials mentioned in section 4773. In 
issuing an oral prescription, the prescriber 
shall furnish the dealer with the same infor- 
mation as is required by law or regulation 
in case of a written prescription for narcotic 
drugs or compounds of a narcotic drug except 
for the written signature of the prescriber, 
and the dealer who fills such prescription 
shall be required to inscribe such information 
on the written record of the prescription 
made, filed and preserved by him, and shall 
inscribe on the label of the container of the 
narcotic drug or compound of a narcotic 
drug the same information as is required 
in filling a written prescription. An oral 
prescription shall not be refilled. 

“(C) If the Secretary or his delegate shall 
subsequently determine that a narcotic drug 
or a compound of a narcotic drug, to which 
the oral prescription procedure described in 
the preceding subparagraph has been made 
applicable, possesses a degree of drug ad- 
diction liability that, in his opinion, re- 
sults in abusive use of such procedure, he 
shall by regulation publish the determina- 
tion in the Federal Register. The determina- 
tion shall be final, and after the expiration 
of a period of 6 months from the date of 
its publication, the oral prescription pro- 
cedure described in the preceding sub- 
paragraph shall cease to apply to the par- 
ticular narcotic drug or to the particular 
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compound of a narcotic drug which is the 
subject of the determination.” 


On page 9, after line 12, to insert: 


Sec. 8. Section 4704 (b) (1) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(1) Prescriptions: To any person having 
in his or her possession any narcotic drugs 
or compounds of narcotic drug which have 
been obtained from a registered dealer in 
pursuance of a written or oral prescription 
referred to in section 4705 (c) (2), issued for 
legitimate medical uses by a physician, den- 
tist, veterinary surgeon, or other practitioner 
registered under section 4722; and where the 
bottle or other container in which such nar- 
cotic drug or compound of a narcotic drug 
may be put up by the dealer upon such 
prescription bears the mame and registry 
number of the druggist, and name and ad- 
dress of the patient, serial number of pre- 
scription, and name, address, and registry 
number of the person issuing said prescrip- 
tion; or.” 


On page 10, after line 3, to insert: 


Sec. 9. Section 4773 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1954 is amended by striking 
out “prescriptions required” and inserting 
in lieu thereof “prescriptions, including the 
written record of oral prescriptions, re- 
quired.” 


After line 7, to insert: 

Sec. 10. Section 4724 (b) (5) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(5) to any person carrying any narcotic 
drug or compound of a narcotic drug which 
has been obtained by the person from a 
registered dealer in pursuance of a written 
or oral prescription referred to in section 
4705 (c) (2), issued for legitimate medical 
uses by a physician, dentist, veterinary sur- 
geon, or other practitioner registered under 
section 4722, if the bottle or other con- 
tainer in which such drug or compound of 
a narcotic drug is carried bears the name 
and registry number of the druggist, serial 
number of prescription, name and address 
of the patient, and name, address, and regis- 
try number of the person issuing such pre- 
scription.” 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 2554 (c) 
(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939 is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(1) Use of drugs in professional prac- 
tice: To the dispensing or distribution of 
narcotic drugs to a patient by a physician, 
dentist, veterinary surgeon, or other prac- 
titioner, registered under section 3221, in 
the course of his professional practice only: 
Provided, That such physician, dentist, vet- 
erinary surgeon, or other practictioner, shall 
keep a record of all such drugs dispensed or 
distributed, showing the amount dispensed 
or distributed, the date, and the name and 
address of the patient to whom such drugs 
are dispensed or distributed, except such as 
may be dispensed or distributed to a patient 
upon which such physician, dentist, veteri- 
nary surgeon, or other practitioner, shall per- 
sonally attend; and such record shall be kept 
for a period of 2 years from the date of dis- 
pensing or distributing such drugs, subject 
to inspection, as provided in section 2556." 

Sec. 2. Section 2554 (c) (2) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939 is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(2) Prescriptions: To the sale, dispensing, 
or distribution of narcotic drugs by a dealer 
to a consumer under and in pursuance of a 
written prescription issued by a physician, 
dentist, veterinary surgeon, or other prac- 
titioner, registered under section 3221: Pro- 
vided, however, That (1) such prescription 
shall be dated as of the day on which signed 
and shall be signed by the physician, den- 
tist, veterinary surgeon, or other practi- 
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tioner, who shall haye issued the same; (2) 
that such dealer shall preserve such pre- 
scription for a period of 2 years from the day 
on which such prescription is filled in such 
a way as to be readily accessible to inspec- 
tion by the officers, agents, employees, and 
officials mentioned in section 2556. 

“In lieu of a written prescription for such 
narcotic drugs or compounds of a narcotic 
drug which the Secretary, in his discretion 
(after considering any views expressed on 
the subject by the Surgeon General, United 
States Public Health Service; the Commis- 
sioner, United States Food and Drug Admin- 
istration, the respective heads of State nar- 
cotic law-enforcement agencies, and the re- 
spective secretaries of national associations 
representing (a) narcotic drug manufactur- 
ers, (b) physicians, and (c) pharmacists), 
shall find and by regulation designate to 
possess relatively little or no addiction lia- 
bility, the sale, dispensing, or distribution 
may be made by a dealer to a consumer upon 
oral prescription of a duly registered physi- 
cian, dentist, veterinary surgeon, or other 
practitioner, which oral prescription is re- 
duced promptly to writing, and the writing 
filed and preserved by the dealer for a period 
of 2 years from the date on which such 
prescription is filled in such a way as to be 
readily accessible to inspection by the officers, 
agents, employees, and officials mentioned in 
section 2556. In issuing an oral prescription, 
the prescriber shall furnish the dealer with 
the same information as is required by law 
or regulation in case of a written prescrip- 
tion for narcotic drugs or compounds of a 
narcotic drug except for the written signa- 
ture of the prescriber, and the dealer who 
fills such prescription shall be required to 
inscribe such information on the written 
record of the prescription made, filed and 
preserved by him, and shall inscribe on the 
label of the container of the narcotic drug 
or compound of a narcotic drug the same 
information as is required in filling a written 
prescription, An oral prescription shall not 
be refilled. 

“If the Secretary shall subsequently de- 
termine that a narcotic drug or a compound 
of a narcotic drug, to which the oral pre- 
scription procedure described in the pre- 
ceding paragraph has been made applicable, 
possesses a degree of drug addition liability 
that, in his opinion, results in abusive use 
of such procedure, he shall by regulation 
publish the determination in the Federal 
Register. The determination shall be final, 
and after the expiration of a period of 6 
months from the date of its publication, the 
oral prescription procedure described in the 
preceding paragraph shall cease to apply to 
the particular narcotic drug or to the par- 
ticular compound of a narcotic drug which 
is the subject of the determination.” 

Sec. 3. Section 2553 (b) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939 is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(1) Prescriptions: To any person having 
in his or her possession any narcotic drugs 
or compounds of narcotic drug which have 
been obtained from a registered dealer in 
pursuance of a written or oral prescription 
referred to in section 2554 (c) (2), issued 
for Iegitimate medical uses by a physician, 
dentist, veterinary surgeon, or other prac- 
titloner registered under section 3221; and 
where the bottle or other container in which 
such narcotic drug or compound of a nar- 
cotic drug may be put up by the dealer upon 
said prescription bears the name and registry 
number of the druggist, and name and ad- 
dress of the patient, serial number of pre- 
scription, and name, address, and registry 
number of the person issuing said prescrip- 
tion; or.” 

Sec. 4. Section 2556 (a) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939 is amended by placing 
a comma after the word “prescriptions” in 
the first sentence thereof and interpolating 
immediately following said comma, the 
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phrase “including the written record of oral 
prescriptions.” 

Sec. 5. Section 3224 (b) (5) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939 is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(5) to any person carrying any narcotic 
drug or compound of a narcotic drug which 
has been obtained by the person from a 
registered dealer in pursuance of a written 
or oral prescription referred to in section 
2554 (c) (2), issued for legitimate medical 
uses by a physician, dentist, veterinary sur- 
geon, or other practitioner, registered under 
section 3221, if the bottle or other container 
in which such drug or compound of a nar- 
cotic drug is carried bears the name and 
registry number of the druggist, serial num- 
ber of prescription, name and address of the 
patient, and name, address, and registry 
number of the person issuing such prescrip- 
tion.” 

Sec. 6. Section 4705 (c) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(1) Use of drugs in professional practice: 
To the dispensing or distribution of narcotic 
drugs to a patient by a physician, dentist, 
veterinary surgeon, or other practitioner 
registered under section 4722, in the course 
of his professional practice only: Provided, 
That such physician, dentist, veterinary sur- 
geon, or other practitioner shall keep a record 
of all such drugs dispensed or distributed, 
showing the amount dispensed or distributed, 
the date, and the name and address of the 
patient to whom such drugs are dispensed 
or distributed, except such as may be dis- 
pensed or distributed to a patient upon 
whom such physician, dentist, veterinary 
surgeon, or other practitioner shall per- 
sonally attend; and such record shall be kept 
for a period of 2 years from the date of dis- 
pensing or distributing such drugs, subject 
to inspection, as provided in section 4773.” 

Sec. 7. Section 4705 (c) (2) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(2) Prescriptions: (A) To the sale, dis- 
pensing, or distribution of narcotic drugs by 
a dealer to a consumer under and in pur- 
suance of a written prescription issued by a 
physician, dentist, veterinary surgeon, or 
other practitioner registered under section 
4722: Provided, however, That (i) such pre- 
scription shall be dated as of the day on 
which signed and shall be signed by the 
physician, dentist, veterinary surgeon, or 
other practitioner who shall have issued the 
same; (ii) that such dealer shall preserve 
such prescription for a period of 2 years 
from the day on which such prescription is 
filled in such a way as to be readily acces- 
sible to inspection by the officers, agents, 
employees, and officials mentioned in sec- 
tion 4773. 

“(B) In lieu of a written prescription for 
such narcotic drugs or compounds of a 
narcotic drug which the Secretary or his 
delegate, in his discretion (after consider- 
ing any views expressed on the subject by 
the Surgeon General, United States Public 
Health Service; the Commissioner, United 
States Food and Drug Administration; the 
respective heads of State narcotic law en- 
forcement agencies; and the respective sec- 
retaries of national associations represent- 
ing (i) narcotic drug manufacturers, (ii) 
physicians, and (iii) pharmacists), shall find 
and by regulation designate to possess rela- 
tively litle or no addiction liability, the sale, 
dispensing, or distribution may be made by a 
dealer to a consumer upon oral prescription 
of a duly registered physician, dentist, vet- 
erinary surgeon, or other practitioner, which 
oral prescription is reduced promptly to 
writing, and the writing filed and preserved 
by the dealer for a period of 2 years from 
the date on which such prescription is filed 
in such a way as to be readily accessible to 
inspection by the officers, agents, employees, 
and officials mentioned in section 4773. In 
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issuing an oral prescription, the prescriber 
shall furnish the dealer with the same in- 
formation as is required by law or regula- 
tion in case of a written prescription for 
narcotic drugs or compounds of a narcotic 
drug except for the written signature of the 
prescriber, and the dealer who fills such 
prescription shall be required to inscribe 
such information on the written record of 
the prescription made, filed and preserved 
by him, and shall inscribe on the label of 
the container of the narcotic drug or com- 
pound of a narcotic drug the same informa- 
tion as is required in filling a written pre- 
scription, An oral prescription shall not be 
refilled. 

“(C) If the Secretary or his delegate shall 
subsequently determine that a narcotic drug 
or a compound of a narcotic drug, to which 
the oral prescription procedure described in 
the preceding subparagraph has been made 
applicable, possesses a degree of drug ad- 
diction liability that, in his opinion, results 
in abusive use of such procedure, he shall by 
regulation publish the determination in the 
Federal Register. The determination shall 
be final, and after the expiration of a period 
of 6 months from the date of its publica- 
tion, the oral prescription procedure de- 
scribed in the preceding subparagraph shall 
cease to apply to the particular narcotic drug 
or to the particular compound of a narcotic 
iay which is the subject of the determina- 

on.” 

Sec. 8. Section 4704 (b) (1) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(1) Prescriptions: To any person having 
in his or her possesion any narcotic drugs 
or compounds of narcotic drug which have 
been obtained from a registered dealer in 
pursuance of a written or oral prescription 
referred to in section 4705 (c) (2), issued 
for legitimate medical uses by a physician, 
dentist, veterinary surgeon, or other practi- 
tioner registered under section 4722; and 
where the bottle or other container in which 
such narcotic drug or compound of a nar- 
cotic drug may be put up by the dealer upon 
said -prescription bears the name and regis- 
try number of the druggist, and name and 
address of the patient, serial number of pre- 
scription, and name, address, and registry 
number of the person issuing said prescrip- 
tion; or.” 

Sec. 9. Section 4773 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1954 is amended by striking out 
“prescriptions required” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “prescriptions, including the writ- 
ten record of oral prescriptions, required.” 

Sec. 10. Section 4724 (b) (5) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(5) to any person carrying any narcotic 
drug or compound of a narcotic drug which 
has been obtained by the person from a reg- 
istered dealer in pursuance of a written or 
oral prescription referred to in section 4705 
(c) (2), issued for legitimate medical uses 
by a physician, dentist, veterinary surgeon, 
or other practitioner registered under section 
4722, if the bottle or other container in 
which such drug or compound of a narcotic 
drug is carried bears the name and registry 
number of the druggist, serial number of 
prescription, name and address of the pa- 
tient, and name, address and registry num- 
ber of the person issuing such prescription.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 


CONVEYANCE OF LANDS BY SOUTH- 
ERN PACIFIC RAILROAD CO. 
The bill (H. R. 7881) to validate a con- 
veyance of certain lands by Southern 
Pacific Railroad Co., and its lessee, 
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Southern Pacific Co., to Morgan Hopkins, 
Inc., was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the 
bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I con- 
ferred with my colleague who had charge 
of this bill after the last call of the cal- 
endar and after it was agreed that it go 
to the foot of the calendar, and I satis- 
fied myself that the inquiry I raised in 
regard to the title to the land involved is 
met by the committee report, and, there- 
fore, I have no objection to the consid- 
eration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the 
bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 7881) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


AMENDMENT OF CIVIL SERVICE 
RETIREMENT ACT 


The bill (H. R. 7785) to amend the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, to make permanent the increases 
in regular annuities provided by the act 
of July 16, 1952, and to extend such in- 
creases to additional annuities pur- 
chased by voluntary contributions, was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


TRANSFER OF PROPERTY TO STATE 
OF MINNESOTA 


The bill (S. 2153) to authorize the 
transfer of certain property to the State 
of Minnesota was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to have 
an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, this bill 
relates to the Indian school and hospital 
building, buildings located near Pipe- 
stone, Minn. The property has not been 
used during the past year for the care of 
Indian children. The State of Minne- 
sota, in cooperation with the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, has developed a foster- 
home-placement program, furnishing 
foster-home care for Indians who are 
orphans or whose parents are separated. 
We have found this system more desira- 
ble. The Indian child has a much better 
opportunity in life. 

The Pipestone property involved is 
now standing idle. I have seen the 
property a number of times in recent 
years. There is some good agricultural 
land in connection with it. That land 
is not involved in this bill. The land 
will go to the General Services Admin- 
istration to be handled under the Fed- 
eral Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act. 

The bill relates only to the school and 
hospital buildings, and approximately 
60 acres of land. If the school were 
converted to State use for mentally 
retarded children, the 60 acres would be 
ample for that purpose. 

That is all that is involved. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. THYE. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. This is the bill to 
which I took rather strong exception 
with reference to its original language, 
is it not? 

Mr. THYE. Yes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. And it has been re- 
vised to meet all objections raised in the 
committee? 

Mr. THYE. The Senator is correct, 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it is also 
true, is it not, that what is proposed is 
the provision of facilities which were in- 
tended for Indian use, and now the State 
will be furnishing facilities, services, and 
education for those Indian children 
which otherwise would be furnished by 
the Federal Government? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the Sena- 
tor is correct. The studies of our Pub- 
lic Welfare Department, the State ad- 
ministration, and the Indian Bureau de- 
veloped that it would be far better to 
put the Indian orphans in private homes 
under the foster home care program than 
to segregate them in this Indian school 
or agency until they reached the age 
when they would be old enough to go 
back to the Indian reservations or to 
begin their adult vocations. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr, THYE. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. It is also true, is it not, 
that because of the small number of 
Indian children in this particular region, 
it is not economical to maintain a Fed- 
eral Indian school for them, so the chil- 
dren who are of normal mentality go to 
public schools, and it is proposed that 
this particular property, which was orig- 
inally made available for Indian use will 
now be used by the State which will pro- 
vide other services for Indian children— 
as the Senator pointed out in this in- 
stance, an institution for children who 
are not of normal mentality, including 
Indian children? 

Mr. THYE. The Senator is entirely 
correct, Mr. President. I think far bet- 
ter use would be made of this property 
as a State institution under the program 
we have discussed, which includes the 
foster-home care for Indian children, 
their education in the public schools, 
and use of the Pipestone property for a 
State institution in which Indian chil- 
dren requiring such care, as well as white 
children, would be admitted. I hope 
the objections may be withdrawn and 
that the bill may pass. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
no objection, because I have studied the 
bill with sufficient care to satisfy myself 
that the Federal Government is receiv- 
ing adequate consideration for this 
transfer of property in terms of the serv- 
ice the State of Minnesota will render in 
connection with taking care of what, 
after all, are Federal wards. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an 
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amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause, and insert: 


The Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
and directed to transfer to the State of Min- 
nesota, to be used for school or other insti- 
tutional purposes only, the right, title, and 
interest of the United States to not more 
than 60 acres of the Pipestone School Re- 
serve, together with all the improvements 
thereon, and the buildings known and desig- 
nated as the Pipestone Indian School and 
the Pipestone Indian Hospital located near 
Pipestone, Minn. Upon a finding by the 
Secretary that property so transferred has 
ceased to be used for the purposes specified, 
title to such lands, together with all im- 
provements thereon, shall revert to the 
United States, but any such findings shall 
be subject to judicial review by any court 
having appropriate jurisdiction. The re- 
mainder of the Pipestone School Reserve, to- 
gether with all improvements thereon, in 
the discretion of the Secretary, shall be 
transferred to the Administrator of General 
Services for disposal as surplus property un- 
der the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (40 U. S. C., 1952 ed., 
sec. 484). 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a letter which 
I addressed to the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. Watkins], chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Indian Affairs, be printed 
in the body of the Recor» at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Avucust 16, 1954. 
Hon. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Indian 
Afairs, Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, United States Sen- 
ate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR WATKINS: In view of the 
many complex matters which have been con- 
sidered by the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs upon receipt of delayed de- 
partmental reports on various pending bills 
before the committee, I greatly appreciate 
the consideration given to S. 2153, to trans- 
fer the buildings of the Indian school and 
hospital at Pipestone to the State of Minne- 
sota to assist the State in meeting its institu- 
tional needs. 

The school and hospital property, includ- 
ing the agricultural land in the 532-acre 
school reservation at Pipestone, has not been 
in use during the present fiscal year, in line 
with the policy of the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs to discontinue the school.as no longer 
needed in its program. An agreement has 
been reached between the Bureau and the 
Minnesota Division of Social Welfare whereby 
the Federal and State governments are co- 
operating in a program of foster home care 
for the Indian children who would otherwise 
attend the school, and these children are be- 
ing educated in the public schools. THis is 
part of a program of integration of our In- 
dian people in our common life, and I am 
pleased to tell you that we have had marked 
success in Minnesota in this progressive de- 
velopment. 

Meanwhile, the State has great need for 
additional State institutions. The legisla- 
ture in 1953, as stated in the committee re- 
port on S. 2153, adopted enabling legislation 
to provide for use of the Pipestone school and 
hospital buildings if they become available. 
The legislature meets again in January 1955, 
and if n funds are to be made avail- 
able for rehabilitation of the property and for 
its activation as a State institution, it would 
be extremely helpful if the intent of Con- 
gress could be made known at this time. 
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The amount of land that could be utilized 
in connection with a State institution at 
Pipestone has been a question considered by 
the committee. I was informed by the Com- 
missioner of Public Welfare in Minnesota that 
if the institution is used for the care of men- 
tally retarded children, 60 acres will be suf- 
cient for providing a campus and playground 
area. This is the amount of land provided 
in the bill as amended. I should point out, 
however, that if the institution were to be 
used for rehabilitation of alcoholics, the 
State officials believe there should be an area 
of 250 acres to provide a suitable work pro- 
gram for these people. 

There is immediately adjacent to the 
school property, and in fact part of the 
original Indian Reservation of 1 square mile, 
the Pipestone National Monument of ap- 
proximately 115 acres. I had included a 
provision in S. 2153 as originally introduced 
to provide for transfer of 250 acres to the 
Pipestone National Monument, for its de- 
velopment and protection, as this is 1 of 2 
historical national monuments in Minne- 
sota. The committee has felt that it would 
be more in keeping with the policy of Con- 
gress to provide for transfer of all the land 
except 60 acres now in the school reserve to 
the Administrator of General Services for 
disposal of surplus property under the Fed- 
eral Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949. 

The amendments now proposed by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
to S. 2153 are acccptable to me as the author 
of the bill. I believe the adoption of S. 
2153, as amended, would be in the public 
interest. 

Sincerely yours, 
EDWARD J. THYE, 
United States Senator. 


HOSPITALIZATION AND CARE OF 
MENTALLY ILL OF ALASKA—BILL 
PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 8009) to provide for the 
hospitalization and care of the mentally 
ill of Alaska, and for other purposes was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr, KUCHEL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Tennessee withhold 
his objection? 

Mr. GORE. Ido. 

Mr. KUCHEL, I appreciate the with- 
holding of the objection by the Senator 
from Tennessee, because it is my under- 
standing that an objection may be inter- 
posed by the junior Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Jackson], who has held 
hearings on the bill. The Senator is not 
in the Chamber at this moment. 

Will the Senator indicate whether he is 
objecting on behalf of my friend from 
Washington? There is some hope that 
he may withdraw his objection. 

Mr. GRE. Mr. President, the minor- 
ity calendar committee has not made a 
practice of revealing the names of Sen- 
ators for whom they enter objections. 
I am glad to inform the Senator from 
California, however, that the request did 
not come from the junior Senator from 
Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. GORE. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

The Senate will now proceed to the 
consideration of the bills which were 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


placed at the foot of the calendar on this 
call. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Chair be kind enough to state 
the numbers of the bills so we may have 
them in advance? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
first is Calendar No. 1511, House bill 4017. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CASE. Are Calendar Nos. 2520, 
2521, and 2522 to be called? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
when we have completed the call of 
items at the foot of the calendar, the ma- 
jority leader will ask for an order cover- 
ing those three bills. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bills which went to the foot of the cal- 
endar are: Calendar No. 1511, House bill 
4017; Calendar No. 1986, House bill 951; 
Calendar No. 2010, House bill 7774; Cal- 
endar 2284, House bill 3534; and Calen- 
dar 2313, Senate bill 2564. 

The clerk will state the first bill. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND IN 
ARKANSAS 


The bill (H. R. 4017) to provide for the 
conveyance of certain land and improve- 
ments to the England Special School 
District of the State of Arkansas was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I asked 
that the bill go to the foot of the calen- 
dar, so that I could study it. I have 
studied it, and, in my judgment, the bill 
in no way violates the Morse formula. 
This is a case in which property was con- 
veyed originally for school purposes. 
There has been a consolidation of coun- 
try schools. It is now desired to make 
use of the value of the property in order 
to buy fixtures for the new consolidated 
schools. In my opinion, this is com- 
pletely in line with the original grant. I 
have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PLACED AT FOOT OF 
CALENDAR 


The bill (H. R. 951) for the relief of 
the Trust Association of H. Kempner was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
placed at the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At the 
foot of the present calendar? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. At the foot of 
the new calendar to be called. I under- 
stand the majority leader intends to call 
up a new order of bills. I ask that this 
bill go to the foot of that call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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UNIFORM SYSTEM OF GRANTING 
INCENTIVE AWARDS 


The bill (H. R. 7774) to establish a 
uniform system for the granting of in- 
centive awards to officers and employees 
of the United States, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, this 
is the postal-pay-increase bill. An 
amendment which I have had prepared 
is at the desk. 

I understand that the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. Gore] desires to suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. GORE. Does the Senator from 
California desire to complete action on 
the other bills? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should prefer to 
have this bill considered now, because I 
must attend conferences later. 

Mr. GORE, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names; 


Aiken Green McCarran 
Anderson Hayden McCarthy 
Barrett Hendrickson McClellan 
Beall Hennings Millikin 
Bennett Hickenlooper Monroney 
Bowring Hill Morse 
Bricker Holland Mundt 
Bush Humphrey Murray 
Butler Ives Neely 
Carlson Jackson Pastore 
Case Johnson, Colo. Payne 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Potter 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Purtell 
Cooper Kefauver Reynolds 
Cordon Kennedy Robertson 
Crippa Kerr Russell 
Dirksen Kilgore Saltonstall 
Duff Knowland Schoeppel 
Dworshak Kuchel Smathers 
Ellender Langer Smith, Maine 
Ervin Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Ferguson Lennon Stennis 
Frear Long Symington 
Fulbright Magnuson Thye 
George Malone Watkins 
Goldwater Mansfield Williams 
Gore Martin Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ives 
in the chair). A quorum is present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
there has been placed at the desk a 
copy of the amendments which I have 
prepared to the bill. I have also given 
a copy of the amendments to the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the committee, 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a point of 
order. The bill has not been stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
was stated before the quorum call, 

Mr. GORE. It was? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes, it was stated, 
and I was reserving the right to object. 
The Senate knows that H. R. 7774, the 
Government employees’ pay-raise bill, 
was passed over on the last call of the 
calendar. I have a series of amend- 
ments which I intend to submit to the 
bill en bloc, but before I do so, I wish to 
make a few remarks in explanation of 
the administration’s policy on the pay- 
raise bill. As the Senate knows, the 
House of Representatives 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair apologizes for interrupting the 
Senator from California, but there must 
be order in the Senate Chamber. The 
Chair does not think the Senator can be 
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heard. Those who are conversing will 
kindly cease to converse. 

The Senator from California will re- 
sume. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thank the Chair, 
because my voice is still a little hoarse 
from a cold. It may be my fault as much 
as the noise in the Senate. 

The Senate knows H. R. 7774, the Gov- 
ernment employees’ pay-raise bill, was 
passed over on the last call of the cal- 
endar. I have a series of amendments 
which I intend to submit to the bill en 
bloc, and then I wish to make a few re- 
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shall be as follows: 


(62) Charwomen working part time shall 
be paid at the rate of $2,700 per annum, and 
head charwomen working part time at the 
rate of $2,840 per annum.” 

On page 9, lines 8 and 9, strike out “as 
provided in this section, he shall continue 
to receive basic compensation”, and insert, 
“he shall receive a rate of basic compensation 
at the maximum longevity rate of his grade 
as provided in this section, or his existing 
rate, whichever is greater.” 

On page 9, lines 20 and 21, strike out “as 
provided in this section, he shall continue to 
recive basic compensation” and insert, “he 
shall receive a rate of basic compensation at 
the maximum scheduled rate of his grade 
as provided in this section, or his existing 
rate, whichever is greater.” 

On page 10, line 11, strike out 5 percent” 
and insert 3½ percent.” 

On page 10, lines 12 and 13, strike out 
“$440 per annum or less than $170 per 
annum”, and insert “$410 per annum.” 

On page 11, line 1, strike out “5” and in- 
sert “314.” 

On page 11, beginning with the comma in 
line 10, strike out down through the words 
“per annum” in line 12. 

On page 11, line 15, strike out “$12,086” and 
insert “$12,056.” 

On page 11, line 20, strike out “$2,160” and 
insert “$1,380.” 

On page 11, line 22, strike out “$2,400” and 
insert “$1,620.” 

On page 11, line 25, strike out “$3,120” and 
insert “$1,860.” 

On page 12, line 3, strike out “$3,180” and 
insert “$1,920.” 

On page 12, line 10, strike out “$6,180” and 
insert “$6,060.” 

On page 12, line 11, strike out “$7,620” and 
insert “$7,560.” 

On page 12, line 12, strike out “$8,640” and 
insert “$8,580.” 

On page 12, line 20, strike out “5” and in- 
sert “344.” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


marks in explanation of the administra- 
tion’s policy on the pay-raise bill subject. 

.I ask unanimous consent to have the 
series of amendments proposed to be 
offered by me printed in the Rrcorp at 
this point. 

There being no ojection, the amend- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

On page 7 beginning with line 18, strike 


out over through line 5 on page 8, and insert 
the following: 


“(b) The compensation schedule for the 
General Schedule shall be as follows: 


Per annum rates 


$2,580 $2,660 $2,740 $2,820 $2,900 82 980 
2, 830 2, 910 2, 990 3, 070 3, 150 3, 230 
3, 080 3, 160 3, 240 3, 320 3, 400 8, 480 
3, 330 3, 410 3. 490 3,570 3, 650 3, 730 
3.725 3.850 3.975 4, 100 4, 225 4, 350 
4,125 4, 250 4, 375 4, 500 4, 625 4, 750 
4, 525 4, 650 4,775 4, 900 5, 025 5, 150 
4, 925 5, 050 5,175 5, 300 §, 425 5, 550 
5, 425 5, 550 5, 675 5, 800 5, 925 6, 050 
5,925 6, 050 6, 175 6, 300 6, 425 6, 550 
6, 600 6, 800 7,000 7, 200 7, 400 

7,700 7,900 8, 100 8, 300 8, 500 

9, 000 9, 200 9, 400 9, 600 9, 800 

10,400 10,600 10, 800 11,000 11,200 

11,850 12, 100 12,350 12, 600 


(1) The compensation schedule for the crafts, protective, and custodial schedule 


Per annum rates 


$1,870 $1,930 $1,990 $2050 $2,110 $2, 170 
2, 490 2, 560 630 700 2,770 2, 840 
2, 632 2,712 2, 792 2,872 2, 952 3, 032 
2, 830 2,910 2,990 3,070 3, 150 3, 230 
3, 080 3, 160 3, 240 3, 320 3, 400 3, 480 
3, 330 3, 410 3, 490 3, 570 3, 650 3, 730 
3, 700 3, 800 8, 900 4, 000 4, 100 4, 200 
4,125 4, 250 4, 375 4, 500 4, 625 4.750 
4, 525 4, 650 4,775 4, 900 5,025 5, 150 
4, 925 5, 050 5, 175 5, 300 5, 425 5, 550 


On page 12, line 21, strike out “8440 per 
annum” and insert “$410 per annum.” 

On page 12, strike out line 22. 

On page 13, line 8, strike out “5” and in- 
sert “31%.” 

On page 14, line 2, strike out “$14,240” 
and insert “$14,210.” 

On page 14, line 8, strike out “5” and 
insert “34.” 

On page 14, lines 9 and 10, strike out “$440 
per annum or less than $170 per annum” and 
insert “$410 per annum.” 

On page 14, line 13, strike out “$13,240” 
and insert “$13,210.” 

On page 14, line 16, strike out “5” and 
insert “314.” 

On page 14, line 17, strike out “$440” and 
insert “$410 per annum.” 

On page 14, line 18, strike out line 18. 

On page 15, strike out lines 10 to 23, in- 
clusive. 

Renumber sections 202 to 207, inclusive, as 
sections 201 to 206, respectively. 

“Sec. 207. (a) The Postmaster General is 
authorized and directed to make a thorough 
investigation and study of various methods 
for the classification of positions and the 
determination of salaries in the postal field 
service and all matters relating thereto (in- 
cluding personnel and pay benefits and ad- 
ministration), in order to provide a plan (to 
be submitted by the Postmaster General to, 
and to be subject to review by, the Congress, 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
section and section 10) for the establish- 
ment of a uniform, integrated, and equitable 
classification and pay system for all post- 
masters, officers, employees, and positions in 
the postal field service. Such classification 
and pay plan for the postal field service shall 
provide a method for determining the rates 
of basic compensation which postmasters, 
officers, and employees shall receive under 
which— 

“(1) the principle of equal pay for sub- 
stantially equal work shall be followed; and 
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’ (2) varlations in rates of basic compen- 

sation paid to different postmasters, officers, 
and employees shall be in proportion to sub- 
stantial differences in the difficulty, respon- 
sibility, and qualification requirements of 
the work performed and to the contributions 
of postmasters, officers, and employees to effi- 
ciency and economy in the postal field 
service. 
Such plan shall contain compensation sched- 
ules which set forth the various grades to 
which positions in the postal field service 
are to be allocated and provide the rates of 
basic compensation, and the ranges of such 
rates, which are to be applicable to such 
grades. Such plan also shall contain provi- 
sions which— 

“(A) grant to personnel in the postal field 
service the right to obtain appropriate re- 
view by the Civil Service Commission of all 
classifications of their positions: 

“(B) prohibit reductions in the rates of 
basic compensation of personnel on the rolls 
on the date such plan (or any part thereof) 
becomes operative, by reason of the insti- 
tution and operation of such plan (or any 
part thereof) ; 

“(C) prohibit reductions in rates of basic 
compensation of any personnel, by reason 
of any classification actions taken at any 
time under authority of such plan with re- 
spect to the positions occupied by such per- 
sonnel, so long as such personnel remain in 
the same positions and are assigned to per- 
form and do perform work of the same level 
of difficulty, responsibility, and qualification 
requirements as the work which they were 
performing in such poistions; and 

“(D) preserve for personnel in the postal 
field service on the rolls on the date such 
plan (or any part thereof) becomes operative 
the increases in rates of basic compensation 
provided by this act. 


Such plan also may contain such provisions 
and proposals consistent with the purposes 
of this section as the Postmaster General 
deems advisable in the light of the needs 
of the Post Office Department, the best in- 
terests of personnel in the postal field sery- 
ice, and the public interest. 

“(b) In the light of and pursuant to the 
investigation and study made under sub- 
section (a) and in accordance with the pur- 
poses of such subsection, the Postmaster 
General shall transmit to the Congress, on 
or before March 15, 1955, a classification 
and pay plan for the postal field service. 


Such plan shall be prepared with due regard 


for the legislative forms and procedures 
of the Congress and shall be accompanied 
by an appropriate written explanation of 
the provisions, objects, purposes, and effects 
thereof. The delivery of such plan and ex- 
planation thereof shall be made to both 
Houses on the same day. 

(e) Except as may be otherwise provided 
pursuant to subsection (e) of this section, 
the provisions of such classification and pay 
Plan for the postal field service shall take 
effect upon the expiration of the first period 
of 60 calendar days of continuous session 
of the Congress, following the date on which 
such plan is transmitted to the Congress; 
but only if, between the date of transmittal 
and the expiration of such period of sixty 
days there has not been passed by either of 
the two Houses, by affirmative vote of a 
majority a quorum being present, a resolu- 
tion stating in substance that that House 
does not favor such plan. 

„%) For the purposes of subsection (e) 
of this section— 

“(1) continuity of session shall be con- 
sidered as broken only by an adjournment 
of the Congress sine die; but 

“(2) in the computation of the 60-day 
period, there shall be excluded the days on 
which either House is not in session because 
of an adjournment of more than 3 days toa 
day certain, 
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“(e) Any provision of the plan may, un- 
der provisions contained in the plan, be mad 
operative at a time later than the date on 
which the plan shall otherwise take effect. 

“(f) If such classification and pay plan 
becomes effective, such plan shall be printed 
in the Statutes at Large in the same volume 
as the public laws and shall be printed in 
the Federal Register. 

“(g) Any increase in rate of basic com- 
pensation by reason of the institution and 
operation of such classification and pay plan 
for the postal field service shall not be con- 
sidered as an ‘equivalent increase’ in com- 
pensation within the meaning of section 701 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
in the case of postmasters, officers, and em- 
ployees in the postal field service who trans- 
fer or are transferred to positions within 
the purview of the Classification Act of 1949, 
as amended. 

“Sec. 208. (a) This section is enacted by 
the Congress: 

“(1) As an exercise of the rule-making 
power of the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives, respectively, and as such it shall 
be considered as part of the rules of each 
House, respectively, but applicable only with 
respect to the procedure to be followed in 
such House in the case of resolutions (as 
defined in subsection (b) of this section) ; 
and such rules shall supersede other rules 
only to the extent that they are inconsistent 
therewith; and 

“(2) With full recognition of the consti- 
tutional right of either House to change such 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure in 
such House) at any time, in the same man- 
ner and to the same extent as in the case 
of any other rule of such House. 

“(b) As used in this section and section 
207, the term ‘resolution’ means only a reso- 
lution of either of the two Houses of Con- 
gress, the matter after the resolving clause 
of which is as follows: ‘That tge 
does not favor the postal field service classi- 
fication and pay plan transmitted to Con- 
gress by the Postmaster General.’, the blank 
space therein being filled with the name of 
the resolving House. 

“(c) All resolutions with respect to the 
posal field service classification and pay plan 
shall be referred, by the President of the 
Senate or the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, only to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service of the Senate or the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service 
of the House of Representatives, as the case 
may be, 

„d) If the committee to which has been 
referred a resolution with respect to such 
postal field service classification and pay 
plan has not reported such resolution be- 
fore the expiration of 10 calendar days after 
its introduction, it shall then (but not be- 
fore) be in order to move either to discharge 
the committee from further consideration 
of such resolution, or to discharge the com- 
mittee from further consideration of any 
other resolution with respect to such postal 
field service classification and pay plan which 
has been referred to the committee. 

“(e) Such motion may be made only by a 
person favoring the resolution, shall be high- 
ly privileged (except that it may not be made 
after the committee has reported a reso- 
lution with respect to the plan), and de- 
bate thereon shall be limited to not to ex- 
ceed 1 hour, to be equally divided between 
those favoring and those opposing the reso- 
lution. No amendment to such motion shall 
be in order, and it shall not be in order to 
move to reconsider the vote by which such 
motion is agreed or disagreed to. 

“(f) If the motion to discharge is agreed 
to or disagreed to, such motion may not be 
renewed, nor may another motion to dis- 
charge the committee be made with respect 
to any other resolution with respect to the 
plan. 
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„g) When the committee has reported, 
or has been discharged from further con- 
sideration of, a resolution with respect to 
the plan, it shall at any time thereafter be 
in order (even though a previous motion to 
the same effect has been disagreed to) to 
move to proceed to the consideration of such 
resolution. Such motion shall be highly 
privileged and shall not be debatable. No 
amendment to such motion shall be in or- 
der and it shall not be in order to move 
to reconsider the vote by which such motion 
is agreed to or disagreed to. 

“(h) Debate on the resolution shall be 
limited to not to exceed 10 hours, which 
shall be equally divided between those favor- 
ing and those opposing the resolution. A 
motion further to limit debate shall not be 
debatable. No amendment to, or motion to 
recommit, the resolution shall be in order, 
and it shall not be in order to move to re- 
consider the vote by which the resolution 
is agreed to or disagreed to. 

(61) All motions to postpone, made with 
respect to the discharge from committee, or 
the consideration of, a resolution with respect 
to the plan, and all motions to proceed to the 
consideration of other business, shall be de- 
cided without debate. 

“(j) All appeals from the decisions of the 
Chair relating to the application of the rules 
of the Senate or the House of Representa- 
tives, as the case may be, to the procedure 
relating to a resolution with respect to the 
plan shall be decided without debate. 

“Sec. 209, In the exercise of the authority 
granted by section 81 of title 2 of the Canal 
Zone Code, as amended, the Governor of the 
Canal Zone is authorized to adopt the postal 
field service classification and pay plan, or 
any part thereof, made operative pursuant 
to sections 9 and 10 of this act, as of the 
date or dates such plan, or any part thereof, 
becomes operative, for postal employees of 
the Canal Zone Government. The Post- 
master General shall make available to the 
Governor of the Canal Zone copies of such 
matter relating to such plan as may be nec- 
essary to carry out the purposes of this sec- 
tion, including descriptions of positions and 
rates of compensation provided for therein.” 

On page 23, beginning with line 7, strike 
out over through line 23 on page 24, and 
insert the following: 

On page 24, line 24, strike out “Sec, 209” 
and insert “Sec. 210.” 

On page 25, line 3, strike out “Sec, 210” 
and insert “Sec. 211.” 

On page 25, line 4, strike out “Sections 
206 and 208” and insert “Section 205.” 

On page 25, line 6, strike out “202, 204, 
and 205” and insert 201. 203, and 204.” 

On page 25, line 9, strike out “203 and 
209” and insert “202 and 210.” 

On page 25, line 12, strike out 207“ and 
insert 206.“ 

On page 25, after line 15, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“TITLE III—POSTAL RATES 
“FIRST-CLASS MAIL 


“Sec. 301. (a) The rates of postage on mail 
matter of the first class (other than postal 
eards and private mailing or post cards) 
shall be as follows: 

“(1) 4 cents for the first ounce or fraction 
thereof, and 3 cents for each additional 
ounce or fraction thereof, when mailed for 
delivery at any destination other than the 
office of mailing; 

“(2) 3 cents for each ounce or fraction 
thereof, when mailed for local delivery at 
the office of mailing, except as prescribed in 
paragraph (3) of this subsection; and 

“(3) 2 cents for each ounce or fraction 
thereof, when mailed for local delivery at 
post offices where free delivery by carrier is 
not established and when the matter is not 
collected or delivered by rural or star route 
carriers. 

“(b) In the case of first-class matter mailed 
without prepayment of any postage or with- 
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out prepayment of the full amount of post- 
age due, the Postmaster General is authorized 
to prescribe by regulation the conditions 
under which such matter shall be delivered 
to the addressee or returned to the sender. 
The conditions so prescribed shall be stated 
in such manner as to permit delivery of such 
mail to the addressee whenever it is prac- 
ticable to do so consistent with the collec- 
tion of the charges prescribed in accordance 
with subsection (c) of this section. 

“(c) The Postmaster General is author- 
ized to prescribe by regulation from time 
to time the charges to be collected on deliv- 
ery in the case of any matter of the first 
class mailed without prepayment of any 
postage or without prepayment of the full 
amount of postage due. In determining 
such charges, the Postmaster General shall 
take into consideration the postage actually 
due, and, to the extent practicable, the addi- 
tional expense incurred by reason of the fail- 
ure to pay the applicable postage and the 
desirability of minimizing the incidence of 
such mailings. 

“(d) Regulations issued by the Postmaster 
General under subsections (b) and (c) shall, 
to the extent prescribed therein, supersede 
existing laws, regulations, and orders gov- 
erning the subject matter covered thereby. 

“(e) Section 12 (a) of the act of October 30, 
1951 (39 U. S. C., sec, 246f (a)), is amended 
by inserting before the period at the end 
thereof a semicolon and the following: 

“ (9) for returning undeliverable letters 
and parcels of the first class from the dead- 
letter office to the senders.’ 


“SECOND-CLASS MAIL 


“Sec. 302. (a) Section 2 (a) of the Act of 
October 30, 1951 (39 U. S. C., sec. 289a), is 
amended by striking out the word ‘and’ im- 
mediately following ‘April 1, 1953’ and by 
inserting before the colon immediately fol- 
lowing ‘April 1, 1954’ a comma and the fol- 
lowing: ‘(4) by an additional 10 per centum, 
based on rates now in force, beginning on 
April 1, 1955, (5) by an additional 10 per 
centum, based on rates now in force, begin- 
ning on April 1, 1956, and (6) by an addi- 
tional 10 per centum, based on rates now in 
force, beginning on April 1, 1957’. The 
term ‘rates now in force’, as used in the 
amendments made by this subsection to 
section 2 (a) of such Act of October 30, 1951, 
means the rates in force immediately prior 
to April 1, 1952. 

“(b) The rates increased by subsection (a) 
of this section shall be subject to a minimum 
charge of one-fourth of 1 cent computed on 
each individually addressed copy or package 
of unaddressed copies. 

(e) The rates of postage on copies of pub- 
lications having second-class entry mailed by 
others than the publishers or authorized 
news agents, sample copies mailed by the 
publishers in excess of the 10 per centum 
allowance entitled to be sent at the pound 
rates, and copies mailed by the publishers to 
persons who may not be included in the re- 
quired legitimate list of subscribers, shall be, 
in the case of publications weighing 8 ounces 
or less, the applicable rates now or hereafter 
prescribed by law on third-class matter, and, 
in the case of publications weighing in ex- 
cess of 8 ounces, the applicable rates now or 
hereafter prescribed or authorized by law on 
fourth-class matter. 

“THIRD-CLASS MAIL 

“Sec. 303. (a) The rates of postage on 
third-class matter shall be 3 cents for the 
first two ounces or fraction thereof, and 1% 
cents for each additional ounce or fraction 
thereof up to and including 8 ounces in 
weight, except that on matter mailed by 
religious, educational, scientific, philan- 
thropic, agricultural, labor, veterans’, or fra- 
ternal organizations or associations, not or- 
ganized for profit and none of the net income 
of which inures to the benefit of any private 
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stockholder or individual, the rates shall be 
as follows: 

“(1) 1% cents for each 2 ounces or frac- 
tion thereof on books and catalogs of twenty- 
four pages or more, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, 
roots, scions, and plants not exceeding 8 
ounces in weight; and 

“(2) 2 cents for the first 2 ounces or frac- 
tion thereof, and 1 cent for each additional 
ounce or fraction thereof, on all other third- 
class matter. 

“(b) Upon payment of a fee of $50 for each 
calendar year or of $15 for each quarter of a 
calendar year and under such regulations as 
the Postmaster General may prescribe for the 
collection of postage and for facilitating the 
handling of such matter in the mails, sepa- 
rately addressed identical pieces of third- 
class matter in quantities of not less than 
twenty pounds, or of not less than two hun- 
dred pieces, may be mailed at pound rates of 
postage applicable to the entire bulk mailed 
at one time. The rate of postage on third- 
class matter mailed in bulk under this sub- 
section shall be 16 cents for each pound or 
fraction thereof with a minimum charge per 
piece of 1144 cents, except that in the case of 
books and catalogs of twenty-four pages or 
more, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, roots, scions, 
and plants the rate shall be 10 cents for 
each pound or fraction thereof with a mini- 
mum charge per piece of 1½ cents. The 
rate of postage on third-class matter mailed 
in bulk under this subsection but without 
individual addresses for delivery under regu- 
lations prescribed by the Postmaster General 
shall be subject to a minimum charge per 
piece of 2 cents. The rates of postage pre- 
scribed by this subsection shall not apply 
with respect to matter mailed by religious, 
educational, scientific, philanthropic, agri- 
cultural, labor, veterans’, or fraternal organ- 
izations or associations, not organized for 
profit and none of the net income of which 
inures to the benefit of any private stock- 
holder or individual, and the existing rates 
of postage shall continue to apply with re- 
spect to such matter. 

“(c) Pieces or packages of third-class mail 
of such size or form as to prevent ready fac- 
ing and tying in bundles and requiring indi- 
vidual distributing throughout shall be sub- 
ject to a minimum charge of 5 cents each. 


“CONTROLLED CIRCULATION PUBLICATIONS 


“Src. 304. The rate of postage on the pub- 
lications defined in section 203 of the act of 
July 3, 1948 (39 U. S. C., sec. 291b), when 
mailed by the publisher and regardless of 
the weight of individual copies, shall be 11 
cents for each pound or fraction thereof, 
computed on the entire bulk mailed at one 
time, but not less than 1½ cents per piece, 
which rate shall remain in effect until other- 
wise provided by Congress: Provided, That 
the rate of postage on copies of such publi- 
cations when mailed by other than the pub- 
lishers, or when forwarded to the addressee 
or returned to the sender, shall be 3 cents 
for the first 2 ounces and 1½ cents for each 
additional ounce. 


“DOMESTIC AIRMAIL 


“Sec. 305. The rate of postage on domestic 
airmail as defined in section 2 of the act of 
August 14, 1946 (39 U. S. C., sec. 462a), 
weighing 8 ounces or less (except postal 
cards and private mailing or postcards) shall 
be 7 cents for each ounce or fraction thereof, 


“DETERMINATION OF CLASS OF POST OFFICE AND 
COMPENSATION OF POSTMASTER AND CERTAIN 
EMPLOYEES 
“Sec. 306. (a) On and after January 1, 

1955, 85 percent of the gross postal receipts 

of all classes of post offices shall be counted 

for the purpose of determining the class of 
the post office or the compensation or allow- 
ances of postmasters or other employees 
whose compensation or allowances are based 
on the annual receipts of such offices. 

Nothing contained in this subsection shall 

operate to decrease the compensation or al- 
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lowances in effect on the effective date of this 
subsection for postmasters and other em- 
ployees in the postal field service on such 
date whose compensation or allowances are 
based upon the annual receipts of such 
Offices. 

“(b) In the case of the post office at Wash- 
ington, District of Columbia, the Postmaster 
General may, in his discretion, add to the 
gross receipts of such office counted for the 
purposes of subsection (a) of this section not 
to exceed 75 percent of such gross receipts. 

“(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the salaries of postmasters at fourth- 
class post offices, as fixed by law, shall be 
deemed and taken to be full compensation 
for the clerical labor in the issuance of 
money orders at such offices. 

“REPEAL OF EXISTING PROVISIONS OF LAW 

“Sec. 307. (a) The following provisions of 
law are hereby repealed: 

“(1) Section 202 (a) (4) of the act of Feb- 
ruary 28, 1925, as amended by section 4 of 
the act of May 29, 1928 (39 U. S. C., sec. 283); 

“(2) Section 204 of the act of February 28, 
1925 (39 U. S. C., sec. 288): 

“(3) Section 2 (d) of the act of October 
30, 1951 (39 U. S. C., sec. 289a (d)). 

“(b) All laws or parts of laws inconsistent 
with this act are hereby repealed or modified 
to the extent of such inconsistency, 

“APPLICATION TO GUAM 

“Sec. 308. This title shall have the same 
force and effect within Guam as within 
other possesions of the United States. 

“EFFECTIVE DATES 

“Sec. 309. This title shall take effect on 
January 1, 1955, except that section 302 (a) 
and (b) shall take effect on April 1, 1955.” 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, as 
the Senate knows, the House of Repre- 
sentatives, through the means of a dis- 
charge petition, sent to the Senate a 
pay-raise bill for postal employees alone 
which amounted to a 7-percent increase 
for those employees. This action was 
taken despite the clear indication that 
the President would not sign any pay- 
raise legislation unless legislation was 
also enacted to provide for the increased 
revenues to the Government to pay for 
such increases. 

The Senate Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service has reported a general 
pay-raise bill to the Senate, H. R. 7774, 
which provides for a 5-percent pay in- 
crease for all classified and postal work- 
ers as well as for legislative and judicial 
employees. This bill while in line with 
administration policy as vo percentage 
of pay increase for postal employees 
does not provide for any Government 
revenues and, therefore, does not meet 
with the specifications that would assure 
the President’s approval. 

Without taking the time of the Senate 
to explain all of the amendments I am 
submitting to H. R. 7774, I want to say 
in general that the amendments provide 
for a 5 percent average increase for 
postal employees, and a 34 percent ayer- 
age increase for classified, legislative, and 
judicial employees. In addition, the 
amendments provide for a job reclassifi- 
cation for postal and classified employ- 
ees. The amendments also provide for 
postal rate increases in first-, second-, 
and third-class mail. 

If these amendments are adopted by 
the Senate I intend to ask unanimous 
consent to have the bill reprinted with 
the amendments attached so they would 
be available for study tomorrow. 
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I wish to assure the Senate that if the 
amendments are agreed to the bill will 
be called up on motion sometime either 
tonight or tomorrow. For the bill to 
become law amendments are needed 
which would provide for revenues off- 
setting the expenditures. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp, data pertaining 
to postal salaries and rates. 

There being no objection, the data 
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


Postage rate on letters is the same as it 
was in 1932—22 years ago. 

In the meantime there have been five 
general wage increases and another is under 
consideration. 

All postal costs have gone up 100 percent. 

If the letter rate was fair in 1932, it is 
obviously too low now. 

Postal cards were increased from 1 cent 
to 2 cents in 1952. 

In 1951 the Senate (S. 1046) approved an 
increase from 3 cents to 4 cents on the Ist 
ounce of Iist-class mail. This was later 
amended in conference. 

First-class mail is the premium postal 
service and because of its preferential treat- 
ment has always paid more than its out-of- 
pocket cost. 

In 1945 this margin of revenue was over 
60 percent. Now it’s down to less than 10 
percent. 

There is an actual loss in the handling of 
the first ounce of non-local first-class mail. 
The margin of revenue is provided by local 
mail and extra postage on heavier letters. 

An increase of 1 cent on first ounce only of 
nonlocal first-class mail will produce $159 
million of additional revenue. 


AIR MAIL 
Increase from 6 cents to 7 cents an ounce 
to preserve relationship to ordinary letters. 


Increase will produce $15.6 million of addi- 
tional revenue. 


SECOND-CLASS MAIL 
Loses $247 million a year. 
Pays only 22 percent of its cost. 


Does not pay the cost of transportation 
alone. 

Second-class rates are only about 3 per- 
cent higher than in 1932. 

Increases since 1951 only restored de- 
creases made in 1934. 


Proposed increase will produce only $13 
million a year. 

This will recover only about 5 percent of 
the present loss. 

After this increase second-class mail will 
still be losing over $233 million a year. 

THIRD-CLASS MAIL 

This is business mail, 

Consists mostly of advertising circulars 
and small merchandise. 

It is losing over $162 million a year. 

It pays only 58 percent of its cost. 

There is no reason why the taxpayer should 
pay private advertising and business expense. 

The proposed increase will produce $44 
million additional revenue. 

After this increase third-class mail will 
still be losing $118 million. 


Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator give a 
further explanation of his phrase “if we 
may have amendments in the bill”? 
Does the Senator mean that the com- 
mittee must act again? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No. I recognize 
from the practical point of view that 
this is a rather complex subject, and 
there may be Senators who are on per- 
fectly sound ground in not wanting to 


1954 


adopt under the unanimous-consent pro- 
cedure, amendments which are fairly 
complex. 

What I have in mind is that in view 
of the fact we are getting close to the 
end of the session, I believe there is a 
desire on the part of the Senate and of 
the Congress to have a postal pay in- 
crease. I am sure that the administra- 
tion would like to see a postal pay in- 
crease provided there could be offsetting 
revenue to take care of the increased 
expense. 

There was some objection, as I under- 
stand—and I can fully understand it—on 
the part of some of the postal organiza- 
tions, to the original plan proposed by 
the Postmaster General for a classifica- 
tion arrangement by which he would 
have the final and, we might say, the 
exclusive authority. 

In the Rees bill, I believe it was, in 
the House, that was changed and it was 
provided that such classification ar- 
rangement would have to come back to 
the two Houses of Congress, and one or 
the other House by majority vote would 
have to approve any such classification. 
So the Congress would be given control 
over that situation in case they felt any 
inequity was being done. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Is section 207 of 
the Senator’s amendment what is com- 
monly known as the Summerfield re- 
classification? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No. As I under- 
stand, that is the original reclassification 
plan of Mr. Summerfield, except as 
changed and modified by the House com- 
mittee, I believe under the chairmanship 
of Mr. Ress of Kansas and other Mem- 
bers of the House who felt that the Con- 
gress itself should have a voice in the 
matter and, we might say, almost a veto 
over what was done. 

Mr. SMATHERS. As I understand, it 
is the same proposal as originally sub- 
mitted by the Postmaster General, with 
the exception that there are two clauses 
which require final approval by the 
House and the Senate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should say that 
is correct, but the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], and I am 
sure the distinguished ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. JoHnston], who 
have lived with this problem for many 
years, would be able te throw more light 
on the subject than the majority leader. 

I have stated the general objective of 
the amendments which I have offered. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, as I 
understand the situation at the present 
time, the distinguished majority leader 
has now submitted some amendments, to 
be reprinted as a part of the original bill 
which our committee introduced, provid- 
ing a pay increase for postal and clas- 
sified workers. No action will be taken 
at this time, but the majority leader has 
assured us he plans to take up the bill 
later today or tomorrow. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr.KNOWLAND. That is correct, the 
bill when it comes back from the printer, 
so every Member may see how the amend- 
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ments fit into the postal pay and the 
classified pay bill which was reported. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, under 
those circumstances, I do not see any rea- 
son for discussing the amendments at 
this time, because we shall take them up 
as we come to them when the matter is 
before the Senate. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished majority leader yield to 
me for a question? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. [I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. If I correctly un- 
derstood, as I attempted to follow the 
distinguished majority leader, if the pro- 
cedure which he is now advocating is per- 
mitted, the bill (H. R. 7774) will not come 
to the Senate as it was reported unani- 
mously by the Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice Committee; is that correct? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MONRONEY. If I follow the dis- 
tinguished majority leader, we shall then 
be asked to vote not on the bill as re- 
ported to the Senate, but on a bill which 
has been modified by unanimous consent 
on the consent calendar, to incorporate 
the so-called Knowland amendments, 
which not only change the pay scale for 
some nearly 2 million civil service work- 
ers who were given a 5 percent increase 
in the bill reported by the Senate com- 
mittee, but which give the $10,000 civil 
service workers an 8 percent increase 
amounting to $800, give the 2 lowest 
grades, which are most in need of this 
cost-of-living increase, absolutely no in- 
crease, and give grade 3 only a 1.7 percent 
increase, or $50 a year, and GS-4 an in- 
crease of only 3.2 percent. But the 8 
percent goes to the $10,000 workers and 
gives them a $800 increase in pay. 

Now we are being asked, as I under- 
stand the proposed procedure, to com- 
pletely revise, completely reverse, and 
completely tear up, with the possible ex- 
ception of the 5 percent given to the 600,- 
000 postal workers, the 5 percent increase 
the Senate has voted. As I understand, 
we are also being asked to accept an 
amendment which violates the tradi- 
tional, historic, and emphatic position of 
the House of Representatives and of the 
House Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, namely, that all revenue-raising 
bills must originate in the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and, in the case of revenue- 
raising bills which relate to postal rev- 
enues, in the House Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. That is because 
of the prerogative of the House, under 
the Constitution, to originate all revenue- 
raising legislation. 

During the years in which I was privi- 
leged to serve in the House of Repre- 
sentatives and on the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, the House 
refused even to sit in conference with 
the Senate to consider any postal-rate- 
increase measures which had not origi- 
nated in the House of Representatives. 
That objection was made on the basis 
that in such case the Senate would have 
presumed to arrogate to itself the pre- 
rogative of the House to originate all 
revenue-raising measures. 

Consequently, the proposed amend- 
ment of the distinguished majority 
leader, no matter how well intentioned 
it may be, would reverse, in my opinion, 
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the time-honored and respected preroga- 
tive of the House of Representatives and 
its Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

In the Senate committee we took testi- 
mony from numerous witnesses; we have 
had the bill before us since the first of 
last year. In view of the fact that we 
recognized we had no jurisdiction over 
revenue-raising provisions unless they 
originated in the House of Representa- 
tives, we took no action on such phases 
of the bill. 

After the hearings we reported a bill; 
and that bill, with the exception of the 
provision in regard to the 600,000 postal 
workers, is as different as day is from 
night from the—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair must apologize for interrupting, 
but the Chair must call attention to the 
fact that the Senate is now considering 
the Consent Calendar. The Chair sug- 
gests that if this colloquy is to continue, 
unanimous consent be obtained for that 
purpose, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
do not wish to trespass too much on 
the Consent Calendar. However, I ask 
unanimous consent that 20 minutes be 
allowed for discussion of the amend- 
ments. In that way, I think we can at 
least clear up some of the points. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, let me say that the 
Consent Calendar procedure is a very 
special one. I also recognize that the 
present situation is not only a very 
special one, but an extraordinary one. 

I shall not object; but it would appear 
to be the more orderly procedure if th> 
bill were to be called up in the regular 
way and the amendments were then tọ) 
be offered. At that time each Member 
of the Senate who addressed the Chair 
could be recognized, whereas under the 
rule, during the call of the Consent Cal- 
endar, each Senator is entitled to only 5 
minutes on any measure on the calendar, 

However, if at this time we give unan- 
imous consent for one Senator to have 
20 minutes, shall we grant unanimous 
consent for another Senator to have 20 
minutes, and then for another Senator 
to have 20 minutes, and perhaps for an- 
other Senator to have 1 hour; or will all 
other Senators be limited to 5 minutes? 

I shall not object; bu 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
quest of the Senator from California is 
withdrawn. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, before the 
request is withdrawn, I wish to say that, 
while we are faced with some very com- 
plex amendments, we should dispose of 
this question before the Senate adjourns. 
I think the majority leader’s request was 
an intelligent and wise one, for the rea- 
son that in 20 minutes there could be 
placed before this body some of the 
fundamentals in connection with the bill, 
and thereafter, during the remainder of 
the calendar, we would have an oppor- 
tunity to study them. After the calendar 
call, we could resume consideration of 
the bill, under a motion to take it up. 
In that way I believe we would approach 
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the bill in a manner by means of which 
we would understand what we were 
doing. 

I did not understand the relief amend- 
ments at the moment they were ex- 
plained; I did not even understand what 
we were faced with. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I share the view of the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORE]. 
When we are on the Consent Calendar, 
I think we should continue with it, and 
hold to its ground rules, 

So I would object to such a unanimous- 
consent request, during the call of the 
calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
tion is heard. 

Is it desired to have the bill placed at 
the foot of the calendar? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Yes, Mr. Presi- 
dent; I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be placed at the foot of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey withhold his 
request, until I can propound a parlia- 
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I withhold my 
request, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey has withheld 
his request. 

Mr. MORSE. Then, Mr. President, I 
wish to propound a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I understand that the 
majority leader intends to bring up the 
bill by motion, anyway, and that. he 
desires to have the amendments sent to 
the desk and printed. 

Is there any reason why the majority 
leader could not, while the bill is still 
on the unanimous-consent calendar, 
send the amendments to the desk and 
request that they be printed, so that they 
will be available to the Senate at the 
time when the Senator from California 
moves to have the Senate consider the 
bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Oregon will yield to 
me at this point, let me say that the 
amendments themselves have been 
printed. They are identified by the 
letter “I,” and are marked “Amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by Mr. 
Kwnowtanp to the bill (H. R. 7774).” So 
the amendments have been printed and 
are available to all Senators, 

What I had in mind is not an unusual 
procedure during the call of the Consent 
Calendar. It is done in regard to bills 
which some Senators might consider to 
be lesser measures, and I am frank to 
admit that perhaps they are of lesser 
importance. 

When the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon endeavors to have the so-called 
Morse formula included as a part of a 
bill, that is the procedure which cus- 
tomarily is followed; and when the Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] rises 
to object because of the inclusion in cer- 
tain bills of provisions calling for the 
payment of attorneys’ fees, and states 
that he will object unless that provision 
is stricken from the bills, unanimous 
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consent is frequently given to permit an 
explanation to be made during the cal- 
endar call. 

From a practical point of view, al- 
though of course the House could pass 
the postal pay bill, I believe—and I say 
this in all frankness—that unless reve- 
nues are provided for in that connection, 
such a bill would not be signed into 
law. 

I have been endeavoring to ascertain— 
and in that connection I have con- 
sulted insofar as I could—whether a 
formula could be devised, so that at this 
session of Congress the postal pay bill 
could be acted upon in such a way that 
pay increases would be provided, but at 
the same time there would be provision 
for offsetting revenues, so that the Presi- 
dent would feel justified in signing the 
bill into law. I take that position, even 
though the bill may not provide for all 
the postal workers or employees may 
wish to have provided for them. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon has the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
yielded the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Then the 
question is whether there is objection to 
the unanimous-consent request of the 
Senator from California. 

The Chair understood objection to be 
made by the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. HENDRICKSON]. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield to me for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the majority leader has expired. 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Then I will yield 


for a question in the time of the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island, if that is per- 
missible. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, my 
point is 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sen- 
ators will please resume their seats until 
the Chair can ascertain which Senator 
has the floor. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am trying to de- 
termine whether it is the intention of the 
majority leader that unless the Senate 
accepts his amendment by unanimous 
consent, he does not propose to have the 
bill considered during the call of the 
Consent Calendar. Am I correct as to 
that? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No; I do not say 
that. But I say we have a number of 
bills, many of them of substantial im- 
portance, in which many Senators have 
expressed an interest. How many of the 
bills can be scheduled for consideration 
by the Senate after we have concluded 
action on the last of the conference re- 
ports, will depend to some extent at least 
on the amount of time and debate which 
will be involved, and on whether in the 
judgment of the Senate and the judg- 
ment of the policy committee, it will be 
possible to have such bills enacted into 
law, instead of merely being passed as 
more or less an empty gesture. 

I believed that if we could amend the 
bill, so that sufficient revenues would 
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be provided, so as to assure that the 
postal pay bill would be signed into law, 
then, instead of merely taking up a con- 
siderable amount of time, we might be 
able to pass the bill and thus provide for 
a postal-pay increase. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does that not put 
us in such a position that unless we vote 
on this as a package deal, accepting the 
amendments of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia to the bill which was reported by 
the Senate committee, we shall either 
have them both or none at all? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not think that 
would be the situation at all. I have 
tried to be helpful, despite the fact that 
I know my efforts could be misconstrued 
and subjected to considerable objection. 
I am willing to take that responsibility. 

The Senator knows, in the first place, 
that on the call of the calendar any 
Senator may object either to amend- 
ments being adopted or to the bill being 
taken up. That is the customary pro- 
cedure. 

The Senator also knows that the Sen- 
ate itself has control over its own 
destiny. Any Senator may move to 
take up any particular bill, if he deter- 
mines so to do, and he may succeed or 
may not succeed in having that done. 
Even assuming it were done, and the 
bill were passed and the amendments 
were not adopted in the normal way we 
adopt them, after considerable debate, 
there is merit to having revenue, in the 
situation which now confronts the Gov- 
ernment of the United States. I am 
merely saying that I believe that under 
those circumstances if a bill went to the 
President without providing revenue, 
when we recently made a temporary in- 
crease in the national debt ceiling, we 
would not have a postal bill enacted 
into law. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island has the 
floor. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is the Senator aware 
of the fact that we have had no hearings 
in our committee on the postal increase? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me say to the 
Senator 

Mr. PASTORE. We have had hear- 
ings on the pay increase. 

Mr. KNO I am aware of 
that fact. 

Mr. PASTORE. We had an under- 
standing that we would not deal with 
this question until we had extensive 
hearings; and we have not had them. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am aware of 
that fact; and I am also aware of the 
fact that from time to time on very 
important pieces of legislation, includ- 
ing tax bills, appropriation bills, and 
other bills, matters of considerable im- 
portance are presented as amendments 
by Senators on the floor; because, in the 
final analysis, while we give and should 
give great weight to the judgment of our 
committees, we also have individual re- 
sponsibility, as 96 Members of the Sen- 
ate of the United States. So the pro- 
cedure in that regard is not unusual. 
I am not misleading the Senate. I am 
quite aware of the fact that so far as 
the Senate is concerned, we have not 
had hearings on the rate increase, 
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Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I wish to say only 
one thing in conclusion to the distin- 
guished majority leader. If we follow 
the usual order it strikes me it would 
not take very long to vote on the amend- 
ment proposed by the distinguished ma- 
jority leader. If that amendment 
should carry, it would become a part of 
the bill and we could vote on the bill as 
amended. If it should not carry, we 
could vote on H. R. 7774 in the form 
in which it was reported by the Senate 
committee. That strikes me as being a 
simple procedure which would not take 
very long, especially in view of the fact 
that yesterday we passed 5 or 6 very 
important bills in a period of 5 or 6 
hours. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. I think what the Senator 
from Rhode Island has stated is most 
sound, and he approaches this problem 
in a manner I can follow. I personally 
feel that the postal employees and the 
Federal employees, especially those in 
the low-income category are faced with 
extreme hardship. A salary increase 
bill must be and should be passed before 
Congress adjourns. If the bill also in- 
volves postal rate increases, that is a 
highly controversial question. Hearings 
have not been held. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Rhode Island 
has expired. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota desire to be recognized? He 
may be recognized on his own time. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, may I be 
recognized on my own time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, we should 
enact legislation which would increase 
the salaries of postal workers and other 
Federal workers. More especially am I 
concerned about workers in the low-in- 
come brackets. They are faced with a 
hardship. Therefore, I am anxious that 
we approve this salary increase bill. 

The majority leader has submitted 
amendments to H. R. 7774. We can take 
those amendments up in an orderly way, 
reject them or accept them, and then 
proceed. If the so-called substitute bill 
is not acceptable to us as a body, we can 
make our wishes known. 

I have as much responsibility to my 
constituents to act upon the committee 
bill before us as anyone in this legisla- 
tive body, aside from the committee 
members and the chairman of the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee, who 
are charged with that responsibility. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. Presi- 
dent 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to the 
Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, if this is 
to be charged to my time, I shall not 
yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair reminds the Senator that he is 
really speaking on the time of the Sena- 
tor from New Jersey, because the Sena- 
tor from New Jersey has been withhold- 
ing objections to further consideration 
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of the bill, and the Chair understands 
that the Senator from New Jersey de- 
sires to speak. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
it is quite clear from all this discussion 
that the bill is not a subject to be con- 
sidered on the calendar call. Therefore, 
I ask for the regular order. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Will the Senator withhold his request? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I shall not. I 
shall attempt to have the calendar call 
finished this afternoon, and then we can 
have all the discussion we wish as to this 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator object to further considera- 
tion at this time? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be passed over. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
subsequently said: Speaking with respect 
to the amendment which has been of- 
fered, I wish to call to the attention of 
the Senate how far-reaching it is. 

First, let us consider the GS-1 grade. 
The salary is $2,500 now. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield to no one. 

Those employees receive no increase. 

The GS-2 grade has a salary of $2,750, 
which remains $2,750. They are given 
no increase. 

The GS-3 grade has a salary of $2,950. 
That is raised to $3,000. They are given 
a $50 increase. 

The GS-4 grade has a salary of $3,175. 
They are raised $75, to $3,250. 

Then let us see what else is in this bill. 
When we get to the higher brackets, 
after we reach the GS-15 grade, they are 
all raised $800, without any hearing by 
the committee. 

There is another thing in this bill we 
are going to find—we have a rate in- 
erease. I should like to call the atten- 
tion of the Senate to the fact that we 
have never had an increase to my knowl- 
edge—and I have looked up the record— 
in postal rates passed by the Senate, 
unless we had as much as 30 days held 
open for the people who would be af- 
fected thereby to come in. Let us see 
what we are doing here. We would in- 
crease the rates on first-class mail from 
3 to 4 cents. However, certain busi- 
nesses within a city would not have their 
rate increased; their first-class rate 
would remain 3 cents. 

Then we come to second-class mail, 
and we would increase that rate. That 
rate affects all newspapers and maga- 
zines. Some of those newspapers, if they 
were thus penalized, would be put out 
of business. The third-class rate would 
be increased, too. Third-class mail con- 
sists of packages. Those rates would all 
be increased without any hearings at all. 

The amendment would do something 
else. It would give the Postmaster Gen- 
eral the right to make reclassification 
plans. He makes his plans, and he says, 
“These people are to be paid this much, 
and those people are to be paid that 
much.” His reclassification plans are 
then sent to Congress. His plans be- 
come law unless either House of Con- 
gress rejects his plans. We have re- 
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jected some plans that have been sent 
to Congress. There are also some other 
plans in the reclassification field. 

The floor of the Senate is no place 
to pass on such an amendment. I, for 
one, have experienced a great many 
headaches, so to speak, from sitting in 
hearings day in and day out, trying to 
work out this problem. Yet we find an 
amendment on the floor of the Senate 
which would make all these changes 
without the amendment first being con- 
sidered by the committee. I say on be- 
half of the chairman of this committee 
that it is not right to proceed in this 
way without consulting the chairman or 
the other members of the committee, 
particularly after we had already re- 
ported a bill which we thought was right 
and just under the circumstances. 

If we proceed in this manner we might 
as well do away with our committees. 
We might as well do away with the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service 
if we legislate in this manner. I for one 
would be in favor of doing away with 
that committee if we are to legislate like 
this. I do not know who prepared this 
amendment, but I can imagine where it 
came from. I know exactly where it 
came from. 

Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said: 
Mr. President, with reference to the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
majority leader on H. R. 7774, I believe 
we had better face the fact that Con- 
gress has done very little for Federal em- 
ployees, with the exception of the one 
bill known as the fringe-benefits bill. 
We must be aware of the fact that the 
amendment which has been offered by 
the distinguished majority leader—and 
I agree with him that such an amend- 
ment is in order and can be presented 
at any time—with reference to first- 
class mail will cost the American people 
$150 million, which is exactly 50 percent 
of all the tax savings in the tax bill as 
they apply to people who earn $5,000 a 
year or less. 

The total amount of savings to all 
American taxpayers, exclusive of all cor- 
porations including every conceivable 
special treatment that we gave in the 
tax bill for people who earn $5,000 a 
year or less, representing 80 percent of 
the taxpayers of this Nation, was less 
than $300 million. 

Now it is proposed in 1 amendment, 
by 1 rate increase, to increase the cost— 
and a postage stamp represents a kind 
of tax—by $150 million. 

That rate increase may be necessary. 
However, I think the facts ought to be 
made crystal clear. I served for 2 years 
on the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, I served on that committee 
with the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
Lonc] and other Senators, including the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY]. 
We held hearings for months on the sub- 
ject of rate increases. We passed a rate 
increase bill. We brought one to the 
Senate. The only part of the Postal 
Service that makes a profit aside from 
special services, such as c. o. d. and 
registered mail, is the first-class mail 
service. 

I think the facts will reveal that the 
Government receives something like $50 
million a year net profit for first-class 
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mail. Yet, there is a proposal to in- 
crease those rates by 334 percent. 

When we come to the mail which in- 
volves the general distribution of pam- 
phlets and advertising matter, there is 
very little increase. When we come to 
second-class mail, a very small increase 
is proposed. Whatever may be the mer- 
its of the increase, it seems to me it is 
rather technical; it involves business 
costs, and very careful planning with 
newspaper publishers and magazine pub- 
lishers; and there are problems of sub- 
scription rates as related to postal 
charges. We should not proceed with- 
out having an opportunity to debate the 
amendment. 

I thought the Senator from Rhode 

Island was eminently correct when he 
said we should proceed by way of offering 
such amendments as are necessary, de- 
bate them, and vote them up or down. 
But let us not penalize our Federal em- 
ployees on the basis of a decision which 
has been made to try to tie to a Federal- 
employee bill a rate-increase bill. It 
would establish a most unusual prece- 
dent. Every person in America who pays 
an extra postage rate will say, “We have 
to pay this rate because the postal em- 
ployees wanted some more money”, when 
the fact is that they are entitled to an 
increase. The civil service employees 
and the classified employees, are entitled 
to a fair and reasonable increase in sal- 
ary. The Government of the United 
States is a very difficult disciplinarian 
when it comes to private industry. We 
require private industry to live by the 
Fair Labor Standards Act, pay time and 
a half for overtime, 40 hours a week, 
double time, and so forth. We impose 
upon private industry many disciplinary 
actions if they fail to meet those stand- 
ards; but when we come to the Govern- 
ment itself, its own employees, it sets a 
very poor example of fair labor stand- 
ards. 
We have done a great deal for others. 
We increased depletion allowances for 
people engaged in mining and in the oil 
business. We have passed a tax bill 
which gives corporations what we call 
accelerated depreciation and fast write- 
offs. We should do something for people 
who are appealing to the Congress for 
a little sample of equity. 

I hope we shall bring the bill up and 
pass it. I am unalterably opposed to 
trying to tie a rate bill to a salary bill. 


EXTENSION OF CERTAIN PATENTS 


The bill (H. R. 3534) to authorize the 
extension of patents covering inventions 
whose practice was prevented or cur- 
tailed during certain emergency periods, 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GORE. Over. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator withhold the objection? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold the objection. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. At the last call 
of the calendar I raised objection to this 
bill. Since that time I have had an 
opportunity to contact some of the agen- 
cies. I find, for example, that the De- 
partment of Commerce has removed any 
objection it had to the bill. The Bureau 
of the Budget still has reservations, but 
I do not think they are well taken; nor 
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do I think any of the other objections are 
well taken. 

I wish to remove from the RECORD, at 
least, my objection to the bill. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I yield to the 
Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Is it not a fact that this 
bill, if passed, would give new life to 
certain patent rights which, under the 
statute of limitations, have expired? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is pos- 
sible. 

Mr. GORE. Does not the able Sena- 
tor construe that as possibly a dangerous 
precedent? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I would say 
that it would not be, on the basis of 
the restrictions contained in the bill. 
That is only the opinion of the junior 
Senator from New Jersey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask that 
the bill go over. 

. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold his objection? 

Mr. GORE. I withhold my objection. 

Mr. THYE. I have had a great deal 
of interest in this bill, because it was 
called to my attention earlier in the ses- 
sion. We are doing an injustice if we 
do not give consideration to this proposal. 

On page 2 of the report there appears 
an explanation of why it is urgent that 
we give consideration to the bill. If I 
may have the indulgence of the Senate 
for a moment, I should like to read from 
the report: 

To justify legislation for the extension of 
the terms of patents on the ground that 
national emergencies such as World War II 
and the Korean conflict resulted in the sub- 
stantial loss of opportunities for the ex- 
ploitation of such patents, the fundamental 
distinction must be recognized between the 
loss of such opportunities for patent exploi- 
tation and the numerous kinds of other eco- 
nomic losses suffered by various classes of 
citizens as & result of such emergencies. 
The measures taken by the Government in 
the interest of national defense necessarily 
caused indirect losses of varying degrees on 
numerous groups of citizens, creating situa- 
tions for which there can be no compensa- 
tion or other remedy provided by Federal 
legislation. 

That is why I hope the legislation will 
be given fair consideration and that it 
will be enacted, because we are working 
a hardship on certain groups. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSON] 
desired to be heard on this matter. 
However, he is unable to be present at 
this time, and he has asked that a state- 
ment prepared by him be printed in the 
Recor at this point. I make the unani- 
mous-consent request. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DIRKSEN 


This bill provides for a correction of re- 
ductions in the limited 17-year terms of pat- 
ents heretofore issued and outstanding which 
reductions were caused by actions of Gov- 
ernment agencies during specific periods of 
national emergencies or by service of the 
patent owner in the Armed Forces. 
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Fundamentally the enactment of this leg- 
islation affords us the opportunity to re- 
store to the inventor and patent holder the 
rights granted to him under our laws by 
issuance of the patent in the original in- 
stance. In fact, I go so far as to say that 
it is the consensus of your Committee on the 
Judiciary after careful deliberation, that the 
Government is at least morally bound to 
grant extensions of terms of patents under 
the conditions specified in this bill. 

Essentially the rights granted to an in- 
ventor by the issuance of a patent under our 
laws are analogous to those which arise out 
of the simple contract principle. In con- 
sideration for public disclosure and for an 
agreement of dedication of his invention to 
the public welfare, the Government of the 
United States solemnly undertakes to secure 
the inventor in the exclusive rights to the 
use and exploitation of his invention for a 
full period of 17 years. That is the induce- 
ment which has been held out to inventors 
by the Government under the law and upon 
which inventors have relied and which has 
encouraged our creative minds to produce 
and dedicate to the Nation the technological 
advancements which have made our coun- 
try great. 

I feel sure you will agree that the intent 
of the law was not to issue grants with 2 or 
3 or even 4 years taken out. It was a grant 
for a full net 17 years and if the Govern- 
ment deemed it necessary during periods of 
public emergencies to suspend these rights, 
we in equity and justice have the obligation 
to restore that part of the 17-year period 
of any patent where Government action pre- 
vented or substantially curtailed the use and 
development of the patent possibilities. 

Inherent in the rights to the exclusive use 
of a patented invention for the full period 
of 17 years are the characteristics of the right 
of private property. When the Government 
expropriates private property for public use 
it is required by the Constitution to pay just 
compensation therefor. It is refreshing to 
note that the restitution called for in this 
bill will require no outlay of public funds 
but merely repayment in kind—it gives back 
to the patent holder only an equal number 
of months or years as were taken out of the 
17 years originally promised to him. 

Under the provisions of this bill three 
classes of applicants are covered: 

1. Patent holders whose patent rights were 
substantially affected by reason of honorable 
service on active duty in the Armed Forces. 

2. Patent holders whose rights were sub- 
stantially affected by orders of Government 
agencies. 

3. Patent holders who granted a royalty 
free or a nominal royalty license to the Gov- 
ernment or its assigns in the interests of na- 
tional defense. 

Each applicant for extension in these 
classifications must prove to the satisfaction 
of the Patent Office prevention or substan- 
tial curtailment of the normal use, exploita- 
tion, promotion, or development of his pat- 
ent within the emergency periods set forth. 

The fee provisions were carefully designed 
to preclude any requirement for additional 
funds for administrative processing by the 
agency and full provision has been made for 
the protection of intervening rights. 

The veteran provisions are but an exten- 
sion of Public Law 598 for the purpose of 
covering the Korean emergency period. 

The Patent Office, which under this bill 
has responsibility for administration, has 
already had successful experience in ad- 
ministering such extensions under Public 
Law 598. 

No confusion need result as to the actual 
term of any patent granted an extension for 
it would be administratively simple to stamp 
the extension termination date on the face 
of the patent for public inspection. 

Patent legislation has long been overdue 
in this country. All major countries, with 
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the exception of Russia, have passed and 
now have in force similar patent laws. 

The passage of this bill will forestall the 
introduction of an increasing number of 
private bills to take care of individual cases 
of injury. 

The need for a patent extension law of 
general applicability to place the burden of 
handling such cases where it properly be- 
longs, in the Patent Office, instead of in the 
Congress, which is not equipped to handle 
either the technical details or the workload 
of these applications, has been so keenly 
recognized that several bills were introduced 
in the House of Representatives and bills by 
the late Senator Tobey, Senator Dirksen, 
Senator Beall, Senator Capehart, and Sena- 
tor Dworshak were introduced in the Senate 
this session. 

H. R. 3534 as now presented encompasses 
the best features of all these bills and covers 
all phases of the subject matter. 

This bill has had the studied considera- 
tion and unanimous approval of the House 
Judiciary Committee, the Members of the 
House of Representatives, and of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Full and adequate hearings were held by 
the House Committee on the Judiciary and 
to this your committee has given careful 
consideration. 

In behalf of my colleagues who have in- 
troduced patent extension bills and of the 
committee, I ask adoption by unanimous 
consent of H. R. 3534. 


Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a number 
of Senators have spoken to me about the 
desirability of passing H. R. 3534, Cal- 
endar No. 2284. It is with reluctance 
that I interpose an objection. I hold 
this to be very unsound legislation. A 
great deal has been said regarding the 
hardship on veterans. However, an ex- 
amination of the report will show that 
patents which have now expired or which 
may expire in the future would be ex- 
tended on 2 or 3 other grounds, having 
no relation whatever to service in the 
Armed Forces of the United States. 

I do not wish to discuss the bill at 
length today. But I raise serious objec- 
tion to an extension of patent rights 
which have expired under law or which 
will expire in the future under law for 
reasons set forth in the bill. If the bill 
should be scheduled for action, I shall 
at that time. discuss it at some length. 
For the time being I must, with regret, 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The bill goes over. 


GUBBINS & CO., OF LIMA, PERU 


The bill (S. 2564) to confer jurisdic- 
tion upon the Court of Claims to hear 
the claims of Gubbins & Co., of Lima, 
Peru, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am the 
one who asked that the bill go to the 
foot of the calendar. I wish, now, to 
make a very brief statement with ref- 
erence to the bill. 

It is a bill which was reported to the 
Senate by the Judiciary Committee, and 
in its report the committee recommended 
that the claim of Gubbins & Co., go to 
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment thereon. 

I wish to make it clear, Mr. President, 
that it is true that the Department of 
Justice has recommended against the 
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bill, but it recommended against it on 
very broad general grounds, to wit, that 
it feels that if it has to give considera- 
tion to the claim of this particular com- 
pany, there may be other companies in 
a like situation which may ask for simi- 
lar treatment. 

My answer to that is the answer of the 
Judiciary Committee, which will be 
found on page 2 of the report: 

While it is true, as is stated in the letter 
from the Department of Justice dated De- 
cember 9, 1953, which is set forth in full 
below, that there may be a great number 
of persons and firms who are in a similar 
situation, the committee was of the opinion 
that Reynaldo Gubbins and his firm should 
be entitled to a day in court, both for the 
purpose of clearing his name and learning 
whether, in fact, there was any justification 
for the action of the Government, which was 
taken almost 6 months before our entry into 
the war. 


Mr. President, I have never been im- 
pressed by the argument that we should 
not do justice to one person because it 
might involve our having to do justice 
to others. If an injustice is done, I do 
not care how many are involved, I think 
our Government should be big enough to 
see to it that justice is done. 

I wish to point out that if we give 
jurisdiction to the Court of Claims, if 
there is no merit to the case the court 
can throw it out on the pleadings. But 
I am not in position to pass upon the 
legal requirements and the legal tech- 
nicalities. That is why we have a Court 
of Claims. It would seem that our own 
Judiciary Committee, to which we must 
look for guidance and advice in regard to 
legal matters, feels that a sufficiently 
good case was made—I assume, a prima 
facie case before the committee—to 
justify its recommendation. I under- 
stand this bill is one of a group of bills 
which the Judiciary Committee con- 
sidered en bloc upon the recommenda- 
tion of a subcommittee. We who are 
working on committees know that 
usually subcommittees do a much more 
thorough bit of analysis of bills within 
their jurisdiction than do full commit- 
tees. But be that as it may, we have the 
report of the Judiciary Committee, based 
upon an analysis by the subcommittee, 
which simply says, “Let us let the Court 
of Claims take a look at the situation.” 

I do not know anything about the case 
other than by reading the report of the 
Judiciary Committee, but I am in favor 
of supporting the Judiciary Committee 
and letting the Court of Claims throw 
this case out if it decides it has no merit. 
It may throw it out at the very begin- 
ning, after it has passed on the plead- 
ings. But if, in fact, Mr. President, this 
is a case which has merit, I think we are 
doing an injustice in not letting the 
Court of Claims pass upon it simply be- 
cause there may be some other claim. 
If they are of like merit, they should be 
brought in. 

This is a case which involves a com- 
pany which operated in Peru. It has 
been represented to me that a consider- 
able amount of ill feeling is being 
aroused over this case in Peru because 
of the allegation that the American 
Government is not doing justice in the 
premises. 
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I think we should resolve the doubt in 
a situation like this, Mr. President, by 
placing the case on the docket of the 
Court of Claims, which exists in order 
to handle the alleged injustice involved 
in this case, as well as others. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oregon has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I should like to say that the calendar 
committee on this side of the aisle has 
no objection to the consideration of the 
bill. We have examined it very care- 
fully. 

Mr.SMATHERS. Mr. President, I am 
much persuaded by the very fine argu- 
ment of the Senator from Oregon. The 
reason why the bill was first objected to 
was that in looking at the record it was 
found that some time before our country 
got into the war, but when it appeared 
that war was imminent, under an act 
which was passed authorizing the Fed- 
eral Government to proscribe certain 
people from doing business with the 
United States and to seize their assets 
under certain conditions a committee 
which had been established by the De- 
partment of State, the Department of 
Justice, and various other departments, 
put this company’s name on the list and 
said, “We believe they may be considered 
to be controlled by the Nazis, and for 
that reason we do not want to do any 
more business with them at this time.” 

I do not know whether that was right 
or wrong; but in 1949, the name was 
taken off the list. The company said, 
“You have improperly injured us. We 
actually were not controlled by the 
Nazis, and now we want to sue the Gov- 
ernment of the United States for dam- 
ages to our reputation and damages 
to us.” 

As the Department of Justice points 
out, if we authorize—and perhaps we 
should; I am persuaded considerably by 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse]— 
if this is to be made another obviously 
economic measure, which was authorized 
by our Government in time of war, 
where trade was stopped between a for- 
eign company and a company within 
the United States, and if we authorize 
that foreign company and other foreign 
companies to say, “We were improperly 
injured in time of emergency; therefore, 
the Government of the United States is 
subject to compensating us,” as is 
pointed out in the report, there probably 
would be no end to these cases. We do 
not even compensate our own citizens 
when they are stopped from doing busi- 
ness in time of war with nationals in a 
foreign country. If we are to give relief 
to someone in a foreign country, then 
we shall have to give the people at home 
some relief. - 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I have two very brief 
comments to make on the Senator’s ob- 
servation. First, I do not think there is 
a danger of opening the floodgates. Let 
us assume that the Court of Claims finds 
this case is without merit, as indicated 
by the Senator from Florida. That 
would establish a precedent, and the 
other cases would be out in the cold, as 
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we lawyers say. On the other hand, if 
the Court of Claims decides there is merit 
and holds that a wrong has been com- 
mitted, then the Government rights the 
wrong, no matter how many other cases 
are involved. 

Mr. SMATHERS. This is one of very 
few times that I have been persuaded by 
a speech in the Senate, but I think the 
Senator from Oregon’s representations 
are good. For that reason, I withdraw 
my objection. 

Mr. MORSE. For that compliment, 
let me say that it would be a delight for 
me to have the junior Senator from Flor- 
ida as my guest at lunch. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, on 
page 1, line 7, after the word “losses,” to 
insert “allegedly,” so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That jurisdiction is 
hereby conferred upon the United States 
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and ren- 
der judgment upon the claims of (1) Gub- 
bins & Co. of Lima, Peru, and (2) 
Reynaldo Gubbins, of Lima, Peru, against 
the United States for losses allegedly in- 
curred by them as a result of action taken 
by the Secretary of State, the Secretary of 
the Treasury, the Attorney General, the Sec- 
+ retary of Commerce, the Board of Economic 

Warfare, and the Coordinator of Commercial 
and Cultural Relations between the Amer- 
ican Republics, on July 17, 1941, and March 
27, 1942, in placing the names of the said 
Gubbins & Co. and the said Reynaldo Gub- 
bins on the Proclaimed List of Certain 
Blocked Nationals promulgated under the 
provisions of section 5 (b) cf the Trading 
With the Enemy Act, 

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any statute of 
limitations or lapse of time, suit upon such 
claims may be intstituted by the claimants 
at any time within 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act. Proceedings for the 
determination of such claims and review 
thereof, and payment of any judgments 
thereon, shall be had as in the case of claims 
over which such court has jurisdiction under 
section 1491 of title 28 of the United States 
Code. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
concludes the call of the calendar. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
what is the unfinished business of the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The un- 
finished business is Calendar No. 2223, 
H. R. 7130, to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the first nomination. 
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UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Charles J. Vogel, of North Dakota, to 
be United States circuit judge for the 
eighth circuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Henry L. Brooks, of Kentucky, to be 
United States district judge for the west- 
ern district of Kentucky. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask that the 
President be immediately notified of the 
confirmation of these nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the President will be im- 
mediately notified of the confirmation 
of the nominations. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate return to the con- 
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 


RESUMPTION OF CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 2520, H. R. 2233; Calendar No. 2521, 
H. R. 9115; and Calendar No. 2522, S. 
3840. These are bills which have been 
added to the calendar since the call of 
August 16, 1954. In other words, they 
are what might be termed as the “appen- 
dix” of the calendar. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator withhold his request for 
a moment? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that if and 
when there is another call of the calen- 
dar, Calendar No. 2408, H. R. 3756, be 
included therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, will the 
Senator from California please restate 
his list of bills to be considered? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. They are the bills 
which appear at the end of today’s 
printed calendar. They are the ones 
which appear below the heading “Cal- 
endar Called August 16, 1954.” 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator. 
Would the Senator from California per- 
mit me to make an insertion in the REC- 
ORD as a part of the business of the 
calendar? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. 


TRUST ASSOCIATION OF 
H. KEMPNER 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair wishes to remind the Senate that 
House bill 951, Calendar No. 1986, was 
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passed over a second time and placed 
on the foot of the calendar. It may be 
well to have that bill taken up first. 
The clerk will state the bill by title. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 951) 
for the relief of the Trust Association 
of H. Kempner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, may I 
ask the distinguished majority leader if 
it is expected that there will be another 
call of the calendar? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I doubt whether 
there will be another call of the calen- 
dar. That will somewhat depend on how 
long the session runs, but I do not now 
contemplate another call of the calen- 
dar of bills to which there is no ob- 
jection. 

Mr. COOPER. This bill is a rather 
complex bill. After I have discussed the 
bill with the calendar committee on the 
other side of the aisle, I wonder if it may 
be possible, by agreement, to have the 
bill called up on motion. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is a pretty 
“iffy” question. I do not know what the 
conditions might be or what the legis- 
lative problems might be, or whether any 
suggestions for amendment of the bill 
would make it a more controversial 
measure. So I can not give a blanket 
answer to the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky. 

If it were possible to say now whether 
the bill could be worked out satisfac- 
torily, or if the Senator has any sugges- 
tion now, I should like to know about it, 
because I doubt very much there will be 
another call of the calendar. 

Mr. COOPER. I do not think the bill 
should be worked out now. I think if I 
could consult with the members of the 
minority calendar committee, it might be 
possible to do so. I do not want to pre- 
vent the passage of the bill, but I should 
like to see if the bill could not be taken 
up. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senator 
feels that he is not prepared to permit 
the bill to pass now by unanimous con- 
sent, I shall be glad to discuss the ques- 
tion with him, with the minority leader, 
with the minority calendar committee, 
and others, to ascertain, depending upon 
the legislative schedule, if the bill can be 
taken up. But I hope the Senator will 
proceed with expedition to have his con- 
sultations, because “time’s a-passin’.” 


ALLEN POPE, HIS HEIRS, OR PER- 
SONAL REPRESENTATIVES 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair suggests that before proceeding to 
the consideration of the last three bills 
on the calendar, Calendar No. 2408, H. R. 
3756, be considered. The bill had been 
temporarily laid aside. 

The clerk will state the bill by title. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 3756) 
for the relief of Allen Pope, his heirs, or 
personal representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. GORE. Over. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is raised, and the bill will be passed 


over. 
The clerk will call the first of the last 
three bills on the calendar. 


ACQUISITION OF LAND FOR THE 
OAHE DAM, S. DAK. 


The bill (H. R. 2233) to provide for the 
acquisition of land for the Oahe Dam, 
S. Dak., was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. MORSE. May I ask some mem- 
ber of the committee if I am correct in 
my understanding that this is simply a 
typical bill for the purchase by the Fed- 
eral Government of necessary land to 
proceed with the construction of a dam? 

Mr. CASE. The Senator is not a 
member of the committee, but I should 
like to say that this bill is in pursuance 
of a previous act of Congress whereby 
directions were given to carry out such 
a directive. The bill has been passed by 
the House and should be approved by 
the Senate. 

Mr. President, there is a typographical 
error in the bill; there should be a cor- 
rection in the total figure on page 13 to 
conform with the figures shown in the 
report on page 2. The report on page 2 
gives a correction of the figures. The 
correct figure is $10,644,014. I shall offer 
the amendment at the proper time. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I 
wish to confirm what the Senator has 
said about the bill and about the cor- 
rection. The bill had the unanimous 
support of the subcommittee. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator from 
South Dakota a question. The bill was 
not reported by the subcommittee to the 
full committee. Does the Senator feel 
that the first section, which allows $5 
million, is justified in view of the Army’s 
report? 

Mr. CASE. The Army’s report was 
made some years ago. I should again 
like to point out that the Army has made 
similar reports on tracts of land owned 
by whites. Litigation concerning such 
land has been going on in the United 
States district courts, with increases in 
the allowances made by the courts of 
from 20 to 80 percent. We have pro- 
vided about a 40 percent increase, plus 
relocation costs. I personally own a 
small tract of land located on the same 
river, about 100 miles farther upstream. 
It is identical so far as bottom land and 
grade above the river are concerned. I 
would not dispose of that land for the 
figure allowed by the Army. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Will the Senator 
from South Dakota explain the last part 
of the bill? I am not fully sympathetic 
with this approach toward rehabilita- 
tion. The Senator from Arizona and I 
asked for rehabilitation for the Navahos 
and Hopis. If the amount merely repre- 
sented damage to a tribe of Indians, I 
might think it would be excessive, but of 
the $6 million, $5 million is for reha- 
bilitation. That amount might have 
been carried in a separate rehabilitation 
bill had it not been put into this bill. 
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Mr. CASE. It could have been put 
in a separate rehabilitation bill, but ac- 
tion was forced on us because of the dis- 
location of about 200 families. We have 
to face the fact that not only have we 
taken land away from them, but they 
are faced with a readjustment problem. 
When they are moved is the time to act, 
instead of waiting until they are scat- 
tered all over the country. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. With respect to the 
appraised value of the land being taken 
for this project, I am advised the Army 
engineers’ report did not take into con- 
sideration any severance damage. There 
is a case for severance damages in the 
project. One of the main portions of the 
claim is based on ownership of land on 
river bottom which is good for agricul- 
ture. It can be irrigated in time. It 
contains much timber. In addition, the 
Indians owned lands at a higher eleva- 
tion. That land would not be worth 
nearly as much if there were taken away 
from them the bottom land where their 
livestock could be wintered. So there 
should be taken into consideration the 
severance damage. 

I have had some experience in con- 
demnation suits and right-of-way suits 
over the years, where lands had been 
used together as are these two types of 
lands used by the Indians. In such case 
severance damage is involved. That 
severance damage had not been taken 
into consideration. The Army engineers 
gave the lowest appraisal. The Missouri 
River Investigation Board had the next 
highest, and the Indians gave the high- 
est figures on the direct benefits. In 
addition, the Indians claimed $6 million 
in indirect benefits. I felt that consti- 
tuted a duplication in large measure of 
the values that had been given by the 
Army engineers. For that reason I was 
not willing to vote for a bill which recog- 
nized those indirect benefits. However, 
severance damages should be included 
with direct costs and damages. I in- 
cluded that in the tribal claim for the 
loss of fruits, timber, and so forth, in 
the lower lands, Therefore, I felt the 
amount allowed for damage could be jus- 
tified. The amount allowed for rehabili- 
tation is largely based on a per capita 
amount, the same as was given to the 
Navahos and Hopis. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair does not like to interrupt the 
Senator, but the time of the Senator 
from South Dakota has expired. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to speak on my own time. I merely 
wish to point out that the allowance for 
rehabilitation, in my judgment, could be 
justified even if the Indians were not 
being moved, but by reason of the fact 
that they were required to give up their 
homes and move elsewhere, I think we 
would be justified in granting that 
amount for rehabilitation. 

Personally, I do not like this method 
of determining damages, but the offi- 
cials came to an impasse, the project 
must go on, the Indians were driven out 
of their homes, and we had to do some- 
thing about it. That is one reason why 
I am willing to recommend the bill, 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
merely point out that, like the Senator 
from Utah, I do not like this method of 
computing damages. I did want to put 
into the Recor firmly the fact that part 
of the money allowed was for rehabilita- 
tion, which could have been carried in a 
separate bill, and probably would have 
been if it had been done earlier. It was 
not done in that manner. Since $5 mil- 
lion is for rehabilitation, which would 
normally be carried in another bill, and 
has been combined with the other 
amount, I do not intend to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 2233) 
to provide for the acquisition of land for 
the Oahe Dam, S. Dak., which had been 
reported from the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs with amend- 
ments, on page 2, line 16, after “Section 
II.“, to strike out: “The United States 
agrees to pay for all said tribal, allotted, 
assigned, and inherited lands or interest 
in land, together with all improvements 
thereon (except the Agency Hospital); 
and for the stumpage value of standing 
timber and for severance damages to in- 
dividual owners within the taking area; 
and for the bed of the Missouri River 
so far as it is the eastern boundary of 
said Cheyenne River Reservation, the 
sum of $2,614,778.95. And the United 
States further agrees to pay for overall 
tribal severance damages outside the 
taking area for Oahe Reservoir and for 
the loss of the annual supply of timber 
and for the loss of wild life and wild 
fruits, the sum of $3,973,076, in all, 
$6,587,854.95,” and in lieu thereof to 
insert “The United States agrees to pay, 
out of funds appropriated for construc- 
tion of the Oahe project, as just com- 
pensation for all lands and improve- 
ments and interests therein (except the 
agency hospital) conveyed pursuant to 
section I of this act; and for the bed of 
the Missouri River so far as it is the 
eastern boundary of said Cheyenne River 
Reservation, the sum of $5,384,014;”; on 
page 3, line 16, after the word “Council”, 
to strike out “shall submit to the Secre- 
tary of the Interior for his approval a 
copy of the schedules on which the sum 
$2,614,778.95 is based, as itemized in this 
section, and when such schedule is ap- 
proved by the Secretary of the Interior 
it shall be the final schedule on which the 
said sum shall be distributed to or 
credited to the owners of said lands” and 
insert “with the approval of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior shall distribute the 
sum of $2,250,000 in accordance with the 
revised appraisal of the Missouri River 
Basin investigation staff of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior.”; on page 4, line 8, 
after the word “this” to strike out 
“agreement” and insert “Act”; at the 
beginning of line 18, to strike out “upon 
the request of the Tribal Council of said 
Indian Tribe with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Interior for the follow- 
ing purposes:”; at the beginning of line 
21, to strike out “Relocation” and insert 
“For the relocation”; at the beginning 
of line 23, to strike out “all”; in the same 
line, after the word “hospitals”, to strike 
out “all”; in line 24, after the word 
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“quarters”, to strike out “all”; in the 
same line, after the word “and”, to strike 
out “all”; in line 25, after the word 
“therewith”, to strike out the comma 
and “at points to be determined by the 
Tribal Council of said Tribe with the ap- 
proval of the Secretary of the Interior: 
Provided, That all the said reconstruc- 
tion shall provide all said facilities of 
whatsoever nature in quantity and qual- 
ity of not less than those now existing 
on said Cheyenne River Reservation. 
The relocation of the agency, schools, 
hospitals, and the replacement and con- 
struction of roads and facilities shall be 
the duty and the obligation of the United 
States at its own expense, to best serve 
the Indians of Cheyenne River Reser- 
vation and the requests of said Tribal 
Council in respect to all matters set out 
in this section shall be complied with 
except when compliance is impossible.” ; 
on page 5, line 16, after the word “of”, 
to strike out “$6,044,500” and insert 
“$5,160,000”; on page 6, line 8, after the 
word “section” to insert a colon and 
“Provided further, That the authoriza- 
tion contained in section XVI hereof 
shall remain available for a period not 
to exceed 10 years from the effective 
date of this Act”; on page 12, at the be- 
ginning of line 24, to strike out ‘‘$6,587,- 
854.95” and insert 85,384,014“, and on 
page 13, line 4, after the word “exceed”, 
to strike out “$12,732,354.95” and insert 
“$10,544,014.” 
The amendments were agreed to. 
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Mr.CASE. Mr. President, referring to 
my previous statement as to there being 
a typographical error in the bill, I move 
to strike out the figure “$10,544,014” and 
insert “$10,644,014” in the committee 
amendment on page 13, line 4. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from South Dakota to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 


INVESTMENT IN GOVERNMENT 
OBLIGATIONS 


The bill (H. R. 9115) to provide that 
contributions received for construction 
of a merchant marine chapel shall be in- 
vested in Government obligations pend- 
ing their use was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 


KLYCE MOTORS, INC. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3840) for the relief of Klyce 
Motors, Inc., which was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
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ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
the sum of $54,996.41 to Klyce Motors, Inc., 
of Memphis, Tenn., in full settlement of all 
claims against the United States for losses 
sustained under the War Assets Adminis- 
tration sales document No. 262845 in con- 
nection with the purchase of 109 trucks, 
dated May 25, 1946: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
completes the call of the calendar, 


DATA ON LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the Recorp as a part of my 
remarks data on legislative activity from 
the start of the session through July 31, 
and comparisons between the 83d Con- 
gress, 1st and 2d sessions, the 82d Con- 
gress, the 8lst Congress, and the 80th 
Congress. 

There being no objection, the data was 
ordered to be printed in the RrEcorp, as 
follows: 


Data on legislative activity from start of session through July 31—Senate 


Sist Cong., sist Cong., 
2d sess, Ist sess. 


Jan. 3, 1950 Jan. 3,1949 | Jan. 6,1948 | Jan. 3, 1947 
142 129 102 127 


Soth Cong.,? | Soth Cong. , 
2d sess. ist sess. 


ZV noc conse E 
Days in session 
Time in session: 
Hours 
Minutes 02 
Congressional Record: 
Pages aba maa amt 
nd 


857 766 591 744 
48 40 


Senate joint resolutions. --- 
House joint resolutions - - - - 
Senate concurrent resolutio 
House concurrent resolutions- 


922 

316 

378 

24 50 

28 31 

22 16 

House concurrent resolutions. 15 17 

Simple resolutions... ..- 96 s4 

8 reports 28 16 

ſerence reports . - - - . r 2 

—T—T ali a 1,366 2, 108 
u total „ 

5 a 1,147 1,750 

Joint resolutions 156 


Concurrent resolution: 
Simple resolutions. _.. 
Quorum calls 


„EE 


—— —— — — — ne 


1 Session ended July 7, 1952. 
2 Session ended June 19, 1948. 
ê Session ended July 27, 1947. 
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LOSS OF NATIONALITY OF PERSONS 
CONVICTED OF CERTAIN CRIMES 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair lays before the Senate the un- 
finished business, which is the bill (H. R. 
7130) to amend the Immigration and 
Nationality Act to provide for the loss 
of nationality of persons convicted of 
certain crimes. 

The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 7130), to amend 
the Immigration and Nationality Act to 
provide for the loss of nationality of per- 
sons convicted of certain crimes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ku- 
CHEL in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, the 
bill under consideration. was suggested 
by the President of the United States. 
It will be recalled that in his address de- 
livered before a joint session of the Sen- 
ate and the House of Representatives 
relative to the state of the Union on 
January 7, 1954, President Eisenhower 
stated: 

The subversive character of the Commu- 
nist Party in the United States has been 
clearly demonstrated in many ways, includ- 
ing court proceedings. We should recog- 
nize by law a fact that is plain to all 
thoughtful citizens—that we are dealing 
here with actions akin to treason—that 
when a citizen knowingly participates in the 
Ccmmunist conspiracy he no longer holds 
allegiance to the United States. 

I recommend that Congress enact legisla- 
tion to provide that a citizen of the United 
States who is convicted in the courts of 
hereafter conspiring to advocate the over- 
throw of this Government by force or vio- 
lence be treated as having, by such act, re- 
nounced his allegiance to the United States 
and forfeited his United States citizenship. 


The President's recommendation 
evoked a spontaneous burst of applause 
from the assembled Senators and Repre- 
sentatives. The bill now before the Sen- 
ate is in implementation of this recom- 
mendation. 

As you know, the doctrine of expatri- 
ation is not anew one. In 1868 the Con- 
gress of the United States recognized 
the inherent right of expatriation in 
the act entitled “An act concerning the 
rights of American citizens in foreign 
states” (15 Stat. 223). The initial 
clause of that enactment reads: 

Whereas the right of oxpatriation is a 
natural and inherent right of all people, in- 
dispensible to the enjoyment of the rights 
of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness; 


In the same enactment we find “That 
any declaration, instruction, opinion, or- 
der, or decision of any officers of this 
Government which denies, restricts, im- 
pairs, or questions the right of expatri- 
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ation, is hereby declared inconsistent 
with the fundamental principles of this 
Government.” 

The first general expatriation statute 
was enacted in 1907 (34 Stat. 1228). 
That act imposed expatriation as a con- 
sequence of naturalization in a foreign 
country, taking an oath of allegiance to 
a foreign state, or marriage by a female 
citizen to a foreign national. 

Since 1907 the United States has not 
been without a general expatriation 
statute. Currently, section 349 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (66 
Stat. 163, 267 and 268) sets forth 10 
types of activities a consequence of 
which is loss of nationality by both na- 
tive-born and naturalized citizens. 
Some of the acts enumerated are carry- 
overs from the Nationality Act of 1940, 
as amended (8 U.S. C., 1946 ed., 801). 

Section 349 (a) (9) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act now provides for ex- 
patriation of a national of the United 
States for “committing any act of trea- 
son against, or attempting by force to 
overthrow, or bearing arms against, the 
United States, if and when he is con- 
victed thereof by a court-martial or by a 
court of competent jurisdiction.” 

The measure now before the Senate 
would amend section 349 (a) (9) to pro- 
vide for the loss of nationality by any 
citizen convicted of violating, or of con- 
spiring to violate, section 2383, part of 
section 2384, or section 2385 of title 18, 
United States Code. Section 2383 makes 
criminal inciting, setting on foot, assist- 
ing, or engaging in any rebellion or in- 
surrection against the authority of the 
United States or the laws thereof, or the 
giving of aid or comfort thereto. The 
portion of section 2384 under which con- 
viction would result in loss of nationality 
provides that criminal penalties shall be 
imposed upon persons who in any place 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States “conspire to overthrow, put down, 
or to destroy by force the Government 
of the United States, or to levy war 
against them.” Section 2385, the Smith 
Act, makes it a felony to knowingly or 
willfully advocate, abet, advise, or teach 
the duty, necessity, desirability, or pro- 
priety of overthrowing or destroying the 
Government of the United States or of 
any State, Territory, District, possession, 
or political subdivision therein, by force 
or violence. The section also makes 
felonious certain other action directed to 
the same purposes. 

In its report to the Senate on this leg- 
islation, which report I had the privilege 
of submitting, the Committee on the 
Judiciary stated its position in these 
words: 

The manifestation by a national of the 
United States of the outright severance of 
his allegiance to the United States by the 
commission of any of the acts defined in sec- 
tions 2383, 2384, and 2385 of title 18 of the 
United States Code should be regarded as an 
overt act of expatriation. The committee 
also believes that the advocating of the over- 
throw, or the joining in a conspiracy to 
overthrow, the Government of the United 
States through the activities of the Commu- 
nist Party and its membership is tantamount 
to the transfer of allegiance to the foreign 
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power which directs such activities of the 
Communist Party. 


Personally, I feel strongly that indi- 
viduals convicted, either by a court-mar- 
tial or by a civil court of competent 
jurisdiction, of any of the offenses which 
this legislation would make expatriating, 
should lose the rights and privileges in- 
cident to United States citizenship. Such 
a potential loss may be expected to deter 
some persons from committing the acts 
covered even if the criminal penalties 
provided for in title 18 of the United 
States Code did not. 

We know that many of the conse- 
quences of becoming an alien depend 
upon State laws, while others depend 
upon Federal law. It appears to me 
that the possibilities of deportation, the 
difficulties which may be anticipated with 
respect to the obtaining of United States 
passports for foreign travel, the impact 
of State laws pertaining to the rights 
of aliens to inherit or otherwise acquire 
real property, the restrictions in some 
States limiting the practice of profes- 
sions and the following of certain trades 
to citizens, the limitation of public em- 
ployment on the Federal, State, and local 
levels to United States citizens, voting 
limitations, and other potential conse- 
quences of loss of citizenship could well 
serve as deterrents to the commission 
of the offenses to which the legislation 
is directed. If they did not serve as 
such deterrents, they would at least serve 
as worthy concomitants of convictions 
for such offenses. 

Accordingly, I urge the Senate to act 
favorably on this legislation. 

This amendment in effect extends ex- 
patriation to all those who are convicted 
of offenses under the Smith Act. 

Mr. President, I think this act is 
worthy of adoption by the Congress. It 
has already passed the House, and the 
Senate has not at this stage made any 


amendments thereto. ‘ 
oy eRe 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS ACT OF 1938 


Mr. LONG. Mr. President, yesterday 
I submitted an amendment to the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1938. Although it 
will not be possible for the bill to pass 
in this session, I wish to bring this mat- 
ter to the attention of the CAB and other 
interested branches of our Government, 
looking to action early next year. 

My proposal would have the effect of 
requiring our airlines to carry personal 
baggage, not exceeding 150 pounds, at 
the same rate which would be paid if 
this baggage were sent airfreight be- 
tween the same two points. 

This additional amount of personal 
baggage would be in addition to the reg- 
ular allowance for personal baggage for 
which there is no charge. It would also 
be required that this additional 150 
pounds of personal baggage be carried 
on the same aircraft as that used by the 
passenger unless the number of other 
passengers and the mail requirements of 
the particular aircraft precluded it. 

In the event that the additional per- 
sonal baggage could not be carried on 
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the same aircraft as the passenger, my 
amendment would require that it be sent 
on the next regular flight of the air car- 
rier where similar circumstances would 
not prevent it. 

Mr. President, this matter was brought 
to my personal attention some time ago, 
and it represents only one of the several 
instances in which rates of our airlines 
are maneuvered by the air carriers to 
their own benefit. 

As an illustration of the diversity in 
rates for similar goods, I should like to 
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ask unanimous consent that there be in- 
serted in the Recor at this point, as a 
part of my remarks, a brief table show- 
ing the rates for excess baggage, air ex- 
press, and air freight on 12 different 
voyages, two of them on international 
routes. This table was prepared for me 
by our excellent Legislative Reference 
Service. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Excess baggage and air freight (personal baggage) comparison of airline charges 


Air freight 

(per 100 

Excess baggage (per 100 pounds) | Air express ponada 

rsonal 

aggage 

Rato! | Spercent | Total | Total? | ‘Total? 
New-York to Miami $38 $1.14 $39. 14 $36. 87 812. 88 
New York to New Orles 39 1.17 40.17 40.17 13.91 
New York to Los Angeles 79 2.37 81.37 79.72 29.75 
New York to Chicago 23 -69 23. 69 23. 69 9.52 
New York to St. Louis.. 28 „834 28. 84 30. 28 11.25 
Chicago to Houston 34 1.02 35. 02 30. 28 13. 60 
Seattle to Los Angeles... 57 1.71 58.71 30. 28 12, 38 
Atlanta to Los Angeles 63 1.89 64. 89 66. 54 23. 25 
Boston to Chicago 27 .81 27.81 30. 28 10. 68 
Philadelphia to San Francis: 77 2. 31 79. 31 0. 72 30. 34 
New York to London 182 None 182. 00 (9 83. 00 
New Orleans to Mexico City *...........--.-.---- 52 None 32. 00 29. 87 16. 00 


a Quoted on a per-pound basis, 
2 No express service. 

Includes 3-percent tax. 

4 Via Houston. 


Source: Airlines serving the above points. 


Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it will be 
seen from this table that the charge for 
additional personal baggage at the ex- 
cess baggage rate is in most instances 
more than three times the rate charged 
for airfreight. The air express rate, 
however, which the air carrier appar- 
ently can have excellent control of, is 
more nearly in line with the excess bag- 
gage charges. 

Nevertheless, Mr. President, there is 
this gross discrimination. One hundred 
pounds of personal baggage carried as 
airfreight costs one-third of the price if 
carried as excess baggage with the pas- 
senger. If my amendment is adopted 
the passenger will be benefited, not only 
by the saving in rates but also because 
he will be able to take with him addi- 
tional things for his personal conven- 
ience. 

We all know that passengers travel- 
ing by bus or rail are permitted far 
greater free baggage allowances than 
one gets in air travel. My amendment 
does not propose that the airlines be re- 
quired to carry personal baggage free to 
the same extent as rail and bus lines 
carry it. However, it would require that 
this sharp discrimination be eliminated 
and that the regular air carriers be will- 
ing to give priority to airfreight which 
is accompanying or immediately follow- 
ing a passenger. 

Mr. President, airlines incur additional 
expenses in the handling of airfreight 
which they do not incur for excess per- 
sonal baggage. There is little docu- 
mentation necessary, and I should cer- 
tainly hope that my proposal would not 
lead to additional redtape. Handling 
difficulties are also at a minimum where 


the passenger delivers the excess bag- 
gage to the designated place at the air- 
field and picks it up from a designated 
place at his destination: 

Mr. President, for many years the air- 
lines were operated at a loss. It was 
necessary for the Government to sub- 
sidize them heavily in order to get 
them out of the red and into the black. 
Any additional income from freight or 
baggage tended to reduce the neces- 
sary amount of Government subsidy. 

Today that situation does not exist in- 
sofar as the larger airlines are con- 
cerned. For the most part they are op- 
erating on a so-called nonsubsidized rate 
for mail service. Any reduction in the 
cost of excess baggage to the public to- 
day would not require an increase in 
Government subsidy as far as the large 
airlines are concerned. It would be a 
net savings to the traveling public. 

When the airlines decided to bid for 
the privilege of carrying first-class mail 
in competition with the Flying Tiger 
Lines some time ago, they bid 23 cents 
per ton-mile and they urged strongly 
that there was no need for additional 
air freight service beyond that offered 
by the scheduled passenger carriers. It 
was their contention that they had ex- 
cessive freight capacity far beyond their 
requirements. Assuming that the air- 
lines correctly represented their position, 
this bill should cause them no incon- 
venience. 

Some time ago I attempted to see how 
readily available the airfreight service 
is for a passenger with excess baggage. 
In placing my family aboard an airplane 
I inquired whether it would be possible 
to send the excess baggage as air freight. 
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The reply was that this could be done but 
that it would be necessary to carry the 
excess baggage down to a remote hangar 
and locate an employee there who in turn 
would see if it was possible to place the 
bag upon one of the planes leaving 
immediately. 

I suppose that this type of procedure 
is customary for the purpose of discour- 
aging passengers from taking advantage 
of the large saving that can be achieved 
by sending excess baggage as air freight. 

This is a matter which the CAB could 
handle on behalf of the public. I regret 
to say that I have seen very little indi- 
cation that the majority of the members 
of the CAB are fully aware of their re- 
sponsibility to the public. All too often 
I gain the impression that some of the 
members of that Board seem to view their 
responsibility more in the light of an 
arbiter between the contending giants of 
air commerce rather than a guardian of 
the interests of the traveling public. 

Inasmuch as there will not be suffi- 
cient time for the Congress to act on this 
proposal before the end of this session, 
I expect to introduce this bill again early 
next year and to press it most vigorously. 


LIMITATIONS ON MEMBERS OF 
COMMUNIST ORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the Presiding Officer lay before 
the Senate a message from the House 
of Representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing 
its disagreement to the amendments of 


the Senate to the amendments of the 


House on the bill (S. 3706) to outlaw 
the Communist Party, to prohibit mem- 
bers of Communist organizations from 
serving in certain representative capaci- 
ties, and for other purposes, and re- 
questing a conference with the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I move that the 
Senate insist upon its amendments, 
agree to the request of the House for a 
conference, and that the Chair appoint 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. LANGER, 
Mr. WATKINS, Mr. BUTLER, Mr. Mc- 
CARRAN, and Mr. KILGORE conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 


EXTENSION OF PROGRAM AND 
ASSISTANCE FOR SCHOOL CON- 
STRUCTION 


Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa- 
tives relating to Senate bill 3628. 

The effect of the bill is to amend Pub- 
lic Law 815, title III, relating to fed- 
erally impacted areas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
3628) to amend Public Law 815, 81st 
Congress, in order to extend for 3 addi- 
tional years the program and assistance 
for school construction under title III 


1954 


of that act, which were to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 


That the last sentence of section 301 of 
the act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 
815, 81st Cong.), as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: “There are hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1954, and for the 3 suc- 
ceeding fiscal years, such sums as the Con- 
gress may determine to be necessary for such 
purpose.” 

Sec. 2. The first sentence of section 303 
of such act is amended by striking out “1954” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “1956.” 

Sec. 3. The first sentence of section 304 
of such act is amended by striking out “reg- 
ular school year 1953-1954” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “regular school year 1955-1956.” 

Sec. 4. Section 305 of such act is amended 
(1) by striking out “regular school year 
1953-1954” wherever appearing in such sec- 
tion and inserting in lieu thereof “regular 
school year 1955-1956“; and (2) by striking 
out “regular school year 1951-1952" where- 
ever appearing in such section and inserting 
in lieu thereof “regular school year 1953- 
1954.” 

Sec. 5. Section 305 (d) of such act is 
amended by striking out school years 1951- 
1952 and 1953-1954" and inserting in lieu 
thereof “school years 1953-1954 and 1955- 
1956.” 

Sec. 6. The first sentence of section 310 
of such act is amended by striking out “1954” 
and inserting in lieu thereof 1956.“ 

Sec. 7. Section 209 (e) of such act is 
amended by striking out “1955" and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “1957.” 

Sec. 8. The amendments made by this act 
shall not apply with respect to any applica- 
tion filed, r any funds appropriated, before 
the enactment of this act. 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“An act to amend Public Law 815, 81st 
Congress, in order to extend for two 
additional years the program of assist- 
ance for school construction under title 
III of that act.” 

Mr. COOPER. I now move that the 
Senate concur in the House amend- 
ments. 

The motion was agreed to. 


LOSS OF NATIONALITY OF PERSONS 
CONVICTED OF CERTAIN CRIMES 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 7130) to amend the 
Immigration and Nationality Act to pro- 
vide for the loss of nationality of per- 
sons convicted of certain crim>s. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
subject matter of this bill is substan- 
tiallly covered in the existing law. I 
believe it is covered there about as fully 
as it can be, within the limits of con- 
stitutionality. I will agree there is a 
certain doubtful area within which the 
bill might have some effect, while stay- 
ing within the bounds of constitution- 
ality. But I do not favor legislating in 
such doubtful areas, if it can be avoided. 

There appears to be little doubt that 
it is constitutional for the Congress to 
enact a reasonable statute providing that 
the voluntary performance of a certain 
act shall be deemed an act of expatria- 
tion. On the other hand, it is extremely 
doubtful if the Congress can provide 
that the mere maintenance of a status 
shall be deemed the basis for expatria- 
tion. Also, there is serious doubt about 
the constitutional right of the Congress 
to deprive a man of his citizenship as a 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


criminal penalty. Depriving a felon of 
his civil rights is, of course, an accepted 
thing; but depriving a felon of his citi- 
zenship, which means his basic nation- 
ality, is an entirely different matter. 

I think it would be a grave mistake to 
amend the Immigration and Nationality 
Act in such a way as to render it subject 
to a court decision declaring a portion 
of the act unconstitutional; and I think 
there is no such urgency about the bill 
H. R. 7130 as to justify the risk in this 
case. 

This bill would make it a basis for 
expatriation to be convicted of a viola- 
tion of section 2385 of title 18, United 
States Code. Under this section, it is 
a crime to be a member of an organiza- 
tion advocating the overthrow by force 
or violence of the Government of the 
United States or of any State, Territory, 
or possession thereof or any political 
subdivision thereunder. In the case of 
violations of this provision, any expatri- 
ation which might result under this bill 
would be clearly an additional penalty 
upon conviction of a crime, since there 
would be no affirmative or willful act 
which could be deemed to be an act of 
expatriation. The crime here is the 
mere maintenance of a status. I do not 
wish to argue here and now the ques- 
tion of whether the mere maintenance 
of a status can itself be made a crime. 
That statute is on the books, and is for 
the courts to interpret. What I am 
saying is that there is grave doubt, at 
least, whether the Congress can impose 
expatriation as the penalty for a crime 
which consists entirely of the mere main- 
tenance of a status. 

Because I do not believe it is fighting 
communism effectively to pass legisla- 
tion which is clearly unconstitutional or 
which is a mere invitation to litigation, 
I do not believe the bill H. R. 7130 should 
be enacted in the form in which it has 
been reported from committee. 

I send to the desk an amendment 
which would cure the deficiency in this 
bill which worries me, by limiting the 
effect of the bill, with respect to expatria- 
tion, to those violations of section 2385 
involving the performance of a willful 
act. I ask that this amendment be read 
by the clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 2, it is proposed to strike out the 
words “of section” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “of title 18, United 
States Code, or willfully performing any 
act in violation of section.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Nevada. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, which 
is sought to be amended by the pending 
bill, contains a separability clause. If 
any part of the act is determined to be 
unconstitutional, the remainder of the 
act is not affected. 

However, in view of the lateness of the 
session, and in order to get this measure 
on the books, because it will cover most 
of the violations under the Smith Act, I 
do not oppose the adoption of the amend- 
ment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. McCarran]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment, 

If there be no further amendment to 
be proposed, the question is on the en- 
grossment of the amendment and the 
third reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
5 and the bill to be read a third 

e. 

The bill was read the third time and 

passed. 


TERMINATION OF SUPERVISION 
OVER CERTAIN INDIANS IN THE 
STATE OF UTAH—CONFERENCE 
REPORT 


Mr. WATKINS. I submit a report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill 
(S. 2670) to provide for the termination 
of Federal supervision over the property 
of certain tribes, bands, and colonies of 
Indians in the State of Utah and the 
individual members thereof, and for 
other purposes. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the present consideration of the 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report, 
as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disa- 
greeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 2670) 
to provide for the termination of Federal 
supervision over the property of certain 
tribes, bands, and colonies of Indians in the 
State of Utah and the individual members 
thereof, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the House and 
agree to the same. X 

ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
HENRY C. DWORSHAK, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
WILLIAM A. DAWSON, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, the bill 
as it was passed by the Senate sought 
to free 359 Indians of miscellaneous 
tribes in southwestern Utah and give 
them the right to take full charge of 
their property and to become independ- 
ent and free citizens of the United States. 
Subsequent to the passage of the bill in 
the Senate, two Indian bands in west- 
central Utah asked to be removed from 
the provisions of the bill. There are 
about 144 Indians in those 2 bands. The 
House adopted an amendment removing 
the two bands which had objected. 

I move that the Senate agree to the 
conference report. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 


EXTENSION OF DETENTION BENE- 
FITS TO EMPLOYEES OF CON- 
TRACTORS WITH THE UNITED 
STATES 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid he- 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
541) to extend detention benefits under 
the War Claims Act of 1948 to employees 
of contractors with the United States, 
which were, to strike out all after the en- 
acting clause and insert: : 


That this act may be cited as the “War 
Claims Act Amendments of 1954.” 


TITLE I 


Sec. 101. (a) Clause (2) of subsection (a) 
of section 5 of the War Claims Act of 1948, 
as amended (50 App. U. S. C., sec. 2004), is 
hereby amended by striking out “(A) a per- 
son within the purview of the act entitled 
»An act to provide compensation for em- 
ployees of the United States suffering in- 
juries while in the performance of their 
duties, and for other purposes,’ approved 
September 7, 1916, as amended, and as ex- 
tended; or (B) a person within the purview 
of the act entitled ‘An act to provide benefits 
for the injury, disability, death, or enemy 
detention of employees of contractors with 
the United States, and for other purposes.“ 
approved December 2, 1942, as amended; or 
(C) a person within the purview of the Miss- 
ing Persons Act of March 7, 1942 (56 Stat. 
143), as amended; or (D).” 

(b) Paragraph (3) of subsection (f) of 
such section is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

“(3) The following provisions of such act 
of December 2, 1942, as amended, shall not 
apply in the case of such civilian American 
citizens: The last sentence of section 101 
(a), section 101 (b), section 101 (d), sec- 
tion 104, and section 105.” 

(c) Such subsection (f) is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraphs: 

“(10) No benefits provided by this sub- 
section for injury, disability, or death shall 
accrue to any person who, without regard to 
this subsection, is entitled to or has received 
benefits for the same injury, disability, or 
death under such act of December 2, 1942, as 
amended. 

“(11) No benefits provided by this sub- 
section shall accrue to any person to whom 
benefits have been paid, or are payable, under 
the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, 
or any extension thereof, by reason of dis- 
ability or death of an employee of the United 
States suffered after capture, detention, or 
other restraint by an enemy of the United 
States, when such disability or death is 
deemed, in the administration of the Federal 
Employees’ Compensation Act, to have re- 
sulted from injury occurring while in the 
performance of duty, under subsection (b) 
of section 5 of the act entitled ‘An act to 
amend the act entitled “An act to provide 
compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the per- 
formance of their duties, and for other pur- 
poses,” as amended,’ approved July 28, 1945, 
as amended.” 

(d) The second proviso of subsection (b) 
of section 5 of the act entitled “An act to 
amend the act entitled ‘An act to provide 
compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the per- 
formance of their duties, and for other pur- 
poses,’ as amended,” approved July 28, 1945, 
is hereby amended by inserting immediately 
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after “gratuity from the United States” the 
following: “(other than detention benefits 
under section 5 of the War Claims Act of 
1948.” 

(e) (1) Individuals entitled to benefits 
under subsections (b), (c), or (d) of sec- 
tion 5 of the War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended, solely by reason of the amend- 
ments made by this act, must file claim 
therefor within 1 year after the date of en- 
actment of this act. 

(2) The time limitations applicable to the 
filing of claims for benefits extended and 
made applicable to any individual by sub- 
section (f) of such section 5 shall not begin 
to run until the date of enactment of this act 
with respect to any individual who is entitled 
to such benefits solely by reason of the 
amendments made by this act. This para- 
graph shall not be construed to affect the 
right of any individual to receive such bene- 
fits with respect to any period prior to the 
date of enactment of this act. 

Sec, 102. (a) (1) Subsection (d) of sec- 
tion 5 of the War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended; subsection (c) of section 6 of 
such act; and paragraph (4) of subsection 
(d) of such section 6, are each hereby 
amended by striking out “dependent” each 
time it occurs. 

(2) Subsection (d) of section 5 of the War 
Claims Act of 1948, as amended is amended 
by striking out “and” at the end of clause 
(2), striking out the period at the end of 
clause (3) and inserting in lieu thereof; “; 
and”, and by adding at the end thereof the 
following new clause: 

“(4) Parents (in equal shares) if there is 
no husband, or child.” 

(b) The amendments made by this sec- 
tion shall not apply with respect to benefits 
paid prior to the date of enactment of this 
act. 

(c) Individuals entitled to benefits solely 
by reason of the amendments made by this 
section must file claim therefor within 1 
year after the date of enactment of this act. 

Sec. 103. The War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended, is hereby further amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following: 

“Sec. 15. (a) The Commission is authorized 
to receive and to determine, according to law, 
the amount and validity, and provide for the 
payment of any claim for compensation filed 
by or on behalf of any individual who, being 
then an American citizen, served in the mili- 
tary or naval forces of any government allied 
with the United States during World War 
II who was held as a prisoner of war for any 
period of time subsequent to December 7, 
1941, by any government of any nation with 
which such allied government has been at 
war subsequent to such date. Compensation 
shall be payable under this section in ac- 
cordance with the standards established by, 
and at the rates prescribed in, subsection (b) 
of section 6 of this act, and paragraphs (2) 
and (3) of subsection (d) of such section 6. 

“(b) The amount payable under this sec- 
tion shall be reduced by such sum as the 
individual entitled to compensation under 
this section has received or is entitled to re- 
ceive from any government by reason of the 
same detention. 

“(c) In the event of death of the individ- 
ual entitled to compensation under this sec- 
tion, payment may be made to the persons 
specified in paragraph (4) of subsection (d) 
of section 6 of this act. 

“(d) Claims for benefits under this section 
must be filed within 1 year after the date 
of enactment of this section. 

“(e) Any claim allowed under the provi- 
sions of this section shall be certified to the 
Secretary of the Treasury for payment out 
of the War Claims Fund established by sec- 
tion 13 of this act. 

“Sec. 16. (a) As used in this section, the 
term ‘merchant seaman’ means any individ- 
ual who was employed as a seaman or crew 
member on any vessel registered under the 
laws of the United States, or under the laws 
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of any government friendly to the United 
States during World War II, and who was a 
citizen of the United States om and after 
December 7, 1941, to the date of his death 
or the date of filing claim under this section; 
except any such individual who is entitled 
to, or who has received, benefits under section 
5 of this act as a ‘civilian American citizen’. 

“(b) The Commission is authorized to re- 
ceive and determine, according to law, the 
amount and validity, and provide for the pay- 
ment of any claim for detention benefits 
filed by or on behalf of any merchant seaman 
who, being then a merchant seaman, was 
captured or interned or held by the Govern- 
ment of German; or the Imperial Japanese 
Government, its agents or instrumentalities 
in World War II for any period of time sub- 
sequent to December 7, 1941, during which he 
was held by either such government as a 
prisoner, internee, hostage, or in any other 
capacity. Detention benefits shall be paid 
under this section at the rates prescribed 
and in the manner provided in subsections 
(c) and (d) of section 5 of this act. 

“(c) Payment of any claim filed under 
this section shall not be made to any mer- 
chant seaman, or to any survivor or surviv- 
ors thereof, who, voluntarily, knowingly, and 
without duress, gave aid to or collaborated 
with or in any manner served any govern- 
ment hostile to the United States during 
World War II. 

“(d) Claims for benefits under this section 
must be filed within 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this section. 

“(e) Any claim allowed under the provi- 
sions of this section shall be certified to the 
Secretary of the Treasury for payment out of 
the War Claims Fund established by section 
13 of this act. 

“Sec. 17. (a) (1) The Commission is au- 
thorized to receive and to determine, accord- 
ing to law, the amount and validity, and 
provide for the payment of any claim filed 
by— 

“(A) any individual who— 

“(i) on or after December 7, 1941, was a 
member of the military or naval forces of the 
United States; 

„(u) is the survivor of any deceased indi- 
vidual described in subparagraph (i); 

„(It) was a national of the United States 
on December 7, 1941, and is a national of the 
United States on the date of enactment of 
this section; or 

“(iv) is the survivor of any deceased indi- 
vidual who was a national of the United 
States on December 7, 1941, and would be 
a national of the United States on the date of 
enactment of this section if living; or 

“(B) any partnership, firm, corporation, 
or other legal entity, in which more than 50 
percent of the ownership was vested, 
directly or indirectly, both on December 7, 
1941, and on the date of enactment of this 


section, in individuals referred to in sub- 


paragraph (A) of this paragraph; 

for losses arising as a result of the seques- 
tration of accounts, deposits, or other credits 
of such individual or legal entity in the Phil- 
ippines by the Imperial Japanese Govern- 
ment. 

“(2) The Commission is authorized to re- 
ceive and to determine, according to law, 
the amount and validity, and provide for the 
payment of any claim filed by any bank or 
other financial institution doing business 
in the Philippines which reestablished se- 
questered accounts, deposits, or other credits 
of— 

(A) any individual referred to in subpara- 
graph (A) of paragraph (1) of this sub- 
section; or 

“(B) any partnership, firm, corporation, 
or other legal entity, in which more than 
50 percent of the ownership was vested, di- 
rectly or indirectly, both on December 7, 
1941, and on the date of reestablishment of 
such sequestered credits, in individuals re- 
ferred to in such subparagraph (A); 
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for reimbursement of the amounts of such 
sequestered credits paid by such bank or 
financial institution. 

“(b) Claims must be filed under this sec- 
tion within 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this section. 

“(c) Where any individual entitled to pay- 
ment under this section is under any legal 
disability, payment may be made in accord- 
ance with the provisions of subsection (e) 
of section 5 of this act. In the case of the 
death of any individual entitled to payment 
of any claim under this section, payment 
of such claim shall be made to the individ- 
uals specified, and in the order provided, in 
subsection (d) of section 6 of this act; except 
that no payment shall be made under this 
section to any individual who voluntarily, 
knowingly, and without duress, gave aid to 
or collaborated with or in any manner served 
any government hostile to the United States 
during World War II. 

„d) Each claim allowed under this sec- 
tion shall be certified to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment out of the war 
claims fund established under section 13 
of this act. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall pay such claims as follows: 

“(1) In the case of each claim allowed in 
an amount equal to or less than $500, such 
claim shall be paid in full; and 

“(2) In the case of each claim allowed 
in an amount greater than $500, such claim 
shall be paid in two installments. The first 
installment shall be paid in an amount equal 
to $500 plus 6624 percent of the amount 
of such claim allowed in excess of $500. The 
last installment shall be computed as of Sep- 
tember 1, 1956, under the next sentence of 
this paragraph, and, as so computed, shall 
be paid from the sums remaining in the 
war claims fund on that date. If the sums 
remaining in the war claims fund on Sep- 
tember 1, 1956, are sufficient to satisfy all 
claims allowed under this section and not 
paid in full, the unpaid portion of each such 
claim shall be paid in full; if the sums re- 
maining in the war claims fund on Sep- 
tember 1, 1956, are not sufficient to satisfy 
all claims allowed under this section and not 
paid in full, the last installment payable 
on each such claim shall be reduced ratably, 
and, as so reduced, shall be paid from the 
war claims fund.” 

Sec. 104. (a) Section 13 of the War Claims 
Act of 1948, as amended (50 App. U. 8. C., 
sec, 2012), is hereby amended by striking 
out subsections (b) and (c) thereof, and by 
inserting immediately after subsection (a) 
thereof the following: 

“(b) Before August 1, 1956, the Secretary 
of Labor shall estimate and report to the 
President the total amount which will be 
required to pay all benefits payable by reason 
of section 5 (f) of this act. If the President 
approves the amount so estimated as reason- 
ably accurate, the total amount so estimated 
and approved shall be certified to the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury; if the President does 
not so approve he shall determine such 
amount, and the amount so determined shall 
be certified to the Secretary of the Treasury. 
Such certification shall be made on or before 
September 1, 1956. The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall then transfer from the war 
claims fund to the general fund of the 
‘Treasury a sum equal to the total amount 
certified to him under this subsection. 

“(c) Before August 1, 1956, the Secretary 
of Labor shall estimate and report to the 
President the total amount which will be 
required to pay all additional benefits pay- 
able as a result of the enactment of section 
4 (c) of this act. If the President approves 
the amount so estimated as reasonably ac- 
curate, the total amount so estimated and 
approved shall be certified to the Secretary of 
the Treasury; if the President does not so 
approve, he shall determine such amount, 
and the amount so determined shall be cer- 
tified to the Secretary of the Treasury. Such 
certification shall be made on or before Sep- 
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tember 1, 1956. The Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall then transfer from the war claims 
fund to the general fund of the Treasury a 
sum equal to the total amount certified to 
him under this subsection.” 

(b) Subsection (d) of such section 13 is 
hereby amended by striking out “The Secre- 
tary of State” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: “On or before August 1, 1956, 
the Secretary of State.” 

Sec. 105. Within 2 years after the date of 
enactment of this act, the Foreign Claims 
Settlement Commission of the United States 
shall wind up its affairs in connection with 
the settlement of all claims for benefits au- 
thorized by the amendments made by this 
act. 

Trke II 

Sro. 201. As used in this title 

(a) The term “prisoner of war” has the 
meaning assigned to it by section 6 of the 
War Claims Act of 1948, as amended; and 

(b) The term “civilian American citizen” 
has the meaning assigned to it by subsection 
(a) of section 5 of such act, 

Sec. 202. The Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare, in cooperation with, and 
with the assistance of, the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs, the Secretary of Labor, and 
the Secretary of Defense, shall conduct a 
study of— 

(1) the mortality rates among prisoners of 
war and civilian American citizens, with a 
view to determining whether their abnor- 
mally high mortality rate is directly attribu- 
table to the malnutrition and other hard- 
ships suffered by them while held as prisoners 
of war, hostages, internees, or in any other 
capacity; 

(2) the mental and physical consequences 
of the malnutrition and other hardships suf- 
fered by prisoners of war and civilian Amer~ 
ican citizens while so held; and 

(3) the procedures and standards which 
should be applied in the diagnosis of the 
mental and physical condition of prisoners 
of war and civilian American citizens. 

Src. 203. Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this title, the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare shall re- 
port the results of such study to the Presi- 
dent for transmittal to the Congress. 


Amend the title so as to read: “An act 
to extend benefits under the War Claims 
Act of 1948 to certain classes of persons, 
and for other purposes.” 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
urge the Senate to accept the House 
amendments to S. 541. If my colleagues 
will bear with me, I shall explain briefly 
why I take this position. 

The purpose of S. 541, which I in- 
troduced and which passed the Senate 
on July 18, 1953, was to correct an in- 
equity which exists under the present 
provisions of the War Claims Act of 1948. 
The bill authorizes detention benefits to 
be granted to certain employees of 
American war contractors who were en- 
gaged in the construction of airfields, 
fortifications, and ship facilities in the 
Pacific islands prior to World War II and 
who were interned by the Japanese in 
prisoner of war camps. Their present 
exclusion from the benefits of the War 
Claims Act is manifestly unjust. 

The amendments to S. 541, proposed 
by the House committee, and which the 
House adopted, would correct certain 
other equally glaring injustices under the 
present coverage of the War Claims Act. 

Detention benefits would be granted to 
a few other small groups of prisoners of 
war and civilian internees who are as 
deserving as the groups already covered 
by the act. Also American nationals, in- 
cluding survivors of Bataan and Cor- 
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regidor, whose bank accounts and other 
credits were confiscated by the Japanese 
and whose claims against Japan were 
waived in the Japanese Peace Treaty 
would be compensated. This amend- 
ment accomplishes exactly the same pur- 
pose as the bill S. 3305, which I also in- 
troduced, and which was favorably re- 
ported by the Judiciary Committee on 
July 19, 1954. 

The enactment of S. 541, with the 
amendments proposed by the House, will 
substantially wind up the war claims 
program instituted through the War 
Claims Act of 1948. 

The question has been asked whether 
there is enough money in the War Claims 
Fund to take care of the provisions of 
this bill. The answer to that question 
is that after the payment of all claims 
presently authorized by the War Claims 
Act, including the revised awards in 
favor of religious organizations, the 
Budget Bureau has stated that at least 
$13 million will remain in the War Claims 
Fund. This amount should cover all or 
nearly all of the claims authorized by 
S. 541, and the House amendments 
thereto. 

Let me recapitulate, Mr. President, 
basically, the House version of this bill 
consists of two bills both of which have 
been reported favorably to the Senate 
from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and one of which has passed the Senate. 
These are, first, the original S. 541, which 
has already passed the Senate, and which 
would grant detention benefits under the 
War Claims Act to employees of Ameri- 
can war contractors who were captured 
and interned by the Japanese in prisoner 
of war camps; and second, the bill S. 3305, 
reported favorably by the Judiciary Com- 
mittee on July 19, which would com- 
pensate American nationals, including 
survivors of Bataan and Corregidor, 
whose bank accounts and other deposits 
in the Philippines were confiscated by the 
Japanese. The claims of these people 
against the Japanese Government were 
waived by Secretary Dulles in the Jap- 
enese Peace Treaty. 

The House amendments correct cer- 
tain other injustices under the present 
War Claims Act by extending the de- 
tention benefits provided by the act to 
a few small groups presently excluded, 
such as about 1,250 Federal employees in 
the same situation as the war contrac- 
tors employees, and approximately 250 
merchant seamen. The House amend- 
ments also provide that a study should 
be made of the effects of malnutrition 
and other hardships suffered by prison- 
ers of war and civilian internees. 

With respect to the major provision of 
the House amendment, compensating 
American nationals whose bank accounts 
and other deposits in the Philippines 
were confiscated by the Japanese, the 
equity of this bill for compensation is 
clearly seen when it is realized that in 
the Japanese peace treaty the United 
States took from these citizens the right 
to claim compensation from the Japa- 
nese for the property that had been 
taken from them. This legislation as it 
comes from the House—and in that re- 
spect, the effect is the same as in the 
bill S. 3305 reported favorably from the 
Judiciary Committee and now on the 
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Senate Calendar would merely carry 
out the legal obligation of the United 
States to compensate its own nationals 
for the rights thus taken away from 
them by treaty. 

Mr. President, I have indicated that 
this bill as it comes from the House is 
in line with the recommendations of the 
President. I cannot say it “follows” the 
recommendations of the President, be- 
cause in fact the bill was introduced 
more than a year before the President 
made his recommendations. But the 
bill is in line with recommendations 
made by the President; and in order to 
establish that fact, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there may be printed in the 
Recorp at this point the report trans- 
mitted with the letter of June 28, 1954, 
from the office of the President of the 
United States to the President of the 
Senate. This report concerns and rec- 
ommends provisions which are contained 
in the bill S. 541, as it passed the House. 
I note that the letter to which I refer, 
from the Budget Bureau, was printed in 
the Record a few days ago. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING 
THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE WAR 
CLAIMS Acr or 1948 . 
The bill herein proposed would further 

amend the War Claims Act of 1948. It would 

extend to certain United States nationals 
who, during World War II, were interned by 
the enemy or were captured while serving 
either in allied military forces or as mer- 
chant seamen aboard United States vessels, 
or vessels of friendly governments, benefits 
comparable to those authorized under simi- 
lar circumstances by the War Claims Act of 

1948 as presently amended. In addition, the 

bill would provide for restoration in part of 

funds that were on deposit with Philippine 
financial institutions to the credit of Ameri- 
can nationals, which were sequestered by the 

Japanese Government. 

This bill, which technically drafted to 
amend the existing claims act referred to 
above, assumes that if Reorganization Plan 
No. 1 now before the Congress becomes ef- 
fective such ‘additional claims as may be 
authorized from those recommended herein 
will be assigned to the new Foreign Claims 
Settlement Commission proposed by that 
plan. The assignment of such additional 
claims programs to the new Commission 
would assure that payments thereunder 
would occur at the earliest possible date. 

It is proposed to reconstitute the War 
Claims Act of 1948, as amended, into titles 
I and II. The present act would become 
title I and the bill would amend the title 
by adding sections 15, 16, and 17. 


CLAIMS RECOMMENDED 


Briefly, section 15 would extend the pris- 
oner-of-war benefit provisions of the present 
act to American citizens who served with 
allied military forces and were detained as 
prisoners of war during World War II. Sec- 
tion 16 would extend the civilian detention 
benefits of the act to members of the mer- 
chant marine who were captured and de- 
tained during World War II. Section 17 pro- 
vides funds for the payment of these claims. 

Section 3 of the bill (proposed title II) 
would compensate American nationals and 
others whose bank accounts in the Philip- 
pines were sequestered by the Imperial Japa- 
nese Government during World War II. 

More specifically, new section 15 would ex- 
tend the present coverage of the War Claims 
Act to American citizens who were members 
of the armed forces of a government allied 
with the United States during World War II 
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and who during that period were captured 
and detained as prisoners of war. It will be 
recalled that prior to the official entry of 
the United States into World War II, many 
American youths joined the military forces 
of countries which subsequently became 
allies of the United States. The records dis- 
close that some of these youths were de- 
tained by enemy governments as prisoners 
of war. The present proposal would com- 
pensate these citizens at the same rates as 
members of United States Armed Forces de- 
tained as prisoners of war who were previ- 
ously compensated under the present provi- 
sions of section 6 of the act. The payments 
proposed are for food deprivation and in- 
humane treatment. However, if these citi- 
zens were afforded similar compensation by 
the allied governments they served, such per- 
sons would be compensated under this pro- 
posal only to the extent necessary to equalize 
their compensation in terms of the American 
standard. 

It is estimated that only 100 claims 
amounting to $100,000, would be received as 
a result of this proposed amendment. 

New section 16 provides for detention ben- 
efits for civilian American citizens who were 
merchant seamen, and as such, were cap- 
tured and interned or held by the govern- 
ments of Germany and Japan during World 
War II. the administration of sec- 
tion 5 (a) through (e) of the act, it became 
evident that many of these merchant seamen 
were captured by Japanese forces elsewhere 
than the specified areas set out in section 5 
of the act. In most instances they were 
brought to and detained in camps at which 
other civilian American citizens were in- 
terned who have been compensated for the 
period of their detention. Almost without 
exception, the vessels on which these seamen 
served were under the direction of the United 
States Government, which at the time con- 
trolled the movement of American sea com- 
merce. They were, therefore, promoting the 
national interest of the United States. Ina 
number of instances the ships on which they 
served were sunk and the survivors were 
picked up by German submarines in waters 
far removed from the limited areas specified 
in section 5 of the act, namely, Midway, 
Guam, Wake Island, the Philippine Islands, 
or any Territory or possession of the United 
States attacked or invaded by Japan. Some 
of them were subsequently turned over to 
the Japanese forces for internment. 

It is estimated that approximately 150 
American merchant seamen captured in the 
Pacific theater would be eligible for these 
benefits, and it is further estimated that 
these benefits would approximate $375,000. 
Moreover, it is estimated that between 50 
and 100 such seamen were captured and de- 
tained in other than the Pacific theater by 
the armed forces of Germany and that bene- 
fits for this latter group would approximate 
$125,000. 

That portion of the bill which would add 
title II to the War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended, provides for compensating Ameri- 
can nationals, and American controlled com- 
panies, who suffered loss of bank deposits and 
other credits in the Philippines during World 
War II by virtue of orders of the Imperial 
Japanese Government sequestering such 
funds. 

Sequestration of the bank accounts of 
United States military personnel, American 
civilian citizens, and American-owned com- 
panies resulted in losses estimated at $1,- 
750,000, of which American military personnel 
losses alone are estimated at $200,000. Other 
credits lost by American nationals are esti- 
mated at $750,000. In addition, voluntary 
payments or reinstatements before the Haw 
Pia and subsequent decisions by the Philip- 
pine Supreme Court approximate $5 million. 
In the aggregate, these claims may total 
about $7,500,000. It is estimated that actual 
payments under this title will not exceed 
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$5 million since payment of claims in full 
will only be allowed up to $500 with the excess 
over $500 being paid at 52.5 percent of the 
allowed claim. This payment scale was es- 
tablished in settling claims under the 
Philippine Rehabilitation Act of 1946, and 
is suggested as a precedent to be followed 
here. 

It is to be noted that under the Philippine 
Rehabilitation Act, the loss of accounts, 
money, and intangibles, was not subject to 
compensation. In the debate on the Japa- 
neese treaty the attention of the Congress 
was drawn to this problem and the unchal- 
lenged view expressed at the hearings was 
that the American nationals who lost prop- 
erty through this sequestration were entitled 
to compensation. 

In addition, this section further provides 
compensation at the $500 plus 52.5 percent 
standard for those banks or other financial 
institutions doing business in the Philippines 
which reestablished or reimbursed American 
nationals for their losses through sequestra- 
tion. 

It is believed those who paid the Americans 
have a just claim for compensation. Had 
they not paid the American citizens and 
American business institutions, and they 
were, in fact, under no obligation to pay the 
Americans after having transferred the sums 
to the Bank of Taiwan, the Americans would 
have had valid war claims for the amount 
they were reimbursed by their debtors. 


FUNDING OF THESE CLAIMS 


The War Claims Act of 1948, as amended, 
together with section 39 of the Trading With 
the Enemy Act of October 6, 1917 (especially 
section 39), as amended, authorized the cre- 
ation of a “War claims fund” and the use of 
sums deposited in it, not to exceed $225 mil- 
lion, “as may be necessary to satisfy unpaid 
awards heretofore or hereafter made under 
the War Claims Act of 1948.” The purpose 
for which the war claims fund was created 
was to compensate American nationals for 
injuries or property losses sustained during 
World War II. The amount in the fund was 
derived from assets of Germany and Japan 
blocked or seized during that war. 

It is estimated that war claims currently 
being settled by the War Claims Commis- 
sion and the Department of Labor, Bureau of 
Employees’ Compensation, will require ap- 
proximately $212 million of the $225 mil- 
lion described above, leaving a balance of 
about $13 million. The war claims herein 
recommended, which correct inadvertencies 
and inequities of the present War Claims 
Act, are estimated to require, if authorized, 
about $6 million of this balance. The pro- 
posed bill therefore provides for use of such 
funds from this source as may be necessary, 
not to exceed the $225 million currently 
authorized, for these claims. 

There are several bills recently introduced 
into the Congress, e. g., S. 3423 and H. R. 
9076, which propose to return to former 
German and Japanese private property own- 
ers vested property seized during World War 
II. The executive branch has been asked for 
its position in this regard and expects to 
submit its reply as soon as possible. The 
action recommended on the funding of pro- 
posed claims categories does not prejudge 
the executive branch position on these bills, 
since the fund authorization here requested 
is within the level contemplated by the Con- 
gress under existing claims laws and does not 
involve assets which may be available for 
disposition above that amount, 


ADDITIONAL “WAR CLAIMS” CONSIDERED 


It seems most apt at this point to state 
that extensive consideration during the prep- 
aration of this bill was given to the proposal 
to make provision for death and disability 
compensation for civilian American citizens 
who sustained injury as a direct result of 
hostilities during World War II, over and 
beyond those persons who have previously 


1954 


been compensated by the United States or 
any other nation. This uncompensated cat- 
egory of citizens and nationals who were 
either disabled or died as a direct result of 
hostilities is estimated at 1,000 and if com- 
pensation were to be provided about $7,500,- 
000 would be required. This category of 
claims has merit. However, despite their 
appeal, they are not included in the execu- 
tive branch draft bill. Among other reasons 
for omitting them is the fact that these in- 
dividuals were warned by the State Depart- 
ment of the impending danger and asked to 
leave. We are concerned about setting the 
precedent of payments for death or disability 
under these circumstances, but suggest that 
the Congress will also wish to explore care- 
fully this claims category. 

The executive branch agencies primarily 
concerned carefully reviewed each of the 
recommendations contained in the “Supple- 
mentary Report of the War Claims Commis- 
sion with respect to war claims arising 
out of World War II (January 9, 1953).” 
Despite the fact that these agencies were 
impressed with the harsh treatment ac- 
corded Americans, from both human rights 
and property interest standpoints, no cate- 
gories of claims other than those recom- 
mended above were believed to be of a type 
which should be compensated for by the 
Federal Government. Representatives of 
the executive branch are, of course, avail- 
able to discuss the types of considerations 
upon which these decisions were based. 

The largest of the claims categories for 
which no relief is now recommended are the 
property claims. Many deserving nationals 
of the United States sustained great losses 
as a result of destruction or damage to their 
property from which, in many instances, 
they derived their livelihood. In individual 
cases, there is no doubt that the hardship 
suffered was very great. The executive 
branch, however, does not recommend pay- 
ment of these claims from appropriated 
funds. It is suggested that any detailed 
consideration of them should await decision 
of the return of German and Japanese as- 
sets question discussed under “funding” 
above. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, it 
will be noted that in his letter to the 
Vice President, the Director of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget said: 

Because of hardships suffered by many 
United States nationals as the result of ac- 
tions of certain foreign governments for 
which this bill would afford some relief, I 
would strongly urge that this proposed leg- 
islation be acted upon, to the extent pro- 
posed, before the close of the present ses- 
sion of Congress. 


Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
concur in the House amendments. 
The motion was agreed to. 


INADEQUACY OF DROUGHT RELIEF 
PROGRAMS 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
am deeply disturbed by the inadequacy 
of the present drought relief programs 
being conducted by the Department of 
Agriculture, by its apparent efforts to 
economize at the expense of disaster 
victims, and by the situation we are leay- 
ing as the Congress adjourns. 

I am especially disturbed, of course, 
about the situation in my own State, 
but I am advised that the drought situ- 
ation today is far more widespread and 
severe than it was in the days preceding 
the disastrous droughts of the thirties. 

I have a report that rainfall since 
January 1 has been less than normal 
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in 21 of the 25 States in the Plains, 
Southwest, Corn Belt and the South. 
And this follows a year when rain was 
less than 90 percent of normal in 13 
of these States. Rainfall has been under 
90 percent of normal in two States— 
Texas and New Mexico—for 4½ years, 
and in Arkansas, Kansas, Colorado, and 
Wyoming for 2½ years. 

The Washington Farmletter of July 
31 reports, and I quote: 

This is one of the most extensive droughts 
of record—either in the making or near the 
breaking. Most extensive previous droughts 
for the area from the Rockies to the At- 
lantic as a whole were in 1894, 1910, and 
1952. 

Drought now covers virtually all of 30 
States—more than half of 35 States. The 
entire area from the Rockies to the Atlantic 
is droughty except most of Maine and parts 
of Connecticut, Florida, Iowa, Illinois, In- 
diana, Michigan, and the Dakotas. 


In its summary this publication points 
out that the great drought of 1934 was 
preceded by subnormal rainfall in the 
disaster areas in 1930, 1931, and 1933— 
but not to the extent nor over so wide 
an area as now. 

There have been recent scattered rains 
in some of the droughty area, Further 
rains might break the disaster. No one 
can predict either that the drought dis- 
aster will deepen, or that it will be 
broken, 

The situation that concerns and alarms 
me is that existing drought disaster areas 
are not being adequately aided, and that 
we are about to adjourn the Congress 
in the face of a potential national 
drought disaster without mandating the 
administration to deal with it adequately 
and seeing that they have adequate funds 
and authorities. 

I have a letter from a respected Arkan- 
sas citizen who describes the present 
“alleged drought relief program” of the 
Department of Agriculture as a “cruel 
hoax.” 

These are strong words, but in my 
opinion they are fully justified. 

The situation in Arkansas is already 
desperate, Disaster is already upon us, 
and I am not in the habit of using such 
words as “desperate” and “disaster” 
lightly. But the situation is really 
desperate, and the farmers truly face 
disaster. 

We have suffered grave losses to all 
our earlier feed crops. There is a tre- 
mendous feed shortage. For a time 
farmers have looked ahead in the hope 
of a fair corn crop or a cotton crop 
that would provide money for feed and 
necessities. 

But now we have passed the period 
when rain might save those crops. The 
corn crop is now already seriously dam- 
aged and may be a failure. Much is be- 
ing cut now for such feed as can be sal- 
vaged. Our cotton crop is drying out. 
Immature bolls are already opening and 
the prospect of a fair income from that 
commodity is melting in the scorching 
sun. 

This is the third straight year of 
drought in Arkansas. 

I have the July water resources re- 
port of the United States Geological 
Survey. It shows that streamflows 
throughout the State are 16 percent 
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under any previously recorded July flows 
in history. Grourid water—water in 
wells—is the lowest ever recorded. We 
are literally dry as a bone as a result 
of a 3-year drying-out process. 

Deficit of rainfall since January 1950— 
over 2½ years—varies from 11 percent 
to 23 percent in the State. 

Simultaneously with this lack of rain- 
fall has been record-breaking heat. The 
Weather Bureau advises me that tem- 
peratures at Little Rock have been 6° 
above normal, on the average, through- 
out the whole month of July. They have 
run far above average in most of the 
State. It has been the hottest July in 
Weather Bureau records, reaching 107° 
at Little Rock and 111° at Fort Smith. 

In only 38 of the last 75 years has the 
temperature at Little Rock reached 100 
degrees. But this year, the temperature 
has been 100 or higher on 33 days, up to 
August 15. 

Any light rains which may fall are 
evaporated in a matter of hours. Only 
repeated heavy rains and cool weather 
will restore our ground moisture—and it 
would now be too late to save most of the 
crops. In Arkansas the disaster is al- 
ready a reality. 

I have just been reading the latest 
weekly crop report of the Weather Bu- 
reau for my State and it reports unsea- 
sonably high temperatures, no rain of 
any significance, many forest fires, heavy 
marketing of cattle, little or no pasture, 
increasingly worse feed situation, serious 
damage to corn, cotton, and vegetable 
crops, including strawberry plantings. 
The only crop that is coming through is 
rice, which is irrigated, and there has 
been some abandonment of this crop. 

I saw a picture on the front page of 
the Arkansas Gazette with reference to 
the forest-fire situation. Dozens of acres 
are burning, without any possible con- 
trol under such dry conditions. 

In the face of this desperate situation, 
the Department of Agriculture has in 
effect in Arkansas a feed program under 
which an allowance of 60 cents per hun- 
dredweight is given those who qualify to 
buy grain. Correspondents tell me that 
the 60 cents will not, in numerous areas, 
pay the inflation in the cost of grains 
resulting from the feed shortage. 

In other words, even with the 60-cent 
allowance, it will still cost as much as, or 
more than, it did prior to the drought. 

There are no protein feeds being made 
available. 

There is no hay program. In years 
past the Department of Agriculture has 
used its nationwide facilities to locate 
available supplies of hay and get it 
routed into feed deficit areas. The ini- 
tiation of a hay program is now left up 
to the States. The Department of Agri- 
culture agrees only to certify applicants 
who meet its requirements, and to pay 
the State half of freight charges, up to 
$10 per ton, on emergency hay—if the 
State or regular feed dealers can locate 
any hay to bring into the State. These 
people have neither the experience, the 
facilities, nor the broad knowledge of 
sources, which the Department of Agri- 
culture has been able to apply to the 
administration of emergency hay pro- 
grams in the past. At best, they can 
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only stumble along without adequate na- 
tional connections to speedily locate sup- 
plies and get them to the emergency 
areas. 

As we all know, the committee never 
assumed the programs would be con- 
ducted on a permanent basis. No organ- 
ization has been established in any of 
the States I know of, certainly not in 
my State, which has all the resources 
necessary to cope with the problem. 
While I agree that the States should play 
an important part in the program at the 
present, at least, there is no machinery 
in existence which can cope with a crisis 
of this magnitude. 

I am advised that the Department has 
only $15 million available nationally to 
pay its share of hay program costs, but 
that in the face of the widespread 
drought situation, the Department re- 
gards this as sufficient. 

In a letter dated July 20, 1954, Mr. 
K. L. Scott, Director of Agriculture 
Credit Service, Department of Agricul- 
ture, has written: 

The Department is not requesting addi- 
tional funds or authority, since we feel the 
present laws and authorizations are adequate 
to meet immediate and foreseeable con- 
ditions. 


The Department’s preoccupation with 
economy in the face of disaster, the 
cruel inadequacy of their programs, 
alarms me both in regard to what is 
happening to my people in Arkansas, and 
what may happen in the Nation after we 
have left Washington. 

Only 28 of the 75 Arkansas counties 
have even been certified as disaster areas 
although there are farmers all over the 
State in the most desperate circum- 
stances. Even in the 28 disaster 
counties, we have only a 60-cent pro- 
gram. 

I have as much interest in Government 
economy as anyone, but this is no time 
to be pinching pennies in this field. 
This is the time for an all-out effort to 
Save the farmers and the people of 
Arkansas and similar areas from a major 
disaster, a disaster which has arisen 
from causes far beyond their own con- 
trol. It is time for a program that will 
prevent liquidation of livestock herds, 
and liquidation of farm families them- 
selves. 

I have only a general knowledge of the 
extent of present disaster conditions in 
States other than my own. 

However, I have heard from many of 
my colleagues that conditions are very 
serious in their States. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. The situation in Alabama 
is desperate, just as is the situation which 
the Senator is describing in the State 
of Arkansas. The normal annual rain- 
fall in Alabama is 51.37 inches. So far 
this year there has been rainfall of only 
13.22 inches. That gives some idea of 
how parched and dry and burned up the 
fields and pastures and crops are in 
Alabama. The Birmingham News stated 
on July 30, as follows: 

Alabama’s parched croplands continue to 
suffer severely. The State is now rounding 
out its seventh month of insufficient rain- 
fall. And what are normally the driest 
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months of the year lie ahead. The year 
may bring the worst drought damage on rec- 
ord in the State. Already the loss to the 
State's farmers is set at $100 million. 


I wish to emphasize that one reason 
given by the administration for deny- 
ing drought relief to our Alabama farm- 
ers was that the administration believed 
we might have rain in the future. But, 
as the Senator well knows, corn which 
is burned up, feed grain which is al- 
ready destroyed by drought, cotton which 
is dried up and its bolls prematurely 
opened cannot be restored or brought 
back to life, even if there should be 
heavy rain. The fact is that we are now 
facing the normally dry season of the 
year. I am certain that that is true in 
the State of Arkansas; is it not? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is 
quite right. Not only is it dry, but it is 
hot. The combination of extremely high 
temperatures and a lack of rainfall has 
burned crops and vegetation in the en- 
tire area. 

Mr. HILL. In the State of Alabama, 
this is the fourth year in succession in 
which we have had prolonged drought; 
so the situation in Alabama today is 
desperate. I cannot understand why the 
administration has chosen to ignore the 
facts. Gov. Gordon Persons, of Ala- 
bama, has presented the facts to the 
President and to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. They have been properly and 
adequately presented. They are irrefu- 
table. It is incredible that Alabama has 
been denied drought relief. I deeply 
resent the administration's mistreatment 
of our Alabama farmers. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I cannot under- 
stand it, considering the surpluses of 
wheat and corn which are on hand, It 
would seem to me that the administra- 
tion should welcome an opportunity to 
make good use of the surpluses by acting 
in this critical situation. I cannot un- 
derstand why that has not been done. 
It seems unthinkable that the adminis- 
tration would not take action. 

The Governor of Arkansas has, as has 
the Governor of Alabama, been making 
appeals to the Department of Agriculture 
for designation of these areas of Arkan- 
sas as drought or disaster areas, but the 
Department has been extremely slow in 
moving. I have backed up every such 
appeal as vigorously as I know how by 
direct appeals to the administration, but 
the administration has moved into only 
a few counties, much less than half of 
the total number in Arkansas which are 
affected. In my opinion, too, the county 
method of designation is ridiculous, be- 
cause drought does not pay any attention 
to county lines. 

Mr. HILL. Drought knows nothing 
about county lines. 

I suppose that in Arkansas farmers 
may have been eligible for emergency 
short-term loans under the Farmers 
Home Administration. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is right. 

Mr. HILL. But those are only short- 
term loans. They certainly are not loans 
that will meet the existing distressing 
situations of our farmers, On the con- 
trary, the farmers of Alabama have been 
denied the benefits of the Government’s 
low-cost hay and surplus feed grains 
program, 
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. The State of Ar- 
kansas does not have machinery ade- 
quate to deal with the surpluses which 
may be made available. We have no 
department of agriculture in Arkansas 
which is accustomed to importing hay 
from the West. My State, and I am 
sure many other States, do not have an 
agency which is in any sense comparable 
to the Federal Department of Agricul- 
ture. The program worked before, when 
the Federal Government was adminis- 
tering it, because with an organization 
they could ascertain where the feed was, 
buy it, and ship it to the area needing 
it. It is not likely to be effective now, 
I am told. 

Mr. HILL. I may say to the distin- 
guished Senator from Arkansas that he 
is more fortunate than we are in Ala- 
bama, because our Alabama farmers 
have been denied any eligibility or any 
benefits under the low-cost hay and sur- 
plus feed program. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Perhaps Alabama 
has not been designated as a disaster 
area. 

Mr. HILL. That is just the point I 
am emphasizing. Not only has Alabama 
not been designated as a disaster area, 
but on the other hand, the plea and 
the application of the Governor of Ala- 
bama has been denied, so that the farm- 
ers of Alabama have been denied bene- 
fits under the low-cost hay and surplus 
feed program. 
oe FULBRIGHT. I am amazed at 

at. 

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Arkan- 
sas has advised me that he is amazed. It 
is amazing and shocking when the ter- 
rible situation in Alabama is so well 
known. A county by county survey had 
been made in Alabama, and the survey 
revealed that over one-half of the corn 
crop is burned up and gone. 

The pastures are almost completely 
gone. Practically no hay has been 
gathered. Most of the supply of feed 
that has been stored has now been ex- 
hausted. Cattlemen, dairymen, truck 
farmers and cotton farmers are in great 
distress. Our farmers are being forced 
to sell their cattle for any price they can 
get, because they have no feed or hay 
with which to feed the cattle. It is a 
question of throwing the cattle on the 
market and getting whatever one can 
or permitting one’s cattle to starve to 
death. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I recently spoke to 
a person who lives in the mountains in 
my State and has a spring on his prop- 
erty. He said a neighbor of his came 
in and offered to give him four milk 
cows and asked him to accept them be- 
cause he had no more feed or water, 
and stated that at least the cows could 
be given water. This person said he 
took them and stated that if the cattle 
could be kept alive, he would give them 
back to him. The person who originally 
owned the cattle said there was no use 
trying to seil them, because not enough 
could be obtained to warrant taking 
them to market. 

Mr. HILL. I may say to the Senator 
from Arkansas that that is not an un- 
usual case. In Alabama the situation 
is the same. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I might call to the attention of the 
Senator from Arkansas the fact that we 
have a Secretary of Agriculture whose 
name is Benson, and he makes the rules 
and regulations and the administrative 
policies we have to go by. Has the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas learned what has to 
be done in order to get aid? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have in my 
hand a pamphlet, a committee print, 
which gives a description of the drought 
program, which was issued by the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives, and I have been read- 
ing it. I believe I described the 60 cents 
program before the Senator came in. 
The 60 cents program is no program at 
all. It provides only a 60-cent allow- 
ance for a hundred pounds of feed, and 
the eligible farmer is finding that this 
is often absorbed by an inflated feed 
price. The feed is in the hands of deal- 
ers; it is not in the hands of the Govern- 
ment. There is nothing to prevent the 
dealers from asking any price they de- 
sire. The hay program is not moving. 

With regard to the question of declar- 
ing a certain area a disaster area, I be- 
lieve 28 counties in Arkansas have been 
designated as eligible for disaster aid. 
The Department is still far behind in 

accepting the recommendations of the 
committee in the State. In those areas 
there is no program in effect, and, of 
course, that is perfectly ridiculous, be- 
cause a drought does not occur in ac- 
cordance with county lines. I am now 
getting letters from cotton growers in 
the southwest part of the State. The 
first crops to be destroyed are small 
grains. Cotton stands drought better 
than other crops, but even cotton is 
being seriously affected now. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Is it not true that people in the drought 
areas will leave those areas before the 
Government can get any aid to them? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They are having 
to leave. I have in my hand a letter 
from a person in north Arkansas, en- 
closing announcements of sales by 
people who are losing their farms and 
offering to sell household equipment, 
cattle, what is left of their feed, a few 
bales of straw, and so forth. They are 
selling out. The letter had enclosed 
with it several announcements of sales. 
The writer of the letter described what 
was going on that week in her com- 
munity. Farmers are having to go out 
of business and leave the section. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. Iam glad the Senator said 
what he did about cotton. We think of 
and speak of cotton as a dry weather 
crop. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is. 

Mr. HILL. There is no plant which 
can stand the lack of water or stand 
heat better than cotton, but the drought 
today is so exceptionally severe that 
serious troubles and losses are being ex- 
perienced even by our cotton farmers. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is so bad in one 
of the counties in Arkansas which is a 
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big cotton producing county that the 
cotton is drying up. 

Mr. HILL. I have a telegram signed 
by W. A. Hales and J. F. McGee, Jr., 
president and secretary, respectively, of 
the County Farm Bureau of Greene 
County, Ala. The telegram was dated 
July 16. That means the telegram was 
sent a month ago. Just think what the 
situation was a month ago and today. 
We all know that conditions have gotten 
worse day by day and every hour of the 
day. The telegram reads as follows: 

“Corn, complete loss. Cotton, at least 
50 percent off. Hay, 80 to 90 percent 
off. Pastures burned up. We need feed 
immediately.” 

We have petitioned and applied for 
and urged and pleaded with the admin- 
istration for relief, but up to this good 
day, other than the short term emer- 
gency loans which do not even begin to 
meet the disaster in Alabama today, we 
have been denied any relief or benefit 
for our farmers, who are in a desperate 
situation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am amazed that 
Alabama as a State has not been per- 
mitted to share in the program at all, 
because it certainly ought to. 

Mr. HILL. I do not know that I should 
use the term “washed out” when I speak 
of the drought situation, but unless relief 
does come, and unless it comes immedi- 
ately, it will mean that many, many Ala- 
bama farmers are going to be completely 
“washed out.” Many will be forced to 
leave their land and their homes. They 
will have to crowd somewhere into a 
city and hope to get a job, despite the 
unemployment that exists in so many 
places today. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, that 
may well happen under the ineffectual 
drought relief program of this adminis- 
tration. But we certainly should do 
everything possible to minimize that 
movement because it would result in in- 
creasing the problems which already 
exist in the cities, where the problems 
already are serious. More importantly, 
it would protect the equity of men in 
their land. 

I do know that, unless there are early 
abundant rains in a vast part of the Na- 
tion, we are set for a tremendous drought 
disaster, with only penny-ante relief 
programs which will prove wholly inade- 
quate to save tens of thousands of farm- 
ers from ruin, 

I regret that I am one of the agricul- 
tural minority in this Congress. I did 
not vote for the bill that is so widely 
hailed as an administration victory over 
the farmers. If I were one of the ma- 
jority, I would certainly oppose the ad- 
journment of this Congress until it is 
made absolutely certain that abundant 
stand-by authority and funds are avail- 
able to meet a major drought disaster, 
and that the aid given would not be too 
little and too late, as it has been up to 
this moment in my State of Arkansas. 

Mr. President, at this time let me read 
excerpts from a few of the many com- 
munications on this subject which I 
have received in the last few weeks: 

The alleged drought relief program an- 
nounced by the DA is a farce, a cruel hoax. 
It will not save one herd in this country. 
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The cattle we raise in this country are 
worth from 20 percent to 40 percent of their 
market value 30 months ago. Many cattle 
producers have been holding on in the hope 
that things would take a turn for the better 
but the turn has been the other way. 

Unless the Government gives some sub- 
stantial relief there will be no cattle left in 
northwest Arkansas next spring. 

When its own citizens are going broke 
through no fault of their own the Govern- 
ment with enough feed on hand to save the 
day comes up with an asinine program that is 
cruel because it promises relief but actually 
gives none, 


I read now from another letter: 


You know that I do not subscribe to the 
theory that the Government should set up 
aid for any segment of our population un- 
less they are confronted with a major dis- 
aster. 

The small farmers are in worse condition 
in this area than they have been in many 
years. It is imperative that they have help 
if they are to survive and be in position to 
even start a crop next year. 


I read now from a third letter: 


I know that you hear lots of distressing 
stories in Washington. But the one I wish 
to relate is really distressing. The farmers 
have had their third dry year and third crop 
failure in most places in the State. This 
year is the worst in this area yet, and at this 
date there is no sign of rain. Hay is gone, 
dairymen are feeding hay already, hulls go- 
ing up, no corn, and I have never seen 
farmers in such a predicament as they are at 
this time. Even the cotton farmer is havy- 
ing his troubles, where he had no water to 
use for irrigation. If he had water then 
he is better off. 


I read now from a fourth letter: 


Dear Sm: Wish it was possible for me to 
come up and talk the drought situation over 
with you personally but since that is impos- 
sible, I am taking this opportunity of coming 
to you with our problems. 

I am going to admit to you that I don't 
know just what the solution to this problem 
is going to be, but I do know that if some- 
thing is not worked out different than what 
they now have, that a lot of our people are 
going to be forced to abandon their homes 
and seek a livelihood elsewhere. 

Several herds in the county have already 
been liquidated and last week all the local 
livestock auction companies in this territory 
have been begging the people not to bring 
their stock in as their facilities were being 
overrun, and the only reason a lot more has 
not been moving is only because there isn't 
enough transportation available. I was talk- 
ing to several truckers yesterday and they all 
told me that they had turned down 8 or 10 
loads of cattle for today. 

I really can’t tell you just how bad the 
situation is down here in our county, you 
would have to see the pastures and fields in 
person, and talk to some of the people to 
even begin to get a true picture of the disas- 
trous situation that we are really facing. 


I read now from a fifth letter: 


I am enclosing handbills for four separ- 
ate farm sales, to show what is taking place 
right here in northwest Arkansas, since milk 
prices have been lowered to where people 
can't go on, and are being forced to leave 
their farm homes to seek jobs in town and 
elsewhere. These sales have been going 
on for some time now, and if it keeps up, 
milk will be out of the reach of poor fami- 
lies, or none for anyone in a short time. 

If people choose to live in the country, 
they should be left there. The only time 
in history that farmers have been able to 
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build decent homes with baths, (that farm- 
ers need as no one else needs) has been in 
the last 5 to 8 or 10 years. 


I read now from a sixth letter: 


This being the third year we have had 
a drought I am asking for your help to the 
farmers. I am in a position to know that 
many need help desperately. 

Most of the farmers that I have talked 
with do not want a gift, just an opportun- 
ity to meet their obligations. I know of 
many good farmers, honest, hard working 
men, that will lose everything that they 
possess unless aid is offered them. Some will 
be able to hold on to what they have but 
will not be able to farm next year. A very 
few will be able to meet their obligations 
and be in a position to farm in 1955. Many 
of the first two classes are ready to quit 
farming and leave the State to seek em- 
ployment of some other description. Some 
few have already done this very thing. 


Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent to have printed at this point in 
the Recorp, as a part of my remarks, a 
series of telegrams which describe the 
same situation. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Situation in this area very serious. Con- 
tinue urging approval of our county for 
drought relief program. 


Drought conditions prevail throughout 
Pike County. This drought is more severe 
than either the 1952 or 1953 drought. Feed 
crops are about 30 percent of normal. Feed 
is needed now as 20 percent of beef growers 
are feeding now and 80 percent would be 
if they had feed. Pastures have produced 
50 percent of our feed needs since July 1. 
Our greatest need is protein concentrate. 


The situation here is desperate and far 
worse than prior years because of a con- 
tinuous 3-year drought. Our farmers have 
no pasture, many are out of water, none of 
them have enough feed for fall and winter. 


This section is experiencing its worst 
drought and long-continued heat wave in 
all the 20-odd years that I have lived in 
Howard County. Pastures parched, truck 
and fruit crops yields far under normal and 
row crops badly damaged by heat and 
drought. But little rain has fallen here 
since in May and a heat wave of 60 days’ 
duration, 


Copy OF TELEGRAM TO SECRETARY BENSON 


The drought is having a devastating effect 
on Arkansas farmers. In many instances 
their crops are burned beyond recovery. 
Losses on poultry and livestock are running 
into millions. Immediate steps must be 
taken to save our farmers from bankruptcy. 
Other droughts in recent years coupled with 
the shrinking margin between selling prices 
and production costs have depleted the re- 
serves which some of our farmers had ac- 
cumulated, Others have been operating on 
credit. 


No doubt you already know that we are 
in an awful drought here in this part of 
the country after last year. People are 
almost giving their stock away. Practically 
no market. If there ever was a time that 
people—I mean the stockman—needed help 
with cheap feed and low interest on loans 
it is now. If something is not done soon 
there will only be a few stockmen left in 
this part of the country so I am asking you 
to do what you can to see that this kind 
of a program can be put into effect soon, 
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The continued problem of extreme hot and 
dry weather has completely ruined both the 
pastures and crops. Then with prices of 
farm commodities what they are we feel that 
the farmers are in need of assistance again 
now. 


The corn that tassled out in July, the 
hottest month on record for this period, was 
burned to such an extent that there was not 
proper pollenization and as a result, little 
or no corn matured on the ears. The condi- 
tion of the dairy farmers in the Midsouth 
area is critical, and drought relief is neces- 
sary if many of the producers are to stay in 
the dairy business. 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
wish to comment briefly on the sugges- 
tion in the last letter I read—namely, 
that many persons are ready to quit 
farming and leave the State, to seek 
employment of some other kind. Al- 
though that is one way to solve the sur- 
plus of agricultural commodities which 
has plagued the country, I submit that 
it is not only a cruel and inhuman way, 
but that the problems it would create, 
as a result of the movement of those 
people into urban areas, would be far 
more serious to our society than the cost 
of an adequate aid program for these 
people. They wish to remain on the 
farms, and in the past they have con- 
tributed much to the economy of the 
Nation. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arkansas yield to me at 
this point? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. The truth is that to grant 
the relief that is so desperately needed 
today, and for which there is such great 
compulsion, would cost practically noth- 
ing; the cost would be virtually nothing, 
in comparison with the overall expendi- 
tures of the Government. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is true; the 
cost would be scarcely anything, because 
I daresay more wheat and corn will spoil 
in Government storage than the amount 
of wheat and corn which would be re- 
quired for the relief program. All we 
need is a little imagination and a little 
energy on the part of responsible author- 
ities, in order to move the machinery 
which already is in existence, and in or- 
der to move to the needy farms the com- 
modities which also are already in exist- 
ence. I do not think the amount of 
money involved would be significant, 
compared to the benefits which will ac- 
crue. 

Mr. HILL. In other words, all we need 
to do is to make use of what we already 
have. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. 
All we need is someone in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture who is really inter- 
ested in doing something for these small 
farmers. That is all we need, because 
the authority and the appropriated funds 
for this program already exist. In the 
past, emergency programs have worked 
well. Certainly the proposed feed pro- 
gram, especially when using the surplus 
feeds which are in storage, could be effec- 
tive in moving the necessary animal food 
into this area; and the cost would be 
practically nothing, insofar as new ap- 
propriations are concerned. 

Of course, the program would use the 
commodities now in storage and owned 
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by the Government. Under those cir- 
cumstances, the cost of the program 
would be only an academic question, or a 
bookkeeping question, because in the 
final analysis, something must be done 
8 the stored commodities before they 
spoil. 

Mr. President, in conclusion let me say 
that in my judgment this Congress ought 
to take a hand, this week, to put an end 
to 60-cent economy at the expense of 
drought victims. If necessary, we ought 
to remain here for whatever time it takes 
to mandate the Department of Agricul- 
ture to deal adequately with the drought 
crisis, giving the Department whatever 
authority and funds might prove to be 
necessary if this major disaster con- 
tinues, worsens, and spreads. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
Recor, as a part of my remarks, a letter 
I addressed to the Honorable Ezra Taft 
Benson, on August 17, 1954. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
August 17, 1954. 
Hon. Ezra Tarr BENSON, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear MR. SECRETARY: I am very deeply con- 
cerned about the inadequacy of our drought 
relief program to handle the sort of major 
disaster which is occurring in Arkansas. ` 

There has been a deficiency of rainfall in 
Arkansas for 3 years. The feed situation is 
desperate. Continued drought has exhausted 
the resources of thousands of farmers. 

The current drought relief program may be 
useful to areas in a short drought. But it is 
wholly inadequate in the areas where farm- 
ers have been victims of drought now for 2, 
3, and even more years. Declining farm in- 
come and inadequate credit facilities ag- 
gravate this situation. The practice of desig- 
nating drought relief areas by counties is 
completely unrealistic. Heat and drought do 
not confine themselves to county boundary 
lines. 

Additionally, I am receiving many com- 
plaints that the costs of feeds have gone up 
so that the 60 cents per hundredweight 
allowance for Commodity Credit Corporation 
supplies does not offset advances in feed 
prices. In my opinion it is inadequate 
anyhow. 

Hay is desperately needed in Arkansas, but 
is not being made available under the pro- 
gram to pay half of freight, up to $10 per ton, 
The responsibility for running such a pro- 
gram has been shifted by you to the States. 
Location of surplus hay is left largely to pri- 
vate dealers. I am advised that even with- 
out the program, the dealers are unable to 
get adequate quantities through normal 
trade channels. Local dealers cannot eco- 
nomically scour the country for available 
hay. There is obviously needed the assist- 
ance of the Federal farm agencies—as in the 
past years—to locate and arrange for dellv- 
eries of hay. 

I am advised that you have only $15 mil- 
lion for the feed program. With drought 
conditions in all or parts of 30 States, it is 
inconceivable to me that such funds are ade- 
quate to meet the needs which will come 
with the sort of major disaster which con- 
fronts us. 

I am aware of the fact that your Depart- 
ment has previously advised that no addi- 
tional funds or authority are needed. How- 
ever, if, upon reconsideration, you find addi- 
tional funds and authority are needed to 
meet a major drought disaster, I am sure 
Congress would remain in session to meet 
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any contingency which might develop, if re- 
quested by you or the President. 

I urge you, as strongly as I can, immedi- 
ately to reconsider and revise your programs 
in the light of the situation which now 
exists. 

Sincerely, 
J. W. FULBRIGHT. 


Mr. BUTLER obtained the floor. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield. 


SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE DURING 
THE 2D SESSION OF THE 83D 
CONGRESS, AND PENDING MAT- 
TERS 


Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I wish 
at this time to present for the record a 
brief summary of the activities of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce for the second session of the 
83d Congress. 

Your committee had referred to it for 
consideration a total of 101 pieces of 
legislation, including 70 Senate bills and 
19 House bills, exclusive of some 40 
amendments thereto; 3 Senate joint res- 
olutions, ani $ simple Senate resolu- 
tions. 

A total of 41 bills and joint resolutions 
and 5 simple resolutions were reported 
favorably. 

Forty-five measures passed the Senate 
and 28 passed the House. To date, 23 
measures have been signed into law by 
the President and several others are 
awaiting his signature. 

The committee this year held 95 ses- 
sions of public hearings on legislation, 
20 sessions of public hearings on nomi- 
nations, and 4 sessions of public hear- 
ings on miscellaneous matters other than 
legislation and nominations. In all, your 
committee and its subcommittees con- 
ducted 119 sessions of hearings cover- 
ing more than 500 hours. 

Ther. were referred to the committee 
during the second session, 649 so-called 
routine nominations in the Coast Guard 
and 300 routine nominations in the Coast 
and Geodetic Survey. In addition, the 
committee disposed of 23 major nomina- 
tions. The nomination of G. Joseph 
Minetti to be a member of the Federal 
Maritime Board is pending before the 
committee. 

There were 93 official papers referred 
to committee. 

At this point, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be printed 
in the Recor as a part of my remarks 
a listing of the hearings held by the com- 
mittee and its subcommittees and the 
legislation heretofore referred to, cov- 
ing the activities of the committee this 
session. 

There being no objection, the listing 
of hearings was ordered to be printed in 
the ReEcorp, as follows: 

Following is a list of the number of hearing 
sessions by each subcommittee and the full 
committee: Surface transportation, 4 ses- 
sions of open hearings; communications, 11 
sessions of open hearings; aviation, 1 session 
of open hearings (20 sessions of hearings were 
held by full committee); water transporta- 
tion, 25 sessions of open hearings; fisheries 
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and wildlife, 3 sessions of open hearings; 


business and consumer interests, 22 sessions 


of open hearings; full committee, 53 ses- 
sions of open hearings. 

A list of the bills reported to the Senate 
during the second session and report num- 
bers are as follows: 

S. 602, to provide for greater safety of life 
and property at sea by authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to prescribe rules for the 
loading, stowage, and securing of grain and 
other similar bulk cargoes (S. Rept. No. 1324). 

S. 904, to standardize rates on household 
goods shipped by the United States Govern- 
ment for its employees (S. Rept. No. 1803). 

S. 906, amending the Interstate Commerce 
Act to establish finality of contracts between 
the Government and common carriers (S. 
Rept. No. 1655). 

S. 1763, life preservers for river steamers 
(S. Rept. No. 1646). 

S. 1878, to amend the Merchant Marine Act 
(war-risk insurance) (S. Rept. No. 1212). 

S. 2370, to authorize the sale of certain ves- 
sels to Brazil for use in the coastwise trade 
of Brazil (S. Rept. No. 1276). 

S. 2371, extension of emergency foreign 
merchant vessel acquisition and operating 
authority (S. Rept. No. 1087). 

S. 2389, granting commissioned officers of 
Coast and Geodetic Survey certain military 
benefits and rights during time of war (S. 
Rept. No. 1752). 

S, 2407, to amend the Ship Mortgage Act, 
1920 (S. Rept. No. 1213). 

S. 2453, to amend the Communications Act 
of 1934, as amended, with respect to imple- 
menting the International Convention for 
the Safety of Life at Sea relating to radio 
equipment and radio operators on board ship 
(S. Rept. No. 1583). 

S. 2713, to authorize the Secretary of Com- 
merce to reconvey certain property to the city 
of Boulder, Colo. (S. Rept. No. 1088). 

S. 2777, to provide transportation on Cana- 
dian vessels (S. Rept. No, 1089). 

S. 2802, to further encourage the distribu- 
tion of fishery products (S. Rept. No. 1210). 

S. 2814, to amend section 4153 of the Re- 
vised Statutes (S. Rept. No. 1214). 

S. 2818, biennial inspection of hulls and 
boilers of cargo vessels (S. Rept. No. 1272). 

S. 3185, to amend the Interstate Commerce 
Act with respect to instruments evidencing 
the mortgage, lease, conditional sale, or bail- 
ment of motor vehicles sold to or owned by 
certain carriers (S. Rept. No. 1461). 

S. 3190, strengthening of act of January 
2, 1951, prohibiting the transportation of 
gambling devices in interstate and foreign 
commerce (S. Rept. No. 1651). 

S. 3219, to amend certain provisions of title 
XI of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to 
facilitate private financing of new ship con- 
struction (S. Rept. No. 1804). 

S. 3233, to amend the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, to provide permanent legislation 
for the transportation of a substantial por- 
tion of waterborne cargoes in United States- 
flag vessels (S. Rept. No. 1584). 

S. 3379, exemption of certain fabrics and 
wearing apparel from application to Flam- 
mable Fabrics Act (S. Rept. No. 1323). 

S. 3435, creation of Washington National 
Airport Corporation (S. Rept. No. 1653). 

S, 3464, to provide for the carrying out of 
the agreement for the promotion of safety on 
the Great Lakes by means of radio (S. Rept. 
No. 1747). 

S. 3542, prohibition of transmission of cer- 
tain gambling information in interstate and 
foreign commerce by communication facili- 
ties (S. Rept. No. 1652). 

S. 3546, Emergency Ship Repair Act of 
1954 (S. Rept. No. 1647). 

S. 3630, to permit the city of Philadelphia 
to further develop the Hog Island tract as 
an air, rail, and marine terminal (S. Rept. 
No. 1805). 

S. 3713, to give effect to the International 
Convention for the High Seas Fisheries of 
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the North Pacific Ocean, signed at Tokyo, 
May 9, 1952 (S. Rept. No. 1806). 

Senate Resolution 173, to investigate cer- 
tain problems relating to interstate and 
foreign commerce (no written report). 

Senate Resolution 272, to commend States 
having legislation to prevent discarded re- 
frigerating units from becoming a menace 
to children and to urge consideration of 
similar legislation by other States (no 
written report), 

Senate Resolution 276, providing addi- 
tional funds for the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce (no written report). 

Senate Joint Resolution 67, to repeal cer- 
tain World War II laws relating to return of 
fishing vessels (S. Rept. No. 1649). “ct 

Senate Joint Resolution 161, authorization 
for sale of passenger-cargo vessels (S. Rept. 
No. 1645). 

H. R. 6436, amending the Communications 
Act of 1934 (S. Rept. No. 1090). 

H. R. 6870, to approve existing railway in- 
stallations and authorize further installa- 
tions on the batture in front of the Public 
Health Service hospital property in New 
Orleans, La. (S. Rept. No. 1275). 

H. R. 7395, to amend the definition of “air- 
man” in the Civil Aeronautics Act (S. Rept. 
No. 1751). 

H. R. 7468, amending certain provisions of 
part II of the Interstate Commerce Act to 
provide for the regulation for purposes of 
safety and protection of the public, of cer- 
tain foreign motor carriers operating in the 
United States (S. Rept. No. 1650). 

H. R. 8357, to amend the Standard Con- 
tainer ‘Act of May 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 685; 15 
U. S. C. 257-2571), to provide for a %-bushel 
basket for fruits and vegetables (S. Rept. No. 
1585). 

H. R: 8588, revocation or denial of merchant 
marine documents to persons involved in cer- 
tain narcotics violations (S. Rept. No. 1648); 

H. R. 8647, regarding provisions to register 
or license a vessel of the United States (S. 
Rept. No. 1748). 

H. R. 1843, to increase the retired pensions 
of members of former lighthouse service (S. 
Rept. No. 2215). 

H. R. 9868, to amend the Ship Mortgage Act 
to provide for the charter of a passenger 
vessel to the Hawaiian Steamship Co. (S. 
Rept. No. 2213). 

H. R. 9584, to provide for the protection of 
fishermen in territorial waters (S. Rept. No. 
2214). ; 

H. R. 8898, to amend section 401 (e) (2) 
of Civil Aeronautics Act, as amended (perma- 
nent certificates for local service air carriers) 
(S. Rept. No. 2267). 

Senate Resolution 292, expressing the sense 
of the Senate for the development of private 
aviation. 

Senate Resolution 310, authorizing the in- 
vestigation of marketing of new cars by the 
Business and Consumer Interests Subcom- 
mittee (S. Rept. No. 2316). 

H. R. 9115, to provide that contributions 
received under Public Law 485, 80th Congress, 
for the construction of a merchant marine 
chapel shall be invested in Government ob- 
ligations pending their use for such con- 
struction (S. Rept. No. 2490). 

H. R. 9434, to amend section 216 (b) of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to 
provide for the maintenance of the Merchant 
Marine Academy. 

A list of the bills which passed the Senate 
is as follows: 

S. 602, to provide for greater safety of life 
and property at sea. 

S. 906, amending the Interstate Commerce 
Act to establish finality of contracts between 
the Government and common carriers. 

S. 978, to amend the Interstate Commerce 
Act in order to expedite and facilitate the 
termination of railroad reorganization pro- 
ceedings under sec. 77 of the Bankruptcy 
Act. 

S. 1763, life preservers for river steamers. 
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S. 1878, to amend the Merchant Marine 
Act (war- risk insurance). 

S. 1918, to amend section 9 of the Mer- 
chant Ship Sales Act of 1946. 

S. 2370, to authorize the sale of certain 
vessels to Brazil for use in the coastwise 
trade of Brazil. 

S. 2371, extension of emergency foreign 
merchant vessel acquisition and operating 
authority. 

S. 2389, granting commissioned officers of 
Coast and Geodetic Survey certain military 
benefits and rights during time of war. 

S. 2407, to amend the Ship Mortgage Act, 
1920. 

S. 2453, to amend the Communications Act 
of 1934, relating to radio equipment and 
radio operators on board ship. 

S. 2777, to provide transportation on 
Canadian vessels. 

S. 2802, to further encourage the distribu- 
tion of fishery products. 

S. 2814, to amend section 4153 of the Re- 
vised Statutes. 

S. 2818, biennial inspection of hulls and 
boilers of cargo vessels. 

S. 3185, to amend the Interstate Com- 
merce Act with respect to instruments evi- 
dencing the mortgage, lease, conditional sale, 
or bailment of motor vehicles sold to or 
owned by certain carriers. 

S. 3233, to amend the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, to provide permanent legislation 
for the transportation of a substantial por- 
tion of waterborne cargoes in United States- 
flag vessels. 

S. 3379, exemption of certain fabrics and 
wearing apparel from application to Flam- 
mable Fabrics Act. 

S. 3464, to provide for the carrying out of 
the agreement for the promotion of safety 
on the Great Lakes by means of radio. 

S. 3546, Emergency Ship Repair Act of 
1954. 

S. 3630, to permit the city of Philadelphia 
to further develop the Hog Island tract as an 
air, rail, and marine terminal. 

S. 3713, to give effect to the International 
Convention for the High Seas Fisheries of 
the North Pacific Ocean, signed at Tokyo, 
May 9, 1952. 

Senate Resolution 173, to investigate cer- 
tain problems relating to interstate and for- 
eign commerce. 

Senate Resolution 272, to commend States 
having legislation to prevent discarded re- 
frigerating units from becoming a menace to 
children and to urge consideration of sim- 
ilar legislation by other States. 

Senate Joint Resolution 67, to repeal cer- 
tain World War II laws relating to return 
of fishing vessels. 

Senate Joint Resolution 72, to authorize 
the Secretary of Commerce to sell certain 
vessels to citizens of the Republic of the 
Philippines; to provide for the rehabilitation 
of the interisland commerce of the Philip- 
pines, and for other purposes. 

Senate Joint Resolution 161 (H. J. Res. 
534), to authorize the Secretary of Commerce 
to sell certain war-built passenger-cargo 
vessels, and for other purposes. 

H. R. 1026, providing medical, surgical, and 
dental treatment and hospitalization for cer- 
tain officers and employees of the former 
Lighthouse Service. 

H. R. 4557, to amend section 319 of the 
Communications Act of 1934 with respect to 
permits for construction of radio stations. 

H. R. 4558, to amend section 309 (c) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, with respect 
to the time within which the Federal Com- 
munications Commission must act on pro- 
tests filed thereunder. 

H. R. 4559, to amend section 501 of the 
Communications Act of 1934, so that any 
offense punishable thereunder, except a sec- 
ond or subequent offense, shall constitute a 
misdemeanor rather than a felony. 

H. R. 6436, amending the Communications 
Act of 1934, 
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H. R. 5976, to amend section 1 of the Nat- 
ural Gas Act. 

H. R. 6870, to approve existing railway in- 
stallations and authorize further installa- 
tions on the batture in front of the Public 
Health Service Hospital property in New 
Orleans, La. 

H. R. 7380, authorizing the Secretary of 
Commerce to reconvey certain property to 
the city of Boulder, Colo. 

H. R. 7468, amending certain provisions of 
part II of the Interstate Commerce Act to 
provide for the regulation for purposes of 
safety and protection of the public, of cer- 
tain foreign motor carriers operating in the 
United States. 

H. R. 8357, to amend the Standard Con- 
tainer Act of May 21, 1928, to provide for a 
%-bushel basket for fruits and vegetables. 

H. R. 8538, revocation or denial of mer- 
chant marine documents to persons involved 
in certain narcotics violations. 

H. R. 1843, to increase retired pay of cer- 
tain members of the former Lighthouse 
Service. 

H. R. 9584, to protect rights of vessels of 
United States on the high seas and in terri- 
torial waters of foreign countries. 

H. R. 8647, to amend Revised Statutes 4426 
(exemption of certain small vessels from 
vessel inspection laws). 

Senate Resolution 292, to express the sense 
of the Senate for development of private 
aviation. 

H. R. 9868, to amend the Ship Mortgage Act 
to provide for the charter of a passenger ves- 
sel to the Hawaiian Steamship Co. 

H. R.9115, to provide that contributions 
received under Public Law 485, 80th Con- 

, for the construction of a merchant 
marine chapel shall be invested in Govern- 
ment obligations pending their use for such 
construction. 

H. R. 9987 (S. 3219), to amend certain pro- 
visions of title XI of Merchant Marine Act, 
1936, as amended, to facilitate private financ- 
ing of new ship construction, and for other 


purposes. 

A list of the bills and resolutions which 
were signed by the President and became 
public laws are as follows: 

S. 2370, to authorize the sale of certain 
vessels to Brazil for use in the coastwise 
trade of Brazil (Public Law 496). 

S. 2777, to provide transportation on Cana- 
dian vessels (Public Law 441). 

S. 2802, to further encourage the distribu- 
tion of fishery products (Public Law 466). 

Senate Joint Resolution 72, to authorize 
the Secretary of Commerce to sell certain 
vessels to citizens of the Republic of the 
Philippines; to provide for the rehabilitation 
of the interisland commerce of the Philip- 
pines, and for other purposes (Public Law 
469). 

H. R. 4557, to amend section 319 of the 
Communications Act of 1934 with respect to 
permits for construction of radio stations 
(Public Law 321). 

H. R. 4558, to amend section 309 (c) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, with respect 
to the time within which the Federal Com- 
munications Commission must act on pro- 
tests filed thereunder (Public Law 320). 

H. R. 4559, to amend section 501 of the 
Communications Act of 1934, so that any of- 
fense punishable thereunder, except a second 
or subsequent offense, shall constitute a mis- 
demeanor rather than a felony (Public Law 
814). 

H. R. 5976, to amend section 1 of the Natu- 
ral Gas Act (Public Law 323). 

H. R. 6276, to amend the Ship Mortgage 
Act, 1920 (Public Law 447). 

H. R. 6436, amending the Communications 
Act of 1934 (Public Law 345). 

H. R. 6870, to approve existing railway in- 
stallations and authorize further installa- 
tions on the batture in front of the Public 
Health Service hospital property in New 
Orleans, La. (Public Law 376). 
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H. R. 7380, authorizing the Secretary of 
Commerce to reconvey certain property to 
the city of Boulder, Colo. (Public Law 341). 

H. R. 8357, to amend the Standard Con- 
tainer Act of May 21, 1928, to provide for a 
three-eighths-bushel basket for fruits and 
vegetables (Public Law 434). 

H. R. 8538, revocation or denial of mer- 
chant marine documents to persons involved 
in certain narcotics violations (Public Law 


J: 

H. R. 7468, to amend section 203 (a) of In- 
terstate Commerce Act authorizing regula- 
tion of motor-carrier transportation in cer- 
tain instances (Public Law 522). 

S. 2371, to extend emergency foreign mer- 
chant vessel acquisition and operating au- 
thority of Public Law 101 of 77th Congress 
(Public Law 569). 

Senate Joint Resolution 161 (H. J. Res. 
534), to authorize Secretary of Commerce to 
sell certain war-built passenger cargo vessels 
(Public Law 553). 

5. 2389, granting commissioned officers of 
Coast and Geodetic Survey certain military 
benefits and rights during time of war (Pub- 
lic Law 593). 

S. 2408, to amend the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, to provide a national defense re- 
serye of tankers and to promote the construc- 
tion of new tankers, and for other purposes 
(Public Law 574). 

S. 3713, to give effect to the International 
Convention for the High Seas Fisheries of the 
North Pacific Ocean, signed at Tokyo, May 9, 
1952 (Public Law 579). 

Senate Joint Resolution 67, to repeal cer- 
oe War II laws relating to return 
0 ing vessels, and for other purposes 
(Public Law 580). z 

S. 2453, to amend the Communications Act 
of 1934, as amended, with respect to imple- 
menting the International Convention for 
the Safety of Life at Sea relating to radio 
equipment and radio operators on board ship 
(Public Law 584). 

S. 3464, to amend Communications Act of 
1934 in order to make certain provision for 
the carrying out of the Agreement for the 
Promotion of Safety on the Great Lakes by 
Means of Radio (Public Law 590). 

H. R. 1026, providing medical, surgical, and 
dental treatment and hospitalization for cer- 
tain officers and employees of the former 
Lighthouse Service, was vetoed by the Presi- 
dent (H. Doc. No. 429). 


REPORT ON ACTIVITIES OF WATER 
TRANSPORTATION SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE 


Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I have 
received from the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Water Transportation of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], a letter 
detailing the work of his subcommittee, 

I wish to express my very deep ap- 
preciation for the Senator's work. I 
know I express the appreciation of all 
members of the committee for the dili- 
gent work the subcommittee has con- 
ducted throughout the year, and the ac- 
complishments of the subcommittee. 

The Senator from Maryland is about 
to present a very important bill, which 
was reported by his subcommittee, and 
was approved unanimously by the In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce Commit- 
tee. 

This letter from the Senator from 
Maryland details the work of that sub- 
committee, which is one of the very im- 
portant subcommittees of the Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee. I 
wish to commend the Senator particu- 
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larly on the bill he is about to present 
to the Senate today. I think it will make 
effective the program attempted 2 years 
ago in our committee. I think it will 
bring into the shipbuilding industry 
much private money, without the ex- 
penditure of Government and taxpayers’ 
money, and will help to fill a great need 
in building up our shipping industry. 

I ask unanimous consent that I may 
place in the Recor at this time the let- 
ter from the chairman of the Subcom- 
mittee on Water Transportation, the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER]. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE 
AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
August 5, 1954. 
Hon. JohN W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Capitol, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran SENATOR Bricker: During the present 
session of the 83d Congress it was my privi- 
lege to be designated by you as head of the 
Water Transportation Subcommittee, han- 
dling legislation pertaining mainly to the 
American merchant marine. I think it only 
proper, as the Congress comes to a close, that 
I summarize for you what our subcommittee 
has done and what we hope to do in the near 
future. 

Let me stress at the outset our good for- 
tune in serving under you as chairman of 
the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee. Without your continuing sup- 
port and wise counsel our subcommittee 
efforts could not possibly have been so fruit- 
ful. Likewise I would like to take this oppor- 
tunity to express my sincere appreciation 
and admiration for the industry and ability 
of each of my subcommittee colleagues— 
Senators Porrer and Payne on the majority 
side, and Senators MAGNUSON and SMATHERS 
on the other. Leaders in the shipping and 
shipbuilding industries and in the inter- 
ested Government agencies, as well as offi- 
cials of maritime labor have generously as- 
serted that our subcommittee has accom- 
plished much of value during this session, If 
that is so, and I believe it is, it was made 
possible only by the unfailing assistance and 
cooperation of all concerned. 

And here I pause to observe that any state- 
ment of our progress would be incomplete if 
it failed to emphasize that the maritime in- 
dustry has had no better support from any 
Member of the Senate than it has had from 
the distinguished majority leader, Senator 
KNOWLAND, and from the very able chairman 
of the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senator BRIDGES. Senator KNOWLAND almost 
uniformly has given right of way to our bills, 
more than two-thirds of which were ap- 
proved within 10 days of their inclusion in 
the calendar. Senator BRIDGES was most con- 
siderate of our representations as to Govern- 
ment’s obligations to American shipping— 
and receptive to our pleas for funds to dis- 
charge those obligations. His willingness to 
accept the $18 million amendment to the 
supplemental appropriation bill for the 
emergency ship-repair program was but the 
latest instance of his courtesy and support 
in this respect. 

At the conclusion of this letter I will ap- 
pend a list of the maritime bills which have 
been approved by the Water Transportation 
Subcommittee and acted upon favorably by 
the Senate. Any account of legislation for 
the maritime industry must necessarily in- 
clude, however, not only a recital of what has 
been achieved, but, perhaps even more im- 
portant, what remains to be done. Despite 
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the definite gains made in the struggle to 
keep the American merchant marine alive 
and adequate to the requirements of peace 
or war, urgent needs remain to be filled. And 
the preparatory work to remedy these needs, 
or much of them, can and should be done in 
the months that will intervene before Con- 
gress again convenes in January next. 

Much has been said, necessarily, during 
this session about the depressed conditions 
in the shipbuilding and ship repair indus- 
try, and the lack of available cargoes which 
caused the lay-up of many American ships, 
especially in the tramp trade. However, the 
matters coming before the subcommittee did 
not deal solely with these matters. 

One of the primary concerns of the sub- 
committee has been the advancement of 
safety of life and property at sea. In this 
field there were five bills considered and 
passed, all of which will result, without 
question, in greater safety for both lives and 
property. One of the most persistent causes 
of catastrophies on the high seas has been 
the improper loading of certain types of car- 
goes, such as bulk grain, wheat, and the like, 
which have a tendency to shift unless prop- 
erly contained in their allotted spaces. One 
of the bills passed, S. 602, is addressed to 
the prevention of future troubles of this 
nature. 

Improved design of vessels has been an- 
other necessary consideration and our bill, 
S. 2814, as passed, would help matters greatly 
in this respect. Requirement of approved 
life preservers on river steamers to replace 
the unsatisfactory life rafts now in use, as 
provided in S. 1763, is of great importance. 
Likewise, provisions to authorize denial or 
revocation of seamen’s licenses to narcotic 
users or addicts is another long needed step 
in the right direction. 

Under the heading of national and public 
interest an impressive number of bills were 
reported and passed. One of them, S. 2408, 
made provision for adding needed strength 
to the strategic reserve tanker fleet. An- 
other, initiated entirely by our subcommit- 
tee, and cosponsored by many able Senators 
from both sides of the aisle, provides for an 
emergency ship repair program, to keep stra- 
tegic yards in operation, as well as to put 
selected vessels in the reserve fleet in ready 
condition, for immediate use in the event 
of an emergency. Other bills under this 
heading would strengthen diplomatic and 
trade relations with several foreign nations 
by permitting sale or charter to them of 
ships badly needed in their domestic trades. 
And on the Pacific, there was made possible 
the sale and charter of additional passenger 
vessels which will greatly advance the public 
convenience in those areas, while adding 
vastly to the defense potential in available 
troop transports. 

For the benefit of the shipping industry 
itself, which has been so hard hit by low- 
cost, foreign competition, measures of ut- 
most importance have been passed and to a 
large point developed by our subcommittee. 
Two especially stand out in this regard— 
one, the cargo preference, or 50-50 bill, to 
assure to the United States flag vessels, on 
a permanent basis, the transportation of 
at least 50 percent of all cargoes for the 
account of or financed by this Government. 
The other, S. 3219, to provide for private 
financing of ship construction. 

Our subcommittee’s hearings on the Com- 
merce Department’s very splendid Maritime 
Subsidy Policy Report focused the spotlight 
on a number of pressing problems which will 
have to be met within the immediate future. 

Of pressing importance to maritime labor, 
as well as to a large segment of American 
shipping engaged in the tramp trades, was 
the inquiry conducted by our subcommittee 
into the administration of the law dealing 
with the transfer of United States-flag ves- 
sels to foreign registry. The Maritime Ad- 
ministrator came before the subcommittee 
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at an open hearing, and outlined in detail 
the policies governing such transfers, fol- 
lowing which those who opposed or ques- 
tioned the transfer policy were heard at 
length. The subcommittee’s conclusion was 
that the law was not being improperly ad- 
ministered, but we urged the Maritime Ad- 
ministrator to exercise caution in acting on 
the many pending requests for foreign 
transfer. 

It seems especially appropriate to mention 
the successful efforts made by our subcom- 
mittee to have this Government meet its 
obligations to the shipping lines with regard 
to payment of operating differential subsi- 
dies, some of which had been overdue for 
years. 

The fourth and final phase of the subcom- 
mittee’s activities was centered wpon the 
shipyards of our country and here, I am sure, 
we have made a substantial contribution to 
the future security of the Nation. 

Besides initiating the ship repair program 
which, as passed and sent to the President, 
will undoubtedly prevent the closing of 
many vital yards and the loss of thousands 
of skilled shipworkers, our subcommittee has 
been most active, and successful, in its at- 
tempts to impress upon Congress and the ad- 
ministration the urgency of approving plans 
for new passenger vessels and tankers and 
for various other forms of new ship con- 
struction. These programs are of the ut- 
most importance to the Nation, and of im- 
mediate urgency to the shipyards, nearly all 
of which are facing imminent closing. 

Convinced that depressed conditions in 
American shipyards merited for them prefer- 
ential consideration over foreign shipyards 
for which contracts had been allotted under 
the Navy’s offshore ship procurement pro- 
gram, I felt it incumbent upon me as chair- 
man to urge that these contracts be placed 
in this country. As a result I was advised 
by Admiral Leggett, Chief of the Navy's Bu- 
reau of Ships, for whom I have the highest 
regard, that contracts totaling $27,500,000 
for minesweepers for the North Atlantic 
Treaty countries would be diverted back 
from European shipyards to yards in this 
country. 

During this session, likewise, in connection 
with our efforts on behalf of shipping and 
shipbuilding, we have developed a close 
working partnership with the responsible 
Government agencies, That relationship has 
been most effective in promoting the legis- 
lative and allied efforts deemed essential for 
the preservation and strengthening of these 
important segments of our peacetime and 
wartime economy. 

Most of the legislation immediately affect- 
ing the shipping and shipbuilding industies 
acted upon during the session was of the 
emergency type. Ships were being laid up, 
shipyards were closing or facing such action. 
Action had to be of such a nature as to af- 
ford prompt but, I fear, in some instances, 
piecemeal help, to keep these important 
facilities alive until more permanent meas- 
ures could be devised and enacted. 

The more important problems to be faced 
on a long-range basis are interrelated, neces- 
sarily. 

First, the private shipyards upon which 
the Department of Defense is placing heavy 
reliance must not be allowed to shut down 
or deteriorate to a standby status. This 
would be a catastrophe. If it is allowed to 
happen, a sudden emergency would find the 
Nation unable to meet the vast demands for 
new shipping that the defense authorities 
assert will be required. An atom war will 
not permit months or even years to organize 
our shipyards, as was the case in World 
Wars I and II. 

Second, the American merchant fleet is 
aging rapidly. Almost all of it was built 
during the war years. Before 10 years have 
passed this vast fleet will have passed its 
useful lifetime. Replacement of all these 
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vessels when that happens, within a 2- or 3- 
year period, will be absolutely impossible. 
Our shipyards couldn't begin to handle that 
many contracts—even if the necessary funds 
were available, a truly fantastic supposition. 

The sensible approach to such replace- 
ment, recommended in the Maritime Subsidy 
Policy Report of the Department of Com- 
merce, is an annual construction program of 
60 ocean-going ships a year. This is esti- 
mated to cost at least $400 million annually. 

Where the money to finance this p: 
would come from is, at this moment, a grave 
question. 

Under title V of the Merchant Marine Act 
of 1936, the Government is authorized to 
finance, and in some instances has financed, 
75 percent of the owner’s cost of construc- 
tion, on a 20-year basis, with interest on the 
unpaid balance at the rate of 3% percent 
per annum. There have been no losses to 
the Government under this program. But 
to obtain title V funds, appropriations must 
be sought. Accordingly, because of this 
budgetary obstacle, and in an attempt to 
encourage private financing of merchant ves- 
sel construction, the subcommittee worked 
with representatives of the shipping indus- 
try, the lending institutions, and the Gov- 
ernment agencies concerned to develop a 
private financing bill, S. 3219. Admittedly, 
encouragement of private financing of vessel 
construction is nothing new, witness Pub- 
lis Law 288, passed at the last session for 
the same purpose, but which apparently has 
not done the job. Indeed, title XI of the 
Merchant Marine Act is designed to encour- 
age private financing and has been on the 
books since 1938. But we believe S. 3219, if 
enacted, will do the private financing job 
in large part. 

The 1936 act, likewise, under section 206, 
authorized the establishment of a revolving 
fund for the financing of vessels to replace 
obsolete units. In recent years operation 
of this fund has been discontinued under 
provisos of the Commerce appropriation bills, 
However, one of the recommendations ad- 
vanced in the recently published Maritime 
Subsidy Policy Report of the Department of 
Commerce is that this revolving fund be re- 
activated and made available for use in 
connection with ship construction. The re- 

suggested that there be authorized for 
deposit in this fund appropriations for ship 
construction, receipts from sale of ship mort- 
gages, interest and principal payments of 
ship mortgages, and charter receipts. 

The report goes on to suggest that con- 
sideration be given to limiting the use of 
such funds for the purpose of paying the 
Government's share of ship construction. So 
great will be the need during the next 10 
years for funds to finance replacement of the 
aging merchant fleet that it will require ex- 
tensive participation from both Government 
and private sources. 

Our subcommittee proposes to go thor- 
oughly into this matter over the coming 
months with the responsible Government 
departments to the end that legislation which 
will reactivate the revolving fund may be 
developed for presentation to the Congress 
early in the next session. If the Nation 
is to have a privately owned merchant ma- 
rine beyond the next 10 years, a merchant 
marine of modern design, adequate in size 
to meet the needs of our economy during 
peacetime, let alone to serve as the fourth 
arm of defense in war or emergency, we must 
do everything possible now to assure that 
the necessary funds will be available. And, 
in our judgment, such a revolving fund is 
absolutely essential if this problem of re- 
placing our fleet, rapidly becoming obso- 
lescent, is to be met on anything like an 
adequate basis. 

Closely related with this No. 1 problem 
of merchant-vessel replacement is the basic 
American shipping policy question of sub- 
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sidies, or Government participation, as 
provided under the Merchant Marine Act 
of 1936. Are its provisions for such Gov- 
ernment aid as basically sound as they were 
in 1936, when the act was passed? 

So important is it that conflicting views 
on this matter be resolved, that I intend to 
present a resolution early in the new Con- 
gress which would authorize the setting up 
of a joint commission, made up of Mem- 
bers of both Houses of the Congress, as well 
as experts from budget, the General Account- 
ing Office, Commerce, and Treasury, plus rep- 
resentatives from the shipping industry and 
maritime labor. The objective of this joint 
commission will be to perform promptly a 
thorough review of the Merchant Marine Act 
of 1936, and to bring it into line with the 
needs not only of the present day but of this 
critical 10-year period ahead. 

The results of such a study as I shall pro- 
pose could help materially to clear the at- 
mosphere with respect to the congressional 
as well as the public attitude toward the 
merchant marine. The accomplishments, 
and the problems, of the merchant marine 
have never been adequately presented to 
the Congress or to the public. I believe the 
findings and recommendations of such a 
Commission as I have in mind, would be 
very helpful in dispelling some current mis- 
conceptions as to the proper place of the 
merchant marine in the national economic 
and security picture. Likewise, I have no 
doubt that such a study will enable us to 
spend the taxpayers’ merchant marine dol- 
lars more wisely than we are able to do to- 
day. 

A further aspect of the maritime situation 
that deserves the attention of the Congress, 
and particularly of our subcommittee, is the 
question of modernizing cargo handling, to 
cut costs, and thus to place American 
shipping in a better competitive position 
in the world market. It must be admitted 
that ship design and shore cargo-handling 
facilities have undergone little change in 
many years. Now, in recent years, new ship 
design and new mechanical facilities are 
being developed. They may point the way 
to a radical advancement. If so, American 
shipping may be able to improve its com- 
petitive position—and to reduce its need for 
operating subsidies. 

America has become the leading world 
power because of its technical ingenuity. 
Applied to shipping problems I feel confi- 
dent this ingenuity can do much to over- 
come the low-pay advantages of foreign 
shipping, to a point where American ship- 
ping can stand more and more on its own 
feet, and be less and less dependent upon 
Government aid to make up the difference 
between ship construction and operation 
here and abroad, 
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Following World War I. the President's 
Advisory Committee on Shipping found that 
“ocean shipping has lagged in the applica- 
tion of new techniques and methods of 
handling materials developed during the 
last 10 or 15 years. The great percentage of 
dry cargo is still handied in and out of 
holds of vessels with cargo booms and 
winches, in a method which has experienced 
little improvement, except in the winches 
themselves, in the last 100 years.” A study 
in this field by the Graduate School of 
Business Administration of Harvard Uni- 
versity found that cargo-handling costs in 
domestic shipping in prewar years aver- 
aged 41 percent of the cost of transporting 
cargo by water. More recent estimates 
place the “turn around” costs as high as 
65 percent. Here certainly should be an op- 
portunity for our shipping to lessen the cost 
differential now existing as regards foreign 
shipping. 

Likewise, as shown so clearly when the 
great port of Baltimore was called upon re- 
cently to handle a huge volume of traffic di- 
verted from other ports because of a dock 
strike, shoreside facilities for the speedy 
handling of ocean freight are as archaic as 
the loading facilities of the ships them- 
selves. 

Here is a problem, the challenge of which 
must be met, and met on a basis where all 
phases of the operation will be called upon 
to participate in the extensive moderniza- 
tion operations that undoubtedly will be 
required. 

We can lift the American shipping indus- 
try from the doldrums into which it has 
fallen, if we can alert all hands to the oppor- 
tunities for betterment that abound. Here 
is a field where the Federal Government can 
and should take the lead. Our subcommit- 
tee proposes to set the ball a-rolling, through 
hearings in which all interested parties will 
be invited and urged to participate freely. 

In closing let me say that one truly grati- 
fying aspect of the session’s activities was 
the bipartisan spirit in which the subcom- 
mittee functioned. In no single instance 
was there evidenced any desire on either 
side to pursue other than what seemed to 
be the wise and helpful course. No chair- 
man could haye had more complete support 
from the minority. Senator Macnuson’s 
broad experience in the maritime field, and 
his zeal for the betterment of that industry, 
were of outstanding value to our program, 

Now to complete the record, I submit for 
your consideration the session record of bills 
and resolutions handled by the Senate Water 
Transportation Subcommittee. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, 
Chairman, Senate Water Trans- 
portation Subcommittee. 


Public hearings held on all hills Session record on bills and resolutions handled by Senate 
Water Transportation Subcommittee 


Reported to Passed 

te Senate 
8. J. Res. 67. Repeal World War II laws June 28,1954 | July 6, 1954 
S. 602. Bulk grain stora; — May 12, 1954 May 17, 1954 
8. 1763. June 28,1954 July 6, 1954 
S. 1878. Apr. 15, 1954 * — 19, 1954 
S. 2370. ay 3, 1954 ay 11, 1954 
S. 2371. Mar, 24,1954 May 4, 1954 
8. 2389. July 7,1954 July 10, 1954 

8. 2407. oe ia 15,1954 | Apr. 19,1 

8. 2777. ar. 24, 1954 | Apr. 5,1 
S. 2814. Admeasurement of vessels Apr. 15, 1954 2 19, 1954 

8. 2818. Apr. „1954 ay 

8. 3219. July 14. 1954 br 
— —— — 5 — w 83 poe 15, 1954 

5 une 10 
S. 3732. To authorize charter Aug. 4, 1954 5 
H. R. 8538. Denial or revocation of seamen’s license for narcotic violations... June 28,1954 July 6, 1954 
H. R. 8647. Small vessel inspect ions CL TOE aes Beare 
H. J. Res. 534. Sale vessels to American President Lines, Ltd July 6,1954 | July 8, 1954 


1954 


HEARINGS HELD, NO REPORT ISSUED 

S. 3610, to establish Merchant Marine 
Academy (approval withheld at request of 
Secretary of Commerce, pending Depart- 
ment’s study of Academy’s operations), See 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, July 23, 1954, page 
11576. 

S. 3620, transfer of certain Coast Guard 
property. 

OTHER HEARINGS CONDUCTED PURSUANT TO SEN= 
ATE RESOLUTION 173, 83D CONGRESS 

Inquiry into administration by Maritime 
Administrator of the law dealing with trans- 
fers of United States-flag vessels to foreign 
registry. 

Public presentation, by Under Secretary 
of Commerce for Transportation, Robert B. 
Murray, Jr., of the report of the Department's 
study on maritime subsidy policy. 


Mr. BUTLER. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio for his very generous remarks, 
I have never enjoyed anything so much 
as I have enjoyed acting as chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Water Transpor- 
tation under the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio, as chairman of the full Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

Mr. BRICKER. The Senator is most 
gracious. He has done an excellent job 
which more than justifies all the com- 
ments I have made. 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator is very 
kind. 


ACTIVITIES OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
BANKING AND CURRENCY, 83D 
CONGRESS, 2D SESSION 


Mr. BRICKER, Mr. President, since 
the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] became chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency, he has 
directed the professional staff of the 
committee to prepare a summary of the 
activities of the committee during each 
session of the Congress. 

This summary is in the nature of a 
report to the Congress and to the people 
of the legislative activities of the com- 
mittee. 

For the first session of the 83d Con- 
gress, the document ran about 50 pages. 

The report for the second session is 
now in preparation. It will be compre- 
hensive, covering all activities since the 
beginning of the second session of the 
83d Congress. It will run possibly 80 
pages. 

Inasmuch as it is not feasible to file 
the report prior to the adjournment of 
the Congress, I ask unanimous consent 
for and on behalf of the chairman of the 
committee, who is absent from the Sen- 
ate on official business, to file such re- 
port, entitled “Summary of Activities 
of Senate Committee on Banking and 
Currency, 83d Congress, Second Ses- 
sion,” after the adjournment of the Con- 
gress, and to have it printed as a Senate 
document. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SOME IMPORTANT ASPECTS OF THE 
TAX REVISION BILL 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the 

Congress recently passed and the Presi- 


dent has signed into law one of the most 
important pieces of legislation in the 
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history of this Nation. Trefer, of course, 
to the general tax revision bill, the first 
undertaking of its kind in three-quarters 
of a century. 

I was privileged to be a member of the 
Senate Finance Committee which, under 
the able chairmanship of the junior 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], 
spent more than 10 weeks studying this 
bill. Its effects upon the general econ- 
omy and welfare have been noted many 
times and by many highly placed per- 
sons. Any bill, Mr. President, which can 
save American taxpayers $1.4 billion, of 
which $827 million will directly benefit 
individuals, is worthy of notice. 

Every citizen will benefit directly or 
indirectly from this revision bill, which 
has produced tax savings that surpass 
any previous total in the history of Con- 
gress. There are those, of course, who 
for partisan and personal reasons carp 
at isolated parts of the bill, but I am 
proud and happy that this administra- 
tion has thus helped fulfill its campaign 
pledge to “reduce Government spending 
and thereby permit lower taxation.” 

Here are just a few figures that should 
interest the American people. These 
are some of the benefits of this legisla- 
tion: 8.5 million people will benefit from 
medical deductions; 7 million will be 
taxed less on dividends; 2.1 million peo- 
ple will get relief from “working mother” 
provisions of the bill; from tax cuts in 
retirement, 1.8 million; 1.6 million citi- 
zens will gain from changes on install- 
ments; from the new dependent rule, 1.3 
million; from the soil conservation rule, 
500,000 people; from easier depreciation, 
9.6 million plus 600,000 corporations. 

We must not forget, either, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that it was the cuts we have made 
in Government spending—particularly 
the $12 billion trimmed from the Tru- 
man budget for fiscal 1954—which made 
a 10 percent income tax cut practicable. 
This will save the American public $3 
billion—and a lot of short tempers. 

In April of this year, Congress also 
voted a billion-dollar excise tax reduc- 
tion which took a lot of necessities off the 
so-called luxury lists. In my own State 
of Utah the fact that the admission tax 
to rodeos and historical pageants was 
eliminated means the difference between 
profit and loss to many cities and towns 
where such entertainment is an impor- 
tant part of our life. 

It has been estimated that these excise 
tax cuts alone will save about $20 per 
household and that all the tax cuts made 
by the Eisenhower administration—in 
just 2 short years—will put an additional 
$100 in the pocket of the average tax- 
payer. 

Mr. President, I request unanimous 
consent to have a digest of the tax revi- 
sion bill, H. R. 8300, printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection the digest 
was ordered printed as follows: 

DEPENDENTS 

First. A parent can claim a deduction of 
$600 for each child regardless of the child’s 
earnings if the child is under 19 and the 
parent continues to furnish more than half 
the child’s support. 

Second. A parent can also claim the $600 
dependency deduction for a child over 18 re- 
gardiess of the child’s earnings if the child 
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is attending school or college, or receiving 
on-the-farm training, and the parent con- 
tinues to furnish more than half the child’s 
support, 

Third. An aged parent or other dependent 
cared for by several members of a family 
can be claimed as deduction by one of the 
members of the family. 

Fourth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 de- 
pendence deduction for a foster child. 

Fifth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 depend- 
ency deduction for a child awaiting adoption. 

Sixth. A taxpayer can claim a $600 depend- 
ency deduction for any other person, regard- 
less of relationship, if the taxpayer supports 
that person in his home. 3 

Seventh. A taxpayer can claim a $600 de- 
pendency deduction for a cousin who is insti- 
tutionalized because of physical or mental 
illness. 

Savings to taxpayers, $85 million, 

CHILD-CARE EXPENSES 

First. Single working parents, such as a 
widow, are allowed a deduction up to $600 
for the expense of child care for children up 
to 12 years of age. 

Second. The same deduction is allowed 
for a married woman who must work because 
her husband is incapacitated. 

Third. The same deduction is allowed with 
respect to any dependent, regardless of age, 
who is mentally or physically incapable of 
caring for himself. 

Fourth. A similar deduction is allowed a 
married woman if the combined income of 
her husband and herself does not exceed 
$5,100. 

Savings to taxpayers, $130 million. 


MEDICAL EXPENSES 


First. Medical expenses can be deducted 
when they exceed 3 percent of income, in- 
stead of 5 percent as under present law. 

Second. Example: a family with $3,000 
gross income and medical expenses of $150 
will be able to deduct $60. The same family 
can deduct nothing today. 

Third. The bill doubles the present maxi- 
mum limit on the amount that can be de- 
ducted. 

Savings to taxpayers, $80 million. 


HEAD OF FAMILY 


First. A single taxpayer who has a de- 
pendent son or daughter will be entitled dur- 
ing the first 2 years after the death of his 
spouse to the same income-splitting privilege 
as is accorded married couples. 

Second. A single individual can receive 
half the benefits of income splitting if he has 
a dependent parent and if the taxpayer main- 
tains a household for the father or mother. 

Savings to taxpayers, $11 million. 


RETIREMENT INCOME CREDIT 


First. All retired people 65 and over, in- 
cluding schoolteachers, firemen, policemen, 
and civil servants, will in effect be exempt 
on all retirement income up to $1,200. This 
will mean a tax reduction for these retired 
people of up to $240 a year. 

Second. Example: A retired single individ- 
ual over 65 who has a total retirement income 
of $3,000 today pays about $300 in income tax. 

Under the bill, his tax is reduced to $60, 
a saving of $240. 

Third. The same exemption will extend to 
individuals under 65 if they receive a pension 
from a public retirement system, such as do 
teachers. 

Savings to taxpayers, $141 million. 

CREDIT PURCHASES 

The bill allows a deduction for interest up 
to 6 percent on installment purchases. 

Total saving to taxpayers, $10 million. 

CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS 

The bill increases from 20 to 30 percent the 
allowable deduction for charitable contribu- 
tions to churches, hospitals, and educational 


institutions. 
Total saving to taxpayers, $25 million. 
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AID TO FARMERS 


First. Deductions up to 25 percent of farm 
income are allowed for soil and water con- 
servation. 

Second. The bill permits more rapid write- 
off of the expense of farm machinery, equip- 
ment and construction. 

Third. Removes tax on the proceeds of the 
sale of cattle when the sale is necessitated 
by disease. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 

SICKNESS AND ACCIDENT PLANS 

First. Premiums paid by employers to 
health and accident plans will not be taxable 
to their employees. 

Second. All accident and health benefits 
paid as reimbursement for actual medical 
expenses to employees, their wives, or chil- 
dren, are completely exempted from tax. 

Third. Payments to employees for loss of 
wages due to injury or illness are exempted up 
to $100 a week. 

Savings to taxpayers: No estimate possible. 


DEATH BENEFITS 


The bill exempts all death benefits up to 
$5,000 paid by an employer to the widow or 
other beneficiary of an employee. 

Savings to taxpayers: No estimate possible. 


PENSIONS AND ANNUITIES 


In addition to the $1,200 exemption ex- 
tended to retirement income, the bill also 
provides a simpler method for taxation of 
pensions and annuities, ends annual 3-per- 
cent tax paid on annuities and provides in- 
stead a method of computing tax on basis of 
cost divided by years of life expectancy. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 


DIVIDEND CREDIT 


First. Excludes first $50 in dividends from 
taxation and provides a credit against tax 
equal to 4 percent of the balance. 

Second. Example: An individual with $50 
or less in dividends from his savings will be 
entirely exempt from tax on that amount. 

Third. Example: An individual with $250 
in dividends from his savings will exclude the 
first $50 entirely, and then reduce his total 
tax by $8—4 percent of the balance of $200. 

Savings to taxpayers, $204 million, 

DEPRECIATION 

The bill will permit the more liberal write- 
off of the cost of new equipment. For ex- 
ample, in the first year of life of new equip- 
ment, the taxpayer will be able to write off 
twice the amount now allowed. 

Savings to taxpayers, $375 million, of which 
$75 million represents savings to individuals 
such as farmers, shopkeepers, and salesmen. 

DECLARATIONS OF ESTIMATED TAX 

The requirements are eased for filing dec- 
larations of estimated tax. Upward of a 
million taxpayers will be relieved of the 
present requirement for filing. 

FILING TAX RETURNS 

Tax returns will be due April 15 instead of 
March 15, giving taxpayers 1 additional 
month in which to prepare their final tax 
returns and make their final tax payments. 

RESEARCH AND EXPERIMENTATION 

The bill grants taxpayers an option to 
either deduct as an expense or to amortize 
research and experimental expenditures. 

No revenue estimate possible. The pro- 
vision is designed to encourage business re- 
search with the objective of creating new 
products, new processes, and new jobs. 


METHODS OF ACCOUNTING 


The bill brings tax-accounting rules into 
harmony with business accounting thereby 
eliminating to a great extent the necessity 
for taxpayers to maintain two sets of books. 
It provides realistic computation of net in- 
come for tax purposes in conformity with 
sound business practices. 

Savings to taxpayers, $47 million. 
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‘DEPLETION 

The bill increases the rate of percentage 
depletion on a variety of critical and stra- 
tegic minerals in order to encourage the de- 
velopment of domestic sources of supply. 

Savings to taxpayers, $34 million. 

PARTNERSHIPS 

First. The bill adopts comprehensive pro- 
visions concerning the tax treatment of part- 
ners and partnerships in order to remove 
confusion of existing law. Principal objec- 
tives are simplicity, flexibility, and equity 
between partners. 

Second. Certain proprietorships and part- 
nerships are given the option to be taxed 
as corporations. 

Savings to taxpayers, $20 million. 

INVENTIONS 

The bill extends capital-gains treatment 
to proceeds realized by an inventor on the 
sale or exchange of a patent. 

No revenue estimate possible. The new 
provision is designed to encourage inven- 
tion and thereby promote a healthy economy 
and an improving standard of living. 


NET OPERATING LOSS 


The bill extends the net operating loss 
carryback to 2 years and makes certain other 
adjustments. 

Savings to taxpayers, $120 million. 

LIFE INSURANCE 

The bill lessens the estate tax on the pro- 
ceeds of certain life-insurance policies. 

Savings to individual taxpayers, $25 mil- 
lion. 

CONSOLIDATED RETURNS 

The bill removes the 2 percent penalty 
tax with respect to consolidated returns filed 
by regulated public utilities. 

Savings to taxpayers, $35 million. 

IMPROPER ACCUMULATIONS 

The bill eases the penalty tax on certain 
accumulated earnings in order that business, 
especially small businesses may have greater 
freedom in retaining their funds for legiti- 
mate business purposes. 

Savings to taxpayers, $10 million. 


CORPORATION INCOME TAX 


The bill extends for 1 year the present 
52 percent corporation income tax. 
Total increase in revenue, $1.2 billion. 


AMENDMENT OF MERCHANT 
MARINE ACT OF 1936 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consid- 
eration of Calendar No. 2054, House bill 
9987, to amend certain provisions of title 
XI of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
as amended, to facilitate private financ- 
ing of new-ship construction, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 9987) 
to amend certain provisions of title XI 
of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as 
amended, to facilitate private financing 
of new-ship construction, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Maryland. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Maryland yield to the Sen- 
ator from Texas? 
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Mr.. BUTLER, I am happy to yield, 
provided I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wonder if the Senator from Mary- 
land would agree to yield for the purpose 
of suggesting the absence of a quorum, 
with the understanding that the Sena- 
tor will not lose his right to the floor, 
and with the further understanding 
that we shall attempt to rescind the 
order for the quorum call. 

Mr. BUTLER. I am happy to do so. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr, BUTLER. Mr. President, I am 
about to make some brief remarks in 
connection with the bill, H. R. 9987, pro- 
viding for private financing of merchant 
ships. 

Before doing so, however, I wish to say 
to the Senate that my friend and col- 
league, the senior Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], who was the 
cosponsor of the Senate bill, S. 3219, the 
companion bill to the House bill, is very 
much interested in this legislation, but 
he is now in a meeting of the policy com- 
mittee and is unable to be present. He 
asked me to make this brief statement 
evidencing his interest in the bill. 

Also, Mr. President, I note the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Macnuson] is not 
present. I wish to state for the purposes 
of the Recor that during the considera- 
tion of this bill in the hearings, the 
Senator from Washington objected to 
the bill, and when we reported it, I 
think he voted against it. He did so not 
because he was not in favor of the bill 
or the objectives of the bill, but because 
he believed that the Government should 
make all ship-construction funds avail- 
able as heretofore under title V of the 
Merchant Marine Act of 1936. The com- 
mittee, with the exception of the Sena- 
tor from Washington, felt that the fi- 
nancing of ship construction was a job 
which should be undertaken by private 
enterprise. We felt that, unless the job 
was undertaken by private enterprise, 
we would be continually, as we have been 
in the past, encountering difficulty in 
obtaining appropriations sufficient to 
keep our merchant fleet from deteriorat- 
ing and becoming obsolescent. 

With that brief statement, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I shall proceed to discuss the bill. 

Mr. President, the bill, H. R. 9987, 
would further amend title XI of the 
Merchant Marine Act of 1936 in order to 
facilitate private financing of new ship 
construction and for other purposes. As 
Senators probably know, there presently 
are 2 statutory means by which owners 
of American-flag vessels may finance 75 
percent of the owner's cost of construc- 
tion in American yards. Title V of the 
Merchant Marine Act of 1936 provides 
for such financing by way of direct Gov- 
ernment loans at 31⁄2 percent interest, to 
be paid back by the ship owner over the 
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life of the vessel. This method calls for 
appropriations; and due to budgetary 
practices these loans, which in the past 
have proven to be sound investments, are 
considered as expenditures. 

Since 1938 the Merchant Marine Act 
has provided, through title XI, for Gov- 
ernment insurance of loans made by 
private lending institutions to those who 
desire to build American-flag ships in 
American yards. There has been very 
little private financing of new ship con- 
struction under title XI of the 1936 act, 
as amended. The reason that private 
lending institutions are unwilling to lend 
money for such a purpose is that, until 
last year, there were defects in title XI 
which could cause the lending institu- 
tions trouble in the event of default by 
the borrower. 

First, difficult, tedious, expensive, and 
long-drawn- out foreclosure proceedings. 
Second, the necessity for the lending in- 
stitution to become actively engaged in 
the shipping business in the event of 
default by the borrower. 

Last year in an attempt to make title 
XI workable as an effective alternative 
to title V, Congress passed Public Law 
288. Because of what appears to be an 
unworkable interest-rate provision which 
we wrote into that law, and because of 
the requirement that in the event of 
default by the borrower the lending insti- 
tutions surrender all collateral obtained 
from the borrower, even though a maxi- 
mum of 90 percent insurance of the loan 
was permitted, that law has not brought 
forth any private financing of new ship 
construction. 

Therefore, early this session S. 3219 
and its House companion bill, H. R. 9987 
were introduced. As our report on S. 
3219 makes clear, these bills, as intro- 
duced, contained certain objectionable 
features. Every one of those objection- 
able features has been removed. The 
bill is now unanimously approved by all 
segments of the shipping and shipbuild- 
ing industries and maritime labor. In- 
deed, every Government agency con- 
cerned has carefully examined it and 
urges its enactment. The letters of the 
General Accounting Office, the Treasury 
Department, Department of Commerce 
and the Bureau of the Budget appear 
in our committee report. As you will 
note, they recommend enactment of this 
bill. The technical amendments which 
they have proposed are now embodied 
in H. R. 9987 which we here have under 
consideration. 

There are only two things in this bili 
which should be stressed. First, the bill 
will not permit any windfall profits such 
as we have all been concerned with of 
late by reason of certain FHA appraisal 
abuses. In a great majority of cases, the 
Secretary of Commerce is expressly for- 
bidden to pay as insurance any amount 
in excess of 90 percent of 75 percent of 
the amount of money actually paid by 
the mortgagor or borrower for the con- 
struction, reconstruction or recondition- 
ing of the vessel in question. 

In certain instances, for special-pur- 
pose vessels which the Secretary of De- 
fense has certified are essential to the 
national defense, the Secretary of Com- 
merce May pay as insurance up to but 
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not exceed 8714 percent of the amount 
paid by or for the account of the mort- 
gagor or borrower. Therefore, in all cir- 
cumstances, the borrower out of his own 
capital must have invested at least 1242 
percent of his actual cost of construc- 
tion; and, in most instances, at least 25 
percent of such costs. Accordingly, I 
state without equivocation that having 
incorporated into this bill the safeguards 
recommended by the General Account- 
ing Office and the Treasury Department, 
there can be no windfalls. 

Second, I wish to stress, as does our 
report on S. 3219, that in urging enact- 
ment of this bill we are merely trying 
to make workable for the first time the 
private financing provisions of the 
Merchant Marine Act. We tried last 
year. We failed. This bill should do 
the job. But, and this I emphasize, in 
urging enactment of this bill, we are not 
suggesting that private financing should 
become a substitute for public financing 
under title V. Title XI has never been 
more than an alternative for title V 
financing, and it is not our intention to 
alter that situation in any way by this 
bill. In appropriate cases it is hoped and 
expected that the Administration will 
employ title V for the worthy purposes 
for which it was originally enacted. 

In closing, let me state that I am con- 
vinced that this bill, the enactment of 
which has been unaniinously urged by 
Government agencies, shipping and ship- 
building industries and maritime labor, 
will bring forth a substantial amount of 
private financing of ship construction. 
In my opinion, it is essential that it do 
so because various other important mari- 
time bills which we have passed this year 
might well be made relatively ineffective 
if this bill is not passed. I have refer- 
ence in particular to the tanker long- 
term charter bill, the trade-in-and-build 
tanker program and the construction of 
the four large passenger vessels by Grace 
and Mormack. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maryland yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I am very happy to 
yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I congratulate the 
Senator on the very fine work which he 
has done in connection with this piece 
of proposed legislation. I think he de- 
veloped well before the full committee 
that under existing law, even though it 
appeared to be very generous insofar as 
the shipbuilders are concerned, and even 
though one could properly believe they 
would be encouraged to build new ships, 
nonetheless, no ships were being built. 

Mr. BUTLER. There has not been a 
single application under Public Law 288. 

Mr. SMATHERS. It was made clear 
that if we were ever to get any ship con- 
struction under way, it would require 
legislation of this nature. So, Mr. Pres- 
ident, I wish personally to subscribe to 
what the Senator from Maryland has 
said, and to associate myself with him in 
his statement. I think the passage of 
the bill will result in an improved ship- 
building industry in the United States. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I wish 
to say to my dear friend from Florida, 
who is always very constructive in his 
thought and in his actions as a member 
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of the committee, that I hope we can 
now under this bill build a strong and 
virile American merchant marine. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maryland yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I should 
like to join with my distinguished col- 
league from Florida in his expression of 
appreciation of the work of the Senator 
from Maryland, because my interest and 
attention have been enlisted in merchant 
marine activities. From the short time 
I have had an opportunity to serve on 
the committee, it is my belief that, under 
the very capable and able leadership of 
the chairman of the subcommittee, the 
distinguished Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. BUTLER] and because of the great 
interest and concern he and all the mem- 
bers of the committee have shown in the 
subject, we have made a very real con- 
tribution to the future of the merchant 
marine. I know the work is appreci- 
ated by everyone concerned with that ac- 
tivity. 

Mr. BUTLER. I thank my colleague 
from Maine. He has been most cooper- 
ative and has really done more work on 
this bill than has any other one member 
of the subcommittee. I held some hear- 
ings on the question, but the Senator 
from Maine began in the early stages and 
did a great deal of work on the bill. The 
people of the country should give him 
well-deserved credit. I believe the bill 
will go a long way toward assuring a 
strong and virile merchant marine, 
which we so badly need. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the remarks of the Senator from 
Maryland, but I feel that the distin- 
guished Senator is entirely too chari- 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REYNOLDs in the chair). The bill is open 
to amendment. If there be no amend- 
ment to be proposed, the question is on 
the third reading and passage of the bill. 

The bill (H. R. 9987) was ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the companion bill Sen- 
ate bill 3219 is indefinitely postponed. 


THE DROUGHT-RELIEF PROGRAM 


Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to make a very few brief observa- 
tions concerning the functioning or the 
lack of functioning of the drought-relief 
program which is supposed to be in ef- 
fect in this Nation today. 

In my State, as in other agricultural 
areas of the Nation, there have been 
some very severe conditions due to pro- 
longed drought and the terrific heat 
which has all but destroyed this year’s 
crops, particularly the hay crops and the 
feed and grain crops. There are coun- 
ties in my State in which farmers who 
own a few head of cattle have been com- 
pelled to place them on the market be- 
cause they were unable to feed them. 
They have watched them lose 75 to 100 
pounds of beef to the acre. 

The Department of Agriculture, after 
being importuned by the Governor of 
the State of Georgia and Members of 
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the congressional delegation, did request 
that a survey be conducted within the 
State of Georgia to determine as to 
whether any of the aid available under 
existing law might be extended to the 
farmers of that State. 

The survey was conducted by Mr. R. L. 
Vansant, State director of the Farmers 
Home Administration activities in my 
State, a committee consisting of the head 
of the Extension Service, the Associate 
Director of the Extension Service, the 
chairman of the State agricultural stab- 
ilization committee, who, incidentally, 
received his appointment in this admin- 
istration, and by the agricultural statis- 
tician in charge of the agricultural 
marketing service, and by representatives 
of various State departments. 

Mr. President, the recommendations 
which grew out of the survey indicated 
that 108 counties in my State where 
farming is carried on extensively should 
be included in any drought disaster re- 
lief program. 

The survey also indicated that there 
were 32 agricultural counties of my 
State which did not have sufficient hay 
to last for 30 days. Out of the entire 
State, with 159 counties, only 14 coun- 
ties were indicated as having hay for 
sale. 

Mr. President, this report is dated Au- 
gust 7. It so happens that I have known 
Mr. Vansant for more than 40 years. 
We graduated in the class of 1914 as 
classmates at the Seventh District Agri- 
cultural and Mechanical School at Pow- 
der Springs, Ga. We were classmates at 
the University of Georgia. There is no 
more careful or painstaking public ser- 
vant in the employ of the United States 
Government than is R. L. Vansant. The 
members of the committee are men of 
good character and thoroughly familiar 
with the agricultural situation in Geor- 
gia. Despite the fact that the report 
was forwarded to Washington under date 
of August 7, to this date no action what- 
ever has been taken to extend any aid 
whatever to the drought-stricken areas 
of my State. 

I have always tried to avoid a partisan 
approach to any question, or to impute 
partisanship to anyone else, but I can 
but wonder, when I observe counties in 
States all over the land which are desig- 
nated as drought areas, entitled to re- 
ceive at least some measure of relief, why 
there has been such an unconscionable, 
unreasonable delay in dealing with the 
very severe situation in my own State. 

At this very hour we are pushing upon 
those behind the Iron Curtain, in the 
Communist satellite states, who have 
suffered from flood and other disasters, 
all kinds of relief for the benefit of the 
people who have been stricken. Yet, 
here we have American citizens who are 
unable to make their voices heard in 
the Department of Asriculture, so as to 
be placed upon the list of those who are 
entitled to the treatment which their 
fellow citizens in other areas are receiv- 
ing, and who have suffered no worse dis- 
aster than that which has befallen agri- 
culture in the State of Georgia. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] some weeks 
ago made a statement on the floor of the 
Senate as to the very large measure of 
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aid which had been extended to one of 
the largest farms in the United States, 
the owners of the King Ranch in Texas. 
It is appalling to me that the little peo- 
ple of the country—and most of them 
are little people and small farmers— 
cannot make their voices heard and 
secure any recognition whatever even 
though they are in dire distress. 

I realize that this late in the session it 
is perhaps impossible to secure any 
legislative drought relief. But I shall 
take the occasion, in the days to come, 
if I am spared to serve in the Senate, 
to express my deep resentment of the 
very cavalier treatment which has been 
given to the farmers of Georgia with 
respect to extending to them the same 
measure of relief which has been ex- 
tended to farmers similarly situated in 
a number of other States of the Nation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am advised that 
the Department has only $15 million 
available for its share of the aid pro- 
gram, This strikes me as being much 
too small, although the Department has 
not asked for any money. Does the 
Senator from Georgia think that $15 
million is an adequate amount? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I understand that in 
the hay program, the only aid which the 
Department extends it to pay half the 
cost of the freight on the hay to the 
drought areas. Even at that, I should 
think that $15 million would be far 
from sufficient. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
think that that is adequate participa- 
tion, considering the conditions as he 
understands them to be? 

Mr, RUSSELL. No, I do not; but the 
difficulty in my State is that there is no 
participation of any nature whatsoever. 
I have taken occasion to look into some 
legislation on the situation. Public Law 
480, of the 83d Congress, title 3, extends 
about as sweeping a grant of power as it 
is possible to extend to deal with these 
matters. Other laws also are available, 
and are now being applied in other 
areas of the Nation. In my own State, 
I know of my own knowledge of farmers 
whose entire crops have been destroyed 
by the prolonged drought and the ex- 
treme heat, who have been unable to ob- 
tain any relief whatsoever. 

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at the 
conclusion of my remarks the text of a 
report and recommendations made by 
the committee, together with part of the 
attachment thereto. I did not have time 
to have all of the attachments typewrit- 
ten for printing in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

(See exhibit A.) 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one other question? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does not the Sen- 
ator from Georgia think it might be pos- 
sible for the administration to work out a 
way to make available some of the sur- 
plus grains for feed purposes on a basis 
which would be more helpful than the 
so-called 60-cent program? Let us as- 
sume that the Senator is able to have his 
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area certified. The difficulty then is 
that after certification, the aid which is 
provided is very small in extent. 

While in my State 11 counties have 
been certified for some time, the amount 
of assistance is so small and so inade- 
quate that it is not of great benefit. Six- 
ty cents on 100 pounds of feed, the 
market price of which has substantially 
advanced, is not a great amount of aid. 

The Senator is familiar with the ex- 
tent of surplus grain in storage, belong- 
ing to the Government, which, as he has 
said, is being offered to countries like 
Hungary. Is there any reason why some 
way could not be worked out to make the 
grain available to our own stricken 
farmers on a basis which would be really 
helpful? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I have said that, in my 
opinion, there is adequate authority un- 
der the law, if there were only a will to 
afford relief. The Senator from Arkan- 
sas has had experience with the program, 
because some of the counties of his State 
have been able to receive aid. In my 
State we have had no experience what- 
soever with it, and that is the chief basis 
of my complaint. The benefits of the 
aid program have not been applied in 
Georgia. 

I did not give the figures a few mo- 
ments ago, but I have before me the 
Record containing the statement of the 
senior Senator from Delaware, in which 
he stated that the King Ranch has re- 
ceived relief in the amount of $32,585. 
That is one farmer, one ranch, in the 
State of Texas. We have been unable 
to have even one county in Georgia in- 
‘cluded in the program. Iam only asking 
that the impoverished and drought- 
stricken farmers of Gecrgia receive the 
same treatment as the millionaire 
ranch owners. of Texas who received 
relief amounting to $32,000. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Perhaps the relief 
afforded the King Ranch is adequate, 
but every letter I have received indi- 
cates that the relief is not adequate for 
a farmer who has lost all his feed and 
hay, to afford him the privilege of going 
to a dealer and being allowed a 60-cent 
certificate on a bag of feed which cost 
$3.50. ‘That is very slight assistance to 
the farmers in northwest Arkansas, who 
are trying to keep their dairy herds to- 
gether. So even if farmers in the Sen- 
ator’s State of Georgia are able to get 
their counties certified, I will guarantee 
that that will not be of much help. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am asking only the 
same measure of relief under the pro- 
gram as others who are in distress. Ido 
not say I would be satisfied with that 
relief, but certainly I would be satisfied 
with no less than the treatment accorded 
other agricultural counties of the Nation. 


ExHIRTT A 


RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE DESIGNATION OF 
DROUGHT AREA EMERGENCY FEED PROGRAM 


Pursuant to your directions to me by tele- 
phone on July 28, a survey of the drought 
conditions in Georgia has been completed 
and the recommendations of the temporary 
State USDA drought committee and sup- 
porting data are transmitted herewith. 

The day following your request, I met with 
the dean of the College of Agriculture and 
director, extension service, Dr. C. C. Mur- 
ray, Mr. W. A. Sutton, associate director of 
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extension service; Mr. John F. Bradley, 
chairman, State agricultural stabilization 
committee; Mr. D: L, Floyd, agricultural sta- 
tis*ician in charge, Agricultural Marketing 
Service; Mr, J. C. Holton, representing the 
Governor of Georgia and the Georgia com- 
missioner of agriculture. Also present were 
members of the staffs of each official present. 
This group considered the request for a sur- 
vey and decided upon the exact information 
to obtain and the means of doing so. 

A directive, along with the questionnaire, 
was mailed immediately to all county 
Farmers Home Administration offices in the 
State, with the request that the reports be 
mailed to me not later than August 4. In 
most locations this gave only 3 days in which 
to complete the survey and prepare the re- 
port. All reports were received by August 6. 
On the afternoon of August 6 the temporary 
State USDA drought committee met and con- 
sidered individually the conditions in each 
county in the State, using the information 
obtained by the survey, information made 
available by the USDA Agricultural Market- 
ing Service, personal observations of those 
present who, as a group, have seen condi- 
tions in every section of the State during 
the past few weeks. Present at this meeting 
were Mr. Bradley, Mr. Floyd, Mr. Holton, 
Mr. L, I. Skinner, Assistant Director of Ex- 
tension Service, Mr. Charles O’Kelley, Econo- 
mist, Extension Service, Mr. Fleming of the 
State ASC office, Mr. Slappey of this office 
and me. At this meeting Mr. Holton repre- 
sented both the Governor’s office and the 
commissioner of agriculture. 

Attached is a list of the counties which 
the committee recommends for inclusion in 
the drought disaster area. We are also en- 
closing the following additional information: 

1. A copy of a completed questionnaire 
prepared in each county recommended for 
designation. Also enclosed is copy of the 
bulletin directing the survey. 

2. Map showing in red the counties recom 
mended for designation. : 

3. Pasture conditions as of August 1 for 
1952, 1953, and 1954 by crop reporting dis- 
tricts. 

4. Corn conditions as of August 1, 1952, 
1953, and 1954, by crop reporting districts. 

5. Totals of hay and grain on hand and 
hay and grain needed. 

6. List of counties with hay for sale. 

7. List of counties without sufficient hay 
for 30 days. 

It has been extremely dry with rainfall 
substantially below normal during a consid- 
erable portion of this entire growing season. 
Temperatures have also been higher than 
usual during much of that time. These 
statements are general, as the situation is 
somewhat spotted throughout the State. 
The enclosed map indicates those areas of 
the State which have not suffered drought or 
in which the drought has been mild. An 
area in northwest Georgia, a smaller area in 
northwest Georgia, an area in west Georgia, 
and the counties fringing the Florida line 
and the coast generally have had better mois- 
ture conditions. There are a few other 
isolated spots in which the drought has not 
been as severe. The worst conditions in gen- 
eral prevail in that part of the State begin- 
ning roughly along the northern part of 
Fulton County and as far south as the lower 
part of Tift County and reaching from the 
South Carolina line on the east to the Ala- 
bama line on the west, with the exception 
of the southwest part. In other words, the 
whole central area of the State has been 
rather severely affected. There have been 
many scattered rains which have helped to 
a limited extent. To the extent that this 
lack of general rains prevails, the condition 
in Georgia may worsen rapidly. It should 
be borne in mind that, while we are not rec- 
ommending designation of about one-third 
of the State, there are individual farmers 
scattered throughout many of these counties 
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who have suffered from the drought. In 
trying to evaluate the reports and other in- 
formation available so as to decide whether 
such conditions actually amount to dis- 
tressed conditions, the committee took the 
view that yields and crop and pasture con- 
ditions of 75 percent of normal or better 
could not be considered as disastrous. The 
committee also gave due consideration to the 
extent to which livestock farming and dairy- 
ing is carried on in each county. We also 
considered in each instance the normal im- 
portation of feedstuffs, such as occurs in the 
counties bordering metropolitan centers. 

You will observe that the committee ob- 
tained information on the more important 
cash crops and obtained figures on the 
amount of corn needed. It should be borne 
in mind that the reported need for corn 
is based heavily on the need for hog feed. 
The committee understands of course that 
feed for hogs is not included in the emer- 
gency feed program, but the entire crop con- 
dition situation was obtained in order that 
the committee could consider the relation- 
ships that exist. For example, poor cash 
crops affect the farmers’ ability to purchase 
feeds. Also, in considering the comparative 
pasture conditions for the 3 years shown, 
it must be kept in mind that 1952 was a 
severe drought year in Georgia and that the 
entire State was designated under Pubiic Law 
875 and Public Law 38. 

Georgia has not been an important live- 
stock-producing State but a few years, and 
the livestock industry is still growing in the 
State. As a result, we have not yet devel- 
oped our feed programs to the point that the 
State can withstand severe drought condi- 
tions without involving the importation of 
feedstuffs. All agencies are working toward 
feed programs that provide us with more 
reserve and more ability to withstand ad- 
verse conditions in the future. 

If the drought is broken soon by general 
rains, or to the extent that good rains are 
received locally, the condition reflected here 
may be alleviated somewhat, particularly 
with respect to pastures. If we receive rains 
it is not expected that the need for assist- 
ance under this program will reach real large 
proportions. In any event, however, it ap- 
pears to the committee that there now exists 
a need for cid in widely varying degrees in 
all of the counties recommended. You will 
appreciate the fact that the committee was 
forced to exclude from the recommendations 
some counties which the information indi- 
cated had not reached the critical stage. It 
may be that additional appeals will be re- 
ceived from some of these counties not in- 
cluded in the recommendation. It is believed 
likely that there will be appeals for loan 
assistance at a later date. It would be much 
easier to make a reliable survey with respect 
to loan needs at a much later date, after 
these crops have been harvested. 

The committee realizes that tne informa- 
tion upon which these recommendations are 
based was obtained very hurriedly in the in- 
dividual counties, and the consideration of 
that information by the committee of neces- 
sity had to be done hurriedly. Therefore, if 
there is further information you would like 
in support of these recommendations or con- 
cerning the conditions here, please let us 
know. r 

Copies of this report are being furnished to 
the Governor; Mr. R. B. McLeaish, Adminis- 
trator, Farmers’ Home Administration; and 
to the heads of agencies represented on the 
committee. 

R. L. VANSANT. 


Counties recommended for inclusion in the 
drought disaster area (108): Cobb, Clayton, 
Fulton, Franklin, Stephens, Polk, Haralson, 
Paulding, Madison, Banks, Gwinnett, For- 
syth, DeKalb, Oglethorpe, Barrow, Wilkes, 
Elbert, Lincoln, Dawson, Cherokee, Pickens, 
Jackson, Walker, Dade, Chattooga, Floyd, 
Upson, Monroe, Lamar, Carroll, Bleckley, Pu- 
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laski, Newton, Rockdale, Taliaferro, Greene, 
Hancock, Jefferson, Bibb, Crawford, Jones, 
Putnam, Morgan, Jasper, Spalding, Pike, 
Henry, Butts, Fayette, Talbot, Taylor, Heard, 
Troop, Coweta, Peach, Houston, Baldwin, 
Washington, Warren, Columbia, Glascock, 
McDuffie, Richmond, Twiggs, Bacon, Appling, 
Jeff Davis, Laurens, Wilkinson, Dodge, 
Toombs, Wheeler, Telfair, Jenkins, Mont- 
gomery, Treutlen, Bulloch, Bryan, Candler, 
Chatham, Evans, Emanuel, Screven, Effing- 
ham, Johnson, Wayne, Coffee, Atkinson, Tatt- 
nall, Burke, Dougherty, Baker, Calhoun, Lee, 
Irwin, Brooks, Wilcox, Ben Hill, Turner, 
Worth, Dooly, Crisp, Sumter, Mitchell, Clay, 
Randolph, Tift, Webster. 

Counties without sufficient hay for 30 
days (32): Clayton, Cobb, Cherokee, Jackson, 
Oglethorpe, Upson, Newton, Bibb, Craw- 
ford, Morgan, Jasper, Putnam, Houston, 
Peach, Washington, Baldwin, Appling, Coffee, 
Laurens, Wilkinson, Toombs, Jenkins, Treut- 
len, Bulloch, Candler, Chatham, Evans, 
Wayne, Sumter, Mitchell, Irwin, Wilcox. 

Counties with hay for sale (14): Clarke, 
Lumpkin, Rabun, White, Hart, Catoosa, 
Douglas, Marion, Taylor, Glascock, Tattnall, 
Thomas, Worth, Lanier. 

SUPPLY OF HAY AND GRAIN AND AMOUNT OF HAY 
AND CORN NEEDED 

Hay (tons), 135,860. 

Grain (bushels), 7,918,720. 

Hay needed (tons), 30 days, 17,760; 60 days, 
32,150; 90 days, 69,095. 

Corn needed (bushels), 
cludes needs for hogs). 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I con- 
cur in the statement made by my col- 
league, the distinguished junior Sena- 
tor from Georgia. I especially commend 
the character of the man who made the ' 
survey at the request or direction of the 
Department of Agriculture. Among 
those who were brought into the work of 
making the survey was the chairman 
of the State agricultural stabilization 
committee, who was appointed by this 
administration. He was selected by the 
commissioner of agriculture, or at least 
he must have had the approval of the 
commissioner of agriculture. He joined 
in the recommendations which were 
made; and, as has been pointed out, 108 
counties of the 159 in the State were 
recommended to be included in the 
drought disaster area. Thirty-two 
counties were found by the same com- 
mittee to be without sufficient aid for 
30 days. «A very few counties in the 
State have some surplus hay, and some 
hay might be made available to the 
counties in this area. 

But the information has come to us 
that the Department of Agriculture was 
disposed to make no recommendation 
for the declaration of any drought area 
in the State. To my personal knowl- 
edge, the drought condition in Georgia 
has been most serious in 1954. It has 
not been universally so in all parts of 
the State, but it has been serious in the 
greater number of agricultural counties 
of the State. Georgia had a severe 
drought in the late summer of 1952, a 
condition which virtually destroyed pas- 
turage for the livestock in some areas 
of the State. The State, therefore, en- 
tered the year 1954 without a bountiful 
supply of feedstuffs. 

There is no question about the actual 
conditions which now obtain in a large 
area of the State. When the informa- 
tion first reached me that the Secretary 
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of Agriculture and the administration 
were not willing to declare any part of 
the State to be within an area to which 
limited assistance, as has been referred 
to, could be extended, I did not accept 
it. Yet while there has been no Official 
statement made, so far as I know, the 
information which comes directly from 
the Department of Agriculture confirms 
the earlier report that no part of Georgia 
would be included in the drought area. 

I live in the southern half of the 
State; and it so happens that in my 
particular home county at least a por- 
tion of the country has had some rain 
during the last 30 or 40 days; but be- 
ond all doubt, two-thirds of my home 
county would not be able to harvest 
more than one-fourth of a normal feed 
crop, or one-third of a fair feed crop. 
The pasturage has suffered because of 
the dry weather and the intense heat 
which we have experienced, and which, 
for that matter, has been experienced 
in most of the country during this sum- 
mer. I am at a loss to know why the 
Secretary of Agriculture should be un- 
willing to designate as disaster areas the 
particular counties in Georgia which 
are described and covered in the re- 
port of Mr. Vansant, who brought to- 
gether a committee highly representa- 
tive of all the agricultural interests in 
the State, with the State department of 
agriculture, the Secretary, and the Gov- 
ernor himself, or his representative, par- 
ticipating in the survey. 

There can be no doubt about condi- 
tions in the, State, many of which are 
within my personal knowledge. As ear- 
ly as the early part of May conditions 
were developing which would, beyond all 
doubt, justify and demand that high 
ranking Federal officials in the adminis- 
tration designate the area pointed out 
in the survey as a disaster area because 
of drought conditions. 

Those conditions still prevail in near- 
ly all the counties included in the sur- 
vey. Although the survey was made in 
early August, and was actually trans- 
mitted to the Secretary of Agriculture on 
the 7th of August, those conditions still 
exist. While small areas within or 
around the fringes of the drought area 
have been relieved by restricted and lo- 
cal rains, the greater portion of the area 
remains without any assistance or recog- 
nition, and without the benefit of what- 
ever slight assistance might be given. 

That is a situation which ought not 
to have occurred, and the Secretary of 
Agriculture, even at this late hour, should 
recommend to the Congress the adop- 
tion of a resolution which would result 
in making available additional funds, if 
the President is now short of funds, or 
is operating with very limited funds, in 
order that some relief may be granted 
to the drought areas. The conditions in 
that area, as well as those in the South- 
east, have been very serious. There is 
little reason for keeping a law on the 
books which provides for relief if the 
Administrator closes his eyes to facts 
that exist, as has been done, I regret very 
much to say, by the Department of Agri- 
culture in this instance. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yicld to me? 
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Mr. GEORGE. I yield to my col- 


e. 

Mr. RUSSELL, I point out that even 
since this report was submitted we have 
had the hottest weather in the State of 
Georgia in 75 years, according to the 
official records. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is true. Last 
night I talked with persons in my home 
in Georgia. I was informed that in a 
small area small amounts of rain have 
fallen within the past 30 days. I was 
advised that heat conditions there have 
been terrible. Yesterday, I was told, 
that the temperature reached 103 in the 
shade. 


COPYRIGHTS 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 2235, 
House bill 6616, the copyright bill, which 
goes along with the convention which 
the Senate formally approved several 
weeks ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bill by title for the 
information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
6616) to amend title 17, United States 
Code, entitled “Copyrights.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceded to consider the bill (H. 
R. 6616) to amend title 17, United States 
Code, entitled “Copyrights.” 


AMENDMENT OF DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA POLICE AND FIREMEN’S 
SALARY ACT OF 1953 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
3329) to amend the District of Columbia 
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 
1953 to correct certain inequities, which 
was to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 


That subsection (d) of section 102 of the 
District of Columbia Police and Firemen’s 
Salary Act of 1953, approved June 20, 1953 
(67 Stat. 77), as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(d) The minimum basic salaries con- 
tained in subsection (a) of section 101 of 
this act in the grade or rank of Chief of 
Police shall not be increased by more than 
four longevity increases, nor shall the mini- 
mum basic salaries of grades or ranks below 
that of Chief of Police be increased by more 
than five longevity increases.” 

Sec. 2. Section 102 of said act is amended 
by adding thereto the following new sub- 
section: 

“(f) In initially adjusting salaries in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of this section, 
any officer or member promoted from a lower 
grade to a higher grade prior to July 1, 1953, 
shall receive credit for such part of con- 
tinuous service in both grades for longevity 
purposes as is necessary to establish his basic 
salary, including longevity pay, at least equal 
to the basic salary he would have received 
under the provisions of this section in the 
lower grade had such promotion not been 
made. Service for future longevity increases 
of any officer or member whose salary is 
adjusted under authority of this subsection 
shall begin as of the date such adjustment 
became effective.” 
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Sec.3. Subsection (d) of section 202 of 
said act, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(d) The minimum basic salaries con- 
tained in subsection (a) of section 201 of 
this act in the grade or rank of Fire Chief 
shall not be increased by more than four 
longevity increases, nor shall the minimum 
basic salaries of grades or ranks below that 
of Fire Chief be increased by more than 
five longevity increases.” 

Sec. 4. Section 202 of said act is amended 
by adding thereto the following new sub- 
section: 

“(f) In initially adjusting salaries in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of this section, 
any Officer or member promoted from a lower 
grade to a higher grade prior to July 1, 1953, 
shall receive credit for such part of con- 
tinuous service in both grades for longevity 
purposes as is necessary to establish his basic 
salary, including longevity pay, at least equal 
to the basic salary he would have received 
under the provisions of this section in the 
lower grade had such promotion not been 
made. Service for future longevity increases 
of any officer or member whose salary is ad- 
justed under authority of this subsection 
shall begin as of the date such adjustment 
became effective.” 

Sec. 5. Section 201 of the District of Co- 
lumbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 
1953 is amended by inserting after subsec- 
tion (a) the following new subsection: 

“(b) The annual basic salary of a private 
of any class of the Fire Department of the 
District of Columbia shall be increased by— 

“(1) $390, while he is assigned to duty as 
an aide to the Fire Chief or to a Deputy or 
Battalion Fire Chief; 

“(2) $208, while he is assigned to duty as 
a regular first driver-operator of a fire de- 
partment hose wagon, aerial ladder truck, 
rescue squad, or fire department ambulance; 

“(3) $390, while he is assigned to duty as 
a chief radio technician; and 

“(4) $208, while he is assigned to duty as 
a chief photographer.” 

Sec. 6. Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 shall take 
effect as of July 1, 1953, and section 5 shall 
take effect on the first day of the first pay 
period of the Fire Department of the District 
of Columbia which begins after the date of 
the enactment of this act. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, this is an 
amendment by the House, in conformity 
with the recommendations of the District 
Commissioners, to a bill which had pre- 
viously passed the Senate. I move that 
the Senate concur in the amendment of 
the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from South Dakota. 

The motion was agreed to. 


CARL AND W. J. PIOWATY 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing its 
disagreement to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 1665) for the 
relief of Carl Piowaty and W. J. Piowaty, 
and requesting a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, in this 
case the House refused to concur in the 
Senate amendments. I have checked 
and I find that by receding and agreeing 
to the House bill as originally passed we 
could save the Government about $1,400. 
I have conferred with the author of the 
bill, the sponsor being from my State. 
He is perfectly willing to follow that 
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course, rather than to ask for a confer- 
ence at this late hour in the session. 

Task unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate recede from its amendments, accept 
the provisions of the House bill, and 
complete action upon the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 


THE DROUGHT SITUATION 


Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I was 
very much interested in the remarks of 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FULBRIGHT], the senior Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], the junior Sen- 
ator from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL], and 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], 
with respect to the drought situation 
which is developing so rapidly in our 
area. Ido not think the people of Mis- 
sissippi are any quicker than others to 
be concerned about a situation of this 
kind. They are not ones to come run- 
ning quickly for relief at the slightest 
suggestion of a drought or any other 
calamity of that kind. 

The Governor of Mississippi, who is a 
very experienced and very fine business- 
man, and has had wide experience, telis 
me that he has never seen the agricul- 
tural situation deteriorate as rapidly and 
as completely as it has in the past two 
weeks. In Mississippi there have been 
sustained temperatures, day after day 
and week after week, of 102, 103, 104, 
and 105—several degrees higher than is 
customary there, and with no rain. The 
Governor tells me the pastures are dry- 
ing up, crops are wilting, and dairy herds 
and beef cattle are rapidly becoming de- 
pendent upon special feed, inasmuch as 
the pastures cannot carry the load. Al- 
though he had not filed an application 
in Washington and has not yet assembled 
all the factual material regarding the 
situation, yet as he studies it further, he 
is amazed at its extent and the rapidity 
of the development of the decline. 

In making this plea, I am not ask- 
ing for relief as the term is ordinarily 
understood. 

Last year, Mississippi turned back ap- 
proximately $24,000—almost all the 
money alloted to Mississippi, although 
our State received substantial relief in 
the way of feed, even though it was 
greatly delayed. So Mississippi is not 
simply trying to obtain a gift. Last year 
there was great delay in declaring cer- 
tain counties eligible for relief although 
those finally approved were the same 
counties as originally recommended by 
the Governor. 

Regardless of whatever program is to 
be carried out, I wish to urge the De- 
partment of Agriculture to be alert and 
to be prompt in taking proper action 
in this situation, for an ounce of pre- 
vention at the right place and right time 
can be worth so much more than a pound 
of cure applied later. 

I am not particularly alarmed, but I 
am impressed with the severity and the 
completeness and the widespread blanket 
application of the situation to the entire 
State of Mississippi, although the north- 
ern part of the State is affected more 
severely than is the southern area, 
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So I join in urging that this subject 
be given prompt and adequate attention 
by the Department of Agriculture, and 
be promptly attended to, and that the 
Department now send its men to the 
stricken areas and have them obtain 
first-hand reports and information, and 
that the proper action be taken 
promptly. I submit that matter to the 
Department of Agriculture, not with a 
plea for relief merely as a money benefit, 
but in order to have this emergency met 
and to avoid a calamity. A positive 
program should be planned that will 
meet the realities of this distress. This 
should include feed and other forms of 
practical assistance. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I have 
been greatly interested in what has been 
said by the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the distin- 
guished Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
Srennis], the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL], the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr Georce], and the distinguished jun- 
ior Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]. 
The situation in a very large area of the 
country is serious; it is critical, and is 
daily worsening. 

Mr. President, the saddest thing about 
the entire picture is the utter indifference 
with which the Department of Agricul- 
ture regards it. 

I wish to say to my distinguished 
friends, the Senators from Georgia, that 
in this situation the troubles of their 
State would not be over, even if they 
could have prevailed upon the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to declare their 
State a part of the disaster area. Some 
weeks ago, evidence with reference to the 
drought situation in Oklahoma was sub- 
mitted to the Department of Agriculture. 
Prior to that time, portions of Texas and 
of Colorado and of Wyoming had been 
designated as disaster areas, and avail- 
able for assistance under the program 
which the Secretary of Agriculture was 
authorized to put into effect for such 
areas. Information was given to the De- 
partment of Agriculture with reference 
to Kansas, Missouri, Arkansas, and Okla- 
homa. The Assistant Secretary of Agri- 
culture went to Missouri, personally 
visited a very large part of the State, and 
recommended assistance for 7O-odd 
counties, which were designated as dis- 
aster areas. 

I thought it was quite coincidental or 
quite significant that he managed to get 
that done in the district of Representa- 
tive DEWEY SHORT, just a day or two be- 
fore Representative Suort’s primary 
election, in which he was in a very hot 
contest. But regardless of how it hap- 
pened, Mr. President, I thought the 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture was 
late, not early, in getting it done. 

At the same time, some 26 of Okla- 
homa’s 77 counties were so designated— 
apparently on a hit-and-miss basis, 
either in complete ignorance of the fact 
or in total disregard of the fact that 
most of the other counties in Oklahoma 
were equally distressed from the stand- 
point of the drought and its devastation 
and destruction. Since that time, 11 
other counties in Oklahoma have been so 
designated, making, as of now, a total of 
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37 counties in Oklahoma to be so desig- 
nated. 

But the farmers in those 37 counties 
are scarcely more distressed than the 
farmers in counties which are equally 
entitled to such a designation, although 
it has not been made as to them. If 
the Secretary of Agriculture and his staff 
had their heads buried in the sand, they 
could not be in a worse situation of com- 
plete indifference and disregard of the 
realities of the present situation, than 
3 present actions indicate them to 


Mr. President, someone should put a 
charge of dynamite under someone in 
the Department of Agriculture, in order 
to get the Department to visualize and 
realize the situation and to meet its 
responsibilities with reference to it. To- 
day, literally thousands of farm families 
in the drought- stricken areas of the 
States which have been mentioned and 
in States adjacent thereto or nearby 
have been—as the result of drought and 
the accompanying disaster reduced to 
a position where they can no longer stay 
on and maintain and operate their farms. 
Wells which have not gone dry in a 
quarter of a century, are going dry to- 
day. Thousands of farin ponds, which 
in years past have proven adequate, to- 
day are dry. Pastures are burned. 
Crops have been burned. Yet, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the Secretary either refuses to des- 
ignate these areas as disaster areas, or, 
having so designated them, refuses to do 
anything effective to benefit the people 
of those areas. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to my colleague 
for a question. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I join my senior 
colleague in calling the attention of the 
Senate to the disaster which faces our 
farmers and the need for urgent and 
speedy action in this drought disaster, 
particularly in counties which have al- 
ready been declared to be critical disaster 
areas. 

This is the third straight year, as the 
distinguished senior Senator from Okla- 
homa knows, that these same farmers, 
cattlemen, and people on small farms 
have had to suffer from unprecedented 
drought. This comes on the heels of 
two preceding droughts, with tempera- 
tures ranging from 105 to 120, which are 
devastating to feed crops and all forms 
of crop life in the counties which have 
already been declared to be disaster 
areas, as well as in neighboring coun- 
ties, which have not yet been so de- 
clared. 

We find it difficult to make people un- 
derstand the urgency of the needs. If 
help is not extended quickly, we shall 
see liquidated the farms of the finest 
farm families in the State of Okla- 
homa—because of delay. This program 
must be thrown into gear fast. 

It seems to me that the Department 
of Agriculture should turn this program 
over to the very best agricultural lead- 
ers in the State of Oklahoma. A piece 
of paper declaring an Oklahoma county 
a disaster area or a critical disaster area 
is very poor relief for the hungry live- 
stock and for the devastation we find 
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on Oklahoma farms. It seems to me that 
we should treat this situation as we 
would treat a flood emergency or any 
other emergency. Time is of the essence 
in meeting the needs. 

I associate myself with the remarks 
of the distinguished senior Senator from 
Oklahoma. It is time for someone to 
get busy and coordinate and expedite 
this program, so that relief for our peo- 
ple can be forthcoming. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague for those friendly re- 
marks, which are so pointed and ac- 
curate. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further ques- 
tion? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does it not seem 
almost immoral to hear that this coun- 
try is facing such a tremendous surplus, 
about which we have been talking—and 
we are struggling to find a way to do 
something about the surpluses which 
we seek to prevent in the future—and 
now that our warehouses are bulging 
with surplus grains of nearly all kinds, 
grains which these people need for feed, 
still the Department seems to be unable 
to find a way to make those grains avail- 
able to farmers who are facing complete 
disaster, bankruptcy, and the loss of their 
farms? Surely the Department of Agri- 
culture has enough imagination and 
energy to do something about this situa- 
tion. I cannot understand why some 
plan has not been devised, or some re- 
quest made for authority. If the Depart- 
ment has no authority, why has not a 
request been made of the Congress for 
authority? I understand the Depart- 
ment has the authority. 

I wonder if the distinguished Senator 
can think of anything we can do to put 
dynamite under the Department and to 
make it move? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the question of the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas. I would put 
the dynamite under the Secretary of 
Agriculture, and I would light the fuse, 
if I thought it would get him off that 
part of his anatomy which he is wear- 
ing out and get him out where the duty 
and the responsibility exist in this re- 
gard, 

We cannot find 1 farmer in 500 who 
will admit or is capable of being con- 
vinced that he has a Secretary of Agri- 
culture. It is a tragedy beyond descrip- 
tion, Mr. President. 

We have an abundance and a surplus 
of grains, and the Secretary has put a 
grain program into effect, whereby he 
directed that farmers in the disaster 
area be permitted to buy feed made from 
surplus grain at a price of 60 cents a 
hundred pounds under the market 
value. The market value of most of 
those grains has gone up, since the Sec- 
retary issued the order, a greater 
amount than 60 cents a hundred. 

The Secretary has put into effect a 
hay program, and I wish to tell the Sen- 
ate what that is. If the State makes 
a certain contract to supervise, partici- 
pate, designate, and cooperate, the De- 
partment of Agriculture will pay half 
the freight on hay at a cost not to ex- 
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ceed $10 a ton. I ask Senators what 
benefit that is to a farmer who cannot 
pay for the hay, let alone half the 
freight? It is like placing a sumptuous, 
alluring feast in front of starving men 
and building a partition of bulletproof 
glass between them and the food, plac- 
ing men with shotguns on guard to 
shoot them down in case they succeed 
in breaking through the glass. That 
would do them as much good as what 
the Secretary of Agriculture is doing un- 
der the guise of putting into effect a 
drought disaster relief program for cer- 
tain designated counties. 

The Secretary holds out the promise, 
but the only farmer in the country to- 
day who is more disappointed, more dis- 
illusioned, and angrier than those who 
are in an area which has not been des- 
ignated a disaster area is the farmer 
who is in an area which has been so 
designated, and who finds that he is get- 
= nothing by reason of such designa- 

on. 

Certainly the Secretary of Agriculture 
has the authority to make loans, But 
the Federal Reserve bank would loan 
money on less collateral and at a lower 
rate of interest than would the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. He is not loaning 
money; he is hoarding it. Oh, he is 
making a record. Farm families who 
are entitled to relief, and who without 
it will become casualties, are being de- 
nied the opportunity for economic sur- 
vival. We have been giving away bil- 
lions of dollars. Mr. President, some- 
how, in some way, justice must be done. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
After listening to the Senator from Okla- 
homa, I judge that his people in Okla- 
homa feel toward the Secretary of Agri- 
culture much the same as the people of 
Wisconsin feel toward the Secretary. 
The Secretary of Agriculture came up 
there to speak. Did the Senator read 
the article in the New York Times, com- 
menting on that speech of the Secretary? 

Mr. KERR. Yes; I did. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Did the Senator read that a snow fence 
was built 25 feet out from the platform. 
to keep the people from tearing the Sec- 
retary limb from limb? They were not 
satisfied with that. Did the Senator 
read that they built a barbed-wire en- 
tanglement a little closer, about 10 feet 
out, and left 15 feet between? Even 
with the barbed-wire entanglement that 
arrangement was not satisfactory. 
Guards were stationed between the snow 
fence and the barbed-wire entanglement 
to guard the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Did the Senator read that story? 

Mr. KERR. I read that story, Mr. 
President, but I arrived at a little dif- 
ferent interpretation of the story from 
that given by the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina. 

As I remember the story, the snow 
fence and the barbed-wire entangle- 
ments were placed in position at the re- 
quest of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Is it not true that the people had threat- 
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ened to tear the Secretary limb from 
limb? 

Mr. KERR. The Secretary’s con- 
science must have been so guilty or his 
realization of his inadequacy so intense 
that he promoted the building of that 
barricade to defend him. Then he asked 
for an escort of 12 special deputies to 
protect him. 

The facts show that within 2 weeks of 
that time the farmers in that particular 
area held a special election and elected 
a Democratic Representative for the first 
time, as I understand, in many years. 
If the President ever gets around to giv- 
ing the Secretary of Agriculture his just 
reward and just due, he will decorate 
him for his efficiency in getting that 
Democratic Representative elected, 

Mr.RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I, too, read the article 
to which Senators have referred. It is 
amazing how many different interpreta- 
tions one can get from an article. I un- 
derstood that the protective devices, such 
as the barbed wire, were placed in posi- 
tion for the purpose of protecting the 
farmers from the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. 

Mr. KERR. I must say that that is 
the most logical interpretation of the 
situation I have yet heard. It may be 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia has put his finger on the cor- 
rect analysis of the situation. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has au- 
thority to make loans. He has au- 
thority to provide feed for the cattle in 
disaster areas, from surplus crops at any 
price he wishes to charge. 

What he has done is to fix the price 
at a level which makes it certain that 
the farmers cannot get the feed. In 
the meantime, devastation, destruction, 
and economic bankruptcy march on, 
totally disregarded by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, when, by the exercise of the 
discretion and authority given him, he 
could alleviate the suffering and prevent 
much of the destruction which is tak- 
ing place. 

I am glad that Senators have today 
called upon him for action. While hope 
springs eternal in the human breast, 
I must say that if there is anything to 
be gained from experience and the 
knowledge of what he has not done, it 
is quite likely that the hope that he will 
act is not altogether justified. Never- 
theless, I indulge the hope that he will 
act in a manner which will meet their 
requirements and the responsibilities of 
his office. 


COPYRIGHTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 6616) to amend title 17, 
United States Code, entitled “Copy- 
rights.” 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REYNOLDs in the chair). The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. PAYNE. What is the unfinished 
business? 
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finished business is Calendar No. 2235, 
House bill 6616, to amend the copyright 
law. 

The bill is open to amendment. If 
there be no amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third read- 
ing, and was read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, is the 
question on the passage of the copyright 
bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The question is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator wish to speak on the bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I do, indeed. 

I sincerely regret that I must be a 
“pinch-hitter” tonight, but the members 
of the subcommittee who supported this 
bill are all absent. 

Mr. President, on June 25 last, the 
Senate gave its advice and consent to 
ratification of the Universal Copyright 
Convention signed at Geneva in Septem- 
ber 1952. This chamber manifested its 
approval of that treaty by the over- 
whelming vote of 65 to 3. 

In order to give effect to the provisions 
of the treaty, a number of minor changes 
are required in our domestic copyright 
law. The present bill, S. 2559, is the im- 
plementing legislation which will make 
the necessary changes. 

The substance of the bill has, in fact, 
already received the attention of this 
body, because when we took up the Copy- 
right Convention the Senate had to con- 
sider the specific changes in our law 
which would have to be made under the 
convention. All of these matters were 
brought to the attention of the Senate, 
both in the committee report, and in 
debate on the floor. The convention it- 
self contains obligations which could only 
be performed by the United States if the 
changes provided for in this bill were 
made. 

Mr. President, seldom has any legisla- 
tion been introduced on the floor of Con- 
gress which has had such widespread 
support from so many segments of the 
American public as has this bill. The 
volume of favorable correspondence re- 
ceived by the committee from authors, 
playwrights, composers, publishing com- 
panies, library associations, Catholic, 
Protestants, and Christian Science pub- 
lication societies, music companies, pho- 
tographers associations, radio, and tele- 
vision organizations, and motion picture 
companies, was overwhelming. 
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That correspondence is an impressive 
measure of the public conviction that 
this legislation is necessary and desirable. 

Mr. President, I should like to intro- 
duce into the record a list I have of the 
groups which have indicated their sup- 
port for S. 2559. 

I send this list to the desk and ask 
unanimous consent that it be inserted in 
the Recorp at this point in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair calls the Senator's attention to the 
fact that the Senate is considering the 
House bill instead of the Senate bill. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I am referring 
to the Senate bill, but I understand the 
House bill is the bill before the Senate. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


Groups SUPPORTING THE UNIVERSAL COPYRIGHT 
CONVENTION AND THE RELATED LEGISLATION 


American Academy of Arts and Sciences; 
American Bar Association; American Book 
Publishers Council, Inc.; American Civil Lib- 
erties Union; American Council on Educa- 
tion; American Council of Learned Societies; 
American Library Association; American So- 
ciety of Composers, Authors, and Publishers; 
Artists Equity Association; Association of 
American University Presses; Authors League 
of America; Book Manufacturers’ Institute; 
Catholic Library Association; Chicago Bar 
Association; Chicago Patent Law Association; 
Christian Science Church; Congress of In- 
dustrial Organizations; Copyright Committee 
of the Bar Association of the City of New 
York; Curtis Publications; Federal Bar As- 
sociation; Hearst Publications; Inter-Ameri- 
can Bar Association; Los Angeles County Bar 
Association; McGraw-Hill Publishing Co.; 
Motion Picture Association of America; Music 
Publishers Association; Music Publishers 
Protective Association; Mystery Writers As- 
sociation of America; National Association of 
Radio and Television Broadcasters; National 
Music Council; Patent Bar Association; 
Photographers’ Association of America; 
Protestant Church-Owned Publishers Asso- 
elation; Readers’ Digest; Song Writers Pro- 
tective Association. 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. As I previously. 
stated, I am pinchhitting. My remarks 
were prepared to be directed to the Sen- 
ate bill, but I am aware of the fact that 
the House bill is pending. 

The bill has the endorsement of vir- 
tually the entire organized copyright 
bar, including both the section of patent 
trade-mark and copyright law, and the 
section of international and compara- 
tive law of the American Bar Associa- 
tion. Upon joint motion of these two 
sections, the house of delegates of the 
American Bar Association on March 8, 
1954, adopted a resolution endorsing 
the provisions of the bills before us. 

These bills would make the following 
changes in our copyright law: 

Section 1 of the bill amends section 9 
of title 17 of the United States Code, by 
adding a new subsection (c). The sub- 
section provides that whenever the uni- 
versal copyright convention shall have 
come into force between the United 
States and a foreign state or nation, 
copyright protection under title 17 of 
the Code shall extend to the work of an 
author or copyright proprietor who is a 
citizen or subject of such foreign state 
or nation and to the works first pub- 
lished therein. A number of formal re- 
quirements are then listed from which 
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such protected works would be exempt. 
The principal exemptions involved are 
these: 

First. The elimination of the manu- 
facturing requirements as to English 
language books and periodicals origi- 
nating in a member state; 

Second. The qualification of the right 
of the Register of Copyrights, seldom if 
ever exercised, to void copyright in a 
foreign work for failure to make the 
required deposit after demand; 

Third. The statutory requirements of 
copyright notice are relaxed; 

Fourth. The requirements for a sepa- 
rate proclamation under section 1 (e) is 
removed. 

Section 2 of the bill modifies section 
16 of title 17 of the United States Code so 
as to permit an American author who 
first publishes a book abroad in the Eng- 
lish language to import 1,500 copies of 
the book. This privilege, which is al- 
ready enjoyed by foreign writers, has not 
until now been available to American 
authors. The bill would remove this dis- 
crimination so as to permit Americans, 
as well as foreigners, to test the market 
to determine the desirability of printing 
a run in the United States. 

Section 3 of the bill modifies the pro- 
visions with respect to the notice required 
by section 19 of title 17 of the Code, so 
that an American author or publisher 
may utilize the symbol C in a circle © as 
an alternative statutory copyright notice 
in a book. This change is desirable to 
permit a single, simple notice to be used 
by domestic publishers for all books mar- 
keted, whether here or abroad. 

The changes under sections 2 and 3 of 
the bill, while not required to implement 
the convention, are regarded as merito- 
rious by the copyright profession. There 
has been no objection to them from any 
source. 

It remains to be mentioned that the 
House of Representatives, on August 3 
last, by a more than two-thirds approval, 
passed the companion bill, H. R. 6616, 
which is identical with S. 2559. 

Mr. President, it is my firm conviction 
that the proposed legislation is sound as 
a matter of copyright law and earnestly 
desired by the professional groups in the 
United States which are most directly 
affected. It is, moreover, a measure 
which is indispensable if we are to give 
effect to the convention which the Sen- 
ate has already overwhelmingly ap- 
proved. 

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the Record a statement 
in further explanation of the copyright 
bill. 

There eing no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR FULBRIGHT ON S. 2559 


The pending bill, as has been observed 
previously, would effect a slight change in 
what we call the manufacturing clause. I 
think it should be pointed out that this 
clause does not prohibit imports of books. 
What it does is to deny the precious right 
of copyright protection to a foreign author 
writing in English, unless he also manufac- 
tures, prints, and binds his book here. 

This may come as a surprise to some of 
us, but we in the United States who are 
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accustomed to viewing ourselves as righteous 
in so many things, have never been solicit- 
ous about protecting the rights of foreign 
authors. In fact, for the greater portion of 
our history, from 1790 to 1891, it wasn’t even 
possible for foreign writers to secure copy- 
right here, This period was our age of lit- 
erary piracy. There was nothing*in our 
law to prevent thievery of the great works 
of that time. Dickens, Thackery, Stevenson, 
and others were freely pirated, until public 
opinion demanded the end of this national 
sin. 

At long last, in 1891, a revision of the Copy- 
right Act extended protection to foreign 
writers on condition that they comply with 
all our formalities—including the require- 
ment that their works be manufactured in 
the United States. The manufacturing 
clause extended to all foreign writers, no 
matter what the language of their works. 
Finally this requirement was removed with 
respect to foreigners abroad writing in a 
language other than English. Such is its 
present form. 

There may have been a selfish reason early 
in our history to adopt such an attitude. 
We were a young Nation, an importing Na- 
tion, without an established printing in- 
dustry. It might have made some sense 
to say “We will not grant copyright to foreign 
authors unless they manufacture here.” And 
so we were free to pirate such works, which 
we did. Dickens and the others saw their 
works sold without a dime in revenue com- 
ing back to them. 

But today, the situation is completely dif- 
ferent. We are no longer an importing 
country in the literary and artistic field. We 
are an exporting country. And it’s no small 
business. Book exports alone account for 
almost $25 million annually. Receipts from 
foreign showings of motion pictures account 
for another $175 million. It is now Ameri- 
can authors, American music, American mo- 
tion pictures, which are desired overseas. It 
is now we who need protection against piracy 
and uncompensated use. 

But we cannot get the magnificent kind of 
protection provided for under the Copy- 
right Convention which the Senate approved 
last June, unless we make some concessions. 
And virtually all that is asked of us of any 
significance is the slight modification of 
that clause on our statutes which requires a 
foreign subject, residing abroad, who writes 
in the English language, to have his book 
printed here in order to get copyright protec- 
tion. Everyone else who writes in English 
must manufacture here—including Ameri- 
cans and resident aliens. 

The pending bill is so reasonable, so emi- 
nently fair, that it is a small price indeed to 
pay for the benefits which our people will 
enjoy from a convention which, for the first 
time, assures them of adequate and sound 
protection throughout the entire world. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. House 
bill 6616 having been read the third time, 
the question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill was passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Senate bill 2559 is indefinitely 
postponed. 


COMPACT FOR ALLOCATION OF 
WATERS OF THE MISSOURI 
RIVER 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar 2352, Senate 
bill 2821, the interstate compact for allo- 
cation of waters of the Missouri River. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bill by title for the 
information of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 2821) 
granting the consent of Congress to the 
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States of Colorado, Iowa, Kansas, Minne- 
sota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming, to 
enter into a compact for the allocation of 
waters of the Missouri River. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
with an amendment, to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That the consent of Congress is hereby 
given to the States of Colorado, Iowa, Kan- 
sas, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming 
to negotiate and enter into a compact for a 
basinwide, comprehensive program of uni- 
fied planning for the attainment of the con- 
servation and development of the water re- 
sources projects of the Missouri Basin, and 
for the coordination of the water resources 
development of the agencies of the States 
in cooperation with the agencies of the 
United States: Provided, That existing com- 
pacts between the States and decrees of 
the United States Supreme Court relating to 
any of the waters of the Missouri River or its 
tributaries shall be fully recognized: Pro- 
vided further, That any compact negotiated 
pursuant to this act shall recognize the pro- 
visions of existing law that the use for navi- 
gation of waters arising in States lying wholly 
or partly west of the 98th meridian, shall 
be only such use as does not conflict with 
any beneficial use of such waters for domes- 
tic, municipal, stock water, irrigation, min- 
ing, or industrial purposes: And provided 
further, That nothing in this act shall apply 
to any area of the National Park System 
established as of the date of this act or any 
future areas added by acts of Congress. 

Sec. 2. The President is authorized to ap- 
point a commissioner to represent the United 
States to participate in such negotiations, 
and who shall make report to the President 
and to the Congress on the proceedings and 
any compact entered into. 

Src. 3. Any such compact shall not be 
binding or obligatory upon any of the par- 
ties thereto unless and until the same shall 
have been ratified by the legislatures of each 
of the signatory States and consented to by 
the Congress. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the bill is to permit the 
States of Colorado, Wyoming, Montana, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, 
Kansas, Missouri, Iowa and Minnesota 
to enter into a compact to establish a 
basin-wide unified plan for the develop- 
ment of the Missouri River. 

The bill provides that there shall be 
no conflict with or modification what- 
soever of the compacts presently exist- 
ing in the basin among the States, or 
any part of them; and it further pro- 
vides that the agencies of the States and 
of the Federal Government shall co- 
operate and work together for the or- 
derly development of the water re- 
sources of the basin. The sole purpose 
of the bill is to authorize the States to 
arrive at an agreement to achieve that 
objective. 

A representative of the United States 
Government will sit in the proceedings. 
After the States have agreed, and the 
compact has been approved by the legis- 
latures of the various States, the sub- 
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ject will then be returned to Congress, 
and it will be for Congress to determine 
whether the agreement which has been 
proposed and entered into by the various 
States shall be approved by Congress 
and become the law of the river. 

Compacts of this nature have been 
entered into many times. All precau- 
tions have been taken to insure that 
none of the rights of the several States 
will be violated. 

The governors of all 10 States of the 
basin have appoved the bill. The com- 
mittee considered the bill, which was 
first approved by the Secretary of the 
Interior and then by the Bureau of the 
Budget, and reported it unanimously. 
I know of no reason why the bill should 
not be passed, because I have heard no 
objection to it whatsoever. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment which I ask to have read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, line 2, in 
the committee amendment, it is proposed 
to insert after the word “law”, a comma 
and the word “and.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from South Dakota 
to the committee amendment. 

Mr.CASE. Mr. President, the amend- 
ment to the committee amendment is 
to correct what I think must have been 
an error in copying, because the comma 
and the word “and” appear in the pro- 
viso as the bill is printed in the report. 
The purpose of my amendment is to 
make the text of the committee amend- 
ment as printed in the bill conform with 
the amendment as set forth in the re- 
port on the bill. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator from 
South Dakota is entirely correct, and 
the committee accepts the Senator's 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South 
Dakota to the committee amendment, 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I merely 
desire to repeat what I said during the 
time when the bill was under discus- 
sion on the call of the calendar. The bill 
represents the wishes of the governors 
of the several States, as set forth in 
various resolutions which have been 
adopted from time to time, particularly 
in their recent meeting at Yellowstone 
Park. 

The Governor of South Dakota, Hon. 
Sigurd Anderson, has been chairman of 
the committee of governors during the 
past year, and in several ways and on 
various occasions he has expressed to me 
his deep personal conviction that the 
States of the Missouri River Basin should 
have the opportunity to negotiate a 
compact through their representatives, 
with a representative of the Federal 
Government being present, and then to 
submit the compact to Congress for 
ratification. That is precisely what the 
bill proposes to do. 

As the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
BARRETT] has so correctly stated, the bill 
conforms with the custom and practice 
of the States in that area and with the 
proviso contained in the Flood Control 
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Act of 1944, with respect to the beneficial 
consumptive use of waters which lie 
wholly or partly west of the 98th 
meridian. 

In all respects the bill recognizes the 
desires and aims of the people concerned, 
and recognizes the authority of Con- 
gress over subjects relating to interstate 
commerce, in that the proposed compact 
will be submitted to Congress for ratifi- 
cation. 

I, therefore, join with the Senator 
from Wyoming and other Senators in 
urging the enactment of the bill. 

Mr. THYE. Mr, President, I join with 
my colleague in support of the bill. I 
read into the Recorp during the call of 
the calendar this afternoon a letter from 
the Governor of Minnesota. I know that 
for several years there has been a great 
deal of interest in the bill in Minnesota, 
Minnesota is joining with the other 
States and their administrators in the 
study of the compact. Therefore, I urge 
that favorable consideration be given to 
the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to join the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming, the Senator from 
South Dakota, and the Senator from 
Minnesota in giving my enthusiastic sup- 
port to the bill. It seems to me what we 
need to keep in mind is that the bill fits 
in with the spirit and intent of the com- 
pact section of the Constitution of the 
United States. When the Constitution 
was adopted it was intended that in mat- 
ters of interest to groups of States they 
should be authorized to enter into com- 
pacts that involved a consideration of 
common problems. That is what the bill 
seeks to effectuate. 

Furthermore, I think the Senator from 
Wyoming went to the very heart of the 
question when he pointed out that all 
Congress would be doing when it passed 
the bill, if it should be passed—and I 
hope it will be—would be to authorize 
the respective States to negotiate a com- 
pact. The passage of the bill would not 
result in the adoption of a compact 
which the States have negotiated. Ina 
sense, it is an authorization bill. It 
would really authorize the States, under 
the compact section of the Constitution, 
to proceed to negotiate a compact. 

Surely, no Senator would wish to deny 
that under the compact section of the 
Constitution of the United States the 
subject matter of compacts is one which 
does not fall, without action by Congress, 
within the purview and the jurisdiction 
of the States. All the checks the con- 
stitutional fathers intended will be 
available to us after the passage of the 
bill, as has been pointed out by the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming and the Senator 
from South Dakota. The compact will 
then come back to the Congress of the 
United States for ratification. 

I cannot imagine any sound basis for 
an objection to the bill from the stand- 
point of what I consider to be procedural 
rights of the States. We are dealing with 
pretty precious rights of the States. We 
are dealing with a recognition on the 
part of the Congress of the United States 
of what ought to be considered the right 
of States to negotiate compacts within 
the subject matter and the spirit and in- 
tention of the compact section of the 
Constitution. I think there is such an 
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intention. I think we can take judicial 
notice of it. In my judgment, no one 
can doubt it. 

My last argument is, and I made it 
earlier this afternoon when the bill was 
before the Senate on a call of the Unani- 
mous Consent Calendar, that this is the 
kind of Federal Government-State gov- 
ernment cooperation we ought to be en- 
couraging. This is carrying out the kind 
of Federal-State relationship which re- 
sults in a true partnership between the 
States and the Federal Government. I 
think States should be encouraged to 
negotiate compacts within the subject 
matter of the bill, because it is a subject 
which has been the source of a great deal 
of discussion in the States for a long time 
in the past. I think Senators will agree 
that it has been the subject of consider- 
able disagreement from time to time in 
the States. There have been divisions of 
opinion, but at long last 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRETT. I may say it has 
been the subject of very bitter disagree- 
ment. 

Mr. MORSE. Very heated as well as 
bitter disagreement, but, at long last, 
on the anvil of compromise, there has 
been a hammering out of what looks 
like an equitable and fair solution of this 
long-standing disagreement. 

I think we would be performing a dis- 
service if, as a Congress, we stood in the 
way of enabling these States to reduce 
agreements to a compact and then to 
submit the compact to the Congress and 
ask for its approval. 

I think at this point in my remarks 
there ought to appear in the Record the 
section of the Constitution to which I 
have referred, which is to be found in 
section 10, clause 3, of article I of the 
Constitution, and reads as follows: 

No State shall, without the consent of 
Congress, lay any duty of tonnage, keep 
troops, or ships of war in time of peace, 
enter into any agreement or compact with 
another State, or with a foreign power, or 
engage in war, unless actually invaded, or 
in such imminent danger as will not admit 
of delay. 


The authorization to enter into com- 
pacts was definitely specified in the 
Constitution, and I respectfully submit 
that the proposed compact is in keeping 
with that section of the Constitution. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I was 
surprised when the bill was reported by 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Commit- 
tee, because under the La Follette- 
Monroney Act, it was specifically speci- 
fied that compacts generally should go 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
This matter deals with navigation, if 
one reads the bill carefully. After the 
Senator from North Dakota IMr. 
Youna] and I joined in a bill, in which 
the Senator from Kansas also joined, 
we were surprised to learn that the late 
Senator Butler, of Nebraska, introduced 
a bill authorizing an interstate compact, 
which he apparently thought related 
to the apportionment of waters for irri- 
gation and reclamation purposes, in- 
cluding easements of public lands for 
irrigation purposes. 


15005 


I am not going to object to the bill, 
and I did not object when the late Sen- 
ator Butler came to me and said they had 
had a hearing on the subject matter and 
they had agreed to it. After the Gov- 
ernor of my State had also agreed to it, 
I did not raise any objection. 

However, I wish to make it plain that 
as chairman of the Committee on the 
Judiciary I shall object in the future 
when a compact comes before the Senate 
unless it is referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. Itis the committee which, 
under the La Follette-Monroney Act, has 
jurisdiction of compacts generally. 
However, in view of the fact that the 
Governor of my State and the governors 
of the other States favor it, I shall not 
object. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

If there is no further amendment to 
be offered, the question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 


WHAT KIND OF RELIEF IS THIS?— 
NEWS ARTICLE 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
Fallon Standard, of Fallon, Nev., in its 
issue of August 11, 1954, carries a striking 
and cogent editorial entitled “What Kind 
of Relief Is This?” The editorial con- 
cerns the failure of certain structures 
constructed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in the Truckee-Carson irrigation 
district. I ask unanimous consent, Mr, 
President, that the text of this editorial 
may be printed in the Record at this 
point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the news 
article was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

WHat KIND or RELIEF Is THIS? 


It causes one to wonder what kind of dis- 
aster relief has been given the Truckee-Car- 
son irrigation district when quake-damaged 
structures cannot be replaced of materials 
as good as they were before. 

For instance, the concrete Coleman Dam 
cannot be rebuilt with concrete because Fed- 
eral regulations say that concrete is perma- 
nent material. 

It is ironic that if a structure was orig- 
inally designed and built by the Federal Gov- 
ernment that would not stand up under an 
earth tremor, it must be replaced with 
wood, brush, and dirt, or flimsy material to 
merit aid under the disaster area relief 
program, 

Cost of this first reclamation project to be 
brought into being by the Federal Govern- 
ment has been charged up to the settlers, 
Soon the bill will be paid in full. 

Since it was built 50 years ago, numerous 
instances of erroneous estimating, of faulty 
design and poor construction have shown up. 
Those early engineers hired by Uncle Sam 
are responsible for that—not the farmers. 

It would seem only just that these irriga- 
tion works should be rebuilt to perform as 
was originally intended, and that without 
the need for seeking relief from disaster 
funds. 

All the benefit they can get from disaster 
relief funds is to use them for fragile dams, 
flumes, and takeouts, and then arrange for 
a bond issue to do the job right, as it should 
have been done by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in the first place. 

The water users here eventually will be 
confronted with the excessive burden of 
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building structures better than they were 
at the outset. 

Either that, or we might join Great Britain, 
France or some other country getting billions 
in relief with no questions asked and with 
no intention whatever of paying anything 
back—not even a promise of playing ball in 
this international game of preventing war. 

Somewhat the same situation is seen in the 
Small Business Administration program of 
aiding owners of buildings that have been 
shattered by earthquakes. 

In order to get loans at almost the same 
interest rates that are charged by regular 
loaning agencies, the building owner must be 
in such financial straits that the bank 
wouldn't advance the cash. Then the bor- 
rower must be listed as a good risk before 
the SBA will take a chance. 

After being disqualified for one type of 
loan, then qualified as a questionable risk 
for a Government loan, the building owner 
is up against another proposition. 

His structure that didn’t stand the July 
tremors here cannot be rebuilt with anything 
better to survive another quake if it should 
occur. 

It would be the same rotten brick, the 
same foundations without reenforcement, 
the same flimsy building as before. 

The only relief evident in this Federal SBA 
loan is a slightly lower interest rate and a 
longer period for repayment. 

Were the owner allowed to rebuild more 
substantially than before, even to enlarge 
if desirable, the Government would have a 
sounder loan. 

But sound business policies are not char- 
acteristic of the Federal Government, 

It is either an all-out giveaway, or doling 
out money on loans of questionable security. 


LOCAL SERVICE AIRLINE BILL 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
August 13 issue of American Aviation 
Daily contains a short article entitled 
“Local Service Bill Suffers Setback; 
Chances Slim.” The article then goes 
on to say that the bill, H. R. 8898, now 
pending on the Senate Calendar after 
being reported favorably, with amend- 
ments, from the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, is going to 
die on the calendar because it is opposed 
by officials of the Commerce Depart- 
ment. This article says that these Com- 
merce Department officials “have stepped 
up their campaign to kill the bill” and 
implies that they have enough influence 
with the majority policy committee to 
prevent the bill from coming to the floor 
for a vote. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of this article may 
be printed in the Recor» at this point as 
a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LOCAL SERVICE BILL SUFFERS SETBACK; 

CHANCES SLIM 

The local service airline bill, H. R. 8898, 
which was passed in the House and amended 
in the Senate committee to include the all- 
cargo air carriers, suffered a major setback 
in the Senate when objected to on a call of 
the calendar. 

The outlook for eventual and favorable re- 
consideration of the measure, whether with 
or without the all-cargo amendment, is con- 
siderably dimmed despite the fact it was put 
at the top of the list for the next call of the 
calendar. Senate sources are uncertain that 
_ there will be another calendar call in the 
— @ quick adjournment early in the 
‘wee: 
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The only alternative facing the proponents 
of local service legislation for permanent cer- 
tification is the difficult task of receiving a 
favorable ruling from the Senate Republican 
policy committee to bring up H. R. 8898 for 
immediate floor action. 

Opposition to the pending legislation in 
any form has openly come from the admin- 
istration and has been led by Commerce De- 
partment officials. Although overridden by 
committe action in reporting the legislation, 
the opposition forces have stepped up their 
campaign to kill the bill. 

The all-out effort to defeat the local serv- 
ice bill in the Senate, rather than letting it 
go through and then having it vetoed at the 
White House, was launched because it was 
not believed that President Eisenhower 
would exercise his veto. A signing of the 
legislation into law would nullify, possibly 
destroy a major portion of the Murray-ACC 
civil air policy report. 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, in 
my opinion this bill, H. R. 8898, will be 
passed by an overwhelming majority if 
it is permitted to be brought to a vote 
in the Senate. I want to ask the able 
majority leader whether it is true that 
the opposition of Commerce Department 
officials is going to be permitted to pre- 
vent this bill from coming to a vote in 
the Senate, or whether he will now give 
us assurance that he will permit the bill 
to come up on motion? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, to 
which bill is the Senator from Nevada 
referring? 

Mr. McCARRAN. House bill 8898. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Nevada will yield to 
me, all I can say is that the bill is one 
of a great many bills which are under 
consideration by the policy committee; 
and its consideration will depend upon 
the progress we are able to make. Let 
me say, in my capacity as an individual 
Senator, that, I happen to be favorably 
inclined toward that bill. However, it 
has not been definitely scheduled for 
consideration. 5 


LABELING OF FOREIGN-PRODUCED 
- TROUT 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
call up my motion for reconsideration 
of the vote by which the Senate con- 
curred in the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to Senate bill 2033. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, is 
that the trout bill? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Les. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I have sent for 
the Senator from Idaho, who is not in 
the Chamber at the moment. 

If the Senator from Nevada does not 
mind waiting, I should like to point out 
that we are about to dispose of the bill 
relating to the interstate compact relat- 
ing to allocation of the waters of the Mis- 
souri River. 


COMPACT FOR ALLOCATION OF 
WATERS OF THE MISSOURI RIVER 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill (S. 2821) granting the consent of 
Congress to the States of Colorado, Iowa, 
Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
and Wyoming, to enter into a compact 
for the allocation of waters of the Mis- 
souri River. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GOLDWATER in the chair). If there be 


no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill (S. 2821) was passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill granting the consent of Congress 
to the States of Colorado, Iowa, Kansas, 
Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Ne- 
braska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and 
Wyoming to negotiate and enter into a 
compact for the attainment of the con- 
servation and development of the water 
resources of the Missouri Basin, and for 
other purposes.” 


ACCUSATION OF FAVORITISM 
AGAINST THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, on 
August 16, last, a spokesman for the 
Democratic Party in a public address 
attempted to impugn the motives and 
actions of the President of the United 
States, by inferring some sinister action 
in connection with a contract noted in 
the legislation affecting the purchase and 
distribution of electric power. 

I shall not indulge in any discussion 
of the merits of that legislation, but 
shall confine my remarks to one thesis: 
namely, the Presidency of the United 
States of America. 

The President of the United States is 
the leader of the free world. His office 
exemplifies all that free men yearn for— 
free government and honest govern- 
ment. The man who holds that office, be 
he a Republican or a Democrat, is looked 
upon by free men the world over as the 
man to lead a darkened and disheartened 
world to light and freedom. To destroy 
the integrity of that high office is to de- 
stroy the only possible leadership for 
free men in the world today. To create 
the impression that the Chief Executive 
of this Nation would stoop to sharp prac- 
tices is to present a sorry picture of the 
American political system at work. 

We in America are born to the idea 
that it is our inalienable right to criti- 
cize our President. Other peoples 
throughout the world have been taught 
for centuries that the head of State can 
do no wrong, that criticism of the sover- 
eign is unthinkable. They find it hard 
enough to understand our customary and 
every-day criticism of our President’s 
acts and pronouncements; but when that 
criticism challenges the integrity of our 
President, it becomes totally nonunder- 
standable, and the United States, its in- 
stitutions and our boasted free Govern- 
ment lose caste in the eyes of the world. 

This Nation lost caste enough when— 
for shame—we demonstrated to the 
world that manhood under our system 
could breed traitors the likes of Alger 
Hiss, et al. 

In these serious days of unrest and in- 
decision on the part of millions of people 
around the world, there can be no justi- 
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fication for a purely political attack upon 
the integrity of the President of the 
United States. 

At a time when the slightest deviation 
from correct American thinking could 
bring a terrible holocaust in this troubled 
world, it little befits any American or 
any American organization to degrade 
in the slightest degree the office of the 
leader of the Free World, the President 
of the United States. 

The personal integrity of the present 
occupant of the White House needs no 
defense from me or from anyone else. 
The integrity of the office of the Presi- 
dent of the United States, however, is a 
precious asset of all free people, and 
should be jealously guarded at all times, 
more especially in these times, by all 
Americans, of whatever political faith. 

So, Mr. President, I, for one, condemn 
this attack on President Eisenhower. 
While the attack in question was ob- 
viously intended to be a brilliant politi- 
cal move for American consumption, in 
reality it is a thoughtless and un-Ameri- 
can blow against the leader of the Free 
World and all that the Free World 
stands for—honest free government, 


SANTA MARIA PROJECT, 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of Calendar 1801, House bill 
2235. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title, for the infor- 
mation of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 2235) 
to authorize the Secretary of the In- 
terior to construct the Santa Maria proj- 
ect, Southern Pacific Basin, Calif. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(H. R. 2235) which had been reported 
from the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs with amendments. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I am 
happy to rise to speak briefly in support 
of the pending measure. 

House bill 2235 originated in the House 
of Representatives, and authorizes a 
project which is referred to by the De- 
partment of Interior, Bureau of Recla- 
mation, as “Santa Maria project, South 
Pacific Basin.” 

The Santa Maria Valley is located in 
the northern part of Santa Barbara 
County, Calif. The area affected by the 
project consists of approximately 40,000 
acres of land under irrigation or capa- 
ble of being placed under irrigation. I 
understand that, on the average, three 
crops are grown every 2 years. 

The people in the area have handled 
their land in such a way that the fer- 
tility of the soil has not been depleted. 
Farming in the area has conformed to 
good conservation practices. 

The project report was submitted by 
letter of transmittal, signed by Secre- 
tary McKay, dated July 20, 1953, and 
was contained as a preface to the report 
which is referred to as House Document 
217, 83d Congress, lst session. In trans- 
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mitting the report, Secretary McKay 
said, in part: 

The report and copies of all the comments 
were transmitted to the President, and the 
Bureau of the Budget has advised that there 
would be no objection to the submittal of 
the report to Congress. A copy of Assistant 
Budget Director Rowland Hughes’ letter of 
July 9, 1953 is enclosed. 

I recommend that the project be author- 


Very complete hearings were held on 
the project by the House Subcommittee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation, and both 
the House subcommittee and the House 
Interior Committee recommended the 
project. The bill was then passed by 
the House and was referred to the Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs. The bill was recommended by the 
Senate Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation, on July 9, with very minor 
amendments, and was recommended by 
the full committee on July 8, 1954. 

The principal physical features of the 
project are as follows: 

The project is designed to furnish a 
supplemental water supply for the irri- 
gated lands of the Santa Maria Valley, 
to which I have referred. The project 
plan provides for the multiple-purpose 
Vaquero Dam which will be an earth- 
fill dam providing a reservoir having a 
capacity of 214,000 acre-feet. 

The project is unique, in that no sur- 
face water will be furnished to the irri- 
gated land. Mr. President, I wish to re- 
peat that the project is unique in that 
no surface water will be furnished to 
the irrigated land. The conservation 
capacity of the reservoir would be re- 
leased, after the winter storms are over, 
into the stream bed of the Santa Maria 
River, where the water would percolate 
underground and would recharge the 
underground water sands and gravels; 
and the water would then be pumped 
from this source for irrigation. In other 
words, Mr. President, the individual 
pumps owned by those who are tilling 
the soil in that area would continue to 
be used as they are used today. 

As is usual in flood-control projects, 
all flood-control water would be released 
to the ocean as soon as the stream bed 
could carry such water to the ocean in 
safety. 

The project would furnish an average 
of 18,500 acre-feet of additional water 
for irrigation. It is anticipated that 
this additional supplemental water 
would take care of the needs of this area 
for many years to come. 

The costs of the project have been es- 
timated as of October 1952 prices. The 
total estimated cost is $16,982,000, of 
which $3,031,000 is assigned to fiood 
control and will be nonreimbursable, 
and $13,969,000 is assigned to water con- 
servation and would be repaid by the 
local interests. The Bureau of Rec- 
lamation estimates that the annual 
costs of maintenance and operation 
would amount to $41,600. 

As I have pointed out, the project was 
found to be feasible, and was approved 
by the former Secretary of the Interior 
under the prior administration, and the 
present Secretary of the Interior under 
the present administration. The proj- 
ect report has also been approved by the 
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Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
the United States Department of Agri- 
culture, the State of California, and 
other interested agencies. 

The annual equivalent direct benefits 
of the project as a whole are estimated 
to be $1,911,000, of which $600,000 is 
considered to result from flood control 
and $1,311,000 from conservation bene- 
fits. 

I repeat, Mr. President, that $600,000 
is estimated by the agencies involved to 
be the annual equivalent of, benefits 
based on fiood control, and $1,311,000 is 
the estimate of benefits from conserva- 
tion. This results in a very high benefit 
cost ratio of 1.87 to 1. The intangible 
indirect benefits are estimated to equal 
an additional $1 million, resulting in a 
total overall benefit cost ratio of 3 to 1. 

Based upon the estimates as of Oc- 
tober, 1952, the local interests would be 
obligated to pay to the Government 
$350,000 per year over a 40-year period. 

The Santa Maria Valley Water Con- 
servation District was organized under 
the laws of the State of California in 
1936 and has the legal authority to con- 
tract to pay back to the Government 
these capital costs. Santa Barbara 
County has also been farsighted in pre- 
paring to take care of its water prob- 
lems, and the county itself organized the 
Santa Barbara County Water Agency 
under State law, and this agency will 
a pee in the repayment con- 

act. 

The United States Government will 
be thoroughly protected in recouping 
the construction costs allocated to rec- 
lamation. The estimates of the Bureau 
of Reclamation show that the repayment 
capacity per acre of land in the Santa 
Maria Valley is $105 per acre. Class 1 
lands have a repayment ability of $42 
to $163 per acre, with a weighted average 
of $115 per acre, and class 2 lands vary 
from $42 to $105 per acre, with a 
weighted average of $65 per acre. This 
results in an overall weighted average 
ability to pay of $105 per acre. 

I wish to reiterate the fact that all 
agencies involved have approved this 
compact; the Members of the House of 
Representatives from California on both 
sides of the aisle have approved it; and 
the local people involved, representing 
all walks of life, have approved it. 

Mr. President, I come from a State 
which is essentially a semiarid State. I 
come from a State which is increasing in 
population at the rate of 1,000 a day. I 
come from a State which needs to con- 
serve and put to beneficial use all the 
water it can, up and down the 1,100 mile 
coastline of the State. 

We have here an instance in which two 
rivers come together in Santa Barbara 
County, which I may describe for Mem- 
bers of the Senate as being about mid- 
way between Los Angeles County and 
San Francisco County, and where an- 
nually there are flood damages and wa- 
ter is completely wasted. So the Gov- 
ernment, through its agencies, deter- 
mined that the way to cope with the 
problem, the way to prevent flash floods, 
and the way to impound the waters 
which otherwise would waste into the 
sea and put them to beneficial use was 
to build an earth reservoir; not providing 
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for surface distribution of the water, but 
rather allowing the water in the dry 
periods during the year to go out from 
the reservoir and percolate down 
through one of the two river beds. To 
that extent the water would replenish 
the underground water supply which, 
over the years, has decreased. 

Since Iam talking about an area which 
is adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, ob- 
viously such a location would increase 
the possibility of salt-water intrusion. 

When the bill was brought up on the 
calendar call some time ago, my friend, 
the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse] raised a question. I should like 
tonight to anticipate the Senator’s ques- 
tion and endeavor to clear up the doubt 
he has had in his mind, while at the same 
time explaining to Members of the Sen- 
ate what is involved. 

When the bill came to the floor of the 
House of Representatives, one of the 
Members of the House from California 
was most zealous in his desire to have 
the acreage limitation provisions con- 
tinued in the reclamation laws of 
America. So he went into the subject 
carefully, as did the members of the 
committee and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. It was decided unanimously that 
when water percolates into the ground 
from the alluvial soil of a riverbank 
which is dry many months in the year, 
we have a situation in which the under- 
ground water table is raised, but it is 
impossible physically and legally to de- 
termine and apply any acreage limita- 
tion. Therefore, an amendment was 
written into the bill very specifically. 
Because the bill is very short, Mr. Pres- 
ident, I wish to read it at this time: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is hereby authorized to con- 
struct the project for irrigation and the con- 
servation of water, flood control, and for 
other purposes, on Santa Maria River, Calif., 
pursuant to the laws of California, and, 
otherwise substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Secretary of 
the Interior dated January 16, 1953, en- 
titled “Santa Maria project, Southern 
Pacific Basin, Calif.,“ in relation to the 
Vaquero Dam and Reservoir and any other 
conservation feature of the project: Provided, 
That in view of the special circumstances of 
the Santa Maria project, neither the provi- 
sions of the third sentence of section 46 of 
the act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat, 636, 649) 
nor any other similar provision of the Fed- 


eral reclamation laws shall be applicable 
thereto— 


And underline this language, 
President— 


so long as the water utilized on project lands 
is acquired by pumping from the under- 
ground reservoir: Provided further, That a 
repayment contract not exceeding a period 
of 50 years be executed prior to commence- 
ment of construction of the works herein 
authorized. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of any moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such 
sums as may be required for the purposes of 
this Act not to exceed $16,982,000. 


I believe I have presented a thumbnail 
sketch of a unique situation, which has 
resulted in the unanimous approval by 
the agencies involved of the bill before 
us; and I very much hope that my 
brethren in the Senate will see fit to pass 
the bill. 


Mr. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Mr. President, I send an amendment to 
the desk. I am not asking for its con- 
sideration at this time. First I shall sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator withhold offering his amend- 
ment until the committee amendments 
have been disposed of? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Certainly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will state the first committee 
amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. Do we have an under- 
standing that the adoption of the com- 
mittee amendments will have the effect 
of leaving the bill as a so-called clean 
bill, and that further amendments may 
be offered to the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair does not know of such an agree- 
ment. 

Mr. MORSE. I am asking whether 
we may have such an agreement. I am 
asking that the committee amendments 
may be agreed to en bloc with the under- 
standing that agreeing to them will not 
subsequently prevent the offering of 
amendments to the bill, even though the 
language of such an amendment may 
involve language in a committee amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will have to ask unanimous con- 
sent. 

Mr. MORSE. I ask such unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I now offer my amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KUCHEL. If the committee 
amendments are adopted, will it be in 
order for the Senator from South Caro- 
lina to offer his amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
is correct. The amendment of the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina is out of order 
at this time. It will not be in order 
until the committee amendments have 
been disposed of. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon asks unanimous 
consent that the committee amend- 
ments be agreed to en bloc, and that 
the bill as amended, be considered as 
the original text for purpose of further 
amendment. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The committee amendments, agreed to 
en bloc, are, on page 1, line 6, after the 
name “California”, to insert “pursuant 
to the laws of California, and, other- 
wise”; and on page 2, line 7, after the 
word “reservoir”, to insert a colon and 
“Provided further, That a repayment 
contract not exceeding a period of 50 
years be executed prior to commence- 
ment of construction of the works herein 
authorized.” 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
believe my amendment is at the desk. I 
make the point of no quorum at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina suggests 
the absence of a quorum, 


LABELING OF FOREIGN-PRODUCED 
TROUT 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold the suggestion of 
the absence of a quorum? The Senator 
from Nevada has a matter he wishes to 
bring up at this time. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
withhold it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the un- 
finished business be temporarily laid 
aside, and that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of my motion heretofore 
entered, to reconsider the action of the 
Senate in concurring in the House 
amendments to S. 2033, providing for 
the labeling of foreign-produced trout. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, as 
acting majority leader, I consent to that 
course being followed, because I believe 
the question should be considered at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I call 
up my motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the Senate agreed, with amend- 
ments, to the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill S. 2033, 
relating to the labeling of packages con- 
taining foreign-produced trout sold in 
the United States, and requiring certain 
information to appear on the menus of 
public eating places serving such trout. 

I have in mind several amendments 
which I want the Senate to consider; but 
I want to point out that whether or not 
my amendments are considered or 
adopted, it is necessary that this bill be 
called back, because of an unfortunate 
parliamentary situation resulting from 
the action of the Senate on Thursday. 

The Senate attempted, on Thursday, 
to amend one of the House amendments 
to this bill, and also to amend certain 
language in the Senate text, which had 
not been amended by the House. 

Of course, the Senate had a perfect 
right to amend the House amendment; 
but the Senate could not by motion 
amend the language of the bill as it had 
previously passed the Senate and as it 
had been accepted by the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

The amendments which the Senate 
sought to make were entirely technical, 
involving only the change of a section 
number in order to recognize a recently 
enacted law and avoid having two sec- 
tions in the code numbered the same. 
But even though this is only a purely 
technical amendment, it must be accom- 
plished in a proper parliamentary man- 
ner. 

The net effect of what the Senate did 
on Thursday, therefore, was to amend 
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the language of the House amendment, 
but not to make a similar amendment in 
the Senate language. Since the language 
in the two places in the bill interacts, the 
result is confusion. 

It is necessary to reconsider the action 
the Senate attempted to take, and the 
action the Senate did take, on Thursday, 
because such action, being only partly 
effective, is worse than no action at all. 
What the Senate sought to do, on Thurs- 
day, can be accomplished by concurrent 
resolution; and I have prepared such a 
concurrent resolution, and will offer it 
as soon as the Senate has reconsidered 
its action of Thursday, which can be done 
by agreeing to my motion to reconsider. 
Then, after this technical correction has 
been taken care of, the bill will still re- 
main open to amendments to the House 
amendments, and I shall then offer the 
amendments which I have in mind. 

I now submit the concurrent resolu- 
tion, which is designed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator withhold his submission of the 
concurrent resolution? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the unani- 
mous-consent request that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] to reconsider the Senate 
action in concurring in the House amend- 
ments to Senate bill 2033. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. As I understand, 
the Senator from Nevada entered notice 
that at a later date he would move to 
reconsider the vote by which the Senate 
concurred in the House amendments to 
S. 2033. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator is 
about to make his motion to reconsider 
the action of the Senate. Is that cor- 
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair so understands. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The motion to re- 
consider would be subject to a motion 
to lay on the table, would it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If a motion to lay 
on the table is made, it will cut off de- 
bate. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Iam merely mak- 
ing the inquiry. The majority leader is 
not contemplating making such a mo- 
tion. As I said to the Senator from 
Nevada earlier today, there is a possibil- 
ity that the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
DworsHak] may desire to move to lay 
on the table the motion to reconsider. 
As a matter of courtesy, the Senator 
from Idaho did not wish to make that 
motion without giving the Senator from 
Nevada an opportunity to present his 
case, so to speak, in explanation of his 
point of view as to the necessity of an 
amendment. I wish to be certain that 
the Senator from Idaho, if he desires to 
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make such a motion, will not be fore- 
closed from making it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the unani- 
mous-consent request of the Senator 
from Nevada to proceed to the considera- 
tion of the motion to reconsider the 
Senate action in concurring to the House 
amendments to S. 2033. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That motion will 
be subject to debate until the time a 
motion is made to lay ‘it on the table. 
Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. The question is on agreeing to 
the unanimous-consent request to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the motion 
of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] to reconsider the action of 
the Senate in concurring in the House 
amendments to S. 2033. Is there objec- 
tion? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the motion. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr.McCARRAN. I now submit a con- 
current resolution which is designed to 
make the necessary change which the 
Senate 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator withhold submitting the con- 
current resolution? The question now 
is on the motion to reconsider the Senate 
action in concurring in the House 
amendments to S. 2033. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
intend to make a motion to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. I have withheld it 
merely to extend to the Senator from 
Nevada the courtesy of an opportunity 
to make his statement. 

Mr. McCARRAN. If the Senator 
wishes to have an imperfect bill go out 
of the Senate again, he may make his 
motion, and the bill will go out again in 
that fashion. I have been trying to cor- 
rect a mistake that has been made on the 
Senate floor. However, if the Senator 
wishes to make a motion to table my mo- 
tion, he will have to take his chances. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. On Friday eve- 
ning, when the Senator from Nevada 
asked unanimous consent to have the 
papers returned from the House, so that 
he could move to reconsider the vote, the 
Senator from Idaho, without having had 
any advance notice of the proposed ac- 
tion, extended a courtesy to the Senator 
from Nevada by not objecting, so that it 
might be possible for the Senator from 
Nevada to discuss the question. 

However, the Senator from Nevada is 
an astute parliamentarian, and I am 
sure he knows, in view of the fact that 
the House has spent parts of 2 days in 
debating the bill, that all that is neces- 
sary is for the Senate to take this action 
again by concurring in the House 
amendments and returning the bill to 
the House in order to make a typo- 
graphical correction, and that is the 
only procedure which confronts us, 
other than perhaps action on the con- 
current resolution to which the Senator 
has referred. That, of course, would 
block action, because the House has 
served notice that it will not take any ac- 
tion on it. 

I have assurances from the Senator 
from Nevada that, realizing the im- 
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portance of the bill which passed the 
Senate 14 months ago, he has no desire 
whatever to kill the measure, which has 
the overwhelming support of various or- 
ganizations throughout the country, 
such as the Izaak Walton League, the 
National Wildlife Federation, the Sports 
Fishing Institute, Field and Stream 
magazine, and various fish and game or- 
ganizations in 38 States. 

I point out to the Senator that he is 
in reality jeopardizing the status of this 
bill, and I am sure he does not have that 
in mind. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand the Senator from Idaho is 
about to make a motion to lay my mo- 
tion on the table. Therefore I ask that 
the concurrent resolution which I in- 
tended to submit be inserted in the Rec- 
orp at this point, so that those who run 
may read and see whether I am trying 
to impair the bill. I am trying to im- 
prove the bill so that it may be legisla- 
tively worthy of passage. But if the 
Senator wants to make his motion, that 
is his right. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the Senator’s friendly spirit, 
and I am sure he wishes to cooperate; 
but, in view of the fact that all the in- 
terested organizations and the fish- 
hatchery industry of this country fa- 
vored the enactment of the bill which 
passed the Senate 14 months ago, it 
would be unwise to initiate any parlia- 
mentary action which would probably 
foreclose final action on the bill during 
the remaining days of this session. I 
am sure the Senator is cooperative. I 
have no desire to prevent the Senator 
from Nevada from presenting his views. 
He has done so, I am sure. If he desires 
to continue, I shall be glad to have him 
do so. If he wishes to submit any other 
proposals, such as a concurrent resolu- 
tion, he has the right to do so. But, un- 
der the circumstances, in view of the 
overwhelming support of the various or- 
ganizations and of the industry directly 
concerned with this legislation, the Sen- 
ator from Idaho, as the author of the 
bill, has no other alternative than to 
move that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, has 
the Senator made his motion? If he 
has, I am cut off. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I have been with- 
holding it in order to permit the Sen- 
ator from Nevada to make any state- 
ment he desires to make. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the proposed 
concurrent resolution be now inserted in 
the Recor at this point. 

There being no objection, the proposed 
concurrent resolution was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That in the 
enrollment of the bill (S. 2033) relating to 
the labeling of packages containing foreign- 
produced trout sold in the United States, 
and requiring certain information to ap- 
pear in public eating places serving such 
trout, the Secretary of the Senate is author- 
ized and directed to make the following cor- 
rections in the engrossed bill: 

On the first page, line 8, strike out “408” 
and insert in lieu thereof 409.“ 
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On page 2, line 5, strike out “408” and 
insert in lieu thereof “409.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the 
Senator from Idaho made his motion to 
lay on the table? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. If the Senator 
from Nevada has completed his state- 
ment, I so move. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, in 
view of the fact that the Senator from 
Idaho moves to lay on the table my 
motion to reconsider, I shall go no fur- 
ther. He can make his motion if he so 
desires, but he is finishing the bill if he 
makes his motion. That will be the end 
of it. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
move that the motion of the Senator 
from Nevada to reconsider the action of 
the Senate in concurring in the House 
amendments to Senate bill 2033 be laid 
on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Idaho to lay on the 
table the motion of the Senator from 
Nevada. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Green Martin 
Anderson Hayden McCarran 
Barrett Hendrickson McClellan 
Beall Hennings Millikin 
Bennett Hickenlooper Monroney 
Bowring Hill Morse 
Bricker Holland Mundt 
Bush Humphrey Murray 
Butler Ives Neely 
Carlson Jackson Pastore 
Case Johnson, Colo. Payne 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Potter 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Reynolds 
Cooper Kefauver Robertson 
Cordon Kennedy Russell 
Crippa Kerr Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kilgore Schoeppel 
Dworshak Knowland Smathers 
Ellender Kuchel Smith, Maine 
Ervin Langer Smith, N. J. 
Ferguson Lehman Stennis 
Frear Lennon Symington 
Fulbright Long Thye 
George Magnuson Watkins 
Goldwater Malone Wiliams 
Gore Mansfield Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
DworsHak] to lay on the table the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] that the vote by which the 
Senate concurred in the House amend- 
ments to Senate bill 2033 be reconsid- 
ered. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


SANTA MARIA PROJECT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 2235) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to construct 
the Santa Maria project, Southern Pa- 
cific Basin, Calif. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I offer the amendment 
which I have at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I ask unanimous consent that the read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered; and, with- 
out objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the Recor at this point. 

The amendment was, on page 1, be- 
tween lines 2 and 3, to insert the follow- 
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„(e) (1) The compensation schedule for 
shall be as follows: 
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“(2) Charwomen working part time shall 
be paid at the rate of $2,870 per annum, 
and head charwomen working part time at 
the rate of $3,010 per annum.” 

(b) The rates of basic compensation of 
officers and employees to whom this section 
applies shall be initially adjusted as follows: 

(1) If the employee is receiving a rate 
of basic compensation immediately prior to 
the effective date of this section at one of 
the scheduled or longevity rates provided 
by the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
he shall receive a rate of basic compensation 
at the corresponding schedule or longevity 
rate in effect on and after such date; 

(2) If the employee is receiving a rate 
of basic compensation immediately prior to 
the effective date of this section at a rate 
between 2 scheduled or 2 longevity rates, 
or between a scheduled rate and a longevity 
rate, provided by the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, he shall receive a rate 
of basic compensation at the higher of the 
2 corresponding rates in effect on and after 
such date; 

(3) If the employee, immediately prior to 
the effective date of this section, is in a 
position in any one of the first 10 grades of 
the General Schedule or in any one of the 
grades of the Crafts, Protective, and Cus- 
todial Schedule, and is receiving a rate of 
basic compensation in excess of the maxi- 
mum longevity rate of his grade as pro- 
vided in this section, he shall continue to 
receive basic compensation without change 
in rate until (A) he leaves such position, 
or (B) he is entitled to receive basic com- 
pensation at a higher rate by reason of the 
operation of the Classification Act of 1949, 
as amended; but when such position be- 
comes vacant, the rate of basic compensa- 
tion of any subsequent appointee shall be 
fixed in aceordance with such act, as 
amended; 

(4) If the employee, immediately prior to 
the effective date of this section, is in a 
position in grade 11, 12, 13, 14, or 15 of the 
General Schedule, and is receiving a rate 
of basic compensation in excess of the maxi- 
mum scheduled rate of his grade as pro- 
vided in this section, he shall continue to 
receive basic compensation without change 
in rate until (A) he leaves such position, 
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ing: “Part I”; on page 2, after line 14, 
to insert the following: 
Parr II 
TITLE I—EMPLOYEES GENERALLY 
Src. 101. (a) Section 603 (b) and section 
603 (c) of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, are amended to read as follows: 
“(b) The compensation schedule for the 
General Schedule shall be as follows; 


$2,750 $2,830 $2,910 $2,990 $3,070 $3,150 
3, 000 3, 080 3, 160 3, 240 3, 320 3, 400 
3, 200 3, 280 3, 360 3, 440 3, 520 3, 600 
3, 425 3, 505 3, 585 3, 665 3, 745 3, 825 
3, 705 3, 830 3, 955 4, 080 4, 205 4, 330 
4, 110 4, 235 4, 360 4.485 4,610 4,735 
4, 540 4, 665 4, 790 4.915 5,040 5, 165 
4,975 5, 100 5, 225 5, 350 5, 475 5, 600 
5,440 5, 565 5, 690 5,815 5, 940 6,065 
5, 900 6,025 6, 150 6,275 6, 400 6, 525 
6, 435 6, 635 6, 835 7.038 7, 235 

7, 590 7,790 7, 990 8,190 8, 390 

8, 980 9, 180 9, 380 9, 580 9, 730 

10,240 10,440 10, 640 10, 840 11,040 

11,490 11.740 11,900 12,240 

12,440 12, 840 13,040 13, 240 

13,640 13, 840 14,040 14, 240 


the Crafts, Protective, and Custodial Schedule 


7 
5 
5 
E 
8 
8 


32. 040 $2,100 82. 160 $2,220 82,280 $2,340 
2, 660 2, 730 2, 800 2, 870 2,940 3,010 
2, 802 2, 882 2, 962 3, 042 3, 122 3, 202 
3, 000 3, 080 3, 160 3, 240 3, 320 3, 400 
3, 224 3, 304 3, 384 3, 464 3, 544 3, 624 
3.450 3, 530 3, 610 3, 690 3, 770 3, 850 
3, 705 3, 805 3,905 4,005 4,105 4, 205 
4,050 4,175 4, 300 4,425 4, 550 4,675 
4, 485 4, 610 4, 735 4, 860 4, 985 5,110 
4. 920 5,045 5, 170 5, 295 5, 420 5, 545 


or (B) he is entitled to receive basic com- 
pensation at a higher rate by reason of the 
operation of the Classification Act of 1949, 
as amended; but when such position be- 
comes vacant, the rate of basic compensation 
of any subsequent appointee shall be fixed 
in accordance with such act, as amended. 

Sec. 102. (a) The rates of basic compensa- 
tion of officers and employees in or under 
the judicial branch of the Government whose 
rates of compensation are fixed pursuant to 
section 62 (2) of the Bankruptcy Act (11 
U. S. C. 102 (a) (2)), section 3656 of title 
18 of the United States Code, the second and 
third sentences of section 603, section 604 
(5), or sections 672 to 675, inclusive, of title 
28 of the United States Code, are hereby in- 
creased by 5 percent, except that no such rate 
shall be increased by more than $440 per 
annum or less than $170 per annum. 

(b) The limitations of $10,560 and $14,355 
with respect to the aggregate salaries paya- 
ble to secretaries and law clerks of circuit 
and district judges, contained in the para- 
graph under the heading “Salaries of Sup- 
porting Personnel” in the Judiciary Appro- 
priation Act, 1955, or in any subsequent 
appropriation act, shall be increased by the 
amounts necessary to pay the additional 
basic compensation provided by this act. 

Sec. 103. (a) Each officer and employee in 
or under the legislative branch of the Gov- 
ernment (other than an employee in the 
office of a Senator) whose rate of compen- 
sation is increased by section 5 of the Fed- 
eral Employees Pay Act of 1946 shall be paid 
additional compensation at the rate of 5 
percent of the aggregate rate of his rate of 
basic compensation and the rate of the addi- 
tional compensation received by him under 
sections 501 and 502 of the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1945, as amended, section 301 of 
the Postal Rate Revision and Federal Em- 
ployees Salary Act of 1948, the provisions 
under the heading “Increased Pay for Legis- 
lative employees” in the Second Supplemen- 
tal Appropriation Act, 1950, and the act of 
October 24, 1951 (Public Law 201, 82d Cong.), 
except that no such officer or employee shall 
be paid additional compensation at a rate 
less than $170 per annum or in excess of $440 
per annum, 
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(b) Section 2 (b) of the act of October 
24, 1951 (Public Law 201, 82d Cong.), is 
amended by striking out “$11,646” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “$12,086.” 

(c) (1) The aggregate amount of the basic 
compensation authorized to be paid for ad- 
ministrative and clerical assistance and mes- 
senger service in the offices of Senators is 
hereby increased by— 

(A) $2,160 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is less than 
3 million; 

(B) $2,400 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is 3 million 
or more but less than 5 million; 

(C) $3,120 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is 5 million 
or more but less than 10 million; and 

(D) 83,180 in the case of Senators from 
States the population of which is 10 million 
or more. 

(2) The second proviso in the paragraph 
relating to the authority of Senators to re- 
arrange the basic salaries of employees in 
their respective offices, which appears in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, 
as amended (2 U. S. C. 60f), is amended 
by striking out “$5,880” and inserting in 
lieu thereof 86,280“; by striking out 
“$7,320" and inserting in lieu thereof 
“$7,620"; and by striking out “$8,400” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “$8,640.” 

(d) The rates of basic compensation of 
each of the elected officers of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives (not in- 
cluding the presiding officers of the two 
Houses), the Parliamentarian of the Senate, 
the Parliamentarian of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, the legislative counsel of the 
Senate, the legislative counsel of the House 
of Representatives, and the coordinator of 
information of the House of Representatives 
are hereby increased by 5 percent, except 
that no such rate shall be increased by more 
than $440 per annum or less than $170 per 
annum. 

(e) (1) The provisions of subsection (a) 
shall not apply to employees whose com- 
pensation is paid from the appropriation 
contained in the paragraph designated 
“Folding documents” under the heading 
“Contingent Expenses of the Senate” in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1955 
(Public Law 470, 83d Cong.). 

(2) The limitations in the paragraph des- 
ignated “Folding documents” under the 
heading “Contingent Expenses of the House” 
in the Legislative Appropriation Act, 1955 
(Public Law 470, 83d Cong.), are hereby in- 
creased by 5 percent. 

(f) The Official Reporters of the proceed- 
ings and debates of the Senate and their 
employees shall be considered to be officers 
or employees in or under the legislative 
branch of the Government within the mean- 
ing of subsection (a) and the provisions of 
law referred to in such subsection. 

(g) The additional compensation pro- 
vided by subsection (a) and the provisions 
of law referred to in such subsection shall 
be considered a part of basic compensation 
for the purposes of the Civil Service Retire- 
ment Act of May 29, 1930, as amended. 

Src. 104. Section 66 of the Farm Credit 
Act of 1933 (48 Stat. 269) is hereby amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“Sec. 66. No director, officer, or employee 
of the Central Bank for Cooperatives, or of 
any production credit corporation, produc- 
tion credit association, or bank for coopera- 
tives shall be paid compensation at a rate 
in excess of $14,240 per annum.” 

Sec. 105. (a) The rates of basic compensa- 
tion of officers and employees in the De- 
partment of Medicine and Surgery in the 
Veterans’ Administration whose rates of basic 
compensation are provided by Public Law 
293, 79th Congress, approved January 3, 1946, 
as amended, are hereby increased by 5 
percent, except that no such rate shall be 
increased by more than $440 per annum or 
less than $170 per annum. 
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(b) Section 8 (d) of Public Law 293, 79th 
Congress, as amended, is amended by strik- 
ing out “$12,800” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$13,240.” 

Sec. 106. The rates of basic compensation 
provided by sections 412 and 415 of the For- 
eign Service Act of 1946, as amended, are 
hereby increased by 5 percent, except that 
no such rate shall be increased by more than 
$440 per annum or less than $170 per annum. 

Sec. 107. The rate of basic compensation 
of the Treasurer of the United States shall 
be at the maximum scheduled rate of the 
highest grade established by the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended. 

Sec. 108. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
visions of this act, no rate of compensation 
which is $14,800 or more per annum shall be 
increased by this act, and no rate of com- 
pensation shall be increased by this act to 
an amount in excess of $14,800 per annum, 

Sec. 109. Section 3 of the Travel Expense 
Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 166, as amended; 5 
U. S. C. 836) is amended by striking out 
“$9” and inserting in lieu thereof “$12.” 

Src. 110. This title shall take effect on the 
first day of the first pay period which begins 
after the date of its enactment. 

TITLE II—POSTAL EMPLOYEES 

Sec. 201. It is the sense of the Congress 
that— 

(1) it is both necessary and desirable that 
an equitable system should be established 
for the classification of positions and the 
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determination of salaries of postmasters, of- 
ficers, and employees in the field service of 
the Post Office Department; and 

(2) such classification and salary system 
should be established after a study of all 
problems relating thereto conducted by a 
commission composed of representatives of 
the Congress, the Post Office Department, 
and postal employees, and through the en- 
actment of appropriate legislation pursuant 
to recommendations submitted to the Con- 
gress by such commission following the com- 
pletion of such study. 

Sec. 202. (a) The rates of basic compensa- 
tion, other than rates referred to in sub- 
section (b) of this section, of postmasters, 
Officers, and employees in the postal field 
service whose rates of compensation are pre- 
scribed by the act entitled “An act to re- 
Classify the salaries of postmasters, officers, 
and employees of the Postal Service; to es- 
tablish uniform procedures for computing 
compensation; and for other p „ ap- 
proved July 6, 1945 (Public Law 134, 79th 
Cong.), as amended, are hereby increased 
by 5 percent except that no such rate shall 
be increased by more than $440 or less than 
$200 per annum, 

(b) (1) That part of the compensation 
schedule headed “Grades and Salaries of Em- 
ployees in the Automatic Grades” and con- 
tained in section 11A of such act of July 6, 
1945 (Public Law 134, 79th Cong.) , as amend- 
ed, which provides hourly rates of compen- 
sation, is amended to read as foHows: 


“Hourly rates 


“Clerks in post offices of the 3d class; 
carriers in village delivery service. $1. 
Charmen and charwomen....___... 1, 495 
Mail handlers, messengers, watch- 
men; operators of the pneumatic 


tube service; men-drivers.... 1.645 | 1.695 
Special delivery messengers in post 

offices of the Ist class 1.645 | 1.695 
Clerks; carriers in city delivery 

service; driver mechanics; gen- 

eral mechanics; dispatchers of 

the pneumatic tube service 1. 605 1. 75 
Postal transportation clerks... 1.80 1. 855 
Special mechanics a 


1. 75 Bo oo rwence 
1. 75 1. 80 81. 855 81. 905 81.98 
1. 80 1.855 | 1.905] 1.96 2.01 | $2.065 | $2. 115 
1.905 | 1.96 2.01 2065] 2115 |---2.-- ——— 


(2) The rates of basic compensation of 
postmasters at post offices of the fourth class 
are hereby increased by 5 percent, 

(c) This section shall not apply to skilled- 
trades employees of the mail-equipment 
shops, job cleaners in first- and second-class 
post offices, and employees who are paid on 
a feee or contract basis. 

(d) The increases in rates of basic com- 
pensation provided by this section shall not 
apply to longevity salary increases. 

Src. 203. Section 16 (r) of such act of 
July 6, 1945 (Public Law 134, 79th Cong.), 
as amended, which relates to travel allow- 
ances for employees in the Postal Transpor- 
tation Service who are assigned to road duty, 
is amended by striking out “$6 per day” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “$9 per day.” 

Src. 204. Any increase in rate of basic com- 
pensation by reason of the enactment of this 
title shall not be considered as an “equiva- 
lent increase” in compensation within the 
meaning of section 701 of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, in the case of post- 
masters, officers, and employees in the postal 
field service who transfer or are transferred 
to positions within the purview of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended. 

Sec. 205. In the exervise of the authority 
granted by section 81 of title 2 of the Canal 
Zone Code, as amended, the Governor of 
the Canal Zone is authorized to grant, as of 
the effective date of this section, additional 
compensation to postal employees of the 
Canal Zone Government, based on the ad- 
ditional compensation granted by this act 
to similar employees in the field service of 
the Post Office Department of the United 
States. 


Sec. 206. This act shall have the same force 
and effect within Guam as within other pos- 
sessions of the United States. 

Sec. 207. (a) Section 7 of the act entitled 
“An act to reclassify the salaries of post- 
masters, officers, and employees of the Postal 
Service; to establish uniform procedures for 
computing compensation; and for other pur- 
poses”, approved July 6, 1945 (Public Law 
134, 79th Cong.), as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: 


Method of payment 


“Sec. 7. (a) The compensation of post- 
masters and per annum rate employees shall 
be paid in 26 installments. Each such in- 
stallment shall be the compensation for a 
pay period of 2 weeks, The compensation of 
hourly rate substitute employees and other 
hourly rate employees shall be computed for 
each pay period of 2 weeks on the basis of 
the number of hours of work performed by 
such employees during such pay period. 

“(b) To compute an hourly rate for post- 
masters and per annum rate employees, the 
per annum rate shall be divided by 2080. 

“(c) To compute a daily rate for post- 
masters and per annum rate employees, the 
hourly rate shall be multiplied by the num- 
ber of daily hours of service required. 

“(d) Subsections (b) and (c) of this sec- 
tion shall not apply to carriers in the rural 
delivery service. Whenever, for pay com- 
putation purposes, it is necessary to convert 
the basic annual rate of compensation of 
carriers in the rural delivery service to a 
basic daily or biweekly rate, the following 
rules shall govern: 

“(1) An annual rate shall be divided by 
312 to derive a daily rate. 
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“(2) A daily rate shall be multiplied by 12 
to derive a biweekly rate. 

“(e) All rates shall be computed to the 
nearest cent, counting one-half cent and 
over as a whole cent. 

“(f) When a pay period for any postmaster 
or employee begins in one fiscal year and 
ends in another fiscal year, the gross amount 
of the earnings of such postmaster or em- 
ployee for such pay period may be regarded 
as a charge against the appropriation or 
allotment current at the end of such pay 
period.” 

(b) Section 8 of such act of July 6, 1945, 
as amended, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new subsection (d) to read 
as follows: 

„d) The salaries of postmasters, assistant 
postmasters, and supervisors paid under the 
provisions of this section shall be readjusted 
at the beginning of the first complete pay 
period in each fiscal year.” 

(c) Section 9 (b) of such act of July 6, 
1945, as amended, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof a new sentence to read as 
follows: “The salaries of superintendents and 
assistant superintendents of classified sta- 
tions shall be readjusted at the beginning of 
the first complete pay period in each fiscal 
year.” 

(d) Section 11A of such act of July 6, 1945, 
as amended, is amended by striking out “and 
shall be promoted successively at the begin- 
ning of the quarter following 1 year's satis- 
factory service in each grade to the next 
higher grade until they reach the top auto- 
matic grade” and by inserting in lieu thereof 
“and shall be promoted successively at the 
beginning of the first complete pay period 
following 52 weeks of satisfactory service in 
each grade to the next higher grade until 
they reach the top automatic grade.” 

(e) Section 13 of such act of July 6, 1945, 
as amended, is amended by adding immedi- 
ately after subsection (a) thereof a new sub- 
section (b) to read as follows: 

“(b) The salaries of employees paid under 
the provisions of this section shall be read- 
justed at the beginning of the first complete 
pay period in each fiscal year.” 

(f) Section 14 of such act of July 6, 1945, 
as amended, is amended by adding immedi- 
ately after subsection (a) thereof a new sub- 
section (b) to read as follows: 

“(b) The salaries of employees paid under 
the provisions of this section shall be read- 
justed at the beginning of the first complete 
pay period in each fiscal year.” 

(g) That part of subsection (1) of section 
14 of such act of July 6, 1945, as amended, 
which precedes the first proviso is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(1) Temporary employees in the custodial 
service paid on an annual basis shall be paid 
at the rates of pay of grade 1 of the position 
in which employed and shall, at the begin- 
ning of the first complete pay period follow- 
ing 52 weeks of satisfactory service in each 
pay status, be advanced successively to the 
rates of pay of the next higher grade of such 
position; and temporary employees in the 
custodial service paid on an hourly basis shall 
be paid at the rates of pay of grade 1 of the 
position in which employed and shall, at the 
beginning of the first complete pay period 
following 52 weeks of satisfactory service in 
each pay status, be advanced successively to 
the rates of pay of the next higher grade 
of such position.” 

(h) Section 15 (b) of such act of July 6, 
1945, as amended, is amended by striking 
out “and shall be promoted successively at 
the beginning of the quarter following 1 
year's satisfactory service in each grade until 
they reach grade 8”, and by inserting in lieu 
thereof “and shall be promoted successively 
at the beginning of the first complete pay pe- 
riod following 52 weeks of satisfactory serv- 
ice in each grade until they reach grade 8.” 

(i) That part of section 18 (f) of such 
act of July 6, 1945, as amended, which pre- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


cedes the first proviso is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(f) Each temporary employee in the 
mail-equipment shops paid on an annual 
basis shall be paid at the rate of pay of the 
lowest grade provided for a regular employee 
in the same type of position in which such 
temporary employee is employed, and shall, 
at the beginning of the first complete pay 
period following 52 weeks of satisfactory 
service in each pay status, be advanced suc- 
cessively to the rates of pay of the next higher 
grade of such position.” 

(j) The first section of the act of April 
15, 1947 (Public Law 35, 80th Cong.), as 
amended, is amended by striking out “shall 
be promoted successively at the beginning of 
the quarter following 1 year's satisfactory 
service in each grade” and by inserting in lieu 
thereof “shall be promoted successively at 
the beginning of the first complete pay pe- 
riod following 52 weeks of satisfactory sery- 
ice in each grade.” 

(k) All laws or parts of laws inconsistent 
with the amendments made by this section 
are hereby repealed or modified to the extent 
necessary to carry out the purposes of and 
conform to such amendments. 

Sec. 208. (a) (1) There is hereby estab- 
lished a Commission on Postal Field Service 
Classification (hereinafter referred to as “the 
Commission”) to be composed of (A) the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice of the Senate, (B) the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service of the House 
of Representatives, (C) the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, (D) two officers or employees of the 
Post Office Department to be appointed by 
the President, and (E) two representatives 
of postal employee organizations to be ap- 
pointed by the President. 

(2) The Postmaster General shall be Chair- 
man of the Commission. Vacancies in the 
membership of the Commission shall not 
affect the power of the remaining members to 
execute the functions of the Commission, 
and shall be filled in the same manner as 
the original selection. Five of the members 
of the Commission shall constitute a quorum 
for the transaction of business. The Com- 
mission shall fix the number of members 
who shall constitute a quorum for each sub- 
committee thereof. 

(b) The Commission, acting as a whole or 
by subcommittee, shall conduct or cause to 
be conducted a thorough investigation and 
study for the purpose of developing a plan 
for the establishment of a uniform, inte- 
grated, and equitable classification and pay 
system for all postmasters, officers, employees, 
and positions in the postal field service. 

(c) The Postmaster General is authorized 
to make available to the Commission such 
personnel, facilities, and services of the 
Post Office Department as may be necessary 
to enable it to perform its functions. The 
chairman of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service of the Senate and the 
chairman of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service of the House of the Rep- 
resentatives are authorized to assign from 
time to time the members of the staffs of 
their respective committees to duties and 
responsibilities in connection with the op- 
eration of the Commission. 

(d) The Commission shall report to the 
Senate and the House of Representatives, 
on or before March 1, 1955, the results of its 
study and investigation, together with such 
recommendations (including drafts of legis- 
lation to carry out such recommendations) 
as it deems advisable. 

Sec. 209. Section 1310 of the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1952 (Public Law 253, 
82d Cong.), as amended, is hereby repealed. 

Sec. 210. This title shall take effect as 
follows: 

(1) Sections 206 and 208 and this section, 
shall take effect on the date of enactment 
of this act; 
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(2) Sections 202, 204, and 205 shall take 
effect on the first day of the first pay period 
which begins after the date of enactment 
of this act; 

(3) Sections 203 and 209 shall take effect 
on the first day of the first calendar month 
following the calendar month in which this 
act is enacted; and 

(4) Section 207 shall take effect upon such 
date, not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this act, as may be designated 
by the Postmaster General. 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
majority leader two or three questions 
without losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator may proceed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
have sent to the desk an amendment 
which is the same amendment the com- 
mittee reported unanimously, which in 
general would increase the pay 5 percent. 

I ask the majority leader if he intends 
to schedule my bill for consideration. 
If not, I shall press my amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The policy com- 
mittee met today, and listed a number 
of bills. I have advised the minority 
leader that the amount of additional 
legislation the Senate can consider will 
depend upon the progress we can make 
on the schedule of legislation before us 
at this time. 

As I understand the Senator’s amend- 
ment—and he can correct me if I am 
mistaken—in effect it attaches the postal 
pay bill to the pending business before 
the Senate, which is H. R. 2235, Calendar 
1801, reported by the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Kucuet] from the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs deal- 
ing with a needed dam for water in Santa 
Maria, which is not to provide power 
facilities or major irrigation facilities, 
but merely to conserve the ground 
waters. 

Under the rules of the Senate, of 
course, there is no rule of germaneness. 
An amendment might be offered to at- 
tach the FEPC bill, the poll-tax bill, or 
any one of a dozen other nongermane 
subjects to this or any other bill before 
the Senate. Of course, almost any bill 
which we plan to take up could be killed 
if such a nongermane motion should 
prevail. 

The same thing might be done to the 
upper Colorado River Basin bill. The 
same type of nongermane amendment 
might be offered to the school-construc- 
tion bill. We expect to take up the rail- 
road retirement bill; and the same type 
of nongermane amendment might be 
attached to that. 

I would not recommend it, because I 
think it would jeopardize all of those 
bills if that were done, in the same way 
that I would resist attaching an FEPC 
amendment to a bill which did not relate 
to that subject matter. 

I do not wish to foreclose the Senator’s 
opportunity for discussion. I desire to 
extend him every courtesy. I think the 
proposed legislative procedure is wrong 
in connection with the proceedings of 
the Senate during consideration of our 
Legislative Calendar, and after the Sen- 
ator has made his remarks I intend to 
move to lay the amendment on the table. 
Normally I would not move to table a 
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germane amendment, but I feel amply 
justified in doing so at the proper time 
in the case of a nongermane amendment. 
I thought in fairness to the Senator I 
should make this explanation. 

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The Senator has not answered the ques- 
tion which I asked. I want to know if 
my bill is to receive consideration? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Icannot assure the 
Senator that the bills which we have 
listed, and concerning which we have 
advised the minority leader, are to be 
brought up. A filibuster may develop on 
a bill during the course of an evening. 
We have set for consideration tonight 
about 6 bills. We set No. 2235, on copy- 
rights. That bill has been passed. We 
set No. 2352, on the Missouri Valley Com- 
pact. That has been . We have 
now proceeded to the third bill, which is 
No. 1801 on the calendar, the Santa 
Maria project. It looks as though that 
2 would pass without too much discus- 

on. 

After that we have No. 2344, which is 
Senate bill 3772, to amend the Federal 
Property Act, which the Senator from 
Maine [Mrs. SmiTH] is handling. 

I had intended to move to consider No. 
2000 on the calendar, which is the Colo- 
rado River bill, to be followed by the 
railroad retirement bill. 

Even with this limited number of bills 
listed, I cannot give the Senator assur- 
ance that even the next one on the cal- 
endar will be reached, because this 
amendment of the Senator, if my motion 
to lay on the table does not prevail, may 
keep us here until time to move to recess. 

All I can say to the Senator is that we 
have been trying to present an orderly 
program to the Senate, and I shall con- 
tinue to do so until the leadership of the 
Senate is taken over by someone else. 

I believe that the Senator’s amend- 
ment is not germane. If he starts this 
precedent, it may rise to plague him, 
because someone may decide that an 
FEPC amendment or some other kind 
of amendment equally nongermane, 
should be offered to every other bill be- 
fore the Senate. 

If any such amendment should be of- 
fered, I, as majority leader, under the 
same circumstances, would move to lay 
the amendment on the table. I must 
resist this effort to attach the postal bill 
to the Santa Maria project bill as an 
amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I regret very much to 
bring it up in this manner, but I am ask- 
ing at this time that my amendment be 
considered. This seems to be the only 
way to obtain a vote on the pay bill. 

This pay bill does not involve as large 
an increase as does the bill sent over 
from the House to the Senate. The bill 
which the House passed for postal work- 
ers provided a 7-percent increase. The 
one before us provides only 5 percent. 

A summary of the provisions of the 
reported bill 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a quorum call if he is 
offering an amendment? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I shall request a quorum call a little later. 

Mr. President, the Senate Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee, in the in- 
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terest of expediting pay legislation for 
Federal employees, unanimously voted 
to strike all after the enacting clause of 
H. R. 7774 and insert an amendment 
which appears in italic type in the bill 
as reported and provides the following: 

First. A permanent 5-percent increase 
in the minimum rate of each grade, 
through GS-17, of all employees paid 
under the Classification Act of 1949, with 
a minimum increase to each employee of 
$170 a year and a maximum increase of 
$440 a year. The bill also provides an 
increase of 5 percent with a minimum of 
$170 and a maximum of $440 per annum 
for legislative employees, certain judicial 
officers and employees, officers and em- 
ployees in the Department of Medicine 
and Surgery in the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, and employees in the Foreign 
Service of the State Department. In ad- 
dition, the bill contains a provision in- 
creasing the maximum compensation 
payable to officers and employees of the 
Central Bank for Cooperatives, or any 
production credit corporations, produc- 
tion credit associations, or bank for co- 
operatives, so as to permit the grant- 
ing to such employees of increases corre- 
sponding to those provided other em- 
ployees by the bill. No rate of basic 
compensation which is $14,800 or more 
per annum shall be increased. 

Second. The annual salary for the 
Treasurer of the United States is in- 
creased from GS-16 to GS-18. 

Third. An increase in the maximum 
allowable per diem for Federal employees 
to $12 per day from the present rate of 
$9 per day. 

Fourth. A permanent 5-percent in- 
crease for all postmasters, officers, and 
employees in the postal field service with 
a minimum of $200 and a maximum of 
$440 except in the case of fourth-class 
postmasters, hourly rate employees, 
skilled-trades employees of mail-equip- 
ment shops, job cleaners in first- and 
second-class post offices, and employees 
paid on a fee or contract basis. 

Fifth. An increase of 5 percent (com- 
puted to the nearest half cent) with a 
minimum of $200 in the rate of basic 
compensation of each employee paid on 
an hourly basis. 

Sixth. An increase of 5 percent in each 
rate of basic compensation for post- 
masters in post offices of the fourth class. 

Seventh. An increase in the allowable 
per diem for employees in the transpor- 
tation service to $9 per day from the 
present rate of $6 per day. 

Eighth. A repeal of present law which 
restricts the number of permanent ap- 
pointments, promotions, and transfers 
in the Federal service. 

Ninth. A biweekly pay period for per- 
sonnel of the postal field service. 

Tenth. Establishes a Commission on 
Postal Field Service Classification to con- 
duct an investigation and study for the 
purposes of developing a plan for the 
establishment of a uniform, integrated, 
and equitable classification and pay sys- 
tem for all postmasters, officers, em- 
ployees, and positions in the postal field 
service, The Commission is directed to 
report the results of its study together 
with recommendations to the Senate 
and the House of Representatives on 
or before March 1, 1955. 


15013 


Mr. President, the committee of which 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] is chairman, re- 
ported the bill unanimously ; all members 
of the committee, both Democrats and 
Republicans, voted to report the bill, af- 
ter the committee had held the hearings. 
On the question of reporting the bill 
to the Senate, there was not a dissenting 
vote in the committee. 

So at this time I bring the bill—now 
submitted as an amendment—to the at- 
be crag of the Senate, for its considera- 

on. 

The bill does not contain a provision 
regarding postal rates, for we did not 
hold any hearings on that subject. The 
committee considered that phase of the 
matter, and yoted unanimously not to 
take up, this year, a rate bill, because we 
had not had any hearings on that 
subject. I wish to call that point to the 
attention of the Senate. 

Mr. President, this amendment pro- 
vides for what in my opinion is approxi- 
mately half of what would be a proper 
pay increase for the Federal employees, 
both the postal workers and all other 
civil-service workers. In this measure, 
we treat all of them alike. 

Someone has said, “In order to provide 
these workers with a pay increase at this 
time, provision must be made for raising 
additional revenue.” 

Mr. President, I wish to say to the 
Senate that even if the Senate were to 
adopt the amendments recommended by 
the majority leader, the budget of the 
Post Office Department would not be 
balanced; in fact, it would not even be 
half balanced. The budget of the 
Post Office Department has not been bal- 
anced for many years; yet in that period 
Congress has voted several times to in- 
crease the pay of the postal workers. 

Furthermore, I desire to call attention 
to the fact that the other civil service 
workers, whose departments and agen- 
cies also receive their funds from the 
pockets of the American taxpayers, have 
received pay increases. Yet when a pay 
increase is proposed for the postal work- 
ers, there always seems to be the cry, 
ae postal budget must be balanced 

Mr. President, it is not the fault of 
the postal workers that the Post Office 
Department’s budget is not balanced. 
It is the duty of the Congress of the 
United States to balance the budget of 
the Post Office Department, after hold- 
ing adequate hearings, and then decid- 
ing which postal rates should be in- 
creased. 

It may be said that the rates on first- 
class mail should be increased. How- 
ever, every hearing held on that subject 
has brought out the fact that the first- 
class mail is already paying its way. 

It may be said that the rates on sec- 
ond-class mail should be increased, in 
view of the fact that at this time sec- 
ond-class mail is not paying its way. 
If that proposal is made, hearings should 
be held to determine just how much of a 
rate increase should be made. 

These matters must be carefully 
studied, because they are extremely 
technical. Any member who has served 
on the Senate Committee on Post Office 
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and Civil Service realizes the technical- 
ities involved in increasing the postal 
rates. 

In connection with this measure, Mr. 
President, the question, as I see it, is 
whether the Congress is going to pay the 
Federal workers what they should be 
paid. That is the question which is be- 
fore the Congress at the present time. 
It is for the Senate to decide the posi- 
tion it will take in connection with that 
question. Thereafter, after all matters 
in connection with the situation have 
been properly considered by the Con- 
gress, it will be for the Congress to decide 
what the postal rates should he. 

Mr. President, the members of the 
committee are 100 percent in support 
of this measure. 

At this stage of the session, when we 
are so close to adjournment, I would not 
ordinarily bring up a measure of this 
sort or attempt to have it adopted as an 
amendment to another bill, if I did not 
think that was the only means by which 
we could do justice to the Federal Gov- 
ernment employees. But in this situ- 
ation, I will not remain silent and I will 
not fail to do my duty as a Senator to 
see it to that the Federal Government 
employees are paid what they should be 
paid. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield for a question. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I wonder if the 
Senator is familiar with the news from 
the ticker, which quotes the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Fercuson], the dis- 
tinguished majority policy committee 
chairman, as follows: 

Fercuson said no definite plans for ad- 
journment had been discussed at the hour- 
long session of the policy committee. At one 
point he said he hoped to finish by tomorrow, 
then later he said he hoped adjournment 
will come Friday. 


My question is: If the nearly 2 million 
Federal workers, who have been waiting 
since the convening of the 83d Congress 
in January of 1953, are not granted pay 
increases by the United States Senate 
between now and tomorrow, if the Sen- 
ator from Michigan is quoted correctly 
as chairman of the Republican policy 
committee, will these 2 million workers, 
who have been waiting for consideration 
of their plea for a cost-of-living pay in- 
crease by the United States Senate, be 
given proper treatment? 

These workers are organized, of 
course. They have strong unions. 
They have as representatives able men 
who contact the Members of the Senate 
and Members of the House. But these 
workers are denied one right which all 
other labor has, and are justly denied 
that one right, because they work for the 
Government. They cannot cause and 
would not cause a work stoppage, to call 
attention to their plight and to their in- 
ability to meet the cost of living, because 
they do not have that right, and should 
never have it. So they have no other 
forum except this body and the body 
across the Capitol before which to lay 
their case. They have presented that 
case before the House committee and be- 
fore the Senate committee, and both 
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committees have overwhelmingly—I 
know in the case of the Senate commit- 
tee unanimously—resolved that there 
should be a 5 percent pay increase. 

I know the House committee has re- 
ported a bill calling for a 5-percent pay 
increase. I believe it was reported nearly 
unanimously. Not only that, but the 
House has passed, by an overwhelming 
vote, 321 to 29, I believe, a pay raise of 
7 percent for the postal workers, which 
was approved by a yea-and-nay vote in 
the House. 

We are in the closing hours of this 
session, for the distinguished chairman 
of the Republican policy committee says 
that we will adjourn tomorrow, or, at the 
latest, by Friday. I would much prefer 
to have this bill put on the calendar in 
the regular order, rather than to find it 
necessary to give the Senate a chance to 
act on the matter by pursuing the course 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
South Carolina is now proposing. 

We have considered bills relating to 
flood control for Santa Barbara, Calif. 
I love Santa Barbara, Calif. It is a won- 
derful place. The 40,000 people there, 
I believe, are some of the finest people in 
the world, but they have done without 
this flood-control project, or this irriga- 
tion and reclamation project, for many 
years of their history. I do not believe 
this project has the grave urgency pos- 
sessed by the matter of equity for the 
Federal employees, the servants of the 
Government, who have a right to expect 
from the Senate and from the House of 
Representatives a determination of 
whether their case is a good one or not. 
I think the Senate should be willing to 
stand up and be counted on this matter. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, what the Senator from 
Oklahoma has said is certainly true. If 
we are to adjourn tomorrow or Friday, 
if we pass this bill everyone knows it 
must go to conference, which would take 
time. After the conference the House 
conferees will have to report the bill back 
to the House and the Senate conferees to 
the Senate—and then the bill will have 
to be considered again. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I felt that this was the only way for this 
bill to have any chance whatsoever of 
being enacted into law. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield for a question with the understand- 
ing I shall not lose the floor. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is it true that the 
Senator's amendment is nothing more 
than the measure which was reported 
favorably and unanimously by the Senate 
1 ittee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is exactly true. There is not a word 
in the amendment which is different 
from what we reported. 

Mr. PASTORE. Is this pay increase 
the equivalent of 5 percent, as was rec- 
ommended by the President of the United 
States? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. It 
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Mr. PAS TORE. Is it true that in both 
instances, postal employees and civil 
service employees the ceiling is $440? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The ceiling is $440 for both. 

Mr.PASTORE. And in the case of the 
postal employees the floor is $200? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
$200 is the floor for the postal employees. 

Mr. PASTORE. And in the case of the 
civil-service employees the floor is $170? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is true. 

Mr. PASTORE. I wish to say to the 
distinguished Senator that I shall vote 
for his amendment. 

- Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
desire to make it known to the Senator 
from California that I am in favor of his 
bill, and I believe that this action will 
even help the passage of the bill. If I 
am any judge of the desires of the Sen- 
ate, I believe that a majority of the 
Members of the Senate would like to pay 
the Federal workers an additional 5 per- 
cent. That being so, I offered this pro- 
vision to this bill. The purpose was not 
to kill this bill, but to assure that we 
would have this bill, and in addition, that 
the Federal workers would receive a 
5-percent increase in their pay. 

Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, I 
yield for a question. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Iam somewhat dis- 
turbed by what the distinguished major- 
ity leader said about the irregularity of 
adding this amendment to this bill. We 
admit this matter is not germane to the 
bill of the distinguished junior Senator 
from California, since the bill deals with 
a reclamation project for the people of 
Santa Barbara. I do not like this proc- 
ess. As I said before, however, I do not 
know any other way that we could vote 
on this matter, in view of the lateness of 
the session. 

I wonder if the distinguished junior 
Senator from South Carolina, the former 
chairman of the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee during the past ad- 
ministration, could tell me if this pro- 
cedure which we seek to use, in an ex- 
treme emergency, in order to give jus- 
tice to some 2 million workers, is any 
more unusual than the procedure which 
was sought to be used by the distin- 
guished majority leader on the calendar 
call this afternoon, when he attempted 
to short-circuit completely the work and 
the hearings and the unanimous decision 
of the Senate Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice Committee in reporting its bill, by 
substituting for that bill an amendment 
prepared by himself which threw into 
complete reverse the action and the re- 
port of the Senate Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service? 

In other words, I can see no more dis- 
orderly process in the procedure which 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
South Carolina is using, from a parlia- 
mentary standpoint, than I feel was in- 
volved in the effort made this afternoon 
by the distinguished majority leader to 
throw into the ash can the year-long 
work of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, in reporting a bill and 
getting it on the calendar. 
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Furthermore, when this very bill the 
Senator is seeking to add as an amend- 
ment was unanimously passed by the 
United States Senate and was in effect 
for 2 hours, we saw the unusual proce- 
dure of the majority leader vacating 
the action on the Consent Calendar and 
objecting to its consideration at that 
time. 

So if there is some lack of complete 
regularity in this proceeding, since it is 
a rider to this bill, let me say that we 
have had a lot of irregular parliamen- 
tary procedures to prevent the Senate 
from expressing its will on this 5-percent 
pay increase. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, the Senator from Okla- 
homa is entirely correct. When the ma- 
jority leader this afternoon sent to the 
desk an amendment which the Commit- 
tee on Post Office and Civil Service had 
never studied, since the committee had 
never looked into the question of postal 
rates—he did withdraw it, but he had 
it on the desk; so at that time, when 
he was doing that, we certainly were be- 
ing afforded an exhibition of a new way 
of legislating. We have never passed a 
postal rate bill in the Senate without 30 
days of hearings. But we have done a 
great deal of legislating along the line 
of what I am trying to do by attaching 
as an amendment to the pending bill 
on the floor of the Senate a measure 
which has been considered by the com- 
mittee. We had hearings in the com- 
mittee. The bill was brought to the 
floor for consideration. So this is noth- 
2 new as a procedure at the present 
ime. 

We believe this is what ought to be 
done. I have a little feeling that tells 
me there are certain things I ought to do 
and certain things I ought not to do. 
I ought not to be in favor of having a 
man work for the Government for a 
salary lower than he should receive. 
That is why I bring up the amendment. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator 
understand that if the majority leader 
intends to amend the amendment al- 
ready proposed and lying on the desk, 
which amendment he proposed this 
afternoon, that can still be done? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
He has a perfect right to send up such 
an amendment, and we can vote on it. 
I welcome his sending it up. I believe 
I know how the Senate would vote on 
that amendment. I believe it would vote 
it down. I should like to obtain a 
record vote on it. My amendment is 
nothing new, as his amendment is. We 
reported it 3 weeks ago. The committee 
bill has been on the desks of all Sena- 
tors, with the report, awaiting action. 
I am trying to get a little action tonight. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I should like to 
ask the distinguished Senator a ques- 
tion with respect to his amendment. 
If a motion is made by the distinguished 
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majority leader to table the amendment, 
we shall at least have a vote to show 
how the Members of the United States 
Senate feel in relation to whether a 
pay bill should or should not be passed 
by this Congress. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is one reason why I have my 
amendment at the desk. I want Sena- 
tors to go on record as to how they feel 
about the situation. 

Mr. MONRONEY. As I understand 
the situation, the distinguished junior 
Senator from South Carolina, in his col- 
loquy with the majority leader, offered 
to withhold his amendment, pending 
any assurance—of course, it is not pos- 
sible to give an ironclad guarantee— 
which might come from the distin- 
guished majority leadership, giving us a 
time when the bill would be placed on 
the list of must legislation, so that we 
could take it up as a matter of regular 
Senate procedure and debate. Did not 
the Senator from South Carolina ask 
the majority leader whether that would 
be the situation, before the Senator from 
South Carolina offered his amendment? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is correct. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Therefore, a mo- 
tion to lay on the table would be a mo- 
tion to determine whether or not we are 
in favor of voting a 5 percent increase. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is true. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Green Martin 
Anderson Hayden McCarran 
Barrett Hendrickson McClellan 
Beall Hennings Millikin 
Bennett Hickenlooper Monroney 
Bowring 11 Morse 
Bricker Holland Mundt 
Bush Humphrey Murray 
Butler Ives Neely 
Carlson Jackson Pastore 
Case Johnson, Colo. Payne 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Potter 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Reynolds 
Cooper Kefauver Robertson 
Cordon Kennedy Russell 
Crippa Kerr Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kilgore Schoeppel 
Dworshax Knowland Smathers 
Ellender Kuchel Smith, Maine 
Ervin Langer Smith, N. J. 
Ferguson Lehman Stennis 
Frear Lennon Symington 
Fulbright Long Thye 
George Magnuson Watkins 
Goldwater Malone Williams 
Gore Mansfield Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Caruson] for a brief statement, with the 
understanding that I shall not lose my 
rights to the floor. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the 
chairman of the Committee on Post Of- 
fice and Civil Service is placed in a most 
difficult position by the amendment of- 
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON]. Our 
committee has reported a postal pay- 
increase bill which also includes the 
classified workers of this Nation. We 
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did this after holding considerable hear- 
ings. We heard representatives of the 
Post Office Department, the Civil Service 
Commission, and the leaders of the var- 
ious organizations who are interested in 
this proposed legislation. After execu- 
tive sessions at which we discussed 
thoroughly the merits and the demerits 
of pay increases at this time, we reported 
a bill which provides for a 5 percent 
increase for both the postal and classi- 
fied workers, with a minimum and a 
maximum, 

I think it should be stated for the 
record that this pay bill carries approx- 
imately $338 million, including travel at- 
lowances for both postal and classified 
workers, and it is one of the lowest-price 
pay bills that Congress has considered 
in many years. Such bills normally run 
into figures of $600 million or $700 mil- 
lion. I think our committee is entitled 
to credit for reporting to the Senate a 
pay bill which percentage increase has 
administration approval and is so whole- 
heartedly supported by the employee 
groups. 

Our committee did not recommend 
pay rates as high as was suggested by 
leaders of employee groups. We did not 
go as far as the House did, which has 
already passed a 7-percent bill. 

So I am in a difficult situation because 
of the amendment offered by the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. I sponsored 
the bill which is now the pending 
amendment, and I favor its approval on 
its own merits. 

I wish the Recorp to show that I favor 
a postal-pay increase but I do not think 
a postal-pay increase should be tied to 
postal rates. I wish to state very defi- 
nitely that I favor an increase in postal 
rates but I insist increased rates should 
no be enacted without adequate hear- 

ngs. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kansas yield? 

Mr. CARLSON. I cannot yield at this 
moment. I think the Recorp should 
show that in 1951 our committee, of 
which the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina was chairman, and of 
which I was a member, together with the 
distinguished Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. LANGER], who was the ranking 
minority member, reported a postal rate 
bill increasing first-, second-, and third- 
class rates. The Senate must know that 
the only place we are going to get sub- 
stantial money from postal rates is in 
the first class. We will get about $150 
million. This is a class of mail that al- 
ready is paying its way. 

We hear much discussion about in- 
creasing second-class rates, and we hear 
about the deficits caused by carrying 
second-class mail. This deficit, we are 
told, is about $250 million. The pro- 
posals for a second-class rate increase 
before the Senate would call for an in- 
crease of $13 million in second-class. If 
we were to adopt the amendment which 
has been proposed, we would approve 
these rates for second-class until 1957. 
The Senate should not take that action 
without adequate hearings which would 
permit all affected parties an opportun- 
ity to be heard, 
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The increase in the third class is esti- 
mated at $40 million. I contend that we 
eannot legislate on rates without hear- 
ings. Our committee has not held any 
hearings on those proposed rates. To 
place a burden of $200 million on the 
people of this country, without hearings, 
is something which I as chairman cannot 
support. 

I wish to make this definite statement 
to the Senate. I made it in committee 
and I have made it privately. I want 
to make it a matter of record that at 
the beginning of the next session of Con- 
gress, I as chairman of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service or, 
should political fortunes change, as 
ranking minority member, one of the 
first things I expect to try to get done is 
to report to the Senate legislation pro- 
viding for rate increases. 

This Senate authorized the creation of 
an advisory committee on postal mat- 
ters which made an extended and 
thorough study of the Post Office De- 
partment. 

These hearings and recommendations 
were printed in Senate Report No. 1086, 
83d Congress, 2d session. It is one of the 
most exhaustive and thorough studies of 
the Department since its establishment. 

Under the circumstances I urge that 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina withdraw his amendment. It 
does not belong on this bill. I think it 
would be most helpful if the Senate lead- 
ership would give serious thought to fur- 
ther consideration of the bill on its own 
merits. 

Again I say that I am very much in 
favor of a postal pay increase. I think 
both the postal and the classified work- 
ers have demonstrated by their testi- 
mony before the committee that they 
are entitled to this salary increase—it 
should not and cannot be dependent on 
other matters. 

So I urge, as before, that the distin- 
guished Senator from South Carolina 
seriously consider withdrawing his 
amendment. Then I would plead and 
hope that we might have an opportunity 
to give a subject of this importance the 
consideration which it deserves. Again 
I urge the leadership to give us an op- 
portunity to act directly on a pay in- 
crease. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, now 
that additional Senators have entered 
the Chamber, I desire to state that this 
evening we started with a program which 
the majority leader announced, after 
consultation with the policy committee 
and after having advised the minority 
leadership. 

The program started with Calendar 
No. 2235, H. R. 6616, relating to copy- 
rights. That bill was passed. 

Next the Senate considered Calendar 
No. 2352, S. 2821, dealing with the Mis- 
souri River Compact. That bill was 
passed by the Senate. 

We have scheduled next Calendar No. 
1801, H. R. 2235, dealing with the Santa 
Maria water and water storage reservoirs. 

The next bill scheduled is Calendar 
No. 2344, Senate bill 3772, the Federal 
Property Act. 

It is then proposed to proceed to Calen- 
dar No. 2000, Senate bill 1555, relating 
to the Colorado River. 
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That bill is to be followed by Calendar 
No. 2249, H. R. 7840, relating to railroad 
retirement legislation. 

That is a pretty full program for the 
evening. I have made it clear that addi- 
tional legislation cannot be scheduled 
beyond today until it can be seen what 
progress can be made with the program 
which has been outlined. 

The amendment offered by the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina is to attach 
to a bill relating to a local project of 
great need in the Santa Maria area of 
California the postal pay bill, an amend- 
ment which obviously is not germane. 
The Senate does not have a rule of 
germaneness. Similarly, an amendment 
could be offered to attach the FEPC bill, 
the poll tax bill, or any other bill which 
is not germane to the bill under con- 
sideration. That practice has been 
avoided for the most part at this session 
of the Senate. 

I say, on my responsibility as majority 
leader, that if there were offered to a 
bill an amendment to attach the FEPC 
measure to it, which would have the 
effect of killing the measure, I, on my 
responsibility as majority leader, would 
move to table it. That is the motion I 
intend to make in this case. 

Normally, I do not believe in making 
a motion to table when an amendment is 
germane to the subject matter of the 
bill. But these are the closing days of 
the session. The exact date of adjourn- 
ment has not been set, because it may 
depend upon the amount of progress 
which can be made. I understand that 
the conference report on the foreign aid 
bill will be before the Senate tomorrow. 
The conferees have agreed. The House 
will meet tomorrow. 

It is hoped to act upon a number of 
other conference reports tomorrow. It 
is planned to call them up whenever they 
are ready. 

I believe that to propose an amend- 
ment such as the Senator from South 
Carolina has offered in this instance is 
not orderly legislative procedure. I think 
it opens up a highly dangerous precedent, 
both for this and future sessions of the 
Senate. 

I think the Senate might very well live 
to regret legislating in this manner. I 
appeal to Senators on both sides of the 
aisle to sustain the leadership. I recog- 
nize that the United States Senate has 
the control of its own destinies. At any 
time 49 Senators—if all Senators are 
present—desire to take over or to change 
the program which the leadership has 
proposed, they can do so. But if they 
intend to do so, they should, at least, do 
it in that manner, and not by attaching 
a nongermane amendment to a bill of 
the nature of the Santa Maria bill. 

It is only for that reason that I feel I 
would be justified in making the motion 
I now intend to make. I feel that any 
majority leader, whether he sat on the 
other side of the aisle or on this side of 
the aisle, having the same responsibility, 
would act in the same manner. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The distin- 
guished majority leader is, of course, 
aware of the substantial amount of sen- 
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timent for the consideration at this ses- 
sion of the pending amendment. The 
normal process is for the Senator’s policy 
committee to consider proposed legis- 
lation and to schedule it. Up to this 
time, the policy committee of the ma- 
jority has not seen fit to schedule the 
pay-increase bill. Is the Senator from 
California in a position to say that with- 
in another day or two, or three days, if 
the policy committee refuses to schedule 
the bill 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No; I have not 
said that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I would not 
ask the Senator from California when 
he has a gun at his head, to say that he 
intends to schedule any form of the 
pending proposal, but I ask the Senator 
if it is not possible to have the policy 
committee give further consideration to 
the pending proposal, in the hope that 
perhaps Members of the Senate who wish 
to vote on the question may do so at this 
session. 

I realize that the majority leader 
made an earnest effort to formulate an 
amendment which he hoped would be 
satisfactory. When it was presented 
this afternoon and discussed within a 
limited time, it appeared to meet con- 
siderable objection. I hope the major- 
ity leader will be willing to indicate to 
the Senate that he will make another 
attempt to have either the Johnston 
amendment or a similar proposal pre- 
sented to the policy committee while 
the Senate still has plenty of other busi- 
ness to keep it occupied. Two or three 
conference reports have reached the 
Senate. Perhaps tomorrow the policy 
committee can determine whether it will 
permit a proposal incorporating the 
Johnston amendment to come before the 
Senate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The members of 
the policy committee and the majority 
leader have not closed their minds to 
any argument, any proposed alterna- 
tives, or any suggested amendments 
which might develop an area of agree- 
ment, But the distinguished Senator 
from Texas knows that I do not wish 
to mislead the Senate. The bill has not 
been scheduled. I think I have stated 
the reasons why. Many bills of great 
interest, locally, nationally, and area- 
wide, have been scheduled. Senators 
who are interested in them hope they 
will be considered, and that they will 
not be foreclosed. For that matter, any 
bill on the calendar is still subject to 
being scheduled, depending upon the 
amount of progress which can be made 
on the program tonight, and the amount 
of progress which can be made on other 
proposed legislation. 

I do not wish to place myself in the 
position of misleading the minority 
leader or the Senate. It is my purpose 
to try, in an orderly way, to make as 
much progress as possible. 

The railroad retirement bill has much 
support. I believe it passed the House 
by a vote of 365 to 0. But until tonight 
it had not been possible to find a place 
to schedule it. A place has now been 
found for its consideration, if the bills 
ahead of it can be cleared. If we are not 
able to make more progress than we are 
now making, it will not be possible to 
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consider the bill. I had hoped the 
Senate would not have to continue in 
session beyond 10 o’clock tonight, after 
the experience of last night. If more 
progress is not made, it will not be pos- 
sible to complete consideration of the 
remainder of the items on tonight’s 
schedule, much less adding bills which 
have not yet been scheduled. 

The policy committee and the ma- 
jority leader are willing to keep open 
minds. We shall be glad to consider any 
arguments presented to us. If the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina has any other 
approach to the problem, which might 
meet the matter of postal revenues part 
way, we shall be glad to have him tell 
us, even though he is a member of the 
Democratic Party. If the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] has any ideas on 
the question, we should like to have him 
come before the committee. Perhaps 
there is some area of agreement which 
can be reached. But I do not like to be 
placed in the position described by the 
Senator from Texas, as I think I ex- 
pressed it earlier, with a gun at my head 
in the form of an amendment which is 
not germane to the pending bill, and 
which I think is conducive to disorder 
in the legislative procedure, and forced 
to make a commitment that a particu- 
lar bill will be brought up. I am not 
in a position to do that. If I lose in this 
instance, I shall have to lose, but, so 
far as I can help it, we are not going to 
legislate in that manner. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, The minor- 
ity leader made it very clear that he was 
not putting a gun to the head of the 
majority leader, and he was not asking 
the Senator to make a hard and fast 
commitment that the proposal contained 
in the Johnston amendment would be 
reported to the Policy Committee at 10 
a. m. tomorrow. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Iunderstand that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. But the 
question I should like answered is 
whether the majority leader and the 
Policy Committee are willing to give con- 
sideration to scheduling this proposal, 
and, if necessary, have the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] and 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JoHNsTON] come before 
the committee and exchange points of 
view, to ascertain whether agreement 
can be reached and to learn whether we 
can vote either on this proposal or 
another one. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Any Senator who 
is interested in proposed legislation on 
the calendar, and feels that there are 
facts, figures, proposals, alternatives, or 
amendments which should be submitted, 
and that the proposed legislation is of 
sufficient importance that he wants to 
bring it to the attention of the Policy 
Committee, can do so. We do not oper- 
ate with closed minds, as I am sure the 
Policy Committee on the other side of 
the aisle does not. We shall be glad to 
entertain any reasonable proposals or 
testimony which might be offered, but 
whether I am to win or lose on the vote, 
I am hot in a position to say to the 
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Senator whether any such proposed leg- 
islation is scheduled. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Iwas impressed with the 
statement of the Senator from Kansas, 
the chairman of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. The Senator 
has worked hard on a pay increase bill. 
The House passed a bill which provided 
for a greater pay increase than is pro- 
vided in the Senate bill. The House 
passed a bill which provided for 7 per- 
cent increases, with a minimum increase 
of $200. The House passed the bill by 
an overwhelming majority, in fact, 
almost unanimously, 352 Representatives 
being in favor and 29 opposed. 

The Senate Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, after lengthy study 
and consideration, recommended a bill 
to the Senate. The bill is before the 
Senate. I admit it does not provide for 
postal rate increases. I personally feel 
that a postal rate increase is overdue. 

I served on the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service for 3 years. I 
have a slight knowledge of the responsi- 
bilities and heavy duties which devolve 
upon it, and I know the demands that 
are made upon that committee, partic- 
ularly if postal rate increases are in- 
volved. However, I believe the Senate 
could act on the pay increase bill. Con- 
gress will reconvene in about 5 months’ 
time. Congress could then immediately 
take up the question of the postal rate in- 
crease. I believe the committee staff 
could give thought and study to the in- 
formation already contained in its files. 
I know what material was taken into 
consideration and was studied regarding 
postal rates when I was on the com- 
mittee. 

I believe that no more important legis- 
lation lies upon the desks of Senators 
than the proposed pay increase for Fed- 
eral workers. The younger Federal em- 
ployees of the Nation, both those em- 
ployed in the postal service and others, 
are having an extremely difficult time 
trying to maintain their homes on the 
incomes that younger persons in the Fed- 
eral service receive. 

By passing a pay increase bill, I think 
we would be doing justice and equity to 
Federal employees, who can neither 
strike nor make demands, but only ap- 
peal to us in Congress to give them relief 
when their income is insufficient to meet 
the overhead expenses of their daily 
lives. 

I wish to call the attention not only 
of the policy committee, but of the very 
able majority leader, to the fact that the 
Senator from Kansas, the chairman of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, has laid before this body a legis- 
lative measure which is sound in every 
conceivable way. ; 

For that reason, if the Senate were to 
lay it aside and take up a substitute, I 
think it would err. I think the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina is wrong in 
offering an amendment, which is not 
germane, to another bill. I have served 
with the Senator from South Carolina 
on the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. I wish he would withdraw his 
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amendment, so that we may proceed in 
an orderly manner, and then the Senate 
could act on a motion tomorrow to take 
up the salary increase bill and act on 
the bill on its own merits, without con- 
fusing the situation by trying to add a 
salary increase to another bill which is 
before the Senate and ready for passage. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana for a question. 

Mr. LONG. I am sure the Senator 
from California realizes that some of us 
find ourselves in a rather embarrassing 
position. Some of us have taken the 
attitude that we would vote for a pay 
raise for postal employees, and have more 
or less assured our constituents that we 
would do so. If this is the only chance 
we shall have to vote on a pay increase, 
and if we cannot have assurance that we 
shall have an opportunity to vote on a 
pay increase bill at this session, those of 
us who have more or less committed our- 
selves that we would vote for a pay in- 
crease find ourselves in the awkward 
position that we would be doing less than 
keeping our word if we did not vote for 
the proposal. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I understand the 
Senator’s problem, and I want the Sen- 
ator to know that the problem I have is 
not an easy one. I know what I do will 
be misrepresented, but I have a respon- 
sibility to carry out. I have no quarrel 
with a Senator who thinks that he must 
vote for such a proposal. However, in 
the orderly procedure of the Senate, it 
seems to me this is not a sound way to 
legislate. It seems to me it would open 
up dangerous precedents which might 
rise to plague the Democratic Party, if it 
became the majority party, as well as to 
plague the Republican Party, which now 
is in nominal control. 

In the French Chamber of Deputies 
they have blocs and confusion, and they 
do not know from day to day where the 
responsibility rests or who the govern- 
ment is. I think we want to avoid such 
a situation. We temporarily are charged 
with setting the legislative program. It 
seems to me that responsibility should 
not be taken out of the hands of the 
majority leader, particularly when we 
have a schedule. I think we have tried 
during this session to work out a sched- 
ule, and I have tried to give equal con- 
cern to those who had problems on the 
other side of the aisle as I have to Sen- 
ators on this side of the aisle. Under 
those circumstances, and considering the 
delay that this.type of maneuver would 
cause, I can do nothing but resist with 
all the parliamentary devices I have open 
to me. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Could not the as- 
surance be given to the Senator from 
Louisiana—and I feel as he does, that 
I should like to have a chance to vote on 
a pay increase—that, in the orderly 
process, tomorrow we would have a per- 
fect right to make a motion to call up the 
bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senate rules 
so provide. The wisdom of doing so, 
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each Senator must decide for himself. 
In any event, the rules do not limit the 
making of such a motion to the majority 
leader. The normal procedure is that 
such motions are made by the Senator 
who occupies the majority leader’s posi- 
tion, but the rules do not so limit the 
making of such a motion. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I intend to vote, as 
the majority leader has indicated, to 
table the proposal, because I think there 
will be a chance to bring up the proposal 
in an orderly way. As the Senator from 
Louisiana has done, I have said that I 
intend to vote for a pay raise. However, 
I do not believe this is the orderly way to 
do it. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Iam sure the Senator 
from California realizes that the mem- 
bership has to sit and wait and listen to 
what measures are to be voted on largely 
through the decisions and the responsi- 
bilities of the majority and the good in- 
tentions of the majority. However, 
this may be the only opportunity we 
will have to vote on the question. I do 
not like the idea of setting precedents of 
this kind. I did not enter the Chamber 
in time to hear all the Senator from 
California had to say. As I understood, 
he said he had an open mind and had 
not closed the door to the policy com- 
mittee’s leaving it up to the member- 
ship to vote on the question. Is that 
whet the majority leader said? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; in referring to 
the unscheduled measures on the calen- 
dar, of which this is an important one, I 
said that all of them are open to consid- 
eration by the policy committee. Some- 
times amendments which develop an area 
of agreement are suggested, and thus the 
bill can be supported, whereas otherwise 
it could not be. 

Mr. STENNIS. I am sure the Senator 
cannot speak for other Members; but so 
far as he knows, will other Members ap- 
proach this question with the same open 
mind with which the majority leader has 
approached it, and will they give honest 
consideration to the question of finding a 
place for it on the schedule? I seek 
information. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Iam sure they will, 
in the case of both this and every other 
piece of proposed legislation on the cal- 
endar. Of course, as the Senator from 
Mississippi knows, under our parliamen- 
tary procedure the policy committee does 
not schedule, and cannot schedule, meas- 
ures for consideration by the Senate until 
they have been reported by the standing 
committees of the Senate. So we are 
limited to the items which are on the 
printed calendar. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from 
California also mentioned the possibility 
that some other bill could be displaced. 
No Member desires to try to displace a 
pending measure, but that may be the 
only remedy left. The Senator from 
Mississippi might, tomorrow, support a 
motion to displace some other bill be- 
cause, even though I am not sponsoring 
this bill, I think it should be voted on 
because it is of national significance and 
importance. a 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield for an ob- 
servation? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I do not propose to dis- 
cuss the merits or the demerits of the 
parliamentary tactics which is now be- 
ing employed in the Senate, but I have 
heard several Members speak of it as 
though it were an innovation. This is 
no innovation at all, Mr. President. 
This particular parliamentary tactic 
has been used time and time again in 
my 9 years in the Senate. No precedent 
is being established here tonight as far 
as parliamentary tactics are concerned. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay on the table the amendment 
of the Senator from South Carolina 
LMr. JOHNSTON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from California. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr, President, on this question I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Green Martin 
Anderson Hayden 
Barrett Hendrickson McClellan 
Beall Hennings Millikin 
Bennett Hickenlooper Monroney 
Bowring Hill orse 
Bricker Holland Mundt 
Bush Humphrey Murray 
Butler Ives Neely 
Carlson Jackson Pastore 
Case Johnson, Colo. Payne 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Potter 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Reynolds 
Cooper Kefauver Robertson 
Cordon Kennedy Russell 
Crippa Kerr Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kilgore Schoeppel 
Dworshak Knowland Smathers 
Ellender Kuchel Smith, Maine 

in Langer Smith, N. J. 
Ferguson Lehman Stennis 

ar Lennon Thye 
Fulbright Long Watkins 

rge Magnuson Wiliams 
Goldwater Malone Young 
Gore Mansfield 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present, 

The question is on agreeing to the mo- 
tion of the Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND] to lay on the table the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON]. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on 
this question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, do 
I correctly understand that the question 
on which the yeas and nays have been 
ordered is on agreeing to my motion to 
lay on the table the amendment of the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] ? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that 
the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Wey] is absent by leave of the Senate. 
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The senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CaPEHART] and the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. WELKER] are absent on official busi- 
ness. 

The senior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. BR ers], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. Durr], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the jun- 
ior Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], 
the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartTHy], the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. PURTELL], and the junior Sena- 
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. Upton] 
are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Durr] is paired with the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] is paired with the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. Sparkman], and the Sena- 
tor from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] is paired 
with the Senator from [Illinois [Mr. 
Dovuctas]. If present and voting the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLan- 
DERS], and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] would each vote “yea,” while 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN], and the Senator from Illinois 
{Mr. Dovctas] would each vote “nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burxe], the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doveras], the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], 
the Senator from South Carolina IMr. 
MAYBANK], and the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. SYMINGTON] are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] are necessarily absent, 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

I announce that on this vote the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dovuctas] is 
paired with the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Illinois would vote “nay,” 
and the Senator from Idaho would vote 
“yea.” 

I announce that on this vote the Sena- 
tor from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND] is 
paired with the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Durr]. If present and vot- 
ing, the Senator from Mississippi would 
vote “nay,” and the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania would vote “yea.” 

I announce that the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] is paired with the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. 
If present and voting the Senator from 
Alabama would vote “nay,” and the Sen- 
ator from Vermont would vote “yea.” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Burke], the Senator from Iowa [Mr, 
GILLETTE], the Senator from South Car- 
olina [Mr. MAYBANK], and the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] would 
each vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 30, as follows: 


YEAS—47 
Aiken Bush Dirksen 
Anderson Butler Dworshak 
oe eg sa Ellender 
ase n 

Bennett Cooper 8 
Bowring Cordon George 
Bricker Crippa Goldwater 


Hayden Martin Schoeppel 
Millikin Smith, Maine 
Mundt Smith, N. J. 
Holland Payne 8 
Johnson, Tex. Potter Thye 
Kennedy Reynolds Watkins 
Knowland Robertson Williams 
Kuchel Russell Young 
Malone Saltonstall 
NAYS—30 
Chavez Jackson Magnuson 
Clements Johnson, Colo. Mansfield 
Ervin Johnston, S. C. McCarran 
Pulbright Kefauver McClellan 
Kerr Monroney 
Green Kilgore 
H Langer Murray 
Hin Lehman Neely 
Humphrey Lennon Pastore 
Ives Long Smathers 
NOT VOTING—19 
Bridges Eastland Sparkman 
Burke Flanders Symington 
Byrd Gillette Upton 
Capehart Jenner Welker 
Daniel Maybank Wiley 
Douglas McCarthy 
Duff Purtell 


So Mr. KNOWLAND's motion to lay on 
the table the amendment of Mr. JOHN- 
ston of South Carolina was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish 
to discuss the bill briefly. I wish to pre- 
sent both sides of this issue. 

Mr. President, I wish to discuss this 
bill briefly because I think it is a mistake 
in the closing hours of this session of 
Congress to pass a bill which contains 
so many sweeping implications as this 
bill contains, and which I think involves 
the danger of establishing the precedent 
that this bill is likely to establish in con- 
nection with the conservation of the 
United States. 

This bill, Mr. President, seeks to au- 
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct a dam and also a reservoir, 
and the bill involves a substantial 
amount of money. This is not a particu- 
larly small project, Mr. President. It is 
a very large project, in my judgment, 
from the standpoint of the policy it is 
going to determine. It is an irrigation 
project, but it differs from the usual irri- 
gation project where water is conveyed to 
lands by pipes or ditches. 

Here the landowners get the water 
from the natural ground-water reservoir 
underlying the Santa Maria Valley and 
draw it up by means of well pumps. The 
purpose of project would be to control 
the amount of water which flows into 
the area in streams—holding it to the 
amount which would fill but not over- 
flow the underground natural reservoir, 
so as to save water which now goes to the 
sea during overflow periods. After com- 
pletion of the project, landowners would 
still be pumping their water from the 
underground storage area. 

LAW GOVERNING EXCESS LAND 


Section 423 (e) of title 43, United 
States Code, states with reference to ir- 
rigation contracts entered into by the 
Secretary of the Interior and land- 
owners: 

Such contract * * * shall further provide 
that all irrigable land held in private own- 
ership in excess of 160 irrigable acres shall 
be appraised * * * and the price thereof 
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fixed * * * on the basis of its actual bona 
fide value at the date of appraisal without 
reference to the proposed construction of 
the irrigation works; and that no such ex- 
cess lands so held shall receive water from 
any project or division if the owners thereof 
shall refuse to execute valid recordable con- 
tracts for the sale of such lands under terms 
and conditions satisfactory to the Secre- 
tary of the Interior and at prices not to ex- 
ceed those fixed by the Secretary. 


In other words, a land owner may re- 
ceive water from a Federal reclamation 
project—and this is one—for only 160 
acres—or 320 acres for man and wife— 
and if his holdings are in excess of that 
amount he cannot receive water unless 
he agrees to sell the excess land at price 
based on reasonable value of land prior 
to construction of project. 

ACREAGE LIMITATION BENEFITS FAMILY-SIZED 
FARMS 

The “160-acre limitation” was written 
into the Reclamation Act of 1902 to as- 
sure that federally financed projects for 
irrigation would benefit the holders of 
“family size” farms, and to prevent fed- 
erally financed water projects from being 
the means of enriching owners of large 
tracts of land, with speculators and ab- 
sentee land owners often holding large 
acreages of arid land. 

There is no question about the fact 
that Teddy Roosevelt, in his conservation 
policy, sought to protect the family-size 
farm. He sought to provide a conserva- 
tion program whereby Federal funds 
would be used in reclamation projects 
for the benefit of American farm fami- 
lies, not for the benefit of large corporate 
farms, not for the benefit of speculators 
and absentee landowners. 

SHOULD NOT MAKE EXCEPTION TO LAW 


I believe we need to keep that in mind, 
because I care not what language is used 
in the debate tonight in seeking to jus- 
tify this proposal as an exception to the 
160-acre limitation. The fact remains 
it is an exception. In my judgment, 
when we start making exceptions to this 
very sound conservation policy, we 
should be extremely careful to determine 
where the exceptions will lead us. It 
does not take very many exceptions to 
destroy a rule. It is all very well to say 
that every rule has its exception. But 
when a rule becomes honeycombed with 
exceptions, it ceases to be a rule. 

CONSERVATION POLICY UNDERMINED 


I am afraid—and I speak out of deep 
conviction on this subject, Mr. Presi- 
dent—that we are on our way tonight to 
undermine the 160-acre limitation con- 
servation policy which has been in effect 
since 1902. 

In my judgment, that policy, adopted 
in 1902, follows the idea of having the 
Government do for the people what they 
cannot possibly do for themselves. Small 
farmers could not themselves build dams 
and projects. Big land companies could 
possibly do so. Holders of large tracts of 
land do not lose anything if they sell off 
excess land, and then they and the pur- 
chasers all benefit to the extent of get- 
ting irrigation for 160 acres each. 

PUBLIC POLICY CONCERNED 

When I deal with the so-called excess 
land ownership involved in this case, 
from the standpoint of public policy it 
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would be much to be preferred that the 
excess land be sold to farm families. 
It would be preferable to bring some 
families into this area, to use the water 
which will be made available by the ex- 
penditure of tax dollars paid into the 
United States Treasury by all the peo- 
ple of the country. 

The Santa Maria project area is about 
50,000 acres. One-fourth of the land in 
the area is held by “excess” holders. 
Benefits of project will be realized imme- 
diately by owners in so-called upper area 
in which there are 11 excess holders, 
and eventually in lower area in which 
there are 2 excess holders. In other 
words, 13 excess holders, among them 
corporation and absentee landlords, own 
25 percent of land in area to be bene- 
fited by the expenditure of this large 
sum of money, which is being made 
available for this project, not by the tax- 
payers of California alone, but by the 
taxpayers of all the 48 States. 

Mr. President, when we have our at- 
tention focused on a project in our own 
State, it is easy, somehow, to get into our 
heads the idea that that project is dif- 
ferent from a similar project located in 
another State. 


SHOULD PUT ASIDE SPECIAL PLEADING 


I speak most respectfully, because I am 
very fond of the junior Senator from 
California—in fact, I can say that both 
Senators from California are my per- 
sonal friends—when I say that we ought 
always to recognize the fact when we 
come to deal with an argument of Sena- 
tors from a given State in which a proj- 
ect is located, we ought to follow the 
practice that good lawyers follow in the 
courtroom when they have witnesses be- 
fore them who they know have special 
pleading interests. 

That is no criticism. The Senators 
from California unquestionably have a 
special interest in the pending bill, and 
I say that every consideration should be 
given to their arguments, but I also con- 
tend their arguments should be judged 
in the light of the fact that they are the 
Senators from the State in which the 
project is located. 

Therefore, we ought to take a good 
look at what we are doing to a conserva- 
tion policy which has existed in this 
country since 1902. 

BILL EXEMPTS SANTA MARIA PROJECT FROM 

RECLAMATION LAW 

This bill excepts the Santa Maria proj- 
ect from the 160-acre limitation by this 
proviso. It is an interesting one, and I 
shall offer an amendment that seeks to 
strike it out: 

Provided, That in view of the special cir- 
cumstances of the Santa Maria project, 
neither the provisions of the third sentence 
of section 46 of the act of May 25, 1926 (44 
Stat. 636, 649) nor any other similar provision 
of the Federal reclamation laws shall be ap- 
plicable thereto so long as the water utilized 
on project lands is acquired by pumping from 
the underground reservoir. 

The proponents of the bill claim the 
160-acre limitation is unworkable in 
the Santa Maria case. They argue that 
with the usual project, water can be re- 
fused to those who do not execute re- 
quired contracts to sell excess land, but 
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here there would be no mechanical con- 
trol. 

They argue that if one landowner re- 
fused to execute a contract and held ex- 
cess lands, and the project were built, 
he could draw project water along with 
natural water from his pumps, and that 
there is no way to separate the inter- 
mingled waters. Then they argue that 
in order to build the project, every land- 
owner in the area which would be bene- 
fited would first have to execute a con- 
tract. If only one refused, the project 
could not be built. 


ARGUMENTS OF CALIFORNIA OPPONENTS OF BILL 


The opponents of the bill say—and I 
use the arguments of the opponents of 
the bill in California, because this bill 
does not come to the Senate of the 
United States with any unanimous sup- 
port from groups in California who are 
vitally interested in reclamation projects 
in the State of California—the oppo- 
nents say there is no reason to assume 
all will not agree to execute the con- 
tracts. They say, further, that if the 
people in the area want the project for 
the common good, it should be up to the 
local people to secure agreement on the 
part of the 13 who hold 25 percent of the 
land in the area as excess land. It 
should not be a case of Congress being 
blackjacked into making an exception, 
by a threat on the part of one or a 
handful of persons who might say that 
they will not agree, unless they can have 
an exception which will allow them to 
draw water out of the project financed 
by Federal dollars to be used on land far 
in excess of the 160-acre limitation. 

There are many attacks on the 160- 
acre limitation now being made by those 
who want to get Federal projects for the 
benefit of big landowners, particularly 
in California, where the fight has raged 
for years to remove the limitation in 
connection with the Central Valley proj- 
ect. 

PRECEDENT FOR EXCEPTION IN CENTRAL VALLEY 


There are those in California who fear 
that if we start this exception tonight by 
passage of this bill there will be more 
and more exceptions, and that we will 
strengthen the position of those who 
want the whole Central California Val- 
ley project made an exception to the 160- 
acre limitation. 

There seems to be a case for the two 
excess holders in the lower area where 
benefits will not be received for some 
time in the future. It seems to me this 
could be met by allowing them to hold 
the lands which are in excess of 160 
acres until the time when the benefits 
may reasonably be expected to occur. 
They could be required to deposit con- 
tracts with the Secretary of the Interior 
before the project is built, and contracts 
would have the condition precedent that 
the benefits would occur. 

It is argued by the proponents of the 
bill that Representative Jack SHELLEY 
agreed to this bill, and he is known to be 
one of the outstanding conservationists 
in the State of California and is known 
to be one of the most ardent supporters 
of the 160-acre limitation policy, but in 
this instance he went along with the ex- 
ception, 
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I do not propose to speak for Mr. 
SHELLEY, but I do propose to speak to the 
record in respect to his participation. 
There is no doubt about the fact, Mr. 
President, that at least at one time in 
the House of Representatives, when this 
issue was before the House, he went 
along with the exception. Before I con- 
clude I shall quote from an insertion 
which he put into the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record subsequent to the House action 
on this bill, including an insertion con- 
taining material from the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars in opposition to the bill. 
But I shall let Mr. SHELLEY’s statement 
speak for itself. 

If Mr. SHELLEY is still for this excep- 
tion, I think he is making a mistake, and 
a great many of his friends in California 
likewise think he is making a mistake 
if he is still for the exception. 

I wish to invite attention to the posi- 
tion taken by one of the recognized con- 
servation authorities in the State of Cali- 
fornia, Paul S. Taylor, of the University 
of California, an authority in this field 
and an ardent opponent of this bill. In 
a letter which I received from him un- 
der date of August 16—and I shall not 
burden the Recorp with the personal 
reference he makes in the letter con- 
cerning my opposition to this bill, but he 
wrote to thank me for my opposition to 
the bill—he said: 

California is now undertaking to get itself 
organized on the water and power issue and 
is holding a Statewide meeting sponsored 
by the State Grange on August 28 in Sacra- 
mento, 


He goes on to say, Mr. President, that 
he believes there will come out of the 
movement which is developing in Cali- 
fornia now in opposition to this bill a pro- 
gram which will be much to the benefit 
of the development of reclamation proj- 
ects in the State of California and which 
will serve as a basis for a greater una- 
nimity of opinion on a program in Cali- 
fornia. He tells me in his letter to me 
that he hopes I can get a delay in the 
consideration of this bill until the next 
session, because he thinks that if the 
Senate will wait for the reaction in Cali- 
fornia to develop between now and the 
next session of Congress with respect to 
this bill and certain other California 
bills which are on the calendar we would 
not, come January, pass this bill at all. 

Mr. President, on February 4 of this 
year, subsequent to House action on this 
bill, the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD shows the 
following: 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, in connection 
with the House action on February 2 in 
passing House bill 2235, authorizing con- 
struction of the Santa Maria project, I sub- 
mit for inclusion in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp a statement on the bill prepared by 
Comdr. Gordon H. Winton, Jr., Department 
of California, Veterans of Foreign Wars. 
The statement, unfortunately, was received 
too late to be presented to the House prior 
to or during the course of debate on the bill. 

However, in view of the strong defense of 
the 160-acre-limitation provisions of recla- 
mation law which Commander Winton pre- 
sents, I feel that his statement can be read 
with profit by all concerned with the prob- 
lem. The Members of the House will re- 
member that before passage of H. R. 2235 
I offered an amendment to the bill to make 
it completely clear that we were in no way 
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compromising the Congress’ traditional po- 
sition in opposition to attempts to eliminate 
the 160-acre limitation as a cornerstone of 
national reclamation policy. The fact that 
my amendment was overwhelmingly ap- 
proved by the House again confirms that 
position. 

The statement follows: 

“Modern veterans, like their predecessors 
for two centuries, have a strong stake in the 
preservation and enforcement of the Nation’s 
land and water policy. Ever since colonial 
times it has been customary for this country 
to take special measures to help veterans ob- 
tain a portion of the soil for which they 
fought, to make a home upon it, and a liv- 
ing for themselves and their families. 

“Congress has written that policy into law 
time after time by granting soldiers’ scrip 
good for homesteading on the public do- 
main, by helping veterans to buy farms on 
favorable financial terms, by giving veterans 
preference on reclaimed public lands, and 
by striking at those age-old twin enemies 
that throttle opportunity for veterans or any 
other qualified persons seeking to obtain 
farm homes: viz, private monopoly and spec- 
ulation. 

“The purpose of the Preemption Act of 
1841 and the Homestead Act of 1862 was to 
favor the actual settler on the land. During 
the debates on the homestead bill that Pres- 
ident Abraham Lincoln made into law by his 
signature, a Congressman, from Indiana ex- 
pressed the spirit that animated the measure 
in these words: ‘Instead of baronial pos- 
sessions, let us facilitate the increase of in- 
dependent homesteads. Let us keep the plow 
in the hands of the owner. Every new home 
that is established, the independent posses- 
sor of which cultivates his own freehold is 
establishing a new republic within the old, 
and adding a new and strong pillar to the 
edifice of the State.’ 

“When western settlements crossed the 
100th meridian, water became of equal im- 
portance with land. Maj. John Wesley 
Powell, a wounded veteran of the Civil War, 
foresaw the necessity for conserving water, 
and the dangers inherent in permitting its 
monopolization by the few. In the 1870's he 
wrote in his famous Report on the Lands of 
the Arid Region of the United States: ‘The 
question for legislators to solve is to de- 
vise some practical means by which water 
rights may be distributed among individual 
farmers and water monopolies prevented.’ 

“By 1902 Congress got around to devising a 
practical method of helping to develop wa- 
ters for irrigation. It passed the national 
reclamation law, signed by President Theo- 
dore Roosevelt, giving generous aid to water 
development, including aid to private land- 
holders with insufficient water supplies of 
their own. As justification for this extension 
of public help for private benefit, and mind- 
ful of the warning by Major Powell, Congress 
wrote the famous 160-acre provision into the 
reclamation law as assurance that large land- 
owners could never monopolize publicly de- 
veloped waters nor speculate in the huge in- 
cremental values they would create. In this 
way the purposes of the Preemption and 
Homestead Acts were applied also to western 
waters.” 


Mr. President, I digress to apply this 
observation or policy to the bill. In 
this instance, 25 percent of 50,000 acres 
is held by 13 owners. In my judgment, 
considering that physical-acreage fact, 
the bill cannot be spoken of as a bill 
which aids homesteaders, because a large 
percentage of the acreage is not owned 
by homesteaders having the so-called 
family-size farms. 

I resume reading from the statement 
by the Veterans of Foreign Wars: 

Families seeking homes on the land were 
to find opportunity kept open, not foreclosed. 
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Settlers were to be spared the burden of 
excessive debt to speculating landowners 
astride the sources of water. Sound, bal- 
anced communities were to be created, with 
opportunities for business and professional 
men as well as for independent farm oper- 
ators and above all for the building of homes, 

The California Department of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars has endorsed these pur- 
poses of reclamation law repeatedly, and has 
been engaged actively for a full decade in de- 
fending acreage limitation against one at- 
tempt after another, some frontal and some 
from flank or rear, to remove or to weaken 
its enforcement. We have fought equally 
against efforts to undermine it in Congress, 
and against the laxity of indifferent, har- 
assed, insensitive, or unsympathetic admin- 
istrators. 

At our latest encampment, in June 1953, 
the California Department, VFW, passed the 
following resolution: 

“Whereas when waterpower and natural 
resources are developed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the 160-acre limitation of the 
Reclamation Act of 1902 is in full force and 
effect; and 

“Whereas when such power and resources 
are developed by the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, such acreage limitation 
is evaded; and 

“Whereas unless the 160-acre limitation 
provisions of the Reclamation Act of 1902 
is strictly enforced there will be no land 
available to veterans: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Department of Cali- 
fornia, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States, in encampment assembled at 
Oakland, Calif., June 21 through 24, 1953, 
again affirm its support to the Bureau of 
Reclamation and commend those officials of 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior who steadfastly work to 
carry out the intent and purposes of the 
law in the face of powerful pressure upon 
them to do otherwise; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the work of the Bureau of 
Reclamation is expanded so as to make more 
land available to veterans, and that we op- 
pose any attempts to nullify or evade the 160- 
acre limitation a of the Reclamation 
Act of 1902.” 

The California vrw is fully aware of the 
long-standing necessity for vigilance if the 
reclamation law is to achieve its purposes. 
The chairman of the House Committee on 
Public Lands found it necessary to warn in 
1871 of loopholes in the homestead law that 
permitted speculators to foreclose opportu- 
nity to the pioneers. Land Commissioner 
Sparks complained in 1885 that “the public 
domain was being made the prey of unscru- 
pulous speculations and the worst forms of 
land monopoly through systematic frauds 
carried on and consummated under the pub- 
lic-land laws.” Meanwhile, in our own State, 
the Visalia Delta was giving ominous warning 
against the growing aggregations of land- 
holdings on May 5, 1877, that the people 
“will find themselves confronted by an array 
of force and talent to secure to capital the 
ownership of the water as well as the land.” 
In 1924 President Calvin Coolidge trans- 
mitted the famous Fact-Finding Report to 
Congress as basis for the strengthening of 
legislation, 

It contained this trenchant declaration 
under the title “Homesteader Versus Specu- 
lator": “It was hoped that the homesteader 
under the Federal irrigation works would 
settle upon the land with a strong determi- 
nation to subdue the soil, to build a home, 
and to add another rural farmstead to the 
thousands which form the stable foundation 
of our Republic.” The man who had served 
as secretary of the Fact-Finders Committee, 
Dr. John A. Widtsoe, distinguished citizen 
of Utah and noted authority on irrigation, 
wrote: “In future as in earlier irrigation en- 
terprises, large holdings will give most vexa- 
tion. * * * In the future it will be even 
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more necessary to insist that large holdings 
shall not receive water from Government 
supplies, unless divided into farm units of 
proper size, and offered to intending pur- 
chasers at reasonable terms. Speculators 
must be rigidly excluded from the benefits 
that flow from the operation of the Reclama- 
tion Act.” 

No group of citizens has been more aware 
of these perils from those whose interests 
lead them to seek to break down the excess- 
lands provisions of reclamation law than the 
VFW. We have repeatedly and publicly op- 
posed every effort to obtain exemptions from 
public control of monopoly and speculation. 
We have called attention also to the efforts 
of excess landowners to thwart enforcement 
of the law and to the hazards from admin- 
istrators who toy with the idea of letting 
them crawl through legal loopholes to nullify 
the law. On October 11, 1951, for example, 
the Appendix to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
carried our warning of these dangers on 
Kings and Kern Rivers in California. In 
issuing that statement we took our position 
squarely beside the Task Force Report of 
the Hoover Commission, and invited all 
friends of this Nation’s land and water policy 
to join with us in its preservation against the 
pressures of excess landowners seeking nul- 
lification whether legal technicalities or sub- 
servient administration. That warning and 
invitation to resist its threat still stand. 


After the Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
California chapter, had set forth this 
very concise and accurate synopsis of the 
historic development of the 160-acre 
limitation rule, which in 1902 received 
the stamp of Teddy Roosevelt, one of 
the greatest liberal Republicans who 
ever lived, and one of the most noted 
conservationists ever to have been a 
member of either party, the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars then proceeded in a short 
statement to discuss the bill which is 
now before the Senate. Listen to what 
they said. These are Californians speak- 
ing, Mr. President. They said: 


An immediate danger to reclamation law 
is H. R. 2235, that has tied an exemption, 
like a tin can to a dog’s tail, to the authori- 
zation of Santa Maria project in California. 
We favor reclamation projects, and have no 
reason to suppose that Santa Maria project 
is not a very fine well-bred “dog.” But we 
insist that Congress cut the tin can from 
its tail, 

The report of the House committee recom- 
mending exemption alleges that special cir- 
cumstances justify exemption. Like most 
similar attempts to escape the law, this claim 
is spurious, as a careful examination of the 
public record plainly discloses. There are 
13 excess landholders on the project, among 
them corporations and absentees, and they 
own about one-fourth of all the agricultural 
land in the project. As prospective bene- 
ficiaries of Federal expenditures estimated to 
average $700 or more per acre, for irrigation 
and flood control, the landowners of Santa 
Maria project are seeking public help on 
terms that surely are generous. Should 13 
of them, in addition to help on this scale, 
be excused from the general law that applies 
to all citizens in similar situations? To 
exempt them means less opportunity for vet- 
erans and other qualified citizens who are 
entitled to have access to publicly developed 
water. 

The House committee’s spurious argument 
that special circumstances arising from the 
underground water conditions make enforce- 
ment of acreage limitation impossible was 
used also in 1944 and 1947 in an effort to per- 
suade people that acreage limitation was un- 
enforceable in Central Valley. It is non- 
sense, as the record of enforceable contracts 
covering all the first-class waters of Friant- 
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Kern Canal abundantly proves. Congress 
need only include in H. R. 2235 a simple 
provision that no Federal funds shall be ex- 
pended for construction of the project that 
is being requested until all excess landhold- 
ers on the project sign recordable contracts 
to comply with the acreage limitation law. 
This procedure has ample precedent in law 
and in administrative practice. No busi- 
nessman in his senses would think of doing 
otherwise. 

It is curious that while the House com- 
mittee report describes the Santa Maria 
project as special, the opponents of acreage 
limitation, speaking among themselves, do 
not accept this view. They hail the com- 
mittee’s recommendation for exemption as 
nothing less than a precedent warranting 
general defiance of the law by excess land- 
holders elsewhere. On November 12, 1953, 
a California State senator publicly said the 
Santa Maria committee exemption is being 
recommended by the committee “simply 
because the landowners and water users 
flatly refused to accept” acreage limitation. 
He was confident that Congress will bow 
to the excess landholders, adding: “Is the 
Santa Maria project to be abandoned be- 
cause of this situation? Hardly. Both of 
these two Federal agencies (the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation) plan to go ahead 
without delay whenever the appropriations 
are made available. Thus falls another in- 
vulnerable shibboleth of straw without even 
a gesture of hail and farewell. Why should 
we be afraid of all or any of these arbitrary 
and unilateral restrictions?” 

Of course, this is simply special pleading; 
reclamation law is neither arbitrary nor uni- 
lateral. It is a 51-year-old statute of Con- 
gress, and it bestows liberal benefits, even on 
the holders of excess lands. 

As veterans, we see no reason for making 
an exception for excess landholders on Santa 
Maria project, and thereby encouraging ex- 
cess landholders everywhere else to defy the 
law. We believe the interests of veterans, 
as of the American people generally, are not 
promoted by giving public special encourage- 
ment to private landholdings of 1,000 or 
10,000, or 20,000 irrigated acres, each. Equal- 
ity of opportunity, political stability and the 
general welfare are promoted by multiplica- 
tion of homes on the land, Americans have 
known this simple truth since colonial times, 
In these latter days let us not turn against 
the wisdom of our forebears, 


COMMENTS ON VFW STATEMENT 


Mr. President, that is the argument 
of the California chapter of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars against the bill. I say 
it is a compelling argument. It is an 
argument which ought to cause the Sen- 
ate tonight to delay action on the bill. 
We ought to wait until January, until 
after the kind of conference to which 
Mr. Taylor, of the University of Cali- 
fornia, refers in the letter, a portion of 
which I read earlier in my argument to- 
night. We ought to go slow, and not, 
in the dying hours of this session of the 
Congress, when Senators are tired—and 
apparently many of them are hungry, 
too, judging from the empty seats—and 
when every Senator knows that the con- 
trolling question in his mind is, “When 
will Congress adjourn?” 

The Senator from Oregon knows as 
well as anyone else that making an argu- 
ment on a matter so serious as this, at 
this late hour, not only tonight, but in 
this session, is arguing against terrific 
odds. Nevertheless, I still have not given 
up hope in miracles—even legislative 
miracles. Until the last moment, I shall 
still hope that a majority in the Senate 
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will take their stand with the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars in the State of Cali- 
fornia, heed their warning, and wait 
at least a few months until we can take a 
calm and thorough look at this particu- 
lar project. 

CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE DELAYED 


I think my suggestion for delay has 
some other benefits. It may awaken not 
only the small landowners who would 
benefit from the project, but the 13 large 
landowners. It may have the effect of 
having small landowners do what we all 
know can be done in our local communi- 
ties in matters of great concern such as 
this, in connection with a project which 
would benefit the entire community. 
They can bring to bear on the 13 large 
Jandowners what we call the pressure of 
public opinion. I do not know of a more 
effective policeman than that. 

PUBLIC OPINION AROUSED 


I know of nothing that does a better 
policing job in the body politic of our 
Republic than an aroused local public- 
opinion; and there is no question about 
the fact that public opinion in Califor- 
nia is becoming aroused in regard to this 
threat to the 160-acre limitation; it is 
becoming aroused because of the plea 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars in Cali- 
fornia are making in opposition to the 
Santa Maria bill. It is becoming 
aroused by the case which is being made 
against the bill in California public opin- 
ion by such leaders and authorities as 
Mr. Taylor. 

Consider, for example, that at one 
point in the memorandum, Mr. Taylor 
says, in arguing in support of this limi- 
tation: 

There are few excess-land-holders involved 
in this case, but they are excess-land-holders 
with very substantial holdings, some of them 
corporations in absentia. All of these ex- 
cess-land-holders will gain tremendous 
benefits from this expenditure of Federal 
tax dollars on this project, and sooner or 
later they will reap a harvest of profit. 


Mr. President, I simply cannot square 
with sound public policy the appropria- 
tion from the Federal Treasury, of the 
funds which will be called for by the 
bill, for the benefit of 13 excess-land- 
holders in that area. 

OWNERS SHOULD SELL EXCESS HOLDINGS 


I am perfectly willing to support the 
bill if it contains a requirement that the 
excess-land-holders sell their holdings 
within the area of the project. 

I believe I have at least made a record 
on the basis of the major thesis of. the 
opponents of the bill. 

I would that we could obtain an agree- 
ment to postpone until January action 
on the bill, but I have little hope of that. 
Therefore, I offer the following amend- 
ment: On page 2 of the bill, strike out 
all of line 1 and all of the following lines, 
through the word “further”, in line 7. 

At this point I shall read the portion 
of the bill which my amendment pro- 
poses to strike out; and then I shall 
briefly explain the effect of the amend- 
ment, after which I shall yield the floor. 

I propose to strike from the bill the 
following language: 

That in view of the special circumstances 
of the Santa Maria project, neither the pro- 
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visions of the third sentence of section 46 
of the act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 636, 
649) nor any other similar provision of the 
Federal reclamation laws shall be applicable 
thereto so long as the water utilized on 
project lands is acquired by pumping from 
the underground reservoir: Provided further. 


In other words, Mr. President, I pro- 
pose to strike from the bill the provision 
which, in the case of this project, seeks 
to make an exception to the 160-acre 
limitation. 

My amendment will leave in the bill 
the additional proviso— 

That a repayment contract not exceeding 
a period of 50 years be executed prior to 
commencement of construction of the works 
herein authorized. 


Mr. President, one concluding word on 
the alleged special circumstances: There 
really are no special circumstances 
which justify making an exception to the 
160-acre limitation; but the special cir- 
cumstances which are claimed deal with 
a physical fact, namely, that the project 
calls for the building of a dam and reser- 
voir to store water which will percolate 
into the soil and, by means of that 
process, will fill an underground reser- 
voir, and then will be pumped onto the 
land, from the underground reservoir— 
which really will be built with Federal 
tax dollars, in the sense that the project 
is to be federally financed under the rec- 
lamation law. 


NO NEED FOR EXCEPTION SHOWN 


It is claimed that because the water 
which will percolate as a result of the 
construction of the project will inter- 
mingle with water which would percolate 
anyway, even if the project were not 
built—but not in such quantity as that 
which the dam proposed to be construct- 
ed will cause to percolate—therefore it 
is necessary to make an exception to the 
160-acre limitation or rule. I say that 
simply is not so. 

So the question before the Senate is a 
very simple one. We simply say to this 
area of California, “Get busy with local 
public opinion, which, after all, is your 
great policeman when you really want to 
bring a community betterment; and 
make perfectly clear to the 13 excess- 
land-holders that they have the duty— 
and a patriotic duty it is, too—to yield 
to the rule that what promotes the wel- 
fare of the greatest number is the policy 
which those who have any real interest 
in the development of a community 
should follow.” 


SHOULD HEED WARNING BY VETERANS 


Mr. President, I wish to say that the 
Senate of the United States should not 
tonight make an exception simply be- 
cause there may be 13 excess-land-hold- 
ers who may be so selfish that they do 
not wish to yield to the common good in 
this particular area. But, Mr. Presi- 
dent, time works wonders, and reflection 
works wonders. They should get it 
through their heads that the Senate can- 
not be steamrollered into passing the bill 
on the ground of an argument which, 
in my judgment, the Veterans of For- 
eign Wars of California have completely 
demolished in the brief which Jack 
SHELLEY had inserted in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Record after the bill passed the 
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House of Representatives. I say that in 
view of the argument set forth in the 
brief of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
the Senate should not be hurried into 
acting on the bill tonight. 

Mr. President, I think my amendment 
at least should be adopted. If it is not 
adopted, I shall have a motion to make. 

But I hope my amendment will be 
adopted, because it will make it possible 
for the bill in principle to be passed; 
and the amendment will make it possible 
to obtain Senate sanction, and thereby 
congressional sanction, of the objectives 
of the project; but the amendment will 
see to it that the 13 excess-land holders 
will not be allowed in the name of special 
circumstances to undermine a very 
sound water policy which has existed in 
the United States since 1902; and by 
adopting the amendment, the Senate 
will be stating that it is not going to 
surrender or be blackjacked into yield- 
ing to the selfish demands of these 13 
excess-land holders. 

Mr. President, I offer my amendment, 
and send it to the desk and ask that it 
be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEN- 
DRICKSON in the chair). The amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oregon will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2 it 
is proposed to strike out: 

That in view of the special circumstances 
of the Santa Maria project, neither the provi- 
sions of the third sentence of section 46 of 
the act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 636, 649) 
nor any other similar provision of the Fed- 
eral reclamation laws shall be applicable 
thereto so long as the water utilized on proj- 
ect lands is acquired by pumping from the 
underground reservoir: Provided further. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I have 
listened to the comments which have 
been made by my friend, the junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon. He speaks about an 
aroused populace in the State of Cali- 
fornia. He suggests that he argues on 
the floor of the Senate against tremen- 
dous odds. He indicates that the bill 
which now is before us for what I hope 
will be final passage, constitutes a mur- 
derous assault upon a policy originally 
laid down by Theodore Roosevelt. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield to me at 
this point, for one moment? 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I did not use the lan- 
guage the Senator from California has 
just used, but I am very happy to adopt 
t. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, first of 
all, I wish to say that the recommenda- 
tions embodied in the bill are not new. 
Originally, the Department of the In- 
terior, under the Presidency of Mr. Tru- 
man, not of Mr. Eisenhower, recom- 
mended it. 

From the very beginning it was indi- 
cated that feasibility—economic and 
otherwise—in that area militated against 
the additional expenditure required to 
put in surface works to deliver water. 

One of those known in California as 
an ardent, constant, vigorous supporter 
of the 160-acre limitation is a gentle- 
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man by the name of Mr. Richard Boke, 
who used to be connected with the De- 
partment of the Interior in California. I 
have before me the 1952 recommenda- 
tions of Mr. Boke. I have also—and I 
shall not take the time of the Senate to 
discuss them, Mr. President—the rec- 
ommendations of the head of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, under Mr. Oscar Chap- 
man, in support of this bill. i 

‘So we deal here, at least in the begin- 
ning, with nothing new. We deal with 
a recommendation for a reservoir which, 
in round numbers, will cost $16 million, 
which the agencies of the Federal Gov- 
ernment together find is includible, so 
far as flood control is concerned, to the 
extent of $3 million, and the balance will 
be paid back by the district. 

It is true, Mr. President, that of the 
area involved—roughly 40,000 acres— 
26 percent is owned by excess-land 
owners. And there is no question that 
two of those excess-land owners are cor- 
porations. 

In the feasibility decisions of the En- 
gineers of the United States Govern- 
ment, I think I can say that the identity 
of those who own property there, per- 
sonal or corporate, is an irrelevant con- 
sideration. They found that a dam 
or a reservoir which would percolate 
the water down the dry stream was the 
way the underground water table could 
be raised and the intrusion of sea water 
avoided. 

But the facts are, Mr. President, that 
the excess-land owners are located in 
the western part of this general area of 
40,000 acres, more or less. They do not 
have the continuing and mounting haz- 
ard of loss of water which the individual 
farmers who are located to the east in 
that district have. They will pay, as a 
part of the local special assessment dis- 
trict located there, in proportion with 
their holdings. But it is those who are 
located in the other end of the whole 
Santa Maria area, Mr. President, who 
are faced with a constant hazard of loss 
of water; so much so that running all 
through the hearings of 1952 and 1953 
is the repeated warning that thousands 
of acres there will have to go back to dry 
farming because there will not be any 
water. 

Iam not going to read into the Recorp 
all the information I have. I have a 
resolution from the local Federation of 
Labor in Santa Barbara, in favor of this 
bill. 

On the floor of the House of Repre- 
sentatives one Representative after an- 
other, each of whom has been noted for 
his continuous belief in the protection 
of the 160-acre limitation, spoke and 
voted in favor of this bill. 

It seems to me that my friend, the able 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse], is 
wrong when he suggests that a letter 
from someone connected with the Uni- 
versity of California and a resolution 
adopted at a convention ought to be used 
as a reason not to pass this bill tonight. 
I suggest, Mr. President, that there was 
not one individual who appeared either 
in the House committee hearing or in 
the Senate committee hearing in oppo- 
sition to this bill. I suggest that I, in 
part, represent the people of California 
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in the Senate, and the individual from 
the university might well have written 
to the junior Senator from California, 
if he had any good faith objection to 
this legislation. I did not receive any 
such letter of objection. 

I suggest, Mr. President, that this bill 
happens to be just one more example of 
a carefully considered piece of proposed 
legislation which enjoys today, under 
President Eisenhower, and which en- 
joyed under President Truman, the com- 
plete approval of the agencies. It is 
another reclamation project as to which 
there is an element of flood control and 
as to which the irrigation costs will be 
reimbursed entirely by the district which 
has been created under the laws of the 
State of California. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from California yield to the 
Senator from Florida? 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. What does the 
Senator from California think about the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Oregon? 

Mr. KUCHEL. Tobject to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ore- 
gon, I will say to my friend from Florida, 
for the simple reason that there is no 
legal or engineering or other opportu- 
nity to measure the water which perco- 
lates down into the ground, feeds the 
underground water table, and then by 
pumps on the various parcels of prop- 
erty in this area is brought to the sur- 
face to assist the farmers of the particu- 
lar area. There is no way to do that, let 
me say to the Senator, and there is no 
one who in the record contradicts the 
statement. There is no one who will 
say that there is a valid means to meas- 
ure underground water from the perco- 
lation which has taken place from the 
surface down. 

To my mind, let me say to the Senator 
from Florida, the record being what it is, 
the Senator from Oregon is wrong in 
offering his amendment to this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse]. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my reply 
will be very brief. First let us consider 
the landowners in the so-called western 
end or lower end of this project. The 
fact remains they still do not have 
enough water for their land at the pres- 
ent time to make it a very profitable agri- 
cultural operation. To make it a profit- 
able agricultural operation, they need 
the water which is going to be supplied 
by the expenditure of Federal tax dollars. 
This is a Federal project, and, Mr. Pres- 
ident, once we start pouring the tax- 
payers’ money into this project, then I 
think the national land and water policy 
ought to apply. 

Second, I may say, Mr. President, it is 
not for me to discuss why California 
groups have communicated with me on 
this matter rather than with someone 
else. All that I am interested in are the 
merits of the arguments they have pre- 
sented. I suggest, Mr. President, they 
are very meritorious arguments. Weare 
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dealing here, in my judgment, with a 
Federal reclamation project which in- 
volves the expenditure of Federal tax 
dollars for the purpose of supplying 
water to land, and the 160-acre limita- 
tion, in my judgment, should be applied 
to that project as well as to all other irri- 
gation projects. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
absence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

ane Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse]. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Is the vote now on the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Oregon? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Presiding Officer have the clerk read the 
amendment which seeks to eliminate 
the exception to the 160-acre limitation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Morse] will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, it is 
proposed to strike out That in view of 
the special circumstances of the Santa 
Maria project, neither the provisions of 
the third sentence of section 46 of the act 
of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 636, 649) nor 
any other similar provision of the Fed- 
eral reclamation laws shall be applicable 
thereto so long as the water utilized on 
project lands is acquired by pumping 
from the underground reservoir: Pro- 
vided further,” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse]. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the senior Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. Witey] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. The senior Senator from Indi- 
ana IMr. CAPEHART] and the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] are absent on 
official business. The senior Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Cooper], 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Corpon], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Dorr], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], the junior Senator from Indi- 
ana [Mr. JENNER], the senior Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER], the 
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc- 
CARTHY], the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. PurTELL], the junior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Upton], and the 
junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
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Youne] are necessarily absent. If pres- 
ent and voting the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. Durr] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER- 
son], the Senator from Ohio IMr. 
Burke], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp], the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL], the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
Dovctas], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. Eastianp], the Senators from North 
Carolina [Mr. Ervin and Mr. LENNON], 
the Senators from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE 
and Mr. RUssELL], the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. HILL], the Senators from 
South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON and Mr. 
MAYBANK], the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], the Sena- 
tor from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMING- 
TON] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Kennepy] and the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Doucias] would each vote 
“yea.” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
DANIEL] would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 17, 
nays 45, as follows: 


YEAS—17 
Chavez Humphrey Monroney 
Frear Kefauver Morse 
Fulbright Kerr Murray 
e Kilgore Neely 
Green Lehman Pastore 
gs Magnuson 
NAYS—45 

Aiken n McClellan 
Barrett Goldwater in 
Beall Hendrickson Mundt 
Bennett Hickenlooper Payne 
Bowring Holland Potter 
Bricker Ives Reynolds 
Bush Jackson Saltonstall 
Butler Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel 

Johnson, Tex. Smathers 
Case Knowland Smith, Maine 
Clements Kuchel Smith, N. J. 
Crippa Long Stennis 
Dirksen Malone Thye 
Dworshak Mansfie Watkins 
Ellender Martin Williams 

NOT VOTING—34 

Anderson Flanders McCarthy 
Bridges George Purtell 
Burke Gillette Robertson 
Byrd Hayden ussell 
Capehart Hill Sparkman 
Cooper Jenner Symington 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Upton 
Daniel y Welker 
Douglas Wiley 

Lennon Young 
Eastland Maybank 

McCarran 

So Mr. Morse’s amendment was 

rejected. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

If there be no further amendment to 
be proposed, the question is on the en- 
grossment of the amendments and the 
third reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
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CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND 
MAINTENANCE OF COLORADO 
RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am about ready to move that the Senate 
recess; but first I desire to move that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of Calendar 2000, Senate bill 1555, the 
upper Colorado River project. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will state the bill by title. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 1555) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Colorado River storage project and par- 
ticipating projects, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from California. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(S. 1555) to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain the Colorado River storage 
project and participating projects, and 
for other purposes, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs with an amend- 
ment. 


BOOKS AND ARTICLES WRITTEN 
BY MEMBERS OF THE SENATE 
DURING THE 83D CONGRESS 


Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
during the course of recent studies, it be- 
came necessary for me to go to the 
Library of Congress to look up source 
material. While I was there, I became 
very much impressed with the number 
of times I saw the names of my col- 
leagues on reference cards. 

Thinking it might be of interest to the 
entire Senate, I asked Mr. Norman D. 
Burch, of the History and General Re- 
search Division, to prepare for me a list 
of books and articles which had been 
written by Members of the Senate in the 
83d Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
Recorp the list to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the ReEcorp, as 
follows: 


ARTICLES BY THE MEMBERS OF THE PRESENT 
SENATE (83p Conc.) 

AIKEN, GEORGE D.: Big Debate: Here's 
What It Boils Down To, Farm Journal, 
volume 78; pages 32-33, March 1954. 

ANDERSON, CLINTON P.: Big Debate: Here's 
What It Boils Down To, Farm Journal, 
volume 78; pages 32-33, March 1954, Best 
Advice I Ever Had, Reader's Digest, volume 
63, pages 51-52, July 1953. 

Bricker, JOHN W.: Curtail the Treatymak- 
ing Power, Foreign Policy Bulletin, volume 
32; page 5, May 15, 1953. Judicial Legisla- 
tion: A Threat to Constitutional Govern- 
ment, Oklahoma Bar Association Journal, 
volume 21; pages 639-645, April 29, 1950. 
Making Treaties and Other International 
Agreements. Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, 
volume 289; pages 134-144, September 1953. 
Shall the United Nations Make Our Laws? 
American Mercury, volume 77; pages 39-45, 
October 1953. 

BRIDGES, STYLES, and SYMINGTON, W. S.: 
Waste in Aid; Defenses Weak; Competitors 
Subsidized; excerpts from report on Euro- 
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pean trip; U. S. News & World Report, 
volume 36, pages 107-108, June 11, 1954. 
Korea: A Positive Proposal, American 
Mercury, volume 75; pages 11-19, November 
1952. Senator BRIDGES on the Seizure of the 
Steel Mills, American Mercury, volume 175; 
pages 81-84, June 1952. Where Do You 
Stand on the Gravest Question of Our Time? 
Colliers, volume 133; pages 36-39, January 
8, 1954. 

Bus RH. Prescort S.: Fair Play in the Senate; 
Code of Fair Procedures, Business Week, 
page 164, June 5, 1954. 

Byrd, Harry F.: Size and Cost of Our Gov- 
ernment, Annals of the American Academy 
of Political and Social Science, volume 292; 
pages 11-17, March 1954. 

CAPEHART, Homer E.: Price Control: Pros- 
pect and Retrospect, a Symposium; Current 
Developments in Price Control Legislation: A 
Safe Middle Way, by H. E. Capehart, Iowa 
Law Review, volume 38, pages 209-333, win- 
ter 1953. 

Docs, PauL H.: Best Advice I Ever Had, 
Reader's Digest, volume 64, pages 31-32, June 
1954. Antitrust Policies and the New Attack 


on the Federal Trade Commission, R. A. 


Wallace and P. H. Douglas, University of 
Chicago Law Review, volume 19, pages 684- 
723, summer 1952. Colossus on the Potomac, 
Harper, volume 207, pages 10-11, 21-27, July 
1953. 

DovcLas, PauL H., and Bolling, Richard: 
Action To Prevent Depression, New Republic, 
volume 130; pages 9-13, March 22, 1954, 

Doucias, PAuL H.: Fight Against the Fili- 
buster, New Republic, volume 128, pages 6-8, 
January 12, 1953. Four Challenges to the 
Nation, New York Times magazine, page 7, 
January 6, 1952. Gap Between Congress and 
Main Street, New York Times magazine, page 
13, September 16, 1951. Greatness Came 
Late, Saturday Review, volume 35, page 24, 
Apri: 19, 1952. Help Wanted in Washington, 
American magazine, volume 152, page 21, 
October 1951. Hero as a Politician, New Re- 
public, volume 129, pages 16-17, December 14, 
1953. High Cost of Elections, New Republic, 
volume 127, pages 8-9, December 22, 1952. 
Improvement of Ethical Standards in the 
Federal Government—Problems and Pro- 
posals, Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science, volume 280, 
pages 149-157, March 1952. Let the People In, 
New Republic, volume 126, pages 14-15, 
March 31, 1952. Opposition’s Job as a Demo- 
crat Sees It, New York Times magazine, page 
11, February 22, 1953. Politics and Postmen, 
New Republic, volume 127, page 2, July 14, 
1952. Sliding Toward a Depression, New 
Republic, volume 130, page 14, January 11, 
1954. Thirty-eighth Parallel, Indefensible 
Line, U. S. News & World Report, volume 31, 
pages 20-21, July 20, 1951. United to Enforce 
Peace, Foreign Affairs, volume 30, pages 1-16, 
October 1951. Washington Is Not the United 
States, New York Times magazine, page 7, No- 
vember 16, 1952. We Can Cut the Budget, 
Coronet, volume 30, pages 41-43, September 
1951. We Have Means To Stop a Depression, 
Saturday Evening Post, volume 226, page 10, 
March 13, 1954. We Need a New Code for 
Washington, New York Times magazine, page 
12, April 1, 1951. Same abridged with title 
“We Need a Code of Official Conduct,” Read- 
er's Digest, volume 58, pages 4-6, June 1951. 
What It Costs To Run, excerpt from Ethics in 
Government, Atlantic, volume 190, pages 43- 
46, August 1952. Why I’m for KEFAUVER, Col- 
lier’s, volume 130, page 20, July 19, 1952. 
Why Not Defend Freedom Everywhere We 
Can? Reader's Digest, volume 59, pages 10- 
15, August 1951. 

ELLENDER, ALLEN J.: Big Debate: Here's 
What It Boils Down To, Farm Journal, vol- 
ume 78, pages 32-33, March 1954. 

FLANDERS, RALPH E.: Future of the Repub- 
lican Party, Virginia Quarterly Review, vol- 
ume 28, No. 2, pages 176-182, April 1952. 
How Are Top Executive Decisions Made? 
American Economic Review, volume 41, pages 


1954 


93-97, May 1951. What Alls the United 
States Senate? New York Times magazine, 
page 13, May 9, 1954. 

FULBRIGHT, JAMES W.: Congressional In- 
vestigations, a Symposium, Significance for 
Legislative Process, by J. W. FULBRIGHT, Uni- 
versity of Chicago Law Review, volume 18, 
pages 421-661, spring 1951. How To Get 
Better Men Elected, Ladies Home Journal, 
volume 68, page 52, November 1951. Moral 
Standards of Governmental Conduct, New 
Republic, volume 124, page 8, April 9, 1951. 
Same abridged with title “Something To 
Paste in Your Hat,” Life, volume 30, page 42, 
April 9, 1951. Same abridged with title 
“Moral Threat to America,” Reader's Digest, 
volume 58, pages 1-4, June 1951. Open 
Doors, Not Iron Curtains, New York Times 
magazine, page 18, August 5, 1951. 

GILLETTE, Guy M.: Senate in Foreign Rela- 
tions: Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science, volume 289, 
pages 49-57, September 1953. 

HILL, Lister: Bonanza for Education, 
Harper, volume 204, pages 28-31, March 1952. 
Freedom and Responsibility in Publishing, 
Publishers’ Weekly, volume 163, pages 123- 
124, January 10, 1953. Oil Rush of 53, New 
Republic, volume 28, pages 12-13, March 2, 
1953. Where Are We Democrats Going? 
Reporter, volume 9, pages 12-15, November 
24, 1953. 

HUMPHREY, HUBERT H.: Ethical Standards 
in American Legislative Chambers, Annals of 
the American Academy of Political and Social 
Science, volume 280, pages 51-59, March 1952. 
FEPC, the Challenge for the Democrats, New 
Republic, volume 127, pages 14-15, July 21, 
1952. Now That We're Out, New Republic, 
volume 127, pages 8-9, November 17, 1952. 

JOHNSON, EDWIN C.: Proposed Senate Ac- 
tion on Airmail Subsidies, Journal of Air 
haw and Commerce, volume 17, pages 253- 
258, summer 1950. Universal Military Train- 
ing: Boobytrap, Nation, volume 174, pages 
75-76, January 26, 1952. What Worries the 
West, Look magazine, volume 18, page 34, 
April 6, 1954. 

JACKSON, Henry M.: Congress and the 
Atom, Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science, volume 290, 
pages 76-81, November 1953. 

KEFAUVER, Estes: Can Bipartisanship Be 
Restored in Foreign Policy? Foreign Policy 
Bulletin, volume 33, page 5, June 15, 1954. 
Crime in the United States, Saturday Eve- 
ning Post, volume 223, pages 19-21, April 7; 
pages 24-25, April 14; pages 26-27, April 21; 
page 30, April 28, 1951. Same abridged, Read- 
er’s Digest, volume 59, pages 42-48, July 
1951. Crime Is International, U. N. World, 
volume 5. pages 17-20, September 1951. 
Executive-Congressional Liaison, Annals of 
the American Academy of Political and So- 
cial Science, volume 289, pages 108-113, Sep- 
tember 1953. Fair Conduct Code for Con- 
gress, New Republic, volume 128, pages 14- 
15, March 16, 1953. Indictment of the Po- 
litical Convention, New York Times maga- 
zine, page 9, March 16, 1952. Man, Not Prin- 
ciples, New Republic, volume 127, pages 
10-11, November 17, 1952. Message to the 
High-School Students of America, Scholastic, 
volume 58, page 9, April 11, 1951. Need for 
Boldness, Nation, volume 174, page 557, June 
7, 1952. Past and Present Standards of Pub- 
lic Ethics in America: Are We Improving? 
Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science, volume 280, pages 1-8, 
March 1952. Public Defender: Pro, E. KE- 
FAUVER; Con, W. S. Stewart, Virginia Law 
Weekly Dicta Compilation, volume 1, pages 
64-72, 1949. Senator Kerauver on Social 
Progress and Foreign Policy, American Mer- 
cury, volume 74, pages 88-90, April 1952. 
Senator Kerauver on the Democratic Plat- 
form, American Mercury, volume 74, pages 
87-88, June 1952. 

KENNEDY, Joun F.: Floor Beneath Wages 
Is Gone, New Republic, volume 128, pages 
14-15, July 20, 1953. New England and the 
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South, Atlantic, volume 193, pages 32-36, 
January 1954. What should United States 
Do in Indochina?, Foreign Policy Bulletin, 
volume 33, page 4, May 15, 1954. What’s 
the Matter With New England?, New York 
Times Magazine, page 12, November 8, 1953. 
What's Wrong With Social Security?, Ameri- 
can magazine, volume 156, page 19, October 
1953. 

KILGORE, HARRY M.: Literacy and the Na- 
tional Welfare, School Life, volume 34, pages 
90-91, March 1952. Effort To Intimidate the 
Press, American Mercury, volume 75, page 7, 
November 1952. 

KNOWLAND, WILLIAM F.: Instant Retalia- 
tion Policy Defended, New York Times Maga- 
zine, page 11, March 21, 1954. Our Policy 
in the Far East, a Debate, New York Times 
magazine, page 12, May 16, 1954. Senator 
on Sing Sheng, Scholastic, volume 60, page 19, 
March 5, 1952. What Should United States 
Do in Indochina?, Foreign Policy Bulletin, 
volume 33, pages 5-6, May 15, 1954. 

LEHMAN, HERBERT H.: Future: Four Views, 
New York Times magazine, part 2, page 64, 
February 1, 1953. National Origin, Fraud, 
and Threat, New Republic, volume 128, pages 
8-9, February 16, 1953. 

MCCARRAN, PATRICK A.: Divorce and Domes- 
tic Relations—a Compilation, Full Faith by 
P. McCarran, Virginia Law Weekly Dicta 
Compilation, volume 2, pages 1-130, 1949-50. 
Internal Security Act of 1950, Columbia Law 
Review, volume 51, pages 606-660, May 1951. 
Internal Security Act of 1950, University of 
Pittsburgh Law Review, volume 12, pages 
481-513, summer 1951. Supreme Court and 
the Loyalty Program: The Effect of Refugee 
Committee v. McGrath, American Bar Asso- 
ciation Journal, volume 37, pages 434-437, 
476-477, June 1951. Three Years of Federal 
Administrative Procedure Act, a Study in 
Legislation. Georgetown Law Journal, vol- 
ume 38, pages 574-589, May 1950. Value of 
the Ex-Communist, American Mercury, vol- 
ume 73, pages 3-10, November 1951. Why 
Shouldn't the Spanish Fight for Us? Sat- 
urday Evening Post, volume 223, page 25, 
April 28, 1951. 

MALONE, GEORGE W.: Should United States 
Import More? Foreign Policy Bulletin, vol- 
ume 33; page 4, March 15, 1954. 

MANSFIELD, MICHAEL J.: Meaning of the 
Term “Advice and Consent,” Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social 
Science, volume 289; pages 127-133, Septem- 
ber 1953. Our Policy in the Far East, a De- 
bate, New York Times magazine, page 12, 
May 16, 1954. 

Monroney, ALMER S. M.: Elect Stevenson, 
Collier’s, volume 130, page 21, October 25, 
1952. Formula for Clean Government, New 
York Times magazine, page 16, January 27, 
1952. 

Morse, WAYNE L.: GOP Platform, New Re- 
public, volume 127, pages 12-13, August 4, 
1952. My Personal Declaration of Independ- 
ence, New Republic, volume 128, pages 13-14, 
July 6, 1953. Progress of the Crusade, New 
Republic, volume 129, pages 15-16, August 31, 
1953. Reading for Republicans, Nation, vol- 
ume 175, pages 13-14, July 5, 1952. Univer- 
sal Military Training; National Need, Nation, 
volume 174, page 74, January 26, 1952. Wait 
Until the Voters Find Out, New Republic, 
volume 127, pages 11-12, November 17, 1952. 
Wanted Fair Procedures, Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists, volume 9, pages 211-214, 
July 1953. Why I Opposed Wilson, New Re- 
public, volume 128, pages 7-9, February 2, 
1953. 

Munot, Karu E.: How Harry Dexter White 
Pulled Wires for Russia, U. S. News & World 
Report, volume 35, pages 82-86, December 
25, 1953. I Believe, Country Gentleman, 
volume 124, page i2, May 1954. Oahe Dam; 
Unrecorded, Unorthodox History, America, 
volume 89, page 330, June 27, 1953. Political 
Economy, New Republic, volume 128, page 8, 
June 15, 1953. Should the GOP Merge With 
the Dixiecrats? Collier's, volume 128, page 
20, July 28, 1951. 
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PURTELL, WILIAM A.: I’m a Boss, and 
What’s Wrong With That? Saturday Eve- 
ning Post, volume 224, page 25, April 5, 1952. 

RUSSELL, RICHARD B.: For the Prisoners Who 
Broke, Kindness or Punishment? U.S. News 
& World Report, volume 35, pages 51-53, 
October 16, 1953. Senator RUsSsELL on the 
Steel Mills Seizure and FEPC, American 
Mercury, volume 74, pages 84-87, June 1952. 

SALTONSTALL, LevereTT: Ike Should Be 
Nominated, Collier’s, volume 130, page 23, 
July 5, 1952. What the GOP Must Do To 
Win, American magazine, volume 152, pages 
32-33, October 1951. 

SMITH, HOWARD ALEXANDER: Can Biparti- 
sanship Be Restored in Foreign Policy? For- 
eign Policy Bulletin, volume 33, page 4, June 
15, 1954. Information and Intelligence for 
Congress, Annals of the American Academy 
of Political and Social Science, volume 289, 
pages 114-119, September 1953. Party Quiz 
on Foreign Policy, Foreign Policy Bulletin, 
volume 32, page 1, October 15, 1952. Sanc- 
tions Against Peiping, Foreign Policy Bulle- 
tin, volume 30, pages 1-2, March 23, 1951. 

SMITH, MARGARET CHAse: No Place for a 
Woman? Ladies Home Journal, volume 69, 
page 50, February 1952. Russia's Rebirth, 
Collier’s, volume 128, page 83, October 27, 
1951. We Can Forfeit Freedom, Nation, vol- 
ume 173, page 13, July 7, 1951. Why Vote 
for Eisenhower? Woman's Home Companion, 
volume 79, pages 38-39, November 1952. 

SPARKMAN, JOHN J.: Administration of title 
II, First War Powers Act, 1941, University 
of Pittsburgh Law Review, volume 14, pages 
303-318, spring 1953. Big Problem: Saving 
Small Business, New York Times magazine, 
page 14, June 17, 1951. China: United 
States Blockade or U. N. Embargo? New Re- 
public, volume 128, pages 10-11, February 23, 
1953. Foreign Policy in the Presidential 
Campaign. Foreign Policy Bulletin, volume 
32, page 5, September 15, 1952. Foundations 
of Current American Foreign Policy, Annals 
of the American Academy of Political and 
Social Science, volume 282, pages 8-11, July 
1952. Legislative History and the Interpre- 
tation of Laws, Alabama Law Review, volume 
2, pages 189-206, spring 1950. Notes on the 
Japanese Peace Treaty. Journal of Public 
Law, volume I, pages 109-116, spring 1952. 

WATKINS, ARTHUR V.: What Should the 
New Administration Do About World Trade? 
Foreign Policy Bulletin, volume 32, pages 5-6, 
February 15, 1953. 

WILEY, ALEXANDER: Call For Action, Bul- 
letin of the Atomic Scientists, volume 9, page 
243, September 1953. Committee on Foreign 
Relations, Annals of the American Academy 
of Political and Social Science, volume 289, 
pages 58-65, September 1953. Wiley pro- 
poses 6-Point Program for United States 
Leadership, Foreign Policy Bulletin, volume 
30, pages 3-4, April 20, 1951. 

Younc, Mitton R.: Big Debate: Here's 
What it Boils Down To. Farm Journal, vol- 
ume 78, pages 32-33, March 1954. 


Books BY THE MEMBERS OF THE PRESENT 
SENATE (83p Conc.) 

Dovctas, PauL H.: Economy in the National 
Government, Chicago, University of Chicago 
Press, 1952, 277 pages. Ethics in Govern- 
ment, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 
1952, 114 pages. (Godkin lectures at Har- 
vard, 1951.) 

FLANDERS, RALPH E.: The American City, 
Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1950, 
101 pages. The Function of Management 
in American Life, lectures delivered at the 
Seventh Annual Stanford Business Confer- 
ence, July 19-23, 1948, Stanford Graduate 
School of Business, Stanford University 
(1949), 52 pages. 

HUMPHREY, HUBERT H.: The Stranger at 
Our Gates: America’s Immigration Policy, 
New York, Public Affairs Committee, 1954, 
28 pages. Tax Loopholes, Washington, Pub- 
lic Affairs Institute, 1952, 31 pages. 
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KEFAUVER, Estes: Crime in America, by 
Estes KEFAUVER, chairman of the Senate 
Crime Investigating Committee (May 10, 
1950-May 1, 1951). Edited and with an in- 
troduction by Sidney Shalett. (ist edition.) 
Garden City, N. Y., Doubleday, 1951. 

MCCARTHY, JOSEPH R.: America's Retreat 
From Victory; the Story of George C. Mar- 
shall, New York, Devin-Adair, 1951, 187 pages. 
McCarthyism, the Fight for America; docu- 
mented answers to questions by friend and 
foe, New York, Devin-Adair, 1952, 101 pages. 
The Story of General George C. Marshall, 
1952, 187 pages. 

WILEY, ALEXANDER: Laughing With Con- 
gress, New York, Crown Publishers, 1947, 228 

ages. 

8 Sources: Reader's Guide to Periodical Lit- 
erature, July 1954; Reader's Guide to Peri- 
odical Literature, April 1953 to February 1954. 

For articles: Reader’s Guide to Periodical 
Literature, April 1951 to March 1953; Index 
to Legal Periodicals, August 1949 to July 
1952; Index to Legal Periodicals, August 1952 
to July 1953. 

For books: Library of Congress main cat- 
alog. 

(EXPLANATORY NOTR. No attempt has been 
made to include statements made on the 
Senate floor which were reprinted in full or 
in part in various publications. No attempt 
has been made to include addresses which 
were reprinted, nor to include the various 
U. S. Government documents which came 
out under the name of a particular Member, 
The references included in this bibliography 
are limited to those written by the Members 
while serving in the U. S. Senate. One 
further limitation with reference to the arti- 
cles is that they represent only the above 
sources as listed.) 


COMPENSATION FOR CARRYING 
MAIL ON WATER ROUTES 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 361) 
to provide for the renewal of and adjust- 
ment of compensation under contracts 
for carrying mail on water routes, which 
was, in line 4, strike out all after “434),” 
down through line 7, inclusive, and in- 
sert “are amended by striking out the 
words “‘star-route or screen vehicle serv- 
ice” wherever they appear in such para- 
graphs and inserting in lieu thereof 
“star-route, screen vehicle service, or in- 
land water-route”.” 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I have 
discussed the House amendment with 
the minority leader and with the rank- 
ing minority momber of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. They 
have no objection to the consideration 
of the amendment. 

The amendment proposed by the 
House limits the bill strictly to inland 
waterways. I move that the Senate 
concur in the House amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Kansas. 

The motion was agreed to. 


AMENDMENT OF CIVIL SERVICE 
RETIREMENT ACT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
3627) to amend the Civil Service Re- 
tirement Act, as amended, which was, 
on page 2, line 5, after “requirement.” 
insert “Any officer or employee who shall 
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have given notice of his desire to come 
within the purview of this act pursuant 
to the last paragraph of section 3 (a) of 
this act shall be deemed for the purposes 
of this requirement to have been subject 
to the provisions of this act during any 
period of service or part thereof ending 
not later than September 30, 1954, with 
respect to which there shall have been 
deposited the amounts specified in sec- 
tion 9.” 

Mr.CARLSON. Mr. President, I have 
similarly discussed this House amend- 
ment with the minority leader and the 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
and they have no objection to the con- 
sideration of the amendment of the 
House. 

The amendment provides for a clari- 
fication in the Legislative Retirement Act 
of last year. I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed at this point in the 
Record a statement prepared by Joseph 
C. Ellis, financial clerk of the Senate. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

Avucust 14, 1954. 

S. 3627 as passed by the Senate and H. R. 
9586, as passed by the House of Representa- 
tives, both contain a requirement of 1 year of 
creditable civilian service subject to the Re- 
tirement Act in the 2-year period preceding 
separation in order that title to annuity 
rights be based on such separation. The 
language “subject to the Retirement Act” 
has been interpreted to mean service credit- 
able for retirement and during which de- 
auctions were withheld from the salary of 
the employee. 

Public Law 303, 83d Congress, approved 
March 6, 1954, provided that employees of 
the legislative branch serving on the date of 
enactment, March 6, 1954, could give notice 
to come within the purview of the Retire- 
ment Act prior to September 7, 1954. Due 
to the increased benefits provided by Public 
Law 303 a considerable number of employees 
exercised this option, many of them making 
service credit deposits to cover the last 5 
years of service. It is anticipated that some 
employees will exercise this option before 
September 7, 1954. Should any of these em- 
ployees be separated in January as a result 
of the expiration of the Member’s term they 
would not be eligible for annuity if the pro- 
posed legislation is enacted as is, since 
they could not possibly have had deductions 
withheld from their salaries for the required 
i year. The attached language is suggested 
to remedy this situation. 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the House 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Kansas. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ANNOUNCEMENT OF CONSIDERA- 
TION OF TREATIES 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to advise the acting minority leader 
that I have had a request from the acting 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations that the Senate consider to- 
morrow, or on Friday, if the Senate is 
still in session, the treaties on the execu- 
tive calendar. I understood the matter 
was being discussed with the ranking 
Democratic member of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, the distinguished Sen- 
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ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]. The 
treaties will not be called up tonight; I 
merely desired to have the Recorp show 
that before final adjournment it is in- 
tended to take up the several treaties on 
the executive calendar. 


ADDITIONAL REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 


The following additional report of a 
committee was submitted: 


By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with an amendment: 

S. 2230. A bill for the relief of Louis S. 
Thomas and D. Grace Thomas (Rept. No. 
2500). 


ADDITIONAL EXECUTIVE REPORTS 
OF A COMMITTEE 


As in executive session. 

The following additional favorable re- 
ports of nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

William Z. Fairbanks, of Hawaii, to be 
second judge of the first circuit, circuit 
courts, Territory of Hawaii, vice Edward A. 
Towse; and 

Albert M. Felix, of Hawaii, to be third 
judge, first circuit, circuit courts, Territory 
of Hawaii. 


INCREASE OF THE DUTY ON 
WATCHES 


Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an editorial, which I send to 
the desk. 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


CONSUMERS Hrr sy WRONG KIND oF WATCH 
Sussmwy 


President Eisenhower has yielded to the 
recommendation of the Tarif Commission to 
raise the duty on Swiss watch movements by 
about 50 percent, 

The Tariff Commission urged the duty 
hike more for defense purposes than the 
benefit of the four domestic-jeweled watch- 
makers. It said the watchmakers’ skills 
would be needed in any emergency, and that 
therefore the industry, with its force of 
trained workers, should be better protected 
against Swiss competition, 

Nevertheless, we believe the Commission 
and the President have made a mistake. 

Evidence is divided both on whether the 
jeweled-watch industry could survive with- 
out the extra duty protection and its im- 
portance to defense. But that is not the 
main point. What seems clear to us is the 
fact if it was deemed necessary to subsidize 
the industry there were better ways of doing 
it than a tariff hike. 

The course taken will, by raising retail 
prices, result in socking consumers about 
five times as much as the subsidy it is ex- 
pected to provide for the watchmakers. It 
will give a black eye to this country’s pro- 
fessions on foreign-trade promotion, and by 
needlessly taking advantage of an escape 
clause in the trade treaty with Switzerland, 
it will put a bad taste in the mouth of a 
people who buy from us much more than 
they sell to us. 

Consider the beating the consumers will 
take. The duty raise ranges from 9 cents 
to $1.15 per watch movement, with the aver- 
age on popular timepieces estimated at 
around $1. In usual trade practices that 
calls for an extra markup of 50 cents by the 
importer, making the total $1.50. The re- 
tailers would double that, making the aver- 
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age increase in the price to consumers 
around $3 (unless the trade absorbs some of 
the duty). On 10 million Swiss movements 
a year that means $30 million to be charged 
up to the consumers. If people cut the 
number of watches they buy, it will mean 
pinching what they consider their standard 
of living, and of course it would hurt both 
foreign and domestic business. 

It is not by any means certain how much 
good the duty hike will do the domestic in- 
dustry. Dealers say the Swiss movements 
have been underselling the domestic by 50 
percent and with the tariff lift, will still 
undersell them by more than 30 percent. 

But if the domestic makers get all the 
benefit intended what will it amount to? 
The Tariff Commission said the domestic out- 
put should be kept at at least 2 million 
movements yearly in order to have a good 
base to expand on in case of a defense emer- 
gency. The current output now is around 
1.7 million. The indicated expansion of 
300,000 movements at $15 (roughly the aver- 
age wholesale) would bring them $4.5 mil- 
lion. Meanwhile the consumer would be 
paying some $30 million extra by reason of 
the duty and attendant markups. < 

The Government has made this case into 
a defense matter. In this situation why not 
provide a direct defense subsidy through 
the purchase, say, of timing devices and in- 
struments at remunerative prices. Wouldn't 
that be preferable to hitting consumers for 
$30 million in duties, placing a burden on 
trade with a good customer like Switzerland, 
and raising doubts in the minds of a lot of 
other customers about our foreign trade de- 
velopment policies? 

Maybe we, as a people, don't like to be 
taxed to pay direct subsidies to manufac- 
turers (even though we pay them to others). 
But neither can we like being tagged for an 
indirect subsidy five times as much as the 
direct subsidy would cost, and have a monkey 
wrench thrown into our trade relations as 
well, 


RECESS UNTIL 10 A. M. TOMORROW 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate stand in recess 
until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 10 
o'clock and 55 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday, 
August 19, 1954, at 10 o’clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate August 18 (legislative day of 
August 5), 1954: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Thomas J. Maleady, of Massachusetts, for 
promotion from Foreign Service officer of 
class 2 to class 1. 

Douglas Henderson, of Massachusetts, for 
promotion from Foreign Service officer of 
class 4 to class 3. 

Hermann F. Eilts, of Pennsylvania, for pro- 
motion from Foreign Service officer of class 5 
to class 4. 

Herbert E. Weiner, of New York, for pro- 
motion from Foreign Service officer of class 
5 to class 4 and to be also a consul of the 
United States of America. 

Charles H. Pletcher, of Minnesota, for pro- 
motion from Foreign Service officer of class 
6 to class 5. 

The following-named persons, now Foreign 
Service officers of class 1 and secretaries in 
the diplomatic service, to be also consuls 
general of the United States of America: 

R. Borden Reams, of Pennsylvania. 

Arthur L. Richards, of California. 

R. Smith Simpson, of Virginia, now a 
Foreign Service officer of class 2 and a secre- 
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tary in the diplomatic service, to be also a 
consul general of the United States of Amer- 
ica. 


The following-named persons, now Foreign 
Service officers of class 3 and secretaries in 
the diplomatic service, to be also consuls 
general of the United States of America: 

Ernest H. Fisk, of Ohio. 

Elvin Seibert, of New York. 


Robert B. Dreessen, of Missouri, now a 
Foreign Service officer of class 5 and a secre- 
tary in the diplomatic service, to be also a 
consul of the United States of America. 

Joseph B. Phillips, of Virginia, for appoint- 
ment as a Foreign Service officer of class 1, 
a consul, and a secretary in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America. 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 2, 
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America: 

Edmund H. Kellogg, of Virginia. 

William R. Tyler, of the District of 
Columbia. 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 3, 
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America: 

Hubert M. Curry, of Illinois. 

Roy I. Kimmel, of New Mexico. 

James H. Lewis, of Pennsylvania. 

Edward A. Mag, of Connecticut. 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 4, 
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America: 

James N. Cortada, of Florida. 

Theo E. Hall, of Kansas. 

Guy O. Long, of Pennsylvania. 

George Moffitt, Jr., of Connecticut. 

Stephen C. Worster, of Maine. 


Miss Anna E. Simmons, of Texas, for ap- 
pointment as a Foreign Service officer of class 
5, a vice consul of career, and a secretary in 
the diplomatic service of the United States of 
America. 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 6, 
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the 
diplomatic service of the United States of 
America: 

Miss Katherine S. Chase, of Connecticut. 

William A. Hayne, of California. 

James R. Huntley, of Washington. 

Laurence G. Pickering, of Nebraska. 


The following-named Foreign Service staff 
officers to be consuls of the United States of 
America: 

Miss Sofia P. Kearney, of the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico. 

Roland W. Kenney, of Connecticut. 

J. H. Cameron Peake, of New York. 

Robert L. Ware, Jr., of New Jersey. 


The following-named Foreign Service re- 
serve officers to be consuls of the United 
States of America: 

Vincent J. Augliere, of Virginia. 

J. Raymond Ylitalo, of Minnesota. 

George H. Owen, of New York, a Foreign 
Service reserve officer, to be a secretary in the 
diplomatic service of the United States of 
America, 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate August 18 (legislative day of 
August 5), 1954: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Herbert Hoover, Jr., of California, to be 
Under Secretary of State. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF THE ARMY 


Charles C. Finucane, of the State of Wash- 


ington. 
Frank H. Higgins, of New York. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
Lyle S. Garlock, of Minnesota. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
William Birrell Franke, of New York. 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


Robert McClintock, of California, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten- 
tiary of the United States of America to the 
Kingdom of Cambodia. 

Charles W. Yost. of New York, to be Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the King- 
dom of Laos, 


UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE 


Charles J. Vogel, of North Dakota, to be 
United States circuit judge, eighth circuit. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
Henry L. Brooks, of Kentucky, to be 


United States district judge for the western 
district of Kentucky. 
UNITEp STATES MARSHALS 

Jay Neal, of Arkansas, to be United States 
marshal for the western district of Arkansas, 

William C. Littlefield, of Georgia, to be 
United States marshal for the northern dis- 
trict of Georgia. 


In THE ARMY 


CHIEF, ARMY FIELD FORCES, WITH RANK OF 
GENERAL 

Lt. Gen. John Ernest Dahlquist, O7120, 
Army of the United States, to be chief, Army 
Field Forces, with the rank of general and 
as general in the Army of the United States, 
under the provisions of sections 504 and 515 
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. 


COMMANDING GENERAL, VII CORPS 


Maj. Gen. Henry Irving Hodes, 012845, to 
be commanding general, VII Corps, with the 
rank of lieutenant general and as lieutenant 
general in the Army of the United States. 

COMMANDING GENERAL, I CORPS 

Maj. Gen. John Howell Collier, 012388, to 

be commanding general, I Corps, with the 


rank of lieutenant general and as lieutenant 
general in the Army of the United States. 


COMMANDING GENERAL, V CORPS 


Maj. Gen. Charles Edward Hart, 015788, to 
be commanding general, V Corps, with the 
rank of lieutenant general and as lieutenant 
general in the Army of the United States. 


VETERINARY CORPS 


Col. Elmer William Young, 016298, Veteri- 
nary Corps, United States Army, to be briga- 
dier general, Veterinary Corps, in the Regular 
Army of the United States. 

The following-named officers for temporary 
appointment in the Army of the United 
States to the grades indicated under the 
provisions of subsection 515 (c) of the Offi- 
cer Personnel Act of 1947: 

To be major generals 

Brig. Gen. James Holden Phillips, 012331. 

Brig. Gen. Mark McClure, 014935. 

Brig. Gen. Francis Marion Day, 015614. 

Brig. Gen. Edward Joseph ONeill, 015952. 

Brig. Gen. Arthur Lawrence Marshall, 
038593. 

Brig. Gen. Robert Lee Howze, Jr., 016055. 

Brig. Gen. Aubrey Strode Newman, 016099. 

Brig. Gen. Frank Coffin Holbrook, 016654. 

Brig. Gen. John Honeycutt Hinrichs, 
017174. 

Brig. Gen. Frank Schaffer Besson, Jr., 
018662. 

To be brigadier generals 

Col. Gerald Edward Galloway, 016043. 

Col. Edwin Bascum Kearns, Jr., 016224. 

Col. Russell Thomas Finn, 016237. 

Col. Donald Dunford, 016267. 

Col. Benjamin Franklin Modisett, 039526. 

Col. Harry Warren Johnson, 016391. 
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William Jesse Deyo, Jr., 016449. 

John Lawrence Ryan, Jr., 016451. 
George Olaf Norman Lodoen, 016580. 
Mason Harley Lucas, 016633. 

Albert Gallatin Franklin, Jr., 016642, 
Col. Francis Anthony Kreidel, 039553. 
Col. Theodore Addison Weyher, 016738. 
Bertram Arthur Holtzworth, 016804. 
Olaf Helgesen Kyster, Jr., O16830. 
Martin Joseph Morin, 016911. 

. Dayid William Traub, 017110. 

. William Henry Hennig, 017122. 

. Garrison Barkley Coverdale, 017148. 
William Mattingly Breckinridge, 


Col, 
Col. 
Col. 
Col. 
Col. 


Thomas Jahn Sands, O17521. 
Ralph Robert Mace, 017578. 

James Bernard Quill, 017673. 

. Fred Winchester Sladen, Jr., O17677. 
Charles Greene Calloway, O17690. 

. Herbert John Vander Heide, O17754. 
. Sidney Clay Wooten, 018126. 

. Walter Bernard Yeager, 029464. 
Miller Osborne Perry, 018427. 

. Louis Victor Hightower, 018502. 
James Karrick Woolnough, 018709. 

. Floyd Allan Hansen, 018767. 


The officers named herein for appointment 
as Reserve commissioned officers of the Army 
under the provisions of the Armed Forces 
Reserve Act of 1952 (Public Law 476, 82d 
Cong.) : 

To be major generals 

Maj. Gen. Philip Charles Bettenburg, 
0171936, Minnesota National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. Carl Otha DeBard, O288794, 
Indiana National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. Heber Leutner Edwards, 
0172673, North Dakota National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. Rhodolph Leslie Esmay, 0165227, 
Wyoming National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. Luis Raul Esteves, O170507, 
Puerto Rico National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. Walter Jones Hanna, 0171549, 
Alabama National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. Roy Washington Kenny, 
0176730, Oklahoma National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. Mark Walter Lance, 0243398, 
Florida National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. Gordon Alexander MacDonald, 
0193923, Michigan National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. Joseph Evelyn Nelson, 0241830, 
Minnesota National Guard. 

aj. Gen. Frederick Gates Reincke, 
0322850, Connecticut National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. Charles Gurdon Sage, 0171863, 
New Mexico National Guard. 

Maj. Gen. John Edward Walsh, 0256059, 
Idaho National Guard. 

To be brigadier generals 

Brig. Gen. Wayne Carlos Bailey, 0281317, 
California National Guard. 

Brig. Gen. Richard Cook, 0107835, Minne- 
sota National Guard. 

Brig. Gen. Gerald Edward DuBois, 0340176, 
Iowa National Guard. 

Brig. Gen. Joseph Clifford Hodgin, 
0120835, Illinois National Guard. 

Brig. Gen. John Francis Homfeld, 0253221, 
Tilinois National Guard. 

Brig. Gen. John Jacobson, Jr., 0102326, 
New Hampshire National Guard. 

Brig. Gen. Cecil Joseph Kenney, 0243189, 
Michigan National Guard. 

Brig. Gen. Harry Atkins Markle, 
0271409, Pennsylvania National Guard. 

Brig. Gen. Loren Gregory Windom, 
0275591, Ohio National Guard. 

In THE Navy 
TEMPORARY PROMOTIONS 


The following-named officers of the Staff 
Corps of the Navy for temporary promotion 
to the grade of rear admiral, subject to quali- 
fication therefor as provided by law: 

Bruce E. Bradley, Medical Corps. 

Irwin L. V. Norman, Medical Corps. 

William L. Knickerbocker, Supply Corps. 

Thomas L. Becknell, Jr., Supply Corps. 

James W. Boundy, Supply Corps. 

William Sihler, Civil Engineer Corps. 


Jr., 
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Robert H. Meade, Civil Engineer Corps. 
Ralph W. Taylor, Dental Corps. 


The following-named officers of the line of 
the Navy for temporary promotion to the 
grade of rear admiral, subject to qualifica- 
tion therefor as provided by law: 


se W. Anderson, Albert G. Mumma 
Joseph N. Murphy 
Henry S. Persons 
Paul H. Ramsey 
Robert H. Rice 
Walter F. Rodee 
William K. Romoser 
Harry E. Sears 
Allen Smith, Jr. 
Frank W. Fenno, Jr. Philip W. Snyder 
William E. Ferrall Frederick C. Stelter, 
Charles D. Griffin Jr. 
Miles H. Hubbard James H. Ward 
William J. Marshall George C. Weaver 
Benjamin E. Moore 
PERMANENT PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY 

The nominations of George M. Chaffin and 
8,403 other officers for permanent promo- 
tion in the Navy, which were confirmed today, 
were received by the Senate on July 30, 1954, 
and appear in full in the Senate proceedings 
of the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of that date, 
under the caption “Nominations,” beginning 
with the name of George E. Chaffin, which 
appears on page 12742, and ending with the 
name of John A. Ricci, which is shown on 
page 12759. 


N 08 M. Briggs 
Henry H. Caldwell 
Robert W. Cavenagh 
Clifford S. Cooper 
Lawrence R, Daspit 
William A. Dolan, Jr. 
Robert B. Ellis 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wepbnespay, Aucust 18, 1954 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rt. Rev. A. Cecil Cooper, Anglican 
bishop of Korea, offered the following 
prayer: 


O God, the creator and sustainer of 
all things in heaven and earth, in the 
knowledge of, and in obedience to whose 
will alone can true freedom be found, 
we praise and thank Thee that Thou 
hast revealed Thy will to the world in 
Thy son Jesus Christ our Lord, and 
hast called our Nation to witness to Thy 
truth, 

Grant to us, we pray Thee, the guid- 
ance of Thy holy spirit, that in all our 
deliberations and decisions Thy will may 
be done, and Thy name glorified among 
men. In Thee alone can mankind find 
lasting peace, concord, and freedom. 
Look down in mercy on the millions in 
bondage under totalitarian oppression, 
deprived of all freedom of action, speech, 
and thought. Relieve the millions who 
suffer, especially in lands devastated by 
war. 

Grant us the power not only to seek 
to relieve their bodily sufferings but also 
to witness to, and forward through 
truths by which alone mankind can ob- 
tain Thy peace and the spirit of broth- 
erhood. That Thou wilt use us for the 
working out of Thy eternal purpose, we 
ask in the name of Jesus Christ our 
Lord, who, with the Father and holy 
spirit liveth and reigneth, God, forever 
and ever. 

A Member of this House passed to rest 
yesterday, so we stand for a moment in 
silence and pray God he may rest in 
peace and comfort for his family. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Ast, one of its clerks, announced that the 
Senate had adopted the following reso- 
lution (S. Res. 316): 


Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 
profound sorrow the announcement of the 
death of Hon. Paul. W. SHAFER, late a Repre- 
sentative from the State of Michigan. 

Resolved, That a committee of two Sena- 
tors be appointed by the Presiding Officer to 
join the committee appointed on the part 
of the House of Representatives to attend 
the funeral of the deceased Representative. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate 
these resolutions to the House of Representa- 
tives and transmit a copy thereof to the 
family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That when the Senate recesses it 
be as a further mark of respect to the mem- 
ory of the deceased Representative. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, bills of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

H. R. 6287. An act to extend and amend 
the Renegotiation Act of 1951; 

H. R. 9709. An act to extend and improve 
the unemployment compensation program; 

H. R. 9756. An act to increase the borrow- 
ing power of Commodity Credit Corporation; 

H. R. 9859. An act authorizing the con- 
struction, repair, and preservation of certain 
public works on rivers and harbors for navi- 
gation, flood control, and for other purposes; 
and 

H. R. 9909. An act to prohibit payment of 
annuities to officers and employees of the 
United States convicted of certain offenses, 
and for other purposes, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 3248. An act to authorize the Federal 
Government to guard strategic defense facil- 
ities against individuals believed to be dis- 
posed to commit acts of sabotage, espionage, 
or other subversion; and 

S. 3868. An act authorizing the payment 
of salary to any individual given a recess 
appointment as Comptroller General of the 
United States before the beginning of the 
84th Congress. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol- 
lowing title: 

S. 2308. An act to authorize and direct the 
investigation by the Attorney General of cer- 
tain offenses, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9936) entitled “An act making supple- 
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1955, and for other pur- 
poses.” 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to Senate 
amendments Nos. 27, 30, 31, 38, 39, 40, 
46, 49, 52, 56, 61, 62, 7142, 74, 79, 85, 86, 
88, 89, 91, 99 100, 104, 110, 115, 116, 119, 
122, 127, 128, 129, 132, 134, 136, 147, 148, 
154, 155, 164, 168, and 187 to the above- 
entitled bill: Be it further 

Resolved, That the Senate agrees to 
the amendment of the House to Senate 
amendment No. 151; be it further 
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Resolved, That the Senate recedes 
from its amendments Nos. 60, 71, and 
130. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the reports of the com- 
mittees of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to bills of the 
House of the following titles: 


H. R. 2263. An act to authorize the Post- 
master General to readjust the compensation 
of holders of contracts for the performance 
of mail-messenger service; 

H. R. 9680. An act to provide for the con- 
tinued price support for agricultural prod- 
ucts; to augment the marketing and disposal 
of such products; to provide for greater sta- 
bility in agriculture; and for other purposes; 
and 

H. R. 9924. An act to provide for family 
quarters for personnel of the military depart- 
ments of the Department of Defense and 
their dependents, and for other purposes. 


PALO VERDE IRRIGATION DIS- 
TRICT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
ananimous consent to vacate the pro- 
ceedings of yesterday whereby the 
House disagreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8498) au- 
thorizing construction of works to re- 
establish for the Palo Verde Irrigation 
District, California, a means of diversion 
of its irrigation water supply from the 
Colorado River, and for other purposes, 
and asked for a conference, and the ac- 
tion of the Speaker in appointing con- 
ferees, and I further ask unanimous 
consent that the House concur in the 
amendment of the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 3, line 1, strike out “$675,000” and 
insert “$1,175,000.” 

Page 5, line 21, strike out “The return of 
all” and insert “All.” 

Page 5, line 22, after “those”, insert “to be.” 

Page 5, line 23, strike out all after Dis- 
trict,” over to and including “law” in line 2 
on page 6 and insert “shall be nonreim- 
bursable.” 


Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, is the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania personally 
interested in passing this bill? 

Mr. SAYLOR. Not personally my- 
self. This is a matter that came out of 
our committee, and I am delighted to see 
that the bill has been acted on. It grows 
out of the claim which arose from the 
building of the Hoover Dam and Lake 
Mead. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Is the gentle- 
man from California personally inter- 
ested in the passage of the bill? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. This is in my 
district. It is the oldest water right on 
the Colorado River. This is the correc- 
tion of a situation over which the irri- 
gation district had no control. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 
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FRINGE EMPLOYMENT BENEFTTS 
FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
call up the conference report on the bill 
(H. R. 2263) to authorize the Postmaster 
General to readjust the compensation of 
holders of contracts for the performance 
of mail- messenger service, and ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
of the managers on the part of the 
House may be read in lieu of the report. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I suggest to the gen- 
tleman from Kansas that he inform the 
House that this has nothing to do with 
pay. Is that correct? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. This is not the 
pay bill. This does make some little ad- 
justments, but it is not what is known 
as the pay bill. The gentleman may be 
assured that the pay bill has nothing to 
do with it. Z 

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman ex- 
plain the changes made? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. At the first op- 
portunity the chairman will supply a 
brief on it this afternoon. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, this has to do with 
the renegotiation of existing contracts 
on star routes, does it not? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. It extends to 
mail messengers the same rate that is 
now granted to those who have star 
route contracts. This is a bill that 
passed the House by unanimous consent 
some time ago. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2665) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
2263) to authorize the Postmaster General 
to readjust the compensation of holders of 
contracts for the performance of mail-mes- 
senger service, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
text of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by the Sen- 
ate amendment insert the following: 


“TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO CLASSIFICATION ACT 
OF 1949 


“Number of positions in grades 16, 17, and 
18 of the General Schedule 

“Sec. 101. (a) Section 505 of the Classifi- 
cation Act of 1949, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: 

“ ‘SEC. 505. (a) No position shall be placed 
in grade 16 or 17 of the General Schedule 
except by action of, or after prior approval 
by, the Commission. 

„b) No position shall be placed in or 
removed from grade 18 of the General Sched- 
ule except by the President upon recom- 
mendation of the Commission. 

„e) At any one time there shall not be 
more than four hundred positions in grade 
16 of the General Schedule, not more than 
one hundred and fifteen positions in grade 


15029 


17 of the General Schedule, and not more 
than thirty-five positions in grade 18 of the 
General Schedule. 

„d) Positions that may be established 
under the proviso of section 203 (b) (1) of 
the Act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 836), may 
be in addition to those authorized by the 
foregoing provisions of this section.’ 

“(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall not affect positions allocated to 
grades 16, 17, and 18 of the General Schedule 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
pursuant to provisions of law (other than 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended) 
and reorganization plans in effect prior to 
the effective date of this section. 

“Longevity step-increases 

“Sec. 102. (a) (1) Subsection (a) of sec- 
tion 703 of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, is amended by striking out the 
words ‘change of grade or rate of basic com- 
pensation except such change as may be 
prescribed by any provision of law of gen- 
eral application’ and inserting in lieu there- 
of the words ‘increase in grade or rate of 
basic compensation except such increase as 
may be prescribed by any provision of law 
of general application.’ 

“(2) Subsection (b) (1) of section 703 of 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“*(b) (1) No officer or employee shall be 
entitled to a longevity step-increase while 
holding a position in any grade above grade 
15 of the General Schedule.’ 

“(b) The amendments made by subsec- 
tion (a) shall become effective at the be- 
ginning of the first pay pericd following the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

“Sec. 103. (a) Section 704 of the Classifi- 
cation Act of 1949, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 704. In the case of officers and em- 
ployees in grades 11 to 15, inclusive, of the 
General Schedule who are receiving com- 
pensation at or above the maximum sched- 
uled rates for their respective grades on the 
date immediately preceding the effective date 
of this amendatory section, not to exceed 
three years of service performed immediately 
preceding such effective date shall be counted 
toward longevity step-increases under sec- 
tion 703. Notwithstanding subsection (b) 
(4) of section 703, longevity step-increases 
for grade 15 of the General Schedule shall 
be $200.’ 

“(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall become effective at the beginning 
of the first pay period following the date 
of enactment of this Act. 


“Recruitment above the minimum rate of the 
class 


“Sec. 104. Section 803 of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 803. (a) Whenever the Commission 
shall find (1) that a sufficient number of 
qualified eligibles for positions in a given 
class cannot be secured in one or more areas 
or locations at the existing minimum rate 
for such class, and (2) that there is a possi- 
bility that a sufficient number of such eli- 
gibles can be secured by increasing the mini- 
mum rate for such class in such areas or 
locations to one of the higher rates within 
the grade in which such class is placed, the 
Commission may establish such higher rate 
as the minimum rate for that class in each 
area or location concerned. 

“*(b) Minimum rates established under 
subsection (a) may be revised from time 
to time by the Commission. Such actions 
or revisions shall have the force and effect 
of law. 

“*(c) Any increase in rate of basic com- 
pensation resulting from the establishment 
of minimum rates under this section shall 
not be regarded as an “equivalent increase” 
in compensation within the meaning of sec- 
tion 701 (a).“ 
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“Exclusion from classification act of 1949 of 
crafts, trades, and labor positions and ap- 
plication of prevailing wage policy to such 
positions 
“Sec, 105. (a) Paragraph (7) of section 

202 of the Classification Act of 1949, as 

amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“*(7) employees in recognized trades or 
crafts, or other skilled mechanical crafts, or 
in unskilled, semiskilled, or skilled manual- 
labor occupations, and other employees in- 
cluding foremen and supervisors in positions 
having trade, craft, or laboring experience 
and knowledge as the paramount require- 
ment, and employees in the Bureau of En- 
graving and Printing the duties of whom 
are to perform or to direct manual or 
machine operations requiring special skill 
or experience, or to perform or direct the 
counting, examining, sorting, or other veri- 
fication of the product of manual or ma- 
chine operations: Provided, That the com- 
pensation of such employees shall be fixed 
and adjusted from time to time as nearly 
as is consistent with the public interest in 
accordance with prevailing rates: Provid- 
ed further, That whenever the Civil Service 
Commission concurs in the opinion of the 
employing agency that in any given area the 
number cf such employees is so few as to 
make prevailing rate determinations im- 
practicable, such employee or employees 
shall be subject to the provisions of this Act 
which are applicable to positions of equiva- 
lent difficulty or responsibility.’ 

“(b) Section 204 (c) of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: 

„() Section 202 (except paragraph (7) 
thereof) and section 203 shall not apply to 
the Office of the Architect of the Capitol.’ 


“Transfer of certain positions from the 
Crafts, Protective, and Custodial Schedule 
to the General Schedule 


“Sec. 106. (a) Not earlier than the first 
day of the second pay period which begins 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
not later than the first day of the first pay 
period which begins more than six months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, all 
positions in the Crafts, Protective, and Cus- 
todial Schedule of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, not excluded from such 
Act by section 202 (7) thereof, as amended 
by section 105 of this title, shall be placed 
in corresponding grades of the General 
Schedule as set forth below: 


“Grade of the Crafts, Corresponding new 
Protective, and Cus- grade of the Gen- 
todial Schedule eral Schedule 
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“(b) The rates of basic compensation of 
officers and employees to whom this section 
applies shall be initially adjusted as fol- 
lows: 

“(1) If the employee is receiving a rate 
of basic compensation in the Crafts, Pro- 
tective, and Custodial Schedule which is less 
than the minimum scheduled rate of that 
grade in the General Schedule in which his 
position is placed, his compensation shall 
be increased to such minimum rate; 

“(2) If the employee is receiving a rate 
of basic compensation in the Crafts, Pro- 
tective, and Custodial Schedule which is 
equal to one of the scheduled or longevity 
rates of that grade in the General Schedule 
in which his position is placed, he shall re- 
ceive a rate of basic compensation at such 
scheduled or longevity rate; 

“(3) If the employee is receiving a rate 
of basic compensation in the Crafts, Pro- 
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tective, and Custodial Schedule at a rate 
between two scheduled or two longevity 
rates, or between a scheduled rate and a 
longevity rate, of that grade in the General 
Schedule in which his position is placed, 
he shall receive a rate of basic compensa- 
tion at the higher of such two rates; 


“(4) If the employee is receiving a rate ot 


basic compensation in the Crafts, Protec- 
tive, and Custodial Schedule in excess of 
the maximum longevity rate of that grade 
in the General Schedule in which his po- 
sition is placed, he shall continue to re- 
ceive basic compensation without change in 
rate until (A) he leaves such position, or 
(B) he is entitled to receive basic compen- 
sation at a higher rate by reason of the 
operation of the Classification Act of 1949, 
as amended; but when such position be- 
comes vacant the rate of basic compensa- 
tion of any subsequent appointee shall be 
fixed in accordance with such act, as 
amended. 

e) The conversion to grades of the Gen- 
eral Schedule of positions covered by this 
section, and the initial adjustments in com- 
pensation as prescribed herein, shall not be 
construed to be transfers or promotions 
within the meaning of section 802 (b) of the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, and 
the regulations issued thereunder. 


“Abolishment of crafts, protective, and cus- 
todial schedule 


“Sec. 107. Section 601 of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 601. There is hereby established 
for positions to which this Act applies a basic 
compensation schedule, to be known as the 
“General Schedule”, the symbol for which 
shall be “GS”? 

“Sec. 108. (a) Section 602 of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended, is amended 
by striking out ‘(a)’ after ‘Src. 602.’. 

“(b) Subsection (b) of such section 602 
is hereby repealed. 

“Sec. 109. (a) Subsection (a) of section 
603 of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

„a) The rates of basic compensation 
with respect to officers, employees, and posi- 
tions to which this Act applies shall be in 
accordance with the compensation schedule 
contained in subsection (b).“ 

“(b) Subsection (c) of such section 603 
is hereby repealed. 

“(c) Subsection (d) of such section 603 
is amended to read as follows: 

e) Whenever payment is made on the 
basis of a daily, hourly, weekly, biweekly, 
or monthly rate, such rate shall be computed 
from the appropriate annual rate specified 
in subsection (b) by the method prescribed 
in section 604 (d) of the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1945, as amended.’ 

“Sec. 110. (a) Section 105 of this title 
shall take effect on the date or dates speci- 
fied by the head of a department, but not 
earlier than the first day of the second pay 
period which begins after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, and not later than the 
first day of the first pay period which begins 
more than twelve months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, with respect to each 
employee and position in such department 
within the purview of such section 105. 

“(b) Sections 107, 108, and 109 of this title 
shall take effect, with respect to employees 
and positions in a department, upon the 
completion of the actions required by sec- 
tions 105 and 106 of this title to be taken 
with respect to such employees and positions, 
but in no event later than the first day of the 
first pay period which begins more than 
twelve months after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

“Miscellaneous provisions 

“Sec. 111. Section 604 of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 604. Employees receiving basic com- 
pensation at a rate authorized by law, imme- 
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diately prior to the effective date of this title, 
in excess of the appropriate new rate of the 
grade as determined under paragraphs (1) 
to (10), inclusive, of section 604 (b) of this 
Act, as in effect prior to the date of enact- 
ment of this amended section, may continue 
to receive such rate so long as they remain 
in the same position and grade, but when 
any such position becomes vacant, the rate of 
basic compensation of any subsequent ap- 
pointee shall be fixed in accordance with this 
Act.“ 

“Sec. 112. Sections 703 (e) and 802 (b) of 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
are amended by striking out ‘section 604 (b) 
(11) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘section 
604.’ 

“Src. 113. The Civil Service Commission 
is hereby authorized to issue such regula- 
tions as may be necessary for the administra- 
tion of this title. 

“Sec. 114. Nothing contained in this title 
shall be construed to decrease the existing 
rate of basic compensation of any present 
employee, but when his position becomes 
vacant any subsequent appointee to such 
position shall be compensated in accord- 
ance with the scale of pay applicable to such 
position. 

“Sec. 115. The term ‘department’ shall 
have the same meaning in this title as when 
used in the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended. 


“TITLE II—AMENDME“ITS TO THE FEDERAL EM- 
PLOYEES PAY ACT OF 1945, AS AMENDED 


“Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the 
‘Federal Employees Pay Act Amendments 
of 1954’. 

“Sec. 202. (a) Subsection (a) of section 
101 of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 
1945, as amended, is amended by striking out 
‘titles II and III’ and inserting in lieu there- 
of ‘titles II, III, and IV’. 

“(b) Subseetion (b) of such section 101 
is hereby repealed. 


“Compensation for overtime work 


“Src. 203. Section 201 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec, 201. All hours of work officially or- 
dered or approved in excess of forty hours in 
any administrative workweek performed by 
officers and employees to whom this title 
applies shall be considered to be overtime 
work and compensation for such overtime 
work, except as otherwise provided for in this 
Act, shall be at the following rates: 

“*(1) For each officer and employee whose 
basic compensation is at a rate which 
does not exceed the minimum scheduled rate 
of basic compensation provided for grade 
GS-9 in the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, the overtime hourly rate of com- 
pensation shall be an amount equal to one 
and one-half times the hourly rate of basic 
compensation of such officer or employee, and 
all of such amount shall be considered pre- 
mium compensation. 

“*(2) For each officer and employee whose 
basic compensation is at a rate which exceeds 
the minimum scheduled rate of basic com- 
pensation provided for grade GS-9 in the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, the 
overtime hourly rate of compensation’ shall 
be an amount equal to one and one-half 
times the hourly rate of such minimum 
scheduled rate of basic compensation, and 
all of such amount shall be considered pre- 
mium compensation.’ 

“SEC. 204. Section 202 (a) of the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 202. (a) The head of any depart- 
ment, independent establishment, or agency, 
including Government-owned or controlled 
corporations, or of the municipal govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia, or the 
head of any legislative or judicial agency to 
which this title applies, (1) may, at the re- 
quest of any officer or employee, grant such 
officer or employee compensatory time off 
from his scheduled tour of duty in lieu of 
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payment for an equal amount of time spent 
in irregular or occasional overtime work, 
and (2) may, at his own discretion, provide 
that any officer or employee, whose rate of 
basic compensation is in excess of the maxi- 
mum scheduled rate of basic compensation 
provided for grade GS-9 in the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, shall be compen- 
sated for irregular or occasional overtime 
work for which compensation would be due 
under this Act with an equal amount of 
compensatory time off from his scheduled 
tour of duty in lieu of such compensation.’ 

“Sec. 205. (a) Section 203 of the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
redesignated as section 205, and wherever 
such section number appears in such Act or 
in any other provision of law it is amended 
to conform to the redesignation prescribed 
by this subsection. 

“(b) The Federal Employees Pay Act of 
1945, as amended, is amended by inserting 
after section 202 thereof the following new 
sections: 

Call- back overtime 


“Sec. 203. For the purposes of this Act, 
any unscheduled overtime work performed 
by any officer or employee on a day when no 
work was scheduled for him, or for which 
he is required to return to his place of em- 
ployment, shall be considered to be at least 
two hours in duration. 


“Time in travel status 


“‘Sec. 204. For the purposes of this Act, 
time spent in a travel status away from the 
official-duty station of any officer or em- 
ployee shall be considered as hours of em- 
ployment only when (1) within the days and 
hours of such officer’s or employee's regu- 
larly scheduled administrative workweek, 
including regularly scheduled overtime 
hours, or (2) when the travel involves the 
performance of work while traveling or is 
carried out under arduous conditions.’ 
“Compensation for night and holiday work 

“Src. 206. Section 301 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 301. (a) Any regularly scheduled 
work between the hours of six o'clock post- 
meridian and six o’clock antemeridian (in- 
cluding periods of absence with pay during 
such hours due to holidays, and any such 
hours within periods of leave with pay if 
such periods total less than eight hours dur- 
ing any pay period) shall be considered 
nightwork, except as provided in subsection 
(b), and any officer or employee performing 
such work to whom this title applies shall 
be compensated for such work at his rate of 
basic compensation plus premium compen- 
sation amounting to 10 per centum of such 
rate, unless otherwise provided in title IV of 
this Act. This section shall not operate to 
modify the provisions of the Act of July 1, 
1944 (Public Law Numbered 394, Seventy- 
eighth Congress), or any other law author- 
izing additional compensation for nightwork. 

„b) The head of any department, inde- 
pendent establishment, or agency, including 
Government-owned or controlled corpora- 
tions, may designate any time after six 
o'clock postmeridian and any time before six 
o'clock antemeridian as the beginning and 
end, respectively, of nightwork for the pur- 
pose of subsection (a) at any post outside 
the several States and the District of Colum- 
bia where customary hours of business ex- 
tend into the hours of nightwork provided 
by such subsection.’ 

“Sec. 207. Section 302 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

„Spo. 302. (a) All work not exceeding 
eight hours, which is not overtime work as 
defined in section 201 of this Act and which 
is performed on a holiday designated by Fed- 
eral statute or Executive order, shall be com- 
pensated at the rate of basic compensation 
of the officer or employee performing such 
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work on a holiday plus premium compensa- 
tion at a rate equal to the rate of basic com- 
pensation of such officer or employee. 

„%) Any officer or employee who is re- 
quired to perform any work on such a holi- 
day shall be compensated for at least two 
hours of such work, and any such premium 
compensation due under the provisions 
of this section shall be in addition to any 
premium compensation which may be due 
for the same work under the provisions of 
section 301 of this Act providing premium 
compensation for nightwork. 

e) Overtime work, as defined in section 
201 of this Act, on Sundays and such holi- 
days shall be compensated in accordance 
with the provisions of such section 201.’ 


“Special provisions for certain types of work 


“Sec. 208. (a) The Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1945, as amended, is amended by in- 
serting after title III thereof a new title to 
read as follows: 


“ "TITLE IV—SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR CERTAIN 
TYPES OF WORK 


“Sec. 401. The head of any department, 
independent establishment, or agency, in- 
cluding Government-owned or controlled 
corporations, or of the municipal government 
of the District of Columbia may, with the 
approval of the Civil Service Commission, 
provice that— 

1) any officer or employee in a position 
requiring him regularly to remain at, or 
within the confines of, his station during 
longer than ordinary periods of duty, a sub- 
stantial part of which consists of remaining 
in a standby status rather than performing 
work, shall receive premium compensation 
for such duty on an annual basis in lieu of 
premium compensation provided by any 
other provisions of this Act. Premium com- 
pensation under this paragraph shall be de- 
termined as an appropriate percentage (not 
in excess of 25 per centum) of such part of 
the rate of basic compensation for any such 
position as does not exceed the minimum 
scheduled rate of basic compensation pro- 
vided for grade GS-9 in the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, by taking into con- 
sideration the number of hours of actual 
work required in such position, the number 
of hours required in a standby status at or 
within the confines of the station, the extent 
to which the duties of such position are made 
more onerous by night or holiday work, or by 
being extended over periods of more than 
forty hours a week, and any other relative 
factors; or 

“*(2) any officer or employee in a position 
in which the hours of duty cannot be con- 
trolled administratively, and which requires 
substantial amounts of irregular, unsched- 
uled, overtime duty and duty at night and on 
holidays with the officer or employee gen- 
erally being responsible for recognizing, 
without supervision, circumstances which re- 
quire him to remain on duty, shall receive 
premium compensation for such duty on an 
annual basis in lieu of premium compensa- 
tion provided by any other provisions of this 
Act, except for regularly scheduled overtime 
duty. Premium compensation under this 
paragraph shall be determined as an appro- 
priate percentage (not in excess of 15 per 
centum) of such part of the rate of basic 
compensation for any such position as does 
not exceed the minimum scheduled rate of 
basic compensation provided for grade GS-9 
in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
by taking into consideration the frequency 
and duration of night, holiday, and unsched- 
uled overtime duty required in such posi- 
tions.’ 

“(b) Nothing contained in this section 
shall be construed to decrease the existing 
aggregate rate of compensation of any pres- 
ent employee, but when the position of such 
employee becomes vacant any subsequent 
appointee thereto shall receive premium 
compensation provided for such position in 
accordance with this section. 
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“Limitation on premium compensation 


“Sec. 209. Section 603 of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, and 
the heading immediately preceding such sec- 
tion are amended to read as follows: 


“Limitation on premium compensation 


“ ‘Sec. 603. (a) No premium compensation 
provided by this Act shall be paid to any 
officer or employee whose rate of basic com- 
pensation equals or exceeds the maximum 
scheduled rate of basic compensation pro- 
vided for grade GS-15 in the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended. 

cb) In the case of any officer or em- 
ployee whose rate of basic compensation is 
less than the maximum scheduled rate of 
basic compensation provided for grade GS-15 
in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
such premiun compensation may be paid 
only to the extent that such payment would 
not cause his aggregate rate of compensa- 
tion to exceed such maximum scheduled 
rate with respect to any pay period.’ 


“Work schedules 


“Sec. 210. (a) The heading immediately 
preceding section 604 of the Federal Employ- 
ees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: 


“Establishment of basic workweek; work 
schedules; pay computation methods’ 


“(b) Section 604 (a) of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended by inserting ‘(1)’ after ‘(a)’ and 
by adding at the end thereof a new para- 
graph as follows: . 

“*(2) Except where the head of each such 
department, establishment, or agency and of 
the municipal government of the District of 
Columbia determines that his organization 
would be seriously handicapped in carrying 
out its functions or that costs would be sub- 
stantially increased, he shall provide, with 
respect to all officers and employees in his 
organization, (A) that assignments to tours 
of duty shall be scheduled in advance over 
periods of not less than one week, (B) that 
the basic forty-hour workweek shall be 
scheduled on five days, which shall be Mon- 
day through Friday wherever possible, and 
the two days outside the basic workweek 
shall be consecutive, (C) that the working 
hours in each day in the basic workweek 
shall be the same, (D) that the basic non- 
overtime workday shall not exceed eight 
hours, (E) that the occurrence of holidays 
shall not affect the designation of the basic 
workweek, and (F) that breaks in working 
hours of more than one hour shall not be 
scheduled in any basic workday.’ 

“Sec. 211. This title shall become effective 
at the beginning of the first pay period which 
begins more than sixty days after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 


“TITLE I1I—GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ INCENTIVE 
AWARDS 


“Sec. 301. This title may be cited as the 
‘Government Employees’ Incentive Awards 
Act’. 

“Sec. 302. The departmental awards pro- 
gram set forth in this title shall be carried 
out under such regulations and instructions 
as may be issued by the United States Civil 
Service Commission which shall annually 
report the results of the program, with re- 
lated recommendations, to the President for 
transmittal to the Congress. 

“Sec. 303. As used in this title, the term 
‘department’ means an executive depart- 
ment or independent agency in the executive 
branch of the Government, including a Goy- 
ernment-owned or controlled corporation 
(but not including the Tennessee Valley 
Authority), and also includes (a) the Admin- 
istrative Office of the United States Courts, 
(b) the Library of Congress, (c) the Botanic 
Garden, (d) the Government Printing Office, 
(e) the Office of the Architect of the Capitol, 
and (f) the municipal government of the 
District of Columbia. 
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“Sec. 304. (a) The head of each depart- 
ment is authorized to pay cash awards to, 
and to incur necessary expenses for the 
honorary recognition of, civilian officers and 
employees of the Government who by their 
suggestions, inventions, superior accomplish- 
ments, or other personal efforts contribute 
to the efficiency, economy, or other improve- 
ment of Government operations or who per- 
form special acts or services in the public 
interest in connection with or related to 
their official employment. 

“(b) In instances determined by the Presi- 
dent to warrant such action, he is authorized 
to pay cash awards to, and to incur neces- 
sary expenses for the honorary recognition of, 
civilian officers and employees of the Gov- 
ernment who by their suggestions, inven- 
tions, superior accomplishments, or other 
personal efforts contribute to the efficiency, 
economy, or other improvement of Govern- 
ment operations, or who perform exception- 
ally meritorious special acts or services in 
the public interest in connection with or 
related to their official employment, and any 
such Presidential awards may be in addition 
to the departmental awards authorized in 
subsection (a) of this section. 

“(c) Awards under this section may be 
paid notwithstanding the death or separa- 
tion from the service of the officer or em- 
ployee concerned: Provided, That the sug- 
gestions, inventions, superior accomplish- 
ments, other personal efforts, or special acts 
or services in the public interest forming the 
basis for the awards are made or rendered 
while the officer or employee is in the employ 
of the Government. 

“(d) A cash award under this section shall 
be in addition to the regular compensation 
of the recipient and the acceptance of such 
cash award shall constitute an agreement 
that the use by the Government of the 
United States or the municipal government 
of the District of Columbia of any idea, 
method or device for which the award is 
made shall not form the basis of a further 
claim of any nature upon the Government 
of the United States or the municipal goy- 
ernment of the District of Columbia by the 
employee, his heirs, or assigns. 

“(e) Awards to employees and expenses for 
the honorary recognition of employees may 
be paid from the funds or appropriations 
available to the activity primarily benefiting 
or may be paid from the several funds or 
appropriations of the various activities bene- 
fiting as may be determined by the President 
for awards under subsection (b) of this sec- 
tion, and by the head of the department con- 
cerned for awards under subsection (a) of 
this section. 

„() An award under this title shall be 
given due weight in qualifying and selecting 
employees for promotion. 

“(g) A monetary award granted under this 
title shall not exceed $5,000, except that an 
award in excess of such amount but not in 
excess of $25,000 may be granted, with the 
approval of the Commission, in special cases 
in which the head of a department certifies 
to the Commission that the suggestion, in- 
vention, superior accomplishment, or other 
meritorious effort for which such award is 
proposed to be made is highly exceptional 
and unusually outstanding. 

“Src. 305. The following laws and parts of 
laws are hereby repealed: 

“(a) Sections 702, 1002, and 1003 of the 
Classification Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 954; 5 
U. S. C. 1122, 1152, 1153). 

“(b) Section 14 of the Act entitled ‘An Act 
to authorize certain administrative expenses 
in the Government service, and for other pur- 
poses’, approved August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 809; 
5 U. S. C. 116a). 

“(c) The Act entitled ‘An Act authorizing 
payments of rewards to postal employees for 
inventions’, approved December 3, 1945 (59 
Stat. 591; 39 U. S. C. 813). 

“(d) The Act entitled ‘An Act authorizing 
the Secretary of War to pay a cash award 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


for suggestions submitted by employees of 
certain establishments of the Ordnance De- 
partment for improvement or economy in 
manufacturing process or plant’, approved 
July 17, 1912 (37 Stat. 193; 50 U. S. C. 58). 

“(e) The Act entitled ‘An Act to provide 
equitable compensation for useful sugges- 
tions or inventions by personnel of the De- 
partment of the Interior’, approved June 26, 
1944 (58 Stat. 360; 5 U. S. C. 500). 

“(f) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 
35 of the Act entitled ‘An Act to enact cer- 
tain provisions now included in the Naval 
Appropriation Act, 1946, and for other pur- 
poses’, approved August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 
857; 5 U. S. C. 416). 

“(g) The joint resolution entitled ‘Joint 
Resolution to provide cash awards to per- 
sonnel of the Maritime Commission and the 
War Shipping Administration for useful sug- 
gestions to improve administration of their 
activities’, approved March 13, 1944 (58 Stat. 
115; 46 U. S. C. 1111b). 

“(h) All other laws or parts of laws in- 
consistent with this Act are hereby repealed 
to the extent of such inconsistency. 

“Sec. 306. The enactment of this title shall 
not affect the right of any employee to an 
award granted him under any provision of 
law repealed by this title. 

“Sec. 307. This title shall take effect on 
the ninetieth day after the date of its enact- 
ment. 


“TITLE IV—UNIFORM ALLOWANCES 


“Sec, 401. This title may be cited as the 
‘Federal Employees Uniform Allowance Act’, 

“Src. 402. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated annually to each agency of the 
Government of the United States or of the 
District of Columbia (including Govern- 
ment-owned corporations), upon a showing 
of the necessity or desirability thereof, an 
amount not to exceed $100 multiplied by the 
number of the employees of such agency who 
are required by regulation existing on the 
date of enactment of this Act or by law to 
wear a prescribed uniform in the perform- 
ance of his or her official duties and who are 
not being furnished with such uniform, 
The head of any agency to which any such 
appropriation is made shall, out of funds 
made available by such appropriation, (1) 
furnish to each such employee such uniform 
at a cost not to exceed $100 per annum, or 
(2) pay to each such employee an allowance 
for defraying the expenses of acquisition of 
such uniform at such times and in such 
amounts, not to exceed $100 per annum, as 
may be prescribed in accordance with rules 
and regulations promulgated pursuant to 
section 404. Where the furnishing of a uni- 
form or the payment of a uniform allowance 
is authorized under any other provision of 
law or regulation existing on the date of 
enactment of this Act, the head of the agency 
may in his discretion continue the furnish- 
ing of such uniform or the payment of such 
allowance under such law or regulation, but 
where a uniform is furnished or allowance 
paid under any such law or regulation no 
uniform shall be or allowance paid 
under this section. 

“Sec. 403. Allowances paid under this title 
shall not be considered as pay, salary, or com- 
pensation within the meaning of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, or as wages within the meaning of 
section 209 of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, or chapters 21 and 24 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1954. 

“Sec. 404. The Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget is authorized and directed to 
promulgate such rules and regulations as 
may be necessary to provide for the uniform 
administration of this title. 

“TITLE V—ANNUAL LEAVE 


“Sec. 501. Clause (6) of section 2 of the 
Act of August 3, 1950, as amended by section 
5 of the Act of July 2, 1953, is amended to 
read as follows: ‘(6) payment for all accu- 
mulated and current accrued annual or vaca- 
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tion leave equal to the compensation the 
decedent would have received had he re- 
mained in the service until the expiration of 
the period of such annual or vacation leave; 
except that such lump-sum payment shall 
not include compensation for any period of 
accumulated leave in excess of thirty days, 
plus current accrued leave, or in excess of 
the number of days of accumulated leave to 
which he is entitled on the date of separation 
(excluding accumulated leave earned in the 
1954 leave year and thereafter), plus current 
accrued leave, whichever is the greater.’ 

“Sec. 502. Section 6 of the Act of July 2, 
1953 (Public Law 102, Eighty-third Con- 
gress), is hereby repealed. 

“Sec. 503. Section 501 of this title shall 
take effect as of September 1, 1953. 


“TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


“Sec. 601. (a) Section 2 (b) of the Per- 
formance Rating Act of 1950 (5 U. S. C., sec. 
2001) is amended by striking out the period 
at the end thereof and inserting in leu 
thereof a semicolon and the following: 

“*(12) The Central Intelligence Agency.’ 

“(b) Section 9 of the Central Intelligence 
Agency Act of 1949, as amended (50 U. S. C., 
sec. 403i), is hereby repealed. 

“Sec. 602. (a) Subsection (a) of section 
1310 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 
1952. (Public Law 253, Eighty-second Con- 
gress), as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

„a) The Civil Service Commission and 
the heads of the executive departments, 
agencies, and corporations shall make full 
use of their authority to require that initial 
appointments to positions in and outside 
the competitive civil service shall be made 
on other than a permanent basis in order 
to prevent increases in the number of perma- 
nent personnel of the Federal Government 
in excess of 10 per centum above the total 
number of permanent employees on Septem- 
ber 1, 1950: Provided, That any position 
vacated by a permanent employee called to 
military service or transferred to a national 
defense agency shall not be filled except on a 
temporary or indefinite basis. All appoint- 
ments, reinstatements, transfers, and pro- 
motions to positions subject to the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949 shall be made with the 
condition and notice to each individual ap- 
pointed, reinstated, transferred, or promoted 
that the classification grade of the position 
is subject to post-audit and correction by the 
appropriate departmental or agency person- 
nel office or the Civil Service Commission.’ 

“(b) Such section 1310 is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

e) This section does not and shall not 
be construed to amend or modify the Vet- 
erans’ Preference Act of 1944 (Public Law 
359, Seventy-eighth Congress), as amended.’ 

“Sec. 603. The Official Reporters of the 
proceedings and debates of the Senate and 
their employees shall be considered to be 
officers or employees in or under the legis- 
lative branch of the Government within the 
meaning of the provisions of section 2 (a) 
of the Federal Employees’ Group Life Insur- 
ance Act of 1954. 

“Sec. 604. An Act entitled ‘An Act au- 
thorizing the employment of mail messengers 
in the postal service’, approved March 3, 
1887 (89 U. S. C., sec. 578), is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

The Postmaster General may, in his dis- 
cretion and under such regulations as he 
may prescribe, readjust the compensation 
of the holder of any contract for the per- 
formance of mail-messenger service on ac- 
count of increased or decreased costs occa- 
sioned by changed conditions which could 
not reasonably have been anticipated at the 
time such contract was made.’” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
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the title of the bill and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the amended title proposed by the Senate 
amendment, amend the title so as to read: 
“An Act to provide certain employment 
benefits for employees of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, and for other purposes.” 
Epwarp H. REES, 
JoEL T. BROYHILL, 
Tom MURRAY, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
FRANK CARLSON, 
James H. DUFF, 
OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 2263) to authorize 
the Postmaster General to readjust the com- 
pensation of holders of contracts for the per- 
formance of mail-messenger service, submit 
the following statement in explanation of 
the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
conferees and recommended in the accom- 
panying conference report: 

The Senate amendment strikes out all of 
the House bill after the enacting clause. The 
committee of conference recommends that 
the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate, with an 
amendment which is a substitute for both 
the House bill and the Senate amendment, 
and that the Senate agree to the same. 

The House bill related only to the granting 
of authority to the Postmaster General to 
readjust the compensation of the holders 
of mail messenger service contracts to re- 
flect certain changes in operating costs. The 
Senate amendment (which does not contain 
any such provision) consists of six titles, as 
follows: Title I (containing amendments to 
the Classification Act of 1949), title II (con- 
taining amendments to the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945), title III (providing 
for a program of incentive awards for Gov- 
ernment employees), title IV (providing for 
uniform allowances for Government em- 
ployees), title V (relating to annual leave 
of Government employees), and title VI (con- 
taining certain provisions relating to mis- 
cellaneous subjects). 

The following statement discusses the pro- 
visions of the conference substitute and 
notes the similarities and differences be- 
tween the conference substitute and the 
Senate amendment and the conference sub- 
stitute and related provisions of S. 2665 as 
reported to the House by the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service of the House. 


TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO CLASSIFICATION ACT 
OF 1949, AS AMENDED 


Number of positions in grades 16, 17, and 18 
of the General Schedule 


Section 101 of the Senate amendment and 
section 103 of S. 2665, as reported to the 
House. relate to the number of positions au- 
thorized in grades 16, 17, and 18 of the Gen- 
eral Schedule of the Classification Act of 
1949. 

Subsection (a) of section 101 of the Sən- 
ate amendment and subsection (a) of sec- 
tion 103 of S. 2665, as reported to the House, 
amend section 505 of the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended. Such section 505 now 
provides that at any one time there shall 
not be more than 300 positions in grade 
GS-16, not more than 75 positions in grade 
GS-17. and not more than 25 positions in 
grade GS-18, making a total of 400 positions 
in these so-called super grades. Such sec- 
tion 505, as amended by subsection (a) of 
section 101 of the Senate amendment, pro- 
yides that at any one time there shall not 
be more than 400 positions in grade 16 of 
the General Schedule, not more than 115 
positions in grade 17 of the General Sched- 
ule, and not more than 35 positions in grade 
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18 of the General Schedule, making a total 
of 550 positions. Such section 505, as 
amended by subsection (a) of section 103 of 
S. 2665, as reported to the House, provides 
that at any one time there shall not be more 
than 396 positions in grade GS-16, not more 
than 123 positions in grade GS-17, and not 
more than 31 positions in grade GS-18, 
making a total of 550 positions. The con- 
ference substitute contains the provisions 
of the Senate amendment with respect to 
the number of positions in grades 16, 17, 
and 18 of the General Schedule. 

Both subsection (a) of section 101 of the 
Senate amendment and subsection (a) of 
section 103 of S. 2665, as reported to the 
House, continue the provisions of section 505 
of the Classification Act of 1949 which re- 
quire (1) that positions may be placed in 
grades GS-16 and GS-17 only by action of, 
or after prior approval by, the Civil Service 
Commission, and (2) that positions may be 
placed in or removed from grade GS-18 only 
by the President upon recommendation of 
the Civil Service Commission. The confer- 
ence substitute also continues these provi- 
sions. 

Such section 505, as amended by subsec- 
tion (a) of section 101 of the Senate amend- 
ment, also provides that positions of senior 
specialists in the Legislative Reference Serv- 
ice of the Library of Congress which may 
be established under section 203 (b) (1) of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 
may be in addition to those authorized by 
the other provisions of section 505. No such 
provision is contained in S. 2665, as reported 
to the House. The conference substitute 
contains this provision of the Senate amend- 
ment. 

Subsection (b) of section 101 of the con- 
ference substitute provides that the amend- 
ment made by subsection (a) shall not affect 
positions allocated to grades 16, 17, and 18 
of the General Schedule of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, pursuant to pro- 
visions of law (other than such Act) and 
reorganization plans in effect prior to the 
effective date of such section 101. The Sen- 
ate amendment and S. 2665, as reported to 
the House, contain the same provision. 


Longevity step-increases 


Subsection (a) (1) of section 102 of the 
conference substitute amends subsection (a) 
of section 703 of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, to provide that, if an em- 
ployee who has earned credit toward the re- 
quired 3-year longevity period at the maxi- 
mum rate or a longevity rate of his grade 
is transferred to the maximum rate or a 
longevity rate of a lower grade, the credit 
earned by such employee in the higher grade 
shall apply toward a longevity step-increase 
in the lower grade. Under such subsection 
(a) of section 703 of the Classification Act 
of 1949 as now in effect, an employee has to 
begin his 3-year longevity period over again 
when he is reduced in grade. Subsection 
(a) (1) of section 102 of the Senate amend- 
ment contains the same provision. There is 
no comparable provision in S. 2665, as re- 
ported to the House. 

Subsection (a) (2) of section 102 of the 
conference substitute amends subsection (b) 
(1) of section 703 of the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, to provide that no 
officer or employee in a position in any grade 
above grade 15 of the General Schedule shall 
be entitled to a longevity step-increase. 
Such section 703 (b) (1) now provides that 
no officer or employee in a position in any 
grade above grade 10 of the General Sched- 
ule shall be entitled to a longevity step- 
increase. Both subsection (a) (2) of sec- 
tion 102 of the Senate amendment and sub- 
section (a) of section 104 of S. 2665, as re- 
ported to the House, contain this provision 
of the conference substitute. 

Subsection (b) of section 102 of the con- 
ference substitute provides that the amend- 
ments made by subsection (a) shall take 
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effect at the beginning of the first pay period 
after the date of enactment of the conference 
substitute. The Senate amendment and S. 
2665, as reported to the House, contain the 
same effective date provisions. 

Subsection (a) of section 103 of the con- 
ference substitute amends section 704 of the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended. Such 
section 704, as so amended, provides that, in 
the case of employees in grades 11 to 15, 
inclusive, of the General Schedule, not to 
exceed 3 years of service performed immedi- 
ately prior to the effective date of the amend- 
ment at or above the maximum scheduled 
rates for their respective grades shall be 
counted toward longevity step-increases. 
For grade GS-15, which has within-grade 
compensation steps of $250, longevity step- 
increases are limited to $200. These same 
provisions are also contained in subsection 
(a) of section 103 of the Senate amendment 
and subsection (a) of section 105 of S. 2665, 
as reported to the House. 

Subsection (b) of section 103 of the con- 
ference substitute provides that this amend- 
ment shall become effective at the beginning 
of the first pay period after the date of 
enactment of the conference substitute. The 
Senate amendment and S. 2665, as reported 
to the House, contain the same effective date 
provisions. 


Recruitment above the minimum rate of the 
class 


Section 104 of the conference substitute 
amends section 803 of the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended. Such section 803, as 
so amended, relates to the recruitment of 
employees at pay rates above the statutory 
minimum rate for a class of positions when 
authorized, under certain conditions, by the 
Civil Service Commission. Under section 
801 of the Classification Act of 1949, each 
original appointment to any position under 
such Act must be at the minimum per an- 
num rate of the grade in which such position 
is classified. At times the inflexibility of 
this provision has constituted an impediment 
to the recruitment of a sufficient number 
of qualified eligibles to fill positions in a 
given class in certain areas. 

Subsection (a) of section 803 of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended by section 
104 of the conference substitute, provides 
that whenever the Civil Service Commission 
finds with respect to any area or location (1) 
that a sufficient number of qualified eligibles 
for positions in a given class cannot be 
secured at the existing minimum rate for 
such class, and (2) that there is a possibility 
of securing a sufficient number of such eli- 
gibles by increasing the minimum rate for 
such class of positions in such area or loca- 
tion, the Commission may establish one of 
the within-grade step rates above the statu- 
tory minimum rate of the appropriate grade 
for such class of positions as the minimum 
or entrance rate for such class of positions in 
such area or location. 

Subsection (b) of section 803 of the Clas- 
sification Act of 1949, as amended by sec- 
tion 104 of the conference substitute, au- 
thorizes the Civil Service Commission to re- 
vise, from time to time, such higher mini- 
mum rates as it may establish under subsec- 
tion (a). Subsection (b) also provides that 
such rates or any revisions thereof estab- 
lished under section 803 shall have the force 
and effect of law. 

Subsection (c) of the amended cection 803 
provides that any increase in rate of basic 
compensation under section 803 shall not be 
regarded as an “equivalent increase” in com- 
pensation within the meaning of section 701 
(a) of the Classification Act of 1949 (which 
relates to within-grade step-increases) . 

These same provisions with respect to re- 
cruitment above the minimum rate of the 
class are also contained in section 104 of the 
Senate amendment and section 106 of S. 2665, 
as reported to the House. 
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Exclusion from Classification Act of 1949 of 
crafts, trades, and labor positions and ap- 
plication of prevailing wage policy to such 
positions 
Subsection (a) of section 105 of the con- 

ference substitute amends paragraph (7) of 

section 202 of the Classification Act of 1949, 

as amended. Paragraph (7), as so amended, 

removes from the coverage of that act em- 
ployees in re ized trades or crafts, or 
other skilled mechanical crafts, or in un- 
skilled, semiskilled, or skilled manual-labor 
occupations, the duties of which involve the 
maintenance and operation of public build- 
ings and associated equipment or the per- 
formance of work in scientific or engineering 
laboratories as assistants to scientists or 
engineers, and other employees including 
foremen and supervisors in positions having 
trade, craft, or laboring experience and 
knowledge as the paramount requirement. 

Paragraph (7), as so amended, also provides 

that the compensation of such employees 

shall be fixed and adjusted from time to time 
as nearly as is consistent with the public 
interest in accordance with prevailing rates 

(as is the case with respect to other em- 

ployees who come within the purview of this 

paragraph), except that where, in the opinion 
of the employing agency and the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission, it is impracticable to do so 
because of the small number of these em- 
ployees in any given area, the rates of com- 
pensation for such employees in that particu- 
lar area shall be fixed at rates of compensa- 
tion prescribed in the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, for positions of equivalent 
difficulty or responsibility. The effective date 
of section 105 of the conference substitute 
is provided for in section 110 (a) of the 
conference substitute, which provides that 
section 105 shall take effect on the date or 
dates specified by the head of a department, 
but not earlier than the first day of the 
second pay period which begins after the date 
of enactment of the conference substitute, 
and not later than the first day of the first 

pay period which begins more than 12 

months after the date of enactment of the 

conference substitute, with respect to each 
employee and position in such department 

within the purview of such section 105. 

The change made by subsection (a) of sec- 
tion 105 of the conference substitute will 
affect about 69,000 crafts, trades, and manual- 
labor employees. Of this number, approxi- 
mately 37,000 are employed by the Veterans’ 
Administration and 16,000 in the General 
Services Administration, with others spread 
throughout a number of agencies. Some of 
these employees will receive increased pay 
when they are moved to a prevailing-rate- 
pay system. As provided in section 114 of 
the conference substitute, no employee will 
have his present pay reduced as a result of 
such change. 

Both subsection (a) of section 105 of the 
Senate amendment and section 107 of S. 
2665, as reported to the House, contain the 
above provisions. 

Subsection (b) of section 105 of the con- 
ference substitute amends section 204 (c) 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
to permit the Architect of the Capitol to 
compensate, on the basis of prevailing wage 
rates, those employees in crafts and labor 
occupations now compensated under the 
crafts, protective, and custodial schedule of 
the Classification Act of 1949. This provi- 
sion is also contained in subsection (b) of 
section 105 of the Senate amendment but is 
pe contained in S. 2665, as reported to the 

ouse. 


Transfer of certain positions from the crafts, 
protective, and custodial schedule to the 
general schedule 
Subsection (a) of section 106 of the con- 

ference substitute directs the conversion 

from the crafts, protective, and custodial 
schedule to the general schedule of all posi- 
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tions which do not go to the prevailing-wage 
system by virtue of the amendment made by 
section 105 of the conference substitute to 
paragraph (7) of section 202 of the Classifi- 
cation Act of 1949. Such positions which are 
in grades CPC-1, 2, and 3 shall be placed in 
grade GS-1 and such positions which are in 
grades CPC-4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 shall be 
placed in grades GS-2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, 
respectively. No such action may be taken 
prior to the first day of the second pay 
period beginning after the date of enactment 
of the conference substitute nor later than 
the first day of the first pay period beginning 
more than 6 months after such date of en- 
actment. 

Subsection (b) of section 106 of the con- 
ference substitute prescribes the following 
rules by which the existing pay rates of em- 
ployees under the crafts, protective, and cus- 
todial schedule are to be initially adjusted 
to the rates in the general schedule: 

(1) Each employee paid at a rate of basic 
compensation in the crafts, protective, and 
custodial schedule which is less than the 
minimum scheduled rate of the grade in the 
general schedule in which his position is 
placed, shall have his compensation in- 
creased to such minimum rate; 

(2) Each employee paid at a rate of basic 
compensation in the crafts, protective, and 
custodial schedule which is equal to one of 
the scheduled or longevity rates of the grade 
in the general schedule in which his position 
is placed, shall be paid at such scheduled or 
longevity rate; 

(3) Each employee paid at a rate of basic 
compensation in the crafts, protective, and 
custodial schedule which is at a rate between 
2 scheduled or 2 longevity rates, or be- 
tween a scheduled rate and a longevity rate, 
of the grade in the general schedule in which 
his position is placed, shall be paid compen- 
sation at the higher of such 2 rates; 

(4) Each employee paid at a rate of basic 
compensation in the crafts, protective, and 
custodial schedule which is in excess of the 
maximum longevity rate of the grade in the 
general schedule in which his position is 
placed, shall continue to be paid basic com- 
pensation without any change in rate until 
he either leaves such position or is entitled 
to receive basic compensation at a higher rate 
by reason of the operation of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended; but when such 
position becomes vacant the rate of basic 
compensation of any subsequent appointee 
shall be fixed in accordance with the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended. 

Subsection (c) of section 106 of the con- 
ference substitute provides that the con- 
version of positions to grades of the gen- 
eral schedule under such section 106, and 
the initial adjustments in compensation pre- 
scribed in such section, shall not be con- 
strued to be transfers or promotions within 
the meaning of section 802 (b) of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended, and regu- 
lations issued thereunder. = 

The conversion prescribed in this section 
of the conference substitute will affect about 
47,000 employees, mostly guards, messen- 
gers, and fire fighters, the majority of which 
are in the Department of Defense and Gen- 
eral Services Administration. Most of these 
employees would receive small pay increases 
by conversion of their positions to the gen- 
eral schedule. Like the CPC workers who 
are moved to a prevailing-rate system, none 
would have his present pay reduced. 

Both section 106 of the Senate amendment 
and section 108 of S. 2665, as reported to the 
House, contain identical provisions with re- 
spect to the transfer to the General Schedule 
of the above-mentioned positions in the 
crafts, protective, and custodial schedule. 


Abolishment of crafts, protective and 
custodial schedule 
Sections 107, 108, and 109 of the confer- 
ence substitute abolish the crafts, protective, 
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and custodial schedule by making necessary 
revisions in the language of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949 to effect that action. 

Section 107 deletes from section 601 of the 
Classification Act of 1949 reference to the 
crafts, protective, and custodial schedule. 

Section 108 deletes from section 602 of the 
Classification Act of 1949 the grade level defi- 
nitions of the crafts, protective, and cus- 
todial schedule. 

Section 109 deletes from section 603 of 
the Classification Act of 1949 the entire 
crafts, protective, and custodial schedule, in- 
cidental references to such schedule, and 
paragraph (c) (2) of such section relating 
to the rates of pay of charwomen and head 
charwomen. 

Section 110 of the conference substitute 
relates to the dates on which sections 105, 
107, 108, and 109 of the conference substitute 
shall become effective. 

Subsection (a) of section 110 provides that 
section 105 (relating to the conversion of 
employees and positions to prevailing-wage 
rate basis) shall be effective on the date or 
dates specified by the head of a department 
but not earlier than the beginning of the 
second pay period following the date of 
enactment of the conference substitute nor 
later than the first day of the first pay period 
beginning more than 12 months after such 
date of enactment. 

Subsection (b) of section 110 provides that, 
with respect to employees and positions in a 
given department, the crafts, protective, and 
custodial schedule shall be abolished effective 
upon the completion of the conversion of 
employees and positions to prevailing-wage 
rate basis under section 105 and the con- 
version of the remaining employees and posi- 
tions to the general schedule under section 
106, but, in any event, not later than the 
first day of the first pay period beginning 
more than 12 months after the date of enact- 
ment of the conference substitute. 

These above-discussed provisions of the 
conference substitute relating to the abolish- 
ment of the crafts, protective, and custodial 
schedule are also contained in sections 107, 
108, 109, and 110 of the Senate amendment 
and in sections 109, 110, 111, and 112 of 
S. 2665, as reported to the House. 


Miscellaneous provisions 


Section 111 of the conference substitute 
deletes from section 604 of the Classification 
Act of 1949 certain obsolete rules for the ad- 
justment of basic compensation to the 
original pay scales of the Classification Act 
of 1949. One necessary provision, a broad 
savings clause, is retained. 

Section 112 of the conference substitute 
makes certain changes in references to sec- 
tion 604 of the Classification Act of 1949 
which are made necessary by the amend- 
ment to such section made by section 111, 

Section 113 of the conference substitute 
authorizes the Civil Service Commission to 
issue regulations for the administration of 
title I of the conference substitute. 

Section 114 of the conference substitute 
is a general overall compensation saving 
provision. It provides that nothing in title 
I of the conference substitute shall be con- 
strued to reduce the existing rate of basic 
compensation of any present employee, 
when, for example, he is changed from one 
schedule to another or from a scheduled 
rate of pay to a prevailing-rate basis, or by 
reason of any other provision of title I. 
However, when he vacates his position, the 
compensation of any subsequent appointee 
to such position will be fixed in accordance 
with the regular scale of pay applicable to 
such position. 

Section 115 of the conference substitute 
provides that the term “department” shall 
have the same meaning in title I of the con- 
ference substitute as when used in the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended. 

These above-discussed miscellaneous pro- 
visions of title I of the conference substi- 
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tute are the same as sections 111, 112, 113, 
and 114 of the Senate amendment and sec- 
tions 113, 114, 115, and 116 of S. 2665, as 
reported to the House. 


TITLE TI—AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL EM- 
PLOYEES PAY ACT OF 1945, AS AMENDED 

Title II of the conference substitute con- 
tains amendments to the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1945, as amended. Title II of the 
conference substitute, except sections 203 
and 208 (a) thereof, is the same as title II 
of the Senate amendment and title II of 
S. 2665, as reported to the House. 


Section 201 of the conference substitute 


provides that title II may be cited as the 
“Federal Employees Pay Act Amendments of 
1954", 
Coverage 

Section 202 of the conference substitute 
makes the coverage of the new title IV added 
by the conference substitute to the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, the 
same as the coverage of other overtime, night, 
and holiday-pay provisions of that act. Sec- 
tion 202 also repeals an obsolete subsection 
(subsec. (b) of sec. 101) of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended. 


Compensation for overtime work 


The present provisions of section 201 of 
the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended, establish a time-and-one-half 
rate of overtime pay for employees whose 
basic salaries are less than $2,980 per annum 
and a diminishing scale of overtime pay for 
employees whose basic salaries are $2,980 
or more perannum. Both section 203 of the 
Senate amendment and section 203 of S. 
2665, as reported to the House, amend sec- 
tion 201 of the Federal Employees Pay Act 
of 1945, as amended, in order to provide over- 
time pay at a time-and-one-half rate for 
employees whose basic salaries do not exceed 
the maximum scheduled rate of grade GS-9. 
For employees above that salary level, such 
sections of the Senate amendment and S. 
2665, as reported to the House, provide over- 
time pay at a rate equivalent to time-and- 
one-half at such maximum scheduled rate of 
grade GS-9, or at their respective rates of 
basic compensation, whichever is greater. 
Section 203 of the conference substitute 
changes such provisions of the Senate 
amendment and S. 2665, as re to the 
House, by providing for (1) overtime pay at 
a time-and-one-half rate for employees 
whose basic salaries do not exceed the min- 
imum (instead of maximum) scheduled rate 
of grade GS-9, and (2) overtime pay at a 
rate equivalent to time-and-one-half at such 
minimum scheduled rate of grade GS-9 for 
employees whose basic salaries do exceed 
such minimum scheduled rate of grade 
GS-9. 

Section 204 of the conference substitute 
amends section 202 (a) of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, in order 
to give agency heads the authority, which 
they do not now have, to require employees 
at salaries above the maximum scheduled 
rate of grade GS-9 to take compensatory 
time off instead of receiving overtime pay 
for irregular or occasional overtime duties. 
The amendment made by section 204 also 
continues existing authority for granting 
compensatory time off, at the request of an 
employee, in place of pay for irregular or 
occasional overtime work. In both in- 
stances, the time off so provided will com- 
pensate the employee for an equal amount 
of time spent by him in irregular or occa- 
sional overtime work. 


Call-back overtime and time in travel status 


Subsection (a) of section 205 of the con- 
ference substitute redesignates section 203 
of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended, as section 205 of that act and 
contains language which, in effect, amends 
all references to such section 203 elsewhere 
in existing law to conform with such re- 
designation. 
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Subsection (b) of section 205 of the con- 
ference substitute adds new sections 203 and 
204 to the Federal Employees Pay Act of 
1945, as amended. 

The new section 203 provides a minimum 
of 2 hours of pay at the overtime rate for 
any employee who is called back to perform 
unscheduled overtime work either on a reg- 
ular workday after he has completed his 
regular schedule of work and left his place 
of employment or on one of the days when 
he is off duty. 

The new section 204 places on a statutory 
basis those principles now established by 
decisions of the Comptroller General which 
relate to time spent in a travel status away 
from the official duty station of an officer or 
employee. Under the new section 204 such 
time is treated as hours of employment only 
when: (1) within the regularly scheduled 
workweek, including regularly scheduled 
overtime, of the officer or employee, or (2) 
the travel involves the performance of work 
while traveling or is carried out under ardu- 
ous conditions which have the effect of 
making such travel inseparable from work. 


Compensation for night and holiday work 


Section 206 of the conference substitute 
amends the night-differential-pay provisions 
of section 301 of the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1945, as amended. The amendment 
made by section 206 does not change the 
existing 10 percent rate of night differential 
for regularly scheduled work between 6 p. m. 
and 6 a. m. At present employees receive 
night differential only for hours actually 
worked. New provisions contained in the 
amendment made by section 206 liberalize 
this existing requirement that hours be 
actually worked by allowing an employee 
whose regular tour of duty includes night- 
work to be paid night differential: (1) for 
his regular nightwork hours when he does 
not work because of a holiday, and (2) for 
periods of leave with pay during any pay 
period in which his leave totals less than 
8 hours. The amendment made by section 
206 also authorizes agency heads to change 
the night-differential period at overseas posts 
to the extent required to relieve such agen- 
cies of the necessity for paying night differ- 
ential during hours that are customary 
hours of business in the locality concerned. 

Section 207 of the conference substitute 
amends the holiday-pay provisions of section 
302 of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, 
as amended. The amendment made by sec- 
tion 207 continues the existing provision for 
extra pay at the straight-time rate, in addi- 
tion to pay at the regular rate, for work on a 
holiday within the 40-hour basic workweek 
of an employee. The amendment also adds 
a new provision guaranteeing a minimum of 
2 hours of pay at the holiday rate for any 
employee required to work on a holiday. The 
amendment also provides that any extra pay 
for an employee at the holiday rate shall be 
in addition to the differential of 10 percent 
which such employee is entitled to receive for 
a regularly scheduled tour of duty performed 
by him at night on a holiday, each such rate 
of premium compensation for such holiday 
or night work being computed separately on 
the rate of basic compensation of the em- 
ployee concerned. In addition, the amend- 
ment states explicitly the policy which is 
implicit in existing provisions of the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, 
that is, that overtime work on Sundays and 
holidays is to be compensated at the same 
rates as overtime work on other days. 
Special provisions for certain types of work 

Subsection (a) of section 208 of the con- 
ference substitute adds a new title IV to the 
Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended. 

Paragraph (1) of section 401 (a) of the 
new title IV authorizes agency heads to 
allow additional annual pay at rates up to 
25 percent of base-pay rates, in lieu of all 
overtime, night, and holiday pay, for em- 
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ployees who are required, by reason of the 
duties of their positions, to remain at or 
within the confines of their stations during 
longer than ordinary periods of duty but 
who spend a substantial part of their time 
on duty in a standby status rather than 
actually performing work. 

Additional annual pay granted under such 
paragraph (1) will be determined after 
consideration of the following factors: (1) 
The number of hours of actual work re- 
quired in each of such positions, (2) the 
number of hours required in a standby 
status at or within the confines of the sta- 
tion, (3) the extent to which the duties of 
each such position are made more onerous 
by night or holiday work or by being ex- 
tended over periods of more than 40 hours a 
week, and (4) any other facfors relative to 
the determination of such additional annual 
pay. 

Paragraph (2) of section 401 (a) of the 
new title IV authorizes agency heads to allow 
additional annual pay at rates up to 15 per- 
cent of base-pay rates, in lieu of other pay 
for irregular or unscheduled overtime duty 
and for night and holiday duty, for those 
employees whose hours of duty cannot be 
controlled administratively and who are re- 
quired to perform substantial amounts of 
irregular, unscheduled, overtime and night 
and holiday duty, each employee generally 
being responsible for recognizing (without 
supervision) circumstances which require 
him to remain on duty. Each such employee 
will receive other overtime pay, computed 
in the usual manner, for regularly scheduled 
overtime work which is officially ordered or 
approved. Paragraph (2) is designed specifi- 
cally to permit this form of additional com-. 
pensation for those investigators of criminal 
activities whose positions meet all the con- 
ditions specified in such paragraph. Para- 
graph (2) also will permit similar payments 
to employees in other types of positions with 
respect to which all these conditions exist 
in like degree. 

Additional annual pay granted under such 
paragraph (2) will be determined after con- 
sideration of the frequency and duration of 
night, holiday, and unscheduled overtime 
duty required in each of such positions. 

Additional annual pay under the new title 
IV is subject to the approval of the Civil 
Service Commission. 

It should be noted that under the Senate 
amendment and S. 2665, as reported to the 
House, such additional annual pay is to be 
computed on only that part of the base pay 
of an employee which does not exceed the 
maximum scheduled rate of basic compensa- 
tion provided for grade GS-9 of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended. Under the 
conference substitute such additional annu- 
al pay is to be computed on only that part 
of the base pay of an employee which does 
not exceed the minimum (instead of the 
maximum) scheduled rate of such grade 
G8 


Section 401 (b) of the new title IV as con- 
tained in the Senate amendment and S. 
2665, as reported to the House, provided 
that the new title IV shall not apply to fire- 
fighting personnel. The Senate amendment 
and S. 2665, as reported to the House, thus 
excluded firefighters from those categories of 
personnel who would be eligible to receive’ 
up to 25 percent additional annual pay in 
lieu of other premium compensation for 
long periods of standby duty. As a result, 


` firefighters would have continued to be paid 


for overtime, night, and holiday duty under 
provisions (other than the new title IV) of 
the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended, which relate to such duty. This 
provision was included in the Senate amend- 
ment and S. 2665, as reported to the House, 
in order to prevent a reduction in compensa- 
tion for a number of firefighters now in the 
service who are receiving more than 25 per- 
cent additional pay by virtue of overtime, 
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holiday, and night differential now author- 


The conference substitute changes these 
provisions of the Senate amendment and S. 
2665, as reported to the House, by providing 
that the new title IV shall apply to fire- 
fighters. For the future, the committee of 
conference agreed that new firefighting em- 
ployees should receive up to 25 percent ad- 
ditional annual compensation in lieu of 
other premium compensation for their long 
periods of standby duty, in order to avoid 
the complexities which arise in attempting 
to determine premium compensation for 
night, overtime, and holiday work caused by 
long periods of standby duty frequently per- 
formed by firefighting personnel. The com- 
mittee of conference further agreed, how- 
ever, that the pay of those firefighters now 
in the service who receive more than the 25 
percent additional pay provided by the con- 
ference substitute should not be reduced. 
This is accomplished by section 208 (b) of 
the conference substitute which provides 
that the provisions of the new title IV added 
by section 208 (a) of the conference sub- 
stitute to the Federal Employees Pay Act of 
1945, as amended, shall not be construed to 
decrease the existing aggregate rate of com- 
pensation of any present employee. If, how- 
ever, the position of such present employee 
should become vacant in the future, any sub- 
sequent appointee to such position will re- 
ceive premium compensation for such posi- 
tion in accordance with the provisions of 
such new title IV. 

Subsection (b) of section 208 of the con- 
ference substitute provides that the pro- 
visions of the new title IV added by section 
208 (a) to the Federal Employees Pay Act 
of 1945, as amended, shall not be construed 
to decrease the existing aggregate rate of 
compensation of any present employee. If, 
however, the position of such present em- 
ployee should become vacant in the future, 
any subsequent appointee to such position 
will receive premium compensation for such 
position in accordance with the provisions 
of such new title IV. 


Limitation on premium compensation 


Section 209 of the conference substitute 
amends section 603 of the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1945, as amended, to provide new 
limitations with respect to receipt of pre- 
mium compensation which will replace the 
existing limitations contained in such sec- 
tion 603. 

Subsection (a) of such section 603, as so 
amended, provides that no premium com- 
pensation will be paid, under the amend- 
ments made by title II of the conference sub- 
stitute, for overtime, night, or holiday work, 
to any officer or employee whose rate of basic 
compensation equals or exceeds the maxi- 
mum scheduled rate of basic compensation 
provided for grade GS-15 in the general 
schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, 
as amended. 

Subsection (b) of such section 603, as 
so amended, provides that, in the case of 
any officer or employee whose rate of basic 
compensation is less than the maximum 
scheduled rate of basic compensation pro- 
vided for grade GS-15 in the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, such premium com- 
pensation may be paid only to the extent 
that such payment would not cause his ag- 
gregate rate of compensation to exceed such 
maximum scheduled rate with respect to any 
pay period. 

The amendment made by section 209 of 
the conference substitute replaces the pres- 
ent ceiling rate of $10,330 in the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended—a 
former maximum scheduled rate of the 
former grade CAF-15. 


Work schedules 


Section 210 of the conference substitute 
adds to section 604 (a) of the Federal Em- 
Ployees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, new 
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provisions relating to the scheduling of tours 
of duty. Except where an agency head de- 
termines that his organization would be 
seriously handicapped in out its 
functions or that costs would be substan- 
tially increased, the new provisions will re- 
quire such agency head to provide for the 
following actions and policies with respect 
to all officers and employees in his organi- 
zation: (1) Assignments to tours of duty 
shall be scheduled at least 1 week in ad- 
vance, (2) the basic workweek of 40 hours 
shall be scheduled on 5 days (Monday 
through Friday, if possible) and the 2 days 
outside the basic workweek shall be con- 
secutive, (3) the working hours on each 
day in the basic workweek shall be the same, 
(4) the basic nonovertime workday shall 
not exceed 8 hours, (5) the basic workweek 
shall not be altered because of the occur- 
rence of a holiday, and (6) daily tours of 
duty shall not be split by offduty periods 
of more than 1 hour. 

It should be noted that existing manda- 
tory scheduling provisions of the Federal 
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, will 
continue in effect. Such provisions require 
agencies to establish n basic workweek of 40 
hours and require that the hours of work 
in such workweek be performed within a pe- 
riod of not more than 6 of any 7 consecutive 
days. 

Effective date 

Section 211 of the conference substitute 
provides that title II of the conference sub- 
stitute*shall become effective at the begin- 
ning of the first pay period which begins 
more than 60 days after the date of enact- 
ment of the conference substitute. 


TITLE UI—GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ INCENTIVE 
AWARDS 

Section 301 of the conference substitute 
establishes for title III a short title, the 
“Government Employees’ Incentive Awards 
Act.” 

Section 302 of the conference substitute 
states that the awards program under this 
title shall be carried out under regulations 
and instructions issued by the United States 
Civil Service Commission. It further pro- 
vides that the Commission shall report the 
results of the program annually to the 
President for transmittal to the Congress. 

Section 303 of the conference substitute 
defines the term “department.” This section 
will place all Federal departments and 
agencies except the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority under the provisions of this title. 

Section 304 (a) of the conference substi- 
tute authorizes the head of each department 
to pay cash awards to and incur ne 
expenses for the honorary recognition of ci- 
vilian officers and employees of the Govern- 
ment in the following circumstances: 

1. When such officers or employees have 
contributed to the efficiency, economy, or 
other improvement of Government opera- 
tions by their suggestions, inventions, su- 
perior accomplishments or other personal 
efforts; or 

2. When they have performed special acts 
or services in the public interest in connec- 
tion with or related to their official employ- 
ment. 

Section 304 (b) of the conference substi- 
tute authorizes the President to pay cash 
awards to and incur necessary expenses for 
the honorary recognition of civilian officers 
and employees of the Government in addi- 
tion to departmental awards authorized in 
section 304 (a) in circumstances where such 
additional awards or recognition are deter- 
mined by the President to be warranted. 

Section 304 (c) of the conference substi- 
tute provides that awards authorized in sec- 
tion 304 (a) and 304 (b) may be paid even 
though the official or employee has died or 
been separated from the service, provided 
that the suggestion or other contribution on 
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which the award is based was made while he 
was in the Government’s employ. 

Section 304 (d) of the conference substi- 
tute provides that a cash award under this 
section shall be in addition to regular com- 
pensation of the officer or employee. It also 
is designed to protect the United States from 
a claim of any kind which might arise from 
the acceptance of a cash award by any em- 
ployee, former employee, or his heirs or as- 
signs. It should be understood that the in- 
clusion of this subsection in the title in no 
way implies the existence of a claim against 
the United States in any case in which the 
award is not accepted or in which the recipi- 
ent later deems it insufficient. This carries 
forward the language in existing law to be 
found in section 14 of the act entitled “An 
act to authorize certain administrative ex- 
penses in the Government service, and for 
other purposes” approved August 2, 1946, 
which section is repealed in section 305 here- 
inafter. 

Section 304 (e) of the conference substi- 
tute authorizes departments to pay cash 
awards and expenses for honorary recogni- 
tion from their general appropriations. In 
addition, it will permit two or more depart- 
ments which have benefited from a single 
suggestion or other contribution to share in 
the cost of the award granted therefor. The 
President will determine the proportionate 
amount that each benefiting department will 
contribute in the case of those awards he 
authorizes, and the head of each department 
will determine the amount of the awards he 
authorizes, 

Section 304 (f) of the conference substi- 
tute states that due weight shall be given to 
awards made under this title in considering 
employees for promotion. 

Section 304 (g) of the conference substi- 
tute provides that no cash award paid under 
this title shall exceed $5,000, except that in 
special cases awards of not in excess of 
$25,000 may be granted, with approval of the 
Civil Service Commission, upon certification 
by the head of the department concerned. 

Section 305 of the conference substitute 
repeals all existing laws governing incentive- 
awards programs. Section 702 of the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, which authorizes within- 
grade salary step increases for superior ac- 
complishment, is among the laws repealed in 
this section. 

Section 306 of the conference substitute 
provides that the enactment of this title 
shall not affect the right of any employee 
to an award granted him under any pro- 
vision of law repealed by this title. 

Section 307 of the conference substitute 
establishes the effective date of this title as 
90 days after its enactment. This will give 
departments time to revise their awards pro- 
grams in compliance with the provisions of 
this title. 

The conference substitute adopts the lan- 
guage of title III of the Senate amendment, 
except for the addition of the monetary 
limitations in section 304 (g) and the saving 
clause in section 306 thereof which are dis- 
cussed above. S. 2665, as reported to the 
House, contained language which is similar 
in effect to that of the Senate amendment, 
and in addition thereto contained the mone- 
tary limitations and the saving clause which 
are included in sections 304 (g) and 306, 
respectively, of the conference substitute, 

TITLE IV—UNIFORM ALLOWANCES 

Section 401 of the conference substitute 
establishes a short title, the “Federal Em- 
Ployees Uniform Allowance Act.” 

Section 402 of the conference substitute 
authorizes the annual appropriation of funds 
to Government agencies in amounts up to 
$100 multiplied by the estimated number 
of agency employees (1) who are required 
by existing regulation or by law to wear a 
prescribed uniform while on duty and (2) 
who are not furnished with the required 
uniform, Under rules issued by the Bureau 
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of the Budget the agency head would have 
to furnish such uniform, or pay out of such 
appropriated funds, to each such employee to 
defray. the expense of acquiring such uniform 
an allowance of not in excess of $100 per 
year as prescribed by agency regulations. 
Any amounts allowed for the same purpose 
under other law or regulation would be de- 
ducted from any allowance paid under this 
title. 

Section 403 of the conference substitute 
provides that allowances paid under this 
title shall not be considered as pay salary 
or compensation within the meaning of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended, or as wages within the meaning 
of section 209 of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, or chapters 21 and 24 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954. 

Section 404 of the conference substitute 
authorizes and directs the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget to issue necessary 
rules and regulations for the administration 
of this title. 

The conference substitute adopts the lan- 
guage of the Senate amendment, except (1) 
for deletion of a provision therein for use of 
uniform allowances for upkeep of uniforms 
and (2) addition of language giving the 
agency head discretion to furnish such uni- 
forms out of funds appropriated therefor, in 
lieu of a cash allowance for the purpose. 
S. 2665, as reported to the House, provided 
a comparable uniform allowance, but con- 
tained no provision which would make the 
appropriation of funds for the uniform al- 
lowances dependent upon a showing of the 
necessity or desirability thereof. 


TITLE V—ANNUAL LEAVE 


Section 501 of the conference substitute 
amends section 2 of the act of August 3, 
1950, as amended by section 5 of the act of 
July 2, 1953, which provides, in part, for the 
lump-sum payment for all accumulated an- 
nual leave to survivors of deceased officers 
and employees in an amount equal to the 
compensation that the decedent would have 
received if he had remained in the service 
until the expiration of the period of such 
annual leave. Payment under existing law 
may be made for current accrued leave only 
where the total does not exceed 30 days. 
Section 501 so amends this provision to per- 
mit current accrued annual leave to be added 
to the accumulated leave and be paid in a 
lump-sum payment even though the total 
leave equals or exceeds the 30-day maximum. 

Section 502 of the conference substitute 
repeals section 6 of the act of July 2, 1953, 
which directed departmental heads to take 
action for the reduction of accumulated an- 
nual leave credited to officers and employees 
which was in excess of amounts allowable 
under the applicable provisions of section 
203 of the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951, 
as amended. 

Section 503 of the conference substitute 
provides that title V shall take effect as of 
September 1, 1953. 

TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Section 601 (a) of the conference sub- 
stitute amends section 2 (b) of the Per- 
formance Rating Act of 1950 by excluding 
the Central Intelligence Agency from the ap- 
plication of such act. 

Section 601 (b) of the conference sub- 
stitute repeals section 9 of the Central In- 
telligence Agency Act of 1949, as amended, 
which authorizes the Director of the Central 
Intelligence Agency to establish not more 
than three positions in the professional and 
scientific field in such Agency with com- 
pensation at rates (subject to Civil Service 
Commission approval) of not less than 
$13,100 nor more than $15,000 per annum. 
Such section 9 is no longer needed because 
of subsequent legislation. 

These same provisions are also contained 
in subsections (a) and (b) of section 601 of 
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the Senate amendment and subsections (a) 
and (b) of section 602 of S. 2665, as reported 
to the House. 

Section 602 of the Senate amendment re- 
peals section 1310 of the Supplemental Ap- 
propriation Act, 1952 (Public Law 253, 
Eighty-second Congress), as amended. 
S. 2665, as reported to the House, contains 
no comparable provision. The conference 
substitute modifies such section 1310, in lieu 
of outright repeal, as follows: 

(1) The limitation in such section 1310 
on the maximum allowable number of per- 
manent personnel in the Federal Govern- 
ment (that is, the total number of perma- 
nent employees on September 1, 1950) is in- 
creased by 10 percent; 

(2) the prohibition in such section 1310 
against permanent reinstatements and per- 
manent promotions is eliminated; and 

(3) a new subsection (e) is added to such 
section 1310, providing that such section does 
not, and shall not be construed to, amend or 
modify the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, 
as amended. 

According to information received from the 
Civil Service Commission the first two num- 
bered modifications of such section 1310 will 
permit the Commission to place in effect 
its proposed program to convert present in- 
definite employees in the competitive service 
to a permanent status and to provide a new 
system of appointments for the future. 

The committee of conference understands 
that such program will include the follow- 
ing principles: 

(1) Establishment of a new type of ap- 
pointment to be designated “career-condi- 
tional”; 

(2) Automatic conversion of each present 
indefinite appointment, heretofore made in 
lieu of reinstatement, to a permanent ap- 
pointment after a total of 3 years of serv- 
ice, or to a career-conditional appointment 
after a total of less than 3 years of service; 

(3) Automatic conversion of each present 
indefinite appointment which was made 
after open competitive civil service exami- 
nation to a permanent appointment after 3 
years of continuous service, or to a career 
conditional appointment after less than 3 
years of such service; 

(4) Career-conditional appointments to 
persons employed in the future after open 
competitive civil service examinations, the 
first year to be a probationary period, such 
appointments to be converted automatically 
to permanent after 3 years; 

(5) Immediate automatic conversion to 
permanent appointments of all indefinite 
appointments received by permanent em- 
ployees as the result of promotions; and 

(6) Continuance as indefinite appoint- 
ments of present indefinite appointments 
made without open competitive civil service 
examination. 

It is understood, also, that Executive Order 
10180, dated November 13, 1950, will be 
rescinded and that a new executive order 
will be issued in place thereof to authorize 
the Civil Service Commission to place its 
career-conditional program in operation. 
As pointed out above, under the conference 
substitute the limitation on the maximum 
allewable number of permanent Federal per- 
sonnel applies on a Government-wide basis, 
rather than by individual departments and 
establishments. In accordance with this 
policy, it is contemplated that neither per- 
manent appointments nor career-conditional 
appointments will be allocated by the Com- 
mission to the various departments and es- 
tablishments. Thus, both the overall limi- 
tation on permanent appointments provided 
by section 1310 of the Supplemental Appro- 
priation Act, 1952, as amended by the con- 
ference substitute, and the giving of career- 
conditional and permanent appointments 
under the proposed career-conditional pro- 
gram of the Civil Service Commission will 
be applied on a Government-wide basis. 
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The third numbered modification of such 
section 1310 is merely a restatement of exist- 
ing law for purposes of clarification and 
emphasis. 

The conference substitute continues in 
force provisions of such section 1310 which 
were designed to assure that the bulge in 
Federal employment during the present 
emergency will not be permanent, and which 
are deemed both appropriate and desirable 
as a means of congressional control of pay- 
rolls during such periods of emergency. 
Recognition is given to the recommenda- 
tions in the report accompanying S. 2665, 
as reported to the House, that Executive 
Order 10180 should be replaced by a new 
executive order which is in harmony with 
such section 1310 and which provides for a 
Government-wide ceiling on permanent ap- 
pointments rather than a ceiling applied by 
individual departments and establishments 
as is the case under Executive Order 10180. 
Recognition also is given to the recommenda- 
tion in such report that the Civil Service 
Commission make a beginning on adjustment 
of the Federal personnel program based upon 
an actual proposed plan within the frame- 
work of the law. 

Section 603 of the conference substitute 
provides that official reporters of the pro- 
ceedings and debates of the Senate and the 
employees of such reporters shall be con- 
sidered to be officers or employees in or 
under the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment for the purposes of the Federal Em- 
ployees’' Group Life Insurance Act of 1954. 
This same provision is contained in section 
603 of the Senate amendment, but there is 
no comparable provision in S. 2665, as re- 
ported to the House. 


Mail messenger service contracts 


The House bill amended the act of March 
3, 1887 (39 U. S. C., sec. 578), which author- 
izes the employment of mail messengers in 
the postal service, in order to permit the 
Postmaster General, in his discretion and 
under regulations prescribed by him, to re- 
adjust the compensation of the holder of 
any mail-messenger service contract on ac- 
count of increased or decreased costs occa- 
sioned by changed conditions not reason- 
ably foreseeable at the time the contract 
was entered into. Mail messenger service 
contracts provide for transportation of mail 
between post offices and railroad stations or 
airports. The Motor Vehicle Service of the 
Post Office Department provides such trans- 
portation in most of the larger cities, while 
the mail-messenger service contract is used 
in smaller places. Such contracts, which 
are awarded by competitive bidding, con- 
tinue until either the United States or the 
contract holder gives notice to withdraw 
and, thereupon, the contract is readvertised 
for bids. In some cases increased costs of 
operation which are incurred by holders of 
such contracts justify increases in their 
contract compensation. In other cases re- 
duced costs of operation—generally by rea- 
son of decreased volume of mail—for holders 
of such contracts justify reductions in their 
contract compensation. Existing law does 
not authorize readjustment of mail-messen- 
ger service contract compensation. The con- 
tract must be canceled and readvertised for 
competitive bids. In authorizing the Post- 
master General to readjust mail-messenger 
service contract compensation the House bill 
follows the policy established by the Act of 
June 19, 1948 (Public Law 669, 80th Cong.), 
and the act of February 29, 1952 (Public 
Law 262, 82d Cong.), which authorize the 
Postmaster General to make such readjust- 
ments in the compensation of holders of star 
route contracts and screen vehicle service 
contracts. The Senate amendment does not 
contain any provision relating to mail-mes- 
senger service contracts. Section 604 of 
title VI of the conference substitute re- 
tains the above-discussed provisions of the 
House bill. 
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The committee of conference recommends 
a modification of the title of the bill to re- 
fleet more adequately the provisions of the 
bill as agreed to in conference. 

Epwarp H. REES, 

JoEL T. BROYHILL, 

Tom MURRAY, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yfeld 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Davis]. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
this conference report provides for the 
enactment into law of certain fringe 
benefits for postal and Federal em- 
ployees. 

In the House Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee we have given careful 
study to the subject matter of the vari- 
ous items in this conference report. 

When this legislation was before our 
committee, I offered an amendment 
which provided that employees above 
the grade of GS-9 should receive over- 
time pay at a rate equivalent to time and 
one-half at such maximum scheduled 
rate of grade GS-9, or at their respective 
rates of basic compensation, whichever 
is greater. This amendment would serve 
to prevent employees in the higher 
grades being forced to work overtime at 
a rate of pay less than their regular rate 
of pay. 

Frankly, I fail utterly to see any rea- 
son why an employee who works over- 
time should be denied the right to re- 
ceive at least his regular rate of pay for 
such overtime work. I do not see the 
justice at all of requiring an employee 
to do overtime work at a lower rate of 
pay than he receives for his regular 
hours. That is why I offered the 
amendment to this legislation. This 
amendment was almost unanimously 
adopted in the committee, and was in 
the bill when the bill passed the House. 
I regret very much that the conferees 
have seen fit to strike this amendment 
from the bill. 

However, in view of the fact that there 
are other meritorious provisions in this 
conference report, and in further view 
of the fact that this is the last opportu- 
nity we will have to pass this legislation 
during the present session of Congress, 
I am going to vote for the conference 
report, and hope that we can rectify at 
the next session of Congress what I con- 
sider to be an injustice and an error. 

I think the incentive awards provisions 
are good. 

I introduced this year a fringe bill 
which carried a number of provisions 
not included in this conference report. 
Iam glad indeed that the conference re- 
port carries a $100 uniform allowance. 
This is a provision included in the fringe 
bill I introduced. I have supported this 
uniform allowance for a number of years, 
and am glad that it is finally being en- 
acted into law. It provides that Federal 
employees who are required to wear a 
prescribed uniform while on duty, and 
who are not furnished with this uniform, 
shall be authorized to receive a uniform 
allowance not to exceed $100 per year, 
under such rules and regulations as may 
exist governing the subject. 

This conference report also provides 
that such uniform allowance shall not 
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be considered as pay, salary, or compen- 
sation within the meaning of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act or within the 
meaning of the Social Security Act or of 
the Internal Revenue Code. 

The bill as agreed upon by the con- 
ferees contains other meritorious provi- 
sions, but I will not take the time of the 
House to refer to them now. 

Mr. Speaker, I was a member of the 
subcommittee which considered and re- 
ported out House bill H. R. 9909, which 
is a bill to prohibit the payment of Fed- 
eral annuities or retirement pay to per- 
sons who commit offenses which in effect 
constitute breaches of faith in matters 
involving treason, sabotage, subversive 
activities, perjury, and other offenses re- 
lated to their official duties, or who have 
been guilty of improper use of their au- 
thority, power, influence, or privileges as 
officers or employees of our Government. 

This legislation is intended to prevent 
such people as Alger Hiss from drawing 
retirement pay by reason of their former 
employment in Government positions. 

Those of us who perfected this bill and 
voted it out favorably felt that there is no 
justification whatever for permitting a 
traitor to our Government, or a subver- 
sive or one who has engaged in sabotage 
to be permitted the benefit of drawing 
retirement pay or annuities from our 
civil-service retirement fund. We felt 
also that this privilege should be denied 
to former Federal employees who have 
committed breaches of faith in matters 
involving the improper use of their au- 
thority, power, or influence or privileges 
as officers or employees of the Govern- 
ment. 

This legislation will have a great in- 
fluence in clearing the moral climate in 
which the business of the United States 
Government is transacted, and to im- 
prove the ethical conduct of those indi- 
viduals both in and outside the Govern- 
ment who transact such business. 

I think this legislation is long overdue, 
and I am glad that we are about to take 
the final step in enacting it into law. 
It is my understanding that the confer- 
ence report on this bill, H. R. 9909, will 
follow immediately after the conference 
report now under consideration has been 
concluded. 

This legislation will provide that any 
and all sums paid into the retirement 
fund by such persons as Alger Hiss or any 
others coming under the terms of this 
bill, shall be refunded to them. Thus, 
they will not be deprived of anything 
which is rightfully theirs. On the other 
hand, they will be denied, and rightfully 
so, the benefits and advantages of par- 
ticipating in our civil-service retirement 
fund. I shall support both these con- 
ference reports, and feel that they should 
be adopted wthout any controversy. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent the the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. Hacen] may extend 
his remarks at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAGEN of Minnesota. Mr. Speak- 
er, I feel that this measure is highly 
desirable and in many respects a very 
good measure. However it has omitted 
or pared down a number of Federal 
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employees’ benefits which, in my judg- 
ment, certainly should have been in- 
cluded in this conference report. 

I am particularly disappointed in the 
following omissions or weaknesses in 
this revised legislation which is H. R. 
2263, of which I was the original author. 

First of all, I strongly favored the 
overtime pay provisions of the Senate 
version of this bill and of S. 2665, as 
reported to the House by our committee 
providing, first, overtime at true time 
and a half for all employees up through 
the top step of grade GS-9, and at the 
same rate for employees in higher 
grades; and, second, the option of 
straight time for overtime by employees 
in the higher grades where such straight 
time would be greater than the time and 
a half pay at the top of grade GS-9. In 
my judgment, this works a major injus- 
tice on many of our most valuable, loyal, 
and hard-working employees, and I can 
find no justification for such discrimi- 
nation. 

Secondly, the conference substitute 
provision establishing a 25 percent maxi- 
mum for the aggregate premium com- 
pensation of employees in so-called 
standby positions is very unfair to the 
largest group of employees in such posi- 
tions, that is, our 13,000 or more fire- 
fighters. The conference substitute will 
deprive these firefighters—except the 
ones presently on the roll—of as much 
as $360 per annum in premium com- 
pensation which they would receive un- 
der present provisions for overtime, 
night differential, and holiday pay. 

I realize the desirability of a system of 
premium compensation which is as uni- 
form as possible, but such a system cer- 
tainly should not be imposed at the ex- 
pense of an actual out-of-pocket loss 
to future employees in firefighting posi- 
tions. As a matter of fact, the very uni- 
formity which allegedly will result under 
the conference substitute is self-defeat- 
ing, because it will automatically create 
two separate and distinct groups of fire- 
fighting employees, both doing the same 
work and subject to the same qualifica- 
tions and requirements, but each receiv- 
ing different rates of pay solely because 
of the 25 percent overall premium com- 
pensation limitation in the conference 
substitute. 

The conference substitute would be a 
much more sound piece of legislation 
had it retained the provisions of the Sen- 
ate version of H. R. 2263 and S. 2665 as 
reported to the House by the House Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee deal- 
ing with this matter of premium com- 
pensation of firefighters. 

Thirdly, while I supported the definite 
uniform allowance provisions of S. 2665, 
as reported to the House by our commit- 
tee, I feel it would have been a desirable 
feature to include in the conference sub- 
stitute the language of the Senate bill 
which would have permitted use of the 
uniform allowance for the upkeep of 
such uniforms, an expense borne by em- 
ployees required to wear uniforms which 
is not borne by other Federal employees. 
I also favor the House approved version, 
which would not have made the appro- 
priation of funds for these uniform al- 
lowances dependent upon a showihg of 
the necessity or desirability thereof each 
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year, as is the case with the conference 
substitute. 

Fourth, by adopting the Senate version 
on annual leave rights for Federal em- 
ployees, the conference substitute did 
not go nearly far enough toward restor- 
ing annual-leave privileges which were 
taken away from Federal employees by 
Public Law 102 of this Congress. There 
is ample justification for restoration of 
the right to accumulate up to 60 days of 
annual leave, as would have been pro- 
vided under S. 2665 as our committee re- 
ported that bill to the House. The accu- 
mulated annual leave is a cushion which 
employees have against separation from 
their jobs and consequent loss of income. 

Moreover, many Federal employees 
live at great distances and simply cannot 
take any real vacation, such as would be 
required to travel to and from their dis- 
tant homes and spend any time there, 
unless they can have the right to save 
their leave until it amounts to a longer 
period than 30 days. 

I have always felt that the 1944 law au- 
thorizing lump-sum payments for accu- 
mulated annual leave when employees 
are separated is a distinct benefit to the 
Government, from the standpoint of 
sound administration and management, 
as well as to the employees as a cushion 
against loss of employment. 

In spite of these omissions and water- 
ing down of some of the benefits, this 
measure should be approved. 

It will result in some much-needed and 
desirable benefits to many Federal em- 
ployees. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to present this conference re- 
port to the House of Representatives. It 
contains what in my judgment is one of 
the most forward-looking pieces of em- 
ployee legislation the House has consid- 
ered for many years. 

This bill passed the House on Con- 
sent Calendar as legislation to permit 
the extension for an additional period of 
4 years of mail-messenger contracts 
under the present rules, regulations, and 
laws governing the extension of star- 
route contracts. The star-route law has 
been in existence for a number of years 
and has worked out very satisfactorily. It 
provided the Department with a means 
of retaining star route contractors who 
have given satisfactory performance. It 
provides for a better continuity in the 
whole star route operation. The legisla- 
tion as passed by the House would extend 
these benefits to mail-messenger con- 
tracts, which provide for a similar service 
of carrying mail between post offices or 
from railroad stations to post offices. 
Under the conference agreement this 
provision, which was struck out in the 
Senate, was restored and is now in the 
conference agreement. 
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The basic change in this legislation, 
however, relates to Federal employees. 
It contains what are termed the “fringe 
benefit” proposals of the administration. 
As a matter of fact, “fringe benefits,” in 
my judgment, is a misnomer. Actually, 
this legislation provides some very sub- 
stantial benefits for Federal employees— 
benefits which they have sought for 
many years. 

While the major change in this bill 
was made in the Senate, this entire legis- 
lative matter has received very careful 
consideration by our committee. It was 
the subject of an extended hearing by 
our committee and recommendations 
made in legislation under a Senate num- 
ber, 2665. This legislation was reported 
favorably and contained, in addition to 
the fringe benefits in this bill, provisions 
for a 5 percent salary increase. It has 
not been called up for consideration by 
the House. 

The legislation approved by the Senate 
as H. R. 2263 contains substantially the 
same language, except for the salary pro- 
vision, as the legislation approved by our 
committee. Only a few minor changes 
were made in the conference report and 
I am pleased now to present to you a 
summary of the contents of this report 
as it relates to benefits and improved 
procedures for Federal employees: 

This legislation will increase by 150 
the number of so-called supergrade po- 
sitions—that is, the positions in grades 
16, 17, and 18—which are authorized un- 
der the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended. Under that act 400 of these 
higher grade positions were authorized; 
under this legislation there will be 550, 
divided as follows: Not more than 400 in 
grade 16; not more than 115 in grade 17, 
and not more than 35 in grade 18. Ad- 
ditional positions in this same category 
which are authorized by other legislation 
are not disturbed by this bill. 

This legislation makes important 
changes made in the longevity provi- 
sions for employees paid under the 
Classification Act. One of the beneficial 
proposals is that an employee may count 
toward his longevity step increases 
time served in a higher grade. Also, this 
legislation extends the principle of lon- 
gevity step increases to employees in 
grades 11 through 15. Previously lon- 
gevity step increases have been limited 
to employees in grades 10 and below. 
The longevity step increases will be in 
the same amount as the within-grades 
step rate increases, except that for grade 
15, which has step-grade increases of 
$250, the longevity step increase will be 
$200. 

This legislation permits the Civil 
Service Commission to recruit employees 
in scarce categories above the minimum 
rate of the class of positions to be filled 
by such employees. This will be of 
great benefit in the recruitment of em- 
ployees where it is difficult to find quali- 
fied eligibles for vacancies in engineer- 
ing, scientific, and other positions where 
there is a scarcity of qualified eligibles. 

One of the major changes in this bill 
is the elimination of what is known as 
the CPC schedule. This is the crafts, 
protective, and custodial schedule. Un- 
der this proposal over a period of a year 
the Civil Service Commission will trans- 
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fer approximately 116,000 employees 
from this schedule for pay purposes. 
Approximately 65 percent of them will 
be paid under Wage Board procedures, 
and the remainder will go to the Classi- 
fication Act schedules. Wage Board 
procedures provide for payment of em- 
ployees who are craftsmen, mechanics, 
and tradesmen in accordance with the 
prevailing wages for similar types of 
work in the area where they are em- 
ployed. Nearly 800,000 employees, pri- 
marily located in the Defense Depart- 
ment, are already paid under such pro- 
cedures. 

This legislation contains a complete 
revision of the premium-pay laws gov- 
erning Federal employees. It brings it 
up to date and places it on a basis that 
will be more or less self-adjusting in the 
future. One of the major changes is 
raising the maximum rate of base pay 
which an employee may receive and still 
be paid full time and a half for over- 
time. At the present time, the rate is 
$2,980 per annum. Under this legisla- 
tion full time and a half for overtime 
will be paid for employees who receive 
the minimum rate of grade 9, which is 
$5,060 per annum at the present time. 
This will then become the maximum 
overtime rate for all employees whether 
or not they receive a higher basic rate 
than the minimum of grade 9. Em- 
ployees below the minimum of grade 
9 have an alternative of being paid 
time and a half for all overtime or re- 
ceiving compensatory time. For em- 
ployees over grade 9 compensatory time 
or overtime pay is at the option of the 
agency concerned. Call-back provisions 
are revised so that an employee called 
back to perform unscheduled overtime 
work will receive a minimum of 2 hours’ 
pay at the overtime rate. 

Under this conference report there is a 
special provision for certain unusual 
types of work, This section 208 provides 
additional annual pay at rates of up to 
25 percent of base pay in lieu of all over- 
time, night and holiday pay for employ- 
ees performing standby duty and hav- 
ing long been in ordinary periods of duty. 
In the case of those employees who, un- 
der present laws or Comptroller Gen- 
eral’s decisions, might receive a more 
favorable rate than the 25 percent maxi- 
mum would permit, there is a savings 
clause which assures that such employees 
who are presently on the rolls will not 
receive a reduction in salary. 

This legislation places the Federal 
Government on a 5-day, 40-hour week 
rather than present 40-hour administra- 
tive week. There is a provision, however, 
that where an agency will be seriously 
handicapped in carrying out its func- 
tions or where costs would be substan- 
tially increased by compliance with this 
section the agency may require the du- 
ties to be scheduled on days other than 
the 5 days. 

This legislation completely revises the 
Government’s incentive awards program. 
It provides for a coordinated program 
directed by the Civil Service Commission. 
Under the conference report department 
and agency heads may grant incentive 
awards or cash awards for amounts not 
exceeding $5,000. They may grant such 
awards with the approval of the Civil 
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Service Commission for amounts not 
exceeding $25,000. There is also a provi- 
sion in the bill for a Presidential award 
in addition to other awards which may 
be granted under the bill. 

The annual-leave laws governing Fed- 
eral employees are amended by this 
conference report to provide that an- 
nual leave already accumulated and 
which by the recent amendment to the 
Leave Act would have to be liquidated 
down to 30 days may be retained. Also 
there is a provision whereby estates of 
employees who die in service may be 
compensated for the current accrued 
annual leave. 

Mr. Speaker, except for the revisions 
of the classification pay schedules rec- 
ommended by the Commission, this leg- 
islation, when combined with the group- 
insurance plan recently approved by the 
Congress, contains virtually all of the 
administration’s program with respect 
to Federal personnel. We have received 
a proposal which will be given study from 
the administration relating to group, 
health, and hospitalization insurance. 
I feel that the House will approve this 
conference report. I certainly hope it 
will and when it has been signed into 
law, I believe that this Congress and 
the administration can point with pride 
to some of the most far-reaching reforms 
in the Federal personnel program that 
have ever been brought about in such 
a brief period of time. 

As the bill passed the Senate, it pro- 
vided for a repeal of what has come to 
be popularly known as the Whitten 
amendment. This is a rider to an ap- 
propriation act which in 1950 placed the 
Government employment on a tempo- 
rary basis until such time as the Presi- 
dent should rescind the emergency order 
ee was placed into effect at that 
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The conference report does not repeal 
the Whitten amendment, but does con- 
tain a modification which meets several 
objections that have developed and were 
pointed out in testimony before our com- 
mittee. Primarily what our proposed 
amendment does is to clearly place the 
ceiling on permanent appointments— 
the number in effect on September 1, 
1950—on a Government-wide basis, and 
to permit a 10-percent increase in that 
ceiling. It also permits permanent re- 
instatements and permanent promo- 
tions. It retains all of the features of 
the Whitten amendment which were 
written for the protection of employees, 
such as the provisions for preserving po- 
sitions for men going into military sery- 
ice and for reports to Congress covering 
the average grade and salary throughout 
the various Federal agencies. Testi- 
mony before the committee indicated 
that most of these objectives could 
probably be accomplished under the 
present Whitten amendment. However, 
in order to make sure that the Congress 
was not prohibiting specifically these 
permanent reinstatements and promo- 
tions, the amendment was revised to 
some extent. We have the assurance of 
the Civil Service Commission that they 
can place into effect their program for a 
beginning on their career-conditional 
type of appointment. This will estab- 
lish a 3-year period in which employees 
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will move from a temporary to a perma- 
nent status, and will provide consider- 
ably more flexibility in Federal employ- 
ment as well as a better basis for assimi- 
lating reductions if they are necessary 
because of a reduction in the total num- 
ber of Federal personnel. 

We also have the assurance of the 
Civil Service Commission that they will 
move promptly into this program. It is 
the view of the conferees that this will 
continue in effect the benefits of the 
Whitten amendment with respect to a 
brake on total number of permanent 
employees in the Federal Government, 
yet at the same time provide the basis 
for the Government to move as rapidly 
as possible into a more stabilized em- 
ployment and to a much more favorable 
employment situation for Federal em- 
ployees who have been added to the rolls 
since September 1950. 

Under the conference agreement a 
uniform allowance is authorized for 
those Federal employees who are re- 
quired to wear them in carrying out 
their official duties. Under the terms of 
this uniform allowance section admin- 
istrators must first determine the de- 
sirability of providing these uniforms, 
then request the necessary appropria- 
tions, and the appropriations then, of 
course, will be acted upon in the normal 
legislative manner. These provisions 
will include all Federal employees, in- 
cluding postal employees. The only 
difference between this section and that 
approved by the Senate is the confer- 
ence report strikes out the provision for 
upkeep of uniforms contained in the 
Senate passed bill. 

In my judgment, this bill which im- 
proves overtime provisions, establishes 
special premium compensation, provides 
longevity step increases for those in 
grades 11 through 15, authorizes re- 
cruitment in scarce categories above 
the minimum of the grade, returns the 
Government to a basis whereby perma- 
nent appointments, promotions and re- 
instatements will be made, as well as 
provides uniform allowances, represents 
one of the landmark pieces of legisla- 
tion to be enacted into law in modern 
times. 

I trust that the House will approve 
this conference report which, in the 
areas covered, so closely approximates 
what was passed by the Senate and 
recommended by our committee. 

Estimated costs of H. R. 2263 


Provisions of bill: Annual costs 


Sec. 101, supergrades $260, 000 
Secs. 102, 103, longevity______ 1, 585, 000 
Secs. 105, 106, 107—CPC 
A 36, 513, 000 
Title II, premium pay 28, 000, 000 
Title IV, uniform allowances 
(Senate figure 20, 000, 000 
Title V, annual leave (pay- 
ment to dependents)... 1,840, 000 
ieu In ͤ — 88, 198, 000 


PROHIBITION OF PAYMENT OF AN- 
NUITIES TO CERTAIN GOVERN- 
MENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 9909) to 
prohibit payment of annuities to officers 
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and employees of the United States con- 
victed of certain offenses, and for other 
purposes, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Page 10, after line 5, insert: 

“Sec. 10. (a) Section 3282 of title 18 of 
the United States Code is amended by strik- 
ing out ‘three’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘five’. 

“(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall be effective with respect to offenses 
(1) committed on or after the date of enact- 
ment of this act, or (2) committed prior to 
such date, if on such date prosecution there- 
for is not barred by provisions of law in ef- 
fect prior to such date.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Kan- 
sas [Mr. Rees]? 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, may I ask the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Rees] if 
the amendment to the bill as passed by 
the House affects the annuities of those 
persons who are already receiving an- 
nuities or does it affect the annuities of 
those which have been granted Presi- 
dential pardons? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The answer to 
both questions is categorically no. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Kan- 
sas? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING 


Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I call up the conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 9924) to provide for 
family quarters for personnel of the mil- 
itary departments of the Department of 
Defense and their dependents, and for 
other purposes, and ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statement of the managers 
on the part of the House be read in lieu 
of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE Report (H. REPT. No. 2669) 


The committee of conference on the disa- 
greeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9924) to provide for family quarters for 
personnel of the military departments of the 
Department of Defense and their dependents, 
and for other purposes, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: 

On pages 16 and 17 of the Senate engrossed 
amendment strike out section 407 and insert 
the following: 

“Sec. 407. The Secretary of Defense is au- 
thorized, subject to the approval of the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, to 
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construct, or acquire by lease or otherwise, 
family housing, in addition to family housing 
otherwise authorized to be constructed or 
acquired by the Department of Defense in 
foreign countries, to the value of $25,000,000 
through the use of foreign currencies ac- 
quired pursuant to the ons of the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist- 
ance Act of 1954 (Public Law 480, Eighty- 
third Congress). 

“The Department of Defense shall reim- 
burse the Commodity Credit Corporation in 
a dollar amount equivalent to the value of 
the foreign currencies used during any fiscal 
year pursuant to the authority contained in 
this section. For the purpose of such reim- 
bursement, the Department of Defense may 
utilize appropriations otherwise available 
for the payment of quarters allowances for 
military personnel. 

“The Secretary of Defense shall furnish to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
quarterly report, the first of which shall be 
submitted three months subsequent to the 
date of enactment of this Act, setting forth 
the cost, number, and location of housing 
units constructed or acquired pursuant to 
the authority contained in this section dur- 
ing the three-month period preceding the 
date of such report, and setting forth the 
cost, number, and location of the housing 
units intended to be constructed or acquired 
pursuant to such authority during the next 
succeeding quarter.” 

And the Senate agree to the same, 

Leroy JOHNSON, 

PAUL CUNNINGHAM, 

J. P. S. DEVEREUX, 

OVERTON BROOKS, 

GEORGE P. MILLER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


FRANCIS CASE, 
Jas. H. DUFF, 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 
By W. H. D. 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9924) to provide 
for family quarters for personnel of the mil- 
itary departments of the Department of De- 
fense and their dependents, and for other 
purposes, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the conferees and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report: 

On July 29, 1954, the House of Representa- 
tives passed H. R. 9924, which was a bill to 
provide family quarters for personnel of the 
military departments of the Department of 
Defense and their dependents, On August 
11, 1954, the Senate considered and passed 
the House bill in amended form by striking 
all after the enacting clause and inserting 
the language of the companion Senate bill. 

While the Senate amended the House bill 
in numerous minor respects, resulting in a 
total reduction of some 1,600 family units 
and a reduction in the total authorization 
from $216 million to $175 million, it was the 
considered viewpoint of the House Commit- 
tee on Armed Services that the overall na- 
ture of these amendments were not suffi- 
cient to justify a conference. However, the 
Senate added a new Section 407 to the bill, 
the purpose of which was to permit the De- 
partment of Defense to use foreign cur- 
rencies, on a reimbursable basis, which were 
generated in foreign friendly nations 
through the sale of surplus agricultural 
commodities by the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration. Various members of the House 
Committee on Armed Services and Members 
of the House expressed concern as to 
whether or not the language contained in 
Section 407 would jeopardize the credit of 
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the Commodity Corporation, it being felt 
that some assurance should be given that 
agency that it would be reimbursed in full, 
and without undue delay, for any foreign 
currencies which it might make available to 
the Department of Defense for the construc- 
tion of overseas family housing. 

The Senate amendment would have au- 
thorized a total of $75 million for family 
housing units by the above-mentioned pro- 
cedure. It was the view of the managers on 
the part of the House that such construc- 
tion should be undertaken on a more modest 
basis, while the plan was being proved on its 
merits, and that appropriate assurances be 
given the Commodity Credit Corporation on 
the question of adequate and prompt reim- 
bursement. As a consequence, the House, 
having disagreed to section 407, receded with 
the amendment set forth in the conference 
report, to which amendment the Senate 
agreed. 

It is recognized by all that a serious hous- 
ing condition confronts military personnel, 
both at home and abroad, and that the situ- 
ation abroad is particularly bad. It is also 
recognized that the Government has on 
hand large surpluses of agricultural com- 
modities which may be sold abroad and 
thereby generate large amounts of foreign 
currencies to be expended for certain speci- 
fied purposes. The enactment of this pro- 
vision will authorize the Department of De- 
fense to participate in the use of the cur- 
rencies generated in the foreign friendly 
countries to the benefit of our military per- 
sonnel and without impairment to the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, 

LEROY JOHNSON, 

PAUL CUNNINGHAM, 

J. P. S. DEVEREUX, 

OVERTON BROOKS, 

GEORGE P. MILLER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table, 


CHANGING NAME OF GAVINS POINT 
RESERVOIR BACK OF GAVINS 
POINT DAM TO LEWIS AND CLARK 
LAKE 


Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 3744) to 
change the name of Gavins Point Reser- 
voir back of Gavins Point Dam to Lewis 
and Clark Lake. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. DONDERO]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Gavins Point 
Reservoir back of Gavins Point Dam, which 
is located on the Missouri River near Yank- 
ton, S. Dak., shall hereafter be known as 
Lewis and Clark Lake and any law, regula- 
tion, document, or record of the United 
States in which such reservoir is designated 
or referred to under the name of Gavins 
Point Reservoir shall be held to refer to such 
body of water under and by the name of 
Lewis and Clark Lake. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 
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COMMISSION FOR THE ENLARGING 
OF THE CAPITOL GROUNDS 


Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 1042) to 
abolish the Commission for the Enlarg- 
ing of the Capitol Grounds. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. DONDERO]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Commission 
for the Enlarging of the Capitol Grounds, 
created by the act of April 11, 1928 (45 Stat. 
420), having fully executed all the duties 
imposed upon it by law, accomplished the 
purposes for which it was created, settled all 
accounts, and submitted its final report to 
Congress, is hereby dissolved and the mem- 
bers of such Commission discharged from 
any further duties in connection with the 
matters heretofore committed by law to such 
Commission, 


Sec. 2. Any revocable permits now in ef- 
fect, heretofore granted by the Architect of 
the Capitol, under the direction of the 
Commission for the Enlarging of the Capitol 
Grounds, to owners of properties adjacent 
to the Capitol Grounds, for construction, 
maintenance and use of walkways, ap- 
proaches, or driveways in the Capitol 
Grounds, providing access to such properties 
from the Capitol Grounds, subject to revoca- 
tion by such Commission or by the Architect 
of the Capitol, shall continue in effect, sub- 
ject to revocation by the Architect of the 
Capitol under the direction and approval of 
the President of the Senate and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives. The Arch- 
itect of the Capitol, with the approval of the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, is authorized 
hereafter to grant similar revocable permits 
to the owners of any properties adjacent to 
the Capitol Grounds whenever such action is 
deemed necessary to provide proper access 
to such properties from the Capitol Grounds; 
and such permits shall be in the form of an 
agreement saving the United States harmless 
from and against any and all claims of any 
nature or kind that may arise from anything 
that may be connected with or grow out of 
such permits, and containing such other 
provisions and conditions as the Architect of 
the Capitol may deem necessary or proper. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


CONVEYANCE BY THE TENNESSEE 
VALLEY AUTHORITY OF CERTAIN 
PUBLIC-USE TERMINAL PROP- 
ERTIES NOW OWNED BY THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 170 to approve the conveyance by 
the Tennessee Valley Authority of cer- 
tain public-use terminal properties now 
owned by the United States. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DONDERO]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the Senate joint resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the Congress, pursuant 
to section 4 (k) (b) of the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority Act of 1933, as amended (55 
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Stat. 599-600; 16 U. S. C. 8310 (k) (b)). 
hereby approves the conveyance of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority in the name of the 
United States, by deed, lease, or otherwise, 
for the purposes of said section 4 (k) (b) and 
on the basis of the fair sale or rental value 
determined by the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity, of the public-use terminal properties now 
owned by the United States and in the cus- 
tody of the Tennessee Valley Authority at 
Knoxville, Chattanooga, and Harriman, 
Tenn., and Decatur and Gunterville, Ala. 


The Senate joint resolution was or- 
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


PUBLIC WORKS 


Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 9859) au- 
thorizing the construction, repair, and 
preservation of certain public works on 
rivers and harbors for navigation, flood 
control, and for other purposes, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 


Page 4, after line 9, insert: 

“Delaware River, Pa., N. J., and Del.: In 
accordance with the recommendations of 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
in House Document No. 358, 83d Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $91,389,000.” 

Page 6, after line 20, insert: 

“The existing modified project for Wil- 
mington Harbor, N. C., authorized by the 
River and Harbor Act approved May 17, 1950, 
in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
No. 87, 81st Congress, is hereby further modi- 
fied to provide that the Secretary of the Army 
shall reimburse local interests for such work 
as they may have done upon widening of the 
transition channel at the lower end of the 
anchorage basin, subsequent to May 17, 1950, 
insofar as the same shall be approved by the 
Chief of Engineers and found to have been 
done in accordance with the project modifi- 
cation adopted in said act, provided that 
such payment shall not exceed the sum of 
$65,000.” 

Page 6, after line 20, insert: 

“Charleston Harbor, S. C.: Senate Docu- 
ment No. 136, 88d Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $200,000.” 

Page 7, after line 7, insert: 

“Carrabelle Harbor, Fla.: House Document 
No. 451, 83d Congress (maintenance of exist- 
ing channel).“ 

Page 7, after line 22, insert: 

“Pascagoula Harbor, Miss.: Modification of 
existing project in accordance with plans on 
file in the office of the Chief of Engineers, 
at an estimated cost of $877,000.” 

Page 8, after line 19, insert: 

“Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, 
Tex.: House Document No. 487, 83d Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $180,000.” 

Page 9, line 12, after “approved”, insert 
„: Provided, That such authorization shall 
include the acquisition of lands necessary 
for wildlife purposes as outlined in said 
Senate Document No. 81.” 

Page 10, after line 11, insert: 

“Saginaw River, Mich.: In accordance with 
the report of the Chief of Engineers, dated 
June 7, 1954, at an estimated cost of $4,- 
496,800." 

Page 10, after line 13, insert: 

“Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio: House Docu- 
ment No. 486, 83d Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $4,900,000.” 
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Page 11, after line 24, insert: 

“Richmond Harbor, Calif.: House Docu- 
ment No. 395, 83d Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $2,086,000.” 

Page 12, after line 5, insert: 

“Tillamook Bay and Bar, Oreg.: Senate 
Document No. 128, 83d Congress, at an esti- 
mated cost of $1,500,000.” 

Page 12, lines 19 and 20, strike out “House 
Document No. —, 83d Congress” and insert 
“In accordance with the report of the Chief 
of Engineers, dated May 27, 1954.” 

Page 13, after line 11, insert: 

“Tacoma Harbor, Wash.: Modification of 
existing project to provide for 30-foot chan- 
nel in Port Industrial (Wapato) Waterway, 
in accordance with plans on file in the office 
of the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated 
cost of $634,200,” 

Page 13, after line 20, insert: 

“Sitka Harbor, Alaska: House Document 
No. 414, 88d Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $41,500.” 

Page 13, after line 20, insert: 

“Dry Pass, Alaska: House Document No. 
414, 83d Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$1,419,800.” 

Page 13, after line 20, insert: 

“Neva Strait, Alaska: House Document No. 
414, 83d Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$224,400.” 

Page 13, after line 20, insert: 

“Petersburg Harbor, Alaska: In accordance 
with the report of the Chief of Engineers, 
dated April 8, 1954, at an estimated cost of 
$40,000.” 

Page 13, after line 20, insert: 

“Pelican Harbor, Alaska: In accordance 
with the report of the Chief of Engineers, 
dated April 8, 1954, at an estimated cost of 
$270,000.” 

Page 13, after line 20, insert: 

“Ketchikan Harbor, Alaska: In accordance 
with the report of the Chief of Engineers, 
dated April 8, 1954, at an estimated cost of 
$2,947,900.” 

Page 13, after line 20, insert: 

“Rocky Pass in Keku Strait, Alaska: In 
accordance with the report of the Chief of 
Engineers, dated April 8, 1954, at an esti- 
mated cost of $214,000.” 

Page 13, after line 24, insert: 

“Kodiak Harbor, Alaska: House Document 
No. 465, 83d Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $1,685,000.” 

Page 14, after line 3, insert: 

“Nawiliwili and Port Allen Harbors, T. H.: 
House Document No. 453, 83d Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $1,166,400." 

Page 15, line 24, strike out “$1,176,400” 
and insert “$1,180,400.” 

Page 17, strike out lines 13 to 18, inclusive, 
and insert: 

“Sec. 103. The Secretary of the Army is 
hereby authorized and directed to cause pre- 
liminary examinations and surveys to be 
made at the following-named localities, and 
subject to all applicable provisions of section 
110 of the River and Harbor Act of 1950: 

“Eastern River, at and in the vicinity of 
Orland, Maine; 

“Southwest Harbor, Maine; 

“Vicinity of Wells Beach and Drakes Island, 
Maine; 

“Channel from the Gulf of Mexico into 
Choctawatchee Bay, Fla., in the vicinity of 
Point Washington; 

“Lake Tarpon (formerly Lake Butler), Fla., 
to determine the cause of salt water in- 
trusion and corrective measures with respect 
thereto; and 

“Chipola River, Fla., for measures to main- 
tain satisfactory water levels in the Dead 
Lakes; 

“Big Sandy River and Tug and Levisa 
Forks in Kentucky, West Virginia, and Vir- 
ginia.” 

Page 18, after line 9, insert: 

“Sec. 105. The authorization of the im- 
provement of the Intracoastal Waterway 
from the Caloosahatchee River to the An- 
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clote River (H. Doc. No. 371, 75th Cong.) 
authorized in the River and Harbor Act of 
1945 and modified by the River and Harbor 
Act of 1948 and the River and Harbor Act 
of 1950 is further modified so as to authorize 
the use of alternate route C-1 in the Venice 
and Lemon Bay, Fla., area, as designated in 
plans of the Corps of Engineers, 

“The Chief of Engineers is directed to re- 
port to the Congress prior to request for 
appropriation to construct this part of the 
project his recommendation as to the fair 
amount of local contribution in the light of 
the changed condition. Provisions as to 
local contribution based on these recom- 
mendations shall become effective when ap- 
proved by the Public Works Committees of 
the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives.” 

Page 18, after line 9, insert: 

“Sec. 106. That the requirement, that local 
interests provide the ferries and bridges re- 
quired for land traffic across the lateral and 
terminal canals, with respect to the river 
and harbor project authorized by the act of 
August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1028), on the Pearl 
River, Miss., below Jackson, shall hereafter 
be ineffective: Provided, That local interests 
furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secre- 
tary of the Army that they will hold and 
save the United States free from any claim 
for damage which might result from depri- 
vation of access to the area.” 

; Page 18, line 10, strike out “105” and insert 
107.“ 

Page 21, after line 18, insert: 

“The plan for flood protection on the West 
Branch of the Susquehanna River, Pa., and 
N. Y., is hereby authorized substantially in 
accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in his report dated 
June 25, 1954, and there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated the sum of $25 million 
for partial accomplishment of that plan.” 

Page 23, line 7, strike out “as concurred in 
by” and insert “and.” 

Page 23, line 8, strike out “dated April 8, 
1954” and insert “in House Document No, 
478, 83d Congress.” 

Page 24, after line 18, insert: 

“(e) The plan for fiood control in the Reel- 
foot Lake area, Tennessee and Kentucky, 
substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendation of the Chief of Engineers in his 
report dated June 17, 1954, at an estimated 
cost of $748,100.” 

Page 24, after line 18, insert: 


“Trinity River Basin, Tez. 


“The project for the Navarro Mills Reser- 
voir on Richland Creek, Tex., is hereby au- 
thorized substantially in accordance with 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in his report dated May 28, 1954, at an esti- 
mated cost of $4,969,000.” 

Page 25, after line 10, insert: 

“The project for the Belton Reservoir, Leon 
River, Tex., authorized by the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1946, is hereby modified to provide 
for the reservation, without reimbursement, 
of 12,000 acre-feet of conservation storage 
to be used as a permanent source of water 
supply for Fort Hood and adjacent military 
installations.” 


Page 28, line 9, strike out “under section 
as 


Page 28, after line 23, insert: 
“Pecos River Basin 
“The project for flood protection on the 
Pecos River, Texas and New Mexico, is here- 
by authorized substantially in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, dated 
March 26, 1954, at an estimated cost of 
$9,540,000: Provided, That no appropriations 
shall be made for construction of Los Esteros 
Reservoir until satisfactory arrangements 
have been made by the State of New Mexico 
for the transfer of irrigation storage from 
the Alamagordo Reservoir.” 
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Page 30, after line 3, insert: 

“The project for flood protection on the 
Arkansas River, Conway County Drainage 
and Levee District No. 1, Arkansas, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi- 
neers in House Document No. 167, 82d Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $230,600. 

Page 30, after line 3, insert: 

“The project for flood protection on the 
Arkansas River, Holla Bend Bottom, Ark., 
is hereby authorized substantially in ac- 
cordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in House Document No. 
157, 82d Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$312,000.” 

Page 30, after line 10, insert: 

“The -project for flood protection on Bear 
Creek at Hannibal, Mo., is hereby author- 
ized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in House Document No. 435, 83d Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $3,326,000.” 

Page 33, after line 9, insert: 

“The project for flood protection on the 
Big Sioux River and tributaries at Sioux 
Falls, S. Dak., is hereby authorized sub- 
stantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors in its report dated March 
15, 1954, at an estimated cost of $3,430,000.” 

Page 33, after line 15, insert: 

“The general comprehensive plans for flood 
control and other purposes in the Missouri 
River Basin set forth in House Document 
No. 475 and Senate Document No. 191, as 
revised and coordinated by Senate Docu- 
ment No, 247, 78th Congress, 2d session, 
approved in the Flood Control Act of De- 
cember 22, 1944, are hereby modified to in- 
clude the payment by the Corps of Engi- 
neers for construction or provision of ade- 
quate water supply and sewage facilities in 
the new relocated municipality of Pollock, 
S. Dak., at a cost not to exceed $200,000, 
which is to compensate for the acquisition 
of and to replace facilities in the town which 
are located within areas which have been 
or will be acquired by the United States 
because of the construction of the Oahe 
Dam and Reservoir project in the basin.” 

Page 33, after line 21, insert: 

“The project for flood protection on the 
Lower Heart River in the vicinity of Man- 
dan, N. Dak., authorized by the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1946, and modified by the Flood 
Control Act of 1950, is further modified sub- 
stantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
his report dated July 27, 1954, at an esti- 
mated cost of $1,727,000.” 

Page 34, lines 12 and 13, strike out "House 
Document No. —, 83d Congress” and insert 
“his report dated June 23, 1954.” 

Page 34, lines 21 and 22, strike out “House 
Document No. —, 83d Congress“ and insert 
“said document.“ 

Page 35, after line 19, insert: 

“Santa Maria River Basin 

“The project for flood protection on Santa 
Maria River and tributaries, California, is 
hereby authorized substantially in accord- 
ance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document No. 400, 83d 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $10,182,- 
000 for levees and channel improvements 
to be prosecuted under the direction of the 
Secretary of the Army and supervision of 
the Chief of Engineers.” 

Page 35, after line 19, insert: 


“San Lorenzo River Basin 
“The project for flood protection on San 
Lorenzo River, Calif., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the rec- 
ommendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 447, 83d Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $2,665,000.” 
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Page 36, after line 12, insert: 
“San Lorenzo Creek Basin 


“The project for flood protection on San 
Lorenzo Creek, Alameda County, Calif., is 
hereby authorized substantially in accord- 
ance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document No. 452, 
83d Congress, at an estimated cost of $3,790,- 
000.” 
Page 36, after line 12, insert: 


“Truckee River Basin 


“The project for flood protection on 
Truckee River and tributaries, California and 
Nevada, is hereby authorized substantially in 
accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in his report dated 
April 15, 1954, at an estimated cost of $791,- 
000: Provided, That the authorization for 
improvement for flood control on Truckee 
River, California and Nevada, contained 
herein shall not become effective unless and 
until the ‘Washoe Reclamation Project’ on 


the Truckee and Carson Rivers, California, 


and Nevada, shall have been authorized 
pursuant to law.” 

Page 37, after line 2, insert: 

“The project for flood protection on Ama- 
zon Creek at Eugene and vicinity, Oregon, 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1946, 
and modified by the Flood Control Act of 
1950, is further modified substantially in 
accordance with the Chief of Engineers, in 
Senate Document No. 131, 83d Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $893,600." 

Page 38, line 8, strike out “harbor” and in- 
sert stream.“ 

Page 38, line 9, strike out “title” and insert 
“section.” 

Page 38, after line 12, insert: 

“Ash and Pine Creeks, Fairfield and vicin- 
ity, Connecticut.” 

Page 38, after line 15, insert: 

“Devils River and tributaries, Texas.” 

Page 38, after line 15, insert: 

“Rio Hondo and tributaries, New Mexico.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


POSTAL CANCELING STAMP “PRAY 
FOR PEACE” 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the im- 
mediate consideration of the bill (H. R. 
9120) to authorize the Postmaster Gen- 
eral to provide for the use in first- and 
second-class post offices of a special can- 
celing stamp or postmarking die bear- 
ing the words “Pray for peace.” 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Kan- 
sas? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 of the 
act entitled “An act authorizing the Post- 
master General to grant permission to use 
special canceling stamps or postmarking 
dies,” approved May 11, 1922 (39 U. S. C., sec. 
368), is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 2. (a) Any permission granted by 
the Postmaster General under the first sec- 
tion of this act shall be revocable in the 
event the Government shall find it expedient 
or necessary to use special canceling stamps 
or postmarking dies for its own purposes. 

“(b) The Postmaster General is authorized 
to provide for the use in each first- and sec- 
ond-class post office, of a special canceling 
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stamp or postmarking die bearing the words 
Pray for peace’.” 

Sec. 2. The second proviso in the first 
section of such act of May 11, 1922, is amend- 
ed by striking out “nothing in this act” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “nothing in this 
section.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


RELIEF OF CERTAIN BASQUE 
SHEEPHERDERS 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2074) for 
the relief of certain Basque sheep- 
herders. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, would the gentleman 
explain the purpose of this bill? Did I 
understand the gentleman to say it was 
for the relief of certain sheepherders? 

Mr. GRAHAM. This is a bill intro- 
duced in the other body by Senator 
WELKER and refers to 44 Basque sheep- 
herders who are now in this country. 
This provides a temporary suspension 
of their deportation. They are helping 
certain ranchers through this season. 
Then it is to be determined whether they 
are to be allowed to remain here or be 
deported. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my reservation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object—and I shall not ob- 
ject—I understand that this bill pro- 
vides that there shall be no deportation 
order against certain Basque sheepherd- 
ers who came into this country as sea- 
men; am I correct in that statement? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is correct. 

Mr. CELLER. Despite the fact that 
they came in as seamen and remained 
here beyond their legal stay and there- 
fore became deserting seamen, they sub- 
sequently became sheepherders, and 
now we are going to allow them to re- 
main in this country; is that correct? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Because there is 
need for their services and they are here. 

Mr. CELLER. I have had no oppor- 
tunity to investigate, but I have been 
told that there is a dearth of sheep- 
herders in western grazing lands, and 
in view of that fact, I am not going to 
object. This bill is different from the 
bill that originally came before the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary; am I correct in 
that? 

Mr. GRAHAM. There is a committee 
amendment that will be offered. 

Mr. CELLER. But, as I understand it, 
originally the bill provided that the num- 
ber of sheepherders who are in this 
country and whose stay is legalized by 
this bill would not be—I do not know— 
subtracted from the Spanish quota. 
are the gentleman enlighten me on 
tha 
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Mr. GRAHAM. We are not granting 
these men citizenship. 

Mr. CELLER. I did not say anything 
about citizenship. I said that we would 
allow them to remain here, but would 
those numbers be deducted from the 
Spanish quota? 

Mr. GRAHAM. If, in the future, we 
granted permanent residence, those 
numbers would be deducted. But this 
bill does not grant permanent residence. 
It has only to do with a stay of the order 
of deportation. 

Mr. CELLER. In other words, this 
bill does not grant them permanent res- 
idence; is that correct? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is correct. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I with- 
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I trust that it will 
be possible to adjust the status of these 
people permanently. After all, they 
have severed all of their ties in Spain 
and have established themselves here 
in an essential industry, engaged in a 
noncompetitive occupation—the herding 
of sheep. It is understood that the em- 
ployment service is not able to meet the 
demands for skilled sheepherders. The 
retention of persons having special skills 
contributing thus vitally to our need for 
accelerated wool production is certainly 
in the public interest. 

I am presently giving serious con- 
sideration to the possibility of a need 
for greater flexibility in the law to per- 
mit adjustment of status in worthy cases 
without resorting to private legislation 
of this nature. It seems to me that in 
all equity and justice at some future 
date these people should be permitted 
to remain in the United States. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Cristobal Aguiree-Estivez, Martin Abaunza- 
Bilbao, Antolin Alvarez Valladares, Jose An- 
tonio Alonso Goicoechea, Felix Arego-Arrien, 
Telesforo Arronte-Maza, Gregorio Artardi 
Alberdi, Jose Luis Barrenechea-Madarieta, 
Damaso Beascochea Exposito, Nicasio Maria 
Beristain Piquer, Jose Bidasola-Gavica, Pab- 
lo Echevarria Monasterio, Donato Ecoreca 
Yturbe, Ygnacio Eiguren Gabiola, Evaristo 
Fortuny-Alvarez, Florencio Garteiz-Eiguren, 
Jesus Goicochea, Manuel Lopez Gonzalez, 
Ignacio Maria Gorricho-Aguirre, Victoriano 
Guezuraga Enzunsa, Vincente Ybinnarriaga- 
Lopategui, Antonio Iglesias-Fernandez, Juan 
Isasi-Legarreta, Jose Iturri Guerequiz, En- 
rique Iazguirre-Iturbe, Luie Maria Izaguirre- 
Larranaga, Jayo Sabino-Guisasola, Santiago 
Juanche Oroz, Jesus Leceaga-Inchaurrondo, 
Ignacio Lecue-Larrauri, Doroteo Madariaga 
Otegui, Martin Madarieta-Arregui, Eusebio 
Mendiola Ycaran, Felix Mirandona-Zabala, 
Savino Navarro Arriaga, Marcelino Ormae- 
chea-Lamiquiz, Genaro Ortuando-Barrena, 
Juan Prada Ramos, Marcelino Uriarte-Cear- 
reta, Francisco Uribe Asteinza, Pedro Ur- 
ruchurtu Urrutia, Felix Urteaga Berrio, Jose 
Antonio Zabala Asla and Tomas Francisco 
Zuazua Porturas shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent resident as of 
the date of the enactment of this act upon 
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payment of the required visa fees. Upon 
the granting of permanent resident to such 
aliens as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct the required num- 
bers from the appropriate quota for the first 
year that such quota is available, 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


On page 1, strike out all of line 3. 

On page 1, line 4, strike out the word “act,” 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“That the Attorney General is authorized 
and directed to discontinue any deportation 
proceedings and to cancel any outstanding 
orders and warrants of deportation, warrants 
of arrests, and bonds which may have been 
issued in the cases of the following aliens.” 

On page 2, at the end of line 13, insert a 
“period.” 

On page 2, strike out lines 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 20, and 21, and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“From and after the date of enactment of 
this act, these aliens shall not again be sub- 
ject to deportation by reason of the same 
facts upon which such deportation proceed- 
ings were commenced or any such warrants 
and orders have issued.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


RECORDING OF MESSAGES OF 
GOOD WILL 


Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I am today presenting to the 
Library of Congress, for permanent safe 
keeping and future reference, this very 
interesting record which I hold in my 
hand. 

This record was flown around the 
world in 1938—to our neighbors in the 
Americas, to the islands of the Pacific, 
and to the remote lands of Europe, Asia, 
and Africa. Wherever man’s wings 
would carry him, this message of greet- 
ing and good will was dispatched with 
swiftness and safety, the dominant char- 
acteristic of our airmail service which 
is without peer in all the world. When 
it was returned home again it contained 
similar messages to our people from the 
representatives of many countries around 
the world. 

This project was conceived and organ- 
ized by Mr. Charles H. Crutchfield, exec- 
utive vice president and general man- 
ager of the Jefferson Standard Broad- 
casting Co., operator of radio station 
WBT and television station WBTV in 
Charlotte, N. C. 

In 1938 Col. Paul Younts was post- 
master of the city of Charlotte, N.C. He 
was selected by Postmaster General 
James A. Farley as executive chairman 
of the national committee to stage an 
observance of National Airmail Week. 
In setting up his committees to handle 
this celebration, Colonel Younts named 
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Mr. Crutchfield as his national radio 
chairman. Mr. Crutchfield conceived the 
idea of flying this record around the 
world, and recording on it the messages 
of good will to which I have heretofore 
referred, and with the aid of Capt. Eddie 
Rickenbacker, now president of Eastern 
Air Lines, carried it through to a success- 
ful conclusion. 

This recording contains such tangible 
expressions of good will, reflecting the 
friendship of the peoples of the world in 
a common bond of brotherhood, that I 
feel it should be preserved for posterity. 
The recording has been in the possession 
of Mr. Crutchfield since 1938 and he has 
turned it over to me with the suggestion 
that I present it, on behalf of the Amer- 
ican people, to the Library of Congress. 

The recording of the voices of the men 
of many nations and races from the far- 
flung places of the world, all speaking in 
terms of friendship and cooperation, 
signifies the desire of men to live to- 
gether in peace and harmony. It is a 
symbol of friendship, of man’s indom- 
itable courage in his conquest of the air, 
and of faith that the good will which was 
recorded on this record 16 years ago may 
bring about an enduring peace in our 
time. 


GEORGIA IS A MAJOR DISASTER 
AREA 


Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, the Georgia delegation in Congress, 
the Governor, and many prominent citi- 
zens are doing their best to have the 
State of Georgia declared a major dis- 
aster area. Up to this time we have not 
been able to succeed. 

In more than 100 counties of Georgia 
the grain crop is practically destroyed. 
In many areas they will make less than a 
bushel of corn per acre. The pastures 
are ruined. The people with cattle have 
no feed and are compelled to sell the 
stock at disastrously low prices. 

Besides the great loss to the dairy 
farmers and cattle growers, cotton and 
other crops are a total loss in many 
areas, and in many other sections will 
run from 50 to 100 percent loss. 

In one of the cities in the district 
which I have the honor to represent the 
water supply is so low that the city offi- 
cials are seriously considering a complete 
shutdown of water service during certain 
hours of the Gay as a necessary conserva- 
tion measure. 

In many sections of the State this is 
the third drought year which has ruined 
many of the farmers. If the farmers in 
these areas are unable to get assistance 
they will be forced to give up their farms 
and seek employment elsewhere. 

Evidence of the need for assistance in 
my State was furnished by a recent sur- 
vey made by Hon. R. L. Vansant, State 
director of the Farmers’ Home Adminis- 
tration. He reported that at least 110 
Georgia counties should be declared 
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drought-disaster areas because of acute 
feed shortages. 

A blunt refusal to give aid, in view of 
the evidence of need, is not enough to 
satisfy the farmers with burnt-up crops, 
hungry cattle, and debts which they can- 
not pay. 

If Georgia is not entitled to be desig- 
nated as a major disaster area, then I 
am sure I do not understand what the 
law means. We cannot understand why 
some of the States have been declared 
disaster areas, and yet none of them have 
suffered the loss that the Georgia farm- 
ers have suffered. All we want is justice 
and equality with other States and com- 
munities, and if we cannot get this, why 
have the law? 


UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING 
FOR VOLUNTEERS 


Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
because of the confidence and depend- 
ence that many of us place in the 
printed word, and because the U. S. 
News & World Report is usually so ac- 
curate, I would like to call attention to 
a statement made on page 54 of the 
August 20 issue in which it says: 

Army training: If your youngster is de- 
bating whether to go from high school into 
college and take his chances there with the 
draft, or to get his military service over 
with first by volunteering, note this: 

The Army now is offering a written com- 
mitment that a boy who volunteers will get 
the kind of Army training he wants. He 
can take an aptitude test in his chosen 
field before he enlists, and, if he passes, get 
a letter of acceptance. It will tell him what 
Army school is holding a place for him and 
when to enlist to get his basic training 
over with in time to attend. 

Specialist schools: The Army offers school- 
ing in some 80 specialties. After getting 
through the school of his choice, the vol- 
unteer is guaranteed initial Army assign- 
ment in his specialty. Thus, if he wants 
to become, say, a physician or lawyer, he can 
get training as a medical corpsman or in 
the Judge Advocate General's department. 
And, when his service is over, he can use his 
rights under the GI bill to help finance his 
college education. 

Note, though, he serves 3 years if he 
volunteers, 2 if drafted. 


In order to secure a confirmation of 
the above statement of policy, I con- 
tacted the Office of Army Assignments 
in the Pentagon and there learnec that 
the above statements are not entirely 
accurate. While the Army is naturally 
seeking the best talent and if the military 
situation permits an attempt is made to 
give enlistees an opportunity to pursue 
courses of training which they select, 
nevertheless I am informed by this same 
office, the Army does not give a written 
commitment. Likewise, I was advised 
that there can be no guaranty of an 
initial Army assignment in a man's 
specialty. 

I feel that attention should be directed 
not only to the editors of the publication 
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in which the above statements occurred 
but that the attention of the Army 
should be directed to the dissemination 
of any information which is misleading 
in character. Members of Congress are 
aware of the fact that quite frequently 
our attention is directed to alleged 
statements made by recruiting person- 
nel who in their enthusiasm to obtain 
enlistments sometimes make statements 
which are used as the basis for obliga- 
tions which the Army cannot fulfill. 

In order that enlistees may be relieved 
of disappointment and Members of Con- 
gress spared the inconvenience and em- 
barrassment that accompanies our ef- 
forts to correct such misunderstandings, 
I feel that every effort should be made 
to police the dissemination and circula- 
tion of inaccurate statements involving 
recruiting policies of the Armed 
Services. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does 


that article reflect in any way on the 
Armed Services? 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I do not 
think it reflects on it. I think it states 
an inaccuracy. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Have 
you called the attention of the News to 
it? 

Mr, JONES of Missouri. 
not. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I won- 
dered if you intended to. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I will, sir. 


No, I have 


THE LATE HONORABLE CHARLES 
WARREN 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday there passed away 
the Honorable Charles Warren. He was 
86 years old and was a noted constitu- 
tional lawyer and author as well as a 
very distinguished citizen and native of 
Massachusetts. He was a great credit to 
his alma mater—Harvard College, where 
he won his Phi Beta Kappa key. He 
resided for many years in Washington. 
He was known and respected for his very 
fine work as Assistant Attorney General 
under President Wilson. While in that 
office, he drafted the Espionage Act and 
organized the Bureau of Investigation 
which later became the FBI. He was 
known for his brilliant mind and his 
eager and intelligent interest in every- 
thing that went on in the world. He 
was very loyal to the Democratie Party. 
He lived it and he breathed it and he 
thoroughly believed in it. 

Charles Warren's life most surely rep- 
resents what has been called the “three- 
fold function of a lawyer’’—adviser, rep- 
resentative, and advocate. The tradi- 
tions and common precepts of his pro- 
fession were held on a high plain. He 
found his highest honor in a deserved 
reputation. He was known for his fidel- 
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ity to private trust and to public duty. 
He was truly a patriotic and scholarly 
citizen of the United States. 

My husband and I were warm friends 
of Charles Warren and his lovely, gra- 
cious, and devoted wife. I will miss him 
more than I can say. His native com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts, the United 
States Capital and the country have suf- 
fered a great loss. My deepest sympa- 
thy goes to his beloved wife and family. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House tomorrow for 30 minutes, follow- 
ing the legislative business of the day 
5 any special orders heretofore en- 
ered. 


TO INCREASE BORROWING POWER 
OF THE COMMODITY CREDIT 
CORPORATION 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 9756) to 
increase the borrowing power of Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, with a Sen- 
ate amendment, and concur in the Sen- 
ate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: 

After line 9, insert: 

“Sec. 3. (a) Section 8e of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act (of 1933), as amended, 
and as reenacted and amended by the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, 
as amended, is amended by inserting after 
‘avocados’ a comma and the word ‘mangoes,’ 

“(b) The amendment made by this sec- 
tion shall become effective upon the enact- 
ment of this act or upon the enactment of 
the Agricultural Act of 1954, whichever oc- 
curs later.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


THE LATE HONORABLE PAUL W. 
SHAFER 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Wotcorr] is recognized. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, yes- 
terday it was my sad duty to inform the 
House and the Nation of the passing of 
our beloved and esteemed colleague, 
PauL W. SHAFER, of Michigan. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may place in 
the Recorp as part of my remarks a 
biography of Congressman SHAFER. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, Con- 
gressman PAuL W. SHAFER, 61, Republi- 
can, of Michigan, died at Walter Reed 
Army Hospital at 3:50 Tuesday after- 
noon. Congressman SHAFER had entered 
the hospital on August 5 and had under- 
gone surgery last Friday, for a chronic 
liyer condition. 

Announcement of Mr. SHAFER’s death 
was made by his office. 
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PauL W. SuHArer, Representative in 
Congress from the Third Michigan Dis- 
trict since 1937, was born in Elkhart, Ind., 
April 27, 1893, the son of John McClellan 
and Sarah C. (Werntz) Shafer. 

His parents moved to Three Rivers, 
Mich., when he was a child, and he was 
educated in the Three Rivers public 
schools. Later he was a student at 
Ferris Institute, Big Rapids, Mich., and 
studied law by correspondence with the 
Blackstone Institute, of Chicago. 

Mr. SHAFER was a member of the Indi- 
ana State militia in 1916-17. He served 
on the Mexican border but was rejected 
for military service during the First 
World War due to a physical disability. 

For many years Congressman SHAFER 
was a newspaperman, working as a re- 
porter in Elkhart, Ind., and with the 
Grand Rapids (Mich.) Herald, at the 
time the late Senator Arthur H. Van- 
denberg was editor. Later he was city 
editor of the Battle Creek (Mich.) Moon- 
Journal until his election in 1929 as 
municipal justice of the city of Battle 
Creek. He was reelected for a second 
4-year term and served until his elec- 
tion to Congress in 1936. 

Mr. SHAFER defeated incumbent Con- 
gressman Verner W. Main for the Repub- 
lican nomination in 1936, and in Novem- 
ber of that year was 1 of only 3 new 
Republican Members in the United States 
elected to Congress. He was reelected 
for eight consecutive terms, and on Au- 
gust 3 of this year was renominated 
without opposition as the Republican 
candidate for reelection. 

After early service on the District of 
Columbia and Post Office Committees of 
the House, Mr. SHAFER became a member 
of the Military Affairs Committee, con- 
tinuing as a member of the House Armed 
Services Committee at the time the Mili- 
tary and Navy Affairs Committees were 
combined. He was fourth-ranking Re- 
publican member of the Armed Services 
Committee at the time of his death, and 
was chairman of No. 1 subcommittee. 

Congressman SHAFER was author of 
the synthetic-rubber legislation which 
continued Government development and 
operation of the synthetic-rubber indus- 
try following World War II. Last year 
he was author of the synthetic-rubber- 
disposal legislation, and led the success- 
ful fight for its enactment by Congress. 
Under this act private industry is bid- 
ding competitively for acquisition of the 
synthetic-rubber facilities, final disposal 
subject to subsequent approval by the 
Congress. In May of last year, Mr. 
SHAFER, who was recognized as the lead- 
ing congressional authority on the syn- 
thetic-rubber industry, was the congres- 
sional adviser on the United States dele- 
gation to the 10th International Rubber 
Study Group Conference in Copenhagen, 
Denmark. 

As a member of the House Armed 
Services Committee, Mr. SHAFER was a 
leader in the successful fight against 
enactment of universal military training, 
subject of bitter controversy in Congress 
on at least three occasions during Presi- 
dent Truman’s administration. 

Mr. SHAFER was the first Member of 
Congress to publicly advocate with- 
drawal of diplomatic recognition of 
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Russia, and in a statement released only 
last Friday he warmly endorsed the re- 
cent testimony of Gen. Mark Clark urg- 
ing this step. Mr. SHAFER was also the 
first Member of Congress to publicly 
warn of the threat to peace posed by 
a divided Korea—a warning given in an 
address in Congress March 4, 1947. He 
was a personal friend of President Syng- 
man Rhee and in 1952 was named an 
honorary citizen of Korea. 

During the Republican 80th Congress, 
Mr. SHAFER was author of the Industrial 
Reserve Act, preserving Government 
ownership of vital defense plants and 
machine tools and preventing sale of 
92,000 pieces of machine tools to Soviet 
Russia. 

During the past year, Mr. SHAFER had 
devoted a great deal of effort to secur- 
ing military or other governmental utili- 
zation of the deactivated Percy Jones 
Army Hospital property in Battle Creek. 
As a result of his efforts this property 
was selected as the new headquarters of 
Federal Civil Defense Administration, 
which is transferring from Washington, 
D. C., to Battle Creek, September 1. 

Mr. SHAFER was married October 31, 
1917, to Miss Ila P. Mack, of Detroit. 
Mrs. Shafer died July 5 of this year in 
Battle Creek. The Shafers had no chil- 
dren. 

Mr. SHAFER is survived by two sisters, 
Mrs. H. Earl (Isabel) Kanaga, of Battle 
Creek, and Mrs, Frank (Florence) King, 
of Three Rivers, Mich.; and his mother- 
in-law, Mrs. Nora Mack, who had made 
her home with the Shafers. 

Mr. SHAFER was a Republican. He was 
an honorary member of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, of F, & A. M.—32d de- 
gree—and a past potentate of Saladin 
Temple, A. A. N. O. M. S. He was a 
member of Battle Creek Elks Lodge 
No. 32 and of the Lions International, 
and in 1932-33 was district governor of 
Michigan Lions. He was a Presbyterian. 

Mr. SHAFER was a resident of Battle 
Creek during his service in Congress ex- 
cept for a 2-year period from 1946 to 
1948 when he resided in Bronson, Mich., 
and owned and published the Bronson 
Journal, a weekly newspaper. 

Mr. Speaker, during the nine terms 
that PauL SHAFER served here he en- 
deared himself to all of us who knew 
him. He was one of the most friendly, 
forthright, honest-minded and intel- 
lectual men who has ever sat in this 
Congress. I have known Paul so well 
and so intimately throughout the years 
that words seem rather inadequate to 
characterize his life and his attainments. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that the House 
and the Nation will recognize the great 
loss we have suffered in the passing of 
PAUL SHAFER. There is an example to 
be gained from his life. In the inner- 
most reaches of our consciences and 
our hearts, I think everyone in his own 
way is cognizant of those lessons and 
wants to emulate the friendliness, love- 
liness, and greatness of this great Ameri- 
can. 

Mr, WOLCOTT. I now yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS]. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, with the 
passing of PAUL SHAFER I have lost one of 
my best friends. I do not know how to 
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express what is in my heart. The loss is 
beyond words. 

Paul's record of 18 years’ service in 
the House speaks for itself. It is a rec- 
ord written for all time. It bespeaks his 
ability as a legislator, and I know no 
Member who worked more diligently and 
more tirelessly in the interest of the peo- 
ple he represented. 

Paul served many years with me on 
the Committee on Armed Services. As 
every member of our committee will so 
willingly testify, he made a distinct con- 
tribution to the work of that great com- 
mittee, and he certainly will be sorely 
missed. 

I do not believe I ever knew a man 
who was so completely unselfish as PAUL 
SHAFER. He was always thinking of 
what he might do to help someone. His 
philosophy of life is well expressed in 
these words: 


If any little word of mine 
May make a life the brighter; 
If any little song of mine 
May make a heart the lighter; 
God help me speak the little word 
And take my bit of singing 
And drop it in some lonely vale 
And set the echoes ringing. 
If any little love of mine 
May make a life the sweeter; 
If any little care of mine 
May make a friend’s the fleeter; 
If any lift of mine may ease 
The burden of another; 
God give me love and care and strength 
To help my toiling brother. 


That was the way Paul. SHarer felt and 
it was the way PAUL SHAFER lived. I, to- 
gether with his many other colleagues 
and friends in the House, will sorely miss 
PAUL SHAFER. We extend to his relatives 
and friends our most sincere and heart- 
felt sympathy in this time of grief. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana IMr. 
HALLECK]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with my colleagues in an expression of 
deep personal sorrow at the passing of 
a dear friend, PAUL SHAFER. 

Although we have known him here 
in the Congress as a loyal son of Michi- 
gan who represented his people of the 
Third Congressional District there with 
high distinction, PAUL SHAFER was a 
Hoosier by birth, having been born, in 
fact, in the Third Congressional District 
of Indiana. 

His decision to leave my State was in- 
deed Indiana's loss and Michigan’s gain. 
Certainly, I would have been proud to 
have worked with him here as a fellow 
member of our fine Hoosier delegation. 

Paul came to the Congress shortly aft- 
er I did, and I shall remember him al- 
ways as one of my earlier friends in this 
Chamber. 

We were here together through those 
years when our side of this historic aisle 
was represented by a comparative hand- 
ful. 

It has been said that we are a part of 
all that we have met. 

I think that applies largely to the good 
we see in others, and having known PAUL 
SHAFER through the years of his career 
in the Congress, it is my conviction that, 
not only myself but the many others 
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here who knew him, are better men for 
the experience. 

Paul fought for his beliefs. 

He was a rugged, stalwart champion 
of the principles for which he stood as 
a Member of the Congress. 

That the people of Michigan who sent 
him down here respected his integrity 
and approved of his judgment is re- 
flected in their continued support of his 
work, year after year. 

It was my pleasure to learn, first hand, 
of the esteem and affection in which he 
was held by the people of his district. 

On several occasions I had the happy 
privilege of appearing, at his invitation, 
in the district Paul represented. 

The many demonstrations of admira- 
tion and confidence expressed on PAUL 
SuaFer’s behalf at such times by his 
friends and neighbors of Michigan must 
have been a source of tremendous grati- 
fication to him. 

Certainly they were rich reward for 
the many years he devoted to public 
service. 

I knew PAUL SHAFER as a generous and 
kind-hearted man here in the House of 
Representatives. 

But I came to appreciate the full ex- 
tent of his warm humanity during my 
occasional visits to his home and his 
district in Michigan. 

No one could have been a more con- 
siderate host. The hospitality he ex- 
tended left nothing to be desired in the 
realm of convenience and comfort. 

PauL SHAFER has made his mark in 
the Congress of the United States. 

As majority leader, I can testify to his 
overall contributions to the sum total of 
our program, but others can better set 
out the details of his labors. 

I want to offer my tribute to PAUL 
Suarer primarily, however, as a man 
who walked among us as flesh and blood; 
who worked with us; who concerned 
himself with the problems we faced; who 
enjoyed life with us. 

PAUL SHAFER was a great person. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAY- 
BURN]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WAMPLER). The gentleman from Texas 
is recognized. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
served with a great many men and 
women during my time in this body, and 
I have taken the measure of most of 
them. I consider PAUL SHAFER one of 
the best friends I had in the House of 
Representatives, and I know that he con- 
sidered me his friend. He was always 
kind and fine to me and to everybody 
else. He had a mixture in his makeup 
that attracted good people to him be- 
cause he himself was good people. 

In his passing I express my deep regret 
and trust that during the remainder of 
my life many Paul Shafers will come 
my way. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the distinguished Speaker of the 
House, the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, words cannot adequately ex- 
press the depth of my sorrow when a slip 
of paper was handed to me at the rostrum 
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yestreday afternoon, which gave notice 
of the death of PAUL SHAFER. 

To me he was a true and trusted friend 
of many years. His steady, stalwart 
support was a great encouragement 
through many hard and difficult years. 

Trained in the law, soldier, publisher, 
and businessman, he was well equipped 
for the congressional service to which he 
dedicated his life. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Armed Services, he contributed ma- 
terially to the work of building up the 
military defense of the country. He will 
be long remembered as the author of the 
legislation which permitted the country 
to be freed of dependence upon foreign 
sources for a vital rubber supply. The 
legislation he sponsored permitted the 
building up of the rubber plants of the 
United States. 

He was a sturdy opponent of commu- 
nism and he aggressively battled its in- 
filtration into American life. 

PAUL SHAFER, it can be truthfully said, 
was a great patriot, a sterling American, 
and the country is richer for his life. 

Those of us who knew the generous 
soul of PAUL SHAFER, his desire at all 
times to extend a helping hand to his 
legion of friends, are saddened at his 
untimely death. 

To his family we all extend our deepest 
sympathy in this hour of bereavement. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I should like to call attention to 
the fact that the remains of our beloved 
colleague, PAUL SHAFER, will be at Gaw- 
ler’s Funeral Home from 12 noon until 
9 p. m. today. Gawler’s Funeral Home 
is located just west of the White House 
on Pennsylvania Avenue. Funeral serv- 
ices will take place at 2 p. m. on Friday 
in the First Congregational Church at 
Battle Creek, Mich. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma [Mr. WICKERSHAM]. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, I, 
too, should like to pay tribute to PAUL 
SHAFER. Less than 2 weeks ago I had 
the privilege of going with PAUL SHAFER 
and MENDEL Rivers to Paul's home in 
Battle Creek, Mich. Paul asked that 
Mendel and I go with him. We went up 
there on a mission in the interest of the 
people of the country and particularly 
in the interest of the people of Michigan, 
in order to see that the Air Force did 
not put a base in the Traverse City area 
which might affect the National Music 
School which has done such a wonderful 
job. 

We made our report. I believe the re- 
port indicated that all three of us felt 
the school should not be disturbed and 
that the Air Force should look at one 
of three other locations. We worked 
pretty hard, and did a good job inspect- 
ing the proposed sights, but we took a 
little time off. Paul secured some fish- 
ing tackle and bait and told us to go 
and catch a few fish. 

Paul. SHAFER was one of the most 
charitable men I have ever known. He 
was well liked by all and as a member 
of the House Armed Services Commit- 
tee I am going to miss him greatly. 

He was a most capable, efficient, cour- 
teous, cooperative, loyal American. 
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Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
Brooks]. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I was greatly shocked yester- 
day afternoon when I received the news 
of the death of our beloved friend and 
colleague, PAUL SHAFER, It was 18 years 
ago when I came to the House of Repre- 
sentatives at which time I joined my 
friend and colleague, PAUL SHAFER. At 
that time we both became members of 
the House Military Affairs Committee 
which was later merged into the House 
Committee on the Armed Services. 

During all this period of time it has 
been my privilege to serve with Paul on 
that great committee. Our colleague 
was never one to treasure petty thoughts. 
He was always broad gaged, patriotic, 
forthright, honest and constructive in 
his attitude. 

I noticed the approach he took to all 
legislation that came before the com- 
mittee. I always felt that his interest 
was that of the United States as he 
approached the consideration of legisla- 
tion which would make our country 
safe and keep it independent of foreign 
influences. 

Congressman SHAFER gave unstint- 
ingly of his time and of his energies to 
the cause of national defense. He 
fought with great zeal and enthusiasm 
for those measures which would make 
our land safe from Communist aggres- 
sion and would give us the power to pre- 
serve our institutions and protect our 
homes. He helped nurture the program 
to produce synthetic rubber when syn- 
thetic rubber was used by this country to 
win World War II. As this industry grew 
into full bloom the time came when it 
was found advisable to return it to pri- 
vate enterprise. As chairman of a Syn- 
thetic Rubber Subcommittee of the 
House of Representatives, Paul plunged 
into a program of writing measures 
which would place this industry back in 
private ownership and yet yield to the 
United States the full value of the 
plants which had been built and owned 
by our Government. The legislation, 
although difficult in preparation, passed 
the House of Representatives and be- 
came the law of the land. 

Naturally, Mr. Speaker, I was deeply 
shocked, grieved and distressed when I 
received the news of his passing yester- 
day. He was a most affable gentleman, 
an able Congressman and a truly great 
American. 

I take this opportunity to extend my 
very heartfelt sympathy to members of 
his family in this dark, sad hour of their 
bereavement. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
O’Haral. 

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I am sure that there was none 
of my colleagues who was more shocked 
than I when I learned late yesterday 
afternoon of the death of our good 
friend, PAUL SHAFER. In the years which 
I have had the privilege of serving in 
this body I know of no Member of Con- 
gress who more deeply loved his country 
than did PAUL SHAFER. To me he was 
a great American patriot. He was one 
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who loathed hypocrisy and sham. He 
was intellectually honest, candid and of 
strong convictions—but tolerant of the 
views of his fellow men. He was one of 
the most kindly and one of the most 
friendly people; one who loved his 
friends. 

Certainly Paul was one whose door 
was always open to anyone who had a 
problem. His time was always at the 
disposal of his colleagues and their 
problems. Somehow I feel that Paul 
must have felt, after the death of his 
wife such a short time ago, that perhaps 
there was not too much left. I sensed 
after the funeral of his beloved wife that 
Paul’s health had failed materially. 
Certainly so long as I shall live I shall 
remember him for his deep sense of re- 
sponsibility to his country, for his deep 
devotion to his friends, for being the 
kind of an American whom I admired 
and respected. His memory I shall 
treasure so long as I may live. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Gavin]. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, it was with 
deep sorrow that I heard of the passing 
of our very good friend and colleague, 
PAuL W. SHAFER. 

The State of Michigan has lost one 
of its outstanding citizens and the Con- 
gress of the United States has lost a con- 
scientious and able legislator. 

PAUL SHAFER was a man who loved his 
country and his native State, and served 
them well. He was devoted to the inter- 
est of the people he represented, and he 
was sincerely and profoundly patriotic— 
a great American. 

He was greatly admired by all who 
knew him, and he had a host of friends; 
always glad to see one and considerate of 
everybody. The kind of man who added 
much to our daily lives by his kind words 
and deeds. 

His work in the House of Representa- 
tives, and on the Armed Service Commit- 
tee, was most useful and constructive, 
and his ability and resourcefulness were 
greatly respected. 

In a life such as his, perhaps the thing 
most to be admired was the fact that he 
was a devoted, patriotic American who 
contributed greatly to the building of his 
district, State, and Nation. 

He had a deep faith in the principles 
of liberty and free government. His one 
ambition was to preserve the principles 
and ideals of our great Nation and to 
hand on to the generations of tomorrow 
z greater America than was handed to 

m. 

So today we mourn his loss. He will 
be greatly missed, and it is with a feel- 
ing of deep sadness that we record his 
passing. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. DURHAM]. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
garded PAUL SHAFER as one of my very 
good friends. Paul and I have been as- 
sociated very closely for the past 16 years 
as a member of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee. I was first chairman of the 
Stockpiling Subcommittee for several 
years, and Paul was ranking Republican 
member. Then he was chairman of the 

subcommittee in the 80th Congress and 
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again I was minority member. Then 
again I took over as chairman of the 
subcommittee until 1952, and Paul again 
was given the chairmanship of this sub- 
committee, which, as we all know, has 
built up a tremendous stockpile in case 
of an emergency in this country. Paul's 
work on that has been outstanding. 

In the 80th Congress, he handled the 
rubber bill which was before that com- 
mittee for consideration. We worked it 
out in the subcommittee and very few 
changes were made when it was sent to 
the President. His work on that, if on 
that only, will stand out in his services 
here, and I know of no man who has 
rendered a finer service to his country 
during the emergency. 

There is a substance to the faith that 
individuals prosper and grow strong 
when that which is done by them con- 
tributes to the happiness and well-being 
of others. I have never in my life ex- 
perienced an example that more exem- 
plifies these words than PAUL SHAFER. 
He believed wholly in men and women 
who live in fine faith. 

He was one of the finest hosts I have 
ever known. I have often attended the 
functions where he gave so wholeheart- 
edly of his time and substance that we 
individual Members might enjoy our- 
selves. 

In the 16 years I have lived with Paul, 
he never at any time in that whole ex- 
perience did anything in a selfish way. 
He always felt that he had to give and 
take. He showed that he felt that way 
and he lived and proved it on our great 
Committee on Armed Services, where at 
times one necessarily had to give and 
take. 

I will miss Paul. He and I walked 
just a few days ago across to the House 
and sat down together. Having had an 
experience similar to what he recently 
underwent, I knew and felt what he was 
going through, and with what kind words 
I could say, I endeavored to give him 
what consolation I could. 

I will miss him. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. CUN- 
NINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, in 
the fall and winter of 1915-16 I was an 
embryo lawyer in Grand Rapids, Mich. 
PAUL SHAFER at the same time was a cub 
reporter for the Grand Rapids Herald. 
We met quite frequently in and around 
the courthouse and became quite close 
friends. We had several things in 
common. He was worrying about where 
he would get the money to pay the rent 
and buy the next meal. Ican assure you 
I was more worried than he was as to 
how I would get money for rent and 
meals. 

World War I caused the parting of our 
ways, and I never saw him again nor 
heard from him until we met on the 
floor of this House. Of course we recog- 
nized each other and renewed acquaint- 
ances and talked frequently of old times. 

Last fall as a member of the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services I had the privilege 
of going with him to California. It was 
our duty to determine which of several 
Army camps to close. We spent a night 
and a day at Fort Ord, and while there 
a private soldier drove us around the 
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camp. He was not from Michigan, PAUL 
SHAFER’s State. I know Paul never saw 
him before and never expected to see 
him again. We learned during a trip 
about the camp that this boy was greatly 
worried. His wife was in the hospital 
for an operation and he did not know 
how he was going to pay all his debts. 
‘When we left, PAUL SHAFER gave him $50. 
He turned to me and said, “Don’t you 
dare tell anyone I did it.” I did not, but 
I think death has unsealed my lips. I 
wonder how often PAUL SHAFER in his 
lifetime did things like that. I know 
there must have been many times. I 
know when he did it there at Fort Ord 
in California it was only one of many 
times that he did the same thing. I 
could go on and talk about his patriotism 
and his Americanism and his kindness— 
you all know that. We have lost a great 
man in PAUL SHAFER. My heart and 
sympathy goes out to his friends and his 
family. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
PRICE]. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I was 
shocked to learn late yesterday after- 
noon of the death of the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan, my very close 
and personal friend, the Honorable PAUL 
W. SHAFER. 

I became acquainted with PAUL SHAFER 
before I was elected as a Member of this 
House. When I came to Congress in 
1945, I was assigned to the Military Af- 
fairs Committee, and on that committee 
I came in close contact with him. Sub- 
sequently I served with him on the 
House Armed Services Committee. 

There has been a mutual bond of 
friendship between us. We served on 
many committee assignments together, 
and I had the good fortune of working 
closely with him on many important 
matters. He was an able and distin- 
guished Member of this House. His 
services were outstanding for the people 
of his district. 

Perhaps the outstanding work Mr. 
SHAFER performed was during his chair- 
manship of the special committee estab- 
lished by the House Armed Services 
Committee to study the synthetic rubber 
problem, He became an expert in this 
field. He worked many long hours in 
accumulating a vast amount of knowl- 
edge on this subject, which he made 
available to the committee and to the 
Congress. 

PAUL SHAFER was a newspaperman by 
profession. He owned and edited the 
Bronson Journal. He had long years of 
experience in this field. 

Pau. SHAFER will be missed by his 
many close friends and his associates 
here in Congress. His passing is a dis- 
tinct loss to the people of Michigan’s 
Third District, whom he served so well 
for 18 years. I have lost a personal 
friend in addition to a colleague. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. Rivers]. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, of course, 
we are all of us inadequate on an occa- 
sion of this character when the passing 
of a man of the stature and magnitude 
of PAUL SHAFER leaves a void in this Con- 
gress, which it has and will leave. As 
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the gentleman from Oklahoma has said, 
just very recently Paul and I and the 
gentlemen from Oklahoma [Mr. WIck- 
ERSHAM] went to Michigan to investi- 
gate sites for an airbase. On that trip- 
Paul was taken sick. Despite his in- 
capacity, he went forward and did his 
work. On the day after we arrived here, 
PauL SHAFER completed the report and 
each of us signed it and he finished his 
work. The very next day, our chair- 
man, Dewey SHORT, was returning from 
his victorious campaign and we sched- 
uled a meeting for him at the airport. 
Paul was so ill that he could not go. 
At our suggestion, he went to the hos- 
pital, I knew yesterday morning that 
he was not expected to survive. And, 
of course, the news came to me, as to you 
who did know it, not as a surprise. I 
have taken many trips with PAUL SHAFER. 
I recall one vividly which we took to 
Europe. On that occasion, I saw some 
of the things which the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] has told you 
about the character of the inan. He was 
a great patriot, and he died in the service 
of his country. Despite his incapacities 
and despite the constant sapping of his 
strength, which happens to each of you, 
and to me, because of the relentless duty 
of publie service that brings its toll to 
each of us, PAUL SHAFER was not an ex- 
ception. The loss of his wife, his con- 
stant companion, likewise brought its 
toll to that great man. PAUL SHAFER will 
be missed. He served his country. He 
never thought of himself. He did not 
realize— 

But such a tide as moving seems asleep, 

Too full for sound and foam, 
When that which drew from out the bound- 
less deep 
Turns again home. 


That time has come for PAUL SHAFER. 
His place will not be filled in the coming 
weeks and in the coming years. 

We have lost a great American. Our 
committee will miss him. His family 
will miss him. His State will miss him 
and the world will know that he lived 
and the world will miss him. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Coxe]. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
to my mind, compensation for service in 
this body stems principally from two 
sources: One, the opportunity that is 
given to each of us to render service to 
the people of the districts which we rep- 
resent, and in our own individual way to 
give the best of our judgment, our time, 
and our talents to that public service. 
The personal satisfaction which we gain 
from a service well done provides us an 
incalculable measure of compensation. 

The other source of compensation, 
which is of equal, if not greater value, is 
the opportunity of serving in this body 
with men and women of great character 
and integrity. PAUL SHAFER was one of 
such persons, Having worked with him 
for nearly 10 years on the Armed Services 
Committee, I came to recognize his char- 
acter, his genial personality, superior 
ability and talents. Although I was 
deeply shocked to learn of his sudden 
death on yesterday afternoon, although 
I mourn his passing and extend my deep 
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and sincere sympathy to his relatives, I 
confess that I am happy to have known 
PAUL SHAFER and to have had an oppor- 
tunity of working with him in this body. 
I feel that my own service, my own per- 
sonality, as I am sure each of the Mem- 
bers of this House feels, has been greatly 
enriched, greatly improved and benefited 
from having worked with PAUL SHAFER, 
having been exposed to his lovable and 
capable character. In that enrichment 
each of us can pass along in our future 
service a part of PAUL SHAFER himself. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, all of my congressional life I 
have been close to PAUL SHAFER. When 
I came here in 1943 I became a member 
of the Military Affairs Committee, of 
which he was a member. Then after 
unification came and we had the Armed 
Services Committee, I got to know him 
intimately. At the time of his death 
he was my seatmate on that committee. 

Pau. SHAFER was a man who had had 
a great deal of experience. He was ex- 
perienced in various human activities, 
all of which furnished a good background 
to make a great legislator. I think his 
personality is impressed upon the legis- 
lation involving the problem of rubber 
more than that of any other single in- 
dividual in the entire Congress. 

You never get to know a man, in my 
opinion, unless you sit next to him or 
take a trip with him. I have been on 
several trips with PauL SHAFER. One 
time we went on an extended trip to 
study the military hospital situation. 
We went to Battle Creek, Mich., and then 
on out to the Pacific coast. He was a 
wonderful man to travel with, a great 
companion. 

I think there is one thing that illus- 
trates how he was liked by people. Per- 
haps every Member of Congress has at- 
tended one of his annual parties. I only 
learned several years ago that the annual 
party he had and to which he invited 
almost all the Members of Congress and 
many other notable people was really a 
party that his friends in Battle Creek 
asked him to give so that they could come 
down here and with him meet the many 
friends he had in Congress. 

I really was not surprised when I heard 
about his death. As the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. Rivers] mentioned, 
it was the plan of Mr. SHAFER to have a 
few of us from his committee meet our 
chairman, DEWEY SHORT, when he re- 
turned several weeks ago from a primary 
campaign out in Missouri. We were to 
meet in Mr. SHAFER’s office, which we did. 
At that time he looked like he was feel- 
ing very badly. Mr. Blandford, one of 
our counsel, and myself practically or- 
dered him not to go down to the airport 
but to go to his apartment and lie down. 
In fact, Mr. Blandford took him up there 
and really got him to go to bed and rest. 

It impressed me that after his wife 
died he was a different individual. That 
event impressed itself on his physique in 
some way so that he became a sick man. 
He had told me about his wife's illness, 
and the fact that a so-called incurable 
disease in her case had been cured. He 
was very happy over this. We met al- 
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most daily in our committee room, and 
he would tell me how well his wife was 
and how happy it made him. When the 
opposite proved to be the truth I think it 
broke the man’s heart. 

As everyone here has said, he was a 
rugged, sturdy individualist; he was not 
afraid to express his views or to go alone 
if he had to in order to impress them on 
the legislation that was before us. 

Naturally, we all mourn the passing 
of a man and a friend of that kind. I 
extend to his loved ones and his friends 
my sincerest sympathy. 

The Congress can ill afford to lose such 
a competent legislator. Like many of my 
other colleagues, he worked too hard, 
and that may have paved the way for his 
final breakdown. I am proud to have 
known and worked with a man like PAUL 
SHAFER. He has set a standard that we 
can follow with pride and profit to our- 
selves. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, 
Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
am sure every Member of this House has 
felt a great sense of loss in the passing 
of our colleague, PAUL SHAFER, because to 
know PAUL SHAFER was to love him. He 
had about him a friendliness and a hu- 
man touch that made all of his col- 
leagues his personal friends, and he ex- 
tended to each of us that warm personal 
friendship that so personified him. 

PAUL SHAPER and I served together in 
this House for 16 years. We were often 
mistaken for each other. Just yester- 
day, a few hours before he passed on, 
a policeman here at the Capitol spoke to 
me, and said “Good morning, Congress- 
man SHAFER.” Being mistaken for each 
other at times created many humorous 
situations that Paul and I enjoyed very 
much. 

PAuL SHAFER loved life, and he loved 
the men about him. He had a sense of 
humor few men have, and it was a joy 
and a pleasure always to be in his com- 
pany. 

We shall all miss him, his humor, and 
his words of friendship in the days 
ahead. But PauL SHAFER had another 
side. 

He was a man of great courage and of 
great ability. He performed exception- 
ally important services for this country. 
We were proud to follow his leadership 
in a number of serious matters which 
came before this House. I want especi- 
ally to refer to the great work he did for 
the Government of the United States 
and for the American people in connec- 
tion with the rubber problem which was 
a real national problem, as you know, 
a few short years ago. 

As evidence of how his leadership was 
recognized, not only in the Halls of Con- 
gress, but throughout the entire coun- 
try and in the industry, I would like very 
much to read in conclusion a telegram 
which just reached the Speaker of the 
House a few moments ago: 

New Tonk, N. Y., August 18, 1954. 
Hon. JOSEPH MARTIN, 
Speaker of the House, 
United States Capitol. 

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: In the death of the 
Honorable. Paul, W. SHAFER the Nation and 
the House suffered the loss of a most able 
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and respected legislator. The entire rubber 
manufacturing industry shares this loss in 
a very great degree. Congressman SHarer’s 
energetic and imaginative leadership in 
seeking a solution to the Nation’s difficult 
rubber problems over the past decade has 
earned him the complete respect and ad- 
miration of all concerned in the production, 
processing, and use of this strategic raw ma- 
terial. This industry stands especially in 
his debt for the tireless personal drive which 
he put behind the Rubber Act, which bears 
his name, and the Synthetic Rubber Facili- 
ties Disposal Act, which stands as a bi- 
partisan legislative memorial to his deep- 
rooted belief in the American system of pri- 
vate initiative. 
A. L. VILES, 
President, The Rubber Manufactur- 
ers Association, Inc, 


May I say to Mr. Viles, to all the rub- 
ber industry, and to all the American 
people, that we who served with PAUL 
SHAFER recognized his ability and his 
greatness and the contributions which 
he made to our national wealth. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. EBERHARTER]. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Many comments that have been made 
this morning with reference to our de- 
parted colleague, Mr. SHAFER, demon- 
strate in true measure the sterling char- 
acter of our late friend. The sincerity 
and emotion with which these eulogies 
have been expressed cannot help but im- 
press everyone with the fine ability, the 
exceptional character and the great 
qualities of PauL SHAFER. 

I deem it one of the great advantages 
of my membership in the House to have 
counted PAUL SHAFER as one of my per- 
sonal friends. I remember him well on 
all occasions I was with him as being a 
man who undoubtedly possessed great 
ability, a keen sense of distinction be- 
tween what was morally right and mor- 
ally wrong, a deep knowledge of funda- 
mental facts of life, and a willingness to 
energetically tackle any problem with 
which he was faced. His genial person- 
ality, his ever-ready smile, his great abil- 
ity for anecdotes and the telling of hu- 
morous stories will long be remembered. 
I know the Congress is better for having 
had PAUL SHAFER as a Member, our coun- 
try is better because of his life, his dis- 
trict is a better one because of his un- 
selfish service to it; and all of us mourn 
his passing, very, very much. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, this is the sixth time since it 
became my privilege to come here in 1935 
that Michigan has lost a Member of the 
House. 

Preceding the passing of our colleague, 
Mr. SHAFER, there was Henry Kimball, of 
Kalamazoo, a fine public servant whom 
some of youmay remember. Then there 
was Mr. Main, who came from the Third 
District directly prdgeding Mr. SHAFER. 
In fact Mr. Main later lost out in the pri- 
mary to Mr. SHAFER. Then there was our 
distinguished colleague from Grand 
Rapids, Mr. Mapes, for many years as- 
sistant party leader under Mr. Snell and 
beloved by every Member of the House, 
who was succeeded by Mr. Jonkman, 
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a most respected and able representative 
of the district now being so well 
represented by the capable, hard work- 
ing Mr. Forp. Some day he should repre- 
sent the State in the Senate if he so 
desires. Then there was our very dear 
colleague who served so long and so well, 
Roy Woodruff. Just before that we lost 
Fred Bradley from the northern part of 
the lower peninsula. He had a wide 
working practical and technical knowl- 
edge of shipping. Our colleague, Mr. 
Knox, came here from that district after 
CHARLES Potter went to the Senate. 

It has been an honor as well as in- 
structive to have had the opportunity of 
serving with these able patriotic men 
from Michigan. At one time and until 
death took its toll Michigan held five of 
the 19 chairmanships of the House. 
All of that brings to my mind again 
the fact that while we try to serve and do 
serve, we are only here for a very, very 
short time. It is fortunate, indeed, that 
the resources of the country are such 
that there is always someone coming on 
who can carry on. That fact gives a goal 
to strive for, an opportunity to set a 
standard of service. 

It is doubtful if either in our social or 
recreational activities the desires of our 
colleague and my own ever ran parallel. 
We had little in common in those fields 
except that we both loved to fish. But 
in our political views and convictions we 
were very close together. In some ways 
we were very close. When Paul came 
here and our wives were home for a few 
weeks, Paul and I went shopping and 
bought the furniture for both our apart- 
ments; and we made it stick. So far as 
I know Mrs. Shafer still had that furni- 
ture in the apartment here when she 
passed on less than 40 days ago. That 
was a loss, in my opinion, which had a 
great deal to do with Paul's passing, be 
cause he was certainly discouraged and 
brokenhearted over it. He not only lost 
his “better half”—he lost two-thirds of 
his existence. 

We moved into adjoining apartments. 
Permit me to show you how conscien- 
tious he was. When he first came here, 
some of you will recall that the Town- 
send issue was up. We lived in adjoining 
apartments on Pennsylvania Avenue. 
Mrs. Hoffman and I went across the hall 
one evening and went into the apart- 
ment occupied by the Shafers. There 
sat Paul. He was a big man, as you will 
recall; big in many ways, in all ways 
that I know, he was big. In understand- 
ing, in kindliness, in generosity, he was 
big. There that evening he sat with his 
shirt off, his chest, his back all broken 
out in red blotches. Mrs. Hoffman said, 
“For heaven’s sake, Paul, what is the 
matter with you?” Well, he was in 
trouble. He was in what to him at the 
time was deep trouble. His wife spoke 
up and said, “Well, Paul is worrying over 
the Townsend plan.” 

I believe it is the hives that you get 
when you have a nervous disorder. Paul 
was worried to the point where he was 
sick. He was sick in body—in mind. 
He was new to the game. He was de- 
termined to do the right thing. He just 
did not know what to do. He did not 
want to make a wrong decision. If we 
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all would on all occasions strive as did 
Paul to reach a correct conclusion we 
would have better legislation. 

We were so close together that some- 
times when Paul came on the floor of 
the House after my name had been call- 
ed on the roll, he would say to me, “How 
did you vote?” I would say, “I voted 
aye.” He would say, “Yes; you did.” 
And then he would proceed to vote “No.” 
He knew deep down in his heart that 
that had been my vote, because our con- 
victions were much the same. He knew, 
as he told me, that I was trying to kid 
him. We thought alike in many, many 
ways; practically in all ways in legisla- 
tive matters. I could have left my 
proxy with him, if that were possible, 
and he could have left his with me, and 
there would have been little if any fault 
found when the votes were cast. 

Some thought that he was slow to 
make up his mind, to come to a conclu- 
sion. He was at times. And why? Be- 
cause, before he made a decision, he 
wanted to have the facts. He was de- 
termined to get them. Then he wanted 
time to think over the situation. To 
weigh what might be the result. But 
once made up, his mind was not very 
easily changed. He adhered to his con- 
victions—there was no faltering for the 
sake of political expediency. 

Yes, the State has lost an able, con- 
scientious and faithful public servant. 
We have lost a good friend. 

That he may have known the end 
might soon come—because his greatest 
strength and encouragement had been 
lost when his wife passed on—just a few 
days before he went to Walter Reed he 
wrote his will, called from my office 
two of the secretaries who came with 
me from Michigan 20 years ago and 
whom he knew, liked, and respected, 
Miss Boyer and Mrs. Zue, and honored 
them by asking them to serve as wit- 
nesses. 

May he rest in peace, secure and happy 
again in the companionship of the wife 
who was his anchor, his compass, his 
ever source of encouragement, his 
refuge when in doubt. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas IMr. 
FISHER]. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I join in 
mourning the passing of a great Ameri- 
can, PAUL SHAFER. I, too, like others, 
have known him well for a good many 
years.. I served with him on the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

I served under his chairmanship on 
the Surplus Rubber Disposal Committee. 
I saw him tested on many occasions 
when questions of public interest were 
involved, and I always saw him equal to 
the occasion, thinking first of the wel- 
fare of the country, of the public good. 
I saw him on many occasions always 
fighting for the principle of free enter- 
prise and private enterprise system, as 
opposed to unnecessary public owner- 
ship. 

He was a truly great man, one of the 
great men I have known since I have 
served in the House of Representatives. 
I can well understand, and I join in the 
tributes that have been paid to him with 
respect to his character, to his interest 
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in the simple affairs of individuals, to 
his kindly, understanding attitude about 
everything that came along, as far as 
the other man was concerned. He was a 
truly great man. I know the whole Na- 
tion is just a little bit colder because his 
heart has grown cold in death. I know 
that the world is just a little bit darker 
because his light has gone out. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Massachusetts 
[Mrs. ROGERS]. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I was deeply shocked late yes- 
terday to hear of the passing of PAUL 
SHAFER. He has not died. His spirit 
has not died. It will live on. A person 
like PAUL SHAFER does not die when his 
body goes. We know that his spirit lives 
on. The courage of the man, the ability 
of the man, will never be forgotten. 

I remember about 2 weeks ago I was 
sitting on a bench in the lobby with him, 
and he was describing his sorrow over 
his wife’s illness and her passing. He 
spoke of the great sufferings she had. 
Yesterday it came to me that he must 
himself often have been in pain and 
suffered greatly during the past month 
and probably the past year, yet he never 
complained. 

While we were sitting there he spoke 
of two Army men who had not been 
given what he felt was a square deal, 
He said, “Next year we will see that jus- 
tice is done to them.” 

Then I asked to make a statement at 
a subcommittee hearing he was holding 
a very short time ago. He was busy 
and probably harassed, but he arranged 
for that statement to go into the RECORD. 

I always was impressed with the great 
courage of the man, his doing what he 
thought was right. He was a rugged 
individualist. His yea was yea and 
his nay was nay. If he felt a thing 
was right he fought for it no matter 
who wanted it or did not want it, whether 
it was the President of the United States 
or other Members of Congress. The 
thing that he thought was right he 
fought for, and I believe he died for, 
because he was a tremendous worker. 

It is hard to think of the House with- 
out PAUL SHAFER, without his humor and 
his kindliness, and his cheering up of 
the Members. When the going was hard, 
and in Congress often the going is hard 
and you do not get what you want, 
he was equal to any occasion. I know 
of his intense interest in the national 
defense and in our national and inter- 
national affairs. He had very strong 
convictions about how national and in- 
ternational affairs should be carried on, 
about how to go about defeating the 
things that should be defeated and sup- 
porting the measures that should be 
voted for. Coupled with his deep con- 
victions was his untiring effort to build 
a strong national defense. To accom- 
plish this he traveled thousands and 
thousands of miles in many countries 
of the world. 

He was an outstanding Member of the 
great and strong Michigan delegation. 

My sympathy goes out to all members 
of his family and friends and to all of 
et We shall never forget 
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Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from California IMr. 
MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I knew PAUL SHAFER. It was 
my privilege to serve with him on the 
Committee on Armed Services, and a 
more humane, more lovable man I do 
not think has ever sat in this House. 
Above and beyond that, he was a great 
legislator. He knew the problems of the 
Armed Services and took an intense in- 
terest in the welfare and the defense of 
this country. I, for one, have suffered a 
great personal loss by his passing, but 
the personal loss that all of us who knew 
him and loved him for the man that he 
was have suffered does not compare with 
the loss that the country suffers through 
his absence on a committee charged 
with the defense and preservation of 
America, 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
JENSEN]. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with my colleagues in all the wonderful 
tributes that have just been paid to our 
departed colleague, PAUL SHAFER. I came 
to the Congress at the same time PAUL 
SHAFER did, 16 years ago. We became 
great friends. PAUL SHAFER was an easy 
man to understand. He had no hard 
crust which covered up the real PAUL 
SHAFER, He said what he thought, and 
he meant what he said. He was a seri- 
ous man when seriousness was in order. 
Then, at other times, he was jovial and 
humorous. I have laughed many times 
at his pranks as have other Members 
of the Congress. Paul liked people. It 
was his nature to enjoy good comrade- 
ship. Paul had the courage of his con- 
victions. We have seen PAUL SHAFER 
stand in the well of this House on many 
occasions and say some things which at 
the time did not sound popular, but that 
mattered not to PAUL SHAFER because he 
always said what was in his heart and in 
that great mind of his. 

The district which he had the honor 
to represent has lost a great Representa- 
tive. The Nation has lost an able, patri- 
otic public servant, and I have lost a 
friend. We shall all miss him. My 
heart goes out to his relatives. 

“Goodby, Paul; God rest your soul.” 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Mc- 
InTIRE]. 

Mr. McINTIRE. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been said that there are times when 
words are utterly inadequate in ex- 
pressing those sentiments deeply felt. 
And this time—when we hear of the 
passing of our colleague and good friend 
PAUL SHAFER—is one such an occasion, 

I came to know PAUL SHAFER on Jan- 
uary 8, 1952, the day I was sworn in as 
a Member of this body to fill the vacancy 
created by the death of the Honorable 
Frank Fellows. Frank Fellows was be- 
loved by a multitude of those here pres- 
ent, being especially beloved by our now 
deceased colleague. And the afterglow 
of that superb association established a 
quick bond of friendship between PAUL 
SHAFER and me. My regret is that only 
too brief was that period of time in which 
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I was privileged with his true friendship 
and sound counsel. 

PAUL SHAFER was a blend of many fine 
qualities, but there can exist no accurate 
definition of the man for he was greater 
than the sum of all his parts. He con- 
tributed much to his colleagues and to 
the legislative endeavors in this Cham- 
ber, and because his presence meant so 
very much, his absence will be all the 
more deeply felt. 

To his family I extend my deep sym- 
pathy in their great loss. To them—as 
to all of us—the memory of all the fine 
things that Paul SHAFER was will always 
be a cherished one. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Rooney]. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I was 
deeply shocked last night when I learned 
of the passing of our colleague, PAUL 
SHAFER. 

I came to know PAUL SHAFER quite in- 
timately 10 years ago, when I had the 
pleasure of serving with him on the 
House Committee on Military Affairs. 
As many of those present may recall, 17 
members of that committee visited the 
western and the Italian fronts on a 6 
weeks’ arduous inspection tour of our 
Armed Forces on those fronts. Circum- 
stances threw together the distinguished 
gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. CLIFF 
Davis, PAUL SHAFER, and me. Our im- 
mediate warm friendship has continued 
ever since. Over the years, I had many, 
many pleasant hours with PAUL SHAFER, 
Within the recent few weeks Paul was 
much interested in the matter of the 
transfer of civil defense headquarters 
from the District of Columbia and Olney, 
Md., to Battle Creek, Mich. I promised 
Paul that I would go along with him on 
this, and our last conversation was had 
just before he went out to Walter Reed 
Hospital, downstairs in the House res- 
taurant. 

How ironic it is that on yesterday, the 
supplemental appropriation bill con- 
ference report was adopted here in the 
House, and by its terms Paul's wishes 
with regard to this item were carried out. 
Within a few hours thereafter, Paul was 
no longer with us. 

PAUL SHAFER was a great and distin- 
guished man. He was a man with a keen 
sense of humor. He was kindly. He 
was also highly intelligent and the type 
of gentleman whom no one could put 
anything over on. He knew life and he 
knew people. I think he had as many, 
if not more, friends on both sides of the 
aisle in this House of Representatives 
than any other Member, at least in my 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion may I sin- 
cerely say that this Nation has lost an 
able legislator and a fine American. The 
State of Michigan and the people of the 
congressional district represented by 
Paul. SHAFER have lost their very capable 
Representative in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. I have lost a true and 
kindly friend. Paul has joined his wife 
in God's loving care, but he will continue 
to live in the hearts of his host of friends. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
LMr. PHILBIN]. 
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Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, the shock- 
ing news of the untimely passing of our 
dear friend and colleague, Congressman 
PAUL W. SHAFER, of Michigan, has cast a 
Shadow of deep grief upon this body. It 
was only a few days ago that he was here 
with us—friendly and cheerful, as was 
his way, beaming cordiality, humor and 
goodwill everywhere in our midst. 

And now almost as swiftly as a summer 
breeze he has gone to “that land from 
whose bourn no traveler ever returns.” 

He had graced and honored this dis- 
tinguished House for 18 years past. Of 
great ability and indomitable purpose, 
he labored faithfully and devotedly for 
the great causes in which he believed. 
He was a great American, a far-sighted 
statesman keenly aware of the needs of 
our common country, and vitally con- 
cerned with protecting its precious insti- 
tutions. He was a man of conviction 
and courage, who stood steadfastly by 
his principles. Keen of intellect, stal- 
wart in his patriotism, inflexible in the 
fiber of his Americanism, dedicated to 
his public duties, Pau. SHAFER made a 
deep impress upon the people of his dis- 
trict, State and Nation, and compelled 
the respect, esteem and admiration of all 
who knew him. 

It was my great privilege to serve with 
PauL SHAFER originally on the House 
Military Affairs Committee, and subse- 
quently on the House Armed Services 
Committee, and I came to have highest 
regard for his qualities as an able, faith- 
ful public servant, as a noble, human be- 
ing, and as a man of strong character, 
inspired loyalties and warm friendships. 

PAUL SHAFER Made many contributions 
while he was in Congress, not only to the 
national defense, the prosperity of our 
national economy but to the well-being 
of the Nation as a whole which accord 
him high rank among our colleagues and 
compatriots of this troubled era. They 
are too numerous to recite here, but it is 
well to note the range, character and 
effectiveness of this good man’s devoted 
service. 

His accomplishments and achieve- 
ments are many and varied and reflect 
the highest standards of statesmanship. 
But over and above all these, over and 
above his legislative labors and his dili- 
gent committee work, his constant con- 
cern for his constituents, and his mili- 
tant application to the great cause of 
national defense—great as all these were, 
and they will be appropriately recorded 
by time—Pavut Suarer greatly distin- 
guished himself here by the quality and 
the warmth of his friendships. He was 
approachable, gracious, considerate of 
everyone. He was eager to help when- 
ever he could. He had a superb sense 
of humor and an artistry for “spinning 
the yarn” that made him beloved in the 
House. Above all was his inflexible loy- 
alty to his friends—a loyalty that sprung 
from a generous, noble heart and that 
never wavered whether in calm or 
storm—steadfast and true to the end. 

PAuL SHAFER brought good nature, 
good humor, geniality and the spirit of 
friendliness wherever he moved. He 
loved life and he loved to live and serve 
and that is why his early departure from 
his friends must have been bitter indeed. 
But he also loved to help and to encour- 
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age. He loved his fellow man and his 
friends and he enjoyed the close friend- 
ship of a great many members of this 
House, who were profoundly attached to 
him because of his winning personality, 
gracious manner and sterling personal 
qualities. 

His family, the Congress, his district 
and the Nation have sustained a truly 
irreparable loss in the early passing of 
this beloved figure and able, devoted 
statesman. To his bereaved family and 
friends, I extend my most heartfelt sym- 
pathy and I join them in mourning one 
so fundamentally good, so wholeheart- 
edly just, so resolutely devoted to his 
family, his friends and his country. 

There is a special sorrow of great poig- 
nancy in Paul’s sorrowful passing for our 
very distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee and dear 
friend, the gentleman from Missouri, 
Congressman Dewey SHORT, because be- 
tween these two men there existed for 
years a close, unbreakable bond of 
friendship that was known to and ad- 
mired by every person in this House. 
These two great colleagues of ours 
worked together for great national ob- 
jectives. They were inseparable com- 
panions. Damon and Pythias could 
never possibly excel them in the depth 
and fervor of their friendship for one 
another. This close bond, in existence 
for many years, is thus broken so far as 
this earthly sphere is concerned. 

PAUL SHAFER has gone to his eternal 
reward of peace and happiness with his 
Maker. DEWEY SHORT remains to serve 
our country with ability, courage and 
brilliance, I hope and pray, for many 
years tocome. To him, as well as to the 
bereaved family I extend my most sin- 
cere and heartfelt sympathy, because he 
has lost one of God’s most precious gifts, 
one of man’s most cherished posses- 
sions—a true and dear friend. This 
House has lost a great leader, the Nation 
a peerless statesman. Many of us have 
lost a dear and valued friend. I deeply 
lament his passing. 

May his immortal soul rest in peace. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DONDERO]. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, some- 
one has aptly said that friends are those 
who know all about you and love you still. 
Having served here in this room with 
PAUL SHAFER for 18 years I think I am 
one of the many Members of the House 
who can say: I know all about him and 
loved him still. 

I loved him for the man that he was, 
an able legislator, a great citizen of our 
State, and a great servant of the Nation. 

If I were to be asked what his two out- 
standing characteristics were I think I 
would have to say they were his generous 
impulses, and the friendship that he held 
for those with whom he served and those 
that he knew. He was the type of man 
who would pluck a thistle and plant a 
flower wherever he thought a flower 
would grow. 

I say he was a man of generous im- 
pulses, and like many of you, I was the 
recipient of many acts of kindness and 
generosity on his part through the years. 
I came to know him well. We had much 
to do in common here in this body. 
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He was a man who never failed to 
serve the people he represented here with 
diligence and zeal, and in this session of 
the Congress he came to me with friends 
from Battle Creek, Mich., because there 
were some public projects there to urge. 
He pressed the cause of his people and 
urged that which the Federal Govern- 
ment might do to benefit them. 

I say that he served his people with 
zeal and with diligence. He was a con- 
scientious man and I think what pleased 
him most was the doing of a kindly turn 
or a generous act for some one of us 
here on this floor. 

We are going to miss him. He leaves 
a lonely place here in this Chamber. The 
people of his district will have to search 
a long time before they can find a man 
who can fill his place with the same de- 
gree of ability and conscientiousness 
PAUL SHAFER gave to his district, to his 
State, and to his Nation. We shall miss 
him. He was a great and distinguished 
American. 

I extend my sincere sympathy to his 
family and to his friends in this the 
hcur of their loss. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Michigan 
[Miss THOMPSON]. 

Miss THOMPSON of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I was greatly grieved to hear of 
the passing of PAUL SHAFER yesterday. 
He was a great man and a fine Congress- 
man. 

I shall always remember when I came 
to this Congress in 1951. I did not know 
a single soul. I walked into the House 
dining room the first morning for break- 
fast and there was PAUL SHAFER to greet 
me, to welcome me, and to take me to 
breakfast. He has always been my 
friend and I have always felt that I 
could go to him no matter what the 
problem might be from that time on. 

His good wife passed away on the 5th 
day of July. On the 5th day of August 
I spoke to him out in the Speaker’s lobby. 
He told me then he was going to the 
hospital and added, “I won't be here 
long, Ruth.” 

I think he had a premonition. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Forp]. 

Mr.FORD. Mr. Speaker, in the pass- 
ing of our colleague, PauL SHAFER, his 
congressional district, the State of Mich- 
igan and the Nation have lost a great 
public servant. His long and illustrious 
career in this body will leave an indelible 
mark for those who follow to seek to 
surpass. I doubt if anyone who follows 
him will serve as long or as well. Cer- 
tainly, his successors will be challenged 
by Paul's fine record. 

Many of those who have spoken on 
this sad occasion today have recalled in- 
cidents in our joint service in this body 
of the many fine things that PAUL SHAFER 
did for all of us. In January of 1949, 
the first day I officially walked into this 
chamber, the first person I met was PAUL 
SHAFER and for the next hour he made 
it his business to introduce me to many 
of his countless friends that he had 
among the membership of the House of 
Representatives. I was amazed and 
dumfounded at the number of friends 
he had, the fine feeling that everybody 
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had for PAUL SHAFER. I have never for- 
gotten and will always cherish the time 
that Paul took on that day to acquaint 
me with my colleagues and his friends. 

Much has been said about Paul's 
superb record. I doubt if we can add 
much to that at this point. His record 
speaks for itself and always will. 

In closing let me reemphasize and re- 
iterate that our beloved colleague was a 
real friend, a true patriot and an out- 
standing Member of the Congress. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, 
CEDERBERG]. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with deep sorrow that I Leard of the 
death of PAUL SHAFER. 

I have always considered Paul a very 
personal friend, and his sudden passing 
has come as a real shock to me, as it has 
to all Members of the Michigan delega- 
tion and the entire Congress. 

Paul served his district and the entire 
Nation efficiently and wisely and his 
keen judgment and pleasing personality 
will certainly be missed in the Halls of 
the Congress. 

I have many times discussed various 
matters with him and I have always 
found him to be most considerate, 
friendly, and fair. His opinions I valued 
highly. 

The passing of his dear wife a few 
weeks ago had a very telling effect on 
Paul, and I have no doubt that it has- 
tened his own death. 

Throughout his entire life he has ded- 
icated himself to serving his community, 
his State and the Nation. Through his 
untiring efforts I believe it can be truly 
said by all who have been in contact 
with him that their lives have been en- 
riched by his personality and ideals. 
Certainly it is true that it has been a 
better world for Paul having been with 
us and his memories will be cherished 
by us through the coming years, for he 
was indeed a true American patriot. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, 
MEADER]. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, itis hard 
to believe that the friendly smile and the 
ready wit of PAuL SHAFER will not be 
with us any more. 

I feel particularly sad about PAUL 
SHAFER’s passing because, in many ways, 
he was closer to me than was any other 
Member of this body. We served ad- 
joining congressional districts; but more 
than that, my father, as a Methodist 
minister in the State of Michigan, 
preached in many of the communities 
in PAUL SHAFER’s congressional district, 
and was very well acquainted with him, 

I shared the experience of the gentle- 
man who preceded me, Mr. Forp, of being 
a beneficiary of the friendliness and help- 
fulness of PauL SHAFER upon my arrival 
as a Member of this body and my intro- 
duction through him to his many friends 
in the House. 

I recall especially how Paul was in- 
strumental in my making my maiden 
speech on the floor of the House. I had 
discussed with him one aspect of the re- 
negotiation bill which was up early in 
the 82d Congress and urged him to 
offer an amendment to that bill. Be- 
fore I knew it, he had written out the 
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amendment, sent it to the Clerk’s desk in 
my name, and I was on my feet making 
the speech, wholly unexpectedly. 

We are going to miss PAUL SHAFER. I 
regard it as a great privilege to have 
served with him as one of his colleagues 
from the State of Michigan. 

(By unanimous consent (at the request 
of Mr. Wotcotr), Mr. Knox was given 
permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD). 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. Speaker, while all of 
us here knew that PAUL SHAFER had been 
ill for some time, news of his death came 
as a distinct shock. 

In his passing the Nation has lost a 
valuable Representative in the United 
States Congress. The State of Michigan 
has lost one of its hard-working, faithful, 
and devoted public servants. 

I knew Paul for a number of years 
before coming to Congress, and always 
found him ready to be of any help when 
called upon. He was absolutely sincere 
and frank at all times. Just last week I 
called Paul, asking him to meet with 
some of my constituents. It was then 
that he told me he was going to the hos- 
pital for a few days. When later I 
checked with his office to inquire how he 
was, I was told he was still in the hos- 
pital and he just wanted a complete rest. 
Paul is now having eternal rest, and 
may he be at peace. 

(By unanimous consent (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Wotcorr), Mr. BENTLEY was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the Recorp.) 

Mr. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, like all 
of my colleagues here in the House, I was 
inexpressibly shocked and saddened to 
learn late yesterday of the tragic death 
of our beloved PauL SHAFER. I cannot 
remember when any recent event has 
moved me as much. 

Although I did not have the pleasure 
of Paul’s friendship as long as older 
Members of the House, I have cherished 
that friendship ever since coming to 
Congress at the beginning of last year. 
Paul always acted the part of a genial 
friend to us freshmen, particularly to 
those from his own State of Michigan. 
He was never too busy to discuss our 
problems with us and to give us the bene- 
fit of his years of experience here in the 
House. 

Not only the people of Michigan but 
the entire country will miss PAUL SHAFER. 
He was an invaluable member of the 
Committee on Armed Services where he 
continually fought for the principles of 
economy in our Defense Establishment 
while at the same time insisting upon 
Armed Forces that would be adequate 
for the defense of this country. He was 
also a fearless and determined fighter 
against communism, both here and 
abroad, and had done considerable re- 
search into the problems of domestic 
subversion, much of the results of which 
have already been made known. His 
passing is a very real loss to the Congress 
and to our Federal Government. 

I recall when I was lying wounded on 
the floor of the House last March 1 see- 
ing Paul bending over me, his kindly face 
grave and concerned. I remember his 
telling me later when I had recovered 
and returned to Congress that he never 
thought he would see me alive again, 
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How little did I dream when I last saw 
him a few brief days ago that our roles 
would be reversed and that I was looking 
upon him for the last time. 

When his dear wife died a few weeks 
ago all of us consoled with Paul in his 
grief. The devotion of this couple had 
been close and lasting throughout the 
years. I can well imagine that Paul did 
not care to survive her for long. 

Mr. Speaker, I extend my heartfelt 
condolences not only to the people of 
Michigan’s Third Congressional District 
for the very real loss which they have 
suffered but to all the people of my State 
for the loss of a valued and true public 
servant who will be difficult, if not im- 
possible, to replace. To his friends and 
relatives my sympathy also goes. PAUL 
SHAFER was a real asset to his community, 
his State, and his country. It is a great 
and sorrowful event which has taken him 
from our midst. 

(By unanimous consent (at the request 
of Mr. Wotcort), Mr. OAKMAN was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. OAKMAN. Mr. Speaker, as a 
freshman Member of the 83d Congress, 
it is with deep regret and profound sor- 
row that I learned of the death of my 
colleague, PAUL SHAFER. 

Though our acquaintance has not been 
a long one, we became very close friends. 
Paul's assistance to me as a freshman 
Congressman was of inestimable value 
and help. He was never too busy to dis- 
cuss any of my problems and gave un- 
stintingly of the benefit of his experience 
over the years as Michigan’s Third Con- 
gressional District Representative. He 
always spoke with human understand- 
ing, courage, and great hope. I will miss 
his wise counsel. His friendship was a 
great asset and a great attribute. He 
will be an inspiration to me always. The 
United States Congress will miss PAUL 
SHAFER as I feel the people he represented 
will do likewise. I am deeply grieved at 
the loss of this splendid friend. 

Mr. DAGUE. Mr. Speaker, we are 
again called upon to mark the untimely 
passing of one of our Members and as 
we mourn the loss of PAUL SHAFER we 
know that we shall not soon find some- 
one who will bring to this House the 
legislative ability leavened with the 
sauce of infectious humor which he pos- 
sessed. Our late colleague had the 
happy faculty of injecting the necessary 
levity into some of our more serious de- 
liberations and in so doing emphasized 
the fact that many of the things we 
were told were world-shaking were not, 
in fact, too serious. On the other hand, 
PAUL SHAFER had a clear-cut understand- 
ing of most of our gravest problems and 
he remained to the last a fearless cham- 
pion of the conservative traditions upon 
which this Republic was founded. 

Those of us who cherished his friend- 
ship were distressed by the loss of his 
helpmate and despite his outward dis- 
play of his usual cheerfulness we could 
detect that her going away had left him 
bereft of his greatest comfort and con- 
solation, which unquestionably contrib- 
uted to his death. Paul, being such a 
cheerful soul would not want his friends 
to remain depressed and we should be 
comforted by the assurance—that when 
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he departed to join his beloved wife on 
the other shore he left us with a price- 
less heritage of precious memories. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
deeply grieved about the passing of my 
dear friend and colleague, PAUL SHAFER, 
and I humbly submit my remarks per- 
taining to that great statesman. 

He served so long and so well that his 
deeds as a Congressman, not only for 
his great congressional district but for 
the entire United States, will live for- 
ever. 

My personal loss is shared by my col- 
leagues, his constituents, and the entire 
Nation. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, 
I deeply regret the passing of our dis- 
tinguished colleague, PAUL SHAFER, of 
Michigan. 

Editor, publisher, municipal justice, 
with service on the Mexican border, a 
Member of this House for 18 years, he 
served his district and the Nation with 
ability and fidelity and made a great 
contribution to the work of the Congress 
as a member of the Armed Services 
Committee. 

He was a true friend and will be 
greatly missed by all those who served 
with him on both sides of the aisles. 

I join in heartfelt sympathy to the 
members of his family and to all those 
close to him. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, it 
is always awesome to stand in the pres- 
ence of death and it is particularly true 
when death visits one who was so well 
beloved and respected as PAUL SHAFER. 
While perhaps I could not be counted as 
one of his closest friends, I was one of 
many who enjoyed his friendship and 
appreciated his great soul. PAuL SHAFER 
loved people and he liked to talk with 
them and was ready to discuss anything 
that interested them. He had a rare 
sense of humor which he constantly 
exercised, and on more than one oc- 
casion I know that he lightened the 
hearts of those who were heavy laden. 
He honored his country by his never 
failing sense of duty and his intense 
patriotism. He commanded the respect 
of any who entered into debate with 
him and he left no scars as a result of 
the heat of argument. He had his share 
of sorrow in life and I believe suffered 
in various ways more than many of us 
knew. This indicated grandeur of spirit 
and a matchless courage which will ever 
be an inspiration to his friends. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, it is dif- 
ficult to believe that our colleague, the 
Honorable PAUL SHAFER, is gone from 
among us. 

He was an able Member of Congress; 
a man of strong and outspoken convic- 
tion, yet with an extraordinary capacity 
for the making and holding of friends. 

PAUL SHAFER was a true American, ded- 
icated to the preservation of this sover- 
eign Republic, and to that end he stead- 
fastly contended against wasting his 
country’s substance through the spend- 
ing of billions of dollars each year upon 
uncertain foreign governments. On this 
and other issues will his loss be felt by 
the entire country. 

It is further difficult to understand 
why the last weeks of this friendly, gen- 
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erous man’s life should have been filled 
with sorrow in the death of his beloved 
wife and then his own suffering. 

With other Members of Congress, I 
will miss the friendly presence of PAUL 
SHAFER in the House of Representatives. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the un- 
timely passing of our dear colleague, 
Pau. SHAFER, has brought to me and I 
am sure to everyone who had the privi- 
lege of knowing him, a feeling of sadness 
and deep regret. Like many of my col- 
leagues, I considered Paul one of my 
warmest and stanchest friends. Paul 
was indeed a rare personality. His first 
thought was what he could do to be 
helpful to his friends. Paul was imbued 
with a spirit of fervent love of God and 
country. He stood for lofty principles 
and fought for the principles in which 
he believed. He never wavered in his 
beliefs and in his fight for the things 
that he thought were for the best inter- 
ests of his country. 

Our distinguished colleague did not 
live his whole life in serious mood. He 
had a light-heartedness and keen sense 
of humor which enabled him to emanate 
cheer and impart encouragement which 
made it a delight to be with him when 
he had cast aside the serious aspects of 
problems with which he struggled. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, it is with deep emotion that I 
express my sorrow over the sudden pass- 
ing of my good friend, PAUL SHAFER. He 
was a good friend to all of his colleagues. 
We will all miss him in the Halls of 
Congress, but the memory of him will 
always be treasured by me. 

The death of PauL Suarer is a distinct 
loss to the people of his congressional 
district, the State of Michigan, and to 
the country. He will be remembered as 
a true American, a statesman, and one 
who has served his country faithfully 
and well. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, the Nation has lost a great 
man and a good man in the death of 
our colleague, PAUL SHAFER. 

Paul was somewhat of a veteran when 
I first came to Congress in 1943. He was 
kind enough to take me under his wing 
and give me the type of fatherly advice 
that every new Member of Congress so 
badly needs. Our close friendship and 
my great respect for Paul continued un- 
til the time of his death. To those who 
did not know him well, he might at times 
have appeared to be gruff and blunt in 
his manner of expression. But under 
this stern exterior, there was a heart of 
gold together with kindness, patience, 
and understanding seldom found in any 
man. 

It would be an understatement to say 
that Paul had the courage of his con- 
victions. He was honest and forthright 
on all occasions, and he put above every- 
thing else what he believed to be in the 
best interests of his country. He was 
for America first in a very real and 
practical sense, and those who disagreed 
with him always respected the sound- 
ness and sincereness of his views. 
Those of us who are privileged to have 
his personal friendship and confidence 
will miss him very much. To his family 
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and friends in Michigan I wish to ex- 
press my deepest sympathy. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, our departed colleague PAUL 
SHAFER, was certainly an able statesman 
and a tireless worker for his district, 
State and Nation. I knew all this when 
I had been in Congress but a very short 
time. What is more in my mind at this 
moment is that he was a man who grew 
upon acquaintance, and improved in 
one’s estimation the more one knew him. 
It was my privilege to serve on the com- 
mittee on which he presided. I always 
found him to be fair with everyone, hap- 
py and generous in his treatment of all 
about him. My life is richer because of 
my friendship with him. Shortly after 
his beloved wife’s recent death he indi- 
cated to me that he felt that he would 
soon join her. He did not say this in a 
morbid way or even in a sad way. I be- 
lieve that he is now happily with her in 
heaven. He has earned in the hereafter 
many good things from his good works 
here on earth, 

IN MEMORIAM: HON. PAUL W. SHAFER 


Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, I was 
shocked and grieved at the announce- 
ment yesterday that my good friend PAUL 
SHAFER had passed away. 

I have been close to Paul ever since 
I came to Congress in 1949 and he has 
been a faithful and consistent statesman 
and has given sound advice to me on the 
many problems that arise in a Member's 
first term. 

PAUL SHAFER as I know him was a 
fighter for the right as he saw right. His 
consistent voting record against socialism 
and communism and all foreign ideolo- 
gies makes him an outstanding legislator 
of all times. 

We will miss him in the Halls of Con- 
gress and on Capitol Hill. - 

I wish to extend my heartfelt sym- 
pathy to his family and friends from his 
congressional district in Michigan. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
our good friend and colleague, Pau. 
SHAFER, has answered the final rollcall. 
His passing is a personal loss to me. I 
sat next to him in the Committee on 
Military Affairs during my first 8 years 
in Congress, and throughout my entire 
service I enjoyed his friendship and was 
proud to work with him. 

Paul served his district in Congress 
for nearly 18 years and he left a record 
for faithful, conscientious work and for 
accomplishment. His character and 
reputation in his home community, in 
his State, and throughout the Nation 
are of the highest. While we mourn 
his passing with deepest regret that his 
good work here has ended, we are all 
happy to know that the influence of his 
good work will carry on. He was a great 
patriot, a grand fellow, and a real friend. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks on the life and 
attainments of PAUL SHAFER. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
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APPOINTMENT OF FUNERAL . 
COMMITTEE oA 


The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
as members of the committee to attend 
the funeral of the late honorable PAUL 
W. SHAFER the following Members on the 
part of the House: Mr. Worcorr. Mr. 
DINGELL, Mr. DonpDERO, Mr. HOFFMAN of 
Michigan, Mr. O’Brien of Michigan, Mr. 
Bennetr of Michigan, Mr. RABAUT, Mr. 
Forp, Mr. LESINSKI, Mr, MACHROWICZ, 
Mr. MEADER, Miss THOMPSON of Michigan, 
Mr. BENTLEY, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. CLARDY, 
Mr. Knox, Mr. Oakman, Mr. SHORT, Mr. 
ARENDS, Mr. Kitpay, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, 
Mr. O'Hara of Minnesota, Mr. RIVERS, 
Mr, FISHER, Mr. GAVIN. 


COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 


Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Ways and Means may have until mid- 
night tonight to file a conference report 
on the social-security bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Il- 
linois? 

There was no objection, 


THE LATE HONORABLE RAYMOND 
H. BURKE 


Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the ‘gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my sad duty to announce the death of a 
very good friend, and also a former 
Member of this House, the Honorable 
Raymond H. Burke, of Hamilton, Ohio. 
Mr. Burke represented the Third District 
of Ohio in the 80th Congress, which 
district I now have the honor to repre- 
sent. He was born in Nicholsville, Ohio, 
November 4, 1881, and passed away this 
morning at Mercy Hospital in Hamilton, 
Ohio, after a brief illness. 

After graduation, and he graduated 
with honors from Chicago University, 
he served for 8 years as the director of 
music at Miami University in Oxford, 
Ohio. Later he returned to Miami Uni- 
versity and taught business administra- 
tion. He was a highly respected busi- 
nessman and civic leader of Hamilton, 
his city, and served as its first mayor un- 
der the charter form of government, 
having served in that position some 12 
years. 

Mr. Burke also served with great 
honor and distinction for two terms in 
the Ohio State Senate, where he was a 
member of many important committees, 


one of which was the committee on agri- - 


culture. At that time he became so 
deeply interested in matters of conser- 
vation that when he came to Congress 
in the 80th Congress he sought and was 
appointed to membership on the impor- 
tant Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, where he headed a sub- 
gti ai on the conservation of wild- 
e, 
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Mr. Burke served for 25 years as a 
member of the board of directors of the 
Hamilton YMCA, He was a past presi- 
dent of the Rotary Club, and a member 
of the Presbyterian Church, and was ex- 
tremely highly respected and thought of 
by all of his friends in that city. 

He is survived by his wife Daisy, a son, 
Robert, and two grandchildren. 

Mr. Burke will long be remembered by 
Members of this House who were here 
in the 80th Congress and by his other 
friends as being a man of very sincere 
graciousness, a man with a very deep, 
abiding feeling of service, and all in all 
a great American. He was zealously de- 
voted to his congressional duties and 
seldom missed a rollcall vote. He was 
also a man of many talents and put all 
of his ability to good use in the interest 
and service to all people and public en- 
terprises. He gave unstintingly of his 
time and energy for the public good. He 
was an understanding and able legisla- 
tor. Our former colleague was also a 
gentleman of culture and got great pleas- 
ure and satisfaction out of his music. 
He directed the choir in his home church 
for more than 40 years. Through all 
his various services as a teacher, busi- 
nessman, civic leader, public services as 
mayor, State senator, and Member of 
Congress he worked with quiet courage, 
steadfastness, sincerity, loyalty, and 
courtesy. He was patient and kindly 
and always strove to bring out the best 
in those with whom he worked. He will 
be missed deeply by his family, to whom 
I extend my deepest sympathy. I know 
that you, too, join in extending the sym- 
pathy of the United States Congress to 
his family. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
am sure that all of us who served with 
Raymond Burke in the Congress were 
saddened by the word of his passing. 

It was my pleasure and my distinct 
privilege to know Raymond Burke very 
well for a great many years. His home 
was only a few miles from my home. 
Raymond Burke was a Christian gen- 
tleman, a man who felt deeply his re- 
sponsibility to his community, to his 
State, and to his Nation, as well as to 
his fellow man. He was a kindly gen- 
tleman, a man of firm religious belief and 
conviction, a man who always extended 
a helping hand to those about him. He 
was a leader in our educational and civic 
affairs in Ohio, as well as a Representa- 
tive in the Congress during the 80th 
session. 

I am sure I speak in behalf of every 
Member of the Ohio delegation in ex- 
tending to his family our sincere sym- 
pathy and expressing to them the hope 
that divine providence will sustain them 
in their great bereavement. He has left 
to his family the priceless heritage of a 
good name, and to many of us who were 
his friends many precious memories. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JEN- 
KINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
join with the others of my colleagues in 
giving my testimony with reference to 
my deceased friend and former colleague 
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Hon. Raymond H. Burke. I was here 
when he came and I was glad of the 
chance to help him some because he was 
a very ready student. He was a well- 
educated man. He was a man of fine 
parts and demonstrated that when he 
was on the floor of the House. He was 
capable mentally, intellectually, and in 
every way. He showed great promise. 
I think if he had continued his service 
in Congress he would have been a very 
distinguished Member. Of course, I de- 
plore the fact that he has left us, and 
I want to extend to his family my most 
sincere sympathy at this time, and to 
assure them that they have every reason 
to be proud of the character and accom- 
plishments of our distinguished col- 
league. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


CARL PIOWATY AND W. J. PIOWATY 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s table H. R. 1665 for the 
relief of Carl Piowaty and W. J. Piowaty, 
with Senate amendments thereto, dis- 
agree to the Senate amendments and ask 
for a conference. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. Jonas of Illinois, 
Burpick, and FORRESTER. 


CUBAN-AMERICAN SUGAR CO. 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (S. 3304) 
conferring jurisdiction upon the the 
Court of Claims of the United States to 
consider and render judgment on the 
claim of the Cuban-American Sugar 
Co. against the United States. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. Jonas]? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Court of Claims 
of the United States be, and hereby is, given 
jurisdiction to hear, determine, and render 
judgment on the claim of the Cuban-Ameri- 
can Sugar Co. against the United States 
for a refund of taxes erroneously and illegally 
assessed and collected as excess-profit taxes 
for the period from January 1, 1917, to Sep- 
tember 30, 1917. That, for the purpose of 
arriving at the correct determination of the 
tax for this period, the Court of Claims is to 
apply the method of computation under sec- 
tions 201 and 203 of the Revenue Act of 1917, 
based upon the invested capital of the cor- 
poration amounting to $39,848,530.85, which 
was the invested capital of the Cuban- 
American Sugar Co, according to the 
decisions of the Board of Tax Appeals, all 
dated December 16, 1932, which decisions 
were based upon the stipulation entered into 
between the Cuban-American Sugar Co, 
and the Commissioner of Internal Reve- 
nue, whereby it was agreed that the sum of 
$39,848,530.85 was the invested capital of the 
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Cuban-American Sugar Co, for the cal- 
endar year 1917. 

Sec. 2. In the proceedings upon such claims 
before the Court of Claims the United States 
shall not avail itself of the defense that the 
General Counsel for the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue acted without legal authority in 
making such stipulation of settlement. 

Sec. 3. Suit upon such claim may be insti- 
tuted at any time within 6 months after the 
date of enactment of this act, notwithstand- 
ing the lapse of time, laches, the form or any 
content or the time of filing of claims for the 
refund and alleged amendments thereto, 
heretofore filed or any statute of limitations. 
Proceedings for the determination of such 
claim and appeals from the payment of any 
judgment thereon shall be in the same man- 
ner as in the case of claims over which such 
court has jurisdiction under section 1346 of 
title 28, United States Code, as amended: 
Provided, however, That nothing contained 
in this act shall be construed as an inference 
of liability on the part of the United States 
Government. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


CENTRAL RAILROAD COMPANY OF 
NEW JERSEY 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (S. 3494) 
for the relief of the Central Railroad 
Company of New Jersey. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the Central Rail- 
road Company of New Jersey the sum of 
$62,056.23, representing the amount of dam- 
ages found by the United States Court of 
Claims (Congressional No. 17863, decided 
July 13, 1953, in response to S. Res. 317, 81st 
Cong.) to have resulted from accidents in 
which trains of the Central Railroad Com- 
pany of New Jersey were involved at a cross- 
ing voluntarily established for the conven- 
fence of the Government, which accidents 
were caused in part by the negligence of the 
Government: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provi- 
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


THOMAS BARRON 


Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the im- 
mediate consideration of the bill (S. 
3017) for the relief of Thomas Barron. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
— ot of the gentleman from Illi- 
no 


There was no objection. 
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The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 


otherwise appro 


such sum being the amount determined 
by the United States Court of Claims, acting 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 216, 82d Con- 
gress, to be equitably due to the said 
Thomas Barron. The payment of such sum 
shall be in full satisfaction of his claim 
against the United States for compensa- 
tion for typewriter parts, tools, and equip- 
ment which were destroyed by fire at the 
naval air station, Quonset Point, R. I., on 
October 15, 1948, when the said Thomas Bar- 
ron was engaged in contract work for the 
United States Navy: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic- 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 


Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
August 17, because of a speaking en- 
gagement at the American Bar Associa- 
tion meeting in Chicago, I was not pres- 
ent to vote on rolicall No. 144. 

Had I been present, I would have 
voted for the motion offered by the gen- 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dres] to put 
teeth into legislation outlawing the Com- 
munist Party. 

I am not able to understand the op- 
position to the proposal. I do not be- 
lieve that we are nullifying the Internal 
ae Act or the Smith Act by this 
action. 


THE WORLD SERIES 


Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
since the session is drawing to a close, 
I wish to call to the attention of the 
Members of the House, particularly my 
colleagues from New York City and Wis- 
consin, that it is important to contact 
the management of the Brooklyn base- 
ball team, if they want World Series 
tickets. The Dodgers may be a few 
games from the lead at the moment, but 
the fighting spirit of Brooklyn is part 
of the team and will inevitably lead to 
the Brooklyn Dodgers’ victory this fall. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, DORN of New York. I yield. 
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Mr. EBERHARTER. I noticed by 
newspaper reports that the Pittsburgh 
Pirates, who happen to be in last place 
in the National League, took it upon 
themselves to put a little stumbling 
block in the way of Brooklyn’s winning 
streak by defeating them last evening. 

Mr. DORN of New York. It is good 
to see that the Pirates can win once in 
awhile, though I would rather they 
won when playing another team. 

Mr. O’KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORN of New York. I yield. 

Mr. O’'KONSKI. I think the gentle- 
man has committed a terrible error, be- 
cause the World Series is going to be 
played at the Milwaukee County Sta- 
dium. I extend an invitation to all 
Members of the House to be there when 
the first game is played. If you have 
any difficulty in getting tickets, con- 
tact me, because the World Series games 
will be played in Milwaukee County Sta- 
dium and not in Brooklyn. 

Mr. DORN of New York. The gentle- 
man from Wisconsin made the same 
error last year and invited Members of 
the House to Milwaukee at that time. 
He is as wrong now as he was then. 

Mr. O’KONSKL But that was at a 
time when we had this 6 weeks’ beer 
strike in Milwaukee and they had to im- 
port a lot of cheap substitutes from other 
cities. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORN of New York. I yield. 

Mr. MORANO. I think you are both 
wrong. The New York Giants will win 
the pennant. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New York has expired. 


MORE WORLD TRADE—PROPOSAL 
FOR REALISTIC AND INCENTIVE 
READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE 


The SPEAKER. Under previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. EBERHARTER] 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to make some remarks on H. R. 
9703, a bill that I have introduced and 
which is a companion bill to H. R. 9652, 
introduced by the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS]. This bill is de- 
signed to provide assistance to com- 
munities, business enterprises and indi- 
viduals in order to facilitate adjust- 
ments made necessary by the trade 
policy of the United States. It is my 
view that these bills would constitute 
a new departure in our foreign-trade 
legislation that is vitally needed. They 
have been prepared with great care and 
only after considerable study. These 
bills have drawn on, among other 
sources, two sets of proposals that were 
submitted to the Randall Commission. 
The Committee for a National Trade 
Policy, Inc., a committee of American 
businessmen actively supporting Presi- 
dent Eisenhower's foreign-trade pro- 
gram, in its recommendations to the 
Randall Commission proposed that— 

Assistance should be provided to enter- 
prises, communities, and employees affected 
by reductions in import restrictions where 
it is needed to help them adjust to disloca- 
tions, Such assistance should be provided 
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80 far as possible through or in cooperation 
with local and State agencies. 


Mr. David J. McDonald, of the CIO, 
who was a member of the Randall Com- 
mission, submitted to the Commission a 
statement on adjustment in case of in- 
jury caused by increased imports which 
is included in the majority report of the 
Randall Commission to the President 
and the Congress. 

This bill represents a sufficiently new 
approach to the subject that I feel very 
strongly that the proposals contained 
in it deserve the careful study of the 
Congress and of interested individuals 
and groups throughout the United 
States. It is with this purpose in mind 
that this bill was introduced in this ses- 
sion of Congress; a smaller bill was in- 
troduced by Senator KENNEDY, of Massa- 
chusetts, for the attention of the Mem- 
bers of the Senate. It is expected that 
these bills will be reintroduced in the 
next Congress. They will then incor- 
porate those changes which have been 
suggested by people who have had an 
opportunity to study the bills and which 
the sponsors feel merit inclusion. It is 
hoped that this bill will receive full 
hearings by the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

The principle which underlies H. R. 
9703 is a very simple, yet profoundly im- 
portant, one. The maintenance of our 
international trade at high and increas- 
ing levels is essential to the continuing 
prosperity of the United States and to 
the economic health and political soli- 
darity of the free world. Growing in- 
ternational trade will bring many bene- 
fits: a reduction in the dependence of 
our allies on our aid, an acceleration of 
the march to currency convertibility that 
will itself yield dividends in increased 
economic efficiency in Europe and else- 
where, and an increased capacity on the 
part of Western Europe and Japan to 
resist the trade blandishments of the So- 
viet bloc. These are all necessary and 
desirable objectives. But I want to draw 
attention to one aspect of the gains 
from international trade that we too 
often lose sight of. That is, that the 
very essence of trade is to increase eco- 
nomic efficiency and national produc- 
tivity by specializing in the production 
of those goods which one country can 
produce most efficiently and trading 
these goods off against the goods that 
other countries can produce most pro- 
ductively. One need only look at the 
record of the last 20 years to see what 
economic gains the United States and 
the rest of the world have enjoyed 
through the expansion of international 
trade. 

A second principle, which follows from 
the first, is that the economic advan- 
tages that flow from increased trade 
far exceed the disadvantages that may 
result from the displacement of domestic 
production as a result of import compe- 
tition. This comes down to saying that 
if we do not artificially restrict trade, 
the advantages we could enjoy in in- 
creased production and employment are 
much greater than any possible disad- 
vantages that may result from the dislo- 
cation of domestic production as a result 
of increased imports. Moreover, were 
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we to reduce the barriers to expanding 
trade, the gains that would result would 
be more than ample to help adjust to 
whatever losses may result and still leave 
a handsome margin of net gain. The 
savings in Government expenditure and 
the increased revenues resulting from 
the favorable effects of higher levels of 
United States trade would, in all prob- 
ability, by themselves be adequate to 
finance the adjustment of those hurt by 
the increased imports. 

If our national interest, to say noth- 
ing of all logic, points to the need for 
expanding international trade, why then 
is there as much resistance as there is 
to a liberalized foreign-trade policy? 
The answer is clear: Although the critics 
of a liberal-trade policy exaggerate the 
case excessively, certain domestic eco- 
nomic dislocations may result from in- 
creased imports. There is today no ma- 
chinery which can be used to facilitate 
and accelerate the adjustment of those 
few that are adversely affected so that 
the many can enjoy the advantages of 
a more liberal trade policy. H. R. 9703 
is designed to fill this most important 
gap in our foreign-trade legislation. It 
offers a program that is temporary in 
character and limited in cost and that, 
therefore, should commend itself to 
everyone, 

This is essentially a conservative and 
modest proposal. The cost of operating 
the program embodied in H. R. 9703 will 
be small. The reason for this is that 
the number of employees likely to be ad- 
versely affected by increased imports as 
a result of tariff reduction is itself small. 
There has been much ill-informed talk 
on that subject and considerable exag- 
geration of the figures. When I read 
the prophets of doom on this subject I 
am reminded of a remark made by G. K. 
Chesterton to the effect that— 

Statistics are to the propagandist what a 
ljamppost is to a drunk: more for support 
than for illumination. 


A look at the facts can be illuminating. 

The staff of the Randall Commission 
prepared an analysis of the effect of 
foreign trade on employment that ap- 
peared in the staff papers published by 
the Commission. The staff found from 
data submitted by the Departments of 
Treasury, Agriculture, Commerce, and 
Labor that the number of people who 
earn their living through the produc- 
tion of goods for export was, in 1952, 
just over 3 million and that the num- 
ber of jobs dependent on the transporta- 
tion, distribution, and first processing of 
imports equaled 1,250,000, so that the 
total number of jobs dependent on for- 
eign trade was over 4% million, or 7 
percent of total employment in that year. 
In contrast to this figure, it was found 
that the number of workers producing 
goods equivalent to the increase—in im- 
ports—which would take place in the 
events of a temporary suspension of— 
all—tariffs would lie between a minimum 
of 96,240 and a maximum of 202,650, or 
between one-tenth of 1 percent and one- 
third of 1 percent of total employment 
in that year. There are over 20 jobs 
that are dependent on foreign trade for 
every 1 that depends on protection 
against imports, even if you take the 
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maximum figure of 202,000 as the num- 
5 of jobs dependent on import protec- 
on. 

But even this figure overstates the 
question of how many jobs are dependent 
on protection against imports. In an 
italicized passage of the Randall Com- 
mission staff papers it is pointed out that 
these estimates “take no account of 
probable increase in United States con- 
sumption after tariff suspension, of new 
developments in United States products 
or production techniques, or of the ca- 
pacity of companies to shift to other lines 
of production. They also take no ac- 
count of the rise in employment which 
would be required in handling increased 
exports which would result from larger 
imports.” 

Moreover, and this is important, these 
calculations refer to a complete removal 
of tariffs. The Randall Commission’s 
and President Eisenhower’s original tar- 
iff program called for not a 100-percent 
reduction all at once but for a 15-percent 
reduction to be carried out over a period 
of 3 years. By simple arithmetic one 
can see that the maximum number of 
jobs adversely affected by this modest 
program would be no more than 30,000, 
or 10,000 a year for 3 years. 

On the basis of this expert evidence, 
developed through the combined re- 
sources of several agencies of the Gov- 
ernment, the conclusion is clear that the 
problem of dislocation of production and 
employment as a result of lower tariffs 
is quantitatively not very great. 

Not only would the special assistance 
to facilitate adjustment provided for in 
this bill be cheap, but it would be of short 
duration. We have a dynamic and vital 
economy here in the United States. The 
American economy successfully meets 
every year a much larger problem that 
is involved in adjustment to increased 
imports. Because we have a dynamic 
and competitive economy, it is constantly 
adjusting to all kinds of changes: 
Changes in consumer tastes, changes in 
the location of population, the develop- 
ment of new technologies and materials, 
and so on. Every year our production 
must expand enough to provide employ- 
ment for the equivalent of about 2 mil- 
lion workers. The maximum number of 
increased workers that would have to be 
taken care of if the President’s original 
trade program were put into effect would 
add less than 1 percent to that figure. 

I do not seek to minimize the impor- 
tance to individual workers, plants, or 
communities of the loss of a job, a mar- 
ket, or a payroll. What I want to do is 
to put the problem into its proper per- 
spective. Seen in this perspective, it is 
clear that the task of aiding and facili- 
tating adjustment to increased imports 
is by no means a costly or difficult task. 

Mr. Speaker, tariffs are a concealed 
subsidy that cost the American consumer 
and the American exporter dearly, to say 
nothing of what the cost is in terms of 
the unity and strength of the free world. 
H. R. 9703 seeks to eliminate these hid- 
den and incalculable costs and to sub- 
stitute for them a modest, direct, and 
visible program which will yield good 
dividends to every citizen of the United 
States. 
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CLOSING OF CONSOLIDATED DE- 
FENSE MEDICAL TEST DEPOT, 
ALAMEDA, CALIF. 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. MILLER] is recognized for 20 
minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I was surprised and shocked the 
other day when I received news release 
No. 744-54 from the Office of Public In- 
formation, Department of Defense, an- 
nouncing the closing of the Consolidated 
Defense Medical Test Depot at Alameda, 
Calif. This is one of the finest exam- 
ples of unification in the Defense De- 
partment. It was not something the 
Defense Department initiated on its own. 
It was brought about by the insistence 
that such test be made, by the then Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments, now the Committee on 
Government Operations, as the result of 
a series of studies made by one of its 
subcommittees under the chairmanship 
of our colleague, the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. Bonner]. A re- 
port was made to this House, No. 2330, 
82d Congress, 2d session, in which the 
work done at this depot was outlined and 
thoroughly discussed. It has subse- 
quently been studied by the present 
Committee on Government Operations, 
the Riehlman subcommittee, I believe, 
and they, too, have found it an efficient 
operation. Through this depot all of the 
medical supplies used in Korea passed. 
It is a combined operation of the Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force. It avoids 
duplication that exists on the east coast, 
because all of the Western United States, 
the Pacific Basin, and Alaska are served 
from this one medical supply center. 
Now they are going to close it. They say 
that economies will be effected in closing 
it. But if the findings of the commit- 
tees of this House are correct, no econo- 
mies will be effected, but you will go back 
to the same old system of duplication 
that exists in many parts of the Defense 
Department. 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very disappointed on listening to the re- 
marks of the Congressman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. MILLER]. 

On April 28, 1954, I had a discussion 
with Congressman Forp, of Michigan 
see the Recorp, pages 5670-5671—con- 
cerning the Alameda medical supply test. 
The gentleman from Michigan IMr. 
Forp] assured me that the Surgeon Gen- 
eral of the Army had advised the Appro- 
priations Subcommittee that the Ala- 
meda medical supply test, whereby one 
service stored and issued medical supplies 
for all services, had been highly success- 
ful. The gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr, Forp] advised me that a plan was 
under way to consolidate medical sup- 
ply systems across the board, and I 
told him, and I quote: 


You will save millions of dollars if that is 
a fact. 


But it was not a fact. 
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In spite of the assurances of members 
of the Appropriations Subcommittee I 
had grave doubts concerning the con- 
solidation of the medical supply systems 
of the three military services, My res- 
ervations were based upon several years 
of intensive study by the so-called Bon- 
ner subcommittee. Accordingly, I asked 
permission to address the House for a 
few minutes, and on May 18 of this year 
I did so. These remarks may be found 
at page 6774 of the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
orp. I told of the development of the 
Alameda test and the years of intensive 
investigation and work of the old Ex- 
penditures Committee to get such a test 
under way. I told of the roadblocks and 
the stalling and devious methods used 
by the Department of the Navy to pre- 
vent such a test in the first place, to 
make it as ineffective as possible in the 
second, and third, to kill it, if possible, 
in the long run. I told that despite the 
opposition of the Navy, the Army and 
Air Force had entered enthusiastically 
into the test and that it had proven to 
be a great success. I mentioned that our 
subcommittee had made a special trip 
to Alameda in August 1952 and held 
hearings there on the results of the 6- 
months test. We found it to be highly 
successful and issued a report on the re- 
sults. 

In concluding my remarks on May 18, 
I mentioned that the proof of sincerity 
of the armed services, in particular, the 
Navy, is whether or not they would give 
application of the Alameda medical 
supply test to the other medical sup- 
ply depots in the United States. Despite 
the assurances of the members of the 
Appropriatitons Subcommittee and de- 
spite the National Security Act and the 
O'Mahoney Act calling for integration 
of common supply systems, I knew that 
the Navy was exerting every influence 
to kill this operation, which is the first 
real step toward integration in the dis- 
tribution of supplies. I dare not use the 
word unification though the Bible tells 
us that a “house divided cannot stand” 
and our forefathers stressed over and 
over that “united we stand and divided 
we fall.” 

I am very unhappy to hear the re- 
marks of the gentleman from California 
and can only say that if the Navy is 
permitted to disrupt this operation, 
prevent its application across the board, 
that the American taxpayers will lose 
millions of dollars and the way will be 
blocked for the unification of supply in 
much larger and important areas, 

But above all, I am deeply disturbed 
that the Congress of the United States 
has but little influence on the Navy 
bureaucracy, 

Mr. Speaker, we have in the armed 
services of the United States the finest 
men that America can produce. They 
are conscientious, they are sincere and 
their desire is to bring to this country 
and offer to this country the greatest and 
strongest military force on the face of 
the earth. Yet if any Member of this 
House will take the time to visit the 
military establishments throughout the 
length and breadth of the 48 States and 
then go around the world and see the 
establishments we have in every nation 
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on the face of the earth practically, he 
will see more waste, he will see more 
duplication, he will see more unneces- 
sary expenditure of effort than in any 
other field this Government operates in. 

Yes, we are a great Government; we 
have great recuperative powers. We 
have the power to come back. We have 
the power to do almost everything. But 
I will say to this House that unless the 
Committee on Armed Services and the 
Committee on Appropriations do some- 
thing to stop the unnecessary expendi- 
ture of money, money that is absolutely 
wasted, lost, I do not see how the tax- 
payers of America can go on supplying 
a sufficient amount to take care of us. 
Nor do I see how we can obtain the ma- 
terials necessary to support such wanton 
wastefulness. Future generations will 
be left without the means of defense. 

I had hoped that the work begun by the 
so-called Bonner committee would be 
continued in this Congress. That com- 
mittee was succeeded by a committee 
headed by one of the finest gentlemen of 
this House. But for some unknown rea- 
son it seems that thumbs have been put 
down. The foundation that was laid 
could have been carried on and greater 
results could have been accomplished, 
more than were brought to pass. It was 
shown conclusively that it would be a 
money saver. I am referring to the 
Alameda medical supply test. 

I congratulate the gentleman on 
bringing this matter to the attention of 
the House. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank the gentleman 
for his contribution today. He has, as 
usual, been most constructive and ob- 
jective in what he had to say. 

Mr. IKARD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. IKARD] 
a member of the Riehlman subcommittee 
of the Committee on Governmental Op- 
erations, a member of the committee 
presently studying this problem. 

Mr. IKARD. Like the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. Bonner] and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MILLER], 
I am greatly disturbed to hear of this 
plan to abandon the Alameda project. 
It is one that the subcommittee on Mili- 
tary Operations has looked at. The im- 
pression I got, as a member of that sub- 
committee, was that this study or project 
at Alameda is one that should certainly 
be given a fair chance and one that 
should spread completely through the 
medical services of the armed services. 

It is one that has proven itself to be a 
step forward in efficiency and economy. 
I think it should be pointed out here that 
it is not a system or a means or a method 
hastily conceived and put into effect, 
with little or no study. It was decided 
upon after long and exhaustive and com- 
plete and very fine studies made by the 
Bonner committee and by various 
branches of the Executive Department 
of the Government. 

To say the least, whether one agrees 
with it or not, I think we can say with- 
out any real fear of successful contra- 
diction, that this program has been and 
is being sabotaged. Whether one agrees 
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with it or not, in view of the time and 
the effort and the money expended, we 
should continue it until such time as we 
have had an opportunity really to evalu- 
ate it, regardless of anything that might 
be said about any economies that might 
be had by now abandoning it. Such 
statements do not take into considera- 
tion the time and effort and money that 
have been put into it. It would be a 
real extravagance to abandon now this 
very fine project. 

I want to compliment the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER] for calling 
it to the attention of the House. I thank 
the gentleman very much. 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Califarnia. I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina, 

Mr. BONNER. I am shocked and 
surprised that the present administra- 
tion, which has talked so much about 
economy and saving money and doing 
the proper things, should permit the 
discontinuance of these tests, that have 
been absolutely proved to be successful, 
because all the medical supplies in the 
Korean war were dispersed through 
this depot. The committee heard testi- 
mony from those who had handled the 
supplies that not a complaint was ever 
made. It cost a lot of money to set up 
these tests. If this closure takes place, 
that is just simply money down a rat 
hole. This is one of the examples of 
what can be done to save, and if this is 
carried out it is one of the examples of 
what can be done to waste. I compli- 
ment the gentleman on bringing this to 
the attention of the House. I hope 
something will come of this effort. 

Mr. MILLER of California. This was 
a test to establish a formula by which 
other supplies, blankets, bedding, cer- 
tain types of clothing, common to all of 
the armed services could be handled on 
a unified basis to save money for the 
country. 

Today I have introduced a joint reso- 
lution asking that the Congress express 
itself through action in preventing the 
closing of this depot until the Com- 
mittee on the Reorganization of the 
Executive Departments of the Govern- 
ment has a chance to complete its in- 
vestigation and pass on this matter. 

One of the things that brought about 
the so-called Alameda Medical Supply 
Test, and that is what it was known as, 
was the pressure that was brought on 
the Defense Department by the first 
Committee on the Reorganization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government, 
the so-called Hoover Commission. I 
know because I have talked to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Brown], one of 
the members of the Hoover Commission, 
today, and he tells me that they are in- 
vestigating this very matter and are 
concerned with it. 

Mr. IKARD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. MILLER of California, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. IKARD. The abandonment of 
the Alameda project is in effect a re- 
treat from any idea of real unification 
in the supply system, and it is an 
abandonment of the idea that has been 
advanced by the Hoover Commission 
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and by the Bonner Committee and by 
the other groups that have studied it and 
have recommended the economy and the 
efficiencies that might come through the 
consolidation of procurement and sup- 
ply of these items and the others the 
gentleman mentioned. The important 
thing is that the abandonment of this 
project also is a signal to the effect that 
they are not even going to give it a 
fair trial and see whether or not it will 
work. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I think 
what the gentleman has just said is 
something we can all weight very care- 
fully, because if this successful test is 
abandoned it is the beginning of the 
end of unification in the supply and 
distribution functions of the Armed 
Forces, 

Common sense tells us that if we want 
to save money, to cut costs of operations 
of the armed services, we must have 
unification in the areas of supply, 
logistics, and the related support pro- 
grams of the Army, Navy and Air 
Forces. 

Why abandon a test that is appar- 
ently proving highly satisfactory? 

Surely the appropriations committee 
of the House should be informed of any 
such plan yet it is evident they have 
been kept in the dark. 

I hope the Secretary of Defense re- 
examines the proposed order closing 
the Alameda Medical Supply Depot. 


GEN. B. W. (PAT) KEARNEY 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts [Mrs. Rogers] is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I wish to call the attention of 
the Members of Congress to a signal 
honor paid to the ranking member of our 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Gen. 
B. W. (Par) Kearney, by the National 
Encampment of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars. 

At last year’s encampment, held in 
Milwaukee, Wis., it was voted to present 
a citation to General KEARNEY in recog- 
nition of his outstanding service as a 
member of our committee. Following is 
the wording of the citation: 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States presents this Certificate of Apprecia- 
tion to the Honorable Bernarp W. (PAT) 
KEARNEY, Member, House of Representatives, 
State of New York, in recognition of the 
many outstanding services he has rendered 
war veterans as a member of the House Com- 
mittee on Veterans Affairs and chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Hospitals. In witness 
thereof we have hereunto set our hands and 
the official seal of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of the United States. Approved by the 
54th National Encampment, VFW, in Mil- 
waukee, Wis., 1953. 


General KEARNEY, who is a past na- 
tional commander of the VFW, has al- 
ways been vitally interested in veterans’ 
problems. Besides being the ranking 
Republican member of our committee, he 
is the chairman of the important Sub- 
committee on Hospitals, which considers 
all legislation pertaining to the many 
hospital and domiciliary facilities of the 
Veterans’ Administration. 
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Personally, I am delighted at this rec- 
ognition of his fine committee work. He 
deserves every bit of praise that can be 
given him. Not only hospital matters, 
but in every piece of legislation he has 
been a tower of strength on the commit- 
tee. He is an extremely able chairman, 
with a very great knowledge of veterans’ 
affairs. He served on the committee for 
a great many years. He is one of the 
few remaining members with long service 
on that committee. Any honors that 
come to him, I am sure the entire com- 
mittee rejoices in. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. SAYLOR, I join the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts, the chairman of the 
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs in 
paying tribute to Par Kearney. It has 
been my privilege to serve as a member 
of the Subcommittee on Hospitals with 
him. I know of no other Member of the 
House of Representatives or any Mem- 
ber of any legislative body in the United 
States who is more devoted to the vet- 
erans, and no one is more worthy of the 
honor given to him than Pat KEARNEY. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman himself is a very able fighter 
for the veterans and a wonderful mem- 
ber of the Subcommittee on Hospitals, 
and he knows also the very fine work that 
the gentleman from New York, General 
KEARNEY, has done on the Committee on 
Un-American Activities. I wish the Con- 
gress of the United States could give 
General Kearney a citation because he 
certainly deserves it. 


FOR FARMERS AND CONSUMERS— 
THE BIG BUILDUP AND THE BIG 
LETDOWN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
NICHOLSON). Under previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. PoLK] is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. POLK. Mr. Speaker, on July 23, 
1954, the House Committee on Agricul- 
ture released a report on farm prices and 
the cost of food. 

It was found that farm prices ad- 
vanced 29 percent between 1946 and their 
peak in 1951, 5 years later. The advance 
in retail food prices was even greater 
45 percent—between 1946 and their post- 
war peak in 1952. Since 1951 prices re- 
ceived by farmers have fallen 20 points 
or almost back to their 1946 level. In 
contrast, retail food prices now hold 
within a fraction of their 1952 peak. In 
June 1954 farm prices declined 4 per- 
cent; retail food prices advanced 0.5 per- 
cent. 

Thus far, almost none of the lower 
prices received by farmers have been 
passed on to consumers in the form of 
lower retail food prices. 

Statistics compiled by the House Com- 
mittee on Agriculture show that the re- 
tail price of cereals and bakery products 
have not followed the farm prices of 
wheat or corn or oats. For example, dur- 
ing the past 6 years the price of wheat 
has declined 32 percent while the price of 
bread has increased 23 percent. Pres- 
ently the farm value of the wheat in a 
1-pound loaf of bread is 2.7 cents. 
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In the last half of 1947 the farm value 
of the corn in a 12-ounce package of 
corn flakes was 4.5 cents and the average 
retail price was 16 cents. In the first 
3 months of 1954 the farm value of the 
corn in a 12-ounce package of corn flakes 
had dropped to 3 cents, while the average 
retail price of the corn flakes had jumped 
to 22 cents. 

Similarly, in the last half of 1947 the 
farm value of the oats in a 20-ounce 
package of rolled oats was 6 cents and 
the average retail price was 15 cents. 
Today the farm value of the oats in the 
package has dropped to 5 cents, but the 
average retail price has jumped to 18.5 
cents, 

The farm price of milk and the retail 
price of dairy products follow about the 
same pattern. Since 1952 the farm price 
of milk has dropped 20 points while re- 
tail prices dropped only 9 points. Al- 
though milk used for manufacturing 
purposes and butterfat prices were sup- 
ported at 90 percent of parity in 1953, 
the farm price of these products aver- 
aged 10 percent lower than a year earlier 
while retail prices were down only 1.7 
percent. 

Farm prices for milk and butterfat in 
June 1954 were 10 percent below their 
1947-49 average while retail prices of 
dairy products were 3 percent higher 
than in the earlier period. 

In the first 3 months of 1951 the re- 
tail price of American processed cheese 
averaged 58 cents a pound. The farm 
value of the milk in a pound of cheese 
averaged 35 cents. In the first 3 months 
of 1954 the average retail price of Amer- 
ican processed cheese had increased to 
59 cents a pound while the farm value 
of the milk had dropped to 29 cents. 

Farmers who supply milk for the Chi- 
cago market received 8 cents a quart and 
farmers who supply milk for the New 
York City market received 12 cents a 
quart in June 1954 for the milk for 
fluid use which cost city housewives 25 
cents a quart delivered to their doors. 

From information I receive from dairy 
farmers in southern Ohio I know they 
are receiving 6 cents or less per quart for 
milk on the farm. 

Out of each dollar spent by the Ameri- 
can housewife for domestically produced 
food, 56 cents now goes for processing, 
marketing, and transportation charges. 
The farmer receives 44 cents. Of this 
44 cents approximately 30 cents goes to 
purchase tractors, trucks, plows, gaso- 
line, fertilizer, and other supplies re- 
quired by modern farming. 

Thus, the farmer and his family have 
about 14 cents out of each consumer 
dollar spent for domestically produced 
food for their work and their investment. 

The above statements are quoted from 
a report issued by the House Committee 
on Agriculture entitled “Farm Prices and 
the Cost of Food.” This report is a re- 
view of the extent to which recent farm 
price declines have and have not been 
passed on to urban consumers. 

Consumers and producers alike, can- 
not understand why food prices have not 
declined during the past year. Con- 
sSumers, as well as farmers, know that 
farm prices of agricultural products have 
generally declined substantially during 
the past 18 months. Why has this farm 
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price drop not been passed on to the 
ultimate consumer? Can it be that the 
difference has been absorbed by manu- 
facturers, processors, packers, and dis- 
tributors of agricultural commodities? 

I believe we may assume this is what 
has actually happened. 

In order to compare the prices received 
today by farmers; that is, the average 
prices received by farmers as a percent- 
age of the effective parity price as re- 
ported by the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics USDA—as compared with 
prices received a year ago—I find that 
as of July 15, 1954, farmers received for 
butterfat in cream 76 percent of parity 
as compared with 94 percent a year ago; 
for whole milk at wholesale, 84 percent 
of parity as compared with 94 percent a 
year ago; for beef cattle 75 percent of 
parity as compared with 81 percent a 
year ago; for beef calves, 69 percent of 
parity as compared with 72 percent a 
year ago; for eggs, 75 percent of parity 
as compared with 102 percent a year ago; 
for chickens, 75 percent of parity as com- 
pared with 86 percent a year ago; for 
turkeys, 76 percent of parity as com- 
pared with 85 percent a year ago; for 
hogs, 103 percent of parity as compared 
with 117 percent a year ago; for wheat, 
80 percent of parity as compared with 
77 percent a year ago; for corn, 82 per- 
cent of parity as compared with 83 per- 
cent a year ago; for oats, 77 percent of 
parity as compared with 80 percent a 
year ago; for barley, 74 percent of parity 
as compared with 85 percent a year ago. 

In spite of this drastic reduction in 
farm prices during the past year the cost 
prices of many commodities farmers 
must buy have either increased or re- 
mained stationary. Consequently, the 
farm business continues in a price 
squeeze between lower prices and higher 
costs. 

In view of this bad situation it is dif- 
ficult for farmers to understand why 
their Secretary of Agriculture should 
make the statement, as reported by the 
United Press on March 10, 1954, “that 
the Nation can remain prosperous with 
the farmer receiving a gradually declin- 
ing percentage of the national income.” 

It is also difficuit for farmers to un- 
derstand why there has been such a 
great change in the agricultural policy 
of the present administration since Sep- 
tember and October of 1952 and the pres- 
ent time. During September and Octo- 
ber of 1952 General Eisenhower led the 
farmers and the country to believe that 
if elected he would pledge his support in 
helping farmers to receive full 100 per- 
cent of parity for their products, with 
the guaranty in the price supports of 90 
percent of parity. 

His statements were so clear and 
strong on this issue that leading Mid- 
western newspapers, after his speech 
made at the National Plowing Contest 
at Kasson, Minn., the first week in Sep- 
tember of 1952, carried front page head- 
lines in big type showing that General 
Eisenhower favored 100 percent of pari- 
ty. The Indianapolis News of Septem- 
ber 6, 1952, carried this front page head- 
line: “Ike Favors More Farm Props and 
100 Percent Parity.” 

The Milwaukee Journal of September 
6, 1952, carried this headline: “Ike Prom- 
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ises To Work for 100 Percent Farm Par- 
ity.” The Telegraph-Herald, Dubuque, 
Iowa, on September 7, 1952, carried this 
headline: “Ike’s Goal 100 Percent Farm 
Parity.” At least a dozen other Mid- 
western newspapers carried similar 
headlines after General Eisenhower's 
Kasson, Minn., speech. 

What has caused the very obvious 
change in the administration's attitude 
toward agricultural price supports? At 
Kasson, Minn., and at Brookings, S. Dak., 
President Eisenhower led the public to 
believe he strongly favored 90 or even 
100 percent of parity for farm products. 
At Brookings, S. Dak., on October 4, 
General Eisenhower fully confirmed the 
assumption gained from his reference to 
100 percent of parity at Kasson, Minn., 
in September. At Brookings on October 
4 he said: 

Quite naturally, In a great region such as 
this there is more of a special interest in ag- 
riculture than there is in some of our other 
economic forms of life. I have in a number 
of texts during this campaign tried to out- 
line the specific position of the Republican 
Party and my own personal convictions about 
agriculture. At Kasson in Minnesota some 
weeks back, later in Omaha, and in a num- 
ber of so-called back-platform speeches I 
have tried to make my position clear. The 
Republican Party is pledged to the sustain- 
ing of the 90 percent parity price support 
and it is pledged even more than that to 
helping the farmer obtain his full parity, 
100 percent parity, with the guaranty in the 
price supports of 90. 


Wide publicity was given to this state- 
ment through the newspapers and over 
the radio. At least 15 midwestern 
metropolitan newspapers headlined it on 
their front pages. As a result of this 
strong endorsement of farm price sup- 
ports at 90 percent of parity farmers 
generally supported and voted for Gen- 
eral Eisenhower in 1952. 

However, Secretary of Agriculture 
Ezra Benson a few days after his ap- 
pointment as Secretary of Agriculture 
and several weeks before he actually 
took office, issued statements to the 
newspapers which indicated he did not 
favor the price support agricultural pro- 
grams of the Democratic administration 
and advocated permitting farm prices 
to drop to whatever level farm commodi- 
ties would bring in the market place. 
Immediately cattle prices began to drop, 
also the prices of other agricultural com- 
modities soon began to drift lower. 

Statement after statement came from 
the publicity staff of the new Secretary 
of Agriculture, all tending to indicate 
that farm prices were too high. This 
series of statements, all released to the 
metropolitan newspapers, seemed to be 
written for the purpose of prejudicing 
and inflaming city consumers of farm 
products against farmers and against 
those Members of Congress who were 
fighting to protect the interest of 
farmers. 

It was an unusual situation to have 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the one 
man in America who should be fight- 
ing for farmers, to be apparently in 
the position of telling the American 
housewife that the reason she had to pay 
so much for her groceries was because 
farmers’ prices were too high. 
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Why did the administration change its 
position on the farm price support ques- 
tion between the time of General Eisen- 
hower’s Kasson, Minn., speech made the 
first week in September 1952, and his 
Brookings, S. Dak., speech on October 4, 
1952, where he reiterated “The Repub- 
lican Party is pledged to the sustaining 
of the 90-percent parity price support 
and it is pledged even more than that 
to helping the farmer obtain his full 
parity, 100-percent parity, with the guar- 
anty in the price support of 90”? 

Secretary Benson apparently forgot 
about this promise when he ordered this 
spring, that beginning April 1, 1954, price 
supports on dairy products be reduced 
to 75 percent of parity. 

It appears reasonable to assume that 
one of the reasons for the change in pol- 
icy of the administration on the farm 
price-support issue reflects the thinking 
of the so-called Agricultural Advisory 
Committees appointed by the new ad- 
ministration. 

One of the first acts of the new ad- 
ministration of Mr. Benson, as Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, was the appoint- 
ment of 50 agricultural advisory com- 
mittees. It was publicized through the 
newspapers that these agricultural ad- 
visory committees, whose function it is 
to review national agricultural policies 
and the administration of farm pro- 
grams and to make recommendations 
to the Secretary of Agriculture for the 
betterment of such policies and pro- 
grams, were to bring a New Look to the 
Department of Agriculture. 

It is appropriate to take a good look 
at the names and business connections 
of some of the individuals who make 
up these all important agricultural ad- 
visory committees under the present ad- 
ministration. 

Of the 50 committees appointed by 
the present administration, 28 were es- 
tablished pursuant to title III of the 
Research and Marketing Act of 1946. 
This law specified that each committee 
shall consist of 11 members, 6 of whom 
shall be representative of producers or 
their organizations—Public Law 733, 
79th Congress, approved August 14, 1946. 

The complete list of the 50 Agricul- 
tural Advisory Committees are on pages 
1488 to 1504 inclusive of the Senate 
hearings before the subcommittee on 
Appropriations on H. R. 8779 making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The dairy business is a very important 
part of the agricultural economy of the 
sixth district of Ohio, so I was particu- 
larly interested to know the composition 
of the Dairy Advisory Committee, which 
appears on page 1497 of the Senate hear- 
ings. This committee was appointed 
under the Research and Marketing Act 
of 1946 and is as follows: 

Arnie Agnew, 105 East Madison Av- 
enue, Milton Junction, Wis. 

L. F. Friend, Prairie Farm Creameries, 
43 East Ohio Street, Chicago 11, III. 

Dr. E. W. Gaumnitz, executive secre- 
tary, National Cheese Institute, Inc., 110 
North Franklin Street, Chicago 6, III. 

Ken E. Geyer, general manager, Con- 
necticut Milk Producers Association, 990 
Wethersfield Avenue, Hartford 6, Conn, 
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P. L. Haymes, United Milk Products 
Co., 2000 West 14th Street, Cleveland 
13, Ohio. 

D. K. Howe, president, Fairmont Foods 
Co., Omaha 8, Nebr. 

Dr. J. C. Knott, director, Institute of 
Agricultural Sciences, State College of 
Washington, Pullman, Wash. 

Clarence B. Palmer, Palmer Farms, 
Ethlyn, Mo. 

Dr. T. G. Stitts, H. P. Hood & Sons, 
Inc., 500 Rutherford Avenue, Boston 29, 
Mass. 

Eugene L. Turner, Post Office Box 
1161, Anniston, Ala. 

Russell Waltz, president, Consolidated 
Dairy Products Co., 635 Elliott Avenue, 
West Seattle 99, Wash. 

The Dairy Advisory Committee of 11 
members—listed above—counsels and 
advises the USDA on questions relating 
to dairy farmers. It is their function to 
review national agricultural policies for 
dairy farmers, to review the administra- 
tion of farm programs for dairy farmers 
and to make recommendations to the 
Secretary of Agriculture for the better- 
ment of such programs. 

Farmers well know that Prairie Farm 
Creameries, of Chicago; the National 
Cheese Institute, Inc., of Chicago; the 
United Milk Products Co., of Cleveland, 
Ohio; Fairmont Foods Co., of Omaha, 
Nebr.; H. P. Hood & Sons, Inc., of Boston, 
Mass.; and the Consolidated Dairy Prod- 
ucts Co., of Seattle, Wash., all members 
of the above Dairy Advisory Committee 
and all engaged in the business of buy- 
ing milk, are not too much concerned 
about farmers receiving a just and equit- 
able price for milk on the farm. 
Furthermore, it is very obvious to dairy 
farmers that these companies, whose 
representatives and employees hold 
membership on the USDA Dairy Ad- 
visory Committee, will be able to return 
to their stockholders greater profits if 
they can buy the farmers milk at a low 
price. 

Dairy farmers are troubled and deeply 
concerned about the policy of the present 
administration in looking to so many 
buyers of milk for counsel and advice on 
the Department of Agriculture’s dairy 
program. 

Iam also deeply concerned about what 
is happening to our Ohio wheat, corn, 
tobacco and livestock farmers, all of 
whom are suffering from lower prices 
and many of whom are faced with un- 
reasonable and unworkable acreage al- 
lotments on wheat, corn and tobacco, so 
I decided to take a look at the business 
connections of the names listed on the 
other Agricultural Advisory Committees, 

I found that the Wheat Advisory 
Committee to advise the Department of 
Agriculture on matters relating to the 
wheat industry is headed by H. E. San- 
ford, Continental Grain Co.; followed 
by the names of William F. Brooks, Na- 
tional Grain Trade Council; Frank A. 
Theis, Simonds-Shields-Theis Grain Co.; 
and James H. Dean, Farmers Coopera- 
tive Commission Co. 

The Corn Advisory Committee of 8 
members has 4 industry representa- 
tives—William T. Brady, Corn Products 
Refining Co.; Fred Maywald, Farmers 
Grain Dealers Association; Sylvester 
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Meyers, Chicago Board of Trade; and 
Robert C. Woodworth, Cargill, Inc. 

The Tobacco Advisory Committee of 
11 members includes the names of Rob- 
ert C. Austin, vice president, the Austin 
Co., Inc., Greeneville, Tenn.; F. R. 
Darkis, Liggett & Myers Tobacco Co., 
Durham, N. C.; William S. Fuller, presi- 
dent, Griffin-Fuller Tobacco Co., East 
Windsor Hill, Conn.; Charles E. Gage, 
American Tobacco Co.; Charles H. Horn, 
vice president, Federal Cigar Co., Red 
Lion, Pa. Here again we find that 5 
members of an 1l-man committee are 
industry representatives while a sixth 
member, F. S. Chance, is from the Uni- 
versity of Tennessee. 

The Livestock Advisory Committee 
consists of: 

Charles Bauer, the National Associa- 
tion of Retail Meat and Food Dealers, 
Inc., 4371 West Eighth Street, Cincinnati 
5, Ohio. 

Frank S. Boice, Empire Ranch, Sonoi- 
ta, Ariz. 

G. E. Chambers, president, Valley 
Packing Co., Salem, Oreg. 

Harry B. Coffee, president, Union 
Stock Yards Co. of Omaha, Omaha 7, 
Nebr. 

Joe B. Finley, Callaghan Ranch, Enci- 
nal, Tex. 

Eugene P. Forrestel, Akron, N. Y. 

Wesley Hardenbergh, president, Amer- 
ican Meat Institute, 59 East Van Buren 
Street, Chicago, Ill. 

Dr. George H. Hart, College of Agricul- 
ture, University of California, Davis, 
Calif. 

J. E. Wells, Jr., executive vice presi- 
dent, Farmers Union Livestock Associa- 
tion, South St. Paul, Minn. 

P. E. Williams, Crescent Valley Ranch, 
Box 126, Davenport, Fla. 

G. N. Winder, Craig, Colo. 

Here again a majority of 6 of the 11- 
man committee appear to represent in- 
dustry. 

The Fertilizer Industry Advisory Com- 
mittee of 29 has on it the names of 25 
men representing the fertilizer industry 
and only 4 names representing farmers. 

The Feed and Forage Advisory Com- 
mittee of 11 members established under 
the Research and Marketing Act has 
only 2 names of farmers. Seven of the 
other 9 names represent industry. Two 
members are from colleges of agricul- 
ture. The list is as follows: 

Dr. H. R. Albrecht, Pennsylvania State 
College, State College, Pa. 

H. M. Blackhurst, Utah Poultry & 
Farmers Cooperative, Salt Lake City, 
Utah. 

L. E. Bopst, Association of American 
Feed Control Officials, College Park, Md. 

Elwood L. Chase, Cooperative G. L. F, 
Exchange, Inc., Buffalo, N. Y. 

E. G. Cherbonnier, 3615 Olive Street, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

Robert G. Jeffrey, Childress-Jeffrey, 
Wagoner, Okla. 

Fred J. Ludwig, Farmers Trading Co., 
Laurens, Iowa. 

W. Hugh McGee, Starr, S. C. 

Harold L. Peet, Pike, N. Y. 

Dr. Paul H. Phillips, University of Wis- 
consin, Madison, Wis. 

R. C. Woodworth, vice president, Car- 
gill, Inc., Minneapolis, Minn. 
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The Grain Advisory Committee con- 
sists of 11 members and from the names 
and addresses of the members of this 
committee it appears that 8 members 
represent organizations interested in the 
buying and selling of grain, while only 
3 members are primarily farmers. The 
list follows: 

Herbert W. Clutter, Holcomb, Kans. 

Henry C. Cox, vice president, Corn 
Products Refining Co., Argo, III. 

Gordon Day, Onida, S. Dak. 

Lewis G. Graeves, president, Charles 
Schneider Baking Co., Washington, D. C. 

M. D. Guild, Indiana Grain Coopera- 
tive, 505 Farm Bureau Building, Indian- 
apolis, Ind. 

Roy F. Hendrickson, National Federa- 
tion of Grain Cooperatives, 723 Kass 
Building, Washinston, D. C. 

C. Edgar Leafdale, 116 Fraser Drive, 
East, Mesa, Ariz. 

Ralph B. McEwen, Athena, Oreg. 

Don A. Stevens, vice president, Gen- 
eral Mills, Inc., 400 Second Avenue South, 
Minneapolis, Minn. 

Frank A. Theis, president, Simonds- 
Shiels-Theis Grain Co., Kansas City, Mo. 

John B. Wilson, Jr., 875 West Wooster 
Street, Bowling Green, Ohio. 

Time will not permit me to name all 
of the numerous industry members of 
the other agricultural advisory commit- 
tees, but the American Meat Institute, 
an organization of packers has repre- 
sentatives on three advisory committees. 
Cargill, Inc., on two committees, General 
Mills, Inc., H. P. Hood & Sons of Boston, 
Mass., with representatives on three com- 
mittees. Foods, Inc., New York City; 
Safeway Stores, Inc.; Fairmont Foods 
Co., Omaha, Nebr.; Armour & Co., Chi- 
cago, and the American Bankers Asso- 
ciation on two committees. The Pru- 
dential Insurance Co. of America; the 
Equitable Life Assurance Society; the 
Bank of America; the Metropolitan Life 
Insurance Co.; the Chicago Board of 
Trade; Rath Packing Co.; Seattle Pack- 
ing Co.; Heinz’s Riverside Abattoir, Inc.; 
Long & Hansen Commission Co.; Funk 
Bros. Seed Co.; Continental Grain Co.; 
American Stockyard Association; Na- 
tional Livestock Exchange; Exporter’s 
& Trader’s Compressing and Warehous- 
ing Co.; California Cotton Oil Corp.; 
Pen Fruit Co., Inc., Philadelphia, Pa.; 
General Foods Corp.; Quick Frozen 
Foods, Inc.; American Cotton Manufac- 
turers Institute; Stop and Shop, Inc., 
Boston, Mass.; General Mills, Inc.; Der- 
by Foods, Inc., Chicago, II.; to name 
only a few of the many industries repre- 
sented on the various agricultural ad- 
visory committees. 

To a farmer like me this reads like the 
Who's Who in American agricultural, 
manufacturing, processing, packing, and 
financing. These are representatives of 
the industries that for generations have 
endeavored to buy the farmers’ prod- 
ucts at the lowest possible price in order 
to guarantee to themselves the greatest 
margins of profit. The cheaper they can 
buy from the farmers the products of 
his farm, that he must sell, the easier 
it is for these manufacturers, processors, 
packers, and distributors to return 
profits to their stockholders. 

Under the present administration of 
the United States Department of Agri- 
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culture, representatives of these and 
many other business interests are now 
serving on the United States Department 
of Agriculture’s Agricultural Advisory 
Committees whose function it is to re- 
view national agricultural policies and 
the administration of farm programs 
and make recommendations to the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture for the betterment 
of national agricultural poiicies and the 
administration of farm programs. 

With such a setup of advisory com- 
mittees in the Department of Agricul- 
ture, is it any wonder that Secretary 
Benson has repudiated President Eisen- 
hower’s promise “to help the farmer ob- 
tain his full parity, 100 percent parity, 
with the guaranty in the price supports 
of 90.” 

Is it any wonder that the Secretary of 
Agriculture has carried on, through the 
press and radio and on television and by 
public addresses throughout the Nation, 
his campaign for 75 percent of parity 
for farm products? 

As I mentioned at the outset, studies 
made by the bi-partisan House Com- 
mittee on Agriculture show that con- 
sumers have not benefited by the severe 
drop in farm prices. On the other hand, 
in many instances as farm prices have 
dropped, the price the American house- 
wife has had to pay has increased. Who 
has profited most by this increase be- 
tween cost and selling prices of farm 
commodities? To me the answer is crys- 
tal clear. It is the manufacturers, proc- 
essors, packers, and distributors of farm 
commodities. These are the persons 
who benefit most from low farm prices 
and they are now the principal advisers 
who review national agricultural poli- 
cies and the administration of farm pro- 
grams and make recommendations to 
the Secretary of Agriculture for the bet- 
terment of such policies and programs. 

I fear they are the persons who have 
forced Secretary Benson to repudiate 
President Eisenhower's promise at 
Brookings, S. Dak., on October 4, 1952, 
that— 


The Republican Party is pledged to the 
sustaining of the 90-percent parity price sup- 
port and it is pledged even more than that 
to helping the farmer obtain his full parity, 
100 parity, with the guaranty in the price 
supports of 90. (General Eisenhower, Brook- 
ings, S. Dak., October 4, 1952.) 


Iam not opposed to the policy of nam- 
ing advisory committees for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. They are a good 
thing and could be very helpful. Why 
not place more bona fide farmers on 
those committees? Why not place re- 
sponsible leaders of all farm organiza- 
tions on key agricultural committees? 

The master of the National Grange, 
Mr. Herschel D. Newsom, and the presi- 
dent of the American Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration, Mr. Allen B. Kline, are listed as 
members of the International Wheat 
Agreement Advisory Committee and of 
the Advisory Committee on Foreign Ag- 
ricultural Trade and Technical Assist- 
ance. 

Mr. James G. Patton, president of the 
National Farmers Union, is not a mem- 
ber of any 1 of the 50 agricultural ad- 
visory committees appointed to advise 
Secretary Benson. 
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The National Farmers Union is 1 of 
the 3 largest farm organizations in 
America. For many years the National 
Farmers Union has been fighting to pro- 
tect and defend the best interests of the 
small family-size farmers. The National 
Farmers Union has large and influential 
membership in most Midwestern States. 
In spite of this the present administra- 
tion evidently does not recognize them 
as of sufficient importance to agricul- 
ture to warrant the appointment of their 
president, Mr. James G. Patton to a sin- 
gle 1 of the 50 agricultural advisory com- 
mittees. 

This seemed to me to be a glaring over- 
sight and hard to believe, so I telephoned 
the office of Mr. Patton to verify the sit- 
uation. I was advised by one of his 
assistants, Mr. John Baker, that my as- 
sumption that Mr. Patton, president of 
the National Farmers Union, has not 
been asked to serve on any agricultural 
advisory committee, is correct. 

I was further advised by Mr. Baker 
that no responsible representative of the 
National Farmers Union is serving on 
any of the agricultural advisory com- 
mittees. 

In view of this situation, I cannot help 
asking this question, Are Armour & Co.; 
the Safeway Stores, Inc.; the Bank of 
America; the American Meat Institute; 
the Association of American Railroads; 
the First National Bank of Boston; the 
National Grain Trade Council; the Ter- 
minal Elevator Grain Merchants Asso- 
ciation, or the Chicago Board of Trade— 
all listed on one or more advisory com- 
mittees—better able to advise the De- 
partment of Agriculture on farm pro- 
grams and policies than the president of 
the National Farmers Union, a bona fide 
farmers organization whose membership 
is composed wholly of farmers and their 
families? I believe the answer is obvious 
and clear to anyone who knows the farm- 
ing business. 

“Elect a Republican Congress to sup- 
port President Eisenhower and his bold, 
dynamic New Look program,” is a slogan 
we are hearing much these days. To 
farmers, the bold, dynamic New Look 
program—of the present administration 
as it relates to agriculture, must natu- 
rally raise some searching and disturbing 
questions in the minds of farmers. The 
program outlined by General Eisenhower 
at Kasson, Minn., and Brookings, S. Dak., 
in 1952 sounded mighty good to farmers. 
One hundred percent of parity has been 
the objective for which farmers have 
striven and worked and planned and 
hoped for, for many, Many years. Real- 
izing the impossibility of attaining full 
100 percent of parity, farmers generally 
have accepted 90 percent of parity as a 
reasonable compromise for price sup- 
ports on the so-called basic farm com- 
modities. They thought the new admin- 
istration meant what it said when its 
standard bearer and leader said: 

The Republican Party is pledged to the 
sustaining of the 90 percent parity price sup- 
port and it is pledged even more than that 
to helping the farmer obtain his full parity, 
100 percent parity, with the guaranty in 
the price supports of 90. 


Secretary of Agriculture Benson's 
nationwide campaign for 75 percent of 
parity naturally causes farmers to ques- 
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tion what the future holds for them 
under his leadership. They are dis- 
turbed and troubled concerning what 
may happen to them should the new 
Congress be completely under the domi- 


nation and control of the Secretary of 


Agriculture and the executive branch of 
the Government. They have learned 
through the press and over the radio 
that from 4 to 7 or 8 millions of dollars 
will be spent to elect a Republican Con- 
gress this fall and they are fearful of 
what may happen to them should this 
campaign succeed. 

Farmers know well the implications 
of the old adage, “That he who pays the 
fiddler also calls the tune.” Farmers 
know that business interests who con- 
tribute lavishly to political campaigns, do 
so only because they think that by so 
doing they may get their money back, 
with interest, through the actions of 
those whom they support for public 
office. 

The Saturday Evening Post of May 22, 
1954—page 32—headlined an article 
“The Winner Takes Congress” which 
stated: P 

The Republicans have a $3,800,000 war 
chest to start with, will probably spend twice 
that much by November, 


Farmers are fearful that these huge 
campaign funds now being spent for 
newspaper advertising and radio and 
television time may be recouped through 
lower farm prices to farmers and higher 
profits for manufacturers, processors, 
packers, distributors, and the other vari- 
ous and sundry middlemen with whose 
manipulations they have long had to 
contend. 

Farmers know that low farm prices 
do not necessarily mean low food prices 
for consumers. They know that after 
Secretary Benson reduced dairy farm 
price supports to 75 percent of parity last 
April 1 there was no appreciable drop 
in the price of milk or other dairy prod- 
ucts to consumers. 

Farmers know that when cattle prices 
dropped to a ruinously low level for cat- 
tle feeders some months ago there was no 
substantial drop in the price of steak and 
most other beef products. 

They also know lower wheat prices 
have not resulted in lower bread prices 
or lower prices for cereal products made 
from wheat. 

Farmers know that the lower farm 
prices have only resulted in a greater 
spread between producer and ultimate 
consumer with resulting larger profits 
for the benefit of the middlemen. 

Heretofore, farmers have had great 
faith and an abiding confidence in the 
United States Department of Agriculture 
as their champion and defender and as 
the responsible arm of the Federal Gov- 
ernment charged with the duty of pro- 
tecting and furthering their interests. 
Now, they are confused, disheartened, 
and dismayed to find that their interests 
are apparently being submerged under 
a campaign for lower farm prices and 
more rigid and far-reaching Govern- 
ment controls over their farming busi- 
ness. 
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They remember that at Omaha, Nebr., 
on September 18, 1952, General Eisen- 
hower said: 

The Republican Party will provide farmers 
with economic protection without putting 
them in Federal chains. 


But farmers know also, that while Sec- 
retary of Agriculture Benson says that he 
longs to free farmers from Federal reg- 
imentation, “he is quietly readying new 
and tougher restraints for much of the 
rural populace,” as was reported in the 
Wall Street Journal of April 8, 1954. 

Can it be that these new and tougher 
restraints that were reported by the Wall 
Street Journal last April are the result 
of the recommendations and advice Sec- 
retary Benson has received from the ad- 
visory committees the Republican ad- 
ministration as appointed to review na- 
tional agricultural policies and make 
recommendations concerning the admin- 
istration of farm programs? 

Farmers and all others who are con- 
cerned with a strong and prosperous 
farm economy must watch closely this 
question of national agricultural poli- 
cies. Is the farm program to continue to 
be operated for and by farmers for the 
best interest of farmers and with sympa- 
thetic understanding and cooperation by 
the United States. Department of Agri- 
culture, or is it to be dominated and con- 
trolled by those interests which reap the 
greatest profits when farm prices are 
lowest? 

Farmers are of necessity practical and 
thrifty individuals. Farmers know the 
value of money for they have to work so 
hard to make a dollar. They are skepti- 
cal of the vast sums of money being 
spent by the Republican Party to influ- 
ence the election this year. They are 
curious concerning the source of this 
money and the motives back of it. 

Farmers know that newspaper adver- 
tising, and radio advertising, and tele- 
vision broadcasts cost big money, and 
they know that somebody is paying the 
bill. Naturally they are questioning as 
to who is furnishing this money and 
why and what is back of all the propa- 
ganda being published and broadcasted. 

May I conclude by suggesting 15 good 
reasons why farmers, this fall, will stop, 
look, and listen, and why they will be 
very cautious when asked to vote for 
Republican candidates for Congress? It 
is reasonable to believe that when elec- 
tion day rolls around farmers will not 
forget that the Democratic Party, found- 
ed by Thomas Jefferson, a Virginia 
farmer, is still the last best hope, the 
truest friend, and the strongest advo- 
cate of a prosperous agriculture in the 
United States. 

The 15 reasons I wish to suggest as 
the basis for farmer support and votes 
for Democratic policies and perform- 
ance are: 

First. Farmers will remember that it 
was the Democratic Party that came to 
their rescue during the agricultural de- 
pression of the early thirties. 

Second. Farmers will remember that 
the Democratic Party sponsored and en- 
acted into law the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1933. 

Third. Farmers will remember it was 
the Democratic Party that sponsored and 
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enacted the legislation guaranteeing 
their bank deposits. 

Fourth. Farmers will remember that 
the Democratic Party brought them 
farm electricity by establishing the Ru- 
ral Electrification Administration. 

Fifth. Farmers will remember that the 
Democratic Party created and sponsored 
the Commodity Credit Corporation and 
its program of commodity loans for 
farmers; 

Sixth. Farmers will remember it was 
the Democratic Party that put in opera- 
tion the farmers’ price-support pro- 
gram; 

Seventh. Farmers will remember the 
Democratic Party established the Soil 
Conservation Service; and 

Eighth. The Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation; 

Ninth. The agricultural conservation 
program; 

Tenth. The Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act of October 1937—now known 
as the Farmers’ Home Administration; 

Eleventh. The Emergency Farm Mort- 
gage Act of 1933; 
ae The Farm Credit Act of 

Thirteenth. The Federal Farm Mort- 
gage Corporation Act of 1934; 

Fourteenth. The Farm Credit Acts of 
1935 and 1937; and 
1 The Rural Telephone Act of 

Furthermore, farmers will remember, 
that in all the history of the United 
States, no other political party has spon- 
sored and enacted so much beneficial and 
important agricultural legislation as was 
passed by the Democratic administra- 
tions of Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry 
S. Truman. 

Farmers will not forget all this when 
they cast their votes next November. 

Mr. POLK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks and include additional matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


“UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
PROGRAM 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to take from the Speaker’s desk 
the bill (H. R. 9709) to extend and im- 
prove the unemployment compensation 
program, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ments, as follows: 

Page 1, line 4, strike out “1954” and insert 
“1955.” 

Page 1, lines 4 and 5, strike out “section 
1607 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code" and 
insert “section 3306 (a) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954.” 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “four” and insert 
“40 

Page 1, lines 8 and 9, strike out “section 
1602 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code” and 
insert “section 3303 (a) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1954.” 

Page 2, lines 3 and 4, strike out “three- 
year” and insert “3-year.” 

Page 2, line 8, strike out “one” and insert 


“j,” 
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Page 2, strike out lines 10 to 19, inclusive, 
and insert: 

“Sec. 3. Effective with respect to the tax- 
able year 1955 and succeeding taxable years, 
section 6152 (a) (3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 is hereby repealed.” 

Page 8, line 20, after Code“ insert “of 
1939.” 

Page 4, line 19, strike out “or.” 

Page 5, line 2, strike out “States.” and in- 
sert “States; or 

(13) by an officer or a member of the 
crew on or in connection with an American 
vessel (A) owned by or bareboat chartered 
to the United States and (B) whose business 
is conducted by a general agent of the Sec- 
retary of Commerce, if contributions on ac- 
count of such service are required to be 
made to an unemployment fund under a 
State unemployment compensation law pur- 
suant to section 1606 (g) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1939 or section 3305 (g) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954'.” 

Page 16, line 18, after “Code” insert “of 
1939.” 

Page 16, after line 20, insert: 

(e) Effective with respect to services per- 
formed after December 31, 1954, section 3305 
(e) and section 3306 (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 are hereby repealed.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak- 
er, reserving the right to object—and I 
shall not object—do I understand that 
this postpones the action we took on un- 
employment compensation? 

Mr. REED of New York. One year. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Is there 
any particular reason why it should be 
postponed? 

Mr. REED of New York. The em- 
ployers have to have an opportunity to 
adjust. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Will it be 
necessary for the respective legislatures 
to amend their State laws? 

Mr. REED of New York. Some of them 
will have to do that. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were con- 
curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table, 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Recorp, or to 
date and extend remarks, was granted 

0: 

Mr. McGrecor (at the request of Mr. 
BETTS). 

Mr. BEAMER (at the request of Mr. 
Bray). 

Mr. Lone. 

Mr. Lane in two instances and to in- 
clude additional matter. 

Mr. Hacen of California in three in- 
stances and to include additional matter. 

Mr. PHILBIN in two instances and to 
include additional matter. 

Mr. O’Hara of Illinois in 14 instances 
and to include related matter. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts and to 
include a citation presented to General 
Kearney, ranking Republican member 
of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. WoLvertToN and to include extra- 
neous matter. 
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Mr. Hr, (at the request of Mr. 
ARENDS) in two instances and to include 
additional matter. 

Mr. Wuirten and to extend his re- 
marks in connection with the farm bill, 

Mr. Burpicx in two instances. 

Mr. Polk in two instances and to in- 
clude additional matter. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. KEARNEY] to be ex- 
cused for the balance of the session, on 
account of illness. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Nicuotson). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from North 
Dakota? 

There was no objection. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 3428. An act to authorize the Federal 
Government to guard strategic defense fa- 
cilities against individuals believed to be 
disposed to commit acts of sabotage, 
espionage, or other subversion; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND A JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 


Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills and a joint resolution 
of the House of the following titles, which 
were thereupon signed by the Speaker: 


H. R. 697, An act for the relief of Deme- 
trios Christos Mataraggiotis, and Zoi Deme- 
tre Mataraggiotis, his wife, and Christos 
Mataraggiotis and Constantinos Matarag- 
giotis, their minor sons; 

H.R. 717. An act for the relief of Hen- 
riette Matter; 

H. R. 822. An act for the relief of Sister 
Giuseppina Giaccone; 

H. R. 832. An act for the relief of Katharine 
Balsamo; 

H. R. 834. An act for the relief of Arthur 
J. Boucher; 

H. R. 839. An act for the relief of Sister 
Mary Gertrude (Mary Gertrude Kelly); 

H. R. 877. An act for the relief of Nasser 
Esphahanian; 

H. R. 1622. An act for the relief of Agustin 
Mondreal; 

H. R. 1627. An act for the relief of Johann 
Groben; 

H. R. 1904. An act for the relief of Patricia 
A. Pembroke; 

H. R. 1975. An act to amend section 2201 
of title 28, United States Code, to extend 
the Federal Declaratory Judgments Act to 
the Territory of Alaska; 

H. R. 2061. An act for the relief of Regine 
du Planty; 

H. R. 2154. An act authorizing the issuance 
of a patent in fee to Leona Hungry; 

H. R. 2393. An act for the relief of Brother 
Eugene Cumerlato; 

H. R. 2480. An act for the relief of Char- 
lotte Margarita Schmidt; 

H. R. 2483. An act for the relief of Giaco- 
mo Bartolo Vanadia; 

H. R. 2500. An act for the relief of Stan- 
islaw Majzner (alias Stanley Maisner); 

H. R. 2794. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Claire Godreau Daigle; 

H. R. 3024. An act for the relief of Sergio 
Emeric; 
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H. R. 3388. An act for the relief of Louie 
Ella Attaway; 

H. R. 3447. An act for the relief of Maria 
Paccione Pica; 

H. R. 3507. An act for the relief of Maj. 
Elias M. Tsougranis; 

H. R. 3520. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Erna Rosita Pont (formerly Erna Rosita 
Michel) ; 

H. R. 3566. An act for the relief of Pimen 
Maximovich Sofronov: 

H.R. 3665. An act for the relief of Marko 
Ribic; 

H. R. 3750. An act for the relief of Inge 
Beckmann; 

H. R. 3869. An act for the relief of Gilbert 
Elkanah Richards, Adelaide Gertrude Rich- 
ards, and Anthony Gilbert Richards; 

H. R. 3874. An act for the relief of Roberto 
Johnson; 

H. R. 4015. An act for the relief of Josef, 
Paula, and Kurt Friedberg; 

H. R. 4054. An act for the relief of Jorge 
Sole Massana and Montserrat Thomasa- 
Sanchez Massana; 

H. R. 4426. An act for the relief of Andrea 
Paulette Quarehomme and her child; 

H. R. 4427. An act for the relief of Mrs, 
Helena Piasecka; 


H. R. 4437. An act for the relief oF beulse 
Rank; f 


H. R. 4522. An act for the rélief of Petrus 
Van Keer; 

H. R. 4815. An act for the relief of Alex- 
ander Petsche; 

H. R. 4908. An act for the relief of Pietro 
Petralia; 

H. R.4969. An act for the relief of Basilios 
Xarhoulacos; 

H. T. 5119. An act for the relief of Augusta 
Oppacher Bialek; 

H. R. 5194. An act for the relief of Pauline 
Katzmann; 

H. R. 5319. An act for the relief of Henry 
(also known as Heinrich) Schor, Sally (also 
known as Sali) Schor, and Gita (also known 
as Gitta Aviva) Schor; 

H. R. 5344. An act for the relief of Bob Kan 
and Fourere Kan; 

H. R. 5459. An act for the relief of Takeko 
Ishiki; 

H. R. 5553. An act for the relief of Dr. Lu 
Jen-lung; 

H. R. 5718. An act to limit the period 
for collection by the United States of com- 
pensation received by officers and employees 
in violation of the dual compensation laws; 

H. R. 5749. An act for the relief of Maria 
Teresa Lubiato; 

H. R. 6266. An act for the relief of Frank 
Robert Gage; 

H. R. 6355. An act for the relief of Elena 
Scarpetti Savelli; 

H. R. 6442. An act for the relief of Tamiko 
Fujiwara; 

H. R. 6492. An act for the relief of Rodolfo 
Navarro; 

H. R. 6498. An act for the relief of Elfriede 
Lina Avitable, nee Roser; 

H. R. 6672. An act to provide for a tem- 
porary increase in the public debt limit; 

H. R. 6752. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria Giuseppa De Lisa Quagliano; 

H. R. 6762. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Irmgard (Chrapko) Broughman; 

H. R. 6858. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Efthemia Soteralis; 

H. R. 7031. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
George A. Meffan; 

H. R. 7033. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Anna J. Weigle; 

H.R.7151. An act for the relief of Mazal 
Kolman; 

H. R. 7217. An act for the relief of Astor 
Vergata; 

H. R. 7229. An act to provide for the con- 
veyance to T. M. Pratt and Annita C. Pratt of 
certain real property in Stevens County, 
Wash.; 

H. R. 7581. An act for the relief of Gaetano 
Conti; 
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H. R. 7734. An act to amend section 47 of 
the National Defense Act concerning the re- 
quirement for bond covering certain property 
issued by the United States for use by Re- 
serve Officers’ Training Corps units main- 
tained at educational institutions; 

H. R. 7762. An act for the relief of M. M. 
Hess; 

H. R. 7813. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to adjust or cancel cer- 
tain charges on the Milk River project; 

H. R. 7828. An act for the relief of Mariana 
George Loizos Kellis; 

H. R. 7829. An act for the relief of Shima- 
soi Michiko; 

H. R. 7834. An act for the relief of Erika 
Schneider Buonasera; 

H. R. 7885. An act for the relief of Sohan 
Singh Rai and Jogindar Kaur Rai; 

H. R. 7938. An act for the relief of Miss 
Martha Heuschele; 

H. R. 7947. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Erika (Hohenleitner) Stapleton; 

H. R. 8065. An act for the relief of Carlos 
Francisco, Manriqueta Mina, and Roberto 
Mina Ver; 

H. R. 8205. An act to authorize the convey- 
ance by the Secretary of the Interior to Vir- 
ginia Electric & Power Co. of a perpetual 
easement of right-of-way for electric trans- 
mission line purposes across lands of the 
Richmond National Battlefield Park, Va. 
such easement to be granted in exchange for, 
and in consideration of, the conveyance for 
park purposes of approximately 6 acres of 
land adjoining the park; 

H. R. 8244. An act for the 
Dorothy Nell Woolgar Allen; 

H. R. 8375. An act for the relief of Ilse 
Radler Hughes; 

H. R. 8424. An act for the 
Else Johnson; 

H. R. 8554. An act for the relief of Maria 


relief of Mrs. 


relief of Mrs. 


M. Khoe; 
H. R. 8557. An act for the relief of Ezio 
Bertoni; 

H. R. 8859. An act to convey the rever- 
sionary interest of the United States in cer- 
tain lands to the city of Pawnee, Okla.; 

H. R. 8628. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to insure that crude silicon carbide 
imported into the United States will con- 
tinue to be exempt from duty, and with re- 
spect to the duties applicable to certain 
prepared fish; 

H. R. 8932. An act to reclassify dictaphones 
in the Tariff Act of 1930; 

H. R. 8936. An act for the relief of Dana 
Evanovich; 

H. R. 9029. An act for the relief of Paul 
James Patrie; 

H. R. 9248. An act to amend section 308 (5) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended; 

H. R.9496. An act for the relief of Elisa- 
beth Hoeft; 

H. R. 9512. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Franziska (Han) Rigau; 

H. R. 9790. An act to amend the act of 
June 30, 1948, so as to extend for 1 year the 
authority of the Secretary of the Interior to 
issue patents for certain public lands in 
Monroe County, Mich., held under color of 
title; 
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H. R. 9953. An act for the relief of Mr. 
Fu-Ho Chan, Mrs. Fu-Ho Chan, and their 
child, Richard Chan; and 

H. J. Res. 585. Joint resolution fixing the 
time of assembly of the 84th Congress. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according- 
ly (at 2 o’clock and 27 minutes p. m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, August 19, 1954, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


1836. A letter from the Chairman, Rubber 
Producing Facilities Disposal Commission, 
transmitting a report prepared by Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation, the operating 
agency, with respect to its expenditures for 
repairs, replacements, additions, improve- 
ments, or maintenance of the Government- 
owned rubber-producing facilities for the fis- 
cal year ending June 30, 1954, pursuant to 
section 15 of the Rubber Producing Facil- 
ities Disposal Act of 1953 (67 Stat. 408); to 
the Committee on Armed Services, 

1837. A letter from the Secretary of Com- 
merce, transmitting the 27th quarterly re- 
port, pursuant to the Export Control Act of 
1949; to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

1838. A letter from the Acting Comptroller 
General of the United States, transmitting a 
report on the audit of the Small Defense 
Plants Administration for the period from 
July 31, 1951, through July 31, 1953, pursuant 
to provisions of the Budget and Accounting 
Act, 1921 (31 U, S. C. 53), and the Account- 
ing and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U. S. C. 
67); to the Committee on Government Op- 
erations, 

1839. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of a 
proposed bill entitled “A bill to provide for 
the distribution of funds belonging to the 
members of the Creek Nation of Indians, 
and for other purposes“; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1840. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a proposed 
award of a concession contract to Edgar M. 
and Dorothy H. Stopher, doing business as 
Sprague’s Lodge, which will, when executed 
on behalf of the Government by the regional 
director, region 2, National Park Service, 
authorize them to operate a lodge and pro- 
vide related services in Rocky Mountain Na- 
tional Park, Colo., for a period of 5 years 
from January 1, 1954, pursuant to the act of 
July 31, 1953 (67 Stat. 271); to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1841. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy for Air, transmitting a report 


15065 


of claims paid from July 1, 1953, to June 30, 
1954, inclusive, pursuant to section 1 (e) of 
Public Law 439, 82d Congress; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. WOLVERTON: Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. Report on ad- 
vertising alcoholic beverages pursuant to 
House Resolution 127, 83d Congress; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2670). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. O’KONSKI: 

H. R. 10265, A bill to provide assistance in 
acquiring specially adapted housing for blind 
veterans who have disabilities of such a 
nature that they require specially adapted 
housing; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

By Mr. WOLCOTT: 

H. R. 10266. A bill to permit national banks 
to make 20-year real-estate loans and 9- 
month construction loans; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. GROSS: 

H. J. Res. 586. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, relating to the legal effect of 
certain treaties and other international 
agreements; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. MILLER of California: 

H. J. Res. 587. Joint resolution to provide 
economy and efficiency in Federal medical 
supply management; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

By Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan: 

H. Res. 709. Resolution authorizing the 
chairman of the Committee on Government 
Operations to appoint a special subcommit- 
tee thereof, during the recess or adjournment 
of Congress; to the Committee on Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. MILLER of California: 

H. R. 10267. A bill for the relief of Antonio 
Anici, Jr.; to the Committee on the Judi- 
c 


By Mr. WOLCOTT: 
H. R. 10268. A bill for the relief of Ray- 
mond George Hamway; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


The Farm Bill Approved 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 


HON. USHER L. BURDICK 
OF NORTH DAKOTA 15 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
with 82.5 percent to 90 percent of parity 


for wheat, corn, peanuts, cotton, rice, to- 
bacco, and 75 percent of parity for the 
dairyman, came out of conference on the 
17th, and the Senate conferees could not 
be moved on the question of dairy prod- 
ucts. The wheat men, the cotton men 
and all other groups put up a fight for 
the dairy interests, but Senator AIKEN 
and Eisenhower were too much to con- 
tend with. In the House two Members 
from Minnesota, the Honorable AUGUST 
H. ANDRESEN, the Honorable H. CARL AN- 


DERSEN, and the Honorable HAROLD 
Cootey, from North Carolina, the Hon- 
orable JAMIE L, WHITTEN, from Missis- 
sippi, and, in fact, the entire Agriculture 
Committee of the House, did great serv- 
ice in the interest of keeping buying 
power in the Farm Belt, as a guaranty 
against another disastrous depression. 
They were, however, unable to turn the 
tide against the well-organized Benson 
Senate 
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When the matter came to the House 
for approval, here is the spot the Mem- 
bers from the Farm Belt were in, and 
that included myself. My disposition 
was to vote against this conference re- 
port, because I realized that the dairy 
interests of the country would suffer a 
severe blow. Oleo butter has taken its 
toll; now added to that is a 25-percent 
handicap compared to parity, and the 
inevitable result will be that many dairy- 
men will go out of business. 

The reason why I did not vote against 
the conference report was that the 
House conferees had made a gallant 
fight but lost. The great mistake was 
made in 1949, when as a compromise 
the Aiken sliding-scale provision was 
incorporated in the bill at that time. I 
called attention to the danger of this 
provision. In the bill, therefore, at that 
time were the seeds of the present defeat. 
If no bill had been passed at this session, 
then the Aiken sliding scale—75 percent 
to 90 percent of parity—would auto- 
matically go into effect. The “chicken 
feed” statesmen, headed by Senator 
AIKEN, had gotten the ear of the Presi- 
dent, and regardless of his pledge in the 
campaign to retain 90 percent of parity, 
he lined up with the chicken feed states- 
men. 

Rather than dump all supports on a 
75 percent to 90 percent of parity, I 
thought it better to take what we could 
get in lieu of taking something worse. 
In order to save the embarrassment of 
Members to vote on a rollcall vote, no 
rollcall was had, so when these Members 
go home no one will know how they 
voted. But I am willing to go on record 
on every vote I cast, and if there had 
been a rollcall, I would have voted to 
take the only bill we could get. 

The bill with the 8244-percent parity, 
which Benson will no doubt set in mo- 
tion as soon as this bill is signed, will not 
immediately put farmers out of busi- 
ness, because they are on that level now, 
but eventually no business can stand up 
long with a 1742-percent discount below 
parity. ; 

The acreage cut which Benson has 
made will put many small farms out of 
business. No change was made in this 
authority given the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, and I personally know of many 
small farms whose owners cannot make 
a living for their families on such a slash 
in acreage. As I see it, therefore, the 
Farm Belt is in a precarious situation 
today. 


Our Small Business Administration Is As- 
sisting Our National Economy To Grow 
Stronger and To Stabilize Our Home- 
Owned-and-Operated Business Firms 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WILLIAM S. HILL 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, as chairman 
of the Select Committee on Small Busi- 
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ness, I would like to take this occasion 
to summarize some of the more impor- 
tant activities of the committee in aid- 
ing small business, the economic back- 
bone of the Nation. 

As you know, our committee was es- 
tablished to investigate the problems of 
small business to determine whether the 
potentialities of small business are being 
adequately developed, or whether any 
factors are hindering its development, 
and also whether Government agencies 
are adequately and equitably serving the 
needs of small business. 

One of the most important and bene- 
ficial investigations we conducted during 
the 83rd Congress was on Federal taxa- 
tion. Realizing that taxes were proving 
a heavy burden for small-business men 
we made specific recommendations for 
tax relief, many of which have now been 
effected, either by legislation or by per- 
mitting tax laws to expire. 

Our committee recommended that the 
automatic decrease in income tax on 
January 1, 1954, be permitted to go into 
effect. We also recommended that the 
excess-profits tax be permitted to expire. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud that the 83d 
Congress permitted the expiration of 
the excess-profits tax and the reduction 
in personal income tax. These reduc- 
tions have been of great benefit to many 
hard-pressed businessmen, and they 
were possible only because of the econo- 
mies and careful spending of the Eisen- 
hower administration, 

Our committee made other tax rec- 
ommendations with an eye toward giving 
tax relief and providing encouragement 
and incentives for small-business men. 
Some of these recommendations, now in 
large part enacted into law in the tax 
revision act of 1954, are: 

First. Increased depreciation through 
the declining balance method. 

Second. Relief for small corporations 
from the plan to make tax payments 
current. 

Third. Option for deductions of re- 
search and development expenditures, 

Fourth. Relief from surplus accumu- 
lations now considered under section 102 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 

Fifth. Additional year added to carry 
back provisions considered in computing 
net operating loss deductions. 

Sixth. Relief, through exemptions and 
partial credits, from double taxation of 
dividends. 

Many people in the mining areas of my 
State of Colorado and of the West in 
general have felt the disruptive, depress- 
ing effect of lead and zinc dumping in 
this country by foreign countries, As 
& result of this dumping which in large 
part took the domestic market away from 
domestic producers, our committee held 
hearings in four western cities to study 
the problem. 

Industry members testified before the 
committee that foreign lead and zinc 
can be produced more cheaply than do- 
mestic metal and, as a result, marketed 
in this country at a price which would 
be unprofitable and uneconomic for the 
domestic industry. They also testified 
that higher average grade ore, lower 
labor costs and devaluation of foreign 
currencies have all acted to permit 
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profitable exports to the United States 
even when market prices were low. 

The lead and zinc industry in this 
country has unquestionably been hurt by 
these practices, but I am happy to say 
today that the Office of Defense Mobili- 
zation, due at least in part to our efforts 
and investigations, is now buying only 
domestic lead and zinc for the strategic 
stockpile. 

Another activity of the Committee on 
Small Business is a continuing investi- 
gation of Government competition with 
private business. One of the most alarm- 
ing trends in government over the past 
20 years has been the steady encroach- 
ment of Government commercial and in- 
dustrial activities in fields which prop- 
erly belong to private industry. 

For instance, the Armed Forces now 
have 28 scrap metal baling facilities, 5 
coffee-roasting plants, 2 paint factories, 
5 motion-picture studios, 74 bakeries, 
and 97 laundries. That is only a partial 
list, but the point is that small-business 
men could perform those activities prob- 
ably with better service and in most cases 
at a lower cost. Private businessmen 
pay taxes while Government industries 
do not. 

The Eisenhower administration is try- 
ing to reverse this trend, and is trying 
to take the Government out of as many 
business activities as possible whenever 
they are in competition with private, 
taxpaying industries. This is a policy 
in which our committee is happy to par- 
ticipate. 

I would like to discuss a piece of legis- 
lation the Select Committee on Small 
Business initiated. 

One of the more important pieces of 
legislation enacted during the 83d Con- 
gress was the Small Business Act of 1953. 
This law created the Small Business Ad- 
ministration whose purpose it is to give 
small business a permanent and inde- 
pendent voice in the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

The new agency, as conceived by the 
Congress, not only assumed the function 
of the Small Defense Plants Administra- 
tion and the loan functions of the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation, as they 
pertain to small business, but broadened 
the scope of Government assistance to 


small business. The agency is now con- 


cerned with all members of the small 
business community instead of imposing 
the limitation on those involved in de- 
fense production. 

The SBA received its legislative begin- 
ning on March 18, 1953 when I intro- 
duced a bill to establish the agency and 
“preserve small business institutions and 
free competitive enterprise.” 

SBA offers three major types of as- 
sistance to small firms. The first and 
probably the most important is in mak- 
ing business loans to any small business 
that meets certain basic credit require- 
ments. The agency is primarily inter- 
ested in making loans where credit would 
not otherwise be available to a deserving 
business man. 

Secondly, SBA offers assistance to 
small businesses in procuring Govern- 
ment contracts. It carries on a program 
of joint determination with the Depart- 
ment of Defense to earmark procure- 
ments, where possible, for exclusive per- 
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formance by small business. This pro- 
gram has been of tangible assistance to 
hundreds of small firms. 

The third SBA function, management 
and technical assistance, is being put 
into effect by setting up extension courses 
on such subjects as analyzing current 
sales and distribution, cost estimating, 
production problems, and effective man- 
agerial organizations. 

I would like to deal briefly with a state- 
ment made by Edward F. Howrey, chair- 
man of the Federal Trade Commission, 
before the Select Committee on Small 
Business, July 14, 1954. 

Mr. Howrey stated that “small business 
has an essential, economic, and human 
role in American life. All inequitable 
handicaps should be eliminated so that 
small firms may grow in a healthy way 
and compete more effectively with their 
bigger competitors.” 

Mr. Howrey has established a Small 
Business Division in the FTC in recog- 
nition of the important role of small 
business in this economy. Small-busi- 
ness men may go to this division for ad- 
vice and information regarding legal 
matters under the jurisdiction of the 
Commission. 

Mr. Howrey assured the committee 
that “while the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion supervises the competitive practices 
of both small and big business, we are 
fully aware of our duty to make a spe- 
cial effort to protect small business from 
predatory practices.” 


Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
2d Session—Part I 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. BARRATT O’HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent I am extending 
my remarks to include Part I of the re- 
port prepared for my constituents on the 
Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
2d session. The purpose is to give to 
the men and women of the United States 
whom we represent an exact accounting 
of the disposal we in the Congress make 
of the money in the Treasury of the 
United States, a large part of which 
comes from their pockets in the payment 
of Federal taxes. The first of these re- 
ports, which in their entirety will cover 
all of the appropriations of this session 
of the 83d Congress, follows: 

PUBLIC LAW 304—H. R. 7996, SECOND SUPPLE- 
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT 

A. Appropriates $27,517,616 to supply sup- 
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1954, Continues antistrike 
provisions, 

B. Items: 


Appropriations 
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Senate: Inquiries and in- 
vestigations._......-.... 


‘Total, Ch, Tonenaname = 


C—948 
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Appropriations—Continued 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT 


Bureau of Accounts: Sala- 
ries and expenses, division 


of disbursemen: $4, 800, 000 
Coast Guard: Acquisition, 
construction, and im- ; 
provements (8, 120, 500) 
Total, ch: H. — 4. 800, 000 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Bureau of Employment Se- 


curity: Unemployment 

compensation for veter- 
ES NS IIE, Seperate $15, 000, 000 

Total, Department of 
— Ee 15, 000, 000 


NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD 
Arbitration and emergency 


BOGUS e $125, 000 
Total, National Medi- 

ation Board- 125, 000 

Total, ch. III 15, 125, 000 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


President’s Advisory Com- 
mittee on Government 


Organization — 860, 000 
INDEPENDENT OFFICES 
Commission on Organiza- 
tion of the Executive 
Branch of the Govern- 
e e $1, 431, 909 
Total, chapter IV. 1. 491, 909 


CLAIMS, AUDITED CLAIMS, AND JUDGMENTS 
Claims and judgments $5, 500, 707 


Grand total + 27, 517, 616 


PUBLIC LAW 374—H. R. 7893, TREASURY DEPART- 
MENT AND POST OFFICE APPROPRIATIONS ACT 
A. Appropriates $3,332,732,700 for the 

Treasury and Post Office Departments, Ex- 

port-Import Bank of Washington, and Re- 

construction Finance Corporation for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955. Continues 
anti-strike provisions. 
B. Item: 
Appropriations 
TITLE I. TREASURY DEPARTMENT 


Office of the Secretary: Sal- 


aries and expenses $2, 600, 000 
‘Bureau of Accounts: 

Salaries and expenses 2, 548, 700 
Division of disburse- 

ꝗꝙꝶ6—ꝓ.. mp ar wewresie sali! — 14, 500, 000 
Total, Bureau of Ac- 

Soun ts... 17, 048, 700 

Bureau of the Public Debt 44, 997, 300 


—U—ñĩ— - 
Office of the Treasurer: 


Salaries and expenses 15, 499, 000 
Contingent expenses, pub- 
lic moneys - — 9 
Total, Office of the 
Treasurer 15, 499, 000 
Bureau of Customs: Salaries 
and expenses = 39, 996, 300 
Internal Revenue Service 265, 912, 000 
Bureau of Narcotics: Sal- 
aries and expenses 2, 770, 000 
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Appropriations—Continued 
TITLE I. TREASURY DEPARTMENT—continued 


United States Secret Serv- 
ice: 


Salaries and expenses $2, 438, 000 
White House Police 712, 000 
Guard Force = 268, 000 
Total, U. S. Secret 
ote Se en 3, 418, 000 
= 
Bureau of the Mint 4, 450, 000 


= 


Coast Guard: 
Operating expenses 155, 889, 300 
Acquisition, construction, 
and improvements 3, 000, 000 
Retired pay = 19, 775, 000 
Reserve training 4 2, 500, 000 
Total, Coast Guard 181, 164, 300 


—— 
Total, title I, Treas- 
ury Department 577, 855, 600 
ÅS 
TITLE II. POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 
Administration = $19, 491, 100 
Operations 1, 899, 776, 000 
Transportation = 702, 219, 000 
C 8, 501, 000 
124, 890, 000 


2, 754, 877, 100 


. 


3, 332, 732, 700 
rms 
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES OF GOVERNMENT 
CORPORATIONS 

(Limit on amount of corporate funds to be 
expended) 
Export-Import Bank of 
Washington 
Reconstruction 
Corporation 


$1, 070, 000 
3, 500, 000 


6E 4, 570, 000 


Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
2d Session— Part II 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. BARRATT O’HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. OHARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent, I am extending 
my remarks to include my second report 
to my constituents on the appropria- 
tions of the 83d Congress, 2d session, as 
follows: 


PUBLIC LAW 471—H. R. 8067, DEPARTMENTS OF 
STATE, JUSTICE, AND COMMERCE, AND THE 
UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT 


A. Appropriates $1,201,710,500 for the De- 
partments of State, Justice, and Commerce, 
and the United States Information Agency 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955. 
Prohibits the use of funds for the promotion 
of the principle of world government or 
one-world citizenship. Declares it the sense 
of the Congress that the Communist Chinese 
Government should not be admitted to 
membership in the United Nations as the 
representative of China. Continues anti- 
strike provisions, 
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B. Item: 
Appropriations 
TITLE T. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Salaries and expenses $62, 500, 000 
Representation allowances. 475, 000 
Acquisition of buildings 
FC 2, 500, 000 
Emergencies in the Diplo- 
matic and Consular 
1 1. 000, 000 
Contributions to inter- 
national organizations 28, 250, 000 
Missions to international 
organizations 1. 050, 000 
International contin- 
8 oo 1, 000, 000 
International Boundary and 
Water Commission, 
United States and 
Mexico: 
Salaries and expenses 450, 000 
Construction 300, 000 
Operation and mainte- 
TOE aoe ů 1, 000, 000 
Rio Grande emergency 
flood protection 
American sections, inter- 
national commissions... 245, 000 
International Fisheries 
Commissions 310, 000 
International educational 
exchange activities 14, 700, 000 
International Claims Com- 
eee 130, 000 
Total, Department of 
Sa an 113, 910, 000 
TITLE II. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Legal activities and gen- 
eral administration: 
General administration, 
salaries and expenses 82, 472, 500 
General legal activities, 
salaries and expenses 9, 450, 000 
Antitrust Division, sal- 
aries and expenses 3, 100, 000 
United States attorneys 
and marshals, salaries 
and expenses 14, 500, 000 
Fees and expenses of 
witnesses 1. 000, 000 
Claims of persons of 
Japanese ancestry, sal- 
aries and expenses 200, 000 
Total, legal activities 
and general admin- 
1istration 30, 722, 500 
Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation: Salaries and ex- 
ON ot — 78, 282, 000 
Immigration and Natural- 
ization Service: Salaries 
and expenses 39, 000, 000 
Federal Prison System: 
Bureau of Prisons, sal- 
aries and expenses 26, 385, 000 
Building and facilities — 
Support of United States 
prisoners 2. 475, 000 
Total, Federal Prison 
System 28, 860, 000 
Office of Alien Property: 
Salaries and expenses (3, 000, 000) 
Total, Department of 
Justice — 176, 864, 000 


Appropriations—Continued 
TITLE II. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Office of the Secretary: 
Salaries and expenses 
Technical and scientific 


$2, 050, 000 


services — eewenamane 


Salaries and expenses, de- 
fense production activ- 
pin. ee RAN 


Census Bureau: 
Salaries and expenses 
Census of business and 
manufactures and agri- 


Special surveys of manu- 
factures and other busi- 
ee ee S 

Sample census of agri- 
culture 

Full census of agricul- 


16, 000, 000 


Total, Census Bureau_ 
Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
tration: 
Salaries and expenses 
Air navigation facilities, 
establishment o 
Technical development 
and evaluation 
Washington National Air- 
port: 
Maintenance and op- 
eration dn 
Construction 


Federal-aid airport pro- 


er 
Federal-aid airport pro- 
gram (liquidation of 
contract authorization) 
Alaska airports, mainte- 
nance and operation 
Air navigation develop- 


tics Administra- 


Civil Aeronautics Board: 
Salaries and expenses 
Payments to air carriers 


22, 200, 000 


97. 650, 000 
5. 000, 000 
700, 000 


105, 250, 000 


3. 777, 000 
40, 000, 000 


Total, Civil Aeronau- 


Coast and Geodetic Survey: 
Salaries and expenses... 
Construction of geomag- 

netic station 
Total, Coast and Geo- 
detic Survey 

Business and Defense Sery- 
ices Administration: Sal- 


Bureau of Foreign Com- 
merce: 

Salaries and expenses... 

Export control — 


Total, Bureau of For- 

eign Commerce 

Office of Business Eco- 
nomics: Salaries and ex- 


Bureau of Foreign and do- 
mestic Commerce: 
Departmental salaries 
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Appropriations—Continued 
TITLE II, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE—COn. 
Maritime activities: 
Operating-differential 


Salaries and expenses 
Maritime 
State marine schools 660, 000 


Total, maritime ac- 
— oS es 


Bureau of Public Roads: 
Federal-aid highway 
Forest highways 
Inter-American Highway. 
Access roads (act of Sept. 

7, 1950) 
Public lands highways 

(liquidation of contract 

en eon meen eeeen 
Elimination of grade 

crossings (liquidation 

of contract authoriza- 

MOU teense paras ͤ—.—. E 
Rama Road, Nicaragua... 


Total, Bureau of Pub- 
lic Roads S 517, 000, 000 


National Bureau of Stand- 
ards: 
Operation and adminis- 
6 
Research and testing 
Radio propagation and 


Construction of labora- 
tories (liquidation of 
contract authoriza- 
115, 000 


Total, National Bu- 
reau of Standards. 6, 365, 000 
Weather Bureau: Salaries 


24, 750, 000 


829, 822, 000 


TITLE IV. UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 


U. S. Information Agency: 


Salaries and expenses... $73, 914, 000 


Grand total appro- 
priations, titles I, 
II, III, and IV, De- 
partments of State, 
Justice, and Com- 
merce and U. S. In- 


formation Agency. 1, 201, 710, 500 


Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
2d Session—Part III 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. BARRATT O'HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent, I am extending 
my remarks to include a continuance of 
my report to my constituents in the Sec- 
ond District of Illinois on the appropria- 
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tion laws of the 2d session of tne 83d 
Congress, as follows: 
PUBLIC LAW 453—HĦ, R. 8367, CIVIL FUNCTIONS 
APPROPRIATION ACT 
A. Appropriates $57,071,300 for civil func- 
tions administered by the Department of the 
Army for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1955. Continues antistrike provisions and 
provides for the employment of experts at 
not to exceed $15,000 per year, the rates 
for individuals not to exceed $100 per diem. 
Prohibits the use of funds after September 
1, 1954, for the maintenance and operation 
of hospitals in the Canal Zone, 


B. Items; 
Appropriations 
QUARTERMASTER CORPS 
Cemeterial expenses $5, 489, 200 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
General investigation $2, 907, 500 
Construction = 300, 367, 600 
Operation and mainte- 
7 76, 110, 000 
General expenses 9, 544, 000 
Mississippi River and 
tributaries 45, 450, 000 
Niagara remedial work 2, 000, 000 
Plant account „„ 
Total, Corps of Engi- 
6 436, 379, 100 
U. S. Soldiers“ Home: 
Maintenance and opera- 
fa, e ee . E (5, 134, 000) 
THE PANAMA CANAL 
Canal Zone Government $13, 788, 000 
Capital outlay__.--------. 1, 415, 000 
Total, Panama Canal. 15, 203, 000 
Total, regular annual 
appropriations, De- 
partment of the 
Army civil func- 
b ee 457. 071, 300 


PUBLIC LAW 357—H. R. 8481, THIRD SUPPLE- 
MENTAL APPROPRIATION ACT 

A. Appropriates $505,218,741 to supply sup- 

plemental appropriations for fiscal year end- 


ing June 30, 1954. Continues antistrike pro- 
visions. 
B. Item: 
Appropriations 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Compensation and retire- 
ment fund expenses: Dis- 
trict government retire- 


ment and relief funds $120, 000 
Public schools: 
General administration, 
supervision, and in- 
struction ............. 1, 537, 500 
Vocational education, 
George-Barden pro- 
FTT 24, 000 
Metropolitan Police: sal- 
aries and expenses 1. 800, 000 
Fire Department: salaries 
and expenses 700, 000 
Courts: United States 
G = 37, 536 
Public welfare: 
Agency services 3 
National Capital parks 69, 000 
Pay increases, wage- scale 
employees 1, 200, 000 
Settlement of claims and 
C nnnnmenne = 29, 625 
Judgments___....-..... S 222, 218 
Audited claims " 333, 370 


Total, chapter 1 (6, 073, 249) 
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Appropriations—Continued 
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Senate: Beneficiaries of de- 
ceased Senators — 
Salaries, officers and em- 
ployees: Office of Sergeant 
at Arms and Doorkeeper eee a s ssm easa = 
Contingent expenses: Motor 
Wiener E ETA ETS —ů — — 
House of Representatives: 
Salaries, officers and em- 
ployees: Office of the 
Doorkeeper 
Contingent expenses of 
the House: 
Stationery (revolving 
97 
Folding documents 15, 000 
Capitol Police: Capital Po- 
„FCC a E A 2, 855 
Education of House and 
Senate pages: Expenses. 
Government Printing Of- 
fice: Working capital and 
congressional printing 
eee een, 


$12, 500 


Total, 
branch 


legislative 


JUDICIARY BRANCH 


Courts of appeals, district 
courts, and other judi- 
cial services: 

Fees of jurors and com- 
missioners 
Travel and miscellane- 
ous expenses 
Salaries of referees — 


Branch 151, 000 


Total, chapter E 200, 955 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


Salaries and expenses 
International contingen- 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


Legal activities and gen- 
eral administration: 
Salaries and expenses, 
claims of persons of 
Japanese ancestry -5 $1, 560, 000 
General provision „ AT ee 


Total, Department of 


Justice 1, 560, 000 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Office of the Secretary: 
Aviation war risk insur- 
ance revolving Tund -rr ~-..--.... A 
Civil Aeronautics Admin- 
istration: Land acquisi- 


tion, additional Wash- 

ington Alrport $34, 541 
Maritime activities: Oper- 

ating-differential subsi- 

a e T hata aye Re ers - 29, 500, 000 


Bureau of Public Roads: 
Federal-aid highways 55, 000, 000 


Total, Department of 


Commerce 84, 534. 541 


ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON WEATHER CONTROL 
Salaries and expenses_-.... ...-.-.---... - 


Total, ch. III. $86, 094, 541 
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Appropriations—Continued 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Bureau of Narcotics: Sal- 


aries and expenses — $67, 500 
Internal Revenue Service: 
Salarles and expenses 3, 600, 000 
U. S. Secret Service: Sal- 
arles and expenses ä = 
Total, ch. IV. 3, 667, 500 
a 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Bureau of Employment Se- 
curity: 
Grants to States for un- 
employment compen- 
sation and employ- 
ment service adminis- 
10 — $12, 100, 000 
Unemployment compen- 
sation for veterans 24, 400, 000 
Total, Department of 
e eee 36, 500, 000 
. A 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE 
Office of Education: 
Payments to school dis- 


og fe RRR a eae $5, 850, 000 
Assistance for school 
construction is 55, 000, 000 
Social Security Adminis- 
tration: 
Salaries and expenses, 
old-age and survivors 
insurancde (996, 000) 
Grants to States for pub- 
lic assistance 58, 000, 000 
Total, Department of 
Health, Education, 
and Welfare 118, 850, 000 
Total, ch: Vaico soo. 155, 350, 000 
aS 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural Conservation 


Pr D Ce GES $15, 000, 000 
Disaster loan revolving 
e 5 = 
Forest Service: Fighting 
forest flres 4, 500, 000 
Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration: Administrative 
expenses „„ (3. 000, 000) 
Independent offices: Farm 
Credit Administration (120, 000) 
Total, chapter VI 19, 500, 000 
——— . — ſ: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Office of the Secretary: Op- 
eration and maintenance, 
Southeastern Power Ad- 


ministration ............ $138, 000 
Office of Territories: Con- 
struction, Alaska Rail- 

% AA G 4, 594, 000 

Total, chapter VII... 4, 732, 000 


SSS 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
Funds appropriated to the 


President Refugee Relief $250, 000 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES 

Federal Power Commission: 
Salaries and expenses 

Housing and Home Finance 


Agency: 

Public Housing Adminis- 
tration: Annual con- 
tributions ........<.<<=0 


($25, 000) 


10, 800, 000 
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Appropriations—Continued 
INDEPENDENT OFFICES—continued 
Tax Court of the United 


A $25, 000 
Veterans’ Administration: 
Compensation and pen- 
MOOR eoar = 215, 000, 000 
Servicemen’s indemni- 
ENE E cen tates eee 7, 000, 000 
Total, chapter VIII 233, 075, 000 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Rivers and harbors and 
flood control: 
Construction, general $800, 000 
United States section, St. 
Lawrence River Joint 
Board of Engineers 245, 000 
Total, chapter IX 1, 045, 000 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary of 
Defense: 
Claims Fog ER aC AA ($2, 500, 000) 
Retired pay. (12, 000, 000) 
Department of the Navy: 
Audited claims (25, 895. 59) 


Total, chapter X. (14, 525, 895. 59) 


JUDGMENTS AND UNAUTHORIZED CLAIMS 


Judgments and unauthor- 
ized claims. $1, 553, 745 


Grand total 505, 218, 741 


Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
Second Session—Part IV 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. BARRATT O’HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
-IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent, I am extending 
my remarks to continue my report to my 
constituents on the appropriation acts 
of the 83d Congress, 2d session, as 


follows: 
Pustic Law 428 
H. R. 8583, Independent Offices Appropriation 
Act 


. Appropriates $5,651,770,063 for the Executive Office 
— 9 sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, 
3 corporations, agencies, and offices for the 

evra ba ending June 30, 1955, Continues antistrike 
provisions and veterans reemployment rights, 


B. Item. 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


the 
Council of Boonomie Advisers... 
National Security Council. 
Office of Defense Mobilization 
Emergency fund for the 


Expenses of management improvement 
Total, — Office of the 
Presiden 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES 


Advisory Committee on Weather Con- 
trol, salaries and expenses. $120,000 
— 
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H. R. 8583, Independent Offices Appropria- 
tion Act—Continued 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES—continued 
Appropriation 
8 Battle Monuments Commis- 


Salaries and aa ee Sy Se eee 
Construction of memorials and come- 


Total, American Battle Monu- 
ments Commission 


9 e Commission: 


Total, Atomic Energy Commission. 1, 209, 844, 700 
Civil Service Commission: 


Salaries and expenses 15, 575, 600 
Investigations of United States citizens 

for employment by international 

organizations 400, 000 
Annuities, Panama Canal construc- 

tion employees and Lighthouse Serv- 

fee WIOW8.usckoas ee neathenn<ss- se 2, 354, 000 


Payment to civil service retirement 
and disability fund for increases in 
annuities. .. —ͤ— 29, 623, 000 


Total, Civil Service Commission. 47, 952, 600 
Federal Communications Commission, 


salaries and ex 
—— Power 


ommission, salaries and 


5 operating expenses 
Repair, ey, Wyman dhe and equipment 
of federally owned buildings outside 
the District of Columb ia 
0 rating expenses, Federal Supply 
eri. ate eees 
Expenses, general su 
Operating ex 

and Reco: 
Administrative operation 
Hospital facilities in the District of 
of contract 


Buildings ee ag 
Hemat Congress Street Post 
Office, Chicago, III 


5 Ne Services Adminis- 


Housing and Home Finance Agency: 
Office of the Administrator: 
Salaries and ex 
Capital grants for slum cl 
and urban redevelopment, 


be „Omas of the Adminis- 


Pain Se cel eas 41, 868, 500 
Å 
Public Housing Administration: 

Administrative expenses. 6, 950, 000 
Annual contributions 63, 950, 000 

baa roe Housing Admin- 
. 70, 900, 000 

Total, Housing and Home Fi- 
nance Agen 112, 768, 500 

ies Claims Commission, salaries an: 

ind Shel E ee ko 117, 000 


Interstate Commerce Commission: 
Salaries and expenses 
General ex 


Locomotive inspection 709, 500 
Total, Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. 


Interstate Commission on the Potomac 
River Basin, contribution to the Inter- 
state Commission on the Potomac River 


National Advisory Committee for Aero- 
nautics: 
Salaries and 


4, 
Total, National Advisory Com- 
mittee for Aeronautics. 556, 620, 


August 18 


H. R. 8583, Independent Offices Appropria- 
tion Act—Continued 


INDEPENDENT orricks- continued 


Appropriati 
National Capital Housing Authority, EA 


maintenance and onan of properties, $43,000 
National rona Planning 8 

Salaries and expenses > 143, 000 

Land aequlsitlon Á 545, 000 


Total, National Capital Planning 
Commission 


securities and Exchang „Sal- 
» 4, 750, 000 
Selective Service System, salaries and ex- 
Oat ATT 29, 003, 063 
Small Business peo ems 
Salaries and expenses 2, 025, 000 


Revolving fund, 
ministration... 22-2... NE 25, 000, 000 


F 27,025, 000 
Smithsonian Institution: 
Salaries and expenses 3, 000, 000 
National Gallery of A 
Ch ORR ͤ TTA 1, 300, 000 


Total, Smithsonian Institution 4, 300, 000 
Ly eg Activities Board, salaries and 


Tarii 7 salaries and expenses. 1, 327, 000 
— — 

Tennessee Valley Authority: 
Salaries, expenses, and construction 
Resource development 
Total, Tennessee Valley Authority. 120, 000,000 


The Tax Court of the United States, sal- 
penses. 


aries and expenses 1, 000, 000 
Veterans’ Administration: 
General operating expenses 167, 672, 300 
edical administration and mi 
laneous operating expenses 14, 654, 000 
Inpatient care 590, 992, 
Outpatient care 82, 134, 000 
sep oe a and operation of supply 
PR TASR E EE 
Compe sation and pensions 


Military and naval insurance 
Hospital and domiciliary facilities 
National service life insurance 
Servicemen’s indemnities. 


Total, Veterans’ Administration. 3, 796, 652, 800 
1 kua 


Total, title I, Executive Office of the 
President and independent offices. 5, 651, 770, 063 


Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
2d Session—Part V 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. BARRATT O’HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, I am extending my remarks in con- 
tinuance of my report on the appro- 
priation acts of the 2d session of the 83d 
Congress, as follows: 


PUBLIC LAW 437 


H. R. 8779, Department of Agriculture and 
Farm Credit Appropriation Act 
A. Appropriates $723,683,150 for the Department of 


Agriculture for the fiseal ending June 30, 1955, 
Continues antistrike provisions. 


1954 


H. R. 8779, Department of Agriculture and 
Farm Credit Appropriation Act—Con, 


B. Item 
A Research Service: A iati 
Salaries and expenses: ppropriation 
Research. -~--~ --- $35, 353, 000 
Plant and animal t 

control — 17,689,579 

Meat inspection — 14,325,000 
Total, salaries and expenses. 67, 367, 579 
Payments to States, ete ---- 19,453, 708 
Foot and mouth and oth ious 1 

— 1,900. 000 

Total, Agricultural Research Service. 88, 721, 287 


Extension Service: 


39, 675, 000 
867, 
Total, Extension Service 43, 542, 500 
Farmer Cooperative Service 
a 
Forest Service: 
Salaries and expenses 


Qe forest protection and man- 
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H. R. 8873, Department of Defense Appro- 
priation Act—Continued 
ing of dependents of such personnel, Directs the Sec- 
retary of Defense to assist American small business to 
participate equitably in the furnishing of commodities 
and services financed with funds ab ee here- 
under. Continues antistrike provisions, uires the 
use of domestic food, clothing, cotton or wool, if possible, 
when needed, 
B. Item: 


TITLE I—NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION 
Appropriation 
Salaries and expenses $55, 000 


TITLE I—OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


Salaries and expenses - $12,250,000 

Office of Public Information. = 500, 000 
Total, title I—Office of Secretary 

CORTON cs E 12, 750, 000 


Total, salaries and expenses. 


Forest roads and tralls . 
Acquisition of land: 
eeks Act 
Spec: 
State and private forestry coopera’ 0, 
Cooperative range improvements (400, 000) 
Total, Forest Ser vice 74, 774, 890 
E 
Soil Conservation Service: 
Conservation operations__.........--.- 59, 085, 671 
5, 500, 000 
7, 482, 000 
480, 000 


Total, Soil Conservation Ser vice. 72,547,671 
Marketing Service: 
Agrees j and Ser 


ar! g J 
Marketing research and agricul- 
Hane alee en ASA 10, 215, 000 
Marketing services................ 11, 575, 500 
Total, marketing researeh and 
service 21, 790, 500 
Payments to States, ete. 900, 000 
Re ent to C 
‘orporation 441,655 
School lunch- 83, 236, 197 
Total, Agricultural Marketing Serv- 
— K —%L2— 106, 308, 352 


A 7 Sen e =i 101, ao — 


Commodity Exchange Authority. 


Commodity Stabilization Service: 
adjustment programs 
BURT Y KKK — 59, 600, 000 
Total, Commodity Stabilization 
Servi 


aries and e 
Farmers’ Hano Ane) Adm nisnin salaries 


E ee ae ee 22, 500, 000 
Office of Solicitor... 2, 030, 000 
Office of Secretary... 2, 080, 000 
Office of Information. 1, 196, 000 
RENT on adn ates ce ncroonnsasaupnnsaatetion 659, 950 


Total, title I ee activities....... 723, 351, 650 
Title III, special activiti 331, 500 


Total appropriations. . 723, 683, 150 


PUBLIC LAW 458 


H. R. 8873, Department of Defense Appro- 
priation Act 


A. Appro propriate aa 2 125,486 for 8 functions 

b Department of Defense for the 
67 Limits cost of famil 
quarters for military personnel and dd pepyiles — 


TITLE IV—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Military personnel $4, 150, 479, 000 
Maintenance and operations. 2, 795, 722, 986. 
Military construction, Arm 
Forces. 15, 000, 000 
000, 000 
218, 530, 000 
000, 
Practios) n 100, 000 
Alaska Communicstion. System: Oper- 
ation and maintenance 4, 235, 000 
bee title IV- Department of the 
i e e ene 


TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


nea engineering 


Lig een construction, Naval Reserve 


authority in 1954).--.-...-.-.-.....-.-.- 
Total, title V—Department of the 
Navy. 


000 

070, 000 

792,000 

704, 000 

28, 000, 000 

60, 000, 000 

— — ere 28, 000, 000 
Str title sl va Deparia of the 

ZZZ 10, 927, 930, 000 


28, 800, 125, 486 
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Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
2d Session—Part VI 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. BARRATT O'HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, by unanimous consent, I am extend- 
ing my remarks to include my report 
on Public Laws 465 and 469, as follows: 

PUBLIC LAW 465 
H. R. 8680: Interior Department 
appropriations law 


A. Appropriates $405,936,149 for the TL cae the 


Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, tin- 
ues antistrike provisions. x 
B. Item: 
TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR - 
Office of the Secretary: Appropriation 
Connally Hot Oil Act, enforcement of. 
Operation and maintenance, South- bee 
eastern Power Adm.nistration._..... 1, 228, 000 
Southwestern Power coe aa 
Operation and maintenance 1, 765,000 
Research in gauda of 2 water... 400, 000 
Oil and Gas Dt vision 250, 000 
Emergency flood and storm repalrs 100, 000 
Total, Office of the Secretary. 883, 000 
Commission of Fine Arts 2 
Bonneville Power Administration: 
Construction 000 
perut ion and maintenance 000 
8 Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration. 30,514,000 
Bureau of Land Management: 
Management of lands and resources 11, 913. 000 
Construction 2,500,000 
Total, Bureau of Land Management. 14, 413,000 
SS ——— 
Bureau of Indian Affairs: 
Health, edueation, e gg 547, 215 
Resources management — 12,881, 245 
Construction — 7,673,000 
General administrative expenses. . 2, 750, 000 


Total, Bureau of — Affairs, ex- 
clusive of tribal fun 
Tribal funds 
this tabulation) 


Operation and maintenance. 
General 5 expenses. 
Emergency f 
6 Ns ale 3 9 
eological Survey: Surveys, 
8, and research. £ 


Bureau of Mines: 
Conservation and development of min- 
eral resources_..............-...--.-. 000 
Health and safety — 5,000,000 
General administrative expenses....... 1, 000, 000 
Total, Bureau of Mines 19, 500,000 
National Park Service: 
Management and protection ....._. 9, 098, 390 
Maini 


Total, National Park Service 26,663, 489 


Fish and Wildlife Service: 

Management of resources 6, 301, 000 

Investigations of resources... 4, 127, 000 

Construction... -<-... -----.-----s.2c5 300, 000 

General administrative e; — 725, 000 
Administration of Pribilof Islands.---- (I, 650,000) 

Total, Fish and Wildlife Service..... 11, 453,000 
— ͤ— 
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H. R. 8680: Interior Department appropria- 
tions law—Continued 


TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR—COn, 


Office of Territories: A priation 
Administration of Territories. „400, 000 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Is! 000, 
Alaska public works 9, 500, 000 
Construction of roads, Alaska. 8, 000, 000 


Operation and maintenan: 

— peace en reper Ae) 
Construction, Alaska R. R 
Virgin Islands public work 


Total, Office of Territories 3 
Administration, Department of the In- 
terior: Salaries and expenses 2, 330, 000 


SS 
Total, Department of the Interior 405, 351, 149 
E J 


TITLE II—VIRGIN ISLANDS CORPORATION 
yt aida 


Total, Virgin Islands Corporation... 


510, 000 
TITLE 111—FEDERAL COAL MINE SAFETY BOARD OF REVIEW 


Salaries and expenses — $75, 000 
.—— J 
Grand total, titles I, II, III. -= 405, 986, 149 


PUBLIC LAW 469 


H. R. 9517: District of Columbia 
Appropriations Act 
riates $169,928,099 for the government of the 
pisiriot or Eo lumbia and other activities chargeable in 
whole or 4 part t the revenues of said District for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955. ts the Federal 
contribution at $21,890,000. Continues OINA provi- 


sions. 
B. Item: 


OPERATING EXPENSES 


Appropriation 
Executive Offlce. „505 
Department of General Administration... 2, 945, 522 
Office of Corporation Counsel 428, 
oe and retirement fund ex- 
s A i RAAEN —— — — W 
Reco latory agencies. .__.-.--..--....-.--- „ 
Department of Occupations and Profes- 

Pei tia EER PE IRET T N AEA 264, 000 
Publie schools. =- 27,626, 570 
Public Library S 1, 611, 000 

Recreation De — 1, 641, 000 
Metropolitan wf F 12, 757, 520 
Metropolitan Police (municipal een 

ion convention) 80, 000 
Fire Department 6, 266, 641 
Veterans’ Service Cen 93, 000 
Office of Civil Defense. 150, 000 
Courts 3, 163, 410 
88 of Publ 22, 636, 000 
Departm Corrections. 5 4,374,674 
8e 8 of Buildings and Grounds... 1, 675, 642 
Department of Public Welfare 8, 885, 061 
Office of Survevor 149, 200 
Department of Licenses and Inspections.. 1, 378, 000 
Department of Highways 5, 768, 600 
Department of Vehicles ai and Truffle. 1, 238, 365 
Department of Sanitary Engineering 9, 732, 740 
Washington aqueduct. 2, 127,000 
National Guard. 114, 800 
National Capital Park 2, 344,000 
National Zoological Park.. 645, 000 

ments and claims „4c. 
Total, operating expenses . 129, 529, 099 


CAPITAL OUTLAY 


District debt service 
Public building construction. 
Miscellaneous capital outlay. 
Department of Highways 
Department of Sanitary Engineering 7, 491, 000 
Liquidstion of contract authorization. 270, 000 
a ENRE TO 3, 900, 000 
Total, capital outlay_.....--..-..-. 40, 399, 000 
s 2222 —— — 
Grand total ä (160, 928, 090) 


Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
2d Session—Part VII 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. BARRATT O'HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. OHARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I am extending my remarks to include 
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my report to my constituents on Public 
Law 470, as follows: 


Pustic Law 470 


H. R. 9203: Legislative-Judiciary 
Appropriation Act 
A. Appropriates $98,197,494 for the Legislative and 


Judiciary Branches for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1955. Continues antistrike provisions, 


Item: 
TITLE I.—LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
Senate: 

Senators: Appropriation 
Compensation of Senators $1, 200, 000 
Expense allowance of Senators 240, 000 
Mileage of the President of the 

Senate and of Senators 51, 000 
Combe of the Vice Presi- ie 
Expense 3 of the Vice 

residan t. soe bono. 9 Tee 10, 000 
Total, Senators. 1, 531,000 
= _ J 

Salaries of officers and employees: 

Office of the Vice President — 55, 410 
Chaplain =< 2, 
Office of the Secretary of the Senate.. 444,020 
Committee employees — 1,767,045 
Conference committees: 

Majority, clerical salaries_.... -> 33, 310 

Minority, clerical salaries....... 83, 310 
Aaminin and clerical assist- 

to Senators 6, 207, 625 

ome of the Sergeant at Arms and 

Doorkeoper a ananena Kan ena 1, 276, 875 
Office of secretaries for the majority 

and minority, salaries. ......:.-..- 62, 165 

Total, salaries of officers and 
employees. 9, 882, 706 
5 

Contingent expenses: 

Legislative reorganization 100, 000 
Senate . — committees. 149, 340 
7 8 on the 

. 120, 775 
zom . Atomic 188, 060 
Joint Committee on Printing 47, 585 
Vice President's automobile 5, 835 
1 for the President pro 
Avramebies tor y mi 

utomobiles t an 

minority leaders 11,670 
Reporting Senate proceedings.. 35, 785 
. 3 3. 100 
Inquiries and avestigat 1, 224, 120 

nquiries and inv ons. 224, 
Folding documents 27,000 
Materials for folding. 1, 500 
Fuel, eto 2.000 
Senate restaurants 55,000 
Motor vehicles 9, 560 
Miscellaneous items 981, 087 
Packing 8 e 8 3, 000 
foie oe N 
rmail and spe very ps- 
Stationery... consec asn 126, 400 
Communications OCE 14, 550 


Total contingent expenses........ 3,251,517 
= 
Total, Senate - 14,005, 223 


House of Representatives: 
8 and Delegates: 


laries. 
5 — and expenses. 
Total, Members and Delegates... 6, 766, 000 


Salaries, officers and emplo 
Speaker’s office Ls etal 1 


Office of the Chaplain 
Clerk’s office 


5, 492, 500 


Postmaster’s office... 

Official reporters. 

Committee reporters. - 

Studies and investigations, Com- 
mittee on Appropriations 


ion’ Boriy officers and em- 


Contingent expenses: 
Furniture 
Miscellaneous items. = 
Reporting hearings — 

Special and Select 1 . — — 1, 250, 

Joint Committee Internal Rev- 

enue Taxation: ä 

Joint Committee on Immigration 

and Nationality Policy 
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H. R. 9203: Legislative-Judiciary Appropria- 
tion Act—Continued 
TITLE I—LEGISLATIVE BRANCH—continued 


House of Representatives—Continued 


Contingent expenses—Con. Appropriation 


8 of Information, salaries 


ajority leader’s automob 
Minority leader's automobile. 


Total, contingent expenses. . 4,374, 255 
Total, House of Representatives. 27, 424, 770 


Å 
Conn Police: 
eral expenses. ......... pee Ses SS s 17,900 
Additur protection eek oS ee 22, 345 
Total, Capitol Police “EEE 40, 245 
Legislative Counsel: 
Salarles and expenses 259, 000 
Joint Committee on Reduction of Non- 
essential Federal Expenditures „000 
Expenses, Interparliamentary Union 
Education of House and Senate pages: Ex- 
penses........... 5 s> 47, 280 
—̃ — 
Miscellaneous: 
Penalty mail costs 5 1, 169, 700 
Statement oi appropriat ions ne 6, 
Tota:, miscellaneous — 1,175,700 
_ —— 
Architect of the Capitol: 
P E en 138, 000 
Capitol buildings 22 „000 


Reconstruction 15 Capitol terraces 
Capitol Grounds. - 
50 5 795 garage. 
Subway transportai 
Senate Office Buildin 
House Office Building 
Capitol Power Plant (operation) 
Capitol Power Plant, changes and 

rovements . 


‘ary buildings and grounds: 
Structural and mechanical care. 
Furniture and ſurnishings 


Total, Architect of the Capitol... 6,115,800 


Botanic Garden: Salaries and expenses. 223, 100 
Li of Congress: 
8: les and expenses 4, 717. 636 
Copyright Office, salaries and expenses. 1, 100, 000 


Legislative 5 Service, salaries 

and expe! 
Catalog N distribution o ZA 
rary: 


Increase of the Lib: 


ooks for 


Total, Library of Congress .. 9, 300, 636 


Government Printing Office: 


Printing and binding for Congress - 8,500,000 

ROVOV ME CON 2) oo se sat reaennacete 

Superintendent of Documents, salaries 
Le 6 S 2, 825, 000 


Total, Government Printing Office... 11, 325, 000 


Grand total, title 11 70,695, 754 


TITLE 1—JUDICIARY BRANCH 
Puree Court of the United States: 


PsA Sh ES NE LS SEE , 200 
Premarin of Rules for Civil Pro- . 
FTT. VVV 300 
Miscellaneous expenses 
Care of the building and grounds. 


Total, Supreme Court 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals: 


Salaries and expenses 210, 160 
Customs Court: Salaries and expenses 495, 630 
Court of Claims: 

aries and expenses . 618, 000 
Repairs and improvements ee 8,000 


Total, Court of Claims 026, 000 
— 


1954 


H. R. 9203: Legislative-Judiciary Appropria< 
tion Act—Continued 


TITLE N—JUDICIARY BRANCH—continued 


Appropriation 
Courts of Appeals, district courts and other 
judictal services: 
Salaries of judges TES TAR $5, 472, 500 
of supporting personnel 2 850, 000 
Fees of jurors and commissioners... 3, 950, 000 
Travel and miscellaneous expenses 800, 000 
Administrative Office, salaries and ex- a 
Referees, special account: 
— — — , 083, 2e 
P „443, 550 


Total, other courts and services... 24, 667, 500 
—————— 

Total, title II, the Judiciary...... 27, 501, 740 

P ů ——— x 

Grand total, all titles 


Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
2d Session—Part VIII 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


OF 


HON. BARRATT O'HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
my report on Public Law 472 to my con- 
stituents in the Second District of Illi- 
nois follows: 


Ponte Law 472 
H. R. 9447: Department of Labor and Health, 
oe. and Welfare Appropriation Act 
riates $1, 190,100, 261 for the Departments of 
Labs and And Health, E Edueation, and Welfare, and related 


independent agencies for the year ending June 30, 
i continues antistrike provisions, 5 


TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Office of the Secretary: Salaries and ex- Appropriation 


$1, 327, 000 
1, 450, 000 
500 
8 Veterans’ Reemployment sn 

Rights: Salaries and 8 EEE 300, 000 
Bureau of Apprenticeship: Salaries and 

O O O Sone Se a ec es 3, 100, 000 
Bureau of Employment Security: 

and expenses — 4,705, 
Grants to States._.....-....----.---- 216, 400, 000 
88 compensation for 55, 600, 000 
Mexican tart labo progam. 1009 
Total, 3 ol Employment 
I Sg Aero 278, 286, 000 
Bureau of 8 Compensation: 

Salaries and expenses 2,030, 000 
Bureau of Labor Statistics: Salaries and & 200 005 
Women’s Bureau: Salaries and expenses.” 848, 000 
Wage and Hour Division: Salaries 

Ne SE TG TONE EIN 6, 116, 500 

Total title I, Department of Labor. 200, 030, 000 


TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE 


American Printing House for the Blind: 


Education of the blind $205, 000 
———————— ͤ ꝙvé—. 
Columbia Institution for the Deaf: 
Salaries and — — 410,000 
Construction of buildings............ 000: 
Total, Columbia Institution for the 

T — 669, 000 

5, 100, 000 


ospital: Salarios and ex- 
penses......... 
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H. R. 9447: Department of Labor and Health, 


Education, and Weljare Appropriation 
Act—Continued 
TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE—continued 
Howard University: A ation 
laries and expenses PER a, 0 
Construction of buildings............ 4 1 808° 000 
Liquidation of contract authority. 1, 150, 000 
Total, Howard University. 8, 678, 000 
Office of Education: 
Promotion and further development 
of vocational education 23, 673, 261 
Further endowment of colleges of 
of agriculture and the mechanic 
NERS E E a 2, 501, 500 
Salaries and expenses aay 2, 900, 000 
Payments to N distriets n. 55, 000, 000 
Assistance for school construction... 70, 000, 000 
Total, Office of Education 154, 074, 761 
———==2 
Office of Vocational . 
Payments to States — 23, 000, 000 
Salaries and been n 635, 
Total, Office of Vocational Rehabil- 
kation. 23,635,000 
Publie Health Service: 
Assistance to 
gin 
trial hygiene 3, 565, 000 
Disease and sanitation investigations 
and control, Territory of Alaska... 1, 125, 000 
Grants for hospital construction 75, 000, 000 
Salaries and ex „ hospital con- 


struction serves 
Hospitals and medical ca: 
Foreign quarantine service 


National Institutes of Health; 
n expenses 4,675,000 
ational Cancer Institute. 21, 737, 000 
Mental health activities. 14, 147, 500 
National Heart Institute. 16, 668, 000 
Dental health activities. 1, 990, 000 
Arthritis and metabolic disease 
C 8. 270, 000 
Microbiology activities 6, 180, 000 
Neurology and blindness activi- 
— — a 
agrees National Institutes of 
Gorgas Sdatworial Labor ry — 
1 pay of commission 
alar ies and expenses 
Total, Public Health Ser vice. 228, 060, 000 
St. Elizabeths Hospital: 
ne S 8 1 repr 2, 445, 000 
ajor repairs and preserva’ 
buildings and grounds. 709, 000 
Construction, axiom 
Zire E 110, 000 
Total, St. Elizabeths Hospital 3, 264, 000 
Social Security Administration: 
Salaries and expenses, Bureau of Old- 
‘Age and Gurvivers insurance... (64, 400, 000) 


Construction, Bureau of Old-Age 
and Survivors 08, 


Public Assistance 1, 487, 500 

ries and expenses, Children’ 

FRUPORE E OSE ES 1, 525, 000 
Grants to States for maternal and 
een Oa aS 

an 

Sonia 

Appropriation 
Operati 
redit 
Total, Social Security Administra- 
tion. ES TE ERTS eta 1, 233, 185, 500 
E ¹ 
Office of the — . 
Salaries and expenses, Office of the 
Appro lation —— 1, 112, 500 
from OASI. (171, 000) 
9 aig expenses, Office of Field 
py ee ropriation 1, 800, 000 
„„ comme Oe 
À — tio : 350, 000 
— — 
Transi from OASI_..-...-...-. (365, 000) 
Transfer “Salaries and ex- 
penses, certification and in- 
spection services”. men — (22, 500) 
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H. R. 9447: Department oj Labor and Health, 
Education, and Welfare Appropriation 
Act—Continued 


TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE—continued 


Office of the Seeretary—Continued 
Surplus property disposal 


Total, Office of the Secretary. 3, 662, 500 
E 
Total title II, Department of 


Health, Education, and Welfare. 1, 663, 413, 761 
TITLE II—NATIONAL LAROR RELATIONS ROARD 


Salaries and expenses..................... 388, 400, 000 
Ss 


TITLE I¥Y—NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD 


Salaries and expenscs $425, 500 
Arbitration an cy boards 300, 000 
National Railroad igh pos Eata Board, 

salaries and expenses 495, 000 


Total, National Mediation Board.. 1, 220, 500 
TITLE V—RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 
rs and expenses (trust fund limita- 


($6, 108, 000) 


TITLE VI—FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION 
RVICE 


Salaries and ex —— G G) 

Boards of inquiry 10, 000 
Total, Federal Mediation and Con- 

ciliation Service. 8, 134, 000 


Ss 
Grand total, all titles of bill. 1, 195, 108, 261 


Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
2d Session—Part IX 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 


HON. BARRATT O’HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent, I am extending 
my remarks to include my report on 
Public Law 663 to my constituents, as 
follows: 

Puesc Law 663 
H. R. 9936, Supplemental appropriation law 

A. Appropriates $1,659, 101,929 to supply supplemental 

a ene ant for bales gd ending June 30, 1955, 


CHAPTER I—DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
OPERATING EXPENSES 


Appropriation 
any . $1 
Settlement of clstua and sults ts. — y 12 90 
udgments sab 15,1 
Audited claims. > 14, 
Division of expenses. RSPR SITY RE AEE 
Total, chapter 1 (58, 723) 
CHAPTER II—LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
Beneficiaries of deceased. — $37, 500 
Office of the Secretary 11, 725 
Office of the Sergeant at Arms. 21, 925 
Offices of the secretaries of 
3 sag the minority. 1, 405 
0 5 and mi- 
nority whine. <2 5.-<-.<.--0555-< 9,140 
contingent expenses of the Senato: ~ 295,000 
1 Senate dings. 4, 000 
Inquiries and 5 2805 
House of 3 eneficiaries of 
Members . 25, 000 
Capitol Police force: 
Salaries, Capitol Police force (fiscal 


year Ii 


expenses, Capitol Police force 
(fiscal year 1955) 


——— ere new en scene ween en en nees 
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H. R. 9936, Supplemental appropriation law— 
Cont: 


inued 
CHAPTER II—LEGISLATIVE BRANCH—continued 
Architect o the re 8 
ate Office BIdg. . $4, 100 
Tad Senate Office Bldg....... 6, 000, 000 
Total, legislative brunch 6, 244, 795 
The Judiciary: 


Supreme Court ofthe United States— 


automobile for the Chief Justice... 5, 835 
Courts of nppenis, district courts, and 
other judicia] services: 
eos of jurors and commissioners 
220, 000 
(18, 500) 
Total, Judiciary brauch. 225, 835 
Total, chapter II. 6, 470, 630 
CHAPTER III—DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Acquisition of buildings abroad $500, 000 
International Educational Exchange Ac- 
TTT 300, 000 
Total, Department of State. 800, 000 
ece 
Department of Justice: 
bao 8 ial and general adminis- 
and expenses, general 
legal activities 300, 000 
Salaries and expenses, United 
States attorneys and marshals. 450, 000 
Immigration and Naturalization Service: 
Salaries and expenses „ 000, 000 
Federal Prison System: Salaries and ex- 
penses, Bureau of Prisons 750, 000 
Total, Department of Justice. 


Department of Commerce: 
Bureau of the Census: Census of busi- 
ness, manufactures, and mineral 


OE SS SS Rie eee RES Cire 8, 430, 000 
Civil Aeronautics Administration: 
n 
erul- aid a ord program, — 
eral Airport Act 22, 000, 000 
Claims, a L At. 69, 449 


Maintenance and operation, 
Washington National Airport. 1, 350, 000 
9 Washington Na- 


_ Maritime activities: 
Ship construction 
Ship mortgage foreclosure or for- 
feiture contingencies, 
Repair of reserve fleet vessels. . 
Business and Defense Services Ad- 
ministration: Salaries and expen- 


DOR BERT S ———— 
Bureau of Public Roads: 
Inter-American Highway.. 


= 4, 750, 000 
290, 000 


Total, Department of Commerce. 


134, 775, 746 
—= 
140, 075, 746 


CHAPTER IV—TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Bureau of Accounts: Salaries and expen- 


ses, Division of Disbursement. tt $350, 000 
Internal Revenue Service: Salaries and + rupee 
So ee E ee - „750, 

U. 8. Secret Service: 
Salaries and expenses nnn- -mme (229, 000) 
Salaries and expenses, White House 
ee (62, 000) 
Bureau of the Mint 1, 500 
Coast Guard: 
Acquisition, construction, and im- 
—.. ͤ ͤ E M 4,000, 000 
i DAS AAN SS = (80, 000) 


Total, chapter IV 12,101, 500 


CHAPTER V—DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Bureau of Labor Standards: Salaries as 


fot a BREE SS EE SMT ee OSER $12, 500 
Bureau of Employment Security: 

Salaries and expenses 87, 500 
Spates to States for unemployment 
ices Bian meena — 75 employment 

administru tion 13, 100, 000 
Unemployment compensation for 

1 — 8205 —— Sa 5 70, 400, 000 
nemployment compensation for 

Federal employees. 10, 000, 000 
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H. R. 9936, Supplemental appropriation law— 
Continued 


CHAPTER V—DEPARTMENT OF LABOR—continued 
Cureau of Employment Security—Con. Appropriation 


labor program 8175, 000 
Total, Department of Labor 93, 775, 000 
De re of Health, Education, and 
Office of Education: White House 
Conference on Education 900, 000 
Office of Vocational Rehabilitation: 
Ganis to States and other agen- 
WER 2 SS 4, 000, 000 
raining = traineeship.. pe —9 
alaries and expenses — 
Public Health Service: 
Grants for hospital construction. 21, 000, 000 
Surveys and planning for hospital 
8 . joann naa === Sosy 2, 000, 000 
alaries and expenses, hospi 
construction service 250, 000 
Social Security Administration: 
Salaries and expenses, Bureau of 
Old-Age and Survivors Insur- 
ance (trust ſund) (5, 000, 000) 
Construction, Bureau of Old-Age 
Pe Survivors Insurance (trust 
Ca eae (20, 000, 000) 
Salaries and expenses, Children’s 
Bureau... se aeeoe 75, 000 
Office of the Secretary: 
Salaries and expenses 50, 000 
National Advisory Committee on 
Education 25, 000 
Civil Defense Activities. 1,000, 000 
Total, Department of Health, 
Education, and Welmre 30, 400, 000 
— — 
Total, chapter V. —— 124, 175, 000 
_————7F 


CHAPTER VI—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Forest Service 
National forest protection and man- 
agemen $250, 000 
Forest 9 505, 000 
Forest roads and 6, 500, 000 
7 3 ation Service: Wa ed 
„FF e a 1, 750, 000 
o . rata gs Com- 
modity exchange authority 93, 000 
Farmers Home Administration: Loan 
Authorization- -i ~~ . (5, 000, 000) 
Office of the Solicitor... — —.—— 45,000 
Total, chapter VI..... -2 9, 143, 000 


Ss 


CHAPTER VII—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Bureau of Indian Affairs: 
secant education, and welfare serv- 
ces. 


Resources > 100, 
Construction 6, 931, 000 
Relocations of the Yankton Sioux 
Dribe:ic> < T 50, 000 
Bureau of Reclamation: 
General investigations. 400, 000 
Construction and rehabilita! 7, 120, 000 
Bureau of Mines: Construction.. 6, 000, 000 
National Park Service: 8 5, 502, 101 
Office of Territories: —— of 
Territories. — 
Total, chapter VII. 7, 343, 101 
CHAPTER VIII—INDEPENDENT OFFICES 
Commission on . Re- 
lations: Salaries and expenses $414, 000 
Commission on Organization of of the Exec- 
—.— pr of Government: 658, 150 
aries and expenses 
Federal Eonar Commission: Salaries and 
ee ee eee — — 
General Savia ee geo 
Additional court ſagilities 2, 970, 600 
Federal Supply Service Operating 
expenses 60, 000 
4 3 300, 000 
Strategic and critical 380, 000, 000 
Housing 565 Home Finance Agency: 
Office of the Administrator 
Salaries and expenses 1, 100, 000 
N to Federal Bu- 
of Investigation 500, 000 
Public facility loans 2, 000, 000 
Reserve of planned — ta works. 1, 500, 000 
Urban planning grants 1, 000, 000 
Public Housing Aa adde: Ad- 
ministrative expenses 400, 000 
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H. R. 9936, Supplemental appropriation law 
Continued 
CHAPTER VIII—INDEPENDENT OFFICES—continued 
Appropriation 


CHAPTER IX—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 


Department of Defense: 
Interservice activities, access roads... 
Family housing 


92 500, — 
Do 5, 000, 


tment of the Army: Alaska 
So Sempra System, construc- 
8 of the Navy: Public 
a: See eee 
Department o the Air Force: Acqui- 
tion and construction of real 
A 


Total, chapter IX 


503, 000 
98, 000, 000 


630, 000, 000 
817, 003, 000 
= 


CHAPTER X—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARM Y— 
CIVIL FUNCTIONS 


Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control: 


Construction, general 985, 000 
Total, chapter & — 5, 985, 000 
SS — 


CHAPTER XI--EMERGENCY PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


eerie ot of State: Government in 


Construction of tankers 2 
Refugee relief E 
Department of the Army, Civil Func- 
7 ns: 1 and relief in occu- ; 
ESMA TEE T 3,100, 000 
Federal Civ Civil Defense Administration: 
P 10, 025, 000 
aig ape ap 7 — 1 2, 000, 000 
mergen supp! ies an uipment. 26, 000 
Inde ndent Office Boei 8 
amestown- Wi illiamsbure-Yorktown 
Celebration Commission 100, 000 


Alexander Hamilton Bicentennial 
Commission. 


CHAPTER xn 
Claims, audited claims, and judgments.. 


$11, 472, 202 

Total, chapter XIT.. 11, 472, 202 
2 ———U— — 

Total, all chapters. I, 659, 101, 929 


Appropriation Acts of the 83d Congress, 
2d Session Part X 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. BARRATT O'HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
this concludes my report to my constit- 
uents in the Second District of Illinois on 
the Appropriation Acts of the 83d Con- 
gress, 2d session, supplementing pre- 
vious reports covering all the appropria- 
tion acts of the first session. I have 
thought they would wish to know, and 
in reasonable detail, just what we in the 
83d Congress had done with their money 
and their credit. 

The final public law, which follows, is 
not numbered for the reason that at this 


1954 


writing it had not been signed by the 


President: 
Punke Law 


H. R. 10051: Mutual Security Appropriation 
Act 


A. Appropriates $2,781,499,816 for Mutual Security for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955. Requires the re- 

rting to the Committee on Appropriations of the pay- 
ing of engineering fees and services to any individual 
8 firm on any 1 project in excess of $25,000. 
Prohibits the use of funds for the payment of debts of 
foreign countries, and prescribes conditions of payments 
to the European Payments Union. Directs the trans- 
portation of at least 50 percent of the gross 99 — 6 of 
commodities procured hereunder and transported on 
ocean vessels be transported on United States flag vessels, 
Requires procurement of domestic 5 and mate - 
rials except under certain specified conditions. Con- 
Sen 5 provisions. 

. Item; 


MILITARY ASSISTANCE 


Appropriation 
General military assistanco $1, 092, 700, 000 
Infrastructure a 100, 000, 000 


Development of weapons of advance de- 
1 10 (mutual special weapons plan- 
g. 


DIRECT FORCES SUPPORT 


Southeast Asia and Western Pacific. $700, 000, 000 

Production for forces support (manufac- 
turing in United Kingdom) 35, 000, 000 
Common-use items 60, 000, 000 
Total, direct forces support 795, 000, 000 
— — 


DEFENSE SUPPORT (MUTUAL DEFENSE FINANCING) 
Europe (excluding Greece and Turkey 
$45, 000, 000 


1 
25, 000, 000 


73, 000, 000 
80, 098, 195 


205, 000, 000 
3, 000, 000 
431, 098, 195 


= 


DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE (SPECIAL REGIONAL ECO- 
NOMIC ASSISTANCE) 

Near East and Africa 

South Asia (India) 

India and Pakistan 


Near Nast Africa and South Asia (in- 


cluding Greece and Turkey for 1065) 
Far East and Pacific. _.....-.-.-.-.--.-. 


TECHNICAL COOPERATION 


General authorization $105, 000, 000 
United Nations expanded program of 
technical assistance (multilateral tech- 
nical cooperation) 9, 957, 621 
Organization of American States 1, 500, 
Total, technical cooperation. 116, 457, 621 
OTHER PROGRAMS 
Intergovernmental Committee for Euro- 
pean Migration (movement of migrants). $10, 000, 000 
United Nations Children’s Fund (inter- 
national children’s welfare work) 12, 500, 000 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization..... 1, 169, 000 
Ocean freight charges 4, 400, 000 
Control Act expenses 1, 175, 000 
Administrative expenses (other than 
6E 32, 500, 000 
Total, other programs 61, 744, 000 
Total, Mutual Security. 2, 781, 499, 816 


Foreign Policy 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 


HON. GEORGE S. LONG 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, before the 
curtain falls upon this significant and 
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historic session of the greatest parlia- 
ment on earth, I believe it is not only fit- 
ting and proper, but indeed it is manda- 
tory, that at least one Member of this 
House rise up and speak out to put cer- 
tain matters that are of vital importance 
to our national welfare—indeed, matters 
which may determine our national sur- 
vival or national destruction—in proper 
focus. 

At the beginning of this session of 
Congress, and indeed throughout most 
of the long months of its sitting, we have 
been greatly concerned with the affairs 
of Europe, of Asia, and of Africa. Now 
I do not minimize the importance of 
those areas, nor do I overlook the fact 
that the people who inhabit those vast 
areas are members of the human family, 
and that all members of the human 
family are mutually responsible for the 
welfare of one another over the long 
range. But, Mr. Speaker, of immediate 
concern is the welfare and safety of our 
own country—indeed, our most immedi- 
ate problem is that of national survival. 

When this session began, we had high 
hopes that we had achieved world safety 
through alliances with our traditional 
friends, England and France, and to that 
end we had over the past few years spilled 
out in abundance our wealth and our 
technical knowledge, naively believing 
that our dollars and our technology could 
purchase or retain their friendship. Mr. 
Speaker, we have had a sad awakening. 
The once great Empire of France has 
ended in defeat and confusion abroad; 
and, at home, the people of France, 
whom we have always held in such high 
esteem, are in such a state of confusion 
that they are unable to even maintain 
a stable government. With the surren- 
der in Indochina, our pivot of defense on 
our eastern frontier has collapsed; and 
with it all of our hopes of gain from the 
billions which American taxpayers have 
poured into France since 1946 in an at- 
tempt to bolster our faltering friends of 
that once great nation. Only our late 
enemy, the Bonn government of West- 
ern Germany, deters our mortal enemy, 
Communist Russia, from moving into 
and making of Paris only a satellite cap- 
ital of an atheistic empire. 

Our other and even more traditional 
friend, the government of Her Britannic 
Majesty has fared but little better and, 
despite the financial aid which we have 
given to that once great empire, offers us 
now no aid and comfort in assurance of 
our own safety. Not only is her Com- 
monwealth of India, with its vast hordes 
of people and vast riches as well ex- 
tending aid and comfort to our enemy, 
but as I speak these words, the leader of 
Her Majesty’s loyal opposition, and long- 
time first Minister, Mr. Clement Attlee, 
is, together with his closest advisers, 
making a quasi-official tour of those 
bleak lands inhibited by the poor slaves 
who are doomed to dwell behind that 
forbidding frontier which Britain’s great 
but now aging first Minister himself 
designated as the Iron Curtain. 

In Korea, Mr. Speaker, our great Na- 
tion suffered its first defeat on the field 
of battle in all its long history. Let us 
face that fact, Mr. Speaker. It is now 
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a part of history. In losing on the field 
of battle, we lost face throughout the 
Far East, and hence we contributed to 
the surrender of Indochina, and the 
Japanese Empire, so firm in its friend- 
ship for us in its time of defeat, is now 
looking more and more toward its neigh- 
bor and our enemy, Communist China. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, we must face some 
unpleasant facts. We have demon- 
strated that we are capable of being the 
world’s mightiest warriors; we have dem- 
onstrated in Japan and Germany that 
we can be magnanimous in victory; and 
we have demonstrated in Yalta, in Pots- 
dam, in Berlin, in Geneva, and in Ca- 
racas that we can be and usually are 
naive fools at the conference table. 

And now, Mr. Speaker, let me return 
again to the main theme of this address: 
That our national survival demands that 
we cease our global fencing with wind- 
mills and take measures that will insure 
our own safety, and give credit where 
credit is due. This year of 1954 will go 
down in history as the year in which 
American foreign policy met disaster in 
all of those places where it should have 
been successful, and in which it made a 
beginning of success in the place where 
it was to have been least expected. 

Mr. Speaker, in my own State of Loui- 
siana is located the great city of New 
Orleans, which is the second port of our 
Nation. When this session began, there 
was an atheistic Communist government 
in existence that was no more than an 
hour away from New Orleans by modern 
jet fighter plane. That evil Communist 
government was firmly in control of 
the territory and people of our friend 
and neighbor in our own hemisphere, 
the Republic of Guatemala. Those 
functionaries of our Government 
charged with the conduct of our foreign 
relations should be held to stern account 
for permitting a condition to come about 
whereby our friends and neighbors in 
Guatemala could be seduced by our en- 
emy; and it is a sad commentary on all 
of us that we failed for so long to recog- 
nize the obvious fact that, while we 
planned furiously to stop godless com- 
munism from spreading in southeast 
Asia, 7,000 miles from our shores, we 
did nothing to aid our friends in Latin 
America to prevent its tentacles from 
closing down upon a sovereign American 
Republic, from which a hydrogen bomb 
could have been delivered within an hour 
to cast destruction upon our own land. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, as this momentous 
session of the Congress of the United 
States draws to a close, we may all thank 
God and the patriotic people of the Re- 
public of Guatemala and a few citizens 
of our own country for bringing to an 
end the direct threat to our survival that 
has ever faced our American homeland. 
This handful of patriotic men and wom- 
en, against the greatest of odds, and 
with little assurance from our own Gov- 
ernment, have brought to an end in 
ignominious defeat the first attempt of 
atheistic communism to establish itself 
officially in the Western Hemisphere. 

Obviously, it would be impossible to 
name individually each person who had 
a part in destroying the Communist 
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government in our own backyard while 
we spent our time and our money in a 
futile attempt to stem the tide of com- 
munism 7,000 miles from our own shores. 
We know, of course, such names as Col. 
Castilla Armas, now the head of the 
ruling junta in Guatemala, and of Col. 
Elfego Monzon, who is also a member 
of the junta, and is the man who con- 
trols the professional military forces of 
that nation. We also know about the 
efforts of our own Ambassador, John A. 
Peurifoy, who gave his assistance in the 
ultimate showdown, when the Commu- 
nist government was actually over- 
thrown. However, we do not know about 
such patriotic Guatemalans as Col. Ro- 
berto Barrios Pefia—Pain-ya—former 
Chief of Staff of the Guatemalan Army 
and former superintendent of its mili- 
tary academy, who has spent a fortune 
and more than 5 years in exile from his 
native land fighting, sometimes forlornly 
and alone, to prevent the engulfing of 
his native land by atheistic communism. 

Now I mention Col. Barrios Pena 
Pain-ya—because we in Louisiana have 
been honored to act as host to him dur- 
ing much of his period of exile, and he 
is a man of such background, vision 
and patriotism as to be an asset to all up- 
on whom he bestows his talents and un- 
derstanding. He it was who became the 
first Spanish American anti-Communist; 
he it was who became the first prominent 
Latin American to become an exile and 
be deprived of his property and his in- 
come because he would not compromise 
with his principles. And during all of 
that exile, this great man has loved his 
country with a deep and abiding love, 
and while giving to us the benefit of his 
knowledge as a student, as a military 
man and a statesman, he has never 
sought power for himself, and he has 
never failed to point out to us that our 
survival depends upon the strong friend- 
ship of the nations of this hemisphere, 
banded together in a concordant of mu- 
tual friendship and respect. We want 
no satellites in the Western Hemisphere; 
no nation should be subservient to any 
other nation. Of more importance, we 
should stop depending upon talk alone 
to sustain our vaunted “good neighbor” 
policy in Latin America. Again let us 
face the facts: While we have insisted 
that we are the good neighbor of the 
nations to the south of us, we have spent 
many times as much upon Germany and 
Japan, our enemies in the great war that 
ended in 1946, than we have upon those 
friendly nations of our own hemisphere 
on we delight to call our good neigh- 

ors. 

Mr. Speaker, we have much to learn 
from the experience in our neighboring 
Republic of Guatemala about the evil 
design and careful intrigue of our enemy. 
The overthrow of the Communist gov- 
‘ernment in that Republic was brought 
about by the people themselves, with 
only the aid of a few patriots in our own 
country; and yet it was made to appear 
to the world that we had intervened in 
the affairs of Guatemala. Soviet Russia, 
great world power and force for evil 
which she is, made no attempt whatever 
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to maintain her first American satellite 
in power. Those of us who understand 
the nature of Communist intrigue and 
conspiracy knew full well there was some 
reason for the failure of Russia to sup- 
port her satellite government in Guate- 
mala, and the reason was very soon made 
apparent. Not unexpectedly, the ex- 
planation was given by Mr. Clement 
Attlee on the floor of the British Com- 
mons, when in a debate with Her Majes- 
ty’s First Minister about Indochina, he 
justified the intervention of Communist 
China in Indochina by comparing it with 
the intervention of the United States in 
the Republic of Guatemala. And so, by 
a clever maneuver, we stand accused be- 
fore a hostile world, always too ready 
to believe the worst of us, of being our- 
selves an aggressor nation. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the people of the 
United States are getting a little weary 
of supporting unwilling allies who be- 
come faltering friends in the face of dan- 
ger. One-worldism, the brotherhood of 
man, the United Nations, all are com- 
fortable dreams, dreams that we hope 
may in time become reality, but the 
reality of the moment is that we stand 
before the world in mortal peril, and our 
only source of strength is the firm and 
willing friendship of the nations of this 
hemisphere. We vary from our neigh- 
bors to the south in language and in 
customs, but we conform with them in 
more ways than we vary. We spring 
from a common heritage as colonies of 
European nations, and we share the 
same sweetness of liberty gained by the 
valor of our arms and the courage of our 
people. We have a common ancestry of 
aggressive and daring Europeans who 
dared to leave the comfort and safety of 
known surroundings to plunge across the 
dark Atlantic and into the unknown jun- 
gles of the New World to search for lib- 
erty, freedom, and riches. 

Why then should we give of our sus- 
tenance to those unwilling and tired old 
civilizations of Europe that our valorous 
ancestors quit so many years ago? Why 
should we fear the worst that the Old 
World may threaten? We of the Ameri- 
cas are giants of strength, sharing a com- 
mon heritage, devoted to our God and 
our respective nations, desiring to live 
only in peace with the Nations of other 
hemispheres but ready to defend our lib- 
erties if need be, convinced beyond any 
doubt that the outcome can never be 
other than in our favor in any contest 
of might between the tired old nations 
that lie behind the Iron Curtain, whose 
people live in slavery and degradation, 
while we of the Americas are joined for- 
ever in a pact of mutual respect and ded- 
ication to God and our individual free- 
dom, not as master and servant, not as 
planet and satellites, but as sovereign 
equals determined to maintain our com- 
mon heritage. 

One last word, Mr. Speaker, before we 
ring down the curtain on this memorable 
Congress. Our people too often fear 
an economic depression, and some timid 
economists among us say that we have 
never really gotten out of the great de- 
pression of the 19308, but that we have 
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received respite only by reason of our 
numerous wars. What men of little 
vision. Depression is the result of the 
false philosophies and economies of the 
tired and outworn governments of the 
Old World. We of the Americas have 
been blessed beyond all measure by di- 
vine providence. 

South of us there is untold natural 
wealth awaiting the miner, the pros- 
pector, and the forester. Southward also 
are 180 million people, all potential cus- 
tomers for highways, mills, factories, 
railroads, airlines, automobiles, tele- 
visions, air conditioners, all of the vast 
wealth which we of the United States 
have so well been able to produce and 
make available to the man in every walk 
of life. Depression. Ridiculous. We 
face, together with our independent 
friends to the south of us, as well as our 
English-speaking friends above our 
northern border, unlimited prosperity 
for the next 500 years, bringing the 
highest standard of living on earth to 
all the peoples of America, 

Let us, then, Mr. Speaker, say goodby 
forever to faintness of heart and those 
of little faith. Let us concentrate our 
efforts, our riches, and our cooperation 
among those friends who understand us 
and appreciate us, because we are all 
Americans. If we will concentrate our 
efforts for a decade on those friendly 
nations of our own hemisphere, we may 
forget aggression from without. The 
only aggression we need fear is the 
knocking at our gates of those less for- 
tunate peoples of the Old World, seeking 
our permission to peacefully and as 
friends, join the peoples of the Americas 
in the enjoyment of liberty and the free 
worship of God in the highest and most 
satisfying society that man has ever de- 
vised. Let us never lose sight of the 
sacrifices made by Christ, our Saviour, 
and remember that we, as mortals, can 
do little; but through His guidance, all 
things are possible. 


Accomplishments of the 83d Congress 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 


HON. JOHN V. BEAMER 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Speaker, accom- 
plishments of the 83d Congress are so nu- 
merous that only a bare outline can be 
given. Previously, certain important 
measures and events have been outlined, 
and others can be given on future oc- 
casions. However, I would like to set 
forth some of the highlights: 

Fighting in Korea stopped and no 
American lives are being lost. 

More defense with less money. De- 
fense structure has been strengthened 
and cost of its maintenance has been cut 
by billions of dollars. 

Firm, consistent foreign policy, based 
on principle of collective security, leads 
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toward a just and lasting peace. No ap- 
peasement with communism. 

Rigid economy and elimination of 
waste in Federal Government has cut 
billions of dollars from Government 
spending. More than 213,000 Federal 
employees have been eliminated. 

Greatest tax reduction in history. 
Savings of $7.4 billion to individuals and 
business, with the lion’s share going to 
the people themselves. 

Inflation halted and sound fiscal pol- 
icy inaugurated. 

Controls are gone in industry. 

Social-security system has been broad- 
ened and benefits increased, and entire 
system is being placed on a more nearly 
sound actuarial basis. 

Health and education programs for 
encouragement and assistance to the 
States have been provided. 

Judicial system relieved with the ad- 
dition of 23 new judgeships—2 in Indi- 
ana. 

Hoover Commission Government re- 
organization plans—14 of these—were 
passed. These will result in efficiency 
and economy and savings of billions of 
dollars to the taxpayers in the years 
ahead. 

Housing Act also takes Federal Gov- 
ernment out of competition with home 
builders, will save further waste, pro- 
vides for 35,000 units for 1954 and, for 
the first time, is slum clearance. 

Farm program is being met in an hon- 
est realistic manner to insure agricul- 
ture fair treatment in future as well as 
at present time. Immediate needs were 
met in cases of drought and surpluses. 

St. Lawrence Seaway, stripped of frills, 
was made possible by United States par- 
ticipation. 

Socialism being stopped. Submerged 
lands returned to States in traditional 
and constitutional boundaries; Federal 
barge lines sold; synthetic-rubber plants 
authorized for resale; power projects 
now being made available to private as 
well as to public interests; Atomic 
Energy Act amended for development 
of peacetime applications by private in- 
dividuals or corporations; highway con- 
struction totaling $3.5 billion authorized 
for a 2-year program which places more 
authority in the hands of the States. 

New moral climate with almost no 
public scandals and a return to recog- 
nition of a faith in God as exemplified 
by President Eisenhower and many 
others in high position. 


The Present Situation of Agriculture and 
a Brief Report on the Agricultural Act 
of 1954 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WILLIAM S. HILL 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I should like 
to discuss with this House the present 
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situation of agriculture and give a brief 
report on the Agricultural Act of 1954. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been said that 
American agriculture has reached the 
end of an era. Farm legislation during 
World War II, the postwar period and 
the Korean war has consisted of high 
production goals, 90 percent of parity 
on the basics and price supports stimu- 
lating high production of many other 
farm commodities. 

The heavy surpluses now in the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation have accumu- 
lated in the past couple of years as an 
aftermath of the wartime era. The fail- 
ure of the previous administration to 
invoke necessary controls to keep pro- 
duction in line in 1952, and the rather 
quick shift from a wartime to a peace- 
time economy following the Korean ar- 
mistice contributed to the accumulation 
of surpluses in the CCC. 

Your Committee on Agriculture, a 
committee on which I have been proud 
to serve for the past 12 years, realized 
early in the 83d Congress that great 
changes were taking place in the farm 
segment of our economy. Our commit- 
tee decided to go to the grassroots to 
sound out farmers’ thinking on these 
changes. Hearings were held by the 
committee in numerous farm communi- 
ties, large and small, from Maine to Cal- 
ifornia, and anyone who wished to testi- 
fy could tell the committee what type or 
kind of legislation they wanted for a 
long-range farm program. This was ex- 
cellent testimony, given by the farmer 
or his wife, and our committee benefited 
greatly from it. 

One misconception which should be 
dismissed when discussing farm legisla- 
tion is that price-support programs are 
the direct and only cause for high food 
prices. This is not the case, and the 
fact of the matter is that the farmer 
gets surprisingly little of the consumer's 
food dollar. : 

Let me give you the facts on the farm- 
ers’ share of the consumers’ dollar on 
one commodity: Wheat. Following the 
removal of price controls in the fall of 
1945, prices received by farmers for 
wheat moved upward to a peak in 1947, 
Retail prices of cereals and bakery prod- 
ucts increased even more rapidly between 
1946 and 1948. 

Farm prices for wheat declined sharply 
as a result of good harvests and a drop 
in exports in 1948 and 1949 and then re- 
covered somewhat in 1951 and 1952, asa 
result of increased demand associated 
with the Korean war. Since 1952 the 
farm price of wheat has dropped 10 per- 
cent and would have dropped further ex- 
cept for existing price supports. 

In contrast to the ups and downs of 
the farm price of wheat, the retail price 
of cereals and bakery products has 
moved only in one direction since World 
War Il—up. 

Out of each dollar spent by the Ameri- 
can housewife for domestically produced 
food, 56 cents now goes for processing, 
marketing, and transportation charges, 
The farmer receives only 44 cents. 

We should never forget how closely 
tied up the welfare of our agriculture is 
with the entire economy. The crops the 
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farmers grow not only go on to the din- 
ner table and into making clothing, but 
they also have found countless industrial 
uses, For instance, corn is used for the 
production of starch and starch deriva- 
tives, the production of alcohols—ethyl 
and butyl—and the production of or- 
ganic acids. Significant economies and 
improvements in industrial methods 
have been realized because of the proper 
exploitation of agricultural residues, such 
as corncobs, rice hulls, shells of nuts and 
fruit pits. 

And, we should not forget the effect 
the farmer’s income has on the economy. 
Farmers received approximately $10.3 
billion in marketing income during the 
first 5-months of 1954. This money goes 
back into the mainstream of the Ameri- 
can economy through the farmers’ pur- 
chase of goods and services. So we can 
see that farmers are not only one of the 
most important producing groups in the 
country, but one of the most important 
groups of consumers as well. 

It is not difficult to see what happens 
percentagewise to our economy when you 
curtail the purchasing power of 20 mil- 
lion people. It becomes clearer.as to how 
much the prosperity of this country de- 
pends on the farmer when you realize 
that nearly every American city of 10,000 
or less depends largely upon agriculture 
as the basis of its economic life. 

In the past 50 years the emphasis in 
agricultural research and experimental 
work has been on development of better 
seeds, improved farming operations, and 
all that goes to increase output of farm 
commodities. The result has been a 40- 
percent increase in farm production. 


MARKETING RESEARCH MUST BE EMPHASIZED 


Now it is time to begin another phase 
of agricultural research, namely, the 
marketing of farmers’ produce and con- 
trolling the amount the farmer gets from 
the consumer’s dollar. 

Mr. Speaker, the 83d Congress has 
been a productive Congress by way of 
introducing and developing and passing 
farm legislation of outstanding and far- 
reaching effect on future farm programs 
of the United States. 

A brief discussion and analysis of sev- 
eral of the significant agriculture bills 
passed by this Congress will indicate the 
creditable record of this Congress in both 
temporary and long-term farm legisla- 
tion. 

DROUGHT-RELIEF BILL 


One piece of legislation to help farm- 
ers on a temporary basis, and we all hope 
for the immediate future only, was a 
bill I had the privilege of introducing 
to provide Federal assistance to farmers 
hard hit by drought. In July of 1953, 
as chairman of the Livestock Subcom- 
mittee which investigated drought con- 
ditions in the western areas, I got a 
vivid picture of what impossible condi- 
tions farmers were facing. Most of the 
fields were as bare as if it were mid- 
winter. And today this drought condi- 
tion has spread to most sections of the 
Midwest. 

The measure which I introduced pro- 
vides payments of up to $1 per acre for 
farmers who carry out emergency wind 
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erosion measures under the 1954 agricul- 
tural-conservation program. This act 
has helped and, I hope, continues to 
help farmers preserve their topsoil in the 
face of discouraging wind and drought 
conditions which have plagued so many 
sections. 
SURPLUS DISPOSAL BILL 

Another measure passed by this Con- 
gress and of great importance for the 
immediate future is one to dispose of 
surplus farm commodities, a measure 
which I also had the honor of intro- 
ducing. 

This bill permits the sale of $700 mil- 
lion worth of surplus commodities held 
by the CCC. It also authorizes the 
granting of commodities to needy peo- 
ple at home and abroad, and to publicly 
owned hospitals and other institutions 
in this country. This act will result in 
farm surpluses being an asset to the 
country, both financially and in terms of 
good will. 

INCENTIVES TO WOOL PRODUCERS 


One measure which western Members 
of Congress were happy to see passed 
during this session of Congress is the 
wool-support program. Wool has long 
been a declining industry in this coun- 
try. Today it is one of only two major 
agricultural commodities that is pro- 
duced in deficit supply in the United 
States. The major reason for the decline 
in production has been the low-tariff 
protection given to wool, and the con- 
sequent dumping of foreign wool on the 
American market. 

The measure which this Congress 
passed authorizes the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to support wool at 90 percent of 
parity or above in order to encourage 
an annual production of 300 million 
pounds of shorn wool per year. The Sec- 
retary can use several methods to sup- 
port the price of wool, including loans 
and direct production payments. It is 
not expected that the total of 300 million 
pounds will be reached soon, as only 227 
million pounds were produced last year. 

‘WATERSHED-DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


I have discussed several important 
short-term acts passed by this Congress 
which will be valuable to American 
farmers during the immediate future. 
Now, I want to talk about some of the 
measures which are for the long haul, 
or the long-range agricultural program. 

One very valuable measure for long- 
term planning is the Watershed and Con- 
servation Act. 

The purpose of this act is to provide 
the legislative authority and direction 
for cooperative Federal-local action in 
attacking the problems of upstream soil 
and water conservation and flood pre- 
vention. The bill provides the policies, 
the framework, and the standards under 
which action can be taken jointly by the 
Federal Government, states, counties, 
soil conservation or watershed districts, 
or local citizens’ groups. 

Based on the sound principle of pay- 
ment for value received, this act pro- 
vides that the cost of programs and im- 
provements shall be shared equitably be- 
tween the participants according to the 
benefit received. 
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One of the best features of this act, 
Mr. Speaker, is that the plans and pro- 
grams for conservation and watershed 
work will not be handed down from the 
top, but can be developed and initiated 
at the local level. In other words, the 
people who see firsthand the need for 
such work will be the responsible initia- 
tors of watershed conservation programs, 

The average net worth increased from 
$4,474 to $8,349. This progress was 
made during the average 4.1 years they 
operated with Farmers Home Adminis- 
tration credit. 

Loans totaling $35,606,600 were ad- 
vanced from appropriated funds to help 
small farmers buy, enlarge, or improve 
their farms and farm buildings during 
the year. Another $9,530,800 in real- 
estate credit was advanced for similar 
purposes by private lenders and insured 
through the insured-mortgage program. 

Farm-water facilities and irrigation 
system loans, limited until the end of 
the 1954 fiscal year to the 17 Western 
States but soon to be available through- 
out the country, totaled $6,500,000. In 
the future, this program will include 
loans for both water and conservation 
purposes. 

The $93,460,700 advanced to meet 
emergency needs and to permit farmers 
to continue normal operations included 
$35,165,000 in special livestock loans, a 
program that was established in July 
1953. 

Despite the materially increased lend- 
ing operations, the Farmers Home Ad- 
ministration cut its annual administra- 
tive costs by about $4 million. Combin- 
ing 4 area-finance offices and the na- 
tional finance division into 1 national 
finance office located in St. Louis ac- 
counted for a large part of the savings. 
Reorganization of the National and 
States offices also contributed, as did 
other streamlining activities including 
elimination of duplicate forms and files. 
Administration of the agency’s program 
is being placed closer to the farmers by 
giving county supervisors the power of 
final approval on a larger number of 
loans. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954 

In closing I should like to make a few 
remarks concerning this act. There are 
various amendments and new sections, as 
well as directives to the Secretary of 
Agriculture in this legislation. 

Surplus agricultural commodities will 
be planned “in a commodity set-aside”: 
wheat, cotton, cottonseed oil, butter, 
nonfat dry milk solids, and cheese. 

Dairy products are supported at 75 to 
90 percent of parity and additional au- 
thority given to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to dispose of dairy surpluses. 

Commercial corn and wheat areas are 
adjusted. 

Agricultural attachés of the State De- 
partment are placed directly under the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

In administering programs of diverted 
acres, the Secretary of Agriculture may 
make his regulations applicable on an 
appropriate geographical basis; semiarid 
areas where good husbandry requires 
maintenance of a prudent feed reserve, 
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regulations relating to diverted acres 
shall be administered in such a manner 
as to permit the production of forage 
crops for storage and feeding operations; 
disaster areas are to be administered so 
as to restore the normal pattern of agri- 
culture as quickly as possible. 

Price supports on the basic commodi- 
ties, with the exception of tobacco, are 
to be on a flexible scale with a floor of 
8245 percent for the 1955 crop. The 
support level for tobacco remains at 90 
percent of parity. Mandatory price sup- 
ports are continued on tung nuts and 
honey at from 60 to 90 percent of parity 
and Irish potatoes are made eligible for 
support along with all other nonmanda- 
tory commodities at zero to 90 percent 
of parity. 

Many Congressmen expressed concern 
regarding some of the regulations and 
some of the entire sections of this act. 
However, the Congress will be in session 
again in less than 5 months and if 
amendments are necessary they can be 
considered and changed early in 1955. 


My Report to the People: The Work of 
the 1954 Session of the 83d Congress. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HARLAN HAGEN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I wish to continue my report to the 
people of my district with respect to 
legislation. 

HOUSING 

The principal housing program of the 
Federal Government, with the addition 
of the GI loan program, has been the in- 
surance by the FHA of mortgages to en- 
courage lending at reasonable interest 
rates. This program is continued as 
follows: 

(a) Repairs: FHA will continue to in- 
sure 90 percent, with a maximum Gov- 
ernment insurance amount of $2,500, of 
the cost of repairs on single-family dwell- 
ings with a repayment period of 3 years 
and 32 days. With respect to multi- 
family dwellings these restrictions are 
$10,000 and 7 years and 32 days. 

(b) Home purchases: On 1- and 2- 
family dwellings FHA will insure 95 per- 
cent of the first $9,000 of value and 75 
percent of amount over that with a max- 
imum commitment of $20,000 of insur- 
ance. The maximum for a 3-family 
dwelling is $27,500 and for a 4-family 
dwelling $35,000. The payout period 
can be as long as 30 years or the antici- 
pated life of the property, whichever is 
lesser. These rules apply to both old 
and new dwellings with a new permis- 
sible interest rate of 6 percent. The in- 
creased insurance will result in lower 
down payments. 

(c) Special provision is also made for 
low-cost housing in rural and suburban 
areas which do not qualify under ordi- 
nary FHA standards of location of prop- 
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erty. A farm home can qualify here if it 
will be adjacent to a highway and situ- 
ate on at least 5 acres. The maximum 
of FHA mortgage insurance is $6,650 to 
an owner-occupant-mortgagor. 

(d) Provision is made for insuring re- 
pairs which substantially protect or im- 
prove the basic livability or utility of 
property already under FHA mortgage. 
Increments to the FHA mortgage obli- 
gation for this purpose can bring the 
total obligation in excess of the original 
FHA commitment if used for building 
additional enclosed space. A GI owning 
a home can now use his full $7,500 guar- 
anty entitlement for this purpose, 

VETERANS 


The Veterans’ Affairs Committee of 
which I am a member reported the fol- 
lowing legislation which was approved 
by both Houses: 

(a) Added 1 year to the present 2-year 
period during which Korean war veter- 
ans can exercise their option to take 
Government-sponsored college or other 
training. The same legislation clothed 
the VA Administrator to extend the time 
of initiation and completion of rehabili- 
tation training of World War II and 
more recent veterans who were pre- 
vented from such training by their dis- 
ability, a prior inability to establish the 
service connection of their disability, or 
a discharge which has been corrected to 
an honorable discharge. 

(b) Very often private capital will not 
finance GI housing outside of metropoli- 
tan areas. To meet this problem a pro- 
gram of direct Government loans to GI’s 
was instituted. This program was con- 
tinued for 1 year and the appropriation 
therefore increased to $150 million. 

(c) Briefly there are two categories 
of persons receiving veterans’ money 
payments. Veterans with a service-con- 
nected disability, their widows and sur- 
viving children and surviving dependent 
parents. Veterans with a completely 
disabling non-service-connected disabil- 
ity which rendered them unemployable 
and their surviving widows and children. 
The latter groups must meet certain 
pauperlike income and property restric- 
tion. The Congress passed a bill increas- 
ing service-connected disability pay- 
ments by 5 percent, increasing a child- 
less widow’s allowance by $12 and a sur- 
viving parent’s allowance by $15 in the 
case of a sole parent and $10 in the case 
of 2 surviving parents. A subsequent 
bill increased benefits to non-service- 
connected pensions and their surviving 
eligibles by 5 percent. 

(d) Appropriations for veterans’ hos- 
pitals were inadequate because of the ac- 
tion of the Administrator and the Appro- 
priation Committees. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 


The social-security system was liberal- 
ized as follows: 

(a) Coverage was extended to self- 
employed farmers, architects, engineers, 
funeral directors, public accountants, 
domestic, and casual workers receiving 
as much as $50 from a single employer 
in a calendar quarter, and farm workers 
on the same basis except the monetary 
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amount is $100, fishing industry employ- 
ees; on a majority vote basis employees 
under State and local government retire- 
ment systems; ministers and members 
of religious orders can be included on a 
voluntary basis. 

(b) Earning limitations: No limit now 
for persons 72 and older. Persons under 
such age can earn $1,200 without losing 
benefits. 

(c) Amount of benefits depends on the 
average monthly wage. In making this 
computation under the new law 5 years 
of low or nonexistent earnings can be 
excluded. The limit of annual earnings 
which applies in such computation is 
increased from $3,600 to $4,200. 

(d) Greater payments are permitted. 
For those presently on the rolls they may 
range from $30 to $98.50—for those 
qualifying hereafter $30 to $108.50. The 
percentage of average monthly wage in 
calculating benefit payments is in- 
creased. Survivors benefits are increased 
and the widow, widowed mother, or par- 
ents of a person who died after 1939 and 
prior to September 1, 1950, are made 
eligible even if the decedent had only 6 
quarters of coverage. 


UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 


Coverage of the act was extended and 
other minor changes were made. 

(a) On the basis of service performed 
after December 31, 1955, Federal em- 
ployees will be covered with the Govern- 
ment making the employer contribution 
on the basis of reimbursement to the 
States of claims paid. The amount and 
duration of benefits will be governed by 
the law of the State where the employee 
last worked. 

(b) Otherwise eligible employers who 
employ at least 4 employees in each of 
20 weeks will be subject to the act. This 
will not affect California which already 
qualifies an employer with a lesser num- 
ber of employees. Although farmers and 
some farm workers were included under 
the social-security coverage attempts to 
include farm workers under unemploy- 
ment insurance coverage were rejected. 

(c) Employers with a good employ- 
ment history can now qualify for reduc- 
tion of payment after 1 year rather than 
the present 3 years. This is of benefit 
to new employers. 


ANTISUBVERSIVE LEGISLATION 


Both Houses passed a bill which would 
outlaw the Communist Party. The effect 
of this provision is uncertain, inasmuch 
as party membership is not made a crime, 
but apparently it will destroy the vis- 
ible party apparatus such as its offices, 
its publications, its candidates on the 
ballot. The same bill provided that 
Communist infiltrated unions would be 
denied the protection of the labor re- 
lations law. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT 


The Railroad Retirement Act was lib- 
eralized in a great many particulars. 
The age of eligibility for widow and de- 
pendent parents for survivors annuities 
was reduced to age 60. The maximum 
daily benefit rate under the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act was in- 
creased from $7.50 to $8.50. 
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BRYSON BILL 


A number of my people expressed sup- 
port of the Bryson bill which would es- 
tablish regulation of the methods of 
liquor advertising on radio and TV. 
Neither the House nor Senate commit- 
tees approved such legislation, but the 
House committee advised the industry 
of its concern with this problem by re- 
questing a report from the industries 
concerned as to past efforts and future 
intentions for self-policing of disap- 
proved practices. 


MY VOTING RECORD 


One of the tests of diligence of service 
is active participation in the affairs of 
the House. One of the evidences of such 
participation is the record of voting and 
being present. During the 1954 session 
of Congress there were 148 recorded roll- 
calls. Of these 76 were votes on issues 
and 72 were mere quorum calls. I failed 
to vote on an issue only once and missed 
only three quorum calls and had no ab- 
sences from my committee meetings. 


The ACP Is Being Strangled to Death by 
Departmental Red Tape 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
oF 


HON. JAMES G. POLK 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. POLK. Mr. Speaker, as one of 
America’s 7 million farmers and as a 
Representative of thousands of other 
farmers in the Sixth District of Ohio, I 
am becoming increasingly concerned 
about the policies and programs of the 
present administration relating to the 
agricultural conservation program, com- 
monly known as ACP. 

Through the ACP the Federal Govern- 
ment shares with the farmers the cost 
of soil and water conserving practices 
deemed essential to the welfare of the 
Nation. The cost sharing is provided 
for conservation in addition to that 
which farmers may be expected to carry 
out with their own resources. 

It is a well established fact that we 
in the United States are wasting our top- 
soil many times faster than India or 
China ever did. Millions of acre-feet 
of good topsoil are washed away each 
year. Every muddy stream, creek, and 
river is constantly carrying this topsoil 
away and depositing it in the oceans. 

Furthermore, most if not all of the 
chemicals necessary for plant growth 
are being rapidly depleted from many of 
our soils by intensive farming practices, 
by soil leaching, by soil erosion and by 
a lack of grass cover for the soil. 

In the lifetime of those in this gen- 
eration we have seen the number of acres 
of good soil drop from over 3% acres 
per person in the United States to just 
a little more than 2 acres per person, 
It is relatively easy to preserve the top- 
soil but it takes a long time and is an 
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expensive job to build land back into 
productive capacity after the topsoil 
has been allowed to erode away, or after 
its plant food has been lost. 

Our Nation’s leading soil scientists 
from the 48 State agricultural colleges 
tell us we have only made a small start 
in preserving and protecting our soils. 
The figures of these soil specialists indi- 
cate that to just hold our own in pre- 
serving and protecting our soil it would 
be necessary to spend over $1,556,000,000 
per year for this purpose. 

Realizing the importance and urgency 
of the soil-conservation problem and 
particularly with reference to the diffi- 
culties surrounding this problem on the 
small family-size farm, the Congress, a 
few years ago, provided by legislation 
for the agricultural conservation pro- 
gram or ACP. The initial legislation 
authorized an annual appropriation not 
to exceed $500 million for this purpose. 
The full amount was never appropriated 
but for a few years appropriations rang- 
ing from $250 million to $300 million 
were made for this purpose. 

Last year the new administration de- 
cided to curtail the ACP program and 
asked Congress to appropriate only $140 
million for the ACP. The House and 
Senate disregarded this administration 
request and appropriated $195 million or 
$55 million more than asked for by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. Again this 
year a budget request for only $140 mil- 
lion was submitted to Congress for ACP 
and again the House and Senate raised 
the total amount to $195 million and 
stipulated that $55 million of this be used 
for soil conservation practices on di- 
verted acres. 

As originally planned the agricultural 
conservation program was largely 
planned and operated by farmers as a 
part of the work of the farmers elected 
to serve on what was then known as the 
PMA committees. Local PMA commit- 
teemen, well informed concerning soil 
conservation problems in their respective 
communities, made specific recommen- 
dations to the State PMA committee who 
in turn submitted the State plans and 
recommendations to the USDA in Wash- 
ington for final approval. Generally, 
the PMA farmer committee recommen- 
dations were approved and were incor- 
porated in the ACP Handbook, the of- 
ficial published list of approved soil con- 
servation practices and the regulations 
to be followed by farmers in order to 
participate in the program. 

Under this former system of procedure 
the ACP funds were used for the soil 
building and soil conservation prac- 
tices which farmers themselves consid- 
ered best for their local communities. 

Now, I find the procedure is that the 
rules and regulations and the approved 
practices for the agricultural conserva- 
tion program are largely formulated here 
in Washington by officials of the USDA. 

Furthermore, I find that the rules, reg- 
ulations, and approved ACP practices are 
so complicated and so arbitrary, in many 
instances, that farmers either cannot or 
will not comply with them for the small 
benefits they receive, 
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Secretary of Agriculture Benson has 
set up administrative procedures which 
are the most complex since the conser- 
vation program was started in 1936 and 
I believe this is the principal reason so 
many farmers are not participating in 
the program. For example, last year 
over $30 million was turned back to the 
Treasury because farmers could not get 
around the redtape and complete their 
conservation practices. 

In 1952, the last year for which com- 
plete figures are available, 2,285,000 
farmers participated in the agricultural 
conservation program by sharing with 
their Government the cost of carrying 
out sound conservation practices. To 
date less than one-third of that number 
have signified their intention of partici- 
pating in 1954. The use of agricultural 
limestone which was over 27 million tons 
in 1952, to date this year has been less 
than an annual rate of 15 million tons. 
The use of superphosphate has dropped 
from 84,000 tons to 25,000 tons under 
this program. In 1952, 368,706 acres of 
cover crops were grown under the agri- 
cultural conservation program. This im- 
portant practice has been eliminated in 
1954. I could go on with practice after 
practice which, since the agricultural 
conservation program was started in 
1936, have been greatly expanded on the 
Nation’s farms. Now they are being 
greatly reduced. 

It is not the tons of lime, superphos- 
phate, and potash or the acres of cover 
crops which are in themselves impor- 
tant. It is the thousands of acres of 
clover and alfalfa that is growing, in- 
stead of ordinary grass, heavily fertil- 
ized with calcium from the lime, potash, 
superphosphate, and so forth, which 
makes for better animals and vegetables 
and ultimately healthier people, that is 
really important. The acres of clover 
and other legumes went from 43,538,000 
in 1935, prior to our national agricul- 
tural conservation program, to 50,848,- 
000 in 1944 the highest in our history, 
but dropped to 48,386,000 in 1953. Clover 
production is estimated to be slightly 
higher in 1954. Under the 1954 agricul- 
tural conservation program we are not 
going ahead, but we are losing a great 
deal of the gain we have made. 

The problem poses some particular 
questions. Why did this administration 
ask for lower appropriations for ACP? 
Is it solely for the purpose of endeavor- 
ing to make a showing of economy? 

Naturally we are all interested in 
economy and efficiency in Government, 
but this certainly is the highest form 
of false economy. To do anything to 
stifle the efforts and the interest of farm- 
ers in soil conservation would seem to 
me to be a very unsound public policy. 

Why was the former policy of permit- 
ing farmers, through their elected com- 
mitteemen, to formulate and carry out 
the ACP practices and procedures they 
thought were best suited to their needs, 
changed to a policy of sending out from 
Washington complex and impractical 
rules and regulations with which farm- 
ers must comply to the letter in order 
to receive ACP funds? 
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Ts it because the administration wants 
to kill the program? 

It is my belief that unless farmers 
and farm organizations and all other 
persons concerned with the problem of 
soil conservation wake up and start to 
fight for the continuance of the ACP, 
it is doomed. 

The program will be abandoned not 
because Congress is opposed to it, but 
because the Secretary of Agriculture is 
opposed to its continuance. It is my 
opinion that the ACP is being quietly 
and deliberately strangled to death by 
departmental redtape. 

This to me is an intolerable situation 
and one that should be called to public 
attention. I shall have more to say about 
it in the future. 


Friendship Between Nations Promotes 
Understanding of Mutual Benefit as 
Expressed by Hon. Antonio J. Bermu- 
dez, of Mexico 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, in 
this day of uncertainty in world affairs 
the need for real friends is apparent, 
The free nations of the world are contin- 
ually seeking ways and means to main- 
tain the principles of democracy. 
America has spent billions of dollars 
around the world, particularly in Europe, 
to strengthen democratic nations. As 
time moves on it becomes apparent that 
money alone cannot buy time and lasting 
friendships. 

It is in this connection that I wish to 
bring to the attention of our people the 
words spoken by a great Mexican, Hon. 
Antonio J. Bermudez. Today he is the 
director general of Petroleos Mexicanos. 
At the time he spoke the words to which 
Irefer he was the mayor of Juarez, Mex- 
ico. The occasion was the 10th annual 
conference of mayors of the United 
States, in 1942, held in the city of Wash- 
ington, D.C. The Honorable F. H. La- 
Guardia, mayor of New York City, was 
president of the United States Confer- 
ence of Mayors at the time and the pre- 
siding officer at the convention. The list 
of speakers at the conference included 
many outstanding officials of our na- 
tional government and representatives 
from other governments outside of the 
United States. 

Among those attending the conference 
from countries other than the United 
States was the Honorable Antonio J. Ber- 
mudez, mayor of Juarez, Mexico, ap- 
pointed by President Avila Camacho of 
Mexico to participate in the conference 
as the representative of mayors of Mex- 
ican cities. 

In addressing the convention, Senor 
Bermudez expressed thoughts that might 
well be the present day-to-day, year-to- 
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year policy as well as in 1942 when ut- 
tered, not only between his native land, 
Mexico, and the United States, but also 
as the basic policy of all nations in their 
relationships with one another. To 
know Senor Bermudez is to recognize the 
spirit of sincerity that dominates his 
every act and thought. The words he 
speaks and the acts he performs always 
come from the heart and the result of 
deep conviction. The thoughts he ex- 
pressed in the address to which I have 
referred take on additional significance 
when it is realized that he was appointed 
as the representative of mayors of Mexi- 
can cities by Avila Camacho, President at 
that time, of Mexico. President Cama- 
cho was then and always has been a 
true friend of the United States. Thus, 
the words of friendship expressed by 
Senor Bermudez may be considered as 
also expressing the views of President 
Camacho. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly the 
mutual advantages to be gained not only 
by Mexico and the United States by an 
adherence to the principles of friend- 
ship as outlined in the address, but also 
as between all the friends of democracy 
on this American continent and through- 
out the world. The ideas expressed by 
Senor Bermudez should be accepted as 
a pattern to be followed at all times, 
in times of peace as well as in times of 
war. After all the sacrifices and suffer- 
ing incident to war a structure of better 
understanding and a friendlier life both 
continental and worldwide could and 
should be built upon a foundation of 
friendship. 

What finer or more idealistic state- 
ment of the objectives of true friendship 
could be expressed than in the words of 
this distinguished Mexican, when he 
said, “We believe that everything that is 
good, everything that is right, should be 
accomplished in the name of friendship.” 
And, what greater assurance of true 
friendship between the two great Repub- 
lics of Mexico and the United States 
could have been stated, or, with greater 
sincerity, than when he said in his mem- 
orable address: 

We feel that the future of the United 
States is the future of Mexico, and the des- 
tiny of the United States is the destiny of 
Mexico, that the friends of the United States 
are the friends of Mexico, and the enemies 
of this United States are the enemies of 
Mexico, 


I conclude my remarks by including 
the entire address of Senator Bermudez. 
Brief though it is in words, yet strong 
and appealing, as it makes friendship 
between nations the real basis for pro- 
moting and strengthening a better un- 
derstanding among nations. The ad- 
dress reads as follows: 

ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE ANTONIO J. BER- 
MUDEZ, MAYOR OF JUAREZ, MEXICO 

I never make speeches in my own land, and 
I know very well that I cannot make a speech 
in a foreign language, but I am delighted to 
attend and say a few words. 

On behalf of our country, my colleagues 
from Mexico and I wish to say that we are 
gratefully honored in attending this con- 
ference of Canadian and United States may- 
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ors. We know that this conference will be 
fruitful and successful. 

I bring you greetings from His Excellency, 
Avila Camacho, the President of our coun- 
try, and from all the mayors of Mexico, and 
as Mayor LaGuardia said, “We are all in the 
same boat.” We do not come here only and 
merely as mayors. We come as allies in the 
same worthy cause. We come here as good 
neighbors, and we come here as good friends. 

We Mexican people are strong believers in 
friendship. We believe that friendship is a 
beautiful word, with a beautiful, far-reach- 
ing meaning. We believe that everything 
that is good, everything that is right, should 
be accomplished in the name of friendship. 
Reciprocal acts of friendship are mutually 
beneficial and very necessary at this hour, 
and because we feel that way, I will say that 
the good-neighbor policy of the United States 
has been and continues to be the perfect 
masterpiece of international friendship. 

We know that there will be some very 
valuable knowledge derived from this con- 
ference, that there will be some very enlight- 
ening discussions, and my colleagues and I 
will listen very attentively and try to ac- 
quire some of that knowledge to take back 
home with us, in order that when we go back 
to our country we may be better able to serve 
our community, better able to serve the 
world, and above all things, better able to 
cooperate with you. We want to render you 
our fullest unlimited cooperation. Mexico 
wants to fulfill and to execute her duties 
loyally and faithfully. It is only logical and 
natural we feel that way because at this 
hour, at this moment, we feel that the future 
of the United States is the future of Mex- 
ico, that the destiny of the United States is 
the destiny of Mexico, that the friends of 
the United States are the friends of Mexico, 
and the enemies of the United States are 
the enemies of Mexico. 


Self-Incrimination and Fifth Amendment 
Abuse 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, under 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks in the Recorp, I include 
therein a most thoughtful and ably 
written editorial from a recent edition of 
the distinguished Boston Herald and the 
distinguished Worcester Telegram, both 
prominent, outstanding, Massachusetts 
newspapers, entitled “Self-Incrimina- 
tion” and “Fifth Amendment Abuse.” 

As the Members of this House will ob- 
serve, these editorials very ably deal with 
some of the problems posed by recent 
legislative efforts to change the law re- 
lating to witnesses and their testimony 
before congressional committees. 

As I have previously observed on the 
floor, these are vital questions which go 
to the very root of our constitutional 
system. Will we continue to have a 
Government under our great Constitu- 
tion scrupulously following the rule of 
law which by that immortal document 
protects the rights of individuals, or will 
we move in the direction of eliminating 
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the basic constitutional safeguards and 
protections which this Nation has his- 
torically observed since its inception and 
adopt the totalitarian pattern of sup- 
pressing these rights? 

Personally, I do not believe that, ex- 
cept in rare instances when martial law 
may be temporarily justified, whether 
it be in war, disaster, catastrophy or in 
the struggle against communism and 
subversion, the Congress would ever be 
justified in abating these great constitu- 
tional principles which have served us 
so well and which have so materially 
helped to bring greatness, strength, and 
glory to this Government. 

There will be abuses of every law. 
There will be abuses of the constitutional 
protections. There will be certain shady, 
criminal, unscrupulous, and subversive 
individuals who may profit by these 
abuses. No doubt some of the abuses 
referred to could be eliminated by more 
intelligent application of the Constitu- 
tion and existing laws by administrative 
officials and congressional committees. 
But essentially the abuses permitted by 
constitutional safeguards would be in 
my opinion mild and negligible indeed as 
compared to those that would develop 
out of the scrapping of the Constitution 
and the nullification of our time-honored 
constitutional provisions contained in 
the body of that document and the Bill 
of Rights which guarantee the very 
fundamental rights of Americans and all 
those living under the American flag. 

If to some extent these provisions are 
a refuge for the guilty and the sub- 
versive, how much less desirable it would 
be to have a legal situation wherein the 
guilty and innocent alike, either through 
well-meaning error, or the caprice and 
whim of officialdom, are stripped of all 
their defenses against oppression and 
tyranny, subjected to the terrors of 
ruthless inquisition and finally con- 
demned to punishment against every 
sacred and ancient principle of Anglo- 
Saxon law solely as the result of their 
own admissions and statements wrung 
out by coercion and compulsion under 
the color of law. 

Such procedures are not only con- 
trary to every basic principle of Amer- 
ican constitutional law, but they are also 
inimical to the spirit and traditions of 
this great Government. It is unthink- 
able that this Nation should be forced to 
abandon its tested and invaluable con- 
stitutional principles in order to check 
the activities of Communists and sub- 
versives. And of course it is constitu- 
tionally indefensible as well and unnec- 
essary to set up one rule of law for sub- 
versives and another for all others. 

No one has been more articulate than 
I have been since my membership in 
Congress in pointing out the great peril 
to American liberty that is presented by 
the existence and increasing activities 
of the world Communist conspiracy. I 
have believed and hold sternly to the 
view that we cannot move too speedily 
or too vigorously to uproot this great 
evil which is threatening free institu- 
tions. But we must take this action in 
the American way. not in the totalitarian 
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way. We must take it with full respect 
for and adherence to our sacred Con- 
stitution, our laws and our traditional 
principles, or we will be playing into the 
hands of the Communists by using the 
very methods and tactics which we con- 
demn in their tyrannical systems. 

The techniques proposed by the so- 
called anti-immunity bill are fantastic 
and confused beyond measure. They 
baffle understanding. Their only possi- 
ble effect would be to intermingle and 
mix legislative, executive, and judicial 
powers into a bewildering pattern serving 
only to thwart and befuddle real law en- 
forcement and what is worse cancel out 
certain individual constitutional rights. 

If there is one thing absolutely essen- 
tial for us to do as Americans in the great 
crisis confronting us, it is to stick te- 
naciously to the great principles and 
truths of our immortal and unequaled 
Constitution. It provides proper, law- 
ful ways and means to effect those 
changes which modern progress may dic- 
tate. It affords ample powers of law 
enforcement consistent with basic legal 
principles of morality and justice. But 
to tamper and traffic with its most sacred 
provisions is bound to work great 
damage and injury to the moral in- 
tegrity and spiritual validity of Ameri- 
can institutions. 

The editorials follow: 

[From the Boston Herald of August 7, 1954] 
Setr-INCRIMINATION 

The immunity bill which the House of 
Representatives has just approved by the 
huge margin of 293 to 65 goes very far to 
satisfy the requirements of due process. It 
is so cautiously written, in fact, that the law- 
makers may have trouble reconciling it with 
the tougher Senate version in the few days 
that remain to this session. 

But many honorable people will continue 
to question its propriety. 

The immunity bills are, of course, all 
aimed at getting around the self-incrimina- 
tion clause of the fifth amendment. Re- 
cently many witnesses before congressional 
committees (and to a lesser extent grand 
juries) have abused the constitutional priv- 
ilege in order to escape testifying on matters 
of genuine public concern. And both Con- 
gress and the administration have moved 
determinedly to close the loophole, 

The remedy advanced has been to grant the 
witness immunity from prosecution in con- 
nection with anything he may say, so that 
he will cease to be, in the constitutional 
language, a witness “against himself.” The 
consensus of legal authority has been that, 
where the immunity grant is as broad as 
the guarantee, the witness may be com- 
pelled to talk under penalty of contempt. 

Making the immunity complete is not as 
easy as it seems. There is a question, for 
example, whether the Federal Government 
can grant immunity from prosecution in a 
State court. There is also a question how 
far immunity goes in cutting off a chain 
of evidence which may lead to a related 
crime. Probably these technicalities can be 
worked out. But questions will still remain. 

Is the fifth-amendment protection, as 
it has developed, in fact applicable only to 
cases which might lead to criminal prosecu- 
tion? Is not a Communist or former Com- 
munist, still being made a witness “against 
himself“ in a very real sense, if he publicly 
confesses his crime even with immunity 
from prosecution? The ordeal of the hear- 
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ing, public opprobrium, possible loss of 
employment, are all punishments, whether 
legally recognized or not. 

And Dean Griswold has reminded us of 
another question, raised by Justice Stephen 
Field a half century ago. The essential and 
inherent cruelty,” the judge said, “of com- 
pelling a man to expose his own guilt is ob- 
vious to everyone and needs no illustration.” 
The cruelty, he implied, was in the self-ex- 
posure, not the punishment that followed. 

But, it may be asked, why worry about be- 
ing cruel to Communists? Are they not the 
cruelest of all? And do they not richly de- 
serve exposure? Obviously we owe nothing 
to them. And obviously we have an obliga- 
tion, not merely a right, to expose them 
wherever we can. 

That is all true. But we must move 
slowly in remaking the Bill of Rights for our 
own sake, not for the Reds. It is our form 
of Government which is at stake. Justice 
Holmes once said: “We have to choose, and 
for my part I think it a less evil that some 
criminals should escape than that the Gov- 
ernment should play an ignoble part.” 

It may be possible to write an immunity 
bill which serves the good purposes sought 
by the Government without in any way tak- 
ing away from the dignity and integrity of 
our constitutional processes. But we must 
be sure before we act. 

We should remember that compulsory con- 
fession of crime is one of the features of the 
Soviet system which Westerners have always 
found most “ignoble” in the very sense 
Justice Holmes meant. 


[From the Worcester Telegram of August 
10, 1954 


FIFTH AMENDMENT ABUSE 


The troubled postwar years, filled with 
the growing menace of Communist intrigue 
and subversion, have seen the rise of a vex- 
ing constitutional and legal problem in this 
country. It concerns the use of the Fifth 
Amendment by persons anxious to avoid tes- 
timony before courts, grand juries and con- 
gressional investigating committees. 

Before 1946, this practice was not in the 
public eye. But, in the past four or five 
years, the American public has stared in 
amazement at the parade of witnesses re- 
fusing to answer questions regarding their 
associates, their business practices, and even 
their loyalty to this country, on the ground 
that they might be incriminated if they did. 

This poses a very serious problem. The 
processes of law, justice and Government 
have been hampered. Vital information has 
obviously been withheld. Yet, neither the 
courts nor Congress has had any recourse to 
the witness who simply refuses to answer 
questions, taking the fifth amendment as 
his shield. In 1950, for instance Congress 
cited 63 persons for contempt, in an effort 
to establish some penalty precedents. But 
only two of the 63 were convicted. 

The House and Senate have now passed 
separate, but similar bills aimed at correct- 
ing the situation. These bills, if they be- 
come law, will compel defiant witnesses to 
testify in cases involving national security. 
If the witness invokes the fifth amendment, 
he will be granted immunity from prosecu- 
tion in any court for what he divulges. If 
he persists in his refusal to talk, he will be 
immediately cited for contempt of court or 
Congress. The difference between the House 
and Senate bills lies in the final authoriza- 
tion for the immunity grant. The House 
bill gives this power to Federal district court 
judges. The Senate bill would give the im- 
munity grant to the Attorney General, but 
with the proviso that his opposition could 
be overridden by Congress. 
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One need not be a Communist, nor a 
friend of the fifth amendment pleaders, to 
have some doubts about these bills, For 
they are an attempt to change the Consti- 
tution by the passing of a law, which can- 
not be done. In justice, it must be recog- 
nized that the Fifth Amendment has been 
badly perverted by many of the shabby 
characters who have utilized it during the 
past few years. Instead of a protection for 
the innocent, it has become largely a refuge 
for the guilty. But it was written with the 
innocent in mind and the innocent stand 
to suffer if it is weakened or bypassed. 

The granting of immunity may seem a 
way out of the dilemma. Actually, it may 
raise up thornier problems than it solves. 
For to grant a criminal immunity in all 
courts for testimony he gives, may be to 
award him a new protection for his crimes. 
If brought to book later, he might be able 
to argue successfully that his indictment 
was the indirect result of his immune testi- 
mony. Court procedure could thus be 
enormously complicated. Criminals and 
subversives might actually scheme to testify 
under immunity so as to provide themselves 
with future legal weapons. On the other 
hand, unscrupulous law-enforcement offi- 
cials might be able to take unwarranted ad- 
vantage of a witness’ confessions, even 
though his testimony was immune. Once 
a man is known to be guilty, it is relatively 
easy to find other leads to his guilt. 

It may be, of course, that these objec- 
tions can be taken care of. We do not know. 
The subject has enormous ramifications. 
But it is clear that in our efforts to get at 
the malefactors among us, we must not un- 
duly weaken our constitutional bulwarks. 


Veterans’ Legislation in the 83d Congress 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HARLAN HAGEN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, now that the 83d Congress is 
drawing to a close, I believe that it would 
be of interest to the Members of the 
House to know of the action taken by 
this Congress on veterans’ legislation. 
The Veterans’ Affairs Committee has 
been very active during the 83d Con- 
gress. There have been a total of 401 
bills and resolutions referred to the com- 
mittee and the committee has held hear- 
ings resulting in the printing of over 
5,000 pages of testimony. Twenty-four 
bills reported by the committee have be- 
come public law. Many of these bills 
are most important to the veterans of 
the Nation and their families. 

We have just passed and sent to the 
White House a bill which will extend the 
enrollment period for Korean veterans 
for a period of 1 year. Under the pres- 
ent law, a Korean veteran has 2 years 
after the date of his discharge in which 
to enroll in education or training. This 
period has been extended to 3 years. 
This action was very necessary in my 
opinion, since many of the first group of 
about 1 million veterans who were dis- 
charged before Public Law 550, 82d Con- 
gress, became law were reaching the 
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end of their period of entitlement on 
August 20, 1954. This date is just short 
of the fall enrollment period and, as a 
practical matter, served to deny a great 
many veterans of the education and 
training which they badly needed. The 
bill which we have passed gives 1 addi- 
tional year to all Korean veterans, or 
allows a total period of 3 years after 
the date of discharge during which a 
Korean veteran may enroll in education 
or training. 

In this same bill we corrected a serious 
inequity which was working a hardship 
on some of our disabled veterans. A dis- 
abled veteran is entitled to rehabilitation 
training for the purpose of aiding him in 
overcoming his service-connected dis- 
ability. The program for World War II 
veterans ends on July 25, 1956. We 
found that there are many veterans who 
are not able to take full advantage of 
the rehabilitation program as a result of 
the cut-off date. There are some vet- 
erans who have been continuously hos- 
pitalized since World War II who have 
been prevented from entering rehabili- 
tation training and who are just now 
being released from the hospital. These 
veterans do not have sufficient time re- 
maining to complete a rehabilitation ob- 
jective. We also found the same prob- 
lem occurs in the case of veterans who 
have only recently been successful in 
establishing service connection for their 
disability. By establishing service con- 
nection they become eligible for rehabil- 
itation training only to find that suffi- 
cient time does not remain to accomplish 
their objective. There is also a small 
group of veterans who have service- 
connected disabilities but who had re- 
ceived an unsatisfactory type of dis- 
charge and were not eligible for rehabil- 
itation training. Some of these individ- 
uals have been successful in obtaining a 
correction of their discharge by the Dis- 
charge Review Board and as a result 
have just become eligible for the reha- 
bilitation training which they need. 
This group will also be given additional 
time to complete their rehabilitation 
objective. 

Congress has passed and sent to the 
White House a bill which will extend for 
1 year and expand the veterans’ direct 
loan program. In view of the fact that 
private lenders are not interested in 
loaning money in certain areas of the 
country, particularly in small towns and 
rural areas, it has been necessary to pro- 
vide a source of loan capital to veterans 
living in those areas. For the past few 
years $100 million a year has been made 
available for this purpose. This amount 
has proved inadequate; therefore we 
have increased the amount to $150 mil- 
lion a year for the coming year. I cer~ 
tainly hope that this increased amount 
serves to equalize the opportunity to ob- 
tain a home loan between rural veterans 
and veterans residing in the city. In my 
own district in California there are 
many areas where private capital is not 
available. I certainly hope that the in- 
crease in direct loan funds will serve to 
expand the opportunity for veterans in 
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our rural areas and small towns to obtain 
a loan. 

After a great deal of controversy, we 
have passed an increase in veterans’ com- 
pensation and pensions. The Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee recommended a 10- 
percent compensation increase; however, 
the administration refused to agree to 
this amount of increase and offered a 5- 
percent compromise. I suppose half a 
loaf is better than none, but in my opin- 
ion the 10-percent increase voted by the 
committee was justified and needed. 
Under the 5-percent legislation enacted 
by the Congress, veterans drawing dis- 
ability compensation will receive a flat 
5-percent increase. For instance, a vet- 
eran with a 10-percent disability now 
receives $15.75. This will be raised to 
$17. A veteran with a 50-percent dis- 
ability receives $86.25, which will be 
raised to $91. A veteran with 100 per- 
cent disability now receives $172.50. 
This amount will be increased to $181. 
The rate of compensation for widows 
without children was increased from $75 
to $87 per month and dependent parents 
of servicemen who lost their lives from 
a service-connected cause is increased 
from $60 to $75. Where there are two 
parents living, each parent’s allowance 
was increased from $35 to $40 a month. 

On veterans and their dependents re- 


ceiving pensions, a 5-percent increase 


was granted. At the present time, there 
are about 475,000 veterans of World War 
I, World War II, and Korea who have 
been found to be 100 percent disabled 
from a non-service-connected cause and 
unemployable. These veterans are also 
earning less than $1,400 if single and 
$2,700 if they have dependents. This 
class of veterans now receives $63 a 
month. Under the 5-percent increase 
passed by the Congress, the amount will 
be $66.15. A widow with no children 
whose veteran husband has died from a 
non-service-connected disability now re- 
ceives $48 a month. This amount has 
been increased to $50. This widow must 
meet an income limitation of $1,400 a 
year if she has no dependents or $2,700 
a year if she has dependents. She also 
receives an additional allowance for chil- 
dren. The 5-percent increase affects all 
veterans and dependents of the Spanish- 
American War, Civil War, the Indian 
Wars, and the War with Mexico. About 
2,300,000 veterans and their dependents 
will benefit from the compensation in- 
crease and about 975,000 veterans and 
their dependents will benefit from the 
pension increase. 

I have considered the veterans’ med- 
ical and hospital program one of the 
most important parts of the Veterans’ 
Administration program. The Veterans’ 
Administration hospitalizes about 100,- 
000 patients every day. It is most im- 
portant that the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion receive adequate funds to provide 
first-class medical care for veterans. 
The Veterans’ Affairs Committee does 
not appropriate funds for the operation 
of the medical and hospital program; 
however, it has been necessary for our 
committee to take an interest in this 
question in order that adequate funds 
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could be made available. An attempt 
was made in the first session to limit the 
basis of admission to Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration hospitals for non-service-con- 
nected cases. 

Fortunately, through a coordinated ef- 
fort of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, 
the restrictive rider was stricken from 
the appropriation bill. One of the great- 
est problems confronting the medical and 
hospital program is care for the mentally 
disabled. We have about 15,000 to 20,000 
veterans with non-service-connected 
mental disabilities on the waiting list at 
all times. It usually takes from 6 to 9 
months to get one of these veterans in 
the hospital. I sincerely hope that we 
can find a solution to this serious prob- 
lem in the coming years. 

Some of the legislation reported by 
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee during 
this session effects relatively small num- 
bers of veterans and their dependents, 
These laws are, nevertheless, important 
and needed, since they serve to correct 
inequities which have developed. For 
instance, we have secured enactment of 
a law which will extend insurance cov- 
erage under the Servicemen’s Indemnity 
Act to members of the Reserve Officers 
Training Corps when they are on active 
duty for periods of 14 days or more. We 
have had some ROTC students killed 
during summer training, yet these stu- 
dents had no insurance coverage. 

We have passed a bill which provides 
for automatic renewal of 5-year level 
premium term policies of United States 
Government life insurance. This bill 
will serve to prevent the unfortunate 
lapse of insurance which has occurred 
in so many cases. We also passed a law 
which establishes a 3-year presumptive 
period for all types of tuberculosis and 
another piece of legislation reported by 
the committee and signed into law places 
the Korean veteran on a par with World 
War I and World War II veterans by 
granting them benefits for disability pur- 
poses if injury is incurred en route to 
final acceptance or induction for mili- 
tary service. It was necessary for us to 
secure favorable action on a bill au- 
thorizing outpatient dental care to Span- 
ish-American War veterans and veterans 
taking training under Public Law 16. 
This action was necessary because of a 
rider placed on appropriations bills and 
demonstrates the inefficiency of at- 
tempting to legislate by appropriation. 

The Veterans’ Administration admin- 
isters over 300 laws. It operates five ma- 
jor programs: the medical and hospital 
program; the compensation and pension 
program; education and training; loan 
guaranty; and insurance. Most of the 
20 million veterans of our country par- 
ticipate in one or more of these programs. 
It is necessary that the Veterans’ Af- 
fairs Committee give constant attention 
to assure successful operation of the 300 
laws which govern veterans’ benefits. I 
believe that we have been successful this 
session in removing some inequities 
which required correction and we have 
also been successful in expanding vet- 
erans’ benefits in certain areas where 
expansion was needed, 
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Public Laws 548 to 559, Inclusive 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


oF 
HON. BARRATT O'HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent, I am extending 
my remarks to include my report to my 
constituents on Public Laws 548 to 559, 
inclusive, as follows: 

PUBLIC LAW 548 

H. R. 8571, Construction of naval vessels: 
This authorizes the construction of 3 mine 
warfare vessels and 8 partrol vessels (to add 
to our present antisubmarine force) at an 
estimated cost of $115 million. The entire 
planned naval construction program for 1955 
will provide 30 new ships and 17 conversions 
of existing ships, also many new service and 
small landing crafts, 

PUBLIC LAW 549 


H. R. 6725, Navy and Marine officers: Un- 
der Public Law 549 the Navy and Marine 
Corps may give regular commissions—up to 
navy lieutenant, marine captain—to reserve 
and temporary officers who qualify. During 
1955 a total of 700 officers will be integrated 
into the regular service. 


PUBLIC LAW 558 


S. 3561, Neighbors for hospitalized vet- 
erans: In 1952 the Veterans Administration 
opened a 546-bed hospital, largely for neuro- 
psychiatric patients, at Salt Lake City, Utah. 
Public Law 550 conveys to Utah 35 acres of 
land in the hospital reservation as site for 
2 armories, a drill hall, a warehouse and a 
garage. VA interposed no objection and the 
Bureau of the Budget gave the measure the 
green light. 

This act passed the House in the rush late 
in July, 2 days later the Senate, and was 
given scant attention. Fortunately, it does 
provide that if the administrator of the VA 
hospital finds that the armories, drill hall 
warehouse, and garage interfere with the 
treatment of the hospital patients the deal 
is off. I do not believe in taking chances 
with our hospitalized veterans; think this is 
a matter for investigation and possible ac- 
tion by our veteran organizations. 


PUBLIC LAW 551 


H. R. 8026, property in irrigation districts: 
This is merely a clarification of the authority 
of the Department of the Interior to transfer 
title to movable property to irrigation dis- 
tricts when they take over operation, 


PUBLIC LAW 552 


H. R. 130, Navaho Indians: Uranium and 
- Oil leases have brought sudden riches—sev- 
eral millions—to the Indians of the Navaho 
Reservation in New Mexico. Public Law 552 
gives them the right to prosecute their claim 
against the Government for the return of a 
helium lease which on expiration the Con- 
tinental Oil Co. surrendered to the Govern- 
ment—the trustee—instead of to the tribe. 


PUBLIC LAW 553 

H. J. Res. 534, sale of Pacific liners: Amer- 
ican President Lines, which lost 17 vessels 
in World War II, since then has been using 
in its passenger service in the Pacific the 
President Cleveland and the President Wil- 
son under a charter arrangement with the 
United States. 

Public Law 553 authorizes the outright 
sale of the 2 vessels to the steamship com- 
pany for $6,500,000; this is $1,100,000 more 
than the figure for which the Maritime Com- 
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mission had proposed to make the sale and 
thus is a vindication of the position of the 
Honorable Raymond S. McKeough in bat- 
tling singlehanded the other members of the 
then Maritime Commission. Lindsay C. War- 
ren, former Comptroller General, in severely 
criticizing the majority members of the 
Maritime Commission in promoting a sale 
at $1,100,000 less than the amount finally 
decided upon, said: “* * * with the out- 
standing exception of Mr. Raymond Mc- 
Keough, who not only voted against the sub- 
sidy but continued thereafter to voice his 
vigorous dissent.” 

We in the second district may take an 
exceptional pride in this since Mr. McKeough 
for 4 terms (1935-43) brilliantly represented 
us in the Congress, 


PUBLIC LAW 554 


S. 1281, commonsense and corn: Com- 
modity Credit Corporation owns agricultural 
products in very small lots in storage all over 
the country. Public Law 554 permits it to 
rotate and consolidate its stocks to prevent 
their epoiling. Here is how the new law 
will work: CCC sells 100 bushels of locally 
stored corn at the going price in a commu- 
nity where there is a demand, replaces with 
100 bushels purchased in another commu- 
nity where the market is stagnant. Another 
example: CCC has 5,000 pounds of cheese in 
storage at one point, 100 pounds at another; 
it may consolidate its holdings by selling the 
isolated 100 pounds, buying a 100-pound 
replacement at the point of the larger 
storage. 

PUBLIC LAW 555 


S. 2380, mineral leases: Here is an illus- 
tration of how legislation affecting the hold- 
ings of the American people in the vast 
public lands domain of the country was 
enacted by the 83d Congress. 

Public Law 555 liberalizes the Mineral 
Leasing Act of 1900 (a) by increasing the 
acreage holdings of any one person from 
15,360 to 46,000 acres in any one State, 100,- 
000 acres in Alaska, (b) by increasing the 
maximum area held under option from 100,- 
000 to 200,000 acres in any one State, and 
(c) by extending option terms from 2 to 3 
years. Over 300 million acres of public land 
in the West are subject to the provisions of 
the law. The possible wealth in oil and 
minerals is beyond imagination. Big oper- 
ators want the green light to move in. 

Now note please the manner in which a 
law of such tremendous importance to the 
American people was put on the statute 
books. 

(1) It was brought to the floor of the 
House on July 21, 1954, in the period of a 
frenzied drive for adjournment. 

(2) It was brought up under suspension 
of the rules limiting debate to 40 minutes 
and closing the door to amendments, 

(3) The 14-page report of the committee 
consisted largely of letters from the Office 
of the Secretary of Interior, no reference to 
the subject that in the Senate occasioned the 
question, “Did the committee consider the 
possibility that this might result in a con- 
centration of oil leases in the hands of a 
few big concerns and in the hands of 2 or 
3 individuals?” and to which the brushoff 
answer was: “It was considered.” 

(4) There was no record rollcall, the 
measure being passed by voice. 

Main argument for the enactment was the 
Secretary of the Interior’s statement stress- 


ing the importance of minerals to the Na- 


tion’s economy and of encouraging the dis- 
covery of new sources. Costs of prospecting 
now are higher, diggings are deeper, neces- 
sary to raise more risk capital. 

The reasons may be valid. They sound 
plausible enough. But I thought you would 
not wish me to take a chance with your vote 
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and the wealth under your public land. I 
voted “No.” 
PUBLIC LAW 556 


S. 3630, Hog Island, Philadelphia: In 1930 
the United States sold to Philadelphia the 
tract known as Hog Island at a fixed price of 
$3 million. Philadelphia made a downpay- 
ment of $450,000, for 10 years made annual 
ground rent payments of $76,500, then an- 
nual payments of $153,000. Public Law 556 
releases the city of further obligation, con- 
ditioned on the land being used as an air, 
rail and marine terminal for the encourage- 
ment of interstate commerce, 


PUBLIC LAW 557 


S. 2766, registering printing presses: Re- 
quires registration of printing presses used 
to produce communistic literature. 

PURLIC LAW 558 


Senate Joint Resolution 96, international 
communications: Establishes a commission 
on international telecommunications to rec- 
ommend to 84th Congress measures for effec- 
tive use of telecommunications in advancing 
understanding among the free nations. 

PUBLIC LAW 559 

S. 252, jury trial in tax cases: Income-tax 
payers suing the Government for return of 
taxes erroneously or illegally assessed are 
granted the right to a trial by jury. 


Our Defeat in Indochina 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. THOMAS J. LANE 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks, I wish to include 
the following statement I have furnished 
Mr. W. G. Gavin, managing editor, the 
Boston Traveler, in response to his poll 
for an opinion from the Massachusetts 
congressional delegation on the truce. 
in Indochina: 


Our DEFEAT IN INDOCHINA 


The fighting has stopped in Indochina. 

FF ee ene PRS PA OE SR 
d. 

A similar truce in Korea solved nothing for 
our side. It helped the Chinese Reds by 
giving them the opportunity to shift their 
aggression, this time to Indochina, 

That is the northern half of that country 
for the moment. 

Part and parcel of that familiar pattern, 
“conquest on the installment plan.” 

First, the Reds sic“ one of their satellites 
onto a chunk of the free world. 

Then, when we get scared and start mak- 
ing threats that even confuse ourselves, the 
Reds step forward with the olive branch 
marked “peace by appeasement.” 3 

We fall for it, thinking that the word 
“peace” means actual peace. 

Everyone is happy that the fighting has 
stopped, but few in the Western World seem 
to realize that every time the fighting stops 
we have retreated a few more steps. If this 
should become a habit, we shall eventually 
wind up with our backs to the wall. 

Unless we regain the initiative in the cold 
war, 

I can never understand why we must wait 
for the Communists to make the first move 
and then try to counter it with half measures. 

What the Reds have gained by military 
force against Allied weakness and indecision 
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in northern Indochina will be followed by 
successful infiltration and subversion of 
southern Indochina, unless we come up with 
a better plan ahead of their schedule. 

A solid defense alliance for southeast Asia 
is imperative. 

Diplomatic, military, and economic experts 
must work hand in hand to discourage fur- 
ther Communist aggression in this area. 

But the supreme test of leadership will 
hinge on our ability to win the allegiance 
of the oppressed millions who, hating the 
European imperialism that they are pushing 
out of Asia, are beng seduced by the siren 
call of Communist imperialism whose ruth- 
less tyranny they fail to understand. 

Surely the United States, born of a revolu- 
tion and dedicated to equality of opportunity 
for all men, is best fitted to create a dynamic 
policy under dynamic leadership to help 
these submerged millions and to win their 
genuine friendship for mutual progress in 
a world at peace. 

We in the United States are impatiently 
waiting for such policies and such leadership 
to develop. 

In the meantime the Communists are out- 
witting us, 

The truce in Indochina will be but another 
station stop on the road to disaster until we 
pioneer a better way that the world will be 
happy to follow. 

We are still waiting for constructive initia- 
tive from the White House. 


How We Have Outlawed Communism 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 


HON. USHER L. BURDICK 


OF NORTH DAKOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, if the 
Congress of the United States was ever 
irrational and bewildered, it was over 
this bill. The present laws we have en- 
forced under the direction of the At- 
torney General and supported by J. Ed- 
gar Hoover are making prompt headway 
against weeding Communists out of the 
direction of this Government, and in 
prosecutions of overt acts of com- 
munism. The long list of convictions is 
an evidence of the success we are hav- 
ing. This Congress at this session gave 
the Attorney General additional powers 
as requested. 

In this state of affairs, along comes a 
Senator, and not only supports the But- 
ler anti-Communist bill but amends it 
to make communism, per se, unlawful. 
It was a sudden move and caught the 
Senate napping. It passed the amend- 
ment 85 to 0. The bill then came to the 
House, and the House made enough 
amendments as were thought would 
avoid repealing all the machinery 
Hoover and Brownell had been using in 
prosecution of Communists. The 
amendments were not accepted by the 
Senate, and here again the Senator pro- 
posed another amendment, which made 
it a felony for any person to think as a 
Communist, and left in the bill provi- 
sions which evidently will repeal all tools 
we have to prosecute overt acts of com- 
munism, The House leaders then asked 
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that we vote down the Senate amend- 
ment and hold a conference, 

But that was not to be. A Member 
from Texas moved that the conferees be 
instructed to approve the Senate amend- 
ment outlawing the thinking of commu- 
nism and there the matter rests. The 
conferees are not bound to follow this 
instruction. 

Anyone who thinks this is not a poli- 
tical move certainly ought to be ex- 
amined by the most available sanity 
board. This whole fuss was stirred up by 
the master-minded Democrats. 

If the bill is passed as it came from 
the Senate, making it a felony to think 
communism and, at the same time, de- 
stroy the machinery to handle Commu- 
nists, the President will undoubtedly 
veto the bill and that will end it. But 
the proponents have gained what they 
were after, to get out on the stump and 
say, “We killed communism dead as a 
doornail,” but the Republicans came to 
the rescue of the Communists. That 
may elect a few Democrat Senators to 
another term in the Senate, but it will 
be a costly price the people of the United 
States will pay. 

The Democrats were sailing along with 
much promise of success before this move 
was made, but when the people see 
through this camouflaged move to ac- 
tually protect Communists, the Demo- 
cratic rise in temperature will undoubt- 
edly lower a few degrees. 

If the President does not veto this 
bill, then all the machinery we have 
built to cope with communism in the 
United States will go down, and the Com- 
munists will have clear sailing again. 
Anyone knows, even an abnormal mind, 
that it is clearly unconstitutional to pre- 
vent a man from thinking anything he 
wants to think. The proponents know 
this as well as anyone, but they are con- 
fident that no one will detect what they 
are trying todo. I have not always sup- 
ported the administration, as is well 
known, but on this sugar-coated and un- 
constitutional amendment, I will sup- 
port 7 5 administration and be proud 
to do it. 


Hon. Alvin F. Weichel 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 


HON. J. HARRY McGREGOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, un- 
der leave to extend my remarks, I want 
to pay my respects to my colleague from 
Ohio, the Honorable ALVIN F. WEICHEL, 
who is now retiring from public service. 

Al, as he is affectionately known to all 
of us, has served the public for many 
years, having served as a prosecuting at- 
torney from his county, as well as having 
served on the bar committee of the State, 
and has served in this legislative body 
since 1942. 
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Al will be remembered for his sincere 
efforts and endeavors to represent the 
people of his district, and he rose to the 
chairmanship of the important Commit- 
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

I am sure that I am joined with his 
many colleagues in wishing him every 
joy and success in his retirement, He 
has been a faithful servant. 


Culture and Greek Freedom 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


oF 


HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, great 
Greek thinkers throughout the centuries 
have given a philosophy to the world 
which is one of the very basic founda- 
tions of modern civilization as well as a 
noteworthy source of free government. 
Plato, Aristotle, Epictetus, and many 
other great Greek thinkers nourished 
and developed democratic ideals, high 
ethical concepts and the culture of free- 
dom. Greek philosophy is concerned 
with personal values and flatly rejects 
materialistic concepts of life. 

Among the greatest orators in his- 
tory were the Greeks. The Philippics of 
Demosthenes rank among the great ora- 
tions of history. 

The inspiring family life of the Greeks 
has enabled them throughout history to 
retain strong racial solidarity. Their 
zeal to sacrifice for their nation, loyalty 
to spiritual values, love of religion and 
belief in God which they have practiced 
for centuries, typify a truly great people. 
The Greeks have felt, as civilized Ameri- 
cans have felt throughout history, that 
worthwhile human progress and belief 
in God Almighty are inseparable. The 
doctrine that without faith in the 
Divine Master no nation can long sur- 
vive is a basic feature of Greek civiliza- 
tion—a doctrine which must be recog- 
nized more fully by all peoples, if com- 
munism is to be successfully fought. 

The achievements of Pericles, the 
leader of the Golden Age, are indelibly 
inscribed upon world history. There are 
few periods in all time where the fine 
arts, cultural life, and individual devel- 
opment in political and artistic values 
flowered in such a favorable climate as 
under his regime. Pericles and his con- 
temporaries have long since gone, but 
the ideals they stood for, and the lessons 
they taught, the culture and civilizing in- 
fluences they nurtured, will remain for- 
ever as an inspiration for mankind. 

The famed Acropolis is a great monu- 
ment which symbolizes a culture that 
has profoundly influenced human beings 
throughout the ages. It was the place 
of refuge and the inspirational center of 
glorious olden Greece. It was the place 
where Christianity took new and vigor- 
ous root. It still inspires the Greek peo- 
ple and the free world. 
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Aphrodite, the goddess of beauty, typi- 
fies the magnificent art of the Greeks, 
not only beauty in the physical sense, but 
beauty of the soul, of ideals, of thought 
and culture. 

Prophecy in the world did not die with 
the Delphic oracle because the heroic 
fight of present-day Greece against com- 
munism which has electrified and in- 
spired the world is a prophecy that in the 
future all democratic-minded peoples 
will militantly defend and preserve in- 
stitutions of democracy and justice. 

Sculptors, artists, writers, musicians, 
the drama, the stage, the harp and lyre 
sounded in the past a song of hope, 
strength, and courage which united the 
Greeks of ancient time. And now they 
sound again to defy the enemies of free- 
dom and to rally true lovers of liberty 
to do battle against its enemies. 

The logic, the rhetoric, the aesthetics 
of Aristotle are as realistic and vital to- 
day as when first written. The ideals 
of Plato still beckon those pledged to 
scholarship and freedom of thought. 
If you should subtract Greek culture 
from civilization, there would be no civi- 
lization as we know it today because it 
is a primary cornerstone of our modern 
political, social, and ethical life. 

It is pertinent to note that the Greeks 
of old were not materialists. They were 
profoundly spiritual in their approach. 
They did not embrace mechanistic phi- 
losophies. They were idealists. For that 
reason despite their many contributions 
to the material world, their greatest tri- 
umphs will be found, not in the world 
of matter, but in the world of thought 
and the world of the spirit. 

Realizing these things, it is easy to 
understand why, with unquenchable 
purpose, the modern Greeks, against 
powerful revolutionary subversion, have 
gallantly protected their free way of life. 
And we of America, greatest free na- 
tion in history, may well be proud that 
our culture is enriched, enobled, and 
perfected by the presence and loyalty of 
so many devoted, industrious, inspired 
American citizens of Greek heritage. 


Public Laws 560 to 581, Inclusive 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. BARRATT O’HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent, I am extending 
my remarks to continue with the report 
of the new laws of the 83d Congress that 
I began making to my consitutents on 
our convening in 1953 and have con- 
tinued to this time: 

PUBLIC LAW 560 

H. R. 7839, Housing Act of 1954: Fear of 
a developing recession was a strong force 
im the drafting of the Housing Act of 1954. 
It admittedly is a pump-priming measure, 
intended to keep construction booming. 
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Representative of the life insurance com= 
panies, who have a real estate investment 
running into the billions, under question- 
ing by me at the public hearings of our 
committee, frankly admitted that he was 
fearful of the ultimate effect on real estate. 
Trouble is there is no provision for new 
housing within the financial reach of most 
people, certainly not when and if deflation 
lowers wages and ability to meet mortgage 
commitments. 

For your ready reading here is a simplified 
analysis of the act. 

Title I, Federal Housing Administration: 
Title I of the National Housing Act author- 
izes FHA insurance of home repair or im- 
provement loans up to $2,500. Formerly the 
FHA insured 90 percent of a lender's title I 
portfolio which in effect meant 100 percent 
insurance against losses. Now FHA will 
insure 90 percent of each individual loan. 
It is felt that this will make the lenders more 
conservative in extending credit for home 
repairs. 

Title I was originally enacted in 1934 as 
an antidepression measure and Congress has 
never seen fit to make it permanent legis- 
lation. The interest rate on these loans is 
in reality over 9 percent; pretty steep, I 
would say, considering they are virtually 
riskless, 

Title II provides for FHA mortgage in- 
surance on 1- to 4-family dwellings. Under 
Public Law 560, on both new and existing 1- 
and 2-family houses, the maximum mort- 
gage limit is raised from $16,000 to $20,000. 
Downpayments are reduced. The loan to 
value ratio is set at 95 percent of the first 
$9,000 plus 75 percent of the excess above 
$9,000. The President is given authority to 
raise the $9,000 figure to $10,000. Mortgage 
maturity limits are set at 30 years but can- 
not exceed three-fourths of the remaining 
useful life of the property. 

Liberalization of FHA terms in the long 
run could prove unwise as it will accelerate 
FHA’s tendency to provide more and more 
housing for the upper middle income group 
and less for the lower middle and lower in- 
come groups. We may eventually find our- 
elves in a situation similar to that of the 
late 1920’s when there was a shortage of 
good housing for the mass of people but on 
the other hand, the building industry had 
overbuilt for the higher income groups. Real 
reason for liberalization was fear of a re- 
cession, need for pump priming is that in 
the immediate future it will, of course, act 
as a very effective pump-priming device. 

Builders warranty: In the future buyers 
of VA or FHA 1 and 2 family houses will re- 
ceive a so-called warranty from the builders 
that the house has been built in substantial 
conformity with the plans and specifica- 
tions. This is a provision for which I with 
others on the House Banking and Currency 
Committee had.long fought. Recent hous- 
ing scandals finally brought home the argu- 
ments we had been shouting into deafened 
ears. 

Title II: The present wholly Government- 
owned secondary mortgage market, the Fed- 
eral National Mortgage Association, is to be 
abolished. In its place there is established 
a new FNMA, its stock to be initially sub- 
scribed by the Secretary of the Treasury. 
Its remaining equity capital will be obtained 
in the following manner: When a lender 
sells mortgages to FNMA he will be required 
to purchase its stock equal to 3 percent of 
the value of the mortgages sold. FNMA 
will also get funds by selling its obligations 
both to the Secretary of the Treasury and 
to the investing public. Eventually the 
stock and obligations held by the Secretary 
of the Treasury are to be retired and the 
lenders will then own FNMA. 

In regard to the 3-percent fee it seems 
plain that the lenders will pass this on to 
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the builder who In turn will add it to the 
price of his house, thus the home buyer is 
paying for the lender’s stock in FNMA, 
This corporation which will be built on Gov- 
ernment credit and home buyers’ money 
will be ultimately owned by lenders.. The 
lenders thus will control the very organiza- 
tion which was created to insure an ade- 
quate supply of mortgage money. The 
obligations which this new FNMA sells to 
the investing public will be exempt from the 
public debt limitation as they are not re- 
garded as Government bonds. 

Title III, slum clearance and urban re- 
newal: This title amends title I of the Hous- 
ing Act of 1949 which authorizes loans and 
grants by the Federal Government to local 
communities for slum clearance and urban 
redevelopment. The chief amendment would 
require that in the future before a com- 
munity can qualify for a Federal loan or 
subsidy for slum clearance. It must have 
an approved overall plan for the prevention 
of slums and urban blight. 

Title IV, low-rent public housing: The 
Housing Act of 1949 authorized the construc- 
tion of 810,000 units of low-rent public hous- 
ing. Not quite 200,000 of these are con- 
structed or being constructed at the present 
time. President Eisenhower in his housing 
message to the Congress recommended that 
the Congress authorize the starting of 140,- 
000 of the remaining 600,000 units at the rate 
of 35,000 units per year. As it passed the 
House the housing bill contained no author- 
ization for public housing. In the Senate 
an amendment was added to the bill to carry 
out the President's program. In conference 
it was agreed that contracts for 35,000 ad- 
ditional units might be signed prior to June 
30, 1955, with the proviso, however, that only 
communities which had slum clearance or 
urban renewal projects under title I of the 
Housing Act of 1949 could qualify. 

It is important to understand this section 
clearly. It does not merely provide that to 
get some public housing a community must 
tear down some slums. It is quite specific. 
It is necessary for the community to have 
a slum clearance or urban renewal project 
under title I of the Housing Act of 1949. 
About 215 communities in the United States 
have taken the first step in the establishment 
of such a project but only about 50 of those 
have reached what is termed the “final loan 
and grant contract stage.” The law is not 
clear as to where or when in the slum clear- 
ance process a community may take action 
to get public-housing units. 

It is possible the 35,000 units will never be 
built. Several of the approximately 50 com- 
munities which qualify either have all the 
public housing they desire or their urban 
redevelopment projects are- commercial or 
industrial in nature. About 10,000 units at 
the most are likely to be built. 

Title V, amendments to the Home Loan 
Bank Board Act: These amendments are 
essentially administrative and technical in 
nature. 

Title VI, voluntary home mortgage credit 
program: This program provides that the 
Government and private lenders will coop- 
erate in an organized manner in facilitating 
the flow of private mortgage funds to remote 
areas and small communities. No one ex- 
pects this to work. If private lenders could 
supply a secondary mortgage market, there 
would have been no necessity for FNMA in 
the first place. 

Title VII, urban planning and reserve of 
public works: This authorizes loans and 
grants to local communities for the planning 
of public works. It does not go far enough. 
For one thing, no reference is made to plan- 
ning for an atomic attack, 
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PUBLIC LAW 561 


S. 2381, oil and gas leases: This is similar 
to the amendment to the Mineral Leasing 
Act of 1920 previously discussed except that 
Public Law 561 relates to oil and gas leases. 
It increases the amount of public land any 
one person or corporation may hold under 
oil and gas lease from 15,360 to 46,080 acres, 
100,000 acres in Alaska. The public domain 
contributes about 5 percent of the total pro- 
duction of crude petroleum in the United 
States. 

PUBLIC LAW 562 

S. 3466, more Assistant Secretaries: Pub- 
lic Law 562 doubles the number of Assistant 
Secretaries of Army, Navy, and Air Force. 
There were 2 each, now there will be 4. This 
follows the pattern set in the honeymooning 
days of 1953, when another Assistant Sec- 
retary of State was authorized as a gracious 
gesture to the new administration. I voted 
against that proposal because I thought a 
Congress pledged to economy should start 
practicing economy. It all ended up with 
the 88d Congress setting an all-time high in 
the creation of new high-salaried Assistant 
Secretaries. The pity is that with each new 
Assistant Secretary the taxpayers are bur- 
dened not only with his keep but also with 
that of his secretaries, stenographers, clerks, 
messengers, and what have you. 


PUBLIC LAW 563 


S. 3518, District of Columbia: Merely re- 
lates to fees and personnel in the office of 
the Recorder of Deeds in the District of 
Columbia. 

PUBLIC LAW 564 

H. R. 7128, District of Columbia: Routine 
District of Columbia legislation regarding 
qualification of personnel in Assessor’s office, 


PUBLIC LAW 565 


S. 2759, vocational rehabilitation of the 
disabled: There is a backlog of 2 million 
disabled persons in the United States who 
could be rehabilitated. Add to that 250,000 
new cases a year. Under the Vocational Re- 
habilitation Act of 1920, when the program 
started, some 60,000 disabled persons an- 
nually are rehabilitated for self-sustaining 
employment. Public Law 565 contemplates 
a progressive expansion of the program for 
the next 5 years. As Senator PAUL DOUGLAS 
pointed out, the act falls far short of dealing 
adequately with the massive human and 
economic problems of the physically handi- 
capped. It will increase in 1955 only by 
10,000 the number of persons accorded re- 
habilitation opportunity, leaving 180,000 to 
add to the 2 million left in the cold. 

PUBLIC LAW 566 

H. R. 6788, soil conservation and water- 
shed programs: In 40 years the Federal Gov- 
ernment has spent $3 billion on flood-control 
projects, and still the floods persist. Public 
Law 566 tries a new approach by (a) uniting 
the agricultural soil and water conservation 
program with the programs for development 
and flood protection of major river valleys, 
and (b) establishing standards for joint par- 
ticipation by the Federal Government and 
local governments and groups with proper 
sharing of the costs in proportion to benefits 
received. 

PUBLIC LAW 567 

H. R. 5173, unemployment insurance: 10 
per cent of the Federal unemployment tax is 
reserved to cover the cost of administration. 
But the cost of administration has been run- 
ning some $60 million a year under the in- 
take and this has been going into the gen- 
eral fund of the United States to pay other 
bills. Public Law 567 provides that (1) 
what is left over hereafter will go to establish 
a $200 million reserve available for advances 
to the various States in times of need, and 
(2) remainder will be allocated to the trust 
accounts of the States. 
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PUBLIC LAW 568 


H. R. 303, hospitals for Indians: This is 
part of the program to get away from prac- 
tices setting Indians apart from other citi- 
zens. It terminates the authority for Indian 
hospitals under the Secretary of the Interior, 
puts conservation of Indian health in the 
hands of the Surgeon General of the Public 
Health Service. 

PUBLIC LAW 569 

S. 2371, angary: Angary is a right in inter- 
national law of war under which ships of a 
neutral nation are taken over by the coun- 
try where berthed. Louis XIV of France 
went for it in a big way, taking over not only 
the ships but also the crews. Under an act 
of 1941 the United States combined the right 
of angary with the right of the state in 
emergency to seize foreign property and to 
make therefor proper compensation. Under 
that law of 1941 we acquired by requisition 
103 foreign-flag vessels and by purchase and 
charter 42 others to help fight World War II. 
Public Law 569 makes the act of 1941 per- 
manent, 

PUBLIC LAW 570 

S. 3589, Export-Import Bank: Export-Im- 
port Bank, established in 1934, makes loans 
on good banking security in friendly foreign 
countries. It plays a vital part in our effort 
to broaden the market for our own prod- 
ucts by building up the economies of back- 
ward areas. Public Law 570 increases its 
lending authority from $414 billion to $5 
billion and vests full responsibility in con- 
duct of the bank in a board of directors, 
consisting of the bank’s president ($17,500 
salary) and vice president (816,000 salary) 
and 3 others ($15,000 salary), to be appoint- 
ed by the President. 

PUBLIC LAW 571 

H. R. 6080, District of Columbia: Author- 
izes $475,000 appropriation for grade separa- 
tion to integrate traffic from Washington- 
Baltimore Parkway with other highways in 
the District. 

PUBLIC LAW 572 

S. 1244, postal service: Permits the Post- 
master General to renew star-route or screen 
vehicle service contracts after 6 months’ sat- 
isfactory service rather than 1 year. Rea- 
son: Many widows of deceased subcon- 
tractors carry on the business; new law gives 
them same protection husband would have 
enjoyed, 

PUBLIC LAW 573 

S. 2864, Haystack Reservoir: North Unit 
Irrigation District in Oregon serves water 
users in. an irrigated area of 50,000 acres. 
Public Law 573 authorizes the construction 
of Haystack Reservoir as part of the project. 

PUBLIC LAW 574 

S. 2408, tankers: Provides for the sale of 
obsolete tankers, 

PUBLIC LAW 575 

S. 3458, tankers: Navy is giving priority 
to speeding up tanker construction. In 1945 
over 50 percent of world-wide tanker tonnage 
was American, now only 25 percent. Public 
Law 575 authorizes 20 new tankers on a time- 
charter basis. They must be built within 
2 years and in American shipyards. 

PUBLIC LAW 576 

S. 3683, District of Columbia: There are 
12 credit unions in the District of Colum- 
bia. Public Law 576 turns their supervision 
over to the Director of the Bureau of Fed- 
eral Credit Unions, relieving the Comptroller 
of the Currency of the responsibility. 


PUBLIC LAW 577 


S. 2846, Securities Exchange Act: Experi- 
ence has shown up defects in the Securities 
Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934. Public Law 577 is expected to rem- 
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edy them. The purpose of the basic act is 
full disclosure and protection of the invest- 
ing public. 

PUBLIC LAW 578 


S. 3699, waters of the Sabine River: This 
grants consent of Congress to the compact 
between Texas and Louisiana relating to the 
waters of the Sabine River. Congressman 
Brooks of Louisiana, and Congressman 
Brooxs of Texas, were the sponsors of the 
act; case of the brooks taking care of the 
river. 

PUBLIC LAW 579 


S. 3713, Pacific fisheries: United States, 
Canada, and Jepan are mutually interested 
in the preservation of the fisheries of the 
North Pacific Ocean. Public Law 579 adopts 
the recommendations of the fisheries con- 
vention of those nations. It introduces the 
new principle of abstention into interna- 
tional conservation practice. Example: Ja- 
pan will not fish for salmon off North Amer- 
ica, Canada to keep out of certain places in 
the Bering Sea. 


PUBLIC LAW 580 
Senate Joint Resolution 67, fishing vessels: 


Repeals a wartime law relating to the return 
of fishing vessels. 
PUBLIC LAW 581 

Senate Joint Resolution 149, John Marshall 
Bicentennial Month: September 24, 1955 
marks the 200th birth anniversary of John 
Marshall, who was appointed to the Supreme 
Court of the United States in 1801. Public 
Law 581 designates September of 1955 as 
John Marshall Bicentennial Month and 
creates a commission to arrange a proper ob- 
servance of the occasion. 


Federal Employee Legislation 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HARLAN HAGEN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, in my district I have two of the out- 
standing military research installations 
in the United States, to wit, the Ed- 
wards Air Force Base and the naval 
ordnance testing station. The splendid 
military and civilian personnel of these 
two stations have already made great 
contributions to our security and will 
continue to do so. In their interest and 
to them I would make herewith a brief 
report of the acts and failures of Con- 
gress and the Executive with respect to 
Federal employee legislation. 

Although the President vetoed the bill 
to give a 5 percent pay raise and a num- 
ber of other benefits to Federal em- 
ployees, there are some other improve- 
ments in the Federal-employee program 
approved by both the Congress and the 
President. Regarding the pay question, 
most of the leading members of the 
House Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee have agreed to reintroduce the 
Federal pay bill and push it through 
Congress early enough to override a 
Presidential veto. Other Federal em- 
ployee developments were: 

The restriction on accumulation of 
annual leave was removed. Previously 
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an employee was required, by a future 
date, to use up all accumulated leave 
over 30 days. With removal of the re- 
striction an employee can now either 
take the earned leave or, upon separation 
from the Government, receive pay for 
the leave which has not been taken. 

Federal employees were brought under 
the unemployment insurance program. 
The amount of each employee’s jobless 
pay will be determined by the amount 
paid for unemployment benefits in the 
State where the employee works. The 
amount due the Federal employee will 
be paid through the State system to the 
employee by the Federal Government 
but the Government will not be taxed 
to build up a reserve to pay benefits to 
its separated employees. 

The so-called Whitten rider putting 
a ceiling on the number of permanent 
jobs was revised. Now there is a Gov- 
ernmentwide ceiling on the number of 
permanent jobs, permitting permanent 
appointments to 10 percent more Gov- 
ernment jobs than were filled in Sep- 
tember 1950. This is regarded as a con- 
gressional directive to the executive de- 
partment to begin making permanent 
appointments and will provide an esti- 
mated 700,000 permanent Government 
jobs. 

Time and one-half for overtime work 
was approved for additional Govern- 
ment employees in the upper middle pay 
grades. Under previous regulations 
many of these employees actually were 
paid less than straight time for over- 
time work. 

Longevity payments were granted to 
most top-grade employees. 

All Government employees were pro- 
vided coverage under a group life-in- 
surance program which sets up inexpen- 
sive term insurance with the Govern- 
ment paying a share of the premium. 

A uniform allowance up to $100 a year 
was granted to general schedule em- 
ployees required to wear uniforms. 

Federal workers in crafts, protective, 
and custodial jobs were put under a re- 
gional wage board system so that their 
wages will be pegged at a level com- 
parable to the prevailing wage rates in 
the area of employment. 

The temporary retirement annuity in- 
creases approved by Congress in 1951 
were made permanent, and the first 
$12,000 of civil-service annuities were 
exempted from income taxes. 

Possibly of equal importance to the 
positive action taken by Congress on 
Federal employee legislation was the 
blocking of proposed legislation which 
could have damaged the Federal civil- 
service system. 

This included proposals for removal 
of deputy marshals from civil service, 
repeal of overtime pay for customs and 
immigration employees, and granting 
authority to the Department of Justice 
to dismiss employees regardless of civil- 
service laws and regulations, These, and 
a number of other damaging proposals, 
were defeated, 
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Cyprus Is Entitled To Exercise the Right 
of Self-Determination 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
oF 


HON. BARRATT O’HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
in a few days, when we are concluding 
our deliberations here and returning to 
meet our constituents in our respective 
districts, the General Assembly of the 
United Nations will be starting on the 
important work of its agenda. The peti- 
tion for the extension of the right of self- 
determination to the people of the Medi- 
terranean island of Cyprus will come be- 
fore the General Assembly. It is vital- 
ly important to our position in world 
esteem that the full force and influence 
of the United States should be thrown 
in support of this petition. 

As indexing the tremendous interest 
of the people of the United States, and 
the profound sympathy they feel with 
the islanders of Cyprus in their yearning 
to return to the motherhood of 33 cen- 
turies, is the monster mass meeting 
scheduled for Orchestra Hall in the city 
of Chicago. Similar gatherings are being 
held in other cities throughout the 
United States: John L. Manta, out- 
standing civic leader in Chicago and a 
distinguished constituent of mine, is 
chairman of the Justice for Cyprus Com- 
mittee that has arranged the great mass 
meeting in Chicago’s Orchestra Hall. 
Other members of the committee are: 
Dr. Basil J. Photos, first vice chairman; 
John Manos, second vice chairman; 
Peter Shepis, treasurer; Costas Proussis, 
Secretary; James Gregory, Van A. No- 
mikos, James Glyman, Paul Demos, 
Peter Gianakos, William Belroy, A. A. 
Pantelis, George Bourlos, Apostolos 
Flambouras, Prof. Philip Constantinides, 
Dr. Nicholas T. Drake, Dr. E. Despotes, 
Dr. S. Soter, Takis Christopoulos, Dem. 
Athanasopoulos, Mark Mamalakis, Ar- 
thur H. Peponis, Themis Anagnost, 
Theodore Constant, George Askounis, 
Prof. Kostis Argos, D. Michalaros, An- 
drew Fasseas, George Porikos, George 
Kolettis, Helen Tangalakis, Helen Sani- 
chas, Adeline Jay Geo-Karis, Kay Prous- 
sis, James Michael Mezilson, Andrew 
Teacherson, Paul Javaras, Demetrios 
Papageorge, Peter Mantzoros, and 
George Smainis. 


CYPRUS IS GREEK 


Over 80 percent of the inhabitants of 
Cyprus are Greek. For close to a cen- 
tury they have sought by petition, plebi- 
scites and manifestos, to affect reunion 
with the fatherland. Five years ago they 
voted in the last plebiscite 96 percent of 
the entire Greek adult population of 
Cyprus for union with Greece. 

What answer to their prayers can be 
made except that to them as to all the 
other peoples of the world shall be given 
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the right of self-determination? Not to 
do so would be to make a hollow mockery 
of the words with which we define for 
the free world the goals of freedom to 
meet the aspirations of peoples every- 
where. 

Why should Cyprus in the hands of 
Great Britain be denied the right of self- 
determination in any less degree than 
that enjoyed by the islands of the Philip- 
pines when the fate of those islands was 
in our hands? We gave to the Philip- 
pine Islands everything that we could to 
help them as one brother helps another, 
and we climaxed it by keeping to the 
letter our promise of full sovereignty as 
a free and independent nation. 

Should Great Britain do less? Can I 
as a veteran of the Spanish-American 
War, which placed in our lap the destiny 
of the Philippines, and as a Member of 
the Congress of the United States of 
America, withhold the raising of my 
voice to demand that as we gave self- 
determination to the peoples of the 
islands of the Philippines, so shall Great 
Britain do with the peoples of Cyprus? 

GOES BACK 33 CENTURIES 


It has been over 33 centuries since the 
Greeks from Arcadia settled in Cyprus. 
That is a long, long time. It began 14 
centuries before, from a cradle in Bethle- 
hem came the Light of the World. All 
during these centuries the blood of the 
Greek has coursed in the veins of the 
men, the women, and the children of 
Cyprus. Great world-shaping events 
have changed the course of history, em- 
pires have risen and have fallen. Cyprus 
through it all has remained a land of 
Greek blood, of Greek sentiment, and of 
Greek culture. 

Greece, the birthplace of democracy, is 
today as always a bulwark of democracy. 
Of the very essence of democracy is 
the right of self-determination. It is 
for the retrenchment of that right 
to be enjoyed by all peoples everywhere 
that the United States is throwing the 
full force of her tremendous manpower 
and wealth into the fight of the free 
world for a better world than any we 
have known. It has not been an easy 
fight, and before the end is reached there 
will be many other severe demands for 
sacrifice, for courage, and for faith. 

It is not an easy fight because there are 
so many inequities, now deeply rooted in 
their practice, that have to be eradicated 
until from the old world of imperialism, 
of colonialism, and of small nations 
existing only at the pleasure of strong 
nations, we have built the new world of 
our dreams, and I might say of the 
dreams of the philosophers and the 
statesmen of the ancient Greece whose 
descendants in Cyprus now are knocking 
at the door of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations. 

I have mentioned the Philippine 
Islands. There were those in the United 
States who strongly advocated the re- 
tention of those islands as a possession 
of the United States. Had that been 
done, and we had broken our pledge to 
the islanders, there is no place in all 
the world where our voice in the court 
of public opinion would have been 
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listened to with respect. But when we 
voluntarily gave to the islanders the full 
sovereignty which they desired, we 
proved to the world that the peoples and 
the Government of the United States 
practiced what they preached. 

STUPID TO BE STUBBORN 


Great Britain was allied with the 
United States in World War I and in 
World War II. In the present interna- 
tional crisis these two great nations are 
still standing together, firmly bound for 
mutual assistance and defense. There 
should be no lessening of the bonds that 
unite. Great Britain also has been 
united by close ties of friendship with 
Greece. There should be no lessening of 
the ties that bind Great Britain and 
Greece. 

It is unthinkable that Great Britain 
in this critical point in history would 
risk the lessening of these bonds by a 
stubbornness the like of which under 
similar unjustified circumstances there 
have been few, if any, incidents in all 
recorded history. 

Cyprus is of no material value to Great 
Britain. Her only valid reason for wish- 
ing to continue her political domination 
is for the maintaining of military bases. 
Greece as a friend and ally is willing 
that Great Britain should continue to 
maintain in Cyprus the military bases 
necessary to her protection. That is the 
arrangement we have with the Republic 
of the Philippines. If the arrangement 
is satisfactory to us, can Great Britain 
expect us to interpret her attitude in a 
similar situation as anything less than 
sheer and stupid stubborness? 

GLADSTONE FAVORED UNION 

In 1897—57 years ago—the great Glad- 
stone told his countrymen that the popu- 
lation of the Hellenic island of Cyprus 
should be organically united with their 
brethren of Greece. 

In 1907, Winston Churchill spoke of 
the aspiration of the people of Cyprus 
for union with their motherland as an 
ideal earnestly, devoutly, and fervently 
to be cherished. 

To be stubborn for a day can be annoy- 
ing. To be stubborn for a year can be 
provocative. To be stubborn for a half 
a century and more is going away out- 
side the limitation of tolerance and pa- 
tience. 

BRITAIN SHOULD RECEDE 

I hope and pray that the statesman- 
ship of Great Britain will free itself of 
this deep-rooted stubbornness. I hope 
and pray that graciously the Govern- 
ment of Great Britain will recede from 
its position and join the rest of the free 
world in ushering in the new day of the 
return of Cyprus to the Hellenic fold. 

If that gracious course Great Britain 
declines, preferring to be stubborn rather 
than wise and cooperative, then there is 
but one course to be pursued by the Gen- 
eral Assembly of the United Nations. 

Cyprus belongs where her people wish 
her to be, again after centuries of sepa- 
ration back in the Hellenic fold. 
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The Communist Control Act of 1954 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. THOMAS J. LANE 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks, I wish to include 
my statement favoring S. 3706, the 
Communist Control Act of 1954: 


COMMUNIST Party KICKED OUT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


The Communist Party in the United 
States—directed from Moscow, and dedi- 
cated to the proposition that freedom must 
be murdered—has been banished from our 
shores. 

Stripped of those rights that it would use 
to weaken, betray, and destroy us. 

It has tried to use freedom as an instru- 
ment for confusing, dividing, and paralyzing 
freemen and their free institutions. 

It has applied itseif to turning man 
against himself. 

In an age where material progress and its 
resulting problems has placed a great strain 
upon our mental and spiritual ability to 
cope with the challenge—frustration has 
resulted in the neurosis of communism. 

Suspicious, venomous, and fanatical. 

Cunning in the use of enduring values, 
cloaking itself in respectability, emphasizing 
the letter of the law while cynically reject- 
ing its spirit—all for the purpose of destroy- 
ing our security and plunging us into 
slavery. 

It took us a long time to wake up to this 
insidious danger. 

When Communist Russia was first recog- 
nized by our Government it solemnly 
pledged never to interfere in our internal 
affairs. 

That promise was being abused at the 
very moment it was given. 

Now we know that there can never be 
coexistence with such a stealthy and merci- 
less foe. 

Pledges, treaties, trade, or any means by 
which nations try to get along with one an- 
other mean nothing to the Communists. 
They are only beguiling interludes to fool 
and soften their intended victims. Just one 
more technique in their campaign of wag- 
ing total war against humanity. 

You and I have been puzzled and wor- 
ried by the evidence that some Americans, 
who have enjoyed every opportunity and 
advantage that this Nation offers have de- 
fected to the enemy. 

However few they may be it is a symptom 
of the covert activities of the Communist 
Party in the United States. 

The fact that the Communists are able 
to brainwash the weak and the gullible, may 
not seem to be a matter of great concern 
to the overwhelming majority of loyal Ameri- 
cans. But when these few are able to get 
into sensitive positions within Govern- 
ment, and elsewhere, then our security as a 
nation is endangered. 

Of late, they have become more brazen. 

The way they have flouted the fifth amend- 
ment to the Constitution, using it not for 
its original purpose of protecting the inno- 
cent, but in order to make a mockery of the 
law itself, so that they may continue in their 
subversion prompts us to take effective 
action. 

The laws of this Nation were never meant 
to protect those who seek to destroy our 
Government, 
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Communists have been able to carry on in 
ae conspiracy because of loopholes in the 

WS. 

An entirely new situation confronts us, 
whereby they take advantage of lapses in our 
security. - 

To correct this situation we have voted to 
outlaw the Communist Party, which is the 
agent of a foreign power. 

Henceforward, membership in it shall be 
regarded as evidence of conspiracy against 
the representative form of Government es- 
tablished and maintained by the American 
people. 

The line is clearly drawn. 

The Communist Party, advocate of treason, 
is hereby declared to be the enemy within 
our gates. 

It must be hunted down and extermi- 
nated. 


The Administration’s Farm Bill 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 


HON. JAMIE L. WHITTEN 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, the 
farm bill of this administration is now 
recorded history. It is being hailed by 
Secretary Benson and the administra- 
tion as a great start toward improving 
conditions and relieving present prob- 
lems in agriculture. 

As you know, I serve on the committee 
which reviews the actual operations of 
the whole Department of Agriculture, 
including price supports, CCC opera- 
tions, and the rest; I have spent months 
doing that work each year now for about 
10 years, during 4 of which I served as 
chairman, Certainly I have had an op- 
portunity, which comes to few, to know 
the real workings of the various farm 
programs. Based on that experience, 
I am sure the Secretary and the admin- 
istration are clearly wrong. The bill 
which has been passed is not a farm bill, 
it is a middleman’s bill. It merely adds 
to the middleman’s profits when the 
spread between what the farmer gets 
and the consumer pays has already in- 
creased 85 percent since 1945. 

In this Nation of ours, where wages 
are protected by minimum wage laws 
and the bargaining power of labor 
unions, where industry is protected by 
tariffs, in this great country of ours 
where only during the past 20 years agri- 
culture has—for the first time in our 
history—received some equality in law 
and in our economy, this Republican bill 
is a step backward; and I would like to 
point out why. 

THE SITUATION 


First, we do have on hand huge quan- 
tities of farm commodities in which the 
Government has a large investment. 
Those commodities are on hand largely 
because our Government requested the 
farmers to expand their production. For 
the period 1942 to 1952, at the request 
of the Government, farmers increased 
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their production tremendously, but with- 
out any agreement by the Government 
to buy the output of their farms—though 
we did contract to buy the extra output 
we demanded of the factories, which 
paid cash to their labor. During that 
same period, as a part of our foreign-aid 
program, our Government held Ameri- 
can farm commodities off world markets 
at truly competitive prices. That policy 
is still in existence today and those are 
the two major reasons why we have 
these surplus farm commodities on hand 
now. 
REPUBLICAN CLAIMS 

This new farm bill is hailed by the ad- 
ministration as a great farm bill. It is 
represented to the country that to change 
the support level on basic commodities 
from 90 to 824 percent will work won- 
ders toward reducing our surpluses, 
which are surplus only to our domestic 
needs. Further, it is represented such 
change will reduce the cost of living to 
the consumers. 

Actually, because of the set-aside pro- 
visions of this bill, for 1 year the support 
level on basic commodities, like cotton, 
will come close to 90 percent. Mr. Ben- 
son, however, says this is only a start. 
He will be back next year for another 
7'¥-percent reduction, which he tried to 
get this year. What has really happened 
is that there has been a big buildup of 
public sentiment against any farm pro- 
gram, The Secretary of Agriculture, 
unwittingly perhaps, has misled the 
American people. 

Let us check the record. On all the 
basic commodities on which they have 
changed the compulsory support level, 
we have lost only $21 million over a 
period of 21 years under firm price sup- 
ports. What this bill does, Mr. Speaker, 
is put the six basic commodities—on 
which we have lost only $21 million in 21 
years—under the flexible provisions along 
with other commodities which have al- 
ready been under it, and on which, in 
the same 21-year period, we have lost 
$1,450,000,000. 

TRADE POLICY 


There are some good features of this 
bill, such as placing agricultural attachés 
in foreign countries under the Agricul- 
ture Department. This is something I 
have advocated repeatedly at every op- 
portunity for a number of years. This 
means that for the first time our sales- 
men of agricultural commodities report 
to and take orders from the Department 
they are supposed to represent, instead of 
the State Department, 

But the bill falls far short of what we 
need because we follow the sales policy 
announced by the Department of Agri- 
culture, and I quote: 

These commodities are offered at prevail- 
ing world market prices in the following 
manner: Corn is offered at the world market 
price on date of sale at point of delivery. 
Wheat is offered on the basis of the domestic 
price at the time of sale less an export allow- 
ance announced daily, equal to the differ- 
ence between the world price and the domes- 
tic price. Oils and peanuts are offered on a 
bid basis and bids are accepted if the price 
is not below the world price. (P. 49, pt. I, 
Agricultural Appropriation Hearings.) 
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Surely they must know CCC stocks 
must move in world trade channels at 
competitive prices in order for any farm 
program to work. It is tragic to make 
our farmers cut back their production 
and absorb this buildup of commodities 
which Government policy on sales re- 
quires, particularly since the Govern- 
ment asked for the expanded production 
and now does not place the surplus on 
the counters of world trade on a com- 
petitive basis. 

Until we can break down this foreign 
trade policy, or rather lack of a trade 
policy, we will have lots of salesmen on 
the road with little to sell because our 
prices are not competitive even though 
the law authorizes sale in world trade 
at truly competitive prices. 

IT IS NO FARMERS’ BILL 


This great Benson farm bill is not a 
farm bill; it is a middleman’s bill. It 
simply lowers the bidding price to the 
farmer, without any requirement that 
such amount be reflected in the retail 
price of the finished product. Instead 
of the farmer getting a higher support 
level at his time of need, he gets a low 
one. Instead of getting a low support 
level when he needs less help, he gets a 
higher support. In other words, if the 
Government feels that the consumer 
groups need more of a given commodity 
the Government will raise the support 
level to get the farmer to produce. But, 
if supplies are plentiful and the farmers 
have surpluses and need help, then the 
support level is reduced. That is cer- 
tainly not for the benefit of the farmer. 
It is admitted by the Department of Agri- 
culture that the cost of what the farmer 
buys has gone up fully 12 percent in the 
last few years; but the price received for 
his production has gone down 13 percent 
in the last 2 years. 

MODERN PARITY 


What do they do under this bill to 
meet that problem? They change the 
parity formula and the farmer is placed 
under modern parity. That sounds 
nice, but it really means that the farm- 
er’s support level is based on the average 
prices he has received for his commodi- 
ties for the last 10 years; and it ignores 
completely his rising costs. Where the 
old parity, which Mr. Benson has gotten 
rid of because it is old, provides a sup- 
port level tied to the cost the farmer 
pays, this change to modern parity will 
help make the farmer’s plight more 
serious. 

DAIRY SUPPORTS 

In this bill we find that the support 
level on dairy products is reduced from 
the House bill level of 80 percent of 
parity to 75 percent of parity. I am one 
of those who realize that we cannot have 
high level supports on commodities with- 
out some control of the quantity sup- 
ported. However, Mr. Speaker, the sit- 
uation becomes different when the dairy 
farmers were urged to increase their pro- 
duction by the Government; and their 
production was held off world markets at 
truly competitive prices. As long as that 
governmental policy exists, whatever the 
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justification may be, we have an obliga- 
tion to protect the producer. 
OTHER BUSINESS—AGRICULTURE 


I have before me a copy of the Kansas 
City Star of August 12, 1954, in which 
great headlines proclaim “United States 
Economy to a Peak—Overall Conditions 
Since Republicans Took Over Are Better 
Than During Any Previous Period, Presi- 
dent Declares in Midyear Report.” 

The next article in the same paper car- 
ries the headline “Farm Incomes Dip— 
Only 44 Cents of Each Consumer Dollar 
Reaches Producer, New Figures Reveal— 
As Marketing Costs Soar—While Farm- 
er’s Share Falls to Postwar Low, Food 
Buyers Get Little Break—Decline Dur- 
ing April-June Period to Men of the 
Land Is 3 Percent.” 

It is under these conditions that we 
find this farm bill passed. For the first 
time in 20 years we are basing our sup- 
port of farm commodities on what the 
Government wants the farmer to do and 
not on his needs, on the prices the farmer 
has been getting without any relation to 
the cost he pays. 

CONSUMERS WON’T BENEFIT 


There will be no real benefit to the con- 
sumer. The amount the farmer receives 
from the wheat that goes into a loaf of 
bread has dropped from 2.9 cents to 2.5 
cents; but the retail price of the loaf of 
bread increased from 12 cents to 16.5 
cents in the same period. 

There is about 31 cents worth of cotton 
in a $3.75 shirt. If the farmer contrib- 
uted the cotton there would be no reduc- 
tion in the retail price of such shirt, as 
long as the consumer would pay the 
$3.75, and so it goes. 

BAD EFFECT IS SEEN—MORSE, BENSON 


Farm prices received have dropped 13 
percent in the last 2 years. There have 
been 11 freight rate increases since 
World War II. The farmer’s costs have 
gone up. Farm purchasing power will 
probably be at the lowest level next year 
since the depression years of the 1930's. 
Farm machinery people will know it. 
Appliance firms, automobile dealers, and 
all the rest will know it. 

Let me quote the Under Secretary of 
Agriculture, Mr. True D. Morse, who said 
the stringent farm controls will mean 
less profits for the farmers and will slow 
down the whole economy: 

There will be less for labor to do—less crop 
work, harvesting, processing, transportation, 
storage and sales. To the extent that farm 
production is cut back and restricted, it 
tends to weaken consumer demand and 
national prosperity on which farm markets 
depend. 


Secretary Benson says he “does not be- 
lieve it will start a farm led and farm fed 
depression.” I hope he is right. I can 
only point out that every depression we 
have had was led off by a break in farm 
income. 

DEPARTMENT'S ARGUMENT 


Mr. Speaker, there are many things 
that the farmer should recognize. All 
the arguments I have heard Secretary 
Benson and Under Secretary Morse 
make for flexible price supports were in 
reality arguments against any price sup- 
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ports. The general tenor of Mr. Ben- 
son’s testimony before our committee 
has been that a little hardship visited 
on the farmers might be good for all of 
us. I do not believe that theory, but 
apparently we are to find out about it. 

The Secretary says we should have a 
prosperous United States notwithstand- 
ing the decline in farm income. A check 
of the records of the economy of this 
Nation throughout its history will dis- 
close that over any 5 year period the na- 
tional income has averaged about seven 
. times the farm income. While it is true 
that other segments of our economy are 
enjoying prosperity while farm prices 
are going down, just observe the next 
4 years and you will see that unless we 
can change this farm bill the drop in 
farm prices will pull the other down with 
it. Our history clearly proves that fact. 
The similarity between today and the 
late 1920's is alarming. 


WHAT IS THE PURPOSE? 


Mr. Speaker, the tragedy of this bill 
is that the American people have been 
led to believe that a change in the sup- 
port level for basic commodities will cor- 
rect much. They have been led to be- 
lieve that present conditions require 
the so-called diverted acreage program, 
whereby the farmer will have the Gov- 
ernment make his price support contin- 
gent on his farm being planted almost 
acre by acre in line with departmental 
demand. In effect, it is a drive to limit 
our farmers almost entirely to the do- 
mestic market. 

There are many who believe, in view 
of the Department’s obvious opposition 
to any farm price-support program, that 
this control of diverted acreage is just 
a means of making the program so un- 
popular with farmers as to get rid of 
price supports entirely. Certainly it 
will make it hard on the farmer. 


REAL CAUSE OF OUR PROBLEM 


Actually the administration misses the 
boat. Our problems come not because 
we support the price received by our 
farmer for domestic commodities, which 
is done in an effort to give him somewhat 
equal purchasing power and equal treat- 
ment. They come because our farm 
commodities have not been and are not 
now offered on world markets at com- 
petitive prices. It is as simple as that. 
According to the Department’s own testi- 
mony we have been only a residual sup- 
plier. Those commodities which we have 
offered have been offered at prevailing 
world prices, and if our competitors re- 
duce their prices they have gotten the 
business. Then if their supplies were 
insufficient to meet world demand they 
have come to us to take up the slack. 
That is where the cure must come, in a 
change of national policy so that Com- 
modity Credit Corporation stocks will 
be made available to the world on a com- 
petitive price basis. 

Such action is authorized by law now, 
but it is not being used. Such action is 
contemplated by all the legislation we 
have. Until the administration realizes 
that fact, the farmers are in for a tough 
time. With the farmer in for a tough 
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time we will have further destruction of 
our fertile soil, 49 percent of which has 
already been depleted. We will have a 
return to the time when farmers did not 
live like other people because their in- 
come did not make it possible. 

A VICTOR BUT MANY LOSERS 


The Nation’s newspapers, in large 
headlines, have hailed the new farm bill 
with its flexible supports as being a great 
victory for the President and Mr. Ben- 
son. The President says it is a start in 
the right direction. Perhaps it is a vic- 
tory for them, for they had their way. 
However, for every winner, there is a 
loser; and the loser here is the Ameri- 
can farmer. He alone is to get less. He 
alone is separated from consideration of 
his cost of production. He alone is sup- 
posed to do better with less. May I add 
that while he is the immediate loser, the 
people of the whole Nation will be losers 
in the long run. 


Hon. Bernard W. (Pat) Kearney, 
of New York 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


oF 


EON. EDITH NOURSE ROGERS 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I wish to call the attention of 
the Members of Congress to a signal 
honor paid to the ranking member of 
our Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Gen. 
B. W. (Pat) KEARNEY, by the National 
Encampment of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars held recently in Philadelphia, Pa. 

At last year’s encampment, held in 
Milwaukee, Wis., it was voted to present 
a citation to General Kearney in recog- 
nition of his outstanding service as a 
member of our committee. Following is 
the wording of the citation: 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States presents this certificate of apprecia- 
tion to the Honorable BERNARD W. (Par) 
KEARNEY, Member, House of Representatives, 
State of New York, in recognition of the 
many outstanding services he has rendered 
war veterans as a member of the House Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs and chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Hospitals. In witness 
thereof we have hereunto set our hands and 
the official seal of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of the United States. Approved by 
the 54th National Encampment, VFW, in 
Milwaukee, Wis., 1953. 


General Kearney, who is a past na- 
tional commander of the VFW, has al- 
ways been vitally interested in veterans’ 
problems. Besides being the ranking 
Republican member of our committee, he 
is the chairman of the important Sub- 
committee on Hospitals, which considers 
all legislation pertaining to the many 
hospital and domiciliary facilities of the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

Personally, I am delighted at this 
recognition of his fine committee work. 
He deserves every bit of praise that can 
be given him, 
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Let’s Keep the Record Straight—-A Report 
to the People of the Sixth District 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JAMES G. POLK 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, August 20, 1954 


Mr. POLK. Mr. Speaker, in the heat 
of political campaigns false statements 
are sometimes made; either through ig- 
norance of the facts or with a premedi- 
tated intent to mislead the public. Some- 
times statements involving half-truths 
or statements which involve issues or 
questions which taken out of context may 
make it appear to those who do not have 
all the facts that a person’s attitude or 
stand on some particular question or is- 
sue was quite different from that per- 
son’s true attitude or stand on the par- 
ticular question or issue involved. 

Also, by making false statements con- 
cerning a person’s stand on a particular 
issue, there may be implanted in the 
mind of the reader or listener the idea 
that the person about whom the first 
false statement was made holds certain 
views on some subsidiary or collateral 
issue or subject. For example, a speaker 
by stating that a person is opposed to 
loyalty oaths for Federal employees may 
convey the idea that the person about 
whom this statement was made is also 
sympathetic to communism, because the 
two ideas, lack of loyalty and commu- 
nism, are usually closely associated in 
the public mind. 

I mention this because of a speech 
made before the Fayette County Young 
Republican Club on February 4, 1954, by 
Mr. Kline Roberts, of Columbus, Ohio, as 
reported in the Washington Courthouse 
Record Herald of February 5, 1954, page 
10. Mr. Roberts is majority floor leader 
of the Ohio House of Representatives in 
Columbus. I do not recall ever having 
met Mr. Roberts and from his speech I 
assume he knows little or nothing about 
my record in Congress and I assume 
further that someone advised him what 
to say about my voting record. 

Mr. Roberts holds a responsible posi- 
tion in the Ohio General Assembly. He 
is one of the leaders of the Republican 
Party in Ohio, and is, no doubt, an honest 
and an honorable man. However, on 
this occasion, his statements concerning 
my voting record in Congress, as reported 
in the press, do not conform to the rec- 
ord. His statements raise some interest- 
ing questions. Who advised Mr. Roberts 
concerning his speech on this occasion? 
Was it someone with a selfish interest 
in endeavoring to discredit my service to 
the people of the Sixth District? Was it 
someone who would benefit from the 
spreading of false insinuations and in- 
nuendoes about me personally? 

As reported in the Record Herald, Mr. 
Roberts is quoted as saying: 

Polk was one of the two people in the 
whole Congress voting against defense appro- 
priations; was opposed to barring salary of 
public employees who refuse to sign loyalty 
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oaths; had opposed a watchdog committee 
to check expenditures of appropriations; had 
voted against President Eisenhower's Gov- 
ernment reorganization plan; and in a great 
majority of cases he had opposed Republican- 
favored bills in Congress. 


Four of the above statements are abso- 
lutely false. The fifth, “Had voted 
against President Eisenhower's reorgan- 
ization plan,” is one-tenth correct. The 
President submitted 10 reorganization 
plans to Congress for approval. I voted 
against 1 of the 10 reorganization plans. 
I voted against the President’s Reorgani- 
zation Plan No. 6 for the Defense Depart- 
ment, rollcall vote No. 69, June 27, 1953. 
I supported all of the nine other reor- 
ganization plans submitted by the Presi- 
dent to Congress. Mr. Kline Roberts in 
his speech at the American Legion hall 
in Washington Courthouse neglected to 
tell his audience the whole story. He so 
worded his statement as to make it ap- 
pear that I have opposed all the Presi- 
dent’s efforts to reorganize the Govern- 
ment departments, while in fact I only 
opposed 1 out of 10 reorganization plans 
the President asked Congress to approve. 

The statement that “Pork in a great 
majority of cases has opposed Republi- 
can-favored bills in Congress” is false. 
The words used in a great majority of 
cases has opposed”—indicate to the cas- 
ual listener or the casual reader that 
Pol is opposed to almost all of the Pres- 
ident’s program. This is not true, and 
fortunately there is a RECORD to prove 
how I have voted. 

The Congressional Quarterly News 
Features, of Washington, D. C., a reputa- 
ble and unbiased reporter of congres- 
sional votes, in their May 28 issue, vol- 
ume XII, No. 22, page 665, published a 
table entitled “Support for Eisenhower.” 
On this table are registered five signifi- 
cant items: 

First. Number of times Representa- 
tive voted pro-Eisenhower on the 11 
House rollcalls through May 18 which 
tested support for the President’s pro- 
gram and leadership. Polk is credited 
with 6 votes out of 11 as pro-Eisenhower. 

Second. Active support: Percentage of 
11 Eisenhower issue rollcalls on which 
Representative voted pro-Eisenhower. 
Polk is credited with 55 percent of ac- 
tive support pro-Eisenhower. 

Third. Active-support percentage for 
all of 1953: Polk is credited with 50 
Perean active support for Eisenhower in 
1953. 

Fourth. Number of times Representa- 
tive voted anti-Eisenhower on the 11 
Eisenhower issue rollcalls of 1954: POLK 
is credited with 4 anti-Eisenhower votes. 

Fifth. Active opposition: Percentage 
of the 11 Eisenhower rollcalls on which 
Representative voted anti-Eisenhower. 
Potx is credited with 36 percent of his 
votes being in opposition to Eisenhower. 

The above is from the report published 
by Congressional Quarterly News Fea- 
tures entitled “Eisenhower Support— 
GOP Backing Higher but Democrats 
Often Provide Margin of Victory,” May 
28, 1954. 

As your Representative to Congress, I 
have supported the Republican admin- 
istration when I thought it was right 
and I have not hesitated to oppose those 
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measures I consider to be bad legislation 
for the Sixth District. 

It is my firm conviction that a Rep- 
resentative should represent, so far as 
possible, the views of his constituents. 
With that view always in mind I have 
circulated questionnaires throughout the 
Sixth District for the purpose of securing 
samplings of public opinion on various 
questions and issues. The answers my 
constituents have given to these ques- 
tionnaires have been very helpful to me, 
and I am deeply grateful to those who 
have taken the time to give me their 
counsel and advice. 

May I make it perfectly clear that my 
conception of my responsibility as Rep- 
resentative is that I should endeavor to 
represent the people of the Sixth Dis- 
trict. To do otherwise would be in viola- 
tion of one of the cardinal principles of 
representative government as laid down 
by the Founding Fathers, the authors 
of the Constitution of the United States. 
I do not consider it my responsibility 
to represent either the President or the 
Republican or Democratic Parties, but 
all the people of the Sixth District. 

The statement Polk was 1 of 2 peo- 
ple in the whole Congress voting against 
defense appropriations” is utterly false. 

The last defense appropriation bill I 
opposed was on February 23, 1939, under 
the Roosevelt administration, when I was 
1 of the 205 Members who voted against 
an appropriation to fortify the island of 
Guam. Later events proved that my 
vote on that question was probably 
wrong, and I have since then supported 
and voted for larger defense appropria- 
tions instead of smaller defense appro- 
priations. For example, on July 22, 1953, 
I was 1 of the 161 Members who voted 
for sufficient appropriations to provide 
for 143 air wings for national defense. 
We were defeated in this effort but later 
the administration revised its policy on 
the Air Force and asked for more money, 
which was granted by Congress, thus 
proving that those of us who were ad- 
vocating a stronger Air Force were cor- 
rect in our original stand on this ques- 
tion. 

Likewise, the statement that I “was 
opposed to barring salary of public em- 
ployees who refuse to sign loyalty oath” 
is completely false. For many years, 
every appropriation bill providing for 
Federal salaries has contained the fol- 
lowing provision: 

No part of any appropriation contained in 
this act shall be used to pay the salary or 
wages of any person who advocates, or is a 
member of an organization that advocates, 
the overthrow of the Government of the 
United States by force or violence. 


Of course, anyone voting against a 
single one of the many appropriation 
bills passed in recent years can be 
charged falsely for voting against the 
bill because of the loyalty oath. 

I am well aware that Mr. Kline Rob- 
erts’ false statement on this issue con- 
tains the insinuation that I am in some 
way sympathetic with communism. To 
anyone who really knows me and knows 
my views and my voting record during 
nearly 16 years’ service in Congress, such 
an insinuation is so ridiculous as to be 
unbelievable, but in the new parts of the 
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Sixth District, in Fayette, Pickaway, and 
Ross Counties, such a statement might 
well raise a question concerning my fit- 
ness to hold a public office. 

To those who are not familiar with my 
views on the subject of communism and 
on all phases of disloyalty to our great 
country, may I say that on the subject 
of communism I fully concur in the reso- 
lution. adopted by the 54th National En- 
campment of the VFW at Milwaukee in 
1953, which recommends “outlawing the 
Communist Party in the United States 
and to make it a felony to belong to the 
Communist Party, or any other group by 
any other name, which engages in sub- 
versive activities with the intent to over- 
throw the Constitution of the United 
States and the American Republic.” 

The following record votes during the 
83d Congress show my official actions on 
this issue: 

First. On August 17, 1954, on rollcall 
vote No. 144, I was one of the 208 Mem- 
bers of the House of Representative who 
voted for the Dies motion to completely 
outlaw the Communist Party. This was 
an amendment to the Communist control 
bill, S. 3706. This motion carried by a 
vote of 208 yeas to 100 nays. 

The administration opposed this 
amendment and consequently it was re- 
written by the committee of conference 
between the House and Senate to con- 
form to administration recommenda- 
tions. 

Second. On August 19, 1954, on rollcall 
vote No. 147, I voted for the conference 
committee version of the bill S. 3706 
which was approved by the House. 

Third. On August 16, 1954, on rollcall 
vote No. 142, I voted for the Communist 


-Control Act as originally submitted to the 


House for consideration. This bill did 
not actually outlaw the Communist Party 
and did not go as far as I would go in 
providing protection against Commu- 
nist activity. 

Fourth. On July 23, 1954, on rollcall 
vote No. 113, I voted for contempt cita- 
tions against various individuals as re- 
quested by the House Un-American Ac- 
tivities Committee. 

Fifth. On February 24, 1954, on roll- 
call vote No. 17, I voted for an appro- 
priation of $275,000 for the House Un- 
American Activities Committee. 

Sixth. On July 21, 1953, on rollcall 
vote No. 95, I voted yea on the proposi- 
tion that Communist China should not 
be admitted to the United Nations. 

I mention these six record votes 
during the 83d Congress, in support of 
important propositions relating to com- 
munism and its eradication and control, 
because I realize that many of my con- 
stituents do not have an opportunity 
to read the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and 
consequently may not be informed con- 
cerning my stand on this issue. 

May I suggest to Mr. Roberts and to 
all others who may make accusations 
without foundation, the reading of some 
remarks on this subject by Abraham 
Lincoln. 

Lincoln said: 

I believe it is an established maxim in 
morals that he who makes an assertion 
without knowing whether it is true or false, 
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is guilty of falsehood, and the accidental 
truth of the assertion does not justify or 
excuse him. This maxim ought to be par- 
ticularly held in view when we contemplate 
an attack upon the reputation of our neigh- 
bors. (Letter to Illinois Gazette, August 
1846.) 

Persisting in a charge which one does not 
know to be true is simple malicious slander. 
(Cooper Institute, New York, 1860.) 


A man cannot prove the negative, but he 
has a right to claim that when one makes 
an affirmative charge he must offer some 
proof to show the truth of what he says. 
(Ottawa, Ill., 1858.) 

It used to be a fashion amongst men that 
when a charge was made, some sort of proof 
was brought forward to establish it, and if 
no proof was found to exist, the charge was 
dropped. (Jonesboro, Ill, September 15, 
1858.) 
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HON. BARRATT O'HARA 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, August 18, 1954 


Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent I am extending 
my remarks to include my reports on 
Public Laws 531 to 547, inclusive, to my 
constituents in the Second District of 
Illinois, as follows: 

PUBLIC LAW 531 
H. R. 9040, cooperative research in education 


Public Law 531 is a new approach in the 
field of educational research. It authorizes 
contracts and jointly financed cooperative 
arrangements with universities, colleges, and 
State educational agencies for the conduct of 
research, surveys, and demonstrations. Here- 
tofore the work has been confined to the 
office of the Commission on Education in 
Washington. By distributing it among local 
schools and agencies throughout the Nation, 
a wider range of experience will be tapped. 
Moreover, much more can be accomplished 
and at less expense to Federal taxpayers since 
part' of the money will come from local 
sources. 

Eventually will come from the research 
and surveys recommendations covering 
every phase of school construction and ad- 
ministration. These will be made available 
as optional help-aids (take or leave) to any- 
one desiring them. Conceivably they can be 
of gréat value to local school boards and 
others in formulating programs adapted to 
their own respective problems. 

The House passed the measure by a roll- 
call yote of 296 to 55. I was happy to cast 
your vote on the affirmative side. Not so, 
however, in the case of Public Law 532, which 
was brought up seemingly as a companion 
bill to Public Law 531 in the apparent hope 
that deceptive doubling-up would catch the 
champions of popular education offguard 
and asleep. 


PUBLIC LAW 532 


H. R. 7434, National Advisory Committee on 
Education 


This bad law (sought to be covered up 
by the good law preceding) opens the door 
for another attack on popular education in 
its present cultural functioning similar to 
that in the early thirties when in the name 
of economy a determined drive was made 
to reduce the curriculum in the public 
schools to little more than the three R’s. 
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I have vivid recollections of those days, and 
the happy opportunity my nightly radio 
broadcasting over WCFL gave me to partici- 
pate in a historic and successful battle to 
save our schools. 

Public Law 532 creates a National Ad- 
visory Committee on Education to initiate 
and conduct studies of problems of national 
concern in the field of education and to 
blueprint for Congress its legislative pro- 
gram in the educational field. A pretty big 
order, I would think, and one that would 
require the best efforts of the outstanding 
educators of the Nation. 

I think you will be shocked, as I was, when 
the measure came up in the House, to learn 
that Public Law 532, presumably for the 
advancement of education, actually bans 
from control of the committee the men and 
women of greatest knowledge, experience, 
and devoted interest in the field of educa- 
tion, Originally the measure completely 
disqualified educators from committee mem- 
bership. Later the ban was mildly sugar- 
coated to concede them the possibility of 
a minority representation by specifying that 
a majority of the committee should not be 
professional educators. It did not make it 
mandatory to include a single educator, but 
strictly forbid the educators, if any, exer- 
cising majority control. 

The intent is as crystal clear as the ring- 
ing of a bell. With school population in- 
creasing and costs mounting, this marks the 
beginning of another drive for educational 
curtailment. It is on the same pattern as 
recent attacks upon our colleges, univer- 
sities, and educational foundations. 

I regard Public Law 532 as one of the most 
potentially evil enactments of the 83d Con- 
gress. It passed the House 179 to 157, a 
narrow majority of 22, possible only because 
of the 99 absentees. I voted “No.” 

Fortunately, the day was saved in part 
by stripping the measure of authorization 
of immediate funds. Hence until another 
Congress provides the money the National 
Advisory Committee on Education will exist 
only on paper. If the friends of our schools 
had been less alert the sneak attack on 
popular education might have resulted in a 
greater degree of immediate peril. 


PUBLIC LAW 533 


H. R. 7466, Pine River Irrigation District, 
Colorado 


Just another reclamation project that did 
not pay out according to the calculations. 
Public Law 533 gives the district until 1994 
to pay back in easy installments Uncle 
Sam’s $3,300,000 investment. 


PUBLIC LAW 534 


H. R. 9242, Military and Naval construction 
authorization 


Construction of public works, housing and 
facilities for the Army, Navy, Air Forces and 
Alaskan Communication System totalling 
$837,369,600 are authorized by Public Law 
534. It takes 29 printed pages to list all the 
projects in continental United States and 
overseas. This will give you an idea of 
overseas authorizations. Five and five- 
tenths million dollars for family housing 
and other facilities at Keflavik, Iceland; 
$6 million for housing and medical and 
other facilities at Okinawa; $13 million for 
Guam. 

The act limits expenditure for permanent 
barracks within continental United States 
to a unit cost of $1,700 per man, $5,000 a 
man for bachelor officers quarters. 


PUBLIC LAW 535 
S. 2583, indemnities for swine 
In 1952 vesicular exanthema, a contagious 
disease, threatened swine in Oregon and 
other States. The Secretary of Agriculture 
declared an emergency in August of that year 
and Federal funds were made available to 
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cooperate with various States in indemnify- 
ing owners for swine destroyed to prevent 
spread of the plague. Public Law 535 pro- 
vides for the payment of indemnities for 
swine destroyed in July 1952, prior to the 
declaring of the emergency. The amount 
involved is about $3,300. 


PUBLIC LAW 536 
S. 2786, fire protection compact 


About 21 percent of the standing timber in 
the United States is in 10 Southeastern 
States, which produce half the Nation’s pulp- 
wood, a third of its timber. Recent severe 
drought has intensified the forest-fire hazard 
beyond the protective capacity of the States 
acting individually. Public Law 536 gives the 
necessary congressional consent to a compact 
entered into by the 10 States to pool re- 
sources in preventing and fighting the fire 
destruction of our timber. 


PUBLIC LAW 537 
S. 3197, donations to defense effort 


During World War II, American citizens, 
motivated by a patriotic desire to contribute 
more than their required share, made volun- 
tary gifts to the Government totaling more 
than $7 million. Such gifts to the extent of 
$365,000 continued to come in during 1953. 
Public Law 537 authorizes the acceptance of 
conditional as well as unconditional gifts. 
Conditional gifts are those earmarked for 
specific purposes, as recreation, medical sup- 
plies, etc. 


PUBLIC LAW 538 
H. R. 1067, Tax Court of the United States 
This authorizes the Supreme Court of the 
United States to prescribe uniform rules of 


practice and procedure (in the 11 courts of 
appeals) for review of decisions of the 


United States Tax Court. 


PUBLIC LAW 539 
H. R. 2846, Hawaii 


To aid Hawaii to complete pier 2 in Hono- 
lulu Harbor Public Law 539 gives back to 
the Territory 3 acres of land for which the 
Federal Government has no need, 


PUBLIC LAW 540 
H. R. 4854, Irrigation 

Public Law 540 aims at the reclamation 
(largely for fruit growing) of some 6,000 
acres of arid land in a mountainous region 
along the Columbia and Okanagan Rivers in 
the central part of the State of Washington. 
It is expected that the irrigation of this land 
will make it possible for the fruit growers 
and other farmers benefited to pay back 
within 50 years $2.5 million of the estimated 
$4.5 million cost. The $2 million balance of 
the Federal Government's investment would 
come from water power revenues. That is 
on the general pattern of irrigation projects. 
Uncle Sam eventually to get back his money, 
part from the sale of water power, part from 
agricultural profits made possible by the 
conversion of arid waste into cultivable 
acres. 

What Public Law 540 does is to authorize 
the construction of the Foster Creek divi- 
sion as part of the Chief Joseph Dam proj- 
ect, which if and when carried to completion 
will entail a total expenditure of at least 
$35 million with expected reimbursement of 
$20 million from sale of water power, $15 
million from land owners. 

PUBLIC LAW 541 

H. R. 4928; Uncle Sam helps out a city 

Fifty years ago the United States brought 
48 acres of farmland in New Jersey and set 
up a quarantine station. Now it is the center 
of Clifton, a thriving city of 75,000 which 
has come with the passing of a half century. 
Mushrooming Clifton is territorially con- 
gested, needs a site for outgrown muni- 
cipal buildings. The only available site is 
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14 of Uncle Sam’s acres which are presently 
used as burial ground for dead animals from 
the quarantine station. Public Law 541 re- 
flects the proper cooperative spirit of Fed- 
eral Government in relation with municipal 
government by authorizing the sale of the 
14 acres to Clifton for a new city hall. Then 
Uncle Sam can buy an incinerator for the 
disposal of his dead animals. 
PUBLIC LAW 542 
H. R. 6882, Vermejo reclamation project 
Because of a debt owing to the liquidating 
RFC in connecting with the Vermejo recla- 
mation project in New Mexico, Public Law 
542 provides a financing and repayment plan 
to enable the proposed conservancy district 
to work things out on a time-payment basis. 
PUBLIC LAW 543 
H. R. 8549, Breaks Interstate Park 
In 1953 Congress gave consent to Ken- 
tucky and Virginia to enter into a compact 
for a bi-State park on a fork of the Big 
Sandy River. Public Law 543 approves the 
compact which the two States since have 
ratified. This is in an area of great scenic 
beauty. Virginia has appropriated $50,000 
and Kentucky $25,000 for the start of de- 
velopment. Autoists may wish to jot it down. 
PUBLIC LAW 544 
H. R. 7664, Columbia River Basin 
The Priest Rapids Dam and Reservoirs was 
approved by the Flood Control Act of 1950 
as a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood 
control and water power in the Columbia 
River Basin. Estimated cost: $364 million. 
Despite the rapidly expanding demand for 
hydroelectric power in the area, the Federal 
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Government has not gone ahead with the 
project. Local interests desiring to take over, 
Public Law 544 gives the necessary authoriza- 
tion to Public Utility District No. 2, Grant 
County, Wash. (a nonprofit public body un- 
der State law), to enable it to get a license 
from the Federal Power Commission, 

Similar arrangement has been made in 
other areas where local interests have wished 
to hasten developments on the Federal pro- 
gram for which appropriations were lag- 
ging. It amounts to local governments re- 
lieving the United States from the responsi- 
bility of financing. That I think is sound. 
Nevertheless, each proposal of this nature 
should challenge careful study to make cer- 
tain that (1) the Federal interest in rela- 
tion to the flood-control program in its en- 
tirety is completely protected, and (2) the 
public is assured fair and nondiscriminatory 
rates with first call in the purchase of power 
and energy going to public bodies and co- 
operatives. 

PUBLIC LAW 545 
S. 2367, contract research 

This is an amendment to the Bankhead- 
Jones Act permitting the Department of 
Agriculture to carry on all its research proj- 
ects by contracts with public and private 
research organizations and individuals. 
Heretofore only research in the marketing 
field could be let out by contract. The rest 
had to be done by the Department personnel, 

You will find interest in the fact that well 
over $1 million a year in market research 
contracts have been let. Secretary Benson 
told the Congress the contract plan was more 
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efficient and economical than leaving the 
work to the Department's researchers. 


PUBLIC LAW 546 
H. R. 8983, historical site in Oklahoma 


Oklahoma plans to restore and preserve as 
a historical museum the old Indian agency 
building (of Territorial days) at Muskogee. 
Public Law 546 conveys the property, includ-- 
ing parking space for touring autoists and 
others. This being in Oklahoma, the Con- 
gress, of course, was alert in seeing that oil 
and mineral rights were reserved. 

Public Law 546 indexes, as have others 
covered in these reports, the definite trend 
throughout the country in the restoration 
and preservation of historic places. Here, I 
think, is the true refiection of the love of 
and loyalty to country that have been in- 
stilled in Americans by the teachings in our 
schools and colleges. 


PUBLIC LAW 547 
H. R. 5731, dam at San Diego, Calif. 


During World War II the United States 
acquired 135,000 acres of land in San Diego 
County, Calif., now occupied by the United 
States naval hospital, the naval ammuni- 
tion Depot and Camp Joseph H. Pendleton, 
a major Marine Corps training center. In- 
cluded is 21 acres, through which runs the 
last stretch of the Santa Margarita River 
before reaching the Pacific Ocean. 

Public Law 547 authorizes the construc- 
tion of the De Lux Dam (cost: $22.6 million) 
in that area to serve the joint purposes of 
Navy and the water users in the Fallbrook 
Public Utility District. The district will have 
56 years in which to pay its $7 million con- 
tribution. 


